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BtJLLE'riN NO • ll 

1. Proceedings of the Fourteenth .Annual Meeting of the canadian Society of 
Biblical studies 

The fourteenth annual meeting of the Canadian Society of Biblical 
studies was held concurrently with the eighth annual meeting of the Canadian 
Section of the Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis, in Knox College, 
Toronto, on the evening of May 14, and the morning and afternoon of May 15, 
1946. The acting President, Professor W.E. Staples, was in the chair. 

First Session, Tuesday evening May 14 

Twenty-one members and one visitor were present. 

Correspondence: The secretary read a letter from Mrs. Richard Davidson, 
acknowledging the societyvs memorial resolution in respect to her late husband; 
a letter from Professor F.w. Dillistone under date of June ? , 1945, regretfully 
tendering his resignation as president of the society; and regrets for absence 
from the meeting from Dr. w,A. Ferguson and Dr. K.c. Evans. 

The secretary reported on the following business arising out of the 
minutes of the last annual meeting: 

(a) Regarding the time of the Annual Meeting, that as a result of a ballot 
taken in J"anuary 1945, the executive decided tl1at the society should 
revert to a May meeting. 

(b) The executive consj,dered Professor Dow's proposal, referred to it by 
the las-e .Annual Meeting , 11that the basis of the Society be broadened, 
so that theological interests, other than those exclusively biblical, 
might be represented in both its membership ano. the Annual presentation 
of papersa. The executive drew attention to the constitution of the 
Society which states that 91 the object of the Society shall be the 
encouragement ill Canada of Biblical and closely related studies;', and 
feels that these theological interests that are closely related in one 
way or another to the Bible, do fall within the purview of the Society. 
The executive made certain suggestions which were referred by motion 
to the new executive: 
{a) that even within the Biblical field, there is no reason, in the 
constitution of the Society, why most of the papers in recent years 
have been so largely of a literary and historical character. As far as 
the Society is concerned, what may be termed the ttTheological approach a 
to the Bible is as legitimate an approach as any other. 
(b) that one session of the Annual Meeting, preferably a morning session, 
be reserved for the less technical papers, in the belief that such a 
session would be of special interest and value to parish ministers. 
(c) that the new executive explore the possibilities of S'I]Dlposia and/or 
of asking certain scholars to give papers on subjects on which they can 
apeak with authority. 

The secretary further reported: 
that the membershiu now stands at 68, of whom 56 paid the fee for t~~ past year, 
that 100 copies of~ the Tenth Annual Bulletin were published, 
that the treasury had a credit balance of ~50.4?, with all accounts paid. 
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Auditors e.p:pojnted were ProfeDsor Andrews and Mr. Vlilllam.H. Nominating 
Commi t tee ap:poj.rrlied, consisting of Professor McNc ill, D~". Cosgrave and 
~ofessor 3cott. 

The following wex·e nomj.nated to membership: 
Rev. m-. B. McLennEl.n 
Pro7ost RoS~K. Seeley 
Dean A.D. Matheson 
Professor R. LerJrrox 
Rabbi Emil L . Fackenheim 

Professor J.s. Glen, on beh::1lf of the staff of Knox College extended a 
warm welcome to the College. 

Professor W.E. StapJ.es then delivered the presidential address, his subject 
being "Some Aspects of Sin in the Old Testament". 

Second Session, Wednesday morning, Me.y 15 

Twenty-six members were present. 

Professor ·Andrewo reported that the auditors had found the treasurer's 
accounts in good crder.. 

The follow:i.ng were nctninated to membership: 
Pr ofessor J.S. Glen 
Rev. J. Wasson 

On the 0-agti~g of a ballot those n~inated at both sessions were declared 
eJected to the society's membel'shi:p. It was agreed that the Travel Pool be 
supplemanted, if necessary by a sum of money from the general funds, this 
sum not to exceed ten dollars. 

The followi~g papers were read: 
Dr. FoH. Cosgrave- Jerome's Revisions of the Latin Psalter 
Rev . F.J . Jackson- Jesus and Institutionalized Religion 
Professor WoS. McCtlilough - A Reexamination of Isaiah 56 - 66 
Professor T. J . Meek- A New Interpretation of Deuteronomy 11:16 
Dr . J.H. Michael- The Order of the Four Judgments in Revelation 6:8b 

Third Sassion, Wednesday afternoon , May 15 

Twenty members vrere present . 

The followi!lg were elected as the executive for the coming year . 
President -Professor J. Dow 
Vice-president - Professor w.s. McCullough 
Secretary-treasurer - Rev . Dr. G. H. Johnson 
Other members of the executive - Professor D.K. Andrews , Professor 
C.R. Feilding, Professor S.M. Gilmour. 
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The secreta17 was instructed to write a letter of thanl~ to the principal 
of Knox College for the use of the College during the sessions . 

The following paper s were read! 
Rev. F. North - Not Pashhur but Terror: A Critical Analysis 

of Jeremiah 19:14-20:6 
Professor F. Beare - The Authenticity of Colossians 
Professor F.V. ·.:/innett - The Tradition of the Ten Murmurings 

in the Wilderness 
Rabbi H.A. Fischel - Prophet and Martyr (in Jewish literature 

in the New Testamant period) 
Mr . R.J . \7illiarns -A Note on Job 16:20 

'The following members were present at one or more sessions: 

.Andrews 
Beru:e 
Bristol 
Cosgrave 
Dow 
Dowker 
Fairweather 
Fischel 
Gilmour s. M. 
Glen 

The Presidential Address 

Hay 
Horan 
Jackson 
Johnson 
MacNeill 
McCullough 
McLennan 
McLeod 
McP;1erson 
Matheson 

Meek 
Mello 'l 
Michael 
Newby 
Forth 
Scott 
Shortt 
Staples 
Vlilliams 
Winnett 

Some Aspects of Sin in the Old Testament ~ Professor W.E . Staples 

According to the Oxford dictionary, sin is a transgression against a 
divine or moral law. A philosopher would define sin as an act of an · 
individual which if practiced by everyone . would be contrary to reason and 
undesirable; or a transgression against a social convention; or an act 
which would detract from the individual's purpose in life. 

In modern Western society, horrever, there are certain essential 
hypotheses underlying the idea of sin. The deity has given men freedom of 
will to choose the evil, that they may be at liberty to choose the goode 
Man as an individual is personally responsible for his acts. Man, before, 
or in the process of carrying out a wrong act, is conscious that whut he 
is about to do, or is doing, is v~onB , or at least, is not for the highest 
good for himself or for others. Wrong-doing merits punishment for the 
r~ong-doer himself, and only for himself. Sin in itself is urong, and can
not be used as a vehicle for good, or perhaps we may say: if the end is 
good, the r:1eans to·v?urd that end cannot be sin. 

In Hebrew society there were undoubtedly certain essential hypotheses 
underlying their idea of sin. Nowhere are these set forth in any logical 
fashion. We can o~ly classify the various uses of the word m1d its cognates, 
and from this clussification make some attempt to determine the hypotheses 
of the Hebrews. 
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Even a casual reading of the Old Testament must impress us VIith the 
idea that Yahweh manipulated the movements of his people , and individuals 
among them for his ovrn ends. Such an idea is directly contrary to our first 
hypo·thesis. Only in the latter part of the seventh century and the ea:-cly 
part of the sixth century wo.s there any idea of personal and individual re
sponsibility. The Deuteronamist advocated the punisl]ment of the sinner for 
his sin after being convicted by a cour·t. Jeremiah and Ezekiel emphasized 
the idea of the individual responsibility in the eyes of God. It is onl,y 
in this period of stress that we find any break in the concept of tribal or 
nQtionul responsibility. Even at that time, these revelations were mere 
flushes of inspiration, and were not unj.versally accepted. The group concept 
continued to bnve active support not only in Deutero-Iso.iah, but with the 
separo.tists, Ezekiel Ezra. pnd Nehemiah. Only when we come to the wisdom 
literature do we find the responsibility of the individuuJ. taken for granted . 
When we consider tho.t the ~rpothesis of individual responsibility is an 
essential element in our de:rinition of sin, we must recognize that the Hebre\7 
concept difi'ered. When we consider, too, that the deity in Ecclesiastes 
directed man's activities through his rua~ or spirit, we must assume that to 
the Hebrews, man was not a :rree agent,~ven at the end of the Old Testament 
period. 

It is clearly demonstrated in Old Testament writings that the doer of' 
sin wus not conscious that his act was of a sinful nature until the unpleasant 
nfter effects were felt. Since he was not conscious o:r wrong-doing before 
or at the t~e of his act, under our definition we cannot consider h~1 a 
sinner. 

The idea of family or national responsibility is :rrequently demonstrated 
by the ~ssertion that the children or grandchildren suffer for the deed o:r 
their progenitor, or tho.t the nat ion at large suffers for the sin of a king. 
mo the Old Testament authors there is a very close relationship between 
punishment and sin. 'J.lhe divine instruments o:r punishment which includes 
famin~, war, drought, hail, locusts, storm, plagues and :rlood, cannot under 
any cJ.rC'\.unstunces be considered as discrimina·tory in regard to the persons 
af'flicted, and it is persons who sin. This tribal or national responsibility 
wn.s prob bly the basis for the statement in Gen. 8:21, that man was evil :rrom 
his youth, the period at which he became n tribal member, and as such bore 
his portion of the sin of the tribe. While this ideo. of the nation or group 
as u unit may have been the basis for the development of the idea o:r vicarious 
suffering, it is quite in contrast with our idea of individual responsibility, 
an element essential to our concept of sin. 

A personal and individual consciousness that an act is not for the best 
is an essential element in our concept of sin. There are numerous instances 
in the 01<.1 Testaraen·t tihich would indicate that the doer of an act was in 
doubt as to its bei~ in accord with the divine will. The feeling of the 
necessity for an infallible medium is the result of' this uncertainty. The 
use of Uriro and Thtunm:i..m. , necromancy, omens, priests, seers, and prophets as 
this infallible medium is a denial of the validity of personal conscience 
and reason us a guide to human conduct, and hence a denial of ethics in our 
sense of the uord. 

Hith us, there is tte idea that sin may be forgiven, wiped out. This 
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idea is reached only in the latest books of the Old Test~ent . Punishment 
is only withheld temporarily or passed on to others, but it is never cancelled. 

~ There is evidence in the Old Testament of the presence of social con-
vent ions, the breach of which we would consider a sin. In the story of 
Abimelech and Abraham as told in Gen. 20, Abimelech told Abraham that he had 
done to him things not customarily done. Yet the breach o:r the social con
vention is not considered a sin on the part of Abraham. Deut. 12:8, indicates 
tha·t certain conventions were in vogue before entering Canaan, but that now 
these must give place to divine ordinances. It may be claimed that since 
several of the laws of the code of the covenant have their parallels in the 
code of Hammurabi this code represents what were originally social conventions. 
That these laws or at least some of them ~re in vogue at a very early date, 
there is no doubt; on the other hand, there is no doubt but that the editor 
has raised them to the status of divine ordinances, and as such they must be 
considered in their contei-..'"t in the Old Testament. 

It has become apparent, there:rore, that the Hebrew concept of sin and 
ours does not coincide. This should be a sufficient reason for our study. 

In certain of the late writings such as Job, Proverbs and exilic 
(;. 

Judges the word :ror sin has some resemblence to the Greek o~--. f'- (:~..,.p y=~... v t..t<. , 
"to miss the mark71 • However, in these po.sso.ges the context would suggest 
"to loseH rather than nto missn, in such combinations as "he who finds me 
------- he who loses me", (Prov. 8:35 f.)~ or in conjunction with nephesh, 
ttto lose one's lifen, (Prov. 20: 2), or used with uhastey of feet~', "to lose 
a race!~ • ·(P:rov. 19: 2}, or used in contrast with shalom, a state in which 
everything is complete and present, nto lose somethine o::- to miss something 
in a heme from which one has been absent for a time". In Jd. 20:16, it is 
used of causing a stone nto miss a bairn. This idea of sin as used by the 
Hebrews was attained only after a development of centuries. The phQses 
through which the word passed before it attained that force are interesting. 
It seldom had a moral :rorce in our sense of the word, throughout that history . 

The simplest concept of the word is :round in 1 Egs. 1:22. Bathsheba 
tells David that should Adonijah become king a:rter David's death, she and 
her son Solomon would become sinners, This can only mean that they would 
occupy inferior positions. 

When Shimei cursed David fleeing from Jerusalem, the king told Abishai 
that Yahweh had said to Shimei• Curse David! This is an acknowledgement 
that Shimei was in the right. But when David was returning to Jerusalem, 
Shimei greeted him: ' Let not my lord impute to me i iq_uity, let him not 
remember how your servant acted perversely when the king left Jerusalem. that 
the king should take it to heart. Your servant knows he has sinned (2 Sa. 
19:20). The position of the two men has been reversed. Shimei is in an 
inferior position, and in danger of the king's anger. There may be here 
also an example of man's uncertainty as to whether he has sinned or not until 
he hQs noted the final outcome o:r his act. 

In the story of Moses and Pharaoh- (Ex. 9:2? etc.), as a result of 
suffering from the plagues sent by Yahweh, Pharaoh said to Moses and Aaron~ 
I hnve sinned this time; Yahweh is righteous, while I qnd my people nre the 
wicked ones: Pharo.oh felt that he and his people had proved unequal to the 
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contest with Yah~eh. He felt his inferiority in relation to Yahweh, not 
any consciousness of having done w~ong. The editor recognizes that any other 
action on the part of the pharaoh had been impossible, for Yahweh made 
Pharaoh obstinate in order further to show his miraculous powers. The sin of 
Pharaoh then may be the expression of Pharaoh's feeling of inferiority; the 
stubbornness incited by the deity was to further his divine purpose. 

In the story of the butler and the baker (Gen. 40:1), who had been in
carcerated in Joseph's prison because they had sinned against Pharaoh, we are 
not told of what the sin consisted. The ultimate awards, however, show all 
the whimsical characteristics of the eastern potentate: One was restored to 
his position, and tho other hanged. Versos 9f. seem to substantiate this 
idea: The butler says! ' wzy sins, I remember today, Pharaoh was angry with 
his servants. Tho sin and Pharaoh's anger arc connected. Pharaoh was a.ngry, 
my position was inferior to his; he sent me to prison; later he restored me 
and hanged the baker. 

The same inferiority was implied in Ex. 5:16 which relates the story 
of the Hebrews making bricks without straw. Pharaoh was annoyed because 
Moses had suggested a religious holiday for his people, und so forced them 
to work harder to produce the same number of bricks euch day, at the same 
ttme gathering their own straw. Straw is not given to thy servants, yet they 
so:y Wlto us, Make brickst and lo, thy servnnts uro smitten, so thy people 
have sinned. The position of tho Hebrews wus so inferior to thut of the 
Pharaoh that he could do as he would with them. 

This idea of inferiority persisted in Israel. Owing to the siege of 
Jerusalem, Hezeldall sent a message to the king of Assyria at Lachish. tti 
have sinned; leave me alone; what you place upon me I uill bear. Hezekiah 
re~ognized that he vms not strong enough to compete t~ith the Assyrian king, 
and confessed that feeling when he said, tti ha.ve sinned·1 • He felt his 
inferiority in military strength;( certainly not in moral right. 

It was only when the Philistines were afflicted with a plague of tumours 
that they became conscious of uny guilt ("1 Sa.6). They had no assurance 
whence tho plague crunc, and sought to discover this by experiment. They felt 
themselves incapable of overcoming the affliction, hence that the source of 
affliction was more powerful that they, They felt their inferiority. 

In Nu. 22, Balaam insisted that for no cause would he transgress the 
command of Yahweh. When Bulak sent messengers to Balaam, God told Balaam to 
go with the men, nnd to say what He told him to say. While enroutc the anger 
of Yahweh burned because he went, and the ungel of Yahweh stood in his uay. 
When Balm:un realized the situation he said · I have sinned, and now if it be 
evil in your ayes, let me turn back.' But the angel told Bulaam to continue 
on his Yray . In this :pn.ssagc the sin of Bnlurun is morally inexplicable. It is 
closely allied to the anger of Yahweh, just us tho sin of the butler uas 
closely allied iii th the anger of Phnraoh. Balc.CJU could only hnvo meant -'co 
infer his inferiority in regard to tho deity ond reiterate his willingness to 
do his will . 

Closely connected ~1ith this idea of a feeling of inferiority is that 
of debt. The Hcbrous expressed tho ideal state, tho state in "rthich there is 
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no debt on either side as being shalem the state of perfection. This was 
the state that existed between David and Yahweh in the eyes of his later 
admirers. (Cf. 1 Kgs. 11:4, 15:3}. r.rhe idea of a state of perfection in 
which debts are paid is reinforced by the use of the pi'el of the word shalam 
to mean to pay back". It is used of paying vows, (Prov. 7: 17); of recompen
sing, (Jer. 16: 18); of making restitution, (~~. 22:2 etc.). Based on this 
fundamental idea of repayment is the whole spirit of the Hebrew law: an eye 
for an eye, a tooth for a tooth, a life for a life etc. Only when debts are 
fully paid can thoro be peace. Tho debtor is in an inferior position. To 
restore himself to that of an equal the debt must be paid. 

Tihen Labru1 pursued and overtook Jacob (Gen. 31:36 ff.) Jacob denied 
any sin or transgression in regard to Laban, and contended that he had 
served Laban's in·terest s faithfully for twenty years. He cant inued ' That 
which was torn of beasts I brought not to you. I used to repay its equiva
lent to you (pi 'el of )).a~ a), of my hand you were wont to require it.'' rrhe 
pi 'el of l;luta, nto sin·;, is used in parallel construction with nyou were 
wont _ to require it at my handa. Usually it is t1·anslated, 1rstood the loss'', 
but more specifically it is to pay back an equivalent to a loss. The 
an~als were in his charge; even if through no fault of his own, a beast was 
torn, he had to return its equivalent to Laban, and Laban expected it. In 
the code of Hammura.bi, law 263, we find the case of n herdsman who lets an 
ass or an ox confided to his care escape. Tho herdsman must make restitution, 
i-ri-ab, an ox for an ox an ass for an ass. The holiness code uses the word 
yeshallem to express this idea of restitution. One must restore the state 
of perfection. 

il1 Gen. 43:9, Judah pleads with his father to place Benjamin under his 
protection. It is I who will go surety for him. From my hand shall you seek 
him. If I do not bring him to you, and place him before you, I shall be 
sinning (~al of ~nta) against you always. Jacob is to place Benjamin in 
Judah's hands, just as Laban placed his sheep in the hands of Jacob. If he 
does not restore him, (he cannot restore an equivalent), he will be indebted 
to Jacob forever. To sin against one is therefore to became his debtor. 

Closely connected with this idea of debt which demands a repayment is 
the idea that repayment may take the form of a substitute. Jacob hnd given 
Labun a substitute for an unimnl thut had boon torn; Judah could not give 
u substitute for Benjamin, hence his perpetual debt. Jus t as a tooth must 
be given in payment for a tooth, so a sin must be given in payment for a 
sin, and an iniquity in payment for an iniquity. The payment given for a 
sin is usually translated as sin-offering and that of iniquity as punishment; 
but the Hebrew word did no·b distinguish between the sin and the payment for it, 
nor between the iniquity and the payment for it. They were looked upon as 
equivalents; the payment of an equivalent was essential to bring about the 
perfect state again. It was probably bccuuse of this basic characteristic of 
Hebrew thought that equivalent payments must be made, that they identified 
the payment with the debt, and so \fero forced to conclude that whore there 
was payment, thoro must have been a corresponding debt. 

To be morally responsible for a debt, tho debtor must have accepted 
responsibility for that debt before it was incurred. It may be assumed tP~t 
Jacob accepted that responsibility to make good uny losses to Laban's flock, 
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when he accepted his contract; und that Judah accepted the responsibility 
for Benjamin's safe return before Jacob entrusted him to him. It must be 
a.dded, howev·cr, that ~.-hilo those t\7o men accepted responsibility for tho 
loss of o.nirnal or boy lli1der their protection, the actual loss wa.s quite 
beyond the po~er of either of them. While the loss of one or the other would 
constitute a debt in our sense of the uord, it would not constitute a sin. 
Neither Jacob or Judah ho.d. e.ny intention of losing their charges •. 

A sin must be puid for by a. sin, that is to say, by;'~ payment in keep
ing with tho debt. 13 So.. 4:11, .. If u slayer must po.y tor his deed by his 
blood, how much more a wicked mun who slays a. righteous ~an in his house in 
his bod. In this pnsso.ge Do.vid is comparing the guilt a.nd punishment duo to 
the sluyor of Saul nnd tha.t of Ishbosheth. The slayers of both those men 
VICrc perfectly mmrc thut they ha.d killed a. man, but they believed that they 
were doing deeds which Dnvid would commend. Condemnation of the uct of n 
subject by Chieftain or Deity makes him a. sinner. It is this sense of tho 
necessity of an equable payment for debts in order to preserve un oven 
justice that impels the one making an oath to pray Yahweh to increase the 
injury to him if he does not carry out his vow. 

Jonathan contended with Saul on behalf of David. He insisted that if 
Saul killed David who was innocent of any hostile move toward Saul, that Saul 
would have sinned. That is, Saul would have become indebted to David. He 
moreover claimed that Saul was already indebted to David because David had 
done good to him, (1 Sa. 19:4 f., cf. 1 sa. 20:1, 7). Vmen Saul realized 
that David could have slain him and did not, he recognized that he owed his 
life to David. He added: I will not harm you more because my life uas 
precious in your eyes today (1 Sa. 26:21). When Hezekiah was hard pressed 
by. Sennacherib he saids • I have sinned, what you plu.cc on me I vrill bear 
(Z Kgs 18:14). The phrase ;;I have sinnedu mey be used to aclmowledgc a debt. 
In Nu. 12:11 ff'. Miriam was stricken with leprosy beca.use she a.nd Aa.ron ucre 
envious of Moses' preferred position in rego.rd to the deity. Aaron said to 
Moses~ 0 my lord, do not impose upon us a sin in which we have done foolishly 
and in which we have sinned; In this both Miriam and Aaron were equally 
guilty, but only Miriam suffered. It was not the sin that Moses ~posed, 
but the payment of sin, which was an equivalent to the Hebrew. The payment 
exacted was that awurded a daughter who hud offended her father, a seven day 
ostracism. The extent to which the persons noted in these passages arc 
morally culpable depends upon hou fur they were conscious of' doing nrong at 
the time of the offence. Saul, doubtless, looked upon David us a traitor to 
his dynasty; Hezekiuh dreamed of independence from Assyria; Miriam and Aaron 
must ha.ve considered their complaint justified at the time. 

Obadiah feared to announce to Aha.b tho arrival of Elijah, lost Elijah 
should not keep the rendezvous. He sa.id . How have I sinned?, i.e. what is 
my debt to you that you should bring o.bout my doa.th? Obndio.h would infer 
thc.t had he uronged Elijnh in any way, then Elija.h had been justified in 
bringing about his deuth. It wa.s nc.tura.l that debts should be po.id. 

The story of Abimclech o.nd Abraham a.s narrated in Gen. 20, (and its 
pnrnllels in Gcn 12 end 26), gives some insight into tho conception of sin 
a.s a. debt imposed upon a morally innocent individual. In this cc.se the ndeht 11 

is more nca.rly relc.ted to our word t'fino~•, vrhere ignora.ncc of the lo.u iD not 
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considered an excuse. Abimelech has taken Sarah wham he believes to be 
Abraham's sister into his harem. He is prevented from consummating his 
marriage, and breaking a sex taboo by a divine revelation. In the morDing 
he called Abraham. and said to him: what have you done to us? how have I 
sinned against you, that you have brought upon me and my kingdom a great sin? 
Ordinarily a sin must be paid for by a sin. In this case Abimelech h~s in
curred no debt to Abraham, yet Abraham bas imposed upon him a payment of a 
debt, o~ a fine, which is on+y wiped out by the payment of considerable 
wealth. r.rhus one may impose a sin \7hich must be repaid, (i.e. a. fine) upon 
a supposedly ilmocent person. The person has done no culpable act, yet he 
must pay the debt or fine imposed by the other. This idea is further rein·· 
forced by the passage in Ex. 32:20 ff. in which Moses, having destroyed the 
golden calf, said to Aaron~ what has this people done to you that you have 
brought upon them this great sin. The people were innocent of any sin against 
Aaron~ but Aaron has imposed it upon them, and they must pay it. S01ne three 
thousand were slain. 

There is a subtle difference bet\reen doing evil to another and slnl1ing 
against h~. In many passages the words are used practically synonymously. 
Jephthah said to the king of .Ammon: · I have not sinned against you, but you 
have done evil to me to fight against me (Jd. ll: 27). The men of Sodom were 
evil, great siru1crs against Yahweh. Aman may sin against another or he may 
do evil to another. A man can sin against God but he can only do evil in 
his eyes. God may do evil to man, or he may do evil in the eyes of Ean, 
but He never sins against man. God is so far ubove mo.n that mo.n cannot harm 
Him, and God can never be indebted to nuu1. 

This difference between the relationship or nun to mnn, and nun to 
God is brought out in 1. Sa. 2: 24f. in which Eli r01:10nstrntes nith his sons 1 

' If a msn sin o.guinst mun, God will net us arbi tor, but if a. Lmn sin against 
God who will act as arbiter? ' It is interesting in this respect thut 
Jephthah (Jd. 11:27) aslm Yahneh to act as arbiter between Israel and Ammon; 
that David asked Yahv~h to decide between him and Saul. In his prayer at 
the dedication of the temple Solomon asked Yahrreh to decide on the innocence 
or guilt of any mo.n accused of o. sin, when he makes oath before the altar 
thnt he is innocent (1 Kgs. 8:21). Yahweh may decide an issue between men, 
but in the co.se of un issue betvwcn man and God, mun is ulwuys guilty nnd 
must pay. There c.re u fcvr pussuges, houcvcr, thnt suggest ·thut man could 
ut leust mediute, if not urbitrute betv~en God o.nd mo.n:J'rn ·1 su. 7:3, when 
the people huve uclrr1owledged their sin uguinst Yo.hueh,/Samuel acted us 
orbiter (shapha.t), and u victory over the Philistines resulted. Moses 
frequently ucted~a.s a mediator in causes thQt o.rose between deity and peoplej 
but not ulvnys successfully. Amos c.nd succeeding prophets followed suit. 

In the Old Testament, most of the sins noted ~ere acts which were 
not recognized a.s sins until ci'ter the event. Usually they oorc recognized 
us sins because of n.n unfortunate result. Ho~1ever, it seems possible that 
u sin could actually be u greut udvnnto.gc to not only the door of the act, 
but to an entire people. Such nn act is still considered~ns u debt to the 
deity \"Jhich demnnds repayment by Q life or by u ransom for tho.t lifo. This 
is shorrn in the story of Saul's curse which he lnid upon nny ·1ho should ent 
during the day. Jonathan actually benefitted by ea.t ing of the honey, und a 
military victory resulted. Ho~cver, 11hcn the guilt of Jona.tha.n rms 
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discovered by lot, he admitted his sin and his readiness to pay for it. The 
people however insisted on ransoming his life. 

Sin was acting contrary to the divine will. However, the Israelites 
were never quite sure of what was the divine will. As a r esult they some
ttmes had recourse to trial and error. Sin was always a croucher at the door; 
one never knew when the beast would overtake him. This is clearly illustrated 
in the stories of the ark. Evidently the Philistines could handle it without 
great danger to therJ.selves. According to 2 sa. 6:7, Uzzah was slain by . 
divine wrath because he tried to steady it. 50,070 men of Bethshemesh d1ed 
because they looked into it. After the death of Uzz;ah, David decided to 
leave it at the home of Obed Edam, the Gittite, because he feared contact with 
it. vV.Uen Obed Edom prospered, David took a chance and brought it to Jerusalem. 

In the war with .Ammon, when Joab was surrounded by the enemy, he en
couraged the troops to do their best, to figh~ for themselves e.nd for God---
and Yahvreh will do what is good in his eyes (2 Sa. 10:12). When the son of 
Bathsheba was ill, David fasted and wept because he thought there was a chance 
Yahweh might be gracious to h~ (~Sa. 12:22). v7hen David fled from Jerusalem 
he said: If I find favor in the eyes of Yahweh, he will restore me----- if he 
say, I find no delight in you, -----he will do v1ith me as is good in his eyes 
(tB Sa. 15:25). 

We find numerous passages which seem to indicate that the Hebrevrs 
believed their deity instigated a sin on the part of persons in order to carry 
out his purpose logically. It may be noted that God told Abraham to go down 
to~gypt, and later to Gerar, w1d he told Isaac to go down to Gcrar. These 
t~ee passages are probably versions or the same incident. As a natural 
result of the presence of Sarah and Rebecca who r~re beautiful women, the 
king took them into his harem, discovered the truth of their relat ionship to 
their husbands, and paid the patriarchs considerable wealth. The sole purpose 
of these journeys seems ·to have been to enrich the friends of God. 

The Joseph story is another case in point. In Gen. 50:20, we have the 
incident in which the brothers feared Joseph would requite them, ?n the death 
of their father, for what they had done to him. Joseph replied~ ' you thought 
evil against me, but God meant it for good, to bring to pass as it is today 
to save much people alive. Thus we must conclude that each incident in the 
story of Joseph was divinely inspired to bring about the final consummation. 
The envy of the brothers sent Joseph to Egypt; the tempt at ion of Joseph by . 
Potiphru.·.t s wife and his refusal to accede, brought him to prison; the butler 
and the baker's sin against the pharaoh brought them in touch ilith Joseph. 
The restor at ion of the butler to his former post brought Joseph and Pharaoh 
together. 

It was Yahweh who hardened Pharaoh's heart so that he would not send 
the Israelites away, to the end that Yahweh might manifest his great powers 
in Egypt. This idea Tias entertained byE in 10:20, and by the redactor in . 
other passages. This r.-ould indicate that this idcu -rras prevalent for sanetl.llle. 

One is tempted to see in the various mur.murings and rebellions of the 
Israelites in the desert the same idea----that Yahweh might show his great 
powers. Ezekiel's idea of the Exodus was in keeping with this idea. ··I 
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wrouc;ht for my name's sake, that it should not be polluted before the nat ions 
in \"rhose si.;ht I brought them out. 

Yahweh has promised the descenda;.J.ts of Abr aham the land of Canaan i7hich 
was peopled with .luu.orites. Since it woul d take f our hundred year s for the 
iniquity of' the .Amorites to be :Lulfilled (Gen. 15:16), the settlement of the 
Israelites must be delayed until the four hundred years are up. ~T.aether the 
deity has initiated this inic:uity or not, he made full use or it for his ow 
ends. 

Yahweh sent an evil spirit between Abimelech and the Shechemites in 
order to get rid of Abimelcch (Jd. 9:23). Yahuehmay create a situat ion 
which ·:muld cause a kine; to oppress his people in order to incite them to 
leave Egypt. 

Transgression is allied to sin. When Yahweh decided to divide the 
kingdom 7 he li1cited Jeroboam to revolt and transgress against Rehoboao, his 
annointed. 

Ano-ther case in llhich the deity seems to have instigated a sin in Ol'der 
to ge·t men to car:t:-y out his will may be noted in the story of David's census 
(a Sa. 24). Yahueh b0came angry against Israel, and incited David to take 
the census. Vllicn David repented and confessed that he had sinned greatly, · 
he asked the deity to cause the required payment for the sin to pass . 1~..;1 i]. 
Of three penalties suggested, David preferred a three day plague in which' 
seventy thousand people died. David then reiterated that he had sinned, and 
insisted upon the innocence of his people: · Let thine hand be against me and 
my father's house. The prophet Gad, suggested the purchase of a site for a 
sanctuury,the erection of an altar, and an~als for sacrifice. ifuon David 
insisted on purchasing these things himself, he recognized that he, himself, 
must pay the debt or the fine imposed. Thereupon Yah~eh permitted himself 
to be · entreated and the plague ~as stopped. Yahvreh, evidently, had two 
aims in enciting David to take the census: punishment of the people with 
whom he was angry, but whom David insisted to be innocent, and the possession 
of a sacred sliTine on motUlt Zion. 

The sons of Eli hearkened not to the voice of their father, for God 
wished to slay them, probably to make way for Samuel. 

Allied to the idea of sin as a debt that demands a suitable payment 
is the idea of forgiveness. Nu. 14:18 ff., in describing the attributes of 
Yahvmh, says that he pardons iniquity and transgression, without holdinc; 
innocent, (or without leaving it completely unpunished ) , visiting the iniqu
ities of the fathers upon the children. --- Pm .. don, I pray thee, the iniquity 
of this people according to the greatness of thy kindness as thou hast pardoned 
this people from the time they left Zgypt unto now.' .And Yah\7eh said, I have 
pardoned them as you have asked, but as I live, they (the people) shall not 
see the land I promised their fathers. • The words used for pardon are nasa 
and ~ala~. They are used in such a way that ~alaQ must be considered as 
practically synonymous with nasa. Yah~eh pardons their ·iniquities and trans
gressions, but lays them (visits them) upon their descendents. Or again 
Yahweh pardons but sentences the people to spend the remainder of their lives 
in the desert. The debt must be paid, if no·i; by the silmer, by a descendant 
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or someone else. There is no :pru."'don in our sense of the word, which would 
mean to blot out. This idea of blotting out of sin is only reached in Isaiah 
43: 23,25 and Psalm 51:3. Nasa means literally 11 to lift up:r, 'to beara. 
Someone must bear the sin or its payment; it cannot be wiped out. When Cain 
is sentenced, he says my iniquity~ i.e. the punishment or p~ent for nzy 
iniquity is greater than I can bear. ' Aaron made the golden calf, but three 
thousand Israelites paid the penalty of the sin he placed upon them. When 
Hezekiah admitted his sin to Sennachej:•ib, he promised to bear {nasa) whatever 
payment for th~t sin Sennacherib should place upon him. In this case the 
sinner bears the penalty for sin. The forgiver is asked to bear (nasa) the 
iniquity or sin, not to :place it upon the sinner. The sin is therefore not 
wiped out in any way: it is carried either by the sinner or the one sinned 
against. If by the la-~ter, it can be imposed at any time upon the sirmer or 
upon another. 

Vfuen David's treatment of Uriah was brought home to him by Nathan, David 
replied. ' I have sinned against Yahweh. Then Na.than said. Yahweh hus caused 
thy sin to pass on, thou shalt not die, the son born to thee shall surely die: 
It is significant that David, the king, did not sin a.gainst Uriah, but aguins-b 
God; it uus a debt that must be paid by a life. But Yahweh causes the debt 
to pass over to the son whose life po.ys for the debt of his father. That the 
debt was now considered fully paid by the deo.th of the son is shown by the fuct 
thut Yahueh loved the next son born to Bathsheba ( Sa. 12). 

The deity may send a famine fram which the entire nation suffers in 
order to impress upon them that a. sin has been committed. The cause of the 
famine in the reign of David nus the unrecorded slaughter of the Gibconites by 
Saul. This is obviously an interpretation by a supporter of David. In order 
to stop the famine Saul'·s desce:c.dants had to die (2 Sa. 21). 

What has been devoted to Yahweh is his. If a man take of it for his 
own use, he has sinned; he has become a debtor to Yahweh, and must pay the 
price. Contact with )ferem makes him herem. Not only the individual involved, 
but also his family must die. Even though there is a confession, there is no 
forgiveness (Jos. 7:11 ff) • With this compare the sin of Hophni and Phineas 
who took the fat of the offerings devoted to Yahweh ( Sa. 2: 17) • 

We have now dealt with the elements connected with the idea of sin in 
the J, E and Historical works. The ideas :portrayed in these sections must 
reflect the ideas of the thinkers of the period of the eighth century prophets, 
although each prophet may have contributed something to the problem individually. 
If we examine the problem as envisaged by the members of the Deuteronanic 
school we should obtain some idea of the basic ideas of sin as held by the 
religious leaders at the period of the exile and later. 

The basic concept of these writers is that the worship of Yah~eh can be 
carried out only in Jerusalem, and only in accordance with the ritual sancti
fied there. The worship of any other deity is the great sin, and the worship 
of Yahweh in any other shrine is equally a sign of rank apostasy. The author 
of Deuteronomy begins his discourse by explaining why Israel should worship 
Yahweh. Since I , Yahweh your God, am the one w-ho brought you out from the 
land of Egypt, from bondage, you shall have no other gods before me. 1he only 
way a slave could be removed from the possession of an owner was by purchase, 
or as a piece of loot from a military campaign. Since Yahweh brought Israel 
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from bondage, he has become its new ouner. In 6:4, the author continues 
to impress upon his readers the idea of this new ownership. BBar, 0 Israel, 
since Yahweh your God is Yahrteh alone, you must love Yahweh your God rri th 
all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your strength. There
fore, Israel as a nation owed allegiance to only one GodJ the God who had 
come to her aid in Egypt, in the ~ilderness, and in the period of settlement 
in Canaan. It was a debt , which Israel should accept according to this 
author. Worship of any other God nas vfi thholding Yahweh's property, and 
as such a sin which must be repaid. According to Dt. 7:8, Yahweh redeemed 
Israel from bondage in Egypt. The idea of redemption is the paying of a 
ransom to the holder, and thereby becoming the new ouner of the person, 
:persons or thing. This gave Yahweh a legal cla~ to Israel. This concept 
~ould infer that the redeemed had no say in the matter. The worship of 
Yah\reh in a shrine outside Jerusalem by rites other than those practiced in 
Jerusalem, or the worship of another God would be the equivalent of theft 
from Yahweh, and the supreme penalty of death is the only fitting payment 
that can be made. The relationship bet\7een . :;+Ji. , a slave, or devotee, 
and , =:-.:(. , to rrorship is revealing. Both forms denote an ownership of 
real property. 

Since apostasy is the supreme sin of the Deuteronamic school, it was 
considered a sign of apostasy for the people to demand a king ( Sa. 8:6, 18) . 
The king, h~self, however ~uld exact payment for this sin because Yahweh 
would refuse to hear them nhen they find themselves oppressed by the king 
they have chosen. 

The perfect state, that in which all debts are paid, can be attained 
only by those who worship Yahweh in Jerusalem. Only they can attain a happy 
and prosperous existence. All others must be destroyed. 

r:hen our authors are giving an interpretation of history they are 
forced to conclude that Yahweh did not forgive sins such as disobedience 
or rebellio , even when a righteous mediator prays for it. In chap. 1, 
even though the Israelites confessed their sins and repented, they had to 
die in the ~ilderness. In chap. 3, Yahweh refused to listen to Moses. In 
chap. 4, Moses was prevented from entering the promised land because of 
the words of the Israelit~s. In this section the sinners presumably enter 
the promised land, while their righteous mediator is refused :permission. 

As the Deuteronamist looks into past history, he finds repeatedly 
that Yahv1eh docs not forgive \li"thout exacting a payment. There is al·.1ays 
the hope, however, that he may. The quthor would suggest that even an 
apostate, by turning to Yahweh in his trouble, may find Yahweh merciful 
(4:8). In the prayer of Salamon at the dedication of the temple in l r~s. 
8, he asks that Yahweh pardon Israel as a nation or as individuals when 
they have confessed their sins, recognized as such only after some mis
fortune has befallen them~ such as defeat, drought, famine, plague, v1hcn 
they have made their :prayers in the temple or in a foreign land, but 
according to the custom sanctified by its use in the t~ple. It is in
teresting that their interpretation of the past does not preclude them 
from hoping for something better in the future. 

The Deuteronamist still retains same of the ideas of the older uriters 
in regard to the divine character. Just as Yahuch made Pharaoh refuse to 
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let Israel go that he might continue to manifest his powers, so he made Sihon 
refuse to let Israel pass through his land, that Isr ael might be able to de
feat Sihon's forces and so attain glory. Yahweh still visits the ini~uities 
of the fathers upon the children, but evidently only upon the children of 
apostates ( 5: 9) • 

Moral conduct is not yet a matter of conscience. If a problem is too 
difficult for local authorities to decide, the people involved must take the 
matter to the priest at the central shrine in Je r usalem, and his decision 
must be carried out carefully. The roan who behaves presumptuously, not 
hearkening to the priest, who continuously ser·ves Yahweh thy God, or to the 
judge, that man shall die, so shalt thou destroy evil from Israel. And w~en 
all the people hear it, they shall fear, and never act presumptuously asa~n. 
To act presumptuously, therefore, is to decide a ~uestion contrary to the 
dictum of the priestly authority, to decide a matter according to one's own 
conscience or reason. 

To act presumptuously is therefore to sin. Death is the penalty. The 
death of such a man became an example to the rest of the people. The death 
of such a sinner, therefore, has a divine purpose over and above that of 
punishment of an individual. In a society in which t_e nation is a unit, 
the life of an individual cannot be highly considered ov~r against the bene
fit his death might bring to the community as an example. His death has 
become a warning to the rest of the people, and therefore a means by which 
they gain knowledge of the r~ght way. 

We have noted the priests as the conscience of tho people. .According 
to chap. 8, the consc iencc of ·tho people bad been magicians, soothes ayers, 
necromancers; Yahweh, however, insisted that he h~sclf should be their 
conscience. In tho wilderness Moses had acted as such, but according to 
Deut. 34, there will be no more prophet in Israel like Moses. Other means 
were re~uired. Although Deuteronomy is usually considered as the ViOrk of 
a prophetic school, possibly descendants of the disciples of Isaiah, because 
of his fondness for the temple ritual exemplified in Jerusalem, other prophets 
than Moses are only mentioned twice, each time as divinely appointed con
sciences of the people. This was a device decided by the dei·i:iy in Horeb 
when the people insisted that Moses be their mediator ~ith the deity (Dt. 18: 
16). People v-rere required to obey this prophet for his v;ord came directly 
from Yahweh. Srunuel showed h~self a true descendant of Moses. He bec~e 
the mediator between God and people, and the conscience of Israel, in that 
he taught them the upright way (l Sa. 14). It was a way not delimited by 
human reason. 

The prophet who presumptuously speaks a word in my name that which I 
did not command him to speak, or who speaks in the name of other Gods, shall 
die. A prophet who speaks according to the reason of his own heart is a 
sinner northy of death. The true prophet, therefore, is divinely appointed 
to become the conscience of tho people. Since there may be true prophets 
as 11ell as prophets uho follow their orm consciences or reason, there must 
be some form by uhich the people may kno~ the true prophet of Yahuoh. The 
test is given in 18:22. When a prophet speaks in the name of Ynhr;eh and the 
thing does not come to pass and does not happen, that is an oracle 11hich 
Yahrreh has not spoken, That prophet has spoken presumptuously, you need not 
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fear him. This would infer that historical events follow the oracle of 
Yahweh. They cannot be inferred before hand through rational processes. 
History, is, therefore, the proof of a divine oracle. The prophet, therefore, 
like the priest is a divinely appointed conscience of the people • VJhen a 
prophet or a dreamer of dreams shall arise in your midst, and give you a 
sign or a wonder, and that sign or wonder which he gives you comes to pass 

(This is proof that he is a true prophet, cf 18:22). If, however, 
that prophet encourage the people to worship other god-s, you mus~ r•ot o~ey 
h~. That prophet must be put to death for he has spoken rebell1on aga1nst 
Yahweh. It is rather startling to find a proved prophet speaking rebellion, 
but verse 4 explains it. Yahweh, your God, is using this prophet to test 
you, that you may kno~ that you arc properly worshipping Yahweh. 

The idea of testing in order to teach the people is found also in the 
earlier work.. At the gi-ving of the decalogue in Ex. 20:20, the people 
feared the manifestations of Yahweh and asked Moses to be their mediator---
And Moses said unto the people· ' Fear not, for in order to test you (nasspth) 
God has come, and that his fear may be before you that you sin not. Here, 
obviously, the testing was for the benefit of the people and not of the 
deity. So in Deuteronomy, the proved prophet was raised up to entice the 
people from Yahweh, that they might know the better that they worship 
Yahweh truly. The death of the prophet is the natural resul-t o:f his act, 
but Yahweh has taught his people a lesson; he has raised up another indicator 
for their guidance. It cannot be mere coincidence that the following verses 
deal with the enticement to apostasy by a friend or kinsman, and uith the 
base fellows r.ho would entice a city to apostasy. These, like the prophet, 
were to be divine instruments to act as guides to the Israelite conscience. 

' Their deaths uill serve as a lesson to Israel. The affliction and testing 
in the wilderness mentioned in Dt. 8, must have been for a similar purpose, 
that the people might have another guidepost, a conscience to direct their 
course aright. It is of interest that in the follouing verse the afflicting 
is continued to cause you to knou etc. {cf. this prophet with the Kings of 
Israel who made Israel to sin.) 

Yahweh was always testing his people, not for his benefit but for 
theirs. Whenever they were oppressed by their enemies they must have sinned. 
I~enever they were victorious, Yahweh was pleased with them. By noting in 
retrospect their activities which resulted in failure or success, thDy had 
a g11ide to their future conduct. It should be pointed out that this method 
of instruction leads rather to a conduct of expediency rather than morality. 
Israel ITould learn to do uhat uould not bring disaster in its train. 

Samuel proved his divine mission, and hence the truth of his uords that 
Israel had sinned in asking a king, by foretelling the coming of a thunder
storm at a season when such ·Has not usual. In Sa. 15, rre note that Samuel 
persists in being the conscience of Saul, while saul is inclined to behave 
rationally. He saved .A.gag, king of Amalek, and some of his choice possessions 
as loot. Samuel, thereupon, announced that Yahweh had rejected Saul as King, 
and Saul admits his sin and transgression against the word of God as spoken 
by Samuel. In one line Samuel announces that Yahweh had repented making 
Saul king, and soo£ after that He uill not repent for he is not a man that 
he should repent. Evidently Yahweh's refusal to forgive Saul was that events 
must make way for avid. It was probably the same author who conceived the 
idea that Yahweh instigated the sin of Hophni and Phineas because he wished 
to slay them. 



l ' 

·~ . 

c -

- 15 -

The prophet, having completed the task assigned may suffer death 
through divine decree. This was true in Dt. 13. The Judaean prophet proved 
the authenticity of his mission to condemn the altar of Bethel, the existence 
of which was contra:JT to the Deutcronomic ideal of centralized ~o~ship, by 
paralyzing Jeroboam's hand. The Bethel prophet proved his authentic mission 
by foretelling the death of the Judaean prophet. · Thus both prophets were 
of Yahweh. The Judaean prophet had been orde:red home viithout stopping to eat 
in Bethel. The Bethel prophet induced him to return and eat nith him by 
rcveallinG to the Judo.can prophet orders to return to Bethel. thilc eating 
in Bethel the local prophet revcalled a new decree foretelling the death of 
the Juducan. The Judaeun prophet ~as in a quandary. Had he refused to 
return he would have disobeyed the orders sent to the Bethel prophet. By 
returning he disobeyed the orders sent to himself. It seems that the Judaean 
prophet was doomed (1 Kgs. 13). 

Like the earlier authors, the Deuteronamist conceived that it was not 
always the sinner who suffe1·ed for a. sin. In Kgs. • the deity replies to 
Solomon's prayer, and promises him an everlasting kingdom should he remain 
true to the lau of Yahweh. However, if Solomon should not remain true, 
Israel will be cut off from its heritage. Even in the promise, IsraGl is 
the one who pays for Solomon's apostasy. In chap. 11, ~hen Solomon has 
become apostate through the influence of foreign wives. the intermarriage 
with uhom was contrary to Deuteronomic teaching, Yahweh promises to take 
the kingdom from Solomon and give it to Jeroboam. The sufferer is the son 
of the sinner. This was true also in the case of Jeroboam whose son Nadab 
suffered and of Baasha for v1hom Elah suffered. 

Finally there is the sin insinuated solely by the editor who insisted 
that history support his ideas on people in question. In Sa. 14:47, we 
learn that Saul fought all the enemies of Israel, and wherever he turned 
he was \7ont to do wickedness ( ~ ~., l{i ~) 2. n-v1as defcated11 ). To the editor 
it uas quite distasteful to adm.it-·any g~od of Saul. He simply changed a 
~to a resh. The original must have read V flj;;.., , he was victorious • 

.£. ., • ..,.. , 

The Deuteronamist insisted on centralized worship in Jerusalem, 
carried out by duly appointed priests or levites. Jeroboam's sin was in 
erecting altars outside Jerusalem and appointing priests from his own borders. 
Such actions constituted a sin which would bring destruction to his house 
( Kgs. 13). Jeroboam died peacefully, it was his descendant that paid. 
Baasha was raised up to destrby the house of Jeroboam; Baasha's sin was the 
same as that of Jeroboam. That these statements pertaining to the sin of 
Jeroboam and his successors were purely a literary device is shown by the 
fact that although Zimri reigned only seven days, and that only over a very 
limited area his fate was sealed for causing Israel to sin in the manner of 
Jeroboam the son of Nebat. 

It was natural, therefore, for the Deuteronamist to interpret the 
destruction of Northern Israel .as divine retribution for apostasy (2 Kgs . 
17:7) while Judah remained secure with its central shrine. Although the 
Deuteronamic editor re-iterates the idea that Yahweh's prophets continually 
acted as the conscience of the kings of the North in this respect, it is 
significant that neither Elijah nor Elisha worshipped at Jerusalem, or even 
recognized it as the house of Yahweh. 
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In this study I have tried to assess and classify the various Hebrew 
concepts of sin which must have been current from the eighth to the sixth 
centuries. A comparison between the hyposheses which underlie our concepts 
of sin with those that seem to have for.med a basis for the Hebrew concept 
shows very little in common. SUperficially the debt principle as noted 
somewhat resembles our concept. However in most of the incidents noted the 
debt was only recognized as such after the deed had been accomplished, and 
its unpleasant effects noted. Vlith us, it seems to me that a debt is only 
morally payable when the debtor is conscious of the debt at the time he 
accepts it. Of the incidents in the Old Testament the only cases in ~hich 
this v~s true were those of Jacob and Laban, and Judah and Jacob. In both 
cases, when the contract was made, Jacob and Judah hoped that the debt 
would never materialize. They simply went surety for the animals and boy 
placed in their charge. It is significant, too, that these cases ~hich 
most clearly represent our concept of a debt could never be described by a 
westerner as sin. 

The Deuteronomic idea of punishment for sin as an example to others 
that they might stoer clear of similar sins can only lead to a conduct of 
expediency. That it did so is sho1vn by the author of Job when he said: 
Does Job fear God for nought? 

It would appear, therefore, that we should either find another uord 
for the Hebrew rrsin", which would reflect the significance of the v10rd as 
used by the Hebreus or ue should carefully define it in such a ¥ray as to 
give the reader some grasp of its significance. As it is it must cause 
a certain consternation to the casual reader to learn that the ddity incites 
men to sin to carry out his divine purpose. 

I 
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JElW~IEv 8 REVISIONS OF THE LATDf PSALTER 

Dr. F.H. Cosgrave 

The purpose of this paper is to draw at t ention to the discusDions of D. 
Donatien DeBruyne on Jerome's Revisions of t he Latin Psalter (Revue Benedict ine 
41 and 42, 1929---1930. see also his article in Zeitschrift fur die neutesta
mentliche ~issenschaft 28 Band 1929 on Jerome's letter to Sunnia and Fretela). 

It has been generally assumed for the past two centuries that the Psalterium 
Romanura or Roman Pso.lter is the uork of Jerome and r epresents his first effort 
at a revision of the Lat in Psalter. De Bruync arGues that Jerome could not have 
had anything to do with it. It abounds in readings, interpolations and Harmo
nizations of -which Jerome could not have approved e-r;en at the time at Yfhich it 
was supposed to have boon made. The story that Jerome made the Psalterium 
Romanum for Pope Damasus about the year 382 is based on a correspondence between 
Pope Damasus and Jerome which is clearly apocryphal. 

Jerome's first revision of the Latin Psalter was actually made for certain 
Roman ladies, Marcella and Paula, and no Manuscript of it has come.down to us . 
It was probably suppressed by Jerome himself' after his study of Or1gen' s Hexapla 
in Palestine. It is not to be identified with the Psalterium Romanum used in 
many parts of Latin Christendom until it was limited to st . Peter's in Rame and 
one or t wo other places by Pope Pius V in the sixteenth century. 

. ge can recover in a general way the character of Jerome's first revision 
oi' the Latin Psalter from his letters and commentaries written in the period 
384-385 . The text of the Psalter assumed in these is n0arer to the so-called 
Gallican Psalter than it is to ~hat we b1ou as the Roman Psalter. 

Jerome's second revision, the so-called Gallican Psalter, mude in Pale
stine after his study of Origen's Hexapla, -was not designed for liturgical usc . 
An edition 1:ith obeli and asterisks is not a practical edi-tion but a timid 
effort after u scientific edition. The preface is addressed not to any promi
nent ecclesiastic but to Paula and Eustochiurn, mother and daughter, who had 
settled with Jerome in Palestine. Its liturgical use was not common in the 
western Church until the ninth century and not general until tho time of Pope 
Pius V in the sixteenth century. The name "Gallicann Psalter cannot be traced 
earlier than the ninth century and is misleading. It would be better to refer 
to it as the Latin Hexaplaric Psalter (le psautier hexaplaire (latin)). 

Finally the famous letter of Jeronc to Sunniu and Fretela~ two Gothic 
presbyters who are supposed to have written to him asking for an explanation of 
various readings in the so-called Gullicun Psalter is a literary fiction. This 
letter uo.s \Jritten not for Goths but for Latins c.nd its purpose is to explain 
o.nd defend these readings to persons nccustom.cd to usc other Lo.t in Psalters • 

Those who nrc convinced of the validity of De Brtzyne's arguments wil l be 
able to make the necessary corrections in their textbooks on this subject. 
Renders of the second volume of Rahlf's Septuagintn-Studien should note that in 
his critical edition of the Septuagint Psalms published much more recently he 
adopted De Bruyno's vieus on these mQtters . 

F.H . Cosgrove. 
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TEE ORDER OF T:HE: FOUR JUOOMSNTS IN REVELATION 6: Bb 
Dr. J.H. Michael 

The four instruments of judgment enumerated in Rev. 6:8b --- sword, famine, 
pestilence, &. \7ild beasts --- are employed, not by Deat h & Hades (who have j ust 
been mentioned in ver. Sa) but by the four Horsemen of vv. l-8a . Sword, famine, 
& pestilence are clearly associated respectively with the second, the third, & 
the fourth of the Horsemen. 

But what of the wild beasts ? It can be shown that the four Riders correspond 
to four of the t-welve Signs of the Zodiac . The first of the four answers to the 
Lion. Time was divided into cycles of 12 years, each year being ruled over by one 
of the Signs of the Zodiac. A feature of the year of the Lion was '~an epiphany 
of wild beastsa. 

The wild beasts, then, pertain to the first seal. But why are they placed 
last inver. 8b. The position does not seem to be accidental. 

The various O.T. enumerations of the four devastations do not help us, for 
in each case the order is different from that of John. 

The suggestion of this Note is that John's order is derived from Psalms of 
Solomon Xlll . 2, 3 where the four plagues occur in that very order . 

The reference to the four plagues is particularly clear in what would seem 
to be the original Hebrew test of the Psalm. 

John must have been acquainted with this little Psalm of comfort; and its 
list of the judgments fram which the Lord had delivered His people may well have 
been fixed in his mind . 

Not Pashhur but Terror: A Critical Analysis of Jer . 1914-206. 

Rev. F . North 
An objective evaluation of the textual evidence supplied by Hebrew manu

scripts and several of the ancient versions reveals that a concise basi~ narrative 
has been expanded considerably by the addition of later material. This is most 
noticeable at the end, where there arc three verses of seconda1~ matter. 

The basic narrative is the following: 

Jeremiah came arid stood in the court of The House of the Lord and said to 
all the people, 

So he 

;;Thus sai th The Lord, 'I am bringing a disaster upon this city.' ;, 

Now Pashhur ben-Immer the priest heard Jeremiah delivering this message. 
gave him a beating and put him in the stocks. 

Then Pashhur took Jeremiah out of the stocks and Jeremiah said. 
\~The Lord has called you not Pashhur but Terror . n 

Many textual and literary problems are solved most satisfactorily by a 
recognition of the process of growth by accretion, which finally produced our 
pre sent text • 


