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FOREWORD

While serving as an aviator in the US Navy—and aftgr submitting my life to
Jesus Christ—I began to sense a call to acadenic Wwothe decade following military
service, | pursued master degrees in divinity &eodlogy while continuing to fly as an
airline pilot. Believing that | should continue d{ung at the doctoral level, | wondered
how this would be done while still flying. The arevwvas given when | suddenly
developed eye problems, lost my job as a resuitwas provided a disability pension
that would provide for my needs going forward. Hext step was to learn some
theological German and then begin applying to datfarograms in the US. But while in
Vienna for a short German course, providentialwistances put me in contact with
Professor J. A. Loader, and this eventually redulteéhe decision to pursue a Doctor of
Theology at the University of Vienna. | could navie known then that studying in the
German-speaking world would force an improvememhynGerman language ability
sufficient to critically interact with several kégar-of-God works—especially Joachim
Becker'sGottesfurcht im Alten Testamehlow at the end of the program, it seems that
the Lord allowed me to have contact with the saebased theological world so as to
best understand the fear-of-God views that have sbearce in that world. | extend my
heartfelt appreciation to Dr. Loader—my advisor—wins always gracious and
available throughout the program. It should be #aad the views expressed in this
dissertation do not necessarily reflect his viewtose of the University of Vienna; the
general direction of the following work is largelyiven by a worldview that is
fundamentally different than the worldview of trecslar academy. Nevertheless, Dr.
Loader was extremely patient with me and was Viexilile when | requested an abrupt
mid-stream change of direction. He also cared emooignsist that | write with
gentleness and respect. This last lesson—very inoighd up with the greatest
commandment—is probably the most valuable benbtained during my time in
Vienna. | also thank Professors Heine and Pratsgherwere always kind and
accommodating, and thank as well the always-hehofdl friendly library staff—
especially Mr. Hrabe and Mr. Szczypiorkovski—whd their best to make my research
experience a pleasure. Finally, | would like toregs my heartfelt gratitude to my fellow
students Siegfried Kropfel and Patrick Todjeras whared the love of Christ and whose
families extended wonderful hospitality on manyastons. Now, | praise God who
supplied all my needs during several challengindyr@warding years in Austria

Vienna, June 2009 Eric Engleman
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ABSTRACT

Scholars have many different views about what Qif-td-God means, and these
different views are reflected in the various tratishs of the expression in the many
Bible versions. The variety of opinions is to agkaextent a product of the understanding
that the concept evolved as Israel’s religion egdIvlhe present work takes the position
that the OT fear-of-God idea remains closer tof¢lae emotion/feeling than many
critical-era scholars have allowed. While the egpren may be used from time to time to
signify the more refined elements of faith (e.gvyarence, awe, honor, worship), it is
likely that the semantic center remains on the ésaotion/feeling. To build a case for
this, several works that assume a critical recanstin of Israel’s history are
challenged—especially the influential form-critieebrk of Joachim BeckeJottesfurcht
im Alten Testame)tthe evidence that Becker musters to make the tbexd the fear-of-
God concept evolved is argued to be insufficieht DT fear-of-God texts in their
biblical contexts (opposed to critically-reconstadcontexts) are then analyzed from a
conservative hermeneutical starting point, andctis® is made that the semantic range of
fear-of-God remains quite stable throughout the(@W throughout the NT as well):
“event” fear-of-God cases (i.e., narrative eveht tlepict people fearing before a fear-
evoking object) demonstrate that “fear” (usuaity) is semantically centered on the
emotion/feeling of fear; “virtue” fear-of-God casge., cases in which fear-of-God is
understood as a virtue [e.g., “For as the heavenhkigh above the earth, so great is his
steadfast love toward those who fear him” Ps 1J3ddpear at times to connote the
more abstract phenomena associated with Israelshim yet never fail to denote the
phenomenon of being afraid. An especially closé laiothe fear-of-God texts of
Ecclesiastes will help to demonstrate this.

VIl



ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Es gibt unter Gelehrten viele verschiedene Ansicliteer die Bedeutung von
Gottesfurcht im AT, und diese verschiedenen Ansitliinden ihren Ausdruck in den
verschiedenen Ubersetzungen des Begriffs in ddernvRibelversionen. Viele meinen,
das Wesen der Gottesfurcht verandere sich in dexd, @r dem sich die Religion Israels
veranderte. Diese vorliegende Arbeit geht davon dass die Gottesfurcht, wie sie im
Alten Testament verwendet wird, naher mit der Eoro{der Furcht) verbunden ist, als
viele Vertreter der historisch-kritischen Schulauden méchten. Wahrend der Begriff
zeitweise zur Beschreibung des Phanomens Religi@&n Ehrfurcht, Ehre, Anbetung,
usw.) herangezogen wird, liegt die Hauptbedeutwsglsbsprochenen Phanomens darin,
dass man sich furchtet. Um diese Theorie zu unt@ema mussen einige Werke, die die
Geschichte Israels zu rekonstruieren versucheterfiiagt werden — allen voran die
einflussreiche formkritische Stud@ottesfurcht im Alten Testamertn Joachim Becker.
Die Arbeit geht davon aus, dass die Argumente Badkie seine These, der Begriff
Gottesfurcht habe sich in seiner Bedeutung geéndsrte befriedigende Antwort geben.
Die Texte, die fur die Betrachtung der Gottesfuinlffrage kommen, sind in ihrem
biblischen Kontext zu sehen (was historisch-kritess8etrachtungen nicht immer
gemacht haben) und von einem konservativen herrtisoken Blickwinkel zu deuten.
Der semantische Befund zur Gottesfurcht ist zigm#ienstant im gesamten AT (und
ebenso im NT) und ist von zwei Kategorien gekersiret: Die ,Ereignis“- (,Event®-)
Gottesfurcht (d.h. Narrative, in denen Akteure sioheinem Furcht einfloRendem
Objekt &ngstigen) zeigt, dass ,Furcht” (normalesg&n”) mit der Emotion Furcht
verbunden ist, wahrend die ,, Tugend*- (,Virtue“-) tesfurcht (wo die Gottesfurcht als
Tugend begriffen wird, z.B. in Ps 103:11 [,Dennhsxxh der Himmel tber der Erde ist,
|&Rt er seine Gnade walten Uber die, so ihn funchtenehr abstrakte Bedeutungen haben
kann, aber nie auf die Emotion Furcht verzichtat.denauer Blick auf die Texte im
Buch Prediger soll helfen, diese These zu untermaue

Vil



INTRODUCTION

In his 1926 lecture “Religion in the Making” Alfrédorth Whitehead said: “If the
modern world is to find God, it must find him thgiulove and not through fear, with the
help of John and not of Paui ¥Vhile this message was given to a unitarian cayajien,
it echoed a growing opinion in Europe and Amerittaat the uses of threats which
engender fear were no longer an appropriate wayasent the Gospel of Jesus Christ.
This opinion was likely to some extent a reactigaiast Catholic and Protestant
preaching that for centuries had concentrated heamijudgment and hell. There was
also the growing influence of higher criticism wihiended to degrade the veracity of the
biblical testimony of God—and, as a result, the#hiof God. In recent years, post-
modern views—which are more or less rooted in fhstemological assumptions of
modernity—have continued to put a veil betweentéiséimony of Scripture and its
readers. The recent emergent church movementxéon@e, which claims to be taking
Evangelicalism in an entirely new and fresh dittiin general tries very hard to
downplay the disturbing elements of the Bible thddress the subjects of God’s wrath,
judgment, and the place that God has preparedhdsetwho reject his Son. Because of
these movements in the last century or more, tiserethe minds of many less to fear
from God.

Many who are in agreement with this trend have nthdie case from Scripture;
they have generally understood that if God is lolen he cannot be the God of wrath
and judgment that the Bible often depicts. Thereftre many texts that speak of the
judging God of wrath must be interpreted in lighttee overriding truth that God is love
and that God would not bring harm to anyone. A bydpct of this is to perceive in the
many fear-of-God texts that depict fear asraue more of the refined phenomena that
worshippers manifest in response to God’s love,ridhe actual emotion/feeling of fear
that men and women feel when threatehBdt in my view, the Bible greatly resists this
kind of interpretation—for in both the OT and th& ,Nhere is a continuous tone of
warningagainst disbelief and disobedience. And this ieradways heard in the
atmosphere of God'’s love and his unwillingness émgtone should perish. In other
words, the warning tone (which consists of manyiddal threats) is meant to serve as

! Whitehead, 1926. The lecture was given at Bosti§itig’s Chapel. (Part two “Religion
and dogma,” sec. “The quest for God.”)

2 Throughout the dissertation | will distinguishween “event” fear-of-God and “virtue”
fear-of-God. The former is simply a narrative eveinsomeone fearing before some kind of
epiphany of God or a display of his power (e.g.odER0:18); the latter simply signifies a god-
pleasing virtue of a man or a woman or a group,(éagvoman who fears the LORD is to be
praised” [Prov 31:30b]), or indicates a positivéueain general (e.g., “The fear of the LORD is
the beginning of knowledge” [Prov 1:7a]).



an effective tool—among many other effective tootd-evangelism. Whitehead
mentioned that the world would best find God’s Iteugh John and not Paul; but the
difference between them that Whitehead suggestssieading—for John, just like Paul,
wrote of the blessings of God as well as his curEls allegory, for example, of the vine
and the branches is terrifying in its implicatidosthose who do not bear fruit (John
15:1-17); in John’s first epistle, he makes it clémat the one who hates his brother or
sister will by no means have eternal life in God 83; and the book of Revelation is full
of warnings against disbelief and disobedienceistiill one day judge all human
beings and condemn to the “lake of fire” anyone séhname is not found in the “book of
life” (20:15). But despite this evidence plus m@tbe in the NT, many today claim that
there is nothing to fear from God.

The question that the current work attempts to anssvthis: is there any
significant evidence in the OT that the fear-of-Gaeh evolved from the emotion/feeling
of fear to something more refined and abstract shi@hone would be justified in
believing that the NT no longer signified any oé fiear emotion/feeling in the virtue
fear-of-God cases there? My answay (thesikis this: in all OT cases, in which a clear
Hebrew word for “fear” is used to signify a virtuee primary intended meaning (which
does not exclude other meanings) is the fear emédeling—and this feature holds true
from the earliest parts of the OT to the latestiléMirtue fear-of-God may to a
significant degree signify various states of thartienind/soul as well as god-pleasing
actions that are manifested in a right relations¥ith God, the fear emotion/feeling is
always assumed to undergird them all and to betiingary virtue that is understood by
the use of the expression. Whatever other reldtmmidehavioral phenomena that virtue
fear-of-God mightonnote it never fails talenotethe phenomenon of being afrdid.

In order to justify the validity of this thesis gtliollowing procedures are now
undertaken: first, the opinions of others who htnaeight about the subject will be
considered; views from the pre-critical era willé&eamined followed by views from the
critical era. There will be an especially rigoronteraction with the critical-era work of J.
Becker. This is necessary because of the greaeiméke of hissottesfurcht im Alten
TestamentSecond, | will consider all of the OT fear-of-Gexts that usg7’ (and many
that use other words as well) and present—espgaoudh the virtue fear-of-God cases—
what their linguistic and contextual features réamut a possible evolution in the
concept. In order to more graphically highlight soaf the reasons that indicate that fear
remains in OT fear-of-God, | will present a closgamination of the fear-of-God
passages in the book of Ecclesiastes. Finallyetivdl be a brief consideration of the NT

3 The use here of “connote” and “denote” are borvem Clines, 2003, who used them
in his own fear-of-God study of Job 28:28.



to see if the virtue of the fear emotion/feelingpeessed before God is really weakened or
altogether absent. If fear remains there, thenviilidend some credibility to the notion
that fear-of-God did not significantly evolve in areng in the OT. But before getting
started, a few words are in order about my metmabgeneral assumptions.

METHOD
Assumptions

My method for investigating fear-of-God in the Gsfconservative and trusting.
When | say “conservative,” | mean that my methdteots a very high regard for the
Bible and a belief that God has provided words $ipatak truthfully—both historically
and theologically. When | say “trusting,” | meamtth have committed this work to God
and trust that his Word is fully able to deliveratigh the written form of verbal
communication his will for human beings—including ill regarding the emotions and
feelings that men and women ought to exhibit wherelationship with him. I trust that
God has lovingly spoken to his earthly children aad not left them alone and allowed
them to only have their hopes set upon the scheftasman beings. With this as a
methodological foundation, | cannot agree with mahthe basic tenets of higher
criticism. | believe that all methods built upomstkepistemologically skeptical foundation
are extremely limited in their ability to discelmetdeepest Scriptural truths—if just for
the reason that they are disallowed by that fouoddb state anpropositionsabout the
“invisible God” (Col 1:15) or about his will for mian beings. J. Barton—very much a
higher critic himself—feels this stricture, andview of the massive amount of higher
critical study that has raised far more questitias it answered, confesses that the search
for the right method of studying the Bible will renend’ But a mission that begins with

* Barton, 1996, 5, writes, “The primary thesis iattmuch harm has been done in biblical
studies by insisting that there is, somewherepaeéct’ method which, if only we could find it,
would unlock the mysteries of the text. From thesjdor this method flow many evils: for
example, the tendency of each newly-discovered odeih excommunicate its predecessors
(never clearer than with the latest, canon critijjsand the tendency to denigrate the ‘ordinary’
reader as ‘non-critical’. | try to argue—not in amye place, but wherever the issue arises—that
all of the methods being examined have somethitigagm, but none of them is the ‘correct’
method which scholars are seeking. This can be dbaeimple level, by showing how each in
turn falls short of perfection; but my argument gha@rther than this. | believe that the quest for a
correct method is, not just in practice but inhégeincapable of succeeding. The pursuit of
method assimilates reading a text to the procedirehnology: it tries to process the text,
rather than to read it. Instead, | propose thashild see each of our ‘methods’ as a codification
of intuitions about the text which may occur taitigent readers. Such intuitions can well arrive
at truth; but it will not be the kind of truth falmair in the natural sciences. Reading the Old
Testament, with whatever aim in view, belongs shhmanities and cannot operate with an idea



the belief that the mission will never be fulfillexisurely “meaningless” and a “chasing
after the wind” (Eccl 2:11); this is invariably tlbetcome when one uses Bible study
methods that build upon higher criticism and itsuamsptions.. In fact, the employment of
them as tools to find ultimate meaning about Gibel, &nd the world was just what
Qoheleth warned against: for he concentrated hsuttuof understanding and happiness
on things “under the sun,” but found it ati77. His suggested solution—which seemed to
be almost a concession when all else had failed—ewadhat “goads” our eyes off the
things that are “fading away” (i.e., away from thsible things of the world) and toward
the (nvisible) eternal God who alone provides meaning and perpmthe lives of human
beings. For Qoheleth, it all came down to faiths Way of saying this was: “Fear God
and keep his commandments, for this is the whoie diuman” (NIV). Qoheleth had

faith that Gods (“fear God”) and that God had spoken clearly enough for izueh
women to know his will for their lives (“keep hismmandments!”). A conservative and

of watertight, correct method.” | believe Bartorright in that he has seen the methods that have
been created and used to study the Bible fall ‘tabfgoerfection”; but even though he suggests
that OT studies should be undertaken more withnadmities mindset, the foundation that he
assumes to be the starting point remains at heiaritgic (i.e., empiricist)—so a conservative
method like my own is not seriously considered Barton, 1998, 17, he insists that—given the
current state of biblical studies—“the cure is mamécism, not less.”) In reality, Barton is way
off the mark when he suggests that the criticahwgs approach “perfection”; 1 will concede that
conservative methods approach perfectispmptotically(i.e., [mathematically speaking] always
approaches, but never arrives), but critical meshzahnot be said to do the same because the
more they are applied, the more they lead the é¢gegeo employs them from the truth. In other
words, critical methods cause onalteergefrom a right understanding of God’s message in the
Bible. Young expresses a similar thought in hisodtiction to Calvin’s commentary on Isaiah
(Calvin, 1948, ix): “One who can look upon the gdrnepy of Isaiah as nothing more than a
product of the religious genius of the ancient le&ls has thereby excluded any possibility of
ever arriving at a correct interpretation. For phephet claims that his message has come from
God, and the earnest interpreter must take intouadchis psychological conviction upon the
prophet’s part. To ignore this conviction—as is €@@mso much modern literature upon the
subject—and to place the prophecy on a parallelgimother religious literature of antiquity; to
regard it, in other words, as nothing more tharfihie of the reflection of a deeply religious
mind, is to shut oneself out entirely from obtaman proper understanding.” On the other hand,
conservative “pre-critical” methods that assumeBHxe to be reliable and understandable cause
one toapproachthe truth. When | say that conservative methoggreach” the truth, this is not
at all a confession of relativism based upon epistegical skepticism, but a simple taking into
account the fallen-ness and imperfection of sfiltéd conservative exegetes; as Paul admitted
about those of us who believe, we “see in a midionly” (1 Cor 13:12). Regarding the fear-of-
God topic, a conservative reading of the pertiparsisages brings the strong sense that God'’s
holiness vis-a-vis man’s un-holiness gives menwaoishen good reason to experience the
emotion/feeling of fear before God; but the critiopinion (most exhaustively expressed by
Becker—see below) moves the meaning of fear-of-&eddily away from the emotion/feeling of
fear because of incorrect epistemology that thezefan incorrect theology and anthropology.

®> See FN 157 concerning Rylaarsdam’s remarks abghéhcriticism’s assumptions.



trusting approach to the Scripture can get onethastmpasse that critical methods create
because it comes from a position of faith and trfiagth that God is and trust that God has
lovingly revealed his will for human beings. Bildichermeneutics might be considered a
combination of science (in the sense of carefulrmethodical inquiry) and art, but it is
above all, as Osborne points ousparitual endeavof.

True understanding—as far as God allows it—of Gudi fsis Word only comes to
those who “tremble” at his Word; that is, those wihiak highly enough of God to trust
that he has provided a reliable and readable Warti$ children on earth. Those who
come before him humbly and reverently—indeed, witn some fear—will be blessed
by God and given special insighThe Bible student who from the outset admits his o
her own contingency before the eternal and omnijpdd®d is one who will understand
his or her perilous situation: “[we] are not [oo/n” (1 Cor 6:19); we did not choose to
come into this world and our destination after thagld is not ultimately up to us.
Therefore, God is to be feared.

To study the Bible one must come from some stagwigt. Many who employ the
modern methods and the post-modern methods tivaioil of higher criticism’s
epistemological base, however, usually do not plaat out their assumptions at the
outset® As a result, a certain circularity in reasoning céten be perceivetiThe form-

® Osborne, 1991, 5, calls biblical hermeneuticst,fa science in that “it provides a logical,
orderly classification of the laws of interpretatiql do not think that Osborne here accepts the
rigid empiricist epistemology that of often assun@dndergird “science”). Second,
hermeneutics is an art, “for it is an acquiredlgléimanding both imagination and an ability to
apply the ‘laws’ to selected passages or booksidlsi—and most important for Osborn—
“hermeneutics when utilized to interpret Scriptigra spiritual act, depending upon the leading of
the Holy Spirit. Modern scholars too often igndne sacred dimension and approach the Bible
purely as literature, considering the sacral asfoeloe almost a genre. Yet human efforts can
never properly divine the true message of the Vébi@od.”

" This “insight” is sometimes called “illuminationklein writes, “For his part, God
provides the resource for such obedient understgrafihis truth: the illumination of the Holy
Spirit. A corollary of the requirement of faithtise regeneration of the Holy Spirit. That is, once
people have committed their lives in faith to Jessidord, the Bible speaks of a work that God
performs in them. This internal operation enablesliers to perceive spiritual truth, an ability
unavailable to unbelievers (cf. 1 Cor 2:6-16; 2 B@di5-18). This illuminating work of the Spirit
does not circumvent nor allow us to dispense withgrinciples of hermeneutics and the
techniques of exegesis. It does mean that a dynaomprehension of the significance of
Scripture and its application to life belongs umilyuto those indwelt by the Holy Spirit. Though
scholars possess an arsenal of methods and teebnigilh which to decipher the meaning of the
biblical texts, interpretation falls short of itei¢ potential without the illumination of the Shiri
Neither methodology nor the Spirit operates inasoh from the other.”

8 Barr, 1982, 9, Barr accuses the conservative achwhen talking outside [his or her]
fundamentalist constituency” of the same: “I do s@y that he shares the same presuppositions
[of the critical scholar], for he very likely doest: but as a rule he conceals his presuppositions,



critical work of J. Becker (which will be reviewed length below) is no exception: for
him, a literary form (for example, the Deuteronatsiform) contains fear-of-God
instances that have certain meanings. These meaaragustified to some extent by the
fact that these fear-of-God cases occur in celitagistic forms (verb, noun, adjective,
etc.). But because these linguistic forms are maum-of-the-mill forms that—at least at
first glance—would not seem to justify any sigrafint semantic difference, the reader is
left with the sense that the only reason thatitiguistic form justifies any change in
meaning is simply because it is found in a cer@inliterary form. In other words, a
certain fear-of-God case in a certain literary favith have a certain meaning; why?
Answer: because it occurs in a certain linguigtiorf. But why should an unremarkable
linguistic form make any difference? Answer: be@ai®ccurs in the literary form. The
reader who is unfamiliar with basic higher-critieslsumptions will sense the circularity
that comes about whehe most influential factan the writer’s reasoning process is not
made plain. Unspoken—yet operating in the backgitedis the form-critical assumption
(that is shared by all higher criticisms) that &ita religion evolved from primitive fear

for he knows very well that, if he sets them in fikefront, he will only depreciate the value of
his own scholarly work.” Barr has a valid point éxethere are not a few conservative scholars
who think of themselves as being evangelical antheasame time, as being a fully-legitimate
part of the “academy” (that is, the wider [and mbédger—although it represents a much smaller
percentage of the worldwide church] academic witréd generally disregards scholarly work that
assumes supernatural causation). It is my undelisigithat the biblical scholar cannot
legitimatelyoperate in both worlds at the same time: fromgtteeind up these worlds are too
different. There is, so to speak, no “middle gratifdhen an evangelical undertakes biblical
study with one of the methods of higher criticigra,or she tacitly admits the validity of the
underlying assumptions of the method and theredfoc@dentally admits the non-validity of his or
her own evangelical position. An evangelical camaiely have something to say “when talking
outside his own fundamentalist constituency,” eiblight to do so honestly—and let the cards
fall where they may.

° This point is admitted by Barton, 1996, 5: “I toyshow how each method, however
modestly it is applied, always brings in its wakeng kind of circularity in argument.” Because
of this subjectivity, Barton says that biblicaltmism should be understood as “non-scientific and
needs to be evaluated with the tools proper tdtimeanities, not the sciences” (6). This last point
is a step in the right direction, but to leave thgyp under the humanities tacitly still puts man on
top. There needs to be an additional step, andgtatonce again make theology a general field
of study in its own right—not subjected to the lations of science and humanities. But this call
by Barton toward the “non-scientific” is not at ke he is suggesting that the “scientific” (i.e.,
epistemologically empirical) foundation of higheiticism should be scrapped; that remains
firmly in place. What he does mean is that we stel “non-scientific” enough to live with the
reasoning circularity that is inherent in higheitical methods. In other words, we should not be
critical of circular reasoning. Therefore, higher criticisqpermanence is assured, because—
according to Barton’s suggested criteria—it carydrd judged according to taste and not
according to truth.



of the natural elements to refined worship of tHpasited” God™ The literary form that
is used by Becker is not just a simple litergepre(poetry, wisdom, etc.); in reality his
idea of genre includes significant changes to tety and to the works and words of
God that the OT testifies about. Basic to formi@sm is the assumption that the religion
evolved—and this assumption is really what provithesmain interpretational force in
Becker’'s monograph; if the religion evolved, thea toncept of fear-of-God must have
also evolved!

This evolutionary theory—as understood by the faritics—is clearly built upon
philosophies that contain, as Bartholomew points au “ethos of suspicion towards
Christianity.™ Modern science—of which higher criticism is a pais not only
epistemologically blind to God, but consciouslykset exclude God: as Dietrich and
Link confess, “Die Wissenschaft braucht [Gott] niahehr.™® Crenshaw confirms this
when he admits that higher biblical criticism iseaf the factors (along with Darwinian
biology, Freudian metapsychology, Marxist ideologtg,.) that has resulted in an
“emptying of the universe” of the existence of G8d@his desire of higher criticism to
empty the supernatural out of religion is cleangerstood—and supported—by the
Committee for the Scientific Examination of Religio

The methods developed for the study of religiothmanineteenth century were
“scientific” in the strict sense. They were basedlte modern understanding of
genesis and change, reproducible cause and edfetinductive and empirical
standards of proof. There was a search for sciemixplanations that would
interpret both biological and moral life in termfsewolution. In a nutshell,
scientific explanations began to replace religiexglanations. Belief in the
miraculous was seriously weakened by the revolutidristoricalcriticism, a term
that would later come to be applied to any canditerature, religious or secular.

The historical school of criticism, which begarGermany in the early
nineteenth century (but with strong eighteenth4egnantecedents), regarded the
Bible as a “human” work—a work of the religious ig@ation. It showed,

12 Rudolf Otto—whose ideas about “God” are appropdaiy Becker—used “posited” to
indicate that the reality of God is not objectivé bubjective (see my p. 45 and Otto, 1958, 113.)

1 do not criticize here the idea of the evolutafrihe Israelite religioper se but the kind
of evolution that is purported to have occurredh®sy/form critics. The religion of YHWH of
course evolved, for example, from a foundation&keo@ant with Abraham to the religion of an
entire nation based upon the complex laws anddler@ants given by God through Moses. The
biblical text depicts God developing his covenagtde as he saw fit; on the other hand, form
criticism in the main understands that the evolutibthe Israelite religion (and all other
religions) occurred through human reactions tonahjphenomena and through human agency.
God as a supernatural agent of causation is epsbginally off-limits. Therefore, any evolution
in the cult must be explained in terms of the psymical and sociological phenomena of human
beings and not in terms of the will of God.

12 Bartholomew, 1998, 86.

'* Dietrich and Link, 2000, 9.

' Crenshaw, 2005, 25.



laboriously, that most of the books of the Bible-eAr Moses to John—were not
written by the persons whose names they bear. fitiesddemonstrated with
incredible deftness that the books of the Bible Ibaeh modified from earlier
sources and that many of these sources lay outsd#&ewish and Christian
traditions.

Perhaps most challenging of all, historical criiicalled into question not
only the words and teachings of biblical persorejtbut even their historical
identity. Much of the Bible, on this view, was redged as mythology, not history—
valuable for what it reveals about the culture peaod of human history but not as
a guide for ethics, science, and socigty.

The higher-critics’ skepticism regarding the mieschnd the words of God that the
biblical text records is normally not confessedfignt; perhaps they assume readers will
already know about it. On the other hand, the omssiay be a way to avoid legitimate
debate over the appropriateness of their limitatiom what iseasonableand what is fit
to be classified asnowledgeBecker accomplished his OT fear-of-God study gisire
form-critical method and all the philosophical asgtions that undergird it. He,
therefore, could not consider the fear-of-God eardteeling as one that was really
exhibited by men and women before the true God rehbly did reveal himself in
history. With the Bible being a “human” work (a “vkoof the religious imagination” as
the Committee for the Scientific Examination of igieln understands it—see block quote
just above), all Becker can do is theorize what-tdaGod might have meant to those
whoimaginedGod—whether primitive homo sapiens who tremblefdteethunderstorms
and volcanoes, or the later devotees of YHWH whoshiped at the cultic center of
Jerusalem. So there is no way with this methocetdaa right evaluation of the fear
emotion/feeling that one might have before GodafiG-as the Bible describes him—
really does exist.

My starting point is the Biblé® | assume that it is a reliable testimony to how th
creation came to be, God'’s actions in the creatiod, his will for the creatiol. The

!5 CSER colloquium. Threat to enlightenment: The leingles to the historical-critical
method, 2006, 17.

8 1n the name of truth and fairness to others, toailsl in study of the Bible admit one’s
presuppositions. Klein, Blomberg, and Hubbard, 199®, write at length about the importance
of being open about presuppositions and about edrabe contained within those
presuppositions. Drawing upon D. S. Ferguson’s siewthe subjecBiblical Hermeneutics-
pg. 12), they present the four following categarf€k) informational: the information one
already possesses about a subject prior to appnggith(2) attitudinal: the disposition one brings
in approaching a topic, also termed prejudice,, lmapredisposition; (3) ideological: both
generally, the way we view the total complex ofitggworld view, frame of reference); and (4)
methodological: the actual approach one takespiagxng a given subject. Possible approaches
include scientific, historical, and inductive.”

7 |n this dissertation | will not intentionally us@y ambiguity that could be had in words
or sentences. In other words, | will not play “laage games” with my readers. When | say, for
example, that the Bible is a “reliable testimonyglo not mean “reliable” to be taken in some



Bible, being God’s special revelation for humankiisdGod’s Word. The Bible is not
God, but it has thauthority of God in that it came from God—and, thereforenrard
women are obligated to know what the Bible saystarapply what it says to their

lives!® With this belief that the Bible is God’s Word, awith a willingness to come
under its authority, then one can have confidenae®od will provide the insight
necessary to understand what it says. This stgooing, however, is not at all arbitrary—
for the Bible provides the answers to the greajasstions of men and women, far
surpasses all the literary creations of human Isgigiges God’s Word that there is indeed
life after death, and is the best seller—by far-albtime. As Peter well said when many
were leaving Jesus, “Lord, to whom can we go? Yaetlthe words of eternal life” (John
6:68). What Peter saw in Christ was his majestytroith, his self-sacrifice, his words of
unsurpassed wisdom and authority, his miracleshatbve. If Jesus is not the way, then
we have no hope, for all other gods of other rehgi(if they indeed profess a god or
gods) are practically dust by comparison.

To make the truths in the Bible one’s foundationsiudying the Bible is to
acknowledge that one cannot stand outside the ra@e peer in and judge the universe
and its creator. | am always, in reality, in thévense and always a part of its
contingency. Even if | am the wisest man in theld;ano matter how much of the world |
put in my crucible for observation, there is alwaysre that is behind me—unseen and
unknown. This means that | cannot create a fouoddtiat explainsll reality; the
foundation upon which | rest my ultimate ideas Angdes and fears must be, by
definition, a reality that is not of myself, butthie creator-God. Therefore, it is simply a
matter of looking for this reality, identifying threality, and laying this reality in as a
foundation to one’s life. The God of the Bilteustbe this reality, for no one or nothing
else compares. But for “theologians” and othersdiol to philosophical assumptions that

post-modern sense of “reliable for me” or “reliafide the church”; instead, | mean that it is
“reliable” because it igruthful in its representation of testimony and histor@atnts—including
events of God and prophets speaking words thatefbtbe future. | might also define how | am
using the word “truthful,” but | do not think thist necessary; for normal people (who speak, in
this case, English), the meaning of the term iSesatlent.

'8 The first article of the Chicago Statement on B#ilHermeneutics (produced by
conservative/evangelical scholars—&aglaining hermeneutics: A commentary on the Chicag
Statement on Biblical Hermeneutid983) says: “We affirm that the normative auttyoof Holy
Scripture is the authority of God Himself, andtiested by Jesus Christ, the Lord of the Church.
We deny the legitimacy of separating the authaftZhrist from the authority of Scripture, or of
opposing the one to the other.” This Evangelicatieshent stands in stark contrast with Hermann
Gunkel (upon whom Becker builds his fear-of-God kyofThus the opinion that the Old
Testament is a safe guide to true religion and litpi@@nnot any longer be maintained.” In
Gunkel’'s opinion, this is so because the OT is §irag'roguish piece of [Hebrew] folk-lore”
(Gunkel, 1928, 16, 17).



necessarily exclude God (and his right to interviertbe occurrences of nature that he
himself ordained) is the greatest folly; in thiseathe only ultimate reality that can ever
be had will be somethingecessarilycreated by humans; but this gives no hope agall.
much of the willingness to search for tinge ultimate foundation is based upon the
understanding that God is good and that he wilvji@a true and understandable guide
for his children. When a person so inclined finas Bible, he or she accepts it with joy,
and considers the words to be faithful and truether words, that person considers the
Bible to be innocent, holy, and pure—that is, dextfon of God’s holy perfection and of
God’s ability to provide and preserve informatibattis free from untruth and anything
evil.!® His Word “will stand forever” (Isa 40:8) and “Heav and earth will pass away,
but my words will not pass away” (Matt 24:35). $ere are good reasons to expect a
faithful Word from God and to find that Word in theok that we call the Bible. As for
me, | will assume thanocenceof the Bible—until proven otherwise—and continae t
use it as the foundation by which | understanafiteality, including fear-of-God®

9 Not only the Bible is considered to be good, batiG-as described in the Bible—is
considered to be perfect, holy, and always juse tBmdency for some to call the goodness of
God into question is not something | will do. Whear,example, Crenshaw writes, “a cruel streak
exists in the biblical depiction of God,” and gaesto call God’s actions as depicted in the OT
“fiendish,” “bestial,” “monstrous,” “harsh,” “savag’ “immoral,” and “evil,” (see Crenshaw,

2005, 178, 179), | understand this opinion to lgeemt mischaracterization of God as well as a
misunderstanding of the basic biblically-based dioes of God and man that show that God has
the full right to judge humans, humans are guiftgio and ought to be judged, and God has the
best interest of humans always in mind—for he tédkespleasure in the death of the wicked”
(Ezek 33:11). This is not to say that | do not fingself perplexed and distressed occasionally by
the actions of God as described in the Bible owhgit God allows in everyday life; but | give

him the benefit of the doubt, knowing that—evenuijio | cannot understand his ways in my very
limited view—nhe is always working everything out the good. If the Lord gives, he is not evil if
he decides to take away; either way, one should-saydid Job—“blessed be the name of the
LORD” (Job 1:21).

2 Walter Kaiser, 1980, 7, has the same view reggrtia presumption of innocence of the
Bible: “For our part we believe all texts shouldibeocent of all charges of artificiality until the
are proven guilty by clear external witnesses. fBxeéshould first be dealt with on its own terms.
All editorial impositions designated by modernitietived not from real sources—to which
evangelicals have no objection—but rather deduemd broad philosophical and sociological
impositions over the text) which can be creditethwitomizing the text and deleting the
connectors allegedly assigned to pious or misguidddctors must be excluded from the
discipline until validated by evidence. Biblicaktiiogy will always remain an endangered species
until the heavy-handed methodology of imaginaryrsewriticism, history of tradition, and
certain types of form criticism are arrested.” Wegtone is coming from a critical perspective or
a perspective of faith, Kaiser goes on to saydahatshould be careful to not read into the biblical
text one’s particular “axe to grind”; instead, “atiteria should approach the issue in a similar
fashion to the American system of jurisprudendexais innocent until proven guilty by known
data provided by sources whose truthfulness oretposts can be demonstrated or which share
the same general area of contemporaneity as tteurger investigation and whose performance
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General Hermeneutical Issues

Hermeneutical issues will only be discussed brie#lye and in general. One can
consult the numerous conservative sources thahaitble on the subjett.In view of
what has been said just above, | believe God hae e Bible highlyeadable Once
again, this is a reflection of his love and hislwgness to transmit an understandable
Word to the human beings whom he created. The Bdohebe understood because it has
clarity and because God has given common senseramd women. “Clarity” and
“‘common sense” are important concepts, so a fevdsvehould be said regarding both.
First, the doctrine of “clarity” (or “perspicuity'Wwhich was strongly emphasized by the
reformers simply claims that the Bible is underdtyle—especially in regards to its
main message of salvation (see, e.g., Deut 6:6aclfiable to children]; Ps 19:7 [makes
wise the simple]; 119:130 [gives light to the siejpMatt 12:3-5; 19:14; 22:31 [Jesus
assumed people should have known the Scripturasiy 3:10 [Nicodemus should have
known the Scriptures]; and Heb 2:3-4 [the Gosped alaarly announced]). There are, of
course, many parts of Scripture that are challengsdod communicates through
“riddles” (e.g., Judg 14:14; Ezek 17:2-24; John3;3ee Num 12:8; Prov 1:6) and
dreams (e.g., Gen 28:12; 31:10-12; 37:5-11; 1 KB1§sl5; Dan 7; Matt 1:20-21; 2:19;
see Num 12:6; Joel 2:28; Acts 2:17); his ways aseQoheleth says, “deep, very deep”

record of producing reliable data has been goo8y. (2 might be noted here that both critics and
conservatives appeal to “evidence”™—so evidgreeseis not the issue; rather, the epistemology
that determines what is allowable for evidencéésissue. In the conservative view, the
epistemological base (and, in many cases, the wenlg of higher-critical scholars precludes an
honest validation of the evidence; on the othedh#re consideration and the handling of the
evidence which accords most accurately to the wiags really are is best enabled by an
epistemology that allows God to keownthrough the evidences of reason, subjective stdites
the heart/soul, and the order (i.e., the desigat)¢haracterizes the physical universe. In a word,
the epistemology of the higher critic is simply &leptical, and it prompts views towards the
biblical text that are very different than thataofonservative. To illustrate this, one can cohtras
whatOtto Kaiser, 1977, says below (the subject being thahiéty of the biblical ascription of
certain words to certain OT prophets) with wilter Kaiser has already said above. O. Kaiser
writes: “Establishing which individual sayings doebe ascribed to each particular prophet
depends on a careful delimitation of the units vaiplication of strict criteria about literary
types, a comparative investigation of vocabulatylesand ideas, and not least of the general
historical picture of the period. In view of theéusition just sketched, it is methodologically
justified to work with the postulate thiais not the inauthenticity but the authenticifytioe
sayings ascribed to the prophets that needs tateed' (pp. 208, 209, emphasis mine). For O.
Kaiser, the biblical historical testimony is falseless proven true; for W. Kaiser, it is true usles
proven false. | will side with W. Kaiser becausssithefair thing to do.

%L For example, Fee and Stuart, 2003, Goldsworth§7 2Bartill, 1960, Hendricks and
Hendricks, 2007, Kaiser and Silva, 1994, Klein,iBberg, and Hubbard, 1993, Maier, 1994,
Osborne, 1991, Ramm, 1998, Zuck, 1991.
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(Eccl 7:24); how/when prophecies are fulfilled ergetimes difficult to know (that is why
the Ethiopian Eunuch [Acts 8:26-39] needed hele3ud often spoke figuratively (and
even the apostles needed him to interpret—see Na@8-36; John 16:25-30); Paul’'s
letters were, according to Peter, “hard to undasté2 Pet 3:16); and Paul exclaimed,
“who has known the mind of the Lord” (Rom 11:33-3%)addition to challenging issues
within the Bible, there also have been the chabbsmaf language and culture: translation
from source language to target language is impeaied the understanding of how a
biblical teaching to one culture applies to anotheture is imperfect as welf.But the
phenomenon of fear-of-God flows in the main outhaf big-picture categories of the
Bible that are literarily and theologically easyajgprehend—and these categories
confirm what is already known by human beings tgtothe general revelation: God’s
“eternal power” and “divine nature” are made “plaio them (Rom 1:19-20); they know
who they are in comparison—that is, weak and tealpweatures (implicit in Rom 1:18-
20); they know that they are sinful and are theeefiilty before God (Rom 1:32); they
know that there is a problem and that God (who #rew to be good) has a solution to
this problem—but most, nevertheless, reject thigtmm (Rom 2:8) and incur God’s
“wrath and fury” as a result. Jesus Christ is thlateon and he is only known through the
clear presentation of the gospel in the NT. Theotkability of the literal sense” of the
gospel is achievable because God has presentgddpel in an easy to read and
understandable way:Jesus is the son of God, Jesus died for sinnedsfaéth in Jesus
brings rescue from God’s condemnation; this ispespicuougospel message. When
one knows that the “solution” came at such a higgt to God, then one ought to be
aware at the deepest level of the “fearful prospégidgment” and the “fire of fury that
will consume [God’s] adversaries” (Heb 10:27). Tisain view of the clear message that
God is, that God sent his Son to redeem, and tbdtv@! judge finally those who reject
his Son, one is a fool to not fear God—for the egpuences of disbelief are so horrible.
The question of perspicuity must be consideredem\of God’s love and God'’s purpose
of providing the Bible in the first place: God’s Wias a “lamp unto [our] feet”; God sent
his “only Son” into the world not to confuse ordondemn the world, but “in order that
the world might be saved through him” (John 3:18, The purpose of Scripture is to
provide information so that men and women can k@ma and know his will for their

230, as Berkouwer, 1975, 267-268, points out, #femnation/Catholic distinction is
somewhat inaccurate; interpretation and exegesislaarly understood from both sides to be
necessary. The need to explain—even in Reform#tieology—is “deeply felt” (270).

% vanhoozer, 1998, 314,
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lives. Because it illumines the correct path—antdaskens it—inherent in the Bible is a
clarity which reflects the love that the creatos far his childrerf?

While the Bible text in the main has the quality‘dfrity,” it still could not be
understood unless its readers had Spirit-led “comssmse.” This is a God-given
characteristic that gives people the abilitktmwthe way things really are—both in the
physical and the metaphysical realms. That peagiepeedictably interact with other
entities in the world because they have sufficierdwledge about those entities seems
obvious to me; but | also draw here upon the thtasighT. Reid who wrote at length
about the knowability of many phenomena that haamhlmkecreed during the
Enlightenment to be unknowable. Reid argued thatroast factor into one’s
epistemology not only what logically/rationally aggys to be the case, but also what
appears to be the case in the experiences of eaelije. If the former is in conflict with
the latter, then the latter should take preceddnaethose thinkers who put reason over
common sense “shew the acuteness of the soplist akpense of disgracing reason and
human nature ...*» Restraint should be exercised in making grandrtises of the
limits of what can be known if they run countethe grain of what we take to be
knowable in day-to-day experience. The world migbitbe the same as one’s sense
impression of it, but that does not preclude onenfhaving cause/effect interactions with
things in the world or from really knowing thingsthe world. If we give up on this, then,
according to Reid, we are hopelessly alone: “upis[skeptical] hypothesis, the whole
universe about me, bodies and spirits, sun, mdarg,sand earth, friends and relations,
all things without exception, which | imagined tavie a permanent existence, whether |
thought of them or not, vanish at onéIf this is the case, says Reid, “we are deceived

4 In the foregoing | have considered the claritystios from the human perspective of
choice and accountability. There is, of course réadity of God’s sovereignty and the necessity
of the quickening of the Holy Spirit (who gives témnal clarity” as Luther called it—see Ibid.,
316) to draw people to God in the first place (5&r 2:14; 2 Cor 3:14-16; 4:3-4, 6; Heb 5:14;
James 1:5-6). The Bible’s words, as Calvin, 19@i],swill not obtain full credit in the hearts of
men, until they are sealed by the inward testimafriyre Spirit” (first book, chap. 7, sec. 4). And
even then, as Luther points out, plumbing the depftlScripture is a lifelong process: “(W)e
must ever remain scholars here; we cannot soundigbign of one single verse in Scripture; we
get hold but of the A, B, C, and that imperfectfisuther, 1868, sec. viii). God’s sovereign
election of men and women mysteriously occurs atingrto his sovereignty; but this in no way
diminishes human responsibility nor diminishesdppropriateness of fearing before the One
who is infinitely more powerful and who will juddmiman beings in the end (see Grudem, 1994,
107).

** Reid, 1999, 102.

% |bid., 96. Reid is here offering what would be tase if Hume’s empiricism were taken
to its logical limit. This empiricism, according Reid, leaned its “whole weight” upon the very
ancient hypothesis that “nothing is perceived bloats in the mind which perceives it: That we
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by Him that made us, and there is no remé&dBut this cannot be the case, for God is
love and has graciously provided the senses irr dihdé men and women know how
things really are about them. The senses hagms—and that is taccuratelydescribe
what is sensed. The fintdlosof the senses and the human mind is to allow okadw
God. The awareness of God is innate in all humamggetherefore, says Reid, “the
unjustlive by faithas well as th@ust’ (i.e., both believe that God iéj.

This is not to say that a man or woman with pleftgommon sense but with very
little Bible education will be able to fully undéasid fine points of theological doctrine or
know, for example, much about near eastern histaring Bible times; but most sincere
students of the Bible—quite apart from their edioratevel—can easily understand
many of the larger-scale realities that the Bibleches. This is mainly because the
Bible’s words are—in the main—predictable in theeaning. Of course, words are
arbitrary signs that somehow come to be in groypstich members of the group can
communicate. Words can and usually do evolve inningaover time, and their forms
change too. There is also the phenomenon of a wondaning being to some extent
dependent upon many other components within tlietstre of the language. But this
does not make language—written or oral—unintelligiln fact, once a language is
learned, real communication becomes easy, and gnelatomplicated missions can be
undertaken by a group and success achieved begaugemembers are able to
communicate effectively despite the imperfectionhait communication. This applies
also to communication that is accomplished at one aind recorded for another group at
a later time. If communication across the exparisen@ was mainly unreliable, then
biographies, histories, land deeds, law codesstatd constitutions would have little or
no usefulness—and civilization as it is known wonid exist. But reliable
communication through many mediums which carrynmiation across small and great
expanses of space and time does occur; accurat@woication of very detailed
information from one language to another occummass every minute of every day. And
even if one group tries to encrypt their informatso that it cannot be understood by
others, the code for that encryption can be brdikeanother group and the meaning fully
apprehende’ If the full meaning of an encrypted text can beenstood, how much
more readily will an unencrypted text—even if ifoeeign language—be understood.

do not really perceive things that are external dmly certain images and pictures of them
imprinted upon the mind, which are calliegpressionsandideas”

*"Reid, 1997, xxi (taken from Brookes’s quote ofdRiai the book’s introduction).

* Reid, 1999, 1.

2 For example, in World War Two the extremely cormpecryption of Axis military
communications was decrypted by the Allies andrfermation then gathered and used to their
advantage.
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While it is true that the Bible does have partd #ra in one way or another “encrypted”
(e.g., OT typology that looks forward to Chrisgniy and humor in OT narratives, views
about the monarchy and/or Jerusalem cult that nnghiead “between the lines,”
prophecies, parables, etc.), and the task of daoryfs a challenging task (“he has ears,
let him hear” [Matt 13:9 NIV]), the main lines df¢ology and anthropology are,
nevertheless, easy to discern by a man or womentakas the time to read and the effort
to understand: God is the omnipotent creator-God mihde men and women out of the
dust of the earth, men and women are contingengjbevho are absolutely dependent
upon God, and they are accountable to him to heg fives according to his will;
therefore, “men should fear before him” (Eccl 3NKJV).*

Biblical hermeneutics—and hermeneutics undertakehe search for meaning of
all types of information systems—should be accosmg@d with the acknowledgment that
language is, in the main, reliable and predictaBled has given language as a gift to his
earthly creatures so that they can effectively comicate and survive. Words—at least
for humans—are central to this effective commumicata given word has a meaning or
meanings that can be discerned and recorded, etraigh contextual factors can perhaps
suggest various semantic peculiarities, a wordterit to be semantically anchored at
usually one, but often two or three points. If tigre not so, it would be practically
impossible to produce lexicons and dictionariess Timderstanding is vital to effective
biblical hermeneutics; the consideration of tieemal meaning(s) of words is taken very
seriously, and those words are assumed to cleanlyrunicate unless solid evidence to
the contrary is found. Concerning this, Krausealetvrite, “The centrality of words in
language communication underscores the importaihtte dexical principle of
hermeneuticsThe correct interpretation of Scripture is the megnrequired by the
normal meaning of the words in the context in whiety occur’** With this
predictability of words understood, Goldingay wiihod justification believes that the
interpretation of Scripture “is in one sense a@sitaightforward enterprise, one that

% The 23rd article of the Chicago Statement of BidlHermeneutics says: “We affirm the
clarity of Scripture and specifically of its messapout salvation from sin. We deny that all
passages of Scripture are equally clear or haval &garing on the message of redemption.”
Norman Geisler comments: “Traditionally this teachis called the ‘perspicuity’ of Scripture. By
this is meant that the central message of Scrigurkear, especially what the Bible says about
salvation from sin. The Denial disassociates tlasrcfrom the belief that everything in Scripture
is clear or that all teachings are equally cleagarally relevant to the Bible's central saving
message. It is obvious to any honest interpretdrttie meaning of some passages of Scripture is
obscure. It is equally evident that the truth ahsgassages is not directly relevant to the overall
plan of salvation” Explaining hermeneutics: A commentary on the Chicagtement on Biblical
Hermeneutics1983).

L Klein, Blomberg, and Hubbard, 1993, 183 (emphthsiss).
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ordinary people accomplish (courtesy of the lalddramslators) as effortlessly as they
understand newspapers, television, or each offidtis is a good point which makes
sense in view of God’s love: God provides his ¥aH human lives through a medium
that can be understood through common hermenepticealiples so that common men
and women can know his will and come into the lohdelationship that God desires. In
other words, the linguistic relativism that hasrbasserted to exist does not much affect
the men and women “on the street”; the words tleeyland receive enable them to get
on just fine (usually) with their day’s activitidskewise, they can sit down and read
their Bibles and pick up quite easily much of wiad intends to teach thete.

One of the assertions of the higher critics is specific genres require highly
specialized treatment. To properly handle a cegaimre, one must first master a vast

% Goldingay, 1995, 3.

33 Barton, 1996, 24, sees the Pentateuch as “ambBguudiincoherent” and says that a
single writer of the Pentateuch—if single authgoshiere really the case—would have been
“mentally incoherent or disturbed.” He focuses lo@ dccasional peculiarity of the text (e.g., the
irregularity in how God is addressed, double affigding narratives, etc.) at the expense of the
grand and clearly understandable narrative. BeddesBentateuch (and much of the rest of the
Bible) is “ambiguous and incoherent,” an “army pésialists” is needed for its proper
interpretation. Welker, 2003, 376, points out fh&nomenon: “Finally, suppose one points out
that in reading the biblical traditions we mustdatote of the fact that they have developed over a
period of more than a thousand years? In viewieffttt, to speak of the external and internal
clarity of Scripture, or to say that Scripture mpets itself, can appear to be mockery. Readers
find themselves referred to an army of specialiststheology, biblical exegesis, and historical
and cultural disciplines—whose help they will néfetiey are to deal appropriately with sacred
Scripture. It seems that the self-interpretatio®afipture and the principle ‘Scripture alone’ are
now out of the question.” In my view, this “army sgecialists” has become a new priesthood that
stands between God and the common man/woman—muhbb tatter’s loss. Many schools of
theology and churches force their students andlpaners to be subject to the opinions of this
army (most of them very critical of the Bible) befddhey can study the Word of God as-it-is.
According to Childs, 1972, 710, this results in‘anparalleled ignorance of the Bible”: “Again,
historical criticism was to free the Word of Godrfr the tyranny of tradition, but could it be that
a new form of tyranny has emerged? We have turnedenerations of students whom we have
fully convinced regarding the necessity of theicaitmethod. Yet we often leave them paralyzed
before our massive learning, warriors of the Gospainped in Saul's armor who have been
robbed of their freedom. One often reads in thébteoks that the medieval church deprived the
people of the Bible by claiming the sole right objper interpretation. One now wonders whether
the Bible has become the private bailiwick of tachhscholars who make a similar claim.
Finally, has it ever struck you as strange thas aaian age of the most beautifully illustrated
maps of Palestine ever, of a whole range of bmillizew visual aids, of commentaries without
end, and yet at the same time of almost unpareligigrance of the Bible? Far from
automatically bringing the Bible closer to the aage man, the critical method flounders
helplessly in our secularized churches before wigigpsense of alienation. Indeed, our well-
educated modern congregations can tell you thaBithle is filled with myth, but they have
ceased to understand its language of faith.”
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amount of form-critical scholarly output—only thean one have a hope to be
“competent” in the genre’s interpretatithl question if switching gears from one genre
to the next is really such a complicated proceissednment of literary forms usually
happens quite naturally; that is, a man or womaa islieading the Bible typically
recognizes, for example, narrative and automagiealjusts to the literary laws in play in
narrative literature. When that same person sugidmmhes to a song within the narrative
(especially if it is introduced as a song) thenrdreder naturally knows that the emphasis
has shifted from telling a story to praising Go#lek with its various literary genres, the
Bible is still generally understandable; but tisiespecially the case when the reader
understands first the genre of the Bible as a whwahen the reader comes to the Bible
knowing from the start that it is authoritative ipture, then he or she is able to most
excellently understand the parts within the whtles not much different, for example,
with an aircraft operations manual: when a 747tpagads his or her manual, he or she
reads it not in any way he or she likes—but asraice“genre” of information; in this
case the genre aluthoritative operating guide for the 74The pilot will read the various
subgenres within the manual (e.g., emergency pwoesdnormal checklists, flight
system descriptions, etc.) in light of the overarglgenre understanding. If the pilot
mistakenly identifies the aircraft flight manuady fexample, as “comics” or “poetry,”

then the pilot—not considering it authoritative tbe operation of the aircraft—wiill
misinterpret and misapply the information in thenona, and hundreds of people will
perish in the predictable conflagration that followhe main point to be taken from this
analogy is this: oneanread any piece of literature (including an aircfight manual or
the Bible) anyway one wants; but osteouldread a piece of literature in accordance with
what it was designed to be read as—for this isotilg way to get at the deepest and
truest meaning of the text (i.e., the meaning idéehby the authority who wrote it), and
is the only way to avoid disaster if people’s healhd happiness are somehow dependent
upon the right understanding of the literature @lhithink is the case with both an
aircraft flight manual as well as the Bible). Sarslof aviation do not profess multiple
ways to read an aircraft flight manual, nor do teay that the one right method for
reading it will never be found; instead, they woatdknowledge that the manual has
binding authority upon the pilot to fly the airdraiccording to the literal and common-
sense meaning of the words, sentences, and panagrafhe manual—so that the
transportation of passengers occurs in a safe fioget manner. To do otherwise would
guarantee disaster. The effects of reading theeBaorrectly, however, come slower,
and the effects in the afterlife—while clearly wadnabouin the Bible—are
unobservableutsideof the Bible. So, many scholars treat the booit iadad no

% See Barton’s comments regarding “literary compet&iiBarton, 1996, 19).
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authority behind it and as if there really werecomsequences that flow out of how one
reads the book and how one applies it to his otiteelBut both an aircraft operating
manual as well as the Bible has many warnings witklling the reader that there is an
approved and authoritative way of reading it—and disregards this authoritative way
at one’s peril.

Not only are the words of the biblical text gengrahderstandable, but the general
contexts of most biblical texts are also undersahfeland critically important for
effective interpretation. One should read the ifiial texts in light of the largest biblical
context of God’s salvation plan for humankind: vehihe Bible certainly has several
large-scale themes that run through it (e.g., tmeicg of the kingdom, promise, etc.), the
salvation question (at least from an evangelicespective) is the topic that weighs most
heavily upon men and women and that the Bible filoenbeginning to the end
progressively answers. This main theme is intingydtelund up with how the Bible should
be read—that is, the Bible ought to be read asu#tmatative, God-given rule book for
human conduct because the eternal destinies ofrinbeiags are at stake. To understand
first that the Bible is this genre is at the sametto see one’s dire need and to know that
the Bible has the solution—especially, the solutmthe universal problem of death. The
Bible must be read in this light in order for argple to be had for its proper
understanding.

In light of God'’s love and order, it is to be exptthat his Word fits together; the
parts fit in with the whole in an orderly and worfdéway that only God could arrange.
The individual texts can be read in light of Godigerall redemption plan as well as the
reestablishment of his reign over the universehictvall people will one day bow and
cry out, “blessed is he who comes in the name®L®RD” (Matt 23:39 NIV). The parts
of the Bible are read in view of the whole andwi®le in view of the parts because the
whole and the parts are all ordered to the sanmeatkk end—the salvation of human
souls. This ordering towards a grand end is nora#&in view of the order within the
creation—something that Hodge notices as he adbattsas science is bound by the
order of nature, theology is bound by the ordeGoll's Word:

The parts of any organic whole have a naturalioglahich cannot with impunity
be ignored or changed. The parts of a watch, angfother piece of mechanism,
must be normally arranged, or it will be in confusand worthless. All the parts of
a plant or animal are disposed to answer a givenanrd are mutually dependent.
We cannot put the roots of a tree in the placdefaranches, or the teeth of an
animal in the place of its feet. So the facts aérsce arrange themselves. They are
not arranged by the naturalist. His business iplsitto ascertain what the
arrangement given in the nature of the facts ishe Jame is obviously true with
regard to the facts or truths of the Bible. Theyraa be held in isolation, nor will
they admit of any and every arrangement the théarogay choose to assign them.
They bear a natural relation to each other, wharimot be overlooked or perverted
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without the facts themselves being perverted..s iinportant that the theologian
should know his place. He is not master of theasidm. He can no more construct a
system of theology to suit his fancy than the asineer can adjust the mechanism
of the heavens according to his own good pleaf\g¢he facts of astronomy
arrange themselves in a certain order, and williedfmo other, so it is with the
facts of theology. Theology, therefore, is the bkion of the facts of Scripture in
their proper order and relation, with the princgpte general truths involved in the
facts themselves and which pervade and harmonézetiole®

An important aspect of this unity and irreducilyilis the fact that God progressively
revealed his salvation plan and will for mankincbtigh time. God brought the Savior
into the world (NT) through the Israelite nationT)Qone led to the other, so they are not
equal halves. Christ is the fulfillment of the lawd the law is unfulfilled without Christ.
Therefore, the OT cannot be read as if it wereraptete presentation of God’s salvation
plan. This is why Sailhamer believes OT biblicadlogy is not “complete in itself”:

The first implication is that the study of OT thegy is not complete in itself. By
acknowledging its place alongside a New Testant@httheology confesses that its
scope is not narrowly circumscribed around its @anonical borders. Its line of
sight extends beyond itself to something more—thesNestament. OT theology
anticipates the study of NT theology and theredipaossibility of working without
this anticipation. To fail to see this is to rum tiisk of being blind to our most basic
assumptions. OT theology can only be complete a§in$t part of a biblical
theology, one that includes both an Old and a Nestdment theology in a final
integrated wholé&®

When the reader reads the OT with the NT in mirdpihshe knows the “rest of the
story” and, therefore, thelostoward which God drove the Israelites: Christ atefnal
life—both ideas that were yet incomplete in the @ifd fear-of-God has something to
do with how the eternal life will go; in other wardconsidering OT fear-of-God in light
of the NT makes the reader extremely aware that wha perhaps only suspected in the
OT is really true: the stakes are frightfully high.

% Hodge, 1940, intro., chap. two, part one (pp.188, Goldingay, 1995, 61, writes
concerning the biblical unity: “The nature of thiblB as a witnessing tradition suggests that the
various individual stories it tells need to be wstlod as part of one macro-story. Episodes
within one long narrative have to be interpretethmlight of the narrative as a whole: accounts
of creation in the light of accounts of deliverame®l vice versa, accounts of cross in the light of
accounts of resurrection and vice versa. Luke’'systbJesus has to be read in the context of
Luke’s story of the spread of the gospel from Jalera to Rome, and vice versa. That much
would be true of any narrative. But something fartemerges from the awareness that one story
runs through the Bible as a whole. Different wisesstell us of the exodus from Egypt and the
occupation of Canaan, of the triumphs under Daritl @olomon, of the exile and the restoration,
of the oppression by Seleucids and again by theaRepof the Christ event and the beginning of
the work of the Spirit in the church. Their witnésset in the context of an account of the
unwitnessed Beginning of this history at creatiod @s not yet witnessed End in the new
Jerusalem. The story accumulates throughout blliiicas.”

% Sailhamer, 1995, 23.
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Biblical context necessarily includes the contebttistory—for the events of the
Bible are, in the main, real events that happenddsitory>’ There has been much debate
about whether history should have any place irpthetice of biblical theology; but one
cannot escape history: we live in history at thment in time, and the events in the
Bible had their moment in time. If they did noteth“we are to be pitied more that all
men” (1 Cor 15:19 NIV) and we had better look fom®thing different. This history that
Bible students cannot escape from considering, liewés not the history as postulated
along higher critical lines; in fact, the main linef this critical history in many ways
looks much different than the history that is a#dgo in the Bible. The Bible student
should instead concern himself or herself withhtstorical context inasmuch as it is
supplied within the biblical text. The questiomtif history should be taken seriously;
what is important ifow history is taken seriousf.If the “history” to be considered to a
significant extent turns the biblical narrativewifistories” and “myths” and “sagas” that
were created in order to justify the location o ttult or to provide an explanation for the
exile, then it should be forgone in deference titlea that God is graciously able to
provide accurate history.

The consideration of history is very importanthcstdissertation because the
biblical idea of fear-of-God flows out of one ofdawery distinct historical accounts (that
cannot both be true at the same time): the acdbahts generally foundational to the
various higher criticisms postulates that the lgese(and, later, “Jews”) to a significant
extent created their religion; the account gengidsumed to be valid by conservatives
maintains that the writers of the Bible recordedrds in which God really did speak to
his people in order to move them towards certadsemhese are radically different
starting points and will yield radically differergsults when they are assumed in the task
of interpreting the Biblé? Because | assume the conservative account, | stater

37| tend to see as historical any narrative accthattoccurs within a context that gives no
indication that it should be taken otherwise. [famable of Jesus is read in isolation, one might
think it to be historical; but the context cleaslyows that most of the parables were told as non-
historical stories to teach some kind of moralgiritial lesson.

% Bartholomew, 1998, 89.

%9 A significant part of this work will be devoted pointing out the weaknesses of the form
criticism-based fear-of-God study of J. Becker.sT¢rticism will mainly stem from my
perception that Becker cannot come to a right wtdeding of what it means for real people—
really created in God’s image—to fear before tta &od who created human beings and (as
recorded in the Bible) really revealed himselflterh; this is because Becker’s work builds upon
the form-critical ideas of H. Gunkel, and Gunkelidged that “science” had conclusively shown
the world that the OT was simply a work of men anta work of God. “For a century and a half
scholars have been busy,” writes Gunkel, “firstoging uncertainly, then progressing with
increasing confidence, till they have now worketl @alear conception of what the Old
Testament is. Among the scholars who have helpadh@ve this result Julius Wellhausen will
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that—while God’s revelation and God’s cult commuylid in a sense evolve over
time—the general big-picture reality between God lumans did not evolve;
throughout the OT and NT histories, God is stilldGbumans are still sinful and under
condemnation, and the only way to escape God'smaatq is to “[call] on the name of
the LORD” (Joel 2:32)/“[call] on the name of therdd (Acts 2:21). Those who do not do
this or do it without their whole heart have reatmfear the “consuming-fire” God (Isa
30:27). But if many of the critics are right ane treligion of the Jews and the religion of
the Christians had their origins in the minds ofams and not in the will of God, then
fear-of-God will tend to be interpreted apart frdm notion that there really is a living
God out there who can “destroy both soul and badyell” (Matt 10:28)—and the fear
emotion/feeling will tend to be reduced as a result

FEAR TERMINOLOGY

Before proceeding, the English word “fear” and tediawords should be considered
and perhaps even a bit artificially defined in ortdhat we have a semantic anchor for the
investigation to follow. In addition, a brief lo@k the lexical meaning & (yore ) will
be presented.

Use of English Fear Words

The English terms that will be mainly dealt witlear

Fear: “An unpleasant emotional state charactefigeahticipation of pain or great
distress and accompanied by heightened autononmityaespecially involving the
nervous system; agitated foreboding often of sagakar specific peril .... A
condition between anxiety and terror either nataral well-grounded or
unreasoned and blind .... Profound reverence and #we.

Terror: “Intense fright or apprehension: stark fear

Dread: “great fear especially in the face of impagavil: fearful apprehension of
danger: anticipatory terror .... Translation of Déngsyd German angst.”

always be named with honour. Old Testament schufarby means of great acumen, patient
detailed investigation, and a power of intuitioncamting to genius, has sketched a splendid
picture of the history of the people of Israel rgigion and its literature. In so doing it has
definitively given up theld conception of Inspiration. To Old Testament Sogethe Bible is in
the first instance a book produced by human meahaman ways. Science has brought it down
from heaven and set it up in the midst of the ég@unkel, 1928, 18, 19). Gunkel puts this idea
most succinctly when he writes: “Ultimately naietigion was invaded by a rational reflection
which finally destroyed it” (Gunkel, 1928, 113).

“0 All these English definitions are from Merriam-Wéér’'s unabridged dictionary, 2003.
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Anxiety: “A state of being anxious or of experiemgia strong or dominating blend
of uncertainty, agitation or dread, and broodiray f@oout some contingency ... A
strong concern about some imminent developmenttnoag desire, mixed with
doubt and fear, for some event or issue.”

Awe: “fear mixed with dread, veneration, revererareyonder: as ... profound and
reverent fear inspired by deity ... abashed reverandefear inspired by authority
or power ... veneration and latent fear inspired doyathing sacred, mysterious, or
morally impressive.”

Reverence: “honor or respect felt or manifestefer@ace duly paid or expressed
.... Profound respect mingled with love and awe ¢asafholy or exalted being or
place or thing).”

One can immediately see a problem here: the wosddefined in terms of each other.
That is, fear, for example, is described as “apgmsion or dread” while dread is
described as “great fear.” In order to have a telear working terms for the purposes of
what follows and avoid the confusion of circulayityvill—somewhat artificially—define
each word and also give its approximate Germarvatgnt. Thus defined, | think the
words will actually be quite close to curr@atmmoruse in Englisi*

Fear (GermanFurcht): When this term is used, | am speaking of the
emotion/feeling of being fearful in general. Fesaas described by Webster’s
above—"an unpleasant emotional state charactebyeuhticipation of pain or
great distress and accompanied by heightened autoraztivity especially
involving the nervous system.” It is that “unpleatSa@motion/feeling that rises in a
person in proportion to the awareness of some tthndeether real or imagined.

Anxiety (GermanBesorgni}. A low to medium level of the emotion/feelingfefr
that does not have an object. Anxiety can be e&peed over a short, medium, or
long period of time.

Dread (GermanAngs): A medium to high level of the emotion/feelingfefr that
may or may not have an objéétThe emotion/feeling is experienced over an
extended period of time and can include a generaesof doom, hopelessness, and
despair.

Terror (GermanTerror): An extremely high level of the emotion/feelinfyfear
before a real and imminent threat for a short geobtime.

1| realize that these words only crudely denoteagsychological states—which are in

reality unique from person to person and alwaysxaafimany thoughts, emotions, and feelings.

42 According to Drosdowski, 1978ngstdoes not have an object. On the other hand,

according to Ringel, 1993, Psychology does allomAiagstto have a real object.
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Awe (GermangEhrfurch)): Emotion/feeling of wonder and amazement beforaes
awesomebject. Awemayhave a component of low-level to high-level fear.

Reverence (GermaNerehrung: Emotion/feeling of adoration, honor, respect,
and/or submission before one who is adorable, latoherand respectable.
Reverencenayhave a component of low-level to medium-level fear

Important to notice here is that fear is a ternt signifies the fear emotion/feeling itself.
Terror, dread, and anxiety indicate certain leeélear. On the other hand, awe and
reverence are at base stand-alone emotions/fe¢hagmight or might not have an
element of fear within them. This depends on theuonstances. If a person is awed by a
beautiful painting, there is no fear because tieen®thing to fear. But if a person is awed
by a powerful supernatural being, then a feelinfpaf might arise because of a perceived
threat to safety. While these definitions admityemitersimplify all the shades of meaning
in these words, this somewhat artificial rendernly probably help more than hinder the
investigation to follow.

In English use, when a person uses the word “féwr 8r she could be referring to
terror, dread, or anxiety (as defined just abole).man says that his wife fears her
neighbor’s pet parrot, one can reasonably assuatéhé intensity of fear is most likely
low. She is somewhat “anxious” around parrots beedley are noisy and sometimes
peck. But if a woman mentioned that her husbandetethe mountain lion just before it
attacked, she would most likely be referring teeapnhigh fear level—perhaps even
“terror.” Only knowledge of the contegive us a good idea in each case what
emotion/feeling the person was experienclm.(LXX dopéw) in the OT is also, like
“fear,” used in a very general way. Other thanliasic meaning of the word (the fear
emotion/feeling) and occasional intensifiers tratoenpany it (€.937173, X [when
combined withk?” mean “great fear]), only the context can indicakatX’ means. In
addition to indicating terror and dread and anxigty, however, can also indicate other
mind/heart states such as awe and reverence. Imoar&nglish use, “fear” is only rarely
used to refer to awe and/or reverence (probablyrmeoiin the past); but in the Bible,
many translators continue to use “fear” occasignatiereX” appears to connote some
kind of awe and/or reverence. So in general, wéatenate to have an English word
(“fear”) that corresponds quite closely to hew is used in the Bible.

Initial Lexical Definitions for&7’

By far, the most common root for fear in the ORT8. Its various forms are,
according to Stahli, as follows:

43 Stahli, 1971, uses Becker's fear-of-God ideatiadasis of his article—and that is
problematic: the history-of-religions assumptioattreligion evolved strongly appears to be taken
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X7 (Qal): 1. Fear before men, events, or things: basic meadfifione is afraid.”
X7 may have no object (absolute use—e.g., Gen 31t&dg,an accusative object (Gen
32:12), or use the prepositioys(Deut 1:29)101 (Josh 11:6) ona7n (1 Sam 18:12)
plus an object to denote fdaeforesomething/someone that/who evokes f2aFear
before God: indicates “numinodéfear erschauera—shiver, shudder]), is used
absolutely (Gen 28:17), with an accusative objegb@ 14:31), or with2 (Lev 19:14)
131 (Exod 9:30) or:m? (Eccl 3:14) plus God as the fear object in ordedlénote fear
and/or aweébeforeGod. The numinous fear “ground-tone” remains irfesr-of-God
uses® “Do not fear!” appears mostly in theological cottge(approx. 60x), but
occasionally in “profane” ones (approx. 15x). Deat®my and Deuteronomistic
Historian (Dtr.) sections of the OT have a verytigonnection between fear and keeping
God’s commandments (covenant formula—e.g., Del@)4ih the wisdom books, fear
usually has the object “God” (Job 1:9; Eccl 5:6;18 and when depicted as a virtue, can
mean “righteous” or “honest”—although in Ecclesgsstthe distance between humans
and God indicates a more “numinous” f&%r.

X711 (Niphal participle used mostly as an adjectiveearful quality of men,
events, or things: basic meaning—"dreadful,” “telei’ (Furchtba. It can characterize
the desert (Isa 21:1), ice (Ezek 1:22), and thedeads of kings (Ps 45:5). Fearful
quality of God: over thirty uses denote the awdingadful, terrible Eurchtbar) attributes
of God (Exod 15:11), his deeds (Exod 34:10), himm@#&Deut 28:58), and his judgment
day (Mal 3:23). The primitive numinous fear is mesin all of these. Even though
has hardly any pre-exilic uses, it would be inappiaie to consider its form a late
development.

X7 (Verbal adjective): a typical form used for fedrc@od in the Psalms—quite
often in the plural and in construct relation wtHWH (737 "X) where it takes on a

for granted by Becker—and that in turn precipitatesevolutionary view of biblical fear-of-God
as well. Stahli takes up Becker’s results withaugsgion.

* “Numinous” is a term created by Rudolf Otto (Ott858). Many articles and
monographs employ it as another designation for. Bat after reviewing Otto’s book, | will
argue below that the term only designates the emi&ieling of the subject. For the purposes of
this brief lexical study or~, however, | will assume that Stéhli has God indnwhen he uses
“numinous.”

*® This idea that the fear-emotioGtundtori is never completely out of the picture in the
various fear-of-God uses is originally from J. BexckBecker, 1965, 80). Stahli's/Becker’s
opinion here supports my thesis that the fear emasi a component of all OT event and virtue
fear-of-God cases.

*® That God is far away to Qoheleth is a widely he@v. But Qoheleth’s several uses of
-5 in the fear-of-God context would seem to bring @tmber—especially if he thinks of
himself and of God throughout his work as royakydse whom humans stand and are judged
(compare Gen 4:16 with Gen 47:10).
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substantive meaninddhwefiirchtigear-God-fearers§’ In earlier Psalms7i1” "X tends
to identify those in the cult who honor God (Ps222:26). Later Psalms designate those
who are faithful to JHWH and are pious (Ps 25:Gbing along with Becker, Stahli
understands that these construct plural uses iRghabms aredenitivus possessive®

On the other hand, the singular construct us&of YHWH or “God” found in the
wisdom books (Job 1:1, 8; 2:3; Prov 14:2; Eccl Y& ‘genitivus objectivus™

X7 (Feminine noun): occurs primarily in wisdom boo&specially in Proverbs 1-
9 where the noun occurs in construct with YHWHSs Isynonymous witkny,
“knowledge” Ev7 nwXD M XYY, “the fear of YHWH is the beginning of
knowledge™—Prov 1:7; see also, 1:29; 2:5; 9:103B5.

X7 (Masculine noun)t. When used non-theologically, the term without gticen
has full force of the numinous fee&8dhrecken-fright). It characterizes the fear that
animals experience before humans (Gen 9:2) asasdle fear before Israel that the
Canaanites would experience when the Israelitesehthe land (Deut 11:2%). X711 is
used theologically in Deuteronomy to designatefélae-instilling deeds of God that
occurred as part of the exodus (Deut 4:34; 26:8234

As can be seen, Stahli understands®hatnd its derivatives can denote a wide
range of emotions and feelings. This semanticielgswill be questioned, however, later
on in this work. I now turn to consider several-prigical era commentators who in
general kept fear-of-God much more centered omrthation/feeling of fear than did later
commentators.

" will argue later in this chapter that this forsrfor all intents and purposes operating as
a participle (see my section “Becker’s Psalms hitgiForm,” beginning at p. 95).

* That is, “the fearful of God” means “the fearetdsorare owned by God.”

“® That is, “the fearful one of God” means “the orteoviears God.” This shift that Stahli
suggests here (based upon Becker) from God-asgsmsg@f “the fearing ones”) to God-as-
object (of “the fearing one’s” fear) will be arguadainst in the section on Becker in chapter one.
To make such a great semantic shift based only apammber shift (plural to singular) is
unlikely. Eccl 8:12a—alural use of the verbal adjective in construct with “Gedavould also be
problematic in this scenario; the sentence doeatrait make sense if this is a “genitive-
possessive.”
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CHAPTER ONE

FEAR OF GOD ACCORDING TO COMMENTATORS

In this section, | will describe and comment uploa tiews of a number of fear-of-
God commentators from both the pre-critical antiaai periods. The lengthiest works
accomplished to date on the subject are from titieadrperiod; nothing comes close to
the length and the influence of J. Beck&sttesfurcht im Alten Testamenso his work
will be considered in some detail. Nevertheledsexs from an earlier age had their own
insights and, as will be seen, had the abilityrtabp deeper into thablical meaning of
fear-of-God than those who came later.

PRE-CRITICAL ERA

Of course, when considering those who commented thmfear-of-God theme
one should go first to the NT—which turns out tovieey fertile ground for the subject
(although, even here as in the OT, there is no €ipo on the themper se that comes
only later in the church agéjBecause the NT fear-of-God concept will be corside
later (in chapter three), | will instead begin attee apostolic era and highlight a number
of those who saw fit to remark upon the subject.

The Shepherd of Hermas

Not only does Hermas in this second century worktgdrom Ecclesiastes 12:13a,
but also comments briefly about what it means éatfthe Lord.>* In the
apocalyptic/didactic vision, the angelic visitoth¢ shepherd”) tells Hermas:

“Fear,” said he, “the Lord, and keep His commanddror if you keep the
commandments of God, you will be powerful in evacyion, and every one of your
actions will be incomparable. For, fearing the Lorou will do all things well. This
is the fear which you ought to have, that you magéved. But fear not the devil;

** The case will be developed later that the NT eorets and perhaps intensifies the
component of the fear emotion/feeling. This is &ihat by Becker, 1965, 58, when he says, “Es
ist jedoch zu bedenken, dass auch das NT durclheawmsichinose Furcht kennt und schétzt.” He
lists the following example of NT numinous fear: tv@&8 (Luke 5:26); Matt 14:26 (Mark 6:50);
Matt 17:6 (Mark 6:9; Luke 9:34); Matt 28:4; Markd4: (Luke 8:25); Mark 5:15 (Luke 8:35);
Mark 16:8; Luke 1:12, 65; 2:9; 5:10; 7:16; 8:37;2487; Acts 2:43; 5:5; 5:11; 10:4; 19:17; Phil
2:12; Heb 12:28-29.

*1 Hermas lived in or near Rome and was thought ligeBrto be the Hermas that the
apostle Paul mentions in Rom 16:14. Most view thekvas coming from a later hand (or hands)
from the first part of the second century AD. Tapocalyptic vision of Hermas was considered to
be Scripture by Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, @rigen, and found its way into the fourth
century Codex Sinaiticus—but eventually fell oufafor in the later decisions on canon (Osiek,
2000).
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for, fearing the Lord, you will have dominion ovee devil, for there is no power
in him. But he in whom there is no power ought oracount to be an object of
fear; but He in whom there is glorious power idyttto be feared. For every one
that has power ought to be feared; but he who bapawer is despised by all.
Fear, therefore, the deeds of the devil, since #newicked. For, fearing the Lord,
you will not do these deeds, but will refrain frehem. For fears are of two kinds:
for if you do not wish to do that which is evilgiethe Lord, and you will not do it;
but, again, if you wish to do that which is godtk fear of the Lord is strong, and
great, and glorious. Fear, then, the Lord, andwitidive to Him, and as many as
fear Him and keep His commandments will live to Gowhy,” said I, “sir, did
you say in regard to those that keep His commantsntrat they will live to
God?” “Because,” says he, “all creation fears tbedl.but all creation does not
keep His commandments. They only who fear the lamd keep His
commandments have life with God; but as to those kdep not His
commandments, there is no life in theth.”

A number of features of this text are meaningfuhi® fear-of-God topic: first, the angel
appears to understand that there is some mix betreet fear and reverence/respect. The
latter could be indicated if one were to take taafiore someone who is powerful to be
the opposite of the feeling generated before one iwinot powerful and therefore
“despised” (i.e., the opposite of “despised” is featr, but “honored” or “revered”). On

the other hand, more of the fear emotion is inéidarhen the angel says “all creation
fears the Lord, but all creation does not keepddimmandments.” Certainly, all creation
does not honor or reverence the Lord, but one coalkle a case that there is a low-grade
fear that resides in the hearts of all men and wothat has God as its object. Because
the subject matter here is tied to salvation arntied'glorious power” of God, then real
fearfulness (because eternal destiny is at stakeairanted. But the angel appears
inconsistent, for towards the top of the quote a&)te says that one may be saved by
fearing God, but later says that fear by itselhsufficient for salvation: “They only who
fear the Lordand keep His commandments have life with God” (empbasme). More
than likely, the writer had in mind this requirerhémkeep God’s law in both cases
(unless he uses fear in different ways—but thanlgkely). Second, the angel says that
God has “glorious power,” and that alone warraats before him. When fear is
displayed toward God, then that fear becomes “gteord great and glorious.” The angel
seems to imply that one’s fear of God allows onpadake in God'’s “glorious power.”
Whatever the case, fear is justified before a “gagal glorious” power like Gotf. Third,

2 Roberts and Donaldson, 1989, 24, 25. The quote Eoclesiastes in the Greek is:
DofndnTL dnoL Tov kuplov kat Bulacoe Tag evtolag avtov (Gebhardt, Harnack, and Zahn,
1906, 155).

*3 The phenomenon of fear before great power willliseussed in the excursus on
Ecclesiastes in chapter two.
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the subjects of judgment, salvation, and fear-oft@ce closely relatetf. The angel

makes explicit what | think Qoheleth implies: fediGod and obedience are prerequisites
for entrance into his kingdom. Fear-of-God, therefas intimately related to the subject
of eternal destination: either one goes to heaveme goes to hell, and the consideration
of these possibilities should evoke some elemefgarfulness.

One other subject that the angel mentions prefggueat Augustine and Thomas
will say later as well as alerts one to the realitgommon fear and saving fedFor
fears are of two kinds: for if you do not wish to tthat which is evil, fear the Lord, and
you will not do it; but, again, if you wish to dbat which is good, the fear of the Lord is
strong, and great, and glorious.” It could be thatangel’s first kind of fear is the less
excellentfear of retributionthat makes a persairaid to do evil. This fear has an
advantage—as Augustine and Thomas will argue laéee-s a necessary component of
the relationship between sinful humans and the Galgl. But the second kind of fear
builds on the first and is more “great, and glosid his fear prompts men and women to
avoid sin because they do not want to disappoeit ttord. The first kind is motivated by
threat of punishment; the second kind is generayddve.

Tertullian

In The Soul’'s Testimoripertullian (c. 155-c. 228§ wrote about the fundamental
emotional characteristics of the soul and how ihdicate that God exists. The emotion
of fear—especially the fear of death—is central éotullian’s thesis in that it gives
evidence that there is something in death to fédeath is the annihilation of the soul,
then there is nothing to fear. Yet, the soul dees {and this is universally true) because
every soul is endowed by its creator with the krealgle of the creator and the knowledge
of judgment. The knowledge humans have is reaséeato but this fear is also proof that
there really is something to fear after death—ihaGod’s anger. Tertullian writes that
the soul

doubtless knows its giver; and if it knows Himurtdoubtedly fears Him too, and
especially as having been by Him endowed so ankjay.it no fear of Him whose
favour it is so desirous to possess, and whoser éingeso anxious to avoid?
Whence, then, the soul's natural fear of God, il Gannot be angry? How is there

** The connection of judgment and Ecclesiastes @éss#en in the allegedly first century
(but probably late fourth century according to maokolars [Jefford, 1992, 312, 313.])
Constitutions of the Holy Apostlesere the second half of 12:13 is quoted: “Na igsurrection
only declared for the martyrs, but for all menhtipus and unrighteous, godly and ungodly, that
every one may receive according to his desertGeal, says the Scripture, ‘will bring every work
into judgment, with every secret thing, whethdydtgood or whether it be evil.” (Roberts and
Donaldson, 1989a, 440) The reference to the quot€aipture” is noteworthy.

*° Brown, 1990, 91.
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any dread of Him whom nothing offends? What isdddvut anger? Whence comes
anger, but from observing what is done? What l¢adgtchful oversight, but
judgment in prospect? Whence is judgment, but fpower? To whom does
supreme authority and power belong, but to Godef8n

Several elements of this are worthy of note: fits¢, knowledge of God is universal.
Second, the fear of God’s punishment, accordinfettullian, is also universal (at least
indirectly through the fear of death). Third, theokvledge of the threat of judgment and
God’s anger is based somewhat upon the soul’s stasheling of God’s power and
authority. Fourth, the two aspects of fear-of-Gpdken of by the angel to Hermas just
above are also indicated when Tertullian says: ‘fassoul] no fear of Him whose
favour it is so desirous to possess, and whoser angeso anxious to avoid?” Tertullian
most likely saw these two fears (the fear of logBayl’s favour and the fear of being
punished) as being two sides of the same cointleréfore inseparable. Augustine will
argue in the next section that the deepest deShrernans should be to make the basis of
their relationship with God to be the fear of lgsi@od’s favour, not the fear of
punishment. But because humans are hopelessly sirthis life, there will always be
some component of the latter.

Augustine

In his “Homily Nine on the First Epistle of JohrAugustine makes a valuable
contribution to the understanding of fear-of-Gd¢h this sermon, the text of main
concernis 1 John 4:16-18:

4:16 So we have known and believe the love that l&asdfor us. God is love, and
those who abide in love abide in God, and God &hiti¢hem. 4:17 Love has been
perfected among us in this: that we may have bakioe the day of judgment,
because as he is, so are we in this world. 4:18€Tiseno fear in love, but perfect
love casts out fear; for fear has to do with pumisht, and whoever fears has not
reached perfection in love.

While the main thrust of his sermon is to highlightd encourage his flock to exercise
love that “casts out fear,” he spends the bettdrgdat justifying the idea that fear will, in
one form or another, nevertheless remain a paheoéarthly Christian life. To account
for this, Augustine first points out that not alemor women believe in a final judgment
and, therefore, do not fear God (in contrast wightdllian above). But people who do
think about God and his judgment will inevitablygieto think about their sin, and fear
of God’s anger will come as a result. A person liils kind of fear does “not yet have
boldness in the day of judgmentBut one should not despair about this, because thi

* Tertullian, 1989, chapter 2.
*" Schaff, 1956, “Homily Nine on the First Epistleafhn.”
%8 |bid., sec. 2.
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fear is “the beginning of wisdom” (Prov 9:10a). $ipierson has the motivation to begin
the process of learning to obey Christ—that idot@. A man at this point must “correct
himself’ and “mortify his members which are upoe #arth” (Col 3:5§?

Once a person through this initial fear of punishti®gins to submit to the will of
God, he or she now begins to understand the gosdmesmercy of God. As a result, a
desire for God and a desire to please him (by tptis or her neighbors) begins to
grow—and love, says Augustine, begins to drivetbatfear of punishment:

Fear, so to say, prepares a place for charitywBetn once charity has begun to
inhabit, the fear which prepared the place fos itast out. For in proportion as this
increases, that decreases: and the more this dorbeswithin, is the fear cast out.
Greater charity, less fear; less charity, greaar.fBut if no fear, there is no way
for charity to come ift°

So the fear of punishment is a prerequisite foel¢'charity”). | will argue from time to
time throughout the dissertation that this kindear is based updmowledgdi.e., true
information) and is ahonest(i.e., humble and authentic) response to thetresand
potentialities of the human condition. It forces oompeting beliefs that do not account
for and have no reasonable way to solve the fde.sbul is then prepared to feel the
need for and to accept the only solution to the, fehich is God’s grace. This fear will
continue to “goad” as long as a person has noheshtperfection in love® Augustine
believes this is a lifelong process. He likensféa of punishment to a painful surgical
process to remove “rottenness” from the b&dyo avoid the surgery is to avoid pain in
the short term; but to make death a certainty. étssdhot say that perfect love is
achievable for the believer in this life. Therefaitee surgery must continue throughout
life in order that love of God and love of neighlmoight come in and a person might be
saved:

For if you be without fear, you can not be justifidt is a sentence pronounced by
the Scriptures; "For he that is without fear, carvjustified" (Sirach 1:28). Needs
then must fear first enter in, that by it charitgyrcome. Fear is the healing
operation: charity, the sound condition. "But hattlears is not made perfect in
love." Why? "Because fear has torment;" just asctiigng of the surgeon's knife
has torment®

Augustine believes that the way to perfection ilt® God and to love other people like
God first loved us—i.e., to love them when they stit enemies. This was the painful
experience of Christ who loved mankind when theyewet evil and unlovable:

%9 Ibid.

% bid., sec. 4.

%1 |bid., “Fear does goad: but fear not: charity ente, and she heals the wound that fear
inflicts.”

%2 id.

% Ibid.
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If this then be the perfection unto which God iasius, that we love our enemies as
He loved His; this is our boldness in the day algment, that "as He is, so are we
also in this world:" because, as He loves His ersrim making His sun to rise

upon good and bad, and in sending rain upon the@pgunjust, so we, since we
cannot bestow upon them sun and rain, bestow upon bur tears when we pray
for them®

By doing this, believers are conformed into Chsisthage with the result that fear is
driven out.

This fear that is driven out by love (i.e., fearpafnishment) is valuable and a
necessary step on the way to justification. Butdsime speaks at length about a more
excellent fear. One is forced into perceiving twpes of fear-of-God when one is faced
with the fact that 1 John 4:17 teaches that fegg@dfl should be done away with, yet Ps
19:9a teaches just the opposite: “the fear of thedds pure, enduring forever.” To
account for this Augustine distinguishes betweam & God’s punishment and the fear
of falling out of fellowship with God (which is far the more excellent). The former is
more predominant early in the Christian life; th#dr, however, begins to grow as the
believer’s love grows for his or her Lord. The narwoman increasingly understands
God’s goodness and grace and friendship, and tirerbEcomes increasingly anxious
about losing them. Augustine calls this anxiousrielsaste fear:

When once you have begun to desire the good, giedebe in you the chaste fear.
What is the chaste fear? The fear lest you losgdlod things themselves. Mark! It
is one thing to fear God lest He cast you into tvth the devil, and another thing
to fear God lest He forsake you. The fear by wliych fear lest you be cast into
hell with the devil, is not yet chaste; for it cosneot from the love of God, but from
the fear of punishment: but when you fear GodHstpresence forsake you, you
embrace Him, you long to enjoy God Himself.

The difference between these fears, says Augussim@alogous to the fears experienced
by two very different women—one who is unfaithfallier husband and fears only his
punishment, and one who is faithful to her husbamdi loves him and only fears lest she
lose him.

The one says, | fear my husband, lest he shoulectima other says, | fear my
husband, lest he depart from me. The one sayar tdebe condemned: the other, |
fear to be forsaken. Let the like have place innted of Christians, and you find a
fear which love casts out, and another fear, chasiguring for evef

It should be noted that, up till now, all mentiamighe fear-of-God have involved
the fear emotion itself and not reverence, worshigven awe. It has also not denoted a
situational state—either righteousness, obediem&od’s law, or active participation in
the “cult” of YHWH and/or Christ (meanings thattaxal commentators will attempt to
assign to fear-of-God). With the three works codege far, fear-of-God is linked with

5 bid., sec. 3.
% bid., sec. 6.
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judgment and the legitimate fear of punishment Wlacts, says Augustine, as a “goad”
away from sin and toward righteousness and fellgwsalith God®® But there is a still
more excellent fear (also, | think, based on knogée the knowledge of the human
propensity to sin and potential of losing faithattkreads losing God'’s favor and the
fellowship and gifts that come with that favor.

Thomas Aquinas

Thomas’sSumma Theologiceontains a lengthy treatise on the fear-of-Godnne
called “The Gift of Fear® Even though he goes into far more detail in thiskithan
Augustine (building upon certain philosophical aogical constructs that he culls from
Aristotle and others), his conclusions are nevégsequite similar. The first question to
settle for Thomas is whether God can be feared. 8ttee answer is yes: humans can and
should fear both God and his punishm&mBut some might argue that it is wrong to fear
God on the basis of punishment, because punishniegitig-a deprivation of good—is
evil. But Thomas says that while in a relative getiiss is true, in an absolute sense God'’s
punishment is not evil because it is ordered talamate end—God’selos—and is
therefore good? The fears that Thomas discusses that concerre#iieof-God subject
are “servile,” “filial,” and “initial.”

“Servile” fear is based upon God’s punishment and-tha name implies—denotes
a fear that involuntarily drives a person away friti@ feared punishment and towards
God. It is therefore not based upon freedom—andconél argue that it is evil (for
servility is not of love). In response, Thomas p®iout that this fear-gift is from the Holy
Spirit and is given in order to fulfill God’s purpe for humans. This makes it good, for
there is an ultimate good to which it is ordef&@ne could also argue that a person who
has servile fear is only looking out for him/hefsaid will respond selfishly and not on
behalf of God. But self-love, says Thomas, is remtassarily evil. To be concerned about
one’s self and to take steps to avoid privatiog.(¢he privation brought about through
God'’s punishment) is not e\pler se Love can be shown to others as well as to tHe sel
Nevertheless, servile (fear-of-punishment) feat kizesonly its own end in mind—despite

% bid., sec. 4.

7 Aquinas, 1981, “Question 19: of the Gift of Fear.”

% |bid., 1244, first article.

% |bid., Thomas writes, “From Him there comes thi @vpunishment, but this is evil not
absolutely but relatively, and, absolutely speakia@ good. Because, since a thing is said to be
good through being ordered to an end, while euilies lack of this order, that which excludes
the order to the last end is altogether evil, arahss the evil of fault. On the other hand thd evi
of punishment is indeed an evil, in so far as this privation of some particular good, yet
absolutely speaking, it is a good, in so far &s @rdained to the last end.”

0 |bid., 1246, 1247, fourth article.
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originating with the Spirit of God—cannot in thenprun remain with charity. The fear
of punishment is admissible into charity (as wel discussed in a moment); but the
servility component (i.e., all being a matter oéomon and not freedom in the process of
becoming closer to God) of servile fear will dinshias charity increaséSin this

respect, servile fear is the same as Augustinear‘6f punishment.” It is used by God,
but it is a poor kind of fear compared to the “d¢basear that should replace it. But
Thomas understands that servile fear has the plitysilh having not man as its end, but
God. Someone can fear God’s punishment not bedadsprives them of, for example,
physical property, food, or comfort, but becaus grerson knows and is distressed by
the fact that God is grieved and disappointechiff is the case, then servile fear can exist
with charity, but is not charity itseff. This dividing of servile fear into two speciesis
distinction that Augustine does not make. The $efeiar species that has God as its
ultimate end seems to lie somewhere in between gtuwis fear-of-punishment and
chaste fear (and in between Thomas’s first spexdissrvile fear [i.e., man, not God, as
end] and his filial fear).

Thomas goes on to speak about the more excelléat™fear which he says is all
but the same as Augustine’s chaste fédihis fear—one of the seven gifts of the Holy
Spirit according to Isa 11:2, 3a—has punishmerbnger as its focus, but the fear of
losing fellowship with God. This fear wants to @easod (it therefore has God’s purpose
[or “end” or “telos] first in mind) and is only fearful of the losg the close relationship
should the person do what is always the possibiligy, to sin™* But it should
nevertheless be noted that even filial fear cabeatompletely detached from God'’s
punishment; loss of fellowship is part of the ptinient that God gives as a result of sin.
To fear and grieve because one has sinned and gparbfrom God is very close to
fearing and grieving over the punishméhthis is a far cry from the species of servile
fear that cares not about God, but is only feafuhe punishment-caused loss of its own
comfort and wealth. Even so, Thomas sees bothledear (of both species) and filial
fear as being a part of the “beginning of wisdom”:

For servile fear is like a principle disposing amta wisdom from without, in so
far as he refrains from sin through fear of punishtnand is thus fashioned for the
effect of wisdom, according to Ecclus 1:dhe fear of the Lord driveth out si@®n
the other hand, chaste or filial fear is the beigigrof wisdom, as being the first
effect of wisdom. For since the regulation of hursanduct by the Divine law
belongs in wisdom, in order to make a beginningy mast first of all fear God and

" bid., 1248, sixth article.

2 |bid.

3 Ibid., 1245, second article.
" bid.

S |bid., 1248, sixth article.
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subn716i3t himself to Him: for the result will be thatall things he will be ruled by
God.

Thomas'’s “initial fear” is the fear experienced‘bgginners”—i.e., new Christians.
“Initial fear is a mean between servile and fifiegér.””” In this way, Thomas appears to be
talking about the same thing as his second spetssvile fear (that has its focus on
God'stelog. This species of servile fear, however, retaisservility component and is
not, therefore, theubstancef filial fear. But initial fear, although haviregcomponenof
fear-of-punishment (servile fear), is of thebstancef filial fear—albeit imperfectly. So
“Initial fear is a mean between servile and fifiahr, not as between two things of the
same genus, but as the imperfect is a mean betavperfect being and a non-being
....""™® The “perfect being” which Thomas refers to isdiliear (which is based upon
love); conversely, the “non being” is servile f¢ahich is not based upon love). Initial
fear is experienced by a new Christian who hasdfiextion for Christ (and the filial fear
of losing fellowship) as well as true fear of pument (servile fear) because his or her
understanding of God’s love and justice is yet udeieeloped?

Several items come to mind in consideration of TAgsithoughts: first,
throughout his article, Thomas is referring (in thisee types of fear-of-God) to the
unpleasant emotion of fear. Second, if he is right servile, filial, and initial fears come
from the Holy Spirit, then they agoodin that they come from God and are used to do
his will. Third, the three fears relate to just#imn in the following way: servile fear is
based upon knowledge of God’s power, authority,jaddment, as well as based upon
the love-of-self; it goads a person to face reaitg to make a decision to follow or not
follow God. Filial fear is based upon love-of-Gdcause it fears losing the love
relationship with God, it also acts as motivatiorstay close to him. Initial fear is a
combination of these two: it goads away from pumisht (involuntarily) and presses
(voluntarily) a believer into God. Initial fear @fpart that fears losing God’s love) and
filial fear are both theffectsof love—they are not the love itséffin view of all this, it
appears that none of these three fears can saviagSaith (love)builds uponservile

% Ibid., 1249, eighth article.

7 Ibid.

8 Ibid.

 Ibid.

8 bid., 1240, ninth article. Regarding this, Thomages: “From the fact that love is the
origin of fear, it does not follow that the fear®bd is not a distinct habit from charity which is
the love of God, since love is the origin of ak thmotions, and yet we are perfected by different
habits in respect of different emotions. Yet los@riore of a virtue than fear is, because love
regards good, to which virtue is principally diegttby reason of its own nature, as was shown
above (I-1l, 55, 3,4); for which reason hope i®alksckoned as a virtue; whereas fear principally
regards evil, the avoidance of which it denotesnefore it is something less than a theological
virtue.”
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fear andboth actuates and is supportbd filial fear. Initial fear is a combination obth.
They are not of the same virtue substance as mtlefsee FN 40 just above) and, in my
opinion, can not of themselves save. Finally, Thenike Augustine, believes that
servile fear diminishes and filial fear increase<harity grows (is “perfected”). In the
process of conversion and then sanctification,ileef@ar does not immediately disappear
to be completely replaced by filial fear; God wiie both in the life of the Christian
depending on the circumstances and the state dfetue. But if the believer is maturing
and growing in love, then the fear of punishmeat\e) will decrease, and fear of

losing God's fellowship (filial) will increase umthe believer is “made perfect in lov&:”

Martin Luther

Even thought Luther was the greatest reformerghemed true to the orthodox
views about God and human beings: God is the areétll things, infinite, perfectly
holy, and absolutely sovereign. Humans are cresttirete, corrupt, and under God’s
authority; and without Christ, they are subjecGind’s wrath. Therefore, Luther
understood that there was much to fear from Godlaaicto have no fear of God and of
his punishment was utter foolishness and follyhBps more than others before him,
however, he often perceived more than just feanany of the OT virtue fear-of-God
cases. While a number of characteristics are itelicd uther often understood that
“worship” was in view?? For example, in Luther's comments on Gen 22:1@ties:

[O]ne should ... note in this passage that when Adorals praised as one who fears
and reveres God, the statement refers not onlisttatth but also to his entire
worship, to the tree with its fruits, inasmuch asthe Hebrews to fear God is the
same as to worship God or to serve God, to lovehanor God®

8 |bid., 1251, tenth article. According to Thomafij&l fear must needs increase when
charity increases, even as an effect increasesthétincrease of its cause. For the more one loves
a man, the more one fears to offend him and teeparated from him. On the other hand servile
fear, as regards its servility, is entirely cadtwhen charity comes, although the fear of
punishment remains as to its substance, as stabe® §Art. 6). This fear decreases as charity
increases, chiefly as regards its act, since thre monan loves God, the less he fears punishment;
first, because he thinks less of his own good,h&lwpunishment is opposed; secondly, because,
the faster he clings, the more confident he ihefreward, and, consequently the less fearful of
punishment.”

8 Luther writes: “Everywhere there are testimoniebloly Scripture that fear of God is
worship of God. For just as the terms ‘man’ ansildlie’ are interchangeable, as the dialecticians
say, so are fear and worship of God” (Pelikan, 1960).

% |bid., 134. Interestingly, Luther is drawn to thessibility that- (“Moriah”) is based
upon the verlxa: “Thus | gladly agree with those who believe thettriah received its name
from the Hebrew word which denotes ‘to fear, wopshkind revere God,” as though one called it
in Germanheyligstat a holy place, a house of God, because this plasghe temple and house
of God from the beginning of the world ....” (Pelikall®64, 101)
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Luther comments likewise about Moses’s admonishroktite Israelites to “fear the
LORD”: “It seems to be characteristic of this laage to apply the term ‘fear of God’ to
what we call worship of God or piety, or, in Gregkgoépera. Thus Moses here
combines those two concepts: fear and keeping tmen@andments* The fear of the
LORD that Jonah professed (Jonah 1:12) to thdigsfrsailors is said to be a “Hebraism”
for “worship,” and that this worship (in commentiag Eccl 3:14) is to “have God in
view, to know that He looks at all our works, andatknowledge Him as the Author of
all things, both good and evif>In other words, God is to be feared (i.e., worphib)
because he is sovereign and the lives of humamgbeaire completely at his mercy.

In these instances definingwhat fear-of-God (as used as a virtue) is, it &mo
sounds like Luther leaves the emotion/feeling af fmompletely out; but how he in
generaldescribeghe relationship between God and humanity clestrtws that he
believes that real fear has its place in the lofeson-believers as well as believers.
Sometimes his uplifting of fear as an entirely ayppiate emotion/feeling toward God is
seen in texts in which he defines fear-of-God déifely. His discussion of the Gen 22
fear-of-God text just mentioned is an example. attst claiming that fear-of-God is
worship, he writes the following: “Where God is ealed in his Word, there worship
Him, there exercise your reverence; then you asrfg where you should fear and
tremble.”®® Luther also points out that when the angel sailtt@ham “you fear God,”
Abraham, “thoroughly frightened, fell on his face,at least listened on bended knees
...."%" This indicates that Luther understood that feadas before God was a good thing:
to “fear and tremble” surely signifies the statdoeing afraid; and for the angel to say
“you fear God” while Abraham exhibited the fear g@mo/feeling demonstrates that
being “frightened” has something very much to dthwirrtue fear-of-God.

In another Genesis passage (that does not mee@orof-God directly), Luther
discerns virtue fear-of-God in Joseph’s respongbdsexual advance of Potiphar’s
wife—and, conversely, fear-of-God is somethingwmenan tragically lacks:

Accordingly, the very saintly young man preachethtoraging woman ...: “Far be
it from me to sin against God! Woman, consider lgpeat a sin it is to cast off
reverence for and fear of God, and to offend Hintlie sake of a trifling and
momentary pleasure.” But here no god avails. Shesgno thought whatever to
promises or threats of God; nor does she recalfemgrds or punishments.

It should be noticed here that “reverence for azat bf God” is a response of the heart
and mind that should arise in consideration of GdtBwards and punishments.” In other

8 pelikan, 1960, 67.
8 pelikan, 1972, 55.
% pelikan, 1964, 135.
8 Ibid.

8 pelikan, 1965, 79.
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words, it is the heighth of folly to disregard (j.®> have no emotional awareness of) the
pain and suffering that can come when God is auigamd inflicts his punishment. The
“threats” of God do not touch her emotions/feeliagall. That Luther has fearfulness in
view here is confirmed by what he says next (orgzera speaking hypothetical words of
Joseph to Potiphar’s wife):

“You are the wife of my master. Have regard for lasnyou have regard for
yourself. If you do not fear the wrath of God armdrebt think that you should pay
attention to your salvation, at least search f}r%«mscience, and give thought to
what the name and position of a wife require.”

It would seem—reading between Luther’s lines—thatighar’s wife would have had the
“beginning of wisdom” and “the beginning of knowtgs! if she had been afraid of the
“wrath of God.” But she had no fear and she thessbonducted herself like a fool.

This fear of God'’s “wrath” that would seem to besiogor all humans is, according
to Luther, also the fear that is in view in Ps 768 (8, 9). It is a terrifying fear that God
employs to force people away from sin:

“For the fear of he Lord is the beginning of wisdgarov 1:7). For from then His
wrath is in the heart of the penitent, because dses His judgment to be
preached, because of which they tremble and ceat®evil, and also because of
the rumbling of an accusing conscierite.

This fear—such that people “tremble”—is also therfef-God that one should exhibit if
one witnesses abominations in civil or church goaace, and tolerates them; if this is
the case, one should “rightly fear the wrath of G8dAnd the sum of Luther’s teaching
on the Ten Commandments is that one had betteGedrdest that person find himself
taking the brunt of God’s anger and punishment:

Thus He demands that all our works proceed froraattwhich fears and regards
God alone, and from such fear avoids everythingitheontrary to His will, lest it
should move Him to wrath; and, on the other hats &usts in Him alone, and
from love to Him does all He wishes, because halspto us as friendly as a
father, and offers us all grace and every g&od.

Once again, fear-of-God is understood as dissuamhegrom sin, and the heart-attitude
signified here is not worship, but fear—for feathe most primal emotional safety
mechanism (“théeginningof wisdom”) that forces one away from what is denogis. In
the following quote, the emphasis upon young pésglerrection and discipline as well
as Luther’s earnest desire that they come to kiewear of the Lord strongly indicates
that fear-of-God is to a significant extent thiarféhat dissuades one from doing evil:

¥ bid., 80.

% Oswald, 1976, 9.

% Luther, 1915, 48 (from Luther’s “Open Letter toel@hristian Nobility of the German
Nation Concerning the Reform of the Christian Estgt520]).

92 Bente and Dau, 1921 (from Luther’s “Large Catetti)s
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This (I say) it is profitable and necessary alwiygeach to the young people, to
admonish them and to remind them of it, that thay ime brought up not only with
blows and compulsion, like cattle, but in the faad reverence of God. For where
this is considered and laid to heart that thesegthare not human trifles, but the
commandments of the Divine Majesty, who insistsrugheem with such
earnestness, is angry with, and punishes thosedesyise them, and, on the other
hand, abundantly rewards those who keep them, tiéilee a spontaneous
impulse and a desire gladly to do the will of Gdd.

Like cattle fear the “blows and compulsion” of ttaemer, Luther here believes that
children should likewise fear the “blows and congpah” of God when they “despise”
his commandments.

Is Luther inconsistent in his portrayal of fear@®bd? This would certainly be so if
Luther’s understanding of what it means to “worshyas identical with the general
understanding today. If “worship” is onfgar-lessadoration and praise, then Luther uses
the fear-of-God idea in two radically different véagometimes fear-of-God means being
afraid of God, and sometimes it means being insiupe of fear-less worship of God. If
this is how it is with Luther, and his discussi@tsurately reflect the state of fear-of-God
in the OT, then the interpretation of the many @fue fear-of-God passages would be
especially difficult; there would be no way to tiéltfear” or “worship” is meant because
most virtue fear-of-God texts do not includeal contextual or linguistic/semantic
features that point one way or the other. And, &kenmatters worse, the word “fear”
(andFurcht andx™” anddopoc) would lose its semantic specificity (if fear-ob&in
the OT can signify such widely divergent meaningsy there would then be general
OT word remaining to signify the state of being gyatly afraid before God. But | do not
think that the meaning of “fear” in fear-of-God—iagended by the Hebrews and as
interpreted by Luther—is semantically so unpredleathe brief survey of Luther texts
above as well as the general flow of Luther’s thauwgearly shows that the fear
emotion/feeling before God—especially in view of tmiversal human propensity
(believers included) to sin—was considered by horbd foundational for fruit-bearing
Christian faith; and this faith includes the wogstiat Christians manifest before Christ.
So, for Luther, fear-of-God is not either the fearotion/feeling before Goar fear-free
worship; rather, it signifies the fear emotion/feglalone or the fear emotion/feeliptus
elements of what we would commonly consider toda$wmaorship” (and possibly other
elements such as “reverence,” “awe,” “honor,” “oleede,” etc.). In Luther’s day, the
high view of God, the acute awareness of the dégraf’fhumans, the general poverty of
life, and the proximity of death, all made for angeal understanding in the church that
some element of fearfulness before God was aregntagitimate anchor for the
Christian faith—indeed, it was the “beginning osdom” for it informs the experient of

* Ibid.
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danger and “goads” him or her away from dangertan@rds safety. At the same time,
Luther more than many in his day perceived thdtgifear-of-God was used to stand for
other heart, soul, and mind elements of the Igeglreligious experience.

John Calvin

Fear-of-God, according to Calvin, is a human enmoti@at must come in order for
there to be any hope of conversion. He sees iegative motivation—that is, fear-of-
God is dread of punishment that motivates one tadathat punishment. Calvin couches
his fear-of-God discussion in the context of thérsg process of repentance—repentance
being defined as a turning away from one’s sele{®own worldly desires—what he
calls “concupiscence”) to God.The sword of the Holy Spirit—through whom faith
comes—must, however, pierce a person first. Onespirit begins to stir in a man’s or
woman'’s soul, there occurs a great distress intwthe fear of God’s judgment and
sorrow over one’s sins are mingled. This is thenpingenon that the prophets and
apostles sought to provoke when they declaredebglp’s sinfulness as well as the
judgment that would occur because ofiThe repentance that God seeks must go down
to the deepest part of the soul, such that a pdrsoomes willing to mortify the entire
flesh—i.e., to put off the old man and to put oe tew?® But humans, says Calvin, are
so steeped in their original corrupted state thiakies the jarring awareness and fear of
judgment to even begin to move them towards repegta

Before the mind of the sinner can be inclined fmergance, he must be aroused by
the thought of divine judgment; but when once tiaught that God will one day
ascend his tribunal to take an account of all warts actions has taken possession
of his mind, it will not allow him to rest, or hawsme moment's peace, but will
perpetually urge him to adopt a different planife, that he may be able to stand
securely at that judgment-seat. Hence the Scriptuten exhorting to repentance,
often introduces the subject of judgment, as iedéh, "Lest my fury come forth
like fire, and burn that none can quench it, beeaighe evil of your doings," (Jer.
4: 4.) Paul, in his discourse to the Athenians séyse times of this ignorance God
winked at; but now commandeth all men every whem@pent: because he has
appointed a day in the which he will judge the wan righteousness” (Acts 17: 30,
31.).... The stern threatening which God employseaterted from him by our
depraved dispositions. For while we are asleeperevin vain to allure us by
soothing measurés.

This “stern threatening” results in distressingadreBut this dread should not be so
intense that people are driven to utter despaablento look up. This would slip over into
the Devil’'s domain in which, once he notices thaeeson is so distressed, he would

% Calvin, 1972, book 3, chap. 3, sec. 5.

% |bid., sec. 7.

% Ibid., sec. 6. Here, Calvin quotes Joel 2:13arftRgour hearts and not your clothing.”
bid., sec. 7.
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plunge them “deeper and deeper into the abyssrofwpthat they may never again
rise.”® But this is certainly not the goal of God.

Calvin understands that repentance (regeneratrongh putting off the old man
and putting on the new) ispeocess While it is true that a person is “born again‘aat
point in time, the phenomenon of repentance (tgramway from sin [mortification of the
flesh] and turning to God) lasts a lifetime. “Théewal,” writes Calvin,

is not accomplished in a moment, a day, or a y®arby uninterrupted, sometimes
even by slow progress God abolishes the remainaragl corruption in his elect,
cleanses them from pollution, and consecrates #sems temples, restoring all
their inclinations to real purity, so that duririgeir whole lives they may practice
repentance, and know that death is the only tertimo this warfare?

This is because humans are plagued with concupmscdihis lust after evil is not just an
“infirmity” (as Augustine describes it), but isé$ evil in every case because it causes
people to love God imperfectly (i.e., wildss than their wholaeart, soul, mind, and
strength) %’ Because perfection is unattainable in this lifethesi in avoiding sin or in
loving God—*God assigns repentance as the goalrismahich they must keep running
during the whole course of their live¥”

In summary, Calvin puts high value on the fear-ad@at works negatively to
pressure a person to commence the repentance préezsuse men and women are so
stiff-necked and heard-hearted, the fear of Godathwvmust be used like hammer blows
until pride is broken up and sufficient humilityirsstilled such that openness to God’s
free gift of grace is manifested. But because isinrking at [the] door” and men and
women must learn to “master it” (Gen 4:7b), theergpnce process—spurred on by the
fear of God’s punishment—must be exercised througtieeir lives until the Lord one
day says “well done, good and faithful servant[¢Mlatt 25:21, 23)

THE CRITICAL PERIOD (WITH SPECIAL EMPHASIS ON JOAQM BECKER)

The pre-critical fear-of-God thinkers just spokdralb assumed—based upon a
high view of Scripture—that God created men and @onGod brought about his
salvation plan through Christ, and there would fiea judgment based upon the
acceptance or rejection of Christ. God’'s command3cripture were taken to be the
highest law and it made perfect sense that onddlfiear God and his judgment if one
did not follow his commands. This clarity of thefeof-God theme, however, did not
remain; the theme lost its simplicity and innoceimcthe critical era. This was a

% |bid., sec. 15.
% Ibid., sec. 9.
100 1hid., sec. 11.
101 1bid., sec. 9.
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consequence of the philosophical and theologicadigm shifts that occurred during
and after the Enlightenment. Epistemological skegt (mainly empiricism and
idealism) forced theological study into more ofistdry-of-religions mindset. As a result,
the emphasis shifted from the inspired Word of @othe uninspired creation of the
Bible by memn-2? With this, fear-of-God went from being a subjettheological

reflection to one o$cientificstudy. A most noticeable by-product is this: thé@evs of

the critical age—unlike those from the earlier agis-not present themselves as being
within the world that necessarily must wrestle vitie fear-of-God phenomenon; instead,
the modern writers seem $tand outsidef the world, as if peering in through a
microscope, cataloguing all the discernable histbriletails, but leaving out the invisible
factors of the heart. The critical era studies eoi@te on how fear-of-God “evolved”
from primitive cultures to refined monotheism imdsl; but how it applies to the readers
(or the writers), and how it can help us move tahasaving relationship with God and
Christ is practically of no concern. These chanasties of the critical period’s fear-of-
God studies will be seen as several of that pesiatiin works are considered in this
section.

Rudolf Otto

We begin with Rudolf Otto—the German thinker whmterthe highly influential
Das Heilige—because, first, his term “numinous” is so widebgd, and, second, because
his idealism is reflected in a number of later imiant works that deal directly with the
fear-of-God themé® Otto does not ilDas Heiligeaddress fear-of-Goger se but tries
to argue for and describe the irreducidlpriori emotional religious phenomenon (what
he calls the “numinous”). To be more precise, @tgues for the numinous, but he
confesses that he really cannot describe it—fisrat the absolute bottom (i.e.
base/foundation) of the human psyche. It can oalgdscribed with imperfect analogies.
Here, Otto borrows from Kant the idea of irredueibhtegories of the mind that make
intelligible the sense impressions received fromekterior world** Kant was willing to
admit God into the fold of what could Baown but he based this upon theriori moral
imperatives that he believed to be in all persang, not on historical observation or
emotional experience. But Otto believed that religiemotion/feeling was sufficiently

1920r, as Gunkel claims: “Science has brought [tHaeBidown from heaven and set it up
in the midst of the earth” (Gunkel, 1928, 19).

193 The inclusion of excerpts froMas Heiligeas a “foundational text of the newer
protestant theology” (Harle, 2007, xxiv; calledraust read” for students to understand protestant
theology [V]) is evidence of Otto’s influence righ to the present day. See Almond, 1983, 353-
355 for a discussion of Otto’s turn to idealism.

1% Otto, 1958, 112, 113.
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powerful and compelling to also qualify asapriori category (and, therefore, as
knowledgg In this way, Otto makes more room for knowingdGban Kant. But at the
same time, Otto held on to most of Kant’s (epistigical) skepticism about thing in
itself, and, more specifically, about the ability to knthe truth of the Bible’s historical
claims to supernatural revelatibi.Otto also did not put much stock into the Bible’s
historical credibility—far more important and rdlia were what peoplelt about God.
The written things of religion that were outsidergvaot appropriate gauges of the truth
of religion. The subjective experience was pradycal that mattered. It followed, then,
that the core feelings/emotions of each religioa (the numinous) are true because they
flow from thea priori category of divine awareness. In this deductiomfro
epistemological skepticism to theological truths—sa@sbe seen in the next few
paragraphs—the God of the Bible fades away asbgactivereality. The idea of the holy,
however, is still there; but it is no longer apgli®e YHWH (as object of holiness), but to
the numinous (the religious emotion/feeling) of subject. Every religion’s core
numinous feeling, therefore, must be counted ad.Maffollows, then, that Christianity
cannot claim exclusive rights to the truth. It afslbows that, with this level of
subjectivity, the idea that God broke into humastdry and revealed himself from the
outside cannot be maintained. God must come frennside. God begins with men and
women as they first fear their dangerous envirortieragine demons or gods within
that environment, then—according to their cult podtical and emotional needs—wind
up with some kind of monotheism that best sooths fiears about earthly life as well as
the afterlife. In other words, God is a human cpbtleat develops as humans evolve.
These results of Otto’s thought are thoroughly aéee in hisDas Heilige | turn to this
work now in order to argue that his numinous cotiegyd which fear is a significant
component—is ultimately unsuitable for describihg teelings that one has before the
God of the Bible.

The holy = the numinous = a feeling

In the fear-of-God literature after Otto, the téimaminous” is often used as
another term for Gotf® But this does not accurately reflect what Ottdlyeaeant when
he coined then employed this “special termDias Heilige'®” The numinous was created

19 For a critique upon Kant's asserted unknowabiityhe thing-in-itself and the impact of
this idea upon Christian doctrine, see Brenner7200

1% see, for example, Bamberger, 1929; Becker, 1985f&, 1965; Stahli, 1971; Loader,
2001; Weénin, 2005.

197 Otto, 1958, 6, 7. Terrien, 1962, 258, expressed@m about how “numinous” should
be employed. He perceives that the numinous’s bbjagorship—the humeri—is impersonal
and is therefore unfit to denote the personal Gddrael. In view of this, “the concept of the
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to stand for the idea of “the holy” minus any mawarational aspects; but “the holy” of
which he speaks is not God, but a subjective fgehat may or may not have God as an
object. The numinous is “a state of mind” thatirséducible to any other; and therefore,
like every absolutely primary and elementary datwm)e it admits of being discussed, it
cannot be strictly defined® Of primary importance is to note that Otto is gsihe term
as equal to “the holy"—a term normally reservedljbally speaking) for God or people
and liturgical items that God pronounces as holyt. \Bhen one considers the ways that
he attempts to fine tune what he means by “numifiame wonders if the biblical God is
altogether out of view: the numinous is at the &most core” of every religion; it is a
“feeling-response,” an “element,” a “category ofueg” and “a state of mind”; the
numinous is something that “stirs” in humans, yegrinot be strictly defined”; it “cannot,
strictly speaking, be taught” but only “evoked, &emed in the mind*° On first glance
these properties do not appear to have anythidg with God, but everything to do with
the human consciousness.

While it is true that Otto bases his term “numirionis the Latin ‘humeri (“deity”),
and he also speaks occasionally about the Godasllsr the God of Christianity, the
best estimate of how he really thinks about “nurasias to notice that he always
describeghe word in terms of human emotion/feeling, noGafd. Furthermore, if there
were any intention on Otto’s part to have his read@derstand that the object of the
religious person’s affections is God, then he wedllidgiven the opportunity—designate
the object as God or at least (in keeping withnhisiinous coming fromumenidea),
“numen’ He does have this opportunity and does offeolgject to the “feeling
element”—but this “object” is surprising and batfii. In Otto’s following quote, he is
trying to argue that Schleiermacher’s “feeling epdndence” (what Otto prefers to call
“creature-feeling”) is not the primary religiousefag, but is the

effect of another feeling-element, which cast&k# b shadow, but which in itself
indubitably has immediate and primary referencarnobject outside the self.
Now this object is just what we have already spadess ‘the numinous'.
For the ‘creature-feeling’ and the sense of depecel¢o arise in the mind the
‘numen’ must be experienced as preseny@en praesenss is in the case of

‘numinous’ is to be seriously qualified whenevesiaipplied to Hebrew modes of theological
thinking ...."” In a later article (Terrien, 1982, 9)0), although Terrien initially says the
numinous “refers to the spiritual powers, not neae$/ personified,” he nevertheless proceeds to
speak of the numinous in terms of feeling. But éesgt as having had a decidedly negative
impact on the development of OT and NT religiomhat numinous fears (for example, of
sexuality) caused the male leaders to react negiatdy instituting laws that made many areas of
sexual activity taboo and in general discriminatgdinst women.

1% Otto, 1958, 7.

199bid., 6, 7. One can discern here the impressunfdBist influence which in general has
the idea that “enlightenment” can only be experehaot described.
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Abraham. There must be felt a something ‘numinocs@mething bearing the

character of a ‘numen’, to which the mind turnsrgpaeously; or (which is the

same thing in other words) these feelings can ange in the mind as

accompanying emotions when the category of ‘theinaos’ is called into play.
The numinous is thus felt as objective and outgigeself*°

Note here that theumenis not said to be the object of the mind, butribminous is the
object. Thenumenmight be “experienced as present,” but the opexatiord here is
“experienced”; something might be experienced aslgect of the mind, but it may or
may not be an object that is objectively real. Afteroughly defining the numinous as
the religious feeling, he goes on here to sayithatalso the object of the feeling. Put
another way, the numinous has as its object thémaus (in German [using Otto’s
spelling for “numinous”]das Numinose vor dem NuminosdBut this borders on
nonsense.

That the numinous is a subjective feeling is mddardy the parallel upon which
he clarifies the term: as “ominous” comes fromwd “omen,” so he coins the word
“numinous” to signify a feeling when one is awaf@aumen‘** “Ominous” and
“numinous” are both (not completely different) fiegtreactions to—one would think—
their respective “omen” anchimeri objects. But the above block-quote of Otto—which
is his best opportunity in the whole book to makstal clear the object of the numinous
a priori feeling—says thahe object is the numinou®ne might attempt to defend him at
this point by saying that, despite this first dafom, he really intends for the numinous
object to be God; but based upon what he has sag] his clear reliance upon the
“feeling of dependence” idea of Schleiermacher, laisdtherwise very tight reasoning, it
can hardly be an accident that “numinous” is usere laoth subject and object?

That the object is confused with the subject ismawere evident in the German of
Otto’s 1936 edition. There, the same block-qudte {ext of the 1958 English edition
differs substantially) from just above reads (skigphe first part that mentions the
“feeling-element” that casts the dependence fe€likg a shadow” and perceives an
object that is “outside the self”):

Das aber ist eben dasminoseObjekt. Nur wo numen als praesens erlebt wird, wie
im Falle Abrahams, oder wo ein Etwas numinosen &tars geftihlte wird, also

1%1hid., 11. The mention of Abraham refers to Ger2Z&here Abraham confesses to the

LORD that he is but “dust and ashes"—a responsmrdmg to Otto, that exhibits the feeling of
“creature-consciousness.”

1bid., 6, 7. In seeking to denote the non-moral aan-rational aspect of “the holy’—
that is, its “unique original feeling-response’—@#ays, “For this purpose | adopt a word coined
from the Latinnumen Omenhas given us ‘ominous’, and there is no reason fndm numenwe
should not similarly form a word ‘numinous’.”

2 35ee Ibid., 8, 9, for his acceptance and modificatif Schleiermacher’s “feeling of
dependence.”
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erst infolge [as a result of; owing to] einer Anwleng [use] der Kategorie des
Numinosen auf ein wirkliches oder vermeintlichetEEpumedA Objekt kann als
derenReflexdas Kreatur-gefiihl im Gemiit entstehen [to ari5g].

Several items in this German text are noteworttwil{luse only his German terms and
their spelling for clarity): first, Otto clearly as,numinose” in the first sentence as an
adjective—it is not capitalized and not in the gericase, or he would have written,
,Das aber ist eben das Objekt des Numinoseii$é use of the adjective appears to
mean that theObjekt“ has the property ghuminose.” But one would think that the
object wouldbethe Numert—especially if he were staying true to his paraigh (in

the German)Omen* (noun) andomin®s” (adjective). For agominds “ gives the
property of the feeling that has Zdmen* as its object, so should theuminose*

provide the property of the particular feeling thas the Numeri as its object. Where
Otto is going with the question of the religiouslieg’s object is perhaps indicated by the
following fact: even though he cites the parallstjmentioned, he does not stick to the
parallel. He adds something that he does not infbeneader of; that is, he uses
“numinous” (I continue with the spelling in the Hish versions [as used later by most
English commentators]) not only as an adjective ago as a noun. This is easier seen in
the German where the first letter of the noun Etedized. By also giving “numinous”
noun status (which he has the right to do, becthese/ord is of his own creation), he is
then able to employ it as an object (which he wadtibe able to do if he stuck purely to
the “omen”/“*ominous” parallel and used “numinous’apure adjective).

That there is no object—as one normally thinksrobbject—in Otto’s notion of
the numinous is also implied through his declaratlat the numinous can be added to
one of the Kantian pure-reasanriori) categories which do not rely on what comes
through the senses to exist. But Otto does notthiEne; he says that the numinous goes
“back to something still deeper than the ‘pure oeas He claims this is the “bottom or
ground of the soul®** The numinous is so basic that, while it may beedito life by
something taken in through the senses, the higbabty will only be realized when an
object supervenes that the numinous alone crdatdse numinous experience are found

beliefs and feelings qualitatively different fromyahing that ‘natural’ sense-
perception is capable of giving us. They are théwesenot perceptions at all, but
peculiar interpretations and valuations, at fifgp@rceptual data, and then—at a
higher level—ofpositedobjects and entities, which themselves no longéoriy to
the perceptual world, but are thought of as supplging and transcending it.
[italics mine]*®

113 Otto, 1936, 11.
114 Otto, 1958, 112.
1% bid., 113.
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The key word here isgbsited” When Otto gave his numinous ontological statys b
making it a noun, he now had something that cpolsitor be positedBut one wonders
if any pure-reason Kantian category of the mind pasit or be posited as an object. Be
that as it may, there can be no doubt that reahtyreligion are mainly apprehended by
Otto from an idealist standpoint: the numinous expeeis the object, is not
“supernatural,**® but is nevertheless “holy.” Consequently, worshipossible without
any real divine power. In speaking of Jacob’s fiyst reaction of the awesomeness of the
place where he had his heavenly-ladder dream (8&YR, Otto writes, “There is no
need ...for the experient to pass on to resolve his nrapression of the eerie and
aweful into the idea of a ‘numen’, a divine powawnelling in the ‘aweful’ place ....
Worship is possible without this further explicatiprocess’ In fact, it matters not if
the objects that supervene on the numinous are meor&lohim—the Mysterium
Tremendummuminous feeling can be the same. If the objelctsligious feelings came
about as projections of evolving minds, then ildwis that those feelings could be the
same regardless of their objects; for if the “paditobjects are only perceived and not
real, then they do not have any ontological stdtascould cause feelings to change in
humans-*®

The holy evolved from primitive peoples

A significant assumption in OttoBas Heiligeis that religion evolved. Otto draws
much of his thought from idealism which originallias a reaction against empirical
epistemology*® Idealist philosophers like Hegel and Schleiermagineserved a place
for religion by saying that the mind sensationséignces are really all we can know
with certainty. Religion could be preserved throtigls minds perception of it. But this,
like radical empiricism, left things of the outsiderld (like biblical events that happened
in history) as unknowable (we did not experien@nttourselves) and off limits for

18 |pid., 124.

" bid., 126, 127.

118 Raphael, in her study of Otto’s concept of holiesentions that, early on, many had
strong reservations about Otto’s ideas: “A numberdish theologians contemporary with Otto
... were also concerned that numinous experienceweas macabre than Christian: that it had
the ring of natural religion, and it appeared twiate any immediate need for faith or
commitment to the Church. The generous span of<tteory of religion made theologians
apprehensive that his understanding of holinesddniaalude sub-Christian elements. The fears
were not groundless. Undoubtedly, numinous consaiess is not, in itself, an entirely reliable
foundation for Christian theology. In The Idealoé Holy Christianity becomes an instance,
rather than the pre-condition of, the holy ...” (Raph 1997, 12).

119 Almond, 1983, 353-355, claims that Otto was mofitienced by Kant, Schleiermacher,
and especially, J. F. Fries.
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reasonable study. When combined with the risinyistaf empirical science as well as
the theory of natural selection by Darwin, biblisadies in most universities in Europe
were undertaken with the assumption that the isesielea of God had evolvéd®

Otto, who mainly concentrates on the experienaelajious feelings, nevertheless
takes a very scientific view of how these feeliagsse and how they invoked the
consciousness of deity. In accordance with thensiierequirements to keep theological
explanations as close to nature and nature’s egalas possible, Otto understands that
the primordial human religious “predisposition” wemmething that evolved and
flourished over a long period, could be stimulatgdutside influences, but always
developed ontologically from within:

Thepredispositionsvhich the human reason brought with it when thecss Man
entered history became long ago, not merely fawviddals but for the species as a
whole, areligious impulsionto which incitements from without and pressuoafr
within the mind both contributed. It begins in umdited, groping emotion, a
seeking and shaping of representations, and gqdsyacontinual onward
striving, to generate ideas, till its nature id-deimined and made clear by an
explication of the obscui priori foundation of thought itself, out of which it
originated. And this emotion, this searching, theseration and explication of
ideas, gives the warp of the fabric of religiouslation, whose woof we are to
discuss latet?

The religious feeling, which begins as a kernéfeligious impulsion,” is latent in every
person and gives the “warp” and “woof” of “religi®@evolution.” Here, Otto is keeping
fully with the subjective feelings; but these fags find their highest manifestation only
through being “self-illumined” by tha priori numinous. Whatever “incitements from
without” may be take a back seat to this self-ilination.

The above quote from Otto is admittedly ambigudus; idea, however, that a
supernatural God is one of the “incitements frorthaut” in the development of the
numinous is quickly eliminated when one considessshggested steps in religion’s
evolution: first in the process of religious evadut arise “curious phenomena,” like the
notions of

120 The Hegelian idealist notion of the inevitable letion of the “Absolute” was applied
by Hegel's student Wilhelm Vatke to the OT. “Bur&éealready we have the teachings and
principles of the Wellhausen’s school and its sasoes, all dominated by the Hegelian idea of
evolution” (Heick, 1946, 122). Another unintendedult of idealism—especially as promulgated
by Hegel—was materialism. Left wing Hegelians (espiéy D. F. Strauss, F. C. Baur, Ludwig
Feuerbach, and Karl Marx) inverted his theory athoeitmaterial world being a product of mind
and professed instead that it could just as welhbeother way around: i.e., mifgimaterial
(Strauss claimed the only difference between ideaind materialism was a “mere quarrel about
words”). The Bible was then studied in a way thatebarded the spiritual (supernatural) and
replaced it with the claim that God was simply eothuct of historical development rather than its
author” (Wilkens and Padgett, 2000, 88, 113, 384).

21 Otto, 1958, 116.
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‘clean’ and ‘unclean’, belief in and worship of tead, belief in and worship of
‘souls’ or ‘spirits’, magic, fairy tale, and mythpmage to natural objects, whether
frightful or extraordinary, noxious or advantageahe strange idea of ‘power’
(orendaor mang, fetishism and totemism, worship of animal arahpl daemonism
and poly daemonisrf?

These all come out of—if indirectly—a numinous eé&hand form “the vestibule of
religion.”** The numinous awareness that finds its focus orpderis especially
appropriate as proto-religion because the religfeabng is not “diverted ... to earthly
things” (like stars, volcanoes, sun, moon, etdie uminous in this case “remains a pure
feeling, as in ‘panic’ terror ... or itselfivents, or, better, discoverthe numinous object

by rendering explicit the obscure germinal ideasrigin itself.” (Italics mine¥* Once
again, as Otto has said before, there is a “pgsdfrthe numinous object” (i.e., the
numinous “invents” its object). And this can ocoarites Otto, with only the tiniest
amount of environmental stimulus:

This experience of eerie shuddering and awe breatksather from depths of the
souls which the circumstantial, external impressiannot sound, and the force
with which it breaks out is so disproportionatéhiie mere external stimulation that
the eruption may be termed, if not entirely, astagery nearly, spontaneotfs.

As the numinous feeling grows, it is not evolvingm one species to another; rather, it is
more preciselgrowing In primordial humans it was there, but latent.the human
species develops, the numinous began to grow atadkéoon (“posit”) objects, both real
(e.g., volcanoes, stars, etc.) and imagined (@egnons)-*

If the early stirring of the numinous does not giterted” to things-in-the-world,
then, as the subject has his or her feelings odbWHincanny!’ or ‘How eerie this place
is!"” there may be a chance for this pure feelingaeeness to slip over into perceiving
some unseen-but-felt object:

‘It is not quite right here’]t is uncanny.” The English ‘This place is haunted’
shows a transition to a positive form of expresstéere we have the obscure basis
of meaning and idea rising into greater clarity Bedinning to make itself explicit
as the notion, however vague and fleeing, of asttandent Something, a real
operative entity of a numinous kind, which latey tlae development proceeds,
assumes concrete form asarhen loci a daemon, an ‘El’, a Baal, or the likg.

1221bid., 116. According to Ottodrendd and “mand are native terms for “power” from,
respectively, the Pacific islands and North Amaritadians (120).

2% 1pid., 116.

1241bid., 125. With “invents, or, better, discoverthe latter is clearly meant ironically and
the former straightforwardly.

2% 1pid., 125, 126.

2% 1pid., 121, 122.

127\bid., 126. Terrien, 1982, adds that the numinwas manifested in ancient times at the
sight of menstral blood, the sexuality of womend(aaxuality in general), the bottom of a deep
canyon, and the ocean (100).He believes that Qttarsinous can be “spiritual powers, not
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The notion, of course, that Israelite religion a&&®m inner feelings of uncanny-ness
and haunted-ness in which its patriarchs “inverjtjedbetter, discover[ed]” “a daemon”
just as easily as “a Baal” or “an ‘El"”, invertsalbiblical testimony that God made
humans first and then revealed himself to them. WD#o uses “invents, or, better,
discovers” (in paragraph just above), he is cleasing—given the context—“discovers”
ironically (for he can only be using it straightiardly if he believes that a real “Baal”
can really be met and worshipped); actually, thelelphrase is ironically meant for
“discovers, or, better, invents”—but that would ®mlicitly say what he is trying to say
implicitly throughout his book. If Otto really meffor “discovers” to be understood in
the usual sense, then there would have been norréasnention “invents.” In any case,
this phrase well displays the (what | sense totentiona) ambiguity that Otto employs
to keep the real meaning of the numinous (that balgan define) perpetually a mystery
and just beyond the reader’s grasp. But this igombt unexpected considering his
contacts with Buddhism and Hinduism with their elagds on the unfathomable and
esoteric:?®

If this evolutionary scenario is how God came tpthen, says Otto, there can be
no such thing as “primitive monotheism” (which iglypa “missionary apologetic ...
eager to save the second chapter of Gene$iyhile he insists that the “naturalistic
psychologists” do not fully appreciate the “selfeatation” of religious ideas, his main
gripe is against “the upholders of the theory oirfptive monotheism’™ who

show no less serious disregard of this centraltfeant the naturalistic
psychologists. For if the phenomena we have beesidering were based simply
and solely on historical traditions and dim men®oéa ‘primeval revelation’, as
on such a theory they must be, this self-attestdtimm within would be just as
much excluded as befot&

necessarily personified, which are ascribed torahtibjects of exceptional significance ...." (99)
Further confirming my thesis that Otto’s numinosisni the subject is especially this statement of
Terrien: “To a certain extent, tllamenalso may sometimes designate an inner voice @hins

of a psychological nature.”(99) In my understandi@tto, | understand him to usedmeri to
denote some kind of deity-object, either real cagimed. But Terrien says that even this can
“designate an inner voice.” If thetimeri is subjective feeling, then the “numinous” canbet
anything but that.

128 Almond, 1983, 360, 361, mentions Otto’s contadts and appreciation of Buddhism
and Hinduism. Otto’s influence by these religionsaflected throughow®as Heilige and
particularly in his description of therysterium tremenduim‘Conceptuallymysteriumdenotes
merely that which is hidden and esoteric, that Wlécbeyond conception or understanding,
extraordinary and unfamiliar” (Otto, 1958, 13).

2% Otto, 1958, 129.

130 |bid., 131. It is unclear here who Otto means hattiralistic psychologists.” He
probably is referring to psychologists of the pbgtist type, who reduce all mental phenomena
down to physical cause and effect.
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In view of this quote, and of what he has profesgetb this point, his big picture seems
to be this: in all ages each human being has hlaliggous awareness (the numinous) that
is only slightly or more highly developed. Ottoally assumes that this feeling (the
characteristics of which will be discussed in tegtrsection) isheright and true and
“holy” religious feeling. He is therefore, of coersdescribing something that is at the
heart of the orthodox Christian (and Jewish andlih)sjuestion of how one can be right
with God. (i.e., he is fact stating his opinion of how immortality can &ehieved [Otto,
being a member of the Protestant church in Germaayld have been fully aware of the
salvation and immortality questions]) It comes dawiwo choices (as made clear in the
guote just above): either his idea thltpeoplehave thdrue religious feeling is true, or
the opposing idea thabme peoplaho received a “primeval revelation” have thee
religious feeling is true. The latter (biblical)gsbility is immediately brushed off by
Otto because, if it were true, the “self-attestdtifp.e., his “huminous”) would be
“excluded”; in other words, his numinous would b@wn tonot be the true experience
of true religion because it lacks a true revelatBy mentioning this distinction (that both
cannot be true at the same time), Otto illuminesréader to a great truth. If the God of
Genesis—that is, the holy and eternal God—realxega“primeval revelation” to

ancient men and women, then the true and truly redigious experience can only occur
if one has as his or her object of religious feglime true God who is not juflt to be
external, buts external to the subject. To put it more blunththe God of the Bible

really is, then Otto’s theory of “the holy” residimn the hearts of all humans is false. He
understands this point correctly; but he usesdt(any “primal revelation” would
exclude any “self-revelation from within”) as gralsto dismiss the possibility of any
“primeval revelation.” But this is only begging taestion of which religious experience
is the right one. To assert that all peoples haligious feelings may be evidence for
human psychology (and maybe give evidence for a€ga revelation”), but it does not
say anything about the question of whether or Image feelings are appropriate feelings
based upon the true ultimate reality. By dismissgagelation, Otto is in fact violating the
right of revelation to take the legal position aflirer priority—for the general feeling
cannot exclude the revelation, but the revelatemm eéxclude the general feeling. But Otto
turns this on its head with no argument or evidence

The usefulness of Otto’'s numinous feelings

One cannot take seriously Otto’s belief that trog ‘doly” religious feelingsan
be experienced the same, no matter who or whailijeet is (whether God or a demon or
even Satan). The experience cannot be the samedeeahjects of worship can be so
vastly different. Plus, theoul-stateof the person who worships God will obviously be
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radically different from that of one who worshipsr example, Satan. Consequently, the
feelings involved will be radically different. Araijain, one must be extremely wary in
using Otto’s term “numinous” if just for the reasirat it denotes both the worship
feeling as well as a feeling that is worshippede filaminous is both subject and object,
and therefore cannot qualify as a true depictiotheffeeling that a child of God would
have for his or her loving Lord. For this reasotto® “mysterium tremendum{one of

his ways to describe the numinous) should not led as a term for God because it is
ultimately subjective and indescribable, as Ottadelf says: “Conceptualinysterium
denotes merely that which is hidden and esotdrat,which is beyond conception or
understanding, extraordinary and unfamiligt. The God of the Bible is indeed
mysterious; but for the Christian, he is mompletelymysterious but reveals much to his
children through his Word and his Holy Spirit winalwells them.

On the other hand, some of the feelings that Catodatalogued are quite likely
those that really do arise in response to God'&iggmevelation. Through (as the apostle
Paul puts it) “the things he has made,” humanderaght to feelings of wonder and awe
and thoughts about God—so that “they are withoatie®” (Rom 1:20b). This only
makes sense because human beings are made inatlpe @ihnGod. They caat least
sense him—nbut they are not forced to choose hihoeks Some characteristics of the
numinous (as Otto describes them) are charactaristithe feelings that arise in response
to the general revelation. On the other hand, wtregenuminous appears to have
inappropriate objects “posited”—like volcanoes, d&s pantheons of gods—the
feelings that Otto says occurs are not an accdegeription of the feelings that one has
before the general revelation thatisdenceof not an evil being, but a good one. This
evidence is the creation which the creator made.gémeral revelation that points to the
God who is loveprovokeqas a function of the “eternity” in people’s hegfEccl 3:11])
the sensing of one who is all-powerful and immortal

This general revelation-provoked feeling is simitaOtto’s “creature feeling”: “It
is the emotion of a creature, submerged and ovémdukby its own nothingness in
contrast to that which is supreme above all creatiif” This “supreme” reality he goes
on to describe as an “overpowering, absolute nofjsbme kind” or “absolute
overpoweringness-> It should be mentioned once again that Otto’s fsoe” reality is
a reality that is not “posited” by itself, but aahy that is “posited” by the numinous
experience of the subject. Even though Inny$terium tremenduhis essentially all in
the mind, it nevertheless has components that #aghfeelings when one responds to the

131 pid., 13.
1321bid., 10.
1331bid., 10, 19.

51



general revelation. When one, for example, is abbeep in a dark forest or high on a
rugged mountain ridge or is beholding the “milkyytvan a moonless, crystal-clear
night, one begins to sense the mystery and thesttdousness of the one who made it all.
Some degree of that sense might have as its dbgdébrest, mountains, or stars —and
worship of these physical phenomena might resuit, Bthe general revelation is true,
God plants the understanding in humans that tleissf@and worship of these created
things is a wrong—and evil—diversion from the seydroper object. The general
revelation feeling will have an “awefulness” abdubhat perceives the hallowedness of
the creator and feels, in response to the creatoygery and omnipotence, some level of
real fear*>* But Otto’s idea that the numinous contains elemehtterror,” and
“shuddering,” and perceives its object of fear amd,grasslich* (“grisly”), makes one
doubt if the numinous really has as its object@oel who is lové>> Otto based much of
what he wrote iDas Heiligeupon his observations of people groups who wete no
monotheistic. These groups focused their natuligioes awareness upon ancestor
spirits, demons, and idols that provoked very waind fearful reactions. It appears that
Otto, as he observed these reactions, assumeithélyaioo comprised legitimate religious
feelings and included them in his description @ ttuminous. But feelings of “creeping
flesh” and blood that runs “icy cold” as well ag tlgrisly” (which Otto says “very

clearly designate[s] the numinous element”) doataurately describe the feelings one
has when he or she is prompted to think about Gedtness of the beauty and grandeur
of his creatiort>®

There is also a reflection of the reality of mdeal and judgment in Otto’s
numinous where he writes about the feeling of nwét'wrath.” This wrath is “the
‘ideogram’ of a unique emotional moment in religgoexperience” that is “nothing but
thetremendunitself.”**" In his opinion, however, the biblical “wrath of Naeh”
possesses “no concern whatever with moral qualitoes

is more like “stored-up electricity, dischargingatf upon anyone who comes too
near. It is ‘incalculable’ and ‘arbitrary’. Anyorveho is accustomed to think of
deity onlgl by its rational attributes must seehis twrath’ mere caprice and willful
passion->®

This “arbitrary” attribute of the biblical God (Wwth he understands as being a property of
the wrath component of the numinous in genera)ngly a miss-characterization of
YHWH. While there are indeed a few examples of veestmto be “arbitrary” justice

134 1pid., 13.
135 pid., 14.
138 |bid., 14, 16.
137 bid., 18, 19.
138 pid., 18.
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(see, e.g., 2 Sam 6: 6, 7, where Uzzah is killeGbg for taking hold of the ark), his
moral law—especially that contained in the Mosaaev—is quite clearly understood to
be the basis upon which YHWH judges human beingthdt Otto does observe this
element of wrath in the numinous, however, doesesamat accurately reflect the natural
tendency for people to have a moral law in theartgeethat prompts a feeling of
accountability This awareness of accountability as well as theareness that they fall
short of the moral law results in fear. But whemoQtescribes the anger perceived in the
numinous as “something supra-rational [that] thrabd gleams, palpable and visible, in
the ‘wrath of God’, prompting to a sense of ‘tettbiat no ‘natural’ anger can arouse,” he

cannot be describing the righteous anger of the @alde Bible**

Finally, Otto’s ‘fascinosurhaspect of the numinous could have some paraiksl w
Thomas's filial fear that is always in some sortarision with the fear of punishment
(servile fear). Otto writes:

The daemonic-divine object may appear to the mmdkgect of horror and dread,
but at the same time it is no less something thates with a potent charm, and the
creature, who trembles before it, utterly cowed east down, has always at the
same time the impulse to turn to it, nay even tkanasomehow his own. The
‘mystery’ is for him not merely something to be wiened at but something that
entrances him; and beside that in it which bewsdderd confounds, he feels a
something that captivates and transports him wgtrange ravishment, rising often
enough to the pitch of dizzy intoxication; it itBDionysiac-element in the
numen*°

Needless to say, the attracting emotion Otto dessrtannot be one-size-fits-all; the feel
of the “strange ravishment” when one has a demabgxt will be very different from
that when one has the truly Divine as object. bt,fthis makes thi&ascinosunmaspect of
the numinous also unsuitable to describe the masdipe feelings of true religion—for
one cannot love a demon and God in the same wath@®ather hand, Ottofascinosum
could have something to do, once again, with theege revelation. When humans
behold God’s creation, they not only are promptethink about its creator, but also to
have a longing for the creator. This longing, hogreean be easily misdirected to the
fascinosunfor things or persons within the creation.

To sum up on Otto, while he does speak from tim&te inDas Heiligeof the
biblical God, he never clearly speaks of that Gedsupernaturalbeing. If there is any
doubt how he thinks of God, one can go back talafsition of the numinous at book’s
beginning; there, his idea of “the holy” is a suttijge feeling, and that feeling is the
“numinous.” This definition as well as Otto’s adsar that the numinous evolved are
sufficient reasons to avoid using the term altogeth theological writing that seeks to

1391bid., 19.
149 bid., 31.
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accurately describe the attributes of God andekérigs that people have when they have
a relationship with God. If the term is used, ibshl be, as Terrien insists, “seriously
qualified.”*! That being said, Otto’s idea of the numinous—wtiomes from his
investigation of many religions around the globe-eslprovide some insights that can
add to and/or illuminate what was learned aboutd#&od in the pre-critical age. First,
Otto’s study indicates that religious feelings ntigbt fit neatly into two or three or four
distinctly discernable classes; feelings are vikrngfand radically different feelings can
be experienced at the same time. The numinousifgEetend to “evolve” because they
are “latent” in all people; but more mature feer@an wash back into the more
primitive, or the primitive can erupt into the momature if certain stimuli occur. Second,
there are elements of the numinous that matchinddelings that arise as a result of the
perception of the general revelation. The feahefunknown as well as the fear of a
“mysterium tremendunthat is “out there” are natural responses togéeeral revelation.
One may feel fear and “awe-fulness,” but probald“creeping flesh” and “horror.” His
idea—based upon Schleiermacher—of “creature fekfitegwell with this initial

response to the “things that [are] made” in Godéaton. The “creature feeling” is
perhaps used by God in that the one who beginadw khat (and to feel like) he or she is
a “creature” will only then begin to search for tireator. This response to the general
revelation seems to be before the fear-of-judgr(earivile fear) that Augustine and
Thomas describe. But, third, Otto does presentéise that the fear of God’s wrath is one
of his numinous feelings. Otto sees this wrathaabitrary” and not based upon any sort
of righteousness of God. That would be quite oppdseChristian orthodoxy and makes
this component of the numinous unreliable. Nevéegs that he counts “wrath” as
universally perceived and felt does give evidehes God’s moral law and judgment are
realities that God has placed as knowledge (if,dvew basic) in the hearts of all humans.
Fourth, there is thefdscinosurhpart of the numinous that is attracted to ansdgsthe
object of one’s religious feeling. But Otto doeg speak about fear arising from the loss
of the relationship with that object (which wouldke it similar to Thomas's filial fear).
Perhaps this is because the “object” is so blemtedhe subject, they are in essence one
and the same; and once the object supervenes hpaulbject, there is no fear of losing it
because the subject willed it to exist in the fpisice, and can continue to will it to
exist—without fear of losing it—if the subject segires. But that is, admittedly, over-
speculation about a very esoteric subject.

¥ Terrien, 1962, 258.
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B. Bamberger

In a lengthy journal article, Bamberger tries towlthat most uses of fear-of-God
in the OT have lost the component of the fear eondiieeling. He sympathizes with the
modern “distaste” for religious fear, and this amseto drive his interpretatidfi’ Fearing
God, he says, “is repugnant to modern taste, wigighrds fear as incompatible with
genuine religious sentiment?® Bamberger then proceeds to look into a number of
biblical texts that demonstrate that fear beforel @mded to come early while the more
mature notions of obedience, moral purity, and Ww@rsame later. His investigation only
uses a small sample of texts, but he does establigimeral framework that Becker was
to later follow and work out exhaustively. The nadblogical strengths and/or
weaknesses that will be discussed briefly below alslo tend to reappear in Becker.

Bamberger first presents a number of verses tiatidearbeforeGod (Becker
will call these cases of fear before the “numingu$hese “chiefly of pre-exilic origin”
verses mainly record incidents of men fearing letgiphanies of God and/or
spectacular displays of his mighty work& He then surveys a number of the ninety
percent (his count) of the total fear cases thiasst‘the objective side of religion, as
manifested either in moral conduct or in ritu”With these texts, he makes the
sweeping statement that all of them—that have anyext at all that illumines the fear
concept—show that fear-of-God means “worsHif When the passages, however, are
considered that Bamberger sets out as proof téxtsevident that he over-generalizes.
For example, he says that the fear mentioned i29sh3 “refers plainly to the
ceremonial, observed in a lifeless and mechanéslion.™*’ This is indeed what God is
saying; but the point missed is that this is noaiv&oddesires Fear-of-the-LORD
should be more than just ceremony and ritual. dutthbe a relationship—as the first part
of the verse implies—of the heart. The fear emotionld certainly be allowed in this
case especially in view of God’s anger becausaehipocrisy of the people. Actually,

142 Bamberger, 1929, 49.

3 Ibid., 39.

4 Ibid., 40.

% |bid., 39. All these that Bamberger identifiesstressing the “objective side of religion”
are all those fear-of-God cases that are not wball 'event” cases, but “virtue” cases. So for
Bamberger, if an instance of OT fear-of-God isaroevent (i.e., if the context does not
obviously show that the fear emotion/feeling imgigd), then the meaning is automatically
deemed to be something other than fear. Behindtimking is the idea that fear—in one’s
religious practice—can in no way be a virtue.

Y Ipid., 43.

“Ibid., 44.
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this verse delimits what can be included in legiienfear-of-God: non-heartfelt worship
is not allowed:*®

Several other of his texts are worthy of commen$hJ24:14 can indeed to some
extent be referring to worship (and this impliesBamberger correctly perceives, the
abandonment of the worship of false gof€hut the solemn gravity of the occasion—
especially seen in view of the inevitability of ¢see vv. 19-22)—warrants the view that
fearing and serving the LORD/abandoning false dud$4) are not synonymous
concepts, but the former is foundational for theetd™® The stern threats of God's
judgment issued by Joshua in this case furthermvareants the idea that he was trying to
instill real fear (of punishment and of God who \bbring the punishment) in the hearts
of a rebellious people. Similar dynamics are foimBs 5:7(8) where David bows down
in fear (which, according to Bamberger, “refersvarship in the strictly devotional
sense”) towards God'’s holy tempfé.In view of God’s great judgment of the wicked
(vv. 4-6) and his “great mercy,” David’s worshiputd very well be best described as
“fearful worship.” But “fear” here does not haverteean worship: an Israelite could have
any one of a number of feelings/emotions in theplerrone could certainly bow down in
fear just as one could bow down in worship. Baméesgems to base his opinion on the
assumption that fearing is synonymous with bowiagml—the latter often translated as

148 | uther also mentions Isa 29:13 because the LXMstedesnx onx (“their fear of me”)
asoépovTal pe (“their worship of me”). Furthermore, in Matt 1528d Mark 7:7 Jesus quotes the
LXX. This is powerful evidence that fear-of-God waslebraism for worship. In reply, it should
be pointed out thatéBopat in classical usage originally meant “shrinkingnffoand “falling
back” (TDNT). The OT and NT writers used it spocadlly for “worship.” About this, | could
make similar remarks to those | make (see FN 2B8)&Jesus’ quote of Deut 6:13 (in Matt 4:10
[parallel Luke 4:8], where Jesus saysov Tov 6edv cov mpookuvnoels [“‘worship the Lord
your God"]): the idea of “bowing down” (the literaleaning ofrpookuré wv—see TDNT) like the
“shrinking back” ofoéBopar presupposes a trembling and fearful attitude leedoe’s object of
worship. This kind of attitude would have been maakier for the ancients to understand than
most in western democratic countries today.

199 Bamberger, 1929

150 Bamberger uses parallelism in Josh 24:14 as @xia “help” to determine what fear-
of-God means. In this case he assumes that “réfverieORD” and “serve him in sincerity and
faithfulness”/“put away the gods that your ancess®rved” are isynonymougparallelism. If he
is right that this parallel is synonymous, themtwild, of course, have a contextual help; but the
assumption of synonymity should itself be firstifisd by some contextual “help”—but in fact,
there is none. If context does not support synotywmithin this parallel, then the parallel cannot
be used as evidence for fear-of-God meaning thasbould serve God and avoid worship of
other gods. The assumption of synonymity withinrtreny cases of virtue-fear-of-God
parallelism is a significant mistake that Beckesoamakes (see my section “Becker’s
Deuteronomistic Development” below; also see mygis about the 2 Kings 17 admonitions to
not fear false gods—pp. 85ff.).

51 Bamberger, 1929, 44.
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“worship.” But if there is synonymity, the case midpe that “bow down” is meant to be
taken literally—and fearing could mean bowing. Bdb not think this is the case. As

will be seen with Becker later, there is the teryeof these critical commentators to
overcomplicate the text. In the case of Ps 5:7(f&)e is most likely—just like the text
says—a combination of fear-feeling and worshipiewv In Deut 6:2 (as well as other
“hortatory” sections in Deuteronomy) “fear of Jhwgmot themotivefor keeping the

laws, butis itselfthe keeping of the laws>* While this might be so, one does not have to
take “fear the LORD” and “keep all his decrees aldhis commandments” as
synonymous. The latter can be taken to build uperfarmer. And especially in view of
the reality of God’s jealousy and anger (see vv13B compliance to God’s decrees
should build upon a base of fearful recognitiort thad has every right to judge human
sin. Bamberger mentions several other fear-of-Gasbages that indicate some aspect of
the worship of God (Gen 22:12; Neh 1:11; Job 2832830; Ps 22:24,; 33:18; 147:11;
Prov 10:27; 22:4; Jonah 1:9; Mal 3:5); but noneliekly rule out the emotion of fear.

For passages that do not have any contextual imasaof what is meant by fear-
of-God, Bamberger suggests that meaning can belfoythe form criticism tactic of
comparison: “from the more explicit examples, itigially possible to determine the
meaning of the term in documents of the same peviueh the context gives no helfy®
He does not comment further on this idea and thdereis left to wonder what
implications this would have.

In summary, other thaallegedsynonymous parallels, Bamberger does not really
give evidence for his claim that most of the OTrfeaGod passages do not depict the
emotion/feeling of feal>* Like with Becker, the claim is simply made; butanigful
justification for the claim is not given. Theredearly a large body of “authoritative”
form-critical opinion behind the claims of Bambargad Becker, but little is said about
it (Becker does give a nod to Hermann Gunkel inbitief description of his method, as
will be seen in the next section, but he does rsmuds how his exegesis of fear-of-God
texts is affected by it).

Joachim Becker

We now come to the longest fear-of-God work ofdhecal age—Becker’s
Gottesfurcht im Alten Testamént Unlike pre-critical authors, Becker does not write

%2 pid., 45.

%3 pid., 43.

134 Simplistic appeals to synonymous parallelism aitecized by Kugel, 1981 (see my pp.
91-92).

1% Becker, 1965.
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from the perspective of biblical authority/inspicat. His work, therefore, does not aim to
discern the appropriate fears that believers amdoatievers may be justified in
experiencing before God. Even though he accomiahampressively thorough survey
of OT fear texts, his goal is to provide evidertat the prevailing views of source and
(especially) form critics can be upheld and evettressed by presenting in a systematic
way the fear linguistic forms and their meaning$oasd in the various literary layers of
the OT. In fact, Becker’s work is not an investigatinto the fear-of-God phenomenon
per se but a presentation of how source and form ctiscanarios are not at odds with
the biblical fear-of-God concepts. A close lookatVorwort should help in
understanding this:

Der Unterscheidung der verschiedenen Begriffsatient das Herausstellen
gepragter sprachlicher Formen, die den einzelngnmifBgarten eigen sind. Die
Begriffsarten mit ihren sprachlichen Formen singWhederum an bestimmte
literarische Formen oder literarische Schichterugelen. Bei der Erklarung der
einselnen Stellen wird aus dem jeweiligen Kontesttdachweis zu erbringen sein,
dass die Annahme einer bestimmten sprachlichen Raorgine bestimmte
Begriffsauspragung zu Recht besteht. Die Anwendliegser Methode zur
Ermittlung von Begriffsunterschieden soll eine webehe Aufgabe der
vorliegenden Arbeit sein. Sie enspricht einem Agéie der neueren Exegese, die
vor allem seit Gunkel den Blick gescharft hat fig €ine literarische Form
bestimmenden sprachlichen Pragungen.

The beginning makes it clear that he is interestatistinguishing the fear-of-God
“various idea-types” (i.e., the various categogémeanings for fear-of-God [e.g.,
numinous fear, cultic and moral ideas of fear|gtand he assumes that these types
correspond to linguistic forms that are found inta&a literary forms in the OT. By the
“explanation” of thecontextsof the individual fear-of-God instances, Beckel furnish
“proof” (Nachwei$ that a certain linguistic form will indeed haveertain “idea-shape”
(Begriffsauspragung This correspondence between linguistic form idled shape is
what most concerns Becker—as well as his beligftthis correspondence will occur
within a certain “literary form.” But the secondlhaf the paragraph is perplexing: he
says that “an essential task” of his work is tolggghis method” to the determination of
“idea differences” [Begriffsunterschieden). What is “this method” that allows him to
distinguish the meaning of one fear-of-God use feorather? It might be that he is
referring to using “context” in each fear-of-Godsedo determine the “idea-types”; but
based upon what he says last about how his wonkeé'sponds to a matter of the new
exegesis” (i.e., the exegesis in the tradition oGdnkel), it seems to me that Becker’s
method has less to do with context of the local tiean with that of the “literary form.”
In other words, the method, which “corresponds taadter of the new exegesis,” is to let
the pre-established characteristics of literargtayforms) in the OT provide the main
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authority in how the individual linguistic forms téar-of-God found in those layers
should be translated.

A number of factors indicate that Becker’s primamgrpretational force comes
from the literary form: Becker assumes the genan#lines of source and form criticism
throughout his work. Between this and his generaéptance of Otto’s idea of the
development of the numinous, it is clear that Beekgtes from the start as though the
fear-of-God phenomenon evolved. In fact, he wiisis Vorwort that a result of his
work will be “to give an overview of the semantievelopmenof the roofr’” (emphasis
mine). The notion that fear-of-God developed adshaelite cult developed is taken as a
matter of course. The stages of this developmentediected in the OT literary forms
that were authored/redacted by men who soughtjtusiaaind/or create special works
according to the needs of their day (e.g., the tBnomist” was a shaper of pre-
existing works as well as an author who constaniphasized loyalty to the Israelite
federalBund. In all this, Becker’'s method is circular, in thilae form critical theory (of
Gunkel) he is trying to support is the method thi#itdetermine the meanings of the
individual fear-of-God casés? | believe this is the case—based upon how he prscia

136 At the heart of Becker's work is the following seaing:fear-of-God evolved in
meaning because the Israelite religion evol\@dt because his primary aim (as only made
explicit in the foreword) is to advance form crigim another step, his bottom line reasoning is
actually thisithe Israelite religion evolved (as per the formtical theory) because fear-of-God
evolved His work is ultimately not about fear-of-God, taltout showing how fear-of-God
buttresses the claims of form criticism. Now asvd just described Becker’s conclusion and
premise, the logic is obviously circular. But théxenore to the story. Becker demonstrates that
fear-of-God evolved; but how? He does this by shgvthat each layer of literary form (as
postulated by form criticism) has a correspondeayfof-God linguistic form. That is, early
literary forms have linguistic forms that signifsgiréer and more primitive concepts of fear-of-
God, and later literary forms have linguistic forthat signify later and more developed fear-of-
God concepts. Perhaps Becker is on to somethirgg bet pondering this a little deeper will
show that he really does not have a good casenigtd first raise this question: even if each
literary form does contain a unique linguistic fotorepresent fear-of-God, does it follow that a
different linguistic form that is unique to anotlierary form will signify a different meaning?
Could not each linguistic form—regardless of whiaey are found—just as easily all signify the
same fear-of-God meaning? But Becker assumeshthatianging linguistic forms are evidence
for semantic change; but, as far as trying to ptbeevalidity of form criticism, this too is
guestion begging because the form-critical recanstin of history is what underlies the
assumption in the first place. But before procegdinshould be pointed out that each literary
form is in reality made up of a mix of fear-of-Glalguistic forms. No literary form is completely
uniform in its linguistic form content. This wousttem to dull the force of Becker's argument.
But for the sake of my argument here, | will giventihe benefit of the doubt, and agree that the
surprisingly high numbers of certain linguisticrftg in certain literary forms could indeed point
to an evolution in the fear-of-God concept. At thisnt, one could legitimately inquire if the
literary features of each literary form might acebfor the unique linguistic forms. As it turns
out, the answer is yes—the unique linguistic fooas easily be accounted for by the function of
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his study—despite his claim to neutrality latehiaVVorwort (,Die Arbeit stellt sich das
Thema in seiner ganzen Breite, ohne es auf eirterbate Begriffsart, auf bestimmte
literarische Schichten oder einzelne Blcher zutbés&en.”).

Becker’'s method has three variables: literary fdmguistic form, and idea-type. If
any two of these are known, then the third candierchined. But this is really not a
method; rather, this arrangement iaa that has been proposed and defended by form
critics. That there are really only three composeésindicated when Becker says the
following (already quoted just above): ,Die Begsdiften mit ihren sprachlichen Formen
sind hinwiederum an bestimmte literarische Formeer diterarische Schichten
gebunden.” And when he mentions in the next sestémat “prevailing context” will
illuminate the fear-of-God linguistic form and idggpe relationship, the “prevailing
context” to which he refers will primarily consist the context of the literary form, not
the immediate fear-of-God text context. In otherds local text context will be
examined in his study, but his interpretation & lincal text will be driven by the
meaning that the teshould haveccording to the literary form in which it is fadinEach
fear-of-God case will be assumed to have a meatngrding to th&eistof the literary
form unless local context is sufficient to indicatberwise. But any feature of a passage
that even remotely supports the demands of theatitdorm will be fully exploited. For
example, fear-of-God cola in the Psalms that arenggarallel with righteous conduct

the material that they are in: narratives—manyhefi in the oldest material of the OT—use lots
of imperfect and perfect verbs; the Psalms oftestialee what will happen to the group or person
whodoes this or that—and the participle is naturatiyployed; in the wisdom literature, fear-of-
God itself is often théopic—so it is not surprising to see the noun in usexMNdhe literary
characteristics of the various literary forms pliaiaccount for the existence of unique fear-of-
God linguistic forms, then this element of Beckertgument is effectively removed. If this is so,
then Becker is left with nceasonableargument. To justify his claim that fear-of-Godttein the
OT support the validity of form criticism, he canlpappeal to the supposed evolution of fear-of-
God; but this evolution is mainly based upon theaithat later literary forms will invariably show
a development in the cult—which is one of the @rignents of form criticism. So for Becker,
form criticism is legitimated by form criticism. Bone might, in response, say that my reasoning
is also circular because my reason for holdingnwee stable fear-of-God meaning is because
God is and does not change. This charge is tedhyninze; but it is an appropriate argument just
the same. Becker’s circular reasoning, on the dihaed, is not appropriate because the authority
to which he appeals is not absolute and final. i&dl/, Becker appeals to a theory brought forth
by men who voluntarily excluded God as an epistegiodl reality. The most succinct way to
express Becker’s argument vs. my own is this: lpeals (covertly) to human authority; | appeal
(openly) to God'’s authority. Circularity may be geat in both, but only the latter can ultimately
be calledeasonableThis all boils down to choosing between two opig; either God is or God
is not. All human beings are forced to ground tkeicisions in life upon one or the other—for
God has so arranged the universe such that thecensddle groundReasoning that appeals to
'adamand reasoning that appeals to the true biblical @mht both be circular, but they are far
from being equally so.
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cola (e.g., the two clauses of Ps 28:1—"Happy &rgane who fears the LORD, [happy
is everyone] who walks in his ways”) will be assuhte besynonymoubecause cultic
obedience to YHWH and his law is generally what4eaGod means according to the
Psalm literary form.

If Becker is in essence trying to add evidenceuggpsrt this law-like triad
relationship, then thiawfulnessof the triad depends upon there bemagexceptionso
the rule. If there are exceptions clearly shownhgylocal text context, then the triad is
proved not to be a law at all—and each case ofdeé&od meaning that the law requires
could beotherwise. The lawfulness of his method is alreéadyuestion when Becker
admits of the “mixing” and “blurring” of the feark@od ideas as they occur from one
literary form to another. Nevertheless, Beckepisrg-loaded to interpret them
according to the demands of the form-critical payad So if a particular case of fear-of-
God could be interpreted by the local context oag as well as another, Becker will
interpret it according to the demands of the Itgfarm. The main problem is this: the
forms as well as the interpretational force in thigms are products of a view of
Israelite history that assumes their religion wiagp$y an evolution of fear of the
unknown to creation of an advanced ctftwhen the literary form, therefore, drives

1573, Coert Rylaarsdam, in a foreword to Tucker, 19 1viii, essentially says that the
various higher criticisms (including form criticigrassume that the Bible evolved through human
agency, and that this has had serious ramificafmmtheology. (I thoroughly agree; but | would
saydisastrougamifications. Note: when Rylaarsdam says “coondgd character” in the
following quote, | sense strongly that he reallyame “made by humans and not by God.” These
kind of “euphemisms” are sometimes employed by digtitics to veil their assumption [and
often the point that they are trying to prove] ttreg Bible is from human beings and not from
God.) Rylaarsdam writes: “The historicality of tBible, that is, the conditioned character of its
contents, a conditioned-ness which makes them depe¢mnipon all kinds of human limitations
and situations in precisely the same way as thecleg of all sorts of historical traditions, is an
assumption of modern criticism throughout. Thatiegstion makes it modern. At the outset the
assumption was held very tentatively, even fearfahd in relatively circumscribed fashion. It
asserted itself in the face of venerable tradit@mindogma and confessional authority that equated
the form of the contents of Scripture, its verbata@eptualizations, with the divine absolute. But
the assumptions so gingerly held at the outset teevindicate their tenability and importance in
the process. The Bible is a far more historicaldib@n the pioneers of historical criticism ever
dreamed; and we are aware of this precisely beaalngethey began continued: from literary
criticism, to form criticism, to tradition criticis. In one way or another, over a period of more
than a thousand years, the whole cultural settinigeoancient world of the Near East and every
Israelite in all those centuries had some sortlwdrad in the making of the Bible.

Needless to say, the impact of these developmentsemlogy has been tremendous and
continues as a powerful influence today. The wdr@ad in relation to Scripture, as well as in
relation to the church and the world, is being fieéel and conceptualized in dynamic, fresh ways
today because of the theological implications oflera criticism. Criticism set out to tell the
story of the Bible. It did not intend to deal witteology, let alone launch new movements in
theology. Nevertheless, however unintentionallgidt both.” Rylaarsdam’s suggestion that
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interpretation, it will tend to drive it in a diréen that is not in keeping with the overall
biblical view of theology and anthropology. Therfocritics believe that a certain case of
fear-of-God denotes whatever the appropriate hyeia@m author/redactor thought it
shouldmean; conversely, the biblical view interpretedan fear-of-God case in view of
what was really experienced in Israelite historyhi@ midst of the outworking of God’s
redemption plan. At the most foundational levdiglieve that the results of Becker’s
work are unreliable because his anti-supernatuitedal framework (i.e., God as God is
epistemologically off limits) which provide his assptions, will not allow him explain
the emotional reaction that one has beforeahandliving God. The most he can do (like
Otto before him) is to explain fear in terms of whaeimaginesabout God.

As this investigation proceeds, a number of Beskpractices that relate to his
triadic law mentioned above will be criticized:sfiy hisliterary categoriegyreatly
oversimplify the reality of what happened in theqoanonization (or perhaps better, pre-
recognition asScripture times. The debate that still goes on today raggrthe sources
of the Bible and who wrote them demonstrates (akl€has well and repeatedly pointed
out) the great mistake of declaring—if just for #ake of coming to an artificial
consensus of the “main lines”—that the writersjrteeurces, and when they wrote can
be known. The speculation about authors, redacssgmblers, and their oral or written
sources is practically endless because the bibskealrd itself is almost silent on the
subject and there is no way to reliably know whaswn the writer's minds or from what
sources they drew (or, anything about the sourtt#secsources!). Second, Becker greatly
over-complicates the implications of the sevérajuistic formsof X7°. For example, the
simple and normal occurrences of verb, noun, ajetade will be understood by Becker
to justify a highly questionable range of meanimgserb will indicate being
“terrorized,” the noun will mean “righteousnessidahe adjective will mean “loyal.”

But this goes hard against the semantic grainnbahally manifests a very close
semantic relationship between the basic formsefttdme root word. Third, the number
of meanings within each of thed€éa-typesthat are sustained ¥ is severely over-
inflated—especially in view of the fact (as adnittey Becker) that the “numinous”
meaning ofk™" is never entirely abseft® But how elastic can one word be? The
multiplicity of meanings that Becker suggests is enough thipuesults in question; but
when some renderings (e.g., “love,” “adoration”t¢@e nearlypppositeto the persistent

higher critics did not anticipate or intend any anopupon theology should be compared with the
remarks of Gunkel in my FN 337.

138 Becker’s (Becker, 1965) semantic field for includes (only a very partial list) awe,
humility, honor, submission (81), loyalty (87), B¢99), not forgetting, forsaking, or rebelling
against the LORD (117), membership in the cult {128igion (186), being pro-wisdom (215),
knowledge (217), God’s law, testimonies, and prec€?68), etc.
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root feeling-of-fear meaning, then the reader ustdeds that Becker has gone too far in
trying to make fear-of-God fit into the form-criitmold.

| will now undertake a brief perusal of each of Bexs idea-type categories by
which he orders his work.

Fear-of-God as Numinous Fear (Furcht vor dem Nurs&m)

It must be said right away that Becker (like Otisgs the terndas Numinose*
ambiguously. Despite his chapter two and threestithat contaiGottesfurcht als Furcht
vor dem NuminosemBecker is most of the time (when using the tenmrfiinous”) either
explicitly or implicitly referring to a feeling, ridsod. If he does appear to be referring to
God, a closer look will reveal that he is referrag Ottonian fashion—to thperception
of God. A number of particular details indicatetttias is so: first,das Numinose®is,
grammatically speaking, without gender (i.e., iaiseuter noun); second, the term (which
he acknowledges is from Otto) is not a theologiced, but “a recognized history-of-
religion and psychology-of-religion terminu$® third, ,das Numinoses used to
“designate the difference of the divine,” but ofilysofar as it [i.e., the divine] comes
experientially to the consciousness of the m&hfpurth, the fear resulting from the
“encounter with the numinous” has its origin nosirpernatural occurrence, but in the
natural events that humaiméerpretedas being supernatural (see his discussion of the
fear that is provoked by the smoking and quakingimi@in of Exod 19, 20%°* As the
analysis on Becker’s work proceeds in this sectwmiditional features will be pointed out
that further demonstrate Becker’s blending of thigect and the object when speaking
about the numinous.

The first major portion oGottesfurcht in Alten Testameaials with the many
cases of fear that involve the fear-feeling betbee“numinous.**? This portion is the
least complex in that it is dealing only with fdaelings in response to God (or his
works) and not the more abstraatue-fear-of-God ideas®® As rightly pointed out by

% pid., 19.

%9 bid., 19. The feeling, for example, d&$cinosuri—as opposed tdas Numinose-is
understood to be the feeling Moses experiencesda B:6 (see p. 28).

%1 1bid., 20, 21. Here, Becker contrasts the eadliext (Exod 19:18, 20) with the later E
material (Exod 20:18a). The J text stresses tkeedimoke, and quaking mountain, and therefore
indicates the true cause of the Israelite’s fear.

182 Becker’s chapter one is a lexical overview oftlaél Hebrew words used for fear.
Chapters two and three are devoted to the numifgausubject, as well as some consideration of
the variety of fears displayed before men, aninra@gyral events, etc.

183 As a reminder, | designate biblical fear-of-Godasas “virtue” fear-of-God cases when
they simply signify a god-pleasing virtue of a nmara woman or a group (e.g., “a woman who
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Becker, ,Der Mensch des AT erschrickt, erzitterhabt sehr rasch™®* He does a
thorough job surveying many of the OT texts thaplily these various physical
manifestations of the fear emotion/feeling. Théarede upon Otto’s terminology (and
ontology in my opinion), however, often make hisulés questionable; the fear-response
to some “presence” that finds its main being/exisgein the mind of the fear-responder
cannot be in all respects the same fear-respoasernle experiences when the living
“consuming fire” God iknownto be present. While his other chapters seekpgpa@ti the
developmental scenario by showing that most fedead texts in later parts of the OT
involve mainly the virtue-fear-of-God category, tevertheless admits that “numinous”
fear is never completely absent in any of the npairts of the OT°°

In his inquiry into theEigenart der numinosen FurchtBecker writes,
,Gottesfurcht als Furcht vor dem Numinosen kana Sliufen der Geflihlsskala
durchlaufen vom tédlichen Erschrecken bis zur ebffiigen Scheu®® This is very
much the case as Becker shows by many examplesliigpstic criterion” for his
numinous fear is mainly the use of the verb pluziaative and the verb plus
m/En/l 5. He writes regarding the former: ,Die Konstruktionit dem Akkusative
driickt mehr abgeschwachte numinose Furcht im Shrféirchtiger Scheu aus und findet
deschalb bei den Stellen des kultischen, sittlialmahnomistischen Begriffs.” Regarding
the latter, Becker says: ,Die Konstruktion mit/f10m/°:8%1] driickt mehr wirkliche
Furcht aus (vgl. Das deutsche ,sich furchten vonl findet deshalb beim kultishen,
sittlichen und nomistischen Begriff nur selten Amaeng.*®’ Becker has some
justification for this; the construction with thegposition appears to bring out higher fear
intensity because of the heightened sense of “poesef the feared thing or persoii.

The prepositiongx/121/18%1, however, only inform the reader that the feareji@ct is

fears the LORD is to be praised” [Prov 31:30Db])inglicate a positive value in general (e.g., “The
fear of the LORD is the beginning of knowledge”d®d:7a)).

184 Becker, 1965, 6. Here, he is quoting L. Kéhlreologie des Alten Testamerit947,

132.

185 Even though Becker will argue strongly for a setitasevelopment of the fear-of-God
concept from “numinous” fear to fear-of-God asw@s, he nevertheless admits the following:
,umgekehrt gibt es auch keine Zeit, in der die Rturor dem Numinosen nicht mehr anzutreffen
ware. Es sind sogar Anzeichen dafir vorhanden, @lasgelative spate Zeit das Numinose mehr
hervorkehrt als die Fruhzeit.” (Ibid., 77. This ¢gi@also demonstrates the ambivalence in
Becker’s use of “numinous”; in the first usé-[jrcht vor dem Numinos§rthe numinous seems
to be God. In the second uséds Numinosgthe numinous seems to be the fearful
emotion/feeling [see my concerns abatdihg Numinosein the chapter one section on R. Otto].)
Regarding the NT, Becker writes, ,ist jedoch zudrdan, dass auch das NT durchaus die
numinose Furcht kennt und schéatzt” (58).

1% |bid., 57.

%7 Ipid., 59.

188 Ogden, 2007, 61.
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near (in time, space, threat level, etc.). Strictlyakiag, they do not modify the verb and
therefore indicate the type or level of fear. Tharfulness of the neabjectis what

mainly determines the meaning. (In EcclesiasteseXample, one can fear before heights
(12:5) and before God (8:12, 13); the two are,airse, not to be feared in exactly the
same wayf®

Regarding the verb + accusative (God)g#sericnature and its wide employment
in a multitude of fear contexts provide evidencat ihshould not be restricted to “weak”
fear of the “awe” (ehrflirchtiger Scheu) variety as Becker suggestsy’ plus an
accusative object is simply a baseline form thdicates that there is (or should be) fear
manifested in the subject because of a certaircgljat the forndoes not commenipon
the level or variety of fear. It should be undesstdhatk” + accusative (God or LORD
[or “me” or “him” as pronoun for God]) is found heeand there throughout the OT. But
Becker (and BDB as well) connects “numinous” feastrevidently with those instances
in whichX2* + accusative is employed in narrative scenes ilclwé person or persons
are recorded to have feared before God. In thesescthe presence of God and the
reaction of the people are described—and in secasss (see immediately below),
extreme fear is evident. But these narrative tassonly a few compared to tke* +
accusative (God) texts that are non-narrative hatlfgresent fear-of-God as a virtue.
Even these virtue-fear-of-God cases from timerteetcontain enough contextual
information such that one is almost forced to sz fiear and a high level of it. This is
why BDB, for example, puts the virtue-fear-of-Gabes found in Job 9:35; 27:24; Isa
57:11 and Jer 5:22 into the category of “fear, foeid’ and not “fear, reverence, honour.”
But in most other virtue-fear-of-God instanceswimch context does not illumine the
fear kind or intensity), BDB and Becker (and masteo modern commentators) will give
them non-fear-feeling meanings. In other words, fifin-of-the-milkk7” + accusative (+
God) form is found, it will be assumed to have riear meaning (loyalty, honor,
righteousness, etc.) unless some contextual feptaxes it to be fear. But this method is
the reverse of what it should be; fear should berpreted as fear—because that is the
core meaning af7’—unless the context strongly indicates otherwige ffiad that
Becker appears to suggest in his monograph’srfiegor section (about “numinous” fear)
consists of OT narrative epiphanies (the literary),X7* + accusative (God) & +
m/En/fm%n + God (linguistic form), and, respectively, “weakel fear” or “fear” (the
“idea-type). That the idea-type will change so cally when the literary form is changed
(e.g., to “loyalty,” and “obedience” in the Deutaommistic literary form) is a subject that

%9 While fear before heights and fear before God matybe precisely the same, they both
have the foundational unpleasant fear-feelingighatwarning sign that danger is present. In fact,
practically all the OT uses of fear phag:2n/2351 involve contexts in which danger to life is
present (see BDB for list of OT uses).
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will be discussed in the next section. For the iader of this section, | would only like
to briefly counter his idea th&t® + accusative (God) indicates “weakened fear.”

To do this, two OT texts can be mentioned—fromtFs@muel and Jonah. In the
former, the Israelites gathered in Gilgal and celtdal because they finally had—as they
requested—their first king (1 Sam 11:15). But thig and judge up till that moment—
God (operating through Samuel)—was angered bybisause the people had rejected
his rule (and Samuel’s) in favor of a human kingéln 8:6-8). This decision had far-
reaching and catastrophic consequences. The sajeating God as king was great. So
Samuel told the people to “take your stand andtseegreat thing that the LORD will do
before your eyes” (12:16). That “great thing” waglestroy their crops with rain (vv. 17,
18)—a terrible punishment because of their “wickes#i (12:17). As the people became
acutely aware of their evil and watched their ygafforts get washed away (perhaps
more accurately, destroyed by mildefnw DRy T DR TR o7 90 X1 (“[then] all
the people greatly feared the LORD and Samuell}). The use ofixn (“greatly”)
reflects the fact that the verb plus accusativesdm¢ comment upon the feawel*™®
Only contextual or syntactical factors that gokear semantic input (like in our present
passage) can inform the reader of the actual é&s@t/kind in a given fear-of-God text. In
this case of the Israelites fearing both God andu#d, the context of a very wicked deed
(on a nationwide scale!), Samuel’s rebuke, thedleumand rain, and punishment in the
form of the destruction of the crop certainly iratie a high level of fear. The linguistic
form of the verb plus accusatialowsfor a high level of fear, and the addition2 to
the form in this casguaranteest. But here, the adverb addition only confirmsawis
already known through the contéxt.

In Jonah, after the sailors were already “afraitithe storm (Jon 1:5), and “more
afraid” of Jonah’s confession (v. 10), they “featkd LORD even more” (once the seas
calmed after they had thrown Jonah—at his requegerboard [Jon 1:16]). The MT of
1:16 readsTiT DX 71T IR 2UWIRT WX ([literally] “and the men feared the LORD a
great fear”). In this case, the context of theasallinitial fear in reaction to the storm was
without a doubt extreme. Anyone who has experieiegdjerously stormy seas in a
vulnerable vessel knows the feeling. By the timeedailors gets to the fear of YHWH, the
context does not say if the initial fear of the sestill present; but based upon how the
syntactical arrangement goes from “they feared5juwo “they feared greatly” (v. 10) to
“they feared the LORD greatly” (v. 16), it appe#rat the writer of Jonah had an

191n 2 Kings 10:41xn is usedwiceto modify “they feared.”

"1 Becker admits that this Deuteronomistic + accusative (God) case means “real” fear:
»iN V. 18 jedoch liegt nicht der typisch dt-stisdBegriff vor, sondern wirkliche (huminose)
Furcht ....“ 1 Sam 12:14, 24, on the other handjretances of~ + accusative (God) in the
more normal Deuteronomistic senseddhwe verehren®(Becker, 1965, 33).
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escalation of fear in mintf? Like the First Samuel case, the modifiers simplys to

point to the level of fear involved; but it is cideom the context that the fear experienced
by the sailors—when YHWH becomes the object ofrtfesir—is some mixture of great
fear, awe, and reverence (the latter is indicatethe sacrifice and vows the sailors then
made [1:16Db]). This is certainly not a case of “kezeed numinous fear.”

These two passages are presented mainly to showtha accusative (God) is a
linguistic/syntactic form that simply says thatrfeaists, but does not comment upon
kind or intensity. In the case of the two abovegdgethe kind and intensity are discerned
by the verb modifiers as well as the general cdraéGod’s judgment and punishment.
Becker perhaps wants to tone down the fear confehis linguistic form (in earlier
literary layers whose narratives contain frequeeiné fear-of-God cases) in order to
more easily accommodate the more abstract meaafrige form that will be found in
later literary layers. The vast majority of thet€ld occurrences of then* + accusative
(God) form will indicate, according to Becker, amremore of the abstract notions (cultic
loyalty, commitment to the Mosaic Law, etc.). Hoe purposes of this section, | will only
say that Becker’s idea that this particular lingaisyntactic form indicates “more
weakened numinous fear” cannot be supported. himafdrm can allow for more
abstract interpretations will be discussed in teet isection. Much of Becker’s thinking
on this matter is motivated by his belief that theaning ofk2* developed over time from
numinous “primitive” fear, to the more abstract aafined notions of the mature cult—
i.e., reverence, honor, loyalty, righteousness,thadike. To this question of
“development” we now turn.

Becker’s View of “Numinous” Fear development

Becker believes that the idea of fear-of-God dgwetb(evolved) between the times
of the composing of the oldest and the newest pédittse OT. In this development,
explains Becker, much of the fear-feeling dried i Zuge dieser Entwicklung geht das
Moment eigentlicher furcht fast ganz verloren; @sfiircht wird Aquivalent fir Religion
und Frommigkeit.® The fear-of-God phenomenon first arose in “primgitihumans and
developed into a “designation for religion and ioess.®* Along with this development

172 sasson, 1990, 138, points out this escalationkddncludes Jon 1:16 among the texts
that display “numinous” fear in reaction to the deef God (Becker, 1965, 37, 284). His
explanation of the fear kind of Jon 1:16, howeigennly made in a brief footnote within chapter
six (non-Deuteronomistic places of the “cultic ide®ecker writes there: ,In vv. 10 und 16
hingegen dricktf] eigentliche Furcht aus” (176). He does not comnoenthe intensity of the
fear.

" Becker, 1965, 75.

Y Ibid., 75, 78.

67



was a corresponding development in the concepbadi 8/hen fear was more of the
“numinous” kind, YHWH was perceived to be—as Beghets it—the “unpredictable”
and the “demonic*”® As the concept of God became more “purified,” febGod

evolved along with it into the more abstract idea&eligion and piousness.” Hebrew
words for fear (especiallyr) were retained throughout this development becthese

first Israelite stirrings of their religion cametime form of the emotion of fear as they had
their initial encounters with the “numinous.” Withis in mind, ,es ist daher verstandlich,
dass der Terminus Furcht als Ausdruck fur das Vekaes Menschen zu Gott
Uberhaupt in Gebrauch kommen kanfl.This development, which is paralleled by other
ancient near eastern God and fear concepts, canbeveeen on into the NT where
“numinous” fear is “superceded” by “faitt®

| have already offered some criticism against Beakel Otto for their opinions
that both God and religion evolve. At this pointyduld only like to mention a couple of
points that relate to Becker’s belief that Israedsas of fear and God paralleled those of
other nations in the Ancient Near E&StThe people who wrote those “parallel” texts are
not here today—so they cannot be asked what they really thinking when they wrote.
The same goes for the OT writers. So the nextthesj is to rely upon thetestimony

% bid., 78. ,Jahwe ist in dlterer Zeit der Unberechare, Damonische, dem die numinose
Furcht entspricht.” Here, Becker is clearly drawuggpn Ottonian terminology.

178 |bid.

Y Ipid., 75.

18 bid., 76. When Becker makes his case for feaBoé development, he does say at
several points (perhaps to the point of contragtictiimself) that “numinous” fear remains
throughout the Bible (see FN 165). “Numinous” fesactually, according to Becker, a “ground-
tone” that remains in the more highly developed-gesavirtue forms (cultic, righteous, and legal
[80]). Even regarding the NT, Becker admits: ,Bgeésloch zu bedenken, dass auch das NT
durchaus die numinose Furcht kennt und schat&-Becker lists the following NT texts as
“numinous” fear examples: Matt 9:8 (Luke 5:26); Mb4:26 (Mark 6:50); Matt 17:6 (Mark 6:9;
Luke 9:34); Matt 28:4; Mark 4:41 (Luke 8:25); MabKL5 (Luke 8:35); Mark 16:8; Luke 1:12,

65; 2:9; 5:10; 7:16; 8:37; 24:5, 37; Acts 2:43;;%58.1; 10:4; 19:17; Phil 2:12; Heb 12:28-29.)

179 Becker (lbid., 78, 79) introduces a lengthy lIEANE texts with: ,In diesem
Zusammenhang ist es von Nutzen, auf akkadischégytische Parallelen hinzuweisen, die fur
ihre Sprachen eine entsprechende semantische khimgdezeugen ....“ The dating of the
examples he presents is in most cases not clehmast of the examples (like many in the Bible)
are of the “virtue” variety—and contextual clueattivould shed light on their meanings are
generally lacking (e.g., “fear [the deity]!” “It igood to fear God.” “It goes well with the one who
fears ... his God.” “l want to fear Adad.” “The dagy which | feared the gods was the joy of my
heart.” “I am daily attentive to his [Marduk’s] fea“My lord the king is a god-fearer.” “l am
Assurnasirpal, your sad servant, who is humble, fghaos [Ishtar’s] divinity, who is prudent,
your darling.”). The non-Israelite ANE fear-of-Gtekts are so scattered and fragmentary and of
such a generic nature that one can only see aateuehtal tendency in them with great strain. If
anything, the ANE mentions of fear-of-God give dudial evidence for a general revelation in
which all humans have some innate sense of God-feamdrises because of that sense.
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The testimonies of each are, of course, very differThere cannot be a one-to-one
parallel correspondence—if just for the fact thntyt do not agree upon the identity of the
deity. Either YHWH is the only true God, as the @aims, or, for example, Chemosh is
God as assumed by king Mesha of Mo&tEither they are both wrong or one is right—
but they both cannot be right. To discern who spehé& truth, one must rely upon the
quality and trustworthiness of the testimony. lhmat be denied that the OT testimony is
by far the most compelling, thorough, and powertulecords not only the testimony of
men and women, but, most importantly, the testimam@od. This testimony is all set
within a moral atmosphere in whittue witnesgas opposed tfalse witnessis
obligatory—for both the people who testified in b& as well as those who recorded
those testimonies (sometimes one and the sames) hohds also for the NT where Christ
confirmed the obligation to bear true witness gy saying, “But let your ‘Yes’ be
‘Yes,” and your ‘No,” ‘No”” (Matt 5:37a NKJV). Unke the majority of the other ANE
texts, thantentionof the OT is to make God known and to preservédi@r generations
how he has worked out his kingdom plan in this @ioflhe ANE gods and their ways are
normally only mentioned in passing—usually in tlatext of rulers recording their
conquests and other achievements. Most importahépresent matter is this: the OT is
far and away the mostsistentANE work in making the case that its God is thg/on
God: YHWH is God “and there is no other” (Isa 45:9a other words, if the OT writers
were to look over the shoulders of scholars todal/evaluate their methods, they would
insist that, because YHWH is the only God, the evatof other ANE texts who believed
in other gods araot to be trustedThey would lament as folly the notion that the
characteristics of God and fear-of-God as founithénOT can be paralleled to the
characteristics of false gods and fear of thossefgbds as found in the other ANE texts.

18 pritchard, 1958, 209. Regarding the viability sing ANE parallels, Blocher, 1977, 21,
insightfully has the following to say: “But shoullde comparative approach reign supreme? It is
significant indeed that none can quote a saying‘fBar of Marduk (or Baal or Ra) is the
principle of wisdom”; yet the men of the Bible wdulot have been embarrassed by such a
saying, they would have denounced and rejecteecilise Marduk is not god, Marduk is a
Nothing! In other words, the uniqueness of truttoaghhuman errors and demonic liesrigh—
it may not be obvious in its expression (cf. 2 Adr.13f.). Untruth is not just something else than
truth: it is truth corrupted, and sometimes so wsitbtlety. In this light, the existence of scattiere
similarities to Biblical truths in the ancient Ndaast could be considered as glimpses of God’s
original revelation, with no damage done to uniges=y and Godfearing teachers of wisdom in
Israel could assimilate insights which Egyptiand gained by God’'s common grace, just as their
fathers had spoiled these Egyptians’ riches. Thekwess of the comparative approach is that it
tends to take the field of phenomena as the uleameierence for judgement. Buéritas index sui
et falseé Reverent reference to the LORD fiistthe principle of wisdom! When one abides by
this principle, he can appreciate (and there istjjlé evidence for him then to canvass!) how
darkened and distorted the truth of God has beeations deprived of special revelation.”
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And if a scholar today insisted upon making theapp@ranyways, the OT writer would
safely assume that that scholar believed the GaoldeoDT to be just as false as those of
the nations around Israel. This judgment is noardr incorrect—for, as was alluded to
just above, either there is one God who is the @ad (which is the OT claim), or none
of the gods are true (i.e., exist); but they caratidbe true, for that—in view of the ANE
vastly differing claims about God—would be a viadatof the law of non-contradiction.
The very testimony of the OT implores the readerdbsee any parallels between
YHWH and other gods. The OT simply says in essémaeYHWH is, and the others are
not

So when attempts are made today to find paralktisden ancient Israelite religion
and the religions of her contemporary neighborgréassumed to be true is the belief
that Israel’'s God was really no different than gioels of the other nations; and if they are
all false gods, then they must have originatedhé@nrhinds of the “primitive” ancestors of
these nations who first thought of gods when tleaydd before the unknown. In this
scenario, Israel’s religion could evolve in a potable way in parallel with the other
nations. But this method (and the assumptionsuhdeérlie it) dishonors those who wrote
the biblical testimony. The practitioners of thistimod must hold as untrue the main
elements of the OT testimony as recorded by maiffigreint people and sanctioned by the
whole Israelite nation. To put it another way, pinactitioners of this method are anti-
Jewish in the sense that they assume the maindirtbe Jewish OT writers’ testimonies
to be untruths; God is not and he did not speat |siael, therefore, has no monopoly on
the truth about God.

At this point one could reply that Becker (and Gttml many others) is writing
within an idealist epistemological framework whighderstands that knowledge is so
strongly located within the subject that the lawnoh-contradiction no longer applies.
The people of Canaan can have their god Molechhaale their sacrifices according to
their understanding of truth, and the Israelites ltave their God YHWH and make their
sacrifices according to their understanding ofitréts long as they are both doing what
they sincerely know to be true and right, then carenot judge the other—and scholars
today can certainly not judge between them. Inaase to this kind of thinking, | can
only say that we have nothing if it is true. Allg®is lost fortrue truth—and, frankly,
men and women have no hope because they haassnoancehat their god is really the
god that can save them out of the pain and suffeximd death that are realities in life
“under the sun.” In fact, the reason for even ddsuajence” or “theology” is

181 This knowledge and belief in the exclusive deityyblWH in the OT is the first
obligation of the moral law, as evidenced by tingt fiwo of the Ten Commandments (Exod 20:1-
6).
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eliminated—because the truth will never be founde @ight reply, “But the search for
truth is nevertheless worthwhile!” Perhaps so—hatgearch would in reality be no more
meaningful than Sisyphus’s mission to forever tbkerock up the hill or the commitment
of Vladamir and Estragon to wait for Godot. If sdhmega priori cannot be found, why
look for it?*®2 But the insistence that the search is neverthetesthwhile is really only
self-refuting, for it claims that the value of sgang for truth which cannot be found is a
good andrue value.

My position rejects a worldview that is rationaihcompatible with life as lived
normally in the experienced everyday world. If itiealist (in the skeptical vein of Otto
and Becker) were to apply his or her philosophgveryday life, the senses which rely
upon reliable and true informational input from therld would be ignored, and that
person’s life would as a result be in great dangat.my common sense view holds that
things in the world (trees, dogs, cats, crossiafjity;, etc.) as well as metaphysical
phenomena (love, beauty, testimony, God, etc.peasufficiently known to operate
safely and predictably in the worte With the belief in the reliability of this knowlege,
| perceive that the testimony contained within @Eis honest and accurate and reliable.
The testimony itself claims that it is testimonylamas meant to serve not only the people
of that time, but people of all future times asiwiel this way, the Bible is a legal
document admissible as testimony in court for tinppse of deciding the truth of
matters. Like any other testimony it ought to basidered innocent and accurate
testimony unless it can be demonstrated beyondsonable doubt that the testimony is
otherwise*®* Orderly and just civilization actually rests upbis assumption of
innocence.

182 John Barton calls for his fellow higher criticsdonduct their work with the
understanding that the “right” method will neverfband: “Indeed, if there is one tendency of
biblical criticism it has been my aim to call inegtion,” writes Barton, “it is this tendency to kee
the normative, a tendency that crops up in evearg kif criticism .... The basic flaw, | have
suggested, is the belief that the question ‘Howkhwe read the Old Testament?’ can be
answered” (Barton, 1996, 246).

183 “Common sense” realism (T. Reid) comprises parhgfphilosophical view. See my
introduction, pp. 13-14.

184 Kaiser, 1980, 7, shares the same view: “For ottrypa believe all texts should be
innocent of all charges of artificiality until theye proven guilty by clear external withesses. The
text should first be dealt with on its own termdl. &ditorial impositions designated by modernity
(derived not from real sources—to which evangediteve no objection—but rather deduced
from broad philosophical and sociological imposiSaver the text) which can be credited with
atomizing the text and deleting the connectorgjatiéy assigned to pious or misguided redactors
must be excluded from the discipline until validhby evidence.” Further on he writes: “...all
criteria should approach the issue in a similanifasto the American system of jurisprudence: a
text is innocent until proven guilty by known dat@vided by sources whose truthfulness on
those points can be demonstrated or which shargstine general area of contemporaneity as the
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When the biblical testimony is heard fairly and argally, that testimony clearly
indicates that God is unchanging and that God eesiis relationships with human
beings to be based upon love and not fear (DeutMgah 22:37)—for God was first with
Adam and Eve in a state of peace, and (servile)dieanot come till the falt®> But once
fear came—not as fear of the unknown, but feauoighment from the God whom they
already knew—then it to some extent defined thatieiship from that time onward.
While the Bible writers may from time to time udedr” to denote non-fear virtues (as
Becker well illumines), fear certainly does not keowholesale into that; for from start
to finish the Bible is consistent in recording thghteous men and women usually
experienced the fear-feeling when God visited tloershowed his mighty power: Adam
“was afraid” of God immediately after the first §@en 3:10); David was “afraid of God”
when God killed Uzzah for laying a hand on the @rkChron 13:12); Daniel fell down
with his face to the ground, trembling and overwied when confronted with the
heavenly vision (Dan 10:12, 19); Peter, James Jahd were “overcome by fear” when
Jesus was transfigured upon the mountain (Matt), L&l John fell down “as though
dead” when visited by Christ (Rev 1:17). The testijnnever gives any indication that
rain, thunder, hail, earthquakes, burning bushefres and smoke-covered mountains
were thesourcesof fear and, then, of God. These natural phenoraemaot just in the
“old” parts of the OT, but can be found throughthé Bible. And despite all of Becker’s
insistence upon a “development” of the fear-of-@odcept, he admits that, ,umgekehrt
gibt es auch keine Zeit, in der die Furcht vor démminosen nicht mehr anzutreffen
ware. Es sind sogar Anzeichen dafur vorhanden, elasselative spate Zeit das
Numinose mehr hervorkehrt als die FriihZ&ftThis is a valuable observation, but one
that is not significantly reflected in the bulklag study. I think this is because it goes
against the grain of the form-critical paradigmttha is both using and defending.
Therefore, there is the tendency—especially inviitaee-fear-of-God cases—to leave
“numinous” fear out of the discussion altogethedt tmreplace it with something more
abstract and advanced. Only if the immediate carika virtue-fear-of-God text
obviouslyindicates “numinous” fear will Becker confess thraiminous” fear is—at least
partly—in view. Virtue-fear-of-God passages thatndd contain this context—i.e., they
simply do nocommentwill be assumed to be devoid of “numinous” féHr.

texts under investigation and whose performancerdeaf producing reliable data has been good”
(28).

'8t could be that Adam and Eve before the fall kahe measure of filial fear.

18 Becker, 1965, 77 (see FN 165 and 178 above).

871 put “numinous” in quotation marks to remind tleader that, in my opinion, this term
does not accurately represent the actual feamfgédir any other feeling/emotion for that matter)
that one has when in a relationship with the tme laving God. But this is the term that Becker
mainly employs to more or less denote the “prinaitifeeling—which often included being

72



The developmental view is flawed for many reas@&uws.the most distressing
reason is that it has little respect for reasonahtiécompelling testimony; in this way, it
is anti-Jewish. It turns the compassionate anchtp@od of Israel’s testimony into the
»Damonischéof the pagan nations around her. And becausts @pistemological
restrictions, the developmental view shuts itsélfrom any hope of finding any truth
about God or about God’s purpose for humankindnBdthneology (or any other
discipline) this way—if practiced consistently iocardance with the epistemological
skepticism that underlies the developmental viewaetsially purposeless and, as
Qoheleth would say, “meaningless” and a “chasiney @he wind.”

Becker’s Deuteronomistic Development

Becker’s chapter four title igGottesfurcht als Gottesverehrung (,Kultischer
Begriff’) Der Deuteronomisch-Deuteronomistische i#ég§ (“Fear-of-God as adoration-
of-God ['Cultic Idea’]; the Deuteronomic-Deuteronmtic Idea”). Because confusion is
inherent (especially in translation) in the souia®h-critical terms related to
authorship/redaction/assemblers/etc. of Deuteronton8econd Kings, a brief
clarification of these terms (as used in the altlterature—mainly following M. Noth)
is in order:

1. Deuteronomy (Becker’s “Dt”): the fifth book ofddes.
2. Deuteronomic Code: chapters 12-26 of Deuteronomy

3. Deuteronomist (Becker’s “Dt-st”): the “authorfapiler” of Deuteronomy through
Second Kings—and perhaps other parts of the OT—wrate sometime during the

exile 188

4. Deuteronomistic History: what the “Deuteronorhvgtote (i.e., Deuteronomy-2
Kings)1??

5. Deuteronomistic Historian (usually in Englistbedwviated “Dtr”): the person or
“school” that redacted the “Deuteronomistic Histaityat had been previously written by

the “Deuteronomist?*®°

fearful—when one is aware of the “presence” of Gaall continue to use the term; but the
guotation marks signify that | do so with (in thends of Terrien) “serious qualification.”

188 5oulen and Soulen, 2001, 46.

189 |bid.

19 |bid. Based upon the confusing nature of this nurtaure, contradictions among
scholars are bound to arise. For example, RomePang 2000, 48, understand that Dtr. is the
DeuteronomistCrenshaw thinks Dtr. is the Deuteronomistic lg{&renshaw, 2005).
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6. Deuteronomistic (Becker’s “Dt-stisch”) is an ectjve used to denote the
characteristics of the “Deuteronomistic History’iagparted by either the
“Deuteronomist” or the redaction of the “Deuteronstie Historian” (“Dtr.”).

While Becker will go into some detail about whigaf-of-God texts were
written/influenced by the Deuteronomist, Dtr, andbsequent redactors who tried to fit
Deut-2 Kings with the words of the prophets (DtaRil the Mosaic Law (DtrN), his main
thrust in chapter four is simply to link the lingtic form and the fear idea-type with
everything in the OT that “was written in the Deot@mistic language and the
Deuteronomistic spirit*** This includes all that was authored/redacted by th
Deuteronomist, the Deuteronomistic Historian, amosgquent redactors.

Becker here presents his next main triad. The dostponent is—as already
alluded to—the Deuteronomistic literary form. Thesm reflects the culture and religion
of the authors/compilers/redactors who purposetrite and arrange Israel’s history in
order to justify the exile and to instill a sen$doyalty in Israel’s YHWH cult:®* The
second component of this triad is the verb + YHWAduUistic form which is found in all
but a few fear-of-God cases in the Deuteronomigécary form. The third part of this
triad—the idea-type—is in general an attitude galoy (Treud to the Israelite cult and
to the covenant of its God, YHWH. Becker writes tbidowing regarding this linguistic
form and the idea-type relationship:

Der Gebrauch bestimmter Wortformen ist mehr alsstilistische
Eigentumlichkeit; die Wortform wird bestimmt vonrdeigenart des
auszudruckenden Begriffes. Die gemésse spracticha der sich in kultischer
Verrichtung und Beobachtung der Bundessatzungibetitten Jahwetreue ist das
Verbum?!®?

According to Becker, the meanings of the many tdaBod cases within the
Deuteronomistic layer are remarkably consistent:

Der Begriff der Gottesfurcht, genauer des Jahwetiéns, ist im Dt und in allen
anderen nach Geist und Sprache als dt-stisch kemenl Partien auffallend
einheitlich. Er besagt Verehrung Jahwes unter desoitideren Aspekt der Treue zu
ihm als dem Bundesgott. Die Treue findet ihren radem Ausdruck im alleinigen
Kult Jahwes und der Beobachtung der Bundessatzuige. Jahwetreue ist der
typische aspect der dt-stischen Stellen des kb#is@Beqgriffs, der dazu berechtigt,
sie als eigene Gruppe zusammenzufas¥en.

Becker then proceeds to support his case by thiginging of a number of examples.

191 Becker, 1965, 85 (see his FN 2). Plath, 1962s4gs thex~” instances in Deuteronomy
and Dtr “correspond fully.”

192 According to the form-critical theory of how DeRiKings came to be (which Becker
obviously subscribes to). The theory—in my undewditag—is deeply flawed.

% Becker, 1965, 87.

**Ibid., 85.
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| will now respond to this schema and comment ugpoamber of texts that Becker
presents as support for the validity of the triadt first, a few general observations
should be made: while there are some insights gabeed from form-critical theories on
how the OT came to be, the reality of how Deutenoypand the former prophets were
recorded can only be very speculatively explaiidek people involved and the sources
they worked from are—with only a few exceptions—spécified in the OT. On the
other hand, there are thestimonies—not only of those who recorded the biblical higtor
but also of thoswithin that history—that notify the reader that God nedid guide the
Israelites in the founding of a nation which woldter bless “all nations.” Readers are
also notified that the people and events desciib#aat history are not fictional. The
history is presented as such and not as a creattimm author who had certain political
and cult motivations in mintf> Even if the theories about the Deuteronomistébl are
approximately correct, the myriad of factors invad\authors, redactors, written sources,
oral sources, sources of sources, etc.) makehtyhignlikely that such uniformity in the
fear-of-God meaning (especially such an abstraeining as “loyalty”) would be the case
throughout the entire work. Be that as it may,rtieen error of Becker’s form-critical
schema is that it defines the proper relationskigvben God and Israel (which affects
how he views fear-of-God) according to what wasdtlgptically in the mind of the
“author” and not what is described in the histasgif. The testimonies in the biblical
history itself are of lower order exegetical vahexause they are deemed to be,
historically speaking, unreliable. So the key isryoto get into the mind of the author; but
in my view, this is an extremely speculative entisg

Another problem is the emphasis put upon the Istguform of the verb plus
YHWH. The verb, first of all, is just that—a plauerb. If Becker were referring to a rare
or unusual use of the verb, then perhaps that nmglitate a special meaning. But the
plain indicative Qal use of is especiallyunremarkable. The verb is indeed almost
exclusively employed in Deut-2 Kings; but thathe tase throughout all of the OT—
with the exception of the Psalms where a numbéadjectives” and nouns appear (but
still with the second highest count of verbal foroig2 in the OT), and Proverbs which
is unusual in preferring the nodif.According to the count of Stahli, Deut-2 Kingsusl

1% The tendency by those operating generally withtnDeuteronomistic form-critical
framework to understand the Deuteronomist, Bitgl more asauthorsand less aassemblerss
reflected in the title of one of their more recealioquia collectionstsrael Constructs its
History: Deuteronomistic Historiography in Recergdearchied. Pury and Romer [see FN 113
just above)).

1% stahli, 1971, 766, counts 30 verbs in the Psal®is;ases of the Niphal participies:,

27 adjectives, and 10 nouns (if the participle atetr verbs were combined, Psalms would have
the mosk- verbs in the OT). Proverbs has 5 verbs, 3 adjestiand 14 nouns. As | will argue in
the next section, | do not think that tre-based “adjectives” found in the Psalms (and a few
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Ruth) has 72 instances of the verb. The rest oDthénot including any apocryphal
books) has 211. So the “Deuteronomistic Historyéslbave a high rate of fear cases (not
just before God, but humans, natural phenomena, btd this is simply a function of the
historical subject matter that it records and hetdrtistic creativity of the writer(s).
Deuteronomy, for example, is thick with referentefear because the book recapitulates
the events of the previous forty years in whichiebéllious and stiff-necked” (Deut 31:27
NIV) people were tested (Deut 8:2) in one fearftlagion after another. Somewhat of a
change in the employment ®f° is seen in Deuteronomy in that YHWH for the ftiste
makes himself and his law known to the entire ‘orati While the earlier Pentateuch
narrative mainly describes God revealing himsetf his will to a few people in a few
instances (i.e., to the “patriarchs,” and a nundfénuminous” cases of fear-of-God
result), Deuteronomy presents God as moth his people trying to grow them up by
teaching them to fear him out of love by allowihgin first to fear him out of the threat
of punishment. Josh-2 Kings then records the histbthe Israelites who by then had
their own God and covenant and tabernacle (and tataple). In this part of the history,
people still experience fear/dread/terror at tilne®re God, but fear-of-YHWIds a

virtue becomes common because a whole nation now knendehntity of their God, and
that nation recognizes (based upon the storieggaksvn to them about the Exodus
experience) their susceptibility to sin and tadue of fearing YHWH. So, unlike in
Genesis, there are many more opportunities in Reitags for virtue-fear-of-God cases
to occur.

The Deuteronomistic theory does not accurately @tictor this increased use of
virtue-fear-of-God. The employment ¥fi> + YHWH was not driven by some
hypothetical author’'s need to build loyalty int@ tbult, but arose asrasponse of the
peopleto the presence and the demands of YHWH. Withreélielation of God’s name to
the nation of Israel and the creation of the comecammunity of YHWH, the chances
for people to say “Fear YHWH!” or “He fears YHWH'’ently increased—and that is
why these so often occur in Deuteronomy and thaédoprophets. But that is not to say
that virtue-fear-of-God cases did not exist befgeeral instances occur very early on
(the documentarians would say in J and E sourEes)example Abraham was told by

elsewhere) are properly designated. Morphologicailg semantically, they function as
participles. If | am correct, this should add eweore verbs to the Psalms verb count. If all the
verbs, Niphal participles, and “adjectives” in fgalms were then combined, the total verb
count—according to Stahli—would be 73. This wouldke Psalms the king ef- (i.e., the verb)
use among the OT books with nearly twice as martiia@sfound in the book with the second
most plentiful count, Deuteronomy (total count $)e39). All this is intended only to show that
the phenomenon of the verb in Deut-2 Kings teksdkegete absolutely nothing beyond the base
meaning of “fear” and normal semantic functionsgesfse, voice, mood, etc. Only contextual
factors (including syntax) can provide additiorainsintic information.
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God (upon passing the test of being willing to offp his son), “...now | know that you
fear God ...” (Gen 22:12%°" Virtue-fear-of-God is evident here because Gaefisrring
to virtues that wereandicatedby Abraham’s actions—i.e., faith, loyalty, truahd humble
obedience. But “the beginning” of Abraham’s virtubewever, was the fear-feeling
before God (as indicated by the us&of and notiX (faith, loyalty, trust) ownw
(obedience)—and to this “virtue” the use of fearGxdd here most immediately applies.

The triad’s idea-type of loyalty to YHWH and to tiélWH cult appears in some
measure to be the case when context is consid@ueddecker in accordance with the
law-like nature of the triad over-generalizes; dslve seen in a moment, he is prone to
classify all virtue-fear-of-God cases in this Deateomistic literary level as virtues that
have to do with commitment to the YHWH cult. In fh@cess of the evolution into this
idea-type, real fear has all but disappeared. iEhise strong impression the reader gets
as he or she reads Becker’s explanation of ttad in chapter four. But, first, what
Becker already acknowledged in his “numinous” inigegion earlier deserves repeating:

Die numinose Furcht ist Ausgangspunkt einer sersemtin Entwicklung, die zum
kultischen, sittlichen und nomistischen Begriff @ottesfurcht fiihrt, aber sie ist
auch bleibender Grundton einer jeden Begriffsaugprg. Trotz starker
Abschwachung des numinosen Elementes schwingt ms@iRurcht mit, ja, sie
vermag dann und wann wieder aufzuleben. Dies isddre Darlegungen in kap. IV-
IX ergénzend zu beriicksichtigéf.

This raises a practical issue that has to do wiitheBranslations: if “numinous”
fear remains in all the idea-types, then it is ustddable why the original Hebrew of the
OT usext™ to designate these idea-typ&50n the other hand, if, for examplex was

9" The “adjective” is used here; but, as mentioneithénFN just above, it is possible that
nearly all of these~ cases, that several of the lexica and commentdgies as adjectival, could
be more reasonably understood as participles—bed¢hayg function as such (see my fuller
discussion about this question in the next section)

198 Becker, 1965, 80.

199 Assumed here is that Becker follows Otto in unieding that the more developed
feelings of the “numinous”—like fascination, worghjoy, etc.—still retain some element of the
fear feeling. According to Otto, “Though the numicemaotion in its completest development
shows a world of difference from the mere ‘daemaingad’, yet not even at the highest level
does it belie its pedigree or kindred. Even whenwrship of ‘daemons’ has long since reached
the higher level of worship of ‘gods’, these gotik ietain as numina something of the ‘ghost’ in
the impress they make on the feelings of the wppsi, viz. the peculiar quality of the ‘uncanny’
and ‘aweful’, which survives with the quality ofaiedness and sublimity or is symbolized by
means of it. And this element, softened though, itlbes not disappear even on the highest level
of all, where the worship of God is at its purdistdisappearance would be indeed an essential
loss. The ‘shudder’ reappears in a form ennoblgoiid measure where the soul, held speechless,
trembles inwardly to the farthest fibre of its kgii{Otto, 1958, 17). At this point, | should once
again point out that in this dissertation, | tryatid the use of Otto’s “numinous” term (at least,
it is put in quotation marks to indicate that iOgo’s term). As already argued in the section on
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used to denote the idea-type of “loyalty,” then ‘theminous” fear that was actually still
present and remained as a “ground tone” of thealtgyy would not be understood to be
there. To put this succinctly, the use of “fear’biblical times would denote mainly fear
as well as imply the virtues that flow from thaafeBut a word like “loyalty” could only
mean something close to that (“stand firm,” “faithf etc. [see BDB2X]) but not the
feeling of fear. So the OT use X" in the many virtue-fear-of-God cases is meant to
notify the reader that fear and (perhaps) somer efitee(s) are present. The current
English use of fear is remarkably similar: one say “she fears the Lord” and mean real
fear and/or, for example, loyalty. While a persoday—based upon the modern aversion
to fear (especially of God)—might not consider tiaar feeling when hearing this
expression, it must be said that, neverthelesstlie only formula that gives the hearer
theopportunityto think of both loyaltyandfear. If the biblical writers—as | strongly
believe—intended real fear and (often) some otiréwesto be understood in most or all
virtue-fear-of-God cases, then the best way tostaarthat information to the reader in the
briefest way was to use “fear.” Likewise, Biblertséators today ought to use “fear” to
transmit the full meaning intended by the Scripfiife

The virtue-fear-of-God passages in Deut-2 Kingsbgrand large unclear as to the
exact virtues that they designate. Because “fesansed, however, the reader knows that
some level of fear-feeling is indicated and thaheather virtue could also be implied.
This is analogous not only to how “fear” can bedusmlay, but also, for example, “love”:
when a man says to his wife in a moment of pas$itmve you,” the meaning is that he
has the warm emotion of attachment at that moment the foundational feeling of
love). If a few minutes later he says to his bethvélove my country,” the meaning is
probably weakly related to the “love” meant in fliet mention, but points more to a
sense of pride about his country and loyalty ivieerit (the latter could be considered a
“virtue”). If these expressions of love were heatithout knowing the people involved or
their circumstances, then the meaning would be twadiscern. So some overarching
perspectivavould be helpful. With virtue-fear-of-God, the Qetonomistic schema
offers to the exegete a way to gaerspectivelf the form critics are right, then it follows
that the author might use fear-of-God in tryindgtong about commitment to the cult. But

Otto, | believe the term—as invented and used bg-Ois used to signify the religious feelings
of the subject and not God (as a true exterioratpjgvhatever Otto (or Becker) might intend to
be the final ontological reality connected withéthuminous,” it is sure (as seen in the quote
above) that the feeling of fear is somehow a phitt o

2% Most Bible versions translate many of the virtearfof-God passages into the perceived
virtues of, for example, “reverence,” “honor,” afrdspect”; but to probably most in western
society today, these terms no longer signify amy &notion/feeling. Therefore, these
translations—if a fear “ground tone” does indeedam in the original Hebrew—are often
midranslations.
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if Deut-2 Kings is mainly a recording of how God nked historically in the lives of the
Israelites, then the fear-of-God cases found thando some exteriie interpreted in

view of the historical fact that the people werertlin the process of forming a cult
community centered in Jerusalem; but they musbaonterpretedolelyin light of that
historical reality. Those who recorded the histofyhe former prophets might have even
had some desire (or at least a tendency) to enipéryof-God to designate loyalty and
commitment to the cult; but even if this were $w@ré is no way to know today that this
was the case—for those who wrote Deut-2 Kings girdplnot say anything either way
on this question. Therefore, while the “literaryrfd might have some interpretational
force, it is too speculative of a phenomenon tgien preference over local context and
linguistic characteristics when exegeting a text.

Before looking at several passages, | will list Breut-2 Kings fear texts according
to the source of the fear and the kind/level of:fea

Fear Before Men—Feall Sam 12:18Dread Deut 2:4; 20:1; 20:8; 28:10; Josh
9:24; 10:2; 10:25; Judg 7:3; 7:10; 1 Sam 7:7; 17171124, 21:12(13); 23:3; 28:5;
28:20; 1 Kings 1:50; 1:51; 17:13; 2 Kings 6:16;4.0%error: 1 Sam 31:4Awe
Josh 4:14Unknown 1 Sam 14:26.

Fear before God—Feadudg 6:23; 1 Sam 12:20; 2 Sam @%ad 1 Sam 4:7.
Terror: Deut 5:5.Virtue: Deut 4:10; 5:29; 6:2, 13, 24, 8:6; 10:12, 20;418);
14:23; 17:19; 25:18; 28:58; 31:12, 13; Josh 4:242%2; 24:14; Judg 6:10; 1 Sam
12:14, 18, 24; 1 Kings 8:40, 43; 18:3, 12; 2 Kidgs; 17:7, 25, 28, 32-39, 41.
Fear as an Attribute of Things—TerribBeut 1:19.

Fear as an Attribute of God’'s Works—Awesobeut 10:21; 2 Sam 7:23.

Fear as an Attribute of God—Awesareut 7:21; 10:17; 28:58; Judg 13:6.
Terrible: Deut 8:15.

A glance at the above list shows, first of all ttteal fear is a part of Deuteronomy and
the former prophets—stn° does not develop into an abstact virtue of afolibwer and
leave fear behind. This is an important point. Ehewntinues to be (as in the rest of the
OT) the feeling of fear as an anchor. Other meanaayld have developed, but the
existence of these fear-feeling passages showhbatther meanings could—in whole or
in part—still mean “fear.” Nevertheless, Beckerigades that all the virtue fear-of-God
texts in this section stand for virtues closelated to loyalty and/or obedience to the
YHWH cult. To justify this, he claims that manytbiese fear-of-God instances are in
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synonymousgarallel with adjacent or nearby lines that havda with covenant
loyalty.2°* Verses in which he finds synonymous parallels are:

Deut 5:29: Keep the commandments.

Deut 6:2: Keep the commandments.

Deut 6:13: Worship and swear by God’s name.

Deut 6:24: Observe God'’s statutes.

Deut 8:6: Keep the commandments and walk in Godigsw

Deut 10:12: Walk in God’s ways and love him and/edrim.

Deut 10:20: Serve God and cling to him and swedribyame.

Deut 13:4: Follow God and keep the commandmentdisteeh to his voice and

serve him and cling to him.

Deut 28:58: Follow God’s laws.

Deut 31:12: Observe the words of the law.

Josh 24:14: Serve God in sincerity and truth.

1 Sam 12:14: Serve God and listen to his voicedandot rebel against his

commands.

1 Sam 12:24: Serve God in truth and with all therbend consider what he has

done.

2 Kings 17:34: They do not follow the commandmaentthe statutes or the laws or

the ordnances.

2 Kings 17:35: Do not bow down to other gods anahdibserve them and do not

sacrifice to them.

2 Kings 17:36: Bow down to God and sacrifice to him
These parallels are where Becker finds his maidenge that these passages fit the theme
of the literary forn?%? But it should be kept in mind that this opiniohdt the parallelism
is by and large synonymous)driven by the literary forrrBecker is clear in saying that

the law commitment thrust that is a part of his 2eanomistic form is the determining
factor in how fear-of-God of God is viewed:

21 plath, 1962, 33, identifies many of these (inviigds) “parallel expressionspérallele
Ausdrickg—and it is from him that | borrow the term “pagdll Becker, 1965, identifies them as
“synonymous expressionssy{nonyme Wendunggsee pp. 94, 99, 107, 115, 117, 120]). Because
of Plath’s use of “parallel,” Beckerde factodesignation of these verses as such, and some
indications that many of these “parallels” reallg & poetic relationship with fear-of-God, it
seems acceptable to employ the term.

22 p|ath, 1962, 33, also notices and makes use sé tharallels.
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Die Erkenntnis, dass das Gesetz in alter Zeit wioth @och im Deuteronomy—
freilich in literarischer Darstellung—die Funktioler Bundessatzung hatte und sich
dadurch vom Gesetz als der ,absoluten Grosse dgrz&f tiefgreifend
unterscheidet, verdanken wir vor allem M. Noth.d@iduffassung darf als bekannt
vorausgesetzt werden und ist hier nicht im einzebhezulegen und zu beweisen.
Es genugt uns, sie fur das Verstandnis des Begefslahwe-Flrchtens im
Deuteronomy zuverwerteemphasis miné§®

Here, Becker reveals more clearly his method treet ambiguously mentioned in the
Vorwort. His statement there bears repeating:

Die Begriffsarten mit ihren sprachlichen Formerddimwiederum an bestimmte
literarische Formen oder literarische Schichterugelen. Bei der Erklarung der
einselnen Stellen wird aus dem jeweiligen Kontesttdachweis zu erbringen sein,
dass die Annahme einer bestimmten sprachlichen Raorgine bestimmte
Begriffsauspragung zu Recht besteht. Die Anwendliegser Methode zur
Ermittlung von Begriffsunterschieden soll eine welehe Aufgabe der
vorliegenden Arbeit seiff?

When Becker in this quote mentions using the “piteagacontext” that comes out of the
“individual places,” it is now clear that he medhes literary form context and not the
immediate biblical context. In the case of Deuterag, as Becker mentions in the quote
before last, “prevailing context” has everythingdmwith the late literary creation of the
Mosaic Law-based YHWH cult. Therefore, this concatidn upon the “federal laws”
(which everything should be interpreted in light stiould be “presupposed” and there is
no need “to explain” it or “to prove” it. As hagehdy been said, this method is a great
over-generalization taken from a highly speculatheory that is ultimately not a study
into the OT uses of fear-of-Gqukr se(in which an exhaustive biblical [i.e., theolodjca
analysis of each text and each context is accohmgalis but a forcing of large groups of
fear-of-God texts into a few “idea-types” precoweei by form-critics. The
“Deuteronomistic” group o¥irtue-fear-of-God texts is easy prey for this methoddose
most of them do not have any in-verse context éoegt them from misinterpretatiGft
But Becker takes ongotentialin-verse (and sometimes near-verse) context-peyedc
i.e., theparalle—and uses this phenomenon as “evidence” that geetigpe fits the
literary form. He does this by designating manyhef parallels as “synonymous,” not
based upon local context, but because a “synonyhumssgnation often fits with the

203 Becker, 1965, 89.

2% bid., v.

2% What | mean here is this: if a text says “And Rewias afraid of the LORD that day” (2
Sam 6:9), we know from the context (Uzzah was salgdeélled for mishandling the ark) that
David had the feeling of fear. The “virtue” fear-@bd texts, on the other hand, are not depicting
(at least in their immediate context) an epiphanstartling work of God. They are often
imperative (“fear God!”), narrative accounts ofandition (“He did not fear God” Deut 25:18), or
Psalmic non-narrative poetry that tedlsoutmen and womewhodo or do not fear God (“You
who fear the LORD, praise him!” Ps 22:23 [24]).
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demands of the literary form. With this accomplhiee can then say that a general idea-
type exists for the Deuteronomistic literary formnd finally declare how this one idea-
type fits in finely with the one main linguisticrio that is mainly found there—that is,

the verb + YHWH.

A brief look at several of these virtue-fear-of-Gedts should be sufficient to show
how Becker’s overemphasis on the literary form getaddegrade the plain meaning of the
text. My first example, Deut 6:13, is also thetfioge that Becker uses to justify his
position (v. 12 is included for context):

6:12 take care that you do not forget tleRb, who brought you out of the land of
Egypt, out of the house of slavery. 6:13 TheRrb your God you shall fear; him you
shall serve, and by his name alone you shall st/@ar.

When this text is read, “fear” can certainly beenpreted to mean just what it says, i.e.,
the feeling of fear. There is the possibility, hewe that there exists some element of
figurative meaning. So when one goes to the sudimgncontext to gain perspective, one
reads that Moses is recounting (in chapter five)giving of the law at Sinai
approximately forty years previous, and implorihg hew generation not to make the
mistakes of their fathers and mothers and therelog again fall under the harsh
judgment of God. When the reader ponders the feavients at Sinai and the wrath of
God that repeatedly broke out against the “rebadliand stiff-necked” people (Deut
31:27), he or she would not be surprised to findagnMoses’ admonitions some
mention of fear. In fact, much of what Moses sayBeuteronomy is quite threatening in
tone, because evil-doing among the Israelites—tkegflithe past lessons—is routinely
made out to be inevitable (which, in turn, ineviyalrings on God'’s wrath and
punishment). With this disturbing mood in the readeind, could he or she then say that
the imperative “fear the LORD?” in this stormy atrpbgre has no place? Given the
circumstances, is it reasonable to fear? It appsEar®us that the fear feeling could
certainly be a part of this context—and would quéasonably be expected. | mention
this in order to set a contrast with how Beckeeliptets the passage.

The framework of the recounting of the Ten Commagais in chapter five is the
main local contextual consideration according tak&e. Much of what is said in chapter
six is meant to focus attention on loyalty and obede to YHWH—which implies the
keeping of his commandments. To this end, he takkatX'n (“you shall fear”) in v.

13 is in synonymous parallel (also in v. 13) witttn (“you shall serve”) andg2wn
(“you shall swear”), as well awwn 12 (“lest you forget”) in v. 12 and2x1 (“you shall

29| designate this a virtue-fear-of-God case becdirsg there is no epiphany or awesome
work of God that the fear is a reaction to; secthe fear is something that is commanded—
therefore it must be a quality (virtue) that isHigdesired by God; and, third, it can imply other
virtues that flow out of the primary fear-feelingtue.
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love™) in v. 52°” Now, even though Becker says, “In 6:3®4¢] is surrounded by a row

of synonymous expressions,” it is clear that hesdo® mean that these expressions are
synonymous with th&eelingof fear; rather, the semantic flow is always avrayn fear

and toward the meaning of the paralf@fsBut in the case of this text, Becker would have
a difficult time saying that fear-of-God is synongus with serving and swearing and not
forgetting and loving. Fear would semantically leeyvelastic indeed if it could also
mean these. In order to get the kind of parallelisat he desires, Becker comes up with
an interesting twist: he first applies the Deutemirstic emphasis of loyalty to YHWH
onto the meaning of the parallels. By saying, fample, that “lest you forget” really is
designed to say “worship YHWH alone,” then a nigeaymous parallel can be found
with “fear the LORD” after “fear” here has also besuibjected to and interpreted
according to the literary form. With serving, swiagt not forgetting, and loving now
gelled into a convenient cult-centered generalizai" in v. 13 can now more easily
be seen to be in synonymous parallel with themgbse the same generalization applies
to it too). One gets the feeling that much of tbhatextual detail he goes into on many of
the passages is simply a formality—for, at besly one feature of the context (i.e., the
attempt to get people to be loyal to the cult anthé cult's God) has any substantial
relevance®® This is not to say that Becker—even with his fldwiistory of religions”
foundation—does not perceive important elementh®text that were quite likely to be
to some degree upon the minds of the writers. Beh & a major intention of the text
was to build loyalty and obedience to YHWH andJesusalem cult, it does not follow
that “loyalty” and “obedience” are the only aspeatsult life to which Moses’
imperatives must somehow pofrif.

27 Becker, 1965, 94, writes (note: his transliterasgmbols are somewhat different than
those of the SBL system used in this dissertatign)6, 13 istjare’ von einer Reihe synonymer
Wendungen umgeben, die ihrerseits erharten,jdsssnicht formell Gesetzesbeobachtung
ausdrickt. Sie kreisen samtlich um BundestreueMamdhrung Jahwes als des allein zu
verehrenden Gottes; sie sind ja, wie bereits ertvébrde, ein Kommentar zum Hauptgebot des
Dekalogs. Die synonymen Wendungen sgattah "at-JHWH(v. 12); ‘gbad(v. 13) (vgl. 5, 9),
das zweifellos Terminus kultischer Verehrungns$pa’ bi§mo(v. 13) (vgl. 5, 11), das
Anerkennung und Verehrung einer Gottheit voraussgézman bei dem Gott schwort, den man
verehrt;halak 'ah1%ré "dohim 'ah’lerim das antithetisch zur Jahwetreue steht. Wir kdnnen
sodann nochizhabin 6, 5 zu den Synonyma des in 6, 13 stehep@tehrechnen ...."

2% |bid., 94. One could reasonably question why theltels to virtue-fear-of-God cases
are so often semantically in the driver's seat mmithe other way around.

29 Deut 10:12 is quite similar to 6:13 (with paradlelf “walk in all [God’s] ways,” “to love
him,” “to serve the LORD,” and [in v. 13] “to ke¢pe commandments of the LORD"). Becker
(Ibid., 99) applies the same “method” there withitar results.

10|t Becker’s form-critical history-of-religions snario is correct, then perhaps the text
really does only have the “reality” (i.e., the intien of the author) of generating loyalty and
obedience to the (artificial) cult; in this caskjmaperatives could quite likely be intended to be
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The same semantic blending is also seen in Beckaridling of Deut 13:4 (Heb. v.
5): “The LORD your God you shall follow, him alogeu shall fear, his commandments
you shall keep, his voice you shall obey, him yballsserve, and to him you shall hold
fast.” In this verse are found, according to Beckidre longest row of typical
Deuteronomistic expressions of YHWH-affiliation alagv-observation?' The same
Deuteronomistic effect is also seen by Becker @amzemoves into the books of the
former prophets. For example, there are many Jostaster 24 synonymous parallels to
X7 (in v. 14)?*? Becker lists the following: “serve” the LORD (v4115, 18, 19, 21, 22,
24), “put away” other gods (vv. 14, 23), “inclinewr hearts to the LORD” (v. 23), “hear”
the voice of the LORD (v. 24), do not “forsake tt@RD” (vv. 16, 20), do not “serve
foreign gods” (vv. 16, 20), and do not deal “faySelith God (v. 27). Regarding these
Becker says, “All terms and expressions expresatpyo YHWH or the opposite’*?
The same goes for many of the parallel expressioasd surrounding 1 Sam 12:14 and
24. In the former, Becker lists the following sygars toX7": do not “forget” the LORD
(v. 9), do not “forsake” the LORD (v. 10), do naetve” Baal or Astartes (v. 10), “serve”
the LORD (v. 10, 14), “heed his voice” (v. 14), ttmt rebel against the commandment
of the LORD” (v. 14), and “follow the LORD” (v. 14}* The synonymous parallels to
the virtue-fear-of-God text in 1 Sam 12:24 are: fabd turn aside from following the
LORD?” (v. 20), “serve the LORD with all your heai. 20), “do not turn aside after
useless things” (v. 21), “serve him faithfully wigll your heart” (v. 24), and do not do
“wickedly” (v. 25)

Becker closes his investigation of the Deuterontimigerary type by commenting
briefly upon the many virtue-fear-of-God cases iKi@gs 17. In his estimation, “it stands
without doubt that yoré] here means ‘worship’ fserehrefi], and no translator has
decided differently.” With this confident statemeBecker goes on to say that “it is

taken to denote this reality. On the other handHIVH is real and the Jerusalem cult developed
in the working out of his redemptive plan upon leaitien the imperatives of Moses can signify
realities that have to do with that redemptive pldihose realities being, for example, blessings,
love, joy, sin, wrath, curses, punishment, feamdpé the “book of life” or not being in it, etc.,
etc.

1 Becker, 1965, 102.

212 A number of his examples are “antithetical.” Fase of understanding, | have presented
them all as imperatives (e.g., for Josh 24:27—4[@tone] shall be a witness against you, if you
deal falsely with your Gdd-I record Becker’'s synonymous parallel ao“not deal falsely with
God).

?1*Becker, 1965, 115.

#41pid., 117.

*®pid., 117, 118.
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superfluous, therefore, to quote the synonymousesspons.?'® In 2 Kings 17:7-41,

there are not a few “expressions”™—many of them filese listed in the paragraph
above—that Becker would no doubt consider to b@symous parallels to “fear.” Much
could be said about the fear texts here: it seé¢rfsiglance that thegouldbe referring

to “worship” (which Becker understands as bein@gspect of the general
Deuteronomistic loyalty to YHWH theme). Indeed, mdible translations do use
“worship” here (NRSV, NIV, NLT, NCV [also “honor])but several stick with “fear”
(KJV, NKJV, NASB). One could insert “worship,” oven “honor,” or “praise,” and it
would not go against what sounds natural to theRaarin view of the disastrous
downfall-of-Israel context of this pericope, a sigaelement of real fear is very likely
indicated. This fearful context is present evelbguteronomist’/“Deuteronomistic”
writers did “construct” much if not all of the hisyy—for even from a literary standpoint,
there is still enough sin and punishment and pathdeath around to justify the feeling of
fear. The 2 Kings narrative does not give muctheway of details about what went on
during the & century BC Assyrian sieges of the cities in Isered Judah; but from what
is now known extra-biblically about Assyrian siegerfare from around that time'{8
cent. BC), the three year siege of Samaria (2 Kit#y5) must have been horril5f€.The
writer of 2 Kings 17 is at pains to show that theatlites got what they deserved, for the
LORD had warned them not to worship idols (v. 1@)pot turn from his commands (v.
13), to not worship or bow down to other gods &), 30 carefully follow all aspects of
the law (v. 37), and to not forget the covenant eahad made with them. The Israelites,
however, “sinned against the LORD their God” (vby)practicing the religions of the
surrounding nations (v. 8), by setting up high pkand sacred stones and Asherah poles
(vv. 9, 10), by disobeying his commandments (v, b§)bowing down to the stars and
worshipping Baal (v. 16), and by practicing humaargice, divination, and sorcery (V.
17).

That the fear feeling is indicated in chapter 1@lso implied by the several
contrasts made between fearing God and fearingf@bds” (see vv. 35-39). As Otto’s
work has to some degree accurately pointed ouplpewound the world are prone to
fear whatever ends up being their object of worshid the more “primitive” and
“demonic”-oriented this worship is, the more thiref the feeling of feaf'® The point to
be learned from this is that people are pronedofise gods who they believe can either
bless their lives or make their lives miserablet &metimes blended into the fear of

#1%bid., 120. In the German here, Becker writes: sEsht ausser Zweifel, dajgge’ hier

verehren’ bedeutet, und kein Ubersetzer hat sictees entschieden. Es eriibrigt sich deshalb, die
synonymen Wendungen anzuftihren.”

2172 Kings 17 should be read in light of the sickgnimedictions made in Deut 28:49-57.

218 see the analysis of Rudolf OttgBas Heilige* earlier in this chapter.
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false gods is the fear of real demonic and/or satativity. Those depicted in the Bible
as being in idolatry are often portrayed as bemigandage. For example, the prophets of
Baal went as far as flagellating and cutting thdwesein their effort to move Baal to
action (1 Kings 18:28), and some in the remnanhefpeople remaining in the land after
the Assyrian exile went as far as to sacrificerthkildren (2 Kings 17:17) in order to
appease their god (probably Molech—see 2 Kings@®3The nations lived in fear of
their gods, and did strange and appalling thingsrder to please them. But YHWH calls
his people to not fear idols because they are desg&to do any harm or good in
comparison to the harm and good that he caftdbhe same principle is stated by Jesus
when he saido his disciples“Do not fear those who kill the body but canniit the

soul; rather fear him who can destroy both soullamdly in hell.” Christ is clearly
referring in the first clause to anyone other tfand, and in the second clause, to G0d.
The fear that is mentioned here must be seenht difjthe discussion of the inevitability
of persecution that takes place just before. Thetp®that Jesus’ disciples should not
fear those who might persecute them—for they havpawer to harm the soul—but to
fear God who has the power and authority to harth body and soui?* But in this fear
of God’s punishment is great hope: the God whathapower to make life miserable is
also the God who has the power to create abundafot his followers. At the end of the
2 Kings section recounting the horrible consequemaefailing to “fear” YHWH is

found this principle—Dbut it is spoken positivelyAhd the covenant that | have made
with you, you shall not forget, nor shall you fedner gods. But thedrD your God you
shall fear; and He will deliver you from the harfdath your enemies.” (17:38, 39

NKJV). Most of the versions translate the two “feastances here as “worship.” |
believe this is a significant loss, for in thistte®od is saying that by fearing God alone
(who, alonepughtto be feared) one can be free from the fear skfgbds and also be
free of the fear of everything else (except G35d).

It would also appear to be an essential loss wheimnistance a7’ in v. 35 is
translated (as most versions do) as “worship.” &htdre LORD is quoted as
commanding: “You shall not fear other gods, nor lmmwn to them nor serve them nor

*This is clearly his message in Jeremiah chapter te

2 See the discussion of Matt 10:28 in the sectiohN®ruses of fear-of-God below.

21 The same principle exists behind the words of YHWiughout Deut-2 Kings as he
repeatedly calls his people away from false godship; and he repeatedly backs up his claim to
fearsomeness through many warnings.

2 This “fear and bondage” can be felt a&aundton” in the annals of the Assyrian kings
who brought about the downfall of the Northern Kdognh. The accumulation of booty and bodies
is routinely connected with the satiation of thggids, and the mood is generally dark and
heartless (see Luckenbill, 1927). See also 1 Chéo?5, 26 for the justification for fearing God
alone: “For all the gods of the nations are idblg,the LORD made the heavens” (NIV).
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sacrifice to them ....” If all is blending into theeDteronomistic idea of worship, then the
textual richness that illustrates thetailsof idolatry is overlooked. In this case, the text
implies that many of the Israelites had baémaid of “other gods.” This is a call for them
to not be afraid of them (which would be a greatdf: to be freed from this fear [as vv.
38 and 39 suggest]). The translation “do not warsther gods” completely loses the
idea that one can be freed from the fear inhereiatalatry. From a syntactical
standpoint, the next phrase—“nor bow down to thensruch nearer in lexical
meaning to “worship.” If the translator felt thateof these should be rendered
“worship,” M (DBLSD: “bow down,” “prostrate oneself,” “bow inavship” [only in the
rare Hishtafel form]) would be the first choit® But the best choice would be to follow
the MT and LXX texts and simply describe the pheanathat are a part of false god
worship—i.e., fearing and bowing dowff.

The most important contextual factor for determgnitowX? is used in the many
Deut-2 Kings virtue-fear-of-God passages is (astroeed above) the fearful context of
the Mosaic Law. In a key passage (Deut 4:9-13)attraonition to teach the fear-of-God
is clearly set within the fearful context of therigig of the law at Sinai:

Only take heed to yourself, and diligently keep rgelf, lest you forget the things
your eyes have seen, and lest they depart fromhyeant all the days of your life.
And teach them to your children and your grandebiigd4:10 especially
concerning the day you stood before the LORD yoonl & Horeb, when the
LORD said to me, ‘Gather the people to Me, andlll iei them hear My words,
that they may learn to fear Me all the days theg bn the earth, artiatthey may
teach their children.” 4:11 “Then you came near stiodd at the foot of the
mountain, and the mountain burned with fire torthdst of heaven, with darkness,
cloud, and thick darkness. 4:12 And the LORD spokgou out of the midst of the
fire. You heard the sound of the words, but savionm; youonly hearda voice.
4:13 So He declared to you His covenant which Hermnanded you to perform, the
Ten Commandments; and He wrote them on two tabfet®ne.

Here, Moses is trying to remind the people of thadly seriousness of the LORD when
he called them to Sinai about forty years earbeneteive the law. Moses paints a picture
in the minds of his hearers of the terrifying scand informs them that the reason for
having the people endure the Sinai spectacle wastitl in them (“that they may learn”

v. 10) the fear of the LORD. This was supposedeta lesson that the Israelites would
learn and pass on to their children (v. 9). Theoeavhythey should learn this is stated in
the narrative description itself (in Exod 20:18-20)

Now all the people witnessed the thunderings, ititering flashes, the sound of
the trumpet, and the mountain smoking; and whempéople savit, they trembled

2 The 1912 version of the Luther Bible goes this W#irchtet keine andern Gétter und
betet sie nicht an“).

24 Only occasionally does the LXX deviate from tratisigx~ (and its derivatives) as
doBéw (and its derivatives). One example is Josh 22:RéresLXX useséBopat (“to worship”).
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and stood afar off. 20:19 Then they said to Mo$ésy speak with us, and we will
hear; but let not God speak with us, lest we d28:20 And Moses said to the
people, “Do not fear; for God has come to test ymg that His fear may be before
you, so that you may not sin.”

In view of these two passages, it is clear thaarfevas to be “learned” and to be a part
of the Israelites’ relationship with God “all thays they live on the earth.” The purpose
for this fear is clearly stated in Exod 20:20b: tkat you may not sin.” Moses’s
encouragement to the peoplet to fear (Exod 20:20a) should in no way be taken as
somehow canceling out this teachable fear. Mosedisimole as mediator—was only
trying to calm theiextreme levebf fear that was precipitated byrasunderstandingf
God and his motive¥> The Israelites still did not yet realize that—desphe smoke,
thunder, quaking mountain, and threats of punist&uod still had their best interest in
mind. Considering the fearful circumstances thematwvaspromisedto happen if the

2% purham, 1987, implies that no fear at all was amted when the people beheld the
terrifying epiphany: “The people must have no f@sligses] says, because God had come for the
purpose of giving them the experience of his Prese(803) He further believes that the fear that
would make the Israelites avoid sin is really remee, which is a “basic emphasis of Israel's
teaching tradition”—an idea that he picks up froecBer and Stahli (the latter draws almost
exclusively from the former; see my p.123). Finaprham writes: “What is meant by such
‘reverence’ or ‘fear’ is a respect for Yahweh/Elohihat will give a constant emphasis to his way
for living and relationship, and so avoid the migsof the wayxvr) that is sin” (304).

Bamberger throughout his article argues that fédsad cases in the OT should in most cases be
taken in a “derived sense” (i.e., they mean somgthlse other than the fear feeling). His main
proof text is Exod 20:20 of which he says, “Plajijoses either contradicted himself within a
single sentence, or else used the weed with two widely different connotations.” On thectaof

it, Bamberger has a point. Several things, howesger,be said in response: Moses could have
easily used one of the normal words for “worshipfir-or Tav—if that were the intended
meaning (note: Deut-2 Kings by far prefers or 7a» [and notk~] in cases in which the context
strongly suggestaworship—see Deut 4:19; 12:2; 17:3; 29:18 (17)13031:20; Josh 22:27; 1
Sam 1:3; 15:24; 2 Sam 12:20; 15:32; 1 Kings 1:4Rirs 18:22; 19:37; 21:3). It does not seem,
however, that “worship” would “goad” people awagHr sin. Worship and loyalty and honor do
not reallyforce a sinful person away from sin; but fear can. Iy easepx (n.f.) is used for
several good reasons. First, the Israelites’ sdnas conditional upon their improvement in
conduct (Exod 19:3); in other words, fear is nagxpected in view of the big “if” regarding their
future survival. Second, God obviously made thaeiSexperience as dreadful and terrifying as
possible for a reason (see Deut 4:10; 5:29). Asddasdicates, the experience was a “test,” and
that test had the ultimate purpose of dissuadiag#ople from sin. The intensity of the people’s
sin and the intensity of God’s anger (see Deut-9:G6d was so angry that he wanted to kill
them all) provides justification to the idea thaids—at this initial stage of the relationship—
simply used terror as a means to scare the peaplef their sin. God had certainly shown love
and compassion already towards his people as Hrag out of Egypt; but their conduct at Sinai
demonstrates that they were still so “stiff-neckadt] prone to spiritual adultery that God appears
fully justified in using the force of fear to malktee people behave in a way that would be good
for them in the long run. Worship eventually carbeut through the Sinai experience—but it
appears that fear was a necessary step to get there
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people disobeyed, and in view of witied happen later (the horrors under siege
conditions should be kept in mind here), it seemas some fear-of-God would be a small
price to pay if it helped the people avoid sin @sdlisastrous result§® Going again to 2
Kings 17, the LORD made it clear that fear of himuhd bring a good result (i.e., he
would “deliver [them] from the hand of all [theghemies” v. 39); conversely, when the
people would not fear the LORD, then disaster su@lowed (in the case of failing to
fear in v. 25, the LORD responded by sending limnattack the people). The reason |
mention these texts is simply to make the point tte Deut-2 Kings virtue-fear-of-God
cases (and | believe for the rest of the Bible a)wannot be semantically separated
from the fearful lessons learned at Sinai: Godigeme in power and moral authority
and humans are contingent beings who are obligatik according to God'’s law. But
because humans are universally susceptible toha&rthreat of God’s punishment is ever
at hand—and fear comes as a result. But fear igiabaresult in view of the fact that it
is commanded, fear to some extent cawilled. And this can come about through
knowledgeThis was to some extent the purpose of Sinadtaate the Israelites about
the true nature of God and of themselves. Withkhmswledge, they could ponder their
situation and potentialities, and choose to fead @®a result. The fear-of-God
phenomenon, therefore, is somewhat paradoxicalaih unpleasant result to be avoided;
but each occurrence of fear-of-God that resultsfsin is (if a person is willing) an
educationin the way things really are in life “under thensuAs a result, a man or
woman can walk more circumspectly and fearfullpider to avoid sin, punishment, and
even more fear that could lead to even more wisddns. paradox might be reflected in

226 p|ath, 1962, 40, understands that YHWHFsrchtbarkeit* is to a significant extent
attributable to YHWH's absolute will and omnipotend his idea will be critical for the
understanding of fear-of-God in Qoheleth. | beliév& modern theologians have tended to
minimize the fear-feeling that is justified whereas faced with greater authority and power. It is
very much the spirit of the age in the west to dsnfear before authoritative and/or powerful
people or institutions (this might be an inevitataracteristic of wealthy socialized democracies
that are relatively insolated from abuses of pdatleast, in the minds of the people]). Even
Becker, 1965 (in his monograph’s forward), admatsd claims he will resist) the efforts of OT
commentators to “free the Old Testament” from tbeugation that it promotes a religion of fear.
But Becker in his Deuteronomistic section givesydtle attention to the fear feeling. Plath goes
a bit deeper; but in my opinion, they are both @usatching around on the surface of the
human/God relational phenomenon of fear-of-GodthPapinion (p. 39), however, that fear-of-
God and love-of-God should not be entirely sepdrateause it “splits the heart” is indeed a
good point. Unfortunately, he does not significaktvelop this thought further. The pre-critical
fear-of-God commentators (and, perhaps, as wélltery might very well have expressed the
opinion that one cannot have love-of-God withoairfef-God; but it seems to me that one can
have fear-of-God (i.e., total servile fear-of-Ged)hout any love-of-God. Whatever the case, one
does not have to think too long about the psychotiddove and fear to realize that these mental
phenomena are very complex and related to each iotlheys that are beyond understanding.
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Solomon’s words that fear-of-God is the “end of mhatter” (Eccl 12:13) as well as “the
beginning” of both wisdom and knowledge (Prov BZ,0). Despite this paradoxical
nature, one thing is for sure: the Bible repeat@distrays fear-of-God in a positive light,
and teaches that it ought to be practiced by allJaheleth says, fear-of-God [and
keeping his commandments] is the “all” of humanijigdcl 12:13b]).

A few remarks should now be made regarding Becleerggestedynonymous
parallels. Becker uses literary parallels in thetiBeronomistic” literary genre as a
conduit to bring the virtue-fear-of-God cases fotimete into line with the demands of
the literary form. That is, fear means “loyalty’t @milar) because fear is synonymous to
the parallels that are in one way or another irtdieaof loyalty. This program of
Becker’s does not work for a variety of reasonss &xtremely unlikely, first of all, that
so many parallels of such diverse literal meanosmwsdd be synonymous with fear and/or
loyalty. The method of bringing the demands ofEreeiteronomistic form to bear on both
the virtue-fear-of-God cases as well as the pdsalend then professing that they are then
all synonymous, goes against normal semantics amdily degrades the exegete’s
ability to determine the information that the writetended to transfer to the reader. A
common sense reading of most of the parallels tewany specific details about Israelite
religious life that enrich the narrative. A fewtbEm may figuratively mean “loyalty,”
but the majority have their own semantic focus anchost are only related to cult loyalty
in that the action or emotion described is simphatcult-honoring peopldo or feel
The parallels to virtue-fear-of-God in Deut-2 Kirigorm the reader that loyal Israelites
do the following: they—

Keep the law (Deut 5:29; 6:2; 8:6; 14:4 [5]; 28:88;12; 2 Kings 17:34)
Swear by God’s name (Deut 6:13; 10:20)

Walk in God’s ways (Deut 8:6; 10:12)

Love God (Deut 10:12)

Serve God (Deut 10:12, 20, 13:4 [5], Josh 24:18af 12:14; 2 Sam 12:24; 2
Kings 17:35)

Cling to God (Deut 10:20, 13:4 [5])

Follow God (Deut 13:4 [5])

Listen to God’s voice (Deut 13:4 [5]; 1 Sam 12:14)

Bow down to God (2 Kings 17:35, 36)

Sacrifice to God (2 Kings 17:35, 36)

This list demonstrates the variety and specifioityhe texts in parallel with virtue-fear-
of-God. On the face of it, there does not seenetmbch room for synonymous
parallelism.
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But Becker seems to be under the impression that arall of OT parallelism
must be synonymou8’ But this does not have to be the case. Althougalletism is a
phenomenon mostly discussed in the context of lgigaetical texts, its use is found
throughout the OT. Parallelism is “the basic featoi biblical songs—and, for that
matter, of most of the sayings, proverbs, laws glai®, blessings, curses, prayers, and
speeches found in the Bibl&® Whether or not the virtue-fear-of-God texts aneirth
alleged parallels in Deut-2 Kings are part of poatsections is still a debated question.
Whatever the case, the existence of parallelsthgr¢he sense of one clause which
follows on and somehow expands upon another—isooisly a reality. For this brief
discussion about parallelism, a look at Deut 6:1Bbe helpful. The NRSV text reads:
“You shall fear the brD your God and serve Him, and shall take oaths gwrtdme.”
This verse could be seen to consist of three copaarallel:

The LORD—fear!/

Him [the LORD]—serve!/

In his [the LORD’s] name—take oaths!//
When one initially reads through the verse, itagainly evident that the three cola are
intimatelyrelatedto YHWH worship. And yet each colon has its owntigalar message:
the first colon commands fear of God, the secomdnsands submissive service, and the
third commands that one appeal to YHWH as the lsighathority when taking oaths.
The first and third commands involve—respectivelire-heart (feeling/emotion) and
mind (intellectual assent to YHWH's authority); ibe second command has to do with

227 Christensen, 1991, 204, suggests the followindDfut 10:12: “Careful prosodic

analysis suggests that the term is defined heradans of poetic parallelism: “to fear YHWH” is
“to walk in all his ways.” This phrase is explainegthe words that follow: “to fear God” means
“to love him and to serve YHWH your God with allyoheart and with all your being” (v 12).”
Wright, 1953, 399, writes regarding Deut 10:12: ‘f€ar God means to walk along the paths
which he has laid out; to love God means to semveamd obey him. Note that it is characteristic
of Deuteronomy to combine fear and love, and talsedruit of both in obedient service.”
Calvin, 1950, 359, on the other hand, appearsdp kear-of-God quite close to the fear
emotion/feeling when summing up Deut 10: “Lest tehguld despise this teaching [Moses]
reminds them of God’s awful power [in Deut 10:1fé}; the cause of contempt and negligence is,
that the majesty of God does not always obtaidutsreverence. Wherefore he inspires them with
fear, to deter them from self-indulgence and irdléghce.” Plath, 1962, 41, notices that has a
number of the same parallelssas, and therefore sees some blending of the forntertie latter.
But he does not press the requirements of the Bmndmistic literary form int&~ as hard as
Becker—and his view, therefore, is more balancetlpbints out, for example, that in Deut 1:1,
»Stutzt sich das Liebesgebot ebenfalls auf die Enkais der “fruchtbaren” Taten Gottes ....
Ebenso kann auch nicht unwidersprochen bleibers, slak diex~-Belege lediglich auf die
Furchtbarkeit und die Strafen Jahves beziehen ...."

228 Kugel, 1981, 1. His chapter two is devoted to prparallelism.
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the works that flow out from the attitude of theh@ndthe orientation of the mind. Or,
it could be that “serve!”—as is commonly done—lansiated as “worship!” Whatever
the case, the second colon could be understodteashter of a small chiastic
arrangement in which the “works” (either servicel/an worship) that are a part of
YHWH cult loyalty flow from the affective and codme wellspring of the believer.

This sample verse simply illustrates that manydiectome into play in parallelism.
According to Kugel, the parallel cola A and B (aDgdetc.) can have a near or distant
relationship:

The ways of parallelism are numerous and varied thaa intensity of the semantic
parallelism established between clauses might ildes@aange from “zero
perceivable correspondence” to “near-zero percéavdifferentiation” (i.e., just
short of word-for-word repetitiorff->

In his monograph, Kugel presents many kinds ofidablparallelisms (and he does not
claim to have established an exhaustive list).einegal, he sees parallelism as simply
indicating: ““A is so, andvhat's more B is so.” That is, B was connected to A, had
something in common with it, but was not expectetid (nor regarded as) mere

restatement®*° He further explains:

What this means is simply: B, by being connecte8i-tecarrying it further,
echoing it, defining it, restating it, contrastiwgh it, it does not matter whiekhas
an emphatic, ‘seconding’ character, and it is timsre than any aesthetic of
symmetry or paralleling, which is at the heart ibfibal parallelisn®*

2 |bid., 7. Klein, Blomberg, and Hubbard, 1993, 2&&te, “Scholars refer to the
structure of Hebrew poetry aarallelism of membersa term that has unfortunately spawned a
common misunderstanding. Many people understanclilpasm” to mean that a second poetic
line merely restates or contrasts the point ofpiflexious line in different words. They assume that
an equal sign (=) links the lines together. Actugblarallelism is that phenomenon whereby two
or more successive poetic lines strengthen, raiefand develop each other’s thought. As a kind
of emphatic additional thought, the follow-up lirfesther define, specify, expand, intensify, or
contrast the first.”

#0Kugel, 1981, 8.

#1bid., 51. Fokkelman, 2001, uses the metaphoirafdulars and eyes to understand
parallelism: “The dynamics and surprisepafallelismus membrorummay also be expressed in
a metaphor. This way of constructing verses isdikmir of binoculars.... We look through two
cylinders, with both eyes, so that we have the iaidge of seeing depth. Our eyes, with or
without binoculars, see ‘in stereo.’ The effectutessfrom the fact that one eye has a slightly
different angle of incidence that the other andclegoroduces a minimally different image; these
two pictures are easily superimposed and assemiitethe one image inside our brain.

Parallelismus membrorumioes something comparable: this shaping devicaasdwo
subtly different images on one line (the full podine). As this is done with the tools of
language, we have every opportunity to considen pattures separately and let them sink in.
This is where the metaphor ceases to be approptfigtgoint of the similarity between A and B
is their very difference! Only those who look clysend have patience will discover and savor
the role played by dissimilarity, its surprisesg s richness of meaning.” (pp. 78, 79. Kugel [p.
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Kugel argues strongly against the idea that onestaply define any given case of
parallelism as either synonymous or antithetichk @etails of parallel texts and their
contexts are way too varied for that. The praadicassuming synonymity in parallel
texts is especially criticized by Kugel as “a drasbrt of leveling” that does not
understand that B has something to do with &srpletion” And this “completion” can
occur in just about an “endless” variety of waysl very much agree with Kugel's
emphasis orariety. In my view, that is what one sees when one thtsulijrconsiders
the virtue-fear-of-God parallels pointed out by B&xc There is too much variety present
for them all—or even a small portion of them—torbade to be synonymous in the way
that he suggests.

To sum up on Becker’'s second main section in whiekuggests the hermeneutical
trio of the Deuteronomistic literary forrg;)* plus LORD, and the idea-type of loyalty to
the YHWH cult, there can be no doubt that manyoifall of the virtue-fear-of-God
instances in Deut-2 Kings do intimateblate to the establishment of the YHWH cult of
the Israelites. God-honoring loyalty to YHWH appeetr flow out of fear-of-God; it
might even have fear-of-God as a necessary compoiratever the case,i# not
loyalty (or worship or obedience). If it were (anaim speaking here in the most direct
semantic sense of the word) the&m would not have been used, k. There is nothing
in the virtue-fear-of-God texts in Deuteronomy dhe former prophets that preclude
them from meaning just what they say—i.e., “fedtri8 true that there is some
interpretational leeway afforded here by the fhat+unlike in “numinous” fear cases—
the object of the fear is not immediatphesentin the context. The same could be said,
for example, about “love”: the meaning is perfecilgar when a person reads “the man
loved his wife as he watched her prepare dinneut’ridtions of honor and fidelity—with
perhaps some attenuation of the love emotion—wbaldiscerned when one reads,
“love your wife all the days of your life,” or “bésed is the man who loves his wife,” or
“the love of one’s wife is the beginning of marigalccess” (a pronounced semantic
shrinking would, of course, be perceived in “heddhis wife’s blueberry pancakes”).
More abstract notions of faith, loyalty, honor, aedlerence may come into the semantic
mix, but the emotion of love will not fail to bedlprimary constituent. | believe the same
thing can be said about the fear feeling in vifiee-of-God cases.

The point to be illustrated by this is simply tloae must regard the known
semantic flexibility of a word (which might haverse dependence on linguistic form)
and the textual context in which it is used. ButB®'s “context” is mainly the

12] says the termgarallelismus membroruivmeans “the parallelism of the clauses” and that i
was coined by Robert Lowth in his 1753 stuly sacra poesi Hebraeorym
#32Kugel, 1981, 13, 15.
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hypothetical historical contexts of the Deuteronstrand Dtr. who were mainly
concerned with invoking loyalty to the Jerusalemteeed YHWH cult. Even if
Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic History canmitimore or less as the form-
critics believe, it still does not explain (if Bemkis correct) why the writers would use
such a plethora of words of diverse literal measitogall mean the same thing. Whoever
they were who wrote and redacted this large poio@T narrative, they certainly did
not lack skill; they could have—and most likely didarefully use each word to denote
specific meanings that could be understood both #mel today. The simplest explanation
is most often the best: they wrote what they dichlige that is what they meant to say.
To conclude, it should be said that Becker in sigistion on Deut-2 Kings puts too much
emphasis on the non-fear “virtues” that fear-of-@ad allude to. This is done at the
(almost) complete expense of the fear feeling—aatlis a mistake; for when one
considers the fearful circumstances in Deut-2 Kifigsvhich fear is used to dissuade
people from sin), the fact that’ is still used in plenty of real fear-feeling cages., it

has not semantically developed in a linear fashiangl, lastly, what Becker mentions
about the “numinous ground-tone” remaining throughbe OT (even just a little fear is
still fear!), one should realize that the writefglee MT and the LXX used—
respectively—X7" anddopéw for a good reasoft-

23 My thesis that the fear emotion/feeling is therany element in OT virture fear-of-God
cases could be brought into question by the fadtdesus in his quote of Deut 6:13 (or perhaps
the nearly identical Deut 10:20) in Matt 4:10 (piedd_uke 4:8) uses “worship” and not “fear.”
The LXX Deut 6:13a Greek of nearly all manuscrgags:xiptov Tov 8e6v agov dopndiom kal
avT®) AaTpetoets (lit. “fear the Lord your God and serve him”); hlgsus’ quote of this in Matt
4:1b readsgiplov TOv Bedv cou TpookuvNoeLs kal avTd pove hatpedoets (lit. “you shall
worship the Lord your God and serve him alone”)e Matthew text as displayed here (from
NA27) is not contested in the manuscripts (theycaresistent in using the vempookuvvéw and
notdopéw) and the LXX text shown (from Rahlf®eutscheBibelgesellschaft1983 is
consistent in the manuscripts—with one notable jeti@e: Alexandrinus (A) dating from thé's
century contains in Deut 6:13 (and in 10:20) theeaBrtext exactly as quoted by Jesus. The
Hebrew manuscripts consistently showin 6:13 (the BHS apparatus does not mention any
manuscripts that usen [‘to bow down,” “to worship”—see TWOT #619] in De@:13 or 10:20).
To explain the textual difference between Jesusteand the LXX text, Allen, 1951, 32, simply
suggests that, first, the writer (or the writergices) of Matt 4:10 might have possessed and
been influenced by a copy of the LXX that useduid mpookuvéw instead ofbopéw; or,
second, there is the possibility that the Matt 4utiler wanted to antithetically employ the same
word (Tpookurén) that had just been used by Satan in the verseebgfand [Satan] said to him,
“All these | will give you, if you will fall down ad worship me.”). Regarding Allen’s first
suggestion, | would say that—given the LXX manystoevidence—it is unlikely that
mpookuréw was used in Deut 6:13 and 10:20 in any of the Li¥Xs extant at the beginning of
the church era. Alexandrinus does indeedmsekuvvéw in Deut 6:13 and 10:20; but these
appear to be the only deviations (besides Jostb2212Bopat [“worship”]) from doBéw in
Deut-2 Kings virtue-fear-of-God texts accordingtie Rahlfs LXX apparatus. In other words,
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Becker’s Psalms Literary Form

Becker’s next main category consists of a numbéeafof-God passages from the
Psalms>* Although he understands this category as beitigustier the general rubric of
“fear-of-God as worship-of-God (‘Cultic Idea’)’—ariterefore closely related to Deut-2
Kings—it nevertheless has the distinctive emphakdesignatinghose who belong to
the cult communityThis idea-type, says Becker, is represented iktigally by theplural
of the verbal-adjective?” which is often found in construct with “YHWH” oElohim”

(or a pronominal suffix that represents hiffn)This linguistic phenomenon means that
the emphasis is not on the fear feeling, but orstage of belongingness to the
community:

Wie dem dt-stischen Begriff eignet dginé JHWH der Psalmen der Zug der

Jahwetreue, mit dem Unterschied jedoch, dass bsumc den Akt des Firchtens
geht, sondern um die Furchtenden. Der Begriffdgriet so ein komminitarer Zug,

where the Rahlfs LXX useséw in virtue-fear-of-God cases, the Rahlfs appardaes not
show any manuscript deviations, except for DeuB;61D:20 where A usespookuvvéw (Wevers,
1977, LXX apparatus of Deuteronomy was also coedylfTherefore, one gets the feeling that
the Deut 6:13/10:20 copyist of A (or one of the yisfs or editors of a source [in time] before
him) adjusted these Deuteronomy texts to align tghwords of Jesus in Matthew. Even if the
LXX Deuteronomy text before the writer of Matthewd dontainmpookuréw in Deut 6:13 and
10:20, I still do not think—given my understandiofg‘inspiration’—that the Matthew writer
(who | believe was Matthew) would have recordedvibbeds out of Deuteronomy at the expense
of the words that Jesus spoke (of course, Matthagktmot have had Jesus’ exact words, but
perhaps only a note saying [or a memory recallihg] Jesus had quoted Deut 6:13/10:20).
Regarding Allen’s second possibility that the Matthwriter wanted to (antithetically) balance
Satan’s use afpookuréw, | think this could have some merit: the starktcast between the two
possible worships (between the devil and Godhis fiteary style and brings home the
theological point; but | would say that this is raditerary or even theological creation of the
writer, but is actually what Jesus said in respaasgatan. If so, then this gives authoratative
justification to the understanding that enoughhef ¢concept of “worship” is contained in Deut
6:13 and 10:20 to permit “fear” there to be trateslanto “worship.” This is what the Lord did
this circumstanceAnd it must finally be kept in mind thapookuréw is not completely without
an undercurrent of fear—for it first means “to bdewn.” In those days, to “bow down” and to
“worship” were not at all separate from the phenoanef fearful “reverence” and “awe” before
God.

234 Becker, 1965, 125, notes the existence of otterdéGod idea-types in the Psalms:
.Naturlich umfasst diese Gruppe nicht alle Stetiers Psalmenbuches, in dem als einem
Sammelbecken verschiedenster Strémungen vielmshalfe Begriffsauspragungen der
Gottesfurcht anzutreffen sind.”

% bid., 129. The Psalms m/p construct-state vealigctives ok~ are (all of which
Becker regards as having adjectival function): 18223 (24), 25 (26); 25:14; 31:19 (20); 33:18;
34:7 (8), 9 (10); 60:4 (6); 61:5 (6); 66:16; 8519®); 103:11, 13, 17; 111:5; Ps 115:11, 13; 118:4;
119:74, 79; 135:20; 145:19; 147:11.
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ein Interesse an der Zugehorigkeit zur Gemeindadsiind dadurch etwas
Statische$d®

This belongingness to the community is especiallye perceived when the construct
state is used. In Ps 22, for example, the MT o$@@4 reads>5 7 mim "X (“You

who fear the brD, praise him!” [English v. 23]). From the pointind X7 it is evident
that it is in construct with “YHWH 2" It is probably not inappropriate to say that most
would read this text with the same understandiag hreflected in the NRSV text; that
is, “LORD” clearly appears to be the object of feBut this interpretation appears at first
to run against the grain of the construct stateithpresent here—for the construct often
indicates the genitive-of-possession relationsiniphis case;x?” + LORD should mean
“the fearersof (i.e., who belong to) the LORD.” This is how Beckakes i?*® By going
with the genitive-possessive, the emphasis is ndéar, but on the ownership of the
community by God. This ownership is best represeifita&s? is not viewed as verbal
(i.e., as a participle)—which would still allowtd take an object—but as adjectival
which fits quite comfortably in the construct stated has no opportunity to display
action and therefore claim an object. So, BecKegisneneutical triad in this section of
his book consists of this plural adjective usedanstruct with LORD (the “linguistic
form”), the “idea-type” of membership in the cuiramunity, and the “literary form” of
the Psalms.

For a number of reasons | do not think that Becken the right track. My main
concern is that he pushes forward a form-criticaplasis on cult loyalty at the expense
of a literal reading of the text. The consequesdaat the original meaning 8 is
pushed aside in favor of something more abstratirakeeping with the notion that fear-
of-God evolved. Once again, it should be recalted Becker is trying to show that a
certain literary form will have a certain linguisform, and that these two will indicate a
certain idea-type. The identification of these Rsalinguistic forms as “adjectival”
gives Becker something different that he can thanta justify an idea-type that is also

%% pid., 126.

%7 |n the construct state plural, tsere-yod repldieg-yod + mem. Regarding the other
vowels, most Qal active masculine participles, slagor plural, will resist losing the
characteristic first syllable holem, even in comstr(although the second syllable tsere will
usually reduce to shewa in all forms except thgudar non-construct). But because is a
stative verb—and undergoes vowel changes moratijectives and nouns—the first syllable
gamets usually reduces to shewa and the secodbleytsere will tend to persist (including in the
singular construct). The exception is the pluralstouct which takes the formn:.

238 Becker, 1965, 127, writes, ,In der Verbindyirg® JHWH regiertjiré daher nicht den
Akkusative wie das Verbaladjektiv in verbaler Fuokt(are’ 'at-JHWH), sondern nach unseren
grammatikalischen Kategorien den Genetiv, und aveit einmal den genetivus objectivus,
sondern eher den genetivus subjectivus, sojol@&s3HWH eher ,die Furchtenden Jahwes’ als
,die Jahwe Firchtenden’ bedeutet.”
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quite different. But a plain reading of these testisws thatX=" is being used in each
case as a patrticiple (verbal-adjective); and thieguale here is not evidence for some
semantic shift, but is simply the linguistic forhmatnaturally appears in biblical songs.
The Israelites at the temple (and elsewhere) sangssabout what happens to thod®
live righteously and about thoséodo evil. The Psalms are mainly not narrative misto
in which it might be said, “The people feared G{B., narrative tends to use the
indicative verb), but are to a large extent sorymiathe general consequences for those
who do either doing good and evil—and this natyrgads to the use of the participle:
“Blessed ar¢hose who feaGod.” It should be noted that the participle donesnormally
indicate some basic semantic change; it indicatése\factive or passive] and the type of
action corresponding to the type of Hebrew verbl [@gel, etc.]). But only other factors
can indicate a change in the basic meaning ofengirert®*® The participle is simply one
of several verbal linguistic forms usedthin a semantic field. But Becker insists these
(plural) uses ofX7 function adjectivally—and that gives him enougbnoto justify a
shift in meaning (from “fear” to “community”). Beek could have a point if these in fact
are pure adjectives (i.e., completely non-verbadlifirers of nouns); but this certainly
does not have to be the case—even though they octhe construct state. It will be
necessary to take some time to explain grammatiedlly this is sG*°

239 Becker (lIbid., 46) makes the case—with some jiestibn—that the Niphal participle
X711 is semantically employed as an adjective; forftine is often used as an attribute of God
(see, e.g., Pss 47:3; 68:35 [36]; 76:7 [8]). BDBkesaits meaning quite elastic (“fearful,”
“dreadful,” “cause astonishment and awe,” “insp@eerence, godly fear, and awe”); but Becker
understands thati: has not developed but remained quite close tauitsinous fear roots. |
agree with Becker that this form has become someeften independent entity that modifies
nouns (the wilderness [Deut 1:19; 8:15], peopla [I8:2, 7], the day of YHWH [Joel 2:31 (3:4);
Mal 4:5 (3:23)], and, frequently, God)—i.e., it optes adjectivally. But Becker keeps this Niphal
form—unlike the Psalms Qal participles that arenealiscussed in this section—very close to the
fear feeling. This is somewhat strange in view etBer’s insistence that the adjectivally
functioning instances o mean something quite developed and abstracthgeddjectivally
functioningx-i: stays right close to its semantic roots. The neagwy probably relates to the fact
thatcontextclearly sets some definite limits of how far o@& go with the meaning afii.
Because it is often used as an attribute of Goe camnot say about it what one would say
concerning the virtue-fear-of-God uses that arerif@ag phenomena experienced by men and
women.x7i1 is also constrained by its clear meaning of “feléinivhen used as an attribute of fear-
provoking realities other than God. Because of ¢tbistext, Becker cannot press: into the
form-critical mold and find in it some developméeven though it is employed throughout the
OT) by which it becomes more abstract and lesduas time goes on.

40 Becker says that~ (as used in the Psalms) is a “verbal-adjectivadjectival
function.” (and there are instances of the m/s tvihie designates “verbal-adjective[s] in verbal
function”). This terminology is ambiguous and nesdsie explaining: when Becker writes about
verbal-adjectives that function adjectivally, heame that there iso actionin what is said about
the nouns that they modify. If this is the casentthey—in my opinion—are no longer “verbal-
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This problem of trying to distinguish between papie and adjective is by and
large only a problem with stative verbs—one of vahigx"".%*! Most verbs simply
describe action (Shrows...) and have little if anything to do semanticaily
morphologically with adjectives that describe stqte. thered ball). Butstativeverbs
denote states of being and a few have correspordijgtives that are identical in
appearance to several forms of the verb. For examphsider the stative (qamets/tsere
pattern) verb&? andx>n (“to fill up, be full” DBLSD): the spellings/poiinigs of the
Qal perfect 3m/s verbs, Qal m/s participles, ardntifs adjectives are identicah(,

X7n); the Qal m/p active participles and the m/p adjestare also identical in form
(@x77, °K%5n). In the biblical cases in which the linguistierfocould be an adjective or
a verb, then one must consider syntax and cordekistern which is being used.
Because most stative verbs only describe states@trattion, the exegete may not find
much semantic difference between the adjectivetiamderb.

ButxX? andx'?r; are actually part of a small subclass of statedds that can
indicate a state and/or indicate action (and takelgect). With these, it is an important
exegetical task to discern if an adjective is beisgd or a participle—for if there is
action present, it might be a critical elementigihtly understanding the message of the
text. There are a number of OT examplegfthat depict a stative situation (e.g., Gen
3:10:X7°K) 122 "Nwnw '['?P X X" [“He said, ‘I heard the sound of you in the garden
and | was afraid"]); other uses depict action (itleey are “fientive”) and—in their own
unusual way—are transitive (e.g., Num 149877 oY 0X W71 2% [“Do not fear the
people of the land"]j** The verb in many forms—including the participlerfe—can
take objects of action. Despite the fact that rab plysical action is transferred from

adjectives” but simply “adjectives” (as they arsidaated by some of the lexica). All this boils
down to grammatical definitions—which can sometirnegproblematic. For the sake of clarity in
this section, | will limit (somewhat artificiallythe use of “adjective” to words that give some
non-actionquality (property) to a noun (or name or pronot if a noun-modifying word
imparts any kind of action, then | will call thabrd a “participle.” Also, in describing Becker’s
opinions in this section, where he designates @ \aera “verbal-adjective in adjectival function”,
I will simply say that he designates the word aSaaljective.” If Becker describes a word as a
“verbal-adjective in verbal function,” | will intgret that to mean that the word is a “participle.”
This will avoid the repeated use of the cumberstragbal-adjective in adjectival/verbal
function” formula as well as the ambiguity thatrikerent in it (in principle, just as ambiguous as
the phrase “adjectival-verb in verbal/adjectivaidtion”). | do this in order to try to discern if
there is any action ix2’ as used in this group of Psalms.

2Lupdjective” and “participle” are being used herea somewhat restricted sense. See
footnote immediately above.

#42\Waltke and O’Connor, 1990, 363, use the term tfieri instead of “active” (vs.
“stative”) because “active” is already used in tleenenclature ofoice “A fientive verb,” they
write, “is one that designates a dynamic situatior fientive verb may be either transitive or
intransitive ...."
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subject to object when one fears something (onétaiggue the “action” goes from
object to subject [“the dog caused the man to fedtie fear nevertheless does have an
object on which it focuses (at the very least, ihithe casgrammatically. Because of
this, Waltke and O’Connor think that stative vettiat can have fientive meanings should
be “construed as quasi-fientive when they occuregitmplicitly or explicitly with an

object and as stative when they are fréa.”

The potential for stative and fientive meaning8m means that the exegete must
be careful to distinguish between the verb andatljective. If one mis-identifias?’ as
an adjective when studying a fear passage, thessivdl be placed on th&tate but the
actionof fearing (only possible K7 is a verb) might be overlooked. As a vetb; can
indicate stativer fientive situations; but as an adjective, it cay indicate stative
situations** Verbs and adjectives can usually be easily distsfged based upon
morphology. But, as just mentioned, with’ there is the aggravating feature that several
of the verb forms are identical to several of tigetival forms. Because one cannot tell
the verb from the adjective based upon morpholdgryea then one must consider other
factors in deciding which is being used.

Becker is aware of all this as well—and knows tiemust find some grammatical
reason to justify his designation of thes®’ uses as adjectival. He does this by pointing
to the fact that all of these Psalms casegufare in theconstruct staté*® Before
replying to this, it should be mentioned that Bedkees not claim that the
masculinegingular cases are adjectives (even though they too arenistruct with
YHWH/Elohim)—but admits that they take objects dmdction as “verbal-adjectives.”
Pss 25:12; 112:1; 128:1, 4, according to Beckgnifsi “moral” (Ps 25:12) and “law-
observation” (Pss 112:1; 128:1, 4) idea-typsnd are not in a genitiyeessessive
relationship with LORD or Elohim (like the plurabut in a genitivesbjective

2 bid., 366.

24 The reader is once again reminded that “adjeciéing used somewhat artificially to
denote only modifiers of nouns that give the nosmanon-actionproperty or quality.

245 Becker, 1965, 126, writes: ,Der kommunitare Zugsart sich bis in die sprachlichen
Formen hinein. Wahrend der dt-stische Begriff abléssslich das Verbum gebraucht oder das
Verbaladjektiv in verbaler Funktion, haben wir hilxs Verbaladjektiv in adjektivaler Funktion.
Schon der status constructus ist der Beweis daftr.”

4% |bid., 127, 285, 286. It is unlikely that> in Ps 112:1 is in the construct state. On a
different note, Becker appears to hold the view the kultic (kultische*) and moral
(,sittliche* ) idea-types of fear evolved more or less as tweagts from the original “numinous”
fear (184). The law-observatiognpmistische') idea-type was a further development of the
moral idea-type (262). See the next section faief Hiscussion about Becker’'s moral and law-
observation idea-types.
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relationship®*” In other words, in the Psalms (and elsewhgme)an take an object but
X7’ cannot. Becker does have a point about theselainganstruct forms; they do

indeed take God as the object of fear. While | aginat thesingularforms are participles
(“verbal-adjectives” as Becker calls them), | da thonk he gives any credible reasons
for making the distinction. In my view, the onlyas®n he sets the singular cases apart is
because there is pressure to fit them in with atistances of the singular form that are
deemed to denote the “moral” idea-ty}&But there is really no good evidence to split
off the plurals and make them pure adjectives. Sjimtax and context do not at all

require that. It is true that—apart from any otbemantic factors—the construct state

does suggest the existence of a genitive-possessit/éhis does not have to be the
case’®

247 After Becker claims this sing./plur. distinctide justifies it with the following: ,Damit
hangt zusammen, dass das sittlifre JHWH ("“lohim) nie durch die suffigierten Formen
vertreten wird, was beifir'é JHWH sehr haufig der Fall ist .... Die Suffixe drickereebm
allgemeinen leichter unser Possessivpronomen awkaalim Akkusativ stehende
Personalpronomen. Der tiefste Grund fur den formaleterschied zwischgfre’ JHWH
('%ohim) und denjiré JHWH der Psalmen liegt in ihrer inhaltlichen Verschisligit, zu der
nicht zuletzt das Vorhandensein oder Nichtvorhaadiendes kommunitaren Aspekts, des
Interesses an der Zugehorigkeit zur Jahwegemeindechnen ist.” This can be responded to
briefly: first, the phenomenon of the second anditperson suffixes on the plural is simply what
one can expect to exist in the Psalms; for then®sapeak repeatedly in many lines of poetry—
one after the other—about God and people. Becaadagdnentioned in successive lines there is
ample opportunity for the pronominal suffix to beed. Of the total of 30 (LDLS) m/p construct
state “verbal-adjectives” af, all but five (Exod 18:21; Eccl 8:12; Mal 3:16 x£2 [3:20]) are
in the Psalms—so one should expect a mix of “YHWHIEIbhim,” “him,” and “you” to follow
x7. On the other hand, the m/s occurs only eleverL@Dimes (Gen 22:12; Job 1:1, 8; 2:3; Ps
25:12; 128:1, 4; Prov 13:13; 14:2; Eccl 7:18; 18a1B) in passages that by and large do not lend
themselves to repeated uses of the pronominakqitfie Psalms passages could, but 128:1 is the
first verse—so “him” or “you” followingza would be nonsensical; 128:4 occurs after a number
of lines that do not mention God—so the pronomgugfix would not be expected there; and
25:12 could have gone either way). Regarding Bexckdeepest reason” for the m/s and m/p
distinction, all that can be said in response @ the plural will of course occur in the Psalms
which by nature have a “community aspect”—and tbisnmunity aspect” will thereby be
associated with all that is in the Psalms, inclgdime fear-of-God. The m/p is just a way to talk
(and sing) about God’s community (and about those are outside of the community). The use
of the m/p instead of the m/s signals omlymber—and that is all. In no way can it signal what
kind of genitive situation exists when it findsalisin a construct-state relationship; only
syntactical and contextual factors can do that.

28 5ee Becker, 1965, 285, for a list of moral idgaettexts. According to Becker, the
moral idea-type texts that empley + YHWH/Elohim (other than in the Psalms) are G2ri.2;
Job 1:1, 8; 2:3; Prov 14:2; 31:30 (feminine/singyl&ccl 7:18.

249 Despite all that Becker strongly argues for inrtan text of his chapter five, he
confesses the tenuousness of his m/p and m/sdliistir(as well as his justification of it based
upon the use of the pronominal suffix [see FN 2i]j in the following footnote (lbid., 127):
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A clearer understanding of how adjectives and gigtés operate in the construct
state might be helpful at this point. This will pehe reader see that Becker’s designation
of this*X7” verbal-adjective group as genitive-possessivee(fétarers of [i.e., owned by]
God”) based uponumberis inappropriate. It should first be said thateatiyes (used as
substantives) are found regularly in the conststatie. A number of these denote some
relationship of possession. Ps 34:9 (10) contamesexampleTyTp (lit. “the holy ones
of him” or “his holy ones”f>° Others simply modify the absolute-state noun. For
example, “upright” modifies “heart” in Ps 32:1477w" (lit. “the upright ones of heart”
or “the ones having upright hearts”). Adjectivesdisn the construct state denote some
non-action attribute. Because there is no actloem it is unlikely that the adjective in the
construct state (or any other state) can take petobf action. That is not what adjectives
do. But participles (“verbal-adjectives”)—can arftea do in the OT have action objects.
Participles can also exist in the construct statsMmuch as they too can operate
substantivallyf>* Being indicative of action, the participle willtef take the noun (or
pronoun, another participle, etc.) in the absotiéde as object. Of the more than a
thousand OT instances of the construct-state gagjaot a few take the absolute as an
(genitive, not accusative case) objEétThese participles that find themselves in the
construct state will tend to be from verbs thahgignot so much direct (even physical)

,S0 bedeutet alspre’ajw eher ,seine Firchtenden’ als ,die ihn FlurchtendBig
grammatikalischen Formen lassen die Frage—mit Ausieader 1. Person des Singulars—an
sich offen. Es soll auch nicht behauptet werdess @aBj°re’ajw in keiner Weise ,die ihn
Furchtenden’ bedeutet. Eine soch strikte Entscimgidviire unsachlich, eben weil die hebréische
Sprache nicht unterscheidet. Es kann sich alsdauwm handeln, dass die Suffixe in den
vorliegenden Fallen eher einem Possessivprononséchgbmmen. Mit demselben Kdrnchen
Salz ist die obige Behauptung zu nehmen, dass JH\VdiEr Verbindungiré JHWH einem
genetivus possessivus, im sittlichi&e’ JHWH (' %lohim) hingegen einem genetivus objectivus
gleichkomme.” Anson F. Rainey (Professor Emeritudraient Near Eastern Cultures and
Semitic Linguistics at Tel Aviv University) gracisly spent a few minutes with me at the 2008
SBL meeting (Nov. 23, Boston, MA) discussing thiestion. In Dr. Rainey’s view, these plural
forms in the Psalms are substantives (i.e., “tressdaaring” is taken as a unit) but are
nevertheless employed in genitive-objective refetiops with God/LORD. They function much
the same as» indicative verbs that have God/LORD as object.

#0see Van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze, 1999, Set, ‘Byntactic-Semantic
Relationships in Construct Relationships,” and 88c¢4, “Adjectives used as Substantives.”

' Waltke, 2007, 614.

2| DLS search gives 1177 instances (of all verbghefparticiple” in the construct state.
The true count is probably higher, as LDLS desiggaatany participle-looking and functioning
words as adjectives. This is especially trugof LDLS designates every one of the 29 construct-
state instances afr as adjectives. (BDB, on the other hand, lists robgtem under theerbx-,
and assigns them the meaning “fear, reverence rtipno
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action, but more of an abstract quality, emotiarfeeling?® Object taking participles
that depict more direct action tend to avoid thestauct state and simply add accusative
objects. But any participle can take the constifuttie writer’s intention is to show
possession.

The unusual (and rare) subclass of stative verdiscdn exhibit both adjectival
(stative) and patrticipial (fientive) characteristibowever, present the exegete with some
special challenges—especially in view of he ideaitgpelling in several forms of the
participle and adjective. A closer look at severfahese verbs may be helpful at this
point. The construct-state stative verbs that anad in the OT that stress more of a truly
stative quality will occasionally be found to operadjectivally—and the lexica will
sometimes designate these cases as adjectivese@ther hand, those that depict action
will usually take objects of the action. Theseigtaterbs that are “fientive” more than
likely use the patrticiple. But this over-generasizehat actually occurs with these stative
verbs. Each is unique—but, as will now be seentghdency (as they occur in the
construct state) is that they take objects. Thelpro of common spelling between
participle and adjective actually turns out to breast a non-factor—except wittn®
where it is a significant problem. Several of theige/fientive stative verbs will now be
briefly analyzed in order to shed some light on wnderstanding af?” (note: the
searches related to these several stative verlesfaeparticiples and adjectivesthe
construct state

722: LDLS search results register only three partagpt* Two of these, 1 Sam
2:30 and Lam 1:8 take objects and, being in the €a@not be confused with the
associated adjectives—of which there are only fileese five are clearly used
adjectivally, so even though Ezek 3:5 and 6 areanfplook just like participles,
the syntax/context plainly employs them as adjestiv

X7m: no results were displayed for participles. Thadgctives were found—alll
three operating adjectivally. Two of these are féne; one (Jer 6:11) is m/s and

#3Exod 18:21a is a good example of this: “You shaltu look for able men among all
the people, men who fear God, are trustworthy,taatd dishonest gain.” “Fear” and “hate”
appear to be in parallel in this way: “You shoulksbdook (from all the people) [first] for able
men who fear God, [and second] for trustworthy mo hate dishonest gain.” Both “fearkt’)
and “hate” (i) are in the construct state. The former obviotskes “God” as its object while
“hate” takes “dishonest gain” as object. (Note hgiw takes the first letter holem characteristic of
most participles. There is apparently sufficierttacin hating to warrant the holem than there is
in fearing [which remains with the stative spelling

4 DLS was used for the several verbs being studéd.ISearches were made for
“participles” and “adjectives” only in the consttistate.
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could be taken as a participle, although it idyastear that it operates adjectivally
@ X1 “the very aged” or, literally, “full years'J>

2nX: There are 29 participles but no adjectives (gacige corresponding X
does not exisf>® It can be argued that all 29 take objects (thisjsecially obvious
in Deut 5:10; 7:9; Prov 8:17, 21; and Dan 9:4)—eaisk implicitly; but even though
most lexica deem these to be particigféshe English translations often translate
them as nouns in a genitive-possessive relation$hig result is “those who love
you” becomes “your friends” or “your lovers.” Butdse do not technically reflect a
possessive (i.e., ownership) situation—for “friehasd “lovers” are not really
owned®®In any case, it is at least implicitly understdbét the affection of the
“friends” and “lovers” has as its object the per®)mn the absolute state.

X1: there are no adjectives that correspond closélyXw; but 41 participles are
listed”*® Even though this verb armix are stative verbs (with the gamets/tsere
vowels pattern), in the participle they take théehdtsere pattern (when in the Qal)
characteristic of non-stative verbs. So, distinigg between participle and
adjective—if there were adjectives—would be no peob All 41 participles oR1
take objects. While the English versions routirtedyslate these participles as
(“your” or “his”) “enemies,” this in no way diminiges the idea of hatred of the
person, thing, or community (or even God—see D&t 510 [x2]; 32:41; 33:11;

2 Sam 19:6 [7]; 22:18, 41; Ps 21:8 [9]; 139:21) ittnat is in the absolute state. The
participle, for example, in Lev 26:17@9 Xiw—which literally means “the haters
of you (pl.),” or better, “those who hate you (gl.)

Several things can be learned from the above examifiist, spelling commonality
between participle and adjective is not necessargyoblem; second, the context of each
passage typically shows whether an adjective @rticiple is present; third, the emotion
words2X andXw are mainly understood to be verbal (for in marsesahey clearly

take objects). In those cases that are typicallydiated (in the English versions) as
genitive-possessives (“your friend/lover,” “youregny”), the idea of possession is not as
direct as with something owned (e.g., “the kingsde”)—but more speaks of those who

% There are elevexbn non-construct-state participles—and they contiougave the
stative spelling (see e.g., Ps 144:13; Isa 6:2&1ler 23:24).

2% According to BDB, DBLSD, ESL, and TWOT.

#7TDBLSD is an exception.

8 These “friends” and “lovers” cases are close to+rmi exactly like—the “possessor”
relationships within the family (“the son of the mja‘the father of the son”). see Van der Merwe,
Naudé, and Kroeze, 1999, sec. 25.4 (their “kinskigfionship—possessor” category).

*9There is the adjectivesy (“disdained” DBLSD), but the yod makes it easily
distinguishable.
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are simply within one’s domain. Even if the geretipossessive was intended by the
writers, the fact remains that there is an emoéiotien going on with the absolute-state
person(s) as its object. In other words, what rbasor “your enemies” to be
grammatically employed is that there really is augr out there who hates (at least has
something against) whoever “your” is/are. Using dgkaitive-possessive, of course, can
mean that these emotion terms are used very lgd'yelyr friends” and “your lovers”
(both7°27X) are very different ideas that may or may not haveh to do with the
baseline meaning af1x.?®° One thing is sure, however: whemk or X3 is employed in

a genitive-possessive construct-state relationshgabsolute-state person(syiesfacto
understood to be the object of the emotions pattayhose who love and hate in the OT
are rarely understood as people who love or imageneral Unless an object is at least
implicitly understood in all of the construct-statges of these two emotion words, then
the texts make no senSe.The same lack of sense would be appareftifvas seen to
operate this way. But this is what Becker insistbé the case for the Psalms group that
has been the topic of this section.

The above discussion demonstrates (as does thguaitgbn the grammatical
terminology) that the simple facts that are repmésak by the biblical text can be quickly
clouded over by too much speculation. In tryingésd to the bottom of whether Becker is
correct or not in his designation of these Psalmtances of7* as “verbal-adjectives”
which operate “adjectivally” (as well as his desijan of them as genitive-possessives),
one simply needs to ask, “is there action or ndttRere is, then it is not all about
“possession,” but all about the people who fearthedbject of that fear. A LDLS search
for all non-Psalm& participles/adjectives does indeed show that tiseaetion—and
the situation is probably the same for the Psabtiger than a few cases in which the
object of the fear is unclear, nearly all of thesusbviously portray both a subject who
fears as well as an object of the fear. The resltse search are as follow:

Verbal + explicit object: Gen 32:12; 42:18; Exo@®;: Deut 7:19; 1 Kings 18:3;
18:12; 2 Kings 4:1; 17:32, 33, 34, 41; Job 1:1;|Bct3; 9:2; Jer 26:19; 42:11, 16;
Dan 1:10; Jon 1:9.

#%Being from the samenx linguistic form, one can only tell one from théaet through
consideration of the context.

1t is inevitable that the reader of all of thesastruct-state participles will assume that
the absolute person(s) is the object of the lovieate. If no object were understood, then Lev
26:17h, for example, would be translated, “your haterewiave an emotion of hate toward no
particular object [or toward an unknown object])lwile over you.” But that clearly would not
make sense within the context of the passage.

%2 Almost all of these are designated by LDLS asdiijes; but, as can be seen by the
catalogue of the results, it strongly appears talhmaemost if not all have action and function as
participles. This view agrees with BDB who also erstiand most of these as participles.
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Verbal + implicit object: Deut 20:8; Judg 7:3; 1n$a3:3.
Non-verbal (adjectival use): none.

Construct state verbal + explicit object: Gen 22H20d 18:21; Job 1:8; 2:3; Prov
13:13; 14:2; 31:30; Eccl 7:18; 8:12; Isa 50:10; 14dl6 (x2), 20 (4:25%

Construct state verbal + implicit object: none.
Construct state non-verbal (adjectival use): none.

As can be seen, my perception when viewing thessgggs was that nearly all had an
object of the fear and none of them—whether sinmgaiglural, ¢/s or non-c/s—gave any
indications of a true possessive situation. Aftarsidering the stative verbs briefly
studied above as well &5°, it is clear that there is a very strong tendefiocyhem to

take objects. The main factor that brings me te toinclusion is context. Each text was
submitted to the following question: “how well daég taking of an object fit the
context?” In principle, there were five possibleaers (which | now show below—each
with a sample text [not necessarily using a statend] for clarity):

1. Taking a direct object is impossible: 1 Kingsl®Bmentions the prophets of Baal
and Asherah “who eat at Jezabel's Tabhk!i{x 177 *55%). Needless to say, the
prophets are not eating Jezabel or her table nbauisense, they belong to the table.
To be more precise, the table represents the dhaips close to Jezabel, and the
Baal and Asherah prophets are a part of that gf@bpt might be called a
construct partative relationshifff’

2. Taking a direct object is possible, but unlikgben 13:8: “Then Abram said to
Lot, ‘Let there be no strife between you and mel laetween your herderg £)
and my herdersi"); for we are kindred.” The text is clearly refig to the
shepherdswned byAbraham and Lot (or at least under their authrity? can
pass action to an object (see 2 Sam 5:2); but mX3e8, an object is not taken—
otherwise they would have been herding AbrahamLanda very unlikely

situation [see also 1 Kings 10:28 where the “tratldo not trade “the king” but are
traders of (owned by) the king]).

3. Itis a toss-up between taking an object andalahg an object: Moses says to
the Israelites in Deut 1:16, “I charged your jud@Eshaw) at that time: ‘give the
members of your community a fair hearing ...."” “Ygudges” could mean those

253 | would put all Psalms cases of participles/adjestin this category (except Psalms
112:1 which | would put in the “Verbal + explicibct” category [it is not in the construct
state]).

264 5ee Van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze, 1999, §et.32
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judging the Israelites (object of action) or thdges possessed by them (or even
both).

4. Taking an object is likely: in 2 Sam 19:5, 6 T% Joab bitterly complains to
David (NASB): “Today you have covered with shame fifices of all your servants
... by loving those who hate yog§&i), and by hating those who love you
(7°27X).” Both these construct uses here could be pdsseSthe haters/lovers
who belong to you), but that would nearly be nossean comparison with
understanding both of these verbal-adjectiveskasgdyou’—i.e., King David—
as the object. The context must be seen in liglibab’s implied message that he
(and others) loved David, but David hated therneinn.

5. Taking an object is certain: Ps 3:21 (22) depactlear case of cause and effect
in the second clause: “and those who hat{] the righteous will be condemned.”
The translation “and those haters possessed hygtiteous will be condemned”
would make no sense in context. On the other htwediact that these “haters” will
be condemned makes perfect sense if this is a @&sthlem hating “the righteous.”

Of the construct-state Psalms passages (empl8yinghat Becker claims are
genitive-possessive, | would put all of them inecatry four—i.e., they most likely take
objects. There are several reasons | believegtss:ifirst, it is common to speak about
fear in terms of an object of the fear, and itrislqably the same here. Second, there
seems to be no virtue in fear unless that feairéxtbd at an appropriate fear object; only
then will an advantage be possible. Because tHenBsapeatedly mention the
advantages of fearing, then it follows that thar fieust have a correct objétt.For
example, 25:14 asserts that “the friendship ofLtbeD is for those who fear him, and he
makes his covenant known to them.” It must be relbezad that fear-of-God in the Bible
is always portrayed as a virtue, and, therefonmaikes sense that it will be rewarded. But
if Ps 25:14 is genitive-possessive, then thesendsnare given to people (owned by God)
who simply are fearful with no particular objecttbéir fear. This leads to the third
reason: it is pointless to talk about “fearersgeneral without the object of their fear
somehow being understood. In very few instancésaisin the OT and NT without some
explicit or (however vague) implicit object. Thejett can be one that makes the fear
justifiable or not. Fear of God (and occasionafiyioman authorities when one has

2% Benefits of fearing God (from Becker's Psalms groare: God’s friendship (25:14);
abundant goodness (31:19 [20]); God’s attentionl@3 the angel of the LORD encamps around
God fearers (34:7 [8]); they are delivered and hageod heritage (61:5 [6]); they have no want
(34:9 [10]); they are out of bowshot (60:4 [6])sdion (85:9 [10]); great steadfast love
(103:11); God’s compassion (103:13); God'’s steddfa® and his righteousness (103:17); food
(111:5); God fulfills their desires and hears tleeir and saves them (145:19); God takes pleasure
in those who fear him (147:11).
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sinned) is good; conversely, most other fears arggyed in a bad light. But especially
when it comes to God’s people, objectless feapigiriue at all. This is why a genitive-
possessive rendering of all of these passages Vbeutt strange; objectless fear would
be encouraged and rewarded. If Becker is righty #&103:11 (for example) should be
translated like this: “For as the heavens are hilgbve the earth, so great is his steadfast
love toward God’s fearful peoplé® Such a translation would provoke questions lie “i
this is not fear-of-God, then what are they feaof®” and “does objectless fearfulness
define God’s people?” or a comment like, “I thou@ud’'s people should not be fearful,
but ‘bold and courageous’™! Fourth, it makes perfnse that these texts are talking
about the virtue that is mentioned so frequentigulghout the OT—i.e., the fear of God.
Especially when one considers that those who ddeaotGod are condemned and
punished, it makes perfect sense in these Psaktssthat the verbal-adjectives are
indeed verbal (i.e., participles of the v&ty) and take God as object. These passages
portray a predictable deed/consequence relationsthigt is, those who fear God will be
rewarded. Objectless fearing, however, is nothiespdving of reward®’

Action is very important in understanding h8w is used. Becker’'s whole triad in
this section relies on the belief that these Ps#dxits that use m/p verbal-adjectives are
operating totally adjectivally—i.e., without anynki of action. Buk™ very often is
fientive and transitive (in its strange sort of walhere is no reason, for example, to
believe that the imperative has an object and émggiple does not in Ps 34:9 (10): “O
fear the IORD, you his holy ones, for those who fear him havevaat.” The Psalmist is
simply commanding the people to fear YHWH becausegiso is virtuous and will
bring reward. There is no virtue and no rewardgddund in fear itself; therefore, the
rewards mentioned in these Psalms are sufficiasioreto believe that fear action is
being depicted—with God as object—and as a rethdtuses ok’ here are not
adjectival, but participial. Because the contexstsongly suggests transitive action in
these Psalms, Becker’s designation of them astadjers surely incorrect. If so, then
Becker’s triad which depends so heavily upon tha afibelongingness (to God) and
ownership (by God) falls ap&ft® This particular group of Psalms does not supyart t

%0 But this is not at all how the text is usuallynstated. For example, the following
versions clearly depict God as the object of tlae: f@8B/NASB/NIV/NKJV/NRSV: “those who
fear him”; NCV: “those who respect him”; KJV: “thetiat fear him”; LB: die, so ihn flrchtef)
LXX: Tovs doBovpévovs avtov; Vg: timentes seAllen, 1983, 17, translates as “those who
revere him,” but Gunkel, 1968, 441—over-translaiimgccordance with his evolution-of-the-cult
understanding—omits any sense of fear and feacbhjgh: ,Sondern so hoch der Himmel tGber
der Erde, so hoch ist seine Huld Uber seinen Fronime

%7|n the NT objectless fear is subject to punishniseé Rev 21:8).

8 |f Becker is right and “those who fear YHWH” medbglongingness to the
community,” then it would seem that all other mgghal-adjectives in construct with God could
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form-critical notion that the Psalmists used fekod as code for the belonging
community; rather, fearing God is simply shown &dvirtue worth practicing—for
doing so will bring great reward.

In summary, Becker’s interpretation of these Psdkastexts is simply wrontf’
Yes, they do refer to God’s covenant community,feat-of-God here is not the covenant
community itself; rather, it is a virtue that thevenant community should practice. In
consideration of the sovereignty of God, the simésk of people, and the expectation of
judgment that lingers in the background of thesdRs, fear-of-God means just what it
literally says—i.e., fear. Each of these uses0fshows their own peculiar kind of
“quasi-fientive” action and takes YHWH or Elohinr (tim” or “you”) as the object of
the action. Because of this action they are useoklly and should be designated as
participles, not adjectives. As participles, theyrbt indicate some remarkable shift in
“idea-type” (especially to something as abstradielengingness to the YHWH cult
community); rather, the participle is simply theguistic form of a verb used when one
says something about a group (e.g., “blessed arthat has a certain quality or action
(... those who fear God”). In this case, the qualityibn of the group is that they fear
God. That is, God is the object of the fear. Thieaw the Septuagint takes every one of
these Psalms; the participle is used and God islijext of the participle in every case.
Likewise, the Vulgate uses participles and Godtsav?’° Both the LXX and the Vg put
“Lord” and “God” (or “him” or “you”) each time inieaccusativecase. Finally, the
English versions that were consulted also depic &othe grammatical object of these
fear texts’* The evidence then shows that fear-of-God in tfRssgms—or any other
Psalms for that matter—should not be taken as mgaamething akin to belongingness
to the YHWH community. The grammatical and contaektaestimony of these Psalms
show thatX?” + YHWH/Elohim has not evolved into something abstrand far from the
literal meaning of fear, but is in reality stillnyeclose to its fear-feeling roots.

have this meaning also. See, for example, Ps 22D “those seeking him”), Ps 145:18 (“those
calling him”), and Ps 145:20 (“those loving himRjaking these three texts genitive-possessive
would wreck their clear contexts which show thaihdahese actions with God as the object are
virtuous and worthy of reward.

9 5ee FN 235 above for list of these texts.

2%1n the Vulgate, Psalm 66:16 (Vg 65:16) uses fH@@rson plural present active
indicative verb fimetig instead of the participle. Ps 119:74 (Vg 118:7€ds the "3 person plural
present active indicative verbien). In Pss 119:79 (Vg 118:79) and 147:11 (Vg 146:1ii9
Vulgate translates the MT using tH& Berson plural present active indicative verb;that
Vulgate’s translation of the LXX uses the patrtieiiimente$. In every case, however, “Lord” or
“God” (or “him” or “you”) is in theaccusative case

#"t Consulted were the NASB, NIV, KJV, NKJV, and thRSV.
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Becker’'s Wisdom Literary Form

The biblical wisdom books, says Becker, contairctesively” the ,sittlichée"
(“moral” or “ethical”) idea of fear-of-God’® The idea is also seen here and there
elsewhere in the OT, and is characteristic of tdazod texts produced by the Elohist.
Fear-of-God in these cases indicatgsiliche Haltung® (“moral attitude”); in other
words, fear-of-God is the knowledge of what oneusthalo before God, and the
willingness to do it. According to Becker, thitlicheidea evolved from the numinous
idea and actually runs on through the intertestaah@pocryphal books, the NT, and can
even be seen in our present use of fear-of-GodtHaue is no record—in the Bible or
elsewhere—remaining of the development it§€liThere are, so to speak, no “missing
links.” In my opinion, this is so because there Wi#le or no evolution to begin with; it is
true that semantic elasticity in fear-of-God isrsbeth early and late, but there is no
linguistic or contextual evidence that comes chkosguggesting that fear-of-God evolved
completely away from its fear-feeling root meaninip a designation for a righteous
attitude. The problem is that Becker perceives\amugion in meaning between the
typically older narratives that depict fear-of-Goefore some kind of epiphany, and
typically late narrative, poetic, wisdom, and prept Scripture that repeatedly mentions
fear-of-God as a virtue. There could be an evafuitiomeaning; but the biblical shift to
speaking of fear-of-God as a virtue in no way reggibne—unless, of course, the
interpreter believes at the start that the fealirfgeshould never be considered as a virtue.
So the biblical shift to speaking about fear agme (as well as the contexts of those
virtue-fear-of-God texts) does not give the intetpr justification for believing that a

"2 Becker, 1965, 210.

23 |bid., 184, 192. About the longevity of tBatlichenidea Becker writes: ,Wahrend dem
kultischen Begriff kaum ein Fortleben im spater@naShgebrauch beschieden war—im
christlichen Raum wurde er durpisteueinverdrangt, und im Judentum war das Anliegen der
alleinigen Verehrung Jahwes nicht mehr dringendstger sittliche Begriff von Dauer gewesen.
Dabei hat die nomistische Pragung des sittlichegriBs keineswegs die Alleinherrschaft erlangt.
Wir finden ihn in den detuerokanonischen BlchemAIE, in den Apokryphen und im NT.
Besondere Erwéahnung verdient die Vg-Fassung deseButobias, in der hdufig und
ausschliesslich der sittliche Begriff vorkommt. 8#s besondere Hervorheben sittlicher
Gottesfurcht hangt mit der sich auch sonst dusserntbralisierenden Tendenz dieser Rezension
zusammen. Die modernen Sprachen kennen unter ddhadsider biblischen, alttestamentlichen
Sprache die Wendungen ,Gottesfurcht’, ,gottesfiigchi sittlicher Bedeutung“ (192, 193). It
just seems strange to me that—given such a racheaige of meaning as Becker asserts—fear-
of-God throughout the many hundreds of years oBibé&e composition process did not develop
a new word altogether (or a new word in which ooela still detect the semantic rootsxof or
dopéw). From start to finish, virtue fear-of-God is repented primarily by~ anddopéw.

Because the feeling of fear is also from startriisfi primarily represented by anddopéw,
then the meanings of the two (virtue fear-of-God &ear feeling before God) cannot be far apart.
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wholesale semantic development has taken placelifthestic forms that Becker
suggests as evidence for an evolution from fearrwral attitude also do not provide
sufficient reason to accept his evolutionary viewsthey are no more semantically
significant than those seen for his “cultic” texdsd, therefore, cannot justify the
semantic evolution that he asserts.

The semantic forms that representsfidicheidea are thesingular construct-state
“verbal-adjective,” the noun, and some uses olveire plus Elohim. The first of these
has already been discussed above (see FN 24@séoshich a great semantic difference
upon number is highly questionable. The third efsth(use of the simple verb) is once
again making much ado about nothing—for the pl&rb\ymost often in the Qal) is
semantically neutral (i.e., it only delivers infaation such as person, gender, number,
aspect, voice; but any significant semantic shifayafrom the basic meaning of the verb
must be indicated by syntax and context). The sg¢the use of the noutk™’) is
noteworthy because instancestsfi” are mostly congregated within the Proverbs.
According to Stahli, out of 45 occurrences 14 arBrioverbs, five in Job—there are
none, however, in Ecclesiastes. But the wisdom salaknot have a total monopoly on
X7 there are eight instances in the Psalms, fivlienemiah, two each in 2 Samuel,
Ezekiel, Jonah, and Nehemiah, and several othestitave one instance apiecé.

The problem with Becker's interpretation of the now™’ is that—generally
speaking—he assumesiétliche meaning (or occasionally a cultic meaning) untbss
context proves otherwise. This is in keeping wité torm-critical tendency to see a more
refined state of the religion reflected in the tagarts of the OT. But this is opposite to
the way things should be; as long as these textshesplain noun for “fear,” then they
should be interpreted close to that meaning urhessontext clearly shows that some
other meaning is intended. Then as today, a wardllyshas one general root meaning
that a person first perceives when hearing or rgptifiat word; but other factors provided
in addition to the woratan then prompt one to perhaps understand anotening. With
X7, Becker assumes a meaning far removed from the feas-feeling unless the
context makes it unavoidable. As a result, virtea~of-God cases that are so prevalent
in the wisdom books are easy pickings fordiiliche category—in view of the fact that
they typically do not have immediate context (ottian the word itself) that tells a
reader what is meant by the usem®f’. Outside of Proverbs, however, several uses of
X7"—a few of them virtue-fear-of-God cases—possessgméocal context to force
Becker into designating these as depicting real fea

In Psalm 2, for example, the text in vv. 11 andsags “Serve the LORD with fear,
with trembling kiss his feet, or he will be angayd you will perish in the way; for his

274 stahli, 1971, 766.
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wrath is quickly kindled.” The warning tone (se€l®) of this messianic Psalm makes it
hard to understand mX3” anything other than plain fear. Thus, Becker aatiegs this
case under hisfurcht vor dem Numinosépategory?’> Psalm 90 speaks of the fragility
and brevity of human life brought about by humanasid God'’s judgment of it (“For we
are consumed by your anger; by your wrath we aeevdvelmed” [v. 7]). Because of this
fearful and desperate reality, Moses writes inly.“Who considers the power of your
anger? Your wrath is as great as the fear thatasydu.” Here (as also in Ps 2:11), the
fear is of the virtue-fear-of-God kind—i.e., itsemething that one should do, is desired
by God, and brings a good result. Without the nognitn Psalm 90 of “anger” and
“wrath” (as well as the general distressing depicbf men and women being so
hopelessly mortal), one could easily gnn” asittliche meaning here (e.g., “as great as
therighteous condudhat is due you”); but as Psalm 90 stands, thiglevoot at all fit

the context. Even though the linguistic fornTi®M” in construct with a possessive suffix
is very similar to the several instances in Progdrihich he deems as all havisitfliche
meaning), Becker is obliged by context to deemubis to meapFurchtbarkeit.“?”® Nor
can the real fearfulness before YHWH indicated®y” in Jonah 1:16 be avoided, for
the circumstances of the peril at sea clearly shbassthe sailors were extremely fearful
because of the storm and the circumstances thagbta about (Jonah’s disobedience).
This terror in the face of what seemed to be cedaath found YHWH as object after
they threw Jonah overboard and suddenly realiza&tovtH\WH had not only caused the
storm, but had also stopped it. When Jonah wdsbbtlrd the ship and had confessed
his guilt to the sailors (who were already feathdt the storm might sink the shipy™
1917 IR DwIRT (“then the men were even more afraid”); but orfeedailors threw
Jonah overboard and they realized YHWH was behiall, DX 75772 787 2'0IRT XI™
M (“then the men feared the LORD even more”). Bedas not comment on the
nouns here, but he does say that the verss™() in vv. 10 and 16 indicate “real feaft’*

Most of the other OT fear-of-God cases employiRg” are found in Proverbs and
are all of the virtue-fear-of-God variety in whilitile or noimmediatecontext is found
that would shift the meaning one way or the ofieThere is, however, the truth that
X7 is thebeginningof wisdom (Ps 111:10; Prov 9:10) and knowledgeyPr.7); these
passages could possibly indicate that fear is raba@m emotion or an attitude of the heart

"> Becker, 1965, 284.

7% pid., 49.

2" |bid., 176. Verse 16 is catalogued under the mepdi “The Numinous in the Deeds of
God” (37). For passages that emptay to depict great fear before non-God objects, sag D
2:25; Ps 55:5 (6); Jon 1:10.

278 By “immediate” | mean context contained in theyend four cola verse itself; but
certain theological assumptions that stand beliiadext can certainly move one to interpret
these fear texts one way or the other.
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which is aprerequisitefor godly wisdom and knowleddé’ The meaning aftix1 (Ps
111:10 and Prov 1:7) is not completely clear: BOdHinks it (for these two verses) as
simply “beginning.” BDB also defings?mn of Prov 9:10 as the “beginning” or “the first
principle” of wisdom. Becker understands that whHenJews thought of the idea of the
“beginning” of wisdom or knowledge, they were geaigrnot thinking about time, but
about what was “the best.” This “best” had some paguiding people to wisdom, and
was therefore somewhat antithetical to the fodll§l who despised wisdom. Regarding
this, Becker writes: ,Die Gottesfurcht fuhrt zur 8fgeit, macht geneigt und fahig, die
Weisheit zu erwerben. In diesem Falle te$étseine Entsprechung baz(x der’wil ist
nicht fahig und geneigt, die Weisheit zu erwerlsamdern verachtet sie.“ This more or
less captures the essence of “beginning’—as usttese verses; it indicates something
that allows or actuates godly wisdom and knowle#gar-of-God is the “beginning” in
that it is foundational to wisdom and knowledge isutot wisdom and knowledge
themselves, nor just a “choice part” of th€fhwaltke makes the valid point that the
books preamble (vv. 1-6) and v. 7 are introductorgt do not have the role of defining
what godly wisdom consists of. In other words, 's ot telling the reader what wisdom
or knowledge consists of (i.e., fear-of-God is aocbmponenbf wisdom). The fear-of-
God must come first, but it is not something thanes first in horizontal time which can
then be left behind; rather, this “temporally fiss¢p,” writes Waltke, is on a “vertical
axis on which all else rests. It denotes bothrtiteim and theprincipium What the
alphabet is to reading, notes to reading music,ramderals to mathematics, the fear of
the LORD is to attaining the revealed knowledgéhif book.?®* Whatever fear-of-God
is and however it functions as a “beginning,” oniag is for sure: without it one can
never bewise

If within the idea of wisdom is contained an atfiéuthat is willing to do what is
right (that is, gsittliche Haltung®) then fear-of-God—being the foundation “on which
all else rests"—cannot also be the same thiAg.it were the same thing—and if

219 Job 28:28 implies that fear-of-Gigiwisdom, and Prov 15:33 indicates that fear-of-God
can teach one wisdom.

280 According to Waltke, 2004, 181, the idea that ‘lhemg of” means “the choice part”
“ranks the fear of the LORD as just another wisdeathing and allows that wisdom can be had
apart from it. That notion hardly fits this contewtich is not concerned as yet to state the
specific content of wisdom but to prepare the wayjitt”

%1 |bid.

%2 The Proverbs say that fear-of-Gisch number of things: the beginning of knowledge
(1:7); the hatred of evil (8:13); the beginningm§dom (9:10); a fountain of life (14:27);
instruction in wisdom (15:33); life (19:23). Thestaof these (19:23 “The fear of the LORD is life
indeed”) plainly shows that absolute identity is what is in view here. Prov 19:23 reminds one
of Deut 30:20 where Moses implores the Israelidste and obey the LORD, “for He is your
life and the length of your days” (NKJV). Needléssay, human life and longevity are not
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Becker’s idea were to be accepted—then, for exaniptey 9:10 could read “a moral
attitude is the beginning of a moral attitude.” Budt is obviously not what the writer is
trying to say here. There is clearly in the Prosgids well as elsewhere) the
understanding that fear-of-God is something thasea other things. If fear-of-God is the
cause that brings about effects of prolonged Ri@y 10:27), strong confidence (14:26),
the avoidance of snares in life (14:27), the avaigeof evil (16:6), resting secure and
suffering no harm (19:23), riches, honor, and (#2:4), and praise (31:30), then fear-of-
God and these effects cannot be ontologically idakt-for a cause muste something
different than its effect. That fear-of-God is waoitologically the same as either an
attitude predisposed to doing good works or thedgeorks themselves is strongly
suggested by Prov 16:87: 70 M1 X721 112 722 7R 7012 (“By loyalty and
faithfulness iniquity is atoned for, and by therfe&the LORD one avoids evil”). The two
halves of the proverb are set in parallel, bothrgathat something good comes out of a
certain orientation of the heart (the “loyalty” afidithfulness” of the first colon is most
likely not that of God, but of men and women). BesmaBecker has so closely identified
fear-of-God in the Proverbs with a “moral attitidee has created in this verse the
awkward situation of the second half (“one avoid$esaying something that is patently
obvious—i.e., “and by a moral attitude one avordmoral action.” That self-evident fact
is probably not what the author had in mind heegé&t around this, Becker tries to get
some of thesittliche quality out of the effect of fear-of-God, i.e.,taf ¥ 70 (lit. “to

turn from evil”). He does this by suggesting thab 710 means “the general avoidance
of evil’—that is, to “turn from evil” means that f@ escapes disastefeftgeht man

dem Unheil9.?®® Because the iniquity atonement in the first vérai is essentially the
escaping of disaster, this then permits7a>° andv 2 70 to be in synonymous parallel.
With this, the meaning of 16:6 in essence becofiagerson who practices loyalty and

identical with God. But they are absolutely depenidgon him. Similar hyperbole is seen in
Deut 32:47 where Moses asserts that the “word’, the law) “is your life” (NKJV—in both of
these texts this version translates the Hebrevaliyeand accurately). Once again, the law is not
life itself, but one’s success in life and quabtife is dependent upon whether or not one
follows the law. The identification of fear-of-Gaahd various phenomena mentioned in the
above-listed Proverbs passages operate in a sivalgri.e., they are not trying to teach
ontological identity, but rather that there is sdkimal of critical relationshipbetween them. Fear-
of-Godis not knowledge, hatred of evil, wisdom, or lifetlmia feeling/emotion/attitude that
allows all these phenomena to exist in the mostlex and flourishing way. (Clines, 2003, 73-
75, in his study of fear-of-God in Job 28:28 argalesg similar lines. He writes: “[W]hen it is
said that the fear of God ‘is’ wisdom it may notandhat wisdom consists of the fear of God or
that wisdom and the fear of God are the same tlointhat theology is epistemology. It might
mean that to fear God is a very wise thing to dcaet that is full of wisdom, or that the fear of
God arises from wisdom” [75].)

% Becker, 1965, 227.
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faithfulness will escape disaster; a person whoahaoral attitude will escape disaster.”
But all this is simply over-interpretation of a telkat is otherwise quite clear. | would say
that the main parallel emphasis is not betweemtitty is atoned for” and “one avoids
evil”; rather, it is between loyalty/faithfulnesadfear-of-God which are both phenomena
of the heart/mind that—when practiced—bring abogbad outcome.

Perhaps the starkest example of fear-of-God besieg to bring about something
good is found in Exod 20:20. Here, Moses saysddgshaelites who were quaking in
terror at the base of the mountain: “Do not beidfrf@r God has come only to test you
and to put the fear of him upon you so that youndisin.” As has already been said
above (see p. 88), it is very likely—given the @xttof the entire pericope—that God
was using the fear feeling (with him and his awesa®eds as objects of the fear) to
harshly drive the people away from sin. The context Exodus through Deuteronomy
shows that when the pressure was off and the pesa@M@areness of the danger of God’s
wrath was far from their minds, they often wenhtigack to their old ways. This is why
God laments, “If only they had such a mind as tlmigear me and to keep all my
commandments always, so that it might go well whigem and with their children
forever!” (Deut 5:29) In both Prov 16:6 and ExodZ) the avoidance of sin is the good
result that fear-of-God brings about. It is unlikeherefore, that the cause is more or less
the same as the result.sitliche Haltungis the desired result, but real fear (most likely
all servile fear in Exod 20:20) is the cause whidngs it about*

The in-verse context of Prov 16:6, however, doddeibthe reader what kind of
fear is meant byX7". But given the content of the previous two verseg could almost
imagine vv. 4-6 being a wisdom teaching that camomfobserving the Sinai events just
mentioned!

16:4 The LORD has made everything for its purpesen the wicked for the day
of trouble. 16:5 All those who are arrogant arebamination to the LORD; be
assured, they will not go unpunished. 16:6 By lgyahd faithfulness iniquity is
atoned for, and by the fear of the LORD one avewmlb

When this context of God’s sovereignty (v. 4) ammtl@ judgment (v. 5) is taken into
account, then the reader can better imagine tleethhel fear-feeling might play in
dissuading one from evil. This is why the wise sag: “My child, fear the LORD and

234 Becker nevertheless defines the fear of Exod 28<2&ittlicheidea. He justifies this by
pointing out Moses’ command “do not fear” which @sjust before. | do not think this reason
suffices. A father who has a highly rebellious 8g1o is constantly in trouble might very well in
the punishment process invoke in the son a feegfidonse that is too much. While employing
some mild fear-of-punishment in order to keep thg'$behavior within tolerable limits, the
father might say “do not be afraid” if the punishthbas had its intended effect. This is what
happens in Exod 20:20 once God has “gotten thegnton.”
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the king, and do not disobey either of them; f@adter comes from them suddenly, and
who knows the ruin that both can bring?” (Prov 24 22¥%°

Conclusion on Becker

Because Becker’s fear-of-God investigation givesftim-critical assumptions
behind each literary form such interpretationalghei fear-of-God views that might
better fit in with orthodox Christian doctrine am®stly overlooked. This detracts greatly
from what could have otherwise been—qgiven the estinaeinature of the work—an
extremely valuable contribution to seminary andrchuButGottesfurcht im Alten
Testamenhas as its foundation the historical-critical asption that the idea of God first
flowed out of human fear, and then (at least, $oael) a highly developed cult resulted
from that fear. Becker’s use of Otto’s “numinousgtegory strongly suggests that Becker
assumes the critical foundational tenets of religibeginnings—i.e., that humans came
first, then “God” appeared later as a result of hu#ngst With this foundation, Becker
uses the form-critical method of identifying liteydorm with linguistic form in order to
determine the meaning of fear-of-God. This metlinaayever, is top-down and rigid. In
any given fear-of-God text, the meaning is geng@isumed to be what the literary form
says it should mean. But despite Becker’s openppgal to,jeweiligen Kontext,“not
much of it that comes from the Bible text itseltidnrom an orthodox understanding of
the text is considered® Unless a text contains overpowering contextual@vie
otherwise, Becker assumes a meaning that is apatepo the form-critical assumptions
behind the literary form. The reader, thereforés genaturalistic view of fear-of-God, not
a theological view.

Because of the length of my treatment of Becksha@t summary on my thoughts
in regards to his is probably in order: Becker'segary of “numinous” fear highlights
many cases of people who really did fear before @ad occasionally, before weather,
people, etc.). But because Becker admits thatribenfnous” is a “recognized history-of-
religion and psychology-of-religion termind&*—which falls right in line with Otto’s
thinking—I do not believe that the feelings and #ovts that Becker perceives to be in

25The NRSV translation here follows the LXX: but tiestt of the MT in v. 21 makes it
possible that v. 22 is not referring to the LORDte king. The MT of v. 21 isua mm x>
22vnnox ooy 7om) (lit. “fear the LORD and the king; with those wbbange [Qal participle of
7] do not associate” [Hithpiel imperfect ofy]. See Owens, 2001, 588). Waltke, 2005, 287,
suggests that this means (v. 21b) that one shauldat involved with “[intriguing] officials” (his
brackets) who “seek to grab power and advance tigesthrough intrigue, not by subordination
to legitimate authority.” Nevertheless Waltke bedis that v. 22 refers to what the LORD and the
king can do, not what intriguing men can do.

286 5ee Becker, 196%,0orwort

*7pid., 19.
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the numinous reflect accurately the feelings andtems that one has in a real
relationship with the true God who made humansiam¢hom humans “live and move
and have their being®

Regarding Becker’s discussion of the Deuteronomisgérary form, he considers
most of the virtue-fear-of-God cases but does lithy to explain why they (nearly) all
deserve the meaning of “loyalty” (or something $amito the cult. His only real
justification why this is so has to do with liteygrarallelism: not a few of the virtue-fear-
of-God cases here are set in parallel with a nurabether virtues (that more or less
indicate cult loyalty)—and Becker claims that thpaeallels arsynonymousBut after
looking at these cases as well as considering $@asies of parallelism, | see no reason
why these parallels must be synonymous; they cstragieasily be—from a strictly
literary standpoint—antithetical or any one of wanbbst of other parallel relationships.
The problem of excessive semantic over-inflati@oarises if these parallels are taken to
be synonymous—for fear-of-God then comes to meargXample, to serve, to hear, to
not forsake, to not forget, to heed, to not reteefpllow, to swear, and to love (to name
just a few—see pp. 80-84, 90). But ¢&m reasonably be understood to stand for all
these? And yet, even though the very word for *feaused, Becker says that fear is
“almost totally lost” in these Deuteronomistic ce&€ But how can he know thathe
biblical text never says that this is, ®nd scattered between this virtue-fear-of-God
passages in Deut-2 Kings are texts that clearlyxoséo depict real fear; so one cannot
say that there has been a one way evolution in mga+for X7° throughout the OT (and
dopéw throughout the OT as well as the NT) remains arethin the meaning of the fear
feeling/emotion. The problem is that the Deuterorstimliterary form is understood—
according to form-critical dogma—to reflect an adlead state of the cult and its idea of
God. So despite much “big picture” contextual emcke (especially having to do with
human sinfulness and God'’s judgment) that stillifies real fear in the many cases of
virtue-fear-of-God, Becker simply presses intogbeantics ok7” what is required by
the assumptions that are behind his method.

In the section on the Psalms’ literary form, Beckgain pressures all fear-of-God
texts—unless local context obviously shows otheswito mean something related to the
worship of YHWH in the advanced cult. He makes matthe fact that the Psalms in
many cases employ the “verbal-adjectiveRof, and believes that the advanced meaning
and the unusual form go hand in hand. But | arghatlithe verbal-adjective is nothing
but a form that one can confidently expect in aag-narrative literature (including in
song lyrics and poetry) that simply says somethingut certain people or groups of

28 Acts 17:28
289 Becker, 1965, 75.
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people. That is, the Psalms are much about peogeaps of peoplesho have this or
that quality (e.g., “Happy am@l who take refugen him” [my emphasis] Ps 2:12b). The
verbal-adjective form, therefore, finds many oppoities for use simply because the text
is so often referring to others; it has nothingléowith signaling a significant semantic
shift. Becker also points out the fact that thesdoal-adjectives are in tlo®nstruct state
and they therefore indicate a state of possess$imat. is, when the Psalms speak about
people who fear God, they are really referringg@arérs (no particular object of fear) who
are possessed by God. In response | can only agythile this is grammatically
permissible, this rendering (for both singular ahdal verbal-adjective casesf’) is
awkward and highly improbable. The Septuagint &ed\fulgate in every case have
“God” in the accusative case (i.e., God is the abpé the fear) and no English version
that | know of translates according to Becker’'swie

In regard to the wisdom literary form of Beckefst | discuss last, my main
disagreement with higittliche* (“moral/ethical”) idea-type is simply that it oveoks
the large-scale contextual tone of God’s sovergjgniman absolute contingency, human
propensity to sin, and the threat of punishmemwinffiGod) that reverberates throughout
the OT wisdom books. And if fear-of-God is the “begng” of wisdom, how can it be (if
Becker is right) a “moral attitude” which is argipthe same as wisdom? On the other
hand, if fear is understood as an unpleasant fpéhiat goads a person toward wanting to
do what is right (in the eyes of God), then one loatter see how fear-of-God can be
wisdom’s “beginning.” Becker’s claim that the unaliy high number of nounsi§7) in
the Proverbs indicates a semantic developmenhce again, making too much out of a
run-of-the-mill form. “Fear” (the noun) simply dgsiates thesubstancehat is involved
when one “fears” (the verb). There is no more sdialifference between noun and verb
than that found, for example, with “rain” and “@m.” Yes, the former names the
substance and the latter names the action in wheekubstance is employed; anything of
semantic significance beyond that, however, mustecsom some other source (like
context and syntax).

In closing this lengthy section on Becker, sevbrglpicture and common sense
items that Becker, in varying degrees, overlooksikhbe mentioned: first, the fact that
the word “fear” §7°/dbopéw) is used means that the exegete’s first understgrad the
term should be just that. Second, large-scale gbofeen shows that there is much to
fear: human frailty, mortality, and sinfulnessyvesl as God’s omnipotence, anger, and
judgment are often very much a part of the confelxird, fear-of-God is never said in the
OT or the NT to be a bad thing (nowhere in the 8itibes God [or Jesus] ever say “do
not fearme’); but the lack of fear-of-God ialwaysportrayed in a negative light. Because
of this, the exegete should be hesitant to emptybfear-of-God the very element that is
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never condemned, but only taught to be somethiog gond beneficial. Finally, even
when Becker does designate this or that fear-of-@adas signifying a “numinous”
meaning, what are theologians and people in thechito do with an idea that assumes
that God is all a projection of the mifd?The main problem with Becker's results is
that—at the most meaningful level—he has nothinggtpto theologians who areally
theologians—i.e., those who study about the true @loom they really believe to exist
apart fromtheir own existence. Thinking that God is contimgegpon men and not the
other way around forms much of the base of forrtieati thinking; it is also central to the
idea of Otto’s,das Heilige,” and,das Numinose.“Becker does not at all wrestle with
this problem, but simply incorporates Otto’s teralogy and understanding about the
“numinous” into his own work. With this as a flawgmindation upon which Becker
builds his work, the results from his lengthy invgation of OT fear-of-God are bound to
be inaccurate.

Karl Barth

Karl Barth said about fear-of-God:

A wrong kind of fear, not to be confused with tight fear of the Lord, abounds
around us. It would be better to call it anxietye Afe afraid of bad and dangerous
people, afraid of spooks, afraid of death, afrdithe atom bomb, afraid of the
Russians, and especially afraid of ourselves! Bezawe do not know how to go
out and to come in and refuse to admit it! All tfear, this anxiety, is not the
beginning, but the end of wisdom. Such fears haiking, really nothing in
common with the fear of the Lord. They have nothimgo with God, the true God,
but only with little, apparent lords. In the fadeatl these fears we may and we
must cling to the word of the gospel not to be angi Wisdom stemming from the
fear of the Lord is the end of all these fears.

Barth goes on to criticize the idea that people &ad because of his power and his
justice:

We are afraid of God because he is so great anktynignd we are so small and

weak. We are afraid that he will accuse us likeersized giant prosecutor, and

that he will judge us like some sky-scraping clustice. We may also be afraid of

God because he might send us forever to hell arideof our days. All such fear
has nothing in common with the fear of the Lord.

This shows what Barth thinks fear-of-God is nohas little to do with the fear-feeling.
What fear-of-God is, on the other hand, realizationof God’s love, mercy, and grace.
“It is nothing short of a discovery when a manudgdenly confronted with this reality. It

Y This is not an unfair exaggeration. Otto positsi@othe mind (see the section on Otto
above) and Becker writes nothing that disagreds that view. (The blending of God with
subjective feeling is seen right away in Beckeailslé of contents: his chapter three title includes
»Gottesfurcht als Furcht vor dem Numinoseiiis second division of chapter three is entitled:
»Furcht und Jubel—das Numinose als fascinosym.”
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is not unlike the experience of Columbus who, sgithut for India, suddenly hit upon the
continent of America?*

Samuel Terrien

Terrien (also writing about the time of Becker) ydes a rare and refreshing
description of fear-of-God in a lengthy dictionanyicle—rare and refreshing in that he
takes the Bible literature at face value and tloeesfinds that fear-of-God contains a fair
amount of fear. The origin of much of this fear kaslo with the fact that “the whole
tradition is embedded in the theological concedsadel’s inability or unwillingness to
fulfill her mission.””®* So there is a fear-of-God that repels—for fegoufishment; but
there is a fear-of-God that attracts—for it is embin the love and worship of God. The
problem, writes Terrien, is that western minds canmderstand how both can co-exist:

The OT repeatedly associates the emotion of felr tve complex of faith, trust,
love, and communion; and it is perhaps at thistunecthat the biblical mode of
thinking is most startling to the modern WestermahniFor the ancient Hebrew, a
member of the holy people, covenanted with a holy fgr a unique purpose in
history, there is no paradox in the liturgical coamd, “Serve Yahweh with fear,
and rejoice with trembling!” (Ps 2:1%¥

Westerns (I assume here that Terrien is referrapg@ally to western theologians) tend
to disdain any idea of fear (of anything). But etleough fear-of-God does become
somewhat of a designation for the religion of I§raerrien nevertheless warns:

It would be a grave error, however, to soften tleaning of the expression and to
ignore its central element ofysterium tremendumlthough many commentators
and historians have fallen into this error during past hundreds years, the fear of
the Lord is not merely to be equated with revergpeay, or religion because it is
impossible today to revaluate and again chargesttegms with their ancient—but
now largely lost—connotation of awesomeness. titus that biblical religion is
summed up in the law to love God absolutely andusikeely (Deut 6:4, 5), but this
love, precisely because it is absolute and exadysmposes upon man a demand
which is never devoid of fearful dimensicfs.

Even Terrien does not avoid Ottonian terms; buddes so with the following caution:

The concept of the “numinous” is to be seriouslgldied whenever it is applied to
Hebrew modes of theological thinking, for the Gddisoael, from the time of
Moses, at least, is not an impersonal ‘numen’ pgraonal Being who intervenes
in the affairs of men and whose self-disclosundtisnately a gracious uncovering
of active will, saving intent, and creative purpose

This is a valuable disclaimer, and one that ispttohately, not heard more often. But
after reading one of Terrien’s later works in whihchampions womanhood and

291 Barth, 2006, 438.
22 Terrien, 1962, 258.
293 |pid.

294 |pid.
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women'’s rights through pointing out the “numinouggiality of menstruation and
sexuality, | do not think that Terrien in his fe#rGod article gives his disclaimer for
theological reasons; rather, he is only alludinghfact that Otto’s “numinous” concept
differs from what the biblicditerature says?®” In other words, Israel recorded a story
about a personal God who worked wonders in thedistnand fear before God is a
legitimate part of that story—>but this is just gtery that came down to us. One must
keep in mind when reading the OT that Otto’s petioepf God and the Jewish
assertions about God are very different. But aadarvhat really happened in Israelite
history and before, that is a different matter imat Otto’s views have a rightful place.
From a historical standpoint, the Jewish religitaaglers who composed much of the OT
paid the high price of disallowing much of what vedisiuminous value in and before
their day in order to build their androcentric &t

#>Terrien, 1982, 99, 100.

2% Terrien (Ibid., 99) says that the exilic priestsl alisciples of Ezekiel “codified and
promulgated a number of folkloric practices, sorhevloich were ancient, and imposed them
upon nascent Judaism as the official law of theored community. Overreacting to the attraction
of the Canaanite cult of the Mother-Goddess, treetbped a complex system of purity and
impurity which attempted to keep the worshipper¥ afiweh from a pseudo-magical
participation in the powers of sexuality. Hebrewmen, in ancient Yahwism, had enjoyed a
religious status equal to that of men.” Becausthigfoverreaction of the priestly leaders, Terrien
claims that women were excluded from full rightsuit worship, and men were excluded from
appreciating the “numinous” quality of many aspedtteszomanhood—including menstruation:
“Again, the prehistoric mentality, which has petesisin many cultures, had perceived menstrual
blood as a manifestation of the numinous. The déospriesthood, overreacting once more to
the fascination of the pseudo-magical rites rel&etie cult of the Canaanite Mother-Goddess,
assembled in a legal document now known as the GbHeliness a complex program of rituals
of purity and impurity. This program included thismmewhat contradictory prohibitions and
prescriptions related to women during and afteir thenstruation (Lev 15:19-24; 18:19; 20:18).”
(p. 100) This unfortunate disregard for the numsolaracter of women, Terrien further writes,
was passed down into the church age: “In spitb@févolutionary boldness of Jesus and of the
first generation of Christians, when women hadikezkagain the dignity and the privileges of a
true human being in the presence of God, the Chieatiers reverted to the strictures of
postexilic codes, which had by then been sacrabzcithe ‘Law of Moses.” The inability or
unwillingness to view Leviticus in the original @ronment of its literary inception is partly
responsible in Christendom to this day for the nfiede of the numinous character not only of
women but also of the whole realm of sexuality O@LNoteworthy here is Terrien’s assumption
of an evolution of the Israelite cult in which theaw of Moses” was created much later for cult,
political, and—if Terrien is right—androcentric sgas. Implicit in this is the idea that those who
view Leviticus in itsbiblical environment are backwards and contribute to theession of
women. Or, to put it the other way around, one rho#d to a critically-reconstructed history of
Israel in order to have the highest respect andeggiion for women. The only thing | will say in
response is this: painting the OT as mainly a @eaif men only serves to gut the bible of its
authority. A direct result of this is that peoplerdgard the many rights and protections that the
OT doesgive to women, including “love your neighbor asiygelf.” The loss of respect for these
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Whatever the motives are behind Terrien’s qualiiccaof Otto’s terminology, | am
still nevertheless thankful for it. Terrien ends hrticle with this fine observation:

It is thus a grave error to maintain, with many s, that Christianity, as
opposed to Hebraism, has replaced the fear of @alkeblove of God. The NT, as
well as the OT, understands so profoundly the ¢rdgnensions of love and knows
so acutely the awesomeness of the divine preséaté proposes to man no other
prospect than the service of God “with fear anchising” (Phil 2:12)%°’

Horst Balz

For Balz, the obsession wiingst(especially as provoked by Kierkegaard and
Heidegger) has movdeurcht (i.e., fear with an object) almost completely ofithe
picture—and that has been to the detriment of tgd®® Angstis a by-product of
human freedom; in the midst of freedoAmgstrises up as humans realize that what
happens in the future is only whatigssible In other words, they know that neither they
nor their futures are of their own making—they &tally contingent creatures. This
Angstis a warning signal that informs people that roisavell and that something is
terribly lacking. But if humans have fear beforedthen they will have no objectless
fear (Angs) or fear of things in the world. So, fear-of-Gaduitimately not a problem,
but a solutiorf>®

Balz defines fear of God in terms that are closBdoker, and he also understands
that Otto has more or less correctly identifiedfdeding (the “numinous”) that fear-of-
God consists o1 Some ANE texts are mentioned that indicate theat¢é-God flowed
out of primitive human fear of their environmenistbeven though the OT and NT are not
unaffected by this primitive fear, these “mythicNE texts have not much to do with the
biblical fear-of-God texts that depict a human/G@eldtionship that ifsoundednot on
fear, but on trust and faitfi* Israel’s religion is one of trust in their God autter
dependence on him. To the Israelites, God’s love ig—and so was his anger. His
“holy and righteous power” is experienced alsofaglitening power” (schreckende
Macht"). The fear-of-God signifies the “primitive shivieefore the power of God” as
well as compliance to his witf? The NT concept of fear is one of “fright” and “nor’;

protections and the loss of belief in the OT God-wal as the loss of the perceptiontlofeat
from his judgment—is the much greater threat toridpets of women.

2" Terrien, 1962, 259.

*®Balz, 1969, 626, 627.

9 pid., 644.

%% |hid., 630, 637.

%1 pid., 636-639.

%21pid., 630, 631.
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but the purpose—made plain by much of what Chigstdd said—was to relieve people

of not only their fear of punishment, but alsotudit Angst>

In general, Balz seems to come from approximatedysame understanding of fear-
of-God as Becker; but while Becker pays little @atiten to the “numinous ground tone”
that he himself asserts is present in all the dpesl fear-of-God varieties, Balz sees
more value in fear-of-God’s numinous roots becatuisea critical component of faith and
serves to relieve men and women of Angst.

.Furch vor Gott?" So fragen wir am Anfang. Ja, @Gwtt, dem in der Zuwendung
seiner Liebe Ubermé&chtig packenden und in der letekrGegebenheit des Daseins
total fordernden—miuissen wir jetzt antworten. Unsenatige theologische Rede
vom Glauben muss sich die Frage nach der biblisGutesfurcht gefallen lassen.
Unsere Verdindigung kann nur dann von der Angstrdegr-Welt-Seins befreien,
wenn sie das biblische Furchtmotiv in rechter Waisiimmt und neu interpretiert
als eine Qualitat des Glaubens, der dem Zorn undidbe Gottes stets ganz
ausgesetzt ist.

Fear-of-God is honest in that it recognizes bothltive and anger of God—and no true
faith is possible without it; for faith spans tltditasm in the human soul of Angst-filled
uncertainty, and pins its hopes upon that one wadertontingent human beings in the
first place. Faith in this world is exercised inamosphere less than absolute certainty.
Therefore, fear is a reasonable and necessargfparihis is why Balz can write:

Ein Verzicht auf die Rede von der Furcht wirde etbatleerung des
Glaubensbegriffs Uberhaupt gleichkommen; Glaube ¢turcht hatte etwas
Entscheidendes verloren, denn er hatte die konttegerfahrung der totalen
Abhangigkeit von einem Machtigeren und die je #éanspruchung durch einen
fordernden Willen aufgegeben; Glaube ohne Furchéwathusiastische Feier des
eigenen Selbstbewusstseins und damit Ungl&lfbe.

Much more than Becker (and most other modern cortat@s), Balz takes into
consideration the great problem of hunfagstand contingency, as well as the great
biblical truths of God’s power and anger (about Barsin), and concludes that a fearful
feeling before God is justified—and even necesddeydoes not se&ngstFurcht as
something in Christian life that has to be simpbytgn rid of; the question is “what do we
do with fear?” rather than “how do we eliminat€ itfs proposal that men and women
should allow their fear to be focused upon the ogessary being who made all
contingent beings is extremely valuaBi2.

%% pid., 642.

%% Ibid., 643.

3% Despite being a very valuable point, | believi®ibe inconsistent with the critical
scholarly assumptions that he appears to holdt¢eé30). To assert that one must have faith
(which in Balz’s view should contain fear-of-God)the biblical God because faith in him is
really the only possible solution to human contimge mortality, andAngst then the person
asserting that view must really believe in theitgalf the biblical God. But the epistemology that
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H. P. Stahli

Stahli’'s 1971 lexicon article (in THAT) covers #ile linguistic forms ok2°, but
his detailed presentation is mainly a distillataffBecker's work®® In describing the
cases that clearly depict a strong emotional/fgakaction of fear before
something/someone, Stahli employs all the Ottoteams—without “qualification”—
that are used by Becker. Out of “numinous” feag, ¢hltic and moral ideas of fear-of-
God develop, but—agreeing with Becker—throughoi#t development remains a
numinous “ground-tone” that is never completelynitiated®’

Henri Blocher

Blocher—not unlike Balz—argues for the necessitfeaf-of-God in biblical faith.
His article is clearly written from the standpoditfaith and belief in the credibility of the
biblical witness. “The role of fear of the Lord,Idgher says, “in wisdom is intimately
connected with main tenets of Old Testament féitagrees with its anthropology, with
its unified view of the inner man and its concetiorain the heart (cf. Prov 4:23% In
fact, fear-of-God is intimately bound up with theréational monotheism” that lays out
from the beginning the realities of God’s necesaitgd human contingency. Fear-of-God
simply flows out of this reality and is an acknoddement (i.e., knowledge) of the way
things really are. Any kind of real wisdom requieeclear distinction between Creator
and creature®° And fear-of-God is a force that naturally makest ifistinction. But the
pagan religions that surrounded Israel, with tHatent pantheism,” obviously did not

underliesclassicbiblical historical criticism in the main disall@evany statements that claim to
haveknowledgeabout the God of the Bible and the works of Godescribed in the Bible. Many
scholars who primarily employ the higher-criticatttmods in their scholarly work confess strong
personal faith; but how does this square with ttieplogical instruction in seminaries and
universities performed under the rubric of “scienshich presents the biblical history in a way
that either explicitly or implicitly questions thahich makes the Christian faith legitimate in the
first place—that is, the reliability of the biblic@stimonies about (for example) God, God’s
words, God’s people, God’s prophecies, Christ'givibirth, Christ's miracles, and Christ’s
resurrection. Many of these scholars would quitellyl be free of the excessiyBeschrankung*
of what is deemed by the academy tadBsonableand within the bounds é&howledgesee
Razinger, 2006); for many no doubt know that thditity to prepare men and women for
ministry and to influence the world for good isrgfgcantly hampered by the limitations forced
upon them—Ilimitations that make them present thimeBn such a way that seemso their
students and to the society to whom they spaakthey really do not believe the Bible to reflect
a substantially truthful testimony about God arglrhiraculous workings in human history.

%% Stahli, 1971

7 Ipid., 771.

%% Blocher, 1977, 23.

9 pid., 24.
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have any true fear-of-God—or otherwise, they wddde seen more of a distinction
between the creator and the creafitfBecause of this unreliability of pagan faith,
Blocher thinks it a mistake for theologians to ldokhe ANE nations around Israel in
trying to illuminate the meaning of fear-of-God.€eltlevelopment of their religions was
far different than how the Israelite faith camé& The former developed idol worship;
Israel developed monotheism. Therefore, one cdeaat anything meaningful about
fear-of-God from those who worshipped and expegdrfear before gods that did not
really exist. According to Blocher, the pagan idé&ear-of-God had nothing
corresponding to the Israelite idea that it wasbtbginningof wisdom (Blocher says “the
principle of wisdom). One does not find in ANE wisdom wrggisomething like, “The
fear of Marduk (or Baal or Ra) is the principlewvatdom.” In fact there can be no such
thing “because Marduk is no god, Marduk is a Naghiti Blocher mentions that pagan
religion can in some ways reflect the general r@vah; but, in general, one must be
careful not to see too many similarities betweegapaand Israelite religion:

In this light, the existence of scattered similasgtto Biblical truths in the ancient
Near-East could be considered as glimpses of Godjgsal revelation, with no
damage done to uniqueness, and Godfearing teaafwrsdom in Israel could
assimilate insights which Egyptians had gained bg'&common grace, just as
their fathers had spoiled these Egyptians’ richég weakness of the comparative
approach is that it tends to take the field of mimeena as the ultimate reference for
judgement. BuVeritas index sui et fals®everent reference to the LORD first

the principle of wisdom! When one abides by thisgiple, he can appreciate (and
there is plentiful evidence for him then to can¥palew darkened and distorted the
truth of God has been in nations deprived of speeielation®*

With this pagan deprivation of “special revelatioone should wonder why the Israelite
wise men who set down the biblical wisdom truthsilddhave wanted to borrow from
their pagan neighbors any “wisdom” that had to db the relationship between gods
and humans. If they did, then maybe there is soutk to the claim that OT wisdom is,

at bottom, pagan. But in Blocher's view, this ighliy unlikely>*

The Israelite wise men knew, after all, that th@ees good wisdom and bad
wisdom—and pagan wisdom that dealt with how a nramaman can be right with their
god would have no doubt been understood as the.|athis distinguishing between good
and bad wisdom is mentioned in the OT and is dlsded to in the NT. For example,
Paul, in 1 Cor 1:19, 30, uses Isa 29:14 and J&;, 22 (22, 23) to say that Christ-less
wisdom is really no wisdom at all. True (godly) dasn, says Paul, is “in Jesus Christ,
who has become for us wisdom from God—that is rmimteousness, holiness and

310 pid.
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redemption. Therefore, as it is written: ‘Let hirhevboasts boast in the Lord™ (1 Cor
1:30, 31 NIV). So there is, as Blocher puts itparfciple” of wisdom, and this principle
has to do with the faith that must come first befgal wisdom can be had. This principle
is knowledge of God as well as humble acknowleddrogthe truth of that knowledge.
From the OT to the NT, the emphasis of this wisgwmciple shifts from fear to faith,

and is all about accepting the God-man who “becfi@sé and lived among us”:

Coming to Christ, taking his yoke, receiving tharBgvhich is from God, this is
the equivalent of fearing the LORD, and it can besarized in the word “faith”.
We suggest that fear can be translated faith bedhescritical element of “fear”
belongs also to faith as soon as the Lord of faitome down from heaven, a
humble-hearted man and obedient unto death: whignigan Christ and in him
crucified, it pours contempt on human pride anidvblves the denial of worldly
wisdom?3*4
What | like best about what Blocher writes is tregsonable and biblical anthropology
and theology are assumed at the start. God is Gldst is Christ) and humans beings
are human beings; as a consequence, all wisdoamisigent upon there first being a
knowledge of God and a humble recognition of oldlgation to submit to him. For
fear-of-God, however, | would tend to keep a strengphasis on what the term
semantically is rooted in—i.e., fear—and suggest @od does not just use knowledge
and choice as a part of faith, but also the emdgefing of fear. When one, for example,
because of fear of heights is prompted to move dveay a cliff towards safer ground,
the feeling is not so mudhtellectualknowledge; rather, it is mosthffectiveknowledge
that helps him or her get out of harm’s way. Tleiarfis automatic in most humans (i.e., it
is God-given as a part of human nature) and canupsand “goad” a person even if that
persorknows(intellectually) nothing about the danger. Humbase the life-preserving
capability on earth to experience fear becauseadth is not a safe place. A critical
guestion that one exploring the fear-of-God subjeetds to ask and definitively answer
is, “is God safe?” If there exists anything in firevidence of God that has the potential
of being unsafe for humans, then fear ought torfeerstood to be a reasonable first
response to that danger. Only if one believes@uat is saféen any eventould one
reasonably not make any room for fear. But comnemses and the Bible tell us that God
is safe only if men and women obey him. TherefGadcan beunsafe, and fear,
thereforecan beexperienced before God. With fear-of-God, Bloghets most of the
semantic emphasis on faith; faith is the “princigéwisdom. Faith is indeed necessary
for wisdom; but | think that God can use fear téeatst goad the disobedient person
towards faith. In this way one might say that fisahe beginning of the “principle” of
wisdom.

314 pid., 27.
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Michael Barré

In trying to make the case that Israelite wisdom i fear-of-God concept did not
originate in a special sage circle that was faraxd from the cult, Barré appeals to the
existence of Jewish-like wisdom in the nations thatounded Israél> Just as the fear-
of-God idea was intimately connected to the cuthm ANE, the same situation was
likely in Israel. Barré’s effort to locate Jewislisdom in the general OT flow of the
YHWH cult is a worthwhile effort—for Jewish biblitaisdom should not be seen as a
secular addition that was pressed into the sapethdps based upon Greek influence).
Biblical wisdom that is well-blended into the oviékablical flow—and not forced in
from the outside—does indeed add meaning and pem®8arré suggests but while
he may indeed have a point that ANE wisdom wastagral part of ANE cult life, and
that ANE worship and Israelite cult worship weresame ways analogous, it must be
guestioned if the fear that was experienced beaf@egods of the nations around Israel
could have been the same fear experienced beferteutn and living God who revealed
himself to Israel.

While Barré’s purpose in his article is to champibe value of OT wisdom—and
especially the idea of fear-of-God that is a pait-e-his linking of Otto’s “numinous”
with fear-of-God, as well as his understanding thatcan draw eternal truths from the
ANE fear-of-God idea, puts this value into douldri®’s baseline meaning for OT fear-
of-God is thoroughly Ottonian: “[Fear-of-God] dagst convey the notion of enervating
terror but rather of overpowering awe in the presenf the wholly other®’ Then Barré
writes, “Essentially it represents the basic arappr stance of mortals before the
divine.”**® Right away, one should question if fear-of-Godtithe same time
“overpowering awe” and a “proper stance.” What déagé mean by a “proper stance?”
He goes on to speak about this “stance,” but ratyrabout the stangeer se but about
what flows out of this stance: “How was this redagl stance expressed? What actions or
behavior would have been recognized as fear ofjdlde and what behavior would have
been perceived as contrary to this?” From here,éBgoes on to define fear-of-God more
accurately; but one should notice that he haseshifom fear itself to what isra@sult of
the fear. These are two completely different catiege—one is an emotion/feeling; the
other is behavior/action. Because he then goes twoking at Babylonian, Egyptian, and
Hittite texts to (at least partially) answer howsttrelational stance [is] expressed,” not

5 Barrg, 1981, 41, 42.

% bid., 43.

317 |bid., 42. Barré cites Otto’s 1968 editionTie Idea of the Holgpp. 13-23) at this
point.

318 |hid.
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only will he define OT fear-of-God by actions anat the fear itself, but these actions are
to a large extent gleaned from false-god worshigegscted in the ANE texts. As Barré
makes his way through these texts, he mentionfolosving meanings for fear-of-God:
awesome respect; no arrogant defiance of the geds‘fiybris”); reverence; respectful
and submissive attitude; acceptance of resportgibaliworship, to observe feast days,
and to make appropriate sacrifices; the cult itg¢elbtand in the temple.

This multiplication of meanings is quite like Beclke furthermore, his justification
for seeing these meanings is based—Ilike Becker—asapweral alleged instances of
synonymousgparallelism. For example, Barré presents thesallphlines ofThe
Babylonian Theodicy'He who waits on his god has a protecting angleé humble man
who fears ... his goddess accumulates wedlthTo “wait on” one’s god in the first
clause, says Barré, means to stand before one’mdbd temple. This idea is parallel
and synonymous to “the humble man who fears” okttend clause. Another ANE
example provided by Barré is a Hittite prayer of manda I: “In Hittite territory alone
we unceasingly make ... offerings to you. It is oimlHittite territory that we do not
cease to fear you, Oh god8®Regarding this, he writes, “It is clear from tp&ssage
that “unceasingly make ... offerings” is synonymouthwfear” ... of the gods. When |
read these texts, | do not see how it is “cleaat there is synonymous parallelism here.
As has been argued above in the section about Bé&ze pp. 80-84, 90-92), parallelism
does not have to be synonymous; the idea of trengdne may repeat, expand upon,
disagree with, or have almost correspondence atithilthe parallel first line. The
relational possibilities are practically endleskelBecker, Barré appears to be spring-
loaded to see synonymous parallelism in cases iahvgynonymity will yield a more
refined and developed fear-of-God meaning. His éassynonymity could be somewhat
stronger with the OT text he considers—2 Kings 4728. Here (in diblical
acknowledgment of “ANE” wisdom!), the Assyrian kifig response to the crises of
God-sent marauding lions in Israel) commands thdsiaelite priest be sent back to the
land in order to “teach [the people] the law of fual of the land” (17:27). The next verse
then says that—upon arriving there—the priest “tdualgem how they should worship the
LORD.” “Worship” here is the NRSV translation wf (lit. “they will fear”). Barré
does not say that there exists a synonymous parali@een teaching “the law” and
teaching the “worship [of] the LORD”; but he doey shat the text is evidence that fear-
of-God “cannot be separated from the realm of thg"and that the mention of fear-of-
God “could not mean simply having a certain ‘attigutoward [YHWH].”*** The

319 bid. Barré obtains the text from Lambert, 1960, 7
320Barré, 1981, obtains the text from Lebrun, 19838-149.
321 Barré, 1981, 42, 43.
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concepts of “law” and “fear” as used here coulceed be quite similar; but | would say
that one could also argue that the priest in falhgvthe king’'s command to teach “the
law” decided to first teach the “beginning of wisald i.e., the fear of the LORD. That is,
the priest endeavored to instill in the people’artethe attitude that would bring about a
willingness to follow the law. The context of thpericope also should be seen in light of
vv. 38, 39; here, the people are called away filoeféar of “other gods” to the fear of
“the LORD your God.” This call is based upon thédwing truth: “[the LORD] will
deliver you out of the hand of all your enemies”’39b). As already mentioned, the
message here is that God alone is all-powerful-aat, fpowerful enough to overcome all
enemies. But false gods are dead and powerlessdoything—therefore, there is no
reason to fear them. And in those days, there washrof real fear experienced before
“the gods”: there must have been great fear fettekample, before the false gods
AdrammelectandAnammelechto whom the people of Sepharvaim “burned their
children in the fire as sacrifices” (2 Kings 17:3&g pp. 84-87 abové}

Hans Kramer

In a brief dictionary article about theological AAtgKramer simply offers fear-of-
God “idea types” that are similar to Becker’s: ,Elotr Gottes ist im AT das Bewul3tsein
der Abhangigkeit von Jahwe, dem Unbegreiflichea, Theue zum Bundesgott und der
Gehorsam im Sittlichen.” In these ways one cantlsalfear-of-God is the “beginning of
wisdom.® In the NT, the “perfect love,” spoken of in 1 JohA8, excludes any idea of
“fear of failure” or of “punishment.” In fact, thear-of-God idea in the NT becomes
“greatly reduced.” Kramer’s tendency to steer afvagn the fear feeling/emotion with
fear-of-God is seen in his reference to Phil 2112, Weil Gott das Wollen und das
Vollbringen in den Glaubenden bewirkt, haben sté &nit Furcht und Zittern’, das heif3t
mit Ernst und Sorge—und gerade nicht mit Angst—a® deil zu muhen.” For Kramer,
“fear and trembling” becomes “earnestness and Watingre is no room for fear because
God is the one doing his good work in the belielrereference to 1 John 4:18, the reader

%22 This tragic phenomenon of people being in great fefore idols is spoken about at
length in Jeremiah chapter ten. Here, the LORD,s@¥/se nations’] idols are like scarecrows in
a cucumber field, and they cannot speak; they tabe carried, for they cannot walk. Do not be
afraid of them, for they cannot do evil, nor isithem to do good. There is none like you, O
LORD; you are great, and your name is great in migthitoWould not fear you, O King of the
nations? For that is your due; among all the wisesaf the nations and in all their kingdoms
there is no one like you” (vv. 5-7). The point Godkes here is the same as in 2 Kings 17:39:
because idols are powerless and God is all-powerédple should not at all be afraid of idols,
but, “rather fear Him"—as Christ put it when wargihis disciples—“who is able to destroy both
soul and body in hell” (Matt 10:28b).

%23 Kramer, 1993, 673.
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is invited to see pp. 219-220. There, | point twatt tbecause no one is “perfect in love,”
then no one can be expected to be completely frdeedear of God’s punishment.
Regarding Phil 2:12, his translationafra ¢6pov kal Tpopov is simply not accurate. In
general he appears to be willing to bend the megamiimnambiguous fear-of-God texts
so that they fit in with the overarching theologiickea that God’s love absolutely assures
the believer’s safety. This is arguably a true doet—but the exegete should not
overlook the many NT passages which are stern wgsrgiven to both believers and
unbelievers (see chapter three).

Jan Mili¢ Lochman

This article champions the idea ofJingsten Gericht“(“final judgment”); it is not
about fear-of-God of Goger se but about the universaingstthat points to a need for
justice as well as final judgment that will providel nevertheless include Lochman’s
article because the question of fear-of-God anddé&od’s punishment should figure
predominately into this theme. The “emblem of huityghwrites Lochman, isAngst®?*

It is a phenomenon that arises out of human freediothis freedom men and woman
can plan for the future and choose to live thegdresponsibly This is the dignity of
human beings; but freedom necessarily prodédecest—because humans are constantly
aware of the possibility gerfullung” (“compliance,” “fulfillment”) or,Verfehlen*
(“failure”). Angstfunctions as a “life-signal” and a “wake-up caltat alerts the
experient that all is not well and safe in the we+and this is indeed the way the world
is.32° Angstshows that the world—and all the people in it—iargreat need of a final
.Befreiung” from the injustice and oppression that fill therldoHere is the main point
of his articlethe final judgment is for our good, and not for darm>2° Angstis a
universal phenomenon that cries out for a finagudnt of all that oppresses and
enslaves; unfortunately, our western world has m&iaught into the idea that the final
judgment was only something used by the churckrtify the people into conversion and
submissiort?’

Lochman thinks this view is tragically mistaken &#ase it does not understand how
evil the world really is. Many in the west have heéd in poverty or under significant
oppression; so the awareness of injustice as weli@awareness of the need for
justice—especially final justice—in this world iston their minds. But for those who
have lived under great oppression and injustieejdba of a final judgment brings great

324 .ochman, 1993, 77.
325 |bid.

328 |pid., 82.

327 bid., 79.
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comfort and hope. Lochman cites the example ofetlvdo lived under Stalinist-brand
communism in Czechoslovakia in the 1950s. The geapre abused through the
“monstrous phenomenon” of the “perverted justicéits manipulating show-trials’®®
Through this, theSensucht“was awakened in many for justice to come that d/buing
righteousness, eliminate arbitrariness, and waald them once and for all. Under
communism, God and his law were thrown out, anchtgkest court one could appeal to
was the arbitrary court presided over by the comstunlers—and hope for righteous
justice and for relief from their suffering wastloghe results were “hellisi But
righteous justice will indeed be provided in theafijudgment—for God is good and God
is love; he hates those who murder and oppresshianddgment of them will be strong
and complete. Jesus has come not to condemn, bavéo And because of his supreme
act of love on the cross, men and women know taas theright judge.®*°

Lochman’s call for appreciation of a final judgmént legitimate response to those
scholars who would criticize the biblical God besawof his harsh judgment of
unrepentant sinners. My only critique of his adialould be that he almost seems to
border on a liberation theology perspective thataustands God'’s justice mainly as a
process to free poor and oppressed peoples,Kriterium* for coming successfully
through the final judgment is only drawn from M2& 31-46: to what extent one is
“open” or “closed” to fellow human beings who aneemergency situations will
determine one’s “fate before Gotf” In his effort to make the final judgment look
attractive—i.e., mainly as,8efreiung“, he draws too much attention away from a great
biblical reality: for those who reject God and mj&od’s son, the final judgment is
horrible. This downplaying of the fearful side b&tfinal judgment is seen in his criticism
of how the church throughout its history depictiee final judgment: for example, the
depictions of the lost in Baroque-era paintingssinacking, and the church in general
used this theme to manipulate the pedfdé.ochman reacts against this by calling us
away from a “dualism” view of the final judgmentlie Seligen rechts, die Verdammten
links*) to a focus upon the benefits that come with alfindgment> Perhaps this
positive emphasis on the final judgment is why besdnot attribute at least a portion of
thatAngstto the prospect of a final judgment. Lochman tigkbkplains thaAngstforces
people to see that all is not right in the world-é-dimat the final judgment will one day

%% pid., 82.

329 Ibid. Marxism’s removal of the notion of a finaldgment also had the effect of causing
even more oppression and terror because the digsdarce of the final judgment was no longer
present.

*%pid., 84.

% |bid., 86.

*21pid., 79.

*31pid., 86.
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make everything right; but he does not addresgdissibility thatAngstis to some extent
attributable to a sense of beiagrisk in a final judgmentAngstin this case is fear of
God’s punishment (“servile” fear). Lochman doeswant people to think in terms of
those on “the right” and on “the left”; but in thery ,Kriterium“ text that he cites (Matt
25:31-46), a clear distinction between the savetithe lost is what is in view with the
“sheep” and the “goats.” Actually, the “both halvgsesentation of the final judgment
that Lochman wants to move away from is (in an asghgical/soteriological sense)
arguably already too weak: despite the truth thats€came to save and not to condemn,
he nevertheless indicated that more people wowdssthe “damned left” side than the
other (see Matt 7:13, 14).dfl people, as Paul asserts in Rom 1:18-20, “are witho
excuse” before God, then it follows that this knegdde of the possibility of moral guilt
would causéngstto be generated. Because thigystis fear of judgment, then it is fear-
of-God—for God is the one who brings the final jodent and who presides over it.
Angstis then simply a tool that God uses to get petiptlink about this judgment. It is
indeed, as Lochman says, a “wake-up call’; but uldgrefer to call it avarning

ANALYSIS OF COMMENTATORS IN VIEW OF THEOLOGICAL AND
ANTHROPOLOGICAL REALITIES

| will now comment briefly upon the fear-of-God corantators that have just been
surveyed. The comments will be made in referen@rtomber of points of Evangelical
Christian doctrine.

God Created Human Beings and Created Them in Hagém

There is no problem with this belief for the préical writers; it is evident that
they assume orthodox views of God and human beigsinfluence of empiricism
followed by idealism in the #8and 14 centuries took a strong hold on theological
studies and one can see the results especiallyQtithand Becker. To many casual
observers the former appeared to write a book albeutoly nature of God (“The Idea of
the Holy”) and this is probably part of the reasonthe book’s huge commercial success.
But the subject of the study (“the Holy”) is notoaib God, but about any person’s
religious emotions/feelings. In his effort to fiadgolace for religion within an
epistemological atmosphere that assumed the coesxbf the empiricism of Kant, he so
located “God” in the perceiving subject that “Gaid the subject became hopelessly
blended. Otto coined the term “numinous” for thisnuate-reality emotion/feeling. The
numinous—*“a recognized history-of-religion and gsylogy-of-religion terminus”
(notice, not d@heologicalterminus)—*“posits” the “God” object which “no loag
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belong[s] to the perceptual world* Because it is ate priori” category of mind, and
epistemologically beyond doubt and without needxgdlanation or proof, then the final
religious truth resides there and not in revelaff5o Otto, claims to “supernatural”
events are disqualified by both the then “acceptadinpiricist epistemological
restrictions as well as his idealist positioningelfgious epistemological knowledge in
the experient®® Even though Otto was trying to find a place fdigien after the
empiricists all but did away with it, he nevertlsdelovetailed his numinous into their
already influential “history of religions” theoryf celigious origins; if religion first came
into being according to the feelings and needauafidns, then the combination of the
emotions and feelings that prompted “primitive” maemd women toward religion must
have been the first stirrings of the numinous.

Becker’'s monumental work is built upon Otto’s uredanding of the numinous and
how it played a part in the development (or, bettezevolutior) of religion. Becker then
added the developmentally-minded ideas of formicsriand wound up doing an
exhaustive study about the feeling/emotion/orieotétirtue/etc. before a “God” who is
“posited” by the subject, but is not really exterio and different from the subject—and,
therefore, not an object of true relationship. Beesof this, one can see all through his
monograph that the question of how fear-of-Godthnlogicallyinto a proper
relationship with God is not a concern or the tapider investigatiorGottesfurcht im
Alten Testamens not about fear-of-Gopler se instead, it is about buttressing the form-
critical theories that had become generally actdpta his day. He thought he could do
this by showing that earlier literary forms showpdmitive” numinous fear, while later
literary forms showed more refined properties airfef-God that were appropriate to the
developmental stage of the cult. His method sotghiatch a literary form with a
linguistic form as well as an idea-type. But hiedary forms are very general, his
linguistic forms are mostly run-of-the mill form$ % that do little to justify the wide
semantic range that he claims for fear-of-God, thedear-of-God idea-types are only
marginally based upon biblical context; they comsead from the dictates of the form-
critical reconstruction of Israel’s history. Theconstruction flowed out of the
epistemological skepticism already mentioned, andfe#ie being utilized and defended
by Becker—was built up into a forceful movementthg only scholar that Becker
commends in his forward, Hermann Gunkel. Towardeti@ of his writing and teaching
career Gunkel claimed that it was “childish” toibek in biblical miracles, und boldly
pronounced that “the opinion that the Old Testameight be a sure guide to true

%4 0tto, 1958, 113.

%% |pid., 116.

%3 This skepticism of biblical revelation appliescaring to Otto, to the facticity of the
empty tomb.
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religion and morality is not any longer to be mained.®*” For both Otto and Becker,
fear-of-God is something altogether different frarimat the words (fear/of/God) plainly
mean; because of this, their results cannot desthib fear-of-God emotion/feeling that
the Bible so often mentions and ought to be hagdmple as a part of a proper
relationship with the living Gotf®

God Created Human Beings to Be in Relationship with

Pre-critical commentators thought long and harcduébee proper relationship
between human beings and the God who made thenmwiitiee of the Shepherd of
Hermes, for example, clearly believed that feafsofd ought to be part of that
relationship because it is the “all” of man (theterquoted Eccl 12:13) in view of God’s
power, authority, and his coming judgment. But liseamany critical-era commentators
located “God” in the mind, then they really coulot mrite about what one normally
understands as a relationship between two persoesaube there was no one really
exterior to the experient to have a relationshifhwht best, one could only claim to have
a relationship with aimaginarydeity. So it is not a surprise that Becker coutdena
major work on fear-of-God that does little to detere how it functions in order to bring
humans closer to the God who made them. As justioresd, Becker’s work is mainly
about supporting the form-critical notion that eantliterary forms at certain stages of the
cult development contain unique linguistic formsiethin turn indicate specific
meanings. The older forms (from “myths,” “legendstories,” “sagas,” etc.) typically
use the verlx?’ plus an accusative object and the “numinous” eondfieeling is

%37 Gunkel, 1916, 2, 3, writes: ,Es erscheint unstjkitzdlich, an das Wunder des Elisa zu
glauben, der einmal ein eisernes Beilblatt auf Wéasser schwimmen lie3. Der moderne Mensch
lachelt, wenn man ihm als geschichtliche Tatsa@neahlt, daf? einst eine Eselin den Mund
geoffnet und gesprochen habe, dal3 ein Mensch dga Teng im Leibe eines grol3en Fisches
geweilt habe und lebendig wieder herausgekommendsgidald die ersten Menschen
jahrhundertelang gelebt hatten” (2). He goes matoafter a number of other claims against the
veracity of the OT: ,Also auch die Meinung, daseAliestament sei ein sicherer Fiihrer zu wahrer
Religion und Sittlichkeit, ist nicht langer zu tait (3). In another work Gunkel has this word for
those who believe in the historical accuracy of@®mesis narrative: “And every one who
perceives the peculiar poetic charm of these @drds must feel irritated by the barbarian—for
there are pious barbarians—who thinks he is putlisgrue value upon these narratives only
when he treats them as prose and history” (Guiké€l], 11).

338 Wwith the view that “God” is a projection of humamotions/feelings, it is not surprising
that the scholars who generally hold to this vieav@uick to look for other ANE fear-of-God
texts in which they also claim to find evidencet thear-of-God evolved. Otto, Becker, Stahli, and
Barré go this direction; but Balz says that onencacompare the fear of the gods of the ANE
with the fear before the loving God of the OT; @idcher makes the case that the ANE god-
fearers, with their “latent pantheism,” could inway have had the true fear-of-God, because if
they had, they would have distinguished the fats#sdrom the true God.
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typically what is in view; the later Deuteronomgstiarrative form employs the verb plus
YHWH and generally indicates cult loyalty; thoseanlarote the Psalms also intended
fear-of-God to mean something like cult loyaltyf their preferred form was the plural
“verbal-adjective” in construct with YHWH or Elohinthe wisdom literary form used
fear-of-God to stand for one who was moralt{lich“ ) and used the singular “verbal-
adjective” in the construct state with YHWH or Eiioh the noun, and the verb plus
Elohim. In each of these alleged idea-types (humsnoult loyalty, and moral) are a
plethora of sub-meanings that multiply far beyorfthtM think is a reasonable semantic
range for7".3% Becker claims that each literary form’s primangiiiistic form provides
evidence of semantic development; but | arguedahaeh linguistic form is simply what
one would expect to find in their respective sewiof the OT: that is, the older narrative
sections simply use the verb to narrate not a &@wes of people fearing before an
epiphany or before something/someone else; thetddaoomistic” section uses the verb
plus YHWH simply because it too is mostly narratfind David was afraid of the
LORD that day” [2 Sam 6:9]), and God’s nhame hadh®n been revealed at Sinai; the
Psalms use the plural “verbal-adjective” (I prefecall them participles) simply because
they routinely mention groups that do this or thrahave a particular characteristic (e.qg.,
“happy are all who take refuge in him” [Ps 2:12chr4d the participle naturally fits when
a Psalm’s writer is commenting about someone &lse linguistic forms of the wisdom
literary forms are likewise unremarkable and doin@ny way indicate any shift in
meaning away from the fear-feeling semantic robbse texts that indicate, according to
Becker, “numinous” fear are in general rightly idéed; but he really has no other
choice in view of the obvious fear-portraying cotti¢e In thevirtue-fear-of-God cases,
however, there is usually no immediate context ithditates what is meant by the use of

%39 Someof the meanings possible for fear-of-God that Recluggests are (many of them
indicated by alleged synonymous parallelisms): dwility, honor, submission, loyalty, and
love before God, not forgetting or forsaking oreting against the LORD, membership in the
cult, religion, being pro-wisdom, knowledge, Gol#iw/ and his testimonies and his precepts,
serving the LORD, putting away other gods, inclgnone’s heart to the LORD, hearing the voice
of God, not forsaking the LORD, not dealing falsefth God, not forgetting the LORD, not
serving Baal or Astartes, heeding God’s voice,rabelling against God’s commandments,
following the LORD, not turning aside from followgrthe LORD, serving the LORD with all
one’s heart, not turning aside to useless thiraysjrey God faithfully with all one’s heart, not
acting wickedly, etc. (see pp. 80-84, 90). Becd&meker designates many fear-of-God cases as
“numinous” fear, one could to this list also adtla¢ emotions/feelings that Otto understood the
numinous to consist of (e.g., fear, dread, hotesrpr, overpoweringness, utter dependence,
wonder, dizzy intoxication, creeping flesh, icyamss, grisly-ness, haunted-ness, uncanny-ness,
tremendumstrange ravishment, etc.).
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“fear.”**? In these cases, Becker assigns meanings accaeding demands of form
criticism and justifies this mainly by only poingrout supposed synonymous parallels
with surrounding text. But this semantic influericam outside the text is artificial and
methodologically circular—and the appeal to synoaymparallelism is weak at bést.

If Becker were approximately correct, one wouldestghat the LXX translation team
would have translated the “newer” fear-of-God tesdghat their real meaning could be
understood in Greek; but in nearly every virtue<feGod case, the LXX translatss®
with doBéw. In my view, the simplest explanation is most ljkihe best: fear-of-God

first of all consists of the fear emotion/feelingclwuse that is the main meaning for fear as
found throughout both testaments. Because Beckenmntic force does not come from
the authoritative text, but comes instead from mauthoritative reconstruction of
Israel’s history in which “God” and fear-of-God dved out of fears in the minds of
primitive humans, then Becker’s professed meaniogiear-of-God in the main do not
accurately describe the fear-of-God that a pergpergences before the God identified in
Scripture.

Human Beings Are Vulnerable

Angstcomes as a result of human creatureliness anénaldility. Humans are
“thrown” into the world and there is uncertainty aound. But Balz complains that all
the concentration upofingst especially since the time of Heideggar, hasallignored
what should be the legitimate objectArigst—that is, GodAngstis certainly a real and
justified phenomenon; humans are fearful becausgdid not will to come into the
world, they do not know if things will go bad or Iveith them (see Eccl 9:1), and the
specter of death and the question of life aftethdeaalways before them. The solution to
this, claims Balz, is faith; but faith must notéosltogether thA&ngstcomponent because

340 As a reminder, | designate biblical fear-of-Godesaas “virtue” fear-of-God cases when
they simply signify a god-pleasing virtue of a nmara woman or a group (e.g., “a woman who
fears the LORD is to be praised [Prov 31:30b])jndicate a positive value in general (e.g., “The
fear of the LORD is the beginning of knowledge NPto7al).

31| think Becker’'s method is “methodologically citad’ because what he sets out to
prove is already assumed in the method that heaysiphis purpose (as stated in Gettesfurcht
im Alten Testameribreword) is to add more evidence to support treegal lines of form
criticism (by showing that certain literary formdhiave certain linguistic forms that will
indicate certain idea-types), but his method fangdahis involves using the “new exegesis” of
form criticism (as also stated in the forward) whin the case of the meaning of fear-of-God
already has an opinion. The results from this netire seen throughout the rest of the book
where the main semantic force for fear-of-God conmsrom the biblical context, but from the
expectations of form criticism based upon the aggiam that fear-of-God evolved from the fear
primitive humans experienced before their harshuarichown environment to the “fear” that
advanced monotheists experienced during cult cen@Eso
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even with faith, the reality of human absolute aaggncy remains. In fact, faith without
fear would be “an essential loss™:

Glaube ohne Furcht hatte etwas Entscheidendeseeyldenn er hatte die
kontingente Erfahrung der totalen Abhangigkeit eorem Machtigeren und die je
totale Beanspruchung durch einen fordernden Wélgigegeben; Glaube ohne
Furcht ware enthusiastische Feier des eigenentBellassstseins und damit
Unglaube®*?

Faith is only exercised in uncertainty and darknessuld add thaAngstis knowledge
(or as Lochman says, a “wake up call”) that infolmsnans in a painful and distressing
way that faith in God is needed, and even demarfekst-of-God, says Blocher, is
perfectly understandable when one considers théiesaf theology and anthropology.
The words of Balz and Blocher are valuable in thay take up the universal
phenomenon oAngstand seek to explain its existence as well asdhgign for it.

Human Beings Know about God

The Bible teaches that all men and women are atablento God because of their
innate knowledge about God and his moral law.d¥tdo not put their faith in God and
turn from their sins, they, according to Paul, agrplead ignorance—for “what may be
known about God is plain to them, because God tzakent plain to them.... so that men
are without excuse” (Rom 1:19, 20b NIV). Pre-catigziews about fear-of-God include
the assumption that men and women throughout tewe kither ran toward or ran away
from God—with no middle ground where one might benpletely oblivious to the
existence of God. Tertullian understood this doetiand his understanding of fear-of-
God reflects it: “[The soul] doubtless knows itsegi and if it knows Him, it undoubtedly
fears Him too, and especially as having been by efidowed so amply**® Critical
commentators generally do not wrestle with how féarinto the emotions and feelings
that flow out of the awareness of the general adigi. But Otto—despite not believing
in specialrevelation—does provide a possible contributiothet his “numinous” does
expressome othe emotions/feelings that are a reaction to treetal revelatiof™* Otto
observed the religious emotions/feelings of margppein many religions during his
worldwide travels and then included these emotfershgs in the “numinous” when he
wrote Das Heilige The numinous can possess an object of its affesif but with

%2 Balz, 1969, 643.

33 Tertullian, 1989, chapter two.

%4 See my discussion about Otto’s anti-revelatiomsien pp. 49-50.

5 The meaning of Otto’s “numinous” is ambiguous; téader is hard-pressed to tell if
Otto is referring to the subject of religious exdpace, the religious experience itself, or the obje
of religious experience. My understanding is thratrhinous” means all three; but the ontological
reality of all these “objects” are located in theadhof the experient.
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Otto’s idealist and empiricist epistemological riesions, there is no real (objective)
external object to be h&t® So, the subject can only “posit” his or her owiech and
then experience a full range of emotions—includiegror’—in “relationship” with this
object. But this is just what God warns againseegedly in Scripture: one should not go
after their own gods (i.e., after their own “obgadf worship) and one should not fear
them—because they are powerless to cause any aoo any good*’ One should
instead fear only God because only he is real ahdhe has the power to do any real
harm or good. Otto’s view is problematic in thatdwes not accept the truth that a
person’s “numinous” emotions/feelings (as per teeayal revelation doctrine) are there
to prompt one to look for and establish a relatgmsvith the ondgrue God One could
argue that general revelationsigecialrevelation because it is God’s “Word” (i.e.,
information) which is given to men and women—theref it is a vital part of the
God/human relationship. Because Otto does not ajmeeial revelation the “numinous”
is forced to go after any other object other tHeYHWH and the Jesus Christ of
revelatory Scripture—i.e., the “numinous” is foraedgo after false gods. Because
special revelation and the external, creator-,alye God of special revelation are
epistemologically shut out of the “numinous,” thetto’s description of the “numinous”
cannot represent the “numinous” that one expergehbeéore God. Emotions/feelings that
arise in response to the general revelation mightbected in Otto’s numinous
characteristics ofttemendunt “utter dependence,” “fear,” “wonder,” and “awdjut the
general revelation—because it is a provider of &mental knowledge about the true
God—probably does not provoke emotions/feelingh sisc“dizzy intoxication,” “strange

3 Otto’s empiricism is reflected in the following afe: “And so we hold that in
endeavouring to account for our assurance of teerRChrist two sorts of interpretation must be
excluded, the naively supernaturalistic and thiematistic. The former is that which has recourse
to the ‘Empty Tomb'. It holds that Christ’s tomb svaroved to be empty by the evidence of the
senses, that the Risen Christ was perceived byethges, and that the truth of the facts so
certified in sense-experience was then handed digwuman testimony. On this view the
conviction of the resurrection was from the firet faith, but a piece of empirical knowledge.
This is the most serious objection that can beditbagainst the naive ‘supernaturalist’
interpretation ....” (Otto, 1958, 222, 223.)

%70n pp. 84-87 above | consider God’s calls—in 2gsin7:7-41—for the Israelites to
come out of the fear of false gods and, insteadntp fear him. | make the case there that people
in those times really did experience terrible eomdifeelings as they found themselves in
bondage to these gods. But God called them away tings to the fear of only himself with the
reasoning that only God alone had the power arftbatyt that was worth fearing (see 2 Kings
17:39). The context of real fear in the employn@ithese virtue-fear-of-God cases is evident
only if one understands the darkness and fearfslimrent in idolatry. This reality is also the
background of vv. 25 and 26 of David's Psalm ohltsmiving (1 Chron 16:8-36): “For great is
the LORD and most worthy of praise; he is to beddabove all gods. For all the gods of the
nations are idols, but the LORD made the heavens.”
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ravishment,” “creeping flesh,” or “terror.” If thHenowledge about God imparted to
humans by God is considered to be a kind of spesialation, then according to Otto’s
epistemological restrictions, both revelations vddog considered by him to be non-
knowledge because they are both revelations the tieeir origin in the mind of the
external God who created humans. Be that as it dynot think Otto has in any way
any revelation in his mind about the God of thel®ivhen he lists the characteristics of
his numinous; If this is so, the emotions/feelitigg comprise the “numinous” are
completelyarbitrary, and, therefore, completelypredictablgbecause they
spontaneously spring up from a knowledge-base wipbetelysubjective‘truth”). The
emotions/feelings can be anything; so it is nopssing then that Otto claims so many
sensations and perceptions and emotions for thaitrmaus.” This also accounts for the
mysteriousness of the numinousysterium tremendum-because, by definition, the
object of the “numinous” can never really be foamdl known. All this also explains
Otto’s and Becker’s and others’ willingness to giANE texts; because one’s religious
claim is just as arbitrary and “valid” as anothetten the religious claims made by the
nations of the ANE are just as valid as those nigdisrael. No one ought to say—if
Otto’s schema is correct—that one is right and lagrois wrong; for if both have their
owna priori “numinous” experiences, then no argument can beeragainst them—for
the truth of the claim is necessarily in the claithe numinous cannot be extracted out
and debated about; it is a categorical imperatia¢ ¢annot and must not be explained (or
even described—although Otto tries his best toodoBy thus presenting the numinous,
Becker essentially denies that any challenge cavbe made against his idea. But all
this goes against common sense and against thenation provided by the general
revelation that lets us know th@bd does exist and that we are not hixmally, the
general revelation also provides enough knowledgeédople to be at least minimally
aware of God’s goodness. In Psalm 8, the writes,sdsom the lips of children and
infants you have ordained praise” (NIV); he doessay, “... you have ordained strange
ravishment and creeping flesh.” There is sometbirthe knowledge of God’s goodness
that God provides to all; but most “exchange tlaygbf the immortal God” (Rom 1:23a)
for objects of their “numinous” emotions/feelinggt God never intended for them to
have.

Human Beings Know that They Are Guilty and WilBdged

This appears to be generally assumed in pre-dritroas. For example, the
“shepherd” who visited Hermas professed that “edhtion fears the Lord, but all creation
does not keep His commandment® According to Tertullian, “The soul doubtless

348 Roberts and Donaldson, 1989, 25.
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knows its giver,” and, because the soul knowsétiil, it fears the displeasure and the
judgment of God:

Whence, then, the soul's natural fear of God, il Gannot be angry? How is there
any dread of Him whom nothing offends? What isdddvut anger? Whence comes
anger, but from observing what is done? What léadgatchful oversight, but
judgment in prospect? Whence is judgment, but fpomer? To whom does
supreme authority and power belong, but to Godefh

The pre-critical writers believed in the realitydaie authority of God and believed that
there was a final judgment to come—therefore, rmehveomen should live
circumspectly and honestly before him. Luther shismost forcefully: “Therefore your
time in this kind of life must be spent in such athat you reflect about the fear of God,
humble yourself before Him, and remember that yeusason of Adam, sin, death, and

damnation to an equal degree with other men®>

% They also understood that it was
perfectly appropriate for men and women to expeaahe emotion/feeling of fear in
response to the awareness of their own guilt be®ar@, and in response to the “prospect”
of a final judgment. With the pre-critical writessrveyed earlier, there appears to be no
guestion that fear-of-God contains firstly the eioffeeling of fear—and that fear is
always first associated with the prospect of pumisht. Augustine calls the fear of
punishment the “beginning of wisdor™ Thomas considers both the fear of punishment
(“servile fear”) as well as the fear of losing tedaship with God (“filial fear”) to be the
“beginning of wisdom.*? And this is not just a justifiable reaction, batcording to
Calvin, a necessary tool employed by God to jar amahwomen out of their depraved
state: “The stern threatening which God employseaterted from him by our depraved

dispositions. For while we are asleep it were iimva allure us by soothing measurés®”

But “soothing measures” is what many in the westktineligion should only be
about. Western society has become in the last Beatumore quite averse to the biblical
God, his authority, his punishment, and the ide& tbal fear should be experienced
before him. Several critical-era scholars acknogiethis prevailing attitude in their
works: for example, Bamberger observed that feaBnd “is repugnant to modern taste,
which regards fear as incompatible with genuinigials sentiment®* Becker, in the
forward of Gottesfurcht im Alten Testamenturmmarked that he would guard against the
prevailing tendency of watering down the fearfukiebthe OT God (a promise he could

9 Tertullian, 1989, chap. 2.

%0 pelikan, 1965, 181. Luther aimed this remark djweadiy at Christians who had been
called to offices of government.

%1 schaff, 1956, “Homily Nine on the First Epistledathn,” sec. 2.

%2 pAquinas, 1981, 1249, “Question 19: of the GiffFefr,” art. 8.

%3 Calvin, 1972, sec. 7.

%4Bamberger, 1929, 39.
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only partially fulfill because his hands were tlegihis form-critical method); finally,
Terrien worried about this tendency (and his wagngnworth quoting one more time):

It would be a grave error, however, to soften tleaning of the expression [fear-of-
God] and to ignore its central elemennofsterium tremendurAlthough many
commentators and historians have fallen into tmsreluring the past hundreds
years, the fear of the Lord is not merely to bea¢gd with reverence, piety, or
religion because it is impossible today to revauatd again charge these terms
with their ancient—but now largely lost—connotatiminawesomeness. It is true
that biblical religion is summed up in the law tové God absolutely and
exclusively (Deut 6:4, 5), but this love, precisbBcause it is absolute and
exclusive, imsposes upon man a demand which is raaxaid of fearful
dimensions?

One of the major works that was influential in maypeople away from the idea of
an exterior, supreme God who will judge men and @fior their sins, was OttoBas
Heilige. Not only did Otto turn “God” into a subjectiveparience—which makes him no
longer a threat because he is no longer an obgertimlity—but he accused the biblical
God (for all intents and purposes) of being evilhis opinion, the biblical “wrath of
Yahweh” possesses “no concern whatever with maralittes,” but is more like

stored-up electricity, discharging itself upon amgavho comes too near. It is
‘incalculable’ and ‘arbitrary’. Anyone who is act¢amed to think of deity only by
its rational attributes must see in this ‘wrath’mmeaprice and willful passioi°

In other words, YHWH, in his wrath, is just as Iikéo do good as he is to do evil. It
must be remembered that Otto here is not speakiogtdis “God” (which is an
imaginary “God” “posited” in the mind), but abotiet God of the Bibl&>’

If church and society are to understand ultimaaditiesomething along the lines of
Otto and to minimize or eliminate the biblical id#aGod, then, of course, there is
nothing to fear from God or a future judgment palediover by God. But, there is much
to fear—if this is the way things really are—fromrhan beings; for if there is no God
and no moral law that exists apart from human suivjéy, then there is no solution to
the world’s evils. With no law and lawgiver abovelautside of humans, then humans
become a law unto themselves—with all the hordbasequences. But in view of the
injustice that has been in the world and is inwloeld today,men and women should be

5 Terrien, 1962, 258. Despite the use of Ottoniamse Terrien in this article sounds very
orthodox. A later article about the “numinous,” remer, indicates that his understanding of God
is similar to Otto’s (see section on Terrien above)

%% 0tto, 1958, 18.

%7Because Otto’s idea of “God” is all a matter ofsgpriori phenomenon of the mind,
then there is no objective God to fear and no diequdgment to fear. One could say that in
Otto’s schema there really is no such thing asand sin; if the idea of God as true lawgiver is
false, then there is no law by which humans cajutbged—only arbitrary human justice is
available. Maybe that was the goal that Otto wéerato present “the Holy” one such that guilt
shifted from humans to God.
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longing for righteous judgmenthis is the plea of Lochman who, having lived entthe
“hellish” conditions of communism in which justibecame completely arbitrary, well
understood that the final judgment one day would bkessingin that the world and
humans would be freed and those who made othees miserable would get their just
punishment. This plea of Lochman is infinitely mar&keeping with common sense and

reality than Otto’s unfair accusation of the Godhw Bible®®

God Desires that a Love Relationship Once Agaik&eblished

The consensus of the pre-critical writers and sewrthe critical ones surveyed above is
that fear ultimately is good and a gift from Gatsla tool that he uses to bring human
beings closer to him; it flows out of his love asanly for our good. Augustine and
Thomas drew a marked distinction between the negéar of punishment (what
Thomas calls “servile” fear) and the positive fealosing relationship with God (what
Thomas calls “filial” fear). The former, as unplaasas it is, is simply designed by God
to be a warning to a man or woman thdbageroussituation exists. The latter is simply
the fear that comes from the prospect of losingobeloved and (gently) goads a person
notto God (for a person who has filial love for God lileadyin God), but into holding

on to his or her Lord even tighter. Servile feamistivated by the knowledge of God
(God’s power and God'’s wrath [but not of his lovad the feeling of dependence and
guilt before God. The object of servile fear istbtite prospective suffering as well as the
agent who brings the suffering—i.e., God. Filiareon the other hand, is motivated by
the knowledge of God (God’s power, authority, wrattdlove) and by love for and
adoration of God. The person experiencing fili@rfes fearful about the prospect of
losing friendship, intimacy, and favor with G&.The objects of filial fear are the loss of
relationship as well as the one with whom the retesthip is lost and who also

(ultimately, sovereignly) causes the loss—i.e., Getvile and filial fear have the
following characteristics according to Augustine drhomas:

%8 Accusations against God mentioned only tangentillOtto pale in comparison to
those made against God’s character by James Crkemslaarecent monograph. Defending
God—a title that | am convinced is deceptively irotite book is certainly no theodicy)—
Crenshaw declares that the time has come for #wdyical academy to finally bring the God of
the OT to justice for all the evil he has done (BEE19).

%9 This is where the biblical marriage metaphor isnsportant (see Isa 62:5; Hosea 1-3;
Eph 5:22-33; Rev 19:7; 21:1-4). Just like in a na@e relationship in which a woman deeply
loves her husband and is always at least a littkéoas about the prospect of losing that intimacy,
so the believer who deeply loves God will always ome anxiousness about the prospect of
any kind of degradation in the quality of the relaship.
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Servilefear Filial fear

Augustine Augustine
*fears lest God come *fears lest God depart

*does not give boldness in the judgment | *the charity (love) from whence it flows

*prepares a place for charity gives one boldness in the judgment
. . , ,
%it removes “rottenness” from the body the chapty from whence it flows drives
out servile fear

y e
Is necessary for justification *comes from the desire to embrace God

*is not based upon a person’s love
P P Thomas

Thomas *originates in God’s spirit

*is not evil because it is end-ordered N
wants to please God

I . , -
originates in God's spirit *is one of the seven gifts (Isa 11:2, 3) of

*is not based upon freedom the Holy Spirit

*understands that God is the cause of | *is fear of losing God’s fellowship

punishment *comes also from the prospect of God’s

*is the beginning of wisdom punishment
*diminishes as charity grows *is the beginning of wisdom
*does not remain in heaven *grows as charity grows

*remains in heaven

The subject oAngst so appropriately brought up by several of theaad-era
scholars, surely sheds light on the fear-of-Godesutand perhaps upon this just
expressed thoughAngstis a fear/dread/anxiety phenomenon that is unakerthe
“emblem of humanity” and a “wake-up call,” as Locamwell put it. | do not think that
Angstcan be considered completely apart from fear-of-Gor, as Balz well points out,
it points men and women to God. As Blocher putaiiigstforces people to know that
they are creatures and not the creator. And whesdfaith the great evils of this world,
we rightfully cry out, as Lochman acknowledges,Help from God and for his righteous
judgment.Angsthas everything to do with the human condition—separation from
God, contingency, vulnerability, death, etc. Bug Human condition cannot be
considered completely apart from God because huaransreated by God and their
condition is sovereignly decreed by God. Humagstcannot be considered apart from
theology and anthropology and soteriology; in otlhierds,Angstis a psychological
phenomenon sovereignly provided by God for a puepesnd that purpose has much to
do with human beings fulfilling God’s purpose foem.

Angstmight be considered the absolute “beginning oflams” in that it purely
“goads” humans to look for answers that will brihegjef. The concerns of humans that
bring Angstinclude concerns of identity (“who am 1?”), meamifiam | doing what | was
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designed for?”), food, injury, disobedience befevery authority (including God),
vulnerability, pain, death, and everything else twes along with being a creature made
by a omnipotent and absolutely holy Creator inliefieand sinful world. Because the
fearful situation of this world is a result of humsin and God’s punishment for it, one
could argue thaAngstis in fact fear of God’s punishment and ultimatébar of God. Be
that as it mayAngstsurely points a person in the direction of Goddiging to an acute
level the need for someone who can help and corafattexplain the unknown. Many
psychology of religion scholars (who are not tlaatdway in their epistemological and
“theological” views from the “history of religionsscholars) would say thaingst

prompts a person to search for anything that cgmbveng relief—and a deity of some
kind might be “posited” to help. In other wordsafeeomes first, and fear “invents”
“God.” But Christian scholars would say that the@whedge of God, being implanted by
God into the hearts of all men and women, is alkkglall alongAngstsimply taps a
person on the shoulder and says, “just a remindeveH&over there, and he is
available!” The awareness of God is in people ftbembeginning, if however vague. But
that awareness grows as humans—in the processwingy up—experience more of the
world. One might say, “this is just what Otto thbtighumans grope their way through
the world until they ‘discover’ God®®° But | am not speaking about a “numinous”
feeling that a people “discover,” but ab@aaknowledginghe God who they already
know to exist apart from themselves. Coming to 8pdhe process of “growing up” and
learning more about the world is not an inductivecpss of receiving enough inputs from
whatever impresses a person in the world—volcarwespodiles, lilies, human love, big
blue eyes, etc.—such that one day that persondmait that he or she has enough
evidence to declare that God must exist; conversiaéyencounters with evidence for
God in the world only fits what a man or a womareadly know to be the case. Coming
to God can involve very little or very much evidahtnformation. But when a person
comes to the point of “belief,” he or she is realbt at very heart crying out “Eureka!”
Rather, that person is simply confessing what r&herknew to be the case all along.

CHAPTER ONE CLOSING THOUGHTS

After this brief survey, one can see that fear-ofi@& a very big topic—for both
those who consider the subject theologically amdéhwvho consider it critically. The
subject is big to more conservatively-minded thgi@os because they recognize that

%0 Regarding my use of “discovers,” it should be rerhered that when Otto says that the
numinous “remains a pure feeling, as in ‘panictder.. or itselfinvents, or, better, discoverthe
numinous object by rendering explicit the obscugeygnal ideas latent in itself” (Otto, 1958, 125
[italics mine]; see my p. 48 above), he is usingcdvers” ironically. With his theology,

“invents” is the more accurate and straightforwiaimin.
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fear-of-God—and they mean real fear—can be expegm all kinds of phases and
stages of life, whether one is a believer or nbts Dnly makes sense in view of who God
is and who men and women are. They know that fe&@eal is a phenomenon that has
much to do with pleasing God—and, therefore, mgdht istake—up to and including
human eternal destiny. On the other hand, fearam-G “big” to the critics in that it can
mean so many things. If they are correct, biblitzdr’ must be the most elastic word in
the Bible—so there is much to say about it. Coraterg theologians confess that
(theologically speaking) there is much to fear friti@ God who has power to consign
humans forever to heaven or to hell; so they tericeep the fear emotion/feeling first in
mind when handling fear-of-God passages. But titiesiappear to have nothing
restraining them from going far and wide with hdwy understand the meaning of fear-
of-God. So, the subject is very big for theraemanticallyspeaking. After this study, |
conclude that the critics come up with incorresuits because their methods are
grounded in skepticism. Their results are theolalyrancorrect; their results are also
incorrect from a simple literary point of view—ftitey have little regard for the biblical
context. If fear-of-God and commandment keepinés‘end” and the “all” of
humankind—as Qoheleth says—then to study fear-af-@ithout thinking that God
might want to have a say (i.e., to study withoet ibar of God) is to make a mistake that
guarantees that the results will be (once agangrding to Qoheleth) “meaningless, and
a chasing after the wind.”
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CHAPTER TWO

FEAR OF GOD INTHE OLD TESTAMENT

Many of the observations that were made in theipusvchapter—especially in
reaction to Becker’s form-critical fear-of-God sysdwill now be considered within the
context of an encompassing analysis of fear tektamthe Old Testament. Because most
mentions of fear in the Hebrew Bible us®, the focus will be mainly upon that word in
the statistical analysis that immediately follows.

STATISTICS

Fear is often mentioned in the OT, and fear-of-Gowhprises a large share of the
total of fear texts. The vast majority of passagestioning some kind of fear employ
X7°. ESL counts 436 instances of all forms based &oand there are over 300
instances of fear—or some emotion/feeling relapei@ar—that are signified by other
Hebrew words$®! Shown below is a reasonably exhaustive list ofrieletwords that
denote some kind of fed¥

Biblical Hebrew Words for Fear

AN nn
X, TR verb S367 “dread” 17X non verb S2865 “broken, afraid, dismayed” 54K
D' adj. S366 “terrible” 3X o0 n.m. S2866 “terror” 1X

N0 on.m. S2844 “terror, dismayed” 4X

man nf. S2847 “terror” 1X

oo n.m. S2849 “terror” 1X

oot nf. S2851 “terror” 8X

TR n.f. S4288 “destruction, ruin, terror” 11X

pan
5132 verb S926 “disturb, terrify, to hurry” 39X
m7ma0m, 972 (Aram.) verb S927 “dismay” 11X
7772 n.f. S928 “sudden terror, alarm” 4X

$1ESL (in LDLS) counts 314 cases of the verb, 64sas the “adjective,” 45 cases of the
feminine nounmy, and 13 cases of the masculine newn. LDLS morphological search
confirms the same total count of 436; my count3# ¢ the table of statistics, however, is
explained by my counting of the single us&wofin 1 Sam 12:18 twice. The verb there has two
objects: God and Samuel.

%2 The table includes Strong’s (Exhaustive Concordanambers, a brief definition from
TWOT, and the number of instances of the wbnd.is not used to signify virtue fear-of-God and
usually has more a sense of “dismay.” Most of tBei€es of the verb of: have non-fear
meanings (“to abide,” “to be a stranger,” etc.).BB@ives~: three separate lexical entries, the
third having mainly the meaning of “dread” (witlttaunt of approx. 20Xy, which mainly
means “shattered” and “dismayed,” is not used fitugifear-of-God cases; but see Mal i
primarily means “to make desolate” and can havenoes of “to appall” or “to horrify.”
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ap=!
7772 n.f. S1091 “terror, destruction” 10X

e
722 verb S6426 “shudder” 1X
b2 n.f. S6427 “shuddering” 4X
nyoan n.f. S8606 “shuddering, horror” 1X

ghoml
nya verb S1204 “terrify” 16X
Y2 nf. S1205 “terror, dismay” 2X
mya n.m.pl. S1161 “terrors” 2X

o
a2 verb S3025 “fear, dread” 5X
Qi adj. S3016 “fearing” 2X

M2
T verb S1481 “abide, gather together, fear” 9
7 n.f. S4034 “fear, terror” 1X
7 n.f. S4035 “fear, storehouse” 3X
Qi n.m. S4032 “fear, terror” 8X

X7

BX?? verb S3372 “fear, be afraid, revere” 314X
X7 adj. S3373 “fearing, afraid” 64X

X7 n.f. S3374 “fearing, fear” 45X

XM, 727 n.m. S4172 “fear, terror” 13X

ART
X7 verb S1672 “be afraid” 7X
TIRT n.f. S1674 “care, anxiety” 6X

axn
Q8N n.m. S4712 “straits, distress” 3X

Fiani
om7 (Aram.) verb S1763 “to fear” 6X

7o
7o, vOY verb S6206 “dread, fear, break” 15
7"Y adj. S6184 “mighty, awe-inspiring” 20X

Tan
70 verb S2729 “tremble, be afraid” 39X
70 adj. S2730 “afraid, trembling” 6X
7770 nf. S2731 “quaking, trembling” 9X

ane
T2 verb S6342 “fear, tremble, revere” 25X
T2 n.m. S6343 “dread” 49X
mam2 n.f. S6345 “fear, religious awe” 1X

o7
v, 17 verb S2111 “tremble, be in terror” 3X
D7 (Aram.) verb S2112 “tremble” 2X
Ty n.f. S2113 *horror” 6X

TP
7P verb S6973 “be grieved, loath” 9X

o
5m verb S2119 “shrink back, fear” 3X

iyl
bvY n.m. S7374 “trembling, panic” 1X

Xan
NXa7 n.f. S2283 ‘“reeling (i.e., in terror)” 1X

A
797 verb S7460 “tremble” 3X
TP7, 7707 nm./f. S7461 “trembling, fear” 6X

T2
121 verb S2648 “hasten, flee, fear” 9X

b
00 verb S8175 “be very afraid, sweep away”
AP n.m. S8178 “storm” 4X

8X

A
10 verb S2727 “quake” 1X

ony
oY verb S8074 “be desolate, appalled” 92X
MY n.f. S8047 “waste, horror, appallment” 39
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The total count of fear and fear-related textm®T is huge, numbering most
likely somewhere between 700 and 860As can be seen, fear was a topic of great
concern to the biblical writers; but this is nomise in view of the theology and
anthropology of the Bible: God is creator and orotept; humans are created and nearly
powerless compared to God. Humans are morally atable to God and understand that
they will be judged. Therefore, men and women fear.

Analysis of Fear Texts Employiaty’

| will now present the results of a more in-deptlalgsis of all the OT uses of all
the forms ok7. The following table lists alk7” uses in the order that they appear in the
Protestant canon. After the verse, the form ofibed is shown; instead of cataloguing
them according to nouagdjective and verb, | decided—in keeping with my opinion
presented in the Becker section—to designate thjecaves” as participles (see
“Becker's Psalms Literary Form” section abo¥®)In the “Object” category, the object
of the instance of fear is identified—usually Gadsomething/someone in “nature” (i.e.,
a man, a tribe, a lion, a desert, etc.), an idal few instances, or “unclear” if the context
is ambiguous as to who or what is being feared.CHbegory entitled “Type” is meant to
show whichX uses are “event” fear-of-God cases and whichareug” fear-of-God
cases. “Event” cases are those in which the bildliaaative depicts theventof a person
or a group fearing before something/someone. Bhisually a reaction to God or some
fearful person or thing (e.g., when the Israelgie®d before the quaking and smoking
Mount Sinai, they “trembled with fear” [Exod 20:)8but can also be fear generated in
anticipation of some dreadful event (see, e.g.tR&b). “Virtue” fear-of-God cases, on
the other hand, are usually not descrilengntsof fear; rather, they simply present fear-
of-God (and occasionally fear of a person or gragoa virtue. (e.g., “Happy is everyone
who fears the LORD” [Ps 128:1]). For the “Meanirggitegory, unless something
contextually indicates otherwise (which in my opimi—as can be seen below—nisver
the case), the™” instance will be assumed to have the main measfifiigar.”
Secondary nuances of meanings (if any) are showaruhe category “Second
Meaning.” Many of these are designated “Abstraeitduse there appears to be—in

%3 The wide variation of my numbers here is a reastenallowance for interpretation of
individual texts. As indicated in the table, marfiyte words are semantically not centered on fear
and in many cases may not indicate any emotiomifpetlated to fear at all; on the other hand,
other words (especiallyr) are semantically centered on fear, but may erpnéted by some to
have non-fear meanings. As will be seen withxathestatistics below, | consider all of the OT
uses ok~ to primarily mean fear—but allow for secondary miegs in many cases.

¥4 include all the many instancesiwofi: as participles (also understood as participles by
BDB, occurring 34X).
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addition to the root meaning of “fear"—an additibeamantic implication or nuance of
one of the more “abstract” meanings of fear (asroffuggested by dictionaries and
lexica—i.e., reverence, worship, obedience, loydlonor, etc.). The last category,

“Context,” is simply a place to comment briefly upihe general context of eagh’ text.

Form, Function, and Meaning &f7’ Texts

VERSE FORM | OBJECT| TYPE | MEANING SECOND CONTEXT
NOUN QoD BVENT ABSTRACT MEANING
PARTICPLE 1DOL OTHER FEAR ABSTRACT
VERB NATURE | VIRTUE NONE " FEAR
UNCLEAR NONE
Gen 3:10 \V G E F N - Judgment because of original sin
Gen 9:2 N N E F N Animal fear before men and women
Gen 15:1 V U E F N God'’s encouragement
Gen 18:15 \V G E F N Fear of God’s displeasure
Gen 19:30 \V N E F N God’s destruction of Sodom
Gen 20:8 \V G E F N Fear of God’s punishment
Gen 20:11 N G vV F N No fear of God and his punishment
Gen 21:17 V N E F N Fear of unknown and death
Gen 22:12 P G V F A God demands Isaac for a sacrifice
Gen 26:7 V N E F N Fear of death
Gen 26:24 V N E F N Esau Threat
Gen 28:17 \/ G E F N Epiphany
Gen 28:17 P G E F N Epiphany
Gen 31:31 V N E F N Life threatened
Gen 32:7(8) Vv N E F N Life threatened
Gen 32:11(12) | P N E F N Life threatened
Gen 35:17 V N E F N Fear of death
Gen 42:18 P G V F A Fear of punishment lest J. breaks 04
Gen 42:35 V N E F A Fear of Joseph’s punishment
Gen 43:18 V N E F N Fear of Joseph’s punishment
Gen 43:23 Vv N E F N Calming from fear of punishment
Gen 46:3 V N E F N Fear of going to Egypt
Gen 50:19 V N E F N Fear of Joseph
Gen 50:21 V N E F N Fear of Joseph
Exod 1:17 V G V F A Fear of God more than Pharaoh
Exod 1:21 V G V F A Fear of God more than Pharaoh
Exod 2:14 V N E F N Fear of Egyptian punishment
Exod 3:6 V G E F N Epiphany
Exod 9:20 P G V F A F. of God’s punish. more than Phar.
Exod 9:30 Vv G V F A No fear of God’s punishment
Exod 14:10 V N E F N Fear of death at hands of Egyptians|
Exod 14:13 V N E F N Fear of death at hands of Egyptians|
Exod 14:31 V G V F A God showed he is stronger then Egy.
Exod 15:11 P G O = N The conquering God is fear-worthy
Exod 18:21 P G V F A Awareness of God’s punishment
Exod 20:20 V G E F N Epiphany and God’s displeasure
Exod 20:20 N G V F N Great fear used to dissuade from sir
Exod 34:10 P G (@) F N The conquering God is fear-worthy
Exod 34:30 V N E F N Fear of Moses and his glory
Lev 19:3 V N V F A Parent/child rel. = God/man relation
Lev 19:14 V G V F N Law and judgment
Lev 19:30 V G V F A Judgment—sanctuary sym. for God
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Lev 19:32 Law and judgment

Lev 25:17 Law and judgment

Lev 25:36 Law and judgment

Lev 25:43 Law and judgment

Lev 26:2 Judgment—sanctuary sym. for God
Num 12:8 Punishment for not fearing Moses
Num 14:9 Fear of enemies

Num 14:9 Fear of enemies

Num 21:34 Fear of enemies

Deut 1:19 Terrible and dangerous desert
Deut 1:21 Fear of enemies

Deut 1:29 Fear of enemies

Deut 2:4 Fear of enemies

Deut 2:25 Fear of enemies

Deut 3:2 Fear of enemies

Deut 3:22 Fear of enemies

Deut 4:10 Law and punishment

Deut 4:34 God's terrifying displays of power
Deut 5:5 Afraid of burning mount Sinai
Deut 5:29 Fear to avoid sin and punishment
Deut 6:2 Fear to avoid sin and punishment
Deut 6:13 Fear to avoid sin and punishment
Deut 6:24 Fear to avoid sin and punishment
Deut 7:18 Fear of enemies

Deut 7:19 Fear of enemies

Deut 7:21 God'’s overwhelming power

Deut 8:6 God disciplines as a father

Deut 8:15 Terrible wilderness

Deut 10:12 Law and accountability

Deut 10:17 Awesome power of God

Deut 10:20 God is great and mighty

Deut 10:21 God'’s awesome deeds

Deut 11:25 Fear of enemies

Deut 13:4(5)

Law and accountability

Deut 13:11(12)

God'’s judgment on idolatry
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Deut 14:23 God's law

Deut 17:13 God'’s punishment of sin

Deut 17:19 Law and punishment

Deut 19:20 Punishment

Deut 20:1 Fear of enemies

Deut 20:3 Fear of enemies

Deut 20:8 Fear of enemies

Deut 21:21 Punishment

Deut 25:18 Great judgment on Amalek

Deut 26:8 Fearful and powerful works of God
Deut 28:10 Fear of enemies

Deut 28:58 Law and punishment

Deut 28:58 Awesomeness of God

Deut 31:6 Fear of enemies

Deut 31:8 Fear of enemies

Deut 31:12 Teach fear-of-God and follow law
Deut 31:13 Teach fear-of-God and follow law
Deut 34:12 Moses’s amazing displays of power
Josh 4:14 Fear of leaders in war setting
Josh 4:14 Fear of leaders in war setting
Josh 4:24 Fear in view of God’s miracle
Josh 8:1 Fear of enemies
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Josh 9:24 V N E F N Fear of Joshua

Josh 10:2 V N E F N Fear of enemies

Josh 10:8 V N E F N Fear of enemies

Josh 10:25 V N E F N Fear of enemies

Josh 11:6 V N E F N Fear of enemies

Josh 22:25 V G V F A Law and obedience

Josh 24:14 V G V F A Stern warnings to fear and serve Gd
Judg 4:18 V N E F N Fear of enemies

Judg 6:10 V | Vv F A Warning in the midst of judgment
Judg 6:23 \/ G E F N Epiphany

Judg 6:27 Vv N E F N Fear of disapproval of people

Judg 7:3 P N E F N Fear of enemies

Judg 7:10 P N E F N Fear of enemies

Judg 8:20 Vv N E F N Boy asked to be executioner

Judg 13:6 P G E F N Awesome characteristic of angel
Ruth 3:11 V N E F N Fear of unknown people and events
1 Sam 3:15 V N E F N Fear of Eli's reaction to God’s word
1 Sam 4:7 V | E F N Feeling of doom with perceived god
1 Sam 4:20 V N E F N Fear of death and pain and judgmer
1Sam 7:7 V N E F N Fear of enemies

1 Sam 12:14 Vv G V F N Stern warnings of God'’s judgment
1 Sam 12:18 V G E F N Great fear before God AND Samuel
1 Sam 12:20 V G E F N Great fear before God AND Samuel
1 Sam 12:24 Vv G \V F N Great judgment and fear

1 Sam 14:26 V N E F N Fear before authority’s command
1Sam 1524 |V N E F N Fear of people

1 Sam 17:11 V N E F N Fear of enemies

1 Sam 17:24 V N E F N Fear of enemies

1 Sam 18:12 V N E F N Fear and jealousy before man

1 Sam 18:29 V N E F N Fear and jealousy before man

1 Sam \V N E F N Fear of torture and death

21:12(13)

1 Sam 22:23 V N E F N Fear of being killed

1 Sam 23:3 P N E F N Fear of enemies

1 Sam 23:17 V N E F N Fear of Saul

1 Sam 28:5 V N E F N Great fear before enemies
1Sam28:13 |V N E F N Fear before Saul and punishment

1 Sam 28:20 V U E F N Great fear at prediction of death

1 Sam 31:4 V U E F N Great fear at certainty of death

2 Sam 1:14 V N \Y F N Condemnation of lack of fear

2 Sam 3:11 V N E F N Fear for life

2 Sam 6:9 V G E F N Fear of God’s power and judgment
2 Sam 7:23 P G (@) F N God's great and mighty deeds

2 Sam 9:7 V N E F N Fear for life

2 Sam 10:19 V N E F N Fear of defeat, death, by Israel

2 Sam 12:18 V N E F N Fear of possible violent reaction

2 Sam 13:28 V N E F N Fear of killing Anmon

2Sam14:15 |V N E F N Fear of people

2 Sam 23:3 N G V F A A God-fearing king rules justly

1 Kings 1:50 V N E F N Fear of Solomon and death

1 Kings 1:51 V N E F N Fear of Solomon and death

1 Kings 3:28 V N E F N Fear of Solomon'’s justice

1 Kings 8:40 V G vV F A Punishment for sin, and forgiveness
1 Kings 8:43 \Y G V F A Fear in view of God’s mighty power
1Kings17:13 | V N E F N Fear of starvation and dying

1 Kings 18:3 P G V F A Fear of God more than Jezebel
1Kings18:12 | P G V F A More fear of God than fear of men
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2 Kings 1:15 Fear of death

2 Kings 4:1 No context

2 Kings 6:16 Fear of enemies

2 Kings 10:4 Great, great fear of defeat and deat
2 Kings 17:7 Great punishment for idol worship
2 Kings 17:25 Punishment for failure to fear God
2 Kings 17:28 Reaction to God’s judgment

2 Kings 17:32 God’s law and failure to meet it

2 Kings 17:33 God’s law and failure to meet it

2 Kings 17:34 God’s law and failure to meet it

2 Kings 17:35 God’s law and failure to meet it

2 Kings 17:36 God’s law and failure to meet it

2 Kings 17:37 God’s law and failure to meet it

2 Kings 17:38 God’s law and failure to meet it

2 Kings 17:39 God’s law and failure to meet it

2 Kings 17:41 God’s law and failure to meet it

2 Kings 19:6 Fear of siege and death

2 Kings 25:24 Fear of Babylonian threat

2 Kings 25:26 Fear of Babylonian punishment

1 Chron 10:4 Terror in sure-death circumstances

1 Chron 13:12

Fear of God’s power and punishmer

—

1 Chron 16:25

More to fear with God than idols

1 Chron 17:21

God'’s great and mighty works

je

je

1 Chron 22:13 Imposing task requiring great coura
1 Chron 28:20 Imposing task requiring great coura
2 Chron 6:31 Punishment and redemption

2 Chron 6:33 God'’s mighty name and power

2 Chron 19:9 God-fearing judges avert God’s wra
2 Chron 20:3 Fear of enemies

2 Chron 20:15

Fear of enemies

2 Chron 20:17

Fear of enemies
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2 Chron 32:7 Fear of enemies

2 Chron 32:18 Fear of enemies

Neh 1:5 Fear-provoking characteristic of Gog
Neh 1:11 Law, punishment, and redemption
Neh 2:2 Fear of punishment by the king

Neh 4:14(8) Fear of enemies

Neh 4:14(8) Great power of God

Neh 5:9 Fear of God averts abuse of brother
Neh 5:15 Fear-of-God dissuades from bad rul
Neh 6:9 Fear of enemies

Neh 6:13 Fear of enemies

Neh 6:14 Fear of enemies

Neh 6:16 God’s great power and favor

Neh 6:19 Fear of enemies

Neh 7:2 —_—

Neh 9:32 Power, judgment, and love of God
Job 1:1 Job was righteous

Job 1:8 Job was righteous

Job 1:9 Fear for good reason: God is a threa
Job 2:3 Job was righteous

Job 4:6 Context unclear

Job 5:21 God'’s children fear not destruction
Job 5:22 God'’s children fear not wild animals
Job 6:14 Hate goes with not fearing God

Job 6:21 Fear in view of Job’s terrible state
Job 9:35 God's terror terrorizes Job
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Job 11:15 V G E F N No need to fear God if Job is clean
Job 15:4 N U V F A Context unclear

Job 22:4 N U V F A Context unclear

Job 28:28 N G Vv F A Fear-of-God is wisdom

Job 32:6 V N E F N Fear of an elder

Job 37:22 P G (@) F N God'’s awesome majesty

Job 37:24 V G E F N Fear before God’s power and wrath
Ps 2:11 N G Vv F N Trembling and fearing before God
Ps 3:6(7) Vv N E F N Fear of enemies

Ps 5:8 N G V F A Bow down before God who hates si
Ps 15:4 P G V F A -

Ps 19:9(10) N G V F A Fear-of-God related to law keeping
Ps 22:23(24) P G V F A God's power and majesty

Ps 22:25(26) P G V F A God's power and majesty

Ps 23:4 Vv N E F N Fear of pain and death

Ps 25:12 P G V F A Human sin and God'’s grace

Ps 25:14 P G V F A Human sin and God'’s grace

Ps 27:1 V N E F N With God, no need to fear the world
Ps 27:3 V N E F N With God, no need to fear the world
Ps 31:19(20) P G V F A God'’s judgment and God'’s love

Ps 33:8 V G V F A God is omnipotent creator

Ps 33:18 P G V F A God is omnipotent savior

Ps 34:7(8) P G V F A God is mighty to save

Ps 34:9(10) Vv G V F A God is the great protector of saints
Ps 34:9(10) P G V F A God is the great protector of saints
Ps 34:11(12) N G Vv F A God gives long life to God-fearers
Ps 40:3(4) Vv G V F A God protects his children from harm
Ps 45:4(5) P G O F N God's fearful deeds (Ps. Messianic)
Ps 46:2(3) Vv N E F N God protects his children

Ps 47:2(3) P G (@) F N God’s mighty power is fearful

Ps 49:5(6) Vv N E F N Almighty God can save from all harn
Ps 49:16(17) Vv N E F N Almighty God can save from all harn
Ps 52:6(8) V G V F A The righteous see the evil be judged
Ps 55:5(6) N N E F N Fear of enemies

Ps 55:19(20) Vv G V F A They who don’t fear God are damng
Ps 56:3(4) Vv N E F N Fear of enemies

Ps 56:4(5) Vv N E F N Fear of enemies

Ps 56:11(12) Vv N E F N Fear of enemies

Ps 60:4(6) P G V F A God protects those who fear him

Ps 61:5(6) P G V F A God has power to protect his people
Ps 64:4(5) V G V F N Those who fear God not do evil

Ps 64:9(10) V G V F N God's wrath makes one fear/ponder|
Ps 65:5(6) P G O F N God’'s awesome deeds

Ps 65:8(9) Vv G E F N Fear of God'’s fearful works

Ps 66:3 P G O = N Fearfulness of God’s deeds

Ps 66:5 P G O = N Fearfulness of God’s deeds

Ps 66:16 P G V F A God’s great and mighty power

Ps 67:7(8) V G V F A God has power to bless and save
Ps 68:35(36) P G O F N Awesome is the God of power

Ps 72:5 V G vV F A All will fall before God—even kings
Ps 76:7(8) P G O F N God is fearsome in his anger

Ps 76:11(12) N G Vv F N God is fearsome in judgment

Ps 76:8(9) V G E F N God'’s judgment shuts every mouth
Ps 76:12(13) P G E F N God'’s wrath provokes fear in kings
Ps 85:9(10) P G V F A God’s wrath is not on those who feal
Ps 86:11 V G V F A God delivers from the grave

Ps 89:7(8) P G (@) F N God is absolute sovereign
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Ps 90:11 N G V F N Fear justified in view of God’s wrath
Ps 91:5 V N E F N With God, there is nothing to fear
Ps 96:4 P G O = N God is fearsome

Ps 99:3 P G O = N God is fearsome; let all men tremble
Ps 102:15(16) | V G V F A God's anger and God'’s grace

Ps 103:11 P G V F A God is slow to anger, full of love

Ps 103:13 P G V F A God is slow to anger, full of love

Ps 103:17 P G V F A God is slow to anger, full of love

Ps 106:22 P G O F N God can destroy and he can save
Ps 111:5 P G V F A God is the gracious provider

Ps 111:9 P G (@) F N God is loyal and trustworthy

Ps 111:10 N G \Y F A God'’s power and awesomeness

Ps 112:1 P G V F A God fearers are happy; not evil men
Ps 112:7 V N E F N With God, no need to fear the world
Ps 112:8 V N E F N With God, no reason to fear enemies
Ps 115:11 P G V F A Fear God instead of idols

Ps 115:13 P G V F A All-powerful God blesses God feare
Ps 118:4 P G V F A God-fearers triumph through God
Ps 118:6 V N E F N No need to fear men when with God
Ps 119:38 N G V F A God-fearers receive God’s promiseg
Ps 119:63 V G V F A Importance of following God'’s law
Ps 119:74 P G V F A Importance of following God'’s law
Ps 119:79 P G V F A Importance of following God'’s law
Ps 119:120 V G E F N Fear of God and his judgment

Ps 128:1 P G V F A Happy are all who fear God

Ps 128:4 P G V F A Happy are all who fear God

Ps 130:4 V G V F A Forgiveness in the midst of great sin
Ps 135:20 P G V F A God'’s power and justice

Ps 139:14 P G O F N Humans are fearfully made by God
Ps 145:6 P G E F N God'’s deeds are fearful

Ps 145:19 P G V F A God’'s compassion on God fearers
Ps 147:11 P G V F A God’'s compassion on God fearers
Prov 1:7 N G V F A Context does not comment

Prov 1:29 N G Vv F A God-fearers avoid calamity and pan
Prov 2:5 N G Vv F A Wisdom equated with fear-of-God
Prov 3:7 Vv G V F A Fearing God necessary for success
Prov 3:25 V N E F N God will strike the wicked

Prov 8:13 N G V F A Fear-of-God is to hate evil

Prov 9:10 N G Vv F A Fear-of-God is beginning of wisdom
Prov 10:27 N G V F A Fate of God-fearers vs. evildoers
Prov 13:13 P G V F A Blessings vs. destruction

Prov 14:2 P G Vv F A —_—

Prov 14:16 P U V F A —_—

Prov 14:26 N G V F A God-fearers have confidence/refuge
Prov 14:27 N G V F A God-fearers have life and not death
Prov 15:16 N G Vv F A God-fearers are more content/happ
Prov 15:33 N G V F A Fear of God and humility related
Prov 16:6 N G Vv F A One avoids evil by fearing God
Prov 19:23 N G Vv F A Fear of God is life

Prov 22:4 N G V F A God-fearers are rewarded with life
Prov 23:17 N G Vv F A Fearing God gives hope

Prov 24:21 V G V F N God can bring disaster and ruin
Prov 24:21 V N \Y F N King can bring disaster and ruin
Prov 31:21 V N E F N With God no reason to fear the worl
Prov 31:30 P G Vv F A —_—

Eccl 3:14 V G V F A God's absolute sovereignty

Eccl 5:7(6) Vv G V F A God'’s anger and destruction of work

153

3]



Eccl 7:18 P G V F A Death and destruction for the proud
Eccl 8:12 P G V F A Long life for God fearers

Eccl 8:12 Vv G E F N Long life for God fearers

Eccl 8:13 P G V F N The wicked have shorter lives

Eccl 9:2 P N E F N Same fate comes to all

Eccl 12:5 V N E F N Fear of heights as death approacheg
Eccl 12:13 Vv G V F A Duty and judgment

Isa7:4 V N E F N Fear of enemies

Isa 7:25 N N E = N Fear of briars and thorns

Isa 8:12 V N E F N One should fear God'’s judgment
Isa 8:12 N N E F N God'’s judgment upon Israel

Isa 8:13 N G \Y F N God'’s judgment upon Israel

Isa 10:24 V N E F N God'’s punishment through Assyria
Isa 11:2 N G V F A The messiah will have fear-of-God
Isa 11:3 N G V F A The messiah will have fear-of-God
Isa 18:2 P N O F N God’s judgment

Isa 18:7 P N O F N God’s judgment

Isa 21:1 P N (@] F N God'’s judgment and destruction

Isa 25:3 V G V F A God'’s punishment and mercy

Isa 29:13 V G V F A God’s judgment

Isa 33:6 N G V F A Fear-of-God is Zion's treasure

Isa 35:4 V N E F N God'’s vengeance

Isa 37:6 V N E F N Judgment upon king of Assyria

Isa 40:9 Vv N E F N God'’s power and protection

Isa 41:5 V N E F N God’s judgment

Isa 41:10 V N E F N God’s judgment

Isa 41:13 V N E F N God’s judgment

Isa 41:14 V N E F N God’s judgment

Isa 43:1 Vv N E F N God'’s judgment and restoration

Isa 43:5 Vv N E F N God'’s judgment and restoration

Isa 44:2 Vv N E F N God'’s judgment and restoration

Isa 50:10 P G V F A Fearers of God vs. the wicked

Isa 51:7 Vv N E F N God'’s protection vs. his punishment
Isa 51:12 V N E F N Justice vs. grace

Isa 54:4 Vv N E F N Overflowing wrath vs. eternal love
Isa 54:14 Vv N E F N Overflowing wrath vs. eternal love
Isa 57:11 V N E F N Dread and fear of idols vs. God

Isa 57:11 V G V F N Dread and fear of idols vs. God

Isa 59:19 V G V F N God'’s wrath and judgment

Isa 63:17 N G V F A Fear-of-God same as a hardened heart
Isa 64:3(2) P G () F N Judgment causing nations to tremble
Jer 1:8 V N E F N God'’s word and his judgment

Jer 3:8 V G E F N Great sin and God'’s judgment of it
Jer 5:22 Vv G V F N Wickedness and punishment

Jer 5:24 V G V F A People’s rejection of God's provisiof
Jer 10:5 V N E F N Fear of God vs. fear of idols

Jer 10:7 V G V F N Fear of God vs. fear of idols

Jer 17:8 V N E F N God'’s people have no fear of world
Jer 23:4 V N E F N God'’s people have no fear of world
Jer 26:19 P G V F A Hezekiah feared God’s punishment
Jer 26:21 V N E F N Fear of death

Jer 30:10 V N E F N God'’s promise of restoration

Jer 32:21 N U E = N Great terror in midst of the exodus
Jer 32:39 V G V F A God'’s promise of restoration

Jer 32:40 N G V F N Fear-of-God dissuades one from sin
Jer 40:9 V N E F N Fear of the Babylonians

Jer 41:18 Vv N E F N Fear of the Babylonians
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Jer 42:11 V N E F N Fear of the king of Babylon

Jer 42:11 P N E F N Fear of the king of Babylon

Jer 42:11 V N E F N Fear of the king of Babylon

Jer 42:16 P N E F N Fear of death and punishment

Jer 44:10 V G V F N Great idolatry that God hates

Jer 46:27 Vv N E F N After punishment comes restoration
Jer 46:28 Vv N E F N After punishment comes restoration
Jer 51:46 Vv N E F N After punishment comes restoration
Lam 3:57 V N E F N Reassurance in times of God’s wrath
Ezek 1:18 N G O F N Fearful characteristics of epiphany
Ezek 1:22 P G O F N Epiphany

Ezek 2:6 V N E F N God'’s punishment of evil people
Ezek 2:6 V N E F N God'’s punishment of evil people
Ezek 2:6 V N E F N God'’s punishment of evil people
Ezek 3:9 V N E F N God'’s punishment of evil people
Ezek 11:8 V N E F N God'’s punishment of evil people
Ezek 30:13 N U E F N God'’s judgment on Egypt

Dan 1:10 P N E F N Fear of king's punishment and deatt
Dan 9:4 P G O F N God’'s awesome power and judgment
Dan 10:12 \/ G E F N Epiphany

Dan 10:19 \/ G E F N Epiphany

Hos 10:3 Vv G V F A Apostasy and God’s punishment
Joel 2:11 P G (@) F N The day of the LORD

Joel 2:21 Vv N E F N Restoration after God'’s judgment
Joel 2:22 Vv N E F N Restoration after God'’s judgment
Joel 2:31(3:4) | P G (@) F N The day of the LORD

Amos 3:8 V G V F N One should fear before lions and Gaod
Jon 1.5 V N E F N Fear of death

Jon 1:9 P G V F A God'’s anger and punishment

Jon 1:10 V N E F N Fear of death

Jon 1:10 N N E F N Great fear before raging storm

Jon 1:16 V G V F N Fear of God’s wrath and of death
Jon 1:16 N G E F N Great fear before God

Mic 7:17 Vv G V F N Judgment upon the nations

Hab 1:7 P N (@) F N God'’s punishment through Babylon
Hab 3:2 V G V F A God'’s wrath and mercy

Zeph 2:11 P G O F N Terrible judgment against nations
Zeph 3:7 Vv G V F N Terrible judgment against nations
Zeph 3:15 Vv N E F N Restoration after judgment

Zeph 3:16 Vv N E F N Restoration after judgment

Hag 1:12 Vv G V F A God'’s punishes wrong priorities
Hag 2:5 V N E F N Restoration after judgment

Zech 8:13 Vv N E F N Restoration after judgment

Zech 8:15 Vv N E F N Restoration after judgment

Zech 9:5 V G E F N God'’s punishment of nations

Mal 1:6 N G Vv F A Disobedience in worship

Mal 1:14 P G O F N God'’s anger at poor quality sacrifices
Mal 2:5 V G V F A God'’s anger at tribe of Levi

Mal 2:5 N U V F A Judgment of the Levites

Mal 3:5 V G V F A God’s judgment

Mal 3:16 P G V F A Fear-of-God and salvation linked
Mal 3:16 P G V F A Fear-of-God and salvation linked
Mal 4:2(3:20) P G V F N Blessed God-fearers vs. the damned
Mal 4:5(3:23) | P G O F N Terrible day of the LORD
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The following table breaks down this informatiorcaing to individual books
(only the totals are given):

Form, Function, and Meaning &7’ Texts—Book Totals

BOOK +total FORM OBJECT TYPE MEANING SECOND
NOUN GOD EVENT ABSTRACT MEANING
PARTICPLE 1IDOL OTHER FEAR ABSTRACT
VERB NATURE VIRTUE NONE EAR
UNCLEAR NONE
Genesis 24 N 2 G8 E21 F24 A3
P4 N 15 V3 N 21
V 18 Uil
Exodus 15 N1 G11 E6 F 15 A6
P4 N 4 02 N9
V 10 V7
Leviticus 8 V 8 G7 V8 F8 A7
N1 N1
Numbers 4 V4 N 4 E4 F4 N 4
Deuteronomy N5 G25 E 23 F 44 Al4
44 P8 N 19 06 N 30
V 31 V 15
Joshua 11 V11 G3 E6 Fi1 A5
N 8 V5 N 6
Judges 8 P3 G2 E7 F8 Al
V5 11 Vi N7
N5
Ruth 1 Vi1 N1 E1l F1 N1
1 Samuel 22 P1 G4 E 20 F 22 N 22
V21 11 V2
N 15
u?2
2 Samuel 10 N1 G3 E7 F 10 Al
P1 N7 o1 N9
V 8 V2
1 Kings 8 P2 G4 E4 F8 A4
V 6 N 4 V 4 N 4
2 Kings 19 P5 G9 E 10 F 19 A 13
V 14 | 4 V9 N 6
N 6
1 Chronicles P2 G3 E4 F6 N 6
6 V4 U3 O1
Vi1
2 Chronicles N1 G3 ES5 F8 A2
8 V7 N5 V3 N 6
Nehemiah 14 N 2 G8 E7 F14 A2
P5 N 6 03 N 12
V7 V4
Job 17 N5 G 10 E7 F17 A7
P4 N 4 o1 N 10
V 8 U3 V9
Psalms 82 N9 G 67 E 20 F 82 A 44
P 43 N 15 013 N 38
V 30 V 49
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Proverbs 23 N 14 G 19 E2 F 23 A 19
P4 N3 V21 N4
V5 Uil
Ecclesiastes ¢ P4 G7 E3 Fo A5
V 5 N 2 V 6 N 4
Isaiah 34 N7 G11 E 20 F 34 A7
P5 N 23 04 N 27
V 22 V 10
Jeremiah 24 N2 G8 E 17 F 24 A3
P3 N 15 V7 N 21
V 19 Uil
Lamentations Vi N1 E1l F1 N1
1
Ezekiel 8 N 2 G2 E6 F8 N 8
P1 N5 02
V5 Uil
Daniel 4 P2 G3 E3 Fa N4
V2 N1 01
Hosea 1 V1 Gl V1 F1 Al
Joel 4 P2 G2 E2 Fa N4
V2 N 2 02
Amos 1 Vi1 G1l Vi1 F1 N1
Jonah 6 N 2 G3 E4 F6 Al
P1 N3 V2 N5
V 3
Micah 1 V1 G1 V1 Fi1 N1
Habakkuk 2 P1 G1i o1 F2 Al
V1 N1 V1 N1
Zephaniah 4 P1 G2 E2 F4 N 4
V3 N 2 o1
V1
Haggai 2 V2 G1 El F2 Al
N1 V1 N1
Zechariah 3 V3 G1l E3 F3 N 3
N 2
Malachi 9 N 2 G8 02 Fo A6
P5 uil V7 N3
V2
TOTAL 437 N 55 G 238 E 216 F 437 A 153
P111 1 6 0O 40 N 284
V 271 N 180 V 181
U 13

Finally, the following table breaks the numbers daecording to event and virtue types
of fear.
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Form, Function, and Meaning &7’ Texts—Summary Table of Event and Virtue Fear-
of-God

TOTALOT FORM OBIJECT | MEANING SECOND
EVENT FEAR NOUI’:’LE IQD?)I.E ABFEARSTRfCT MEANING
PARTIC L I ABSTRACT
INSTANCES VERB NATURE i
UNCLEAR &ONE
216 N13 G3# F216 A5
P16 15 N211
V187 N 169
us
TOTALOT FORM OBJECT | MEANING SECOND
VIRTUE FEAR NOUIII:LE I%%I? AB?HEI-ARRfCT MEANING
INSTANCES | PRICPE | oL | ABSTRACT
UNCLEAR &ONE
181 N4l G110 F1g1 A 148
P56 11 N33
AVAS7) N5
U5

Observations from Statistics

Based on the data above, a few general observahiahwiill work against Becker’'s
evolutionary thesis will now be made. The firshtiito notice is that fear is a significant
and consistent theme throughout the OT. Accordinmy calculations, there are 216
cases of event fear and 181 cases of virtue feaatle scattered throughout the OT. Of
the event fear cases, 34 have God as their olgjettte virtue fear cases, 170 have God as
object. Event fear cases use the verb more oftam\thitue fear cases; this can easily be
explained, however, by the fact that event feaes@ase mainly found in narrative
sections of the OT (including the prophets who fa@” many future events). Many of
the virtue fear cases, on the other hand, are foutite Psalms and in the Proverbs where
there is little narrative. In the event fear cases,meaning of7’ remains clearly
centered on the emotion/feeling of fear (with vagydegrees of intensity) throughout the
OT. Virtue fear is also found throughout the OTemvn critically reconstructed histories
of the OT’s composition and compilation, virtuerfeases are understood to exist in
“early” material®®® As can be seen by the statistics, virtue fearusanthe verb,
participle, and noun. Going from one to the othesinot indicate any significant
semantic shift beyond the core meaning of f84Becker’s form-critical opinion that a

3% According to M. Noth, Exod 14:31 is from the J smj from the E source are Gen
20:11; Exod 1:17, 21; 9:20, 30; 18:21; 20:20 (J Bridxts according to M. Noth'’s theory listed in
Soulen and Soulen, 2001, 51, 89, 90.

3% Bamberger, 1929, 39, claims that the virtue féeBod cases in the OT all stress the
“objective side of religion.” According to my estation (as reflected in the stats above), all the
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change from one to the other signals a semanticfsbm fear to something more

abstract is simply wrong. The difference in lingicisorms is merely a function of each
section’s literary goals. This has already beeoutised in response to Becker above, but
a quick summary is perhaps in order.

The problem with Becker is that he assumes as Hadidorm-critical idea that each
major section of the OT was written by a persopasons in order to accomplish some
political and/or cultic goal (this “goal” being arbe component of the “literary form” [or
“genre”]), and that each of these sections haswts unique linguistic “signature.”
Because the form-critical view contains quite arsgrelement of the understanding that
the writers were to a significant extentthors(i.e., not compilers or recorders [of
history]), then it follows that each section wotlave a unique signature of linguistic use.
This unique linguistic use will correspond to whettietheological views had become
prevalent at the time of the writing of the sectiBor example, when Becker sees the
high number of verbs in Deut-2 Kings, he underssahds as the “signature” of the
person and/or persons who created the work andvadehce” that some significant
semantic shift ok’ had taken place in the development of the religiod in the
development of the fear-of-God idea. But this viswnost likely not correct. It should be
said right away that the Deut-2 Kings use of thido\(erhich Becker deems to generally
mean something related to “loyalty” to the culthi remarkableit is simply the
linguistic form that is common to narrative. In faGenesis through 2 Kings—being
mainly narrative—contains a fairly steady rate lodat 78% (verb rate for at’
instances in Gen-Num is 78%; Deut-2 Kings is 79Phg verb rate for the Major
Prophets Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel runs ahaurprising 70%. The similarity
between the major narrative OT sections and thehats is based largely upon their
common missiono describe event&xodus records that Moses feared when God spoke
to him from the burning bush; Isaiah records thgydE will one day fear with trembling
when the day of the Lord comes. So it is no suephat these large sections of Scripture
would, first, tend to possess many verbs and, skewould tend to contain high
percentages of “event” fear-of-God—for the narmgiywhether historically describing
events of the past or prophetically describing &vefthe future) are in the business of
describingevents The “event” and “virtue” fear-of-God types forebe OT sections are
as follows: Gen-Num: 61% event and 35% virtue; ER#lings: 63% event and 31%
virtue; Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel: 65% evedt26% virtue. As can be seen, the verb

OT virtue fear-of-God cases stress the subjectded the Israelite religion—i.e., the fear
emotion/feeling.
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distribution ofX7” and the functions af7” are quite consistent in sections of the OT that
contain extended sections of narrafite.

TheX?” demographics, however, of the Psalms and of thedfos are—as Becker
rightly points out—quite different. But this is niat be explained by a complicated
critical reconstruction of Israel’s history whichsames that later writers put fear-of-God
into a more refined light through the use of tlwein specialized language of the day;
rather, the reason Psalms and Proverbs are heéwy-vaspectively—participles and
nouns is because their literary mission is notresent a simple historical narrative. The
Psalms often comment upon what happens to certaipl@ or groups (“blessed are those
who....”; “cursed are thoseho....”); the Proverbs also speak about the fate dhoe
people (especially the “wise” vs. the “fool”), hiliey especially concentrate on “wisdom”
and “fear of the LORD” a®picsin their own right (“the fear of the LORD teacleman
wisdom” [Prov 15:33 NIV]). In view of these litenafeatures, one would therefore
expect to find many participles 8f” in the Psalms and many nounstof in the
Proverbs; and that is just what is found: 52% bfredX7 instances in the Psalms are
participles (total participles number 43 out obtatX” count of 82) and the Proverbs
employ the noun in 61% of tke&” cases (14X out of 23X). Also, because the Psatms a
much about commenting upon the virtues of thiat person, and the Proverbs are
focused upon living virtuously, then one would bhetsurprised to find fear-of-God in
these books often used as a virtue. This is intleedase: virtue fear-of-God cases
comprise, respectively, 60% and 91% of instancekoin the Psalms and the Proverbs.
There is nothing in the change from verb to pastecor noun that warrants any semantic
change more than what changes in grammatical feually admit.

In fact, the local context and wider context of @€ virtue-fear-of-God passages in
general indicate that the idea of virtue-fear-ofd@emains quite tied to the
emotion/feeling of fear all the way through. Virttear-of-God is always a virtue, is
never condemned, and there is no OT text thattbayvirtue-fear-of-God has evolved
into something other than fear. Rarely do the eufiear-of-God passages have any local
context that would inform the reader what is mdgntfear.” Most passages are not
unlike Ps 34:9(10): “O fear the LORD, you his holyes, for those who fear him have no
want.” In this case, a command is given, and afitdeestated; but what “feans is not
said. Becker makes up for this lack of informatignsuggesting that many adjacent or
nearby lines of text are in synonymous parallehwilite line containing the fear-of-God
concept. This supposed evidence for more absta@tdlations ok2* can be called into
guestion at several levels: first, were all of plagallels really intended originally to be

%7The Minor Prophets are not too far from these gatages: verb, 58%:; event, 36%;
virtue, 45%.
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poetic parallels? Second, if many were intendeobaallels, how does one know the kind
of parallel that was intended in each case? Ambagrtany parallels that Becker cites, he
assumes that all are more or lsggonymougparallels; but this simply disregards many
other possibilities that could really be the cgmeallel cola might emphasize and expand
upon a virtue-fear-of-God colon, or the virtue-fedtGod colon might emphasize and
expand upon the parallel cola in an almost unlichitember of ways. For example,
Becker understands the fear imperative in Deut ¢th& LORD your God you shall

fear”) as synonymous to the two following cola:rthyou shall serve, and by his name
alone you shall swear.” According to Becker, fegi®od here means serving the cult (in
a “cultic adoration” sense), and—by swearing byrtame—-the recognition and worship
of divinity ....”*®® But this verse could just as easily be mentiotimge independent
phenomena that should be features of worshippintpeosecond and third cola could
simply be actions that flow out of the fear emotiealing that precedes them.

| am not saying that parallels to virtue-fear-ofd3ip not exist; they most certainly
do. I just want to point out that parallelism candé many kinds, and the exegete should
be hesitant to interpret parallel texts such that-bf-God ends up meaning something
quite far removed from fear. On the other handrprietation of parallel texts that uphold
the well-established and consistent semantic arnahor ought to be preferred. The
opportunity to go one way or the other is containétiin many virtue-fear-of-God
passages; Ps 2:11, for example, admonishes therreetserve the LORD with fear and
rejoice with trembling” (NIV). One might be temptéalfind a semantic association
between “fear” and “serve” and “rejoice”; but theich more likely parallel to “fear” is
“trembling” because of its close relation to feaddecause the general context of this
verse is about the (messianic) son’s great wrathpamishment. Serving and rejoicing,
then, should be both accomplished with a high lef¢he fear emotion/feeling. In the
case of this verse, parallelism exists betweenncAlg‘serve the LORD with fear”) and
colon B (“rejoice with trembling”). “Serve” and “y@ce” are not synonymous, however,
but simply describe two very different actions thet a part of proper YHWH worship;
“fear” and “trembling” are technically not synonyoseither—the first is the
emotion/feeling itself, and the second is the ptajlsieaction to it. But it is clear that

%8 Becker, 1965, 94. This is a good example of whieeanterpretational power for “fear”
is coming from. Even though Becker cites “served &swear” as “synonymous” with “fear,” the
clarification he first gives regarding the meaniofsserve” and “swear” shows that the
synonymity is really between fear/serve/swaad the pre-determined meaning of the verse
according to sweeping form-critical assumptiongsTaveals that Becker is not really that
concerned about poetic nuances that might indmagemeaning for “fear” or another; in fact, the
mentions of fear-of-God (as a virtue) as well &shed associated “parallels” are all forced to
mean what the form-critical consensus says waprenailing emphasis of the day. In the case of
Deut 6:13, this means that fear/serve/swear meauisldyalty and [the] adoration of YHWH.”
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serving the LORD and rejoicing before him oughintdude trembling (that comes from
fear) and to include fear (that manifests trembling

Any suggested parallel that drives meaning far afrn@y the fear emotion/feeling
should be resisted—especially in cases in whicHdhetext is within a wider context of
God’s fearful anger and judgment. As can be seéhnenable above that covers all the
OT cases ok, | discern contextual elements in nearly all @rththat could be
considered fear provoking. Given those elemerdas) very hesitant to find parallels—
like Becker does—that tak&s® away from the fearful context and to more abstract
concepts (loyalty, reverence, obedience to the faety, etc.) that may or may not have
anything to do with fear. And, as | have mentioaatmber of times before, the exegete
ought to be hesitant to follow Becker’s tactic imiding so many synonymous parallels in
so many virtue-fear-of-God texts is just for thasen that this results in a highly unlikely
semantic expansion 80". If Becker is right and all these synonymsXto really do
exist, therx7 is all but semantically useless for normal comroation; for any given
use—if the immediate context does not clearly iaticsomething otherwise—would
only confront readers with a baffling array of pbts meanings that might be intended
by the writer/speaker. But this surely should mothe case witk7, just as much as it
surely is not the case with how “fear” is used tgdar whatever implications, shadings
of meaning, or nuances that “fear” might in anyegivconversation possess, we typically
understand the word to mean the fear emotion/fgeliess something in the context or
syntax clearly informs us otherwise. But with’, Becker and others take the opposite
position:X7” means something different than fear unless somgthithe context makes
a fear designation unavoidable.

While most of the OT virtue-fear-of-God texts dd havelocal context that would
lead the reader to understand the use of “fear'vaaeor another, there does exist a
number of texts that contain local contexts thatedl@al—at least in these texts—what is
meant by fear-of-Gotf® It should be pointed out first that there are savpassages in
the Proverbs that appear to literally say what-tdaBodis: Prov 1.7 records that “the
fear of the LORD is the beginning of knowledge’p¥8:13 says that “the fear of the
LORD is hatred of evil”; Prov 9:10 declares thdtétfear of the LORD is the beginning
of wisdom”; Prov 14:27 states that “the fear of H@RD is a fountain of life”; Prov
15:33 teaches that “the fear of the LORD is indtamcin wisdom”; and Prov 19:23
professes that “the fear of the LORD is life indééi$” is used most straightforwardly in
1:7 and 9:10; fear-of-God realiy the beginning of knowledge and wisdom. On therothe
hand, with 8:13, 14:27, and 15:33 the writer carbethinking of exact identity, but that

39 By “local” context, | mean context that is con&drwithin the same verse in which the
mention of fear is found and/or the several vessesounding it.
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the “hatred of evil,” “a fountain of life,” and ‘fik indeed” are theonsequencesf a god-
fearing life. These are no more fear-of-God thaMwosaic Laws life (see Deut 32:47)
or an ice axés life for mountain climber who climbs Mount Everéét

VIRTUE FEAR-OF-GODX?* TEXTS WHOSE CONTEXTS INDICATE FEAR

Virtue-fear-of-God texts that have local contekiattquite clearly indicate the
emotion/feeling of fear are the following (all us® unless otherwise noted):

Gen 20:11: when Abraham said regarding Abimelekinigdom that “there is no
fear of God at all in this place,” he clearly reézf to no fear of God’s retribution should
Abimelech kill Abraham for his wife. As it turnedip Abraham was wrong: the officials
(v. 8) of the king (and perhaps the king as welyewery much afraid once God had
warned Abimelech in a dream, and they quickly sotgimake the situation right in
response to the fedf* It may be that vv. 8 and 11 are in a sort of icquarallel.

Exod 20:20: the reason God put “the fear of himdmuphe people—obviously
referring to people’s fear and trembling as theypdtat the base of Mount Sinai—is
clearly stated at the end of v. 20—"so that youndbsin.” The local context of the fear
emotion/feeling being used as dissuasion fromssbacked up by the wider context of
God's perception of the people as “stiffnecked”.@32he people’s sin of idolatry (chap.
32), and God'’s punishment of it (32:27, 28).

1 Sam 12:18: this text is somewhere in betweentdean and virtue fear; it is
probably a mixture of both. The fact that v. 1&iacketed by two other virtue-fear-of-
God texts (vv. 14 and 24) adds some weight to ghei@n that “all the people greatly
feared the LORD and Samuel” is meant to be takéomly as a response to God’s
punishment in the destruction of the years cropsebpecially as a virtue that they
should have been practicing before, but failedasal That “fear” here is real fear—and
not one of the abstract virtues—is made sure byiseeof1XD; “great fear” certainly
makes sense (vs. great reverence or great loyaéiicq in light of the local and wider
circumstanced’

¥0See my FN 282.

%"11f one should accept the v. 11 translation suggkby Skinner, 1910, 318 (“there is no
piety in this place”), then the probable inferetm®. 8 would mean that the same meaning should
be understood there too: “and the men were veryhmuaus”; but that would not fit the context
at all. It is better to go with “fear” in both vesand, with that, let v. 11 reveal to the realdat t
Abraham was wrong: Abimelech and his men indeedeadid God and his punishment. Matthew's
opinion (re. Gen 20:11) that “Fear of God ... meanthis context conformity to a moral code of
behavior ... not the absence of religion” is justagward and over-complicating of the narrative
(Mathews, 2005, 256, 257).

32 The Exod 20 and 1 Sam 12 passages discussedrbesrarkably similar with regards
to the fear topic: In the two present manifestatiohGod that terrorize the sinful people, there is
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2 Chron 19:7, 9: King Jehoshaphat appointed judgésg them to “let the fear of
the LORD be upon you” and, in v. 9, to act “in tear of the LORD.” The use af19
(v.7) clearly refers to a fearful emotion/feelingspecially with its use of “upon you”

some level of repentance, the prophets (respegtivEdses and Samuel) attempt to calm their
fears by saying “do not fear,” and there is a fimdérence to the value of fear-of-God. That the
fear emotion/feeling is being referred to in Ex@d18 and 1 Sam 12:18 is obvious—for the
people in both cases were clearly in a state oémé fear. But some believe that the fear that has
the power to dissuade one from sin (Exod 20:200)that is commanded to be practiced (1 Sam
12:24) is something altogether different from tearfemotion/feeling (otherwise, as Bamberger,
1929, 39, 40, suggests, Moses would be contraditiimself). | do not think this at all must be
the case: the raw emotion of fear is used quitectffely by God to get the people’s attention. In
other words, it has an effective utility (to jargpée into understanding who God is, to have them
come to grips with their own sinfulness, and tesdéde them from further sin) which can be to
some small extent voluntarily exercised by peopla areemptory act against sin. In these two
instances, fear is used as a “wake up” call: reagonith the people had run its course and
something stronger was needed. After the terripiprany (Exod 20) and crop-destroying wrath
of God (1 Sam 12:18), the people—in great fear—zedlthat God was angry and that they had
best repent. According to Davis, 1994, 123, the @ieave home the reality of their situation more
than would have been possible without it; and dipiened the way to repentance. Moses and
Samuel—being the good shepherds/fathers that tbeeg-wsaw their change of heart (i.e., the
fear had accomplished what it was supposed tomtb)ramediately sought to calm their fears.
God is, after all, ultimately not about judgmenif Bbout grace. As Peterson, 1999, 72, well puts
(in addressing the 1 Sam 12:20 text): “Nothing wepdts us outside the power of God’s grace to
forgive and reconcile. A thousand years later Jesusodied what Samuel preached: Do not be
afraid.... Yes, you have sinned, but don't let ydarparalyze you with guilt; don't let your sin
dupe you into thinking you are irredeemable; déorta minute suppose that God has called it
quits on you. It is God’s business to save you,@ad is not giving up (12:20-22).” The danger
of fear is that one can be driven into despair.e¥eless, fear has its place and God is willing to
use it. With the utility of fear in mind, one caetter understand that despite Moses'’s and
Samuel’s calls to “not fear,” there is neverthelessie value in an ongoing experience of
fearfulness of God and of his punishment. Mose&Xod 20:20b) and Samuel (in 1 Sam 12:24)
when speaking about fear could be referring tonenae or obedience; but in view of the ability
of the fear emotion/feeling to dissuade from sieythad just witnessed this ability in action),
there is no reason to suppose that God would nafilbieg to use it again—albeit in an

attenuated form—as an ongoing sin-avoidance tdwt This was “real fear” (Birch, 1998, 1064)
is further suggested by the forecast of doom imrh 32:25: “But if you still do wickedly, you

shall be swept away, both you and your king.” lthbaf these passages, the people are, as
McKane, 1963, 87, rightly observes, “warned,” dnel tone that is clearly heard throughout is
one of “threat.” Between the epiphany, the mighgpthys of God’s power and wrath, and the
threatening tone of these two passages, Davis, 123 124, is correct when he challenges those
who question the utility of fear-of-God: “Why thelid Paul write Colossians 3:6 after Colossians
3:5? What matters is whether there is a true basiear. If there is reason to tremble, we ought
to tremble. Neither the church nor individual Chass should be above truthful terror. If God
grants us a sight of our own sin and of his displeg, we can be sure he does not do so merely to
see us tremble but to see us tremble and be rdstar# Samuel 12 we see both the kindness and
the severity of God (Rom 11:22); Yahweh intends &sathe way to faithfulness (vv. 20-25).”
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(@>°5v) which would not at all be expected if worshipotiedience or the like was
intended®”® The calls to be in fear of God in vv.T1) and 9 fiX™°) are most likely in
synonymous parallel—especially considering thahlmaimmands are given to groups of
judges in order to dissuade them from administepenyerse justice. The wider context
makes clear that Jehoshaphat’'s aim was to ste@eth@e away from sin and God’s
wrath (v 10)—something that could only be realifezhch of the people’s judges had a
proper fear of God.

Ps 2:11: serving “the LORD with fear” is in paralegth rejoicing “with
trembling.” “Fear” and “trembling” are in close santic relationship, and—seen in view
of the son’s “wrath” that can be “quickly kindled’elearly signify a very fearful stafé?

Ps 64:4, 9 (5, 10): the antithetical parallel idshows that a lack of fear and
killing a “blameless” man are somehow related. The lack of fear is referring to fear-
of-God is made most probable by v. 9 which alsough the use of parallelism presents
two actions for those who, on the other hand, do: fehey will tell what God has
brought about, and ponder what he has done.” THengontext shows that these two
verses present a contrast between those who dearaBod and those who do, and the
fearful promise of judgment for those who do natrfév. 7: “But God will shoot his
arrows at them; they will be wounded suddenly)gatis that God is the implied object
and that the fear emotion/feeling is here in viblere abstract meanings of fear would
seem quite out of place in these two verses—edhpeitiav. 4.

Ps 90:11: the wrath of God is suggested here frdg@ortional to the fear of God.
Fear is something that is “due™—i.e., it is a virtin view of the fact that God becomes
angry when human’s sin. “Anger” and “wrath” are lbpart of the local context, and they
indicate that “fear” should be taken as real feat a high level of it at that.

373 1m5 is used elsewhere to signify virtue-fear-of-Gaek ®s 36:2; Ps 119:161; Jer 36:24;
Hosea 3:5; Mic 7:17.

374 Dahood, 1966, 14, says that this text remindsehel kings of vv. 1, 2 that “they too
are appointed for the inevitable hour [of deathjti atherefore, should “accordingly acknowledge
the supreme suzerainty of Yahweh and live in féamaurring his wrath.” The “reverence”
translation of Barnes, 1979, 24, nevertheless amtasignificant component of fear: “Serve the
LORD with fear: with reverence, and with deep appresions of the consequences of not serving
and obeying him. That is, serving him in not oppgsbut in promoting his purpose of
establishing a kingdom under the Messiah, withddsep apprehension that if you do not do it, he
will arise and crush you in his wrath.” Alexandefirsligious awe” is also not devoid of great
fear: “Serve the Lord with fear, religious awe, naty on account of his tremendous majesty, but
also in view of his vindicatory justice and destrmypower.” He also understands the
“trembling” of the second colon to be “employedaaisequivalent or parallel to fear itself”
(Alexander, 1864, 18).
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Prov 24:21: the son, here, is told to “fear the ID&d the king” and not to
“disobey either of them.” In view of the “disastexiid “ruin” that “both can bring” (v.
22), “fear” in v. 21 is most likely signifies refdar>"

Isa 8:13: The LORD tells Isaiah (v. 12) not to feadread what is typically feared
and dreaded; rather, the prophet is told that tdy. ORD—who alone is to be regarded
as holy—is the one to be feared and dreaded. \I&$&in synonymous parallel with v.
13: the fear/dread of v. 12 is clearly referringtie fear emotion/feeling and the improper
objects of that fear; the fear/dread of v. 13, hesvetakes the simple negative commands
of v. 12 and states them positively by including tlame of the one who should be the
“object” of fear and dread—i.e., the LORTS.In other words, the fear/dread that is
commanded to be manifested before God is the saan&lfead that is commanded not to
be manifested before inappropriate objects. Becangeabstract notion of fear is highly
unlikely in v. 12, it is also unlikely to be thesgain v. 13"

Isa 57:11: the inappropriate “dread” and “fear”dyefidols is contrasted in this
verse with the appropriate fear of God. Given tra of the most infamous and notorious
idols, Molech, is mentioned in v. 9, and also fhebple would experience much dread
and fear in false god worship, one can with cetyaumderstand “fear” and “dread” in v.
11a as real fear. The contrast in v. 11b that paat the lack of legitimate fear—i.e., fear
towards God—continues with the same subject ofdaeemotion/feeling, but implies
that the people’s manifestation of it had been mested up till then.

Jer 5:22: in the midst of the theme of Israel's dndah’s disobedience and
downfall, God rhetorically asks, “Do you not feae?i followed by “do you not tremble
before me?” these two questions are nearly iddnfitas is made especially likely by
God'’s claim to omnipotence which comes in the sdqmart of the verse and which
provides justification for an affirmative answertte two questions: yes, God should be

375 Waltke, 2005, 287, 288, understands that “both’.i@2 refers to the LORD and the
king (i.e., they are the ones who can bring “dedsind “ruin”), and that vv. 21 and 22 are a
warning against getting caught up in politicalige.

37 The fear/dread referred to in v. 12, says Kideg4, (Isa 8:12, 13), most likely refers
to the fear/dread that king Ahaz and his peopleegpced before the threat of the
Damascus/Samaria attack (7:2), and/or before theAssyrian threat (8:7, 8).

877 Calvin, 1948, 278, 279, nevertheless sees “regefas the main characteristic of the
“fear” and “dread” of v. 13: “Though [Isaiah] speaiot only of fear but of dread, yet he does not
mean that the Jews should be filled with horrahatname of God, so as to desire to flee from
him, but merely demands from them reverence for,@nd uses both words in order to express
continuance.” Calvin jumps over the milder fearttt@uld be legitimately exhibited before God
and used by God as a means of prodding peopledsviim. The concept and parallelism is
nearly identical in Matt 10:28: there, Jesus’ aillthe disciples not to fear their persecutors is
clearly set in contrast with a call to only feardstFear” hereopéw) is obviously nothing more
than the emotion/feeling of fear (see chapter daree
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feared; and yes, one should tremble before hinar*fand “tremble”—in view of God’s
power to control nature and God’s power to judge pumish—are synonymous in that
they are both based upon the fear emotion/feeling.

Jon 1:16: were this verse without the previousysadsout the storm and the terror
of the sailors, one might say—if one were to usekBgs criteria—that “feared the
LORD” and “offered a sacrifice to the LORD” are sytymous, and, therefore, “feared
the LORD” must mean something like “worship” or &ahent service” or the like. But
the presence of “great feari7171 X7 in v. 16a and the previous context and syntax
plainly show that the sailor’s previous extremer f@fethe storm (and for their lives)
comes to be focused (in v. 16) on the “object’haf bne who created and calmed the
storm—YHWH?3"8 It should be noted that the adverbial use of “gfear” does not have
semantic influence upon “the men feared”; it omiensifies the action of the verb (thus
the NRSV's “then the men feared the LOR{Zen moré[emphasis mine]). And it is

378\/arious Jonah 1:16 commentators resist leavingrfat its semantic root: Boice, 1983,
225, “respected”; Laetsch, 1956, 228, “awe and amant,” “adoration”; Pusey, 1907, 106,
“great awe”; Wade, 1925, 128, “worshipped”; Woli§86, 121, “worship,” “obedience,” “trust.”
Butler, 2005, 275, understands the fear as tramsfigrin v. 16 into worship, but nevertheless
allows room for some “terror” to remain. | wouldstead keep the emphasis here on fear and
understand that other mental/emotional states nhiglttonnoted. There are several reasons for
this: first, as mentioned in the main text aboves wbviously is referring to the fear
emotion/feeling and v. 10 clearly escalates that by the use of theT: modifier. Verse 16
simply adds “the LORD” which syntactically meanattthe escalated fear already referred to has
now found an object. Every other caseofplus>: (or7xn) in the OT depicts the fear
emotion/feeling, and this case should be undersagatb exception. Second, it is unlikely tkrat
andrnx~ as employed in vv. 10 and 16—with their syntatentity—would represent such
radically different (and, arguably, mutually exdlieg states of mind/heart (i.e., great fear and
great worship). Third, even though the storm ceasedsailors knew that the cause of the
storm—and, therefore, the cause of their fear—wihpresent, and now, more real than ever.
They had just withessed YHWH's anger and couldreally know if that anger would perhaps
next be directed at them. What Jonah told thenetliout to be true, and the storm did stop—but
many questions about YHWH still remained. Therefdne sailors could not really worship
YHWH “in spirit and in truth,” but, at best, onlyasd in fearful awe of his power and wrath. The
terror of the crashing waves and towering swdtis,dread at the certainty and nearness of death,
the appalling conditions aboard the severely dachage, and the discovery that a real and
living God was behind it all—in response to one eawongdoing—was sufficient to instill a
terror that few people today can understand. Whanterror discovered its object—YHWH—it
might have resulted in groveling and even someipueworship. That terror also goaded them
to immediately offer sacrifices and vows (i.e. ytieere so in shock that they would give
anything and say anything in order to keep YHWHigexr away from them). Were these sailors
really converted? No one can say; but as | trxfmaen elsewhere (see pp. 84-87) pagan worship
was full of dread and fear, and much of the drewtifaar that the sailors experienced before their
own gods was probably shifted over in very shadeoto YHWH. And such an experience—as
powerful as it was—could not provide enough infotioraabout YHWH for the sailors to fully
and purely worship him. But they could fear himd ahis was a good step toward worship.
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interesting that what could be taken as a paraliels—offered a sacrifice’—actually has
no bearing whatsoever upon the semantiesiobr .37

Mic 7:17: the prophet professes that the day weukhtually come when the
nations would repent and finally turn to God. Thegess of this is seen in vv. 16 and 17
as the nations suffer shame and poverty and, esudt,r“come trembling out of their
fortresses” and—literally quoting the MT—"they wilk in dread (im2°) and they will
fear (X7") before you.” This future event, of course, wdl @neventof fear; but the
dread/fear that will have YHWH as its focus is ciganderstood here as an appropriate
(i.e., virtuous) response. For this reason, | ogia both “dread” and “fear” here as
virtue-fear-of-God case$’

These virtue-fear-of-God cases that strongly irtditke emotion/feeling of fear are
quite diverse in their grammatical makeup and tt@mye from both older and newer parts
of the Bible. The texts employing formsof® are: Gen 20:11; Exod 20:20; 2 Chron
19:9. Ps 2:11 and 90:11 U7, Isa 8:13 uses 1, Prov 24:21 employs the imperative
verb + YHWH, and 1 Sam 12:18; Ps 64:4(5), 9(1(®;3%:11; Jer 5:22; Jon 1:16; and
Micah 7:17 all use the imperfect verb with God erths the explicit or implicit verbal
object; only Micah 7:17 employg before the object (in this case “you,” which refey
God)—a situation that shows that(or*:am/’la‘m) IS not necessary f&” +
Elohim/YHWH to indicate the fear emotion/feelingshould not be overlooked theto
is also employed twice (2 Chron 19:7 and Mic 7:1@)ee as a noun, and once as a
verb—to stand for virtue-fear-of-God. The reas@oint out these features is only to
show that one general “idea type"—in this case félae emotion/feeling before God
presented as a virtue—is not tied to any one Istguform or to any particular place in
the OT (or, as Becker would say it, to any “litgréorm”).

One important truth that the use in 2 Chron 19:7 illuminates should also be
mentioned: the virtue-fear-of-God text here cle#elis the reader that real fear—even
dread—of God is legitimate and even necessarnjhiptoper administration of
justice®®! The lexica keep the semantic rangam® much tighter thai™, centering it
mainly on “fear” (DBLSD) and “dread” (BDB). Thisxeclearly shows thahe fear

%79 See my comments on Jonah 1:16 at p. 66.

30 The older commentators are more willing to let fea fear. For example, Keil, 1986,
514, says regarding the fear presented in this ‘t€ke heathen will submit themselves to
Jehovah in the humblest fear.” Achtemeier, 1996, 8@ the other hand, interprets the fear here
as “awe and obedience.”

%1 ps 36:1(2) says that the wicked have “no fesa][of God before their eyes.” When one
considers the information in 2 Chron 19:7 and is Isalm, one cannot avoid the conclusion that
no-ms of God has no place in the life of the believer;if a believer has nams of God, he or she
would be deemed—nby the rule of Scripture—“wickedirid if that believer happens to be a
judge, he or she would be considered one that gsrustice.
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emotion/feeling with God as its object is a virftd@nd not just a minor one, but a virtue
that when practiced can bring about the administnaif good and godly—i.e.,
righteous—judgment. The lesson to be learned ss thieal fear of God is indeed a
virtue, then perhaps real fear is the virtue thatuirtue-fear-of-God texts that us®e’
intend to signify. The use &M’ might have overtones or nuances of more abstract
meaning thatma does not; but if real fear and dread is suitabtelose providing
leadership in places of great authority (e.g., ggjghow much more suitable is it for
everyone else. At least the chronicler believes thibe so; but from a Scriptural
standpoint that upholds the inspiration, inerrarmag authority of all Scripture, what the
chronicler says here must be taken very seriotsBsented here is the truth that it is
desirable to experience and be led by (or goadeddiyie fearful emotion/feeling before
God. Because this is so, there is no reason foexbgete to expend great effort to try and
move virtue-fear-of-God texts that use” toward abstract meanings that have little or
nothing to do with the fear emotion/feeling—unléss context plainly shows otherwise;
but this is hardly (if ever) the case.

NON-XT" FEAR-OF-GOD CASES THAT INDICATE REAL FEAR

X7 is the main Hebrew word for fear, but—as haslpesin seen in the case of
TmE—it is not the only word that can signify fear.tims section, | will mention a number
of texts that employ words other than’ to indicate fear. These texts relate in one way or
another to my theme that the fear emotion/feelieipie God is a legitimate part of OT
worship.

TAX: as part of the ceremony of God (Gen 15) givisglamn and unconditional
oath to Abram (which included God’s self-imposedttigpenalty—indicated by the
firepot and the torch passing between the piecéiseotlain animals—if he did not
uphold the promise)—a “terrifying darkness” desahdpon Abram (v. 12). This was
not directly fear-of-God; but it was apparently Gowill to use the “terrifying darkness”
to make a deeper impression upon Abram. God watlydsarious about his promise to
bless him, and he wanted Abram to be deadly senhis understanding of this
promise. From what the psalmist writes in Ps 88ppears that God likewise uses
“troubles” (v. 3), “wrath” (vv. 7, 16), “dread asdes” (v. 16), and “terrors”(2°X v. 15
[Heb. v. 16]), in the midst of a believer’s lifet (aast in the midst of the life of the
believing writer) in order to accomplish his wil§ ane’s “life draws near to Sheol” (v. 3).

M2 in Ps 33:8 are “fear'®X()?) and “dread” {12) in an approximate synonymous
relationship: “Let all the earth fear the LORD; &t the inhabitants of the world stand in
awe of him.” Most versions translat& as “stand in awe” in this verse; | believe a more
precise and literal rendering would be “stand ieadf’ as1 is semantically centered
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upon fear and dread (“awe,” in today’s Americangase, has lost much of the fear
component). In any case, fear and dread (or awejéb&od are understood by the
psalmist as universal virtues that the whole esintbuld practice. The emotions/feelings
referred to here are, as in many other texts fiegdtby the mention of Gods omnipotence
(see wv. 9-11).

127: in the process of repentance and coming to thelLQhe nations—according
to Micah 7:17—come “trembling™77) as they turn to the LORD in “dread” and “fear.”
The four verbs in the verse—"lick” [“dust like aale”], “tremble,” “dread,” and “fear,”
present an obviously fearful state of affairs. @aarching for synonymous parallels here
could not stray much beyond the core meaning of fea

T9m: in Ezra 9:4 and 10:3 those who “tremble” (BDBjdye God's—
respectively—"words” and “commandment” are undesdtto be aware of the sin of
marrying foreign wives and are willing to repenhelr “trembling” is clearly a virtue. Isa
66:3 also makes clear that the one who “trembl¢Gad’s] word” and is “humble and
contrite in spirit” is virtuous—in fact, the oneapwhom God will “look.” And Hos
11:10, 11 says that when God roars like a lion;¢hddren” will come trembling from
“the west,” and come trembling like “birds from Ex{yand “like doves from the land of
Assyria.” As with other “trembling” passages, thetpre here is one of repentance and
turning back to God.

DN in the course of praising the Levites, God intisahrough the prophet
Malachi that they both feared and “stood in aweh) of God as well as God’s name.
The syntax of the MT is somewhat perplexing: the @7 12 W "12m7 "X X7MN)
after the first clause of v. 5 literally appearséay “[in] fear he will fear me, and before
my name he will be dismayed.” Fonm BDB has the general definition of “be shattered,
dismayed,” but in this instance of the Niphal véBBB understands the meaning as “and
at my name he is put in awe.” In any case, the ielped of the Levites was in some way
bound up with fearful awe—perhaps even to the pafifieing “shattered” or
“dismayed”—before the LORD, and all this was untterd as a virtue.

YOv:inIsa 2:19 and 21 God uses “terromtig) and “the glory of his majesty” in
the process of turning people away from idolatry2@—all as “he rises to terrify the
earth” P2 72X Y207 [in both vv. 19, 21])71w typically indicates “to tremble”
(BDB) and most likely means here that God, in luegj to rid the world of idols, will
cause peoples on the earth to shake in fear.

T7R: next tox7, 712 (“dread, be in dread” BDB) is the most often usextd for
fear in the OT. A number of OT uses clearly shoat that fear before God is a
commendable virtue. As already mentioned in theipus sectionrD, as used in 2
Chron 19:7, plainly signifies fear/dread of the LDBNd is a virtue that the Israelite
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judges must have in order to judge righteously3®4(2) mentions that “there is no fear
of God” before the eyes of the wicked. As saidwlssre in this work, a lack of fear-of-
God is always put in a bad light; conversely, feasod—whether of the virtue kind or
of the event kind—is never portrayed as somethmdgesirable. Ps 120:119 literally says,
“My flesh has goose bumps (DBLSD; or “bristles” Bp#r fear (in2) of you, and | am
afraid &7°) before your judgments.” The writer is one whodsvGod’s laws—i.e., he is a
virtuousman—and his fear here is in no way seen as qoiage in his loving obedience
to the LORD. The same can be said for his fearrbefte words of God in v. 161. In a
rather remarkable passage that appears to upleidithe of fear in general (Prov
28:14), the proverbs writer says “Happy is the it feareth alway.” This translation
(from the KJV) translates the phrase literallydass the NRSV: “Happy is the one who
is never without fear.” The NIV perhaps over-intefg by adding “the LORD” as the
object of the fear; “the LORD” as verbal objecpi®bably intended to be understood by
the proverb writer, or it could simply be referritmyfear in general. Whatever the case,
fear is indicated as a virtue and at the same disn@n emotion/feeling that brings a
significant blessing (i.e., happiness). Isa 60:3asmuch different: in the joyful day
when the nations come to the light of the LORD @\3), the hearts of the Israelites
shall “fear” when their dispersed people come fluyvirom the nations. The use here is
not of the virtue variety, but of the acceptablengisfear as a part of joy in view of what
the LORD has done (or will do). Once again, a latcfear is connected with evil in Jer
36:24; King Jehoiakim disdained the prophetic Wairthe LORD (which had been
dictated by Jeremiah and written upon a scrollpbsning the scroll upon which the
words were written in a fire in his palace (v. ZBis act was evil, and the king’s desire
to imprison Jeremiah—through whom the condemningd&bad come—was also evil.
V. 24 records that neither the king nor his servd®ared or tore their clothes when
Jeremiah’s prophecy was read to them. This coulahntieat the king did not fear God,
the words of God, or the Babylonians about whonyptioghecy referred to. Perhaps a
blend of all three is intended. One thing is staek of fear here is linked with arrogant
pride, condemnable behavior, and a lack of apptieniéor God’s Word and for his
inevitable judgment. Finally, fear before God istpd the process of Israel (Hos 3:5) and
the nations (Mic 7:17) coming to faith in God. Bahissages have the interesting feature
of 78 being related to LORD—its usual object—not witHigect object marker, but the
prepositiorx; thus, the NRSV translates the clause as “thely &ha in dread to the
LORD” and the NIV “they will turn in fear to the LRD.” The syntax of7m®2 (Hos
3:5)h7me* (Mic 7:17) (with God as a kind of indirect objeéotvards whom the action of
the verb flows) is unique. But the overall cont@edpecially of “trembling” and “fear” in
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Mic 7:17) makes it clear that God is both causetardbject of the fear and that the fear
is understood to be a virtd&

EXCURSUSTHE FEAR-OF-GOD UNDERSTANDING OF QOHELETH

Much has been said about the OT fear-of-God ided $ame about the NT idea as
well—see just above). As can be seen, it is a Bogmt biblical topic; and there are many
different opinions of what fear-of-God meant inltmél times. But | would like in the
next few pages to think about what fear-of-God rnsdameople today, both inside and
outside the church. The thoughts that will now #ten down will be generated through
an exegetical analysis of the fear-of-God passafjee book of Ecclesiasté® The
observations and opinions of Qoheleth are quitekla for this task because what he
writes is theologically toward (or at) the endloé tOT. In other words, in Ecclesiastes
one sees the limits of the old covenant and thé&kamiag of a great yearning for the new
one—that is, for Jesus Christ. This frustratiorhvtite old is very much tied up with
Qoheleth’s frustration with all that was “under gwn.” The old covenant led him to
understand that much of God’s ultimate realityfon and for the Israelites had much to
do with things under the sun; especially for kingh@leth, that meant tl»» promised
land and th&>1» Davidic kingdom. But having set his hopes on thés#id not take
long for him to learn that these—as he understbedhtunder the old covenant—were
but dust in the wind®* And the older he became and the closer to deathéve, the

32 After surveying a number of Hebrew words for féaraddition tox~), Clines, 2003,

69, writes: “This survey of the semantic field abnas for ‘fear’ shows that the word group
belongs to a wider group of words for ‘fear’ whisehave very similarly. | find no evidence for
distinguishing among these terms. Though in twes&s2 and perhaps-), there is or may be
evidence of a semantic development, in no caseaidsiof this semantic field demonstrate a
semantic development from ‘fear’ to ‘respect’,|d&bs to ‘act justly’ or ‘show appropriate
religious behaviour’. Most occurrences of the ‘fedfsod’ use the&~ word group, butrz is

also used in exactly the same senses, and nodtiistircan be found between the two terms. The
fact that the other terms are not much evidencedréligious sense of ‘fear of God’ is merely
accidental, | would suggest.

As far as the ‘fear of God’ is concerned, | coneltldat, while no doubt to fear God implies
also to be in awe of him and to show him respext,vahile those who fear God engage in
appropriate ethical and religious behaviour prdgibecause they fear the consequences of not
doing so, these can only be connotations of ‘feéhg;terms for ‘fear’ studied above mean no
more or no less than the emotion of fear.”

%3 Eccl 3:14; 5:6

34 Delitzsch, 1968, 184, writes: “The Book of Kohélé, on the one side, a proof of the
power of revealed religion which has grounded faitbod, the One God, the All-wise Creator
and Governor of the world, so deeply and firmlytia religious consciousness, that even the most
dissonant and confused impressions of the presentd are unable to shake it; and, on the other
side, it is a proof of the inadequacy of reveakddyion in its O. T. form, since the discontent and
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more intense grew the feeling that it had all beem. So Qoheleth craved something
more than all he did and experienced under theEhwrefore, he can awaken in any man
or woman the craving for something more; in evesgayation human beings all begin
life at zero and end at zero—for, as Qoheleth hiln@eght us, “What has been will be
again, what has been done will be done again; teerething new under the sun” (1:9
NIV). All human beings—just like Qoheleth—must dwdugh this process of learning
that “life under the sun” is breathtakingly meaness (perhaps “absurd” might be better)
when life is lived apart from God and lived notaccordance with his moral law.

But the claims of Qoheleth only have their deepificance because what he said
is now in the Church’s canon of Holy Scripture, &nid has been the case for a very long
time. In the time of Christ’s first advent, the fpture—which “cannot be broken” (John
10:35 NASB)—most likely included Ecclesiastes, #melearly church accepted it along
with the other Jewish holy books right from the inegng 3®° How Ecclesiastes came to
be recognized by the Jews as Scripture—and whenetiknown today®® The earliest
allusions to it are perhaps in Sirach and the Wisdb Solomon, but some still question
this 38" Several fragments of Ecclesiastes were found atr@u and have been dated to

the grief which the monotony, the confusion, arertisery of this earth occasion, remain thus
long without a counterbalance, till the facts a thistory of redemption shall have disclosed and
unveiled the heavens above the earth. In noneeddthr. books does the Old Covenant appear as
it does in the Book of Koheleth, as ‘that which algeth and waxeth old, and is ready to vanish
away’ (Heb viii. 13). If the darkness of earth mbstenlightened, then a New Covenant must be
established; for heavenly love, which is at theeséime heavenly wisdom, enters into human
nature and overcomes sin, death, and Hades, amyesrthe turning-point of the existence of

man from this to the future life. The finger of phecy points to this new era. And Kohelth, from
amid his heaps of ruins, shows how necessaryhgaisthe heavens should now soon open above
the earth.”

35 Kruiger, 2004, 32, lists several allusions to Esielstes in the NT: Rom 3:10 (Eccl 7:20);
Mark 2:18-20 (Eccl 3:1-8); James 1:19 (Eccl 7:95tM6:7 (Eccl 5:1); Luke 12:13ff (Eccl 5:9-
6:9); 1 Tim 6:7 (Eccl 5:14). Kruger also mentiohattNA27 consider a portion of Rom 3:10 to be
a direct quote of a portion of Eccl 7:20 (sél citati vel allegati ex Vetere Testamenpo 789):
NA27 (Rom 3:10) as well as Rahlfs (Eccl 7:20) bladiveovk €oTwv Sikatos (“there is not a
righteous one”). Because Qoheleth’s way of signiythe universal depravity idea is unigquex (
p13), NA27 is most likely correct. One more NT texbsld be considered. Jesus might be
referring to Eccl 11:5 when he gently admonishedémus in John 3:10: “You are Israel's
teacher ... and do you not understand these things’tommonality of the themes of wind,
womb, human limited knowledge, and God’s sovergigmiEccl 11:5 and John 3:3-10 is
remarkable (this is also noticed by Hengstenbe¥g1235).

36 Murphy, 1992, xxii, writes that “... we are in toighorance of the nature of the
canonical process.”

%7 Regarding similarities of ideas in Sirach and Esigstes, Murphy (lbid., xlvi) claims
that “there is no serious sign of dependency” betwtbe books. After reviewing other proposed
similarities, he concludes that “it is not possitdgrove dependence in either direction. The data
are simply ambiguous, and some of the similaritmdd easily derive from a common source.”
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the mid (or earlier) second-century B¥ But possible allusions of Sirach and the fact
that the Qumran community chose to store up a (@pgopies) of Ecclesiastes do not
necessarily mean that the book was considered &cbpture. But later (ca. 80 AD)
Josephus quite likely understood the book as onieedtiventy two books which made up
their Scripture, and (ca. 90 AD) the rabbis settogrn and commenting upon the oral
law obviously understood Ecclesiastes as one dbdlo&s that had for some time been
regarded as sacrétf.

Ecclesiastes also has applicability for today bseatis a canonicalisdombook;
that is, it exists in the Christian canon as advatiurce of wisdom that a Christian can
mine today in order to live an excellent life bef@od. The wisdom in Proverbs and
Ecclesiastes is to a significant extent portrayetha wisdom of Solomon—and this
gives the books an aura of value, for Solomon wasrded to have been profoundly
blessed with the wisdom of God (1 Kings 3; 2 ChtdnSolomon was the wisest man in
the world and people from all over the earth solnghaudience (1 Kings 10:24; 2 Chron
9:23). And many throughout the ages could relatedse kings and queens as they too
came to the feet of Solomon—that is, to Proverlgs|dsiastes, and Song of Songs—for
wisdom. Even though the name of Solomon is not ioeetl in Ecclesiastes, it is
nevertheless clear in the introduction that Qohedetd Solomon ariatendedto be

About the alleged dependence of Wisdom of SolomoEcxlesiastes, Murphy writes: “the
message of Wisdom may not be envisioned solelgring of Ecclesiastes. There is simply no
necessary connection” (xlviii).

%% Muilenburg, 1954, who did the paleographic evatuabn the DSS fragments of
Ecclesiastes states: “It goes without saying thetHebrew Book of Qoh. must now be dated
before ¢.150 B.C., and how much earlier we canabsgy on the basis of the evidence afforded
by the fragments. In any event we must reckon thighpossibility that Qoh. had attained
canonical status, or something approaching ifagnEssene community by the middle of the
second century B.C.”

%9 Of the twenty-two books referred to by Joseph@871 he claims that “five belong to
Moses, which contain his laws and the traditiontheforigin of mankind till his death. This
interval of time was little short of three thousamérs; but as to the time from the death of Moses
till the reign of Artaxerxes, king of Persia, whegned after Xerxes, the prophets, who were after
Moses, wrote down what was done in their timesirden books. The remaining four books
contain hymns to God, and precepts for the conadfitiman life” (“Against Apion,” bk. 1, secs.
39, 40). Regarding early rabbinic mentions of Egielgtes, a number of discussions that raise
various questions about the inspired status ouslkeéulness of Ecclesiastes were recorded; but, as
Fox, 2004, xv, points out, “In none of their dissiosis were the Rabbis actually deliberating
whether to grant or deny Ecclesiastes canonicalst@his was already a fact for them. These
discussions were an intellectual exercise whospgsarwas to raise the difficulties the book
presents in order to resolve them” (see Fox, 2804and Murphy, 1992, xxiii, for the rabbinic
sources where these discussions are recorded).
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understood as the same perd@rOther than employing the enigmatic name “Qohéeleth,
the testimony regarding author, lineage, and pigwen in 1:1, 12 is not unlike that in a
number of biblical books as well as in extra-bialititerature as wefl®* Especially in

view of the absence of debate about authorship grti@nearly Christian-era rabbis, and
in consideration of the near-universal assumpttouhe modern age that Qoheleth was
Solomon, the scholar today has some justificatiosuspect that the writer of
Ecclesiastemtendedthat the whole work (minus, perhaps, the introcand epilogue
that speaks of Qoheleth in the third person) beetstdod as originating from Solomon
and, ultimately, from God—for when Solomon askedwedom, God gave it to him in
abundance (1 Kings 10:2#¥ If the book has many voices speaking in it, thee would

be justified in doubting the continuity of the ki@pheleth persona throughout; but
despite the twists and turns, apparent contradistisudden topical shifts, and the almost-
bi-polar declarations of life’s futility while ahe same time uplifting the value of living

399 Most commentators would say this is so at lea&t2/2:26 (see, e.g., Childs, 1979, 584;
Loader, 1986, 19; Fox, 2004, x); after that thenmpis of the author (who is a wise sage who
lived in inter-testamental times) are no longesspreed through the Qoheleth-as-Solomon mask,
but only through Qoheleth. But | would say that theod set by Solomon-Qoheleth at the
beginning continues till the end and that thenmgadditerary sign (with the possible exception of
the epilogue) to tell the reader that a major attarashift has occurred. If there is one, the remade
of Ecclesiastes for about two millennia or more—katgws and Christians—did not recognize it.
The same Qoheleth who struggles in chapters onénanaith the determinism,
meaninglessness, and lack of God’s justice inikf¢he same Qoheleth of the rest of the book:
complaining continues regularly throughout (see3aM); themes that concern kings also
continue through the book (see Eccl 4:13-16; 5:3:8; 9; 5:11, 12; 7:21, 22; 8:2-6; 8:8b; 9:13-
16; 10:4; 10:5-7, 16, 17; 10:20) as well as telxtd seem to echo the life and times of Solomon
(Eccl 1:5-7; 2:4-7 [naturalist]; 1:13-18 [wisdon24-6 [building]; 2:7 [slaves]; 2:8a, 9 [gold and
silver]; 2:8b [harem]; 1:4-11; 3:1-8; 12:1-7 [podir3:16, 17; 5:8; 8:11 [justice]; 5:1-7 [temple];
5:4-7 [vows]; 5:10-17; 61-9 [wealth]; 7:20, 26-2&pravity]; 3:14b; 5:7; 7:18; 8:12, 13; 12:13
[fear-of-God]; 1:15; 4.5, 6, 9-12; 5:3, 10, 11, 294, 11, 7:1-12, 16-19; 9:17, 18; 10:1-4, 8-10,
12-14a, 15, 18, 19; 11:1-7 [proverbs]).

31 5ee Koh, 20086, chapter three, for a presentafian@ent near eastern texts whose
introductions are similar to the introduction ofcl&siastes.

392 The early rabbinic comments and debates aboutrBwipaccording to Christianson,
2007, 89, usually do not mention the author—butmiiey do, Solomonic authorship is
assumed. Luther is often mentioned to be thetfrguestion Solomonic authorship, but
Delitzsch, 1968, 190, and Christianson, 2007, 8ktput that the editions that contain these
parts of Luther’'s Tischreden” are suspect, and Luther might have been refetoing
Ecclesiasticus (my own perusal of Luther's commenta Ecclesiastes [see Pelikan, 1972]
shows that he never assumed any other author thid@iSolomon). While Didymus the Blind
(died ca. 398 AD) might have wondered about thecgsuof certain verses in Ecclesiastes, and
some medieval Jewish scholars believed that Eesles consisted of disparate fragments of
Solomon’s wisdom collected by Hezekiah’s court $atw the first to challenge Solomonic
authorship in a substantial way was the Dutch laystatesman, and theologian Hugo Grotius (d.
1645—see Christianson, 2007, 95, for details angces).
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life to the fullest, there remains in Ecclesiagte®nstant tone of a strange mixture of
frustration and faith. Delitzsch says that in Esi@dstes, “there appears everywhere the
same view of the world"—and | think he is rigtit.but this “same view of the world” is
the view expressed by Qoheleth, “king in Jerusdlamd this view has explanatory
power for the book’s many knots and riddles.

Perhaps the entire book is a riddle set withinliteeary form of a complaint
(Klage). While this may or may not be so, the wisdomeahined from Qoheleth
certainly does not always jump out at the readanfevery verse. Much of what he says
is at the immediate literary level plain enought tmle gets the sense that there is more
present than what first meets the eye. Howevemught designate the book, it cannot be
denied that Qoheleth complains often and bitt&f{e is exceedingly vexed by the utter
meaninglessness that he feels in regards to théhit God has given him—so his
positive advice in life (found in thearpe dientexts) appears concessionatyMany of
Qoheleth’s observations and opinions do not seepe toased upon revelation, and so,
the reader is hesitant to trust everything he éaygs, that there is no life after death—see
9:5, 6). And despite this, the book is ever goadeaglers onward towards priceless
truths>% It could very well be that this is why the booksaeventually considered by the

% Delitzsch, 1968, 188.

%% Complaining is found in 1:2-9, 11, 13-18; 2:112, 12, 14-21, 23; 3:9-11, 14, 16, 19,
20; 4:1-4, 7, 8; 5:8, 13-17, 6:1-8, 10, 12; 7:1,183 20, 23, 24, 26-29; 8:7, 8, 10, 14, 16, 17; 9:1
3, 5-16; 10:1, 5-9, 14; 11:5, 8, 10; 12:1-8.

¥° Whybray, 1982, 87, suggests that Qoheleth recordmariwhole-hearted pursuit of
enjoyment” in the following verses: 2:24a; 3:122; 5:17; 8:15a; 9:7-9a; 11:7-12:1a. He
writes, “It may first be noted that these textsamanged in such a way as to state their theme
with steadily increasing emphasis and solemnityit @oheleth cannot be arguing for the
principle ofcarpe diembecause this is just what he did—as he recordkadpter two—but found
“meaningless” and “a chasing after the wind” (2NIY/). In fact, he hated life (2:17) because of
this. Qoheleth does see value in the simple pleasufrlife (i.e. eating and drinking and enjoying
one’s wife); but, in the end, Qoheleth—in exasperafsee 6:12)—appears to have the opinion
that even these simple pleasures get overwhelmdebyeneral pall of meaninglessness which
falls over life “under the sun.” Qoheleth’s injuiet to “enjoy life with your wife, whom you
love, all the days of this meaningless life thatdl®as given you under the sun—all your
meaningless days” (9:9) seems to almost be modkimglea that one can really find contentment
if the wider scenario is so gloomy. This statemewites a reply like: “how can | enjoy life—
even life with my wife—if it is so meaningless aaloisurd and we all in the end die like animals?”
Any emphasis put upararpe diems partially or completely attenuated by the speof death
and the threat of judgment (see 3:17 and 11:8n® $&e 12:13 section below]).

3% |n Eccl 12:10, Qoheleth is said to have writterrascthat were “upright and true”
(NIV). Regardingmax 27 1w, Fox sees this as a superlative phrase and ttasistaus: “the most
honest words of truth” (Fox, 1977, 97). Accordingdriiger, “words of delight” and “words of
truth” are used synonymously, both being what Qathetought to find/write. (Krliger translates
12:10: “Qoheleth sought to find pleasing words smdorrectly record true words.” [Kruger,
2004, 207, 210]). The “truth” of Qoheleth’s words aometimes not at the immediate literal level
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Jews to be holy: Solomonic authorship did not makely (his reputation was
guestionable anyways [see 1 Kings 11; Neh 13:26[),the epilogue could not make the
distressing words of Qoheleth any more palatéB|But those who had a say in the
matter perhaps recognized the good effect of Eiedt=s—the good effect of goading the
reader/listener towards God. Even with Qoheletkie@ived lack of meaning in life, and
despite his observation that life is full of pamdahardship and culminates inevitably in
death, Qoheleth demonstrated that faith in God niestess was realizable and
appropriate®® Job was a model of faith for those who might h&ebthrough loss; but
Qoheleth was a model of faith for those who have,daut find in it dissatisfaction and a
sense of emptiness.

Those who first recognized that Ecclesiastes whsfée and worthy of sacred
status, however, must have nevertheless been ledseyt Qoheleth’s cutting against the
grain of Torah-based wisdot Whatever role the Law played in his life, it cémta did
not make him happy and content. In fact, Qoheledh miserable, and life seemed
pointless—certainly not what ought to be the exgrereé of one who lives according to
the Law! So, among the many complaints in Eccléssais this implicit complaint that
becomes apparent as one reads the book througbathgiven to Moses had failed to
provide meaning, ultimate answers, and life-satisfa to those who were obedient to it.
In this way, Ecclesiastes made Jewish readershsea@ady to receive something new
that would bring them beyond the meaninglessnesedtinder the sun” and out of the
utter hopelessness of de&tf.

(e.g., that the dead have “no further reward’—9T3)js is somewhat like some of the opinions
expressed by Job’s three friends—they should bentakth a grain of salt. But both Job and
Ecclesiastes, through questionable opinions expdesithin each, nevertheless goad readers
toward apprehending great truths about God, humaaniid their relationship.

397 According to Hengstenberg, 2001, 33, the Talmuddfate Schabbath, f., 30, b.
[Hengstenberg's source designation]) records thiaesearly rabbis thought that the book was
originally recognized as valuable because (in #fdbis words) its beginning and end are words of
the law.” My view is that the whole book surely mhave been under discussion in those days
when the book was transitioned to scriptural statod that thevholebook must have been
perceived to have been valuable.

3% Qoheleth’s many mentions of death (see 1:11; 2183:2, 19-21; 4:2, 3; 5:16, 18; 6:3,
6,12; 7:1, 2,15, 17, 26; 8:8, 10, 13; 9:2-6, 108; 12:1-7) are meant, in my view, to generate
fear in the hearts and minds of his readers anélbyggenerate in them a desire for a solution to
the fear of death and to death itself.

391t is obvious that Qoheleth is a Hebrew who, aisgér, 2004, 25, points out,
presupposes the Torah—but with a somewhat libetatpretation.

9 oader, 1986, 15, writes, “We can view the Preaelsea painter who offers a realistic
portrayal of human life as it looks apart from Ghrirhe more severe his words, the more
terrified the readers are; the more effective @ aduction of life, the more the readers sense
their own helplessness.... So we can regard the &sakpoetic forerunner of the first part of the
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The contexts of the fear-of-God texts of Ecclesigstto which we now turn—are
also part of Qoheleth’s wisdom that negatively godmlit they influence the reader in the
fairly straightforward way of providing informatiabout God and his sovereignty,
human beings and their dependency, and the judgmevttich God will bring all the
deeds of men and women to account. In these pasgagbkeleth is not complaining
about what he has simply observed; instead, hepesating theological and
anthropological truths that had long since beemkmnfsom the Torah. But Qoheleth does
this in a way that takes a step toward more forredlidoctrine and that jars the Jewish
religionist who had become comfortable with theaitleat he or she was made righteous
through adherence to the law. The contexts of e&the fear-of-God texts show the
following:

3:14: God is omniscient and omnipotent; human tsearg not.

5:7(6): God is the ultimate authority, far aboverfanity.

7:18: Men and women all do evil—even when theytdripe righteous.
8:12, 13: Men and women who do evil will tend tadadheir lives cut short.
12:13: God is the ultimate judge of all the deefdlsuoman beings.

Fear-of-God is appropriate and beneficial in vidwhese realities. The specific nuances
of each fear-of-God text and how this applies ®oc¢hurch will now be discussed.

Eccl 3:14: Fear God because He Is Sovereign

The fear-of-God text of Eccl 3:14 is bound up wtk idea that God is absolutely
sovereign and men and women are absolutely depeagen him?®* In the local context

Heidelberg Catechism—how great our misery is—thiasoout, as it were, for a new
dispensation: a deliverance from the misery of nmeg@ssness.” Regarding the life-after-death
guestion, Qoheleth does indicate some ambivalemmet a by his questions found in 3:21 and
6:12, for the rhetorical questions there suggesatiswer, “no one knows—except God.” Also,
“under the sun” is mentioned along with the deh#mie at several points (6:12; 9:3; 9:6; 9:10,
11), which may be Qoheleth’s way of saying that thionly what hempirically observed.

*O1 This unforgettable little poem contains an intraibn and seven Bible verses. In the
following discussion about the poem, | use theofeihg terminology (using v. 2 as an example):
Colon—"a time to be born”; Bicolon (consisting @fd cola)—"a time to be born and a time to
die”; Couplet (consisting of two bicola)—"a time be born and a time to die; a time to plant, and
a time to pluck up what is planted.” The biblicakses match the couplets (total of seven), so we
can see that there are fourteen bicola and twegly eola—the same number of cola, as Loader
interestingly points out, as the much more modextnaiichan (14 century) sonnet. (Loader,

1969, 241. Also see Loader, 1986, 34, 35, for g wdormative and less technical description.)
Each bicolon consists of cola that mention posiéimd then negative (or vise-versa) phenomena
of human existence.

“a time to be born” (colon A—something positivegrid a time to die” (colon B—

something negative)
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of this pericope, the necessary and contingentiegital statuses of, respectively, God
and human beings, are strongly suggested in tha p6&:1-8°°% As the NASB
accurately renders 3:1, “There is an appointed foneverything. And there is a time for
every event under heaven.” The word for “appoiribe®” has the sense of—and is used
elsewhere for—a time that some authority decreesdme event to occdf® Qoheleth

Meanwhile, the two bicola of each couplet (i.e.eath Bible verse) run more or less parallel to
each other:

“a time to be born and a time to die;” (bicolorh&me: life [something positive] and death

[something negative])

“a time to plant, and a time to pluck up what iarted.” (bicolon 2 theme: life [something

positive] and death [something negative])

The seven couplets go on to cover the “whole rarfidiman activity” (Eaton, 1983, 34). Loader
sums up the idea and mood of the poem well: “Ia tbgard we can again be in agreement with
the Preacher. No matter how advanced the develdpphénman capacities, science, and
technology may be, man cannot guarantee his owpimegs. But there is also something very
unsatisfactory about the poem. There is a res#ssdike that of a weaver’s shuttle in it, a
persistent uncertainty in the back-and-forth movetnod its ideas. It is a restless and
unfathomable sea in which the human lifeboat toabesit. Rest is possible only at anchor—and
that is what the gospel of Christ offers” (Loade386, 38). That “anchor™—in my view—is
perhaps prefigured at the end of the poem (3:8lgravthe desirable/undesirable order of the
bicolon is unexpectedly switched such that “wamiad the last word, but “peacehtw). To
consider this in view of the promise made to Dathé, meaning of Solomon’s name, and how the
Messiah is described in both testaments, is toesighat Qoheleth—or perhaps better, the Holy
Spirit working through him—had something very imiamit to say here. Any change in the
expected syntax of a biblical text is often exeggly significant. Here we have a sudden change
in the poetical structure that indicates some aleixegetically critical point.

92 |n other words, the poem appears to support th@simg: the essence of God includes
his necessitythat is, he is the “independent, indestructiliieprruptible, uncaused eternal being”
who can “never be caused not to be” (Angeles, 1292). Human beings are the opposite—i.e.,
they arecontingentbeings. It follows then that they are destructibt@ruptible, caused, temporal,
and can be caused not to be. These philosophicas e, of course, not a part of Qoheleth’s
vocabulary; but the realities of God and of humaimgys which they denote resonate throughout
Ecclesiastes.

%y (“appointed time,” “time”—BDB)—is used in sever@ntexts in which a particular
time is decreed by a high authority. In the cagdeh 2:6, Nehemiah, based upon the king's
request, setsia to return from Jerusalem to Susa. Esther 9:27dedbat the Jews decided to
celebrate the heroic deeds of Esther and Mordeegiaperiod of two days “according to the
written instructionsand according to their appointed tithginioy [trans. NKJV]) annually the
festival of Purim. The word, as used in these {dxs the feel of something decreed in the
context of important events and high authority imck people are under compulsion to do certain
things at the certain appointed times in the futlirs interesting how these usesmof as well
how it is deployed in Eccl 8:5, all depict timeatiave been “appointed” as a result of the
actions and decisions of kings: Nehemiah—at thg'&irequest—sets a time for him to return;
Mordecai issued letters to the Jews to celebratasting and gladness” based upon the decree of
King Ahasuerus to let the Jews protect themselwdssaek revenge upon their accusers; In Eccl
5:6, there is an “appointed time” that comes alfimunh the sovereign proceedings of the king that
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then lists those events that men and women finghglebses subjected to while existing in
life “under the sun.” The first bi-cola of v. 2 abtish the confines within which all the
other events must fit: “a time to be born, ancheetio die.*** Needless to say, no one has
any say over the day of one’s birth, and one dot¢smoose the day of one’s death
(suicide, of course, is an exception). “You areywir own” (1 Cor 6:19); in other words,
someone else made us, put us on planet Earth hasdappointed [our] pre-appointed
times” (Acts 17:26 NKJV). Birth and death, in Qadtél's view, are events appointed by
God; but all other human events are too: love aadiage and sex are sovereignly
ordained by God, as are laughing and healing andiig. The unpleasant phenomena of
hate, killing, and war are also God-appointed—ant&lketh here does not comment
upon which are good or evil; he just says that thihybe **

men and women who appear before the king must oorimin order to have the best chance of
favorable outcomes. These usesxofllumine the way we should go exegetically with iistance
in 3:1.

04 But see my remarks about Eccl 3:17 below in FN 466

% There are some commentators who tend to see otr@ more of the ability of
humans to do things and therefore have some meakaooatrol over their destinies—as long as
these things are done at the appropriate “timeehBhsopp, 1995, 57, 58, is one who leans this
way. He understands 3:1-8 to be a somewhat orthatkdom statement—influenced by
Stoicism, and originally not a part of Ecclesiastes the ability of human beings to coincide
their actions with the favorable times afforded‘tate” in order to bring about favorable
outcomes. There is a problem, however, with theswithe favorable/unfavorable phenomena of
verse 2a (being born and dying) are not at theodespof people. To solve this, he interprets the
Qal infinitive n 75> literally (“to give birth”) but—in keeping with $tc teaching (and practice!)—
he suggests that> (lit. “to die”) be taken to measuicide (lbid., 57. Blenkinsopp mentions that
the founder and his successor [Zeno and Cleandi¢is¢ Stoic school both committed suicide
[59]) With this adjustment and all 28 Cola depigtthose phenomena that are at the disposal of
human beings, the poem, according to Blenkinsoggerhs to proclaim the conventional message
of the sages, and incidentally of contemporarycSpbilosophers, that we have the resources and
knowledge required to exercise control over owdiby doing things at the right time, a message
which Qoheleth refutes in the following verses éesally 3.10-11, 16-18)” (lbid., 57, 58). A
number of things can be said in reply: is thisdigem of biblical verse—with its exquisite
symmetry and gentle ebbing back and forth betwitenid¢ themes of love and hate, birth and
death, war and peace (and even making love araimifg from doing so [if that is what v. 5
involves])—only a kind of Greek-based philosophgarted into the book for Qoheleth to argue
against? What one argues against is usually maldekaot so attractive. But someone put a lot
of love, deep thought, and poetic care into thisrpotherefore, it seems that the message would
be something of significant substance and alsossage that Qoheleth thought worthy enough to
include. The poem has also been one of the moreomadabe—if not the best remembered—parts
of the book. If the author of Ecclesiastes drewggbem out of Stoic-influenced thinking because
he wanted to refute it, then he terribly miscaltedehow the reading public would take it. But
this could not have been the case; a non-fragngeapproach better explains the poem and its
place within the context of Ecclesiastes: Qohdlethughout his work depicts human beings as
being unable to control their destinies (See 1092111, 17, 25; 3:11, 14, 15, 17; 5:19; 6:1-6;
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So humans are limited in their ability to change tircumstances which befall
them. Therefore, there is not much—if anything—eogained from working hard in
order to improve one’s “lot.” As Qoheleth severalds asks (laments), “What gain have
the workers from their toil?” (3:9—see also 1:22:5:16) The rhetorical question most
likely expects the answer, “none,” because “timeé emance happen to them all” (9:11b).
But this is a terrible burden for men and womerelee God has set a sense ottt
(“passing of times” [Eccl 3:11]) in their heartsdatnereby made them aware of the past
and the futuré® By being aware of the past, a person knows tleetivas a time when
he or she was not—and that realization leads tawsreness that someone must have
brought him or her into existence. By being awdrthe future, a man or woman knows
that there is continued life to be had, but anxétges because he or she does not know
how it will go (see 9:1). As life is lived, expeniee demonstrates that life is unpredictable
and difficult to control—and the knowledge of theture termination of life is especially
distressing. With this “eternity” in their heartsen and women know that they are not of
their own, that God is the agent by which they hewae into being, and that God is Lord
over all events—but they do not know what God imgand why"®” As Qoheleth says,
“yet they cannot fathom what God has done fromrr@gg to end.” This image of God
inserted by God into human hearts gives men andemdire ability to know God, but to
not know him completely. The miracle D allows human beings to deduce God'’s
reality from the general revelation—such that theg;, as Paul writes, “without
excuse’—and, at the same time, to know that Gdaribeyond them, and his wisdom
“far off, and deep, very deef® In this human situation in which all is contingemon

7:13, 14, 23; 8:5-8, 16, 17; 9:1, 2, 11-16; 11:9:612:1-8, 14), and “time and chance” (9:11)
cruelly fall upon them all (9:12). The same viewrisst likely also contained within the poem of
3:1-8.

1% «passing of times” suggested by Jenni, 1953, 26, 2

07 «Eternity” suggested by Eaton, 1983, 81.

9% Murphy, 1992, 35, writes, “The interpretatiorcbfn has been erux interpretunt |
think he is right as the commentaries spend quité af space talking about the meaning of this
word. Furthermore, it seems be central to Qohaathscription and understanding of humans
and therefore central to understanding the relakignbetween them and God. What is tfms
“given” into the hearts of humankind? The opiniamsthis range quite widely—several examples
being: eternity, desire for eternity, ever new tijom, duration, the world, spatiality, obscurity,
ignorance, darkness, and toil (these last threte evitendation). (these were culled from the lists
of Ogden, 2007, 59, 60; Eaton, 1983, 81; and MurfB92, 34) Despite this diversity, the greater
numbers of commentators have leaned toward sorhefaturationtime concept vis a vis the
pointidea of time provided byv (see 3:1-8, 11a). Ogden, 2007, 60, is right totpout that this
fits the book’s context best: “Given the temposeittiag of the chapter, we should resist any
attempt to offer a solution which falls outsidedttime] field of reference. Thus we shall accept
the meaning, ‘a consciousness of the eternal.'diEal983, 81, concurs: “Eternity’, by far the
commonest meaning, fits the context well, for thele passage has been concerned with God'’s
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God’s sovereign will, the best that human beingsd® in the view of Qoheleth, is to
find contentment in the basic pleasures of life—ggatdrinking, work, and marriage—
but to know that these things and the enjoymethe&i are only made possible by
God*® Men and women can and should enjoy life, but treyonly do so insofar as
God allows; for the feelings of pleasure and combemt cannot be humanly self-
generated.

scheme of ‘times.” This is in keeping with the B@Berall translation ai>v (“long duration,”
“antiquity,” or “futurity”; and with 3:11 specifiddy, “age [duration] of the world.”). Although
Jenni, 1953, 26, 27, (in his thorough studg'o$ in the OT) admits significant challenges with
trying to pin down the meaning (in 3:11) of the @one neverthelesgn Ermangelung einer
besseren Lésungjoes with,Zeitenablauf* (“the passing of times”) gdie ausgedehnte Zeit*
(“the stretched-out time”).

But that being said, “eternity” still might be theost suitable translation based on a more
precise understanding of thenctionof this knowledge—something that Machinist, 198F],
172, perceptively brings to light: “But in an adradly difficult passage, 3:11, Qohelet seems
once more to have taken the meaningfof] to a new level of abstraction and self-
consciousness. Het@ am s not simply ‘eternity’, but the ‘ability to cortker and reflect on the
concept of eternity’, which God has put into thends (éb) of human beings ‘so thatibkeli
'aSer), paradoxically, they are able to see that theyoadiscover the nature of God’s own
pattern of activity, hisna‘aseh In other wordsdlamin 3:11, like ‘wisdom’ bl Jokm3 elsewhere
in the book (e.g., 1:13; 2:21 within the contextLdf2-2:23; 7:23; 9:10; cf. aldole3bon...),
seems to be the capacity God gives humans to ba@Ubiscover the limits of their
understanding. The wotdlam, it would appear, allows the discovery of limitegisely because
it gives human beings an awareness of the ‘etetimai’lies beyond” (transliteration style his). |
think Machinist gets to the real essence7f as used in 3:11 and in the process provides the
justification for using a more theologically (ankilpsophically) loaded word like “eternity.” The
substancef what God puts into the hearts of human beiagsyisterious—"who can understand
it?” But thefunctionof it is to open their eyes to the reality of tr&@tuation. This reality, as
Loader, 1986, 39, 40, points out, is not only thvar@ness of the possibility of eternity (i.e., time
extending out into the future without end), bubalse awareness of the determined events that
force their way into human lives: “If then God rs&t the temporal world order in the human
center of reflection, that means he forces marctoigy himself, in his mind, with the unceasing
succession of the fixed dispensations of fate¢hate upon him.... Man cannot escape the
torment of his fate, for God has made it a patisfature to think about it ....” The “burden”
given by God mentioned in v. 10 most probably cetssif these two realities that humans are
made aware of. The knowledge of “eternity” resintanxiety because men and women are aware
of the concept of an unending future (i.e., of rtg), but they do not know if they will be a part
of it. Anxiety (“torment”) also comes as a resultleeir knowledge about their inability to control
their lives—either in the present or in the future.

%9 Enjoyment is said to be a gift of God in 2:24, 25;3; 5:18-20. Qoheleth’s emphasis on
enjoying life (2:24; 3:12, 13, 22; 5:18, 19; 8:857-10; 11:8, 9) should be considered alongside
6:12a (“For who knows what is good for mortals ... Abso to be kept in view is that all
enjoyment occurs in an overall atmosphereof(9:9; 11:8), impending soul annihilation (9:10;
11:8 [but see 3:21; 12:7]), and impending judgn{&tt9).
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God determines the times and seasons of humamresésand—through the
placing ofc? into the heart—makes human beings know that Heeigieéterminer of all
events. But not only are men and women aware tbdd@es but whatever he does is
unchangeable. Qoheleth laments that all human \aamient is meaningless—in fact
“there was nothing to be gained under the sun”1(2);1on the other hand, “whatever God
does endures forever; nothing can be added toritamything taken from it” (3:14a). And
Qoheleth believes that God does this so that mémamen might fear him. The MT of
the last clause in 3:12;271 W°w WY 07198, can be literally translated, “and the
God does so that they [human beings] will fear teefom.” The Bible versions here
translatex?” variously—e.g., “respect” (NCV), “revere” (NIV)stand in awe” (NRSV),
and “fear” (ESV, NASB, NKJV). This text could refiesome or all of these; but the use
of the prepositionia>i—which, like} and™an, is employed to denote that something is
occurring before (or sometimes “from before”) somee-emphasizes that fear is being
experienced before a very specific object (in taise, God}'° Real fear combined with
awe—and perhaps with a by-product of reverencedssmade more likely by
Qoheleth’s portrayal in chapter three of God’s poared knowledge vis-a-vis human
limitations** God pre-ordains all and is transcendent; butishtismpered by the
understanding that God in accordance with the tiamesseasons that he decrees does
give wonderful gifts—from the miracles of life (ZRand love (3:8a) to the joys of
eating, drinking, and happiness (3:12, 13). In otherds, because God is omnipotent and
sovereign, human beings fear him and are in awenafbecause God gives men and
women all that is good, they love and revere higthBf these combine in worship. But
“worship” is most likely getting beyond what Qohtsléntended to say in 3:14. When one
seriously contemplatesmnipotenceandomnipresenceand also seriously considers that

“1%91n the numerous OT mentions of fear that are iratey fear-of-God casesy and
mien/tn + fear object is often employed to clearly sigritig fear emotion/feeling. But when
virtue-fear-of-God instances employ this form, BBidfts the meaning from being “afraid” to
“stand in awe of.” From the context and grammaari anderstand that awe could indeed be a part
of what is being signified; but just because Gocbbees the object, | do not see how BDB can
justify such a semantic shift—unless there is a bieeady present that resists understanding that
fear exhibited before God can be a legitimate esndfieeling. Even Becker, 1965, 254, perceives
in Eccl 3:14 a “stronger trait of numinous fearthase of the employment w>» (but this is in
addition to the “moral” [sittliche” ] fear-of-God idea that he understands as predariinghe
OT wisdom literature). See my FN 499.

1 Curtis and Brugaletta, 2004, 131, agree thatdé&Bod has much to do with
understanding who God is and who human beings“@ine: fear of the Lord, which comes out of
a clear understanding of who God is and what Hikestogether with a clear understanding of
who we are as human beings created by God, inval¥ek-orbed understanding about God that
is informed by His revelation of Himself to peopdthough attributes of God such as His power,
majesty, and holiness are often related to thedktre Lord, His kindness, compassion, and
forgiveness are no less related to the concept.”
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the God who possesses these attributes is thestightority who will judge all men and
women (a fact that Qoheleth explicitly mention8ih7 and 11:9 [see also 12:14]), then
the semantic centering of Eccl 3:14’s us&f on real fear is made much more likéls.

Loader writes that because of the limited revefaitoQoheleth’s time, men and
women were “without direction or goal” and had ‘thestination.” Furthermore,

without the future of Christ no other posture idant conceivable.... When the
resurrection of Christ broke through the endlessuér movement of history, a
direction and a destination was set for human Liédor then becomes meaningful
because in the new circumstances it becsaegce*'?

Those in the church praise God for this “directiant “destination” and accept with joy
their toil on earth because they know that it Hisate meaning through the faith in the
One with whom they will spend eternity. But doeis thean that fear-of-God is no longer
necessary in the Church? Qoheleth did not know tatheuredemption and eternal life
that would be provided through Christ. He alsorttl know that the Word of God would
become flesh (John 1:14) or that God would sendHblg Spirit into believers to teach
(John 14:26), strengthen (Eph 3:16), and encoupacts 9:31) them. For Christians, God
is not as far away as he was to Qoheleth; andhetealities of God’s sovereignty and
human contingency that Qoheleth was aware of arerahlities today. God makes his
home in people who have been—as Jesus descrildidddemus—"born again” (John
3:3); at the same time Christ is seated “at thiet tignd of the throne of the majesty in the
heavens” (Heb 8:1) and “all authority in heaven andarth” has been given to him
(Matt 28:18). Christians are “God’s chosen one$y bhod beloved” (Col 3:12); and yet, it
is not for believers to “know the times or periddat the father has set by his own
authority” (Acts 1:7). Human contingency even exieto salvation—for faith in Christ

is a gift only made possible by the sovereign Glmh( 3:5-8; 6:44). The reasons for
fearing God that Qoheleth gave in chapter thres@teeasons to fear God today—for in
him, there “is no variableness, neither shadowofihg” (James 1:17). It is perfectly
natural to fall in fear before the king of kings evimade the universe (the universe which
still cannot contain him—1 Kings 8:27): James, Jand Peter fell down “overcome by
fear” when they heard God’s voice (Matt 17:6), dotin fell in fear “as though dead”

12 About the meaning of in Eccl 3:14, the commentaries vary: for examfue,
Lohfink, 2003, 62, fear-of-God here “is silencedrefthe divine mystery, which is closed to
human understanding”; Garrett, 2001, 300, noteshilimans are “altogether contingent beings,
and our only appropriate response is reverencel; Za04, 24, says “Koheleth’s unpredictable
and aloof deity provokes real fear and consternatiot only pious reverence.” Perhaps Loader,
1986, 41, sums it up best: “God'’s dispensationsacé that human beings stand in awe of him.
This fear of God is not a form of piety; it is terand a shrinking from him. No other possibility
exists in the face of a power that man cannot t#fed does not understand.”

*® L oader, 1986, 42.
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(Rev 1:17) at the feet of the ascended and gldri@ibrist. And it is perfectly appropriate
to feel some of the same fear, wonder, and awe @heistians today contemplate the
glorious majesty of Got*

Eccl 5:7 (6): Fear God because He Is the HighegshArity

In this injunction to fear God is reflected the mlaauthority that God has over
human beings. This authority is assumed in 5:1:67(%:5) through a number of
references to the obligations that were incumbpotusraelite men as they worshipped
at the temple. But before mentioning these, | sthealy that this passage—Ilike Eccl 3:1-
14—first assumes the realities of God’s sovereigmy human contingency. But this is
not argued for here, but simply stated in one tarskmemorable epigram: “God is in
heaven, and you upon earth; therefore, let youdsbe few” (5:2b [5:1b]). This should
not be taken as absolute: what Qoheleth says herbecinterpreted in view of the
Israelite idea that God’s glory should under fabbgacircumstances reside in the temple.
When the Ark of the Covenant was first brought® newly built temple, the “glory of
the LORD filled the temple” (favorable circumstaseesee 1 Kings 8:11); but then the
Spirit of God later left the temple because ofrth&on’s rebellion (unfavorable
circumstances—see Ezek 10). With the visitatioas @od had made to his people as
well as the many promises of God to dwell with gje®ple, even in times of unfavorable
circumstances, the Israelites in general certalidynot understand God as European
Deists did much later—i.e., as being absolutelggcandent and uninvolved with human
affairs. The understanding of the Israelites aftertime of Moses was always sliding on
a scale somewhere between the two extremes medtipn8olomon at the temple
dedication: “The heavens, even the highest heaamot contain you. How much less
this temple | have built!” (1 Kings 8:27) Sometintésy perceived God’s presence as
within the temple and close at hand; at other tjrtie=y felt like God had abandoned
them altogether—but even so (at least with the arfeshad not given up all hope), they
remembered God’s promises and understood that Gsdiways willing to re-establish
the relationship should the people repent and hethigir hearts and pray (2 Chron 7:14).
This was in fact the main thrust of Solomon'’s teengiédication prayer: if the people

14 After both of these instances of falling in feafdre God, Jesus says “do not be afraid.”
In these cases as well as all the others in tha@TNT in which people fear before God and are
then told not to be afraid, the Lord never saysridbbe afraicbf me” As | have said before, God
never condemns displays of some fear before hitrybean the Bible depicts someone or some
group as having no fear before God, it is alwagse@nted as evil. All these instances of God’s
admonitions not to fear in response to cases aftdear-of-God must be interpreted in light of
the many OT and NT admonitions to fear God as asthe various texts that condemn a lack of
fear-of-God (see Marshall remarks, in my FN 505paee FN 487).
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sinned but then later humbled their hearts ancetiback to God, Solomon entreated
God to hear their prayers and, “from heaven, [Godiigelling place,” and “forgive” (1
Kings 8:30—see also vv. 34, 36, 39, 43, 45, 49).

In general, it appears that Qoheleth understooddsduking far away in the
heavens instead of being close by in the templ@dheleth’s view, even though God is
omnipotent, there is enough chaos and injusti¢karworld for him to sense that God is
distant and detached. Over against this remoteaB®mthen and women—*“under the sun”
and “on earth—who are weak and corrupt, and cdaheatrop of a hat become a stench
in God’s nostrils. But maybe Qoheleth does notlyaaiderstand God to be so far away.
One thing that might be noticed in this passagldascho of the phenomena of king,
palace, and protocol. How Qoheleth views the ptddgod and the proper relationship to
him is affected by his understanding of the plaicihe king and the conduct of people
when they are in his preserite Eccl 8:2-6 is a rough parallel to the passageaththe
matters of king, oaths, and proper conduct betoeeking are of concern to Qoheleth, and
the same concerns echo in Eccl 5:1-6 (4:17-5:5)—tHmutking” in this case is God. As |
have argued for above, Qoheleth is never far anay presenting his views from the
perspective of a king. As the king had his palawtthe “proper time and procedure”
(8:5b NIV) for everything that occurred there, sodGas his temple before which one
should carefully tread and come to “listen rattmantto offer the sacrifice of fools ....”
(Eccl 5:1 [4:17] NIV) But this talk ofocationis in one respect superfluous: theologically
speaking, God is omnipresent. But more to the poormunication—which defines
relationship—is what is important. If there is mmmamunication with God, then God
would appear—at least from the human perspectiveretde present (i.e., he is

*15The author of Ecclesiastes presents Qohelethiag he Israelite king (Solomon) in the
beginning of the work (1:1, 12; 2:4-9, 12) and st of the work at times appears to assume that
a king is nearby (4:13-16; 5:8, 9; 7:27; 8:2-6;18):20; 12:9, 10). One might understand this king
as one of the Hasmonean rulers—buttéreinus ante quewf the mid- to early-second century
BC (based upon the paleographic dating of the Badées Qumran fragments [see Muilenburg,
1954]) makes this unlikely. The author of Eccleasould, of course, simply be writing with a
fictional united monarchy setting in mind. But & is in fact referring to the conditions in his day
it is difficult to see how the ruling authority—ass presented by Qoheleth—could be one of the
Greek, Persian, or Babylonian kings who ruled afstance from Jerusalem. Kriiger assumes
Jerusalem under Ptolomaic rule to be the settinghich Ecclesiastes was composed (second half
of the third century BC). His dating is based ufiaraddition to linguistic factors and subjects
under discussion in the book) “its references taipal and social circumstances”; But these,
writes Kriger, are “by no means clear” (Kriiger, 2009. The “Tobiads” [Joseph and Hyrcanus]
and/or the high priests during the time of wanitgjdnaic influence are perhaps reflected,
suggests Kruger, in Eccl 1:12-2:26 [p. 20]). Myropn is that beyond the opening texts that refer
to Solomon (Eccl 1:1, 12; 2:4-9), the texts in Eshstes that depict situations of royalty are of
too general a nature to indicate specific timespeacific kings. As Murphy appropriately remarks,
“the text is simply too vague to support historicgerence ....” (Murphy, 1992, xxii)
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somewhere else). But Qoheleth assumes in Eccl $4118-5:5) that the people come to
the temple in order to have an experience of amdbéionship with God—albeit one in
which the less human words spoken, the betterenhist) and offering sacrifices (5:1
[4:17]),**® uttering words before God (5:2 [1]), making vows3od, being considered a
fool by God (5:4 [3]), and being the object of Godhger because of unfulfilled vows, all
presume that a relationship exists and communicaéally does occur between God and
worshippers—and that this communication happetiseatemple. But whatever nearness
that Qoheleth might understand about God shouldleact from the fact that Qoheleth
thinks of God as almighty and human beings as weakflawed creatures who
understand God to be massive, unmovable, andeimtin, unknowable.

But with Eccl 5:6 [5] the fear that is commandedlso provoked by the moral
authority that God has over men and women. Exdléencern (5:1 [4:17], 6 [5]) and, to
avoid it, one should guard one’s steps and be raalilsten instead of offering sacrifices
of fools (5:1 [4:17]). One should also not be hastthought or speech before God (5:2
[1]), not make vows to God that one cannot fu(fli4 [3], 5[4]), and not make the excuse
before God (or his “messenger’—probably the prids]) he really did not mean to make
the vow—for if he does, God will be angry and partism (5:6 [5])**” When the
awesomeness of God’s power and works is contentblasewell as the authority that
flows from these, then one begins to understandithaty of life “under the sun.” As
Ellul well says, “approaching God and entering iateelationship with him is a matter of
infinite seriousness. If you cannot listen, bergil@umble yourself), and keep your
promises, it would be better not to approach this.G3*® Loader also mentions the peril
that Qoheleth perceives in worship of the almightod: “God is an enormous power
before whom people must stand in awe. For thabreass perilous to take part in the
worship of this God, and it is better just to lisguietly than to take part unthinking!§*®
In view of the propensity to worship amiss, Eatonaurs that “... the worshipper is
treading on dangerous ground. The remedy fsdo God”*?°

1 According to BDBma; (n.m.) is a “general name for all sacrifices eatefeasts.” It is
probably not inappropriate here to draw a parédi€Christian worship which remembers and
appropriates the sacrifice of Christ through thegkang of the bread and the wine. As the
Israelites were admonished to conduct themselvesrospectly and with some fear before God
as they brought their sacrifices, Christians ougHitave the same mind as they claim forgiveness
through the blood of Jesus Christ.

17 One thinks of Jephthah (Judg 11:30-40) who felfilhis vow even though it meant
killing his daughter. The command of Christ to satar at all but simply fulfill one’s “no” or
one’s “yes” (Matt 5:33-37) also indicates how sesi@od is about intentions of the heart and
honoring one’s word.

“®Ellul, 1990, 273.

* L oader, 1986, 58.

29 Eaton, 1983, 100.
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The meaningless things that are an affront to Gakle-tbo many words said before
him in the temple—can be avoided if one just f&@os*** Qoheleth, in 5:7 [6] employs
the imperativex 77, and the direct object marker makes clear thattimemanded fear
should have God as its objext £°7x17 N (lit. “Fear the God!”). Using Ottonian
terms, Murphy writes that this fear is a “basicer@nce for the numinous, the distance
from the Wholly Other ... *?Kriiger's understanding is similar:

[Nt is clear that this “fear of God” also includbsre the numinous element of “fear
beforeGod.” A point of the exhortation to “fear God”the close of 4:17-5:6 lies in
the fact that in the view of the text the (tempel is apparently nao ipso

already an expression of the “fear of God”; rathieg, “fear of God” functions here
as ?créiltze3rion for judging cultic practices andgaiidelineof behaviolin the cultic
realm.

Kriiger’s last point is valuable: there is somethabgut this fear that is not piety, cultic
loyalty, or religious obedience (or even the raligitself), but something more
foundational by which the religious practices ofrgloppers can be judged. If this fear-
of-God were something more abstract (i.e., morekb@ed), the command to practice it
would seem out of place in the pericope’s contekiat Qoheleth says is not a gentle
encouragement given to mature worshippers to fain worship of God to the next level,
rather, Qoheleth scolds those who come to the &foplacting like fools. They speak
rashly, break their vows, and make dishonest excinsthe process. If someone acts like
a fool before the king in his court, a wise peramuld probably not whisper to the fool,
“worship the king!” but more likely whisper, “you’detter be afraid of the king and quit
acting like a fool—or you might lose your headkeivise, those acting like fools before
God's throne are in danger—and the emotion/feadirfgar is meant to alert one to that
danger and also be an unpleasant goad that foneeaveay from the danger. The fear
that Qoheleth commands in Eccl 5:7 (6) (very muoimfthe perspective of his office as
“king in Jerusalem”) is mainly fear of the titardaod demanding God and fear of his
anger and punishment (which corresponds approxiynate¢he “numinous” fear that

21 Crenshaw, 1987, 118, writes: “Despite the ambigusyntax, the final command leaves
nothing to the imagination. This imperative, ‘F&wod,” concludes Qohelet’s remarks about cultic
obligations. Fear of God results in few words Hhaitness in paying vows if one ever resorts to
them, and generally in conduct that does not irpitkeishment.”

22 Murphy, 1992, 49. Two fear-of-God uses in Ecclstsia, suggests Murphy, capture “the
guality of the numinous. These are 3:14 and 5:7R&parding the latter, he writes: “The
command to fear God appears in the ‘liturgical’ teah of 5:6. It is a conclusion from several
admonitions that advise caution relative to speethmaking vows before God. The temper of
the advice is clear from 5:1—God is in heaven amdare on earth, so let your words be few. In
short, God is dangerous for humans to deal withéasual way” (Ibid., Ixv).

423 Kriiger, 2004, 110. Becker on this verse holdsocthé

188



Murphy and Krliger mention above [but see my stn@sgrvations about this term in the
Otto section of chapter onéf*

The ontological realities of God and humans as a&the moral authority that God
has over human beings that justifies Qoheleth’stadear-of-God are the same realities
that exist today. God’s sovereignty was emphasizetiapter three. Here, the reality of
God’s moral authority is added—and the approprieaetion by people then as well as
now is some healthy level of fear. A Christian tpdhould be aware of the grandeur and
majesty of God as well as his eternal wisdom atichate authority. The Christian should
possess a certain sobriety in his or her worskapréspects God by behaving wisely and
circumspectly before him and by carrying out adltthe or she has vowed to do—for
Christians are still part of the sum of humanitgttis an “evil generation” (Luke 11:29;
see also 1 Kings 8:46; Ps 14:1-3; Eccl 7:20; Raa3;35:12; 1 John 1:8, 9). And even
though Christians are commanded to “be perfecthas| heavenly Father is perfect”
(Matt 5:48), all, nevertheless, fall short of thmal and are susceptible to acting like
“fools” before God. When a Christian thinks deeahout God and human depravity, the
honor that he or she will feel towards God willibseparable from fear—as Ellul
insightfully points out:

We can translate this word as “respect,” if we kkefh ideas together: fear in the
sense of respect, and respect in the sense oMEado not want to suggest mere
“respect” in the sense of the courtesy we owe apesors .... “Fear” in the
biblical sense, then, involves being consciousoaiething of infinite seriousness:
recognizing and approaching the Wholly Other. Feaf-respect” necessarily
involves approaching the one who is infinitely digtfrom us. But an approach
presupposes a desire, a will, a hope, and an jgatiich.”*

While Christ has brought the God who is “infinitelistant from us” into the hearts of
those who accept him, Christians should not |t tihith cause them to let their guard
down, to take their faith lightly, and to forgetithlesus Christ is not just the “lamb of
God” (John 1:36), but also the “lion of the tribleJodah” (Rev 5:5) who is the

24 Qoheleth treats the subject of vows (once agasmpiect for a king) with deadly

seriousness. Not only will God be angngi, “be wroth"—BDB) at vows that are broken, but he
will also punish by destroying the vow-breaker’srikwv(Eccl 5:6b [5b]). There may be also an
overtone of filial fear-of-God that Qoheleth mightend here; for even though his words are quite
blunt, Qoheleth would have likely understood tl@he worshippers—even though acting like
fools at times at the temple—would have been reglipg to serve and worship God and could
be motivated by not only the fear of punishment,adiso the fear of losing God’s favor.

25 Ellul, 1990, 275. His use of “Wholly Other” is froOtto. As with “numinous,” |
guestion the value and accuracy (as a means tdloe&od) of the term—at least as it is
understood and employed by Otto (see Otto seatichapter one). My attempt here to
understand the fear-of-God passages of Ecclesidsiasnstrates how affected the scholarly
world is by Otto.
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“consuming fire” (Heb 12:29) that will one day atelis threshing floor with
“‘unquenchable fire” (Luke 3:17). “Thus our impatenwith God,” as Eaton says,

is rebuked by God’s greatness compared to man’#resa. Mankind must always
be a suppliant, never an equal. To restrain thguems the Preacher’s way of
wisdom. The point was later embodied in the LoRfayer, where the twin truths
that God is ‘Father’ but ‘in heaven’ guard agairstven fear on the one hand and
flippancy on the othef*®

Eccl 7:18: Fear God because Men and Women Are Evil

This pericope associated with this verse teachesittues of humility and
temperance in view of the reality of human depsavitbegins (in 7:15) with Qoheleth
once again bringing the reader face to face witohiher inability to influence the
world—for God is the one ultimately in control. Evhough a person might try his or
her best to be righteous, this will not necessdmilgg about longer life; in fact, wicked
people might very well outlive the righteous. Vels&efits with Qoheleth’s pessimistic
opinion that stands in some tension with orthodesdam: the way things go for people
“under the sun” is distressingly not in accordawah their deeds; there is the “righteous
man perishing in his righteousness” and the “wickeh living long in his wickedness”
(NIV). This is what Qoheleth has obsenfesm time to tim&?’ So Verse 15 once again
reminds the reader that his or her ability to calrttne future is tenuous at best; God alone
IS sovereign.

To discern what Qoheleth goes on to say in vv. 86ak must first understand his
view about universal human depravity as stated BOv“There is not a righteous man on
earth who does what is right and never sins” (NIMje reality of human depravity is
delivered in this verse in three ways: fifst;s "X 07X (“there is not a righteous man”) is
a unique OT phrase that is picked up by Paul iemota bolster his case for universal
depravity (See my FN 385); secontty Moy 0K ... '8 07X (“there is not a man who
does good”) mirrors phrases in Ps 14:1, 3 and HFls 33hat make the same point (also
employed by Paul in Rom 3:18 third, xom* X1 ... X ... X 07X (“there is not a

2 Eaton, 1983, 98, 99.

27 Kriiger, 2004, 140, writes, “The observation foratet! in v. 15 deals critically with the
conviction that a righteous man lives a long timbereas an evil doer is quickly destroyed. The
reference to (more or less numerous?) individusgéga.. in which this is not true does not so
much call into question the connection, assumedignconviction, between behavior and result
as such, as it points out that we have here atbese to which there are also exceptions and not
an absolute and seamlessly valid conformity toxa’la

28 |n Rom 3:10, 12, Paul could be drawing from aetgrbf OT texts simultaneously. Rom
3:12'sovk €oTwv O oL xpnoTtoéTnTa (“there is no one who shows kindness”) quotes fRem
14 (MT: 14:1b, 3b. LXX: 13:1b, 3b) and/or Ps 53 (MbB:2b, 4b. LXX: 52:2b, 4b) and/or
elements of Eccl 7:2@t nwy "wx ... xo7x [“there is not a ... man ... who does what is right”
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man ... who ... and never sins”) repeats the same ithed-this time, in the way
Solomon expressed it at the temple dedicationld€@gs 8:46). The use &b (verb,

“to sin"—DBLSD) with the double-negation syntaxusique to these two texts (along
with 2 Chron 6:36, the parallel text to 1 Kings@®:4nd presents to the reader in yet
another way the universal depravity idéaQoheleth, by declaring this idea in so strong a
fashion, puts the first observation listed in v.idguestion: if “there is not a righteous
man on earth,” how could he really say that the maobserved to perish before his time
was really righteous? By seeing 7:15 in the ligh:@0, one can see that the whole
notion of achieving (or being) righteous is, forf@teth, unattainable—and this makes all
the consequences of life “under the sun” unpreblietand potentially unpleasafit. A

deed done even by the most “righteous” person fitsdsrigin in the murky waters of the
human soul and can therefore not guarantee a fialeooatcome (for “every deed” is
subject to God'’s judgment—see 3:17; 9:11; 12:14).Goheleth goes on to advise
moderation (vv. 16, 17) and to profess that the-éé&5od is the best attitude of the heart
to bring this about (v. 18).

But what kind of “moderation” is this? Some havelerstood this call to reflect the
influence of Aristotle’s “golden mean” which theijgsopher offered as a means of
achieving the most fulfilling and virtuous life. BAristotle did not apply moral
categories to this mean: what was evil was ewdny case (murder, for example) and
should always be avoided. Instead, human phenothahaould have too much or too
little (e.g., courage, laughing, anger) were babjext to the meaft But Qoheleth here

NIV]). On the other hand, Rom 3:1(8$k €oTw dikatos (“there is no one who is righteous”)
quotes Eccl 7:20g(s 1x o7x), although Paul also might be aware of Ps 143120 px® x5 2
n 5> (“for no one living is righteous before you”).

“?The parenthetic reminder in 1 Kings 8:46rf x> <wx o7x 1x °2) is nearly identical to
the components of Eccl 7:20 that express the sdezefnm x> ... " ... Px 07X D). This is
additional evidence that the author of Ecclesiaistiended the Solomonic presence to be felt
beyond the first two chapters.

3% The overpowering tendency to sin is also alludeith 7:21, and universal depravity
seems to be the subject in 7:28, 29.

31 Aristotle, 1985, 45. “But not every action or fiegl admits of the mean. For the names
of some automatically include baseness, e.g. ghitanelessness, envy [among feelings], and
adultery, theft, murder, among actions. All of #nesd similar things are called by these names
because they themselves, not their excesses oreeies, are base.

Hence in doing these things we can never be colvatimust invariably be in error. We
cannot do them well or not well—e.g. by committandultery with the right woman at the right
time in the right way; on the contrary, it is trweconditionally that to do any of them is to be in
error.” Choi, 2002, and Seow, 1997, 254, both athaeQoheleth’s call for moderation does not
necessarily reflect Greek influence. They siteSkeniticProverbs of Ahiga(7" or 6" century
BC [Choi’s and Seow'’s source is Lindenberger, 198S]demonstrating that concepts of
moderation and humility were known in Semitic-speghkands well before the incursion of
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appears to suggest a “golden mean’maral issues—and this is a tough pill to swallow
for Christian exegetes who try to interpret thisgage. So what is going on? In my view,
Qoheleth’s ternp s (adj., “just, righteous™—BDB) is indeed morallydded when he
Writes;127 P 78 D 5 (“do not be too righteous”p 77X (alsopTx) is used several times
in Ecclesiastes to signify moral goodness (see; &16[6]; 7:15; 8:14). Qoheleth—even
if he were influenced by Greek thought—is stilllaraelite who understands life in terms
of God, temple, and the Mosaic Law (the latter nexglicitly mentioned, but the reality
of which always resonates in the background). Theaimmport of>*7x is strongly
evident in v. 15 (especially as it is held in ogpos to another morally loaded teryw"
[ad]., “wicked”—BDB]) as well as in v. 20 where theghteous” man is said not to exist.
Sop Ty is a morally significant term—but can there bereéeg of>>7x? 7:20 would

seem to say no: a person is either righteous ersop is not. 7:15 only depicts two
categories of people: the righteous and the wickethno degrees of either. Perhaps v.
16 is meant to be taken the same—Dbut with thisdrowist: the reader is warnethn 5x
1277 P8 (“be not righteousvermuch). *** This suggests at first glance that the
quality/quantity of>*7X can increase; but, actually, Qoheleth is commandgainst
something that he actually knows can never ben&itliQoheleth here writes ifthe
adjective of>71x can signify a little or a lot of righteousnesst this is not what he really
believes can be the case. Rather, this is whaélevbs his audience might assume to be
the case. In other words, he observes that manygace prone to think that they can be
morerighteous (than someone else) and dsenghteous (see Prov 20:9). But verse 16a
warns these readers to forsake this journey béftwegins. They might as well run after a
desert mirage than pursue righteousma#is the intention of having more of it or of
actually achieving it** So Qoheleth is not suggesting an Aristotelian dgalmean” for
the simple reason that “righteousness” cannot hafested in degrees.

According to Qoheleth (in v. 18a), the best wapitoceed along life’s path is to
keep the admonishments of vv. 16 and 17 firmly indnone should not be too wise or
righteous in one’s own eyes, and one should nairiets guard down and thereby fall
into excessive foolishness and sin. As Seow walitpaut, “humility and restraint” are
called for***“The one who fears God will come out with bothtieém” (v. 18b NASB).

Greek influence in the fourth century BC (Choi atsentions Egyptian, Buddhist, and Confucian
sources that might have brought the “golden me@ed into Israel before the Greeks [pp. 372,
373)).

*32 Translation from Owens, 2001, Eccl 7:16.

3 The undertaking to achieve perfection is, in tleds of Fox, 2004, 49,
“presumptuous.” Murphy, 1992, 71, calls it “foredosd.”

34 Seow, 1997, 254. Regarding the fear-of-God instdrere, Seow writes, “The fearer of
God is one who knows the place of humanity, botindru potential and human limitations. For
Qohelet in this passage, the fear of God is thegrition of human limitations and the acceptance
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Qoheleth here argues for humility and an honesssssent of the facts: “God is in
heaven and [humans] are on earth” (Eccl 5:2 [19d G sovereign and human beings are
temporal and weak—and hopelessly bound to sin Khba/ledge of these realities
provokes fear in human beings; but the fear iisélknowledge,” in that it informs the
experient that there are threats in the world aadlall is not well. Kriiger writes:

To what extent the fear of God helps one do jusbdeoth recommendations ... is
not clear at first glance. Verse 20 (with a lookloto chap. 3) suggests that for
human beings the fear of God contains a realisticnration of one’s possibilities
(cf. v. 17) and limits (c.f. v. 16) in behaving “sdly” and “justly.” The “fear of
God” is then, in any case, to be distinguished ffaghteousness” and “wisdom”
and ranked above thef.

If fear-of-God is to be “ranked above” righteoushaad wisdom by Qoheleth (I think
Kruger is right), then, it is most likely not obedce to the cultic laws (thsittliche fear-
of-God idea) that Becker suggests for this andratlisdom fear-of-God text€° There is
something much more foundational in view here—aislthe same or closely related to
the “beginning of knowledge” and the “beginningmédom” that the Proverbs mention,
respectively, in 1:7 and 9:78’ | agree that this fear-of-God is knowledge, but
“knowledge” that finds its source in the fear eranffeeling. Fear-of-God here should

of divine will” (255). The comments of Andrews, 2000, are also apropos: “The human
dimension of realism is authenticity. To be ‘raalto acknowledge strengths and weaknesses,
embrace the elemental ‘earthiness’ (tiienusin humility) in our finitude, and to live with ergy
and esteem within the limitations of who we areth®umticity assumes imperfection, sinfulness,
failure—for ‘surely there is no one on earth sdtépus as to do good without ever sinning’
(7:20). According to Ecclesiastes perfectionisrhesopposite of wisdom.” Wardlaw, 1982, 228,
however, thinks that Qoheleth’s call to moderatioihbe taken by some as a license to steal:
“But there are none to whom this favorite cauti®f more essential service, than those
professors of religion, of whom, alas! The numisemat small, who, disliking ‘the offence of the
cross,” are desirous to keep on good terms with Btirist and the world; and who cover from
others, and try to cover from themselves, the paatiple of their conduct, by prudential maxims
of imposing plausibility, and some of them in thems of Scripture. The wisdom of the serpent,
they say, is recommended to us, as well as thelbéssmess of the dove.”

43 Kriiger, 2004, 141.

3 Becker, 1965, 253. Earlier, | have argued thaféheof-God semantic distinctions that
Becker makes based upon differences in linguistim$ are inappropriate. In the case of Eccl
7:18, the use of a singular “verbal-adjective”v&dence, in Becker’s opinion, thatdtliche
meaning is in view (that is, this virtue fear-of-@imstance denotes a person who lives in a
morally excellent fashion). But | would say thag tise of the singular participle is only a
function of grammar appropriate to what Qoheletintwao say: when Qoheleth says something
aboutan individual person who fears God, then the darguarticiple is quite naturally employed
(“for the one who fear&od comes forth with both of them”). As far as toee meaning af~ is
concerned, a shift from the pure verbal to a veddgctival form is not—unless context dictates
otherwise—significant (see “Becker’s Psalms Litgraorm” section above).

3" See pp. 111-112 for some thoughts about how fe@wd is a “beginning” of
knowledge and wisdom.
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first be described in terms of the psychological physiological nature of that fear
which informs the experient that dangers awaitibh she proceeds down the path of
over-righteousness (i.e., of “righteous” pride ancgance) or the path of sinning
intentionally. This emotion/feeling which dissuade® from religious pride is, once
again, mainly servile fear (that is, fear of Goplisliishment)—although Qoheleth might
intend some element of filial fear (the fear ofihmsGod’s favor and fellowship) to also
be understood®

This servile fear ought to be recognized by thedmas being exceptionally
valuable in the mission of goading people away ftbesin that Jesus condemned so
harshly and so often: the sin of religious prideifmy found in the scribes and Pharisees
of his day—see Matt 23:1-36). The Pharisee whavadld the law to a tee but looked
down his nose at the repentant tax collector pragigarby went home from the temple
unjustified according to Jesus (Luke 18:9-14). Rearined against Christian pride in this
way: “For by the grace given to me | say to evegyamong you not to think of yourself
more highly than you ought to think, but to thinkmsober judgment, each according to
the measure of faith that God has assigned” (Rai®) IThe fear-of-God that Qoheleth
mentions here has much to do not only with the geima of knowledge, but also with
the wonderful ability to instill humility in men @nwomen. And this results in the
willingness, in humility, to “regard others as leetthan [our]selves” (Phil 2:3}° Fear of
God, writes Calvin, is

that trepidation which takes possession of our siimbdenever we consider both
what we have deserved, and the fearful severitgetlivine anger against sinners.
Accordingly, the exceeding disquietude which we tmezessarily feel, both trains
us to humility and makes us more cautious for ther&**°

3 Crenshaw, 1987, 156, calls this use of fear-of-&®tawe in the presence of dreadful
power, the numinous.”

39 Humility, writes Ellul, 1990, 115 (perhaps a bjtaerbolically), involves de-centralizing
ourselves: “Faith represents another area in wéetfaicenteredness has made victims of us all.
Our private understanding of Scripture is vanity.dm to comprehend revelation, | must listen to
others. | must also struggle against the naggimgtation to substitute my interest or my person
for the center of revelation: the person of Jesuss@ If | fail to realize that | am vanity, thdeas
that preoccupy me (such as my personal salvatiomterest me (revolution, for instance)
become the basis of my interpretation of Scriptlifeus the Bible becomes a sort of mine in
which | hunt for my answers and arguments! Rememiten you do this that you and your ideas
are only vanity. Listen to something besides ydiif'se

40 Calvin, 1972, book 3, chap. 3, sec. 15. On therdtnd, Thomas understands that
humility is born out of filial fear: “Poverty of &t properly corresponds to fear. Because, sitice i
belongs to filial fear to show reverence and subiorsto God, whatever results from this
submission belongs to the gift of fear. Now frora trery fact that a man submits to God, it
follows that he ceases to seek greatness eitlemiself or in another but seeks it only in God.”
(Aquinas, 1981, “Question 19: of the Gift of Fear?" art.)
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In Eccl 7:18, Qohelethllowsfor sin in the lives of the faithful, but he cenlg does not
commandt. He simply admits that there a point of dimmigg returns in the religious
life: one should try to follow God’s laws; but ifie tries too hard, pride is inevitably

manifested—and the honest worshipper ends up vedtsean beforé** Fear-of-God is
a corrective to this problem for it helps one $8Begs as they really are. This was true
back in Qoheleth’s day, and is also true todayr¥é&od instills humility in the heart

of a Christian and, with that, helps him or heridwtbe sin of religious prid&"?
Eccl 8:12, 13: Fear God because It Brings Benefits

Up till now, fear-of-God in Ecclesiastes has basstified by the differences
between God and human beings as well as the morabatability that the latter has
before the former. Now Qoheleth brings up anotkason to fear God—nbut one that is
less excellent, yet a real reason just the saneegiod to fear God because life will go
better for the God-fearer than for the person wbeschot fear God. This text, however,
comes in the midst of a pericope that bitterly lataghe prevalent atmosphere of
injustice that God allows to exist upon earth @€e12a, 14). These unjust phenomena
are deemed by Qoheleth to'fm. So this orthodox confession (of what he “knows”)
seems out of place—especially in view of the overahd of the book to question the
standard wisdom principle of retribution (i.e., tthi@e bad get what they deserve, and
vise-versa). Some think that 8:12b, 13 is a gf6¥sany more, in order to relieve the
tension, however, understand that Qoheleth hereegwtandard wisdom that he goes on
to refute in v. 14. The meaning of the text in tase goes something like this (quoting
Lohfink’s translation of vv. 12b, 13 [and the figbrd of v. 14]): “Of course | recall the
saying: Those who fear God will prosper, becausg fear before him; The lawless will
not prosper, and their life, like a shadow, doeslast, because they do not fear before
God. However ... ** Those exegetes who offer this interpretation dosee how

“1Kruger, 2004, 141, 142, puts it this way: “Reathvihe hindsight of v. 20, the advice of
vv. 16-18 also now appears in a new light: for fesson in his conduct of life absolutelgnnot
avoid making mistakes and ‘sinning,” he can ontivetto be unjust as seldom as possible (v. 17).
Being ‘too righteous’ (v. 16) would then consistinsing one’s eyes to one’s own fallibility and
in striving for a completely ‘sinless’ way of lifeer at least evoking the external appearance of a
faultless and error-free conduct of life. Such asoee righteousness can then easily lead to
mercilessness toward other people.”

2 At the same time, the fear of winding up with samligious pride while trying not to
sin should not preclude one from resisting sin \aittone’s might. The general biblical teaching
is that sin is something that people should stiavenaster” (Gen 4:7)—even to the point of
“shedding blood” (Heb 12:4). One should fight tlge6d fight of faith” (1 Tim 6:12) and not let
the inevitability of sin cause one to take an adiit ofresignationto it.

*“3E.g., Crenshaw, 1987, 155.

4 Lohfink, 2003, 107.
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Qoheleth could suddenly change his tack and saiigalvith prevailing Israelite
wisdom—especially in the context of ther that Qoheleth has already deemed
everything to be (including the phenomenon of inggsthat he observes all around [vv.
10, 14]). Loader understands Qoheleth’s surpriginglhodox statement here as an
answer that Qoheleth foresaw would be made (byethokling to more orthodox
wisdom) in response to his claims of injustice ¥ 9-12a; but he sets up this “answer” in
w. 12 b, 13 in order to “torpedo” it in v. & If this is the case, then Qoheleth is
teaching in vv. 12b, 13 that advantages to fea@nd are really all an illusion and,
thereforear.

| can understand the pressure to make Qoheleth coomastently negative—nbut |
do not think it is necessary in this case. Theeesaveral reasons why. First of all, that
this really is Qoheleth’s view is supported by teasistent use of “I know” throughout
the book. As Fox points outthat Qoheleth “knows,” he affirni§® In other words, he
does not offer something that he knows to be tlse @aorder to call the truthfulness of it
into question. Secondly, there are many twiststants in Qoheleth’s thinking
throughout the book—not just here in the preserit Tehese “twists and turns” have
prompted many commentators to try to make Qohetetie consistent by either making
him more orthodox or by making him less orthodaartine really is. This has been
noticed by Fox:

Whereas earlier commentators found Koheleth’s sta&pdssertions difficult to
accept at face value (and sometimes attributed tbearstudent or a fool), modern
interpreters find it hard to credit him with hispegssions of faith. Yet Koheleth’s
problem is precisely that he holds both to whabibgerves and to what he believes
(in his words, what he says he “know&*J.

5 oader, 1986, 101. Also amazed at Qoheleth’s atametis Ellul, 1990, 181: “This is
absolutely staggering! This man who questions dlierg, this antiestablishment person who
goes to the bottom of things, now comes up withatitpde that flies in the face of reality.” But
Ellul does not go on—despite his surprise at Qdah&lesudden orthodoxy—to suggest that this is
either a gloss or an idea that Qoheleth wantsftoereinstead, Ellul says that this is a remarkable
declaration of faith. Even though so much of limtler the sun” is seen as1 in Qoheleth’s
eyes, he will nevertheless trust God to work thiogssfor the “good” for those who fear God.
According to Ellul, Eccl 8:12b, 13 “involves a kitd declaration or confession of faith: ‘But
myself I know ...," begins Qoheleth. Again he calls hinfigeio question, and in an act typical of
faith, he proclaims the opposite of what the evigeseems to show. Our experience indicates that
the unjust person reigns and lives on, and thagjtloel person fails to be recognized. Faith rears
up in the face of this evidence and declares: ‘Tt is how things are, buknow...,” making
its appeal to another dimension—something qualiéaaind not observable. As | have often
emphasized, faith like this, that stands in the fafcall the evidence to the contrary, is the very
essence of hope.”

“®Fox, 2004, 59. See Eccl 2:14; 3:12, 14; 7:25; 8:12

*7Fox, 1977, 59.
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In fact, there are many “expressions of faith” gckesiastes—so there is no reason to
strain the text in order to make Qoheleth appeaorgler than he really is: it should be
recalled that Ecclesiastes is Holy Scripture. Thesans that there is something in the
book which upholds the foundational truths that &pdhuman beings are his creation,
and that God has their best interests in mind.alteenating dark shadows and sudden
flashes of light can be partially explained by pegsona of Solomon which is clearly
present at the book’s beginning and (although perivasomewnhat attenuated form) is
discernable here and there throughout the resteobook. This gives readers a valuable
hermeneutical tool: Solomon was an extremely gifted deep thinker (1 Kings 4:29-34)
who provoked the truth into being revealed throagtiemely unusual means (1 Kings
3:16-28). The biblical history also shows thatiasetwent along, he struggled with his
faith and struggled with the world (1 Kings 11).t#W5olomon understood a being the
mask of Qoheleth (or Qoheleth himself), then tlyzag course which he sails comes not
as a surpris&*® But the wonderful thing about Qoheleth is thatlbes ever move—if
however erratically—toward the safe port of God.msch as he complains about the
distressing state of things in the world, his faittisod and his trust that every deed will
eventually be properly judged remains infdétn fact, Qoheleth is more orthodox and
positive than many give him credit for; there ar@yexpressions in Ecclesiastes that
reflect the generous providence of G8YFinally, one other item should be mentioned: it

*8 The first extant Jewish comments on Ecclesiastiéshpa, Talmud, Targum, etc.)
demonstrate that Solomonic authorship was assugesChristianson, 2007, 89, 92.

49| very much appreciate Ellul’s identification obReleth’s faith that he sees in this and
other passages. But Ellul's existentialist pergpgeqgierhaps centers reality a bit too much in
Qoheleth’s awareness and minimizes the ideal thdtiGends for the reader to understand
through Qoheleth’s words. “We must interpret [E&d2b, 13],” Ellul, 1990, 182, 183, writes,
“as a confession of faith; otherwise we will make tnistake of identifying Qohelet’s words with
traditional doctrine. Nothing in the text indicateat God will intervene to reestablish justice in
this life, on this earth ....”

In any case, Qohelet deals in this passage witpdhsibility of living. He affirms that his
faith in God'’s justice, presence, and care, artddmelationship with him, enables him to go on
living in spite of everything, in a universe of wedness and cruelty. But he always reminds us of
the fragility of this possibility. Yes, life remasrpossible, but the whole pyramid rests on thig tin
point: ‘I know ...."”"

*50For example, see 2:10b (heart is delighted awartefor work), 2:13 (wisdom better
than folly), 2:14 (wise see better than fools) 4225 (eating and drinking and satisfaction are
gifts of God), 2:25 (God-pleasing man has happiaesissinners store up wealth for others), 3:12,
13 (eating and drinking gifts of God), 3:17 (Gothbs everyone to justice), 3:22 (enjoyment of
work is man’s “lot”), 5:18 (eating and satisfactioan’s “lot”), 5:19 (enjoyment and wealth gifts
of God), 5:20 (God gives “gladness of heart”), 714 (wisdom is good and adds life), 7:19
(wisdom is good), 7:26b (man who pleases God withpe the evil woman), 7:29 (God made
man upright), 8:1b (wisdom brightens the face)b§wicked get trapped by evil), 8:12v, 13
(things go better for God fearers), 8:15 (God guags to eat and be joyful), 9:4 (the living have
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is not necessarily the case that v. 12a and wdehta universal refutation of the
retribution principle. Actually, they both appeartte speaking about exceptions to the
rule. If this is the case, then what Qoheleth $ays. 12b, 13 is not so out of plat¥.

But one wonders if the text can really supportititerpretation that Qoheleth is
here saying something that he really does not\mli& closer look at Eccl 8:12, 13
might be worthwhile at this point:

y7oy D TR DR DY Y X0 WK For: A sinner can do evil a hundred timeg
o -~ "7 |and afterward live long. Of course | recal
W WK DTORT XD W WK R | the saying: Those who fear God wil
13m0 | Prosper, because thegl fear before him
77| (Lohfink translation)®®

Lohfink’s suggested translation is a paraphraselat he believes was in the mind of the
author. Nevertheless it is appropriate to askeftéxt itself can justify it. The likelihood
that*> in the first line above can signal such an abstration as “of course | recall” is
unlikely. The particle> simply expresses basic relationships between etafas though,
as, because that, but, certainly, except, for|gusence, that, then, when, etc.—TWOT).
The various current Bible versions mostly—baseduRoheleth’s shift in perspective
between 12a and 12b—translate with some sort adradtive conjunction (e.g., NASB
“still,” NJB “but,” NKJV “yet,” NRSV “yet”). Some gve the adversative force X at

the beginning of the verse (e.g. NN\althougha wicked man ... | know that it will go
better with God fearing men ....”). The result iss@®ing contradiction between 12a and
12b; but as long as 12a is understood as an (aéigpitar)exceptiorto the retribution
principle, 12b can then be understood as wyptally is the case—and no contradiction
is created.

The other fear-of-God texts in Ecclesiastes alad tbe exegete to understand that
the fear-of-God mentions in 8:12b, 13 refer to sthvimg that is—in the eyes of
Qoheleth—desired by God and that will bring abauhsthing “good” in the long run:
fear-of-God is th@urposeof God’s revealing of himself and his ways to harbaings

hope), 9:7-9 (God gives days for a man to enjoygatnd drinking and his wife), 9:17, 18
(wisdom and wise words better than fools and waapees), 10:10 (skill brings success), 11:9
(God will judge), 12:7b (spirit returns to God),:1@ (Qoheleth’s words “upright” and “true”),
12:14 (God will judge all people for all deeds).

1 Kruger, 2004, 159, sees this. He writes, “Verse dl8o does not necessarily have to be
understood as a basic disagreement with the ptstfia “deed-result connection” in view of the
reality of experience. It can also be interpretethe sense that the rule of the “deed-result
connection” allowsxceptionsnotevery butmany a'sinner does evil a hundred times and still
lives a long time.” Verse 14, says Krlger, “relRsgain to vv. 10-12a and states that a ‘deed-
result connection’ is valid in experiential realityf at all—only as a rule with exceptions” (161).

2| ohfink, 2003, 105, 107.
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(3:14); fear-of-God protects one from God’s anget also helps one avoid being a fool
(5:7 [6]); fear-of-God gives one the best chancavoid destruction and early death due
to religious arrogance (7:18); and, if the exegeteilling to consider the epilogue, fear-
of-God pleases God because this is naturally wihatieman beings should do and
because it is the state of heart and mind thathedis the judgment (12:13% In view

of this fear-of-God contextual evidence, the rattmthodox view expressed by Qoheleth
in 8:12b, 13—that things will go “good” for God fess—should not come as a surprise.

Qoheleth more than likely really believed that ¢hare advantages for those who
fear God: things will g@m (“good”) for God fearers and they could very wesiid up
with longer lives. But what do the three use8ofin vv. 12, 13 exactly mean? All three
are virtue cases—althougga? (“from before”) makes two of them sound very much
like the several event cases which employ thisgsition>* The first fear-of-God
mention is identical in form to the many fear-ofdaastances in the Psalms that employ
the plural participle ok in construct with YHWH (Qoheleth throughout hisnwaises
“Elohim™). Becker claims that this form denotes ddty to the Jerusalem cult (see
“Becker’s Psalms Literary Form” section in my chaptne). That might be the case here;
the translation “it will go better with cult devete that fear God” is certainly a possibility;
if so, then this could be a critique against “Gedrers”: they are only righteous in the
eyes of God if they really do fear before God. Ehierthe chance also that then?
o'oKRT (“fearers of God”) in v. 12b are the counter-péhe “wicked” in v. 12a and v.
13. If this is the case, then the “fearers of Ga¥ “righteous ones.” The redundancy of
X7’ in 12b does seem odd, and would perhaps indibatéfearers of God” does have a
more abstract meaning. Another possibility to cdesis this: in v. 12a, theom
(“sinner"—m/s Qal participle) and what he does3<“evil’)—are semantically very
close; so perhasoRT X7 (“fearers of God—m/p Qal Participle) and whatyhe
do—"2%n 17 (“they fear before him”)—are also semanticallyyelose. If so, the
meaning would mainly be driven by the presenceaa: that is, “fearers of Godire
those who “fear before God.”

53 This last verse Delitzsch, 1968, 438, calls thertilel and the star of the whole book, the
highest moral demand which mitigates its pessinaadhallows its eudaemonism.”

**See 1 Sam 18:12; Esther 7:6; Ps 97:5; 114:7; Jbri#h The two uses ab%» in Eccl
8:12, 13 could be taken to indicate that fearingrff before” the presence of God—i.e., being
driven away from God by fear—is the virtue that @elth intends to signify (like Jonah fled
“from before” the LORD—Jonah 1:3). But it is quitalikely that this is the case. Comparisons
with 1 Sam 18:12 and Esther 7:6 show that whilegtineight be ammpulseto flee, movement
away from the feared object may or may not occme €ould make the case, however, that any
movement towards the ground in fear—even with teigus person (see, e.g., Dan 8:17)—is a
movement (at least initially) away from God (semahy comments FN 410).
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Previously, | have argued that the linguistic/graatimpeculiarity of the plural
participle ofk7 in construct with YHWH or Elohim is no basis fosemantic shift in
X7’ away from the core fear emotion/feeling meaninge-awill hold to that opinion
here. Only context should lead one to justify aeroieveloped” and abstract meaning.
The only context presented here (other than thsilpiises pondered just above),
however, keeps the meaning quite close to theci@ation/feeling; the subject matter
involves life and death, wickedness and fear “bEf@od—and God’s judgment always
reverberates menacingly in the background. Qoh&edkadly serious. Yes, sinners may
“do evil a hundred times”; but it is also true, aaing to Qoheleth, that “God will bring
[all deeds] into judgment” (11:9b). Whatex®noRT1 "X might mean, one thing is quite
sure: fearingi2bn (“before”) God is the central virtue in this tekat brings “good” as
well as longer life (the latter implied: if the dagf the one who does not fear before God
will “not extend,” then it follows that the days thfe one who does fear before God will
extend). The use 0f25n (as discussed with 3:14) moves the object of fieach closer
so that the fearfulness of the object is accentuatel the resultant fear made more

acute™®

It is interesting that Qoheleth never relativizes value of fear-of-God. While the
“righteous” might or might not have the life thatnamon wisdom would say that they
should have (and even the notion of being rightedwdl! is put into question by
Qoheleth—see section above on Eccl 7:18), theevvfifear-of-God, on the other hand,
is never presented in any kind of bad light. Theneo question about its attainability or
its value. This holds true in all the fear-of-Geqtts in Ecclesiastes (and in all of
Scripture for that matter). In Eccl 8:12, 13, tedf before God” is a virtue that causes life
to go well when God-fearers have it and to caudsddi not go well when wicked people
do not have it. Qoheleth speaks here in the mastrgeterms. “God-fearers” might refer
to Israelite cult worshippers (I think, at most/yoim an implied way), but the value of the
virtue of fearing “before God” is assumed in thegtt Qoheleth speaks here in terms that
are very much in keeping with the recurring billicath that a lack of fear-of-God is
nevergood for any people at any time.

Eccl 12:13: Fear God because Death and Judgememiavitable

So far, Qoheleth has said that fear-of-God is gmmaite in view of several realities:
God'’s sovereignty and human contingency (3:14) ptlopensity of worshippers to not
conduct themselves with proper decorum before Gaoda not keep their vows (5:7 [6]),
the universality of human sin (7:18), and the that life will not go well—and, indeed,

5% Because of this, Becker, 1965, 254, understanfis¢h8:12, 13 some element of the
“numinous” See my FNs 410 and 499.
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will be shorter—for those who do not fear God. Tehexts relate loosely to several areas
of Christian doctrine: 3:14—theology and anthroggtdb:7 [6]—theology,

anthropology, and ecclesiology; 7:18—hamartiolagy] 8:12, 13—soteriology. Now we
come to the last fear-of-God text in the book: B 3. Here at book’s end, the subject
matter will presage the Christian doctrine of sotegy and (appropriately) eschatology.
Qoheleth will now once again uphold the value afrfef-God (he willcommandt) in

view of the inevitable death and judgment that ¥eill upon all peoplé>® | should say
before going any further that what Qoheleth writethis last chapter—as well as in 8:12,
13—onlypotentiallyrelate to the Christian doctrines of soteriologg @schatology. The
only soteriological information that one might gidaom 8:12, 13 is the possible Holy
Spirit-led implication that days that “extend” igaphemism for eternal life, and the only
soteriological and eschatological information thia¢ might glean from chapter twelve is
the possible Holy Spirit-led implication that “jualgnt” is an event that occurs after life
“under the sun” is complete, and fear-of-God hametbing to do with having the best
chance for a good outcome in that judgment. Buirfgpsaid that, | do believe that there
are some good reasons to understand that Qoheletisa(intentionally, or through the
leading of the Holy Spirit) creates an awarenesb®@possibility of eschatological
judgment.

The exegete must first make sure to consider 1ig: Y®w of the graphic portrayal
of slow death in 12:1-7. Qoheleth wants the reéolévok at deatim 2 Hx o°1D.

**® Throughout this section | assume that Qohelethenttee epilogue. Many commentators
believe that the parts of Ecclesiastes that spealta)oheleth in the third person (1:1, 2; 7:27;
12:8-14) were written by someone other than Qohelgtis may be the case—although it does
not have to be. He could have been his own “hostrder to comment upon his own work; but
he did not want his audience to know that he cetddd outside himself, as it were, and analyze
all that he observed and believed to be the cdss.iF admittedly speculative, but not beyond the
pale of possibility (Krtiger, 2004, 208-215, serigunsiders the possibility of the “editor” and
Qoheleth being the same person—nbut for quite differeasons than my own). As | have said
before, the whole book appears to be a big riddied-seems that theurceof the contents is a
part of that riddle: the beginning of the book déa to Solomon; but why is he called
“Qoheleth?” Are they really the same? If not, théro is he (or she! [see 7:27a])? Who narrates
the book? And are Qoheleth’s thoughts the though®lomon, Qoheleth, the narrator, the
“shepherd,” or someone else? | tend to see Qoteledind in the “hosted” sections (and he
continues the Solomon persona here too): he “wi(ik27a—use of the feminine verb) at his
characterization of women in 7:28; he would berttwest qualified to know that his words had
been inspired by the “one shepherd” (v. 11); andweiry Solomonic fashion—he admonishes his
“son” to refrain from adding to his words (v. 12-salsee Prov 1-9). Also, Qoheleth was quite
likely in the best position to judge the purposdisfwords (“fear God and keep his
commandments”—v. 13), and the means by which thipgse would be accomplished (through
being a “goad”—v. 11). For these reasons, in teitisn that concerns the epilogue of
Ecclesiastes, | will assume that Qoheleth is thkadg-but this, of course, does not have to be the
case.
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Although he delivers this by using a series of 1pletais (operating euphemistically), the
details of death and dying are all still there sticdt the attentive reader will find himself
or herself distressed and maybe even frighténedsion degrades and suffering comes
more frequently (v. 2); one cannot straighten obask, stop trembling, or see right, and
the teeth have fallen out (v. 3); hearing goes ayedyne is awakened by any sound (v.
4); one grows increasingly fearful of the thingghe world that he or she cannot control,
and sexual desire and function dries up and disapge. 5); in the end, life is tragically
and irrevocably smashed—Iike a clay “pitcher isttgrad at the spring, or the wheel
broken at the well, and the dust returns to themggdt came from, and the spirit returns
to God who gave it” (vv. 6b, 7 NIV). Why is Qohdleto desirous that the reader—here
and throughout his work—be so often and so haisailgmered with the reality of
death?® If his main message is to enjoy life, then it wbskem that just the mention of
the fact of death would be sufficient to convineaders that they had best take advantage
of their days now to eat, drink, and be merry.lidwe that Qoheleth’s concentration on
death has the much more important purpose of netimtgthe question in the reader,
“what happens after death?” And this questioneéxamably linked with the subject of
judgment. To fully appreciate this, however, onewt first see how incongruous
Qoheleth’s death obsession would be if the incidoadf the spirit ofcarpe diemin his
readers were his main goal.

5" Because Qoheleth uses euphemisms, the interpretdtthem, of course, is not always
clear. Here | follow how many commentators viewnth&ut there can be other interpretations.
That the pericope is in general an allegory of huhecay and death has always been widely
accepted. Fox, 2004, 76, 77, sees apocalypticanestof “cosmic disaster” in the poem and cites
remarkably similar subject matter in Isa 3:18-4:3;9b-10; Ezek 30:3; Hosea 1:4-5; 5:9; Joel
2:2a, 6, 10b; Amos 5:18, 20; 8:3, 9; Zeph 1:15.&%iglanation of the poem is worth quoting at
length: “In Koheleth's telling, the two events—teed of a world and the end of a person—
resonate in each other. The poem is intended mys¢éerious and ambiguous, and the process of
interpreting it may be as important as the pardicablution one arrives at. Koheleth sets us in a
dark and broken landscape through which we mudtdir way with few guideposts. In a
fundamental sense, however, the obscurity of tta&ldeloes not prevent us from understanding
the poem; in fact, it is hard to fail. The gisttbé poem is clear: Enjoy life before you grow old
and die.

Clear too is the poetic power of the passage. taresis weird and unsettling, evocative of
diminution, quaking, darkening, silence, and f@dre poem depicts the inevitable aging and
death of the youth who is addressed in 11:9 andmérges with the ‘you’ of the reader in 12:1-
7. We can never fully penetrate the fog of the scent when we peer through the murk of the
images, metaphors, and symbols, we realize witludder that we are descrying our own
obliteration” (77).

8 Death is one way or another in view in Eccl 14, 2:16, 18, 21; 3:2, 19-22; 4:2, 3;
5:14-16, 18; 6:3-6, 12; 7:1-4, 15-17, 26; 8:8, 1D, 13; 9:2-10; 11:8; 12:1-7.
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Carpe diem(Eccl 2:24; 3:12, 13; 22; 5:18; 8:15; 9:7-9; 11@and final judgment
(Eccl 3:17; 8:6; 11:9; 12:14) are both significanbjects in Ecclesiastes. Qoheleth does
indeed mention the value of eating and drinkingrknaond marriage, but these all come
under the rubric df21 that he deemed everything already tdB&esides, Qoheleth—
as the king—had experienced every possible pledsat@ man could have on earth; but
he found it all to b&211 and a “chasing after the wind” (2:11). And despite (] believe,
concessionary) calls to enjoy life, they are dhtigized by theKlage nature of the whole
book in which he in essence cries out, “there rhoasgomething more!” With such an
overpowering sense of inadequacy of life-as-itimy can heseriouslypromote in life
“under the sun” the “virtue” ofarpe dien? Does the idea of final judgment (and the fear-
of-God that would be manifested in consideratiort)dit better with Qoheleth’s big
picture? | think it does, and there are good remsdy: first of all, theklage nature of so
much of what he says pleads for something morelifeaas it is “under the sun.”
Inherent in this constamtlageis the acute desire for justice—justice for adlttls full
and complete justice. Final justice also fits brettgh the sovereignty of Qoheleth’s God;
the themes that are of interest to King Qohele#hmaacro-themes that are of interest to
God. In other words, it is characteristic of botbdGand (good) kings to care much more
about proper justice than how well their subjestsiZe the day.Carpe diemis trivial
compared to the obligations that men and women Haedo their absolutely dependent
and morally accountable status vis-a-vis the etemné omnipotent God. Because of the
macro-scale issues that are involved with Qohedatbimplaints—especially the issues of
justice and death—I am convinced that a concermtadrad a desire for final justice and
life-after-death are tacitly indicated. Qohelettleglmotteachthat there is life after death
or that there is a judgment after death; but hes dogly that these phenomena could—
and ought to—b&%° And just the possibility of them relativizes dovara7 the value of

“°See Eccl 1:2, 14, 17; 2:1, 11, 15, 17, 19, 212833:19; 4:4, 7, 8, 16; 5.7, 10; 6:2, 9,
11, 12; 7:6, 15; 8:10, 14; 9:9; 11:8, 10; 12:8.

%] realize that my view here runs against the godimany modern interpretations of
what Qoheleth means by “judgment.” Earlier opinitersded to interpret Ecclesiastes through the
lens of orthodox faith and understand that whene@h spoke of “judgment,” he must have
been referring to an event that necessarily hadnee after the injustice of the present world.
Delitzsch, 1968, 400, 401, for example, writes rdipa Eccl 11:9: “in view of the facts of
experience, that God'’s righteous requital is is ttie too frequently escaped, viii. 14, the author
here and at iii. 17, xii. 14, postulates a finalgment, which removes the contradiction of this
present time, and which must thus be in the futieehas no clear idea of the time and manner of
this final judgment, but his faith in God places tertainty of it beyond all doubt.”
Hengstenberg, 2001, 268, understands that “judgmeidccl 12:14—and as generally depicted
in the book—is principally a future one. “Still,’ehwrites, “there is no reason for confining our
thoughts entirely to the future judgment: we shaalther think of judgment in its widest
compass, as it is begun in time and perfectedemigy.... Even Luther saw how comprehensive
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carpe dienf®* This is where the spectre of death is used effelgtby Qoheleth: death
forces the reader to get his or her prioritiesigitaCarpe dienmay bring some pleasure
in life (that is, if God grants it), but it will ngrepare one for death or for any possible
judgment after deatt?? On the other hand, if one puts a much higher esipttm
preparing for death and for any possible judgmést death, then one will fear God and
have done all one can do to bring about the basbme should there really be a final
judgment. If a man or a woman wants to discoveiatigver of what is more important in
Ecclesiastes-earpe dienor judgment—he or she must simply ask “which s t
greatest potential to affect my life for for thense?” (i.e., which is the bigger threat?).
This is somewhat like Pascal’'s wager: on what hogdpe life option should one bet
one’s life? The wise answer is that one shouldopegts money (bet his or her life) on the
option that gives the greatest potential good retwhile some have argued that
Qoheleth makesarpe dienout to be a virtue by which God will judge men anaimen, |
do not see how this could really be the understandf Qohelet{®® He allowscarpe

was the application of the expression: he remattks,author does not speak here only of the
judgment at the last day, but, according to Screptisage, of judgment in general. There is a
judgment and an hour for everything with God, andne can escape. Wherefore Arius and all
heretics are already judged. But at the last desllibe made still clearer in the presence of all
creatures, angels and men, that even now in thefdagitation, God the Lord has laid bare their
sin and disgrace, that in a word, there is no moreealment.””

51 While Loader, 1986, 130, would not agree that Qethaelativizearpe diendown to
triviality, he does understand in Qoheletbisle—of encouragingarpe dienfor the last time
(11:9) followed by the allegory of dying and deétR:1-7)—that Qoheleth does in the end hold
the subject of death to be more important. Ughill passage, Qoheleth’s negative sentiments
were followed by calls to enjoy life (Loader ligsl2, 13, 22; 8:15; 9:7-10), but in 11:9-12:7, this
is different. “That which logically should have cerfirst,” writes Loader, “now comes last. This
is very striking and indicates that the poem wascighly composed to serve as the book’s finale.
By ending with the dark notes of death the Preashews that for him the negative tone of the
book is intentionally dominant. For that reasonltbek’s first word and its last are identical, and
the closing formula (v. 8) is the same as the ameformula (1:2): Vanity!”

%2 The “young man” is encouraged by Qoheleth (110%jdllow the ways of [his] heart”;
but this is mocked a moment later (and properiytified as trivial) when Qoheleth warns, “but
know that for all these things God will bring yaujudgment.”

%3 0gden, 2007, 210, 211, understands that theieridéthe “judgment” will be how well
a person followed Qoheleth’s advice to live lifetlte fullest. The judgment in view in Eccl 11:9
is, according to Kruiger, 2004, 197, humanity’s @mdation to “transitoriness.” Failing to “seize
the day” would also be part of this judgment beeaausnan’s or a woman’s meaningless life
would be even more degraded. It seems to me taaei fairly clearly means that the “young
man” is to be judged for any sins that arise ag-prbduct of following his “heart” and “eyes.”
“All these” of 15x 5> by "> v simply refers to the actions of the “young man”—thought and
deed—that flow out of the desires of his “heartti dayes.” Qoheleth then saysiioxT 802
mowna (lit. “God will bring you to justice”). The textfd 2:14 is quite similar (lit. “God will bring
every deed to justice”). Many commentators undadsthese warnings of judgment as too
orthodox for Qoheleth—and so insist that they water “pious” additions. When these verses
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diemrepeatedlyas a concessigrbut hisklageindicates concerns that are infinitely
greater and of infinitely greater consequence.

These “concerns” are what Qoheleth is trying toegate in the reader when he
goes through the death march of 12:1-7. The minarieed away from any pleasure
found in earthly life to dealing with the dreadfatts of inevitable death and the possible
judgment of “all deeds” that follows. These areddband “nails” (12:11 NIV) that drive
one into the heart/mind state that best corresptinded prepares one for death and
judgment—i.e., fear-of-God. In the end, Qoheletbsinot say that the “end” (12:13
[LXX: telog) of the matter is “sieze the day”; but he sayatvmne would expect to be
thetelosthat he has mentioned (and alluded to) many timeésre and which best fits
with the titanic themes of life and death, sin ardyment that burst forth from his many
complaints about life “under the sun”: “fear Godtlers Qoheleth, and “keep his
commandments, for this is man’s all” (v. 13 NKJ})The MT and NRSV of Eccl 12:13,
14 are as follows:

X2 D TONTTIR DR 590 02T m‘g The end of the matter; all has been heard.
R -'7 e ot aamanpae Fear God, and keep his commandments; for
ORI 11772 G MINSRTONY | that is the whole duty of everyone.

NRWNI X2 OTOKRT Then~o>nx 0o | For God will bring every deed into
reor oo o mr o rEr T 7 judgment, including every secret thing,
:D07OX) 210X 0201792 DY | whether good or evil.

This command might have been the addition of augiglossarist; if so, he certainly did
not diverge from Qoheleth’s trajectory of thoughoat what is good and right for human

are read in light of 3:16, 17, however, there is1aed to deem them “pious” glosses or to
understand them as referring to a judgment of hoavkept thecarpe dienprinciple. For in 3:16,
17, Qoheleth says “in [his] heart” (i.e., what lfiérans to be the case) that there is a time for God
to judge every deed. The components are esserthallyame as those in 11:9 and 12:14: God
will judge (bring to justice) all deeds. But 3:1i&, plainly makes this an orthodox judgment of the
“righteous” and the “wicked” which will solve thegblem of “wickedness” in the places of
“justice” and “righteousness.” In other words, thigeria of judgment is not based upcarpe
diemkeeping, but based upon God’'s moral law (as refte the Mosaic Law). The main
problem that distressed Qoheleth was the existeineckedness in high places, not the failure of
men and women to “seize the day.” This verse caldd be a “pious” gloss, but Qoheleth’s first-
person appeal here makes that unlikely. And howmamie commentators willing to fragment the
canonical text anyways in order to keep Qohelethegsimistically consistent as possible? But
even if these three judgment texts were to be elied, there would still be much in Ecclesiastes
that indicates that the book flows out of an orthotsraelite worldview (see FN 450).

*%“The command here to fear God is what Delitzscls tdie kernel and the star of the
whole book” (Delitzsch, 1968, 438).
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beings to dd°® As the other fear-of-God passages in Ecclesiastemnstrate, fear-of-

God is obviously important to Qoheleth and is, imUmderstanding, at the heart of a
right—and good behavior-producing—relationship withd. The imperative?

(“fear!”) in 12:13 merely summarizes what he hasadly said in various places.
Qoheleth’s themes of obedience to and humility kee€dod, and his concern about the
many injustices he saw in the world and his helattdief that God would make an
“appropriate time” (3:17) to righteously judge d#éeds, do not conflict with what is
written in 12:13, 14. And just like in 3:17 and Q1the time and means of the judgment
are not specified—although one can make the cas@gudgment that will account for
“every deed” necessarily must occur after one ties.

The general context of Scripture—in both NT and Qis-well as the hope of
something more than death &t that is implicit in Qoheleth’&lagelead me to
understand that Qoheleth (or at least the HolyitSgarking through him) did in fact
think of the judgment as occurring after death. $tieolarly idea that death was in fact
the final judgment that Qoheleth had in mind doats im my mind, fit with the overall
direction of the book. It offers no solution andves life and death and justice and God’s
administering of “final justice” all under Qohel&trubric of>217. But the warning tone
that is often heard in Ecclesiastes—if it is mdargoad readers on to more god-pleasing
works—soundsibsurdif there is no advantage at all in behaving ong araanother. If
all end up with the same sentence—that is, deatbr-tvhy live one’s life with the
thought in mind that one will get righteous justinghe end? One could say that

% Garrett, 2001, 345, gives several reasons fovibis that 12:9-14 is not the work of a
“pious epilogist™ “The use of first level (vv. W) and second level (vv. 11-14) discourse has
many parallels throughout the book; and the langustyle, and sentiments are not unlike those
found earlier in the book. More than that, treatimg conclusion as a secondary epilogue, either
as a pious gloss or as part of an emerging canoscmusness, decapitates the entire work.
Everything Ecclesiastes has affirmed up to thisipethe sovereign freedom of God, the limits
of human wisdom, thoughts on the use and abusealtiivand power, and the brevity and
absolute contingency of human life—all lead to¢benxmand to fear God. To excise the
conclusion is to throw away that which binds togethll the separate strands of the Teacher’s
thought. It arises from a failure to think like theacher, so to speak.”

% A glossarist—especially if he were writing at #atiwely late date in which
eschatological awareness was growing—could havly sasd that the final judgment would
occur after death and would determine one’s degtiman the afterlife. But the warning in 12:14
remains as ambiguous as those in 3:17 and 11edards to these questions. But there is an
interesting feature of 3:17 that perhaps pointsarola the future: 3:17b clearly looks back to the
poem in 3:1-8 and even perhaps completes it. Bdtladd 3:17 havgar 525 nv (“[there is] a
time for every matter”). The “matter” of birth dtet beginning—a one time event—is
complemented by the one-time “matter” of judgmehtols occurs at the end. From an
eschatological perspective, it is interesting thatr” and “peace” (3:8) and “judgment” (3:17)
are mentioned towards the end of the poem.
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“jludgment” in Qoheleth’s view is administered by @Gihroughout a person’s life and the
judging process ceases at death; but this is jhat @oheleth observed not to be the case
(i.e., he observed that injustice was rampant)—edomplained bitterly as a result. If
god-fearing men and women do not get justice (fiatome really meaningfabi for

their faith in God and their righteous deeds) is the, then—in view of the justice that
Qoheleth guarantees in 3:17, 11:9, and 12:14—thest get it after they di&’

So for many different reasons, | believe that tloéytSpirit works through the
words of Qoheleth to instill in the reader a deepaern about immortality and a deep
desire forfinal judgment:®® At the very least, the first readers of Ecclesiastould have
been moved by Qoheleth’s words to be distressdtidolack of clarity in their day about
immortality and final judgment—and, as a resultwent something more. But whether
one is a Christian today looking back from the pecsive of faith in Christ, or was a
post-exilic Jew reading Ecclesiastes from the pateye of faith in YHWH, the call to
“fear God” is equally valid. And this virtue hasnsething to do with bringing about a
“good” outcome in the judgment—whatever or wheneweright be. The text here is
straightforwardx™ o787 (“fear God!”). The direct object marker leavesduubt
about the object of the imperative, and puttinghittobefore the imperative verb further
accentuates the fact that God is the object ofdhe Beyond this, the linguistic form of
the verb and the syntax do not inform the readeutthe action beyond the root meaning
of X7°. The immediate context, as elsewhere in Ecclessdsit here especially so, gives
reason for one to fear: God’s judgment of evergldein” thing has the potential to be a
catastrophic experience. But Qoheleth says thahfg&odandkeeping his
commandments is “man’s all” (NKJV). And here a digsis raised: can the fear
emotion/feeling alone be thelosthat justifies men and women in the judgment? The
answer depends upon a wider understanding of 8ceipthe emotion/feeling of fear-of-
God is indeed a virtue. Belief in God is also duer They are both foundational to a
proper relationship with God; but, as the Scripgags, “even the demons believe—and
tremble” (James 2:19 NKJV). James argues thatftabee is insufficient to save—for
“faith without works is dead” (James 2:26 NKJV)nfarly, it can be argued that if
someone believes in God and “trembles” (i.e., erpees the fear emotion/feeling)
before God—nbut has no “fruit” (i.e., does not késpd’'s commandments)—then that

" BDB lexical meaning fonn is “superiority, advantage, excess.” See Eccl; 5618, 11;
7:11.

%8 See the thoughts of J. Lochman in chapter oneingauffered under communist
injustice, he recognizes the acute need for Ganléd fudgment to rid the world of the monstrous
acts of evil men and women. He laments the fadtrtfzany think of the final judgment as
something to avoid; but Lochman argues that ibraething to eagerly desire—for only then will
we be free.

207



person is not justified in the eyes of God. Interesting (in Eccl 12:13) that tié\os
Aoyou (LXX—Iit. “end of the word”) and therds 6 dvbpomos (LXX—Iit. “all the man”)
are to “fear God'andto “keep his commandments.” One without the otherot the

“end” of Qoheleth’s teaching or the “all” of humbageings. As mentioned before,
Qoheleth was an Israelite whose worldview foundetias the Torah. This foundation
(parts of which he questions from time to timejuste evident here at book’s end; the
“‘commandments” to which Qoheleth refers to arelalaes prescribed by Moses—
although there might be a universalizing of its aia@omponents that would apply to all
human beings. Arguably, the book was designed tede by both Israelites and gentiles.
If so, it is improbable that Qoheleth would havdeyed the latter to follow the Mosaic
Law. Be that as it may, the “heart” of the Mosa#nLis universally valid: “Hear, O
Israel: the LORD our God, the LORD is one. Love tl@RD your God with all your
heart and with all your soul and with all your sigéh” (Deut 6:4, 5). Also in the Law are
the commands to honor (Lev 10:3) and to worshipu{2€:10) God. While there may be
echoes of these in the command in Eccl 12:13 tar‘@&od!” the fact that the Law’s
commands to honor and worship God are assumed13'$2keep his commandments”
means that “fear God!” must not contain these ideathe entire verse to fit within
Christian orthodoxy®®

One might argue that the two commands here argnionymous parallelism; but
this certainly must not bE° In Ecclesiastes, fear-of-God is mainly presented fearful
emotion/feeling before God. Qoheleth’s understagdinfear-of-God is quite in keeping
with how it is employed in the Proverbs; thereamething in fear-of-God that is
foundational to wise and righteous conduct. Itasthe conduct itself, but states of the
heart and mind that plow the ground, so to spead adlow the seeds to be planted that
eventually spring up into good works. The pertingunéstion here is this: is experiencing
the fear emotion/feeling before God a virtue afrarn following the law? An affirmative
answer is indicated by fear-of-God passages sutdadd6:2b: “But this is the one to
whom | will look, to the humble and contrite in 8piwho trembles at my word.” Ezra
9:4 and Ps 119:120 are similar: fear-of-God is gmé=d as something that is different
than the Law (God’s “word” [God’s “judgments” in R49:120]) and is a reaction to it
(or, at least, a reaction to thever of the Law). The emotion/feeling of fear exibited

%9 Actually, commands to fear God abound in the Terahd, therefore, could also be
subsumed under Eccl 12:13's “keep his commandnients.

"% Becker, 1965, sees synonymous parallelism in rfeanyof-God texts—including Eccl
12:13: ,Gottesfurcht werde hier als Beobachtung@elote beschrieben und mit dem Glauben
an das gottliche Gericht Gber Gut und Bdse in \fehbing gebracht” (254). As | have mentioned
before, if Becker is right, then fear-of-God (amd) has a range of meaning that makes it
semantically unusable (see my pp. 80-84, 90).
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before God and his “word” is a virtue in and otltsBut while it is not the Law itself
(other than those parts of the Mosaic Law which m@amd fear of God), fear-of-God
does “goad” one—out of the fear of God proper, fda6od’s punishment, and fear of
losing relationship—towards obedience to the L*4w.

Qoheleth’s directive to “fear God, and keep his omndments” has authority in
the church today—but with the caveat that Christiare now under grace, not law. The
ritualistic laws of the Torah have been transcerudethe new covenant actualized by
Christ’s work on the cross. Debts for (unintentipsens are no longer paid for by the
“blood of goats and calves” (Heb 9:12); instead, $ins of believers are paid for by Jesus
Christ (Heb 9:14, 15). The moral principles tha behind the parts of the Mosaic Law
that are concerned with personal ethics (espe@alieflected in the Ten
Commandments), however, do have power today—ualegsf them are relativized by
any higher standard that Christ might have tausge €specially Matt 5, 6). In view of
Christ’s call for Christians to be “perfect” (Md&t48), the inevitableness of Christians to
fail to reach this standard (Rom 3:23), the “pribg”"which Christians were “bought” (1
Cor 6:20), and the many warnings not to fall aw@lyristians are wise to heed the NT’s
advice to “work out your own salvation with feardamembling” (Phil 2:12). It is good
that they regularly consider the “kindness” of GBobm 11:22); but they are warned to
dwell upon the “sternness” of God as well (Rom 2L:Zhristians will “inherit the earth”
(Matt 5:5; Rom 4:13); but this was only made pdssiiecause of God’s love for human
beings, his hatred of sin and evil, and his wiltings to send his only begotten Son to
bear the consequences of their disobedience. “Tdrereas the author of the book of
Hebrews says, “since we are receiving a kingdontlwhannot be shaken, let us have
grace, by which we may serve God acceptably witenence and godly fear. For our
Godis a consuming fire” (Heb 12:28, 29 NKJV).

*"1 Clines, 2003, 64, understands that while fear-oft@ightconnotea number of
different realities, it nearly alwayfenotedhe fear emotion/feeling: “My own view is suspigs
of the alleged ‘semantic development’ from feaaagmotion to fear as ‘religion’ or ‘moral
behaviour and indeed of the common assertionttietfear of god’ can mean something other
than the emotion of fear. | believe that the wrealdice of a moral, ethical and cultic meaning for
the phrase ‘fear of God’ is built on a confusiorsehse and reference, which is to say, of
denotation and connotation. My conclusion is thatt word group always signifies the
emotion of fear (which is its sense or denotatibnj,that sometimes that emotion leads to actions
(or avoidance of actions) of an ethical or culiiedk(which are then its reference or connotation).
In brief, when people do not lie, for example, hessaof the ‘fear of God’, it does not mean that
they do not lie because they behave ethically boabse they are afraid of God and of the
consequences he may exact of them for lying.”
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CHAPTER THREE

DOES FEAR-OF-GOD CHANGE IN THE NEW TESTAMENT?

The work done so far has sought to demonstrateahbdear-of-God concept in the
OT has not evolved, as many mainly critical-ageotanis have claimed, but has in fact
remained quite close to its fear emotion/feelingaetic roots. The scholarly efforts
(especially of J. Becker) which claim that fearcdd evolved cannot by their methods
and evidences overcome two important facts: firg fact that the OT nevegacheghat
fear-of-God changes, and, second, the fact thdota and wider contexts of the many
virtue fear-of-God OT texts seldom if ever giveigators that fear-of-God has to any
significant degree moved off its fear emotion/feglfoundation. But my study as
presented thus far is myopic in that the NT—whixplains, clarifies, and fulfills the
OT—nhas not in any meaningful way been used to §ghtlon OT fear-of-God. As was
said in the introduction, the NT must be used (iy r@ader, but especially by
theologians seeking to find God’s truth for the € to understand in the deepest and
truest way what God purposed in providing his rattehs to the Jewish/Israelite people
in the time before the coming of the Messiah. Amd tan potentially provide strong
interpretational force on the OT fear-of-God topiclesus, for example, had said in one
of the gospels, “Moses taught you to fear me byhieng, the prophets taught you to fear
me by serving me, but | say to you that you shée#al me by loving me”, then this
would be a good indicator that the idea of feafGofld was indeed changing in the
centuries preceding Christ. On the other handhafNT indicates that the same OT
reasons for the emotion/feeling of fear before Gutiremain, and the NT possesses
semantic, syntactic, and contextual factors thatataive strong reason for moving fear-
of-God off its fear emotion/feeling base, then thisuld further support the
understanding that OT fear-of-God mainly denotes fiesar.

Before proceeding, a few remarks abdogéopal are in order. This verb will be
the center of attention because it is most oftemdoin the LXX where? is found in the
MT and is the most general word for fear in the &Twell. Likewise, when the Hebrew
nounsTXT’ orX7in occur in the MT, the noutibBos usually occurs in the LXX? Like
the Hebrew, these Greek forms can indicate real(fem being “alarmed” to “terror”)
as well as “respect,” reverence,” or “worship” (DBR). The root meaning dfoBéopat
(as indicated by its use in Homeric epics) is fezf or “to be startled” (TDNT). Balz
mentions the interesting (and useful for our feflaGod theme) fact that the Greeks and
Spartans used to worshippos (TDNT). Homer (ca. 8 cent. BC) and Hesiodus (cd 6

*2TDNT. dopéopar anddopos are also used for the Hebreme (verb “to quake”) and
Tme (noun “quaking,” “horror”).
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cent. BC) indicate thatopos was one of the deities in the Greek pantheon adifth
century BC votive inscription nameé$pos just under Zeus and above all the other gods.
The Spartans, according to Plutarch, even had plésimdb6pos.*” This particular
practice of the ancient Greeks is mentioned onkshimwv that the emotion of fear—at
least for the Greeks—was an important componetitesf religion and religious
experience. The appreciation for fear (to the pofntorship was based upon what the
Greeks saw as its usefulness and wisdom-provoliagity. Fear informed a person in a
harsh way of the reality of power and authorityaiR@as, as Balz says, a “reaction to
man’s encounter with force.” In the process of ssgkelief from this force-caused fear,
fear would go from “spontaneous terror and anxietiyonour and respect.” This made
fear in the Greek mind the basis for respect. Tiaasant feeling of fear made
submission and respect good in that they weresstdtanind that could lessen or
eliminate the fear; thus, “the absence of fear J[wasan objective worth seeking”
(TDNT, Sec. A, 4).

THE NT HAS THE SAME THEOLOGY/ANTHROPOLOGY

That the NT shows that Christ is Lord and will pdesas judge of all humanity is
clear. The God who is described by Isaiah as “tdmseming fire” (33:14), is the same
God who's “axe is already at the root of the tre@datt 3:10), has authority to divide the
sheep from the goats (Matt 25:31-46) and to catt foul and body into hell (Matt
10:28). The incommunicable attributes of God (éhis jndependence, immutability,
eternity, omnipresence) seen in the OT are thiatés of the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit in the NT*"*Humans, on the other hand, though made in hisemeagcreatures

*73 According to Balz (TDNT) these mentions@fBoc as object of worship comes from
Homer’sllliad (ed. G. Monro and T. W. Allen, 1908, 13, 298-3(esiodus’sTheogonialed. A
Rzach, 1913, 933-936.) and Plutarcbs CleomenéVitae, ed. T. Doehner and F. Dubner, 1877,
8f, 808b-e.). Also see Loader, 2001.

*"* The Biblical depiction of God and humans leaveloabt as to where the highest
ontological reality resides. Although humans aeated to perceive God, and the ultimate reality
could seem to a person to reside in his or herewvess of God—and not in God himself—the
Bible presents God as a substance that has ifjimitere being-ness that whatever of him is
perceived in the mind. God is God, and not, aschillL967, believes, a subjective “answer to the
guestion implied in man’s finitude” (211). Tillichidea of God is not far away from Otto’s. The
subjective “ultimate concern” that persons findiemselves “does not mean that first there is a
being called God and then the demand that man @tveuliltimately concerned about him. It
means that whatever concerns a man ultimately besguwod for him, and, conversely, it means
that a man can be concerned ultimately only all@aitwhich is god for him” (211). Tillich
dilutes the power of the biblical God to generaiar fby, first, placing too much of the reality of
God in the subject, but he also dilutes God’s fhith evoke certain emotions—like fear—by
minimizing his particular biblical attributes inar of an idea that understands God as “being-
itself.” With being-itself, one cannot say thaisithe most perfect, or most powerful, or most

211



made by the creator. They are dependent, mutaidiejraited in time and space.
Therefore, as the writer of Hebrews says in futeagnent with Isaiah, one should
“worship God acceptably with reverence and aweptor'God is a consuming fire™
(Heb 12:28b).

This essential difference between God and humamégns that men and women
are dependant and accountable to God. This macaliatability is reflected in the Bible
by the fact that God judges all men and women. bty who argues that thigingsten
Gericht” is for our good, writes that the theme of judgmergtrong throughout both
testaments:

Dass menschliches Leben, und zwar sowohl das getsémeben des Einzelnen
wie das der Vdlker, ja des Menschengeschlechtegasgt, unter dem Gericht
Gottes steh, sich unwiderstehlich auf den letztiehter hin bewegt, gehdort integral
zur Botschaft des Alten und des Neuen Testamefliesdings handelt es sich
dabei um keine allgemeinen kosmischen Gesetzenaaeenlose Fatalitaten. Hier
schalten und walten keine gnadenlosen Fatalit&tenBibel kennt und nennt den
Richter. Er ist dein anderer als Jahwe, der Gadels in der hebraischen Bibel; im
Neuen Testament der mit ihm identische ,Vater Bististi.“">

Or as Balz says in reference to fear in the NTe ‘fittenacing seriousness of God’s
judgment is decisive.” The epiphanies of God ard‘thighty works of Jesus” in the NT,
display plainly his power and authority and, acaogdo Balz, naturally result in fear
(TDNT, sec. D2a).

God’s omnipotence and human powerlessness ararsdenmany displays of
Christ’'s power and authority that result in feaneTollowing examples are
representative: in Mark 4:35-41 (parallels Matt;&:@ke 8:25) the account of the
disciples “great fear” is strongly reminiscent bét‘great fear” of the sailors who had
thrown Jonah overboard (Jonah 1:15, 16). In faetGreek texts from each account of
the fear that is generated after the waters ameezhhre almost identical; both the
disciples and the sailors “feared a great feabopndnocav [aorist passive verb] #6p—
[noun] + pey—Iadjective]). In addition, the fear (explicitly in the Jonagxt, implicitly in
the Mark text) has as its object, respectively, YHWhd Jesus. Of great interest for the
fear-of-God theme is the fact that the greatesllef/fear is depicted to have comet

loving—for that just makes God out to be the mogteslative among other beings. Any theology
that does not understand this, says Tillich, “reéspinto monarchic monotheism, for if God is not
being-itself, he is subordinate to it, just as Zisusubordinate to fate in Greek religion” (236)
While Tillich rightly does not subordinate God teithg, to strip away God’s “monarchic
monotheism” in what in Tillich’s mind rationally flows from this, is to strip away the attributes
that cause humans to love or fear him, and to eéteithe particulars about God that give
believers assurance that he has the intention fafty o save their souls.

*’5 Lochman, 1993, 83, 84. He lists the following Nifigment texts: Matt 6:4ff.; 7:22;
13:36-43; 25:31-46; Luke 13:25-27; Rom 2:3ff.; 134:1 Cor 4:4f.; 5:13; 11:32; 2 Cor 5:10; 1
Thess 4:6; 2 Thess 1:5.)
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during the stormbut after The object of the “great fear,” then, could navé been the
storm; rather, the focus of the fear was upon teatgoower and authority before which
the waters and wind obeyed. The “great fear” iatyenot reverence here, asults in
reverence: after the storm was stilled, the safioffered a sacrifice to the LORD and
made vows,” and the disciples said to each otWg¢hd' then is this, that even the wind
and the sea obey him?” Also clear (once again,@kpi Jonah, and implicit in Mark) is
the awareness YHWH’s/Jesus’ authority over theoesibisciples’ lives (especially clear
in the Jonah story is the moral component of Jansim of evasion of responsibility and
the sailors’ perceivepossiblesin of throwing Jonah overboard). Plain to see liethe
powerlessness, dependence, and accountabilitthihatilors/disciples feel vis a vis
God’s power.

Another example of epiphany that reveals the paf&od and the powerlessness
of men is the transfiguration of Jesus. Matt 17 (pa&allels Mark 9:2-8; Luke 9:28-36)
indicates by Jesus’ face shining “like the sun” aiglclothes becoming “dazzling white”
that Jesus showed Peter, James, and John someaenefsis glorified divinity. The
feature of Moses and Elijah talking with Jesus @auys to the perception that God was
involved. When the voice of God came from the c|ardy doubt of God’s involvement
disappeared: the three amazed disciples “fell upein face[s] and feareekceedingly
(TM). Matthew uses the aorist verb plus adjectivédpa (“exceedingly"—DBLSD).
Mark employ< yévovTo (“they became”) plus the adjectivedoBos (“terrified™—
DBLSD). Clear in this account is the disciples’lization that all was beyond their
control. The divinity of Christ was being plainlgwealed to them for the first time, and
the natural reaction was to fear (see p. 221 bedow,especially FN 487).

Jesus’ divinity and the people’s fearful reactionttare also seen in Luke 8:26-39
(parallels Matt 8:28-9:1; Mark 5:1-20) where Jesosimands the “legion” demonic
spirits out of a man. The demons at once acknowldagus’ identity as the “son of the
most high God” and are bound by Jesus’ authorityeylbeg not to be cast back into “the
abyss” and instead request permission to go framtan into a nearby herd of swine.
This they do, but only with Jesus’ permission. Ppigeherders fled to the nearby town
with the news, and when the townspeople came asgedor themselves what had
happened, they saw the demoniac—who they were epiafamiliar with—in his right
mind, and “they were afraid€$opndnoav). Within a short period of time, the news of
the exorcism became generally known, and the @aetcuriously enough—was not one
of joy; instead, “they experienced great fear” (6kbopw peydlw ovveixovTo). Like in
the case of the calming of the storm, it is intngsto see how the “great fear” came long
after the danger had passed: the waters were cantethe demons were cast out and
gone; yet, the response was fear—and the textsgiyreuggest it was more fear than that
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experienced when the danger of storm or demonstibgresent. This last text,
however, is unique (compared to the accounts o$tibien and transfiguration) in that the
response of fear does not result in the Gadarereepting and revering Jesus. They
apparently recognized something extremely poweénfbim, but they did not want
anything to do with him. They were perhaps moreceomed about the loss of swine.
Thus, we see how fear-of-God can push people tohiandr push them away. Yet, the
feeling is a necessary step that informs a pergstimeaeality of what is going on. Jesus
had confronted the Gadarenes and the resultantdiesad them to make a choice. There
is little doubt, however, that their “great fearasvfocused on Jesus. This brings us to a
significant truth: fear igivenas an emotional gift by God. It comes (at leashese
cases)nvoluntarily. Humans rarely if ever choose to fear. As unpletasa it is, fear—
like pain—is ultimatelynformation(i.e., its purpose is to inform). To the discipleshe
boat, Peter, James, and John on the mountainhar@adarenes, fear came upon them to
inform them that they were in the presence of atgr@and, potentially dangerous—
power. The intensity of the fear was evidence o ttuth. The information delivered by
the fear also made plain their vulnerability and/ed as a sign that God alone is
omnipotent and that humans are completely subgpeuint.

Throughout the NT, Christ is presented as the sacgdeing who has “all
authority” (Matt 28:18) to determine the times aa@dsons of their habitations and to
judge their actions. This is evident from JohnBlagtist’s call to repentance at the
beginning of the NT to the great white throne jug@girat the end; everything in between
presents Christ as the Word who became flesh whibei beginning, was with God and
“was God” (John 1:1), is the “son of God” (John9):4nd the great “I am” (John 8:58),
created all things (Col 1:16), is the alpha and gen&Rev 22:13)—and only he will judge
the living and the dead at the end of history. Bas-=ochman rightly laments—the idea
of God as sovereign and judge has been largelgghsted in our relatively comfortable
western society. But Lochman, who lived and suffareder Czechoslovakian
communism, points out a fact that should be obviousodern men and women: justice
is for our good, not for our harm. Having lived endhe show trials that made a mockery
out of justice (in his words, “a particularly mormis phenomenon” and “hellish
justice”), many people who suffered terribly hada&ened in them the ,Sehnsucht nach
einem Gericht, das Gerectigkeit schafft, die Witldtillegt und durchkreuzt, die
Sehnsucht nach dem gerechteren, letztgiltig beflere ,Appellationsgericht.” Because
Lochman and his fellow citizens experienced thalrfeetrue justice, they understood
that the final judgment was not ,ein Mythologumendassen man sich als aufgeklarter
Mensch schamen musste, sondern, rechtverstandemeeischenfreundliches, ein
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befreiendes Motiv¥® Lochman’s concerns are mentioned here because dfitimate
relationship between judgment and fear-of-God. lnegh reacts against (rightly in my
opinion) a general dilution of the reality of adljudgment in modern theology. When
the prospect of a final judgment is diluted, theeré appears to be in God less to be
feared.

But this dilution runs very much against the grafinhe biblical testimony, both OT
and NT. In a text in which Paul may have been dngwipon Eccl 12:13, 14, he writes:
“For all of us must appear before the judgment eé&thrist, so that each may receive
recompense for what has been done in the bodyhehgbod or evil” (2 Cor 5:10). He
follows this with: “Therefore, knowing the fear tife Lord, we try to persuade others”
(5:11a). Biblically speaking, the knowledge of Geodbvereignty and, hence, his moral
authority, begets the understanding of human depreredand moral culpability. The
result from this should be some amount of fearzBaltes (in regards to the relationship
between faith and fear), “Trembling and fear bring the radical and total dependence of
the believer on the saving work of God.”(TDNT, sB¢4) So if there is not an accurate
enough understanding of God’s omnipotence and hkimas impotence, then
“trembling and fear” will not occur, and neitherlwhe “total dependence” that is a
necessary component of saving faith.

THE NT HAS THE SAME TENSION BETWEEN BELIEVER ASSURMCE AND
NON-ASSURANCE

The NT displays a tension between believer assar@iperseverance of the
saints”) of always remaining “in Christ” and theyed having no reason to fear, and the
possibility that a believer can fall away—and, #fere, has some reason to fear. In this
section, | will try to illuminate this tension aeaplain how this tension begets some fear
before God.

Not a few biblical texts plainly point in the ditean of assurance. In John 10:28, 29
Jesus says that he gives his sheep eternal life@ode can snatch them out of his hand
or his father’'s hand. Paul in Eph 1:4 writes theltdvers have been chosen in Christ
“before the foundation of the world.” His idea 0b&s sovereign election is developed in
Rom 8:28; 9 where he writes the encouraging truthwkoch he is convinced—that
nothing “will be able to separate us from the lo¥&od that is in Christ Jesus our Lord”
(NIV). The writer of Hebrews applies to Christiaelievers the unconditional promise
made by God on oath to Abraham: in Heb 6:13-20Cthestian “heirs of the promise”
who have “taken refuge” in Christ have “a sure atghdfast anchor of the soul.” The

478 |pid., 82.
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Holy Spirit, writes Paul in 2 Cor 5:1-5, is a “gaatee” of the “heavenly dwelling” to
come when the mortal body will be “swallowed upliis.” Echoing Deut 31:6, 8, and Ps
118:6, the writer of Hebrews once more encouragesehders with God’s promise, ‘I
will never leave you or forsake you.” One can thsgay with confidence, ‘the Lord is my
helper; | will not be afraid. What can anyone dorte” (see Heb 13:5-6). The list of
these encouraging passages could go on. Elwel gneefollowing list of passages that
give evidence that the saints will persevere:

John 5:24; 6:37, 39-40; 6:68-69; 10:27-30; 16:2433; 17:8, 11; Acts 1:3; Rom

4:9, 20-22; 5:1-5; 8:15-17, 28-30, 33-35, 37-32%,11 Cor 1:8-9; 2 Cor 1:21-

22; Gal 4:6; Eph 1:4-5; 4:30; Phil 1:6; 2:12-13] £@; 1 Thess 5:23-24; 2 Tim

1:12; 4:18; Heb 6:11; 7:24-25; 10:14, 22-23; 11:Pet 1:3-5; 5:10; 1 John 2:1-2;

3:9, 14, 18-20; 4:13; 5:10-11, 13, 18; Jude 1}/24.

On the other hand, there are many pleas in thee Biblthe saints to persevere, and
even some passages that indicate that people walkay (or would/could walk away)
from the faith. For example, after Jesus spokéh#rd saying about his flesh and blood
being true food and drink (John 6:53-58), a nundbdris disciples stopped following
him (6:66—although see v. 64 which indicates thay/tdid not believe in the first place).
Paul wrote about those who in “later times” wouldrfounce the faith” (1 Tim 4:1),
about Hymenaeus and Alexander who had “shipwreckealf faith (1 Tim 1:19, 20),
and about those who, through “the opposing ideagheat is falsely called knowledge ...
[had] wandered from the faith” (1 Tim 6:20, 21 NI\Paul also gave the Corinthians this
stern warning regarding the susceptibility to 8o if you think you are standing, watch
out that you do not fall” (1 Cor 10:12). “Salvatipaccording to Paul, is to be worked out
“with fear and trembling” (Phil 2:12).

Jesus’ parable of the soils (Matt 13:1-9, 18-23rkvia1-9, 13-20; Luke 8:4-8, 11-
15) is also a sober warning. The second sown ghat$sprang up quickly,” but were
“scorched” by the sun because they had “no roag the reader some cause for alarm—
especially when Jesus says in clarification ofgasble:

As for what was sown on rocky ground, this is the aho hears the word and
immediately receives it with joyyet such a person has no root, but endures only
for a while, and when trouble or persecution ar@eaccount of the word, that
person immediately falls away. (Matt 13:20, 21)

Some commentators would say these “seeds” neviewbdl but Jesus in telling the
parable or explaining it does not comment on whethere was true belief or not. It
would seem that if one receives the Gospel “wiih’jbe or she would at least for a short
time believe. If the parable is not meant to bedhea read by people who believe at least
to some small measure and have some joy basedtligiooelief, then the parable would

"7 Elwell and Buckwalter, 1991 (under Salvation/Peesance/The Assurance of Eternal
Security).
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appear to be pointless. In any case, this parableates that there is some amount of
mystery at that point between unbelief and bebefyween non-faith and faith. It is easy
to say “For by grace you have been saved throuthfaut it is harder to explain
exactly what faith is, and what quantity and qyatit it is sufficient to be the kind of
faith possessed by those people who representtint ftype of seeds in the parable of
the sower (who understand the word and producesad Qarvest of “fruit”).

The possibility of losing one’s faith is perhapggested most powerfully by Paul
in his metaphor of the Olive tree branches in RdmHere, after Paul gives his gentile
readers the good news that—through the unbelidfeofews—salvation has come to
them, he gives them this warning:

11:17 If some of the branches have been brokermodf,you, though a wild olive
shoot, have been grafted in among the others andshare in the nourishing sap
from the olive root, 11:18 do not boast over thbsanches. If you do, consider this:
You do not support the root, but the root suppgots. 11:19 You will say then,
“Branches were broken off so that | could be gdafte” 11:20 Granted. But they
were broken off because of unbelief, and you stanfdith. Do not be arrogant, but
be afraid. 11:21 For if God did not spare the radtbranches, he will not spare you
either. 11:22 Consider therefore the kindness &rtrsess of God: sternness to
those who fell, but kindness to you, provided gwai continue in his kindness.
Otherwise, you also will be cut off.

The text speaks for itself; there is a dangeridfraj from belief to unbeliet’® Paul tells
his readers what the proper Christian respongeviiv of this factur vym\a ¢ppdvet
a\\a doBov (“do not have a proud attitude, rather fear!” TNlhe imperative “fear!” is
likely a blend of the servile and filial varietieg fear—with the emphasis being on the
former. Paul appears to be primarily giving a wagnabout God’s wrath (God’s
“sternness”) and God’s punishment (God’s breakiifigiothe branches). His teaching
can be taken as distressing in that one can ctiodsave the faith, or as encouraging in
that one can choose the faith. This text refldtas these two options are always open,
and one should not be completely certain that afi@iall times choose the right way.
The failure of the Christian to appreciate thisgargousness, according to Barth, results

* Moo, 1996, 706, 707, writes, “But Paul’s main mse in this verse appears at its end:
to repeat his warning to the Gentile believer wraytiike the Jew; cf. 2:4-5) presume on God’s
goodness. For the goodness of God is not simp@saart or automatic benefit on which the
believer can rest secure; it is also a continuglgtionship in which the believer must remain.
‘Otherwise’—that is, if the believer does not con in the goodness of God—the believer will,
like the Jew, be ‘cut off—severed forever from fheople of God and eternally condemned. In
issuing this warning, Paul echoes a consistentié¢ime: ultimate salvation is dependent on
continuing faith; therefore, the person who cedsdxlieve forfeits any hope of salvation (cf.
also Rom. 8:13; Col. 1:23; Heb. 3:6, 14).” In atfame, he goes on to say, “Does this then mean
that a genuine Christian can lose his faith and treieternally condemned? Certainly it is
possible to infer this from Paul’s warning. Buisino necessary inference.”
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in anti-Semitism. In view of Jewish unbelieversrgebroken off, the Christian should not
take special pride or a sense of superiority fondpgrafted in. “If the Gentiles were to be
‘highminded in their thoughts’ about the eternal J#hey themselves would at once be
subject to the same fat&’® Humility, then, is humbly admitting that as Jewe# &nd

were broken off, so to can grafted-in believersdall be broken off. This is the idea of
Murray:

It is noteworthy that the attitude compatible watid promotive of faith is not only
lowliness of mind but one of fear (v. 20). Christjaiety is constantly aware of the
perils to faith, of the danger of coming short, @dharacterized by the fear and
trembling which the high demands of God'’s callimgstrain (cf. 1 Cor 2:3; Phil
2:12; Heb 4:1; 1 Pet 1:17). “Let him that think&#hstandeth take heed lest he fall”
(1 Cor 10:12)%°

With Paul, human freewill must be held in tensiathvizod’s sovereignty. This
reality that Paul so carefully explains bringsoten set of questions that bear upon the
fear-of-God theme: for example, if men and womenteuly pre-destined for
“destruction” (Rom 9:22) or “mercy” (v. 22), howrtane really be certain that he or she
has chosen according to the sovereign will of Godf one have absolute assurance that
their faith is really the will of God and that iililendure till death? It seems whether one
leans toward the bondage of the will or towardfteedom of the will, there is in any
case some room to have some fear aboytdksibilities*®* But this mention of the
election/freewill issue brings up questions thatla@yond the scope of the current work;
it is sufficient here to simply point out that tBéble in addition to comforting words of
assurance contains not a few texts that indicaiehtblievers have the potential of falling

¥ Michielin, 2007, 89. After considering the Oliveabches metaphor, Barth says: “What
follows from this? What is therefore demanded ef @entiles? That they abide by the kindness
of God which is revealed to them. That is theitifaHow can they in this faith and from this faith
draw the conclusion that God must have cast offdxogped his people? They must have lost the
faith. If that is their opinion they must themsea\eave been broken off again. Anti-Semitism is a
sin against the Holy Ghost, Paul in fact says i1920. The obedient must watch so that they do
not become guilty of this most potent form of diedience” (89).

% Murray, 1965, 87, 88.

81 Even a solid Calvinist like Charles Hodge acknalgkes the danger highlighted in this
text: “The effect which the consideration of theésgpensations of God should produce, is
gratitude and fear. Gratitude, in view of the favainich we Gentiles have received, and fear lest
we should be cut off; for our security does notedgbupon our now enjoying the blessings of the
church of God, but is dependent on oantinuing in the divine goodness or favoRom. ii. 4;

Titus iii. 4,) that is, on our doing nothing to feit that favour; its continuance being suspended o
the condition of our fidelity” (Hodge, 1993, 36®¥e does go on to say that “There is nothing in
this language inconsistent with the doctrine offthal perseverance of believers ....” In Hodge’s
view, Paul is speaking¥/pothetically (370). In response | would only say that the many
warnings against apostasy in the OT and NT alwppear to be given in a context that makes the
apostasy potential seem very real. Why would thenings issued be made so earnestly if there
were in reality no threat at all?
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away. Biblical texts that, in one way or anothespthy the virtue of persevering in the
faith are (according to Elwell):

Matt 10:22; Mark 4:3-8; Luke 22:31-32; John 8:31-134-10, 14; Acts 11:23;
13:43; 14:21-22; Rom 2:6-8; 1 Cor 10:12-13; 15:582,16:13; 2 Cor 13:5; Gal
5:1-4; 6:9; Eph 6:13, 16, 18; Phil 1:27; 3:12-18; £ol 1:22-23; 2:5-6; 1 Thess
5:21; 2 Thess 2:15-17; 1 Tim 6:11-12; 2 Tim 2:122434:7-8; Heb 2:1; 3:14;
4:14: 6:4-6, 11-12; 10:23, 35-36; 11:27; 12:1-a&eks 1:2—-4, 12; 5:10-11; 1 Pet
1:5-7; 2 Pet 1:10-11; 3:17; Jude 21; Rev 2:103%7;11-12, 21; 14:12; 16:15;
21:7; 22:11°%2

The NT Indicates that People Will Not Be Perfecthis Life

Some fear is reasonably to be expected when arenfsonted with God'’s
omnipotence, the threat of judgment, and when coeders—in view of the many
biblical calls topersevere-if the “race” can really be run all the way to #ed. But
these reasons to fear could be a moot point ifconéd completely conquer the sin which
separates people from God in the first place. Hub®gangs are commanded in the Bible
to be perfect (e.g., Matt 5:48; 2 Cor 13:11). Whengoal is achieved—that is when one
has reached, as the apostle John puts it, “pevfestilove’—then men and women will
have no reason to fear (1 John 4:18). This keyevginges great hope that (servile) fear of
God and of his judgment can decrease and eventual®iminated. Love will replace it
when Christians love each other and the love of Galden perfected in them (v. 12).
With this perfected love, Christians “may have Inasls on the day of judgment” (v.
17).483

But can one really in this life love perfectlan one even know what it exactly
means to love perfectly? How can one expect toexehihis when—as John says earlier
in his letter—“If we claim to be without sin, we @ve ourselves and the truth is not in
us” (1:8 NIV). John, of course, only echoes the&@ NT acknowledgment that
humankind is hopelessly sold over to sin. Qohelethexample, said “Surely there is no
one on earth so righteous as to do good withoutsaaing” (Eccl 7:20), and the apostle

82 Elwell and Buckwalter, 1991 (under Salvation/Peesance/Exhortations to Persevere).
| would add 1 Tim 6:21; Heb 3:6, 12; 4:11; 10:26-32:25.

83 Augustine indicates that fear-of-punishment isswhething that is all or nothing; its
intensity is inversely proportional to the quantifilove one has. He writes: “Fear, so to say,
prepares a place for charity. But when once chaatybegun to inhabit, the fear which prepared
the place for it is cast out. For in proportiortlas increases, that decreases: and the more this
comes to be within, is the fear cast out. Gredtarity, less fear; less charity, greater fear. iBut
no fear, there is no way for charity to come intt§&ff, 1956, “Homily Nine on the First Epistle
of John,” sec. 4).
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Paul professed that “all have sinned and fall sbbtihe glory of God” (Rom 3:23}*
Assuming that being “perfected in love” cannot aaoua person who is still in sin, then
it follows—given the universality of sin just memtied—that perfection in love is
impossible to achieve in life “under the sun.” Ceqsently, fear will remain.

The fear spoken of in First John is servile feafGofd. This is clear from John’s
remarks about “boldness on the day of judgment/{4ahd that “fear has to do with
punishment” (v. 18). John indicates that this fianinishes as charity increases—until
perfection is reached, at which point this serielr is altogether cast out. Thomas
(whose “servile” category of fear we use at the rantphunderstands this also:

Servile fear, as to its substance, remains indgild,charity, its servility being cast
aside; whereas its act remains with imperfect ¢harithe man who is moved to
perform good actions not only through love of jostibut also through fear of
punishment, though this same act ceases in thenharas perfect charity, which
casteth out fear, according to 1 Jo. iv43.

This shows that servile fear and charity are inegrproportional; when the latter
increases, the former decrea$&lt follows that a man or woman exercising nearfguer
love will still experience a small element of feAnd this servile fear is real fear. Thomas
(in explicating it) and John (in presenting howan be eliminated) are both clearly
dealing with the unpleasant feeling of fear, ang fos example, with reverence or honor.

84 See also Ps 14:3; 1 Kings 8:46; Prov 20:9. Se6®] 2246, agrees that wisdom has
something to do with fear in an environment whémndssinevitable. He writes: “People cannot
expect to have only the good, namely, righteousnesgom, and escape the hold of the bad
(wickedness-folly), ‘for there is no one on earhrighteous, who does only good and does not
err’ (Eccl 7:20). So Qoheleth urges recognitiomoiman limitation and the inevitability of the
hold that wickedness-folly has on mortals, sinbe ‘dne who fears God goes forth with both of
them’ (7:18). Indeed, to Qoheleth, this recognitdhe inevitability of wickedness is the very
opposite of the hubris that believes in the pobsilif being so righteous that one can avert death
(7:15).

Such is the reality of a world where righteousrsss wisdom are ultimately beyond grasp,
and Qoheleth dares to state the case theologicallyerms of the all-important category: the fear
of God. That view of human inability to grasp rigbtisness and wisdom would later be
developed more fully by the apostle Paul. The dpadiserves that there are people who have no
‘fear of God’ in them (Rom 3:18), and he concurthwihe judgment of Qoheleth that ‘there is no
one righteous, not even one’ (Rom 3:10), ‘for alvé erred and come short of the glory of God’
(Rom 3:23). Indeed, Paul takes the argument of {@tdheo a christological conclusion, but the
seeds of the gospel, as it were, have already$men in ‘the Preacher’s’ proclamation of
humanity’s place before the sovereign and mystsr®ad, whose world is ungraspable by
mortals.”

85 Aquinas, 1981, (“Question 19: of the Gift of F&&™" article.)

86 Aquinas (Ibid., 11 article) would say that as charity (love) incresdiial fear
increases, and persists into the eternal state.
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In this section on NT fear, my aim has not beeargue for or against the doctrine
of believer security. | have only tried to point dliat, in consideration of the human
propensity to do evil, and in view of the warnirfgsth to believers and unbelievers) that
permeate the NT (and OT), there is good justifazatvhile still here “under the sun” not
to feel anxiety-free before God. It is certainlydrthat Jesus said many times “do not be
afraid!” But he never said “do not be afraitime” *®’ There are many calls to “fear
God!” (again, both to believers and unbelievertggmmin contexts of the threat of
judgment) in the NT, but no biblical author writeto notfear God!”® This is extremely
significant in view of my thesis. When one lookgls biblical data and considers, as
Paul puts it, the “kindness” and the “sternnessGofl, can one say—in all honesty and
humility—that he or she is sufficiently sanctifisdch that the biblical calls to “fear
God!” no longer apply? The feeling of fear is, at#, simply a gift from God that warns
of danger. In this way, it is no different that fieeling of pair’®® Just as human beings
are alerted to danger by pain, they are also dl¢éotelanger by fear. If there is even the
remotest chance of threat to the body and/or soui {God, then to completely disregard

7 See Matt 14:22-33 (parallels Mark 6:45-52; JoH#&1); Matt 17:1-13; 28:1-10; Luke
24:33-43. In each of these cases the object detirds something/someone other than Jesus: in
Matt 14:22-33 (and parallels) the disciples’ feandtht they thought was a ghost; Matt 17:6
shows the disciples falling on their faces in fisareaction to the voice (of God) that came from
the cloud; in Matt 28:8, 9 the object of the wonwefgar is unspecified; but it appears to be fear
of simply the momentousness of seeing the empt t@nd seeing and being spoken to by the
angel; the object of fear in Luke 24:37 is (wha tlisciples perceived as) a “spirit.” The fear of
John (so bad that he “fell at [Jesus’] feet as ¢iodead”) in Rev 1:17 is not so much before Jesus
per se but before the overwhelming awesomeness of thphapy (John never had this falling “as
though dead” reaction in the gospels). Note thaehéhere, Jesus did not say “do not be afoaid
me” or rebuked him for his fear. Especially in vieffRev 19:10 and 12:9 where John is rebuked
for worshipping the angel, one would expect a simiébuke given to John for displaying the
extreme fear emotion if it were wholly inappropeiaBut there is no rebuke (in Rev 1:17)—only
the formulaic “do not be afraid.” In fact, nowhénethe OT or NT is someorrebuked(i.e.,
admonisheahot to fear) for manifesting the fear-feeling beforedBChrist. One might also note
the case of the woman with the issue of blood (Ma#6-34) who—after being healed by
touching Jesus’ cloak—came “in fear and tremblibgfore him. She was not rebuked for her
fear, but told that her faith had healed her.

¥ The NT (and OT) never depicts thenfearer of God positively (see, e.g., Luke 18:2;
23:40; Rom 3:18) nor the one fearing God negati(&he, e.g., Matt 9:8; Luke 1:50; Acts 9:31;
10:2, 22; 13:16; 2 Cor 7:1; Col 3:22; Rev 11:18;3189:5. One could take the fearful “wicked
servant” in the parables of the talents/minas [N&tfl4-30/Luke 19:11-27] as an exception—for
he feared the master, did not multiply what waggikim, and was condemned for it. The
servant, however, is not condemned for the pearse but for the failure to make a return on
what had been entrusted into his care.). The negatill “do not fear God!” does not exist in
either testament. The positive call “fear God!” ears often in the OT and in several places in the
NT (e.g., Matt 10:28 [parallel Luke 12:5]; Rom 1Q;2 Pet 2:17; Rev 14:7).

89 Actually, one could argue that fear is a specigsam.
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fear-of-God’s value and utility would be folly—fone then disregards the God-given
warning signal that alerts a person to situationshich he or she is coming under God’s
“sternness.*°

A Key Text: Matt 10:28

Matt 10:28 (and its parallel in Luke 12:4, 5) igeaching of Jesus to his disciples
that contains all the main points discussed abingt,; orthodox theology and
anthropology is reflected by the fact that only Gad dominion over the soul; second,
because the logion serves as a warning to theptBsoivho were being sent out into
unfriendly and dangerous territory, assumed ithesibility of losing faith in Christ;
third, this possibility of losing faith would beiden by the sin of fearing humans more
than God. This “worldly fear” (which Thomas deemecevery case to be evil) would be
sinful in that it would perhaps prompt the discgpte conform to the will of their
persecutors and not to the will of God.

Matt 10:28 kal ur) doBeiode Amd TOV Matt 10:28 Do not fear those who Kkill the
ATOKTEVWOVTWY TO odpa, TV 8¢ Yux Ty W) body but cannot kill the soul; rather fear
Suvapévov amoktelvat- popelobe 8¢ pallov | him who can destroy both soul and body
TOV Suvdpevor kat Yuxny Kal oOpa hell.

amoléoat €v yeévvn.

n

In this text is seen the tension between “do nafbed!” and “fear!” If one takes
the many cases in both testaments where God/Glagst“do not be afraid” to mean “do
not be afraidbf me” then all the other biblical calls to “fear GodBspecially when said
to believers) would appear to be contradictory. tBig interpretation that posits God as
theabsoluteobject of the “do not be afraid” commands is ualykfor the reasons | have
already mentioned in the section ab8¥dn reality, the psychology of the fearers in each
biblical case is different and needs to be evatliatea case by case basis. When one
fears before an epiphany of God, the fear thatfeels is based upon one’s circumstances
and mental makeup as well as—and perhaps most tamlygr—one’s relationship with
God at that moment. The idolatrous Israelites eng@nd trembling before God at the
base of Mount Sinai (Exod 20:18-20) manifestedrg dé@ferent emotional response
than, for example, the joyful and fearful women vieteld the empty tomb and then
encountered the risen Christ (Matt 28:8, 9). Battugs were told “do not be afraid!” but
the “of what” question is answered differently &ach: for the Israelites, the admonition
(by Moses on behalf of God) meant, first, thatitesar response was excessive and a

499 Rom 11:22.
91 Therefore, | do not understand the tension—as Meirseems to see it—as being
purely “paradoxical” (see my closing quote of Hishee end of this section). Marshall, 1970, 280.
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misunderstanding of who God is and what he planoetb (that is, they still did not
understand that he is a God of love, ol justice); second, they had no reason to fear
God’s punishment they would be obedient to his commands. For then@&omeeting
Jesus, the Lord’s gentle command was based uporutireasonable fear of, first, the
angel who had given them the good news and, setioadgar and confusion that arose
within the experiential matrix of seeing Jesus e, seeing the empty tomb, and
suddenly seeing a dead man alive again. In thetg s well as all the others in which
God appears and commands “do not be afraid!,” ®@oddan some cases be partly or
wholly referring to the fear that has himself ageoh but based upon the context of these
passages as well as the already mentioned fadGt@#Christ never says “do not be
afraidof me” the admonition is not one that is commandatigear-of-God away, but
only the inappropriatquantityof the fear (based upon the fearer’s sinfulnesiseat
moment).

The testimony of Matt 10:28 should prompt Biblesmmireters to think twice before
interpreting the fear emotion/feeling out of otfear-of-God passages. The text itself, as
well as the “do not be afraid of thenmiclusioin which it rests, gives credibility to the
idea that the main reality that humansroeto fear is not the reality of God, but the
reality of the things of this world. Verses 26 &idas well as 28a indicate that people
who follow Christ have no reason to be afraid afsithnwho persecute them. In other
words, Christians should not succumb to “worldigaf. On the other hand, Christians
should practice appropriate fear towards God bechadas authority and power over
both bodyand soul. Based upon this authority and power—anditjie to judge that
flows from them—the fear referred to here is maielgr of punishment (that is, “servile”
fear).

There should be no doubt that v. 28a (and 26a; i81speaking of real fear—even
to the point of dread and terror; for the “them? 26a) that is the object of the fear are
those who can “kill the body” (v. 28a). Even thoulgsus says believers should not
manifest this worldly fear, the context (especia$ydescribed by Matthew) within which
he sets this command appears to provoke thatfeaus says that his disciples will be
flogged (10:7), betrayed (v. 21), rebelled agajns2l), called “Beelzebub” (v. 25), and
put to death (vv. 21, 28). The fact that the Pleassaccused Jesus of being possessed by
“Beelzebub” (i.e., Satan—see Matt 12:24; Mark 3:@i2ps good reason to believe that
Jesus was deadly serious when he spoke to hipkdisabout who to fear and who not to
fear?®> One would naturally be expected to have greatlfefore a person who
threatened one’s life. And yet, disciples of Chaist not to fear anything that humans can
do to them—for theymv ... fuxnv pn Svvapévov dmoktetval (“who are not able to

492 Davies and Allison, 1994, 203.
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kill the soul” [TMY]), are of no ultimate thre&t> Therefore, as Hill says, “The fear of men
and of persecution ought not to menace the apositek.”*** After all, why fear
someone who can only “carry off our clothifg>The first part of v. 28, writes Marshall,
is in fact encouragement to the disciples, for @fene is killed in his or her mission to
tell the world about Jesus’ love, “God will uphalee stand which he took. His position
will be vindicated. Men will have done all that yhean do, and that was merely physical.
The moral and spiritual issues lie in the handsoofieone else .. %

This “someone else” implied by v. 28b is GBAOnly God istov Suvdpevor
(“the one who is able” TM) to determine the destiriyhe soul. What follows from this is
well stated by Hagner: “The persecutors may k! lody, but only God has power over
the soul and thus the whole person. It is thus @ualfinal judge of all, and not human
beings, who alone is to be feared *°®A mild decrease in the intensity of this fear
might be implied by the dropping of the6 (used in v. 28a) from the imperative
command to fear Goa(Betobe). In both the OT and NT, fearirigré (“from” or
“before”) something or someone is generally takehdighten the element of awe and/or
fear based on the presence of the fear objectrétrely used when God is the object of
the fear**® But whatever might be diminished by the syntathis logion is regained in

% One is reminded here of how Satan was allowed power Job’s body, not his soul
(Job 1, 2). Hagner, 1993, 287, is right here thaggment and “life after death” are assumed in this
verse. Luz, 2001, 101, goes too far in understanttiat the soul inGehennais annihilated (see
my comments below). Matt 28:10 does not expligitynment on immortality or soul
annihilation—all that is in view is a body-soul datomy and that the soul survives the killing of
the body (for how long or in what way is not said).

4 Hill, 1996, 192.

195 Ambrose De Isaac8.79). Quote obtained from Davies and Allison, 4,9206.

9% Marshall, 1970, 279.

97 Jesus is referring here to God and not the DAsilLuz, 2001, 102, points out, “There is
no reference to the devil in the entire text. Athgdustin (Apol. 1.19) and Irenaeus (Haer. 3.18.5)
interpret it in reference to God.” Marshall, 19238, writes, “Nowhere in the New Testament are
Christians told to fear the devil. They are toldesist him (James 4:17; 1 Peter 5:9). It is
inconceivable that full authority over the livesroén should be attributed to the devil by Jesus;
he has power over death (Heb 2:14), but not ovéieGea.”

9% Hagner, 1993, 286, goes on to describe this feaemg obedience and trust. This
mixes what the fear goads the disciple toward (e and trust) with the fear itself.

9 While there are many casessofidoBéw (dopéopat) plusp/améd (or-2n or mebn/dmd
mpoowmov) in the MT/LXX that signify fear before personstbmgs (e.g., Deut 1:29; 5:5; Josh
9:24; 1 Sam 18:29; 28:20; Jer 42:11), the formsilarely employed with God as the object—a
simple object in the accusative case is by fargpretl. When the MT does use + j/an/1:%50
+ God (Exod 9:30; Lev 19:14, 32; 25:17, 36, 433Bs; 119:120 [object: God's judgments];

Eccl 3:14; 8:12, 13; Mic 7:17 [object™er. pronoun]; Hag 1:12) the LXX, however, usually
omitsamo (oramod wpoéocwmov) and simply has the object in the accusative dasby. in Ps

119:120; Eccl 3:14; 8:12, 13; Mic 7:17; and Hag2ldbes the LXX stay with the MT (likewise
in 1 Chron 16:30 and Ps 96:9 where all on the étemble” before the LORD). Although BDB
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view of the fact that the fear’s object, God, mach more powerful and deadly threat
than any human being who can only “kill the bodi/hatever terror one might
experience before a human executioner should palemparison to the terror
experienced by someone who has been found guiltidotod who can “destroy” his or
her soul “inGehennd But the imperative oboBéopat plus the accusative is not
constrained to a lower level of fear; for not a fiestances of this plainly denote intense
fear (e.g., 1 Sam 12:18; 2 Sam 6:9 [parallel 1 €[1@&:12]; Jer 5:22; Jonah 1:16).

In fact, the fears mentioned in the two clauses @8 are approximately
synonymous. The context of the logion clearly desti@tes this: the disciples are warned
about making a mistake by fearing human persecuatore than God. Fear is clearly in
play here, not reverence or horitThis fact is further made evident by the reas@use
gives to fear God: he can “destroy” not only theygdout also the soul; if there is
something to fear from people, there is much moifear from God. Furthermore, the use
of the comparative adverliiz\ov tells the reader that the distinction intendedasone
of action, but of object of the action. The feaattbne manifests toward the inappropriate
human-object should instead be manifested towar@ibd-object. That is not to say that
fear before humans and fear before God cannot bkeauid not be ultimately different;
but this text does not comment upon that. Whatetresr feelings might comprise a
healthy and mature Christian “fear” of God, thisttemakes it clear thaervilefear is
fear-of-God’s most elementary characteristic. Jasasing is giverlestthe disciples

and BAGD do not mention an escalation of the intgrg fear with this formula (BDB: “be
afraid of” vs. “fear, be afraid” for the accusatifer Lev 19:14, 32; 25:17, 36, 43, BDB has
“stand in awe”"]; BAGD: “be afraid of someone” védear someone or something” for the
accusative), the OT texts that use it do appedepict a quite high level of fear. Because the
formula accentuates the “presence” of the feargecofOgden, 2007, 61), it shows a “greater
emphasis upon the action of fearing” (Murphy, 1988, The two NT cases in Matt 10:28a and
the parallel Luke 12:4 are insufficient to demoatgra trend; but they both do imply intense fear.
In any case, one should not sesgnificantchange in the fear type or intensity whendhé
formula is used then dropped in favor of a simgleuaative—for the simple accusative in both
OT and NT can also denote great fear (e.g., tremgat blend of servile and filial fears manifested
by the sailors on the ship as well as the thiefhencross [resp. Jonah 1:16 and Luke 23:40]).
BDB assigns most instancesxof + accusative person/thing/God to the “fear, reveeehonor”
category (vs. “fear, be afraid”); this, howeveraiproduct of the over-reliance upon the
evolutionary paradigm already discussed in the@ezbn Otto and Becker.

%0 uz, 2001, 102, sees “love,” “obedience,” “knowgef God,” “[good] behavior,”
“trust and relationship with God,” and “fear of Gasl fear of the epiphany” in the fear-of-God
text of Matt 28:10b. The last in the list is perb@prrect; but the others do not at all fit therfigda
context. On the other hand, Luz is correct whesdys that fear here “suggests the punishing,
judging God who has unlimited power” and that “ithea of the fear of God is connected with the
sovereignty of God.”
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apostatize through succumbing to the threats of #féfhe warning is meant to instill
the simple servile fear of God’s punishment indisiples. This fear has something
intimately to do with the disciples’ right—and, th#&re, saving—relationship with God.
Therefore, it is dangerous to give “fear” here satieer meaning than what is intended.

Whether “destroy”moAéoat) in this passage implies soul annihilation or an
ongoing destruction is not made clé¥rThe concept of “Gehenna” set within the wider
context of Matthew, however, gives the reader gastification for understanding that
Jesus here was referring to the lattéPlus, if the threat here were simply soul (and
body) annihilation, then the mention of thlecewhere it occurs would be somewhat
pointless’®*

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS ABOUT FEAR-OF-GOD IN THE NT

This section on the NT began by asking if thera gradigm shift in the fear-of-God
concept in the NT. My answer is no. The God whaize humankind and began a
process through Abraham and the Israelites to badisthe families of the earth” is the
same God—through his son, Jesus Christ—who brhregsprocess to fulfillment in the

1 Marshall, 1970, 278, writes, “In the gospel of Matv, the saying is placed in the
context of mission and persecution. Matthew, tl@eefregarded the saying as being concerned
with apostasy. It warns the disciples against @systThose who fear men and consequently do
not hold fast to their faith are reminded of thevpo of God to act in judgment over them.”

92 Marshall, Ibid., 279, agrees: “Whether annihilatiar eternal punishment is meant can
hardly be determined on the basis of this sayiBgt’he goes on to say (correctly | believe): “It
must suffice to comment that the whole biblical éagis on the crucial importance of the choice
which men must make in this life regarding thetmohte destiny is rendered empty if a real
choice between Heaven and hell is not involved.”

%3 See Matt 13:42; 22:13; 25:30; and especially, P525:46, where reference is made to
the “eternal fire.”

*“Gehenna” is a transliteration from the Hebrew(“valley”) pluszat (“hinnom”). The
“Hinnom Valley” (Neh 11:30 [several times calleettvalley of the Sons of Hinnom”—Josh
15:8; 18:16) which wrapped along the southwestathsauthern sides of Jerusalem developed a
bad reputation from the idol worship and humanieer(2 Chron 28:3; 33:6; Jer 7:30-34, 19;
32:35) that occurred there during the divided molmar The Hinnom Valley was the location of
the high place “Topheth” which was defiled by Kidhgsiah (2 Kings 23:10). Its connection with
evil and pronouncements of judgment prompted petoplese it as a place of burning refuse and
to associate the valley metaphorically with thealeping consciousness of a future ongoing
punishment. Waltke writes, “As for Isaiah 66:24i#’s depiction of the eschatological
worshipers coming out of the temple and gazinghendiead bodies of the rebellious being eaten
by worms that never die and burning in fire thateser quenched refers to Gehenna, not the
netherworld. Gehenna is Jerusalem’s garbage duitipeiWalley of Hinnom. Here the refuse
burns endlessly and the maggots feast on the erslligply of dead animal carcasses and so
never die. In the New Testament this depiction brexaymbolic of perpetual punishment and
anguish” (Waltke, 2007, 967).
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NT. But the NT reveals much more about God, theifips of his salvation plan, and the
after-death future for humans. The “kindness” dred“sternness” of God are brought into
much shaper focus. In one way fear-of-God is dese@é&éecause of the assurance gained
through Christ’'s promises; but in another way, fsancreased based upon the
knowledge that there is punishment after death tlaaidt lasts into eternity. When this
knowledge is combined with the many warnings inNfieagainst sinning and falling
away, then even a believer should fear—for althahgltrue believer walks with the

Lord on one side, there is still a terrifying bumgibottomless canyon on the other side.
Lesta person fall, he or she will maintain a deatlp gn his or her savior. But can the
Christian really disregard the possibility of hatld say with supreme confidence, “I will
never deny my God”? In this question we encouriteparadox of fear and faith: fear-of-
God bespeakisumility and drives one towards God; but supreme faith-hegbint of no
longer considering theossibilityof losing faith—is indicative of pride and not értaith,
but self-righteousnes8® This paradox is seen throughout the Bible and imaf it,

Paul can say, “Wherefore let him that thinketh tamdeth take heed lest he fall” (1 Cor
10:12 KJV)?°® There is something about fear-of-God that functias a check against
totally disregarding God on the one hand, and cetayl seeing one’s self as having
perfect faith on the other. Qoheleth perhaps espie’ most creatively (and perhaps
hyperbolically) when he says,

Do not be overrighteous, neither be overwise— wistrby yourself? Do not be
overwicked, and do not be a fool— why die beforantime? It is good to grasp
the one and not let go of the other. The man whesf&od will avoid all extremes
(Eccl 7:16-18).

% Marshall, 1970, 280, also notices (in Matt 10:283 paradox: “Here is sufficient
evidence that fear is part of the Christian attittml God and that the New Testament holds
together in paradox the commands not to be afrgiodré God and yet to fear Him. To abandon
either part of the paradox is to become sub-ChnistDur God, as He has revealed Himself to us
in His Son Jesus Christ, is gracious and loving, lde invites our faith and love. But His love is a
holy love which judges and condemns sin, and tbeedflis people will fear His judgment upon
their sin and tremble lest they succumb to temmbaty et at the same time they know He is
faithful and just to forgive all those who confélssir sins to Him, and in this lies their comfort
and their strength. Because they fear Him more they fear any man or the devil himself, they
flee from sin and apostasy. Because they love Hhditeust Him, their chief desire is to enter into
that close fellowship with Him in which perfect keasts out fear.”

% Thus, Calvin says: “God assigns repentance agdaktowards which they must keep
running during the whole course of their lives” (@a, 1972, book 3, chap. 3, sec. 9).
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CONCLUSION

The purpose of the foregoing work was to find dainy fear remains in OT fear-
of-God. | do not consider it to be simply anotherce among many other just-as-valid
voices in “conversation” in our modern/post-modewrid; instead, | consider the results
of the dissertation to really reflect (or, at leastclosely reflectjhe truth—because they
are grounded in the truth of God’s Word. One mggyt that my method is ultimately
circular; in response, | can only reply like Petegrd, to whom shall we go? You have
the words of eternal life” (John 6:68 NIV). The wi¢hat God is holy, humankind is
sinful, and that evildoers will be condemned infihal judgment, used to be considered
a necessary starting point in Christian theologstadlies. But this view has not been held
for a long time by the main bulk of the theologiaahdemy. Much has changed in the last
century or so, such that the academic resultsasfethvho still hold to this starting point
(i.e., who are “conservative”) are considered te-as James Barr put it—"increasingly
untenable in the modern world®* Therefore, as Barr explains, “far from the
conservative case making an impact on scholargiepyorld of scholarship has no
respect for the dogmatic and supernaturalistic kincbnservative apologetic and rightly
ignores it.*® Here, Barr reveals the bottom-line difference tesmthe conservative and
liberal theological academic worlds: supernatunalis assumed by one, rejected by the
other. Barr does not overstate the case; in facguld be no other way. “Conservative
apologetic” is ignored because supernatural caus&iignored. This difference can
easily be traced back to the epistemological astongpthat each of the worlds embrace.
There is no middle ground; if one rejects supemadism in one’s scholarly quest to get
at the truth, then one—by definition—can only cdesnaturalistic explanations for
anything that is contained within the Bible. If supatural explanations are disallowed,
then only natural ones will do. J. Becker and mainhe critical-era scholars operated
from this anti-supernatural position; but the maiablem with this—as | have mentioned
in various parts of this work—is the inability tesdern what an Israelite’s
mental/emotional state would have been when cotdgdowith areal epiphany and the
real prospect of inevitable judgment. In other words;duse of their anti-
supernaturalistic assumption, scholars who haveemrupon the fear-of-God topic have
the following limitation: if there really is a Gagho broke into time and space in order to
raise up a people (the Israelites) in order thatGhrist would one day appear, then there
is no way for them to correctly discern the ematiand feelings that those people would
have experienced before God. This is because tbéama and feelings evoked by the
supernatural are different from those evoked byngiteral. Insofar as the Bible records

07 Barr, 1982, 23.
%08 |pid., 127.
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human reactions to natural events, theologicalissushdertaken aiencehave at least
a chance to get at the truth of things; but insatathe Bible tells us about God and the
works of God that really occurred in history, traptal studies undertaken as science
can only be silent or try to account for them ttylouwaturalistic explanations.

Assumed in my stance is the reliability of the BibThis is a reflection of God’s
love for his creation; he cared enough to providean beings with a clear message so
that men and women could read it, apprehend itoader their lives according to it. This
stance is not based on blind faith, but built ugewitness of the God who so loved me
that he gave up his only son so that | might hdeeit is built upon the witness of those
Apostles who knew Christ and were willing to giyetheir lives so that the world might
know him too; my stance is also justified by theaaing history of the church that—
despite its many shortcomings (many warned agairibe Bible)—has brought great
light to the world in proportion to her obedienogpreach and live out the true Gospel.
The Bible answers all of humankind’s greatest qaestin a way that is marvelous. Such
love, beauty and grace could not have come outeohatural events of primitive men
and women fearing before thunderstorms and volearoeen and women who then
went on to create fictional stories about God iheoito drive the cult center to Jerusalem
so that religious and political power might be feed there. The main thrust of thought
behind the critical reconstruction of Israel’s bigt(that Becker—following Gunkel—
relied upon) is that Israel largely created therels history and theology that is
contained within her Scriptures; but how could slaste, beauty, grace, and calls to
always tell the truth (for the Lord truth) flow out of—if the critics are right—the rab
stupendous, complicated, long-lived, and most &ffedabrication that has ever been
foisted by human beings upon their fellow humamgg? Can one small people group
whose holy book commands “you shall not bear falteess” be so accused? Could the
world’s greatest lie beget the world’s greatese®V do not think that this is humanly
possible—to this titanic scale, at least—nor waatet allow it. So | am compelled by
conscience to make the assumption of God’s reafity God’s goodness to be a starting
point in both my privatand academic lives—for the two cannot ultimately bpagated.

| believe in the reliability of the Bible becausenay understanding that God—
being love—would deliver instructions to his eaytbhildren so that they, being made in
the image of God, would choose to love God ancethefind eternal life in him. What he
would say in his Word about a proper relationslepeen God and human beings would
be especially important because this relationstigtes directly to the subject of
salvation. Therefore, the phenomenon of fear-of-adtie Bible would be a critical
subject because fear is one of the ingredientspobper relationship with God. Because
fear-of-God had come to mean so many differenghio scholars in the last century or
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so, | perceived that the fear emotion/feeling elethod fear-of-God had been excessively
downplayed. This perception is what motivated thgation of this dissertation and its
thesis that the fear emotion/feeling does in faély remain in OT fear-of-God.

To substantiate this thesis, | thought that it widud important to first look at a
number of fear-of-God commentators from the préeai and critical eras. As it turns
out, real fear was by and large assumed to exfstinof-God by the pre-critical
commentators based upon their biblical understanairGod as the author, sustainer, and
judge of all life. Fear could be generated in tharts of men and women not only
because of the fear of God’s punishment, but becatithe fear of losing fellowship with
God. In the ¥ century AD, Tertullian asked, “Has [the soul] maf of him whose favour
it is so desirous to possess, and whose angesatagxious to avoid®? These two fears
are highlighted by Augustine in his analogy of tiaithful and faithful wives: “The one
says, | fear my husband, lest he should come:ttier says, | fear my husband, lest he
depart from me>?n a relationship with God, as the fear of losBod’s favor grows
(which grows with love), then the less excellent-tmevertheless, legitimate and
useful—fear of punishment diminishes. But as Auigesand Thomas taught, they both
remain in the believer—because of universal impéida—till he or she goes to be with
the Lord. Thomas claimed, however, that the fedogsihg God’s fellowship (filial fear)
would remain in the eternal state. All the preicaltera commentators surveyed were
unanimous in their understanding that God would aaebring about a final judgment,
and that this judgment and God were worthy of ofess.

But the assumptions and the emphases change dnitibal era. To a large extent,
theological study was undertaken with the assumgtiat the history of the Israelites
could be accounted for by naturalistic explanatidssa result, the emphasis fell away
from the right emotions/feelings that Israel’'s Gosisted that men and women should
exhibit before him (and that should also be exhibibday) to an emphasis upon how
fear-of-God developed from fear of physical phenoag/olcanoes, thunderstorms, etc.)
to the more refined and abstract “fears” (worshgwerence, loyalty, etc.) that appeared
as the Israelites/Jews created and refined thkiridus development replaced the fear of
the unknown with worship of and obedience to theenpredictable God of the cult who
could be satiated (and, therefore, less fearedugir compliance with the rules of the
cult. The supernatural work of God which the pnéigal commentators assumed to result
in a legitimate fear emotion/feeling in men and veomvas largely replaced by a human
(natural) work in which humans sought to explaia timknown and thereby reduce the

% Tertullian, 1989, chapter two.
*1% 5chaff, 1956, sec. 6.
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level of fear’** The skeptical epistemology flowing out of the latghteenth century that
drove OT studies into a more history-of-religiom®dtion was supplemented by the
intellectual movements of idealism and romanticighich put an emphasis on personal
experience. Between the reconstruction of Isrde$sry, which resulted in questions
about her Scripture’s claims to supernatural eyemd the turn to the self to find the
deepest truths about God, the authority of theeBilaninished and the authority of the
individual person increased. As a result, the motiat one should fear the biblical God
appeared increasingly irrelevant.

Both of these streams combine in the critical-eoakvthat was the object of major
scrutiny in this dissertation, J. Becke@sttesfurcht im Alten TestameBiecause so
many after him built upon his results and assurhatthey were true, | thought it would
be worthwhile to see if his results were based wmvincing evidence. It should be
pointed out first that Becker is spring-loadedha hon-fear (emotion/feeling) direction;
unless a fear-of-God text depicts an “event” theddy portrays people being in a state of
fear (or terror or dread) before God, or unlesgidue” fear-of-God case (that is, a case
that is not a historical event, but is fear-of-Gonentioned as a virtue [e.g., “The fear of
the LORD is the beginning of knowledge”—Prov 1:fifisoverwhelmingcontextual
indications that real fear is in view, Becker wilirmally translate fear-of-God as a more
abstract idea—e.g., loyalty, worship, obedience, \&@then he does deem a text to reflect
the emotion/feeling of fear, he calls this “numisbtear—that is, fear of the numinous.
But, as | argued in the section on R. Otto, thisitevhich was invented by Otto) denotes
an understanding of God that makes the differeet@den God and the person who
perceives God indistinct. When Otto speaks abauhtiminous, one is not really certain
if he is talking about the biblical God or a Godttis completely subjective and does not
correspond to objective reality. There is confusasrio whether the numinous is the thing
feared or the fear itself. This subjectivity thesvdtails with Becker’s form-critical
assumption that the Israelite religion began astiemal responses to threatening natural
phenomena that were first experienced long befaentition came to be. Therefore
Becker can call the “numinous” a “recognized higtof-religion and psychology-of-
religion terminus” and use it to denote the feat tjenerally appeared early in the
formation of the religion*? But, to the best of my knowledge, neither Ott®ecker use

1 As Gunkel, 1928, 18, 19, said (upon whose ideak@&ebuilds his own): “To Old
Testament Science the Bible is in the first instaa®ook produced by human means in human
ways. Science has brought it down from heaven ahi 8p in the midst of the earth.” The
Committee for the Scientific Examination of Religiooncurs: “The historical school of criticism,
which began in Germany in the early nineteenthwgr(but with strong eighteenth-century
antecedents) regarded the Bible as a ‘human’ worlwer& of the religious imagination.” (CSER
colloquium. Threat to enlightenment: The challengethe historical-critical method, 2006, 17)

2 Becker, 1965, 19.
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the term “numinous” to designate the biblical God,for that matter, to designate the
emotion/feeling experienced before the biblical G®dmehow the notion of God and the
emotion/feeling of God get blended together. Big ith nothing like the God of the Bible
and actually goes against the most basic trutrepted in the Bible that God is radically
distinct from the creation and existed long betbkecreation (including human emotions
and feelings) ever came to be.

For the virtue fear-of-God cases whose contextsal@o much illumine what is
meant by “fear,” Becker usually assigns these absimeanings that are more or less in
accord with the form-critical expectation for thetary form they are in. It should be
recalled that Becker’s study is not an investigatigo the meaning of OT fear-of-God
per se rather, it is an investigation that seeks to sujgport to the discipline of form
criticism by showing that the fear-of-God concejgok evolve and was used in particular
ways in large sections of the OT that were writtgrcertain people at certain times
during the development of the ctit.As a result, Becker designates most virtue fear-of
God cases found in the Deuteronomistic literatgrdenoting loyalty to the covenant
God; in the Psalms, he designates most as indichglongingness to the cult
community; the literary form of wisdom literaturergerally uses fear-of-God to denote
those who live morally and who are upright. Perithpsmain evidence that he gives that
this is true is the fact that each literary formde to have its own unique fear-of-God
linguistic form (usually using various forms¥f): the Deuteronomistic literary form
prefers the plain verb, the Psalms group emplogythral verbal-adjective plus YHWH,
and the wisdom group uses the noun. This is inikgepith Gunkel’'s idea that each
literary layer of the OT would have its own lingiigsfingerprint. Becker also appeals in
many cases to synonymous parallels that alwayg dne meaning of “fear” toward the
meaning of the parallel. For example, “fear” in méear the LORD and serve him with
all faithfulness” (Josh 24:14 NIV) means that ohewdd serve God. The semantic force
never goes the other way (i.e., “serve” means “jear

But all this is insufficient reason to bring fedrod so far off its semantic base of
the fear emotion/feeling. There are several reaatysthis is so: first, th@nguistic
formscan be easily accounted for by the function ofrtfaerial in which they are found
(that is, there are many verbs in Deut-2 Kings beeat is mainly narrative; there are
many plural participles in the Psalms because #adnis refer to groups of peopitnodo
this andwhodo that; there is a preponderance of nouns imvtb@om literature because
fear-of-God is a topic in its own right.). Secotite conclusions that he draws from the

13 Becker, in his foreword, acknowledges that hiskamrilds upon and seeks to confirm
the form-critical theories of H. Gunkel. Gunkelistiassupernatural bias is evident when he calls
the OT a “roguish piece of [Hebrew] folk-lore” (Gel, 1928, 16, 17).
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many cases of parallelism involving virtue fearcadd are most likely not accurate—for
even if a virtue fear-of-God text is in synonymaasallel with, for example, “serve,” the
main element that drives the meaning of the pdnalégy not be “serve,” but “fear” (but
Becker always has it such that the parallel to-tdaBod always drives the meaning); the
parallelism could also be something other than symmus, or the two components of
the parallel could simply mean what each of theerdily says. In addition, it should also
be said that it is unlikely that the alleged synoows parallels could drive fear-of-God to
signify as many meanings as Becker suggestsifiie ynlikely thatk=* could
semantically be so elastic). Third, there are femextual clues that support Becker. In
his foreword, Becker says that he will let the Y@#ing context” provide evidence that
certain linguistic forms do indeed correspond tdase fear-of-God meanings; but, at
least with most of the virtue fear-of-God instandés “prevailing context” does not give
any indication that would support Becker's intetpt®ns. The only context that might
(and in my view probably does) provide any intetgtienal weight to many of the virtue
fear-of-God passages is the general threateningl i@ surrounds them. With many,
the clouds of judgment for sin can be seen on thizdn—>but that is all. The “local”

(that is, within a verse or two) context usuallytdutes nothing to what “fear” might
mean in most virtue fear-of-God OT texts. But Beckdl gives meanings that
correspond to form-critical expectations, and is thay it strongly appears that his
results do not in the end support form-criticaleagsns, but repeats them.

After the interaction with the various fear-of-Goaimmentators, | then presented
the results from an investigation of all the OTrfexts that emplog?” (chapter two
[and | looked at a number of passages employingratiords for fear as well]). As
mentioned already, most of the “event” cases (wit&l16) have contexts that clearly
indicate the fear emotion/feeling. The “virtue” feH-God cases (total of 181) by their
nature mostly do not have any immediate contextiugs that would inform the reader of
what “fear” means. These virtue fear-of-God texéstaus vulnerable to
misinterpretation. The statistics generated shaw\thitue fear-of-God is seen in early
and late sections of the OT, and although there-aseBecker pointed out—clusters of
linguistic forms in certain literary forms, thestefary forms by no means consist
exclusively of these linguistic forms. This shoWwatt while there may be a trend of
linguistic form use in a given literary form, itéertainly not law-like. Finally, 1 could not
find anything in the OT thaeachedhat the idea of fear-of-God has semanticallytetif
| could also find no text thaondemnshe emotion/feeling of fear exhibited before
God?'* on the other hand, every passage that mentionekyf the fear

M There are, of course, a number of epiphany passagehich the fearers are told not to
be afraid; but these passages never indicatedemnatiorof the fear or in any way indicate that
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emotion/feeling before God always in some way prissthat lack of fear in a bad light
(see, e.g., Ps 36:1[2] and Eccl 8:13).

But perhaps Becker was correct, and the fear-of-<€adodept really did
significantly evolve. If this were so, it would nio¢ surprising to find fully-evolved uses
of fear-of-God in the NT. But after studying many kar-of-God texts, | concluded (see
chapter three) that NT fear-of-God still remainsyvaose to its fear roots—although it
can at times connote more abstract meanings. Taattbf God’s judgment remains in
the NT; but because the solution to evil and deathbeen identified, it could be said that
there is no more need to fear God. This is a gaaat;pbut it must as well be pointed out
that, while death is overcome, the NT reveals tiwateverlasting life that will be given to
unbelievers will be one of unspeakable suffering€-tis therefore justifies fear before
God (see, e.g., Luke 23:40). It was not my aimhiapter three to argue for or against the
doctrine of eternal security (perseverance of #iets). While | tend to agree with this
comforting doctrine, at the same time | am compeitepoint out the many warning
texts—qgiven to both believers and unbelievers—eNIT that seem to be a check against
believers falling into pharisaical behavior andadling away from faith. The
admonishments to persist in one’s faith and thenimgs to not fall away are so prevalent
in the NT that the following fact cannot be avoid&dm the perspective of human
beings on earth (who cannot completely know thenatenind of the God who
predestines the eternal direction of human beitigspption of walking away from God
is always open (otherwise, there would—for belie\adrleast—be no need for such
urgent warnings). In other words, during life “undee sun,” human beings are
danger™*® While there are NT passages that indicate thati$azo longer necessary
because of the assurance that believers have istGhese must be held in tension with
many others that discourage a completely relaxed {ear-free) attitude when it comes
to a believer’s relationship with God and his or tiederstanding of his or her own
salvation. For example, Paul says in Rom 8:15lkha¢vers “did not receive a spirit of
slavery to fall back into fear,” but have insteadeaived the “spirit of adoption.” But later
in the book, Paul warns the grafted-in Church tn&ider ... the kindness and sternness
of God: sternness to those who fell, but kindnesgu, provided that you continue in his
kindness. Otherwise, you also will be cut off” (Rddt22 NIV). Once again, my
intention is not to argue this question along thed of one doctrine or another, but only
to point out that the NT has many warnings—manggito believers—and not a few

it is evil. The OT commands to not be afraid arenté¢o calm the fearersiappropriate levebf
fear—but to lose it completely would be unwise aedn violation of the many more commands
to fear God.

> Heb 10:19-39 is one of the most extended and sawarnings against falling away
from faith.
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calls to fear God. These combine to give the stiomggession that believers should not
be completely fear-free before God and take tradwrasion for granted.

That fear-of-God can connote a more refined aspieeiperson’s relationship with
God is perhaps best attested in Jesus’ quote af@®#&8 in Matt 4:10 (parallel Luke 4:8).
When Jesus responded to Satan’s desire to be wpeshihe said: “Away with you,
Satan! for it is written, ‘Worship the Lord your @&aand serve only him.” Jesus’ use
here of “worship” fpookuréw) is different from Deut 6:13 where the MT employs
(and the LXX usedoBéwn). This is noteworthy and demonstrates at leastvintaie fear-
of-God canconnotemore abstract concepts, and, at most, can actletigtethem>*° It
should be pointed out thapookuvéw has its roots in the idea of prostrating one’s sel
(before a king, god, etc.—see TDNT); falling prastrbefore a mighty authority and
fearing were in those days often understood tagether—so the fear emotion/feeling in
Jesus’ quote might not be altogether out of viewnight also be mentioned that Jesus’
reply was driven somewhat by Satan’s offer taMoeshippedn exchange for all the
world’s kingdoms. | do not want to say that Jesuenged the Deuteronomy text in order
to fit the occasion, but only that he perhaps ersjzieal a secondary meaning instead of a
primary one. Whatever the case, this passage sbeutdnsidered in view of Rom 3:18
in which Paul quotes Ps 36:1 (2). The source teahgly suggests that wicked people
should fear God because of the danger that theyaRaul’s highlight of universal sin
indicates that he uses this fear-of-God text instmae way: wicked people have “no fear
of God before their eyes”—but they ought to. Th@Jequotes by Jesus and Paul indicate
that worship (at least in the sense of bowing doawig) the emotion/feeling of fear are
both NT components of fear-of-God. Many of the remmgy NT fear-of-God texts,
however, tend to emphasize the latter—and perhagis 10:28 (parallel Luke 12:5) is the
bluntest; for there Jesus clearly taught that arghbto exhibit the fear emotion/feeling
before the God who alone has the authority and ptav&lestroy both body and soul in
hell.”

Between how Jesus quoted Deut 6:13 and how Qolspetiks of the fear-of-God
being the “whole duty” of human beings (Eccl 12;1i8%eems clear that virtue fear-of-
God can be much more than fear, yet never devdieaof The idea of “worship” is
perhaps not far away from what Qoheleth (or théogjsit) intended for the reader to
apprehend; for the fear emotion/feeling alone cabae—from either an OT or a NT
perspective—the state of the human heart thafigst man or a woman before God.
The “whole duty” that will best prepare a man av@man for the judgment of God that
Qoheleth mentions can certainly begin in beingiafod God’s punishment, but must

*1® See my extended discussion of this text in FN 288 the idea of and the use of the
terms “denote” and “connote” to Clines, 2003 (sgefN 471).
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transform into faith before it can be credited itm lor her as righteousness. Yet, if one’s
faith—if it were possible—were to develop such thatfear of God remained, then this
would put a person back under the condemnatioroai B:18 (Ps 36:1 [2])—becaual
men and women are sinful. That person would alsa b&lation of Jesus’ command
(Matt 10:28) to fear Godl:’ But with Eccl 12:12, it still might be the casati@Qoheleth
did intend “fear God!” to denote real fear, andrtbat the commandments of the
Mosaic Law referred to in “keep his commandmentstld include the relational
components—especially the component of love (seg B:&)—that justify a man or a
woman before God.

An important fact should not be forgotten: evethiose virtue fear-of-God
passages that could connote something other tleaiedin emotion/feeling, the fact still
remains that “fear” is the biblical word of choids per my understanding of the inspired
nature of Scripture that | mentioned in the intrctélan, | must view this as an intentional
choice by the Lord. If he chose to frequently defndesirable relationship with him with
the word “fear,” then translators and interpresdrsuld be hesitant to do otherwise. In
most of the OT (and NT) cases in which translaitotexpret virtue fear-of-God into
something other than fear, the translators—asdsektan tell in view of the foregoing
study—simply do not have enough information to midaar translations sure and
accurate. In most virtue fear-of-God texts, onarmmf number of abstract ideas could fit;
there are simply few if any contextual clues thatld show which translation is best.
This is the reason why virtue fear-of-God textthi@ OT are translated in so many ways.
God could have very easily used words for “to hdworto revere” or “to be obedient,”
for example, if he had wanted readers to do thH@sgg (and, in fact he does in the many
“virtue” cases that use these words). But with O8llcases, God chose to &t (“fear”)
define a desirable relationship with him. If traatsks take out this word—which God
chose to use—then the fear emotion/feeling that Gmtht well have intended to denote
will be lost. There are also tacit (intentionalumintentional) ramifications for theology
and anthropology: to reduce God'’s fearfulness retlice the attributes of God that
evoke fear in human beings—i.e., his omnipoteno®jiscience, absolute authority, and,
most important, his absolute holiness. To reduedehr that he is due (see Ps 90:11) is to
not fully appreciate what these attributes are,tviey mean, or how a sinful man or
woman would react when confronted with the holy @dub in both testaments (Deut
4:24; Heb 12:29) is said to be a “consuming fienthropology is also affected—but in
an ironic way: by downplaying the idea that men athen should manifest the fear
emotion/feeling before God, this at first seemstike men and women closer to God;
but the effect could be the opposite. Men and woarermade in God’s image, which

|t is interesting to note that this command waeaito his disciples.
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means each has a mind and a moral nature by whi@dmaor a woman—just like Adam
and Eve in the garden—can choose the right or tll@gvand exercise the greatest love
or hate in the process. Human beings are “fearanily wonderfully made” and—for
those who are in Christ—will one day be the briflthe Son of God. Christians are being
conformed into the image of Christ (who was madegttle lower than God” [Ps 8:5])
through their consentf people do not want anything to do with Chrisitdeast from our
earthly perspective—it appears that God will netdpthem into a relationship with him
against their will (and there are enough warningspges in Scripture to strongly suspect
that this is indeed the case). When theologianp@gsured to take away hun@msent

in order to achieve, for example, eternal secdatybelievers, then these theologians
would predictably understand less reason for betgto fear God; but the price they pay
is the degradation of the essentmaago deiof humankind.

In view of the results from this study, | conclutiat the fear emotion/feeling
remains at the heart of OT fear-of-God. We in thest¥\should not think badly about
fear—for it is in the end simply a pain-like sigrat God graciously gives to men and
women to alert them of danger. In the OT, reporéhgut the good blessings of God is
balanced by the reporting about the curses of Gbig. balance was apparently designed
to bring about the right kind and the right levefear-of-God that would give the best
chances for a proper relationship with God. In pnéag and teaching we should strive
for a similar balance—that is, between love and,f@ad’s grace and God’s judgment,
and heaven and hell; for eternal destinies of nmelwveomen are at stake, and God will
hold preachers and teachers to a stricter judgfdantes 3:1) because they present
themselves—and people perceive them-skeepherdsFinally, when teaching or
preaching about fear-of-God, the flock should brineled that it is in the end all about
God's love; for God is “not willing that any shouyderish but that all should come to
repentance” (2 Pet 3:9 NKJV). He takes “no pleasutbe death of the wicked” (Ezek
33:11); nevertheless, the Bible clearly teachesrttmst men and women have refused,
are refusing, and will refuse to accept Jesus Casis ord—for “the gate is wide and the
road is easy that leads to destruction, and therenany who take it” (Matt 7:13). The
future for them, according to the writer of Hebreideb 10:27), is the “fearful prospect
of judgment, and a fury of fire that will consunietadversaries.” The “fear of the LORD
is the beginning of wisdom” (Prov 9:10) becauss # foundational part of God’s loving
providence that gives men and women the abilityetose that they are in danger, and
provides for them the motivation to seek the God wan save them from that danger.
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