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iziTaoDucTioir

In Sxodus, chapter 32, we read, that Israel had. pro­
ven herself to be an unworthy and. sinful people. On several occa­
sions in the wilderness she was absolutely faithless. The climax
to Jahweh’s patience came when Israel made the golden calf as

Jahweh would have then completely destroyed Israel,her deity.
for she merited such punishment, were it not for these two consid-

first, Jahweh feared the disparagement of His potencyerati ons;
by the Bgyptians if Israel were destroyed, in other words, out of
regard for His reputation Jahweh refrained from destroying Israel;
secondly, Jahweh was bound by His oath to the Patriarchs to give

possession.
Because of these two factors Jahweh is per­not destroy Israel.

suaded by Hoses to forgive Israel despite her faithlessness and
consequently merited punishment.

The usual procedure for a God of justice would be
to punish sin and faithlessness. In the above account, however.
we have an illustration of two theological doctrines which were
evolved in Judaism to justify the forgiveness of Israel despite

We propose to make a study of these two doctrines, at-her sin.
tempt to determine their origin and development in Biblical

The doctrine of the covenant with the "fathers" byliterature.

which Jahweh is bound by His oath to protect Israel we designate
as the doctrine Zekut ’abot. This term does not occur in the
Bible, but is derived from the later Rabbinical use of the same

We have called the doctrine which justified Jahweh’sdoctrine.

the land of Canaan to Israel, their descendants, as an eternal
In order to be faithful to His promise Jahweh could
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"for the sake of His name". This ex­

pression is repeatedly employed in the Bible to denote this idea.

These doctrines are correlated by the fact that they both attempt

Jahweh does not destroy Israel for her sins of faithlessness. Be­

fore proceeding the writer wishes to acknowledge his indebtedness

to Dr. Julian Morgenstern for the main outlines of this thesis

as well as .the solution to the problem, received from confer­

ence with him and from the nanuscript of the first of a series of

his lectures delivered at The Garret Biblical Institute, 1929.

A. Jahweh’s Covenant with Israel

Forgiveness of Israel’s faithlessness is the cen­

tral theme of the two doctrines z®kut ’abot and lema fen semo. Be—

cause of the "merits of the fathers" and "for the sake of His
name" Jahweh forgives and restores Israel despite the fact that
according to her grievous faithlessness she merits nought but
punishment.

Tin
problem of keeping faith with Jahweh did sdst from the very birth

of Israel's national religion. But the solution that these two

In fact, when vie examine this principle we find that by its im­

plications the condonemelit of faithlessness could not possibly

have been permitted.

doctrines present, namely, forgiveness despite the lack of faith, 

was foreign to the basic principle of Israel's national religion.

forgiveness of Israel because of His regard for His reputation 

'the doctrine Iiema fen semo,

Buch a theological thought could not possibly have 

been current during the period of Israel's national religion.

to answer the same problem, viz., why Jahweh a God of justice and 

faithfulness forgives Israel even though she be faithless; why
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The fundamental principle in Israel’s national re­

ligion was Jahweh's covenant at Sinai, by which He had. taken Israel

This tradition placed Israel’s religion upon afor His people.

Semiticbasis different from that of the usual tribal religion.

deities were generally-believed to be bound to their worshippers

In thisby ties of kinship which were thought to be indissoluble.

arrangement no matter how unethical or faithless the worshippers

otherwise he

Jahweh, however, was related to Is­

rael not by kinship but by contract. The relationship was a re­

ciprocal one between the deity and the nation. Jahweh obligated

Himself to take Israel as His people, give them a land and protect
In turn, Israel obligated herself to worship Jahweh alonethem.

according to the ritual of the code of agreement which tradition

If Israel, however^ did not fulfill her part of the con­
tract, she could not e:<pect Jahweh to fulfill His agreement. In
this relationship the nation as well as the traditional ten laws
of the covenant was conceived of as a unit. That is, there was
no specified punishment for any individual Israelite violator of
the covenant. No penalty was stated as long as the nation "en
masse" observed the whole covenant faithfully. The disobedience

of any one single lav/ of the code was tantamount to the violation

of the entire covenant and, therefore, to be regarded as faith­

lessness to Jahweh. According to its implications, such violation

would bring about the nullification of the whole covenant and

thus terminate Jahweh's relation with Israel. Faithlessness

might be the deity was compelled to nrotect them, 
1

would cease to be a deity.

held to have been consummated between all Israel and Jahweh at 
2 

Sinai.
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constituted, the breaking of the covenant through the nation’s

In retaliation Jahweh would, forsakedisobedience of its laws.

The punishmentIsrael and leave her without divine protection.

for faithlessness to the covenant was rigid, for a people without

Thus we see that

there was no place for a doctrine of forgiveness despite Israel’s

faithlessness in the implications of Jahweh's covenant.

If Israel disobeyed the laws of the covenant, then

Jahv/eh would repudiate His relationship with her and annul the

This conditional character of the covenant relation be-covenant.

the cornerstone of Israel's religious development. The de-came

mands of Jahweh, the terms of His covenant -were variously inter­

preted as the religious thought progressed from age to age. As

Israel's social life became transformed by her new agricultural

environment, and as her religious life became infused with Canaan-

itish practices, prophets arose to champion the democratic social

organization of the desert and its simple religious practices.

These they conceived to be Jahweh's demands. The social injustices

that developed in Israel's new-agricultural economic life, their

adoption of licentious agricultural rites—these were regarded

as not established by Jahweh. They constituted absolute faithless­

ness to Jahweh's covenant and if persisted in would bring about

the complete rejection of Israel. The desire to save Israel from

the direful results that would follow the loss of their God became

the basis of many religious reformations in Israel's history. It

was hoped that by these reformations Israel could reestablish her
covenant relation with Jahweh and thus prevent its repudiation.

a God to protect them was doomed to destruction.
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B. The Prophets of national Doom

To the pre-exilic literary prophets, however, Israel

had proven herself to he so unquestionably faithless to Jahweh

that His repudiation of the covenant was certain and beyond recall.

Their interpretation of Jahweh's demands was so highly ethical as

to be almost impossible of fulfillment by Israel. Certainly, the

rampant injustices showed how grievously Israel had sinned, how

covenant.

the only outcome of Israel’s failure to fulfill her obligations.

Jahweh had rejected her and without her God’s protection the doom

of Israel was sealed.

Since the doom of Israel was the dominant message

of the pre-exilic literary prophets, it is not surprising that we

do not find in their writings any notion of the forgiveness of

• the entire nation; at least, they certainly do not contain any

thought of the forgiveness of Israel despite her faithlessness.

Amos rigorously proclaimed the complete destruction of Israel for

its sins and faithlessness to Jahweh. lieinterpretasting the nin’ DP

as the day of Israel's doom, he declared that when Jahweh destroyed

Israel He could take another people as His worshippers. This was

Yet

in Amos’ new view of Jahweh's actions Israel's only fate was com­
plete annihilation.

Isaiah was the first to modify the principle of the
total destruction of Israel by Jahweh for its faithlessness. 3vai

the first step in the evolutionary process that finally transformed 

Jahweh from a national god of Israel into a universal God.

complete had been her disregard of the ethical demands of Jahweh's

The complete destruction of Israel as a nation could be
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Hosea, who loved his people ardently could see but destruction
He did announce the doctrine of repentance byfor the nation.

which Israel might return to Jahweh, regain His favor and thus
But Hosea admitted that he saw littleavert the impending doom.

hope of Israel’s repentance. He pointed out the way the doom might
be averted, but concluded that Israel would not hearken and, there-

Isaiah, on the other hand, distin-fore, she must be punished.
guished between a "righteous remnant" and the nation at large.
The faithful to Jahweh would escape the general doom. Yet this

shown to the few faithful nfi.de the destruction of thevery grace

Isaiah’s dominant message, therefore, was like that ofcertain.
his predecessors—the complete destruction of the nation. To
these prophets there could not possibly be any forgiveness for a
people so faithless and sinful as Israel. Jahweh justifiably had

He had repudiated His covenant and, therefore.rejected Israel.

uppermost in his mind. In the final analysis of their writings,

as far as the nation was concerned, they pronounced upon it an

irrevocable sentence of doom.

The two doctrines z«kut 'abot and l®ma “an s«mo,

which portray the hope, nay, even the assurance of Israel's for­

giveness and restoration, could certainly not have been held by

these prophets, nor could they have been created by the people

to whom these prophets preached. The people could not even

imagine any faithlessness on their part nor the destruction of

sinful majority of the nation for its faithlessness all the more

Israel's end as a nation was imminent. Isaiah may have spoken 

of a righteous remnant but the impending doom of the nation was

nfi.de


the nation and, therefore, they needed no forgiveness nor assur-
Furthermore, the two doctrines implied theance of restoration.

forgiveness of the nation despite its sin and faithlessness.
inch a notion was the very contradiction of the message of the

have evolved.

prophets of doom. Only from some message of hope, such as Jere­

miah's message of the new covenant, could these two doctrines



—8—

II

JEREMIAH'S LES SAGS OP TH 3 HEW COVENANT

In his earlier prophecies Jeremiah followed the

thought of his predecessors, Hosea in particular. The sins of

Israel which he denounced, namely, the foreign non-Jahwistic cults

and the social injustices, constituted faithlessness to Jahweh

Israel had nullified

her covenant relations with Jahweh through this faithlessness and

The threat of the Scythianconsequently her doom was sealed.

hordes of the North lent weight to his gloomy forebodings, even

as it supported Zephaniah's predictions of woe. With the same

deffch of feeling that characterized Hosea, Jeremiah concerned' him­

self with the hopeless end of Israel. This was the burden of his

message before the Deuteronomic reformation.

Jeremiah's expectations concerning the failures of

But when he resumed his ministry at this time

he proclaimed a message not only entirely different from that of

his predecessors but also at variance with his own earlier pro-

His thoughts had matured under the influence of thephecies.

rapid changes that were taking place between the years 608 and
586 B. 0. E. Babylon had established her supremacy over Egypt;
the first deportations from Jerusalem occurred in 597. The doom,
which to his predecessors was a prophecy of the future, became
to Jeremiah a very imminent reality.

But as the

this reform were substantiated by the reaction that set in after 
4

Josiah's death.

Like the other prophets, 
5 

he had championed the justice of God's judgement.

and, therefore, Jeremiah likewise threatened the nation with the 
3 

impending termination of its existence.



—9—

sentence was being carried, out before his very eyes he was filled.

with a love for his condemned people, and overcone by his sympathy

His love for his people struggled with hisfor their sufferings.

loyalty to Jahweh's justice.

pro-

It was not the willclaimed Jeremiah, Israel must go into Hxile.

of Jahweh that Israel should be completely destroyed. The suffer­

ings, the tribulations of the exile were not for the annihila­
tion of Israel but for her discipline, correction and final re-

lurified by this trial, Israel would come to under­generation.

stand Jahweh's ways and demands and return to Him repentant. Then

Israel, forgiven, would be restored to her national land and once
again live in perfect faithfulness to Jahweh. Jeremiah's thought

Utilizing Hosea's figure of pa-

I'his chastisement would come in the form of

exile which Jeremiah said would continue for some time (seventy

years) until Israel had been sufficiently disciplined by her suffer­

ing. As a

a new covenant would be esta-

This covenant would not be like the ancient covenant
which could be nullified and terminated. The new covenant would
be an everlasting covenant.

ternal love, he proclaimed that Jahweh, the 1'ather, would chastize, 
not destroy Israel, His son, and in doing so would temper His

8
justice with love.

was summed up in the new word ~)Oia which he coined to express 
7 

"discipline through suffering".

9 
inscribed in the hearts of the people.

Israel would then return to Jahweh and her land, 
final cl^imax to this restoration, 

blished between Jahweh and Israel.

Out of this struggle there emerged 
6 

Jeremiah's new message, a creation of his hope.

In deserved punishment for her faithlessness.
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The pre-exilic prophets held no hope for Israel,

With their message of doom they ended Israel's national religion.

Jahweh had repudiated His covenant and all therefore was ended.

Jeremiah, however, with his new message of hope, created a new

covenant doctrine which became the initial step of a new develop­

ment in Israel's religion. It was the starting point of the whole

process that finally transformed Israel's national religion into

a universal religion, into Judaism. Jeremiah's new covenant

initiated theological speculation concerning Israel's future and

opened many religious problems. In answer to one of these pro-

"Verily, days shall come, says Jahweh,
When I shall make a new covenant with the House of 

Israel and the House of Judah -
Hot liko the covenant which I made with their fathers
The day I took them by the hand to lead them out of 

Bgypt.
Which covenant they broke so that I cast them off;
But this shall be the covenant which I shall make with 

the house of Israel.
In days to come I will implant my law,in their minds. 
Then I sliall be to them a God, 
And they will be to me a people;
Then will they no longer need to teach one another
With the words, 'know Jahweh',
For they will all know me
i’.rom the meanest of them to the greatest.
Thus10 will I forgive their iniquity
And remember their sin no more."

blemes, there evolved the two doctrines, zpkut 'abot and lema 'an 

se mo.
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in
THB PROBIBII - HOW JUSTIFY HATIOHAL RFSTEATIOIT

Jeremiah implied, by his message of the new covenant

that Jahweh had. not irrevocably renounced. Israel. This was a
striking contradiction of his predecessors’ declarations that
Jahweh would completely sever His relations with Israel. Such a

disturbing problem for the religious
conscience, for this doctrine implied Jahweh's forgiveness of

It definitely provided forIsrael despite its present sin.

Jeremiah did not deny Israel’s sinfulness, nor to be sure did he

modify the principle that God works through justice. Then how—

and this is the problem with which the two doctrines under our

consideration are concerned—how could Jahweh, a God of justice.

forgive Israel who was sinful? How could Israel’s future restora­

tion be justified?

The natural and immediate answer to this problem

was that Israel's restoration was assured because of her repent-

By restoring an Israel cleansed by the exile.ance. Jahweh could

in no way be accused of compromising with His ways of righteous-
Though theologically acceptable, such an answer was notness.

sufficiently in accord with the historical circumstances. In

the first place, the repentance of Israel was not a fait accompli

but merely a hopeful prediction of the'future. As such, it could

not convincingly become the basis of an argument for Israel's

restoration. Furthermore, the doctrine of the new covenant had
been pronounced before the exile and yet Jeremiah stated that the

startling attitude aroused a

11Israel’s national restoration despite her present faithlessness.
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This implied, at least.repentance would follow after the exile.
the assurance of restoration before the repentance was a certain-

Thus the argument of repentance appears to be an a priority.
reasoning based upon an already formulated belief in restoration.
That is, since Israel will be restored, it follows that she will

We are thus left with national restoration still to berepent.
The answer of repentance did not suffice. Particul-jus tified.

arly does this appear to be the case when we realise that the re-

This implies
that Jahweh vented Israel as His people despite their present sin­
fulness, and because of this fact He would make Israel repent.

How could Jahweh, a God of justice anddo the problem remains.
faithfulness, forgive and restore Israel who was openly a sinful
and faithless people?

The first acceptable answer to the question arose
from the implications of Jeremiah’s message of the new covenant
itself. The very expression "new covenant" recalled the whole

principle of the covenant relationship between Jahweh and Israel

established of old at Sinai. We have shown that by the terms of

This provided the basis for the

prophecies of doom, namely, Jahweh's repudiation of the covenant.

But, on the other hand, it was just as possible that Jahweh would

not choose to annul the covenant. We find the intimations of

such a notion in Hosea. Though he proclaimed doom, his idea of

repentance implied that though the covenant was threatened it was

pentance was not to come through Israel’s own initiative but was 
12 

to be brought about by the act of Jahweh Himself.

this contract Jahweh did not have to protect Israel if Israel did
13 not fulfill her obligations.
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save it by repenting;not definitely repudiated. Israel might

Jahweh, though desirousbut once Israel had delayed so long that

of forgiving, was compelled by His sense

It was to avoid just such a direful situation that the various

prophetic reforms, such as those of Hezekiah and Josiah, were

They desired to reestablish Israel's covenant obli-instituted.

It was on this very point, however, that the mes-

He did not imply by his doctrine of thesage of Jeremiah differed.

new covenant that a separate covenant would be established that

would take the place of the old repudiated and now inoperative

contract. His message was rather an entirely new and wider in­
terpretation of the old covenant. ?or Jeremiah it did not follow
that because Israel was being divinely punished by the exile
Jahweh had completely annulled the covenant relations and, there­
fore, Israel was doomed. The exile was for discipline, not for
annihilation. And, as a corollary to this doctrine of discipline.
or as its sister thought, arose the new thought that the covenant

Israel must pass through the discipline of suffering
then voluntarily, out of the convictions of her own heart would
she return to covenant relations with Jahweh that always await

In this sense, the new covenant.her. or rather the renewal of

I

between Jahweh and Israel was eternal—never to be repudiated by 
16 

Jahweh.

gations in order to avert the doom that otherwise would surely
15

follow its repudiation.

Israel's allegiance to Jahweh-, would be recorded not in stone 
according to the old dinai tradition, no$/ written in a book as the

of justice to renounce
14 

the covenant, then all possibility of restoration would vanish.
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Deuteronomic Code, but inscribed, in the hearts of all people*

Thus the covenant idea became an eternally esta­

blished. fact, and afforded the first sort of satisfactory answer

to the problem of justifying national restoration. Briefly for­
mulated, it was because of the old covenant with the fathers,
which was newly interpreted by Jeremiah and those that followed
him as eternally binding, that Jahweh would not destroy Israel
completely but would discipline her and eventually forgive and
restore her national independence.

This was the initial statement of the doctrine that
Jahweh would forgive Israel despite her faithlessness. It was a
radical new thought, in direct contrast to the prophecies of doom
and the conditional Sinai covenant upon which these prophecies
were based.
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IV

JAmySS1 S COVZllAHT T.,rI TH TH 3 ?„T?JARCH3

The Covenant which in its original traditional

meaning implied only Jahweh's conditional relationship with Israel

was now transformed by Jeremiah's message into an eternal contract

binding Jahweh to Israel for eternity. Upon this new interpre­

tation was based the assurance and justification of Israel's

Because of Jahweh's everlasting obligations to anrestoration.

eternal covenant of old, Israel will be forgiven and restored.
"For a merciful God is JahwehThus we read in Deuteronomy 4:51;

thy God, He will not forsake thee, nor let thee be destroyed for
He will not forget the covenant of the fathers which He swore to
them." It is interesting to note that in this chapter,vv.24-40,

we find the several attitudes toward Israel's sin and punishment.

Vv. 25-26 represent the pre-exilic, pre-Jeremian view that Is­

rael is to be completely destroyed for her sin. These verses are.

therefore, older than verses 27 ff. The latter present the view

evolved by Jeremiah. They state that the punishment, far from

being an annihilation, was to be an exile for the purification

of the nation. Jahweh could not destroy Israel because of the

swore

The question arises as to what "fathers" the
passage, Deuteronomy 4:51, refers. We find the answer in w.
37-38; "For just because He loved your fathers and chose their
seed after them did He bring thee out of the land of Egypt by
Himself with His mighty power in order to drive out nations

eternally binding obligations of the covenant which "He 
17 

unto the fathers."
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greater and. mightier than thou from before thee, to bring thee
in and to give thee their land as a possession even hs it is to-

It is obvious that by the "fathers" the author meant theday,"

This; is what most likely happened. The doctrine ofPatriarchs.

the eternality of the covenant became associated with the Patriar-
The correct hypothesis seems to be that thechai covenants.

notion of a covenant with the Patriarchs was an outgrowth of
Jeremiah’s doctrine of the eternal covenant. If the covenant was

with the very first father of Israel. This appeared to be not
only a logical corollary but a necessary complement of the doc­
trine. Por, despite Jeremiah's reinterpretation of the covenant
idea, the well established traditional implication of the dinai
Covenant was that it was not an eternal but a conditional con­
tract depending wholly upon Israel’s fulfillment of her obliga­
tions. Kach religious reformation served to reestaolish this
tradit ion.

The pre-exilic
prophets held the same view. dince the established attitude

toward the dinai covenant was that it was a conditional contract.

it became necessary after Jeremiah's pronouncement, to find some

substantiation for his new thought of an eternal covenant. This
was provided for by carrying the tradition of the conditional
covenant at dinai back to an eternal covenant made with the
Patriarchs themselves. To give weight, therefore, to Jeremiah's
message the tradition took form that Jahweh entered into an
eternal covenant with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. Because of their

The original documents of these reformations show the
19 covenant to be conditional and not eternal.

an eternal one, it would be natural that it should have begun
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righteousness and. particularly their faithfulness they had merited

the promise from Jahweh that He would give them posterity numer­

ous as the stars and the sands and to their posterity would He

This promise wasgive possession of the land of Canaan forever.

for eternity, for Jahweh Himself had sworn to keep it by an irre-

Because of it Israel would never be destroyed butvocable oath.
In this maimer,must eventually be restored to her heritage.

originated the doctrine zfikut 'abot. Because of themust have

the fathers and consequent thereto, the Patriarchalmerits of

Jahweh must forgive and restore Israel despite hercovenant

faithlessness.

The Sinai covenant in turn came to be interpreted

as the fulfillment of the ancient eternal promise made to the

And it is significant that Jeremiah was the first inPatriarchs.

In Jer. ll;3b-5a we read: "Cursed be the man

that obeyeth not the words of this covenant which I commanded

your fathers in the day 1 brought them forth from Bgypt...saying.

Obey my voice...all that I command you,so shall you be my people

and I will be your God: In order that I may perform the oath

which I have sworn unto your fathers, to give them a Land flowing

with milk and honey, as it is this day." Thus Jeremiah, besides

formulating the idea of an eternal covenant to justify Israel’s

forgiveness and restoration, carried that covenant back to an

eternal promise that Jahweh swore to Israel's progenitors them-

This whole process resulted in the final formulation ofselves.

the doctrine that because Jahweh was bound by His promise to

prophetic literature to connect the Sinai covenant with the Patri- 
20 

archai promises.
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Abraham, Isaac and. jacob, Israel must be forgiven and restored to

This is the meaning of the post-exilicher eternal possession.

"V.'ho is like unto thee, whoprayer inserted in Liicah 7:18-20:

forgivest iniquity and overlookest transgression far the remnant

He does not retain His anger forever for Heof His possession.

He will again show mercy unto us, Eedelights in lovingkindness.

Yea, Thou wilt cast allwill tread underfoot our iniquities.

their sins into the depths of the sea, for Thou wilt show the

This new doctrine of the eternal promise to the

Patriarchs that resulted from Jeremiah's attempt to justify Is­

rael's restoration, initiated an entirely new concept of the moti­

vation of Israel's history. The central starting point now be­

came the covenant with the Patriarchs. And curiously enough.

though this thought evolved from Jeremiah's reinterpretation of

the oinai covenant, it soon appeared to eclipse the Sinai covenant

in importance.

longer began with the deliverance from ogypt and the consummation

of a covenant at oinai. It began at the time of the oaths with

This is the interpretation of Israel's

history to be found in Psalm 105:6 ff. and its exact parallel,

I Chronicles 16:16: "Oh,ye seed of Abraham, His servant, ye

children of Jacob, His chosen...He hath remembered His covenant

the fathers.
22 

agypt,
23 

given a covenant at oinai,-

faithfulness to Jacob and the lovingkindness to Abraham which Thou 
21

didst swear to our father in days of old."

Because of these promises Israel was delivered from 
24 

and the land of Canaan>

and also because these oaths were eternally binding Israel would 
25

be restored to that land.

Israel's historic relationship with Jahweh no
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forever the word, which He commanded, to a thousand, generations,

which covenant He node with Abraham and His oath unto Isaac and

confirmed the same unto Jacob for a law and to Israel for an

Saying unto thee will I give the land ofeverlasting- covenant:

Here the Psalmist recountsCanaan, the lot of your possession."

all the marvelous deeds Jahweh performed for Israel from her en­

trance into ligypt until her deliverance—all this because "Ee

remembered His holy promise unto Abraham, His servant. n Here we

have a complete elaboration of the part Jahweh's promise to the

But before this point wasfathers played in Israel's history.

process of development.

To retrace our steps, we concluded that Jeremiah's

interpretation of the covenant as eternally binding preceded.the

formulation of Jahweh's promise to the Patriarchs. The Patriar­

chal covenant proceeded from Jeremiah's new message. further
substantiation of this conclusion is to be found in the fact that
nowhere in prophetic writing prior to Jeremiah is there mention
made of the Patriarchal covenants. In fact, they do not even
contain authentic references to the Patriarchs at all. When th e

Patriarchs are mentioned by name the prophets generally refer to

the whole people, as for example, the house of Jacob. The refer­

ences to the Patriarchs as individuals in I.iicah 7:20 and Isaiah

29:22 are post-exilic.

The post-exilic references to the

Patriarchs in prophetic literature, however, are numerous, as in

Deutero-Isaiah. The Patriarchal covenant was dependent upon the

doctrine of the etemality of the covenant. How, since the

Hosea refers to Jacob but certainly not 
26 

as an exemplary character.

reached the thought passed through a
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thought of an eternally binding covenant was the very contradiction

of the message of these pre-exilic prophets of doom, it follows

that they could not possibly have had any notion of a Patriarchal

covenant. Their silence upon the subject, therefore, lends proof

to our argument that the doctrine of the covenant with the fathers

was introduced after Jeremiah's pronouncement of the "hew Covenant".

She doctrine of the covenant with the fathers was

elaborated by various schools of writers which followed Jeremiah;

first, the Deuteronomic writers who were mostly influenced by

him and whose work resembles Jeremiah the most closely; secondly.

and who performed the task

group of Priestly writers who, profiting by the work of thea

first two groups, wove the idea into the Priestly writings.

we

have quoted several Deuteronomic passages above in which the doc­

trine is made the basis of the assurance of Israel's forgiveness

despite her sin. another striking example we find by the Deuter­

onomic compiler of II Kings 13:23 who attributes Hazael's failure

to destroy Israel to the fact that "Jahweh was gracious unto them 

(Israel) and had compassion upon them and regarded their welfare;

for the sake of His covenant with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob He would

The cost-Jeremiah Deuteronomic writers make repeated 
27 

use of the doctrine of the covenant with the Patriarchs.

The deliverance from Dgypt was spoken of by these

Deuteronomic writers as but a fulfillment of Jahweh's oath to the

not let them be destroyed nor cast them out of His riresence as 
28

yet."

a group of writers we designate as
of fixing the doctrine into a historical framework; and thirdly.
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read that after the punishment of the exile Israel will re-we

Then Jahweh will reinstate Is-turn to Jahweh's commandments.

"And it shall be when ye hearken unto theseover thy fathers.

judgments and keep and do them, then Jahweh your God will keep

The repeated reference made by these Deuteronomic

.•on’Gnx Dyvybr(

Constantly they emphasize the perpetuity of the Patriarchal prom-
At a time when Judah was in imminent danger of losing itsises.

heritage they placed all their hope in Jeremiah's formulation of

the eternal covenant. The divine assurance of Israel's restoration

lay in Jahweh's promises to the Patriarchs.

Motivated by the same desire of assuring Israel her

eternal claim to her land, and consequently the justification of

her restoration, a group of writers took upon themselves the

historical task of carrying the tradition of the conditional oinai

contract back to an eternal Patriarchal covenant. Placing all

their hope in Jeremiah's new message, they reinterpreted and

revaluated the history of the Patriarchs so as to make it har­

monize with the new doctrine of the covenant with the fathers.

This was accomplihsed' by a group of Jahwistic writers who used

many of the traditions and stories already built up around the

Patriarchs by earlier JS and J writers. They employed these

unto thee the covenant and the mercy which He sware unto your 
56

fathers."

rael and "will again rejoice over thee for sood as he rejoiced 
35 

it

writers to the covenant that assured Israel possession of Canaan 

□p!> jut! pns’S QTnax^-niiJ’ vawj iwx)

shows the very important part it played in their theologies.
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They werewith the fathers.

Jahwistic writers of the Southern kingdom contemporaneous with

Jeremiah, and perhaps continued their work even after the exile.

By the time we reach the period of Jeremiah the

figures of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob as progenitors of the race

fairly well established in the popular mind. They stoodwere

merely as progenitors of the nation, however, without any notion
of a covenant relationship existing between them and Jahweh. The

first statement of Jahweh's covenant was thought to be the con­

ditional contract at Sinai. Nevertheless, the Patriarchs were

closely associated in various ways with Israel’s national relig-

In the majority of cases the stories and traditions thation.

personalities are introduced incluster about the Patriarchs

such a way as to show that they are popular explanations of the

origins of certain holy places, objects, wells, popular etymolo­

gies of names.

and, The Holy

places, sacred stones, terebinths where spirits dwelt and which

were taken over by the Hebrews from the Canaanites were gradually

associated with the Patriarchs. Various sanctuaries existed

throughout the land. It was desirable to lend special Jahweh

sanctity to these "high places" in place of their Canaanite

Thus arose the accounts which attempttraditional Baal sanctity.

to prove that in ancient times Jahweh, the God of the Hebrews,

revealed Himself to the various Patriarchs at these holy places.

This provided Jahweh sanctity to former Baal shrines at Bethel,

accounts as a framework for their development of the covenant 
38 

We will call them J2 writers.

Some of these have several pooular explanations 
39 

therefore, we find a repetition of stories.
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The story of uacob's vision at the sacred, stone of

Bethel, when divested of all its later accretions and insertions,

ij>ay have originally been devised for the purpose of lending

el.

for this purpose.

we find that the E writers of the

stone at Bethel.

They are interested in lending Jahweh sanctity to Bethel and this

accounts for the elaborate story of Jacob's vision. They are

not concerned with a covenant ne.de to the fathers. E nowhere

makes mention of Jahweh's covenant to the patriarchs which

assured their posterity possession of Canaan forever.

Let us return to our main -interest. This elaborate

account of Jahweh's revelation of Jacob at Bethel composed by

E writers of the ilorth and with some addition of J became the

framework in which our J2 writers worked a statement of Jahweh's

covenant with the Patriarchs, providing Jeremiah's doctrine with

a historical background and proof. Thus the J2 writers inserted

"Behold Jahweh

'I am Jahweh, the God of Abraham,and said.

thy father, and the God of Isaac, the land whereon thou liest.

to thee will I give it and to thy seed. And thy seed shall be

as dust of the earth and thou Shalt spread abroad to the West,

40 
Beersheba, Hebron, oheohem, etc.

in the fanciful story of Jacob's ladder dream: 
44

stood above him

Northern kingdom were interested only in the sacredness of the 
43 

They make of it the "house of God" (v. 22).

special Jahweh sanctity to the long established sanctuary of Beth-

The words which Jacob utters upon awakening, "Behold Jahweh 
41

is in this (holy) place and I knew it not", may have beon just

And it is significant for this argument that 
42 

when we analyze Gen. 28:10-22,

ne.de
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Sagt, Uorth, and. South. And in thee and. thy seed, shall all the

families of the earth be blest. And behold I am with thee, and

will keep thee in all places whither thou goest. t n These verses
give further indication of their late composition. The phrase,

"In thy seed shall all the families of the earth be blest", is

definitely of Deutero-Isaianic flavor and in itself may be a

later addition to J2.

This promise of Jahweh to Jacob was but one of a

whole ordered series of promises that J2 writers developed as

historical substantiation of Jeremiah's new doctrine of the eternal

covenant with the fathers. as in chapter 28, they took an al­

ready existing account of the Patriarchs particularly an 3 or J

account or a combined 3 and J account of an appearance of Jahweh

to the Patriarchs at some sanctuary or holy place and to this ac­

count they attached a promise to the fathers. Thus in a J account

which attributed to ohechem Jahweh's first appearance to Abram in

Canaan, J2 writers inserted Jahweh's promise: "Unto thy seed will

I give this land." This verse, Gen. 12:7, was the initial promise

in the J2 series. as vie shall see later, Gen. 12:1-4 are later

additions. They are part of the Babel story and show the influence

of Deutero-Isaiah.12:5 is the original sequel of 11;52 continu­

ing abraham's itinerary through Canaan. At Shechem he built an

altar where Jahweh appeared to him. Thus the sanctuary was pro­

vided with special Jahweh sanctity. And it is at this place that

the J2 writers wove in the covenant with the fathers. In passing,

we might note that in the J account of an altar which Abraham

The idea of Jahweh accompanying Jacob 
45 

everywhere is also a late advanced religious thought.
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erected, to Jahweh in some indefinite place berween Bethel and.

Hai (12:8) the J2 writers did not insert any promise. Perhaps
/this account appeared even indefinite to them, or the importance

of that altar place had by their time diminished.

The second J2 insertion of Jahweh's covenant with

The’original J franc -the Patriarchs is found in chapter 15:14-17.

Here J2 inserts

And Jahweh said toan elaborate statement of Jahweh's promise;

Abram... "Lift up now thine eyes, and look from the place where

thou art northward, southv/ard, eastward and westward, for all the

land which thou seest to thee will 1 give it and to thy seed for­

ever ; and I will make thy seed as the dust of the earth. so that

if a man can number the dust of the earth, then shall thy seed be
arise, walk through the land in the length of it, andnumbered.

We see the definitethe breadth, for I will give it unto thee."
relation of J2's account to the formulation of the doctrine of the
eternal covenant with the fathers for the purpose of justifying
Israel's restoration. Israel must be restored because, as J2

states, Jahweh promised to give the land to nbram's "posterity

forever".

The first statement of a defined covenant established

between Jahweh and Abraham is found in Genesis 15. The preceding
references were only promises given by Jahweh. In Gen, 15 a U7-7J.

is consummated with complete ceremonies.

It is obvious

that a separation must be made between verses 1-6 and 7 ff. In

The chanter oresents 
47 

various difficulties with regard to its sources.

work had merely the fact that Abraham built an altar to Jahweh 
46

at Hebron, thus accounting for its sanctity.



is concerned about Abram's immediate heir; the latter with his

The original J account of vv. 1-6 told offuture posterity.

Abram's concern about an heir. These verses are l-2a, 5b-4. J2

has added to these verses 5-6 which parallels J2's account of

the promise to give Abram great posterity in Gen. 12:14-17. J2

Lbrani believed in Jahweh's promise and "it wasadds here that

This passage recalls Isaiah'scounted to him for righteousness".

Because Abraham was faithful, therefore.test of faithfulness.

Jahweh would be faithful to His promise.

There is a distinct contrast between Abraham's

faith recorded in verse 6 and his doubt of Jahweh's word in verse

Verses 7-8 appear to be the work of a redactor who joined the8.

independent story 1-6 with verses 9 ff, by mere mechanical use of
the word Plainly, the promise of vv. 1-6 was originally
independent of the rest of the text. Bacon conjectures that the

The singular revelation in vv. 12-16 must likewise
be separated from Genesis 15. The "deep sleep" does not fit in
with the conclusion of the Berith in which Abraham takes a wide
awake part. I'hese verses properly cone after vv. 17-20 where they

make sense, for they anticipate the covenant described there.

As the original statement, therefore, of the covenant described

in Genesis 15, there remains vv. 9-11, 12b, 17-20.

described. Abraham participates by cutting the animals in two

the former, it is night, in the latter, it is daytime; the former

assurance of an heir in J originally served as an introduction
• . ' 48 to chapter 16 where such an addition appears to be necessary.

The prepara­

tion of the sacrifices for the consummation of the covenant are
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Then

the covenant is recorded.:

This covenant account, like the promises quoted above, is by our

The original place of the account most likely eaineJ2 school.

after 12:7a where we find the exact expression of the covenant
used.

The enumeration of the nations to be dispossessed

These J2 authors, writing at the tine ofis a J2 elaboration.

Jeremiah, employed the ceremonies common to the consummation of a

covenant, and applied them to their account of the ancient Patriar­

chal covenant.

■The phrase ry "itlm

'JTiJ/i indicates also the late composition of this

covenant account. The dream of the strong patriot was to have

Israel's possessions reach from the Kile to the Euphrates be­

tween the two great world powers. The same hope is portrayed in

a post-exilic passage, Isaiah 19;24ff. This phrase in Gai. 15

likewise represents a post-exilic dream.

We can only indicate here various other passages

in J2's series of Patriarchal covenants. aside from the depend­

ence of these passages on the doctrine of the eternal covenant

with the fathers formulated after Jeremiah, these passages show

their late composition both by their Deuteronomic affinities and

Deutero.-Isaianic flavor.

but which is

most likely J2:

parts and the sacrifices are miraculously burnt by Jahweh.

"Unto thy seed have I given this land."

It logically follows there after nbraham first set his foot 
49

on the promised land.

Thus in Gen. 18:18-19 which has been 
51 

assigned to a D insertion in the dodom account,

"And Abraham shall surely become a great nation

dee, for example, Jeremiah's account of Zedekiah's 
50 

covenant to free the slaves.

~)PJ IT ATI
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and all the nations of the earth shall be blessed in him, for I

know that he will command his children and his household after

him and they shall keep the way of the Lord to do righteousness

and justice in order that Jahweh may bring upon Abraham trat which

Of course.

Abraham's posterity must be as faithful as Abraham their progen­

itor, but if they are not, Jahweh is still bound by His oath and.

therefore, must purify Israel and make them do justice in order

(Verse 18b is Beutero-Isaianic, depend-to fulfill His covenant.
ing upon this prophet's idea of Israel becoming Jahweh's messen-

The story of the sacrifice of Isaac presented an

ant with Abraham. They had be­

fore them E’s story of the offering of Isaac, Gen. 22:1-13 and 19.

The point of E's story was to show that human sacrifice was not

necessary for piety. An animal substitute is sufficient indi­

cation of man's obedience. The story is illustrative of the pro-

1'he ac­

count had no connection in its original form with any promises of

offspring to Abraham. J2 appended the promises in w. 15-18 as a

second angelic revelation in manner of an afterthought. ouch a

story decidedly proved the faithfulness of Abraham. J2 emphasised

He spoke to him." The thought expressed here is that Jahweh 

would keep the eternal covenant with the Patriarch.

ger to the world.)

this fact, not the animal substitution for human sacrifice, abra- 
54

ham's faithfulness they had already described in Gen. 15:6.

phetic attempt to break down the practice of human sacrifice, as 
53 

in the Book of the Covenant as well as in the K Code.

excellent opportunity for J2 writers to reiterate Jahweh's coven- 
52 

This we find in Gen. 22:15-19.
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repetition of Jahweh's promises.

E; and

late Beuteronomic expressions 18a is
Beutero-Isaianic.

J2 writers in their series of promises had them

i’hese we find in

Gen. 26:2-7, 26:24. 32:13, etc.

Abrahamic covenants. Indications of their late composition.

aside from the fact that these Patriarchal covenants were formu-

Gen.

In Gen.

26:24, in the J legend accounting for the name of Beer oheba, J2
inserts a repetition of the covenant to Isaac. The expression

In 32:13, J2 bases Jacob's prayer for protect­

ion from Esau on the fact that Jahweh promised Jacob's father.

When Jacob goes down to Egypt (Gen.Abraham, numerous posterity.

43:3-4) Jahweh assures him that He will lead Jacob's posterity

out of there, a great nation.

after these accounts of the Patriarchal covenants

covenant.

Moses came to deliver Israel in the name of Jahweh, the God of the
to whom He had sworn an eternal oath.Patriarchs, To fulfill

given to Isaac and Jacob as well as Abraham.

These are all repetitions of the

7T-iy Oillljt TI21Q. in this passage shows the influence of
57

Beutero-Isaiah.

W* 171 y

were created they were joined together with the existing J and E 

accounts of the deliverance of Egypt that preceded the Sinai

And now this greatest act of Abraham's faith they crowned with a

58
J2 may have been responsible for some of these passages.

lated after Jeremiah, may be seen in their late expressions. 
56 

26;2-7 definitely contains Beuteronomie expressions.

Other indications that show the 

late composition of these verses, 15-18, is the use of 771/7’ "jxSaj 

such expressions as 71171’ D4J never found in J or
55
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that promise Israel must be delivered.. Priestly writers, however.

the Patriarchal covenants with the deliverance from Egypt. Thus

in Exodus 2:24:

By thisIt

covenant

which He swore unto the Patriarchs to give as a possession to
their posterity forever (Ex. 6:8). Priestly writers, however.
believed that the deity named "Jahweh" appeared for the first
time to Hoses, and to harmonize the Patriarchal covenants con­
ceived by J2 they arranged a definite progression for Jahweh's

Thus Ex. 6:5-5, 7-8, where the Priestlyvarious revelations.
writers describe the deity as appearing to Moses for the first
time as "Jahweh", saying, "Unto abraham, Isaac and Jacob I ap­
peared as El dhaddai but my name Jahweh was not knovai to them.
And I have also established my covenant with then to give them
the land of Canaan... .and I have also heard the groaning of the
children of Israel whom the Egyptians keep in bondage and I have
remembered my covenant...and I will take you to me for a people

■ The Patriarchal

covenant binds Jahweh to Israel and because of its eternal pro­

mise He must deliver Israel from oppression and exile, and event­

ually restore her to her possession. Thus in a nost-exilic

passage in Ph, Lev. 26:41-2, we read that after Israel is

punished for her inbuity and cleansed of her sins, Jahweh will

He cleanses Israel and restores her for Herestore her.

membered His covenant with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.
Jahweh had to free Israel and bring them to the land

"And God heard their (Israel's) cry, and God re-

and I will be your God...and I will bring you into the land which 
59

I sware to give to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob..."

were for the most part responsible for these passages that link
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''remembers His covenant with the Patriarchs" and., therefore, in

their exile Jahweh says "I will not cast them away. ..to destroy

them utterly and. thus break my covenant with them...." (v. 4-1).

This post-exilic Priestly passage is exactly the same as Jeremiah's

doctrine of the restoration of Israel because of the covenant with

the fathers.

The deity appears to Abraham as El

Shaddai and makes the covenant} "And I will establish my coven­

ant between me and thee and thy seed after thee in their genera­

tion for an everlasting covenant, to be a God to thee and to thy

And I will give unto thee and to thy seed afterseed after thee.

thee...all the land of Canaan for an everlasting possession."

The phrasing of this eternal covenant shows its definite depend­

ence upon Jeremiah's message of the new covenant, Jer. 31:31.

By connecting this final discussion of the Patriarchal covenants

directly with Jeremiah's message, we conclude our study of the

doctrine zekut 'abot.

We have traced in D, J2 and P accounts the develop­

ment of the Patriarchal covenants and have attempted to show that

they all evolved after Jeremiah's pronouncement of the new cov­

enant, as an attempt to justify Israel's restoration despite her

This thought was particularly developed by thefaithlessness.
post-Jeremiah Beuteronomic school and given historical elaboration

by J2 and P writers. By the time we reach the period of Deutero­

Isaiah, the qualities of faithfulness and righteousness (that

had been attached to the Patriarchal personalities as a result

of the creation of the covenants just described) were fully

The Priestly account of the Patriarchal covenant 
60

is found in Gen. 17:1-8.
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developed and elaborated. oo Deutero-Isaiah, though he does not
employ the argument of the covenant with the fathers for the sal­
vation of Israel, makes great use of the patriarchal figures.
They personify for him the good qualities of Israel, they are

Abraham is the ex­

ample for Israel of the 71/P’ Tuy

to a universal worship of Jahweh. To his influence must be at-

We see that the Patriarchal characters by reason

of the Patriarchal covenant underwent a great change that dif­

fered radically from the derogatory attitude toward them held by

By their great faithfulness and righteousness they meritedHosea.

the eternal promise which Jahweh was compelled to fulfill. This

ness, for Jahweh must be faithful to His promise. Phis doctrine

first formulated by Jeremiah and developed by these followers

(in D, J2 and P) continued to play an important role in later

Jewish theology and culminated in the elaborate rabbinical usage 
63 

of the zekut ’abot.

examples of faithfulness and righteousness.

who is to bring' the nations

tribvted the nassage in Gen. 12:2-3 where this holy task is con- 
61

ferred upon Abraham.

alone justified the restoration of. Israel desuite her faithless-
62
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V
Tira doc Taura a? individual H^sponsiBiiiTr

We have 'thus far traced the origin and development

of the doctrine zekut 'a’oot. We have shown that the concept of

the eternally binding covenant with the fathers was. formulated to

justify Jahweh's forgivness and restoration of a faithless Israel.

The berit 'abot was a more acceptable justification than the

hypothesis of a future repentance on the part of Israel. But even
The ever-widening definitions of religionit was not sufficient.

and the growing concept of the deity began to conflict with the
The universalistic elements var-limitations of this doctrine.

iou.sly expressed and developed by the prophets of doom were grad-
The culmination of this development we findually accumulating.

shortly after the exile in Deutero-Isaiah’s definitions of Jahweh

The doc urine of the covenant with the

fa tiiers, In

its implications were much like the implications of the an.fact.

plied that Jahweh had to forgive Israel whether He so desiredor

The eternally binding obligations of the covenant compellednot.

Him to take such a course.

posive element of Jahweh's nature, but also implied a limitation

of His power of omniscience. If Jahweh were omniscient, He would

cient demitic kinship relationship (the deity being bound to his 

special tribo regardless of their action), for this doctrine im-

There was, in other words, no divine 

freedom of choice, no divine direction.

The doctrine not only left no place for the pur-

a purpose (

as the only God, universal, omniscient, and ruling the world with 
64 

pis ).
on the other hand, was a nationalistic reversion.
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have known that Israel would, prove herself faithless and. there­

fore, as a God of justice, He should, not have bound Himself by

such a covenant with their fathers. Thus the covenant doctrine

could not be fully reconciled with the growing sense of universa-

And it is significant that this argument is hardly, if atlism.

all. to be found in the writings of Deutero-Isaiah.

In the developing principle of individualism another

most cogent argument against the doctrine of the covenant with the

while Jahweh was a national god, the nationfathers was found.

But as Jahweh became a universal god, a new stand-sponsibility.

ard of divine judgment became necessary. He was now the judge not
only of a single nation but of all mankind. At the beginning of
this development amos declared that Jahweh could destroy one nation
and choose another. How with the whole universe under His juris­
diction there was no such alternative. Jahweh could not destroy

the universe as a method of punishment for that would be tanta­

mount to a confession of Eis own defeat, to an admission of Eis

failure uo make Eis own creation pursue Eis divine plan and ^ur-

Yet sin and wickedness must be punished and for this thepose.

individual is made responsible. The individual is rewarded or

punished according to the degree in which he furthers Jahweh's

plan.

The covenant doctrine, however, absolved the indi­

vidual from any responsibility, for under its application there

could be no individual reward or punishment. In convenant

In this manner the principle of individual responsibility 
65 

became a necessary and logical corollary of universalism.

was the center of interest as well as the unit of action and re-
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relationships we have seen that the individual receives no con­

sideration as such. The basis of any reward or punishment was

the whole nation considered as a unit. -.ow. if the whole nation

was to be restored because of the covenant with the fathers.

Jahweh, aside from forgiving Israel under compulsion, would be

committing a gross injustice. By taking the nation back to Him­

self, Jahweh would have to forgive the individual sinners and ig-

And a universal god who failed to distinguishnore their guilt.
between the wicked and the righteous could not be said to be a God

This conflict between the responsibility of the indi-of justice.

vidual for his actions and the saving grace of the covenant with

the fathers became an insistent problem, continuing to be a theo-

was considered a potent factor in determining God’s actions.

Me meet with a definite realisation of this pro­

blem and an attempt to resolve it in Exodus 34.

In these

of the verse we are told that Jahweh forgives sin, whereas the

second part tells us that He visits the iniquity of the fathers

upon the children. 6b-7a describes Jahweh as "long-suffering and

keeping faith" ( JiJXI Ton 3.T ); "preserving faithfulness to

How does He do this? "By forgiving

the thousandth generation", that is, keeping His covenant 
68 

relationship with Israel.

logical difficulty in Talmudic times and wherever the sckut ’abot
66

Here vv. 6-7 are 
67 

a much later insertion in the original K document.

verses the thirteen attributes of Jahweh are enumerated:
Ton Ton m D’-y* pjc jijni aim b* p/w’
by Jiy Tp9 >6 iTjlJI VWi |iy

\yi D'UsSw hy D’J-1 'Ji 'jyt D'ja
7b seems to be an obvious contradiction of 7a. In the first part
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iniquity, transgression and sin.” Vie recall that upon the basis

of the new interpretation of the covenant idea as eternally bind-

But what about the individualing Jahweh had to forgive Israel.

sinner, does he escape punishment in this forgiveness of the na-

7b answers, certainly not. Jahweh forgives the nation attion?

large but not the individual sinners. His punishment of the indi-

If the individual sinner is punished then actually
there is no power of forgiveness in the doctrine of the covenant

The righteous need no forgiveness nor any re-with the fathers.
storation, since by further applying the principle of individual­

ism their covenant relations with Jahweh never have been altered.

Jahweh is faithful in His obligations to them because they them­

selves are righteous. They need not the merits of others nor even

This is clearly the implications of the passage,forgiveness.

~nt a ;<34:

In the addition of the words

application of the principle of individualism to the covenant idea.

The covenant no longer applies to the nation as a unit, for as we

Thus obviously a better justification than that of

the covenant with the fathers was needed to explain why Jahweh

would restore the whole nation despite its sin and faithlessness.

see here a distinction is made between the wicked and the righteous, 
70

and only with the latter does Jahweh keep His faithfulness.

vidual sinner is rigid for "He even visits the sins of the fathers 
69 

on the children to the second, third and fourth generation."

Exodus 20:5b-6, which parallels the verses quoted above in Exodus 
zX/^ 1’77^/X 71 ITT ’JJ*

~ron nvyi : ’xj&S U'yai bn by o’ja!>y
.*

’Xjlfi!? and ’i,7X^we find the
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And as the implications of the doctrine of individual responsibil­

ity developed more fully, the necessity of a new ercplanation became

the more urgent. In social relations blood revenge and kin re­

sponsibility for crime was gradually displaced by the civil law

The

theologians, on the other hand, who formulated the religious prin­

ciple by which the individual sinners were not to be absolved by

the grace of the covenant, described their religious punishment as

"The

sins of the fathers are visited upon the children. Contrary to

the civil law, this implied that the moral personality which is

the subject of blame is not the individual but the family. This

not only involved the suffering of the innocent for the guilty but

also gave rise to the popular contention that the present genera­

tion suffers punishment not because they have committed any wrong

but because of the past sins of their fathers. Ezekiel, however,

vigorously opposed such a view and in doing so completed the whole

development of individualism. He asked,

sour grapes and the children's teeth are set on edge'? As I live.

In a post-exilic passage in Jeremiah 32:18-19 the

Vv. 18 duplicates the Exodus passages discussed above. Here the

saving power of the covenant is modified by the principle of

so certain as to uake it a matter of family resnonsibility.
72

n

71 
that made the individual alone responsible for his crime.

"What mean ye that ye use 

this proverb concerning the land of Israel, 'The fathers have eaten

principle of individualism, from its application to the covenant 
74 

idea down to its completion in Ezekiel, is briefly summarized.

saith the Lord Jahweh, never again shall ye use this proverb in
73

Israel... (only) the soul that sinneth it shall die."
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individualism and like the Exodus verses the responsibility of the

individual is so rigid as to make the sin a natter of family guilt .

The following verse, 19, completes the process and like Ezekiel

makes the punishment apply strictly to the individual alone who

Jahweh "requites every one according to his ways and accord-sins.

ing to the fruit of his doings." Each is rewarded or punished

according to his own merits. .’his theme Bzekiel developed thor­

oughly.

The merits of Noah, Daniel and Job could not save

Israel and it sho >.ld be noted here that in speaking of the saving

grace of the righteous, Ezekiel does not even mention themerits

of the Patriarchs. No, for Bzekiel it was not because of Israel's

merits or repentance, nor because of the merits of the Patriarchs

that he was assured of Israel's restoration. Israel would be re­

stored for an entirely new reason. Ezekiel's answer to the pro­

blem of justifying Jahweh's restoration of Israel despite her

faithlessness made him so positive of the restoration that he re­

corded elaborate provisions for the reestablishment of the natioia 1

It is to Ezekiel's answer that we now turn.state. Several of the

passages which will be discussed have been ascribed to authors

other than Ezekiel, but their thought and content are so similar

The righteous will be saved but the righteous cannot save 
75 

the wicked.

to Ezekiel's original prophecies that in our discussion we will
76 

not make any differentiation between these writers and Bzekiel.
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VI

In the book of Hzekiel an entirely new explanation

is presented, to justify Jahweh's restoration of Israel despite her

Jahweh would forgive Israel, in fact, Hesin and faithlessness.

was

sake of His own name", u’or the sake of His reputa­

tion Jahweh had-to restore Israel.

rael and reestablish her national independence, if instead He al­

lowed Israel to perish in her exile and vanish, assimilated among

the peoples, what would the other nations say? Such complete de­

struction would be evidence of but one thing, namely, that Jahweh

the God of Israel was a feeble, impotent deity, that since He was

unable to protect Israel from her conquerors He was inferior to

As a weak deity Jahweh would neither deserve thetheir gods. re­

spect of other nations nor merit the homage and worship of His

oval people.

Such insult to His Name, such disparagement of His

reputation, Jahweh would not tolerate nor permit. To avoid this,

This

we read in Szekiel 56:16-36:

’Son of Lian, when the house of Israel dwelt in their oralsay ing:

land, they defiled it by their way and by their doings....Where­

fore I poured out My wrath upon them....and I scattered them amoig

the nations.. .And when they cane to the nations, whither they

went, they profaned I,Iy holy name; in that men said of them (de­

risively) : These are the people of Jahweh, from His land have

He is compelled to restore Israel despite her faithlessness.

"The word of Jahweh came unto me

EZEKIEL’S ANSI.'SH - LeI.IA ill S- LIO

compelled to forgive, whether He desired to or not, for "the 

I ,

If Jahweh did not forgive Is-



But I have compassion for LJr holy name, whichthey gone forth.

the house of Israel has profaned, among the nations whither they

Therefore, say to the house of Israel: Thus saith thehave gone.

Lord Jahweh, I do not this for your sake, house of Israel, but

for the sake of Uy holy name which you have profaned among the

I will sanctify liy great name whichnations whither you have gone.

has been profaned in their midst; and the nations shall know that

I am Jahweh.. .For I will take you from among the nations, gather

you together from all the lands and bring you into your own land.

And I will sprinkle clean water upon you, and you shall be clean...

A new heart also will I give you, and a new spirit will I put

within you...you shall keep my ordinances and obey them. And you

shall dwell in the land that I gave to your fathers; and you shall

be lly people and I will be your God....Not for your sakes do I do

this....In the day that I shall have cleansed you from all your

iniquities I will also cause you to dwell again in the cities and

the wastes shall be rebuilt...Then the nations that are left about

you shall know that I, Jahweh, have rebuilt the ruined places and

The great act of reinstatement would make the

nations honor Jahweh’s majesty, as the sufferings of Israel have

made them despise and deride it. The single and only motivation

of the restoration was Jahweh’s selfish care for His name. Of

the nation was first to be purified, but this was not tocourse,

come about through their own self-initiated repentance. Jahweh

Himself would cleanse them though they do not deserve it, so that

He might restore Israel and thus save His reputation as a potent

Jahweh’s name was inseparably connected with Israel anddeity.

planted that which was desolate....”
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This very principle served. Ezekiel as the basis

of his interpretation of Israel's whole history, as we find it

reviewed, in chapter 20. Again and again Israel sinned and each

time she committed a transgression Jahweh's first thought was to

Then Jahweh would become mindful of His own repu-destroy her.

tation and the honor of His name and, therefore, despite Israel's

deliverance from Egypt that Jahweh

began His relations with Israel (not with the Patriarchs). "In

that day I chose Israel...and made myself known to them in the

land of Egypt...I am Jahweh your God. That day Jahweh agreed toH

free Israel on the condition that she give up idolatry (w. 6-7).

Israel did not obey this demand and, therefore, Jahweh resolved

to destroy her in the land of Egypt. But lest His name be pro­

faned among the nations He altered His purpose. This is the re­
frain that is repeated throughout the chapter. "I acted for liy

name's sake, so as not to profane it before the eyes of the na­

tions, in whose midst they (Israel) were, before whose eyes I had

revealed myself to them in order to bring them forth from the

Again in the wilderness when Israel rejected Jah­

weh's oridtences, for the same consideration of His honor He

spared them. (vv. 10-14). For all her sins Israel has been

punished by the exile, but Jahweh will restore her, Ezekiel an­

nounces, so that Jahweh will "be sanctified in you in the sight

of the nations.. .and ye shall know that I am Jahweh when I have

done this with you for liy name's sake and not according to your

wicked ways and corrupt doings..." (vv. 33-44).

77 
to this fact alone the nation owed its preservation.

sin and merited punishment. He refrained from destroying her. 
cording to Ezekiel, it was^fee

land of Egypt."
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Not only will Jahweh demonstrate His majesty by

restoring Israel but the patriotic author of chapter 59 declared

that in the future, after the restoration of Israel, Jahweh will

further vindicate His honor by establishing His complete supre-

macy, through His signal deliverance of Israel from the hordes of

All shall know, then, who Jahweh is and acknow-Gog and Magog.

ledge His superiority. "My holy name will I make known in the

midst of my people Israel; neither will I suffer My holy name to

be profaned any more" (vv. 7). The nations will then realize that

it was not because of Jahweh's weakness that Israel was exiled but

because of His desire to chastize her. But "for the present, saith

There are two factors that contributed most to the

formulation of Ezekiel's new justification of Israel's restoration:

first, the influence of. the exile itself; and secondly, the prin­

ciple of individualism. The prophet's residence in a foreign

land and, therefore, his sense of the social inferiority of his

people and consequently of their national god, naturally led him

restoration of His people. ■The Assyrians and Babylonians regarded

their deities as superior to all others, and Ezekiel had probably

heard this boast from the mouth of his conquerors. They naturally

Thus in a post-exilic

Deuteronomic addition to Isaiah, we find this thought placed in

to hope that Jahweh would demonstrate His claim to respect by 

some striking exhibition of His power, namely, the miraculous

recognized in their victory the superiority of their gods and the 
78 

impotency of the gods of the enemy.

Jahweh, I will bring back the captivity of Jacob...for I am jeal­

ous for I.ly holy name" (w. 23-25),
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•the mouth of the emissary of Sennacherib, "Beware lest Hezekiah

persuade you (from surrendering) saying, 'Jahweh will deliver us.’

Hath any of the gods of the rations delivered his land out of the

hand of the King of Assyria? Where are the gods of Hamath and

Or, as the parallel passage

in Chronicles puts it, "How much less shall your god deliver you.”

Hezekiah prays that Jahweh show His might and save Israel, "that

The complete universalism expressed in the latter part

shows the influence of Deutero-Isaiah and is thus considerably

advanced over the theology of Ezekiel. Nevertheless, the hope

expressed is the same as that of Ezekiel’s, namely, that Jahweh

Isaiah had declared earlier that Jah­

weh would use Assyria as a tool with which to punish Israel. But

Assyria, now victorious, presumptuously boasts of her own prowess

and the weakness of Jahweh. ouch blasphemy Jahweh cannot suffer.

The only way He can save His reputation is by saving Israel, even

though she merits but complete destruction.

The anthropomorphic representation of Jahweh as being influenced

by the human emotioii/Vexation, oJ , is in keeping with the

all the kingdoms of the earth may know that thou art Jahweh God 
80 

alone."

This we find succinctly 
82 expressed in a post-exilic passage in Deuteronomy;

Arpad?...Who are they among all the gods of these countries that 

have delivered their country out of my hands, that Jahweh should 
79 

deliver Jerusalem out of my hand?"

will not permit dishonor to His name and, therefore, He will not 
81 

let Israel be destroyed.

"I thought I would make an end of them,
I would make their memory cease from among men;
Were it not that I dreaded the enemies' provocation, 
lest their adversaries should misdeem, 
lest they should say; Our hand is exalted. 
And it is not Jahweh who hath wrought all this."
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The enemy by tak­

ing to themselves the credit of the annihilation of Israel would

certainly not recognize in their success the hand of Jahweh their

They would not acknowledge with Isaiah that theyenemies* God.

By the power of their oval gods hadwere merely Jahweh’s tool.

To retrieve His honor, establish His superioritythey conquered.

and potency, and prove that He was doing all this, Jahweh must

Or, as it is expressed in Isaiah 48:9-11: "Forrestore Israel.
Uy name's sake will I defer Uy anger, for l.iy praise will I re-

This patriotic attempt to champion Jahweh’s supre­

macy in a foreign land put into the background any other argument

that may have been employed to assure the people of their restora­

tion.

His name than on the idea of a covenant between Him and the people.

In addition to the influence of the exile upon the

formulation of Ezekiel's doctrine there was the factor of indivi­

dualism. We have already noted that the doctrine of individual

responsibility reached its culmination with Ezekiel. We have also

pointed out how this doctrine conflicted with the z-kut 'abot so

considerations that it was partly because of Ezekiel’s dissatis-

Now, since we find the first use of the new answer Lema “an 

semo in Ezekiel, we might draw the plausible deduc-tion from these

frain from destroying you...For how should it be profaned and I,iy 
84

glory given to another?"

83 
thought of Jahweh’s jealousy for His name.

And thus Ezekiel lays more stress upon Jahweh’s regard for

as to make necessary a new justification for Israel's reinstate- 
86 

ment.

Ezekiel ignores any merits of the nation, any love on Jahweh’s 
85

part for Israel or regard for the national covenant.
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faction with the doctrine of the covenant with the fathers that
he formulated, the new answer. This cannot be explicitly sub­
stantiated. from his writings. Though a mere conjecture, it ray,

First of all, Ezekiel never

The only place in Ezekiel where th e
idea of selection occurs is in chapter 20:5. This selection is

here implies that previous to this thereexpression

was no special relationship between Jahweh and Israel. The Pa-

for the one reference in chaptertriarchs are unmentioned savei
appeal to Abraham as a proof of theirHere the33:24.

Kraetzschmar to the contrary, not one of A

In fact, it appears that a definite attempt is made to

discountenance Israel's ancestry.

The

implications of these passages are that Israel was polluted from

her very birth and that only with Jahweh's selection of her at

the deliverance from Egypt did her religious career begin.

conscious attempt to displace z«kut 'abot. V/e can more safely

say that the doctrine of Ezekiel resulted only from the circum­

stances of the exile. Yet from a passage in Deutero-Isaiah we

might infer that the two doctrines sooner or later came into

ences to the covenant can be said to refer to a Patriarchal coven- 
88 

ant.

Hepeatedly, Israel’s father is 
89 

disparagingly called an Amorite and her mother a Hittite.

however, contain a kernel of truth.

base’s his assurance of Israel’s restoration upon the doctrine of 

the covenant with the fathers.

right of possession of Palestine, but the prophet denies them
8 7 Ewfaefc

this claim. Kraetzschmar to the contrary, not one of A refer-

''j'MTI D V

coincident with Jahweh's revelation to Israel in Egypt, and the

’IDA

This analysis of the above passages in Ezekiel does 

not show that the formulation of Isma an s«mo was a deliberate,
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conflict with each other, if not to Ezekiel himself, then to

those who accepted, his argument and developed it further. In

chapter 43:25-28 we read;

Israel cannot claim restoration or redemption on the basis of her

own merits, nor make out a case to justify deliverance on the

basis of the covenant with the fathers, for even her first father

There has been much conjecture as to whom is meant bysinned.

It seems that the most likely reference would

Furthermore, since the author of this passage employs the argu­

ment of Ezekiel for Israel’s redemption, it may be that he did

not accept the idea of the covenant with the fathers and conse­

quently discredited their merits, as is indicated in this passage.
On the other hand, if this passage refers to Abrahah, it contra­
dicts Is. 51:2 ff. where Abraham is glorified. It has been sug-

It may be, therefore, that we

have in these verses an indication of a conflict between the two

But our facts are too indefinite to warrant anydoctrines.

positive conclusions. In addition to this inconclusiveness, we

cannot say that when Ezekiel’s answer was used, it inferred the 

nullification of the doctrine of zekut 'abot, since later we

be to one of the eponymous ancestors, the Patriarchs. We need but
90 

recall that Hosea did not highly estimate the character of Jacob.

"I even I am He that blotteth out thy transgression for 
Mine own sake

And thy sins will I remember no more.
Remind mo (of your own merits if you can), let us 

reason together;
Speak thou, how canst thou justify thyself?
Thy first father sinned and thy intercessors have 

transgressed against me."

gested, however, that these verses in chapter 43 are an insertion
91 

in the original Deutero-Isaiah.
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Butfind both of these arguments being employed side by side.

before we take up these instances together with other passages

the

In our discussion of individual responsibility we

/

By this new argument the jurisdiction and power of Jah-theology.

weh was so extended as to make Him a universal god in a much more

practical sense than the conception of Him in pre-exilic times.

Jahweh’s regard for His name made Him exert influence over the

nations other than Israel, so that they, too, might be compelled

to recognize His majesty. This does not mean, however, that the

existence of other gods was denied. On the contrary, the doctrine

have followed its development, assumed the existence of otheras we

deities and considered them to be in competition with Jahweh for

recognition and respect of all peoples. Towering above all these

other deities, stood Jahweh. He was the strongest and the highest.

Hany

and come to fear His name. We have already quoted above many

verses containing this idea.

Ezekiel as a constant refrain, referring not only to Israel but

to all the nations. This thought is particularly expressed in

the oracles against the nations.

One way Jahweh could win recognition would be to

that use Ezekiel’s answer, we will pause her to summarize all 

implications of the doctrine 1<? ma'an s^mo itself.

92 
ing concept of universalism.

the other hand, we find to be in keeping with the progressing

93 
Jahweh’s name must be revered.

His supremacy He proves by His great and marvelous acts.

of these He performs just so the nations will recognize His might

stated that the doctrine of zekut ’abot conflicted with the grow-

The doctrine of lema'an s'-mo, on

n 171' 'JX "o /yT’i occurs in
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But He could better demonstrate His mightpunish the nations.

through Israel with whom the name Jahweh had always been assoc-

Thus, it is just because Jahweh wished to establish Hisiated.

faithless.

If He did, the nations would naturally

conclude that Jahweh was cither a powerless god or else had faith-

Such a deity was not worthy of thelessly betrayed His people.

If Jahweh denan-

The growing universalistic conceptions demanded this uni­stored.

versal recognition of Jahweh and, therefore, Israel’s sin must be

overlooked in order that this desire might find fulfillment.

and because of this fact it served as a

better jus tification of Israel's restoration than the answer of

the eternal covenant relationship between Jahweh and Israel. But

of all, the idea of Jahweh being compelled "for His name’sFirst

sake "

idea.

honor from the derogatory reflections of the nations. In both

cases, an external force directed the action. Both may be good

excuses for restoration but they contain a limitation of the

when the univer sal istic concept reached a higher state of perfect­

ion in Deutero-Isaiah, even this argument proved to be inadequate.

differed but little from the compulsion of the covenant

By the latter doctrine, Jahweh was compelled to forgive

The developing universalism was the basis of the 

doctrine le ma 'an semo.

Israel because He was bound by His oath to the fathers; by the

I9ma 'an s«mo He was forced to restore Israel in order to save His

respect of His own people nor of other nations.

ded homage. He had no choice in the matter, Israel must be re­

supremacy that He was compelled to forgive Israel, though she was 

As a matter of fact, Jahweh dared not destroy Israel

or even prolong her exile.
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In 1" ma an s'-mo theethical character and. conduct of the deity.

motivation seems to be selfishness and jealousy. The concept of

compulsory divine forgiveness made Israel merely a tool to prove

Jahweh's power much in the manner that Jahweh used Assyria. Is­

rael is neither worthy nor deserving. Thus the doctrine placed

the disciplinary character of the exile as developed in Jeremiah

in the background, for it implied that Jahweh had to restore Is­

rael whether she was cleansed or not.

The insufficiency of such an argument in a complete

universalistic conception of the deity is obvious. And so we find

in Deutero-Isaiah a new statement of the answer to the problem of

justifying Israel's restoration. dince the answer of Deutero­

Isaiah does not come under the subject of this thesis we can but

briefly indicate it here. The new theory developed was as follows;

Jahweh forgives Israel of His own volition, without Israel's pray-r ers and without any compulsion. He does not forgive Israel in or­

der to prove His superiority over other competing deities, for

He is the only God, "there is none else". Jahweh's forgiveness

is an act of grace justified by the fact that Israel is needed to

Israel is to be a witness

to the world that God directs all events in history. And now that

Israel has paid two-fold for her sins she on her part has become

regenerated, ready to take up this holy task of being

the nations". Such an answer to the problem of justifying Israel's

restoration can be reconciled with an ethical/universalistic 
94

concept of religion.

fulfill God's divine universal purpose.

a "light to
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VII

SUBSEQUENT APPLICATION 0? TH3 DOCT.ilNB

We have discussed in detail the origin, development

and the implications of the doctrine "for His name's sake", as set

There are also, however, many other instancesforth in Ezekiel.

in the Bible where this doctrine occurs. In addition to the fact
i

that these various passages show the influence of Szekiel's doc­

trine, they reveal other evidences which substantiate the hypothe­

sis that, therefore, the date of their composition is to be attri­

buted either to the exilic or post-exilic period, that is, either

We will firstcontemporaneous with Bzekiel or after his ministry.

consider the prophetic passages, then Hexateuchal passages, and

finally instances of the doctrine in the historical books and

Psalms.

conditions of Israel. In chapter 14, where Jeremiah describes the

dearth in the land, we find this placed in the mouth of the people:

(w. 7-9),

and again:

(vv. 21).

Volz's interpretation of this chapter as a unified

work and original with Jeremiah appears to be attractive and

In Jeremiah there are several passages that present 

the argument of le ma fen s«mo as a petition to Jahweh to better the

"Do not contemn us, for Thy Name's sake, 
Do not dishonor tho throne of Thy glory, 
liemember, break not Thy covenant with us."

"Though our iniquities testify against us. 
Oh Jahweh, act thou for Thy Name's sake; 
Dor our backslidings are nany, 
We have sinned against Thee...
Why shouldst Thou be as a nan overcome, 
As a mighty man that cannot save?"...
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He divides the chapter into six dramatic scenes.

They use the argument "for His Name's

sake" to obtain rain.

But this is rather a

sertions.

did the populace look upon other deities as (v. 22)

Aside

from the fact that these two passages in chapter 14 contain the

idea that despite Israel's sin Jahweh forgives for His name's

sake (Ezekiel), there seens to be no other evidence of their late

composit ion.

idity of which the prophet denies. On the other hand, there are

only two other places in Jeremiah where the doctrine occurs and

the post-exilic composition of both is certain. Jeremiah 16:19-21

group influenceda

plete if these two petitions were omitted.

poor argument upon which to conclude that they are secondary in- 

ICraetzschmar in agreement with Stade states, though

To be sure, Jeremiah does not accept this argument, 

but the references here make it a matter of popular use, the val-

expresses the idea that Israel alone possesses the true God and 

that all the nations, recognizing the impotency of their false

96 
Jeremiah.

95 
convincing.
The second (Jer. 14:7-9) and the fifth scenes (w. 19-21) contain

with very little degree of certainty, that 14:19-22 isnot by

It lias been argued that not until post-exilic times 
a<!A ’^71 

97 
and this points to the late composition of the passage.

He dates the 

passage as a post-exilic product of those who hoped for the 

conversion of the world to the worship of Jahweh,

deities, will come to Jahweh who will make them acknowledge His 

miaht and name. Volz from internal evidences proves the secondary 

character of these verses and particularly shows the relation of 

vv. 21b (mil’ Ij/T'l ) to Ezekiel 36:23 and 59:7.

the people's petitions.

The chapter, however, would still be com-
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Again, in Jeremiah 52:17-21 we have a lit­

urgical hymn of post-exilic composition in which Jahweh is praised.

"name

for Himself" (vv. 20).

The fact, that the only two other references in Jeremiah to this

doctrine are post-exilic, lends weight to the conjecture that the

the references in Jeremiah 1-1 may he deduded from a much similar

In Jeremiah, there is asituation described in Joel, chapter 2.
plagued with locusts. In Jeremiahin Joel the land isdearth,

is of no avail; but in Joel, not onlythe petition of the people

is the prayer answered but the prophet himself tells the priests

"let the priests, the ministers of Jahweh, weepto recite it.

between the porch and the altar and let them say, 'Spare thy

people. Oh Jahweh, and give not thy heritage to reproach, that

the nations should make them a byword: Wherefore should they say

among the peoples, where is their God?" "...IJahweh answered,

will no more make you a reproach among the nations." When the

In Joel's
time the doctrine of lema zan scmo was considered a potent determ­

ining factor in Jahweh's dispensations. And we might conjecture

that this argument was inserted at that time in Jeremiah 14 where

the same situation of distress is described.

Another instance of the use of lema 'an s«mo in

passages in chapter 14 are also late compositions.

further evidence of the probable post-exilic date of

scourge of the locusts is removed, "ye shall know that I am in 
100 

the midst of Israel, that I am Jahweh your God."

98 
by Deutero-Isaiah.

for the wonders He performed in iigypt, by which He made a

The whole prayer parallels llehemiah 9:6
99 

ff, which is also a post-exilic example of the use of lema 'an scmo.
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post-exilic prophetic writings is to be found, in Ualachi 1:11-14;

"From the rising to the setting of the sun I.Iy name is great among

the nations and in every place offerings are presented to name

...For IJy name is great among the nations, saith Jahweh Zevaoth...

for I am a great king and My name is feared among the nations."

We find complete expression of this doctrine in the

composition, Daniel 9:15-17.late

v/ho hath brought thy people forth out of the land of EgyptGod,

a mighty hand and hath gotten Thee renown.with

We have sinned...let thine anger...be turned away from thy city

Jerusalem.. .because of our sins.. .Jerusalem and thy people are be­

come a reproach to all that are about us. Now, therefore. Oh our

lord, hearken unto the prayer of thy servant.. .and cause Thy face

( 'J7-X

Thy people."

In Exodus 9:14-16 Jahweh is described as
performing wonders in Egypt, just in order to establish Eis repu­
tation among the nations. These verses are a later insertion in
the combined J and E accounts of the plagues in Egypt. We read;

"....I will this time send all my plagues upon thy person (Pharaoh)

...that thou mayest know that there is none like Me in all the

earth; surely now I had put forth Lfr hand and smitten thee and

thy people with pestilence and thou hadst been destroyed from the

earth. But in very deed, for this cause have I made thee to stand 

(namely) to show thee I^y power and that My name my be declared

as at this day.

to shine upon Thy sanctuary that is desolate, for the Lord's sake

I W b )...forgive, Lord, and act, do not defer for Thine 

oval sake. Oh my God, because Thy name is called upon Thy city and

There are many hexateuchal references to the doc­

trine lema'an scmo.

Daniel prays, "liar Oh Lord, our
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in all the earth." "in order that you shall know that there is

is a refrain inserted, throughout the account

They undoubtedlyredactor of J and

who accepted the interpretation of Israel’sbelong to writers

history that is to be found in Ezekiel 20,

they developed between Jahweh and Israel, they made Jahweh's name

All the in­

junctions laid upon Israel, particularly in the Holiness Code,

were for the purpose of making Israel fit to exemplify Jahweh's

name.

a demonstration of Jahweh's might and name to the nations. Thus

in Exodus 7:5: "And the Egyptians shall know I am Jahweh when I

stretch forth I.ly hand upon Egypt and‘deliver the children of

Israel."

To Priestly writings or late D authors should also

be ascribed Joshua 7:8-9. Joshua prays after Israel's defeat at

Ai: "Oh Jahweh, what shall I say when Israel turneth her back

before her enemies? The Canaanites and all the inhabitants of

the land shall hear of it, they shall surround us and destroy 

our name from the earth...then what wilt thoti do for Thy great

103 
or J2 writings.

All these passages have been ascribed to a late
102 - ---

E,

The name of Jahweh is assoc-
105 

iated with Israel—if it is to be magnified, Israel must be holy.

Priestly writers also looked upon the deliverance from Egypt as

"You shall not profane Ey holy name for I shall be sancti- 
104

fied in the midst of Israel..."

The influence of Ezekiel upon the Priestly writings 

in the Hexatouch is well known. Through the greater intimacy that

even more inseparable from the fortunes of Israel.

no god like Jahweh",
101 

of the plagues.

In Exodus 14:4a Jahweh rakes Pharaoh pursue Israel that
106

He might further triumph over Egypt at the Hed Sea.
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name?" As in Ezekiel Jahweh must save Israel in order to main­

tain His reputation.

There are also several exilic Priestly passages in

the historical books which make use of the doctrine "for His name’s

"For Jahweh will not forsake HisI Samuel 12:22, we read;sake".

presents the advanced thought of Deutero-Isaiah) selected Israel

since His name is associated with her, she willand, therefore.

In I Samuel 17:45-46, David says to Goliath;never be destroyed.

armies of Israel whom you reproach... this day Jahweh will deliver

To prove His potency to the world, Jahweh must

save Israel. Jahweh's dependence upon Israel for the maintenance

of His reputation is the basis of the prayer ascribed to David in

II Samuel 7:23 ff.

people, Israel whom God redeemed for a people to Himself to make

Himself a name..." Finally, in Solomon's prayer, dedicating the

Temple, we read:

There are numerous passages in the Psalms, all of

which are post-exilic, where prayor for deliverance is based upon 

the doctrine "for His name's sake". Thus the Psalmist in 79:9-10, 

after describing the destruction of Jerusalem and the derision

"When a stranger... cometh out of a far country 

for Thy name's sake, for they shall hear of Thy great name...and 

pray toward this house, hear Thou in heaven... that all neonle of 
108

the earth may know Thy name, to- fear Thee..."

peonle for His great name's sake, since it hath nleased Jahweh
107 

to make you His people."

God in Israel."

"What one nation in the earth is like my

Jahweh of His ovm volition (this re-

"...I come to thee in the name of Jahweh Zevaoth, the God of the

thee into my hands...that all the earth may know that there is a
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of the nations, prays. "Help us. Oh Sod of our salvation, for

the sake of the glory of Thy name, and deliver us and forgive

our sins for Thy name's sake. '.Therefore should, the heathen say:

Similarly in Psalm 106:7-8 we read the

forefathers were rebellious in Sgypt, "nevertheless He (Jahweh)

saved them for His name's sake that He might cake His mighty

The whole Psalm parallels Ezekiel 20. Often whenname known."

the Psalmist prays as an individual and not for the nation the

Thus in Psalm 25:11, "for thy name'ssame argument is used.

Jahweh, pardon mine iniquity for it is great." Jahweh'ssake,

His ethieal and moral nature is demonstrated when He answerspower,

"He guideth me inthe prayers of His righteous worshippers.

straight paths for His name's sake" (23:2) or, as the Psalmist

"Por Thy name's sake lead me and guide me" (31:4),often prays.

The numerous instances cited above sufficiently

demonstrate the importance of the doctrine lema 'an scmo in Bibli­

cal theology, as it developed after Ezekiel. We turn now to a

Two striking examples of the com-occur.

bination of these two arguments, to justify Jahweh's forgiveness

of Israel despite her faithlessness, are to be found in Exodus

32:11-14 and Deuteronomy 9:23-29. The latter is a parallel of

Numbers 14:11-23. In the Numbers passage we read that the child­

ren of Israel rebelled after the report of the false snies.

Thereupon Jahweh, angered by this lack of faith, resolved to

consideration of several passages in which both doctrines, zekut 

'abot and le ma'an semo.

"For Thy name's sake ouicken me in Thy righteousness, deliver me 
109

from trouble" (143:11).

'Where is their God?"'
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destroy Israel and make a great nation of Hoses in their stead.

This recalls the idea of amos that Jahweh can repudiate Israel

Hoses, honever, declines the honorand choose another nation.

And in his plea he uses theand intercedes in Israel's behalf.

"If thou shalt kill this people as one

’It was because Jahv/eh was unable to bring His people tosay:

Jahweh for the sake of His reputationin the wilderness.

He can punish individual Is-cannot afford to destroy Israel.

This is the im-raelites but not annihilate the entire nation.

plication of vv. 18 where Hoses reminds Jahweh that in accordance

with His nature He should pardon Israel, for He keeps faith with
.//‘li­

the nation and punishes only individual sinners. Jahweh ac­

cedes and only punishes the faithless leaders and elders. We

see the solution is exactly the same as propounded by Hzekiel,

namely, the restoration of Israel despite her sin for the sake of

Tho passage in Deuteronomy 9:23-29 is a review of

the later Deutoronomic writer has added the argument of the

covenant with the fathers, which as we have already seen was so

dear to the Deuteronomic writers that followed Jeremiah. Thus

we have in this passage Jahweh forgiving Israel not only because

of His regard for His reputation but also because He was bound

by His oath to the Patriarchs. The author, combining Hzekiel's

II
the land which He had sworn to Kive them that He has slain them 

J10 
tn

Jahweh’s name and at the same time accounting for Jahweh’s moral 
112

nature by insisting upon individual punishment.

argument l«ma ‘an semo:

man then the nations which have heard of Thy fame (name) will

the very same incident, but in recounting Hoses' plea to Jahweh
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doctrine with that of the post-Jeremiah Beuteronomic school.

"Oh Lord, Jahv/eh, de-places this prayer in the mouth of iioses;

stroy not Thy people and Thy possession v.'hom Thou hast redeemed

through Thy greatness. whom Thou didst bring forth from Hgypt

Hemember Thy servants, Abraham, Isaac andwith a strong hand.

Turn not to the stubbornness of this people, nor to itsJacob.

bring them forth should say:

for them has He brought them forth to let them die in the wilder­

ness. "

The identical plea is ascribed to Hoses in Sxodus

Hoses intercedes when Jahweh threatens to destroy Is-32:9-14.

rael, because of her sin in making the golden calf.

Here

all the implications of the covenant are enumerated.

nation and declares that if Jahweh destroys Israel He must kill

him also.

At

The doctrine of individual responsibility is here 

reiterated and Jahweh’s moral natire is thereby maintained.

iniquity, nor its transgression, lest the land whence thou djfet

'Because Jahweh was unable to bring

them to the land which He promised them and because of His hatred

Jahweh answers, that only the sinful are punished 

• (w. 31-54).

Hoses boldly 

reminds Jahweh that if He destroys Israel not only will He bring 

upon Himself the derision of the Egyptians but will also show Him­

self to be faithless to the covenant with the Patriarchs.

"Hemetiber

Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, Thy servants, to whom Thou swarest by 

Thine own self, and saidst unto them, I will multiply your seed

as the stars of heaven, and all this land that I have spoken of 

will I give unto your seed, and they shall inherit it forever." 

Hoses declines the honor of becoming the progenitor of a new
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the same time. we see that, as with Jeremiah and Ezekiel, the

J. Morgenstern has proved the late composition of

this passage in Exodus 32 as well as the passage in numbers 14,

Their dependence

upon Ezekiel’s doctrine may place the date of their composition

very close to the exile, perhaps after the first deporation. when

the troubled theologians were anxious to find a justification for

a quick restoration.

nation as a whole is forgiven despite its sin; and this action 

is justified by reason of the z^kut ’abot and 1? ma'an semo.

ascribing both to the late school of J2 writers who developed the 
113 

figure of Moses interceding with Jahweh.
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VIII

C01ICW3I0N

In the introduction to this thesis we cited Exodus

We have finally returned to this passage. Having shown it

to he a later combination of the two doctrines after their forma-

have reached the end of our study.

led us to the conclusion that these two doctrines were the products

The two doctrines could not have been current dur­

ing the period of Israel’s national religion for by their theolo­

gical implications they were contradictory to its fundamental

basis, the principles of Jahweh’s covenant. Jahweh’s covenant

with the nation did not permit any condonement of faithlessness.

The logical result of faithlessness was the repudiation of the

As long as thiscovenant and consequently Israel’s destruction.

the dominating principle in Israel's religion there could notwas

be any theological notion of forgiveness nor of restoration.

The the pre-exilic literary prophets, basing their prophecies

Israel. By their pronouncement of an irrevocable sentence of

doom, they not only declared the termination of Israel's existence 

as a nation but also brought an end to Israel's national religion.

The initial stop in the transformation of Israel's

of that period in Israel's history which witnessed the disinte­

gration of Israel's national religion and the beginning of its 

transformation into Judaism, a universal religion.

32:9-14 as an illustration of the doctrine z^kut 'abot and lemafan 

s'mo.

tion by Jeremiah and his followers, and Ezekiel respectively, we

In brief, our study has

upon
this principle, logically concluded the absolute destruction of
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religion into Judaism was Jeremiah's message of the new coven-

Of course, the pre-exilic literary rrophets had contri-ant.

buted to the universalizing of its religious definitions, but

Jeremiah was the first to formulate the religious doctrine where­

by the maintenance of Israel's existence could still be recon-

Jeremiah modified theciled with the principles of justice.

principle of the destruction of the nation for her faithlessness

by declaring that Jahweh would punish Israel only to discipline

Upon the basis of the covenanther for her future restoration.

principle his predecessors stated that justice demanded Israel's

If Yahweh is aimmediately arose;doom. A problem, therefore,

justifiably forgive and restoreGod of justice, how could He

The first answer to this problemsinful and faithless Israel?

was based upon Jeremiah’s reinterpretation of the covenant prin-

By his message of the new covenant he transformed theciple.

covenant from a conditional contract depending upon the fulfill­

ment of obligations into a covenant binding Jahweh to Israel far

eternity. Thus evolved the first answer to the problem—Jahweh

must forgive and restore Israel despite her faithlessness be­

cause He v/as bound eternally by the covenant with the fathers of

old. To substantiate this new thought the tradition of the

conditional contract made at Sinai was carried back to an eternal

covenant made with the Patriarchs, and thus arose the doctrine

of the ze hut 'abot. As a reward for their faith, the Patriarchs

received a promise that their posterity would possess Canaan

forever. In conjunction with the development of this doctrine

we have pointed out that those Biblical passages which contain
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D and

They continued

not supplant these two doctrines.

became thoroughly established in Jewish theology.

to be employed together in the prayers of post-exilic times.

Later in rabbinical times both doctrines were incorporated into

no st- Jeremiah. This conclusion has an inporvam; Dearing unon 

the problem of the composition of the Hexateuch, for it points to 

tho fact that quite an extensive part of the material found in the

J codes must be placed as exilic or more probably as post-

the idea of an eternal Patriarchal covenant must, therefore, be 

This conclusion has an important bearing

products of nationalistic hopes, though by them an attempt was 

made to reconcile these hopes with the principles of universalism. 

Since they represent nationalistic hopes, the two doctrines be­

came dear to the heart of the people. Therefore, though Beutero- 
Isaiah’absolution to the problem was more universalistie, it did 

Zckut 'abot and lena'an semo

exilic writings.
The doctrine zekut 'abot did not prove to be a 

completely satisfying answer to the problem of justifying Jahweh’s 

forgiveness of Israel despite her faithlessness. Its implication 

that the deity acted under the compuslion of a promise became ■ 

inconsistent with the growing universalism, and the idea that a 

nation was saved because of an eternal covenant conflicted with 

the principle of individual responsioility. A new answer to the 

problem was formulated by Ezekiel. This was the doctrine I'ma'an 

semo. Jahweh in order to prove His potency to the nations must 

restore Israel with whom His name has always been associated.

In time, these two doctrines were joined together to forma double 

justification of Israel's restoration.

Both doctrines in their final analysis were the
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the liturgy in the prayer:
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95. Volz, Jeremia, Eomm. z. A. T., pp. 158-168.






