
THE EVOLUTION OF TEE CONCEPT OF TEE CH0SEM PEOPLE 

I N TEE BI3LE . 

by 

Bertram Wa l lace Korn 

Submitted in partial ful f illment 
of the requirements for t he title 
of Rabbi and the degree of Master 

of Eebrew Letter s . 

Referee : 

Dr . Jul ian Morgenstern 

Hebrew Union College 
Cinc innati, Ohio 
December 7, 1942 

.,u 



CONTEHTS. 

Preface 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

The Covenant Tradition 

Notes 

Amos and Universal ism 

Notes 

Hosea 

Notes 

Isaiah and The Saved Remnant 

Notes 

V Jeremiah and The New Covenant 

Notes 

VI Ezekiel and "For His Name's Sake" 

Notes 

VII Deutero- I saiah 

Notes 

VIII The 516 Temple and Proselytism 

Notes 

IX "1'he Merit of the ,...'lthers" and t he 

x 

Revival of National ism 

Notes 

Reactions to the Disaster of 486-5 
~otes 

XI Ezra and Nehemiah , and t he Impact of 

Particularism 

Page 

4 
7 

148 
12 

JJ.i.9 
21 

152 

21+ 
153 

32 

158 

45 
165 

54 
170 

63 

173 

73 

182 

91 

196 

103 



CONTENTS. 

Notes 

XII The Priestly Code 

Notes 

XIII Conclusion 

Appendices: 

I The Phrase "And they shall be to Me for a 

people and I shall be to them as 'Jod." 

Notes 

II The Hol iness Code 

Notes 

Bibliography 

Page 

202 

112 

206 

126 

138 

214 
143 
215 

216 



To 

Mother and Dad 

f or everything. 



4 

PREFACE 

The concept of the chosen people has never 

lost its importance in any formulation of the theol

ogy of Judaism. Its rele vance to our thinking and 

action today i s demonstrated by present-d.ay discus

sions of the Zionist problem, and of the intellectual 

fundaments of the Reform movement. Anti-Semitic lit

erature constantly utilizes this concept as an excuse 

for bigotry, and defense literature ever and again 

traces its history and genuine significance. In the 

past year and a half two articles have appeared on 

the subject, one by Rabbi Ben Zion Bokser in the "Con

temporary Jewish Record" of .Tune, 1941, and a.nother 

by Dr. Bernard Heller in the Popular Studies in Juda

ism Series published by the U.A.H.C. 

No attempt heretofore, howe ver, has been 

made to trace, scientif ically, the evolution of this 

concept through history, or indeed, even in the for

mulative centuries of Biblical writing. This thesis, 

then, deals with a field in which there is no liter

ature whatever. It was undertaken at the suggestion 

of Dr. Morgenstern because it is just the type of in

vestigation to which he has devoted himself so whole

heartedly in his years of Biblical study: the study 

of the development of ideas in the context of the his-
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tof7 ot tbe peop1e ot Ian.el and tbair religion. 

AdequatelJ' to expreee 1llJ indebtedness to 

Dr. Morgenstern ia d1f'ticult, because that 1ndebted

neae ia so thorough and complete. Frca the time that 

we agreed on thia subject he baa given ot bi• t1me and 

ettort and wide knowledge; in personal ccmterenoe he 

baa always been moat generous and patient. Bi• unpib

liehed note• on varioua books ot the Bible baTe pro

vided an important aouroe ot reference material tor 

tbi• work, •• have bia lecture• in Bible 8. But be7ond 

all ot tbeae apecitic aide, there ia aomething ot Dr. 

Morgenatern•a love ot the Bible and hia lJIJlllJn wa1 ot 

treating acientitic matter• which have given me the 

apirit which enabled me to enter into thi• theala 

wbole-heartedl7, and to regard it aa much more than a 

mere academic exerciae. And it there ia something ot 

worth 1n tbia theaia, if it otfera in an7 wa1 a clar

ification ot certain prob~ema, it ia becauae 1llJ work 

baa reflected the color and attitude• of hi• work, aa 

well aa the truita ot ~ ta own scientific labora. It 

baa been a privilege not only to read what he baa 

written and to attend his lecture•, but alao to feel 

that I have achieved something a~ the result ot work-

ing w1 th him. 

To Protesaor Blank I muat acknowledge m7 

thank• tor bia organization or the prophetic book• 

"< 
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in Bible 2 and 3 without which this thesis could 

hardly have been written. And I must lile wise record 

my appreciation of Robert H. Pfeiffer•s fine work, 

Introduction to ~ 01~ Testament, which has ever and 

again been referred to and utilized for this thesis. 

October 26, 1942 



CHAPTER I THE COVENANT TRADITION 

No historic tradition had so profound an 

inf1uence upon the development of the religion of 

Israel as did the tradition of the covenant of Yah-

veh with Israel at Sinai . Though, historically, it 

was Israel that bad taken Yahveh to be her God, this 

God of the Kenites in the wilderness, the religious 

mind of ancient Israel conceived of the covenant as 

being directed by Yahveh, who had, rather, taken 

Israel to be His people. 

This traditi on of the covenant whereby 

Yahveh took I srael to be His people and pr omised to 

pr otect and prosper her, and whereby she, in return, 

obligated herself to worship Him, and Him alone, and 

7 

to adhere to the laws which He presented as the basis 

of Hie worship -- this tradition became t Le technique 

through which various religious reforms were instituted. 
l 

The K Code, promul gated in 899 B. C. in Judah, as the 

basis of the reformation of Asa, included the earliest 

recorded deeal ogue (Exodus 34:14-26) attributed to 

Yahveh as part of t he covenant proceedings. The for

mulators of the Book of the Covenant, the basis for 

the reformati on i n the north in 841 B. C., likewise at

tributed their decalogue (Exodus 20 :23-26 and 23:10-16 ) 

t o the covenant with the deity at His hol y mountain. 



The Deuteronomic decalogue, later amplified by the 

Priestly writers, was the basis, probably, of the 
on deer }~U.GR1ah and, c..ert.a.in 14, of 1re t-eforYV\0..11 OYI 

reformation~of Josiah in 621. That P accepted the D 
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decalogue and revised it to fit its own philosophy, 

is adequate testimony of the lasting significance of 

the covenant tradition throughout the period of Bib

lical writing. In all of these periods, the covenant 

tradition was the means utilized to effect refol"rrl and 

progress; the covenant tradition was the vehicle which 

carried the religion of Israel forward in its contin

uing evolution through the centuries. 

Unable to see any well-defined ethical char

acter in the religion of Yahveh at 1 ts v·ery inception, 

Karl Budde perceives in the covenant relationship the 
2 

germ of ethical development. "How did Israel come to 

its religion? It went over, at Sinai, to a rude nomad 

religion •••••• it, served heneef orth the same God as 

the tribe of Ken1tes to which Moses' wife belonged ••••• 

One fundamental difference existed between Israel and 

the Kenites from ~he beginning . The latter, like 

numberless other tribes and peoples, had had the i r god 

from time innnemorial. But Israel had turned to Him 

of its own free will, and chosen Him as its God •••• Is

rael served Yahweh because He had kept His word; because 

He had won Israel as His possession by an i nestimable 

benefit." So, whenever it mi ght have appeared to other 
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peoples that their gods were powerless, whenever events 

seemed to demonstrate their gods' inability to protect 

them, Israel looked to her own life for the cause of 

ill fortune. So throughout the development of Jewish 

ethics and theology, this covenant tradition motivated 

the self-searching which brought forth the ethical 

grandeur which has never been matched in the religious 

history of man. "Israel's religion became ethical be

cause it WllS a religion of choice and not of nature, 

because it rested on a voluntary decision which estab

lished an ethical relationship between the people and 

its God for all time," concludes Budde. 

The covenant tradition was likewise the source 

from which sprang the monotheism and universalism of 

Israel, uttered in broadest expression by Deutero-Isai

ah. Just because it was a covenant, rather than a 

natural relationship whereby god and people were born 

together and died together, this r elationship of Israel 

and Yahveh could become, in the massage of Amos, the 

basis for his doct~ine that Yahveh was a world-god, who 

could sever that relationship, as He had once inaugura

ted it, if He saw fit. Because choice and change were 

part of that relationship at its inception, the deity's 

character was not fixed a nd delimited for all time, but 

cou ld be broadened as the spiritual insight of Israel 

grew more and more mature. A natural relationship be-
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tween Yahveh and Israel would have been inelastic 

and have hemmed in the god- concept permanently; the 

covenant-relationship permitted change and expansion. 

So the tradition of the covenant was the perfect con

text from which universalism and monotheism could 

emerge. 

And likewise it was the perfect context out 

of which the concept of the chosen people could emerge. 

For once Amos had enunciated the principle that Yahveh 

wa s more than a nat ional god, innumerable questions 

became the concern of the theology of Israel, as we shall 

see. U1timately men could have come to believe that 

there was no more distinctive r e lationship between Israel 

and God than there was between Him and the other nations. 

Israel would have been obliterat ed from the religious 

scene; and, need we add, so would Israel's contributions 

to the spiritual welfare of man have been obliterated. 

There had to be some mechanism by which this new con

ception of Yahveh as the God of the universe could be 

harmonized with the sel f- conscious need of Israel for 

a special place 11. His world and in Bis plans. ~hat 

harmonization was achieved, primarily, through the 

concept of the chosen people, which, obviously, was 

derived from the old covenant tradition. Yahveh had 

chosen Israel and had made a covenant with her in the 

desert after He bad delivered her from Egyptian 
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bondage; and if He was a world-god, He made that cov

enant becauee He b~d chosen Israel out of all the 

nations of the earth to be His people. So out of the 

covenant tradition, which established the relation

ship between Israel and Yahveh as a created one, .n.o.ti

fied through choice of Israel by Yahveh and acceptance 

of Yahveh by Israel, rather than a natural one, grew 

the concept which we are about to trace through Bibli

cal thought. 

• 
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CHAPTER I I AY.OS A ND UNIVERSALISM 

The inhabitants of Israel to whom Amos 

spoke his revolutionary message of doom, conceived 

of the relationship between Yahveh and Israel in 

t hese terms: Yahveh was a god like the many other 

gods in the world; but, also, like those other gods, 

Ya.hveh was a deity allied to a particular people in 

a completely natural way. Yahveh happened to be 

Israel's deity: Israel was Yahveb's people. The two 

were inseparably bound together. Neith~r could ex

ist wi thout the other . The state of Israel's fortunes 

was dependent entirely upon Yahveh. The place of 

the nation in i nternational events wa a a reflection 

of his power and of his ability. Israel needed 

Yahveh because a people could not possib:J survive 

without the guidance and protection of a deity . On 

the ot her hand, a dei ty, likewise, needed a people 

-- who wou l d worship him and off er him pleasing 

sacrifices if he were without a pe ople1 And what 

kind of opinion would ot her nations hol d of a god 
1 

without a people1 What rea l existence, i n f act, 

r.oul d a deity have , a de i ty without a people, without 

sacrifices and worship? In addition, how could a 

god possibly show his power in world events (which 

was, after all, his pu r pose in the s cheme of cos-



mic affairs) if be had no peop~e who would carry his 

banner to the nations of the world? Obviously, then, 

it would at best have been an academic ques t ion, this 

que s tion of the dissolution of relationship of deity 

and people, if the question had even suggested itself 

to Israel before Amos' time. 

So the people of Israel were con£i4ent in 

their belief in an sternal, natural, relationship be-

tween Yahveh and themselves. Of course, it was pos-

sible to imagine that Yahveh could be so angered by 

them that he might for a time reject his people) but 

at most this could last only for a short time, and 

then Israel would once more be the recipient of Yah

veh' s favor. In effect, he had to be satisfied with 

the best in conduct a nd loyalty which his people 

wished to offer him. Besides, did they not display 

their desire to placate him by bringing to his sanc

tuaries the sacrifi ces which were acceptable to him, 

and this too in great abundance? Actually, then, this 

nationalistic t ype of religion, in principle, bound 

Yahveh to Israel and Israel to Yahveh in an indissol~

~ble relationship. 

In this type of thinking there was, of course, 

no reason for an idea such as that of the chosen people 

to arise. Chosen people? Every nation had its deity, 
o.nd. every deit"y 

~his nation. Each combination of people and god was 



striving to achieve supremacy in the arena of world 

politics, striving to secure domination over the other 

nation-god combinat1ona. But no god could possibly 

be thought of as having a relationship with more than 

one people (except as victor god over defeated god 

and defeated people) -- it would be treachery of the 

worst conceivable type -- and every bit as repre-
2 

hensible as for a people to change its god. 

Amos, in the first place, did not conceive 

of the relationship between Yahveh and Israel as the 

fompletely natural, eternal one which his contempo'1-
3 

'ftlr1es a ccepted, but rather as a covenant of adoption 

whereby Yahveh bad taken Iarael to be his people. 

Thia covenant had included specific terms, as any 

compact would, and chief among t he terms of this 

covenant by Yahveh with Israel had been the stipula

tion that Israel live the life which he demanded of 

her. Obviously, such a compact was not indissoluble; 

should one of the parties repudiate it and fail to 

fulf'ill its terms, then the other party was fully 

justified in completely severing the relationship 

established by the covenant. Amos' message, then, 

1n part, was the notification of the cancellation 

of this covenant. Be, as the agent of Yahveh, was 

announcing that Israel had irremediably broken the 

covenant and that Yahveh was therefore repudiating 



his obligat1onR and casting Israel off. As he had 

once adopted Israel so he could now reject Israel. 

l~ 

Basic to Amos• concept ion of the covenant 

relationship was his r evol utionary conception of Yah

veh. For the implications of this idea of the cov

enant, of its dissoluvle character, were of no ac

count if they were contained in the compass of the 

nationalistic type of religion. The same conditions 

held whether it was a n artificial or a natural rela-

t1onsh1p, whether Yahveh had adopted Israel, or bad 

been Israel ' s god from the beginning: Yahveh had to 

retain his people, for he was only one god among 

many, and what kind of god could exist without a 

people. But j ust as he had repudiated the popul a r 

notion of the Is rael-Yahveh relationship, so Amos re

pudiated the popul ar not ion of Yahveh ' s character. 

To Amoa , Yahveh wa s not a petty national 

god whose interests were bound to those of a single 

people. Yahveb was the world- god : i f i t was true 

that he had brought I~rael forth from Egypt , so was 
~ .~ 

it also true that heJbrougbt the Philisti nes from 
4 

Kaftor, and Aram from Kir . Actually, so despised 

a people as the Cushites, the nation of slaves, were 

held by Yahveb in so great esteem as were the Israel

i tes. And just as Be was repudiating Israel and 

would not let her r eturn to Him, so too He ref'used 
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to permit other nations to repent: Damascus and Gaza, 
5 

Ammon and Moab . This was t he implicetion of Amos' 

message which undoubtedly conveyed more of a crushing 

sense of doom than any other part: that Yahveh 

would not be an embarrassed God. If He repudiated 

Israel, he woul d still be the world-god. Yahveh 

could actual ly carry out Bis intention of casti ng 
: me_he~ 

forth His people, Amos ' & laid, and yet retain His 

ir,.ighty place in the cosmi c order. 

Amos ' universa l i sm was not absolute , how

ever, and in the qualifications of universalism whi ch 

are revealed in his message are to be found the begin

nings of the idea of the chosen people. 

Worl d- god or no, Yahveh had still been the 

God of His people Israel. Sometime in the past, for 

some unexplained reason, he had taken Israel, set her 

aside from the other peoples, end made a covenant 

with her, a covenant whi ch distinguished her from al l 

the otl~er nations over which Yahveh exerci sed control. 

He had chosen Israel to l ead the l ife which He des ired, 

had brought her from Egyp~ and given Palestine to ber, 

Palestine a land made clean because lie, Yahveh, was to 

be found there . He had sent prophets to her, carr ying 

Bis message, to guide her in following Hi s path. 

Only Israel had He known i nt imatel y, as intimatel y as 
6 

a man knows his wife. And He had been patient with 
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this people He loved, relu ctant to sever relations 

with her, although the provocation arose many times. 

He had warned her time a~er time, witholding His 
7 

natural bounti es. But just because He had knowb her 

so intimately, just because He had taken such especial 

care wi th her , for that very reason, Israel was in-

finitely more responsible to Yahveh for her rejection 

of His way of life; for that very reason would all 

her iniquities be visited upon her. 

We have said that in these qualificat ions of 

universalism are to be found the beginni ngs of the 

concept which we are about to trace through Biblical 

thought. Perhaps it would be more exact to say that 

they are the seeds, rather than the beginnings. For 

though Amos was the t'Oinker who first broadened the 

scope of Israel's thinking from nationalism to univer

salism, on the other hand we must not infer f rom thi s 

that he , standing o~ the very threshold of a vast new 

world unified by a world-God , perceived all of the 

complex implications of that world-view, nor that he 

was conscious of the various paradoxes which his 

i dea brought forth , some of which, indeed, still 

challenge the minds of men today. 

Surely Amos did not pause to consider why, 

if Yahveh was the universal God , He had ever chosen 

Israel to be His particula r people in the f irst place. 
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Nor die he strive to perceive a purpose behind this 

choice, a purpose which would have not only a nation

alistic significance for Israel, but a universal 

significance in consonance with His universality. 

Even further removed from Amos' thinking was the ques

tion of God 's day-by-day relationship to the other peo

ples of the world. As Dr. Morgenstern has written, 

•it needed time and rich, complex, historical exper

ience and the thinking and consecrated meditation of 

successive generations of inspired prophet9 of the 

Amos type, to become clearly aware of all these and 

other parallel implications of the concept of a single 
8 

world-god ••• " We could not expect more than the pre-

liminary statement of the universalistic principle 

from Amos: s tunned as he must have been by the reali

zation of the hugeness of this new world that unfolded 

before his eyes, it was enough that he should see one 

aspect of that world, and that his mind should be 

filled with the overpowering sense of that one aspect: 

his message of doom was to a people which had been 

given tha chance bj the God of all nations to liv~ 

the right way of life, but had rejected that chance. 

Amos' thoughts about the significance of 

Israel's place in the new picture of cosmic unity were 

not, then, the studied answer of a great thi nker to 

paradoxes and questions by which he was troubled, nor 

his explanation of bis own doctrine i r- its fullest 
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implications. His idea of the imtlmate relationship 

between Yahveh and Israel was, to the contrary, bis 

link with his contemporaries, his tie to the past. It 

was an unconscious usage of accepted ideas (albeit 

ideas which he was forced to accept, else there was 

no sense whatever to his message -- for if Yahveh h~d 

not been more intimate ly concerned with Israel, why 

greater wrath a gainst Israel than against the other 

nations which of course he.d been no more loyal to 

Him); not an attempt to harmonize universalism 
9 

with nat ionalism. A child of his own day, not a man 

out of his time completely removed from his contem-

porartes, Amos seems to have thought that even a god 

who had power over many nations and peoples had to 

have a people, and that if He rejected Israel, implied

ly He would choose another people to take Israel's 

place. 

Here , then, in this first stage of the 

transition between national religion and universalism, 

we have seen the first hints of the concept of the 

chosen people -- not, however , as a corollary con-

sciouslJ attached to the universalistic principle, 

but rather as an idea which survived from the old 

type of thinking, reinterpreted only s lightly if at 

all to fib into the new pattern. Although it was 

only the universalistic principle which could estab-
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lish the need for the doctrine of the chosen people, the 

beginning of that doctrine is a link to the rejected 

principle of nationalistic religion. 
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CHAPTER III HOSEA 

Hosea, Amos' su{essor as a prophet in Is

rael, added little or nothing to the growth of the 

universalistic theory. There is no sign in his writ

ings that he at any time conceived of Yahveh as any

thing but Israel's national god, or that he conceived 

of Yahveh as ever having any type of relationship 

with the other peoples of the world. 

We have already indicated that the actual 

evolution of the concept of the chosen people could 

take place only in a milieu of universalistic thought; 

nevertheless Hosea, not a universalist, did contrib

ute something to that development, in the influence 

which one of his doctrines had upon later prophetic 

thought. 

Amoa had firmly believed that the doom 

fast appr oaching Israel was fixed, and that it could 

not possibly be averted. The time and opportunity 

for repentance had passed and Yahveh not onlv did 

no longer desire Israel to repent, but he would 

never again permit her t o repent. Hosea found himself 

unable to accept this doctrine. He believed t hat 

Israel might, after a period of temporary rejection 

and protracted discipline be reunited with Yahveh 

in an eternal covenant which would never be broken: 



Therefore, behold, I shall entice her, 
And take her to the desert ; 
And I shall speak to her heart. 
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And I shall give to her her vineyar ds from 
there; 

And the valley of tribulation for a door of 
hope; 

And she shall answer there 
As in the days of her youth 
As in the day of her coming up out of the 

land of Egypt. 
And it shall be, at that time, 
S8itb Yahveh, 
You shall call me "my husband" 
And shall no longer call me "my Baal," 
And I shall remove the names of the Baalim 

from her mouth, 
And they shall no longer be spoken of by 

name, 
•••••••• 
And I shall betroth thee tc me for ever; 
Yea I shall betroth thee to me in righteous

ness and in justice, 
And in ':to h, and in mercy; 
And I shall betroth thee to me in faithi'ul

ness; 
And you shall know Yahveh as intimately as 

a wife her husband.l 

The i mplication of this passage is clear: Once 

Israel returns to the kind of life she baa led when 

Yahveh first took her to be his people, i.e., the 

desert life of equity and simplic5ty, Yahveh will re-

new his covens.nt with her, a new type of covenant, 

an everlastingly applicable one, to which Israel will 

be eternally loyal, faithfully carrying out the behest 

of her god. But Hosea does not believe that this re

newal of the covenant relationship can be acheived 

without distress for Israel. She will first have to 

be punished, chastised for her faithlessness, discip-



lined and regenerated, before she can come to the real-

ization that she must change her way of life, before 

she can repent. Devastation to the land, the denial 

of his (Yahveh•s ) bounties and protection when 

she shall realize t hat her false goes can be of no 

help to her -- will force this realization upon her. 

Though Hosea pleads with Israel to remember Yahveh' s 

covenant with he r, to return to "her f irst husband", 

he s eems t o perceive that only actual punishment will 
2 

bring Israel to repentance. 

This doctrine of Yahveh's renewa l of the 

covenant with a regenerate Israel was the first mod-

1ficat1on of Amos' doctrine of absol ute doom. It 

had a profound influence, as we shall see , upon the 

contents of Jeremiah's doctrine of t he new covenant. 

I n his foreshadowing of Jeremiah's doctrine which 

was so i mportant i n t he development whi ch we shall 

trace, Hosea made a deep and abiding contribution to 

the evolution of the concept of the chosen people. 



CHAPTER IV ISAIAH AND THE SAVED REMNANT 

The pattern of Isaiah's universalistic 

thinking cl osely followed that of his predecessor 

Amo~, upon whom he was profoundly dependent, in 

many ways. Like Amos, Isaiah proclai med Yahveh's 

abrogation of His covenant with Israel, because I s

rael had rejected the path which He had laid out 
1 

for her. To Isaiah, Israel's great sin was pride 

and spi~itual blindness. This deap- seated rottenness 

was revealed in her proclivity to idolatry, in her 

refu sal to be loyal to Yabveh end Eis covenant. Ra

ther than rely upon Yahveh, she preferred to seek help 

from human agencies and turned to Egypt for strength. 

The outrageous moral crimea of a society which Isaiah 

regarded as degenerate were symptomatic of Israel's 

rejection of the life which Yahveh desired her to 

lead. Riotous living and social injustices were 

common phenomena, absolutely antithetical to the clean, 

simple and righteo'LW lif~ ~bich would connote 

true obedience to the will of Yahveh; but when the 

people thought to demonstrate their loyalty to Him, 

they brought animals in great number for sacrifice, 

and trampled the courts of His temple on the fixed 

occasions for worship . Failing to realize that all 

of these tokens were of no account while their hands 
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were smeared with the blood ot injustice, while the 

very presence of the oppressed and the down-tr odden 

belied their faithfulness to Him, they persisted in 

the belief that Yahveh could do nothing to them, even 
2 

though He might so desire. 

Like Amos, Isaiah was fully convinved 

that the people deluded themselves when they continued 

to believe t hat Yahveh wa s only the god of Israel 

and nothing more. To the contrary, Yahveh is a world

·god. The whole earth is full of his 1'2 :> • His 

power extends to a ll the nations, which come f rom 

afar to accomplish Bis determined plan. He sends His 

bidding to Egypt and to Assyria, and they must heed His 

call. Just as He i s about to cast off Israel for her 

sintul/ness, so He may sentence any nation to destruc

tion when it angers him with its sin.fulile~~. Indeed, 

although the nations have no consciousness of t he part 
). 

they play !n His cosmic plan , s till they se,.ve as Hi s 

agents in accomplishing His will and fulfilling His 
3 

word. 

Total destruction, and nothing less, was 

the punishment which Isaiah envisioned for Israel, 

punishment by the world-god who had lost all patience 

with Israel, the vineyard over which He had exercised 

such care, and in which He had thoughtto see fulfil led 

His highest expectations and hopes: destruction ••• 



Until cities be waste with~ut inhabitant 
And houses without man, 
And the land become utterly waste, 
And Yahveh have removed man far away, 

26 

And the forsaken, places be many in the midst 
of t he l and .4 

The vineyard will become completely desolate; no vine

dresser will busy himself in it; brambles and thorns 
5 

will supplant the vines . Israel shall be like a 

potter 's vessel, sha ttered to the gr ound and broken 

into f r agments so small that not one cou l d be used 
6 

to carry even a drop of water. Only the death of 

all Israel can atone f or their outrageous behavior 

and their re.t'usal to accept even the direst warnings 
7 

of impending des truction. 

Isaiah devel oped t o the fullest extent an 

aspect of univer salism which bad only been hinted at 

by Amos : Yahveh's utilization of other nat ions as 

bis agents. So he pictured Assyria, gradually spread

ing herself over t he world, enveloping nation after 

nation, a~preaching ever closer to Israel, as Yahveh •a 

unknowing instrument for Is~ael•s destruction. As

syria' a armies will f lood into Israel 's land like a 

tempest and the raging \vaters of t he sea, carrying 
8 

out Yahveh• s edict of destruction. Isaiah, prophet 

of Yahveh, speaks of Assyria i n these words: 

o Asshur, the rod of Mine anger, 
In whose hands is Mine indignation 1 
I do send him against an ungodly nation, 
And against the people of My wrath do I 

give him a charge, 



To take the epo11. and to take tbe prey. 
And to tread them down like the mire ot 

the streeta.9 
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Actually Isaiah made no more ot an attempt 

to harmonize hie univerealistic ideas and hie uncon

acloua uae of nationalistic ideaa. than Amoa bad done. 

Obvioual7. like Amoa. Iea1ah believed that for eome 

reason which be •id not aee fit to gueaa at. Yahveh 

had at one time chosen Israel from among the other 

natione. to be Bia people. at the •am• time ~etain

ing hie power over the other ne.tiona of the world. 

The parable of the vineyard reveals Iaaiah•a concep

•1on of the relationship of Yahveh and I~rael: 

Yahveh bad bad a particularly intimate concer-n tor 

Israel and bad therefore good reason to expect per-
10 

feet taitb.fulDeas from His people. As we have 

aiready point ed out in our d1acusa1on of Amoa• 1deaa. 

we could not expect otherwise than that the pre• 

ex111c prophets should accept this doctrine of nat1on

al~stic religion; actually. whether Yahveh wae a 

world-god or not. there had to be aome more intimate 

relation.ship between Rim and Israel f or Israel to 

deserve the puniabment which those prophet• enviaioned. 

Their conaciouaneaa of their own high station in Yah

veh' a plan t-old them as much, tor Yah'veh bad made them 

Bia messengers and had not taken tor Himself meaaengera 
11 

among the other peoples. In thia regard. then, 
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Isaiah's ideas about the relationship of Yahveh 

and Israel, Like Amos', were not a conscious attempt 

to evolve a concept which might br~dge the gap be

tween itniversalism and national religion, but rather 

were they idGas unconsciously retained from t he re

jected principle of a nationistic deity. If Isaiah, 

t hen, had gone no further than this, we would be jus

tified in saying that he had contributed absolutely 

nothing to the development of the concept which we 

are engaged in tracing. But Isaiah did go further 

than this. 

As we have already indicated, Isaiah's 

message to Israel was one of complete doom, as was 

Amos'. Logically, no other result could proceed 

from the cause-and-effect reasoning which both 

Amos and Isaiah utilized . Total destruction was the 

punishment to be visited upon this people which, as 

a people, had broken its covenant with Yahveh, the 

world-god. The peopl e had exhausted Yahveh's pa-

tience; He did not even desire their repentance, as 

He had told Isaiah at the very inception of his 

ministry: "Make fat the mind of this people, and 

its ears make heavy, and cause its eyes to cleave 

fast together, lest it see with its eyes and heab 

with its ears and comprehend with its mind, and it 
12 

return, and there be healing for it." 
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Yet into this messege of total destruction for Is

rael, there came a somewhat irrational and illogical 

hope, yes even conviction, that there would be a 

future for Israel, a future assured by the survival 

of t he small band of disciples who followed the words 

of the prophet and were faithful t o the covenant 

with Yahveh. This 9 saved remnant" would live through 

the national holocaust and would become, it ls 1mpl1ed, 

the new,ino~e righteous Israel, with which Yahveh 
13 

would renew His covenant. 

Hosea had proclaimed the doctrine of an 

eternal covenant wi th a repentant Israel, after a 

period of rejection. This covenant was to be with 

the whole people of Israel who would return from 

their sinful ways. Both Hosea and Isaiah, then, ad

vanced modifications of Amos' message of absclute 

doom; but t here are pr ofound differences between 

the doctrines of these two prophets. In the f irst 

place, Isaiah did not speak of a renewa~ of relations 

with all of Israel bu , only ~1th a small part of the 

people. And, in the second place, lt was not actually 

a renewal of relations, but a continuation, based on 

a new premise. Like Hosea, Isaiah believed that this 

continuat ion could only be possible because of the 

righteousness of the survivors, but I saiah did not 

believe that t his righteousness would be the result 
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of reformation. Isaiah envisaged a group that 

bad always been righteous and had never been faith

less. Thus, although Hosea's message wa s similar 

t o Isaiah's in some respects, the latter w3 s actu

ally a profoundly different one, set ting forth 

new postulates for the survival of Israel. 

Amos had hinted strongly that after Yah

veh had repudiated and punished I srael, He might 

wt.11 take for Himself another people, even so low

ly a peopl e as the Cushites, to f ill the place va

cated by Israel. Isaiah, altho\l8h dependent upon 

this aspect of Amos' message and in agreement with 

it in principle, denies that Yahveh would take a n

other people for Himself, but insiata, to the 

contrary, that Israel has an everlasting pl ace in 

Hi s affections, that i n one way or another I ~rael 

will continue to be Yahve h 's people, even if the 

only connection, and a very tenuous one at that, 

between the old and the new people would be this 

small group of the f~ t hful ':li.o had been willing 

to hea rken to Yahveh's word and had kept faith 
14 

with Him. 

Ise iah•s earlier ideas about Israel as 

t he beloved people of Yahveh, the world- god, in

dicate, a s we have already noted , bis acceptance 

of the conceptions about the Yahveb-Israel rela

tionship which were characteristic of t he national-
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istic religious principle. They convey no implica

t i on of a desire on t ne part of t he prophet to harmon

ize his universalism with na tionalism. Nor, for 

that ma t ter, does t he doctrine of the righteous 

remnant, which was Isaiah' s original cont.ribution to 

the theology of Israel, necessarily imply a harmon

ization -- it is, however, more than an uinconscious 

usage of accepted ideas. It constitutes 1a reaffir

mation of those ideas , a positive rat her than a 

negative approach to the question of the place of 

I srael in the world. Isaiah was the fi rst definitely 

and positively to affirm the concept of t h e chosen 

people, in his formulat i on of the doctrin•~ of the 

righteous remnant which implied that Israt3l would 

always oe Yahveh's , the world god's, people. Whether 

it was Isaiah's unconscious loyalty to h:ts people 

which brought him t o this conclusion, or his reali

zation of the uniqueness of his O\m proph~!tic rela

tionship to the deity, we cannot presume 1~o judge; 

but, in any case, Isai h set fo~th the t ht3me that 

was to become an accepted principle in tho religious 

thinking of Israel, as that theme wa s amplified 

anJ developed i n the form of Jeremiah's d<,ctrine of 

the new covenant. 
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CHAPTER V JEREMIAH AND THE NEW COVENANT 

For the major part of his prophetic career 

(major only in the sense of the greater number of 

years) Jeremiah adhered to the patterns proclaimed 

by his predecessors. The burden of bis message was 

that disaster was fast overtaking the people of Israel 

(the kingdom of Judah, only, of course, at this time) 

as punishment for Israel's faith1essness to Yahveh. 

Like Amos and I saiah he spoke out against Israel's 

flagrant injustices; like Hosea he emphasized the moral 

degeneracy of a people which could not see the perfidy 

involved in the pursuit of foreign worship. Like 

Hosea , too, Jeremiah believed that repentance, even 

at the last moment might avert the destruction of 

Palestine and the dispersion of the people of Israel; 

but, like Isaiah, he was convinced that repentance 

would not be forthcoming. Therefore he counseled a 

more desperate step than his predecessors had ever 

done: submission to l ~bylon!~~ at best the only way 

to save the people's existence, but at least that. 

Like his predeces sors, too , Jeremiah found 

it necessary to repeat the un1versal1st1c principle: 

Yahveh is not merely a national deity, but the Lord 
1 

of the entire universe. And the nations of the world 

are at his beck and call. Almost a century and a 
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half bad passed since Amos first enunciated this 

universalistic doctrine, and still it had not entered 

into the popular way of t hinking, nor even into the 

ideology of the professional prophets. The most 

obvious fact of all, to Jeremiah, was that Nebuchadrez

zar and his approaching Babylonian armies were the 

agents of destruction which Yahveh had appointed to 

puni sh Judah for her sins. Those armies would bring 

in their wake death and famine, pestilence and exile 

t he lot which Israel had consciously chosen through 

her persistent refUsal to return to Ya~veh. 

Jeremiah's conception of the relationship 

of Israel and Yahveh during this period, was the 

same as that which has been described in the earlier 

chapters of this thesis. Jeremiah, too, believed 

that there had been a particularly intimate r elation

ship: the deity had taken especial care of tiis people, 

Israel, whom He had betrothed to Hi mself long ago in 
2 

the desert, when Israel had been eager to follow Him. 

In the magnificent p \rable of the linen girdle, the 

prophet gives forcible expression to this idea: 

For as the girdle cleaveth to the loins of 
a man, so have I caused to cleave unto Me 
the whole house of Israel and the whole 
house of Judah, saith the Lord, that they 
might be unto Me for a people, and for a 
name, and for a praise, and%for a glory; 
but t hey would not hearken.~ 

This conception is revealed in the many terms which 



Jeremiah utilizes to describe Israel: Israel was t~;' 
4 

to Yahveh, His "first fruits"; the •noble vine" and 

J"> f'lf~ ~.,J which He had planted and which He ex-
5 

pected to blossom so beautifully. Israel was to 

have called Yahveh " f ather", Yahveh who gave her a 

place among the nations and a beautiful land in which 
6 

to live. Israel was Yahveh' s ..n•a , His 1) Jn _J , 

and His ~ v .J Jll ~ 1 ' • 
7 

In such vivid terms does 

Jeremiah picture Yahveh 's love for Israel, the people 

He , the universal God, bad taken for Himself, from 

amongst all the nations of His world. 

Actually, however , during this early period, 

Jeremiah made no advance upon the thinking of his 

pred~cessors. Perhaps in this first period Jeremiah 

was a universalist only in theory, but in actual 

practice and pragmatic thinking much more of a nation

slist. At any rate, he was in no wise impelled to 

seek further into the roots of this conception of the 

relationship of Yahveh and Israel . He sensed no di

chotomy between hi s idea of the world-god and his own 

deep consciousness of t he intimacy of Yahveh a.nd 

Israel . As we have already pointed out in our discus

sion of the ideas of Amos and Isaiah, the pre-exilic . 
prophets could not do ot herwise than accept the con

~-iction of their time that Yahveh had had a closer re

lationship with Israel tban with other nationsf their 
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whole raison d•etre was basec on this f\mdamental 

assumption. There simply bad to have been such a 

relationship in t he past, and so far as the future 

was concerned, there could be no speculation about 
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it because t hey were convinced t hat t here was to be 

no future. Even I saiah, who intuitively felt that 

t here must be some kind of future for Israel, albeit 

a future only for a very minute section of the peo

ple, had never actually a f f irmed t hat the persistence 

of that righteous remnant would give concrete guaran

tee of that future . So Jeremiah, in this earlier 

period of his prophetic life, when he followed most 

closely the me ssages of the preceding pre-exil io 

prophets, did not speculate about the future relation

ship of Israel to God, because he f elt there would be 

none. 

But the first deportation by t he Babylonians 

in 597 s.c. inaugurat ed • new period in Jeremiah's 

prophetic activity. Af ter tbat event which in part 

fulfilled Ll s di~e ~rophecies of tbe certain doom of 

I srael, somehow l ogically and at the same time illogi

cally, a confident expectation of a more favorable fu

ture entered into his t hinking. This change sprang, 

in a way, from the cpntent of bis previous ideas. Re 

had believed that one of the most outrageous sins of 

the people had been its ref usal to accept ) O / Iv , 
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discipline, correction. He bad also believed that 

one of the forms of the punishment to be meted out 
9 

to Israel by Yabveb would be exile. When, in 597, 

a part of the people was actually exiled, a 1 though 

t he vast majority of the population remained behind, 

what could be more logical t han to believe that the 

practical fulfillment of bis prophecy bad now begun 

and that this portion of the people already being 

punished in exile would accept the lo IN, wonld react 

favorably to the discipline, and so become regenerate? 

Indeed, if thia did not prove to be so, why then should 

only a part of the people be punished at this time~ 

If this was the final, complete destruction, why did 

it not come upon the entire people in one fell swoop? 

There was abundant basis then, in the very fact of 

ex11~ for Jeremiah's new message. 

Psychologically, too, this was the proper 

moment for a new me ssage. Perhaps, in this partial 

fulfillment of his message of doom, the prophet felt 

that there was an opr )rtunity st last to bring home 

his message of regeneration to the people. For we must 

not suppose that Jeremiah ever gave up the hope of 

s3eing Israel delivered from certain disaster. Jere

miah was always devoted to this people which he was 

forced to curse and sentence to destruction. He must 

have felt that here was the most glorious chance, al.belt 
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the last one, to bring I srael to rep~ntance. With 

the object lesson of part of t he people already 

punished, perhaps he could convince those who re

mained that the course he aavocated was the one 

which would deliver them. 

Chapter 24 ot Jeremiah, the parable of 

the figs, embodies what might well have been Jere

miah's first pronouncement in the reign of Zede

kiah, after Jehoiachin and t he aristocratic ele

ments of the population, together with the merchants, 

t he military leaders, and the priests, were carried 

away captive from Judah. Jeremiah sees a vision of 

two baskets of figs, one full of ripe figs, the 

other full of rotten ones . And he is told t bat the 

good figs represent those men of I srael who have 

gone into exile. Yahveh will treat t hem ~ell, will 

bring them back to Palestine , where t hey shall be 

firmly established, and not uprooted or destroyed. 

He will give them a heart t o know Him, and they 

will surely return to Him w~th all t heir heart. 

The inedible figs represent those who have been 

left behind, who have not gone into exile and have 

not yet been punished for their deep-seated iniquity, 

who have not yet experienced divine discipline. 

They, and those who have fled to Egypt , will receive 

the full brunt of t he a pproaching doom: the famine, 
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driven as exiles into many f ar-off places, and every

where t hey shall be looked apon as a shame!'ul people. 

At last they shall have been completely driven off 
10 

the land of t heir fathers. 

Behind this message to the exiles and 

this attitude towards their sufferings, was a doc

trine which was gradually evolving in Jeremiah's 

mind: the doctrine of t he new covenant. Jeremiah was 

convinced t t at destruction was coming, but he must 

have sensed that it would not be complete: he was 

practical enough to realize that though the Babylon

ians would again take a section of the population 

into exile, though the Temple mi ght be destroyed and 

the walls of Jerusalem torn down, though a gr eat 

number of the men of Judah would be slain i n battle 

and many civilians would lose their lives, and though 

pestilence and famine might wreak their havoc among 

the people still it was inevitable t hat many would 

survive. But he hopc l t hat out of all this suffering 

and pain, not only those who had undergone exile in 

597 and would undergo it some years later, but also 

all of those who would survive, would become regener

ate, would be forgiven by Yahveh for their many trans

gressions, and that their heart, too, would become a 
11 

new heart. 
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The doctrine of the new covenant was this: 

after all the travail had passed Yahveh would make a 

new covenant with His people Israel, an eternal 

covenant which could never be sundered . For Yahveh 

had determined to forgive their manifold sins against 

Him. Their heart and soul would become transformed 

in a two-fold way: they themselves , through the dis

cipline of suf fering in war and in exile, would achieve 

a new heart, realizing the depths to which t hey had 

sunk in the past and resolving never more to try 

Yahveh's patience, but ever to live in faithfulness 

to the covenant, so that Ee would never be forced to 

sever relations with them. And Yahveh would give 

them the new heart, would give to them a new under-

standing and a new sympathy. In that heart would be 

written the ~1 1.n of Yahveh: His way of life of 

which the prophets had spoken so many times, the life 

of justice and honor and faithf'ulness; and they woul d 

all come to know Yahveh, to know His desires, to know 

Him intimately. Inde' !d, so faithful would this new 

heart be, that the teaching of the word of Yahveh would 

no longer be necessary , for that word would be engraved 

u,on the heart (• the mind + the emotions) of every one 

of His people, from the least to the most important of 

them, with the result t hat as a people never again 

would they be faithless to Him or stray from His way 



and so give occasion for the repudiation of this 

covenant. 

Tp1s doctrine of the new covenant was 

Jeremiah's contribution to the development of the 
12«1 

concept of the chosen people. Isaiah had been 

t he first po~ively to formulate a doctrine which, 

1.n the context of t he conscious affirmation of uni-

versalism, insisted that Yahveh would always have 

particularly intimate relations with I srael. Yahveh 

had chosen Israel from the beg inning, and despite 

His rejection of her for her sins, would continue 

treating a r ighteous ~emnant as Bis chosen people. 

Jeremiah accepts Isaiah's belief that Yahveh would 

never cut off His people entirely, that He would al

ways have intimate relations with Israel -- and 

goes further than that. Jeremiah boldly affirms 

t hat the relationship will be not only with a right-

eous remnant, but with the entire people, regenerate 
' at last, that the covenant will be an eternal one, 

one whi ch can never be broken, ~3d to which the 

people will be wholly faithful. This doctrine ls 

actually a fusion of Isaiah'-f doctrine of the right

eous remnant wi th Hosea's doctrine of Yahveh 's 

betrothal to a repentant Israel. With Hosea, Jere

miah believes t hat it will not only be a small sec

tion of the people but a very large section, which 
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baa been brought to repentance by acme torm ot pun

ia•nt. With Boaea, too, he believes that thia 

new relationship will be 1n the form ot a new tTIMJ 

ot covenant, an eternal one. Yet Jeremiah atatea 

much more explioi.,- the premise that auttering and 

puniabment are nece&a&rJ' tor Katbara1a, and that 

the people will have to come to participate 1n tbia 

new relationship through the bitter experiences 

ot exile. With both Isaiah and Hosea, Jeremiah be

lieves that the new Israel will be completel7 

purged ot the inclination towards ai~eaa and 

taitbtulnesa. Jeremiah herein establiahea the posi

tive basis tor ever,. tuture interpretation ot the 

concept of the chosen peop1e; never more waa there 

an1 question but that the universal God ba4 chosen 

Israel tor some particular purpose, stated or un

stated, and that this relationship between Him and 

Hia people was an eternal one. 

Obvioual7, this conviction that Yahveh would 

never repudiate H1a people completel7, tor an7 posai

ble reason, bad tar-reachil!: ; etfecta on the theologi-1, 
cal thinldng ot Israel. The Deuteronom1c b1ator1-

ographera adopted the idea wbole-heartedl7 and wove 

it into their framework and *•interpretation ot the 

book ot Judgea which was compited some time after the 

middle of the ex111o centurJ, and probabl7 aa the 
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structed a rhythmic pattern of apostacy, oppression, 

repentance , and deliverance for the periods of the 

judges, expressly to explain the calamity of 586, 

proving thereby that it was not undeserved, but, on 

the other hand, that it did not necessarily consti

tube a permanent rejection of the people of Israel 

by Yahveh and to suggest, or even promise that del~ 

Nerance was near. For He bad repented of His anger 

and of His determination to cast off His people many 

times before, and had lie not repeatedl~· 1ndicated 

t hat lie would never break off Hi s covenant with 
15 

them? So thoroughly was Jeremiah's doctrine ac-

ceptedJ then) that writers towards the end of the same 

century began to treat the doctrine as though i t bad 

been part and parcel of Israel's history in ages 
16 

past . 

Despite the fac t, however, that it was ac

cepted with such complete conviction, or rather, 

perhaps, just becauf~ it did find such complete ac

ceptance, Jeremiah's doctrine was only the beg1nn1ng 

of a whole train of religious and t heological ques

tioning. As Dr . Morgenstern has pointed out, there 

was a paradox inherent in the doctrine which troubled 

Jeremiah's successors for several centuries: "The 

paradox was this; how was it possible to reconcile 
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the concept of Yahveh as a God of complete and per

fect justice in His dealin6s with men and particu

larly wi th Israel, His people, with the quite anti

thetical concept of His complete forgivenes s of His 

people still recognizably and confessedly sinful and 
17 

faithless?" This paradox bears closely upon the 

development of the concept which we are tracing 

through Biblical thought, for answers to this para

dox must of necessity seek to explain the question 

which we have asked in the preceding chapters of 

this thesis , a question which was not apprehended 

or was i gnored by t he pre-exilic pr ophets: "Why 

should Yahveh , the universal God, have relations 

with Israel, one people out of many? " This paradox 

asks the question: "How is it possible for Yahveh 

to continue to t reat Israel as the chosen psople," 

but at the same time it continues a search for the 

purpose of Israel's choice. In fact, as we shall 

see, each of the four answers which were given to 

this paradox endea,·ors to explain the purpose of the 

choice of I srael, as well as the reason for the con-

tinuance of that relationship. Not only did Jeremial;, 

the~establish the principle of the continua nce of 

t he relationship brought about by the choice of Israel, 

but he also set into motion the logical thinking of 

great religious minds which sought to grapple with 



the fundamental question of the purpose behind the 

choice of I srael. We shall proceed now to the 

f irst answer given to t he paradox, one which like

wise is intended to establish a reason)based upon 

universalismJfor the choice of a people by Yahveh. 
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CHAPTER VI EZEKIEL AND "FOR HIS NAME'S SAKE". -- -

During the first years o; his ministry, 

before the fall of Jerusal~ in 586 B.c,Ezekiel's 

thoughts on the relation of Israel to Yahveh were 

for the most part in agreement with those which 

were held by his predecessors. Yahveh had adopted 

Israel in Egypt, had cared for her as a husband 

cares for his wife or a man for an adopted child; 

as her responsibility in this covenant of adoption, 

He had expected faithfulness and loya:ty f rom her. 

But her consistent refusal to accept His guidance, 

her manifold offenses both in the ritual sphere 

and in the sphere of social ethics, made it impos

sible for Him to continue any longer with this 

agreement. He was, t herefore, about to discard 

her as His people, to bring destruction upon her 

through the agency of the Babylonian armies, final 

and complete punishment for her all too numerous 

sins against Him. 

Im one essential point, however, Ezekiel 

differs from his predecessors. They had assumed 

that at tbe beginning of the relationship between 

Israel and Yahveh, the people had been a faithful 

one. Israel bad been eager to follow Yahveh in that 

desert period long ago, when He had betrothed her 
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to Himself . Ezekiel did not accept this assump-

tion of the innoce~ce of early Israel. To hie mind, 

she had been a l oathesome outcast f r om the beginning, 

when Yahveh bad , through compassion end as an act 

of grace, chosen Her to be His people. Whatever 

gl ory and honor and reknown she had achieved, were 

onl y a r eflection of His own splendor. And from the 

very beginning, she had been unfaithful to Him, had 

gone astray after many false ~ode, had even brought 

forth strange godswith her when she left Egypt. 

And through the years she had persisted in her re

bellion agai nst the covenant with Yahveh, pl aying 

the harlot as it were with many nations and many 

gods, and playing false with the God who had es-
2 

tabli~d her and given her a land and prosperity. 

This attitude of Ezekiel's towards Israel 's 

past history, and the consequent characterization 

of Yahveh 1 s t r eatment of Israel as one of grace, 

1s not to be attributed to any pessimistic, sour 

outlook on lif e on t he part of t he prophet . It is, 

to the cont rary, an attitude fully in agreement with 

Ezekiel 's major contribution to prophetic thought, 

his doctrine of " for His name 's sake," the discussion 

of which will form the bulk of this chapter . The 

establishment of the principle that when Yahveb 

had originally taken Israel to be His people, He 
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was fully cognizant of the fact that even then she 

was sinful and faithless, i s a prerecp.isite to a 

!'ull understanding of Ezekiel's answer to the para

dox which Jeremiah's doctrine of the new covenant 

presented. 

Ezekiel seems to have accepted Jeremiah's 

doctrine of the new covenant whole-heartedly after 

the dieaster of 586, when the danger of a complete 

dissolution of Yahveh-worship had become apparent . 

We must assume that Ezekiel, too, like the leaders 

of the Babylonian Jewish Community ~ho began, after 

the exile, to strengthen the separatistic ritual forms 

of the religion of Israel in their endeavor to pre-
3 

serve the na tional identity, was concerned a~out the 

survival of his people, and that he too felt the 

need for giving s ome comfort and hope to them. 

Jeremiah 's doctrine of the new covenant must have 

appealed to him as being just such a message . So 

he spoke of the new heart and spirit which Yahveh 

would give to Hi · people, to replace their rebelli

ous, stony heart which had refused to accept His 
4 

way. So too he spoke of the new covenant which 

Yahveh would establish with His peopl•, an everlas~

_,1ng covenant, which would make Israel ashamed of 

her actions in the past , and would bring full re-
5 

generation to her. 
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Yet, i;hough Ezekiel accepted this doctrine, 

and though indeed it found general acceptance in the 

thought of those who followed Jeremiah, as we have 

pointed out in the previous chapter, still Ezekiel 

was enough of a realist to see that actual condi

tions did not bear out the expectations so gloriously 

held forth in this doctrine. The exiles in Babylonia 

and t hose who had f l ed to Egypt had become no more 

faithful to Yahveh, bad not reformed their social 

ethics to any extent, did not in any way demonstrate 

the truth of the doctrine of the new covenant: 
,.J 

there wa s no new heart or new spirit which could 
" gladden the heart of the prophet. He could per

ceive no change in the nature of these people who 

had been brought nigh unto death, and still would 
x 6 

not hea~en unto t he word of their God. 

Confronted, then, with conditions which 

contradicted the expectations hel d f orth in the doc

trine of the new covenant, but still believing 

that Yahveh not onl~ woul u n ot abandon Hi s people 

but tha t He he.d never intended to destroy them, 

Ezekiel was forced to formul ate a new principle 

whi ch whoul d explain this pa radox: Israel still 

existed, and yet Yahveh, the world-god~was, of 

necessity, a God of absolute righteousness and 

justice. The a nswer which Ezekiel advanced to solve 
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the paradox was his doctrine of "for His name's 

sake.• Thia doctriue presents the theory that Yah-

veh, the universal God, is most concerned for His 

reputation among the nations, whom He desires 

ultimately to acknowledge His univers8 1 power and 

sovereignty, so that in their eyes, too, He w111 

be regarded as the Lord of all nations. But by 

what right can ffe expect them even to consider 

H1m in this 11ght, when even His ~wn people Israel, 

a little people in a 11ttie land, cannot point to 

His glorious deeds in their behalf? Ho• can it be 

possible, say the aations, that this god of Israel 

is in truth the God of the earth, when be cannot 

demonstrate t his by His power and His might, when 

he cannot deliver the people of Israel from the in

vader, and cQP.not prevent their being carried into 

exile? In the eyes of the nations, f ar from being 

a world-gpd, Yahveh was only a provincial deity 

who had been defea ted when His people was conquered 
7 

by the Babylonian pe ,ple ann their gods. So if 

it is true that Yahveh desires more than anything 

else t he eventual recognition of His character as 

~he world-god by the nations, He must demonstrate 

His power to them, by continuing to treat Israel 

as His people. For the sake of His reputation 

among the nations of the world, Yahveh must over-
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look His people 's disloyalty and fa1th1essness, must 

receive them back into His care and prosper them, 

so that the nations may perceive that He is actually 
8 

the universal God. 

Ezekiel not only explained the contempoj-

1ary predicament of his people by this doctrine, 

but he likewise read it back into the history of 
9 

his people, that history which, he was convinced, 

was one long tale of perfidy on t r.e part of Israel. 

From the very beginning , Yahveh had consciously 

taken this people which, He knew, was faithless, 

as a means to an end: the acknowledgement of His 

godship by the nations of the world. And all through 

the years, wheneve r Israel had sinned grievous ly 

against Him , He refrained from discarding her solely 

because He desired to be accepted by the nat ions 

more than He desired to punish Israel. Every time 

the people had fallen away f rom His true worship, 

and there was anple justification for His casting 

them away it wa s only tr~ough P.iJ grace , through 

Ris ignoring their faithlessness , that they were 

permitted to survive . 

Ezekie l , t hen , not only contribu ted his 

answer to the paradox whi ~ h Jeremiah's doctrine 

of the new covenant present ed, in answering the 

question, "how was it poss ible for God to continue 
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to treat Israel as His chosen people," but he like

wise was the first to answer the unstated question, 

"why did ~od have to choose a people in the first 
10 

place." 

Ezekiel was the first in the prophetic 

line to offer an idea embodying a pt::rpose behind the 

choice of Israel by Yahveh. Ezekiel's answer was 

this: Yahveh was forced to choose a people because 

he had to begin somewhere. He had to '911nd a people 

t o Himself so that He might bring other nations to 

acknowledge Him. Though He was the universal J od, 

the Lord of all the world, He was forced by the 

nature of man and of his thinking, to adjust His 

actions and His movements to that nature, since He 

desired to be acknowledged by man as the supreme 

Being of the universe. This was the purpose behind 

His choice of a people. That this people He had 

chosen was Israel was an obvious fact, for all the 

peoples acknowledged that Yahveh was a t least 

Israel's god. Wh4 He lU:td chosen Israel, rather 

than any other people, did not concern Ezekiel. 

That Ezekiel 's answer was not entirely 

satisfactory , t hat it had certain inherent weak

nesses and that it ascribed to Yahveh a less than 

exalted character, need not concern us here, except 

t hat we must assume that it was because · of those 
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weaknesses that other answers to Jeremiah's paradox 

were offered. Theological thinking continued after 

Ezekiel just because he had offered a solution 

which was not entirely satisfactory. Yet his an

swer did set the keynote for other answers and for 

other interpretations of the concept of the chosen 

people which will occupy our attention in later 

chapters of this t hesis. Ezekiel's truest note of 

universalism is that in his attempt to answer the 

paradox and to discover a purpose behind Yahveh's 

choice of Israel, he established the neea for a 

clarification/ of Israel's relat ionship to the 

other nations of the world, and of t he relationship 

of those nations to Yahveh the world-god. With a 

profound perception, he realized that any purpose 

which might have determined Yahveh•s choice of a 

people would have to be a world-purpose, would have 

to concern, somehow, the destinies of all the 

nations, not alone the destiny of Israel. It is 

obvious, to be sure, ~ 'ria.t e•ary one of the later 

interpretations of the concept of the chosen 

people, Deutero-Isaia.h's idea of I srael as the 

prophet-people of the nations, t he nationalistic 

idea of Israel as ruler of the nations, the charac

terization of Israel as the servant suffering 

vicariously for the sins of the nations, and lastly, 



the conception of Israel as the priest-people of 

the nations: every one of these is dependent 

upon the viewpoint of Ezekiel's answer to the 

paradox. Ezekiel's contribution to this develop

ment which we are tracing wa s, then, a highly 

significant one indeed. 
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CHAPI'ER VII DEUTERO-ISAIAB 

From one viewpoint Deutero-Iaatah did not 

even admit that there waa a paradox involved in 

Jeremiah's idea ot the new covenant, when he accept

ed wholeheartedly the doctrine that Yahveh•a relation

al).1.p to Israel was an eternal onft that could never 

be broken. For Deutero-Ieaiah believed that the 

exile~ served as Israel's atonement tor her sine; 

he believed, indeed, that ht!lr punishment was even 
l 

more stringent than that which she deserved. So 

Israel has naught to fear for the tuture. The time 

baa come f'or her restoration to the land of Pales

tine, and tor her rehabilitation as a people. And 

as a counterpart to that restoration, the enemies of 

Israel, especially Babylonia, will be destroyed at 

the hands >f the agent or God, Cyrus, who will alao 

aet about the task of fulfilling this promise to 

Israel. Cyrus, like other great conquerors, does 

not realize that he is but the agent who follows the 

directions of the world-god, and yet he it acting in 
2 

His behalf, and in behalf' of His people. Actually, 

then, Deutero-Iaaiah was not concerned as much as was 

' Ezekiel, for instance, with the problem of theodicy 

Involved in Yahveh•s forgiveness of Israel. More 

deeply was he concerned with the problem of the uni-
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versal God' s relationship to the nations of the worl d, 

and of Israel's place in that ur1iversal purpose , a 

problem closely bound up with his attitude towards 

the concept of ths chosen people . 

Deutero- Isaiah was the f irst prophet to 

carry the universalistic principl e to its log ical 

conclusion , by stating (posit i vely) that the gods 

who were worshi pped by the other nat i ons were not 

actual gods, and that Yahveh alone was God , e ver

lasting , creator of heaven and earth , the Being who 
4 

direct s t he course of all human history. One of 

the proof s which Deuter o-Isaiah advances for absolute 
5 

monotheism is the ar~ument f r om prophecy. The argu-

ment , in brief , is t his: none of t he other so-called 

" gods" can have any claim to divinity because t hey 

annot announce from aforehand t hings not yet accom

plished. Yahveh , on the other hand , has been able to 

do so time after time , and therefor e must be acknow

ledged as the one univers a l God . (This argument , of 

course, is a l ogical expres sion ' f Deut9ro-1sai ah's 

attitude towards the problem of monotheism and idola-

try which is presented in other forms, in the satires, 

for instance, on the process of the making of idols.) 

An important poi nt in this whole argument is the role 

of I srael as the witnesses who bear testimony to Yah

veh ' s dlvinity. Israel, the servant whom Yahveh has 
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chosen, is the prophetic witness who attests to 
6 

His divine character. I srael has boen the aufl-

~ience to whom the pr ophets bad s poken the word of 

Yahveh, the word whi ch could not be matched by 

t he worshi ppers of othe r "gods", and therefore 

Israel, as a people, is entrusted with the duty of 

bearing witness for Yahveh. 

The designat ion of I srael as the wi tnesses 

for Ya hveh is a key to the understanding of Deutero-

Isaiah 's conception of I srael's role in Yahveh•s 

world-purpose . A counterpart to this conception is 
7 

that of Israel as the 1~t , the prophet-people, 

c hosen b~ Yahveh for t he ful fi llment of His world-

purpose. Just as the prophets had acted for 

Ya hveh to bring the people of Israel back to the 

path: of righteousness, and to a full realization of 

His true character, s o, in the mind of Deutero-I saiah, 

was Israel to bring the message of t he universal God 

to t he nations. This was why Yahveh had chosen 

Israel: to act, as a peopl e , as Bis f ervant, Ria pr o-

phet-f ol k , who woul d teach the other nati ons what 

they had learned of His timelessness, His universal 

power, His mercy and compassion for man. c; ... rl - • firl''"I r 
~ 

The message which I srael was t o bring was 

not only the attestation of His divi nity, but like

wise the message of Hi s salvation , which r eaches from 
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one end of the earth to the other . His covenant 

with I srael, new and et9rnal, was not for Israel 

a l one, but for all the nations, who would be parties 

to His covenant. This salvation, this forgi veness 

of all t he peoples for their sins against Him, wa s 

the message t o be carried to mankind by the prophet

people Isr ael. This was God 's world-purpose : t hat 

all men might be led to t he aclrn.owledgement and 

worship of Hi m, s o that they mi ght come to follow 

the paths of r ighteous living which He has given to 
9 

His peopl e Israel. 

A caref'ul examination of Deutero- I saiah1 s 

writings reveals that, far from envi saging a de

graded , pers ecuted posi t ion for Israel among the 

nati ons , he actually believed that all of Israel ' s 

t rials were over, and that Israel, t henceforth, with 

the constant pr otection of Ya hveh, woul d be the 

chosen pe ople, in fact as well as in theory. For 

Israel's sake , Yahveh is bringing His wrath upon 

Ba b'1:>n1a, who thought t 11at it was her own might , and 
10 

not t he Lor d 's, that gave I srael into her hana s. 

Yahveh will make a way for her through the desert 

for her r eturn to Palestine, even as he guided her 

t hr ough the desert at the time of t he Exodus from 
11 

Egypt . No harm shall come t o this people, who 

shall be protected on every side by the fullness of 
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When you pass t hrough the waters 
I shall be with you; 
And through the rivers, 
They shall not flood you. 
When you walk through the fire, 
You shall not be burned; 
Nor shall the flame be kindled on you .12 

Indeed, so precious 1n t he sight of Yahveh is this 

people which He has taken for Himself, that: He 

would sacrifice any people, any nation, for her 

welfare: 

I would gi ve Egypt as your ranso1n , 
Cush and ~eba rather than you. 
Because you are precious in My s:1.ght, 
To be prized, 
A-~d because I have loved you, 
Therefore would I give mankind rtntber t han 

you, 
And peoples to deliver your lif e •. 13 

These are material pr ivileges indeed for the people 
14. 

chosen by the universa l God. 

Deutero-I saiah's definition of tbe pl&ce 

of I srael in the world purpose of God, and his in

terpretat ion of t he meaning of Israel's cbe>ice, was 

profoundly dependent upon the message of E~~ekiel. 

~zekiel had set t he keyno e , as «e have seem, of re-

lating I srael to the nations through Yahveh 's rela

tionship to the nations. :Secause Yahveh WEmted more 

than anything else to ret ain His reputat ion among 

t he nations and, i ndeed , t o raise Himself tn their 

estimatio~, for that very r eason, He was obliged 



59 

to treat Israel as t he nations would conceive of a 

powerful world-deity's treatment of His own people. 

In his definition of Israel's type of existence, he gave 

a reason for that existence. He was the first to 

see that the universal deity had to be purposeful in 

His choice of a people; that choice, in hie theology, 

was intended to convince the nations of His Godshlp. 

Deutero-Isaiah accept ed with whole heart 

Ezekiel's basic principles, and added one more 

which was absolutely necessary for the continued 

amplification of Israel's role in the world. Not 

only did be present Yahveh as t he world-deity, and a 

deity who would control the activities of the nations, 

but he presented Yahveh as the only God of any kind, 

t he only deity who could be regarded as a deity. He 

brought t he universalistic principle to its l ogical 

climax: the negation of other deities, and the supre

macy and absolute one-ness of dei ty. This further 

intensification/ of universalism, far beyond any ab

solutism which Ezekiel prPsented, demanded a refine

ment of Ezekiel's doctrine of ttfor Ria name's sake." 

We must assume, surely, that Deutero-Isaiah, theolo

gically the most advanced t hinker in Israel's propbe~ 

J.ic line, perceived the weaknesses of Ezekiel's doc-

trine; he must have seen that actually the supremacy 

of Yahveh as the universal deity was negated in Eze-
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was forced to act accord~ to the misconceptions 
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of the nations . Deutero-Isaiah could not stomach 

such a puerile characterization of the deity. So 

t he emphasis in his conception of the Yahveh- Israel

nations relationship was shifted. He regarded 

Israel as t he key figure in that relationship, not 

the nations and their ideas. It was not the nations 

who f orced Yahveh to treat Israel as the chosen 

people: it was strictly in accordance with Israel's 

purpose in world-life, a purpose which Yahveh had 

assigned to her at the very beginning. And it was 

not His reputation about which Yahveh was concerned, 

but the acknowledgment of His true character as the 

only deity Whose way of life would bring forgiveness 

to t he nations for t heir sine. 

I t was, then, i n conceivable that Yahveh 

should ever have considered total destruction of 

His agent -- the prophet-people through whom He 

would bring forgiveness and truth to the other nations 

of t he world. Punis hmen t Ee had meted out to Israel, 

punishment for her own refusal to be faithful to 

Him, but never a complete repudiation, which would, 

in eff ect, be a repudiation of Hie supreme character, 

and of His ultimate pur pose in choosing Israel. 

Beyond all this, Deutero-I saiah contribu-
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ted one importan t factor to the evolution of the 

doctrine which we are tracing . He gave that con-

cept its name. His prophetic predecessors, as we 

have seen, used many terms to express Yahveh's 

a ffection and sympathy and love for Israel, but 

none had given a name to that relationship which 

would serve as a definition . Deutero-Isaiah did 

just that: his use of the verb 7h2 to express 
15 

Yahveh's choice of I srael. And the significance 

of offering an enduring expression for t hat con

cept is, in a way, ample testimony that Deutero

I saiah was mor e conscious in his utilization of 

that concept t han his predecessors. That they 

had accept ed it, that t hey had based some of their 

ideas upon it, that they had modified it and 

developed it from an unconsciously retained hang

over from the past to a consciously affirmed pr in

ciple -- all this we have seen and discussed. And 

yet, there is something so final and pos1tive about 

Deutero-Isa1ah 1 s usage of t hat concept, that we 

bel ieve it is not too homiletic a manner of regardi ng · 

this matter to say t hat he actually established 

th~s concept in the t heology of Israel -- that the 

expression which he gave to it, aside from bei ng 

exalted and superbl y poetic, was a definitive one, 

a normative one. 
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The development of this concept was, hO\v

ever, far from completion . There were other i nter

pretations of the purpose of the choice of Israel , 

and one reason offered for the choice of Israel 

rather than of any other people . Yet, just as Jer e

wi ah had established t he principl e of the new cove 

nant so conclusively that there was never afterwards 

any question but of its assumption, so Deutero- I saiah 

seems so to have establ ished t he concept of the 

choice i tsel f that it becomes an assumption, an ac 

cepted doctrine . 



CHAPTER VIII TEE 516 TEMPLE AND PROSELYTISM 

Thia chapter wi ll differ from the preced

i ng ones in that it will not e iscuss the theology 

of any particul er prophet and the modifications 

which that theol ogy wrought on the concept which we 

are engaged in tracing t hrough 3i blical thought. 

As we inferred at the conclusion of the chapter 

which directl y precedes this one, Deutero-Isaiah 

seems to have gi ven a definitive ste:ement which 

established the concept in almost absolute terms . 

In t his chapter we shall t race the amplification 

of Deutero-Isaiah's concept , not only in the writ

ings of those who followed him, but in cert ain 

activities which actually took pl ace . These histor

ical occurences did not change t he contours of the 

concept of the chosen people -- they put that con-
1 

cept into action . 

A preface to the buil ding of the Second 

Temple, its dedication in 516, and t he spirit of 

exa lted universalism which prevai led for some t ime 

afterwards, was the a oor tive attempt, in 521, t o 

cr own Zerubabel king of Judah. Zechariah and Haggai 

supported this nationalistic fiasco in the main 

because they saw in the i ndependence of Judah an 

opportunity to rebuild the Temple, and to renew 



the religi ous life of the people. They believed 

that the promise of favor to Judah which had been 

part of t he message of Deutero-Isaiah would be ful-
c. filled in the su~ss of Zerubabel's at tempt to 

throw off the yoke of Persia. They believed that 

Yahveh would actually help His people attain her 

true station in international life, her station 
2 

as Hi s chosen people. Just because Deutero-

I saiah's absolute monotheism had been s o completely 

accepted, it came to be thought that Yahveh, the 

world- god , coul d not but give political independence 
3 

to P.is people . Zechariah was convinced that a 

new Temple was necessary for the world-worship of 

Yahveh; he believed that if Israel had a center 

for its worship of the world- god, t hen t he nati ons 

woulc indeed come to acknowledge Yahveh as supreme, 
4 

and worship wi th Israel at the Temple. This antk-

#ipation by Zechariah of the proselyting movement 

which was to spring up a few years l ater, is indic

ative of the whole- hearced acceptance of Ezekiel' s 

doctrine of "for His name' s sake" and its modifi-

cation s in the theology of Deutero- Isaiah, at the 

very begi nninG of this period. 

Politically, conditions were changed after 

t his f i a sco of 521. Not unti l t he time of Nehemiah 

was a Jew appointed governor for Persia of the Jew-
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have disturbed any of the rights of the people. 

In fact, Darius followed the tradition established 

by his Persian predec~ssors, permitted the Jewish 

community to begin work upon a new templ e shortly 

thereafter, and consented to have the religious 

leadership of the people placed in the hands of the 

chief priest of the sanctuary. This Temple was 

dedicated on New Year's Day, 516 ; the effect on 

t he spirit of the little Jewish community was sig

nificant . 

In the first place, the type of religious 

self-government which t he political conditions im

plied gave rise to the belief in t he theocratic 

form of government . The chief-priest was regarded 

as the representative of the deity on earth, since 

the deity was thought to be present in the Temple 

only on the New Year 's Day, when P.e came to judge 

the nations. On t he o·her benc , the fact that there 

was no Jewish king , and t hat it t herefore appeared 

that Yahveh did not favor the sovereignty of a 

hu~an being over His people , gave rise to the be

lief that Yahveh was King of Israel, and, corres-
5 

pondingly , the universal King . Thia belief in 

Yahveh as King of Israel is obviousl y an outgrowth 

of the concept of the chosen people, one which 

t akes for granted the doctrine that Yahveh, the 
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world- god, takes especial care of Hi s people, 

Israel . Indeed, it can go beyond t he concept of 

the chosen peopl e, only , we must assume , because 

it is based on a deep- founde d conviction in the 

truth of that concept. 

Deutero- I saiah ' s message of the conver-

a1on of the nations of the earth to the recognition 

of Yahveh as the world- god, found s trong support 

during this period . Just because the l iberal pol

icy of the Persian government towards the relig ions 

of the peopl es of t he var ious provinces of t he 

empire made it possibl e for the Templ e to be re

built, just be cause Persia seemed again to be act 

ing the part of t he agent of Yahveh, the bel ief 

was uphel d that soon all the kings of t he nations 

woul d come to acknowledge Yahveh e s the supr eme 

deity of the universe, that Jerusalem woul d be the 

cent ral sanctuary for all nations , who woul d come 
6 

beari ng gifts to the Temple . ~hi s hope f or a 

conversion of mankind to the worship of Yahveb 
m 

found a consumate expression in the wor ds of Zech-
" 

ariah , as he surveyed the prospect of the new Temple 

r i sing in Jerusalem: 

Thus saith Yahveh Sebaot: 
There shall yet be a time when peopl e s 

shall come, 
And the inhabitants of ma.ny cities. 
And the i nhabitants of one city shall go 

to another city, 



Saying, 
Let us go speedily to entreat the favor 

of Yahveh 
And to seek Yahveb Sebaot. 
Let me go, as well. 
So many peoples a.nd mighty nations 
Shall come to seek Yahveh Sebaot in Jer-

usalem 
And to entreet the favor of Yahveh. 
Thus saith Yahveh Sebaot: 
In those days it shall come to pass 
That ten men, speaking the languages of 

many nations, 
Shall take hol d, yes, take hold of the 

hem of a Jew, 
Saying , 
Let us go with you, 7 
For we have heard that God 1s with you . 

There are other expressions of the enthudiastic 

desire to see the ful fi l lment of Deutero-Isaiah's 
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vision, and of Ezekiel' s doctrine which, likewise, 

could . be fulfilled only in a convers1onist movement . 

I Kings 8 :41-43, for instance, expresses the hope 

that the proselytes will find favor in the si~ht 

of Yahveh, so tha t t heir prayers, too, will be 

answered, so that t he reputati on of Yahveh may not 
8 

suffer in the sight of the nations. "That this 

was no vain dream but ~as e~tuslly realized in a 

significant measure 1s convincingly attested by 

Isaiah 56 :1-7, a prophesy uttered some years later 

wben, under the influence of a resurgent national-

ism, beginning shortly after 500 B. C., the tide 

began to turn away from a thoroughgoing universal

ism, and the proselyte began to be regarded with 

antipathy and distrust. Then it was th.at the anony-
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un 
mous prophet bravely championed the now/popular 

cause of the disfranchised proselyte to Judaism 

and declared it to be Yahveh' s will that His house 

shoul d continue to be called a house of prayer 
9 

for all the peoples of thet:Brth." This prose-

l yting movement which, incidentally, wrought pro

found effects on the character of Judaism through 
10 

the infiltration of foreign ideas was, per !!,1 

enc ouraging evidence for the truth of the cherished 

e.nd conf ident belief of the people in th~ concept 

of the chosen people. What greater and more con-

vincing s i gn could a people desire of thei~favored 

place in the world scheme than to witness the con

version of folk from far and near to their faith? 

What more exalted place in history could they at 

tain than to have the nations come to them f or the 

t r uth which t Ley possessed , e.nd had possessed for 

a long time • . Thi s was indeed the ful f illment of 

their mission, ~n indi ~ation of the truth of Deut

ero-Isaiah's perception of Isr ael's rol e in history. 

Another indication of the conf idence 

which wa s reposed in t he message of Deutero-Isaiah 

was the widespread hope for world peace . The sa l

vation of which Deut ero-Isaiah had spoken could, 

most certainly, take no more beneficial course 

than the establishment of peace in the world, and 
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the abandorunent of a ggression, war, and world 

empibe-building . Such was the rea l istic manner in 

which Deutero-Isaiah 1 s message was applied i n this 

per iod of universal istic t hought. Yet Israel did 

not lose statur e in this expression of universalism 

-- fo r the impetus to that peace and internat ional 

amity woul d come from Zion, from the people which 

Yahveh had chosen to be his prophet of truth and 
11 

righteousness to the nations . 

For t he most par t , the i des of Israel' s 

place in this broad universalism was based upon 

the concept of the chosen peopl e . In t he midst 

of t his enthusiastic expectation that Israel 's wor

ship woul d become a world heritage, I srael was not 
12 

lost sight of, in the main . On the other hand , 

some of the utterances of this period r eflect a 

un.iversalism which approaches a negation of I srael's 

favored position in the world scheme. Mal achi 1: 

11 is such a prophetic utterance, coming f rom the 
13 

period between 500 and 490 B. C. This passage 

identifies Yahveh with the gods of other nations 

and, in e ffect , pl aces no distinction upon Israel 

for knowing Him mor e intimately than other nations : 

For from the rising of t he sun even unt o 
its .:;oing down 

My name is gr eat among the nations; 
And in every sanctuary i ncense is burned 

to My nane 
And a pure sacri fice is offered . 
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For My name is g reat among tbe nation~ 
Saith Yahveh Sebaot . 

.{ 

Many of the Psalms praising Yahveh as He reveal;J; 

Himself in natural wonders, and in His treatment 
, 

of ma~, or which g ive poetic expression to the ideals 

of ethica l living, fai l to ment ion Israel at all . 

An example of this type of utterance is Psalm 8, 

a gl orious paean of praise to God for His univer-

sal bounty to man , and a thoughtful considerati on 

of the pl ace of mankind in the univer se, where 
11. 

Israel, seemingly, fai ls to merit specific attention. 

This t rend , of course , was a logical outcome of 

universalism, a corollar y of universalism carried 

to its extreme limits . As such, it const1t~s an 

unconscious re jection of the concept of the chosen 

people , a trend which , however, found no great 

strength or support in the ideas of the following 

periods . 

The events of this period , the last de 

ca des of t t e sixth century, ~ . c ., offered compel

ling proof to the peopl e of Israel that they actually 

were the people chosen by Yahveh , the world God , 
15 

from amo~g all the peoples of the earth . It was 

possible, from tbis conviction in t heir lofty r c l e 

in Yahveh ' s world plan, to proceed in two directions 

of thought . The one , to which we have already re -
WAS + 

ferred, ~ a sel f-efpcing trend of thought which would 
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towards absolute universalism gat hered strength. 

This trend, ultima t e lr, in a religious and in a 

political a pplication , woul d have re sulted in t he 

loss of t~e national istic identity of t he people 

of Israel. As we have indicated, this trend did 

not grow i n strength . The ot her was a nationalis

tic trend, which wa s i nevitable, and which did 

gain the adherence 0f large groups and inf luen-
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t ial gPoups of t he population . Consider: a people, 

convinced of its destiny as a l eader of nations 

because it was t he agent of t he world- God. Events 

had already verified this conviction. Fol k f r om 

far and wide were coming to them for the religi ous 

truth t he y possessed. Great empires were acting 

at the behest of their God, Who controlled the 

fate s of all nations. What more logical philoso

phy could be achieved than to a ssume that Israel 

was destined not only for religious agression and 

supremacy and imperialism (we have des ignedly 

chosen these words to e~pre ss t he idea of "prose 

lyt ism" because they undoubtedly express the mean

ing which lived i n t he minds of many ) , but also 

for political agression and supremacy and imperial

ism after the well-known pa ttern of earlier world-
T, 

empires? What more logical reasoning that to expect 
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that Yahveh would be their mighty leader in the con

quest of the many nat i ons which had not yet acknow

ledged Hi s j odship? So, from the premise of univer

salism, and the complete accept ance of t he concept 

of the chosen people, did a certain theologica l 

philosophy a ri se , a philosophy which harked back, 

in effect, to the ideas of a primitive nat i onalistic 

religion, magnified and amplif ied becau se t he whole 

world .was now incl uded in t he sphere of t hought . 

We shall now proceed to a fuller di scussion of this 

nationalistic t rend, and of its signi f icance for 

our study . 



CHAPTER IX •THE MERIT OF THE FATHERS• AND THE --
REVIVAL ,2!. NATIONALISM 

Two answers had been given to the para

dox which presented itself in Jeremiah's doctrine 

of the new covenant: Ezekiel's doctrine of' •tor 

His name's sake" and Deutero-Isaieh'a conception 

of Israel as the prophet-folk car171ng the message 

of salvation to the nations. Neither proved to 

be entirely satisfactory; indeed, Deutero-Iaaiah'• 

answer was not so thorough-going or direot an 

answer as it might seem at f'irat glance. So another 

answer was forthcoming, at about the turn of the 

sixth century into the fif'th, an answer which ad

vanced a new interpretation of' the past history 

of the people of Israel, and which had very rea1-

is1:Jc effects on c°'9temporaneous history and changed 

the complexion of' the Jewish tuture. 

The answer ia presente~ prime.rily in the 

writings of J2 and n2 authors in this period. 

Exodus ~2:11-14, a passage which includes the pre

sentation or Ezekiel's doctrine of •tor Bis name's 
~M 

sake• as~argument against the total destruction 

of Israel, also presents this third answer. It 

is the doctrine of •the merit of the tathers,•l 

and 1ta reasoning is this: how can Yahveh intend 
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t o destroy I srael when He had given His wor d , a 

wor d to be eternally effective, to the patriarchs, 

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, t hat as t he r 1eward for 

their piety He woul d mul tipl y their seed and pr?a

per them and settle tbem i n the l and of :Pal estine . 

The writer agrees that Israel ha s no mer'.tt, that 

Yahveh woul d be fully justi f ied in casting them 

of f from Hi s protection and f avor, as Bzekiel had 

thought, but unlike Deutero-Isaiah \Vho bc311eved 

that Israel bad been punished suffi c iently, indeed 

mor e than e nough, in exile. Nevertheles:3 , He can-
HER 

not reject I srael, whatever~ conduct ··- He must 

continue to t reat her as the chosen people , because 

He had made a covenant with the faithful fathers. 

Thi s acknowledgement of Israel's l ack of meri t 

is likewise made i n another one of t he primary 

passages presenting this doctrine, Deuter•onomy 

9:1-6, where Israel is bidden to realize that it 

is not because of her own righteousness t hat she 

is to be brought i nto Palest ne , but part ly because 

of t he iniquity of the other peoples of the land, 

and partly, a lso, because Yahveh must ful f ill the 

promise which He made to the patriarchs, Abraham, 

Isaac , and Jacob . Aga i n, Deuteronomy 9:25-29 in

sists that a l though Isr ael is a stubborn, unregen

erat e people , both for t he s ake of His re put ation 
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among the nations , pabt1cularly Egypt, and because 

of the faithfulness of the patriarchs, He must not 

reject His people . II Kings 13:23, i n a rapid 

generalizat i on of Israelitish history, exp l ains 

that Yahveh had never cast Israel off, but always 

bad treated her with consideration becaus13 of this 

covenant with the patriarchs. Psalm 105:'7-ll refers 

to this same covenant as t he fundament a l basis of 

Yahveh' s t r eatment of Israel throughout the ages; 
7 : 2.() 

Micah 1/1111 asks for Yahveh ' s favor to Israc3l, the 

favor which He had prom1 sed to the pa triairchs. 

Isaiah 51:2 refers to this promise as accc:>mplished 

already, a l though the type of expression lndicates 

that this verse is but an off -band refere11ce to the 

doctrine. 

Now the pre-exilic prophets had never re

f erred to a covenant with the patriarchs . For them, 

Yahveh had t aken Israel to be Ilia people i n t he 

desert, after the Exodus from Egypt and there bad 

made His covenant with the.u.1 . Obviously tuo coven

ants could not exf>st side by side: the ideia of a 

mutually obligating covenant with an enti1•e people, 

which could be severed because of the disloyalty 

and faithlessness of eit her party, is of C!ourse i n 

compatible wi th the idea of a covenant in the nature 

of a pr omise, not to the whol e people , but; only to 
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certain individuals, ~a a reward for their faith

ii::.ness . Had t he i dea of the patriarchal promise 

or covenant existed i n pre-exilic Israel, t here 

could ha ve been no possible reason f or the pro-

phets to believe that Yahveh would break that 

promi se, for t here was no obligation of faithful

ness pl aced upon Israel in the promise-motif. Had 

this i dea existed in the time of Jeremiah, that 

prophet 's doctrine of the new covenant would have 

been superfluous, a nd Ezekiel would likewise have 

had no cause to announce his doctrine of "for His 

name's sake." So i t is obvious tha t this was some-

t hing new, something difi'erent, which could ari se 

only in answer to the paradox a lready discussed; 

and likewise not until Deu tero-Isaiah had announced 

his idea of universal salvation, a s we shall see . 

Since there had been no idea of such a 

promise previous to t his time, that promise had 

to be read back int o the history of Israel, and 

this is exactly what was !one by the school of 

J2 writers. We shall now examine this doctrine as 

presented in the actual narrat ive penned by those 

writers, examine it close ly enough to be abl e to 

perceive each separate idea embodied in the doctrine 

as a. whole.2 
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Abraham figures in the ~ narrative as the 

prototype of Israel . This is the motif into which 

is woven the promise by Yahveh, made to him as a 

symbol of his posterity. The promise was made to 

him as a reward (15 :1) for his faithfulness to Yah

veh. Abraham had hearkened to Him (26 :5); had 

believed in this promise , and this too was accounted 

to him for r!ghteousness (15:6). Abraham, too, 

had even been willing to sacrifice bis son at the 

bidding of Yahveh (22:18) . This faithfulness and 

loyalty earned merit for Abraham in the sight of 

Yahveh. 

The promise to Abraham embodies these 

vS'i.ou s aspects: 

1 ) A great nation would descend from Abraham (12: 

2;18:19), an~ exceedingly numerous people, numerous 

as the stars of the heavens, as the sand of t he sea, 

and as the dust of the earth (13:16; 15:5; 22:17 -

cf. I Kings 3:8 and II Chronicles 1:9, ). 

2) Abraham's posterity would be bl essed by Yahveh 

(12:2 ; 22 :17 ) as Abraham himself was blessed in f ul

fillment of Yahveh's promise to him (12:2; 22:17; 

24:1; 35: lf). 

3) This nation de~cended f r om his loins would be 

safeguarded by the favour of Yahveh. Those nations 
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that treated her well, would receive blessing in 

return ; those that treated her with enmity would 

receive punishment (12 : 3 -- cf. Numbers 24:9b) . 

She woul d possess the gates of her enemies because 
3 

Yahveh had blessed her and her e fforts (22 :17) . 

4) Through this progeny, t his gr eat nati on 

descended from Abraham, all of the families of 

the e~rth woul d be blessed (12 : 3; 18:18; 
4 

22:18 ) . 

Isaac, patriar ch and son of a patriarch, 

is at best a shadowy figure in tbe whole composite 

narrative . But he , too , is the recipient of the 

blessing which Ya hveh had given to his father . 

Unlike his father, howeve r, it is not on account 

of his own Wlfaithfulness to Yahveh that hi s 

seed is to be blessed . In both passages which 

convey the promise (26 : 3- 5 , and 24) it is 

expressly stated that the promise is continued 

with Isaac because of Abraham ' s faithfulness to 
5 

E~ . 

J acob , too , is the recipient of t his 

promise , J acob whose original name and later name 

I srael were u sed to symbolize his people . The 

blessing which he receives from Bsau contains a 

phr a se ( 27 ~ 29b) similar to one in t he blessing 

wh ich Abraham r eceived ( 12 :3) . The major passage 
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(28:13-15) in the pattern of •the merit of the 

fathers" contains two of the other three major ele

ments of the Abraham promise: his posterity would 

be as numerous as the dust of the earth ( and as the 

sand of the sea, 32:13); and the families of the 

earth would be blessed thro~gh him and his seed . 

This passage adds one provocative thought to the 

pattern (28:11~ ): not that the gates of t he enemies 

woul d be taken, or that punishment would be meted 

out by Yahveh to those who curse Israel, bµt that 

Israel would spread out her boundaries in all four 

directions . 

This answer to the paradox, then, not 

only explains why Yahveh would not repudiate Israe~, 

not only expla ins why He is forced to continue t o 

treat Israel as His p~ople, no matter how they 

might act, but also directs the conception of Is

rael 's place among the nations into new channels . 

It gives a theological basis for nationalist hopes 

and aspirations, which, a s we shall see, were very 

real. 

But first we must discuss t he significance 

of this doctrine of "the merit of the fathers" f or 

the development which is our primary consideration. 

This doctrine gave a new int erpretation to the 

concept of t he c hosen people . In the first place 
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it explained, for the f irst time in Bibl ical writ

ing, why Yahveh had chosen Is rael to be Eis people. 

None of the pr eceding writers and pr ophets\Wlo had 
O/; nos. Co~C.EPT 

given of their spirit to t he establisbmentAhad , it 

appears, been concerned with the problem of t he 

or iginal basis for the choice . They had not c on

cerned t hemselves wit h finding an answer to t he 

question: Why had Yahveh chosen Israel rather 

t l'i.an any other peopl e? The doctrine of " the merit 

of the fathers", i n a new t r eatment of t he earl y 

history of Israel, offered the theory that Yahveb 

had been so gratified by the faithfulness and l oy-. , ~ 
alty of the patriarchs , primari l y that of Abraham , 

that He had determined to treat t heir descendants 

with favor, as a reward. It is implied, t hen, 

that t h-s univer sal God had appeared to other in

dividuals at various time s in history , but t hat 

they had been unwilling or unabl e to follow Him and 

His word and His way , much as the rabbis l ater 

c onceived of Yahveh a~ having offered the Toreb to 

many nations which refused, however , to accept it , 

before He f i nally offered it to Israel. Yahveh 

did not ju st pick Israel by accident , or choose 

her because s he was an oppressed people -- t here 

were many such peopl es ; nor because s he was a g r eat 

and numerous people -- indeed , she was a very small, 
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nebl 1gible fol k ; He chose her because He wanted to 

displ ay His appreciation for the faith the patri-

arcbs bad pl aced in Him. And that rewar d was a 

r eward fully in consonance wi th P.is greatness and 

gl ory ~nd power and love -- i t was an eter nally-

abiding promise to measure out gl ory and honor and 

distinction to Israel , the descendents of t hose 

who had believed in Hi~ . 

In the sec ond pl ace , this doctrine set 

a new type of purpose in the background of the 

Sl 

choice . Althcugh , as \Ve have seen , Deutero-Ise.iah ' s 

doctrine of salvnti on was basic to this doctrine , 

inherent in the blessing which the descendants of 

Abr aham woul d bring to the nations , actuall y that 

ide~ of the bl essing e l"' d s a lvation was ccnvent::.on-

a lized by t his time, not vital and living and mov

i ng as i t had been i n Deutero- Iaaiah 1 s thoughts . 

So, dt spite t he fact that t here wa s t his tenuous 
.,-o 

re l ationship /JP the purpose which Deutero- Isaie.h 

had seen in Israel 's ct.oice, actually the purpose 

which t hese writers perceived in Israel ' s choice 

was ver y different . It was Israe l - centered , r ather 

than Yahveh- centered. Ezekiel had seen Israel ' s 

pl ace in t he world as serving the gl ory o~ God ; 

Deutero- Isai e.h had envisioned a worl d of nc t ions 

which, one and all , woul d acknowl edge Yahveh, and 
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foll ow His way of life . Now these J2 and D2 

writers l ooked to the worl d , too , but to a 

world which woul d be subservient to Israel. I srael, 

as the chosen one of God, wa s to be chief among 

nati ons, tlie gre2t wcrld polit ics l center which 

Assyria a nd Babylon and Persia had been . Israel 

was to be, politica lly 2nd s ocially , the chosen 

people. The pul"pose, t hen , or the effect, of t be 
7 

choice of Israel, was world domination. 

World domination ! This, ind.eed, waa 

an idea expressive cf t heir confidence in the con-

cep t of t he chosen people . And yet, it wa s not so 

fo ol har dy a hope , if we grant the premise , which 

t bey accepted so whole-heartedly, that the world

God had chosen Israel to be His people, tha t Ee, as 

world- God , coul d accomplish anything in t he realm 

of Eis universe, and that He had promised this to 

t hose patriarchs whom He had loved .so deeply. It 

is indeed significant t hat t he fundamental premise 

for this idea was the promJ.se to the patriarchs, 

and not the pas t mi l itary achievements of the armies 

of Israel. One would have expected , i n a c ompletely 

rea listic program, a harking back t o the deeds of 

val or performed by the armies of Davi d, or one of 

his sucessor s who were a cle to increase the terri-

tory of Israel through warfere. But this was pr i -
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ily a politica l one, and disastrously so , as we shall 

see. Its theological l ogic was perfect , but it had 

no substance whatever, nor any possibility of real

ization. 

The f irst pronouncement of this hope for 

world empire had been made by the prophet Haggai 
c in 521 as he anticipated the su~es s of Zerubabel's 

revol ution against the Fersian power: 

And the word of Yahveh came a second time 
to HaGgai on the twenty-fourth of the 
month, saying: 

Say to Zerubabel, the pe~ah of Judah, say
ing: 

I shall shake the heavens and the earth; 
And I shall overturn the throne of king

doms; 
And I shall destroy the power of the 

k~ngdoms of the nations; 
And I shall overturn the chariots and 

their riders; 
Horses and their riders shall go down; 
Each man (shall fall)"'' by the sword of 

his brother. 
On that day, saith Yahveh Sebaot, 
I shall take you, Zerubabel ben Shealtiel, 

my servant, 
Saith Yahveh, 
And I shall me.ke you as a signet-ring; 
For fiioy have I chosen~ 
Sait ahveh Sebaot. o 

That Zerubabel 1 s coup did not succeed, and that 

political independence was not forthcoming, seems 

not to have deterred certain sections of the popu-

lation from continued hopes in t his direction . A 

very significant feature of Haggai's words is the 

fact that Israel is to ac~e her military and 
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upheaval, when kingdoms are falling and roJ'8.l 

houses are overthrown. This international con

tuaion had been "8•ent in the two years prev1oua 

to the attempt of Zeru.babel to aeize the throne: · 

Cambyaea had died, the Egyptians had revolted and 

gained their independence, and a struggle for 

Pera1a•a royal throne was in the process of. settle

ment. Juat at the time or the rebellion, however, 

Darius ascended the throne, and order was restored. 

The timing had been a little off schedule. But the 

strategy was well founded, and the nationaliata 

remembered Haggai•a words: the next time there 

waa international chaos was 1n 486-5 B.C., when 

the sam·e pattern was :followed, as we . shall see. 

Haggai's words were not the only ones they remem

bered; the promise of the eternal oovenant with 

the Dav1d1c house, which we have already commented 

upon, also acted as a bolster tu the nationalist 

confidence in the political destinyct' the people 

of Israel. 

Speaking in terms with which we of today 

are all too familiar, there seems to have been 

a consistent and persistent camp&ign of pr~paganda 

on the part of the nationalistically-minded, frClll 

about 500 B.C • . on for a decade and a half, de-
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t hat Yahveh had destined t he people of Israel 

for military and political supremacy , that Israel 

would suppl ant Persia i n t he internat ional scene 

with Yahveh as t heir bulwark of strength and power 

and victory. One part of this propaganda drive 

ha s alree.dy been revea led: the interpretation of 

t he early history of Israel in terms of t he doctrinl 

of 
' 

nthe merit of the fathers", 

whi ch set forth the theory t hat I srael woul d become 

a great and mighty nation becau se Yahveh had prom

ised this to the patriarchs. 

Another part of this campaign of words 

and i deas is embodied in t he Deuteronomic war-legis-
9 

lation , dating from this period . The underlying 

idea of this legislation is t ha t Israel will have 

an easy time in battle, bece.11 se Yahveh will always 

be fighting for her . Yahveh wi ll be t he deciding 

factor in her battles. And because Israel may rely 

upon Him, she may indulge in very un-military-11ke 

practices . Any man newly-marri t1d may return home 

to his wife. A man whd> has built a new home within 

the year, or has planted a vineyard but not yet 

u sed its fru it -- he , t oo, i s free to depart from 

the army. Or a co1"ard who has no stomach f or war 

may depart f reely. Thi s outlandish way of acting 
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when blood and death anu destruction in war are 

close at hand is not, a s Dr . Morgenstern has pointed 

out in class l ectures, motivated by an anti-mili

taristic ethic, but by purely theological consider-
iv 

at ion~fhe superhuman confidence which the writers 

of t hese passages he.d in Yahveh and in His ability 

to win battles for Israel. The ex_Jectation revealed 

in these l aws is, t he>t that victory will come without 
10 

the usual hardshi p involved in war and aggres s i on . 

There are several parallels both in 

$ pirit and in s pec i fic word to this war-legi s lati0n 

of Deu teronomy 20- 21 in the first eleven chapters 

of the book of Joshua , the chapters which trace the 

story of the r apid conquest of Pales tine by the 

armies of Israel under Joshua 's command. The major 

contention of the Deuteronomic legislation was, as 

we have seen, that I orael coul d not fail in mili

t~ry endeavor because Yahveh woul d always fi ght for 

them and with them. The whole attitude of the book 

of Joshua , t hat t he conquest of Palest1~e proved 

an easy t a sk , seems to be predicated upon the same 
11 

assumption. One of the more importa nt provisi ons 

of the Deut~ronomic legisla.tion is that if a c4.ty 

t hat is about to be beseiged is willing to surrender, 

~hen they shall become a tri butary people end serve 
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Gibeon illustrates this legislatipn: since they 

have come offering to make a covenant and Joshua 

makes /JI J e. with them, they cannot be attacked 

even when their perfidy is discovered ,9ut must be-

come menial laborers, "hewers of wood ~nd drawers 
12 

of water fo r the congregation of Israel ." The 

provision that a city which does not offer peace 

must be destroyed is expressly referred to : "there 

was not a city which offered to make peace with the 

children of Israel except for the Hivites, t he inhab

i tants of Gibeon ; they took all i n battle . For it 

was from Ye hveh to harden their heart, to meet 

battle with Israel, so t hat they might be d~stroyed; 

that the y might have no fe.vor \'Thatever , but t ha t 
13 

t hey might be destroyed, as Yahveh commanded Uose s." 

It is our belief that a Deuteronomic edition of the 

book of Joshua was circulated at this time, as 

anothdr part of the propaganda campaign designed to 

stimulnte support for this naticnalistic philosophy . 

Although this is an extremely diffi cult thesis to 

prove conclusively, pabtly because the points of 

reference between the leg islation in Deuteronomy 

and Joshua are so feVI, it i s rendered more tenable 

by the r ealization that this was the only time in 

the post-exilic period that such a spirit was rife , and 
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that the Book of Jushua , more than any other book 

in t he Bi ble fibs soiJ:.erfectly into t he spirit of 

the war legislation. If we are correct, then , 

in fitting this edition of Joshua into this na-
15 

tionalist trend, it must ce a pparent how powerf'ul a 

weapon it was to quiet opposition. Here was abso

lute proof of the efficacy of t he Deuteronomic 

war-legislation, and, in addition, pr oof of the 

truth of the belief that Yahveh fi ghts for Israel. 

An ob j ect lesson f rom history could serve better 

than all t he talk in t he world! 
16 

This pr opaganda campaign was not the 

only force which impelled Israe l towards her bid for 

power in the arena of world politics . As Dr. Mor

genstern has pointed out, in class lectures, the 

defeat of Persia by t he Athenians at t he Battle of 

Marathon ~n 490 was convincing pr oof of t he belief 

already held by the leaders of t he nationalistic 

faction in Israel that Persia was not invincible. 

The defeat a lone would bav ' been eignificant, but 

the fact that Athens was so a small state, oompar

a ble in size to Judah a t this time , gave even 

greate~ cause for hopes among the Judeans . CertainlJJ 

they must have thoug~ if Athens could accomplish 

this, without t he hel p of Yahveh, how much easier 

woul d it be for Judah to do t he same thing , with 

even more disastrou s resul ts f or Persia, with Yah-
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promised to the patriarchal 

Darius died in 486-5. The setting was 

perf ect. Internal disorders coul d well be expected, 

attendant upon the usual struggle by claimants to 

the royal throne. A De.vidic pretender to the 

throne of Judah, M&nachem by name, bege.n nttgotiations 

wit h Tyre to form an ellie.nce ; this attempt to gain 

outside help fell through . He was; nevertheless, 

crowned k i ng , by his supporters. Several ~!allies 

seem to have been made i nto neighbor ing kingdom~, 

s eemingl y to test their power . Persia , too busy 

with her own more i mportant matters to attend to 

this minor rebellion, suggested to Judah's neighbors , 

Edom, Moab , Ammon, Tyre, Ph111stia, that they settle 

this mat t er for themselve~ a l though Persia a ppears 

to have rendered s ome military a ssistance . Judeh 

was invaded , her a rmies fe ll; Mena.chem seems to have 
o' -~r1Cvr. lf.i.F111 

met a sorrowful death , the walls,. e.nd t he Teimpl e 

were burned, and thousands up 'n thons ~nd s of t he in-

habitants of Judah were sold into s l avery t hrough-

out the s l ave markets cf the I.~editarranean basin by 

the Tyria;1 s l ave- dealers . The land was lef't thorough

ly devastated and depopul a ted ; and only a few meager 

groups of inhabitants were left behind, to survey 

the f ate of a smell n e.t i on ·.vhich dared to c.hallenge 



17 
the power of a great empire. 

90 

Thus were the mil itaristic, imperialistic 

expectations of the nationalist clique rudel y shat

tered . They had thous ht that r.~enachem would in 

truth find success in his ventures, tha t his domin

ions would speead from sea to s ea , t hat he would 

be t he recipient of gifts fro111 the many nations 
18 

who would serve hi r.i . But disaster e.nd deat h were 

the onl y dominions which these nati onalists achieved . 

Obviousl y this w~ s a shattering bl ow, not only 

to t hose specific hopes, but to the whole theolct

h1cal realm of the thinking of Is rael. Innumerabl e 

questions crowded in upon the minds of those who 

survived, t hose who had to li ve on t he same land 

which had f acea the 1'uture so optimistically. Where 

was t heir God? Why had the promise to the patri~rchs 

not been kept? How coul d He s o desert Israel in their 

hour of need and permit them so to be shamed in the 

sight of t he nations? How, now, coul d they ~onceive 

of Israel ' s pl ace among t r na t i ons? How could they 

st i ll be considered the chosen people? 
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CHAPTER X REACTIO~lS TO ~ DISASTER OP 486- 5 

The havoc whi ch the coa lition of neighbor

ing countries wrought upon t he physical being of 

Israel, the land and t he pe ople , f ound its counter-

part in t he spiritual havoc wrought u pon t heir 

minds and hearts . There was no one consistent re-

action t o t his disaster; f r om e ver y quarter came 

an explanation of why it had t aken place , or a dif

ferent interpretat ion of its significance . The author 

of Isa iah 59 , for instance , l ays the blame up)n 
t 

Isree l , asse~ing ttat the people had again pr ovoked 

Yahveh to punish them for t heir per fidy against 

Him, f or their rampant sinful ness a nd their ethical 

iniqu ity; i t was not Yahveh who had deserted Israel , 

but Israel who had deserted Yahveh. Other writers 

were bot so quick t o advance any reasons; they felt 

helpless in t he f~ ce of this overwhelming tragedy , 

and just cried out to Yahveh to s how Himself before 

t hem . They wo· ld not, in the mid s+- of t his suffering , 

abandon t heir belief in Hi m, but why~ why bad He 

permitted their land to be over-run and their sons 
/IS SLAV£S 

sold~~? Here they were like sheep at t he pl ace 

of slaughtering . Would He not rise agai n to do 

mighty things for them es of ol d?1 These and many 

other reacti ons wer e manifest a s t he people who 
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their people and land. None of these reactiohs 

questioned the truth of the c onviction, now firmly 

established in t he philosophy of Is rael and basic 

to all of the thinking of Israel, t hat Israel was 

t he chosen people of God, chosen eternally. No 

one advanced t he t heory t hat God had abandoned Hi s 

people permanent+y, annulling the relati onship 

which He had established. All of their thinking 

wa s in terms of reconciling the physical fact of 

t he disaster with their conviction in Jeremiah's 

doctrine of the new covenant and in the concept 

of the chosen people. And out of this t hinking 

there came ideas which wi ll concern us in this 

chapter, ideas which reinterpret and at the s ame 

time reaffirm the concept which we are tracing 

through Biblical thought. 
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The anonymous writer who penned t he so

called "songs of the suffering servant" which are 

inserted into the writi ngs of ~e~ero-Isaiah , his 

spiritual master, advanced a very significant the

ory of the disaster. Adhering fi rmly to Deutero

Isaiah' s doctrine of Israel as t he chosen servant 

of God, the prophet-people whose mission it was 

to bring the way of godly living to the nations 

and t hus to achieve salvation for the entire human 
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race, he refused to admit that the disaster con

stituted a demonstration of t he fal seness of Deut-

ero-Isaiah 's doctrine. Ins tead , he reinterpreted 

t hat doctrine to fit th; se new conditions. I srael, 

t o him, i s st i ll t~e chosen ~rophet -people . But 

now she hes become a sufferi ng prophet - people, 

oppressed a1~d persecuted , de spised and ";rampled 

upon by t he nat ions . This suffer~ ng , hO\'lever, 

is es sential to her ~ission , part and pa rce l of t he 

pur pose for which she was chosen. Her suffe ring 

and her agony end her misery are part of Yahveh 1 s 

world pl an ; they are not the cruel~y cast upon 
R 

her by a pur posel ess w~ld fate . Nor i s t his suf-

fering t he resul t of her own sins; it is not her 

punishment for faithl essness to Yahveh . It is t he 

punishment of t he nations for t heir manifold sin s 

e.nd tr&.nsgre s sions, which Isr ae l bear s, f or the 

greater f lory of God . Israel, t he light of t he 

nations , the exponent of righteousness and faith , 

is carrying on her mission to the .tati ons by bearing 

their punishment and eventually the nat i ons must 

realize this and acknowl edGe t he error of t heir 

way s and come to perceive the greatness of Israel 

and of Gcd. Thi s i s the doctrine of vicarious atone -

ment, which became so essential to Christian thought, 

though Judaism , in normative formul etion , eventu all y 
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discarded it. 
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Thia doctrine presented b7 one who might 

be designated a Trito•Isa1ah waa an extreme 1n 

universalism which has never since been equalled. 

So to see in Israel's suffering the ultimate sal

vation of mankind, so to sublimate t he natural 

inclination of a people to· strive for its own com

~ort and aafet7 and political exaltation, so to 

consider the future of the other nations before 

the present of one•s own people--this was indeed 

a height to be achieved, albeit one too rarified 

tor lite and survival. And yet even 1n this exalted 

stage of self-abnegation and -3,.truism, this Tr1to

Isa1ah found a place for Israel as the chosen people, 

chosen not for glory as the nationalists had believed 

but for suf fering a.nd poverty and disgrace. So 

this thinker added another aspect to the picture 

of Israel as t he prophet-people which Deutero-Iaaiah 

had depicted for all time. 

One reaction to the disaster which we 

could fully expect was the reaction of rage and 

anger, the reaction which called imprecations down 

upon the invaders and destroyers, and begged God to 

take revenge upon these nations for their cruelty 

to Israel. Biblical literature is shot through 

and through with passages which reflect thie reaction. 



One of t he most horrible appeals f or revenge was 

against ~dom which seems to have been a pri~ary 

leader of the coalition: 
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Remember, 0 Yahveh, a gainst the children 
of Edom, 

The (Battle-) Day of Jerusalem; 
Those who said , 
" Rase it, rase it, 
To its very foundations." 
O satellite of Babylon (Persia), 
Destroyed, (once before) : 
Happy shall F.e be 
Who will pay you back your deserts 
As you have treated us . 
Happy shall He be 
y,b o seizes and dashes again s t t he rock 
~our children.3 

Psalm 83, which lists the various members of the 

coalition, calls upon God to rise from His peace

fulness, to take revenge u pon t hose nations which 

have sought to cut Israel's name off from the 

tablet of nations: 

O my God , make t hem like t he whirling 
dust; 

As stubble before the wind. 
As t he fi re t hat burns t he forest, 
As t he flame t hat sets t he mountains 

afire. 
So pursue them with ye •1r temp~ st, 
And set them a tremblinci with your storm. 
Fill t heir f aces wi th shame ••••• 4 

Those who cleaved to the imperialist hope were 

confident t r at Yabveh would soon take up His sword 

and reclaim I srael from the nations : 

See , now, ~hat I, yea I , am Ee, 
And there is no god with me; 
I kill and I make live; 
I have wounded and I shall heal ; 
And t uere i s none t hat can deliver from 

my hand . 



For I lif't up m7 hand to heaven 
And S8J, aa I live forever. 
I shall surel7 sharpen 1111 glittering 

a word 
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And lllJ hand take hold of judgment, 
I shall take revenge upon :my enemies, 
And I shall pa7 back those that hate me. 
I will make :my arr,,ws drunk with blood, 
And :my sword will devour flesh; 
With the blood of the fallen and the cap

ti vea, 
Frca the long-haired beads o:f the enem7.5 

Actually then, despite the suffering and 

death and destruction that had been visited upon 

them, despite the ph7sical tacts that proved the 

1mpoasibilit7 ot their accession to world suprem

acy, certain groups ot the population would not 

abandon their belief in the program ot the nation

alists. Their appeals to Yahveb for revenge upon 

the nations that made up the coalition betray tbtir 

adherence to t he belief that because He had chosen 

them to be His people, He had thereby destined 

them to be a ruler of nations. The concept of the 

chosen people had been imbedded deep in their con

acioUllDesa, and,~ long aa they could not divorce 

that concept from the ideas of their time, they 

could not abandon their faith in their own deat1Ji7. 

Those whose ideas were in tune with universalism, 

like the author of the songs of the suffering ser

want, could spiritualize that concept so that there 

was no contradiction between it and the physical 

realities which surrounded them. But the very 
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people who bel ieved in that concept of t he choice 

so firml y that t hey coul d set out on e. hopelessly 

unrealistic program for world hegemony, could not 

spiritual ize the concGpt in t hat way . So l ong as 

t bey believed that Yahveh had chosen them to be Hi s 

people, so long tE.d they to follow the idea to its 

logical (for them) concl usions . It wa s an ines 

capable sequitur for them: chosen people = physical 

and politica l supremacy . They could say in answer 

to t he facts of 485 only that Yahveh had not yet 

talcen Hi s stand , that tb..e na t ions had disobeyed 

Him, that one day soon, it would be obvious what 

His pl a n for Israe l was to be . 

So they hoped for r evenge . And t hat re

venge did come- - soon and disa strously, in two ways. 

The f irst is descri oed eloquently in Psalm 48 : 

For, behold , the king s assembled themselves, 
They passed over together . 
They saw, a nd at the same time were amazed, 
They wer e affr1ghted, they trembl ed. 
?right seized hold of t hem there , 
Pangs, as of a woman in chilc 1irth. 
With an east wind dids t Thou shatter the 

ships of Te.rsbish . 6 

In J~ 80 B. C. the armi es of Xerxes s.nd those of bis 

~ubject- states crossed the Hellespont as the prelude 

to another invasion of Greece . Just before the 

Battle of Artemesium, a severe storm arose which 

destroyed l argo sections of the Persian navy, which 
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lay at anchor along the coast of ~gnesia_,with a 

terrible loss of l~fe and equipment. A large number 
r/1.€ .. ~~/PS 

of t h ose who sai led .l'H+l>'11 were Phoenicians; and con-

tingent s of Ammonites and Edomites and Philistines 

must have been among the armies which had be en trans-

ported acr oss the Hellespont; and it is not diffi

cult to see why, as in this f r agment of what must 

have been a longer poem, the survivors of t he disas 

ter of 485 in Judah rejoiced over the revenge which 

their God had talcen upon His enemies. The battles 

which followed l ikewise brought death and disast er 

to the armies of the Persians and their s atellites , 

a r ditiona l cause f or the rejoicing of Judah, So 

the inhabitants of Judah felt that in the decimation 

of the popul a tions of her enemies, in the fai lure 

f the schemes of Persia to rule t he whole worl d , 

Yahveh was at last showing His hand in history; 

t r.eir hopes had not been in vain -- t he nations 

cou l d not for l ong oppose His worl d-plans. Israel 

~the chosen people l 

The other reflection of the answer to their , 

prayers f or revenge which t hey saw in world events 

wa s in the 1~vas1on of Edom by t he Nabataean hosts 

from the Arabian desert. For some time t hese nomads 

had be~n pressing in upon t he peripheral states 

of Palestine, gradually pu s hing them towards Judah. 

But now t hat the Edomi tes and t he others had been 
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forced to send quotas o~ their soldiers to fight 

with the Persians, many ot whom undoubtedly did not 

return, and these states were weakened 1mmeasurfably, 

the Nabateana and other kindred Arab ncmads tell 

to with a vengeance that seemed to CCllle frc:n Yahveh. 

Malachi 1:1-6, Isaiah 63:1-6 and Ezekiel 25 are 

dram&tic expressions of this belief that the inva

sion and destruction of Edom were the vengeance ot 

Yahveh for the destruction of Jerusalem. Yahveh 

ia pictured as a God ot might who takes His own re

venge and satisfies Bia own anger, Yahveh striding 

forth in blood-stained garments trom a blood-bath 

in Bozrah. So Judah telt reassured that her God was 

still the universal God whose dominion reached to the 

ends of the earth; and likewi se that Yahveh was taking 

vengeance not only for thg affront to Ria own dignity 

but also for the affront to His people. These event• 

were proof to the n~tions that He had chosen Israel, 

that Israel :!!!. His people: 

Thus saith Yahveh (to Ammon) : 
Because you clapped your hand 
.And stamped your feet, 
And rejoiced with all the disdain of 7our soul 
Against the land of Israel, 
Therefore, behold, I stretch out my hand 
And give you for a spoil to the nations 
•••••••••••••••••••• 
And you shall know that I am Yahveh. 
Thus saith Yahveb: 
Because Moab and Seir sal: 
Behola the house of Juda ia the same aa all 

the nations, 
Therefore I open up the flank of Moab • 
•••••••• •••••••••••• 
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Thus saith Yahveh: 
Because Edom hath dealt against the house 

of Judah 
With spite 
And hath greatly offended 
And taken vengeance, 7 
Therefore ••••••• ! will make her desolate . 

So , because the Judeans were confident 

that Yahveh had taken vengeance upon Persia and upon 
8 

Judah's neighbor~s, a new feeling of security arose, 

a fee ling of confidence that the exiles who had been 

sold in the slave markets of the world would soon 

be returned, that the very nations which had so 

despised Israel would soon voluntarily submit to 

Israel's domination of the world, without the need 

of any military conquest . In Yahveh 's taking re

venge upon Persia and the coalition, t hey would s ee 

their own doom and come to acknowledge Him. So 

these nations would come to I srael to serve her, 

and to become menials in the service of Yahveh. 
9 

I saiah 60- 61, written probably about 457, the 

work of another Trite- Isaiah, reveal this increasing 

sense of reliance upon Yahi eh to b~ing wealth and power 

to Israel. In a way, this whole adherence to the 

notion that that choice implied a phy sical supremacy, 

was a ~onscious rejection of the idea of Israel as 

a suffering servant for the nationB : 

Whereas you were like a deserted woman, 
Hated and sol itary, 
I will make you an eternal excellence, 
A joy for t he many generations . 10 
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So , l ikewise , the implicat i ons of the doctrine of 

" t he merit of the f e. thers " wer e n et abandoned . 

Although the militar y part of that pic t ure had 

been obliterated , since it was obvious t hat Israel 

could never gain supremacy that v1a1, the promise 

t o the patriarchs was still held fast to, by those 

who persisted in hopi ng that Israel would become 
11 

a dominant politica l power. 

The one consistent char acteristic of these 

various re ctions to the destruct i on of Jerusalem 

in 485 , as we have noted , was the adherence to Jer

emiah ' s doctrine of ~he new covenant . Although 

very different int erpretations were placed upon t he 

cause of the disaster, and different i dea s came in 

its wake, none can be thought of a e in any way inde

pendent o that doctrine which Jeremiah propot.nded, 

and of i ~ s coroll ary, the concept of the chosen peo-

9le . Whether t he writers of this period chose t o 

s ee in t he disaster a sign of Israel's choi~for 
T 

suffering , or merely a pos..,Ponement of Israel's domin~-

ft ion of the nations , basically they all refffirmed 

the coctrine that Yahveh had chosen I srael to be 

His people foreve r , and that He W'oul d never re-

pudiate her, but , in His O\vn wisdom and in Hi s own 

time , woul d use her as Bis agent and i nstrument i n 

achieving His aims and His pur poses. As we shall 
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see, the concept of the chosen peopl e continued 

to be fundamental to every new theological end phil

osophical movement in Biblical thought. Whatever 

the interpreta tion of Israel's place among the nations, 

whatever the interpretation of I srael's relationship 

to Yahveh, this thought was basic: that Yahveh, the 

God of the universe and the Lord of the nations, 

had chosen Israel to be His own people. The disaster 

of 485, terrible and catast rophic though it was, 

coul d not dislodge th*is faith from the minds and 

hearts of the peopl e of Israel. 



CHAPTER XI ~ ~ NEHEMIAH, !!£ !!!! IMPACT 

OF PARTICULARISM.1 
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When Ezra returned to Palestine i~ 458 
B.c., as the unofficial emissary of the Babylonian 

Jewish community, and the official agent ot the 

Persian government appointed to a~pervise the taak 

of rebuilding t he Temple in Jerusalem, one of the 

tasks which be took upon himself waa the reinstitu

tion ot the Zadokite priesthood in the Temple, 

and another unadvertised taak was the introduetion 

of the survival 1natttutiona which bad been evolved 

in the Babylonian Jewish community, into the life 

ot the Palestinian Jews. The major survival institu

tiorufwhich made Judaism in the Babylonian exile 

an exclusivistic, particule.r1st1c religion, were, in 

brief, abstinence from 1nteraarr1age, circumcision, 

the dietary taboos, and the celebration of the Sab

bath and festivals. 

Thia separatistic p'.· i loaophy of Jewish 

life which had enabled the Jewish community in Baby

lonia t o survive through the more than a century 

long exile, was, in one way, the epitomization or 

the concept of the chosen people. Just as the mili

taristic program of 500-485 B. C., had been a r esult 

of carrying this concept to its logi cal conclusions 

• 
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1n one direotionJ so was this particul aristic pro

gram a logical derivative of that concept. Por if 

Yahveh had chosen Israel to be His own people, then 

He had rejected all other peoples. They were out

side the limits of His r elationship with men; they 

were excluded from any contact with Him. So the 

authors of the D4 strata 1n Deuteronomy conceived 

of Yahveh as having ordered the total destructionJ 

final and complete , of the seven nations which 

dwelled in Canaan previous to the Israelitiah in-
2 

vasion. Logically, they should have been t otally 

destroyed: they were idolators, outside the realm 

of the truth. There wa s no rea s0n why they should 

have been permitted to survive side by side with 

I ~rael. This conception of the total destruction 

of the seven nat ions was a nat~ral concomitant ~ 

of Ezra's program and that of his succe ssor, Nehemiah. 

So, too , a liens, who were not the chosen people and 

coul d therefore have no r elationship to Ya hveh ~ere 

forbidden to enter the Temple~ undor eny circumatences. 

The suggestions which Ezra brought back for tbe con-

duct of t he Temple ritual, contained in the l ate 

chapters uf t ne book of Ezekiel, include this pro-
3 

hibition of aliens in the Temple. Logically, then, 

from one viewpoint, this exclusivism which character

ized the attitude of Ezra end Nehemiah was an out-
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growth of the concept of the chosen peopl e . 

On the other hand, in actual practice, 
t 

this exclusivism consituted a negation of all that 

" had been woven into the concept of the chosen peopl e 

tl1Doughout tte previous centuries . For the concept 

of the chosen peopl e becomes a living ree.lity only 

when coupled with a universalistic religious out

l ook . If, in prac tice, God has no relations wi th 

other peoples, and prohibits His peopl e from having 

any relationshi p with them, then He becomes, pure 

and simple , the God of that peopl e, a national God . 

All the previou s the ological movements had given to 
each 

thi s concept their own f lavor , but/proceeded f rom 

the basis of universali sm , and each had something , 

too, of the miss i onary outlook. If the worship of 

God, the universal God, be true, then what more 

natural inclination than to propagandize , to bri ng 

that truth to t he ot her nations,and s o render homage, 

in truth, to the world-God . So Ezekiel had seen 

the actions of God in the lic~t 0£ liis desire to have 

the nations acknowledge Him as supreme; and Deutero

Isaiah had characterized Israel 's whole raison d'etre 

in hieto1·y as a continu i ng mi s sion to t he nations in 

His behal f ; so t he prophets and singers of t he uni

versalistic age had hoped f~r the c onversion of many 

na t i ons to His worship; and so , even the nat i onalists 
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had intended to force conversion upon the nations 

which they hoped to overcome in their i mperialistic 

agression. But now Ezra and his school denied 

that tbeother peoples had any relations with Him, 

denied that He had chosen Israel for any pur pose 

other than to worship Him, and so acted as though 

He had chosen them to keep themselves aloof from 

the nations. The concept of the chosen people 

lost ito significance in en age like this; we van 

expect no specific light to be thrown upon its 

deve l opment in the age which produced the Samaritan 
¥ 

schism . 

This attitude which defines Tahveh, in 

action, as Israel's god, is ref lected in the books 

of Ezra and Nehemiah. In Ezra 7:27-28, no1"mally 

designated a part of Ezra's biography, Ezra blesses 

Yahveh for influenc ing the ruler of Persia to look 

favcrabl e upon the needs of Pal estinian Jewry, and 

to give him permission to rebuil d the Temple. It 

is only when Israel contacts t he other peoples that 

Yahveh has any interest whatever in them. His 

concern i s for His people -- not for all the peoples, 

and certainly not to influence t hem so that they 

may acknowledge Him as the supreme deity of the 

world. Ezra 8:21-23 tells of an int eresting episode: 
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the fast which Ezra and his band observed at the 

river Ahave, before setting out on their j ourney 

to Palestine. This fast was pr oc laimed to emphasize 

the pl ea which they made to Yahveh for a safe journey. 

Ordinarily, it is 
STATED 

, Ezra would have a sked the 

king for a troop of soldiers t o guard the travelers, 

but he had a.leeady committed Yahveh to their safe

guarding by telling t he king t hat "the hand of our 

God is ~pon those who seek Him, for good . " The 

spirit of this passage is an extremely narrow one, 

compared with the utterances of any of the previous 

l eadersof thought: Yahveh, it is true, i s not lim

i ted to Pa lestine; He is the god of the Jews where

ver they are; but He is only the god of the Jews -

" our God", not the God who moves heaven and earth, 

'mo directs the desti ny of nations , who desires earnest

ly th.at the nat i ons may come to accept His way of 

life. 

The memoirs of Nehemiah, who forced t hrough 

the new marri age program , with which Ezra had been 

unsuccessful, who inaugurated the institut ion of ~1~ 

and who set into motion the event s which brought on 

t he Samaritan schism, ref lect this same attitude , 

even carrying it one step further. Not only is 

Yahveh the god of Is r ael, but He is Nehemiah's spe ci al 

god, the g od to whom he appeals for recognition for 
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5 
his work in Jerusal em, the god to whom he appeals 

6 
Ior revenge against his enemies and against the 

7 
foreigners who mock his work. This god is a warrior 

god , also , who fights with bis pe ople in defending 

their city , much like the warr ior god whom the 

na tionalists had believed would guide them to -.rnrld-
8 

conquest . This god is good to him, Nehemiah, 
0 
/ 

perspnally, as well as to his people Israel. In-

deed , this god of Nehemiah's instructs him t o col-

lect the geneal ogies and census, much a s U.oses was 
10 

so instructed. Nehemiah wa s e.n or ganizer , and a 

f anatical believer in principles into which he had 

been born and which, so far as he was concerned, 

r epresented t he only true form of the religion of 

Yahveh . His was not a pr ophetic s pirit achieved 

in moments of ecstasy and fervor wherein he felt 

the call of Yahveh within himsel f . The words of 

Y~bveh did not burn within him like a fire that 

c oul d not be quenched but m~ st bur st forth frcm 

the confines of one man , nor was it like a f laming 

coal that touched his mouth and made him a sp~kes

man fo r Yahveb. The i ndications of ijis intimate 

relationship with tbe deity do not stem f r om the call 

of God to prophet ; nor are they symbolic, in this 

writer' s opinion , of a personalized type of religious 

expression, like the wri tings of the author of Job . 
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To the contrary, all of these references to Yahveh's 

nearness to Nehemiah are a reflection of his own 

conception of the deity . Though He might be , abstract-
11 

l y , the Lord of the Universe, in action, so far as 

Nehemiah reveals himself, He is interested only in 

the Jewish people, and not only that, bu t Be is 

primarily interested in Nehemiah and in Ria par-

t icularistio ideas and progr am , because they are, 

according to Nehemiah, Yahveh' s own ideas and pro-

gram too . 

Such attitudes as these could never have 

arisen one«the principles of universalistic religion 

had been proclaimed, had it not been for t he estab

lishment of the concept of the chosen people . Ezra 

and Nehemiah and their fol lowers would have had to 

negate universalism in principle, as they did in 

action , had the l ong line of development which we 

have traced not made this concept an integral part 

of the thi nking of Israel. 

The e xponents of this particul aristi c 

phil osophy took the results of previous thinkers and 

used t hem to their own ends . Psalm 106, a typical 
12 

expression d'-Jating from the period 458-444 B. C., 

which gi ves no indication of Yahveh 's character as 

the universal deity, and implies that Hi s onl y inter

est is in liis peopl e I srael, contains a reference to 
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Ezekiel's doctrine of "for Eis name'E sake ," but 

in so conventional and so l oose a fashion, that one 

woul d never feel that there had been a uni\rersal-

istic import to that doctrine as originally con

ceived by Ezekiel and devel oped by l ater writers: 

Our fathers in Egypt gave no heed to 
your wonders; 

They rernsbered not the multitude of your 
mercies; 

But r ebelled at the Red Sea . 
Nevertheless He del ivered them for the 

sake of His name, 
That He might make lmown Hi s powHP. 13 

So far as t hose who accepted this separatiatic 

i deology were concerned, Yahveh bad no des:lre what 

ever to achieve recognition as God by the other na-

ticns of His world . 

But the universalistic spirit had not 

een quenched in this wave of particularism. An 

idea was to be evolved which wa s to preserve that 

spirit in this new milieu of separatism and ritual-

1am: the conception of Israel as the pries1t- people; 

and i ts very inception was at th · beginr.,ing of this 

period of Ezra and Nehemiah . They brou3ht with 

them a renewed emphasis on the part of the pr i est

hood in t he life of the national religion .so that in 

time the idea crure into being that Israel coul d well 

be thought of as t~e priest of Yahveh, as 1a people, 

who ful f ill ed the s ame functions for the n:ations 
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which the indivi dual pr iest did for the laymen of 

Israel . Isaiah 61 : 6, part of the addre s s which Dr . 

Morgenster n has dated some time early in t he period 

of Ezra, strikes the first note in this doctrine , 

in a crude and rather materialist ic sense, it is true, 

but neverthel ess it i s the fi rst note : 

And you shal l be called "the priests of 
Yahveh :1 , 

Men shall address you as "ministers of 
our God" ; 14 

You shall eat the stores of t he nations, 
And with their weal th shal l you adorn 

yoursel ves . 

Fr om this beginning the Pr iestl y conception of 

Israel as the priest - people wa s to evol ve, as we 

s hall see in the fo llowing chapter. 
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CHAPTER XII THE PRIESTLY CODE 

The particularistic, separatistic philo

sophy of Judaism which Ezra and Nehemiah carried 

back with them from t heir Babylonian Jewi sh envif-

yonment becanie the basis of that stratum of narrative 

and law which has been l abeled "the Priestly Code ." 

Into that code the priestl y writers incorporated 

all of the conditions which their leaders gradual

ly imposed upon Jewish life: the intricate systems 

of purification and sacrifice for priests and lay

men and nation, the fixed holidays and festivals 

for netional celebration, the civil ordin~ncea 

which governed the theocratic community of Israel, 

the organization of Templ e life and its support. 

Bell: ld this vast complex of ritualism and legalism 

was the principle that thi s life bad been 1ordained 

for Israel by God, that every iota of every pre

scription wa s given by Him to Israel: the ~acrifices 

were fines and dues to be paid to H1 1, as ~~ell as 

etonement mechanisms for sin; t he priest bc~longed 

to Him, in body as well a s in mind and heairt and 

soul; the very l and on which the pe ople l b.red be

longed to Him. Every act whi ch t hey perfo1Mned in 

accordance with His law, every ceremony wh:tch they 

followed becau se He had ordai ned 1 t, was S~7?Tlbolic 
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of His Godship of Israel . Had the development of 

the Priestly Code and its incorporation into the 

official life of Jewry, occurred in the days before 

Amos first broached the principle t ha t Yahveh was 

not bhly the national god of I&rael , but that he 

was al so a world- god , t he Priestly writers woul d 

have been better able to off er a c onsistent theol-

ogy t han they were now. But Deutero-Isaiah•s 

broad statement of universalism, and his denial of 

the existence of deities other t han the One God , 

had become part and parcel of the the ology of Isr~el. 

So the Priestl y writers had u l timately to accept 

universalism in principle, though t hey did not 

accept it i n practice. They acknowledged that Yah-

veh was God of the world, crea tor of the ~hole 

universe, Lord of all mankind . Their narration of 

the early histor y of the world , of the creation of 

the universe and of man , though l ater revised with 

the object of establishing the eternality of Jewi sh 

obser vance s l ike the Sabbath - - were the expression 

of their affirmation of universal ism. Yet , logic

all y , their philosophy was utterly at variance with 

the meaning of universalism and monot heism. To all 

intents and purposes the God who was ruler of I srael, 

to whom they offered their sacrifices , whose pries t s 

offici~ted in the Temple, was only the God of Israel, 
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nothing more. Indeed , they even conceived of God 

as dwelling in t he sanctuary \'Vhich they had erected 

for His worship. No longer were they cont ent to 

call that sanctuary the , the tent 

w' ere the deity took counsel with the leaders of 

the people; t hey called it the /..:J ~N , the actual 

residence of the deity: "And there l shall meet 

'J>; ( ..J ) with the chil dren of Israel, and 

it shall be made holy with my 'radiant presence'. 

And I shall make the tent of meeting ( ~ (1111 J ,1ic ) 

holy to Me , and the a l tar; and Aaron and his s ons I 

shall make holy to serve as My priest s . And I shall 

dwell { ) 1N the midst of the children 

of Isr ael, and I shall be God to them. And t hey 

shall know that I run the Lord their God who brought 

them out of the land of Egypt, so that I might 

dwell ' .J .J t J ) in t heir midst. I am the Lord 
2 

their God." But was not this God who took up 

residence in the midst of His peopl e the God who 

created the heaven and the earth, who 9a~ the stars 

in their orbits, who brought life out of the earth, 

and gave breath t o man? How, how could He live 

with one peopl e? How could He limit Himsel f so 

that He was only Israel's God, when by all logic 

and t~uth, such a thing shoul d be inconceivable~ 

Thia paradox between universalism and 
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particularism was as vexing t o the Priestly writers 

as it had been to every unive :..•salistic philosophy 

before their time. And the concept of the chosen 

people which we have been tracint. through Biblical 

t hought again became the means of harmonizing the 

conceptions of God as universal Lord and as God of 

Israel. 

The Priestly writers reaffirmed Ezekiel's 

doctrine of " for His name ' s sake," through which that 

prophet had explained the paradox inherent in Jere-

miah's idea of the new covenant . These writers 

agreed that Yahveh had treated Israel with favor 

because He wanted the Egyptians to reali ze Hi s full 

power in the world . So the ~lagues in Egypt were, 

in part, the expression o~ this desire of the Deity, 

to get honor in the eyes of those who would not be

lieve in Him. And so, too, did P.e get honor shen the 

armies of Pharaoh perished in the waters of the Red 
3 

Sea . But this use of the doctrine of "for His 

name's sake," was not, for therr, a primary solution 

of the problem of universalism and particularism. 
4 

It had become c onventional to speak of God's name; 

and EzekieJ's doctrine had nothing of a Priestl y 

f l avor about it . 

The doctrine of ttthe merit of the fat hers" 

likewise influenced these writers . A whole series 
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of passages was insebted into the narrative of the 

patriarchs, which were intended, funda~entally , 

to establish the fact that God had not revealed 

Himself fully to the patriarchs , that He had not 

even made known to them His true name, , 
but had appeared to them as '~ IL J;c- • Yahveh 

could not have been known to the patriarchs in truth 

because He had not given them the r itual prescrip

tions for His worship, had not commanded them to 

build His dwelling place in Jerusalem, had not 
between 

ordained Bia sacrifices for them, nor set/them 

and Himself the priestly caste. But he had made 

a covenant with them (as the nationalists of 500 

3. C. had proclaimed); He had promised that: 

1 ) Abmbam's seed woul d multiply exceedingly, 

that he would be the progenitor of many nations, 

that a great company of peoples would be des

cended from him. (Genesis 17:2,4,5,6,16,20; 

28:3; 35:11; 48:4 > 

2) King s wo\1l d be descend 1 from t.is loins. ( Genesis 

17:6,20; 35:11) 

3) This would be an everlasting covenant. (17:7,20; 

48:4) 

4> Hi s seed would inherit Palestine as an eternal 

possession. (17 :9; 28 :4 ; 35:12; 48:4) 
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And upon Abraham and ·his descendants was placed the 

responsibility of holding their part of the covenant: 
6 

circumcision. The earlier writers who had first 

set forth the doctrine of ~he merit of the fathers" 

had given in that doctrine their idea of the reason 

for the choice of Israel. They had said th.at Yahveh 

had chosen Israel as a reward to Israel f or the loy

alty and faithfulness of the patriarchs. These 

Priestly writers appar ent ly had some objection t o 

that thesis, because they did not repeat it in their 

narr ative. There is only one reference to this 

idea in the P narrative, and that a very attenuated 

one: 

I am El Shadda i . 
Walk before Me, 
And be whole-hearted ; 
And I sh.all make My covenant 
Between Me and you.7 

Actually, however, there is no thorough explanati on 

by t he Priestly writers of the reason for the choice 

of Israel. They accept i t as a f act : Yahveh is 

Israel's God ; He 11 ves among ·n s people , and, to 

all int ents and purposes , ignores the rest of mankind. 

The P scheme of t he successive covenants 

which Yahveh made throughout history is a clear re

flection of the belief of the P writers that , al

though Yahveh was the God of all men , He had deter

mined to limit His interests to His people Israel. 
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His first covenant with men was wi th all of mankind, 

after the Fl ood, when He promised that never again 

would man be threatened with total extinction, and 

when He put the sigh of hi s covenant, the rainbow, 

in the heavens . Al l mankind was bound by this cove

nant to the observance of the l aws which Yahveh 
8 

gave at t ha t time. The next covenant was not 

with all of mankind, but only with one man, who was 

to be tbe progenitor of Israel, the Abrabami tic 

covenant, which involved t he rite of circumcision. 

Israel became , a ccording to P, Yahveh 1 s one interest 

among all of humanity, with t hat covenant which 

likewise distinguished Israel, the chosen people, 

f rom all of the other peopl es of the earth, t hrough 

a specific rttual institution. The covenant with 

Israel a t Sinai reinforced t he act of choice inher-

ent in the Abrahamitic covenant, and l inked t hat act 

of choice to t he Priestl y or ganization of the life , 

religious and secul a r, of the people of I s rael, 

which was revealed in a j l its ccmpl exity, according 

to P, to Moses during t he years in t he desert . Th~s 

the choice of Israel wa ~ not alone wi th Is rael as 

a people, but with Israel as a people whose l ife 

was to be moulded by t he Priestly ideas. This is 

narrowed down even more in the final covenant which 

Yahveh made : the covenant of the 
' 
9 
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made with Aaron and his descendants. Israel's 

distinct i on , henceforth, was only based upon the 

fact that the pri ests 11hom Yah\'eh had chosen were 

her priests. So Israel's purpose in history came 

to be r egarded in the light of this priestly 

character of her life, as we shall see. 

This was undoubtedl y ~s fa~as the early 

P writer s went in their a ffirmation of the concept 

of the chosen people. Their particularism blotted 

out almost every sign of universalism. Thei r history 

of Israel was like a spiral, beginning with the scope 

of the whole universe, gradually circling closer 

and closer towards t he center until Israel was their 

only theologica l interest -- and there was no re

lationship between God and the nat ions, no unive r 

sal pur pose in t he choice of Israel as the peopld 

of God. 
ce>m'P1.£rt:~i 

But that particularism coul d notAblot out 

the universalistic spirit and cont ent of J~da1sm. 

Someti~e in the fourt h Ct~tury, the doctrine which 
bee,... 

had firstAbroached by an anonymous pr ophet early 

in t he per iod when separatism and part icularism 

begtµl to hold swa'Y.>was formulated i n full, the doc

trine of Israel as the "priest-people." Logically, 

this doctrine coul d not be developed in all its 

its aspects until t he complex idea of pr iesthood was 
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well along to completion, nor unti l the idea of the 

Day of Atonement as an occasion for national repen

tance had been fully institutionalized; because it 

is so thoroughly dei;endent upon both. This doctrine 

is fully stated in an addition to a P passage which 

speaks of Israel's choice: "You have seen what I 

did to the Egyptians, and how I carried you on eagles• 

wings and brought you to ·Myself. Now, therefore, if 

you will hearken to My voice indeed and keep My 

covenant, thep you shall be l!ty treasure from among 

all peoples; for the whole earth is Mi ne . And you 

shall be to Me a kingdom of priests and a holy 
10 

(devoted) nation." 

Deutero- Isaiah had envisioned Israel as 

t he prophet-people, living the role of pr ophet to 

the nations. As the prophets of Israel had been the 

spokes '·en of God to the people, as they had strived 

to keep the worship of God pure from idolatrous 

taint, as they bad a ttempted to raise the ethical 

standards of the people so tha·.,, in real1 ty, justice 

and righteousness wo~ld be the worship of God , so 

Israel was to bring the true God and the true Godly 

life to the nations, a way of life that woµld bring 

forgiveness to them for all their trangressions 

against God. This was Israel's role in history, 

the messenger of God to the nations. 
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Obviously, then, Deutero-Isaiah's doctrine 

of Israel as the prophet-people provided the framework 

for the Priestly doctrine of Israe l as the '"priest-peo

ple": Israel enacting a divine role in hiatory, pro

viding the link between God who had first revealed Him

self and P.is way of life to Israel, and the nations who 

had not aclmowledged Him nor accepted His ,ray of life. 

Deutero-Isaia.h had thought of Israel in terms O·f his 

own purpose in life; so too the Priestly w1::>i ters thought 

of Israel in terms of their purpose in lifo. 

The priest was mediator between '.:7od and 

Jew . Re was the one who effected divine forgiveness 

of the people through his carrying out the ritual per

formances which were ordained for him. Th1rough the 

agency of t he priest, the people attained 11tonemen t and 

i~mission for their sins -- as individuals and as a na

tion. And just because he was that mediat1:>r, he was es

pecially devoted to God: his days were constantly in

f l uenced by the restrictions on his activities; his 

special character was always guar~ed by talboos which 

separated him from the very peopl e in whos1e behalf he 

was acting . Just as the prophet had no life of his own, 

but was always at the beck and call of the deity, so 

the priest was especially sanctified, a.nd had to be 

at the disposal of the ritual and of the d1eity. Such 

was the place of the priest in the life of Israel. 
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If, then , Israel was to play the role of priest for 

the nations , Israel woul d achieve atonement and 

for giveness for the nations' s ins through her own 

ministr ations to God in thei r behalf . She was to 

be hol y end devot ed to Him, r emoved and separated 

from the l ife of the nations round about her so 

that she might be worthy to mini s t er before Hi m. 

So the nations woul d achieve t hat Sal vation and 

forgiveness of which Deutero*I saiah had spoken. 

As the pries t was required to observe 

many more taboos than the layman so that hi s sacred 

character might be pr e s erved from taint , so was 

Israel , as the priest- people, obl iged to observe 

more commandments than the nations . The Priestly 

to~offered various ideas of jus t what wer e to be 

the l aws which the nat ions were obl iged to foll ow . 

The P account of Genesis , culminating in the es 

tablishments of the institution of the Sabbath, 

impl ies that t he Sa~batb is t o be obser ved by al l 

mankind, as does the f ourth conimandment . "I n a 

very positive sense t he Decalogue too in its final , 

expanded Priestl y form, as r ecorded in Exodus 20: 

1-17, was intended by God to beeome , thr ough Israel' s 
11 

ministrations , the way of life for all mankind." 

The so- called Noachidian laws, embodied in Genesis 

9:1-7, including t he prohibi tion a gainst the shed-



ding of blood and against the e ating of the blood 

of animals, and the principle of capital punish

ment for murder, are likewise a set of universal 
12 
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injunctions. We must assume that t hese Priestly 

writers believed that all of the nations were 

obliged to follow the ethical dictates of Judaism, 

whether it is expressly stated or not; because in 

no way does the Priestly Code indicate t hat in the 

sphere of ethics there should be any diff erentiation 
WE /tf llST tAIFE~> 

between priest and laymal) s o 11keris"' should there 

be none between priest- people and lay-peoples. So 

Judaism provided a via vitae for all of mankind, as 

i t did for t he Jewish layman. And t he Jewish people 

as a whole, in order to qualify for the functions 

which it was to ful fill for mankind , ha d to conform 

to many injunctions of a ritual nat ure which were 

not imposed upon t he ot her nations . I srael had 

to obser ve the dietary l aws , had t o adhere t o an 

extensive sacrificial system. The prohibition of 

intermarriage was a counterpa!t of the legal re

strictions on the r elations a priest might have 

with laymen . Circumcision, too, distinguished 

I srael f r om t he nations , as did t he celebration 

of the various fe stivals and holy days . The observ

ance of these l aws kept Israel di fferent from the 

nations, qualified her to act as the mediator 



between God and the nations. 

Had Judaism fostered a belief in complete 

and final salvation achieved once and for all at 

one particular moment, I srael would have l ost its 

funct ion as t he priest people. But Judaism con-

ceived of a constant process of atonement and for

giveness , parallel to a constant process of trans

gression and sinning . So Israel's sins were atoned 

for by the annual national Day of Atonement, when 

t he whole people was purged of its sins through 
13 

priestly ministration. But one Day of Atonement 

did not serve to purge Israel forever. Israel had 

to renew or r estore its purity every year, as it 

gradually strove to attain sinlessness t hr ough its 

own self-perfection, rather than through any divine 

ac~ of grace. So, mankind, t oo, must be purged of 

sin through the constant service of I srael at the 

altar of God ; and until mankind has achieved per

f ection through its own deeds , I srael must perforce 

remain the priest people seeking r~ dempt1on and for-

giveness f or t he nations; and since man would never 

become absolutely pure and sinless, I srael's role 

as a priest people was e ternal. 

These were the implications of the 

Priestly doctrine which pictured I srael as the 

priest people for the nations, indeed a unique com-
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~ 
bination of separatism and universalism. And 

this was the last interpretation of the chosen 

people which was offered in Biblical theology, the 

last contribution to the development which we have 
15 

been engaged in tracing through Biblical thought . 



CHAPTER XIII CONCLUSION. 

The concept of the chosen people, as we 

have seen , did not spr!ng forth, fully developed, 

fr0m the mi nd of any one person or any one group 
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of persons, at any one time. From the moment t hat 

universalism became established in the t heological 

thinking of Israel, through the centuries to the 

last great readjustment of that theological think

ing , which is recorded in the Bible, this concept 

grew and evolved and changed, as external conditions 

changed, and as the subsequen~ attitudes of the 

thinkers of Israel changed. 

At first, after Amos announced his 

doctrine of Yahveh as more than a national deity, 

this ~oncept appeared only as an unconsciously 

retained corollary of nationalistic religious 

thinking . Amos and Isaiah, and even Jeremiah and 

Ezekiel in t he first periods of their prophetic 

ministry, as prophets who envisioned ';he dea t ruction 

of I srael, total or in part, founded their messages 

on t he premise that Yabveh, though a world-God, was 

more intimately concerned with His people Israel 

than He was with any of t he ot her peoples which, 

logically, were under His control. They felt no 

need for a harmonization between their knowledge 



that Yahveh was a world- deity and their deep

seated conviction that Be had taken Israel for 

Himself and therefore demanded from her a 

more righteous national l ife. Amos, in the 

first stage of transition from nationalistic 

religious thinking towards universalism, by his 

qualifications of universalism and his belief 

that Yahveh, after rejecting Israel, might well 

choose another people as His own, as He had 

once taken I srael to be His people, set the 

stage for the development of the concept of 

the chosen people. Isaiah, by rejecting the 

idea that Yahveh would take another people and 

affirming that I srael would always be His people, 

preserved through a righteous remnant, added 

anot er thought to the development of this con

cept, the thought that Yahveh would always 

bind Himself to Israel. This was as fa.r as 

pre-exilic prophetic thinking carried this 

concept . 

The exile of 597, however, wrought 

profound changes in the thinking of the pro

phet Jeremiah, and, t herefore, in the concept 

of the chosen people. Through a fusion of 

Hosea's doctrine of Yahveh's betrothal to a 

repentant Israel with Isaiah's doctrine of 
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the righteous remnant, Jeremiah formulated the 

doctrine of the new, eternal covenant, in which 

he boldly aff irmed that Yahveh would never 
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reject Israel, but that she would be, for all 

time, His own people , His chosen people. And 

this future Israel , regenerate and r epentant 

after the discipline of exile and hardship, would 

be the entire people, not just a small remnant. 

I srael would come to achieve the new heart through 

her own spontaneous repentance, and Yahveh, on 

His part, would help her to achieve that new 

heart . This new heart and thi s new covenant 

woul d be everlastingly effective, would never 

be broken. 

This doctrine of the new covenant 

which f ound whole-hearted acceptance in the minds 

and hearts of the people of Israel had profound 

influences upon the subsequent theological 

thinking of Israel . Never again was the idea 

advanced t hat Yahveh would , for any re~son, 

cast off His people Israel . When He had chosen 

her at Sinai , it came to be believed, Ee had 

chosen her for all eternity. 

But if this doctrine of t he new coven

ant fo'1nd willing acceptance, it also br ought in 

its trai n a host of questions inherent in the 



doctrine itself. These questions revolved around 

t he paradox which Jeremiah hacl not realized, how 

t he univers a l God, a God, certainly, of justice 

could continue to have relations with a people 

which was never wholly righteous, which, in fact, 

ref'used to follow the way of life which He 

129 

desired. Each of the answers to this paradox, 

offered during the subsequent centuries, ef!ered ~,. ~ 

also a new interpretation of some phase of t he 

concept of the chosen people. 

The prophet Ezekiel's answer to that 

paradox was contained in his doctrine of "for 

Ei s name's sake," which a~firmed that Yahveh was 

willing to continue to treat I srael as F.is chosen 

people not so much because He was satisfied wi th 

her actions, ritual and moral, bu t because Re 

desired , more than anything else, the acknowledge

ment of His divine supremacy by t he nations of 

the world. Because the nations would only regard 

Him as t he World- God if He actf d in accordance 

with their own i '!lJ?la ture t heological reasoning, He 

was for ced to treat Israel as His peo~, though 

she deserved to be cast off . This answer which 

Ezekiel advanced did not only offer a s olution to 

the problem of theodicy, but it likewise contri

buted a genuine harmonization of the antithetical 

J 



principles of universalism and particularism to 

the contents of the ccncept of the chosen people. 

Ezekiel was the first to see a purpose behind 

Israel's choice as Yahveh 's own people, the first 

to see a need to fit Israel into a world-scheme 

which Yahveh was engaged in eff ecting . Each of 

t he subs~ent interpretat~ons of the concept of 

the chosen people was dependent upon this viewpoint 

of the prophet Ezekiel; each one, in turn , strove 

to define Israel's place in Yahveh'e world-plan. 

Deutero-Isaiah advanced the sec0nd 

answer to Ezekiel's paradox : t he doctrine of 

Israel as t he prophet-people, bringing to the 

nations of the world Yahveh's message of salvation 

and I srael's conviction in His universali t y . 

Deutero- Isaiah agreed with Ezekiel that Yahveh ~1ad 

chosen Israel for a world-purpose, but not so 

much because He was for ced by the misconceptions 

of the nations to proceed along certain lines; 

rather, Ee had chosen I lrael; !'rom t he firs t , as 

His servant,• His mes senger to the nations, who 

would convert them to the aclmowledgement of His 

divinity and to the acceptance of His way of 

life. With Deutero- I saiah, t he concept of the 

chosen peopl e beca.~e an integral and consciously 

aff irmed part of t he theology of Israel . 



The proselyting movement which followed 

the building of the Temple of 516 B. C. was an 

attempt to implement this idea of the mission of 

Israel, and a very real support for the belief 

of Israel in the concept of the chosen people . 

The political conditions imposed upon Judah after 

the failure of the Zerubabel rebellion brought 

about the belief in theocracy, another expression 

of the concept of t he chosen people. The exalted 

confidence of t he period of the 516 Temple, ex

pressed in t he abundant hope for world peace aad 

amity, was another phase of the strengthened 

acceptance of this concept. 

One result of this fullsome optimism 

of thi s period was the neo-nationalistic program 

which l ed up to the bitter disaster of 485 B. C. 

?or some groups of the population, the concept 
~ -of the chosen people could~ be interpreted_ 

as reason for Israel's supremacy in the inter

nat ional sphere of politics and a!"l'i:ies. If 

I srael had indeed been chosen by the one world

God, what more logical inference could be drawn 

from t his belief t han the expectation that God 

would give Israel the strength to dominate the 

whole world and force the nations to acknowledge 

His supremacy. One part of t his program, and a 
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highly significant one for the evolution of the 

concept of the chosen people, was the doctrine 

of "the merit of the fathers," which affirmed 

t he belief that Yahveh would achieve great things 

for Israel because He had promised this to the 

patriarchs who had been so faithful to Him. This 

was the first attempt to find a reason for the 

choice of Israel . Ezekiel and Deutero-Isaiah had 

seen a cause for Yahveh's desire to have a 
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people, but had advanced no specific reason for 

His choice of Israel. The nee- national ists of 

500-485 B. C. offered the idea that Yahveh had 

chosen Israel because she was the people descended 

from the patriarchs, who , in that time long before 

the covenant at Sinai, had followed His word when, 

it is implied, the progenitors of other peopl e s 

had not done so . This answer to the paradox 

impl icit in Jeremiah's dodtrine affirmed, then, 

that Yahveh was forced to live up to His promise 

to the patriarchs, whether o: not Israel's 

present l ife merited such glorious treatment . 

The national istic-revival culminated 

in the attempt in 485 B. C. of Judah to gain inde

pendence from Persia, and to implement her confi

dent expectations of world-empire. A coalition 

of neighboring nations, angered at Israel's dan-



gerous designs, invaded Jerusalem, burned the 

Temple, and sold thousands of the popul ation into 

slavery. 
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Did this disaster mean that Israel would 

now abandon her confi dent acceptance of the concept 

of t he chosen people? Not by any means . In all 

of the reactions to this disaster which have been 

preserved in the Bible, there is no hint of the 

belief t hat Yahveh had rejected Israel. Jer emiah 's 

doctrine of the new covenant had been deeply 

imbedded, indeed, in the t hinking of Israel ' s pro

phets and teachers . Some did not even betray 

disi llusionment with the idea t hat Yahveh woul d 

give political supremacy to His chosen people, but 

persisted in t he belief that t his would, one day, 

come to pass -- voluntarily t hey thought, on the 

part of t he nations. When the Persian fleet was 

destroyed by storm in an abortive attempt to 

conquer Greece, and when the neighbors of Israel, 

who had been parties of the .oalition which had 

wreaked such havoc on her land and people, were 

invaded by the Arab tribes pressing in from the 

desert, some saw in these e vents signs of Yahveh 's 

revenge for the invasion of 485 . One voice 

raised after the calamity saw in t hat event an 

indication of the c hoice of I srael not only as a 



prophet-people, a servant, but also as a suffering 

servant, who must bear '*punishment for the sins 

of t he nations which will, thereafter, come to 

recognize Israel's exalted purpose in Yahveh 1 s 
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'World plan. Whatever these reactions were, none 

questioned the fundamental basis of I srael's special 

relationship to Yahveh, the act of choice. 

With the return of Ezra and i~ehemiah, and 

t he reinterpretation of t he Yahveh religion as a 

specifically national one, the concept of the 

chosen people l ost its importance. Israel was to 

be isolated from the other nations, as Yahveh 

isolated Himself from them -- Israel was His only 

people, not His chosen people. The Samaritan 

schism prought in its wake the even narrower idea 

t hat Yahveh had long ago rejected the Northern 

Kingdom, and t hat , consequently, His chosen people 

was only t he Sout hern Kingdom. 

The P code made particularism real in 

t he live~of the people of I srae. , and t reated the 

principle of universalism as though it were non

existent. The P writers even conceived of Yahveh 

as dwelling in t he Temple of Hi s people, and 

having no relations with other peoples. But the 

universalistic principle could not be completely 

forgotten. Later P writers came to conceive of 



t his particularistic, excluai vistic life which 

Israel was ordained to lead as part of Yahveh 's 

world scheme: Israel was the priest people, 

serving the same purpose for the nations of t he 

world which t he priest served for t he people of 

Israel. I srael had to observe t he stringent 

regul ati ons which di s tinguished her from other 

nations to qualify as t he priest- people who could 

obtain f orgiveness from the universa l God for the 

sins of t he nations . The process .. of a tonement 
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was a continuous one, as t he nati ons strove t o 

perfect t heir ways through the example of I srael's 

achievements. Part of this doctrine of Isr ael 

a s t he priest-people was the fourth answer advanced 

to the paradox inherent in Jer emiah 's doctrine of 

the new covenant, the establishment of Yom Ki ppur , 

through which an unrighteous people coul d obtai n 

forgiveness from the God of righteousness. 

These , t hen, were the various s tages 

through which t he concept o. the c hosen peopl e 

evolved in t he Bible. That c oncept achi eved 

new meanings and new implications with each 

changing conception of Isr ael's relationship 

to God and to the peoples of the earth. That 

concept continuously provided a means for the 

haI'Illonizat i on of t he antithetical poles of 



theological thinking: universalism and particu

larism, through which this people which first 

achieved the exalted idea that there was but one 

God in the world of men and matter e.nd space 

was enabled, at the same time, to retain its 

conviction i n its own role in history. The con

cept of the chosen people was tr.e mechanism 

through which Israe l preserved its own identity 

in the realm of ideas, as well as in the world 

of nations. 

But we must not assume t hat once the 

final Bibl ical interpretation of this concept 

had been achieved, t he previous ones were 

discarded . Each contribution to the development 

of t his concept left a deep impression on its 

texture, and the Biblical concept of the chosen 

people , upon which later developments were 

founde d , was a composite pictu re compounded of 

a mixture of all of the inte1~pretations which 

we have discussed : Israel, he people chosen 

by God at Sinai end joined to Him by an eternal 

covenant, but al so the people descended from the 

patriarchs who had earned , by their loyalty to 

Him, His promise of greatness for t heir progeny ; 

Israel the chosen people destined to serve as 

both prophet and priest to the nations, to bring 
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t hem to the wors hip of t he true God , to serve as 

an example of the life which He desired , to minister 

to Him for their t r ansgre s s ions against His moral 

law, and even to suff er in t hi s mission to t he world . 

This is the concept of the chosen peopl e which the 

rabbis found i n t he Bible and upon which t hey baaed 

their own harmonizations of universalism and parti

cularism. 



APPENDIX I 

It is our purpose in this appendix 

to consider the phras e ~ 'i ?dt• J ~ ,1j ,J ' i)/c '.J.il< J 

which , wi th variations, occurs s o many times in 

t he Bible as to become a cli che in Bi blical 

styl e . We are not concerned with t he variations 

as such, for t hey point only to a free statement 

of an ~abitual thought . We are concerned with 

t he authors of t he passages in which this formula 

is contained, and wi th the periods in which 

those passages were written. 

Act ually the formula implies neither 

a uni versal outlook , nor e particul ari s t i c one . 

Taken out of context, it could be an expression of 

t he na t ionalistic rel i gious outlook of I srael 

before t he time of Amos, or of the particularism 

of l ater periods , or, on t he ot her hand, it 

could signify the harmoni zation whic h various 

t hinkers constructea when t he) were confronted 

by t he apparent contradiction between universalism 

and particulari sm. Our object , then, is to 

attempt to disc over whether it bas one meaning 

always, or another always , or whet her it takes 

its theologic&l significance f r om each passage of 

which it i s a part . 

f> ~ j '/ I ',-. 
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The prophet Jeremiah used this expression 

quite fr~quently. In his earlier period, as we 

have noted, it is very likely that he was a univer

sal1st only in t heory, but a nationalist tn fact. 

7:23, 11:4, and 13:11 (which is only a frection 

of the formula) would be expressions of that 

nat ionalistic religious philosophy, then. Passages, 

however, which come from his period of more mature 

universalism , on the other hand, would reveal his 

harmonization of particularism with a dominant uni-
~,_ 

versalism. 31 :.ll and 32 : :;8, expressions of this 

formula embodied in the presentation of the doctrine 

of the new covenant, are certainly of this type, 

as is 24:7, part of the passage dealing with the 

prophet 's attitude towards the first deportation. 

The prophet Ezekiel likewise utilized 

this formula, in the passage setting forth his 

most universalistic doctrine, the doctrine of "for 

P.is name ' s sake . " 36 128 must, t hen, be regarded 

in the light of Ezekiel's adherence to universalism, 

as an expression of hi s harmonization of universalism 

and particularism. Other appearances of this formula 

in the book of Ezekiel, though probably not written 

by Ezekiel himself, seem to spring from this same 

type of harmonization of universalism and particu

larism: 11:20 , 34:24, 30. 14:11, on the other 



hand, alt hough probably not by Ezekiel, ap~ears to 

have a particularistic meaning . 

This principle is utilized several times 

in the Holiness Code , although each instance is of 

secondary authorsh ip : Leviticus 11:45; 22:33; 

25 : 38 ; 26:12,45 • The Holiness Code did not itself 
1 

have anything of a universalistic outlook; one 
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would assume then t hat these secondary passages were 

a r eaffirmation of t he particularistic thought of 

t he f irst writers. Yet it is, of course , possible 

that secondary writers were more in favor of the 

universalistic principle , and used this opportunity 

to soften t he particularism of their predecessors. 

But since there is no conclusive e vidence other 

than that which we shall consider in the following 

appen~ix it is more probabl e that the formul a, es 

used in t he Holiness Code, was anot her indication 

of particularistic thought. 

II Samuel 7:24, in a passage which we 

have already dated at the time of the ..?.erubabel 

rebellion in 521, a very definitel y universalist ic 

context, must be regarded as another i nstance of 

harmonization . 

Zachariah 13:9 may possibly be ~elated 

to the period following the t485 f iasco , although 

t his is not a~ ell definite . But at any rate the 



spirit of the passage 13:7-9 is one of particu

larism. Deuteronomy 29:12, part of a passage 

which obviously springs from the spirit of the 

lJ+l 

period following Ezra, likewise has a particularistic 

intent. 

Exodus 6:7; 29:45; and Numbers 15:41, 

the three appearances of this formula in the P 

Code all spring from a particularistic outlook. 

Exodus 29:45, especially, part of tbe passage 

setting forth the doctrine that God dwells i n 

the Temple at Jerusalem, is obviously anti-univer

salistic. 

If we date Zachariah 8:8 with 8:3, in the 

spirit of the P Code, this passage , too, belongs to 

t he particularistic trend. 

This survey of the passages containing 

the formula and its variations make s our conclu

sions as to the implica tions of the formul a self

evident. Though originally it may have had ab

solute particularistic implicat_ons, it came to 

be used at various times to express either a 

harmonization of particularistic thought with a 

dominant universalism, or a reaffirmation of 

particularism in a period when universalistic 

thought was in the decline. It s relation/ to the 

concept of the chosen people is only that it reveals 



in another way the need, i n periods of universalistic 

thought, of finding a satisfactory place for Israel 

in t he worl d-scheme . In periods of particularism, 

however, t he concept of the chosen people lost much 

of its meaning, whereas this formula could and did 

express t he absolute particularism of those periods . 



APPENDIX II THE HOLINESS CODE 

The basic principle of t he Holiness 

Code legislation, embodied in the text of Leviticus 

17-26, is that the relationship of I srael and 

Yahveh is one of holiness, a principle derived 

ultimately fr om the prophet Ezekiel . This princi

ple is stated succinctly in the opening verse of 
l 

the H Decalogue: Ye shall be holy, for I, Yahveh, 
2 

thy God , am Holy. According to Dr . Morgenstern, 

the precise meaning of this verse is: Holy shall 

ye be (unto me; i.e., ye s hall have relations with 

Me alone, and with no other God) , for I, Yahveh, 

your God, am holy (unto you, i.e., I am your God 

alone, and have and will have no relations whatever 

with 3.llY other peopl,. Thi s translation of the 

verse would imply a completely non-universalistic 

outlook on the part of the authors of the Holiness 

Code , despite the fact t hat, according to Dr . 

Mor c;enstern, t he Eoliness l egislatioL dat s s at the 
3 

earliest from 525; parts are even later because 

they refer to a Temple t hat is already rebuilt, 

for instance, Leviticus 17:1-7. Had t he Holiness 

Code been written earlier than Deutero-Isai~h, 

earlier than the universalistic spirit of the 516 

Temple, we would be justified i n calling this 



principle of the Holiness Code , non-universalistic. 

Coming ae it does after Deutoro-Isaiab had pro

claimed a thorough-going universalism, and from 

the very period during which the broadest univer

salism was preached in utterances such as Malachi 

1:11, and when proselytism was a sign of high 

universalism, we must regard t his principle of t he 

Holiness Code as anti-universalistic . Although 

it is conceivable t hat we ought to regard this 

principle as t he epitome of expression of the 

concept of the chosen people, since it regards 

Israel as so privileged t hat God has relations 

with no other people, it is more logical to regard 

this as a denial of universalism. Not even the 

P Code, with its intense particularism, denied 

t hat God bad relations with the other people, in 

principle , though in practice the P Code delimited 

Him as Israel's God. The high militarism of 

500-485 B. C., too, had a universalistic aspect, 

of a sort, though it envi aionnd I srael as given 

supreme control of t he nations by Yahveh. The 

conclusion that the Holiness Code, in effect, is 

anti-universalistic, is substantiated by a consi

deration of other passages from the legislation 

proper. 

Leviticus 20:22-26, part of the bomilet ical 



aection ot the H Code, seems to mean thia1 Yahveh•s 

relationahip to men ia limited to the inhabitant• 

ot Palestine. Because the previous inhabitants ot 

the land would not worship him in the manner which 

he desired and followed customs which be abhorred, 

he cast those nations out of his land. Now he ia 

bringing in the people of Israel wilom he expect a to 

keep the statutes and ordinances which he ia giving 
4 

to them. By giving them his land and taking them 

to be his people, he has distinguished them from all 

other peoples. He has promised to have reiations 

with them alone, thereby separating them trom . 
mankind; therefore the7 mu.at aepal"ate themaelvaa 

from things which he considers to be unclean. 

There ia no universalism here: Yahveh ia limited 

to Palestine, and to the peeple which inhabits that 
5 

land. Th~~e 1• no indication whatever that 

Yahveb haa an7 type of relationship with any people 

other than that which at one time or another in-

habits hie land. Here 1a not even the budding 

universalism of the eighth century when Amob announced 

that Yahveh had a relationship ~the Philistines 

and the Ethiopians and Aram. Yahveh, according 

to this passage, baa no plane for other peoples, 

does not desire that tu.a wa7 of lite, either 

ritual or ethical, be transmitted to them, nor does 



he even desire to have then worship him and 

acknowledge his reputation and name. Thi s is , 

t o be sure , a denial of universal ism, and a return 

J..46 

to t he principle of nationalistic religious belief . 

Leviticus 25:39-46 sets forth the pro-

hibition against the enslavement of Israelites. 

They may not be enslaved because t hey are 

Yahveh 'a servants , whom he brought out of 
6 

Egypt. Since Yahveh is I srael 's God, every 

Israelite is protected by him. But , since he is 

not the God of other peoples , and they are not 

his servants, and he has no relationship with 

them, t hey may be enslaved, and become hereditary 

chattel . The be.sis , then, of the prohibition 

of slavery is that Yahve h 's people, because they 

are his people, may not be enslaved. This denial 

of universalism results , in effect, in the appli

cation of ethical ideas to the people of Israel 

only and not to the other peoples, who are out

side the realm of his relati o. ship . 

Thus did t he writers of the Holiness Code 

deny universalism not onl y in practice , but likewise 

i n principle . Fc·r them, God was not the Universal 

Deity, but only the God of Israel , the God of 

Palestine -- a thorough retrogression f r om the ad

vance of t he theological t hinking of I srael, E.nd 



a tangential development from the line of universal

istic thinking , even f arther afield than the deepest 

part icularism (not nationalistic religion) of the 

period immediately following t he return of Ezra. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER I 

1. Morgenstern , "The Oldest Document in the 

Hexateuch", HUCA (1927), The backgr ound material 

f or this chapter is derived, also , f rom Morgen-

stern, "The Book of t he Covenant" , Perts I and II, 

HUCA (1928, 1930); Amos Studies , Part III ; 

"Decalogue" in UJE , Vol. III, PP• 510-14; and Bible 

1 and 8 lectures. 

2. The Religion of Israel to the Exile, PP• 35. 38. 



NOTES TO CHAPTER II 

1. Obviously, in this henotheistic pattern of 

the neces sity of a deity ' s maintaining his reputa

tion are the r oots of Ezekiel's principle, " for 

Hi s name's sake . " Cf . Chapter VI . 

2 . Cf . especially t he i ndignation of Hosea , who 

was not a universalist, at I srael ' s unfAithi'ulness 

to Yahveh, and his comparison of that faithlessness 

to har l otr y . 

3. Morgenstern , Amos Studies, pp. 40-41. 

4. Amos 9:7• 

5· Amos 1:3 - 2:3. 

6. Amos 3:2. 

7. Amos 4:6- 11. 

8. ~ St udies, PP• 37- 38. 

9. A harmonization would necessitate some explana-

tion of t he reasoning whereby the principle s of uni

versalism and national ism could be accepted together, 

without bein~ regarded as mutually exclusive. Dr . 

~ orgenstern's r econstruction of the Amos t ext (un

publ ished as yet) connects the s tatement of both pr in-
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ciples in close proximity: 3:1a, 9:7, 3:2. Accept

ing this reconstruction, we are forced to admit 

that, far from perceiving the contradiction and 

paradox and explaining it, Amos did not even see 

the need for a harmonization, but agreed fully, 

in effect , with the viewpoint held by his contem~

'raries, t hat Yahveh had been only Israel's god . 

We translate the passage in this way: 

3:la P.earken to this message against you, O 

children of I srael: 

9: 7 Are you not the same to me as t he 

children of Cush, saith Yahveh? 

It is true that I brought Israel up 

out of t he land of Egypt, 

But did I not also bring the Philistines 

up from Xaftor, and Aram from Kir? 

3:2 Nevertheless (despite t he fact t ha t I am 

t heir God too) only you have I known 

intimately, among all the fami lies of 

the earth. 

Theref ore shall I punish you f or all 

your transBressions. 

;.Ve do not, it must be noted , accept Buttenwieser' s 

claim (~ Prophets of I srael, P• 307-8, note 1 . ) 

that i' ... in 3:2 , coupled with ).JN , implies: 

"Veril y I have taken more care of you t han of any 
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other race of the earth." This t r anslation woul d 

infer a genu ine attempt towards harmonization, but 

one too finely wrought, we are convinced , for Amos 

to have intended. Actually, of course, Amos~ 

lnt~de<i}t~at the reference to Isr ael's distincti ve 

place in Ya hveh ' s affections make his listeners 

realize how much more heinous was I srael's sin against 

Yahveh than i f Yahveh had~ .. ~./6'een~a national deity , 

forced to have relations with Israel because she w~s 

hi s people . 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER III 

1. Hosea 2 :16- 22 (omitting v . 19 as an interpolation; 

see Morgenstern, Amos Studies, p . 419, note 350). 

2. Sosea 2:4-14. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER IV 

1. Isr ae l in the l arger sense , of course, i nc l uding 

both I srael and Judah, as we intend in this entire 

ch.apter. 

2 . See especially Isaiah l :lo-17. 

3· Isaiah 6:3; 5:26- 29 ; 7 :18- 20 ; 31:3; 14 : 29 , 

30b-31: 20 :1, 3- 4 , 6; 10: 7-11, 13-15. 

4 . I s aiah 6 :11-12 . 

5 . Isaiah 5 : 5- 7a ; 7 :23-25a . 

6. I saiah 30 : 13-14. 

• 
7. Isaiah 22:1-14. 

8. I saiah 30 :13- 14. 

9 . I saiah 10 : 5- 6 . 

10. I saiah 5 : 1-6. v. 7 , a~ Pfeiffer (Introduction 

to the Ol d Testament , P• 431 ) suggests , is undoubtedl y 

an expl anatory gloss , givi ng the explicit meaning of 

t h3 parable . Yet it is undoubtedly in t he spirit of 

I saiah and by no means is it contrar y to his intention 

in the passage . 

11. Undoubtedly the pr e- exilic prophets had s ome 
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consciousness of their distinctiveness in religious 

thinking . Cf. Amos Studies, PP• 30-46, for a full 

discussion of Amos • realization of his uniqueness as 

a prophet. This t heme , of course, received its u lti

~ate development in Deu t ero- Isaiah1 s proof for mono

theism from prophecy; cf . Blank, "Studies in Deutero

Isaiah", HUCA , XV (1940) , pp . 1- 18 . 

12. Isaiah 6 : 10 . This is Dr . Morgenstern•s trans 

lation of t he passage, Amo s Studies , p. 423. 

13 . Isaiah &:16-18; 30 :8. Cf . Amos Studies, pp . 

423-425 . Dr • .Morgenstern believes that the symbolic 

name cH ' 11c e.. (Isaiah 7: 3) is t o be connected 

with this doctr ine of the saved , righteous reqmant 

of the people . 

14• This doctrine of the right eous remnant was ampli 

fied by latirwriters in such passages as Exodus 32:9-14 

and Numbers 14:11-20 , where Moses is depicted as the 

one about whom Yahveh would build the new and greater 

nation, more righteous and more l oyal to Him. Signi 

ficant ly, however, both passages reflect, also, 

Ezekiel's doctrine of "for Eis name 's sake , "· from 

which we may i nfer t hat it was not until events 

themselves proved t hat more than a remnant of the 

people was to survive the disasters of 597-586, 
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that Isaiah's doctrine was abandoned, and not com

pletely, even then, as the story of Noah, a univer

salization of t he doctrine of the righteous remnan~ 

att ests. 

It is intere sting to note that this doctrine 

of t he righteous remnant includes t he first t races of 

iudividualism. Amos, the first universalist, had 

still clung to t he idea of nationalistic religion 

that only the nation is the unit in relation with the 

deity. One wonders if be never thought of himsel f 

as being distinct from t he people, or if he did not 

have some disciples, disciples for whom, perhaps, he 

wrote down the text of his address. Perhaps his 

silence on t his matter of t he righteous individual 

is to be attributed to the fact that he spoke as a 

prop' J t only f or a half hour, t hat he delivered but 

one address. Isaiah, on the ot ber hand , was a 

prophet f or at least f orty years, perhaps longer. 

~uring t hat time it became obvious how he was set 

apart fr om the people by his prophet~ ~ ch~r~cter, 

and how, also, those who believed in him and 

followed his ideas, set themselves apart . Per haps , 

too, I saiah becar..e aware of the ris hteousness of 

some others , not ne cessarily among bis disciples . 

This close connection of the doctrine of the saved 

remnant and the development of the principle of 
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individualism is most clearly seen in anot her 

passage whi ch amplif ies I saiah 's doctrine , ~enesis 

18 : 23ff , where Abraham pl eads for the deliverance 

of Sodom and Gomorrah because of those righteous 

ones who might be found in t he midst of the 

\vi clced . This passage more than likely is to be 

dated before t he time of Ezekiel, because t here 

is no i ndication that any number of righteous 

men less t han ten would be suffic ient to deli ver 

the c ities, although Lot and his family are per

mitted to su~vive, as a remnant, certainly less 

than ten . The passage, on t he ot her hand, 

contains an indication of t he idea of vicarious 

salvation (not atonement) whlch coul d hardly 

have been pre- exilic, and reflects a late type 

o"' univer salism (Cf . Mor gens tern, ~'loses with the 

Shi n i ng Face, p. 23.) 

I t is a lso intere sting to note t he fore

shadowing of Deutero-I saiah's mi ssion idea ;n this 

doctri ne of the first I saiah. Im;li edly~ this 

righteous remnant woul d preserve I saiah ' s writings 

not only to study them themselves , but likewise 

to transmit t re message of the r ighteous life to 

ot her peoples. We must i nfe r that they were not 

to become a new and mighty people purely th.rough 

biological processes, bu t t hat the writing s of 
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theirirophet would become an instrument for gaining 

new adherents to the worship of i ahveh. 

(Most of the mate rial included in t his 

note ha s been t r eat ed by Dr. Morgenstern in his 

lect ures in Bi ble 8, in Amos Studies, p . 424, and 

in " Moses with the Shining ~ace", HeCA, II ( 1925 ) , 

pp . 13-16 . ) 



NOTES TO CB.APTER V 

1. See especially 23 : 23f . 

2. Jeremiah 2 : 2 . 

3. J eremiah 13:11. 

4. Jeremiah 2 : 3. 

5 . Jeremiah 2 : 21. 

6. Jer emiah 3:19 . Emend P'J2~ to p · 1~2 . 

7 . Jeremiah 12 .7. 

8. J eremiah 5: 3 ; 6 :8 ; 7:28; 35: 13. 

9 . J eremiah 8:3, 9 :15 ; 13:17-19; etc . 

10 . This attitude t owards the exiles is embodi ed, 

t oo , in Jeremiah 29 :4- 7 and 29 :16- 20. In 4 - 7 , the 

exiles are advised by the prophet to prepare for a 

rather lengt hy exile, to settl e down as though t hey 

were to remain for many years , and t o go through the 

norm.al functions of living rather t~an wait for a 

speedy return (in opposition t o the belief of some 

of the leaders both in Babyl onia and in Judah, 

that the exile was only a temporary set - back, and not 

part of the doom which J eremiah had announced as 

coming from the universal God who was repudi ating 
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Israel ) . Su ch a message may ~e a reflection of 

Jeremiah 's belief that the exi les ha~ alr eady 

undergone their punishment, i n t he very fact of 

exile, and that they would be regarded ver y 

favorably by Ya hveh. In 16- 20 those exiles are 

told that the brethren t hey had left be hind in 

Judah were yet to feel t he full extent of Yahveh 's 

wrath. Dr. Morgenstern has suggested that 

29 :16- 20 are probably a unit with chapter 24, but 

have somehow b~en misplaced from their original 

position . 

Significant is the f act t hat i n 29:7 

we find t he broade s t expression of universa l ism 

to be enunciated by a pre-exilic prophet : Yahveh 

is no l onger bound to t he land of Pales tine . 

Although t he verse does not expressly state that 

Yahveh may be worsh ipped in Babylonia , the pro

phet is profoundly convinced tha t Yahveh will 

hearken to prayers off ered to him by those of his 

people who reside there . This is a great advance 

u pon t he thought of Amos and of Hosea (Hosea 3:4 ) 

who believed t hat Yahveh might not be f ound in a 

land other t han Palestine, an unclean land. At 

t he same time, then , that he announces a new 

doctrine which forms a l imi ta t ion of full univer

salism, the prophet takes another step in the 
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direction of a fully-realized universalistic 

doctrine. 

160 

11. For convincing proof that Jeremiah's doctrine 

of the new covenant applied not only to those who 

had gone into exile in 597, but also those who 

suffered through t he later events of 586, and even 

those who remained behind in Judah and who were 

not exiled in the second de portation, cf. Jeremiah 

42 :9-12; and indeed, the whole narrative of 

Jeremiah's unwillingness to f lee to Egypt, and of 

hi s desire to remain in Judah, offers profound 

testimony to h~s own active and positive acceptance 

of t he doctrine of t he new covenant, as does the 

story of his purchase of the land of his cousin in 

chapter 32. 

12. Jeremiah 31: 31-34. See Morgenstern, Psalm 

~, p . 27, note 100, for convincing :i;mof that 

t his is indeed a genuine part of Jeremiah 's message . 

But see t he amplification of Jeremiah's doctrine in 

later additions to that same chapter, for instance 

vv. 3 , 9, 20, and especially 35- 36. 

12a. Dr . Blank. has pointed out, in class discussions 

in Bible 3, the irony of this change in Jeremiah 's 

theological t hinking which forms a dividing line, 

as it were, between the pre-exili~ and post- exilic 
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prophets . The prophets after the period 597- 586 

became the exponents of concepts which the prophets 

previ ous to that period had opposed. 1r he popular 

conception had been of an everlasting relations hip 

between Yahveh and Israel , but t he earlier prophets 

had repudiat ed this conception . Now, beginning 

with Jeremiah, the prophets adopt that idea , in 

terms of universalism, and it becomes an inseparabl e 

note in t he thinking of Israel . It is possible, of 

course , to explain this change in the tenor of 

pr ophetic thinking purel y on t he basis of external 

event s -- to s ay that events prior to 597-586 

demanded a stern, critical prophetic policy , 

whereas after those years, t he people needed con 

s ol at ion . Yet, t hi s is not the wbole story. I t 

is wrong to think of the pre - exilic prophets as 

men who were pes simi sts, who had 110 l ove for Israel, 

who could see no hope . Undoubtedl y , Amos' i nsistence 

upon the fact that Yahveh had tried to warn I srael , 

had tried to bri ng I srae l back to t he right path, 

is i ndicative of hi s own l ove f or I srael and his 

unconscious des ire to see her live . As we ha ve 

already pointed out , Isaiah's doctrine of the right

eous remnant was an opti mistic note, one l ikewise 

indicative of the prophet ' s love for his peopl e and 

of hi s desire to see he r survive . And Hosea's 
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doctrine of Yahveh's betrothal of a repentant 

I srael was obviously a hopeful doctrine, predicated 

upon a fai t h in I srael's survival. Jeremiah's 

doctrine of the new covenant, then, was not anti

thetical to prophetic character, nor was it, indeed, 

s o antithetical to prophetic thought as some would 

have us believe. Jeremiah 's doctrine was linked to 

the prophetic thinking of the past as much a s it 

became the starting point for prophetic thinking 

following him . 

13. One of those eff ects was undoubtedly the full 

realization of t he part of the individual in 

relation to Yahveh. The doctrine of individualism 

had only been hinted at previous to this : Amos 

and Hosea actually had no place for the indi vidual 

in thei r religious thinking. I saiah' s doctrine of 

t he righteous remnant and the amplification of that 

doctrine, especially in Genesis 18:23ff , had formed 

an opening wedge in individualistic thinking (Jf . 

Chapter IV , note D~ of t hi s Jhes1s}. Jeremiah 

carried t he idea even further with his special 

dispensation of l ife to Baruch and Ebed- melech, 

(39:15-18; 45:1-5), who would survive because 

t hey had been faithful to Ya hveh . The full import 

of individualism could not be developed by Ezekiel , 

however, until Jeremiah had pronounced the doctrine 
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of the new covenant with its implica~ion of a 

future. Thia is strictly l ogical, for it stands 

to reason that so l ong as the threat of complete 

destruction hung over the entire people, no one 

would concern himself too much about the ~uestion 

of the justice meted out to the individual . Once, 

however, t he assured conviction was establishP.d 

th.at Yahveh would never destroy the entire people 

for its communal sins, then the way was open for 

speculation regarding t he place of the individual 

member of t hat gr oup. We are justified, then, in 

concluding that all of Bi blical literature which 

considers the place of the individual in relat ionship 

to Yahveh, the individualistic Psalms , for instance, 

and especially the boolc of Job, was rendered 

possible ~y Jeremiah's doctrine of t he new covenant 

and so was later in date of composition than Jere-

miah, or even t han Ezekiel. 

ll~. Robert li. Pfeiffer, Introduction to the Old 

Testament, P• 333 · 

15. Judges 2 : 1. Cf . also Judges 2 : 11-23 for a gen

eralization of the phjlosophy of the entire book; 

and Judges 10:9 - 16 for a typical example of this 

r hythmic pe.ttern succinctly stated. 
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16. Cf . also psalm 78 , dated by Dr. r.ior e;enstern at 

about 521 , for another interpretation of the history 

of I s rael from t he viewpoint of an e t ernal covenant 

which cannot be repudiated, and for a r eflection of 

t he Deuteronomic f r amework of the book of Judges, es

pecially vv. 34- 35 , 37- 38. 

17. Psalm 48, P• 29. 
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1. I sai ah 1:21; 5 : 2 ; Jeremiah 2 : 2 ; 3:4; Hosea 

2 : 1 7b ; 9: 10 • Cf . Pfeiffer , Intr oduct i on to t he 

Ol d Testament , P• 545 . 

2. For t his whol esale i ndi ctment of I srael's past , 

s ee Ezekie l 16: 1- 52 , especiall y vv . 6, 8 , and 14; 
20 : 1- 26 , especial ly vv . 5-8; and 23 . Chapter 20 

must , of course , come f r om t he same per iod as 

chapter 36 , s vme time after 586, s i nce i t , t oo , 

presents the doctrine of " for His name 's sake" 

-- and thus forms a connecting link between the two 

periods of Ezekiel' s prophecy , s ince i t reflects 

the same viewpoi nt as chapter 16. 

3• tf.or genstern , Psalm 48, p . 28 . 

4. Ezekiel 11:19- 20 ; 36 : 26- 27 . 

5. Ezekiel 16: 59- 63 . This passage i s obvi ously 

an addition which was i nserted after the destr~ction 

of Jerusalem in 586 . ~ut t here is no reas on to 

su ppose t hat it was not written by Ezekiel himsel f 

during t he fifteen years or so t~at he lived beyond 

that date . I t is altogether in keeping with 

36 : 24- 27 , for instance , which we know was written 

b y Ezekiel . It is essential, whether or not Ezekiel 
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lie 
wrote this particular passage> that ,_,,,,_. should 

have accepted this doctrine of the new covenant 

before he could have enunciated the doctrine of 

"for His name•s aake." 
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6. Cf., for instance, Jeremiah 44, for the ritual 

faithlessness of those who were in Egypt after 

586. er. also Deuteronomy 9:5, an example or 

another answer to the paradox which we shall discuaa 
lX 

in Chapter 1/61111, wherein we are told explicitly 

that there was no merit to be found 1n the people to 

justify their deliverance and survival. Yet Ezekiel 

did not abandon thia idea, though it forced him to 

reconsider the whole problem of the reason for 

Yahveh•s c6nt1nu1ng relationship with Israel. An 

important corollary to the doctrine of •for His 

name's sake" is the new heart which Yahveh will give 

to Israel, a heart cleansed of all taint, a heart 

of flesh and not of stone, (Ezekiel 36:25-27). 

This new heart and spirit will bring the people 

b,ck to Yabveh, and they will b~ faithi'ul to His 

word from thenceforth. One might jump to the con

clusion that this reaffirmation on the part of 

Ezekiel of the idea of the new heart would invalia-

ate the theory expounded by Dr. Morgenstern that 

the consciousness of the paradox involved in 

Jeremiah's doctrine of the new covenant brought 
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Ezekiel to his own doctrine of 11 for Hi s name's sake . 11 

But this much is certain : Ezekiel explained, now, 

why Yahveh was willing to cl eanse the people ' s heart, 

w~ereas J eremiah had net explained t hat . I n addi

tion, Jeremiah 's doctrine ha d carried the implication 

t hat the people of I srael woul d, spontaneously, 

be come faithful a f ter t he experience of disci pline 

in exi l e and with the establ ishment of tne new 

covenant . In keeping with his idea of gr ace, how

ever, Ezeki el holds no such hope : if t here is to be 

any change on t he part of t he people , it will be 

b rought sbout by Yahveh and not by the peopl e t hem

selves ; Yahveh must change t heir nature P.imself 

( 36 : 31-32 ). Ezekiel , then, still holds to those 

same gl crious expectations of the regener ation of 

Israel, ~hat had not ye t come to pass , impl ying , how

e ver , t hat the change of heart will be brought about 

b y Yal::veh in Ei s own good time , a.nd tha t there i s no 

hope of the people's return to Yahve h of t heir own 

accord . 

7. As we have already pointed out in chapter II , 

note l , t his conception of a deity 's need to maintain 

his reputation among the nations is a principl e of 

nationalistic religion transmuted into universal 

terms. Actually , as interpret ed by Ezek iel, t his 

misconception on the part of t he nations , fcrces 
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Yahveh , against liis v.rill, to conform to tt1eir 

i deas; t his in itself is the gr eatest wealaless of 

Ezeki el's doctrine. 

8. This doctrine is expounded i n Ezekiel 36 , and 

is a lso treated in 20 : 9 , 22, 44; 35 :16- 36; 39 : 7 , 

23- 29. Dr. ~:orgenstern has discussed these 

passages in full in section 4 of Psalm 48, pp . 26-

38. He has also t r ea ted most of the references 
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to this doctrine in l ater Biblical passages in so 

f ull a manner that we consider it hardly necessary 

to attempt to duplicate his work here . It will 

suffice, then , herein to l is t the a ppearence of 

the doctrine in other Bibl ical pas sages , with the 

understanding t hat pract icall y all of t hem have 

been discussed in t hat section of Psalm 48 or in 

~.:oses with t he Shining r.ace, pp. 18-20 . Exodus 

9 : 14-16 ; 32 : 11-12 ; Numbers 14:13- 20 ; Joshua 

7 : 9 ; II Samuel 7:23 ; I Kings 8 :41-43 ( I I 

Chronicles 6 : 32- 33) ; II Kings 19 :15-19 ; Is~iab 

48: 9 -11; 63 :12 ; Jeremiah 14:7-9, 19- 21 ; 32:16ff; 

Joel 2 :17b ; Pslims 23 ; 3; 25 :11; 31 :4; 48 : 11; 

66: 1-4; 79:9 - 10; 98 : 2-4 ; 106: 8 ; 109 :21; 

115:lff; 143 :11. 

9. Ezekiel 20 (see also note 2 above) . This was 

also done by l ater writers in s e veral of the 
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passages enwnerat ed in the pr eceding note:: Exodus 

9 :14-19 ; 32 :11-12; Numbers 14:13-20; Joshua 7 :9 ; 

II Samue l 7 : 23 . 

10 . I t must be carefully noted that Ezek:tel did not 

expl~in why Ya hveh had chosen Israel, but only why 

He had chosen~ pe ople. Ezekiel had no more been 

able to detach himsel f f r om the inte r est s of h1s 

own people and f r om their traditional i de els, than 

had his pr edecessors been able to do so . No 

pr ophet, incl uding Ezekiel , thus f ar, had been 

able to objectify his thinki ng enough to be in a 

position to ask t he question , "why had Ye.hveb 

chosen Israel rather than any ot her people1?" We 

may anticipate a l ater chapter by saying t .hat it was 

not until the doctrine of the merit of the fathers 

was formulated about 500- 490 E. C., that an answer 

was offered to this question, and t ha t answer, 
TllE 

str angely enough, by~most intensely nationalist ic 

g r oup of thinkers 1n the post- exilic period. 
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NOTES TO CHAPT3R VII 

1. Isaiah 40 :1-2. 

2 . Isaiah 41 :1-5 ; 44: 24-28; ~-5 :1-6 ; 48 : 14-15. 

3. Yet see I saiah 48 :9-11 for Deutero- Isaiah 's 

acceptance of Ezekiel' s doctrine of "for His name 's 

sake" as the climax of the passage 4-8 berating 

I srael for her faithlessness and obstinacy. Cf . 

I saiah 43: 22-28 . 

4 . See, for instance , r saiah 40 :12-28. 

5. ~or a complete presentat ion of this ar gumen t , 

and of the passag~ invol ved , see Professor :nank ' s 

St udies in Deutero- Isaiah, HUCA, XV (1940) , pp . 

i- _a. 
. 

6 . I saiah 4 3 :9- 10, 12; 44 :8-9, 25 - 26a ; 4 8 : 6 . 

7. I saiah 41:8f; 43 : 10; 44:1, 2, 21, 26; 45 :4 . 

We do not here consider the pas sag~s known as " the 

songs of the suffering servant" which for conclusive 

reasons advanced by Dr . Morgenstern, but not yet 

published by him, we as s i gn to anot her period. 

These passages and t he reason for assigning t hem to 

a leter date, will be discussed in Chapter x. 

8. See Blank , ~· cit., pp . 21-27 for convincing 



NOTES TO CHAPTER VII 171 

proof that the use of the term ~c?¥ implies the 

role of the pr ophet, who serves aa the mouthpiece 

of the deity , and acts only in accordance with His 

pre- ordained plan. 

~ . I saiah 45 : 8 , 22- 24.a ; 46 :12-13. This inter-

pretat ion of Deutero- Isai ah ' s use of ,1 ,, f .1' , 

i) t1 t.' ,A!D i> ~I e. .l> is that one utilized by 

Dr . ~~or ens t ern in his lectures in Bible 8. This 

salvation i~ the bless ing which a later J2 school 

meant by t he blessing which Abraham and Israel 

would bring to the fami lies of the earth (see 

Chapter IX) 

10. Isaieh 43:14-15; 45:1- 6 ; 47 :1-15 . 

11 . I saiah 40:3- 5, 11; 41:17- 20; 43:16-21, etc . 

12 . I saia h 43 : 2 . 

1 3. Isaiah 43:3b-4. 

J.4 . See also the Deute ro-I saianic addit!ons in 

Jere~iah 30 :10- 11 and 46 : 27- 26 . In passing, we may 

mention again the problem of the "songs of t he 

suf fering servant", and note the violent contra

dicti on which would be implied if we were to regard 

Deutero-Isaiah as the author both of t hese passages 

cited above and of those sonbs . There ia nought but 



NOTES TO CUPTER VII 172 

t he greatest optimism concer ning I srael and her 

future; time after time she is told not to fear for 

the days to come; Israel the worm, t he people few 

in number, insi gnificant in the eyes of t he nations 

{!~1:14-16) will indeed be triumphant at the last, 

shaming those who strove against her (43: 8-13 ) . This 

is anything but t he pict u r e of a people who will 

atone for the sins of the nations by enduri ng every 

shame and suffering which t hey (the nat i ons ) deservel 

A3ain we must refer to a ful ler discussion of the 

" suffering servant" t heme in Chapt er X. 

15. Isaiah 41 :8-9; 43 :10; 44:1, 2. These in 

addition , of course , to Deutero-Isaiah's us e of 

I 1 1 t'J2 . . ; , , 1~) r ' and other terms which 

c onvey t he same sense . 
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1. The events which occurred during this period 

to which we shall re£er in this and the following 

two chapters, are those which Dr. Korgenatern 

has traced for his students 1n Bible 8. It ia, 

of course, not within the scope of this thesis 

to enter into the ::nanif'old evidence for these 
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facts. SUch digressions would make of this 

thesis, actually, a history of post-ex111c Jewry. 

We have, therefore, accepted Dr. Morgenstern's 

finely delineated characterization of this period, 

and concentrate on that characterization only 

insofar as it offers a lucid portrayal of the 

meaning of t he concept of' the chosen people. 

Some of this material is referred to, however, 

in Section~ of Psalm!!:§., PP• 38-47. 

2. Zechariah 1:17; 2:12-1; , 16; Ha ge,ai 2:20-23. 

This latter passage is an ear~y expression of a 

belief which we shall discuss in t he following 

chapter. 

3. See II Samuel 7, which Dr. Morgenstern 

relates to this abortive revolution by Zerubabel, 

especially vv. 22-24. Significant in this same 

chapter, likewise, is the expression of the 
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belief in a divine covenant with the Rouse of 

David - - a belief which grew dominant in this 

post- exilic period. Although it is actually t he 

choice of David, and not of I srael, it is 

obvious that such a be lief could no t but be 

based upon t he assumption of t he choice of Israel . 

So deeply was t he comcept of the chosen people 

established that it was taken for granted t hat 

Yahveb had likewise made an eternal covenant 

with the House of David (and even with the P.ouse 

of Levi, the levitical priests, also - - cf . 

Jeremiah 33 : 14-- 26). It is inter esting to note, 

however, t hat this idea of the choice of 
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David is in nowise dependent upon t he universal

i stic principle a s is the idea of the c hoice of 

Is a.el, although in me.ny cases, when t he idea 

of the Da.vidic choice was dominant, it did not 

necessarily connot£an anti- universa listic trend, 

as we mi ght expect from a nationalistic revival. 

Indeed , Zechariah anticipat ed the r osAlyt i ng 

movement in 521 , and tL1e i•Lenachem revolution 

was characterized by a certain type of universa l

ism, as we shal l see in t he following chapter. 

Further passages dealing wi th the Davidic covenant 

are: I Kings 11:12-13, 33- 36 ; 15:4-5; II Kings 

8:19 (II Chronicles 21:7); Jeremiah 33; Psalms 
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89:4 -5, 20-38; 132. 

4. Zechariah 6 :15a~ 

5. Cf. iV.orgens t ern, Psalm 48 , pp . 38- 47 , the 

section on "Yahveh as Universal King", for sm ex

tensive presentation of the growt h of this c:on cept 

and a discussion of t he Biblical passages involved. 

See particularly the theocratic Psalms : 93 , 95, 

96, 97, 98, 100 , 112, 117, and t he anti-royali stic 

passages which date from a f ew years later, listed 

in note 131, p. 42 of Psa l m 48. 

6. See , for instance, Psalms 68 :25-31; 89 :2-3, 

6- 19; 117 ;135 :4 - 6 , f or expressi ons of this glorious 

universalistic hope . 

7. Zr ~hariah 8 :20-23. For t he dating of t his 

passage se e li! orgenstern, Psalm 4 8 , p . 43, and note 

138 . In verse 21 we emend .l)h!c Jtc .hhl~ ·~e.> 

to .nJ1> 1~ 1'6 Jlr .hfl/c 1''1f 'Zt'. 

8. See also Psalms 67; 9 6 : 2 and I Kings 8:59- 60 

for a simi l ar reaffirmation of Ezekiel ' s doci~rine 

in t hi s period. 

9. ;,;or gens t ern , ibid . 

10. See Morgenstern, op. cit., pp . 47- 87; "The 

~·ythological Background of Psalm 82", HUCA, XI V 
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(1939). 

11. Micah 4:1-4 (Isaiah 2:2-4). See also Psalms 

46:7, 9-12; 68131. 

12. See, for instance, Psl.Cma 29:11; 67. 
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13. Morgenstern, Psalm 48, pp. 44-5· We translate 

as emended there by Dr. Morgenstern. 

14• Other passages which reveal this trend are: 

Pslim 15. Whether or not '1lt!' in 

v. l is to be taken to mean 9 be a proselyte9 , the 

doctrine conveyed by this Psalm is that ethical 

living is the finest way of demonstrating one's 

adherence to the religion of Yahveh. This 1a a 

universal God, whose worshippers, it is to be in

ferred, may live anywhere and be members of any 

nation or race. That one may be an Israelite, and 

not be considered a genuine believer in the princi

ples of Yabveh's faith, is likewise implied. It 

we take ,IC' to mean prosel),, which it may well 

mean 1n this period of active proselytism, then 

it is undoubtedly to be linked to Isaiah 56:1-8, 

the eloguent plea for tolerance for the slien who 

has become a worshipper of Yahveh. It is not 

difficult to perceive that this type of thinking 

is in a different chain of theology from that 

·~ 
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which we are tracing -- e.lbeit a parallel chain, 

as we have pointed out heretofore (cf. Chapter 
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IV) note 14, and Chapter V, note 13). The concen

tration upon the relationship between the individual 

and his life and God, revealed in this Psalm, 

carried to its logical limits, would have ended 

the development of t he concept of the chosen 

people. 

Psalm'a4:~-6. The typical Hasidic in

sistence in this passage upon moral purity and 

righteousness places it in the same category as 

Psalm 15. Dr. Morgenstern bas suggested (in his 

unpublished notes on the Psalms) that these 

passages have a controversial spirit about them, 

as if they were written to oppose, perhaps, the 

Priestly doctrines of sacrifice. 

Psalm 65. Although t he earlier verses 

of this Psalm do speak of Zion and of the Temple, 

t be attitude of those ~erses is not of Israel as a 

people, bu. rather of individual members or the 

people of I srael. The praise spoken or in v. l ia 

praise for God's natural bounties (vv. 6-14) 

which constitutes th~ burden of the Psalm. Thia 

glorification of Yahveh as God of nature ia a 

trend which likewise is a concept or universalimn 

which runs counter to t he concept of the chosen 
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people. Logically considered, God's natural bounty 

is visited upon all peoples, and Israel is the 

recipient of His gifts no more than any other 

people. Although the writer of this Psalm undoubt

edly thought of Yahveh as be~ng especially generous 

to Isra'3l, this ia the type of thinking which ulti

mately renders the concept of the chosen people un

necessary. (Cf. below, Psalm 104) 

Psalm 101. Thia Psalm is in the same 

category as Psalms 15 and 24:3-6, with its emphasis 

on the ethical life. Again, as in those Psalms, 

Israel receives no ~ecognition as a people. 

Psalm 104. Thia Psalm is a hymn to God 

the Creator and Lord of Nature. It pictures Him, 

even more explicitly than Psalm 65, as the God who 

is generous to man, simply as man. Thia type of 

universalistic thinking, of course, leaves no place 

for Israel as anything but the people which praises 

God for His natural gifts to all mankind. 

Psalm :)8:2-6. The praise of God as 

transcendent over nature and man appears in this 

Psalm as the mission of Israel. The influences of 

Ezekiel's doctrine of •tor Bia name's sake" and 

Deutero-Iaaiah's conception of Israel as the prophet

people are obvious. Significantly, Israel's place 

in this Psalm is only that of the speaker of 
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praises to God -- not a place g iven t o her by ~od . 

(Thatfvv . 7-14 disturb the sense of the earlier verses 

and refer to the events of 485 is self- evident , ) 

Psal m 138 :4- 6. This is a f r agment of e 

Psalm envisaging the attainment of Ezekiel's doc

trine of "for His name's sake" and Deutero-Isaieh 1 s 

mission idea . This type of universalism, too, 

l eads to a conception of Israe l as the instr ument 

for t he deity , which must eventually come t o the end 

of its usefu l ness . Once the nations acknowledge 

Ya hveh as God and live t he li fe He desires, it must 

be inferred , Israel ceases to hold a privileged 

place among the nations . 

Isaiah 19:23-25 . Pfei f fer (Introduction 

to the Old Testement1, pp . 445- 6) states t hat this 

passage could be dated either in t he third century 

as an &. l l usion to t he Jewish community in Alexandria , 

or in t he period of t he Elephantine Temple (525-411). 

If t he latter supposition be true , then it would 

best be dated in the period ~~universalistic 

thought which we are discussing, and Asshur would 

be Persia, This passage equates God ' s inte r est in 

Isree l with his interest in the other nations , who 

ar e likewise His peoples and t he ins truments for the 

wor king out of Eis plan . ( Cf . Amos 9:7 and the dis

cu ssion of t hat verse in Chapter II of this thesis) . 
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It is not difficult to see how this type of thinking 

would result in a gradual diaappearance of the concept 

of the chosen people, if carried to its logical con

clusions. 

The various indications in these passages 

of a full-blown universalism: a consideration of the 

Godly life for the individual, without natione.l identi

fications or restrictions; praise of God who gives all 

His natural bounties to man, likewise without national 

restrictions; and the equation of Israel with the other 

nations which are likewise His peoples -- are a trend 

of thought counter to the concept of the chosen people. 

At the se.me time t hat that concept was developing , we 

must realize, parallel developments were taking place 

which actually were consciously or unconsciously anti

thetical to that concept. 

15. From t his period must come some of t he Deuterono

mic expressions of the belief in the concept of the 

chosen people -- undoubtedly to be assigned to the D2 

strata, because they reflect the absolute universalism 

of Deu tero-Isaiah and therefore must come f rom after 

539. These passages are earlter, no doubt, than the 

•merit of t he f athers" pases.gee which we shall discuss 

in the following chapter, and t herefore must be dated 

earlier than about 500 B.C. Deuteronomy 4: 37, for 
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instance, assumes that the generation which Yahveh 

chose and loved was the generation of t he Exodus, not 

that of the Patriarchs . Deuteronomy 4:34 expresses this 

same emphasis on t he significance of the Exodus. Cf. 

II Samue l 7:22-24 for t his same thought , also to be 

assigned to about 521 (see note 3 of this chapter) . 

Deuteronomy 26 :16-19 , although not so explicit, contains 

no reference to the "meri t of the fathers" theme which, 

a s we s hall see , is a constant source of authority in 

the other Deuteronomic passages wbich refer to the con

r apt which we are discussing . v . 19 of that passage 

seems to refer to the proselyting movement , in that 

Ya b.veh receives honor from Israel's activities . The 

supremacy of Israel is not , as in many of t l:.e other 

De~teronomic passages , one which includes military suc

cess , but ra t her the religious one which was dominant 

in the t hought of the period which we have considered . 

Also note the use of the word ;>J ~ O which cannot 

be dated earlier thr n this period , (cf . note ) of cbe 

follow1n.: chapter). 
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N01rES TO CHAPTER IX 

1 . Discussed by Dr . Mor genstern at some length in 

Bi ble 8 lectures, and t reated briefl y , in his articl e 

"Moses with the Shining Face", HUCA , II ( 1925) , pp . 

20- 21. 

2 . All verses r eferred to in t he followi~g discussion , 

unless otherwise noted, are from ~enes ia . 

3. Cf . 24 :60, where Rebecca is b l essed by her fami l y 

before her departure with Abraham ' s ser vant, in the 

same phraseology . (If we r ead /'? ' 1~ i nstead of 

l 'l~J\ with two manuscripts of the Hebrew-Samar

itan text (Kittel, 3rd ed . ) , we have almost an exact 

parallel to 22 :17b) . Herein, then , we woul d have this 

aspect of the blessing v1hich. is mis sin_; for Isaac 1 s 

generation. See , be low, t he discussion of Isaac . 

h. This concept is seemingly broacr ed for. the f irst 

time , briefl y , in Zechariah 8 : 13, bu t witho~t t he mention 

of Abraham . As Dr . Morgenstern has pointed out in Bible 8 

lectures, this concept of bless ing is obvi ous l y dependent 

upon Deut ero- Isaiah 'a doctrine of Israel' s mission to 

the nations , the familie s of the earth . That t his must 

be the case , a l though there is no speci fic mention of 

it in t hese passages we are considering , is readi l y 
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apparent after a realization of the fact that actually 

in the Genesis narrative , Abra.ham broUi:ht bl essing to 

none of the nations he ; ontacted , but , to the contrary , 

only misfortune befell them: pl agues to Abimelech 

and Phar aoh , destruction to Sodom and Gomorrah , In 

addition, as we shall see , the writers of the age with 

which we are deali ng gave to their imperialist notions 

the character of something approachinfi a holy war, an

ot her way of accor.pl ishing what Deutero- I s aiah had en

visioned for the future. This strange, per verted use 

cf Deutero- Isaiah ' s concept, applying the nationalist ic 

note of the age to his uni versalistic ideas, bec&me a 

type of rationalization , then, for nationalism. It 

served to place emphasis on Deutero- Isaieh's character

ization of Israel as the missionary without at t he s ame 

time c&rrying on, i n full measure , his conception of the 

mission . That we of today f ind it difficult to conceive 

of Deutero-Isaiah's ideas being ut ilized for so anti 

universalistic a purpose should not blind us to the 

fac t that this doctrine which served the cause of the 

militarist s was profoundly dependent upon Deutero- Isaiah. 

As an example of the dilemma in ·nbich critics find them

selves, critics who do not rea lize that Deutero- Isaiah ' s 

i dea of salvation is implicit in t his conception of Is

~ael • s bl essing to t he nations, we may qu ote Pfeiffer , 

(Introduction to the Old Test~~ent, E· J..44) who regards 

J 
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Joseph's deliverance of the Egyptiana from starvation 

as the blessing to the nat ions -- a desperate answer at 

best, when we consider how isolated the J oseph stories 

are from the well-knit motif of this promise in the other 

patriarchal stories. 

The idea of Yahveh•s vengeance upon 

Pharaoh and Ab1melech for the impending adultery with 

Sarah may be another reflection of the spirit of this 

age. That great plagues (12:17) and sterility (20:17-18) 

should be visited upon these two royal houses seems not 

so bizarre if we perceive that Abraham ·and Sarah are 

not regarded so much as individuals, as they are as the 

progenitors of Israel; and that the authors intended 

to demonstrate in this narrative the inviolability of 

Israel. For so, as we shall see, was Israel as a people, 

in a military way, thought to be inviolable. 

5. It is interesting to note how conventionalized and 

formula-like6ts if it had something of a legal, contract 

character) t his ~rom.ise is, in most of t hese passages, 

how the same phrases are repeated as t hough they had 

been cppied into one after another convenient portion 

of the narrative, to establish the authenticity of the 

theme. 

Ir" 26:24 , it may be wise to emend '~4? ¥ 

to l' 2 '" with the Septuagint, al though, on the other 
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hand , '~et gives the verse a striki ng resembl ance to 

many pas sages in Deuter o- Isa.iah., where the phrase /c7'.tJ J1c 

, .. '~l ~ ., .. '.JJk ?Ji le '.:> becomes almost a cl iche: Isaiah 

l~l:lOa , 13 , 14 ; 43 :1; 44 :2. 

c . Deut eronomy 7: 6-11. Cf . I Sam~l 16 :1- 13, e s pecially 

v . 7 . The s imi l arity mak es one pause to wonde r \7hether 

t he Samuel na r rative of t he choice of David might not 

hP ve oeen seen as symbolic of t he choice of Israel, or 

us pr cviding in par allel ~anner t he basis for the 

covenant with Davi d . bs we have a lready had occasion to 

~ r.ate (note 15 of the pr eceding chapter), pr acti ca lly 

!:?.ll of t he Deuteronomic refer ences to the concept of 

t he chosen people a re f ounded upon the doctrine of " the 

merit of the fathers" , dating them , cer tainl y , nc earli er 

than &bout c 0 B. C. 

It may be well to consider here t hose 

passa ~es wh i : h we have not alreedy noted , t oc;ether with 

a brief discussion of other per tinent points . 

Deuterono~y 7 : 6- 11. This pes age c~~ld 

not ~e dated l a ter than the period of Ezra , because i t 

speaks of adhe rence and obedience to all of the l aws, 

whereas the D2c s treta , : r om t he period of Ezra , pl aces 

the :::iajor e:nphasis u , on abstinence fr om idolat r ous wor shi p , 

especially that of t he s even pre- Is r aeli tish Canaani tish 

nations . Nor coul d it be dated earlier t han about 500 

~ . c . , becau se oi the reference to t he motif of the pro-



NOT~S TO CHAPTER IX 186 

mise to the patr iar chs . Yet, actually, it limits 

t he aspects of that promise . With i t s very insis t -

ence upon the f act t hat I s rael now is not a numer-

ous peo,le , but is few in number, i t is i nferred 

t hat I srael will not bec ome a grea t and mighty and 

numerous peopl e , unl ike the primar y expressions of 

t he promise to the patriarchs (v . 7). This may 

indica te t hat t he passage c ome s from t he pe r i od 

a f ter the e vent s of h85 when ~srael we s decim&ted 

i n popu~ tion, a nd when t here was, as we s hall 

see , some disillusionment wi th the pr o;r am o~ the 

wa r le3i s_Jti on and t he hopes for a great empire 

\'ihich that prot;rem u pheld . I n v . 10 , the /'tc-Jt 

m~y be the nations which attacked I srael i n 485 

and t hereaf ter despised her and her Jod , t he 

enemies who , as we s eall see , \7e r e t o f ind deat h 

and dest ruct i on the i r ovm lot . On t he ot her hand, 

the f 'tc- .J'l may possibly refer t o t hose who led t be 

pe ople i nto the disaster , who we re responsible 

fo r the whole affair . Perha ps, then , t hi s i s t o 

be correlat ed wi th Isaiah 59 , which re3ards Israel ' s 

sins as the cause of t ha t di saster . v . 8 may 1m-
• 

pl y t hat t he return of t he exiles has already begun, 

i n which case the passage may be da ted wi t h Isai a h 

60- 61, which Dr . !\for genstern believes v1ere deliver-

ed as a New Year' s Day address i n the Temple some 
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short time after Ezra's return in 458 B.C.; the 

only real point of correlation with Isaiah 6q76~, 

however, would be the hope for the return of those 

who were enslaved in 485. In this passage there 

is nothing of the expectancy of world-power, nor 

of the idea of the voluntary submission of the nations 

to Israel. There seems, indeed, to be, in this pas

sage, no conception of a purpose behind the choice 

of Israel. 

The word (see above, Chapter 

VIII, note 15}, according to Gesenius (Dictionary 

~ ~ ~ Testam~, Leipzig, 1921} is derived 

from an obsolete root meaning, to get, to acquire. 

The noun iJlt.o carries the meaning of wealth, 

of treasure of a private nature, as in Ecclesiastes 

2: 8 and I Chronicles 29:3. Used in reference to 

Israel, as in this passage and Deuteronomy 14:2; 

28:18; Exodus 19:5; \{alachi 3:17; :md Psalm 1:14, 
it -characterizes Israel as the treasure, the private 

property, of Yahveh. The meaning which we usually 

ascribe to this word, "peculiar treasure• is not 

actual1y inherent in t he word, then, and is derived 

from t he concept of the chosen people with which it 

has come to be associated. As the private property 

of Yahveh, Israel !!. peculiar, but no more so than 

any kind of private possession. 
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The verb i''-,, , in v. 7, seems to 

convey the meaning of a reason-less love, an af

fection which cannot be ascribed to any particular 

cause, in contrast to the idea expressed in v. 8, 

which ascribes His love for Israel to His appre

ciation of the faith in Rim manifested by the pat

riarchs. Genesis 43:8 and Deuteronomy 21:11 are 

examples of the use of to refer to man•s 

love for a woman, an emotional love. 

Deuteronomz 7il2-14. This passage, though 

hardly a continuation of the ~receding passage, 

has the same characteristic · insistence upon "the 

merit of the fathers"; and 14a specifies the firm 

faith in Israel's supremacy over the nations typical 

of the war-legislation in Deuteronomy 20, which we 

shall presently consider. 

Deuteronomy 10:12-22. Not only the atate

me~t of •the merit of the fathera" theme, but like

wise the universalistic spirit cf the passage, the 

friendliness to aliens, (v. 19), the general e~hieal 

rather than ritual tone of t he passage, and especiel

ly v. 16 with its reaffirmation of Jeremiah's dictum 

which obviously could not come from a period later 

than that during which the returning exiles brought 

with them their emphasis on the separatistic nature 

of circumcision -- all these characteristics are 
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typical of the high universalistic spirit of the 

per iod after the buil ding of the Second Templ e . 

Like 7:6- 11, there is in this pas sRge no implica

tion whatever that Yahveh had chosen I srael for any 

part icul a r purpo3e . v. 22b would carry the start-

ling implication that part of the promise tb the pa tri

archs had a lready been reali zed, though greatness 

of numbers coul d be no true r of the period which 

we are considering than of any other period of • post 

exi lic Judaism . Interesting i s the fact t ha t 

clear i ndication is given of t he har monistic in

tent o~ t he concept of the chosen people in the jux

taposition of universalism and particularism in 

vv . l l!.- 15. 

Deuter onomy 28 :lb , 9 -10 . These verses, 

which Dr . :.~or6ens t 1rn has ascrL)ed to the D4 strata 

in his unpublished analysis of this difficul t 

chapter , have a pronounced affinity with the spirit 

of the universal istic period , and l b certainly 

wi t h the s pi r it of the war- leg islation . v . 10 

a ppears to be a direct reference to t he expectations 

of tte people tha t t he ful f illment of Ezekiel's 

doctrine of " for Eis name's sa~e " woul d come speed

ily - - which was a dominant thought during thi s 

period . vv. 3- 8a , which Dr . Mori;enstern has t enta

tivel y asc ~ibed to the Dl strata , especially v . 7, 
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f it in with the spirit of the 500-465 'Q .c. period 

very well, a l though they were written lon~ before . 

7. This is und oubtedly the significance of those 

par ts of the promise to the patriarchs which guar-

antee that Israel shall possess the g ates of her 

e1lemies , and especially of Genesis 28 : 14, wherein 

Jacob is ;>romised that the people of Israel 'lli l l 

s pres.d out her boundarie~s to tne f our corners of 

the earth. ·rhis latter verse betrays the i dea which 

was really in tr.e mind s o f this school of writers, 

but which they thought best, ?erhaps, not to speci

fy in such di rect terms .. The writers of t h e earlier 

portions of Deuteronomy wer e not quite so cau tious . 

~euteronomy 1 : 6- 8 , for instance, act~ally s pecifies 

the t pe ttat the whole Davi di c e~pire will be re-

stored to Israel • 

..... 
:.>. F.a.;s~a.i 2: 20-23 . In v . 22 , the suggest ion of 

Siblia Rebraica (Kittel , 3rd ed . ) to insert /Jr()> 

s e ems acce ptable. Our e:mpl:.esi s on t i"a " you" in v . 23 

is because o f the si:nl l a.rity of t he Jiraseol ogy of 

the verse ~ many ver.s:es in Deutero- Isaiah . Al-

though a t first b lush, i.t mibht b e thoug ht to infer 

that Hagga i l l mits Yahve:h 1 s choice t o the leade r, 

rather than to include t;he entire people as did 

Deutero- Isaiah, actually we believe that this verse 
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i's to be compared with the passages in Deu.tero

Isaiah which regard Cyrus as the agent of Yahveh 
L/'1:). t./~ lf; 

(Isaiah l.1.1:1-5,25; A Li.&':1-6, 13; 1~.6:11; 48:14.b-15). 

The point which Haggafu appears to emphasize in thi* 

verse, fully in consonance with the intention of 

the entire passage, is that Yahveh has made Zeru

babel his agent, withdrawing Ids support from the 

Persians, and that this change of agent-ship signi

fies the return of sovereignty to Israel. 

9. Found chiefly in chapters 20 and 21 of Deuter

onomy, omi ttin.g 20: 15-18 as a later :lnterpolat:ton 

from the period of Ezra and Nehemiah, 21:1-9 and 

15-17 as out of context. 

10. Dr. Morgenstern, in treating these chapters 

in Bible 8, revealed a very significant aspect of 

this legislation, contained in 20:10-12. He sees 

in the repeated use of the word pJJ~ a parallel 

to the Mos:}.em phrase, "asl5.m, tasJ.am~ if you will 
~ ~s.:i. <7'W 

accept Islam it will be well with you, used~in the 

Holy wars of the Mohammedans. Tb.ls would lndicate 

that not only were the besieged cities to be aBked 

to surrender without a struggle, but that they were 

11.kewise expected to be converted en masse to the 

religion of Israel, to acknowledge that Yahveh, not 

alone Israel, had conquered them. This aspect gives 
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ample testimony of the truly universalistic char .. 

acter of this nationalistic revival, which we have 

already had occasion to mention -- a perverted 

reflection of Deutero-Isaiah's idea of the mission 

of Israel, perverted but nevertheless a universal

ism. of a sort. Dr. Morgenstern will undoubtedly 

treat this specific aspect of the nationalist re

vival at greater length when he publishes his work 

on this whole historical action. 

11. Cf. Deuteronomy 20:1~- with Joshua lO~lL~.,4-2; 

23:3,10. 

12.. Of. Deuteronomy 20:10--:11 with J"oshua 9:15, 21, 

23, 27. (But cf. also Deuteronomy 20~16-J.8, which 

undoubtedly is to be dated after the time of Ezra 

and Nehemiah.) 

13. Of. Deuteronomy 20:12-13 with Joshua 11:19-20. 

Cf. also Deuter•onomy 20: 16 ... 18 and note 15 below. 

14. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine how there 

could be many more parallels, since the legislation 

in Deuteronomy is not so elaborate as to contain 

more than a few other specific items. 

In regard to the dating of this edition 

of Joshua, Pfeif1f.er ( Introd~~!: to. the Old Testa
o~ 

~' p. 305) asserts the.t a Deuteron,.rc edition of 

--~---------------------iiiiiil----..--_iiiiiiii ___________ iiiiiilliiiiill .. 
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Joshua was publ i shed about 550, incl uding the fol 

lowing sections : 1-4 ; 6~1-8 : 29 ; 9:1-16; 9 :22-13:12; 

14:6-14-; 16:1- 3; (13 : 2-10 ) ; 2l:hl-h3 ; 22:1- 6; 23 ; 

24:28- 31. His assignment o! t he date, it appears 

to us , i s purel y arbitrary , based on the de pendence 

of Joshua 1 and 23 u pon the f r amework of Deu teronomy , 

and t he triteness of style -- sign s, to his way of 

t hinking , of secondary Deuteron omic redactior. . We 

have already shown, conclu sively, that many of t he 

pas sabes in t he hortatory fromework section of 

Deu ter onomy must be dated in thi s s ame period be-

ca~se t hey ?resent t he doctrine of " the merit of 

t he fathe rs" . Tr i t eness of style is inde ed an ar

bitrary type c f re&s oning . By da ting t he ed ition i n 

this period we have been abl e to l i nk it to a specif 

ic historica~ type of thinkin~ -- whi ch Pfeiffer is un

able to do . 

15. "However , t hi s D2 edition of Joshua was later 

expanded and reinterpreted after Ezra and Neh3miah 

in t he s pirit of t he 7 nations le~i slation; perhaps 

by P writers ." - - a not e by Dr . Mor~enstern. 

16. T-.10 other passages wnich may possibly be dated 

a t this period, as ref lections of this nationalistic 

SJ!ri~ are Exodus 15 and Isaiah 55 :1- 5. Exodus 15: 

1-8 reveals the se.me impractical attitude towards the 
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ease with which military success is achieved. 

The Isaiah passage is more than likely non-Deutero

Isaian1c because, particularly, of the description 

of Israel as ~'111~J i)/.i-111 ~'t.J in v. 4 
and the reference to the Davidic covenant 1n v. ;. 

These would fit better in this period. See also 

II Chronicles 20 (no parallel in Kings~ especially 

vv. 5-7, 8-9, 12, 15, 17 -- revealing the same at

titude towar4a Yahveh•s part in Israel's wars as 

does the Deuteronomic war legislation; and showing 

practically how they imagined Yahveh would destroy 

their enemies by Himself'. 

17. This 1s a precis of Dr. Morgenstern•s recon

struction of the events of 486-5 B.C., based upon 

an int Prpretation of hundreds of Biblical passages 

massed in extremely convincing array. This ingenious 

reconstruction answers a great number of problems 

and questions which have disturbed Biblical scholars 

f or generations, and relates passages '"o this event 

which have never before been satisfactorily explained 

on any basis. To take only one outstanding example .,.,,.. 
it was always thought tbatAanti-nations passages in 

the prophetic books, s.nd other passages ranting 

egainst the eneJD.!!! of Israel: Edom, Moab, Philis

tia, Tyre, were to be dated at t he time of the 586 
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di s as ter. But Babylon was the only enemy then, 

and the surrounding na t ions were indeed fri endly 

to Israel, as is demonstr ated , for instance , by 

Jeremiah ~O. Thi s reconstruction of events locate& , 
those ps. s s ages in t heir true historical mi lieu . 

I t likewise expla ins the book of Lamentations , 

a l ways linked t o the destruction of 586, for no 
..s. .. • 

other r eas on than that it was t he ohl y possible 

event with which it coul d be connected . ~or us 

here to a ttempt to of fer Dr . 1.!or genstern' s proofs , 

fact for fact, pa s sae e f or pas sage , woul d be not 

-,...,_ly f ool- hardy, but i t likewise wou l d be tangential 

to the purpose of this tr.esis . We must, therefore , 

await the publicat i on of this material by Dr . trorgen-

stern himse l f , an occasion which will indeed be sig -

nificant in t he f ield of Biblical studies . 

18 . See Psalms 2 , 21 , 72 . 

' r 

{1 ·" " I · I 
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NOTES TO ChAPTER X 

1. Psal m 44, Isaiah 63 : 15 -6~. :ll. These passages 

are notl exa c t l y in the same vein . The Isalah 

passa.3 e reveals a spirit of' dj sillusionment vri th 

the program whi ch l ed up to the fiasc o o:' 485 . 

63:16 , for instance , constitutes, in a b road 11•ay, 

a rejection of the d octrine of " the merit of the 

fa t hers" . 63: 17, seems to me an that Ye.hveh had 

l ed them astray into false k inds of reasoning . 

The wb.ole passage i s writ t en in a spirit of reliance 

up, . Yah veh now t hat the leaders and their philoso

phies ha ve brought destri..;.ction down upon the peo

ple. Psalm l.J+ , on t ne ot her hand , though a simi l a r 

affi rmati on of steadfastness in faith a.rd a simi l s.r 

exposition of t he he lpless c ondition of Israe l 

s hows no disillusionment wi th the pr ogram of 500-

485; to t~e contrary, it reveals cha0r in t hat 

Yahveh ~ad not carried throu6 h P-i s r e sponsibility, 

t hat He had not br ought su cce ss t o them, vv 1L ·27 . 

2 . This is Dr. : .. or ::;enst e r n 1 s t heory of the dating 

of t hese son~ s, as a dvanc ed i n his classes in 3ible 

8 and in his unpublished notes whi clJ. he per mitted 

this student t o utilize . These pas sage s have of 

c ourse been t~e subject ' of much sc~olarly contro

versy for years, both a s to t ·~ i dentification of 
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the suf'fering servant himself, and as to their dating 

in the history of Israel. {See Sheldon Blank, 

"Studies in Deutero-Isaiah", pp. 27-30 for en ex

position of the theory that the suffering servant 

is e. personif ication of Israel modeled on t he· 

figure of Jeremiah the prophet, and that these 

songs are an integral part of Deutero-Issiah's 

wri tings .) Dr. Morgenstern's theory resolves 

two of t he very complicated pr~blems involved in 

any explanat ion of the songs. First, if t he suf

fering ser~ant is Israel, and not a single individual, 

as bas been the traditional Jewish expl anation 

and the more recent explanation of Christian schol

ars, how are we to interpret Isaiah 49:5-6 which 

speaks of the servant's mission to Israel itself? 

That mission ~an be interpreted in this way: that 

t he survivors in Palestine after the disaster--

t hey, not a11 of Israel, are the suff ering servant-

must still redeem t heir brethren who are sca ttered 

throughout the Mediterranean world. This rea~mption, 

t his raising up of all the tribes of Jacob,must be 

conceived of in a real, phys ical sense, although 

it is likewise possible t hat t her e is herein a 

refer ence to t he disillus ion which many must have 

felt in Yahveh's ability to protect Israel (else 

why the protestation in the passages mentioned at 

the beginning of this chapter that the writers 

'· 
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ha ve not abandoned faith in Him) and a subsequent 

l oss of fai t h i n Him a ltoge ther. Secondl y , why 

a suffering servant? As we have already pointed 

ou t, {Chapter VI II, note 14) r eutero- Isaiah bel ieved 

tt:at Isr ael 1 s punishment t a d been ended. a nd that 

Israel wes de stined f or t he physical breat nes s of 

a real agent of Yahveh . By dating the son&s of 

the suff ering servant 1=-mnedi ately a f ter the disaster 

o~ h85 , we can connect the actual prysical condi

tions with this s piritual and literary inter preta-

tion of them . The songs ere not a pr ognosticati 0n 

~f s~fferin; , but a post facto interpre tat i on of 

t hat s uff er ins , 51vinb meaning and significance 

and purpose to it . 

Dr • . or genstern has tentatively arranzed 

trese s on£ in s form v1hicb he thinks must be some 

w~at close to th~t in ~hich the~ were or i 3inally 

wr!tten : a dialo~ue in which God , Israel end t he 

nations par ticipate; and i t will certainly be s uit 

able to include t his reconstructi on of the son:;z 

here , &l though he has not published thi s material: 

God addresses Ei s ser vant : 42 :1-4 
The serv&nt ~ddre s ses t ne nations : ~9:1-7 

42: 6-7 
h9 :9a 

The servant s olilo~uizes : 50:4-9a 

• 
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Chal l enge of the servant to the nati ons: 

50 : 10 

52: 1 3- 11+ ao( , 15 

53:2- 3 

52 : J..4a1b 
Acknowledgment of the nat ions : 53 : 3-12 

Fragments: 42 :18-19 ; 59 :13a; 42 : 22- 25 ; 

51 :14. 

Possibl e f r agments : 41: 5-10 ; L4 : 1- S,21; 

51 :h- 6. 

Anothe r piece of \'ri.ting which ought to 

be connet~sd with these song s of the suffer ing 

servant i s Psal m 22, which seems to be an early 

exp osition of the idea, or at least a similar per

sonification of I srael as e. suff er ing man . There 

is, however , in thi~ Psal m, nothing of t he idea of 

vicariou s atonement, although t here i s the same 

trustfulness in God . The result of the suffering 

is t he same , however , because (vv. 28- 30) t he 

nations s ball at l Rst t urn to -od . No expl anation 

is offered for t his conversion of t he nations , or 

f or the rol e of Israel' s suffering in that conYer

sion. ( I t is interest ing to note , inc idental l y, that 

the fathers referred to i n vv . 5- 6 seem not to be 

the patriarchs, t ut t he forebea rs who were led 
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out of Egypt. This will indicate tha t this writer 

placed no faith in the doctrine of "the merit of 

the fathers" or even that he opposed that doctrine . ) 

Psalm 69 a lso ought to be linked to these passages 

as a reflection of their content and spirit , a l

though, according to Dr . ~r.orgenstern , this psal m 

shoul d be dated about 400 E. C. 

3. Psalm 137 :7-9. 

h. Psalm 83: 14-l?a . 

5. Deu teronomy 32 : 39- 42 . Other cries for reveng e 

a re to be found in t he "anti - net1ons 11 passages 

in pr ophetic literature , Ezekiel 25, 3h, 35, ! s&iah 

;4, 35 , for instance . Psalm 129:5- 8 is likewi se 

t o be dated at about t his time es nre the books 

of Lamen tations and Obadiah. P3alm 118 ref lects the 

persistent belief of the Hasidim that Yahveh woul d 

fight for them, and g ive hel p that princes and 

arms cou l d not offer (vv . 6 , 7 , 8 , ~ ,13 ,16 ) . This is 

additional testimony that vari ous s~ctions of the 

popul e tion had still not given up their belief in 

the t heological pr ogr am of Deuteronomy 20, despite 

t he fac t t hat that pro~ram hed seemingly been dis

credited in the f iasco of 485. 

6. Psal'D LL8 : 5- 8 . Cf . Ezeki&l 27 . See Y.or genstern, 
I. ,., (' 

Psalm ~' pp . 1-10 
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7. Ezekiel 25:6-7, 8-9a, 12 {omissions for the 

sake of brevity). 

8. For other reflections of the belief that these 

events were a sign of Yahveh's anger with the 

nations, see Psalms 9; 60:8-11,14; 66:1-12; 124; 

126. 

9. Dr Morgenstern believes these passages were 

delivered in the Temple on Rosh Hashanah shortly 

after Ezra's return. 

10. Isaiah 60:15. Cf. Isaiah 49:14; 54:6; 

62:4. 

11. Isaiah 60:21-22. This eechatological picture 

refers, in part, to that phase of the promise to 

t he pr>triarchs which looked forward to e. great 

and numerous people springing from the loins of the 

patriarchs. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER XI 

1. The factu~l background of this chapter is 

derived from Dr. Morgenstern•s Lectv.res in Bible 8. 

2. Deuteronomy 7:1-5; 20:15-18. 

3. Ezekiel 44:14.-9, assuming that this is from 

Ezra or his school. 

4. A further narrowing down of the concept of the 

chosen people was, however, brought about by the 

Samaritan schism. Ever since the day of Ezekiel, 

it bad been believed that the political restoration 

of Israel was to include both Judah and Israel. 

The well known passage, Ezekiel 37:15-28, though 

~~obably not by Ezekiel, is, perhaps, the best 

example of this belief. Both kingdoms are to be 

restored, not separately, but together, as one, 

ruled over by rking. Passages amplify111£ Jeremiah's 

doctrine of the new covenant sper.ifically stated 

that this covenant was to be made with both Judah 

and Israel (Jeremiah 31:1,27,31.) Z&chariah, about 

516, spoke of the restored Judah and Israel that 

would become a blessing among t he nations !8:13). 

Other passages inserted into prophetic writing 

express this same belief t hat the restoration 

would include beth kingdoms: Isaiah 10:20; 11:12; 
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Jeremiah 30:3,4; 33:7\'14~f; 50:4-5,17-20,33; 

Ezekiel 39:25; Hosea 2:2; Z.ehariah 10:6-12. Both 

Judah and Israel, together, were considered to be 

the chosen people. Indeed, the plans which Ezra 

brought back from Babylon for the new Temple 

ritual and the geographical location of the tribes, 

embodied in Ezekiel 40-48 (aa Dr. Morgenstern 

believes), included the location of all the tribes 

(Ezekiel 45:8; 47:13,21-23; 4~:1,19,23,28,31). 

This may indicate that the Babylonian Jewish formu

latera of these plans had no idea whatever of the 

impending split between the Sameritana and the Ju

deans, that they had uot determined in advance that 

the northern Jews were not to be admitted to the 

worship of Ye.hveh in the Temple at Jerusalem. 

Whatever the direct cause of the Samaritan 

schism, concerning which there has been so much 

speculation and argumentation, this belief was aban

doned, and t he subsequent writers and preachers 

of Judah became firmly conv1r~ed that Yahveh had 

to~saken the Northern tribes, and that He had chosen 

only Judah to be His people. So the writer of 

zcchariah 11:14 spoke of the cutting of the bond 

of brotherhood between Judah and Israel. So the 

Chronicler was convinced that Yahveh had rejected 

Israel long before the destruction of Samaria in 

, 
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122, and read his antipathy of the Samaritans 

back into his history: II Chronicles 13:3-12; 

25:7-10; 28:9-15; 30:8. Psalm 78 is a frank ex

pression of the rejection of Israel: 

And He despised t he tent of Joseph, 
And would not choose the tribe of Ephriam; 
But He did choose the tribe of Judah, 
And Mount Zion which He loved. ( vv . 67-8) 

5. Nehemiah 5:19 ; 13:14., 22, 29, 31. 

6. Nehemiah 6:14. 

7. Nehemiah 3:~6-37, as bitter and vitu perous 

and hate:ful as t he most denunciator y of tlE post-

485 passages calling for revenge upon Edom and the 

coalition. 

8. Nehemiah 4:8, 14· 

9. Nehemiah 2:18 , 2). The implication of v . 20 

is t hat since the enemies will hav~ no relat ions 

with Yahveh in Jerusalem, t hey will be utterly 

di vorced f r om contact with him. Yahveh has no re-

l ations with ~an except through His temple i n Jeru

salem. Soon t he doctrine was formulated that Yahveh 

dwelled i n t he Temple all yea~ round , instead of 

merely coming t here to judge the nations on Rosh 

Eashanah. And what greater sign, at t he same time, 

of the choice of Israel, and likewise of extreme 
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particularism, could there be than this: that the 

world god took up His dwelling with His own people 

on their land in their sanctuarr. 

10. Nehemiah 7:5. "The picture of the Mosaic 

census in Numbers was no doubt a projection of 

this historic cenaua into pre-historic times,•--

Dr. Morgen,stern. 

llE'NE/111111 I/ 
11. A 2:20 

12. The opposition to intermarriage and the ref

erences to the seven Iaraelitish nations of Canaan, 

typical of the D2 strata (vv. 34.-40) restrict the 

dating in the one direction, and the mention of 

Aaron as still secondary to Moses (v. 16) dates 

the Psalm as earlier than P (considering vv. 18, 

28-31 aa RP interpolations -- Dr. Morgenstern•s un

published notes on the Psalms.) 

13. Psalm 106:7-8. 

14- Reading 1111'.h.b (with 

Biblia Hebraica 3rd ed.) 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER XII 

1. See,- for instance, Numbers 15:37-41, the 

commandment to wear the blue fringe on the corner 

of the garment as symbol of the relationship be

tween God and Israel. " •••••• so that you may re

member and perform all of my commandments end be 

holy unto your God (have relations with no other 

god). I am the Lord your God who brought you out 

of the land of Egypt to be to you God. I am the 

Lord your God.• (Undoubtedly ~/~' is to be 

translated "God" rather than "Yahveh8 by t he time 

of the P~ieatly code. See Sheldon H. Blank, •studies 

in Deutero-Isaiah", · pp. 14-18, for a discussion 

of this problem in the writings of Deutero-Isaiah.) 

2. Exodus 29: 43-46. 

3. Exodus 7: 5; 8:19; 11:7; 14:17-18. Cf. also, 

Exodus 16:12 end Numbers 20:12 

4. Cf., for inst ance, I Samuel 12:2.2, dating, 

probaoly, from about 4&5, and Psalm 106:7-~ from 

the time of Ezra. 

5. The passages are: Genesis 17:1-14,16,19-21; 

28:3-4; 35:9-12; 48:3-4; Exodua 2:24; 6:2-4. 

• 
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6. A comparison of the various items in this 

promise-motif with those in the motif of the or

iginal "merit of the fathers" passages, discussed 

in detail in Chapter IX, will reveal the fact that 

these promiees, one from the J2 writers, the other 

from P, are essentially the sa.me, except for one 

important aspect, the most important for that first 

group of passages: t hat aspect which related Israel 

to the nations. (The nations that are friendly 

to Israel shall be blessed; those that are inimical 

shall be cursed; Israel shall possess the gates 

of her enemies. And Israel shall be for bless-

ing to all the nations of the world, the Salvation 

which she shall bring to them.) This Pri~stly 

statement of the promise casts no light upon the 

PriestlJ idea of Israel's relationship to the 

nations; or rather, t he very fai lure to mention 

the nat ions is a reflection of the Priestly idea 

about them. Firstly, it is obvious t hat to these 

Priestly writers t he idea of world-empi •e which 

was so thoroughly a part of the doctrine of •the 

meri t of the fathers" bad no significance whatever. 

~hey were not interested in making Israel the ruler 

of the nations; they were int erested in keeping 

Israel distinct from the nations. Secondly, the 

omission of any reference in these passages to the 
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idea of Israel as the priest people, which we shall 

presently discu~a, is ample testimony of the fact 

that that doctrine was later than the primary 

strata of P, which were intensely particularistic. 

Had they adhered to that doctrine so early the P 

writers would most certainly have mentioned it in 

these passages, since they had the example of the 

J2 passages of the promise to the patriarchs be

fore them. In fact, it is more than likely that 

if the P writers had had t heir own choice in the 

matter, they would have altogether rejected the idea 

of a covenant with the patriarchs. The only purpose 

that covene.nt served in their hands wae that it 

acted as a vehicle for the idea of circumcision. 

And surely this idea could have been just e.s ef

fect~ vel y introduced in ot her parts of the narra

tive, for instance, with the exodus from Egypt. 

But t hey could not neglect the patriarchs, because 

the tradition had been so t horoughly ingrained in 

the theology of Israel by t his time; ~he best t hey 

coul d do, then, under the circumstances, was to 

adopt the tradition, in general, though not in en

tirety, and reinterpret it as they saw fit, empha

sizing the c i rcumci sion aspect, end t he El Shaddai

Yahveh motif, to establish their theological claims. 

The J2 writers, on the other hand, had regarded 

• 
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this pe.triarchal covenant as a promise, without 

any responsib111ty on Israel's pe.rt such as the 

adherence to the 1nst1tut1on of circumcision which 

is enjoined by the P writers. 

7. Genesis l?:lb-2a. 

8. ' Dro Morgenstern has pointed out, in Bible 8 

lectures, the dependence of this concepti~n of 

eternal covenant with all of mankind upon Jeremiah 's 

doctrine of the eternal covenant with Israel. 

9. Numbers 25:1' 

10. Exodus 19:4-6a. For a discussion of the 

mes:ning of t1 ,., in connection with the Holiness 

Code, see Appendix II. 

11. Dr . Mor genstern 1 s essay on Universalism, pre-

pared for the Universal Jewish Encyclopedia, to 

which we are deeply indebted for the clarification 

of this who}F doctrine of Israel as the priest-

people. 

12. The Priestly account of t he Flood e.nd of t he 

Covenant with mankind after the Flood is typical ot 

the universalistic outlook of the Priestly accounts 

of t he early history of the world. The covenant of 

the rainbow is a universalization of Jeramiah•s 
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doctrine of the new covenant with Israel, and the 

symbol of the rainbow itself i s a counterpart of 

the sign of circumcision which was part of the 

eternal covenant with Israel, through Abraham. 

13. The institution of ,MJ.l Pl' (Leviticus 16), 

according to Dr. Morgenstern, was the f inal answer 

to the paradox presented by Jeremiah's idea of the 

new covenant. Ezekiel and Deutero-Iseiah had of

fered doctrines which inferred that God would over

look Israel's sins because there was a higher 

pur;ose in Israe11s existence. The nationalists 

about 500 B. C. had said that God had to overlook 

those sins because He could not break His promise 

to the patriarchs. These Priestly writers offer 

the doctrine t hat there is no problem of t heodicy: 

God for gives the s ins of Israel because He wants t ·o, 

and because t heoretically He can have relations 

only with a pure people, and Re has ordained a par

ticular day of the year dedica ted to that purpose, 

a sabbath of solemn rest when the aff liction of 

soul and searching of heart and offering of sacri

f ice serve to obtain f orgiveness for man. 

14· Dr. Morgenster:i has suggested that t he P leg

isla t ion designed to preserve the sanctity of the 

Temple in the midst of Israel is to be linked to the 
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doctrine of Israel a s the priest - people . The whole 

loGic&l equatiou of ~he doctr ine : as t he priest 

i s to Israel, so Israel is to tee world , is car 

ried out i n t be ~eas~res taken to i s ol ate the a l 

tar and the Templ e :'r om defilement . Just as t i:e 

most sacred pe rt of the sanctuary , t he holy of holies, 

s ; uarded from contact with any priest or Levite 

or ordinary I sraelite, and may onl y be entered 

once a year by one pr iest, so the Templ e itse l f 

is ~uarded f rom c ontact with a l iens at all times . 

And just as , in :;umbers 2 and Ezekiel 48 , t he 

sacred local e of the sanctuary itself is segrega

ted :rom contact with I srael , so , too , is I srael 

3uar ded f r om contact with the other peopl es of 

the world . As t he sanctuary is c;uar ded by t he 

presence of the priests , so the Temple itself is 

3uar ded by t he presence of the peopl e of I srael . 

And a s t he sanctu ar y i s conceived to be at the very 

center of the physical bein5 of t he people of I srael 

(especially in Zzelciel 48 ) so t he Temple iount and 

J eru sa lem were conceived of as bei~ at the very 

cente r of the worl d . (cf . !'or genstern , Psalm h3, 

se~tion VI on " ~afonr) . Whether this elaborate 

set- up was actually the basis of the doctrine of 

I srael as t r_e priest-people, or , on t he other hand, 

it gradually unf~lded as t he i mplications of that 
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doct r ine became :nanifest , we cannot say , but it is 

obvious th.at in a ver y real ph,Jical sense , t his 

complicated 0r; anization is a counter part of that 

doctrine . 

15 . The Chr onicler , who wrote about 250- 200 :a.c. 
made no con&ribution to the theological thcught of 

I srael . lie seems not to have be en conce r ned at 

all by the inconsistency of regarding the one uni 

versa l God as onl y the God of the J ews , at the 

same time . So t he Ch¥onicler ' s God is exalted 

above everything (I 29 : 11 ) , rules over all king

doms , (II 20 : 5) , owns everything in the vrnrl d 

(I 29 : llf) ; Pis eyes "run to and f ro throughout 

t he whole earth" {II 16 :9 ) , I:e searcnes all 

hearts rr 28 :9 ; 29 : 17) ; to Ei m are to be ascribed 

the s reatness and the power and the glory (I 29 : llf ; 

II 20 : 6) . And yet t his same God is mere l y the 

father of I srael (I 29 : 10) and seemingl y god of 

t he Jews only (I 17 : 14 ; 28 :4f ; 29 :23; -r r 13 :8)j 

whoever fi ghts against I srael fights a gainst Him 
S11£ I S 

(II 13:12 ) ; " Eis people ( II 23 : 16) . Psalm 136 

which may possibly come f rom t his same peri od 

reveals a similar i hnoring of the need for har

~onization between universalism and pa rt icularism 

1~a't in v . 22 strikes this writer as being 
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a pur ely conventional epithet withont any con

sciousness of its deeper significance ) . I 

Ctr'1onicles 29 :10- 19 is the one passage which 

reveal s a more mature universal ism i n the Chron
a.~ 

icler 1 s writings, wher e one feels that /f1111 

consciousness of t he concept of the chosen pea-

ple is refl ected i n t he thought that I s rae l ha s 

chosen t he true universal ~od as her ~od, 

rather than t hat Ee delim~ ts Ei mself by choosing 

I ~rael . The spirit of this passage is very 

l ate, and undoubtedl y springs from a Hasidic 

mil ieu rat her t han f rom a Pri estl y one . 
2 

Nehemiah 9: 6- 37, D i d the main , 

is anot her indicat:..on of the Chronicl er 's 

failure t o see any contradiction between univer-

s alism and particularism. v. 6 praises $od as 

t he Universal Creator , and vv . 7-8 proceed to 

praise r im for iiis choice of Abraham. The 

choice here seems to be mere l y a mann er of 

s peaking , a conventional re f erence , which does 

not reveal any deep- seated concern with the 

problem of har ::noni zing universalism and particu-

larism. 

21 3 
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1. We have not heretofore discussed the Holinesa 

Code, just because it offered no contribution to 

the historical development of the concept of the 

chosen people. To the contrary, it seems to us, 

the Holiness Code was a complete negation of 

universalism. We shall consider this problem in 

Appendix II • 

. · 



NOTES TO APPENDIX II 

1. Decalogue in Universal Jewish Enc7cloped1a, 

Vol. III, PP• 511-512, by Dr. Morgenstern. 

2. Leviticus 19:2; cf. 20:7-8, 26. 

3• Ibid., P• 511, and Bible 8 lectures. 

4. Cf. Leviticus 18:2-5; 19:37. 

5. Cf. Chapter IV, note 10, for a discussion of 

Jeremiah's doctrine that Yahveh can be worshipped 

in any land. 

6. er. Leviticus 25:55· 
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