GOD

To thess questions about the pre-history of religion,
howsver, the Biblical sources {urnish few or ng antwers
directly. Oniy s small ?ropomon ofthem their

t. form much be: 1000 ».C. As wa po back
fore this ume the tradition bacomes gradually thinner
and for the ancestors of Ilnol befors 1750 or 10 it has
become 30 lacking in detadl and circumstan a8 0
make the rsiigious history befors.this ume quits
There is no sign in the OT of any consciousness of «
Wﬂm.d‘nnmwmmmnocm
wn, and tbe teats depict their God as having relations
with man {rom the beginning of history. The question
which they do diseyss 10 soms extent is not whether He
was really 2 God, but by what nams He was knawn.

In a number of stories and traditions it is possibie to
suspect or detect a pre-history of the story, which,
relating eariier to an older Palestinian daity, has ia the
course of tims been taken over
God of the Israelite faith. This is a different matter,
however, from s pre-history of ldu of God as such,
and will be uken up later. pn- bowsver, and as
dpomofm&lh%dﬁumyhsmdbl:mm;:mmm

is 1ype the pur wi t0 axplain the

in its Israelite form mm the siory in another form
which it may have had before; but the previous form
vnl! be speciaily relevant whersver it is nesdad to explain
the peculiarities of the later—but for which peculiaritias,
nm;ybcadd-d.t mbh. of a previous form might

dutecta
4. Names of God ia the QT.—For convenience we
may hers gather thse more important Divine names of
the Hebrew OT; some of the problems of their wee
must wait for treatment Iater.
(@) El.—‘l‘h::' is fairly con:rmon“llybnku to nnln
power ® ot esu-rm;om. & Habrew phrass *
in the powu('ll)ofm hand to . (c. Oqul’). Bu
it is noticeable tha word and followin,
**[3him) are both clmiy similar r.o emi
gnm:lu. hat the back g milh lh"
S0 that ymynou:to e * that
one ‘that one thers.' This wonld not il
oadudc some connexion with ‘¥ ' power.’
lnmymmﬂnd'lllm‘l its cognatss as &
Semitic term for a nod.
is frequent in A
El as the names deity, and
Cmnmu soil in Ihu garitic literature, w
occupies 4 snior and venerable position among
pdl.bunhudlymopnwpuminmnym

We pOSIass.

In the OT may classily usa thmfold : ()
used for * God. Jc lht Go¢ol‘lnul snd
for some other god, «.g. :«" and u;.
gods,” as Ex 151, is mn‘tls
(2')“I.n }:r compound nlmn or mlu
with the appearances 1 tisrchs at hoi:

El Shaddsi. Gn I'Il uts’" God Allm y '), El
Ron. Ga 1611 (RSV * 2 God of seein;
is & fair probability that the origina nl’cmcl to the
particular daity or to special local dmns whoss
designations include his and that later the namas
were taken to refer to the God of lsraal, (3) The use in
proper names like Eliakim * May '# raise up * or Ezski

* May ‘# strengthen.” Though it is possi to argus
here for an orll.mll reference to the pro nams El
(e.g. J. Gray, of Camm. 1957, p. l20). |t wouid
seem better lo nfmna. he god,'
i.e. the god of lhll mbl ar f:mlly. en the lnllo of
g:l;:;'l:mphom elements such as * the father * or ° I:I!o

{4} Elohim, the ordinary Hebrew word for God. For
derivation sn above under E. The word has a plural
form, and the singular form 't/dah is found in Job
frequently and occasionally elsswhers. In syntax the
normal plural form is treated as singular for congruence
with verbs nnd adjectives, with few exceptions, where
the sense is " God'; when used ofothcr dcmu than
lthodoflsrul.um the phrass * other gods '
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lural form has siways
It shou&mbu

2.0 .InI Rigieq wit] MTI(LLMl‘lmm
Lhal ina_pranunciaiien 38 siceqt Tihel

was LAfiweh

and frequenty in
Ylhmh. Forms of the Yahu type are
A%ﬂll tants and trom tha Elephantine

P Pe proviem has

problem has been much discussed () what was
the meaning of the nams ; (4) whether the sarliest form
was Yahweh or Yahu, the two questions being very
much interdependent. Ex 314 gives what is intended &

an ind mornnnm the words ' [ am who
Iun V) or eather * | will be as [ will be’; in any
fi c‘?::mm:ld‘h:e:m ‘“mplumd , "%Qm“".-
orm u co! a3 an 3
monahnh.bmhuon bunukcnmbgn
primitive cuitic cry, yd-44 * oh he.' It ot impossible

that this latter expianation should be moncalld with the
interpretation from the verb * to be,’” since it is possible
1o regard this varb (Adwdh, Adydh) as a verbalized form
relatsd o the old Semitic deictic pronoun (Awwa, Heb.
M)—d’ Rundgren, chr Bildungen mit I und mi-
Demonsirativen im Semitischen, 1935, p. 134.
writer -ould mfcr then to uko it ‘as connected with
the verb ‘10 be ' in the senss ' he is, he shows himsell
10 be’ and also with an old cultic cry in the senss ‘ ob
e *==in Enllhhnshouldnmuluw say ' oh thow’
It should be added that the mmpnuuon of this name
is very controversial among scholars, and numerous,
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