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Introduction
I will in this article focus on a single verse in the Torah that emphasizes the concept of hesed (Ex 34:6), and illustrate its subsequent reinterpretation at the hands of the Israelite prophets, the Dead Sea sect, and the New Testament Pauline epistles. Among the prophets the sense of the term was broadened to become emblematic of a new universalism, by which all nations might become recipients of divine favor. It is my contention, however, that both the Qumran community and the Judeo-Christian (Nazarene) sects effectively “atomized” the term, limiting by degrees the prophetic concept of spiritual renewal to a select and ever smaller remnant, elected by divine providence to be the new inheritors of Israel's calling. This ironically opened the door to what has been called “replacement theology,” whereby the traditional heirs of the contractual agreement between Israel and the Deity are replaced by a “new Israel,” chosen from among the nations but marked by an even greater sense of exclusivity. 

Hesed in Early Context
At the heart of the biblical worldview was a single term connected to the solemn responsibilities incumbent upon members of Israelite society – hesed. The word hesed is so rich in tenor and implication that no satisfactory English expression has been found to delineate it. Jastrow defines hesed as “grace,” “kindness,” “love,” or “charity,” (Jastrow 1903: 486) broad and sweeping concepts to be sure. It is clear, however, that hesed, as it appears in the Torah, was originally tribal in its orientation, in time coming to be linked specifically with the covenant between Israel and God. While the term’s etymological origins are unclear, it nonetheless came to designate fidelity to an obligation vis-à-vis a friend or relative, a guest or host, a master or subject, and the like. In ancient Israel family and tribal ties occupied a place of singular importance, a tradition held in common with the whole of Arabia. Hesed as a formal term specified conduct that actualized a moral imperative to members of the family or tribe. Nelson Glueck, in his classic study of hesed (Glueck 1967:38), highlights the solemn responsibilities inherent in the term, noting that it was something promised and owed. It has occasionally been defined as “covenant love,” for it cemented various covenantal bonds within the society (B. Witherington 2003).

The most fundamental societal bond was of course marriage. Elias Bickerman points out (Bickerman 1988:284-5) that the term’s first mention in the Bible is in Gen 20:13, when Sarah undertakes an act of hesed on behalf of Abraham by presenting herself as his sister so as to save him from the possibility of death.
 Abraham admonishes his spouse regarding her obligation toward him, saying: “This is the kindness (hesed) which you shall show to me; at every place to which we shall come, say of me: ‘He is my brother’” (Gen 20:13).
 In spite of the risk of being taken captive by the Egyptians, Sarah was duty-bound to evince the loyalty demanded by the marital relationship. 
 Another example relates to the story of Naomi and Boaz, the former declaring that the latter displayed hesed in allowing Ruth to glean in the fields (Ruth 2:20). This was due to Boaz being aware of his responsibility as near-kin to their now-deceased husbands. Ruth in turn evinced hesed in looking to Boaz to carry out his duty as next-of-kin by marrying the wife of a deceased brother. Boaz bestowed his blessing on Ruth, saying, “You have shown more kindness (hesed) in the end than at the beginning, inasmuch as you did not follow the young men, whether poor or rich” (Ruth 3:10).
 This suggests that the hesed she displayed to her deceased husband by accompanying Naomi to the homeland of her husband was in fact surpassed by the fidelity she displayed in consenting to marry his near kinsman (Glueck 1967:40-42).
Additionally, the obligatory responsibility expected between tribes can be witnessed in Israel’s behavior with respect to the Kenites, its neighbors and blood-relations by Moses’s marriage (Judg 1:16; 4:11). The Kenites were said to have displayed hesed to the Israelites in their Exodus from Egypt. Glueck also highlights the story of Solomon and the house of Barzillai (1Kgs 2:7), in which the hesed Solomon shows the house of Barzillai was not by will or mere whim, but was a requirement (Glueck 1967:2-3).

Bearing all this in mind, it is fitting to consider a key passage in the Torah (from the book of Exodus), which became seminal in the redefinition of the term over time (D. C. Timmer 20008:125):
Mypl)l dsx rcn .tm)w dsx-brw Myp) Kr) Nwnxw Mwxr l) hwhy hwhy 

Mynb ynb-l(w Mynb-l( twb) Nw( dqp hqny )l hqnw h)+xw (#$pw Nw( )#&n
.My(br-l(w My#$l#$-l(

The LORD, The LORD God, merciful and gracious, longsuffering, and abundant in goodness and truth; keeping mercy unto the thousandth generation, forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin; and that will by no means clear the guilty; visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children, and upon the children's children, unto the third and unto the fourth generation. (Ex 34:6-7)

In its context it represents a full disclosure of the divine name to Moses, notwithstanding a certain ambiguity regarding the nature of Israel’s deity. The Israelites have just committed idolatry, which is arguably being portrayed as something akin to “adultery.” In this paradigm Moses may be seen as attempting to placate the jilted husband – YHWH – by means of persistent prayer, coupled with an entreaty (Ex 33:18) to behold the divine presence:

.Kdbk-t) )n yn)rh rm)yw
And he said: “Show me, I pray, Your glory.” (Ex 33:18)

God’s response to Moses (v. 19) is to make the divine “goodness” (tuv) pass before him, setting up the subsequent proclamation of the Tetragrammaton highlighted by the passage in question (M. Widmer 2004:183-4; S. Boorer 1992:239).
 In this sense Exodus 34:6-7 may be seen fundamentally as an expression of the deity’s magnanimity and benevolence in the face of the abrogation of an essentially parochial/ tribal covenant relationship (Boorer 1992:248; B. S. Childs 1974:559, 585, 587).
 In spite of the theme of overarching mercy and compassion, it is clear that the term’s application is narrow, in the sense of pertaining to Israel alone (B. W. Anderson and S. Bishop 1999:195).
 The deity’s “family” responds to the summons to holy war, maintains fidelity to the cultus, keeps assorted patriarchal commandments, and sustains familial loyalty/ hesed (F. M. Cross 2000:7; K. D. Sakenfeld 1978:174). The Mosaic covenant, of which hesed is an expression, was therefore “bilateral,” demanding a great measure of obligation from the Israelites (D. N. Fredman and David Miano 2003:13-14).
 As a divine compact it involved specific obligations and was potentially punitive (Jaques Van Rutten 2003:169-70).
 Unless Israel evinced fidelity and obedience to God, the people might not be recipients of divine hesed. To that extent, God's hesed was strictly conditional. The people would be protected as long as they adhered to their responsibilities, and they would be cursed if they did not.

Such ideas inspired a narrow tribal theology that expressed itself in the notion of a “Chosen People,” divinely elected to play a unique role among all peoples (S. Stern 1994:252).
 Some see this development in a sublimely positive light, such as Daniel Elazar, who highlights hesed (among other terms) as a loving, covenantal obligation (D. J. Elazar 1995:161-2).
 But could this attribute be evinced beyond the confines of Israel as a nation? 

The Classical Prophets and Hesed

Significantly, the entire notion of hesed as an expression of the covenant, along with the God who inspired it, was to undergo a revolutionary transformation. As Glueck observed (Glueck 1967:14, 23), in later times, hesed lost the characteristic of obligation and reciprocity and became more the domain of what is commonly conceived as “grace” and “mercy.”
 This transformation is nowhere better seen than at the hands of Israel’s great writing prophets. These “classical” prophets, who arose during the seminally creative period known across the inhabited world/ Oikumene as the “Axial Age” (c. 800 - 200 BCE), were not only unique in ancient Israel; they made a bold contribution to the idea and essence of religion. They redefined allegiance to what had been a fundamentally “tribal” deity (YHWH) in broad terms of ethics and morality. They undertook the heroic and often thankless task of transforming Israel’s hitherto parochial and fiercely partisan “Lord of armies” (YHWH tz’vaot) into an emblem of transcendent compassion.

They would delineate the essence of “ethical monotheism,” and introduce the concept of “universalism” – the notion that Israel’s God was no local deity, confined to a single shrine or sanctuary, but was in fact the God of all humankind (M. Weinfeld 2005:266).
 The implications of this shift on the development of “covenant theology” are staggering, for the divine “contract” would ultimately be seen as embracing people of all nations. Of course the focus of the prophets remained Israel, but the covenant was progressively extracted from the bonds of narrow tribalism and increasingly viewed in terms of an ethical imperative to be observed universally. 

Isaiah (16:5) speaks of the throne of David being established “in mercy” (hesed).
 However, this is not a statement of tribalism/ parochialism. The restoration of Israel is at the vanguard of worldwide renewal. In an expression of overwhelming universalism (Isa 19:19-25) the prophet declares a redemption that is radical in its embrace of the very land from which the Israelites had in tradition been set free – Egypt. In a great moment at the end of history, an altar to God will be erected in the land of the Egyptians, who will cry out to Israel’s deity. Moreover, a deliverer of messianic cast will be sent to them, and they will in turn offer sacrifices and vows to God. Healing will accompany smiting, and in the end a broad highway will link Egypt and Assyria, with Israel joined in the middle. In the most staggering declaration of all, Isaiah delivers God’s oracle, saying: 

.l)r#&y ytlxnw rw#$) ydy h#&(mw Myrcm ym( Kwrb@f 

Blessed be Egypt My people and Assyria the work of My hands, and Israel My inheritance (Isa 19:25). 

A rough contemporary of Isaiah, Micah, delineates a striking expansion of the term hesed (M. A. Sweeney, D. W. Cotter, J. T. Walsh 2000:400; T. Lescow 1966:152).
 As noted by Glueck (1967:61), all of humanity becomes linked in a brotherhood of sorts, in which hesed is depicted as a relationship of mutuality and reciprocity, involving each individual toward every other and toward God. Indeed, Glueck views Micah as crucial in transforming the term from expressing a legal agreement between specific individuals and tribes to an obligatory ethical imperative incumbent on all people, universally.
 The most celebrated of Micah’s poetic declarations illustrates the extent to which he is concerned, not with theological or philosophical understanding, but with ethical behavior, touching the conduct of life (J. Blenkinsopp 1996:96-7):

dsx tbh)w +p#$m tw#&(-M) yk Kmm #$rwd hwhy-hmw bw+-hm Md) Kl dygh

.Kyhl)-M( tkl (nchw

He hath shown you, O man, what is good; and what does the LORD require of you, but to do justly, and to love mercy, and to walk humbly with your God? (Mic 6:8)
This may be paired with an almost equally striking passage, depicting hesed as a measure of universal compassion:
wp) d(l qyzxh-)l wtlxn tyr)#$l (#$p-l( rb(w Nw( )#&n Kwmk l)-ym

.)wh dsx Cpx-yk@i
Who is a God like unto thee, that pardons iniquity, and passes by the transgression of the remnant of his heritage? he retains not his anger for ever, because he delights in mercy. (Mic 7:18)
The prophet Hosea continues the development of the term, in a verse that transcends devotion to the Temple itself, declaring that God desires “mercy (hesed) and not sacrifice” (Hos 6:6). Joseph Blenkinsopp (1996:90) points out that for the prophet Amos, the key words are mishpat (“justice”) and tz’dakah (“righteousness”), whereas for Hosea they are hesed (“fidelity”) and da’at Elohim (“knowledge of God”).
 Over two centuries later, an unnamed prophet straddling the return of the exiled Israelites from Babylonian captivity, Second Isaiah (54:8, 10), reiterated that Israel would be shown “everlasting kindness” (hesed olam) that would endure beyond the mountains and the hills and that would splash other nations as well (Weinfeld 2005:263).

During the Second Jewish Commonwealth, the universal message of the earlier prophets was re-articulated, even while the focus of attention returned to Israel alone, attempting to survive under foreign domination (Y. Kaufmann 1960:284).
 The book of Nehemiah recounts:
. Mtbz( )lw [dsx] dsxw-brw Myp)-Kr) Mwxrw Nwnx twxyls hwl) ht)w:
But You are a God ready to pardon, gracious and full of compassion, slow to anger, and plenteous in mercy, who forsook them not. (Neh 9:17; M. J. Boda 2003:63-4)

The phrase from Exodus 34:6 is closely reproduced here, with the minor variation of calling God “gracious and merciful” (hanun v’rahum) rather than “merciful and gracious” (rahum v’hanun). “God of mercies” (Eloha s’likhot) is also substituted for the double repetition of the tetragrammaton. 

The prophet Joel, ascribed by many as having been composed between 400 and 350 B.C.E., also echoes Exodus 34:6 with only slight variance:

)wh Mwxrw Nwnx-ykw Mkyhl) hwhy-l) wbw#$w Mkydgb-l)w Mkbbl w(rqw

.h(rh-l( Mxnw dsx-brw Myp) Kr) 
And rend your heart, and not your garments, and turn unto the LORD your God; for He is gracious and compassionate, long-suffering, and abundant in mercy, and repenting of the evil. (Joel 2:13)

 As opposed to a double mentioning of the divine name to Moses (in the Exod. passage), the people are addressed directly, with one reference to Hashem and a second to “your God” (Eloheikhem). Moreover, rather than describing the God of “truth” (emet – a word that carries with it a certain sense of imminent judgment), or as one who “forsakes them not” (lo azavtam), Joel speaks of God himself “repenting of evil” (v’naham al ha-ra’ah).  Joel is clearly concerned for the Israelite community in a post-exilic environment, but the message of divine compassion seems to have evolved considerably from the passionately partisan deity of the Exodus and the wilderness sojourn. Joel calls for a communal fast and a general repentance, reflecting God’s own “repentance” of evil – namely, the judgment of the nation as emblematized in the devastating locust plague depicted at the outset of the prophecy (J. Nogalski 1993:276-80; Jörg Jeremias, 2007:106-7).
 

The prophet Jonah takes the concept of hesed a step further, deliberately taking the hesed associated with Israel’s covenant and transferring it to a non-Israelite nation, the Ninevites. The book’s radical embrace of one of Israel’s pagan neighbors is by anyone’s measure remarkable. While the text presents a caricature of a prophet who is displeased in the end that mercy has been bestowed on the wayward nation to which he has journeyed, the full impact of the divine compassion is not to be minimized:

ytmd)-l( ytwyh-d( yrbd hz-)wlh hwhy hn) rm)yw hwhy-l) llptyw

Mwxrw Nwnx-l) ht) yk yt(dy yk h#$y#$rt xrbl ytmdq Nk-l( 

.h(rh-l( Mxnw dsx-brw Myp) Kr)

And he prayed unto the LORD, and said: I pray You, O LORD, was not this my saying, when I was yet in mine own country? Therefore I fled beforehand to Tarshish; for I knew that You are a gracious God, and compassionate, long-suffering, and abundant in mercy, and repenting of the evil. (Jon 4:2)

It may appear at first glance that the prophet is quoting Exodus 34:6, though it is evident on closer examination that the passage builds directly upon Joel 2:13 (H. Kosmala 1978:228-9; L. Schmidt 1976:90, n. 90), particularly in the phrase v’nakham al ha-ra’ah (“and repenting of the evil”; J. J. Day 1995:239-42; L. C. Allen 1976:227-30; H.W. Wolff 1977:68-71).
 Moshe Pelli (1979-80:23) suggests that the Joel passage represents the “kernel of Jonah’s argument,” re-appropriated in order to exemplify through parable the notion that God might “repent of evil.” Pelli argues that Jonah as a protagonist disagrees with God, who intends to deal with the Ninevites according to the principle of midat ha-rakhamim (“merciful justice”), whereas he himself favors midat ha-din (“strict justice”). The book’s author, by contrast, appears to disagree with his protagonist, depicting Jonah as selfish and petty.
 As some have speculated, Jonah may well be a parody of the entire prophetic tradition, or a satire of the presumed partiality of God for one nation over another (Pelli 1979-80:25, n. 4).
 While minor agreements are found with Nehemiah 9:17 (in the use of the second person to address God directly), the term emet (“truth”), arguably linked with the quality of unflinching divine judgment, has been sacrificed in favor of language that suggests a change in the divine heart. Here we have a deity reluctant to dispatch any measure of retribution, even on pagans, as long as they are penitent pagans. 

Hesed in the Dead Sea Scrolls

David Flusser (1998:483-84; 1968:126) asserted that a “new sensitivity” developed during Second Temple Judaism, emphasizing unconditional love and the solidarity of humankind. The broad tent of prophetic universalism was, however, destined to narrow by degrees, especially with the development of various expressions of sectarianism.
 Hesed, it seems, was to become a captive of that trend. The thrust of the sectarian ideology represented in the Dead Sea Scrolls involved a radical redefinition of divine attributes toward humanity in general. H. Stegemann (1993:164) observes that the tendency of the sect was toward stringent exclusivism, given that the Essenes conceived of themselves as the living representation of the twelve tribes of Israel (M. Bockmuehl 2001:389). They referred to themselves as both the ‘am El (the “people of God”) and the ‘adat Israel (the “[whole] community of Israel”).
 Divine mercy (hesed) was perceived as being visited upon the sect alone. Exod. 34:6 was now adapted to a sectarian end:
[ -- tm])h dwsy dsxh brG Myp) Kwr)w [Mwxrw Nwnx l) ]yl) ht)w
And You, my God, [are a merciful and gracious God,] slow to anger, abounding in steadfast love, the foundation of tr[uth …] (4Q511 f52+54_5+57_9:1)

The notion that God would “repent of evil” (v’naham al ha’ra) as declared by Joel and by Jonah is absent. Instead the text returns to the original language of the Torah in its appeal to emet (“truth”) and the unflinching judgment demanded thereby. While the passage appears to express divine compassion, the hesed is to be upon the sectarian community (the yahad) alone (C. H. T. Fletcher-Louis 2002:293-6).
 Elsewhere the Scrolls express a sharp dualism between the true recipients of hesed, the “Sons of Light,” and the recipients of wrath and condemnation, the “Sons of Darkness.” The Damascus Rule picks up another verse in Exodus (20:6), reproduced in Deuteronomy 5:10:

[.ytwcm] wtwcm yrm#$lw ybh)l Mypl)l dsx h#&(w
And showing mercy unto the thousandth generation of them that love Me and keep My commandments.
Notably, this passage expresses a dualism in its own right, being preceded by the classic statement that this is “a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth generation of them that hate me” (Ex 20:5).
 The prophets, with their universalistic message, do not reproduce this verse, save for Nahum, in his singularly xenophobic denunciation of Nineveh (P. C. Craigie 1985:61; J. J. M. Roberts 1991:49-50).
 The Qumranic reformulation of the passage is as follows: 

[Mypl)l] dsx h#(w [  ] wdb( )l r#)l l) db( Nyb (#rw qydc Nyb  Mty)rw Mtb#w

  rwd Pl)l wyrm#lw wybh)l

“And you shall again know the innocent from the guilty, those who serve God and those who do not” (Mal 3:18). “He keeps faith (hesed) … to those who love him and to those who keep him for a thousand generations.” (Ex 20:6). (CD 20:20-22) 
I will argue that the term hesed is understood by the yahad as applicable to the sect alone, to be distinguished not only from the pagan world but from the rest of Israel (E. J. Christiansen 1999:70-72).
 The sect, i.e. the “innocent,” have become an “Israel within Israel,” as opposed to “the guilty.” The exegetical pairing of Exodus 20:6 with Malachi 3:18 serves the purpose of essentially undoing the concept of divine favor upon all and replacing it with a declaration of judgment upon all save the “elect.” One verse later, the prophet Malachi asserts:

)b@fha MwOy,ha Mtf)o +haliw: #$qA h(f#$;rI h#&'(o-lkfw: MydIz”-lkf w%yhfw: rw%n%t@ak@a r('b@o )b@f MwOy,ha hn%'hi-yk@i
Pn(w #$r#$ Mhl bz(y-)l r#$) tw)bc hwhy rm)f
For, behold, the day is coming, it burns as a furnace; and all the proud, and all that work wickedness, shall be stubble; and the day that is coming shall set them ablaze, says the LORD of hosts, that it shall leave them neither root nor branch. (Mal 3:19/ 4:1)
The apocalypticism of Malachi was certainly in keeping with the judgmental tone of the Scrolls (J. H. Charlesworth, H. W. L. Rietz, F. M. Cross, C. D. Elledge, L. Novakovic 2000:245; E. Qimron 2006:197-202).
 Ironically, for the Qumran community the term hesed became more narrow than it had ever been during Israel’s earliest self-conception, referring not to the tribe or the nation, but to the sect. Other Qumranic references to hesed appear equally narrow. The Community Rule (1QS 1:8) references those who enter “… into the Covenant of Mercy (hesed), so as to be joined to God’s society and walk faultless before Him.”
 Even the term “covenant” (brit) has by now been narrowed so as to include only members of the sect. The Qumranic texts make it clear that even fellow Israelites are grouped with the “lot of Belial” if their conduct does not illustrate that they are predestined to be among the righteous (L. H. Schiffman 1997:166-7).
 When the Community Rule (1QS 1:22) declares that God’s mighty deeds “herald His loving mercies on Israel’s behalf”
 is all of Israel referenced, or merely the so-called “sons of light”?

The Pauline Redefinition of Hesed

At this point we come to the seminal voice of Christian theology, the apostle Paul, who arguably performed a remarkable linguistic insurrection, vis-à-vis the evolution of the concept of hesed (D. E. Holwerda 1995:169; A. A. Hoekema 1979:145-77; J. D. G. Dunn 2003:304-5). In his general epistle to the Romans Paul lays out a comprehensive “salvation,” that will embrace “all Israel” (Rom 11:26).
 Nonetheless, Paul’s burden throughout is that Israel has been hardened and “cut off.” Israel’s divine election is no longer in force. Paul makes it clear that “not all those of Israel are Israel” (Rom 9:6). Only a tiny “remnant,” namely, the members of the sectarian movement he has been laboring to establish, are worthy to be counted as Israel. As if anticipating complaint about the arbitrary nature of such an “election” (“Is there not unrighteousness with God?”; Rom 9:14), Paul quotes the Torah:

tw|~ Mwu"sei= ga_r le/gei: e0leh&sw o$n a@n e0lew~ kai\ oi0ktirh&sw o$n a@n oi0kti/rw. 
For He said to Moses, “I will have mercy on whom I will have mercy, and I will have compassion on whom I will have compassion.” (Rom 9:15)
While the Greek eleos (e1leoj) is the customary translation of hnn rather than hsd, there are instances in the Septuagint in which it does in fact translate the latter (G. Agamben and P. Dailey 2005:118). Moreover, the context of the verse, as noted above, involves Moses” request to see the face of God.
 The divine voice thereupon answers:

Nx) r#$)-t) ytnxw Kynpl hwhy M#$b yt)rqw Kynp-l( ybw+-lk ryb() yn)

.Mxr) r#$)-t) ytmxrw

I will make all My goodness pass before thee, and will proclaim the name of the LORD before thee; and I will be gracious to whom I will be gracious, and will show mercy on whom I will show mercy. (Ex 33:19)

This passage (playing on the root hnn) links directly to the main thrust of our study, Exodus 34:6, which to rahum v’hanun appends the term hesed. Clearly, Paul is saying that divine goodwill, though ostensibly open to all humanity, has now been limited to an exclusive sect, and to that sect alone. Borrowing language from Qumranic literature, now in Greek rendering, Paul limits divine favor to only the “elect”:
0Endu&sasqe ou}n, w(j e0klektoi\ tou~ qeou~ a#gioi kai\ h)gaphme/noi, spla&gxna oi0ktirmou~ 
Put on therefore, as the elect of God, holy and beloved, bowels of mercies. (Col 3:12) 
In short Paul embraces the high-minded rhetoric of inclusion, eliciting the imagery of the classical prophetic age, all the while creating (wittingly or unwittingly) a movement that was profoundly exclusive in its own right (J. R. Levison 1989:98-9; S. Grindheim 2005:188-92).
 The classical prophets conceived of a time when the non-Israelite nations would partake of the divine favor, but for Paul only a righteous remnant (of the nations and of Israel) who have professed faith in the Nazarene will be joined to the “new Israel.” As with the ideology of the Dead Sea sect, all others are excluded. Though Paul elsewhere declares his willingness to be cursed himself so as to save his fellow Israelites (Rom 9:3), the reality of their exclusion from the “New Covenant” could not be clearer.

Conclusion
In sum it is fair to say that while the tide of universalism launched by the prophets was by no means rolled back during the Second Temple period, it was certainly augmented by a parallel trend toward particularism, stressing not the nations, but Israel alone and sectarian expressions of the multiple “Judaisms” of late antiquity. This includes nascent Christianity. The shift in the understanding and application of the word hesed represents a serious evolution in the development of religious thought, away from the bold universalism of the Israelite prophets and toward the more narrow and limited concerns of the Second Jewish Commonwealth. By the time the Qumran sect was firmly established, Hebraic terminology had come to serve the larger purpose of polemics, through which meaning was sublimated to religious agenda. In the final analysis, language is not only a key ingredient in a people’s self-definition, but a tool through which new and radically disparate expressions of faith may be established. Such is the legacy of the reinterpretation of a single word.

� Witherington points out that “covenant love,” like marital love was neither unconditional nor optional, but obligatory.


� Bickerman defines hesed in the Bible as “favor, and offers and overview of the usage and changes in the term over time.


� .)wh yx) yl-yrm) hm#$ )wbn r#$) Mwqmh-lk l) ydm( y#&(t r#$) Kdsx hz


� .ry#$(-M)w ld-M) Myrwxbh yrx) tkl-ytlbl Nw#$)rh-Nm Nwrx)h Kdsx tb+yh


� Glueck makes the point that hesed may be found only where a previous bond has existed, such as kinship, marriage, betrothal, guest friendship or alliance.


� Exodus 34 is seen through the lens of historical critical scholarship as a covenant ceremony parallel to that found in Exodus 20, as opposed to being a mere renewal of the latter. Wellhausen theorized Exodus 34 as being an older J account that was subsequently developed by the Elohist in more ethical terms in Exodus 20. There remain many adherents of this view, though any consensus regarding the origins of the chapter is lacking.


� Boorer points out that the parallels, even in phrasing, between references to theophany in Exod. 33:19 and Exod. 34:5-7 are striking.


� It is argued that vv. 6-7 were introduced secondarily into an earlier and more original text, being part of a text later expanded by Exod. 32:7-14 and Exod. 33:1-3.


� The promise to Abraham has been described as “unilateral” inasmuch as it is unconditioned by behavior. Abraham can expect that his descendants will be as the sand of the seashore (Gen. 22:17), regardless of his fidelity to the directives of the deity. Anderson notes that while the promise to Abraham may be seen as a covenant of promise of land and of increase, the Mosaic covenant relates to the behavior of the people living on the land. It is a contract of law, involving sanctions of blessing and curse.


� Freedman and Miano note that the Davidic covenant was by contrast seen as an unconditional measure of divine commitment.


� As if to demonstrate its seriousness, a covenant was often accompanied by certain ceremonies, such as animals being cut in two, each half being laid over the other. In biblical lore, a flaming torch and a smoking fire pot passed between the pieces (Gen 15:17; Jub 14:17).


� The rabbinical sages recognized the impact of “chosenness” and reciprocity, as delineated in the Scriptures. According to the Babylonian Talmud, even the angels questioned as unfair Israel’s preferential treatment from God (B. Ber. 20b). In Song Rabba Israel is presented as the younger sister of the nations, whose waywardness is overlooked as the youngest member of the family (Song R. 8, 8). On the other hand, “chosenness” is seen by the sages as reciprocal, inasmuch as the Almighty sanctifies Israel, while Israel sanctifies God (Ex R. 15, 24). Elsewhere God and Israel are depicted as each other’s guarantors (Ex R. 27, 9).


� Elazar claims that the covenants of the Bible are the founding covenants of Western civilization. He also considers such “constitutional” terms as bnai brit (‘sons of the covenant” – partners in a covenantally established common entity), baalei brit (“masters of the covenant” – allies in a covenantally established alliance), and am (a nation with a covenantal vocation).


� An example of hesed being arbitrarily rather than conditionally bestowed may be found in Esther 2:9: dsx )#&tw wyny(b hr(nh b+ytwA (“And the maiden pleased him, and she obtained kindness of him.”) There was nothing obligatory in the king’s demonstration of hesed to Esther. It is also notable that hesed is never textually conjoined to hen, though it is frequently found next to rahamim (though only in the adjectival and verbal forms).


� Much has been written regarding the development and implications of “prophetic universalism,” which sometimes found itself at odds with “penteteuchal particularism.” Moshe Weinfeld summarizes the challenges of “drawing in” the Gentile nations, to be taken under “God’s wing.” He contrasts Deuteronomy, the program of which was nationalistic and saw no possibility of attracting Gentiles, with the later prophets, whose universalism drew upon their prophetic forebears.


� .qdc rhmw +p#$m #$rdw +p#$ dwd lh)b tm)b wyl( b#$yw )sk dsxb Nkwhw


� It is noted that Micah begins with a general question concerning sacrifice during a situation of extremity (addressing a besieged people), and moves progressively to the more specific and desperate of issues. The prophecy reaches its poetic climax in defining hesed as what God desires (6:8) as opposed to the various sacrifices enumerated in verses 6-7.


� The term mishpat (“justice”) is the technical moniker for “law” (e.g. 1 Sam. 8:9, 10:25; Lev. 5:10; Exod. 15:25; Num. 27:11; 35:29; Jer. 8:7), and references doing what is “right” or just.” The word hesed (“kindness”) is more correctly rendered as “loyalty” or “fidelity,” conveying a sense of moral and social responsibility and obligation.”


� Blenkinsopp points out that the question is not concerned with theological or philosophical understanding and inquiry but with behavior, the conduct of life: What must I do in order to approach God? What God demands is the fulfillment of the requirements of justice, be faithful to the commandments, and live life in humble and attentive openness to God. This sentence has rightly been prized as one of the best summaries of the teaching of the great eight-century prophets.


� The term da’at Elohim entailed faithfulness to the traditions and all that they implied, along with what may be identified as an unfolding consensual ethic. The eighth century prophets are also thought to have had a hand in the language of making and breaking covenants, as witnessed in the Deuteronomic corpus.


� hwhy Kl)g rm) Kytmxr Mlw( dsxbw Kmm (gr ynp ytrtsh Pcq Pc#$b


“In a little wrath I hid My face from thee for a moment; but with everlasting kindness will I have compassion on thee, saith the LORD thy Redeemer” (Isa 54:8).


#$wmy-)l Kt)m ydsxw hn+wmt tw(bghw w#$wmy Myrhh yk


“For the mountains may depart, and the hills be removed; but My kindness shall not depart from thee” (Isa 54:10).


Deutero-Isaiah was a powerful proponent of prophetic universalism, not only promising that Gentiles and eunuchs would be included in the Israelite congregation, but also declaring complete participation for them in Israelite religious worship. This inclusive attitude even extended to service in the Temple: hwhy rm) Mywll Mynhkl xq) Mhm-Mgw “And from them I will likewise take some to be priests and Levites, says the Lord” (Isa 66:21).


� Instead of the magnanimity of religious spirit witnessed in Isaiah 56:3, “Let not the foreigner say … “The Lord will keep me apart (ynlydby ldbh) from His people”,” Ezra censures those of Israelite seed who failed to keep themselves apart (wldbn-)l) from the surrounding Gentiles (Ezra 9:1; cf. Neh. 9:2). The term “holy nation” (#$wdq M() found in Deuteronomy, which had previously carried only a religio-national sense, is here recast as a “holy seed” (#$dq (rze), with a religio-biological significance. The foreign women whom Ezra drove away were not idolators, as elucidated by Y. Kaufmann. The reason for their rejection rested entirely on their genealogical origin as foreigners.


� Boda offers a discussion of the prayer in Neh 9, which arguably must have existed prior to its incorporation into the literary context of Neh. 8-10 or the historical context described in Neh. 9.


� Kosmala and Schmidt offer an examination of Ex. 34:6 and its relation to Neh. 9:17, Joel 2:13, and Jon. 4:2.


� The corpus of the text seems to represent a paradigm of history, acted out literarily. “Locust” plagues ravage the land due to the people’s guilt. In Nahum and Habakkuk redactional formulations interpret two of these locusts as Assyria and Babylon. In the paradigm of Joel, it is the people’s repentance (2:18ff.) that will bring about the restoration of the land’s agricultural bounty devastated by the “locusts.” The nations who took advantage of Israel while God punished it will in turn be judged. In spite of Joel’s efforts as an advocate for all the people of Judah, the text’s literary development suggests that only a remnant of the people will hearken to his message.


� The Jonah 4:2 passage is attested, aside from Ex 34:6, in Neh 9:17; and Ps 86:15; 103:8; 145:8. Only in the Joel and Jonah passages, however, does the citation conclude with the statement about God “repenting of evil.” This supports the notion of a direct literary relationship between Joel and Jonah, further evidenced by the parallel between Jon 3:9 and Joel 2:14. In the former verse, the king of Nineveh exclaims, “Who knows, God may yet repent …” in the Joel passage the prophet declares, “Who knows whether he will not turn and repent…?” The scholarly community has long been divided as to whether Joel is dependent on Jonah or vice-versa. Priority, however, appears to reside with Joel. The classic statement regarding divine hesed referenced in Joel 2:13 and Jon. 4:2 is applied to Israel by Joel and to Nineveh by Jonah. An attractive suggestion is that Jonah, embodying a message of universalism, interpolated from Joel the passage regarding God’s hesed toward Israel and re-applied it to Nineveh instead. On this level Jonah may be seen as critiquing the sort of proto-apocalyptic attitude expressed by J. J. Day. Unlike Joel 2:13, a variant form of the tradition is in this instance followed by the world el for “God.”


� Pelli notes the predominantly Christian theory that Jonah is representative of a narrow and fundamentally parochial view of God, whose providence is limited to the Israelites alone. The author of Jonah, on the contrary, sets forth a universalist concept of God, whose providence equally extends to non-Israelite “pagans.” This approach sees the author as critical of Jonah, due to his circumscribed and highly nationalistic worldview.


� It is noteworthy that Jonah was theorized to be a satire as early as 1793 by Thomas Paine.


� Even in antiquity Judaism’s tenets included the concept that one’s enemies ought not to be the object of hatred and contempt. This “new sensitivity” that emerged in Eretz Israel toward the end of the Second Commonwealth was rooted not as much in apocalyptic trends as in sapiential literature and its offshoots. It reflected the pervasive influence of the Hellenistic world on Judaism. While Flusser saw a reaction to the “new sensitivity” in the Qumranic development of a theology of hatred toward the ‘sons of darkness.” he acknowledged passages in the Dead Sea Scrolls that are in line with it, such as 1QS 10:17-18: rbg Pdra bwfb or lwmg Cyal byCa awl (“To no man shall I return evil for evil, I shall pursue a man only for good”).


� Stegemann additionally observes that the term “covenant” (specifically the “covenant of God”) has also narrowed in the Qumran corpus, being a major theme in 1QS as well as a number of other scrolls, including CD, 1QH, and 1QM.  M. Bockmuehl points out that the sectarian use of “covenant” differs from the biblical use, which depicts a divine contract with the whole nation.  The sectarians spoke of covenant in terms of their particular community – the yahad – as opposed to “the nations” or even the remainder of Israel.  The covenant was still conceived as a divine pact, but now particularized, comprising the sect alone, via its stringent observance of the Torah.


� Fletcher-Louis notes the larger context of the Qumranic passage, the Songs of the Sage, which involves a specific declaration of God’s formation of an angelomorphic priesthood within the “true Israel.” The radical exclusivism of such sectarian concepts should not be overlooked.


� y)n#&l My(br-l(w My#$l#$-l( Mynb-l( tb) Nw( dqp )nq l) Kyhl) hwhy ykn)


� wyby)l )wh r+wnw wyrcl hwhy Mqn hmx l(bw hwhy Mqn hwhy Mqnw )wnq l)


God is jealous, and the LORD revenges; the LORD revenges, and is furious; the LORD will take vengeance on his adversaries, and he reserves wrath for his enemies. (Nah 1:2) Craigie notes that Jonah has long been contrasted with Nahum, which presents a very different attitude toward Nineveh. The two may thus be seen in counterbalance. Nahum evinces little charity or love for the people of Nineveh, or concern for their fate. Nonetheless, offense at the vengeance and cruelty expressed by Nahum may miss its purpose, which puts forth a kind of theodicy, vindicating divine providence in the face of human evil. It is observed that Nahum’s image of God’s vengeance is closely related both to divine jealousy or zeal and anger (e.g. Exod. 34:14; Deut. 4:24; 5:9; 6:15; Josh. 24:19). Nahum’s God has a violent temper, who will take vengeance on his enemies in the heat of rage.


� It has been noted that CD and 1QS reveal specific aspects of a narrowed covenantal identity.  The sectarian mentality of reducing the scope of the covenant from national to ethical in nature has also been observed.


� It is noted that the CD contains the most explicit Qumranic usage of Malachi 3:16-18. E. Qimron points out that the passage is part of a larger discussion concerning the fate of those who keep the commandments and those who do not, specifically the rebels. Both CD and 1QS postpone the decision regarding the lot of these individuals until the Day of Judgment referenced at the conclusion of Malachi.


� Mymt wynpl Klhthlw l) tc(b dxwhl dsx tyrbb


� Schiffman points out the significance of the War Scroll’s phrase “the desert of the peoples” (Mym() (i.e. the pagan nations) as the sect’s place of exile before the final apocalyptic battle. These peoples are to be obliterated at the end of history. (See 1QM 1:1-7; 14:5; 4QMa 8-9 3: cf. 4QpHab 4:3-5.)


� l)r#y l( Mymxr ydsx lwk My(ym#mw


� Holwerda argues that “all Israel” refers only to the “elect,” both Israelites and non-Israelites. However, neither the previous nor subsequent context supports this view. Hoekma offers that “all Israel” refers to the sum total of all the “remnants” in history. As Dunn notes, this is still Israel’s covenant, there being no basis for the idea that it has been split in two – one covenant for Israel that still endures and one for the Christians. The implication of this is that Israel’s single covenant has been drastically narrowed.


� Deut. 7:9 in the Septuagint reads: “… who keeps covenant and his mercy [eleos = hesed] with those who love him and keep his commandments.”


� As with the Qumran sect, there is a concept that such election is linked directly with the end time. Paul’s disciples are encouraged to consider that their true identity is not in that which is seen, but is mystically hidden away, to be apprehended by those to whom the divine mystery has been revealed (cf. 1:26). Only at the parousia will their glory become apparent (3:4). J. R. Levison contends that the concept of the glory of the righteous being manifest in the end of days can only be explained against the backdrop of Jewish apocalypticism, specifically 2 Bar 48:42-52:7. I would add that the background of Qumranic thought is equally significant in apprehending Paul’s argument of divine election.
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