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CHAPTER II

THE SEMANTIC FIELD FOR ANGER IN THE PSALMS

Introduction

The turbulent decade of the 1960's has focused popular journalistic as well as scholarly attention on the problem of anger. Melvin Maddocks in a recent Time essay, “Look Back on Anger,” wrote:

If every period has its characteristic emotion, anger must surely be ours. . . . , Anger, once justly listed among the seven deadly sins, today is becoming one of our most praised values.



Though commonly discussed, anger is not easily defined. Usually in both popular and scholarly writing anger is defined as mere emotion, A psychologist recently called it “the emotion which primes aggressive behavior in defense (of life and integrity”.
 The understanding of anger as emotion is applied to God by Eichrodt, who calls anger 

a spontaneous feeling, suddenly flooding through the life and taking charge. . . . the normal manifesta​tion of a conscious personality defending itself against the attacks of its environment.

Saphir, however, has shown that in the Old Testament the wrath of God is a. complex concept including the destruc​tive actions it effects as well as the hostile personal emotion.
 To Saphir’s definition we would add that in the Old Testament several of the words used to express anger remind us that it may involve physiological and verbal ex​pression (rebuke, curse, et cetera) as well as hostile emotion and destructive actions (see Conclusion).

In this chapter we study the many words used to ex​press anger in the Psalms, with special attention given  the vocabulary for the anger of God (the Old Testament words for anger not occurring in the Psalms are treated in Appendix A). Eichrodt has well observed:

Both the multiplicity of expressions used to denote anger in the Old Testament and the frequent allusions to it indicate the  powerful influence which this con​cept had on men's understanding of God.

However, the vocabulary for anger has proved a subject of some controversy in recent years. Grether and Fichtner provide the best treatment of the subject to date. They indicate that “Hebrew is rich in terms for wrath, each of which originally denotes a specific aspect of anger.”
 James Barr has sharply criticized their three-page discus​sion of 20 words (10 basic roots) for its emphasis on et​ymological data, rather than actual usage. He concludes: “In fact however no evidence is given that different fea​tures of anger are or have been indicated by each of these terms.”
 Barr even less than Grether and Fichtner, how​ever, provides us with any real study of the usage of the basic words for divine anger.

In this chapter we take into account basic etymological data, but the emphasis of our study is on the actual usage in the Old Testament of the words and terms for anger. Athialy Saphir, in a valuable study directed in part by Barr, has minimized the possibility of discerning much in the way of distinctive meanings in the words for anger, arguing that they are often used interchangeably and in parallel with one another.
 By detailed examina​tion of the usage of the psalmists’ basic words for anger we shall seek to determine if shades of meaning are in fact discernible. Because of the large number of basic. words involved and the great frequency of the usage of many of them, this has proved a rather large task, but one overdue.

The tables included in the chapter (at the conclusion of each basic word studied) list all the occurrences of the word in the Old Testament and also note certain other aspects of usage that may prove linguistically or theolog​ically significant. It should perhaps be stressed that in a number of cases the complexity of the exegetical data cannot be conveyed adequately in table form. Thus where a hyphen (-) occurs in a table in place of a word or phrase this may indicate either absence of data or (the other ex​treme) data too complex to be communicated in the table. The tables at any rate roust often serve more as worksheets showing general tendencies for further investigation rather than as precise conclusions. The divine names are placed in parentheses when they are not immediately linked with the term for anger, but must be supplied from the context.

The first section, “Basic Vocabulary,” is limited to those words that actually have anger as a basic meaning. In the second section, “Special Vocabulary,” we study more briefly other words, including some bearing probable con​notations of anger, but more general or more controversial. in meaning.

We emphatically agree with Athialy Saphir
 that for sound theological conclusions regarding divine anger, at​tention must be given to the concept and not simply to mere occurrences of the words for anger. However, because of the lack of attention to actual usage of the words for anger in previous studies, we have found it necessary to seek to establish this linguistic basis as a foundation for further study. 

Basic Vocabulary

1. אף
The noun אף is by far the most common term for anger in the Old Testament.
 It occurs some 277 times (in​cluding 41 times in the dual): 178 times with reference to divine anger; 49 times with reference to human anger; and 50 times, meaning “nose,” “nostrils,” “face,” et cetera,
 אף occurs 35 times in the Psalms: 27 times with refer​ence to divine anger (including 3 references in the dual 86:15; 103:8; 145:8, all in the phrase “slow to anger”); 4 times with reference to human anger (37:8; 55:4; 124:3;  138:7); and 4 times with the meaning “nose,” “nostrils” et cetera (10:4; 18:8,15; 115:6).

Etymologically, אף is related to the Akkadian appu the Ugaritic’p, the Arabic ‘anf, and the Ethiopic ‘anf, all. meaning “nose.” and to the Syriac ‘appe meaning

“face.”
 In the Old Testament the humorous juxtaposition of two basic senses of אף may be observed in Prov. 30:33:

For pressing milk produces curds 

pressing the nose (אף) produces blood

and pressing anger (אף , dual) produces strife.

Two texts in Ezekiel similarly refer to the nose (אף) in contexts describing divine anger (8:17; 23:25) in what may be similar word play.

James Barr has sharply criticized Grether and Fichtner for suggesting that “the Old Testament values the nose less as an organ of smell than as an ‘organ of wrath.” Barr finds the argument of Grether and Fichtner an obvious “absurdity,” and concludes:

No doubt the Old Testament made more reference to wrath than it did to smell, and therefore the word ´ap ap​pears more frequently in the former sense; but one can hardly judge from this how far the Old Testament valued the nose, an organ to which it may indeed have given little thought.
 

While Barr is correct in pointing out a lapse in the language (if not the logic) of Grether and Fichtner at this point, he passes over far too quickly the evidence that the Old Testament writers (or at least the culture their lan​guage reflects) give ample evidence of keen observation, if not abstract “thought,” regarding the nose. However, it is preferable to recognize that basic to other principal functions of the nose in the Old Testament is its associa​tion with the breathing that is essential to life,

Beginning in the very creation story of the Yahwist we may see the importance of the human nostrils as the organ into which Yahweh God breathed the breath of life that made man a living being (Gen. 2:7; אף , dual). The continuing impact of this aspect of creation is underscored in the flood narrative recounting the death of “everything on the dry land in whose nostrils was the breath of life” (7:22;

אף, dual; compare Is. 2:22; Job 27:3). After the exile, the writer of Lamentations underscores the necessity of the anointed king to the nation’s life with this memorable image :

The breath of our nostrils (אף, dual), 

the LORD’s anointed,

was taken in their pits,

he of whom we said, “Under his shadow

we shall live among the nations” (4:20).

While the human nose was thus valued as the recipient the divine breath of life, the nostrils of Yahweh were feared as potentially death-dealing as in the account the drowning of Pharoah’s host in the Red Sea:

At the blast of thy nostrils (אף, dual) the 

waters piled up,

the floods stood up in a heap;

the deeps congealed in the heart of the 

sea (Ex. 15:8).

Another common use of  אף is to denote the humble submission of a servant to his lord. אף in the dual occurs 20 times in the expression usually translated “face (אף) to the earth,”
 but in view of the prominence given to human nostrils in such Old Testament texts as the cre​ation account, we might do well to translate these pas​sages more literally with the words “nostrils to the earth.”

While “nostrils to the earth” was a gesture of humble submission, the nose, or face (perhaps unduly uplifted? compare Is. 3:16) could also be the focus of human pride (Prov. 10:4).
 Thus to place a hook in Sennacherib’s nose (2 Kings 19:28 // Is. 37:29) was a terrible humilia​tion, designed to punish his haughtiness and arrogance (compare.2 Kings 19:22 // Is. 37:23).


In only 3 Old Testament texts is the nose viewed as an organ for smelling (Ps. 115:6; Amos 4:11; Deut. 33:10; but compare Hos. 8:5, New English Bible). Even in one of these texts there are possible overtones of anger, for the context of Deut. 33:10 speaks of the responsibilities of the tribe of Levi, concluding:

They shall teach Jacob thy ordinances,

 and Israel thy law;

they shall put incense before thee

(אף , [literally, “your nose”] ) ,

and whole burnt offerings upon thy altar.

Elsewhere, however, where the responsibilities of Aaron’s sons and the tribe of Levi are described, the priestly source concludes: “And you shall attend to the duties of the sanctuary and the duties of the altar, that there be wrath (קצף) no more upon the people of Israel” (Num. 18:5).
 Possibly, then, there are overtones of propitiation connected with the incense in Deut. 33:10, in view of the common association of the nose as the organ anger in the Old Testament.

Deuteronomy’s positive reference to incense in Yahweh’s nose has something of a negative counterpart in Is. 65:5, where, speaking of Israel’s idolatrous sacrifice and in​cense, God says: “These are a smoke in my nostrils (אף, singular), a fire that burns all the day. “ Smoke proceed​ing from Yahweh’s nose, however, becomes a powerful aspect of his angry theophanic appearance in Ps. 18:9, which may be translated as follows:

Smoke went up from his nose (אף, singular) 

and devouring fire from his mouth 

(compare 2 Sam. 22:9).

This description of Yahweh in terms of smoking nose and fire proceeding from his mouth is paralleled in the de​scription of Leviathan in Job 41:10-13 and may ultimately reflect Ugaritic dragon mythology.
 The mythological figure of an angry dragon, breathing out smoke and fire, provides an ideal poetic metaphor for anger, embodying and heightening two basic factors from the level of human physi​ology, which probably affected Israel’s understanding of anger: namely, rapid breathing and the kindling (redness) of the nose.
 In the New Testament, of course, it is not God, but Satan who is portrayed in terms of an angry dragon (Rev. 12:17).

In the theophany description in Ps. 18:16 it is the wind that proceeds from Yahweh’s nose, manifesting his angry rebuke:

Then the channels of we sea were seen,

and the foundations of the world laid bare, 

at thy rebuke (גערה ), O LORD,

at the blast of the breath (רוח) of thy nose 

(אף,  singular).

רוח, in fact, by itself becomes virtually a synonym for anger in a few texts.
 This intimate relationship between רוח and anger prepares us to understand better the positive correlation between God’s spirit and human anger, as in 1 Sam. 11:6: “And the spirit of God came mightily upon Saul when he heard these words, and his anger (אף) was greatly kindled” (חרה; compare Judg. 14:19). Lin​guistically these texts, showing the connection between אף and smoke, wind, and spirit are important for the additional light they shed on the problem of the relationship between the senses of nose and anger for the Hebrew term אף. Theologically they are important, since they indicate a positive correlation between the emotion of anger and the activity of God’s spirit with the human spirit. This positive correlation between spirit and anger (possibly also suggested in the New Testament: for example, Acts 13:9-10; 17:16) contradicts the conclusion of Stählin that in the New Testament “wrath is right for God, but not for man. . . . love and anger are  mutually exclusive in man”

The occurrences of אף in the dual (41 times) may provide an additional clue to the link between the mean​ings “nostrils,” or “nose,” and “anger.” We have already

noted the 4 references where the dual is translated “nos​trils”
 and the 20 references where the dual may be translated “nostrils” or “face” to the ground.
 It is notable that of the remaining 17 occurrences of אף in the dual, all but 1 (Gen. 3:19) refer to anger (compare Prov. 14:17; 30:33; Dan. 11:20), and 13 of the 16 uses of in the dual, meaning anger occur in the traditional  phrase “slow to anger.”
 Possibly the origin of this important expression is to be found in the ideals of the wisdom writers. Thus Proverbs, in passages similar to Egyptian wisdom literature,
 says “He who is slow to anger (אף , dual) has great understanding” (14:29) and such a wise man is contrasted with “a man of quick temper (אף)” who acts foolishly (14:17; compare 14:29b-30).
 Such a background indicates that the phrase “slow of anger,” or “slow of nostrils,” originally may have been suggested by the slow, steady breathing of the wise, tran​quil, or silent man, as contrasted with the rapid, heavy breathing, or even snorting.
 of the foolish passionate man.

The 3 occurrences of the phrase “slow to anger” (אף , dual) in the Psalms (86:15; 103:8; 145:8) in hymnic con​texts, rooted in the basic revelation of the divine char​acter to Moses (Ex. 34:6), indicate forcefully that for the writers of the Old Testament the divine anger is a proper theme of praise, just as it remains in the New Testament for the author of Revelation.
 As in the case of the wise man in Proverbs, the proper exercise of divine anger will be slow, because it is not exercised in isolation from wisdom and understanding (“He knows our frame; he remembers that we are dust,” Ps. 103:14), and is tempered by mercy.
 As Heschel forcefully points out, the Old Testament writers are not embarrassed by Yahweh’s anger against sin, but rather commonly are grateful for it, because they keenly realized that the alternative to di​vine anger at sin would be divine indifference in the face of injustice: “This is one of the meanings of the anger of God: the end of indifference.”
 Thus, even when the psalmists concentrate most on the wonder of divine mercy and forgiveness (Psalms 103; 145), it is significant that they retain mention of God’s anger.
 They praise Yahweh, not because he is all mercy and never angry, but because his anger is related to his wise understanding and tem​pered by his mercy. Unlike many moderns, they would not prefer to have a God different from the one revealed to Moses (Ex. 34:6).

Thus far we have traced various lines of evidence that (contra Barr) Old Testament language bears ample evi​dence of keen observation, if not abstract “thought,” re​garding the nose. We have noted the fundamental associa​tion of the nose with the breathing that is essential to life, the common phrase “nostrils to the earth” as a ges​ture of humble submission of a servant to his superior, the uplifting of the nose (or face) as an expression of human pride, and the use of the phrase “slow to anger,” or “slow of nostrils” (אף , dual), possibly reflecting the slow, steady breathing of the wise man, who does not lose control of his passions. We have also noted that the 0ld Testament rarely refers to the nose as an organ for smelling.

While the relationship between the meanings “nostrils” and “anger” reflected in Old Testament language may in part be explained by the rapid breathing and snorting of the man passionately angry, another probable link is to be found in the common physiological reaction of redness in face in times of anger. In the Old Testament, this is probably reflected in the common linking of אף with expressions of fire and burning. For instance, it is notable that in the Pentateuch and Deuteronomic History, אף in the sense of anger occurs only 6 times alone,
 and elsewhere is almost always coupled with other basic terms that indicate the burning or heat of anger. Thus we read in Gen. 30:2 that “Jacob’s anger (אף) was kindled (חרה) against Rachel” Elsewhere, in Ex. 32:12 Moses pleads for Yahweh to turn from his burning anger (אף חרון ). In the Old Testament as a whole אף is linked with the verb חרה “to kindle, burn,” 55 times,
 with חרון, “burning,” 33 times.
 Moreover, it is linked with חרי “burning,” 6 times,
 and with חמה, 45 times.
 Thus, out of a total of 227 uses of אף in the Old Testament to signify anger, 139 associations with words that may indicate burning or heat occur. אף also occurs in some 18 additional contexts that: explicitly mention fire, smoke, et cetera.
 Thus, in Deut. 32:22 we read:

For a fire is kindled (קדח) by my 

anger (אף)

and it burns to the depths of Sheol.

Such texts provide strong evidence for the conclusion that the relationship between anger and nose is in part explained by the common physiological reaction of redness of face (from elevated blood pressure) when one is extremely angry. Thus kindling (redness) of the nose as a manifestation of anger does not exclude the other explanation of rapid, hard breathing, also associated with the nose in times of anger. Together, these physiological manifesta​tions may be accepted as complementary explanations for the association of the nose with anger in the Old Testament. The rapid breathing may even be viewed as positively causing the kindling of the nose, as the fanning of spark into a flame--an activity far more common to the ancients than to moderns. Both breathing and kindling activities may be related also to Ugaritic dragon mythology (Ps. 18:9 Job 41:10-13).

In addition to its association with the terms for anger that may signify heat or burning, אף occasionally occurs in association with other terms for anger, though far less frequently: with עברה 12 times;
 with זעם (noun), 8 times;
 with אנף 3 times.
 with קצף (noun), 3 times;
 and with זעף 
 and קצף (verb),
 once each. It does not occur with the verbs עבר ,
 and זעם.
 It occurs several times in the general context of כָעַס
 and כַעַס,
 but never in direct relationship. It is not un​common for אף to occur 
also in connection with expression for jealousy.
 Aside from the phrase “slow to anger,” אף also occurs frequently in references to the “day of anger”

We conclude that אף , the most common term in the Old Testament for anger, reflects in its usage pattern ample evidence of keen observation and imaginative reflec​tion regarding the nose, both literally (regarding man) and metaphorically (regarding God). In this respect we find the stricture of Barr against Grether and Fichtner largely unfounded. However, we have also seen that the Old Testa​ment places considerable emphasis on the nose as an organ for the breathing that is essential to life (Gen. 2:7, et cetera). In this respect neither Barr (emphasizing smell?) nor Grether and Fichtner (treating the nose as an organ of wrath) do justice to the positive relationship be​tween nose and anger in the Old Testament. We suggest that this positive relationship may be grounded on the physio​logical expressions of anger in rapid, hard breathing and snorting (as opposed to one who is “slow to anger,” or “slow of nostrils”) and in redness of face (evidenced in the use of אף with expressions of heat and burning).
 Both rapid breathing and kindling in the nose may also be related to Ugaritic dragon mythology reflected in Ps. 18:9 and Job 41:10-13.

Theologically,  it is significant that table shows sin n specified as the cause in 136 out of 178 uses of with reference to divine anger. Moreover, in most of  42 contexts where sin is not specified, it is probably implied. This evidence refutes the contention of Otto that the wrath of God. in the Old Testament is arbitrary and has no concern whatever with moral qualities.

Study of the usage of אף helps us appreciate why Old Testament writers were not (like so many moderns) embar​rassed by, but rather rejoiced in God’s moral capacity for indignation against evil and hence made it a basic theme in their praise. They did this even when their basic theme was the wonder of God’s mercy and forgiveness (Psalme 103, 145), because they understood the proclamation of forgiveness not as implying ethical skepticism or indifference to evil, but as involving a wondrous and ever-surprising, change from wrath to mercy (Heschel, Berkouwer).

Ethically, the linguistic correlation observed between God’s spirit and human anger enables us to see the danger and error in the conclusion of Stählin than wrath is right for God but not for man. Rather, man like his creator is expected to evidence a capacity for moral indignation and not be indifferent in the face of evil. As so often hap​pens in the Old Testament, the doctrine of man's creation in God’s image appears to be implied, but is not explicitly mentioned, The apparent legitimacy of many instances of human anger and particularly the occasional correlation of human anger with the divine spirit sustain the impression that the divine image in man is not utterly destroyed. How​ever·, the frequent contrast between God as one who is “slow to anger” and man with his commonly impatient bad temper and murderous instincts reminds us of the fact of the fall. The survey of the uses of אף in the Old Testament reminds us that there are indeed times when man does well to be angry--but he often misjudges the times.

2.אנף
אנף is a verb that occurs 14 times in the Old Testament, 8 times in the qal and 6 times in the hithpael. It always means “be angry”
 and always refers to the anger of God, never of man. אנף occurs 4 times in the Psalms, always in the qal, once in a royal Psalm (2:12) and 3 times in communal laments (60:3; 79:5; 85:6).

Etymologically, אנף is related to the Arabic ‘anifa, meaning “to sniff disdainfully, to snort in disgust or anger, to blow violently,”
 and to the Mehri anûf, “be persistent in the anger.”
 Brown, Driver and Briggs held אנף to be a denominative verb, derived from אף,
 and Grether and Fichtner think this is possible, as does Baumgartner,
 but they prefer to regard אף deri​ved from אנף.
 Dahood, however, sustains the older view, concluding that אנף “belongs to that growing list of Northwest Semitic verbs derived from names of the parts of the body.”
 Three times אנף stands in parallelism with אף (Is. 12:1; Ps. 2:12; 85:6) and rarely does it occur with other terms (but see Ps. 79:5; Deut. 9:8,20).

The usage pattern of אנף is notable on several counts. It is relatively common in Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic History, where it almost always (exception: 1 Kings 8:46, Solomon’s prayer) occurs in the hithpael. Outside the Deuteronomic writings אנף always occurs in the qal and only in prayers and liturgical contexts. The rarity of אנף in the Old Testament suggests that it was a somewhat elegant word. Hence it occurs (most appropri​ately) in poetic contexts (Psalms and Is. 12:1), and in solemn public prayers (1 Kings 8:46 // 2 Chron. 6:36; Ezra 9:14). The oratorical style of Deuteronomy, with its delight in heaping up of synonyms, could also make appropriate use of a somewhat elegant term like אנף. The com​parative rarity of אנף is underscored by its total absence from Job, Proverbs, and the Pentateuchal strata other than Deuteronomy, its single occurrence in the Prophets (Is. 12:1), and its limitation in the works of the Chronicler to 2 liturgical texts (2 Chron. 6:36; Ezra 9:14)

A review of the contexts in which אנף occurs sug​gests the conclusion that it is weaker than other verbs used to express divine anger. While its effect potentially is often destruction or exile (see table), it is notable that in most cases the effect is not necessarily realized Thus in the communal laments of the Psalter, אנף occurs twice in plaintive questions:

How long, O LORD? Wilt thou be angry (אנף) for ever? (79:5)

Wilt thou be angry (אנף) with us for ever? (85:5)

In another communal lament the use of  אנף is coupled with a plea for restoration:

Thou hast been angry (אנף); oh, restore us (60:3). Isaiah looks forward to a time when Israel will experience comfort and salvation after the time of anger:

You will say in that day:

“I will give thanks to thee, O LORD,

  for thou wast angry (אנף) with me, 

thy anger (אף) turned away,

  and thou didst comfort me” (12:1; compare verse 2).

Solomon (1 Kings 8:46 // 2 Chron. 6:36 and Ezra (9:14) both hope for a new experience of grace and forgiveness to follow the divine anger. Yahweh's anger (אנף) at Solomon that resulted in the loss of the kingdom (1 Kings 11:9) was delayed and mitigated in its severity for the sake of David (1 Kings 11:12-13). Even God’s anger (אנף) ex​pressed against Israel in the exile of 721 B.C. (2 King: 17:18) was mitigated by the survival of the tribe of Judah. When God’s anger (אנף) threatened to destroy Israel (Deut. 9:8) and Aaron (9:20) for their idolatry at Horeb, Moses’ intercession proved efficacious (9:19,20). Even rebellious gentile kings are but warned lest they perish from Yahweh’s anger (אנף; Ps. 2:12), while offered the alternative of trusting submission. Only Moses him​self, the covenant mediator, actually experiences the full threatened effect of God’s anger (אנף; Deut. 1:37; 4:21). His intercession on his own behalf was to no avail (3:26).

The above contexts thus indicate that אנף is normally used when the full and final expression of divine anger need not be realized. Covenantal theology is evident in many contexts, particularly in the Deuteronomic writings. But unlike חמה
 אנף does not refer to final and deci​sive expressions of God’s anger, but rather anger whose expression may be delayed, mitigated, and averted, and beyond which there is hope for restoration and salvation. It is anger whose purpose is to lead the sufferer to repen​tance, except in the case of its expression against Moses the covenant mediator, who suffers its outworkings “on your account” (Deut. 1:37; 4:21).

We conclude that אנף is not so strong or intense as most other expressions for divine anger. It occurs in contexts involving covenant theology, but most often to express the divine anger when it may be delayed, mitigated or averted, or when the hope for restoration and salvation is stressed. It is a relatively rare word, apparently somewhat formal or elegant, and outside the Deuteronomic writings occurs only in prayers and liturgical contexts. In all cases it may possibly bear the etymological connotation, “be persistent in the anger.” Theologically, we are frequently reminded in liturgical contexts employing אנף that though God’s anger is an awesome reality, the door to forgiveness still stands open.
 Only Moses, the covenant mediator, suffers its actual effects, and in his case it is explicitly declared to be “on your account” (Deut. 1:37; 4:21).

3. חמה
חמה is a noun, derivative of the verb יחם, The verb occurs only 4 times in the Old Testament (Gen. 30:41a and b; 31:10; and Ps. 51:7), always in the piel. It means “be in (breeding-) heat,” or “(being hot) conceive,”
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חמה is much more common, occurring some 124 times in the Old Testament (see Table 3). After אף, with which it often stands in parallelism, it is the most common term for divine anger in the Old Testament.

Etymologically, חמה is related to the Syriac hemtā (“heat, wrath, poison”), the Arabic hummatun (“venom”), the Ethiopic hamōt (“bile”), the Akkadian imtu (“venom”), and Ugaritic hmt (“venom”).

Like the terms to which it is related etymologically, חמה does not always refer to anger. Rarely it may perhaps mean simply “heat,” as when Ezekiel refers to his being transported “in bitterness (מר) in the heat (חמה) of my spirit” (3:14; compare Dan. 8:6).
 Brown, Driver and Briggs retain the more usual translation “rage” in Ezek. 3:14, but suggest the meaning “heat,” or “fever” (from wine) in Hos. 7:5.
 Six times in the Old Testament חמה  is used with the meaning “poison,” or “venom.”
 Thus Ps. 58:5 compares the lies of the wicked to the “venom (חמה) of a serpent,” and Ps. 140:4 compares the tongue of the wicked to the “poison (חמה) of vipers.”

In the remaining 116 occurrences, however, חמה refers to either human “rage,” or “wrath” (26 times) or to the “wrath” or “rage” of God (90 times). It is no​table that in Proverbs and Esther חמה is rather common, but always refers to human wrath, while in the Prophets it almost always refers to the wrath of God. חמה occurs 15 times in the Psalms, 3 times with the meaning “poison” or “venom” (58:5a and b; 140:4), twice with reference to human anger (37:8; 76:11a) and 10 times with reference to the anger of God (6:2; 38:2; 59:14; 76:11b; 78:38; 79:6; 88:8; 89:47; 90:7; 106:23).


In view of the derivation of חמה from יחם, one would expect to find it used with great frequency in contexts describing wrath in terms of heat and fire. Some​times this is the case. Thus Ps. 89:47 poses the question “How long will thy wrath (חמה) burn like fire?” Similarly in Jeremiah we read of Yahweh’s calling for repentance “lest my wrath (חמה) go forth like fire, and burn with none to quench it” (4:4). In a total of 21 texts חמה thus occurs in contexts that speak of fire or burning.
 However, only in 12 of these texts is it clear that חמה and not some other term for divine anger is more closely associated with the fire or burning.
 Considering the great frequency of fire and burning as manifestations or images of anger, these uses of חמה in such contexts, out of a total of 124 Old Testament occurrences, is really remarkably low. We would conclude that חמה may carry the connotation of burning anger, but usage does not demon​strate this to be the predominant connotation of the word.

חמה generally is understood as a stronger term for anger than אף (hence the Revised Standard Version commonly translates אף by “anger” and חמה by “wrath”). This difference in the usual force of the two terms is diffi​cult to prove from texts where they are used in parallel​ism, but occasionally may be sensed, as in the following text from Proverbs:

A hot-tempered (חמה) man stirs up strife,

    but he who is slow to anger ( אף) quiets contention 

(15:18; compare 21:14).

Similarly, in Gen. 27:44 the use of חמה to designate Esau’s fury against Jacob appropriately fits the preceding context (which stresses Esau’s hatred and murderous inten​tions, verses 41-42), while the parallel expression, substituting אף in verse 45 more appropriately fits the following context, stressing the possibility of eventual reconciliation.

The strength of חמה is more clearly demonstrated, however, by the forcefulness of the contexts in which it is used alone, without other terminology for anger. For instance, in Proverbs 6 we have the description of the foolish adulterer who destroys 

For jealousy (קנאה) makes a man furious (חמה)

   and he will not spare when he takes revenge (נקם).

In Ezek. 16:38 we may see the same factors transposed to describe the relationship between Jerusalem (the adulterer) and Yahweh, who declares: “I will judge you as women who break wedlock and shed blood are judged, and bring upon you the blood of wrath (חמה ) and jealousy (קנאה ) ·” This linking of חמה with jealousy (קנאה) is especially common in Ezekiel and occurs 13 times in the Old Testament.
 It may be observed once in the Psalms (79:5-6):

Will they jealous wrath (קנאה) burn like fire? 

   Pour out thy anger (חמה) on the nations

that do not know thee.

The connection between חמה and revenge observable above in Prov. 6:34 occurs a total of 5 times in the Old Testa​ment.
 These contexts well illustrate the strength of the wrath expressed by חמה.

Perhaps the feature in the usage of  חמה which most powerfully demonstrates its force, however, is that of its almost universally deadly effect. As may be observed in Table 3,
 when Old Testament writers employ חמה, they almost uniformly envision a wrath that results in death and destruction (or the exile, which includes both). Even the few texts where something less than death or destruc​tion appears to be indicated as the effect of חמה (principally, 2 Kings 5:12; Ezek. 36:6; Esther 1:12) do not necessarily contradict the general picture. In Ezek. 36:6 for example, the reproach to be suffered by Edom is to be a reproach paralleling that suffered by Israel as a result of the exile. The predominant pattern, stressing death and destruction as the result of חמה is well illustrated by the usage in Ps.. 59:14, where the writer prays concerning his enemies:

For the cursing and lies which they utter, 

consume them in wrath (חמה) ,

consume them till they are no more (compare 106:23).

On the basis of this virtually consistent usage of  חמה to indicate wrath with deadly effects it may be suggested that the biblical writers actually envisioned חמה as more often expressing wrath as the deadly venom of an angry serpent
 than as heat or “blazing anger” as suggested by the verb יחם. The most appropriate translation, then, would be “venomous anger” or “deadly wrath.”
 This conclusion is also strongly supported by Sumerian parallels, as we have seen.
 

The connotation of poison as more basic than heat to the significance of חמה is further supported by a fact apparently not noted in previous studies of the word. The figure of “the cup” of divine wrath frequently has been studied as a common image for divine wrath.
 But what has not been pointed out is that when Old Testament writers refer to the cup of wrath, they invariably resort to חמה rather than any other term for anger.

Thus, in Jer. 25:15 the prophet recounts how Yahweh said to him: “Take from my hand this cup of the wine of wrath (חמה), and make all the nations to whom I send you drink it” (compare verse 28). Other references to the cup of Yahweh’s חמה occur in Is. 51:17,22. In Hab. 2:15-16 the cup of חמה refers to human anger, and then (verse 16) the cup (without any term for anger) stands as an image of the anger of Yahweh. The cup alone, without any explicit term for anger, represents the divine anger at least 8 times in the Old Testament.
 Thus in Ps. 75:8 , we read:

For in the hand of the LORD there is a cup,

   with foaming wine, well mixed;

and he will pour a draught from it, 

   and all the wicked of the earth

   shall drain it down to the dregs (compare Is. 51:17).

Riggren comments that the use of the cup image in this Psalm and in Obad. 16 suggest a cultic context. He adds that

the fact that we encounter the image of the cup in 

connection with God’s court of judgment and theophany,

(as in Ps. 75 and Jer 25:15-38)  suggests the great autumn festival, 

at which, perhaps a cup of wine somehow symbolized 

Yahweh’s wrathful judgment.

In addition, drinking and wine are images of divine wrath,. even without explicit reference to the cup (Obad. 16; Ps. 60:5; compare the references to “poison water” in Jer. W 9:14; 23:15).

It might be argued that the common association of the cup with wine refutes the suggestion that חמה as poison underlies its association with the cup. But this objection founders on the positive association of wine with poison in Deut. 32:32-33:

For their vine comes from the vine of Sodom, 

   and from the fields of Gomorrah;

their grapes are grapes of poison, 

   their clusters are bitter;

their wine is the poison (חמה) of serpents,

   and the cruel venom of asps.

Prov. 23:31-32 also compares the effect of overindulge in red wine with the bite of a serpent and sting of an adder, and Hos. 7:5 says that princes on a royal festival day “became sick with the heat (חמה) of wine.” Such an understanding of חמה  as venomous anger also explains why deadly effects are so confidently expected in Job 21:20:

Let their own eyes see their destruction,

   and let them drink of the wrath (חמה),

of the Almighty.

Here, it will be noted, there is simply reference to the drinking of חמה without any reference to a cup, which could therefore be a later development of the figure.

In Jer. 25:15 the reference to “the cup of the wine of wrath” is followed immediately (verse 16) by a refer​ence to “the sword” which Yahweh is sending. Seeseman  declares this to be “an unorganic connection.”
 This conclusion, however, ignores another basic feature in the usage of חמה, and that is its common connection with the theology of the covenant, to express the wrath of Yahweh against the covenant-breaker. Thus, in Leviticus, where חמה occurs but once, the context speaks of the punishments and curses to fall upon covenant-breakers: “then I will walk contrary to you in fury (חמה), and chastise you my​self sevenfold for your sins” (26:28). Yahweh's declara​tion concerning his חמה is preceded (verse 25) by the assertion “I will bring a sword upon you, that shall execute vengeance of the covenant.” The notion of “sevenfold” punishment, of course, is proverbial for vengeance (Gen. 4:24) and also occurs in the context of the usage of חמה for human fury already noted
 in Prov. 6:34 (compare verse 31). The connection between the cup of Yahweh’s חמה and the sword (Jer. 25:15-16) is thus not unorganic, as Seeseman claims, but finds its setting in the context of covenant curses. As in Leviticus, so also in Numbers (25:11), the only use of חמה occurs in the context of covenant theology (Nun. 25:12-13). In Deuteronomy, the 3 uses of חמה to express divine anger all occur in contexts stressing the theology of the covenant (9:19; 29:22,27), and in the Song of Moses, which has been analyzed by form criticism as a “covenant lawsuit”
 the use of --- as venom (32:24; compare verse 33) occurs as one of the cov​enant curses.

Moreover, just as in the Pentateuch, all 5 uses of חמה to express divine anger occur in contexts stressing covenant theology, this is also true of the 2 uses of חמה to express divine anger in the Deuteronomic History (2 Kings 22:13,17). Again, use of  חמה in Is. 27:4 is fol​lowed by a clear expression of covenant theology (verse 5), and the connotation of “venomous anger” may well ex​plain the perplexing connection of this passage to the preceding context, with its reference to the serpent (verse 1). References to the covenant theology and covenant motifs may also be detected in the 10 other uses of חמה to express divine anger in Second and Third Isaiah (see Table 3 and contexts).

It is especially, however, in Jeremiah and Ezekiel that חמה becomes a strongly preferred term for divine anger, and in both prophets it is used almost always to express divine anger against Israel as covenant-breaker, or in contexts containing motifs of covenant theology (see Table 3 and contexts). The uses of חמה in the Minor Prophets and in the work of the Chronicler also follow this pattern. The final reference to divine anger in 2 Chron. 36:16 is a particularly clear example of preference for חמה to express God’s deadly, venomous anger (“there was no remedy”) against the covenant-breaker.

In the light of the strong covenantal association of  חמה to express God’s deadly anger against covenant​ breakers we can better understand the appropriateness of the common connection between חמה and jealousy and vengeance.
 It also explains why the result of  חמה is almost universally death, destruction and the exile.
 

The preference of Old Testament writers for חמה to express the deadly anger of God, as covenant suzerain, against the covenant-breaker may be related to the preference for חמה to express the deadly anger of earthly royal personages. Thus, in Prov. 16:14 we have:

A king’s wrath (חמה) is a messenger of death, 

   and a wise man will appease it.

A marked preference for חמה is certainly observable in many passages to express the (at least potentially) deadly anger of royal figures, as may be seen in the examples of David (2 Sam. 11:20), all the references in the book of Esther (see Table 3) and the two references to human anger in Daniel (8:6; 11:44). When a royal personage, such as Esther, flung out her arm to condemn “this wicked Haman” (7:6; compare verse 7), it was like the death-dealing strike of an angry serpent, and hence the recourse to a word for anger that also expressed deadly venom is not surprising.

Many of the general features of the usage of חמה we have now noted are particularly illustrated by the specific uses in the Psalms. We may begin with the 3 uses in the Psalms (58:5a and b; 140:4) where חמה , reflecting its etymological significance, means venom or poison. In Ps. 58:5 the lies of the wicked are related to the venom of a serpent. The same connection is observable in Ps. 59:14, where the wicked speech and lies of the wicked are to be punished by the חמה of Yahweh:

For the sin of their mouths, the words of their lips,

    let them be trapped in their pride.

For the cursing and lies which they utter, 

   consume them in wrath (חמה)

   consume them till they are no more (verses 12-14).

Here חמה might well be translated by “venomous anger.” Similarly, in Ps. 38:2 the use of חמה, followed in verse 3 by a reference to the “arrows” of Yahweh, may well be explicated by the connection between arrows and poison in Job:

For the arrows of the Almighty are in me; 

   my spirit drinks their poison (חמה);

    the terrors of God are arrayed against me (6:4) 

The translation of חמה in Ps. 38:2 by “poisonous” or “deadly anger” would clarify the relationship with the arrows and their significance.

It is notable also that in every case in the Psalms where חמה is used for divine anger, the result (threat​ened or actual) is death or destruction (see Table 3). Thus, in Ps. 106:23, a text also significant for its reference to Moses as covenant mediator, we read:

Therefore he said he would destroy them—

   ​had not Moses, his chosen one,

stood in the breach before him

   to turn away his wrath (חמה) from destroying them. 
Moreover, the stress on death as the threatened result probably explains the recourse to חמה in Ps. 88:8 (compare verses 3-7). Death as the threatened result of חמה is also particularly prominent in Ps. 6:2; 59:14, and 90:7.

The covenantal associations of חמה are particularly evident in the contexts of Ps. 78:38 (compare verse 37); 79:6 (compare verses 5,7); 89:47 (compare verses 40,50-51) and 106:23. The frequent association of חמה with the cov​enant, especially when it has been broken, explains why death is the common result. Ps. 79:6 is especially impor​tant in this connection, since the use of חמה here occurs in a context of references to both jealousy (verse 5) and vengeance (verse 10: is “sevenfold” (verse 12; compare Lev 26:21-38).

Twice in the Psalms (37:8; 89:47) חמה is related to fire or heat, but this connection is clearly less prominent than the complex of associations with venom, death and the covenant.

We conclude that חמה (which means “poison” or “venom” as well as “wrath”) represents God’s anger as “venomous wrath” as “deadly anger.” As Table 3 makes clear, it is almost always deadly in its effect. Whereas אף sometimes: is associated with Ugaritic dragon mythology, חמה sug​gests the image of God as an angry serpent about to strike, offended because the covenant has been broken.
 חמה is thus normally a stronger word than אף, though especially in poetic passages they often stand parallel to one another.

Sometimes, חמה also reflects the influence of the verb from which it is derived with reference to fire or heat in the context. However (contra Grether and Fichtner), this connection with fire and heat is much less prominent in usage than the complex of associations with the broken covenant, venom and death.

The association of חמה with venom and death as well as with fire makes it a fearsome and impressive word. The awfulness of the judgment it threatens often involves utter destruction (Ps. 59:14) and stops little short of the New Testament doctrine of hell itself.
  It may well have been texts such as those using חמה which prompted Luther to assert that ultimately speaking, God’s wrath means damnation.

We have observed that חמה is especially related to Yahweh’s jealousy and (often sevenfold) vengeance for the broken covenant. The common association with vengeance (and sword) stresses the punitive, retributive purpose of God’s anger often stressed in contexts using חמה. It is impossible to interpret God’s anger positively in such contexts as merely the disciplining hand of a loving father,

The association of חמה with the cup, however, points us (in the light of the gospel) to the kind of Christological understanding of God’s wrath and love that Luther sought to expound. In view of the prominent association of חמה with both cup and death in the Old Testament, Stählin is surely mistaken in denying that Jesus' “cup” (Mark 14:36) involved God’s wrath as well as death. It is because Jesus suffered God’s wrath, which is hell it​self, that Paul rightly interpreted that death as propi​tiatory of divine anger (Rom. 1:18; 3:25). So too, John, when he wished to proclaim that God is love, found it necessary to expound the deepest meaning of that love terms of Christ’s propitiatory death (1 John 4:8-10).

Moreover, the association of חמה with venom and serpents enables us to understand more fully the appro​priateness of the Johannine presentation of Christ as the uplifted serpent (John 3:14; Num. 21:4-9), but one who instead of bruising (Gen. 3:15) is bruised for our iniq​uities (Is. 53:5,10). Thus a careful look at the awesome threats of the law enables us to proclaim with more pro​found gratitude and joy the good news of Jesus, who de​livers us from the wrath of God (Rom. 5:9; 1 Thess. 5:9). As Luther well realized, only faithful attention to the biblical proclamation of God’s wrath enables us to appre​ciate the true wonder of his love.

4. חרה

חרה is a verb that occurs some 92 times in the Old Testament. It occurs 82 times in the qal and 10 times in other stems.
 חרה is used with reference to divine anger 41 times. חרה all in the qal, and with reference to man 51 times. חרה occurs 6 times in the Psalms of which 4 uses refer to human anger (Ps. 37:1, 7-8; 124:3) and 2 uses refer to the anger of God (18:8; 106:40).


According to Koehler, חרה is related etymologically to the Arabic harwatun, meaning “burning (in throat, of rage)”
 Grether and Fichtner indicate that the basic sense is probably “to burn”, or “to glow”
 Usage occasionally illustrates and supports the etymology of חרה .This is particularly evident in Numbers chapter 11:


And the people complained in the hearing of the LORD


About their misfortunes; and when the LORD heard it,

his anger (אף) was kindled (חרה), and the fire of

the LORD burned (בער) among them, and consumed

(אכל) some outlying parts of the camp (verse 1; compare Ex. 32:10).

Similarly, the usage in Psalm 18 well illustrates the relation of חרה with the etymological  idea of burning:

Then the earth reeled and rocked;

   the foundations also of the mountains trembled

   and quaked, because he was angry (חרה) 

Smoke went up from his nostrils (אף)

   and devouring fire from his mouth;

glowing coals flamed forth from him (verses 8-9; 

   
compare Is. 5:25).

Occasionally the juxtaposition of the verb חרה with water may appear to contradict the notion of the etymology, but a study of usage shows that fire and water frequently are present together in the descriptions of divine wrath.
 Thus in Psalm 18 we later read of the channels of the sea (verse 16) and how Yahweh “drew me out of many waters” (verse 17). The juxtaposition of fire and water is even more striking in Psalm 124, where it is said of the psalmist’s enemies:

they would have swallowed us up alive,

   when their anger (אף) was kindled (חרה) against us;

then the flood would have swept us away,

   the torrent would have gone over us (verses 3-4; 

compare Is. 43:2).

If the connotation of burning fire is still present in Hab. 3:8 we may even say that the fire and water are seen as conflicting elements:

Was thy wrath (חרה) against the rivers, O LORD? 

   Was thy anger (אף) against the rivers,

    or thy indignation (עברה) against the sea . . .?

The mention of water in contexts where חרה is used, then, need not be interpreted as negating the etymological connotation of burning.

The basic meaning of חרה is a matter, of general agreement. According to Brown, Driver and Briggs it means “burn, be kindled, of anger.”
 Koehler agrees that the basic sense is “become, be hot, burning,” and that the usual connotation is one of anger, particularly in the qa1.
 Only in the stems of hiphil (Job 19:11; Neh. 3:20) and tiphel (Jer. 12:5; 22:15) does he suggest meanings that exclude the connotation of anger. Grether and Fichtner follow Koehler in the conclusion that חרה in the qal refers exclusively to wrath.

One of the most striking features in the usage of חרה is the frequency with which it occurs together with אף. This may occur with reference to human anger, as in the case of Gen. 30:2: “Jacob’s anger (אף) was kindled (חרה) against Rachel.” It may also occur with reference to divine anger, as in the case of Ex. 4:14: “Then the anger (אף) of the LORD was kindled (חרה) against Moses.” Grether and Fichtner conclude that חרה occurs with אף 50 times, and without אף 26 times,
  but our study indicates that חרה occurs 55 times with אף and 38 times without אף  (see Table 4; compare Prov. 24:18-19).

Another notable feature of the usage of חרה is the frequency of references to human anger in the Genesis nar​ratives and the almost total absence of references to the anger of God in that book. Grether and Fichtner actually conclude that in Genesis “there is no term for the wrath of God.”
 They explain that this “shows that the idea

of wrath is closely bound up with belief in the covenant.”

Actually the statement of Grether and Fichtner over​looks the 2 occurrences of חרה with reference to divine anger in Abraham’s intercession for Sodom: “Oh let not

the Lord be angry (חרה) and I will speak” (Gen. 18:30; compare verse 32). Neither do they take into account the significance of imagery for divine anger in Genesis. For example, we find as early as 3:24 the reference to “a flam​ing sword, which turned every way.” In other passages the sword stands as a common instrument for divine wrath. For instance, in the only reference to divine wrath in the Book of the Covenant we read:

You shall not afflict any widow or orphan. If you do afflict them, and they cry out to me, I will sure​ly hear their cry; and my wrath (אף) will burn

(חרה), and I will kill you with the sword, and your wives shall become widows and your children father​less (Ex. 22:22-24; compare Gen. 4:5-6 and 8; Lev. 26:25,28).

Even more striking is the relationship between divine anger and the sword in the Balaam episode. In Numbers we read:

But God’s anger (אף) was kindled (חרה) because he went; and the angel of the LORD took his stand in the way as his adversary. . . And the ass saw the angel of the LORD standing in the road, with a drawn sword in his hand (22:22-23).

Like Gen. 3:24, this passage from Numbers is commonly attributed to the Yahwist source.

We must reject, therefore, the conclusion of Grether and Fichtner regarding the absence of terms for divine anger in Genesis. Their observation is valid in principle, how​ever, since it is evident that explicit references to di​vine anger in Genesis are remarkably rare, and we believe they are correct in seeing the basic explanation as the fact that the divine anger is most commonly related to the covenant theology. Comparison of the usage of חרה in Genesis and Deuteronomy is helpful here, since in Deuteronomy the usage has become quite standardized, with חרה always used with אף, only in reference to the anger of God, and always with idolatry as the basic cause. Deut. 29:23-27 is especially instructive here in that it relates divine anger explicitly to the sin of idolatry, interpreted as the forsaking of the covenant, interprets the manifestations of divine anger as curses written in the book of the covenant, and sees its result especially in the experience of the exile. The text reads as follows (Moses speaking):

Yea, all the nations would say, “Why has the LORD done thus to this land? What means the heat (חרי ) “of this great anger (אף)?” Then men would say, “It is because they forsook the covenant of the LORD, the God of their fathers, which he made with them when he brought them out of the land of Egypt, and went and served other gods and worshipped them, gods whom they had not known and whom he had not allotted to them; therefore the anger (אף) of the LORD was kindled (חרה) against this land, bringing upon it all the curses written in this book; and the LORD uprooted them from their land in anger (אף) and fury (חמה) and great wrath (קץף), and cast them into another land, as at this day.”

It is significant also that in Deuteronomy we find the overthrow of Sodom and Gomorrah explicitly interpreted as a manifestation of divine anger (29:23), while Genesis recounted the episode without explicit reference to that anger (compare Hos. 11:8-9).

Aside from its common association with אף , it is remarkable how rarely חמה occurs with other basic terms for anger. It is much more common in prose than in poetry, and actual parallelism with other terms for divine anger occurs in only 2 texts: Hab. 3:8, where it stands first in a series of 3 terms, paralleled by אף and עברה;

And Ps 37:8, which reds:


Refrain from anger (אף), and forsake wrath (חמה)!


   Fret not yourself (חרה, hithpael); it tends only to evil.

The use with אף and חמה in this verse indicates that the anger connotation of the qal stem carries over into the hithpael. The other 2 uses of חרה in the hithpael in this Psalm (verses 1,7), as well as the use of the same stem in Proverbs paralleling expressions of envy (24:19; compare verse 1 and 23:17), indicate that חרה was particularly provoked by, and often associated with, envy, as is implied even in Gen. 4:5-6. The association with envy in the wisdom literature (including Psalm 37) makes the Deuteronomic use of the word to express the decisive divine anger provoked by the covenant-breaking sin of idolatry particularly appropriate (compare Ps. 106:40).

The usage pattern of חרה in the Old Testament is notable on a number of counts. As Brown, Driver and Briggs observe, חרה does not occur at all in the priestly source of the Pentateuch (this source prefers קץף), nor in Ezekiel, and rarely in Chronicles.
 In the qal stem, which is by far the most common, חרה does not occur in Jeremiah, Isaiah 40-66, Proverbs, or the poetry of Job. Jeremiah twice uses the tiphel stem; Second Isaiah twice uses the niphal, but neither prophet in these cases refers to the anger of God. In the poetic sections of Job, the hiphil occurs once, referring to divine anger, and since the text of Neh. 3:20 is disputed, this may be the only use of the hiphil. Proverbs uses the hithpael stem once, re​ferring to human anger.

On the other hand, חרה is especially common in the Yahwistic and Elohistic strata of the Pentateuch to express either human (especially in Genesis) or divine anger. It is also common in Deuteronomy to express the decisive di​vine anger provoked by the covenant-breaking sin of idol​atry. In the Deuteronomic History חרה commonly occurs in older narratives to designate human anger, and in editorial bridge passages (Judges, Kings) with reference to the di​vine anger, as in Deuteronomy itself. Reverting to the early Yahwistic pattern, however, חרה is preferred in Samuel, Jonah, Job 32 (Elihu), and Nehemiah to  express human anger.

In Psalm 18, which is probably quite early, חרה is used without אף to refer to the divine anger, as in the Yahwistic source of the Pentateuch. The use of חרה in Ps. 106:40, however, is reminiscent of the pattern in Deuteronomy. Psalm 37, a wisdom Psalm, uses the hithpael of חרה in a manner paralleled only in Prov. 24:19, to refer to human anger. The usage in the Psalms thus generally follows the pattern evident of the Old Testament.

We conclude, then, that חרה is a strong verb, related etymologically and often in usage to the kindling or burning of fire, used freely with or without אף , but rarely with other terms, and with reference to either di​vine or human anger. It is often associated with envy and in the Deuteronomic literature especially is used to de​scribe the decisive expression of divine anger (the exile) provoked by the covenant-breaking sin of idolatry. The usage in Gen. 18:30,32 (as well as the images for divine anger in Genesis) proves incorrect the assertion of Grether and Fichtner that no terms for divine anger occur in Genesis. Rightly, however, do they emphasize the impact of covenant theology on the Old Testament understanding of divine anger (Deut. 29:23-27).
5. חרון 

חרון,  is a noun, derivative of  חרה, that occurs some 41 times in the Old Testament. By eliminating from his reckoning the references in Jer. 25:38 and Ps. 86:10, often judged as textual corruptions, Koehler is able to conclude that חרון means “burning” that always equals anger and is only said of God,
 Brown, Driver and Briggs also incline to discount as textually corrupt Jer. 25:38 and Ps. 86:10 and define חרון as meaning “(burning of) anger;” that always refers to God's an​ger.
 This conclusion certainly represents the over​whelmingly preponderant usage. If the textually suspect reference in Ps. 86:10 be included, חרון occurs 6 times in the Psalms, 5 with reference to divine anger (2:5; 69:25; 78:49; 85:4; 88:17).

Aside from its virtually exclusive use with reference to the anger of God, the most striking fact regarding the usage of חרון is its common linking with אף. Grether

and Fichtner suggest we translate in these cases “the burning of wrath,” or “the fire of anger.”
 In no more than 8 references out of its total 41 occurrences is חרון used alone, without אף, and regarding even these 8 ref​erences, suspicion of textual corruption exists in sev​eral cases. אף חרון thus constitutes something of a stereotyped phrase, and it is remarkable that Dahood fails to note its breaking up into component parts in Ps. 2:5, since he generally lays so much stress upon this feature common to both Hebrew and Ugaritic poetry.
 The Psalm text reads:

Then he will speak to them in his wrath (אף)





     and terrify them in his fury (חרון).

חרון often occurs in contexts involving fire, appropriate to its etymological connotation of “burning.”
 Thus, in the Song of Moses (Ex. 15:7) we read:

In the greatness of thy majesty thou overthrowest thy

     adversaries;

thou sendest forth thy fury (חרון), it consumes 

       (אכל) them like stubble.

As is quite common in the texts involving divine anger, references to fire and burning are juxtaposed with refer​ences to water and flood.
 This also is illustrated by the reference in the Song of  Moses, since the succeeding verse continues:

At the blast of thy nostrils (אף, dual) the water piled up,

the floods stood up in a heap;

the deeps congealed in the heart of the sea.

This juxtaposition of fire and flood as manifestations, of divine anger may be detected in Ps. 88:17-18:

Thy wrath (חרון, plural) has swept over me;

 thy dread assaults destroy me.

They surround me like a flood all day long; 

they close in upon me together.

Brown, Driver and Briggs suggest that the plural of חרון occurring in this text (and only here) be translated “bursts of burning anger.”
 In all חרון occurs in some 17 contexts involving fire and burning,
 In 5 contexts חרון occurs in contexts involving water and flood.
 In light of the common juxtaposition of the notions of fire and flood in contexts involving divine anger, the passages involving water and flood should not be interpreted as necessarily negating the connotation of burning in חרון.

In several contexts חרון  follows its cognate חרה in such a manner as to imply a contrast between an initial kindling (חרה) and a continual burning (חרון) of divine anger. This contrast is sometimes reflected in the translation of the Revised Standard. Version, as at Num. 25:3-4:

So Israel yoked himself to Baal of Peor. And the anger (אף) of the LORD was kindled (חרה) against Israel; and the LORD said to Moses, “Take all the chiefs of the people, and hang them in the sun be​fore the LORD, that the fierce anger (אף חרון ) of the LORD may turn away (שוב) from Israel.”

Similarly, in Joshua 7:1 the anger (אף) of Yahweh was kindled (חרה) against the people of Israel and then in verse 26 is described as "burning" (חרון). This pattern of חרה (kindle) followed by חרון (burning) may also be observed in Ex. 32:12 (compare verses 10-11) and Num. 32::14 (compare verses 10,13). The existence of this  pattern in these texts suggests that 2 Kings 23:26 might better be translated as follows:

Still Yahweh did not turn from the burning (חרון) of his great anger (אף) by which his anger (אף) had been [“was,” RSV]  kindled (חרה) against Judah, because of all the provocations (כעס) with which Manasseh had provoked (כעס) him.

חרה and חרון never occur in the same Psalm, so we do not find instances of this pattern there. But the existence of the pattern elsewhere does help explain the appropriateness of translating חרה as “kindled” (for exam​ple, Ps. 106:40) and חרון as “burning” (for example, Ps. 69:25).

Another prominent feature in the: usage of חרון  the frequency with which it occurs in contexts with the verb שוב. This is seen in Num. 25:3-4, cited in the preceding paragraph. The usage of חרון with the verb may be observed in a total of some 14 contexts,
 Especially notable is the use of  חרון in Ps. 85:4, a brief Psalm, with שוב occurring not only in verse 4 with חרון , but 4 other times in the Psalm as well:

Thou didst withdraw (אסף) all thy wrath (עברה); 

 thou didst turn (שוב) from thy hot anger (אף  חרון).

Aside from its common linking with אף and its tendency to follow חרה in prose narratives, חרון does not occur often with other terms for divine anger.

אף  חרון occurs in parallelism with עברה in Ps. 85:4, a relation seen also in Is. 13:9 and 13 (in all 3 cases עברה stands first). In Ps. 69:25 אף  חרון parallels זעס, and a similar relation with זעס may be ob​served in Nah. 1:6 (with חמה the third parallel term for divine anger) and in Zeph. 3:8 (with the addition of קנאה as a third parallel term). 

אף  חרון occurs with חמה not only in Nah. 1:6, but also in Jer. 30:24 and Lam.. 4:11. In 4 contexts אף  חרון is associated with the day of Yahweh.

A review of the occurrence of חרון (see Table 5) will reveal that its usage is widely dispersed in the Old Testament. However, it does not occur in the priestly source of the Pentateuch nor in the Elohistic source (unless Ex. 15:7 be so assigned) and is not very popular with Deuteronomic writers. Neither is it common in Isaiah, Ezekiel, or Job, and it occurs not at all in Proverbs. It is more common in the Yahwist source of the Pentateuch, Jeremiah, Lamentations, Zephaniah, Psalms, and

the Chronicler.

We conclude, then, that חרון is a powerful term for divine anger, whose etymological connotation of burning is often reflected in the contexts (sometimes with the added element of water and flood). It is rarely used apart from אף, often follows חרה (implying instantaneous kindling) with the connotation of continual burning, and is commonly used with  שוב in contexts indicating a preoccupation with

the averting of Yahweh’s fierce anger. It is most popular in the Yahwistic source of the Pentateuch, in writings from the time of  Jeremiah,  and in the Psalms. In only 2

textually suspect references (Jer. 25:38; Ps. 86:10) is it possibly used of human anger.

Theologically, the linking of אף חרון with the verb שוב in 14 contexts is highly significant. As Berkouwer has shown in detail, such usage points us to the great possibility of God’s Umstimmung. The proclamation of the biblical teaching on God’s burning anger thus becomes a challenge to fervent intercession (compare Moses, Ex.. 32:12), based on the promises of the covenant (Deut. 13:17), as well as a call to radical repentance (Num. 25:4; Joshua 7:26), for as the pagan king of Nineveh in the book of Jonah declares: “Who knows, God may yet repent (שוב) and turn (שוב) from his fierce anger (אף חרון), so that we perish not?”

6.קצף (verb)

קצף is a verb that occurs 34 times in the Old Testament (28 times, qal; 5 times, hiphil; 1 time, hithpael). It occurs 1 time in the Psalms, where it refers to the

anger of God (106:32).

Koehler and Dahood point out that קצף is related etymologically to naqsapu, naqsapti “be embittered,” occurring as a Canaanite gloss in the niphal conjugation in the Amarna tablets.
 This etymology may illuminate usage in the Psalms:

They angered (קצף, hiphil) him at the waters of 

Meribah

and it went ill with Moses on their account; 

for they made his spirit bitter (מרה)

and he spoke words that were rash (106:32).

The Psalm generally follows the pattern of Deuteronomy in its heaping up of synonyms for divine anger in oratorical fashion. The hiphil usage of קצף also follows the pat​tern of Deuteronomy (besides Deuteronomy the hiphil occurs elsewhere only in Zech. 8:14). It is striking that the incident referred to in Ps. 106:32 is related without any reference to divine anger in Num. 20:2-13. Here, then, we may see the Deuteronomic theology at work, rationalizing and schematizing the manifestations of divine anger.

It is possible, but now less likely that קצף is related etymologically to the Arabic qasafa, “to break.”
 There are no clear instances where this etymology illumi​nates usage but several texts are worth mentioning in this connection. Thus in Lev. 10:6 the suddenness with which God’s anger threatened to go forth, or break out (verse 2), makes the choice of קצף especially appropriate. The case of Num. 16:22 (compare verse 21) is similar. In Is. 54:9, where the context refers to Noah and the flood, Yahweh’s promise not to be angry (קצף) again may allude to the sudden bursting forth (בקע) of waters from the great deep and from the windows of heaven (Gen. 7:11). In Is. 57:17 קצף is paralleled by the statement “I smote (נכה) him,” another possible allusion to the idea of breaking. The threat of breaking may also be present in Ls. 64:9, where the imagery of the preceding verse is that of the potter and the clay.

According to both Brown, Driver and Briggs,
 and Koehler,
 קצף (qal) means to “be wroth.” The hiphil (preferred in Deuteronomy) is only used with reference to the anger of God and means “to provoke (God) to wrath.”
 In the one occurrence in the hithpael (the verb’s only occurrence in Isaiah 1-39), the verb means to “put oneself in a rage” (Is. 8:21).

Of its total of 34 occurrences in the Old Testament קצף is used 22 times with reference to the anger of God (17 times, qal; 5 times, hiphil), and 12 times with reference to human anger (11 times, qal; 1 time, hithpael). The Yahwist source of the Pentateuch prefers other expres​sions to express anger
 and never uses קצף. In the

priestly source קצף appears to be a very powerful term to indicate the sudden flaring up of offended majesty, often provoked by cultic-type sins and usually resulting; in immediate or threatened destruction. A good illustration is provided in Leviticus 10:

Now Nadab and Abihu, the sons of Aaron, each took his censer,  

and put fire in it, and laid incense on it, and offered unholy fire before the LORD, such as he had not commanded them. And fire came forth from the presence of the LORD and devoured them, and they died before the LORD. Then Moses said to Aaron “This is what the LORD has said, ‘I will ,

show myself holy among those who are near me, and before all the people I will be glorified.’” And Aaron held his peace (verses 1-4).

Moses then warns the relatives of the deceased not to engage in customary mourning practices, “lest you die, and lest wrath come (קצף) upon all the congregation” (verse 6).

A similar use of קצף in the priestly source to ex​press divine anger occurs in Num. 16:22 in the incident of Korah’s rebellion:

And the LORD said to Moses and to Aaron, “Separate yourselves from among this congregation, that I may consume them in a moment.” And they fell on their faces, and said, “O God, the God of the spirits of all flesh shall one man sin, and wilt thou be an​gry (קצף) with all the congregation?”

This usage of קצף in contexts where sudden destruction is threatened may explain the argument and usage in Is. 57:16, where God follows the proclamation of his majestic holi​ness with the promise: 

For I will not contend (ריב) for ever,

 
nor will I always be angry (קצף); 

for from me proceeds the spirit,

and I have made the breath of life.

God in his קצף threatens sudden destruction. In both Num. 16:22 and Is. 57:16 this destructive activity is con​trasted with God’s life-giving activity in creation (Gen. 2:7; 6:3, et cetera).

The usage of קצף in contexts where offense has been committed against royal majesty is often apparent both where the subject is God and where it is merely a human being. Thus, the only use of קצף in the Elohist source in the Pentateuch occurs in 2 texts where it is Pharoah who has been offended by his butler and baker (Gen. 20:2; 41:10). Almost always the subject of קצף, if not God himself, is a king or one with royal dignity. And when the subject is God, the context often stresses his divine majesty and holiness, as in Is. 57:16, where the reference to his anger follows the proclamation of the Lord as “the high and lofty One who inhabits eternity, whose name is Holy” (verse 15).

Temporally, קצף is often used in contexts which stress anger that flares up suddenly, and sometimes is o short duration. Thus, when Queen Vashti refused to come. at King Ahasuerus’ command “the king was enraged (קצף) and his anger (חמה) burned within him” (Esther 1:12). Korah’s rebellion, where the priestly stratum refers to God’s anger (קצף; Num. 16:22), God had threatened to consume the entire congregation “in a moment” (verse 21). Zechariah also uses קצף to refer to anger of short duration (1:2,15), but switches toזעם  for the anger that lasted  70 years (1:12).

It is not surprising that cultic-type sins are usu​ally responsible for provoking God to anger (קצף) in texts from the priestly source of the Pentateuch. This may be observed not only in the texts dealing with God’s anger, but also where it is Moses who is offended (Ex. 16:20; Lev. 10:16; Num. 31:14). Even outside the Penta​teuch, however, the same pattern often occurs. Thus in Joshua 22:18, assigned by older scholars to the priestly source, the sin that was expected to provoke God to

קצף is the construction of an altar by the Jordan (verse 16). Elisha flares up at king Joash because he strikes the ground with the arrows only 3 times, instead of the expected 5 times (2 Kings 13:19). Naaman loses his temper with Elisha because the prophet does not perform the expected ritual for healing the king’s leprosy, but rather commands him to go wash in the river Jordan 7 times (2 Kings 5:11). Thus, it may be suggested that whereas כעם often points us to the seriousness of the offense (idolatry), קצף is used more often in contexts where the sin is of the cultic type. It points us rather to the majesty and holi​ness of the one offended.

Exceptions to the priestly pattern of usage of קצף may be noted particularly in occurrences in Deuteronomy, Isaiah 40-66, and Zechariah. In these sources many of the priestly features of usage continue, but the sins provoking God to anger are varied and include idolatry and unbelief.

While קצף in the priestly pattern of usage usually occurs alone in striking texts, without other vocabulary for divine anger in the immediate context, 4 of the 5 references in Deuteronomy occur in chapter 9, which is loaded with wrath vocabulary, apparently used in oratorical fashion as roughly synonymous.

We conclude, then, that קצף is a very powerful term for anger, especially popular with priestly writers and others influenced by priestly thought. It expresses the sudden flaring up or breaking forth of offended majesty (usually God’s), often provoked by cultic-type sins and usually resulting in immediate or threatened destruction. Theologically, it points, us to the majesty and holiness of the one offended.

7. קצף (noun)

קצף is a noun, derivative of the verb קצף. It oc​curs 28 times in the Old Testament, including 2 times in the Psalms, where it refers to divine anger (38:2; 102:11).

According to both Brown, Driver and Briggs
 and Koehler
 it means “wrath.” Whereas the verb is used freely both of divine and human anger, קצף, the noun, is used almost exclusively of divine anger (26 times). The only 2 uses with reference to human anger are late (Eccl. 5:16; Esther 1:18).

In the usage of the Old Testament the complete absence of קצף from the Yahwistic and Elohistic strata of the Pentateuch, as well as from the eighth century prophets, is notable. It occurs only once in Deuteronomy (28:27) and 3 times in the Deuteronomistic History. Grether and Fichtner point out that קצף “occurs almost always in later writings, esp. P and the Chronicler.”
 In addition to its usage in the priestly source and the Chronicler (in 2 Chronicles קצף becomes the most popular word to express divine anger), קצף (noun), along with קצף (verb), is particularly preferred in Zechariah 1-8, where together the 2 words are used a total of 7 times, while 2 other words are used 1 time each. קצף is used occasionally in Second and Third Isaiah and Jeremiah, but is completely absent from Ezekiel.

The 3 uses of קצף in the priestly source of' the Pentateuch (all from Numbers) are particularly striking for their sweeping theological implications. In Num. 1:53 we read that “the Levites shall encamp around the tabernacle of the testimony, that there may be no wrath (קצף) upon the congregation of Israel.” In 17:11 (16:46 Revised

Standard Version):

Moses said to Aaron, “Take your censer, and put fire therein from off the altar, and lay incense on it, and carry it quickly to the congregation, and make atonement for them; for wrath (קצף) has gone forth from the LORD, the plague has begun.”

In 18:5 Yahweh says concerning Aaron and his sons: “You shall attend to the duties of the sanctuary and the duties; of the altar, that there be wrath (קצף) no more upon the, people of Israel.”

In these 3 texts, which are virtually ignored in the standard commentaries on Numbers,
far reaching assertions are made regarding the theological understanding of priesthood (including Levites) and all their duties of sanctuary and altar. Whereas treatment of these matters in Leviticus is remarkable for its silence regarding the basic theological significance of sacrifice and priesthood, these narratives in Numbers each employing קצף suggest that a proper understanding of divine wrath and the need for its propitiation is basic and inescapably present in the whole understanding of Israel’s cult.
 

קצף stands alone some 15 times without other wrath vocabulary in the immediate context. However, where it does occur with other expressions for divine anger the impression is given that it is a very powerful term, as when it is used climactically in a series. For instance, in the only occurrence of קצף in Deuteronomy the writer describes the exile in which Yahweh would uproot Israel from its land “in anger (אף) and fury (חמה) and great wrath (קצף), and cast them into another land” (29:27). Precisely these same terms for divine anger occur in this apparently climactic order in 2 texts in Jeremiah (21:5; 32:37) .

Additional evidence for the strength of קצף may be seen in the fact that it never occurs in parallelism with אף alone. When it occurs with other terms for divine anger it is always with the more unusual, often stronger terms: with חמה, 2 times;
 with זעם, 4 times;
 and with כעס, once.

As in the case of its cognate verb, the effect of קצף is almost always destruction and/or exile. The fact that קצף is often used in context with its cognate verb
 probably indicates that it was understood as something of the same strength and connotations.

One remarkable linguistic feature in the usage of קצף is the absolute use of the word 9 times without spec​ifying that God is the subject, This tendency is observ​able in the Deuteronomic History (3 times), in the priestly source (Numbers, 2 times) and in Chronicles (4 times). We have noted this phenomenon in Table 7 by placing the divinity in parentheses wherever he is not explicitly indicated in the text. Grether and Fichtner explain that “at a later period there is obviously an attempt to loosen and even dissolve too close an association of God and wrath,”

Hanson even goes so far as to find in this absolute use of wrath vocabulary evidence for “impersonal wrath..”
 He does not succeed, however, in demonstrating that “imper​sonal wrath” is any more conceivable than impersonal love. It is probably better, therefore, to take as our starting point the more guarded statement of Grether and Fichtner. With the greater stress on other personal figures in the exilic and postexilic periods (Satan, demons, angels), it was possible for writers to “dissolve too close an associa​tion of God and wrath” without making that wrath impersonal.
 The Chronicler’s substitution of Satan (1 Chron. 21:1) for the wrath of God (2 Sam. 24;1) in the matter of David’s census is a case in point. Simi​larly the theology of divine anger in the book of Job may have had its impact in undermining dogmatism regarding the personal agent behind the experience of wrath. Throughout Job’s speeches he bewails the fact that God is angry with him. However, in the epilogue Job’s mistake is revealed: God had been angry with Job’s friends, not Job himself

who (as the prologue already made clear) had been assaulted by Satan rather than God.

The absolute use of such terms as קצף may well indicate a shift of emphasis in the exilic and postexilic periods. Numbed by the horror of that experience the writers concentrate more on wrath as an effect experience. in human history and less on the personal emotional con​notation of the terms. They are impressed more with what man suffers than with what God feels. Experiences reflected in works Like Job sometimes made them less inclined to dogmatism regarding which personal agent was to be re​garded as the one offended. The deepened sense of divine transcendence and the tendency to hypostasis in the inter​pretation of divine wisdom may have been somewhat paral​leled in the growing understanding of wrath (Ps. 78:49). Finally, the fact that divine anger became such a common​place in the works that interpreted the exile to Israel (Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Lamentations) may have affected lin​guistic usage. It is no longer necessary always to specify the offended subject. Writers may refer more concisely to the (well-known) wrath (of God). On Hanson’s hypothesis

it is difficult to explain the free interchange between what he would consider personal and impersonal expressions within the same contexts (for example, 2 Chron. 32:25-26; Ps. 78:31; compare verses 21,38,49,58).

We conclude, then, that קצף , like its cognate verb, is a very strong term for anger, expressing the sudden flaring up of offended majesty and breaking forth of judgment, usually resulting in immediate or threatened destruction. More frequently than in the case of the verb, the offended one is God himself (26 times; only 2 late texts express human anger); but less frequently than in the case of the verb is קצף provoked by cultic-type sins. The popularity of the word in postexilic times as well as its great strength as a term for divine anger may well explain the use of קצף instead of אף (used in the parallel text of Ps. 6:2) in Ps. 38:2:

O LORD rebuke me not in thy anger (קצף)

nor chasten me in thy wrath (חמה) .

Theologically, the study of קצף proved significant in two respects. Grammatically, we have observed that קצף is used absolutely 9 times (without specifying God as subject), a fact seized upon by Hanson in his determination  to find support for the theological notion of impersonal wrath. We have noted the inadequacy of Hanson’s inter​pretation and suggested alternative reasons any one of which (or combination thereof) would be more consistent with contextual evidence as well as with the general bib​lical understanding of God’s anger. The great theological inadequacies of Hanson’s view have been dealt with at great length by previous writers (Saphir, Berkouwer, et cetera), but our study provides additional linguistic evidence in support of their general theological conclusions.

A second area of theological significance has been noted in the 3 texts in Numbers employing קצף (1:53; 17:11; 18:5). These texts make strong assertions regarding the basic propitiatory function of Israel’s cultic and sacrificial system. There is no reason to view this as a late development, since this understanding of the cult was common in the ancient Near East and is attested as far back as ancient Sumerian religion.
Theologians such as Von Rad who profess agnosticism regarding the basic meaning of Israel’s cult and sacrifices (or who em​phasize other meanings) may reveal more about modern antip​athy to the Old Testament teaching on divine anger than they do about the actual significance of cult and sacrifices in the theology of the Old Testament itself.

The New Testament constructs its understanding of the work of Christ to a large degree by finding in his death the fulfillment of Old Testament cult and sacrifices in his propitiatory death and thus again points us to the kind of christological understanding of God’s wrath and love that Luther sought to expound. No wonder, then, that the negation and neglect of biblical teaching on divine anger (in the wake of Schleiermacher and Ritschl) have resulted in decades of confusion and debate regarding “theories” of the atonement. The theological confusion has been reflected in the pulpit in attempts to proclaim  the message of the cross which can at best be described as “uncertain sounds.” Recovery of biblical conviction and power regarding the meaning and relevance of the message of the cross can come as we return to the biblical analysis of the basic human problem (Rom. 1:18). The Old Testament texts employing קצף provide a significant pointer in this direction if we take them seriously as the word of God and do not simply dismiss them like Von Rad as a very “gran​diose idea” of P (as if proper literary analysis could effectively neutralize theological significance!).

8. עברII (verb)

עברII is a verb that occurs 8 times in the Old Testament and always in the hithpael. Five times it is used with reference to the anger of God and 3 times with

reference to human anger. Of the 5 references to divine anger, 4 are in the Psalms (78:21,59,62; 89:39). 

According to Koehler, עברII either is related ety​mologically to the Hebrew עברI (and thus has the basic meaning “let oneself be carried away [by passion]”), or

else is related etymologically to the Arabic term gabira, meaning “bear rancour.”
 Grether and Fichtner agree with Koehler’s second alternative and say that the

etymology is to be sought in the Arabic gabira, which they define as meaning “to be angry,” “to be full of rage,” and not in the more common עברI (with Arabic ‘Ajin).

Whatever the conclusion regarding etymology, usage would seem to indicate that Hebrews saw a relationship between עברI and עברII. Thus, in the only use of עברII in Deuteronomy we read in the preceding verse how God’s servant Moses prayed

“Let me go over (עברI), I pray, and see the good land beyond the Jordan, that goodly hill country and Lebanon.” But the LORD was angry (עברII) your account, and would not hearken to me (Deut. 3:25-26).

The verb עברI is repeated in verses 27-28. The Hebrew fondness for puns and wordplay, even in serious contexts such as a lament, is abundantly substantiated by Dahood.
 A similar wordplay is apparently found in the controverted text of Prov. 26:17, where the writer compares a passerby (עברI, qal) who seizes a dog by the ears with one who gets angry (עברII, hithpael) over a quarrel not his own.

Although not actually relating עברI and II, other texts also may indicate that עברII was used to specify the kind of anger that overflows and passes over customary restraint. Thus in the case of Ps. 78:21 the preceding verse describes how God “smote the rock so that water gushed out (זוב) and streams overflowed (שטף),” and the last line of verse 21 itself says that God’s anger (אף) mounted (עלה) against Israel. Also in the case of Ps. 89:39 the statement that God is overflowing with anger (עברII) against his anointed servant is followed by statements that God has renounced the covenant (verse 40), the customary restraining bound, and “breached (פרצ) all his walls” (verse 41). Then in verse 41 we read that all who pass by (עברI) despoil the king. Similarly, in the case of Prov. 14:16, the wise man who fears (ירא) and turns away from evil is contrasted with the fool who is carried away by his passionate anger (עברII).

Although uncertain and somewhat at odds regarding the etymology of עברII, modern authorities are in general agreement about its meaning. Koehler’s definition is “show oneself infuriated.”
 Grether and Pichtner say it means “to be angry.”
 Brown, Driver and Briggs give as their first definition “be arrogant.”
 They cite only Prov. 14:16 for this meaning. However, their second defi​nition, covering all other uses (which actually best covers the case of Prov. 14:16 also
 is “infuriate oneself.” There is thus general agreement, particularly among more recent authorities, regarding the basic anger connotation of עברII.

It is notable that the 3 uses of עברII in Proverbs, all referring to the anger of man, occur in controverted texts, variously translated both by the versions and by modern authorities.
 The fact that in 2 of the 3 texts, in Proverbs (14:16 and 26:17) the one carried away by passionate anger (עברII) is a foolish man, may indicate something of the strength of the word and also explain the. infrequency elsewhere of its usage with reference to the anger of God.

Of the remaining 5 uses (1 in Deuteronomy; 4 in the Psalms) all refer to the anger of God and a certain common pattern is apparent. In Ps. 78:59 the reference to God’s passionate anger (עברII) is paralleled by the line “he utterly rejected (מעס; [compare verse 67]) Israel.” Simi​larly in Ps. 89:39 the assertion of God’s passionate anger (עברII) against his anointed servant is paralleled by the statement “thou hast cast off (זנח) and rejected (מעס).” This rejection that accompanies God’s passionate anger (עברII) implies the theology of the covenant, since it is followed immediately in Ps. 89:40 with the assertion “Thou hast renounced the covenant with thy servant.” This rejection is the opposite, or reversal, of the divine election (78:67). Although the word reject (מאס) does not actually occur in Deut. 3:26, the usage in the Psalms and the occurrence of עברII in Deuteronomy, involving God’s rejection of the plea of his servant Moses, are mutually illuminating. The covenantal context and the strength of עברII as that passionate anger that leads God to reject his elect servant (Moses, Deut. 3:26; Israel,  Ps. 78:59; the Davidic king, Ps. 89:39) and negate his covenant fidelity is thus widely evident. In the 2 remaining uses, both in Psalm 78, the strength of עברII is similarly apparent. In 78:21 the assertion regarding God’s passionate anger is paralleled by the phrase “a fire was kindled against Jacob.” And in 78:62 the parallel line says “He gave his people over to the sword.”

The sins provoking God to this passionate anger are particularly basic and serious ones in 3 instances: unbelief (78:21-22) and idolatry (Ps. 78:59,62; compare verses 56-58). In Deuteronomy Moses tells Israel that he suf​fered the rejection of his petition “on your account” (3:26). The total absence of any reference to sin as the cause of God’s passionate anger and rejection of the king may argue against the reading of Psalm 89 as exilic, and in favor of “in the period.”

We conclude, then, that עברII is a very powerful word used particularly to denote the passionate anger that prompts the fool (Proverbs) to pass beyond the bounds of reason and that prompts God (Deuteronomy; Psalms) to override (consider suspended) his covenantal obligations and reject his elect servants.

Theologically, it is important to note the covenantal contexts of the 5 uses of 

עבר when it refers to divine anger. The strong judgments that befell Israel (or her leaders) remind us that covenant election involved respon​sibility as well as privilege 

and that when privilege was abused covenant election proved no shield against God’s wrath. Moses’ suffering God’s wrath because of Israel’s sin (Deut. 3:26) prepares us to understand the New Testa​ment view of Christ’s role as covenant mediator.

9. עברה
עברה is a noun, derivative of עברII.
  It occurs 31 times in the Old Testament, 24 times with reference to divine anger, and 7 times with reference to human anger.
 It occurs 5 times in the Psalms, once with reference to human anger (7:7) and 4 times with reference to divine anger (78:49; 85:4; 90:9, 11). 
The range of meaning and analysis of the usage of עברה is somewhat disputed. Koehler, who attributes all uses to one root, gives as his first definition “excess, arrogance,” and lists 4 texts under this definition.
 Grether and Fichtner attribute the first 3 of Koehler’s references to a separate root, עברהI, meaning “presump​tion, arrogance,” but leave unexplained the usage in Prov. 22:8.
 Since they find only 6 uses of עברהII referring to human anger (as opposed to our 7), it appears that they may have intended to follow Koehler in listing Prov. 22:8 under their עברה I.
Brown, Driver and Briggs, like Koehler, attribute all uses of עברה to one root, which therefore they must define somewhat broadly as meaning “overflow, arrogance, fury.”
 They list Prov. 22:8 under instances where עברה means “overflowing rage, fury.”
There is thus considerable disagreement among author​ities regarding the precise analysis of usage and number of roots represented in the usage of עברה. This should not obscure the fact, however, of the general agreement that in at least 3 texts עברה must mean something like arrogance (whether it be a separate root or not), and that in 30 or 31 references (depending on the analysis of Prov. 22:8) the meaning is clearly “anger,”
 “anger, fury,” 
 or “overflowing rage, fury.”

An examination of the usage of עברה substantiates the peculiar force of עברה implied both in the verb from which it derives
 and especially in Brown, Driver and 
Briggs’ definition “overflowing rage,” implying an anger that overflows all normal bounds of restraint. For instance, in the only use of עברה in the Pentateuch, in Jacob’s prophecy concerning his sons (Yahwist source), he exclaims:

Simeon and Levi are brothers;

weapons of violence are their swords.
 O my soul, come not into their council;

O my spirit be not joined to their company; 
for in their anger (אף) they slay men,

and in their wantonness (רצון) they hamstring oxen. 
Cursed be their anger (אף) for it is fierce (עז);

and their wrath (עברה), for it is cruel (קשה)!

(Gen. 49:5-7a).

This text, which alludes to the passionate anger of Simeon and Levi for the humiliation of their sister Dinah (Genesis 34,  especially verses 7,25-30) clearly uses עברה to express an anger that is wanton and cruel, trespassing normal bounds of restraint.

Similarly Amos, in his only use of explicit terminology for anger,
 uses עברה in parallelism with אף to express Edom’s anger, which casts off the restraining bonds of pity, and raged continually and perpetually: 
Thus says the LORD:

“For three transgressions of Edom,

and for four, I will not revoke the punishment; 
because he pursued his brother with the sword,

and cast off all pity

and his anger (אף) tore (טרף) perpetually,

and he kept his wrath (עברה) for ever (1:11). 
Like Amos, Lamentations (2:2) uses Play to describe an anger that is “without mercy.”
The peculiar force of עברה is also apparent in a text in Job, where Koehler’s first suggested etymology
 is supported by the translation of the Revised Standard Version:



Pour forth the overflowing (עברה) of your anger (אף),
and look on every one that is proud, and abase him (40:11).

Koehler here suggests a similar translation: “outbursts of fury,”
 but the New English Bible reads “the fury of your wrath.”
The peculiar force of עברה illumines the psalmist’s meaning and the desperation of his prayer when he exclaims: 
Arise, O LORD, in thy anger (אף)

lift thyself up against the fury (עברה) 
of my enemies (7:7).

The context confirms the intimation of the verb in verse 7 that these enemies were prone to an unbridled and passionate anger.

In its total of 31 uses in the Old Testament עברה occurs alone, without direct relation to other terms for divine anger, some 14 times. However, in the remaining 17 uses it occurs in a series or in parallelism to other terms. Most often it occurs with אף:  parallel, with אף first, 5 times;
 parallel, with עברה first, once;
 as a third term, preceded by חרה and אף in parallelism, once;
 and once in construct relation to אף.

In addition to these 8 uses with אף, עברה occurs 4 times with the phrase אף עברה, twice in parallelism,
 and twice in a series.
 The basic anger connotation of עברה is well illustrated by this frequent usage (12 times total) in some relationship to אף.
In several texts where עברה is used with אף the context suggests that עברה is understood as a stronger term. This may be suggested in Gen. 49:7, already cited.
 Similarly, in Hos. 13:11 we read: 


I have given you kings in my anger (אף)

and I have taken them away in my wrath (עברה).

Since the removal of kings would involve death or revolu​tion, it would appear that 
עברה is likely utilized as a stronger term than אף . In the one instance where the usual order is reversed and עברה occurs before אף, it still appears to be the stronger term. There we read:

The LORD has broken the staff of the wicked, 
the scepter of rulers,

that smote the peoples in wrath (עברה) 
with unceasing blows,

that rules the nations in anger (אף)

with unrelenting persecution (Is. 14:5-6).

In addition to its usage with אף, עברה also occurs with the noun זעס. This happens twice in Ezekiel (21:37; 22:31), both times with ease as the second noun.   In both texts God is said to pour out (שפך) his indignation (זעם), and this is followed by a reference to “the fire of my wrath (עברה).” Elsewhere, however, it is God’s עברה  that is poured out (שפך) “like water” (Hos. 5:10).
In one text עברה occurs in threefold parallelism, preceded by חרה and אף (Hab. 3:8). Aside from this usage, slightly removed, with חרה, it is notable that עברה only occurs in connection with אף (or אף חרון ) and זעם. The third occurrence with זעם, (Ps. 78:49) thus fits and illustrates the usage pattern of עברה. There עברה occurs in a series where God is said to loose on the Egyptians “his fierce anger (אף חרון ), wrath (עברה), indignation (זעם) and distress.” The usage pattern in the Psalms follows the general Old Testament pattern with עברה occurring parallel to אף (7:7; 90:11) or אף חרון  (85:4), or alone (90:9). The series in Ps. 78:49 is unique in its grouping, but does not break the pattern seen elsewhere in the Old Testament of using עברה only with אף and זעם.
The strength and peculiar force of עברה may be il​lustrated further by its frequent use in connection with the day of Yahweh. Zephaniah uses  עברה to launch his awesome description: “A day of wrath (עברה) is that day” (1:15; see also verse 18). Similarly, in Is. 13:9
 we read:

Behold, the day of the LORD comes,

cruel (אכזר), with wrath (עברה) and fierce anger (אף חרון).

Ezekiel also refers to “the day of the wrath (עברה) of the LORD” (7:19; compare Zeph. 1:18; Lam. 2:2). This prophetic usage of עברה finds striking parallel in the wisdom liter​ature. In Proverbs we read:

Riches do not profit in the day of wrath (עברה)

but righteousness delivers from death (11:4; compare 
verse 23 and Job 21:30).

Here the strength of עברה is already apparent, but the day of עברה  has not yet taken on the eschatological connotations of Zephaniah and Isaiah 13.

For Jeremiah the entire generation of the exile may be referred to as the generation of Yahweh’s wrath (עברה, 7:20; compare Isaiah’s phrase “people of my wrath,” 10:6). When the writer of Psalm 90 exclaims “All our days pass away under thy wrath” (עברה, verse 9) he thus may have in mind the extreme suffering of a particular generation (wil​derness or exile), but the following verse (10) indicates that he also is thinking of the general lot of mankind as a whole.

In addition to its use in connection with the day of Yahweh, עברה is also used in the phrase “the rod of his wrath” (Lam. 3:1). This phrase also occurs in the controverted text of Prov. 22:8, and the use of עברה in the phrase “the people of my wrath” in Is. 10:6 is preceded by the exclamation, “Ah, Assyria, the rod of my anger (אף), the staff of my fury (זעם)” (verse 5). The connection of עברה to Yahweh’s punishing rod further underlines the strength of the noun as reflecting not simply angry feel​ings, but anger that explodes in passionate action.
We conclude, then, that עברה is a basic term for divine anger, as evidenced by its coupling with אף and זעם 14 times (out of a total 31 uses). It appears to denote basically “overflow, excess,” usually of anger, but occasionally of pride. Human pride, which involves an excessively high opinion of self (Rom. 12:3) is often the sin that provokes God’s עברה (see Table 9). It is used only occasionally in earlier texts (Genesis, Proverbs), but becomes especially popular with the prophets.

עברה normally appears to be stronger than אף. Almost always it denotes the kind of passionate, unbridled explosion of anger that overflows normal restraining forces and considerations and results in violent action. It is thus appropriately used 2 times with reference to Yahweh’s punishing rod and 6 times with reference to the prophetic day of Yahweh’s anger when his judgment will be consummated (in only one textually difficult reference--Amos 1:11--does עברה possibly denote anger merely as emo​tion instead of destructive action).

Theologically, the use of עברה try in Ps. 90:9 is partic​ularly significant: “all our days pass away under thy wrath.” Probably the psalmist intends to stress that each day of human existence is marked by death (Prov. 11:4) and calamity (Job 21:30; compare 5:7; 14:1), and particularly was this evident in the generation of the exile (Jer. 7:20) Karl Barth similarly designated the wrath of God “the fact most characteristic of our life.”

The present existential understanding of God’s עברה, however, must be complemented with the prophetic stress on the decisive eschatological expression of God’s wrath. Then his judgment must overflow like a flood on sinful humanity (compare Rom. 2:5). Human excesses (pride, cruelty) thus find their counter-judgment in the overflow of God’s wrath.

10. זעם  (verb) 
זעם is a verb that occurs 12 times in the Old Testa​ment (11 times, qal; 1 time, niphal). Six times it is used with reference to the anger of God, 5 times with reference to the anger of man, and once (Micah 6:10) with ref​erence to an accursed ephah. זעם occurs once in the Psalms, where it refers to divine anger (7:12).

According to Koehler, זעם is related etymologically to the Arabic zaģama, meaning to “frighten.”
 In the Old Testament texts this etymology is illuminated by usage in 2 texts. For instance, it is notable that in Num. 23:7-8 Balak’s call for Balaam to curse and denounce (זעם) Israel was apparently motivated by his great fear (22:3). Even more striking, in the only use of זעם in Daniel we read concerning Antiochus:



For ships of Kittim shall come against him, 
and he shall be afraid (כאה) and withdraw, and shall turn 
back and be enraged (זעם) and take action against the holy covenant (11:30; compare the noun זעם in verse 36).

The precise meaning of זעם is somewhat disputed. According to Brown, Driver and Briggs, זעם in the qal means “be indignant, have indignation . . .  express

indignation in speech, denounce, curse.”
 Koehler, however, says it means “curse, scold” (German: verwünschen, beschelten).
 Grether and Fichtner find Koehier’s ren​dering “too restricted,” and suggest the definitions “to address angrily,” “to scold,” “to chide,” but also “to curse.”

The association of זעם with anger in its verbal ex​pression is indicated in contexts involving 11 of its 12 occurrences in the Old Testament. Thus, in Num. 23:7-8 Balaam says:

From Aram Balak has brought me,

the king of Moab from the eastern mountains: 
“Come, curse (ארר) Jacob for me,

and come, denounce (זעם) Israel.”
How can I curse ( קבב) whom God has not cursed (קבב)?

How can I denounce (זעם) whom the LORD has not 
denounced (זעם)?

In the only use of זעם with reference to divine anger in Proverbs the statement that Yahweh is angry (זעם) is par​alleled by a reference to “the mouth” of a loose woman (22:14). Similarly both uses of זעם in Proverbs with ref​erence to human anger occur in contexts that speak of judging, cursing, rebuking and other verbal activity

(24:24; 25:23). In the case of Is. 66:14 the context speaks of rebuke (verse 15) and judgment (verse 16). In Zech. 1:12 the reference to Yahweh’s expression of indignation for 70 years is followed immediately by reference to his “gracious and comforting words” (1:13). The context (verses 1-5) of the reference in Mal. 1:4 to זעם is similarly loaded with expressions of verbal activity (“says the Lord,” “Edom says,” “you shall say,” et cetera). In Micah 6:10 the reference is to “the scant measure that is accursed (זעם),” which obviously also denotes verbal expression. Thus, only in Dan. 11:30 is there no indication of verbal expression in the context, and even there, as in the case of Micah 6:10, such activ​ity as cursing may well be implied by the word itself. In the light of texts using זעם to indicate anger in its verbal (and particularly judicial) expression we can appre​ciate the appropriateness of the usage in Ps. 7:12:

God is a righteous judge,

and a God who has indignation (זעם) every day.

Since the noun זעם came to have a special use in apocalyptic writings where it often apparently means the “time of wrath,”
 it is notable that the verb also is used with comparative frequency in expressions stressing the temporal duration of God’s anger. We have already cited the reference in the Psalms that speaks of God as expressing indignation “every day.” In the only use of זעם in Zechariah the prophet speaks of Yahweh as having had indignation (זעם) against the cities of Judah “these seventy years” (1:12). The reference is probably to the duration of the covenant curse (Lev. 26:34; Jer. 25:11).

Surpassing the psalmist’s reference to God’s indig​nation for “seventy years,” however, is the statement by the prophet Malachi that Edom is “the wicked country, the people with whom the LORD is angry (זעם) for ever.” Malachi’s statement (1:4), paradoxically alluded to by Heschel in a footnote, flatly contradicts the latter’s assertion that while repeatedly we are told that God’s love or kindness (חסד) goes on forever, “we are never told that his anger goes on forever.”
 Grether and Fichtner are on sounder ground when they conclude that “in relation to Yahweh’s enemies outside Israel the message is proclaimed that His anger against them is eternal.”

This careful distinction they thus make between Israel and God’s enemies is obviously basic to any sound theological conclusions regarding the temporal duration of God’s anger. However, texts from some periods (Psalms 56, 59) also appear to allot to traitors within the covenant community the same fate suffered by external foes.

Regarding the usage pattern of זעם in the Old Testa​ment Grether and Fichtner conclude that the verb and the noun “are used only in poetic texts, mainly later”
. Regarding the verb, the lateness of the texts in Numbers, Proverbs, Micah, and Psalm 7 might well be questioned.
  It is true that at least 9 of the 12 references containing זעם occur in poetic texts. In addition, Malachi’s refer​ence is certainly notable for its rhyming effect (עם, זעם, עולם) but cannot be termed strictly poetry by usual standards. Even less can the references in Zech. 1:12 and Dan. 11:30 be termed poetry.

We conclude, then, that זעם is usually a poetic word almost always denoting anger in verbal expressions, such as scolding, rebuking and cursing. The possible etymological relation to the Arabic zaģama, meaning “to frighten,” is thus appropriate as describing the common (and intended) reaction to verbal expressions of anger.

In addition, זעם is often used in phrases indicating the lengthy temporal duration of God’s anger. God’s warnings come frequently--even daily (Ps. 7:12), but when finally he must fulfill his threats, the anger expressed may be of long duration--70 years (Zech. 1:12), or even in the case of Edom, eternal (Mal. 1:4). The verbal and temporal connotations of זעם probably have their organic connection in the theology of the covenant. As covenant suzerain, God warns and rebukes before allowing covenant curses to take effect.

Theologically, זעם is also significant for indicating the possible eternal duration of God’s anger expressed against obdurate foes (Mal. 1:4, contra Heschel) and for linking God’s wrath with his righteousness (Ps. 7:12, contra Grether and Fichtner).
 The proclamation of the reality of God’s angry warnings is important in evangelism, since fear as well as sorrow (2 Cor. 7:10) may produce a repentance that leads to salvation (Ps. 7:13; compare Acts 16:28-20). In his proclamation of the gospel Paul (followed by Luther) interpreted Christ’s death as involving redemp​tion from the curse of the law (Gal. 3:13).

11. זעם (noun)

זעם is a noun, derivative of the verb זעם. It occurs 22 times in the Old Testament, including 4 times in the Psalms, where it refers to the anger of God (38:4; 69:25; 78:49; 102:11).

According to Brown, Driver and Briggs,
 it means “indignation,” but Koehler says it means “curse” (German: Verwünschung).
 Grether and Fichtner criticize Koehler’s definition as being “too restricted.”
 They say זעם originally denotes “anger expressed in words of chiding.”
 Their criticism of Koehler is “sustained by the usage of זעם, which so often parallels other basic expressions for anger. For instance, in Is. 10:5 we read:

Ah, Assyria, the rod of my anger (אף), 
the staff of my fury (זעם) ! 

Elsewhere we find זעם used in parallelism with אף, חרון
 with עברה,
 and with קצף.
 Thus in 11 of its 12 occurrences in the Old Testament זעם paral​lels other basic expressions for anger. In addition it is directly linked with אף, in Lam. 2:6, which refers to the “indignation (זעם) of his anger (אף).”
According to Brown, Driver and Briggs זעם refers 20 times to the indignation of God and 2 times (Jer. 15:17; Hos. 7:16) to human indignation.
 Jeremiah is somewhat difficult to analyze in these categories, however, since the prophet says “thou hadst filled me with indignation (זעם).”
 Thus the reference in Jeremiah would seem to refer to an anger that is both divine and human. There is a textual problem in the case of Hos. 7:16. These ambi​guities in the situation permit Grether and Fichtner to conclude that whereas the verb זעם may have either God or man as subject, the noun זעם denotes exclusively the wrath of God.

Occasionally זעם is used in contexts with expres​sions of fear in a way that reminds us of its probable etymology,
 but human fear is such a common accompani​ment of expressions of divine wrath, and in the case of the noun the connections are so few and distant,
 that etymology does not appear to have influenced usage.

Grether and Fichtner’s contention that the noun זעם like the verb from which it is derived denotes anger particularly in its verbal expression,
 is sustained by several texts. Thus, in Is. 30:27 we read:

Behold, the name of the LORD comes from far, 
burning with his anger (אף), and in thick rising smoke;

his lips are full of indignation (זעם),

and his tongue is like a devouring fire.

Also, Hosea (7:16) speaks of “the insolence (זעם) of their tongue.”
 However, other texts, such as those that speak of the “weapons” of God’s indignation (זעם),
 indicate that the verbal connotation may not always be present.

We have already noted the number of temporal expres​sions in which the verb זעם occurs.
 In the case of the noun, too, as Grether and Fichtner point out, we find a special use in apocalyptic writings, where זעם “can perhaps mean the ‘time of wrath.’”
 This meaning is based on the insight in apocalyptic “that there is a time of wrath which must run its course before the time of grace can dawn.”
 The clearest example is found in Dan. 8:36, where the angel says to Daniel: “Behold, I will make Down to you what shall be at the latter end of the indignation (זעם); for it pertains to the appointed time of the end.”
 In addition to the apocalyptic passages where זעם apparently means the “time of wrath,” it also occurs once in the phrase “day of indignation (זעם).”
 The preoccupation with matters of time and eternity in the context of the occurrence of זעם in Ps. 102:11 is also notable.

Several facets of the usage of (זעם) which we have now noted--its use to denote the verbal expression of anger, its frequent association with weapons, and its (especially apocalyptic) use to denote the “time of wrath”--may be better understood as a totality if we ob​serve that זעם often occurs in contexts of theophany, in which Yahweh appears as judge and warrior in the consum​mation of world judgment. Thus in Hab. 3:12, in a context that describes the theophany of God in world judgment, it is said of God:

Thou didst bestride the earth in fury (זעם)

thou didst trample the nations in anger (אף).

The theophany of world judgment provides the context in which various elements of God’s זעם find fitting expres​sion: God verbally expresses his anger as judge, and he fights as divine warrior at the consummation of world history.

Another feature of the usage of זעם that is worth noting is the frequency with which it occurs as the first among basic terms for divine anger used in parallelism (in texts where זעם does not occur, commonly אף comes first in a series). Thus in Nah. 1:6 the prophet asks concerning God:

Who can stand before his indignation (זעם)?

Who can endure the heat (חרון) of his anger (אף)? 
His wrath (חמה) is poured out like fire.

This marked preference to place זעם first in a series of parallel expressions might be explained by interpreting it as a somewhat weaker term than אף. But since in the apoc​alyptic writings it represents the final awful time in which divine wrath is consummated, it may be better to seek another explanation. For instance, the verbal connotation of the word may have given it priority, since the verbal expression of anger (as of the divine judge) would normally precede the expression in acts (as the divine warrior).


Grether and Fichtner assert that זעם occurs only in poetic text, 
but this is not strictly so.
 Like קצף, 
 זעם occurs several times absolutely (with or without the article), a common feature in later writings. 


In its overall usage pattern it is notable that זעם does not occur at all in any of the four basic strata of the Pentateuch, nor in the Deuteronomic History, the works of the Chronicler, Second o Third Isaiah, Job or Proverbs. It is comparatively popular in Isaiah 1-39 (including later portions), Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, and certain of the Minor Prophets.


We conclude, them (contra Koehler) that זעם is a basic term for anger, being linked with synonyms for anger in 12 of its 22 total occurrences. The etymological notion of “fear” does not appear to have influenced usage. However, usage does sustain the contention of Grether and Fichtner that the noun זעם (like its cognate verb) does particularly denote anger in this verbal expression (for example, Is. 30:27). It also occurs 3 times directly linked with God’s weapons (for example, Is. 13:5).  Even more often than in the case of the verb, the noun  זעםoccurs in temporal expressions, particularly in apocalyptic writings to indicate the “time of wrath” (for example, Dan. 8:36).
 These facts of the usage pattern of  זעם are best understood as a totality when we note that זעם often occurs in contexts of theophany in which Yahweh appears as judge (verbal expressions) and warrior (weapons) in the consummation of world judgment (temporal expressions). Thus God as judge verbally expresses his indignation and fights as warrior at the consummation of world history.

Unlike other synonyms for anger, זעם normally precedes instead of following אף in parallelism. This also may be understood when we recall that verbal expressions of anger (as of the divine judge) normally precede the expression in punitive acts (as of the divine warrior; compare Ps. 7:12-13).

Theologically, it is important to note the apocalyptic use of זעם to indicate the “time of wrath” which must run its course before grace can come to full realization. Similarly, the New Testament writer of the Apocalypse says of the seven plagues, “with them the wrath of God is ended” (Rev. 15:1). And yet even after the active 
expression of divine judgment expressed in the seven plagues there remains the “lake of fire” (Rev. 20:14-15), the permanent effect of God’s wrath and judgment on all who will not repent.

Also in the Apocalypse, in the activity of Christ as judge we have a fulfillment of the Old Testament theophanic picture of Yahweh as judge and warrior. Verbal expres​sion of anger as well as its link with weapons find fit​ting fulfillment in the description of the one called the Word of God: “from his mouth issues a sharp sword with which to smite the nations” (Rev. 19:15).

Finally, we may note the theological and ethical significance of Jer. 15:16-17. As we have noted before, Grether and Fichtner deny that anger is right for man. But in Jeremiah we see, rather, that the prophet’s indig​nation against Judah’s sin fulfills man’s function as divine image-bearer and in fact has its source in the activity of God’s spirit on the human spirit: “Thy words were found, and I ate them. . . . thou hadst filled me with indignation (זעם).” The true prophet thus absorbs and proclaims the whole counsel of God and thus seeks to turn men from the permanent experience of divine wrath.
12.
כעס (verb)

כעס is a verb that occurs 54 times in the Old Testa​ment (6 times, qal; 2 times, piel; 46 times, hiphil). It occurs 3 times in the Psalms, twice with reference to divine anger (78:58; 106:29).

Koehler suggests an etymological relation to the Arabic kashi’a ”feel a loathing for,” but this requires a questionable metathesis.

According to Brown, Driver and Briggs, כעס means to “be vexed, angry.”
 Koehler, however, says it means simply to “be discontent” (qal) or, in the hiphil, “make discontent, grieve,” with reference to men, or “offend” (German “beleidigen), with reference to God.
 Koehler’s definition thus appears to greatly reduce, if not actually eliminate, the connotation of anger from the verb. Simi​larly, S. R. Driver insisted that this verb and its cognate substantive “express always the idea, not of anger, but of chagrin, or vexation.”

A study of the usage of the verb, however, provides considerable evidence for the normally strong connotation of anger. For instance in 2 Kings 22:17 Yahweh says:

Because they have forsaken me and have burned incense to other gods, that they might provoke me to anger (כעס), therefore my wrath   (חמה) will be kindled against this place, and it will not be quenched.

The usage in Ps. 106:28-29 provides additional evidence:

Then they attached themselves to the Baal of Peor 
and ate sacrifices offered to the dead;

they provoked the LORD to anger (כעס) with their doings

and a plague broke out among them.

The Yahwist tradition in Num. 25:3, however, reads: “So Israel yoked himself to Baal of Peor. And the anger (אף) of the LORD was kindled (חרה) against Israel.” It is difficult to believe that the author of Psalm 106 intended to attribute to Yahweh any reaction less than the clearly attested one of anger in Num. 25:3.

In fact, out of the total of 54 occurrences of כעס in the Old Testament, the verb is used in contexts that link it with other words that indisputably denote anger (אף, חמה et cetera) 17 times in 15 passages.
 The only passage that might appear to negate the connotation of anger in כעס is Ezek. 32:9: “I will trouble (כעס) the hearts of many peoples, when I carry you captive among the nations” (Revised Standard Version). Even here, however, Cooke thinks the meaning is “provoke” (to hostile action against Egypt).
 Our study thus tends to substan​tiate the conclusion of Grether and Fichtner, who list כעס as a basic term for wrath and who define כעס in the qal as meaning “'to be annoyed,’ ‘to be reluctant,’ ‘to be angry’” and in the piel and hiphil as meaning “’to anger,’ ‘to annoy,’ ‘to provoke to wrath.’”
 . The connotation of

anger appears to be basic in most if not all the contexts where כעס is used.

Granted, then, the usual anger connotation of כעס, what is the peculiar shade of meaning that biblical writ​ers wished to communicate when they chose this verb instead of others? The peculiar meaning of כעס is perhaps best illustrated by a text where human anger is involved. Thus we read of Hannah in 1 Sam. 1:6 that “her rival used to provoke her sorely (כעס, piel) to irritate her, because the LORD had closed her womb.” In the human marital sit​uation we can see the appropriateness of a word expressing the pained grief and anger of a jealousy prompted by a rival wife. This text illustrates the fact that כעס is appropriately used to express the kind of anger that is coupled with pained grief and jealousy over a rival. This is seen with reference to God in the only text employing כעס in the book of Isaiah:

I spread out my hands all the day

to a rebellious people

who walk in a way that is not good,

following their own devices;

a people who provoke (כעס) me

to my face continually,

sacrificing in gardens

and burning incense upon bricks (65:2-3).

It is undoubtedly significant that with the exception of Neh. 3:37, a very late text, wherever כעס is used with reference to God’s anger, the object is Israel, in whole or in part (with whom he stood in intimate covenant rela​tion), and not the gentiles.

The use of כעס, to express the jealous anger of God provoked by idolatry is well illustrated by the parallelism of Deut. 32:16 and 21 in the Song of Moses:

They stirred him to jealousy with strange gods 
with abominable practices they provoked him to anger (כעס)

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

They have stirred me to jealousy with what is no god; they have provoked me (כעס) with their idols.

The connotation of jealous anger is also apparent in Ps. 112:10, the only reference in the Psalms that uses כעס to describe human jealous anger. After describing the prosperity and honor of the righteous man, the Psalm concludes:

The wicked man sees it and is angry (כעס, qal) ; 
he gnashes his teeth and melts away; the desire of the wicked man comes to nought.

The use of כעס here in a Psalm so plainly manifesting the impact of Deuteronomic theology is most appropriate and understandable in the light of the pattern of usage elsewhere.

Moreover, a passage in Ezekiel indicates that כעס signifies an emotional turbulence that is the opposite of calmness:

So I will satisfy my fury (חמה) on you, and my 
jeal​ousy shall depart from you; I will be calm (שקט), 
and will no more be angry (כעס) (16:42).

Perhaps the most striking feature of the usage of כעס, is the great preponderance of contexts in which idol​atry is explicitly indicated as the sin which provoked Yahweh to anger. Typical of this usage is the first occur​rence of the word in Deuteronomy, where Israel is warned against “making a graven image in the form of anything, and by doing what is evil in the sight of the LORD your God, so as to provoke him to anger (כעס)” (4:25).

Of the 45 times in which כעס occurs in the Old Testament with reference to God’s anger, idolatry is explicitly indicated as that which provoked this anger in 40 contexts. This pattern of usage is particularly evident in Deuteronomy, the Deuteronomic History (particularly Kings) and Jeremiah and to a lesser extent in Ezekiel and the work of the Chronicler. For our understanding of the vocabulary of divine anger in the Psalms it is significant, therefore, that both occurrences of כעס to express God’s anger follow the Deuteronomic pattern. Thus in Ps. 78:58 we read:

For they provoked him to anger (כעס) with their high places;

they moved him to jealousy with their graven images 
(compare 106:28-29).

It is notable that the one use of כעס in the Psalms to express human jealous anger (112:10) similarly occurs in a context evidencing the kind of theological emphasis charac​teristic of Deuteronomy.
 In view of the popularity of כעס, in works influenced by the Deuteronomic theology, the complete absence of the verb from Proverbs, Job, First and Second Isaiah and the Pentateuch before Deuteronomy is striking. Later occurrences of the verb (for example, Neh. 3:33,37; Eccl. 5:16; 7:9) tend to depart from the typical Deuteronomic usage to express God's jealous anger provoked by idolatry.
We conclude, then, with Grether and Fichtner (contra Koehler and S. R. Driver) that כעס is a basic term for anger. In its 54 occurrences in the Old Testament it is linked with synonyms for anger 17 times. When God is the subject in all but one text the object is Israel (in whole or in part), not the gentiles. Idolatry is indicated as the sin provoking God to anger (40 times out of 45 total references to divine anger). Often כעס, is thus appropri​ately related to expressions of God’s jealousy. Ezek. 16:42 makes particularly clear that it signifies a kind of emotional turbulence that is contrasted with calmness. A few texts also relate it to grief, especially when the subject is human (for example, Hannah, 1 Sam. 1:6) and not divine. כעס thus normally denotes the kind of turbulent, grieving, jealous anger such as that provoked on the human level by a rival in marriage, and in Yahweh particularly by the sin of idolatry.

Theologically, it is significant that whereas Old Testament writers use words like חמה to express the deadly effect of wrath on man, כעס communicates more the deep-felt pain which man's idolatrous tendencies inflict upon God (compare Hos. 11:8-9). In the New Testament we see the Apostle Paul, reflecting the divine image, and thus moved to proclaim the gospel at Athens because “his spirit was provoked   (Παρωζύνετο) within him as he saw that the city was full of idols” (Acts 17:16).

Because the church is often tempted to follow Israel's adulterous spiritual tendencies, John concluded his first epistle with an ever-elevant exhortation to cleave to Jesus Christ as the true God and source of life: “Little children, keep yourselves from idols” (1 John 5:21). Since 1 John proclaims a God who is first light (1:5) yet also love (4:8,16), it may well be questioned whether Schleiermacher, Ritschl and their followers (in erecting a theology on the sole axiom, “God is love”) have not succumbed to Israel’s ancient temptation.

Finally, since Paul even termed covetousness a form of idolatry (Col. 3:5), contemporary materialistically-oriented, advertising-stimulated societies need to hear and heed the apostle's warning: “On account of these the wrath of God is coming” (Col. 3:6; compare Eph. 5:5-6).

13. כעס (noun)

כעס is a noun, derivative of the verb כעס . It occurs 25 times in the Old Testament, 4 times in the Psalms, but only once with reference to divine anger

(85:5).

According to Brown, Driver and Briggs, כעס means “vexation, anger.”
 Koehler, however, says it means “vexation” or “grief”(German: Unmut, Kränkung).
 As in the case of the cognate verb, then, Koehler appears to greatly reduce, if not completely eliminate, any connota​tion of anger from the noun. As noted above, S. R. Driver makes this conclusion explicit.
 Although they expressed no doubt about the definite anger connotation of the verb, Grether and Fichtner do question the anger connotation of the noun, which they define as meaning “annoyance, displea​sure (anger?).”
 Nevertheless they have included the noun in their discussion of Hebrew terms for anger.

A study of the usage of כעס reveals certain striking similarities with the usage of the cognate verb, but also some very striking differences. First, we may note that, like its cognate verb, כעס does not occur in the Penta​teuchal sources before the book of Deuteronomy (and then only in chapter 32, the independent Song of Moses). The striking thing about the use of the noun in Deuteronomy 32 and the Deuteronomic History is that it never occurs alone, but always with the cognate verb in the immediate context. Thus, in 1 Kings 15:30 we have:

it was for the sins of Jeroboam which he sinned and which he made Israel to sin, and because of the anger (כעס) to which he provoked (כעס) the LORD, the God of Israel.

Therefore, if the anger connotation of the verb be granted,
 there would seem to be a strong presumption in favor of the anger connotation of the noun, at least in the usage of Deuteronomy 32 and the Deuteronomic his​torical books. It should also be noted in this connection that of the 8 uses of the noun with reference to God, 5 occur in these Deuteronomic passages. Outside the Deuter​onomic texts the noun occurs 18 times, but in all except 3 cases the reference is to human vexation, not to God’s. Moreover, outside the Deuteronomic passages, in only one instance (Eccl. 7:9) does the noun occur in context with the cognate verb. We conclude, therefore, that the Deuteronomic usage is somewhat specialized, stressing more the anger connotation, especially with reference to the anger of God.

The anger connotation of the noun in the Deutero​nomic passages becomes even more evident when we note the occurrence of other more common terms for anger in the immediate context. For instance in 2 Kings 23:26 we read:

Still the LORD did not turn from the fierceness (חרון)

of his great wrath (אף), by which his anger (אף) was

kindled (חרה) against Judah, because of all the prov​ocations (כעס) 
with which Manasseh had provoked (כעס) him.

The one text in the Psalms that uses כעס with refer​ence to God is another outstanding instance in which other more common terms for anger occur in the immediate context:

Thou didst withdraw all thy wrath (עברה) ; 
thou didst turn from thy hot anger (אף חרון)
Restore us again, O God of our salvation,

and put away thy indignation (כעס) toward us! 
Wilt thou be angry (אנף) with us for ever?

Wilt thou prolong thy anger (אף) to all

generations? {85:3-5)

Here, it will be noted, the noun is able to stand alone without the cognate verb as indicating divine anger. Otherwise the usage is similar to that of the Deuteronomic

texts, and the delight in heaping up in oratorical fashion roughly synonymous words is typical of Deuteronomy.

Perhaps also to be understood as following the Deu​teronomic pattern is the usage in Ezek. 20:28, the only occurrence of כעס in any of the prophets. In the context of this chapter other more common words for divine anger are frequent (חמה, 5 times; אף, 2 times). As in the case of the cognate verb we may observe here a tendency to uti​lize כעס, particularly when the provoking sin is idolatry. In the case of the noun, where God is the subject, idolatry is explicitly the primary provoking sin in 4 or 5 texts.
 In 2 cases the provoking sin is not made explicit (Job 10:17; Ps. 85:5), and in one text the object is not even Israel, but her enemies (Deut. 32:27).

A final point of similarity between כעס and its cog​nate verb is the fact that both seem to carry the connota​tion of inner turmoil, turbulence and conflict of emotions. This becomes apparent in Eccl. 2:23: “For all his days are full of pain, and his work is a vexation (כעס); even in the night his mind does not rest. This also is vanity.” Thus we may suggest that while words such as אף and חמה are often used to stress what an angry God is about to do to man, כעס and its cognate verb stress more what sin does to God, producing great turmoil, turbulence and con​flict of emotions (compare Hos. 11:8-9). אף and חמה may be “poured out” (Ezek. 20:8,13,21,33-34) on the sinner, but not כעס, (verse 28). It “lodges in the bosom” (Eccl. 7:9).

The similarities between the usage pattern of כעס and its cognate verb are thus apparent. Neither occurs in the Pentateuchal sources before the book of Deuteronomy; both seem to have a strong anger connotation in the Deu​teronomic texts and a few others that follow the Deutero​nomic pattern; both are commonly linked to the provoking sin of idolatry.

The differences between noun and verb, however, are also striking. Most notable is the fact that whereas the verb is most often used to express God’s jealous anger, the noun is most commonly used to express the vexation and grief of man. We have noted that the connotation of grief is not by any means absent from the verb.
 However, in the case of the noun, the connotation of grief is much more apparent (Koehler at least is correct in stressing this fact). For instance, in Ps. 6:7-8 we read:

I am weary with my moaning;

every night I flood my bed with tears; 
I drench my couch with my weeping.
My eye wastes away because of grief (כעס)



I grows weak because of all my foes.

Similarly in Ps. 31:10 we read “my eye is wasted from grief (כעס)”. Job tells how his “eyes has grown dim from grief” (כעס; 17:7). Hannah had been weeping bitterly (verse 10) when she testified of speaking out of “great anxiety and vexation (כעס)”, according to Sam. 1:16. Ecclesiastes also provides several illustrations:


For in much wisdom is much vexation (כעס)



          and he who increases knowledge increases sorrow (מכאוב; 1:18).



Sorrow (כעס) is better than laughter, 




for by sadness of countenance the heart is made glad (7:3).

The linguistic evidence for the connotation of grief is thus much stronger in the case of the noun than it is for the verb, especially once we move outside the Deuteronomic texts. And yet evidence for the connotation of anger may not be suppressed in the case of either verb or noun. This may suggest that anger grief are not to be understood as contradictory, but rather as complementary emotions,
 particularly when related to jealousy. It is noteworthy that כעס, like its cognate verb, is sometimes directly linked with jealousy. Thus in Job 5:2: 
Surely vexation (כעס) kills the fool, 
and jealousy (קנאה) slays the simple.
Moreover, since we have noted that the connotation of anger is most common when God is subject, while grief is the more common connotation when man is the subject of כעס, it may suggest that when God is provoked to jealous anger (כעס), the appropriate human response is the grief (כעס) that leads to repentance.

Finally, in the usage pattern of כעס it is notable that whereas the verb was common in certain prophetic writings, especially Jeremiah, the noun occurs only once in the Prophets and never in Jeremiah; the verb was common in the writings of the Chronicler but the noun never occurs there. On the other hand the verb is notably absent from Proverbs and Job, while the noun is relatively frequent in these books. Both words occur with relative frequency in Ecclesiastes, often in untypical uses and expressions.

We conclude, then (contra Koehler and S. R. Driver and despite doubts of Grether and Fichtner) that the noun כעס, is a basic term for anger, especially in Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic History, where it is always linked with its cognate verb. Two uses in Ecclesiastes (2:23; 7:9) indicate the strong emotional connotation of כעס, which is contrasted with rest and said to lodge “in the bosom.” Like its cognate verb, it thus denotes the kind of strong emotional turbulence often related to grief and jealousy and provoked by idolatry.

Unlike its cognate verb, however, the noun כעס more often has man, not God, as subject, and when man is the subject, the connotation of grief is often prominent.

Anger and grief at first glance may appear to be mu​tually exclusive or contradictory emotional reactions, especially in egotistically motivated human anger. The study of כעס, in the Old Testament, however, reveals a profound and positive correlation between anger and grief, both in God and (when faithfully reflecting his creator’s image) also in man.

In the New Testament revelation, when the Word had become flesh, at least once does a gospel writer explic​itly say that Jesus during his earthly ministry was angry. When the Pharisees opposed the sabbath-day healing of a man with a withered hand, it is said of Jesus: “he looked around at them with anger (ỏργής) , grieved (συλλυπούμενος) at their hardness of heart” (Nark 3:5).
 The same complex emotional reaction may be observed when Jesus’ angry proclamation of seven woes on the Pharisees reaches its culmination (Matt. 21:1-36; compare verses 37-39). And Paul indicates his approval when the Corinthian church, confronted with moral scandal in its midst, expressed not only godly grief but also indignation (2 Cor. 7:11; com​pare 1 Cor. 5:2-3). Here, then, is further evidence (contra Stählin) that anger is right for man. But with this evidence we also encounter a divine norm for proper expression of anger and find it is not to be motivated by human egotism but rather by love.

14. נטרII
נטרII occurs 5 times in the Old Testament (once in the Psalms, 103:9). In 4 of its 5 uses it refers to the anger of Yahweh and once to human anger (see Table 14). Koehler defines it simply as meaning “be angry, have a grudge.”

According to Driver,
 whose conclusions Koehler accepts, נטרII is etymologically related to the Akkadian nadāru, “to be angry,” both words probably developing from a single proto-Semitic root. Driver says:

Nadāru seems to be the regular Accadian verb in con​nexion with angry animals, especially serpents and snakes. Hence in Jer. 3:5 the juxtaposition of שמר and נטר is appropriate, since both are used properly of animals. 

As Elliger points out, in both Lev. 19:18 and Nah. 1:2 נטרII is related to vengeance.
 Moreover, in the other 3 uses of נטרII (Jer. 3:5, 12; Ps. 103:9) it is followed immediately in each case with the phrase “for ever” (לעולם). This phrase, plus the relationship to vengeance, may indicate that נטרII means something like “to retain anger.” The relationship between נטרII and נטרI (“keep, guard”) is thus evident. In Ps. 103:9 נטרII parallels the verb “chide” (ריב), which may indicate Yahweh’s law-suit against covenant breakers.

Theologically, the texts using נטרII are important for the temporal aspect of divine anger. Yahweh retains wrath for his enemies (Nah. 1:2), but not for those who keep his covenant (Jer. 3:5,12; Ps. 103:9,18).

The prophet Nahum, although not employing explicit vocabulary for God’s righteousness, does link the expres​sion of God’s anger with the idea of divine justice (expressed in the phrase “Yahweh will by no means clear the guilty,” 1:3).

Ethically, as we have seen, the Christian as divine image-bearer is to reflect God’s anger against sin. However, as finite, he is not to retain his anger--even past sundown (Eph. 4:26). Moreover as sinful, the Christian is not to exercise vengeance: “Beloved, never avenge your—selves, but leave it to the wrath of God, for it is written, ‘Vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord’” (Rom. 12:19).

The New Testament thus bears continuous witness with the Old (Lev. 19:18) that the retaining of anger and its expression in vengeance are unique prerogatives of God.

The case of governing authorities is exceptional since they are not to avenge themselves, but act “for your good,” as “the servant of God to execute his wrath on the wrongdoer” (Rom. 13:4).

Special Vocabulary

In this section we study 15 other words used for anger in the Psalms. These include words sometimes de-noting anger but not usually bearing that meaning, words carrying a strong connotation of anger, but broader or more diverse in basic meaning, and words that occur very rarely in the Old Testament. Many of these words and uses in this section are more controversial than those in our basic vocabulary.

1. רָגַז, רֹגֶז 
The verb רגז occurs 41 times in the Old Testament. It is related etymologically to the Arabic rajaza, “trem​ble,” and means to “quake,” “be perturbed,” “be excited.”
 Sometimes the trembling described by רגז, is motivated by grief (2 Sam. 19:1) or joy (Jer. 33:9), but most often by fear (Ex. 15:14, et cetera). The trembling in fear is often prompted by Yahweh’s theophany (Ps. 18:7; 77:17,19; 99:1), and his anger (Is. 13:13; Hal. 3:7). In Ps, 4:5 it may refer to human anger (or, alternatively, to  trembling in fear):
Be angry (רגז), but sin not;

commune with your own hearts on your beds and be 
silent (compare Eph. 4:26).

In at least 3 texts it probably refers to divine anger (Job 12:6; Is. 28:21; Ezek. 16:43). Luther found in Is. 28:21 his theological key to the understanding of God’s wrath as his “strange work.”
 The text reads:

For the LORD will rise up as on Mount Perazim,

he will be wroth (רגז) as in the valley of Gibeon; to do his deed--strange is his deed!

and to work his work--alien is his work!

Koehler at no point finds reference to anger in his treat​ment of the meaning of רגז 
, but Grether and Fichtner include it in their discussion of basic terms for anger.

The noun רגז occurs 7 times in the Old Testament. Koehler admits the meaning “wrath” in the case of Hab. 3:2.
 In addition to that text, Brown, Driver and Briggs see such a meaning in Job 3:17.

Neither רָגַז nor רֹגֶז is used in the Psalms to refer to divine anger.
2. קנא, קִנְאָה, קַנָא and קַנּוֹא
Four words, all deriving from the same root, are used in the Hebrew Old Testament to express the jealousy of God: the verb קנא; the noun קנאה; and 2 adjectives, קנא and קנוא. While Brown, Driver and Briggs consider the verb as denominative,
 Koehler indicates that the noun and 2 adjectives derive from the verb.
 Etymolog​ically, קנא is related to the Ugaritic qn’, “have zeal,” to the Ethiopic qn’, “be zealous,” and to the Arabic qn’, “become intensely red.”
 The verb קנא occurs 34 times in the Old Testament, קנאה 43 times, the adjective קנא only 6 times (but in theologically crucial texts), and , but 2 times (see Tables 17, 18, 19 and 20).

The theological relationship between God’s jealousy and anger has been studied by many authorities.
 More controversial is the nature and extent of this theological relationship and especially the linguistic aspect, namely whether the basic terms for jealousy should sometimes be translated by “jealous anger,” “fury,” or the like. Thus, Koehler suggests the translation “be angry for” in the case of קנא in Zech. 8:2,
 while Brown, Driver and Briggs translate “be zealous” in that case, but in 6 other texts (especially hiphil) prefer a translation like “pro​voke to jealous anger.”
 In the case of קנאה, however, Koehler at no point includes terms for anger in his definitions, while Brown, Driver and Briggs would translate 18 uses with the phrase “ardour of anger.”

In the Psalms we encounter the kind of translation problems and observe the kind of theological relationship between God’s jealousy and his anger that is typical of the rest of the Old Testament. Thus in 79:5 the Psalmist cries:

How long, O LORD? Wilt thou be angry (אנף) for ever?

Will thy jealous wrath (קנאה) burn like fire?

Here the New English Bible, following Koehler, eliminates the connotation of anger, translating the second line, “Must thy jealousy (קנאה) rage like a fire?”
In this section we will survey briefly the usage of the 4 terms for jealousy, noting especially their relation to the basic terms for anger, to determine whether or to what extent the terms for jealousy also carry connotations of anger.

קנא (verb).--The verb קנא occurs 34 times in the Old Testament, 30 times in the piel and 4 times in the hiphil (Deut. 32:16,21b; Ezek. 8:3; Ps. 78:58). It is used with man as subject 24 times and with God as subject 10 times. Stumpff has noted that קנא in some cases is closely related to God’s punitive wrath.
 We may see this, for instance, in Deut. 32:16:

They stirred him to jealousy (קנא, hiphil) with strange gods;

with abominable practices they provoked him to anger (כעס).

Similarly, קנא twice parallels כעס in verse 21. In Ps. 78:58-59 we read:

For they provoked him to anger (כעס) with their high 
places;

they moved him to jealousy (קנאה) with their graven 
images.

When God heard, he was full of wrath (עבר),

and he utterly rejected Israel.

Also in 1 Kings 14:22 God is provoked to jealousy by idol​atry, while similar contexts in the same chapter (verses 9, 15) speak of provoking God to anger (כעס). In Ezekiel 8:3 the image of jealousy (קנאה) provoked to jealousy (קנא), and later (verses 17-18) Yahweh’s reaction is described in terms of anger (כעס) and wrath (חמה).

Thus in all 5 uses of קנא in a negative sense with God as subject the context suggests the connotation of accompany​ing anger.

In the other 5 uses with God as subject of a קנא the sense is positive: God is jealous for (ל) his holy name (Ezek. 39:25), his land (Joel 2:18), Jerusalem (Zech. 1:14; 8:2, twice). Even here, however, in all 3 uses in Zechariah קנא is related to basic terms for divine anger (קצף, קצף  in 1:14; חמה in 8:2).

When קנא is used with human subjects the relationship to anger is less prominent. Even in these cases, however, we find קנא twice paralleling חרה(Ps. 37:1; Prov. 24:19) and once followed by חרה אף (Gen. 30:1-2).

Thus in a total of 11 out of 34 uses we see קנא used in some relationship to basic terms for divine anger, and when God is subject this is true in 8 out of 10 uses. Evidence from usage thus supports the conclusion of Brown, Driver and Briggs that קנא in many cases legitimately may be translated by a phrase such as “excite to jealous anger,” or “provoke to jealous anger.” The tendency of Koehler (except at Zech. 8:2) and the New English Bible to minimize the anger connotation of קנא is not sustained by usage.

קנאה .--The noun קנאה, used 43 times in the Old Testament, occurs with God as subject 23 times, and with man as subject 16 times, and 3 times with reference to “the cereal offering of jealousy” (Num. 5:15,18,25). In one text, Num. 25:11, the image-bearing function of man is stressed, when Yahweh says of Phinehas that “he was jeal​ous (קנא) with my jealousy (קנאה) . . . so that I did not consume the people in my jealousy (קנאה).” The first use of קנאה here obviously corresponds both to God and man and is further evidence against Stählin’s attempt to make a dichotomy between divine and human anger.

While Koehler admitted the connotation of anger in one ease for the verb,
 he defines קנאה as meaning simply “ardour,” “passion,” “envy,” “zeal,” “jealousy,” with no mention of any connotation of anger.
 Brown, Driver and Briggs, however, suggest “ardour of anger” as the meaning of קנאה in 18 of its 43 total uses (10 of these occur in Ezekiel).

Grether and Fichtner supply some evidence for the linguistic link between קנאה and wrath. They say “קנאה is sometimes linked with terms for wrath: Dt. 29:19; Ez. 16:38; 36:6 and parallel to them: Dt. 6:15; Ez. 5:13; 16:42; Zeph. 3:8; Ps. 79:5; Nah. 1:2.”
 Actually, in the cases of Deut. 6:15 and Nah. 1:2, it is not the noun that occurs, but adjectival forms.
 Brown, Driver and Briggs supply additional evidence to support their definition of קנאה as involving a connotation of anger in many texts. They point out that קנאה is used parallel to כעש (Job 5:2); parallel to חמה 5 times in Ezekiel (5:13; 16:38,42; 23:25; 36:6); parallel to עברה in Ezek. 38:19; and parallel to אף in Deut. 29:19. They would also define קנאה as involving a connotation of an​ger in 5 texts where it is used with fire (אש; Is. 26:11; Ezek. 36:5; Zeph. 1:18; 3:8; Ps. 79:5) and in the case of the “anger-image provoking to anger” (Ezek. 8:3,5).
 The usage of קנאה in Ezekiel is particularly strong in its connotation of anger. Thus in 23:25 God declares: “I will direct my indignation (קנאה) against you, that they may deal with you in fury (חמה).” G. A. Cooke says concerning the use of קנאה in this text, “Jahveh’s jealousy means the same as His anger (cp. 16:38).”

In addition to the texts cited in the previous para​graph we may add the following: Num. 25:11, Is. 59:17-18, and Zech. 8:2 link קנאה to God’s חמה; Ezek 35:11 links קנאה with
אף (of Edom); Zeph. 1:18 links God’s קנאה with his עברה ; Prov. 6:34 links קנאה with חמה (of man) ; 14:30 links קנאה with אף (verse 29); and 27:4 links קנאה with both חמה and אף (of man). In all, then, we find קנאה used 21 times (out of its total 43 occurrences) in context and connection with basic terms for anger.
 The frequency with which it occurs with the basic terms for anger is strong evidence for maintaining the position of Brown, Driver and Briggs in defining קנאה as including a connotation of anger in many contexts.

קנא and קנוא (adjectives).-- קנא and קנוא are both derived from the verb קנא,
 and occur 6 and 2 times re​spectively in the Old Testament. In all 8 uses of these adjectives the subject is God, and in all but 1 use (Nah. 1:2) the object is Israel.

We have already noted
 that Grether and Fichtner cite Deut. 6:15 and Nah. 1:2 as evidence for the linguistic link between jealousy and anger in the Old Testament. In Deut. 6:15 we find God’s קנא linked with the kindling (חרה) of his anger (אף) . In Nah. 1:2 we read:

The LORD is a jealous (קנוא) God and avenging nom, 
the LORD is avenging and wrathful (חמה).

While the linguistic link between jealousy and anger is most explicit in these texts, other uses of the adjectives strengthen the case. Thus, in the reference to God’s jealousy (קנא) in the Ten Commandments (Ex. 20:5 // Deut. 5:9) it is clear that this jealousy is no idle sentiment, but expresses itself in (implied angry) acts of judgment even to the children of the fourth generation. The link with anger terminology becomes more explicit in Deut. 4:24, which says: “For the LORD your God is a devouring fire, a jealous (קנא) God.” As in Ex. 20:5 the reference to God’s jealousy is followed immediately (Deut. 4:25) by reference to children’s children, and the making of a graven image, provoking Yahweh to anger (כעס). The ref​erences to God’s jealousy (קנא) in Ex. 34:14 are preceded by reference to God’s anger (אף) in 34:6 and its manifes​tation in acts of punishment even to the fourth generation (verse 7). Finally, the reference to God’s jealousy (קנוא) in Joshua 24:19 is followed (verse 20) with reference to God’s consuming judgment. Thus, in the case of the adjec​tives for jealousy, the linguistic link with terms for an​ger is explicit in 3 of the 8 total uses, and anger is implied in the context of the other 5 uses.

3. גער, גערה (and מגערת)

גער, גערה and מגערת recently have been the sub​ject of such an excellent study by A. A. MacIntosh,
supplemented by a note by S. C. Reif,
 that we shall treat them very briefly. The verb גער, and the nouns גערה and מגערת are usually rendered by “rebuke” in standard English translations. This is also the meaning indicated in the lexicons
. MacIntosh, however, con​vincingly demonstrates that the word denotes angry protest. He concludes, “when God is the subject its connotation is both his anger and the effective outworking of his anger.”
 Often, he indicates, the root describes an operative curse and the resultant deprivation or destruction.

גער occurs 14 times in the Old Testament (4 times in the Psalms), 11 times with reference to God and 3 times with reference to man. גערה occurs 15 times (4 times in the Psalms), 9 times with reference to God and 6 times with reference to man. מגערת, occurs but once.
 As Maclntosh points out, in addition to the evidence from cognate languages, the denotation of anger is supported by the frequent use of these words with basic terms for anger. גער parallels קצף once (Is. 54:9) and occurs in context with many other words for anger in Nah. 1:4. גערה paral​lels חמה once (Is. 51:20), אף and חמה once (Is. 66:15), and is immediately followed by אף once (Ps. 76:7-8; com​pare Ps. 18:16 // 2 Sam. 22:16). In Ps. 80:17, the phrase usually translated “the rebuke (גערה) of thy countenance (פנה)” is rendered “thy angry face” in the New English Bible.
4. רוח
רוח is a noun that occurs 377 times in the Old Tes​tament, meaning “air in motion, breathing, wind, vain things, spirit, mind.”
 Grether and Fichtner include it in their list of terms for anger, explaining: “רוח is hardly to be called a true term for wrath, though in the nuance ‘snort’ it comes close to this sphere.”
 Brown, Driver and Briggs include among their definitions for רוח “breath . . . as hard breathing through the nostrils in anger,”
 and “temper, esp. anger.”

In several texts רוח by itself is translated anger. Thus in Prov. 29:11 we have “A fool gives vent to his an​ger (רוח).” In Eccl. 10:4: “If the anger (רוח) of the ruler rises against you . . .” Elsewhere רוח is joined to אף as in Job:

By the breath of God they perish,

and by the blast (רוח) of his anger (אף) they are 
consumed (4:9; compare Prov. 14:29; 16:32).

Such uses of רוח illumine the description given in Ps. 18:16 of Yahweh’s theophany:

Then the channels of the sea were seen,

and the foundations of the world were laid bare, 
at thy rebuke (גערה), O LORD,

at the blast of the breath (רוח) of thy nostrils 
(אף; compare Ex. 15:8).

Grether and Fichtner support their inclusion of רוח in the linguistic discussion on wrath with only 6 texts. Our list (see Table 24) is considerably amplified by uses of   רוח cited by Brown, Driver and Briggs as carrying a conno​tation of anger.

5. Iזנח
Iזנח is a verb that occurs 19 times in the Old Tes​tament: 16 times in the qal (though Lam. 3:17 is possibly niphal); and 3 times in the hiphil. Koehler defines it as meaning “reject” in the qal and “declare rejected, remove from employment” in the hiphil.

Recently Reuven Yaron has challenged the usual understanding of Iזנח 
, and Dahood in the main accepts his conclusions.
Yaron argues that Iזנח usually means “be angry,” and gives the following arguments:

a. Admitting for some texts the validity of the usual meaning “reject,” etymologically related to the Arabic zanaha, Yaron points out that other uses may reflect a re​lation to the Akkadian verb zenû, “to be angry,” a possi​bility already recognized by Brown, Driver and Briggs.
 

b. He points out that in 6 instances of the qal of Iזנח there is no object given for the verb, arguing as follows:

The notion of “abandonment” is inherently transitive, one expects to be told who or what is being abandoned. No doubt, transitive verbs may occasionally be used absolutely, with the object implied, or omitted alto​gether. But the incidence of intransitive use of zanach is too high for such an explanation to be satisfactory.

c. In his treatment of specific texts he points out that in 4 uses Iזנח is paralleled by well-known terms for anger (Ps. 74:1, אף, ישן; 60:3, אנף, 89:39, עבר, hithpael; and Hos. 8:5, חרה, אף).
Against Yaron’s arguments we may note the following:

a. The possibility of the relationship to the Akka​dian zenû must be admitted, but that in itself is not suf​ficient to establish the meaning “be angry,” especially in view of the consistent understanding in later tradition (versions, et cetera) that Iזנח in the Old Testament means “reject, spurn,” or the like.

b. Yaron himself, evidently recognizing this, places greatest emphasis on the argument regarding lack of objects for Iזנח in 6 texts. However, this is not so weighty as might appear from Yaron’s presentation. In the first place, he leaves the uses of the hiphil out of his reck​oning, and when we count on 19 total uses of the verb (instead of Yaron’s 15) the 6 uses without object do not loom nearly so large, especially since all occur in poetic texts. In the case of Ps. 44:10 the object is supplied after the succeeding verb, and hence may well be implied for Iזנח on the principle of double-duty pronouns.
 In view of the highly elliptical nature of Hebrew poet​ry
 it is not surprising to find the implied object omitted in the remaining 5 uses. In 2 cases the object is supplied in the second part of the verse (74:1; 89:39). It is significant that Dahood, though he accepts Yaron’s conclusion regarding the meaning of Iזנח for most texts, does not do so in the case of Ps. 44:10.
 However, if we admit the meaning “reject” without an object at this point, we greatly weaken any argument based on lack of ob​jects. It is also difficult to understand how Dahood can reject the translation “be angry” in the case of Ps. 44:10, but accept it in 60:12 and 108:12, since in all 3 cases the use of Iזנח is immediately followed by the complaint that God does not go forth with Israel’s armies. Clearly we have traditional language of laments here, and we should not expect Iזנח to be used with the sense of “re​ject” in one case and in the sense of “be angry” in the latter cases.

c. If the argument based on lack of objects is emp​tied of its force, the argument based on parallelism with words for anger is then also largely negated. Yaron him-self admits that “there is a cause-and-effect tie between ‘anger’ and ‘abandonment,’”
 so it is to be expected that such. terms at times occur in parallelism. Elsewhere we find other words for rejection and anger similarly appearing in parallelism, as in Lamentations:

Or hast thou utterly rejected (מאס) us?

Art thou exceedingly angry (קצף) with us? (5:22)

Moreover, the use of Iזנח in 1 Chron. 28:9 reminds us that the verb often implies the background of covenantal election (בחר), and this background well illuminates the parallelism with anger in the case of Ps. 89:39 (compare verse 19 and 77:8).

We conclude, then, that Yaron and Dahood have not established a firm case for the frequent translation of Iזנח as “be angry.” However, even if Iזנח does not actually denote “be angry” in any text of the Old Testa​ment, it must be recognized that it probably does carry in many contexts a strong connotation of anger and thus it is not amiss to include it here. Obviously, further research may succeed in providing a firmer case for the meaning “be angry,” especially if the authority of the

translations of the versions becomes greatly reduced, as Dahood (contra Barr
) believes it should.

6. עשׁן, (עָשָׁן, עָשֵׁן)

The verb עשן, meaning “to smoke,” occurs 6 times in the Old Testament; the noun עשן , “smoke,” occurs 25 times, and the adjective עשן, “smoking,” 2 times. In 14 uses the noun represents literal smoke, often of objects burning from divine judgment, smoke figurative for that which quickly vanishes, et cetera.

For our purposes it is important to recall that “fire and smoke play a prominent role in theophanic depiction,”
 and so it is not surprising to find the adjective used once in connection with the Sinai theophany (Ex. 20:18), and the noun עשן used 9 times in connection with various theoph​anies.
 In Is. 65:5 we find sinners represented as smoke in the nose (אף) of Yahweh, and in Job 41:12 the descrip​tion of smoke issuing from the nose of Leviathan is remi​niscent of the theophanic descriptions of Yahweh.

In Ps. 18:9 (// 2 Sam. 22:9) the description of Yahweh’s theophany is introduced as follows:

Then the earth reeled and rocked;

the foundations also of the mountains trembled (רגז)

and quaked because he was angry (חרה).
Smoke (עשן) went up from his nostrils (אף) 
and devouring fire from his mouth; 
glowing coals flamed forth from him.

Such a description prepares us to understand the usage of the verb עשן in the Old Testament. Of its 6 occurrences, 3 are in descriptions of divine theophanies (Ex. 19:18; Ps. 104:32; 144:5). In 2 texts it is used in explicit relationship with God’s anger (אף). Thus in Ps. 74:1 we nave:

O God, why dost thou cast us off (זנח) for ever?

Why does thy anger (אף) smoke (עשן) against the 
sheep of thy pasture? (compare Deut. 29:19).

In Ps. 80:5 עשן by itself (without אף) is apparently used figuratively for God’s anger:

O LORD God of hosts,

how long wilt thou be angry (עשן) with thy people's prayers?

Koehler and Dahood do not agree with Brown, Driver and Briggs in attributing the actual meaning “be angry” to עשן in this text.
 It is probably best in literal translation to maintain the meaning “smoke” here, recalling Barr’s distinction between that to which a word refers in a specific context (here to God’s anger) and the information conveyed by a word, transferable to other contexts.
 

7. פנה
פנה is a noun that occurs some 2100 times in the Old Testament.
 Dahood argues that in 6 of its occurrences (4 of them in the Psalms) פנה should be translated “fury.”
 Aside from the usage in 6 texts the only argu​ment Dahood cites is that “fury” is possibly the meaning of pn in one Ugaritic text.
 An examination of the texts cited by Dahood reveals that פנה does occur in contexts of anger (indicated either by basic terms for anger or by manifestations). In 3 of the texts (Ps. 9:4; 21:9; Lam. 4:16) the context seems to indicate a theophany of judgment. In the case of Ps. 21:9 the Authorized Version refers to “the time of thine anger (פנה),” while the Revised Standard Version reads “when you appear,” which is followed immediately by explicit reference to Yahweh’s wrath (אף). However, it is difficult to conclude from the evidence Dahood cites that “fury” can actually be es​tablished as a definite meaning of פנה.
In this regard, perhaps the most appropriate comment is that of Barr, who summarizes his views on this type of problem as follows:

Students may find it helpful to use the distinction between reference and information. By “reference” I mean that to which a word refers, the actual or thought entity which is its referent. By “information” I mean the difference which is conveyed, within a known and recognized sign system (a language like Hebrew or Ara​bic), by the fact that it is this sign and not another that is used. The major linguistic interest, it would seem to me, lies in the latter. Many arguments in which biblical scholars adduce linguistic evidence appear to me, however, to involve some confusion be​tween the former and the latter.

For instance, there are certainly places where Ca​naanite and Aramaic inscriptions use a word cognate with Hebrew מקום, and where the reference is to a place of burial. It does not follow that this word communicates the specific information “tomb, grave, place of burial.” Rather, the writers, referring to a tomb or the area around it, called it a “place.” While it is interesting to note that the word is used of a tomb, this fact does not entitle us to suppose that “tomb” (as information of a distinction from any other place) is the meaning of this word, and then to transfer it, as Dahood wants to do, to Hebrew passages like Job 16.18, Qoh. 8.10 (where it does not improve the sense anyway). Though the place referred to in some inscriptions is in fact a tomb, this  does not make “tomb” the information specified by the choice of this word and thereby transferable to other con​texts.

In the case of Dahood’s treatment of פנה, it is helpful to have it pointed out that in certain contexts speaking of divine anger, Yahweh’s פנה is in fact an angry countenance. This truth finds its most vivid illustration, of course, in the New Testament, Revelation 6, where in the tribulation of the 7 seals men of all classes of society are portrayed as

Calling to the mountains and rocks, “Fall on us and hide us from the face of him who is seated on the throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb; for the great day of their wrath has come, and who can stand before it?” (verses 16-17).

In addition to the 6 references cited by Dahood to support the meaning “fury” for פנה, Briggs calls attention to other texts where the context indicates reference to an angry countenance (Lev. 20:3, 6; 26:17; Ezek. 14-18).
 To these may be added Jer. 3:12
 and the Aramaic אנף (“face”) in Dan. 3:19. However, it is difficult to see the wisdom in adopting the translation “fury” for פנה as a consequence of such examples. It is significant that Sabourin, who at so many points follows Dahood, at no place accepts the rendering “fury” for פנה. 

8. עצב
The verb עצבII , usually understood as meaning “hurt, pain, grieve,” occurs 15 times in the Old Testament (see Table 28). Brown, Driver and Briggs suggest a possible etymological relation with an Arabic word meaning “be an​gry,” and suggest the translation “vex” for some uses.
 In Gen. 34:7 the Revised Standard Version says that the sons of Jacob “were indignant (עצב) and very angry (חרה)” over the rape of their sister Dinah. Dahood translates עצב by “vex” in Ps. 54:6.
 In Gen. 45:5 עצב is linked with חרה, and in 1 Sam. 20:34 to חרי אף. However, usually the connotation indicated in the context is predominantly of grief rather than anger (for example, 2 Sam. 19:3). If a connotation of anger be admitted for עצב , it would mean that the flood in Genesis 6 to 9 is motivated in part by divine anger, as it probably is in the Gilgamesh epic,
 since Gen. 6:6 would then suggest that Yahweh was not only sorry (נחם), but also angrily vexed (עצב) over the sin of man. This would fit well not only parallel ancient Near Eastern flood stories, but also would be in better keeping with the divine judgment in the immediate context (“blot out,” Gen. 6:7) and the understanding of the flood elsewhere in the Old Testament in terms of divine anger (Is. 54:9).

9. חמם
The verb חמם, meaning literally “become hot, grow warm,” is used with reference to human anger in 4 texts, out of a total 29 occurrences in the Old Testament. Thus in Deut. 19:6 we read of the avenger of blood pursuing the manslayer “while his heart (לבב) is hot (חמם),” or as the Revised Standard Version translates, “in hot anger.” The context (vengeance, killing) makes it clear that the emotion primarily referred to here is anger. Similarly, in Ps. 39:4 the author says “my heart (לב) became hot (חמם) within me,” which G. R. Driver (correctly, we be​lieve) understands as a reference to anger.
 In Hos. 7:7 the reference to the hot anger (חמם) of Israel's princes is immediately (verse 6) preceded by explicit ref​erence to the smouldering of their anger (אף). Finally, in Jer. 51:39 we have reference to the hot anger (חמם) of the Babylonians, preceded by a description of their roaring and growling like lions (a common metaphor for anger; compare Amos 1:1). Brown, Driver and Briggs list these 4 uses of חמם as figurative uses,
 but in each case the context indicates that it is specifically anger to which חמם refers .

10. משבר
משבר is usually understood as “breaker” in its 5 usages in the Old Testament.
 Dahood, however, trans​lates Ps. 88:8 as follows:

Your rage (חמה) weighs heavy upon me,

and with 11 your outbursts (משבר) you afflict me.

Dahood supports his translation of משבר, explaining that it “better accords with its counterpart ‘your rage’ if related to the Ugaritic expression t-br aphm, ‘their nos​trils,’” and he adds “We assume, of course, that this phrase underwent the same semantic development as ‘ap, ‘nostril, anger.’”
 The New English Bible is even more explicit in its reference to anger here, translating:

Thy wrath (חמה) rises against me,

thou hast turned on me the full force of thy anger (משבר)

Literally, Dahood apparently would translate משבר as “outbursts [of anger],” and the New English Bible more literally should read “the full force [of thy anger].” The Ugaritic expression cited by Dahood speaks more literally of “the opening (breaking open) of their nostrils.”
APPENDIX A

Words for anger not occurring in the Psalms

1. זעףI (verb),
זעף (noun), and זעף (adjective). In the third edition of the Koehler-Baumgartner lexicon, Baumgartner introduces a distinction between זעףI and זעףII.
 To זעףI he assigns 2 uses (Prov. 19:3; 2 Chron. 26:19), and he defines this verb as meaning “to storm, rage against” (German: toben, wuten gegen) . זעףI thus occurs 2 times in the Old Testament, both referring to human anger.

The noun זעף deriving from זעףI occurs 7 times in the Old Testament and means “rage.”
 It is used 2 times of divine anger, 4 times of human anger, and once of the raging of the sea (see Table 30). זעף occurs alone, without other terms for anger, 3 times, and 4 times with other terms for anger. In Is. 30:30 it refers to the storming or raging anger (אף זעף) of Yahweh. In 2 Chron. 26:10 it occurs with כעס; in 26:19 with its cognate verb; and in 28:9 with חמה, which though usually quite strong,

clearly appears to be weaker than אף in this context. Storm is reflected in the context in Is. 30:30 (theophany), Jonah 1:15 (sea) and possibly Micah 7:9 (darkness). The use of זעף in Prov. 19:12 with reference to the king’s rage, compared to the growling of a lion is evidence against Hanson’s conclusion that Amos, because it contains no explicit words for divine anger, does not treat divine anger.
 In a book that begins with the declaration: “Yahweh roars from Zion,” we must clearly take into account the images and manifestations for divine anger and not be mislead by lack of explicit words.

The adjective זעף, which derives from זעףI, occurs but twice in the Old Testament. Baumgartner defines it as meaning “raging.”
 In both of its Old Testament occurrences it refers to human raging (see Table 31), and is used with סר.

None of the words related to the root זעףI occur in the Psalms.
2. חרי. --Like חרון, חרי is a noun derived from חרה.
 It occurs 6 times in the Old Testament, always in construct status with אף. Brown, Driver and Briggs define it as meaning “burning,”
 while Koehler suggests “heat, fervour.”
 The connotation of heat or burning is reflected explicitly in 2 contexts (Is. 7:4 and Lam. 2:3). It follows  חרה (kindle) in 2 Chron. 25:10 in a way that suggests a connotation of continuous burning. While חרון almost always is used of God’s anger, 
 חרי is used 4 times of man but only 2 times of God (see Table 32), It does not occur in the Psalms.

3. מרר and מר.-- מרר a verb that occurs 15 times in the Old Testament, in the qal means “be bitter.” In the hithpalpel, which occurs in Dan. 8:7 and 11:11, Koehler gives as its meaning “embitter oneself, be en​raged.”

The adjective and substantive מר, meaning “bitter, bitterness,”
 in 2 contexts where it is linked with נפש definitely seems to bear the connotation of anger. Thus, in Judg. 18:25, the Danites say to Micah:

Do not let your voice be heard among us, lest angry 
(נפש מר) fellows fall upon you, and you lose your 
life with the lives of your household.

Perhaps even clearer is Hushai’s statement to Absalom regarding David (2 Sam. 17:8):

You know that your father and his men are mighty men, 
and that they are enraged (נפש מר), like a bear 
robbed of her cubs in the field.

It is notable that linked with מר in Ezek. 3:14, where the prophet describes how the Spirit lifted him up and he went “in bitterness (מר) in the heat (חמה) of my spirit.” If מר here preserves its usual meaning of wrath,
 then מר may take on something of the same connotation. Koehler recognizes the meaning “be enraged” for the verb in its occurrences in Dan. 8:7 and 11:11, but for some reason does not admit the meaning anger for the adjective and substantive מר in the texts above cited.

4. שמר.--According to Driver, שמר in Jer. 3:5 and Amos 1:11 is not the usual Hebrew word, meaning “keep” or “watch,” but is related etymologically to the Akkadian samaru, “to rage.”
 Koehler does not accept Driver’s suggestion, but adheres to the traditional view, consid​ering the use in Jer. 3:5 as an elliptical reference to divine anger.
 Amos 1:11 refers to human anger.

5. נחר .--The verb נחר occurs but 2 times in the Old Testament (Song of Sol. 1:6; Jer. 6:29). G. R. Driver points out that it represents a root common to all the Semitic languages, meaning “snort,” “rage”, et cetera.
 Koehler accepts this derivation and explanation of the forms in Song of Solomon and Jeremiah.
 Following Driver and  understanding of נחר, Song of Sol. 1:6 should then read as follows:

My mother’s sons snorted in rage (נחר) with me, 
they made me a keeper (נטר) of the vineyards; 
but my own vineyard I have not kept (נטר).

6. נפל .--In Jer. 3:12 we have the hiphil of נפל , “fall,” used elliptically of divine anger:

I will not look on you in anger (נפל) 
for I am merciful, says the LORD; 
I will not be angry (נטר) for ever.

Brown, Driver and Briggs suggest the comparison with Job 29:24,
 but even more illustrative of this usage of נפל for anger is Gen. 4:5-6: 
So Cain was very angry (חרה) and his countenance 
fell (נפל) The LORD said to Cain, “Why are you 
angry (חרה) and why has your countenance fallen?”
7. נחם.--In Is. 1:24, נחם, usually meaning to “comfort, ease oneself of,” apparently is used elliptically with reference to divine anger:

Therefore, the Lord says,

the LORD of hosts,

the Mighty One of Israel:

“Ah, I will vent m wrath (נחם) on my enemies, 
and avenge (נקם) myself on my foes.

8. בנס .--The Aramaic word סנס, meaning “become angry,”
 occurs but once in the Old Testament (Dan. 2:12), where it is linked with קצף and refers to human anger: “Because of this the king was angry (בנס) and very furious (קצף), and commanded that all the wise men of Babylon be destroyed.”
 

APPENDIX B
Wrath and the heart

Helmer Ringgren writes:

In view of the fact that the heart is generally con​sidered always to be the seat of the emotions, it is remarkable that expressions referring to wrath are never connected with the heart.

It is true, as Ringgren positively stresses, that in the Old Testament, the emphasis lies more on the outward expressions of wrath. However, several points should be noted regarding expressions of divine wrath and references to the heart of Yahweh.

First, while the words for, heart (לב,לבב) occur some 850 times in the Old Testament,
 the reference is almost always to man’s heart. Only 26 times is there an anthropomorphic reference to the heart of God.

Second, the heart in the Old Testament is more com​monly the seat of intellect and will than it is of emo​tions,
 so we should not expect the occurrences of heart

with expressions of anger to be very many, especially in the relatively few references to God’s heart. It is im​portant to note in this connection that while anger is linguistically connected with the heart in some ancient Near Eastern religions,
 in the Old Testament the common expression links it to the nose.

Third, both in the case of man and God we do encounter a few references where expressions of wrath are linked to the heart. Perhaps the clearest instance with human anger is Prov. 19:3:

When a man’s folly brings his way to ruin,

his heart (לב) rages (זעף) against the LORD.

Other texts linking human anger to the heart are Deut. 19:6; 2 Kings 6:11; Job 15:12; Ecci. 11:10; and Ps. 39:4.

In the case of divine anger, the writer of Lamenta​tions says of God that “he does not willingly [literally, ‘from the heart’] afflict or grieve the sons of men” (3:33). Here heart is probably used in the sense of desire (compare Ezek. 18:32). In Is. 63:4, in a context describing God’s wrath against his enemies, he explains:

For the day of vengeance was in my heart, 
and my year of redemption has come.

Even in this text, of course, although vengeance is in God’s heart (here used in the sense of fixed purpose), the execution of vengeance and wrath appears to be a matter of utter necessity (for redemption) and not neces​sarily desire. Similar are the references in Jer. 23:20 (// 30:24), where we read:

The anger (אף) of the LORD will not turn back 
until he has executed and accomplished 
the intents of his mind (לב).

Here again, heart is apparently used in the sense of fixed purpose, and not of desire.

Finally, since Ringgren affirms that the Hebrew ex​pressions for wrath mostly “allude to the accompanying physiological phenomena,”
 it is not surprising that ref​erences linking anger to the heart (a hidden, little-understood organ for the ancients) are few. However, it is not entirely accurate to deny that such links do exist.
Conclusion
Many standard Old Testament theologies, such as those by Koehler, Vriezen, Payne, and Von Rad, do not attempt to show the extent of the semantic field for divine anger in the Old Testament. Of the theologies that do make an attempts, Jacob gives only 7 words,
 Eichrodt gives 8 words,
 and Knight gives 9 words.
 Grether and Fichtner provide he most satisfactory discussion to date on the Old Testament words for anger, but even their treatment (which, after all, serves only as introductory to their study of the New Testament vocabulary) includes only 20 words (10 roots),
 and, as Barr complains, evidences more reliance on etymological data than demonstration of their conclusions from actual usage.

Our study (including Appendix A) shows a linguistic field for anger in the Old Testament comprising 40 words (25 roots). Of these, 29 words (18 roots) occur in the Psalms. The Psalms include virtually all the words that might be regarded as basic, as well as a very high proportion of the more specialized expressions. These 40 words for anger occur in the Old Testament some 613 times with reference to divine anger and 240 times with reference to human anger (see Tables 1-32).

In addition, our linguistic study amply confirms the assertion of Grether and Fichtner that the basic Hebrew terms for wrath do denote specific aspects of anger.
 However, in the case of several words we have shown that Grether and Fichtner (as well as the lexicons) give inad​equate, one-sided (see אף) or even mistaken interpretations of basic connotations of the vocabulary for anger (see חמה).

As previously noted, Barr sharply criticizes the linguistic discussion of Grether and Fichtner at this point for citing mainly etymological data, and not demon​strating differences in actual usage.
 Undoubtedly the weaknesses in the linguistic treatment of Grether and Fichtner stem from failure to study in detail the actual usage of the terms--a failure we have sought to remedy.
 In the course of our linguistic discussion, study of ac​tual usage also has enabled us to correct erroneous asser​tions of various types made in previous studies, such as the statement of Grether and Fichtner that no term for divine anger occurs in Genesis.

As a result of our linguistic study anger emerges as a phenomenon even more complex than envisioned in previous studies. In the Old Testament it is much more than a feel​ing (contra Eichrodt), but neither is it permissible to reduce it to mere impersonal effects (contra Hanson). Some of the words used to denote anger lay stress on the strong emotional feeling (כעס, קנא, נטר); others on accompanying physiological expressions (אף, אנף, חרה, רגז, פנה,נפל ), others on angry verbal expression (זעם, גער) and others on manifestations in violent ac​tion (קצף, עבר, עברה, זעף) and deadly effects (חמה).

Ullmann has pointed out:

there are in each idiom and each period certain significant clusters of synonyms, or “centers of attraction.” . . . Subjects in which a community is interest will attract synonyms from all directions.

Certainly in the Old Testament this has been true of the phenomenon of anger. Theologies of the Old Testament should thus seek to reflect faithfully that intense inter​est and concern and not allow contemporary tastes and prejudices to lead to serious diminution or distortion of the biblical materials, as has commonly been the case in the past.

For summaries regarding meaning and usage of individ​ual terms, the conclusion at the end of basic words studied should be consulted. There we have also noted specific ways in which our linguistic study relates to the inter​pretation of New Testament texts regarding divine anger and made numerous suggestions regarding the contemporary proclamation of this basic biblical theme.

Finally, our linguistic study has shown the extent of the vocabulary for divine anger together with distinctive shades of meaning of individual words for our study in the Psalms. Since almost all the basic terms for anger and many of the more unusual ones occur in this book, the value of the Psalms for basic linguistic investigation in this area is evident. While the theology of divine anger has a broader base than specific words for anger (the idea may be implied without one of the terms), the relative neglect of the terms and their usage in previous studies amply justi​fies our taking this as foundational to our investigation of specific texts in the Psalms. Theological exegesis is thereby considerably enriched, as we shall see.
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