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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Wrath of God in the History of Theology

As early as the second century there arose in Gnostic circles a movement which expressed strong opposition to anthropopathy. This reached its climax in the heresies of Marcion, who was the first to challenge seriously the place of divine wrath in Christian theology. Marcion taught a dualistic theology in which a god of love revealed in Jesus Christ was sharply distinguished from a god of justice and wrath revealed in the Old Testament. To sup​port his theology Marcion found it necessary to reject the entire Old Testament and part of the New Testament from his canon. Many passages from Luke`s gospel and the ten letters of Paul that remained were excised as late and spurious additions

The fundamental and serious character of Marcion's heresy was recognized by a succession of early church Fathers, whose writings subjected Marcion`s theology to thorough scrutiny and vigorous refutation. Irenaeus in his 
work “Against Heresies” sharply condemned Marcion and announced his intention to devote a special book to more thorough refutation.
 Unfortunately this ambitious purpose was not carried out, but the main outline the argument would have taken is preserved: 
Since this man (Marcion) is the only one who has dared openly to mutilate the Scriptures, and unblushingly above all others to inveigh against God, I purpose specially to refute him, convicting him out of his own writings; and, with the help of God, I shall overthrow him out of those discourses of the Lord and the apos​tles, which are of authority with him, and of which he makes use.

Elsewhere Irenaeus quoted the New Testament (for example, Rom. 1:18) to show that wrath is attributed by New Testament writers to the same God who is the author of the gospel.

Where Irenaeus faltered, Tertullian took up the cudgels and subjected Marcion's theology to thorough refutation.

Tertullian argued at great length to show that rejection of the Old Testament implied rejection of the New, since the New Testament writers continually acknowledge the authority and incorporate the substance of the Old Testament. After Tertullian's thorough work the fundamental unity of the Testaments became an established feature of orthodox theol​ogy.
 However, Tertullian, having affirmed the reality of divine anger, denied it to the Father and attributed it to the Son, thus introducing another kind of dualism--the impassible Father and the irascible Son.

Influenced by Stoic disparagement of emotion and by Philo's hermeneutics, both Clement of Alexandria and Origen in the third century interpreted biblical references to anger not as divine emotional reactions, but rather as metaphorical expressions adapted to the simple with a view to their correction and education.

About 300 A.D. I.actantius devoted a special treatise to the theme of God's anger.
  Against the Stoics, who said that there is kindness in God, but not anger, Lactantius argues

that it follows that God is angry, since He is moved by kindness. This opinion is to be maintained and asserted by us; for this is the sum and turning-point on which the whole of piety and religion depend (emphasis mine).

In his treatise Lactantius argues that the doctrine of God's righteous anger is foundational to the doctrines of divine providence and. final judgment. Like the Apostolic Fathers, Lactantius' theology appear's moralistic, without proper appreciation for the grace of God and the person and work of Christ.
 But despite the loss of these centrali​ties, the wrath of God retains an important place.

When we come to the theology of Augustine we hear a more evangelical note sounded on the significance of God's wrath. The strong moral emphasis of Lactantius is not denied, but the centrality of Christ's person and work is again recognized, and primary significance of divine wrath is seen in this connection:

And so the human race was lying under a just condem​nation, and all men were the children of wrath.. . . Now, as men were lying under this wrath by reason of their original sin, and as this original sin was the more heavy and deadly in proportion to the number and magnitude of the actual sins which were added to it, there was need for a Mediator, that is, for a reconciler, who, by the offering of one sacri​fice, of which all the sacrifices of the law and the prophets were types, should take away this wrath (emphasis mine).

Augustine thus recognized in the reality of divine wrath that which made both the incarnation and atonement neces​sary and meaningful. The importance of this fact can hardly be overemphasized. This insight, as we shall see, subsequently becomes an essential and characteristic fea​ture of evangelical theology. However, it must also be pointed out that Augustine, like Philo and Origen, could not accept the notion of anger as an emotional disturbance in God. He regarded it simply as God's judicial punishment of sin.
 Anselm and Aquinas similarly insisted on the impassibility of God and regarded the attribution of anger only as a metaphor.

While great theological significance in the divine wrath was generally recognized by orthodox theologians, it is in the profoundly biblical theology of Luther that the theme of God's wrath comes into its own:

No modern theologian, perhaps no theologian at any period in the history of the Church, has grasped so profoundly the contradictory ideas of the wrath and love of God as Luther.

An examination of Luther's works makes clear that God's wrath is one of the commonplaces of his theology.

Luther retains the connection between wrath and providence that was emphasized by Lactantius. In his exposition on the cursing of the ground (Gen. 3:17-19)

Luther writes:

Is it not an amazing and wretched thing? Our body bears the traces of God's wrath, which our sin de​served. God's wrath also appears on the earth and in all creatures. And yet we look at all these things with a smug and unconcerned attitude! And what of thorns, thistles, water, fire, caterpillars, flies, fleas and bedbugs? Collectively and individually, are not all of them messengers who preach to us con​cerning sin and God's wrath?

For Luther, however, as for Augustine, the great significance of the wrath of God lies in the fact that the incarnation and atoning work of Christ are to be understood

primarily in this light:

These words: “The Son of God loved me, and gave him​self for me," are mighty thunderings and lightnings from heaven against the righteousness of the law and the doctrine of works. . . Why do I offer, to pacify the wrath of God . . . this my rotten stubble and straw, yea horrible sins, and claim of him to reward me with grace and everlasting life for them, since here I learn such wickedness to lie lurking in my nature, that the whole world and all creatures therein were not able to countervail the indignation of God, but that the very Son of God himself must needs be delivered for the same. . . . What is the obedience of all the holy angels in comparison of the Son of God delivered, and that most shamefully, even to the death of the Cross, so that there was no drop of his most precious blood, but it was shed, and that for my sins? If thou didst but rightly consider this price, thou shouldst hold as accursed all these ceremonies, vows, works, and merits before grace and after, and throw them all down to hell. “or it is an intolerable and horrible blasphemy to imagine that there is any work whereby thou shouldst presume to pacify God, since thou seest that there is nothing which is able to pacify him but this inestimable price, even the death and blood of the Son of God, one drop whereof is more precious than the whole world (emphasis mine).

By far the best recent Luther study in this area is Egil Grislis' doctoral dissertation “Luther's Understanding of the Wrath of God.”
Grislis first summarizes the sit​uation in recent Luther research, dividing scholars into three groups: (1) those who fail to take seriously this central motif of Luther's theology; (2) those who appear to reflect something of the influence of Ritschl in attempting a non-dialectical perspective, understanding God as only love (Anders Nygren, Reinhold Seeberg, Horst Beintker, Karl Holl, Erich Vogelsang); and (3) those who follow the dialectical interpretation of  Theodosius Harnack, who stressed love and wrath as a deadly tension between oppo​sites in Luther's theology (Emil Brunner, Paul Althaus, Gustaf Aulen, Werner Elert and Regin Prenter). Grislis points out significant contributions of many of these scholars to the understanding of Luther's view of God's wrath, but finds that previous interpretations are one-sided and partial (sometimes failing to distinguish between Luther': early and later views, concentrating on his comments regarding wrath experienced as chastening by believers, but failing to note where wrath is said to be experienced as damnation by unbelievers, et cetera). Particularly Grislis stresses the common failure to note Luther's comments on wrath in connection with his doctrine of predestination. Grislis then develops his own compre​hensive interpretation of Luther in reference to two foci, damnation and salvation: ultimately, God's wrath means damnation; non-dialectical interpretations of Luther fail to explain his view of the atonement; man seeks to escape God's wrath by good works or by speculative thinking. (man's attempt to explain the very nature of God through reason​ing); as in the doctrines of the trinity and the two na​tures of Christ so in the case of God's attributes (love, wrath, justice, rnercy, et cetera) human reason cannot ratio​nally comprehend how these coexist; however, even in the midst of man's experience of God's wrath (Anfechtung) God may grant the gift of faith, enabling the trembling sinner to trust that in reference to his own life God is ultimately love (the unbeliever ultimately experiences wrath and not love).

That in Calvin's theology the relation between God’s wrath and the incarnation and atoning work of Christ is basically the same as in Luther has been generally acknowledged.
 However this similarity is challenged by George S. Hendry, who charges Calvin with “a transparent soph​istry.”
 Quoting Calvin's statement that Christ "experienced from God all the tokens (omnia signa) of wrath and vengeance,"
 Hendry concludes: "If the justice of God could be satisfied with a token punishment, the whole argument is unhinged."
 But the sophistry is Hendry's, not Calvin's. Calvin obviously speaks of "tokens" of wrath, not to convey a sense of partial punishment, but to distinguish the feelings from the actions of God.
 God treated Christ as he would one with whom he felt anger over sin, but, Calvin insists, we cannot suppose that God actually felt anger toward his beloved Son. In the imme​diate context Calvin affirms that Christ “sustained the weight of the divine severity”
--not just a fraction or token of the weight!

The elimination of the teaching of divine wrath was proposed. in Wesley's time by William Law. Law, who held more orthodox views in his earlier years, accepted some "Marcionite' views in later life and received a. kind but firm rebuke from Wesley. Wesley argued at length that Law's denial of the reality of God's wrath must lead also to a denial of God's omnipotence (providence), justice, the doctrine of justification and the new birth. The “gospel” would be made popular, but also incoherent and unnecessary! Something of the strength of Wesley's opposition to Law's doctrine may be seen in the following:

I would greatly wish, in weighing what you have ad​vanced on this hand, to forget who speaks, and simply consider what is spoken. The person I greatly rev​erence and love: the doctrine I utterly abhor, as I apprehend it to be totally subversive or the very essence or Christianity.

God Himself hath declared that, in consequence of His justice, He will in the great day of general retribu​tion “render to every man according to his works, whether they be good or evil.”

But man says, No: “there is no righteous wrath or vine) vindictive justice in God” (Spirit of Love, Part II, p. 108). If so, ye may go on, ye children of the devil, in doing the works of' your father. It is written, indeed “The wrath of God is revealed from, heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness”: but this is not literally to be taken; for properly speaking, there is no such thing as the wrath of God!

Fear not the bugbear of everlasting burnings. There is not only no everlasting punishment, but no punish​ment at all; no such thing in the universe. It is mere vulgar error.

I should be extremely glad to prophesy these smooth things too, did not a difficulty lie in the way. As nothing is more frequently or expressly declared in Scripture than God’s anger at sin and His punishment both temporally and eternally, every assertion of this kind strikes directly at the credit of the whole revelation (emphasis mine)

We might easily conclude from the above quotation that Wesley preserved only the moral argument of Lactantius and missed the evangelical significance of wrath as developed by Luther and Calvin. But such is not the case. In a later letter to Mary Bishop, Wesley further develops his opposition to Law's notions: 

Indeed, nothing in the Christian system is of greater consequence than the doctrine of the Atonement. It is certain, had God never been angry, He could never have been reconciled. So that, in affirming this, Mr. Law strikes at the very root of the Atonement, and finds a very short method of converting Desits. Although,  therefore, I do not term God, as Mr. Law supposes, "a wrathful Being”, which conveys a wrong idea; yet I firmly believe He was angry with all mankind, and that He reconciled to them by the death of His Son.  And I know He was angry with me till I believed in the Son of His love; and yet this is no impeachment to His mercy, that He is just as well as merciful.

But undoubtedly, as long as the world stands, there will be a thousand objections to this scriptural doctrine. For still the preaching of Christ crucified will be foolishness to the wise men of the world (emphasis mine).

Meanwhile, in the American colonies, Puritan preachers utilized the pulpit to report and interpret the news in the light of' covenant (particularly Deuteronomic) theology. Cotton Mather published some of his sermons which reported and interpreted current catastrophic events, such as earth​quakes, fires, and hurricanes as acts of an angry God.

The Great Awakening was marked by fervent proclamation of the wrath of God. Jonathan Edwards' famous sermon , “Sinners in the Hands of an Angry God,” a sermon mainly on hell, preached at Enfield, Connecticut, in 1741, provoked extraordinary responses within the congregation.
 While many in the nineteenth century were to reject such preach​ing as inappropriate and ineffective in the advance of the gospel, evangelists of the Great Awakening did not find it so.

The rejection of divine anger is clear (although not a prominent theme) in the writings of Friedrich Schleiermacher, the most influential theologian of the nineteenth century. His popular early work On Religion: Addresses in Response to Its Cultured Critics
 was evangelistic in purpose, but as Karl Barth has charged, Schleiermacher sacrificed essen​tial content of Christianity for the sake of apologetics.
Among the characteristic and influential features of Schleiermacher's theology was his insistence that love alone describes the essence of God.
 Undoubtedly, one of the features of Schleiermacher's theology so popular with the cultured despisers of Christianity was his conclusion that “only at a very primitive state of development” is the Deity “still thought of as susceptible to irritation.”
 The rejection of divine anger is but part of a larger ten​dency toward pantheism, fear of anthropomorphism and re​fusal to speak of God as personal.

It is Albrecht Ritschl, however, the dominant theolo​gian of the latter half of the nineteenth century, who most effectively and emphatically denied the biblical teaching concerning divine anger. Ritschl early wrote an entire theological treatise on the theme of divine anger.
 Then in his main theological works he extensively treated the biblical material on divine anger in both testaments.
 He concludes that the concept of a wrathful emotion is of "no religious worth for Christians" but is rather an alien theologoumenon.
 Ritschl does allow a place for divine wrath as an eschatological reality, but the last judgment in his theology is basically only a self-exclusion from the

kingdom of God.

It may be a fact of great significance that in the orthodox theologies that fell before the onslaught of lib​eral theology in the nineteenth century, the great theolog​ical implications of divine wrath (providence, incarnation, atonement, final judgment) are maintained as a heavy super​structure, but often the wrath of God itself is barely mentioned.

Berkouwer has pointed out how fatal to the progress of the gospel was the widespread rejection of the biblical teaching on divine anger in the nineteenth century, In the quiet prosperity that preceded World War I it enabled the Christian religion to become unprecedentedly popular:

But in catastrophe, in the trenches, the caves and the concentration camps of this world, the eternal Philan​thropist was exposed as a delusion. This was the beginning of the crisis of faith in our day.

A little later he adds:

This genial Providence, this grace without judgment, this love without justice, this forgiveness without redemption, forms the background of the crisis of our century.

In the twentieth century bitter experience has prompted many to draw the only logical conclusion from the theology of Schleiermacher and Ritschl: if God is only love, and never angry, then there is no God (or more recently, God is dead).

It was particularly Karl Barth who “broke with Schleiermacher and Ritschl and sounded again the reality of God's wrath.”
 In his commentary on Romans, for instance, Barth wrote: “`The wrath of God is the judgment under which we stand in so far as we do not love the Judge. . . . it is the fact most characteristic of our life” (emphasis mine).

Jersild has pointed out, however, that Barth's break wish Ritschl is not complete, and that there is a signif​icant “continuity within the discontinuity that exists between them.”
 In both Barth and Ritschl the tension between God's righteousness, holiness and love is overcome and a monism of grace results, with divine anger interpreted only as the activity of his love.
 Both understand divine law in an exclusively gracious context. 
 Both of their theological systems tend toward universalism,
and a denial of the decisive nature of faith, as distinguished from unbelief.
 Even Barth's attempt to retain a link be​tween the atonement and divine wrath is suspect.

Emil Brunner also has complained of Barth's failure really to do justice to the biblical teaching on divine wrath. He writes:

It is obvious that the conception of the Divine Wrath not only causes great embarrassment to a rationalist of the Enlightenment school, or to a theologian like Schleiermacher, with his pantheistic tendencies, but it is also true of those theologians who are greatly concerned to keep close to the teaching of Scripture in their theological work. (In a footnote Brunner here refers to Karl Barth.) Where they are dealing with Judgment and the Wrath of God they turn away from the Bible. But it is precisely here that we stand at the decisive point in the whole Christian doctrine of God; hence here we need to give careful consideration to the whole subject, and especially to pay great attention--in a spirit of  reverent obedience--to all that the Bible has to say.

The common human tendency to turn away from the biblical teaching on divine wrath evident in our historical summary even in such a case as Barth, may well be explained by Freud's interpretation of religious ideas as reflecting the "insistent wishes of m mankind."

In addition to Barth and Brunner, Rudolph Otto deserves mention as another modern theologian whose work helped restore the biblical teaching on God's wrath to a central position. Against the rationalizing and humanizing tendencies of Schleiermacher and Ritschl, Otto stressed the mysterium tremendum of God's holiness and transcendent maj​esty. He went to extremes in mistakenly asserting that in the Old Testament the wrath of God “has no concern whatever with moral qualities” and termed it “incalculable” and “arbitrary,” but he did recognize the reemergence of God's wrath in the New Testament and stressed its importance for Christian theology.


While post-Reformation protestant orthodox theology often has failed to give the biblical teaching on divine wrath its due place, it is significant that the contemporary studies in dogmatics by G. C. Berkouwer grapple strenuously and in detail with the biblical materials and theological problems regarding God's wrath.
  In his volume on Sin he studies in great detail the biblical teaching on sin and wrath and on wrath and forgiveness (the question of Umstimmung). Pointing out the “crescendo of opposition against Ritschl” in this century as well as “the unmistak​able clarity of Scripture,” he concludes: “In our own cen​tury it is no longer out of fashion to be concerned about the reality of God’s wrath.”
 It is significant that the contemporary theological awakening of interest in this area is accompanied by a, parallel crescendo of psychological interest in the legitimacy and proper role of human anger.

From our survey of the controversy over divine wrath in the history of theology it should be evident that we are not dealing with a matter of minor importance but one of great significance for the whole structure of theology and basic to our understanding of biblical teaching. Such an historical perspective should enable modern men to see that their aversion to the biblical materials on divine anger is something they share with men in every age. Cicero, in De Officiis (3, 28, 102), expressed well the so-called “modern” prejudice against divine anger when he wrote: “It is the unanimous teaching of all philosophers that God is never angry, nor does he injure anyone.” Such philosophical denials of divine anger, of course, find their ultimate basis not in reason per se, but in ultimate (un​biblical) presuppositions regarding the divine nature (often assumed to be impersonal) and the meaning of anger (often viewed as intrinsically irrational). And aware as we are of the inadequacy of the above treatment we can only hope that enough has been said to suggest that motif research into the place of divine wrath in the history of theology (following the illuminating example of Anders Nygren's Agape and Eros)
 would do much to clarify crucial issues in theology. In fact, it can even be argued that “the history of theology can well be written in terms of a con​stant effort to reconcile or relate God’s love and God's wrath.”
 Finally, the historical perspective provides for the Old Testament specialist some warning regarding the controversia1 nature of the material, He will thus be forewarned against the tendency to oversimplify and dis​tort (as well as neglect), and will encounter many helpful indications regarding the specific theological questions and problems yet to be solved in the study of the biblical data.

The Anger of the Gods in the Ancient Near East

For purposes of Old. Testament study one of the chief methodological weaknesses of the study of Grether and Fichtner
 is the neglect of rich available background materials from the ancient Near East for illumination of the Old Testament texts.
 In the current stage of bib​lical studies we can no longer content ourselves with moving from Old Testament to classical (Greek and Roman) to New Testament materials, particularly in a theme so prominent and abundantly illustrated in ancient Near Eastern texts as that of divine anger. The paucity of monographs useful for elucidating the materials makes it very difficult to draw firm and reliable conclusions. 

However even a survey of very limited nature such as we, here attempt will prove useful and (it is hoped) stimulate further investigation in this exciting and ever expanding; field of knowledge.

Sumerian texts

The theology of divine anger in ancient Near Eastern religion, like so many other fundamental aspects of human life and thought “begins at Sumer.”
 An essential fea​ture of their religion oven in the earliest period is the striking anthropomorphism of the deities.
 Bright summarizes the Sumerian theology as follows:

Calamity on earth reflected the anger of the gods at some affront. It was the function of the cult to serve the gods, propitiate their wrath, and thus main​tain peace and stability.

Such affronts to the gods happened often, since according to the dogma of at least one Sumerian poet-theologian “Never was a sinless child born to its mother.”
 The

propitiatory function of the cult was of' course also a feature of Old Testament theology, as we shall see.

 A growing number of Sumerian texts illustrate the importance of the motif of divine anger. In “The Curse of Agade” divine anger manifests itself in an enemy invasion.
 In the myth “Inanma and Shukalletuda: The Gardener's Mortal Sin,” a deity sends a series of plagues against the land, similar to those sent upon Egypt in Exodus. 

Of particular significance for our purposes is the “Hymn to Ninurta as a God of Wrath.”
 In this the god in his anger is compared to a dragon
  and then to a serpent:

My king, when your heart was seized (by anger),

 You spat venom like a snake.

As we shall see, in the Old Testament Yahweh in his wrath also is probably described in the image of an angry ser​pent, threatening with deadly poison the covenant breaker.

Also significant is the “Hymnal Prayer of Enheduanna: The Adoration of Inanna in Ur.”
 The imagery of deadly venon and dragon is repeated (“You have filled the land with venom, like a dragon,” line 9). Divine anger mani​fests itself in storm, flood, and fire (lines 11-13). Espe​cially notable in this hymn but also common in many other ancient Near Eastern texts is the association of anger with the heart of the god (for example, “Who can soothe your angry heart,” line 38). In addition to other factors which we shall mention,
 the paucity of Old Testament references relating divine (or human) anger to the heart is to be ex​plained by the fact that whereas in other ancient Near Eastern cultures the heart (or liver) was the seat of anger, in Israel the common colloquial expression relates anger to the kindling of the nose.

Egyptian texts

In Egypt, according to Henri Frankfort, we do not find the violent conflict that is characteristic of biblical religion. He even asserts that 

the theme of God's wrath is practically unknown in Egyptian literature; 

for the Egyptian, in his aber​rations, is not a sinner whom God rejects but

an igno​rant man who is disciplined and corrected.

However, more recent study has made clear that the motif of divine anger is by no means insignificant in Egyptian religious texts. C. J. Bleeker points out that the Egyptian indeed felt what Rudolph Otto termed the mysterium tremendum before his gods. Thus, in hymns to Amon we find such expressions as the following: “I pros​trate myself in fear of thee, I look up to thee in love”; “Mighty in power, wrathful, angry of heart, mild, lord of grace, who hears the pleas.”
 The praise of the deity for his anger in a context stressing his graciousness is of course also characteristic of the Old Testament (for example, Psalms 103, 145).

In Egyptian mythology we have a strange account of a kind of hypostasis of divine anger in the account of the wrathful right eye of the sun-god Horus, which becomes angry with the god and departs, apparently becoming a kind of independent numen, and. then returns.
 In one account of creation the sun-eye became angry and shed tears from which mankind originated.
 Elsewhere the eye of the sun​god is said to “overthrow the rebels” and consume his enemy by a flame.
 This fits well with the Old Testament emphasis on the wrath of' Yahweh that manifests itself as a consuming fire, but ill comports with Frankfort's assertion regarding the lack of violent conflict in Egyptian religion.

Ugaritic texts

In the study of the motif of divine anger in the Ugaritic texts we are fortunate to have two monographs re​lated to our theme. Arvid S. Kapelrud has written a de​tailed study, The Violent Goddess: Anat in the Ras Shamra Texts.
 It is significant for the methodology of the study of the divine-anger motif that in the most violent and bloody description of' Anat's destruction, where we find her wading in blood and gore of her foes up to her knees (or higher, according to some translations) we find no explicit reference to her anger. Rather she rejoices, showing her characteristic delight in slaughter.
 How​ever, as Gray points out in his monograph, Anat's slaughter is not a meaningless orgy, because her enemies are the ministers of Mot. By their death the land is delivered from Mot and sterility: rain and fertility result.
 Gray finds in the description of Anat’s slaughter the background for the slaughter and feast of Yahweh in Zeph. 1:7-3; Is. 34:6-7; and Ezek. 39:17-20.
 Particularly in Is. 63:1-6, he finds that Israel historicized the theme of divine ven​geance common in the context of nature-religion in Ras Shamra.
 Norman Habel indicates however that in con​trast to Israel, Canaanite religion is totally devoid of any election motif in the accounts of Anat's bloody exploits.

It should not be thought, however, that Canaanite deities provided only examples of slaughter and destruc​tion. Indeed John Gray suggests that Israel in her con​ception of God is indebted to the Canaanite conception of her chief God, El:

The Ras Shamra texts fully attest the mercy and toler​ance of El, whose stock epithets are “the Kindly,” “the Merciful” .  . . but say nothing of his severity, whereas the traditions of primitive  Yahwism attest Yahweh as severe even to a fault.

He concludes:

On the common basis of moral interests the cults of El and Yahweh were mutually enriched. The former cult by the particular, historical character of' Yahwism and by its uncompromising hatred of sin and wrong was re​deemed from the broad tolerance of a vague and indis​criminate universalism.

Whatever we think of this hypothesis of historical devel​opment and mutual enrichment,
 it is certainly inter​esting to note that something akin to the kind of deity idealized by Marcion, Schleiermacher and Ritschl, far from being a clever modern creation has Canaanite antecedents (and according to Israel's interpretation, that culture's broad tolerance of evil led to its destruction!).

Other specific evidences of Canaanite background for features of Israel's theology of divine anger will occur in the course of our study.

Hittite texts

The Hittites were keenly aware of the danger of pro​voking their gods to anger by some sin.
 A Hittite omen, for instance, “Investigating the Anger of the Gods,” te​diously surveys the possible deities and the possible sins that may have offended them and seeks by bird omina. to divine the cause of some particular af'fliction.
However, to make the whole process even more complicated, there was always the possibility that evil might befall a man or the nation not as a, result of punishment for sin but simply through divine negligence. This would expose one to the attacks of demons and evil spirits.

A specific parallel to the Old Testament tendency to see Yahweh’s judgment at work upon “the children to the third and the fourth generation” (Ex: 20:5; compare Joshua 7), is found in a list of “instructions for Temple Officials”:

If then , . . .  anyone arouses the anger of a god, does the god take revenge on him alone? Does he not take revenge on his wife, his children, his descendants, his kin, his slaves, and slave-girls, his cattle (and) sheep together with his crop and will utterly destroy him? Be very reverent indeed to the word of a god! 

Perhaps most important, for our purposes, however, are not the religious texts but the secular Hittite suzerainty treaties, which so closely parallel certain covenants of the Old Testament.
 The danger of provoking the suzer​ain to anger is a feature explicitly mentioned in these treaties,
 and often implied in the list of covenant curses.

Akkadian texts

If it is still so early in the development of Akkadian studies that a study of “the religion” of ancient Mesopotamia neither can nor should be written,
 with much less justification can one hope adequately to portray the specific feature of divine anger in the religion of that culture. Nevertheless, in the wealth of available text, several aspects of the motif of divine anger are helpful for elucidating the biblical materials.

Polytheism had developed to such an extent that as  many as 3,000 deities are mentioned by name in some lists.

The uncertainty regarding the deity angered and offense involved which we have noted in the Hittite texts reaches a kind of climax of uncertainty, as Von Rad points out,
 in the “Prayer to Every God”:

May the fury of my lord's heart be quieted toward me. 

May the god who is not known be quieted toward me; 

May the goddess who is not known be quieted toward me. 

May the god whom I know or do not know be quieted toward me;

May the goddess whom I know or do not know be quieted toward me.

Not only the deity involved but the offense is utterly un​known:

How long, 0 my goddess, whom I know or do not know, 

ere thy hostile heart will be quieted?

Man is dumb; he knows nothing;

Mankind, everyone that exists,---what does he know? 

Whether he is committing sin or doing good, he does 

not even know.

While such a despairing note cannot be said to be entirely absent from the Old Testament, undoubtedly the monotheism and stress on the law revealed at Sinai did much to alle​viate such confusion in Israel. However, in Akkadian lit​erature such counsel of despair is not an isolated occurrence. Another text
 declares:

What is good in one's sight is evil for a god. 

What is bad in one's own mind is good for his god. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Where has befuddled mankind ever learned what a god's 

conduct is?

Hooke describes the way that animals served as a sub​stitute and a kind of scapegoat for sick persons in Babylonian and Assyrian ritual and asserts that all sick​ness was regarded as the result of the anger of the gods or the hostility of evil demons.
 Sacrifices were necessary to avert anger and “appease the liver" of the gods.

In view of the great interest in possible influence on. the Old Testament of the Babylonian New Year festival it is significant to note that the opening line of the “Temple Program for the New Year's Festivals at Babylon” refers to “Bel, who has no equal when angry.”
 In the process of the ritual the king was struck on the cheek by a priest in order to obtain an omen. If the blow produced tears the god was believed to be propitious; if not he was angry and disasters were expected.

Conclusion

The motif of the anger of the deities could well be the subject of individual monographs on each of the lit​eratures we have surveyed in this section. Such monographs undoubtedly would bring to light many additional points showing both differences and similarities with the bib​lical materials, thereby further elucidating the biblical data. The exegetical and theological value even of such an initial survey-investigation as we have attempted will become evident as we proceed and is certainly prerequisite for proper methodology in any serious contemporary study of the biblical motif of divine anger. Theologically, our survey reminds us that the deities in the ancient Near East were conceived as emphatically personal (though finite). The biblical conception of God, of course, maintains this stress on God as personal and hence inevitably finds itself in conflict with any religious or philosophical tendencies to affirm a pantheistic, impersonal concept of deity.

Problem, Scope and Methodology

The problem

The problem in strictest terms is simply to discover and delineate the theological conceptions of divine anger in the Psalter, particularly in the Psalms of lament.

Basic to the theological understanding of divine anger in the Psalms is the specific meaning and connotations of the vocabulary used. Due to previous neglect of the linguistic aspect of this area of study, a major portion of our prob​lem has proved to be the discovery, location, and careful definition of the basic terms for divine anger.

Scope and presuppositions

The abundance of Old Testament data regarding divine anger makes the limitation of any study in this area a difficult and important decision. The present investiga​tion may perhaps best be understood as an expanding circle. The inner core of concentrated effort is constituted by the 14 Psalms of lament utilizing basic terms for divine anger, which we have analyzed in detail. Since the terms for divine anger proved crucial in the course of investiga​tion, the expanded circle takes into account all occur​rences of all terms for anger in the entire Old Testament (but with particular attention given to usage in the whole book of Psalms). Finally, because the theme of divine anger has long proved a source of controversy, the largest circle takes into account the conceptions of divine anger in the ancient Near East and in the history of' Christian theology.

Any investigation reflects to a greater or lesser degree the presuppositions of the investigator, but we have sought by expanding our circle or study to insure that our presuppositions not reflect simply naive prejudice.~ Also we have sought to keep our presuppositions (which have changed to some degree in the course of study) above ground, where they are continually exposed to the lightning strikes of newly discovered truth, and not buried in the depths of personal subconsciousness, oblivious to the assault of hos​tile data. It is our conviction that any fruitful study in this controversial and emotion-charged area of divine anger must seek to maintain some such balance between depth and breadth in scope. Specific presuppositions will become evident in the discussion on methodology, as well as in the course of the investigation.

Methodology and recent studies

Probably no other aspect of Old Testament theology so prominent in the texts has suffered such neglect on the part of specialists in the field as that of divine anger. 




If an author treats the subject at all (and several, for example, Baab,
 Heinisch,
 Von Rad, do not) the documentation given to support the conclusions is exceedingly meagre,
 It is no cause for surprise, then, when we discover that at many points the theologies of the Old 
Testament make unsupported assertions and contradict one another when they attempt to interpret such a vast and complex body of material. 
However, while the unsupported assertions and con
tradictions are due in part to neglect of the theme, they 
are also partly the result of inadequate methodology in the few recent attempts to study divine anger in the Old Testament.

An example (though perhaps not the worst) of inade​quate Methodology is the doctoral dissertation of Herbert M.Haney, The Wrath of God in the Former Prophets
.

Although frequently cited in scholarly works, Haney's stance cam only be described as “precritical” and he does not even consider the possibility that the former prophets are part of the Deuteronomic History. His conclusions regarding the dominance of covenant theology in the books studied are too dogmatically schematized but probably basically valid. However, when the special theological viewpoint of the Deuteronomic History is taken into ac​count, the significance of Haney's conclusions for gener​alizations regarding the Old Testament taken as a whole is considerably reduced.

Another recent study, where inadequate methodology led to even less felicitous results is Anthony Tyrrell Hanson's The Wrath of the Lamb.
 Hanson's book is basically a study in New Testament materials, but two brief chapters are devoted to the Old Testament back​ground. Hanson makes a number of provocative suggestions, but unfortunately the whole sweeping effort is marred by the author's hypothesis that the biblical teaching on divine anger evolves slowly but certainly until it agrees with C. H. Dodd’s conception of impersonal wrath.

Hanson neglects to lay a solid foundation in linguistic study under his theological superstructure, and with his particular theological perspective manages to distort much of the limited Old Testament data examined. He almost totally ignores the history of the doctrine of divine anger in Christian theology, and (apparently never having heard of Marcion) even supposes Ritschl to have been the first to repudiate the notion of God’s wrath!
 Had he paid more attention to the history of doctrine, his own theological perspective might not have been so distorted.

Unquestionably the most thorough general treatment of divine anger in the Old Testament is that of Grether and Fichtner in the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament. The Old Testament section, of course, serves only as introduction to the more detailed examination of anger in the New Testament. Nevertheless, the treatments in standard Old Testament theologies appear as little more than summaries of the study by Grether and Fichtner. Despite its many obvious excellencies, however, the effort of Grether and Fichtner has been sharply attacked by Barr for inadequate methodology.
 Specifically Barr criticizes the three-page linguistic treatment for its almost exclu​sive reliance on etymology to the neglect of usage for the establishment of meaning of the terms for anger. Consid​ering the vast extent of the usage of terms for anger in the Old Testament, this neglect of actual usage is not surprising, but for the purposes of demonstrable conclusions it is a serious handicap. The study of Grether and Fichtner also suffers from neglect of the whole area of ancient Near Eastern background of the Old Testament data. In addition, one suspects that occasionally--as in the case of Hanson--neglect of the perspective of historical theol​ogy leads to a tendency to interpret the Old Testament data in the light of contemporary theological preferences, rath​er than faithfully reflecting the perspective of the texts themselves,

Finally, we have the doctoral dissertation of Athialy Saphir, “The Mysterious Wrath of Yahweh: An Inquiry into the Old Testament Concept of the Suprarational Factor in Divine Anger.” This is an excellent study of one of the most dif​ficult problems in the theological interpretation of divine anger in the Old Testament. The scope of Saphir's investi​gation is basically limited to the instances of divine anger in the Old Testament which lack the covenant religion as their frame of reference and which do not have an evi​dent rational or retributive point of view. Among other

significant conclusions he shows the inadequacy of the interpretation of Paul Volz' brief study, Das Damonische in Jahwe,
 in which Volz attempted to explain certain outbursts of anger as originally belonging to demons or spirits which later came to be associated with Yahweh.

Methodologically Saphir's work does make a beginning of reckoning with the significance of ancient Near Eastern texts for the interpretation of the Old Testament. However, since the scope of the study is basically limited to a particular theological problem in the interpretation of divine anger, no attempt is made to go beyond the limited linguistic data given in Grether and Fichtner to study the actual usage of the terms for divine anger (a surprising turn of events, since Barr himself was one of the advisers for the thesis).

It will be obvious from the foregoing that the theology of divine anger is a highly controversial and complex theme, and as will become evident in our linguistic chapter the Old Testament materials involved are overwhelming. Any intelligent grappling with the theme inevitably involves a struggle to develop adequate methodology. No single effort can hope to accomplish all that needs to be done, but can only hope to improve on previous methodologies and push back the frontiers of ignorance a bit further. In the course of the present investigation the major stumbling block proved to be the lack of a thorough linguistic foundation in previous studies. Therefore much of our effort has been expended in this direction. The most thorough previous study (that of Grether and Fichtner) had identified only about half of the terms used in the Old Testament for anger and had not substantiated the meanings assigned to the terms from actual usage.

In our study we have sought to identify all the terms used for anger in the Old Testament and sought to locate all their occurrences. We have made careful word studies of all the terms for divine anger occurring in the Psalms (which includes almost all the important words), seeking to establish the meaning of each word in the light of actual usage (as well as utilizing relevant etymological data relied upon too exclusively by Grether and Fichtner).

Convinced that contemporary critical study of the Old Testament offers many new and helpful perspectives for the understanding of the texts, we have utilized as working hypotheses many widely accepted conclusions of higher criticism in our analysis and organization of the data (for example, the analysis of the Pentateuch into four basic strata, J, E, D, P, three-fold division of Isaiah, et cetera). However, it has not been our intention in this study to utilize these hypotheses in such a way as to make our basic conclusions unacceptable to those who still question their validity. Particularly, of course, we have worked from the common conclusions regarding form criti​cism of the Psalms, and there appears to be little dissent from the recognition of the basic forms in this area (for example, laments: individual and community), although dis​pute of course continues regarding many details (regarding specific Psalms, terminology, et cetera).

The identification of the basic terms for divine anger and examination of their usage enabled us to discover key passages for exegesis. The Psalms proved particularly important both for unsurpassed breadth of vocabulary in​volved and frequency of usage. Following the analysis of form criticism it became apparent that approximately half of the Psalms using basic terms for divine anger were laments.
 And while other types of  Psalms all used some terms for divine anger, none approached the laments in frequency of usage. In the course of the investigation it was therefore decided to limit the exegetical portion to the 14 Psalms of lament employing basic terms for divine anger.


Our linguistic investigation confirmed the basic contention of Grether and Fichtner (challenged by Barr) re​garding the tendency of the various terms for divine anger to embody distinctive meanings and emphases. The conclu​sion regarding the meaning and usage patterns of the various words thus provides an important ingredient for adequate exegesis of Old Testament texts on divine anger. The exegetical chapters an the Psalms of lament thus provide something of a testing ground for confirming the validity and significance of our linguistic conclusions, as well as constituting a further step towards answering the many unresolved questions and problems regarding the theology of divine anger Even within the limited scope of the exegetical section of our investigation, the number of Psalms involved (14) has required that have significant bearing on the theology of divine anger.

In the exegetical chapters (III, IV, V) we' have particularly concentrated on the kinds of' questions raised and discussed regarding divine anger in the theologies of the Old Testament. These include the following problems:

(1) the shades of meanings of the various terms for divine anger; (2) the objects of divine anger (individual Israelites, entire community, and foes, both gentiles and traitors within the nation); (3) how Gods anger is described (images, et cetera) and is conceived of as mani​festing itself; (4) possible causes (sins?); (5) purposes; (6) divine attributes and characteristics associated or contrasted with the anger; (7) possible indications of covenant theology associated with divine anger; (8) means of averting the anger; and (9) temporal aspects (duration). The Psalms are a particularly rich and rewarding field for such theological exegesis, since (as H. Wheeler Robinson once wrote):

the book of Psalms is not only the living and pas​sionate utterance of Israel's piety at its highest, but also supplies til5data for an epitome of Old Testament theology.

While the Psalms have their share of textual problems, only rarely have these proved of any significance for the theology of divine anger;  hence we have usually followed scholarly consensus regarding textual problems in the pas​sages studied and not entered into dispute in this area.

Versification follows the Hebrew text, but in our tables showing total occurrences of terms for anger we have also parenthetically noted English versification where it differs from the Hebrew· Hebrew words have been pointed only where it proved necessary for clarity.

Where the exegetical data are so extensive, it is particularly dangerous to draw theological conclusions that involve proving a negative (for example, Ringgren's assertion that divine anger is nowhere associated with the heart;
 Eichrodt's and Fichtner's
 assertion that God's anger is nowhere related to his righteousness). In order to substantiate such conclusions it first would be

necessary to scrutinize all the occurrences of all the terms for divine anger, which heretofore no one appears to have done. In addition it would be necessary to take into account all passages where divine anger may be implied by images, manifestations, and so forth. And that never has been attempted. We emphatically agree with Saphir
 (contra Hanson and others) that theologically controversial aspects of divine anger can only be adequately treated by taking into account all passages where the idea, as well as the words, may be present. However, at the present stage of investigation of this theme it has seemed best to uti​lize a linguistically oriented approach, since ultimately we wan only be confident that the ideas we think we perceive in the texts are those of the authors and not simply our

own, when we have laid a foundation in linguistic study.
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