Divine Repentance? (1 Samuel 15)
Textual Data
Does God repent? 

· Gen. 6:6,7 (that he made man; parallel to “it grieved Him into His heart”; v. 8 = Ex. 32:11-14)

· Ex. 32:12,14 (God repents of evil in answer to prayer) *  [Note: * and ** passages will be referenced later in this study.] 

· Deut. 32:36  (will repent himself on his servants = have compassion)

· Jud. 2:18  (it repented the Lord because of their groanings = the Lord was moved to pity)

· 1 Sam. 15:11,35 (that I have set up Saul to be king = regret)

· 2 Sam. 24:16 (the Lord repented of the evil = relented, or consoled himself, saying “It is enough)

· 1 Chr. 21:15 (parallel to previous)

· Ps. 90:13

· Ps. 106:45

· Ps. 135:14

· Jer. 15:6 (I am weary with repenting) **

· Jer. 18:7-10 (God responds to human responses) **

· Jer. 26:3,12-13,18-19 (God responds to human responses; note “unconditionality” of Micah’s prophecy, v. 18) **

· Jer. 42:10

· Joel 2:13,14 (God responds to human responses) **

· Amos 7:1-6 (God repents in answer to prayer) *

· Jonah 3:9,10; 4:2 (God responds to human response) **

Or not? 

· Num. 23:19

· 1 Sam. 15:29 (2x)

· Ps. 110:4

· Jer. 4:28; 20:16

· Ezek. 24:14 

· Zech. 8:14

To the question “Does God repent, or not?” our immediate, instinctive answer is probably “no,” perhaps because of a couple of well-known dogmatic statements to that effect (Num. 23:19; 1 Sam. 15:29).  But even a cursory glance at the passages listed above demonstrates a rather surprising fact: there are far more passages that state that God does repent than those that insist He does not!  (In fact, there are only two that seem to insist in any propositional form that God does not repent.)

Summary of the Facts
· Out of 105 occurrences of the Hebrew verb, 35 refer to God (over 33%).

· Of  those 35, 27 indicate that God does repent, while only 8 imply or insist that He does not.

· Also, Jeremiah most frequently employs this verb—20x.

Statement of the Problem
· How can Scripture sensibly affirm both that God does not, and yet does, repent?

· Moreover, if “repent” means to change, specifically to change one’s mind, how can God do that if He is affirmed to be changeless or immutable (Mal. 3:6)?

· Openness theologian John Sanders exemplifies the potential theological problems stemming from this issue when he writes that Genesis 2:17ff (God’s warning of certain death in the day Adam ate of the forbidden tree) is a first example of divine repentance, a “divine relenting from negative consequences in favor of mercy.” God—not unlike an indulgent parent—simply chose not to do what He solemnly said He would do so that, in a sense, Satan was right and God was wrong “sort of”; after all, they didn’t “die” that day because “when God faces the sin, he cannot bring himself to fulfill his threat” (The God Who Risks, 48).

1 Samuel 15 (vv. 11, 29, 35) serves as a helpful microcosm of the difficulty, because it includes within a single context inferences that God both does and does not repent.

· Incidentally, any charge from critics that the apparent contradiction with which we are dealing is proof of the Bible’s human origin and fallibility betray a fundamental ignorance of human nature. If the contradiction were so real and obvious as they say, the writer (or alleged redactor) of 1 Samuel 15 would certainly have noticed and removed the contradiction.

Meaning of mxn
· Root appears in names such as Nahum, Nehemiah, Menahem

· Root seems to mean to breathe deeply, to sigh, suggesting “a physical display of one’s emotions—sorrow, compassion or comfort” (Kaiser, More Hard Sayings of the OT, 39-41).

· Defined/Translated as:

· Repent (Niphal)

· Regret (Niphal)

· Rue (Niphal)

· Relent (Niphal)

· Change one’s mind (Niphal)

· Grieve (Niphal)

· (Allow oneself to) Be sorry (Niphal)

· Comfort or console oneself (Niphal)

· Comfort or console another (Piel)

· (Allow oneself to) Be comforted or consoled (Pual; Hithpael)

· Scheme revenge; be avenged, satisfied (Hithpael)

· Other significant uses of mxn:

· Gen. 24:67—Isaac comforted after his mother’s death

· Gen. 50:21—Joseph comforted his brethren and spoke reassuringly to them

· Ex. 13:17—“repenting” not always a good thing

· Ps. 23:4—thy rod and staff comfort me

· Is. 40:1—Comfort ye my people

· Ezek. 5:12-13—consoled, satisfied because of justice rendered

Common Explanations
(A) Example of anthropomorphism (or, more technically, anthropopathism); simply an expression of God’s response to situations from a strictly human point of view (i.e., if it were us reacting that way, we would call it “repenting” or “changing our mind,” though God, of course, never changes His mind). It’s just a human way of expressing and understanding, however inadequately, God’s attitude toward a situation. The upshot of the assertions that God repents, then, is “this is how God would react to this situation if He were merely human, but He is not, so He doesn’t really react this way, I’m just saying it this way to help you understand God’s attitude toward sin.”  But is this helpful, or even meaningful—especially when it is not a biblical author, but God Himself who is speaking and affirming that he “repents” of a situation?

Problem: Unsatisfying, because we are dealing with apparently contradictory, repeated expressions relating to God’s character and behavior. In addition, it makes nonsense of the preponderance of passages that affirm that God did/does “repent.” 

· Are anthropopathisms a legitimate theological/hermeneutical phenomenon? Is this, in fact, ever a legitimate explanation for descriptions of God’s emotions? 

· Anthropomorphism is widely regarded as a different matter, since we know from Scripture itself that God is Spirit and has no physical body parts, as such. 

· But how do we know a “spirit” does not have “spiritual” body parts? Why not? (Distinguish between “literal” and “physical.”) A spirit clearly possesses all the capacities (sight, knowledge, memory, voice, movement) of which body parts are the physical extension and expression. We often hasten to clarify that “the arm of God” is a anthropomorphism; yet somehow we feel no need to make that clarification when we speak of the “mouth of the Lord” or “the eyes of the Lord” or “the face of God.”

·  To affirm that God is Spirit does not necessitate denying that He has what He keeps affirming that He has—eyes, mouth, face, nose, arms, etc. It necessitates denying only the corporeality of such “body parts.” To assert that God has arms or eyes or a mouth is not to assert that he has physical arms or eyes or mouth, for literal reality is not defined by physicality.

· In Luke 24, one naturally assumes that the disciples immediately thought Christ was a spirit even though He had arms and legs and eyes and a mouth. I.e., they expected a spirit to look like a “disembodied” person—just a spirit person rather than a material person.
· And in allaying the disciples’ fear that they were seeing a spirit, Jesus did not say, “A spirit hath not arms and legs (or eyes and mouth) as ye see me have”—as though that were the distinguishing feature of a spirit—but “A spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye see me have.” The point of distinction He makes between a spirit and a bodily-resurrected person (Himself) is not limbs or body parts, but the makeup of that appearance—their physicality or corporeality or materiality.
· I am not arguing that God must have body parts. I am arguing that there is no biblical basis for arguing that God cannot have body parts, and that the presumed proof on the basis that God is “spirit” is rooted in a fundamental confusion that “literal” = “physical.”
· But no emotions? If jealousy is merely a human emotion applied to God as an accommodation to our finite understanding, what about wrath? Love? Grief?

· How do God’s emotions relate to His immutability or, more specifically, to the doctrine of God’s impassibility?

· “The classical doctrine of divine impassibility affirms that God is not affected by anything that transpires outside of God—by anything that transpires in God’s creation.  In particular, it affirms that God is not negatively affected by any such happenings.  God does not suffer; God experiences nothing like grief, no negative affects” (Michael Horton, Modern Reformation, Sept-Oct 1999).

· The confident assertion that “God experiences nothing like grief” seems a bold statement in the face of repeated assertions of divine grief (Gen. 6:6; Jud. 10:16; Ps. 78:40, 95:10; Eph. 4:30; Heb. 3:10, 17).
· “If God is affected by events outside of himself, he is dependent on these factors for his pleasure or pain.  He is, therefore, a victim of evil, along with the rest of us.  It may help some people to learn that God feels their pain, but if it is at the expense of his invulnerability to change, frustration, despair, and suffering, God is no more helpful in a crisis than is the therapist or sympathetic neighbor” (Horton).

· First, being “affected by” events does not make God “dependent on these factors for his pleasure or pain” any more than it does us. I am not “dependent” on events to define and determine my pleasure or pain (this is, for example, the whole explanation behind the Christian capacity for joy and confidence amid pain or tragedy), though I am genuinely responsive to them. As Geisler has criticized process thinking for confusing essence or nature with personality or relatability, the same confusion seems apparent in some expressions of the traditional side of the argument as well.
· Second, if God is entirely unmoved by what moves us, how can Christ be described as a sympathetic High Priest, touched with the feeling of our infirmities?
· Third, Horton’s neighbor analogy is absurdly false even on a strictly human level. Is a governor or president who not only sympathizes with our pain but also has the power to alleviate its cause “no more helpful in a crisis than…a sympathetic neighbor”? Likewise, the ultimate comforter is one who both shares our pain and possesses the power and authority to address its cause—not merely because that’s what we want in a comforter, but because that’s the way God describes Himself, if we do not allow such emotional descriptions of God to evaporate into mere rhetorical or poetic anthropopathisms. 
· “In a 1997 issue of Christianity Today .... there were two articles on this trend—both of them arguing for the suffering of God, and therefore against the classical Christian view . . . Appealing to the biblical references in which God is described as ‘afflicted,’ repentant,’ ‘pleased,’ and so forth, proponents of God’s suffering do not accept the traditional interpretation that these are anthropomorphisms ...” (Horton).

· Granted, terminology or descriptions that appear to diminish God in some way (by depicting Him as “suffering”) cross the line of biblical expression in search of a more human deity. Though the text itself seems indecisive on some descriptions (cf. Is. 63:9; Kt., LXX, Syr.=“not afflicted”), others are remarkably graphic (Jud. 10:16, “His soul could no longer endure the misery of Israel”). 

· My impression of the doctrine of impassability is that it is a logical ST extension of a legitimate Biblical observation—that God is not at the “emotional mercy” of everything or anything outside Himself. But it is an extension that exceeds revelation, and so must "solve" those passages which seem to contradict it, namely by calling them anthropopathisms. I'm suspicious when a theological explanation essentially argues that the Bible isn't really saying what it repeatedly seems to be saying—unless there's some really clear Scripture to back up that claim.

· Wayne Grudem (ST, 165-66) rejects impassibility as plainly contrary to Scripture, ill-founded on Acts 14:15, and erroneously defended in the WCF (II.1, “without…passions”; G. I. Williamson’s The WCF for Study Classes [P&R Publishing] explains references to God’s repenting, being grieved, or being jealous as anthropomorphisms.).
· Robert Reymond (ST, 178-79) agrees: “Thus whenever divine impassibility is interpreted to mean that God is impervious to human pain or incapable of empathizing with human grief it must be roundly denounced and rejected.” 
· Jon Tal Murphree's DIVINE PARADOXES: A Finite View of an Infinite God is a thoughtful read. He seeks to mediate between traditional ST views of God on the one hand and the excessive, theologically overreactive views of process/openness theology on the other.  In his chapter on "Impassibility and Affectability" he says:

· “Some impassability theologians explain away all biblical references to God's emotional reaction to humankind as anthropomorphic. The references were simply expressions of divine truth in terms of human feelings, and therefore not precisely accurate. Renowned theologian Stephen Charnock says, ‘Those expressions of joy’ ascribed to God should mean that ‘if God were capable of our passions he would discover himself in such cases as we do.’”

· “Others of them insist that references to God’s love do not refer to any emotional ingredient in God, but rather to His disposition and action toward people. [Some, by the way, explain God’s wrath the same way—as merely expressive of his actions against them, rather than expressive of any actual emotional element within God.]  What the Bible calls love . . . is God’s willingness to help us, prompted only by His choice without any motivating feeling for us as His children. . . . Thus Augustine prayed, ‘Thou lovest, without passion.’ Anselm said, ‘Thou art compassionate in terms of our experience, and not compassionate in terms of Thy being. . . . When Thou beholdest us in our wretchedness, we experience the effect of compassion, but Thou dost not experience the feeling.’  If God’s love were reciprocal, it would mean an infinite God was affected by the finite, which would make Him less than infinite. He therefore would function only from initiated love, never reciprocal love. His love may mean something to us, but ours cannot mean anything to Him.”

· “Lest we completely discredit the notion of impassibility, I wish to point out some important considerations. First, there is a moral ingredient to God’s love that transcends emotion. While love includes emotion, genuine love cannot be reduced to emotional feeling. . . . Second, there is a constancy to God’s love that is not subject to outside manipulation. It comes from what God is rather than what people do. [It also comes from where people are—in Christ, who is the quintessential object of divine love—rather than what people do.] . . . . Third, love has a voluntary character to it that makes it worthwhile. If it is earned, it is meaningless. If it is forced, it loses spontaneity. If it is required, it loses value. God’s impassibility guarantees that His love is unconditional, unearned, undeserved. It is something He chooses to do rather than something over which He has no control.”

· “Against the background of these considerations, we can reconcile the notions of impassibility and affectablity. The secret is found in a two-word modifying phrase: without consent. God is impassible without consent to be affected, but He is affectable with consent. The nature of love is to be affected by its object. To choose to love is to consent to be affected. So to choose to be affected does not invalidate the notion of impassibility if being affected is only by consent….”

· “By the ontological nature of His being, God is impassible…. By the moral nature of His love, however, God is voluntarily affectable…. Scripture depicts a God who has chosen to be affected by His subjects….”

· “By choosing to love, God makes Himself vulnerable to at least three painful negative emotions”: (1) vicarious pain (e.g., Heb. 4:15); (2) divine wrath; (3) rejected love (“the pain of disappointment”). [In connection with this last one, Murphree gets a little too close to openness terminology for my taste.] “In loving the world, God took a monumental risk.”  

· In fact, the last point drives me back toward a more traditionally Calvinistic view of the object of divine love. But apart from that, Murphree makes some valid points and logical arguments that allow the plain implications of Scriptural revelation more sway than a strict impassibility view that ends up having to dismiss a huge and varied category of God’s self-revelation as mere anthropopathism, or “what-God-would-feel-if-only-he-could-feel-like-us-but-He-can’t-so-He-doesn’t.”

· I also find it difficult to maintain that the human capacity for emotion—which distinguishes us from all other creatures—not only is not part of our creation in the image of God, but actually has no correspondence in God whatsoever. 

· Does that not imply that humans have more self-expressive and relational capacities than the infinite God who made us?

· In short, anthropopathism (and some interpretations of anthropomorphism) is an outgrowth of ST logic run amok to the consequent dismissal of BT statements.

(B) References to God’s “repentance” are communicating the emotional side of the word, not the volitional side. So when God repents, it means He grieves over the way a situation has turned out (though it never surprises Him). By contrast, assertions that God does not “repent” are focusing on the volitional aspect of the word, denying that God ever changes in His mind, His nature or His purposes.

· Variation: Bruce Ware has written some excellent arguments against the Openness view. Unfortunately, not all of Ware’s answers are equally strong. His explanation of the classic passage on divine repentance (1 Samuel 15) is particularly dubious and unhelpful (Their God Is Too Small, 33-34), arguing rather subjectively that the same word is to be understood in an alternately “weak sense” (vv. 11, 35) and “strong sense” (v. 29).
Problem: This is perhaps a better explanation than the previous one. But it is too conveniently subjective, especially when exactly the same Hebrew word is used both to deny and affirm that God does this.

(C) God never changes His mind, but He does change His ways. “He does not change His mind, He changes His method.” “God does not alter His will, but wills an alteration” (Matthew Henry). 

Problem: In a way, that’s a helpful distinction. But what does that mean? And how does it adequately explain, e.g., Ex. 32:14? And does it accurately reflect a proper sense of the Hebrew word for “repent”?

Let’s look a little more closely at the major “problem texts”—Num. 23:19 and 1 Sam. 15:29.

Additional Considerations
(1)  As always, context is crucial.

· Numbers 23:19 is uttered by Balaam in his second prophetic pronouncement regarding Israel. Balaam was hired by Balak, king of Moab, to curse Israel. Insisting he could only utter whatever God put into his mouth, Balaam agreed and Balak conceded. Balaam pronounced God’s blessing on Israel (Num. 23:1-10). Displeased, Balak moves Balaam to another vantage point, hoping to elicit a different pronouncement (23:11-14; Balak’s third try in 23:27-28 clarifies Balak’s thinking—“perhaps it will please God that thou mayest curse them for me from there”). It is in this context that Balaam utters the assertion of 23:19: “God is not a man that He should lie; neither the son of man that He should repent. Hath He said, and shall He not do it? Or hath He spoken, and shall He not make it good?”  Once God determines a course of action and has committed Himself by uttering His intentions, a change of location or vantage point is not going to make Him change His mind or go back on what He said.

· 1 Samuel 15:29, you have precisely the same sort of thing in the context, where God issued an explicit charge and warned of the consequences.

(2)  Note the explicit contrasts and parallels in the texts.

· Numbers 23:19
· Contrast— God ≠ man (vacillating, shifting, capricious, manipulatable, bribeable)

· Parallel— Lying = Repenting. 

· Context—“Repenting” in this context is changing from the unconditional purposes He already said He would fulfill for Israel. For God to do otherwise now (or to expect that God would utter otherwise from a different vantage point, as Balak hoped) would be nothing short of lying. Notice the concluding elaboration to this effect: “Hath He said (it), and shall He not do it? Or hath He spoken (it), and shall He not make it good? Behold I have received a commandment to bless; and he hath blessed, and I cannot reverse it.”  You cannot manipulate the true God—as you can a man or a pagan god—to make Him do anything other than what He has already spoken. (I.e., God’s irreversible commitment to a previously stated and unconditional purpose is crucial here.)

· 1 Samuel 15:29
· Contrast—God ≠  man

· Parallel—Lying =  repent

· Context—God had anointed Saul as King with a strict charge and warning of what would happen should he fail. He failed—and would not genuinely repent. Consequently, the warned consequences are set in motion when God announces through Samuel, “Because thou hast rejected the word of the Lord, he hath also rejected thee from being king” (15:23). Saul pleads for some reprieve (15:24-25). Samuel reiterates exactly the same sentence (15:26) and as he turns to leave, Saul in desperation for some change in the pronouncement grabs Samuel’s mantle and accidentally tears it (15:27). That becomes a prophetic picture for Samuel’s third pronouncement (15:28), and his utterance of the assurance that what God has spoken will not be altered—He is not like a man who can be manipulated by self-concerned pleadings to change what He has purposed, uttered and, thus, committed Himself to do; to do so would essentially be to lie (15:29).

(3)  The point of other “non-repentance” passages. 

· The rest of the “non-repentance” passages listed under the “Or not” category on p. 1 (besides Num. 23:19 and 1 Sam. 15:29) are not categorical assertions that God does not repent, but specific historic pronouncements of which He did not repent, or prophetic pronouncements of which He would not repent.

(4)  God does respond emotionally to human actions.

· God’s capacity to grieve, regret, “sigh” in response to changing circumstances is an element of His infinite personality, in the image of which we are finitely fashioned.  We might choose a certain course of action and even say, “I know I’m going to regret this.” Sure enough, sometimes we do. That does not necessarily mean we shouldn’t have done it or that it was a bad decision at the time. We just came to regret the way it worked out—even if we suspected the possibility ahead of time.

· Similarly, God knew the sin and sorrow that would enter the world when He created man. That does not mean He wished He hadn’t done it, nor that it was a bad decision, nor that He was unpleasantly “surprised” by the outcome. It is part of God’s real reaction to developing circumstances, even when they’re foreknown. The same is true with His reaction to Saul in 1 Samuel 15.

(5) God does respond to prayer. (See *refs. above)

· Why? God is immutable in His character, in His purposes and in His pronouncements. 
· BUT part of His immutable character, purpose and pronouncements is His mercy and grace and self-professed responsiveness to man.

· Note God’s response to Abraham’s prayer regarding His purpose for Sodom and Gomorrah.

· But note God’s assurance to Ezekiel that even the intercession of Moses, Job and Daniel could not deter His decision to judge Judah (though “repent” is not used).

· For more on why a sovereign God uses and responds to prayer, see Not by Chance: Learning to Trust a Sovereign God (Greenville, SC: BJU Press, 2001), Chapter 13, “Providence and Prayer.”

(6) God responds to human responses. (See **refs. above)

· God never changes His character. 

· Part of His character is His reliability and faithfulness to His Word. 

· Part of His character—according to His self-revelation in the Bible—is also to change His posture and actions when people change theirs toward Him. 

· This is not a mere anthropomorphism—we were aliens from God under His wrath; now we are accepted in the Beloved.

· God pronounces judgment on the sinner, but when the sinner repents of his sin, God repents of His judgment—without ever changing His character or renouncing His word.  

· That’s easy for us to understand because the condition is built in to the gospel. 

· But you have the same thing when God sent Jonah to Nineveh with an apparently unqualified warning (“Yet 40 days and Nineveh will be destroyed”), yet when they repented, so did God—something Jonah seemed to suspect all along, apparently because He knew God’s character, again demonstrating that God “repents” without ever changing His character or contradicting His word (Jonah 3:9,10; 4:2).

· Similarly, God may promise blessing on obedience to His Word, but when someone like Saul “rejects the word of the Lord” the promised blessings are forfeited—and the Lord may be said both to regret or “sigh” over man’s actions, and to “change His posture” regarding the setting up of Saul.

· “Though God permitted Saul to reign in response to the demand of the people, that very concession—and its results, though foreseen—now grieved the heart of the Lord” (Merrill, Bible Knowledge Commentary on 1 Sam. 15). 

· And whereas He would have blessed Saul with an endless dynasty (13:13) those bona fide (good faith) intentions have also been forfeited.

Obviously there is an element of mystery because we are finite representations of an infinite God with limited capacities of the perfections of His personality. God clearly has an emotional capacity (He loves and hates, may be grieved or joyful)—which doesn’t seem to fit because most of our emotions are by nature reactionary to largely unexpected events. With God there are no unexpected events. 

ILLUSTRATION: We can watch a movie we have seen before—even several times—so that the events and outcome are not surprising to us, and still laugh or cry as we watch those familiar events unfold.  Or we may watch a videotape of a ballgame whose outcome we already know and display genuine emotional involvement and expression of events we already “foreknow.”

And when we “repent” in the sense of changing our minds it is often due to the unanticipated development of circumstances or the reception of new information—both of which are impossible for God.

So, does God repent?  

Sic et non (Yes and no). It depends on the objective dictates of the context (not the subjective dictates of a previously decided theology). 

· God never “repents” of any absolute and unconditional pronouncements—to do so would be to lie, like man does. God is always unfailingly true to His covenants and His Word.

· God may “repent” of conditional promised good OR conditional warned judgment in response to intercessory prayer or in response to a change in man’s posture toward God.

· God does “repent” in the emotional sense of sighing regret over evil. That does not mean He changes his mind or made a bad decision or wishes He hadn’t done something or is surprised by the outcome; but He responds genuinely and emotionally even to foreseen, foreknown developments.

ILLUSTRATION 1

The threats of God that express His hostile posture against sinners are neither empty words, nor necessarily irrevocable (unless He explicitly says so, as He does on occasion; e.g., “pray not for this people…”). God’s threats are warnings designed to produce a repentant and submissive response. When they don’t, the threat is unfailingly fulfilled. But when they do, God changes His posture.

· Preview Jer. 18:7-10, Jer. 26:3,12-13,18-19 (God responds to human responses; note “unconditionality” of Micah’s prophecy, v. 18)
· Preview language (Is. 13:16)

· Henry V, at Har Fleur

“This is the latest parl we will admit. 

Therefore to our best mercy give yourselves, 

or like to men proud of destruction defy us to our worst. 

For as I am a soldier, if I begin the battery once again,

I will not leave the half-achieved Har Fluer until in her ashes she lies buried. 

Therefore ye men of Har Fleur, take pity of your town and of your people, 

whiles yet my soldiers are in my command, 

whiles yet the cool and temperate winds of grace o’erblow 

the filthy and contagious clouds of heady murder, spoil, and villainy. 

If not, why in a moment look to see the blind and bloody soldier, 

with foul hand defile the locks of your shrill-shrieking daughters, 

the most reverent heads taken by their silver beards and dashed against the walls, 

your naked infants spitted upon pikes, 

whiles the mad mothers, with their howls confused, do break the clouds! 

What say you! Will you yield, and this avoid? 

Or guilty in defense be thus destroyed!”

· Har Fleur responded with submission and surrender; so all the threatened decimation (which was hardly hot air) was cancelled.

· In fact, when Henry V sends the Duke of Exeter in to take the city, his words are: “Use mercy to them all.”

ILLUSTRATION 2
· In July 1945, as Allied Forces were preparing for an invasion of Japan, the Potsdam Declaration (PD) was issued, calling on Japan to declare “unconditional surrender … without delay … or risk prompt and utter destruction.”

· When the PD arrived in Tokyo, the Japanese P.M. said the govt intended to ignore it, in hopes that Russia might help them mediate a more acceptable deal.

· In fact, Japan actually viewed the PD as a sign of weakening American will, trying to intimidate them into surrender because they were not confident about the outcome of an invasion of Japan.

· PD: “We shall brook no delay.”

· After 10 days, Japan had made no reply whatsoever.

· August 6, 1945, while Emperor Hirohito was still waiting to hear from Moscow (unaware that Russia had already agreed to side with the Allies), a bomb of unprecedented destructiveness was dropped on Hiroshima.
· Truman: “It was to spare the Japanese people from utter destruction that the ultimatum of July 26 was issued at Potsdam. Their leaders promptly rejected that ultimatum [by simply ignoring it]. If they do not now accept our terms, they may expect a rain of ruin such as has never been seen on this earth.”

· 3 days later a second bomb was dropped on Nagasaki. 

We must maintain the biblical tension between the incredible grace and patience of God on one side, and the terrifying fury and righteous wrath of God on the other. He is WARRIOR and SAVIOR, but above all He will be KING.

