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PREFACE

The concept of the chosen people has never
lost its importance in any formuletion of the theol-
ogy of Judalsm. Its relevance to our thinking and
action today is demonstrated by present-day discus-
sions of the Zionlst problem, and of the intellectusal
fundaments of the Reform movement. Anti-Semitic 1lit-
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 Rabbl Ben Zion Bokser in the "Con-
temporary Jewish Record" of June, 1941, and another
by Dr. Bernard Heller in the Popular Studies in Juda-
ism Series published by the U.A.H.C.

No sttempt heretofore, however, has been
mede to trace, scientifically, the evolution of this
concept through history, or indeed, even in the for-
mulative centurles of Biblical writing. This thesis,
then, deals with a field in which there is no liter-
ature whatever. It was undertaiten 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 hls years of Biblical study: the study
of the development of ideas in the context of the his-



tory of the people of Israel and their religion.

Adequately to express my indebtedness to
Dr. Morgenstern is difficult, because that indebted-
ness is so thorough and complete. From the time that
we agreed on this subject he has given of his time and
effort and wide knowledge; in personal conference he
has always been most generous and patlent. His unpub-
1ished notes on various books of the Bible have pro-
vided an important source of reference material for
this work, as have his lectures in Bible 8. But beyond
all of these specific aids, there is something of Dr.
Morgenstern's love of the Bible and his buman way of
treating scientific matters which have given me the
spirit which enabled me to enter into this thesis
whole-heartedly, and to regard it as much more than a
mere academic exercise. And if there 1s something of
worth in this thesis, if it offers in any way a clar-
ification of certain problems, it is because my work
has reflected the color and attitudes of his work, as
well as the fruits of .1s own scientific labors. It
hes been a privilege not only to read what he has
written and to attend his lectures, but also to feel
that I have achleved something as the result of work-
ing with him.

To Professor Blank I must acknowledge my
thanks for his organigation of the prophetic books




in Bible 2 and 3 without which this thesis could
hardly have been written. And I must like wise record
my appreciation of Robert H. Pfeiffer's fine work,
Introduction to the 01d Testament, which has ever and

again been referred to and utllized for this thesis.

October 26, 1942



CHAPTER 1 THE COVENANT TRADITION

No historic tradition had so profound an
influence upon the development of the religlon of
Israel as did the tradition of the covenant of Yah-
veh with Israel at Sinal. Though, historically, it
was Israel that had taken Yahveh to be her God, this
God of the Kenites in the wilderness, the religlous
mind of ancient Israel conceived of the covenant as
being directed by Yahveh, who had, rather, taken
Israsel to be His peopls.

This tradition of the covenant whereby
Yahveh took Israel to be His people and promised to
protect and prosper her, and whereby she, in return,
obligated herself to worship Him, and Him alone, and
to adhere to the laws which He presented as the basls
of His worship -- this tradition became tlie technique
through which various religious reforms were instituted.
The K Codo,lpromulgated in 899 B.C. in Judah, as the
basis of the reformation of Asa, included the earliest
recorded decalogue (Exodus 34:1-26) attributed to
Yahveh as part of the covenant proceedings. The for-
mulators of the Book of the Covenant, the basis for
the reformetion in the north in 841 B.C., likewise at-
tributed their decalogue (Exodus 20:23-26 and 23%:10-16)
to the covenant with the deity at His holy mountain.



The Deuteronomic decalogue, later amplified by the
Priestly writers, was the basis, probably, of the
vnder Hezekiahand, certainly, of the reformation

reformation,of Josiah in 621. That P accepted the D
decalogue and revised it to fit 1ts 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 reform and
progress; the covenant tradition was the vehicle which
carried the religion of Israel forward in its contin-
uing evolution through the centuries.

Uneble to see any well-defined ethical char-
acter in the religion of Yahveh at 1ts very inception,
Xarl Budde perceives in the covenant relationship the
germ of ethical devolopmont.z “gg! did Israel come to
its religion? It went over, at Sinai, to a rude nomad
relizion....«.1t served henceforth the same God as
the tribe of Kenites to which Moses' wife belonged..sss
One fundamental difference existed between Israel and
the Kenites from the beginning. The latter, like
numberless other tribes and peoples, had had their god
from time immemorial. But Israel had turned to Him
of 1ts 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 inestimable

benefit." So, whenever it might have appeared to other



peoples that thelr gzods were powerless, whenever oevents
seemed to demonstrate their gods' inability to protect
them, Israel looked to her own 1life for the cause of
111 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 was a religion of cholce and not of nature,
because 1t rested on & voluntary decision which estab-
lished an ethical relationship between the people and
its God for all time," concludes Budde.

The covenant bradition was likewise the source
from which sprang the monotheism and universalism of
Israel, uttered in broadest expression by Deutero-Isai-
ah. Just because 1t was a covenant, rather than a
natural relationship whereby god and people were born
together and died together, this relationship of Isrsel
and Yahveh could become, in the message of Amos, the
basis for his doctrine that Yahveh was a world=-god, who
could sever that relationship, as He had once inaugura-
ted it, 1f He saw fit. Because choice and change were
part of that relationship at its inception, the deity's
character was not fixed and delimited for all time, but

could 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 1t was the perfect context out
of which the concept of the chosen people could emerge.
For once Amos had enunciated the principle that Yahveh
was more than a national god, innumerable questions
became the concern of the theology of Israel, as we shall
see. Ultimately men could have come to belleve that
there was no more distinctive relationship between Israel
and God than there was between Him and the other nations.
Israel would have been obliterated from the religious
scene; and, need we add, so would Israsel'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 self-conscious need of Israel for
a speclal place iun His world and in His plans. That
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 mede a covenant with her in the

desert after He had delivered her from Egyptian
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bondage; and if He was a world-god, He made that cov-
enant because He had 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, ;nati-
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.



CHAPTER II  AMOS AND UNIVERSALISM

The inhabitants of Israel to whom Amos
spoke his revolutlionary message of doom, concelved
of the relationship between Yahveh and Israel in
these terms: Yahveh was a god like the many other
gods in the world; but, also, like those other gods,
Yahveh was e delty allied to a particular people in
a completely natural way. Yahveh happened to be
Israel's delty: Israel was Yahveh's people. The two
were inseparably bound together. Neither could ex-
ist without the other. The state of Israel's fortunes
wes dependent entirely upon Yehveh. The place of
the nation in International eventa.was a reflection
of his power and of his ability. Israel needed
Yahveh because a people could not poasibEI survive
without the guldance and protection of a deity. On
the other hand, & delty, likewise, needed a people
== who would worship him and offer him pleasing
sacrifices 1f he were without a people? And what
kind of opinion would other netions hold of a god
without a people?l What real existence, in fact,
would a delty have, a deity without a people, without
sacrifices and worship? 1In addition, how could a
god possibly show his power in world events (which

was, after all, his purpose in the scheme of cos-
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mic affairs) if he had no peopke who would carry his

banner to the nations of the world? Obviously, then,
it would at best have been an academic question, this
question 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 confident in
their belief in an eternal, natural, relationship be-
tween Yehveh and themselves. Of course, 1t was pos-
sible to imagine that Yahveh could be so angered by
them that he might for a time reject his peoplej 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 satisfled with
the best in conduct and 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 sacrifices which were acceptable to him,
and this too in great abundance? Actually, then, this
nationalistic trpe of religion, in principle, bound
Yahveh to Israel and Israel to Yahveh in an indissolwv-
jible relationship.

In this type of thinking there was, of course,
no reason for an idea such ss that of the chosen people
to arise. Chosen people? Every nation had its deity,

and. euery deify
fhis nation. Each combination of people and god was
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striving to achleve supremacy in the arena of world
politics, striving to secure domlnetion over the other
nation-god combinations. 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-
henaible as for a people to change its god.

Amos, in the filrst place, did not conceive
of the relationship between Yahveh and Israel as the
€ompletely natural, eternal one which his contempoy-
veries accepted, but rather as a covenant of adoption
whereby Yahveh had taken Iarael to be his people.
This covenant had included specific terms, as any
compact would, and chief among the terms of this
covenant by Yahveh with Israel had been the stipula-
tjon that Israel live the 1life which he demanded of
her. Obviously, such & compact was not indissoluble;
should one of the parties repudiate it and fail to
fulfill its terms, then the other party was fully
Justified in completely severing the relationship
established by the covenant. Amos' message, then,
in part, was the notification of the cancellation
of thls covenant. He, as the agent of Yahveh, was
announcing that Israel had irremediably broken the

covenant and that Yahveh was therefore repudiating
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his obligations 2nd cesting Israel off. As he had
once adopted Israel so he could now reject Israel.

Basic to Amos' conception of the covenant
relationship was his revolutionary conception of Yah-
veh. For the implications of this idea of the cov-
enant, of its dissoluble character, were of no ac-
count 1f they were contalned in the compess of the
nationalistic type of religion. The same conditions
held whether it was an artificial or a natural rela-
tionship, whether Yahveh had adopted Israel, or had
been Israel's god from the beginning: Yahveh had to
retain hls people, for he was only one god among
many, and what kind of god could exist without a
people. But just as he had repudiated the popular
notion of the Israel-Yahveh relationship, so Amos re-
pudlated the popular notion of Yahveh's character.

To Amos, Yahveh was not e petty national
god whose interests were bound to those of a single
people. Yahveh was the world-god: if it was true
that he had brought Ifrael forth from Egypt, so weas
1t elso true that he brought the Philistines from
Kaftor, and Aram from Kir. Actually, so despised
a people as the Cushites, the nation of slaves, were
held by Yahveh in so great esteem as were the Israel-
ites. And just es He was repudieting Israel and

would not let her return to Him, so too He refused
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to permit other nations to repent: Damascus and Gazs,
Ammon and Moab.5 This was the implicetion of Amos!
message which undoubtedly conveyed more of a crushing
sense of doom than any other part: that Yahveh

would not be an embarressed God. If Ee repudiated
Israel, he would still be the world-god. Yahveh

could actually carry ouj; His intention of casting
fortk His people, Amos iﬂﬂ:éiia, and yet retain His
mighty place in the cosmic order.

Amos' universalism was not absolute, how-
ever, and in the quglifications of universalism which
are revealed in his message are to be found the begin-
nings of the idea of the chosen people.

World-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
aslde from the other peoples, end mede a covenant
with her, a covenent which distinguished her from all
the otler nations over which Yehveh exercised control.
He had chosen Israel to lead the 1life which He desired,
had brought her from Egypt and given Palestine to lier,
Palestine a2 land made clean because He, Yahveh, was to
be found there. He had sent prophets to her, carrying
His message, to gulde her in following His path.

Cnly Israel had He known intimately, as intimately as
a men knows his wife.6 And He had been patient with
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this people He loved, reluctant to sever relations
with her, although the provocation arose many times.
He had warned her time after time, witholding His
natural bountiea.7 But just because He hsd knowh her
so intimately, just because He had taken such especlal
care with her, for that very reason, Isrsel 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 quaslifications of
universalism are to be found the beginnings 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 thinker who first broadened the
scope of Israel's thinking from nationalism to univer-
salism, on the other hand we must not infer from this
that he, stsnding oA 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 consclous of the various parsdoxes which his
idea brought forth, some of which, indeed, still
chellenge the minds of men today.

Surely Amos did not pause to consider why,
if Yehveh was the universal God, He had ever chosen

Isreel to be His perticuler people in the first place.
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Nor dié he strive to perceive a purpose behind this
choice, a purpose which would have not only & nation-
alistic significance for Israel, but a universal
significence in consonence with His universsality.
Even further removed from Amos' thinking was the ques-
tion of God's day-by-day reletionship 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 prophets of the
Amos type, to become clearly aware of all these and
other paresllel implications of the concept of a single
world-god...“8 We could not expect more than the pre-
liminary statement of the universalistic principle
from Amos: stunned as he must have been by the reeli-
zation of the hugeness of this new world that unfolded
before hlis eyes, it was enough that he should see one
espect 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 the chance by the God of all nations to live
the right way of life, but had rejected that chance.
Amos' thoughts about the significance of
Israel's place in the new plcture of cosmic unity were
not, then, the studlied answer of a great thinker to
paradoxes and questions by which he was troubled, nor

his explanation of his own doctrine ir 1ts fullest
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implicetions. Hls ides of the imtimate relationship
between Yahveh end Isrsel was, to the contrary, his

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

was an unconscious usage of accepted 1deas (albeit |
ideas which he was forced to accepty, else there was

no sense whatever to his message =-- for 1f Yahveh had

not been more intimately concerned with Israel, why

greater wrath against Israel than ageinst the other

nations which of course hsd been no more loyal to

Him); not an attempt to harmonize universalism

with nationalism. A chlld of his own day, not a man
out of his time completely removed from his contem-
poraryes, Amos seems to have thought that even a god
who had power over meny nations and peoples had to
have a people, and that if He rejected Israel, implied-
1y Ee would choose another people to take Israel's
place.

Here, then, in this first stage of the
transition between national religion and universalism,
we heve seen the first hints of the concept of the ]
chosen people =-- not, however, as a corollary con-
sciously ettached to the universeslistic principle, 4
but rather as an idea which survived from the old
type of thinking, reinterpreted only slightly if at
all to fip into the new pattern. Although it was
only the universalistic orinciple which could esteb- |

[~ S SRS
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lish the need for the doctrine of the chosen people, the
beginning of that doctrine is a 1link to the rejected
principle of nationalistic religion.

g




21

CHAPTER III HOSEA

Hosea, Amos' sucessor 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 reletionship
with the other peoples of the world.

We have slready indicated that the actual
evolution of the concept of the chosen people could
teke 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.

Amos hed firmly velieved that the doom
fast approaching Isrsel was flxed, and that 1t could
not possibly be averted. The time and opportunity
for repentance ha¢ passed and Yashveh not only d4id
no longer desire Israel to repent, but he would
never again permit her to repent. Hosee found himself
unable to accept this doctrine. He believed that
Israel might, after a period of temporary rejection
and protracted discipline be reunited with Yahveh

in an eternal covenant which would never be broken:

—

—
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Therefore, behold, I shall entice her,

And teke her to the desert:

And I shall spesk to her heart.

And I shall give to her her vineyards 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,

Saith Yahveh,

You shall call me "my husband"

And shall no longer call me "my Baal)

And I shall remove the names of the Baallm
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 30hA, and in mercy;

And I shall betroth thee to me in faithful-
ness;

And you shall know Yahveh as intimately as
a wife her husband.l

The implication of this passage is clear: Once
Israel returns to the kind of life she haa led when
Yahveh first took her to be his people, i.e., the
desert life of equity and simplicity, Yshveh will re-
new his covensnt with her, a new type of covenant,

an everlaestingly applicable one, to which Israel will
be eternally loyal, falthfully carrying out the behest
of her god. But Hosea does not belleve 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-

[
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lined and regenerated, before she can come to the real-
1zation that she must change her wgy of 1life, before
she can repent. Devastation to the land, the denial

of his (Yahveh'!s) bounties and protection == when

she shall realize that her false gods can be of no
help to her == will force this realization upon her.

Though Hosea pleads with Israsel to remember Yahveh's

h

covenant with her, to return to "her first husband",
he seems to perceive that only actual punishment will
bring Israel to repentanco.z

This doctrine of Yahveh's renewal of the
covenant with a regenerate Israel was the first mod-
ification of Amos' doctrine of absolute doom. It
had a profound influence, as we shall see, upon the
contents of Jeremiah's doctrine of the new covenant.
In his foreshadowing of Jeremiah's doctrine which
was so important in the development which we shall
trace, Hosea made a deep and abiding contribution to

the evolution of the concept of the chosen people.

e




CHAPTER IV ISAIAH AND TEE SAVED REMNANT

The pattern of Isalah's universalistic
thinking closely followed that of his predecessor
Amos, upon whom he was profoundly dependent, in
many ways. Like Amos, Isalsh proclaimed Yahveh's
abrogation of His covenant with Israel, because Is-
rael had rejected the path which He had laid out
for her.1 To Isalah, Israel's great sin was pride
and spifitual blindness. This deap-seated rottenness
was revealed in her proclivity to idolatry, in her
refussl to be loyal to Yahveh end Fis covenant. Ra-
ther than rely upon Yahveh, she preferred to seek help
from humen agencies and turned to Egypt for strength.
The outrageous moral crimex 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 righteous 1lifec which 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 of injustice, while the
very presence of the oppressed and the down~-trodden
belied their faithfulness to Him, they persisted in
the belief that Yahveh could do nothing to them, even
though He might so desire.a

Like Amos, Isaiah was fully convinved
that the people deluded themselves when they continued
to believe that Yahveh was only the god cf Israel
and nothing more. To the contrary, Yahveh is a world-
-god. The whole earth is full of his 3!22, His
power extends tc 2ll the natlons, which come from
afar to accomplish His determined plan. EHe sends His
bidding to Egypt and to Assyria, and they mnust heed His
call. Just as He is about to cast off Israel for her
sinfu%jhaas, so He may sentence any nation to destruc=-
tion when it angers him with its sinfulness. Indeed,
although the nations have no consciousness of the part
they play in His cosmic plan, still they aiye as His
agents in accomplishing His will and fulfilling His
word.

Total destruction, and nothing less, was
the punishment which Isalah envisioned for Israel,
punishment by the world=-god who had lost all patience
with Israel, the vineyard over which He hed exercised
such care, and in which He had thoughtto see fulfilled

His highest expectations and hopes: destruction...

RS |

S
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Until cities be waste withdbut inhabitant

And houses without man,

And the land become utterly waste,

And Yahveh have removed man far away,

And the forsaken places be many in the midst

of the land.
The vineyard will become completely desolate; no vine-
dresser will busy himself in it; brambles end thorns
will supplant the vines. Israel shall be like a
potter's vessel, shattered to the ground and broken
into fragments so small that not one could be used
to carry even a drop of 'ater.6 Only the death of
all Israel can atone for their outrageous behavior
end thelr refusal to accept even the direst warnings
of impending destruction.

Isaiah developed to the fullest extent an
aspect of universalism which had only been hinted at
by Amos: Yahveh's utilizstion of other nationé as
his agents. So he pictured Assyria, gradually spread-
ing herself over the world, enveloping nation after
nation, appreaching ever closer to Israel, as Yahveh's
unknowing instrument for Isrsel's destruction. As-
syria's armies will flood into Israel's land like a
tempest and the raging waters of tge sea, carrying
out Yahveh's edict of destruction. 1Isalah, prophet
of Yahveh, speaks of Assyria in these words:

0 Asshur, the rod of liine anger,

In whose hands is Mine indignation!

I do send hlm against an ungodly nation,

And agalinst the people of My wrath do I
give him a charge,
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To take the spoll, and to take the prey,
And to tread them down like the mire of
the streets.9

Actually Isaiah made no more of an attempt
to harmonize his universalistic ideas and his uncon-
scious use of nationalistic ideas, than Amos had done.
Obviously, like Amos, Isalah belleved that for some
reason which he did not see fit to guess at, Yahveh
had at one time chosen Israel from among the other
nations, to be His people, at the same time retain-
ing his power over the other nstions of the world.
The parable of the vineyard reveals Isalah's concep-
tion of the relationship of Yahveh and Israel:

Yahveh had had a particularly intimate concern for
Israel and had therefore good reason to expect per-
fect falthfulness from His people.10 As we have
already pointed out in our discussion of Amos' ideas,
we could not expect otherwise than that the pre-
exilic prophets should sccept this doctrine of nation-
alistic religion; actually, whether Yahveh was a
world-god or not, there had to be some more intimate
relationship between Him and Israel for Israel to

- deserve the punishment which those prophets envisioned.

= Their consciousness of their own high station in Yah-

. veh's plan told them as much, for Yahveh had made them

- His messengersand had notltakan for Himself messengers
1
among the other peoples. In this regard, then,
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Isaiah's 1deas about the relationship of Yahven

and Israel, Like Amos', were not a conscious attempt
to evolve a concept which might bridge the gap be-
tween fniversalism and national religlon, but rather
were they ideas unconscliously retained from the re-
jected principle of a nationistic deity. If Isaish,
then, 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 Isalah did go further
than this.

As we have already indicated, Isaiah's
messsge to Isrsel was one of complete doom, as was
Amos'. Logically, no other result could proceed
from the cause-and-effect reasoning which both
Amos and Isalah utilized. Total destructlion was the
punishment to be visited upon thls people which, as
a people, had broken its covenant with Yahveh, the
world-god. The people had exhausted Yahveh's pa-
tience; He did not even desire their repentance, as
Fe had told Isaiah at the very inception of his
ministry: "Make fat the mind of this people, and
its ears meke heavy, =nd cause its eyes to cleave
fast together, lest it see with its eyes and head
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 messsge of total destruction for Is-
rael, there came a somewhat lrrational and 1llogical
hope, yes even conviction, that there would be a
future for Israel, a future assured by the survival
of the small band of disciples who followed the words
of the prophet and were falthful to the covenant
with Yahveh. This"saved remnant" would live through
the national holocaust and would become, it is impled,
the new, mote righteous Israel, with which Yahveh
would renew His covenant.l

Hosea hgd proclaimed the doctrine of an
eternal covenant with a repentant Israel, after a
period of rejection. This covenant was to be with
the whole people of Israel who would return from
theilr sinful ways. Both Hosea and Isalah, then, ad-
vanced modifications of Amos' message of absclute
doom; but there are profound differences between
the doctrines of these two prophets. 1In the first
place, Isaiah did not speak of a renewal of relations
with all of Israel bu. only with a small part of the
people. And, 1n the second place, it was not actually
a renewal of relations, but a continuation, based on
a new premise. Llke Hosea, Isaiah belleved that this
continuation could only be possible because of the
righteousness of the survivors, but Isaiah did not

believe that this righteousness would be the result
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of reformation. Isalah envisaged a group that

had always been rignteous and had never been faith-
less. Thus, although Hosea's message was similar
to Isaiah's in some respects, the latter wsos actu-
ally a profoundly different one, setting forth ﬁ
new postulates for the survival of Israel.
Amos had hinted strongly that after Yah- ;
veh had repudiated and punished Israel, He might
well take for Himself another people, even so low-
ly a people as the Cushites, to fill the place va=-
cated by Israel. Isalah, althowgh dependent upon
this aspect of Amos' message and in sgreement with .
it in principle, denies that Yahveh would take an- ?
other people for Himself, but insista, to the )
contrary, that Israel has an everlasting place in
His affections, that in one way or another TIsrael
will continue to be Yahveh'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 frithful who had been willing
to hearken to Yahveh's word and had kept faith
with Him.

Iseiah's earlier i1deas sbout Isrsel as

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

dicate, as we have already noted, his acceptance

of the conceptions about the Yahveh~Israel rela-

tionship which were characteristic of the national-
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istic religious principle. They convey no implica~-
tion of a desire on tae part of the prophet to harmon-
ize his universalism with natlonalism, Nor, for

that matter, does the doctrine of the righteous
remmant, which was Isaiah's original contribution to
the theology of Israel, necessarily imply a harmon-
1zation =~ it is, however, more than an unconscious
usage of accepted ldeas. It constitutes & reaffir-
metion of those ideas, a positive rather than a
negative approach to the gquestion of the place of
Israel in the world. Isalah was the first definitely
and positively to affirm the concept of the chosen
people, in his formulation of the doctrine of the
righteous remnant which implied that Israsl would
always be Yahveh's, the world god's, people. Whether
it was Isalah's unconsclious loyalty to hils people
which brought him to this conclusion, or his reali-
zation of the uniqueness of his own prophetic rela-
tionship to the deity, we cannot presume to judge;
but, in any case, Isal h set forth the theme that

was to become an accepted principle in the religious
thinking of Israel, as that theme was amplified

and developed in the form of Jeremiah's doctrine of

the new covenant.
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CEAPTER V  JEREMIAH AND THE NEW COVENANT

For the major part of his prophetic career

- e

(major only in the sense of the greater number of
years) Jeremiah asdhered to the patterns proclaimed
by his predecessors. The burden of his message was
that disaster was fast overtaking the people of Isreel |
(the kingdom of Judah, only, of course, at this time)
as punishment for Israel's falthlessness to Yahveh. [
Like Amos and Isalah he spoke out ageinst Israel's
flagrent injustices; like Hosea he emphasized the morel
degeneracy of a people which could not see the perfidy
involved in the pursult of foreign worship. Like
Hosea, too, Jeremiah believed that repentance, even
at the last moment might avert the destruction of
Palestine end the dlspersion of the people of Israel;
but, like Isaleh, he was convinced that repentance
would not be forthcoming. Therefore he counseled a
more desperate step than hls predecessors had ever
done: submission to Libylonisz, at best the only way
to save the people's existence, but at least that.

Like his predecessors, too, Jeremish found

1t necessary to repeat the universalistic principle:

Yahveh 1s 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 had passed since Amos first enunciated this
universalistic doctrine, and still it had not entered
into the populer way of thinking, nor even into the
ideclogy of the professionsl prophets. The most
obvious fact of all, to Jeremiah, was that Nebucheasdrez-
zar and hls approaching Babylonian armies were the
agents of destruction which Yahveh had appointed to
punish Judeh for her sins. Those armies would bring
in their weke death and famine, pestilence and exile -=
the lot which Israel had consclously chosen through
her persistent refusal to return to Yalkveh.
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 thesls. Jeremlish, too, believed
that there had been a particularly intimate relation=- b
ship: the delty had taken especial care of His people,
Israsel, whom He had betrothed to Himself long ago in
the desert, when Israel had been eager to follow Him.
In the magniflcent parable of the linen girdle, the
prophet gives forcible expression to this idea: |
For es the girdle cleaveth to the loins of
a man, so have I caused to cleave unto Me g
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 pralse, and_for a glory;

but they would not hearken.>

This conception is revealed in the many terms which

[ =
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Jeremiah utilizes to describe Israel: Isrsel was ),
to Yahveh, His "first fruits®™; the "noble vine" and

SN Nic ¥4 which He had planted and which He ex-
pected to blossom so beautifully.5 Israel was to
have called Yahveh "father", Yahveh who gave her a
place among the nations and a beautiful land in which
to livo.6 Isreel was Yahveh's »'2 , Hls nNdhd ,
and Fis ¢dJ hHl133’ .7 In such vivid terms does
Jeremish picture Yeshveh's love for Israel, the people
He, the universal God, had taken for Eimself, from
emongst all the nations of His world.

Actually, however, during this early period,

Jeremiah made no advance upon the thinking of his
predecessors. Perheaps in this first period Jeremlah
was & universalist only in theory, but in actueal
practice and pragmatic thinking much more of a nation=-

alist. At any rate, he was in no wise impelled to
seek further into the roots of this conception of the

reletionship of Yahveh and Isrsel. He sensed no di-
chotomy between his 1des of the world-god and his own
deep consciousness of the intimecy of Yahveh and
Isrsel. As we héve already pointed out in our discus=-
sion of the ideas of Amos and Isaleh, the pre-exilic
prophets could not do otherwise than esccept the con-

viction of their time that Yahveh had had a closer re-
lationship with Israel than with other nationsg their
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whole raison d'etre was baseé on this fundamental

assumption. There simply had to have been such a
relationship in the past, and so far as the future
was concerned, there could be no speculation about

it because they were convinced that there was to be
no future. ©Even Isalah, who Intuitively felt that
there must be some kind of future for Isrsel, albeit
a future only for a very minute section of the peo-
ple, had never actually affirmed that the persistence
of that righteous remnant would give concrete guaran=-
tee of that future. So Jeremiash, in this earlier
period of his prophetic life, when he follcwed most
closely the messages of the preceding pre-exiliec
prophets, did not speculate about the future relation-
ship of Israel to God, because he felt there would be
none.

But the first deportation by the Babylonians
in 597 B.C. inaugurated a new period in Jeremiah's
prophetic activity. After that event which in part
fulfilled lL1ls dire prophecies of the certain doom of
Isrsel, somehow logically and at the same time illogi=-
cally, a confldent expectation of a more favorable fu-
ture entered into his thinking. This chenge sprang,
in a way, from the content of his previous ideas. FHe
had believed that one of the most outrageous sins of
the people had been 1ts refusal to accept Q20/N ,
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g
discipline, correction. He had also believed that

one of the forms of the punishment to be meted out

to Isrsel by Yehveh would be exile.9 When, in 597,

a part of the people was sctually exlled, although

the vest majority of the population remained behind,
what could be more logical than to believe that the
practical fulfillment of hils prophecy had now begun
and that this portlion of the people already being
punished in exile would accept the 70/N, would react
favorably to the discipline, and so become regenerate?
Indeed, if this did not prove to be so, why then should
only a part of the people be punished at this time?

If this was the finsl, complete destruction, why did
it not come upon the entire people in one fell swoop?
There was abundant basls then, in the very fact of
exlle for Jeremlah's new message.

Psycholcgically, too, this was the proper
moment for a new message., Perhaps, in this partial
fulfillment of hils message of doom, the prophet felt
that there was an opp rtunity 2t last to bring home
his message of regeneration to the people. For we must
not suppose that Jeremish ever gave up the hope of
s2eing Israel dellvered 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, slbeit
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the last one, to bring Isrsel to repentance. With
the object lesson of part of the people already
punished, perhaps he could convince those who re-
meined that the course he advoceted was the one
which would deliver them.

Chapter 2l of Jeremieh, the parsble of
the figs, embodies what might well have been Jere=-
mieh's first pronouncement in the reign of Zede-
kiah, after Jeholachin and the aristocratic ele-
ments of the pupulation, together with the erchnnta,
the military leaders, and the priests, were carried
away captive from Judeh. Jeremiah sees a vision of
two baskets of figs, one full of ripe figs, the
other full of rotten ones. And he is told that the
good figs represent those men of Israel who have
gone into exile. Yahveh will treat them well, will
bring them back to Palestine, where they shall be
firmly established, and not uprooted or destroyed.
He will give them & heart to know Him, and they
will surely return to Him with all their 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 the approaching doom: the famine,

.
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the sword, the pestilence. They shall indeed be
driven as exiles into many far-off places, and every=-
where they shall be looked upon as a shameful people.
At last they shall have been completely driven off
the land of thelr fathora.lo

Behind this message to the exiles and
this attitude towards thelr sufferings, was a doc=-
trine which was gradually evolving in Jeremiah's
mind: the doctrine of the new covenant. Jeremish was
convinced that destructlion was coming, but he must
have sensed that 1t would not be complete: he was
practical enough to realize that though the Babylon-
lans would egain take a section of the population
into exile, though the Temple might be destroyed and
the walls of Jerusalem torn down, though a grest
number of the men of Judeh would be slain in battle
and many civilians would lose their lives, and though
pestilence and famine might wreak their havoc among
the people == still it was inevitable that many would
survive. But he hope' that out of all this suffering
and pein, not only those who had undergone exile in
597 and would undergo it some years later, but also
ell 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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12
The doctrine of the new covenent 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 thelr manifold sins against
Him. Thelr heart and soul would become transformed
in a two-fold way: they themselves, through the dis-
cipline of suffering in war and in exlle, would achieve
2 new heart, realizing the depths to which they 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 gilve
them the new heart, would give to them a new under=-

standing and a new sympathy. In that heart would be
written the #7157 of Yahveh: His way of life of

which the prophets had spoken so many times, the 1life
of justice and honor and faithfulness; and they would
all come to know Yahveh, to know His desires, to know
Him intimately. Inde:d, so falthful would this new
heart be, that the teaching of the word of Yehveh would
no longer be necessary, for that word would be engraved
upon the heart (= the mind 4 the emotions) of every one
of His people, from the least to the most important of
them, with the result that as a people never again

would they be faithless to Him or stray from His way

4y
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and so give occasion for the repudiation of this
covenant.

This doctrine of the new covenant was
Jeremiah's contribution to the development of the
concept of the chosen people.la"Isaiah haed been
the first podtively to formulate a doctrine which,
in the context of the conscious affirmation of uni=-
versalism, insisted that Yahveh would always have
particularly intimate relations with Israel. Yahveh
had chosen Israel from the beginning, and despite
His rejection of her for her sins, would continue
treating a righteous remnant as Hls chosen people,
Jeremiah accepts Isalah's bellef that Yehveh would
never cut off His people entirely, that He would al=-
ways have intimate relations with Israel =-- and
goes further than that. Jeremlah boldly affirms
that 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 onme,
one which can never be broken, zad to which the
people will be wholly faithful. Thls doctrine 1is
actually a fusion of Isalah'g doctrine of the right-
eous remnant with Hosea's doctrine of Yahveh's
betrothal to a repentant Israel. With Hosea, Jere=~
miah believes that it will not only be a small sec=-
tion of the people but a very large section, which
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has been brought to repentance by some form of pun-
ishment. With Hosea, too, he belisves that this
new relationship will be in the form of a2 new type
of covenant, an eternsl one, Yet Jeremiah states
much more explicitly the premise that suffering and
punishment are necessary for Katharsis, and that
the people will heve to come to participate in this
new relationship through the bitter experiences

of exile. With both Isaiah and Hosea, Jeremish be-
lieves that the new Israel will be completely
purged of the inclination towards sinfulness and
faithfulness. Jeremiah herein establishes the posi-
tive basis for every future interpretation of the
concept of the chosen people; never more was there
any question but that the universal God had chosen
Israel for some particular purpose, stated or un=-
stated, and that this relationship between Him and
His people was an eternal one.

Obviously, this conviction that Yahveh would
never repudiate His people completely, for any possi=-
ble reason, had far-reachir .: effects on the theologl-
cal thinking of Iaraol.l5 The Deuteronomic histori-
ographers adopted the idea whole-heartedly and wove
it into their framework and feinterpretation of the

bock of Judges which was compited some time after the

middle of the exilic century, and probably as the
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preparation for the Zerubabel rebellion. They con-
structed a rhythmic pattern of aspostacy, 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 i1t did not necessarily consti-
tube a permanent rejection of the people of Israel
by Yahveh and to suggest, or even promise that delivw
Jerance was near. For He had repented of His anger
and of His determination to cast off His people many
times before, and had He not repeatedly indicated
that He would never break off His covenant with
tham?15 So thoroughly was Jeremiah's doctrine ac=-
cepted then, that writers towards the end of the same
century began to treat the doctrine as though it had
been part and parcel of Israel's history in ages
past.16

Despite the fact, however, that it was ac-
cepted with such complete cornviction, or rather,
perhaps, just becaurs 1t did find such complete ac=-
ceptance, Jeremiah's doctrine was only the beginning
of a whole train of religious and theological 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

e
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the concept of Yahveh as a Cod of complete and per-
fect justice in Eis dealings with men and particu-
larly with Isrsel, His people, with the quite anti-

thetical concept of His complete forgiveness of His

people still recognizably and confessedly sinful and
raithlaaa?“l This parsdox bears closely upon the
development of the concept which we are tracing
through Biblical thought, for answers to this pera=-
dox must of necessity seek to explain the question
which we have asked in the preceding chepters of
this thesis, a guestion which was not apprehended

or was ignored by the pre-exilic prophets: "Wwhy
should Yahveh, the universal God, have relations
with Israel, one pecople out of many?"™ This paradox 1'
asks the question: "How is it possible for Yashveh

to continue to treat Isrsel as the chosen paople,”
but at the same time 1t continues a search for the
purpose of Isrsel's choice. In fact, as we shall
see, each of the four answers which were given to
this paradox endeavors to explain the purpose of the
choice of Israel, as well as the reason for the con=-
tinuance of that relationship. ©Not only did Jeremiah
then, establish the crinciple of the continuance of

the relationship brought sbout by the cholice of Israel,
but he also set into motlon the logical thinking of
great religlous minds which sought to grapple with
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the fundamental question of the purpose behind the
choice of Isrsel. We shall proceed now to the

first answer given to the paradox, one which like-
wise 1s intended to establish a reason)baaed upon

universallsm for the cholce of a people by Yahveh.
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CHAPTER VI  EZEKIEL AND "FOR HIS NAME'S SAKE".

During the first years of his ministry,
before the fall of Jeruseley in 586 B.C., Ezekiel's
thoughts on the reletion of Israel to Yahveh were
for the most part in egreement with those which
were held by his predecessors. Yahveh had adopted
Israel in Egypt, had caered for her as a husband
cares for hls wife or a man for an adopted child;
as her responsibllity in this covenant of adoption,
He had expected faithfulness and loyalty from her.
But her consistent refusal to accept His guldance,
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, therefore, about to discard
her as His people, to bring destruction upon her
through the agency of the Babylonian armies, finsl
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 the beginning of the relationship between
Israel ana Yahveh, the people had been & faithful
one. Israel had been eager to follow Yshveh in that
desert period long ago, when He had betrothed her

i"‘f
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1
to Himself. Ezekiel did not eccept this assump-

tion of the innocence of early Israel. To his mind,
she had been a loathesome outcast from the beginning,
when Yahveh had, through compassion and as an act
of grace, chosen Her to be His people. Whatever
glory and honor and reknown she had achleved, were
only a reflection of His own splendor. And from the
very beginning, she had been unfalthful to Him, had
gone astray after meny false gods, had even brought
forth strange godswith her when she left Egypt.
And through the years she had persisted in her re-
bellion against the covenant with Yahveh, playing
the harlot as it were with many nations and many
gods, and pleying false with the God who had es-
tabliébd her and given her a land and proaparity-z
This attitude of Ezeklel's towards Israel's
pest history, and the consegquent characterization
of Yahveh's treatment of Israel as one of grace,
is not to be sttributed to any pessimistic, sour
outlook on life on the part of the prophet. It is,
to the contrary, an attitude fully in agreement with
Ezekiel's major contribution to prophetic thought, |
his doctrine of "for His name's seke,"™ the discussion '
of which will form the bulk of this chapter. The
establishment of the principle that when Yahveh
had originally teken Israel to be His people, He
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was fully cognizent of the fact that even then she

was sinful and feithless, is a prereaqi isite to a .
full understanding of Ezekiel's answer to the para-
dox which Jeremiah's doctrine of the new covenant
presented.

Ezeklel seems to have accepted Jeremiah's
doctrine of the new covenant whole-heartedly after 1
the disaster of 586, when the denger of a complete

dissolution of Yahveh-worship hed become apparent.

We must assume that Ezeklel, too, 1like the leaders

of the Babylonian Jewlish Community who began, after
the exlle, to strengthen the separatistic ritual forms
of the religlion of Israel in thelr endeavor to pre-
serve the national 1dent1ty,3 was concerned avout the
survival of his people, and that he too felt the | I
need for giving some comfort and hope to them. N
Jeremiah's doctrine of the new covenant must have |
appealed to him as being just such a message. So }I
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 3&
way. So too he spoke of the new covenant which
Yahveh would establish with His people, an everlas¢é- 1
#ing covenant, which would meke Isrsel ashamed of
her actions in the past, and would bring full re- .

generetion to her.
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Yet, though Ezekiel accepted this doctrine,
and though indeed it found general acceptance in the
thought of those who followed Jeremiesh, as we have
pointed out in the previous chapter, still Ezeklel
was enough of a reallist to see that actual condi-
tions did not bear out the expectations so gloriously
held forth in this doctrine. The exiles in Babylonla
and those who had fled to Egypt had become no more
faithful to Yshveh, had not reformed their social
ethics to any extent, did not in any way demonstrate
the truth of the doctrine of the new covenant:
there wes no new hearfﬁ?r new spirit which could
glgdden the heart of the prophet. He could per-
celve no change in the nature of these people who
had been brought nigh unto death, and still would
not hsaé?n unto the word of their God.6

Confronted, then, with conditions which
contradicted the expectations held forth in the doc-
trine of the new covenant, but still belleving
that Yshveh not only would not abandon His people
but that He hed never intended to destroy them,
Ezekiel was forced to formulate a new principle
which whould explain this paradoxs: Israel still
existed, and yet Yahveh, the world-god,was, of
necessity, a God of absolute righteousness and

justice. The answer which Ezekiel advanced to solve

e e
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the paradox was his doctrine of "for His name's
sake."™ This doctrine presents the theory that Yah-
veh, the universal God, 1s most concerned for His
reputation among the nations, whom He desires
ultimately to acknowledge His univers,l power and
sovereignty, so that in their eyes, too, He will
be regarded as the Lord of all nations. But by
what right can We expect them even to consider

Him in this 1ight, when even His dwn people Israel,
a little people in a little land, cannot point to
His glorious deeds in theilr behalf? How can it be
possible, say the mations, that this god of Israel
is in truth the God of the earth, when he cannot
demonstrate this by His power and His might, when
he cannot deliver the people of Israel from the in-
vader, and cqnnot prevent their being carried into
exile? In the eyes of the natlions, far from being
a world-god, Yahveh was only a provincial deity

who had been defeated when His people was conquered
by the Bebylonian pe ple and their gods.7 So if

it 1s true that Yahveh desires more than anything
else the eventual recognition of His character as
the 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-

-l

=

.

—



50

look His people 's disloyalty and falthlessness, must
recelve them back into His care and prosper them,
so that the nations may perceive that He 1s actually
the universal God.8

Ezekiel not only explained the contempog-
vary predicament of his people by thls doctrine,
but he likewise read it back into the history of
his people,9 that history which, he was convinced,
was one long tale of perfidy on the part of Israel.
From the very beginning, Yahveh had consciously
taken this people which, He knew, was falthless,
as a means to an end: the acknowledgement of His
godship by the nations of the world. And all through
the years, whenever Israel had sinned grievously
against Him, He refrained from dlscarding her solely
because He desired to be accepted by the nations
more than He desired to punish Israel. Every time
the people had fallen away from His true worship,
and there was ample justificatlon for Hls casting
them sway -- 1t was only tr-~ough Hls grace, through
His 1gnoring their faithlessness, that they were
permitted to survive.

Ezeklel, then, not only contributed his
answer to the paradox whi-h Jeremiah's doctrine
of the new covenant presented, in answering the

question, "how was it possible 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 God have to choose & people in the first
place.“lo

Ezekiel was the first in the prophetic
line to offer an idea embodying a purpose behind the
choice of Israel by Yahveh. Ezeklel's answer was
this: Yeshveh was forced to choose a people becsuse
he had to begin somewhere. He had to gﬂlnd a people
to Himself so that He might bring other nations to
acknowledge Him. Though He was the universal 3od,
the Lord of all the world, He was forced by the
nature of man and of hils 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 purponse 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 st least
Israel's god. Wh; He nad chosen Israel, rather
than any other people, did not concern Ezekiel.

That Ezekiel's answer was not entirely
satisfactory, that it had certain inherent weak-
nesses and that 1t ascribed to Yahveh a less than
exalted character, need not concern us here, except

that we must assume that 1t was because of those

e
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weaknesses that other answers to Jeremlah's paradox
were offered. Theological thinking continued after
Ezeklel 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 thls thesis. 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
clarificatioq, of Israsel's relationship to the
other nations of the world, and of the relationship
of those nations to Yahveh the world-god. With a
profound perception, he realized that any purpose
which might have determined Yahveh's cholce 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 1s
obvious, to be sure, “hat every one of the later
interpretations of the concept of the chosen
people, Deutero-Isalah's idea of Israel as the
prophet-people of the nations, the 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,

[~
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the conception of Israel as the priest-people of
the natlions: every one of these 1s dependent
upon the viewpoint of Ezekiel's answer to the
paradox. Ezekiel's contribution to this develop-
ment which we are tracing was, then, a highly

significant one indeed.




CHAPTER VII DEUTERO-ISAIAH

From one viewpoint Deutero=Isaleh did not
even admit that there was a paradox involved in
Jeremiah's idea of the new covenant, when he accept-
ed wholeheartedly the doctrine that Yahvekh's relation-
siilip to Israel was an eternal one that could never
be broken. For Deutero-Isaish believed that the
exile had served as Israel's atonement for her sins;
he believed, indeed, that her punishment was even
more stringent than that which she daserved.l So
Israel has naught to fear for the future. The time
has come for her restoration toc the land of Pales-
tine, and for her rehabilitation as a people. And
as a counterpart to that restoration, the enemies of
Isrsel, especlally Babylonia, will be destroyed at
the hands »f the agent of God, Cyrus, whc will also
set 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 ir acting in
2

His behalf, and in behalf of His people. Actually,
then, Deutero-Isaiah was not concerned as much as was
Egzeklel, for instance, with‘the problem of thoodicy_
Involved in Yahveh's forgiveness of Israel. MNore

deeply was he concerned with the problem of the uni-
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versal God's relationship to the nations of the world,
and of Isrsel's place in that universal purpose, a
ﬁroblem closely bound up with his attitude towards
the concept of the chosen people.

Deutero-Isalah was the first prophet to
carry the universalistic principle to its logical
conclusion, by stating (positively) that the gods
who were worshipped by the other nations were not
actual gods, and that Yahveh alone was God, ever-
lasting, creator of heaven and earth, the Being who
directs the course of all human history. One of
the proofs which Deutero-Isalash advances for absolute
monotheism is the ar;ument from prophecy. The argu-
ment, in brief, is this: none of the other so-called
"gzods" can have any clalm to divinity because they

annot announce from aforehand things not yet accom=-
plished. Yahveh, on the other hand, has been able to
do so time after time, and therefore must be acknow-
ledged as the one universsl God. (This argument, of
course, is a logical expression »f Deuterowisaiah's
attitude towards the problem of monotheism and idola-
try which 18 presented in other forms, in the satires,
for instance, on the process of the making of 1dols.)
An important point in this whole argument 1s the role
of Israsel as the witnesses who bear testimony to Yah=-

veh's divinity. Israel, the servant whom Yahveh has
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chosen, is the prophetic witness who atteats to
His divine character. Israel has been the au#-
dience to whom the prophets had spoken the word of
Yahveh, the word which could not be matched by

the worshippers of other "gods"™, and therefore
Isreel, as a people, is entrusted with the duty of
bearing witness for Yahveh.

The designation of Isrsel as the witnesses
for Yahveh 1s a key to the understanding of Deutero=-
Isalah's conception of Israel's role in Yahveh's
world-purpose. A counterpart to this conception 1s
that of Israel as the 92¥ | the prophet-people,
chosen bg Yahveh for the fulfillment of His world-
purpose.U Just as the prophets had acted for
Yahveh to bring the people of Isreel back to the
peth: of righteousness, and to a full realization of
His true character, so, in the mind of Deutero-Isaiah,
was Israel to bring the message of the universasl God
to the nations. Thils was why Yehveh had chosen
Israel: to act, as a people, as His rervant, His pro=-
phet~-folk, who would teach the other nations what
they had learned of His timelessness, His universsal
power, His mercy and compassion for man. . -

The message which Israel was to bring faa
not only the attestation of His divinity, but like-

wlise the message of His salvation, which reaches from
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one end of the eerth to the other. Hls covenant
with Israsel, new and eternal, was not for Israel
alone, but for all the natlions, who would be parties
to His covenant. This salvation, this forgiveness
of all the peoples for their sins against Him, was
the message to be carried to mankind by the prophet-
people Isrsel. This was Cod's world-purpose: that
all men might be led to the acknowledgement and
worship of Him, so that they might come to follow
the paths of righteous living which He has given to
Fias people Israel.

A careful examinstion of Deutero-Isaiah's
writings reveals that, far from envisaging a de=-
graded, persecuted position for Israel among the
nations, he actually belleved that all of Israel's
trials were over, and that Israel, thenceforth, with
the constant protection of Yahveh, would be the
chosen people, in fact as well as in theory. For
Israel's sake, Yehveh 1s bringing His wrath upon
Babyonia, who thought t:at it was her own might, and
not the Lord's, that gave Israel into her hands.lo
Yahveh will make a way for her through the desert
for her return to Palestine, even as he guided her
through the desert at the time of the Exodus from
Egypt.l1 No harm shall come to this people, who
shall be protected on every side by the fullness of
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Yahveh's powers

When you pass through 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.l2
Indeed, so precious in the sight of Yahveh 1s this
people which He has taken for Himself, that He
would sacrifice any people, any nation, for her
welfare:

I would give Egypt as your ransom,

Cush and Seba rather than you.

Because you are precious in My sight,

To be prized,

And because I have loved you,

Therefore would I give mankind rather than

you,

And peoples to deliver your 1ife.l3
These are material privileges indeed for the people
chosen by the universal God.

Deutero-Isaiah's definition of the plecs
of Isrsel in the world purpose of %od, and his in-
terpretation of the meaning of Israel's cholce, was
profoundly dependent upon the message of Ezeklel.
Bzekiel had set the keync e, as we have seen, of re-
lating Israel to the nations through Yahveh's rela-
tionship to the nations. Because Yahveh wanted more
than anything else to retain His reputation among
the nations and, indeed, to raise Himself in their

eatimatioa’, for that very reason, He was obliged
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to treat Israel as the nations would conceive of a

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

In his definition of Isrsel'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 his theology,
was intended to convince the nations of His CGodship.
Deutero=-Isalah accepted with whole heart
Ezekiel's basic principles, and added one more
which was absolutely necessary for the contlnued
emplification of Israel's role in the world. Not
only did he present Yahveh as the world-deity, and a
deity who would control the activities of the nations,
but he presented Yahveh as the only God of any kind,
the only deity who could be regarded as a deity. FHe
brought the universalistic principle to its logical
climax: the negation of other deitles, and the supre-
macy and absolute one-ness of deity. This further
intensificationf of universalism, far beyond any ab-
solutism which Ezekliel presented, demanded a refine-
ment of Ezekiel's doctrine of "for His name's sake.,"
We must assume, surely, that Deutero~Isalah, theolo-
gically the most advanced thinker in Israel's prophe¢-
Aic line, perceived the weaknesses of Ezekiel's doc-
trine; he must have seen that actually the supremacy

of Yehveh as the universal deity was negated in Eze-
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kiel's doctrine which offered the 1dea that Yahveh
was forced to act accordig to the misconceptions

of the nations. Deutero-Isaish could not stomach
such a puerile characterization of the deity. So
the emphasis in his conception of the Yahveh-Israel=-
nations relationship was shifted. He regarded
Israel as the key figure in that relationship, not

the nations and their ideas., It was not the nations
who forced Yahveh to treat Isrsel as the chosen
people: 1t was strictly in accordance with Isrsel's
purpose in world-life, & purpose which Yahveh head
assigned to her at the very beginning. And it wes
not His reputation about which Yahveh was concerned,

but the acknowledgment of Hls true character as the

only deity Whose way of 1life would bring forgiveness
to the nations for their sins. !.I
It was, then, inconceivable 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 the world. Punlishment Ee had meted out to Isrsel,
punishment for her own refusal to be faithful to
Him, but never a complete repudiation, which would,
in effect, be a repudiation of His supreme cheracter,
and of His ultimate purpose in choosing Israel.
Beyond all this, Deutero~Isaish contribu-
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ted one important factor to the evolution of the
doctrine which we are tracing. EHe gave that con=-

cept 1ts name. ¥ls prophetic predecessors, as we

have seen, used many terms to express Yahveh's
affection and sympathy and love for Israel, but
none had given a name to that relationship which
would serve as a definition. Deutero-Isalah did
just that: his use of the verb 7h2 to express
Yahveh's cholce of Israel.l5 And the significance
of offering an enduring expression for that con=-
cept 1s, in a way, ample testimony that Deutero-
Isalah was more conscious in his utilization of i

thet concept than his predecessors. That they
hed accepted it, that they had based some of their

ideas upon it, that they had modified it and |
developed 1t from an unconsciously retained hanz- |
over from the past to a consciously affirmed prin-

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

yet, there is something so final and positive about
Deutero-Isaiash's usage of that concept, that we

believe it is not too homiletic a manner of regarding 0
this matter to say that he actually established |
th's concept in the theology of Isrszel -- that the

expression which he gave to it, aside from being
exalted and superbly poetic, was a definitive one,

a normative one.

E
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The development of this concept was, how-
ever, far from completion. There were other inter=-
pretations of the purpose of the choice of Isrsel,
and one reason offered for the cholce cof Isrsael
rather than of any other people. Yet, just as Jere=-
mieh had esteblished the principle of the new cove=-
nant so conclusively that there was never afterwards
any question but of its assumption, so Deutero=-Isalah
seems s0 to have established the concept of the
choice itself that it becomes an assumption, en ec=-

cepted doctrine.
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CHAPTER VIII TEE 516 TEMPLE AND PROSELYTISM

This chepter will differ from the preced-
ing ones in that 1t will not discuss the theology
of eny perticuler prophet and the modificetions
which that theology wrought on the concept which we
are engaged in trecing through 3iblical thought.

As we inferred at the conclusion of the chapter
which directly precedes this one, Deutero-Isaleh
seems to have given a definitive statement which
esteblished the concept in slmost absolute terms.
In this chapter we shell trace the amplification
of Teutero~Isaieh's concept, not only in the writ-
ings of those who followed him, but in certain
activities which sctually took place. These histor-
ical occurences did not change the contours of the
cencept of the chosen people -- they put that con-
cept into action.l

A prefacs to the building of the Second
Temple, its dedication in 516, and the spirit of
exelted universalism which preval led for some time
afterwards, wes the acortive attempt, in 521, to
crown Zerubabel king of Judeh. Zechariah and Haggal
supported this nationalistic fiasco in the main
because they saw in the independence of Judah an

opportunity to rebulld the Temple, and to renew
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the religious life of the people. They believed
that the promise of favor to Judah which had been
part of the messgge of Deutero-Isaiah would be ful-
filled in the su€ess of Zerubabel's attempt to
throw off the yoke of Persia. They believed that
Yahveh would actually help His people attain her
true station in international 1life, her station
as His chosen people.2 Just becguse leutero-
Isaiaeh's absolute monotheism had been so completely
accepted, it came tc be thought that Yahveh, the
world-god, could not but give political independence
to Eis people. Zechariah was convinced that a
new Temple was necessary for the world-worship of
Yahveh; he believed that i1f Israel hed a center
for its worship of the world-ged, then the netions
woulc indeed come to ecknowledge Yahveh as supreme,
and worship with Israel at the Temple. This antic-
ffipation by Zechariah of the proselyting movement
which was to spring up a few years later, 1s indic=-
ative of the whole-hearcved acceptance of Ezekiel's
doctrine of "for His neme's sake" and its modifi-
cations in the theology of Deutero-Isaiah, at the
very beginning of this perlod.

Politically, conditions were changed after
this fiasco of 521. Not until the time of Nehemieh

was a Jew eppointed governor for Persis of the Jew-
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ish state. But relligiously, Persia seems not to
have disturbed any of the rights of the people.

In fect, Darius followed the tradition established
by his Persian predecessors, permitted the Jewlsh
conmunity to begin work upon a new temple shortly
thereafter, and consented to have the religlous
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
the spirit of the little Jewish community was sig-
nificant.

In the first place, the type of religlous
self-government which the pollitical conditions im-
plied gave rise to the belief in the theocratic
form of government. The chlef-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 Ee came to judge
the nations. On the o-her hand, the fact that there
was no Jewish king, and that it therefore appeared
that Yahveh did not favor the sovereignty of a
humen being over His pecple, gave rise to the be-
lief that Yehveh was King of Israel, and, corres-
pondingly, the universel King. This belief in
Yahveh as King of Israel is obviously an outgrowth
of the concept of the chosen people, one which

tekes for granted the doctrine that Yahveh, the
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world-god, tekes especiel care of His people,
Israel. Indeed, it can go beyond the concept of
the chosen people, only, we must assume, because
1t is based on a deep-founded conviction in the
truth of that concept.

Deutero-Isalah's message of the conver-
sion of the nations of the earth to the recognition
of Yahveh as the world-god, found strong support
during this period. Just because the libersl pol-
icy of the Persian government towards the religions
of the peoples of the various provinces of the
empire made it possible for the Temple to be re~
built, just because Persia seemed agein to be act-
ing the part of the agent of Yahveh, the bellef
was upheld that soon all the kings of the nations
would come to acknowledge Yahveh 28 the supreme
deity of the universe, that Jerusalem would be the
central sanctuary for all nations, who would come
bearing gifts to the Temple.6 This hope for a
conversion of mankind to the worship of Yahveh
found a consuﬁ?te expression in the words of Zech-
arish, as he surveyed the prospect of the new Temple
rising in Jerusalem:

Thus ssith Yahveh Ssbaot:

There shall yet be a time when peoples

shall come,

And the inhabitants of meny cities.

And the inhebitants of one city shall go
to another city,

|
|
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Saying,
Let us go speedily to entreat the favor
of Yahveh
And to seek Yahveh Sebaot.
Let me go, as well.
So many peoples and mighty nations
Shell come to seek Yahveh Sebaot in Jer-
usalem
And to entreet the favor of Yahveh.
Thus saith Yahveh Sebaot:
In those days 1t shall come to pass
That ten men, speaking the languages of
many nations,
Shall take hold, yes, teke hold of the
hem of a Jew,
Saying,
Let us zo with you,
For we have heard that God 1s with you.
There are other expressions of the enthusiastic
desire to see the fulfillment of Deutero-Isaish's
vision, and of Ezekliel's doctrine which, likewise,
could be fulfilled only 1n a conversionist movement.
I Kings 8:41-L3, for instance, expresses the hope
that the proselytes will find favor in the sight
of Yahveh, so that thelr prayers, too, will be
answered, so that the reputation of Yehveh may not
suffer in the sight of the nations. "That this
was no vain dream but was ectuelly realized in a
significant measure is convincingly attested by
Isaish 56:1-7, a prophesy uttered some years later
when, under the influence of a resurgent nationesl-
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 that the anony-
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un
mous prophet bravely championed the now/popular

cause of the disfranchlsed proselyte to Judailsm
and declared it to be Yahveh's wlll that Hls house
should continue to be caslled a house of prayer
for all the peoples of the G.I"th."9 This prose-
lyting movement which, incidentally, wrought pro-
found effects on the character of Judeism through
the infiltration of foreign ideaalo was, per se,
encouraging evidence for the truth of the cherished
end confident belief of the people in the concept
of the chosen people. What zreater and more con-
vineing sign could a people desire of theirfavored
place in the world scheme than tc witness the con-
version of folk from far and near to their faith?
What mcre exslted place in history could they at-
taln than to have the netions come to them for the
truth which tiey possessed, and had pcssessed for
a long time. This was indeed the fulfillment of
their mission, en indizstion of the truth of Deut-
ero-Isalah's perception of Isrsel's role in history.
Another indication of the confidence
which was reposed in the messzge of Deutero-Isaiah
was the widespread hope for world peasce. The sal-
vation of which Deutero-Isaiah had spoken could,
most certalnly, take no more beneficiel course

than the establishment of peace 1In the world, and
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the abandonment of aggression, war, and world
empite-building. Such was the realistic manner in
which Deutero-Isaiash's message was applied in this
period of universelistic thought. Yet Isrsel did
not lose stature in this expression of universslism
-- for the impetus to thet peace and international
amity would come from Zion, from the people which
Yahveh had chosen to be his prophet of truth and
righteocusness to the nationa.11

For the most part, the idea of Israel's
place in this broad universalism was based upon
the concept of the chosen people. In the midst
of this enthusiastic expectation that Isrsel's wor-
ship would become a world heritage, Israel was not
lost sight of, in the main.la On the other hand,
some of the utterances of this period reflect a
universalism which s2pprcaches a negetion of Isresel's
faveored position in the world scheme. Melachi 1:
11 is such a prophetic utterance, coming from the
period between 500 end L%0 ?.C.15 This passage
identifles Yahveh with the gods of other nations
and, in effect, places no distinction upon Israel
for knowing Him more intimately than other nations:

For from the rising of the sun even unto

its so0ing down
My name is great among the nations;

And in every sanctuary incense is burned
to My nane

And a pure sacrifice is offered.
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For My name 1s great among the nationg
Salth Yahveh Sebaot.

Many of the Psalms preising Yahveh as He revealjﬁ
Himself in natural wonders, and in His treatment
of'man, or which glve poetic expression to the ideals
of ethical living, fall to mention Israel at =all.

An example of this type of utterance is Psalm 38,

a gloriocus paean of praise to God for His univer-
sel bounty to man, and a thoughtful consideration

of the place of mankind in the universe, where
Israel, seemingly, fails to merit specific attentiﬁ%.
This trend, of course, was a logical outcome of
universalism, a corollary of universalism carried

to its extreme limits. As such, 1t constitdes an
unconscious rejection 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-
cades of the slxth century, *.C., offered compel-
ling proof to the people of Israel that they actually
were the people chosen by Yahveh, the world God,
from amcag 2l1ll the peoples of the earth.l5 It was
possible, from this conviction in their lofty rcle
in Yahveh's world plen, to proceed in two directions
of thought. The one, to which we have already re-

wA
ferred,na’aelf-eﬁgcing trend of thought which would

—

i
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have set Israel in the background as the drive
towards absolute universalism gathered strength.
This trend, ultimatel$ in a religious and in a
political application, would have resulted in the
loss of the nationalistic identity of the people
of Isreel. As we have indicated, this trend did
not grow in strength. The other was & nationalis-
tlc trend, which was inevitable, and which did
geln the adherence »f large groups and influen-
tial groups of the population. Consider: a people,
convinced of its destiny as a leader of nastions
because 1t was the sgent of the world-God. Events
had already verified this conviction. Folk from
far and wide were coming to them for the religious
truth they possessed. Great emplres were acting
at the behest of thelr God, Who controlled the
fates of all nations. What more logical philoso-
phy could be achieved than to assume thet Israel
was destined not only for religlous agression and
supremacy and imperialism (we have designedly
chosen these words to express the idea of "prose-
lytism" because they undoubtedly express the mean-
ing which lived in the minds of many), but also
for political agression and supremacy and imperisl-
ism after the well-known pattern of earlier world-

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 nations which had not yet acknow-
ledged His sodship? So, from the premise of univer-
salism, and the complete acceptance of the concept
of the chosen people, did a certaln theological
philosophy arise, a philosophy which harked back,
in effect, to the 1deas of a primitive nationalistic
religion, magnified 2nd amplified because the whole
world.was now included in the sphere of thought.

We shell now proceed to a fuller discussion of this

nationalistic trend, and of its significance for

our study.
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CHAPTER IX "THE MERIT OF THE FATHERS" AND THE
REVIVAL OF 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 "for
His name's sake" and Deutero-Isaiesh's conception
of Israel as the prophet-folk carrying the message
of salvation to the nations. Neither proved to
be entirely satisfactory; indeed, Deutero-Isalah's
answer was not so thorough-going or direct an
answer as it might seem at first glance. So another
answer was forthcoming, a2t about the turn of the
sixth century into the fifth, an answer which ad-
vanced a new Iinterpretation of the past history
of the people of Israel, and which had very real-
istic effects on comtemporaneous history and changed
the complexion of the Jewish future.

The answer is presented primerily in the
writings of J2 and D2 authors in this period.
Exodus 32:11-1, a passage which includes the pre-

sentation of Ezekiel's doctrine of "for His name's

sake"” aafﬂ%gumont against the total destruction

of Israel, alsc presents this third answer. It
1s the doctrine of "the merit of the fathers,®l
and 1ts reasoning is this: how can Yahveh intend
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to destroy Israel when He had given His word, a
word to be eternally effective, to the patriarchs,
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, that as the reward for
their piety He would multiply their seed and pros-
per them and settle them in the land of Palestine.
The writer agrees that Israel hss no merlit, that
Yehveh would be fully justified in casting them
off from His protection and fsvor, as Bzekiel had
thought, but unlike Deutero-Isalah who believed
that Israel had been punished sufficiently, indeed
more than enough, in exile. Nevertheless, He can-
not reject Israel, whatever'iﬁﬁ conduct == He must
continue to treat her as the chosen people, because
He had made a covenant with the falthful fathers.,
This acknowledgement of Isrsel's lack of merit

is likewise made in another one of the primary
passages presenting this doctrine, Deuteronomy
9:1-6, where Israel is bidden to realize that it
is not because of her own righteousness that she
is to be brought into Palest ne, but partly because
of the iniquity of the other peoples of the land,
and partly, also, because Yahveh must fulfill the
promise which He made to the patriarchs, Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob. Agaln, Deuteronomy 9:25-29 in-
sists that elthough Israel is a stubborn, unregen-

erate people, both for the sake of His reputation
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among the nations, pabticularly Egypt, and because
of the falthfulness of the patrisrchs, He must not
reject Hls people. II Kings 13%:23, in a rapid
generalization of Israelitish history, explains
that Yahveh had never cast Israel off, but always

had treated her with consideration because of this

covenant with the patriarchs. Psalm 105:7-11 refers *

to thls same covenant as the fundamental basis of

Yahveh's treatment of Israel throughout the ages;

Micahw asks for Yahveh's favor to Israel, the

favor which He had promised to the patriarchs.

Isaiah 51:2 refers to this promise as accomplished

already, although the type of expression Indicates

that this verse is but an off-hand reference to the |

doctrine. !
Now the pre-exllic prophets had never re- !

ferred to a covenant with the patriarchs. For them, |

Yahveh had taken Israel to be Mis people in the

desert, after the Exodus from Egypt and there had 1

made His covenant with thew. Obviously two coven-

ants could not extst side by side: the 1dea of a

mutually obligating covenant with an entire people, "N

which could be severed because of the disloyalty

end faithlessness of either perty, is of course in-

compatible with the idea of a covenant in the nature

of & promise, not to the whole people, but only to
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certain individuals, as a reward for thelr faith-
gnesa. Had the i1dea of the patriarchal promise
or covenant existed in pre-exilic Isrsel, there
could have been no possible reasson for the pro-
phets to believe that Yahveh would break that
promise, for there was no obligation of faithful-
ness placed upon Israel in the promise-motif. Had
this 1dea existed in the time of Jeremiah, that
prophet's doctrine of the new covenant would have
been superfluous, and Ezeklel would likewlse have
had no cause to announce hls doctrine of "for His
name's sake." So 1t is obvious that this was some-
thing new, something different, which could arise
only in answer to the paradox already discussed;
and likewise not until Deutero~Isaish had announced
his idea of universal salvation, as we shall see.
Since there had been no idea of such a
promise previous to thls time, that promise had
to be read back into the history of Israel, and
this 1s exactly what was !one by the school of
J2 writers. We shall now examine this doctrine as
presented 1n the actual narrative penned by those
writers, examine 1t closely enough to be able to
perceive each separate idea embodied in the doctrine

as e whole.2
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Abraham figures in the 32 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 hils 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 righteousness (15:6). Abraham, too,
had even been willing to sacrifice his son at the
bidding of Yahveh (22:18). This faithfulness and
loyalty earned merit for Abraham in the sight of
Yshveh.

The promise to Abraham embodies these
vaious 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 the sea,
and as the dust of the earth (13%:16; 15:5; 22:17 ==
cf. I Kings 3:8 and II Chronicles 1:9b).
2) Abraham's posterity would be blessed by Yahveh
(12:2; 22:17) as Abraham himself was blessed in ful-
fillment of Yahveh's promise to him (12:2; 22:17;
2l:1; 35: 1f).
32) This nation descended from his loins would be
safeguarded by the favour of Yshveh. Those nations




that treated her well, would receive blessing in
return; those that treated her with enmity would
receive punishment (12:3 == cf. Numbers 2l :9b).
She would possess the gates of her enemies because
Yehveh had blessed her and her efforts (22:17).3
ly) Through this progeny, this great nation
descended from Abraham, all of the familles of
the earth would be blessed (12:3; 18:18;
22:18).h

Isaac, patriarch and son of a patriarch,
1s at best a shadowy figure in the whole composite
narrative. 3ut he, toc, is the reciplent of the
blessing which Yahveh had given to his father.
Unlike his father, however, it 1s not on account
of his own mmfaithfulness to Yahveh that his
seed is to be Dblessed. In both passages which
convey the promise (26:3-5, and 2l) it 1is
expressly stated that the promise 1s continued
with Isaac beceuse of Abraham's faithfulness to
Him.s

Jacob, too, 1s the recipient of this
promise, Jacob whose criginal name and later name
Isrsel were used tec symbolize his people. The
blessing which he receives from Essu contains 2

phrase (27:29b) similer to one in the blessing
which Abraham received (12:3). The major passage

78
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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 throggh him and his seed.
This passage adds one provocative thought to the
pattern (28:1): not that the gates of the enemies
would be taken, or that punishment would be meted
out by Yzhveh to those who curse Israel, but that
Israel would spread out her boundaries in all four
directions.

This answer to the paradox, then, not
only explalns why Yahveh would not repudlate Israel,
not only explains why He 1s forced to continue to
treat Isreel as His people, no matter how they
might act, but also directs the conception of Is-
rael's place among the nations into new channels.

It glves a theological basis for nationalist hopes
end aspirations, which, as we shall see, were very
real.

But first we must discuss the significance
of this doctrine of "the merit of the fathers"™ for
the development which 1s our primary consideration.

This doctrine gave a new interpretation to the

concept of the chosen people. In the first place
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it explained, for the first time in Biblical writ-
ing, why Yahveh had chosen Israel to be Els people.
None of the preceding writers and prophetswho had
OF THIS CONCEPT
given of their spirit to the establishment, had, 1t
appears, been concerned with the problem of the
original basis for the choice. They had not con-
cerned themselves with finding an answer to the
question: Why had Yahveh chosen Israel rather
than any other people? The doctrine of "the merit
of the fathers", in a new treatment of the early
history of Israel, offered the theory that Yahveh
had been so gratified by the faithfulness end loy-
alty of the patriarchs, primarily éﬁét of Abraham,
that He had determined to treat thelr descendants
with favor, as a reward. It is implied, then,
that th#s universal God had appeared to other in-
dividuals at various times in history, but that
they had been unwilling or unable to follow Him end
His word and His way, much as the rabbis lster
conceived of Yahveh &s having offered the Torah to
many naetions which refused, however, to accept 1t,
before He finally offered it to Israel. Yahveh
did not just pick Israel by accident, or choose
her because she was &an oppressed people =-- there
were many such peoples; nor because she was & great

and numerous people -- 1ndeed, she was & very small,




negligible folk; He chose her because He wanted to
display His appreciation for the fzith the patri-
archs had placed in Him. And thast reward was a
reward fully in consonance with Fis greatness and
glory =nd power end love =-- it wes an eternally-
abiding promise to measure out glory and honor and
distinction to Israel, the descendents of those
who had believed in Him.

In the second plece, this doctrine set
a new type of purpose in the background of the
cholce. Althcugh, as we have seen, Deutero-Issiah's
doctrine of salvation was baslic to this doctrine,
inherent in the blessing which the descendants of
Abraham would bring tc the netions, actually that
idea of the blessing arnd sslvation was cocnventlion-
alized by this time, not vital and living snd mov-
ing as it had been in Deutero-Isaiah's thoughts.
So, desplite the fect that there was this tenuous
relationship,&; the purpose whicli Deuterc-Isaicsh
had seen in Israel's cl.oice, actually the purpose
which these writers perceived in Isreel's choice
was very different. It was Israel-centered, rather
than Yahveh-centered. Ezekiel had seen Israel's
place in the werld as serving the glory of God:;
Deuterc-Isaieh had envisioned & world of nations

which, cne end 2l1l, would acknowledge Yahveh, and

-
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follow Fis way of 1ife. Now these J2 and D2
writers loccked to the world, toc, but to a
world which would be subservient to Israsel. Isreel,
as the chosen one of God, was to be chief among
nations, the grest wcrld politicel center which
Assyrie and Babylon &nd Persias hed been. Israsel
was to be, politicelly =nd sccielly, the chosen
people. The purpose, themn, or the effect, of the
choice of Isreel, was world dominatlon.

World domination! This, indeed, was
an idee expressive cf Their confidence in the con-
cept of the chosen people. And yet, 1t was not so
foolhardy a hope, if we grant the premise, which
trey sccepted so whole-lesrtedly, thet the world-
God had chosen Isresel to be His people, thet Ee, as
vworld-God, could accomplish anything in the realm
of His universe, and that Ee had promised thls to
those patriarchs whom He had loved ,so deeply. It
is indeed significant that the fundamental premise
for this 1dea was the promise tec the patriarchs,
end not the past military achlevements of the armies
of Israel. One would have expected, in a ccmpletely
realistic program, & harking back to the deeds of
valor performed by the armies of David, or one of
his sucessors who were acle to increase the terri-

tory of Israel through warfere. But this was pri-
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marily & theoclogical movement, rather than primer-
ily a political cone, and disastrously so, as we shell
see. Its theological logic was perfect, but it had
no substance whatever, nor any possibllity of real-

ization.

The flrst pronouncement of this hope for
world empire had been made by the prophet Haggel
in 521 as he antlcipated the sué?ss of Zerubabel's
revolution zgainst the Fersien power:

And the word of Yahveh came e second time
to Haggal on the twentyfourth of the
month, saying:

Say to Zerubabel, the pehah of Judah, say-
ing:

I shall sheake the heavens end the earth;

And I shall overturn the throne of king-
doms;

And I shall destroy the power of the
kingdoms of the natiocns;

And I shall overturn the chariots and
their riders;

Horses and their riders shall go down;

Ezach man (shall fall)" by the sword of
his brother.

On that day, saith Yahveh Sebsaot,

I shell take you, Zerubabel ben Shealtiel,
ny servent,

Saith Yzhveh,

And I shall meke you as & signet-ring;

For you have I chosen

Sait ahveh Sebaot. g

That Zerubebel's coup did not succeed, 2nd that
political independence was not forthcoming, seems
not to have deterred certaln sections of the popu-
lation from continued hopes in this direction. A
very significent feature of Haggel's words 1s the

fact that Israel is to ach@{ve her military end
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political supremscy in & period of internationel
upheavel, when kingdoms are falling and royal

houses are overthrown. This internstional con-

fusion had been p’hlant in the two years previous

to the attempt of Zerubabel to seize the throne: -
Cambyses had died, the Egyptians had revolted and
gained their independence, and a struggle for
Persia's royal throne was in the process of settle-
ment. Just at the time of 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 nationalists
remembered Haggel's words: the next time there
was international chaos was in 486-5 B.C., when
the same pattern was followed, as we shall see.
Haggal's words were not the only ones they remem-
bered; the promise of the eternal covenant with
the Davidic house, which we have already commented
upon, also acted as a bolster tov the nationalist
confidence in the politiczl destinydaf the people
of Israel.

Speaking in terms with which we of today
are all too familier, there seems to have been
a consistent and persistent campaign of propaganda
on the part of the nationalistically-minded, from
about 500 B.C.. on for a decade and a half, de-
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signed to impress upon the entire people the belief
that Yehveh had destined the people of Isreel
for militery end political supremecy, that Israel
would supplant Persia in the internatlional scene
with Yahveh as their bulwark of strength end power
and victory. One pert of this propegenda drive
hes alresdy been revealed: the interpretation of
the early history of Isreel in terms of the doctrinc
of aree  AloS - Wgne merit of the fathers”,
which set forth the theory that Israel would beccme
a great and mighty nation because Yahveh hed prom-
ised this to the patriarchs.

Another part of this campaign of words
end ideas 1s embodied in the Deuteronomic war-legis-
lation, dating from this period.9 The underlying
idea of this legislation is that Israel will have
an easy time in battle, becanse Yahveh will always
be fighting for her. Yahveh will be the deciding
facter in her battles. And becavse Israel mey rely
upon Him, she may indulge in very un-military-like
practices. Any man newly-merricd mey return home
to his wife. A men whd hes bullt a new home within
the year, or has planted a vineysrd but not yet
used its fruit -- he, too, is free to deﬁart from
the army. Or a ccward who has no stomach for war

may depart freely. This outlandish way of acting
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when blood and death and destruction in war are

close gt hand is not, as Dr. lMorgenstern has pointed

out in class lectures, motiveted by an anti-mili-

taristic ethic, but by purely theologlical consider-
&y

ationguphe superhuman confidence which the writers

of these passages hed in Yshveh &nd in His sbility

to win battles for Isreel. The exectation revesled

in these laws 1s, they that victory will come without
10

the usual herdship involved in war and aggression.
There are several parallels both in

$pirit and 1in specific word to this wer-legislaticn
of Deuteronomy 20-21 in the first eleven chapters
of the book of Joshua, the chepters which trace the
story of the rapid conquest of Palestine by the
armlies of Israel under Joshua's command. The major
contention of the Deuteronomic legislation was, as
we have seen, that Israel could not fail in mili-
tary endeavor because Yahveh would always fight for
them and with them. The whole attitude of the book
of Joshuea, that the conquest of Palestine proved

an easy tesk, seems to be predicated upon the same
aasumption.ll One of the more importent provisions

of the Deuteronomic legislation is that if a city

that 1s about to be beseiged 1s willing to surrender,

then they shall become a tributary people end serve
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as menials in Isrsel. The story of the men of
Gibeon illustretes this legisletion: since they
have come offering to make a covenant and Joshua ‘
makes p/de with them, they cannot be attacked

even when their perfidy is discovered,put must be-

come menial laborers, "hewers of wood .nd drawers _
of water for the congregation of Israel."'12 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, the inhab- .
itents of CGibecn; they toock £1l1 in bettle. For it \
was from Yahveh to harden their heart, to meet

battle with Israel, so that they might be dostrdyed;
that they mizht have no favor whatever, but that

they mizsht be destroyed, =s Yshveh commanded Moaea.}5

It 1s our bellef that a Deutercnomic edition of the .

book of Joshuea was circulsted at this time, as

eanother cart of the propaganda campeign designed to

stimulate support for this neticnalistic philosophy.
Although this is an extremely difficult thesis to
prove conclusively, pabtly bz=cause the points of

reference between the legislation in Deuteronomy

— T

end Joshua ere so few, 1t is rendered more tenable
by the realization 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 the Blble fibs solgerfectly intc the spirit of
the war legislation. If we are correct, then,
In fitting this edition of Joshua into this ne-
tionalist trené? it must be apparent how powerful a
weapon it was to quiet opposition. Here was abso-
lute proof of the efficacy of the Deuteronomic
war-leglslation, and, in addition, proof of the
truth of the belief that Yahveh fights for Isrsael.
An cobject lesson from history couvld serve better
then all the telk in the world! 1

This propagende campeign was not the

only force which impelled Israel towerds her bid for

power in the arena of world politics. As Dr. lMor-
genstern has pointed out, in class lectures, the
defeat of Persia by the Athenians st the Battle of
Marathon in 1,90 was convincing proof of the belief
already held by the leaders of the nationalistic
faction in Isresel that Persis was not invincible.
The defeat alone would hav: been significant, but
the fact that Athens was so a small state, compar-

able in size to Judabh at thils time, gave ewen

greater cause for hopes among the Judeans. Certainly,

they must have thoughf if Athens could accomplish
this, without the help of Yahveh, how much easier
would 1t be for Judah to do the same thing, with

even more disastrous results for Persia, with Yah-




89

veh's aid, and under Lis leadership, =s He had
promised to the patriarchs!

Darius died in }86-5. The setting was
perfect. Internal disorders could well be expected,
attendant upon the usual struggle by claimants to
the royesl throne. A Dpvidic pretender to the
throne of Judah, Menachem by neme, begen nagotiations
with Tyre to form an e2lliance; this attempt to gain
outside help fell through. He was,nevertheless,
crowned king, by his supporters. Several sallies
seem to have been made into neighboring kingdoms,
seemingly to test thelr power. Persiz, too busy
with her own more important matters to attend to
this minor rebellion, suggested to Judah's neighbors,
Edom, Moab, Ammecn, Tyre, Phillstia, that they settle
this matter for themselves although Fersia appears
to heve rendered some military assistance. Judeh
was inveded, her armies fell; Menachem seems to have

OF JERVSALEM
met a sorrowful deasth, the walls,end the Temple
were burned, and thousands up'n thousands of the in-
habitents of Judah were scld into slavery through-
out the slave markets cf the l'edlterranean basin by
the Tyrian slsve-dealers. The land was left thorough-
ly devastated and depocpulazted; and only a f'ew meager
groups of inhabltants were left behind, to survey

the fate of a smell nation which dared to chesllenge

——————
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the power of a great empire.

Thus were the militaristic, imperiaslistic
expectations of the nationalist clique rudely shat-
tered. They had thought that lfenachem would in
truth find success in his ventures, that hls domin-
lons would speead from sea to ses, that he would
be the recipient of gifts from the many nations
who would serve hix.le But disaster end death were
the only dominions which these nationalists achieved.
Obviously this wes a shattering blow, not only
to those specific hopes, but to the whole theolog-
#ical realm of the thinking of Israel. Innumerable
questions crowded in upon the minds of those who
survived, those who hed to live on the same land

which had faced the future so optimistically. Where

was thelr God? Why had the promise to the patriarchs

not been kept? How could He so desert Israel in thelr

hour of need and permit them so to be shemed in the
sight of the nations? How, now, could they conceive
of Israel's place smong tt nations? How could they

still te considered the chosen people?
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CHAPTER X REACTIONS TO THE DISASTER OF L,86-5

The havoc which the coelition of neighbor-
ing countries wrought upon the physical being of
Israel, the land and the people, found its counter=-
pert in the spiritual havoc wrought upon theilr

minds a2nd heerts. There was no one conslistent re- '

action tec this disaster; from every quarter came

an explanation of why 1t had teken place, or a dif-

ferent interpretation of its significance. The author
of Isaiah 59, for instance, lays the blame upnn
Isreel, asseqing that the pecple had again provoked
Yahveh to punish them for their perfidy against

Him, for their rempant sinfulness and their ethical
iniquity; it was not Yahveh who had deserted Israel,
but Israel who had deserted Yahveh. Other writers

were hot so quick to advance any reasons; they felt

helpless in the f:zce of this overwhelming tragedy,

and just cried out to Yehveh to show Himself before

them. They wold not, in the midst of this suffering, '
abandon their belief in Him, but why, why had He M
permitted their land to be over-run and their sons {)
sold:pf??‘mlflere they were llike sheep 2t the place '
of sleughtering. iould He not rise again to do

mighty things for them es of oldel These and many

other reacticns were manifest as the people who
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thought and wrote contemplated the devastation of
their people and land. None of these reactions
questioned the truth of the conviction, now firmly
established 1n the philosophy of Israel and basic
to &1l of the thinking of Israel, that Israel was
the chosen people of God, chosen eternally. No
one advanced the theory that God had abendoned His
ceople permanently, annulling the relaticnship
which He had established. All of their thinking
wes in terms of reconciling the physical fact of
the disaster with their conviction in Jeremlah's
doctrine of the new covenant and in the concept

of the chosen people. And out of this thinking
there came ideas which will concern us in this
chapter, 1ldeas which reinterpret and st the seme
time reaffirm the concept which we are tracing
through Biblical thought.

The anonymous writer who penned the so-
called "songs of the suffering servant" which are
Inserted into the writings of Dewtero-Isaiash, his
spiritual master, advanced a very significant the-
ory of the disaster. Adhering firmly to Deutero-
Isalah's doctrine of Israel a2s the chosen servant
of God, the prophet-pecple whose mission it was
to bring the way of godly living to the nations

end thus to achieve salvaetion for the entire human
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race, he refused to admit that the disaster con-
stituted 2 demonstration of the falsesness of Deut-
ero-Isalah's doctrine. Instead, he reinterpreted
that doctrine to fit thgse new conditlons. Israel,
tec him, 1s still the chosen crophet-people. BEut
now she has become a suffering prophet-people,
oppressed anrd persecuted, d€splised and irampled
upon by the nations. This suffering, however,

is essential to her mission, psrt and parcel of the
purpose for which she was chosen. Her suffering

and her agony end her misery are pert of Yshveh's
world plan; they are not the cruel®y cast upon

her by a purposeless w&ld fate. Nor is this suf-
fering the result of her own sins; it is not her
punishment for faithlessness to ¥Yzhveh. It 1s the
punishment of the nations for their menifold sins
end transgressions, which Israel bezars, for the
greater glory of God. 1Isrsel, the light of the
nations, the exponent of rizhteousness and faith,

i1s carrying on her mission to the uations by bearing
their punishment and eventually the nations must
reslize this and acknowledge the error of their

ways and come to perceive the greatness of Isrszel
and of Gocd. This is the doctrine of vicarious atone-
ment, which became so essentiel to Christien thought,

though Judaism, in normetive formulation, eventually

o ——
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2
discarded it.

This doctrine presented by one who might
be designated a Trito~Isalah was an extreme in
universalism which has never since been equalled.

So to see in Isrsel's suffering the ultimate sal-
vation of mankind, so to sublimate the natural
inclination of a people to strive for its own com-
fort and safety and political exaltation, so to
consider the future of the other netions before

the present of one's own people--this was 1indeed

2 helght to be achieved, albeit one toorarified

for 1life and survival. And yet even in this exalted
stage of self-sbnegation and qltrulsm, this Trito-
Isalah found a place for Israel as the chosen people,
chosen not for glory as the nationalists had believed
but for suffering and poverty and disgrace. So

this thinker added another aspect to the picture

of Iarael as the prophet-people which Deutero-Isaiah
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
teke revenge upon these nations for their cruelty
to Israel. Biblical litersture is shot through
and through with passages which reflect this reaction.
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One of the most horrible appeals for revenge was

against Zdom which seems to have been a primary

leader of the coalition:

Remember, 0 Yahveh, against the children
of Edom,

The (Eattle=-) Day of Jerusalesm;

Those who sald,

YRase 1t, rase 1it,

To its very foundations."

0 satellite of Babylon (Persisz),

Destroyed, (once before):

Happy shall Fe be

Who will pay you back your deserts

As you have treated us.

Happy shall He be

Who seizes and_dashes against the rock

Vour children.>

Psalm 83, which lists the various members of the
coalition, calls upon God to rise from His peace~
fulness, to take revenge upon those nations which

have sought to cut Israel's name off from the

tablet of nations:

0 my God, make them like the whirling
dust;

As stubble before the wind.

As the fire that burns the forest,

As the flame that sets the mountalns
afire.

So pursue them with ycur tempest,

And set them atrembling with your storm.

Fill their faces with shame€eceee

Those who cleaved to the imperiaslist hope wers
confident that Yahveh would soon taske up Eis sword
and recleim Isrsel from the nations:

See, now, that I, yea I, am He,

And there is no god with me;

I kill and I make live;

I have wounded and I shall hesal;

And tliere 1s none that can deliver from
my hand.




For I 1lift up my hand to heaven

And sey, as I live forever,

I shall surely sharpen my glittering

aword

And my hand take hold of judgment,

I shall take revenge upon my enemies,

And I shall pay back those that hate me.

I will make my arrows drunk with blood,

And my sword will devour flesh;

With the blood of the fallen and the cap-

tives,

From the long-haired heads of the enemy.>

Actually then, despite the suffering and
death and destruction that hed been visited upon
them, despite the physical facts that proved the
impossibility of their accession to world suprem-
acy, certain groups of the population would not
abandon their belief in the program of the nation-
alists. Thelr appeals to Yzhveh for revenge upon
the nations that made up the coalition betray thair
adherence to the bellef 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-
sciousness, and s> 1long as they could not divorce
that concept from the ideas of their time, they
could not abandon their faith in their own destiny.
Those whose 1deas were in tune with universalism,
like the author of the songs of the suffering ser-
sant, 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 believed in that concept of the choice
so firmly that they could set out on 2 hopelessly
unrealistic program for world hegemony, could not
spiritualize the concept in that way, So long as
they beliesved that Yahveh had chosen them to be His
people, so longhed they to follow the idea to its
logical (for them) conclusions. It wes an ines~-
capable sequitur for them: chosen people = physical
and political supremacy. They could say in answer
to the facts of 1185 only that Yahveh had not yet
taken His stand, that the nations had dlsobeyed
Him, thet one day soon, it would be obvious what
His plan for Israel was to be.

So they hoped for revenge. And that re-
venge did come=--soon and disastrously, in two ways.
The first 1s descrioed eloquently in Psalm li8:

For, behold, the kings assembled themselves,

They passed over together.

They saw, and at the same time were amazed,

They were affrighted, they trembled.

- Fright seized hold of them there,
Pangs, as of a woman in chilé¢ irth.
With an east wind didst Thou shatter the
ships of Tershish.b
In 180 B.C. the armies of Xerxes snd those of his
subject-states crossed the Hellespont as the prelude
to another invasion of Gresce. Just before the

Battle of Artemesium, & severe storm arose which

destroyed largc sections of the Persian navy, which

il e —
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lay at anchor along the coast of Megnesia with a
terrible loss of life and equipment. A large number
of those who sailed” swpviere Phoenicians; and con-
tingents of Ammonites and Edomites and Philistines
must have been among the armies which had bsen trans-
potted across the Hellespont; and it is not 4iffi-
cult to see why, as iIn this fragment of what must
have bzen a longer poem, the survivors of the disas-
ter of L85 in Judah rejoiced over the revenge which
thelr God had taken upon His enemles. The battles
which followed likewise brought death and disaster
to the armies of the Persians and their sstellites,
asditional cause for the rejoicing of Judah, So
the inhabitants of Judah felt that in the declimation
of the populations of her enemies, in the failure
f the schemes of Persia to rule the whole world,
Yahveh was at last showing His hand in history;
treir hopes had not been in vain =-- the nations
could not for long oppose His world-plans. Isrsel
was the chosen people!l
The other reflection of the answer to their
prayers for revenge which they saw in world events
wes in the invaslion of Edom by the Nabatsean hosts
from the Arablan desert. For some time these nomads
had been pressing in upon the peripheral states
of Palestlne, gradually pushing them towards Judah.
But now that the Edomites and the others had been
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forced to send quotas of their soldiers to fight
with the Persians, many of whom undoubtedly did not
return, and these states were weakened immeasurjably,
the Nabateans and other kindred Arab nomads fell
to with a vengeance that seemed to come from Yahveh.
Malachi 1:1-6, Isalsh 63:1-6 and Ezekiel 25 are
dramatic expressions of this bellef that the inva-
sion and destruction of Edom were the vengeance of
Yahveh for the destruction of Jerusalem. Yahveh
is pictured as a God of might who takes His own re-
venge and satisfies His own anger, Yahveh striding
forth in blood=-stained garments from a2 blood-bath
in Bozrah. So Judah felt reassured that her God was
still the universal God whose dominion reached to the
ends of the earth; and likewise that Yahveh was taking
vengeance not only for the affront to His own dignity
but slso for the affront to His people. These events
were proof to the nations that He had chosen Isrsel,
that Isresel was His people:
Thus saith Yahveh (to Ammon):
Recause you clapped your hand
And stamped your feet,
And rejoiced with all the disdein of your soul
Against the land of Isrsel, -
Therefore, behold, I stretch out my hand against you,
And give you for a spoil to the nations

And you shall know that I am Yahveh.
Thus saith Yahveh:

Because Moab and Seir say:
Behold the house ol Iﬁﬂi% 1s the same as all
—  the nations,

e nacions,
Therefore I open up the flank of Moab.
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Thus salth Yahveh:
Because Edom hath dealt against the house
of Judah

With spite

And hath greatly offended

And taken vengeance, ¥ §

Thereforessscssssl will make her desolate.

So, because the Judeans were confident
that Yahveh had takgn vengeance upon Persia and upon
Judeh's neighbor¥s, a new feeling of security arose,
g feeling 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 Isrsel 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, they would see
their own doom and come to aclmowledge Eim. So
these nations would come to Israel to serve her,
and to become menlals in the service of Yahveh.

9
Isaish 60-61, written probably sbout 457, the

work of another Trito-Isaish, reveal this increasing

sense of reliance upon Yanteh to bring wealth and power

to Isrsel. In a way, this whole adherence to the
notion that that cholce implied a physical supremecy,
wes a ronsclous rejection of the idea of Israel as
a suffering servant for the nationm:
Whereas you were like a deserted woman,
Hated and solitary,

I will make you an eternal excellence,
A joy for the meny generations. 0
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So, likewise, the lmpllications of the doctrine of
"the merit of the fzthers" were nct abandoned.
Although the military part of that picture had
been obliterated, since it was obvious that Israel
could never gain supremacy that way, the promise
to the patriarchs was still held fast to, by those
who persisted in hoplng that Israel would become
a dominant political power.ll

The one conalstent characteristic of these
various resctions to the destruction of Jerusalem
in L85, as we have noted, was the adherence to Jer-
emiah's doctrine of the new covenant. Although
very different interpretations were placed upon the
cause of the disaster, and different ideas came in
its wake, none cen be thought of as in any way inde=-
pendent o that doctrine which Jeremish propoiinded,
and of 1-s corollary, the concept of the chosen peo-
ple. Whether the wrliters of this period chose to
see In tie dlsester a sign of Israel's cholicefor
suffering, or merely a poé&onement of Israel's dominae-
g¢tion of the nations, basically they =all refffirmed
the coctrine that Yahveh had chosen Israel to be
His people forever, and that He would never re=-
pudiate her, but, in His own wisdom and in His own
time, would use her es Hls agent and instrument in

achleving His aims and Hls purposes. As we shall
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see, the concept of the chosen people continued

to be fundamental to every new theological end phil-
osophical movement in Biblical thought. Whatever

the interpretation of Israel's place among the nations,
whatever the interpretation of Israel'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 catastrophic though it was,
could not dislodge thfis faith from the minds and
hearts of the people of Israel.
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CHAPTER XI  EZRA AND NEHEMIAH, AND THE IMPACT
OF PARTICULARISM.?

When Ezra returned to Palestine in 1458
B.C., 88 the unofficial emissary of the Babylonian
Jewish community, and the official agent of the
Persian government appointed to supervise the task
of rebullding the Temple in Jerusalem, one of the
tasks which he took upon himself was the reinstitu-
tion of the Zadokite priesthood in the Temple,
and another unadvertised task was the introduetion
of the survival institutions which had been evolved
in the Babylonlan Jewish community, into the life
of the Palestinian Jews. The major survival institu-
tiongwhich made Judaism in the Babylonian exile
an exclusivistic, particuleristic religion, were, in
brief, abstinence from intermarriage, circumcision,
the dietary taboos, and the celebration of the Sab-
bath and festivals.

This seperatistic p' ilosophy of Jewish
life which had enabled the Jewish community in Beby-
lonie to surviwe through the more than a century
long exile, was, in one way, the epitomization of
the concept of the chosen people. Just as the mili-
taristic program of 500-485 B.C., had been a result

of carrying this concept to its logical conclusions
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in one direction, so was this particulsristic pro-
zrem a logical derivative of that concept. PFor if
Yahveh had chosen Israel to be His own people, then
He had rejected a2ll other peoples. They were out-
side the 1limits of His relationship with men; they
were excluded from any contect with Him. So the
suthors of the DU strata in Deuteronomy ccncelved

of Yahveh as having ordered the total destruction,
finel and complete, of the seven netions which
dwelled in Cansen previous to the Israslitish in-
vasion.2 Logicelly, they should have been totally
destroyed: they were ldolators, outside the realm

of the truth. There wess no resscn why they should
have been permlitted to survive side by side with
I=rsel. This conception of the total destruction

of the seven natlons wes a natural concomitant”

of Ezra's program and thet of his successor, Nehemiah.
So, too, eliens, who were not the chosen people and
could therefore have no relationship to ¥Yahveh were
forbidden to enter the Temple, under eny clircumstences.
The suggesticns which Ezra bprought back for the con-
duct of the Temple ritual, conteined in the late
chepters of trne book of Ezeklel, include this pro-
hibition of aliens in the Temple. Logicelly, then,
from one viewpoint, this exclusivism which character=-

i1zed the attitvde of Ezra end Nehemlah wes sn out-




105 ‘

growth of the concept of the chosen people. {
On the other hand, in actual practice,

this exclusivism congituted a negation of all that

had been woven into the concept of the chosen people ' ‘

thooughout the previous centuries. For the concept

of the chosen people becomes a living reslity only

when coupled with a universslistic religious out-

look. 1If, in practice, God has no relations with

other peoples, end prohibits His people from having

any reletionship with them, then He becomes, pure

and simple, the God of that people, a national God.

All the previous theoclogiczl movements had given to

this concept their own flavor, butﬁgﬁgceeded from

the basis of universslism, and each had something,

too, of the missionary outlook. If the worship of

God, the universal God, be true, then what more

natural inclination than to propagendize, to bring

that truth to the other nations,and so render homage,

in truth, to the world-God. So Ezekiel had seen

the actions of God iIn the 1li.ht of Eis desire to have

the natlons acknowledge Him as supreme; and Deutero=-

Isaiah had cheracterized Israsel's whole raison d'etre

in history as a continuing mission to the nations in
His behalf; so the prophets eand singers of the uni-
versalistic age had hoped frr the conversion of many

netions to His worship; and so, even the naticnalists
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had intended to force conversion upon the nations
which they hoped to overcome in their imperialistic
agression. But now Ezra and his school denled

thet tbeother peoples had any relations with Him, |
denied that He had chosen Israel for sny purpose
other than to wo?ship Him, and so acted as though
He had chosen them to keep themselves alocof from
the natlions. The concept of the chosen people

lost ito significence in zn age like this; we san
expect no specific light to be thrown upon 1its
development in the age which produced the Samaritan
schism.

This attitude which defines Yahveh, 1in
action, as Israel's god, is reflected in the bocks
of Ezra and Nehemish. In Ezra 7:27-28, normally
designated a part of Ezra's biography, Ezra blesses
Yahveh for influencing the ruler of Persia to lock
faveoreble upon the needs of Palestinien Jewry, and
to give him permission to rebulld the Temple. It
is only when Israel contects the cther peoples that
Yahveh hes eny interest whatever in them. His
concern 1s for His people == not for all the peoples,
and certainly not to influence them so that they
méy acknowledge Him as the supreme deity of the
world. Ezra 8:21-23% tells of an interesting episode:

)
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the fast which Ezra end his band observed at the
river Ahave, before setting out on their journey

to Palestine., This fest was proclaimed to emphesize
the plea which they made to Yahveh for a safe journey.
Ordinarily, it is f&, Ezra would have esked the
king for a troop of soldiers to guard the travelers,
but he had already committed Yahveh to thelr szsfe-
guarding by telling the king that "the hand of our
God 1s apon those who seek Him, for good." The
spirit of this passage is an extremely narrow one,
compered with the utterances of any of the previous
leaders of thought: Yahveh, it is true, is not lim=-
1ted to Palestine; He i1s the god of the Jews where-
ver they are; but He 1s only the god of the Jews =--

"our God", not the God who moves heaven and earth,

who directs the destiny of nations, who desires earnest-

ly that the natlons may come to accept His way of
life.

The memolrs of Nehemiah, who forced through
the new marriage progrem, with which Ezra had been
unsuccessful, who ineugureted the institution of R
and who set into motion the events which brought on
the Semariten schism, reflect this same attitude,
even csrrying it one step further. Not only 1is
Yahveh the god of Isrsel, but He 1s Nehemiah's specisal

god, the god to whom he sppeals for recognition for

ol
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his work in Jerusalem,5 the god to whom he appeals
for revenge against his enemies and egainst the
foreigners who mock his work.7 This god is a warrior
god, also, who fights with his pecple in defending
their city, much 1like the warrior god whom the
nationelists had believed would guide them to world-
conqueat.B This god 1s good to him, Nehemiag,
perspnally, as well as to his people Iarael./ In=-
deed, this god of Nehemish's instructs him to col-
lect the genealogles and census, much &s Yoses was

so instructed.lo Nehemiesh was an organizer, and a
fanatical believer in principles into which he had
been born and which, soc far as he was concerned,
represented the only true form of the religion of
Yahveh. His was not a prophetic spirit achieved

in moments of ecstasy and fervor wherein he felt

the call of Yahveh within himself. The words of
Yahveh did not burn within him like a fire that

could not be guenched but mvst burst forth frem

the confines of one man, nor was it 1like a flaming
copl that touched his mouth and made him a spbkes-
man for Yeshveh. The indications of tiis intimate
relationship with the deity do not stem from the call
of God to prophet; nor are they symbolic, in this
writer's opinion, of 2 perscnalized type of religious

expression, like the writings of the author of Job.
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To the contrary, all of these references to Yahveh's

neaerness to Nehemiah are a reflection of his own

conception of the deity. Though He might be, abstract-
11

ly, the Lord of the Universe, in actlion, so far as
Nehemish reveals himself, He is interested only in
the Jewish people, and not only that, but Ee 1s
primerily interested in Nehemieh and in His per-
ticularistic ideas and progrem, because they are,
according to Nehemish, Yahveh's own ideas &nd pro-
cram too.

Such attitudes as these could never have
erisen oneethe principles of universalistiec religion
had been proclaimed, had it not been for the esteb-
lishment of the concept of the chosen people. Ezra
and Nehemlah and their followers would have had to
negate universalism in principle, as they did in
action, had the long line cf development which we
have traced not made this concept an integral part
of the thinking of Israsel.

The exponents of this perticularistic
philosophy took the results of previous thinkers and
used them to thelr own ends. Psalm 106, a typical
expression d_ating from the period L58-LL), B.C.,
which gives no indication of Yahveh's character as
the universal deity, and implies that His only inter-

est is in His people Israel, contains & reference to

=
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Ezekiel's doctrine of "for Eils name's sake," but
in so conventional end so loose a fashion, that one
would never feel that there had been a universal- I
istic import to that doctrine as originslly con-
ceived by Ezekiel and developed by later writers:
Our fethers in Egypt gave no heed to
your wonders;
They remabered not the multitude of your
mercles;
But rebelled at the Red Sea.
Nevertheless He dellivered them for the
sake of His name, 1
That He might make known His power. 5
So far as those who accepted this separatistic
ideology were concerned, Yahveh had no desire what-
ever to achieve recognition as God by the other na-
ticns of His world.
But the universalistic spirit hsd not
“een quenched in this wave of particularism. An
idea was to be evolved which was to preserve that
spirit In this new milleu of separatism and ritual-
iam: the conception of Israel as the priest-people;
and its very inception was &t th' beginning of this
period of Ezra and Nehemiah. They brought with |
them & renewed emphasis on the part of the priest-
hood in the life of the netional religion so that in
time the idea ceme into being that Isrsel could well
be thought of as the priest of Yahveh, as & people,

who fulfilled the same functions for the nastions

)
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which the individual priest did for the laymen of
Israel. Issish €1:6, part of the address which Dr.
Morgenstern has dated some time early in the period
of Ezra, strikes the first note in this doctrine,
in a crude and rather materialistic sense, it is true,
but nevertheless it is the first note:
And you shall be called "the priests of
Yahveh",
Men shall address you as "ministers of
our God"; !
You shall eat the stores cf the nations,
And with their wealth shall you adorn
yourselves.,
From this beginning the Priestly conception of
Israel as the priest-people wezs to evolve, as we

shall see in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER XII THE FRIESTLY CODE

The particularistic, separatistic philo-
sophy of Judaism which Ezra and Nehemiash carried
back with them from thelr Babylonien Jewish envip-
yonment became the basis of that stratum of narrative
and law which has been labeled "the Priestly Code."
Into that code the priestly writers incorporated
ell of the conditions which thelr leaders gradual-
ly imposed upon Jewlsh life: the intricate systems
of purification and sacrifice for priests and lay-
men and nation, the fixed holideys and festivals
for netionel celebration, the civil ordinances
which governed the theocratic community of Israel,
the orgeonization of Temple 1life and its support.
Beh? :d this vast complex of ritualism and legalism
wes the principle that this 1ife hsd been ordsasined
for Isreel by God, that every lota of every pre-
scription wes given by Him to Israel: the sacrifices
were fines and dues to be paid to Hi1, 28 well eas
stonement mechanisms for sin; the priest belonged
to Eim, in body as well as in mind snd heart and
soul; the very land on which the people lived be=-
longed to Him. Every act which they performed in
accordance with His law, every ceremony which they

followed because He had ordeined it, was symbolic
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1
of His Godship of Israel. Had the development of

the Pgiestly Code and its incorporation into the
official 1life of Jewry, occurred in the days tefore
Amos first broached the principle that Yahveh was
not only the national god of Israel, but that he

was also a world-god, the Priestly writers would
have been better able to offer a consistent theol-
ogy than they were now. But Deutero-Isalah's

broad statement of universalism, and his denial of
the exlstence of deitles other than the One God,

had become part and parcel of the theclogy of Isruel.
So the Priestly writers had ultimately to accept
universalism in principle, thouzh they did not
accept it in practice. They acknowledged that Yah-
veh was God of the world, creator of the whole
universe, Lord of all mankind. Their narration of
the eerly history of the world, of the creation of
the universe and of man, though later revised with
the object of establishing the eternality of Jewish
observances 1like the Sabbath -- were the expression
of their affirmetion of unlverselism. Yet, loglc-
ally, their philosophy wes utterly at variance with
the meaning of universalism and monotheism. To ell
intents a2nd purposes the God who was ruler of Israel,
to whom they offered their sacrifices, whose priests

officiated in the Temple, was only the God of Israel,



nothing more. Indeed, they even conceived of God

as dwelling in the sanctuary which they had erected
for His worship. No longer were they content to
call that sanctuary the AYin dInie , the tent
w ere the deity took counsel with the leaders of

the people; they called it the /.J RN | the actual
residence of the delty: "And there I shall meet

( ‘h3¥d ) with the children of Israel, and

it shall be made holy with my 'radiant presence’'.
And I shall make the tent of meeting ( f¢/w J/ )
holy to Me, and the altar; and Asron and his sons I
shall make holy to serve as My priests. And I shall
dwell ( ‘haoet ) iIN the midst of the children

of Israel, and I shall bYe God to them. And they
shall know that I am the Lord their God who brought
them out of the land of Egypt, so that I might

dwell ( ‘40¢d ) in their midst. I am the Lord
their God."2 But was not this God who took up
resldence in the midst of His people the God who
created the heaven and theearth, whe sel the stars
in their orbits, who brought life out of the earth,
and gave breath to man? How, how could He live
with one people? How could He limit Himself so

that He was only Israel's God, when by all loglc

and truth, such a thing should be inconceivable?

This peradox between universalism and
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particularism was as vexing to the Priestly writers
as i1t had been to every universalistic philosophy
before thelr time. And the concept of the chosen
people which we have been tracin. through Biblical
thought again became the means of harmonlzing the
conceptions of God as universal Lord asnd 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 realize His full
power in the world. So the nlagues in Egypt were,
in part, the expression of this desire of the Delty,
to get honor in the eyes of those who would not be-
lieve in Him. And so, too, did Ee get honor mhen the
armies of Pharaoh perished in the waters of the Red
Sea. But this use of the doctrine of "for His
name's sake," was not, for ther, a primary solution
of the problem of universalism and particularism.

It had become conventional to speak of God's name;
and Ezekiel's doctrine had nothing of a Priestly
flavor about 1it.

The doctrine of "the merit of the fathesrs"

likewise influenced these writers. A whole series
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of passages was inserted into the narrative of the

patriarchs, which were intedded, fundamentally,

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, A/’ .

but had appeared to them as /92 M€ . Yahveh

could not have been known to the patriarchs in truth

because He had not glven them the ritual prescrip-

tions for His worship, had not commanded them to

build His dwelling place in Jerusalem, had not
between

ordained His sacrifices for them, nor set/them

and Himself the priestly caste. But he had made

& covenant with them (as the nationalists of 500

2.C. had proclaimed); He had promised that:

[

) Abphem's seed would multiply exceedingly,
that he would be the progenitor of many naticns,
that a great company of peoples would be des~-
cended from him. (Genesis 17:2,L,5,6,16,20;
28:%; 35:11; LB:L)
2) Kings would be descend:d from 4ils lolns. (Genesis
17:6,20; 35:11)
3) This would be an everlasting covenant. (17:7,20;
48:ly)
lt) His seed would inherit Palestine as an eternal

possession, (17:9; 28:li; 35:12; 148:l)
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And upon Abraham end hls descendants was placed the
responsibility of holding their part of the covenant:
circumcision.6 The earller writers who had first
set forth the doctrine of "“the merit of the fathers”
had given in that doctrine their idea of the reason
for the cholce of Israel. They had sald that Yahveh
had chosen Israel as a reward to Isrsel for the loy-
alty and falthfulness of the patrlarchs. These
Priestly writers apparently had some objection to
that thesls, because they did not repeat 1t in thelr
narrative. There 1s only one reference to this
idea in the P narrative, and that a very attenuated
one:

I am E1 Shaddal.

Walk before MNe,

And be whole-hearted;

And I shall make My _covenant

Between Me and you.
Actuelly, however, there 1s no thorough explanation
by the Priestly writers of the reason for the choice
of Israel. They accept it as a fact: Yahveh is
Israel's God; He lives among ‘iis people, and, to
2ll intents and purposes, ignores the rest of mankind.

The P scheme of the successive covenants
which Yahveh made throughout history is a clear re-
flection of the belief of the P writers that, al-
though Yahveh weas the God of all men, He had deter-

mined to 1imit Mis Interests to His people Israel.
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His first covenant with men was with all of mankind,
after the Flood, when He promised that never again
would man be threatened with total extinction, and
when He put the sigh of hls covenant, the rainbow,
in the heavens. All mankind was bound by this cove-
nant to the observance of the laws which Yahveh
gave at that time. The next covenant was not

with all of mankind, but only with one man, who was
to be the progenitor of Israel, the Abrahamitic
covenant, which Involved the rite of clrcumcision.
Israel became, according to P, Yahveh's one interest
among ell of humanity, with that covenant which
likewise distinguished Israecl, the chosen people,
from all of the other peoples of the earth, through
g specific ritual institution. The covenant with
Israel at Sinai reinforced the act of cholce inher-
ent in the Abrahamitic covenant, and linked that act
of cholce to the Priestly organization of the 1ife,
religious and secvlar, of the people of Isrsel,
which was revealed in a.l its ccmplexity, according
to P, to Moses during the years in the desert. Thus
the choice of Israel was not alone with Israel as

a people, but with Israel as a people whose life

was to be moulded by the Priestly 1deas. This is
narrowed dowvn even more in the final covenant which

Yahveh made: the covenant of the pdiy Hind

?
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made with Aaron and his descendants. Isrgel's
distinction, henceforth, was only based upon the
fact that the priests whom Yahveh had chosen were
her priests. So Israel's purpose in history came
to be regarded in the light of this priestly
character of her 1life, as we shall see.

This was undoubtedly =s faq&s the early
P writers went in their affirmation of the concept
of the chosen people. Thelr particularism blotted
out almost every slign of universalism., Their history
of Israel was like a spiral, beginning with the scope
of the whole universe, gradually circling closer
and closer towards the center until Israel was their
only theologicel interest -- and there was no re-
1ltionship between God and the nations, no univer-
sal purpose in the choice of Israel as the people
of God.

But that particularism could ggg:ggggrcut
the universalistic spirit and content of Judaeism.
Sometime in the fourth ceatury, the doctrine which
had first?g}oached by an anonymous prophet early
in the period when separatism and particularism
began to hold sway, was formulated in full, the doc-
trine of Israel as the "priest-people." Logically,
this doctrine could not be developed in =11 its
1ts aspects until the complex idea of priesthood was
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well along to completion, nor until the idea of the
Day of Atonement as an occasion for national repen-
tance had been fully institutionalized; because 1t
is so thoroughly depe ndent 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, 1if
you will hearken to My voice indeed and keep My
covenant, thep you shall be My treasure from among
all peoples; for the whole earth is Mine. And you
shall be to Me 2 kingdom of priests and a holy
(devoteé?nation."

Deutero~-Isaiah had envisioned Israel as
the prophet-people, living the role of prophet to
the nations. As the prophets of Isrsel had been the
spokesen of God to the peopnle, as they had strived
to keep the worship of God pure from idolatrous
taint, as they had attempted to raise the ethical
standards of the people so tha., in reality, justice
and righteousness would be the worship of God, so
Israel was to bring the true God and the true Codly
life to the naticns, & way of life that would bring
forgiveness to them for all their trangressions
against God. This was Israel's role in history,

the messenger of God to the natlons,
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Obviously, then, Deutero-Issiah's doctrine
of Israel as the prophet-people provided the framework
for the Priestly doctrine of Isreel as the"priest-peo-
ple": 1Israel enacting a divine role in history, pro-
viding the link between God who had first revealed Him=
self and Fis way of life to Israel, and the nations who
had not acknowledged Him nor accepted His way of life.
Deutero-Isaish had thought of Israel in terms of his

own purpose in life; so too the Priestly wrriters thought

of Isrsel in terms of their purpose in life.

The priest was mediator between Zod and
Jew. Ye was the one who effected divine forgiveness
of the people thnrough his carrying out the ritual per-
formances which were ordained for him. Through the
ggency of the priest, the people attalned atonement and
1cmission for their sins =-- as individuals and as a ne-
tion. And just because he was that medlator, he wes es-
peclally devoted to 5od: hils days were constantly in-
fluenced by the restrictions on his activities; his
special charascter was always guar.ed by caboos which
separated him from the very people in whose behalf he
was ecting. Just as the prophet had no life of his own,
but was always at the beck and call of the delty, so
the priest was especially sanctified, and had to be
at the disposal of the ritual and of the deity. Such

was the place of the priest in the 1life of Isrsel.
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If, then, Israel was to play the role of priest for
the nations, Israel would achieve atonement and
forgiveness for the nations' sins through her own
ministrations to God in their behalf. She was to
be holy and devoted to Him, removed and separated
from the life of the nations round about her so
that she might be worthy to minister before Him.

So the nations would achieve that Salvetion and
forgiveness of which Deutero#Isalah had spoken,

As the priest was requlired to observe
meny more taboos than the layman so that his sacred
character might be preserved from taint, so was
Israel, as the priest-people, obliged to observe
more commandments than the nations. The Priestly
€ode offered various ideas of just what were to be
the laws which the nations were obliged to follow.
The P account of Genesis, culminszting in the es-
tablishments of the institution of the Sabbath,
implies that the Sabbath is to be observed by all
mankind, as does the fourth commandment. "In a
very positive sense the Decalogue too in its final,
expanded Priestly form, as recorded in Exodus 20:
1-17, was intended by God to become, through Israel's
ministrations, the way of life for all mankind."ll
The so-called Noachidian laws, embodied in Genesis

9:1-7, including the prohibition against the shed-
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ding of blood and egainst the eating of the blood
of animals, and the principle of capital punish-
ment for murder, are likewise a set of universal
1njunctiona.12 We must assume that these Priestly
writers bellieved that all of the natlons were
obliged to follow the ethical dictates of Judaism,
whether it 1s expressly stated or not; because in
no way does the Priestly Code indicate that in the
sphere of ethics there should be any differentiation
WE musT /NFER,
between priest and layma%’ao likeﬂ‘agqahould there
be none between priest-people and lay-peoples. So
Judeism provided & via vitae for all of mankind, as
it did for the Jewish layman. And the Jewish people
as a whole, in order to qualify for the functions
which it was to fulfill for mankind, had to conform
to many injunctions of a ritual nature which were
not imposed upon the other nations. Israel had
to observe the diletary laws, had to adhere to an
extensive sacrificial system. The prohibition of
intermarriage was a counterpait of the legal re-
strictions on the relations a priest might have
with laymen. Circumcision, too, distinguished
Isreel from the nations, as did the celebration
of the varlous festivals and holy days. The observ=-
ance of these laws kept Israel different from the

nations, qualified her to act as the mediator



between God and the nations,

Had Judaism fostered a belief 1n complete
and final salvation achieved once and for all at
one particular moment, Israel would have lost its
function as the priest people. But Judaism con-
celved of a constant process of atonement and for-
glveness, 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
the whole people was purged of its sins through
priestly ministration.l But one Day of Atonement
did not serve to purge Israel forever. Israel had
to renew or restore its purity every year, as it
gradually strove to attain sinlessness through its
own self-perfection, rather than through any divine
acc of grace, So, mankind, too, must be purged of
sln through the constant service of Israel at the
altar of God; and untlil mankind has achieved per-
fection through its own deeds, Israsel must perforce
remain the priest people seeking r.demption and for-
giveness for the natlons; and since man would never
become absolutely pure and sinless, Israel's role
as a prilest people was eternsl.

These were the implications of the
Priestly doctrine which plctured Israel 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 Biblicel thought.
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CHAPTER XIII CONCLUSION.

The concept of the chosen people, as we
have seen, did not sprfng forth, fully developed,
from the mind of any one person or any one group
of persons, at any one time. From the moment that
universallism became established iIn the theologlcal
thinking of Israel, through the centuries to the
last great readjustment of that theological think-
ing, which 1is recorded in the Blble, this concept
grew and evolved and changed, as external conditlons
changed, and as the subsequent 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 the first perliods of thelr prophetic
ministry, as prophets who envisioned “he desiruction
of Israel, total or in part, founded their messages
on the premise that Yshveh, though a world-God, was
more intimately concerned with His people Israel
than He was wlth any of the other peoples which,
logically, were under His control. They felt no

need for a harmonization between their knowledge
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that Yahveh was a world-deity and their deep~-
seated conviction that He had talken Israel for
Himself and therefore demanded from her a

more righteous national life. Amos, in the
first stage of transition from nationalistic
religlous 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 Israel to be Eis people, set the
stage for the development of the concept of

the chosen people. Isalah, by rejecting the
idea that Yahveh would take another people and
affirming that Israsel 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 far as
pre-exilic prophetic thinking carried thils
concept.

The exile of 597, however, wrought
profound changes in the thinking of the pro-
phet Jeremiah, and, therefore, 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

i




128

the righteous remnant, Jeremiakh formulated the
doctrine of the new, eternal covenant, in which
he boldly affirmed that Yahveh would never

reject Israel, but that she would be, for all
time, His own people, His chosen people. And
this future Isrsel, regenerate and repentant
after the discipline of exile and hardship, would
be the entire people, not just a small remmant.
Israel 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 this new covenant
would be everlastingly effective, would never

be broken.

This doctrine of the new covenant
which found whole-hearted acceptance in the minds
and hearts of the people of Isrsel had profound
influences upon the subsequent theological
thinking of Israel. Never again was the idea
advanced that Yahveh would, for any renson,
cast off His people Israel., When He had chosen
her at Sinai, it came to be believed, Fe had
chosen her for all eternity.

But 1f this doctrine of the new coven=-
ant found willing acceptance, 1t also brought in

its train a host of questions inherent in the
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doctrine itself. These questions revolved around
the paradox which Jeremiah had not realized, how
the universal God, a God, certainly, of justice
could continue to have relations with a people
which was never wholly righteous, which, in fact,
refused to follow the way of 1lifs which He

desired. Each of the answers to this paradox,
offered during the subsequent centuries, effered ...

also & new interpretation of some phase of the

concept of the chosen people.

The prophet Ezekiel's answer to that
paradox was contained in his doctrine of "for
His name's sake," which affirmed that Yahveh was
willing to continue to treat Israel as Fls chosen
people not so much because He was satisfied with
her actions, ritual and moral, but because He
desired, more than anything else, the acknowledge-
ment of His divine supremacy by the nations of
the world. Because the nations would only regard
Him as the World-God if He actfd in accordance
with their own immature theological reasoning, He
was forced to treat Isrsel as His peopb, though
she deserved to be cast off. This enswer which
Ezeklel advanced did not only offer a solution to
the problem of theodicy, but it likewise contri-
buted a genuine harmonization of the antithetical
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principles of universalism and particularism to
the contents of the concept of the chosen people.
Ezeklel was the first to see a purpose behind
Israel's cholce as Yahveh's own people, the first
to see a need to fit Israel into a world-scheme
which Yahveh was engaged in effecting. Each of
the subsepgent interpretations 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's world-plan,
Deutero~Isalah advanced the second
answer to Ezekiel's paradox: the doctrine of
Israel as the prophet-people, bringing to the
nations of the world Yahveh's message of salvation
and Israel's conviction in His universality.
Deutero-Isalah agreed with EZzekiel that Yahveh liad
chosen Israel for a world-purpose, but not so
much because He was forced by the misconceptions
of the nations to proceed alonz certain lines;
rather, Fe had chosen Iirael, fromt he first, as
His servant,® His messenger to the nations, who
would convert them to the acknowledgement of His
divinity and to the acceptance of His way of
life. With Deutero~Isailah, the concept of the
chosen people became an integral and consciously

affirmed part of the theology of Isrsel.
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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 bellef
of Israel in the concept of the chosen people.
The political conditions imposed upon Judsh after
the failure of the Zerubabel rebellion brought
about the belief in theocracy, another expression
of the concept of the chosen people. The exalted
confidence of the period of the 516 Temple, ex~-
pressed in the abundant hope for world peace aad
amity, was another phase of the strengthened
acceptance of this concept.

One result of this fullsome optimism
of this period was the neo-nationalistic program
which led up to the bitter disaster of [485 B.C.
@or some groups of the population, the concept
of the chosen people could dﬁIE‘be interpreted
as reason for Israel's 3up;;;;cy in the inter=-
national sphere of politics and armies. If
Israel had indeed been chosen by the one world-
God, what more logical inference could be drawn
from this belief than 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 this 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
the 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
cholce of Israel. Ezekiel and Deutero-Isaiesh had
seen a cause for Yahveh's desire to have a
people, but had advanced no specific reason for
His choice of Isrsel. The neo-nationaliste of
500-488 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 Sinal, had followed His word when,
it is implied, the progenitors of other peoples
had not done so. This answer to the paradox
implicit 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 life merited such glorious treatment.

The nationalistic-revival culminated
in the attempt in U485 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 Isrsel's dan=
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gerous designs, invaded Jerusalem, burned the
Temple, and sold thousands of the population into
slaverye.

Did this disaster mean that Israel would
now abandon her confident acceptance of the concept
of the chosen people? Not by any means. In all
of the reactions to this disaster which have been
preserved in the Bible, there 1s no hint of the
belief that Yahveh had rejected Israel. Jeremiah's
doctrine of the new covenant had been deeply
imbedded, indeed, in the thinking of Israsel's pro-
phets and teachers. Some did not even betray
disillusionment with the idea that Yahveh would
zive political supremacy to His chosen people, but
persisted in the belief that this would, one day,
come to pass == voluntarily they thought, on the
part of the nations. When the Persian fleet was
destroyed by storm in an abortive attempt to
conquer Greece, and when the neighbors of Isracl,
who had been parties of the (oalition which had
wreaked such havoc on her land and people, were
invaded by the Areb tribes pressing in from the
desert, some saw in these events signs of Yahveh's
revenge for the invasion of L35. One voice
raised after the calamity saw 1n that event an

indication of the choice of Israel not only as =a
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prophet-people, a servant, but also as a suffering
servant, who must bear 4% punishment for the sins

of the nations which will, thereafter, come to
recognlize Israel's exalted purpose in Yahveh's

world plan. Whatever these resactions were, none
questioned the fundamental basis of Isrsel's special
relationship to Yahveh, the act of cholce.

With the return of Ezra and ehemleh, and
the reinterpretation of the Yahveh religion as =
specifically national one, the concept of the
chosen people lost its importance. 1Israel 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 brought in its wake the even narrower idea
that Yahveh had long ago rejected the Northern
¥ingdom, and that, consequently, Hls chosen people
was only the Southern Xingdom,

The P code made particularism real in
the livesof the people of Israse., and treated the
principle of universalism as though 1t were non-
existent. The P writers even conceived of Yahveh
as dwelling in the Temple of His people, and
having no relations with other peoples. But the
universalistic principle could not be completely

forzotten. Later P writers came to concelve of
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this particularistiec, exclusivistic 1life which
Israel was ordained to lead as part of Yahveh's
world scheme: Isrsel was the priest people,
serving the same purpose for the nations of the
world which the priest served for the people of
Israsel. Israel had to observe the stringent
regulations which distinguished her from other
nations to qualify as the prlest-people who could
obtaln forgiveness from the universal God for the
sins of the nations. The process .of atonement

was a continuous one, as the nations strove to
perfect their ways through the example of Israel's
achlevements. Part of this doctrine of Isreel

as the priest-people was the fourth answer advanced
to the paradox inherent in Jeremianh's doctrine of
the new covenant, the establishment of Yom Kippur,
through which an unrighteous people could obtain
forgiveness from the God of righteousness,

These, then, were the various stages
through which the concept c¢. the chosen people
evolved in the Bible. That concept achieved
new meanings and new implications with each
changing conception of Israel's relationship
to Cod and to the pecples of the earth. That
concept continuously provided a means for the

haxmonization of the antithetical poles of
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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 and space

was enabled, at the same time, to retain its
conviction in its own role in history. The con=-
cept of the chosen people was the mechanism
through which Israsel preserved its own 1ldentity
in the realm of ideas, as well as in the world
of nations.

But we must not assume that once the
final EBEibliceal interpretation of this concept
kad been achieved, the previous ones were
discarded. ZEach contribution to the development
of this concept left a deep impression on its
texture, and the Blblical concept of the chosen
people, upon which later developments were
founded, wes & composite picture compounded of
a mixture of all of the interpretetions which
we have discussed: 1Israel, he people chosen
by God at Sinal and jolned to Him by an eternsl
covenant, but aslso the people descended from the
patrierchs who had earned, by their loyalty to
Eim, His promise of greatness for their progeny;
Israel the chosen people destined to serve as

both prophet and priest to the nations, to bring

ilu ',l
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them to the wership of the true God, to serve as

an example of the life which He desired, to minister
to Eim for their transgressions against His moral
lew, and even to suffer in this mission to the world.
This is the concept of the chosen people which the
rebbis found in the Bible and upon which they based
their own harmonizetions of universalism and perti-

cularism,.

1)
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APPENDIX I

It is our purpose in this appendix
to consider the phragse R'191d £nd 'l Dy podd 1
which, with variations, occurs so many times in
the Bible as to become a cliche in Biblical
style. We are not concerned with the variations
as such, for they polnt only to a free statement
of an habltual thought. We are concerned with
the authors of the passages in which this formule
1s contained, and with the periods in which
those passages were written.

Actually the formula impllies neither
a universal ouvtlook, nor e particularistic one.
Taken out of context, it could be an expression of
the nationalistic religious outlook of Israel
before the time of Amos, or of the particularism
of later periods, or, cn the other hand, it
could signify the harmonization which various
thinkers constructed when they were ccnfronted
by the apparent contradiction between universalism
and particularism. Our object, then, 1s to
attempt to discover whether it has one meaning
always, or another always, or whether it takes
its theologlcel significance from each passage of

which 1t is a part.
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The prophet Jeremiah used this expression
quite frequently. In his earlier perlod, as we
have noted, it is very likely that he was & univer-
salist only in theory, tut a nationalist in fact.
7:2%, 1l:ly, end 13:11 (which is only 2 frection
of the formula) would be expressions of that
nationalistic religious philosophy, then. Passages,
however, which come from his period of more mature
universalism, on the other hand, would reveasl his
harmonization of particulsrism with a dominant uni-
versalism. 51:3% and 32:38, expressions of this
formule embodied in the presentation of the doctrine
of the new covenant, are certeinly of this type,
es is 2:7, part of the passage dealing with the
prophet's attitude towards the first deportation.
The prophet Ezekiel likewise utillzed
this formula, in the passage setting forth his
most universalistic doctrine, the doctrine of "for
Fis name's sake." 36328 must, then, be regarded
in the light of Ezekiel's adherence to universalism,
as an expression of bhis harmonization of universallsm
and particulerism. Other appearances of thls 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, 3L:2L, 30. 1:11, on the other
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hand, although probably not by Ezekiel, appears to
have a particularistic meaning.

This principle is utilized several times
in the Hollness Code, although each instance is of
secondary authorship: TLeviticus 11:L5; 22:33;
25:38; 26:12,15. The Holiness Code did not itself
have anything of a universalistiec outlook;l one
would assume then that these secondary passages were
a reaffirmation of the particularistic thought of
the first writers. Yet it is, of course, possible
that secondary wrlters were more in favor of the
universalistic principle, and used this opportunity
to soften the particularism of their predecessors.
But since there is no conclusive evidence other
than that which we shall consider in the following
appen.ix 1t 1s more probable that the formula, es
used in the Holiness Code, was another indication
of perticularistic thought.

II Samuel T:24, in & passage which we
have already dated at the time of the Jerubabel
rebellion in 521, a very definitely universalistic
context, must be regarded es another instance of
harmonization.

Zachariah 13%:9 may possibly be related
to the period following the €455 fiasco, although
this 1s not at 21l definite. But at any rate the
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spirit of the passage 13:7-9 is one of particu=-
larism. Deuteronomy 29:12, part of a passage

which obvlously springs from the spirit of the

period following Ezra, likewise has & particularistic
intent,

Exodus 6:7; 29:45; and Numbers 15:41,
the three appearances of this formula in the P
Code 2ll spring from a particularistic outlook.
Exodus 29:45, especially, part of the passage
setting forth the doctrine thet God dwells in
the Temple &t Jerusalem, is obviously anti-univer-
salistic.

If we date Zacharish 8:8 with 8:3, in the
spirit of the P Code, this passage, too, belongs to
the particularistic trend.

This survey of the passages containing
the formula and its variations makes our conclu=-
sions as to the implications of the formula self=-
evident. Though originally it may have had ab-
solute particularistic implicat.ons, it came to
be used at various times to express elther a
harmonization of particularistic thought with e
dominant universalism, or a reaffirmation of
particularism in a period when universalistic
thought was in the decline. Its relationg to the

concept of the chosen people 1s only that it reveals
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in enother way the need, in periods of universalistic
thought, of finding a satisfactory place for Israel
in the world-scheme. In periods of particularism,
however, the concept of the chosen people lost much
of its meaning, whereas this formula could and did

express the absolute particularism of those periods.
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APPENDIX II THE EOLINESS CODE

The basic principle of the Holiness
Code legislation, embodied in the text of Leviticus
17-26, is that the relationship of Isrsel and
Yahveh 1s éﬁe of holiness, & principle derived
ultimately from the prophet Ezekiel. This princi-
ple 1s stated succinctly in the opening verse of
the H Decalogue:l Ye shall be holy, for I, Yashveh,
thy God, am Holy.2 According to Dr. Morgenstern,
the precise meaning of this verse is: Holy shall
ye be (unto me; i,e., ye shall 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 any other peopld. This trenslation of the
verae would imply a completely non-universalistic
outlook on the part of the authors of the Holiness
Code, despite the fact that, according to Dr.
Morgenstern, the Eoliness legislatlol dates at the
earliest from 525;3 perts are even later because
they refer to a Temple that 1s already rebuilt,
for instance, Leviticus 17:1-7. Had the Holiness
Code been written earlier than Deutero-Isaiczh,
earlier than the universalistic spirit of the 516
Temple, we would be justified in calling this
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principle of the Holiness Code, non-universalistic.
Coming as 1t does after Deutero-Isaiah had pro=-
claimed a thorough=-going universalism, and from
the very period during which the broadest univer-
salism was preeched in utterances such as Malachl
1:11, and when proselytism was a sign of high
universalism, we must regard this principle of the
Holiness Code as anti-universalistic. Although

it is concelvable that we ought to regard this
principle as the epitome of expression of the
concept of the chosen people, since it regards
Isreel as so privileged that God has relations
with no other people, it 1s more logical to regard
this es a denlial of universallsm, Not even the

P Code, with 1ts intense particularism, denied
that God had relations with the other people, in
principle, though in practice the P Code delimited
Him as Israel's God. The high militarism of
500-L485 B.C., too, had a universalistic aspect,

of a sort, though it envisionnrd Isreel as glven
supreme control of the 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
propers.

Leviticus 20:22-26, part of the homiletical
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section of the H Code, seems to mean this: Yehveh's
relationship to men is limited to the inhabitants
of Palestine., Because the previous inhablitants of
the land would not worship him in the manner which
he desired and followed customs which he abhorred,
he cast those nations out of his land. Now he is
bringing in the people of Isrsel waom he expects to
keep the statutes and ordinances which he 1s giving
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 relations
with them alone, thereby separating them from
mankind; therefore they must separate themselves
from things which he considers to be unclean.

There is no universalism here: Yahveh is limited
to Palestine, and to the people which inhabits thet

5
land. There is no indication whatever that

Yahveh has any type of relationship with any people
other than that which at one time or another in-
habits his land. Here is not even the budding
universalism of the eighth century when Amos announced
that Yahveh had a relationship #% the Philistines

and the Ethiopians and Aram. Yahveh, according

to this passage, has no plans for other peoples,

does not desire that Mis way of 1life, either

ritual or ethical, be transmitted to them, nor does
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he even desire to have them worship him and
acknowledge his reputetion and name. Thils is,

to be sure, a denial of universalism, and a return
to the principle of nationalistic religious belief.

Leviticus 25:39-L46 sets forth the pro-
hibition against the enslavement of Israelites.
They may not be enslaved because they are
Yahveh's servants, whom he brought out of
Egypt. Since Yahveh 1s Isreel's God, every
Israelite is protected by him, But, since he 1s
not the God of other peoples, and they are not
his servants, and he has no relationship with
them, they may be enslaved, and btecome hereditary
cnhattel. The basis, then, of the prohibition
of slavery is that Yahveh's people, because they
are his people, may not be enslaved. This denisl
of universalism results, in effect, in the appli-
cation of ethical ideas to the people of Isrsel
only and not to the other peoples, whc are out-
side the realm of his relatio. ship.

Thus did the writers of the Foliness Code
deny universslism not only in practice, but likewise
in principle., Fcr them, Cod was not the Universal
Deity, but only the God of Israel, the GCod of
Pelestine -- a thorough retrogression from the ad-

vance of the theolcgical thinking of Isrsel, &and
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a tangential development from the line of universal-
istic thinking, even farther afield than the deepest
particularism (not nationalistic religion) of the
period immediately following the return of Ezra.
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NOTES TO CEAPTER I

l. Morgenstern, "The Oldest Document in the
Hexateuch", HUCA (1927), The background material
for this chapter is derived, also, from Morgen-
stern, "The Book of the Covenant", Perts I and II,

HUCA (1928, 1930); Amos Studies, Part III;

"Decalogue®™ in UJE, Vol. III, pp. 510-1; and Bible

1 and 8 lectures.

2. The Religion of Israel to the Exile, pp. 35-38.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER II

1. Obviously, in this henothelstic pattern of
the necessity of a deity's maintaining his reputa=-
tion are the roots of Ezekiel's principle, "for

His name's sake." Cf., Chapter VI.

2. Cf. especlally the indignation of Hosea, who
was not a universalist, at Israel's unfaithfulness
to Yahveh, and his comparison of that faithlessness

to harlotry.

3. Morgenstern, Amos Studles, pp. jO0-41.

lie Amos 9:7.

5. Amos 1:3 = 2:3.
6. Amos 3:2.

T. Amos l:6-11.

8. Amos Studies, pp. 37-38.

9. A harmonization would necessitate some explana-
tion of the reasoning whereby the principles of uni-
versalism and nationalism could be accepted together,
without bein; regarded as mutually exclusive. Dr.
Morgenstern's reconstruction of the Amos text (un=-

published as yet) connects the statement of both prin-
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ciples in close proximity: 3:la, 9:7, 3:2. Accept-
ing thlis reconstruction, we are forced to admit
that, far from perceiving the contradlction and
paradox and explaining 1t, Amos did not even see

the need for a harmonization, but azreed fully,

in effect, with the viewpolnt held by his contempe-
#raries, that Yahveh had been only Israel's god.

We translate the passage in this way:

3:la Fearken to thls message against you, 0
children of Israel:

98T Are you not the same to me as the
children of Cush, saith Yahveh?

It is true that I brought Israel up

out of the land of Egypt,

But did I not also bring the Philistines
up from Xaftor, and Aram from Xir?

322 Nevertheless (despite the fact that I am
thelr God too) only you have I known
intimately, among all the families of
the earth.

Therefore shall I punish you for all
your transgressions.
We do not, it must be noted, accept Buttenwieser's
claim (The Prophets of Israel, p. 307-8, note 1.)
that pY in 3:2, coupled with Jon | implies:

"Yerily I have taken more care of you than of any
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other race of the earth." This translation would
infer a genuine attempt towards harmonization, but
one too finely wrought, we are convinced, for Amos
have intended. Actually, of course, Amos (only
to O & ( 7

e

1ntandédithat the reference to Israel's distinctlve

~

place in Yahveh's affections make his listeners

realize how much more heinous was Isrsel's sin ageinst

Yahveh than i1f Yahveh had (only been)a netional deity,
S ” *

forced to have relatlions with Israel because she was

his people.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER III

1. Hosea 2:16-22 (omitting v. 19 es an interpolation;

see Morgenstern, Amos Studies, p. 419, note 350).

2. Hosea 2:l-1).
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NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

l. Isrsel 1n the larger sense, of course, including
both Israsel and Judah, as we intend in this entire

chapter.
2. See especially Isaiah 1:10-17.

%3, Isalah 6:3; 5:26=29; 7:18-20; 31:3; 1l:29,
30b-31: 20:1, 3-L, 63 10:7-11, 13-15.

lj. Isaish 6:11-12.

5 1Isalah 5:5-Ta; T:23%=25a.
é. Isalah 30:13-1l.

7. Isalah 22:1-1).

8. Isalah 30:13-1.

9. Isaiah 10:5=6.

10. Isaiah 5:1-6. v. 7, as Pfeiffer (Introduction

to the 01d Testament, p. 431) suggests, is undoubtedly

an explenatory gloss, gilving the explicit meaning of
th2 parable. Yet it is undoubtedly in the spirit of
Isaiah and by no means is it contrary to his intention

in the passage.

1l. Undoubtedly the pre-exilic prophets had some
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consciousness of thelr distinctiveness in religlous

thinking. Cf. Amos Studies, pp. 30-46, for a full

discussion of Amos' reslization of his uniqueness as

a prophet., This theme, of course, received its ulti-
mate development in Deutero-Isaiah's proof for mono=-
thelsm from prophecy; cf. Blank, "Studies in Deutero-
Isaiah", HUCA, XV (1940), pp. 1-18.

12, Isaiah 6:10. This 1s Dr. Morgenstern's trans-

lation of the passage, Amos Studies, p. L23.

13, Isaiah 6:16-13; 30:8. Cf. Amos Studies, ppe.

423-25. Dr. Morgenstern believes that the symbolic
name eI’ < (Isaiah T:3) i1s to be connected
with this doctrine of the saved, righteous remnant

of the people.

1}, This doctrine of the righteous remnant was ampli-
fied by laterwriters in such passages as Exodus 32:9-1l
and Numbers 1ll;:11-20, where Moses is depicted as the
one about whom Yahveh would bulld the new and greater
nation, more righteous and more loyal to Him. Signi-
ficantly, however, both passages reflect, also,
Ezeklel's doctrine of "for His name's sake," from
which we may infer that it was not until events
themselves proved that more than a remnant of the

people was to survive the disasters of 597-586,
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that Isalah's doctrine was abandoned, and not com-
pletely, even then, as the story of Noah, a univer-
sallzation of the doctrine of the righteous remnang
attests.

It 1s interesting to note that this doctrine
of the righteous remnant includes the first traces of
individualism. Amos, the first universalist, had
still clung to the 1dea of nationalistlec religion
that only the nation is the unit in relation with the
deity. One wonders if he never thought of himself
as being distinct from the 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 this matter of the righteous individual
is to be attriouted to the fact that he spoke as a
prop’ 3t only for a half hour, that he delivered but
one address. Isalah, on the other hand, waes a
prophet for at least forty years, perhaps longer.
During that time 1t became obvious how he was set
epart from the people by his prophet!: cheructer,
and how, also, those who believed in him and
followed his 1deas, set themselves apart. Perhaps,
too, Isaiah becamne aware of the righteousness of
some others, not necessarily among his 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 another
passage which amplifies Isalah's doctrine, Genesis
18:23ff, where Abrsham pleads for the deliverance
of Sodom and Gomorrah because of those righteous
ones who might be found in the midst of the
wicked. Thils passage more than likely is to be
dated before the time of Ezekiel, because there
is no indicatlion that any number of righteous
men less than ten would be sufficient to deliver
the cities, although Lot and hls family are per=-
mitted to survive, as a remnant, certainly less
than ten. The passage, on the other hand,
contains an indication of the idea of vicarious
salvation (not atonement) which could hardly
have been pre-exilic, and reflects a late type

of universalism (Cf. Mcrgenstern, Noses with the

8hining Face, p. 23.)

It is also Interesting to note the fore-
shadowing of Deutero-Isaiash's mission idea ¢n this
doctrine of the first Isaiah. Imrliedly, this
righteous remnant would preserve Isaiah's writings
not only to study them themselves, but likewlse
to transmit tre message of the righteous 1life to
other peoples. We must infer that they were not
to become a new and mighty people purely through

biological processes, but that the writings of
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their pophet would becomé an instrument for zainlng
new adherents to the worship of 7ahveh.

(Most of the material included in this
note has been treated by Dr. Morzenstern in his

jectures in Bible 8, in Amos Studies, p. 42, and

in "loses with the Shining Pace", HUCA, II (1925),
pp. 13-160)
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NOTES TO CHAPTER V

l. See especlally 23:23f,

2. Jeremish 2:2.

3. Jeremiah 13:1l.

lie Jeremiah 2:3.

5« Jeremiah 2:21.

6. Jeremiash %:19. Emend @‘J22 to P'IC2,
7. Jeremiah 12.7.

8. Jeremiah 5:3; 6:8; T:28; 35:13.

9. Jeremiash 8:3, 9:15; 1%:17-19; etc.

10. This attitude towards the exlles is embodied,
too, in Jeremiah 29:-7 and 29:16-20. In L-7, the
exlles are advised by the prophet to prepare for a
rather lengthy exile, to settle down as though they
were to remain for many years, and to go through the
normel functions of living rather than wait for a
speedy return (in opposition to the belief of some

of the leaders both in Babylonia and in Judah,

that the exlle was only & temporary set-back, and not
part of the doom which Jeremiah had announced as

coming from the universal God who was repudiating
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Isrsel). Such a message may be a reflection of
Jeremlah's bellef that the exlles had already
undergone thelr punishment, in the very fact of
exlle, and that they would be regarded very
favorably by Yahveh. In 16-20 those exiles are
told that the brethren they had left behind in
Judah were yet to feel the full extent of Yahveh's
wrath. Dr. Morgenstern has suggested that
29:16-20 are probably a unit with chapter 2, but
have somehow been misplaced from their originsl
position.

Significant 1s the fact that in 29:7
we find the broadest expression of universalism
to be enunclated by a pre-exlilic prophet: Yahveh
is no longer bound to the land of Palestine.
Although the verse does not expressly state that
Yshveh may be worshipped in Babylonla, the pro-
phet is profoundly convinced thet Yahveh will
hearken to prayers offered to him by those of his
people who reside there. This 1s a great advance
upon the thought of Amos and of Hosea (Hosea 5:&)
who believed that Yahveh might not be found in a
land other than Palestine, an unclean land. At
the same time, then, that he announces & new
doctrine which forms a limitation of full univer-

galism, the prophet takes another step in the
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direction of a fully-realized universalistic

doctrine.

1ll. 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 the later events of 586, and even
those who remained behind in Judah and who were
not exiled in the second deportation, cf. Jeremish
j2:9-12; and indeed, the whole narrative of
Jeremlah's unwillingness to flee to Egypt, and of
his desire to remain in Judah, offers profound
testimony to hés own active and positive acceptance
of the doctrine of the new covenant, as does the
story of hls purchnase of the land of his cousin in

chapter 32.

12. Jeremiah 31:31-34. See Morgenstern, Psalm

4,8, p. 27, note 100, for convincing moof that

this is indeed & genuine part of Jeremiah's message.
But see the amplification of Jeremiah's doctrine in
later additions to that same chapter, for instance

vv. 3, 9, 20, and especially 35=-36.

12a. Dr. Rlank has pointed out, in class discussions
in Bible 3, the irony of this change in Jeremiah's
theological thinking which forms e dividing line,

as 1t were, between the pre-exilif and post-exilic
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prophets. The prophets after the neriod 597-586
became the exponents of concepts whlch the prophets
previous to that period had opposed. The popular
conception had been of an everlasting relationship
between Yahveh and Israel, but the earller prophets
had repudiated thls conception. Now, beginning
with Jeremiaeh, the prophets adopt that ides, in
terms of universallsm, and 1t becomes an inseparable
note in the thinking of Isrsel. It 1s possible, of
course, to explain this change in the tenor of
prophetic thirking purely on the basis of external
events =-- to say that events prior to 597-586
demanded a stern, critical prophetic pollcy,

whereas after those years, the people needed con=
solation. Yet, this 1s not the whole story. It

is wrong to think of the pre-exilic prophets as

men who were pessimists, who had no love for Israel,
who could see no hope. Undoubtedly, Amos' insistence
upon the fact that Yahveh had tried to warn Israel,
had tried to bring Isrsel back to the right path,

is indicative of his own love for Israel and his
unconscious desire to see her live., As we have
already pointed out, Isaieh's doctrine of the right-
eous remmant was an optimistic note, one likewlse
indicative of the prophet's love for hls people and

of his desire to see her survive. And Hosea's
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doctrine of Yahveh's betrothal of a repentant
Israel was obviously & hopeful doctrine, predicated
upon a faith in Israel's survival. Jeremigh's
doctrine of the new covenant, then, was not anti-
thetical to prophetic character, nor was it, indeed,
so antithetical to prophetic thought as some would
have us belleve. Jeremiah's doctrine was linked to
the prophetic thinking of the past as much as 1t
became the starting point for prophetic thinking
following him,.

13, One of those effects was undoubtedly the full
realization of the 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 individual
in their religious thinking. Isaiah's doctrine of
the righteous remnant and the amplification of that
doctrine, especially in CGenesis 18:23ff, had formed
en opening wedge in individualistic thinking (Cf.
Chapter IV, note 1l of this -hesis). Jeremiah
carried the idea even further with his specisal
dispensation of life to Baruch and Ebed-melech,
(39:15-18; L5:1-5), who would survive because
they had been faithful to Yahveh, The full import
of individualism could not be developed by Ezekiel,

however, untll Jeremish had pronounced the doctrine

1
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of the new covenant with its implication of a
future. Thils is strictly logical, for it stands

to reason that so long as the threat of complete
destruction hung over the entire people, no one
would concern himself too much about the guestion
of the justice meted out to the individual. Once,
however, the assured conviction was established

that Yehveh would never destroy the entire people
for its communal sins, then the way was open for
speculation regarding the place of the 1ndividual
member of that group. We are justified, then, in
concluding that all of Biblical literature which
considers the place of the individual in relationship
to Yehveh, the individualistic Psalms, for instance,
and especially the book of Job, was rendered
possible by Jeremiah's doctrine of the new covenant
end so was later in date of composition than Jere-

miah, or even than Zzeklel.

1. Robert H. Pfeiffer, Introduction to the 0ld

Testament, p. 333.

15, Judges 2:1. Cf. also Judges 2:11-23 for a gen-
eralization of the philosophy of the entire book;
and Judges 10:9-16 for a typical example of this
rhythmic pattern succinctly stated.
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16« Cf. also psalm 78, dated by Dr. liorzenstern at
about 521, for another interpretation of the history
of Israel from the viewpoint of an eternal covenant
which cannot be repudlated, and for a2 reflection of
the Deuteronomic framework of the book of Judges, es-

pecially vv., 34-35, 37-38,

17. Pselm 48, p. 29.
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NOTES TO CEAPTER VI

1., Isaish 1321; 5:2; Jeremish 2:2; 3:l; Hosea
2:17b; 9:10. Cf. Pfelffer, Introduction to the

01d Testament, p. 545.

2. TFor thls wholesale indictment of Israel's past,
see Ezekiel 16:1-52, especially vv. 6, €, and 1;
20:1-26, especially vv. 5-8; and 23. Chapter 20
must, of course, come from the same period as
chapter 36, some time after 586, since it, too,
presents the doctrine of "for His name's sake"

-= and thus forms a connecting link between the two
periods of HEzekiel's prophecy, since it reflects

the same viewpoint as chapter 16.
3. lNorgenstern, Psalm 1,8, p. 26.
i. Ezelilel 11:19-20; 36:26-27.

5« Ezekiel 16:59-63. This passage is obviously

en addition which was inserted after the destruction
of Jerusalem in 586. ©Put there is no reason to
suppose that it was not written by Ezekiel himself
during trhe fifteen years cor so that he lived beyond
that dete. It is altogether in keeping with
36:2L-27, for instance, which we know was written

by Ezekiel. It 1is essantial’whether or not Ezeklel
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HE
wrote this particular passags, thet Rewh24@ should
have accepted this doctrine of the new covenant
before he could have enuncisted the decetrine of

"for His name's seske."

6. Cf., for instance, Jeremish L), for the ritusl
faithlessness of those who were 1n Egypt after

586. Cf. also Deuteronomy 9:5, an example of
another answer to the peradox which we shall discuss
in Chapter ”ﬁl, wherein we are told explicitly
that there was no merit to be found in the people to
justify thelir deliverance and survival. Yet Ezekiel
did not abandon this idea, though it forced him to
reconsider the whole prcblem of the reason for
Yahveh's céntinuing relationship with Isrsel. An
important cerollary to the doctrine of "for His
name's sake™ 1s the new heart which Yahveh will give
to Israel, a heart cleansed of a2ll taint, & heart

of flesh and not of stone, (Ezekiel 36:25-27).

This new heart and spirit will bring the people
back to Yahveh, and they will b> faithful to His
word from thenceforth. One might jump to the con-
clusion that this reaffirmetion on the part of
Ezekiel of the idea of the new heart would invalid-
ate the theory expounded by Dr. Morgenstern that

the consciousness éf the paradox involved in

Jeremiah's doctrine of the new covenant brought
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Ezekiel to hls own doctrine of "for Eis name's sake.”
But this much is certain: Ezekiel explained, now,
why Yahveh was willing to cleanse the people's heart,
whereeas Jeremish had nct explained that., In addi-
ticn, Jeremieh's doctrine had carried the Ilmplication
that the people of Isreel would, spontaneously,
become faithful after the experlence of discipline

in exile and with the establishment of tne new
covenant. In keeping with his idea of grace, how=-
ever, Ezekiel holds no such hope: if there 1s to be
eny change on the part of the people, i1t will be
brought ebout by Yahveh and not by the people them-
selves; Yahveh must change their nature Himself
(36:31-32). Ezekiel, then, still holds to those
seme glcorious expectations of the regemeration of
Israel, that had not yet come to pass, implying, how-
ever, that the change of heart will be brought sbout
by Yahveh in His own good time, and that there is no
hope of the pecple's return to Yahveh of thelr own

accord.

7« As we have already pointed out in chapter 1I,
note 1, this conception of & deity's need to maintain
his reputation among the nations 1s a principle of
nationalistic religion trensmuted into universal
terms. Actuvally, as interpreted by Ezekiel, this

misconception on the part of the nations, forces
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Yahveh, against Eis will, to conform to their
ideas; this in itself is the greatest weakness of

Ezekiel's doctrine.

8« This doctrine is expounded in Ezekiel 36, and
is elso treated in 20:9, 22, lLl; 35:16-36; 39:7,
23=2G. Dr. Norgenstern has discussed these
passages in full in section l of Psalm L8, pp. 26-
38. e has also treated most of the references
to this doctrine in later Biblical psssages in so
full a menner that we consider 1t hardly necessary
to attempt to duplicate his work here. It will
suffice, then, herein to list the appearence of
the doctrine in other Biblicel passages, with the
understanding that practicelly all of them have
been discussed in that section of Psalm L8 or in

Yoses with the Shining Tace, pp. 18-20. Exodus

9:1=16; 32:11-12; Numbers 1l;:1%3-203; Joshus

7:93 II Samuel 7:23; I Kings 8:41-L3 (II
Chronicles 6:32-33%); II Kings 19:15-19; Isniah
,8:0=-11; 6%:12; Jeremieh 1:7-¢, 19-21; 32:16ff;
Joel 2:17b; Pskfms 2333; 25:11; 31:L; LB8:11;
66:1=li; 79:9-10; 98:2-L; 106:8; 109:21;
115:1ff; 143:11,

S. Ezekiel 20 (see also note 2 above). This weas

glso done by later writers in several of the
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passages enumerated in the preceding notes Exodus
9:1)-19; 32:11-12; Numbers 1l :13-20; Joshue T7:9;
IT Samuel T:23.

10. It must be carefully noted that Ezeklel did not
explein why Yahveh had chosen Israel, but only why
He had chosen a people. Ezekliel had no more been
able to detach himself from the interests of his

own pecple and from their traditionsl 1ldeas, than
had hls predecessors been able to do so. No
prophet, including Ezeklel, thus far, had been

able to objectify his thinking enough to btie in 2
position to ask the question, "why had Yehveh
chosen Isreel rather than eny other people?" We
may anticipate a later chapter by saying that it wes
not until the doctrine of the merit of the fathers
was formuleted about 500-490 2Z.C., that en answer
was offered to this question, and that answer,
strangely enough, by?ﬁost intensely nationallstic
group of thinkers in the post-exilic period.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER VII

1. Isaish L0:1-2.
2. 1Iseieh L1:1-5; LL:2)-28; L5:1-6; LB8:1l,-15.

3. Yet see Isaiah 1;8:9-11 for Deutero-Isaish's
acceptance of Ezekiel's doctrine of "for His name's
sake" as the climax of the passage l;-80 berating
Isreel for her faithlessness and obstinacy. Cf.

Isaieh L3:22-28,
. See, for instance, Tselsh 0:12-28.

5« Tor a complete presentation of this argument,
and of the passages involved, see Professor 3Blank's

Studies in Deutero-Isaish, FUCA, XV (19L0), pp.

l" -5.
6. Isalah L3:9-10, 12; Ll:8-9, 25-26a; LB:6.

7. Isaiah L1:8f; U3:10; Lh:1, 2, 21, 263 L5:l.
We do not here consider the passages known as "the
songs of the suffering servant" which for conclusive
reasons advanced by Dr. Morgenstern, but not yet
published by him, we ascsign to another period.

These passages and the reason for assigning them to

a leter date, will be discussed in Chapter X.

8. See Blank, op. cit., pp. 21-27 for convinecing
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proof that the use of the term 92Y¥ implies the
role of the prophet, who serves as the mouthpiece
of the deity, and acts only iIn accordance with His

pre-ordained plan.

%« Isaish L5:8, 22-2ja; }6:12-13. This inter-
pretation of Deutero-Isaiah's use of APIE
NYI' A2 PD¥leh 1s that one utilized by
Dr. Mor :enstern in his lectures in Bible 8. This
salvation 15 the blessing which a later J2 school
meant by the blessing which Abraham and Isreel
would bring to the families of the earth (see

Chapter IX)

10. Isaish 43:1,-15; L5:1-63 L7:1-15.

11. Isaiah 40:3-5, 11; L41:17-20; L3:16-21, etc.
12. Tsaiah L3:2.

13. TIseiah L13:3b=l.

1. See also the Deutero-Issianic additions in
Jeremiah 3%0:10-11 end L6:27-28. In passing, we may
mention sgain the problem of the "songs of the
suffering servant", and note the violent contra-
diction which would be implied if we were to regard
Deutero-Isaieh as the author both of these passages

cited above and of those songs. There is nought but
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the greatest optimism concerning Isrsel and her
future; time after time she is told not to fear for
the days to come; Israel the worm, the people few
in number, insignificant in the eyes of the nations
(l41:14-16) will indeed be triumphant at the last,
shaming those who strove against her (4,3:8-13%). This
is anything but the picture of a people who will
atone for the sins of the nations by enduring every
shame and suffering which they (the nations) deservel
Azein we must refer to a fuller discussion of the

"sufferingz servant"™ theme in Chapter X.

15. Isaish L1:8-9; L43:10; Ll:l, 2. These in
addition, of course, to Deutero-Isalah's use of
Vthe , ¥ /f1p | and other terms which

convey the same sense.
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le The events which occurred during this period
to which we shall refer in this and the following
two chepters, are those which Dr. Norgenstern

has traced for his students in Bible 8. It is,
of course, not within the scope of this thesis

to enter into the menifold evidence for these
facts. Such digressions would make of this
thesis, actually, a history of post-exilic Jewry.
We have, therefore, accepted Dr. Morgenstern's
finely delineated characterization of this period,
and concentrate on that cherecterization only
insofar as it offers a lucid portrayal of the
meaning of the concept of the chosen people.

Some of this material 1s referred to, however,

in Section ii of Psalm L8, pp. 35-47.

2. Zechariah 1:17; 2:12-13, 16; Haggail 2:20-23.
This latter passage 1ls an early expression of &
bellef which we shall discuss in the following
chapter.

3. See II Samuel 7, which Dr. Morgenstern

relates to this abortive revolution by Zerubabel,

especially vv. 22-2li. Significant in this same

cnapter, likewlse, is the expression of the
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belief in a divine covenant with the House of
David -- 2 belief which grew dominant in this
post-exilic period. Although it is actually the
choice of David, and not of Isrsel, it 1s

obvious that such a belief could not but be

based upon the assumption of the choice of Isrsel.
So deeply was the comcept of the chosen people
esteblished thet it wes taken for granted that
Yahveh hed likewlse made an eternal covenent
with the House of David (and even with the Fouse
of Levi, the levitical priests, also -- cf.
Jeremish 3%:1l-26). It is interesting to note,
however, that this 1des of the choice of

Tavid is in nowise dependent upon the universal=-
istic principle as is the idea of the choice of
Is sel, althouzh in meny cases, when the idea

of the Davidic cholce was dominant, it did not
necessarily connct€an anti-universalistiec trend,
as we might expect from a nationalistic revivel.
Indeed, Zechariah anticipsted the roselyting
movement in 521 , and tne lenachem revolution
was characterized by a certain type of universsl=-
ism, as we shall see in the following chapter,
Turther passages deallng with the Davidic covenant
ere: I Kings 11:12-13, %3-36; 15:L4-5; II Kings
8:19 (II Chronicles 21:7); Jeremish %3; Psalms
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89:4-5, 20-38; 132,
i« Zecharieh 6:15a4

>+ Cf. lNorgenstern, Psalm L8, pp. 38-L47, the
section on "Yahveh as Universal King", for an ex-
tensive presentation of the growth of this concept
and a discussion of the Eiblical passages involved.
See particularly the theocrastic Psalms: 9%; 95,
96, 37, 96, 100, 112, 117, and the anti-royalistic
pessages which date from a few years later, listed

in note 131, p. L2 of Psalm L8.

6. See, for instance, Psalms 68:25-31; B89:2-3,
6=19; 117; 135:L-6, for expressions of this glorious

universalistic hope.

Te Zrcherieh §:20-23. For the dating of this
passage see lorgenstern, Pselm L8, p. L3, and note

13d. 1In verse 21 we emend hbhte Jie hhic *2e?
to DIhte s glie Sbie VE "2,

8. See also Pselms €7; 96:2 and I Kings 5:59-60
for a similar reaffirmation of Ezekiel's doctrine

in this period.
S« llorgenstern, 1ibid.

10. See Norgenstern, op. cit., pp. L7-87; "The

¥ythologicel Background of Psalm 82", HUCA, XIV




NOTES TO CEAPTER VIII

(1939).

11. Micah L:1-l; (Isalah 2:2-};). See also Psalms
Lhé6:7, 9-12; 68:31.

12. See, for insteance, Psd{ms 29:11; 67.

13. Morgenstern, Pselm 48, pp. h)i=5. We translete

as emended there by Dr. Morgenstern.

1. Other passages which reveal this trend are:
Psifm 15. Whether or not 7/¢* 1in
ve 1 is to be taken to mean "be a proselyte", 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 1s a
universal God, whose worshippers, it 1s 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 genulne believer in the princi-
ples of Yahveh's faith, is likewlse implied. If
we take  7/C' to mean prosely:, which it may well
mean in this period of active proselytism, then
it is undoubtedly to be linked to Isaleh 56:1-8,
the elcguent plea for tolerance for the alien who
has become & worshlpper of Yseshveh. 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 =-- zlbeit a parallel chain,
as we have pointed out heretofore (cf. Chapter

IV, note 1, and Chapter V, note 13). The concen=

tration upon the relationship between the individual
and his 1ife and God, revealed in this Psalm,
carried to its logical 1limits, would have ended

" the development of the concept of the chosen

people.

Psalm 2)4.:.3-6.. The typicel Hasidic in-
sistence in this passage upon moral purity and
righteousness places 1t in the same category as
Pselm 15. Dr. Morgenstern has suggested (in his
unpublished nctes on the Psalms) that these
passages have a controversiasl spirit about them,
as 1f they were written to oppose, perhaps, the
Priestly doctrines of sacrifice.

Psalm 65. Although the earlier verses
of this Psalm do speak of Zion and of the Temple,
the attitude of those verses 1s not of Isrsel as a

people, bu. rather of individual members of the

people of Israel. The praise spoken of in v. 1 is

praise for God's natural bounties (vv. 6=-1)
which constitutes the burden of the Psalm. This
glorification of Yahveh as God of nature is a
trend which likewlse is a concept of universalism

which runs counter to the concept of the chosen
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people. Logically considered, God's naturel bounty

| T

is visited upon all peoples, and Israel is the

reciplent of His gifts no more than any other

people. Although the writer of this Psalm undoubt-

edly thought of Yahveh as being especially generous
to Israrl, this 1s the type of thinking which ulti-
mately renders the concept of the chosen people un- !
necessary. (Cf. below, Psalm 10L)

Psalm 10l. This Psalm is in the same
category as Psalms 15 and 2l:3-6, with its emphasis ‘
on the ethical 1life. Agein, as in those Psalms,
Israel receives no recognition as e people.

Psalm 10j. This Psalm is a hymn to God
the Creator and Lord of Nature. It pictures Him,
even more explicitly than Psalm 65, as the Cod who

is generous to man, simply as man. This type of A
universalistic thinking, of course, leaves no place
for Isreel as anything but the people which praises :
God for His natural gifts to a2ll mankind.

Psalm 1)8:2-6. The praise of God as
transcendent over nature 2nd man appears in this
Psalm as the mission of Isreel. The influences of
Ezekiel's doctrine of "for His name's sake" and
Deutero-Iseieh'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 glven to her by God.
(Thaqvv. T7-1; disturb the sense of the earlier verses
and refer to the events of 1485 is self-evident,)
Psalm 138:L=6. This is a fragment of e
Psalm envisaging the attainment of Ezekiel's doc=-
trine of "for Fis name's sake" and Deutero-Isaigh's
mission 1dea. This type of universalism, too,
leads to & conceptlon of Isresel as the instrument
for the deity, which must eventually come to the end
of its usefulness. Once the nations aclimowledge
Yahveh as God and live the 1life He desires, 1t must
be inferred, Isreel ceases to hold a privileged
place among the nations.

Isaiah 1€:23-25. Pfeiffer (Introduction

to the 01d Testement®, pp. LLi5-6)states that this

passage could be dated elther in the third century
2s an sllusion to the Jewish community in Alexandris,
or in the period of the Elephantine Temple (525-411).
If the latter supposition be true, then it would
best be dated in the perlied ¢f universalistic
thought which we are discussing, and Asshur would

be Persias. This psssage equates God's interest in
Isreel with his interest in the other nstions, who
are likewise His peoples and the instruments for the
working out of His plan. (Cf. Amos 9:7 and the dis-

cussion of that 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 disappearance 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 1life for the individual, without nationel identi-
fications or restrictions; praise of God who gives =all
His natural bounties to man, likewise without national
restrictions; and the equation of Isreel with the other
nations which are likewise His pecples =-- are & trend
of thought counter to the concept of the chosen people.
At the seme time that that concept was developing, we
must realize, parallel developments were taking place
which actually were consclously or unconsciously anti-

thetical to that concept.

15. From this period must come some of the 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 universallsm
of Deutero-Isaiah and therefore must come from after
539. These passages are earlier, no doubt, than the
"merit of the fathers" passsges which we shall dlscuss
in the following chapter, and therefore must be dated
earlier than ebout 500 B.C. Deuteronomy l;:37, for

———
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instance, assumes that the generation which Yahveh

chose and loved was the generation of the Exodus, not
thet of the Patriarchs. Deuteronomy l:3l expresses this
same emphasis on the significance of the Exodus. Cf.

II Samuel T:22-2L for this seme thought, also to be
assigned to sbout 521 (see note 3 of this chapter).
Deuteronomy 26:16=19, although not so explicit, conteins
no reference to the "merit of the fathers" theme which,
es we shell see, is a constant source of authority in
the other Deuteronomic pesseges which refer to the con-
cept which we are discussing. v. 19 of that passage
seems to refer to the proselyting movement, in that
Yahveh receives honor from Isresel's activities. The
supremacy of Isreel is not, as in many of the other
Devtercnomic pessages, one which includes militery suc-
cess, but rather the religious one which was dominant

in the thought of the period which we have considered.
Also note the use of the word Pd¢0  which cannot

be dated earlier then this period, (cf. note 5 of the

followin; chapter).
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NOTES TO CHAPTER IX

1. Discussed by Dr. Morgenstern at some length in
Bivle 8 lectures, and treated briefly, in his article
"Moses with the Shining Face", EUCA, II (1925), pp.

20"’21 .

2 All verses referred to in the following discussion,

unless otherwlse noted, are from “enesis.

Se Cf. 2l4:60, where Rebeccea 1s blessed by her family
before her departure with Abrahem's servant, in the
seme phraseolozy. (If we read ['@’te insteed of
/'1°J% with two menuscripts of the Hebrew-Samar-
itan text (Kittel, 3%rd ed.), we have almost an exact
paresllel to 22:17b). Herein, then, we would heve this
aspect of the blessing which 1s missin: for Isaac's

generstion., See, below, the discussion of Isaac.

Le This concept 1s seemingly broached for,the first
time, briefly, in Zechariah £:13, but without the mention
of Abraham. As Dr. lorgenstern has pointed out in Bible 8
lectures, this concept of blessing is obviously dependent
upon Deutero=-Isaiah's doctrine of Israel's mission to

the nations, the femllies of the earth. That this must

be the case, although there is no specific mention of

it in these passages we are consideringz, is readily
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apparent after a realization of the fact that actually
in the Genesls narrative, Abrehem brousht blessing to
none of the nations he zontacted, but, to the contrary,
only misfortune befell them: plagues to Abimelech

end FPheraoh, destruction to Sodom snd Gomorrah, In
addition, as we shall see, the writers of the age with
which we are dealing gave to their imperialist noticns
the character of something epproaching a holy war, an=-
other way of sccomplishing what Deutero-Isaiah had en-
visioned for the fubure. This strange, perverted use
of Deutero-Isaieh's concept, applying the nationalistic
note of the age to his universalistic ldeas, became a
type of raticnellzetion, then, for nationalism. It
served to place emphasis on Deutero-Isaieh's character=-

izetion of Isreel as the misaionarz without at the same

time cerrying on, in full measure, his conception of the
mission. Thet we of today find it difficult to conceive
of Deutero-Isalah's 1deas being utilized for so anti-
universalistic a purpose should not blind us to the

fact that this doctrine which served the cause of the

militarists was profoundly dependent upon Deutero-Isaiah.

As an example of the dilemma in which critics find them-
selves, critics who do not reallze thet Deuterc-Isalah's
idea of salvation is implicit in this conception of Is-
rael!'s blessing to the nations, we may quote Pfeiffer,

(Introduction to the 01d Tesstament, p. 1)) who regerds
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Joseph's deliverance of the Egyptians from starvation
as the blessing to the nations =- a desperate answer at
best, when we consider how 1solated the Joseph stories
are from the well-knit motif of this promise in the other
patriarchal stories.

The 1dea of Yahveh's vengeance upon
Pharaoh and Abimelech 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 i1f we perceive that Abraham and Sarah are
not regarded so much as individuals, as they are as the
progenitors of Israel; and that the suthors intended
to demonstrate in this nerrative the Inviolability of
Israel. For so, as we shall see, was Israel as g people,

in a military way, thought to be inviolable.

5« It 1s interesting to note how conventionalized snd
formula-1like (as if it hed something of a legal, contract
character) this -romise is, in most of these passages,
how the same phrases are repeated as though they had
been copiled into one after another convenient portion
of the narrative, to establish the authentlcity of the
theme.

In 26322, it mey be wise to emend ‘3%
to ('an- with the Septuagint, elthough, on the other

B s ST



NOTES TO CHAPTER IX 185

hand, ‘32¥ gives the verse a striking resemblance to
many pessages in Deutero-Isaish, where the phrase /c7'% die

L L A LW ?h'c ‘D) becomes almost a cliche: Isaiah

11:102,13,1; L3215 LLs:2.

- Deuteronomy T:6-1l. Cf. I Samu@l 16:1-13, especially
v.7. The simllarity makes one psuse to wonder whether
the Samuel nerrative of the cholce of David might not
heve been seen as symbolic of the choice of Israel, or
as prcviding in perallel manner the basis for the
covenant with Dsvid. As we have already had occasion to
~tete (note 15 of the preceding chapter), practicelly
211 of the Deuteronomlic references to the concept of
the chosan people =re founded upon the doctrine of "the
merit of the fathers", dating them, certainly, nc earlier
then zbout £ 10 B.C.

It may be well to conslder here those
passages which we have not elreedy noted, together with
a brief discussion of other pertinent vcints.

Deuteronomy T7:6-11., This pes age ceuld

not be dated later than the period of Ezre, because it
speaks of adherence and obedlence to zll of the laws,
wheress the D2c strata, rom the period of Ezrs, dleces

the mz jor emphasis uson abstinence from idolatrous worship,
especially that of the seven pre-Isrselitish Canaanitish
nations. Nor could 1t be dated earlier than avbout 500

2.C., because of the relfersnce to the motif of the pro-




NOTES TO CHAPTER IX 186

mise to the patriarchs. Yet, actually, it limits
tr.e aspects of that promise. With its very insist-
ence upon the fact that Isrszel now is not a numer-
ous people, but is few In number, it 1s inferred
that Israel wlill not become a great and mighty and
mumerous people, unlike the primary expressions of
the promlse to the patriarchs (v. 7). This may
indicate that the passage comes from the period
after the events of 1185 when Tsrael wes decimsted
in popula tion, a2nd when there was, as we shall
see, some dlsillusionment with the program of the
war lezis.ition end the hopes for a zgreat empire
which that progrsm upheld. In v. 10, the /'/<JQ
may be the nations which attacked Israel in L85
and thereafter desplsed her snd her God, the
enemies who, 2s we siall see, were to find death
and destruction thelir own lot. On the other hand,
the (<42 may possibly refer to those who led the
people into the disaster, who were responsible
for the whole affair. Perhaps, then, this is to
be correlated with Isaiah 59, which rezards Israsel's
sins as the cause of thet disaster. v. £ may im-

.
ply that the return of the exlles has already begun,
in which case the passage may be dated with Isaiah
60-61y which Dr. Morgenstern believes were deliver-

ed as a2 New Year's Dey address in the Temple soms
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short time after Ezra's return in 158 B.C.; the
only real point of correlation with Isaiah 60&61,
however, would be the hope for the return of those
who were enslaved in };85. 1In this passage there
is nothing of the expectancy of world-power, nor
of the idea of the voluntary submission of the nstions
to Israel. There seems, indeed, to be, in this pas-
sage, no conception of a purpose behind the choice
of Isresel.

The word ndéo (see above, .Chapter
VIII, note 15), according to Gesenlus (Dictionary

of the 01d Testament, Lelpzig, 1921) is derived

from an obsolete root meaning, to get, to acguire.
The noun ndeo carries the meaning of wealth,
of treasure of a private nature, as in Ecclesiastes
2:8 and I Chrénicles 29:3. Used in refersnce to
Israel, as in this passage end Deuteronomy 1l:2;
28:18; Exodus 19:5; Yalachl 3:17; and Psalm %:lh.,
it characterizes Israel as the treasure, the private
property, of Yahveh. The meaning which we usually
ascribe to this word, "peculiar treasur&™ is not
actually inherent in the word, then, and is derived
from the concept of the chosen people with which it
has come to be assoclated. As the private property
of Yaehveh, Israel is peculiar, but no more so than

any kind of private possession.




NOTES TO CHAPTER IX 188

The verb P’th , 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 1dea expressed in v. 8,
which ascribes His lowe for Israel to His appre-
clation of the faith in Him manifested by the pat-
riarchs. Genesis };3:8 and Deuteronomy 21:11 zre
examples of the use of ,’Qh to refer to man's

love for a woman, an emotional love.

Deuteronomy 7312-1i. This passage, though

hardly a continuation of the nreceding passage,
has the same characteristic ‘insistence upon™he
merit of the fathers™; and 1llja specifies the firm
feith iIn Israel's supremacy over the nations typlcal
of the war-legislation in Deuteronomy 20, which we
shall presently consider,

Deuteronomy 10:12-22. Not only the state-

ment of "the merit of the fathers™ theme, but like-
wise the universalistic spirit of the passage, the
friendliness to allens, (v. 19), the general ethical
rather than ritual tone of the passage, and especial-
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 brougit
with them theirlemphaaia on the separatistic nsature

of circumcision =~ all these characteristiecs are
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typical of the high universalistic spirit of the
period after the building of the Second Temple,
Tike T:6-11, there is in this passage no implica-
tion whatever that Yahveh had chosen Israel for any
perticular purpnose. V. 22b would carry the start-

ling implication thet part of the promise to the patri-

archs had already been reallzed, though greatness

of numbers could be no truer of the period which

we are consldering then of any other period of*post-
exilic Judalsm. Interesting 1s the fact that

clear indicetion 1s given of the harmonistic in-
tent of the concept of the chosen people in the jux-
taposition of universallism and particularism in

vv. 1li-15,

Deuteronomy 25:1b, 9-10. These verses,

which Dr. llorgenstirn has ascribed to the Dl strata
in his unpublished analysis of this difficult
chapter, have a pronounced affinity with the spirit
of the universalistic period, and lb certalnly
with the spirit of the war-legzislation. v. 10
appears to be a direct reference to the expectatlons
f the people thet the fulfillment of Ezekiel's
doctrine of "for His name's sa%e" would come speed-
ily == which was & dominant thought during this
periode VV. 3-8a, which Dr. Norgenstern has tenta-

tively ascribed to the D1l strata, especially v. 7T,
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fit in with the spirit of the 500-LC5 RB.C. period

very well, although they were written lonz before.

Te This 1s undoubtedly the significance of those
parts of the promise to the patriarchs which guar-
antee that Israel shall possess the gates of her
euemies, and especially of Genesis 28:1l, wherein
Jacob 1s promised that the people of Israel will
spreed out her boundaries to the four corners of
the earth. This latter verse betrays the idea which
was really in the minds of this school of writers,
but which they thought best, perhaps, not to speci-
fy in such direct terms. The writersof the earlier
portions of Deuteronomy were not quite so cautious.
Deuteronomy l:6-8, for instance, actually specifies
the r pe that the wincle Davidic empire will be re-

steored to Israel.

Je  Hezzel 2:20-23. In v. 22, the suggestion of
2iblia Hebraice (Xittel, 3rd ed.) to insert /dd’
szems acceptable. Our emphesis on the "you" in v. 23
is because of the similarity of the fdraseology of

the verse.ﬂ&%h many verses in Deutero-Isaiah., Al=-
though a2t first blush, it might be thought to infer
that Hazgal 1imits Yahveh's cholce to the leader,
rather than to include the entlire people as did

Deutero-Isaish, actually we belleve that this verse
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Is to be compared with the passages in Deutero~
Isalah which regard Cyrus as the agent of Yahveh
y:24-18; |
(Tsaieh L1l:1~5,25;, LE:1~6, 13; L6:11; L8:1b=15).
The polnt which Haggal appears to emphasige in this
verdge, fully 1n consonance with the intention of
the entire passage, ls that Yahveh has made Zeru-

babel his agent, withdrawing His support from the

Persians, and that thls change of agent-ship signi-

fies the rebturn of soverelgnty to Israel.

9.' Found chiefly in chapters 20 and 21 of Deuter=-
onomy, omlitting 20:15-18 as a later lnterpolation
from the period of Ezra and Nehemiah, 21:1-9 and
15«17 as out of context.

10. Dr, Morgensbtern, in treating these chapters

in Bible 8, revealed a very slgnificant aspect of
this legislation, contained in 20:10-12. He sees
in the repeated use of the word pide a parallel
to the Moslem phrase, "aslim, taslam| 1f you will

634 ow
accept Telam it will be well with you, usedain the

i PR

Holy wars of the Mohammedans. This would indicate

that not only were the besleged cities to be asked

to surrender without a struggle, bub that they were

§H ’ likewlise expected to be converted en masse Lo the
rellglon of Israel, to acknowledge that Yahveh, not

alone Israel, had congquered them. Thils aspect glves
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ample testimony of the truly universallstle char-
acter of this nationalistlc revival, which we have
already had occaslon to mention -~ a perverted
reflection of Deutero-Isalah's idea of the mission
of Tsrael, perverted but nevertheless a universal-
1am of & sorbt. Dr. Morgenstern will undoubtedly
tpeat this speclfic aspect of the nationalist re-
vival at greater length when he publishes his work

on this whole hilstorical action.

11. COf. Deuteronomy 20:l with Joshua 101,12
2):5,10.

12. Of. Deuteronomy 20:10-11 with Joshua 9:15, 21,
2%, 27. (But cf. also Deuteronomy 20416-18, which
vndoubtedly 1s to be dated after the time of Ezra

and Nehemiah.)

13, Cf. Deuberonomy 20:12-13 with Joshua 11:19-20.

Gf. also Deuteronomy 20:16~18 and note 15 below.

1. Indeed, it is difficult to Imagine how there
could be many more parallels, since the legislation
1n Deuteronomy is not so elaborate as to contain
more than a few other speclfic ltems.

In regard to the dating of this editlon

of Joshua, Pfelffer (Introduction to the old Testa-

ment, p. 305) asserts that a Deuteroﬁ?é*edition of
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Joshua was published about 550, including the fol-
lowing sections: 1-li; 631-5:29; 9:1-16; 9:22-13:12;
1:6=1l; 16:1=3; (18:2-10); 21:Lh1-L3; 22:1-6; 23;
24:28-31. His assignment of the date, it appears

to us, is purely arbltrery, based on the dependence
of Joshua 1 snc¢ 23 upon the framework of Deuteronomy,
and the triteness of style -- signs, to his way of
thinking, of secondary Deuteronomic redaction. We
have already shown, conclusively, that meny of the
passages 1n the hortatory fromework section of
Deuteronomy must be deted in this seme period be-
ca.se they rresent the doctrine of "the merit of

the fathers". Triteness of style is indeed an ar-
bitrary type cf ressoning. By dating the edition in
this perlod we have been z2ble to link it to a specif-
ic historical type of thinkinzs -- which Pfeiffer is un-

able to do.

15. "However, this D2 edition of Joshua was later
expanded &nd reinterpreted after Ezra and Neshomiah
in the spirit of the 7 nations lezislation; perheps

by P writers." =--a ncte by Dr. Morgenstern.

16. Two other passages wnich may possibly be dated
at this period, as reflections of this nationalistic
sniriﬁ,are Exodus 15 snd Isaiah 55:1-5., Exodus 15:

1-8 reveals the seme impracticasl attitude towards the
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ease with which military success is achieved.

The Isalah passage 1s more than likely non-Deutero-
Issianic because, particularly, of the description

of Israel es Rwrd DISN 304 in v. L

and the reference to the Davidic covenant in v. 3.

These would fit better in this period. See also

IT Chronicles 20 (no parallel in Kingsb especially
vw. 5=7, 8=9, 12, 15, 17 -- revealing the same at-
titude towards Yahveh's part in Israel's wars as

does the Deuteronomic war legislation; end showing
practlically how they imagined Yszhveh would destroy

thelir enemies by Himself.

17. Thils 1s a precis of Dr. Morgenstern's recon-
struction of the events of 1;86-5 B.C., based upon

an interpretation of hundreds of Biblicel passages
messed in extremely convincing arrsy. This ingenious
reconstruction answers a great number of problems

and questions which have disturbed Biblical scholars

EE e cm—

for generations, and relstes passages "o this event
which have never before been satisfactorily explained

on any basis. To take only one outstanding example

| p—

THE
it was alweys thought that,anti-nations passages in

the prophetic books, =nd other passages ranting

agalnst the enemles of Israel: Edom, Moab, Philis-

tia, Tyre, were to be dated at the time of the 586
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disaster. But Babylon was the only enemy then,

and the surroundingz nations were indeed friendly
to Israel, as is demonstrated, for instance, by
Jeremish 1:0. This reconstructlion of events loceteS

those pessages in their true historical milieu,

It likewlse explains the book of Lamentetions,

elweys linked to the destruction of 536, for no

sEhey Penacn than that 16 90e tie éhiy posaivie
event with which it could be connected. ITor us

here to attempt to offer Dr. Morgenstern's proofs,
fact for fact, passage for passage, would be not

mly fool-hardy, but it likewlse would be tangential
to the purpose of thls thesis. We must, therefore,
await the publication of this material by Dr. Norgen-
stern himself, an occasion which will indeed be sig-

nificant in the field of Biblical studies.

13. See Psalms 2, 21, T2.
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NCTES TO CHAPTER X

—_

IR Psalm lli, Iseiah 63:15-6l:11, These passeaces
are notM exactly in the same vein. The Isaiah
passege reveals & spirit of disillusionment with
the program which led up to the fiasco of €5,
63:16, for instence, constitutes, in 2 broad vay,

& rejectlon of the doctrine of "the merit of the
fathers". 63:17, seems to mesn that Yehveh hed

led them astray into false kinds of reasoning.

The whole pessage is written in a spirit of reliance
vp. . Yahveh now thet the lesders a&nd their philosc=
phies have trougint destruction down upon the peo=-
ple. Pselm Lly, on the other hand, though & similar
effirmetion of steadfastness in fsith erd a similsr
exposition of the helpless condition of Isrsel
shows no disillusionment with the program of 500-
1l85: tc tre contrary, it revesls chasrin that
Yahveh hed not carried through Eis responsibcility,

that He had not brought success to themy vv 1¢-27.

2% This is Dr. l.orgensiern's theory of the dating
of these sonzs, e&s advanced in his classes in 3ible
€ 2nd in his unpublished notes which he vermitted
this student to utllize. These passages have of
course been the subject of much sciolarly contro-

versy for years, both a&s to t"e identification of
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the suffering servant himself, and as to their dating
in the history of Isrsel. (See Sheldon Blank,
"Studles in Deutero-Isaian", pp. 27-30 for en ex-
position of the theory that the suffering servant

1s & personification of Israel modeled on the

flgure cof Jeremlah the prophet, snd that these

songs ere &n integrel part of Deutero-Issish's
writings.) Dr. Morgenstern's theory resolves

two of the very complicated problems involved in

any explanation of the songs. First, if the suf-
fering servant 1s Israel, and not a single individuel,
as has been the traditional Jewish explanation

and the more recent explznation of Christian schol-
ars, how are we to interpret Iseiah ;9:5-6 which
speaks of the servant's mission to Israel itself?
That mission can be interpreted in this way: that
the survivors in Palestine after the disaster--

they, not all of Israel, are the suffering servent--
must still redeem thelr brethren who sre scattered
throughout the Mediterrenean world. This rea.mption,
this raising up of 211 the tribes of Jacob,must be
conceived of 1n a real, physical sense, although

it is likewise possible that there is herein 2o
reference to the disillusion which many must have
felt in Yahveh's ability to proteect Israel (else

why the protestation in the passages mentioned at

the beginning of this chapter that the writers

e i

——— e t——
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have not gbandoned faith in Him) end & subsequent
loss of faith In Him eltogether. Secondly, why

a suffering servent? As we have already pointed
out, (Chapter VIII, note 1) Deuterc-Isaish believed
that Isrsel's punishment hed been ended snd that
Israel wss destined for the physical grestness of

a real agent of Yehveh. 2y dating the songs of

the suffering servant immecdiately after the disaster
of L85, we can connect the sctusl physical condi-
tions with tinis spirituval and literary interprete-
tion of them. The songs sre not & prognosticaticn
of suffering, but 2 post facto interpretation of
that suffering, giving meaning and significance

and purpose to 1it.

Dr. Yorgenstern has tentatively arranged
these sonz in 8 form which he thinks must be some-
woat close to thst in which they were orisinally
written: a dielogue in which God, Israsel =nd the
nations participate; and it will certainly be sulit-
able to include this reconstruction of the son;s
here, elthough he has not published thls materisl;

God addresses Fis servant: L2:1-L

The servent cddresses the nations: L9:1-7

2+ 6=7
L9:9a

The servant soliloocuizes: 50:L-%e
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rd

Chellenge of the servant to the nations:
50:10
52:1%-1 ag,15
5%:2-3
52:1}.;.an
Acknowledgment of the netions: 53:3-12
Fragments: U2:18-19; 59:1%a; L 2:22-25;
51:1l.
Possible fragments: L1:6-10; Lli:1-5,21;
51:h-6.

Another pilece of witing which ought to
be conne.“sd with these songs of the suffering
servant is Psalm 22, which seems to be an early
exposition of the idea, or at least a similar per-
senification of Israel as e suffering man. There
1s, however, In thi: Psalm, nothing of the idea of
vicariocus atonement, althowgh there is the same
trustfulness 1n Cod. The result of the suffering
1s the same, however, because (vv. 28-=30) the
nations shall at last turn to Ced. WNo explanation
is offered for this conversion of the nations, or
for the role of Isrsel's suffering in thet conver-
sion. (It is interesting to nots, incldentally, that
the fathers referred to in vv. 5-6 seem not to be

the patriarchs, tut the forebeers who were led
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out of Egypt. This will indicate that this writer
pleced no feith in the doctrine of "the merit of
the fathers" or even that he opposed that doctrine.)
Psalm 69 also ought to ve linked to these passages
es & reflection of their content and spirit, al-
though, according to Dr. Norgenstern, this psalm

should be dated about LL00 =.C,.
. Psalm 137:7=0.
i, Psalm 83%:14-17a.

Se Deuteronomy 3%2:3%9-l,2. Other cries for revenge
are to be found in the "anti-netions" passages

in prophetic literature, Ezekiel 25, 3L, 35, Iseish
2Ly, 35, for instence. Psalm 129:5-8 is likewise

to be dated at zbout this time as ere the bocks

of Lamentations and Obediah. Psalm 118 reflects the
persistent belief of the Hasidim that Yahveh would
fight for them, and give help that prineces and

arms cculd not offer (vv. 6,7,8,9,13,16). This is
edditional testimony that verious sectlons of the
populetion had still not given up their belief in
the theological prozrem cof Deuteronomy 20, despite
the fact that that prosram hed seemingly been dis-

credited in the fiassco of L05.

6. Psalm LE:5-8. Cf. EzekiQl 27. See Morgenstern,

Pselm LB, 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 & sign of Yahveh's anger with the
nations, see Psalms 9; 60:8-11,1); 66:1-12; 12i;
126.

9. Dr Morgenstern believes these passages were
delivered in the Temple on Rosh Hashanah shortly

after Ezra's return.

10. Isaish 60:15. Cf. Isaiah L9:1l; 54:6;
62zl .

11. Isaiah 60:21-22. This eschatological picture

refers, in part, to that phase of the promlse to
the pririarchs which looked forward to = great
and numerous people springing from the loins of the

patriarchs.
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1. The factusl background of this chapter 1s

derived from Dr. Morgenstern's Lectures in Bible 8.
2. Deuteronomy T7:1-5; 20:15-18.

3. Eszekiel li:h-9, assuming that this is from

Ezra or his school.

L. 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,
1t had been believed that the political restoration
of Israel was to include both Judah and Israel.

The well known passage, Ezekiel 37:15-28, though
orobebly not by Ezekiel, 1s, perhaps, the best
example of this belief. Both kingdoms are to be

restored, not separately, but together, as one,

ruled over by w‘king. Passages amplifying Jeremlah's

doctrine of the new covenant specifically stated
that this covenant was to be made with both Judah
and Israel (Jeremish 31:1,27,31l.) Ze&charieh, about
516, spoke of the restored Judah and Israel that
would become a blessing among the nations {8:13).
Other passages inserted into prophetic writing
express this same bellef that the restoration

would include beth kingdoms: Isaiah 10:20; 11:12;
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Jeremiah 30:3,hi; 33:7¥lLff; 50:L4-5,17-20,33; |
Ezekiel 39:25; Hosea 2:2; Zechariah 10:6-12. Both
Judah and Israsel, 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 Ezeklel ,;0-48 (as Dr. Morgenstern
believes), included the location of all the tribes
(Ezekiel 1,5:8; L7:13,21-23; U48:1,19,23,28,31).

This may indicate thet the Babylonlan Jewish formu-
laters of these plans had no idea whatever of the
impending split between the Sameritans and the Ju-
deans, that they had not determined in advance that
the northern Jews were not to be admitted to the

worship of Yehveh in the Temple at Jerusalem.

e ————————

Whatever the direct cause of the Samaritan
schism, concerning which there has been so much
speculation and argumentation, this belief was aban- ’
doned, and the subsequent writers and preachers
of Judah became firmly convir:ed that Yahveh had
forsaken the Northern tribes, and that He had chosen
only Judah to be His people. So the writer of I
Z@chariah 11:1l; spoke of the cutting of the bond
of brotherhood between Judah and Israel. So the ‘

Chrénicler was convinced that Yahveh had rejected

Israel long before the destruction of Samaria in
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722, and read his antipsthy 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 Ee despised the 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; 13:1L, 22, 29, 31.
6« Nehemiah 6:1l:.

7. Nehemish 3:36-37, as bitter asnd vituperous
and hateful as the most denuncistory of the post-
185 passages calling for revenge upon Edom snd the

coalition.
8. Nehemiah [1:8, 1.

Q. DNehemish 2:18, 20. The implicetion of v. 20
is that since the enemies will have no relations
with Yahveh in Jeruselem, they will be utterly
diverced from contact with him. Yshveh has no re-
lations with man except through His temple in Jeru-

salem. Soon the doctrine was formulsted that Yahveh

dwelled in the Temple all year round, instead of
merely coming there to judge the nations on Rosh

Hashaneh. And what grester sign, at the same time,

of the cholce of Isrszel, 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 thelr land in thelr sanctuary.

10. Nehemish T:5. "The picture of the Mosaic
census in Numbers was no doubt a projection of
this historic census into pre-hiatoric times,"-=
Dr. Morgenstern.

Neneminy
11. 4 2:20

12. The opposition to intermarriage and the ref-
erences to the seven Isrselitish nations of Canaan,
typical of the D2 strata (vv. 34-lj0) restrict the
dating in the one direction, and the mention of
Aaron s still secondary to Moses (v. 16) dates

the Psalm as earlier than P (considering vv. 18,
28-31 as RP interpolations -- Dr. Morgenstern's un-

published notes on the Psalms.)
13, Psalm 106:7-8.

1. Reading Nanhn for 1PN hn (with
Biblia Hebraica 3rd ed.)




NOTES TO CHAPTER XII

1. See, for instance, Numbers 15:37-Ll, 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 and 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 vou God. I am the
Lord your God."™ (Undoubtedly a/#* 1s to be
translated "God" rather than "Yahveh" by the time

of the Priestly code. See Sheldon H. Blank, "Studies

in Deutero-Issiah",. pp. 11-18, for a discussion

of this problem in the writings of Deutero-Isaish.)
2. Exodus 29: li3-li6.

3. Exodus T:5; 8:18; 11:7; 14:17-18. Cf. also,

Exodus 16:12 end Numbers 20:12

li. Cf., for instance, I Samuel 12:22, dsting,
probebly, from sbout L5, and Psalm 106:7-8, from

the time of Ezra.

5. The passages are: Genesis 17:1-1),16,19-21;
28:3=li3 35:9-12; L8:3-l; Exodus 2:2l; 6:2-L.
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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 revéal the fact that

these promises, one from the J2 writers, the other

from P, are essentially the seme, except for one
importent sspect, the most important for that first
group of passages: that aspect which related Isrsel
to the netions. (The nations thet are friendly

to Isrsel shall be blessed; those that ere inimical
shell 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 Szlvation
which she shell bring to them.) This Priestly
statement of the promise casts no light upon the
Priestly ldea of Israel's relationship to the
nations; or rather, the very failure to mention

the nations is a reflection of the Priestly ldea
sbout them. Firstly, it is obvious that to these
Priestly writers the idea of world-empl ‘e which

was so thoroughly a part of the doctrine of "the
merit of the fathers" had no significance whatever.
They were not interested in meking Israel the ruler
of the netions; they were interested in keeping
Israel distinct from the neticns. Secondly, the

omission of eny reference in these passages to the
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idea of Isrszel as the priest people, which we shall
presently discuss, 1s ample testimony of the fact
that that doctrine wes 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 mﬁntioned 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 1s more than likely that

if the P writers had had thelr own choice in the
matter, they would have altogether rejected the idea
of a covenant with the patriarchs. The only purpose
that covenent served in their hands was that 1t
acted as a vehicle for the idea of circumecision.

And surely this idea could have been just ss ef-
fectively introduced in other parts of the narra-
tive, for instance, with the exodus from Egypt.

But they could not neglect the patrlarchs, because
the tradition had been so thoroughly ingrained in
the theology of Israel by this time; the best they
could do, then, under the circumstances, was to
adopt the tradition, in genersl, though not in en-
tirety, and reinterpret it as they saw fit, empha-
sizing the circumcision aspect, end the El1 Shaddal-
Yehveh motif, to establish their theological claims.

The J2 writers, on the other hand, had regarded
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this petriarchal covenant as a promise, without
any responsibility on Israel's part such ss the
adherence to the instituticn of circumcision which

is enjoined by the P writers.

Te Genesls 17:1b-2a.

8. Dr. Morgenstern has pointed out, in Bible 8

lectures, the dependence of this conception of

eternal covenant with all of menkind upon Jeremiah's

doctrine of the eternsl covenant with Isrsel.
9. Numbers 25:13

10. Exodus 19:l-6a. For a discussion of the
meening of Q3 1in connection with the Holiness

Code, see Appendix II.

11, Dr. lorgenstern's essay on Unlversalism, pre-

pared for the Universal Jewish Encyclopedia, to
which we are deeply indebted for the clarification
of this wholr doctrine of Israel as the priest-

people.

12. The Priestly account of the Flood and of the

Covenent with mankind after the Flood is typical of
the universalistic outlook of the Priestly accounts
of the early history of the world. The covenant of

the raincow is a universalizztion of Jeremliah's




NOTES TQC CHAPTER XII 210

doctrine of the new covenant with Israel, and the
symbol of the reinvow itself is a counterpart of
the sign of clrcumcision which was part of the

eternal covenant with Isrsel, through Abraham.

13. The institution of 902> eI' (Leviticus 16),
according to Dr. Morgenstern, was the final answer
to the peradox presented by Jeremiah's idea of the
new covenant. Ezekiel and Deutero-Isaiah had of-
fered doctrines which inferred that God would over-
look Israel's sins because there was a higher
purpose in Israel's existence. The nationallsts
about 500 B.C. had sald that God had to overlook
those sins because He could not bresk His promise
to the patriarchs. These Priestly writers offer
the doctrine that there is no problem of theodicy:
God forgives the sins of Israel because He wants to,
and because theoretically He can have relatlons
only with a pure people, and He has ordained a per-
ticular day of the year dedicated to that purpose,

a sabbath of solemn rest when the affliction of
soul and searching of heart and offering of sacri-

fice serve to obtain forgiveness for man.

1. Dr. Morgenstera has suggested that the P leg-
islation 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 Isrsel &s the priest-people. The whole
logical equation of the doctrine: es the priest

is to Israel, so Israel is to the world, is car-
ried out in the messures taken to lsolate the al-
tar &nd the Temple from defilement. Just a2s the
most sacred pert of the sanctvary, the holy of holies,
s -uarded from contact with sny priest or Levite
or ordinery Israselite, and may only be entered

once a year by one priest, so the Temple itself

1s guarded from contact with alliens at 21l times.
And just es, in Kumbers 2 and Ezekiel L8, the
sacred locale of the sanctuery itself is segrega-

ted from contact with Isrsel, so, too, 1s Israel

zuarded from contact with the other peoples of

the world. As the sanctuary is guarded by the
presence of the priests, so the Temple itself is
zuarded by the presence of the people of Isrsel.
And as the sanctuary 1s concelved to be at the very
center of the physical being of the people of Isrszel
(especially in Zzekiel l12) so the Temple ‘ount and
Jerusalem were conceived of as being at the very
center of the world. (cf. Vorgenstern, Psalm LG,
sestion VI on "Safon"). Whether this elaborste
set-up was actually the basls of the doctrine of
Israel as the priest-people, or, on the otner hand,

i1t gradually unfolded as the implications of that
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doctrine became manifest, we cannot say, but it is
obvious that iIn a very real ph,gical sense, this
complicated orzanization is a counterpart of that

doctrine.

15, The Chronicler, who wrote sbout 250-200 E.C.
made no contribution to the theological thcught of
Israel. He seems not to have been concerned &t

all by the inconsistency of regarding the one uni=-

versel Cod as only the God of the Jews, at the
same time. So the Chkonicler's Cod is exalted
above everything (I 29:11), rules over all king-
doms, (II 20:5), owns everything in the world

(I 29:11f); Eis eyes "run to and fro throughout
the whole earth" (II 16:9), F¥e searches zll
hearts (I 26:9; 29:17); to Him are to be ascribed
the zreatness and thne power and the glory (I 29:11f;
II 20:6). And yet this seme Cod is merely the
father of Isracl (I 29:10) and seemingly god of
the Jews only (I 17:1l; 28:Lf; 29:23; TI 13:8)5
whoever fights against Israel fights against Him
(II 13:12); ¥£is people (II 25:16). Psalm 136
which may possibly come from this same perlod
reveals a similar ignoring of the need for har-
monization between universalism and particularism

( I82¥ in v. 22 strikes this writer as being
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a purely conventional eplthet withonut any con-
sciousness of its deeper slgnificance). 3 8
Chk¥onicles 29:10-~19 is the one passage which
reveals a more mature universalism in the Chron-
icler's writings, where one feels that .&/’W
consciousness of the concept of the chosen peo=-
ple 1s reflected in the thought that Isrsel has
chosen the true universal Zod as her "od,
rather than that Fe delim!ts Eimself by choosing
Israel, The spirit of thls passage is very
late, and undoubtedly springs from a Hasidic
milieu rather than from a Priestly one.

Nehemiah 9:6-37, D2 in the mein,
is another indication of the Chronicler's
failure to see any contradiction between univer-
salism and particularism, V. 6 praises Zod as
the Universel Creator, end vv. 7=8 proceed to
praise Fim for His cholce of Abraham. The
choice here seems to be merely a manner of
speaking, a convehtionel reference, which does
not reveal any deep-sested concern with the
problem of harmonlzing universallsm and particu-

laerism.

213
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NOTES TO APPENDIX I

l. We have not heretofore discussed the Hollness
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,
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NOTES TO APPENDIX II

1. Decalogue in Universal Jewish Encyclopedis,

Vol. III, ppe 511-512, by Dr. lYorgenstern.
2. Leviticus 19:2; cf. 20:7-8, 26.

3« Ibid., p. 511, and Bible 8 lectures.
4o Cf. Leviticus 18:2-5; 18:37.

5« Cf. Chapter IV, note 10, for & discussion of
Jeremigh's doctrine that Yahveh can be worshipped

in any land,

6. Cf. Leviticus 25:55.
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