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CHAPTER I
LHUTRODTUCTION
Statement of the Problem

Une of the major problems in the fleld of 014 Testament
theology centors around tho concept of God in the 0Old
Testament. For a number of years scholars have been dis-
cussing the aentlguity of the concept of monotheism in the 014
Testament. Conservative acholars maintain that the Bible has
always taught monotholsm, while many liberal coritical scholars
Sey thet monothelsm in the 0Old Testament is a rather late
develormont and that for centuries henotheism was the accepted

concopt of God among the Hobrew people.
Definition of Terms

VWhen I’y Max lueller first introduced the concept of
henothelsm, he definod it "as the religious attitude of an
individval who devotes himself to the worship of one supreme
being as the guardian of his (the individuel's) fato."1
3ince then the concept has beccme almost synonymous with the
concept of monolatry so that now henotheism 1s defined usually
a8 tho worshipy of ono God whose authority and power is con-
fined to oneo's own poople or country but a worship which does

1, lax Mueller, Lectures on the Origin and Growth of
Reliptons (Now York: Chorles Scribtnor's dons, 1005), D. ibb.
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not exclude the rocognition of other deities.2 In faot the

henothelst takes the exlastence of other gods for granted.
The Reason for this Study

That there are occurrences of henothelstic practices in
the 0ld Testament cannot be denled, as will be shown later.
The major concern of this thesis 1s to determine what caused
these occurrences of henotheism. Is henotheism a teaching
and belief which the 0ld Testament sanotions or 1s it an
aberration of its true teaching? Did the 0ld Testament con-
cept of God develop gradually from henotheism to monotheism,
as the liberal scholars claim, or was monotheism basic to
its earliest teaching which later was corrupted by sin and
which deogenerated into henotheism among some of the people?

The Status of Problem Today

Scholars have differed widely in their opinion concerning
this question of the concept of God in the 0ld Testament.
Some of them (Rowley, Oesterley, T« W. Roblnson, Fosdick, and
others) say that the Hebrew religion developed through heno-
theism to monotheism. Other scholars (Albright, Heinisch,
May, Viright, end others) say that monothelism was always
taught by the leaders of the Hebrews. Today this discussion
Seems to be eargied on mainly by Albright and Rowley.

2
Ge .E. Wright, The 0ld Testament agalnst its Environment
(Chicagp: Henry Regnery Company, 1950), Pe 50.
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Tho Thesls of This Paper

It is the thesis of thla paper thut God revealed Himself
in the 0ld Testement as the one unique God; creator and ruler
of the world, but thit the Hebrew peoople because of sin and
through contect with their pagan contemporaries degenerated

into henothelam occasionally.
An Overview of the Thesis

Chapter Ii sets forth some of the pre-suppositions of
liberul scholarship which have led to 'the problem of the '
antiquity of 0ld Testament monotheism. In Chapter III there
1s a discussicn of some of the Biblical incidents which have
led some scholsrs to the conclusion that there waa a develop-
ment In the 0ld Testamont from henotheism to monotheism.
Chapter IV takes up the thesis of this paper and dlscusses
early monotheistic teachings in the light of Genesis. Ghubter
V 18 @ re-study and re-ovaluation of the incldents listed in
Chapter III in the 1ight of the thesis to show that these
incidents admit of variocus interpretations. bhapter VI at-
tempts to show that the Old Testament consistently teaches
monotheism, ' This teaching became progressively oclearer and
more caslly understood as God from time to time revealed

Himself through each successive leader.
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Poaltion regerding Yatters of Isagoglcs

The position of this paper concerning Biblical criticism
and toxtusl compilation and transmission will be conserva=-
tlvely Siblical. It appears that tho problems ralsed by
Higher Criticism are as great as the problems they seek to
snlve. For example, although some Higher Critics bese much
of their dating of the esntigquity of the 0ld Testament books
on the use of ths divine nemes mn'or p'77X by the Biblioal
authors, it appears from a concordance study that both names
are used lnterchengeably for God by the later writers (Isaish
46:3,5,14) as woll as by the earlier writers. To discuss the
concopt of CGod on the basis of the resuvlts of critical studles
on the origin of the various books of the Old Testament would
lead far afield. The Bible will be treated as the unique
revelation of CGod given to men wherein He reveals His nature

and activity in history.




CHAPTER II
Tillk ORICIN OF THE PROBLEM

The entire problom of the 0ld Testament concept of God
aroae In the lute ninoteenth century, when 0ld Testament
Scholars led by Julius Wellhausen propounded and taught the
idea thet In the 0ld Testament the concept of God among the
people had developed from polytheism to henotheism and then
finally to monotheism through the teachings of the prophetu.l

It woula appéar that thaa; 01d Testament critical
Scholars based their teachings on throe major assumptions op
Pro-suppopsitions concerning religion. G. E. Wright says,

it is well to beur in mind cortein pre-suppositions upon .
which it (the hypotheals of the dovelopmont of 0ld

Tostument religion from simple, primitive ideas to the
advenced and enlightened conception of Second Isaiah)

is boased. « « « In the first place it assumes that the

roal nature of early Israelite religion 1s to be dis-

covered by the methodology of comparative religlone. « o «

The second major pre-supposition of critical scholarship

has been the liegelisn assumption that history i1s a steady
movement from the lower to the higher, from the simple

to the complexe « « ¢« A third pre=suppoailtion of a large !
secticn of critical scholarship in the past is theo=- ,
logical: 1t assumes thet the 0ld Testament 1s a history

of man's ideas about God, rather than g history of divine
self=discloosure or of divine activity.

Sinco these pre-suppositions have greatly influenced the out-

come of the problems, an exposition of them follows.

1H, H. Rowley, "Living Issues in Biblical Scholarship:
The Antiquity of israelite Monotheism," The Expository Times,
IXI (August, 1850), 333, e

20, &. Wright, "Interpreting the 0ld Testament,” Theology
Today, III (July, 1946), 181-183,
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The First Asgumption: Comparative Religlons

The first assvmption of eriticsl scholarship, which .
oroated the problem regarding the 0ld Testament concept of . '
Cod, seems to be thet the real nature of early Israelite
religion is to be discerned through the methodology of
comparative roligion.

olnce the renaissance and the Reformation, man has
begome increasingly more interested in his fellow man=--his .
persnn, bheliaefs, and achiovements. This interest in people’ 3
led various scholars to study other cultures in the world.
This elao brought with it an increased emphasis on compara-
tive religion snd the history of religions.- Various schblars
studied the other cultures in the world and observed what
these people thought about their god. They then collected
and attempted to categorize thease 1deas of God. Many @1::@:-
ent ideas of God were observed, a few of which were: (a)°
finimism, the belief thut all nature is posgessed; pervaded,
crowded with spiritual beingsi (b) Polytheism, the bellef in

many gods; (c) Henothelam, the belief that one god controls Q
the worashiper's fate but ﬁlsoureoosnizas the existence of :
other gods 4n other places; (d) Honotheism, the belief that
there 1s only one God end tha® no other gods exilst.- ‘ |

3J., B. ¥o28, Man's Religions (Revised edition; Hew York:
The Macmillan Coipany, 1956), p. 18.
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Critical scholarship accepts the thought that Israel's
religion was much like that of her cultural contémporariea
and neighbors.

}rom Biblical and extra-Biblical sources, it 1s apparent
that there was much polytheism in the Biblical world during
the 0ld Testament period of history. The Babylonians, Greeks,
and Egyptians were generally and usually polytheists. Also
the Ras Shamra inseriptions have shed much.light on the
enclent Canaunite religlon with its pantheon of deities.%

It also appears that during the time of the Patriarchs
and of the Exodus, the dominant religious concept of the
Semitic and non-Semitic nomads was henotheism. It was the
custom among these nomads, when they pitched their camp in a
new location that they would first sacrifice t6 the gods that
were thought to dwell in that place.5 An insecription uncov=-
ered at Teima in Western Arabla reveals the gquandary of a
nomad stranger by the name of Salmsezab. In making a sacri=-
fice to hls own tribal god, he assures the gods of Teima that
he recognlzes their supremacy in their own territory and begs

t@em to consider his saorifice as belng offered to them.6

4RDW10y, DPe. Git.' Pe 356«

SH, T. Fowler, The Origin and Growth of the Hebrew
* The University of Chicago Press, 1916),

Relision (Chicagos
P. .

6James Robertson, The Early Religion of Israel as set
forth by Biblical Writers and EIQEBHern Critical Historlans
(Flfgg edition; Londont WiIllam Jackwood & Sona, 1555),
Pe . .
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0ld Teatement scholurs have concluded thet if these
eonceitlens of (od sppocred among Iarael's close neighbors,

then they must clso have been prevalent in Israel.
The Second Assumption: Hegellan Development

The gceond assumption or pre-suppoaltion of Uld Testemont
eriticel scholarship seems to be that in the 0ld Testament
there wes a steady eveclution or development from the simple
to the complex.

This assumption was based upoﬁ the IHegellan dialectical
procoss ol logle which greatly influenced many scholars of
the late nineteenth century. .Hegel taught that every 1dea
(thosls) automatleslly and neturally had an opposite ldea
(antitheals); these two ldees would then combine and synthe=-

8izo to produce @& new ahdé better idea. Bocéusa of thils

dlalectical proceas, Hegol taught that ever since tho world

begen, all ideas hav: boen combining and developing. The

1libersl critical scholars took this process and adapted it
and said thut the ldea of God also had developed or evolved
with time,

0ld Testament scholars as well as all acholars were
Ereoutly affcoted.by this legellian dialoctleal process of loglc.
Prior to this time, almost all peorle used Platonic methods
of logle which sald thut a thing or idea elther was or was -
not. Hegellun logio whioh was'entiro;y different, brought
about & greater appreciation of the developing voyld and,

uﬁfortunately, an arrogant pride in man's abilitles.
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The variocus human concepticns of God (animism, poly-
tholam, henotheism, monotheism) with the Hegellan concept of
dovolopment and many systoms were progosed to show how
religion had developed from the simple idea of a god to a
mnore complox ides of the God., The Positivist Comte be=-
lleved that religion developed from fetishism’ to poly-
- thelsm and then to henotheism. Taylor saild religion had
evolved from unimism to polythelism and finally to monothelsm.
Horett corrccted this end saild rollzion progressed from pre=-
eninlom {dynamism)® to animism, from animism to polythelsm,
end then to moncthoiam.? All of these theories of religious
developmeont have been modified and adapted to scme extent.
In the opinion of the author it appears that most scholars
today srem to agree that religion developed from pre-animism
to animism, from animism to polythelsm, from polythelism to
henotheism, from henotheism perhaps to monolatry, which
seems to be a synonym of honothelsm, and then finally to

monothelsm,

" Dynamism is a term which refers to the experienced
presence of =2 powerful Lut silent force in things, especially
any occult force which is believed to act of 1tself, as an
addition to tho forces naturally or usually present in a
thing." Noss, op. eit., p. 16,

¥

L“i-'etlsh.iam uses the power in inanimate things. It
includes the veneration and use of objeots which useful
powera do not have to be induced because they are already
thore." Ibid.

%i. ¥, Albright, From the Stone %53 to Christianit
(Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press, 1940), p. 125.
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Since the time when Wellhausen first introduced the 1dea
that the 7ld Tesataement concept of God had changed and evolved
neny people have dlscussed and modified his theory. G. E.
Wright summurizes the developmental view when he sayss

Criticael scholurship has interproted the 0ld Testament

by meana of a simple story about the growth of the "Cod-
Idea.” in early days, we are told, the Hebrow nomads
worshippad the spirits in stones, trees, springs, and
mountain peaks. The religion of the Patriarchal days

was then nothing more than animism. In the time of the
fxodus and Conquest we encounter Yahweh (Jehovah) as the
tribal doity of ono or more of the tribes, He was a

storm God who lived cn a mountain, a cruel God of war

whoe showed unpredictable favoritlism and who wes pictured
in ervdely anthropomorphic terms, When the Hebrows
settled in Cansan, he became an agricultural and fertility
God, difforing very little from the Paalim of Canaan.

Hls power wes limited to Palestine where his people lived.
This then 1s the socond stage, that of henothelsm. Then
came tho prophets, the truve innovators and foundors of
Isruel'a religion, who gradually came to the position of
othical monotnelsm. Amos proclaimed the Cod of right-
erusness, linaca the Cod of love, Isalah, the holy God,
Jeremiah und Ezekiel, the God of the individual_and Second-
Isaish, the noble concept of the universal God.lO

The Third Assumption: Theologlcal

The third major pre-supposition of liberal scholarship
in the peat has been theological:t It assumed that the 0Old
Testument 13 a history of man's i1deas about God rather than
2 history of divino self=disclosure or divine activity.

10g, =, Wright, "Interpreting the 0ld Testament,”
Theology Today, III (July, 1946), 179. For more information
on this development of the "God-idea"™ read: H. E. Fosdick,
A Ouide to Undorstanding the Bible (New York: Harper &
others Fublishers, o.EQSBT, PP 1-26, :Compare also W. O,
E. Oesterley and T. H. Robinson, Hebrew Religion: Iits Origin
and Development (New York: The lacmillan Company, 1 ,passim,
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Concerning the question of theologleal interpretation
of the Uld lestament, Ge. E, Wright elaboratesa:

The 01a Testament itself claims to present the latter,
thet ia, its chief interest is in describing the history
of revelation, the plans, the purposes, tho working of
God in the humen acens, It is primarily focussed, there-
fore, on Uod'y ideoas of and purposes for mang 1t is con-
corned with man's ideas about God only secondarily as a
demon~tration olther of the falthfulness or of the blind
disobedience of Individuals or people to Ced's revealed
will, Wo todey are inclined to convert the whole 1nto

a story of Isrsel's apprehension of God and thus we make
of the Old Testoment something 1t nevep intended to be==
@ higtory of ideas both good and bad.

It 1a these three assumptions or pre-suppositions in
vhole or in pert which led some scholars to the position that
in the 01d Testament there wsa a development of the concept
of Cod, and thus created the problem among scholars conceraing

the entiquity of monotheism in the 01d Teastament.

1lG, k. Wright, "Interpreting the 0ld Testament,"
Theolozy Todey, LII (July, 1946), 182.




CHAPTER IIX
THE ALLECED BIBLICAL BASIS FOR HENOTHEISM

The liberal 0ld Tostement scholara who accept the premise
that the concept of Goad dovoloped in the 014 Testament quote
nunerous occurrcnces of henotheistlc teachings, convictions,
and practices in the 0ld Testament. Some of these now will

be enumerated and olaborated upone
Yoges

Yioses is conaildered by most scholers to be the founder
of the Israelite nation and the framer of Israel's religlous
aystem, AlLright writea:

it ls absurd to deny that hoses was actually the foundor

of the Isrselite commonwealth and the framer of Israel's

religlous system. Thils feot is emphasized sp unamimously

by tradition that it may be regarded as absolutely

certain, Nowhere 1s there the slightest breath of doubt

cast on this irrefragable fact of Israelite tradition.
Therefore libersl acholars ususlly begin with Moses' writings
in their search for early honotheistic teachings. Today much
of the argument (especially between Rowley and Albright)
centers around the teachingas of Moses. ‘

It ia felt that it 1s very hard to state acocurately and

l%. ¥, Albright, From the Stone t.o chriatlani.t
(Bnltimore: The Jokn Hopkins Freas, 1 . 196, Com

also Vi, 0, E. Oeaterley and T. W. ﬁobinson. Habraw Relgginnt

Its Origin and »evelopgant (New York: The Macmillan Company,
» PPe 125
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clearly what loses taught and belleved. On the one hand,
there 1s encral egreement that Moazes was not a polythelist
in the sense th.t he precticed a worshlip of many gods, Some
assume thrt Mosecs might have been a polytheist in his younger
Joeera when he lived et the Lgyptian court. But on the other
hand, the eminent British scholar H. He Rowley says, "There
is no evidence thut lMoses was a monotheistéln the sense that
he denied the oxiséance of more thdn one God."2

' Since Moses 1s considered as the great law-giver of the
Israselite people, the Decalog and eapecially the first com=
mandment ("You shell have no other gods before me"3) are
carofully secarched to determine what he taught. It has been
pointed out thut in the first commandment, "Thers 1s no denial
that other gods exist. This commandment only denies the
legitimacy of other gods for Israel."? In the story of Moses
and the Golden Calf thors ero indications thut ioses had
henotheistlic convietlons, After Y¥oses had sone up onto
the holy mountain, kount Sinai, the people walting below
became afraid., As deys passed and Hoses did not return,
the pecple daily became more afraid that he had died on the
mountain, covered with smoke and lightning, snd that they

2H. H. Rowley, "Living Issues in Biblical Scholarship:
The Antiquity of Israelite Monothelsm," The Expository Times,
IXI (August, 1950), 335-336. ' »

SExodus 21:2 (Quoted from the Revised Standerd Version)

‘4H, H, Shirea & P. Parker, Interpreter's Bible, Edited
by G. A. Buttrick (Nashville: Ab'!'T‘LFE'Eu-yng on= 3 _lé'en.
6.1952), II, 365. ;
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ne longer had e loader. Finally because of fear and weak
falth, they forced Aaron to make a golden cait for them. As
Mioses came down from the mountain bearing tho two stone tablets
containing the Ten Commandments, he heard the sound of muaic
and dancinge. ¥hen he perceived what had happened, he became
dngry and shattered the tableta. Then he took the calf and
ground 1% to yuwdef, poured it into the water and made the
people drink 1t. After that he had the ‘Sons:of Levi kill some
of the guilty poople. Then loses returned to lMount Sinal and
there Le prayed to God, "Alas this people have sinned a
Ereat sin, they have made for themselves gods of gold." (Ex.
52:15-32) lHere lMoses is said to recognize the .exlatence of
other gods and thus to show henotheistic ‘tendencilés.

Rowley writos, "For nowhere in the Pentateuch is loses
eradited with a formel denlel thet eny other gods exist, such
88 we find in Leutero-lsaiah, save in passages that quite
certainly did net issue from him." Therefore he concludes,

"lloses was 2 henotheist."™B
Jephthah

Anéther trace of henothelstic convietion 1s found in

the story concerning the judge Jephthah, who seems to have
Placed Yahweh, his God, on the level with Chemosh, the iloabite

Gode i, ¥W. Robinson edited a book, Record and Rsvelation,ﬁin

5H. H. Rowley, 0p. cit., ps 336. The passages Rowley
refers to are Deute 3%55:55;'58;89. He gives no proof for
his statement.
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Which He said, "In the times of Jephthah (Judges xl. 23, 24)
end of Lavid (I Sem. xxvi. 19) Ho was the God of Israel, only,
and the Israclites recognized the exlstence of other gods for
other people."® .

At that time, the Ammonites made war with Israel. The
elders of Cilead sent Jephthah out to the Ammonites on a
bPeace mlssion. The latter wore angry because they wanted
back the land thut Isrsel had taken from them and from ioab
Just before Israol had cntered the promised land. Jephthah
first trles to explain why Israel had. taken thut land. When
this failed, no said thet Isrsel had & right to that land.
lie argued, "Will you not possess what Chemosh your god gives
to yout 4And all that the Lord our God has dispossessed before
us, we will posseus." (Judges 11:4-25) Jephthah here
apparently sots Chemosh on the same plane with ¥Yahweh except
that the latter was conaidefed the stronger of the two.

Ruth

The weoll-known answer of Ruth to Naomi's plea to return
home to her family, "Thy people shall be my people and Thy
God, my Goa@" (Ruth 1:16) is cited as a good example of heno-
thelstlc bellef. This statoment is said to 1llustrate the
fact that in the mind -of Ruth each people had _ita own god,

6 ! n - n
H. W. Robinson, “The Philosophy of Revelation,” Record
and Revelation (Oxford:s Clarendon Press, 1938), p. 508.
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people and god being inseparable.’ Fosdick writes:
Lven @ posteixilic book, Ruth, pletures its heroine as
changin:; gods when she passed from loab to Bethlehem,
elthough the two were scarcely thirty miles apart and

could e plainly seen, ono from the other, across the
Jordand « « o5

David

dnother example often quoted to show thut the concept of
henothelsm was prevalent in the 0ld Testament 1a the story of
ohe of the encountors botween Saul and David recorded in 1
Samuel 26€:197f.Y DUavid and Abishal enter the camp of Saul
late =t night and take his spoar and water jug. Than they
leave and go und stend on a far hi1ll. In the morning, David
cells to Abner, the leader of the army of Saul, and reproves
him for slecping and not adequately protecting the king.
Saul overhcars this and recognizes David's volce. David then
tells Saul that his men "have driven me out this day that I
should have no share in the heritage of the Lord amsying, 'Go,
gerve other gods.'" His statement i1s regarded as perhaps the
best example of a henotheistic view in the Old Testament

because 1t conveys the two-fnld impression:t (a) if a person

7R, F. ﬁiltenburg. "Henothelstic Aberrations in Ancient
Israel" (unpublished Eachelor's Thesis, Concordia Seminary,
Ste Louls, 1945), p. 5. This has a longer discussion on Ruth.

8
He. ¥. Fosdick, A Guide to Understanding the Bible
(New York: Harpor & trothers Publis rs, Ce » Do 12,

BRobinscn, op. cit., p. 3083 Rowley, log. oit. (by impli-
caticn)g Wiltaﬁﬁﬁﬁ%, 22..01t., Pe 43 Fbaaioﬁn.gno oit., p. 11.
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leuvos Israel, he leuvos Yahwehj-hence Yahweh is only the God
of Igraol, end (b) there ure othor gods in other places and

iIf @ perscn cdwalls In a @ifforent land ho must serve the god
of thet countrye He Fo Sm!th says, "Yahwoh onﬁ be served only
in his own lund. The oxile 13 compelled to sorve the gods of
the land in which he sojourna, Jeremish 5:110."1C0 This inci-
dent i5 clted s giving the impreasion th:t the concept of
henothelsm was provalont also among the leaders of Israel

et lavid's time,
Hoeman

anothvr oxunmple th't 1s cited to show the Biblieal basis
for the conceyt of honothelsm in the 0ld T-stament is the
atory of luenman und Flisha, Adems writes, "Hauman the Syrian
in II Kings 5:17 ausumed Johovah was the God of Israel alone
&nd could enly be truly worshiped within his own land. (lHence
2 mules load of dirt)"ll

fisaman, a greut comzander of the Syrisn army was a
leper. ‘hrough a servant girl, he learned of Elisha, the
man of God who csuld cure lepers. !Naaman then requested
peraission from iis king to go and see this prophet. As he |

ves coming, Eklisha sent o messenger to him and commanded him

10, P. Smith, The Bocks of s;i-_ug;. in Tho Intermuﬁ%
Griticulacmenbagi (Hew YorEsg'C'hnr s Soribner pns, »
) [ ]

11 . :
John Adems, Israel's Ideal, or Studies in 014 Teatament
Theology (m:nbur{;h?'.'l‘. & Te ﬂnr‘.’fml. Pe 34,
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to 3o and vathe in the Jordan river seven times. This atate-
ment mode Nuwman vory angry and he began to return home,
.ﬂowevnr, one of his sorvanta reasoned with him and he decided
o go and try nathling ian tho Jfordan. lie was cleansed and
belloved in the God of Isreel, Then Naaman nlkaa ¥1lisha,
"let there be piven to your servint two mules' burden of
earth, for henscoforth your servant will not uffbr burnt
offorins; to secrifice to any god but the Lord,” (2 Kings
6:17) This rogquost indicutes quite clearly that ecach land
hed 1ts own god who coulé be worshiped only there. 7o leave
one land for snother was to leave ono god for another. Fence
if Ngemon wus to worshlp the Cod of Israel in Syria, he must

take some of the soil of Isrmel with him.12
Ppat=ixilic Priests

it is pointod out that the post-exilic priests also taught
a form of hencthelsm, AfAccording to this view, tho prieats
taught e notionslistie, cultliec type of religicn. They be-
lieved thut Yahwel waa the Cod of Israel ené Israel was the
poople of Yohwohel® Thls attitude led to an extreme naticnal-
ism so that when the people in Pelestine offered to help re-
bulld the temple, the returning Isrsclites rejncted the offer

12p, Calkina, Interproter's Bible, Fdited by C. A.
stuftxéilc;a (Nsahvilles AbIngdon-Cokesbury Froas, c.1652),
» (]

. 133, w, Robinson, The Rellzious Ideas of the Old Tes nt
(Londons Gorald Duckworth & Coe, ep 1013), De 184, Saftament
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of helpe (Tarn 4:3) Wor the pricste this nationalism con-
tered in ¢ o feormle and 1%z ritusl and separated the people
of Isracl Trom the subside worlds  This in offect wac o phase

In %he bools of Ezya and Nohemloh, Yahweh 1o referred
%o an "o God who has plaeed Mo name in Jorusalem" (Ezrn
6312) and rony times He 4o ealled "The Ood of Isracl." (Hzra
7115,10) Thig oxtromo nationolimm epparontly led to the
divoreing of all Torelen, non=Israolite vives which is non=-

tloned in the laet feow ohs aptecrs of lichemiah. As the prlosts

viewed the nation after the Exile, thoy insisted that there

vas no hopo oxeepd in a revival of roligion which would
Become o truly national :.%ovr:mcnt and vhich wonld conter in
the God to whom the nation owed 1ts orﬂ.gin.14

Those arc oome of the cxamples to which scholars point
a8 cotalliching a bosis for the view that thore. are traces
of hemotholen in the 01 Tostamont and that this concopt of

iy d mmkee

God unc o part of Isracl's doveloping religion.

1%, 3. Basb, The Theolory of the 01d Tes
(Neshvilio Abinpdon-OoEostury Prenos 0eI0A5), pps 104-105.
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THE BIDL: TEACHES NMONOTHE

I T

“fle there are nany seholars who teach that the Old

Bible hus nlunys been uphold.
advanced no o cclonbific hypothosis by Andvev Iong (The
Faltine of Rolirion, 1000). It uns defonded by such distine~
Millfenl scholaps as Iagronge (Etudes sur les Roiiﬂiogs
Smiticuos, 1003) and Wilheln Schmidt (Dor Ursprmmnps dor
Gottesides, 1912-1049) .+ Dosidos these scholars, who belicved

arly Pro-inonic nonothelsn, some scholars bellieve in

1i. 1. Rowley, "Iiving Iseues in Biblical Scholarships
The Anticuity of Iormolite Monotheleon,
LI (Augnst, 1950), 334

CHAPTER IV

COURSE OF TIME.

The Thesis

aﬂo'-..lc;,r, ons cltey Do 338.

2 AS REVEALED FROM THE VERY
BINIINIM , PUT A3 CORRUPTED AND CLOUDED BY SIN

eetionont eonsephion of God was homotholstic at one stage 4n
lovolopnent , the view thet the 014 Tostament .teaches a
shelobic concopt of Cod Tronm tho vory beginning of the
Tarly Biblicol monothelon wes

losaic monotholion. Rowley writes concerning lMosaie teachings,
n o . a
It uor incipiont monothoion and ineciplent universalicm,

"2 Aloright sage, "tho founder of Yahwism (Moses) was

" The Expository Times,

\
|
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cortainly a monotheist."®
Those who support the view that the concept of henotheism
Was a part of the earlier Biblical teaching, then ask the
qQuestion, "If the Bible continually and consistently teachos
the concept of monotheism, how do you explain the henotholstio
traces which are still recognizable in the 0ld Testament?"
In answer to this question the bhasic fact must be recognized
that the henothelstic view of God 1s the view of natural,
unro; cnerate (sinful) mankind. The Apostle Paul writes:
Evor since the creation of the world his invisible
nature, namoly his eternal power and deity, has been
cleoarly perceived in the things that have 5een- made. So
they are without excuse; for although they knew God they
did not honor him as God or give thanks to him, but they
became futile in their thinking and their senseless minds
were darkened. Claiming to be wise, they became fools,
and exchangod the glory of the immortal God for 1images
reaembling mortsl man or birds or animals or reptlles.
Romans 1:20-23. (R. S. V.)
Natural, unregenerate man, because of the sin of Adam, had
& clouded vision of God and invented idols or had imperfect
conceptions of Him as a territoriel God. That there was
henothelsm among Israel's pagan neighbors is evident.
Moab and Ammon were countries in which the dominant view of
God was apparently henotheistic.4 Israel during the conquest
end after it came into contact with these people and certainly
was exposed to the henothelstic view. Some of the Israelites

through ignorance or against better knowledge accepted and

SW. F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity
(Baltimore: The John'!io_pHn?Treu, iﬁﬁ). Ps -

4Rowley, ope 0it., pe 336.
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belloved the henotholstlo view of God. Albright writes,
"The ignorant or morenic are often 'polytholltl or henothelsts
in en age of monotholsm."S The Bible calls Israel's following
after othor gods "sin," (Ex. £112, 1 Kings 1233C) MNonothelsm
08 taught Iin the 014 Tostament bocame eorrupted, clouded, and
misundsrstood Lecause the Israelites, like all psople, were

ainful and pronoc to ovil.
Tho Creation

Tho wrlter of CGonesls states God's supremacy and onli=
hess whon Me uscrlbes to God tho oreoation of the entire world
und the power te crouto men from dust (oﬁnptora 1=3). Iiberal
scholara countor by saying thot this ergument is not valid
bacavgse alwost ~vary religlon in the world has somo idea of
8 crector-;ot, Oesterley and Robinson writes

but Ly tho middle of tho eighth century, probably much

ecariier, the belief in Yohweh as the liaaster of the phy-

sical univeorse had greztly doveloped, and found expres=-
sien In the myths of Creation. « » ¢« ELvery people which
cdopted guch & myth made $ts own national deity the hero.

Thus in 1ts Sumorien form 1t is Enlil who destroys the

Chacs-monater, in Habylonia, it is HMarduk, and in Assyria

it is Aghupr.Y :
fut it 1s just as plavsible to sssume that because of sin
the varicus people forgot the Cod who had orested thom, When

thoy tried te explain thelr existence, they attrituted this

Salbright, ope cite, De 220,
éw, 0. E, Oesterley and T. W. Robinson, Hobrew Religions

_()):-_z_gs.n and Levelppment (Now Yorks The HacmiIlan Tompany,
15 Be 265, :
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ereative pouer 4o their loeal pacan delty., Other relicions
do not corm to have the concept of a God who created tho
world out of nothing ond formed nan from the dusts.
Cortninly the Cfod who is represented as cur'si?ng' tho
earth bhocanse of Adam'n sin and ag condemning all nen to
death Teoeouse of oin must he a universal God and not a local

deity. o~ip 3:17-203 Romens 5:12)

-,
-
]
3

he Flood

the Lowd Jooked down upon the earth at the time of

Nooh nnd nox "she wickedness of mon was great in the earth
and thel overy lmacipation of $the thoushts of hic heart wmas
cnly ovil eonbinallys" He deecided; "I will blot out man whonm
I hawe oreated." (Gcnesis 6:5-7) Therefore He cormanded Nosoh,
the one mon who hed remeincd faithful to Him, to bulld an ark
and to tnolze tuo of every kind of animal into it in order to
eave thoms Aftor Noah had finished building the ark and had
tolen 211 4he animals apd his oxn famlly into the ark, CGod
gsent o storm ond o flood which destroyed all life in the
entire world cxecpt the people and animals in the ark. (Con.
7:21-22) 'Tho Cod who can destroy all 1life must be the
universal ond sole Gode

Some scholars (espeelally Albrisht?) belleve that tho
story of the Tlood is only e nyth, althourh a universal myth,

TATbright, on. cltes ppe 128, 201.

o -
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and that the story was highly influenced by later writers.
It 1s pointed out that this was only a local flood which was
caused by some geophysical changej perhaps some mountain
range gshifted and let the sea flood the lands It 1s easy to
See from the topography of the Mesopotamian valley and of
Palestlne thet only a slight change in the earth's surface
would flood that area. However, no one has been able to
Prove thet the deluge did not actually cover the whole earth.
Albright writes:

Studied in the light of their geographical diffusion

cortain creation=-myths and especially the myth of the

Groat Flood appear as among the oldest religious

inheritances of mankind, since they are fognd among

primitive tribes on both continents. « « «
any of the fosslls and much of the archeological data which
are attributed to the numerous."ice-ages" could be better
explained as the result of a cosmic flood.

The God of Genesis from Adam to Hosh 1s best ;!escrlbed
in the words of C. G. Montefiore, "God was the one God, the
only God, the God to whom all flesh draws and will draw nigh.
He was no tribal or national God, but the God of the whole
earth, tho Lord of Creation, the universal Father."®

" 81b14., p. 201.

9c. a. lontefiore, "The 0ld Testament and Judaism,”
Record and Revelation, Edited by H. W. Robinson (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1038), pP. 433.




28
The Patriarchs

The entire purpose of the covenants established by Ged
with Abroham, the Patriarchs, and later with the children of
israel under loses was not to exclude the other nations, but
i1t was o method by which God used the fow for the benefit of
tho many., Israel was set apart as a-misslionary people to hold
eleft the torch of rovelation until the fulness of nations
was gathered into God's fold.l0

Yahweh's covenant with Isracl was not the act of a
neticnel Cod but cn act of univeraal morcye. It was not due’
to any virtuo or merit of hors that Cod selected her in
preference to some other nation. (Deut. 7:7-8; Amos 3:12;
Hoses 11:1) iIn fact, thore were times when the cocnduct of
israecl was so rampently ovil that no basis whatsoever for
divine favor could Le discerned. (For a graphic piciure of
Ged's mercy and love for an undeserving nation read Hosea 1-3.)

By chocsing Israel from all the nations, over vhich He .
bad full scverelgnty, God prepared and trained. for Himself a
pecple, by means of whom it was His purpose, when the fulness
of time should come, to draw all others to Himself. G. E,
Wright says:

Yalweh's covenant with Abraham (In thee shall all the

femilies of the earth be blessed, or In thy seed shall
all the families of the eecrth bless themselvesll)

10john Adams, Israel's Idea:li or Studies in Old Testament

Theology (Edinburghs Te. & Te rk, 1 » Pe 102,
1llgenesis 12:3; 18:18; 22:18; Acts 3:25; Calatians 3:18.
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oxpresgses the thovught that God had chosen Israel 1in

order that all the poople of tho earth uss hor name in

the formula by whioch they seck blessing for themselves.l®

It i3 intersating to note that Max Hueller, the men who
Introduced the concept nf henotheism says, "The faith of
Isreel, which seemed %o require the admisaion of 2 monothelsatic
ingtinet is troced back to one man, to him 'in whom all
families of the certh shall be blessed,'"13 Ho continues to
82y that the enly way this faith cen bs explained is to
A3gume a apeclel divine revelation.

Vhen Abreham was telking to the Lord shortly before the
destr:etion of Sodom and Comorrah, he asked, "Shall not the
Judge of all the earth do right?" (Cenesis 18:25) These
words indicate clearly that Abraham hed monotheistic con=- -
victlcns. Fowley, however, saya thet this is inconclusive
evidence, since Abraham does not deny the existence of other
£0d5.,14 The words nevertheloss atete explicltly thet Abraham
thought Cod was the Judge of all the world.

Thia moncthelstic faith of Abrecham and Cod's covenant

with him were passed on to and renewed with Issac and Jacob.l®

12{; E, Wri inst 1ts Environment
o Lo Wright, The 01d Testement against its Environment
(Ghiengoz lenry P.egr'zery Company, Iﬁﬂl, Pe )

13!5ax iueller, Essays on the Sclence of Religion, Vol. I
in Chips f:'-:m a German ﬁorkﬁ':'og (New York: Charles Scribner's
Sons, fas?ﬂi';"p. 67+«

14y, H, Rowley, The Faith of Israel (London: S. C. M.
Press, 1956), footnote on page 71.

15Genesis 26:4: £8:14.




a7
It would scon iowever thet sin corrupted end clouded this
toncept quickly. Jacob appears to oxpress henothelatioc
tondencios whon he lesves Labane Jacob left wlthout telling
leban, nis Tethepein-law, cnd began to return to Faleatlne.
laban £o1lowed efter hilm und domanded that Jacoh return the
houseniold goda that belonged to Labene Jacob then says,
"Any one with whom yuu £ind your gode shall not 1ive.” (Gen.
Gl:52) It appears thet Jecob recognizes the existence of
Loben's fulse suidse lowever 1t oust be remembered that Jacob
had spent ey roxinstoly twonty years in e polythelstic nation,
whore he celly come into contact with wrong conceptions of
Gods ils own wife, linchel, hed stolen the household gods
from hor futher, cvidently thinking that thoy were hor gods
€lao. "hily Incldent may betrsy a lapso of Jucob's faith.

&t would appesy then from a study of Gonesis that the
eoncopt of Cod which wes- taught was menotheistic, but that
threugh sin 1t ofton degenerated into polytheism or heno-
thelom,




CHAPTER V

A CLOSER EXAMINATION OF THE PASSACES USED
TO DEFERD THE COHCEPT OF HENOTHEISH

There avre pessages in the Bible which have led scholars
to believe that thore were henotheistic tendencies and con-
Vietionas in the 0ld Testament es was pointed out in Chapter
1iX, We shell exsmine them more closely to determine whother
they can «¢né should be interpreted in the light of the thesis
thet the concept of monotheism was indeed taught 1in fho 0ld
Testamont, but bocume eorrupted by sin, and thus account for

the fact that these tendencles or aberrations appeared,
Moses

It is sald that the very faoct that Moses and other 0Old
Testament writers mention other gods implies that they be-
lived these other gods existed.1 If this principle 1s applied
conslstently it would mean that most people in the world
todey also have henotheistic conviotions. Almost any reli-
gious book or sermon fhnt one reads refers to pagan delties
as "false gods" or "other gods! Usually the only distinction
made today i1s that people capitalize the letter "g" when
they write about the true God, Yahweh, and do not capitalize
it when they write about other gods. H. Bornkamn says,

ISugm, Pie 12«14,
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0y T
¥e Ghristlions npnly the somo word "god," with which we ad-

dress our henceniy Pasther in prayer, alos to the various
1L rind s e hove nn name for God, tut only a

pagan divinitico. « «
Bunecpt for Tin. oy us nane ond conaept coineide."? Does
thereforo the fret thet Moses spenkns about other cods, as
they exiot Zn the minds of the heathen, imply that ho bo-

of other goda? oz he using their

Lieved in the exfstenco of

tern fn the £1vot commendnent (Erodus 20:3) not only be-

eace of vnrious oxigensiecs of eclvcumstanco and languege?
Thoonrn Yopes, Cod proelaimed the first cormandment

into o heothon world which hed stoecked every nook and cranny

of tho mivoras with rofse 'The Hebrew lancunge was not a

vehicle Tor nobaphysieal ahstractionss Therofore in spealing

Ldolabry Yooco recognized the foct of 1dolatry and

He told

agninat
opposed othor rods by designeting them as suchs
Tron thelr thoushites the larre vari-

jeeto, worshipped as gods, and $o have as their God

ety of objeects, worshir
only % ¢ Lord, who had ereated tho world, broucht them out

of Eypt, ond rulded the dostinics of mem, the lord in whose

gight & thousand genorations were but a dnY-3
The words in the firet commendment Y1D7PY (besides mo,

before me) do not nogeasarily esrry the notion of 107 "in

211, Dornimum, Luther's World of Thoucht (St. Iouis:
Coneordin Punblishing Houso, 1958)s De H5e

J5-1omon Goldnen, The T (Chienpot Tho
University of Chleaso Preas, 1955)s De 15Le
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Iy precence," This phrase 'ID-?J appearc about tiwo hundred
md ten %imes in the 01@ Togta nonte In one hundred and
twenty=rive 52 tho instances, 4t fo Smnclated 1itorally
501l) Eichty-Cive times this

n,
nNoN hae -~ o n ~
upon & ng of (enoolis 5

phrnre fo Sronalated "aver against." (Joohus 18143 15:8)

% ic 21lno wuned 4in the sonsc of "pass by" (Gen. 32:23) and

"enoh out," (1 Wincs 0:7) There 18 ne yeasen why 4ho words

“meh mean "over againot." A1l false gods ore oppc::cd‘
e Go3, The worship of them is inocompatible with.

: r of Yahucha A very peond expoclition of this verso

13 piven 1y Tance, who oays conscming Shesc words "ip TN &P

st il J 4410 g WO

ahe atooluto nerative N°P stands significantly at the
beslnnine.  Antithesls to 4t is the absolute 34 (1)
D Jehovah ab $ho opening of His commn nJmcni‘.s (Eodus
f’-’i‘*=7?)- n'?."ng a7 , the pods 'bocomo, spring up
mradually in the concantiong of the sinful non‘n lence
APs DK in comnection with ¥'7'?Xis o be ozplaincd
13 = xrrpod gmno dine to Gals 13G) with the L. and
the Vulerato "_'.l...mt, favcien), not =alil, othcr. n

) ‘-'.,7‘?.-‘! ry mena Thofare” my faces "besides" ny fnce,
over ,,,.,,..,,.. " my face, "beyond“ fates The "eoron
me"” of the =11 1ée Gipregses one i‘ac‘bor of the 'mz'.g.on,

as Lubther '., 'nehen mir" (by my side) docs anobther,™
Therefore 1% is nobt nccossary to asmume that in this
prosace Moses is at all reeornising the validity of other

gods or tht he is i:uplyi‘l.n{j their cxistence. He io priparily

concormed thnt tho poeople worship only Yalnich.

m——

-.T. Pe Lonmo, Commentory on Lhe Hol sScrintures,
Tronslated and cd"‘ac\l by Philip Schafl (Grond Rapids:

Zonderven Publishing Cosp 1872), De 75
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"ores later quite foroibly said that only Yahuch exiscts.
"The Invd 1n Cod, There is no other besides Hin" (Deute 4:35)
and acain "Mhe Inrd is God in Ileaven above and on the carth
Dolov, there 1n nn others" (Doute %2303 compare aleo 32:39)
SInece theone auntations nvre talkon from the Rook of Deuteronomy,
ghould be pinted thot there is nu_ch mw,;ument. and discuscion
o the ~uthorahip and the time of uﬂ.tina of this book. The
cormon oninion amons Micher Critles is that 4he book wns writ-
Ben nvetmd 2o $ime of Jozishe Houover, reorardless of whon
It vro um tlen, theso words are creditod to Moocss Pfelffor
ACEma o Trnly 4440 uhen he oayo, "In addition to the three
opeechon (Dent, Lif=hih0: G-26128; 20-30) thore arc tuo poenms
(703 77) vteoh Mosee reelted hefore the poople; & » & &"O
(The mntrnr fecla apd Leldoves thot Moses himeelf urate these
vordn.) There '-'r--'z‘.'-cn'. lr-:'.d &o the conclusion thot Iaces vas
A nonothelcts Tloveover in order to effeotively counteraet the
provelert fden in the minds of the people, he nsed the term
"othen cods" whieh wes fomiliar to theme We Fe Albricht, a
stonah defender of Moonie monotheion sayal

T2 the torm "Monotheint" means one who teaches tho

cxicionee of only one fod, the Crentor of cverything

tho =-uree of Justice, wiw is equally powerful in Ecypt,

in the desert, ond in Palestine, who has no sexmality

n? no mybholory, who 2z human in form but conmot be

soen by hunan oye and cannot bo represented in
Torm-=ihon the founder of Yahuiem Yocee) voe cortainly

a monotheich.”

 ~
~“Re He PPfoiffor troduetion to the 0lad Teso ent
(lic: Yol Inrper & Prothors Bublishora, M)—E?. De 105e

Gr.:
e To Albright, From Stone Aze to Saristispity
(Paltimore: Tho Jolm'!top!:lne ?roa%‘i-lﬂo > De 20Ts
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Jephthah

Scholars also take the example of -'I'ophthah" to prove
thore were henctheistic convictions in Early Israel, (Judges
11:24} i% should e noted thot nowhere in the story does
Jephtheh make Yahweh equal to Chemosh, the HMoabite god of
¥&re In foct, Jephthah would point out that Chemosh doesn't
have much power even in his home land. If Chemosh were equal
to Yahweh, then Yahweh osuldn't huve led the Israelites to

Possess the land of Moab. Albpright says:

The parude example of early Israelite henotheism is
singularly woek. In a speech to the king of the
Ammonites Jdephthah is ropresented as saying (Jud. 11:24),
"Wilt thou not possess what Chemosh thy god glveth

thee to posseag?”
e continues:

Wihen Inraclites addross foreigners they use language
sultaible to thelr gorizon and capable of producing a
friendly reactlon.

It would appoar thut Jephtheh 1s not interested in demonstra-
ting the existence of Chemosh nor 1s that the point of his
1llustration. He 1s adapting his langu:ge to the ocurrent con-
cepts of the poople to whom he is talking end using this 1lluas-
tration to shiow, by their way of roasoning, that Israel had

@ right to the land. Jephthah .perhaps could have sald that
Isracl had a right to the land because Yahweh, the sole Lord
of the universe, haé given it to them; however that would not

7Supra s LDe 14-15,
SAlbright, op. oit., pe 220,
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bo a very convineing ergument against angry people prepared
for war, Lven 1f Jophthah had shown henothelistlc tendencies
here, thils would not be the firat time one of the Israelites
hed teken other ,ods. When Joshua gave his farewell address
and had the people once agaln pledge themselves to Ya}mah, he
told them to "put away the foreign gods which are among you."
(Joshua 24:1£3). It would seem that already at that time some
of the poople had dogonerated through. sin and had accepted
other gods from their noighbors. It should also be noted here
that the 3ible is very impartial and presenta the bad or wrong
8lde of & leader as well as his good side. Albright says,
"Patriarcha » national heroes, and religious leaders are des—
eribed with the most impartial portrayal of faults and sins

83 well us of virtuos. Israel's defeats are mentioned as

of'ten sa hor triumphﬂ-"g
Ruth

Vhen scholars use the example of Ruth1® to prove thelr
hypothes?s, 1t again appearas that they are straining their
exe;osis. HRuth must have learned about Yahweh from her
husband while he was alive and she certainly must have been
very impressed with the way in which Naomi, her mother-in-law,
@ccepted the death of her own husband and of her two sons,
one of whom waa Ruth's husband. Ruth had become fully

®Ibia.
10Supra, pp. 15-16..
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oonvinced that Yahweh was the true God and therefore she
makes & wonderful confession of faith in Yahweh. (Ruth 1:16)
She docs not mention other gods nor does she limit Yahweh to

Iaracl. These problems do not conecern hery she is only
interested in confessing hor faith in Yahweh, the true God.

Wiltenburg says:

Vie are of the opinion, however, that it (Ruth 1315-16)
cannot falrly be used in this oconnection. Naomi's
prayer in verse 8 that Jehovah might bless the girls on
thelr return to Moab indlcates that she herself realized
thal His power was not limited merely to Palestine. It
is also interesting to note that in Ruth 1:20-21 Naomi
refors to God as "the Almighty". This phrase assumes
8lgnificance in view of the fact that a god in ancient
times was not oconceived of as omnipresent or omnipotent
except by those who were directly inspired of the true
God. The words "God Almighty" are used elsewhere in the
Old Testament only by Isaac, Jacob, Moses, Yglaam, David,
the propheta, and in the book of JObe o » »

David

In the story concerning Davidl® 1t should be pointed out
thuit he himsolf does not say thut he will go esnd worship
other gods or that if ho does leave Israel, he must worship
other gfods. He is ropeating to Saul what the soldiers of Saul

had said to him eavlior. He is not necessarily expressing

his own conviections hsre. Concerning the faith of the sol-

dlers we must remember that 1t is a known fact that even at

the times of tho greatest religious revivals, the common and

11R, E, Wiltonburg, "Henothelstio Aberrations in Ancient
Israel" (unpublished Bachelor's Thesis, Concordia Seminary,

St. Louls, 1945), p. 5.
125, PR, PPe 1l6=17.
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ignorant people often bellove various aberrations of the
truth and combine and compromise their faith with the local
mytha and eonvictions. Albright says, "The ignorant or
loronic are often polythelsta or henothelsts in an age of
monotheism."13 8o 1t 1s not surprising thct Saul's men (and
Perhaps David through his contacts with them) fell and had
henotheistic convictions, espoclally when this was the dominant
belief in the pagen world around them. Lange surmises thats:
Davids 1ine of thought here is ss followas only in the
peorle of Iasrael and in the land of promise has the
covenunt-Cod His dwelling, for there are all His revela-
tions in rospeet to larnei; only there therefore, in
the consserated place of His dwelling can there l’:o true
worship of the Lordj outside this holy region of God's
revelation and dwelling among His people 1s the domain
of strange gods; thither driven he seces °"mh=f2
Inducement and temptetion to "serve other gods.
We may aud Lh:t even 1f David had lapsed into e henotheistic
view, this would not be his only sin. David, the anointed

of God, 1like all men sinned. (Compare 2 Kings 11)
Naaman

In the story of Noaman,l8 it 1s not at all surprising
that a new convert to the true faith in Yahweh should still
show henothelstic conviotions., Naaman had been brought up
end had lived in a culture vhere the concept of henotheism
Prevalled. lio had heard of Yahweh through a slave girl and

13a1vright, op. cit., p. 220. (Quoted supra, p. 22.)
14““&0. Dh. _9_’_-'_b_o. vV, 318.
15Supra, pp. 17-18.
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had ensme 4o £21th in Yohuch after he wvos cleansed from his
leprooy thranch Elisha, the Prophet of Yalwche It would be
oxpecelinge mach Trom such o new eonvert that he have a perfect
nonatheictle eomeeption of God immediatoly, cspcoially' vhen
neny o tho Tsoraclites through sin showed henothelstio

ahorad 1 ame
L . . )

Poolt-Exzillec Priosts

As  nrg nointed out earlier, sone scholaya wonld also

elaim th 4 the nost-Exilic priests were henothelstioly
» - -~ 16 <
nelinca, > avever vhen o pereon rceealls the monothelisn

- - -

vihich t- 1 ~lvth aentury prophete had proclained; culminating
Isaila 151 hls clear monothelstie tenchings (Ins '4%4:0,

L85 MheZ,5), 4% As hard $o understand that Israel would again
21l Toelr »nd ncecpt the concept of nopothelsn. During tho
tlme =7 'he Exilo, the two great prophets, Ezekiel and Danfel
aloo tousht tho pover of Tod in the world, showing to th
beoplo thet ghuch wns God in Babylon as well as in Icirael,
(In FEzelkicl 3% eonsider the power of God to gather the people
fram 211 matlionge Cornsider alsc Danicl 7.) Zeoharioh, one
of the port-Exilic prophsts ana a contcmporary of Ezra sald, *
"Many notlons and strong nat ona shall come to scck the Loxd
of hosta in Jerusa lc:n and to entreat tho favor of the Iord."
(“eoh. 8:20) ralachl, the lant literary prophet says,

"ireat Lo btho Loni, beyond the border of Tarcel.” (ialachi

1r'--'Juﬂm, TDe 18-190
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1:5) It would seen thnt thore uaz here a elear monothelstie

conecntion of God among the post=Exilic propheta.
tho pricstc could be explained not as

Vi pn 2 oo % . Cad
Me teachince of ¢

an atvtonpt to tonch tho conecopt of honotholsm, btut as an

offort to zobt forbh wint thoy thought the people needed. It

uao a matbtor of omphasis, not of a difforent teaching. Today

2loo in our Chareh we have difforont cmphases, as ean bo scon

E ronding our various Church publieations. Thero aro some

110m

Who emphacizo the Confescions, some corroct liturglcal proc-

" -l s

tices, =ome good preachings, ctee Baobh points out also that

the Bible has many differont cmphasos. Its main topic is

Wil o

ropentonce and salvation (according to hinm) Dut the various

urliters appronch thic topie in difforent wnys, he says:
The prophets amounce the groat othical domands of this
Cod and urro the people to obecrve them (Amos 5:12%4); the
leraliste codify theso domands in dircet relation to the
procticnl cxigenclec of commnity lifo and proclein the
valldity of their codes (Dcut. 5:1); the pricstas define
the rituslistic reguiramente for life in the holy
corrmmnity and preseribes the conduct beeonmins to a
neaple whore Bod is Holy (Leve 1982)3 tho wiso mon oute
linc in Lhe Dorm of ophoriams and axioms sonsible prine-
¢inlcs Tor daily livinz that is pleasing to God (Prove.
J8l=-"); and tho pselniscis declare that ho who worships
n.e mpgt have elcan hands and o puro heart

5 :-i ’.1 .': ; - c -—!‘

- LR

’(;'::11‘:: 2533-%)e

Tho prophets and the pricsts also aftor the exile omphasized
different thinge, but thoy dld not contradict ecach othexr.
They only toucht as the need for difforent emphases arosc.
Porteous snys, "It rmst be maintalned emphatically thot the

Tott0 Jo Banh, Tho mhao:l.ogi of the 0ld Testom
Neohvilles Abingdon=Cokesbury Pross, €e1040), pDe %-148-
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basis of the ethlcal teaching of the prophets is to be found
in part in a morsl code which the priests ought to have been
urgling on Israel sa tho embodiment of the way of life befit-
ting her as Cod's chosen people."m The priests emphasized
the heritage of the people end attempted to draw the soat-
tered poople together to one ponint, the temple and 1ts worshlp..
The prophets emphesized the universality of the covenant and
of Cod.

A more caroful study of the passages used to defend the
concept of henotheism showa that these do not preclude the
view that wmonotheism hod always been taught but that the
people had sinned and lapsed occasionally into henotheistio
Practices. There is no real basis for assuming a development
of the conceopt of God in the 014 Testament from henothelsm
to monotheism. The Bible passages, quoted by the liberal
scholars who say that tho Bible teuches henotheiam, can be
used to prove either the thesis that the Bible teaches
henotheism or the thesis that tho Bible consistently taught
monothelsm, Also these liberal scholars have not been able
to prove exuctly how this transition from henothelsm to mono-
thelsm heppened and Just when Israel beceme monotheistic.

It would be hard to explain why Israel should go through a
developmont process especially in the light of the fact that

her neighbors, licab and Ammon, who were henotheistis, never

12y, W, Porteous, "The Basis of the Ethical Teaching of

the Prophets," Studies in 0ld Testament Proﬁeez, ﬁ%m by
» P )

H. H, Rowley (Edinburghs T. & T. Clark,
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01d progress beyond that stage. Rowley says:
it 1s acarcely sufficlent, however to say that lMoses was
@ honotheist, and this would leave us with the problem
of the transition from henothelsm to monothelism. MMoab
and Ammon are commonly said to have been henotheistic,
* ¢ ¢« o Lven if Moeb and Ammon were henotheistic how-
ever, wo sheuld still have to ask how 1t was that Israel
bagcame meonotheistic and they did not. Ho profound and
endupring influence on the religion of mankinigcame

{

through them, whereas 1t did through Israel
It would be very diffiocult to defend the faot that lipab and
Ammon remained henothelstic in view of the liberal assumption
that every idea develops. The 0l1d Testament knows no evolu-
tionary development and instesd sets forth a consistent
teaching of monotheism which through sin degenerated into
henothelstic aberrations and expressions when Israel came in-

to contact with their henotheistically inclined neighbors.

19rowley, op. oite., p. 336.




CHAFTER VI

A SURVEY OF THE GROWTH AND UNFOLDING OF THE MONOTHEISTIC
CORNCEPTION OF GOD IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

While the Old Testament shows no traces of an evolu-
tionary growth of the concept of God, an enlarged knowledge
of the range and application of God's law and His righteous
yet moreiful purposes was revealed in the course of time.
The busic emphasis, however, was always upon the distinctive
&nd radically differont character of Iasrael's Lord and King.
Since the 0Old Testement was written over a period- of about
fiftoon hundred years 1t is reasonable to expect such a
growth. G, E, Wpight says:

’he PBible is primarily a history covering some two thoue

sand yecarse. = Consoguently, one cannot examine it through

the spectacles of e static conception of time. One can=-

Kings or thet of Sacond Tenisn in the Song of Deborahel
The concept of God as the one unique Lord of oreation and ruler
of the world remained the same, but as time progressed, this
conception of God was enlarged and made clearer to the people.

As (God rovealed Himself through each of the Biblical
leaders to the people, He gave them information about Himself
which was at all times sufficient so that they could be saved.

One of the reasons for such an unfolding revelation no doubt

1g, =, Viright iha 014 Testament against its Environment
(Chicagor Henty Resmery Usnoanss AR --oTh e
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was the fact that from time to time the people sinned or be=-
cause of assoclation with their pagan neighbora they forg&t
God and therefore needed further 1nstruction concerning His
righteousnoss and His merecy. God would then further reveal
Himself through a new leader in order that the people might

repent and te saved.
Adam to Moses

fdam walked with Cod and knew Him, When he sinned, God
revealed His righteous wrath by pronouncing the sentence of
death on him and by cursing the grounde. (Gen. 3:17=20) At
that time, God also revealed His mercy when He promised a
Seed who would brulse the serpents head thch is the first
pPromlise of the coming lessiah,

The descondants of Adam continued in the sin of Adam and
disobeyed God. It became necessary that God further manifest
His righteousness. He wiped out all the life that He had
created oxcept Nosh, hls family and two of every kind of the
animals in a world-wide deluge. Thereby God clearly revealed
His righteous power over life and the things which he had
croated. He also showed His mercy to Noah, who had remained
faithful to Him. He established a covenant with lNoah and
promised that He would never again destroy the world with a
flood. In order to remind men of His power to destroy sinners

and of His promise, never tp destroy with a flood, God placed

a rainbow in the skye.
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But again humanity sinned, forgot God, and walked their
own ways., Afier Noah, the people became proud and decided
to buila a tower fauohing to the heavens so that they could
make a neme for themselves. Agaln God showed Fis power and
"oonfused the langusge of all the earth; and from there
(Babel) the Lord scattered them abroad over the face of all
the earth." (Gen. 11:1-9)

Cod then called Abrgham (Gen. 12:1) and made a covenant
with him, promialng to make a great nation of him and through
him to bless all the families of the earth., Thus He chose
one man through whom all others would receive Hias blessings
and revealed Himsclf as the one God who rules and controls
the dostiny of Men. Rowley says:

Impllcit in the faith of Israel is universslism, which

almost certainly finds expression long before the time

of Doutero-Isalah. In the earliest of the documents of

the FPentateuch we find passages which say in relation
to Abraham 'in thee shall all the families of the earth

be blessed.'
lioses to the Prophets

Eefore the time of Moses, God had revealed Himself as
the creator of the world, as the judge and ruler of all the
world, as the director of man's destiny and 1life, and as the

source of man's salvation. Through lMpses, God revealed Himself

2H, H. Rowley, The Faith of Israel: Aspects of 0ld
ss, 1956), pp. 182-

Teai.:ament Theology (Londons S. C. H. Pre
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more fully. Theo concept of God was developed by a progres-
8ive unfolding of the samo 1dea, that God 1s one. He He
Rowley writes:

Thore wero some scholars who were more cautious, and who,
while recognizing development in 0ld Testament religion,
did not ascribe it to natural evolution, but to the seed
of monotheism which was implanted in Israel's religion

Oy lioses, and which grew to i1ts full stature under the
influence_of those men of God whom we know as the
Prophets.”

By means of plagues God showed His power to the Egyptians.
He lod the Iaraolites out of Egypt into Sinal and magnifi-
oontly manlfested Himself on the mountain. Through Moses He
gave thom His law, and finally led them to the promised land.

N. W. Porteous writos:

Yot another contribution to the debate comes from H, H.
Rowley, who describes the Mosaic religion as implicit or
inelpicent monotheism, coming short of speculative mono=
thelsm, but golng Leyond monolatry: 'though other gods
may exist they are completely negliglble.' In the
Exodus narrative Yahweh meets with no resistance from
the gods of Egypt, He i1s master of the situstion; and
all the resources of the natural order are at His dis=
posal. Herein lies the seeds of pure monotheism which,
after the syncretism of the period following the eonqxest,
came to flower in the teaching of the great prophets.

In the succeeding period the people wavered between
serving Goc and sinning against Him. Then their sin mani-

fested itself in their demand for an earthly king. God gave

SH, H. Rowley, "Living Issues in Biblical Scholarship:
The Antiquity of Isramelite Monotheism," The Expository Times,
LXI, (August, 1950), 333. e

4N, w. Porteous, "0ld Testament Theology," The Old

Testament and Modern Study, gggt;ggby H. H. Rowley (Oxford:
#» PPs &YC= o

arendon Press,
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thom 2 Izing who was to rmle as His representative. Ho was
to £lt unon the throne of the Kingdonm of the Iord in Israel
(1 chron. 28:5) ond through him the people were to lcarn more
about Cod. But apain the people s.'l.nned and tho kingohip

dopenorated into o depraved institution.
The Pronhotao

God then sent His prophéte,; thoy were his instrunents to
revenl Himsolf more clearly. Je Phillip Hyatt writoss
Tho prophote were monotheist, from Amos on. Thoy bolieved
that thore was only one God, Yahwohy and that ho was ono.
Prophotle nonotheicm As not clearly and thoroughly pre-
“ented in the writing of Socond Isaloh, but 1t is diffi-
cult to woliove that any of them, from Amos throuch
molklel, wore other than monotheolstzs They had not, liko
Second Isnich, cbaocrved and developed the various impli-
cationgs of monotheism, but a bollef tha.g Yohwech: was the
only CGod wns implicd in thelr thoologye
In the trapedy of his marital 11fe, Hosea portrayed toc the
people, the love of God who contimually showed morey to thon,
sven theouch they didn't deoserve it by thoir going whoring
aftor other rodo. (Hosea 1323 23193 11:1) Jool made it oloar
that Cod would punish the peoplo for thelr sins and that
nothine eould avert that punishments (Joel 1) Ho aluso in-
glated that all the nations would bo gathored togethor and
Judged by the lord. (Jool 3:0-17) Amos proclaimed God's

rightcous judgments upon tho nations around about Israel for

5J. Phillip Hyatt nghat;o Rolirion (Nashvillot
Ab"-.:-.l::c]nn—col:oslurymgre;a, . s De .
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their erincs ncninst lwmanitye (cheapter 1) He also doclared
that Ioracl no God'e olect not only had privileces but 2lso

Fesponcibilites which thoy muet fulfill. (2:2-G3 3:2)

L2

Meoh's Tivet preat propheey is addressed to the world ond

proclaing 4h % Judnh will suffer for hor sins. (Micah 1:2f1)
Then in mormifecnt teyme he deseribed how all the notions will
¢ rathored torobther in pooco. (Mloah 421£7.) .ToPnh lcarned

o leccon dhe hard uay and then proelaimed to the people God's
gront love for all people, evon the hated Hincvites.

“od then revenled Minmself and  Hia pracious purposes nmore

Mlly throuch the crest prophet Isaiaoh. He sot the conming
he Lord in a francuork of movey (2-%) and tells of the

new and bether Zinedon under a4 son of Davide (8<11) In o

o ol Lom nropheeicn he procceds to anncunce Judenent upon

the nationa of the uorld. (13-23) 1In a great epocslypse

Iraioh alan points to the ultinate blise of all people, hoth

P ¥4 )

Jou ond Contile. (24-27) He repeatedly, majestieally, and

clenrly proslaine God's nowor (40=22), MHia grace (£3), His

n~ ad

oncnons, 'is onlincos, Mis rmle and control of history (45),
Mz demand thnd mon lmow Yohuch as God oand pive glory to Him
(45:6), and finally God's love as manifested in the Servant's
sufferine and clory. (535=64) Ocsiorlcy and Robinscon uwrite

suiier

concerning the teachings of Isalahs

The proat gods simply did not exist, they were nething
boyond the imoges (cpe Isae x1live 9, 18); there vas
only eone living and tmoe God, Maker of hecven and
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and Iord of all thince==Yahweh, the God of

In the coventh ecntury, Joremish showed the people that
Yolwich uses oven the hated enemles t:o fulfill Mies righteous

(]

Throurh Noelkiol fnd manifosoted His love for thoso whon

e A

fie ehoro althsuch they didn't desorve it. (16:8) He jJudges
the Xin~ of Tyre, who uanted to make hincelf a god, 2nd
condierme him. (28:2-10) He pmf;-laﬂ.ns that He hae set His
€lory omons the nations and all nationa will sec His judg=-
ment (Z0:2207,) PReecauce God hleazed Daniecl and gave hin

mich wiczdom, God's power and r'1o:'-y'"t-m-,'c revenled in Pabylon.
(212022} ™ie Wincs undor whon Daniel served testify %o
God's wilvorenl povere (23475 4154825 632570 ). Thon Dandiel
calz the "aneient of days™ Judcing and the "Son of Man"

conine ol reoeciving dominion and glory and kingdoma {Dan. T3

In the post=Exilic period Zechariah again amnounces the
of the Doy of tho lord ~nr1 proclaime that 211 who
mrvive this fuderment chall worship the King, the Iord of
Iootes (Zeoche 1431607,)

*he Pealnmict reveals (od as He sits in jJudgment upon
the rods of other nations and .c-.wnéems thom. (Pse 82)

He Ue Robingon says?$

’
Yis Ce Ee Ocsterley cnd Te We Robinson,. Hobrow Religsiond
b Opirin nnd Development (Mew Yorict The Macnillan Company,

-
T)s De 202,
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At the ond the God of the Psalmists 1s the only God of
all the earth, all other gods being reduced to shadow-
hames or absorbed into His angelic court, whilat the
hlghest_moral and spiritual attributes are now assigned
to Him,7
Ezra's groat prayer in which he confessed the sins of the
nation. revealed God's continuing mercy and love for the
people .(Ezra 9, Hehomiah 9).

This briof survey shows that there was a definite un-
folding of God's nature in the 0ld Testament. Whenever the
need arocse, God sent another leader to reveal a little more
clesrly God's righteousness and mercy. This unfolding
climaxes in Christ, who became man and set forth most clearly

God's righteous judgments and His boundless mercy and love.
Conclusion

If a person views thls unfolding and progressive
elaboration of OGod's revelation with the humanistic and -
evolutionary presuppositions (listed in Chapter II), then he
could conclude that there was a development in the 0ld
Testament concept of God from henotheism to monotheism. But
if one realizes that God in His mercy further revealed His
righteousness and steadfast love as the neod arose, then one
need not doubt that the concept of God was monothelstic from
the beginning. This fact should induce men to praise God

7H, W, Robinson, Record and Revelation (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1938), p. 321.
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that He did continually unfold and manifest Himself so that

all men might coms to the knowledge of Him and be saved.
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