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PART I,

THE PROBLEM OF COVENANT MUTUALITY



CHAPTER I

Introduction

The Covenant r@latianship betwean.@@d and Israel
congtitutes the fundamental and central theme of the Bible.
It is basie to the 0ld Testam&nﬁ'a understanding of history.
It determines the actions of God; it affeots the destiny of
Israel and, through it, also that of the nations with whom
it comes into contact. Events such as the Exodus, the
Wilderness Wandering, and the Conguest of Canaan derive
their great significance not oniy from their intrinsic
historic importance, but from the fact that they are direct
manifestations of the Covenant relatlonship. The motivatieon
for the message of the prophets, too, although thelr refer-
ences to the Covenant are but infrequently explieit, evolves

almost entirely from their concern with that relationship

and the obligations it imwposes. In fact, it is difficult

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

nelther a book sbout God nor a history of 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 Covenant.



CHAPTER IIX

Yhe Problem Btated

In vi@wséf the extraordinary pogltion which the
Covenarit ogeupies not only in ﬁh@ Bible, but in Jewigh
literature through the ages, we feel that there exists a
need further to lnvestigate anﬁ‘ta seek to elarify, beyond
the eonfines of theological interpretation, tﬁs exact
nature of the Covenant relationship, and to do so particu-
larly with regard to the status of each party in relation
to the other. What kind of a relationship precisely does
the texm <M’ ?» denote in this respect? Was it, for
example, a relationship of mutual obligations; or was the
entire load of the buvden imposed upon but one of the two
parties? and if so, which of the two?‘:We think that an
evaluation of the actual degree of power held by each party
may well yleld satisfactory answers to thésa guestions, for
it follows that, if one party is superior in might, the
inferior party may be l@ft with but insufficient means to
enforce ox protect its own side of the Covenant, and the

entire agreement could become one-sided in character.



parable might,

Now we may accept as axiomatic the proposition
that a divine being, @ﬂp@ﬁially.in the light of the attri-
butes which the Bible ascribes to God, is far more powerful
in every connotation of the word than a human being. Again
in the light of biblical c¢oncepts, the Covenant between God
and Israel c¢onstitutes a relationsghip as between omnipotence
and frailty, the Creator and the work of His hands, the
infinite and the finite, On the one side is a God of incom~
1 on the other not only a smsll people, but
"the smallest of all people."z It is indeed hard to con-
ceive of a greater disparity in power or status. We are
now immediately faced with the guestion as to what bearing
such maximum disparity could have upoen the God-Israel rela-
tionship. At first glance, God's ﬁupr@ﬁaay‘ia guch as to
enakle Him, and Him alone, to enforee the Covenant, or else,
to break it without fear of reprisal. Do such conditions

automatically rule out a relationship in which the rights

and privileges of the weaker party are safeguarded? Do théy

render a one-gided relationshlp between God and Israel
inevitable?

To deal with this problem we shall flrst consider
the question whether an eguitable exchange of obligations

is possible among Covenant partners of unegual status.



Consequently, we shall seek to determine to what extent
the brith relationship between God and Israsel is a mutu~

ally obligating relatienship.

NOTES TO CHAPTER II
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CHAPTER IIIX

Basic Conditions for Mutuwality in Contracts

There appears to be a growing awareness in modern
Law of the close relationghip that exists between the prin-
ciples of freedom and equality in contractual relationships.
In a famous dissent, Justice Holmes hag spoken of "the
equality of position between the parties in which liberty

nl 8imilarly, a French Jurist, Charmont,z

of contract begins,
maintaine: "On tend & considerer gu'il n'y a pas de contrat
regpectable si les parties n'ont pas été placdes dans les
conditions non seulement de liberté, mais d'Sgalité. 8i
1l'un deg contractans est sans abri, sgans ressources, condamné.
& subir les exigences de 1l'autre, la liberté de falt est

auyprim@e."s

It is guite clear that both these statements not
only speak of freedom and equality as basic requisites fmi
a contractual relationship, bﬁt place them in pogitions of
contingency one upon the other. In other words, the two
opinions concur in the contention that the freedom to nego-

tiate a dontract with a given party is not truly freedom,



unless the two parties are in positions of equality to
each other. The same thought appears, too, in the opinion
of Cardozo that "the same fluid and dynamic a@nﬁ@ptibn
which underlies the modern notion of liberty . . . must
also underlie the aagnaﬁe'maﬁian of aqu&lity."4 If libexty
of gontract, the free right to enter inte a cowenantal
relationship, depends upan‘equaliﬁy, it then bec¢omes neces-
sary to probe further into the term "eguality of position.”
For if it were found to imply that partners to a contract
had to be egual in the resources of physical might at thelr

digposal, or in rank, or wealth, ox influence, it ig obvious

. that no valid, i.e., enforcable contract could come into

being between rich and poor, strong and weak, not to speak
of God and man.

In point of fact, however, "egquality of position®
in the understanding of Justice Holmes is not to be inter-
preted in this manner. In his book on Holmes, Max Lernsr
explaing the phrase to mean "that freedom could not bedome
real until the bargaining pasiti@nﬂ were equalized."® It
will appear then that, theoretically, at least, &iaparity/
of status does in no way impinge upon the freedom of con-
tragt. On the contrary, we suggest that "equality of posi-

tion" is tantamount to the free opportunity of each party,



regardless of power and prestige, and free from any duress
or fear of reprisal, to axrive at ltes own choige and degi-
sion regarding the acceptablility of the other party, or

the advisability of entering into contract and of negotliating
its terms.

Now, in our own soclety such "eguality of position"
ig upheld by the “equal protection of the 1aws"5 guaranteed
to eadh party and individual. But even if such constitu-
tional imwunities were non-existent according to the opinions
clted above, the degree of eguality of position among parties
to 8 contract, or the lack of it, would not be determined by
the disparity in statue between the parties, but by the ele-
ment of freedom of cholce and bargaining power which each
payty is pexmitted to enjoy. It is éuch freadom which
ideally c¢reatesg the donditions for contractual equality. If

it can be sald to exist in & given situation, the basis for

mutuality of obligations, too, exists in a contract or

covenant relationship even between parties of otherwise

un@quél status.

That such was amtﬁally the case long before con-
@titutiénal guavantees came into being is borne out by some
of the non~religlous ihtra«humam govenants in the Bible, of

which the following three may serve as example: King



Abimelegh makes a covenant with Abraham concerning the
latter's right to a well? which Abraham had dug and which
Abimelech's serxvants had foreibly taken away. 8ince
Abraham dwelt as a guest in Abimelech's territory, it must
be assumed that the King had the mesans to withhold the well
from Abraham indefinltely. He represents thug the party
superior in physical power. Nevertheless, the covenant
bears the earmarks of mutuality. The rvights to the well
are exchanged for the glft of cattle, and the inferior

8 the superior for the latter's past

actually “reproves
action. @Qlearly Abraham enters inte the covenant of his
own frae will and without any dur@ﬁalwhaﬁevar.

Again, in the Book of Joshua,? Joshua enters inmto
a covenant with the inhhkbitants of Gibeon, the alleged
ambassadors from a "far countyv.” In the very act of volun-
tarlily requesting the covenant, they just as voluntarily
graalaimbthamse1V@@ to be the inferiors.>? ﬂaw@ver, not
only does dmshua, répm@sentinq the superior party, agrese to
the covenant, but he upholds it against the ¢riticism of his

own people, and insists on carrying out his part of the obli-

gations, even though it ig later established that the inferioyx

party had antered into the covensnt under false pretenses.
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Finally, we cite an example where the d;aParity'
between the parties is 80 great as to enable the superior
to make of the inferior demands of the utmost severity and
‘crueluy.ll Nahash the Ammonite agrees to ;h@ fogr of the
men of Jabesh-gilead, who offer to serve him in return for
a govenant with them, on the condition that they agree to
have their right eye put out. But even in this casge, the
inferiox party is able to ask for, and is granted, a period

12

of vespite to consider the conditions. There remains for

‘him an element of free choice, however agonizing the alter-

natives may be. The superior, in any c¢ase, does not immedi-
ately unleash his full power.

Because of the crassness of the situstion, the
last example demonstrates particularly well an additional
important aspect commen to all covenants between non-equals.
In the last analysis, even equality of position in terms of
freedom of choige will d@pend‘upan the readiness of the
superior party to place limitations upon tha~p@tential of
his arbitrary power. In fact, the greater th@ disparity
betwaen the parties in terms of power, the greater must be
this willing effort by the superior party. It was this

subjugation of superiority to the covenant oath which in
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the Anci%ntvmaar Bastl3 took the place of t@déy‘a consti-
tutional immunities and facilitated the conditions under
which mutu&;ity of cavanant‘abligationg could exist.

We now submiﬁ th@t this self-limitation on the
part of the superior party prevails even in the case of
the greatest possible disparity between partners, namely
in the Covenant between God and His aréaturés. Part of
the covenant between Cod and Noah, which is tantamount to
a covenant with all flesh, 1% is @od's assurance that He
would not again employ His superior might in bringing
renewed destruction to the earth and its inhabitants. >
In view of the fac¢t that the stoxry of Noah followa upon
the story of creation with its presentation of God as the
all-powerful creator, and in view, too, of the constant
references to God as the ¢reator in‘lat@r Books of the
Bible,l6 it is significant that the earliest biblical con-
cepts of the "Creator" clearly invelve a self-imposed
curbing of His power in the making of a Covenant. More~
over, the theme of gelf-limitation is thV@mnfin@d to the
agvamanﬁ with Noah. As we shall ges, numerous passages
from other Books of the Bihl@l7 indicate that God in effect

limited Hie actions since that first time. For, whenever
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He waé on the point of forsaking Israel, destroying them,
or leaving‘hhem to be destroyed, Moses and others could
appeal to Him on various grounds!® none of which was by
itself legally binding, but all of which together were
intrinsically connected with aspects and sentiments pex-
taining to His covenant with Israel.

We are thﬁa inclined to believe that even the
greatest possgible di@parity}in'status between two covenant
partners does not mitigate against, let alone exclude, a
relationship marked by mutual obligations, however unevenly
these might be divided between the partnexs, aAnd though
the self-limitation on the part of the guperior power in
no way minimizes the oxiginal disparity in power and status,
it does in effect create a common platform upon which an

interplay of action can take place.

NOTES TO CHAPTER IXII
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not only of liberty, but of squality. If one of the parties
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PART IIX

CHARACTERISTICS OF COVENANT MUTUALITY

IN INDIVIDUAL BOOKS OF THE BIBLE
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CHAPTER IV

Genesis ~- The Patriarchal Covenant

Although there is in tha Bible a numbex 6f
covenants involving God and Israel,l'when we speak of "the
Cowenant® we have in mind that continuous relationship which
began between God and Abraham® and was then extended at Mk,
8inal to embrace the entire people of Israel.d fThe authors
of the Bibl@,xhaving previously introduged the idea of God
entering into covenant with the work of His hands with
regard to man and beast in general,4 now hasten to apply”
the concept to the subject of their special concern ~- the
relationship between God and Israel.

The word .}')P appears for the first time in
this context in the fifteenth chapter of Genesis.® Abraham

is selected by God as the prospective progenitor of a

covenant-pecople for whose habitation an entire land is to

be cleared of its current inhabitantwq6 To be sure, Abraham
ig worthy of the qovenant because of his own right@Ousn@ss,7
but it is in particular the generations after him which are

to reap the benefit of God's promiaega Abraham is not
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covenanted as an individual_albnez he is approached hy God
as the representative of a people as yet unborn.?

It is important to note that this initial explicit
reference to the covenant between God and Israel contains

the basic themes which, because they constitute the ideo-

logical nuceleus and historical sine gua non of the Brith
goncept, are gonstantly referred to and restated in later
Books of the Bible. These themes ére as follows: Firstly,
God is the originator as well as the initiator of the
covenant. We find ne mention anywhere of a regquest by

Abraham for such a yrelationship. The idea, its implementa-

tion, and the selection of the vaenant partner are olearly

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

upon a specific promise, a sacred ocath, a scolemn obligation
with regard to the welfare and protection of His covenant
partner. @God's undertaking, however, is not limited to
Abraham, but takes, so to speak, the form of a long-range
program. Thirdiyr;tharef@r@, the covenant is to be a
perpetual relationship.*? It does not expire with Abraham's
death, but remains in force throughout the g@nératians.

Qf the mény gquestions which present themselves
with regard to these basic aspects of the brith, we shall

at this point address ourselves only to those which touch
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upon the problem of muﬁuality and liberty of contract, as
outlined in Ghaptex:ml,”- Speelfically we are;@mn@@rnad
with the following questions: The early biblical passages
dealing with the orxigin of the eovenant indicate that its
implementation was af-@md‘a‘daingf'&b they also offer any
indication as to whether Abraham might have had any say or
part din it? Was'the'cévanant.impoaed upon Abraham by God,
regardless of Abraham's wishes and inmlinatienﬁ; or eould
he of his volition have either facilitated or prevented it?
The 15th and 17th chapters of Genesis speak only of what
God undertakes to do for Abraham and his se@d?lz,aaemiagly
indicating a lack of obligations on the part of Abraham:l3
do they also provide any evidence that covenant obligations
at the time of the makirig oFf the covenant were not to be
found erelusively on God's side?

Now, the covenant theme is so centrxal in the Bible,
so many aspects involving events, sentiments, and behavior
patterns are directly connected with it, that a reference
to such aspects, or the use of certain terminology indigenous
to them, may well constitute a reference to the covenant
itgelf. We cannot, therefore, confine our discussion only

to such passages which refer to the covenant explicitly.
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Ingtead of beginning at the point whare th@-wﬁrd4gggﬁn,firat
appears with regard to the govenant between God and Abraham
(i.e«, Gen, 15), we propose to make our poinit of departure
the narrative in which @od and Abraham flvst confront sach
other (i.e.; Gen. 12).

We are told™® that God speaks to Abraham, asking
him to leave his native land and to repalr to another, as

yet ungpecified land in which he is to xeap blessings in

- abundance and beoome the progenitor of a gréatuanﬁ<bl@&sed

people. Abraham's reaction to what may, with justification,
be termed as much an invitation as a command -- in any case
a rathey drastic and sudden confrontation -~ is summed up
by the biblical author in a brief sentence#ﬂ;>?% deR> pIPL 5;
d[>t , aAbraham asks no questions and goes..

A feow verses later,l5 having arvived in Canaan,
Abraham is again confronted by God who promises to . give
this land ﬁm.Abraham‘ﬁ seed. Again Abraham remains silent.
Instead he builds an alter unto Gods JD/D’J\ AP4H PR [P

Now, a superficlal reading of this narrative may
well convey the impression that ~- in the matter of God-Man
relations, as the Bible is wont to present them ~- nothing

extraoxdinary is hap@aning‘hexe¢ It is haydly astounding
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that the Creatoxr of H@av@n‘and Barth should command one of
His greatures. It is even lesg astounding that He should
be obeyed without guestion.

- God's approach to Abraham here, however, is not
only in the nature of a Divine conmand. It involves a
deliberate cholce, a special processg of selection which,
as stated before, iz a cxugial aayamt.af the covenant and
one ﬁh:ﬁhiaﬁ the Bible constantly refers.l® A discussion
of God's reasoms for His choice will be found elsewhere in
this thesi&;l7 The outcome of his cholce in the person of
Abraham, however, and the part for which God had chosen him,
¢learly lifts Abraham high above the level of jugt another
of God's creatures. Indeed, it makes of him a person of
special c@naérm in @les-ﬂy@ﬁulg The situation in Gen, 1231 £f.
is therefore a very special situations1® God's confrontation
of Abraham entalls a very speceial proposition which reguires
of Abrsham a very speclal reply.

We suggest, therefore, that the Ffew words uéad in

the biblical marraﬁiva to indicate Abraham's acquiescence
im‘thavsihuatians referred to above «- /NBPk« 7>£7 and

np 4 P /?'/wm constitute in effect an affirmative decision

~in answer to a Divine proposition, rather than unguestioning



21

and uvnoonditionsal cbhedience to a Divine command. We
revert here to what has been saild above concerning the

intringic nature of a contract and the principle of offer

- and acceptance which underlies 1t.?0 We submit that this

prineiple and ite corollaries ig involved in the biblical
narrative at hand. An offer -- not an order -~ allows an
element of cholce, and a choice is contingent upon certain

conditions. Indesed, Wa hold that the conditional alemeént

“whidh is indigenous to the making of any contract and itg

liberty, is implicit, too, in the exchange between God and
Abraham. We believe it to be present in a numbexr of almost
identical situations invwlvingAGQ& and Abrahem and God and
Zsaaa.zl And we are strengthened in our contention by the
fact that what ls but implicit in these situations is
unmistalkebly explicit in the case of Jacob, when he says

to Gods Qﬂc Selk D 7)%;3 J-)N,z, IoN Y Pspﬂ DN~ of.

SR 9 Ffﬂ??} WPL . op Fep f\)/(.r’rﬁhr r'/J\)' i
ProxL >lpr >l TP 22

| | The&a words may stand alsgo as the varbali#atlan

of Abraham's initial reamtion to God's Tg‘ Tgs 23 gubse-
quently God makes His promise, states His own @bligation
;3vfbhf st} . and Abraham acguiesces. Furthermore, it

would seem to us that favmﬁ. TQ? is tantamount in meaning
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to the phrase which introduces the actual covenant cexemonys 24

gr,w;g /f orehry - pln /;M'_,s.}lv
The two progpective partners have reached am.uuﬁ@rstmndiﬁg.
The contract can now be gigned.

‘We have presented the events leading up to the
makimg of the covenant in what might be called “secular’
terms because of the facot that in Abraham's days covenants
were an astablished institution in the Near Hast. W, ?3
Albright hag drawn attention to the "first publiaﬁad extya~
biblical occurrence of the word [ bS50t 1 from early times
= ot later than the first third of the fourteenth cen-
tury 8.0 .25 Mmr@mver,,éhe Hittite tradition of covenant
making, which is contemporary with Israel's beginning, is
congldered to have playved a pert in the affairs of that
time.26 Mow, from such sccounts as the biblical story of
Abraham's purchase of Machpelah,zv'whiah may well be an
example of the relationship between Hittite and Israelitic
covenant proceedings, we surmise that such covenanting was
accompanied by an established rituml which involved a great
deal of bﬁrgaiminga Although, because of our own insuffi-
alient knowledge mf the Hittite maﬁ@rial@ we hesitate to

draw any personal conclugions in this matter, it seems,
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nevertheless, unlikely that such rites, or the psychology
which motivated them should abruptly have fallen into
desdetude because a new concept involving a deity as &
covenant partner was in the making. The covenant with God
wag, after all, not yet "theology' in Abraham's days. Like
any othsr covenant, it was an aspeat of practical living,
evoking at least iln the beginning reactions of established
conventional human behavior. It is certainly idle to
gpeculate on the nature of a situation invalving a negative
decision on Abraham's part. We think it important to state,
however, that an element of choice and a conditional ele-
ment is present in Abraham's response to God's ialtiative
in meking the covenant .28 Inasmuch as this element of
cholee on Abrahan's part qorrespends directly to God's
selection of Abraham and his seed, we feel that, desplte
the great disparity in status and power between the two

parties, the covenant, even at the tiwme of its making, has

characteristics of mutuwality and cannot rightfully be termed

a one-sided arrangement.
We see further evidence for this contention in
the implications arising out of the Bible's account concern-~

ing the fate of Ishmael vis-&-vig that of hie step~brother
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Iaaaﬁgzg’,lnvtarminalmgy sﬁééngly reminisaéﬁt of that
employed in God's promiatho Abraham at the bégiﬁning of
thesahapter,3o Ishmael is éaéurgd by God afva biessad and
praéparqus future. Then fqllow'ﬁhe words (L7:21a): “WkJ
7h3'iﬂﬁ"f?7& RO, Iﬁ'ié'QBViéga from the péaitian of the
eb‘jéaﬁ, - EROP RS ’ 'plweéi atr the beginning of the.
sentence, that we have here a ﬂélibaratelyAamphatia.stat@w
ment. Ishmael is to be blessed énd made great in a manner
similar to that promised to his father and hrathar;'but e
and this is a c¢rueial "but" -~ opne thing will be withheld
from him: he will not be a partner to the covenant. Prag-
tieally, this means, of course, that Ishmael and his seed
shall not dwell in Cansan, and that he shall have no share
in God's specific promise to Abraham. But from the so
strongly emphasized distinction between the ﬁwm kinds of
Divine promise and blessing, we also draw the conclusion
that the bestowal of God's favors, even of favoxe in abun-
dance, does not in itself constitute a covenant with God.
No party's one~sided action constitutes the covenant. By
implication we are left here with the strong impression that
a govenantal relationship requires a form of int@raatian in
which both parties must shafe, in whatever dispropeortionate

manner. In the final chapter, the attempt will be made to
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determine the nature of the covenant requirements for both
parties.31 For the purposes of the theme at hand, we
simply wish to use this illustration as a further point in
our argument for mutuality in the covenant betwé@nﬂﬁwd and
Israel. |

Our final poilnt is drawn from the remarkeble

verses which deal with the disgpute between @God and Abraham

mvef‘the_ﬁate of 8Bodom and ﬁem@rxah.az D@ubtleaaly, the
significance of the entixe eplsode must be evaluated against
the background of the newly formed mavanamt; far:th@ narra~
tive makes it apparent that the ralatimnship;betﬁeen God
and Abraham has assumed new and ratheyx atartiimg dimensions.
We find, for example, for the first time a clear-gut state~
ment with regard to what is expected of Israel as part of
the brith. The statement is contained in verse 19, which

we shall guote in its entirety:
Joonk  Jove okl Jnypopk ”703 >k 'D’Ntf [CNTYT 1y

inlpe /¥Nf Ggwmi ;YT?; JW£¥F Dﬁvf DY [yed

MTEET - Rt SN r»vwmf&

In what is an okwious reference to the covenant, God states
that He has "known" Abraham. The next word is )‘Kﬂf\whimh
indicates a purpose and implies a conditions an&ar the
awv&nant,_kbraham is required to teach his pe@pla what the
covenant, in turn, requires of them, namely o~y [ynNel

ST ”T?g NI} N[5
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Again the next word is Ivﬂtry Only if Israel fqlfilla
its obligations will God consider Himself bound to the
obligations which He assumes under the covenant..

We note then once again the conditional element
we have pointed out before,33 The double use of the word

IYN{” leaves no doubt.that here the fulfillment of God's
promise is contingent upon Iarael's readiness to fulfill
elearly stated obligations. We fuxrther suggest that in
this narrative the entire concept of covenant mutuvality,
of interplay between God and Abraham, has been raised to a
new. level. -

God's rhetorical questiom, Uk ek pddrkN [k %ﬁg??
would indicate that by now Abraham occupies a position akin
to that of God's confidant. The same sentiments that
prompted God to make Abraham His covenant partner now moti-
vate Him to ghare His thoughts with him. And although
Abraham's statement, J@F! ¥ Jk 3% £u11y expresses
his awéraness of the overwhelming disparity betwaen God and
Man, the fact that he minces no words in stating his own
ﬁaaling335 bespeaks his conviction (or that of the narvator)
that the ¢ovenant relaticonship gives him a right to do so.

A new note -~ that of "sharing," of reciprogity

of purpose -~ ig thug introduced with this narrative, and



is added tu the scale of govenant mutuality.  We draw
attention to it here because it seems to us that thé-
appliéatibn‘mf this th@mé'té a God-Man relatidnﬁhip bears
out a p@int previously made iﬁ thia thesis with-regard o
all covenants between non-equalst the aup@riér party must
place limitations upon his superiority in akd@r-tm faclli-
tate the emVem&nhngﬁ The narxative unﬁar‘diégussian
describes a situation in which the disparity in status
b@twaenvth@ "Judge of all the Earth“ and £h@ greature of
"dugt and aghes” ie reduced almost to the level of equality.
Abraham, in effect, speaks to God in the manner of "man to
man "y ané God is willing thus to be spoken to. He makes no
attampt to silence Abraham. On the g¢ontrary, at least
within the frameworxk of this story, He subnits to Abrxaham.
Onee again, then, we are drawn to the conclusion
that mutuality of obligations not only is cleaxrly an asgpect
of the earliest concepts of the covenant between God and
Izrael, but‘that the Bible consistently applles the notion
of a&lfwiimitatimn to God's omnipotence, in order to bring
mutuality within the realm of practical feasibility. Franz
Delitzach has defined covenant as "ein auf Wechselseitigkelt
gestelltes Verhaeltnis, welches zwel Gleichstehonde eingehen

oder womit der Hoeherstehende dem Niederen antg@g@nkommh."av
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As a result of our own examination, we can agree with
this definition as far as. the brith is concerned. It is
precisely this "entgegenkommen" which, inasmuch as it has
the effect of creating the "eguality of position between
the parties in which Libettyf@f contract bagins, " makes

th a relationship of interaction.

NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

1. Bubgeguent covenants in the Bible inglude the
Covenant at Shechem (Josh, 2451-23), the Covenant at Hebron
(L1 Sam. 533 £f.}, the Cowvenant under Nehemiah {(Weh. 9:1-1031),

~and the Covenant of Moab (Deut. 28:69), It will be noted,

however, that in all but the last of these instances, God
is not a party of, but a witness to the covenant. The
Covenant at Moab, o?“thw other hand, is clearly marked as
"additional™ {( {2 IN ) te that of Horeb.

2, Gen, 15:18.

3. Bx. 19:5 f££.

4, Gen, L:28-30; 9:1~17."

5., Gen. 15518 27 P2 RE »nt Mo klas le

B, lﬁﬂl@b ££. .

7. 1516 aﬁ?‘*?gvtr raeny

8. 15318 phgn» “%gm5> Y Kﬂ{) 'TWﬁé{*

9. 15:4b Tmn N (B ESY dek PO
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10. Gan . 1796, 13,
1., 8ee above, pp. 6-8.

12.  The same is true of God s renewal of the Covenant
with Isaac (26:3 ££f.) and Jacob (28:13 ££.). No pledge of
any sort is exacted from eithex. o :

13, 8Such views have in fact been expressed by repre-
sentative scholars at the turn of the century aﬁ well as
today., Richard Kraetzeschmary writes in Rie Bundesvors L
im Alten Testament (Marburg, 18986), p. 61, cmnaerning Gen. 17
“Jahwe allein verpflichtet asich . . . . Abxaham bleibt frei
von jJedexr Lelstung." In his artiele, “Th@ Covenant Form in
the Israelite Tradition," Biblical Archeclogist, XVII (1954),
p. 62, George E. Mendenhall states: "It is not often enough
seen that no obligations are imposed upon Abraham. Circum~
cision ls not orxiginally an obligation, but a sign of the
covenant, like the rainbow in Gen., 92."

14. @en. 12:1-3,

15. 1237,

6. Deut., 7:7; I Sam. 12:22b; Amos 332; eta.

17. 8ee below, pp. 83, 110~11l.

18, Gen, 1213. HA%ED - DYLR P ?m L2y ek Tfﬁrﬂf Timmﬁ !"*mm

19, fThe gignificance of this situvation may well be
characterized by Walther Bichrodt's description of the brith

as "@God's personal invasion" into history. The phrase
oeeurs in the Preface mf the Flfth Revised Editman of

Walther Eichrodt's The Theol . :
lated by J. A. Baker, .Q.M. Fr@sg Ltda, London, 1960.

20. S8ee asbove, pp. 7-B; below, pp. 120-121.

21. Gen. 13:17-18 ?wm PYRTRp Vet frm pIT
Gen. 17:2-3 iy PRk far1 === yn» vioa EYB L
Gen. 2632425 hagh PR T PSRRI

22, Gen. 28:20-21.
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23. Gen. 12:1.
24. Gen. 15:6,
25, W. ¥F. Albright, "The Hebrew Expresgsion for 'Making

) aavanant' in Premxarmelitm Documents, " Bulletin of the
: hoo] ; 54 Research, No. 121 (Feb.,, 1951),

26, cf. Mendenhall' 00w a_i_ Q ey PP 5257,

27»'»Gam; 23.

28. fThe same conditional aspect prevails with regaxd
to God's offer of the covenant. The following may serve

ag an example: in Gen. 26:3 God speaks to Isaac:

]’4’*3’?““ T DIDE!  hkap “faw e

o4

Th@vform P k) is noteworthy, inasmuch as it introduces

a purpose ¢lause: Dwell here go that I might be with you
and bless you in accordance with the covenant ocabh. (One
would expect P27 gor vand I shall be with youd) .
Quite obviously, the inference ig that God might not fulfill
the covenant if Isasae were not minded, for his part, to act
upon God's instructions.

29. Gen. 17:20~2L.
30, Compare 17:2 “f"‘”‘;' B2kl ana 1716 [ gt
QN FEAP gien 17520 30 3R Gk WD bk 5D/
31. 8ee below, p.

-33; Gen. 18:17-33.

33. Bee above; pe 21,
34. 18:28.
35, 18:26b GNPV ) ?P’ﬁ*i’ N L Tfﬂ >k
36. 8ee above, pp. io—il.

37. Franz Delitzsch, Neuer C taxr Ueber Die Genec
5, Auflage (Leipzilg: Dorffling & Franke, 1860). pe 172°
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CHAPTER V

Exodus, Leviticus and Numberz -~ The Sinaltic Covenant

The book of Exmdua desaribea a notable change in
the @truature of the C@V@ﬂaﬂt as compared to that described
in Gen@sis. Such phmssess aﬁppﬂfﬁ,f PR f’”fr o f»g,\k, ,,mfl
and-ejfafg ﬁ’ RN J,a(;m 'f .;;,3\ ]wwmfmvm rﬂ ar&o ( im";wz
sound th@ keynote of tha relati@nshlp which now aignifies

the b; tj. ‘The new covenant which is made at Mt. Sinai is

no l@nger a acvenmnt b&tween aod and indiviﬁuala. but betwean

God and a people which in ina<@ntirety ig to ba a "p@auliar
tr@aéufa" td Him,? o

Along with this ilmportant extension of the covenant
concept, other changes, pertaining particularly to the sub~-
ject of mutuality, are apparent. As we have seen, regipro-
clty of sentimente and actual obligations -~ although
indubitably inherent in the relationship -~ could for the
most part be discerned only by implication in the Patriarchal
Covenant, since the majority of explicit obligations rested
upon God. It was God who bound Himself, who swore the

Covenant oath. The Sinaitie brith, however, clearly enunciates
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specific gonditions and imposeﬁ_definite obligations which

are incumbent upon the pé@pi@ as & whole, Accogding to

the Blohigtic tradition, which aantainw-thevbulk.@f,th@
aaéanant material inimkmﬂﬁg;.it is these ardinanées.( Pré )

which constitute the ="7P» 290 4 (aven as the Ten

- Commandments are refevrred to as the HIDRDH IOPR )5,

and: it is to them that the people sweay obedience by means
. .
- We ave thus clearly confronted by a different

covenant Gatbung, which is characterized (1) by a distinet

structure of formul&tion,7 (2) by an unmisték&bly legal
background and £lavor,® and (3) by what may‘app@ax as a
reversal in the matter of the distribution of covenant
obligations, which seem to have been transferred in great
measure from the Divine to the human Covenant partner.

The "Book of the Covenant," to be sure, also
tontaing obligations incumbent upon @md.g In addition to
the reiterated promiaa o bring Israel into Canaan, He is
to be thelr defender and protector, making Isreel’'s enemies
His own enemies. @God's obligations, however, are contin-
gent upon the people's observanceé of previously non-existent

Covenant laws. Thus a significant aspect of the 8inaitic
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Covenant is the fact that, because of the identification
of Covenant with Law, the responsibility for the preser-
vation of'hhe Covenant rests now squarely with the people.
(The same, of course, is true with regard to the realiza-
tion of the covenant's intent, namely to become a Kingdom
of Priests and a Holy Nation.)

' In subsequent Books of the Bible, notably in
Deuteronomy, this identification is brought ever moxe
forcefully to the consciousness of the people, as we shall
see.lO The prophets, too, in their scarce explicit allu=
gions to the brith, make reference to a Covenant of Law.ll
Whatever other significance of a historic nature this

circumstance may have,l2

it also tends to bear out our
obgervation that a reference to the Mosale Covenant may be
assumed to indicate primarily a conception of the Covenant
relationghip in terms of human obligations, i.e., Israel's
responsibility to act out God's will.

Notwithstanding these characteristics of the
Sinaitic Covenant, notwithstanding, too, the findings and
assumptions of biblical scholarship with regard to the
Covenant's historicity, or its legality, oxr its classifica~

.Bul generis, we believe that an examination

tion as a
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of the biblical text reveals a basic¢ theme indigenous to
the Bxodus brith, which is wholly aonsistent with the

otlif inherent in the relationship between God and the

Patriarchs. We balieve, too, that there exists with regard
to the two covenants a line of logical and orxganice develop-
ment which ig more likely te lead from Genesls to Exodus

ig” in the opposite

rather than by a process of "Augdehn
direati@n.LB
Concerning the position of relative strength
between Overlord and Vassal in the Hittite suszerainty trea-
ties, Mendﬁnhéll writes that mutuality exists only to the
extent "that the vassal exchanges future vbedience to spe~
¢ific commandments for past benefits which he received
without any real right." % At firset glance this would
appear to be also an acourate evaluation of the relation-
ship between God and Israel at the time of the making of
the Sinaitic Covenant. The people had, after all, done but
little to deserve God's intervention on their behalf in
Bgypt. The entire Exodus, the plagues, the destruction of
the Bgyptian pursuers -- all the "might acts" of God took

stung on Israel's

place without a single concrete Gegenl
part.13 As a result, God's statement, fkrer o gp 16

comes almost as a surprise.
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The Bible makes it perfectly @lear, however, that
the motivating force behind God's actions ls tha Covenant
With ih& Patriarchs, All source mmmpil@raﬂara unmnimou&
in ascxihing cod's concern kith Iﬁra@l‘s plight in Bgypt
to the airaumatanae that He "remembered" His Covenant with
Abraham;vi$aa@_and Jaaab»l7 xn‘th@ B aceouatla thig moti-
vation is even expressed in the form of a ptéﬂi&timn by
Joseph on his deathbed, thus making it clear -~ Lf such
alaxiﬁiaatimn ware needed -~ that God's "remembering”
neilthey follows a temporarxy lapee of Bivine memory nor
heralds a new phase in Hie relatione with His Covenant
partnery rather did it constitute an inevitable congeguence,
a natural and to-be-expacted result of His covenant with
the Patriarchs.t? |

- The events leading up to 8inai, particularly to
the Bxodus -« which in ltself, wherever it is referved to
in the Bible, constitutes a reference to the Covenant -~
appeaxr thus s the organic link between two covenants and,
by inference, two aspects of covenant relationship, both
of which we belleve to be present in the Mosaic brith. God
liberates Israel from Egypt as a prelude to the Covenant

baged upon Law and Man's required initiative in fulfilling it
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but in doing so, He 1s just as wuch motivated by the
Covenant which came about by reason of God's pleasure in
Abraham and His selection of him.

‘Tt is, we think, onege again this theme of seleg~
mimn,go.Whimh constitutes the unifying element betwsen the
two covenants. It deterxmines the concept of the D£7£P P ¢
it explaineg the people's miraculous deliverance from Bgypt,
and ité,w&rthinﬁss to experience the grand theophany at
Binai. It is basle to the entire concept of the Covenant
in the Bible and, as we have seen, it is constantly referrved
to in this mwnncﬁatiwnezi It seems strange, therefore,
although not necessarily impossible, that this theme, or
the covenant with Abraham which is built on it, should have
been absent from the sarly versions of the Patriarchal
storles and should have been instilled into them by a pro~
cess of reverse projection.

In any event, 1t is glear that the "new" covenant
in no wise precludes the "eld." On the a&ntrary, it would
appear from the passages olted below that the Patriarchal
Covenant, inagmuch as it bespeaks the at this stage still
undefined reasons underlying God's cholce of His first
covenant partner, continues ﬁo‘play a unigue role in deter-

mining the post-8inaitice relationship between God and Isyael.
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We cite the following passages as evidence:
There ie, firstly, the Elohistie account of @od's reactions
to the building of the Golden Calf by the Children of
Isreel.?? Because they have transgressed one of the cardi-
nal principles contained in the Decalogue Gaw&dl,gg TCbaw\h$,
God wishes to consume them. According to the laws of the
8inaitie covenant, there is certainly no reason why the
gentence should not be c¢arried out. WNevertheless, by invoking
the Patrlarcdhal Covenant, by asking God, in fact, to “"remember"
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, as well as His own oath unte them,
Moses succeeds in assuaging God's wraths »ly f>ﬁj”« And,
God repents.

Another instance occurs in the book of Levitieus,?3
The passage deals at length with the statutes and command-
ments which Ierael must observe, and with the rewards which,
according to the Covenant, they will receive from God for
doing so. The passage also spells out the extremely severe
punishments for the breach of the dommandmentss: ﬁarrar,
disease, gtarvation, defeat, degolation and destruction, all
of which culminate in this statement (26¢38)3

prrk D paae pher prlis parr

At the conclusion of this grim recital of horror, however,
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God states that Israel's repentance will cause Him to
remenber Hisg Qovenant with the Patriarchs and thus not
to break His {ﬁinaiti¢]'QQV@nant with the p@@ple.24
e qe3e wom vk PR PIPE ik W241
' ' S aogle [k )QH&‘Fnuwh'iNs®t}g

Lastly we refer to the Second Book of Kings.

We read?® that God had compaseion on Israel in the days

- of 3éh¢aha%”b@mau$@ of His covenant with Abrazham, is&aﬁ

and Jawob, But only a few chapters faxthar'ﬁh,26 presum-
sbly the same compller attributes the fall of Samaria to

the circumstance that Israel had transgressed the Mosaic

- Covanant. 27

Now, we do not suggest for a moment that God's
*ghange of heart" is completely due to sentiment in the
above instances. Undboutedly, as we shall see, it is also
determined by something more concretely legal. We think,
however, that after Sinal the texm brith comprises and
gometimes juxtaposes the essential aspects underlying two
different covenants, the Patriarchal and the Sinamitie, and
ﬁha relationships arise out of it. Although both covenants
constitute a contractual agreement and arye therefore inher-
ently legal in charscter, the 8inaitic Covenant, on the

biblical view, denotes a relationship predicated upon eom-

pliance with the "stabtutes and ordinances" which constitute it.
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The covenant with the Patriarcﬁs, on the other hand,
h@aaﬁse mfﬁﬁod‘s choice of Abraham and God's aaﬁﬁ, brings
into.faauﬁ the apparently uneﬁ&ing attaahmenﬁ Qf Qoﬁ to
His people, and its influence tends to transcend the letter
of the law in pastwsihaitia days. The l@gai #nd ~== what
for want of a better term can only be désaribaﬁ as -~ the

ith, however, combine to

"personal” components of the b
form an organic and indivisible whole in the relationship
which ensues after 8inal, although at one time or anothex,
in order to meet the needs of a given situation, mma.aap@et
may be gilven predominance over the other.

The Book we are to consider next, Leviticus, is
A gagse in point. It is esa@nﬁially 2} aompilatién of stat~
utes. Iﬁ uiaaxly conceives of a Covenant relatlionship which

is determined by the compliance with law. e read:28

sen Pl pREL fypep YR 7 Bul LY B SR ) ‘J‘*Th% TPl
QR CPIRTNE AT/

And conversely:2® ) pNv }’g“ J.h“,é: TGN o =26k fﬂﬂ»’

One could wish for no more c¢lear-cut atatement elther with
regard to the gtatutory or reeciprocal c¢haracter of the rela-
tionahipa‘ Tavael is to keep CGod's law, and God is to pro-
haét Iwraei. At the same time it is apparent ﬁhaﬁ the

gontent of the brith cannot be compressed into so simple a



formula. The chapters which comprise the “Holiness Code, »30
for .&m{m@m, although 't'ﬁwy do not contaln the wmt&! brith,
state &;‘m% of condust which are m‘bmmumy ium@ammm o
the mrwwn@m:« Tt is a;um%;wmm Wy ‘%&Wﬂ%‘v&r, wmtmr the
mmmgm M the mmm wlmwmhig hmmmx God pné Lersel
inharent im the code, iz as wwmmxamlly and gultically
ﬁfamml ag tha seremonial &mﬁ &z@lﬁim dharastey of "holincgs®
in heviticus would ixﬁi‘cﬁaﬁé +» The iﬁuﬁé{m@mm pringiple is,
of wouyse, oontained in the @hmﬁmgﬁ*w@t Pl e edap ’5 /20
The Bible iteelf ﬂ@fimﬁa FesT :m. m%m of
f:}%ﬁfﬁ P ED N poak ﬂqpki 32, ouvicusly, i)“‘éf?T
determines an "apartness’ on an entively different level,
whioh the English word “"holy" | expresaes bhut inadeguatoly.
We mmk, howaver, that . rogardless of the éivmxmm%;
mmezm m meanlog whioh the term £ ?T way signlfy when
aa;g;plmﬁ Lo God on t‘héa ouée hand and mméﬁ%“m 'i&hﬁ&«: Gthsy e
the demand that Isvael's belng ¢l ?7 approxinate God's
wav‘m% balng 2137 i m&:m&uwm an added Jimension into

the mm kzmmmw mea m‘mmm@.ﬁ here on mmm of ﬁmwnmm

| mumali ky whmh gms«z heaymmi mutnality of deeds ox "ﬁamtmm

m ong mm&, [ap P ml neans Lox :i:@mm wx&@mw
laws m:f? ;s:imm purity and lawful behavioy in -mﬁm-whmmm

relations. On another level, we believe, it postulates a

Py

i
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ralationship with God, as the ragult of which fhe human
partner will learn to share in those aturibut@suéf the
Divine personality which the term Qj?jﬁlaxpraéséa.

| Thus, for all ﬁha ak&tute$ of law whiaﬁ govern
the relationship of God aﬁd Iskaal, We submiﬁbthaﬁ the
Qgiga in the immediate post-Sinaitic period vetains a
rather "personal" mhaxaat@r.‘ This observation ls fuxthér
att@stéa to by the nature mf.th@ expressgiony which oucur
in the Books under discusslon with regard to the relative
status of the two Covenant partners. We have alr&aﬁy
pointed to the use of D0 'jA in Bxodus.’® In Leviticus,
God speaks of Iasrael as His a@&aial sexvants whom He
delivered fxom bmndage.34 The mogt graphie analogy to the
God-Israel relationship ocours in the book éf Numbers .
Mm&és mak@a it by implieaﬁion.as In a moment of anger and
fruatxétiom he complains to God that the Covenant was not
his idea, and that he was ill~disposed to be a nursing-father
to a sucking child that must be garried and sustained every

inch of the ways 3 o f%k; D4 iﬁ‘a"%‘) ‘*g‘.) S AN "J{)}C?)
T)1> 0k /Nk&) ket Yekd "r?nm 1o ke [k yuknr-o Inaslt
loamel pwse) sen 3k ¥

What appears significant is the ecircumstance that

in each of these instances the brith is likened unto an
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aspact of a family relationship. @God is portrayed as the
paternal head who guite literally "lays down the law, "
punishes, but, even as He does so, manlfests a father's
concexn, love, and good intentions for the future of His
children., Israel, on the other hand, appears as a child
ox ﬁarvaﬁt-wh@ ag yet hag but little %ppraaiatiaﬁ of what
ig beiny dmn@ for him. He is therefore often digsatisfied,
onge even opénly rﬁb@liiaua.aﬁ The concept of the Covenant
a8 a father-child relationghip appears thus gquite early in
tﬁa biblical chronology of Covenant history and continues
to remain a consistent aspect of it.

Inasmuch as the "rebellion® referred to above is
mentioned among the navratives in the book of Numberxs, it
is ap@ertuné at this point to consider exactly what, on the
biblical view, constitutes n rebellion against God. Actually,
the Hebrew word for "xebel," 3oN , ocveurs at this point
fmr the first tiwme with regard to God and Israel; indeed,
it ogours nowhere else in the pentateuch.” ! We ave amﬁfront&d
here with a unique situation. The people, to be émﬁa, had
disobeyed before. They had complained and "murmured" before,
when they remembered nostalgically the land of Egypt and the

food they had eaten there:aa and ~~ as in the case of Taberahs %i-
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they had been amvaxely yunish@ﬁa But it was not till after

they h 6l llSten@ﬂ toe the disamuxagino report by the majority

of tha men whom Moseas had &@nt ta spy out aamaan,40 that

th@ pampl& r@fua&ﬁ Lo gc imrward, then th@y &Lat@d categori-
aallyﬂl Y 3N D%l@)i 2Kd "JJJ : lit is at

i:,h,i& ;:m:mt that Jmﬁhua aml ﬁal@b &say:‘w I3 ?;w F NMpip rkl

Israel's &aaision to return to Egypt is no mere

brench of th@ Covenant; it ie a complete and willful negation

of it, Thé people desgire to revert to thely pre~covenantal
exi&ﬁ@nﬁa, and this would have ﬁhe effect of fruatrating
entirely God's Couvenant cath, namely ﬁé bring the people to
their own land. Now, the Ffact that such a sltustion, and
only ﬁuéh a situation, gﬁnﬁtituta@ a rebellion acoording to
the Biblical authors, will certainly aid us in determining

in the course of our final conalusions whether or not the

 Covenant aan be terminated at all by either party. AL this

point we'éan nerely state our impression that, in view of

the above, the Pentateuchal wyiters do not look upon the

cmvahant as & relationship that can easily be undone. Desplte
the savere @uniﬂhm&nta pﬁﬂviﬂea for by law, it allows fox

a considerate amount of human fallings. Bven in an extreme
case such as this, the Covenant ends only fox thma@.wha have
negated it. The "gesneration of the wildernesss" alone doss not

see the pronised land. The Covenant itgelf is continued.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER V

1. Bx. 627

2. Ex. 19:5,6., Kraetzschmar has referred to this
passage as to "Die avsfuehrlichste Darlegung der am Horeb
festgesetzten Bundesbedingungen” (Die B svorstel lung,
pe 130).

3. The Blohist mentionsg a covenant in which Moses
appesars as a separate partner in addition to Israel.
Bx. 34327, fenel=~pki AP DAk 'HID)
This, howaver, is the only reference to a covenant with
Moses in Exodus. In general an image of Moses as @Qod's
plenipotentiary, not as a separate covenant partner pre-
vails throughout the BEx. narratives, In P as well as JB,
God's initial allusions to the Covenant (BEx, 23:24; 3:7,8)
concern the people in general and do not single out Moses.
8imilarly, the B account of the Burning Bush (Bx. 3:2-6,
9-153), in which God first confronts Moses, speaks of Moses
only as God's repregentative to the people.

4. <Chapters 21 ~ 23. The appellation WwiH>72nH D)0
ocours in Bx, 24:7.

5 Ex. 34:28b.

6. Ex. 24314-8.

7. Detailed information is contained in the article
by James Muilenburg, "The Form and Structure of the Coven~

antal Formulations” (Vetus tum, XI [1959]1, pp. 347~
365,

B, In the article referred to above, "The Covenant
Form, " etc., Mendenhall speaks of the Sinaitic¢ covenant as
being directly connected with one of a number of historical
and legal traditions contained in the Bible "which can be
identified as preserving the text of the Covenant between
Yahwe and Israel.” The article also contains his theories
concerning the relationship between the Covenant and the
Hittite suzerainty treaties, p. 56 ££.
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9. BEx. 23:22, 23, 25 f£f.

10. By a system of Blessings and Curses. See below, pp.86-87.

11,  B.g., Isa. 24:5; Jer. 11l:12; Hos. B:z1.

12.\ See below, pp. 135 ff.

13. In his wmrk 20l , , ents
(Barlin: Evangelische Varlagaanstalt, 1950), pp. 14 15,

D. Walther Bichrodt states "dags die Gesambkonzeption des
Bildes der Vaeterzeit aus der durch die mosaleche Bundstiftung
gepraegten Gottesauffassung ihre Gestalt empfangen hat,"

In this connection he continues to speak of an "Ausdehnung
des géschichtlich begruendeten Bundesverhaeltnisses Israels
auf die Vaster."

14. M@ndanhall, @Q ggg., pe 58.

15.=:8a@ below, n. 20.

16, Ex. 4122.

17. Ex. 2:24 (P).
B2, 3815-16 (J).
Ex, 3:6 (E) %

lé. @Gen. 50:42.

19. 8ee also above, pp. 36-37.

20. Again we use the term "selectdon" in the light of
the suppositions made in Chapter I, i.e., a mutual process
inspired by God's initiative. We believe that the material
contained in the Bxodus narratives likewise bears out such
an interpretation. Although, as stated above, no Gegen-
leigtung of a conerete nature on Israel's part preceded the
Exmdua, we see a gine gua non for God's act of deliverance
in the notion that the people must first believe in Him,
which is explicit in the text (Ex. 4:;1, 5, 31), The phrase

PN [Hk'iin 8x. 4331 thus has the same force as
3373 prentt Mnp pakesin Gen, 15:6. It signifies Israel's

affirmative
selection.

esponse, which enables God to act upon His
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22,

23,
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Deut. 787; I Sam. 12:22b; Amos 3323 ata.
Bx, 328 7""'14&

Lev, 26:3~46, The entire passage ls assumed to

be the wark of the same compiler.

24,

26.

27,

28,
29,
30,
31.
32,
33.
34,

35,

36.

37.

Lev. 26:42.

II Kings 13323.

II Rings 18:12.

Mot aar sen 23 sy ak NP Dk [yAY
’ | e fti  lrue £
Lev. 26:3.

Lev. 36:4.

Lev. 17 - 26,

Lev. 19:2.
Lev. 21:26.

Bx. 4322,

Tev. 26:42,55.

Nume . Ll:12% -
Num. 1dsl-l0.

Num. 14:9. Subseguently ERY in the sense of

rebelling against God, occurs only in BEz. 2¢#3 (referring
to the same events described in Num. 14), in Josh. 22:16,
18, 19, 22, 29 (referring to the building of a rxival altar),
and in Nebh. 9526 and Dan. 9: 5. 9, as part of a general
review of I@raal 8 sins,

39,

Num. 1l:5,

llel-3.



40 .
41,

42 .

Num. 13331“33 4.

144,

14:9.

46
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CHAPTER VI

Joghua =« The Covenant st Shechem

The completion of the conguest of Canaan by the
Israelite tribes, which foxms the first part of the events

L constitutes also a eruglal

related in the book of Joshua,
time in the ralaﬁiwn@hip between God and Israel. God, in
effect, had fulfilled Mis Covenant oath and had brought His
people into the Promised Land. The pé@@le, in turn, although
not always enthusiastically, had demonstrated their belief
in ﬁodlby &eaapting the yoke of His ordinances and by pit-
ting themselves against a mightier enemy. Thus each of the
two parties had complied with the terms agreed upon at Sinal.
But ﬁ@& thaﬁ tha gmai had been reached, what kind of a
ralahiéﬁship was to ensue beﬁween God and Israel? Werxe the
old conditions still in force, or had the time come for a
new agreement? | o
What,happ@n@ﬂ,cﬁ course, was the covenant at
$heahem2‘and the statutes and ordinances which Joshua setl

there before the people. To them the people respond with

a renewed pladge=3 | wein: »&ﬁ;q, P [onlet
am@ &ﬁ%a APE) meaﬁb‘uh
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Wow, it is guite apparent that both in form and
in content the Covenant at Shechem is in the legal tradi-
tion of ginai.? There are nevertheless a number of dig-
ﬁin@uishimg features which would indicate certain changes
in the relationship batwe@n.@md and Israel since 8inail.
Pirstly, it will be noted that, although the "Historical
Prologue” to thé Covenant is in the "I -~ You" pattexn

cung employed in

characteristic of the special Bunde

3gan

Lgo of the many

Bxodus® -~ which "is in nuee the fonsg et o
covenantal pevxicupes which appear throughout the ola-faﬁnam
ment"® -~ God does not appear as a party, but as a witness
to the Covenant. The aaﬁuél parties are Joshua and the
p@ople.7 As a result, although Joshua speaks in the name
of God,® the vespongibility for the making of the Covenant,
for the first time since God first approached Abraham, is
not entirely that mf the Divine partner. Furthermore, it
would appear that the people are confronted with a more
alear-out choice as to the advisability of entering the
Covenant than was tﬁ@ case elther with the Patriarche ox
with the people at Sinai.?
Fﬁm Fmr [ana  2lp " pk q?wf leyw% LR Ffﬁ
Jw\p';a{c; 327 “Hek P k tN "y r»k, /ng;x 0 'r{ “pk
Pk yek oy qﬂzrmh pm IRH e ek
- )‘ogpﬁ.?ﬂ P’%Ql
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Later, when the people decide to serve the Lord, Joshua

forewarns them once again. 0 »/' e 3 el IE”JY.F(w‘*'

lmﬂﬁﬂdhﬁ ng%ﬁf k&lﬁkr. ol hUT'ﬁl b Fﬁa?»fzﬁgi’?
ﬁhﬂ~hﬁw Pnfx%m P vﬁjmﬂzﬁﬁgﬁw ahiopte 1PST v

Bven after the pecople have veiterated thelx decision,;.

Joshua emphasizes the fact that the cholee to enter the
: ; s . 1 @

Covenant was their cholce.'d : ngé Pdﬁ; P ?8;‘

rte aeel sheoak PJY pobT PARTD

Now in view of the faet that, along with Covenant

conditions and obligations, a statement of choice forms a

12

regulay part of this kind of Covenant Gatbung, the ques-

tion whether 24:15 literxally offers an alternative is highly
! debatable., It is the suprene object of the Shechem Covenant
to keep the people away from the worship of the Canaanite
deities and to unite the Tribes in the service of the God
of farmel, This, in fact, is the tenor of the preceding
chapter (Joshua 23) ~~ aceredited by scholare in its entirety
to pl?] .. which makes no mention of the Covenant, but cul~
minates in the following exhortation concerning the brith

at Sinai:l4 »
fmw@ mg ek /av,:w&fam pIpt AR i P2OPYR
pﬁg PRUBDED] pionfc Faﬁ; ﬁﬁ?%vf pmo[ﬁ!

aelem f)'“:xk::h Gen popu Fﬂ%"pkl PR iy "l «5’73”
f:»f /J}) Yok
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We think, therefore, that 243115 is to be understood in much
the same manner as the Deuteronomist's warning in 23:16,
notwithgtanding the explicit alternative which the text
offers,

v Nevertheless, the manner in which the Shechem
Covenant ig presented by B éll@Wﬁ for Israel a certain
initiative and parﬁicipatiﬁn in the making of the Covenant.
In Judges 2¢1 -~ a parallel account of the Conguest =~- it
is again God who testifies to the unlimited duration of
the Covenants /mﬁrii pARC AR VAl Y ﬂ[j But in the
passage under discussion; it is the people who take steps
to insure the continuity of the brith relationship. The
p@@plé, of eourse, continue also to break the Covenant.

The book of Judges abounds with the phrase:

It per ¥R AL @h&i G (¥ 15
which means in every instant that they served the gods of
Canaan. It is therefore hardly possible to advange a theory
to the effect that the Covenant at Shechem points to a more
mature understanding of the people's role as God's partners.
The reasons for the people's desire to continue the relation-
ghip have to be sought in more pragmatic areas.

Throughout the E and P accounts of the Conquest,

as well as in some of the sections attributed to DI2], cod
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appears as the one who "fought for Israel,"t6 By His
guidance and intervention Me delivers Israel's enemies
into heflhanﬂa» At Jerlcho, Josghva is visited by "the
Lord's general® ( »lpr- h?ﬂg “Dﬁa.lv God's military
leadership, however, i subjeat to th@ fulfillment of the

18
P:Tf C::«@ e Eﬂ ﬁf;’»

tarma of the Covenant.
S hd )’.“1 ) q{:}"‘}'?‘ik Z}A

iy F pan
Ué}:_}ﬂ ;Wﬁ/uﬁ{ IQ’!B”" fﬁf

T ' fm%>ﬂﬂ P [Fer Ef- = ple
1f the Israelites fail to livé up to the demands that the
brith makes upon them, they stand ne chance before their
enemies. Also, the people who were born in the Wilderness
had to be clroumcised at Gilgallg prior to the conguest so
ag to ¢arry the sign ¢f the Covenant on their flesh. There
can be little doubt, then, that the people who fought in
the conguest of Canaan must have looked upon the Covenant
relationghip and theiy Diving Covenant parthner as the means
that afforded them safety, sucdcess, and vigtory in strange
surroundings and perilous ciroumstances. If so, it is
little wondeér that they wanted such a velationship to con-
tinue, particularly since the provisionary victories had
not provided them with permanent security in the new land.

In a later chapter we shall introduce the concept

of an historically determined relationship between God



by mutual consent and desire of the two Covenant partners.

and Israel., By that we mean that the concept of Covenant,
ag well as the relationship between the parties, is at
various times ﬁet&ﬁmired by prevailing circumstances and
the need of the hour. In view of what has been said above,
the Covenant at Shechem would appear to be a case in point.
For the purposes of this chapter, however, we thus cénclude
that the Blohistic aceount in Joshua establighes the con-
tinuity of the brith in the 8inaitic tradition (i.e., baged
upon obedience to Law), and that this extension of the

Covenant, according to the Biblical narwative, came about
20

HOTES TO CHAPTER VI

1 f‘zha]?ﬁw l““l2
2., Chap. 24.
3. 24:24.

4., A detalled comparison is contained in Mullenburg's
article vited above.

5, BEx. 1933-8,

6, Muilenburg, "The Form and Structure of the
Covenantal PFormulation," p. 352.

T Josh. 24:25.
8. 2432::

Q. 24815,



10, Josh. 24:19,20
1l. 24:22

12. C£. the govenants at Sinail (Ex. 19:3-6), at
Gilgal (¥ Sam. 1236~17) and in Deut, 30:15-20.

13. 8. R. Driver explains the term D[2] as follows:
"In this book, (Joshua) JE, before it was combined with P,
passed through the hands of a writer who expanded it in
different ways, and who, being strongly imbued with the
spirit of Deuteronomy, may bé termed the Deuteronomic
editor, and denoted by the abbreviation nl2]. [8. R. Driver,
re of the 014 Testament (The

Meriﬂiamﬁ&ibrary;'N@wwybrk);'1957, p. 104.]

14. Jﬁﬁhq 23:16,
18, Judges 2s3ll; 327,127 4:1; 6:1; 10:6.

16. Josh. 10:14b; 10342y 23:3.

17. 5:l4,
18, T2l2s
19; 5%2"‘80

20. As for some of the parts of the book of Joghua
which are attributed to the Deuteronomist, we note that in
them the concept of love as an aspect of the relationship
between God and Israel appears for the first time outside
the book of Deuteronomy itself (22:5§ 23:11). Unlike
Deuteronomy (7:8-13), however, there is here no mention of
God's love for Israel. According to the nl2] interpreta-~
tion of the law of Moses, only Israel is commanded to lover

‘and although there are a numbey of references in which

God’s special feeling for Israel is implicit (Josh., 21:45;
23:¢3,14), such feeling is not denoted by the term A»fk .
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CHAPTER VII

The Former Prophets -~ The Covenant With‘naﬁid

I the book of Jmshua astablished the aanginuad

efficacy of the Covenant falatianship, the book of Judges-
wividly illustrates the precarious situation in which the
Covenant findg itself in th@ years and centuries whiah

followed . Th@ slituation is characterized by these wmxaszl

oy plkok By b Pb,m@ sl gk pal wynkl

~r!7’7&' P‘)\“&’Nl@” [C«f f*vg)lfﬁ” fwf;agji ]:)js/(, d ek

As one biblical scholar put it, some of the people ha&
indesd "feathered their nests without the assistance of
the Covenant."? They had given in to the lure Qf the
dominant civiliza on33
w’mfewg?i Gl Janx »lot oie lagxy
It is quite clear that the authors @f‘Juﬁgasv
look upon the entire period covered by these Books in the
light of the Covenant relationghip. The misfortunes and
military defeats which Israel endured during that time

axe depicted as punishment from €God for the breach of the

Covenant.® The times of good fortune and success undex



the Judges,'on the other hand, asg well as the Judges them-
selves whom the Loxd "raised ﬁp;" aome about because of
God's "rép@ntance" ag Ha-b@helds the oppression of His
ﬂovénamﬁ.yaxtner.ﬁ As a mateyr of fact, we aye told that
the @ﬁtixe'lwng struggle for stability in Canaan -~ 410
yeafs from the death of Joshua to the death of Samson,
ageording to Bible dhronology -- was made even longer by

God because of Isyael's transgression of the Covenant:®

palak ik W2 ek WOR D DI s haT dek v
P U) A ﬁ»J&wam WJ/S Fﬁu"kf e ﬁ&’fﬂ f}wm kﬂ
op pAeR Lk TNE pE2lo) pwal - mlw PL¥ ek
N y%~ky7m F nlre fipe sk pﬂmﬂ‘ DIPt PR Dk

Felpr 3ip o) ,tX/ IYHH FE”)/’% U\FT[ ;;ﬁb f“/&;‘} "Mk

Now, In view of the fact that the narratives
which gomprise the books of the Former Prophets are com=
posed of a variety of sources whose origin and date cannot
be satisfactorily determined, it is difficult to draw any
valid conglusions rega@ding as@eaha of Covenant mutuality
during that period. What does emerge clearly from the
data presented above ls the convietion on the part of the
author (or authors) that Israel cannot survive the diffi-
cult period of adjustment in Canaan without the Covenant,

i.0,, without unconditional allegiance to God and the law
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of Moges vis-f-vis the religious and secular civilization
of'éanaan. Inammuéh as‘éhis period is also a‘timé in which
Iﬁfaal is underygoing the birﬁh-ﬁaims of a natimnélilife,
we'migﬁﬁibffer the squ@aﬁicn'that we have héta an aspeact
afvéaVQnant mutvality waiéh“is.marked by antaWak@ning
national consciousness and the need to make thig new phenom~
enon a part of the Qovenant relationship. N@t-Iﬁraél, the
people alona, but Israel, a developing political entity
was now to be a party to the Qovenant and to be protected
by @od in that capacity. In return, Israel was to serve
Him alone, and thus retain ite distinctiveness as a nation
amonyg natlons.

A completely different attitude towayrd the effi-
¢agy of the Covenaut among changing conditions, however,
ig implicit in the manner in which one of the narrativas,7
desaeribing the beginnings of the Monarchy, deals with the

people's demand for a ki%? at Ramahs® f” | )
Jsnkr - ek ng YD ?Tm ¥ L, ?L;Ha" L pld DNk

}gh‘(v ‘Tﬁﬁ Jokp Ak <ty fokN Tﬂﬁ Ff 0 ,r&&

This was a time when the invasion of the Philistines
threatened the very existence of Israel. To the author of
this aceount, howevey, political necessity presented no

vallid issue., Xf the teyrms of the Covenant had been kept



by the people, neither a military emergency nor the need

for a king i dei would have arisen. And the people's

desire to be and to be judged fwtéa qga 9 ponveys to him
a lagk of appreciation for the unigueness of the Covenant
relationshilp on their part; The reguest for a king is
thus plainly interpreted as a rejection of the brith.

The one consistent impression we thus gain from
reading the book of Judges and the early parts of Samuel
is indeed that the Covenant, asg far as its influence upon
the people was congerned, had fallen on hard times and that
something had to be done about it. According to Bible
chronology, the period from the end of the conguest of
Canaan, as reported in Joshua, to the death of Samuel covers
approximately 4530 years. This total, as Driver points
ouﬁ,lu is almost certainly too high., But even if it were
to be halved, the fact remains th&t in Bamuel's days the
Covenant ceremonies at Shechem, not to speak of the Covenant
at 8inai, had long since become a matter of hearsay. The
last eyewitnesses had died. Here was a generation far
removed £rom the vibrant, supernatural aspects of the Coven-~
ant. They lacked the intimate knowledge of God which the
Patriarchs had possessed. They had not known the awe which

had come upon the people at 8inai or the thrill at seeing
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the walls of Jericho crumble. All they knew was the dyrud-
gery of the law, the monotony of the cult, and the threat
of the enemy from the WQst.a As far as the people were
conecerned, the covenant had lost its compelling force,

- We subnit that the character of the relationghip
which marks the Covenant between God and David aceording
to the biblieal daa&riptimnll was at least in part ﬁhap@d
by a desire to "personalize” the relationship between @od
and Ierael, i.e., to make the brith once again a living
reality in the lives of the people. Whatever the historical
facts and political realities which play a part in the
egstablighment of the Davidie dynasty, as far as the Covenant
is concerned, it marks the beginning of a new, or rather the
new beginning of an old, relationship between the Covenant
partners.

Once again, as in the case of Abraham, God selects

"mig servant” David because he is a " }eﬁ>g; eife nl2

‘and chooses him for an everlasting Covenant .3 Again, too,

@God binds Himself by voluntarily committing Himself to a
relationship in the cdourse of which He might punish, but
never utterly ﬂaatray,l4 thus limiting His superior powers.

It ig noteworthy, too, that, as in the case of Abrsham, no
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specifically stated obligations are recorded for David
himself, It is only in the restatement 6f the Covenant
farismlmmmnls ~< a passage which from its marked Deutero-
nonmi.¢ phras@mlagy‘is piainiy{an addition by‘a compiler
atxbngly under the influgn@e of Deuteronomy -- that mﬁtuw
ality of ab;igati@ns is'expliait.16 |

| It is olear from the biblieal narryatives, never-
theless, that God's cGVQnant with David was far from being
one-gided. Poxr one thing, David was punished by God for
his sin concerning uriah.'? From the phrase:
e m;s-w{wdp »lpt 1%k pgn er/ﬂ:»ﬂ 18 it is
guite obvious that David had transgressed a statute in
conjunction with the Covenmant. Furthermore, in the "Song
of PTriumph'l? aﬁtributéd to him, David himgelf states the

terms of the relationship as well as the nature of the
20 vy ﬁ@ﬁ“& Jgﬂw Nk ?ﬂ}ﬂ{ L34
Fpror 130 27 uvrcsﬁu »int yﬁ;?a
by DT K DIy 3] e D
DJNN > Ok - L ‘!’“)\7”}#! f"}d)i l'é@aﬁ“f& ‘2

covenants

That there was mutuality of obligation is alse guite apparent

from verses such as these;2l Apnhp A ONT P
C FNJJ) mﬂﬁ_bfﬂéwfv
QI Apy~lpw SrPD 2R)TPT

and?4 (ﬂ .
3 Dok !q&fmm A 3k T??WTFV Ser DI
e prr el paen 579371 oA kR 79
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Plainly, stung in terms of obadience to God's

commandments was rvequired of David under the Covenant.
Most important, however, the Davidic¢ brith was
not a covenant with Eavid?ﬁléne; even as the Aﬁfahamitia
Qgigﬁ-w&& not a w@venant“éith Ebraham alone. 'E@th‘Ahraham
and David were chosen becuase of God's pleasure in them.
The ¢onditions of the Covenant, however, applied to their
desdendants as well. The Davidic covenant is a covenant
with the House of David.?3 And in this connection the
mutual obligations are specific. We may refer to them as

"a house for a house," orx, in the words of the Bible with

24 SIS wel NB DR (D

regard to Solomons
P(N“?W Lm;ﬁﬂ #ﬂ&fwb

We offer now the following interpretation with
regard to the Davidie Covenant: After 8Saul had apparently
failed to win the approval of God and, much more definitely,
some of the biblical compilers -~ the book of Chronicles
which reports the selection of pavia?® completely ignores
the anointment of Saul ~- the House of David which makes
Jerusalem the City of the Lord, builds the Temple of the
Loxd, and caryrves out an empire in the name of the Lord, is
presented as being‘egpacially chosen to carry forward the

Covenant of the Lord f“f}xdm forever. Particularly
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in view of the preceding decline in Covenant relations,
such a presentation of the brith assumes added significance.
We may well revert to Bichrodt's phrase with regard to the
covenant with Abraham and m&intaiﬁ that, because of the
renew@d,gkaat emphasis. on Qmﬁ's_awie&tiﬂn of navid,»whieh
is mbs@nt in the case of Saul, the Davidie¢ Covenant is made
to appear in the nature of a second instance of "God's
personal invaelon into history." The implications of the
Davidic ecovenant, however, are even more far-reaching in
terms of the relative status between God and Israel.

If God is willing to choose for Himself once
again a special covenant partner -- albelt only as leader
of His covenanted people, not as the progenitor of a new
people ~- énd, despite his shorteomings, commit Himself to
an everlasting asscociation with him and his descendants,
then Israel, even if it falls short of its obligations,
may well hope for leniency and forgiveness, ind God can be
relied upon ultimately to tuin punishment into restitution
and adversity into deliverance., The Davidic covenant thus
gonveys a strong note of optimigm and hope which is parti-
cularly striking after the lack of enthusiasm by the people
which marked the Covenant relationship described in the

book of Judges.
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That the brith with David does indeed come to

- denote such a relationship between God and Israel in the

Bible, is borne out by the manner in which it is subse-

guently referred to in»th@vpx@phet$26 on which see below,

Chapters VIIT and X.. ' Invariably such references consti-

tute a message of hope, reassurance, and forgivenesss
Bod's Covenant hag not ended, and ¢God's selegtion still

stands .

NOTES TO CHAPTER VII

1. Judges 6310,

(Ithaca:

2. Harry M. Orlinsky, Angcient Isra
Cornell Unlversity Press, 1954), p. 56.

3, Judges 2:13.
4. 2el4
5 2:18,
6. 232023,
~ 7+ There are in the Plrst book of Samuel two narra-
tives which deal with the manner in which 8Saul becomes
King -- in different ways and from different points of
view., The older narrative, comprising 9:1-10:16; 10:27b;
1ls1l=11,.15, treats Saul's asppointment favorably. It is
the later story which is under digcussion above.
8. I Bam. 8:17.

2. I Bam. 8:20.
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CHAPTER VIIX

The Pre~exilic Prophets ~- Messengers of the Covenant

It is a striking yet indisputable fact that
explicit referencves to the Covenant are so rare among the
prophets of the eighth century as to be scarcely notice-

brith twiece with regard to

able. Thus Hosea uses the woxd
God and xgraal,l Isaiah once,? Amos and Micah not at all.
As a result, a multitude of theories has been advanced by
biblical scholarsg, the most extyeme of which being that
for these prophets the brith as a formal relationship
between @od and Igrael was altogether an unknown antity.3
Now the fact remains that Hosea and Isaiah do
refer to the Covenant. And while the freguency or rarity
of such references might well be a factor in detexrmining
the attitude of the prophets toward the canaaﬁt, it can
hardly make any‘differ@nae ﬁd the fasic fact that they
were acquainted with it. It should also be considered that
Amos and Hosea in Israel, and Isaiah and Micah in Judah,
prophesied in the same period, in part even at the sane
time. In the circumstances, thewefore, and partiaularly

in view of the textual similarities in Isalah and Miaah,4
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it seems a reasonable assumption that what was known to
one was hardly unknown to the other, and that, even as
the opposition on th@ pﬁrt of Elidah to théjs@eulat pﬁwer
but a few decades before had been motivated by his under~
standing of:tﬁa cmvenanﬁ{g so the m@ssag& mfimll tﬁe‘eighth
a@ntﬁry'pr@ph@ts was sguarely based upon their attitude
toward the existence ﬁf‘awﬁmvanant b@tW@@n ﬁ@d and Israel
and their ihtéryretati@n af‘it,' :
Furthermote, the argument that thé‘eﬁrly prophets
conceived of a special relationship between God and Israel,
but that that relationship could not be identified with
the traditional, i.e., the patriarchal or Sinaitie brith,©
is, we think, not only a@ntradieted by the text itself, but
evidences a basic misunderstanding of the COvaﬁant idea in
bibliéal history. For it is absurd to assume that there
exists any other relationship at all between God and Israel
but the Covenant relationship. There are, to be sure,
different covenant formulﬁtimns emphasizing different
aspects of the relationship and determining 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 before the people ls never one set of Covenant
obligations as against another, but very simply:  Covenant
or no ﬂavénant, God or the idols, 'P7‘t® f;
or ~D§;&a o . Thug we cannot agrée to the basic disg-
tinctién?maﬁe by some scholars between brith as a léggl
institution governing mutuai'abligations, and brith as a
"personal® r&lationship-in the course of which é@d'almn@
begtows His "grace” upmn-xsraela7
Moreovey, we ha&@ previously noted that the
Covenant Ll¢ not always referred to dir&mtlyrih the Bible,
but that a reference to agpects or events associated with
a covenant formnlation must be understood to constitute a
reference t¢ the Covenant itself. Here again, the theme
of God's selection, for example, although it is more
clogely related to the patriarchal or Davidie covenant, is
fundamental for all of the brith relationship. "Btatutes
and ordinances,” although more particulaxly an aspect of
Sinai and ghechem, are nevertheless a timél@gs character-
istie of the Covenant., The Exodus from Egypt, in particular,
not only constitutes & covenant reference as expliait s
the Revelatlon at Mt. 8inal, but beyond that denotes a

erucial moment in the Covenant relationship per se, namely
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God's "remembering” His people in time of trouble, which

is a gine gua

on for the entire fabric of the Covenant.
Kraéhzawhmar's distinmtign, “Dass ey [Amos] nicht in einex
Bundessehli@ssunq am 8inai,_sendern in der Tatsache der
Her#usﬁﬂhrung aus ﬁgypten dag konstituierende Moment des
@ama@nsﬁhaﬁh5manhﬁltmiases mit Jahwe ai&ht,?@ therefore
proves only what he wishes to disprove. The fact that
Amos and Hosea refer to the act of deliverance from Bgypt?
is but omg_af the many instances of the obvious Covenant
congciousness whimh\unﬁerlia@ their writings.

We offer the following examplasa_}All the seventh
century prophets, in the established Covenant tradition,
have Ga@ speak of "My people" oxr "His p@opie" with regard
to Israel. The theme of Israel's selection by God is con-

10

stantly referred to. What could bespeak God's attitude

toward the Covenant more ¢learly or movingly than the phrase

of Almsll AT TN J\!ﬁ@aﬂ E!N RS IQ.,)J\IC, ??
™ .
or of Hosea > U"’Y}“ e T ¥ N ij f“J\J’;A )quﬂ,“i 2

What could more clearly convey the notion of God's Covenant
faithfulness than Mican'si® /0 AD 33P0 B o sfukn .
In Amos, furthermore, a covenant relationship, i.e., a rela-

tionship whi¢h ideally should be mutually contributed to,
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is implied in such grammatical formulations as
poYSH kD e paNeD s 14

or Pt-‘:}agfl ‘P‘)ﬂ(h{ ‘ j‘D«).J‘k ld\etfm?f;} Wl’tﬁf ’15‘

 The emphatic 'QMHQ plainly contrasts the acts performed
by God, in fulfillment of His Covenant promise, with
Isrsel's fallure to live up to the Covenant. Last, but not
least, in Isaiah, Hosea, and particularly in Micah, the
Judicial flavar of the language in certain pasaag@a,lﬁ as
well as the references to the "controversy between God and
His pampla;"17 suggeat the goncept of a formal covenant
relationship of a legal nature for the breach of whiéh
Israel is being indicted.

Inasmuch ag the idea of the controversy between
God and Iskael involves & divect confrontation of the two
Covenant péttnars, it illustrates, apart from its legal
connotations, most tellingly the pxaphati@ congept of the
_C@#enant and particularly of Covenant mutuality. It is
often extremely difficult to use the collegtive "prophetic®
with regard to the attitude of men so highly individualistic
by temperament and disposition. For each one undoubtedly
perceived of the Covenant and its obligations in consonance

with the dictates and needs of his own environment and
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p@rsmnali&y;‘ The prophets appear to differ, ﬁgr example,
on the question asg to whether the Covenant would allow God
to dissolve Hie relationship with Israel. For Hosea, such
a possibility does not exist. God loves Israell® - now
can He give him up?® Although fsrael might rebel and be
punished, 20 the Covenant is insocluble. Isaizh and Micah
identify their most exalted visions of the Future with the
Covenant .t fThus thay} too, testify to its enduring and
beneficent purpose, notwithstanding the heavy toll which
the pumiwhmént of the guilty will take .22 Although they
do not define God's selection of Israel in terms of personal
love, it is clear that the selection itself is continuous.
More complicated 1s the manney ih which Amos looks
upon God’'s obligations concerning the maintenancde of the
Covenant. There is no doubt that he envisages for Israel's

breach of the Covenant relentleas and radical punighment.23
2P 1 6 r /C« ?’ PE F}”)’ ¥ i) PRy N2 F\D }:j:) Pl

Similarly, the pasaagea24 ’( pafe Pred )R /@g;
has been interpreted to convey the notion that even though
God had redeemed lsrael from BEgypt, "that fact must not be

understood to imply that an irrvevogable covenant existed
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b@twaen,them. He had similarly brought up othex peoples,
which did not prove that He had an everlasting covenant
with them."25

Buch an intﬁxpretatimn, however, ¢an hardly be
upheld in view of the ﬁa@t}that; as already Ibn Bara

points cut,zﬁ

Jthe,vary purpose of the rhetorical guestion
in tha‘veraa is to convey th@\diffarenae and not the simi-
larity between I&xaél and other peoples in the eyes of God.
Aacording to Amos, God has no other obligations except to
Isvael, Far from expressing any notion of universalism,
the phrase iz much more akin to the préviaua statement:
‘HY3 }Dbuhk 7”) » Amos certainly believes
that pracis@ly because of the unigueness of the Covenant
relationship, a violation of it deserves divine sevexity
rather than forbearance -~ a kind of nobless oblige in
r@varae. Yet, even if we draw no conclusions from the sus-
piciougly abrupt change to hopefulness at the end of
Chapter 9, there ig nothing to indicate that in punighing
Igrael even to the point of near destyxuction, God ig por-
trayed as consgidering Hies Covenant obligation at an end.
In general, then, the prophetic view concerning

God's Covenant responsibllities is not so different E£rom
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previous conceptions as the following clear-cut and defini-
tive evaluation of mutual covenant relatlons by Isaiah
would indicate.2” ’ !"
N YR T TR LS TR J &

IG&J” gj’mp PG p..mmaf 1m~» “pk
SPH »l ‘o) K BOD F} yul JﬁNJ\ f“

God still is the protector and provider who will be
“reasonable" toward His people in forgiving its sins, i.e.,
its laxityyin fulfilling Covenant conditions. Even as in
the @a$e mf Israel's "rebellion" in the desert,?® the one
:thiﬁg that cannot bhe tolerated is a dirvect negatimn of the
Covenant itself, and even then ffgkgﬁ P2 does not
mean cessation of the Covenant. |
- What is altogether different, however, is the
prmphaﬁim understanding of what constitutes a negation of
the Covenant on Israel's side. Or, to put it differently:
What are the implications of f}d‘yvygi [P ley "Pm
on the prophetice view?  Allowing, again, for individual
differences, we suggest that Micah's ingenious formulation
constitutes a definition of Igrael's Covenant regquirements
on which all of the eighth century prophets could agree:2?
'“/‘zNﬂ Slk! Y>!a37’ »Et Pl mp fy(;;::;_**?rgmgf&g)
goh nNPDRE da}em Juj pl D
jﬂfk P m( d}.ﬁw
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The key to an understanding of this passage
denoting Israel's C¢veﬁant @b;igations is to be sought in
the word hesed.?? Now it is apparent from the Deuteronomic
and post-Deuteronomic passages in which hesed appears side
by side with brith?* that there exists a relationship
between these two aonaepts¢ In these instances, however,
hesed ie a guality emanating from God and flowing to man.
Ag far as we can determine from our investigation concern-

ing the usage of heged in the Bible, notwithstanding some

debatable exceptions,3? this ie the only direction in which
hesed can flow as between God and man.

Hesed can, indeed, be a human quality. To the
extent, however, that it originates with man, it is not a
quality which man extends towards God but which is mutually
extended among human beings. As indicated in countless
instances in the Bible, hesed may exist in different forms
between different types of individuals or groups of paople.33

ad and its

In every case, however, the extension of heg
acceptance determines a special relationship of mutual and
mutually assured rights or privileges, treatment or behavior,
ox aspects of emotions. It creates a particulax bond of

mutual concern among people, and it is probably with this
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in mind that $. R, Driver has spoken of hesed as "a guality
exercised mutually among @qualae"34
We now $ubmit that, seen in this light, Micah's
goh _apdld }, particularly in conjunction with
'}N'T)c(c.."’)oif -.J‘Jr 15'.)35)! sexrves as a perfect illustration
of ﬁha prophetic understanding of Israel's Covenant obliga-

as one walks

tions. Firstly, the reguirement to love hesed
with €od adds another line, and a cruecial one, to the dia-
gram of Covenant mutuality as far as the prophets are con-
gerned. 8ince hgsed is a guality which man extends only to
man, the line of Covenant raciproaity no longer ¥uns from
CGod to man and badk to God. On the prophetic view, it runs
from God to man and back to God only by way of his fellow
man. Only thus can man return God's hesed.  In other words,
adeording to the prophetic Covenant concept, some of man's
obligations to God are identical with his obligations to
his fellow man.

8econdly, inasmuch as the display of hgsed creates
a relationship motivated by a common c¢ongern, thus making
flor equality among the people so concerned, 3 Oh DIk
contains another great principle indigenous to the prophetic

understanding of the Covenant. It is the supposition that
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all the people are egqual partners in the relationship with
God and theref@re subject to the same privileges and oblii-
gations. |
It is not our task to specify the pértidular
areas upon which the varlous prophets plad@lﬁhéir individual
emphases. We believe, however, that when tﬁéy plééé@d foxr
justlce, or love, or aanﬁemn@d‘eorrupticn; rebellion, ot
iﬂalahxy, they were driven byitheir concern for the Covenant
r&l&ticnship between God and Israel, the human mbligations
of which théy saw in a new iight. We think that it was
perhaps this cong¢ern over the cérnupti@n of the relation-
ship which still went under the name of brith in their days,
rather than their ignorance of or alleged opposition to the
institution, which caused them to use this term so rarely.
Consider, for example, the scorn of Amos3s
D/D‘ Ph fmgqiﬂj ﬂﬂg‘ NI [d‘:ﬁk, fok%ﬁﬁxa dn
or Hogea's injunction concerning thé real meaning of the
C‘lmv&maa,ntsﬁ..)\/ﬁ!‘;if f”““?m‘ MY hpk I"j; ;)\3@!% 30h ‘)
of Isaiah's complaint of "religion by habit, *37

poaln  prajle pudn ke Pl TApy

or Micah's accusation against religious Qomplacency?Q
¥4 ny ol
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We are left with the impression that at least
sqme@ﬁ‘ﬂhe people might well have been uncmnseiaua of
doing evil and thus imagined themselves to be well within
the Covenant reqqirementa.‘ It lg not altogether impossible
that thg_xadimal a@ntrasﬁ betwaﬁn theix own govenant con-
@%pt,and the mechanigal covenant mouthing of tﬁ& people
made the prophets ahun‘tha word brith. ‘Gn the other hand,
why should they have used ﬁhe term specifically more often?
Most of the people knew whét they were being condemned fo£,
Be that as it may, wh@ﬁh@r they mentioned the brith or nét,
it was their convigtion that a covenant eﬁiat@d and had to
ke upheld which inspired their prophemy. And it was theiry
ingistence that man's obligations to God ¢ould not be
obsexved without man's obligation to man, and that all men
enjoyved egual status before God, which first establisghed
a bond between the Covenant and thely oWn concepts of

social justice and morality.

NOTES TO CHAPTER VIIX
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l9. 1l:8,

20, 1431,
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22, Isai&h 1:24«289 Miaah 116 £y 2:12 ££,
23, Amos 934, |
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Charl@w A. Briggs [fomrd, 1907], P 338) are lxstad three
passages in the Bible in which hesged is extended by man to
God. They are:

- 4 ] ;
[ })?} 3oh (Ter. 2:2)

e LJ¥s p2mon (Hos. 6:14)

MP g hg *33 NOOBON
RS e 2 (Hos. 6316)

As for the Hosea passages, it is difficult to see why hesed
should not denote a guallty as between humans. The verses
immediately following (vss. 7-10)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 acte of wickedness and immoxality which
man commits against his fellows

lf?f N %K?'% ) "3 ’) L WY A 13%5’ '3}':!95«” )‘)Nﬂl
o ( & L /' P

b 7*‘;*’-‘; pry»>  2@h F?”sg gk thdi sy DAPY PRI

proged Mé f"~’- Stave Ly Trow 2% Jer b 0 DL

Ceou fend)

Thie is the kind of man-to-man hegsed to which the prophet
ivonlcally refers as a "morning cloud and the dew that
early passes away" (6:4b). God, however, requires the
real hesed which is the very opposite of the evils men-
tioned in the verse and would cause man to behave toward
his nelghbor with eguity, decency, and respect, In point
of fact, this verse ls a perfect example of the prophetic
congept of human covenant obligations as outlined above.
Plainly, hesed here is an intra-human obligation, the
immediate beneficiary of which is not God but man,

The passage from Jeyremiah presents greater diffi-
culty, The guggestion that God is remembering His own
hesed (mo as to prod Himself into extending it again, as
it were) c¢annot he catagoriaally rejected, It would appear,
howeveyr, that the rer dex of the verse
{ - avhiA R ?ﬂw« IpAND 1 ohfe ._)w«fr) doas not
gupport the logic of such a reading., We suggest, nonethe-
less, that inasmuch as Jeremiah employs here the husband-
wife metaphor which is commonly uszed by the Prophets to
denote the relatlonship between God and Isyael, it is really
as 1f one human being were speaking to another. In otherx
words, metaphorically though not actually, hesed again, in
this verse, too, denotes an intra-human relationship.

33, Cf., 04, Gen. 47329, as between relatives;
Jog, 2:12-14, as between hogt and guests;
I Sam. 20:8, as between friends and allies;
II Bam. 3:8, as between king and subjects.

34, 8. R. Driver, A _Critic

on Deuteronomy (New York: Charlearﬁmribner‘s s@ns;’lagﬁ),w
P lOZw

35, B:l8,
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38,

656,
29:13b
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CHAPTER IX

Deuteronomy -~ The Covenant And Heged

Of all biblical Books, none is more important
for an evaluation of the Qévananu relationship than the
Book of Deuteronomy. This is, firstly, due to the Ffact
that the Covenant cdonstitutes one of the major themes, if
not the major theme, to which the Book constantly makes
veference. 8Secondly, Deuteronomy is different from other
bhooks wﬁiah deal with the brith in that it does not merely
report on Covenant events or laws but "expounds” them.t
In doing so, from its particular vantage point in higtory,z
it presents an evaluation, or re-evaluation, of the nature
and purpose of the relationship between ¢od and Israel.
Since, as we ghall see, it incorporates older covenant
ideas, bears unmistaksble marks of the influence of the
sevanthémentury prophets, and may be presumed to have
influenced in turn later biblical writings, we may well
conslider it the most representative expression of the
kiblical view én the Covenant, As such, we shall also

have to refer to it to a considerable extent in our Ffinal
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conclusions, At this point we shall be content merely to
point to what is new and unigue in the Deuteronomle evalu-
ation of the Covenant concept.

The characteristic mark of the Deuteronomic exposi-
tion of the Covenant relationship is not so much that it
introduces concepts not previously expressed in the Bible,
but that these concepis are presented as an extension of
more traditional themes. Thus, throughout the Book we are
aware of a blending of formally divergent or unrelated

aspects of the Covenant relationship. An examination of a

key passage may serve as an illustration.>

n,,:;_)ﬂ” Dl NP PR ‘Dﬂ:; ;;;/Ja‘f DN 1:2/’?7"’ /QW '
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cX }03,}\{6 ,j‘)/ﬂi F'Bi}) }DJ‘J\’;«MY x’”p&j,} ek pwlped
U 3 "*f-faéw PTIY T PIAPY NN DAY P TEN
AP >4e l/ﬂk:«);?)\r@”b ;@*3‘1&5} £ T&hﬁi DY
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The following texrms and the ideas which they

signify in connection with the Covenant are familiar to

us from previous Books: . /7P P¥ A

Féﬂf})f g)ﬂ > f’&(’ j@’ﬁ'r Ir .M.S&[,.‘S h‘d?"@ﬁ )@v'[(;v 3}1{7\&%'6

APsh gt 7 3 ; sz plel son 8
THN% (with regard to man's observance),

?ﬁ?ﬁi ?b?ﬂl 1l

fgle:@&ﬁ ’10 R
and, of course, WP IDR L it will be readily noted, too,
that all but one of these terms have thelr frame of refer-

ence in the 8inaitic Covenant and the events immediately

praceding. it. They refer eithexr to the familiax theme of

God's choice of Israel and aspects indigenous thereto
(  pwvs ~fom .,»vfigb p¥ ,el37 P¥), or to God's binding
Himself to Israel ( »¥ire ). to His mighty acts for
Isxael ( PTAD '), or to aspects of the Covenant condi-
tions for either side (Tm*” frat ;ob ‘F(‘f‘r 3oh ) ple o/ ppnd,
Among these familiarharma and ideas, however, we
algo nc:f;:i.c:@ aggociations and concepts which were not a part
of the terminological pattern of Brodus and which occur for
the first time in Deuteronomy, or in Books which may be said
to have originated in the "Deuteronomig climate."l? These

ares the assoclation of prith and hesed (6:9): the use of
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shamar in conjunction with God's Covenant obligations, and
its association with heged and brith (6:12); the addition
of ij%ﬁf to Tp)ﬁ;} TJ)@I? and the diregt connec¢tion
of God's Covenant ocath with God's love.

. We note first of all the inclusion of the concept
of love in the relationship of God and Isvael, It appears
as a gualifying factor for the Covenant oath, as the reason
for God's choice of Israel, and as an addition 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
choose to gpeak of it in this term. We have already noted
that the BExodus version of the Decalogue, as well as the
book of Joshua gontain injunctions for Israel to love God
(22:5, 23:11). BAnd, of course, it is the prophet Hogea
who first speaks of God's love for Isryael (3:6, 11l:sl).

The book of Deuteronomy, hQW@V&r; is unigue for two reasons.
Firstly, it conceives of love as an emotion mutually extended
between God and Igrael. And, secondly, inasmuch as it
identifies God's love for Israel as the motivating force
behind His initial "Covenant readiness," it makes mutual

love a gine gua non for the Covenant relationship.
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‘Mext we turn to another Deuteronomic peculiarity
which impingas upon coveénant mutuality. The use of the
word  ypy# with regard to God's observance of the Coven~
antgih ﬁhaiﬁibla is unanWn Qrimr to Deuteronomy or contem-
porary Books such as I Kings (8:424) or II Chronicles (6:15)~13
In'aarlieiiﬁﬂeks, wnly.man'a observance of the Covenant is
denoted by :”ﬁ& . God's involvement is axpressed by such
verbs as P ’( PITD, |»J and SN2, or by
anothar Deuteronowmism, 5>r3 14 phe peuteronomic
vjuxtapasitiam }m‘g@)gﬁﬁm/u ;:)e’}‘“rw} "Jut ) )11-»6/" (7:11)

LAY B T %ff Tf,af}a. Mpt oyMedr (7:12)
however, seems to express nobt only the obvious circumstsnce
of mutual covenant observance, but also, as in the matter
of love, a common element in the manner of approaching sueh‘
observance. In other words, what is implied haf& is the
notion that Israel isg cepable of feeling the same emotion
and accepting the same responsibilities as God. IFf that is
80, the disparity between God and fsrael appears greaﬁly
reduced in comparison with the presentation of other Books,
and we submit that, on the Deuteronomic view, the two coven-
ant partn@ré‘appaar in positions with regard to eagh other
which presuppose a considerable degree of egquality orx near-

aguality.



85

- Another extremely concise statement with regard
to the relative status of God and Isrsel strengthens oux

beliefsls |
Vaﬁﬁﬁ'gﬁagﬁ P Ff fwm‘”jp D SIVED 9bw“ﬁh

lrm?b &N&[! ﬂﬁgﬂﬁ eﬁ;gﬁf 3h pwﬁﬁ
*~~]r3”39€k) »ﬂ@apfrwng 5 TWﬁLﬁ pinY

Mutuality, here, is apparent on three counts. (1) The
plainly stated conditions for both parties clearly indicate
mutuality of obligations. (2) The juxtaposition of the two
Hifeil forms of JNL, denotes an element of mutual cholce.
Weither party appears to be under duress, but both avouch
each. other through the agenay of Moses. (3) Again, the use
of the same verb with vegard to God's and Israel's covenant-
making indicates what we have already termed the mutuality
of approach as well as its underlying connotatlions of
equality.

It may well be that this unusually strong note of
aguality which is struck in connection with the mutual avowal
of God and the people of Israel represents a reagtion and
implies a value judgment against the Davidie covenant in
which God gelacts one man to be annointed king. In Deuter-
onomy, the Covenant is again with the people and with all

the }p@ﬁ@pl@,l6 T*N:‘N LA 3Y T*$‘x’ ALY .
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Ag a matter of fact, we cannot fend off the impression that
the general tone of entlre passgages, such as Chapter 8, is
sudh as to portray two covenant partners, each of whom is
respectfully aware of the position which the other occuples
under the Covenant. The concern of Moses that Israel might
clmim'all‘@r@dit for retaining power and wealth,lv does not
exactly bespeak an attitude of self-abasement on Israel's
part bafore the Covenant. MNoreover, Deuteronomy presents
God as being very much congerned about His reputation amony
the nations. Repeatedly the relationship between God end
Israel is considered against the background of the attitudes
and veactions of other natimns.lg When Moses wisghes to deter
Giod from dissolving the Covenant, he appeals to His love, as
we shall see¢, but slso points out that the Egyptians might
doubt @od's ability to fulfill His mbligationsalg Qlearly,
the Deuteronomic viewpoint holds up the mirror of "public
opinion" to the actions of God and lsrael alike. Seen
against such & background, we think that the Covenant with
its common as well as mutual obligations presents an impres-
gion of equality rather than digparity among the partners.
At the same time, the strong statutory character

of the Covenant is plainly evident. The observance of the
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iegal 3&&tutaa of &inai is égain stressed as heingvabaolutely
neaesmary and mompuls@ry foxr Israel. The imng lisﬁrof
bl@saimqs and curses0 iaaves the pe@pla in no doubt that
the COV@nant cuts de@ply int@ theix paxsmn&l livag. To be
ﬂur@, mutual love and mutual l@gal obligmtiena @xmat side
by sid@ in the Bauteranomia aone@pt of the Q£;3n¢ The ﬁormal
anluaimn mf love into th@ r&lauionﬁhip, h@waver‘ in no way
gustifiag any breach of th@ ¢avanant obligatm@ns. Predomi -
nantly.‘the QM&QQ in mamtaran@my denotes a 1@9&119 mmnstim
tuted and ragulatﬁﬁ x@lat&&nﬁhip.

In view of such a amneeption, the Deuteronomic
characteristic of placing brith and heged into apﬁmaitimn
ia parﬁiaulaxly noteworthy and problematic, It sﬁwulﬁ be
gtated first of all that bxrith and hesed are not to be cont
sidered a hendiadys. God's h@g@QJ ag well as His promiae |
of hesed unto Israel, aia undoubtedly an aﬁgaat.af His rela-
tionship with the Patriafahé;;tﬁﬁ people of 1sra@1‘at Sinai,
and pérti&ularly D&Vid»zl Whether a relationmhip‘with God
governed exclusively by Qgggﬁvwmalé proﬂuné thé same results
as a xalaﬂi@nship based mh ggﬁgh,'howavar; is highly ques~
ticnable. The difficulty lies primarily in the fact that

bxith danoteﬁ mutuality, and God's hesed, as we have seen,
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does not. In other wards, it takes two, God aﬁd Israel,
tu’make’and maintain a brith, Hesed, on the other hand,
1f it ihvolvas God at all, is something whi#h;ﬂa alone gan
contribute to the relationship, |
ﬁmw, in analyzing God's acts of gggﬁg‘in'the Bible,
we dome to the can@lusian,thag they can be divided into two
main categories, Firstly, auts of heged are performed by
God in pursuance of and ln sccordance with the Covenant
agreement in orxder to aid, advance, protect, or reward His
@evanamﬁ'@artnax.zz Such acts run the gamut of obligations,
from choosing a wife for Abyxaham to selecting a king for
.<staalgi, Secondly, however, there is another kind of hegeds
God may exercise it at His discretion when Israel violates
and thus invalidates the Covenant. In such an event, God's
hesed may ignore the legal terms of the brith and fmrqiva.
We cite the following passages as evidences |
>3 Aniel 3on-pY A S IV LTI T I EENTYENY
33y wf apyp akEn ¥l ) fﬁ;,f}cf 30A
24 ATy J ;5‘]:)% ¥ey! Jnr" £e) man ol ’P'@[c‘ 7.)({; N~
iwfh:) q\’bmﬁ‘r v’g@ G« B P ol v ke /5o (‘}6» .
25 lkl» 3 on ﬁ}ﬁ L) ,'&)54,. *3{5‘”"“«5#»33 fe.
‘The parallel passages in Exodus and Numbers, however,

make abundantly clear what forgiveness means: it certainly



89

does not mean that Israel is not to be punished. It does
mean that there is to be no cessation of the Covenant. A
further example is to be found in the Davidica covenant., We
read'thét~@od'$ heged is not to be withdrswn from David as
it was from Saulgzﬁ but

f)g’/r’"‘w]lm‘gﬁ %/‘?{ }ﬁ“eﬂf?“ selrr 27
The continued bestowal of heged therefore makes for an ever-
lagting covenant, regardless of the fact that David might
sin and have to be punished.

Thus, hesed, while it does not exclude punishment,
expresses God's determination to pregerve the Covenant and
to extend forgiveness in order to do so. As for Deuteronomy,
wa think that the placing of brith and hesed into apposition
with one another is motivated by the same reasoning which
introduced the concept of D P into the Covenant relation-
ghip. Both are considered a part of what we have already
termed God'a Covenant readiness, and thus are also inherent
in, or even precede, His Covenant ocath. Accoxding te Elbogen,
brith, heged, and Shevucah are related because all of thenm
express "dass Jahwe Abraham und die Seinen in die Gottes-
gemelnschaft aufgenommen hat."28 The smme thought, however,

is alveady expressed in Micah:29

[JhP ef NTPL) TN Pm?""‘g LA W’ff‘ AR
P37 Wi



20

We suggest, them, that QODAN MNP IAK in
Deuteronomy, as well as in post-Reuteronomic Books expresses
the conviction that God will not only observe the brith when
Isreel reciprocates, but will perpetuate it even if it is
vnct mubtually contributed to. We may well considex 30h
in connection with NP in the nature of a safety
a¢lause built into the Covenant in order to safeguard its
maintenance, and to protect the inferior party againsgt the
consequences of its "natural” shortcomings. FPor it is con-
caded that Ysrael, even as she has done in thé past, might
break the Covenant again.so It is also indiecated, however,
that in such an event God, by an appeal to His Covenant oath
and its inberent hesed, as well as by other means, may be
moved to abandon His intentions to discontinue the relation-
ship with Israel .51

To the degree that (59r3may thug be considered
almost a Covenant obligation on God's part, the brith appears
vivtually unbreakable on the Deuteronomic wview. This should
not be interpreted to mean, however, that the entire Covenant
relationship becomes a manifestation of God's hesed. The
significance of the Deuteronomic Covenant concept is to be
found in the idea that every succeeding generation stands

at Mt. Sinai, as it were, and must accept and heed the Laws
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of the Covenant an@w.32

LAk 1D N ESD e - e »B a0 Uaplemak /3[
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Deuteronomy plainly re-~afflerms, even strengthens the statu-
tory character of the Sinaitic Covenant and the mutually
ohligating relationship for which it shandéa

| | Because of its am@haéiﬁ on the formally legal
aspects @fvth@ Covenant, the Deuteronomic concept has been
termed “a regr&@sion"33 as compared to the supposed prophetic
idem concerning the relationship between God and Israel,

gucdh an opinion, however, is based upon an erroneous evalu~
ation of the prophetic attitude toward the Covenant -~ as

we have pointed out -~ as well as of the Covenant itself -~
as we shall see. As the result of this study, it is becoming
increasingly clear to us that the dividing lines in the
Bible between what may be conszidered "legal" or "moral® are
extremely uncertaln and flexible. Value Jjudgments on such
grounds are therefore untenable and should be made and

received with great caution.

NOTES TO CHAPTER I1IX

1. 15,

2+« Although, of course, Deuteronomy did not suddenly
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17:13~14), I Kings 8:23-25; Psa., 89325, 27-28, 31-34 for
Davidi¢ Covenant.

22. SBome typical examples are to be found in Gen.,
24312, 2331ly Ex, 15:137 I Kings 3:6; Psa. 103:17.
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32. Deut. 5:3.
33. Kraetzschmax, "Rein religioces

betrachtet ist sie aberuein Rueakschxltﬁ von der Hoehe
prophetischer Gotteserkenntnis herab."
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CHAPTER X
Jeremiah ~- The "New Covenant"
It is ¢lear from even a superficial reading of

the text of the book of Jeremiah that the concern with the

Covenant relationship ocoupies a central position in Jere-

prophat of Deuteronomy and the Covenant that was based
orn it,”l There is almost general agreement among scholars
that the style, terminology, and content following upon the
prophet's injunation (11:2) AELD ADAD NDPR Ak Jypl
indioate that jeyd Ay 2»pH means the "Book of the C@vananﬁ“
of the Josianic¢ reform.? For example, in commenting on
11:1~8, $. R. Driver says: "This, with evident allusion
to the lawbook discovered in Josiah's 18th yeaxr (v.2 ‘Hear
ye the words of this covenant': v.3b almost verbatim = Dt.
27s26a: with v.5b ef. ib. v.26k), relates, no doubt, what
took place shoxtly after that avent , "3

In the 3lst chapter of Jeremiah, however, a rela-
tionship between God and Israel is envisaged, one to whigh

the term AR3INM  aR is appliedq-4 With regard to thi&
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term, many divergent thecriga and opinions have been
advanced ~~ too many, in fact to be enumerated here ~-

all of which are concerned with a clarification of what
exactly 1s "new" sbout the New Covenant. 8ince we believe
that the problem bears heavily upon the question of Covenant
mutuality, it becomes ouxr task, too, to ascertain whether
ox not the Covenant relationship is really envisgaged in a
new light.

The passage reads as :Eollowaa5

. g'm}zi-m}v&' NPT E R ')JH" _j}/ﬁ" wf’fﬁ) f‘{c‘;@ Pcﬂi ;)-)S)
TNTID ek NIDRS ﬁj' 5e3h MR pHd NP THEI
/9‘331‘!’ f')zc;]\l F{u:,/;,ﬁf 33 B TUAR /::1*“‘-! pd\lﬁ’f Jﬂ;
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Pfxfw f?)T‘*ﬁbw “NE D ikﬁ'PE) srsfw*z
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Now what exactly is the objection raised to the
"o1ld" brith which was maﬁeimgﬁ A f;k;gépf pIvE g A }05“:@
i.es, the 8inaitic covenant? Is it that it was too stabu~
tory or legal, stifling the relationship between ¢od and
Israel by the formality of too many laws? And arxre we now
to understand, as some gcholars would have us believe, that
thé\Naw Covenant ushered in a new, spontaneous relationship

of "grave" because @od has placed His law fpmgA ﬂﬂ Fﬁﬁ?ﬁ ?
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We £ind no evidence whatever for such assumptions. There

is also no indication that the new Covenant constitutes

the end of divine punishment, or the beginning of a rela-

tionship in which punishment becomes unnecessary because
it is no longer connected with the observange of statutes
and ordinances.

As we understand this pasgsage ~- or any other
passage referring to the Covenant in Jeremiash -~ no critic-
ism whatever of the Sinaitie prith as the blueprint for
the relationship between God and Israel is implied.
Jeremiah's position is made olear by the juxtaposition of

[ »HI» and u\F%P D)kl « Again, as in previous
ingtences, the use of the personal pronouns with the per-

feot tense places the strongest possible emphasis on the

contrast between the two c<ovenant partners with regard to

their congcientiousness in meeting the obligations of the
Covenant. Israel had not done her share although God had
done His. But such a state of affairs is not only a con-
spiracy again&t‘ﬁad,ﬁ but it violates the very essence of
the Covenant as Jeremiah sees it, For him, no one~sided
ielatimnship between God and Israel is possible. No coven-
ant can be sustained indefinitely by but one party, even

if that party is God. What is required is not a change of
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Covenant,. but literally a change of heart. We submit, how-
ever, that ;UpJ\gh. ow,fﬁ f?"j»‘v“)]‘?-‘b hypTAE ;;uyi
is far from constituting an abstraction of the old, i.e.,
the Sinaitlic covenant, into "a principle operative from
within,"’ A new covenant means a new man who by his own
impulse will be moved to carry out the prescribed covenant

g , r
relation.2 = ['Al el [p€y sk ¢k 3y ?ﬂ;m fold

»;.g;;) ,pgif-?& 3y )"Jd'/;‘t’fr *}Hk {‘?ﬂ? ;aFI.} D an Ak b3 ‘)h‘[t»[
BTk ke mmhﬁhh P)Hf”ar r«f&k o »lp

For it need hardly be @mphaaiﬁed that jijpjmpﬁ pf fﬁ

or such other phrases in Jeremiah as i ﬁw? { Fﬁf swylg
o jﬂaﬁﬂf d!(%? ol ,lover 2D p[fgf Uuu;

in Bzekiel, 'l are in direct line with the terminology as
well as the epirit of Bautarmnémy.lz The Deuteronomic con-
cept of the Cowenant, however, can hardly be called an

abstractions 13
fers J\kuf@) 31 pl'® }MBN ’;Uér.x ek L AkAD mgﬁi» o
e kD )‘)“M i e
Tl ?ng T'oP llp» 2p3 D T fk N")]j

We can think of no more concise and acourate
definition of the DEIH MR than the two words
U\Fﬁwéx "TP?[%I, Jeremiah, possibly in a mood of dis-
illusionment with the Josianic reform, envisages a day when

Igrael will no longer meet its covenant obligations at the



end of a policeman's stick. One day these obligations will
begome so much a part of thely lives that they will liter-
ally know them “by heart® and will not even reguive a

rominder in the form of the ark of the Qwv@namﬁal@
' P

Pt AP Dk %h»hwpwﬁf‘gmt?%\ ggnﬁ P
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We submit, then, that the significance of the WNew
Covenant lieg in its inherent desire to restore {(or renew)
the Covenant by restoring its mutvsality. That mutuality of
obligations in Jeremlah's daye involved emotional aspects,
and ¢an no longer be adeguately ezpressed by the formula
"ghedlence in return for protegtion,” has become aspparent
by now., In view of the fack, however, that Jeremiah's New
Covenant is a part of his esdhatolegy, and therefore often

regarded as a bterminue 8 aguo for a new and "universal’

covenant era (Heilszelit) in which the ides of covenant
mutuality has been discarded (dabed den Character eines

auf Gegenseitligkelt bervhenden Vertrages voellig mb@@aﬁr@iﬁt
hat}flﬁ we osaot state emphatigelly enough that the text
bears out no such supposition., Mubuality does not only con~
tioune to remain s basic aspect of the New Covenant, but the

“venewal” of the Covenant is predicated upon it. Moreover,
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it 18 not God's grace which makes the Covenant new but,

hopefully, man's, i.e,, Israel's, newfound intimate

aagquaintance with the Covenant regquirements.

1.

24
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CHAPTER XI

Ez@kial‘aﬁd Deutero-Igalabh -~ "The Covenant of Peace"

From the point of view of Covenant relations,
the Babylonisn exile had ushered in a strange situation.
God had not just punished His dmvanant partner, He had
expalled him from the very Aand which He had promiged him
under the Covenant agreement. What comsaquaneéﬁ did such
an act have for the gontinuation of the mﬁvananﬁ? ﬁid it
mean that @od had d@cideﬂvtm put an end to His relations
with Israsel, or could the Covenant still exist even ufider
guch conditions? 'The fact that the Qﬁé@hnéid gurvive the
ideological as well as the histovical test of the Exile
indicates first of all how strongly engrained and resilient
the idea of the Covenant had become in the life of the
pecple. Bven if obsexved inad@quétely, or in the breach,
or on foreign soil, the brith nevertheless constituted a
living reality. If one rxeads the prophets carefully, one
is amazed, for example, at the amount mﬁ'argument that
goas back and forth between the two covenant partners.

God contends with the people, and the people contend
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with Gadal Kven the faithful Jeremiah @xalaimsaz
5

m.?Q
We think ﬁh&ﬁ the right to argue, guestion, eﬁen disagree,
is an imp&rtant‘aspeet of the Covenant ralatiénship, illug-
tratihg its strength rathex ﬁh&n‘itﬁ weakness. It is when
either pa#ﬁy ceases to speak ox list@n to iha other that

the Covenant is in trouble.

The second raaﬁoﬁ for the survival‘cf the Covenant
must unguestionably be sought in the zeal ahﬁ genius of the
two m@h who prophesied in Babylon at that time and instilled
into the Covenant the particular ideas which it needed for
a continued meaningful existence, viz., Ezekiel and Deutero-
Isaiah. Although diviﬂgd by a generation and the mark of
their individual personalitlies, they had these things in
common: they insisted that the Covenant wag 8till in foraa,4
and that, as a result, Israel would again enjoy happineas |
and peace in her own land.s Thus, in their mouths, the
Covenant relationship became an instrument of hope and a

gymbol of redemption. This is the more remarkable since

each of them was motivated by different aspects of the prith

and reflects in his message different conegepts of covenant

mutuality.
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- Bzekiel, the priest, is¢ a man obsessed with the
idea of Covenant. To him a contract, whether sacred or
profane, is a time-honored institution and a sacred thinqné
He séeeithé Covenant in hiéﬁéria p@rspemtivg.ahd noti¢ea
that israal has a icng raaéré\bf n@nwfulfille&.obligations
and 0ﬁ r@b@lli0n&»7 Ha mo£i¢$$, too, that hiﬁtﬁ&y repeats
itself, and he therefore comes to certain conclusions con-
gerning thé Covenant h@twé@n God and His people: as by
hex rebellions Israel had negated the Covenant in th@.wild@r-
meaa,3=ém had they negated it now, But even as God had
refr&inﬁd from breaking the Covenant then, so would He not

break it now,., Instead
prm; NP DRE 6 PED _AAD PDJ& "PIPAT I

SIOYED FreAN
What ig significant is the suggested rationale

for God's decision not to byeak the Covenant, namely:

fmf)*a&i prk, mfc-,?s};w:»ejf; ;3*3_\,&%3 J*B"cr g.;» B g-pg 'We !Wf 10
We gain the impression that God cannot afford to undo the
brith without admitting the failure of His own project in
the sight of the nations. EBEzekiel considers the Covenant
unbreakable, }%jf}ﬁw kj} .l} not becaugse God has any legal
obligations toward Israel -- by her rebellion, Israel has

forfeited all legal claims under the Covenant -~ but
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dew AP NE Cé)yﬁitﬁﬂ'fpllz because God apparently
considers Hinmself bound by a force of circumstances more
ﬁmmpalling than the legal clauses of the agreement. It
will be remembered that God's concern with the t&aaﬁions
of the nations was a notable féatur@ of the Qovenant

13 There, howaver,

philosophy in the book of Deuteronomy.
it appeared gide by side with a second reason for God's
Gov&ﬁaﬁt loyalty, namely His love for Isra&l,lév BEzekiel
plainly follows the Deuteronomic tradition only with regard
to the first consideration. In view of the fact, however,
that Ezekiel refraing from making "love” an issue in God's
forbearance with Israel, it is particularly noteworthy that,
in the tradition of Hosea and Jeremimh, he nevertheless
uses the hugband-wife metaphoyr withvr@gard to the Covenant
relationship between God and Israel.l® It is true that
even in doing so he fails to convey an impresaion‘af love.
Compare, for example, Bzekiel's
T!j/;,«:) R Tﬂ”ﬂ» :_J'\"J?““: "1)“,&1 LS :J\ﬁﬂ_ﬁf

Pl aon 7’! TN EYRET:
with Jeremiah's '?'J\»Swlg; SRDE T!“)]B:) 300 ?Y "WIJS7
Bven apart from the implications of hesed, we are aware of
a feeling of profound compassion in Jeremiah which he pro-

jects into the Covenant relationship. Buch an attitude is



not readily noticeable in Bzekiel. Perhaps his concern
with the eultic aspects of the G@V@namtla caused him to’
see the relationehip in a more scber light. We think,
however, that the two phrases cited, desplte thelr vari-
ance, gonvey the same meanings ‘@md and Israel are con-
sidered to be inseparsble. Dzekiel goesvwn to say that
@od takes no pleasure iln punishing Israel and wants the
Covenant to endure. ' o

s Pank pl P USE P g poite Ik
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It becomes therefore lsrael's obligation under the Covenant
to find its way back to God, do His commandments, and restore

the relationshlp to life. .
ol pof o s ol L 1o
j:m e PRI Ir ‘¢ el
| Pé& NP ,P"bf\u‘»w!
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Thue, to the extent that it requires a "new man," Hezekiel's
"Covenant of Peacge” is not unlike Jeremiah's "New Covenant."
We think that the famous wvialon of the Valley of the Dry
Bonesgl may algo well denote the resunption of the brith,
for it is the concept of a restored r@latmonahip with God

which bears the name f%!g% NP An bz@klel. As such,
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it bullds & bridge inte the future and identifies the
Covenant with a new era of paxsonal happiness and national

restitution.
PrANIK® [ PO ArYN PAUAE IR *hlw ‘PR
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The exile was more théﬁ a‘third of a gentury old
when the Becond Isalah began to prophasy in‘ﬁabylona It
had taken a heavy toll ﬁﬁ—th$ péOble and thelr morale.
Bzekiel had spoken of n new ﬁav@n&nt with God, a time of
peage and redemption. But why should God intercede in the
people’s behalf? Was it not He who had caused the exile
to happen?
23 sl kil pu_f,%y fie aprt aoleal ) W
Isalah's prophecy is essentially the answer to this ques-
tion. It is thus no exaggeration to state that all of his
message constitutes his determination to bring the people
badk to the Covenant. His approach to the prith, bhowever,
can only beé undarstood in relation to the partiecular cir-
cumstanges of his time. The people knew that they had been
punished for their guilt. Isaiah set out to comfort them
with the reassurange that thelr guilt had been paid off,

@hn ;airgf had  po e Wkt AY En) h)
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The captives sat by Babyloen's river and asked:
25 29 SN Fﬂ’,.ﬂ/ﬁ’ 202 "k VA pe
The prophet answered 26 e3h e ;3}'1»'[’ he
Israel's long yeavs in exile had caused ﬁer to feel that
she had alsc been exiled from God's presence and was like
a divorged wife who is sold for ecredit.
onle e parle planI 990 25k st gk 53
(Cpark wop=rek eyt 1?7
But, asks the sser: Tej;& INE QRN THU Jeki 28
It is clear from the passages cited above that
Isaiah's ilmmediate concexn in his attempt to re-establish
Covenant relations between God and Israel is twofold: He
must not only convince the peeple that, notwithstanding
thelr sinful past, they are still eligible to be God's
Covenant partner, but also that, notwlithstanding the hard
present, God was still desirous of accepting them as such.
We think that the basic premise on which the Second Isaieh's
prophety, @i well as his conceept of the Covenant relation-
ship, is based, is best illustrated by the following

pagsages 29 |
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The first part is, of course, a veference to God's initlal
Covenant with man and beast, Y It will be remembered that
we have slready spoken of God's ocath in connection with
this Covenant as an act of self~limitation on Hiﬁ.partﬁsl
We suggested that it constituted a deliberxate curbing of
the potential of His superior power as a result of which
the initial digparity between Himself and his Covenant
partner was greatly diminished., Thus there was ¢reated a
platform of relative equality on which the Covenant was
conaluded.,

We suggest that Isalah's reference to God's
Covenant oath to Noah implies the same principle with
regard to the relationship between God and Israel in the
Exile. The abnormally great disparity between the punish-
ing God and the banished people must be diminished in order
to restore the prith. OGod is to stay His powers of punigh~
ment and devouring anger, and approach the people by way
of His h@g@ﬁ?z so that the people may find their way back
to Him. To »ut it bluntlyi as far as the people are conw~
cerned, the "Covenant of Peace” is predicated upon the
proposition that once Israel had paid the penalty, €od had

again come out of hiding and was eager to resume relations.
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To the many who must have given up God and the Covenant
entirely, as well as to those who were still in doubt
goncaerning the continued existence of the Covenant, the

8econd Isaish brought this m&&uranaaezz ﬂﬁ -
NARL T‘f&@ RYD WiInN e il (e sok
| 13;\ t&& ik DRle j;».nﬁz-m\

It must not be assumed, howavar, that the
@rmphét'ﬁ obvious aampaésimnvfér his people wvaused him to
émnaeive of a Qovenant rélati@nship which would ieava all
Covenant responsibility tm-mmd. The Second Isaiah's
Covenant of Peace is no one-sided "Gnadenverhaeltnis," but
is Eirmly predicated upon the principle of mutudlity. God's
vary act of cresting aAQOmon covenant piatfarm which
involved self-limitation entails the idea of a mutual
g@mgggggggﬁgw. Mor@ov@r,'it is @lain from the text thét
the r&lmtionahip ig contingent upon a number of definite

obligations on lﬁrael'a paft,34 i ‘ .
¥l W"’T’" P H“rf)% L1 é@&v fwe I.f:x “§N amr
€ '~J}. J)QW I?n me,i if 7\r4 ,.;\M?: L D

Israel is slways to be aware that it was her imperviousness
to these obligations which had caused the separation between
God and herself.?S The Covenant is therefore a clearcut

statement of what CGod expects of His people before He will



109

fulfill His own obligationsg:
w Imb
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An aspect of mutuallty may also be discerned in
yat another area of the Covenant relationship in fhe BSegond

Igniah. We gite the followlng passage as an illustration;37

jrnd 22 2k 19 pla =ple) 13¥ pak
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Now the idea of Israel's chosenness ['AMhh 78k '"32A% |
is one with which the prophet ls pearticularly preoccupied,
and to which he gives vepeated axpr@ssiann38 V@rf under -
standably, the message that the God who had selected Abraham
in love and had kept a Covenant with his seed would again
c¢hoovse Israel and strengthen herxr, could not be heard often
enough in the Bxile.

But the centrality of the selection theme in
Isaiah -~ of which the Covenant is a concrete expression -~
illustrates also his concept of history. As did the other
great prophets, the Second Isalsh sees history in terms of,
even as the result of, the Covenant relationship. The flow
of history is determined by how the two partners fare with

sach other. The plans which, for better or for worse, God
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had for His people, decide the fate of the world. Because
of Israel's sin, Babylon is made victaxioua;Bg bagauge of
Tarael's forgiveness, Babylon must paxiaha4ﬂ Whether it
is Bgypt, Bthiopia, or Seba, their fates are decided forx
Torael's sake.**

With thisz in mind, the first words of the passage
cited above, iQX"/OJ\kz, agsume a gpeclal meaning. The
prophet not only states his conviction that Israel is
especially chosen, but offers a reason for her cholee. In
other words, Isalah, in point of fact, submits a rationale
foxvtha reléticnship between the Covenant partﬁera in the
following t&rmaa God diregts history fox Iaxaelfs sake,
and thus Israel thr@ugh‘history acts as a witness to God's
unigueness and omnipat@nee,v'

It is apparent that we encounter here a highly
slgnificant aspect of Covenant mutuality. As a matter of
fact, in view of the implied interdependence of the two
Covenant partners, we may well speak of a common purpose
in history to which God and Israel mutually contribute.

The fact of theilr interdependence, however, also highlights

a baglq problem with regard to God and man. God's initia-

tive in selecting Abraham and his seed is, of course, basic
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to the idea of the Covenant. At the same time, it is not
until the Deuteronomie era that we find explicitly stated
reasons for God's ch@i@@.éz Now we think that even God's
love for Isvael is mor@‘liable‘tm explain His choice of
His Covemant partmer than His reasons for wanting to enter
upon a Covenant in the first place.  13¢ thkamuggamts
such reagons: God needed someone to bear witness to His
very being as well as to Hig actions in the universe.

Thus we submit that part of the Secgond Isaizh's
concept of the Covenant relatlonship is the ildea that God
needs Israel [or man] even as Igrael {[orx man] needs God.
We are not concerned here with the almost limitless theo-
logical implications which arise out of this idea., From
the point of view of the relative status between God and
Israel, however, the supposition that God needs Israesl as
witnesses, suggests another rather obvious reason ag to
why God may punish but not destroy Israel. It is not only
His love or heged that keeps Him from breaking the Covenant
when Israel bresks it. In view of Israel's role in history,
Bod cannot break the Covenant 1f His own direction of his-
tory is to remain waiversally recognized.

‘We also mention parenthetically that the concept.

of the brith as the expression of a common purpose in history



112

is valid only with regard to the relationship of God and
Israel to each other. 8ince the fate of the nations
depends entirely upon the fate of Israel, it is obvious
that they cannot share in the Covenant. 8imilarly, the
repeated reference of Israel's being "a light unﬁb the
nations"¥3 ig not to be understood in the manner of their
carrying a mission unto the nations. On the contrary.

We think that the significance of f?”éjm ik as well as
the relationship between Israel and the nations is best

expressed by the words of meutaronamyn44

]WM} 2k pRED (}'Nﬂ pRn) th p;mﬂ::m f&‘g{.ﬁ "3
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In point of fact, the Second Isaiah's concept of
history in terms of the Covenant bespeaks a pronounced

nationalism, 4% of which the following passage is but one

example: 48 , ; s
Sk rmm ”T&Wﬁﬁ yﬁ!.j%?aﬂ :y?% R VYN
F *ﬁ@m SN owﬁ ?mhﬁ
Beyond this, however, the Covenant is identified with a
specific national puxpose:
DYVR B DL Rie H Hfyl 4T
Plainly, the Covenant becomes the symbol as well as the

instyument of Israel's national restoration to which the
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people are to be called by €God and to the challenge of

'which they must r@&pondw48

- We thus conelude that the Covenant relationship,
as it appears in the Second Isgaimh, makes heavy demands
upon the contributions of the people in a number of areas,
even as, at the same time, 1t constitutes a message of
forgiveness for the past and of hope and assurance for the

future.
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PART IIX

THE NATURE OF COVENANT MUTUALITY
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CHAPTER XIT

The Covenant Pormula

Having considered some of the ilmplications which
arise out of the Covenant relationshlip, we shall now turn
to a discussion of the inherent nature of the Covenant
agreament. It has become cleay that the implications of
the Eg&&& are such as to touch upon every phase of Israel's
existence., As the covaﬁmnt ﬁrégrass@m in time, as each
succeeding covenant formulation or interpretation adds to
it particular obligations and conditions of its own, it is
apparent that the relationship between God and Israel comes
to involve an ever increasing variety of aspects of a per-
gonal, religious, social, wmilitary, national, even intexr~
national nature, all of whigh, it would seem;, combine to
give the Covenant a rather complex appearance, particularly

as compared to the simple
VHAN CNOR S DT M»T‘..:\&c« '‘W2R DD Yk

1

On the biblical vliew, however, this is not the

case. Whatever widening spheres are encompassed by the
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implications of the Covenant relationship, its essential
nature remains cbnatant bacausa’tha basic propositions
upon which it was initiated with Abraham, and extended at
8inal, rvemain constantly applicable. For, notwithstanding
the fact that the Bible reports the conclusion of a number
of individual covenant agreements, on the Biblical view
God enters upon but one eovenant with Israel. We think
that this point is made abundantly c¢lear by two different
passages in the Deuteronomic "expounding® of the Covenant.
We have already referred to one of the pagsages in our

discussion of B@utexmnamy.z The other is even more expliaitzB

“ael NESD MIRNHE a5l Yk ;wwfﬁmzw “pﬁ
ol pI'd AmY yas 19 e 2k Nk D nksy kD
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It follows that the bxrith is not merely an event in time,
but indéeﬁ & ﬁg}x A, a continuous relationship which
transcends time and events and remains subject to essenti-
ally tha same motivations and considerations which were
present at its conception.

If, as h&s been aquested,4 Deut. 29:12 may then
be regarded in the nature of a covenant formula the essence
of which is implied from the very beginning, it remainsg for

us now in conclusion to address ourselves to some specific
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gquestions concerning basic tradition, implicit or explicit,
which underlie this formula, and to do so particularly
with regard teo the rights and privileges of each party in

relationghip to the other.

NOTES TO CHAPTER XIX

L. @Gen. 1714, 9.
2+ Deut. 5:53.
3. Deut, 293:13-~14.

4. W08, Gestarley and Theodor@ H. Robinson,
~ 3 ' vement (New Yorks The

MacmillanYCQmpany, l93?7,”pa JﬁﬁaV u
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CHAPTER XIIT

The Bcope Of Covenant Mutuality

Basle to our entlre discussgion has been the
proposition that the Covenant relationship was predicated
wpon the principle of Gegenseitiokeit, i.e., mutvality.
Having explored as many aspects of mutuality as we con~
gider to be apparent in the biblical text, we offer now
ouf findings concerning the scope of mutuality as bebtween
the two parties. It must first of all be reallzed that by
definition every contradtual relationship =-- inasmuch as
it is predicated upon the two acts of offer and acceptande -~
involves an aspect of mutuality. If A gives to B certain
amounts of money, neither contract nor mutuality are
involved. If, however, A offers to pay B certaln amounts
of monaey and B accepts the offer, such an arrangement <on-
gtitutes a contract and entails mutuwality, to wit, the
mutuality of agreement, even if no obligations whatever
fall upon B, 8uch an agreement in contemporary jurispru-
dence ie known as a unilateral contract.

The above has its parallel in the Genesis narra-

tives. As we have seen, God undertakes certain obligations
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with regard to Tshmael.t The Bible states specifically,
however, that these divine obligations did not consgtitute

a covenant at all. Thus in Zzhwmeel's case we cannot even
speak of a unilateral contract, and no aspects of mutuality
whatever are involved.

- This situation is different, however in the first
confrontation of God and Abraham as it appears in Gen. 12:1-7,
and as discusged above (Chap.IV , pp.l9 f£). In this instance,
@God proposes to undertake certain obligations with regard to
Abraham and his seed if Abraham will leave his native land,
’QﬁiaﬁL 7;7/ . and Abraham leaves. Now, in accordance with
modern legal interpretation, even a promise on Abraham's
part to leave would denote his acceptance of God's offer
and, inasmuch as it involves mutgality ofypromise, would
establish a bilateral montraat.':Tha actual fact of his
departuxe, however, establishes mutuality on yet a differ-
ent planeé, for it betokens not only Abraham's agreement to
God's proposal, but in itself constitutes a covenant obli-
gation, In leaving the land in accordance with coveénant
conditions, Abrsham for his part has actually begun to
execute the Covenant. He responds to God's obligations

with his own. Plainly, even apart from other explicit and
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impiicit obligations incumbent upon him and his descendants
as we have stated them, hutuality of 6bligatién ié'a defi~
nite factor here. | | |

| Now, in view of the fact that mutuéliﬁy of obli~-
gatiéns becomes obvious after Sinal -~ which on the Biblical
view i buﬁ an éxtansion of the same relatimnshipjmw we
maintaiﬁ thét'from its Ver inception the COvananﬁ betwesn
God and Israel is bilateral by nature. It is, and remains,
a contractual agreement between two parties which obligates
both th@s@‘parfiea to an active parti@ipation in and con-
tribution to the relatiaﬁshiﬁn Even though, as we have seen,
the natuxe of th@'aﬁtual obligations growe‘inereagingly com -
plex, the Qcope of ﬁutuality remains the same: from Genesis
to the Second Isaiah, the Covenant foimula, as expresged in
neut..29=lz, involves a legally constituted relationship of
mutually obligating considerations.

| Now it is axiomatia that where there iz mutuality

ofyabligation$, there must also be mutuality of benefits.
It is quite obvious thét the obligations undertaken by God
with regard to Isrsel -- i.e., blessings, protection against
enemies, the pogsession of canaan}ww also constitute the

benefits which Israel will dexive from her partnership with
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God, On the other hand, it is not generally recognized,
let alone admitted, that by tﬁe-aama token God, too,
derives a&rtain'benafitm‘frmm the partnership iteelf and
from some of thavobligatiena which arxe incumbent upon
Israel. We have noted repeatedly the concern which the

biblical writers feel and express for God's reputation of

omnipotence among the nations. We have also spoken of the

role which Israel plays as God's witnesses in hiagtory.
Furthermore, one of the cardinal covenant obligations for
Israel is the command not to enter into any covenants with
any other ﬁaiﬁy«Z

It is quite plain then that on the biblical view
God enters upon the Covenant not unmindful of the vole it

can play in establishing and enhancing His own sgtatus in

the world which He has created. In otheyr words, although

God loves Israel, the Covenant also serves His own purposes,

even as it serves Israel's. Particularly in view of the

fact that these sre implications arising out of Deutero-

nomic and post-Deuteronomic Books, i.e., Books which bespeak

an "advanced" conaeept of the Covenant, they should not be
easlly overlooked hy those who consider the Covenant a

Heilsverhaeltnis. In this connection we shall now make a
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point which is to be reiterated in the concluding chapter,
namely that even though God's love and hesed are an intri-
cate part of the relatlonship with Israel, the mutual
behavior and the relative gtatus of the two parties to each
other is predominantly determined by consi&eratimn& which
arise out of the lagal structure of the c@vanaht. And
though this is usually taken for granted with regard to
Israel's actions -~ if for no other reason than that the
Bible is most explicit concerning Israel's punishment if
ah@ fails to live up to her covenant obligations -~ we must
also accept the fact that God's actions, for better or for

worse, are motivated by essentially legal considerations.

NOTES TO CHAPTER XIXIX

1. B8ee above, Ghapu IV , pp. 23-24.

2. Bx. 24332, and many others.
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CHAPTER XIV

The Terms of Covenant Mutuality

‘Furthexr to what has been said above concerning
the legal determinants for the actions of God and Israel,
we are now to ask some specific guestions goncerning them
and concerning the structure and duration of the Covenant
itgelf. What, for example, can be said with regard to a
aituation in which either party desires to terminate the
relationghip? Under what civcoumstances can it be termina-
ted? Indeed, can it be broken at all? Or else, to what
means may elther party resort in order to enforce the
Covenant 1if the other party is lax in its observance?
What can it do to punish the laxity, and what conelusions
can we reach from all these guestions with kegaxd to the
status which God and Israel occupy in relation to each
othexr?

Pirst, we shall deal with the guestion of the

terminability of the econtract. It will appear to us that

on the biblical view the Covenant is de facto, Lf not de jure,

unbreakable., As we have seen, Israsl violates the Covenant
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repeatedly and consistently. She disobeys its statutes,
worships other gods, frustrates God's obligationé by
refusing to go forward to the promised land, and ignores

the essential obligations of the Covenant as envisaged by

- the prophetes. In each case, Israsl is elther severely

punished, or forgiven, or both -~ but the Covenant con-
tinues. It continues even in national calamity, destruc- )
tion, and is, in fact, reactivated in exile on foreign
soil. The fact ls that, even though Istael may break,
though not repudiate, the Covenant, God never does. He
threatens, but will not carry out His threat; He punishes,
but does not irrveparably destroy. In other words, the
Covenant is unbreakable becauge, according to the Bible,
God will not allow it to be byoken.

This conviction pervades the entive Bible. It
is shared by the prophets at the time of their gloomiest
predictions of punishment. Hven in such extreme cases asg
the people's rebellion in the d@sert,l or the people's
ingistence upon a King -~- which Samuel interprets as the
rejection of the kingship of God ~~ God makes no move to
end the Covenant. In the first case, the guilty generation

only is excluded from the Covenantal scheme; in the second
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cage, God gives in entirely.

- Now since we nust accept as axiomatic the pro-
position that, in addition to His legal righte God has the
power to do whatever He wishes to do, it is plain that on
the biblical view He elects to refrain from using either
in order to end the Covenant relationship. Instead, He
scrupulously lives up to His Covenant oakh and, at His
discretion, uses His heged, of which'wa:haVQ already spoken
as & soxt of "built-in" safety clause for Israel. Once
again, however, we believe that ghevush and hesed are not
the only determinants for His behavior. Undoubtedly;, God's
own need for the Covenant — PYUD Yren plays a part in
His refusal to break it.-

We believe that this last reason is also a strong
factor in the next guestion to be considered. In view of
the fact that we are dealing with a relationship of mutual
consideration in the course of which the delinguent party
is subject to punishment and, in the case of Israel, does
in faet undergo punishment, we may well pose the question
as to what avenues of action would be open to Israel in
ordey to enforce the terms of the Covenant and bring God

to account if He ware ever delinguent in His obligations,
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This is, of course, a purely hypothetical guestion, because
in all the Bible there is no record of God's failure to
live up to the terxrms of the Covenant. Purely from the legal
point of view, God's actions are always beyond reproach.
But even if it werxe not so, we cannot seriously consider
the iden of Israel's disciplining God. On the other hand,
we believe that the concept of Israel's remonstrating with

~ God, even attempting to foree His hand, as it were, is guite
within the fabric of the Covenant relationship. Abraham's
argument with God over the fate of S8odom and Gomorrah, the

" repeated appeals of Mosés coneerning Isrvael's fate, the -
anguished outeries of Jeremish against his God-imposed fate,

the instances of personal indignation such as the Pealmists?

E}.ﬂ‘gﬁ ;)’}l? * ap i)‘lj') C? ‘M)tﬁ};) TQFB" 0'_3 PR rj‘ﬁ‘()ﬁia um}?% fﬁﬁ R
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let alone Job's desire to have his day in court with God,>

are all cases in point.

Moreover, as we have seen, the Bible does concelve
of situations in which pressure can be brought to bear upon
God with a considerable degree of success. And although
thexre is of course no guestion of Israel's actually punishing
God in these instances, it is nevertheless apparent thét in

view of God's own needs and purposes for the Covenant, an
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irreparable break of the Covenant by Israel would undoubtedly
be a source of hardship even to. an omnipotent God., Israel

is thus not entirely powerlegs. She can, and occasionally
does, get her own way.

- The entire guestion of Israel's abllity to protect
oxr enforce hes own Covenant privileges is of course only an
aspect of a larger problem. It is the gquestion as to whether
or not God and Israel may be considered egual partners in
their Covenant relationship. It is important in this connea-

tion that a careful distincotion be made between two differ-

“ent-concepts:  equality of personal rank or status on the

one hand, and what we have previously referred to as "eguality

of position” before the law on the other. Now it ig tzue

that the Bible accords to man a relatively high estate.
INY6wp vl 3/a00 i«)':\.‘aﬁ.ﬂ éf&%ﬂ'imﬂhg‘\l‘* says the

Pealmiat. Nevertheless, it is also obvious that the one

created cannot be equal to thée areator. There can be no

guestion about the initial disparity between God and man.

It is different, we think, with regard to the eguality of

rights which God and Isvael enjoy as Covenant partners. It

is our impression that the biblical accounts of the Covenant

relationship quite consistently emphasize the equal standing
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that the two partners enjoy beforxre the law, as well as the
eqgqual recourse that they have to the terms of the agreement.

More important than that, the Bible makes cleax that the

- Qowenant, in the true sense of the word, is an agreement,

and not a pact imposed by the<atr@nger‘up@n tha weaker party.
%hiéjagxe@m@nt involves not only mutuality of obligatdons
but, ag we have seen, mutuvality of choiece which in turn
makes for eguality of position. Assuredly, it was @od who
took the initiative in seeking é Covenant partner. .On the
other hand, we believe that Abraham, the othexr Patriaxchs,

as wall as subsequent ganarati@na likewise had thelr moment

of choice and free decision before they acceded to God's

proposal. We are therefore convinged that the Bible assigns

to God and Israel positions approximating equality before
the Covenant.

By way of gummation of the above, and further to
clarify the relative status of God and Israel, we submit
the diagram on the following page. The diagram, of course,
does not state the full facts nor does it present the data
adegquately. It will serve, however, to illustrate our con-
clusions that the brith denotes a contractual agreement

between two parties in eguality or near-equality of position,



131

COVENANT TERMS b e |l rsmaEn |

AND PROVISIONS

Punlishes ‘ X | i

_Yes |Wo Yeg | No

Enforces i | x %

Breaches : | = Cox

Repudiates

Free Cholae
of Partner

Gbligaﬁioné

Benefits

“Tove

Hesed

Kodo&h

vInitiatiVevﬁmr 

Covenant . ‘ ox | ol ox

i}

the terms of which not éaly'prévi&e forx mutually applicable

considerations in a variety of areas, but generally deter-

mine the behavior of the two parties toward each other.

1.
2.
3.
4.

NOTES TO CHAPTER XIV

Bee above, Chap. V , pPp. 41-42.
Psalm 44:18b, 23a, 24a.

See e.g., Job 9:19 ££.

Pgalm 9:6,
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CHAPTER XV

The Significange of Covenant Mutuality

- We have come to the end of our invastigationﬂ
What remains now is to say a final word concerning the over-~
all significance of the Covenant relationship as it appears
on.the biblical view, and te venture a personal opinion
concerning its purpose from the standpoint of mutuwality.
Now,'iﬁ raitarating our helief that the determinants fox

the Covenant relationship are basically legal, i.e., that
the mutual behavior of God and Igrael alike is regulated

by considerations binding upon both, we are aware of the
difficulties underlying such a position. In consonance
with the philosophy of western Jjurisprudence, it may be ar—
gued on the one hand that no real eguality of position can
exist between two gides of which one, i.e,, God, is a party
to the relationship as well as its judge. On the other
hand, there is the "traditional®” position to the effeat
that to look upon the Covenant in terms of a guid pro guo

or du ut des velationship is to do it a gross injustice,
since such a view ignores the manifestations of Divine grace

which are said to be inherent in the relationship.
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With regard to the first argument, we must first
of all eXpress our own cohviation that the concept of
Qovenant, although certainly real enough in the days of
biblieal, and postmbibli@al; history, nevertheless is a
congept, i.e., an ldea. Rather than being a concrete faot
itself, it is the meaﬁa.by-whiah facts are interpreted.

As we have seen, it is crucial to the biblical outlook upon
histoxy iﬁ general and the destiny of Israel in particular.
Thus, like most truly great ldeas, the Covenant idea, too,
ig greater than the formula which incorporates it and
attaing to the highest reality.

But to the extent that the Covenant ig a concept,
i.e., that it originates within the mind of man, it aleo
stands and falls with certein fundamental tenets concerning
the nature of the‘mivin@.ﬂovanant partner. What point,
for example, would there be ln concelving of a covenant with
a God who is whimsical; axbitkary, or deliberately cruel?
Or else, since, as we have noted, the Bible is guite out-
spoken concerning the fallibility and stiff-neckedness of
Israel, what purpose would be served by ahtaximg into a
brith with a God who is a stickler for the letter of the law?

Such an arrvangement, 1f it were concelved, would obviously
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defeat its own purpose. Therefore Israel's Covenant
partner had to be junt plhs g;‘ . His DY hag
to contain = 90N , and the assurance that God would
never break the Covenant had to be lmplied from the begin-
ning of the relationship. .

There is a legal maxim according to which a
legal document is always interpreted more stringently
against the person who draws it. EBven the biblical authors
of old appear to have been cognizant of the psychology
behind this maxim, for it would seem to us that in the
Covenant between €od and Israel the cards are usually
stacked in favor of Israsel. It therefore matters but
little that God is both judge and partner. The bibligal
archltects of the Covenant have made cerxtain that, asg far
ag the maintenance of the Covenant is conecerned, Israel
cannot lose in the long run,

We hasten to add, however, that nothing of what
has been sald above in any wige violateg the fundamental
legallity of the brith. It is one thing to conceive of a
covenant involving mutual obligations and to intexpret them
more stringently against the covenant's iﬁitiatar (ox more

leniently in favor of the weaker party); it is another to
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believe that a covenant betwean God and Israel is not
bagically concerned with the obligations of man but
purposes above all to lead man to a personal intimacy
with God and the experience of His grage., We believe that
the latter point of view negates the real significance of
the Covenant, For if there results any "grace” at all,
i.e., a beneficent influence, from the Covenant relation-
ship with God, it derives precisely from an aspect of the
legality of the relationghip, namely its mutuality. No-
where in the Bible do we f£ind any indication that the legal
eonstitution of the Covenant precludes against a personal
relationsghip with Sod. What, for example, «@ould be more
"parsonal” than the Patriarchal or Davidic Covenant Fformu-
lationg?

These, however, hardly constitute special periods
in which divine grace flowed more freely than usual. In
general, we think that the particular aspects of an indi-
vidual covenant formulation and the relationships estab-
lighed by them are determined by practical historical
congideration. 8ince the concept of a govenant between
God and Israel is basic to the historical perspective of

the biblical writers, individual covenant events usually
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are made to f£it the conditions and £ill the needs of a
given time. OF course, a covenant with individuals is
bound o be wmore "personal" in character than a relatione~
ghip with an entire people.  In a “"person-to-person”
r@latiﬁnﬁhip, such as the Patriarchal covenant constitutes,
there is also but little need for a great manyAfarmal
rules and explicitly spelled-out conditions between the
parties. The parties perform theilr mutual obligations on
the basis of their mutual knowledge and understandling of
each other. It is differént, however, when the covenant
is sxtended to enmbrace the whole people, moreover a people
of slaves. A system of laws, as well as provisions to
enforee the lawg, is an absgolute necessity under such con-
ditions. Thus, the ¢grand theophany at 8inal ushers in the
beginning of a move formal rvelatlonship. Furthermore, we
have alveady noted instances of historically determined
covenant relations in the ¢ase of the Covenant at Schchem,
which constitutes a military alliance between God and
Izrael; in the Covenant with David, which justifies the
establishment of the monarchy by the theme of personal
gseleaction; and ¢ertainly in the Deuteronomic restatement

of the Covenant in the light of the Jogiah reform. Quite
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obvidugly the prophets, ﬁum; incorporate the greét sogial,
poliﬁiaal,and national problems of thelr times into their
underétaﬁdiﬁg of the Covenant. |
‘in all instanaaa; ho&ever, we thiﬁk that the
basic eanaept of a mutual ralmtimnship is th@ same. The
mﬁima¥;é ;;;égiﬁo legal as not to be personal; but it is
also never so p@rgonal a8 n@t tm e legal. In this appar~
ent paradox lies its epeeial ﬁharacter. Ferhaps the best
example for this is the use @f the marriaq% metaphor in
ardar to dwnat& the r@lati@nahip between 3@& and Israel.
vai@ualy, th@ image is amplayad to convey the love and
loyalﬁy between the Covenant partners. Yet a mawriag@
constitutes a legal contract, and the very esaeuea mf the
relationship between hu&bané and wife ie to be sought in
its mﬁtﬁality. |
guch, indeed, is the significance of}the Covenant

ralauiaﬁahiy on the bibligal wview. Plainly{ it is the
vary idea that Israel may‘Entar into partnership with God,
"@bservé“vit, as God "observes" it, be (Jyp as G6d is

iJ?T , manifest Gon as God manifests ?bh ;. and
generally live out a r&latmmnshiy of inﬁeractimg and exchange

which lends to the Covenant its essential note of optimism
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and constitutes its basic purposes God and Israel are to
make hiatﬁxy together.

Parsonally, we see the highest development of the
Covenant idea in the prophetic interpretation of Covenant
mutuality. Their insistence that man's Covenant obligations
to God involve obligations of social responsibility and
concern for His human co-partner in the hrith represents
the besgt proof for the fact that no invideous distinction
exists between what is legal or “moral" in the Covenant
relationship. Such a distination not only lacks validity
but does grave injustice to the naturxe of biblieal law,
Por law is the organia part of God's relationship with
Israel, and the basis for His communication with His people.
But "the teachings of the Lord, epitomized in the Torah,
the Law of Moses, did not lead to salvation unless put to
daily use.”l Thus the brith asks of Israel a concrete and
congtant qua$ﬁion22 g

Lippk 207 N raka vk qgn) el

Not the least part of the significance of the Covenant
betwaen God and Isyrzel 1ls the fact that it also demands of

Isreel a concorete answer in form of a constant commitment.
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