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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

A student of the Bible and theology today often notes
a tople in Christian periodicals such as "Return %o Biblical
Theology,"l "The Death and Rebirth of 0ld Testament
Theology,"z "The Reviving Theology of the 0ld Testament,"3
or "The Renaissance of Biblical Theology."h These ars only
a few exemples. Since the publication of Eduard Konig's

Theologie des Alten Testaments in 1922, as the first-fruits

of a new development, numerous volumes of 0ld Testament
theology have been written and published.5
It seems probable that the present revival of 0ld

Testament theology has several causes. One of the causes

1w, F. Albright, Christian Gentury, Nov. 19, 1958,
pr. 1328-31.

27. D. Smart, The Journal of Religion, XXIII (Jan.,
1943), 1-11; XXIII (April, 1943}, 125-36.

3W. A. Irwin, Ibid., XXV (Oct., 1945), 235-46.

kg, R. Lacheman, The Journal of Bible and Religion,
XIX (April, 1951), 71-75. °

5For the bibliographical studies on the subject, see
W. A. Irwin, "Trends in 0ld Testament Theology," Ibid.,
XIX (Oct., 1951), 183-85; E. Jacob, Theology of the 0id
Testament, translated by A. W. Heathcote and P. J. Allcock
S e R R N e g
Young, The St o] stamen :
Jda Glarn Oy wsn-pp- =124 (X
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is the inoreasing emphasis on the full trustworthiness of
the Bible. Archaeology has shed light upon 0ld Testament
history as being far more trustworthy than was acknowledged
by Wellhausen and others.6 Commenting on 0ld Testament
history, William F. Albright, one of the greetest of American
archaeologista, says:

Thanks to modern research we now recognize its

substantial historleity. The narratives of the

patrlarchs, of Moses and exodus, of the conquest

of Cansen « « « have all been confirmsd and illus-

trate to an extent that I should have thought

impossible forty ysars ago.
Along with the interest of archaeology, the advance of
linguistic study brought to us the old languages of the
neighbors of the patriarchs such as Sumerian, Akkadian,
Hurriaen, Hittite and Ugaritic. These languages contributed
to a better understanding of the baskground of the 0ld
Testament. Furthermore the discovery of the Dead Sea
Scrolls in 19&58 greatly increased interest in the 0ld

Testement field.

6H. E. Rowley, The Servent of the Lord and other -

Essays on the 0ld Testament {London: Lutterworth Press,
952), De 271

7\'1. F, Albl‘ight, Op« _g_ij-o‘ Pe 1329-

S ~8This used to be dated in 1947. Cf. Joachim Jeremlas,
. The Qumran Texts and the New Testament," The Expositor
Times, LXX (Dec., 1958), 68; W. H. Brownlee, " d ed-
Deeb's Own Story of His Soroll Discovery,™ Journal of Near
Eastexrn Studies, XVI (Oct., 1957), 236-39. ~



In the nineteenth century, thinkers, 0ld Testament
scholars without exeception, were greatly influenced by the
"dialectical concept™ of the Hegelian philosophy of history
and Darwinlan evolution, The application of Hegelian prin-
ciples to the reconstruction of the 018 Testament was
esteblished by Julius Wellhausen.9 His formulation of a
system of the religious evolution of Israel is demonstrated

in Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels. OConsequently,

Wellhausen concludes that Genesis is an urhistorical book.lo

This view is primarily contrary to the testimony of the
Bible; its erroneousness is alsc proved by modern science.

We quote from W. F. Albright®*s monumental book From Stone

Age to Christianity:

In dealing with historical evolution there are many
seductive errors of method into which historians have
been beguiled by insufficient facts or by inadequate
pergpective., For example, the seguence of evolution
is sometimes reversed and vestigial features are con-
sidered as rudimentery . . « Then, agein, evolution
may be telescoped into an impossible brief period, as
has been done by the Wellhausen school in reconstruct-
ing the development of the religion of Israel or by
Breasted in dating the dawn of conscience. Evolution
is not always homogeneous in human history--in fact
the reverse is probably more common, a3 ln the 11
development of Egyptian civilization, for example.

%W. F. Albright, From the Stone Age to ghristianitz,
(Second Edition with a new Introduction; Garden Gity, New

York: Doubleday & Co., 1957), pp. 86-89, This will be
cited as FSAC.,

10
Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels, Dritte Ausgabe
(Bexrlin: Druck und Verlag von Georg Reimer, 1886), pp.309ff.

1ly, ¥, Albright, FSAG, pp. 118-119.
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Since the power of the radical literary oriticism of the
01d Testament has declined because of the fresh light from
new discoveries, 0ld Testament studies have grasdually turned
toward exegetical and theological Tiselds. Along with this
trend we héve observed that a more conservative mood has
characterized 0ld Testament sehole.rs.l2 However, the demand
for a new interest in the 0ld Testament does not claim to be
the revival of an older orthodoxy.

Many commenteries and expositions on Genesis came out
in past generations. Ma2any books also appeared on the his-
tory of the religion of Israel. However, scarcely any syn-
theslzing treatment of Genesis has ever appeared, Voluminous
boocks on the doctrine of man have appeared in Christendom
as a branch of Systematic Theology. On the other hand, there
are ethnological and soclological studies of the 0ld Testa-

ment. In The Relizion of the Semites,l3 %illiam Robertson

Smith correlated ethnological and Semitic data with great
skill and learning. Max Weber's scciologileal study influ-
enced contemporary German students of the history of 0ld

1L

Testament religion. One of the most important soclological

approaches to the 0ld Testament is done by J. Pedersen in his

lec H. Rowley, OD. gitey, Po 271,

13peprint (New York: Meridian Books, 1956).

Ly, 7. albright, FSAC, Pe 95
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book Israel: Its ILife and Culture.l5 There are many books

dealling with 014 Testament in general and Pre-Mosalc reve-
lation in particular, A speclal study, however, has not

been made about the tesching concerning man in ths Pre-Mosaic
age, namely in Genesis.

The present writer's intsrest deals with "the doetrine
of man in Gsnesis." "Dootrine" here means plainly "{each-
ing," or "instructlon" as the Greek word Sl&léhHNQ suggests.
It is, therefore, the fundamental teaching about man in the
Pre~liosaic revelation that is dealt with in this thesis.

This study will treat both individual man end a group of

men, viz., a society. It is plain from the previous explang-
tion that this study is not limited by the traditional dog-

matic division of Christian anthropology. It is a synthetic

or systematic exegaais-instaad of the familiar consecutive

exegesis, chapter by chapter, as preésented 1n bommentaries.l6

This material will be collscted under five cardinal themes

on the doctrine of man in Genesis, with each theme display-
ing disparitiss and similarities of opinion in various

151-1V (London: Oxford University Press, 1926 and 1940).
For various aspects of 0Old Testament studles, see H. ¥. Hahn,
0ld Testament in Modern Research (Philadelphia: Muhlerberg
Press, 195k4).

165, Barr, "The Problem of 0ld Testament Theology end
the History of Religion,” Canadisn Jourumal of Theology, III
(Tuly, 1957), 1al-49.
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pasgages of Genesis., These bhemes will be assessed as a
whole, end related to one another. Since this thesis is a
synthotlc treatment of Genesis, 1t requires thorough lexi-

gographical work, and & patlent, grammeticc-histor

r..u

cal
interpretation of the text. Thus this is primerily a des-
eriptive work; it secks & clsarer understanding of God's
revelstion concerning man. PBecauss the doctrine of man

comes from the revealed will of God, our investigatlon of

the anthropology 1 reflected and desply rocted in theology, -
i.e.;, ths doctrine of God. We are indeed studying about

o2an, but it is not 2 record of men's gearcn for himself or
man's investigation at all. It is rather what God has sald -
about man, what God ines revecaled of men's nature and his
need in His supernatural revelation. In a propser sense
Genesis is a genuinely orientel boock speaking with oriental
images and thought patterns. '"God did not give His rsvela-
tion in a vacuum. He geve it in the lansuage =2npd in the
modes of expression that would be understood by those who

received it."7

Therefore it is necessary to search the
historicel and sogial background of the people who are
mentionsed in Genssis and to Tind fresh light from the various

sources.

17En J. Young, R 9_3-_?_0. Pe L5,
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As the nature of the thesis demands, the present work
is e selective study. The first theme is the creation of

men. In this chapter we shall attach special attention to

the nature of man on the basis of lexicographical investi-
gation, There will be an emphasis on the basic meaning of
the UL?J, It will be noted that there is no discussion

of the natural gcientific appreoach to the creation accounts.
In connection with "the lmage of God," its concept and its
state after the Fall will be dlscussed. The seocond themse

iz man's sin. We shall consider in this section the origin
of sin: the origin of evil, the Fall of man and original
sin. In "the nature of sin" we shall examine the concept
and the principle of sin. The third theme is God's covenant
with man, In the concept of S7*}§.we shall see the usage
of 5)"‘)?. and the significance of Rmﬂrjm’; special attention
will be given to the covenant as God's monergism. Then we
shall investigete the historical development of "covenant™
in Genesis. Iastly the emphasis will be laid on the covenant
as God's redemptive gift. The fourth theme is man's worship
of God, The special characteristics of Yahweh worship will
be discussed first., In the second part, "the distinctive
sacrifice in Genesis," a lexicographical and historical
investigation will be offered. The fifth and final theme

is man's relation to soclety. First we shall discuss the

problem of the individual and the community. GConsideration

[CONCORDIA  SEMINARY %
i ﬁ i\ r

LIBRA WA

sT. Louws 5, ™o. |
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wlll be given to archaeological discoveries and the customs
and laws of the neighboring peoples of the patriarchs.
Throughout the chapter we shall take note of fresh light
from Near Eastern studies. Finslly we shall observe the
grace of God even in ginful human society.

Since it is a synthetic approach, the paper will not
contain an exhaustive theological and philosophbical discus-~.
sion of each toplc. No attempt will be made to give the
historical development of the interpretation of esach passage,
as some commentaries do. The translation of the Hsbrew
passages employed will generally be the writer's own literal

translation, although other versions will constantly be

checked.



CHAPTER II
THE CREATION OF MAN
The Nature of ian

The book of Genesis offers us two narratives of the
creatlion of man: the first chapter gives a general story
and the second chapter a more specific account. According
to the latter, "Yahweh God formed man of dust from ths
ground" (Genesis 2:7).1 This passage suggestes that man
was moulded (7§:)2 by the immediate operation of the
Creator. The material used for the oreation of man was s
dust,3 therefore physically man is an earthen creature,’
nothing but dry, fine crumbs of earth, and small particles
of ground.

Man was not generated either as the offspring of God

or as g part of the universe, nor did he develop from a

l‘l’he reference of Genesis will be only by numbers.
2cf. Jer. 18:1-k.

379¥1s the acousative of the material employed.
C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, The Pentateuch, in Biblical
Commentery on the 0ld Testament, transiated from the German
TT_—%y ., Martin (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1951), I, 78;
E, Kautzsch, Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar, second English
edition by A. B. Cowley (Oxford: The Clarendon Press,

1946), p. 371, Of. LXX R Smber o eos rov
c’:{)’:’,; WY Xoa)/ e 77?5' ry}‘g.
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lower animal, but he was mede from lifeless dust. The word
‘ﬁ?é could be used by itsalf; as is seen in othew places;
but Tl’_.?:f:’?i_}_ Jid "lgg ¢learly indicates the natural dust of
the ground. These words ﬂ’;r)jﬁ[‘[ }'U \@§ are certainly
related to the word U1§; end they seem to stress the aig-
nificance of earthly origin. This is proved not only by
God's expression (3:19), but also by man's own expression
when he thinks of himself as a creature (18:27).

Man vias oreated of dust, bubl men were also c¢ollectively
called "all flesh® )ﬂtl é:Jxé 1z}, b In Genesis the word
“ﬁ¥3.is used for "flesh of a living individualv (2:21),
for flesh of animsls (41:2-19), for the matsrial of the
male orgen of generation (17:11,14,23,24,25), for kindred
(2:23,243 29:14; 37:27), for man as over against God (6:3),
for all living beings (6:13,17,19; 7:21; 9:11,15,16;17),/
and for all creatures (7:15,16; 8:17). The word ‘Q@y as
it has been shown above, is used of either blood relation
or of the muscular part of the body in distinction from
other parts; such as skin, bones, blood and the lika.5.

The two words,‘}gg’ﬁi_g% are both used for man's nature,
but neither of them indlcates, strictly speaking, the modern

sense of "body." Therefore it is fair to say, "Hebrew has

hxbil and Delitzsch, op. cit., p. 1l4l.

5A. B. Davidson, The Theology of the 0ld Testament,
edited from the author's menusoripts | by Ss D. F. Salmond
(New York: Charles Seribner's Sons, 1910), p. 188.
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ne proper word for bodys; it never nesded one S0 long as the

body was the man.n®

There iz another Hebrew word for body ,‘r_:‘l;( It is used
in Genesis only once (47:18) and less than a dozen times in
the whole 01d Testament. Therefore this f[_-‘r' 14 would not be
8 representative word for body either in Genésis or the rest
of the 0ld Testzment, since we find ng nilne times in Genesis
and ‘)gig thirty-two times. vmzthsrm.ore the word oT:"l;X is some-
times used for a living body (A47:18, of. Neh. 9:37) or bodies
of supernatural beings (Ezek. l:1l; Dan. 10:6), but more
probably for the dead body or carcass.7

Besides thess terms, the woxrd "hone" USB (2:23; 7:13;
17:23,263 29:14; 50:25) and "bowsl" 073D(15:4; 25:23) are
uged for the humen body in Genesis. However these are the
names of humsn organs, and they do not represent the tobtal

body .

61-1. W. Rcbinson, "Hebrew Psyohology,” The People and
the Book (Oxford: A. S. Peske, Clarendon Press, I§£§I,
P. 302, OCf. D. R. G. Owen, Body and Soul (Philadelphia:
The Westminster Press, ¢.1956), p. 175; A. B. Davidson,
92. 9—&.’ P. 188.

7.Tudg. 1;4:8,9; 1. 8. 31:10,12; Psa. 110:6; Neh. 3:3.
Cf. As B. Davidson, op. ¢it., p. 188. The most of the
reference work I owe to The %gliahman's Hebrew and
Chaldee Concordence of the 0ld Testament (Fifth edition;
Tondon: Samuel Bagster & Sons, n.d.), and Robert Young,

Ana %xtieal Concordance to the Bible (Grand Raplds: Wm.
. Berdmans, ©.1955). '
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Man was not only formed of dust, but there was also
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life [77[[ DY)
by God (2:7)., This word is used once again (7:22) —in :
Genesis. The word N'_‘:}QJ denotes breath of God (Job 37:10),
of man (1K. 17:17), and even including animals (7:22).
Therefore it is epplicable to any living thing; it means
simply "breath" and also "blast" (II S. 22:16). ngg;also
goes with [I"7[] and designates "the breath ensuring life,.nd

To indicate the breath of man Genesis alsc employs
M9 (6:17; 7:15) and in the twenty-second verse of the
seventh chapter it is used with ﬂ?l_gj o~y I_'_F]') D'gw:l
The Septuagint and Vulgate, however, ;)mit 'ifl“), possibly
because it seemed to them as a conflicting reading. By
19 is also meant "spirit® (1:2; 6:3; 41:38) and "wing®
(3:8; 8:1). Some scholars think that the primary meaning
of 1) is mwind.n? (IO is likewise used of the "emotional
aspect of life" (26:35; 41:8; lp5:27).l° The word (174 with
UT.?IJ (6:17; 7:15) seems to be "breath producing life" or

8I.. Koehler and W. Baumgertner, editors, Lexicon in
Veteris Testamenti Libros (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1953), DBR9%.

9

H. W. Robinson, The Religious Ideas of the 0ld Testa-
mant {London: Gerald’Duokworth & CO., 1952), Do D. 82; A, B.
Davidson, op. oit., pp. 193ff.; R. B. Glrdlestons, S onyms
of the 0ld Testement (Grand Rapids: Wm., B. Eerdmans, 195%5

Pe

1°H. W. Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man (Edin-

burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1911), p. 19, For further treatment
of M, see Ibid., pp. L7ff.



13

“"the principle of vltality."ll

The relationshlp of n_'.;a_vr);[ and 77N is very close, and
they are often used synonymously (Job 27:3; 32:8; 33:4;
Isa. 4L2:5)., The two words are both the expression and sign
of the inward life and tnerefore seem tc be ldentical, But
if cne examines them precisely, he may concluds that [197) would
be the expression, and fﬁggg, thae principle of life.l2 Yet
when these words were employed concerning God's aectivity,
they of course signify the prinmciple, not o His own life,
but of that lmparted to His creatures.l3 Gonaequently; the
expregsion: "God bresthed into man the breath of 1ife"
would mean, men wes vitalized by god,

Wnen God breathed into men's nostrils the breath of
life ho beoame & living being ( 7T uig:;_:'g), i.e., he became
alive. What, taen, is UM]? First of all dJD} is "the

breathing being" or "that which breathes® (1:20,21,24,30;

11y, B. Davidson, op. oit., e 193.

lzJ. R. Van Pelt, "Breath, Breathse, Breathing,"
The International Standard Bible Encyclopaedia, edited by
T. Orr (Chicago: The Howard-Severance, 1915), P. 518a.
This will bs oited henceforth as ISBE.

131014,

My o B wright, God Who Acts (Chicago: Henry Regnery
GO., 1952)’ Pe 88.
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2:1,9; 35:18). w*a:; is possibly derived from Akkedian

napigtu and it seems orlginslly to have meent "throat."ls

It also means "self" or "person" (12:5,13; 1l4:21; 19:20;

27:4,19,25,31; 36:6; 46:15,18,22,25,26,27). Therefore in

Hebrew Yevery soul® is every man and "seven souls® means

seven people. The other significances of w?ga:e "life"

(9s4,5,10,12,15,17: 145 19:17; 32:30;16 37:21) and "desixe;“

"appetite” or "person (23:3; 34:3,3; 21215 Ll s 303 49:6).17
As we have seen above ‘D§§ reprosents the 1living prin-

ciple. This may be either man or animal, IV is interesting

to notice the words, "So the man became a living bsingm

,‘WU u}f)]% 731 ‘rn'_‘"}. Man does not zeeelve a "zoul™

wgé, but'ﬁg begg;;s Jé being," in other words, one whe

18

lives by breathing. Tnis breathing of man is a sign of

l5Kbanlar andé Baumgartner, op. cit., pp. 626-27;
H. W. Robinson, Inspiration and Revelation in the Old
Testement (Oxford: Thne Clarerdon Press, 1946),; De 70.

16Hebrew, 321 3%

7For further statistics of the use of ¥Dy in the
01ld Testament, see H. W. Robinson, The Christian Doctrine
of Man, pp. 15£f. e

18
W. Visoher, The Witness of the 013 Testament

to Christ, I. Pentateuch, translated by A. B. Crabtree
Tlondon: Lutterworth Press, 1949), p. 53.
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life as it 1s also 2 charscteristic of animsls {1:21).
God took dust and ozused it tc live. He did not take a
living enlmal and make it humsn. When the breatiing of
nan ceases from men we say he dles. It 1s good t¢ notice
thet our breetn is not ia our power, zad that men is from
birth to destn dilrsctly dependeunt on (}od.19

48 it has been ssern above l]‘f?]i:f Esﬁ(ar U"f’f_] ngu}j)
end ﬂ_';'{] l!)i)] are both related to the idea of "breath” ;:r
"lifs." This simllaprlty is furthsr demoasvrated by the
interchangeable use of {1 and (0'1\‘]. In the Flood accuxmt;
all living oreatures, parvicularly animals, are called
U”:’ﬂ 0 (7:15, ef. 7:22); on the other hand they arve also
called 17N UH3(9:10, of. 9:12,15,16). In the descripe
tion of men's suffering in Genesis the words [[Mand ¥
are hoth employed, e.g., "bittecruese of spirit" r!'-)"] r)“j’)
(26:35) or "His gpirit was troubled™ iﬂ'-\“a U}}?}f}j(hl:‘?),
amd "the distress of nis soulr UDT NS (42:21).

The two words are proved to have similar meaning from
their parallel uss in the rest of the 0ld Testament; 8.8,
"T will speak in the anguish of my ﬁﬂ‘\; I will complain
in the bitﬁernes:-; of nBy Uf_i')’;i(a'ob 7:11); and "My (L‘(?gyearns

for thee in the¢ night, ay M within e earnestly sesks

19Ib1d. Cf. H. W, Robinson, Inspiration and Revelation
in the 0ld Testament, pp. 69-70.




10

thee™ (Isa. 26:9), and Psalus 77:3 {Hebzrew 4 M1 is used
as gynoaym of ﬁ{épg.ao

In Genesls any distinctlon of a substantisl or slemen-
tal kind beitween [J90) and (U"_'.')‘:_l is not to be understood.
Neither is [I9M higher thean Uj??_:!, or more allled to God.21
Hence atter a carcful study of Genesis, we nay say with
P. Heinigeh thet it "shows no evidencs for ccnsidering man
1;1':’z.chct,(:‘t:u}u&'.."'22 Likewlse ﬂ?_ﬂ'{] doss not denote the spirit
of man a8 distisgulished from body and 11.5;?_1.23 However there
are cerdaln shudes of difference in these two terms; (Uﬂ']
iz well representsd as the individual personality ian Genesis;
but the concept of individuval psrsonality is not applicable
to M77), and there seems to be no such idea in Genesis ,<¥
Un the other hand, Genesls does not explain to what degree

they differ from cash other.25

2001’. u}g)_:g in Jonah 2:7 (Hebrew 8).

2J‘A. B. Davidson, op. ¢it., p. 200,

22 : = -2 i
P. Heinlsch, Theology of the 0ld Testament, lngllish
edition by W. Heidt (Collegeville, Minnesota: Tne Liturgieal

Press, 1950), p. 161, Cf. R, F, Weldner, The Dootrine of Man
(Chicago: Wartburg Publlshing House, 019127, Dv 17

23Keil and Delitzseh, op. eit., p. 79,

2“&. B, Davidson, op. git., p. 200.

257me present writer would like to see a further study
of this problem as applled to the entire 0ld Testament.
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A3 we have already seen, man, as s specisl handiwork
of God, wees made of dust and became 2 living being. When-
ever one thinks of humen pature, lmmediztely he thinks of
the tcrms: "body" and EDE.';)Z] or their esquivalent. It hes
elreedy boen suggested in this vaper thet thsre is no exact
tarm for "body" in Hebrew, therefore "body" would simply
mean the physical organ of man; end Uﬁ;]is the "person®
or "being." The words "The mar bscame =z living beingr(2:7)
suggest that man is not # body cont2aining a soul or spirit,
nor is he a soul temporarily lnhablting a physical dbody,
but men i2 descridbsd sccording to his total being.zé Never-
theless man's neture ie precisely given by the twe facts:
the physical element and the breath of life. In fact Eve
vizs created from one of Adem's r»ibe, and not from his w@g
cr breath-life. .

Is there, then, a dualism of "body" and UD] in Genesis?
The answer ls negative, It is not only proved by the non-
existence of the word "hody" in Hebrew, but zlso by the
faet that in Hebrew thers is no sharp distinction between

physical and psychic terms. The simpls reason for the

26J..Pedersan, Israel {london: Oxford University

Press, 1926), 1. 99; O. J. Baab, The Theology of the 01d

Testament (Wow Yorks Abingdon-COKGSbury Press, 19407,
. 26L; S, B. Babbage, Man in Nature and in Grace

{Grand Rapids: ¥Wm. B, Eerdnans, 1957), P« 13.
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latter is that such exact differentiation wes never made
in Genesis.27

Therefore we would say with H. W. Robinson,."Tha idea
of humen nature implles a waity, not « dualism. There is
no ocontrast between the body and the soul, such as the terms
instinctively sugzest %o us."28 ¥Mzn is a vital unity and
is composed of various interdependent elsments, and was
concelved as "a uniflied vwsycho-thysical ergaaism.“zg Han,
according to Genesils, is W‘D‘(, hut not u@] imprisoned in a

. 0 § e
boay, >0 nor is thers e contrast betwesn the body and Wﬂ]

2
5 7&. We Robinson, The Charistian Docirine of Man,
P. 20,

ZBH. V. Robinson, Tae Religious Ideas of the Old
Testament, p. 83; H. H. "Rowley, The Re-DIscovery of the
0id Tegbamant (Philadelphia: The WGSTMLILGLOT DPreSS, Heds)s
P. 209; G. E. Wright, "The Falth of Israel," The

torpreterts Bible, edited by G. A. Bubteiclk (New York:
Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1952), I, 367-68- D. R. G. Owen,
op. git., ». 175; 38, B. Babbage, gp. cit., p. il.

29* L. Wright, "Faith of Israel," p. 368; A. R.
Johnson, The Vitality of the Individual in the Tho
of Aucient ler@el (Cardaiff: university of wales Press,
19497, p. 88; S5. B. Babbage, op. oit., p. 11; H. ¥.
Hobinson llLUbur&tﬁu this idem by, "steam settins an
engine in motion," in The Religious Ideas of 014 Tests-
went, p. 80

CH, W. Robinson, "Hebrew Psychology,"™ p. 362; The
Christian Doctrine of Man, v. 27; S. B. Babbage, 2D. cxt.,

Pe 13,
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but he is essentially a unitary bveing. This is clearly
shown by the fact that the soul does not live by itself;
likewise a body without a soul is not a man but a carcass.

When God made a woman from the man,Bl the man 4ld not
call the woman "soul of my soul" but "bone of my bones and
flesh of my fleshr ’WAD WM TDLYD WKLY (2:23a). Tais
expresses their common humenity (29:1h) and the kinship of
personality. These terms "bone" and "flesh™ along with
"bowel" are used for the physical organs of man. These
ﬁords are sometimes also employed in the figurative ox
psychical sense in Genesis, like "heart."32 Surely in
Genesis the body of men acts, his mouth eats, his heart
thinks, end his spirit desires. Yet it is not easy to
determine the inter~relationship of these orgens.

The word w;g, as we have considered previously, does
not stand opposed to body, but is rather the prineiple of
nlife," which manifests itself on the one hand in the
corporeal functions, and on the other in the conscious

activities of the mind. Therefore lﬂ%}has the idea of

. 3 3 AN i’ 7)
literally: And Yahweh God built up the rib which He took
from the man into a woman.

32 e word "heart" -1% is used thirteen times in
Genesis and exclusively for psychical sense. Cf+. He W.
Robinson, The Ohristian Doectrine of Man, pp. 22ff.
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"total person" and it is a representative name for man.
If the above statement is correct, then body or physiecal
organs are 2 partial name for man, or the physical aspect
of \EF.)], and governed by (b':)]. Consequently the physical
organs or the body are funoctional aspects of @13 3

The Imsge of God

In the first chapter of Genesis, the twenty-seventh
verse says, "So God created the man in his own image; in
the image of God he oreated him.," The word "image"in
Genesls is used exclusively in the sense of resemblance;
four times referring to God (1:26; 1:27 bis; 9:6) and
once to man (5:3). D"?,fé(image) probably had an idea of
"ghadow" then 1t was more likely used for "a representation.”
Before the actual creation of man, God had said, "Let us
make men in our imege, after our likeness" ’)]Q’?§1 UIX IT,U,.Y,]
11090772 (1:26), Here we see that God not .only mentions
"image” but also "likeness"” 3)‘)’3'-{(. This word is used three
times in Genesis (1:26; 5:1,3) for "similitude™ or "a copy."
As regards the words "in our imsge" 7)]'393,3_, rafter
or as our likeness" ﬁ]&')']{ﬂ’:l, the Greek and the latin

Fathers have made & distinction, referring "image" as amn/

330- J. Baab, op. 9_113.0. j o X3 261{;1
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imago, to the physical or even inborn side, and "likeness"

3 / A
as 9u0L036a$ y Similitudo, to the ethical or even to the

still~-to-be acquired side of the divine imaga.3zF However,
if one closely examines the above usages, there is no word
vand® | between "in our image™ and "after our 1ikeness;"
except hﬁf in the Septuagint. This fact is not favorable
to a distinction between the two words. Also the preposition
"in® 2 and "aftéi"!n are equally interchangsable. This is
shown as we comparc this verse with 5:1 "God created man,
in the likeness VTR of God,” end 5:3 “"And (Adaum) begat
a son in his own llkeness ’]TJQDTL{L, after his image ig§§3.'35
Furthernore the usage of "imege" and "likeness™ Qhows
no distinction between them. The first chapter says, "God
oreated the man in his image Bf;, in the image of God"
(1:27), but the fifth chapter says; "In the day God created
men, he made him in the likeness IFHI}?of God" (5:1); then
in chapter nine we read: "for in the image n§§cf God made

he the man® (9:6).36 From the above evidence one cean easily

kg, Skinner, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Genesis (New York: Charles Soribner's Sons, 1910), D 32;

E. Dillmann, Genesis, translated from the last edition by
W. B, Stevenson (Zdinburgh: T. & T. CGlark, 1897), I, 78.

35K311 and Delitzsch. 9_2.. éito, P 63!

36&. von Rad, Das erate Buch Mose: Geneslis Kapitel
3 Pe .

1-12,9 (G3ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprech®, 19L49)
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draw the conclusion that the two words are synonymous and
interchangeable. Therefore in the first chapter the two
words "image" and "llkeness®™ are merely combined to add
intensity to the thought and are an example of Hebrew
parallelism and emphasis.37

When Gcd was about to create man, He sald, "Iet us
make (H@f{-_‘:}}} make in our image ( :73?§§§‘)’ after cur like-
ness" (ﬂ]@)ﬂ?;ﬁ. God referred to himself in the plural,
This usage was regerded as indicative of the Trinity (the
older theologians; Calvin, Gerhard); as a plural of self-
deliberation (Tuech, Kautzsch), as communicative (Delitzsch,
Gunkel); as an indication of the fullness of power and
might implied in H’ﬁ%%JDillmann, Driver) and most likely

as pluralis majestatis (Grotius, Gesenius, Knobel, Keil).

The plural of majesty is used not only in the early writings
of the Soripture with reference to God (11:7, Isa. 6:8),

but is also known with reference to the Near Eastern rulers
such as, "The letter which you sent to us has been plainly
osd Detare e TOIF TIp WID9 rgy PAm T R

*TT

37Kbil and Delitzsch, op. git., p. 63; G. E. Wright,
God Who Aots, p. 88; R« F. Welidner, g&. eit., p. 36; 0. T.
RI1is, The Five Books of Moses (Second edition; The Presby-
terian and Reformed, 1949), p. 109.
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(Bzra 4:18),°°

Since God has no physical body, what, then is the image
of God? It 1s quite clear from the above faet that the image
of God does not consist of any physical form.39 On the other
hand the image cf Geod is not "the soul” or any natural
property of "the soul."™® At the time of men's creation;
he was like God and among many kinds of beings He ereated;
this "image of God" was Tound only in man. Oi' course this
does not mean that men is in any sense divine or that he
possesses any portlon or "spark' of the divine being within
him.hl Therefore the image of God is scmethlng unique to
God and man, yet not divinity. Thus we may define the image
of God as "the God-like personality."”

When God creatved man, dignity was attached to men:

vind let them heve dominion over” the animal world. This

rulership was not given to any other living creature, not

380f. I Mecc., 10:19; 11:31; 15:9. For the further use

of the plural, see Keil and Delitzsch, op. ¢it., p. 62; Skinner,
op. eit., p. 30; Keutzsch, op. git., D. 398; Dillmann, op. eit.,
p. 78.

39
H. H, Rowley, The Unity of the Bible (New York:
Living Age Books, 19577, Ppe 47Te; The Falth of Israel

(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, ©+.1957)s D« 57; G.E.
Wright, "Faith of Isreel," p. 368; Oehler, op. eit., p. 146.

AOT. F, Torrance, Calvin's Doctrine of Man (London:
Lutterworth Press, 1949), De 53

hlG. E. Wright, God Who Acts, p. 88.
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even to the angels.."2 Therefore the nobility of man is;

no doubt, included in his creation. He was the head of the
creation, because he was created in the imege of God. Man
would no® be man if he were not oreated in Cod's image.
Surely man had supremacy over the fish of the sea, over the
birds of the ain, over the ecattle, over cll the earth anpd
every oreeping thing that creeps upon the earth.

However, is this lordship of man siaply identical with
the image of God? The answer is that it is only a purpose
and a consequence of the image of God. If the lmage of God
is only the lordship of man, then God would not tell man
after the oreation, "Have dominion over the fish of the sea
and over the birds of the air and over every living thing
that moves upon the earth" (l:28b). He would already have
such power according to his innate nature. Further, if the
image of God is only the supremacy of man, how can man hold
communion with God and be his representative on e:au:t.h‘?l"'3
God spoke to no other creature except man because he alone

was created in the image of God and deserved to converse

b2poa. §:5-8 (Hebs 6=9). CF, Psa. 104; 139; C. R.
North, The Thought of the 0ld Testament (London: Epworth
Press, 19L9), De 20

h303hler, op.olt., P« 146,
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with God.M+ Therefore we would think that when we are

told that man was made in God's image this refexrs to his

fellowship with God, and this was the essence of the

dignity of his manhood.hs Thus the lordship of man is merely

e ccnsequence of the image of God but not that image 1tself.b6

This image of God gives man his position of lordship in

creation. Therefore the latter is the secondary element . %7
When Adam and Eve ate the fruit of the tree of the

knowledge of good and evil, certainly their spiritual state

and thelr relation to God were changed. It is true to say

that after this, particularly at the time of the Floocd, all

human activities were plctured as entirely corrunt (6:3).

This fact is clearly indicated by the seperation of man

from God., There was no more close fellowship between God

and man, rather he fled from the presence of God (3:10,23,24).

It also cannot be doubted that when man lost his fellowship

with God, the full authority of lordship could no longer be

exercised (3:18; L:12). Thus after the Fall the relation-

ship of man to God and to the universe was entirely ohanged.

hhﬁ. H. Rowley, The Unity of the Bible, pe. 75.

hsﬁ. H. Rowley, Faith of Israel, p. 88.

héOehler, ope eit., Pe 146

473, orz, nImege of God," ISEE, p. 1264b.
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However no 0ld Testament writer stetes that man lost
the imsge of God.48 Rather, even after the Flood God said
%o Noah eand his sons, "Whoever sheds the blood of man, by
man shall his blood be shed; for in the imege of God mede
he the ment UINTOX ALY WYY i 12(9:6).

At this point, two Pauline epistle349 help us to
understand the matter better. Cclossisns 3:10 we read,
"And have put on the new man, which is being reunewed in
k¥nowledge after the image of him that oreated him.® And
in the spistle to the Ephesians, we are urged "And put on
the new man, that after God is ereated in rignisecusness and
holiness of the truth® (4L:24). It seems that in these
passages, the apostle Paul is speaking of the original like-~
ness of God in which man was created, end to which the
Christian is restored or renewed. Tinis fact is supported
by both usages: "The new man which is being (or is) renewsd®
TB/ éréwauyééﬂfvér’(col. 3:10); and "Put on the new or
renewed man' ‘fr‘:\/ K«t)/a'”/ t"c'%:géwm)/ (Ephes. 4:24}. Thus these
passages show us that man needs to be renewed and repaired

after the image of God wes damsged.

haPn Heinisch.| OpD. Oitq, Poe 162; G. E. ‘!‘Jl‘ight. "Faith
of Israel," p. 365.

hgcol. 3:10; Ephes. 4324
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Wherefore, as is implied by the New Testament, the
image of God was not utterly effaced and destroyed in man ,2°
Nevertheless the image of God in man was so coxrrupt and
seriously damasged by sin or by what is described as the Fall
that i1t needed to be restored in Christ,.

50k, Ligett, "Man," Twentleth Century Encyclopedia of
Religious Knowledge, edited by L. A. Loetscner. (Grand
ﬁﬁbiézz Baker Book Kouse, 1955), p. 698; J. Orr, op. ¢it.,
Do 12 lbbo




CHAPTER III
MAN'S SIN
The Origin of Sin

When God finished the creation of the whole
universe, the whols work of oreation and not only of
the creation of the earth, was very good before His eyes
(1:31). Not simply the esthetlic bsauty of the universe was
good (29¢) before Yahweh, but it was also good in an
ethical sense, Thils is proved by the faet that there was
no disorder and corrupticon in the garden of Eden.

There was, however, a tree in the garden and it was
called "the tree of the knowledge of good and svil®
=l li] 26 n._:}z{{_l Y::J (2:9)« The phrase :i‘)r’_l'_ DA 97 is
reé;;ded here as one word; therefore, NI, the infinitive,
has a definite artiole.l Therefore it is correct for
Geerhardus Vos to say:

The phrase is not: "knowledge of the good and the

evil." It reads, literally translated: "knowledge

of good-and-evil," i,e., of good and evil as cor-

related, mutually condltlioned conceptions. Man
was to attain something he had not before. He was

lC. ¥, Kell and ¥. Delitzsch, The Pentateuch, in

Biblical Commentary on the 01d Tbatgﬁpnt, translated
Trom the German By J. Martin (Grand Rapilds: Wm. B
Eerdmans, 1951), I, 85; E. Kautzsoh, Gesenlus' Hebrew

%;ggg%ﬁi seoond English edition by A. E. Cowley (Oxford:
he Clarendon Press, 1946), p. 354.
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to learn the good in its elear opposition to

evll, and_the evil in its clear opposition to
the good,

On the basis of the above explanation, we can define this
tree as follows: The tree of the knowledge of good and evil ~
was a tree which gave the man a knowledge he did not have
before; he came to an experimental knowledge of the differ-
ence between good and evil, Therefore this tree was a tree
of probation.

The existence of evil in the garden of Eden cannot be
denied, because the third chapter of Genesis says; "Now the
serpent was more subtle than any animal of the field"™ (3:1).
The word "subtle™ H?W¥,might have the meaning of "prudent®
(3?4}?&0& ), though the context makes it certain that the
bad sense of "clever® (ndrgQOrvS) is intended.3 From the
above evidence the serpent was the toocl or agent of the
temptation. As such it had the element of evil in itselr.b

Where did evil come from? Who originated this evil?

These are open questions and incomprehensible to human

2G. Vos, Biblicel Theology (Grand Rapids: Wm. B,
Eerdmans, 1954), DP. LRe or detailed explanation of the
tree, see ibild., pPp. 39-43.

3
J. Skinner, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Genesis (New York: Charles Scribner's Soms, 1910, De 7ls

bR, . Weidner, The Dostrine of Men (Chicago: Wartburg
Publishing House, ¢.1312), Dp. 59.
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knowledge, because there is no detailed explanation in the
canonical books of the 0ld Testament, except the mentioning
of Satan or the devil, But the later writings, particularly
the book of Wisdom (Splpwt Xadwuwy 2:23-24) shows us
soms allusions to the cause of evil:

For God created man to be immortal, and made him

to be an imege of his own eternity. Nevertheless

through eavy of the devil came death into the world:

and they that are of his side do find it.
Furthermore, the rabbinicel writings and the New Testament
books tell us of the existence of the evil one,5 but none
of them fully describe the origin of evil.

Some religions explein the problem of evil as having
e divine origin: there came to be two gods who co-exist
from all eternity, a good god and an evil god.é Others
again try to trace the two eternal principles of good and

evil back to e single godhead,7

end thus make of God a
dual belrg. These theories are speculations of human
thought; nevertheless they are not the correct explanation

of Genesis. There is no thought of a universal theogony

5Ke11 and Delitzsch, op. ¢it., p. 92; Skinner, op.
E_j_-io, PDe 72"73-

6H. Bavinck, OQur Reasonable Faith (Grand Rapids:

Wm. B. Eerdmens, 1956), D. 227.

7P. Tillich, The Interpretation of History (New York:
Charles Secribner's Sons, s De . er theologiecal,
philosophical questions are beyond the scope of the present
thesls.
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or dualism of opposing foroes; not any form of pantheism;

whether personalized or impersonal; in Genesis.8 The

origin of evil, on the other hand, does not bslong to the
things of nature (for example, stars, trees, and beasts),

because they are not ethical beings. Such things are created

by God for good (1:4,10,12,18,21,25), so they cennot produce
evil by themselves. Ths book of Genesis records the exist-
ence end reality of evil, but not as being originally
located in man, Bscause man waes created in the image of

God, he was not evil., There was no thought of locating

evil in the humen body in Genesis, because the book has

no adequate word for human body.

The nerrative of Genesis never pictures evil as a
necessary thing in the world. The existence of evil can
never be Justified. It is clear that evil is something
different from the divinely intended process of develop-
ment.9 It is something unnatural and it is a corruption
of the original universe, because the original state of
the universe did not include any evil element before the

sight of God.

SG. E. Wright, "Faith of Israel," The Interpreter's
Bible, edited by G. A. Buttrick (New York: Abingdon-
OGokesbury, 1952), I, 365.

9
I. A, Dorner, A System of Christian Doctrine,
translated by A. Gév? and J, S, Banks, (Eainburgh:
T. & T. cl&rk, 1882)’ III’ 36.
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What, then, is the origin of evil? The account of
Genesls does not give the full answer about this point,
However, this much is clear that the entrance of evil in
the world was related 1ln some way to the tree of the knowl-

edge of good and evil and the command of God, God was
holy and the trese of the inowledge of good and evil did
not contaln sny evil. In Genesis there is no tendency to
regard matter as evil; it was created by God and was good.l0
As a consequence, we can say that the evil can only coms
altex the good, can only exist through the geod or upon
the good, AL the time of the ereation there was no evil
on the earth. Of course no cne can deny the eoxistence of
the possiblillity of evil. This 18 related to the whole
plen of God's creation and His will, so0 it is beyond the
eim of this paper. It is, however, clear from the
Seripture that evil did not exist in eternity. Therefore
the corruption of the good is the origin of evil.ll

The possibility of evil became a realiiy in the garden
of Bden and that reality is called "the Fall of man."™ The
age of innocence was broken by man's fallurs in his tempta-

tion: first by the woman, then also by the man. Attention
is directed to the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.

10p, R. G. Owen, Body and Soul (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, o:l§33¥. P 169.

113, Bavinck, op. eit., p. 229.
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The tree itself, as we have seen previously; is not an
agent of evil, nor is evil produced from its fruit.lz It
was only "the probation~tree.” The serpent was surely the
tool of temptation, but if man had rejected the evil desire;
then men would not have sinned. Therefore, the blame for
failure in the temptation was man's own responsibility.

Tre temptation was "Tou will be ilke God% }J“’[f%)(;g rmvv;m
(3:5).13 Thus the temptation was not = physical desire :
of any kind. Of course the result of the Fall affected

the sensuous neture of man {(2:7,10), but sexusl relation

is not the origin of sin.la If sexuel intercourse were
sin, then we would reascnably expect the prokibition of
eating the fruit to be placed after Genesis 2:24, viz., not
previcus tc the creation of the woman. The agcount slso
does not say both the man and the woman ate simultaneously;
but the woman ate first, then she gave to the man and he

15

ate. Tne Soriptures never condemn the lawful sexual

life of man, but rathsx aprrove of 1it.

lzKBil and Delltzszh, op. _0;}':_0, D 96.

13 The Septuagint has w3 1,(’.:0{ end AV has also plural
form "as gods."

thkinner, . eit., p. 76; Reinhold Nisbuhr, "Sin,"
A Handbook of Ghifhtian Theology {(New York: Meridian Books,
I958), p. 3kE. :

15p, Heinisch, Theology of the 0ld Testamwent, English
edition by W. Hsidé {Collegeville, Minnesota: Ine
Liturgical Press, 1950), p. lé65.
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Some think that since maen was good, since his heart
was uncorrupted in the beginning, therefore sirn was attached
to man from without. The evil lies in the eircumstances;
in the environmenb.l6 But one should be reminded of the
motive of God's prohibition. It is true that man was
originally good, but God gave him the freedom of choice
and He saw the possibility of men?s action, whether good
or bad. This is not fully explainable, but it 1s the
reality. Furtpe?ma:a,'the action of the eating of the
frult of the tre; ﬁga the occasion rather than the proper
cause of the ¥Fall. The inner motlve and decision precede
the real action in activity. Therefore R. F. Weldner is
right in his statement, "The fall was not in eating but
took place befors it. Man did not Tall because he ate;
bu® he ate because he fell."l7

If we depart from Genesis 3, the origin of sin 1s not
an easy problem to solve. Some try to identify the creation
and the Fall. In other words, sin did not begin =t the
time of the Fall, but at the time of orsation. Thus we

quote Paul Tillich, for example, "This 1s the point at

16g, Bavinok, op. ¢it., p. 225.

17 :
R. ¥, Weldner, op. &ib., D« 58.
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which the doctrine of ereation snd of the fall Join + « «
Seen from the one side this is the end of creation, Seen
Trom the other sids this 1s the beginning of the fall."lg
This would mean that existence, that ls belng in itself;

is sin. HMoral imperfection 1s the same as finitudes and
man'e crsatuwrehocod 1s his sinfulneas.lg According to such
a theory, then, the Fall becomes a ropeated expsrience of
overy individual and it slso mekes man's Fall into sin
ineviteble.*® This kind of philosophy, however, is foreign
to the teadh ing of Genesis.

Afber Adam and Eve alte The forbidden frulit, thay wexe
chengad, not bsoeuse eny physical ehange ensued in conse-
gquence of the Fall;zl but bscause they obtained a new
knowledge. The prediction of the tempter was partially
right; 2 new inslght had opened up to them, but of a kind
other than they had thought of. Their consciousnass felt
guilt and shame before God and in sach othelr's presence.

The inevitanle slement In nzn, 3ip, brought to man not only

185, $4114ch, Systeuebic Theology (Chlcago: University
of Chicago Press, 1§§IF, Ty 2504

lgE. Bavmck, OPe Qito, Pe 227"28-

2009 ¥, H, Henry, Christian Personal Ethics (Grand
Rapids: Vim, B, Berdmans, 195¢), De 182.

2lyeil ana Delitzsch, op. cit,, p. 96
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the feeling of shame, but separaetion from God. There is
no indication that the cause of separation of God and man
was in God (3:11). Rather, man's shamefulness would not
allow him to stay with a holy God. The misery of separation
was not a temporary situation, but it caused an eternal
gulf between God and man (3:22-23). As the result of dis-
obedlence or sin, men was cursed and stayed under the punish-
ment of God. This state brought for man physical pain; hard
labor, mental suffering and particularly death, which is
the chief misery of man (3:16=19).
We should olearly understend that Adam had an innocent
period; he had become a sinner by his disobedience, and
the undesirable miseries are the result of sin. Thus we
can firmly say that sin is not an essential part of man;
but mant's product. Therefore it is clear from Genesis that
sin is not the original constitution of man nor his essence;
but & self-gained evil.<?
According to the holy will of God, man would not have
committed any sin, if he had chosen not to. His doubt,
however, in the diviﬁe word became stronger than ﬁia
desire to obey. Then his selfish will opposed God's

oxplioit command in the form of disobedienoe.23

22g, Liggtt, "Man," Twentieth Century Encyclopedia of
Religious Knowledge, edited By L. A. Loetscher (Grand Raplds:
‘e Book House, 1955), P« 698,

23, F. Oehler, Theology of the 0ld Testament, translated
by G. Day (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House,n.d.),
p. 158.
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Therefore on the basis of the account, we are compelled

tn say that sin is not a necessary factor in human history,
but rather a produst of man's free cholce., The fault was
his alone. The account of the Fall points out that man
and woman were fully conscious of the divine prohibition,
and of the penalty with which its transgression is threat-
ened; then doubt, unbelief and pride were mixed against
God's command end man made his own choioe.zb

Man did not need to learn how to commit a specific
sin. Cain learned from no one; yet he proceeded to murder
his brother Abel and to be angry and to speak & lie.
Likewise at Noeh's time the whole population of the world
had both learned evil and committved it., Also the gene-
alogy of Genesis 5 shows that every individual except Noah
suffered death as the consequence of sin.

From the above observation we see that sin consists
not merely in se¢ts, but sin seems to be deeply rooted in
men and springs from deepseated causes in the inner part
of men. This situation is not limited to any particular
place or time, but it is universal in its scope and here-
ditery in nature. This is called "original sin" in the
theological field.

21,
R, F. weidnel" oPp. g_j_.g_o, ‘Pe 58.
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The book of Genesis after the account of the Fall
plctures men as a degenerate person and knows nothing of
absolutely perfect persons., We find, however, the words
ntpighteous™ P"‘l§ (adjective, ten times), P:I_Sr(verb, ongce )
and "righteousness"Fﬁ?j%(feminine noun, three times).

Noah was described hefore the Flood as "a righteous (or
just, P771X) man and blameless in his generations; Noah walked
with God" (6:9). The word "righteous" here, along with
"blameless," is used in a relative or comparative sense.
This is shown by the qualifying word that follows, "in

his generations®™ (in his timss).25 Further, Noah's
righteousness is manifested by the last phrase of the
verse "Noah walked with God." The first verse of ths
seventh chapter also says "For you I have seen righteous
before me in this generation.® But we should never forget
the statement, "But Noah found favor in the eyes of Yahweh"
(6:8).

The adjective [’ is used seven times in the course
of the conversation between Abraham and Yahweh (18:23,24 bis,
25 bis, 26, 28). In the form of a hypothetical question,
Abraham asked Yahweh, "Wilt thou also destroy the righteous
with the wiocked?" (18:23). What Abraham had in mind was

25 .
J. P. lange, A Commentary on the Holy Scripture:
Genesis, trenslated Trom the German, end edited, with addi-
Tions, by P. Schaff (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House,
n.d.), Ds 292; Skinner, op. eit., p. 159.
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to save Lot from the destruction of Sodom, so "the
righteous” whom Abrahem was referring to were men of the
same type as Lot. Therefore Abraham's use of "righteous"”
wes in relation to the wickedness of the men of Sodom.

The comparative use of "righteous" is further demon-
strated in two other places (20:4; 32:26). The noun i{gz;
is used for Abreham's faith (15:6); God's justice (18:15]
and Jacob's activity (30:33). The latter's many deceitful
activities are recorded elsewhere, 8o Jacob's ﬁgj§ would
hardly make him absolubtely a righteous person. From the
ebove evidences, we mey say that the word P’7T¥ is used
in CGenesis in a comparative sense, viz., one is more
righteous than another. Thus the existence of an
innocent man after the Fall is entirely foreign to the
book of Genesis.

The Authorized Version of Genesis 6:9b gives us the
following words, "Noash was a Jjust man and perfect in his
generations.” The word for "perfeot™ is H’ng This word
26

means "free from defect,"” ™ and is used for "soundness"
and "integrity." Thus "9 is not a Jjudiclal word, for
righteous living, but rather the result of a person's

opinion.27 As we have seen above, [I’0¥) is used along with

20gkinner, op.olte, p. 159

27 .
L. K8hler, Theologie des Alten Testaments (Dritte,
uberarbeltete Auflage; ngen: das Ge B, Monr, 1953), p.156,
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P7q§ for Noah's noble character as compared with the men
of his time. Cod also gives Abraham the standerd of per-
fection for his life (18:1); nevertheless no passage men-
tions Abreham's absolutély perfect character.

Thus the non-existence of an absolutely righteous
mon is demonstrated in Genesis. ‘Therefore the bock teaches
that every individual men is a sinner.

It is true that there is never any specific mention
in Genesis of any sins being inherited from Adam.28 And
yet concerning sin, Genesis teaches not a partial but a
complete corruption of the entire human race (6:5; 8:21).
Geneslis not only teaches that what man does is sin, but also
that man's being is corrupted; sin becomes his habit and in-
clination.29 This sinful inclination cleaves to man from
his birth so that man has no point in his existence at which
he is without sin.30 This kind of sin is deeply rooted
in human nature, and there is no other way to explain
it but as the fundamentally corrupt nature of man. This
corruption is an inborn state and it is the cause of all

28), Gelin, The Key Concept of the 0ld Testement,
translated by G, Lamb (London: Sheed and Ward Co., 1955),
p. 87; D. R, G. Owen, op. cit., p. 169; M. Burrows, An
Qutline of Biblical Theology (Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, ©0.1946), p. 170. The latter's statement, however, is

an over-simplification.

295, B. Davidson, The Theology of the 014 Testament ,
edited from the suthor's menusoripts by S. D. F. Salmond
(New York: Charles Soribner's Soms, 1911), p. 217; G. F.
Oshler, op. e¢it., p. 162.

30, v. R. Sauer, "The Concept of Sin in the 0ld
Test?ment," Concordia Theological Monthly, XXII (October,
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ginful acts, Although men knows his faults (42:21),
the corrupt nature cannot be changed by his own power.
That this was not limited to any location, but was a
universal actwmlity, was proved by God's judgment on the
world in the Flood.

If the corruption of humen neture is not something
natural, normal and necessary, then the actuality of sin
in man is only explainable as hereditary, altinough we are

not fully informed on this in Genesis.Bl

These facts help
us to draw a conclusion that Genesis ¢learly teaches the
idea of total depravity.

At the time of creation man's death was not presupposed
in humen life; death is not a physical nscessity in masn or
an essential attribute of living matter. Life did not
include the element of death; otherwise life would not be
a blessing (1:28). Therefore death is not a primary neces-
sity, . but it has been acquired secondarily, as an adapta-
tion. This undesirable adaptation caused the chisf sorrow
in men. Death is a universsl thing in man's history.
Because of 1t Adam lost the blessing of immortality. But

.can it be said that death and original sin are synonymous,

B;At this point the Pauline Epistles give us a

clear explanation (Rom. 5:12-21; I Cor. 15:21-22).
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as He. W. Robinson proposes?32

God's threat for eating of the tree of the knowledge
of good and evil was certainly death. Death was given as
the penalty of man?s disobedience. According to Godt's word
death ruled over every individual man and man had to pass
the gate of death (5:4-30). Genesis, however; does not
identify orlginal sin es death. If it were so, we would
have no explanation for the fact that man committed various
sins, particularly deep rooted sins, If original sin were
merely death, the history of the patriarchal lives would
not bhave included so much degenerated behavior. Although
the universal corruption included Enoch, he did not see
death, but God took him (5:24). Therefore the idea that
implies that originel sin is death is a well thought out
hypothesis, but it is not the teaching of Genesis.

The Nature of Sin

After the Fall of man, humen activity was pictured by
various terms for sin, The principal terms employed in the
book of Genesis with reference to sin may be grouped in four

32

"Here belongs also the story of man's first sin as
told by the Yahwist (Gen. 3). This involves no dootrine

of 'original! sin, though we may say that it implies toriginal!

death, since through the disobedience of Adam the race he
represented (by corporate personality) lost its opportunity
of immortality." "The Characteristic Doectrines," Record and
Revelation (Oxford: The Clerendon Press, 1951), p. 338.
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olaases.33

l. The deviation from the true path.

The first word for this cless of sin is X@J/, The word
NOJT denotes "migsing," (Judg. 20:16) and "deviation" from
a goal or way. In Genesis X7 is used a total of fifteen
times; as a verb XUl eight times and as a noun in the rest.
The word XUJ] is used either as an offence against a human
being or sin against God. And it gives the idea of failure
with respeoct to an objective norm or duty. XUIT also refers
to the external corruption of an action; rather than the
moral intention., Thus Judah asserted that he would be a
sinner forever if he failed to bring Benjamin back., ¥

Next to X¢I1 there is also the word ]”'];3,. This means
properly "ocrookedness" and "perversion"; primarily it does
not designate an action, but the character of an action,
viz., a sinful state or condition,?? This is proved by the
fact that it is used entirely as a noun, not only in Genesis,
but throughout the whole 0ld Testament. In Genesis 7")_:!15
used as "gullt" caused by transgression or "sin" (15:16;

L4, :16) and "punishment" for guilt (4:13; 19:15). If finally

334. W. Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man (Edin-
burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1511), P. L3; "The Characteristic Doc-
trines," Record and Revelation, p. 335.

Sbgen, 43:9: U707 43 717 TREMT | 1iterally "then
I may commit sin to you Tor ever." Gt. I K. 1:21; Skinner,
_20 Cito. Pe h-80.

35@. ¥, Oehler, op. eit., p. 160; A.v. R, Sa.uer, op.
C to’ Po 709.



Ll

one takes Ugo_).g_x(é:B) a8 infinitive construct of XZQ:'TM
with the third person plural suffix (') ) and preposition
(2.), then it means "in their erring," and has an idea of
"by reason of thelr going astray.” This word,'uggég however,
is favored by many as & compound word of 2,V (a contraction
of wwg) and '1]2(&11:5:9).36 Thus & sinner 1s one who has

not met his stated obligation with respect to God and man;
who deviates from a right Way.37

2. The status of guilt before a Jjudge,

The first word of this group is :«)lg‘j and it is used
only as an adjective in Genesis. It is supposed originally
"to refer to the activity, the tossing, and the confusion
in which the wicked live, and the perpetual agitation which

they cause to othm::ss."38

3@”1 is used usually as a sub-
stantive, "one guilty of crime,” deserving punishment. It

is the opposite of P’jé(18:23,25 bis) and an habitual

36For further treatment, see, E, Kautzsch, op. e¢it.,
p. 180; Keil and Delitzsch, op. ¢it., pp. 135-36; G. von
Rad, Das erste Buch Mose: Gehesis Kapitel 1-12.9 (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1949), p. 93; oSkinner, op. cit.,
Pe 1A43=Lh.

2 76.. E. Wright, The Biblical Doctrine of Man in Soociety

(London: SCM Press, 1954), D.

8
i R, B. Girdlestone, Synon of the 014 Testament

(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1956), Ds 8L«
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39 This idea is

feature of man's disposition and sotions,.

well pletured in the sinful activity of the people of Sodom.

The orime is not quist, but active in its motion. This is

well 1llustrated es e stormy excitement (¢f. Isa. 57:20).1"0
The wozd D_,li_)§ is associated with the ides of gullt

in Genesis 26:10, where Abimelech speoaks of guilt contracted

unwittingly. On some occasions Hgfé‘means men's unwitting

offences and trespasses .hl

As an adjective Ul9§ ocours in
Genesis 42:21, one of three usages in the whole 014 Testa=-
ment, and means "guilty," althoush it is pessible to under-
stend the term as "having sinnad."l‘z These words seem;
from their usege, to give the ides of one who changes his
original status.

3. Rebellion of subject against a rulerxr.

The only word for this class in Genesis is 3_w'§,a. The

word signifies to revolt or refuse subjection to rightful

authority.w 32"3 also represents sin under its most active,

391,. KOhler, op. eit., p. 161.

4Cg, F. Oehler, op. git., pe 160.
L1

L. Morris, "ASHAM," The Evengelical g,uartezlz,
XXX (1958), I.ZOO;’G—irdlesi'mne, P, g___%f., Pe She
421pid.

k3girdlestone, op. oit., p. 8l.
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and therefore least formal as;oect.“" Hence :}@B expresses
the relationship of man to Geod, viz.; "apostasy" or
"rebellion," and that of man to man, viz., "revolt" or
"transgression.” Before the covenant of Mizpah, when Jacobd
charged Laben, he said, "What is my trespass ("-?i%;‘?)?”
(31:36). This conveys the thought of wrebellion against a
superior. The similar thought is expressed in the speech
of Joseph's brothers, sfter Jacob passed away (50:17 bis).

L. Intrinsic evil,

The Tfinal class of sin is expressed by several words.
The word JD(adjective) designates, "breaking up” or "ruin.”
J signifies both natural and ethicsl EW:!.I...'LP5 The ethical
evil, viz., "wickedness™ is shown in Noeh's contemporaries
who were punished by the flood {6:5; 8:21); the Sodomites
(13:13; 19:7); Er the son of Judah (38:7) and in Joseph's
spesch to Potipher's wife (39:9). In these cases, J)) seems

to be related with a sexusl offence. Of course this is not

l"l'_ (J ’ }/ e 7/ 4 5 ',
W, Grundmenn, ”#ﬂdi;m W, BT U, AKROTLH 1 Thgom

1o%1sches Worterbuoch zum Neuen Testament, edited by G. -
tel, erster Band (Stuttgart: verlag v:m W. Kohlhammer,
1933), p. 273, ;

MF’or classification of natural igvil, see,tli:ogli%er
and W, Baumgartner, Lexilcon lin Veteris Testamea pe):)
(Leiden: E: J. Brill, 1953), DpD. 39359E7; Fl.: ﬁih ;:n! S. ﬁf-
Driver and C., A. Briggs, A Hebrew and Englis xicon Of
the 0ld Testement (Oxfozt‘d: The Clerendon Press, 1952),
PDe 9LB~L9. ;
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surprlsing, becauvse it 1s one of the greatest sins in
human life and an abominable vics of man, The rest of

the ethical nature is revemled in the opposite to "good®
(R:9,17; 3:5,22; 24:50;31:24). The vexb, 53] 1s also used
fox mon's wicked mctivities (19:7; LL:5), Thus the word
J7) expresses absolute evil in en ethicsl sense,

The next word OQE indicates the concept of "wrong,"
whiech includes Injurious language, harsh treatment, stc,
For example it descrlbes the wrong deeds done to Sarah by
Hagar (16:5). GCenerally it refers to the wickedness of
men {6:11,13; 49:5).

The word nggfex;resses the moral coxruption of human
nature (6:11,12 bis). Another word §2$gsignifies a "foal™
or foolish action of man in the moral or spiritucl sense
{31:28).

Finally the word ﬂ?%}? designates "senselessness" as
shovn in disregard of moral claims, especially of disgrace-
ful sins.l’6 Particularly one does a thing that 1is disgrace-
ful sccording %o his own standard (34:7). Thus eall these
woxnds express the idea of vice and they are characterizations
of the quality of moral evil itself.

When the serpent tempted the woman, he sald to her,
"You shsll surely not die" I')Z)Ds‘«) 138EA) E(l? (3:4). This

“8pprown, Driver and Briggs, op. gits, De 615.
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indlcates "You will positively not die."h7 The word of
Lhe serpent caused a transformatlion in the womsn's whole
attitude toward God; her loyalty to God was weakening; then
began her distrust in CGodts oxdsr {(2:17). Hean's distrust
4id not only remain what Lt was, but brought positive action,
viz., breaking God's commend (3:6). Thus sin takes the
speecific Torm of disobedience to the regqulrement of God.hs
Man's disobedisnce to God's word is not & reluctant activity
of wan, bubt a positive and wilful perversity of man (3:6).“9
Sin is an attempt on the part of wan to cut himself
loose from God.so Sin is, thersfore, not "a negessary stage
in the development of spilrit™ {(Hegel); nor "relative weak-
ness of the spirit as compared with sense” (Schleiermacher);
nor Yan apperently unavoidable product of humen will under

the given conditions of its development® (Ritschl); nor

L74 detailed grammatical explanaticn, see, E. EKautzsch,
%2. cit., pe. 344; Keil and Delitzsch, gg. cit., pe 953
kinner, op. cit., p. 74; G. Vos, gp. cit., p. 46.

L8 . A b 3
H. W. Robinson, The Religlious Idesas of the 014
Pestament (London: Gerald BneEE I L 0o, Y0527, Be 161

495, B, Babba

. B, ge, Man ip Nature and in Grace (Grand
Rapids: Wm, B. Berdmens), p. 160; G. E. Wright, God Who Acts
(Chicago: Henry Regnery Co., 1952), p. 59.

SOE. H. Rowley, The Faith of Israel (Philadelphia: The

Westuinster Press, G.1957), Pe 89; Ge B. wright, "The Faith
of Israel,” The Interpreter's Bible, p. 380,
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should we view "all sins as arising so much from ignorancew

(Ritsehl).”* Rather sin is a specific evil, differing from

all

o

ther forms of evil. Thus sin is man's disharmony with
the will of God; his apostasy from Yahweh; a voluntaxry
rebellion ageinst God.sz

After Adam had eaten the Truit of the ftree, God said
to hik "Because you have lisitened {}}?Qgﬁ to the voice of
your wife, and hove eaton of the tree which I comnznded you,
tyou 3hall not eatbt of 16" (3:17). It is intesreating to note
that the word vggfalsu has & meaning of "obeying."53 In
cther words Adam had a dlstinct possibility of choosing to
obey God's command but he listencd to the woman. He did
not nave to follow thée woman's example, but he wishsed to do
80, When Uain became angry ln connectlon with his sacrifice,
Gcd werned him not to sin but to rule over sin saying, "IT
you Qo not dc well, sin is couching at the doox; 1its desire

is for you, but you must rule over it"™ (4:7). But Cain

517. cwn», The Christian View of God and the World
(Grand Rapids: VWim. B, Eerdmans, 195%), Pp. 175~79%

23, B. Babbage, op. ¢lt., p. 18; G. R. North, The
ThoE%gt of the 0ld Testement (London: Epwoﬁthogﬁegg,tl9a9%,
Ds s H. He Rowley, ine he-Disccvery or the Stanen
(Philédelphia: The ﬁestminster Press, Nads),; DPDe 218-19;
The Faith of Israel, pp. 89, 123; G. E. Wright, "The Faith
of Israsl,"” Dps 309, 38k4.

533:dwn, Driver and Briggs, op. cit., p. 103L; A. V.
R. Sauer, op. eit., p. 706.
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volunterily yielded to the powenr of sin snd killed Abel.
Oi course map bes nob en ebsolute power to overcome sin,

"Bub mscording as men seek or do not sesk to rule ovser sin,
there arises a diffs ce of relaetion to God snd a difference
in the degree of siufulnass."Sh Thexrefore the evlil slement
of sin is a aeari~attitude of men. This is wsll demonstrated
by o Hebrew wozrd ngfh "sound® or "upxnighi" (6:9; 17:1)

an 0%y integrlliy" or Yoomplebeoness" (20:5,6). Thers is

S

no perfect persca o¢u the eaxrth, but one who wholeheartedly
accepts {od's grace and mercy is counted as rightecus. On
tile otiier hand one who seeks orly his own profit, and acts
according to his own desire geparetes himself from God.
"The setting up of a false independsnce,the substitutlon of
8 life~for-sglf for life-for-God"™ is &n abominable sin
before Gca.55 lign is not the Supreme Being, but & eresture;
he is not un eternal One, bub meortal dust; he is rot the
autonomous Almighty, bul a dependent perscoun; he is nct the
holy God, but a corrupted sinner. Therefore man could not
meke & good decision by himself.

On the other hend, sin is not only an impexrisction in

man, but rather "the contravention of what ought to be."56

54(;‘. P. QOehlex, OD. Oit., De lt’)l;..

355, Orr, ops gite, ps 172

5610 A Dornel‘, Q9D _q_i_._‘.b_.-, Pe 36“37|
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Therefore sin is "the selfish elevation of self-will above
the divine will.n?(

8in, a characteristic human produet; not only causes
trouble in man, but unconditionally‘ought not to be in man,
Sin is, however; practically the second nature of a human
being. Now the question is; how can sin be removed from
man? What ls the way of redeeming man from sin in Genesis?
This question deserves further invegtigation in a later

cheptexr.

57G. F. Qehler, op. eit., p. 159; R. F. Weldner,
op. ¢it., p. 115,



CHAPTER IV
GOD'S COVENANT WITH MAN
The Congcept of ET")?.

The Hebrew word nfjg.appears in the 0ld Testament
over 285 times,l and its frequency shows its importance.
In Genesls this word 1s used twenty-six times and is
generally translated into English by "covenant." The
word 3732 is rendered by “agreemant;" "grrangement™ or
"oovenant® between human individuals (14:13; 21:27,32;
26:28; 31:L4) as well as "covenant™ between God and man-
kind (6:18; 9:9-17; 15:18; 17:2-21).

When the word 37)a is used in patriarchal and nomadic
society, it shows the legal arrangement between individ-

uals and groups. Abram made an alliance with Mamre

for war (1l4:13); and a treaty with Abimelech agreeing

to keep peace in the future (21:27,32). Isaac also made

a covenant with Abimelech for peace (R26:28). Finally
Jacob made a covenant with Laban, the sign of their
peaceful agreement (31:ikk). In making this ocovenant they
called upon the God of their fathers as the witnessvor the
third party (31:149-53). From the preceding usages, we see

1. K®hler, Moologle des Alten Tostaments, (dritte,

filverarbeitete Auflage; . libingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1953),
pe Ll; of. 286 times, L. Koehler and W. Baumgartner, :
Lexigon in Vetris Testament Libros (Leiden: E. J. Brill,

19;5, s Po» 150,
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that "covenant" means a mutual contract between individuala;
eapecially between kings and rulers, established by an oath
or a statement of terms agreed upon (26:31; 31:48-53).
3’)""}:9. is also used of pacts between two or more parties
(14:13).

It is a generally accepted theory that the Hebrew
word S')’j?_ is connested with Akkadian bar'j\.tu,"bond, fetter.m
At this point we are grateful for the Qatna documents, which
are probably from the fifteenth century B.C. The phrase
TAR be~-ri-ti which means "to ocut a beritu," occurs in two
separate documents. The Akkadian TAR be-ri~-ti is undoubtedly
identified with the Hebrew words 57713 zf\;%. "to ocut a
covenant,"” l.e., "to make a pact or oontract."2

When the word .TJ""_J.;:L is used for a covenant between
God and msn, the prerogative of initlating the arrangement
belongs to God alone, and with Him alone lies the right of
determining its content.? The poun {12 quite often
adoompanies certein verbs and appears in recurring phrases.
Hence, "to make a covenant" is usually D772 H12"to out

a covenantt (15:18; 17:2; 21:32; 26:28; 31:44). It has been

®W, F. Albright, "The Hebrew expression for 'Making a
covenant' in Pre~Israelite Documents," Bulletin of the

American Schools of Oriental Reseamch, No. 121 (Feb., 1951),
ppo 21"22. 3

3(}. Vos, "Hebrews, the Epistle of the Diatheke,™ -
The Princeton Theological Review, XIII (Ootober, 1915),
597 s . be cI%elas PIR). The subject is to be
discussed further.
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widely held that the expression is derived from the cutting
asunder of animsls end the ceremony conneoted with it by
which covenants were confirmed. To meske a covenant by
slaying victims in forming the agreement is the standard
usage. This form ig used both in religious and ssculaxr
practice. Anything agreed upon by two persons or two
parties under such solemn conditions was a covenant.h In
Genesis, the technical phrase for meking a covenant 1s
exolusively rr“}g ITJQ with the prerosition NX(15:18;
17:1) or [Y(26:18). On the other hand, the prepcsition

9 iz never employed in Genesis, although it is the preposi-
tion most often used in the later books for the expression
"to maka a covenant."s

9’712 is also aceompanied by [7Pif and means "establish

a covenant® (6:18; 9:9,11,12,17; 17:7,19,21). Uanlike 3’1?2
5713, the phrase TEPATHX THOPI "I will establish my
00ve£ant," is used ontirely of God's own action. Another
phrese to denote a God-initlated-covenant is 79773 ﬂ;ﬂ}(']

"and I will give my covenant" (17:2). As the word indicates,

ks, B, Davidson, The Theology of the 014 Testament;
edited from the author7s manusor?ptﬂy S. D. F. Salmond
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1910), p« 239,

5. F. Oehler, The Theology of the 0ld Testament
trenslated by G. E, Day (Grand Hepids: zonderven Publishing
House, n.de), p. 175; F. Brown, S. R. Driver and C, A, Briges,
A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the 0ld Testament (Oxford:

The Clarendon Press, 1952),; De 130,
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this covenant is a God-given (]?j 3, to give) promise.
The covenant is, consequently, not only a legal relation-
ship with exactly defined," mitual duties and parformanoes;
but also a wholly one-~sided arrangement. Therefore the
covengnt 1s more than an alliepce; it is rather that which
'is bestowed by God upon man,6
In oonnection with God's covenant, it is interesting
to note that the God~established covenant is called "an
everlasting covenant" 'E!ff,‘i:* 51‘*‘);1(9:16; 17:7;13,19).
This covenant is velid for all times. Here again men is
not dependable, so that God can trust him to make the arrangs-
ment; the covenant is not a mutual sct at all, but 1t comes
from God alone.7
The word ?)"11 was trenelated in the Septuagint by
&Q«dﬁ’,m 257 times ocut of the 285 times that it occcurs in
the 014 Ibstamant.s In Genesls in every cass sxcspt one

(ll;::LB)9 D"“_lgz wes translated by ?wﬂiojw'r;. This faot is

6}1. S, Gehmen, "The Covenant-~The 0ld Taat?mengl Yoha)
Foundation of the Church," Theology Today, VII (April, s
33; L. Kdhler, op. cit., p. 47; R. B. Y. Scott, The Rele-
vance of the Prophets (New York: The Macmillan Go., 1944,

P 22+

7H. S« Gehman, op. ¢it., p. 33.

8‘I.. K8hler, op: cibe, Do Lkhe

9 Juy'm/u.érdt , A. V., confederate, R. S. V., allles.
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significant. If mutual agreement belongs to the essence
of the covenant in these cases, we should have expeoted the

3 V/ ’ 10
translators to use @V Lﬁqhﬁj . It is interesting to
investigate the meaning of JH»Uﬂﬁﬁn at the time when
the Septuagint came into existence. Geerhardus Vos says that
Ji«zﬂﬁrcq "pot only could mean 'testament!, but such was
the current meaning of the word."™ He continues:

It was, to be sure, not its originel meaning. The
original sense was quits gemsric, viz., 'a disposi-
tion that some one mede for himself' (from the
middle form of the verb diatitheml). The legal
usegse, however, referring it to a testamentary dis-
position had monopolized the word. Hence the 4diffi-
culty with which the Greek translators found them-
selves confronted. In making their cholce of a sult-
able rendering for berith they took a word to whose
meening of 'last will® nothing in the Hebrew Bible
corresponded. And not only this, the word ochosen
geemed to connote the veii opposite of what the
Hebrew berith stood for.

Thus the concept of J17 )% a3 a "testament" is utterly
Toreign to 0ld Testamsnt thought.l2

The Septuagint translators stress the one-sided promise

loJohn Murray, The Covenant of Grace (London: The

Tyndale Presa, 1958, De 9.

115, vos, Biblical Theology (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Serdmans, 1954), pe 33; ofs R. %. Girdlestone, Synonyms
of the Qld Testament (Grand Raplds Wm. B. Eerdmans,
Ig56f- PP. 2I§"2JJ+0

126, Vos, PIR, De 59
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or ordinance by using S‘u;,(f'fm for A" rather than éu/&‘ajm).
Thersby they were able to avoid unnecessary confusion in
the meaning of .G"j_jl. ¥or this reason the translators

of the Septuagint used &»\Mﬁ;’nq rather Shan 6w:/ﬁfm]s "mutual
agreement.” The word 601'8"37#:7[ seems to suggest strongly the
1dza of equality and partnership betwean the persons enter-
ing into the arrangemsnt, While éu\mﬁf;'m; is not an sdeguate
translation of b"‘}_}\, the traanslators might have felt that
it was the best way to retaln the idsa of ths'supremacy
and monergilsm of God."l-?’ Therefore it seems that the
Septuegint translators were not goveraned by the thought of
mutual zgreemsnt when they ceme to these instances of
71792+ The term 60/%*01 appears only o couple of times in

the whols 0ld Testament, in none of them 25 the translation

Thus the word 317713 is used for the rolatlonship
between God and men. It no longer means simply a "pact"

or a Wiresty" (éul/&a)w),, +98., @& human covenant of a

13(}. Ves, 3Bivlical Theology, Bs ke

I“Lxx A has Junprﬂ) as a translation of 3°)A in
2K, 17:15, but this textual reading Méxoc com:uonly
accepted. For further treatment of 10 . 800 J’ .
Hurray, 2%. oit., Po 9 N.; ofe J. Bohm, "Fudhxn "

Theologlishes Worterbuuh zum Neuen Testament Z\veiter
Bank, !eEEIf T DY G, Xittel (Stuttgarts ver Ia'"'von W,

Kohlhammex , 1935): pe 129.
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commercial, social, political or international character,
Instead it meens a divine institution and not a mutusl
agreement,ls Therefore it is right for C., H. Dodd to say;
"God's covenant is a diatheke, and not a syntheks; that is
to sey, God fixes the terms of the covenant and offers it
to man that he may accept it: ths acoeptance is alzo essen-
tial."l6
The covenant 1s sometimes tihought of in the somewhat

gsordid terms of a bargaln, as we have seen previously,
Yot the relation of the parties is not purely mutual, This
is true even jin human relations, since Q’j§.sometimes refers
to a one~party guarsntee which a more favored person gives
a less favored one (of, Josh. 9:6;15; 1S. 11:1; Ezek, 17:
13).%7

When we look at the covenant of God with men, it is
a marked peculiarity of this divine covenantal deed that
it is a one-party suvarantes. Even in the case of an

avowed bilateral 3377)2 there 1s already seen to exist a

supremacy of God's monergism. A strong motivation end an

15, : g
A, Gelin, The Key Concepis of the 0ld Testament,
trangleted Ly G. Tamb ¥ SSon8hesT and Wara, TOEET,

Pt 380

16This is quoted by H. H. Rowley, The Faith of -
Israel (Philadelphia: The Westminster Fress, ¢.1357),
P. 89 n. RSTHE

17 :
H. N. Ridderbos, The Eplstle of Paul to the Churches
of Galatia (Grand Rapldst W e B. Berdmans, 1953), p. 130.
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initiative on the part of God are predominantly
demonstrated in the covenant. The initiative does not in
any sense come from man, but from God alone.l8 Vhen God
mede & covenant with man, mon dld ast receive it as a
mutual egresment, but he took a purely receptive part.
There was nu bilatersl partiolpation on men's part (5:18;
9:9: 17:7)s Thersfors thess covenants are also called
“"promise® (Db, 6:3; 19:8; 27:3; Rom. 4:13,14; Gale 3:17).

A% this poiat we pclnt to an aspect of Ths 3’)"‘_3:;1 to
demonsirate 1ts charaobter as a ons-sided covenanbt. In some
instances thewre is no puct at all, buv God alone piedges
himself, and refers %o it by the phrase ?;""i:). 3')'“.‘53(31.31..:
10).19 In secular life, the two parties to & covenant are
ogeasionally on the same level, have eguality and participate
mutvally. However, in the 0ld Testament ,n*j;g God and man
are nob on the same level; in Tl nvj?.aoa romains God,
the boly, suprewe One, and men cannov reacs His levsl.zo

It viould gppear that the patriarchs were familiar with
a one-z3ided covenant because thle type of covenant was a

ocommon feature of the second millenniun B.G. in the Near

184, F. oenler, op. goit., Ps 175.

19Ibido

20H. S. Gehman, op. cilt., P« 27,
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East.” Zven in the 0ld Sumerian texts of the third
millennium B.C. references were found to inter-state
covenanvs; therefore, it would seen likely that oral
covenants upheld by an cailh go back many centurles prior

%0 this.22 V. Korosece very carefully analyzes the Hittlte
covenants, Thore were two types of covenant: "suzerainty
treatlies® or "perity treaties." Compariag the two, we find
that "the suzeralnty itreaty is the basic Iform” aud lndlcates
"ohe Inferior j& bouud by an oath--~the vassal is obligsted
to obey the commands stipulatec by the Hittite king."23

G. £, Meadenhall explalns a Iurther churactexristic of
Hittite covenants in these words; "The covenant is regularly
spoken of &8 that whlch tho sovereign gave to his vassale=-
it 1s the soverelgn's covenent. He is the auﬁhur.“zh A
distinguishing cheracter of this unilatsral covenant is
shown in the inferior'c trust, "4 mose ilmporiauit corollary

this 7agt is the emphasie upon the vassal's obligstion

25

dl&. . Mendennall, "Covenant Forms in Israelite

Tredition," The Biblical Archaeologist, XVII (Sept., 1954),
4=55.

221nid., pe 53+
837014, b 554
2h1pid., pe 57

251b1d., pe 564
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A similar type of Aramalo suzerainty treaty has been
disclosed lately by J. A. Fitzmyer; under the title; "The
Aramaic Suzerainty Treaty from §g§i;§ in the Museum of
Belru,t.“z6 Although 1t 1s not contemporary with the
patriarchs,27 it helps us to understand more clearly the
meaning of covenant. J. A. Fitzmyer divides the documents
into nine parts, every section ending with a statement
like the following, or its equivalent: "You will have been

false to this treaty."zs.

It seems that the sovereign makes
this pronouncement; then the subject merely tekes an oath
in sccordance with the master's will. There is, therefore,
no mutuality or equality in such a treaty. In this type
of suzerainty treaty, a vassal simply affirms his loyalty
to his master.

God's 7)) with man is generally a one-sided covenant
as Genesis itself teaches., There is in some cases the element
of two-sidedness in the covenant, but it plays a very sub-
ordinate role in the Genesis usage of D*j?j end where it

29
does enter, it is very much restricted in scope. There=-

fore the general usage and its historical background

20mye gatholic Biblical Quarterly, XX (October, 1958},
LiLte,

27!1tzmyer and Dupont-Sommer think that this would be
8th century B.C. Ibid., PPs 47h, 475.

281b1d-' ppl M9-510

293, Vos, PR, p. 598.
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certalnly show us D"):;; as God's one-sided covenant.
The Covenant as a Divine Gift

Explicit reference to the odvenant is first found in
the sixth chapter of Genesis, Just before the flood. It
is clear that Noah did not deserve to have fellowship with
God. He was an unworthy man, Bui he was favored by God
(6:8)., Therefore the fundamental purpose of the covenant
itself was to bestow a special gift. Why then did God
command Nosh to do certain things in the covenant (6:18=-21)%
This covenant included a commend because Noah could neither
expect a favor nor hope for it. It was surely an unexpectsed
favor., It would appear though that there was a participa-
tion on the part of Noah, viz., obedience to the covenant.
On Noah's pert it was certalnly obedience (6:22), but God
had made his obedience possible. Therefore the obedience
of keeping the covenant wes not meritorlous, but only a
part of the gift of the covenant, Thus this oovenant was
established ( #7712 [7Piby God and was a gift to Noeh and
his family (6:18). _

If one examines the post-diluvian Noachian covenant,
the divine character of the eoirenant appears more olearly.
It is purely of divine origin, because it is determined
established and confirmed by God Himself (9:9,11,12,13, 17).

il
Ll

3°J¢ Murray, 0D« _0_1_?_., Pe 15.
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The covenant is intensely monergistic. Nothing exhibits
this more clearly than the sign attached to the oovenant;
namely the rainbow in the cloud (9:13).31 Man cen do nothing
with this rainbow, God alone has control and rules over it,
Likewise this covenant shows God's faithfulness asnd rigidly
excluded human cooperation. Thié covenant is an everlasting
covenant (Ei‘ (N $7712.9:16, of, 9:12 'Uf{ N 5'5'1'79). God
said, "And I will establish my covenant with you; that never
again shall all flesh be ocut off by the waters of a flood,
and never again shall there be a flood to destroy the earth"
(9:11). The assurance which God gives is perpetual and is
beyond man's own ability. The perpetulty of the covenant
certainly refleets its divine character. At this point J.
Murray well expresses the thought, "Perpetulty and divinity
are complementary and mutually inter-dapendent."32

Finally this is an unconditional covenant. It is a
promise which is unconditional. There is no indication of
Noah's participation nor responsibility therein. God said,
"When the bow is in the clouds, I will look upon it for
remembering Fﬁb}}) the everlasting covenant between God

315, A, Hodge, Outline of Theology (Grand Rapids: Wm.
B. Eerdmans, 1949), D .

32J. Murray, op. cit., P« 1h.
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and every living creature of all flesh that is upon the
earth" (9:16). The bow as the sign of the covenant is the
assurance of God's graclous activity in the future and an
indication giving essurance of the fulfilment of this
uncenditional covenant.>>

Thus the idea of man's agreement or man's cooperation

in the covenant is completely absent in the Noachian covenant.

If there secms to be human cooperation in the covenant, it
is the cooperstion of response whieh the grace of the
covenant demands. Therefore the Noachlian covenant clearly
shows that in thls type of divine covenant men can de no
more than receive what God arraages and providas.Bh
The Abraehamic covenant 1s expliceitly set forth in
Genesis 15 and 17, and is expressed in terms of a proamise.
In the fifteenth chapter of Genesis God reassured Abrahem
with His covenant. When God gave it, Abraham was quite
0ld and had given up the hope of having his own child
(15:2=3)s I% does not seem easy to convince one who had

given up hope of an offspring, who could inherit the land.

It was natural, humanly speaking, that Abraham would hesitate

35, S, Gehman, op. oit., p. Lk

34y, Murray, op. cit., pp. 15-16; E. H. Trenchard,
"Gmace Govenant end Law,” The Evangelical Quaxterly,
XXIX (1957), 13k
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to rely on what seemed to him an uncertain agreement that
he and his descendants would inherit the land (of. 15:8).
However God's unilateral covenant could and did convince
him, Thus the God-initlated nature of the covenant is
clear, This feature of the covenani is signaliy distinctive
in its diwvinity, being divine in origin, esta lishment;
confirmation eand fulfilment. Abraham did not make any
pledge beceause he was not sure of the future (15:8); this
would have bheen a natural human reaction. God, however,
assured Abraham three times (15:7,16,18) that the land of
Canaan had heen given to him, and particularly to his
children. If one interprets this promise as "a self~-
maledictory~cath™ on God's part, it would he one of the
most striking events in the whole Scripture.35 When
Abraham divided the animals, God's theophany passed through
between the divided pleces of animals, but Abraham himself
did not. There is also no indiocation of Abraham's confirma-
tion of the covenant; rather God's undisputable object-
lesson in giving the unilateral dovenant strengthens His

36

servant?’s faith. Thus the whole covenant from its origin

to0 its fulfilment was a pure act of divine promise.

353- Murray, Ope mng P 16

36z, H. Trenchard, op. cit., p. 136.
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A further-developed form of the covenant was given to
Abrshem in the seventeenth chapter. The covenant was now
monre speoific 1n its character and wider in its scops. It
was to consist of this: (a) that God would make Abraham the
father of a multitude of nations (17:1;.); the ancestor of
nations and kings (17:6); (L) that He would be God to him
and to his posterity (17:7); and (e¢) that He would give
them the entire land of Ceanaan for an everlasting possession
(17:8).>7 As an immediats pledge of this promise God
ghanged his name ﬂ:ml‘ﬂ, i.e.; high father, into U-'T—:?‘g’ i.e.;
father of a multitude (17:5). The divine element of the
covenant was menifested in His word , "I will give ny
govenant™ 75:""}:} ngggﬂ(m:z). When Abraham received it;
he *fell on his f.'ace." 517:3). This was exactly a vassal’s
attitudo toward hls sovereign,

This time God instructed Abraham that he and his male
posterity should be circumcised. Circumecision was not
originally an obligation; but "a sign of the covenant™
between God and His people (17:11). It, like the rainbow
of thes Noachian covenant, indicatés the existence of a
covenent, and serves to identify the recipient of the

esovenant. Circumeision is a conerete indication of God's

37¢, F, Keil and F. Delitzsch, The Pantateuo% énr
Biblical Commentary on the 0ld Testament, translated from
The Gercen by ?. Wartin (Grand Rapias: Wa. B, Eerdmans,
1951), I, 223-24.
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promise and the protection it affcrds.38

Thug cirecumeision
is the mere sizn of God's gracious gift. In this h’j?,
the distinetive feature is the reference to keeplng and
bresking the covenent (17:9,10,14), It is, however; to be
noted that in the express terms of the covenant with Abraham;
chedience is not stated as a conditlon. But that ohedience
is taken for granted 1s glearly indiecated by the following
faets: (a) The first is that obedience 1s always a pert

of the blessing; this is true even with regard to the
gospel invitation (Fn. 3:16; Aots 2:38; 16:31; Rom. 16:26).
(b) The second fact is that in the case of Abraham the
obligation of obedience 1s partiocularly stressed (ef. 22:2,
18; 26:5).39 It is also true to say that in the relation
of any twn moral persons there ought to be some moral
obligzation {obedience). It 1s even concelivable that a
condition may bs involved in a command or promise without

40

its being specially stated, as in case of Jonah. Thus

. ’
this covenant is specifically called a "promise" (ZNarrﬁkd

38G. E. Mendenhall, op. giS., DD 62-63; ¥W. Visgher,
The Pentateuch,in The Witness of the 0ld Testament to
Chrint, sransiated Dy A. B. oravtrse (London: Lutierworth
Press, 1949}, I, 101. :

3%. p. Allis, Prophecy apd the Ghurch (Philadelphia:
The Presbyterian and Reiormed, 1947),; Ps 33

401p1d4., p. 32.
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Gal, 3:17), as an antithesis to the demend of the law of
Moses.

God further confirmed the covensnt by changing the
neme of Saval into Sarah (FT?E?) "princess” and by telling
Ahrahem that she was to begome a mother of '"nations," kings
of nations would come from her (17:15,16). Another confirma-
tion of God wes manifested by the prediction of Issac's
birth and the giving of the name of Isaae, who was to be
born the following year (17:19,21). Thus the absolute
nature of God's covenant dlid not reguire Abreham's
agreement. This 18 an act of God's sovereign edministra-
tion and His self-determined =setivity.

The main difference between the Noaohian covenant
and the Abrahamic covenant igs the spirituality of the
latter. The Noachisan covenant is ncot only for msn but "every
living creature" (9:12); the Abrahamic covenant, on the other
hand, 1s for Abrahem and his descendents (17:7,9,10). If
the Abrahamic covenant were strictly for his posterity
alone, then the foreign-born slaves in the house weould bs
excluded; and the weman descendents of Ahraham'youhd need
to be cilrcumeised. However "A similar operation for woman
does nat occur among the Hebrews, though it is not unknown

among othexr peoplea."bl There is, therefore, room for a

hlL. Kohler, Hebrew léen, translated by P. R. Ackroyd
(New York: Abingdon Press, 1957), Des 32«
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broad interpretation of the term "Abrehem's descendents"
in the covensnt. We are led to think of the fact that the
Abrahamic covenant involves a special religious relationship
with God .2

The cgovenant, as God's monerglstic, divine promise,
is glsoc the divine redemptive gift to man. It is significant
that election and covenant are so closely related in

&2

Genesis, Thus the covenan®t is not a temporary thing;

but frequently its eternal nature and irrevocabllity are
em.pn&mi.zed.Mr God does not meke e covenant with msn only
for the present, Its origin and fulfilmenlt belong purely
to God. Therefore the covenant deserves to be called "an
everlasting covenant" (9:16; 17:13,19).

The covenant is also the instrument for man's

redemption, God promised tc Abraham that He would be his
God (17:7). This does not mean a nominal sponsor or

h2y, Murrey, op.cit., p. 17.

43g, . Wright, "The Faith of Israel,” The Interpreter's
Bible, I. (New York: Abingdon-Gokesbury, 1952), 356; cf« W.
Eiohrodt regards "covenant™ and "election" as the central
concept of the Bible, Journal of Biblical Literature, IXV
(1946), 215, 207. His "oovenant-centered theology" is
demonstrated by his Theologie des Alten Testaments. (3 vols;
‘Stuttgart: Ehrenfrled Klotz Verlag, 1957); H. S.Gehman,

op. .0_3.;?_'3 Pp. 3k, 38'

Liy, H. Rowley, The Biblical Dootrine of Election
(London: LuttexWOrtﬁ Press, 1953), Ps 33 D
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guardian; but the holy and eternal God will receive sinful
men and make them His people and have communion with them.,

The covenant is a special privilege to those who receive

1t, because they do not deserve to have such a great bless-
ing. God did not promise a way for men to approach Him
outside the covenant, bubt only His people who hed & cove=
rant with Him in the post-diluvian world could do so. If
God had not revealed Himself to mean for communion by means
of the covenant, man would never have approached to God. ‘
Thus the covenant is the channel for God's blessing and the %
ingstrument for the redemption of man.

The covenant is that whieh binds the people of God

to Yahweh in a solemn relationship of obedience., There
is an engagement or commitment in the covenant indesed.

It is, however, not the contractuel terms that are in

prominence so much a8 the solemn engagement of one person ;
to another, Rather it is the giving of one's self over |
in the true commitment which 1s the promise of unreserved
fidelity.hs In other wnrds; the fundamental essence of

the covenant was not a commercial bargain or a legal con-

tract, but rather man's response to the divine grace.hé

h53. Murray, op. ¢its, p. 10.

46&. H. Rowley, The Biblical Dogtrine of Electionm,
P« 48,
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I% 1s, therefore, signiflicant that the govenant is
a religious relationship between God and man, Here a
relationship between two beings 1s involved. A covenant
is an scotivity of rational beings, not merely a mechanical
unity, Since it is a fellowship between two moral beings;
there must be a mutuality. ZFellowship is always mubual
end when mutuality ceases fellowshlp ceases, IT the above
statement is true, then the response of faith and obediencs
arises from the naturs of the relationship which the covenant
expects {1l5:6; 22:16-18).“7 The same principle 1s applicable
to Abrahan's descendants {(17:9-14).

If there is a condition in the covenant, 1%t is simply
receptive obsdlence, it i1s merely the hand for receiving
things. Thus the breaking of the covenant is not a failure
to mest the terms of the contractual agreement at all.

"It is unfalthfulness to a relation constituted and to
grace dispensed. By breaking the covenant what is broken
is not the condition of bestowal but the condition of

consunmated fruition."ha

In the ecircumcision, for example,
man's response could not be a contribution to God's covsnant,

but a sign for "the reception of what is wholly God’s in

473, wurray, op. olt., pp. 18=19.

481p1d., p. 19
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inception, operation and pz:ovisicm."'l"9

In other words,
those who are heirs of the response could therefore be
heirs of the covenant. Thus what man seems to do in the
covenant is merely a response to the gracious redemption

provided by a faithful God.

th. H. Trenochard, op. eit., p. 13k,




CHAPTER V
MAW'S WORSEIP OF GOD
The Cheracteristics of Worship

According to the Biblioal record there was & now
development in the relationship between God and men after
the Fall, This was in the form of an act or an exercise
of worship., The English word ™worship® is gemsrally a
translatlion of the Hebrew word m;g_ly.l The word IW occurs
in Genesis twenty~three times, and always in the Hithpalel
Torm, ﬁjrw_ij can be rendered (a) "bow down," "progtrate
oneself" befors a monarch or superior in homage (18:2;
19:1; 23:7,12; 27:29 bls; 33:3,6,7 bis; 37:7,9,10; 42:6;
L3:26,28; 48:12; 49:8); (b) frequently expressing cultic
homage before Yauhweh (22:5; 24:26,48,52; !:,7:31).‘2 The
wor d Tlgg‘j, therefore, originally signifies prostration as

a mark of respect, and is applied in tihis broader sense to

111; is interesting to note the Ugaritic word for
"progtrate.” It suggests that the stem consongtes for
"bow down" are 111 instead of e ; II: St 'to bow
down': tSthwy (49:I: 103 51: IV: 26; 2Aght: VI:50-51;
etc.) Tshe prostrates herself.! . H. Gordon, Ugaritiec
Handbook (Roma; Pontificium Institutum Biblicum, %W},
Ps 228. Of. W. F. Albright, "The 0ld Testament and
Canaanite language and Literature," The Catholic Biblical
Quarterly, VII (Jan., 1945), 17-18.

2 5
L. Koshler end W, Baumgartner, Lexlcon in Veteris
Teatamenti Libros (Lsiden: E. J. Briil, 1953); D 950.
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prostration beforse both God and m:r—:u',l.3

The explicit usage of the term nng' for man's worship
T p

of God is found in the accounts of three men, viz., Abrasham,

Eliezer and Jacob. When Abraham went to Mt. Moriah to offer

Isase as a sacrifice to God he said to his servanis, "Stay
here with the ass; I and the lad will go yonder and worship;
and oome hack o youn {(22:5). Altaough Abrahem wag saying;
"T and the lad . . » will worship and come bagk,"” he was
actually golng to offer his son %o God as a sacriflce.

Thus this worship was a serious and solemn ogcasion. Here

ths word ﬂﬂ_\!j was an ineiusive term for the religlous

activity of Abraham, particularly the offering of his son
a8 a hurnt-offering %o God.
Another instence of the use of ﬂmg' is in the account

of Abraham's sending his old, falthful servant Ellezer

(this is the common viaew, ¢f. 15:2-3) on the mission of
securing a wife for Isaac (chapt. 24). nm’l}: expressed his
personal zZratituds fox ﬁb.e suscess of the nmisslon; an

outward token of his inwerd praises of God: In the case

of this response the word for "bow down" (TTP) accompanies
T!g_qlrg' and emphasizes the whole activity: "The man bowed his
head and worshipped Yeahweh, and said, tBlessed be Yahweh

God of my lord Abrahem who has not forsaken his lovingkindness

33. B, 'Girdlestone, Syno of the Old Testament
(@rend Rapids: Wm., B. Eerdmans, 9'53'), Dy 2L
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and his falthfulness toward my lord .  « " (24:26,27).
Here we see the servant's whole-hearted ad;ration of God;
ag a response to whet He has donse for him.

The last use of the word ﬂgg is found in the account
of the death-bed worship of Jaeob (47:3L). When Jascob had
heard thet his son Joseph would bury him in Canasan; ¥“the
father's burying plage,® he worshipped God. It was not
only a sign of his satliofaction, but an adoration of God
because he knew that God wus goling to fulfil the promise
whieh He hed given to him on his Jjowrney into Egypt. God
hnd sald, "I am God, the God of your father . . » I will
£0 down with you to Bgypt end I wlll also belng you up :
again; end Toceph's heud shell close your eyes™ (46:3,4).
Therefoar 2 the worship of Jacob was adorstion of and thanks-
aiving for God's Ffaithfulness and a token of his heartfelt
sppreciation for God's blessing.

The mode of worshilp insluded not only man's ohelsance
to God, but 1t was exercised in varlous ways, namely, by
sacrifice, piayer, and vows, Thus woxrship is a formal
communion between God and His people; man's acknowledzment
of his inward sentiment and i%s outward manifestatlon
through reverantial adoration, obsdisnce, and service o

God in His supreme aamininn‘b

I ". 1

A. Coleman, "Worship The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclo-
edla of Rellgious Kuowledge, edited by B. M. Jackson
iGrand“ﬁhpIEs: Baker BooK %ouse, 1950}, p. 433a.
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In man's worship of God the initiative is on God's
slde. Although there is no specifio statement of the
divine origin of worship in Genesis; we know 1t to be so
from the following scriptural evidences: (a) The divine
commend to worship is stated; God commanded Abraham to offer
a covenant-sacrifice, "Bring me a helfer three years old;
e she-goat three years old; a ram three years old, a turtle-
dove, and a young pigeon.” (15:9). In the incident which
tested Abraham's falth God said; mTake your 800 « » « and
offer him there as a burni-offering upon one of the mountains
which I shall %tell you" (22:2). (b) God is pleased with
man's worship; God "regarded favorably (iraqﬂ "gaze with
interest” or "regard with favor") Abel and his offering"®
(h:h).s This was a visible sign of satisfaction.6 Also,
at the moment when Abraham was going to saorifice Isaac,
God was satisfled with Abraham's obedience and said, "Do
not lay your hand on the lad or do anything to him; for now
I know that you fear God, seeing you have not withheld your

son, your only son, from me." (22:12). (c) God grants His

5F. Brown, S. R. Driver and C. A. Briggs, A Hebrew
and English Lexicon of the 0ld Testement (Oxford: The
UIEbenson Tress, 1952), De 10L43as

60. F, Xoil and F. Delitzseh,_ The Pentateuchs in

Biblical Commentary on the 0ld Testament, transiated from
rman by dJ. ar%%h'%%&an& pids: Wm. B. Eerdmans,

1951), I, 110.
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blessing after or by means of man's worship. When Noah
offered his sacrifice after the Flocd; God smelled a
sweet savor and said in His heart, "I will never again curse
the ground beocause of man, for the imagination of men's heart
is evil from his youth; neither will I ever sgain destroy
every living creature as I have done , « " (8:21).
Abrahem's unselfish obedience to0 God's commend also resulted
in manifold blessings (22:16-18; cf. 15:17-21).

(d) All true worship is man's response to the divine
promise and blessing. When Abraham's old servant saw that
God had provided Isaac with a wife, he made an obeisance to
God (24:20; 48:52). After 3acob heard Joseph's oath and
knew that God had been faithful to His prcmisé, he worshipped
God (1;7:31).7 (e) TFinally there is no mention of human
invention of worship, rather "the strange gods" (‘l?]if "ﬁ‘;ﬁs
or the foreign gods) are to be forsaken in the worshipping 34
life of God's people (35:2). As a preparation for the flood
God commanded Noeh to take with him “seven pairs of all
clean animals" (7:2). It appears that these animals,
unlike the two pairs intended for preservation were to be

for sacrifice and human rood.8 Thus the sacrifice was

76. E. B. Granfield, "Divine and Human Action,”
Interpretation, XII (October, 1958), 388.

8 :
J. Skinner, A Criticel and Exegetical Commentary on
Genesis (New York:  Charles 8cribner%s Sons, 1910), DP. 152.
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Planned by God and He expected it of Noah after the flood.
Therefore God is the only One who is worthy to be worshipped;
for He has initiated man?s worship and provided all conven~-
ient meens for this worship.

Worship is also man's responding activity to God's
gracious plan, The human action in worship is altogether
secondary, being made possible by the activity of God.9
If one examines Abraham's life, he will find, many timss;
the following phrase or its equivalent: "he built there
an altar to Yahweh" ( aﬂﬂ’i’ maro ‘Htg 271 ). Wnen
Abraham moved into Canaan from Haran, Yahweh appeared and
said, "To your seeds I will give this land,”™ then he built
there an altar of Yahweh (12:7). Again after Abraham was
separated from Lot, his nephew, God appeared to him and
promised to give him the land; then Abraham "built an altar
to Yahweh" {13:18), TFinally on the Mt. Morish, Abrahem
built an altar according to the command of God (22:9).

Like his father, Isaac also built an altar for Yahweh after
God had blessed him (26:25). Jacob, too, built an altar for
Yahweh acoording to the commend of God (35:1,3,7). The
patriarchs? warahip; in which they built altars, was probably
the result of one of the two following causes: either man's

10
grateful acknowledgment for God's blessing, or according

900 E. B, Granfield, Op. c.itn’ Pe 391.

107, », Lange, A Commentary on the Holy Scriptures:
Genesis: tranalatéd'?rom the German end te addi-

Sohaff (Grand Raplds: Zondervan Publishing
HOU.BG, n.d j, Pe 2.
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%o the commaend of God.

Abraham, as a worshipper, was fully aware that he
was unworthy of heving Sodom spared, he recognized his un-
worthy nature hefore God ond said, "I am dust and ashes”
(‘TE\R'_]_ ‘);E}E) 7_)J§, 18:27)., The next morning; after Jacob
had met Cod in a dream, he said, "How dreadful is this place!
This is none other then the house of God and this is the
gate of heaven "™ (28:17), A man fleeing from his brother
because of his deceitful astion, Jacob’s consciousness of
s8in reached its peak, when he met the Holy God. Jacob
then poured oil upon the stone to consecrate it es a memorial

%o God's mercy.ll

In the above incidents, both Abraham and
Jacob were consolous of thelr unworthiness of being inthe
presence of the Holy God and because of this confessed
their infirmities. Thus humility and reverence are the
bagioc elements of worship.l2
Both the post-diluvian sacriflce of Nosh and the
saorifice of Jacob were external expressions of their
gratitude for God's gracious proteotion (8:20).13 Jacob

had been commanded by God to go to Bethel, and explained

1lpeil and Delitzsch, op. cit., p. 282.

12?; Davidson, "The Secriptural Dootrine of Worship,”
The Evengelical Quarterly, VII (1935), 54-55.

13Ke1l and Delitzsoh, op. oit., D. 151.
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God's purpose for him there in the following words, "I

may make there an altar to the God who answered me in the
day of ny dlstress and has been with me i1n the way which

I have gone ( 7® Y )" (35:3). Tacob wes humbly obeying
God's order, expreséing his gratitude for guldance and
responding to God, who is the only One worthy of thanks-~
giving and praise.lh

Thus worship wes a medlatory institution for fellow-
ship between God and man. Where there is a divine-human
encounter, it is exercised by means of worship. And yet
worship is not only outward harmony of God and man, but it
is the exprsssion and frult of Man's response to God'’s
grace.ls Therefore the vitallty of worship is the unigue
feature of divine~humen fellowship.

Since the patriarchs were a nomadloc psopls, they wor-
shipned God in various places. It is a generally accepted
opinion that the expression "to call upon the name of Yahweh"
{(4,:126), denotes "the essential act in worship, the invocation

( « « « ) of the Deity by solemn utterance of His name.".vl6

lhgrantield, op«git., Pe 391-92.

154, W, Robinson, The Religious Ideas of the 01d
Testament (ILondon: Gerald Duckworth & Co., 1922). {.tlgéé
&, I, Oenler, Theology of the 0ld Testament, translate '
G. E. Day (Géanﬁ Eapi%a?'zaﬁabrvan Tublishing House, n.d.),
P 246,

16gxinner, ap. eits, De 127.
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The phrase 1)i1” H\Ul ﬁ"_}Pr , literally "eall in (or by)
the name of Yahweh"™ is used in cultic aoctivity in Genesis:
Abreham (12:8; 13:4; 21:33) and Isaac (26:25). Although
the petriarchs worshipped Yahweh in various places; it would
seem that they had communion with their God wherever God
led them in order that they might meet with Him.l7

The worship in this period was generally private in
nature., The patriarchs practiced the worship of God indi-
viduelly: Abraham offered sacrifice by himself (15:9-17);
Eliezer worshipped God by himself even though he was with
others (24:26,48,52); and Jacob worshipped In the same
manner (47:46). While worship was private, the worshippers
were often in the closest association with others, perhaps
with a family significance: Noah and his family (8:20);
Abraham and his family (12:7; 13:43 22:5). It may well
be observed that the worship of God in this period was
carried out by th¥ patriarchs or any individuals and was
not done for them by a priast.l8
the privilege and right to draw near to Yahweh rreely.l

Thus every individual had
9

17W. 0. E. Oesterley and T. H, Robinson, Hebrew Religion
(New York: The MacMillan Go., 1937), p. 330.

lsGirdlestona, op. eit., p. 216,

39 : | :
A, B, Davidson, The Theology of the Old Testament,
edited from the suthoz's manuscripis'ﬁb"§f'57"r. Se lmond
(New York: Charles Soribner's Sons, 1910), Dp. 242.
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One peculiar thing in the patrierchal worship is that
no image of the deity is ever mantioned.20 It is a clear
evidence for ths gpirituality of God; the patriarchs wor-
shipped God as spirit; end this 1s the uniqueness of their
worship. There a:ce; however, the "teraphim” in Laban‘'s
family (31:19, 30-35). "Teraphim” ( H""Q}{h})zl seem to
be "the family gods because they are called 'gods' in chap.
31:30,32."22 At the same time they were not an imags of
Yahweh. They were put away by Jacob at Shechem as being
incompatible with the pure worship of God.?” Therefore
Dillmann correctly states, "The worship of God in the hduse
of Abraham was imag,ell.es.'a."21p This is not surprising, for
the patriarchs never made or worshipped God by an image of

a deity.

In contrast to the neighboring peoples, the patriarchs

20q, E, Wright, The Testgment Against Its Environ=-
ment (London: SCM Piess, §9%05, Pe QE; gs Bright, The :
Kiggdom of God (New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1953),
D .

21This will be further disgussed in Chﬁptar VI of
the thesis.

22 s ¥
; G. E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology (Philadelphia:
The Westminster P:eés, 1957), De b '

235, Orr, The Problem of the 0ld Testament (London:
James Nisbet & Co., 1908), De 1h2e

2hypia,
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25

abstained from using any object in thelr worship. The

"pillar" (u;m':\) of Jacob (28:18) is often identified as

being atone-uorsh1p.26

But the pillar appears as a mere
memorial structurs "without any definite significance,"27
and a symbol and expressioan of "gratitude for a Divine

revelation."28

The Distinetive Sacrifices in Genssis

The worship of God's people consisted not only in
words and physical obeisance, but ahove all in e specisl
service to Yahweh, viz., the offering of something dear %o

the worshipper, as a sacrifice to God.29

Thus the offering,
a8 a part of worship, is expressed by various terms in

Genesis,

2%y, Schultz, 0ld Testament Theologx' translated from
the fourth German edltion DY 7. A. Paterson. (Bdinburgh:
Ts & T, Clerk, 1892), I, 209,

267, 1. Orr, op. eit., p. 138.

274, R. Smith, The Reli lon of the Semites (New York:
Meridian Books, 1956), b

28E. Kﬂnig, uSymbol, Symbolical Actions.--," A

Dictionary of the Blble, Extra Volume, editsd by 3, Hastings
[New York; Charles Soribner's Sons, 1923), p. 170. For
further treatment conceruning the object of worship, see,

J, Orr, op, git., pp. 137-39.

29 n

C. Orelli, "Sacrifice," The New Soharr- 82 Z0
Encyclopedia of ﬁeli io EnéleEEe, edited by S. M.
Jaoﬁﬁon {Grand Rapids: or ouse, 1950), p. 163b.
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The oldest term for offering 1s T[_rrljh and is generally
trenslated by "gift," "present®™ or "offering." Probably
the etymological meaning of ﬂg]'} was a gift.30 The word
is used quite frequently in a non-religious sense to des-
e¢ribe the formel present which signifies one's subjesction

to a person of authority.3 l

For example Jacob offered a
present (i'l_'!‘]?‘@)) to Esau (32:13,18;20,2;;32 33:10); and
to Joseph who was in Egypt (43:11,15,25,26). The most
common usage of nﬂm, however, in the whole 0ld Testament
wes "offering." At .this point 1t 1s alsc worthy to note
that ﬂ];ﬂ';\ was trenslated in the Septuagint as "saorifice®
(Lvsl« ) in 140 places, and as "gift"® (@3‘30 V‘;) in thirty-

two plaoes.33 It seems clear from the sacrifices of Cain

30y, H. Snaith, "Smerifice in the Old Tesbament,”
Vetus Testamentum, VII {(1957), 309; H. H. Rowley, The
@ﬁ_ of Seorifice in the 01d Testament (Manchester:
niversity Press, 1950), De 8h4; G. B. Gray, Sacrifice in
the 0ld Testament (Oxford: The Calrendon Press, 1925),

pp' IET Isg 598.

31y, D. Kidner, Saorifice in the 0ld Testament
{London: Tyndale Préss, 1952), pe 15; N. H. Snaith, %g.
oit., p. 309; W. Vischer, The Witness of the 0ld Testament
£o Christ, translated by A. B. Crabtree (London: Lutterworth

F;éss, I§h9), I' 2130

PHevrew 32:14,19,21,22,

33Girdlastone., op. e¢it., p. 190.
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and Abel that originally ;[0 denotes "either an animal
Sacrifice or cereal ofrerinét.in fect, anything given
wholly to Yahweh."B# Thus the offering of both "the fruit
of the ground" of Cain and "the firstlings of his flock and
the fat thereof™ of Abel are called mmIn (4:3—1..).35

Noah's saorifice after the flood iuTéélled ;7§f3 ; viz.;
"whole burnt-offering,™ "whole-offering" or "burnt-;%fering"
(8:20). The word f{%":j or T{_?_"IS , derived from ,1_?‘?"(go up
or ascend), seenas to ;;dicate "gthat which goes up to heaven,”
namely the flame and smoke of animals.36 In the ternm i1f3;
the idea of "wholly burnt"” or "entirely consumed" is empha-
sized, for when the flame goes up, complete burning follows.37
Thus since the sabrifice goes up, it is interesting tc note

38

that the sacrifice itself is an embodied prayer. AS can

by, W, Robinson, Record end Revelation (Oxford: The
Clarendon Press, 1951), p. 267; Brown, Driver and Briggs,
220 Ui'bo, P 585&.

35pt this point H. H. Rowley incorrectly states,
"Probably the minhai was gift . « » « It scems clear
that originally it denoted an animal sacrifice, since
the term is used of Abel's sacrifice, but it became in
later times a meal offering." %2. cite, P« 84; cf.
The Faith of Israel (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,
©.1957), P+ 9ke

36Brcwn, Driver and Briggs, op. cit., p. 750a.
37y. H. Snaith, op. cit., p. 310.

38g, 7, Oshlsr, op. eit., p. 247.
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be seen, the wozd ﬂfr's itself allows ne possibility of
regarding this term as being used to denote & common sacra-
mental meal between the delty and man.3 ? When God commended
Abrahem to offer Isaac; He required eof him "a burrk-offering®
ﬂ_f('_'ﬂ (22:2,3,6,7,8), and Abrehem later offered a ram'es a
burnt-offering® (22:13).

Another word for offering is ﬂ;r.T (sacrifice). G. B.
Gray suggests that "slain-offering® would b2 a suitable
translation of n.‘:‘_i“f, since the verb H?_L_"[ aimply msens
mhat is slain,m40 -Thus Hiz_.'t is primarily sp animal
offering. In Genesis n;l_.} oc.ou.rs twice and accompanies
a cognate verb (31l:54; 46:1).

The last word for the term "offering" is 7. :l « It
is derived from "‘IQ; (pour out) and sigpifies "libation-
offering.” At Bethel Jacob "poured out a libation offering"
on the pillar (35:1L4), and it was not drunk.

Seorifice or offering was the basic rite of Yahweh
worship. It was made already by the first ohildren of the
human race. Cain brought to Yahweh "of the fruit of the
ground® (4:3) and Abel also brought "of the firstlings of
his flock end of the fat thereof" (L:L), as their offering

39Ao B, Davidson, Op. _Q_:'l_y_o, Pe 31L.

l"OO . 21.;_0, Pe 6,
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(a7 QJO). In the case of the latter's offering, it was
"the Pattest of the firstlings."™ ™ Mis is proved by the
ugsage of waw ( ") ) in an explenatory sense, es indlcated

In Geseniuvs' Hebrew CGrammer:

Frequently wew gopuletiwn is also explanatory (like
isgue et-quidem, and the German und zwar, English to
Wit), and is then called waw explicetivum, ©.Z., CGn,
Liy and {i.e. namely) of ths fat thereof,’

Thus Iﬂg;?tvgﬂ is not "and of their fat portions,"hB
namely, of‘éhe eanimals, as in the Levitical law of sacrifice.
This sacrifice was not connected with a sacrificial mealj

the animal was not eaten at this time.b# By its etymology
sacsifice denctes a holy girt; but it does not imply a
transfer of value to Yahweh., After all, He is the ILord of
all thinges and there is no possibility of enriching Him.
Therefore the sacrifices of Cain and Abel were much more

than mere gifts.h5

theil and Delitzseh, op. cit., p. 109.

hag, Kzubzsoh, second Englisn edition revised in
accordance wlith the twensty-elghth German edition by A. E.
Cowley (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1946), p. L8l

k3rsy.
h#Kail and Delitzsch, op. cit., p. 109.

‘*SG. B. Gray, op. Q_j_;t'p Pe 2.
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The reason why they were not equally accepteble to
God is not clear from the context. Howsver i1t is elear that
the problem is in their heart attitude (Heb. 11l:4)., This
ls suagested by the words "Abel and his offering" and "Cain
and his offering”; not only wsre "the offerings" regarded
favorably or disregarded by God but also the hearts of the
worshiypars.hé It is also guite probable that both Cailn
and Abel wenre instructed by Yahweh to offer the Tirstlings
of the flock as blood sacrifice to Him, 8Since this event
cccurred after the expulsion of the first parents from the
garden of Eden, it is reascnable for us to conclude that
Cain and Abel offered sacrifice to God as a mediation forx
fellowship with Yahwah.h7

After Nosh came out of the ark, he built an altar for
whole burnt-offering. This is the first altar mentioned
in the Bible (&:20). Noah took his offerings from the clean
birds which he hed taker into the ark. This asction indicates
two importent facts: (a) The offering is aodording to the
instruction by God and should be clean (7:2); (b) The
essential point in animel sascrifice ls the bl@cd; in othex
words blood sacrifice signifies an offering of life (9:4).

These were wihole burnt-offerings, which by fire turned into

4ogidner, op. elt., pPs7e

“7Oehler, op. ¢it., ps 54; Keil and Delitzsch, gg. cit.,
Pe L1ls
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rising smoke and ascended to God. Yahweh smelled “a sweeb
savor" and wes pleased with it (8:21). This phrase is an
enthroponmorphic expression of God's favorable accepbencs,
Indsed, the phrase "sweot savor unto Yahwsh" in the book of
Leviticus wes "a technieml expression referring to an offer-
ing's acoceptability unto God (Lev. 1:9,13,17; 2:2,9,12;
etc.),"hs n fact Noah's sacrifieks were entirely enimsls,
in other words, there was shedding of blood. Bubt saorifices
were never offered to nourish Ged; there isg nothing ssid

of God's eating them ox any thought of God's nesd of physiecal
austenenca.hg Furthermore what plesged God wes not the
physical value of the offering, but the spirit with which
the sacrifice wes offared.so It geems that the primary
notive of this offering was thanksgliving for the deliver-
ance experienced. Yet Noah draws near to God in offering,
seekinz at the same time grace for the future. Since the
secrifice had an appeasing effect (ef. 8:21), Noah obtalned
the blessing from God.

48 G. E. Wright, "The Falth of Israel," The Interpreter's
Bible, I (New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury FPress, 19827, %75

h?m. Burrows, An Quiline of Biblical Theology
{Philadelphia: Thé Vo8 tmInsLer Press, G.1940), Ps 266.

BOS  wiasauct s ameoh oo of She' QL4 ISSsanenty Eogiiin
editlon by W. Heidt !U Ilagev e, Minnesota: The Liturgical

Press, 1950), p. 208,
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Genesls tells us that Abraham built an sltar in many
places (12:7,8; 13:18) and offered a covenant sacrifice to
God according to the comm%nd of Yahweh (15:9—17),51 The
pecullar sacrifice of Abrehem is recorded in the twenty-
second chapter. Here God says %o Abraham; #Take your only
son Isaac, whom you love, and go to the land of Morish, and
offer him there for a burnt-offering upon one of the mountains
of which I shall tell you." (22:5). This section of narra-
tive is governed by the sentence "God tempted (Hp;_:l)
Abrehem.® (22:1) snd shows God's purpose.52 Nevertheless
the dlvine command had no further explanation by which
Abraham could expect any other outcome; it looked to him
as though CGod were requiring his complete obedience in the
offering of Isaac as a burnt offering. It is possible that
human sacrifice was the custom of the natives of the land,

80 that the praotice was not too great a shock to Abraham's
ethical nature.53

In thie inimitable story, Jewish tradition strangely
lays the emphasis on the phrase, Abraham "bound Isaa¢ his

5Lye heve indicated this in the previous chapter,
gupra, Ds 65,

saskinner s 9D, g,:_l.j_. s Pe 328.

535, 7. Reeve, "Sacrifice in the Old Testament,"

The International Standard Bible Enoyclopaedia, edited by
T, orr (Chicago: The Howard-Severance GO., 1915), D. 2642.

b R i | |
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son" ( ').]J. VIX” nx 'TPg. 22:9), as the temptation, the
: T e SR ,
test of Abraham‘’s religious obedience, and "the symbolic

ploture™ of the atonement for Israel’s ains.sh

Abraham®s
fear of God ( U’ffé?{ X77) eand his obedience of falth
were ascertained by God when Isaac was bound and ready to
be slain (22:9,10). Kell says, "The sacrifice was already
accomplished in his heart; end he had fully satisfied the

requirement of God."55

In this eventful moment God prevented
Abrahem from slaying Issao and showed him a ram. Here God
prepared the ram, which possessed blood and life., This clearly
shows that the true ocharacter of sacrifice is the life for
1:1.1'9.56 M. Burrows suggests that the ram as an animal sacri-
fice was used as a substitute for the human saorifice; God
Himself provided an offering instead of the human vietim,
Isaao.57 This secrifice indlcates that God wants the heart

of men, viz., his faith in God. Then the offering is prepared
by Go@ Himself for the symbolical representation of the per-

son who presents the sacrifice. In such a way sinful man

54H. J. Schoeps, "The Sacrifice of Isaac in Paul's
Theology," Journal of Biblical Literature, IXV (1946),
385"87 ®

55Keil and Delitzsch, op. eit., p. 250.

566, vos, Biblical Theology (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans, 1954), p. 107.

57M. Burrows, op. eit., p. 226; of. Skinner, op. cit.,

p. 330; Lange, op. oit., p. 468.
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oan have a fellowship with a holy God; this is the entrance
of the advanced blessing.

The slain-offering { ﬁ;)r.l'), not HI;[]O or n_?_.) ’
was offered to God by Jacob. After he made a covenant with
laban, "Jacob offered a sacrifice" ( [12] APYY M3379 ,
31:54)s It was @ sacrifice followed by a family meai.v
(q"ggﬁ, a broad term "his relations") which was a sacrificial
meal, Thus the covenant between Jaccb and ILaben was sealed
by a feast of love before Yahweh, the witness (31:54).

Jacob and Laban made a covenant of peace by means, of the
parting feast. The sacrifice was to serve peace. When Jacob
offered his sacrifice, he may have hed some other purposes,
viz., adoration and guidance for the future ete., but at the
time when he made a recongiliation with Laban it would be
broper for him to offer a sacrifice for peace. Years later
when Jacob was on his way to Egypt, "he offered sacrifice"”
(I ”_-?T ﬂELT:’l, L,6:1) to, Yahweh. It was necessary at that
time for Jacéb tc secure peace oun his Jjourney and seek an
engouragement for his unknown future from God, because he
was transplenting his whole house (almost a clan) to a
strange country. Although Joseph, his beloved, powerful
son, was preparing his father's coming into Egypt, it was not
an eagy task for Jaeob; humaniy speaking. Thus it seems

reasonable for him to offer "peace offering"” to Yahweh at
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Beer~sheba (ﬂ,:’::l).ﬁ8

In Genesis the sacrifices as acts belonging to the
sphere of worship are described in general terms and are not
yet hardened into a system as is found in the Mosaic law.
But many of the offerings show "some step of progress towards

thelr fully developed form."59

As we have seen previously,
saorifices are exercises of fellowship between God and His

people, a means of intercourse between them. Although the

individual member of God's people has a covenant with God;

8%1ill he is a sinner. In other words the idea of sacrifice
hes an intimate connection with the fact of sin; it is

60 Before the Fall man aid

necessitated by the state of sin,
not need eny sacerifice because he had a full fellowship with
God., After the Fall men was cast out of the garden of Eden
and no longer enjoyed the full blessing of God. Therefore
he needed the restoration of such fellowship with God.

When man rightly offered a saorifice to God, then He
was pleased and satisfied with‘the worshipper (4:4; 8:21;

22:12,16~18). By the act of offering the sacriflice the

ssxldner, ops oit., p. 7; Lange, Oop. glt., p. 631.

59Kidner. op. 9..4'.2" P. 6.

605, Vos, op. ocit., p. 172.
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fellowship between God and man was restored; through this
communion man had the privilege of gaining peace and bless=-
insoél Although there is no specific mention of securing
bardon for sin by means of ths saarifiee; God's satisfaction
with the blood offering indicates His longsuffering of men‘s
8in (8:21-22), Thus sacrifice is symbolically a mediation
for the restoration of communion between God end man and
does pleture atonemant.62
While there is no olear explanation of the rationale
of saorifice in Genesis,63 there is a similarity as well

as difference between the sacrifice of God's people and that

6k

of the surrounding peoples. There are varlous theories

of the primary meaning of saorifice.ﬁs As we have proved

by previous examinetion, sacrifice in Geneslis claims that

61y :
+ P, Paterson, "Sacrifice," Digtionary of the
Bible, edited us 7. Hastings, IV 1903) $20-36. —

62I-I.'Vs'. Robinson, The Religious Ideas of the 01d

Tesatament, pp. 166-67.

63y, Taylor, Jesus end His Secrifice (London:
Macmillan & Oo., 1951), Ps 4F.

64?. Pedersen, Israel, III-IV (London: Oxford
Univeraity Press, 195L)p299.

65?or good bibliographlcal references, see He He

ggw;’.;y, Ine Meaning of Saocrifige in the Old Testament, pp.
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it is of aivine origin, viz., by invitation of God and as
the worshipper felt moved.66 Since saorifics was practiced
not only by God's people but also among nations universally
and sinoe thene 18 a similarity between Hebroew sacrifice and
heathen rites, some try bo identify the former with the
latter, In this canna?tion Fo Do Kidner well states:

But this facﬁ La bpre weakens the Iaraellte claim

to a divine sanction, than the ability of the Nazarsnss

to nams the hpothers and sisters of Jesus disproved the
incarnation.®

The sacrifice was a symhol of mediation for the
restoration of fellowship between God and men, though indeed
far from ei‘ficaeious:in.‘itself.é8 There were at least three
types of sacrifice in Genesis; viz., the whole burat-offering,
peace~offering and the meal offering, and the worshippers
had to offer them meny times. The lives of the patriarchs
were full of these sacrifices. If the sacrifice had restored
the full degree of fellowship between God and man, then a

8ingle sacrifice would have sufficed for such a purpose.

66K1dner, ope. 8it., pe 5, 19.

67Ibid., p. 5; ofs G. A. Hadjiantoniou, "Sacrifice:
%ts Oxigin and Purpose,” The Evangeligcal Quarterly, XVII
1945), &4

68 '
Kidner, op. e¢lt., p. 19; Rowley, The Meaning of
Sacrifice iua th3 013 Qaétamsnt: Pe 110.
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Furthermore thove is ne clear stateuwent of the absolute
remission of sin by the seerifice. Although Sod wes nleased
With Hosh by viriue of hie sacrifice, still "Vahweh sald in
Hig heart . « « '"for the imsgination of men's heesrt is evil
{ D‘:) Ufrrig?_‘[ .17 “]‘57 73) from his youth up'* (8:21).
In other words, God covered men's sin wlth His mercies and
was longsuffering toward it.

Thus the sacrifice was the effective ieans for commun-
lon between God and mun because it pointed forward to a
periect and eternel saorifice. Therefore, as the writer
of the Epistle to the Hebrews indlicates, the sacrifice was
"a shadow of the good things to come™ (Heb., 10:1), God's

sacrifice of man, namsly Jesus Christ.



CHAPTER VI
- MAN'S RELATION TO SOCIETY
Man in Scclety

The creation account in the first chapter of Genesis
indicates that the word LI ;’_?S is used hers in a collective
sense. "So God orested the man ( U‘I_g_'{ ’:,.” « « « He oreated
him: male and female he created them" (UQ}( h“_:l__.?. ﬂilP]’l “];]I.
1:27). It is true that the Hebrew word Z]‘_I_T}_S is used in
three different senses: (e) as a common noun, "man" (Mensch
in German), "a human being™; (b) in a generic or ocollective
sense for "mankind" (Menschheit), the human race; {(¢) as a
broper noun wlthout the article, the name of the first man,
Adam.l The word II:[}T( is found twenty-one times in a
colleotive sense, for "mankind®™ out of fifty<four instances
where it occurs in Genasia.z A gimilar usage is shown in
the case of the word rj + This can mean "tree” as the

'aingle specimen (2:9; 3:22,24; 18:4,8) or in a collsotive

11?. Brown, S. E. Driver eund C, 4. Briggs, 4 Hebrew
and English lLexicon of the 0ld Testament (Oxford: The
gfa'rex; oxi ?PressL 19527, D» ;iE.Bi.gﬁIei, "Ad%m in

enesis l:l-4:24," The Catholic gal Quarterly,
XVITI (Aprid, 1086) 137-38. W R R TR T Qe

%1. KShler points out thet O1X oceurs 510 times in
the Bible and is moatly used as a generigc term, for "mankind."
Theologie des Alten Testaments, Dritte, tiberarbeitete
mﬁé‘g'ﬂﬂﬁfx:gem 7. 0. B. HMohr, 1953), p. 1lk.
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8énse, "trees," designating the whole species (1:11,12,29;
2:16; 3:1,2,8),

There are also meny words used collectively and at

the same time serving as nomina unitatis; nf J"a leaf™
and "follage" {3:7); CJ:’ ;) "a bird of prey" a.x:t—l "birds
of prey" (15:11); j’ P? "staff" and "roda® (30:37):
w’N "a man® and "men® (32:6;° 33:1)3 W‘?_}J "soul;"
"person' and "persons® {(l4:21; 1;6:15;18;22,25..2'5 bis, 27
bis).l’ This seems to suggest that the unity of the human
persopality is assumed, The same is trus of .15' and ,;3?
the woxd for "heart," "mind,"” "will," "inner man” and M
"intellect.” "Your hears” ( HS’J‘?) i3 used of God and his
two oompanions (18:5); "thelir heart” ( D.;?_.%) of Joseph's
brethren (42:28; 50:21).5 In Jacob's speech o Joseph, he
sseme to switch aasily from the second person singular to
Plurzl, and viee verss:

£nd Tareel seid to Josoph, 'Behold I am about

to die; but God will be with you { X 3%, plural)

and will bring you ( T 3 X) again to 'the lend of

your fathers { TJ7¥a3§). Moreovex I nave glvea to
you ( 7 7, singular) one portion above your brothers "

( ;(7 T X, 48:21,22a).

BEabrew 32:7.

"‘E. Kautzsch, Gesenius' Hebrew Grammer, second English
editicn revised in sccordence with the wwenty-elghth German
ggfg.’)mn by A. E, Cowley (Oxford: The Clarender Press,

' » Do 385,

L. Kohler s OP. git., Pe 149,
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But we Quderstuud that Jacob wes including 3osagh‘s two
Sons, Ephwaim end Menssseh, Jacoh wes free to do this;
because he was couniting Joseph and his twe sons as a uwuit
and a group; he was in one instence ineludisg all of then,
and in enciher, slmply spesking Lo Joseph alone. Tais type
of expresglon sppears peculier bubt is comwonly found cmong
anclent people, After Hem's disgraceful eot ezainst his
father, Noal, the curse was noi upon Few but on Caraan,

hig son, Although this curse was expressly pronounced upon
Cavaan alone, the fact thet Ham had no share in Nosh's
blessing, elther for himself or his other sons, wee a
sufficlent proef that the curse upon fensen included Ham
also.6 This account plainly reveals to us & unity and an
intimete fawlly system of the posi~diluvian age.

The history of the patrierchs tells us that the family
is the fundamental uait for all activity and that there is
8 close tie betwesn all 1ts members. ZHach patriarch generally
had a large famlly in whioh two generations or even three
uwsuelly lived and moved together. Terah was guite old when
he moved to Haran, but he wes accbm@anied by Abreham, his
son ané Lot, his grandson (11:21). Lot could have stayed

in Haran because he was 0ld encugh to be independsut, but he

60. F. Keil end F. Delitzsch, The Pentateuch in Biblieal

Commentary on the 0ld Testament, translated from the Ferman
by 3.'EEE¥1n (Grand Raeplas: wm. B. Berdmans, 1951), I, 158.
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followed Abrahem, his uncle, to the land of Cansan (12:5)
and to Egypt (13:1). Perticularly in the femily of Jaoob;
the older scas were slmost all zrown up when Joseph was
seventeen years old (37:2), butbt ten older childrer of

Jacob were siill living together and working for thelr
father Jacoh, Under the leadership of Jacob several enera-
tions lived together im Cansan, sharing hewpy and bitter
experiences, and finally went down to Egypt tosether,

The group iﬁea was so strong in the patriarchal psriod
that sometimes the idea overshadowsd individualivy. Tn the
matter of marriage a hrildegroom often dld not choose his
own bride, but his family selsoted one for him (Gen. 24).
There sesms t0 have besn less individual privacy: the
community or family in the laxger sense, deoided even the
affeirs of individuals. Thus the iwmaividual was always a
rember, co-pariner, and ce-sufferer of a group; a man should
ncet enly think of himself aug en individual but at the same
time should reckcon himeelf ag g meumbher cf the zroup and
within the group.7 Every man belonged to a family which was
the escerntial scelal unit., The ferilies made clsns, clans
formed tribes, snd tribes became & people. Thsrefore zen-
ealoglies wore respected snd csrefully preserved, A person's

neme often specified this vital fact: Ham, "the father of

7. Kbnler, op. elt., pps 1lh-15,
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Cansan® (9:18,22) as a part of a name; Bethuel, "son of
Miloahr (24:15;2&,#7); Sarai; "Abram's wife" (12:17; 16:1,
3), ete, Thus these names suggeat intimste relation within
the femily =nd that men sxisted only as members of & soclal

unit.s

Although there was a strong group consoiocusness, the
individueli pevertheless played ean important part in Genesis.
Along with the tribal conseiousness revealed in Genesis,
and largely bscause of it, there was also e keen appreciags-
tion of cutstanding mon. Zvery femily respected its own
magter, hushand or fether. A leeder muat lead his people
in bettle, act ez o Judge, and make every decision. Thus
it i3 correct Lo =ay with E. F. Seott, "Nothing is known of
early Eebrew history apart from the names of certain leaders
WihC appeared Ifron time to time."9 All through the history

f the patrisrchs the leading men were rcspected hy the
peapls, Various individual gharactaristles dlstinguished
the leaders. This diversity shows individualiity, and

therefors we are not only dealing with the community as a

s

whole,® vut with individuals.
8Th1d, . . 116,
9 O i
B. F. Scott, ian snd Sogiety in the Hew lestament
(¥ew York: Charles SdE*BE" § Sons, 1948), De 32. e
10

Ibid., £e 33.
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The life of Enoch is a typlcal example of individuality
(5:24). His 1ife was by no means like the community life
of his contemporaries. Likewise Noah was the only men to
be favored before God and blameless in his generation (6:8,9),
and he and his femily were preserved through the flood
(8:18-19)., It seems olear that the value of the individual
was great even ln the wicked city of Sodom; 1f there had
been only ten righteous men in the eity it would not have
been destroyed. Only the individuel Lot and his two deughters
were saved. Even in their case Lot's wife also could have
been saved if she had followed the command of God (19:17;
26), Similarly the two sons-in-law chose thelr own way and
did not follow Lot (19:14). Esau and Jacob were born in
the same blessed home, had the same mother and were born at
the same time, but thelr lives and blessings differed widely.
The lives of Jacob and his sons clearly show us that indi-
viduality was strong even 1in the patriarchal families.

We find then no extreme collectivism or exireme
individualism, but a combination of both in Genesis. It is
often said that, "Ancient thought in general, and Hebrew
thought in particular, made the group primary, whilst the
fuller recognition of the individual oame later."- This

1l
H, W. Robinson, Record and Revelation (Oxford: The
Clarendon Press, 19513 . It 18 sometimes suggested

that Jeremish and Ezekiel discovered the individual and that
before their time men was thought of in terms of the society

to whioh he belonged.
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idea is called "corporate personality,” a term often
assocleted with the name; of H. Wheeler Robinson .2 The idea
of the identity of the individual and the group to which he
belongs is further developed. H. W. Robinson calls this the
"law of partileipatioan” and explains;
Things, beings and phenomena can be (in e manner
incomprehensible to us) at once themselves and some-
thing other than themselves . . . t0o think at the
same time of the individual in the_collective and
the collective in the individual.l3
Now we shall examine evidences of the status of the
individual in Genesis. It seems that plety and prosperity
are personal matters., In a sinful world Enoch and Noah
walked with God in their individual piety. Abraham and
Joseph demonstrated the nobility of their individual character
even in the midst of adversities., The reward of these men
wes not from the community, nor through the medium of the
community, but simply from God to individual. The individual’'s
whole life is under His guldance. B. J. LeFrois, in this

connection, tries to identify Jeccb as the people of Israel

127he same view is defended by Otto Eissfelt independ-
ently of H, W, Robinson. Cf. E. J. Young, Studies in Isaiah
éﬁrand Rapide: Wm. B. fgrgmazs, l%SAiahp?é E ;dgzzh' North,
e Suffering Servant eutero-Isa econd e on;
Tondon; Oxford University Press, 1950), P« 103.

133, W. Robinson, "The ggbrewicgnceptégn z{tgorgorat:
Personality, "Beiheft zur Zeitschrif e estament-
liche WiSBGﬁsdaaff, 66 (1936), 55-50, %%%bE'Ib guoted by
lB""Té?-;. LeFrois, "Semitic Totality Thinking," CBG,XVII (1955),
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(32:28, of. 37:13), Shem as Semites (9:27) and the twelve
Bons of Jacob as the twelve tribes of Israel (Gen, A'.Q).llr
It is true that the neme Israeelite came from Israel and
Jacob; Semites from Shem; and the twelve tribes from the
twelve children of Israel, If LeFrols were correct; then
how could one solve such a problem as the one which arises
when the group concept does not fit the context., It is ‘
olear from the context that these men are representative
of the respective names. Besides, these messages are proph-
ecies. We should not lean too much on collective nouns.
Every language has such idioms; particularly the oriental
languages.15 Therefore a collective noun may have had a
specific meaning but in the course of history people may
have used it wilithout the specific sense.

The worship of God was generally a community affair,
at least family-wide. However there was no conception of
sacrifice as being simply a social rite. "There were
always individual offerings as well as corporate, and

individual thanksgivings end pleas could always be brought

1pia., pp. 196-97.

15fhe writer has a first-hand knowledge of such
examples in Chinese, Japanese and Korean. For instance,
"There is a man"” and "there are men" can be expressed in
the same way. Also "there is a tree on the mountain”™ and
"there are trees on the mountains™ are similarly expressed.
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to God."16 Undoubtedly man lives in family and group
solldarity, This community idea 1s expressed at the death
of & man, The death of Abraham was expreased by saying,
"And ke wes gathered to his people” 71733 g?‘f 7oXT]
(25:8); thus also wes Ishmael (25:17); Isaac (35:29); and
Jacob (49:29,33). It is also true that children suffer for
the sins of thelr fathers (ef. 9:24~27). If man were but
an individual, it would not be just that he should be involved
in the result of any action but his own.l7 There is a close
tle and oneness in the community.

There is, however, a ¢lear limitation to the bond
between the individual and his group. L. KShler well
states thiz polnt by saying:

The bond is set in a context of grace.ls The

8inner does not involve the righteous in des-

truction, but the righteous involves the sinner

in salvation. The clear limitation is this: that

the bond does not work in terms of proportion.l9
Thus all members of the family of Noah, although they were

by no means equally righteous, were saved with Noah.

16g, =, Rowley, The Faith of Israal (Philadelphia:
The Westminster Press, 0.19575, P. 1

17H. H. Rowley, The Re~Discovery of the 0ld Testament
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, Ne.d.), Ds 213.

18pie Verbundenheit ist gnademwirts gerichtet.

191, X8nler, 01d Testament Theology, trenslated by -
A, s& Todd (Philedelphia: The We emﬁi Press, 6.1958),
P 162, .
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Similarly ten righteous men would have saved the wicked
Sodom; on the other hand, the wicked city did not involve
Lot and his daughters. Thus the relationship of individual
and community clearly shows God's loving grace; "God is
much more a God of Grace than that of a God of judgment.n20
In Genesis the members of the social unit, whether family
or tribe, were 80 closely tied together that the people
thought of them as an organic whole, in which, though knit
together, they did not lose theix individuality.zl A unity
existed within the various human-groups; surely Caln was a
keeper of his brother., Man, being in the image of God, the
welfare of his fellow-man was his concern and his responsi-
bility. On the other hand, there was never any lack of
recognition of the due rights of the individual and each
individual had a personal link with God. There is no idea
of the individual belng a Tragment of the community; the
individual existed as an individual. Thus the community
and the individuality of man were both preserved in the

unity of a single view of the nature of man in Genesis.??

201pia.

21 ;i ’ T
H. H. Rowley, The Falthk of Israel, ». 122; &. Jacod
165 talons, translated by A. W. Heatheote

Theology of the Old
TTExan e Js Alloock (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1958), p. 155.

zzﬂ. H. Rowley, The Re-Disgovery of the 0ld Testament,
Po 210 ; :
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The soexistence of a group and an individuality was well
Tepresented in a belanced view of man in Genssis.

God's creation of men and women was the basis of
soeisty, the beginning of the marriage and the family. It
is evident that marriage, as the union of the two sexes
Which are divinely planned, distinguishes three purposes:
(a) a companionsnlp (2:18}; (b) a sexual partnersalp (2:24);
(e) obtaining progeay (3:16; 4:1), In the course of history
Progeny as the means of the perpetuation of a men's name
and estate was overemphesized in marriage. Since obtaining
the children became almost the exolusive function of
merrlage (2&:60),23 cholce of a gpouse was more the affair
of the fawmily and of convention than a matter of personal
inclination and individual preference.zb

For the sake of preserving the same culture end
preventing any harm, marriage betwesn near relatives was a
common practice in the ancient world, ©.g8., Abraham {20:12),
Nahor (11:27~29), Isasec {(24:3,48,07), Jacob (28:1-2; 29:18-
30). It is true that, "The Hebrew wife was always reogarded

231. Mendelsobn, “The Family in the Ancient Near East,”
The Biblieal Archaeologist, XTI (May, 1948), 40. IThis will
be oited a8 Ba. .

2'l*L. Kohler, Hebrew Man, translated by P. R. Ackroyd
(New York: Abingdon rress, 1957), P. 77.
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as g peraon."25 In this connection it is interesting to

note the status of women in the Nu2126 documents, "One
Auminae was actually the governor of a considerable

province, which had been assigned to her by Saushattar

king of the Mitanni Empire."27 Cyrus Gordon shows us the
account of another ineident from a Nuzi tablet, "One of

the most highly educated men of the town, none other than

a soribe, was the slave of a lady of Nuzu., On all counts

We can see that the ladies of Nuzu were not without pcwer."28
Although a man secured his wife by negotiation with her
parents and the presentation of a compensation gift ( “7ETCL
34:12; of, 24:53), he did not actually purchase her. The
wife had her rights and privilegas.29 She had her own
property, viz., tent, or living quarters (24:67; 31:33),
gifts (34:12), and her own private maidservant (16:1-8;

24:61; 29:24,29). She had the benefit of her husbend's

23D. R. Mace, Hebrew larriage (London: The Epworth
8 L] ’ - -
Press, 1953), p. 186. The Hebrews "never went so far as
the Mubammadan poet who says that the mothers of menkind
are only 'vessels' whioh receive the chlldren without
leaving any impress on them." J. Pedersen, Israel, I-II
(London: Oxford University Press, 1954), p. Ol.

261his can also be spelled either "Nuzu" or "Nuza."
Cf. C. H. Gordon, Adventures in the Nearest East (Fair
Lawn, N. J.: Essential Books, 1957), Ds 181 n.

271bid., p. 111.
281pid., p. l12.
29Do R. "MB.OG, Op. _ﬁ.. De 186-




109

property (31:16)., It is also true that man should "rule
ovex" (S [_Q'_'.'._\, 3:16) his wife; her subordination cannot be

30 She is

disputed; everything is grouped around the man.
completely bound up with her husband; she belongs to her
husband for the purposes which marriage serves.

While 1t is true that Genesis mskes a close connection
between sex and propagation, it does not regard the pro=~
oereation of children as dependent only on sexual inter-
course. There is no c¢laim in Genesis that parents possess
the power to ensure issue. At this point Otto Plper clearly
shows that the Seriptural view,

does not regard proocreation as the purpose of

sexual union but rather regards chlldren as a

further blessing added by God « « « « 'Be

fruitful and multiply! (Genesis 1:28 and 9:1)

is not to be interpreted as a commandment (as if

a person had it in his power to produce life),

but just as in the parallel passages (1:22_and

9:7), as a blessing spoken by God « « « o1

In Hebrew society the honor paid to the wife was
dependent on her bearing a son. If she was childless,
pvarticularly having no male issue, she endured a severe
reproach; for barrenness was regarded not only &s a mis-
fortune (11:30) and reproach (30:23), but as evidence of

the lack of the divine favor (16:2; 29:31; 30:1-2).

0
» J. Pedersen, op. eit., p. 70,

3y, A, Piper, The Christian Interpretation of
Sbx (New York: Charles Seribner's s"_‘nm)‘—ona, » DPs 50~51.

f
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Children were reckoned as a divine gift and a blessing
from God: REve (4:1), Sarah (17:19), Abimelech's family
(20:17), Rebekah (25:21), Leah (29:31), Rachel (30:22-24),
Jacob (33:5), and Jacob's blessing (49:25). Child-bearing
Was not only an honor, but one of the wife's essential func-
tlons to fulfil her merriage duty. It also assured her
status as being entitled to olaim her right. It is inter-
eating to see that the code of Hemmurabi decrees that upon
the death of a childless wife, her father was obliged to
return to her husband the bride-price which he had paid
for her.32

Domestic happiness in Hebrew society is associated
with the monogamous union,33 if the wife bears a child.
In case she cannot raise en heir for her husband--perhaps
she only besrs girls-~the hushand is given another woman
by his wife, genserally her maidservant (16:2; 30:3,4,9).
The primary purpose of polygamy appears to be to obtain

progeny, although we cannot dispute the presence of lust

32Parag. 163; "If a seignior aocquired a wife and that
woman has gone to (her) fate without providing him with
children, if his father-in-lew has then returned to him the
marriage-price which that seignior brought to the house of
his father-in-law « « « o J. B. Pritohard, editor, Ancient
Near Eastern Texts (Princeton University Press, 1955),
P. 1738,

33According tc the Code of Hammurabl the Babylonian
family was basically monogemous in character, Ibid,,
De 173; I, Mﬁndﬂlsonﬂ, 220 E-i-‘-?.” P 2‘)0
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&3 a factor (4:19; 26:34~35), We note as an indication
that God's originsl will was nonogemy (1:27; 2:24) the fact
that bigamy was firgt committed by a godless person, Lemech.
The question has often been asked about ths polygamy of the
patriarchs such as Abraham and Jacob., It is evident that
there is no approval nor blessing of God on thelr polygamy.
Genesis does not desoribe them as sinless men; rather they

3y The result of

were regelved by God through His grace.
.POIyganry' cloarly shows us ite bitter fruit: (a) it intro=-
duces strife (1lo:4-6; 21:9~11; 30:1-16); (b) it depersonal-
izes the women and maices her a mere instrument of man's
lust,? .

one of bthe precious features of Hebrew sociely is the
ologe bond of tus family. Since marriage is a divine appoint-
ment and children a divine gift, the home groups itself
around the men into & community, and ail, wile and caildren
are merged into a unity.36 Since the father is the mastex
( §§ D) end proteotor in the home, he has the duty of
nourishing and training and hes a right to the children,

34R, L. Herris, Inspiration end Cenonmicity of the
Bible (Grend Rapids: —RE_‘""‘PuZon ervan Publishing House, 1957 ),
P T. 211-. WA

35D, R. Mace, ops oif., p. 135.

361’. Heinisch, Theology of the Old Testament, English

edition by W. Heidt (Collegeville, Minnesota: ©he Liturgi-
cal Press, 1950), p. 194.
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How far the father's rights over his children extended it
is difficult to determine.37 Lot suggested offering his
two daughters to satisfy the lust of the men of Sodom
(19:8); Abraham was prepered to sserifice Issac (22:9-10);
Judah ordered Tamar, his dasughter-in-law to be burned for
Playing the harlot (38:24); Reuben staked the lives of his
two 39ns a8 a pledge that he would bring back Benjamin
alive (42:37). Although nonse of the results suggested
actually came to pass, yet they clearly reveal the authority
of the father. 1In the selection of & bride the father usually
nad a part (24:2£r; 28:17f; 38:6).

Mctherhood in Hebrew sogiety 1s the patent of nobility
of woman; through 1t she acquires her place in life and a
Share in the family., It is evident that the Hebrew infant
belongs to tne mother and is nursed by her. When a new baby
ls born, its name is given more often by the mother than the

rather.3° 1t is normal for the Hebrew mother to suckle her

child; only rerely does a nurse take the mother's plaoe.39

37D. R, Maoce, Op» 9_5:.2'1 De 216.

38The 01d Testament mentions forty-six cases of naming,
twenty-elght times by the mother, eighteen times by the
father. L. K¥hler, Hebrew Man, p. 54 n.

39 Tae mantign of the burial of Deborah, the nurse of
Rebekah (35:8) gfves us an example. Ibid., p. 58.
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A8 a mother the woman has her share in the authority of the
husband over the children, ZXEven the slave woman feels 8o
exalted, when she hus bocoms & mother, thet she can look
down upon her childless mistress (156:4-5). After the death
of her husbend when the son sugceeded to his father‘s
estate, his mother became the mistress of the housoholdew

a positlon of speoial dignity and importance (21:21; 2L:
67)s In this ocase, of course, the son ls the master of

the house gnd he tekes the luitlative in various activities
(24:50,53,55,60),

After the weaning of the glrls they remain wlthin the
saphere of the mother end of the other women of the house-
hold; boys gradually move out to follow their fathsr. In
evaryday life the ohildren 4o what they see their parents

g There

do: 1imltating their mofe of speech and behavior.
1s not much privacy, in the Hebrew home so that the children
can easily observe and follow their parents, Hsbrew children
have not much time for play or self-indulgence., In a semi-
nomadie group as children grow up, they are expoc¢ted to share
some of the work of the famlly. Rebekah canrries a pitcher

to draw water {2/,:16}. Rachel brings the sheep to be
vwatered {29:6). Joseph is sent by his father to observe

the condition of his brethren (37:13-14). Ths marrisd son
is still a member of his father's house, even thouzh he has

4O1pia., p. 59.
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his own house., The sons of Nosh belong to Noah's house,
after they are all marriled (7:1). The twelve sons of Jacob
who were in Egypt all belonged to the father's house

( l._,ff T373, 463313 47:12).

The heir of the house generally inherited nearly all
that his father hed (24:36; 25:5); but the sona of a slave-
woman also inherited a little (25:6). In the anolent world
People had to have heirs for prastical, social end religious

reasons. Al

Whoever has not an own son, should adopt an heir,
usually from his kinsmen in order that the adoptive parents
and the adopted son can obtain mutual benefit. In this con-
nection it is interesting to note the Hebrew adoption law;
©:8., the relation of Abraham and Ellezer (15:2-4). Abraham,
who had no prospect of any children of his own, refers to
Eliezer as his heir, who apparently was "the elder of his
house, who ruled over all that he had"™ (24:2). Presumably
Abrahem had legally adopted this trusted slave in accordance
with prevailing custom. But God said: "This [servent)
shall not inherit you, but the one who sﬁall go out of your
inwards, he shall inherit you® (15:4). If Ellezer was a
legally adopted heir how could his rights be set aside?

Some of the Nuzil tablets give the answer. It was a custom

for a couple who had no children to adopt someone as thelr

klg, =, Gordon, op. eit., p. 107.
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Son. This adopted son was to take care of them as long as
they lived and see to it that they received an honorable
burial. In return for this service he inherited the
property. If the adopters should afterward beget a son
the one edopted must yield to him the place of chief heir.hz
Another Nuzi tablet gives us a good explanation of the rela-
tlons between Jacob and Laban (Gen. 29-31). It seems that
Laban had no male heir, so he adopted Jacob as his son and
gave him two of his daughters for wivea. Here we quote the
tablet of sdoption belonging to Nashwi, the son of Ar-shenni:
He adopted Wullu, the son of Puhi-shenni, As long
as Nashwl 1s alive, Wullu shall provide food and
clothing; when Nashwi dies, Wullu shall become the
heir, If Nashwi has a son of his own, he shall
divide (the estate) equally with Wullu, but the son of
Nashwi shall take the gods of Nashwi. However, if
Nashwl does not have a son of his own, then Wullu
shall take the gods of Nashwi. Furthermore, he gave
his daughter Nuhuys in marriage to Wullu, if Wullu
tekes snother wife he_shall forfeit the lends and
buildings of Nashwi.43 :
In the 1light of this tablet we can easlly understand that
after Laban had his owvn sons (30:35) his attitude toward
Jacob changed. It is alsoc clear why Rachel stole the house
gods (Teraphim), and why Laban wes so anxious to find them.

We can understend why Laban should say to Jacob, "The

k2g g, gordon, "Biblical Customs and the Nuzu
Teblets,™ BA, III (Feb., 1940), 2ff. .

bBJ. B. Pritchard, Op. g;g., PP. 219-20.
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daughters are my daughters end the children are my
dhildren'anﬁ the flocks are my flooks and all that you
8ee 1s mine?" (31:43)., As the patriarchal father; Laban
had every right to exercise his authority over all members
of his Tamily, inoluding Ja.t)cﬂ::.mP

The Hebrew patrlarchal gsoclety formed a close bond of
blood and marriage relatﬁons. It seems that the father
surrounded by children mekes the father's house, sven though
the children are all marrled (31:14,303 41:51; A46:31). The
term "the father's house" ( QX N721) 1s often used in a
broader context, even when there is no father (12:1; 20:13;
24:7,23,38,,0; 50:8;22). This term denotss very likely a
group larger than that of the individual family. The father's
house gives man security and help; when he 1s not in his
father's house, he is without protection and safety (20:13;
24:13). The Hebrew communlty is usually a movable group of
tents (12:8,9; 13:3,12; 26:25; 33:19; 35:21). Thus the
community consists of the kinsmen's assembly and hed a strong

L5

tle in femily and olan, It is probable that the community

consisted of people related by marriage (34:8-10). Thus

b, B, Wwrignt, BibLice) srchasolo (Philadelphia:
The Westminster Press, 705 Pe Lhe

b3z, Pedersen, 0op. gig., Pe séi
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pPatriarchal society seems to consist of relatives end
in-laws, In this way they can share hospitality and find
security 1n danger.

Since soclety is a elose relationship of the people .
they have a mutual responsibility. The responsibility of |
8oclety in Genesls ie a peculiar one. The duty of man to
his fellow men in other socleties is a mutusl responsibllity:

i% is two men's mutual relationship, which can be represented
by two paralilel lines, In Hebrew society, however; it 1s
quite different., The responsibility of two men is under the
observance of God. It oan be represented a2s e triangular
relationship: mean, God @nd man. Cain's murder of his
brother was not only a soeial erime but was alsc a sin
before God (4:8~12). Merriage, as the relationship of man
and women, is not only thelr own affair; 1t is also God's
great concern ($:1~3)s One man's sin against another man

is not limited to the two partiss, it is elso a sin against
God (39:9; 42:21; Lh:16; 50:19).h6 Thus every man of soclety
should act as though he is watched every step of his life

by God. Therefore there should be mutual responsibility and

fairness in the society. However, if one has done wrong

i Wge, "Under God's search Lignt." Pea. iBgéhH'oEJI.& Rowley,
The Faith of Israel « 89; W, Elohro n the a-
ment, trensiated Sy'Kf and R. Gregor Smi ondon: ~SoM
Press, 1951), p. 16.
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8gainst his fellow man, particularly before God, he is to

be a fugitive and wenderer, a lonely exile, a man without

& people. This "ourse of loneliness" (4:10~16) put the
offender into an unnagﬁral situation and was imposed because

hils action was a threat to the community.h7
Strange Actlions in Scociety

There are many strange practices in the patriarchal
Society as viewed by modern eyes. When Abraham and Sarsh
went down to Egypt, he called his wife Sarah his sister
(12:10), This was not a single event, but was repeated on
enother occasion (20:13). She was, in fact, his half-sister
(20:12); but it was a half-truth. Not only Abraham did
this, but Isaec also used the same method, when he called
Rebekah his sister (26:9). Why did both generations do the
Same thing? It was a deceitful action; but there was such a
custom in the ancient world. The Hurrians who lived in the

Nuzi aree clearly show us that a wife was ocalled "sister."hg

473, B. Babbage, Man in Nature and in Grace (Grand
Rapids: Wm. B, Eerdmans, 1957), P. 19.

he“Tablet of sistership a Akkulenni son of Akiya,

whereby his sister Beltakkadumml as sister to Hurazzl
son of Ennaya he has sold." E. A. Speiser, "New Kirkuk
Documents Relating to Family Laws,” The Annual of the
American Schools of Oriental Research, X, for 1928=29 (New
Egveg;ithe Ugiversit{ Presz. 19201,?60. gf.fcéi%iiGoidon,

Ta aroc n the 0ld Testament,"™ Journal ol ca
Literaturg?ySL (1935), p. 226, Tnis will be oited as EEL.
P, Koschaker, "Fratriarchat Hausgemeinschaft und Mutterrecht
in Keischriften," Zeitschrift fir Assyriologle, N. F. VII
(1933)! 1-890
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The Nuzians had a strong "fratriarchal” or brothership idea.*?
After the death of the father, a son',-generally the eldest,
acted as the leader in the house and thereby received author-
ity ana bower over his sister. Therefore it is probable
that Abreham and Isaac tried to protect their wives as their
nelghbors did. Such a practice worked in Mesopotamia and
Palestine, but it did not benefit them in Egypt and southern
Palestine. Thus the actions of Abraham and Isaac, while not
Justifiable today, were understood by their contemporaries.

Another strange action in the Patrilarchal age is the
selling of the birthright from brother to brother. Jacob
purchased from Esau the "birthright® (ﬂj:;g_, R5:31,32,33,34;
27:36), which means the title to position of the firstborn,
There is a direct parallel to this in one of the tablets
dealing with a Nuzi femily:

Kurpozah, the son of Hibishua, got a grove belonging

to his brother Tupkitilla in exchange for three sheep.

Obviously when a man exchanges a fertile grove, which

is probably to be one of his chief means of subsistence,

and perheps his only inheritance portion, it means only

N e N N

’ :

The rirstborn; who has the birthright, generally receives his
Tfather's special blessing (27:19,27). The special blessing
( 21?‘) was bestowed by the father as the agent of God.

We distinguish this blessing with J. Pedersen, as having three

- b9, 4, Sgeiser, op. oit., pp. 58-61; O. H. Gordon,
dBL, pPp. 225-31.

2%, =, Gordon, Adventures in the Nearest East, p. 119.
Cf. Nuzi tablet N. 204.
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fundamental aspects: (a) it consists in numerous offspring
(1:29; 9:1; 12:2; 26:24; 28:3,14; 35:11; 48:4,19); (b) fer-
tility, the blessed man hes many possessions (13:6; 24:35);
(0) bleassing also consists in being victorious over one's
enemies (27:29; h9:8~12;22-26).51 Thus the blessings were
serious matters and were irrevocable. For this reason Isaac
trembled but he sould not alter the blessing, when he knew
that Jacob had obtained the blessing under false pretenses
(27:33-40)., A similar oustom is recorded in the Nuzl tablets.
At Nuzi there was a case when such an oral "blessing" was up-
held in oourt.52
On his death~bed Jacob blessed Judah as the next head of
the family, instead of Rauban; the firsthorn, becauss of his
fault (35:22; 49:4; I Chr. 5:1). Jacob said, "Judah, to you
your brothers shall praise you; your hand shall be on the
neck of your enemies; your father's sons shall bow down
before you" (49:8). We have a similer text in I Par, 26:10
" , . . Semri, the ohief, for he was not the firstborn, but
his father made him chief."”” In another tablet (FS 56),

We read:

517, Pedersen, op. cit., p. 204.
%26, E. Wright, op. oit., p. kha.

53R T. 0'Callahen, "Historiocal Parallels to
Patriarchal Social Custom," CBQ, VI (1944), 401.
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My father, Huya, was sick end lying in bed, and my
father siezed my hand and spoke thus to me: 'my other
oclder sons have taken wives but thou hast not giken a
wife end I give Zululishtar to thee as wife.!

This text parallels Jacob's blessing as being (a) an orgl
will; (b) having legal validity; end (c) made to a son by a
dying father.55 We can readily see the similarity between
the biblical account and the Nuzl text., The strange features
in Genesis therefore arse not isolated, but the similar customs
ere wideapread in the patriarchal period.

The history of the human race is the record of a series
of man’ sinful eotivities. The man in Genesis is no excep-
tion., Sexusl irregu;arities of man are shown even in the
pre-diluvien peridd (4:19). After the destruction of Sodom
the two daughters of Lot Jolned in the sexual vietimization
of an innocen®t man. The fact that it was negessary to make
him drunk indicates that they could not have hoped'to secure
his approvsl of their action if he had been sober.56 Even
this incest was justified by them on the ground that it enabled
them to "preserve seed" of their father (19:32-38). This is
an example of perverted sexual relations. On the other hand

the story sesms to reflect the sirong desire of woman to have

5kg, H. Goxrdon, BA, III (Feb., 1940), 8.

21pid.
| 56Do Ro Mace, Op. _0_1'_5.-, De 196¢
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offspring in the ancient world. When Judah's eldest son
Er died, leaving his widow Tamar, without a child, Onan,
the second son of Judeh, is enjoined by his father to fulfil
his duty’’ toward her, and beget an heir to Er. A similar
custom is recorded in a Nuzi tablet (N. 441). There a father,
when obtaining a bride for his son, specifies that if the son
dies, she is to be married to another of his sons.58

In this connection it is interesting to note an Akkadian
document taken from the royal palace of Ugarit in 1952. I%
reads as follows:

To be effective lmmediately!

Thus says Arihalbu, King of Ugarit:

"Whoever, after my death, takes

(in marrisge) my wife Kubaba,

daughter of Takan (?), from my brother--

may he not make great (his) throne,

may he not dwell in a (royal) house;

may Baal of Mt Casius crush him!"59
It seems clear that Arihalbu, the king of Ugarit did not
have hls own son, so Nigmepa, his brother succeeded the
throne and took his brother's wife.6° When Tamar was
prevented from bearing an heir to Shelah, the third son of

Judah, she made the best of her plight by tricking Judsah

57 W27, wgo perform the duty of a husband's brother.t
38:8; Of. Deuto 25:5’7. ¢

580, H., Gordon, BA, ITII (Feb., 1940), 10.

5%. Tsevat, "Marriage and Monarchical Legitimacy 1n
Ugar%t and Israel," Journal of Semitio Studies, III (July,
1958), 237.

80Ibid., pp. 239-40.
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into siring the heir. It is a strange practice, but Tamar
may have heard of a similar custom from the Hittites. In
Tablet II "If a vine" of the Hittite Law Code section 193

we read:

If a man has a wife and then the man dies, his

brother shall take his wife, then his father shall

take her. If in turn also his father dies, one of

his brother's sons shall take the wife whom he had.

There shall be no punishment .6l
The one thing that Tamar thought of was the preservation
of progeny. Thus she justifisd herself although her sxcuse
is not valid, The misuse of sex is not merely inexpedient,
but sinful before God and man; it is a sin which cuts off the
offenders from fellowship with God.

The equality of men snd woman is revealed in the fact
that they both were created in the image of God. It is true
that the whole human race had the same ancestors, Adam and
Eve (1:27; Aots 17:26). There are, however, differences
between the sexes ani between races. In the genealogies of
Genesis we find no woman'!s name {(Gen. 5; 10): the system
of polygamy by no means shows the equality of man and woman.
The functional difference between man and woman was a pard
of God's creation (2:15-25). But this difference does not
allow us to diseriminate between superior and inferior. Even

though God imposed on Eve the zule over by her husband (3:16)

6130 Pl‘itohal‘d, 920 .o__i_t_i. Pt 196b'
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after the fall, she had her own freedom and authority to
heme her child (4:l). There is no evidence for the deperson-
ification of woman. The first woman victims are the wives
of Lamech (4:19). It was not only the man who was to be
blamed; often the ceuse was on the woman's side {19:30-38;
39:7-18), Woman's function is to be active in the home; as
her neture is such that she is not fit for outside and rough
duties, mentally or physically. Thus her functional aspects
and sin combined to make women a prey for the stronger sex.
This was not in agcordance with the primary will of God; but
in the course of human history the status of women degenerated
from her original position.

Genesis knows nothing of races which are "maturally
Inferior" or unworthy of designation as being human, nox
any superiority of a clan ox family.62 It is, however,
evident that there are two main lines of human descent: the
line of Cain (4:16-24) end that of Abel and Seth (4:25=~5:32);
people who were destroyed by the flcod and Noah; the lines
of Japheth and Ham (10:1-20) and that of Shem (10:21-30;
11:10-32); the line of Ishmael (25:12-18) and that of Isaao
(25:19-26); the line of Esau (36:9-42) and that of Jacob
(35:22-26; 46:8-27). From the beginning there are two groups
in humen society, the favored group end the group rejected by

62y, Elchrodt, op. cit., p. 37.
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God. The cause of the division 1s on the humen side: mis=-
behaviors, grievous sins e.g. Cain and his line {4:8-24);
the ente-diluvian people (6:1-7); Ham (9:22-27); the paople
at Shinar (11:1-9); Esau {25:29-3L). Parental favoritism
was another cause of division. While the Hamitis lins was
cursed, Japheth could have obtalned en equal blessing with
Shem; but the latter received the special blessing (9:26-27),
The reason may have bheen thet Shem was the firstborn son
(5:32; 6:10; 9:18; 10:71)., Jacob was favored more than
Esau by their mother Rebekah (27:5=29).

However, the election of God was the principal cause
of the preservetion of the favorsd people (7:8-8:1; 9:263
17:19-21; 25:23)., Relying on their deep-rooted concept of
election, the Hebrews often misused their privilege and

assumed an attituvde of unfair diserimination ageinst others.



CHAPTER VII
CONCLUESION

"The Greeks had a genius for beauty, the Romsns for
law, the Hebrews for religion." This is a fashionable saying
of a generation or so ago. We do not speak in this way
today. Whatever appeared to be genlus in the Hebrews was
not their possession, but a committed treasure, viz., the
revelation of God, As a man the Hebrew had no special
Privileges, neither genius for enything in himself. God,
however, revealed His plen of men's selvation in progressive,
historicel form (Heb, 1:1-2).. Genesis 1s the starting point
of God's special revelatione

We have gtudied in the previous chapters the nature
and existence of mans The ereaturchood of men is the basie
Presupposition of the dootrine of man, Man 1s a specilal
ereation of God; he is the purpose and end, the head and
crown of the whole work of creations Man does not owe his -
origin to himself, but he 1s only an earthen creature of
God,. While many terms can represent the functional aspects
of man, Uj?g’seems to be the governing name for man. By
meang of this word, the unity of human organs 1s clearly
expressed, Since man 1s the image and likeness of God, he

stends in an entirely different relatlonship to God from

-all other creaturese. The lordshlp of man, as his distinguish-
ing earmark, was the purrose and consequence of the image of ‘

Gode After the Fall, however, the image of God was seriously
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damaged, so that it needed to be renewed,

It may fairly be claimed that Genesis has more to say
ebout sin then about any other aubjeot; as is true of most
Portions of the Bible. Therefore the study of this theme
cannot be too strongly stressed. In connection with sin;
Genesis cleerly teaches that men was once an innocent
oreature. The finitude of man 1s often confused with sin.

Thus one frequently commingles the metaphysical and the sthical
aspects of reality. Whatever term may have been used for
describing the sin of man, 1t 1s basically man's rebellion
against God. We have emphasized that sin does not come from
cirocumstances, environment, nor even God; it is the corruption
of good, man's wilful disobedience of God.

Since it has pleased God to make known His truth to
mankind by means of a covenant, thls covenant is a graeious
gift to man. Although the elements of the covenant are already
found in the second chapter of Genesls, the word T)’ﬁ:l is
first used in the Noachian covenant, We have, therefors,
dealt with God's covenant with Noah es the beginning of our
study. As the covenant is the actualizatlon and implementa-
tion of God's counsel for man's redemption, God is the One
who took the initiative, We have clearly observed that it is
always Yahweh who Seeks man; who makes Himself known as He
is in His grace and compassion, who opens the way of redemption.
Man's perticipation in the covenant is his response to God's
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redemptive gift., As a fallen being, man does nothing in the
covenant, but only receives the gracious promise of Yahweh.

The worship of God is @ mecessery fact in the lifs of
mea &8 & creature. After the Fall man needed the restoration
of fellowship with Yahweh., As manifestation of His gracious
love, Yahweh took the initiative by making avallable to man
the proper means for worship of God. A true worship is not
man's netural expression toward a mystic power; but 1t is the
worship of a living and true God, The worship of Yahweh is
man's responding action to God's grace. Thus no image or
object was nesded in the worship of Yahweh God. As we have
pointed out, sacrifice is closely associated with blood as
well es sin, Although there is no full-scale explatory offer-
ing in Genesis, the sacrifices in Genesis do picture the
atonement and point toward God's perfect sacrifice, Jesus
Christ.,

In the final chapter, man's relation to soslety, we have
tried to make the frots speak for themselves, so that we may
see the true picturs of society ia Genesis. Every individual
hed s close tie with his family and his community, so that
an individusl appeared to be identical with a community. All
the members in society had e sense of mutual cooperation with
and responsibility to one ancther. Thus there was a clear
identification between the individual and the community.
Femily 1ife was ordained by God and a source of God's blessing.

In the degenerate state, without God's blessing, family and
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80clal life became the scene of misery and unhappiness.
We also peointed out that the misuse of the blessings and
privileges of God caused sin and an unfortunate develop-
ment in society.

In this llmited study of the doctrine of man in
Genesis, we have seen the eternal truth of God: mant's
sinful nature, his need of redemption, asnd God's saving
grace. In this study of man we have not treated certain
problems, such as the antiquity of man, ﬁhe human will,
etc, We belileve that further study of the destiny of man
in Genesis would be a rewarding area of research, in the
field of Soteriologys. As we have said, Genesis is the
Tirst special revelation, but it is an incomplete ome. A
further study of men should be sought in an advanced
revelation and finally in the accomplished revelatlon of

God, namely Jesus Christ.
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