Genesis:

A Commentary
Old Testament
New Eurepean
Christadelphian

Commentary

Duncan Heaster



Genesis: A Commentary



Old Testament New European
Christadelphian Commentary

Duncan Heaster

Carelinks
PO Bo 152, Menai NSW 2234
AUSTRALIA


http://www.carelinks.net

Copyright
Copyright © 2017 by Duncan Heaster.

All rights reserved. This book or any portion
thereof may not be reproduced or used in any
manner whatsoever without the express
written permission of the publisher except for
the use of brief quotations in a book review or
scholarly journal.

First Printing: 2017
ISBN 978-0-244-00953-3



PREFACE

This commentary is based around the New European Version
of the Bible, which is generally printed with brief
commentary on each chapter. Charities such as Carelinks
Ministries and the Christadelphian Advancement Trust
endeavour to provide totally free copies worldwide
according to resources and donations available to them. But
there is a desire by many to go beyond those brief comments
on each chapter, and delve deeper into the text. The New
European Christadelphian commentary seeks to meet that
need. As with all Divine things, beauty becomes the more
apparent the closer we analyze. We can zoom in the scale of
investigation to literally every letter of the words used by
His Spirit. But that would require endless volumes. And
academic analysis is no more nor less than that; we are to
live by His word. This commentary seeks to achieve a
balance between practical teaching on one hand, and a
reasonable level of thorough consideration of the original
text. On that side of things, you will observe in the
commentary a common abbreviation: “s.w.”. This stands for
“same word”; the same original Greek or Hebrew word
translated [A] is used when translated [B]. This helps to
slightly remove the mask of translation through which most
Bible readers have to relate to the original text.

Are there errors of thought and intellectual process in these



volumes? Surely there are. Let me know about them. But
finally- don’t fail to see the wood for the trees. Never let the
wonder of the simple, basic Gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ
and His Kingdom become obscured by all the angst over
correctly interpreting this or that Bible verse. Believe it,
respond to it, be baptized into Him, and let the word become
flesh in you as it was so supremely in Him.

If you would like to enable the NEV Bible and associated
material to remain freely available, do consider making a
donation to Carelinks Ministries or The Christadelphian
Advancement Trust. And please pray that our sending forth of
God’s word will bring back glory to His Name and that of
His dear Son whom we serve.

Duncan Heaster

dh@heaster.org



GENESIS CHAPTER 1

1:1 In the beginning God created the heavens and the
earth- Genesis 1 begins with the summary statement that God
created “in the beginning”. But this Hebrew word reshit can
refer to a period of time at the beginning, rather than a
specific moment in time (see Job 8:7; Gen. 10:10; Jer. 28:1).
If a single moment of time was intended, then other Hebrew
words could have been used, e.g. rishonah. How long this
period was, or the processes used, are simply not spoken
about. I suggest that “heavens and earth” is a merism, i.e.
putting two words together in order to describe something
greater. [ don’t believe, therefore, that we are to divide the
term into “heavens” and “earth”. This verse is a simple
statement that in the beginning, perhaps over a period, all
things were created by God. The process used is not
commented upon.

But the zoom of the record then focuses upon the preparation
of the eretz / the “earth”. Analysis of Gen. 1:2-2:4
demonstrates that we are reading here of the “earth” being
prepared, rather than created. Sure, God created planet earth
and all things else, that much is stated in 1:1. But the focus of
all the cosmos is upon the eretz , and the structure of the
record goes further and reveals that the pinnacle of that
creation was in the man formed on the sixth day.
Significantly, the Pentateuch begins with the account of the
creation of “heaven and earth” and concludes with Moses



appealing to the “heavens and earth” of Israel (Dt. 32:1;
33:28).

The Hebrew for "beginning" is very often translated
"firstfruit". The suggestion may be that the creation we are to
now read of is but a firstfruit; and indeed, James 1:18
appears to allude here in saying that through the creative
word, we are "a kind of firstfruits of all His creations". The
implication straightaway is that this creation is but a
firstfruit, with far greater promise implied in future ages.

"Created" doesn't have to mean 'from nothing'. You can create
something, without that 'creation’' implying that you brought
matter into existence. The Genesis record of creation is
alluded to so often, especially in Psalms, Isaiah and Paul'
writings, as being the basis for God's creation of a new
creation of persons; re-working the chaos and disorder of
their lives into something beautiful and to His glory. Later
usages of "create" are paralleled with 'calling forth / into
visibility', and especially "forming" or moulding. This, I
suggest, is what the "creation" here may refer to. And yet
there is indeed the visual impression given of a creation from
nothing, ex nihilo. That would be because effectively the
new creation, the re-ordering and re-building of human life,
is tantamount to something totally new.

One of the most fundamental differences with the creation
myths is that Genesis 1 presents God as uncreated, having no



beginning, and focuses upon what He created- whereas the
other records seek to explain where their gods came from
and how they were created: “These foreign creation myths
recount not only the origins of the visible world, but, at the
same, of the gods. Genesis 1, however, distinguishes itself
radically from these all sincere there is no such theogony.
This observation indicates the grandeur of Israel’s religion”
(Hermann Gunkel, Genesis (Macon: Mercer University
Press, 1997) p. 126).

1:2 Now the earth was formless and empty, darkness was
on the surface of the deep and God's Spirit was hovering
over the surface of the waters-There is fair debate over
whether Gen. 1:2-2:4 is poetry or not. Redneck creationists
argue it is not- because they consider this is a literal
scientific account of creation. But there is fair evidence that
it is in fact poetry- although the rhyme is in terms of the ideas
rather than assonance of the words. The material is based
around the number seven. Gen. 1:1 has seven Hebrew words,
1:2 has fourteen; 2:1-3 has 35 words [5x7]; Elohim is used
35 times; “firmament” and “earth” 21 [3x7] times each; and
“it was so” and the comment that God saw “good” in it occur
seven times each. The numerical value of the Hebrew words
is also full of ‘seven’ patterns. This isn’t quite what one
would expect in a scientific account. And what was God
intended to do in explaining origins? To explain them in
scientific terms comprehensible and acceptable to a modern



person? Or in terms acceptable to a primitive Israelite? I
suggest He avoids that conundrum by presenting the creation
account as limited only to eretz Israel, and presenting it as a
drama, a kind of Divine slideshow.

The speeches in the book of Job are likewise poetry; these
were therefore surely not the words that literally fell from the
lips of Job and his friends. But that does not mean that the
words are not inspired, nor does it make them myth. The
poetic structure of Genesis 1:2-2:4 can be seen reflected
even in translation; the work of each day is described within
the same rubric: “There was evening and morning... God
said... It was so... God saw that it was good... there was
evening and morning”. The account of creation is not evenly
balanced, i.e. there is more detail given to some things than
to others. This isn’t what we would expect if the text is
intended to provide a literal account of creation. The Bible
uses various genres- it is a collection of poetry, direct
statement, history, letters etc. Inspiration and revelation are
two different things. All the Bible is inspired, but not all of it
is a specific “Thus says the Lord...”. The words of Job’s
friends are recorded by inspiration, but God Himself says
that they were not all true. We are to interpret, to perceive the
genre, the essence being communicated. And nowhere is that
more true that in the creation record.

So I suggest that we should read Genesis neither as literal
history, nor as myth. It is a dramatic presentation of the origin



of Israel, produced in a particular context at a specific time,
and re-worked in the context of Judah’s captivity and God’s
intention to re-create Israel at the restoration. The entire text
from Gen. 1:1-2:4 is poetic; this itself surely warns us not to
read this as a literal, blow by blow account of historical
creation. If such a historical account was provided, we
surely would find description and argumentation employed.
But instead, we have a kind of poetry. Victor Hamilton has
spotted many examples of chiastic structure within the
section, and also within the individual verses. Take Gen. 1:5-
Hamilton translates this as “God named the light ‘Day’; the
darkness he named ‘Night’”’; and he observes that the
structure of verb- indirect object / indirect object — verb in
the Hebrew text is essentially poetic. (Victor Hamilton, The
Book of Genesis: Chapters 1-17 (Eerdmans, 1990) p. 118).

The earth- 1 will be arguing that eretz here, as in much of
Genesis and the Hebrew Bible, refers specifically to the land
of promise. I have elsewhere discussed the definition of
eretz at length- see The Last Days Digression 3 ‘The earth-
land- eretz’. The Spirit “flutters” over the waters in Gen.

1:2, just as God like an eagle [a symbol of the Spirit]
“flutters” over Israel in bringing about their creation as a
nation (Dt. 32:1). The point is, what God did at creation, He
can do at any time.

Understanding eretz as referring to the land promised to
Abraham enables us to read the account of the flood as


http://www.aletheiacollege.net/ld/d3.htm

describing a local event in that area. The watery formless
waste of the Genesis 1 creation drama is repeated in the
flood; a re-creation occurs, with Noah taking the role of
Adam. T suggest that the same geographical area is in view-
eretz Israel, rather than the entire planet. Likewise the events
of Babel and confusion of languages make more sense if they
refer to a localized situation within the eretz of greater
Israel; the list of nations descended from Noah’s sons in
Genesis 10 all refer to the peoples within eretz Israel, rather
than having any global reference. The nations mentioned
there are found elsewhere in the Bible- and they refer to
peoples within the land promised to Abraham, and not
outside of it. No comment is made about e.g. Aborigines,
African tribes or American Indians. Note also that later
Biblical allusions to the flood speak of it as representative of
God’s judgments upon Israel; and this has an added
appropriacy if the reference is to the same geographical
territory. Noah was to take both clean and unclean animals
into the ark, and we are surely intended to think that the later
classification of clean and unclean animals was used. But
that classification concerns animals known in eretz Israel.
The intention was to keep life going on the eretz after the
flood. There was no classification of all the animals of
Australasia or the Amazon into clean or unclean, and no
special comment on specific animals from those regions; the
special comments on clean or unclean animals were all



concerning animals known within the eretz.

The sons of God marrying the daughters of men resulted in
the eretz falling into sin; I suggest this refers to the people of
God who had been placed in the erefz marrying the other
surrounding peoples. The language used about the state of
things in the eretz is exactly that used by the later prophets
concerning the situation in Israel. The people were frightened
by the "giants" they met in the land of Canaan (Num. 13:33),
likely connecting them with superhuman beings. These
nephilim [LXX gigantes] had their origin explained by
Moses in Genesis 6- the righteous seed intermarried with the
wicked outside of the eretz, and their offspring were these
nephilim, mighty men of the world.

We read that people moved eastward and settled in Shinar
before building Babel (Gen. 11:2); but “east’ is relative to a
fixed, defined area on earth. If we insist that it means the
entire planet, then it’s hard to conceive where ‘east’ would
be on a sphere like planet earth which is rotating on its own
axis. But it makes sense within the boundaries of the eretz
promised to Abraham. The same can be said of the account
of Adam and Eve leaving Eden and moving east (Gen. 3:24),
and the rejected Cain likewise heading east (Gen. 4:16).

Jer. 27:5 alludes to the creation record in speaking of how
God had ‘made’ [the Hebrew word means more ‘prepared’
than ‘to create’] “earth” and would give it to the king of
Babylon: "I have made the earth, the men and the beasts


http://biblia.com/bible/esv/Jer%2027.5

which are on the face of the earth by My great power and by
My outstretched arm, and I will give it to the one who is
pleasing in My sight”. It’s significant that Gen. 1:1 speaks of
God creating all things- bara. But this word is paralleled in
the later account with another word which has the sense of
'making' / preparing. The “earth” was to be given to
Nebuchadnezzar- clearly it is the specific eretz of Israel
which is in view, and not the entire globe. Jer. 27:6 actually
defines the eretz as also including Ammon, Moab, Sidon and
Tyre- all areas within the eretz promised to Abraham.

If we understand Eden as being within the eretz Israel, then
the Biblical predictions that the ravaged land of Israel would
become as Eden take on an obvious appropriacy (Is. 51:1;
Ez. 36:35; Joel 2:3). It is the same geographical area in
view. Note that the garden was in Eden (Gen. 2:8), on the
east of Eden. Adam and Eve were sent forth from the garden
to the east- in the direction of Babylon (Gen. 11:1), which
was built east of Eden. This clearly looks forward to the
expulsion of Israel from their land, to Babylon, and confirms
the equation of Eden and eretz Israel. Adam’s place in Eden
was dependent upon him obeying the “commandment” of
Gen. 2:16, and a related word is used of how Israel’s place
in the land / eretz was also contingent upon their obedience
to Divine commandment (Dt. 30:16).

Now the earth was formless and empty- This Hebrew
phrase tohu wabohu is important in defining the “earth”



spoken of as Israel. The Hebrew better means an
"uninhabitable wilderness", although there is the idea of
chaos also present. The same phrase is used in Jer. 4:23-
26 about the state of eretz Israel after Israel had been exiled
from it and it had been judged by God. There are other
creation allusions in that passage: "I looked on the earth, and
behold, it was formless and void (tohu wabohu); and to the
heavens, and they had no light (cp. Gen. 1:2... the fruitful
land was a wilderness... there was no man, and all the birds
of the heavens had fled”. The first audience of Genesis 1 was
Israel, as they were travelling through a wilderness to the
promised eretz. It has been claimed that tohu means
“deserted”, and this would have relevance for the Jews in
exile in Babylon, where Genesis was likely edited, being
encouraged that God could indeed re-form the eretz they had
left, and turn chaos into the beauty of His Kingdom. Note
how the NASB margin offers “wasteland” for “formless”.
The same word is used in Dt. 32:10 about the wasteland
where Israel were located when Genesis was first given- for
their instruction. Dt. 32:11 continues the creation allusion by
speaking of God as a bird ‘hovering over’ Israel- the same
word used to describe how God’s Spirit hovered over the
surface of the waters (1:2).

As to whether there were previous creations before our own,
my basic sense is "Yes, probably there were'. The earth being
"without form and void" (Gen. 1:2) uses a phrase elsewhere
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used to describe the judgment that has come on an order of
things (Jer. 4:23; Is. 24:10; 34:11). It may be, therefore, that
there was a previous creation on earth which was destroyed
in judgment. John Thomas in the first section of Elpis Israel
suggests (without much direct support from the Hebrew, it
must be admitted) that the command to Adam to " replenish
the earth" (Gen. 1:28) implies to re-fill, as if there had been
a previous creation that was destroyed, presumably by water.
"In the beginning" , perhaps a huge period of time ago, God
created the heavens and earth. But the present creation can be
seen as being constituted some time later, after the previous
creations. When during the six days of creation He said " Let
there be light" this may not have necessitated the actual
manufacture of the sun; this was presumably done "in the
beginning" . But the sun was commanded to shine out of the
darkness (2 Cor. 4:6), and therefore from the viewpoint of
someone standing on the earth, it was as if the sun had been
created. The earth was covered with water at the time the
present creation began (Gen. 1:2). This would mean that the
destruction of the earth by the flood in Noah's time was
actually a repeat of something God had previously done. This
sheds light on His promise to never again destroy the earth
with water: "I will stablish my covenant with you; neither
shall all flesh be cut off any more by the waters of a flood;
neither shall there any more be a flood to destroy the earth”
(Gen. 9:11). This sounds as if destruction of the earth by
flooding had happened several times before. It's almost as if



the God of all grace is showing Himself progressively
gracious to earth's inhabitants: 'I've done it before several
times, but now I promise you humans, you new race of
inhabitants upon whom my special love is to be shown
through My Son, that I'll never do it again'.

Formless- Later allusions to the creation record parallel
God’s creation with His forming or molding. Isaiah’s
descriptions of God forming and molding the earth to be
inhabited by His people clearly refer to His creation of the
specific land of Israel, to be inhabited by the returning exiles
(Is. 43:1,7,10,21; Is. 44:2,21,24; Is. 45:18). The drama starts
off with the land of promise being formless, waiting for God
to form it into something habitable. I suggest we have here a
kind of prologue to the Pentateuch. The creation is described
as a series of six events, observed by someone standing on
earth with it happening all around them. This is how Job
begins. Clearly the book of Job is poetry, it is drama, and
whilst Job was a historical person [at least, other Scripture
alludes to him in this way], it is unlikely that the friends
literally spoke in poetry, or that his loss of children was
balanced out by gaining new ones, as if the pain of the loss
was thereby compensated. And so the drama of creation is a
poetic way of explaining to Israel in the wilderness where
their promised land had come from. Just as it would be
unwise to push the prologue of Job into a strictly literal
framework of interpretation, so with the drama of creation



which we have in early Genesis. The promised land being
initially empty and formless speaks directly to the situation
of the land when Israel first heard these words of Moses;
they were travelling towards that land, whilst God was
preparing it. Creation is therefore described in these terms,
to remind them that the God of the cosmos was no less
powerful in creating Israel. This is the sense of the many
creation allusions in the restoration prophets. The deserted,
abandoned land was to be re-formed by the same creative
power which made it in the first place. The Babylonian
invasion had made the land formless, empty and dark (Jer.
4:23), using the very words of Gen. 1:2 about the land before
God began to prepare it for His people.

The surface of the deep- The usage of the more poetic
“deep” rather than “sea” sets up allusion to how the
Israelites came out of the deep to enter the land (Ps. 106:9;
Is. 51:10; Is. 63:13), just as the ‘land’ is portrayed in this
drama as it were emerging from the deep. “The surface of the
deep” occurs only three times in the Hebrew Bible, and one
of them suggests that at this time, God was preparing the land
for His people: “When he prepared the heavens... when he
set a compass upon the face of the depth” (Prov. 8:27). The
allusion to Genesis 1 presents God as preparing rather than
creating ex nihilo. He as it were is marking out with a pencil
how He is going to prepare the material. And the focus of all
His creative work was the earth, the land, and the people



upon it, i.e. Israel.

God s Spirit was hovering over the surface of the waters-
This rare word translated ‘hovering’ is to be found in the
description of God hovering over the wilderness / formless
land from whence He took His people (Dt. 32:11). The point
is, what God did at creation, He can do at any time in the
creation / formation of His people. In almost every phrase of
the creation account, there appears reference to the creation
of Israel. The land and people of Israel are frequently
identified- appeals for the /and to mourn obviously refer to
the people. The later allusions to the creation record are
therefore far more than simply allusions to God’s creative
power; they are so frequent because the same eretz or land is
in view as that which is centre stage in the drama of creation
which opens the history of Israel. And out of our formless
and chaotic lives, the Spirit brings forth a new creation. The
Genesis account of creation is very much of re-creation and
re-ordering, forming beauty out of pre-existing chaos brought
about by judgment. And this is what the Spirit is doing in the
lives of all those born of the Spirit. The way the Spirit
hovered above the waters of baptism at the Lord's baptism
clearly alludes here; and His baptism is programmatic for
our baptism of water and Spirit. The language of Jn. 3:3-5
about being born out of water and Spirit may well allude
here too; as the land arose from the waters, so the new life
arises from the waters of baptism, with the gift of the Spirit



from then onwards forming the new creation in that reformed,
recreated life and person.

In the first group of three days, we read of things appearing
in the sky (days one and two), then the seas (day three), and
then the land (days three and four). In the second three days,
things again appear in the sky (days four and five), then the
seas (day five), and then the dry ground (day six). This
strengthens the impression that we are being presented with a
dramatic presentation, rather than a strictly literal, historical
account of events. [ write of ‘impressions’, and of course the
interpretation of any Bible passage is in a sense deeply
subjective and personal. I can only say that reading Genesis
1 and 2 as literature, I don’t get the impression that this is
symbolic; it isn’t a case of dragons with stars on their tails as
we have in the book of Revelation. I also do not get the
impression that there is an attempt to provide a scientific
explanation of the creation process; neither in ancient nor
modern terms. I do get the impression that we are to read the
record literally, and later Scripture clearly takes Adam as a
literal person- I don’t see the days as being presented as
anything less or more than literal days. This is evidenced by
the fact Adam was created on the sixth day but died at less
than a thousand years old at some time after the seventh day.
And yet clearly the record has elements of drama to it. |
prefer therefore to liken the ‘creation’ account to a Divine
drama or slideshow, observed by someone on the eretz. The



events literally happened, in this dramatic presentation which
serves as a prologue to the Pentateuch; just as the events of
Job 1 are a prologue to the book, and are clearly drama.
They happened literally enough- in the drama. But that is not
to say that they are strictly literal, historical, verbatim

1:3 God said- The creation record emphasizes that God
spoke, and it was done. Creation was through a spoken word.
This contrasts with the creation myths, which nearly all claim
that the present world emerged from conflict between good
and bad gods; or that the world came forth as a kind of self-
birth or self-reproduction [the pagan forerunner of atheistic
evolution], or the gods playing with dust in their hands. The
Biblical record is strikingly different, demonstrating that God
is omnipotent of Himself, His word is all powerful, and there
is no personal Satan or other cosmic force of evil. The new
creation likewise comes about through the word of the
Gospel.

Let there be light, and there was light- The sun was
‘created’, or appeared, on the fourth day. It has been argued
that this light was therefore the shekinah glory of God. But I
think that is an unnecessary argument. “Let there be light”
doesn’t have to mean that light or the sun was then created,
because I suggest the creation of all things in the cosmos was
already touched onin 1:1. If we understand the whole record
as a drama unfolding before an observer, we are to imagine
dawn breaking, light appearing- and then on day four we find



that this light comes from the sun. The same term describes
the appearance of light at sunrise; and the sun or light isn’t
created at a sunrise, but it is observed as appearing (s.w.
Gen. 44:3; Ex. 10:23; Neh. 8:3). But in the Divine drama
now unfolding, light as it were appears upon the eretz like a
spotlight shining on a dark stage. Paul powerfully uses this
image to speak of the light of Christ breaking into our
otherwise chaotic and formless lives to re-work that same
material into something beautiful. The “heavens and earth”
were already in existence (1:1); therefore all we now read
about can’t refer to their creation, but rather their appearance
in the drama which is being unfolded. The whole language of
“let there be light” doesn’t sound as if the creation of light is
in view; but rather pre-existing light is summoned to appear.
Rev. 22:5 pictures a return to beginnings in saying that there
will be light in the new Jerusalem, but no need of the sun [not
‘no sun’, but no need of it]. We see here how the provenance
of ‘creation’ in Gen. 1:2- Gen. 2:4 is paralleled with the new
Jerusalem, suggesting that the old creation drama was
likewise centered around the o/d Jerusalem.

"Let there be" and "and there was..." translate the same
Hebrew word, used twice in the sentence. The idea
presented is that the Divine word of command was its
fulfilment. The new creation is brought about by that same
word of total power. What God says is as good as done. This
explains why the Bible often uses language beyond and
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outside of our conceptions of linear time. The future is now.
To the eye of faith.

It would seem from later Scripture that the orders and
intentions outlined by God on the six literal days are stil/
being fulfilled. Take the command for there to be light (Gen.
1:3,4). This is interpreted in 2 Cor. 4:6 as meaning that God
shines in men's hearts in order to give them the knowledge of
the light of Christ. The command was initially fulfilled by the
Angels enabling the sun to shine through the thick darkness
that shrouded the earth; but the deeper intention was to shine
the spiritual light into the heart of earth-dwellers. And this is
still being fulfilled. Likewise the resting of God on the
seventh day was in fact a prophecy concerning how He and
all His people will enter into the "rest" of the Kingdom. The
Lord realized this when He said that even on Sabbath, God
was still working (Jn. 5:17). The creation work had not
really been completed in practice, although in prospect it had
been. In this very context the Hebrew writer comments that
although we must still enter into that rest, "the works were
finished from the foundation of the world" (Heb. 4:3).

The Genesis creation account repeatedly alludes to the Baal
myths of creation- in order to show that it is God and not
Baal who controls the cycles of nature and has brought an
ordered creation out of chaos. Moses states early on in his
inspired account that God created light. The Egyptians
considered that light was in itself a great god, Re. And “in
Persian cosmology...light...is uncreated and eternal” (J.



Skinner, Commentary On Genesis (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1956)). So to say that the one true God created light, and
light is not a god in itself, was a radical thing. And hence the
account of the fourth day of creation is longer than the
accounts of the other days; because the sun, moon and stars
were seen as gods in themselves. The moon god, Sin, was
thought to be the one who “fixes day, month and year”. But
Genesis 1 teaches that it is the one God who created the
moon, who set the moon and stars to define time periods.
There was only one God, one creator. We are to look beyond
all created things to the Creator behind them. The peoples
around the Israelites worshipped created things as if they
were God. Moses was teaching that no, there is only one
God, and we must primarily worship Him rather than
anything which He has made. Paul brings out the error of
worshipping the created rather than the Creator. And this
echoes down to our day; where we can so easily worship the
‘idols’ of which this world is so full, rather than the ultimate
Creator. That there is only one Divine Creator is a challenge
to any form of idolatry.

1:4 God saw the light, and saw that it was good- This
shouldn't be read as meaning that God looked at what He had
created, and was impressed by His own handiwork when He
saw it in physical existence. That would seem strange for an
omnipotent and omniscient God. The idea could equally be
that God looked at the light because it was good, recognizing



it was good, whereas He doesn't look at the darkness; His
looking at the light as it were made it "good". The light of the
new creation is clearly presented in John's gospel as the
Lord Jesus, who was alone "good" in God's eyes. Seeing or
looking in Hebrew thought is connected with presence. The
Father in that sense cannot look upon evil (Hab. 1:13), but
He looks upon the Son, and we are in Him, and thereby in
His presence acceptably.

God divided the light from the darkness- This is the
language of God’s ‘creation’ of Israel when He gives them
light and divides them from the darkness of Egypt (Ex. 10:21;
14:20). The division of light from darkness was the prelude
to Israel’s inheritance of the prepared land; and thus it was at
the beginning of creation. Likewise, prior to their entrance to
the land, they heard the voice of God Himself coming out of
the thick darkness (Dt. 5:23) just as it did in this record of
the creation of the land. Judah in Babylon were in darkness
(Is. 42:7); a darkness created by God just as much as the light
(Is. 45:7). They were brought to light in their return to a
restored land: “Darkness shall cover the land, and gross
darkness the peoples; but Yahweh will arise on you, and His
glory shall be seen on you” (Is. 60:2). This imagery is taken
directly from the drama of creation, and the same ‘land’ is
surely in view. The connections between the restoration
prophecies and the creation record are so strong that my
personal belief is that Moses’ initial creation account was re-



written in Babylon, under inspiration. I suggest Moses was
the original inspired author because of the way parts of the
Pentateuch are attributed to him in other Scripture, and
because of the obvious relevance of the work for Israel in the
wilderness, whom he was leading and teaching.

The idea of "division" is of separation; it is the word used of
how God separates His people unto Himself. The division
was in that God proclaimed a difference between light and
darkness; what previously had been an apparent mixture of
light and darkness is now clearly divided. This is helpful to
all those who are part of the new creation. Outside of the
Spirit's creative work, all seems an endless blur of grey.
Moral truth and error is not apparent; people live according
to feelings, or what society at their time defines as light and
dark, good or bad. In the new creation, we progressively
come to perceive light and darkness, and the chasmic
difference between them.

1:5 God called the light day, and the darkness He called
night- To name something was understood as effectively
creating it (see on 2:20). So this naming was not per se
creating these things, for they were already created in 1:1.
Likewise Adam’s naming of the animals didn’t literally
create them, but effectively brought them into known
existence. And again likewise with God’s calling or naming
of things in the creation account after 1:1. As noted on Gen.
1:4, in the new creation, there is a labelling and crystal clear



definition of light and darkness; darkness and light are called
out for what they are. No longer are we left in the endless
shades of grey which arise from human reflection upon
ethical and moral issues. And the calling out of those things

is in His word. Just as it was His voice which declared what
was light and darkness.

There was evening and there was morning, one day- Many
have wondered why the Hebrew day begins at sunset and
ends in the morning. The answer presumably goes back to the
timing of creation- implying God started work on day one in
the darkness, and the evening and the morning became the
first day (Gen. 1:5)- and the sequence thus continued. God's
creative activity begins with all of us in the darkness, and
creatively works to bring us through to the light. Interestingly,
ehad, translated "first" in Gen. 1:5, can imply 'unified'. The
two periods- day and night- become united into one "day".
The light and the dark, the created and the not yet created, the
achieved and not yet achieved, are somehow united in God's
understanding of our 'days'.

Paul, writing to those who thought they believed in the unity
of God, had to remind them that this simple fact implies the
need for unity amongst us His children, seeing He treats us
all equally as a truly good Father: " If so be that God is one...
he shall justify the circumcision by faith, and [likewise] the
uncircumcision through faith" (Rom. 3:30 RV). Unity amongst
us is inspired by the fact that God seeks to be one with us,



exactly because He is Himself 'unity’, one in Himself. The
Rabbis have always been at pains to point out the somewhat
unusual grammar in the record of creation in Genesis 1,
which literally translated reads: "One day... a second day... a
third day", rather than 'One day... two days... three days', as
we'd expect if 'Day one' solely referred to 'firstness' in terms
of time. "The first day" (Gen. 1:5) therefore means more
strictly 'the day of unity', in that it refers to how the one God
sought unity with earth. "Yom ehad, one day, really means the
day which God desired to be one with man... the unity of
God is a concern for the unity of the world" (Abraham
Heschel, Man is Not Alone (New York: Farrar, Straus &
Giroux, 1979) p. 123). The spoken word of God is what
brought light and darkness together in some meaningful
synthesis; as noted on Gen. 1:4 and above on :5, there are
now no longer the endless shades of grey in our lives. There
is clear definition of right and wrong. And it is only God's
creative work which enables us to synthesize the light and
darkness into daily understanding. The Hebrew for "night"
can suggest that which turns away [from the light]. This is
very much the conception of John's gospel, presenting the
Lord Jesus as the light, and all else as a turning away from
that light, because of a preference to remain in evil deeds.

1:6 God said, Let there be an expanse in the middle of the
waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters- The
language of "an expanse" is to me one of the clearest



evidences that we are reading a reported drama and not a
scientific, historical account of creation. Some creationists
claim that it refers to a water or ice canopy which came to
earth at the flood. But this just will not do, for the same word
translated “expanse” or “firmament” occurs later in the
Bible, as if it still existed (e.g. Ps. 19:1; Ps. 150:1; Dan.
12:3). And the water released at the flood came from the
clouds as well as from beneath the earth; there is no mention
of this ‘firmament’ dissolving. God had already created the
heavens and earth in Gen. 1:1, so the ‘firmament’ cannot refer
to space or the atmosphere; that was already there if the
heavens were already created. Further, the Hebrew word
itself refers to something which is beaten out, a dome
covering the land. It was intended to separate the waters
from the waters, and something solid is implied by that
alone. If it were indeed a canopy of water, then it would not
be separating the upper waters from the lower waters-
because it would itself be water. Gen. 1:20 in Hebrew
speaks of the birds flying on the face or surface of this
‘firmament’, as if it were a constraining dome. We are
invited to picture the clouds pinned to it above, and birds
constrained by it beneath. Seeing that birds can fly through
clouds, it will not do to claim that this “firmament” is merely
the sky or a water canopy. A water canopy would have made
the earth too hot for humans to live on. Why use the unusual
and hard to define Hebrew term translated “expanse” or



“firmament” if in fact merely the sky or atmosphere was
intended? And why use a word which implies something
tangible and material? There are other Hebrew words which
mean ‘space’ as in the gap between two objects; but they
aren’t used here [consider the Hebrew words used for
‘space’ in Gen. 32:16; Josh. 3:4; 1 Sam. 26:13]. Rather is
there the idea of a “firmament”; this is not the same as saying
‘there was a space’. Job 37:18 uses the verb related to the
noun “firmament” in saying that God “spread out
[“firmamented’] the sky, which is strong, as a molten looking
glass”. The allusion is clearly to a common Ancient Near
Eastern belief that there was such a dome over the earth. But
later Biblical allusions to the firmament state that it is the
platform upon which God sits and His cherubim ride (Ez.
1:23,25,26; 10:1 etc.). The firmament was understood as a
solid structure and not simply the atmosphere. Is. 40:22
continues this understanding, although in the context of Israel,
by saying that God “stretches out the heavens like a canopy,
and spreads them out like a tent to live in”. Moses saw God
Himself enthroned upon such a blue firmament. My
suggestion is that this was a prop, as it were, in the drama of
creation; and above it is enthroned God and the Angels. But
they are enthroned upon and over Israel. That is the point.
Perhaps this is why day two of creation is the only one which
lacks the Divine comment, that He saw what He had made
and it was good. This expanse / firmament was part of the



furniture on the stage, as it were, and not a reference to
anything which He had materially created. The description in
:14 and :17 of the planets as “lights” firmly located or “set”
within this ‘firmament’ again gives the impression of a fixed
dome, into which the lights are inset like spotlights shining
down on a stage. And again, this is all appropriate to a
person standing upon earth; for in reality, the planets are
located at vastly differing distances from planet earth. We
have similar language in Ezekiel 32, where we read of a kind
of de-creation of Egypt, with the lights in her firmament
going out as if they were strobe lights being turned off over a
stage: "When I shall extinguish you, I will cover the sky and
make its stars dark; I will cover the sun with a cloud and the
moon shall not give its light. All the bright lights of the sky
will I make dark over you and set darkness on your land,
says the Lord Yahweh" (Ez. 32:7,8).

The restoration prophets speak of how God will as it were
re-create Israel when He restores His people to their land.
And the verb raqa, to spread out, to ‘firmament’, is used
about the earth / land of Israel, paralleling the spreading out
of the land to the spreading out of the heavens above it: “He
that created the heavens, and stretched them out; He that
spread forth the land” (Is. 42:5); “He that stretches forth the
heavens alone, that spreads abroad the earth / land by
Himself” (Is. 44:24); “Him that stretched out the land / earth”
(Ps. 136:6). Clearly, the ‘firmament’ was seen as a dome



over the land of Israel; what was seen in the drama of
creation was going to be repeated at Israel’s restoration. That
restoration will not involve a literal creation of land out of
nothing,

The idea of the creation scene occurring beneath a covering
is one of many connections between the creation record in
Genesis 1, and the tabernacle. There are so many points of
contact:

- As creation was achieved by a series of successive
Divine commands being fulfilled, so the tabernacle was
created in obedience to Divine commands, and was
inspected by God and found good, and was blessed (Gen.
1:31 = Ex. 39:43).

- The creation was “completed” (Gen. 2:1) as the
tabernacle was (Ex. 39:32).

- God finished His creation work (Gen. 2:2), as the
tabernacle was a “work” that was “finished” (Ex. 40:33).

- The completed creation and tabernacle were both
Divinely blessed (Gen. 2:3 = Ex. 39:43); and creation and
tabernacle were both “sanctified” on completion (Gen. 2:3 =
Ex. 40:9).

- The tabernacle was built in response to seven
successive Divine speeches to Moses, each beginning with
“The Lord spoke to Moses” (Ex. 25:1; 30:11,16,22,34;
31:11,12). This obviously connects with the seven days of



creation, and some Jewish commentators perceive
similarities between the events of the creation days, and the
material constructed for the tabernacle in each of the
matching sections of Ex. 25-31. Thus “sea” was created on
the third day (Gen. 1:9-11), and it was in the third command
that the bronze laver or “sea” was commanded (Ex. 30:16-
21). And the seventh speech (Ex. 31:12-17) mentions the
need to keep the Sabbath, which was the theme of the seventh
day of creation.

- The significant theme of ‘separation’ in creation (Gen.
1:4,6,7,14,18) is reflected in the ‘separation’ of holy and less
than holy in the tabernacle (Ex. 26:33) and the associated
legislation regarding separating clean from unclean.

- Both creation and the construction of the tabernacle
were the work of God’s Spirit (Gen. 1:1; Ex. 31:3;35:31).

- The tabernacle was finished as the new started (Ex.
40:17), continuing the connection between tabernacle and
creation.

- The “firmament”, literally ‘the beaten thing’, uses the
same word found in Ex. 39:3 and Num. 16:39 for the beating
of metals into material for tabernacle usage. The precious
stones of Gen. 2:12 are the very stones found in the
breastplate.

- Adam’s role was to dress and keep the garden (Gen.
2:15); but the Hebrew words used are elsewhere used for
“worship” and for dressing and keeping the tabernacle. The



whole phrase “Behold I have given you...” (Gen. 1:28)
occurs later when the Priests are told what God has given
them (Ex. 31:6; Lev. 6:10; Num. 18:8,21; Dt. 11:14).

- As God walked in the garden of Eden (Gen. 3:8), so He
would walk in the midst of the camp of Israel in the
wilderness (Dt. 23:15).

The point is that the eretz and Eden were presented as God’s
tabernacle, with the man of the eretz, Adam the first Israelite,
intended to keep God’s ways and do His service within it.
My point is that the focus of Genesis 1 is upon Israel and
God’s people within that eretz, rather than being a literal
account of the creation of the cosmos from nothing,

We note again as on Gen. 1:4,5 the idea of division; as light
was separated from darkness, so the waters were divided.
The new creation is very much about division and
separation- not simply from evil, but more positively, unto
God's things.

1:7 God made the expanse- A different word to that
translated “created” in 1:1. It has been well observed that in
the six days of creation God is preparing this land for man
and not creating it. Indeed, the Hebrew word translated
‘made’ in the context of creation can be used just as in
English we speak of ‘making a bed’. We don’t mean we
created a bed, but that we prepared the existing materials for
usage. The Hebrew word is used in just this sense in places



like Dt. 21:12 [to ‘make’ fingernails]; 2 Sam. 19:25 [to
‘make’ feet] and 2 Sam. 19:24 [to ‘make’ a beard]. And this
is exactly relevant to Israel in the wilderness being led to a
land which their God had prepared for them. The eretz is
presented to us in terms of its relation to the seas (:10) and
sky (:20)- rather than with reference to the further cosmos,
stars etc., as would be required if the eretz referred to the
whole planet.

And divided the waters- A phrase repeatedly used of the
dividing of the Red Sea so that Israel could pass on “dry
land” (:9). The creation and formation of Israel is
consistently described in creation language- because it was
exactly their creation which the creation drama speaks of.
And the new creation likewise in each heart is to modelled
on this same huge creative, re-ordering power seen here.

Which were under the expanse from the waters which were
above the expanse- Such references to location ("under...
above") imply a flat surface is in view, from the viewpoint of
a person standing on the earth.

And it was so- There is a very positive feel in the record of
the natural creation- each creative action is concluded with
the comment “And it was so”- literally, “it was Yes”
(Hebrew). This same positive upward spiral will be found in
lives which submit to God’s new creation.

1:8 God called the expanse sky. There was evening and



there was morning, a second day- The Hebrew means to
call out, to proclaim. This fits the idea of a Divine drama
unfolding, with the voice of God as the narrator. The idea of
a drama or slideshow helps us better address the question as
to whether the events of Genesis 1 literally happened. ‘What
happened in the film’. “What happened next in the
slideshow?’- such questions have a ‘literal’ answer. The
observer, in whose shoes we are placed by the drama, saw
these things literally happen as they were presented to him.
Whether that is what literally happened in order to create the
cosmos is not the question in view. The creation of all things
was briefly addressed in 1:1, and then the spotlight moved on
to eretz Israel. Likewise the New Testament presents Adam
as the first man, and yes indeed he is presented as the first
man in the Genesis record. But that record is a drama of
creation, focusing specifically on eretz Israel and the man
and people of God upon it. No attempt is made at wider
explanations concerning the rest of the planet or indeed the
cosmos. The things recorded were indeed literally seen by
the observer; I am not much attracted by attempts to make the
events all purely symbolic or mythical. They are presented as
literal events.

1:9 God said, Let the waters under the sky be gathered
together to one place- See on 2:24. "One place" means just
that, and the term often refers to the Jerusalem sanctuary or
tabernacle. The reference does not fit comfortably with the



idea of all water on the globe being gathered into the various
ocean basins. Which is how we have to read this if we want
to understand the record here as explaining the literal
creation of planet earth. There are inland seas, and the
distribution of the oceans hardly fits the idea of "one place"
as it is Biblically used. The gathering of the seas or peoples
is envisioned as being to "one place", the sanctuary of
Yahweh.

Let the dry land appear- This hardly sounds like the actual
creation of the dry land; rather does it fit admirably with the
idea of a drama or slow motion slide show [as it were] being
recorded in words, from the standpoint of an observer. The
events of the various days of creation are visions, acts in a
drama, whereby the eretz of promise appears, as it were, out
of the sea; the mist covering it is gathered up into clouds, the
dry land appears etc. The drama is recorded from the
standpoint of a human standing on the already created earth,
watching it happen. This was God’s creation story; it was
how He wished Israel to dramatically conceive of the
creation of their land, as opposed to accepting the fanciful
creation myths they had encountered in Egypt. The “seas” are
spoken of in the plural whereas the eretz is singular. There
are various islands and continents on planet earth; the focus
is on a particular land mass, the eretz of Israel. If we wish to
read this as referring to the emergence of the continents, then
"land" would have to be in the plural; but it isn't. A particular



land is in view.

1:10 God called the dry land earth- This does not
specifically state that the earth is flat, but it’s significant that
there is no mention of it being a sphere; and the words would
rather suggest that a flat earth was in view. But this makes
sense if the “land” in view is that of Israel. This would also
explain why there is no obvious reference in Genesis 1 to the
‘earth’ as being spherical, which we would rather expect if
the global planet was in view. This explains why Is. 40:28
speaks of ‘God creating’ (the same words as in Genesis 1)
“the ends of the earth / land”. The Hebrew for “ends” means
a frontier, a border, a corner. If we are insistent upon
understanding the eretz as referring to the whole planet, then
we are left with the conclusion that the Bible speaks of a flat
earth, with literal ends and boundaries to it. I suggest
however that Isaiah is understanding the Genesis creation as
referring specifically to the bringing about of the land of
Israel. The borders were created, in that they were defined
by God and then the enclosed territory was promised to
Israel. In the same way we read of God creating the north and
south- of the land of Israel. We have similar language in Is.
45:18, where the ‘creation of heaven and earth’ is cited as
evidence that God didn’t therefore create the earth / land in
vain, but to be inhabited; and this is in the context of God
assuring Judah that they would return to their land, for He
had created the heavens and land of Israel in order that the



land should not remain waste, for that would have meant
creation in vain, but rather to be inhabited- by the returned
exiles. The new ‘heavens and earth’ which were to be
created are defined specifically as being Jerusalem and a
restored Judah (Is. 65:17,18).

The gathering together of the waters He called seas-
Perhaps a reference to the three ‘seas’ which are spoken of in
Israel, the Dead Sea, the Sea of Galilee and the “Great Sea”,
the Mediterranean. Waters and flooding are Biblical symbols
of judgment. God can be seen as gathering together the
previous judgments, and bringing order and beauty out of
condemnation. Which is exactly why the creation narrative is
so repeatedly used as the pattern for our transformation by
the work of the same Spirit.

God saw that it was good- This comment is specifically
about the earth / eretz which has now ‘appeared’. The eretz
is very often called the “good” land, using the same Hebrew
word translated “good” in the repeated declarations that the
created eretz and all in it was “good” (Gen. 49:15; Ex. 3:8;
Num. 14:7; Dt. 1:25,35; 3:25; 4:21,22; 6:18; 11:17 and many
other times). The making "good" of the land can be
understood as a function of God's seeing or looking upon it.
The land was in His eyes, in His presence, as the idiom can
mean.



1:11 God said, Let the earth sprout vegetation, plants
yielding seed- The same words used in Amos 7:2 for how
the “grass of the earth”, i.e. the land of Israel, was eaten up
by her invaders. The emphasis is upon how the eretz was to
be filled with vegetation as a result of seed being distributed.
This lays the basis for the promises to Abraham concerning
the spread of His seed throughout the eretz.

And fruit trees bearing fruit after their kind, with its seed
in it, on the earth, and it was so- This particular emphasis
upon fruit trees with edible fruit appears strange if the whole
planet is in view. But it suddenly makes sense if the erezz in
view is in fact the garden, to which we will be introduced in
Genesis 2. That garden was full of fruit trees which had fruit
on them. Likewise the reference to “grass” is relevant to the
land of Israel; for not all areas of planet earth have grass or
fruit trees.

1:12 The earth sprouted vegetation, plants yielding seed
after their kind- Again this is not the language of creation
from nothing. Rather is the visual impression given of
vegetation arising, having already been created and now
planted in the earth of the eretz.

And trees bearing fruit, with its seed in it, after their kind;
and God saw that it was good- The record focuses on the
grass and fruit trees- characteristic of Israel. There is no
attempt to mention every aspect of the plant and animal



creation, but only those things which are felt to characterize
Israel. There is no focus upon the creation of bushes, or even
trees generally; the focus is on fruit trees. The text is clearly
not even attempting a scientific explanation; rather are we
seeing something impressively visual, fruit trees, appearing
on the stage in the drama being unfolded. As noted on :11, the
language of seed and fruit is full of spiritual imagery. It is the
people of Israel who were to fill the face of the earth with
(spiritual) fruit (Is. 27:6).

1:14 God said, Let there be lights in the expanse of sky to
divide the day from the night- The Hebrew idea is: 'Let the
lights in the expanse be for separating the day and night...".
The actual planets, sun and moon etc. were already created
in the “beginning” (1:1); but now in this Divine slideshow
presentation, they play a specific role over the eretz of
Israel. The stars do not of themselves divide day from night.
God had already divided light from darkness in :4; now we
learn how He did it. Again, we are not being given a blow by
blow account of strict chronological creation.

Let them be for signs, and for seasons, and for days and
years- This is the language of the Mosaic feasts. The GNB
offers “religious festivals™ as a fair translation here. The
stars were placed in order to tell Israel beneath them when to
perform the rituals of Divine worship. Again, we are invited
to see the ‘land’ upon which these heavenly bodies shined as
the land of Israel, inhabited by God’s people.



1:15 Let them be for lights in the expanse of sky to give
light on the earth- The “lights” in view are hardly the entire
cosmos, because not all planets shed light upon planet earth.
The stars likewise are spoken of giving light on earth
(:16,17). If we are going to limit the reference of the lights
and stars to those relevant to planet earth, we are tacitly
admitting that the creation record is not speaking of the
creation of literally all planets, or all things. It is therefore no
problem, surely, to accept that in fact the record here may not
be speaking simply of part of the cosmos, i.e. planet earth,
but of a part of the planet, the eretz promised to Abraham.
We note that God “prepared” the “light [s.w.] and the sun”
(Ps. 74:16). This is a direct statement that the ‘creation’
record in Genesis 1 speaks of the preparation of things rather
than their creation ex nihilo. Note that the moon is not of
itself a light source- it reflects light. Yet in this drama of
creation, the moon over the eretz is presented as a bulb
which is switched on, thus giving light on eretz Israel. These
lights were intended to give light on the eretz. Perhaps
believers or Angels are in view. The idea of giving light is
clearly suggestive of sharing the light of God's word. It may
be that these lights don't refer to the stars, because they are
"made" in :16. In this case, Moses is seeing a special
creation around the eretz, and the lights in view here are not
referring to literal planets.

1:16 God made the two great lights- 1 have noted earlier that



‘made’ is used in the sense of ‘preparing’, as in ‘making a
bed’. The heavens and earth, a merism for ‘everything’, had
already been created in 1:1. We are to imagine at this stage
of the drama the preparation of two great lights, and then
placing them inset into the ‘firmament’ or dome (:17). The
plants and vegetation had already appeared on the previous
day, which would have been impossible without the sun.
Their appearance was apparently instantaneous. Clearly this
is all part of a drama which we are invited to watch
unfolding, entering into the man standing on earth seeing it all
come about, rather than seeking to read all this as literal acts
of the historical creation. This answers the obvious
objection: "How could light be produced on the first day, and
the sun, the fountain of it, not be created till the fourth day?".
In the drama presented, the sun is only revealed on ‘Day
Four’. This is strong evidence for thinking that the whole
drama is being recorded from the viewpoint of a person
standing on earth. It is not, therefore, a literal explanation of
the historical creative process.

The sun and moon are only “great” relative to the earth; so
we are not reading here of an explanation of the cosmos, but
are seeing things described from the viewpoint of a person
on earth.

Having recently left Egypt, the Israclites had been exposed

for 400 years to the idea that Ra, the sun God of Egypt, was
ruling the world. But Gen. 1:16 teaches that the God of Israel



created the sun, the sun was not uncreate as the Israelites had
been taught, and he ruled only by God's fiat and allowance.
Even if people wanted to believe in a sun God who ruled-
the point being made was that the God of Israel was far
above that sun god, had created the sun, and given it power to
'rule’.

It’s possible to perceive significance in the colours of the
things created. The record starts with black and white, day
and night; then the blue sea and sky; then green grass; now
yellow sun; and finally man is created from the adamah, the
red soil. This would then complete a rainbow, and we note a
rainbow appears when God as it were re-creates the eretz
after making it a watery mass again at the flood. Again we
are invited to see the provenance of the flood as being that of
the eretz of Genesis 1, and there are good reasons for
believing the eretz of the flood to refer to a specific part of
the Middle East rather than the entire planet.

The greater light to rule the day, and the lesser light to rule
the night- Rulership of day and night is hard to apply to the
literal sun and moon. The concept of rulership suggests we
are to see something more than literal creation here.

He also made the stars- This is added as an afterthought,
almost. The focus is upon sun and moon. Seeing sun and
moon are almost insignificant compared to the other stars in
the cosmos, we are obviously being given a very earth-
centred account, rather than an explanation of the entire



cosmos. The pagan creation myths gave priority to the stars,
which they considered critical in determining human fortune;
but God’s account says that He brought them into being, but
gives no great emphasis to them. Joel 3:15 speaks of the sun,
moon and stars no longer shining when Israel is overcome
by; again, the message is that the creation record is focused
upon eretz Israel. The literal stars are billions of light years
away, and if they were suddenly created, they would not be
immediately observed by an observer standing on earth.
Again it stands to reason that we are not reading a literal
account of creation, but rather a dramatic presentation of how
things appeared to an observer on eretz Israel.

For want of a better way of putting it, the spiritual culture of
God comes through so sublimely in these records. He began
His written revelation with the comment, as an almost throw-
away clause, that "He made the stars also" (Gen. 1:16). The
vastness of that creation, far more wondrous and extensive
than just this planet, is treated en passant. The actual
resurrection of the Lord Jesus is likewise not recorded; we
only learn of it from the recorded witness of those who went
to the tomb, and who later met the Lord.

1:17 God set them in the expanse of sky to give light to the
earth- The stars don't really give light to the earth as in the
entire planet. This strengthens my suggestion that the account
of creation here refers to a vision seen, and the focus is upon
eretz Israel rather than the globe. The lights which are placed



in the material "firmament" or "expanse" are as it were
spotlights fitted into a stage set, giving light in various forms
upon the specific territory defined as the "earth" or eretz
which is the stage upon which our attention is focused. We
are as the stars (Dan. 12:2) in giving light to others. The
mediation of light was therefore through various heavenly
bodies, of different magnitudes and each giving light in a
different way. And this is exactly how God's self revelation
operates towards His people, coming through people,
prophets, leaders and Angels.

1:18 And to rule over the day and over the night, and to
divide the light from the darkness. God saw that it was
good- The sun, moon and stars do not literally divide light
from darkness. This would support my suggestion that
Genesis 1 describes a kind of slideshow of creation, with a
material dome in which the planets are set. The planets all
being set within the same dome, or firmament, they divided
light from darkness in that they were located on the dome
[“firmament”] which did so. This all sounds like a
description of some kind of model, a theatrical set above
which lights appear, waters gather, land appears, grass
shoots forth etc. The language of 'ruling over' nudges us to
see in it something symbolic. For the sun and moon do not in
any literal sense 'rule over' day and night.

God had divided light from darkness in Gen. 1:4; now we
read that He created or better "made" the solar system in



order to divide light from darkness. So clearly we aren't
reading a chronological account of creation. At best we are
reading what He "did" on one "day", and then how this came
about on a later "day".

1:19 There was evening and there was morning, a fourth
day- The Divine concept of "day" is the very inverse of how
humans would intuitively understand a day- beginning with
dawn and ending with night. His day begins with the evening
of darkness, and concludes with the light. Out of our
darkness, He creates eternal light, and that is how His eternal
day concludes- in light, not in the closure of darkness. This is
the dramatic inversion of all evil which is the ultimate hope
exhibited in the gospel of God's Kingdom.

1:20 God said, Let the waters swarm with swarms of living
creatures- “Swarm” translates a word implying that the
waters “brought forth” these creatures. The literalist reading,
following the KJV, would have to conclude that the creatures
somehow originated from H20O. The sentence makes more
sense surely if we read this as drama- the spectator saw the
creatures swarming out of the water. This was how it
appeared, visually, to the observer. But that was for the
purpose of the dramatic scene, and shouldn’t be read to mean
that the creatures evolved as it were out of water.

The creation account was the basis for the de-creation, if you
like, of Egypt through the plagues. The same Hebrew term for
‘the waters swarming’ is used in Ex. 8:3 about how the Nile



bl

water swarmed with frogs. As He made the waters “swarm’
in Gen. 1:20, so He made the waters of the Nile “swarm”
with frogs (Ex. 7:28) in order to save His people from a no-
hope, chaotic, disordered, hopeless situation.

The idea of the Hebrew word for "swarm" is of "abundance.
We have been given life in Christ, and “life more abundant”
(Jn. 10:10)- an allusion to how the natural creation brought
forth life ‘abundantly’ (Gen. 1:20). Those who have become
part of the new creation are to experience this same
‘abundance’ of life- whether trapped in poverty, difficult
family situations, ill health or even clinical depression. The
‘abundance’ of our lives is to be what makes us different
from those in the world- we are to salute not only our
brethren because we are living “more [same Greek word
translated ‘abundantly’] than others (Mk. 5:47). There is a
power at work in us which does “exceeding abundantly
above all we ask or think” (Eph. 3:20).

And let birds fly above the earth in the open expanse of sky-
The idea is that the birds arose out of the water. This is
clearly not a scientific statement, but rather a visual account
of how the scene looked to the observer of the drama. The
AV more correctly reflects the Hebrew word for
“firmament”: “fow] that may fly above the earth in the open
firmament of heaven”. The birds are described in Hebrew as
flying ‘across the face of” the “firmament” rather than “in” it.
This further supports the idea of a dome, arching across an



area of flat land, with the birds moving across the surface of
it- the same surface where the planets are spoken of as being
“set”. This is clearly not a literal scientific explanation of
material creation, but rather does it seem to describe the
appearance seen by the observer of this Divine drama in
which the dome or firmament is a major stage prop.

1:21 God created- Again, the idea is that He "made" things,
but 'making' is used about making things out of pre-existing
material, rather than creation from nothing, ex nihilo.

The large sea creatures- Most of the other Biblical
occurrences of the Hebrew word refer to large creatures
which live in rivers- serpents, crocodiles etc. Why the
strange focus upon just one kind of water creature? Surely
because the record is focusing upon the animals of the eretz
which lived in the rivers which formed the boundaries of
eretz Israel. Remember that “sea” can refer to any body of
water, and not necessarily a saltwater ocean.

And every winged bird after its kind. God saw that it was
good- It might seem axiomatic that birds have wings, but the
stress upon wings may well be because of the pagan, and
Babylonian specifically, belief in winged gods. This is
another reason for believing that the Genesis record was
edited, under inspiration, whilst the Jews were in Babylon.
The point being that it was Israel’s God who had created all
winged beings.



1:22 God blessed them, saying, Be fruitful, and multiply,
and fill the waters in the seas- This is presented as a
command which the animals, especially fish, had the capacity
to understand and choose to obey. For the same language will
later be used in the command to Adam and Eve. Again we
are being nudged to perceive that this record of creation is
intended to be understood as having a strong figurative
element to it. For fish in their literal sense do not listen to
Divine commandment and then decide as to whether or not to
obey. If there is no element of choice implied, then the
concept of commandment seems misplaced and
inappropriate.

And let birds multiply on the earth- The same words used
about the multiplication of animals in the land / earth which
had been the territory affected by the flood (Gen. 8:17; 9:1).
This command of God to animals surely wasn’t understood
by them,; it makes more sense as part of a dramatic
presentation, where Yahweh’s voice addresses the scene
rather than literally the animals. The specific command is for
birds to multiply on the earth; when birds typically live
above the earth in nests on trees. The idea is that the
multiplication on earth, in obedience to Divine
commandment, results in birds flying above, higher than,
where they began. The command to multiply on the eretz is
going to be used later about the multiplication of Abraham's
seed on the eretz, with the implication they had the potential



to arise so much higher.

1:23 There was evening and there was morning, a fifth day-
As noted on :19, the Divine concept of "day" is the very
inverse of how humans would intuitively understand a day-
beginning with dawn and ending with night. His day begins
with the evening of darkness, and concludes with the light.
Out of our darkness, He creates eternal light, and that is how
His eternal day concludes- in light, not in the closure of
darkness. This is the dramatic inversion of all evil which is
the ultimate hope exhibited in the gospel of God's Kingdom.

1:24 God said- One major difference between Genesis and the
pagan creation myths was that Moses told the Israelites that
God created everything by His word. He spoke, and it was
done. This was markedly different to the [then] popular
myths of gods hatching eggs, or procreating to produce the
world. Repeatedly, later Scripture alludes to the fact that it
was by the word of God that the world was created; and that
same powerful, re-forming, saving word was and is that
heard by His people still (Ps. 33:6,9; 104:7; 147:15-18;
148:3-5; Is. 40:26; 44:23; 48:13; 50:2; 55:10). A. Heidel
comments: “The word of the Babylonian deities was not
almighty. On the contrary, the word of the creator in Gen. 1 is
almighty. He commands and the result is in perfect
conformity to his command.. .there is a profound difference
between the Bible and non-biblical religions” [on this point
of the word being the agency of creation]. This feature of



Genesis 1 paves the way for Ex. 25:1 and many other
passages later in the Pentateuch recording how “God
said...”, and Israel therefore ought to obey His word of
command in ‘creating’ the tabernacle out of existing
materials. Thereby they would show themselves at one with
the Angel-elohim, who had earlier likewise obeyed God’s
word of command in creating the world. God spoke, and it
was done. And so when God speaks now to His elohim, His
people- it ought likewise to be done.

Let the earth produce living creatures after their kind, livestock,
creeping things- The Hebrew translated “produce” has a wide
range of meaning. The account of the emergence of animals
from Noah’s ark is clearly intended to be understood as a re-
creation on the erefz. The same word is used of how the
animals ‘came out of” the ark and likewise began to
reproduce abundantly in the earth (Gen. 8:17,19; 9:10). This
doesn’t mean they were created ex nihilo, they appeared on
the eretz; and that is the same picture we have here in
Genesis 1. The word is used of how rivers were produced,
or sprung out, of the land of Israel (Dt. 8:7), and frequently of
the ‘coming forth’ of Israel from Egypt. So I suggest the
drama of creation at this point saw the animals of the eretz
arising out of the eretz. This is not to say that animals were
created from dust, because that would require a different
Hebrew word. Here, eretz, the land, is used.

God created matter. Ultimately, all that exists was made by



Him; and by faith we believe that things which now exist
were not made from what already existed apart from God.
The Genesis record of creation, however, emphasizes how
God brought order out of chaos. He brought this present
world of beauty and order out of a darkness that brooded
upon a sea, and from an earth that was “without form and
void”, the Hebrew images behind the words implying ‘a
chaos’. The frequent references to the earth and sea ‘bringing
forth’ (e.g. Gen. 1:12,24 "produce") use a Hebrew word
which means ‘to let something which is within to come out’.
The present world was created by a re-organization of things
which existed in some form before. This means that when our
own lives, or the collective life of God’s people, appears to
be in chaos- then we can in faith reflect that God has brought
beautiful order out of chaos, and He can likewise powerfully
bring order to what seems hopeless. This is the context of the
creation allusions in the laments of Ps. 74:12-17; 89:10-15;
Is. 51:9 etc.

And animals of the earth after their kind; and it was so- We
can understand this as the observer of the drama viewing
specifically the animals native to the earth / land of Israel
appearing; likewise the birds which appeared on the eretz in
:22 would refer specifically to birds known to eretz Israel.
Likewise the lists of clean and unclean animals we encounter
later in the Pentateuch are all animals known within erefz
Israel, they are not a global list. If the intention of the record



is to describe the entire animal stock of the planet, the
emphasized additional phrase “of the earth” would appear
superfluous. This would explain too why there is particular
emphasis upon fruit trees. Such trees are not in every land of
planet earth, but they were characteristic of Israel.

1:25 God made the animals of the earth after their kind,
and the livestock after their kind- As noted on :24, the
reference here is to the specific animals of the eretz, the land
promised to Abraham. The command in :24 to "let the earth
produce..." these animals is now put into operation by God.
The idea is that He states His intention, and then puts His
word into operation on the ground. The impression is given
that His word is then operationalized. And His spoken word
to this day has that same pregnancy of power. The oft
repeated "after their kind" suggests that all the various
animals within their respective families were created. The
impression is of the creation of families, even within the
animal kingdom. And as we will see later in the Genesis
record, the creative purpose of God operates through
families.

And everything that creeps on the ground after its kind.
God saw that it was good- The same word used later in the
Pentateuch for the “creeping” animals which were unclean.
But here we learn that even those ‘creepers’ were created by
God and pronounced “good”. Hence Paul argues that there is
nothing unclean in itself (Rom. 14:14). The distinctions



between clean and unclean were therefore purely for
teaching purposes, and not because the "unclean" were
unclean of themselves; for here they are pronounced "good"
because of their very presence or 'seeing' before God. Here,
then, we see the great hope of the Gospel- the unclean were
created by God and can be "good" in His presence or eyes.

1:26 God said, Let us make man- Adam is presented as the
first man, and the genealogies of Genesis 5 and 10 trace the
developments of genealogy from him. But the list of nations
in Genesis 10 relate specifically to the peoples found in the
land promised to Abraham. This relieves us from worrying
about whether there were other people around before Adam,
or from where his children found marriage partners. The
focus of the account is upon the land promised to Abraham;
and the later Biblical mentions of Adam as the first man can
be understood as continuing this Israel-centered focus which
we find throughout the Bible. The Bible is the Divine history
of His relationship with His people and their land; it doesn’t
attempt to chronicle human or global history beyond that.

The elohim in view here can be understood as an intensive
plural referring to God Himself. But the word is once
translated "angels" in the KJV. In this case, man is made in
the image and likeness of God, as manifested through the
angels. Thus man is made in the image and likeness of God,
as manifested through the Angels. These words cannot apply
to man's mental image, because by nature our minds are



totally distanced from God and in many ways fundamentally
opposed to His righteousness. " For my thoughts are not your
thoughts, neither are my ways your ways, saith the Lord. For
as the heavens are higher than the earth, so are my ways
higher than your ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts."
(Is. 55:8,9). Therefore the image and likeness which we
share with God must be in physical image. Whenever Angels
have been seen on earth they are described as having the
form of men - e.g. Abraham entertained Angels unaware,
thinking that they were ordinary men. Our creation in the
image of God surely means that we can infer something about
the real object of which we are but an image. Thus God,
whom we reflect, is not something nebulous which we cannot
conceive of.

"Let us make man" (Gen. 1:26), "Behold, the man has
become like one of us" (Gen. 3:22) and "Come, let us go
down" (Gen. 11:7) are examples from early Genesis of a
plural being used about God. Franz Delitzsch analyzes the
Hebrew constructions here at great length, concluding that
these verses manifest a "communicative plural", implying
God conferring with His council. Perhaps here we have the
Angels making a joint decision, as they did at Babel: "The
LORD came down to see the city and the tower which the
children of men builded (again, the language of limitation, as
if God had to make closer inspection- the 'LORD' must
therefore be the Angels). . Go to, let us go down, and there



confound their language" (Gen. 11:5,7). And in Gen. 18 we
have an example of Angels discussing their policy with
regard to one of their charges in the physical presence of the
saint: . . "and Abraham went with them (the Angels) to bring
them on their way (they were therefore in his presence). And
the LORD said, Shall I hide from Abraham that thing which I
do? For I know him, that he will command his children and
his household after him. . " (v. 17-19). This conversation was
presumably inaudible to Abraham. Who knows what
conversations go on between our guardians as we sit with
Bibles in our hands, obedient to God, and our Angels decide
how much to reveal to us in accord with how they know we
will behave in the future? The cherubim and living creatures
are representative of the Angels. See on Ez. 3:13.

I note that Trinitarians are increasingly recognizing that their
standard arguments are weak. There was a time when Gen.
1:26 would be often quoted to support the Trinity. But it's
now widely recognized that there are several Hebrew words
which have plural endings, and yet refer to a singular entity-
e.g. panim means "face". Nearly always, elohim is referred
to in the singular by the grammar surrounding it. Thus
"Christians have traditionally seen this verse as [proving] the
Trinity. It is now universally admitted that this was not what
the plural means to the original author" (G.J. Wenham,
Genesis 1-15 (Waco, TX: Word Books, 1997) p. 27). The



note in the NIV Study Bible likewise takes the approach that
this passage refers to Angels: "God speaks as the Creator-
King, announcing his crowning work to the members of his
heavenly court".

The Hebrew construction used here has been described as “a
plural of deliberation”. C. Brockelmann describes it as “a
form of speech which occurred primarily in self-
deliberation”. In other words, an individual may use a plural
to describe his or her decision. Take David’s words in 2
Sam. 24:14: “Let us fall into the hand of the Lord...but let
not me fall into the hand of man”. Ezra 4:18 has a King
saying: “The letter ye sent unto us hath been plainly read
before me”. InIs. 6:8 we read the same of God Himself:
“Whom shall / [singular] send, and who will go for us?”.
And this would enable us to better understand God’s
decision making in Gen. 11:7: “Go to, let us go down, and
there confound their speech”. The same sort of thing occurs
in modern English slang: “Let’s see...” = ‘let me personally
consider’; ‘Give us that pen’ = ‘Give me that pen’; ‘We was
just...”= ‘Iwas just...”. So “Let us make man...” may refer
to God’s personal self-deliberation in making human beings;
to a Semitic reader of the original, it would emphasize the
vast passion which God Almighty put into this decision. And
it therefore follows, that He passionately wishes to have a
very definite purpose with us, that He so loves us, and
wishes only our eternal good.



In our image- The kings of Babylon and the ancient world
were called ‘the image of God’. Here we see the huge value
ascribed by God to the human person. It’s not at all that the
leaders are God’s image and the rest of humanity of no
significance. All God’s people are His king-priests to reign
on the earth (Rev. 5:10). Many of the creation myths
emphasize the infinite gap between the gods and man, and
how this was particularly manifest at creation. But the true
account of creation emphasizes God’s closeness to man and
His particular focus upon not only the earth and solar system,
but specifically eretz Israel.

When we read that we are made in God’s image, the Hebrew
word for ‘image’ is that to be used later throughout the Old
Testament concerning the ‘images’ of idols. Hence the
awfulness of Israel making images of the false gods, in
human likeness (Ez. 16:17)- because this was a studied
statement that they rejected the one true God as their creator,
in His image. If we are made in God’s image, then we simply
cannot admit the existence of any other image of God- which,
in the end, is what all the gadgetry and idols of this world
amount to.

After our likeness- James 3:9 speaks of “...men, which are
made in the similitude of God.” Our creation in the image of
God surely means that we can infer something about the real
object of which we are but an image. Thus God, whom we
reflect, is not something nebulous of which we cannot



conceive. Ezekiel saw God enthroned above the cherubim,
with the silhouette of “the likeness of a man” (Ez. 1:26;
10:20); it is God Himself who is located above the cherubim
(2 Kings 19:15 RV). All this has a practical import; because
we are in the image of God, because it is imprinted on every
part of our bodies, we must give that body to God, just as
men were to give the penny which had Caesar’s image on it
to Caesar (Lk. 20:25). Commenting on this matter in relation
to Gen. 1:26,27, Risto Santala writes: “There are two
Hebrew words here, tselem, ‘image’ (in modern Hebrew
‘photograph’), and demuth, ‘figure’ or ‘similitude’... these
expressions are very concrete. God is a person and he has a
definite form and being” (The Messiah In The Old
Testament In The Light Of Rabbinical Writings (Kukkila,
Finland: BGS, 1992), p. 63).

And let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and
over the birds of the sky, and over the livestock, and over
all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creeps on
the earth- This continues the use of royal language which we
noted in the idea of the image of God. It was royalty who
‘exercise dominion over’, but here that invitation is to Adam.
And it is to us too, insofar as we dominate the natural mind
and extend Kingdom rule over all creation. The language of
"dominion" is used of how Israel were to subject the peoples
living in the land / eretz. They failed to do so, and were
therefore dominated by them. The animals of the eretz are



thereby presented as symbolic of the inhabitants of the land,
whom Israel were to provide light to, care for and lead / be
masters over. We can reason back that Adam and Eve failed
in this, being dominated by the serpent rather than dominating
it. Right at the beginning of the Bible, the "beast" is therefore
introduced as symbolic of the entities dwelling within the
eretz promised to Abraham, who were to be dominated and
cared for by God's special creation, Israel His people. And
this symbolism continues and recurs in later Scripture,
particularly in Daniel and Revelation. Misunderstanding or
ignoring Genesis has led to all manner of fanciful historical
interpretations of the beast.

1:27 God created man in His own image- The impression is
again given that God states His word of intention, and then
fulfils it. His word is, therefore, pregnant with power and
certain of fulfilment. This is the inspired narrator’s comment
upon the preceding account of how God had decreed “Let us
make man in our image”. This comment shows that the
elohim in view amount to God Himself personally- not so
much Angels, and certainly not a Trinitarian godhead, which
is unknown to the Bible text. If any plurality was in view, the
narrator here would have written of God creating man ‘in
our image’. The plural I therefore take as being an insight
into God’s mind, just a man may say to Himself “Let’s [‘let
us’] see... let me just make this...’.



In God's image He created him; male and female He
created them- This comment seeks to show in what we are
differentiated from God. And in contrast to the animals, there
are no species of human beings, all humans are one and the
same.

The creation of man is clearly given special attention; the
word ‘create’ is clustered three times in that one verse alone:
“God created man in His own image. In God’s image He
created him; male and female He created them” (Gen. 1:27).
God addresses man directly, in a way He is not recorded as
doing to the other created things and animals (Gen. 1:28,29).
The Pentateuch, and the book of Isaiah, repeatedly insists that
Israel are not to have images of God; the reason is that they
have an image of God constantly before them, in their own
bodies. We are to share God’s immense human focus,
perceiving the unique value and meaning of the human
person. In passing, focus upon the welfare of the rest of
creation is all well and good, but it must not lead us away
from God’s emphasis upon the unique value of human beings.
God is, if you like, the humanist par excellence. Unlike the
emperors of Babylon and the ancient world, the one true God
doesn’t need to have images of himself built throughout his
empire, as evidence of His ownership; we humans are
witnesses to Him. And moreso in the new creation, made
spiritually after the image of the Lord Jesus, who in spiritual
terms was the exact replica of His Father (2 Cor. 4:4; Col.
1:15).



The Babylonian Marduk myth and Ras Shamra epic has the
creation story reaching a climax and crowning conclusion
with a temple being built for Marduk the creator. The
Biblical record is quite different- the climax to the story is
the creation of a man. We see in this the supreme importance
attached to humanity by the one true God; and this tacitly
paves the way for the explicit New Testament teaching that
the human body is the temple of God (1 Cor. 6:19)-
supremely of course demonstrated in the Lord Jesus, who
was in person the temple (Jn. 2:21).

1:28 God blessed them- No pagan creation myth includes the
idea of the Divine Creator then blessing His creation. Here
we see the surpassing grace of God. He lavishes His love
upon what He created. None of the creation myths include
such a wonderful feature. Within Genesis, this idea of
blessing of course paves the way for God promising to
“bless” the children of Abraham, and the blessings upon them
with which Deuteronomy concludes (see too Lev. 9:22; Num.
6:22-24). The pagan creation stories sometimes spoke of the
things created by the gods then blessing them. The Sumerians
recorded that at ‘creation’, “The whole universe, the people
in unison, to Enlil in one tongue gave praise” (S.N. Kramer,
Sumerian Literature and the Bible (Rome: Pontificio
Instituto Biblica, 1959) p.107). But the true God, the God of
all grace, not only creates His people and other creatures, but
then blesses them! And the spirit of that grace should be seen



in all our relationships. The Sumerian and Babylonian myths
speak of people being created in order to serve the gods, “to
bear the yoke of the gods” (S.G.F. Brandon, op cit p. 115), to
relieve them in their everyday work. But the Genesis creation
has God creating man and giving him great freedom, and
blessing him. It has often been rightly observed that the first
use of a word in Scripture should influence how we later
understand it as we read through the Bible. ‘Blessing’ in Gen.
1 is clearly related to the ideas of fertility and reproducing.
When we later read that God has ‘blessed’ us His people
with the Abrahamic blessing of forgiveness (Acts 3:24-26),
the implication is that this must lead to some bringing forth of
fruit. We can’t simply be passive to what we’ve received.
We must go forth and multiply it, in sharing it with others, in
bringing forth spiritual children, in creatively forgiving
others. ..

And God said to them, Be fruitful, multiply- This contrasts
sharply with the pagan ideas that fertility and reproduction
required rites and sacrifice. The silence of the Biblical
record about anything like this stands in opposition to this.
The simple statement is that human reproduction is a result of
God’s gracious blessing of man, and requires no ritual to
realize it. “Be fruitful, multiply, replenish the earth” is the
language of Isracl multiplying in the land of Israel (Dt. 6:3;
30:5,16; Josh. 24:3). Adam, the first Israelite, was intended



to do this; but like Israel, he was distracted by the serpent,
whom he failed to dominate and subdue as commanded.

What happened in Eden was that the garden was planted,
Adam was placed in it, and commanded not to eat of the tree
of knowledge. The animals are then brought before him for
naming; then he is put into a deep sleep, and Eve is created.
Then the very first command Adam and Eve jointly received
was to have children, and go out into the whole earth (i.e. out
of the garden of Eden) and subdue it to themselves (Gen.
1:28). The implication is that this command was given as
soon as Eve was created. There he was, lying down, with his
wife beside him, " a help meet" ; literally, 'an opposite one'.
And they were commanded to produce seed, and then go out
of the garden and subdue the earth. It would have been
obvious to him from his observation of the animals that his
wife was physiologically and emotionally designed for him
to produce seed by. She was designed to be his 'opposite
one', and there she was, lying next to him. Gen. 2:24 implies
that he should have cleaved to her and become one flesh by
reason of the very way in which she was created out of him.
And yet he evidently did not have intercourse with her,
seeing that they failed to produce children until after the fall.
If he had consummated his marriage with her, presumably she
would have produced children (this deals a death blow to the
fantasies of Adam and Eve having an idyllic sexual
relationship in Eden before the fall). Paul saw Eve at the



time of her temptation as a virgin (2 Cor. 11:2,3). Instead,
Adam put off obedience to the command to multiply. There
seems an allusion to this in 1 Cor. 7:5, where Paul says that
married couples should come together in intercourse " lest
Satan (cp. the serpent) tempt you for your incontinency".
Depending how closely one reads Scripture, there may be
here the suggestion that Paul saw Adam's mistake in Eden as
not 'coming together' with his wife.

As Adam and Eve were to "be fruitful and multiply" in the
land / Garden of Eden (Gen. 1:28), so Noah and his sons
were to do just the same in the same land after the flood
(Gen. 9:7); and the children of Abraham were promised that
they would do likewise in the very same land (Gen. 35:11).

Replenish the earth, and subdue it- 1 suggest that this is
parallel to caring for the garden of Eden, which is therefore
the eretz. See on 2:15. The only other references to
‘subduing’ in the Pentateuch are to Israel subduing eretz
Israel (Num. 32:22,29; Josh. 18:1). The eretz was to be
understood as Israel. As to whether "replenish" implies a
previous creation, see on 1:2. Adam and Eve were
disobedient; because the serpent subdued them, rather than
they having dominion over it. And Israel likewise were
subdued by the inhabitants of Canaan, rather than subduing
them. The descriptions of the promised land, covered with
good trees, whose fruit could be freely eaten, were
reminiscent of the descriptions of Eden. Israel were to enter



that land and tend it, as Adam should've done; they were to
learn the lesson of Adam and Eve's failure in their
possession of Eden. But as Eve lusted after the fruit, so Israel
lusted after the fruits of Egypt. As Adam and Eve failed to
"subdue" the garden of Eden (Gen. 1:28), so Israel failed to
fully "subdue" [s.w.] the tribes of the land (Num. 32:22).
They subdued a few local to them; but they never really rose
up to the reality of being able to have the whole land area
promised to Abraham subjected to them. And so Lev. 26 and
Dt. 28 promised a curse to come upon the land [of Eden /
Israel] for their failure within it, just as happened to Adam
and Eve; and of course ultimately they were driven out of the
land just as Israel's very first parents had been.

There is good internal reason to think that the Pentateuch
likewise was re-written in places to bring out the relevance
of Israel's past to those in captivity. Consider the use of the
word pus, 'scatter'. It was God's intention that mankind
should scatter abroad in the earth and subdue it (Gen. 1:28);
but it required the judgment of the tower of Babel to actually
make them 'scatter’ (Gen. 11:4). Thus even in judgment, God
worked out His positive ultimate intentions with humanity.
And this word pus is the same word used with reference to
Judah's 'scattering’ from the land into Babylonian captivity
(Ez. 11:17; 20:34,41; 28:25). The intention, surely, was to
show the captives that they had been scattered as the people
had at the judgment of Babel / Babylon, but even in this, God



was working out His purpose with His people and giving
them the opportunity to fulfil His original intentions for them.

Have dominion over the fish of the sea, over the birds of
the sky, and over every living thing that moves on the
earth- The Hebrew word for "dominion" likewise elsewhere
refers to having dominion over eretz Israel by driving out or
conquering the peoples who lived there (1 Kings 4:24). The
Messianic King was to have dominion over the land
promised to Abraham, the eretz (Ps. 72:8). The “fear and
dread” of humans which fell on the animals after the flood is
clearly linkable with the “fear and dread” which was to
come upon the inhabitants of Canaan due to the Israelites
(Gen. 9:2 =Dt. 1:21; 3:8; 11:25). But as Adam failed to have
dominion over the serpent, so Israel failed to subdue the land
and its inhabitants.

The most basic principle behind the symbolism of the beast
is found in Gen. 1:28, where man is told to " have dominion
over" (Heb. 'to break to powder', cp. Dan. 2:35) the beasts.
This was to teach him the need to dominate the bestial
instincts of the flesh. Thus the beasts are set up as
representative of the flesh. Indeed, Strong defines the
Hebrew word for 'beast' as fundamentally meaning 'raw
flesh'. Itis therefore understandable that the devil (sin), the
beast and the serpent are linked in Rev. 12:9, and that



Prov.28:15 parallels " a wicked ruler" with a wild bear or
lion; the beast epitomizes the sinful person who controls it.
The Apocalyptic beast of the earth (Rev. 13:11) must look
back to the common phrase " beast of the earth" in Genesis
(e.g. Gen. 1:25).

1:29 God said, Behold, I have given you every herb
yielding seed, which is on the surface of all the earth, and
every tree, which bears fruit yielding seed. It will be your
food- Surely this doesn’t mean that Adam was to literally eat
of every tree and herb on the planet. Adam was invited to eat
from all the plants which were on the surface of the eretz.
Unlike in the present creation, they were all edible by him.
Again we have the implication that we are not reading here
of how our current planet came about, but of something more
specific and local, with especial reference to Adam. The
parallel account in chapter 2 says “Of every tree of the
garden you may freely eat” (Gen. 2:16). I suggest that the
eretz in view is the garden of Eden. See on Gen. 2:19. Not
all plants on the surface of the planet are edible, and so this
sits more comfortably with reference to a specific, localized
area of planet earth. The objection of course is that such
inedible plants were a result of the fall. But the Biblical
record of the fall doesn’t say anything to the effect that once
Adam sinned, the Angels, as it were, sped around the planet
smashing the place up and making many plants inedible. This
is an argument from silence. The Genesis record doesn’t



state that- although it is required by those who believe that
the eretz includes the whole planet, and that references to all
plants and animals on “earth” is to be read on a global level.
This creates all manner of practical and moral difficulties;
were the Siberian tigers only created after the fall, when
their habitat had become cold and inhospitable, etc etc. For
the record stresses that everything was created according to
its species, both plant and animal, before the fall. It is far
more natural to read the changes required by the fall as
applying to Eden / eretz Israel, rather than the whole planet.
The whole phrase “Behold I have given you...” occurs later
when the Priests are told what God has given them (Ex. 31:6;
Lev. 6:10; Num. 18:8,21; Dt. 11:14). We see here a hint that
the situation before Adam's personal fall can be partially
restored in the experience of God's obedient people.

1:30 70 every animal of the earth, and to every bird of the
sky, and to everything that creeps on the earth, in which
there is life, I have given every green herb for food, and it
was so- The animals and birds were given all the leafy plants
of the earth as food, whereas Adam was given all the fruit
bearing plants to live from (:29). This sounds like a special
situation in a localized area. Because some species are
designed to eat other animals, some plants aren’t edible by
animals, and some fruit bearing plants aren’t edible by man;
some birds only eat fish, not plants. To argue that this was all
a result of the curse means that we are positing that new



species were created after the fall. But the record appears to
disallow that. I suggest all manner of logical and scientific
problems are avoided by reading the “earth” here as a
specially designated area on the planet, where there were
special conditions. The message seems to be that in the eretz,
which I suggest was the same as Eden, there were only
herbivores. When Adam sinned and was exiled from the
garden and eretz Israel, the carnivores from the surrounding
world moved in. And that is exactly what happened when
Israel sinned “like Adam” and were exiled from their land;
the carnivorous beasts moved in. And the beasts of Daniel
and Revelation refer, I suggest, to Israel’s enemies moving in
upon her land and sanctuary.

1:31 God saw everything that he had made- The
“everything” refers to the creation of man on the sixth day.
Man was God’s “everything”; the rest of creation had been
described as “good” in God’s eyes, but man was seen as
“very good”. The drama of creation has come to a climax.
Gen. 1:1 begins with the comment that God created literally
all things, and then from Gen. 1:2 the focus is upon the
creation of eretz Israel, and now the focus narrows down to
man within that land- God’s people. And we sense the
especial Divine focus and thrill in Adam.

And, behold, it was very good- Adam alone was "not good" .

Adam and Eve together are described as "very good" (Gen.
1:31). Paul seems to have this in mind when he says three



times that "it is good" to be single (1 Corinthians 7:1,8,26).
But what's the point of this paradox? Perhaps Paul's point is:
'In the old, natural creation, it wasn't good that a man should
be alone. But now, in the new creation, it's good that a man
does try to live a single life, because as Adam married Eve,
so we are now married to Christ'. Or it may be that attention
is being drawn to the fact that God's provision of Eve was
the first of God's countless concessions to human need. It
was God's intention, ideally, that Adam be single, therefore
he was potentially "good" in his single state. But he couldn't
handle it, therefore God made him a partner. And therefore
Paul says that to live the single life is "good" . But in the
same way as God made a concession to Adam, so He does to
believers now; "but if they cannot contain, let them marry".

"Behold" invites us to look upon this creation as God did; to
see the goodness in it, particularly in mankind whom He
created; to take a positive rather than a negative view.

There was evening and there was morning, a sixth day- The
English translations generally miss the point that days one to
five are described as e.g. ‘a second day’, ‘a third day’. But
the determinate “the sixth day” (Hebrew-missed by many
translations, including NEV) is different, to highlight the
importance of the creation of Adam. This is yet another
reflection of the supreme value and meaning God attaches to
the human person. And His perspective is to be ours.

Previous Creations



As to whether there were previous creations before our own,
my basic sense is 'Yes, probably there were'. The earth being
" without form and void" (Gen. 1:2) uses a phrase elsewhere
used to describe the judgment that has come on an order of
things (Jer. 4:23; Is. 24:10; 34:11). It may be, therefore, that
there was a previous creation on earth which was destroyed
in judgment. John Thomas in the first section of Elpis Israel
suggests (without much direct support from the Hebrew, it
must be admitted) that the command to Adam to " replenish
the earth” (Gen. 1:28) implies to re-fill, as if there had been
a previous creation that was destroyed, presumably by water.
" In the beginning" , perhaps a huge period of time ago, God
created the heavens and earth. But the present creation can be
seen as being constituted some time later, after the previous
creations. When during the six days of creation He said " Let
there be light" this may not have necessitated the actual
manufacture of the sun; this was presumably done " in the
beginning" . But the sun was commanded to shine out of the
darkness (2 Cor. 4:6), and therefore from the viewpoint of
someone standing on the earth, it was as if the sun had been
created. The earth was covered with water at the time the
present creation began (Gen. 1:2). This would mean that the
destruction of the earth by the flood in Noah's time was
actually a repeat of something God had previously done. This
sheds light on His promise to never again destroy the earth
with water: " I will stablish my covenant with you; neither
shall all flesh be cut off any more by the waters of a flood;



neither shall there any more be a flood to destroy the earth"
(Gen. 9:11). This sounds as if destruction of the earth by
flooding had happened several times before. It's almost as if
the God of all grace is showing Himself progressively
gracious to earth's inhabitants: 'T've done it before several
times, but now I promise you humans, you new race of
inhabitants upon whom my special love is to be shown
through My Son, that I'll never do it again'.

All That Fall

It was presumably in one of the previous creations that the
Angels were developed. They have knowledge of good and
evil, just as fallen man has (Gen. 3:22). This could suggest
that they too had the experience of temptation and choice
between sin and obedience. Job speaks of the angels who
were charged with folly as if this fact was well known (Job
4:18). Bro. Thomas suggests that the " angels that sinned" in
2 Pet. 2:4 lived at this time. There is no doubt that this
passage in Peter, and the parallel in Jude, has some reference
to Korah's rebellion. However, there are many such warnings
to God's people which combine reference to more than one
historical event, and it could be the same here: as if to say,
'History repeats itself. The angels that sinned so long ago
went through in principle the same process of apostasy as
Korah's company, and you too are capable of falling from
grace in the same basic way'.

Apostasy has a long continuity; all who fall follow a similar
pattern, ultimately sharing the same apotheosis. It could even



be that the fall of the Kings of Tyre and Babylon (Is. 14; Ez.
28) are recorded in the language of an angel / " anointed
cherub" who wanted superiority over the others, and who
then fell from Heaven (Ez. 28:14; Is. 14:13,14 cp. Eph.
4:10). There are strong similarities between these passages
and the Jewish understanding of Angels that sinned before
creation. These similarities would be in order to show the
same kind of historical continuity: between the Angels who
once sinned, and spiritually blessed men who turned away
from what they could have had. The fact that all the Angels
now are righteous and incapable of sinning (cp. Lk.
20:35,36) doesn't mean that Angels never sinned in a
previous creation. But the point to note is that they are now in
the grave, chained in darkness- not running around as evil
spirits causing mischief. They are " reserved unto judgment"
(2 Pet. 2:4), when " we shall judge angels" (1 Cor. 6:3).

The Wonder Of It All

From these thoughts comes a powerful devotional point.
God, who existed from eternity, has doubtless been active
from eternity. He is Spirit, and His Spirit is essentially His
power in action. There was at least one previous creation,
involving the Angels. The fossil record, if indeed it can be
taken seriously, would suggest that there were plants and
animals (e.g. dinosaurs) which lived millions of years ago.
These may have been part of those previous creations. And
yet Adam was the first human being (1 Cor. 15:45), created
around 6,000 years ago.



The human race which descended from him has generally
rejected God. The majority of His chosen people, Israel,
rejected Him to the point of crucifying His Son. But for such
a small group of people, existing at such a small time and in
such a tiny physical area in the perspective of infinite time
and space, God gave His only begotten Son. The Lord Jesus
didn't physically exist before His birth; He wasn't some kind
of time traveller who had shown up in previous creations.
The only begotten Son of God was born for the very first
time. This is the pure wonder of the narratives of His birth.
He was a human being, not an Angel, because He shared the
nature of those He came to redeem (Hebrews 2 develops this
at length). The only and begotten Son of God was a human
being because He came to save just a few million (or
however many) little human beings on this little insignificant
planet, a pin prick in the vastness of space even within this
present creation, people who lived out their history for just a
few thousand years compared to infinity. And this only son of
His was born to an illiterate young girl, and then the crying,
gurgling Son of God was laid down in a cattle stall (Luke,
the doctor who appreciated the need for hygiene, so
emphasizes this: Lk. 2:7,12,16), because the other guests in
that cheap hotel couldn't make space for a heavily pregnant
woman (again, Luke the sometime-gyn doctor would've
sensed the shame of it). And this was the beginning of the
only and ever begotten Son of God, who dwelt light years
away from that humble barn. It's almost too wonderful to



believe. There will be many " ages" to come, as there have
doubtless been many " ages" of previous creations already
(Rom. 1:25; 9:5; Heb. 13:8); but for our " age" alone was the
only begotten Son of God given as a representative of us, the
humans who live in this brief " age" . God thus describes
Himself as a first timer falling in love with His people; as a
young marries a virgin, so God marries us (Is. 62:5); Israel
were as the lines graven on a man's palm, with which he was
born (Is. 49:16). Thus from absolute eternity, we were the
great " all things" to Almighty God, the God of all, all past
and future creations.

We may well ask why space is so big, why there were
countless previous creations, why out of all the teeming
species and forms of life on this planet (and perhaps others),
God's salvation in Christ is only for human beings, whom He
represented in His very nature; why out of all humans, only a
few are called, and why out of those few called are even
fewer chosen; why in the past He delighted to chose Israel,
one of the smallest and unlovely nations, and their small,
despised land, as His land and His people (and in principle
He has done the same in His calling of the new Israel)... and
the answer may be that God has arranged it this way in order
to show us the magnitude of His humanly senseless love; that
He has given so much, even His Only Son, for so very few in
such a very small geographical area in such a very short time
span. Brethren, think on these things. Look up at the night sky
and like father Abraham, struggle, successfully, to believe the



wonder of it all.



GENESIS CHAPTER 2

2:1 The heavens and the earth were finished, and all their
vast array- My suggestion has been that the creation of the
cosmos is briefly spoken of in Gen. 1:1, and then we have a
dramatic slide show of the preparation of the eretz Israel.
But we are being told here that the intention of the creation of
the cosmos was not finally fulfilled until Israel was created
and populated. Paul shares a glimpse of this when he writes
of how all things are for our sakes. The "vast array"
translates the common Hebrew word usually rendered
"hosts". Again the hint is that we are to see in these "hosts" a
representation of beings, be they Angels, Israel or God's
people generally. The "array" may refer in the first instance
to the stars, but they are connected as belonging to "the
heavens and earth". This would mean that the stars are
presented as belonging to the earth; they are the array around
the earth, as it were. This is the impression given in chapter
1, where the stars and lights in the firmament are to give light
upon the earth / eretz. This is not the literal function of the
physical stars and planets; the planets of the solar system
revolve around the sun, not around the earth. But this is how
they are presented, both here and in the account in chapter 1.
Again, we are not being given a literal account of how the
cosmos came into being; at best we are being given a
perspective from someone standing on earth, to whom it
could appear that all the "array" of the heavens circle around



the earth. But this isn't bad science; the "creation" envisioned
here is a special "model" as it were, and the "hosts" of
heaven do indeed circle around the eretz. All things are for
Israel's sake and for the sake of that territory. Yahweh is
Yahweh of hosts, the God of the hosts of Angels and of His
people; and they are all centred around the things of the
Kingdom, the eretz.

2:2 On the seventh day, God finished His work which He
had made- Heidel understands the grammar here to mean
rather “God declared His work finished” (Alexander Heidel,
The Babylonian Genesis (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1951) p. 127). Seeing nothing was created on the
seventh day, this would make sense. The finished work of
God in creating all things, the whole universe, is therefore
only finished in the creation of His Kingdom-land eretz and
His man- the Lord Jesus and all who are in Him, the second
Adam. Quite literally, all things were on account of the
Christ, and thereby all things are for our sakes. Let us never
therefore feel insignificant in the vastness of the cosmos. Let
us never again slip into a sense that we are meaningless, that
the scale of the cosmos means that therefore we are without
significance. Quite the opposite. The scale of the cosmos and
the range of life forms even on planet earth are simply in
order to provide scale and context, in order to bring home to
us our intense significance before the loving Father who
created us.



When Moses “finished the work” of the tabernacle (Ex.
40:33), there is clear allusion to God ‘finishing the work’ of
creation.

And He rested on the seventh day from all His work which
He had made- "Rested" is Heb. Shabbat. Remember that the
creation record alludes to contemporary creations myths in
order to deconstruct them, and to teach Israel Yahweh’s
version of creation. The suggestion has been made that much
of the Hebrew language in early Genesis alludes to similar
words in the surrounding languages which were used in the
creation myths of the pagan peoples. In this case, the allusion
would be to the Akkadian shappatu, the day of the full moon,
the 15™ day of the lunar month, a day when sacrifice had to
be offered to appease the moon god, hence the word meant
‘the day of the quieting [cp. ‘rest’] of the heart’ [of the god]
[Victor Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1—17
(Eerdmans, 1990) p. 142) . The contrast is that in the
Biblical record, God ‘rested’ from the colossal works of
grace He had performed throughout the week in the
preparation of His land for His people. He was not resting
because He had been appeased by human sacrifice, but rather
because He was at rest/ peace / at quiet after all His
expenditure of energy in the grace of creating all things for
His beloved people.

The Mesopotamian legends speak of the flood being sent to
stop man destroying Enlil's "rest" by his noise. The



Mesopotamian gods sought for a "ceasing from toil", "rest
from labour"- identical ideas to the Hebrew concept of
shabbat. This was why, it was claimed, the gods first created
man and put him to work in their garden- so that they could
"rest" (Joseph Campbell, The Masks Of God: Vol. 3,
Occidental Mythology (New York: Viking Arkana, 1991) p.
103). This background is alluded to in the way that Genesis
speaks of man being cast out of tending the garden of Eden as
a punishment- scarcely something the gods would wish if
man was there to save them working there. God speaks of
Him giving man a shabbat as a rest for man from his labour.
And the flood, although it was Divine judgment, ultimately
worked out as a blessing of 'rest' for man in that the 'world'
was cleansed from sin. Thus 'Noah' was given that name,
meaning 'rest’, "because this child will bring us relief from
all our hard work" (Gen. 5:29 G.N.B.). Adam's work in Eden
wasn't onerous; his work when cast out of the garden was
hard. The wrong ideas are clearly alluded to and often
reversed- in order to show that a loving God created the
world for humanity, for our benefit and blessing- and not to
toil for the gods in order to save them the effort. The 'rest' so
sought by the Mesopotamian gods was actually intended by
the one true God as His gift to humanity.

A unique feature of the Genesis account of creation is that
God is described as resting on the seventh day. No creation
myth includes this feature. Moses developed this theme later,
when he taught that therefore, man was to rest on the seventh



day likewise. Whilst God is omnipotent, there is what [ have
called elsewhere ‘the limitation of God’- in that He portrays
Himself as somehow limited, only allowing Himself to use
some of His limitless power. This idea of a God who seeks
to come so close to us that He limits His limitless power is
altogether wonderful. The pagan gods were all some kind of
supermen, untouched by human emotions and limitations. But
the true God is not like that; He has always wished to come
so close to His creatures. In a related way, the Genesis
record brings out how God has delegated so much freedom
and freewill to His creations. Gen. 4:20-22 explains how it
was human beings who themselves developed skills of metal
working, cattle breeding, music etc. The creations myths of
the world surrounding the Israelites assumed that these very
things were “the outcome of the internal conflicts of the
gods”. The Sumerian legends taught that things like ploughs
and axes were created by the gods, and they should be
praised for them. Moses teaches a far higher respect for
humanity, in keeping with the hugely-significant teaching that
man was made in God’s image.

When Elohim rested on the seventh day, the implication is
that they were tired- language impossible to apply to God
Himself. The Hebrew for "rested" does not only mean that
He ceased, but that He ceased for a reason. Ex. 31:17 is even
clearer- "In six days the LORD made Heaven and earth, and
on the seventh day He rested, and was refreshed"- the word



used to describe refreshment after physical exhaustion, e. g.
regarding David and his men at Bahurim when fleeing from
Jerusalem (2 Sam. 16:14). Notice in passing that the Angels
who gave the Law of Moses are often mentioned specifically
as instituting the sabbath (e. g. Ex. 31:3; Ez. 20:12,13,16,20)-
because it is "the sabbath (the rest) of the Lord" (Lev. 23:3)-
i. e. of the Angels who rested on that day back in Genesis.
The fact man was to physically rest on the sabbath as a
replica of how the Angels "rested" on that day implies that
they too physically rested. The ‘language of limitation’ in
Scripture may well often refer to the Angels rather than God
personally.

2:3 God blessed the seventh day, and made it holy, because
He rested in it from all His work which He had created to
make- God is spoken of as resting on the seventh day as if all
creation has been finished. This is indeed what it sounds
like- and from God's perspective, it was true. He had spoken,
and so it was done. He through His word had created. The
Angels were now working it all out in practice, having 'set it
up' in the six literal days. This view of the record explains
two verses which would seem to defy any other sensible
interpretation: "God blessed the seventh day... because that in
it he had rested from all his work which God had created to
make" (2:3 AVmg.). God "had created to make" by the
seventh day. He had created, because His word was as good
as executed; but the things were not all made. But He had



"created to make". Likewise Gen. 2:5 speaks of the day that
the Lord "made the earth and the heavens, and every plant of
the field before it was in the earth, and every herb of the field
before it grew". Now this is saving the best for last. Here
surely is concrete evidence for the thesis presented. The
plants were made before they were actually in the earth. This
doesn't mean that they were made in Heaven and then
transplanted to earth. Surely it is to be read in the context of
all the other hints that God stated His commands regarding
creation, and this was as good as it all being made. But in
material terms, it all appeared some time later.

God made the seventh day holy at that time; yet that doesn't
mean that we must always sanctify or make it holy. He
sanctified or made holy various things, not least the
tabernacle and the Levitical priesthood (Ex. 29:44). But we
are specifically taught that we need no tabernacle nor
Levitical priesthood because they have been replaced in
Christ. And it's the same with the Sabbath. He is our rest, our
means of being at peace with God without works- every
moment of every day, not just one day out of seven. The
emphasis is upon God sanctifying the seventh day rather than
Israel sanctifying it; it was a reminder that God and not their
works sanctified them (Ex. 31:13). That lesson is now taught
and commemorated in Christ and not in ritual observance. So
the fact something was sanctified or made holy in Old
Testament times was to teach something; no day is any more
holy of itself than any other day. Likewise all the firstborn



were made holy to the Lord (Num. 3:13) but that doesn't
mean that we have to treat firstborn likewise today.

The stars in particular were thought to be in control of human
destiny but the Genesis record emphasizes that they are
merely lights created by God with no independent influence,
therefore, upon human life on earth. The sun, the moon and
the stars were all worshipped as gods in the Middle East but
in Genesis 1 they are simply created things made by God.
Genesis 1 is based around the number 7- and the practical
issue of the creation record was that Israel were to remember
the seventh day as Sabbath. Yet this was a purposefully
critical commentary upon the Babylonian views. "According
to one Babylonian tradition, the seventh, fourteenth,
nineteenth, twenty-first, and twenty-eighth days of each month
were regarded as unlucky: Genesis however, declares the
seventh day of every week to be holy, a day of rest
consecrated to God (2:1-3)" (Gordon J. Wenham, Word
Biblical Commentary Genesis 1-15, (Waco TX: Word
Books) Vol. 1 p. 49).

2:4 This is the history of the generations of the heavens
and of the earth when they were created, in the day that
Yahweh God made the earth and the heavens- “The history
of the generations” is often interpreted as meaning ‘This is
the account of...”. But the phrase is used in Genesis many
times, and it means just that- an outline of the generations of
people. The term refers to people, not material things. This



adds weight to the impression that the creation record is an
account of the preparation of eretz Israel for God’s people
within it, and that the heavenly "hosts" created (see on Gen.
2:1) are to be understood as representing God's people, His
hosts, who were to be the spiritual light of the eretz. The
focus of the account is upon people- and the whole structure
of the account reflects that, beginning with an almost casual
statement about the creation of all things, then focusing upon
the eretz Israel, and then focusing upon Adam. Then the
creation record of Genesis 2 repeats the creation story but is
totally focused upon Adam and Eve.

2:5 No plant of the field was yet in the earth, and no herb
of the field had yet sprung up- The AV appears more faithful
to the Hebrew here: “These are the generations of the
heavens and of the earth when they were created, in the day
that the LORD God made the earth and the heavens, every
plant of the field before it was in the earth, and every herb of
the field before it grew”. This seems to confirm the
suggestion made that the creation record is not speaking of
origins, but rather of the preparation of the eretz for the
habitation of God’s created people. The plants and herbs
were created before they were placed in the eretz. They are
part of the general creation which is briefly spoken of in
Gen. 1:1. The rest of the record in Genesis 1-3 speaks of
how those things were ordered and prepared in relation to
eretz Israel. And here we have that pretty much stated- those



things were created before they were placed in the earth /
eretz. 2:5 says that every plant and herb was created “before
it was in the earth”. The definition of “every” is therefore
‘every plant and herb in the eretz’. What is in view is every
plant or herb known to eretz Israel. If we insist on reading
2:5 as a literal record of creation, then we have the prospect
of every herb and plant being created and kept somewhere
and then placed on planet earth. Even the most ingenious
redneck creationists would be hard put to come up some
scientific explanation of that, seeing that plants and herbs
depend upon each other and the environment of planet earth
in order to live. I suggest that my idea that the record is a
Divine slideshow or drama, observed by someone in eretz
Israel, makes far better sense.

Quite simply, the plants Israel knew had been made by God
and somehow transplanted or moved into the land, just as one
does when developing a garden. It was Moses' understanding
that on entering the land, God would be planting Israel there
(Ex. 15:17; Num. 24:6), just as God had planted in Eden
(Gen. 2:8 s.w.).

The early chapters of Genesis were intended as the seed bed
from which Israel would understand that they had grown. The
nature of the record of creation was therefore primarily for
their benefit. The lesson for us likewise must be- that what
God did at creation, He can in essence do in our lives and
experiences too. The record of Gen. 1-3 especially opens up



in a new way when viewed from this angle. Difficult parts of
the account seem to fall into place. Gen. 2:5 says that the
creation account explains how God created "every plant of
the field before it was in the earth / eretz / land [promised to
Abraham]". Quite simply, the plants Israel knew had been
made by God and somehow transplanted or moved into the
land, just as one does when developing a garden. It was
Moses' understanding that on entering the land, God would
be planting Israel there (Ex. 15:17; Num. 24:6), just as God
had planted in Eden (Gen. 2:8 s.w.).

For Yahweh God had not caused it to rain on the earth.
There was not a man to cultivate the ground- This doesn’t
have to mean that there had never been rain on the planet. It’s
saying that there was no rain on the eretz. There is no
statement that there never had been rain on the eretz. If that
was the intention, surely other language would have been
chosen. But the idea of God not causing rain to fall on the
land [of Israel] is quite common in the later Scriptures. We
think of the situation at the time of Ahab. God not causing
rain on the eretz is a result of His judgment. The eretz had
been judged, in terms of the record in Genesis 1, it was
formless and made empty, covered in the waters of judgment.
“There was not a man” is likewise an idea later used in the
Bible concerning how eretz Israel would be left without a
man to cultivate its ground- as a result of Divine judgment
(Jer. 4:29; Ez. 14:15; Zech. 1:21; 7:14). So we are being told



that the plants were outside the eretz because it had been
judged and was empty and dry; but now they are to be
brought into the eretz because a river was now providing
water. This was exactly the situation with Elijah- there was
no rain on the eretz as it was under judgment, but he was kept
alive by a Divinely provided river.

Mist came out of the land, there was no rain on the land
[there may have been on the rest of the planet], it was
watered by a canopy over the land. Now this would have had
tremendous significance for Israel in the wilderness,
likewise under a canopy of cloud each day.

The lack of "a man" is alluded to in the prophetic statements
that there was "no man" on the eretz because of God's
judgments upon it during the exile; and God's search for "a
man" was met in Messiah (Is. 41:28; 50:2; 59:16; Jer. 4:25).
Thus we are set up to expect the Lord Jesus to be just whom
Paul later declares Him to be, the second Adam. His role
was to cultivate the plants in order to bring forth fruit; and
this indeed is the Lord's work with us through the Spirit. And
the arena of our spiritual fruitfulness will be the Kingdom of
God, the eretz.

The plants needed “a man to cultivate” them. Because there
was no man in Eden, therefore the plants weren’t put there.
But the plants had been created before they were placed “in
the eretz”, i.e. Eden. This is what Genesis 1 is saying- the



creation of all things is briefly mentioned in 1:1, and then the
rest of Genesis 1 is about the arrangement and preparation of
the eretz to receive those things after a time of Divine
judgment had fallen upon it. The argument is that the eretz
and man within it were intimately connected; without man
upon it, there could be no creation or paradise as God
intended. This was so relevant to the Jews in Babylon who
were tempted to remain within Babylon and not return to
their chosen eretz and re-create God’s Kingdom there. It was
likewise relevant to a displaced Israel tramping through the
wilderness to enter that eretz, constantly tempted to quit the
dream and return to Egypt. Israel and their land were
inextricably linked from creation.

I recall as a young convert being deeply disturbed when I
realized that there were many myths of creation existing in
the peoples that surrounded the Israelites [the Sumerians,
Babylonians, Canaanites, Egyptians, Hittites etc.] which
were extremely similar in some aspects as the Genesis
record of creation. Indeed, in a few places the
correspondences are almost verbatim the same- “There was
not yet rain...there was not yet a man to till the ground”
(Gen. 2:5) reads very similarly to an Egyptian text that
speaks of “When there was not yet rain...when there was not
yet the fear that came to be...”.

I assured myself that all those peoples must have copied their
ideas from the Genesis record, rather than vice versa. But I



was never totally comfortable with that view. Having now
read through some of the myths and reflected upon the
situation, and faced up to the fact that some of them were
around well before Moses wrote Genesis, I’ve come to
another view. It seems to me that the Genesis record, under
inspiration, is a commentary upon those myths, telling Israel
the truth, bringing out where they were wrong, and why. One
Egyptian myth claimed that man was created from dust, and
then the goddess Hat-Hor holds the symbol of life to the
mouth and nose of the created body. You can see the
similarities with the Genesis record. The Gilgamesh Epic
also has a primeval man seeking to eat forbidden fruit. Many
creation myths included the idea of the first woman having
two sons, who then have conflict with each other and even
commit fratricide. The tension between farmers and cattle
raisers in southern Babylonia was at the root of a number of
myths very similar to the Cain and Abel account. But Moses,
under inspiration, is giving Israel the true account, after their
long period under Egyptian influence. So Genesis may allude
to the other stories closely- as they were myths and legends
which would’ve been well known to Israel as they walked
through the desert. They would’ve discussed them, and some
probably believed them. And so Moses wrote Genesis to
show them where the truth really was from God’s viewpoint.
This explains something which has been widely observed by
students of the ancient Middle East: the Israelites had no



myths in their culture. The surrounding nations [cp. the world
around us] were full of poorly defined and contradictory
myths relating to life’s origin. But the Israelites were
different. They had ultimate truth for them clearly laid down.

Genesis itself was part of a five volume, Divinely inspired
masterpiece. The purpose of Genesis was to teach God’s
people something in their day, whenever and wherever that
was or is experienced by the readers / hearers of the book.
This is why so many parts of the Bible allude back to the
Genesis record of creation, in seeking to inspire faith now
that God will powerfully act creatively and dramatically in
our lives today.

2:6 But a mist went up from the earth, and watered the
whole surface of the ground- LXX “But there rose a fountain
out of the earth, and watered the whole face of the earth”.
This would then be the river of Gen. 2:10 which went out of
the garden. The idea of a fountain arising and watering the
earth is the language of later Scripture, especially
Revelation, about the fountain which shall flow from the new
Jerusalem. The eretz is yet again associated with eretz Israel
and the Jerusalem area particularly. The idea of an
underground stream suggests a subterranean ocean of living
water, and this is the basis of the prophetic pictures of a
stream of living water issuing from the temple (Ez. 47:1-12).
Again, the idea is that the fountain of Eden was located
where the temple was and will be restored again there in the



future when Eden is restored.

The argument could be that until there was a man to cultivate
the land, there was a mist or fountain which watered the
ground. This would explain why in John's Gospel, the second
Adam, the Lord Jesus, likens Himself to a spring giving
living water (Jn. 4,7). And all in Him likewise will have this
same function (Jn. 7:38).

2:7 Yahweh God formed man- The Hebrew has the sense of
forming as a potter, and the Hebrew translated “dust” can
equally mean ‘clay’. Later allusions to this state that God is
the potter, and Israel the clay in His hand (Is. 64:8; Jer. 18:4-
6; Rom. 9:21). Adam, the man of the eretz [see later] was to
be seen as Israel, created to be in their land, just as all God’s
people were created to be in His Kingdom. This was of
especial meaning to the first audience- Israel in the
wilderness, travelling towards the promised land, and
likewise to the later audience- Israel in captivity in Babylon
awaiting restoration to the land. They had been created for a
purpose- to inherit the land / Kingdom prepared for them,
and all the power of creation was behind that intention. And
this is no less powerful encouragement to we who also
wonder, in our weakness, quite why we are here, and
whether really there is a Kingdom ahead of us. There indeed
is, and all the power of creation was to this end, and is
behind us as we travel there. This would explain the frequent
allusions to God’s power in creation which we find in the



restoration prophecies, as well as in Moses’ encouragement
of Israel to enter the land, particularly in Deuteronomy.

From the dust of the ground- “Ground” here is adamah.
Adam effectively means 'dust'’; a powerful statement that man
is but dust. Gen. 3:19 will later comment that Adam was
taken out of, or, 'from among' (Heb.), the ground / dust. He
was an extension of it, just as the Lord Jesus, the ultimate
Adam, was taken out from among the rest of the dust of the
earth. And in Gen. 28:14 (cp. Dan. 12:2) we are to find
Abraham's seed likened to the dust of the earth. Adam and
later the Lord Jesus were taken out from among the dust, He
was of the same nature as all the promised seed. A correct
grasp of Genesis forbids all the low grade theology about the
Trinity which later developed, leaving such theories
stillborn.

But there is a parallel between adamah and eretz. Adam was
made from the dust of the eretz- he was an Israelite, as it
were, a man of the eretz or land. Just a few examples of the
parallel will demonstrate the point:

“Every living substance was destroyed from the face of the
earth [adamah]... they were destroyed from the earth
[eretz]” (Gen. 7:23)

“Joseph bought all the land [adamah] of Egypt for Pharaoh...
so the land [eretz] became Pharaoh’s” (Gen. 47:20)

“You shall inherit their land [adamah]... a land [eretz] that



flows with milk and honey” (Lev. 20:24)

“The land [adamah] which You have given us... a land
[eretz] that flows with milk and honey” (Dt. 26:15).

Dt. 4:32 is significant: “For ask now of the days that are past,
which were before you, since the day that God created man
on the earth, and from the one end of the sky to the other...”.
Man, Adam, was created on the eretz of Israel, and this area
is parallel with “the one end of the sky to the other”. The sky,
or “heavens”, was considered to meet the land at its ‘ends’.
‘Heaven’ was thought to touch the earth at its ‘ends’. This is
not how things are of course in scientific reality. But
suggest that instead of ridiculing the Bible as teaching a flat
earth, we rather consider the possibility that the allusion to
creation here is made with the understanding that the creation
record specifically spoke of the preparation of the eretz; that
land, the land promised to Abraham, did indeed have
boundaries or ‘ends’, and in the dramatic slideshow of
Genesis 1:2-2:4, it would be fair to say that the heavens did
indeed meet the earth at the boundaries. This kind of
language is very frequent. Babylon is spoken of in Dan. 4:11:
“The tree grew, and was strong, and the height thereof
reached unto heaven, and the sight thereof to the ends of all
the earth”. The ‘earth’ clearly refers not to the whole planet,
and likewise the ‘heaven’ which it touched is not to be read
literally.



Critics often note that the creation record of Gen. 1:1-2:4
uses elohim and the record of the creation of man uses
Yahweh. That is correct, but I think they are wrong to suggest
that we therefore have here two different records which have
been stuck together. It’s all a question of focus. Gen. 1:1
gives the brief statement that God created all things, in the
beginning. Then, the focus moves to eretz Israel, and then to
man. The question of cosmic origins is dismissed, irrelevant
compared to the wonder of God’s focus upon His people and
His land. And many believers need to likewise stop their
obsession with origins, and refocus upon the wonder of the
things of the Kingdom / eretz and the things of the Name of
Jesus Christ, the second Adam. So we then in chapter 2 have
the huge focus upon man intensified by more detail being
provided about Adam, and the zoom of the screen moves in
beyond the eretz to a particular part of it, the garden planted
in the east of Eden, the Jerusalem area. “Yahweh” is now
used because this is God’s covenant name, the name He uses
in relationship with man; He as elohim, the mighty One[s],
created all the physical stuff; but He as Yahweh relates to
man personally. The zoom of the camera progresses
seamlessly once we perceive what is going on.

And breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man
became a living soul- This is clearly alluded to in Ez. 37:9,
where the Spirit / breath is breathed into the corpse of Israel
to revive them. We are to see in Adam's creation the spiritual



revival of all the true seed of the Kingdom. True life is only
spiritual life; we are only truly alive when we have received
the Spirit. All other forms of life are in fact not life at all.
"Breath of life" is not ruach but neshamah; however the two
words are paralleled, e.g. in Job 27:3; Job 32:8; Job 33:4;
Job 34:14; Is. 42:5; Is. 57:16. In the latter two passages, the
whole language of the gift of the breath of life is again
applied to spiritual life being given to a recreated people of
God.

As Gen. 2:7; Ecc. 12:7 make clear, the spirit / life is given
by God to our bodies; it doesn’t come from anywhere else.
There is no reincarnation. And this is no painless Bible fact;
it demands that we live lives that are His, and not lived out
as if our spirit/ life / soul is ours. The fact that God “holdeth
our soul in life”, a reference to Gen. 2:7, means that David
wanted to “make the voice of his praise to be heard” (Ps.
66:8,9). This was the meaning of the basic facts of creation
for David!

"Living soul" or creature is exactly the word used about the
animals (Gen. 1:20,21,24,30). The animals also have a
breath of life within them, given by God. In man's case, this
looked ahead to how God's people can become spiritually
alive by the gift of the Spirit. So often, having the breath of
life in the nostrils becomes a Biblical idiom for 'being a live
human being'. This must be given its full weight in the
consideration of whether aborting a fetus, in whose nostrils
there is no breath of life, is in fact murder.



2:8 Yahweh God planted a garden in Eden, in the east-
Eden is introduced without definition. It is a fair assumption
that this is the eretz / earth which has just been "made". The
very concept of "East" presupposes that a specific portion of
territory on earth is being spoken about. Because looking at
the globe as a sphere revolving upon its own axis, there is no
'eastern’ part of a revolving sphere. Such points of the
compass demand that a defined territory upon planet earth is
being spoken of. The lack of introduction to this idea
suggests that "Eden" is the "earth" we have just seen 'made’
in chapter 1. Eden is portrayed as being surrounded by
water- the rivers Euphrates, Tigris, Pison and “Gihon, the
same river that flows through the whole land of Cush” (Gen.
2:13). Seeing that Gihon is also a river near Jerusalem, we
wonder whether after the flood, the course of this river was
changed to begin in the centre of the eretz (1 Kings 1:33;2
Chron. 32:20). Cush is Egypt (Gen. 10:6). The eretz
promised to Abraham was bounded by the same rivers- the
Nile and Euphrates (Gen. 15:18). The course of rivers surely
changed after the massive upheavals associated with the
flood, but all the same, the impression is given in Genesis 1
that the eretz was a flat area bounded by waters. This is the
picture of the promised land and the garden of Eden which
we have later in Genesis. This would also explain why eretz
Israel is often spoken of as again becoming like Eden- for the
same geographical area is in view (Is. 51:3; Ez. 36:35; Joel



2:3), and Israel’s sin within their land is likened to Adam’s
sin in Eden (Is. 66:17; Hos. 6:7). This also makes sense of
the way that the prince of Tyre is spoken of as being in "Eden
the garden of God" ..."upon the holy mountain of God" (Ez.
28:13,14)-thus associating Mount Zion, the temple

mount, with Eden. I have written more about the identity of
Eden with Israel at http://www.aletheiacollege.net/Id/31.htm
. This holy mountain may well be identifiable with Ararat,
‘holy hill’ (Gen. 8:4). The flood likewise destroyed the eretz,
and a new beginning was made from Mount Zion. More
thoughts about this at
http://www.aletheiacollege.net/Id/d3.htm . Note too that
Eden is presented as being a place of gold, silver and
precious stones- all of which are associated with God’s
sanctuary in Zion (Hag. 2:7,8; Rev. 21:18).

There are many references in later Scripture to God planting,
and nearly always they refer to God planting Israel in their
own land. This confirms us in understanding Eden as Israel.
Some of the more significant references include:

- Ex. 15:17 “You shall bring them in, and plant them in
the mountain of your inheritance, the place, Yahweh, which
You have made for yourself”. This recalls the creation of
Adam outside of Eden and then bringing him into it.

- Num. 24:6 Israel were “as gardens by the riverside, as
aloes which Yahweh has planted, as cedar trees beside the
waters”. Trees planted by God in an idyllic setting by water
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is exactly the language of Eden. The same figure of God
planting Israel in their land as trees is to be found in Ps.
44:2; 80:8,15; Is. 5:2; Jer. 2:21; 12:2.

- Dt. 6:11 and other references speak of Israel being
given a land full of trees which they had not planted- which
was Adam and Eve’s situation in Eden. Ps. 104:16 actually
says that it was God who planted the trees in the eretz Israel.

- 2 Sam. 7:10 “I will appoint a place for My people
Israel, and will plant them, that they may dwell in their own
place, and be moved no more”. “Appoint” translates the
same Hebrew word used for God’s ‘putting’ of Adam in
Eden (Gen. 2:8).

And there He put the man whom He had formed- "Formed"
is the word used of how the Divine potter "formed" clay into
the people of Israel (Is. 43:1,7,21; 44:2,21; 45:9,11; 64:8;
Jer. 18:6). Adam represented the people of God, who were
to subdue the eretz. They were "put" into that land, just as we
are all placed into a life situation which is optimally
designed for us to be fruitful and useful in God's work.
"Formed" is used of how David was "formed" in the womb
(Ps. 139:16; as Jer. 1:5). The creation is therefore ongoing in
every human life; "forming" is used also of the creation of a
person's wiring or psychology, the formation of the spirit or
heart of a man (Zech. 12:1; Ps. 33:15). And it is used of the
"forming" of Messiah (Is. 49:5). The creation of humans
therefore refers not simply to our physical body, but to our
hearts. We are all given a unique personality type and



psychology, which the Father works further upon through the
Spirit.

2:9 Out of the ground Yahweh God made every tree to grow-
As in the account in chapter 1, there is special emphasis upon
the trees. Ez. 31:3-9 speak of Assyria [which was located
within eretz Israel] as being a powerful tree in “the garden of
God”, with all the trees subject to him. “All the trees” surely
refer to all the nations subject to Assyria, and they were all
located within eretz Israel. “All trees” therefore do not refer
to all trees / nations on a global level, but relative to the
territory promised to Abraham. We can safely infer that
Eden, the garden of God, refers to eretz Israel.

There is clearly a connection between how both man and
vegetation are portrayed as formed out of the ground / dust.
The trees were not made from pre-existent seeds, like Adam
they are presented as special creations. The similarity serves
to highlight the difference. Man alone is described as having
the Spirit to enliven him, turning him into a living soul or
creature. Unless we receive the Spirit, we are likewise
existing merely on the level of animals and plants, made from
dust, to return thereto. In this observation lies the need to
carefully assess any denials of the Spirit's operation in our
lives. For if we have not the spirit of Christ, we are none of
His; for all our much vaunted Biblicism and good theology.

That is pleasant to the sight, and good for food- The text
here suggests that every created tree was good for food and



pleasant to the eyes. Not all trees are in these categories. So
we have in view not a global creation, but a specific creation
of a limited number of plants and animals- those found in
Eden, the eretz / earth which is here the focus of all things.
The fact other trees existed implies there may well have been
the existence of other human beings outside of Eden; and that
solves the question as to where Adam and Eve's children
obtained their partners from. Adam was "the first man" as
presented in the Bible, and in the sphere of the history of
God's Kingdom which is what the Bible is all about. Just as
Bible prophecy (in my view) has nothing much to say about
the nations outside the eretz, likewise this creation narrative
has little to say nor imply about other areas.

Again, similarity serves to highlight a difference. The fruit of
the forbidden trees was "also" pleasant to the sight... but the
difference is that it supposedly offered knowledge, and this
appealed to Adam and Eve.

The description of the fruit as "pleasant to the sight" (Gen.
2:9) is found in the Gilgamesh epic about the trees in the
garden of the gods. But that myth is alluded to, and Israel are
told what really happened in the garden.

The tree of life also in the middle of the garden, and the
tree of the knowledge of good and evil- The Bible begins
with the tree of the lives [Heb.], and concludes in Revelation
with men eating of the tree and there appearing a forest of
trees-of-life. Our experience of salvation will be the basis of
our witness to men in the Millennium, just as it should be



now. On the basis of our experience of reconciliation with
God, we have been given “the ministry of reconciliation”, in
that God “hath put in us [Gk. settled deep within us] the word
of reconciliation” (2 Cor. 5:18,19). T have suggested that
Eden is the land / eretz, and "the midst" of that eretz is the
sanctuary, Jerusalem, Zion (the Hebrew term is thus used in 2
Chron. 32:4). Yahweh's voice and presence was found in the
midst of (NEV "among") the trees of the garden (Gen. 3:8);
"middle" here is s.w. "among" in Gen. 3:8. The idea of
Divine presence and word appearing between two things is
very much that of Num. 7:89, where Yahweh's voice and
presence issue from between [s.w. "in the middle of"] the
two cherubim.

The Proverbs several times speak of our having some kind of
experience of the "tree of life" now. And likewise the Lord
offers "eternal life" to His followers as a present experience.
In this we see how the curse has already begun to be lifted
for those led of the Spirit.

The attraction of the trees was that they apparently offered
eternity immediately, and the knowledge of things which
were beyond the ability of Adam and Eve to cope with.
These are the essence of so many temptations today, if not all
of them.

2:10 A river went out of Eden to water the garden- The
river “went out” or ‘sprung up’ out of Eden. Dt. 7:7-9
describes eretz Israel in the very language of the creation



record, suggesting that it is the same territory, eretz Israel,
which is in view: “Yahweh your God brings you into a good
land [the same words used in 1:10 about the land being
pronounced “good” by God], a land of brooks of water, of
springs and underground water gushing [s.w. about the river
which “went out” of Eden into the rest of eretz Israel] into
valleys and hills; a land of wheat and barley, vines, fig trees
and pomegranates; a land of olive trees and honey; a land in
which you shall eat bread without scarcity. You shall not lack
anything in it; a land whose stones are iron and out of whose
hills you may dig copper”. Eden is described likewise as full
of precious stones.

"To water the garden" is alluded to in the idea of God
watering Israel and its people (Is. 27:3; 43:20). This source
of water is clearly behind the Lord's teaching that His Spirit
is as living water, by which the new Israel are to live.

And from there it was parted, and became four
headstreams- This is hard to translate or visualize, but I
suggest the idea is that Eden was surrounded on each
compass point by water. This is the equivalent of the eretz
being presented in Gen. 1 as an area of land which appeared
with the waters gathered around it. Remember that the
Hebrew ideas of ‘rivers’ and ‘waters’ are similar. Eden, like
eretz Israel, was surrounded by waters, and rivers / waters
in the Bible usually represent the Gentile world. The flood
doubtless changed the course of the rivers in the eretz, but the



impression remains that the same basic rivers surrounded
both Eden and eretz Israel according to the boundary
definition of Gen. 15:18- because they refer to one and the
same area. The “Gihon” of 2:13 flowed through Cush, i.e.
Egypt (Gen. 10:6); and the boundaries of erezz Isracl were
from the Euphrates to the river of Egypt.

The parting of the one water source into four may mean that
when the eretz was "divided" by the topographical changes
wrought by the flood (Gen. 10:25), four currently known
rivers came from it. The water source became four rivers by
which the eretz was to be defined. Note that on Gen. 2:13 [
suggest that "Gihon" is a reference to the Nile. I have
suggested that the creation narrative is effectively a vision
from the viewpoint of a person within the erezz. It could be
that visually we are being asked to envisage a fountain of
water, which then divided into the four rivers which we are
invited to see as the boundaries of that land.

2:11 The name of the first is Pison: this is the one which
flows through the whole land of Havilah, where there is
gold- "Havilah" could refer to a person rather than a place
(Gen. 10:7; 1 Chron. 1:9). The Hebrew means ‘circular’ and
may suggest that the garden was encompassed by Havilah; in
this context, see on Gen. 2:12 Gold.... The present tense
suggests that the initial audience of Genesis knew the area. I
suggested on :10 that the four rivers refer to four rivers by
which the ererz came to be defined after the flood; the Nile
(see on :13), the Tigris to the north and Euphrates to the East



(:14). The southern border of the eretz is never clearly
defined- unless we take this reference to the "Pison" as
referring to a river or wadi, perhaps now dried up, which
was to define the southern border. The reference to gold
could connect with the Queen of the South, or Sheba, who
brought gold to Solomon. This would then refer to some
boundary in what is now Saudi Arabia.

2:12 And the gold of that land is good. There is aromatic
resin and the onyx stone- Note that what men count as the
most materially valuable things were outside the garden.
What was in the garden was relationship with God and work
for Him, not material ease and wealth.

2:13 The name of the second river is Gihon: the same river
that flows through the whole land of Cush- See on Gen.
2:10. The land that borders (Heb.) Cush or Ethiopia is the
Nile; the same Hebrew phrase is used for the "river of
Ethiopia" in Is. 18:1 (where it is the border of Egypt) and
Zeph. 3:10. The connection between Gihon, a water source
in Jerusalem, and the Nile is in that the river which once
flowed in Jerusalem before the flood is now the Nile, after
the topographical changes in the eretz; but this is
memorialized by the fact that there is still a Gihon in Zion.

2:14 The name of the third river is Tigris: this is the one
which flows east of Assyria. The fourth river is the
Euphrates- The present tenses may mean that this is now,
after the flood and the remaking of the topography in the



eretz, where these rivers flow. I suggested on :10 and :11
that the rivers are being used to define the borders of the
eretz after the topographical changes brought about by the
flood.

2:15 Yahweh God took the man, and put him into the garden
of Eden- Adam was a man of the erefz and the eretz was
effectively Eden. The Hebrew need not mean that Adam was
created outside of Eden. He was taken in the sense of
commissioned, and placed in Eden to keep it. "Garden" can
imply a walled area; the idea is that this was a separate area
to be kept as paradise.

To cultivate it and to keep it- Note that there was work
before the fall, just as there will be when Eden is restored.
The Kingdom of God is no tropical holiday. Laziness is not
at all what God is about. And our eternal future with Him
will be of active, working service. “Keep” could well imply
‘protect’, and this has various implications which are beyond
us in that it is unclear what it need protecting from; perhaps
from influences and even people from outside of the eretz,
just as Israel were to keep His Kingdom pure from defiling
influences. Clearly all was not ultimately perfect- it was
“good”. If the garden required such care, it follows that
vegetation there was not as it were self-caring; the eretz was
created in need of man, reflecting how in a sense, God is in
need of man. Israel needed to be in their land, they needed
the land and the land needed them. The decorum and



appropriacy of the language surely suggests that Adam’s
mission to care for the eretz was of a local, manageable
scale. See too on Gen. 2:19. He surely wasn’t required to
tend every plant or animal on the planet, but within a more
local territory. The command here in 2:15 surely repeats that
of Gen. 1:28 “fill the earth and subdue it”. The subduing of
the eretz was his mission; but this is defined here in 2:15 as
working and keeping the land in the garden of Eden, again
supporting my suggestion that the eretz was Eden.

We can easily imagine how the people of Israecl were prone
to be confused by all the mythology they had encountered in
their surrounding world. Being illiterate and having no
inspired record from their God as to how to understand the
past, they relied on dimly recalled traditions passed down.
Hence Moses was inspired to write the Pentateuch. It is full-
as so much of Scripture is- of allusion to the surrounding
religious ideas- not because it in any sense depends upon
them, but because it seeks to allude to and correct them. And
further, the Torah labours how the one true God is so far
superior to all the other gods whom Israel were tempted to
believe in. In contrast with Near Eastern mythology, which
had men as the lackeys of the gods to keep them supplied
with food, the God of Genesis makes man and woman in His
own image and gives them responsibility for His creation.

2:16 Yahweh God commanded the man, saying, Of every
tree of the garden you may freely eat- Literally: ‘Eat! Eat!’.



This was a command to eat from every tree of the garden.
They were all fruit trees, therefore. This is the equivalent to
Gen. 1:29 in the creation narrative: “God said, Behold, I
have given you... every tree, which bears fruit yielding
seed. It will be your food”. Note the repetition of “every
tree”, confirming that the arrangement of the erezz in chapter
1 is being explained from a different perspective in the Eden
account of chapter 2. But the geographical territories
concerned are one and the same.

2:17 But of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, you
shall not eat of it- Adam alone had been commanded not to
eat the tree of knowledge. Yet when Eve speaks to the
serpent, it is evident that Adam had told her about it, but not
very deeply. She speaks of "the tree that is in the midst of the
garden" rather than " the tree of knowledge". She had been
told by Adam that they must not even touch it, even though
this is not what God had told Adam (Gen. 2:16,17 cp. 3:2,3).
So we are left with the idea that Adam turned to Eve and as it
were wagged his finger at her and said '"Now you see that
tree over there in the middle, don't you even touch it or else
there'll be trouble, O.K.". She didn't understand, he didn't
explain that it was forbidden because it was the tree of
knowledge, and so she was deceived into eating it- unlike
Adam, who understood what he was doing (1 Tim. 2:14).
Adam's emphasis was on not committing the sin of eating
the fruit; he said nothing to her about the need to multiply and
subdue the earth. The next we know, Adam and Eve have



separated, she is talking to the snake, apparently indifferent
to the command to subdue the animals, to be their superiors,
rather than listen to them as if they actually had superior
knowledge. When the snake questioned: "Yea, hath God
said, Ye shall not eat of every tree..." (Gen. 3:1), Eve was in
a weak position because Adam hadn't fully told her what
God had said. Hence she was deceived, but Adam wasn't.
So, why didn't Adam tell her more clearly what God had
said? I would suggest that he was disillusioned with the wife
God gave him; he didn't have intercourse with her as he had
been asked, he separated from her so that she was alone with
the snake. "The woman, whom thou gavest to be with me, she
gave me of the tree..." (Gen. 3:12) seems to reflect more than
a hint of resentment against Eve and God's provision of her.

The lack of reference to the tree of life may be because it
only bore its fruit every month, according to Revelation. This
would suggest that the potential for eternity was there, but not
immediately available; and that they sinned within the first
month. "Knowledge" in Hebrew thought doesn't usually mean
theoretical, academic knowledge; but rather experience or
relationship. The desire to experience good and evil is at the
root of all sin and temptation. The desire for the apparent
'goodness' of sexual experience would be the classic
example; and the desire to vicariously experience good and
evil from the comfort of our screens would be another. Adam
was being asked instead to focus on doing God's work. The
Father was to guide Adam to the experience of good and evil



in His own way according to His program; and He knew that
this must be developed in baby steps. But Adam, so typically
human, wanted it all immediately, and on his own terms.

For in the day that you eat of it you will surely die- The
Hebraism simply means 'You will really die'. Adam didn't
die in the day he ate of it; and thus we are introduced to
God's grace toward sinners, and what the reality of
forgiveness means in practice. Attempts to make this text
mean that he was given a mortal, sinful nature seem to me
forced at the very best. Punishing a sinner by making him
'sinful by constitution' seem to me very far from what the text
here is actually saying. And all we posit about human nature
we are saying about the Lord Jesus, who had our nature and
yet was "holy, harmless and undefiled". "You will surely die"
is only one word in Hebrew, repeated twice: "Die, die!". It
echoes the construction at the end of : 16, "Eat, eat!" ("Freely
eat", NEV). The choice was to "eat, eat!" or "die, die!". If he
had got on with God's work and been satiated by His
provision, he would have had no appetite for the forbidden
fruit. And this is so true of us. We have been given talents
and we are to trade them; to get on with our calling in the
work of the Kingdom garden, and temptation will then seem
the less attractive. This is the key to dealing with temptation,
rather than trying to find the steel within our soul to resist
what appears so overpoweringly attractive with our knuckles
white from the stress. None of us have that kind of iron in the
soul.



The punishment of death which is introduced in early
Genesis was created and executed by the same one God who
also created the world and the opportunity of eternal life.
Gilgamesh and the pagan myths presented whole groups of
gods as responsible for and presiding over death and the
underworld, and another, separate, pantheon of gods as
involved in creation. The Biblical emphasis upon one God is
significant and unusual; it is Yahweh who sends man back to
the dust from which He created him, and the same Yahweh
who is in total control of sheol [the grave or underworld],
and in a sense even present there (Dt. 32:22; Job 26:6; Ps.
139:7,8; Prov. 15:11; Am. 9:2). The state of the dead is
defined in Genesis as a return to dust, and later Scripture
emphasizes that this means unconsciousness, for the righteous
merely a sleep in hope of bodily resurrection. This was
radically different to the ideas espoused by the peoples
amongst whom Israel travelled and lived. The dead dwell in
silence (Ps. 94:17; 115:17) having returned to dust, and as
such don’t become disembodied spirit beings which were
later understood as ‘demons’. The whole concept of demons
was in this sense not allowed to even develop in the minds of
God’s people by the definitions of death which Moses
presented in the Pentateuch. The utter supremacy of God is
taught in the Genesis record in a way it never is in any of the
other myths.



2:18 God said, It is not good that the man should be alone-
By the end of the sixth day, all had been pronounced “very
good” (Gen. 1:31). So this is providing more detail
regarding the creation account of chapter 1. The creation of
woman was after Adam had first interviewed the animals of
the eretz and found them incompatible for helpers in his
work. Woman was created on the sixth day. The decorum of
the language surely requires that on the sixth day Adam met
all the animals and named them. This would be appropriate
for all the animals in the garden, but not for every animal on
planet earth; see on 2:19.

I will make him a helper suitable for him- "Make" is the
same Hebrew word used in chapter 1 for the making or
creating of things. But here, the woman is made not ex nihilo
but from pre-existing material, Adam's rib. And so likewise
the 'creation' or 'making' language of chapter 1 doesn't have
to mean ex nihilo. The role of both woman in marriage and
the church / Israel of God is made clear here; we are the
Lord's helpers in His work in the garden / Kingdom. We are
"suitable", the Hebrew meaning to stand opposite, to be the
equal complement. Her formation from His side rather than
His feet likewise speaks of this equality, to the end Eve may
assist Adam in his mission and calling in the things of the
Kingdom.

2:19 Out of the ground Yahweh God [had] formed every
animal of the field, and every bird of the sky, and brought



them to the man to see what he would call them. Whatever
the man called every living creature, that was its name-
This rather stretches credibility to imagine every species of
animal and bird of the Amazon being brought to Adam in
Eden for him to name, within the course of a day; for he
found no appropriate helper, and so Eve was created for him
on the sixth day. The more comfortable reading is to assume
that every bird and animal known within eretz Israel, the
garden, was named by Adam. See on 2:15 and Gen. 1:28 and
1:29. “God formed” can quite legitimately be translated “had
formed”. The focus of Genesis 2 is upon the creation of
Adam and Eve within Eden; it is not a literal attempt to
explain creation in any scientific sense.

"To see what he would call them" in Hebrew means just this.
God had granted Adam freewill, and He was waiting to see /
understand / perceive what Adam would decide to name the
animals. And His own language and purpose is able to
absorb the freewill decisions of man; for whatever Adam
called the animals of Eden, God accepted that as their name
in His revealed language in the Bible. This little incident
perhaps exercised Adam’s freewill in preparation for the test
which was to come. In Hebrew thought, to name something
was a statement of their subordinance to the one who names.
God had commanded Adam to have dominion over the
animal creation, and He encouraged his obedience by
inviting him to name the animals. The Father likewise uses



commandment and asks us to serve Him as part of a program
which is intended to induce our spirituality.

The language also implies God was interested in the freewill
decisions of Adam; He perhaps limited His omniscience as
He limits His omnipotence, in order to "see" Adam, to get to
know him, to see how his mind worked as reflected in what
he named them.

2:20 The man gave names to all livestock- “In the ancient
world, things did not exist until they were named... The
name of a living being or an object was ... the very essence
of what was defined, and the pronouncing of a name was to
create what was spoken”. John H. Walton, Genesis (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 2011). This concept is being alluded to;
but Adam of course was not thereby the creator of all the
animals he named. And yet the idea is that all the animals in
eretz Israel were named by Adam and were effectively
‘created’ or brought into known being by this naming
process.

The pagan creation myths tend to leave man as created, as a
servant to the gods. The implication is that the true meaning
of life is the same as our mere existence. We are created to
exist, so, we just exist. That’s what life is about. This isn’t
existential, philosophical nonsense. That’s a sad, real,
concrete fact of what this life is about for many people on the
earth. They’re just existing. The Genesis record, however,



gives more purpose to life than just existing. Adam was
created, and he started existing. But, as the account brings
out, he couldn’t find the meaning of life by merely existing in
an ideal physical, material situation. Just like people today
don’t find satisfaction in that, either. He needed Eve; he
needed some form of human community, of fellowship, of
binding with others, in order to find fulfilment. And so it is
with us, driven as we are towards isolationism and
individualism by the abuses of society around us.

And to the birds of the sky, and to every animal of the field-
The record invites us to see this process as happening the
same day Adam was created; for the creation of man and
woman is spoken of in chapter 1 as occurring on the same
day. For him to name all the birds on the globe within one
day is unrealistic. Surely we are being asked to deduce that
the creation in view covers only a limited part of earth's
surface; "the sky" in view is that over the eretz and not the
entire sky above the earth. It could be argued that "the field"
is put here for "the earth"; the enclosed territory in view, the
"field", is Eden, the eretz, and not the entire planet.

But for man there was not found a helper suitable for him-
this connects with the statement in Gen. 2:20, that God made
Adam a helper, because no animal had been found
appropriate for him and his work. The opposition of ideas is
between him seeking to find a helper [which search failed],
and God making a partner for him. And this is a profound



commentary upon the union between man and woman in
marriage. No amount of searching for a partner will be
ultimately successful; the partner is made by God. Marriages
truly are made in heaven, in this sense. This principle has
profound relevance to the internet generation, who go out
online to try to find a partner. An appropriate partner is
ultimately of God's creation, rather than human searching,

2:21 Yahweh God caused a deep sleep to fall on the man,
and he slept; and He took one of his ribs, and closed up the
flesh in its place- The Hebrew for "rib" is often translated
"side". This is replete with reference to the gash in the Lord's
side at His crucifixion, through which His bride was created,
from His water and blood. This may well have reference to
the crucial role of water baptism in the creation of the Lord's
bride, which is the church. The "deep sleep" speaks of the
depth of the Lord's death, the hardest and most profound
death died by any human. The same word is used in Gen.
15:12 of the "deep sleep" upon Abraham, prefiguring the
Lord's death, through which the covenant of salvation was
confirmed. The closing or shutting of the flesh may speak of
the Divine victory against the flesh in His Son, on account of
which we who are in Him shall be saved from our flesh.
2:22 He made the rib, which Yahweh God had taken from
the man, into a woman, and brought her to the man- The
implication is that the rib was taken away somewhere,
worked upon, and then brought to Adam. This may look



forward to our formation for the Lord, and then being
presented to Him at the last day. We have been "reconciled in
the body of his flesh through death, to present you holy and
without blemish and unreproveable before him" (Col. 1:22).
We now are in process of being brought to the Lord Jesus.

2:23 The man said, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh
of my flesh!- Clearly alluded to in Eph. 5:30 AV, confirming
we are correct in seeing Eve as representative of the bride of
Christ: "For we are members of his body, of his flesh, and of
his bones". "Flesh" and "bones" are several times used
together as an idiom for 'the whole person' (Ps. 38:3; Prov.
14:30; Mic. 3:3). Eve was totally like Adam; and in this we
see a visual demonstration of the unity of nature and purpose
between the Lord Jesus and His people. Again,
understanding Genesis would leave theories like the Trinity
stillborn. The core attraction between Adam and Eve was
that they were the same. Whilst opposites do indeed attract,
that is but superficial. The essential attraction between the
Lord Jesus and us, His attraction to us and ours to Him, is
because of our commonality of nature and mission in this
world. In this we see the huge practical import of
understanding that the Lord was our representative, of our
nature.

She will be called ‘woman’, because she was taken out of
Man- As just noted, the mutual attraction between Adam and
Eve, as between the Lord Jesus and ourselves, is because of



our closeness of nature. The Hebrew words for "woman" and
"man" are connected, just as they are in English. The woman
was part of the man, and yet the male is born out of the
female; thereby the man and woman need each other. 1 Cor.
11:11,12 is Paul's inspired reflection upon this verse:
"Neither is the woman without the man, nor the man without
the woman. For as the woman is of the man, so is the man
also by the woman". The same mutuality is therefore to be
found between the Lord Jesus and His bride. He is in need of
us. He is not indifferent, passing time in Heaven without
emotions nor feelings, until the moment comes to return to
earth. He is bound up with us, as we should be with Him.

Marriage as ordained by God was clearly intended to have a
spiritual dimension, and marriage to an unbeliever nullifies
or ignores this intention. God created Adam and gave him the
command not to eat of the tree; He then created Eve because
Adam alone was the only thing “not good” in an otherwise
“very good” creation. It could be argued that the provision of
Eve was in order to “help” Adam not only in God’s work of
tending the garden, but against temptation. The whole story of
Eve’s creation teaches that in Christian marriage, there is one
specific woman intended for the believer. David Levin’s
translation brings this out:

“This one at last, bone of my bones
And flesh of my flesh,



This one shall be called Woman,
For from man was this one taken”.

This sense that “this is the one for me’ can only ultimately
and lastingly be true in the context of Christian marriage. The
creation record teaches that the bond between parents and
children is somewhat temporary- for the children must leave
them and cleave to their partner. But the bond between man
and wife is to be permanent, and is an ever increasing
process of being ‘joined’ to each other by God. Insofar as the
man represents Christ and the woman represents the church,
this speaks of how we are progressively bonded with Christ
and feel a decreasing bond with our natural background.

2:24 Therefore a man will leave his father and his mother,
and will join with his wife, and they will be one flesh- They
initially disobeyed this. See on Gen. 1:28. As explained on
:22 and :23, the nature of creation explains the attraction
between male and female within the Divine sphere; it is
because of this that "therefore" a man desires to join with his
wife. This same natural attraction, to connect or re-connect
with the opposite sex, is reflected in the natural attraction of
the Lord Jesus toward us, and we toward Him. It is only
human dysfunction which interferes with this; atheism and
rejection of the claims of Jesus are in my view a
psychological reaction against religion and those perceived
as representing God on earth. "They will be one flesh" is



"they two will be one" in the LXX, and the Lord Jesus and
the New Testament prefer this reading. Two becoming one
would axiomatically rule out polygamy; indeed, many
relationships Biblically recorded, and currently experienced,
amongst faithful believers are in contradiction to the ideals
laid down here. Failures to rise up to these ideals is
therefore no basis for condemnation or rejection.

As a couple "cleave" or 'join' to one another, so they become
one flesh (Gen. 2:24). But this becoming one flesh is
interpreted by the Lord Jesus as meaning that God actively
joins the couple together (Mt. 19:6); as they cleave to each
other in the process of married life, so God joins them
together. Clearly the Lord understood Gen. 2:24 as speaking
of the process of marriage, rather than simply the ceremony
of'a wedding, In passing, note that the Hebrew idea of two
becoming one has already been used in Genesis- the morning
and evening, the day and night, were fused by God into one
day (Gen. 1:5- the same Hebrew phrase is used). Similarly
we read of the waters becoming, or being made one, by God
(Gen. 1:9). It's as if the immense power of God in creation is
unleashed in His bonding of man and wife together. To put
that asunder is to fight against the very creative power of
God. Mal. 2:15 comments that the purpose of the two
becoming one was in order to produce a Godly seed.

The Genesis record describes how woman was taken out of
man, and yet in marriage man and woman become "one flesh"



again. A man will desire to "cleave" to his wife (Gen. 2:24),
literally to chase, follow hard after. The desire to chase a
woman and marry her is therefore a natural urge that will
always play itself out. There is a natural desire within human
beings to achieve this rejoining. The lonely world in which
we live, with the breakdown of the extended family and local
community, makes loneliness all the more poignant.

The earliest anticipation of the one body was the fact that
man and woman become one flesh / body in the marriage
process. If we are all members of the one body, this fact
requires us to strive for unity with each other. We can't just
sit back and think 'OK, so there's one body'; rather like a
married couple can't just say they are one because they are "
one flesh" . They must work on it if they want to be truly one.
And likewise with the one body of Christ.

2:25 They were both naked, the man and his wife, and were
not ashamed- The implication is that after the fall, they were
ashamed and knew their nakedness. These two words are
frequently used about Judah’s judgment- they were made
naked and ashamed by the exile from the erezz. Jer. 9:19
speaks of them being ashamed having forsaken the eretz- an
allusion back here to Adam’s exile from the same eretz. Hos.
13:15 speaks of Israel’s spring and fountain being ashamed
and no more- a reference to the spring of Gen. 2:6 LXX.

Eve was created from Adam and brought to him. I have
explained above that on one level, this speaks of the bride of



Christ taken from His pierced side, through the work of the
blood and water. We are now before Him, naked, known
completely by Him, and yet unashamed because of His love
(Rom. 1:16; 5:5; 9:33; 10:11), just as the Lord is unashamed
of us now (Heb. 2:11). But it's a case of now, but not yet. For
the language of being presented without shame before our
Lord is picked by the New Testament in describing our final
union with Him at the last day (2 Cor. 11:2; Col. 1:22; 1 Jn.
2:28; Jude 24).

Ongoing Creation

There is no doubt in my mind that the six days of creation
were six literal days of 24 hours. There is no suggestion in
the way the Lord Jesus and Paul both quote from and allude
to the Genesis record that it is to be taken figuratively. Israel
were to keep the seventh day as Sabbath and creatively
labour in the six other days (which was just as much a
command as the keeping of Sabbath), because " in six days
the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them
is, and rested the seventh day: wherefore the Lord blessed
the seventh day" (Ex. 20:11). Adam was the first man, and
Eve was the mother of all living human beings. >From one
blood all were created (Acts 17:26). It is emphasized that
God created through His word of command; He said, and it
was done (Ps. 33:6,9; 148:5; Is. 40:26; Jn. 1:3; Heb. 11:3;2
Pet. 3:5). God is outside the constraints of time, and outside
the possibility of His word not being fulfilled. Therefore if
He says something, it is as it is done, even if in human time



His command is not immediately fulfilled. Thus He calls
things which are not as though they are (Rom. 4:17). It is in
this sense that the Lord Jesus and those in Him are spoken of
as if we existed at the beginning; although we didn't
physically. And so God spoke the words He did on six
literal, consecutive days, and the orders ('fiats' is the word
Bro. Hayward uses) were therefore, in this sense as good as
done. But the actual time taken to carry them out by the
Angels may have been very long. The Genesis record can
then be understood as stating these commands, and then
recording their fulfilment- although the fulfilment wasn't
necessarily on that same day.

Indeed, it would seem from later Scripture that the orders
and intentions outlined by God on the six literal days are stil/
being fulfilled. Take the command for there to be light (Gen.
1:3.4). This is interpreted in 2 Cor. 4:6 as meaning that God
shines in men's hearts in order to give them the knowledge of
the light of Christ. The command was initially fulfilled by the
Angels enabling the sun to shine through the thick darkness
that shrouded the earth; but the deeper intention was to shine
the spiritual light into the heart of earth-dwellers. And this is
still being fulfilled. Likewise the resting of God on the
seventh day was in fact a prophecy concerning how He and
all His people will enter into the " rest" of the Kingdom. The
Lord realized this when He said that even on Sabbath, God
was still working (Jn. 5:17). The creation work had not



really been completed in practice, although in prospect it had
been. In this very context Paul comments that although we
must still enter into that rest, " the works were finished from
the foundation of the world" (Heb. 4:3).

Another example is the command uttered on the sixth day to
make man in God's image. The creation record in Genesis 2
is not about a different creation; it is a more detailed account
of how the Angels went about fulfilling the command they
were given on the sixth day. The process of bringing all the
animals to Adam, him naming them, becoming disappointed
with them, wishing for a true partner need not therefore be
compressed into 24 hours. It could have taken a period of
time. Yet the command to make man, male and female, was
given on the sixth day. However, this may have taken far
longer than 24 hours to complete. Indeed, the real intention of
God to create man in His image was not finished even then;
for Col. 1:15 interprets the creation of a man in God's image
as a reference to the resurrection and glorification of the
Lord Jesus. This was what the Angels had worked for
millennia for, in order to fulfil the original fiat concerning the
creation of man in God's image. Even now, we see not yet all
things subdued under Him (Heb. 2:8); the intention that the
man should have dominion over all creation as uttered and
apparently fulfilled on the sixth day has yet to materially
come to pass. The Angels are still working- with us. For 1
Cor. 15:49 teaches that we do not now fully have God's
image, but we will receive it at the resurrection. Therefore



we are driven to the conclusion that the outworking of the
creation directives regarding man in God's image was not
only in the 24 hours after it was given, but is still working
itself out now. The new creation is therefore a continuation
of and an essential part of the natural creation; not just a
mirror of the natural in spiritual terms.

I can foresee that the objection to this thesis would be that
God is spoken of as resting on the seventh day as if all
creation has been finished. This is indeed what it sounds
like- and from God's perspective, it was true. He had spoken,
and so it was done. He through His word had created. The
Angels were now working it all out in practice, having 'set it
up' in the six literal days. This view of the record explains
two verses which would seem to defy any other sensible
interpretation: " God blessed the seventh day...because that in
it he had rested from all his work which God had created to
make" (2:3 AVmg.). God " had created to make" by the
seventh day. He had created, because His word was as good
as executed; but the things were not all made. But He had "
created to make" . Likewise Gen. 2:5 speaks of the day that
the Lord " made the earth and the heavens, and every plant of
the field before it was in the earth, and every herb of the field
before it grew" . Now this is saving the best for last. Here
surely is concrete evidence for the thesis presented. The
plants were made before they were actually in the earth. This
doesn't mean that they were made in Heaven and then
transplanted to earth. Surely it is to be read in the context of



all the other hints that God stated His commands regarding
creation, and this was as good as it all being made. But in
material terms, it all appeared some time later.

And let's take deeply to ourselves the power of God's word
as revealed here. He has spoken to us and of us, He has
promised us His salvation and the inheritance of the earth. It
is as good as done. Our difficulty in grasping this in the
Genesis record of six literal days creation is continued in our
hesitancy to apprehend the utter certainty of our promised
salvation and the spiritual heights into which we have
therefore already been translated.



GENESIS CHAPTER 3

3:1

The passage talks about “the serpent”. The words “satan”
and “devil” do not occur in the whole book of Genesis. The
serpent is never described as an angel. Therefore it is not
surprising that there is no reference in Genesis to anyone
being thrown out of heaven. Sin brings death (Rom. 6:23).
Angels cannot die (Lk. 20:35-36) , therefore angels cannot
sin. The reward of the righteous is to be made equal to the
angels to die no more (Lk. 20:35-36). If angels can sin, then
the righteous will also be able to sin and therefore will have
the possibility of dying, which means they will not really
have everlasting life. The characters involved in the Genesis
record of the fall of man are: God, Adam, Eve and the
serpent. Nobody else is mentioned. There is no evidence that
anything got inside the serpent to make it do what it did. Paul
says the serpent “beguiled Eve through his (own) subtilty” (2
Cor.11:3). God told the serpent: “Because thou hast done
this...” (Gen.3:14). If “satan” used the serpent, why is he not
mentioned and why was he not also punished? Adam blamed
Eve for his sin: “She gave me of the tree” (Gen. 3:12). Eve
blamed the serpent: “The serpent beguiled me, and I did eat”
(Gen. 3:13). The serpent did not blame the devil - he made
no excuse. If it is argued that snakes today do not have the
power of speech or reasoning as the serpent in Eden had,
remember that a donkey was once made to speak and reason
with a man (Balaam); “The (normally) dumb ass speaking



with a man’s voice forbad the madness of the prophet” (2
Pet. 2:16). And the serpent was one of the most intelligent of
all the animals (Gen. 3:1). The curse upon it would have
taken away the ability it had to speak with Adam and Eve.
But it was an animal. God created the serpent (Gen. 3:1);
another being called “satan” did not turn into the serpent; if
we believe this, we are effectively saying that one person
can enter the life of someone else and control it. This is a
pagan idea, not a Biblical one. If it is argued that God would
not have created the serpent because of the great sin it
enticed Adam and Eve to commit, remember that sin entered
the world from man (Rom. 5:12); the serpent was therefore
amoral, speaking from its own natural observations, and was
not as such responsible to God and therefore did not commit
sin. The serpent was a beast of the field which God had
made (Gen 3:1). Yet out of the ground [Heb. adamah- earth,
soil] God formed all the beasts of the field, including the
serpent (Gen. 2:17). So the serpent was likewise created by
God out of the ground- it wasn't a pre-existing agent of evil.
Note the snake, as one of the beasts of the field, was "very
good" (Gen. 1:31)- hardly how one would describe the
serpent according to the orthodox reasoning. The Torah
doesn't speak of purely symbolic, abstract concepts; there is
always a literal reality, which may then be interpreted in a
symbolic way. The serpent, therefore, begs to be understood
in this context as just that- a serpent. The view has been
pushed that the serpent is to be read as a symbol of our



human or animal nature. This would mean that Eve's nature
deceived Eve, and such a separation between a person and
their nature is problematic to say the least. This view runs
into huge difficulties- for how could Eve's nature be
punished in a way separate to her punishment, in what way
was her deceptive nature created by God like the animals,
and how just was Eve's personal judgment in this case... and
the questions go on, continuing to be begged the more we
think about it. Some suggest that the serpent of Genesis 3 is
related to the seraphim. However, the normal Hebrew word
for “serpent”, which is used in Genesis 3, is totally unrelated
to the word for “seraphim”. The Hebrew word translated
“seraphim” basically means a “fiery one” and is translated
“fiery serpent” in Numbers 21:8, but this is not the word
translated “serpent” in Genesis 3. The Hebrew word for
brass comes from the same root word for “serpent” in
Genesis 3. Brass represents sin (Jud. 16:21; 2 Sam. 3:24; 2
Kings. 25:7; 2 Chron. 33:11; 36:6), thus the serpent may be
connected with the idea of sin, but not a sinful angel. Note
that the enmity, the conflict, is between the woman and the
serpent, and their respective seed. The serpent is presented
not so much as the foe of God, but the enemy of mankind. The
promise that the seed of the woman would crush his head is
echoed in the words to Cain in regard to sin: "Its desire is for
you, but you will be able to master it" (Gen. 4:7). The snake
is to be connected symbolically with human sin, not any
superhuman Satan figure.



The entire Pentateuch is alluding to the various myths and
legends of creation and origins, showing what the truth is.
Moses was seeking to disabuse Israel of all the myths they'd
heard in Egypt, to deconstruct the wrong views they'd grown
up with- and so he wrote Genesis 1-3 to show the
understanding of origins which God wished His people to
have. The serpent had a major significance in the surrounding
cultures. It was seen as a representative of the gods, a kind of
demon, a genie. But the Genesis record is at pain to show
that the serpent in Eden was none of those things- it was one
of the "beasts of the field". No hidden identity is suggested
for the serpent in Genesis. J.H. Walton comments: "The
Israelites [made no] attempt to associate it [the serpent] with
a being who was the ultimate source or cause of evil. In fact,
it would appear that the author of Genesis is intentionally
underplaying the role or identification of the serpent... In
Canaanite literature the role of chaos was played by the
serpentine Leviathan / Lotan. In contrast, the Biblical
narrative states that the great sea creatures were simply
beasts God created (Gen. 1:21). This demythologizing
polemic may also be responsible for avoiding any theory of
conspirational uprisings for the existence of evil... there is no
hint in the OT that the serpent of Genesis 2-3 was either
identified as Satan or was thought to be inspired by Satan.
The earliest extant reference to any association is found in
Wisdom of Solomon 2:24 (first century BC)... the earliest
reference to Satan as the tempter through the serpent is in



Apocalypse Of Moses 16-19, contemporary to the NT... in the
writings of the church fathers, one of the earliest to associate
the serpent with Satan was Justin Martyr" (J.H. Walton,
'Serpent', in T.D. Alexander and D.W. Baker, eds, Dictionary
Of The Old Testament And Pentateuch (Leicester: LV.P.,
2003) pp. 737/8). Even within Judaism, it is accepted that
the idea that the serpent was Satan is not in the text itself, and
arose only within later Rabbinic commentary: "The
interpretation... according to which the serpent is none other
than Satan... introduces into the text concepts that are foreign
to it... the primeval serpent is just a species of animal... it is
beyond doubt that the Bible refers to an ordinary, natural
creature, for it is distinctly stated here: Beyond any best of
the field that the Lord God had made" (Umberto Cassuto, 4
Commentary On The Book Of Genesis (Jerusalem: Magnes
Press, 1998 ed.) Wol. 1, pp. 139,140).

Now the serpent- If the entire family or genus of snakes were
intended, we would expect to read something like "the
serpent and his kind". But the language here suggests we are
reading of a specific singular animal, a unique creation. |
suggest that "the serpent" was a specifically created animal,
an "animal of the field" but a special creation, which died for
all time as its punishment- thus looking forward to the final,
eternal destruction of sin, all forms of temptation and death,
as envisioned in Gen. 3:15. The serpent was real enough, but
it also represented sin and temptation. But the symbolic must
have a basis in the literal and historical. Paul alludes to the



serpent as if it were literal (2 Cor. 11:3). The Hebrew word
means literally to hiss or whisper, but it also has the idea of
experience (s.w. Gen. 30:27 "I have learned by
experience"). The root of temptation is the desire for
experience, rather than accepting the experiences God plans
for us.

Many of the creation myths feature some kind of serpent, but
always as some entity far more than a literal animal. The
Genesis record alludes to these myths, which Israel in Egypt
would have been exposed to and probably accepted, in order
to deconstruct them. This doesn't mean that Genesis is myth;
the very opposite. It presents God's take on those myths. The
myths tend to present the serpent as a dragon figure, similar
in appearance to the Biblical cherubim. Some cherubim-like
figures uncovered in Egypt are in fact winged cobras
(Bernard F. Batto, Slaying the Dragon, Mythmaking in the
Biblical Tradition (Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster / John
Knox Press, 1992) p. 60). But the Genesis record clearly
differentiates between the serpent and the cherubim.
"Serpents figure in various Ancient Near Eastern myths in a
demonic way" (J. R. Porter, The lllustrated Guide to the
Bible (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998) p. 29). The
Sumerian god Ningishzida [meaning 'Lord of the tree'] was
portrayed as a serpent (John H. Walton, Victor H. Matthews
& Mark W. Chavalas, The IVP Bible Background
Commentary To The Old Testament (Downers Gove,



linois: InterVarsity Press, 2000) p. 32). But the Genesis
record is insistent that the truth is different, and that for the
Bible believer, the serpent was an animal, not a god, not a
cosmic dragon nor a demon, but a literal "beast of the field"
created by the one God just as all the other animals were
created.

Let's ever remember that Genesis was initially produced by
Moses in order to educate the Israelites in the wilderness.
The Egyptians venerated the serpent and glorified death as a
reward; Moses shows that it is to be abhorred as the symbol
of sin, and death is a curse and the wages of sin.

Was more subtle- The great temptation for Israel in their
eretz was Canaanite idolatry; the tribes of the land are
described with the same word in Ps. 83:3 ["crafty counsel"].
Baal was seen as a god of wisdom; perhaps the literal
serpent represented all such idolatry, tempting Israel to ‘play
God’, to assume His wisdom, which is the essence of every
temptation. As there was a snake who was there in the 'land’
of Eden, so there was the equivalent amongst Israel- the false
teachers, the tribes who remained, etc., the "serpents of the
dust" who would be the cause of Israel's destruction (Dt.
32:24- an evident allusion to the language of the snake in
Eden).

Than any animal of the field which Yahweh God had made-
This suggests the serpent was indeed an animal, created by
God. The serpent was cursed more than the other beasts of



the field (Gen. 3:14); the most superior animal was brought
down beneath the others, by having to crawl on its belly.
Those who argue for a non-literal serpent would presumably
have to read this as meaning: 'The serpent was more subtle
than any of the animals God had made [although it was not an
animal]'. I suggest the more comfortable reading of the text
is: 'The serpent was one of the animals but was the most
subtle of them all'. The question of interpretation is hard to
resolve by appeal to the original Hebrew alone. The
preceding chapters 1 and 2 have stated that all things and all
categories of things exist because they were created by God.
So the serpent was a created being- in which category was it
to be placed, if not as an "animal of the field"? If we are
intended to see the serpent as not created by God, then surely
that would be stated. The whole context is about creation or
bringing into being by God. The implication is surely that the
serpent was one of the animals God had made. We can break
down the text like this: The serpent [A] was more [B] than
[C]. The question is whether [A] is part of [C], i.e. was the
serpent [A] one of the 'animals of the field' [C]. The same
kind of Hebrew construction is found elsewhere. In each
case, the idea would be that [A] is part of and included
within the category of [C]. Thus Israel [A] were not more in
number [B] than any other nation [C] (Dt. 7:7). But Israel
were a nation, included within the [C] category. "I [A] am
more foolish [B] than any man [C]" (Prov. 30:2). The writer
was a man, he was a member of the category [C]. Likewise



Is. 52:14 "His [Messiah's] [A] face was more marred [B]
than any man [C]". Messiah was a man, He was part of the
category of [C], but He had the most marred face. Ez. 15:2
might be the clearest: "What is the vine tree [A] more than
[B] any tree [C]?". The vine tree is a tree, a member of the
category [C]. And so the serpent [A] was more subtle [B]
than any animal of the field [C]. The serpent was part of that
category, it was an animal of the field made by God. Genesis
3 is right at the beginning of the Bible. It would seem to me
inappropriate to begin the Biblical revelation with symbolic
language. Symbol and figure don't function that way in
literature. We begin with literal things, and then later in the
literature, those literal things are employed as symbols. Thus
Paul truly observed that "it is not the spiritual that is first but
the natural, and only then the spiritual" (1 Cor. 15:46). When
we read Revelation and encounter dragons and the like, the
genre clearly demands we understand them as symbolic of
other things. But we don't have that kind of genre at the start
of the Bible. So whilst the serpent clearly is used to
represent things later on in the Bible, I believe that here at
the start, it is a literal serpent which is in view.

Sin entered the world by Adam, not by the serpent (Rom.
5:12). But see on Gen. 3:14 eat dust. If the serpent were
purely figurative, then we would surely expect to find Paul
giving the serpent a place in the entry of sin into the world.
But he doesn't. I have suggested that the 'creation’ account in
Genesis 1 is a dramatic presentation explaining how eretz



Israel was prepared for habitation. I then developed the
similarities between that eretz and Eden. But Eden was a
literal place; and Adam and Eve are understood in later
Scripture as literal beings. And so I see no hint within the
genre of Genesis 3 which suggests that the serpent is to be
read purely symbolically. If Gen. 1:2-2:4 is poetic or
dramatic, then there must come some point at which the genre
changes- for the rest of Genesis is not in that genre. I suggest
that cut off point is at Gen. 2:4. The natural must come before
the spiritual and allegorical interpretation of it. Just as Adam
represented Israel, and his exile Eastward from the eretz
looked ahead to Judah's exile to Babylon, so the creature
known as the serpent represented that within the eretz which
caused God's people to sin and be expelled from it. Just as
Eden, Adam and Eve were literal, so was the "serpent". But
as they each represented things, so the serpent did too. The
besetting temptation of Israel was the cult of idols, Baal in
particular, and this was represented by the creature known as
"the serpent”. Just as the serpent "deceived" Eve (Gen. 3:13),
so the same word is used of how false teachers deceived
Israel into idol worship (Jer. 29:8). The Hebrew for
"serpent” has a wide range of associations, most of them
connected with false worship. Just as Adam and Eve should
have not meddled with the serpent and instead brought it
under their dominion, likewise Israel were warned not to
meddle with those who 'serpent' (AV "use enchantment", the
verb form of the noun for "serpent"; Lev. 19:26; Dt. 18:10).



The literal animal known as the serpent, which differed, I
suggest, from snakes of today, represented various things- not
least, the temptations which led to Israel, God's specially
created people, being exiled from the eretz. It represents
other things too. But this is not to say that "the serpent” is
merely symbolic. To say this runs the risk of a serious [and
common)] error in reasoning, whereby something abstract is
made symbolic of something else. 'Love', e.g., an abstract
concept, cannot be symbolic of e.g. grace. So a symbolic
entity, e.g. "the serpent”, could not be itself symbolic of
something else, e.g. sin or temptation. Literal things can
represent abstract things or point forward to other things- the
blood of the Mosaic sacrifices symbolized the atoning work
of the Lord; the High Priest symbolized the Lord; the manna
symbolized the word of God; the waters of the exodus
symbolized the water of baptism, etc. But the symbolism
functions because a literal thing or entity is used to represent
something more abstract. If Adam, Eve and Eden were
literal, and the creation or placement of animals and plants in
Eden was literal, then it would seem gapingly inappropriate
for a symbolic non literal "serpent" to appear in the record.

He said to the woman, Has God really said- We note he
omits the covenant name of God, Yahweh. The Hebrew
interpretted as "really" could mean to the effect that "Yes,
although God has said". The AV fumbles towards this with
"Yea, hath God said...". The idea would then be to imply
'Although God has surely said this, are you sure that the



sentence will really be carried out?'. This would then pave
the way for the serpent's lie in :4: "You won't surely die".
The temptation here is set up as the archetype of all human
temptation. The thought is presented, and the fantasy extends
from that thought.

“You shall not eat of any tree of the garden? - This was
intentionally misrepresenting the commandment. They had
been told to "eat, eat!" of all the trees, with the exception of
one. Misrepresentation of God's word, making God out to be
unreasonable, is at the heart of all temptation. The Lord's
wilderness temptations show the same process. God is not
unreasonable, and He will not give us any temptation too
great for us. Sin is not inevitable; and He doesn't wish us to
be disobedient, but rather obedient. It is simply not so that
the possession of human nature means that we shall
inevitably sin; for the Lord had our same nature, but was
undefiled.

3:2 The woman said to the serpent, Of the fruit of the trees
of the garden we may eat- Eve knew the commandment, and
that the serpent was either misrepresenting or
misunderstanding it. She and Adam had been commanded to
"eat, eat!" of all the trees. It was their lack of obedience to
this which left them not satiated, not away from the middle of
the garden, and therefore prone to greater temptation. She
interprets that command to "eat, eat!" as simply meaning that
"we may eat". If she had more zealously perceived God's
commandment to do positive things, she would not have



struggled so much with the one negative commandment- to
not eat of one tree.

Adam’s sin is indeed everyman’s. The account of Adam and
Eve’s sin is in essence the account of every sin and fall into
temptation, and is alluded to on nearly every page of the
Bible. God had told Adam to each in abundance from all the
trees of the garden (Gen. 2:16,17). Eve tells the serpent that
they can simply “eat” (she doesn’t mention ‘in abundance’)
from “the trees of the garden” (she doesn’t mention ‘from a/l
of them’; Gen. 3:2,3). If Adam and Eve had enjoyed God’s
blessings as He intended, there would not have been such a
pull into the temptation. Appreciating the blessings God has
given us, with regular prayers of thankfulness throughout the
day (meal times are a great opportunity to remember to do
this) will likewise lead us away from temptation; minimizing
His blessings propels us towards it. Each time we fail in
this, we are repeating Eve’s sin. Likewise we can discern a
positive focus by Eve upon the object of temptation; God had
told Adam and Eve to eat in abundance “from all trees of the
garden” but not to eat “from the tree of knowledge”. Eve
repeats this to the serpent by inserting the word ‘fruit’:
“From the fruit of the trees of the garden we may eat, but
from the fruit of the tree that is in the middle of the
garden...”. Focusing on the forbidden fruit in such detail is a
sure way to ultimately succumb to the temptation. Or again,
the command to not eat of the tree was twisted by Eve into
saying that God had commanded that they were to not even



touch it. She put a fence around the law [or Adam did, in
explaining it to her]- and it had the opposite effect. Paul
alludes to this by saying that Jewish regulations such as “Do
not handle, do not taste, do not touch... are of no value in
checking the indulgence of the flesh” (Col. 2:21-23). In all
these things we find Adam to be everyman, to be me, to be
you, to be us.

3:3 But of the fruit of the tree which is in the middle of the
garden, God has said, ‘You shall not eat of it, neither shall
you touch it, lest you die’- The command to "eat, eat!" of all
the other trees was intended to keep them away from the
temptation which was in the midst of the garden. For they
would have been moving elsewhere in the garden to all the
various trees, to taste their fruits. And they would have had
no appetite for anything else, if they were satiated by eating
the other fruits. God's commandments are not mere tests of
obedience; rather they are designed to elicit obedience, and
to make the temptations less attractive. See on :2.

God had not told Adam not to touch the tree. The command
not to eat the tree had been given to Adam alone, before the
creation of Eve. He had relayed it to Eve, but had placed a
fence around the law by telling her not to even touch the tree.
He thus reveals a simple understanding of temptation and the
need to try to ensure obedience to commandment. But he
added to the commandment, rather than explaining to Eve and
encouraging her to positively engage in the Lord's work
elsewhere in the garden.



3:4 The serpent said to the woman, You won t surely die-
The first lie, continued in various forms throughout all
religions, not least in the false doctrine of the "immortal
soul". The one true faith is unique in our belief in the
mortality of man. And yet sin entered the world by Adam
(Rom. 5:12), not by the serpent. The serpent was a special
creation, set up and positioned by God as part of the
environment required for the testing of Adam and Eve. John
Thomas helpfully described the serpent as "amoral",
reasoning from an animal viewpoint but not ultimately the
first sinner. This torpedoes any idea that the serpent was
some kind of sinful being cast out of heaven onto earth. That
whole fantasy is not only unBiblical, but is morally and
logically as ridiculous as ordering a convicted pedophile and
psychopath out of the courthouse into a school playground,
with the judge arming him with a rifle.

3:5 Rather God knows that in the day you eat it, your eyes
will be opened, and you will be like God, knowing good and
evil- It has been suggested that there was a creation previous
to our own, i.e. to that recorded in Gen. 1. It is also
conceivable that the present angels came to have an
awareness of “good and evil” (Gen. 3:5) through having been
in a similar situation to what we are in this life. That some of
the beings who lived in that age did sin is not to be ruled out;
but all this is the kind of speculation which men love to
indulge in. The Bible does not tell us of these things but tells
us clearly what we need to know about the present situation,



which is that there are no sinful angels; all angels are totally
obedient to God.

The temptation here is set up as typical of every temptation.
The essential desire is to play God, and to think that God
somehow is holding cards close to His chest that He doesn't
want us to see, that He is in a sense mean, trying to stop us
enjoy ourselves. Perhaps all sin is a form of playing God,
whereas Phil. 2 alludes here in saying that by contrast, the
Lord Jesus did not even consider grasping such equality with
God. The desire to experience "good and evil" is what makes
so much fiction and entertainment so attractive to us; it is a
vicarious experience ['knowledge'] of good and evil.
"Knowing" is often a Hebraism for 'experience'. The idea is
not that the woman would receive theoretical knowledge of
what was right and wrong. She could experience good and
evil, so she thought, in a way which was forbidden. This
desire for forbidden experience, or experience beyond our
ability to cope with, is what drives so much human lust and
misbehaviour. The experience we can cope with has been
given to us by God.

'God knows... that you will know good and evil' is a play
upon the word "knows", twice repeated. The idea is that God
doesn't want you to share His knowledge / experience.
Again, God is presented as unreasonable. God does indeed
want to share Himself and His nature with us; but we must be
educated and prepared for this. The essence of all temptation
is to want to snatch it right now, to take the crown without the



race or the cross. Hence Phil. 2 alludes to all this, in saying
that instead of grasping such equality with God, the Lord
died on the cross. We all think we can handle such
experience right now; the primitive and inappropriate desires
of a child actually continue throughout human life, just in
different forms.

3:6 When the woman saw that the tree was good for food,
and that it was a delight to the eyes, and that the tree was
to be desired to make one wise- We naturally enquire how
she realized all this by merely looking at the tree. Surely
there was no visual evidence of all these things. This leads to
the suggestion that the serpent was implying that he had eaten
of the tree, and had not died. The command not to eat of it
was specifically to Adam and Eve.

Pride is the root of our desire for knowledge / experience.
The later command not to covet what looks good is very
much rooted in a warning not to commit Eve’s sin of seeing
the fruit and yielding to temptation (Ex. 20:17 = Gen. 3:6). 1
Jn. 2:16 surely alludes here, demonstrating again that this is
the archetypical temptation, the essence of every human
temptation; for like Eve, all men "would be wise" (Job
11:12): "For all that is in the world, the lust of the flesh
["good for food"] and the lust of the eyes ["a delight to the
eyes'"] and the vain glory of life ["to be desired to make one
wise"], is not of the Father but is of the world". The last of
the three parallels is especially instructive. Her desire to be
wise was in fact the vain glory of life. Her desire for



knowledge / experience was related to pride, "vain glory".
Babylon and Tyre are presented as the corporate embodiment
of all these things; their desire for wisdom and their pride
are paralleled in the prophetic condemnations of them (Is.
47:10; Ez. 28:5,7,17).

We have here exhibited the simple fact that desire of itself
may be natural; but it is not therefore acceptable to indulge
the desire. It is axiomatic that desire is natural; but Eve was
called to self control, to not simply do what was her desire.
This may sound obvious, but increasingly we are bombarded
with the idea that whatever may feel natural is therefore
legitimate to fulfil. But the Godly way of life is different,
radically so.

It seems that God punishes sin in a way which is appropriate
to the sin. Consider how David so often asks God to take the
wicked in their own snare- and how often this happens. The
punishment of Adam and Eve was appropriate to the sins
they committed. What Adam wasn't bothered to do, i.e. have
intercourse with his woman, became the very thing which
now every fallen man will sell his soul for. They ate the tree
of knowledge, they knew they were naked, and then Adam
knew Eve (Gen. 4:1); this chain of connection certainly
suggests that sexual desire, whilst not wrong in itself, was
part of the result of eating the tree. There is an artless poetic
justice and appropriacy in this which seems simply Divine.
What they couldn't be bothered to do became the very thing
which has probably generated more sin and desire to do than



anything else. Adam was to rule over Eve as a result of the
fall- the very thing he wasn't bothered to do. Eve's
punishment was that her desire was for her husband- perhaps
suggesting that she too had no desire for Adam sexually, and
therefore was willing to delay obedience to the command to
multiply. They were both driven out of the garden- perhaps
reflecting how they should have left the garden in obedience
to God's command to go out and subdue the natural creation
to themselves. Because Adam wasn't bothered to do this,
even when it was within his power, therefore nature was
given a special power against man which he would never be
able to overcome, and which would eventually defeat him
(Gen. 3:17-19). This all shows the logic of obedience; we
will be made to pay the price of obedience even if we
disobey- therefore it is logical to obey. Note in this context
that the Hebrew behind "Desirable to gain understanding” in
Gen. 3:6 "can also be translated, without notable alteration,
as "desirable in order to become childless"" (H. Reckons,
Israel's Concept of the Beginning: The Theology of Genesis
1-3 (New York: Herder & Herder, 1964) p. 270)- suggesting
they didn't want to have children, they didn't want to obey the
command to multiply. And therefore the curse was that they
would indeed have children and suffer in doing so.

The frequent command "You shall not covet" (Ex. 20:17 etc.)
uses the same Hebrew word translated "desire" when we
read of how Eve "desired" the fruit (Gen. 3:6); yet Israel
"desired" the wrong fruit (Is. 1:29). As Eve saw the fruit and



fell for it, so the people of Reuben and Gad saw the land
East of Jordan and imagined how good it would be to have it,
despite having been given 'all the land' West of Jordan to
enjoy [cp. Adam and Eve's dominion in Eden] (Num.
32:1,2,7). In all these allusions [and they exist in almost
every chapter of the Bible] we are being shown how human
sin is a repetition in essence of that of our first parents. The
insistent emphasis is that we should rise above and not be
like them. And yet this call for personal effort and struggle
with ourselves in order to overcome sin is muted and
misplaced by all the stress upon a supposed Devil tempting
Eve, pushing the blame onto him, and thereby de-emphasizing
our role in overcoming sin within ourselves. And so we see
so many loud-mouthed condemners of the Devil totally not
'getting it' about the need for personal self-control and
spiritual mindedness in daily life and private character.

What were the motives of Adam and Eve for sinning, for
accepting the serpent's suggestion? Considering this can help
open a window onto the question of the origin of Adam's sin.
They were attracted by the idea of "knowing good and evil".
But this phrase is elsewhere used in the Bible about how an
adult 'knows good and evil', but a child can't (Dt. 1:39; 2
Sam. 19:35; Is. 7:16). Adam and Eve were immature; like
children, they wished to 'grow up', they resented the
restraints which their immaturity required them to be under;
they wanted, just as children want, to be the all-knowing
adults / mature people whom they had seen the Elohim as. As



children long to escape from what they see as meaningless
and onerous restrictions, whilst having no idea what this
would really mean in practice and how un-free it would
really be- so Adam and Eve were attracted by the idea of
having the knowledge of good and evil just for the bite of the
forbidden fruit. I find this a perfectly understandable
explanation of the motive for Adam and Eve's sin. It seems a
quite imaginable exercise of the freedom of choice and
behaviour which God had given them. There is no hint that
'Satan made them do it', or that they were 'possessed' by
some sinful spirit. They did just what we so often do-
misused, wrongly exercised, their freewill and desired that
which was inappropriate. Simple as that. There's no need to
bring in an external Satan figure to explain what happened.

She took of its fruit, and ate; and she gave some to her
husband with her, and he ate- The focus of the camera is
zoomed in close up upon the couple and their eating. This sin
is that of every man. In this sense, we all sinned "in Adam"
(Rom. 5:12 Gk.) and therefore "in Adam all die" (1 Cor.
15:22). We are not unjustly suffering; for each of our sins
was a result of succumbing to the same essential temptations
as Adam did. Even if we didn't sin "after the similitude" of
Adam's sin, we have done so in essence (Rom. 5:14). We
would have done the same if we were there; as our own
history of sin and weakness makes clear. Eve was deceived;
but Adam was not deceived (1 Tim. 2:14); yet they both
suffered punishment. This opens a window onto the question



of whether people are innocent before God if they sin as a
result of having been deceived. Sin is sin, and therefore sins
of ignorance had to be repented of and atoned for under the
Mosaic law. Adam put up no resistance; he didn't remind Eve
of the law. Eve believed the lies of the serpent; Adam just
"did it". Both received appropriate judgment. Adam may
have reasoned that Eve had eaten the fruit and not died;
therefore God's word was not sure. In this case, he would
have failed to give due weight and detailed reflection to
God's word; for the death penalty was to be in the day they
ate of it. Perhaps his conception of days was limited, if this
happened on the first day of the new world.

The beast systems, as Babylon and Assyria before them,
were false Kingdoms of God. The beast has the power to
give pneuma to the image / body of the first beast (Rev.
13:15)- an evident mimicry of God’s creation of Adam. They
appear to offer, here and now, the things of the Kingdom, and
the fleshly-minded are persuaded by them. This is all playing
out the drama of Eden again; the serpent offered equality with
God, the wisdom of God, when it was actually the wisdom of
the serpent. Adam and Eve grasped for what was offered,
unlike the Lord Jesus, who refused to grasp at equality with
God (Phil. 2 is full of allusion to the events of Gen. 3). What
happened in Eden is in essence the epitome, the prototype of
all temptation and sin (1 Jn. 2:16 = Gen. 3:6). Every one of
our temptations has an element of this; we are tempted to
grasp for what looks like the Kingdom here and now.



Pentecostals are an evident example of this; they think they
can obtain the full healing and physical ecstasy of the future
Kingdom here and now. And on a more common level, there
are many of us who reach out for the supposed fulfilment of
hobbies, the supposed peace and 'security’ of a nice home
and bank balance, when these things are actually a false
fulfilment, peace and security, the peace and security of
Satan's Kingdom which is a counterfeit of the spiritual
fulfilment, peace and security of Christ's Kingdom.

3:7 The eyes of both of them were opened, and they knew
that they were naked. They sewed fig leaves together, and
made themselves loincloths- Adam and Eve were “made
naked” in the sense that they now realized their nakedness.
The idea is alluded to in Ex. 32:25 and Mic. 1:11, where we
read that Israel were “made naked to their shame” by their
idolatry. Again we see Adam’s sin as being presented as
Israel’s sin; the punishment of being cast out of the eretz
precisely matches that of Israel, who were cast out from the
same geographical area. Is. 32:11 also alludes here- Judah
are as a naked woman revealed as naked, who makes a
loincloth for herself in shame. The fig being a symbol of
Israel, we have here the hint that the religion of Israel alone
could not cover sin; the blood of the lamb provided by God
was needed.

Nakedness being revealed is a figure of judgment (Ez.
16:36,37). And yet we can pass beyond condemnation,



through accepting the Divinely provided covering. The
images here are used elsewhere of how nakedness can now
be covered even in this life; Ex. 20:26; 28:42 has the priests
covering their nakedness, Ez. 16:8; Hos. 2:9 speak of God
covering Israel's nakedness; and we can now cover our
nakedness and be unashamed before God (Rev. 3:18). The
idea seems to be that in this life, we can be covered in Christ
and therefore be unashamed before God; but ultimately we
shall return to the situation in Eden, naked before God and
unashamed. We will really believe that our sin is no longer a
barrier between God and man; we can be ourselves,
unashamedly so. And in Christ we know something of that
even in this life.

3:8 They heard the voice of Yahweh God walking in the
garden in the cool of the day, and the man and his wife hid
themselves from the presence of Yahweh God among the
trees of the garden- For Presence, see onls. 63:9. Strictly,
"the face". The idea is surely that they spoke with God face
to face before the fall. Revelation concludes the Bible with
the promise that we shall [again] see Him face to face when
Eden is restored on earth. The cool or evening of the day
could well mean that this was the first day of their lives. If
the fall happened soon after creation, this would explain why
there was no fruit on the tree of life, which according to
Revelation bore its fruit every month; and also why Adam
and Eve had not yet gone forth and multiplied.



We note that God's presence or face is parallel with His
voice. This continues a theme of the narrative; creation was
by a word, and God's face is manifest in His word. It is
before this that man experiences shame at his disobedience.
This is not to elevate Bible study to the point of justification
by intellectual prowess. But in our age, God's word and
voice is in the Bible, as articulated through the word made
flesh, His Son.

The frequent statements that God will hide Himself from
Israel as a result of their condemnation (Dt. 31:17,18; Dt.
32:20; Is. 1:15 etc.) must be balanced against the fact that in
reality, it is sinful man who hides himself from God (Is.
29:15; Jer. 23:24; Rev. 6:16). And here in Eden, in wrath
God remembered mercy. He didn't hide Himself; instead He
went out to encounter those who had hid themselves from
Him. David complained that God was hiding His face from
him (Ps. 13:1; Ps. 27:9; 30:7 etc.), which suggests that there
is an element to which God's face is not now generally
hidden from those who live the spiritual life before Him. He
hides His face from our sins (Ps. 51:9) if we are justified /
counted right in His presence by faith. Part of the new
covenant we have entered is that God will not hide His face
from us because He has poured out His Spirit upon us (Ez.
39:29). The effects of the fall are being gradually undone in
the lives of the believer, through the work of the Spirit. As
God walked in the garden of Eden (Gen. 3:8), so He would
walk in the midst of the camp of Israel in the wilderness (Dt.



23:15). Again we see the effects of Adam's personal fall
being undone in the experience of God's faithful people, even
in this life.

There are many allusions to Adam in the book of Job- Zophar
in chapters 11 and 20 accuses Job of being as Adam, and Job
denies this by way of allusion and specifically at Job 31:33.
But then the whirlwind comes, and God speaks out of it to
convict Job that he is indeed as Adam. The translation of
ruach hayom in Gen. 3:8-11 as God walking “in the wind of
the day” totally misses the point- the idea is of a theophany of
ruach, Spirit wind, and Adam trying to hide and shelter
among the trees from the blast of the wind. And out of that
wind, God speaks and convicts him of his sin. This is what
happened to Job as the wind approaches throughout Elihu’s
speeches, and then he is called to account and recognition
that he is as Adam. The description of Behemoth in Job
40:15 is relevant, for this is the term used for the “cattle”
above which the serpent was cursed (Gen. 3:14).

3:9 But Yahweh God called to the man, and said to him,
Where are you?- This and the questions in Gen. 3:11 and
Gen. 4:9 are obviously rhetorical; God knew the answers,
but was seeking to elicit something from the couple through
His questions. And that "something" was repentance; and it
could be that we are invited to judge to what extent their
repentance was complete. What score would we give them
out of ten? What God wanted them to ask themselves was
"What have I done?". But He asks Adam "Where are you?".



We too need to stop and let ourselves be asked this question
in the midst of life. For where we are is effectively who we
are, and a function of what we have done. This is why the
Hebrew word translated "where" is also rendered "how"-
e.g. "How shall I pardon you for this?" (Jer. 5:7).

The gathering is both then and now; our gathering into the net,
our first response to the Gospel, is a gathering unto judgment.
The Hebrew idea of 'calling' very often implies a calling to
give account- e.g. God calling Adam to account (Gen. 3:9),
Pharaoh calling Abram to account (Gen. 12:18), and
Abimelech likewise (Gen. 20:9- other examples in Gen.
26:9,10; Dt. 25:8). Our calling to the Kingdom is effectively
also a calling to give account. The point is, we must act now
as men and women will do so on their way to judgment and
the meeting with their ultimate destiny. Then we will not be
bickering amongst ourselves or worrying about our worldly
advantage; then, only one thing will matter. And so now, only
one thing matters.

3:10 The man said, I heard your voice in the garden, and I
was afraid, because I was naked; and I hid myself- The
rejected one talent man says ‘I was afraid, and so I hid my
talent’. Adam said: ‘I was afraid, and I hid myself’. The
talent God gave that man was therefore himself, his real self.
To not use our talent, to not blossom from the experience of
God’s love and grace, is to not use ourselves, is to not be
ourselves, the real self as God intended. Adam's fear and
sense of shame is presented as being because of hearing



God's voice, rather than simply at the physical presence of
God. Again we see the supreme status of God's word. But
like us so often, Adam laments and admits the consequence
of his sin, rather than immediately confessing. In all this we
see the frequent pattern of all sin and the slow, Divinely
guided struggle towards repentance.

The Assyrians led Israel away into captivity [s.w. to make
naked], "they discovered her nakedness" (Ez. 23:10), and yet
in their sin Israel made themselves naked (2 Chron. 28:19 cp.
Ex. 32:25; Gen. 3:10).

So many commentators have noted that Gen. 1-3 is one of the
most misused and misunderstood sections of the whole
Bible. But why? They give no significant explanation. I'd
suggest it's because humanity [and that includes theologians
and formulators of church doctrine] squirms awkwardly
under the glaring beam of the simple record of human guilt.
And therefore the serpent has been turned into a superhuman
being that gets all the blame; and human sin has been
minimized, at the expense of the plain meaning of the text.
The whole structure of the Biblical narrative is concerned
with the guilt and sin of the man and the woman; the snake
isn't where the focus is. Von Rad, in one of the 20th century's
most seminal commentaries on Genesis, understood this
clearly: "In the narrator's mind, [the serpent] is scarcely an
embodiment of a 'demonic' power and certainly not of
Satan... the mention of the snake is almost secondary; in the
'temptation' by it the concern is with a completely unmythical



process, presented in such a way because the narrator is
obviously anxious to shift the problem as little as possible
from man" (Gerhard von Rad, Genesis (London: S.C.M.,
1966) p. 85). The record keeps using personal pronouns to
lay the blame squarely with Adam: "I heard...  was afraid...
I was naked; 7 hid... / ate... [ ate" (Gen. 3:10-13; and
compare Jonah's similar confession of sin in Jonah 4:1-3-
Jonah appears to allude to Adam here). Nobody reading the
Genesis record with an open mind would surely see anything
else but the blame being placed on humanity; as [ have
repeatedly stressed, the words 'Satan', 'Lucifer' and the idea
of the serpent as a fallen Angel are simply not there in
Genesis. They have to be 'read in' from presuppositions,
which ultimately have their root in pagan myths.

3:11 God said, Who told you that you were naked? Have
you eaten from the tree that I commanded you not to eat
from?- As noted on :9, these rhetorical questions were not
for God's benefit. They were designed to elicit fuller
repentance from Adam. It was not the serpent who had told
Adam that he was naked. It was Adam's own conscience,
enlivened by the forbidden fruit. And so the loving Father's
question pierced right through to Adam's conscience and
innermost being, He works according to the same pattern in
our lives too, arranging situations which elicit such questions
and realizations within us. The required answer to the second
question was obviously "Yes, and I am very sorry". We are
surely being invited to grade the extent of Adam's repentance,



in order to more quickly, openly, transparently and fully
accept our own failures, and repent as required.

3:12 The man said, The woman whom you gave to be with
me, she gave me of the tree, and I ate- See on Gen. 2:17. As
noted on :11, the man did not immediately come to total
repentance. He states mitigating factors first, with the
implication that God was somehow responsible for his sin
because He had given Eve to Adam- and she had led him
astray. We are left to conclude that we cannot blame sin on
situation, nor on others. Ultimately, there is no situational
ethic. We stand responsible for our sins before God, and we
need to simply accept that. God makes no comment upon
Adam's words; exactly because we are invited by the
narrative to assess them. The Lord alludes to Adam's words
inJn. 17:11,24, where He describes His bride likewise as
those whom God gave Him- but He died for her, the very
opposite of what Adam did, allowing her to lead him to
death.

3:13 Yahweh God said to the woman, What is this you have
done?- The question is broad, rather than a specific
questioning as to whether the woman had eaten the fruit.
What she had "done" was not only to eat the fruit, but to give
it to Adam. But she at this stage doesn't respond to that aspect
of the question; she wishes to blame everything on the
serpent. Her repentance, as it stands at this point, is evidently
incomplete; the narrative encourages us to imagine her later
reflections and fuller repentance.



The woman said, The serpent deceived me, and I ate- As
noted on :12, we are invited to assess the level of repentance
here. Like Adam, the woman blames her sin on mitigating
factors, rather than simply accepting it and repenting. We are
left to assume they repented more fully in due course; the
question is left open ended in order to elicit our own
reflections and introspection about the nature and extent of
our own repentance. For their sin is that of every man and
woman. Paul in Rom. 7:11 speaking of how sin “deceived
me... slew me” is alluding here: “The serpent deceived me,
and I ate”. In Romans chapter 5 (and see on Rom. 3:23), Paul
has repeatedly taught that Adam is everyman. And now he
includes himself in this, by applying the language of the
failure in Eden to himself. Likewise his finding the
commandment ordained to life becoming the means of death
(Rom. 7:10,13) may reference Gen. 2:16,17. Yet whilst
Adam is indeed everyman to Paul, Adam was perceived as
Israel in much Rabbinic writing; and Paul saw himself as the
personification and epitome of Israel (see on Rom. 7:9,10).
The Greek translated “deceived” really means to seduce.
How did sin seduce Paul through or by means of the Law of
Moses? Surely in the sense that Paul fell for the temptation to
justify himself by means of obedience to that Law. The false
prophets of Judaism deceived the people as the serpent did
to Eve (s.w. Jer. 29:8; 37:9). But because he didn’t keep the
Law perfectly, he was therefore condemned to death, and in a
sense, received the sentence- and in that sense sin by means



of the Law “slew” Paul. The only other time the word for
‘deceived / seduced’ occurs in Romans is in the practical
section, which in this case again alludes to this doctrinal
section: “[the Judaizers] by fair speeches deceive the hearts
of the simple”, as the serpent deceived Eve (2 Cor. 11:3
s.w.). Just as Paul deceived himself, fell to the seductive
idea that we can be justified by works of obedience to the
Law, so the Judaizers were teaching the same. By so doing,
they were sin personified- they were doing the work of
“sin”- using the attraction of obedience to a legal code to
seduce believers into a position where they were in fact
going to be condemned to death- because under that sphere,
there can be no justification, no declaring right, for those
who have in even one sense infringed Divine law. It’s all a
complicated yet powerful way of saying that we simply must
not and cannot be in the sphere of relying upon works; which
means we have to just accept the gift of salvation by grace,
much as all within us cries out against it.

Paul's autobiographical passage in Romans 7, where he
describes his sinfulness and the results of it, is actually
expressed in terms of Adam's fall in Eden. So many phrases
which he uses are lifted out of the LXX of Genesis 3. The
evident examples are: "I would never have known what it is
to covet, if the Law had not said, You must not covet [cp. Eve
coveting the fruit]... when the command came... sin [cp. the
serpent] beguiled me... to kill me... sin resulted in death for
me by making use of this good thing... who will rescue me



now from the body of death?". Adam is presented to us as
'every man'; and so Paul applies this to himself, and yet
through the allusion to 'every man' in Adam, he sets himself
up also as our example.

2 Cor.11:2 shows Paul likening Corinth ecclesia to the
guileless Eve in Eden, not yet having sinned, all innocence
and uncorrupted beauty. And yet he saw himself as the Eve
who had been deceived and punished by death (Rom. 7:11,13
= Gen. 2:17; 3:13); but he saw them as the Eve who had not
yet sinned. This was no literary trick of the tail; he genuinely
felt and saw them as better than himself to be- such was the
depth of his appreciation of his own failures.

The Hebrew for "serpent”" can suggest 'a whisperer'. It was
the whisper of suggestion which was the deceit; and such
whispering, within our minds, is the basis for our own
temptations.

3:14 Yahweh God said to the serpent, Because you have
done this, you are cursed above all livestock, and above
every animal of the field. On your belly you shall go, and
you shall eat dust all the days of your life- There were no
rhetorical questions to the serpent, because God was not
seeking to lead the serpent to repentance; it was an amoral
creature. The Hebrew min translated "above" is also
translated "among"; the radical idea is "a part of... out of".
The same word is found in Ex. 9:20: "He that feared Yahweh
among the servants of Pharaoh"; Ex. 28:1 "Take Aaron and
his sons... from among the children of Israel"; Lev.



19:8:"That person shall be cut off from among his people".
Both context and the meaning of the word surely require that
the serpent was one of, amongst, the livestock and animals of
the field- it was an animal. Snakes today can hardly be
described as "livestock"- suggesting that the serpent was not
a snake as we now know the species.

It's tempting to think that there must be a connection between
the serpent and snakes we see today. But snakes do not eat
dust; and in any case, there are many varieties of snake. Yet
Genesis 3 speaks of a specific creature. My suggestion
therefore is that the serpent was a literal animal, on legs,
which could speak, or was given the power of speech, like
Balaam's donkey. Its punishment was to crawl on its belly
and eat dust. It's hard to describe snakes as 'crawling', which
implies legs or paws; and they don't eat dust. The serpent
was part of the environment required to bring about the
testing of Adam and Eve. But its punishment was to crawl
and eat dust- and then, this creature died and is now extinct.
That is why we continue to read of the man and woman in the
record, but nothing more is said about the creature known as
the serpent. It died and was never any more, foretelling how
the final conflict with the serpent's "seed" or spiritual
descendant would likewise end in total and permanent
destruction. In the description of Eden restored in Isaiah 65,
we encounter the cryptic comment: "And dust shall be the
serpent's food" (Is. 65:25), as if to say that although Eden
will be restored, the judgment upon the serpent was



permanent, and there will be no serpent in the restored Eden.
It did not reproduce, in contrast to the curse on the woman,
which allowed for reproduction. The comment that he was to
eat dust "all the days of your life" could suggest that this
creature would eat dust and then die- and never reproduce.
The "seed" of the serpent refers to those having the
characteristics of the historical serpent.

Phil. 3:19 has a number of allusions to the serpent, the
conflict predicted in Gen. 3:15 and the fall of Adam in Eden:
“Enemies [cp. ‘enmity’] of the cross of Christ. Their end is
destruction, their god is the belly (s.w. Gen. 3:14 LXX), they
glory in their shame”. The context speaks of the Judaizers-
they are presented, by way of allusion, as the serpent.

3:15 I will put enmity between you and the woman- In
contrast to the friendship between Eve and the serpent. I have
argued that whilst the serpent in Eden was a literal serpent, it
represents the conflict within the eretz between God's people
and sin/ temptation / idol worship etc. Ez. 25:15 and Ez.
35:5 use the same word to speak of "the old enmity" between
Israel and the other inhabitants of the land. This old enmity
continues to this day. The 'oldness' of it refers surely to the
enmity in Eden, between the serpent and the children of

God. In the first instance, we can imagine some undefined
particular conflict between the serpent and Eve. Perhaps she
particularly hated the creature, and fought with it until she
killed it by a blow to the head, after it had initially wounded
her heal. This scenario would be absolutely psychologically



likely; and the serpent would likewise have hated Eve. In the
bigger picture, Eve's conflict with the serpent speaks of the
struggle unto death between her great descendant, the Lord
Jesus, and all the things represented by the serpent- the
temptations, sins, wicked persons, deceivers who have all
the family likeness of that creature.

Gen. 3:15 prophesies that God will put hostility between the
serpent and the woman. This is not what we would expect to
hear if this were indeed speaking of a pre-existent Christ and
Satan. According to the orthodox understanding, the enmity
between them occurred in Heaven before Satan supposedly
came down to earth. Notice, too, that according to the
Biblical record in Gen. 3:15 it is God who created this
hostility, whereas the common view implies it was Satan's
hatred of God which was the original enmity.

And between your offspring and her offspring- Most usages
of zera, “offspring” or “seed”, when referring to a singular
individual, refer to an immediate offspring rather than to
some far off descendant. Perhaps the promise of salvation
could have potentially been fulfilled in a son of Eve, but this
didn’t happen, the required conditions weren’t met [whatever
they were], and so the fulfilment of the promise was deferred
until the Lord Jesus. This kind of promise and then deferment
and reapplication of fulfilment is common in the Bible’s
prophecies. In Hebrew thought, to be "a son of" something or
someone means to be identified with that entity, and to have
its characteristics. If indeed the offspring of the woman is the



Lord Jesus, we are surely to read Eve ultimately in a positive
light; despite her sin and the slowness we have noted in her
repentance. That initial inadequacy in repentance was
presumably replaced by not only full repentance, but also a
spiritually minded desire to put right the damage she had
done; not least by perhaps literally fighting the serpent unto
its death. It was this characteristic which was seen so fully in
the Lord Jesus.

He will bruise your head, and you will bruise his heel-
There's something of a wager here. Either the man kills the
snake by hitting it on the head, or the snake will bite the
man’s heel. He has to kill it outright, first time. See article
"David and Goliath" in 1 Sam. 17. Rom. 16:20 implies that
all Christian believers have a part in this victory bruise over
the serpent, in finality at the last day. In the Lord's death, we
see Judaism as the "generation of vipers" (Mt. 23:33), and
the Lord as the offspring of the woman overcoming them and
their particular manifestation of the serpent. "His heel" and
not "their heel" suggests that the offspring of the woman
refers to a singular individual, the Lord Jesus. It refers to all
believers insofar as they are in Him.

The Lord was beaten up at least three times: by the Jewish
guards, by Herod's men and by the Roman soldiers. In a
literal sense He was bruised for our iniquities, and chastised
for us to obtain the peace of sin forgiven (Is. 53:5). And the
Father surely foresaw all this back in Gen. 3:15, where the
promised seed was to be bruised.



We have so often over-reacted against others’ error to the
extent that we ourselves almost fall into error. A classic
example of this is in our perception of Mary. We all tend to
be children, and therefore victims, of reaction. Our recoil so
often blinds us to some aspects of value in the things we
reject. Over reaction against Roman Catholic abuses can
lead us to almost overlook the woman who was and is to be
blessed and honoured above all women; the woman whose
genes and parenting contributed to the sinless Son of God.
Gen. 3:15, the classic prophecy of the birth of Jesus, is
actually a specific prophecy of Mary the woman who would
give birth to the Lord. It was not to be merely " @ woman"
but the seed of a specific woman, the Hebrew implies- the
woman, i.e. Mary. Her spiritual perception is really
something to be marvelled at, bearing in mind it was
developed and articulated in a teenager who was likely
illiterate. All this said, Elisabeth Fiorenza sums up the other
side of the reality of Mary: “The [correct image of the] young
woman and teenage mother Miriam of Nazareth, probably not
more than twelve or thirteen years old, pregnant, frightened
and single... can subvert the tales of mariological fantasy
and cultural femininity. In the center of the Christian story
stands not the lovely ‘white lady’ of artistic and popular
imagination, kneeling in adoration before her son. Rather it is
the young pregnant woman living in occupied territory and
struggling against victimization and for survival and dignity.
It is she who holds out the offer of untold possibilities for...



christology and theology” (Elisabeth Schussler Fiorenza,
Jesus- Miriam’s Child, Sophia’s Prophet: Critical Issues In
Feminist Theology (New York: Continuum, 1994) p. 187).

The mutual antagonism between the two groups of travellers
in Proverbs is rooted in the opposition between snake and
woman in Gen. 3:15: "He that is upright in the way is
abomination to the wicked" (Proverbs 29:27).

Gen. 3:15 clearly prophesies the hope of redemption from
human sin, through the descendant of the woman [the Lord
Jesus Christ]. The pagan myths had no such concept of
salvation from sin. Sin against the gods could hasten death
and obedience to them could prolong life, but there was no
hope of real forgiveness of sin. And therefore there was no
hope of eternity in a promised land such as was preached to
Abraham in later sections of Genesis and which was
developed as a golden thread throughout the entire Bible,
namely the good news of the future Kingdom of God on earth.
Even a superman like Gilgamesh had to face the day of death,
“the unsparing death”. The hope of the resurrection of the
human body implied in the promises to the Jewish patriarchs
in Genesis and made explicit in later Scripture was simply
unknown in the pagan myths. It should be noted too that
obedience to Yahweh wasn’t seen as always, in every case,
extending mortal life now; because from Genesis onwards,
the Bible presents the perspective of God’s future, eternal
Kingdom as the time for reward and immortality. There are
times when God takes away the righteous from the evil of



this life (Is. 57:1- probably alluding to what God did to
Joash, 2 Kings 22:20 cp. 23:29). There are other Biblical
instances where the wicked have long life and prosperity in
this world. This is because the Bible presents the ultimate
judgment and reward of human life and faith as being at the
last day, and not right now. In Gilgamesh and the pagan
myths, only some of the gods had hope of resurrection, e.g.
Marduk (as mentioned in the Enuma Elish, Tablet
6:153,154). But humans certainly didn’t. The implication of
resurrection in the promises to Abraham, and the specific
statements about it in the later Old Testament (e.g. Job 19:25-
27; Dan. 12:2), thereby reflects a colossal value and
importance attached by God to the human person. What the
pagan myths reserved only for a few gods, Yahweh offers to
every human being who believes in His promises.

It's noteworthy that the prophecy of Christ's crucifixion in Is.
53:10 underlines that it was God who 'bruised' Christ there.
Gen. 3:15 says it was the seed of the serpent who bruised
Christ. Conclusion: God worked through the seed of the
serpent, God was [and is] totally in control. The serpent is
therefore not a symbol of radical, free flying evil which is
somehow outside of God's control, and which 'bruised' God's
Son whilst God was powerless to stop His Son being
bruised. Not at all. God was in control, even of the seed of
the serpent. However we finally wish to interpret "the seed
of the serpent", the simple fact is that God was in powerful
control of it/ him. Walter Brueggemann summarizes the



situation: “The Old Testament itself offers none of the
material through which Satan emerges as the popular figure
of tempter and devil. The propensity of Christians to reach
such a role in Genesis 3 is to project backward into the text
from later texts” (Walter Brueggemann, Reverberations of
Faith: A Theological Handbook of Old Testament Themes
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2002), p. 188).

3:16 To the woman He said, I will greatly multiply your
pain in childbirth. In pain you will bear children. Your
desire will be for your husband, and he will rule over you-
All judgment is appropriate to the sin which it is a response
to. Perhaps Eve ought to have concentrated upon obeying the
commandment to multiply, and she could have done so before
the fall without pain. She likewise ought to have had more
desire to support Adam in his mission and work in God's
garden; but instead she desired the serpent's rulership rather
than her husband's. And so she was punished by losing the
psychological independence which she had previously had.
Childbirth had been possible before the fall; that was not the
punishment. It was pain therein which was the punishment.
Her husband was to have ruled over her in that she was
designed to support him in her work; but now she was to
have a desire towards him which would effectively rob her
of the independence she had once enjoyed and abused.
"Desire" is literally a reaching out towards; instead of
putting forth her hand to reach out to the forbidden fruit, she



would instead reach out towards getting a husband, which
would result in him ruling over her.

The same Hebrew words for "desire" and "rule" occur in
Gen. 4:16: "And unto thee shall be his desire, and thou shalt
rule over him" (AV). The referent in the context is unclear; it
could be sin, or it could refer to Abel, whom Cain was
jealous of. But the idea is that whatever or whoever we
desire ends up effectively ruling over us. Whatever is
desired comes to dominate the desirer. This is not therefore a
command for men to rule over their wives; rather is it an
observation on the nature of things, stating that by reason of
having a desire for a man, the woman thereby allows the man
to ruler over her. And this is part of the curse.

3:17 To Adam He said, Because you have listened to your
wife § voice- Maybe the emphasis is on "your wife's voice",
rather than God's voice. Romans 5 describes Adam's failure
in a number of parallel ways: "transgression ...sin ...offence
...disobedience"” (Rom. 5:19). "Disobedience" translates a
Greek word which is uncommon. Strong defines it as
meaning 'inattention’, coming from a root meaning 'to
mishear'. It is the same word translated "neglect to hear" in
Mt. 18:17. Adam's sin, his transgression, his offence was
therefore not eating the fruit in itself; it was disobedience,
neglecting to hear. That this neglecting to hear God's word
seriously was at the root of his sin is perhaps reflected in
God's judgment on him.

And have eaten of the tree, of which I commanded you,



saying, ‘You shall not eat of it - There is so often a
connection between sin and its punishment. The sin of eating
(3:6,12) called forth a judgment which five times uses the
word ‘to eat’ in 3:17-19. Clearly judgment is appropriate to
the nature of the sin; the judgment is often to actually do the
forbidden action.

Cursed is the ground for your sake- The same words are
used about the cursing of the ground of eretz Israel because
of Israel’s disobedience, with associated cursing of the
animal creation there (Dt. 28:18). This yet again confirms
that the eretz in view is that of Israel rather than the whole
planet. So we are not to imagine the Angels as it were
smashing up the whole planet because Adam sinned. Rather,
the paradise in Eden, the erefz whose preparation was
described in Genesis 1, was again overrun by the vegetation
and beasts of the surrounding world; just as happened in a
moral sense when God's people went into captivity.

The classical view of the fall supposes that as Eve's teeth
sunk into the fruit, the first sin was committed, and soon
afterwards Adam followed suite, resulting in the curse
falling upon humanity. But was the eating of the fruit in fact
the first sin? If it was, then Eve sinned first. Straight away,
the Bible-minded believer comes up with a problem: the
New Testament unmistakably highlights Adam as the first
sinner; by Ais transgression sin entered the world (Rom.
5:12). So sin was not in the world before Ais transgression.
The ground was cursed for the sake of Adam's sin (Gen.



3:17). This all suggests that Eve wasn't the first sinner. The
fact Eve was deceived into sinning doesn't mean she didn't
sin (1 Tim. 2:14). She was punished for her sin; and in any
case, ignorance doesn't mean that sin doesn't count as sin
(consider the need for offerings of ignorance under the Law).
So, Eve sinned; but Adam was the first sinner, before Ais sin,
sin had not entered the world. We must also remember that
Eve was deceived by the serpent, and on account of this was
"(implicated / involved) in the transgression" (1 Tim. 2:14).
"The transgression" . Which transgression? Surely Adam's
(Rom. 5:14); by listening to the snake she became implicated
in Adam's sin. The implication is that "the transgression" was
already there for her to become implicated in it by listening
to the serpent. This is the very opposite to the idea of Adam
being implicated in Eve's sin.

The record of Adam's sin and the resulting curse can seem
simplistic; the punishment seems to far outweigh the crime,
the colossal penalty appears out of proportion to the sin. And
yet in that apparent lack of proportion is the very essence of
the message- that sin, any sin, is really that serious. There
can never again in our understanding be any such thing as a
little sin, a breaking of God's law which is inconsequential.
The more we reflect upon the deceptively simple record of
Adam's sin, the more we perceive how Adam's choice is that
of everyman in every sin; it was a choice between a total
"yes" or a total "no" to God. The desire was to know "good
and evil"; and this term is used as an idiom for "everything"



(Gen. 24:50; 2 Sam. 14:17,20), the whole area in between
good and evil is in this sense "everything" (cp. Gen. 31:24; 2
Sam. 13:22). Adam and Eve were attracted by the possibility
of experiencing everything, of having the total knowledge, the
omniscience, which is with God alone. Their failure was
more than simply eating a fruit; it involved rebellion and
pride, a desire to be equal with God. It was Auman pride
which clearly lead to the greatest fall imaginable; it was man
who wanted to rise up to be like God. To fantasize about
Satan's pride and fall is to tragically miss the entire point of
the narrative. It seems that human religions have struggled by
any means to wriggle out of the simple message- that human
sin brought about the fall.

In toil you will eat of it all the days of your life- God had
stated that Adam would surely die in the day he ate the fruit.
He is made to suffer consequences for his sin, but God
forgave him and did not slay him that day. He was told he
must till the ground “all the days” [plural] of his life (Gen.
3:17)- reflecting how in wrath God remembered mercy and
gave Adam many more days.

3:18 It will yield thorns and thistles to you- The terms
occur together only in Hos. 10:8, speaking of judgment to
come upon eretz Israel. Is. 32:13 speaks of thorns and briers
coming upon the eretz of Israel. Again I suggest we are to see
this curse as a de-creation of the paradise prepared within
eretz Israel, rather than a global, blanket statement about
changed conditions throughout the planet. As thorns and



thistles came up in the land [and those plants are unknown in
some parts of the planet], so they did again when Israel were
driven from their land (Gen. 3:18; Hos. 10:8). As Adam was
punished by returning to dust, so Israel would be destroyed
by dust (Dt. 28:24). The judgments on the eretz are therefore
appropriate to Israel and do not, I suggest, generally
describe things on a global scale. Literal thorns and thistles
only afflict parts of the planet- they are appropriate to the
land promised to Abraham but not to the tundra or the Polar
regions.

Prov. 24:30,31 envisage a field overgrown with thorns and
thistles as a result of a man's lack of wisdom and hard work.
The way of wisdom is to accept the parameters within which
we must now live; 2 Thess. 3:10 seems to argue that those
who deny these parameters, not working yet expecting to eat,
are not to be assisted. We are to work by wisdom to live as
far as we can beyond the curse rather than glorifying it.

And you will eat the plants of the field- The command had
been to "eat, eat!" of all the trees of the garden. Adam and
Eve had presumably not been obedient to this, and therefore
were attracted to the forbidden fruit. As noted on :17, the
judgment was appropriate to the sin being judged, in this
case, the sin of omission in not eating all the fruits of the
trees. Now, they were to have to eat the fruit of the earth, in
order to survive. Instead of eating the fruits of the trees
within Eden, they were to eat the plants of "the field", the



area outside Eden.

3:19 By the sweat of your face will you eat bread until you
return to the ground, for out of it you were taken. For you
are dust, and to dust you shall return- The picture is of a
man sweating even as he eats his food. The command to
cultivate the earth is therefore an invitation to working on
ourselves to bring forth fruit. The simple truths taught here
are resisted by almost every culture and religion; there is
always the idea of conscious survival of death, and that
somehow we are more than dust. It's possible to argue that
many aspects of the judgments were specifically relevant to
Adam and not necessarily to his posterity; for unlike Adam,
we are not taken out of the earth at our conception or birth,
we are not built from literal dust. And not all men work in
agriculture for a living. And some "eat bread" without
labouring for it (2 Thess. 3:10 alludes here), and many do not
go on working their fields literally right up to their deaths, as
implied here.

The Hebrew for "ground" is also translated "land". The idea
of returning to the land is therefore laced with hope; the same
words are used in Gen. 28:15 of Jacob returning to the land
promised to Abraham. Likewise of "returning to the land You
gave to their fathers" (1 Kings 8:34; Jer. 16:15; Jer. 42:12). It
was to therefore be through death and resurrection that we
can return to the ultimate land. In wrath He remembers
mercy; throughout these judgments there is laced the hope and



language of redemption. And in any situation we too are
called to discipline others, there must be this same hope and
working towards redemption.

The punishment of death which is introduced in early
Genesis was created and executed by the same one God who
also created the world and the opportunity of eternal life.
Gilgamesh and the pagan myths presented whole groups of
gods as responsible for and presiding over death and the
underworld, and another, separate, pantheon of gods as
involved in creation. The Biblical emphasis upon one God is
significant and unusual; it is Yahweh who sends man back to
the dust from which He created him, and the same Yahweh
who is in total control of sheol [the grave or underworld],
and in a sense even present there (Dt. 32:22; Job 26:6; Ps.
139:7,8; Prov. 15:11; Am. 9:2). The state of the dead is
defined in Genesis as a return to dust, and later Scripture
emphasizes that this means unconsciousness, for the righteous
merely a sleep in hope of bodily resurrection. This was
radically different to the ideas espoused by the peoples
amongst whom Israel travelled and lived. The dead dwell in
silence (Ps. 94:17; 115:17) having returned to dust, and as
such don’t become disembodied spirit beings which were
later understood as ‘demons’. The whole concept of demons
was in this sense not allowed to even develop in the minds of
God’s people by the definitions of death which Moses
presented in the Pentateuch. The utter supremacy of God is



taught in the Genesis record in a way it never is in any of the
other myths.

Moses speaks of how God says to each dying man "Return,
you children of men" (Ps. 90:3)- as if Moses understood to
speak the words of Gen. 3:19 to every man who dies.
Likewise the Lord spoke as if the Jews of His day ought to
be hearing Moses and the prophets speaking to them in
urgent warning (Lk. 16:31); yet despite studying their words
syallable by syllable, the Jews didn't in fact perceive it was
a living word speaking to them directly and urgently.

3:20 The man called his wife Eve, because she was the
mother of all living- If Adam only named his wife after the
fall, we find yet another reason for thinking that the fall
occurred very soon after creation. Everything in the
surrounding context here is negative, and this probably is too.
Adam first called his wife "woman", but after the fall he
called her "Eve" because he recognized she was the mother
of living ones. By doing so he seems to be recognizing his
failure of not reproducing through her as God had originally
asked him. The way they immediately produce a child after
the fall is surely an expression of their repentance. The curse
upon them involved bringing forth children, and this is
effectively Adam’s curse of Eve. Similarly he names his son
“Abel”, the Hebrew word usually translated “vanity”, also in
allusion to the curse. Read this way, we can more
comfortably understand “the mother of all living” as not



necessarily meaning that all human beings descended from
Eve. For I have demonstrated at length that the focus of the
Genesis creation is upon the situation in eretz Israel, and
there is no attempt at explaining the origins of things on the
level of the cosmos or the planet earth. When we read that
Eve was "the mother of all living" (Gen. 3:20), this was in
its primary application explaining to the Israelites in the
wilderness where they ultimately originated from. Israel
were to trace their first origins and parents back not merely
to Abraham, but to Adam and Eve. Num. 35:3 [Heb.] uses the
term to describe the "all living" of the congregation of Israel;
indeed, that Hebrew word translated "living" is translated
"congregation", with reference to the congregation of Israel
(Ps. 68:10; 74:19). Note how the Hebrew idea of 'all living'
repeatedly occurs in the account of the flood (Gen. 6:19;
8:1,17 etc.)- which we will later suggest was a flood local to
the area which the Israelites knew and which had been
ultimately promised to Abraham. "All living" things which
were taken into the ark therefore needn't refer to literally
every living thing which lives upon the planet, but rather to
those species which lived in the flooded area, the earth / land
/ eretz promised to Abraham. I've explained elsewhere that
the garden of Eden can be understood as the land promised to
Abraham, perhaps specifically being located around
Jerusalem, the intended geographical focus for God's people;
and that the term eretz can be used to describe the land



promised to Abraham rather than the whole planet.

3:21 Yahweh God made coats of skins for Adam and for his
wife, and clothed them- Adam sinned, and God responded to
that ineffable tragedy by giving him a “coat” of skin. The
same Hebrew word is used concerning the priestly robe.
Here we see again the positive nature of our God. There was
Adam, pining away in the shame of his sin; and God dresses
him up like a priest, to go forward to gain forgiveness for
him and his wife; and perhaps later on he used that same coat
in coming to God to obtain further forgiveness for others
through sacrifice. Rev. 13:8 speaks of the lamb slain from the
foundation of the world; so presumably a lamb was slain,
setting up the principle that without shedding of blood there
is no remission of sins. And here we meet the idea of the
imputed righteousness of the slain lamb (the Christ) being
imputed to us. Note that "made" is the same word used of
God's 'making' of things in the creation record of chapter 1.
That creation was a 'making' from pre-existing material,
rather than ex nihilo.

3:22 - see on Gen. 1:7,8

Yahweh God said, Behold, the man has become like one of
us- One of a number of examples in Genesis of God being in
internal dialogue and almost struggle towards a decision
(Gen. 1:26; Gen. 6:3,7; Gen. 8:21,22; Gen. 11:6,7). It could



refer to Angels, but it could equally be the Hebrew plural of
majesty, whereby a plural is used for a singular being. In a
sense, God allowed man to become like Him. This is a
guarantee that He is just as capable of allowing us to be
coming fully like Him in the promised transformation to the
Divine nature at the last day.

Knowing good and evil- The Hebrew idea of 'knowing'
effectively speaks of experience or relationship. The idea
here is not so much that Adam and Eve now knew how to tell
good from evil in moral terms, but rather that they would
now experience good and evil. One simple implication is
that God almighty has experience of evil; He is not separate
from our sufferings nor is He unable to enter into them. And
that feature of God was expressed in its ultimate term in His
begetting a Son, who would suffer across the entire physical
and psychological spectrum of human experience.

If we insist that the "us" refers to Angels, then we reflect that
it was presumably in one of the previous creations that the
Angels were developed. They have knowledge of good and
evil, just as fallen man has. This could suggest that they too
had the experience of temptation and choice between sin and
obedience. Job speaks of the angels who were charged with
folly as if this fact was well known (Job 4:18). John Thomas
suggests that the "angels that sinned" in 2 Pet. 2:4 lived at
this time. There is no doubt that this passage in Peter, and the
parallel in Jude, has some reference to Korah's rebellion.



However, there are many such warnings to God's people
which combine reference to more than one historical event,
and it could be the same here: as if to say, 'History repeats
itself. The angels that sinned so long ago went through in
principle the same process of apostasy as Korah's company,
and you too are capable of falling from grace in the same
basic way'.

Now, lest he reach out his hand, and also take of the tree of
life, and eat, and live forever...- Here again in wrath God
remembered mercy. To allow fallen humans to live eternally
in that state would have been cruel. Again, judgment for sin
still expresses God's grace and sensitivity toward the human
condition.

3:23 Therefore Yahweh God sent him out from the garden of
Eden- As noted on :22, the "therefore" means that the sending
of Adam out of Eden was an act of grace, albeit shrouded in
the experience of judgment. We note that the couple are
addressed in Adam; "him" and not "them". This may explain
why Adam is spoken of in Rom. 5:12 as the "one man" by
whom sin entered the world, when in fact it was Eve who
appears to have sinned first in chronological terms.

To cultivate the ground from which he was taken- Adam
was made from that "ground" and was to return to it. But in
his lifetime, he was "to cultivate" that ground. This suggests
that human life is lived within the parameters of the curse,



but throughout it, we are to cultivate that condition to
produce fruit. Solomon makes the point that he who
cultivates his ground shall have blessing, and this is the way
of wisdom (Prov. 12:11; Prov. 28:19). Again we have the
hint that accepting the parameters of our fallen condition, but
working within them for fruit, is the way of wisdom and
blessing. Indeed Jer. 27:11 speaks of cultivating the ground
[the same words are used] within the eretz as the sign of
blessing.

3:24 So He drove out the man- Just as Adam and Eve were
exiled to the East, so Judah fled East of Jerusalem (Jer.
52:12-16) and then further East, to Babylon. Babylon [which
is Babel] was built by men travelling East from Eden (Gen.
11:2). Again we see an identity between Eden and the land of
Israel. The garden is not spoken of as being destroyed,
suggesting that the hope of returning to Eden was always the
ultimate plan God worked towards. The Hebrew for "drove
out" is used of the Canaanite nations being driven out of the
eretz (Ex. 23:28-31) by an Angel (Ex. 33:2; 34:11), and of
Israel too being driven out of the same area (Ez. 36:5; Hos.
9:15). The language of driving out suggests reluctance on
Adam's part; another indication that his response to his sin
was not initially of an ideal quality. He excused himself, and
then resisted the judgment which came. Instead of dying the
very day he sinned, Adam was instead driven out of Eden.
This seems to be an example of where God can change His
mind and ameliorate His judgments, by grace alone, as He



did with Nineveh. And He does so even when His grace isn't
appreciated by those like Adam who are experiencing it.

And He placed Cherubs at the east of the garden of Eden,
and the flame of a sword which turned every way, to guard
the way to the tree of life- Eden, the trees of life and
knowledge and the Cherubs are no longer around, and there
is no record of their removal. We are therefore encouraged to
see this entire situation as the creation account of chapter 1-
a kind of vision, which is all the same to be treated as real
and literal enough, and yet which cannot be pushed to its
final term as literalism. That is not the genre of the material.

It could be argued that the Cherubs were not Angels but some
visual representation of Divine entities; on the basis that
there was to be no image made of anything in heaven, and yet
the pattern of cherubim are found in the tabernacle (Ex.
25:20) and the temple, and here we have what appear to be
literal visual replicas, as were the winged figures over the
mercy seat. But it has to be said that the visions of the
cherubim and living creatures all seem to have Angelic
associations. One of the clearest is that the cherubim were to
keep "the way" to the tree of life (Gen. 3:24), whereas the
keeping of the way is later said to be in the control of
Angels- e.g. in Gen. 18:19 the Angels decide Abraham will
keep "the way of the Lord", implying they were the ones
guarding it; and in Ex. 32:8 the Angel talking with Moses on
Sinai comments "They have turned aside quickly out of the
way which I commanded them" (see too Dt. 9:10,12). But



this is not to say the cherubim were themselves Angels. They
appear to be identified here with the flaming sword, and we
recall Ps. 104:4 "Who makes His angels spirits; His
ministers a flaming fire".

Umberto Cassuto, as one of Judaism's most painstakingly
detailed expositors of the Torah, has observed that the
entities referred to in Genesis 1-3, such as the serpent, the
cherubim etc., are spoken of in such a way that implies that
Israel were familiar with the ideas. Cassuto notes the use of
the definite article- the cherubim, the flaming sword- when
talking about things which have not been mentioned earlier in
the record. He concludes that therefore these things "were
already known to the Israelites. The implies that their story
had been recounted in some ancient composition current
among the people . The intention of Genesis was therefore to
define these ideas correctly, to explain to Israel the truth
about the things of which they had heard in very rambling and
incorrect form in the various legends and epic stories they
had encountered in Egypt and amongst the Canaanite tribes.

The Hebrew idea of 'placing' has the sense of tabernacling,
Hence Vine: "At the east of the Garden of Eden, He caused to
dwell in a tabernacle the Cherubim and the flaming sword".
Both the wilderness tabernacle and the Jerusalem temple
faced east. The idea was that Adam was being taught that
there was a way back to Eden although in this life, Eden was
unobtainable in its full sense. And by offering sacrifice and
worshipping East of Eden, he was as we are- on the very



brink of eternity and direct face to face fellowship with God.
Perhaps the fire from the flaming sword devoured the
sacrifices as a sign of acceptance. According to Ez. 1:10, the
cherubim had faces, and this would explain why Cain
lamented that he had been driven out from the faces [plural]
(Gen. 4:14 Heb.). In our days we have no such visible
sanctuary; but we can in Christ partake in some sense of the
tree of life (Prov. 3:18), so certain is the offer and
experience of the life eternal for the believer today. We stand
both in the tabernacle, and in some hazy sense even beyond
it- in Christ.

According to Lk. 19:23, the Lord will shew the unworthy
how they could have entered the Kingdom. This is after the
pattern of rejected Adam and Eve having the way to the tree
of life clearly shown to them after their rejection (Gen.
3:23,24). Again, notice how the judgment is for the education
of those judged and those who witness it. He will shew them
how they should have given their talent, the basic Gospel, to
others, and therefore gained some interest.

Adam: The First Sinner

The classical view of the fall supposes that as Eve's teeth
sunk into the fruit, the first sin was committed, and soon
afterwards Adam followed suite, resulting in the curse
falling upon humanity. What I want to discuss is whether the
eating of the fruit was in fact the first sin. If it was, then Eve



sinned first. Straight away, the Bible-minded believer comes
up with a problem: the New Testament unmistakably
highlights Adam as the first sinner; by Ais transgression sin
entered the world (Rom. 5:12). So sin was not in the world
before his transgression. The ground was cursed for the sake
of Adam's sin (Gen. 3:17). This all suggests that Eve wasn't
the first sinner. The fact Eve was deceived into sinning
doesn't mean she didn't sin (1 Tim. 2:14). She was punished
for her sin; and in any case, ignorance doesn't mean that sin
doesn't count as sin (consider the need for offerings of
ignorance under the Law). So, Eve sinned; but Adam was the
first sinner, before Ais sin, sin had not entered the world. We
must also remember that Eve was deceived by the snake, and
on account of this was "(implicated / involved) in the
transgression" (1 Tim. 2:14). "The transgression". Which
transgression? Surely Adam's (Rom. 5:14); by listening to the
snake she became implicated in Adam's sin. The implication
is that "the transgression" was already there for her to
become implicated in it by listening to the serpent. This is the
very opposite to the idea of Adam being implicated in Eve's
sin.

So I want to suggest that in fact the eating of the fruit was not
the first sin; it was the final physical consequence of a series
of sins, spiritual weakness and sinful attitudes on Adam's
part. They were mainly sins of omission rather than
commission, and for this reason we tend to not notice them;
just as we tend to treat our own sins of omission far less



seriously than our sins of commission. What happened in
Eden was that the garden was planted, Adam was placed in
it, and commanded not to eat of the tree of knowledge. The
animals are then brought before him for naming; then he is put
into a deep sleep, and Eve is created. Then the very first
command Adam and Eve jointly received was to have
children, and go out into the whole earth (i.e. out of the
Garden of Eden) and subdue it to themselves (Gen. 1:28).
The implication is that this command was given as soon as
Eve was created. There he was, lying down, with his wife
beside him, "a help meet"; literally, 'an opposite one'. And
they were commanded to produce seed, and then go out of the
garden and subdue the earth. It would have been obvious to
him from his observation of the animals that his wife was
physiologically and emotionally designed for him to produce
seed by. She was designed to be his 'opposite one', and there
she was, lying next to him. Gen. 2:24 implies that he should
have cleaved to her and become one flesh by reason of the
very way in which she was created out of him. And yet he
evidently did not have intercourse with her, seeing that they
failed to produce children until after the fall. If he had
consummated his marriage with her, presumably she would
have produced children (this deals a death blow to the
fantasies of Adam and Eve having an idyllic sexual
relationship in Eden before the fall). Paul saw Eve at the
time of her temptation as a virgin (2 Cor. 11:2,3). Instead,
Adam put off obedience to the command to multiply. There



seems an allusion to this in 1 Cor. 7:5, where Paul says that
married couples should come together in intercourse "lest
Satan (cp. the serpent) tempt you for your incontinency".
Depending how closely one reads Scripture, there may be
here the suggestion that Paul saw Adam's mistake in Eden as
not 'coming together' with his wife.

But Adam said something to Eve (as they lay there?). He
alone had been commanded not to eat the tree of knowledge.
Yet when Eve speaks to the serpent, it is evident that Adam
had told her about it, but not very deeply. She speaks of "the
tree that is in the midst of the garden" rather than "the tree of
knowledge". She had been told by Adam that they must not
even touch it, even though this is not what God had told
Adam (Gen. 2:16,17 cp. 3:2,3). So we are left with the idea
that Adam turned to Eve and as it were wagged his finger at
her and said 'Now you see that tree over there in the middle,
don't you even touch it or else there'll be trouble, O.K.". She
didn't understand, he didn't explain that it was forbidden
because it was the tree of knowledge, and so she was
deceived into eating it- unlike Adam, who understood what
he was doing (1 Tim. 2:14) (1). Adam's emphasis was on not
committing the sin of eating the fruit; he said nothing to her
about the need to multiply and subdue the earth.

The next we know, Adam and Eve have separated, she is
talking to the snake, apparently indifferent to the command to
subdue the animals, to be their superiors, rather than listen to
them as if they actually had superior knowledge. When the



snake questioned: "Yea, hath God said, Ye shall not eat of
every tree..." (Gen. 3:1), Eve was in a weak position
because Adam hadn't fully told her what God had said.
Hence she was deceived, but Adam wasn't.

So, why didn't Adam tell her more clearly what God had
said? I would suggest that he was disillusioned with the wife
God gave him; he didn't have intercourse with her as he had
been asked, he separated from her so that she was alone with
the snake. "The woman, whom thou gavest to be with me, she
gave me of the tree..." (Gen. 3:12) seems to reflect more than
a hint of resentment against Eve and God's provision of her.
Not only was Adam disillusioned with Eve, but he failed to
really take God's word seriously. Romans 5 describes
Adam's failure in a number of parallel ways:

"transgression... sin... offence... disobedience (Rom. 5:19)".
"Disobedience" translates a Greek word which is
uncommon. Strong defines it as meaning 'inattention', coming
from a root meaning 'to mishear'. It is the same word
translated "neglect to hear" in Mt. 18:17. Adam's sin, his
transgression, his offence was therefore not eating the fruit in
itself; it was disobedience, neglecting to hear. That this
neglecting to hear God's word seriously was at the root of his
sin is perhaps reflected in God's judgment on him: "Because
thou hast hearkened unto the voice of thy wife..." rather than
God's voice (Gen. 3:17).

Adam's sin was therefore a neglecting to seriously hear
God's word, a dissatisfaction with and effective rejection of



his God-given wife, a selfish unwillingness to leave the
garden of Eden and go out and subdue the earth (cp. our
natural instincts), and a neglection of his duty to multiply
children in God's image (cp. preaching and pastoral work).
All these things were sins of omission; he may well have
reasoned that he would get round to them later. All these
wrong attitudes and sins of omission, apparently unnoticed
and uncondemned, led to the final folly of eating the fruit: the
first sin of commission. And how many of our more public
sins are prefaced by a similar process? Truly Adam's sin
was the epitome of all our sins. Romans 5 points an
antithesis between Adam and Christ. Adam's one act of
disobedience which cursed us is set off against Christ's one
act of righteousness which blessed us. Yet Christ's one act
was not just His death; we are saved by His life too (Rom.
5:10). Christ lived a life of many acts of righteousness and
refusal to omit any part of His duty, and crowned it with one
public act of righteousness in His death. The implication is
that Adam committed a series of disobediences which
culminated in one public act of commission: he ate the fruit.

There are three lines of argument which confirm this picture
of what happened in Eden which we have presented. Firstly,
Adam and Eve were ashamed at their nakedness. Perhaps
this was because they realized what they should have used
their sexuality for. Eating the tree of knowledge gave them
knowledge of good (i.e. they realized the good they should
have done in having children) and also evil (the capacities of



their sexual desire?). Adam first called his wife "woman",
but after the fall he called her "Eve" because he recognized
she was the mother of living ones (Gen. 3:20). By doing so
he seems to be recognizing his failure of not reproducing
through her as God had originally asked him. The way they
immediately produce a child after the fall is surely an
expression of their repentance.

Secondly, it seems that God punishes sin in a way which is
appropriate to the sin. Consider how David so often asks
God to take the wicked in their own snare- and how often
this happens. The punishment of Adam and Eve was
appropriate to the sins they committed. What Adam wasn't
bothered to do, i.e. have intercourse with his woman, became
the very thing which now every fallen man will sell his soul
for. They ate the tree of knowledge, they knew they were
naked, and then Adam knew Eve (Gen. 4:1); this chain of
connection certainly suggests that sexual desire, whilst not
wrong in itself, was part of the result of eating the tree. There
is an artless poetic justice and appropriacy in this which
seems simply Divine. What they couldn't be bothered to do
became the very thing which has probably generated more
sin and desire to do than anything else. Adam was to rule
over Eve as a result of the fall- the very thing he wasn't
bothered to do. Eve's punishment was that her desire was for
her husband- perhaps suggesting that she too had no desire
for Adam sexually, and therefore was willing to delay
obedience to the command to multiply. They were both



driven out of the garden- perhaps reflecting how they should
have left the garden in obedience to God's command to go out
and subdue the natural creation to themselves. Because Adam
wasn't bothered to do this, even when it was within his
power, therefore nature was given a special power against
man which he would never be able to overcome, and which
would eventually defeat him (Gen. 3:17-19). This all shows
the logic of obedience; we will be made to pay the price of
obedience even if we disobey- therefore it is logical to

obey.

Thirdly, there seems evidence that the eating of the fruit
happened very soon after their creation. Eve hadn't seen the
tree before the serpent pointed it out to her (Gen. 3:6); and
consider that they could eat of all the trees, but not of the tree
of knowledge. But what about the tree of life? This wasn't
forbidden, and yet had they eaten of it, they would have lived
for ever. We are told that this tree brings forth fruit every
month (Rev. 22:2); so presumably it had not fruited, implying
the fall was within the first month after creation.

The practical outcome of what happened in Eden is that we
are to see in Adam's sin an epitome of our essential
weaknesses. And how accurate it is. His failure was
principally due to sins of omission, of delaying to do God's
will because it didn't take his fancy. Time and again Biblical
history demonstrates that sins of silence and omission are
just as fatal as sins of public, physical commission (e.g. Gen.
20:16; 38:10). To omit to hate evil is the same as to commit



it (Ps. 36:4). Because David omitted to enforce the Law's
requirements concerning the transport of the tabernacle, a
man died. His commission of good didn't outweigh his
omission here (1 Chron. 15:13). The Jews were condemned
by the Lord for building the sepulchers of the prophets
without erecting a placard stating that their fathers had killed
them. We have a debt to preach to the world; we are their
debtors, and yet this isn't how we often see it (Rom. 1:14).
Israel sinned not only by worshipping idols but by thereby
omitting to worship God as He required (1 Sam. 8:8). Adam
stayed in the garden rather than go out to subdue the earth.
Our equivalent is our spiritual selfishness, our refusal to look
outside of ourselves into the world of others. Because things
like disinterest in preaching or inattention to subduing our
animal instincts are sins of omission rather than commission,
we too tend to overlook them. We effectively neglect to hear
God's word, although like Adam we may make an
appearance of half-heartedly teaching it to others. And even
when we do this, like Adam we tend to focus on avoidal of
committing sin rather than examining ourselves for the
likelihood of omission, not least in our lack of spiritual
responsibility for others. Because of his spiritual laziness,
Adam's sin led Eve into deception and thereby sin, and
brought suffering on untold billions. His sin is the epitome of
ours. So let us really realize: none of us sins or is righteous
unto ourselves. There are colossal ramifications of our every
sin and our every act of righteousness on others.



Notes

(1) There are similarities in more conservative Christian
groups; e.g. the father or husband who lays the law down
about the need for wearing head coverings without
explaining to his wife or daughter why.



GENESIS CHAPTER 4

4:1 The man knew Eve his wife- See on Gen. 3:6 10 be
desired to make one wise. The couple had been commanded
to have children before the fall. Perhaps their sin of omission
was appropriately judged by humanity being given such a
strong desire for sexual experience, which is designed for
procreation. What they couldn't be bothered to do now
became the very thing humans are crazy to do at all costs. Or
it could be that they sinned on their first day of life in the
garden. For Adam only got around to naming Eve after the
fall; and there was apparently no fruit on the tree of life,
which according to Revelation bore its fruits every month.

She conceived, and gave birth to Cain- Think of what the
Hebrew word “Cain” means- for he is alluded to by the Lord
as the epitome of the “devil”, the “murderer from the
beginning”, the archetypical sinner (Jn. 8:44- perhaps
because Adam and Eve’s sin was forgiven, whereas Cain
was the first impenitent sinner). “Cain is defined on the basis
of a double Hebrew etymology, as ‘possession’ (from gana =
acquire) and ‘envy’ (from gana = be envious)” (Martin
Hengel, Property And Riches In The Early Church (London:
S.C.M.,, 1974) p. 1). Personal possession is almost- almost-
inextricably linked with envy, and led to the lies and murder
for which Cain was noted by the Lord. To have a strong
sense of our personal ‘possessions’ will lead us into the
same sins. Indeed, it’s the epitome of ‘the devil’. The naming
of Cain would suggest a cynicism in Adam and Eve, although



Eve is set up as the prototype for the Lord Jesus [as the seed
of the woman] and Adam is the basis for the second Adam,
the Lord Jesus. This could all suggest that they later repented
more fully.

There is no direct linguistic connection between 'Cain' and
'Canaan', but there may well be a word play, as they sound
similar. In this case, the Canaanites with whom Israel were
to struggle were to be seen as the spiritual descendants of
Cain. But Moses wrote Genesis, presumably during the 40
years wandering. He therefore wrote it in a context- of
explaining things to Israel as they stumbled through that
wilderness, wondering who they were, where they came
from, where they were headed- and which of the myths about
'beginnings' they heard from the surrounding peoples were in
fact true. The Israelites, for example, encountered the Kenites
[Heb. Qeni], a wandering, nomadic tribe whom nobody
wanted much to do with as they were perceived to be cursed
(Gen. 15:19; Num. 24:21,22). Gen. 4 explains why they were
like this- they were the descendants of Cain [Heb. Qayin],
who was punished with an unsettled existence because of his
sin.

And said, I have gotten a man with Yahweh's help- "Gotten"
is really 'redeemed' or "purchased’, and is a play on the word
'Cain'. It could be that Eve hoped that their redemption was
to be achieved through this child. Her disappointment in Cain
would therefore look ahead to the failure of Israel and the
Jewish system to bring about redemption, even if it were in



some ways potentially possible through them. It has been
suggested that the Hebrew here could be translated "A man,
the Yahweh", Rotherham "I have gotten a man even Yahweh",
as if she hoped to see Yahweh manifest in this man child. In
this case, we would have another indication that Cain could
have potentially been the Divinely provided seed and
Saviour- but he messed up, because he failed to perceive the
need for blood sacrifice to atone for sin. This again would
confirm how Jn. 8:44 reads him as a prototype of Israel gone
wrong. It could be that we see similar Messianic hopes in the
naming of Seth, and also of Noah, whom it was hoped would
remove the curse upon the earth (Gen. 5:29 LXX). These
early people clearly expected the coming of a Messianic man
child, born of their seed. But they were disappointed at every
turn- sharpening their need for the Son of God.

4:2 Again she gave birth, to Cain's brother Abel. Abel was a
keeper of sheep, but Cain was a cultivator of the ground-
Adam's curse had been to cultivate the ground; but Abel
evidently saw beyond the parameters of the curse, and kept
sheep instead. Just as we too can see and act beyond the
parameters of our fallen condition, whilst still subject to it.
Or this could be another evidence that the judgments
pronounced upon Adam were directed at him personally, and
not all his descendants were to experience every aspect of
them. For not all get their living from the soil. Perhaps we
can see in Cain's love of the ground a glorification of the



curse; for "cultivator" translates a Hebrew word more
commonly translated "servant” or "worshipper". It was by
their choice of employment that the brothers were
demonstrating their thinking about God. They knew animal
sacrifice was required; and Abel concerned himself with this
as a means of daily livelihood.

4:3 As time passed- This could refer to some appointed feast
or sacrifice day approaching.

It happened that Cain brought an offering to Yahweh from
the fruit of the ground- The fact his offering wasn't accepted
suggests that animal sacrifice had already been instituted, and
Cain was not simply judged as having offered a second best,
but rather as having offered something distinctly
unacceptable. He failed to perceive that he too was a sinner,
needing remission of sins connected with the shedding of
blood (Heb. 9:22). Perhaps he like many today chose to
blame his weaknesses on his parents and environment, rather
than taking personal responsibility. Perhaps he lacked the
humility to ask his brother for an animal.

4:4 Abel also brought- The Hebrew can mean that he also
brought an animal, as if he also brought fruits of the earth as
Cain had done. In this case, we see Cain representing the
Judaist attitude of justification by works; whereas Abel
recognized his sin, and the need for atonement through blood
shedding. The works of his hands were offered as gratitude
for that gracious forgiveness; whereas Cain thought that his
own works alone were the basis for acceptability with God.



This same difference in motivation for works is alive and
well today.

Some of the firstborn of his flock and of its fat. Yahweh
respected Abel and his offering- Many connections are
visible in early Genesis to the later law of Moses (here to
Num. 18:15-17). There were elements of that law in
existence from these early days onwards. The respect of
Yahweh was presumably shown by the fire from the
cherubim/ flaming sword consuming the sacrifice, as
happened when Samson's parents offered (also Lev. 9:24; 1
Kings 18:38; 2 Chron. 7:1) . Yahweh's respect was to "Abel
[personally] and his offering", as if a person's sacrifice is
"them". We are not simply acceptable to God by making a
few cursor movements on a screen, by purely internal ideas.
There has to be sacrifice in some form. Heb. 11:4 says that
God testified to Abel's sacrifices, because he was
"righteous". But his shedding of blood was a recognition of
his own unrighteousness. Belief in forgiveness therefore of
itself makes us "righteous" in that if sin is forgiven, then
righteousness is imputed to us.

4:5 But He didn 't respect Cain and his offering. Cain was
very angry, and the expression on his face fell- The 'faces'
of the cherubim and flaming sword did not accept Cain's
offering, God did not "look" ["respect"] toward it, and so
Cain's face also fell. 1 Jn. 3:12 explains that Cain slew Abel
because his own works were "evil" and his brother's
"righteous". To trust in our own works is "evil", and to



confess our sin and throw ourselves in faith upon the Lord's
shed blood is "righteous". We have here presented for all
time the root of jealousy- a sense that another is closer to
God than ourselves. This has been the deep motive for so
much tension and evil between brethren. And we are warned
against it right at the beginning of the Biblical record.

4:6 Yahweh said to Cain, Why are you angry? Why has the
expression of your face fallen?- Another example of the
questions in early Genesis being rhetorical. God was as ever,
seeking repentance and reformation; and He provokes
questions in our consciences for the same reason. We too
need to probe the reasons for our anger. The question "Why
are you angry?" often reveals our own inadequacies and
depth failings. The instinctive reply is "Because he / she /
you... did this or that". But the ultimate reason is because we
have sinned or failed. All through these early chapters we
see God's earnest passion for human repentance in the light
of human sin, rather than judging or rejecting immediately.

4:7 If you do well, will it not be lifted up?- The Hebrew in
this verse is hard to conclusively translate. I have earlier
suggested that Cain assumed he was 'doing well', was
justified by his own works, and had no sin to be atoned for.
In this case, the idea would be: 'If you really are righteous by
your own works, would your sacrifice not have been
accepted?'. And so the paradox is that by confession of sin



and recognition of weakness, we are righteous before God.
Acceptable sacrifice, in whatever form, is based around
recognition of sin and a rejection of all works-based
thinking.

The LXX here is worthy of consideration. Due weight must
be given to the fact that the New Testament nearly always
quotes from the LXX rather than the Masoretic text [the
Hebrew Old Testament]; and when there is a difference
between the two texts, the New Testament often quotes the
LXX rather than the MT. The LXX here suggests what I have
developed elsewhere in this exposition- that the sin of Cain
was not in offering non-blood offerings, but in his attitude to
his brother Abel: "Hast thou not sinned if thou hast brought it
rightly, but not rightly divided it?". His offering was "right",
but his attitude to his brother was wrong. It could even be
that the Lord alludes here in saying that if we bring our gift to
the altar and there remember that we have some issue with
our brother- we are to sort that out first, as a priority,
otherwise we will be offering unacceptably (Mt. 5:23,24).

If you don 't do well, sin crouches at the door. Its desire is
for you, but you are to rule over it- "Sin" could here be read
as referring to a sin offering, an animal which God had sent
to the door of the sanctuary, providing Cain with every
opportunity now to do what was right. Likewise, the
sacrificial lamb has been conveniently provided for all
sinners and all those who think they can be justified by
works. Just as the animal was made to come and crouch



down at the entrance to the sanctuary, so God really does all
possible to provide us with the way to acceptable fellowship
with Him. Cain as the firstborn was the family priest. He
apparently lost credibility when the fire came down and
consumed Abel’s offering, but not his. Immediately it seemed
that Abel was going to usurp Cain as the family priest.
Therefore he was told to offer the animal that was
‘crouching’ at the door of the meeting place, and then “unto
thee shall be his [Abel’s] desire, and thou shalt rule over
him” (Gen. 4:7 AV). Surely this means that if Cain had
openly recognized his mistake and then done the right thing,
he would have risen to even higher levels of spiritual
credibility with his younger brother.

The language of desire and rulership is taken directly from
the curse upon Eve in relation to her desire for Adam.

"Sin" however can be read literally, as sin. There is a
doctrine of a new creation in Christ (2 Cor. 5:17), whereby
we really can be made new people. This is a ladder to reach
to the stars. We can overcome sin, bad habits and thought
patterns; sin may seek to get us, but we can rule over it. We
may well think that we can’t; the way was set, the die cast,
the destiny mapped out, the genes determined; our
background, upbringing, life path was as it was, and so we
are as we are. But we can be made new. Sin need no longer
have dominion over us, as Paul says in Romans 6; or as early
Genesis puts it here, “you shall rule over [sin]”. We are not
debtors to sin (Rom. 8:12)- sin is not inevitable. But most



people fail to see beyond the very limited horizons of both
their nature and their immediate life. Earth’s curvature means
that we can’t see beyond horizons; but we can, if we wish,
know what is there.

John Steinbeck, who was hardly a Biblical Christian, was
fascinated by the early chapters of Genesis, and his 1952
novel East Of Eden is evidently his commentary upon them.
And he finds no place for a 'Satan' figure. Instead, he is
struck by the comment to Cain that although sin crouches at
the door, "do thou / thou mayest rule over him". Steinbeck
concluded from this that victory over sin and the effects of
Adam's sin is possible; and therefore we're not bound by
some superhuman Satan figure, nor by an over-controlling
Divine predestination to sin and failure. There's a passage in
chapter 24 of the novel that bears quoting; I find it deeply
inspirational, and another example of the practical import of
the correct understanding of early Genesis: "It is easy out of
laziness, out of weakness, to throw oneself onto the lap of the
deity, saying, "I couldn't help it; the way was set". But think
of the glory of the choice! That makes a man a man. A cat has
no choice; a bee must make honey. There's no godliness
there... these verses are a history of mankind in any age or
culture or race... this is a ladder to climb to the stars... it cuts
the feet from under weakness and cowardliness and
laziness... because "thou mayest" rule over sin". The
practical inspiration ought to be evident; all further
commentary is bathos.



4:8 Cain said to Abel, his brother, Lets go into the field-
This may simply mean that they exited the sanctuary together.
The whole record here is replete with connection to the sin
of Adam and Eve, Divine questioning, and the subsequent
punishment and banishment expressed in very similar terms.
At this point, the parallel is that as the serpent "talked" to
Eve, so Cain "said" or 'talked' with Abel- the same word is
used (Gen. 3:1). We could therefore infer that perhaps the
'going into the field' was a going away from the sanctuary of
God, and the talking together was about some form of
rebellion against Divine commandment; to which Abel,
unlike Adam and Eve, refused to listen.

It happened when they were in the field, that Cain rose up
against Abel, his brother, and killed him- The reason is
supplied in 1 Jn. 3:12: "And why did he kill him? Because
his works were evil and his brother's righteous". Spiritual
jealousy is the root of murder, literal and symbolic. Jealousy
of this sort is indeed as cruel as death. John's argument
continues, presenting Cain as representative of "the world",
the Jewish world in John's immediate context, and "whoever
hates his brother" within the ecclesia.

4:9 Yahweh said to Cain, Where is Abel, your brother? He
said, I don't know. Am I my brother s keeper?- Again, the
questions in early Genesis are rhetorical, and this
interrogation of Cain matches that of Adam and Eve ("Where
are you?", Gen. 3:9); see on :8. Cain, the epitome of 'the
devil' (Jn. 8:44), was characterized by the attitude that he



was not his brother's keeper. It was for this reason that his
sacrifice wasn't accepted; it was not impossible for God to
accept non-blood sacrifices (Num. 15:17-21; 18:12,13; Dt.
26:1-4). But the Lord Jesus perhaps offered a commentary on
the incident when he said that our offering can only be
accepted if we are first reconciled to our brother (Mt. 5:24).
Cain's insistent lack of responsibility for his brother was the
real sin, and therefore his sacrifice wasn't accepted by God.
He wanted to serve God his own way, disregard his brother,
justify his jealousy and disagreement with him... to be a
private person. But this was the basis of his rejection.

"I don't know" may effectively mean "I know [him] not". Not
recognizing our brethren as brethren is an age old sin. Cain
as the older brother was indeed his brother's "keeper". Here
we see another connection with the sin of Adam and Eve,
noted on :8. They were to "keep" the garden (s.w., Gen.
2:15); and they didn't, instead they lusted after the forbidden
fruit and Eve chatted with the serpent. We could infer that
keeping his brother had been a commandment to Cain; it is
this lack of responsibility which is the root of all hatred of
our brethren. If care for them is paramount, then hatred is
excluded. If they offer better than we do, then our basic sense
of care for them will preclude all jealousy complexes.

4:10 Yahweh said, What have you done?- The Hebrew can
as well be translated "Why" or "How". Again, God was
seeking to probe Cain's conscience, to lead him to
repentance. Mary’s words to the Lord Jesus “Why have you



done this to us?” are a rebuke- as if she implied that Jesus
had sinned / done wrong by what He had done? Surely her
faith in a sinless Messiah was now put to a brutal test by a
domestic upset; just as, in barest essence, ours is too by such
things. Yet notice that she frames those words in the LXX
language of Gen. 3:14; 4:10; 1 Sam. 13:11. Those allusions
would imply that she felt Jesus had sinned; and yet at the
same time as revealing that gross lack of perception, another
part of her mind is still back in Scripture.

The voice of your brothers blood cries to Me from the
ground- Perhaps the implication is that Cain had covered
Abel's body and blood with soil, thinking God wouldn't
notice it. The same idea is found in the souls beneath the
altar, where the blood drained down to, crying for vengeance
(Rev. 6:9). This again makes Cain the prototype of all
persecutors of the Lord's true people, represented by Abel.
Whilst there is no conscious survival of death, these
metaphors indicate the degree to which the lives [blood] and
record of dead believers live on within God. And their lives
as it were cry to God for response from Him. The teaching of
Rev. 6:9 is that this response will ultimately be at the Lord's
return and the final judgment. The phrase 'crying unto the
Lord' is frequently used for prayer. But prayer is perceived
by God as far more than words verbalized; our life situation,
our essential spirit, is read by Him as prayer. It matters not
how good we are at verbalizing things; He reads our lives
and spirits as a prayer to Him. And so God read the blood of



Abel; and that of the Lord "speaks better things than that of
Abel" (Heb. 12:24).

The blood of Christ is personified as a voice that speaks to
us, a better word than the voice of Abel's blood which cried
out it's message (Heb. 12:24 NIV, Gen. 4:10). This is after
the pattern of how the commanding voice of Yahweh was
heard above the blood sprinkled on "the atonement cover of
the ark of the Testimony" (Num. 7:89 NIV). The blood of
both old and new covenants enjoined the obedience of God's
word upon those sprinkled with it (Heb. 9:19,20). The blood
and God's word were linked. The blood of the dead
believers in Christ likewise cries out from under the altar,
demanding vengeance on this world: on the Catholic,
Protestant, Babylonian, Roman, Nazi, Soviet systems that
slew them for their faith (Rev. 6:9). To God, their blood is a
voice, just as real as the voice of Abel, which cried out (in a
figure) for judgment against Cain (Gen. 4:10).

4:11 Now you are cursed from the ground, which has
opened its mouth to receive your brother s blood from your
hand- The idea may be that the ground cursed Cain by
becoming barren for him (:12); and he was a cultivator of the
ground. Hence the Amplified Version: "You are cursed by
reason of the earth". Earth opening its mouth may suggest
there was an earthquake, as in Num. 16:32; Num. 26:10; Dt.
11:6. The blood was "received"; and the words for receiving
blood are used multiple times of how the priests took or



received the blood of the sacrifices, reflecting God's
acceptance of them. Abel's death was therefore accepted by
God; and Cain's evil hand in it was actually part of Abel's
final acceptance with God. Truly no weapon formed against
us can ultimately prosper, even if it leads to our death.

4:12 From now on, when you cultivate the ground, it won't
yield its strength to you- Again, judgment was appropriate
to the sinner. For Cain had cultivated the ground and had
thought that the fruits of such labour would be acceptable
with God. Perhaps again we see God remembering mercy in
this judgment; for cutting off Cain's ability to do his preferred
works, of producing agricultural produce, might have led him
to subsequently throw himself upon God's grace. And as
noted on :8, this is another link with the judgment of Adam.
We note that the land not 'yielding her strength' is a term used
of how God would judge Israel within the same eretz if they
sinned (Lev. 26:20; Dt. 8:18 Heb.). As with the judgment
upon Adam, I am inclined to see the judgment as specifically
upon Cain, as it was specifically and uniquely upon Adam.
We die in that we sinned in Adam, we would have done what
he did, and we in essence have done the same (Rom. 5:12).
But all the details of his specific judgments are not
necessarily true for all men. Likewise, the land would yield
its strength to the obedient, and would not do so for the
disobedient.

You shall be a fugitive and a wanderer in the land- Again, it



appears that a particular area is in view rather than the entire
planet. Such wandering until death is the language of the
condemnation at the last day, "wandering stars" (Jude 13),
dogs wandering rejected outside the city (Ps. 59:15 s.w.).
"Fugitive" implies he was being hunted, and that there was
some concept at this stage of the Mosaic "avenger of blood"
in such cases. Who would have persecuted him? Presumably
the other, unrecorded, children of Adam and Eve. Or if
indeed Genesis 1 and 2 speak specifically of a creation
within the eretz, there would have been other people around.
"Fugitive" is the same word used of Israel's condemnation in
the wilderness, wandering in rejection (Num. 32:13), and
"wanderer" of their wandering in the Gentile world under
Divine condemnation (2 Kings 21:8; Jer. 4:1).

4:13 Cain said to Yahweh, My sin- He puts "sin" for
"condemnation for sin". In this sense the Lord bore our sins;
He was not a personal sinner, but He died the death of a
condemned sinner.

Is greater than I can bear- Put together two Bible passages:
Cain felt that his condemnation was greater than he could
bear, and so God put a mark upon him so he wouldn’t be
slain (Gen. 4:13,15). Now 1 Cor. 10:13: God will not allow
us to be tested more than we can bear, but will make a way
of escape so we can bear it. | take this as meaning that if God
is even sensitive to the feelings of a condemned man like
Cain, rather like putting an animal to sleep in a humane way...
then we who are saved in Christ can take comfort that even in



this life, we will not be asked to bear the unbearable, and yet
we have the prospect of eternity in front of us when this life
is through. And in a very quiet, sober way, we have to
respond with gratitude: “Wow’. God will not even punish the
rejected more than they can bear. This reflects His ultimate
grace.

Recognition of personal sinfulness will finally swamp the
rejected, as it should have done in their day of opportunity.
There may be with some a desperate further appeal for
mercy, after the pattern of Cain, who tried to desperately
reason with God: "My punishment (220 times rendered
"iniquity") is greater than I can bear" (Gen. 4:13 AV). "Bear"
is the Hebrew word usually used for bearing away of sin.
Cain finally recognized his own sin, and the need for
atonement. Adam likewise confessed his sin as a result of
God's questioning (Gen. 3:10). Realization of sin will finally
be elicited (Num. 32:23 LXX; Ez. 6:9; Jude 15). Cain saw
that he couldn't carry away his own sin. His words are surely
a reference to the Lord's invitation to take hold of the animal
sin offering that was crouching at the door (Gen. 4:7 Heb.).
The Lord had offered Cain a way of escape through the blood
of the lamb, a recognition that his own works couldn't save
him. But he refused that knowledge; only to be finally and
unalterably condemned, and thereby taught his desperate
need to resign his own works and trust in the blood of the
lamb. And so it will be at the last day. If men refuse to know
their own desperation and need for the Lord's sacrifice now,



then they will be made to realize it all too late. Zedekiah
likewise wept in his condemnation (Ez. 7:27), knowing that
he could have taken hold of God's offer through Jeremiah.
Note how Cain is "cursed from this land" (Gen. 4:11 LXX)-
the land / earth of Israel, the arca of Eden before the flood.
Being expelled from the land was his condemnation; just as
Israel were later cast out of their land in condemnation. He
left God's land and lived in the land of Nod / wandering, at
the entrance to Eden (4:16). According to the RV margin of
Gen. 4:16, Cain lived "in front of Eden"- he didn't go far
away from it, he set himself as near to the entrance as he
could. Likewise Israel chose to stay "many days" in Kadesh
(Dt. 1:46), on the very border of the promised land, after
their rejection from inheriting it. It is significant that Israel
and Judah were taken into captivity in areas on the edge of
the land promised to Abraham- Babylon, just the other side
of the Euphrates, and to Egypt, just the other side of the Nile.
The point simply is that the rejected will so want to get back
into the land / Kingdom. Like Israel, hanging their harps on
the trees by the rivers of Babylon, pining for the land they
had been rejected from.

Ps. 112:10 speaks of the wicked gnashing with their teeth and
melting away, suggesting that the slinking away process goes
on even in the outer darkness; they wander, but in their
aimless wandering they slowly slink yet further away from
their Lord- the one who once fain would have carried them
on His shoulders, gathered them under His wings. It's a



terrible picture. Cain, in typifying all the rejected, felt that
his condemnation was something greater than he could bear
(Gen. 4:13). This is alluded to in a telling way in 1 Cor.
10:13: for the righteous, they will never be tested more than
they can bear, but a way of escape will always be made
possible. But for the rejected, there will be no escape. It will
be something too great to bear, and somehow they have to go
on existing in that state. Thus the rejected will seek death and
not find it (Rev. 9:6), after the pattern of Judas bungling his
own suicide after realising his condemnation [thus his
bowels gushed, although he was attempting to hang himself];
they will also seek the Lord, all too late, and not find Him
either (Prov. 1:28; Jn. 7:34).

4:14 Behold, you have driven me out this day from the
surface of the ground- Cain reasons against God's judgment
of him; and to some extent he is successful. The judgment is
ameliorated. On :8-12 I have suggested that Cain's sin and
judgment is based upon that of Adam and Eve. And likewise,
the judgment that they would die in the day they sinned was
ameliorated. And so for all time we have established God's
openness to dialogue, His grace, His willingness to change
His judgments, as Israel so often experienced.

Being driven out from the literal ground of the eretz was
what happened to Israel when they were taken away from
their land into captivity. Thus again we see Cain set up as
representative of rejected Israel, which is how John's gospel
and letters likewise understand him.



I will be hidden from your face, and I will be a fugitive and
a wanderer in the land. It will happen that whoever finds
me will kill me- "Face" can be "faces", and may refer to his
expulsion from the sanctuary where the cherubim stood,
between man and Eden. There was clearly some kind of
vengeance for blood system, as we find later in the Mosaic
law. The people he feared would presumably have been his
own brethren. Cain seemed to assume that if he was near the
sanctuary, he would not be killed; and we see this idea
perpetuated in 1 Kings 1:50,51; 1 Kings 2:28. To be sent
away from the faces / presence / sanctuary of Yahweh was a
tragedy for him; likewise the rejected in the last day will not
shrug it off, they will desperately wish to abide in His
presence whom they didn't care for in their lives. We today
are to love the Lord's presence, and rejoice in it, as David
often does in the Psalms.

After the pattern of Cain and Adam (Gen. 3:24; 4:14), and
also the idea of the wicked being cast into the darkness of
condemnation, it seems that the rejected will be forcibly
driven away. Cain was driven out from the faces, the
presence of the land of Eden, where the Lord's presence was
(Gen. 4:14). Presumably this driving out was done by the
Angels. We are left to imagine the ultimate tragedy of Cain
going forth from the presence of the Lord (Gen. 4:16 s.w.
"face" 4:14), and the rejected 'going away into...' (Mt.
25:46). The tragedy of rejection is well reflected in the way
the Lord speaks of how "great was the fall" of the poorly



built house (Mt. 7:27).

4:15 Yahweh said to him, Therefore whoever slays Cain,
vengeance will be taken on him sevenfold. Yahweh
appointed a sign for Cain, lest any finding him should
strike him- There is no promise that Cain will not be killed,
but rather some kind of sign was placed upon him, warning
of sevenfold vengeance for taking his life. And this
apparently worked, for we will not read of Cain's death at
the hands of men, and indeed he went on to have his own
children. Again we see God's gentleness even to the
condemned; He didn't wish Cain to suffer unbearably, and
modified the judgment to that end. And this God is our God.
He was open to dialogue even with the rejected Cain; how
much more to us.

4:16 Cain went out from Yahweh's presence- This interview
between God and Cain therefore occurred in the sanctuary,
with Eden just the other side of it.

And lived in the land of Nod, east of Eden- "Nod" is
literally "exile". But he chose to live East of Eden, as near to
the sanctuary as he possibly could. Again, we see how the
rejected do not just shrug and run away from it all. They will
desperately seek acceptance, until the second death takes
them. And we too should earnestly seek His sanctuary now,
and do nothing at all which might exclude or discourage
others from it.



4:17 Cain knew his wife- She could have been his sister. But
if we understand the record in early Genesis as only
concerning the eretz, the land later promised to Abraham,
then she may have been a woman from outside that area.

She conceived, and gave birth to Enoch. He built a city,
and called the name of the city, after the name of his son,
Enoch- Cain's judgment to wander and be a fugitive was
therefore mitigated in response to his wishes; for he became
a settled urban dweller. We marvel at God's consideration
even to the rejected. Such is His grace and gentleness. "The
way of Cain" is associated in Jude 11 with rampant
materialism which replaces God, and also with false
religion. "Enoch" means 'dedicated’ or 'initiated'; "the way of
Cain" was of false religion. Having been expelled from
Yahweh's sanctuary, he built a city and dedicated his son as
the priest- all east of Eden, as if he liked to think that his city
and priest could become the way back into Eden. The city
was "dedicated" or "initiated"; it was a city which was
identified with a person, namely his son Enoch. All this
suggests a religious element to the settlement. Rome likewise
was a city founded upon the murder of the founder's brother.
"He built" is rendered "he was building" by Keil, as if
building the city was what consumed the rest of Cain's life.
He spent his lifetime trying to prove the curses upon him as
untrue- and yet all the same he died, separated from the
sanctuary. And this in essence has been the pattern in so many



sad lives.

4:18 To Enoch was born Irad- According to some (H.P.
Mansfield, Basil Atkinson), "Irad" means 'urban dweller',
and as noted on :17, the idea of urban dwelling had become
an obsession with Cain and his family, as if to try to prove
wrong God's judgment that he would wander and be a
fugitive. All men try to act outside of the parameters of our
own judgment for sin, effectively denying their humanity; but
unless we throw ourselves upon God's grace, as Cain failed
to, then we shall likewise eternally perish. But "Irad" can
also mean "fugitive". In this case we would see evidence of
the failure of Cain's attempt to stop the curse of being a
fugitive, through setting up a walled urban environment for
his family. Ultimately, the parameters set by Divine judgment
cannot be slid beyond, even though many devote their lives to
trying.

Irad became the father of Mehujael- "Formed of God". This
might suggest some re-thinking, a recognition that human
beings are not brought into being solely by the power of the
flesh. But the problem with Hebrew names is that they are
capable of a very wide semantic range- Mehujael can also
mean "smitten of God", as if God judged him. The same root
word for "Mehuja" is soon to be used of how God
"destroyed" the earth through the flood (Gen. 6:7; Gen.
7:4,23).

Mehujael became the father of Methushael- "Strengthened



man of God". If names are indeed significant, then we may be
justified in hoping that for these two generations, of
Methushael and Mehujael, there was some revival of
spirituality, which came to an end in Lamech. This is typical
of human families- generations of unbelief interspersed with
occasional generations of belief.

Methushael became the father of Lamech- "Strong youth" or
"striker down", as if he rejoiced in his own strength.

4:19 Lamech took two wives: the name of the one was
Adah, and the name of the other Zillah- Polygamy is
mentioned here along with a number of other things which
whilst not sinful in themselves at the time, were all indulged
in to a point where finally the earth was full of wickedness
and needed judgment. Their names also suggest an emphasis
upon the cosmetic and superficial; "Adah" = "ornament",
"Zillah" = "shadow".

4:20 Adah gave birth to Jabal, who was the father of those
who dwell in tents and have livestock- "Jabal" means
"wanderer". As noted on :17 and :18, Cain had spent his life
trying to ensure that the curse of being a nomad would not
pass upon him and his descendants. But God's judgment will
finally come true, as we see here. The tent dwellers were not
a reference to all nomadic peoples on the face of the planet;
clearly the reference is to a limited group of people,
presumably in the area of the eretz, the land promised to



Abraham.

4:21 His brother s name was Jubal, who was the father of
all who handle the harp and pipe- "Jubal" can mean
"jubilant". The impression given is of a family who were
intelligent, resourceful and given to worldly pleasures. But
"Jabal" can also be defined as "pleasure". The picture
presented is of a family devoted to their own pleasures and
profit.

4:22 Zillah also gave birth to Tubal Cain, the forger of
every cutting instrument of brass and iron- "The lance
forger", according to some readings. The idea is of weapons.
Lamech not only alludes to Cain (see on :23,24), but includes
the name of Cain in his own son. Lamech clearly was the
seed of Cain and glorified the fact.

Tubal Cain's sister was Naamah- "Pleasant / sweet". Her
name may be mentioned because of her significance; perhaps
she was one of the daughters of men whom the sons of God,
the righteous line, intermarried with and were caused to fall
away by (Gen. 6:2).

4:23 Lamech said to his wives, Adah and Zillah, hear my
voice. You wives of Lamech, listen to my speech, for I have
slain a man for wounding me, a young man for bruising me.
If Cain will be avenged seven times, truly Lamech seventy-



seven times-

4:24 If Cain will be avenged seven times, truly Lamech
seventy-seven times- This proud boast was effectively
playing God. For it was God who pronounced seven fold
vengeance upon any who touched Cain; and Lamech with no
justification simply appropriates such protection to himself,
and declares the vengeance even greater. He twisted God's
words in order to justify killing a man who touched him in
some way (:23). So often this happens; God's words of
judgment against a person or His promise of protection for
them are twisted around in order to justify human pride and
vengefulness. The way the Lamech of Seth's line dies at 777
(Gen. 5:31) might suggest that his proud boast came to an end
in death, as does every form of pride.

The Lord in turn switches Lamech's words around when He
urges us to forgive seventy times seven each day (Mt. 18:22),
i.e. even when repentance appears insincere. In the Lord's
book, forgiving is the opposite to the desire for vengeance;
our unforgiveness can therefore be traced to a mistaken,
misplaced desire to take vengeance ourselves.

4:25 Adam knew his wife again. She gave birth to a son,
and named him Seth, for God has appointed me another
child instead of Abel, for Cain killed him- Here we see yet
another hope for a Messiah, a Saviour figure who would be
appointed [= "Seth"] by God as the seed of the woman. All



these hopes didn't come to anything; perhaps they potentially
could have done, and were only ruined by human
dysfunction. The whole experience was used to deepen an
understanding and desire for the Lord Jesus. "Appointed" can
also mean "substituted", which is the more exact meaning of
"Seth". He was hoped to be a substitute for Abel, a kind of
resurrected form of Abel; but in the end, death is death, and
there can be no substitute; only a representative sacrifice
which we identify with in faith.

4:26 There was also a son born to Seth, and he named him
Enosh. Then men began to call themselves by Yahweh's
name- "Enosh" is the usual Hebrew word for "man" in the
sense of a mortal, coming from the root meaning frail or
feeble. Perhaps it was this recognition of weakness and
mortality which led men at that time to call themselves by
God's Name; and the same principle is to be seen today. It is
those who perceive their own frailty who call upon
themselves the Lord's Name in baptism into Jesus (Acts
2:21). "Call... by" can as well mean to call out to, or to
name. The idea may be that the believers now began to call
God by His Name Yahweh, although Gen. 4:1 could imply
that Name was always known from the beginning. Calling
upon His Name may suggest that there developed a conscious
division between those following "the way of Cain", and
those who identified with Yahweh. To call Yahweh's Name
upon you was another way of saying that you had entered
covenant relationship with Him (Dt. 26:17,18; Is. 44:5; Is.



63:19; Zeph. 3:9), just as believers do so today through the
conscious act of baptism. So maybe this was part of the
conscious division developed between the "way of Cain"
and that of Yahweh.



GENESIS CHAPTER 5

5:1 This is the book of the generations of Adam- A
Hebraism for "an account of the story of...". This phrase is
found throughout Genesis, introducing the various sections:
Gen. 2:4; 5:1;6:9; 10:1; 11:10; 11:27; 25:12, 19; 36:1; 37:2.
The focus of the material reduces each time; from the
heavens and earth, to Adam, to the faithful line through Seth,
to Noah, to Abraham, to Jacob, to Joseph.

In the day that God created man, He made him in God s
likeness- This is to be connected with how Adam had a son
"in his own likeness" (:3), as if to imply that the Divine
likeness is passed on through procreation. This "likeness"
therefore refers to something physical rather than spiritual or
mental; for His ways are far above ours, and we are to take
on His mind through wilfully being open to His Spirit. These
reflections are hard evidence that God is not totally
immaterial, but exists as an actual entity. Admittedly all
terms such as corporeal, physical, material etc. leave us
beneath "the tyranny of words"; but all the same God is real
and actual, creating a man after His likeness, in the same way
as that man then procreated according to his likeness, which
was God's.

5:2 He created them male and female, and blessed them,
and called their name Adam, in the day when they were
created- The record intentionally confuses the singular
"Adam" with the married couple. This may explain why



Rom. 5:12 speaks of sin entering the world by one man,
Adam- when Eve was equally part of the transgression. We
also see a reflection of the unity God perceives between
married couples whom He joins together. Here and in : 1, we
are reading of the events of "the day when they were
created". The fall of Adam and Eve and the issues with Cain
and Abel are overlooked; because this account is focusing
upon the development of the more spiritual line which
emerged through Seth, culminating in Noah; whereas chapter
4 has given us the line of evildoers through Cain, and this
will climax in the way that the sons of God [the righteous]
intermarried with the daughters of men [the line of Cain] until
only Noah was left righteous.

5:3 Adam lived one hundred and thirty years, and became
the father of a son in his own likeness, after his image, and
named him Seth- As noted on :1, this begettal of a son after
his own image and likeness is to be connected with how he
had been created in God's image and likeness; which surely
refers to the physical rather than the moral. Much is therefore
implied here about the nature of God Himself. As noted on
Gen. 4:25, here we see yet another hope for a Messiah, a
Saviour figure who would be appointed [= "Seth"] by God as
the seed of the woman. All these hopes didn't come to
anything; perhaps they potentially could have done, and were
only ruined by human dysfunction. The whole experience
was used to deepen an understanding and desire for the Lord
Jesus. "Appointed" can also mean "substituted", which is the



more exact meaning of "Seth". He was hoped to be a
substitute for Abel, a kind of resurrected form of Abel; but in
the end, death is death, and there can be no substitute; only a
representative sacrifice which we identify with in faith.

5:4 The days of Adam after he became the father of Seth
were eight hundred years, and he became the father of sons
and daughters- We can assume that he had many. But the
faithful line was through only one of them, Seth; and that too
had all but spiritually died out by the time of Noah. It must've
been hard for Adam and Eve to see their scores of children
and thousands of grandchildren, great grandchildren etc. all
fall away from the faith; for there were none righteous by the
time of Noah. We can assume that they themselves kept the
faith; for Eve's later hatred of the serpent and struggle with it
until she killed it became programmatic for the true "seed of
the woman" subsequently. The line of Seth alone were the
only "seed of the woman" whilst Cain's line, and presumably
the rest of the children, were the seed of the serpent.

5:5 All the days that Adam lived were nine hundred and
thirty years, then he died- The genealogies emphasize
"death", a reminder that indeed death passed upon all men
(Rom. 5:12). The longer lifespans could be explained by the
different environment and climate before the flood; there had
been no rain before the flood, and the canopy of water came
down to earth at the deluge. This canopy may have shielded
people from harmful radiation.

5:6 Seth lived one hundred and five years, and became the



father of Enosh- There is an Enoch around the same time in
the line of Cain, as listed in Gen. 4. And there are several
similar names at the same points in the genealogies through
both Seth and Cain. I have suggested above that these two
lines are effectively the seeds of the serpent and the woman
developing, although by chapter 6 they have intermarried
until Noah alone is left faithful. Why the similarities, and at
the same time? Perhaps we are to conclude that the seed of
the serpent appears similar to the seed of the woman and
even imitates her, externally. Just as the Assyrians offered
life in their kingdom to Judah in the language of the Kingdom
of God on earth- sitting under their own vine and fig tree etc.
Likewise the antiChrist is a fake Christ, an imitation of the
true.

5:7 Seth lived after he became the father of Enosh eight
hundred and seven years, and became the father of sons
and daughters- The ages recorded here differ markedly
between the Masoretic [i.e. Hebrew] text, the various
versions of the LXX, and Josephus. The New Testament,
under inspiration, repeatedly quotes the LXX in preference
over the MT [Hebrew text]. Luke's genealogy of Christ only
makes sense when compared against the LXX rather than the
MT. It is worth noting that if the LXX genealogies and ages
are followed, and the manner of New Testament quotation
encourages us to follow them, then the Lord was not born at
4000 years after Adam, and so 2000 AD was not 6000 years
after creation. This has drastic implications for the "6000



year plan" theory, with the Millennium anticipated as the
seventh day "sabbath of rest".

5:8 All the days of Seth were nine hundred and twelve
years, then he died- "He died" runs as a refrain here (Gen.
5:5,8, 11, 14, 17, 20, 27,31). The reality of the curse upon
Adam, of paradise lost, is being brought home.

5:9 Enosh lived ninety years, and became the father of
Kenan- The longer lifespans would imply a far stronger race
than we now experience. Each woman may well have had a
few hundred children. Coupled with the long lifespans and
healthy environment, there would have been a few million
people alive by the time of the flood. And out of all of them,
only Noah was found righteous. This mass population
explosion is another connection between our last days and
"the days of Noah".

5:10 Enosh lived after he became the father of Kenan,
eight hundred and fifteen years, and became the father of
sons and daughters- Perhaps this was from whom the
faithful Heber the Kenite was descended (Jud. 4:11,17; Jud.
5:24).

5:11 All the days of Enosh were nine hundred and five
years, then he died- "Enosh" is translated "mortal man" in
Job 4:17, and is used in the sense of man in his humanity and
weakness. And so man dies.

5:12 Kenan lived seventy years, and became the father of
Mahalalel- "Praise of God". It's questionable how much



significance we should attach to the meaning of names; but
this meaning would encourage us to again see some
spirituality in the line of Seth.

5:13 Kenan lived after he became the father of Mahalalel
eight hundred and forty years, and became the father of
sons and daughters- We may enquire as to why one son is
chosen for mention, when that son may not have been the
firstborn, and then this point is made a measuring point in the
life of the person. Perhaps the idea is that the birth and
raising of the faithful seed who would continue the line of the
seed of the woman was the most significant point in their
long lives. And so in many ways it is with believing parents
and family lines today.

5:14 And all the days of Kenan were nine hundred and ten
years, then he died- "All the days" is a metaphor meaning
"the length of the life". Our lives are counted in days by God;
for each day ought to be significant.

5:15 Mahalalel lived sixty-five years, and became the
father of Jared- The rubric in the genealogies is clear- how
long a person lived before they had a significant child, how
long they lived afterwards, and then a note that they died and
their final age on death. This is exactly the style of the king
lists found amongst the Egyptians and Sumerians. We must
ever remember that the Pentateuch was originally produced
for the Israelites in Egypt. The idea would have been that this
line of the seed of the woman were actually kings; such
rubric was only used for the kings. That might have been



literally true, but I suggest the idea is that ordinary faithful
people within the seed of the woman were kings in God's
eyes. Indeed all the faithful shall be king-priests (Rev. 5:10).

5:16 Mahalalel lived after he became the father of Jared
eight hundred and thirty years, and became the father of
sons and daughters- The mention of other sons and
daughters may be to highlight the significance of the one who
was faithful and through whom the line of the seed of the
woman continued. In some genealogies, being the father of a
person may simply mean that you were their ancestor.
Generations were skipped. But giving the ages of the person
when they had a child was perhaps to flag that this is not the
style here. The genealogy of Cain in chapter 4 isn't recorded
in this way; no time periods are mentioned.

5:17 All the days of Mahalalel were eight hundred and
ninety-five years, then he died- There appears to be an
intended contrast with the line of Cain, the seed of the
serpent, recorded in Gen. 4. Cain's children have a note
made of their secular achievements; nothing like that is
mentioned in the line of Seth, the seed of the woman. Worldly
advantage and achievement mean nothing for those whose
focus is upon being the seed of the woman. Worldly
achievement and contribution to society is of absolutely no
moment in the eternal record.

5:18 Jared lived one hundred and sixty-two years, and
became the father of Enoch- Jared had this child somewhat
later in life. Perhaps this reflects a lengthy search for a



Godly wife; or perhaps his earlier children were spiritual
failures and weren't therefore the ones through whom the
seed was to be preserved.

5:19 Jared lived after he became the father of Enoch eight
hundred years, and became the father of sons and
daughters- The genealogy will conclude with Noah being the
only faithful believer even in the line of Seth. This means that
his contemporaries had rejected the faith; the reality is that
the vast majority of the children of these faithful men didn't
remain in the faith. It would have been a most depressing and
disappointing environment for those who were spiritually
minded.

5:20 All the days of Jared were nine hundred and sixty-two
years, then he died- The genealogy through Cain in chapter 4
doesn't mention this repeated note that "he died" which we
have here in the genealogy of the faithful. Perhaps we are to
conclude that for the seed of the serpent and those "in the
way of Cain", death is something they can't cope with and act
as if it doesn't happen to them- although it does. The seed of
the woman fully accept death, it is part of their necessary
path towards eternal salvation.

5:21 Enoch lived sixty-five years, and became the father of
Methuselah- Adam Clarke and others see "Methuselah" as
meaning something to the effect of "When he dies, it [or
judgment] shall come". And he died in the year the flood
came. Jude 14 mentions that Enoch prophesied of judgment to
come upon the world of his day. This would suggest that



there had been a revelation about the flood before Noah
received the command to build the ark. He would've obeyed,
encouraged by Methuselah. The threat of judgment was
therefore hanging over the earth for many centuries before the
flood came; they were a society without excuse, and the
gradual falling away of the faithful until only Noah was left
would've been an awful period to live through. And the days
of Noah are as our last days.

5:22 Enoch walked with God after he became the father of
Methuselah for three hundred years, and became the father
of sons and daughters- Walking with God in a Genesis
context reminds us of how God walked in the Garden of
Eden, and fellowshipped with Adam and Eve before their
sin. This may be another hint in early Genesis that the effects
of the "fall" could in essence and principle be overcome in
the lives of the Godly; just as John's gospel records the Lord
offering "eternal life" right now, presenting Himself as the
tree of life. The Kingdom is both now and not yet.

5:23 All the days of Enoch were three hundred and sixty-
five years- This presents Enoch as ending his mortal life
much earlier than the others mentioned in this genealogy.

5:24 Enoch walked with God, and he was not, for God
snatched him away- This may well imply a snatching away
from persecution. The seed of the serpent and that of the
woman have always been in conflict, and so it would be no
surprise if Enoch was persecuted by the line of Cain
recorded in Gen. 4. But the standard rubric here in chapter 5



concludes each account with "and he died". That is notably
absent here. But immortality was first granted to the Lord
Jesus, who thus became the firstfruits of the redeemed. Enoch
all the same had sinned and surely had to taste of death. The
Bible knows nothing of immortal souls living in heaven after
death; and even that approach fails to make sense of the
pointed omission of the standard note that "he died". For
immortal soulism claims that on death the supposed
immortal soul goes to heaven. So the problem of his death
being unrecorded remains. Heb. 11:5 says that Enoch "was
not found", he was not grabbed as others intended, because
God "removed" him (Gk.) so that he should not see death-
i.e. the death that others intended, at that point. And yet he
surely died, for Hebrews 11 says that all those mentioned in
that chapter, including Enoch, "died", in sure hope of reward
at the last day (Heb. 11:39,40). He died, because God
removed him from the death others intended; rather like
Moses was effectively taken away to death by an Angel. Paul
likewise seems to suggest that he was given the opportunity
to die, but he chose to remain (Phil. 1:23,24). I suggest the
"and he died..." was omitted in order to continue the idea that
for the seed of the woman, even if they remain within the
physical parameters of the curse, they are in another sense
free from it. God in grace gradually reduced some aspects of
the curse in the lives of His children, the seed of the woman.
We see this likewise in how the Law of Moses, which was
likewise "added because of transgression" (Gal. 3:19), was



amended and ameliorated as time went on. I have
demonstrated elsewhere that Gentiles were initially
forbidden to eat of the Passover, but this was amended later.
Sinners were to have their children punished for some
generations (Ex. 34:7), but by the time of Ezekiel 18 this had
been ameliorated.

5:25 Methuselah lived one hundred and eighty-seven
years, and became the father of Lamech- The righteous seed
was not born to Methuselah early in his life. Perhaps he had
to search long to find a Godly wife; or maybe his other
children slid away into the mass apostacy of that period.

5:26 Methuselah lived after he became the father of
Lamech seven hundred and eighty-two years, and became
the father of sons and daughters- We wonder why Lamech
was not saved in the ark, and why he died relatively young.
We can assume that he fell away from the faith, whilst his
father and son [Noah] remained faithful. To hold to the faith
amidst such mass apostacy, including amongst your
immediate family, is notable indeed. Or it could simply be
that he died younger than the others because of persecution or
natural causes.

5:27 All the days of Methuselah were nine hundred and
sixty-nine years, then he died- Methuselah lived longer than
any other recorded man, dying in the year the flood came; see
on Gen. 5:21. Perhaps his longevity was a reflection of
God's blessing upon him. A more negative reading would be
that Methuselah fell away from the faith and perished in the



flood.

5:28 Lamech lived one hundred and eighty-two years, and
became the father of a son- As noted on :26, we are left to
assume that Lamech fell away from the faith, or died
relatively young. His faithful father Methuselah outlived him.
Lamech was the sixth from Adam in this list, just as there
was a Lamech the sixth from Adam in the line of Cain (Gen.
4:16-24). This highlights how the two lines were parallel,
with the seed of the serpent being but a mimic of that of the
woman; just as the antiChrist is a fake, imitation Christ, and
this world, the kingdom of men with its offers and claims, is
but a fake Kingdom of God.

5:29 And he named him Noah, saying, This same will
comfort us in our work and in the toil of our hands,
because of the ground which Yahweh has cursed-

Perhaps they hoped that this would be the seed of the woman
who would bring the curse on the ground to an end. Clearly
this hope for a Messiah figure would have been significant in
the thinking of the faithful. Or did Noah's parents expect
Noah to be the child who would do all the hard menial work
for them, so that they would suffer less from the curse placed
upon the ground in Eden? This might explain why Noah had
children when he was 500, far older than others of his time
(Gen. 5:32- Noah's father had had his first children at 182,
Gen. 5:28; Seth had his first child at 105, Gen. 5:6; Enos at
95, Gen. 5:9; Cainan at 70, Gen. 5:12; Mahalalel at 65, Gen.
5:15; Jared at 162, Gen. 5:18; Enoch at 65, Gen. 5:21;



Methuselah at 187, Gen. 5:25); Gen. 6:18 implies that Noah
only had three sons, whereas for people with such long life
spans we'd have expected him to have had far more than that.
He only had three children- for he prepared the ark to save
"his house" (Heb. 11:7) and Gen. 7:1 is quite clear: ""Go
into the ark, you and a/l/ your household"- his whole
household was his wife, three sons and their wives. Period .
Perhaps we get the picture of a man who was the underdog,
the farm worker, the sidekick of the family, whose own
family life was delayed and limited by this background.
Perhaps he turned to alcohol for comfort (hence Gen. 9:21).
But it was he whom God chose to save, he alone who was
righteous in that generation which perished. It was the quiet,
broken man who was saved. The Hebrew word for
"Comfort" [a play on 'Noah'] occurs later, when we read how
God "repented" that He had made man (Gen. 6:6,7).
Lamech's desire for 'comfort' was fulfilled but not as he
imagined; not through his son being his personal slave, but
rather in God changing His mind about humanity and making
a new start. We get what we desire, in essence; and so we
need to desire the right things. Another alternative is that we
are to understand 'comfort' in 5:29 as only one possible
translation; the idea could be that Lamech hoped that his son
Noah would be the one who would bring about repentance /
changing in God regarding the curse upon the earth. In this
case, we see Lamech hoping that this son of his would be the
promised "seed of the woman" of Gen. 3:15, a Messiah



figure. However, the Lamech of 5:28 may well be the
Lamech of Gen. 4:18-22; both Lamechs are described as
having Methuselah as their father. As often in early Genesis,
this would be a case of one history being recorded in one
chapter and then another one in the next- as with the two
creation accounts in Genesis 1 and 2. In this case, if Lamech
is the same Lamech, then Noah had very gifted and high
flying siblings. His brother Jabal was the leader of the cattle
owners (4:20); his brother Jubal was the leading musician of
the age (4:21); Tubalcain his other brother was the leader of
all the metalworkers. Lamech was the first polygamist, who
killed a young man for a slight insult and boasted about it;
and whose wife Adah means 'decorated / adorned'. These
were people of the world. And Noah was the sidekick
brother who was to do all the menial farm work so the rest of
them could pursue their careers and social lives. Against this
of course it can be argued that there are differences in the
genealogies of chapters 4 and 5. However, in the context,
Gen. 6:1-4 describes how the lines of Seth and Cain
intermarried [the sons of God married the daughters of men]
and it could be argued that the genealogies we have aren't
complete, generations are skipped, and 'having a son' could
be understood in a wider sense than referring to a son
directly fathered by the person concerned. 'Lamech’ in
Hebrew is comprised of the three central letters of the
Hebrew alphabet and it could be argued that this reflects his
'joining' function [as it does in other Semitic literature], in



joining the Sethite and Cainite lines together. The
resemblances between the six names in Gen. 4:17,18 with six
in chapter 5 is striking, and they both culminate in Lamech, as
if he was the one in whom the lines mixed. Interestingly,
Lamech in Gen. 4:24 speaks of 77 fold vengeance coming
upon him; and the Lamech of Gen. 5:30 [the same Lamech?]
dies at 777 years old. It also needs to be carried in mind that
Semitic 'genealogies' aren't always chronological; they are
constructed in order to make various points or develop
themes, as in the genealogies of the Lord in Matthew and
Luke.

The same root word for "Noah" is found in 2 Chron. 6:41,
where the ark of God 'rested' or 'Noah-ed' in the tabernacle.
When the ark 'rested' on Ararat ['holy hill'] the same word is
used (Gen. 8:4). A case can be made that Ararat was in fact
Mount Zion, where the ark was later to 'rest' in the temple.
The 'resting' of the ark was therefore the fulfilment of God's
intention in Noah- God's salvation is described as a
"promised rest" (Heb. 4:10,11), and it was prefigured in the
final resting of the ark. Thus the final salvation of God is to
be understood in terms of God 'resting' with us, in us, within
His ark. He labours and struggles too... for us. And those
struggles will only be at rest when we are saved in the last
day; a Father's eternal struggle for His children. The 'rest'
spoken of in Noah's name was thus a rest for God. Noah's
going out of the ark into a cleansed, pristine world was



therefore symbolic of our going forth into the Kingdom at
Christ's return.

It's significant that the various Mesopotamian legends about a
flood all speak of there being conflict between the divinities
before the decision to flood the earth was taken; and then
quarrels and recriminations between them after it. The
Biblical record has none of this- the one true God brought the
flood upon the earth by His sovereign will, and He lifted the
flood. In the legends, the hero of the flood [cp. Noah] is
exalted to Divine status, whereas in the Biblical record Noah
not only remains human, but is described as going off and
getting drunk. Throughout pagan legends, the Divine-human
boundary is often blurred- gods get cast down to earth and
become men, whilst men get exalted to 'Heaven' and
godhood. This gave rise to the idea of 'angels that sinned' and
were cast down to earth. But in the Biblical record, the
Divine-human boundary is set very clearly- the one God of
Israel is so far exalted above humanity, His ways are not
ours etc. (Is. 55:8), that there can be no possibility of this
happening. The exception of course was in the Son of God,
the Lord Jesus Christ- but even He was born as a genuine
human upon earth, and [contrary to Trinitarian theology] He
was no Divine comet who landed upon earth for 33 years.
The whole idea of the Divinity and personal pre-existence of
Jesus Christ is simply not Biblical. The Mesopotamian
legends speak of the flood being sent to stop man destroying



Enlil's "rest" by his noise. The Mesopotamian gods sought
for a "ceasing from toil", "rest from labour"- identical ideas
to the Hebrew concept of shabbat. This was why, it was
claimed, the gods first created man and put him to work in
their garden- so that they could "rest". This background is
alluded to in the way that Genesis speaks of man being cast
out of tending the garden of Eden as a punishment- scarcely
something the gods would wish if man was there to save
them working there. God speaks of Him giving man a
shabbat as a rest for man from his labour. And the flood,
although it was Divine judgment, ultimately worked out as a
blessing of 'rest' for man in that the 'world' was cleansed
from sin. Thus 'Noah' was given that name, meaning 'rest’,
"because this child will bring us relief from all our hard
work" (Gen. 5:29 G.N.B.). Adam's work in Eden wasn't
onerous; his work when cast out of the garden was hard. The
wrong ideas are clearly alluded to and often reversed- in
order to show that a loving God created the world for
humanity, for our benefit and blessing- and not to toil for the
gods in order to save them the effort. The 'rest' so sought by
the Mesopotamian gods was actually intended by the one true
God as His gift to humanity.

5:30 Lamech lived after he became the father of Noah five
hundred and ninety-five years, and became the father of
sons and daughters- He died relatively young compared to
his contemporaries, five years before the flood. We can
assume he was supportive of Noah's life work until he died.



But I suggested on :29 above another possible take on
Lamech.

5:31 All the days of Lamech were seven hundred and
seventy-seven years, then he died- 1 suggested on :29 that
his death at 777 would connect him with the Lamech in the
line of Cain, who pronounced a multiple seven curse upon
others.

5:32 Noah was five hundred years old, and Noah became
the father of Shem, Ham, and Japheth- see on Gen. 5:29.
The flood came when Noah was 600 (Gen. 7:11), yet he
spent 120 years preparing it (Gen. 6:3). So it's possible that
he wasn't married when the call came to build the ark; he'd
have explained his life mission to his wife, and she'd have
been his first convert. Alternatively, if he were already
married at 480, they had many years of barrenness in their
marriage. Given the long lifespans in those days, this
would've been very hard to take. Yet he didn't take another
wife. He was "moved with fear", 'reverently apprehensive' at
what God told him, and prepared the ark in order to save his
family (Heb. 11:7). Yet he began doing this before he had any
children, and perhaps before he was married. He had faith
that he would one day have a family, in accordance with
God's invitation to make an ark in which to save his family.
The mention of three sons being born in one year might mean
they were triplets. Perhaps there was a far higher incidence
of multiple births in those days, just as lifespans were far



longer. This would mean that there would have been a
veritable population explosion going on in the lead up to the
flood- another connection with our last days, which are "as
the days of Noah".

Ez. 14:20 could imply that Noah's sons and daughters in law
were saved by his faith and intercession, rather than their
own righteousness: "Though Noah, Daniel, and Job, were in
it, as I live, says the Lord Yahweh, they would save neither
son nor daughter; they would save only their own lives by
their righteousness". He presumably had other children, and
his three sons and their wives presumably had children and
grandchildren. But none of these were saved. They would've
been destroyed amongst the wicked. We can imagine the deep
division within the family as a result of Noah's commitment
to the ark project, his belief in judgment to come and God's
word. Or maybe the rest of the family were killed due to the
conflict with the line of Cain. Or it could be that for some
reason, the family was afflicted with barrenness, as were
many other faithful in the Biblical record. I suggest this
because Noah is described as preparing the ark for the
saving of his household, and his three sons and their wives
and Noah's wife are described as "all of your household"
(Gen. 7:1). But it could be that he was commanded to
prepare an ark for the saving of his household (Heb. 11:7),
but many of his family refused the salvation made potentially
available to them.



GENESIS CHAPTER 6

6:1 It happened that when men began to multiply on the
surface of the land, and daughters were born to them-
Longer lifespans, stronger human stock and perhaps multiple
births (Noah had triplets- see on Gen. 5:32) would have
contributed to a huge population explosion, akin to what we
have in these "last days" which are "the days of Noah". The
implication is that the population explosion was related to
the intermarriage of the faithful with the unfaithful of which
we will now read, leading to the total declension from the
faith apart from Noah. The connection would simply be in the
fact that the faithful were so outnumbered; they preferred to
marry into the line of Cain, rather than remain faithful. We sin
"like sheep", Isaiah 53 says. For all our so strongly imagined
independence and sense that we are original and strong, we
are all hopelessly influenced by the herd instinct. The sheer
size of the unbelieving population weighed heavily upon the
faithful, until they gave in and joined the apostate majority.
This highlights the faithful strength of mind and individual
conscience which there was in Noah; and he is set up as our
pattern in these last days, which the Lord saw as prefigured
in "the days of Noah".

The flood myths give basically two reasons for the cause of
the flood- the world was overpopulating [especially
according to the Enuma Elis], and there was a battle between
the gods which resulted in earth being flooded. Moses'
explanation alludes to this but was radically different- the



population growth was a result of God's blessing, and the
flood came because of human sin. And, no cosmic battle
which resulted in earth's inhabitants suffering because of it.
Time and again, the surrounding myths sought to minimize
sin, whereas Moses' record highlights it. Sadly, Jewish
interpretations went the same way as the flood myths, with
the Book of Enoch likewise attributing the flood and all
human suffering to an Angelic revolt. Time and again, the
difference between Moses' account of history and the
surrounding myths is seen in the fact that Moses emphasizes
human sin.

6:2 That the sons of God saw that the daughters of men
were beautiful, and they took for themselves wives of all
that they chose- The first recorded marriage out of the Faith
was when the sons of God (the believers) saw the daughters
of men (the women of the world), that they were "beautiful"
(translated "better" 72 times; i.e. they preferred them to the
faithful) (Gen. 6:2). Partners were chosen on the basis of
appearance, rather than spirituality. And so it has ever been.
They "chose" who they wanted, rather than marrying within
the line of the seed of the woman or to spiritual women. The
forbidden fruit always appears more beautiful; and the
language of 'seeing' something as beautiful and attractive, and
then taking it in sin, is all the language of Eve's failure with
the forbidden fruit. The next verse describes how because of
this, God decided to destroy mankind after 120 years. The
corruption of God's way at that time was epitomized by



marriage out of the Faith. The situation just before the flood
is a type of that in the last days (Mt. 24:38); marriage out of
the Faith will be a major problem for our last generation,
according to this type.

Signs within the ecclesia seem to herald the Lord's coming
even clearer than those without. As a prelude to the flood, the
Sons of God married the daughters of men (Gen. 6:2)- the
true believers married unbelievers. However, the "sons of
God" often refers to Israel (Is. 43:6,7; 63:8; Jer. 31:20; Ez.
16:20; Mal. 1:16; 3:7), hinting that there will be a big Jewish
inter-marriage problem in the last days too. There is ample
evidence of this.

6:3 Yahweh said, My Spirit will not strive with man forever,
because he also is flesh- "Strive with" has been interpretted
as "remain with" by some (E.A. Speiser) and the LXX. In
this case the connection would be with the later statements
that the flood took life away from all in whom was the breath
of life. But "strive" is the more natural reading. I suggest
rather than the Spirit of God sought to work with men to
make them spiritual; but He never unduly forces. Yet He does
struggle with men, as He did with Jacob and as was
epitomized in his struggle with the Angel; and yet He never
forces. Peter says that the Spirit of Christ was in Noah and it
was this which witnessed to Noah's audience. Paul seems to
allude here, when he criticizes the Galatians for having such
a struggle between flesh and Spirit- when instead they should
completely surrender to the Spirit: "But I say, walk by the



Spirit and you shall not fulfil the lust of the flesh. For the
flesh lusts against the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh.
For these are contrary to each other. You may not do the
things you would like to!" (Gal. 5:16,17). God will not battle
with man endlessly; there comes a point when He will no
longer try, and judgment must come, with the resultant
destruction of the flesh. This is what happened at the flood.

In 2 Pet. 2:5 Peter says that Noah was a preacher of, or [Gk.]
‘by’ righteousness to the people around him. Yet in 1 Pet.
3:19 Peter says that Christ preached to those same people
through His Spirit. The resolution surely is that although
Noah had never met the Lord Jesus, he lived according to the
same Godly spirit as did Jesus; and this was his witness to
his world. In this sense the spirit or disposition of Christ was
found in all the Old Testament prophets (1 Pet. 1:11). There
is ultimately only one Spirit (Eph. 4:4). The same spirit of
holiness which was in Jesus was likewise thus in Noah. “The
Spirit”, the Spirit of God and the Spirit of Christ are all
equated in Rom. 8:9. The ark 'was' Noah for those 120 years.
When the ark 'rested' on Ararat ['holy hill'] the same word,
'Noah', is used (Gen. 8:4). Likewise the things of the Lord
Jesus and the salvation which is in Him, both for ourselves
and others, should be likewise identified with us.

The withdrawal of a man’s Spirit by God, as with the
withdrawal of the Spirit gifts, is to be seen in some sense as
God’s judgment of man. Gen. 6:3 LXX and RVmg. implies
this.



The Gilgamesh flood stories are significantly lacking in
attaching much value or significance to human moral
behaviour. The flood happened as a result of arguments
amongst the gods, or because they just didn’t want so many
human beings on the earth- and not because of human sin.
According to Gen. 6:3 (cp. 1 Pet. 3:20; 2 Pet. 2:5) there was
a period of grace for 120 years before the flood, during
which time Noah preached and urged people to repent. Such
grace and pleading with man isn’t found in the pagan myths
because they fail to locate the root cause of the flood in
human sin. And the gods of the various pantheons knew
nothing of grace. God’s appeal to humanity via Noah is in
sharp contrast to the way the Gilgamesh Epic speaks of the
flood being a secret which the gods carefully hid from man.
The Epic records how Utnapishtim loaded the ark with his
silver and gold lest it be destroyed (Gilgamesh Tablet 11:80-
85 and 94,95); the Biblical record says nothing of this,
speaking only of how living creatures and people were saved
by the ark. Clearly life and people are of more importance to
God than wealth, which cannot ultimately be saved. The ark
of Gilgamesh had sailors to sail it, and “the pilot” is
recorded as leaving the ship at the end of the flood. The
Biblical ark had no sailor nor pilot apart from God. The
Gilgamesh hero of the flood escaped it despite the will and
intentions of the gods, who had decreed man’s destruction.
Noah was a Biblical hero because he believed in God’s
gracious desire to save him.



Yet will his days be one hundred twenty years- This could
mean that lifespans were reduced, but people kept living to
great ages right up to the flood. So I take this as meaning that
after 120 years, the judgment would come. The name
"Methuselah" had been predicting this for over 800 years
already. Knowing the destruction that would come on all
except Noah, God waited in the hope that more would be
saved. He as it were hoped against His own foreknowledge
that more would saved (1 Pet. 3:20). Likewise God told
Ezekiel that Israel would not hear his preaching (Ez. 3:7);
and yet Ezekiel repeatedly prefaced his preaching addresses
with an appeal to please hear God’s word (Ez. 6:3; 13:2;
18:25;20:47; 34:7; 36:1,4). He was hoping against hope; his
preaching work was asking him to attempt the impossible. To
make a nation hear who would not hear. Jeremiah likewise
was told that Israel wouldn’t hear him (Jer. 7:27), but still he
pleaded with them to hear (Jer. 9:20; 10:1; 11:6; 16:12;
17:24; 38:15); God’s hope was that perhaps they would
hearken (Jer. 26:3) although He had foretold they wouldn’t.
Jeremiah was told not to pray for Israel (Jer. 7:16; 11:14;
14:11) and yet he did (Jer. 14:20; 42:2,4). It was the
spiritually minded lifestyle of Noah in those 120 years which
was his witness to the world of his day. Peter says in 1 Pet.
3:19 that Christ through His Spirit preached to the people of
Noah’s day.

The Lord Jesus / bridegroom “tarries”, the same Greek word
translated ‘delay’ in “my Lord delayeth his coming”. The



Lord does delay His coming- the man’s mistake was in acting
inappropriately because of this. God’s judgments likewise
“waited”, or delayed, in Noah’s time (1 Pet. 3:20)-
presumably for the 120 year period of Gen. 6:3. In a similar
way, the judgment on Nineveh preached by Jonah also
delayed- it came in the end, but their repentance meant that it
delayed at that time.

THE FLOOD AS A TYPE OF THE LAST DAYS

It is a commonly stressed theme throughout Scripture that the
days of Noah are a type of the last days of AD70. The
clearest is in Mt. 24:37: "As the days of Noah were, so shall
also the coming of the son of man be". It is generally
understood among us that the events of AD70 and the "
coming" of the Lord then, point forward to that in the last
days. Thus it is not surprising that a number of passages
describe the AD70 judgments of Israel in terms of the flood;
which suggests that they also have reference to the last days:
- 2 Peter 3 is a clear example, describing the destruction of
the Jewish system in AD70 as being by fire as opposed to
water used in Noah's time. Yet the chapter also has reference,
e.g. through it's links with the new Heavens and earth of Is.
65, with the destruction of the present age at the Lord's
return.

- Nahum 1 describes the coming judgements on Israel in
terms of mountains and hills splitting, and there being a great



flood; all Genesis flood language.

- Dan. 9:26 describes the Romans in AD70 destroying "the
city and the sanctuary; and the end thereof shall be with a
flood", the LXX implying with a sudden flood, as in Noah's
time.

- Is. 54:9 describes the judgments on Israel being "as the
waters of Noah". The end of the flood, the end of Israel's
judgments, therefore typifies the second coming.

- In the light of this the Lord's parable about the man building
on sand whose house was destroyed when the heavy rain
came (Mt. 7:25,27) must have primary reference (as so many
of the parables do) to the judgement on the Jewish house in
AD70. Those who built on sand as a result of not hearing
Christ's words were the Jews- also described as shoddy
builders in Mt. 21:42; Acts 4:11; 1 Pet. 2:7; Mic. 3:10; Jer.
22:13.

We can therefore look at the Genesis record of the lead up to
the flood and be confident that every detail has some
relevance to our time; and therefore grasp the reality of the
fact that we should feel the same tenseness and intensity as
Noah did as he waited for the rain. Note how Jesus' return is
described as the rain in 2 Sam. 23:4; Hos. 6:3; Joel 2:23.

- Our present population explosion has only been paralleled
in Noah's time. The longer life-spans could have resulted in
each woman bearing up to 200 children; bearing in mind the
lack of present constraining factors such as adverse climate,
space, physical degeneration of the human stock over 6,000



years etc. which we now face, it is likely that in the 10
generations from Adam to Noah up to 2,000 million people
were produced.

- These longer life-spans would have resulted in a great
accumulation of knowledge and skills in the arts and
sciences. Gen. 4:22 describes Tubal-Cain (contemporary
with Noah) as "an instructor of every artificer in brass and
iron", hinting at technical education and industrialization.
Similarly Jubal was "father of all such as handle the harp and
organ" (Gen. 4:21); a growth in so-called culture (i.e.
sophisticated pleasure- educated Christians please note).
Note the emphasis on education- "an instructor... father...
father" .

- Cain's first big city (Gen. 4:17) no doubt spawned others.
Complex, selfish city life would have been apparent at
Noah's time- as it is supremely throughout our modern world.
- "Lamech shall be avenged seventy and seven fold" (Gen.
4:24) he boasted. Does this hint at the war preparations and a
spirit of personal vengeance and pressing for one's 'rights'
which fills the earth today?

- There is an emphasis on there being a "father" of all the
cattle keepers, all the musicians, and an instructor of every
metal worker (Gen. 4:20-22); implying the kind of
commercial cartels and unionism which we have today?

- Job 22:15-18 comments on the people living just before the
flood that they cast off all commitment to God and yet God "
filled their houses with good things" ; i.e. material wealth



despite a viciously God-forsaking attitude. Exactly the scene
today.

- One of the few women mentioned as being contemporary
with Noah was Adah- meaning 'to decorate, ornament'. And
of such women the sons of God took wives of all that they
chose (Gen. 6:2). Dolled up women picked up at will by sex-
mad men could not be a more telling parallel with our age.
Note too how the three periods picked out in Scripture as
having major similarities with the last days- Sodom, Noah's
time, Israel in AD70- all have the common feature of sexual
misbehaviour. There can be no doubt that this is a major
indication that we are in the last days.

- Given this apostacy of the sons of God and the
unwillingness of the world to listen to Noah's preaching (2
Pet. 2:5) the size of the ecclesia must have declined, until it
was only 9 strong. 'Methuselah' means "When he dies, it shall
come'- suggesting that he died a few days or weeks before
the flood came. We can imagine the ecclesia falling away one
by one until it was just that old brother, the middle aged
Noah, and his three faithful sons (no doubt he had other sons
and daughters who he failed to influence). The small,
declining size of our ecclesias and the total apathy to our
preaching should not discourage us- as with all negative
things, a positive message can be read into them in the light
of Scripture. And the message here is that such things clearly
indicate that we are in the last days. The only people to
survive the temptations of these 'last days' before the flood



were one family unit. As these events are so pregnant with
latter day relevance, it may be that we are to perceive here a
faint hint that strongly led family units are the way to survive
the last days. Noah is described as " the eighth" (2 Pet. 2:5),
perhaps alluding to the fact that of the eight people saved in
the ark, he was " the eighth" ; he put the others first. The three
who escaped the judgments on Sodom, another type of the
last days, were all members of the same family; possibly
implying the same thing. It must surely be significant that our
strongest members are often from families with other strong
members.

However, the general spiritual apathy grieved God at His
heart, we are told. This reminds us of the often overlooked
fact that God is an emotional being- the world today grieves
Him, and it is to be expected therefore that He is all the more
intently watching us, to see whether we are going to keep
ourselves separate from the spirit of this desperate age.

6:4 There were aggressive men [Nephilim] in the earth in
those days, and also after that, when the sons of God came
in to the daughters of men, they bore children to them.
Those were the mighty men who were of old, men of
renown-

There is no mention at all of “the sons of God” coming down
from heaven. Why assume these “sons of God” are angels?
The phrase is used concerning men, especially those who
know the true God (Dt. 14:1 (R.S.V)); Hos. 1:10; Lk. 3:38;



Jn. 1:12; 1 Jn. 3:1). If believers are to be made equal to
angels (Lk. 20:35,36), will they still experience the same
carnal desires which then motivated the sons of God, or have
the possibility of giving way to them? Of course not! Luke
20:35,36, clearly says that the angels do not marry: “They
which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world, and
the

resurrection from the dead, neither marry, nor are given in
marriage... for they are equal unto the angels”. It is commonly
believed that the angels who are thought to have sinned came
down to earth at the time of the garden of Eden incidents, but
Genesis 6 concerns the time of the flood, which was many
years later. The Hebrew word for “giants” in Genesis 6:4, is
also used to describe the sons of a man called Anak in
Numbers 13:33. Freak human beings of unusual size or
strength are sometimes born today, but it does not mean that
their parents were angels. We are not specifically told that
the giants were the children of the “sons of God”. “There
were giants... and also after that... the sons of God came in
unto the daughters of men” (:4).If Angels married women,
then who were the children, and what were they like? The
apocryphal book of 1 Enoch claims that the offspring were
“evil spirits” and witches (1 Enoch 15:8—-16:1) — but the
Bible is utterly silent about this.

The word "nephilim" comes from a Hebrew root meaning



'hackers or assailants'- implying arrogant gangs strutting
round assailing people at will. Job. 22:15-17 R.V. gives the
same impression. Compare this with the gang warfare and
intimidation of the Americas and many countries, which is
going to take over the ererz promised to Abraham. We
already see it, in the images of Islamist fighters wandering
around the eretz today.

The Hebrew syntax here would suggest that this is a notice
that at this time, there were giants in the earth. The giants
aren’t described as being the offspring of the relationship
between the sons of God and daughters of men. The word
“giants” has two possible meanings: “fallen ones” (which
would be relevant to their being the “sons of God” who had
spiritually fallen away) and “assailants, hackers, tyrants” —
the definition provided by Martin Luther and H.C. Leupold
(H.C. Leupold, Exposition of Genesis, Vol. 1 (Ann Arbor,
MI: Wartburg Press, 1942), p. 250). This is the root of the
Hebrew word for “giant”, and is used in 2 Kings 3:19,25, to
describe a vicious attack on the Moabites by Israel. Thus we
get the impression that there were men, perhaps of great
physical size and strength, who went around viciously
attacking people. They became famous (or infamous) — “men
of renown”. Job (22:15-17) comments upon them: “Hast thou
marked the old way which wicked men have trodden? Which
were cut down out of time, whose foundation was overflown
with a flood: which said unto God, Depart from us”. Notice
that this refers to men, not angels. The intention of Moses in



Genesis was to explain Israel’s surrounding world to them,
and deconstruct the false ideas they encountered in
surrounding myth. The people were frightened by the “giants
they met in the land of Canaan (Num. 13:33). These nephilim
[LXX gigantes] had their origin explained by Moses in
Genesis 6 — the righteous seed intermarried with the wicked,
and their offspring were these nephilim, mighty men of the
world. Note in passing how Ez. 32:27 LXX uses this same
word gigantes to describe pagan warriors who died— no hint
that they were superhuman or Angels.

ER)

The Israelites were aware of the existence of unusually large
people — the Zamzumin, Zumin, Rephaim, Nephilim, Emim,
and Anakim (Dt. 1:28, 2:10,11, 20,21, 3:11). The bed of Og,
King of Bashan, a Rephaim, was nine cubits long, over four
meters (14 feet) — Dt. 3:11. In Canaanite mythology these
giants came from intermarriage between human beings and
the gods; but Moses in Genesis 6 is surely addressing this
myth and correcting it. He’s saying (by implication) that this
didn’t happen, but rather the Godly seed and the wicked
intermarried; and yes, at that time, there were giants in the
earth, but they were judged and destroyed by the flood, and
the implication surely was that the Israel who first heard
Moses’ inspired history could take comfort that the giants
they faced in Canaan would likewise be overcome by God.

"And also after that" could be placed in brackets, as by the
NET Bible. The idea would be that the nephilim in the eretz
were encountered later in the history of the eretz, and indeed



the term is used about the giant inhabitants of Canaan in Num.
13:33 (see note there). The Anakim or giants were
descendants of Noah, but the point is that they were the
equivalent of the strong warriors who strutted the eretz
earlier, and who were judged and destroyed by the flood.

Umberto Cassuto pays special attention to the reference to
the sons of God and daughters of men in Gen. 6,
demonstrating that the "giants" are mortal, they were to die at
best after 120 years; and they were on earth not in Heaven.
Thus the Canaanite myths, which ironically later Judaism re-
adopted, were deconstructed by Moses. He summarizes
Moses' intention in the Genesis 6 passage as being to teach
Israel: "Do not believe the gentile myths concerning men of
divine origin who became immortal. This is untrue, for in the
end all men must die, because they, too, are flesh... you must
realize that they were only "on earth", and "on earth" they
remained, and did not become gods, and they did not ascend
to Heaven, but remained among those who dwell below,
upon earth... the intention of the section is to contradict the
pagan legends regarding the giants" (Umberto Cassuto,
Biblical And Oriental Studies (Jerusalem: Magnes Press,
1973) Vol. 1 pp. 21-28).

The claim that this verse refers to Angels marrying men has
many problems. There is no mention here of “the sons of
God” coming down from heaven- and such a fall supposedly
happened at the time of Adam's fall, not now, many
generations later. Why assume these “sons of God” are



angels? The phrase is used concerning men, especially those
who know the true God (Dt. 14:1 (R.S.V)); Hos. 1:10; Lk.
3:38;Jn. 1:12; 1 Jn. 3:1). If believers are to be made equal to
angels (Lk. 20:35,36), will they still experience the same
carnal desires which then motivated the sons of God, or have
the possibility of giving way to them? Of course not! Luke
20:35,36, clearly says that the angels do not marry: “They
which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world, and
the resurrection from the dead, neither marry, nor are given in
marriage... for they are equal unto the angels”. The Hebrew
word for “giants” in Genesis 6:4, is also used to describe the
sons of a man called Anak in Numbers 13:33. Freak human
beings of unusual size or strength are sometimes born today,
but it does not mean that their parents were angels. We are
not specifically told that the giants were the children of the
“sons of God”. “There were giants... and also after that...
the sons of God came in unto the daughters of men” (:4). If
Angels married women, then who were the children, and
what were they like? The apocryphal book of 1 Enoch claims
that the offspring were “evil spirits” and witches (1 Enoch
15:8-16:1) — but the Bible is utterly silent about this.

The idea of cosmic beings coming to earth and having sexual
relations with human women is a classic piece of pagan
myth; and the Jews came to adopt these into their
interpretations of the Genesis 6 passage, e.g. In the Book of
Enoch. Josephus brings out the similarities: “The angels of
God united with women... The actions attributed to them by



our tradition [note that — “our tradition”, not Scripture itself!]
resemble the bold exploits which the Greeks recount about
the Giants” (Antiquities of the Jews 1.3.1). Clearly, Jewish
thinking sought to accommodate the pagan myths.

We have shown that the “sons of God” may refer to those
with the true understanding of God. The “sons of God’ of
every generation have kept themselves separate from the
people of the world, and are warned by God not to marry
such people because they will influence them away from
following the true God (Ex. 34:12,15,16; Josh. 23:12—13;
Ezra 9:12; 1 Cor. 7:39; 2 Cor. 6:14-16). Genesis 3:15
describes how the seed (descendants) of the serpent would
be in constant conflict with the seed of the woman (cp. Gal.
4:29). The early chapters of Genesis highlight the fact that
there were these two sorts of people; the descendants of Seth
called themselves “by the name of the Lord” (Gen. 4:26 A.V
margin) and comprised the righteous “sons of God”, the seed
of the woman. By contrast, the descendants of Cain, are
described as being associated with murder and instituting
polygamy (Gen. 4:23,19), the art of weapon production (Gen.
4:22) and entertainment (Gen. 4:21). The names of these
people imply that at this time they started an alternative,
apostate, system of worship to replace the true worship of
God, which angered God; e.g. Cain named a city after Enoch,
whose name means “dedicated”; Irad means “eternal city”;
Mehujael means “God combats”; Lamech means
“Overthrower” (of the truth ?). The sons of God marrying the



daughters of men would therefore describe the inter—
marriage of these two lines, so that only Noah and his family
were the “seed of the woman” at the time of the flood.

Careful reflection on Genesis 6 indicates that the “sons of
God” must have been men:

— They “took them wives of all that they chose”. This process
of choosing an appealing woman for marriage is so
obviously something experienced by men. Notice how the
“sons of God” probably took more than one wife each —
“wives of all that they chose”. This was a characteristic of
the seed of the serpent (Gen. 4:19), showing us that the two
lines had merged; because of the sons of God marrying the
daughters of men, God said that in 120 years’ time, He would
destroy man (Gen. 6:3) in the flood. Why should God punish
and destroy man if the angels had sinned? Seeing that angels
cannot die (Lk. 20:35,36), there would have been no point in
destroying the earth with a flood to try and destroy them.
Things fall into place far better if the “sons of God” were
men: therefore God said, “The end of all flesh(mankind) is
come before me; for the earth is filled with violence through
them; and, behold, I will destroy them with (from) the earth”
(Gen. 6:13). The violence on the earth which vv. 3—5
associate with the apostasy of the “sons of God” arose
through man — man, not angels or the Devil, had filled the
earth with violence: another reason God brought the flood
was because the earth had become corrupt. Why did this
happen? It was corrupt, “for (because) all flesh had



corrupted His way upon the earth” (Gen. 6:11,12). Man had
corrupted the true way of God — due to the sons of God, who
understood “the way”’, mixing with the people of the flesh.
“The way” is a phrase used to describe the true
understanding of God (e.g. Gen. 3:24; 18:19; Ps. 27:11;
119:32,33; Acts16:17; 9:2; 18:25; 19:9,23; 2 Pet. 2:2). This
corruption of “the way” by the “sons of God” in Genesis 6 is
commented on in Jude 11, where the apostate Christians of
the first century are likened to those men who went “in the
way of Cain” — not of the truth. Cain was the father of the
seed of the serpent line

— The actions of the “sons of God” in Genesis 6:2, are
described inv. 5 as “the wickedness of man”, which “was
great in the earth... every imagination of the thoughts of his
heart was only evil continually”

— Jesus said that the world in the last days would be similar
to what it was at the time of Noah. He implied that in the
same way as men had the wrong attitude to marriage in
Noah’s time, so men also would in the last days before His
return (Lk. 17:26,27). The only reference to attitudes to
marriage at Noah’s time is in Genesis 6:2, thus again
implying that the “sons of God” who married wrongfully
were men.

Apostate Jewish theology sought to minimize human sin and
blame it on a Satan figure. It’s significant that when the
inspired New Testament writers refer to the flood, there is no
suggestion by them that they accepted the idea that sinful



Angels somehow led humanity into sin. Instead, they
repeatedly underscore the fact that it was human sin which
led God to punish humanity. The uninspired Book of
Jubilees, written about 150 BC, claims that Noah complained
to God about “the unclean demons” leading his grandchildren
into sin and asked God to judge these demons, thus resulting
in the flood (Jubilees 10:1-7). That is mere fantasy — and
quite the opposite of what the Genesis record states — where
clearly it is human wickedness which leads God to judge
humans. What I find so highly significant is that the Lord
Jesus and His apostles stress that it was indeed human sin
which led to Divine judgment through the flood. Effectively,
they’re thus deconstructing these false ideas which were
circulating and upholding the Biblical emphasis against the
sophistry of the false theology about Satan / demons which
was circulating, It’s a tragedy that the same false
understandings still circulate, and so many still refuse to face
up to the clear teaching of Scripture — that human beings sin
and must take responsibility and bear judgment for that sin.

This passage is actively deconstructing false Canaanite myths
about sinful gods, giants, demons etc. it could be argued that
this passage, along with much of early Genesis, is actually
deconstructing the wrong ideas about Angels, demons, Satan
etc. which Israel had encountered in Egypt and amongst the
Canaanite tribes. It is teaching that the giants which Israel
had noticed were in fact only human, and no more. They
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were “mighty men”, “men of renown”. Later Scripture does
likewise — the Rephaim had children like other human beings
(2 Sam. 21:16,18; Dt. 3:11), inhabiting an area known as the
valley of Rephaim (Josh. 15:8). Cassuto comments: “The
intention of the section is actually to

contradict certain folk—tales, and to erase, as far as possible,
their mythological features” (Umberto Cassuto, Biblical and
Oriental Studies (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1975) Vol. 2 p.
108). Elsewhere, Cassuto draws attention to the significance
of God’s comment upon the sin of the ‘sons of God’ in Gen.
6:3: “My spirit shall not abide in [or, strive with] man
forever”. God comments upon the Auman condition, not upon
anything out in the cosmos. He comments: “[this] implies: Do
not believe the heathen tales about human beings of divine
origin, who were rendered immortal; this is untrue, for in the
end every man must die, “in as much as he, too, is flesh”...
The Torah’s intention is to counteract the pagan legends and
to reduce to a minimum the content of the ancient traditions
concerning the giants” (Umberto Cassuto, Commentary on
the Book of Genesis (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1998 ed.)
Vol. 1 p. 300). The record of the flood which follows that of
the mention of the ‘giants’ can be read as a further
deconstruction of the myths about them. The Biblical record
states that God opened the “windows of Heaven” (Gen.
7:11). The identical term in Ugaritic occurs in Tablet 2 AB,
col. 7 line 17 of the Ras Shamra tablets. Cassuto explains



that “The Canaanites used to tell of the god Baal that at one
stage he built for himself a palace in the sky and opened
therein windows... The Canaanites attributed to Baal the
sending down of rain from heaven”, but that the giants /
offspring of the wicked gods “set down their feet and closed
up the deep, and they placed their hands on the windows”
(References in Umberto Cassuto, Commentary on the Book
of Genesis (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1992 ed.) Vol. 2 pp.
86,87).

6:5 Yahweh saw that the wickedness of man was great in the
earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his
heart was only evil continually- Noah's response was to
prepare "an ark to the saving of his house... and became heir
of the righteousness which is by faith" (Heb. 11:7). We know
from Peter that the ark represents Christ. Noah's response
was not to smugly reflect how that soon he would be
vindicated for his separation from the world, i.e. for his own
personal righteousness. Instead he took seriously God's
warning that sinners were to soon be destroyed. Noah was,
of course, a sinner as we all are. He therefore must have
cried out to God in faith, asking for God to count him as if he
were righteous, so that he would be saved from the coming
judgments against sin. This is how he had righteousness
imputed to him. He showed his faith that God really had
justified him by doing something physical- his faith led to the
'works' of building the ark; as our faith likewise leads us to



baptism into Christ. Through Christ, God "scattered the
proud in the imagination of their hearts" (Lk. 1:51). This is
quoting from Gen. 6:5 LXX concerning the wicked
imagination of man's heart at the flood; note it was their
thoughts and imaginations which were so obnoxious to God.
This is even more evidence that we can read the events of the
flood as typical of two things; our salvation from the
judgment upon sin, and also of the events of the last days,
when that salvation will be physically manifested. We are in
Noah's position; we can see clearly the judgments which
must come upon sin. By our nature, we are part and parcel of
that sin which has to be judged. Our response cannot be to
trust in our own righteousness, which we may feel we have
as a result of our physical separation from the world. We
must instead be motivated by imagining the reality of Christ's
coming, to make sure that we are covered in the
righteousness of Christ, so that the impending destruction of
sin will not take us away with it. Perhaps at no time before
has the body of Christ so needed to learn the lesson of Noah;
to cease from our own works, "and become heir of the
righteousness which is by faith".

6:6 Yahweh was sorry that He had made man on the earth-
"Sorry" is AV It repented- "It repented The LORD that He
had made man on the earth, and it grieved Him at His heart".
To repent means to change around. God Himself can change;
the one thing that doesn't is His unfailing love and grace for



His people. Yet the language here could be applied to
Angels, or to God's manifestation of His thoughts through
them. It was the Angels who actually made man on earth, in
the image of themselves, and we have shown that it was the
Angels who actually brought the flood on the earth. So it
could be argued that it was they who repented and therefore
decided to bring the flood. Thus only Noah "found grace in
the eyes of the LORD" (:8). The eyes of the LORD are the
Angels- it was they who surveyed the earth and saw that it
was wicked, except for Noah. The phrase in :13 "the end of
all flesh is come before Me" implies that it was brought to
God's attention- another example of language of limitation,
which must refer to the Angels. Thus it was the Angels who
repented, or changed their mind, about creation.

The theme of Divine regret is found in both Genesis and
Gilgamesh; according to the Bible, Yahweh regretted the
creation of man, whereas according to Gilgamesh, the gods
regretted the destruction of man. This purposeful contrast is
surely to indicate that whilst Yahweh has emotions, His
judgment of man was just and was done without regret.

There has to be a connection between the fact that "Noah"
was intended to bring "comfort" or "repentance" (Gen. 5:29),
and the way the same word is now used of how God
"repented" that He had made man. The hope of the faithful
had been that Noah would bring about the re-thinking of the
curse upon earth for Adam's sin; but God's re-thinking was to
actually destroy all men upon the earth, apart from Noah.



Gilgamesh speaks of how there was a discussion amongst the
gods as to what to do with humanity. Human sin is not given
as the reason for their decision, but rather mere
capriciousness of the gods. The Atrahasis epic gives the
reason as the gods becoming angry that the humans are not
serving them enough. In Gilgamesh, the majority of gods
wanted to destroy humanity, but some, led by the god Ea-
Enki, wanted to save. What is totally unique about the
Biblical record is that there is only one God involved.
Within Him there is this tension between judging sin, and
lovingly saving His wayward creation. And thus we read the
incredible statement that God “repented” that He had created
man (Gen. 6:5). In Gilgamesh, there is a tension amongst the
gods; Ea-Enki becomes so passionate to save humanity that
he rebels against the other gods. In the true, Biblical record,
that tension between gods is expressed as a tension within
the heart of the one true God. He created mankind; and then
He wanted to destroy them for their sin; and yet He struggled
with this. The record leads us to enter into the Divine pain,
the struggle of God. This is totally and utterly unique; this is
the truth, which all other religions and myths could never get
hold of. Moses’ record was paving the way for his own
experience of this aspect of Israel’s wonderful God. For he
too had experienced God stating His judgment of His people,
‘repenting’ that He had created them as a nation, seeking to
destroy them, and yet being sensitive to Moses’ pleas. One
sees the same Divine pain in later Scripture, especially in



Hosea. There, God alternates between having no mercy on
His people, and showing mercy; not being their God any
longer; yet being their God. And like a wounded lover, God
declares: “I will love them no more”; and yet in the final,
tear-jerking outpouring of God in Hosea 14, we read the
wonderful conclusion: “I will love them freely”. This is such
a hard thing to really come to terms with. For how can a God
who is all powerful and who knows the end from the
beginning, have such feelings? Yet those Divine feelings are
legitimate, they really were felt, and they are felt by God
Almighty about us at this very moment. It is so much easier to
do as Gilgamesh did, and have a judgmental god and a
saviour god; or to have a ‘good God’ and a bad, evil satan,
as in the theology of today’s apostate Christianity. But the
wonder of Yahweh is that this one and only true God has
these two aspects within Him. To know something of this
Divine struggle, this surpassing love of God, is something
that flows out from a belief in there being only one God. The
issues of grace and truth, love and judgment, mercy and
justice, are all brought together in the awesome personality
of this God with whom we have to do.

And it grieved Him- For "grieved", see on Gen. 8:10; Is.
63:10, where again the Spirit of God is grieved by the
people in the eretz. Prov. 3:20 RV says that "By his
knowledge the depths were broken up, and the skies dropped
down the rain". The flood was brought about by God's



wisdom, not because a deity lost his patience and temper
with mankind. God destroyed mankind because of His grief’
(Gen. 6:6)- and He did so because He planned on saving the
world through water (1 Pet. 3:20). Noah and the faithful
were saved from corruption and the faith being lost by the
world that threatened to destroy them (spiritually) being
itself destroyed. There are many allusions to the flood in Job,
notably in the descriptions of the waters being stored up by
God, released by Him as He wishes, and having had bounds
now placed upon them after the flood (Job 38:9-11,22,33;
26:8; there’s specific mention of the flood in Job 22:16). The
flood would’ve been relatively recent history in Job’s time.
It’s therefore instructive to read in Job 37:11-13 that God
sends His waters upon the earth partly for correction, partly
in judgment, and also partly “for mercy”. The flood was ina
sense a Divine mercy, in ending the existence of impenitent
sinners.

In His heart- The evil heart of mankind troubled the heart of
God (Gen. 6:5,6). This "heart to heart" between God and
man is amazing.

6:7 Yahweh said, I will destroy man whom I have created
from the surface of the ground; man, along with animals,
creeping things, and birds of the sky, for I am sorry that 1
have made them- Man, beast, creeping things, birds- a
reversal of the creation order in Gen. 1:20-27. 6:7,8 I will
destroy man... but Noah could imply that God’s initial
intention was to totally destroy humanity, but because Noah



found grace [the idiom could imply God heard his prayer],
God made a way of escape for Noah and intended to found a
new humanity from him. I’ve elsewhere commented that
much in the early Pentateuch is connectable with Israel’s
later history; Moses’ account in Genesis was in order to
explain to Israel in the wilderness the background to their
situation. The situation here in 6:7,8 recalls how God wanted
to destroy all Israel and make of Moses a new nation (Ex.
32:10); but Moses, like Noah, found grace in God’s eyes (Ex.
33:13; 34:9). Moses describes himself as one who had found
grace in God’s eyes at the very time that God speaks of
making a new nation from him- he saw the connection. God's
expressed regret that He had made the animal creation can
read strangely; it reads as if it is an emotional statement. And
perhaps that is indeed how we are to read it; here in early
Genesis we are being introduced to a God who has passion,
whose anger flares up in His face (Ez. 38:18), and only
subsides because of His grace.

6:8 But Noah found favour in Yahweh's eyes- Or, "found
grace"; see on Gen. 9:21. Noah was saved by grace and was
likely not without his weaknesses. Finding grace may suggest
that He sought it- that he recognized his weakness
[alcoholism?] and asked for God's grace; and found it. 2 Pet.
2:5 speaks of how "the old world" was not "spared", but
Noah was, in that he was saved. His salvation was by grace,
it was a 'being spared' rather than a reward for his
righteousness. Heb. 11:7 cites Noah as an example of those



to whom righteousness is imputed by faith; and in Romans,
Paul explains that this is a parade example of grace. Clearly
Paul has Noah in view as a worked example of a sinner
being saved by grace through faith, by having righteousness
imputed to him. Noah is not therefore presented as righteous,
but as faithful; and thereby having righteousness imputed to
him.

6:9 This is the history of the generations of Noah- a
Hebraism for 'an account of the life' of Noah. Yet the Hebrew
for "generations" means just that. We expect to now
encounter a list of children, grandchildren etc. Instead we
read a summary of Noah's character. His children, his
offspring, his memorial in this earth, was not his children, but
rather his character. This is comfort for the childless. Our
characters are our generation. This is what shall remain
beyond the grave; for our spirit, the personality we develop,
abides with God after our death and shall live eternally as
'us' at the Lord's return to earth. So often, individual
character development becomes subsumed beneath the
pressures of childrearing. But our ultimate "generation" is us,
our personality and character.

Noah was a righteous man- The idea is, complete. All parts
of his life were devoted to God, the lesson of the whole burnt
offerings. But as noted on :8, his righteousness was imputed
to him by faith, through grace.



Blameless among the people of his time- We must note the
connection between God showing grace, undeserved favour,
to Noah- and him being described here as a just or righteous
man. Heb. 11:7 states that Noah’s righteousness was that
which comes from justification by faith. And he was the only
one amongst the "people of his time" who had such faith. the
idea is not that he was so much better than them. He was the
forerunner of Abraham. Noah was counted righteous,
because he believed- he believed God’s words about the
flood coming, he gave 120 years of his life to building an
ark, and by his example witnessed to the world and pleaded
with them to also believe. It wasn’t that God as it were
rewarded Noah for his good deeds by counting righteousness
to him. Otherwise there’d be no meaning to the statement that
Noah found grace from God (6:8). So we can see how it
worked out- Noah’s reasoning must’ve been something like:
‘We’re all sinners and quite rightly done for by this flood that
will come, me as well as the rest of my world. But... wait
up... God has given me a way out of this, by building an ark
and being saved from it. But... I’ma sinner and deserve to
die in this judgment that’s coming. So how can it be, that /,
with all my weakness and dysfunction, can survive this
judgment? It must be that although I am worthy of destruction
in the flood, God’s willing to count me as if [’'m righteous
and therefore not destroy me with the world of the ungodly.
Wow. He counts me as if I amrighteous... and I believe that.
So I will go on building the ark and seek to persuade as many



others to believe God is willing to count them as righteous
and if they believe that, they’ll jump on board the ark with
me’.

Noah walked with God- Noah as one of the seed of the
woman had the characteristic of Enoch, who was in the same
line. Moment by moment in the day, we are to be "with" God,
on a journey with Him. All life is movement, a journey. It's
not a case of being on a journey whilst others are static, but
moving with God.

6:11 The earth was corrupt before God- Note how this
verse is quoted in Ez. 8:17 about the land (same word as
"earth") of Israel being filled with violence. Similarly Gen.
6:13 is alluded to in Ez. 7:2,3,6. This opens up an
understanding of Ezekiel along the lines that it is describing
the events of AD70 as well as other periods. The flood being
such a clear type of AD70, passages which allude to it must
also have an AD70 context. "Before God" means 'in His
presence'; the idea may be that His presence was still found
at the cherubim which guarded the entrance to the garden of
Eden. But 'before Him' there, the earth was found corrupt.
And so the flood swept away Eden and the sanctuary. This
would imply that up until the flood, God was willing to
allow Eden to be restored and to grant entry to it- but no
saviour figure arose in the line of the seed of the woman,
despite some, such as Noah, Cain and Seth, who may have
had the potential. And so the salvation program was set back,
as has happened so often in salvation history.



The same Hebrew word is translated "corrupt" and
"destroyed" (s.w. :13). The people destroyed themselves;
their corruption was their own destruction. And this is how
God works; it's not simply that judgment for sin is
appropriate to the sin, but that sin is its own judgment and
condemnation. Therefore to "bear sin" is to bear the
[judgment for] sin.

The Jewish apocryphal Book of Enoch was instrumental in
forging the Jewish misunderstanding of Satan as a personal
being. This book shifts the blame for sin from humanity to a
Satan-figure called Azazel: "The whole earth has been
corrupted through the works that were taught by Azazel: to
him ascribe all sin" (1 Enoch 9:6; 10:8). There is a subtle but
significant difference between this and the Biblical record in
Gen. 6:11- which states that the earth became corrupt before
God because of human sin. The Biblical record makes no
attempt to pass the blame for this onto any other being-
humanity was punished because they sinned. It would in any
case be surely unethical for God to punish humanity because
of what Azazel did.

And the earth was filled with violence- The world was
characterized by ~amas- "unrighteousness". 'Hamas' can
mean "lawlessness perpetrated by force" (Umberto Cassuto,
A Commentary On The Book Of Genesis (Jerusalem:
Magness Press, 1998) Vol. 2 p. 52). Perhaps we have here a
suggestion that the 'land' promised to Abraham- the arena of



the Biblical flood- is to be dominated by 'Hamas' or a like
terrorist organization.

6:12 God saw the earth, and saw that it was corrupt- He
sees or 'looks' all the time (Ps. 14:2; 53:2,3). ‘Looking upon’
is an idiom for answered prayer or God's response to human
request (Gen. 6:12; 29:32; Ex. 2:25; Dt. 26:7; Jud. 6:14; Lk.
1:48). Perhaps [as often in early Genesis] we have the same
events recorded in different words; in 6:8 we learn that Noah
found grace in God's eyes; and perhaps in response to Noah's
prayers for salvation from his evil world, God looked upon
the earth and decided to destroy it in response to Noah's
prayers. Not that necessarily Noah prayed for earth's
destruction; but this was the method God used to answer
whatever Noah was asking for.

For all flesh had corrupted His way on the earth— The same
word is translated ‘destroy’ when we read of God’s resolve
to ‘destroy’ humanity with the flood (Gen. 6:13,17).
Humanity had destroyed themselves; Divine condemnation
and judgment is only really a working out of what people
have done to themselves. The same word occurs in Ex. 32:7,
where we read that Israel had corrupted / destroyed
themselves. This is an example of how within the Pentateuch,
events in early Genesis set the scene for the later story of
Israel. God's "way" in the eretz was surely the way to the
tree of life, guarded by the cherubim. The flood swept all that
away, including the garden of Eden and the possibility to
come to eternity through the sanctuary and a saviour-seed of



the woman. "All flesh" had corrupted or destroyed that way
by their immorality. And God confirmed that by literally
destroying it.

We note that the eretz was corrupt because the people upon it
were corrupt. So often, the eretz and its people are seen as
one. Hence the eretz was left desolate whilst the people of
the eretz were desolated. In :13 we will likewise read that
the people of the land had filled the land with violence; and
this was why the land ["earth"] had to be destroyed.

6:13 God said to Noah, The end of all flesh has come
before me, for the earth is filled with violence through
them. Behold, I will destroy them with the earth- Both
Moses and Peter stress that God brought the flood upon "the
world of the ungodly", i.e. the wicked people. The Jewish
writings claimed that the purpose of the flood was to destroy
sinful Angels, and that mankind suffered from the result of
their destruction. Thus the Testament of Naphtali 3.5:
"Likewise the Watchers departed from the order of nature;
the Lord cursed them at the Flood". The Jewish writings
repeatedly change the Biblical emphasis upon wicked people
(especially Jews), claiming that the various Divine
judgments were upon wicked Angels. Quite why people on
earth should have to suffer the result of this remains a begged
question. The Biblical record speaks repeatedly of the
destruction of "all flesh". It was their 'corruption’ which
came 'before God' (:11); here, it is the end or destruction of



"all flesh" which was before God. Again, people are put for
their behaviour. This may sound obvious, but in reality, we
so often consider that we ourselves in our core being are a
spiritual person, and yet we allow ourselves to do things and
say words which are [so we like to think] 'not really me'. But
human words and actions are treated by God as the person.
For that is who we are. The word is made flesh, whether that
word is good or bad. Out of the abundance of the heart, the
mouth speaks (Mt. 12:34).

It's significant that the various Mesopotamian legends about a
flood all speak of there being conflict between the divinities
before the decision to flood the earth was taken; and then
quarrels and recriminations between them after it. The
Biblical record has none of this- the one true God brought the
flood upon the earth by His sovereign will, and He lifted the
flood. In the legends, the hero of the flood [cp. Noah] is
exalted to Divine status, whereas in the Biblical record Noah
not only remains human, but is described as going off and
getting drunk. Throughout pagan legends, the Divine-human
boundary is often blurred- gods get cast down to earth and
become men, whilst men get exalted to 'Heaven' and
godhood. This gave rise to the idea of 'angels that sinned' and
were cast down to earth. But in the Biblical record, the
Divine-human boundary is set very clearly- the one God of
Israel is so far exalted above humanity, His ways are not
ours etc. (Is. 55:8), that there can be no possibility of this
happening. The exception of course was in the Son of God,



the Lord Jesus Christ- but even He was born as a genuine
human upon earth, and [contrary to Trinitarian theology] He
was no Divine comet who landed upon earth for 33 years.
The whole idea of the Divinity and personal pre-existence of
Jesus Christ is simply not Biblical.

6:14 Make a ship of gopher wood- A commonly available
tree in the Middle East. The ark is Christ. He was from
common material, of our human nature. Building a boat on
dry land, before anyone had experienced rain or flooding,
was the kind of paradigm breaking challenge which in
essence we experience in this age. For we are asked to bend
all our powers to preparing for a future which we can only
see by faith, leading to the mockery of those around us.

You shall make rooms in the ship- Heb. nests. There is a
unique place for each of us prepared in God's eternal house-
Jn. 14:1-3.

And shall seal it inside and outside with pitch- Cp. our
being sealed in Christ with the Spirit in our hearts, as it were
"inside", in a way which is visible to all, "outside" (Eph.
1:13; Eph. 4:30). The same idea is to be found in the Lord
shutting in Noah (Gen. 7:16). The Hebrew for 'pitch’ is
related to the word for 'covering', as in the atonement
covering for sin. Clearly, the ark and the flood narrative are
intended to be interpreted as a parable of redemption in



Christ.

6:15 This is how you shall make it. The length of the ship
will be three hundred cubits, its breadth fifty cubits, and its
height thirty cubits- The ark was not designed for sailing, it
had no means of self propulsion, nor self-steering. We
likewise are led by the Spirit, and once we surrender to that,
our path is not of our own device nor direction. The ark
represents Christ, entering Him by baptism (1 Pet. 3:19-21).
Once there, we're in God's hands. 300 x 50 x 30 is the same
proportion as the human body- significant in that the ark is
understood by Peter as being a type of the body of Christ,
into which the believer enters by baptism.

The Biblical account of the flood gives details which are
imaginable, earthly realities; there is nothing of the grossly
exaggerated and other-worldly which there is in the pagan
flood legends. Thus the Biblical dimensions for the ark are
realistic, whereas the boat mentioned in the Babylonian
legend recorded by Berossus was supposedly about one
kilometer long and half a kilometer wide. Noah was 600
years old according to the Biblical record, whereas
Ziusudra, the Mesopotamian equivalent of Noah, was
supposedly 36,000 years old at the time of the flood.

6:16 You shall make a roof'in the ship, and you shall finish
it leaving a cubit between the roof and the sides. You shall
set the door of the ship in its side. You shall make it with



lower, second, and third levels- "Roof" is AV "a window"-
Heb. a light (as RV, ASV), a glistering thing; the word comes
from the word for pressed oil. The Rabbis suggest it was a
precious stone. If so, it would look forward to the Lord Jesus
as the light of our world as we live within the ark. This isn’t
the same Hebrew word as in Gen. 8:6, where Noah opened a
window in the ark. "The door" likewise is a title of the Lord
Jesus; the same Hebrew word is used multiple times of the
tabernacle door (Ex. 29:11) and the temple door, also of the
door of the houses at Passover time in which salvation was
to be found (Ex. 12:22,23). The three levels are hard to
interpret; we think of Paul's reference to a "third heaven",
and the three divisions of the tabernacle, into most holy, holy
and the entrance area beyond the door of the tabernacle. The
ark is presented as a kind of tabernacle, a sanctuary, with
Noah building it obediently, as Moses did the tabernacle
(Gen. 6:22).

6:17 I, even I, do bring the flood of waters on this earth, to
destroy all flesh having the breath of life from under the
sky. Everything that is in the earth will die- The condemned
world of Noah’s time [the flood was a clear type of the final
judgment] were to ‘pine away / languish’ (Gen. 6:17; 7:21-
AV “die”). The wicked will melt away from the Lord's
presence (Ps. 68:2). Rejected Israel are described as being
"ashamed away" (Joel 1:12)- the same idea. This is the idea
behind Heb. 12:15 RVmg: "...man that falleth back from the



grace of God". What they did in this life in slinking away
from the reality of pure grace will be what is worked out in
their condemnation experience. 1 Jn. 2:28 speaks of them as
being "ashamed from before him at his coming", the Greek
suggesting the idea of slinking away in shame.

6:18 But I will establish my covenant- The covenant wasn’t
established until Noah left the ark, Gen. 9:11. Noah lived by
faith in this promise of a promise- which is what this was.
Being in covenant relationship with God is presented as the
opposite of dying. The covenant was of salvation, and
outside of it, there was no salvation, only death. The same to
this day. This encourages us to preach that covenant to others,
and urge those who accept it to remain within it.

With you- "You" singular. God established His covenant with
Noah personally, but Noah was able to save his family as
well on account of his covenant relationship with God. Ez
14:14,20 state that in Ezekiel's time, Israel were so wicked
that Noah would've saved only himself and not his family.
Yet Heb. 11:7 says that Noah saved his family by preparing
the ark. The implication could be that Noah's spirituality
‘covered' his weaker family, because they were not as
unspiritual as the people of Ezekiel's time, although still in
need of saving by another. This suggests that to some extent,
we can affect the salvation of third parties, especially family
members, by our own finding of grace before God. Noah is
strangely described as "the eighth person" of the eight who
were saved (2 Pet. 2:5). Perhaps this means that he put the



salvation of the others first, and entered last of all into the
ark. The covenant was with him, relating to his personal
salvation; but he wasn't spiritually selfish, but rather worked
to incorporate others within his own salvation. And God
remembered this, calling him "the eighth" (RV "Noah with
seven others").

You shall come into the ship, you, your sons, your wife, and
your sons’ wives with you- Noah apparently had only one
wife, even though it seems she wasn't very fruitful. Polygamy
was likely popular amongst the wealthy- indicating Noah's
faithfulness to his wife as well as possibly his poverty

6:19 Of every living thing of all flesh, you shall bring two
of every sort into the ship, to keep them alive with you.
They shall be male and female- The animals were gathered
from all over the land. They cannot represent the saints-
Noah's family represents them. They may therefore look
forward to the people from all over the world who will
survive the judgements on the world due to their association
with us. Thus many of those to whom we witness but they do
not respond may well survive the holocaust to come upon the
world to live in the new age of peace, like that which
followed the flood. This concept should give the ultimate
fillip to our enthusiasm for preaching- no longer obsessed
with numbers of baptisms but with the number of people
being witnessed to. Far more clean animals than unclean



were taken into the ark. Peter in Acts 10 saw a vision in
which clean animals represented Jews and unclean were
Gentiles. Does this indicate that more Jews will survive the
judgements to come on the world than Gentiles? Given the
many Jews that we know will die in the last day judgements,
it follows that if this line of interpretation is correct very few
Gentiles will survive at all.

This throws interesting light on the likely population in the
Millennium, if indeed that understanding is literally correct.
If each saint rules over some mortals, as Rev. 5:10 and the
parable of ten and five cities indicates, then the population of
the cities cannot be that great. For all the world to come and
worship at Jerusalem to keep the feast of tabernacles (Zech.
14) could suggest small numbers relative to the present
world population. Everything apart from what was in the ark
was destroyed by the flood; the carnage was beyond
description. Thus in the last days, which will be an even
fuller cataclysm than anything yet seen on the earth, such
wholesale destruction is to be expected, in which only a
handful survive.

"Shall you bring” contrasts with "shall come unto you"
(6:20). Noah's ark is a well known type of the salvation
which humanity can find in Christ; and yet close analysis of
the Genesis record reveals that there were some animals
whom Noah had to bring into the ark and take them with him
(Gen. 6:19; Gen. 7:2); and others who came to Noah and



entered into the ark of their own volition (Gen. 6:20; Gen.
7:9,15,16). The same Hebrew is found in Gen. 8:9, about
how the dove came to Noah of its own volition, and Noah
welcomed her and took her into the ark. Putting all this
together, we are to compel men to come in (Lk. 14:23); and
yet we are also to be there to welcome in the seekers who
seek of their own volition. It's easier to do the latter; to put
up a website, waiting there for some eager seeker to come
and find. But we are also to compel people in, and to also
bear in mind that there are some who will be attracted to the
Gospel from selfish reasons, as the man who buys the field
thinking that he can exploit it for his own benefit. These too
we are to take on board and not turn away. Whilst people,
with all their wonderful uniqueness, should never be pigeon-
holed nor over-categorized... all the same, we need to
consider the type of person we're dealing with as we plan out
our approach. For if we seek them, we will consider who
they are, and how appropriately we can engage them.

A week before the flood came, Noah was told to bring seven
pairs of clean animals and one pair of unclean animals into
the ark. This two stage gathering process may suggest that in
the last days, immediately before judgment falls, there is a
desperate final appeal to the world; and good and bad, clean
and unclean, come in. Just as the parable of the marriage
supper teaches.

"Of every sort" may not mean every single kind of animal,



just as not literally "all men" shall be saved, but
representatives of them. Semitic languages comfortably carry
this kind of idea when they speak in absolute terms such as
"every" or "all". It depends how we read the word "of". If it
is only the eretz in view, then the logistical problems are far
less. In the type, this speaks of all kinds of people preserved
in Christ- but not literally all are saved. If Noah hadn't
brought them in, much to the mockery of the surrounding
world, they wouldn't have been saved. Few, i.e. 8 people,
were saved in the ark (1 Pet. 3:20). The animals therefore
don't represent the 'saved'. The point may simply be that
through our salvation, there is also the salvation of the animal
world; or perhaps the animals were representative of those
who will be given the chance of redemption after the Lord
has returned and established the Kingdom, both good and
bad, clean and unclean. Note the use of clean and unclean
animals to symbolize people hearing the Gospel in Acts
10:9-16.

6:20 Of the birds after their kind, of the livestock after
their kind, of every creeping thing of the ground after its
kind, two of every sort shall come to you, to keep them
alive- "Come to you [Noah]"- cp. Jn. 6:37 "All that the
Father gives me shall come to me". Noah was a type of
Christ, saving His household. As "Come unto me" (Mt.
10:28). "To keep them alive" is an idea found later in
Genesis, when we read that Joseph created as it were a



sanctuary in Egypt and gathered food for others to eat, "To
bring to pass, as it is this day, to save many people alive"
(Gen. 50:20). There are many such interconnections within
the Pentateuch, especially between the early chapters of
Genesis and Israel's later recorded experiences.

6:21 Take with you of all food that is eaten, and gather it to
yourself; and it will be for food for you, and for them- This
would've involved Noah observing the animals carefully in
order to understand what food they required. If his gathering
of the animals represents our gathering of people for the
Kingdom, we can learn from this- to understand those whom
we seek to bring in to Christ and care for in Him. Seeing they
were in the ark for a year and 10 days (Gen. 7:11 600th year,
2nd month, 17th day of the month to 601st year, 2nd month,
27th day, Gen. 8:13,14), this involved a huge amount and
variety of food; and also observing the animals to see what
they each ate. People really would've thought Noah was
crazy. All this preparation for others was part of the witness
through which Noah was a "preacher of righteousness" (2
Pet. 2:5). And so it is with us; there is no record of Noah
preaching, but his example and dedication to the salvation
project was of itself the preaching.

6:22 Thus Noah did. According to all that God commanded
him, so he did- As noted on Gen. 6:16, the ark was a kind of
tabernacle. The comment upon Noah's obedient building is



that made so often upon Moses' obedient building of the
tabernacle, and the related commandments required to save
Israel (Ex. 7:20; Ex. 12:50; Ex. 40:16).

During the preparation period, Noah was a "preacher of
righteousness" (2 Pet. 2:5). But there's no hint in the Genesis
record that he preached in any formal sense. 1 Pet. 1:11;
3:19-21 suggest that he made his witness through "the spirit
of Christ". His very preparation for the coming of the day of
the Lord was his witness. Noah must be one of the greatest
examples of witness through silent example (cp. 1 Pet. 3:1),
openly structuring his life around his faith in God's promised
future rather than living just for today. 1 Pet. 3:20 says that
God's patient grace "waited" whilst the ark was being
prepared. But the Greek really means to "await", with the
idea of expectation, looking for something. So as Noah
preached, God's grace eagerly looked for and awaited a
result. The result may appear tiny- 'just' his wife, three sons
and three young women whom they then married. But God's
grace was eagerly awaiting and anticipating the success of
his witness. And it's just the same with our witness and
appeal for baptism into the Christ ark in these last days,
which were typified by that period of Noah's life.



GENESIS CHAPTER 7

7:1 Yahweh said to Noah, Come with all of your household
into the ship- "Come you [singular]... for you [you singular]
have I seen righteous"- the focus is always upon God's
individual relationship with Noah, as a result of which his
family are saved. God saw Noah as righteous- but not his
family? Noah and the seven had to leave behind their homes,
land and families. They were promised just the bare
necessities of life in the ark- just as we are assured of in
Christ.

"Come you" is definitely alluded to in Is. 26:20,21. There
seems a principle that God somehow removes or safeguards
His people whilst He judges the earth (Gen. 19:22; Ex. 8:22;
Ex. 9:26; Rev. 7:3).

His entire family consisted of his three sons. He therefore
had no daughters and it would seem that his sons had no
children. This tiny family size must be significant- for in
those long lived ages, most women would have likely had
over 50 children. Again, it was the small, broken and
despised who were chosen of God. It seems that Noah's
daughters in law only started bearing after the flood. Or it
could be that he had other children and grandchildren, who
were judged wicked. There would've been a huge division
within the family over whether to support the salvation
project or not; of the kind that continues to this day.

For I have seen your righteousness before Me in this



generation- Heb. "you have I seen righteous". God 'saw'
Noah as righteous- not that he was in himself, but God
imputed righteousness to him, for Noah was saved by grace
not his own righteousness, Gen. 6:8. Righteousness was
imputed to Noah on account of his faith (Heb. 11:7). He was
"moved with fear" because he really believed God's word of
judgment. And therefore he prepared the ark, the works
which are part and parcel of faith, and was counted righteous
on account of his faith. The others were saved because they
were "with him" (Gen. 7:25) rather than because of their own
righteousness; for Noah alone was seen righteous, not 'Noah
and his family'.

7:2 You shall take seven pairs of every clean animal with
you, the male and his female. Of the animals that are not
clean, take two, the male and his female- Three pairs and
one for sacrifice? Or, seven pairs, because the clean were to
be for sacrifices on the ark during the year they were on
board? Initially, Noah had been told to just take pairs of all
animals. Now, he is told to take seven pairs of the clean
animals. People were vegetarian before the flood (Gen. 9:3),
so the division of animals into clean and unclean was for the
purpose of teaching the principles of acceptable sacrifice to
God. This last minute push to obtain pairs of clean animals,
just a week before the flood came (:4), would have involved
frenetic activity on Noah's part. The parable of the marriage
supper, along with other hints in Scripture, suggests a last
minute desperate appeal to humanity on the eve of the Lord's



return.

7:3 Also of the birds of the sky, seven and seven, male and
female, to keep seed alive on the surface of all the earth-
Lit. the face of all the earth / land. The earth / land is often
described as having this "face", or 'presence’, as if it is
somehow consciously alive and is "the presence" of God to
us. Hence any defacement of the planet is an act done upon
the face or presence of God. The text here suggests that birds
are preservers and distributors of seed; at least, that was
how it was in the environment of the eretz of those times.

7:4 In seven days, I will cause it to rain on the earth for
forty days and forty nights. Every living thing that I have
made, I will destroy from the surface of the ground-
According to :10- seven days of waiting for the rain whilst
"shut in" , which we can compare with Is. 26:20. However,
an alternative reading is possible. Gen. 7:4 "For yet seven
days" could imply that Noah was asked to come into the ark
seven days before the rain started coming. But Gen. 7:13
[along with Mt. 24:38; Lk. 17:27- quite an emphasis] says he
entered only on the day that the rain came. Why did he hang
around outside for those seven days? Was it from
disobedience, just as Lot delayed in taking the way of escape
from Divine judgment? Or because he was still desperately
appealing for people to enter the ark? If so, this points
forward to the intensity of our appeal to the world which
there should be in the very last days, going into the byways
and hedges and compelling [or trying to compel] people to



"come in" (Lk. 14:23). If we think we're in the last days, our
appeal should have this intensity. These seven days could be
read as a delay by God in bringing the judgment of the flood,
and may be alluded to in 2 Pet. 3:9, where we read that
God's patience waited in the days of Noah because He so
urgently awaited / hoped for repentance and response.

The number forty is typically associated with testing. The test
was of the faith of Noah and his family. Being within the ark,
shut in whilst the deluge came, would have been a scary
experience. We would be wrong to imagine them within the
ark, breathing sighs of relief. Rather were they being tested;
for even within the ark, there was the possibility they would
lose their faith, as there is for us too.

"Rain" was unknown at the time. As the perfect Father and
Teacher, God uses language in a manner which will
intellectually stretch His children; stretch us to rise up to His
way of perceiving things. Thus sometimes God appears to
use language with no regard as to whether the people who
first heard it could understand it. God spoke to Job about
snow (Job 37:6), to Abraham about sand on the sea shore
(Gen. 22:17), and here to Noah about rain— things which they
had never seen. And the New Testament concepts of grace,
agape love, humility etc. were outside the ability of first
century Greek to properly express; new words had to enter
the language in order to express these ideas. Yet God is also
capable of speaking in the language of the day, bringing
Himself right down to our human level of language use. It is



vital to appreciate that God uses language in different ways
in different parts of the Bible — otherwise our interpretation
of it will be inconsistent and contradictory.

God sending His rain upon the just [Noah and the other seven
'just', Gen. 6:9] and unjust [the unrighteous world] may be an
allusion to this verse (Mt. 5:45). The universe isn't just
ticking away by clockwork with God somehow distant and
uninvolved. He is actively involved with us, and in that sense
is not far from any one of us. Mt. 5:45 certainly sounds like a
reference to the flood- and yet the context is of God's love
towards both sinners and righteous alike. The destruction of
"the old world" was therefore an act of love- although that's
very hard for our human minds to accept. To curtail the lives
of the wicked who refuse to repentant after extensive appeal
to them, is, in fact, Divine grace.

7:5 Noah did everything that Yahweh commanded him-
“Did all that was commanded by the Lord” is a phrase which
in Hebrew occurs around 100 times in the Old Testament.
The first occurrence of a phrase in the Bible is often
instructive. In Gen. 6:22 and Gen. 7:5 we have the first
occurrence of this, concerning Noah. He is therefore set up
as a paradigm of faithful obedience to God which inspired
many of later generations. As noted on Gen. 6:16, the ark
was a kind of tabernacle. The comment upon Noah's obedient
building is that made so often upon Moses' obedient building
of the tabernacle, and the related commandments required to
save Israel (Ex. 7:20; Ex. 12:50; Ex. 40:16).



7:6 Noah was six hundred years old when the flood of
waters came on the land- Perhaps the flood began on his
birthday. The Biblical account of the flood gives details
which are imaginable, earthly realities; there is nothing of the
grossly exaggerated and other-worldly which there is in the
pagan flood legends. Thus the Biblical dimensions for the ark
are realistic, whereas the boat mentioned in the Babylonian
legend recorded by Berossus was supposedly about one
kilometer long and half a kilometer wide. Noah was 600
years old according to the Biblical record, whereas
Ziusudra, the Mesopotamian equivalent of Noah, was
supposedly 36,000 years old at the time of the flood.

7:7 Noah went into the ship with his sons, his wife, and his
sons’ wives, in the face of the floodwaters- This could imply
that like Lot facing the destruction of Sodom, they didn't enter
as commanded them (see on Gen. 7:13), and waited until the
floodwaters were right upon them before entering. Or
perhaps the idea is that they saw those waters by faith, and
entered the ark seeing the waters which were as yet
invisible.

A careful reading of Gen. 7:7,10,13,16 reveals that Noah
entered the ark twice- once before the seven days, and then
finally at the end, perhaps when he had finished loading the
animals. At the second entry he was shut in. Peter reasons in
1 Pet. 3 that the ark represents two things- being in Christ by
baptism, and being saved from the tribulations to come on the
world of the last days. These are typified respectively by the



first and second entries of Noah into the ark. If our baptism is
like that first entering in, then Noah's tense, earnest waiting
for the rain in the next 7 days should typify our feelings
towards the second coming (cp. the rain). We should live our
whole lives after baptism as if we know for certain that the
second coming is but a week away:.

For Noah and his family the reality of these things would
have ebbed and flowed during that week- some days and
hours more than others. But it would have remained with
them in the back of their minds as an ever-present reality.
Methuselah's death by the time they entered the ark would
have heightened their awareness of the shortness of the time
("Methuselah' = 'when he dies, it shall come'). By being in the
ark with them, that same intensity of feeling ought to be ours.
Never before would they have felt so estranged from the
world around them which they knew had such limited time
left to satisfy its pleasures. And what scant interest they
would have paid to their own possessions, homes, farms and
all the other material things around them which they knew
would so shortly be ended. In all this lies a powerful lesson
to us. Instead their minds would have been obsessed with the
ark, the symbol of their faith down through the past years.
'We need this for the ark...we must do that for it' would have
been their way of thinking down through those years, as Noah
in faith prepared the ark for the saving of himself (Heb. 11).
And this lays the pattern for our dedication and consumption



with the things of the truth, the ark, Christ our Lord and His
ecclesia.

He entered "because of the waters". They'd not seen the
waters, but faith sees those things which are not as though
they are, following God's principle of thinking likewise
(Rom. 4:17; Heb. 11:3). Noah was "moved with fear"
because of what he believed would come (Heb. 11:7- just as
we should be, for the same phrase is used in Hebrews about
us at Heb. 4:1). The motive for Noah's entry into the ark was
partly fear (Heb. 11:7). Knowing the "terror of the Lord" (a
phrase used in the OT with reference to coming judgment),
Paul persuaded men to accept His grace (2 Cor. 5:11). Noah
went into the ark (cp. baptism) from fear of the coming flood,
as Israel crossed the Red Sea (again, baptism) from fear of
the approaching Egyptians, as men fled to the city of refuge
(again, Christ, Heb. 6:18) from fear of the avenger of blood,
and as circumcision (cp. baptism) was performed with the
threat of exclusion from the community (possibly by death)
hanging over the child.

The sons were born to Noah when he was around 500, so by
the time of the flood they were around 100 years old, as the
flood came when he was 600 (Gen. 7:6). Lamech, Noah's
father, had children at 182; most men of that epoch seem to
have begun families by that age. Seeing there are no mention
of Noah's sons having any children, it could be surmised that
they took wives immediately prior to entering the ark, so as
to "keep seed alive upon the face of all the earth" (Gen. 7:3).



Those women in their turn must have been motivated by faith
to go into the ark; surely they'd have faced huge opposition
and rejection from their families for marrying into that
strange 'Ark' family. Their motive could only have been faith
in Noah's preaching, backed up as it were by the spirit of
Christ which was seen in him (1 Pet. 1:11; 1 Pet. 3:18-20; 2
Pet. 2:5). Indeed, 1 Pet. 3:18-20 speaks of some people at
Noah's time who "once were disobedient" but who were
converted by his preaching in the spirit of Christ. Who were
those converts, if they weren't those three girls who then
married his sons?

There is Biblical emphasis upon the fact that Noah entered
the ark on the very day the flood came; but this phrase seems
to imply that he waited until the very last minute. This may
have been because of the urgency and desperation he felt in
appealing to others to come into the ark with him. He truly
was a remarkable “preacher of righteousness”. Our
knowledge of this world’s future means that as we walk the
streets and mix with men and women, our heart should cry
out for them, no matter how they behave towards us, and
there should be a deep seated desire for at least some of them
to come to repentance and thereby avoid the judgments to
come.

7:8 Clean animals, animals that are not clean, birds, and
everything that creeps on the ground- The emphasis is
clearly that the ritually unclean could find salvation. The



body of God's people have always struggled with this; their
tendency has been to assume that those pronounced "unclean"
cannot have any part within the system of salvation, however
that was articulated over human history. And this has been
the cause of so much sinful division amongst them.

7:9 Went by pairs to Noah into the ship, male and female,
as God commanded Noah- "To Noah" makes us note again
the emphasis upon Noah personally as the agent of salvation.
Perhaps at no other point in salvation history apart from the
cross, has so much depended upon one man. Noah's family,
clean and unclean animals, were all saved because of one
man's faith and subsequent works. The salvation of "male and
female" of course points ahead to the salvation of all types of
people, male and female, in Christ (Gal. 3:27-29). We note
again that some Noah had to gather in; others came to him of
their own volition, in response to God's working directly
upon them. And so it is in our latter day Gospel work.

7:10 It happened after the seven days that the waters of the
flood came on the earth- "The seven days" suggests this was
a significant period. Is. 26:20 and other passages teach that
there will be a 'shut in' period in the very last days to
preserve the faithful from the beginning of judgment upon the
land, just as Israel in Egypt were preserved from the effect of
the judgments upon Egypt.

7:11 In the six hundredth year of Noah's life, in the second
month, on the seventeenth day of the month, on the same
day all the fountains of the great deep were burst open, and



the sky s windows were opened- The different state of things
before the flood perhaps meant there was a huge amount of
water underground which now came to the surface through
earthquakes and volcanoes. The opening of the sky's
windows has been interpretted as meaning that a water
canopy which then covered the land came crashing down to
earth. But the opening of heaven's windows is used
elsewhere in the Bible in a more figurative sense.

7:12 The rain was on the earth forty days and forty nights-
Moses was in the cloud, which is also water, for the same
period expressed with the same term (Ex. 24:18; Ex. 34:28).
The idea is that a new creation emerged out of this
experience. The Lord likewise in the wilderness (Mt. 4:2).
Forty is clearly associated with testing, and the test was of
Noah's faith rather than that of the surrounding world. The
test was as to whether they believed that the promised final
salvation would come, or whether they too would perish in
the cataclysm. It's the same for us, who are within the ark of
Christ.

7:13 In the same day Noah, and Shem, Ham, and Japheth,
the sons of Noah, and Noah's wife, and the three wives of
his sons with them, entered into the ship- 1 suggested on
Gen. 7:7 that perhaps they were intended to enter the ark
seven days before the flood, but didn't do so until the very
last moment. This could have been because of a delay in
obedience which reflected a lack of faith, as Lot leaving



Sodom; or a desperate desire to get out there and appeal to
folks at the very last minute. Or maybe the wrench with
unbelieving family was just too much. Noah's children took
no children with them. Presumably they had children.
Perhaps those children were old enough to respond, and
refused. The pain of parting with them would've been
intense.

7:14 They, and every animal after its kind, all the livestock
after their kind, every creeping thing that creeps on the
earth after its kind, and every bird after its kind, every bird
of every sort- "After its kind" could refer to representatives
of every genus rather than every species. But the more
comfortable explanation is again that this refers to the
animals known to eretz Israel. Apart from the size of the ark,
the logistical issue of gathering literally all animals and birds
and their appropriate food for a year... is considerable, if we
insist upon a global flood.

7:15 They went to Noah into the ship, by pairs of all flesh
with the breath of life in them- He gathered them, but they
came unto him, as in our witness to the world. Animals are
shy; did Noah work for many years to understand animals so
that they came to him [cp. our understanding of the audience
we preach to]? Or was it that animals only came to fear
humans after the flood (Gen. 9:2) and therefore they came
more naturally to Noah without their present shyness and
nervousness of human beings? The record consistently



defines the living creatures as those who had the breath of
life in them, or as other verses say, within their nostrils. This
may or may not be a point to remember in the abortion
debate; for the unborn fetus is without the breath of life in its
nostrils. That's why babies can be born underwater.

7:16 Those who went in, went in male and female of all
flesh, as God commanded him; and Yahweh shut him in- For
"shut him in", see on Gen. 6:14. Note again the emphasis
upon Noah- the animals came to him personally, e was shut
in, and thereby his family and the animals were shut in too.
As Gen. 7:23. The entry of the animals is framed here as
being on account of Noah's obedience. The same Hebrew
word for "shut in" occurs in Is. 26:20,21: "Come my people,
enter into your chambers [cp. the rooms / nests in the ark]
and shut your doors about you; hide yourself as for a little
moment, until the indignation be overpast. For behold, the
LORD is coming out from his place to punish the inhabitants
of the earth for their iniquity, and the earth will disclose the
blood shed on it, and will no more cover its slain". This
passage in Isaiah seems to be applying the language of the
flood to the preservation of God's people in the last days.
The mention of the blood shed upon earth recalls Gen. 9:6.
And inevitably we think of the significant New Testament
teaching of how those who enter into Christ are "sealed" with
the Holy Spirit (2 Cor. 1:22; Eph. 1:13; Eph. 4:30).

"All flesh" is of course used of the universal appeal of the
Gospel; indeed, "all flesh" is used of all those who hear the



Gospel message and have the opportunity of salvation (Is.
40:5; Is. 49:26; 66:23; Ps. 65:2; Joel 2:28).

7:17 The flood was forty days on the earth- The idea is that
the flooding was for forty days; the waters were on the earth
just over a year.

The waters increased, and lifted up the ship, and it was
lifted up above the earth- This is the word for the lifting up
of acceptable sacrifice to God, found throughout the
Pentateuch.

7:18 The waters prevailed, and increased greatly on the
earth; and the ship floated on the surface of the waters-
"The face [s.w. surface] of the waters" is the phrase used of
how the Spirit of God fluttered upon the face of the waters to
bring about creation (Gen. 1:2). The record is teaching that a
new creation was to come about, despite human 'prevailing’
against it. The idea of the waters prevailing may suggest that
people tried their best to escape them by fleeing to higher
ground, all to no avail.

7:19 The waters prevailed exceedingly on the earth. All the
high mountains that were under the whole sky were
covered- Perhaps a reference to the "high places" where
idols were worshipped. For this is how the "high hills" of the
eretz are commonly mentioned later in the Bible.

7:20 The waters prevailed fifteen cubits upward, and the
mountains were covered- The Hebrew idea is that the
mountains were filled in, the whole eretz became even, the



mountains brought down and the valleys lifted up by the
water until an even surface was created, upon which Noah
and the ark moved. The idea is very similar to the picture of
the coming of the Lord Jesus over a similarly filled in, even
area in Isaiah 40. Noah is definitely to be read as a type of
the Lord Jesus. "The mountains" in view are those of the
eretz, the land promised to Abraham.

7:21 All flesh died that moved on the earth, including birds,
livestock, animals, every creeping thing that creeps on the
earth, and every man- The judgment upon man had radical
implications for the animal creation; this continues the theme
of how the natural creation suffered as a result of Adam's sin.
His sin was repeated in essence by the society of Noah's
time.

7:22 All in whose nostrils was the breath of the spirit of
life- This is the language of the creation of Adam; here we
have a de-creation, in order that a new creation might come
forth. As noted on :15, the record consistently defines the
living creatures as those who had the breath of life in them,
or as other verses say, within their nostrils. This may or may
not be a point to remember in the abortion debate; for the
unborn fetus is without the breath of life in its nostrils. That's
why babies can be born underwater.

Of all that was on the dry land, died- The Hebrew implies a
parched or waste land. This could suggest that the flood was
local, of a waste land / wilderness forming a basin hemmed
in by mountains. Or it could suggest that the busy, prosperous



world of Noah was spiritually a waste land, a desert.

7:23 Every living thing was destroyed that was on the
surface of the land, including man, livestock, creeping
things, and birds of the sky. They were destroyed from the
land- Perhaps the fowl of the heaven were destroyed by the
heavy downpour of rain. As only a remnant of the human and
natural creation survived, so only a remnant of the world
around us will come through the future judgments on the
earth. The fact an olive tree survived indicates that there was
not total destruction. This kind of mass destruction is typical
of that which will come upon Israel in the last days: "I will
utterly consume all things from off the face of the land... I
will consume man and beast; I will consume the fowls of the
heaven... and [ will cut off man from off the land... that day is
a day... of clouds and thick darkness... and I will bring
distress upon men, that they shall walk like blind men"
(Zeph. 1). This is clearly flood language; the description of
blind men may connect with Zech. 14:12 prophesying the
loss of eyesight for the latter day invaders of the land (cp.
how the men of Sodom were smitten with blindness in
another type of the last days). Is. 54:9,10 promises that
although God will judge Israel with the 'flood' of the second
coming judgments, yet He will never totally reject them on
account of the remnant: "As [ have sworn that the waters of
Noah should no more go over the earth; so have I sworn that I
would not be wroth with thee, nor rebuke (reject) thee. For
the mountains shall depart, and the hills be removed; but my



kindness shall not depart from thee" . This is surely saying
that the same order of physical catastrophe as came upon the
earth at the flood will again come upon Israel in the last
days; but we must not see this as God breaking His covenant
of faithfulness to His true people. Heb. 11:1,7 stresses how
much Noah really believed God's prophecy about the nature
of the flood; he was " moved with fear" by these predictions.
The physical world around us is going to be changed beyond
recognition; this ought to make it easier for us to come to
terms with the fact that all aspects of our surrounding world
will likewise pass away.

Only Noah was left alive, and those who were with him in
the ship- Yet again, Noah is the focus of salvation, but in him
and with him his family were saved. The others were saved
because they were "with him" rather than because of their
own righteousness; for Noah alone was seen righteous (Gen.
7:1), not 'Noah and his family'. It all speaks of salvation in
Christ, for His sake and by grace. "Left alive" is literally
"remained", and the idea is of a remnant- another idea which
is developed in later scripture. For we are the remnant, out
of the destroyed Israel after the flesh.

7:24 The waters prevailed on the earth one hundred and
fifty days- Five months, a pattern of the last days, Rev.
9:5,10. The final siege of Jerusalem in AD70 lasted for the
same period, coming after 3 years of the Roman campaign
against Israel which started in AD67. The three and a half
year suffering of Israel which culminated in AD70 may well



point forward to a similar period in the last days; in which
case the flood would typify the final months of that period,
during which the judgments will be poured out most
intensely. The five month tribulation of Rev. 9:10 may also
have some relevance here. Thus the state of Israel in AD70
was typified by the world of Noah's time, which therefore
looks forward also to the last days, in the light of the evident
connections between that period and our last days which are
made in 2 Pet. 3 and the Olivet prophecy.



GENESIS CHAPTER 8

8:1 God remembered Noah- Read literally, this would be
implying that He has the capacity to forget or be oblivious; in
which case, this ‘language of limitation’ may refer to the
Angels rather than God personally. It would be worth
speculating whether every time God is said to 'remember’
something, this language of limitation refers to Angels, who
have the capacity to have their memories limited, and to need
to remember things. After God remembers, He often does an
action which necessitates other Angelic action, as if one
Angel- the one which 'remembers'- commands other Angels.
One wonders whether this is the case when God
"remembered" Noah in the ark and sent a "wind" to drive
back the waters. He "Who makes His Angels Spirits
(winds)" was therefore sending an Angel in control of a wind
to execute His work. The idea of the Angels being in control
of the winds and all elements of the natural world is a
common one, seen most clearly in the book of Job. In
support of this Angelic approah, it could be noted that this is
an elohim statement, rather than of Yahweh Himself. The
Hebrew for ‘remembered’ is elsewhere used in the sense of
making mention of (Gen. 40:14; Ex. 23:13 etc.). Did the
Angels make mention of Noah before the Council of Heaven,
and God responded by sending out an Angel / wind to pass
over the earth and drive back the waters? God makes His
Angels spirits / winds (Ps. 104:4).



Or it could be that from Noah's perspective- and Genesis is
at times written from the standpoint of human beings on earth,
e.g. the creation record- God had forgotten him, but now God
remembered him. In this case we would have another
indication of Noah's imperfect faith. Moses uses the same
figure in Gen. 30:22 to describe how God ‘remembered’
Rachel in responding to her prayer. Likewise God
‘remembered’ the righteous in Sodom in response to
Abraham’s prayer (Gen. 19:29). Could this not imply that
whilst Noah was spared from the world’s judgment, he was
earnestly praying for the days to be shortened, and to be
allowed to emerge from the ark into the new world? This
would point forward to the urgent prayer of the faithful in the
last days.

But God's "remembering" of people doesn't have to imply He
forgot before remembering. The language can mean simply
that He was aware of them, and acted upon that awareness.
Moses uses the same figure in Gen. 30:22 to describe how
God ‘remembered’ Rachel in responding to her prayer.
Likewise God ‘remembered’ the righteous in Sodom in
response to Abraham’s prayer (Gen. 19:29). Could this not
imply that whilst Noah was spared from the world’s
judgment, he was earnestly praying for the days to be
shortened, and to be allowed to emerge from the ark into the
new world? This would point forward to the urgent prayer of
the faithful in the last days- a theme which we will often have
cause to underline in these studies.



All the animals, and all the livestock that were with him in
the ship- Again the emphasis is upon salvation associated
with Noah personally. The animals were "with him".

And God made a wind to pass over the earth. The waters
subsided- The flood makes a good case study of Angelic
control of the natural world; see on :3. Jude 14 quotes
Enoch's prophecy of the flood as saying that it would be
associated with the Lord coming with "ten thousands of His
saints" (Angels- cp. Dan. 7). The fact that Angels were used
to cause the flood is found written between the lines of the
Genesis account. The "windows of Heaven" being opened
must refer to Angelic activity, as Job describes God calling
for the wind and lightening to obey Him, and they come to
Him and obey. This language must be about animate beings-
i. e. the Angels responsible for these elements of nature. Gen.
8:1 says God remembered Noah- the language of limitation,
as God Himself cannot forget or need to bring things to
memory. We have suggested that this language of limitation
be always applied to the Angels; thus it would seem they
were in charge of the flood. "God (the Angel co-ordinating
the flood?) made a wind (an Angel- "Who makes His Angels
spirits"- 'spirit' is the same word as 'winds') to pass over the
earth... and the waters returned from off the earth, in going
and returning (A.V.mg.)". This last phrase is used elsewhere
about the Angels as God's eyes roaming around the earth on
His missions, and also there is the connection with the ideas



already discussed of the Angels constantly going to and fro
between God and the earth and around the earth.

8:2 The deep s fountains and the sky s windows were also
stopped, and the rain from the sky was restrained- Gen. 6:4
stresses that the giants were mere men; and that it was God
and not the giants who opened and closed the windows of
Heaven and sent the rain of the flood. This would fit in with
wider evidence that the flood record, like that of the sons of
God and daughters of men, is also purposefully
deconstructing pagan myths about the flood. Here, Gen. 8:2
states clearly that it was God who caused the flood rains to
cease and the waters to subside — whereas the pagan myths
claim that it was the sun god who appeared and caused the
waters to evaporate. The Biblical record says nothing about
the waters disappearing by solar evaporation, but claims they
subsided as a result of the work of Israel’s God. The restraint
or opening of the heavens to provide rain is language used
later of the drought or blessing of rain which God can bring
on the eretz (Hag. 1:10 s.w.).

8:3 The waters receded from the earth in going and
returning. After the end of one hundred and fifty days the
waters decreased- "In going and returning” is the language of
the surges of huge tidal waves, caused by the underwater
eruptions of the "fountains of the deep" being broken up
(Gen. 7:11; 8:2). Being in the ark must've been a very rocky



ride; the boat would've been tossed and thrown most of the
time. And so it is with our ride in Christ. But "going and
returning" is also the language of the cherubum (Ez. 1:14),
forging another hint that the whole flood experience was in
the hands of Angels. See on :1 And God made a wind to pass
over the earth.

The 150 days, or five months, are a significant period in the
series of latter day judgments which are to come upon the
eretz (see on Rev. 9:5,10).

8:4 The ship rested in the seventh month, on the
seventeenth day of the month- For "rested" see on Gen.
5:29. This is the meaning of "Noah"; the ark and Noah are
connected, just as the ark was a type of the Lord Jesus,
according to Peter. Israel left Egypt on the 14th day of Abib,
the seventh month which became the first month in their new
calendar; they likely crossed the Red Sea on the 17th day of
that month. So perhaps it was on the very same day that the
ark rested. Israel's passage through the Red Sea typified
baptism (1 Cor. 10:1,2), just as Noah's passing through the
floopd waters did (1 Pet. 3:19-21). Note that this was the
same day that the Lord Jesus was resurrected- He died at
Passover, 14th Abib, and resurrected three days later, 17th
Abib.

On Ararat s mountains- This could be an intensive plural,
implying the one great mountain of Ararat. The word could
mean "holy hill", and the great mountain of the eretz was



mount Zion, not some arguable spot in present day Armenia.
It would of course be so appropriate in the typology of the
whole event, speaking of final salvation upon Mount Zion
and the redeemed going forth into a new world.

8:5 The waters receded continually until the tenth month.
In the tenth month, on the first day of the month, the tops of
the mountains were seen- This could imply that from their
position on Ararat, or mount Zion, Noah and his family
witnessed this receding of the waters and the emergence of
mountain tops. For by whom were they "seen" if not by them?
And whilst the record is Divinely inspired, we wonder if
Noah kept some kind of diary which Moses is now
presenting, under inspiration. For the references to dates and
what was seen from the ark are very precise and specific.

8:6 It happened at the end of forty days, that Noah opened
the window of the ship- This is not the same Hebrew word
which some versions translate ‘window’ in Gen. 6:16 [see
note there]. There had been no command to make this
window. Does this suggest a lack of faith within Noah,
wanting to see what was going on outside, when God had
designed the ark as a structure which didn’t give those within
it the opportunity to see where they were going? The
humanity and weakness of Noah is what makes him
accessible to us as an example. It could be argued that the
sending forth of the raven and dove were in themselves a
lack of faith- for he had been commanded to preserve the



animals, and letting one go like that was hardly responsible.
But God conceded to Noah’s humanity and worked with him
in this. The window was perhaps more of a spy hole- Gen.
8:9 speaks of Noah putting his hand out of it and pulling in
the dove. It’s worth reflecting whether obsessions with
prophecy are some kind of building a futile spy hole, when
we are to trust our ultimate salvation to the Lord, in His good
time. We have remarked elsewhere that events in early
Genesis are to be connected with similar things later in the
Pentateuch. The sending out of the two animals to know the
state of the land perhaps connects with Moses’ sending out of
the spies to know the state of the land- and this too wasn’t an
act of great faith, for Moses surely should’ve believed the
Divine / Angelic information about the state of the land rather
than having to rely upon human investigation.

Which he had made- Time and again, we read of how Noah
made the ark, and of how the animals and his family were
with him. The whole salvation project was clearly based
around this one man, and as such it so clearly points forward
to the Lord's work.

8:7 And he sent out a raven. It went back and forth, until
the waters were dried up from the earth- The use of an
unclean and then a clean bird indicates again that God's
salvation plan has use for both. The same lesson was taught
to Elijah, when ravens were used to feed him- in another
situation typical of the latter day experiences of the remnant
(1 Kings 17:4). The Lord singled out unclean ravens as an



example of animals with whom the Father has some level of
caring fellowship (Lk. 12:24). The waters were not dried up
for some time; so we imagine the unclean bird coming back
and forth to the ark. The coursing back and forth of the raven
parallels how the waters went and returned (:5 Heb.) as they
receded, with the unclean raven perhaps representing the
wings of God's Spirit over the whole process.

8:8 He sent out a dove from him, to see if the waters were
abated from the surface of the ground- The exact program
of events wasn't clear to Noah, just as it will never be to us
in the last days, within the ark of Christ. Therefore he tried
these experiments with the birds "to see if" the time had
come, and how the program was going. How long things
shall continue for in our last days is open ended, or at least,
we don't know any precise program. But at the end of the
experience, Noah would have realized that he had been
within the ark for exactly a year, and that every stage had
been carefully planned and allowed by God. We too shall see
the same, and only then will all Biblical prophecies, types
and shadows fall perfectly into place in our understanding.

8:9 But the dove found no place to rest her foot- She found
no Noah. It was Israel who were to later find no rest for the
sole of their feet as they tramped the Gentile world [same
Hebrew words in Lam. 1:3]. Their returning to the Lord was
prefigured by the dove’s return to Noah. There seems some
kind of allusion to all this in Is. 57:20,21, bearing in mind



that the flood waters would have been troubled and dirty:
"The wicked are like the troubled sea, when it cannot rest,
whose waters cast up mire and dirt. There is no peace, says
my God, to the wicked".

And she returned to him into the ship; for the waters were
on the surface of the whole earth. He put out his hand, and
took her, and brought her to him into the ship- There’s a
definite allusion to this in Ps. 116:6,7 [the surrounding verses
there have several allusions to Noah and the flood]: “The
LORD preserves the simple; when I was brought low, he
saved me. Return, O my soul, to your rest [Heb. Noakh-
Noah]; for the LORD has dealt bountifully with you”. The
Psalmist felt himself as that simple dove, flying over this
shattered world looking for a place to land, and finding none,
only to return to the Lord- symbolized by Noah. Note how in
Ps. 55:6 the Psalmist also wishes to be as a dove. This is
surely the way to read and use Scripture- to take an image
and see the relevance to ourselves. This is why the Bible
writers make such allusions which may appear out of context
when analyzed in literary, philological terms of exposition.
But the Hebrew way of interpreting Scripture isn’t always
like this; the emphasis upon “context” can be taken too far,
and it’s more of a Western than an Eastern way of using
literature.

Put forth his hand and pulled her- These are the very same



Hebrew words as in Gen. 19:10, where the Angels put forth
their hand and pull Lot into the house and shut the door, just
as Noah had been Angelically ‘shut in’ the ark. The
connection of thought may simply be to show that Noah
rescued / saved the dove from endlessly flying over the
wastage of the Gentile world, which connects with our
thoughts above about how the dove represents God’s
wayward people returning to Him.

8:10 He stayed yet another seven days, and again he sent
the dove out of the ship- The Hebrew word translated
"grieved" (see on Jud. 10:15) occurs about Noah in Gen.
8:10: "And he stayed [s.w. to be grieved, hurt] yet other
seven days; and again he sent forth the dove out of the ark".
This word is found translated in other places like this: "Be in
anguish" (Dt. 2:25); "wounded" (1 Sam. 31:3); "exceedingly
grieved" (Es. 4:4); "travaileth" (Job 15:20); "wounded" (1
Chron. 10:3); "sore pained within me" (Ps. 55:4); "l am
pained at my heart" (Jer. 4:19); it is several times used of a
woman "in pain" , "travailing" in expectancy of the birth (Is.
26:17,18; 54:1; 66:7; Mic. 4:10). Why was Noah grieved
and distressed, as he waited seven days before sending the
dove out again? Surely for the plight of his world. He was
hoping the dove would return with some sign of civilization,
some hint of human survival. His grief was for the corpses
floating, for the animals lost... for the world that once was.
He had preached to them for 120 years, and they hadn’t



listened. Yet he didn’t think Well that’s their problem, they
didn’t want to hear when they could, it serves them right.
And neither does it seem he was looking out of the ark
window thinking My, I’'m sure glad we were obedient. As the
rain came down, it seems to me that the practical reality of
the tragedy would have dawned upon Noah; as the waters
rose, he would have pictured the folk he knew running to
ever higher hills he would have seen the faces of local
children, maybe those of the guys he bought wood from, faces
of the women his wife had bartered with, memories of his
own brothers and sisters, perhaps his other children. It seems
to me that he spent all that time in the ark grieving, grieving,
grieving for the tragedy of it all. He surely wasn’t smugly
thinking Ha, serves them right, and praise God, ’'m saved,
and there’s a great future Kingdom for me in store!. I also
muse- and no more than this- that perhaps he went on a
bender on coming out of the ark because he just couldn’t
handle the tragedy of it all. Walking around an empty earth
knowing he was saved and the others hadn’t made it...

This all has vital, biting relevance to us. For Peter takes
Noah in the ark as a symbol of us all in Christ. Yes, he was
there thanking God for His gracious salvation, looking
forward to the new world to come, but distraught at the
tragedy of those masses who hadn’t responded, and who had
died the slow, desperate, struggling death of drowning. He
sent out the dove to see if the waters were "abated" - but the



Hebrew word is usually translated "curse"; he wanted to
know if the curse was still evident; if the waters were cursed
in the presence of the ground / earth. The same word is found
in Gen. 8:21 "I will not again curse the ground". If our
concern for this world is genuine, if our preaching is not just
seeking to gain members, or prove ourselves right and others
wrong, then we will grieve for this world; even though the
exclusion of some from Gods salvation is in some way their
fault. Those who reject our message we will grieve and
bleed for; not just shrug our shoulders over. Lack of response
should concern us, worry us, drive us to think of how we
could be the more persuasive of men.

8:11 The dove came back to him at evening, and, behold, in
her mouth was an olive leaf plucked off. So Noah knew that
the waters were abated from the earth- Noah was a "herald
of righteousness" (2 Pet. 2:5 Gk.). In the ancient world,
heralds were associated with an olive branch or wand, e.g.
Mercury the herald-god had an olive branch in his hand.
Noah may therefore have understood from this that now he
was indeed the herald of the new age of righteousness. But a
herald worked to take messages between opposing parties
and to reconcile them- the olive branch was thought to have
power over warring snakes. Perhaps Noah was being
reminded that his work wasn't over- it was for him to go
forth from the ark and reconcile people to God. Instead he
got drunk...



Israel being the land of olives (Dt. 8:8), this would be
another indication that the flood was a local affair over the
‘land’ promised to Abraham. As olive trees don’t grow near
the present Ararat in Armenia, this lends support to the
Jewish tradition that the olive came from the mount of
Olives, and the ‘ararat’/ ‘holy mount’ upon which the ark
landed was Mount Zion.

"Leaf" is also translated branch. A broken off olive branch is
exactly the figure Paul uses to describe Israel in Rom. 11:17-
24. The whole story is a very detailed prefigurement of
Israel’s return from Gentile dispersion and Divine judgment,
not simply to God, but into the Christ ark. Is. 54:9 encourages
us to see things this way too, for the waters of the flood are
there interpreted as God’s wrath with Israel, and their
cessation speaks of His eternal acceptance of them at their
return to Him.

8:12 He stayed yet another seven days, and sent out the
dove; and she didnt return to him any more- "Stayed" is
s.w. to be patient, wait, trust. It’s a different Hebrew word
from that in Gen. 8:10, although there many versions also
read “stayed”. There in 8:10 the Hebrew means to writhe,
wriggle, twist in pain- rather indicating Noah’s impatience
and dented faith. But now his patient waiting returns. This
patient waiting for Christ’s Kingdom is of the essence (2
Thess. 3:5). Saul also tarried [s.w. Gen. 8:12] seven days,



but he offered his sacrifice then rather than wait longer as
Noah did to offer sacrifice (1 Sam. 13:8). Potentially
encouragement had been set up for Saul, but he failed to take
it. He was supposed to perceive the similarity in position
between himself and Noah; but he failed to see it nor think
himself into the situation.

8:13 It happened in the six hundred and first year, in the
first month, the first day of the month, the waters were
dried up from the earth. Noah removed the covering of the
ship, and looked- 1f the "covering" refers to our covering in
Christ, for the ark represents Him, then this may suggest that
the whole idea of covering or atonement will be removed
when we emerge from the ark into our full salvation. Then
like Adam we shall walk in Eden in the presence of God, see
His face and be unashamed.

He saw that the surface of the ground was dried- "Dry" is
s.w. waste, destroyed, desolate. It was this which maybe
made Noah depressed and turn to alcohol- for he loved
people and so cared for them, and had sought their salvation
in vain for 120 years.

8:14 In the second month, on the twenty-seventh day of the
month, the earth was dry- The exact time references suggest
Noah kept some kind of diary, or at least memorialized the
exact sequence of events to be passed down the generations,
until they came to Moses, who under inspiration turned them
into inspired scripture. The period between Noah realizing



the earth was "dry" and then God telling him to exit the ark
(:15) may point forward to some time period required for the
establishment of the Kingdom. And there are plenty of other
scriptures which hint at such a period between the end of the
latter day judgments, and our walking forth into paradise
restored.

8:15 God spoke to Noah, saying- We are presented with
God speaking to Noah, and his direct obedience to the word
received (Gen. 6:3,13; 7:2). This theme continues here. He is
presented as obedient, just as Moses is.

8:16 Go out of the ship, you, and your wife, and your sons,
and your sons’ wives with you- Obedience to such a
command might seem obvious. Surely Noah wanted to leave
the ark. But he had been there for a year; was there some
reticence in going forth into what might have appeared a
somewhat spooky new world? Maybe he didn't have the
bravery for that new world, and typical of all humans,
preferred to just stay where he was, where he felt safe. We
see here a window onto the inertia which is a stronger part of
human nature than we might wish to accept. We think of
Joseph's brothers, nervous to accept his grace; and the
language of the faithful being made to sit down and be served
at the Messianic banquet, and those who really couldn't
remember their good deeds being told "Come, enter the
Kingdom!".

8:17 Bring out with you every living thing that is with you



of all flesh, including birds, livestock, and every creeping
thing that creeps on the earth, that they may breed
abundantly in the earth, and be fruitful, and multiply on the
earth- "Bring out with you" is you singular. Again, Noah is
seen as the Saviour, with all the others saved due to being
with him. We can in a sense save others by our witness, even
though the Lord is their Saviour in the ultimate sense.

8:18 Noah went out, with his sons, his wife, and his sons’
wives with him- As noted on :15, Noah is presented as
obedient to words spoken from God. Perhaps we are to
notice from the strict list of those who emerged that the sons
and their wives produced no children during their year in the
ark.

8:19 Every animal, every creeping thing, and every bird,
whatever moves on the earth, after their families, went out
of the ship- The order in which the animals are listed is
different from that in Gen. 6:20; 7:21. Perhaps because in the
ark they mixed together; our experience in the Christ ark
should lead to unity.

8:20 Noah built an altar to Yahweh, and took of every clean
animal, and of every clean bird, and offered burnt offerings
on the altar- This was on Noah’s initiative. There had been
no altars stipulated previously. God had asked Noah to build
an ark, and now Noah of his own volition builds an altar. As
we mature in Christ, we no longer simply follow commands



but take our own initiative in God’s service. Noah’s first
reaction may have been to build a house for himself and his
family; but he put God first and built an altar. If one of "every
clean animal" was offered, this would've been a huge number
of animals. The idea was perhaps that representatives of all
flesh will be acceptable to God in the end.

8:21 Yahweh smelled the pleasant aroma- Or "sweet
savour". 'Sweet' translates nychoah, related to the word
‘Noah'. Noah was his sacrifice. Our lives are sacrifices
being offered up. Just as the Lord Jesus was an offering of a
sweet-smelling savour (Eph. 5:2). Noah was his sacrifice, as
we are ours. We each have our unique smell to God. Again
and again, Moses sought to refocus his people on the
practical, the literal, the concrete, and away from the myths
which surrounded them. And yet he does this by alluding to
those myths, so as to alert Israel to the fact that the new,
inspired record which he was writing was fully aware of the
myths God's people were being assailed with. This would
explain the similarity of expressions between some of the
myths and the Genesis record- e.g. "The Lord smelled the
pleasing odour” (Gen. 8:21) is very similar to the Gilgamesh
Epic, 9.159-160: "The gods smelled the odour, the sweet
odour". The Biblical record is one of hard human reality,
undiluted with the fantastic or mythical: "The central figures
of the Bible saga are not, as in so many hero-tales, merged in



or amalgamated with persons belonging to mere mythology;
the data regarding their lives have not been interwoven with
stories of the gods. Here all the glorification is dedicated
solely to the God who brings about the events. The human
being... is portrayed in all his untransfigured humanity"
(Martin Buber, Moses (Oxford: Phaidon Press, 1947) p. 17).

Yahweh said in His heart- We may never know in this life
God’s feelings in response to our sacrifices. We can touch
the heart of God, we tiny mortals on earth... And God's word
opens up to us the very inner thoughts of God Himself.

I will not again curse the ground any more for man’s sake,
because the imagination of man's heart is evil from his
youth, neither will I ever again strike everything living, as
I have done- see on Gen. 8:10. "Not again curse" is alluded
to in Rev. 21:1, there will be no more curse in God’s
Kingdom. It seems Noah had the potential to enable the
Kingdom there and then, as did so many- Solomon, the Jews
returning from exile, Israel in the first century. Every time,
human weakness and shortsightedness stopped it.

God saw that "the imagination of man's heart" was evil from
his youth; not from his birth, showing that God is referring to
the specific attitude of those times rather than to man's innate
sinfulness. The implication is that God was especially
saddened at the evil thinking of a reprobate, corrupted youth.
And how much more today? God as it were reduced His
expectations, cut us yet more slack, made even bigger



concessions to humanity.

The essential struggle of God is brought out by the account of
God’s ‘repenting’ that He had cursed the earth. According to
one translation, Gen. 8:21 canread: “I will never again
declare the earth to be cursed (as I have done hitherto) on
account of humanity, because the imagination of the heart is
evil from one’s youth”. The reference to cursing the earth
surely alludes back to the curse of Gen. 3:17. Could it be that
God is saying that He ‘repented’ not only of the flood, but of
the cursing of the earth in response to Adam’s sin? The final
outworking of that repenting of course was through the work
of the Lord Jesus, and the ultimate enablement of Paradise
restored on this earth. It’s as if God is as it were coming to
terms with the evilness of man; although He perceives that
man is bent on sinning from his youth, by grace, He promises
never to destroy mankind. In wrath, He remembered mercy.
God has emotion and it’s hard to read this any other way than
that He regretted how far He had punished humanity. This
tension within God, between being immutable and yet being
emotional, is impossible to ultimately explain.

8:22 While the earth remains, seed time and harvest, and
cold and heat, and summer and winter, and day and night
shall not cease- The reference to the seasons, planting etc.
suggest this is relevant to the earth / land of Israel and not
world-wide [there is no Summer and Winter on the equator].
There are six different seasons mentioned here. This would



indicate a different climate at the time- although some
cultures such as the Copts likewise split the year into six
seasons rather than the four seasons common today in
European countries.



GENESIS CHAPTER 9

9:1 God blessed Noah and his sons, and said to them, Be
fruitful- Remember that Noah had only produced three
children in 600 years, and his sons had not had any children.

And multiply- Clearly we are being invited to see this as a
new creation, with the implication that they were to obey
where Adam failed. The "earth" they were to multiply in was
the eretz promised to Abraham, and so in chapter 10 we have
a list of the nations within that area- as evidence of
obedience to this commandment.

And replenish the earth- This is the same word as in Gen.
6:11,13, where the earth was “filled” with violence. Is the
implication that Noah’s family were to fill the world with
righteousness in place of the evil that had filled it? In this
case, the subsequent failure of the family with sexuality and
alcohol is a sad response to such a fine calling.

Note the similarities with Adam in Eden- replenish the earth
(9:1 = Gen. 1:28); have dominion over animals (9:2 = Gen.
1:28); commanded what to eat (9:3 = Gen. 1:29); prohibition
of some things which they were not to eat (9:4 = Gen.
2:16,17). Adam's sin, resulting in cursing, is matched by
Noalh's sin and the pronouncing of cursings. Yet again, the
great potential for the Kingdom of God was spoilt by human
weakness.



9:2 The fear of you and the dread of you will be on every
animal of the earth, and on every bird of the sky- This part
of the promise seems only made to Noah and his sons in the
context of the animals with whom they had contact in their
work of replenishing the land / earth area which had been
flooded. There are animals which don’t fear people, and God
brings this to our attention in the later chapters of Job. Thus
the ostrich is “without fear... she scorns the horse and his
rider” (Job 39:16,18); the horse “goes on to meet the armed
men. He mocks at fear, neither is affrighted (Job 39:21-24);
behemoth and leviathan [the hippopotamus and crocodile?]
are portrayed as fearless of men, indeed it is men who fear
them (Job 40,41). The “fear and dread” of humans which fell
on the animals after the flood is clearly linkable with the
“fear and dread” which was to come upon the inhabitants of
Canaan due to the Israelites (Gen. 9:2 = Dt. 1:21; 3:8;
11:25).

Everything that the ground teems with, and all the fish of
the sea, are delivered into your hand- This may not be a
general promise to all humanity. Rather it may mean that the
effects of the curse in Eden were greatly reduced for Noah
and his family when they left the ark. It is hardly so that all
fish and animals are given into the hand of every man,
worldwide. We can assume that Noah and his family failed to
make good of the potential given them; and his drunkenness
reflects that. The Hebrew phrase "delivered into your hand"
will later be used of how the tribes of the eretz were all



delivered into Israel's hand (Ex. 23:31; Num. 21:34; Dt. 2:24
etc.). And like Noah's family, Israel failed to make good use
of that potential power. The worshipping of animals "that the
ground teems with" (Dt. 4:18 s.w.) was therefore a refusal to
accept that these things had been delivered into the hand of
the faithful.

9:3 Every moving thing that lives will be food for you-
There was no distinction between clean and unclean animals,
which could be eaten and which couldn’t. There are
therefore no animals unclean of themselves; the Mosaic laws
concerning them were therefore only to teach an object
lesson, rather than being a reflection upon any intrinsic
uncleanness of any specific animals.

As the green herb, I have given everything to you- This
would imply that Noah's family didn't eat animals but only
"the green herb" before the flood. The concept of clean and
unclean animals which was known to them therefore referred
only to sacrifice and not to diet.

9:4 But flesh with its life, its blood, you shall not eat- Much
meat could never have totally been made free of blood. Here
therefore we have an example of where a commandment was
given, but 'best effort' was looked for rather than complete
technical obedience. Likewise the stipulation that only
unblemished animals be offered; for most animals have some
blemish if scrutinized closely. But as noted on :5, the "flesh”
in view may specifically refer to human flesh.



9:5 I will surely require your blood of your lives- God was
the ultimate avenger of blood (Gen. 9:5); in setting up a way
of escape from the avenger of blood, He surely indicates
how He recognizes the rightness of His own principles, and
yet sought a way for humanity to not perish because of them.
In this we see an exquisite prophecy of His provision in
Christ, and of the tension between the justice and grace
within God’s character, the tension Hoses spoke of as God’s
internal struggle about whether to destroy or redeem Israel
when they repeatedly sinned against Him. By all means
compare the account of such a case in 2 Sam. 14:7, where it
was recognized that God ‘devises means’ to preserve people
from the avenger of blood- a reference to the cities of refuge.
In all this we see the tension within God's person, as He so
earnestly seeks to work through our failure to bring about His
glory.

Their lives would be required of them if they presumed to
take the symbol of life to themselves. It was to be critically
important to recognize that all life is God's, and to assume
that we can live life for and to ourselves is punishable by
losing the life we have.

At the hand of every animal I will require it- Does this mean
that animals which ate meat with blood were to be killed?
That would be hard to operate in practice, and would have
led to the distinction of all carnivores. Or is the "flesh" of :4
human flesh? In this case, any animal which ate human flesh



was to be killed, just as murderers were to be put to death.

At the hand of man, even at the hand of every man's brother,
I will require the life of man- This could mean that the duty
of killing those who shed human blood fell upon the person's
"brother", and if this were not done, then God would require
it of the "brother". Or the idea may just be that the blood or
life of our brother will be required from us if we slay him. In
all this we see foreshadowed the idea that we are
responsible for our brother, and cannot answer as Cain, that
we are not our brother's keeper. If we take or hinder his life,
as Cain did to Adam, then it will be required of us, as it was
of Cain. This means that we must be especially careful not to
make our brother lose eternal life by making him stumble.

God's judgment is ongoing, He has not as it were switched
off and will only open the books at the last day. Ps. 9:10-12
says that when God makes “inquisition [s.w. ‘require’] for
blood, He remembers those who “seek” [s.w. ‘require’] for
Him. He seeks and searches us out, holding us accountable
for actions; and yet we are to seek after Him. And thus we
meet... The verse means that God requires life from us- the
Lord Jesus alludes here when He spoke of how the soul of a
man would be "required" at the day of his death (Lk. 12:20),
and woe to us if we have only 'bigger barns', petty
materialistic acquisition, to show for it. If we take another's
life, that life will be required of us- because of the general
principle, that God 'requires' human life from us. So the
principle is that we should not merely avoid taking the life of



another; we should give our lives back to God, knowing that
life is required of us.

9:6 Whoever sheds man's blood, his blood will be shed by
man- This is not a command to shed the blood of murderers.
The Lord seems to allude to it when commenting that he who
takes the sword shall perish with the sword (Mt. 26:52). It
appears to be more of a warning, an observation as to what
happens to those who shed blood, even if they consider they
are doing it in justified vengeance for the shedding of blood.
We must give full weight to the incident in 2 Samuel 14,
where we learn that there is a higher principle than revenging
blood- that of grace and forgiveness. God now continues to
explain why man's blood shouldn't be shed- because we are
made in God's image. That reasoning is such that any
shedding of blood, even in vengeance, ought to be avoided.

For God made man in His own image- As James 3:9; the
fact humans are made in God's image means we should
perceive the value and meaning of persons, from not killing
to holding the door open for people... Defacing God’s image
earns death. In what ways can we destroy the image of God
in others apart from by killing them? Any form of
dehumanizing surely does the same. Because we are made in
God's image, we should therefore not ki// other humans (Gen.
9:6). James says the same, in essence, in teaching that
because we are in God's image, we shouldn't curse others.
To curse a man is to kill him. That's the point of James'



allusion to Genesis and to God as creator. Quite simply,
respect for the person of others is inculcated by sustained
reflection on the way that they too are created in God's
image.

The command not to murder has its basis in the fact that
human life is not for us to use as we will (Ex. 20:13; Lev.
17:11; Gen. 9:6). It is God's life within those other people
around us. Others, therefore, are not for us to use as we will.
Gentleness and sensitivity to the life of others, in family life,
the workplace, on the road... is therefore an outcome of our
belief that the 'other' person likewise has been created by
God and has life from Him. To drive in an unkind way, to act
in a thoughtless way to others’ detriment, is therefore the
same basic error as taking human life in murder.

9:7 Be fruitful and multiply. Increase abundantly in the
earth, and multiply in it- As Adam and Eve were to "be
fruitful and multiply" in the land / Garden of Eden (Gen.
1:28), so Noah and his sons were to do just the same in the
same land after the flood (Gen. 9:7); and the children of
Abraham were promised that they would do likewise in the
very same land (Gen. 35:11). I suggested on Gen. 3 that
perhaps the first sin was one of omission- Adam and Eve
omitted to go forth and mutliply as commanded. This would
explain the emphasis upon this commandment, in this attempt
to restore Eden. On the figurative level, it is the Lord Jesus
who brings forth much fruit in us due to His resurrection out
of the earth, as Noah came out of the ark (Jn. 12:24).



9:8 God spoke to Noah and to his sons with him, saying-
Again, the family are addressed by God as being "with
[Noah]"; just as salvation is predicated upon our being
counted as together with Christ. The new covenant is
likewise made primarily with the Lord Jesus, the singular
"seed"; and thereby with us, insofar as we are in Him.

9:9 A4s for Me, behold, I establish My covenant with you,
and with your offspring after you- Covenants were two way
agreements, with conditions for both parties and a token of
the covenant. All the elements of a covenant are present-
apart from the conditions for the other party, i.e. Noah. This
is the force of the words "As for Me, behold...". It was
unilateral. God's covenant is of grace- He binds Himself to
certain things, without any corresponding demands upon
Noah. See on :10. "With you" is repeated in 9:11. The
covenant wasn’t with humanity generally but to the children
of Noah.

9:10 And with every living creature that is with you: the
birds, the livestock, and every animal of the earth with you,
of all that go out of the ship, even every animal of the
earth- God is in covenant relationship with the animals. But
such a covenant was obviously unilateral. Perhaps the
information about the animals was added in order to
underline how God's covenant with man was likewise
unilateral; it was what God wanted to do for man, rather than



a demand from man. This is grace. And although we have no
contractural duty to respond, yet we do respond; we cannot
be passive to such grace; see on :9.

Those within the ark represented those saved in Christ. It's
difficult to work out the difference in symbology between the
animals, and Noah and his family. But the animals also were
finally included in the new covenant made after the ark had
performed its saving purpose. So we are led to speculate that
there is a class of people other than those secured "in Christ"
who will somehow be finally saved, having been preserved
from the latter day judgments which the flood waters
represent. This same teaching is found in the way that the
blood of the Passover lamb seems to have secured the
salvation of the firstborn of both Israel and the animals who
were brought [by others] within the blood covered houses
(Ex. 11:8).

9:11 I will establish My covenant with you: all flesh will
not be cut off any more by the waters of the flood, neither
will there ever again be a flood to destroy the earth- "Ever
again" or "any more" (AV) sounds as if destruction of the
earth by flooding had happened several times before. It's
almost as if the God of all grace is showing Himself
progressively gracious to earth's inhabitants: 'T've done it
before several times, but now I promise you humans, you
new race of inhabitants upon whom my special love is to be
shown through My Son, that I'll never do it again'. 2 Peter 3



alludes to the flood, but says that the agent that will be used
to destroy the eretz or land of the last days will be fire. A
similar level of destruction is coming, but by fire and not
water.

9:12 God said, This is the token of the covenant which I
make between Me and you and every living creature that is
with you, for perpetual generations- Covenants of those
days had a token or material symbol associated with them.
But they also featured requirements from both sides; as noted
on :9, God's grace is such that the covenant He now made
was simply a requirment on His side. The covenant was with
the animals too- and clearly that too was a one-sided
agreement. The token of the new covenant would be the
blood of God's Son, just as the blood of the lamb was a
"token" (Ex. 12:13), perhaps memorialized in the communion
bread and wine, just as circumcision was the token of the
covenant with Abraham (Gen. 17:11 s.w.).

9:13 I set my rainbow in the cloud, and it will be for a sign
of a covenant between Me and the earth- The sign of the
rainbow is described as God hanging up ['setting'] His bow.
To hang up your bow was an idiom for ceasing from conflict
(Hab. 3:9-11; Ps. 7:13). It was as if Yahweh the warrior was
laying aside His bow, ending His conflict with mankind. The
contemporary flood myths articulate all this in terms of there
being a dispute amongst the gods; some wanted to destroy
mankind, others wanted to show mercy; some regretted the



earlier judgments against mankind, others didn’t; some
wanted to assure mankind that he wouldn’t be destroyed;
others argued that he must face the consequences of his sin.
Here the Biblical record is so amazingly different. All these
emotions are portrayed as occuring within the one and only
God. As humanly incomprehensible as it is, that an all
powerful, all knowing Being could have such conflicting
emotions, this is without doubt the God whom the Bible
reveals to us.

The Babylonian Epic Of Creation (6.82) claims that after
Marduk's victory, he set his bow in the sky and it became a
constellation. He also supposedly used his bow to shoot
arrows at the clouds which caused the deluge. "So, too, the
pagan Arabs related of one of their gods that after
discharging arrows from his bow, he set his bow in the
cloud". These myths are alluded to and corrected by the
statement that God's bow is simply the rainbow, a purely
natural phenomenon which is merely an optical feature and
certainly not a literal bow of any god. Yahweh's bow, the
rainbow, is a symbol of His grace and love towards His
creatures. The later Old Testament repeatedly uses the idea
of the true God shooting His arrows as a figure of His
judgment of His enemies and salvation of His people (Hab.
3:9,11; Zech. 9:14; Ps. 38:2; 64:8; 77:17; 144:6; Job 6:4;
Lam. 2:4; 3:12). The whole mythical, pagan idea of a god
having a literal bow and arrows is thereby deconstructed.



The question arises, however, as to why Moses is alluding to
Babylonian myths which were current only centuries after his
time. My response is threefold. Firstly, God could have
inspired Moses to speak in terms which would later take on
relevance to the myths which God foresaw would arise.
Secondly, the Babylonian myths may well have developed
from myths which were current in Moses' time. A third
possibility is that the Pentateuch was re-written under Divine
inspiration whilst Judah were in captivity in Babylon, and
the historical accounts presented in such a way as to have
relevance to the Marduk worship and other Babylonian
mythology which surrounded God's people in Babylonian
captivity.

Rainbows being experienced worldwide doesn't mean that
the flood was therefore global. Moses under inspiration
wrote for the Israelites, to enable them to make sense of their
world, and he explained to them that they were to understand
that the world wouldn't be destroyed by water again.
However 2 Peter 3 seems to say that the heavens and earth of
Peter's time would be destroyed not by water but by fire,
after the pattern of what God did at Noah's time. This
passage has some relevance to AD70- which was a
destruction of the Jewish system in the land of Israel, not
worldwide.

There's another way to read Gen. 9:13-17 which I offer not
in any dogmatism but for reflection. It may not mean that God



intends us to look at rainbows and remember His covenant; it
may be that God sealed the covenant He made at that time by
bringing a cloud over the earth and displaying in it a bow or
arrow [the Heb. translated "bow" also means an arrow and is
thus translated in places]. God set or "hung up" [the Hebrew
is translated that way elsewhere] His bow- as if to say, "My
bow and arrows are now hung up. I'm through with judgment
by this flood. It's over. I've hung up My bow / arrows'.
YHWH shooting arrows is a figure for His judgment in later
Scripture. So it's a bit of an assumption that God's talking
about rainbows here. A Divine covenant was typically
sealed by a one-time token, e.g. His covenant with Abraham
by the token of passing between the animal pieces. The token
of a covenant was therefore a one-time act, not something
like rainbows which are ongoing. The covenant was between
God and Noah and also all animal flesh on the earth at that
time. The token of that covenant was therefore relevant to
Noah not humanity generally. So it would make sense if there
was some theophany to Noah involving awesome clouds and
a special display of God's now hung up bow / arrow over it.
God set His bow in that cloud, the record states. But
rainbows don't exist at any location in the clouds; they are an
optical phenomenon in the eye of the observer.

God did this so as to "remember" His covenant; but
"remember" carries the idea of God marking it, this is what
He did to mark the covenant He had just made as a one time



demonstration to Noah. Surely it can't mean that whenever
God sends rain, He sees the rainbow and remembers in the
sense of "Ah yes, now I remember, I'm not supposed to use
rain to kill people". People still die by flooding today and I
guess some of them drown within sight of rainbows... and the
survivors likely watch rainbows as they mourn their dead.
The literalistic readings of the rainbow seem to create more
questions than they solve. They also depend upon the
assumption that there were no rainbows before the flood, and
this was a special creation; but rainbows are observed in
mist [e.g. over waterfalls or wave spray] as well as rain
clouds so I somewhat doubt there were no rainbows seen
before the flood. It's also an assumption that there was no
rain before the flood- Gen. 2:5 simply states that before the
creation of Adam there was no rain, possibly implying that
the created plants didn't grow until Adam was created to tend
them.

9:14 It will happen, when I bring a cloud over the earth,
that the rainbow will be seen in the cloud- The Hebrew
doesn't have to mean 'whenever'. As suggested on :13, this
could have been a one time event. Perhaps it was some
foreshadowing of the bringing of a cloud at the crucifixion?
The idea of the rainbow being a ‘reminder’ to God not to
destroy the earth again with a flood is rather hard to
understand when applied to God. But if this is a reminder to
the Angels, who brought the flood in the first place, this



makes more sense (Gen. 9:16).

9:15 And I will remember My covenant, which is between
Me and you and every living creature of all flesh, and the
waters will no more become a flood to destroy all flesh- "To
destroy" is Heb. 'to cut off'. Having crossed the Red Sea,
God sealed His covenant with Israel at Sinai. After emerging
from the ark, God made a covenant with Noah. And
circumcision was the entry point of covenant relationship
with God. The record of these Old Testament occurrences
also brings out the converse- what happened to all those who
were not in covenant with God, who had not received the
typical 'baptism'. The unbaptized Egyptians were "cut off""
(Ex. 9:15); "all flesh" that was not baptized into the Christ-
ark was "cut off" (Gen. 9:15 AV). "The uncircumcised man
child... that soul shall be cut off" (Gen. 17:14). The New
Testament matches this by the oft repeated teaching that
outside of Christ, there can be no salvation.

9:16 The rainbow will be in the cloud. I will look at it, that
I may remember the everlasting covenant between God and
every living creature of all flesh that is on the earth- The
rainbow is to remind men of the essential salvation and
patience of God. And yet He describes it as reminding Him
of His promise of salvation- as if He might forget. This is the
kind of language of limitation which is so common in the
Bible. It could be explicable by referring it to Angels; or it
could be that God presents Himself in human terms, without



strict attention to who He actually is. For by nature He does
not "forget" or need reminding. This would mean that those
who may misunderstand God in some theological areas can
still have a legitimate relationship with Him; just as God
presented Himself here as 'needing a reminder".

God set the rainbow in the sky so that when He looks upon it,
He will remember His covenant with Noah. The pronouns
seem wrong; we would expect to read that the rainbow is so
that when Noah looked upon it, he would remember... but no.
God condescends to man to such an extent that He invites
Noah to understand that when /e remembered the covenant
with Him, God does likewise.

9:17 God said to Noah, This is the token of the covenant
which I have established between Me and all flesh that is
on the earth- 1 have suggested above that the bow was
displayed at just one time, or just in the experience of Noah
and his sons, as a token of the covenant God had made with
them. The covenant was between God and "all flesh that is
on the earth / eretz", at that time. God is not in covenant
relationship with literally all people upon the planet. This
leads us to again conclude that the idea is not that whenever
rainbows appear anywhere on earth, this is a reminder that
God is in covenant relationship with all people on earth.
Rather was the bow [which may not have been a rainbow as
we now understand them] revealed in some kind of special
theophany to assure Noah and his family that there would
never again be a flood.



9:18 The sons of Noah who went out from the ship were
Shem, Ham, and Japheth. Ham is the father of Canaan-
This may be in order to emphasize that Canaan was born
after the exit from the ark; and therefore the incident
involving him and Noah's drunkenness would have occurred
quite some years afterwards.

9:19 These three were the sons of Noah, and from these, the
whole earth was populated- This makes more sense when
understood as referring to the eretz promised to Abraham.
Genesis 10 provides the details; all the listed descendants of
Noah refer to peoples dwelling within the eretz promised to
Abraham.

9:20 Noah began to be a farmer, and planted a vineyard- It
could be argued that Gen. 9:2 was commanding Noah to
cease being a crop farmer and instead dominate and eat
animals. One disobedience, or taking of a lower spiritual
level, often leads to greater temptation in other areas. And
this is what happened with Noah.

The Gilgamesh Epic specifically records that Utnapistim
gave the workmen wine to drink whilst they built the ark
(Tablet 9, lines 72-73). The Biblical account appears to
consciously contradict this by stating that Noah was the first
to make wine- and he did this after the flood.

9:21 He drank of the wine and got drunk. He was
uncovered within his tent- See on Gen. 8:10. There's a



juxtaposition here between God's wonderful covenant being
followed by Noah getting drunk in response to it. Despite
having been given a wonderful, one sided covenant of Divine
grace. We too find it hard to cope with the huge import of
God’s grace. It’s not something we merely accept with a
smile, thinking “Oh how sweet”. The enormity of it is
riveting and very demanding. And Noah couldn’t handle it.
Surely Noah knew all about alcohol, for his generation were
partying right up until the flood came. If they had developed
iron smelting technology by Gen. 5, they surely knew about
alcohol. It is stressed that only Noah, his wife, his three sons
and their wives entered and left the ark. By the time Noah
gets drunk, Canaan had been born to Ham and was at least a
young adult. So we cannot think that Noah got drunk from
ignorance as to the effect of wine, nor that it happened
immediately after leaving the ark. Noah maybe had
weaknesses which aren't recorded in the record of his earlier
life. Peter reasons that God saved Noah by the flood (1 Pet.
3:20,21); God saved Lot by destroying Sodom and Noah by
destroying his surrounding world, because He knows how to
deliver the godly from temptations (2 Pet. 2:5-9). It could be
that had God not done this, they too would've been caught up
in the evil around them, so powerful was it. Hence Is. 54:9
speaks of the flood as "the waters of Noah". It was Noah's
flood, the flood required for him, as well as to judge the
world. HE was saved by grace rather than his good works
(Gen. 6:8). The Mesopotamian myths speak of how the hero



of the flood (cp. Noah in the Biblical account) was raised to
divine, immortal status. Gen. 9:29 comments simply upon
Noah: "And he died". In the myth of Utnapishtim, the one
who survives the flood is turned into a hero and becomes a
god. But of course Moses’ inspired record is different. The
flood story ends with Noah dying- not becoming a god. And
Noah not only remains human, but he remains very human-
because he goes out and gets blind drunk after he comes out
of the ark. Moses’ point is surely to show that real human
lives really do intersect with Almighty God’s work, words
and actions.

9:22 Ham, the father of Canaan, saw the nakedness of his
father, and told his two brothers outside- The sin of Ham in
relation to Noah's drunkenness included the fact that he told
his brothers about Noah's shame (Gen. 9:22). This incident
seems to be alluded to by Paul when he says that it is a
shame to speak of what sinners do in secret (Eph. 5:12). A
large amount of the communication which would be called
'gossip' includes the communication of sinful things which
would be better not entering the minds of saints in any case-
one tends to gossip about a neighbour's adultery rather than
his lost cat. The sin of Ham is presented as telling his
brothers about their father's sin. The word "outside" gives the
impression of seeing something in privacy, and then going
outside and telling it to others.

9:23 Shem and Japheth took a garment, and laid it on both



their shoulders, went in backwards, and covered the
nakedness of their father. Their faces were backwards, and
they didn 't see their fathers nakedness- "Covered" is a
related word to the ‘covering’ of the ark (Gen. 8:13). As they
had been covered by God and thus saved, so they sought to
cover the sin of another. Our experience of covering in Christ
should be similar, not gossiping of others’ sin but seeking to
cover it (s.w. Prov. 17:9; 10:12; 11:13). There is a direct
allusion to this incident in Prov. 12:16: “A prudent man
covers [s.w.] shame”. What they did to Noah is what we
should do in response to our covering / atonement in Christ.
Covering others’ sin isn’t the same as turning a blind eye to
it; it involves conscious forgiveness, but then the covering of
it in the sense that God also covers sin and doesn’t mention it
against us ever again.

"Their faces were backward" uses the same word as in Ex.
33:23, where God hides His face from Moses and only His
"back" is seen. The verbal similarities between the two
incidents are pointed. Perhaps Moses in recording this
incident is suggesting that he felt like drunken Noah, and God
showed the same grace to him as Noah's sons showed to their
drunken father by not looking upon his sin and nakedness.

9:24 Noah awoke from his wine, and knew what his
youngest son had done to him- There is a clear similarity
with Lot, who got so blind drunk that he didn't realize what
was happening whilst his daughters had sexually abused him.
And yet Lot, like Noah, is still presented as "righteous"



overall. The similarities may suggest that there was some
kind of sexual abuse of Noah by his grandson Canaan. To
uncover or 'see [a relative's] nakedness' is an idiom used for
sexual relations throughout Lev. 18. The fact Ham and
Japheth covered his nakedness may mean that they did not
‘uncover his nakedness' in the sense the idiom is used in Lev.
18; they didn't participate.

9:25 He said, Canaan is cursed- As suggested on :24, this
could be because Canaan had sexually abused him. But
another approach is possible. Noah thrice rails against
Canaan (:26,27). Why, seeing that the shame had been done
to him by Ham, Canaan's father? This seems a classic
example of transference- people often focus their anger not
against the one who has hurt them, but against that person's
relative, family or cause. We should deal with persons
directly, perceiving the value and meaning of the human
person; and not deflect the relationship onto others as Noah
appears to have done. The curses placed by Noah have no
fulfilment [contrary to many racist and misguided attempts to
force such a fulfilment]. The story ends with a huge spiritual
anticlimax, although later reference to Noah shows that he
was judged faithful overall.

He will be servant of servants to his brothers- If this is
addressed to Canaan, then we can assume that Ham had had
other children by this stage, placing the incident some time
after the exit from the ark. But as noted above, Noah appears



to be talking to Ham, when he is referring to Canaan; he was
making the son guilty for the father's sin, and vice versa.

9:26 He said, Blessed be Yahweh, the God of Shem. Let
Canaan be his servant- According to :25, Canaan was to be
the servant of his brothers. But here he is to be servant to
Shem. Again we see a confusion between Ham and his son
Canaan. It could simply be because Noah was drunk and
confused when he uttered these words; or he could be
practicing some kind of guilt by association, making the son
suffer for the father's sins, or vice versa. The Hebrew could
mean 'May Shem be blessed by Yahweh, his God'. We
wonder why Shem is singled out for the highest and first
blessing; for Japheth is to be enlarged, but to still dwell in
the tents of Shem (:27). Perhaps Noah was elevating Shem to
the status of firstborn which Ham had previously enjoyed. Or
maybe Shem did some specific act of kindness in trying to
shield Noah's shame.

9:27 May God enlarge Japheth. Let him dwell in the tents
of Shem. Let Canaan be his servant- "Japheth" means
'enlarged’, so there is a play on words here. Noah wishes that
Japheth experiences what his name meant. But he is still to
dwell in the tents of Shem, who was to be blessed above all.
To 'dwell in the tent' of someone meant to be subservient to
them (Ps. 120:5). So clearly Noah is establishing a hierarchy
here amongst his sons. There is nothing in the record which
suggests that Shem did more than Japheth for Noah. But he is
given a great blessing here; and again, Canaan was to be



servant to Japheth as well as to Shem. The descendants of
Japheth and Shem are listed in chapter 10, and there is no
particular evidence that these blessings and cursings were
actually fulfilled. They were uttered as Noah awoke from his
drunken stupour. Likewise not all the blessings uttered by
Jacob came particularly true for all his sons.

9:28 Noah lived three hundred fifty years after the flood-
This meant he died just around the time Abraham was born.
We are invited to see an unbroken line of the faithful
continuing,

9:29 All the days of Noah were nine hundred and fifty
years, then he died- The Mesopotamian myths speak of how
the hero of the flood (cp. Noah in the Biblical account) was
raised to divine, immortal status. Gen. 9:29 comments simply
upon Noah: "And he died".



GENESIS CHAPTER 10

10:1 Now this is the history of the generations of the sons
of Noah and of Shem, Ham, and Japheth. Sons were born to
them after the flood- Thoughtful readers of Genesis must
have wondered at the rubric "Now these are the generations
of...". This phrase, the toledoth [Hebrew for "generations"]
formula, is used to introduce both genealogies and also
narratives. Why not say "Now this is the story / account /
history of Joseph"? Why describe a narrative as a genealogy?
Why preface genealogies and narrative histories as if they
are one and the same? I suggest that the inspired writer of the
Bible's opening book wished to establish the point that
history gives birth to the future, history is pregnant, and not
dry, dead and finished. And God's history especially
demonstrates that the "generations" somehow repeat
themselves over history, in that situations and character types
recur over time in a Divinely planned manner.

It has been observed that in none of the flood myths is there
anything like the table of nations of Gen. 10, which seeks to
explain how the area affected by the flood was subsequently
repopulated. However, the 70 peoples mentioned in Gen. 10
are clearly meant to be understood as representative of the
wholeness of peoples. The point is being made that all tribal
groups have one common origin, either in Adam or in one of
Noah’s sons. Remember that Moses was writing against a
background of tribalism, where groups were persuaded that
their group alone was the master race, and all foreigners



were to be despised. The value of persons inspired by the
Genesis record rose far above this petty tribalism. And for
all our apparent sophistication, it’s evident that our world is
just as much full of tribalism as it ever was.

The surrounding myths all emphasize how depleted humanity
after the flood started to re-grow in size by miraculous
means- the Atrahasis Epic claims that magic incantations of
the god Ea over 14 lumps of clay gave birth to many new
humans after the flood; the Greek flood tradition asserts that
Deucalion threw stones which turned into men. The Biblical
record states simply and realistically how the population re-
grew through natural procreation.

Gen. 10 lists 70 nations- see on Ex. 24:9-11. Luke records
that the Lord sent out 72 preachers (Lk. 10:1). The Jews
understood that there were 72 nations in the world, based on
the LXX of Gen. 10. Surely Luke’s point is that they went
only to the Jews, thus highlighting the gap between the
disciples’ understanding at the time, and the Lord’s further
reaching intention of a mission to the Gentiles.

After the flood, we come to the record of Babel. This is
prefaced by some genealogies. The record speaks as if Shem,
Ham and Japheth were the only people living on ‘earth’.
Once we take this to mean ‘the land’, things are much easier.
These three men were ancestors of the Middle Eastern races
[as provable within the pages of the Bible itself], but not of
any others. The idea that the black peoples descended from
Ham / Canaan and were to be servants is sadly a 19" century



piece of racism, that has far too much acceptance in our
community. The tension between the children of Shem and
Canaan has been worked out between the Jews and
Canaanites, not white and black. The Canaanites which we
read of in the Bible as dwelling in the land were quite simply
the descendants of Canaan / Ham. Interestingly, we read of
men like Magog, Gomer, Meshech, Tarshish, Asshur, Elam,
Aram... all of which occur in prophecies like Ezekiel 38, as
the latter day enemies of Israel. The origin of these peoples
is not in Eurasia; they are the ‘people of the land’, the
neighbours and relatives of Israel. The peoples of the land
spoke one language in the sense that they all had the same
intentions- to build a tower, and live together in one place, in
Babylon / Babel. Previously we have been informed that the
sons of Noah were divided “in their lands; every one after
his tongue, after their families” (Gen. 10:5,31). So when in
chapter 11 we are told that they had “one language” this must
refer to their unity of intent rather than them all using the
same lexical items. They were scattered from Babylon/
Babel into all parts of the land [i.e. that promised to
Abraham]. The descendants of Shem, Ham and Japheth
weren’t literally scattered into the whole planet. If the flood
was local, then there would have been plenty of other people
alive in other parts of the planet.

10:2 The sons of Japheth: Gomer, Magog, Madai, Javan,
Tubal, Meshech, and Tiras- These and other names here
occur in the list of nations in Ez. 38 who will invade Israel in



the latter days, and we see that they are therefore all within
the territory of the eretz promised to Abraham. And that is
precisely the situation we see developing there today. The
idea that "Japheth" refers to western Europe is mere fancy;
the context here clearly explains that these are the nations
living in the eretz. "Madai" refers to the Medes. "Tiras" is
Tyre; and clearly Meshech refers to an area within the eretz
and not to Moscow; and likewise with Tubal.

‘We note that out of Noah's three sons, fewest descendants are
listed for Japheth. And there is no suggestion in this
genealogy that they lived "in the tents of Shem", as Noah had
predicted in his half drunken cursing of Ham and blessing of
Japheth. This would suggest that his cursings were just that,
the cursings of a man awaking with a hangover... and are not
to be taken as actual prophecies of the future relationships
between the sons.

10:3 The sons of Gomer: Ashkenaz, Riphath, and
Togarmah- Ashkenaz was one of the nations which
overthrew Babylon (Jer. 51:27). Again, we're dealing with a
people within the eretz and not outside of it. I would argue
that the Bible has very little to specifically say about the
peoples beyond the eretz.

10:4 The sons of Javan: Elishah, Tarshish, Kittim, and
Dodanim- Tarshish is a relative of Togarmah (:3), Meshech
and Tubal (:2). This confirms my suggestion on Ez. 38 that
Tarshish is with the other invaders and not against them.



Tarshish may be another name for Tyre. The Tel Amarna
tablets mention some of these names as peoples in the eretz
promised to Abraham.

10:5 Of these were the islands of the nations divided in
their lands, everyone after his language, after their
families, in their nations- The same idea of nations,
languages and families is found in Rev. 5:9 and Rev. 7:9; the
converts from them may refer therefore to latter day converts
made within the eretz from all the nations and families found
there. "The islands" is an idiom and not to be taken literally.
Some interpret it as meaning a people who could be reached
by sea, or "coastlands". But not all the nations listed
inhabited coastlands, and so I don't find this satisfactory.
"Islands" is literally "spots", we might better understand it as
meaning simply "locations". The same Hebrew word is
translated "country” in Jer. 47:4, and is parallel with
"places" in Zeph. 2:11. Is. 11:11 lists a number of nations and
summarizes them as being "the isles". And Is. 20:6
apparently speaks of the inhabitants of Jerusalem as "the
inhabitants of this isle", meaning 'this place'. "The isles" are
"the ends of the land", the areas on the borders of the eretz, in
Is. 41:5.

It's possible that :5 refers to all the descendants of Noah,; that
they were the sole origin of the nations in the eretz. But it
could also be that :5 refers specifically to how Japheth was
indeed "enlarged" and spread abroad as defined here.



10:6 The sons of Ham. Cush, Mizraim, Put, and Canaan-
The Canaanites were therefore under Noah's curse to be
subservient to Shem. But as discussed on Gen. 9, it's hard to
know whether to take Noah's cursings as any more than the
cursings of a man awaking from a drunken stupor.

Pan-Arabism will in the end come to its full term (however
short-lived), in the final invasion of Israel. The Hebrew
word translated “Libya” is also translated “Phut” or “Put”,
which was another name for Libya in Bible times. “Mizraim”
likewise is the Biblical name for Egypt. Significantly, Phut,
Mizraim and Canaan were brothers (Gen. 10:6). There is
therefore a strong and valid idea of Arab brotherhood
between the Palestinian Arabs [i.e. the Arabs living in
Canaan or the land of Israel] and the Arabs of Libya, Egypt
and the other countries in the surrounding Arab world. The
Babylonian invasion of Judah was a type of the invasion of
Israel by latter day ‘Babylon’, which will bring on the return
of Christ. But this invasion [as at the time of the Assyrian
invasion of Israel] was really by a confederacy of nations-
including the Ethiopians, Lydians, Egyptians and Libyans
(Jer. 46:8,9 cp. Nahum 3:9). And history will repeat itself- in
that these nations along with Babylon will invade Israel in
the last days. But where history shall stop, the red line of
human time come to a terminus, will be in the simple fact that
this time, the Lord Jesus shall return to earth to establish
God’s Kingdom here.

10:7 The sons of Cush: Seba, Havilah, Sabtah, Raamah,



and Sabteca. The sons of Raamah: Sheba and Dedan-
Sheba and Dedan are found in Ez. 38 as amongst the enemies
of Israel in the last days; see on Ez. 38:13. The impression is
given that all the nations surrounding Israel in the eretz,
descendants of all three sons of Noah, will invade her in the
last days.

10:8 Cush became the father of Nimrod. He began to be a
mighty one in the land- Nimrod founded Babel or Babylon
(:10). The "top" or rosh of the Babel tower was to reach to
heaven; as in Ez. 38:2, the rosh refers to a person who was
being elevated, and we assume this person was Nimrod.
Ham and his descendants were not therefore black Africans,
as proposed by 19th century racist theologians. The
connection is clearly with the "mighty ones" of Gen. 6:4, for
whose sake the earth was destroyed by the flood. Again, the
potential for restoring Eden was messed up by human
dysfunction. The term is used of the 'mighty ones' of Canaan
who were to be subdued (Josh. 6:2; Jud. 5:13,23). Israel in
the wilderness listening to Moses' teaching would have
learnt that there had been 'mighty ones in the land', the very
land they were now approaching, who likewise would
ultimately come to nothing.

10:9 He was a mighty hunter before Yahweh. Therefore it is
said, Like Nimrod, a mighty hunter before Yahweh- Nimrod
"the mighty hunter against the Lord" (Heb.) uses a word
related to 'Gibbor', the title of Christ used inIs. 9:6. Nimrod
appears to be a prototype anti-God and anti-Christ, and for



this he was well known even then. Gen. 10:10,11 shows his
characteristic of building cities in the Babylon/Assyria
area. Seeing that "the beginning of his kingdom was Babel"
(Gen. 10:10), it is not unreasonable to assume that when "a
man said to his neighbour, Go to, let us make brick" to build
the tower of Babel, this is in fact referring to Nimrod (Gen.
11:3 A.'V.mg.).

10:10 The beginning of his kingdom was Babel, Erech,
Accad, and Calneh, in the land of Shinar- Nimrod was
therefore the instigator of the Babel building we read of in
chapter 11. Perhaps the allusion is to how God created "in
the beginning" (s.w.), as if Nimrod tried to make a new
creation of his own device. We can therefore assume that
idea of Babel, of building a ziggurat to reach heaven, began
with Nimrod. In Is. 14, another king of Babylon says the
same: "Thou hast said in thine heart, I will ascend into
heaven, I will exalt my throne above the stars of God: I will
sit also in the mount of the congregation (i.e. the temple
mount), in the sides of the north (Jerusalem, Ps. 48:2)... yet
thou shalt be brought down... that (his children) do not
possess the land, nor fill the face of the world with cities"
(Is. 14:13,14,15,21). This last phrase is definitely alluding to
the record of Nimrod's city building program as detailed in
Gen. 10:9-11. This "king of Babylon" of Is. 14 can refer with
equal relevance to either Nebuchadnezzar or Sennacherib,’
both of whose invasions of Israel are typical of that which is
to occur in the last days.



Again we note that all these places were within the eretz
promised to Abraham (e.g. Calneh is a place in Assyria, see
Is. 10:9; Am. 6:2).

10:11 Out of that land he went into Assyria, and built
Nineveh, Rehoboth Ir, Calah- The going out of the land of
Shinar (:10) presumably refers to how Nimrod's intention to
build Babel was thwarted, and from there he went away from
the area (he was scattered away from it, Gen. 11:8) and built
Nineveh, as a kind of replacement Babel. The AV reads "Out
of that land went forth Asshur". The reference could
therefore be to the son of Shem who had this same name
(:22). In this case the point would be that the descendants of
Shem and Ham committed apostacy together, lending weight
to my suggestion on chapter 9 that Noah's cursing of Ham
was but the ravings of an angry man awaking with a
hangover.

10:12 And Resen between Nineveh and Calah (the same is
the great city)- There is nothing much known about Resen or
Calah; yet one or both of them merits the title "the great city".
Perhaps this title was because, as noted on :11, Nimrod had
been seeking to rebuild Babel there. The same Hebrew term
"great city" is used of the cities of Canaan which the
Israelites who first heard this Mosaic history were intended
to conquer (Num. 13:28).

10:13 Mizraim- This is the usual word for "Egypt". The
eretz extended to the river of Egypt, and so we can assume
that this person lived in Egypt east of the Nile, rather than



referring to "Egypt" as it is now defined.

Became the father of Ludim, Anamim, Lehabim,
Naphtuhim- Anamim may be related to the "anakim", the
giant people who inhabited Canaan. Again we can discern
how Moses was producing this material with the primary
intention of explaining to Israel the origin of the peoples they
were to encounter in Canaan. These people were mere men,
descendants from the same Noah whom they too were
descended from; and whatever their size or physical features,
they were not to be unduly feared. We note the absence of
Divine names in nearly all the descendants of Noah here
listed; in contrast to the way that they feature in the names of
those before the flood. The impression we get is that Noah's
descendants failed to keep the faith, until it had totally died
out and God called Abram and revealed Himself to him.

10:14 Pathrusim, Casluhim (wWhich the Philistines
descended from), and Caphtorim- As noted on :13, one
primary intention of this genealogy was to assure Israel that
the enemies they were encountering in the eretz, such as the
Philistines, were mere men; there was nothing superhuman
about them.

10:15 Canaan became the father of Sidon (his firstborn),
Heth- Sidon is known as a town in northern Palestine.
Constantly, we encounter evidence that this genealogy
describes the peoples of the eretz promised to Abraham.
Heth likewise lived in the land of Canaan (Gen. 25:3).



10:16 The Jebusite, the Amorite, the Girgashite- The
Jebusites inhabited Jerusalem (2 Sam. 24:18), and so often
the Hivites, Jebusites and Amorites are spoken of as the
inhabitants of the land of Canaan. There is no way that
Canaan therefore refers to Africa and negroid peoples.

10:17 The Hivite, the Arkite, the Sinite- These were the
tribes through whom the Israelites would've travelled on
their wilderness journeys; the Sinites lives around mount
Sinai. Moses is providing historical and geographical
context for the Israelites.

10:18 The Arvadite, the Zemarite, and the Hamathite.
Afterward the families of the Canaanites were spread
abroad- The same word is used for how the builders of
Babel feared being "spread abroad" (Gen. 11:8), and yet they
were "spread abroad" after the confusion of languages (Gen.
11:9). Again this is evidence that the genealogy of chapter 10
is descriptive of what came to pass after the Babel incident
in chapter 11. We read there of how the situation in chapter
10 came about; see on :20. The same word is frequently
translated "scattered", and usually refers to Divine judgment.
So we could read this as meaning that the Canaanites were
scattered, spread abroad, after Babel, in judgment for
wanting to resist that judgment; and for wanting to build the
blasphemous ziggurat, a massive temple system intending to



place themselves as God Himself. There is reason to think
that in the last days a similar structure will be built by the
same ethnic groups in the same land... and likewise judged.

If we include Canaan himself, we have from:15-18 a
description of 12 tribes of Canaan. They were a fake,
imitation Israel; and were to be superseded by the 12 tribes
of Israel.

10:19 The border of the Canaanites was from Sidon, as you
go toward Gerar, to Gaza; as you go toward Sodom,
Gomorrah, Admah, and Zeboiim, to Lasha- This note is
included to demonstrate how 'their' land was to be later
promised to Abraham.

10:20 These are the sons of Ham, after their families, after
their languages, in their lands, in their nations- As noted
on :18, we are reading here of a situation which came about
as a result of the judgment on Babel. For here we read of
division according to their languages; and this was achieved
through the judgment upon the Babel builders in chapter 11.
We can conclude that the builders of Babel were all the
peoples listed in chapter 10, who as a result of Babel were
divided according to different languages.

10:21 To Shem, the father of all the children of Eber-
"Eber" is understood as the root of the word "Hebrew". The
idea can be 'one who crosses over', which is one of the basic
characteristics of all God's people.



The elder brother of Japheth, to him also were children
born- Shem, Ham and Japheth are described as all being
born in the same year; perhaps Shem was the eldest because
he came out first. Or maybe the curse of Noah upon Ham and
Canaan was a way of giving the right of the firstborn to
Shem, although he may not have been the firstborn at birth.

10:22 The sons of Shem: Elam, Asshur, Arpachshad, Lud,
and Aram- Wherever these peoples later lived, they were at
this time all within the eretz promised to Abraham.

10:23 The sons of Aram: Uz, Hul, Gether, and Mash-
"Aram" is the word usually translated "Syria". Job lived in
the land of Uz. "Mash" is "Meshech" in 1 Chron. 1:17; the
Meshech of Ez. 38 is to be interpretted as some people
within the eretz promised to Abraham.

10:24 Arpachshad became the father of Shelah. Shelah
became the father of Eber- "Shelah" like most of the names
in this genealogy has a rather negative spiritual meaning; in
this case, "missile". The impression given is that spirituality
died out over these generations, until God started again with
the call of Abram.

10:25 To Eber were born two sons. The name of the one was
Peleg, for in his days the earth was divided. His brothers
name was Joktan- This "division" refers not to plate
tectonics, but to the division of the earth according to
language which we will read of in chapter 11. Several times
here in chapter 10, we find reference to the division which is



described in chapter 11. The division of the eretz at Babel is
therefore presented here as occurring four generations after
the flood; although the Biblical genealogies frequently skip
generations, and in this case, they must be compared with the
information provided in 1 Chronicles.

10:26 Joktan became the father of Almodad, Sheleph,
Hazarmaveth, Jerah- More sons of Joktan are recorded than
for any other in this genealogy. Yet his name means "made
little"; perhaps we are to understand that the one who was
somehow made little was the one who became great, in terms
of descendants.

10:27 Hadoram, Uzal, Diklah- "Hadoram" meaning "high
place", we again get the impression of unspirituality amongst
these peoples. I have mentioned that this genealogy is
explaining how indeed the descendants of Noah were
scattered throughout the eretz promised to Abraham after
Babel; where they later may have migrated to isn't in view
here. But it is also noteworthy that the children of Joktan
would appear to be located in the Arabian peninsular and
what is now Yemen. The southern borders of the eretz are
hard to define; perhaps we are to include these areas within
it.

10:28 Obal, Abimael, Sheba- Most commentaries focus upon
where these tribes ended up living later. But let's remember
that we are here reading of how the descendants of Noah
were scattered throughout the eretz promised to Abraham
after the events of Babel. Where they may have migrated to



afterwards is not what is in view here.

10:29 Ophir, Havilah, and Jobab. All these were the sons of
Joktan- There is a "Havilah" in :7, which may suggest that
the lines of Ham and Joktan intermarried. This again would
be evidence that the curses of Noah didn't come into effect;
for he presupposed that the lines of descent from his sons
would be distinct, especially between Ham and the others.
According to LXX notes, this "Jobab" is the Job of the book
of Job.

10:30 Their dwelling was from Mesha, as you go toward
Sephar, the mountain of the east- This could as well be
translated "the mountain of ancient time". Perhaps the
contrast is with Mount Zion; this was perhaps a centre of
idolatry.

10:31 These are the sons of Shem, after their families, after
their languages, in their lands, after their nations- As
noted on :18, the point is being made that the splitting up of
the families was on the basis of language; and chapter 11
will explain how that came about. Chapter 11 is not therefore
strictly chronological, but as often in the Hebrew Bible, a
step backwards to explain how a situation just described has
come about. The way that language differences were
eclipsed within the true Israel by the outpouring of the Spirit
at Pentecost is another case of where the Genesis curses for
disobedience are mitigated for God's people.

10:32 These are the families of the sons of Noah, after their



generations, in their nations. Of these were the nations
divided in the earth after the flood- As noted on :18, we
have here a description of the scattered abroad ["divided"]
descendants of Noah in the eretz, but now in chapter 11 we
will read how that division or scattering abroad came about-
through the division of languages at Babel.



GENESIS CHAPTER 11

11:1 The whole earth was of one language and of one
speech- "Language" could possibly refer to one language
root. [ have suggested that the Genesis history concerns the
eretz promised to Abraham, and the peoples living upon it.
This is not to say that there were not other peoples living
elsewhere on the globe, with their languages. But those in the
eretz had one language root; and this was miraculously
broken up into various dialects to the point of being
confusing. The Hebrew for "speech" here is not the same
word used for "speech" later on in this record - this word
can more suggests a purpose/desire, often a wrong one. The
implication is that this one desire was to build the tower of
Babel; the confounding of languages affecting all inhabitants
of the earth shows that all the families of the earth were
either in the Babel region or represented there. Truly it was a
tower "which the children of men builded" (Gen. 11:5),
bound together in unity by a common allegiance to this
renowned king of Babylon.

11:2 It happened, as they travelled east, that they found a
plain in the land of Shinar, and they lived there- Moses'
words in Genesis deconstruct later Babylonian myths.
Perhaps the clearest case of this is in the record of Babel.
The Babylonian myths boasted of the building of the city of
Babylon and its tower / ziggurat. The tower of Babel was
built in a plain (Gen. 11:2); and both Strabo and Herodotus



mention that Babylon was built in a wide plain. The record
of the tower being built with bricks is so similar to the
Babylonian Epic Of Creation, Tablet 6, lines 58-61, which
held that "For a year [the gods] made bricks" to build the
ziggurat of Babylon. Their myths claimed that after the
deluge, humanity came to Babylon and the Anunnaki deities,
who had supported Marduk in his battle, built the city. But
Gen. 11:5 labours that it was "the sons of men" who built
Babel. Cassuto describes the Genesis record as "a kind of
satire on what appeared to be a thing of beauty and glory in
the eyes of the Babylonians" (Umberto Cassuto, 4
Commentary On The Book Of Genesis (Jerusalem: Magnes
Press, 1992) Vol. 2 p. 227).

The 'coming down' of Yahweh to destroy man's evil
intentions at Babel, points forward to His future intervention
to judge the wickedness of men. The record of this in Gen.
11 is set against the background of Gen. 10. "As they
journeyed from the east...they found a plain..." (Gen. 11:2) is
in the context of the record of the growth and rapid expansion
of the tribes of the eretz in Gen. 10. We recall that Adam was
banished eastwards from Eden; this impression of eastward
movement may suggest they were getting further and further
from the sanctuary in Eden, and also moving eastward from
Ararat ['holy mount']. I have suggested that the ark rested on
mount Zion; eastward from there would lead to Babylon, or
Babel.

"Travelled" means specifically to take up tent pegs, and the



word is used multiple times later in the Pentateuch for the
travellings of the Israelites in the wilderness. And it was at
exactly that period when Moses was composing the
Pentateuch, with the nomadic Israelites as the primary
audience. The warning was not to commit idolatry as these
earlier rebels had done; and to accept that keeping on a
journey was part of God's plan, rather than seeking to remain
in one place. And in essence, that lesson needs to be learned
by us today.

They halted their migration in a plain, the Hebrew suggesting
a flat area bounded by rivers- which would fit Babylon. They
had been commanded to spread over the land and subdue it;
but like Adam with the same commandment, they decided not
to. The descendants of Noah, which after a few generations
would have numbered maybe 30,000 people, wanted to resist
this; just as the early Christians resisted the command to take
the Gospel into all the earth, despite the gift of languages
giving them the opportunity to overcome language barriers.
We see in these observations the power of conservatism
within human nature; the desire for stability, the old and
familiar, rather than the new. The Lord commented upon this
(Lk. 5:39). No matter how liberal and open minded we may
consider ourselves to be, there is an almost overpowering
inertia within us.

11:3 A man said to his neighbour- The origin of the sin
punished at Babel was a man suggesting something to his
neighbour. The record of the lies of Cain and the sins of the



people at the time of the flood and later at Babel all clearly
locate human beings as responsible for the very sins which
the pagan myths blamed upon the gods, with the implication
in the Gilgamesh Epic that man was created an inevitable
sinner by nature and therefore not fully culpable for his sin.
Such ideas have in their essence re-appeared in mistaken
Christian theologies of later millennia. Sin and death were
blamed upon the gods. Thus Gilgamesh was told by Siduri:
“When the gods created mankind, they allotted death to
mankind, but life they retained in their keeping” (Tablet 10,
col. 3, 3-5). In these kinds of pagan ideas we see the essence
of common ideas about Satan; the blame for sin and the
human condition that arises from it is blamed upon some
superhuman being.

Come- Three times in this record (Gen. 11:3,4 and 7) we
read the phrase "Come" or "Go to" (AV) in the contexts of the
men 'going to' in the building, and of God 'going to' in His
dramatic intervention. It cannot be coincidence that this rare
idiom occurs twice close together in James 4:13; 5:1. The
context there is of warning believers not to build their own
'Babels' of wealth and monuments to human achievement,
seeing that they would be suddenly destroyed by the Lord's
coming. This in itself points to a latter-day application of
this Genesis record- indicating that weak believers will get
caught up in the latter day Nimrod's unity movement, and will
benefit from it materially?

Let s make bricks, and burn them thoroughly. They had



brick for stone, and they used tar for mortar- The record of
the tower being built with bricks is so similar to the
Babylonian Epic Of Creation, Tablet 6, lines 58-61, which
held that "For a year [the gods] made bricks" to build the
ziggurat of Babylon. Their myths claimed that after the
deluge, humanity came to Babylon and the Anunnaki deities,
who had supported Marduk in his battle, built the city. But
Gen. 11:5 labours that it was "the sons of men" who built
Babel. Cassuto describes the Genesis record as "a kind of
satire on what appeared to be a thing of beauty and glory in
the eyes of the Babylonians".

The building materials here listed are appropriate to
Babylon. I suggested on Gen. 10:9,10 that it was Nimrod
who began the building project, and who was the rosh or
head of the tower which was to be exalted to heaven. There
is in the Babylon area a ruined tower which the Arabs call
'the tower of Nimrod'.

"Let us make brick" is literally 'let us make ourselves
Laban'. 'Laban' meaning 'white' came to be associated with
'brick’ because the bricks were presumably made from white
clay. This created the picture of a dazzling white tower,
gloriously reflecting the desert sun - which suggests that the
tower was a piece of religious symbolism, perhaps a mock
temple. This impression receives Biblical confirmation in
Zech. 5. This chapter describes the corruptions of the Jewish
and Christian apostasies; chapter 4 speaks of the building of
the true temple in Jerusalem, whilst chapter 5 matches this



with a description of a false temple being built "in the land of
Shinar" (Zech.5:11). 'Shinar' being used rather than 'Babylon'
must be in order to take us back to the tower/temple which
men built "in the land of Shinar" in Gen. 11:2.

The religious associations of the tower are strengthened by
the similarity of this tower built by the first king of Babylon
on a plain and the statue built by Nebuchadnezzar on the
plain of Dura, also in Babylon. It may be that the locations
are identical. And there is a continuity of theme to be found
in Arab leaders (kings of Babylon) showing a distinct liking
for large monuments and religious imagery expressed in big
building projects. Saddam Hussein, claiming to be the latter
day Nebuchadnezzar, tried to rebuild Babylon and fill the
area with quasi-religious towers and obelisks glorifying
himself. "Let us make ourselves Laban" (v. 3) continues the
Arab connections, seeing that Laban's persecution of Jacob
typifies that of Israel by the Arabs, especially in the last
days.

There are other references to the persecution of Israel in the
Babel record - the using of bricks and mortar to build a huge
piece of religious symbolism recalls the work of Israel in
Egypt (the same Hebrew word for 'bricks' occurs in the
Exodus record). "Slime had they for mortar" (Gen. 11:3)
also contains echoes of Israel in Egypt. "Slime" is the same
word as "mortar" in Ex. 1:14, and "mortar" in Gen. 11:3 is
the word translated "pitch" concerning how Moses' bulrush
basket was made (Ex. 2:3). This conjures up the picture of



Amram bringing home some mortar from the building site in
order to make that ark. These echoes of Israel under
persecution are hard to make sense of until it is recognized
that the context of this Babel passage is the account of Arab
growth in Gen. 10, and that Babel was built under Arab
auspices. Bearing in mind the certain Arab domination of
Israel in the last days, it is surely justifiable to see in this
record a hint of a latter day Arab-led coalition, which will
perhaps express its grandeur in physical terms by the
building of a structure.

This colossus being built of baked clay and mortar and being
effectively destroyed by the Lord's 'coming down' inevitably
connects with the feet of the statue which Daniel interpreted,
also seen in Babylon. The feet were made of "miry clay",
"mixed" (Heb. 'Arab'). Is. 41:25 also springs to mind,
speaking of the second coming, "He shall come... he shall
come upon princes as upon mortar, and as the potter treadeth
clay". It has been suggested that the image of Daniel 2 can be
interpreted in a primarily Arab context, and we have shown
that the Babel-builders are also primarily Arab. "They
journeyed from the east... they said... they builded" in Gen.
11 refers to the people of the eretz listed in Gen. 10.

11:4 They said, Come, lets build ourselves a city, and a
tower- The phrase "city and tower" is so often found in
Babylonian writings with reference to Babylon; but the
phrase is used of Babel in Gen. 11:4. The temple of Marduk



in Babylon had a sanctuary, the Esagila- "the house whose
head is in heaven" and a tower called Etemenanki, "the house
of the foundation of heaven and earth". Marduk supposedly
lived on the seventh storey. The Babylonian inscriptions
speak of the ziggurat tower as having its top in Heaven. The
Genesis record deconstructs all this. The tower of Babel was
built by sinful men and not gods; the one true God came
down to view the tower- its top did not reach to Heaven, and
there is a powerful word play on the word Babylon, meaning
'the gate of Heaven' in their language, and yet 'Babel’, the
equivalent Hebrew word, means 'confusion’. What the
Babylonians thought was so great was in God's eyes and
those of His people the Hebrews simply confusion and
failure. The Genesis record goes on to show how that it was
Abraham who had a great name made for himself (Gen.
12:2), whereas the Babel builders failed in their desire to
make a permanent name for themselves. God's intention that
mankind should spread out and fill the earth after the flood
did eventually triumph over the builders of Babel-Babylon
who tried to thwart it. Zeph. 3:9-11 allude to the Babel
record- at the time of Judah's restoration from Babylon, it
was God's intention to undo the effects of Babel and "change
the speech of the peoples to a pure [united] speech, that all of
them may call on the name of the Lord and serve Him with
one accord. From beyond the rivers of Ethiopia my
suppliants, the daughter of my dispersed ones, shall bring my
offering”. Those dispersed would then gather as one, i.e.



Babel would be reversed.

Our Lord appears to refer to the temple as "a tower" in Mt.
21:33, supporting the previous suggestion that there was a
religious aspect to this tower. It is hard to avoid emphasizing
that in our last days Arab leaders are eager to rebuild
Babylon and other historic cities, seeing them as a token of
their unity and common connection with a glorious Babylon
of old which subdued Israel. The original Babel was built
with "slime" (Gen. 11:3); the Hebrew seems to refer to
bitumen, literally meaning 'that which is brought up,' and
today it is Arab oil money which is financing such building
schemes.

There is good internal reason to think that the Pentateuch
likewise was re-written in places to bring out the relevance
of Israel's past to those in captivity. Consider the use of the
word pus, 'scatter'. It was God's intention that mankind
should scatter abroad in the earth and subdue it (Gen. 1:28);
but it required the judgment of the tower of Babel to actually
make them 'scatter’ (Gen. 11:4). Thus even in judgment, God
worked out His positive ultimate intentions with humanity.
And this word pus is the same word used with reference to
Judah's 'scattering' from the land into Babylonian captivity
(Ez. 11:17; 20:34,41; 28:25). The intention, surely, was to
show the captives that they had been scattered as the people
had at the judgment of Babel / Babylon, but even in this, God
was working out His purpose with His people and giving
them the opportunity to fulfil His original intentions for them.



Whose top reaches to the sky- This is a poor translation - the
A.V. putting "may reach" in italics indicates that these words
are not in the original. The Hebrew for "top" is rosh,
familiar to students of Ez. 38:2, which correctly translates it
as "chief prince". The chief leader of this tower was to reach
unto and into heaven, and I suggested on Gen. 10:9,10 that
Nimrod was this individual. Every Bible-minded student
will race to Is. 14, where another king of Babylon says the
same: "Thou hast said in thine heart, I will ascend into
heaven, I will exalt my throne above the stars of God: I will
sit also in the mount of the congregation (i.e. the temple
mount), in the sides of the north (Jerusalem, Ps. 48:2)... yet
thou shalt be brought down... that (his children) do not
possess the land, nor fill the face of the world with cities", as
Nimrod had done (Is. 14:13,14,15,21). The connection with
Is. 14 confirms that this tower had religious symbolism, and
that with the image of Dan. 2 suggests that the chief prince
(rosh) of the image is based on Nimrod, the first king of
Babylon. Daniel, of course, also made it clear that the head
of the image was the king of Babylon, who was then
Nebuchadnezzar.

When we read that the summit of Babel was to touch the
heavens (Gen. 11:4), we find that the Hebrew phrase refers
usually to persons, elevating their head. There are many
uninspired parallel accounts of the building of Babel in
contemporary literature- the Enuma Elish speaks of how the
builders “raised high the head of Esagila toward the



Heaven”. Clearly the tower was seen as headed up by a
person, just as was the image of Dan. 2 and also that built by
Nebuchadnezzar. These all indicate that the Lord Jesus will
return to destroy a human system headed up by a specific,
antiChrist individual. The Canaanite tribes were noted for
the very high walls of their cities - "unto heaven" (Gen. 11:4
cp. Dt. 1:28). This shows a continuity of theme between
Babel and the tribes of Canaan. Significantly, God decided
that nothing would be "restrained" from these people if their
tower were completed - using the same Hebrew word
translated "walled up" in Dt. 1:28 concerning the cities of
Canaan.

The whole prophetic meta narrative of the Bible is in many
ways a tale of two cities- Babylon and Jerusalem. There are
times when Babylon masquerades as Zion- a false city of
God with a false Messiah leading her. Babylon/ Babel was a
city built to reach unto Heaven, in contrast to the true city of
God which comes down from Heaven (Gen. 11:4 cp. Rev.
21:2). And there are times when Zion in her apostacy has
appeared as Babylon. But in the final conflict of the last
days, these two cities will be literally pitted against each
other. Zion will briefly succumb under the might and pride of
Babylon, to rise again in eternal glory. It was in Babylon
where Nimrod first built the tower of Babel, the first
organized rebellion against God; and it was there that God
first entered into open judgment of flesh and humanity en
masse. And it is here likewise that His purpose with sin and



His true people will likewise be fulfilled.

And let’s make ourselves a name- The new religious system
was to replace God's Name with their own. The image of
Dan. 2 is fundamentally concerning the domination of Israel
(the earth / land), and we have connected that image with the
tower of Babel. The building of the tower is also linked to
the persecution of Israel through various allusions to

Exodus. The motive for building Babel (i.e. dominating
Israel in the typology), is to stop the builders being scattered
and to make them a common name (Gen. 11:4). Prophecies
like Ps. 83, as well as an awareness of current Arab politics,
indicate that the motive for the final Arab invasion of Israel
will be in order to unite the naturally disparate Arab
peoples. But it is twice emphasized that the Lord's 'coming
down' resulted in their being "scattered abroad from thence
upon the face of all the earth” (Gen. 11:8,9), using the very
language which they used in v. 4 - "lest we be scattered
abroad upon the face of the whole earth." This clearly
connects with the little stone destroying the desolating image
and scattering the remains of it worldwide.

Lest we be scattered abroad on the surface of the whole
earth- Their conscious intention was to disobey the
command to Noah's descendants to spread throughout the
eretz and subdue it. The memory of the Flood would still
have been reasonably fresh with the generation of Babel.
After the Flood the nations were "divided in the earth" (Gen.
10:25,32); so perhaps the Canaanites building the city and



tower so that they would not "be scattered abroad upon the
earth” was a conscious effort to resist the judgments brought
about by the Flood and its effects. We have shown that the
Flood particularly represents the judgments of the last days,
and in the typology of Gen. 11 it is these which the builders
of Babel consciously try to avoid. This raises the question of
how they will be so convinced that these judgments really
are imminent. A display of the cherubim over Jerusalem (or a
similar "sign of the son of man in heaven" ), or, of course, the
actual second coming of the Lord, seem the only feasible
explanations of their convictions.

11:5 Yahweh came down to see the city and the tower- As if
He had to search and come to have a closer look; this
‘language of limitation’ may refer to the Angels rather than
God personally. "The Lord came down to see the city and the
tower which the children of men builded" — surely this
language of limitation must be concerning the Angels, seeing
that God is aware of all things. The Angelic response was
"Go to, let us go down, and there confound their language"
(Gen. 11:5,7). This recalls the Angels' words of Gen. 1:26
"Let us make man in our image"- see notes there.

Which the children of men built- See on Gen. 11:2 above.

11:6 Yahweh said, Behold, they are one people, and they
have all one language, and this is what they begin to do.



Now nothing will be withheld from them, which they intend
to do- The intentions of the people were clearly far more
than simply building a tower. That was but a beginning-
towards a fake kingdom of God on earth. The Hebrew for
"begin" here is also translated "to profane", again showing
the distinctly religious aspect of their actions in building the
tower. But God wants to save; and so He didn't allow such a
system to fully develop. But it was not that God was as it
were on the back foot; He didn't want to allow the earth to
reach a point where He would have to mass destroy as He
had done at the flood. As ever, His judgments were to save,
ultimately, rather than to punish for its own sake.

With the world supporting them, and with a unity of mind
never before experienced, the latter day Babel-builders will
be able to gleefully relish the prospect of completely
destroying the Jews and building their own religious system.
Dan. 12:1 describes this period as "a time of trouble (for
Israel) such as never was since there was a nation". "Since
there was a nation" may well refer to the time of Babel, when
the nations became more clearly defined. If this is indeed a
Babel allusion, then the suggested connection between the
building of Babel and the persecution of Israel is indeed
confirmed. Yet Babel appears to be a symbol of apostate
Israel in Is. 24:1: "The Lord maketh the earth (land) empty,
and maketh it waste... and scattereth abroad the inhabitants
thereof". The judgments to come upon the Babel builders
will also come upon the faithless Israel of the last days.



11:7 Come, let us go down- The same kind of language found
in Gen. 1:26; see notes there.

And there confuse their language, that they may not
understand one another s speech- The languages of the
peoples in the eretz were and are confused, words from one
language are found in the others, but with different meanings.
Arabic and Hebrew would be the classic example. And it
was this closeness yet distance which created the
interpersonal problems with which we are now familiar, and
which led to the dispersal of the peoples from Babel. But
comparing, say, Chinese with an Amazonian language doesn't
yield that same sense. Again, it is the situation within the
eretz which is always in view here. In God's bigger purpose,
the misunderstandings and divisions between persons were
used to set the scene for Abraham's calling. And He works
similarly today.

There is a definite similarity between the account of God's
intervention at Babel and that of His 'coming down' to
Sodom. "The Lord came down to see the city and the tower
(and 'noticed' how evil their aims were)... Let us go down..."
(Gen. 11:5-7). This is matched by “I will go down now, and
see whether they (Sodom) have done altogether according to
the cry of it... and there came two angels to Sodom" (Gen.
18:21; 19:1). We have our Lord's authority for seeing this
'‘coming down' of the Lord to Sodom as typical of the second
coming; the designed similarity with His 'coming down' to
Babel indicates that we can read that incident likewise.



11:8 So Yahweh scattered them abroad from there on the
surface of all the earth. They stopped building the city- As
noted on ::4, the scattering abroad was God's intention, so
that the eretz would be subdued. They had built Babel
specifically so that they would not be scattered. So here we
see God using judgment and division between persons in
order to achieve His purpose. And likewise the endless
divisions amongst God's children, with each making their
own missionary efforts, has in a strange way resulted in the
wider spread of the Gospel.

How God 'came down' to destroy their plans is revealing as
to His methods in the last days. There is no indication in
Gen. 11 that the tower was actually destroyed, indeed,
"Therefore is the name of it called Babel" (Gen. 11:9)
implies that at least part of the building was still standing
when the record was written. It was the very action of
confounding their language that resulted in their scattering,
"so (i.e. because of the confounding of their language) the
Lord scattered them abroad" (Gen. 11:7,8). "They left off"
building (Gen. 11:8) uses a Hebrew word meaning strictly 'to
grow flabby', implying a gradual cessation rather than a
momentous destruction. Likewise the persecutors of angel-
protected Lot in Sodom (a certain type of the last days)
"wearied themselves" in their efforts as a result of the Lord's
'‘coming down'. One of the 'plagues’ that God threatens the
Arab invaders of Israel with is that "a great tumult from the
Lord shall be among them; and they shall lay hold every one



on the hand of his neighbour, and his hand shall rise up
against the hand of his neighbour" (Zech. 14:12,13). This is
how previous invasions had been overcome (Jud. 7:22; 2
Chron. 20:23). Ps. 83 perfectly describes the Arab unity as
they attack Jerusalem in the last days (vs. 3-5, 12), but
concludes with the Psalmist praying that God would destroy
them as He did Oreb and Zeeb (v. 11) - who were defeated
as a result of God making their troops turn on each other
(Jud. 7:22-25). It will largely be through this means that the
image will be broken up and scattered worldwide, as the
Babel builders were. Inits continuous historic fulfilment,
the different parts of the image subdued each other; for them
to stand together in the last days shows that a unity must be
placed upon them by their head and also the feet upon which
they stand; only for this unity to be destroyed by the Lord's
coming.

11:9 Therefore its name was called Babel, because there
Yahweh confused the language of all the earth. From there,
Yahweh scattered them abroad on the surface of all the
earth- The stress that "there" the confusion occurred makes
us wonder how exactly it occurred. The act of confusion
occurred at a specific point in space and time, and yet
affected all the descendants of Noah; who by that time might
have been around 30,000. Perhaps all of them listed in
Genesis 10 were present at Babel, which would mean that a
fair "city" already existed there. They would have scattered
from each other due to their misunderstandings and



arguments- and yet this was God's scattering of them. His

judgments work in accord with human freewill. Thus God
threw Pharaoh into the Red Sea; but he himself charged in
there of his own free volition.

11:10 This is the history of the generations of Shem. Shem
was one hundred years old and became the father of
Arpachshad two years after the flood- The genealogies of
Genesis 11 reveal how some human lives repeat according to
the same outline schema. See on :13,14. Abraham and Shem
both had sons at 100 years old. And it is the very nature of
Christian fellowship that God has arranged that our human
lives likewise have elements of amazing similarity of pattern.

11:11 Shem lived five hundred years after he became the
father of Arpachshad, and became the father of sons and
daughters- It should be noted that the Septuagint gives
different ages and inserts other generations in genealogies
such as this one. Yet the Septuagint is usually the version
quoted by the inspired New Testament writers, including for
passages where the Masoretic Text reads quite differently.
This has large implications for the theory that Adam was
created 4000 BC, and the six thousand year plan theory.
11:12 Arpachshad lived thirty-five years and became the
father of Shelah- As noted on :11, the LXX differs here,
adding in a generation, of Cainan. And this version is quoted
in Lk. 3:36. And according to the LXX genealogies, Adam
was not born 4000 years BC.



11:13 Arpachshad lived four hundred and three years after
he became the father of Shelah, and became the father of
sons and daughters- The genealogies of Genesis 11 reveal
how some human lives repeat according to the same outline
schema. See on :10,14. Both Arphachsad and Shelad each
lived 403 years after the births of the eldest sons.

11:14 Shelah lived thirty years, and became the father of
Eber- Shelah, Peleg and Serug were each 30 when their first
sons were born. See on :13.

11:15 And Shelah lived four hundred and three years after
he became the father of Eber, and became the father of sons
and daughters- We note the decreasing lifespans as the
generations proceed after the flood. We are left with the
impression of everything going downhill, morally and
physically- until the Lord starts again with humanity, through
calling Abram.

11:16 Eber lived thirty-four years, and became the father
of Peleg- Eber is mentioned four times here in:14-17,
matching the special emphasis given to him in the genealogy
of chapter 10. This was surely because he was the one whose
name carried over as "Hebrew".

11:17 Eber lived four hundred and thirty years after he
became the father of Peleg, and became the father of sons
and daughters- Peleg was so named because around his



birth, the eretz was divided; a reference to the division at
Babel. See on Gen. 10:25.

11:18 Peleg lived thirty years, and became the father of
Reu- As noted on :10,13, the genealogies of Genesis 11
reveal how some human lives repeat according to the same
outline schema. Peleg, Serug (:22) and Shelah (:14) were
each 30 when their first sons were born. We too can find
uncanny similarities between our lives and those of others in
the faith; or between our lives and Biblical characters. The
same Divine hand is at work.

11:19 Peleg lived two hundred and nine years after he
became the father of Reu, and became the father of sons
and daughters- The mention of "daughters" here, when this
isn't always noted in the genealogy, perhaps suggests that they
were significant to the early audience of the Pentateuch. But
seeing that significance is now lost, we have no more details.

11:20 Reu lived thirty-two years, and became the father of
Serug- The common approach of seeking to extract meaning
from the Hebrew names is in my judgment mistaken. They
yield nothing- "Reu" means "friend" and "Serug" means
"tendril"- apparently. And who knows what the names
originally meant.

11:21 Reu lived two hundred and seven years after he
became the father of Serug, and became the father of sons
and daughters- The exact periods given suggest that Moses
had access to some oral tradition, which under inspiration he



now sets in stone, as it were.

11:22 Serug lived thirty years, and became the father of
Nahor- For the significance of having a child at 30, see on
:18.

11:23 Serug lived two hundred years after he became the
father of Nahor, and became the father of sons and
daughters- As noted on :20, there is generally no
significance in the meaning of the names. But as we get
closer to Abraham, we note that "Nahor", "Terah" and
"Haran" all have associations with idolatry.

11:24 Nahor lived twenty-nine years, and became the
father of Terah- As noted on :23, the meanings of Abraham's
immediate ancestors all have associations with idolatry,
confirming the note in Josh. 24:2 that Abram and his
ancestors were idolaters. Out of that background, God chose
a man who had the potential to be different. Another reading
of "Terah" is that it means "One who tarries / remains",
which would fit with his remaining in Haran and not going
further towards Canaan.

11:25 Nahor lived one hundred and nineteen years after he
became the father of Terah, and became the father of sons
and daughters- Nahor therefore died at 148, the shortest
liver among the post-flood patriarchs. We wonder why
exactly that was... seeing that his grandson Abram was to be



the one chosen. It perhaps made Abram reflect upon the
brevity of life and the failure of idolatry to offer real
salvation.

11:26 Terah lived seventy years, and became the father of
Abram, Nahor, and Haran- Abram is mentioned first,
although Haran was the firstborn (:29). This is a common
theme in Genesis- that the younger and weaker is elevated by
God's grace to the place of the firstborn.

11:27 Now this is the history of the generations of Terah.
Terah became the father of Abram, Nahor, and Haran.
Haran became the father of Lot- This information is given
twice (:26), to set the scene for the momentous event that was
to happen- just one man was going to be chosen out of this
family, and through his agreement in faith, God was to set up
a line leading to salvation of all peoples. We note that there
is no hint of an unbroken line of spirituality extending down
the generations from Noah to Abram. Quite the opposite. We
get the impression of a slide into disbelief and apostacy; and
instead of destroying the eretz again, God by grace chooses a
singular individual and invites him to be the father of a
faithful tribe, which shall expand to fill there eretz and
indeed the whole planet, on account of Abram and his seed.

11:28 Haran died before his father Terah in the land of his
birth, in Ur of the Chaldees- As noted on :25, these early
deaths in Abram's family experience may have all been part
of the scene setting required to make Abram open to the idea
of new life and realistic salvation. "Ur of the Chaldees" has



been excavated, and archaeologists present it as perhaps the
most developed and sophisticated city on the globe, and
certainly in the area. Every indication is that Abram was
from a wealthy family, living in luxury. But that was no
barrier in itself to receiving the call.

11:29 Abram and Nahor took wives, the name of Abram's
wife was Sarai, and the name of Nahor s wife, Milcah, the
daughter of Haran, who was also the father of Iscah-
Polygamy was widespread, especially amongst the wealthy.
That Abram had apparently only one wife would have been
noteworthy. This is not to say that he didn't have others; the
record zooms in upon Abram and Sarai. Likewise Isaac is
presented as Abraham's only child, when we know from Gen.
25 that Abraham had a number of children by concubines;
and Ishmael had already been born to him. "Iscah" is
understood by some as another name for Sarah, seeing that
she and Abram had the same fathers (Gen. 20:12). The
question remains as to why she is given a different name
here; and yet if she isn't Sarah, then we wonder why one
woman should be singled out for mention, when hardly any
other women apart from Sarah are mentioned in the
genealogies. Such behaviour was condemned under the law
of Moses; but we are presented with a man who was in an
ongoing situation which broke the law, who attained a
righteousness greater than the law. Never was there any hint
that Abram should have ended his marriage to Sarah because
she was his half sister; and this may have significance for



those who consider that marital failure must be put right by
separation from current partners.

11:30 Sarai was barren,; she had no child- This must have
been another factor in Abram's background which prepared
him for the call he was to receive. His hopes would have
been dashed; but in the promises he received, there was to be
hope of a huge family and a "seed". But as with us, the
promises of God in the Gospel are only attractive if firstly
we have been through experiences which make them
attractive. Seeing he married his half sister (Gen. 20:12), the
lack of a child is not surprising. But through all the
miscarriages and broken hopes, they were being prepared as
fertile ground upon which the seed of the Divine calling
would fall.

11:31 Terah took Abram his son, Lot the son of Haran, his
son s son, and Sarai his daughter-in-law, his son Abram's
wife. They went from Ur of the Chaldees- The fact has to be
faced that Abram was called to leave his country and kindred
(his fellow countrymen), but when he left Ur his countrymen
came with him. And additionally, "Terah took Abram... to go
into the land of Canaan". Abram did not respond
immediately and completely to God's command. The call of
Abram is an essay in partial response. Yet we know he had
faith. Terah was an idolater (Josh. 24:2); the command to
leave was given to Abram, not Terah. Because God was
going to promise Abram a massive new family stemming
from Aim, he therefore had to come out from his own natural



family. He was going to be promised many descendants-
therefore he had to separate himself from his "father's house"
or posterity. He was to be promised a land for eternal
inheritance- therefore he had to leave his own native land.
And in this life, Abram's seed must separate themselves from
their present, worldly inheritance if they are to receive the
promised blessings. It was therefore imperative that to
receive the promises, Abram must separate from his natural
family and land inheritance. There seems little doubt, in the
light of this, that it was God's intention for Abram to leave Ur
and his natural family, just taking his wife and their children
with them. Yet Abram did not do this. And yet he had faith!

Heb. 11:8 (Gk.) implies that as soon as God called Abram,
he got up and left Ur. But a closer examination of the record
indicates that this wasn't absolutely the case. It is stressed
that both Abram and Sarai left Ur because "Terah fook
Abram his son... and Sarai his daughter in law" (Gen. 11:31).
Abram had been called to leave Ur and go into Canaan. But
instead he followed his father to Haran, and lived there (for
some years, it seems) until his father died, and then he
responded to his earlier call to journey towards Canaan. The
Genesis record certainly reads as if Abram was dominated
by his father and family, and this militated against an
immediate response to the call he received to leave Ur and
journey to Canaan. At best his father's decision enabled him
to obey the command to leave Ur without having to break
with his family. And yet, according to Heb. 11:8, Abram



immediately responded, as an act of faith.

Abraham believed God, and "when he was called to go out
into a place which he should after receive for an inheritance,
obeyed" (Heb. 11:8). Therefore when his father announced
that they were emigrating to Canaan, Abram would have
realized that this was the call from God to get up and leave.
Unlike the rest of Terah's unrecorded family, who would
have mocked such a crazy plan, Abram willingly submitted.
But how was he to leave his kindred and father's house? For
they were coming with him! Indeed, Terah "took Abram".
Thus Abram had faith in God's promise, yet may have balked
at the command to leave his country and family.
Providentially arranged circumstances then resulted in his
aging father taking him, implying some degree of compulsion,
and leading him out of his native country. Whilst not fully
understanding how he could leave his father's household
whilst they looked set to be accompanying him on this
journey to a strange land, he went ahead in faith. It is
emphasized that God " brought out" (s.w. to lead, pluck or
pull out) Abram from Ur (Neh. 9:7; Gen. 15:6,7). The calling
came through Abram's hearing of the word of promise, and
providentially arranged circumstances encouraging his
faithful response to it.

Abraham's attachment to his father and father's house is even
indicated in his name, Ab-ram- meaning "my father is

exalted" (Gerhard von Rad, Genesis (London: S.C.M., 1963)
p. 152). In that family, Abram's father named his son like this



because he wanted his son to exalt him- not break away from
him, as God required of Abram. Abraham's connection with
his father is shown in the various possible meanings of the
name Abram. If 'Abram’' were used as a Western Semitic
word, it would mean "he is exalted through his relationship
to his father"; 'Abram' in Akkadian would mean "he loved the
father" (Umberto Cassuto, 4 Commentary On The Book Of
Genesis (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1992) Vol. 2 p. 267). Yet
Abraham gave up all this for the sake of God's promises to
him; he lost it all in order to gain the new family which God
offered him in return, just as all his seed must do. And later
Scripture seems to refer to these meanings of the word
'Abram'- for Is. 41:8 and 2 Chron. 20:7 speak of him as "the
friend [lover] of God". He had once 'loved' his father's
house, but in response to the promises he left them, and loved
God; and thus God loved him, and Abram became Abraham,
the 'exalted father'.

There are marked similarities between the record of the
exodus from Ur, and that of the call of Abram to leave
Haran:

Gen. 12:5
Gen. 11:31

Terah took Abram took
Sarai...Abram's wife  Sarai his wife

Lot the son of Haran Lot his brother's son



They went forth from They went forth (from

Ur Haran)

To go into the land of To go into the land of
Canaan Canaan

They came unto Into the land of Canaan
Haran they came.

These similarities may mean that the same processes
occurred in each move- a word of promise made, Abram
struggling to show his abundant faith in that promise and call,
and the providence of God acting to make his expression of
faith possible. There may also be the hint that when Abram
left Haran, he still had the same fundamental problem as
when leaving Ur- he had still not fully left his kindred and
father's house. It has been pointed out that around the time
Terah and Abraham left Ur, the city was threatened by and
then destroyed by the Elamites. It could well be that the
motive for leaving Ur in the first place was therefore mixed-
it was fleeing from a material threat more than plain
obedience to a Divine command. This would explain why the
family settled in relatively nearby Haran, and remained there
for so long. See on Gen. 20:13. It's a very strange 'co-
incidence' (if that's indeed what it is) that Noah, Peleg and
Nabhor all died in the same year- when Abraham was about
50 years old, living in Ur. Whilst we have no evidence that
these men were all living together, it's not impossible that



they were. Perhaps they died in some calamity in Ur. So it
could well be that the motive for leaving Ur in the first place
was therefore mixed- it was fleeing from a material threat
more than plain obedience to a Divine command. This would
explain why the family settled in relatively nearby Haran,
and remained there for so long.

To go into the land of Canaan. They came to Haran and
lived there- Terah and his family departed "to go into the
land of Canaan" (Gen. 11:31 AV). These are the same
Hebrew words as in the command to Abram: "Get thee out of
thy country" (Gen. 12:1). We can therefore conclude that
Abram received this call to quit his country, but didn't obey
it, until some unrecorded situation led his father to announce
the family's emigration to Canaan. Abram was therefore very
slow to obey the call. Note too that the command to Abram
had been to leave his land and also his "kindred and...
father's house". This he didn't do- for he left Ur with his
father and brothers, i.e. his kindred. His brother Haran died,
and his father then died in Haran, where they temporarily
lived on the way to Canaan. We see here how God seeks to
almost make us obedient. And Gen. 15:7 records that it was
God who brought Abram out of Ur- even though Abraham
failed to rise up and be obedient in his own strength, God
manipulated family circumstances to make him obedient to
the call; and in essence He does this for us too.

11:32 The days of Terah were two hundred five years. Terah
died in Haran- Abram evidently found it so hard to sever the



family ties, and move straight on from Haran. The call of
Abram required breaking with family. Perhaps Terah was too
old and ill to move on further (he died at 205, a great age by
post-flood standards), and Abram found it hard to leave his
old and ill father in a strange city. Or perhaps Terah's strong
influence on Abram meant that he found it just too hard to go
against him. How he must have wrestled with the pain of
leaving his family and father! Yet he believed God's
promises, and he knew that these things were necessary if he
was to attain the promised land. Many a convert to
Abraham's seed in these last days has been through the same
process. The call to "come out” of mystical Babylon is surely
rooted in the call for Abram to "come out" from Ur and
Haran. Whilst this evidently occurs at the time of baptism,
when these same Abrahamic promises are made to us
personally, our whole lives are a process of 'coming out'
from the world. As we do so, our appreciation of God's
promises is progressively expanded, as God works with our
faith.



GENESIS CHAPTER 12

12:1 Now Yahweh had said to Abram, Get you out of your
country, and from your relatives, and from your fathers
house- Abram was told “Get out...” of Ur; and obediently
“they went forth to go into the land of Canaan: and into the
land of Canaan they came” (Gen. 12:1,5 AV). Holiness
means a separation from and also unto. This must be the
pattern of our lives, until finally at the Lord’s return we are
again called to go out to meet the bridegroom; and we will
go in with Him to the marriage (Mt. 25:6,10). The New
Testament preachers urged men to turn “from darkness to
light, and from the power of satan to God” (Acts 26:18);
from wickedness to God, to the Lord (Acts 3:26; 15:19;
26:20; 9:35; 11:21).

The impression can be given that Abraham was a giant of
faith, and as “father of the faithful”, thereby requires colossal
responses of faith from us who are his seed. But the reality
was that Abraham didn’t respond as he might have done, just
as we don’t; and God by His grace led Abraham to respond
simply because He wished to save Him. God told Abram to
leave Ur, his family and relatives (Gen. 12:1). The
requirements were to leave Ur and to leave his relatives- and
neither of these requirements were fulfilled much by
Abraham, but rather by God working to enable them to be
met. That this call refers to Ur not Haran is made clear in
Acts 7:2-4: “The God of glory appeared unto our father
Abraham, when he was in Mesopotamia, before he dwelt in



Charran, and said unto him, Get thee out of thy country, and
from thy kindred, and come into the land which I shall shew
thee. Then came he out of the land of the Chaldeans, and
dwelt in Charran: and from thence, when his father was dead,
he removed him into this land”. The impression is given of
immediate, obedient response. But in fact it was his own
father Terah who took him and the rest of the family out of Ur.
He didn’t break with his family- he went with them.
Presumably he didn’t obey the call to leave them as an
individual; so God arranged that Abraham at least obeyed the
requirement to leave Ur, and later worked to ensure he left
his family. It was God who caused him to wander from his
father’s house (Gen. 20:13)- not his own strength of
obedience to the call to individuate before God.

Immediately Terah died, Abram may have felt he had truly
left his "kindred" and eagerly moved on towards the
promised land of Canaan (so Gen. 11:32-12:4 implies). It is
likely that many of Abram's "kindred" would have come
along with Terah, responding themselves to the call of
Abram. Presumably they settled in Haran after Terah's death.
It is even possible that the family were from this city
originally, seeing that Abraham's brother was called Haran.
We saw earlier that just before leaving Haran, Abram was
further told to separate from his "father's house" too, i.e. all
of his father's household. This must have included Lot.
Abram could understand separation from his idolatrous
father and the rest of the family retinue; yet Lot was "a



righteous man" ; Abram evidently rated Lot's spirituality
(Gen. 18:23,32). Again, Abram was in a quandary. He had
left all but one of his father's house in Haran. Was he really
intended to separate from his father's house to the extent of
leaving Lot too? It is likely that Abram often agonized about
Lot. There he was in Canaan, knowing that his seed would
inherit this land, which was then full of Canaanites (the
record twice emphasizes, in Gen. 12:6 and 13:7). But Lot,
part of his kindred and father's house, was still with him. We
saw that the Hebrew for "kindred" implies one born in ones
own country. A closely related word is found in Gen.11:28,
describing how Haran, Lot's father, "died in the land of his
nativity, in Ur". If Lot's father lived and died in Ur, it is fair
to assume that Lot was born in Ur. So Abram knew he must
separate from Lot, his "kindred"- but how? What reason
could he give Lot? Yet he had faith in what God had told him;
therefore he wanted to leave Lot, but just found it hard to do.
And so God made a way.

In the near East, each family had their own gods. When a man
became head of the family, he had the right to choose his own
god; there was no requirement that he maintained the same
god as the previous head of the family. The choice of a god
was confirmed by a covenant; the Amorites and Arameans
therefore called their family god "The Lord of the house",
and the sons of the family often were named with "theophoric
names", reflecting the name of the family's god (W.F.
Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity (New York:



1957), p. 246; Angel Gonzales, Abraham: Father of
Believers (New York: Herder and Herder, 1967) p. 19).
Against this background, therefore, it was a radical thing for
Yahweh to appear to Abraham and order him to do something
as radical as break from his family (Gen. 12:1). It was God
who chose Abraham, not Abraham who chose Yahweh,
contrary to the accepted norm of the man choosing a family
god when his father or previous head of the family died. The
surrounding nations or tribes were comprised of various
families each with their own god; nations had no one fixed
god. When we repeatedly read of how Yahweh was the God
of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, and that Yahweh is the God of
all the families and tribes of Israel, we are therefore
encountering a new paradigm. There were to be no other
gods in Israel apart from Yahweh. He was to be the sole
national God; the unity of Yahweh, and His being the sole
national God of Israel, was therefore a new concept in the
near East. And we can better understand the way that both the
Lord Jesus and Paul saw in the unity of God a call to unity
amongst His people; for this had been the intention from the
start. The unity of God isn't so much a numerical statement as
a call to profound unity. But it could only become real for
Abraham, as it can for us today, if we leave, come out from,
the culture and worldviews which surround us.

Yahweh's call of Abraham to be His, taking the initiative
which Divine grace does when calling someone, was
therefore radical. The Biblical record states simply that



Yahweh spoke and Abraham believed with no proof or prior
relationship. The rabbinic midrash and the Koran embellish
upon this silence with various tales of Yahweh's prior
relationship with Abraham- perhaps psychologically
motivated in the desire to make Abraham's faith and
obedience the more understandable and normal. Whether or
not there was any previous encounter between Yahweh and
Abraham is beside the point- the Biblical record invites us to
see God as taking the initiative, and Abraham faithfully
responding. This is characteristic of God's call; Saul out
looking for lost cattle, the disciples mending their nets- are
suddenly called, and some respond well and others like Saul
for ever try to slip out of it.

All this would've made life difficult for Abraham, as it does
for us. The Midrash at Bereshit Rabbah 38:13 tells tales of
Terah accusing his son Abraham before the gods for having
destroyed idols, and Abraham being thrown into a fiery
furnace for rejection of his father and his father's gods.

To the land that I will show you- Abraham was
progressively set up by God so that his spiritual growth
would be an upward spiral. Initially, he was told to walk / go
to a land which God would shew him (Gen. 12:1); when he
got there, he was told to "arise", and "walk" through that land
of Canaan (Gen. 13:17). And Abraham, albeit in a faltering
kind of way, did just this. But this was to prepare him for the
test of Gen. 22:3 in the command to offer Isaac. His
obedience this time isn't at all faltering. He "arises" and



'goes' [s.w. "walk"] "unto the place of which God had told
him" to offer Isaac (Gen. 22:3). This is exactly what he had
been called to do right back in Ur- to arise and walk / go to a
land / place which God would show him (Gen. 12:1). And so
our obedience in one challenge of God leads us to obedience
in others. One experience is designed to lead us to another.
Nothing- absolutely nothing- in our lives is senseless chance.
All- and this takes some believing- is part of a higher plan
for our spiritual good, in our latter end. Time and again we
see this in Abraham's life. He was taught that he really could
be a blessing to others by the circumstances which God
arranged relating to Lot being blessed / saved for his sake.

12:2 I will make of you a great nation- The first promise to
Abraham was actually conditional- if he did these things,
then "I will make of you a great nation". If he left his natural
kindred, then God would give him a huge new family. But he
hardly fulfilled those conditions, and yet still the promises
were ultimately fulfilled to him. And he is set up as the
"father of the faithful". We all know that really our faith is
pathetically weak, and this recognition can cause some to
stumble altogether.

I will bless you and make your name great. You will be a
blessing- Whoever drinks of the water of life will have
within them a spring that also gives eternal life (Jn. 4:15).
The purpose of a spring is to give water to men.
Experiencing the Lord's words and salvation inevitably



leads to us doing likewise to others, springing from
somewhere deep within. This was in fact one of the first
things God promised Abraham when He first instituted the
new covenant: "I will bless thee (i.e. with forgiveness and
salvation in the Kingdom)... and thou shalt be a blessing" , in
that we his seed in Christ would bring this same blessing to
men of all nations by our witness (Gen. 12:2,3 AV).

The making of his name great was initially fulfilled in the
change to Abraham, meaning 'father of a multitude'. But the
only ultimately great name is that of Yahweh; the same words
are used about His Name being made great (2 Sam. 7:26; 1
Chron. 17:24; Ps. 34:3; 69:30). Abram's name was to be
made great on account of his identification with his seed who
would carry Yahweh Name.

There is no record of God authenticating His claims to
Abram through miracles, fulfilled prophecies etc. Rather
Abram is presented as a random Middle Eastern guy who
heard the essence of the Gospel and believed it, and then
acted upon that faith. Simple as that. Later, Abraham is
commended for believing "against hope", when there was no
visible reason to hope (Rom. 4:18). Faith is not therefore
based upon empirical evidence, as Heb. 11:1-3 clearly state.
This is the mystery of faith, and an essay in the power of the
Gospel of itself to elicit faith in its own message. That may at
first blush sound circular reasoning; but the fact so many
have believed a message which had no external
authentication is proof enough- that "faith comes by hearing,



and hearing on account of the word of God" (Rom. 10:17).

12:3 I will bless those who bless you, and I will curse him
who curses you- People from all families would be blessed
in Abraham- because they 'blessed’ Abraham. God's
salvation program began with 'blessing' Adam (Gen. 1:22;
5:2); when that intention didn't work because of human sin,
Noah was then chosen, saved and blessed (Gen. 9:1). That
pathway too had come to a dead end with the apostacy of his
descendants. And now God seeks to bless Abram, and all
those who identified with him. In the first instance, the
"families of the eretz" were those listed in Genesis 10.
Whoever blessed Abram as he travelled around that territory
would be blessed, and any who cursed him would be cursed.
He need not fear that the inhabitants of that land would
persecute him as a foreigner. And yet he and his descendants
did so often fear that this would happen at the hands of the
local inhabitants, and chapter 12 goes on to give an example
of where he failed to believe this simple promise. He is
hardly portrayed as brimming with faith and obedience, but
rather one who clung on to God's clinging on of him. And this
is really the lead characteristic of all who would later be his
spiritual descendants.

The Abraham family should have focused upon the wonder of
being blessed by God. But as we see in Gen. 27 and
elsewhere, they placed too great a value upon human
blessings. And this speaks directly to us too. To be humanly



blessed appears of critical importance; but if we believe we
have the Divine, Abrahamic blessing, then such blessings
ought to be irrelevant.

There are examples of those who blessed the Abraham
family being blessed; thus Laban blessed them (Gen. 24:31),
and was in turn blessed (Gen. 30:27). But there are hardly
any specific examples of those who cursed them being
cursed. As ever, God's focus was upon the positive rather
than the negative. "Blessing" in the Old Testament context
largely referred to material blessings; but the language is
taken over in the New Testament and applied to all the
spiritual blessings we have in Abraham's seed, the Lord
Jesus.

All of the families of the earth will be blessed in you- This
is an evident allusion back to the cursing of the adamah /
earth in Eden (Gen. 3:17). The implication was that the
promised seed of the woman, who was to be the way of
escape from that curse, was to somehow be "in Abraham"”.
Although there's no mention yet of a specific son or seed, it
seems to me that God was setting Abraham up to meditate
upon the promise of the earth being blessed "in him", and
figure out that this must mean that he was to have a
descendant or son who would be the Saviour. Perhaps the
subsequent specific promises about this were as it were
God's reward for Abraham following through with where
God was leading him. Gen. 28:14 makes explicit that the
blessing of the adamah was to be "in your seed". I firmly



believe, indeed have experienced, the way in which God
prompts our minds to think of something, to work something
through, and then reveals this specifically, or confirms our
understanding, directly from His word. In our day and
context, it would seem that daily reading of God's word is
what's required in order to 'allow' as it were this process to
happen. This, surely, is how God seeks to work out the same
process with us as He did with Abraham. Even if at the time
of reading we feel we 'get nothing out of that chapter', there
will be prompts to thought and later reflection which are all
in God's longer term educational purpose with us. Heb.
11:33 says that the likes of Abraham obtained promises by
their faith. Yet the Old Testament record clearly enough states
that the promises were just given to them by God; they
weren't requested by the patriarchs. Indeed, David was
surprised at the promises God chose to make to him.
Conclusion? God read their unspoken, unprayed for desires
for Messiah and His Kingdom as requests for the promises-
and responded.

Abraham was only explicitly promised the land of Canaan,
not the entire planet. Perhaps in speaking of Abraham as
“heir of the world” (Rom. 4:13) Paul is interpreting the
promises that his seed would comprise “many nations” and
that he would bring blessing on “all the peoples of the earth”
(Gen. 12:2,3 etc.). In this sense, they would become his, and
he would thereby inherit them. Thus Is. 55:3-5 likewise
implies that Abraham’s promised inheritance was therefore



not only the land of Canaan but by implication, the whole
planet.

Grammatically, Gen. 12:3 can be read as passive ("be
blessed", as AV, RV) or reflexive "bless themselves" (as
RSV), i.e. implying those blessed have to do something to
appropriate the blessing. In this we see how God will play
His part, but we must play our part. And yet the covenant in
Gen. 15 was one way, unconditional, from God to us. It's as
if His part in our salvation is so much greater than our
response. Yet there is still an obvious element of choice
which we have to make. The way Gen. 12:1-3 is structured
implies that Abraham receives an unconditional blessing, yet
he therefore is to go forth and "be a blessing". And it's the
same for us- and note how the "blessing" is interpreted as
forgiveness in Acts 3:27-29. We are to forgive and generally
bless others, in all forms of gracious generosity, as God has
blessed us.

God promises to bless them (plural) who bless Abraham,
and curse Aim (singular) who curse Abraham (Gen. 12:3). In
other words, the blessings are to come specifically and
individually to many people; whereas those who curse
Abraham and his seed are just treated as one homogenous
mass.

Gen. 12:3 LXX speaks of how all the tribes of the land of
Israel will be blessed (i.e. forgiven) due to Abraham's seed,
the Lord Jesus. This has yet to be fulfilled- but it will be if
the tribes of the land (i.e. the native Arab peoples living



between the Nile and Euphrates) repent and accept Messiah's
forgiveness. The picture of Christ's Millennial rule in Ps.
72:8,9 is similar: " He shall have dominion from sea (the
Mediterranean?) to sea (the Persian Gulf?) from the river
unto the ends of the earth (land). They that dwell in the
wilderness (the Arab peoples) shall bow before him" .

All nations of the land were to be blessed because of
Abraham and his seed, his one special seed [Jesus] and also
his natural descendants. His children were intended to be a
blessing to the other nations who lived around them,
especially in that they were intended to bring them to
Abraham’s God and Abraham’s faith. Now this is not to say
that ultimately, Abraham and his seed will not bring blessing
on literally the whole planet. Rom. 4:13 interprets the
promise of the land of Canaan as meaning ‘the whole world’.
But this was by later development, and on account of the
universal blessing achieved by the sacrifice of Abraham’s
greatest seed, the Lord Jesus. In the first instance, the
blessing was to be upon all the families who lived on the
‘earth’ / land (12:3). There is a paradox here. For those
already living in the land promised to Abraham, their land
would be taken from them but they would be blessed. God
was telling Abraham: ‘You will possess the land and all
nations of that land will be blessed’. They were to give up
their physical inheritance to receive a spiritual one- this was
the ideal. Paul applies this idea to us when he says that if
Gentiles have received the spiritual blessings of Abraham’s



seed, ought they not to give their physical blessings to that
same physical seed of Abraham? This is how and why he
tells Gentile converts in Rome to send donations to the poor
Jewish brethren in Jerusalem: “For if the Gentiles have been
made partakers of their spiritual things, their duty is also to
minister unto them in carnal things... I shall come in the
fullness of the blessing of the gospel of Christ” (Rom. 15:27-
29).

12:4 So Abram went, as Yahweh had spoken to him. Lot
went with him. Abram was seventy-five years old when he
departed out of Haran- The comment "So Abram departed
[Heb. 'went'- s.w. Gen. 11:31; 12:1], as the Lord had spoken
unto him" (Gen. 12:4 AV) is surely the beginning of the
wonderful theme of righteousness being imputed to Abraham!
For he did not break with his relatives as asked, and he
"went" from Ur because his father decided to emigrate. Heb.
11:8 records things from a positive perspective too, as if
there was instant obedience from Abraham: "By faith
Abraham when he was called to go out into a place which he
should after receive for an inheritance, obeyed; and he went
out, not knowing whither he went". Truly, the Biblical record
imputes righteousness to Abraham, and thus sets a pattern for
all of us, the equally faltering and stumbling children of
Abraham.

12:5 Abram took Sarai his wife, Lot his brother s son-
Abram and Sarai would have effectively adopted the
orphaned Lot. The experience of adopting would have been



part of God's preparation of the psychological background,
so that they would have appreciated all the more the idea of a
son, seed and dynasty of their very own.

All their substance that they had gathered, and the souls
whom they had gotten in Haran, and they went to go into
the land of Canaan. Into the land of Canaan they came-
Abram's leaving of Haran was still a great act of faith; he had
"gathered" much in the years of staying in Haran. According
to Jewish tradition, Abraham stayed 23 years in Haran. All
he had to go on was a word from the Lord which he'd
received some years ago whilst living in Ur. There's no
reason to think that Angels regularly appeared to him and
kept urging him to leave, or that he could read the Lord's
word in written form as we can. Presumably that one word
which he received worked in his conscience, until he said to
the family "Right, we're quitting this nice life for a
wilderness journey to some place I don't know". We can
underestimate the power of "just" one word from the Lord.
We're so familiar with possessing His entire word in written
form that we can forget the need to be obedient to just one of
those words, to the extent of losing all we once held dear... In
this I find Abraham a wonderful example. He must,
presumably, have wondered whether he really had heard
right, whether the whole thing wasn't just a weird dream- just
as we may wonder whether really we are supposed to take
God's word as it is and allow it to radically upset our
settled, mediocre lives.



We read of all the substance that Abram had gathered in
Haran; the Hebrew for "gathered" implies an element of
hoarding and materialism. It only occurs in passages
concerning the patriarchs, as if to show that this was one of
their characteristics. Gen. 31:18 comments on Jacob using
his own wit and cunning to accumulate material wealth: "He
carried away all his cattle, and all his goods which he had
gotten, the cattle of his getting, which he had gotten". The
humanness of all this is strongly hinted at in Gen. 30:43:
"The man increased exceedingly, and had much cattle, and
maidservants, and menservants, and camels and asses". This
list is identical to that in Gen. 24:35 concerning Abraham.
Jacob and Sons left Canaan with "their cattle, and their
goods, which they had gotten" (Gen. 46:6). Esau too piled up
his possessions; Gen. 36:6 speaks of his sons, daughters,
servants, cattle, beasts, "and all his substance which he had
got in the land of Canaan". The way this Hebrew word for
materialistic accumulation is used only about the Abraham
family ought to be seen by us as a flashing light, pointing us
to a definite characteristic in all of them. Against this
background we can better appreciate Abraham's faith that he
did now possess the land.

According to Jewish tradition, Abraham stayed 23 years in
Haran. All he had to go on was a word from the Lord which
he'd received some years ago whilst living in Ur. There's no
reason to think that Angels regularly appeared to him and
kept urging him to leave, or that he could read the Lord's



word in written form as we can. Presumably that one word
which he received worked in his conscience, until he said to
the family "Right, we're quitting this nice life for a
wilderness journey to some place I don't know". We can
underestimate the power of "just" one word from the Lord.
We're so familiar with possessing His entire word in written
form that we can forget the need to be obedient to just one of
those words, to the extent of losing all we once held dear... In
this I find Abraham a wonderful example. He must,
presumably, have wondered whether he really had heard
right, whether the whole thing wasn't just a weird dream- just
as we may wonder whether really we are supposed to take
God's word as it is and allow it to radically upset our
settled, mediocre lives.

12:6 Abram passed through the land to the place of
Shechem, to the oak of Moreh- God's promise to Abraham
was made more specifically at "the oak of Moreh" (Gen.
12:6)- evidently a Canaanite shrine; and it's emphasized that
"the Canaanite was then in the land". It's as if God's
invitation to Abraham to have a unique relationship with Him
was made amidst the calls and presence of many other gods,
and in the thick of the Gentile world. Providence arranged
that Abram travelled throughout the eretz; just as our
experiences in this life give us peeks into the various aspects
of our eternal inheritance. See on :9.

The Canaanite was then in the land- Moses’ books were



helping the wilderness generation to see where they were
coming from historically. Passages like Gen. 12:6 now take
on special relevance: "The Canaanites were then in the
land". Moses was saying this as his people were about to
enter a Canaan likewise occupied by Canaanites; the idea
would have been 'Then the Canaanites were there, just as
they are now, and God shall be with us Abram's seed
likewise'’. He was bidding the people see their connection
with their father Abraham, who then lived with Canaanites
also in the same land. See on Gen. 13:3.

12:7 Yahweh appeared to Abram and said, I will give this
land to your seed- Abraham was told to leave Ur and all he
had there, and journey to a land he would be shown. Trying
to keep up a sense of eagerness and hope for the new life, he
made tremendous sacrifices, and journeyed to Canaan. When
he finally got there, he didn’t realize he’d arrived. Then the
Lord appeared to him and said that to &is seed He would
give this land (Gen. 12:1,7). To the human mind, this would
have been a huge blow. He had given up all in the hope of a
new life and inheritance, and now he is told that someone
called his “seed” would inherit it. His response was to build
an altar and worship, realizing he had served for nothing
personally in this life, but with his mind filled with the glory
and Kingdom of Christ, his future seed. God was so
delighted with this attitude that later promises included
Abraham personally, showing that because of his part in



Christ, the seed, he would in fact personally have an
inheritance too.

He built an altar there to Yahweh, who appeared to him-
There may be an intended contrast between Abraham
building an altar in recognition of the promises, at the same
time as he pitched his tent (12:8)- as if to highlight the
temporal nature of our present material situation in contrast
to the permanence of the things we stand related to in God's
promises. The building of altars was perhaps a public
confession of faith; the surrounding peoples had their altars,
but Abram and his family built altars to Yahweh, and left
them behind them as a witness to their faith in the promises
received and the relationship offered. Baptism would be one
equivalent of this in our days- a public confession of faith in
the same promises.

Commonly enough, the New Testament speaks of baptism as
a calling upon the Name of the Lord. This must be understood
against its Hebrew background- gara’ beshem Yahweh,
which originally referred to approaching God in sacrifice
(Gen. 12:7,8; Ps. 116:4,17). God placed His Name upon
places in order to make them suitable places for sacrifice to
be offered to Him (Dt. 12:4-7,21; Jer. 7:12). Baptism was
thus seen as a sacrificial commitment to Yahweh in solemn
covenant.

Abraham only left Haran after his father died, suggesting
Terah didn’t want to travel further, and so Abraham didn’t do
so. He simply didn’t leave his father’s house / family. And



when he does leave, he takes his family with him- Lot, Lot’s
family and Sarah, his half sister (Gen. 12:5). And yet God
continues working with Abraham; after he leaves Haran, God
appears and tells him that He wishes to give “thee”, ‘you’
singular, the land (Gen. 12:7). In other words, the fulfilment
of the promises was to Abraham personally, and that is why
he was required to individuate from his unbelieving family in
order to receive them. And because God simply wanted to
fulfil the promises to Abraham, He arranged Abraham’s
separation from his family in order to fulfil those
preconditions.

12:8 He left from there to the mountain on the east of
Bethel, and pitched his tent, having Bethel on the west, and
Ai on the east. There he built an altar to Yahweh and called
on the name of Yahweh- The weaknesses of the patriarchs
provides great inspiration to our feeble faith when we
consider how they are held up in such exalted terms. The
geographical record of Abraham's entry to Canaan describes
him as appearing at certain key points in the land. Those
same areas became the key points in the conquest of the land
in Joshua's time- it was as if Abraham was seen as the
example for all Israel. Thus the people in their weakness
pitched "between Bethel and Ai, to the west of Ai" (Josh.
8:9,14)- the very expressions found about Abraham in Gen.
12:8. The contrast between tent and altar is purposeful; the
things of the Kingdom are permanent and set in stone,
whereas our present life is temporary.



12:9 Abram travelled, going on further toward the south-
As noted on :6, this was all part of God's purpose, of getting
Abram to travel around in the eretz which he should eternally
inherit, to perceive the length and breadth of what God had
promised him. And the famine meant that Abram would have
had to keep moving his flocks.

12:10 There was a famine in the land. Abram went down
into Egypt to live as a foreigner there, for the famine was
severe in the land- "Severe" is Heb. 'heavy'. God's grace
shines through again and again. Abraham went down into
Egypt because of how "grievous" or 'heavy' the famine was;
and comes up out of Egypt, thanks to betraying his wife,
"heavy" [same Hebrew word] with riches (Gen. 12:10;
13:2). Everything he did was blessed, despite his weakness.
The land he had been promised was not immediately flowing
with milk and honey- on first arrival, it was parched. We
likewise don't experience the full Kingdom blessings now.
The Abram family several times went down into Egypt
because of famine; and the more spiritually perceptive
realized that they would always come up out of it, after hard
experiences there. "To live as a foreigner there" may imply
that he lived as a foreigner in Canaan, and now in Egypt,
there too he was a foreigner. The constant insecurity in
Abram's life (despite his wealth) was to make him yearn the
more for the eternal permanence of possession which was
intrinsic to the gospel preached to him (Gal. 3:8). And it's the
same for us.



12:11 It happened, when he had come near to enter Egypt,
that he said to Sarai his wife, See now, I know that you are
a beautiful woman to look at- "His wife" emphasizes that
this is how God saw their relationship; even though He
considered that marriage to a half sister was an abomination.
But He accepted people where they were at, as we should.
Abram's fear may have been because the middle aged Sarah
was not only beautiful, but had lighter skin than the
Egyptians, and was thereby attractive to them.

12:12 It will happen, when the Egyptians will see you, that
they will say, ‘This is his wife’; they will kill me, but they
will save you alive- The fear of premature death was a
reflection of his lack of deep faith in the promise just earlier
recorded; that those who cursed him would be cursed, and he
would be blessed, and ultimately given the land. At every
turn, Abram is presented as of generally weak faith, although
he did believe the overall representation of God to him, and
that faith rose to a pinnacle in his willingness to offer Isaac,
and his simple belief that really, his seed would become as
many as the stars. But at this stage, his faith was weak when
tested. And yet God still worked with him, as He does with
us, and as we should with those whose faith is yet weak.

12:13 Please say that you are my sister- Throughout the
records of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob and his children there is
continual repetition in the manner in which the record is
written. This repetition is of both experiences (e.g. lying



concerning their wives: Gen. 20:3,13; 26:7) and of the
language used to describe those experiences. The impression
is that they didn't learn from history, just as we often do not-
despite the wealth of Biblical history which we now have
behind us.

That it may be well with me for your sake, and that my soul
may live because of you- Straight after receiving the
promises, Abraham goes down to Egypt [an act with
spiritually negative overtones], and lies about his wife. Not
only does he show a strange lack of protection for her, but his
actions reflect a weakened faith in God's promises to him.
For if Abraham was to have died at the hands of jealous
Egyptians at that stage, how would the promises to him be
fulfilled? In urging Sarah to deny she was his wife, Abraham
comments to her in Gen. 12:13: "My soul shall live because
of you". Ps. 33:18,19 appears to comment upon this:

"Behold, the eye of Jehovah (Angelic language- and
Abraham dealt with Angels] is upon them that fear him, Upon
them that hope in his lovingkindness; to deliver their soul
from death, And to keep them alive in famine (Abraham told
the lie he did about Sarah because he trusted in Egypt to keep
him alive in famine). Our soul hath waited for Jehovah: He is
our help and our shield"- and it is God, not Sarah, who is
described as Abraham's shield (same Hebrew word) in Gen.
15:1. Again, his faith is presented as weak; and yet he is set
up as our example of faith.

12:14 It happened that when Abram had come into Egypt,



the Egyptians saw that the woman was very beautiful-
Fears about possible futures are the very essence of lack of
faith. In Abram's case, his fears were not baseless. But he
went ahead, because he was not sure that he could remain in
Canaan in time of famine. He probably could have personally
survived, but his flocks wouldn't have done; and he couldn't
bear to think of parting with all that wealth.

12:15 The princes of Pharaoh saw her, and praised her to
Pharaoh; and the woman was taken into Pharaoh's house-
As so often in the record of Abraham's family, the
surrounding world are presented as having more integrity
than they did. Pharaoh's princes didn't rape her, they just
commended her to their master. And she was taken into his
house, but Pharaoh didn't sleep with her- presumably, new
wives had to undergo a period of purification first, as the
Mosaic law would also stipulate in some cases.

12:16 He dealt well with Abram for her sake. He had sheep,
cattle, male donkeys, male servants, female servants,
female donkeys, and camels- See on Gen. 14:22. As noted
on :15, the Pharaoh appears of absolute integrity. He gave
what was effectively a bride price to Abram, without having
actually slept with Sarai.

12:17 Yahweh plagued Pharaoh and his house with great
plagues because of Sarai, Abram'’s wife- As noted on :13,
situations and circumstances repeat over the course of Divine
history. It is the same heavenly hand at work, and the
intention is that we should learn from the history. For a later



Pharaoh was also to be plagued because of the presence of
the Abraham family amongst them; but the lesson was not
learnt.

12:18 Pharaoh called Abram and said, What is this that
you have done to me?- The very words of God to Adam
(Gen. 3:13). It was really God speaking through Pharaoh to
Abram, just as He speaks to us through circumstances and
unbelievers. The very same words are repeated to Abram
later, by Abimelech, in the same context of lying about Sarah
(Gen. 26:10). As noted on :17, circumstances and phrases
recur in our lives, as the same Divine hand is at work to
educate us.

Why didn 't you tell me that she was your wife?- Both
Pharaoh and Abram knew the answer: 'Because [ was afraid'.
And they are the very words on the lips of the condemned
man in Mt. 25:25, just as they were on the lips of Adam in
his condemnation (Gen. 3:10). But despite still not learning
from the situation, Abram is still set up as our example of
faith.

12:19 Why did you say, ‘She is my sister’, so that I took her
to be my wife? Now therefore, see your wife, take her, and
go your way- Again we see the integrity of the Pharaoh, in
that he had apparently taken her to be his wife, but had not
slept with her. "See your wife" implies 'perceive, recognize
her as being your wife'. It was a stinging rebuke. Abram is
not presented as a good husband in this respect. "Take her"
may well refer to taking a woman as a wife; Abram is being



told to go on his way openly committed to his wife. And yet
he fails in this again, as does his son Isaac. I noted on :18
that the Pharaoh is effectively speaking on God's behalf here;
but Abram didn't hearken to that voice.

12:20 Pharaoh commanded men concerning him, and they
brought him on the way with his wife and all that he had-
To bring someone on their way meant being generous to them
and providing them with what they needed for their journey.
This was again repeated (see on :17) by Abimelech (Gen.
20:14). To be generous to those who have wronged us leaves
us with the upper hand; it is the intention behind the Lord's
teaching that if a man takes your jacket, then offer him your
undergarment. The spirit of demanding restitution and
prosecution to that end is the very opposite of this.



GENESIS CHAPTER 13

13:1 Abram went up out of Egypt: he, his wife, all that he
had, and Lot with him, into the South- As noted on chapter
12, the record stresses that Sarah was "his wife", despite the
fact God viewed marriage to a half sister as "abomination".
We note that Abram left Egypt not because the famine had
finished, but because the Pharaoh had rebuked him. This
confirms our suggestion on chapter 12, that Abram didn't
need to go into Egypt; he went because the famine would've
meant a diminution of his wealth if his cattle died. He placed
himself in the way of temptation because of a desire to cling
on to the material "blessings" of wealth. He was "very rich"
(:2), but the desire to maintain wealth levels is as tempting as
the desire to attain them in the first place.

13:2 Abram was very rich in livestock, in silver, and in
gold- Abraham tells Sarah to say she is his sister, not his
wife, and (by implication) let the Egyptians sleep with her
rather than kill him. And straight after this, God blesses
Abraham with riches (Gen. 12:11 - 13:2). This happened
also with Isaac; God's blessing materially isn't always
related to our righteousness. By contrast, Pharaoh was
attracted to her, and took her into his house. But he didn't
sleep with her, and was willing to allow a period of time to
elapse before marrying her, in order not to insult her dignity
(cp. Dt. 21:13). God's grace shines through again and again.
Abraham went down into Egypt because of how "grievous"
or 'heavy' the famine was; and comes up out of Egypt, thanks



to betraying his wife, "heavy" [same Hebrew word] with
riches (Gen. 12:10; 13:2). Everything he did was blessed,
despite his weakness. Perhaps this was to elicit within him
the understanding that "blessing" was not commensurate to
spirituality, whilst we understand "blessing" in material
terms. The "blessing" he really needed was something else...

13:3 He went on his journeys from the South even to Bethel,
to the place where his tent had been at the beginning,
between Bethel and Ai- The reference to Abram pitching his
tent between Bethel [ ‘the house of God’] and Hai [‘the house
of ruin’] could imply that he was caught between the two- his
faith was not firmly decided (Gen. 13:3).

The repeated references to the “journeys” of the people in the
wilderness had as their basis the description of Abraham
taking his journey through the desert to the promised land
(Gen. 13:3); the very same two Hebrew words recur in the
command to Israel to now ‘take their journey’ (Dt. 10:11),
following in the steps of their father Abraham. See on Gen.
17:1.

13:4 To the place of the altar, which he had made there at
the first. There Abram called on the name of Yahweh- This
is the first we hear of Abram relating to God as Yahweh.
Whatever his 'calling on the name' involved beyond
sacrifice, he clearly made a special commitment to Yahweh
at that time and place. And it was in response to grace; for he
realized he had done wrong in going into Egypt to preserve
his wealth, in lying about his wife... and out of it all, he had



not been punished, rather both God and Pharaoh had blessed
him with wealth. And it was that which led him now to offer
his animal wealth to God, and to devote himself further to
Him. If God had punished him, the same response would not
have been forthcoming,

13:5 Lot also, who went with Abram, had flocks, and herds,
and tents- It is stressed in the record that "Lot went with
him" out of Haran (Gen. 12:4), and that in Abram's
subsequent passing through the land of Canaan, "Lot... went
with Abram" (Gen.13:5; 13:1). But Abram had been asked to
leave his relatives. Abraham didn’t separate from Lot of his
own volition- he invites Lot to separate himself from him,
rather than Abraham telling Lot that he was separating from
him (Gen. 13:9). Abraham’s subsequent concern for Lot,
rescuing him from captivity and then begging God to save Lot
from Sodom, show how Abraham certainly considered Lot
his beloved family member. “We be brethren” was his
position. “Lot separated from him” (Gen. 13:14) rather than
Abraham separating from Lot, as was required by God’s
command to Abraham. As soon as Lot separates from
Abraham, God repeats the promise to Abraham- that “thy
seed”, you singular, will inherit the land. To receive a new
land and a new family, Abraham had to separate from his
natural, earthly land and family. The fulfilment of the
promises was conditional upon Abraham’s individuation
from his family, his separation from them and unto God- and
God worked to enable this precondition to be fulfilled



despite Abraham’s weakness in separating from his own land
and family. It was God who brought Abraham out of Ur (Gen.
15:7; Neh. 9:7)- not Abraham’s obedience to the call to
leave Ur. We see a similar grace in how Lot was told to
leave Sodom, but he dithered in doing so; God “sent Lot out
of Sodom” (Gen. 19:29), and eventually took his hand and
dragged him out of the city, “the Lord being merciful to him”
(Gen. 19:16).

13:6 The land was not able to bear them, that they might
live together: for their substance was great, so that they
could not live together- Wealth nearly always leads to
division. The same words and situation recur when we read
that Jacob and Esau could not live together because of their
wealth (Gen. 36:7). The ideal is that brethren dwell together
[same Hebrew words] in unity (Ps. 133:1). But that is only
possible with the presence of the Spirit. The extent of their
wealth is emphasized. The multiplication of their flocks is
the more remarkable when we realize that there had been a
major famine in the land (Gen. 12:10). And the more they
needed pastureland, the more conflict there would be with
the local inhabitants.

13:7 There was a strife between the herdsmen of Abram s
livestock and the herdsmen of Lot’s livestock- Immediately
Terah died, Abram may have felt he had truly left his
"kindred" and eagerly moved on towards the promised land
of Canaan (so Gen. 11:32-12:4 implies). It is likely that many



of Abram's "kindred" would have come along with Terah,
responding themselves to the call of Abram. Presumably they
settled in Haran after Terah's death. It is even possible that
the family were from this city originally, seeing that
Abraham's brother was called Haran. We saw on Gen. 12:1
that just before leaving Haran, Abram was further told to
separate from his "father's house" too, i.e. a/l of his father's
household. This must have included Lot. Abram could
understand separation from his idolatrous father and the rest
of the family retinue; yet Lot was "a righteous man"; Abram
evidently rated Lot's spirituality (Gen. 18:23,32). Again,
Abram was in a quandary. He had left all but one of his
father's house in Haran. Was he really intended to separate
from his father's house to the extent of leaving Lot too? It is
likely that Abram often agonized about Lot. There he was in
Canaan, knowing that his seed would inherit this land, which
was then full of Canaanites (the record twice emphasizes, in
Gen. 12:6 and 13:7). But Lot, part of his kindred and father's
house, was still with him. We saw that the Hebrew for
"kindred" implies one born in ones’ own country. A closely
related word is found in Gen. 11:28, describing how Haran,
Lot's father, "died in the /and of his nativity, in Ur". If Lot's
father lived and died in Ur, it is fair to assume that Lot was
born in Ur. So Abram knew he must separate from Lot, his
"kindred" - but how? What reason could he give Lot? Yet he
had faith in what God had told him; therefore he wanted to
leave Lot, but just found it hard to do. And so God made a



way.
Because the promises were to be made to Abram and not Lot,
this separation was indeed necessary (although nothing
should be inferred from this regarding Lot's spirituality or
standing with God). It is stressed in the record that "Lot went
with him" out of Haran (Gen. 12:4), and that in Abram's
subsequent passing through the land of Canaan, "Lot... went
with Abram" (Gen. 13:5; 13:1). Having been through so
much together (they were together in the Egypt crisis, Gen.
13:1), it is unlikely that they would suffer from a personality
clash. Yet the great wealth of them both resulted in "strife
between the herdmen of Abram's cattle, and the herdmen of
Lot's cattle" (Gen. 13:7). Abram reasoned that it would be a
shame to let this incident between their employees drive a
wedge between them personally; "for we be brethren" (note
Abram's intense awareness that they were of the same
household), and close spiritual friends too, it may be inferred
(Gen. 19:8). Abram's subsequent concern for Lot indicates
that they did not fall out personally over the problem.

And the Canaanite and the Perizzite lived in the land at
that time- Moses’ books were helping the wilderness
generation to see where they were coming from historically.
Passages like this and Gen. 12:6 now take on special
relevance: "The Canaanites were then in the land". Moses
was saying this as his people were about to enter a Canaan
likewise occupied by Canaanites; the idea would have been
"Then the Canaanites were there, just as they are now, and



God shall be with us Abram's seed likewise’. He was
bidding the people see their connection with their father
Abraham, who then lived with Canaanites also in the same
land. See on Gen. 13:3. We wonder why the Perizzites are
mentioned specifically. It could be that they lived in the
highlands and the "Canaanites" in the lowlands; or perhaps
there were Perizzites in the particular locality where Abram
was, and "Canaanite" was a more generic term.

13:8 Abram said to Lot, Please, let there be no strife
between me and you, and between my herdsmen and your
herdsmen; for we are relatives- Abram must surely have
recalled how he had been called to separate from his
relatives, and had not done so. God had seen Abram's
devotion to Him at the time of :4, and responded by
empowering him to be the more obedient- by making Lot
separate from him. "For we are relatives" or "brethren" (AV)
is a fundamental truth- brethren should not have "strife"
between them, because of their relationship within the family
of God. There may have to be separation, of a kind, between
them. But their essential brotherhood should never lead to
strife. In Gen. 26:20-22 we read of how there was "strife"
between Isaac and the local Canaanites; and each time, Isaac
moved on, rather than engage in strife. When Jacob entered
into "strife" with Laban regarding the stolen idols, he was
only saved from it by Divine grace (Gen. 31:36 s.w.).

13:9 Isn't the whole land before you? Please separate
yourself from me- Abram would have noticed Lot's desire to



settle down in the cities of the plain. Now he saw that
providence was giving him the means he needed to separate
from his father's house completely. He knew that if Lot chose,
of his own volition, to separate from him, then there would
no longer be the emotional agony of him separating from Lot.
Yet a third time the record emphasizes their separation, and
implies that as soon as this occurred, the full Abrahamic land
covenant was made, featuring Abram's eternal inheritance of
the land: "The Lord said unto Abram, after that Lot was
separated from him... all the land which thou seest, to thee
will I give it, and to thy seed for ever" (Gen. 13:14,15 AV).
Again we see God's patience in the development of Abram's
faith, and God's incremental response at each point of that
development.

Abraham gives Lot the choice as to what land he would like
to live in. Lot was the orphaned nephew of Abraham- such
magnanimity would've been unheard of in those societies, for
the elder to give the junior dependent such a choice. The
elder in the relationship would've chosen the best for
himself, and that was that. It seems to me that Abraham's
unusual attitude in this matter was a direct outcome of his
faith in the promise that the whole land really would one day
be given to sim. If we have the faith of Abraham... we won't
fight for our corner in this world. It'll be so much easier to
'let go' as Abraham did, and take an attitude to material
wealth and possessions which is radically counter-cultural in
our societies. The way that Lot lifted up his eyes and looked



around the land is matched by the way in which God then
bids Abraham to likewise lift up his eyes and view the very
same territory which Lot had just chosen (Gen. 13:10,14)-
and was told that the land which Lot had chosen, along with
all other land, would be Abraham's eternally.

If you go to the left hand, then I will go to the right. Or if
you go to the right hand, then I will go to the left- We think
of the Lord's depiction of the final judgment as a separation
between right and left. It was as if Lot had the choice to
decide, through his decisions about material things in this
life. Although he failed, placing himself on the left hand side,
as it were; he still repented and will be saved. Just as Peter
denied the Lord and was condemned, in a preview of
judgment day; and yet repented and was saved.

13:10 Lot lifted up his eyes- The Hebrew phrase "to lift up
the eyes" is used very extensively about the Abraham family.
Most Bible characters have the term used at most once or
twice about them; but the Genesis record emphasizes this
characteristic of this family. It's as if we're being bidden to
really visualize them as a family, and to enable this we're
even given an insight into their body language. Consider the
emphasis on the way this family had of lifting up their eyes:
Lot lifted up his eyes (Gen. 13:10)

Abraham lifted up his eyes (Gen. 13:14)

Abraham lifted up his eyes and noticed the Angels (Gen.
18:2)



Abraham lifted up his eyes and saw the place of sacrifice
(Gen. 22:4)

Abraham lifted up his eyes and saw the ram caught (Gen.
22:13)

Isaac lifted up his eyes and saw camels coming on which
Rebekah was riding (Gen. 24:63)

Rebekah, as part of a marriage made in Heaven, lifted up her
eyes and saw Isaac at the same moment (Gen. 24:64)

Jacob lifted up his eyes and saw the vision of the speckled
cattle (twice recorded- Gen. 31:10,12)

Jacob lifted up his eyes and saw Esau coming (Gen. 33:1)
Esau lifted up his eyes and saw Jacob's family (Gen. 33:5)
Jacob's sons lifted up their eyes and saw the traders coming
(Gen. 37:25)

Joseph lifted up his eyes and saw Benjamin (Gen. 43:29)

Of course the classic epitome of this feature is when
Abraham lifts up his eyes to Heaven and is asked to count the
stars, and there and then believes God's word of promise that
"so shall thy seed be". Yet we , as Abraham's family, his
children by faith, are likewise asked [with the same Hebrew
words] to lift up our eyes to Heaven and consider the stars,
and take strength from the fact that their creator is our God
(Is. 40:26; 51:6; 60:4).

And saw all the plain of the Jordan, that it was well-
watered everywhere- During the famine, when the land was
not well-watered, Abram and Lot had made the mistake of
going down into Egypt (Gen. 12:11). They returned from



Egypt not because the famine lifted, but because they
repented for Abram's materialism and dishonesty. But Lot
had failed to learn the lesson; well-watered areas attracted
him, and he noted that the land looked like Egypt.

Before Yahweh destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, like the
garden of Yahweh- Sarah murmured that it was impossible
for her to have "pleasure" in childbearing (Gen. 18:12). She
uses the word ednah, related to the word Eden. Yet in the
events of Gen. 19, she sees how the land around Sodom that
was once "like the garden of Eden" (Gen. 13:10) is made
barren and sowed with salt so that nothing could grow there
(Gen. 19:25; Dt. 29:23). She was being taught that God can
give and take away fertility on a huge scale, just as that land
had only recently been dry in the famine (Gen. 12:11), but
was at this time well watered.

Like the land of Egypt, as you go to Zoar- We suffer from

the 'little of both' syndrome. Like Lot, we perceive that what
we want is both like the garden of God (Eden) and also like
Egypt; there is a tremendous dualism in our spiritual vision.

13:11 So Lot chose the Plain of the Jordan for himself. Lot
travelled east, and they separated themselves the one from
the other- "For himself" surely hints at selfishness. His
travelling east connects with the descendants of Noah
travelling east from Ararat and building Babel (Gen. 11:2),
as well as the rejected Cain and Adam travelling east away
from the sanctuary in Eden (Gen. 3:24; 4:16). As with
Abram, we find the record emphasizing his weakness; but he



is declared "righteous" ultimately (2 Pet. 2:7). That surely
was an example of righteousness being imputed, just as it
was to Abraham.

13:12 Abram lived in the land of Canaan, and Lot lived in
the cities of the plain, and moved his tent as far as Sodom-
We can trace Lot's slide towards the world. He began
seeking better pastureland in the valley; he then "lived in the
cities of the plain", then camped in his tent near Sodom; and
finally moved into Sodom, put his tent in the loft, and became
a judge within the city (Gen. 19:9). Whereas our pattern is to
be Abram, who remained on the less fertile areas, and
received the promise of eternal inheritance.

13:13 Now the men of Sodom were exceedingly wicked and
sinners against Yahweh- Sodom being a type of latter day
events, it is not surprising that Scripture provides a wealth of
detail concerning Sodom. "Before the Lord" (AV) recalls the
earth being "corrupt before God" prior to the flood (Gen.
6:11), another clear type of the last days. Indeed their sin
being "before the Lord" may hint that Lot (or Abraham?) had
preached God's requirements to them, and therefore they
were consciously disobeying Him. Thus Rom. 3:19 speaks of
the world becoming "guilty before God" by reason of their
having the opportunity to know God's word (cp. Rom.
2:12,13). And yet sin is still sin, whether or not there is
knowledge of God's word.

13:14 Yahweh said to Abram, after Lot was separated from
him- This separation had been required when God first



entered relationship with Abram. Now Abram had been led
to obedience to it, the promises were enlarged. This suggests
that there are certain waymarks of spiritual attainment which
the Father sets, and then increments His relationship with us
once we reach them.

Now, lift up your eyes- See on :10.

And look from the place where you are, northward and
southward and eastward and westward- He would have
looked out over the areas just chosen by Lot; not only those
areas, but wherever he surveyed, was to be given to him
eternally. "The place" where Abram was could refer to an
altar built there; it was in response to his devotion to Yahweh
that he was given the promise.

13:15 For all the land which you see, I will give to you, and
to your offspring forever- This was alluding to what He had
initially told Abram back in Ur: "Get thee out... unto a land
that I will shew (s.w. "see" in 13:15) you" (Gen. 12:1). It
was as if God was saying: 'Well Abraham, this is it. This is
the land I told you about'- and yet the best of it has now been
given to Lot! The whole thing could have seemed some kind
of cruel, just as many of our life experiences do. Abraham
had given up all, made a long and dangerous journey, to
receive a land from God- and when he arrives there, the best
of it is given to his younger relative. But God's purpose was
to focus Abraham's faith upon the fact that he would
eternally inherit this land. And so it is with many of the
twists and turns of our lives which can appear nothing but



cruel fate to the unbelieving observer.

The "offspring" or "seed" (AV) was singular (Gal. 3:16).
Sarah was still barren, and so this would have been
enigmatic for Abram; it was perhaps through the enigmatic
nature of the promise that Abram was led toward some
conception of the Messiah, the same individual promised to
Eve. Abram had children by concubines, according to Gen.
25; and Lot may have been counted as his adopted son. He
would have wondered whether the promise referred to any of
those options.

"Forever" introduces the idea of personal immortality. But it
was promised here to only two persons- Abram and his
"seed". This is how Gal. 3:16 reasons; and it is only by
association with that "seed" through baptism into Him that
these promises become true for us (Gal. 3:27-29).

13:16 I will make your offspring as the dust of the earth,
so that if a man can number the dust of the earth, then your
seed may also be numbered- This had an initial fulfilment in
Solomon being "King over a people like the dust of the earth"
(2 Chron.1:9; 1 Kings 4:20). But the "offspring" was
singular and not plural (Gal. 3:16). That individual was to be
"made" innumerable. And that 'making' is through God's
calling of individuals worldwide to be part of the offspring,
who is Christ. The innumerable seed must be compared with
the other strand of Biblical evidence that "few are chosen".



Relative to the wonder of salvation, and Abram standing
there as just one man, indeed they are "many", but "few"
compared to the global population.

13:17 Arise, walk through the land in its length and in its
breadth; for I will give it to you- God never let go of
Abraham, even when Abraham didn't readily obey what God
required of him. But Abraham didn't willingly "walk through
the land"- because perhaps he doubted that he would be
given it, or feared the local tribes. It's like saying to a child:
'Come and look at this! I am going to give it to you!', and the
child doesn't even want to look. In this context we read of
how Abraham "dwelt in the plain of Mamre"- that's stressed
twice (Gen. 13:18; 14:13). Instead of travelling around in his
land to see it, he tried to settle down. But God brought
circumstances into his life which made him travel around the
length and breadth of Canaan- thus Abraham had to pursue
Lot's captors "unto Hobah, which is on the left hand of
Damascus" before he recovered Lot (Gen. 14:15). Hobah is
in the far north east of Canaan- Abraham had to go all the
way there from Mamre in the centre of Canaan. For unknown
reasons, Abraham also lived in Beersheba for a while (Gen.
22:19); he had a meeting with the local rulers at Shaveh, near
Jerusalem (Gen. 14:17); and at the time of Gen. 16:14
Abraham was near Kadesh Barnea, in the very South of
Canaan on the Egyptian border. One wonders whether the
attraction of Egypt had led him there once more- in which
case it was his own weakness which was used by God to



ensure that he travelled to the very south of Canaan. Maybe
the record includes all these geographical markers in order
to demonstrate how Abraham did indeed travel around
Canaan through providentially arranged circumstances,
although not it seems as an act of direct obedience to the
Divine command to do so.

The hope of a literal bodily reward has been understood by
God’s people from earliest times. Abraham was promised
that he, personally, would inherit the land of Canaan forever,
as surely as he had walked up and down in it. His faith in
those promises would have necessitated his belief that his
body would somehow, at a future date, be revived and made
immortal, so that this would be possible.

Abraham was progressively set up by God so that his
spiritual growth would be an upward spiral. Initially, he was
told to walk / go to a land which God would shew him (Gen.
12:1); when he got there, he was told to "arise", and "walk"
through that land of Canaan (Gen. 13:17). And Abraham,
albeit in a faltering kind of way, did just this. But this was to
prepare him for the test of Gen. 22:3 in the command to offer
Isaac. His obedience this time isn't at all faltering. He
"arises" and 'goes' [s.w. "walk"] "unto the place of which
God had told him" to offer Isaac (Gen. 22:3). This is exactly
what he had been called to do right back in Ur- to arise and
walk / go to a land / place which God would show him (Gen.
12:1). And so our obedience in one challenge of God leads
us to obedience in others. One experience is designed to lead



us to another. Nothing- absolutely nothing- in our lives is
senseless chance. All- and this takes some believing- is part
of a higher plan for our spiritual good, in our latter end. Time
and again we see this in Abraham's life.

13:18 Abram moved his tent, and came and lived by the
oaks of Mamre, which are in Hebron, and built an altar
there to Yahweh- This was Abram's response to the
command to walk up and down in the land. And it was
negative. He tried to set up camp in one place, in factina
centre of pagan worship ("the oaks"). But more positively, he
built an altar to Yahweh there, a public statement of his faith.
And that altar and his own "tent" are well contrasted. Just as
the early church resisted the command to go out and spread
the Gospel, and the descendants of Noah wanted to build
Babel lest they have to obey the command to go out into the
eretz and subdue it... so Abram tried to remain sedentary.
And this is human nature; to prefer the fixed, the old and
familiar, rather than the leadership of the Spirit.



GENESIS CHAPTER 14

14:1 It happened in the days of Amraphel, king of Shinar,
Arioch, king of Ellasar, Chedorlaomer, king of Elam, and
Tidal, king of Goiim- This chapter gives the impression that
the local tribes within the eretz were divided into two groups
which battled each other. The salvation of Lot out of this
could look forward to a latter day deliverance of a weak but
counted-righteous remnant in the last days, symbolized by
Lot. For his final exit from Sodom is a type of the
deliverance of the faithful remnant in the erezz of the last
days (Lk. 17:32). Perhaps we are to see the eretz divided
into two such groups of its non-Jewish inhabitants, perhaps
split between shia and Sunni Islam. See on :7. "Tidal king of
Goiim" refers to the Kurds, who may well have a major part
to play in the latter day outworking of these things. "Ellasar"
was not far from Ur of the Chaldees, and he may well have
known Abram and Lot.

14:2 That they made war with Bera, king of Sodom, and
with Birsha, king of Gomorrah, Shinab, king of Admah, and
Shemeber, king of Zeboiim, and the king of Bela (the same
is Zoar)- The tribes in Palestine / Canaan, which was the
area intended for initial Israelite settlement, are presented
here as not invincible, and easily dominated by others. And
even their dominators could be overcome by just one man,
Abraham, with God behind him. This was all encouragement
for the Israelites as they approached Canaan.



14:3 All these joined together in the valley of Siddim (the
same is the Salt Sea)- The various clarifications that "the
same is..." were for the benefit of the Israelites as they
journeyed through these areas. The encouragement was that
they too could easily be granted victory, and nothing between
them and the promised Kingdom of God was really as
invincible as it seemed.

14:4 Twvelve years they served Chedorlaomer, and in the
thirteenth year, they rebelled- Chedorlaomer was the leader
of the group; as "king of Elam" he might point forward to
some leader arising from latter day Elam, which is Iran. And
yet the apparent leader of the group was the king of Shinar or
Babylon, who is mentioned at the head of the listin : 1.

14:5 In the fourteenth year Chedorlaomer came, and the
kings who were with him, and struck the Rephaim in
Ashteroth Karnaim, and the Zuzim in Ham, and the Emim in
Shaveh Kiriathaim- Moses was writing for the Israelites
about to enter Canaan; and they were afraid of the Rephaim
[giants] in Canaan. They are here being encouraged that those
peoples had been dominated by others in time past- even
without the help and promise of Yahweh behind them.

14:6 And the Horites in their Mount Seir, to Elparan, which
is by the wilderness- The very peoples through whom the
Israelites were passing as they heard Genesis presented to
them- had been overcome. They were not as invincible as
they might appear. "Their Mount Seir" could suggest that the
descendants of Esau received their inheritance; as Israel



would if they remained faithful.

14:7 They returned, and came to En Mishpat (the same is
Kadesh), and struck all the country of the Amalekites, and
also the Amorites, that lived in Hazazon Tamar- Kadesh
was well known to the primary audience of Genesis, i.e.
Israel in the wilderness. All up, the northern confederacy of
four kings [for they came upon Sodom from the north]
dominated seven other tribes. This is the kind of situation
depicted in the various descriptions of the latter day beast
dominating the eretz with various numbers of horns and
heads subsumed beneath it.

14:8 The king of Sodom, and the king of Gomorrah, and the
king of Admah, and the king of Zeboiim, and the king of
Bela (the same is Zoar) went out; and they set the battle in
array against them in the valley of Siddim- The four king
confederacy names the kings; the Canaanite kings are not
named. Perhaps this was to encourage the Israelites who first
heard this history to see that "the king of" whatever Canaanite
town was in their path was likewise able to be overcome. If
specific names had been given, they may have been tempted
to think that this was a historical victory against a particular
individual; whereas the principle God wished to explain was
of a more generic nature.

14:9 Against Chedorlaomer king of Elam, and Tidal king of
Goiim, and Amraphel king of Shinar, and Arioch king of
Ellasar; four kings against the five- The five kings and their
armies could not repel the four king confederacy who



overthrew Sodom. But Abraham, just one man with Yahweh
behind him, could do so- and even take their prey out of their
hands. This was to encourage the later seed of Abraham, who
were the primary audience for the book of Genesis, that they
too could easily achieve victory against these very same
peoples and in the very same areas.

14:10 Now the valley of Siddim was full of tar pits, and the
kings of Sodom and Gomorrah fled, and they fell there-
These pits for bitumen they had dug themselves, and now
they fell into them and died there, exactly as stated in Ps.
9:15.

And those who remained fled to the hills- Lot later fled to
those same hills (Gen. 19:17,30). Perhaps he was amongst
those who even now fled to the hills. He ought to have
learned the lesson, rather than let history repeat itself.

Surely Abraham is our real example; who in the years of his
pilgrimage chose the barren uplands, despising worldly
advantage, and who could look at Sodom's burning with no
feeling of desire or sense of loss. Abraham dwelt on the
mountains, from where he could look down upon Sodom; if
Lot had been in these mountains, he would not have suffered
when Sodom was invaded this first time; it took the final
coming of the Lord to make him flee to the mountains
(Gen.19:10), i.e. to the area which Abraham had chosen at
the first. If we can only see the world for what it is, then the
equivalent of Lot's experiences will be unnecessary for us.



14:11 They took all the goods of Sodom and Gomorrah, and
all their food, and went their way- Lot had gone to Sodom
for materialistic reasons; and now he lost all that he had,
even his own food, to teach him the wrongness of his
decision that day when he looked toward Sodom and chose
the well-watered lands in that direction. But still Lot
remained in Sodom, and nearly lost his life and his salvation
in its final destruction; he failed to learn the lesson. Just as so
many believers are taught powerful lessons about the idiocy
of being materialistic; and yet return to the same bondage.

14:12 They took Lot, Abram s brother s son, who lived in
Sodom, and his goods, and departed- Lot suffered in the
condemnation of Sodom when the neighbouring kings
invaded- he was in the same situation as those who were
warned to come out of Babylon lest they be consumed in her
plagues. So he went through a condemnation process in this
life- but later learnt his lesson and will be saved in the end.
"Who lived in Sodom" could be read as a critical note; for
Lot should not have ideally been there. We wonder why they
bothered taking Lot with them, rather than killing him. 1
suggested on :2 that "Ellasar" was not far from Ur of the
Chaldees, and that king may well have known Abram and
Lot. Perhaps Lot agreed to join them, or mercy was shown to
him because he was from their tribal area to the East, and he
wasn't a local. But the fact he was taken with them rather than
just ignored would suggest that he may have agreed to join in
with them in confederacy. Again, we would see here a



weakness in Lot.

14:13 One who had escaped came and told Abram, the
Hebrew. Now he lived by the oaks of Mamre, the Amorite,
brother of Eshcol, and brother of Aner, and these were
allies of Abram- One can't help but notice that God stressed
to the later children of Abraham that since they had a
covenant with Him, they were not to make covenants with the
people who lived around them in the land- time and again
God references His covenant with His people, and in that
context tells them not to make covenants with the peoples of
the land (Ex. 34:10-12,15,27; Dt. 7:29; Jud. 2:1,2,20). Yet
Abraham made covenants with those very people (Gen.
21:27,32)- perhaps indicating his lack of appreciation of his
covenant relationship with Yahweh? However, "allies of
Abram", baalim beriyth, can be translated 'lords of
covenant', i.e. masters or possessors of a covenant with
Abram; "literally: They being possessors of the covenant of
Abram". This could mean that already, Abram had begun to
share his covenant with God with others.

14:14 When Abram heard that his relative was taken
captive- Even though Abram had been told to separate from
his relatives, including Lot, and despite Lots' evident
spiritual weakness, having made the wrong decision to move
into Sodom... Abram still came to his help, and remembered
his brotherly connection with him.

He led out his trained men, born in his house, three
hundred and eighteen, and pursued as far as Dan- The



significance of 318 is unclear. But if read literally, it's clear
that Abram was a not insignificant chieftain, having such a
personal army comprised of those born within his family
encampment. His encampment would therefore likely have
numbered at least 2000, if there were 318 "trained men" born
within the household. According to Gen. 25, he had
concubines, and we wonder as to how many of these were
therefore his blood relatives. However, he also describes
Eliezer his manager as the "one born in my house" (Gen.
15:3), with some translations suggesting "the only one born
in my household"; and the numerical value of Eliezer is 318.
In this case "men" here in :14 and "servants" in : 15 would be
intensive plurals referring to the great man and servant in
Abraham's household, Eliezer. He was accompanied by
Aner, Eshcol and Mamre, his immediate neighbours, and
their men (:24), but a case could be made that Abraham and
Eliezer alone were capable of putting thousands to flight.
This interpretation would explain why Eliezer is called
"Eliezer of Damascus" and yet also one born within Abram's
household (Gen. 15:2,3). He was perhaps called "of
Damascus" in memory of his heroic almost singlehanded
victory at Damascus (:15). Abram's virtually singlehanded
victory is alluded to in the covenant which he now receives;
for during the covenant making process, Abram
singlehandedly drove away the birds of prey, representing
the Canaanite tribes he feared would now take vengeance
upon him for his victory at Damascus (Gen. 15:11). The



Hebrew there implies that Abram alone drove them away.

The uninspired first century Epistle of Barnabas 9.8 claims:
"[The Scripture] saith, "And Abraham circumcised ten, and
eight, and three hundred men of his household." What, then,
was the knowledge given to him in this? Learn the eighteen
first, and then the three hundred. The ten and the eight are
thus denoted - Ten by I, and Eight by H. You have [the initials
of the, name of] Jesus. And because the cross was to express
the grace [of our redemption] by the letter T, he says also,
"Three Hundred." He signifies, therefore, Jesus by two
letters, and the cross by one".

14:15 He divided himself against them by night, he and his
servants, and struck them, and pursued them to Hobah,
which is on the left hand of Damascus- As suggested on :14,
"servants" could be an intensive plural. This incident led to
Abram travelling the length of the erefz promised to him. His
love for wayward Lot was used by God in order to help
Abram be obedient to the command to go up and down in the
land. This is how God works; working along with our
weaknesses and strengths, and the weaknesses of others, in
order to help us in the path of obedience and development He
intends.

14:16 He brought back all the goods, and also brought
back his relative, Lot, and his goods, and the women also,
and the people- Abraham's focus on material issues can be
discerned from the double description of how he pursued
after his captured nephew Lot, "and he brought back all the



goods, and his brother Lot, and his goods" (Gen. 14:16 AV).
Abraham's concern about the "goods" is perhaps significant.
And yet given this mindset, it is to Abraham's credit that he
utterly refuses to take even a "shoe latchet" of the spoil lest it
be said that any man had made him rich- he knew that it was
God who had made himrich (Gen. 14:23), and Abraham
wanted the world to know that. See on :22.

14:17 The king of Sodom went out to meet him, after his
return from the slaughter of Chedorlaomer and the kings
who were with him, at the valley of Shaveh (that is, the
Kings Valley)- This was where Absalom erected his pillar
(2 Sam. 18:18), and Josephus locates it near Jerusalem. This
would accord with Melchizedek king of Jerusalem attending
the meeting (:18). Such a victory celebration in Jerusalem
would fit well with the latter day things which these
incidents point forward to.

14:18 Melchizedek king of Salem brought out bread and
wine. and he was priest of God Most High- Melchizedek is
presented in Hebrews as a type of the Lord Jesus; a king-
priest, who was not a Levitical priest, nor was his
priesthood dependent upon his genealogy. The record is
framed so that he abruptly appears on the scene; "without
father [and] mother" alludes to this, as no genealogy is
provided. Hebrews uses this to counter objections that the
Lord was from the tribe of Judah, not Levi, and therefore
could not be a priest. Likewise there is no reference to his
birth or death, but that doesn't mean he was superhuman. He



is framed by the record in this way. Likewise Abraham is
presented as having an "only son", Isaac; when in fact he had
other children by his concubines (Gen. 25), not least [shmael.

Umberto Cassuto was one of 20th century Judaism's most
erudite and painstakingly detailed Bible students. He
demonstrated at length that the Canaanites believed there
were various gods and demons responsible for the various
events on earth, and that the Torah picks up these terms and
applies them to God and His [all righteous] Angels. The
examples he cites include the term "the most high God" (Gen.
14:18-20), "creator of heaven and earth" (Gen. 14:19,22),
and the idea of supernatural demons coming to earth and
wrestling with men (Gen. 32:29,31). These ideas and terms
are used in the Torah and applied by Moses to God's Angels,
and to God Himself. Cassuto went on to show that this kind
of deconstruction of pagan myths about demons and 'Satan' is
common throughout the Bible- e.g. the references to Israel's
God Yahweh 'riding on the clouds' (Ps. 104:3; 147:8; Is. 5:6;
Joel 2:2) are an allusion to how the surrounding peoples
thought that Baal rode upon the clouds; the "morning stars"
were understood as independent deities, but Job 38:7
stresses that they are in fact Yahweh's ministers.

The gift of bread and wine [which foreshadowed our present
memorial meetings] was a sign of God blessing us. Hence it
was “the cup of blessing”, which Paul says we also bless.
There is a mutuality about it- we bless God, He blesses us.
No part of this wonderful and comforting arrangement



depends upon us not passing that cup to our brethren.

Melchizedek was apparently a believer in the true God,
presumably a priest of a community of believers in
Jerusalem. But there is no evidence that Abram had much
contact with him before or after this incident. The almost
manic insistence that believers must fellowship together at
all costs rather falls apart before this consideration.
Likewise I have argued that it was God's intention that
Abram separate from all his relatives, including Lot. And
God brought about the final division between them. Yet
Abram refers to Lot as his "brother". They did not it seems
"fellowship together" and yet were believers who shall share
eternity together. This opens another window upon the
divided state of the body of Christ today.

14:19 He blessed him- This is associated with the bread and
wine of :18. The gift of bread and wine [which
foreshadowed our present memorial meetings] was a sign of
God blessing us. Hence it was “the cup of blessing”, which
Paul says we also bless. There is a mutuality about it- we
bless God, He blesses us. No part of this wonderful and
comforting arrangement depends upon us not passing that cup
to our brethren. Note how Paul speaks of the breaking of
bread in 1 Cor. 10:16-21. He sees the bread and wine as
gifts from God to us. It’s all about receiving the cup of the
Lord, the cup which comes from Him. We should take it with
both hands. It seems so inappropriate, given this emphasis, if



our focus is rather on worrying about forbidding others in
His body from reaching their hands out to partake that same
cup and bread.

And said, Blessed be Abram of God Most High, possessor
of heaven and earth- This same title for God is used also by
Abram in :22; perhaps God had taught them both the same
thing in different ways and at different times. Or maybe
Abram liked the phrase used by Melchizedek and used it
himself, just as our language and phraseology is influenced
by that of those whom we listen to.

14:20 And blessed be God Most High, who has delivered
your enemies into your hand- "God most high" is a title
Melchizedek uses three times; E.A. Speiser in The Anchor
Bible commentary claims that this was a common title for a
deity amongst the Canaanites. But the term is used about the
one true God elsewhere (e.g. Num. 24:26). It could be that he
accepted Yahweh as the highest God, but recognized the
existence of others. This would explain why in :22, Abram
defines this most high God as Yahweh. Abram uses the term
which Melchizedek uses, thereby seeking to bridge build
toward him, but defines the term accurately.

Abram gave him a tenth of all- Hebrews interprets this as
meaning that Abram as the ancestor of Levi was somehow
inferior to Melchizedek, who is presented as being of a



higher order of priesthood than Levi.

14:21 The king of Sodom said to Abram, Give me the
people, and take the goods to yourself- The king of Sodom
considered that Lot and his family belonged to him, and
should be given to him. This indicates further the degree to
which Lot had sold his soul to Sodom. Now he had the
opportunity to go his own way, to start life afresh; but he
turned it down.

14:22 Abram said to the king of Sodom, I have lifted up my
hand to Yahweh, God Most High, possessor of heaven and
earth- See on :20. This idea of owning nothing, not even
ourselves, is only true of this life; the day of release from
slavery will dawn, we will receive that true freedom and that
true concept of personal possession- if now we resign it.
Abraham really grasped this idea that we now can own
nothing. He swore to Yahweh as "the possessor of heaven
and earth, that I will not take from a thread evento a
shoelatchet, and that I will not take anything that is thine..."
(Gen. 14:22,23 AV). He knew that Yahweh is the owner of
all, and therefore he was not going to yield to the temptation
to increase what appeared to be 'his' possessions. Solomon
likewise had the theory straight at least: "Labour not to be
rich...wilt thou set thine eyes on that which is not? for riches
certainly make themselves wings; they fly away as an eagle
toward heaven" (Prov. 23:4,5). The riches men seek don't
exist, material possession is a pure fantasy.

Abraham speaks of how he is the servant of the God who is



the purchaser of Heaven and earth, i.e. the land which God
had potentially given Abraham (Gen. 14:22- the Hebrew
translated "possessor” in the AV is usually translated "buyer’
elsewhere). Ps. 74:2 and Ps. 78:54 use the same word to
describe how the land God gave Israel had been "purchased"
by Him. Perhaps there is here a recognition by Abraham that
God's gifts to us cost Him something. He had meditated upon
the promise of the land, and concluded that God was giving
him something which had cost Him. Perhaps this may even
indicate that Abraham had reflected that the promise of the
land was on account of God's willingness to purchase it
through the death of the "seed of the woman" promised in
Genesis 3... At the very least, we need to ask ourselves how
much we have meditated upon the implications of the same
Abrahamic promises which have been made to us. And we
likewise must avoid the assumption that because God owns
all things, therefore it's painless for Him to give them to us.
Poor people often assume that it's painless and effortless for
a rich person to give them something- but actually it isn't.
And we need to perceive the same about our wonderfully
generous Father in Heaven. We are slaves now, owning
nothing, but then we will be gloriously free (Rom. 8:21). So
this idea of owning nothing, not even ourselves, is only true
of'this life; the day of release from slavery will dawn, we
will receive that true freedom and that true concept of
personal possession- if now we resign it. Abraham really
grasped this idea that we now can own nothing, He swore to



Yahweh as "the possessor of heaven and earth, that I will not
take from a thread even to a shoelatchet, and that I will not
take anything that is thine..." (Gen. 14:22,23). He knew that
Yahweh is the owner of all, and therefore he was not going
to yield to the temptation to increase what appeared to be
'his' possessions.

14:23 That I will not take a thread nor a sandal strap nor
anything that is yours, lest you should say, ‘I have made
Abram rich’- Abraham's belief in God's blessing of him is
reflected in the way he is insistent to the King of Sodom that
he will not take any of the spoil, lest anyone should think that
man rather than God had blessed Abraham. It could be
pointed out that this rather contrasts with his not returning to
Pharaoh the things he gave him in return for Sarah becoming
his wife (Gen. 12:16). Perhaps Abraham later reflected upon
his failure in this incident, realizing he'd not displayed faith
in God's blessing of him... and learnt his lesson when the
same temptation occurred in Gen. 14 to be made rich by the
men of this world. Our stumbling response to the same
Abrahamic promises often develops in the same way.

If Jesus is Lord, He owns all. Nothing that we have is our
own. The Old Testament stressed that God's ownership of all
precludes our own petty materialism, our manic desire to
‘own'. Abraham refused to take "from a thread even to a
shoelatchet" of what he could justifiable have had for
himself; because Yahweh "the most high God [is] possessor



of heaven and earth" (Gen. 14:22,23). But now, all that
power has been bestowed by the Father upon the Son. Our
allegiance to the Lord Jesus demands the same resignation of
worldly acquisition as Abraham showed.

14:24 I will accept nothing from you except that which the
young men have eaten, and the portion of the men who went
with me: Aner, Eshcol, and Mamre. Let them take their
portion- Abram recognized that people live on different
levels. For him, if God was possessor of all, then he did not
wish to try to acquire possessions for himself. But he
recognized that others in covenant relationship with him (see
on :13) saw things on a lower level,; that the spoil of your
enemies was legitimate possession. As noted earlier, this
was a major step forward for Abram, who had strong
tendencies toward materialism.



GENESIS CHAPTER 15

15:1 After these things the word of Yahweh came to Abram
in a vision, saying, Don't be afraid, Abram- The fear was
initially of the retribution by other tribes of Canaan after the
dramatic victory of Abraham at Damascus (see on Gen.
14:14).

One of the strongest of the Abraham family’s characteristics
was fear, almost to the extent of psychiatric paranoia.
Abraham (Gen. 15:1; 20:11), Hagar (Gen. 21:17), Lot (Gen.
19:30), Sarah (Gen. 18:15), Isaac (Gen. 26:7,24; 31:42, 53,
Jacob (Gen. 32:7,11; 46:3; 28:17; 31:31), his sons (Gen.
42:35;43:18,23; 50:21), Joseph (Gen. 42:18). This is really
some emphasis. Fear and lack of faith are often associated
(Dt. 20:8; Jud. 7:3; Mt. 25:25; Mk. 4:40; Lk. 12:32; Rom.
8:15; Heb. 13:6; 1 Jn. 4:18; 2 Tim. 1:7; Rev. 21:8). Again,
this list is impressive. Yet despite their fear, their lack of
total certainty at times that God would keep His promises ,
the patriarchs are held up as examples of faith. If their fear
had not been recorded, would the record of their faith mean
much to us? Unlikely. They had so much which militated
against a life of faith: by way of hereditary characteristic,
surroundings, past experience of life etc. Both Isaac and
Jacob feared they would die well before they did (Gen. 47:9;
27:2); they feared death in that their future was ever on their
mind. Yet evidently their fear was mixed with faith.

I am your shield, your exceedingly great reward- Abram
was fearful that after his dramatic victory at Damascus (see



on Gen. 14:14), the other tribes would attack him. But he is
therefore promised that he would be shielded. And his
refusal to enrich himself from the spoil was responded to by
God promising "great reward" in compensation. Abram's
refusal to enrich himself and focus simply on saving his
brother was evidently very pleasing to God. "Reward"
carries the idea of wages. God does pay back for devotion to
His people, but not necessarily in material terms.

The promises to Abraham were extended in Genesis 15, with
more specifics added about the "seed". But the context of the
giving of those promises is again Abraham's weakness. After
the conflict with the surrounding kings recorded in Genesis
14, Abraham is comforted: "Fear not, Abram: I am your
shield" (Gen. 15:1)- as if Abram was starting to doubt in
God's continued ability to protect him. God's assurances
continued: "I am your exceedingly great reward" (Gen. 15:1).
The Hebrew mind would've understood "reward" in this
context to refer to children- Ps. 127:3 is explicit: "Children
are the inheritance given by the Lord, and the fruit of the
womb is his reward" (s.w.). The "reward" is paralleled with
the inheritance of children given by God. Jer. 31:16 likewise
speaks of a woman bereft of her children being "rewarded"
with more children.

15:2 Abram said, Lord Yahweh, what will you give me, since
[ go childless, and he who will inherit my estate is Eliezer
of Damascus?- This is the classic response of someone who



wants children more than anything else. No promise of
reward and material blessing will compensate for that hunger
and gaping hole. The response is absolutely psychologically
credible. But we must bear in mind that a chieftain like
Abram may well have had children by concubines, and Gen.
25 lists some of them. But he genuinely felt childless. This is
a window into how closely connected he felt to Sarai, and
how he had accepted her barrenness and yet remained
committed to her. We recall how unfaithful he had been to her
when he first visited Egypt, and I commented there that
neither God nor Abimelech punished him, but rather blessed
him. That lack of a punitive discipline actually resulted in his
becoming more committed to Sarah in the long term. And
indeed it is clear from both Scripture and human observation
that God often doesn't punish in this life on a measure for
measure basis. Rather the wicked prosper and the righteous
suffer- because all such shall be recompensed at the day of
judgment. This provides a window onto how we ought to use
or not use punitive response, especially in domestic and
church life.

We wonder why Eliezer is called "Eliezer of Damascus" and
yet also one born within Abram's household (:3). He was
perhaps called "of Damascus" in memory of his heroic
almost singlehanded victory at Damascus (see on Gen.
14:14,15).

Abraham doesn't just accept on faith God's assurances of : 1.
He speaks as if he somehow didn't believe that those



promises meant that he personally would have a child; it's as
if Abram were saying 'OK, I hear You, but whatever these
promises of Yours mean, reality is, I am old and childless...
can't You find a way to give me children?'. "Since I continue
[Heb.] childless" indicates his frustration. God had already
promised to "give" the land to Abraham and his seed (Gen.
12:7; 13:15); and now Abraham complains that God hasn't
'given' [s.w.] him a seed. One can possibly detect an anger
with God, at best a frustration, when he comments that all he
has is his steward Eliezer ("this Eliezer of Damascus") as
"the son of my house / family" (Gen. 15:2, Heb. ben bayith,
son of my family)- as if to say 'All this You've promised me-
is to go to him, is this guy to be this wonderful promised
seed, and I for now get nothing? Was that the whole purpose
of calling me out of Ur?".

Indeed, Keil and Delitsczh suggest the correct interpretation
and translation here as being: "Of what avail are all my
possessions, wealth, and power, since I have no child, and
the heir of my house is Eliezer the Damascene? The Hebrew
for "heir" can suggest the seizure of possession; thus
Abraham could even be viewing Eliezer as effectively
grabbing what he thought should be his personally.

In my opinion, Abraham's comment "this Eliezer of
Damascus..." is another indicator of weakness in this
undoubtedly great man. Eliezer is presented as a man of faith,
of extreme loyalty to Abraham, with a wonderful humility in



seeking the good of Isaac, the man who displaced him as heir
of so much. His comment that God "led me- even me- straight
to the house" (Translation of E.A. Speiser, Genesis (New
York: Doubleday, 1964) and Derek Kidner, Genesis
(London: Tyndale Press, 1967) p. 148) further indicates a
commendable humility. Indeed, the way Eliezer refuses the
greetings of polite custom in order to get on with God's work
(Gen. 24:33) appears to be used by the Lord as a model for
His preachers (Lk. 10:4). A window into Eliezer's
faithfulness is provided by considering how Laban calls him
"O blessed of the Lord", but Eliezer replies that in fact "the
Lord has greatly blessed my master" (Gen. 24:31,35). His
focus was not at all upon himself but rather upon Abraham
his master. Yet Abraham appears to almost despise Eliezer,
his bitterness at not having a seed by Sarah got the better of
him at that moment- so it seems to me. There seems a
designed contrast between Eliezer and Jacob. Eliezer with
utter integrity says that God has given him "success" (Gen.
24:12) in seeking a wife for Isaac; whereas Jacob uses the
same word in lying to his blind father about why he had so
quickly brought venison: "Because God granted me success"
(Gen. 27:20).

So Abraham was hardly at his spiritual best when God gave
him the promises of Genesis 15. The first use of a word in
the Bible is often significant- and the first time we meet the
Hebrew word nathan, to give, is in Gen. 1:17, where we
learn that God 'gave' the stars to humanity on earth. It's as if



God is now testing whether Abraham will make the
connection or not- for He takes Abraham out to see the stars,
shining up there in the sky as proof that God really can give
stars, has already done so and continues to do so... and
challenges Abraham as to whether or not he can believe that
truly, his seed will be given to him likewise, as many as
those stars (Gen. 15:5). And Abraham made it through the
hoop. His awareness of the word of Gen. 1:17, that God
really had given us the stars, his faith in the word, worked
within him to bring forth the yet greater leap of faith- that
really, so would his seed be. And God was thrilled. That
man, standing there in the Middle Eastern night and
beholding the stars, touched the heart of God by his internal
attitudes... the sense within his heart that yes, OK, yes,
somehow, yes, so will my seed be, somehow I will have my
own child... And it was counted to him for righteousness. The
same desperate struggle for faith was seen in the Lord in His
final moments upon the cross- for He there reflected,
according to Ps. 22:30, that a seed would indeed serve God,
and it shall be accounted [s.w. "numbered" as in'a seed
which cannot be numbered'] for a generation. The childless
Lord Jesus, with all against Him, facing His death with His
lifework apparently a failure, His spiritual children [the
disciples] having fled... was in the position of Abraham. And
Abraham's faith surely inspired Him. And so it will each of
us, when it seems that really life has failed, our efforts have
got nowhere, family has broken up, children hate us, our best



aspirations just never worked out... in those moments, in
whatever form they come, we are to be inspired by Abraham.
And we too can go out and view the stars which God has
given, and keeps on giving, and believe again that ultimately
He will give us the land, and in some form our seed will
eternally endure.

Moses was bidding the people see their connection with their
father Abraham, who then lived with Canaanites also in the
same land. Gen. 15:1 introduces us to Abraham as a man
who had God as his "shield"; and Dt. 33:29 concludes the
Pentateuch by saying that Israel as a nation should be happy
because they have Yahweh as their "shield". See on Gen.
13:3; Gen. 17:1.

15:3 Abram said, Behold, to me you have given no seed.:
and, behold, one born in my house is my heir- Abraham's
faith in the promises is repeatedly held up as our example
(Heb. 11:8,12,13 and elsewhere). Abraham "believed in the
Lord, and he counted it to him for righteousness" (Gen. 15:6)
is quoted three times in the New Testament. But how deep
was Abraham's faith? Immediately before Abraham's oft
quoted profession of faith, he had said: "Lord God, what wilt
thou give me, seeing I go childless... behold, to me thou hast
given no seed, and, lo, one born in my house is mine heir"
(Gen. 15:2,3 AV). His faith in the promise of a seed was
surely shaky at this time. Did he not have something of our
Christian hypocrisy? Yet, sandwiched in between these two
expressions of his partial faith, Abraham rises within his



heart to a level of faith which so pleased God. "He believed
in the Lord" seems to refer to an attitude deep within
Abraham's heart, as he gazed up at the stars and reflected in
God's promise: "So shall your seed be". God saw that, even
if it was only a temporary peak, and was pleased with it;
even though at the time, Abraham was weak in faith and even
in a sense "ungodly", as Paul observes.

It may be that Abraham realized his own spiritual weakness
at this time, if we follow Paul's argument in Rom. 4:3,5: "If
Abraham were justified by works, he hath whereof to glory...
(but) Abraham believed God, and it was counted to him for
righteousness... to him (alluding to Abraham) that worketh
not, but believeth (as did Abraham) on him that justifieth the
ungodly, his faith (like Abraham's) is counted for
righteousness". Surely this suggests that Abraham felt
ungodly at the time, unworthy of this great promise,
recognizing he only had moments of faith, and yet he believed
that although he was ungodly, God would justify him and give
him the promise, and therefore he was counted as righteous
and worthy of the promise. There is certainly the implication
of some kind of forgiveness being granted Abraham at the
time of his belief in Gen. 15:6; righteousness was imputed to
him, which is tantamount to saying that his ungodliness was
covered. In this context, Paul goes straight on to say that the
same principles operated in the forgiveness of David for his
sin with Bathsheba. It would actually appear that Paul is
writing here, as he often does, with his eye on deconstructing



popular Jewish views at the time. Their view of Abraham
was that he was perfect, "Godly" in the extreme- and Paul's
point is that actually he was not, he was "ungodly", but
counted righteous not by his acts but by his faith. For
documentation of Jewish sources, see S.K. Stowers, 4
Rereading Of Romans (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1994); A.J.M. Wedderburn, The Reasons For Romans
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1988).

15:4 Behold, the word of Yahweh came to him, saying, This
man will not be your heir, but he who will come out of your
own body will be your heir- Abraham had been promised a
son in Genesis 15; and yet there was no specific mention that
this would be by Sarah. God had promised that "one born of
your own bowels" would be his son (Gen. 15:4 AV). Yet
according to Rom. 4:19, Abraham at that time did not
consider the "deadness of Sarah's womb" to be a barrier.
That indicates to me that he considered Sarah as his "own
bowels". Note how in Semitic thought, Paul used the same
idea when he asked Philemon to receive Onesiphorus as
"mine own bowels" (Philemon 12). Another person could be
considered "mine own bowels" if they were that close. When
God promised Abraham that "of [his] own bowels" he would
have a son, Abraham didn't selfishly think that this just meant
that #e would have a child. He considered his wife Sarah as
his "own bowels", and so he assumed this meant that she
would bear the child. In this we see a commendable unity of
Abraham and Sarah; he thought of her as he thought of



himself. In an age of polygamy and concubines, this was
unusually wonderful. He could so easily have just gone off
and slept with a woman to test out God's promise and have a
child. And yet, as often in Abraham's life, he didn't maintain
that level of spirituality. For he gave in to Sarah's badgering
him to sleep with her slave girl Hagar, and the whole
incident has been recorded with allusion to Adam wrongly
hearkening to his wife. It has been pointed out that in case of
a wife being infertile, the man usually took another wife and
didn't just sleep with his slave girl. See on Gen. 16:2.

Progressive appreciation of the Lord Jesus can be seen in the
lives of Paul, Peter and many others. Abraham’s appreciation
of the promises relating to the Christ-seed also grew over
time. When the promise was first given, he seems to have
assumed it referred to his adopted son, Lot. Thus Abraham
offered Lot the land which had been promised to Abraham’s
seed (Gen. 12:7 cp. chapter 13). But after Lot returned to
Sodom, Abraham looked to his servant Eliezer as his heir /
seed (Gen. 15:2,3). Thus God corrected him, in pointing out
that the seed would be from Abraham’s own body (15:4).
And so Abraham thought of Ishmael, who was a son from his
own body (although Yahweh didn’t specify who the mother
would be). When Abraham’s body became dead, i.e.
impotent, he must have surely concluded that Ishmael was the
son promised. But again, Abraham was told that no, Ishmael
was not to be the seed; and finally God told Abraham that



Sarah would have a child. Their faith was encouraged by the
incidents in Egypt which occurred straight after this, whereby
Abraham prayed for Abimelech’s wives and slaves so that
they might have children- and he was heard. Finally, Isaac
was born. It was clear that this was to be the seed. But that
wasn’t all. Abraham in his final and finest spiritual maturity
came to the understanding that the seed was ultimately the
Lord Jesus Christ. He died in wondrous appreciation of the
Saviour seed and the way of forgiveness enabled through
Him. Note the huge paradox in the promises- a paradox of
grace which comes true in some form for all those who
receive them.

15:5 Yahweh brought him outside, and said- Tt must have
been an Angel that led Abraham out of his tent to a suitable
spot and made those promises.

Look now toward the sky, and count the stars, if you are
able to count them. He said to Abram, So shall your seed
be- According to Jewish midrash, Abram and his father
Terah were leading diviners of the stars in Ur (See M.E.
Stone and T. Bergren, eds., Biblical Figures Outside The
Bible (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1998) pp.
151-175 for references). '"Terah' can mean 'brother of the
moon', and Ur and Haran were noted centers of moon
worship (M.W. Chavalas, 'Terah' in T.D. Alexander and D.W.
Baker, eds., Dictionary Of The Old Testament.: Pentateuch
(Leicester: TVP, 2003) p. 829; V.P. Hamilton, The Book Of
Genesis: Chapters 1-17 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990).



In this case, the invitation to Abram to count the stars and
discern there his future seed was a calling to reject his entire
former world-view, to admit his helplessness in counting the
stars, to throw himself upon God's grace rather than the
strength of his own former education, wisdom, and inherited
ability to discern the stars.

15:6 He believed in Yahweh- When we read that Abraham
"put his trust" in God (Gen. 15:6 Heb.) we are to understand
that he 'said amen' to God's promises. "Amen" comes from
the same Hebrew root as fe'min, to believe, or, more strictly,
"to affirm, recognize as valid". He got to a specific point
where he said "Amen" to God's word; and I wonder whether
he said "Amen" out loud, as the crowning pinnacle of the
belief in God which was going on within him. For this reason
I suggest we say "Amen" at the end of a prayer, out loud.
Maybe we need to reflect for a moment on what we have
asked for from God, which promises of His we have pleaded
in our prayer- and then 'Amen' it.

Yet this peak of faith in Abraham is found between evidence
of his weakness of faith. We've seen this in the early verses
of Gen. 15. And now, having risen up to this peak of faith, we
soon find him doubting again: "How shall I know that I shall
inherit [the land]?" (Gen. 15:8). And again, this makes
Abraham yet the more real to us, who likewise find it so hard
to maintain peaks of faith.

Abraham believed God in Gen. 15, but the works of Gen. 22
[offering Isaac] made that faith “perfect”. Through his correct



response to the early promises given him, Abraham was
imputed “the righteousness of faith”. But on account of that
faith inspired by the earlier promises, he was given “the
promises that he should be heir of the world” (Rom. 4:13).
That promise in turn inspired yet more faith. In this same
context, Paul had spoken of how the Gospel preached to
Abraham in the promises leads men “from faith to faith”, up
the upward spiral (Rom. 1:17).

The huge importance attached to faith in Gen. 15:6 would be
pointless if obedience to the Law was what guaranteed the
promise of inheritance the world- as Jewish theology taught
about Abraham. The promise of the Kingdom would become
irrelevant because Paul has demonstrated in Romans 1-3 that
all men, Abraham included, are sinners, law breakers, and
condemned before the judgment seat of God. Nobody would
therefore inherit the promised Kingdom, and so the promise
of it would have been pointless.

And He reckoned it to him for righteousness- It may be that
Abraham realized his own spiritual weakness at this time, if
we follow Paul's argument in Rom. 4:3,5: "If Abraham were
justified by works, he hath whereof to glory...(but) Abraham
believed God, and it was counted to him for
righteousness...to him (alluding to Abraham) that worketh
not, but believeth (as did Abraham) on him that justifieth the
ungodly, his faith (like Abraham's) is counted for
righteousness" . Surely this suggests that Abraham felt
ungodly at the time, unworthy of this great promise, and yet



he believed that although he was ungodly, God would justify
him and give him the promise, and therefore he was counted
as righteous and worthy of the promise. There is certainly the
implication of some kind of forgiveness being granted
Abraham at the time of his belief in Gen. 15:6; righteousness
was imputed to him, which is tantamount to saying that his
ungodliness was covered. In this context, Paul goes straight
on to say that the same principles operated in the forgiveness
of David for his sin with Bathsheba.

Paul says in Rom. 4:23 that this was “not written for his sake
alone”. Where was it written? In some unrecorded Scripture?
In God’s heavenly record book? Or is the allusion to the
finality of the legal case now concluded, that ‘it was written’
in the sense of legally concluded, under the hammer, so to
speak? The suggestion is that right now in this life, if we
really believe God’s offered salvation, or perhaps, for so
long as we believe it- we are written down as declared right
before His judgment. In this case, Paul is interpreting the
comment in Gen. 15:6 “And it was imputed unto him for
righteousness” as a writing in Heaven, the court secretary
writing down the outcome of the case. The Jews taught that
justification would only be at the future day of judgment (see
D. Moo Romans 1-8, Wycliffe Exegetical Commentary
(Chicago: Moody, 1991) p. 293). Paul is teaching that in fact
we can be justified, declared right with God, here and now;
and we ought to be able to know and feel that.

Paul’s whole ‘Abraham’ section in Romans 4 is written in the



style of Rabbinic Midrash, with Gen. 15:6 as the verse being
expounded. Paul’s point is that Jewish and Gentile believers
can trace themselves back to Abraham because the family
likeness is in faith not circumcision. Jewish proselytes were
forbidden to call Abraham “our father” (C.K. Barrett, From
First Adam to Last (New York: Scribner’s, 1962) p. 31).

There are some implied gaps within the record in Gen.
15:5,6: God brings Abraham outside, and asks him to number
the stars [gap]; then He tells Abraham "So shall thy seed be"
[gap]; and then, maybe 10 seconds or 10 hours afterwards,
"Abraham believed in the Lord; and he counted it to him for
righteousness". Those 10 seconds or 10 hours or whatever
the period was, are summarized by Paul as how Abraham "in
hope believed against hope" (JRom. 4:18). His no-hope
struggled against his hope / faith, but in the end his faith in
God's word of promise won out. "According to that which
had been spoken, So shall thy seed be" implies to me that he
kept reflecting on those words: "So shall thy seed be" (three
words in Hebrew, ko zehrah hawya). And we too can too
easily say that we believe the Bible is God's word, without
realizing that to just believe three inspired words can be
enough to radically change our lives and lead us to eternity.
I'm not sure that Abraham's ultimate belief of those three
words ko zehrah hawya just took a few seconds. According
to Paul, he "considered... his body"- he reflected on the fact
he was impotent (see Gk. and RV). Katanoeo, "consider",
means to "observe fully" (Rom. 4:19). He took full account



of his impotent state, knowing it as only a man can know it
about himself. And he likewise considered fully the deadness
of his elderly wife's womb, recalling how her menstruation
had stopped years ago... but all that deeply personal self-
knowledge didn't weaken his faith; he didn't "waver", but in
fact- the very opposite occurred. He "waxed strong through
faith... being fully assured that what [God] had promised, He
was able also to perform". As he considered his own
physical weakness, and that of his wife, his faith "waxed"
stronger (RV), he went through a process of becoming "fully
assured", his faith was progressively built up ("waxed
strong” is in the passive voice)... leading up to the moment of
total faith that so thrilled the heart of God. And so it can
happen with us- the very obstacles to faith, impotence in
Abraham's case, are what actually leads to faith getting into
that upward spiral that leads towards total certainty.
Abraham's physical impotence did not make him "weak"
[s.w. translated "impotent" in Jn. 5:3,7] in faith- it all worked
out the opposite. For his physical impotence made him not-
impotent in faith; the very height of the challenge led him to
conclude that God would be true to His word, and he would
indeed have a child. For when we are "weak" [s.w.
"impotent"], then we are strong (2 Cor. 12:10). Thus the
internal struggle of Abraham's mind led his faith to develop
in those seconds or minutes or hours as he reflected upon the
words "So shall your seed be". He "staggered not at the
promise" (Rom. 4:20), he didn't separate himself away from



(Gk.) those three Hebrew words translated "So shall your
seed be", he didn't let his mind balk at them... and therefore
and thereby he was made strong in faith ("waxed strong in
faith" Rom. 4:20 RV). This process of his faith strengthening
is picked up in the next verse: Abraham was "fully persuaded
that what [God] had promised, he was able also to perform"
(Rom. 4:21). There was a process of internal persuasion
going on- leading to the moment of faith, which so thrilled
God and was imputed to Abraham for righteousness. And of
course Paul drives the point home- that we are to have the
faith of Abraham. As he believed that life could come out of
his dead body ("dead" in Rom. 4:19, with a passive
participle, implies 'slain'), so we are to believe in the
resurrection of the slain body of the Lord Jesus, and the real
power of His new life to transform our dead lives (Rom.
4:23,24). Gal. 3:5,14 puts it another way in saying that if we
share the faith of Abraham at that time, we will receive "the
promise of the spirit through faith", the enlivening of our
sterile lives. And this takes quite some faith for us to take
seriously on board; for as Abraham carefully considered the
impotence of his physical body, so we can get a grim picture
of the deadness of our fleshly lives.

It was radical for Abraham to be told that God would impute
righteousness to him. For in those times, righteousness was a
concept associated with a person remaining within their
existing communal relationships. Von Rad quotes
contemporary documentation to this effect: "A man is called



righteous who conducts himself properly with reference to an
existing communal relationship... just [justified] is the man
who stands with his community" (Gerhard von Rad, Genesis
(London: S.C.M., 1963) p. 180). The whole message to
Abraham of justification by faith and imputed righteousness
must be seen against this backdrop. The same radical call to
break away from our surrounding society and its worldviews
and concepts of righteousness is required by all who have
received the same promises made to Abraham.

Abraham's weakness at the time of the Genesis 15 promises
is perhaps behind how Paul interprets the star-gazing
incident in Rom. 4:3-5. He is answering the Jewish idea that
Abraham never sinned (see on Rom. 4:2). He quotes the
incident, and God's counting of righteousness to Abraham, as
proof that a man with no "works", nothing to glory before
God with, can believe in God to "justify the ungodly", and
thereby be counted righteous. Understanding Abraham's
mood as revealed in Gen. 15:1-4 certainly helps us see the
relevance of all this to Abraham. And it helps us see
Abraham more realistically as the father of us all... and not
some Sunday School hero, well beyond our realistic
emulation. No longer need we think "Abraham? Oh, yeah,
Abraham... faith... wow. But me... nah. I'm not Abraham...".
He's for real, truly our example, a realistic hero whom we
can cheer and pledge to follow. For Abraham is an example
to us of God's grace to man, and a man in all his weakness
and struggle with God accepting it and believing it, even



when he is "ungodly", rather than a picture of a white-faced
placid saint with unswerving faith:

"What then shall we say that Abraham, our forefather, hath
found according to the flesh? For if Abraham was justified
by works, he hath whereof to glory; but not toward God. For
what saith the scripture? And Abraham believed God, and it
was reckoned unto him for righteousness. Now to him that
worketh, the reward is not reckoned as of grace, but as of
debt. But to him that worketh not, but believeth on him that
justifieth the ungodly, his faith is reckoned for righteousness"
(Rom. 4:1-5).

It is in the very struggle for faith that we have that we show
ourselves to have the family characteristic of Abraham. That
moment when the "ungodly", doubting, bitter Abraham
believed God's promise is to be as it were our icon, the
picture we rise up to: "Even as Abraham believed God, and
it was reckoned unto him for righteousness. Know therefore
that they that are of faith, the same are sons of Abraham"
(Gal. 3:6,7).

The struggle within Abraham at the time is brought out by
Paul in Rom. 4:18-24, which seems to be a kind of
psychological commentary upon the state of Abraham's mind
as he stood there looking at the stars in the presence of God /
an Angel ("before him [God] whom he believed", Rom.
4:17): "Who in hope believed against hope, to the end that he
might become a father of many nations, according to that
which had been spoken, So shall thy seed be. And without



being weakened in faith he considered his own body now as
good as dead (he being about a hundred years old), and the
deadness of Sarah's womb; yet, looking unto the promise of
God, he wavered not through unbelief, but waxed strong
through faith, giving glory to God, and being fully assured
that what he had promised, he was able also to perform.
Wherefore also it was reckoned unto him for righteousness.
Now it was not written for his sake alone, that it was
reckoned unto him; but for our sake also, unto whom it shall
be reckoned, who believe on him that raised Jesus our Lord
from the dead".

It may be that Abraham realized his own spiritual weakness
at this time, if we follow Paul's argument in Rom. 4:3,5: "If
Abraham were justified by works, he hath whereof'to glory...
(but) Abraham believed God, and it was counted to him for
righteousness... to him (alluding to Abraham) that worketh
not, but believeth (as did Abraham) on him that justifieth the
ungodly, his faith (like Abraham's) is counted for
righteousness". Surely this suggests that Abraham felt
ungodly at the time, unworthy of this great promise,
recognizing he only had moments of faith, and yet he believed
that although he was ungodly, God would justify him and give
him the promise, and therefore he was counted as righteous
and worthy of the promise. There is certainly the implication
of some kind of forgiveness being granted Abraham at the
time of his belief in Gen. 15:6; righteousness was imputed to
him, which is tantamount to saying that his ungodliness was



covered. In this context, Paul goes straight on to say that the
same principles operated in the forgiveness of David for his
sin with Bathsheba. It would actually appear that Paul is
writing here, as he often does, with his eye on deconstructing
popular Jewish views at the time. Their view of Abraham
was that he was perfect, "Godly" in the extreme- and Paul's
point is that actually he was not, he was "ungodly", but
counted righteous not by his acts but by his faith.

15:7 He said to him, I am Yahweh who brought you out of
Ur of the Chaldees, to give you this land to inherit it- As
demonstrated in my notes on Gen. 11:31-12:4, Abram didn't
respond very fully to the command to separate from his
relatives and leave Ur. Gen. 11:31 is clear that his father
took him out of Ur. Abram admits himself that it was God
who caused him to wander from Ur (Gen. 20:13, see note
there). Here again we see God's grace. Abram was called,
but didn't want to respond, and God "brought" him out,
almost making him obedient. The inheriting was to be in the
Kingdom age, according to the New Testament; it was to be
an eternal inheritance, requiring Abraham to be
immortalized. Yet to receive that promise, Abram had to
leave Ur and enter the land in his life. And so it is with us-
we enter the Kingdom in a limited sense in this life, and that
is the guarantee that we shall receive the eternal inheritance.

15:8 He said, Lord Yahweh, how will I know that I will
inherit it?- This is hardly the language of full faith. Without



the New Testament commentary upon Abraham, we would
not perhaps consider that Abraham displayed great faith in
the majority of Divine interactions with him which are
recorded in the Genesis record. The faith which was counted
to him for righteousness was a weak faith, and as such, he
becomes an example of faith which we can relate to.

15:9 He said to him, Bring me a heifer three years old, a
female goat three years old, a ram three years old, a
turtledove, and a young pigeon- As noted on :10, the entire
procedure here was contrary to how mutual covenants or
religious sacrifices were made at the time. There was no
priest or altar. These were not required- because this was a
one-sided, unilateral covenant of grace from God directly to
Abram, and it didn't require such instruments of mediation.
The "three years old" feature may perhaps point forward to
the Lord's three year ministry, as it was through His life and
death that the new covenant [which is the promises to
Abraham] was confirmed. The dove and pigeon were the
offerings of the poor in later Mosaic legislation. Rich and
poor, male and female, were all represented within the
Lord's future sacrifice, which was clearly in the Father's
mind at this point.

15:10 He brought him all of these, and divided them in the
middle, and laid each half opposite the other; but he didn't
divide the birds- The idea of the dead animals in the
ceremony of Gen. 15 was to teach that 'So may I be
dismembered and die if I fail to keep my promise'. Jer. 34:18



speaks of how Israelites must die, because they passed
between the pieces of the dead animal sacrifices in making a
covenant. But here in Gen. 15, it is none less than the God
who cannot die who is offering to do this, subjecting Himself
to this potential curse! And He showed Himself for real in
the death of His Son. That was His way of confirming the
utter certainty of the promises to Abraham which are the
basis of the new covenant which He has cut with us (Rom.
15:8; Gal. 3:17). The "blood of the covenant" doesn't mean
that the blood of Jesus is or was the covenant; the covenant is
a set of promises to us, namely the promises to Abraham and
his seed. The blood of Jesus is the token of that covenant, the
sign that this is all so utterly and totally true for each one of
us. The Lord died, in the way that He did, to get through to us
how true this all is- that God Almighty cut a sober, unilateral
covenant with us personally, to give us the Kingdom. It's as
challenging for us to believe as it was for Abraham and his
earlier seed: "This divine-human bond gave to Israel its most
distinctive religious belief, and provided the basis of its
unique social interest and concern. Outside the Old
Testament we have no clear evidence of a treaty between a
god and his people". What the theologian calls a unique basis
for "social interest and concern" we can re-phrase more
bluntly: We simply can't be passive to such grace, we have
no option but to reach out with grace to others in care and
concern- and we have a unique motivation in doing this,
which this unbelieving world can never equal. Yet if



unbelievers can show the huge care and self-sacrifice which
they do- we ought to be doing far more, seeing we have an
infinitely stronger motivation.

15:11 The birds of prey came down on the carcasses, and
Abram drove them away- These birds represented the pagan
nations which Abram so feared would take vengeance upon
him for his dramatic victory at Damascus described in
chapter 14, which is the background to this covenant. Abram
singlehandedly drove them away, one man made thousands
flee (see on Gen. 14:14). The Hebrew here implies that
Abram alone drove them away.

15:12 When the sun was going down, a deep sleep fell on
Abram. Now terror and great darkness fell on him- It's
perhaps significant that Abraham laid out the required
animals, and drove away the birds that kept trying to feed on
the carcasses- but then, Abraham falls asleep, and can't do
this any more. And the birds are warded off instead by the
burning torch- the same Hebrew words are used about the
cherubim (Ez. 1:13; Ex. 20:18), and the idea of a burning
torch is used to describe the Lord Jesus on the cross (Jn.
3:14-19 Gk.). It's as if again Abraham had to be taught that
all these promises and the covenant ensuring them were all of
grace and not his own strength. For he would lay down in the
sleep of death, the horror of great darkness, and it will be the
grace and glory of God which fulfils the covenant and
preserves Abraham's seed from the birds of prey- and not



Abraham's own efforts.

The "horror" that Abram experiences is a lack of faith in
Yahweh's opening encouragement to him, to "fear not" (:1).
All the way through, we see his weak faith, and God's grace.
It could even be that Abram here has a nightmare, in which
all his faithless fears come true; the pendulum swings from
faith (:6) to unbelief. But in that low swing, God makes a
unilateral covenant of grace with him, just as many of the
Kingdom prophecies were given to Israel at low points on
their spiritual graph.

The Lord, it seems to me, feared death more than any other
man. He knew that death was separation from God, the
wages of sin. Different people have varying degrees of fear
of death (e.g. the unrepentant thief was totally resigned to it).
It would seem that the Lord had the highest conceivable level
of unresignation to death, to the point of being almost
paranoid about it- even though He knew He must die. Two
prototypes of the Lord had similar experiences. Abraham
suffered “an horror of great darkness" (Gen. 15:12), in an
event rich in reference to the crucifixion. And Job’s
sufferings were the very things which he “greatly feared"
(Job 3:25). The Lord stood as a lamb dumb before His
shearers; and the lamb is struck dumb with fear. This all
makes the Lord’s death for us so much the more awesome.

15:13 He said to Abram, Know for sure that your seed will
live as foreigners in a land that is not theirs, and will serve
them- The contrast was with Canaan, which was to be "their"



land.

They will afflict them four hundred years- Ex. 12:40,41

says that they were in Egypt for 430 years. God is not as it
were watching His back, always seeking to forestall possible
criticism by petty men; the 400 figure is approximate. Or
perhaps we have here an example of where a time period is
amended; in this case, because Israel needed another 30
years to come towards the maturity God sought in them
before the exodus. The period is described as four
generations in : 16, so perhaps a generation then was about
100 years.

15:14 I will also judge that nation, whom they will serve.
Afterward they will come out with great wealth- Note how it
was the Egyptian people who were judged (Gen. 15:14), but
elsewhere we read that it was their gods which were judged;
their idols (“‘gods”) are used by metonymy to stand for those
who believed in them. The “gods” are spoken of for a
moment as real and existing, in order to show Yahweh’s total
superiority over them to the point that they didn’t exist.
Likewise “demons” is sometimes put by metonymy for those
who believed in them (e.g. Mk. 2:32,34). The promise of
material wealth was likewise a concession to the weakness
of how Abram perceived things at that time.

15:15 But you will go to your fathers in peace. You will be
buried in a good old age- His fathers were idolaters (Josh.
24:2), so to 'go to your fathers' is simply an idiom meaning

that as they returned to dust, so would Abram. But he would



have the blessing of long life, seeing that the blessings had a
primary application; but his long life was but a dim
reflection of the eternal life promised to him. Our present
experience of the Kingdom of God is likewise but a fraction
of that which awaits us at the Lord's return.

15:16 In the fourth generation they will come here again-
See on :13. A generation at the time was judged as 100 years.

For the iniquity of the Amorite is not yet full- God is not
passive and overlooking of unrepented sin, even though His
patience and the high threshold level He sets before releasing
judgment may make it look like this. Even with very sinful
men, their continual sins still register in the feelings of God.
The way God progressively senses the weight of
accumulated sin is reflected in His description of the
Amorites' iniquity filling up; or Israel marrying Gentiles "to
increase the trespass of Israel" (Ezra 10:10). God sees some
wicked men as more wicked than others; for He is sensitive
to every one of their sins (e.g. 2 Kings 17:2). "For three
transgressions and for four" of Israel or the Gentiles, God
would still punish Jew and Gentile alike (Am. 1,2)- i.e. He
still feels the fourth sin, He doesn't become insensitive after
the third sin. And this doesn't only apply to His people; but to
all sin, committed by anyone, anywhere. Thus Herod "added
yet this above all" when he imprisoned John after also
sinning with another man's wife (Lk. 3:20). We have an
uncanny ability to become numb to sin the more we see or do
it. But not so Almighty, all righteous God. This is a feature of



His nature that needs meditation. "The Lord hath sworn by
the excellency of Jacob [i.e. Himself, so important is this],
Surely I will never forget any of their works" (Am. 8:7).
"They consider not in their hearts that I remember all their
wickedness" (Hos. 7:2). Sin is serious.

God’s anger will come up in His face against this world
(Joel 3:2,13,16; Ez. 38:18-22; 39:17,20); and the world will
be angry with God and His people in an unsurpassed way.
The nations will be angry, and the wrath of God also will
rise (Rev. 11:18). When their iniquity has reached a certain
level, then judgment will fall (cp. Sodom and the Amorites,
Gen. 15:16).

Apostate Israel are described in the very language of the
adversaries / Satans of God's people. Because they acted
like the world around them, from which they had been called
out, they were ultimately judged by God as part of that
world. The Jews forbad or hindered the apostles from
preaching to the Gentiles “to fill up their sins... for the wrath
is come upon them to the uttermost” (1 Thess. 2:16). This is
quoting from the LXX of Gen. 15:16 about the Amorites.

15:17 It came to pass that, when the sun went down, and it
was dark, behold, a smoking furnace, and a flaming torch
passed between these pieces- The way God confirmed the
covenant here was an example of grace. The covenant God
made with Abraham was similar in style to covenants made
between men at that time; and yet there was a glaring



difference. Abraham was not required to do anything or take
upon himself any obligations- only God passed between the
pieces, not Abraham. Circumcision [cp. baptism] was to
remember that this covenant of grace had been made. It isn’t
part of the covenant [thus we are under this same new,
Abrahamic covenant, but don’t require circumcision]. The
promises to Abraham are pure, pure grace. Yahweh alone
passed between the pieces of the animals, represented by the
flaming torch- presumably in the form of an Angel as a pillar
of fire. There's no record of Abraham being asked to pass
through them as was usual custom. The promise of God was
therefore unilateral- pure grace. And yet by its very nature,
such unilateral grace from God cannot be received passively.
Although there was no specified response from Abraham,
clearly enough he simply 4ad to respond to such grace. It's
been pointed out that Abraham was blessed by God, and yet
the Hebrew form of the promise implies that he was
commanded to therefore go forth and "be a blessing'- and his
intercession for Lot and Sodom, his rescue of Lot in Gen. 14,
were providentially arranged for him to practice that. A
similar construction (an imperative verb string Ayh + a noun)
occurs in Gen. 17:1, "be blameless / perfect".

God's covenant commitment to us is amazing. Here, He made
a one-sided commitment to Abraham. The idea of the dead
animals in the ceremony was to teach that 'So may I be
dismembered and die if I fail to keep my promise'. Jer. 34:18
speaks of how Israelites must die, because they passed



between the pieces of the dead animal sacrifices in making a
covenant. But here in Gen. 15, it is none less than the God
who cannot die who is offering to do this, subjecting Himself
to this potential curse! And He showed Himself for real in
the death of His Son. That was His way of confirming the
utter certainty of the promises to Abraham which are the
basis of the new covenant which He has cut with us (Rom.
15:8; Gal. 3:17). Usually both parties passed between the
dead animals- but only Yahweh does. It was a one-sided
covenant from God to man, exemplifying His one-way grace.
The Lord died, in the way that He did, to get through to us
how true this all is- that God Almighty cut a sober, unilateral
covenant with us personally, to give us the Kingdom. We
simply can't be passive to such grace, we have no option but
to reach out with grace to others in care and concern- and we
have a unique motivation in doing this, which this
unbelieving world can never equal. From one viewpoint, the
only way we can not be saved is to wilfully refuse to
participate in this covenant.

According to the research of E.A. Speiser, it was the weaker
of the two contracting parties that passed between the dead
animals, in order to show that they wished to die as those
animals had done if they broke the covenant (E.A. Speiser,
Genesis [ The Anchor Bible] (New York: Doubleday, 1964),
p. 112). By entering into covenant relationship, God was
allowing Himself to be weak; although He cannot die by
nature, He was willing to envisage Himself dying, such was



His desire to demonstrate to us [for we too have had the
Abrahamic promise made to us] how sure and certain His
covenant is.

15:18 In that day Yahweh made a covenant with Abram,
saying, To your seed I have given this land, from the river
of Egypt to the great river, the river Euphrates- The
northern and southern borders are never clearly defined,
perhaps because the extent of inheritance was to some extent
open. The more they believed and responded, the more they
would inherit. And it's the same with us.

15:19 The Kenites, the Kenizzites, the Kadmonites- The ten
tribes listed here in 15:19-21 as possessing the eretz may
connect with the ten horns of the beasts of Daniel and
Revelation, the ten latter day invading nations of Ps. 83 and
Ez. 38, and the ten toes of the image of Daniel 2. All these
speak of a latter day confederacy dominating the eretz, which
is to be overcome by God's true Israel and their Messiah.

15:20 The Hittites, the Perizzites, the Rephaim- The
rephaim or giants were the ones which Israel feared the most.
But they are listed here as just one of a number of equally
powerless tribes.

15:21 The Amorites, the Canaanites, the Girgashites, and
the Jebusites- "The Canaanites" indicates that the ten tribes
presented as inhabiting the eretz promised to Abram were in
areas other than Canaan. Canaan was only part of the eretz
promised, and we can conclude that if Israel had possessed



Canaan, they would have been empowered to possess the
entire area. God's scale of operation is therefore on a sliding
scale, controlled, as it were, by our vision, faith and
obedience.



GENESIS CHAPTER 16

16:1 Now Sarai, Abram’s wife, bore him no children. She
had a handmaid, an Egyptian, whose name was Hagar-
Perhaps given to her whilst in Egypt, one of the "female
servants" of Gen. 12:16, where Abram had wrongfully
denied his marriage to Sarah. Hagar likely didn't have too
high an impression of Abram because of that.

16:2 Sarai said to Abram, See now, Yahweh has restrained
me from bearing. Please go in to my handmaid. It may be
that I will obtain children by her- A recurrent weakness of
the patriarchs is their attempts to as it were force God's hand
when it came to which of their children should continue with
the covenant blessings. As Abraham used his handmaid to try
to produce the promised seed, so Jacob, Rachel and Leah
did. God had told Abraham clearly that the covenant would
continue through Isaac rather than Ishmael, and that
circumcision was the sign of that covenant; and yet Abraham
remonstrates with God: "Oh that Ishmael might live before
you!" (Gen. 17:18), employing the idea of 'living before God'
in a covenantal sense. When God again repeats His purpose
with Isaac, Abraham goes and circumcises Ishmael, as if he
was to still participate in the covenant God wished to
continue through Isaac (Gen. 17:23). The fact that Abraham's
circumcision of Ishmael is specifically recorded highlights
his insistence on trying to make God's promises fulfil as Ae
would like them to. Isaac did the same, insistent upon giving
the covenant blessing to Esau rather than Jacob; Jacob



likewise did something similar when he tried to reverse the
blessing upon Ephraim and Manasseh (Gen. 48:18).

The 300 or so Nuzi tablets record history, legal codes and
case history of situations contemporary with Abraham; and
the comment has been made that deciding to sleep with your
wife's slave girl was almost unheard of. So it seems to me
that Abraham again gave in, in a moment of weakness; but
didn't take another wife, because he really clung on to his
faith that he would have a child by Sarah. The whole incident
with Abraham and Hagar seems to me to reflect weakness in
both Abraham and Sarah. Neither of them ever refer to her by
her name, but rather by her title, "handmaid", as if she were
just an object. Yet God and the inspired narrator refer to her
by her name, Hagar, as if recognizing the value of her person
in a way that Abraham and Sarah didn't. It seems to me that
Israel's later experience re-lived that of Hagar- flight into the
wilderness of Sinai, miraculously provided with water,
found and preserved by an Angel. God heard the cry of
Israel's affliction at the hands of the Egyptians, just as He
heard the cry of the mother and child whom Sarah had
afflicted. This deliberate coincidence was perhaps to make
Israel realize on a national scale how wrongly their
forefather had treated Hagar- and it has some relevance to
modern Israel's treatment of the Arabs. For Israel suffer and
will yet suffer what they have put Hagar's descendants
through.



Abram listened to the voice of Sarai- "Through faith even
Sarah herself received strength to conceive seed" (Heb.
11:11 RV). At this time she apparently lacked that faith.
"Even Sarah herself" is clearly making a point, holding up a
flashing light over this particular example. There is every
reason to think, from the Genesis record, that Sarah not only
lacked faith in the promises, but also had a bitter, unspiritual
mind. The account alludes back to Eve's beguiling of Adam
when it records how "Abram listened to the voice of Sarai"
in acquiescing to her plan to give her a seed through Abram
sleeping with his slave girl. The whole thing between Sarah
and Abraham seems wrong on at least two counts: firstly it
reflects a lack of faith in the promise; and secondly it flouts
God's ideal standards of marriage. Sarai seems to have
recognized the error when she bitterly comments to Abram:
"My wrong be upon you" (16:5). Her comment that "the Lord
has restrained me from bearing" would suggest that she
thought she hadn't been chosen to bear the promised seed. Yet
because of her faith, says Heb. 11:11, she received strength
to bear that seed. Although it could be there that it is Abram's
faith that is in view.

The theme of Abraham's weakness encountered in chapter 15
continues over into chapter 16- where Sarah asks Abraham
to sleep with her servant girl in order to have a child. Why
did Sarah ask Abraham to do this, at this stage in their lives?
Why not earlier? Surely the promise of a seed had
restimulated her pain regarding her barren state. Yet



Abraham had previously worked through with the Lord the
possibility of Eliezer, one born in his household, being the
promised seed. And God had clarified that no, Abraham's
own child would be the heir. It's as if Sarah could believe
that Abraham's impotence could be cured, but not her
barrenness. I can only take this incident- and the less than
honourable treatment of Hagar afterwards- to be another
trough in Abraham's faith graph. It's been pointed out that all
historical and cultural evidence from the time points to
Abraham's action as being most unusual. In the case of a
barren wife, the man chose himself a second wife. It's almost
unheard of in contemporary records for a man to have his
wife chose him a woman to have a child by- let alone for it
to be one of her slave girls. This historical background
provides a window into Abraham's faithful commitment to
Sarah- for it's significant that he's not recorded as taking
another wife. Instead, his fine faith and character slips up in
a moment of weakness by giving in to Sarah for a moment.

16:3 Sarai, Abram s wife, took Hagar the Egyptian, her
handmaid, after Abram had lived ten years in the land of
Canaan, and gave her to Abram her husband to be his wife-
The idea may be that Hagar was not a casually chosen
woman. The ten year period may have begun after the family
re-entered Canaan from Egypt, where Hagar was presumably
added to the household. Sarai had not previously suggested
Abram sleep with her. The receipt of the promises about the
seed in chapter 15 would have restimulated Sarai's



awareness that she was barren, and so she came up with this
idea. The whole story, as ever in Biblical history, is so
psychologically credible that it adds yet another strand of
internal evidence in the momentous proposition that the Bible
is indeed the inspired word of God.

We note that 'becoming his wife' meant 'having and raising a
child together', which is and has been effectively the
practical definition of marriage in many cultures. The
legalistic obsession with on paper documentation is
something which was popular in the Western world in the
20th century, but isn't and hasn't had the same meaning for
most of the world's population over time. See on :8.

16:4 He went in to Hagar, and she conceived. When she
saw that she had conceived, her mistress was despised in
her eyes- This again is psychologically credible; see on :3.
Clearly God was working through the plan, because it is
statistically unlikely that a woman conceives after one act of
intercourse. The idea seems to be that she conceived
immediately. God had a purpose with Ishmael and his
descendants. Although what Sarai suggested was wrong, and
Abram was wrong to obey her voice, God still worked
through it by granting immediate conception. And we too
experience His unending activity with us; and we likewise
are to continue trying with others. The Hebrew for "despise"
is often translated "curse". It was far more than rolling her
eyes. It was the ancient superstition that a woman was barren
because she was cursed by God.



16:5 Sarai said to Abram, This wrong is your fault- This
could mean that the cursing of Sarai by Hagar was Abram's
fault for obeying Sarai's suggestion. This is psychologically
credible. Or it could be that Sarai is accusing Abram of
impotence (supported by Rom. 4:19 "his own body now
dead"), and on that basis blaming Abram for the whole saga.
This passing of blame, including blaming others for doing
what we have told them to do, is absolutely imaginable and
has the hallmark of psychological veracity.

The "wrong" in view is hamas, violence; this is the extent of
the persecution Sarai claimed from Hagar. The Hebrew word
hamas [basically meaning 'physical violence arising from
wicked plans'] is quite common in Scripture, and the usages
speak of how God is provoked by samas to bring judgment
upon the enemies of His people (Gen. 6:11-13; Mic. 6:12;
Zeph. 1:9) and also to intervene in order to save His people
(Ps. 18:49; Ps. 72:14). How amazingly appropriate that an
organization actually called samas has arisen in these last
days to do violence to Israel! If Biblical history means
anything to us, clearly enough God's intervention in
appropriate judgment and salvation cannot be far off. Hagar's
persecution of Sarah- typical of the Arab-Jew conflict- is
described here as her hamas.

I gave my handmaid into your bosom, and when she saw
that she had conceived, I was despised in her eyes. Yahweh
judge between me and you- Once again, this is so true to
psychological reality. It's a classic case of transference,



transferring our sins and the guilt for them onto others. It's
why people condemn others for the very things they
themselves do. The church leader who harangues a member
for adultery may well do so because he himself is having an
affair. It is beyond hypocrisy; it's transference of guilt onto
another and vicariously punishing personal guilt by punishing
another for that same thing. Or it can be that someone falsely
accuses another person of the very thing they are themselves
doing, and then seeks to punish them for it. This again is
transference, and Sarai blaming Abram in this matter is just a
classic example. She wants Yahweh to judge him,
transferring her guilt and subconscious recognition of the
need for judgment onto him.

16:6 But Abram said to Sarai, Behold, your maid is in your
hand. Do to her whatever is good in your eyes- As noted on
:5, Sarai had transferred her guilt onto Abram. But Abram is
wisely asking her to take it back and deal with it.

Sarai dealt harshly with her, and she fled from her face-
Hagar was so persecuted by Sarah that she "fled from her
face". "Harshly" translates the same Hebrew word that has
just been used of how Egypt would abuse the Israelites in
hard bondage (Gen. 15:13; Ex. 1:11,12), and it is elsewhere
used about rape and torture. Such behaviour, condoned and
allowed by Abram, would warrant a prison sentence in our
days. God's attitude to Hagar seems to reflect a certain
amount of sympathy for the harsh way in which Sarah had



dealt with her. These years of bitterness and lack of faith
came to the surface when Sarah overheard the Angel assuring
Abraham that Sarah really would have a son. She mockingly
laughed at the promise, deep within herself (Gen. 18:15). Yet
according to Heb. 11:11, she rallied her faith and believed.
But as soon as Isaac was born, her bitterness flew to the
surface again when she was Ishmael mocking. In what can
only be described as unrestrained anger, she ordered Hagar
and Ishmael out into the scorching desert, to a certain death
(humanly speaking). Again, one can sense the sympathy of
God for Hagar at this time. And so wedged in between
incidents which belied a deep bitterness, lack of faith and
pride (after Isaac was born), the Spirit in Heb. 11:11
discerns her faith; on account of which, Heb. 11:12 implies
("therefore"), the whole purpose of God in Christ could go
forward.

Abraham and Sarah doubt God's promise of a seed, and so
Sarah pushes Abraham to have an affair with Hagar her
servant. When Hagar gets (understandably) full of womanly
pride at her conception, Sarah persecutes her and drives her
out to certain death in the wilderness. True believers aren't
good or nice people! God seems to take Hagar's side, He
hears her affliction, He looks upon her, and makes a covenant
with her (Gen. 16). Hagar believes God's promise to her, and
praises Him for it. Sarah laughs at God's promise to her as
being a joke (Gen. 18:12-15). And even worse, when she is
reprimanded for doing this, she flatly denies she ever



laughed.

16:7 The angel of Yahweh found her by a fountain of water
in the wilderness, by the fountain in the way to Shur- See
on :13. The same word translated "harsh" concerning Sarai's
abuse of Hagar (:6) is later used in the Pentateuch of how in
the case of such "harsh" domestic abuse, God would hear the
cry of the abused (Ex. 22:22,23), just as He did with Hagar
both now and at the later incident (Gen. 21:16,17). God
comes over as very much on Hagar's side, and paints Sarai
as a domestic abuser whose husband fully allowed her to
behave in this way.

Israel also went into the wilderness of Shur and needed
water (Ex. 15:22), and they too are described as having been
found by God, through an Angel, in the same wilderness (Dt.
32:10; Hos. 9:10); Israel too found grace in the wilderness
(Jer. 31:2). The parallels indicate that God had a purpose
with Hagar and Ishmael, and He blesses Ishmael in terms
which are clearly based upon the blessing of Abraham's
seed. There is not simply Divine fondness for those who
would later become the Arab peoples; it indicated even in
Old Testament times that although Israel were His chosen
people [by grace alone], He was even then open to working
with others. And the similarities with Israel also being
"found" in the same wilderness were to demonstrate that
Israel had been chosen by grace alone, and were not at all
superior to Hagar's seed. The allegory of Gal. 4:25 presents
Israel after the flesh as Ishmael, as if to cement the point



being made; that natural Israel were not in fact any better than
Ishmael.

16:8 He said, Hagar, Sarai’s handmaid- Hagar is repeatedly
seen as Sarai's maid ("my maid", :5, "your maid", :6), rather
than Abram's wife. And yet as noted on :3, she was also seen
on another level as Abram's wife. It was an anomalous
situation, just as many marital situations today are. But God's
sympathy is with her and He works through that situation,
rather than turning away from it.

Where did you come from? Where are you going? She said,
I am fleeing from the face of my mistress Sarai- The
questions begged the answers: 'From Egypt, and back to
Egypt', for she was apparently making for the southern
highway back home. Hagar doesn't engage with those
questions at the time; she only saw the present reality. But
perhaps God is suggesting to her that He has a higher purpose
for her than merely being an Egyptian servant girl who was
to return there. He wanted to make her, some random slave
girl from Egypt, used as a pawn in a game... into something
very special. It's just His way, His grace, His sensitivity to
the little ones. Whether or not she will be saved isn't the
issue; God was still sensitive to the loser and the abused.

16:9 The angel of Yahweh said to her, Return to your
mistress, and submit yourself under her hands- "Submit"



translates the same Hebrew word translated "harshly" in :6.
Hagar was asked to submit to the abuse, just as the same
word is used of the harsh bondage and abuse which God
required Israel to be subject to in Egypt (s.w. Gen. 15:13).
Revolt and exodus from abuse is not always God's
immediate plan. But He didn't want her to return to Egypt,
and fade away into Egyptian society as an anonymous single
mother; He wanted to make of her seed a great nation; see on
:8. This is His way, His grace. But just as Israel had to be
afflicted in Egypt for this to happen, so Hagar had to be
afflicted by Sarai.

16:10 The angel of Yahweh said to her, I will greatly
multiply your seed, that they will not be numbered for
multitude- The same language as the promises to Abraham
which were only later given in Gen. 22:17. This promise
wasn't given immediately to Abram perhaps because God
wanted to humble him and Sarai with the thought that the
slave girl Hagar was to have a mighty seed. Maybe once they
were humbled to accept that, the similar promise was given
to their seed.

16:11 The angel of Yahweh said to her, Behold, you are with
child, and will bear a son. You shall call his name Ishmael,
because Yahweh has heard your affliction- Ishmael means
'"Whom El hears'. God was open to Hagar and Ishmael, He
heard and saw them- He was open to relationship even with



those not in the chosen seed. God tells Hagar that He "heard
thy affliction" (Gen. 16:11 AV; LXX "humiliation"), as if her
situation and cry of desperation was received by Him as a
prayer. The fact the Lord is mediating our prayers before the
Father's throne ought to influence us as to what type of
people we are. For who we are, not only our prayers, is
reflected before Him in Christ. Our lives are in that sense our
prayers.

16:12 He will be like a wild donkey among men. His hand
will be against every man, and every man's hand against
him- Jeremiah describes wayward Israel as a wild ass (Jer.
2:24), perhaps inviting comparison with Ishmael, the wild
ass man (Gen. 16:12). I have elsewhere given many other
Biblical examples of how God’s apostate people are
described in terms of those who are not God’s people. And
Gal. 4:25 is clear that the natural seed of Israel were
paralleled in God's mind with Ishmael, which is why the
promises of material blessing were spoken to both seeds in
the same terms (Gen. 22:17; Gen. 16:10).

He will live opposite all of his brothers- Literally, 'to the
east of', which would mean that Israel's warring half brothers
would be located exactly where they are today, to the east of
Palestine.

16:13 She called the name of Yahweh who spoke to her, You,
God, see me, for she said, Have I even stayed alive after
seeing Him?- The Hebrew word for "fountain" in :7 is
literally "eye", and is the same word translated "eyes" in :5.



It was as if that fountain of water was really God's eye, and
Hagar perceives that by saying that God saw her, as if that
fountain of water was God's eye.

The Hebrew language reflects certain realities about the
nature of God’s ways. The common Hebrew word for ‘to
see’, especially when used about God’s ‘seeing’, means also
‘to provide’. Abraham comforted Isaac that “God will see
for himself [AV ‘provide’] the lamb” (Gen. 22:8 RVmg.); and
thus the RVmg. interprets ‘Jehovah Jireh’ as meaning ‘the
Lord will see, or provide’ (Gen. 22:14). The same word is
used when Saul asks his servants to “provide” him a man (1
Sam. 16:17). When Hagar said “Thou God seest me” (Gen.
16:13) she was expressing her gratitude for His provision for
her. What this means in practice is that the fact God sees and
knows all things means that He can and will therefore and
thereby provide for us in the circumstances of life; for He
sees and knows all things.

16:14 Therefore the well was called Beer Lahai Roi.
Behold, it is between Kadesh and Bered- "It is" again
indicates that Moses was writing primarily for the
wilderness generation, who would have 'beheld' that well on
their journeys.

16:15 Hagar bore a son for Abram. Abram called the name
of his son, whom Hagar bore, Ishmael- The language twice
stresses that "Hagar bore", and yet the son was Abram's.
There was to be no question that this child was in a sense the
legitimate son of Abram. As noted on :11, Ishmael means



'"Whom El hears'. God was open to Hagar and Ishmael, He
heard and saw them- He was open to relationship even with
those not in the chosen seed.

16:16 Abram was eighty-six years old when Hagar bore
Ishmael to Abram- According to Rom. 4:19, Abram's body
was "dead", he was impotent, by the time of the promise of
Isaac 13 year later. And yet Gen. 25 lists other sons of
Abram, by Keturah and other concubines. Perhaps he had
slept with other slave girls before that; or maybe the failure
with Hagar led him to fail likewise with other such women,
in a desperate attempt to force through God's promised
purpose on Abram's own terms and in his own strength. Just
as one case of taking a lower level leads us so easily into
others.



GENESIS CHAPTER 17

17:1 When Abram was ninety-nine years old, Yahweh
appeared to Abram, and said to him, I am God Almighty-
The Hebrew word shaddai (Almighty) is often linked in the
Pentateuch with the idea of fruitfulness and provision of good
things (Gen. 17:1; 28:3; 35:11; 43:14; 49:25). The Hebrew
root shad is the word for 'breast'. The references in Genesis
speak of the Almighty making the promises; elsewhere we
see that the promises were made by the Angels. Thus the
Angels were perceived as providers of all good things,
which would explain why the book of Job so frequently uses
'shaddai' as the word for God; and why one of the purposes
of the book is to correct the wrong idea of shaddai as a giver
of only good things, perhaps through the desire to contrast
the true God with other contemporary fertility gods who
were thought to provide all good things.

The promises to Abraham promised "blessing", and this is
interpretted in the New Testament as the blessing of
forgiveness of sins and salvation. The Divine title "El
Shaddai", God Almighty, is often associated with the
blessings promised to Abraham and his seed (Gen. 17:1;
28:3;35:11; 48:3; 49:25). But a case can be made that
"shaddai" is related to the Egyptian and other Semitic verb
shadi , to save, or as a noun, shady, Saviour (1). It has been
observed that the Egyptians and other Semites connected
their personal name to that of their god by this idea of shad-
[name of god]-shad-[personal name], i.e., 'God so and so



saves me' (2). El Shaddai, God the Saviour, is revealed as
such through the promises of spiritual blessing, i.c. salvation,
which were made to the fathers.

Walk before me, and be blameless- 1t could be that :1,2 are
an appeal to Abraham to dedicate himself more fully to God,
an to accept that He is indeed "almighty". The last we have
heard of Abraham is 13 years previously, when Ishmael was
born as a result of Abraham's lack of faith in the fulfilment of
the Divine promises (Gen. 16:16). Perhaps he backslid
during those years. The idea of walking before God is
understood by Abraham in :18 as meaning being in covenant
relationship. We enter that covenant by baptism now, or in
those days, by circumcision. But to abide in the covenant
meant living in daily life as if in God's presence, before Him,
in the light of His face.

Mt. 5:48 alludes here: "Be perfect...". But the command "Be
perfect" (AV) can be translated "Be perfected" (Gen. 17:1).
There's some support for this when we consider the inspired
commentary upon the promises to Abraham in Heb. 11:39,40:
"[He] received not the promise: God having provided some
better thing for us, that they without us should not be
perfected". "The promise" and being "perfected" are thus
paralleled. In this we may have in Gen. 17:1 another promise
to Abraham- to 'be perfected’, and this could only come true
through God's perfect righteousness being imputed to him.
The New Testament informs us quite simply that Abraham



believed the promise of being in the Kingdom, and he was
therefore 'justified', or counted righteous (Gen. 15:6). But
God led him in appreciating what those promises really
implied. If he was going to live eternally in God's Kingdom,
then he would only be there because God counted him
righteous. And so it seems to me that God developed
Abraham's mind further by promising him in Gen. 17:1 that
he would indeed "be perfected", which could only have
come about through God imputing righteousness to him. It
could be that when Abraham "believed" the promise of the
Kingdom in Gen. 15:6, he didn't realize that in Heaven, God
was so thrilled with his faith that He counted Abraham as
righteous, in order to fulfill the promise of giving him eternal
life. And then in Gen. 17:1, God communicated this to
Abraham in the promise that He would 'perfect' him. And
God patiently works with us likewise, as we struggle to
really, really believe that we will live eternally in His
Kingdom; and as we progressively realize throughout life
that this can only be possible by the Lord's perfection being
counted to us.

The Hebrew certainly reads as if Abraham had to be
"perfect”" and walk before God, and then, God would make a
covenant with him and multiply him. Abraham falls to his
face; and then God announces that actually, He will make the
covenant anyway, and the promises which are part of that
covenant, Abraham should consider as having been fulfilled



already, they were so certain of fulfilment.

As Abraham was commanded to "be perfect”, so Israel were
told: "You [after the pattern of father Abraham] shall be
perfect with the Lord" (Dt. 19:13). Moses’ books were
helping the wilderness generation to see where they were
coming from historically. Abraham was to be their personal
example, as he is for the new Israel. See on Gen. 13:3.

17:2 I will make my covenant between me and you, and will
multiply you exceedingly- What began as promises from
God to Abram now become a covenant between God and
Abraham. Abraham perceived the wonder of it all- that the
God of the cosmos should chose to make a covenant with him
personally, as in Gen. 15. Nothing specifically is asked of
Abraham apart from, axiomatically, believing it. He was to
walk before God (:1), in His presence, and allow himself to
be perfected (see on :1), to keep in the Divine program and
not resign fromit.

17:3 Abram fell on his face. God talked with him, saying-
The Hebrew translated "fell on his face" is exactly the same
as that translated "his countenance fell" in Gen. 4:5,6 (see
too Job 29:24). Another reading of this incident could
therefore be that Abraham's face fell on hearing that the
covenant would be conditional upon his walking perfectly-
but then God made the covenant anyway with him, and
therefore in verse 17 he falls on his face and laughs with joy.
This, perhaps, is the more likely, realistic reading; and it also



avoids the problem of Abraham falling to his face twice with
no record of him standing up again.

17:4 As for Me, behold, My covenant is with you. You will
be the father of a multitude of nations- Consider the
wording: "Behold, my covenant is [present tense- right now,
i.e. Abraham didn't have to prove himself "perfect"] with
thee, and you shall be [future] a father of many nations... your
name shall be Abraham, for a father of many nations have /
made thee" (Gen. 17:4,5 AV). The Abrahamic promises,
which we too have received, are a reflection of
unconditional love and grace on God's part, just as we
observed in Gen. 15. At the end of all the Divine
announcements, we read that Abraham again falls on his face
and laughs for joy (Gen. 17:17).

Perhaps by Angelic invitation (as with Daniel), Abraham
had stood up from the floor to hear God's promises from the
mouth of the Angel- and now he collapses again. The sheer
wonder of God's grace in these promises is simply so great.
What is conditional upon our walking "perfectly' has been
given to us anyway, by grace- for righteousness has been
imputed to us as it was to Abraham. As a side comment, it
seems to me that surprised laughter occurs when we
encounter a difference between the expected, and an
unexpected reality that takes us pleasantly by surprise. That
observation would indicate Abraham's seeing by faith the
reality of what God had promised; and yet it would also
suggest that prior to this, Abraham was not really expecting



God to completely fulfil the implication of the promises.

17:5 Neither will your name any more be called Abram, but
your name will be Abraham- Abram means 'high / exalted
father', and can mean "he is of exalted i.e. good ancestry".
Yet Abram's name was changed. He had been commanded to
break with his family when he was first called, and as we
noted on Gen. 11:31-12:4, he didn't do that. He left Ur not in
obedience to the calling to leave Ur and his family, but rather
because his father took Abram with him. He likewise didn't
separate from Lot until God arranged circumstances which
meant that Lot separated from /im. Now the Divine program
went further, in changing Abram's name, away from the
exaltation of his own father. He was to grow up, at 99 years
old, to come of age, to no longer be living out parental
expectation. He was to be the father of a new family, as
'Abraham' implied, and to sever all connection with his
human ancestry and family. The way ‘Abram’ was changed to
‘AbraHAm’ and ‘Sarah’ to ‘SarAH’ shows how God wishes
to mix syllables of His Name with that of men. Jacob was
changed to Isra-el, mixing God’s name with that of his father.
This is indeed mutuality between God and man- and it
demands so much. No longer was Abram all about exalting
his own father; he was himself to be a father. We too as
Abraham's children pass through this sense of redefinition;
we are new creations, no longer just defined by our place in
a line of genetics or ancestors, but making a radically new



start, producing spiritual children who in that sense shall
continue the line which we begin by the sowing of the Gospel
seed.

It has been pointed out that Abram or Abiram was one of the
most common names in the near East- it was common in
Babylon as Abirami, and in Egypt as Abu-reheni or Abram
(J.B. Pritchard, ed., Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to
the Old Testament (Oxford: O.U.P., 1950) p. 242, p. 329
note 9). Into this very common name- as normal and common
as the names we bear in our societies- was added the Name
of Yahweh. Abram became Abraham. The central letter of
Yahweh's Name became the central letter of Abraham's. But
Abram means 'my father is exalted', or more strictly as W.F.
Albright suggests 'l am exalted with regard to / because of
my father'. To jettison this name was to trash all Abraham
and his culture held so dear- definition in terms of their
father, where they came from. The call of the Lord Jesus in
our age is in essence no different- to reject father and mother
and instead follow Him, to be His. Not in the sense of hating
them, but in being new persons, carved out as a totally new
family. The 'h' in the middle of Yahweh's Name was now
inserted into the middle of Abraham's name; Abram became
Abraham, father of a multitude, a new family. Some
miserable philological critics have claimed that 'h' was an
unknown sound in the near East of Abraham's time (Angel
Gonzales, Abraham: Father of Believers (New York:
Herder and Herder, 1967) p. 26). And maybe they're right,



in which case 'h' would've been a new sound. It would be
rather like importing the single Russian letter pronounced
'sheh' into the English alphabet. The answer to the question
'What's your name?' would've been arresting and challenging
to Abraham's contemporaries: 'Abraham’ would've sounded
strange and new to them. There will be something equally
challenging and arresting to the world surrounding
Abraham's seed as people come to know our name, to
perceive who we really are.

For I have made you the father of a multitude of nations-
The promise was that Abram would become one great nation
(Gen. 12:2). The plural here could therefore simply be an
intensive plural, meaning 'one great nation'. Paul notes the
past tense, the "prophetic perfect" in Hebrew, and comments
that God speaks of things which are not as if they are, so
certain is His word of fulfilment (Rom. 4:17). This is why
there is a sense in which we are already saved, the now but
not yet.

17:6 I will make you exceedingly fruitful, and I will make
nations of you. Kings will come out of you- Blessings of
many children, a specific seed / son who would bring glory
and blessing, and a name change... are all frequently found in
records of wedding blessings (Claus Westermann, "Promises
to the Patriarchs," in The Interpreter's Dictionary of the
Bible, ed. Keith Crinn et al. (Nashville: Abingdon, 1976), p.
692). In making those promises to Abraham, in mixing the
letters of His Name with that of Abram... Yahweh was



entering a marriage covenant with Abraham the impotent, the
childless, the humanly hopeless. And He does the very same
for each of us who are baptized into that same Name and
become recipients of the very same promises. What was
weird and so counter-instinctive in this wedding- was the
token of the marriage covenant. Abraham was to mutilate his
male generative organ as a sign that God would generate him
a great seed and family. Academics are divided as to
whether such circumcision was in fact a common practice at
the time [in which case it would fail to be a very unique
token], or whether this was actually a radical and unusually
intimate and shocking requirement from God (This is the
view documented by J.G. Janzen, Abraham And All The
Families Of The Earth (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993) pp.
50,51). The unique nature of God's covenant with Abraham,
that he alone had God known of all families of the earth,
suggests to me that the latter view is likely to be correct. And
remember time and again, that these same promises, this
same covenant, is made to us in Christ (Gal. 3:27-29). Our
response to what God has promised us requires us to
likewise respond in a counter-cultural and counter-
instinctive way. To give up this world in order to gain it, to
lose now in order to win ultimately and eternally.

17:7 I will establish My covenant between Me and you and
your seed after you throughout their generations- There is
the sustained implication that the personal relationship



between Jesus and each of His followers is totally personal
and unique. The Abrahamic covenant is made personally
with every member of the seed "in their generations" (Gen.
17:7). The records of the renewing of the covenant to Isaac
and Jacob are but indicators that this is the experience of
each one of the seed. This means that the covenant love of
God and the promise of personal inheritance of the land is
made personally, and confirmed by the shedding of Christ's
blood, to each of us. Paul appreciated this when he spoke of
how the Son of God had loved him and died for him
personally, even though that act of death was performed for
many others (Gal. 2:20).

For an everlasting covenant, to be a God to you and to
your seed after you- God promised Abraham that through
Christ, His seed, blessing would come on people from all
nations, with the result that God would be the God of
Abraham's multitudinous seed: "To be a God unto... thy
seed... I will be their God" (Gen. 17:7,8 AV). The seed is
Christ, and the "God" is Yahweh. Let's not confuse them. In
Revelation 21:3 this fundamental promise is alluded to; God
Himself will be our God then; we will see Him and have a
personal relationship with Him. This would mean that this
idea of personally being with God is a fundamental part of
the Gospel preached to Abraham.

"A covenant is of force over dead [victims or sacrifices]... it
is never held to be of force while he who is the appointed
[sacrifice] is alive" (Heb. 10:17 Bullinger). Over that dead



body of the Lord Jesus, the personal covenant to each of us
(Gen. 17:7) came into real, living operation.

Paul spoke of how those who join themselves with
unbelievers (and marriage must surely have been in his mind)
had to retract or repent of that relationship, and then God
would receive them and be their God (2 Cor. 6:14-17). He
was referring back to the Abrahamic promise of Gen. 17:7,
that God would be the God of Abraham's seed. Is not the
suggestion that those who unrepentantly make covenant with
the world have broken their covenant with God?

17:8 I will give to you, and to your seed after you, the land
in which you are travelling, all the land of Canaan, for an
everlasting possession. I will be their God- God promised
Abraham that through Christ, His seed, blessing would come
on people from all nations, with the result that God would be
the God of Abraham's multitudinous seed. The seed is Christ,
and the "God" is Yahweh. Let's not confuse them. In Rev.
21:3 this fundamental promise is alluded to; God Himself
will be our God then; we will see Him and have a personal
relationship with Him. This would mean that this idea of
personally being with God is a fundamental part of the
Gospel preached to Abraham.

David could praise God simply because He was "my God"
(Ps. 118:28)- an allusion back to the Abrahamic promise. Of
course, the main fulfillment of this promise will be in the



Kingdom; but in principle, the promise has already been
fulfilled to Abraham's seed- i.e., us! This earth on which we
live is ours! We are rulers of all we survey. All things are
ours (1 Cor. 3:21). We are just strangers here, waiting for the
call to rise up and take what is now ours. This is
fundamental. We are brainwashed by capitalist materialism
to think that we must work our hearts out to achieve
ownership of things and land now; so we can put a fence
round it and say it's ours, buy a security system or rent a
guard to make sure it stays ours, buy insurance to make sure
no 'act of God' will take it fromus... all this is quite contrary
to the most essential teaching of the promises to Abraham.
Personal 'ownership' of property and possessions may well
be something which is inescapable for us; but let's never
forget that actually all things are ours, and we buy these
things with the same feeling Abraham must have had when he
had to buy part of his own land in which to bury his wife. It
was his land, but he hadn't at that time received it. And so
with us, with the whole world and all that is in it.

The most oft repeated feature of the promises to Abraham
can for that very reason be easily overlooked. Notice how
the personal pronouns are the key words: "I will establish my
covenant...between me and you and your descendants... to
be your God... I will be their God" (Gen. 17:6-8). God
Almighty is committing Himself to Abraham and Abraham's
seed in a way so insistent and so awesome that only
contemplation of it can elicit the true sense of wonder which



we ought to have at being in covenant relationship with God
Almighty. The fact that the basis of our relationship with God
is an eternal covenant means that we do not drift in and out of
fellowship with God according to our awareness of Him. We
are His people. Every hour of every day.

The definitions of the promised territory vary. The eretz
promised was originally the land between the Nile and
Euphrates; but the northern and southern borders were never
well defined. Now, it is specifically Canaan, a small part of
that territory. The tribal allotments found in Joshua are also
not precisely Canaan but somewhat more in some areas, and
they do not extend to the Nile nor Euphrates. The tribal
cantons as described in the later chapters of Ezekiel are also
hard to specifically define. And Rom. 4:13 says that God
promised Abraham "the world". The exact material
definition of our future inheritance is therefore not so
important, the essence is the promised blessing of
forgiveness (Acts 3:25,26) and relationship with God, now
and for ever. It could of course be that God amended His
descriptions and definitions of the promised land in
accordance with what He thought His people at the time
could realistically rise up to and relate to. And we must
consider what this may imply for us.

17:9 God said to Abraham, As for you, you will keep My
covenant, you and your seed after you throughout their
generations- The eternity of God's covenant was on account
of the fact that He foresaw generations of individuals



wishing to enter the covenant and accept it. This is why we
will often meet in future Biblical history the idea of the
covenant being renewed with individuals. God gave the
covenant, but men choose to "keep" it, or, as Israel often did,
to break it; or, as Ishmael did, to just reject it as unimportant
to them.

"You will keep my covenant" was a prediction rather than a
command, in line with the words we shall soon read in Gen.
18:19 AV: "For I know him, that he will command his
children and his household after him, and they shall keep the
way of the LORD, to do justice and judgment". And likewise
when in 17:21 we read that "My covenant will I establish
with Isaac"; this was a prediction, rather than a statement that
He would establish the covenant with Isaac rather than with
Ishmael (see note there).

17:10 This is my covenant, which you shall keep, between
Me and you and your seed after you- “The blood of the
covenant” in later Judaism came to refer to the blood of
circumcision and it could be that the Lord was seeking to
draw a comparison between circumcision and the breaking
of bread; for the token of the new covenant is to take the cup
of the covenant. For this is how His words would have
sounded in the ears of His initial hearers (See A.J.B.
Higgins, The Lord's Supper In The New Testament (London:
S.C.M., 1952) p. 33). This is how vital and defining it is to
partake of it. These very words were used by the Lord in
introducing the emblems of the breaking of bread (Mk.



14:24). This is how important it is. We are showing that we
are the covenant, special Israel of God amidst a Gentile
world.

Every male among you shall be circumcised- As explained
on :12, we are missing the point if we consider that only
males could be circumcised and thereby be in covenant. The
fact women could be in covenant without circumcision was
glaringly obvious- and it highlighted the point, that
circumcision of itself was nothing, it was what it represented
which was so critical. Paul makes this point in Romans 2-
circumcision is nothing of itself, it was what it represented
which was and is critical to covenant relationship with God,
namely, the cutting off of "the flesh" and a transformed mind.
This is why the circumcised Israelites were asked to
circumcise their hearts (Dt. 30:6; Jer. 4:4). The surrounding
tribes practiced various cuttings of the flesh, on both male
and female, to identify themselves. God's people were
different; there was to be a highly intimate and deeply
personal cutting on the males, hidden from the view of
anyone else. The question 'And what about the women?' was
purposefully built into this. The physical sign of circumcision
did not publically define membership of God's people,
because it was so concealed. The conclusion was therefore
that literal circumcision was not the sign of identity; it was a
circumcised heart which was the sign. And so the New
Testament likewise insists that if we have not the spirit of
Christ, the mind of the Spirit, the possession of the Spirit and



God's operation upon our hearts- then we too are not part of
His people. Spiritual mindedness, the presence of the Spirit
in our hearts, is therefore the crucial defining feature of
God's people. And this at times cuts across the boundaries
caused by differing interpretations of this or that passage of
scripture, or issues of theology. To cite this verse as
evidence that God or His word is somehow anti-women is to
miss His subtlety. God is not so primitive.

17:11 You shall be circumcised in the flesh of your foreskin.
It will be a token of the covenant between Me and you- Col.
2:12 presents baptism as the equivalent in our day if we wish
to enter the new covenant, which is based upon the same
promises to Abraham. But there is more to new covenant
relationship than simply the ritual of baptism. Circumcision
spoke of a cutting off of the flesh in the most private and
intimate place. We always read of circumcision as being
done to a person. Water baptism enables us to receive the
birth of the Spirit, whereby the Lord will work through the
Spirit to change our hearts, to cut off our flesh in the most
private and personal recesses of human hearts.

17:12 He who is eight days old will be circumcised among
you, every male throughout your generations, he who is
born in the house, or bought with money from any foreigner
who is not of your seed- Cuttings of the flesh as a sign of
tribal affiliation were common amongst the surrounding
tribes, as they are to this day in less developed tribal areas



of the world. The signs are always public and immediately
evident- you can tell instantly that a person belongs to this or
that tribe by a cut in the ear or nose or cheek, or the removal
of certain teeth, or the painting of a certain symbol on a
visible part of the body. But circumcision was not at all
outwardly evident. It was not mere tribalism; it taught that
God's demands were upon the most private part of human
life. Women also could be in covenant, and they must have
wondered what was required for them. They would've
quickly figured that lack of physical cutting was not to say
they weren't in covenant, and that therefore, the real token of
the covenant was not circumcision in itself, but what
circumcision represented- the cutting off of the flesh in our
most personal areas.

17:13 He who is born in your house, and he who is bought
with your money, must be circumcised. My covenant will be
in your flesh for an everlasting covenant- Circumcision
was the token of covenant relationship (:11), just as baptism
is today. And yet just as there were household baptisms in
Acts, when the head of the household decided to enter the
same new covenant, so here it appears that there was no
volition exercised by those who received circumcision. This
at first blush strikes us as strange. Perhaps the idea of "must
be circumcised" was that Abraham's family life was to be
based around covenant relationship with God, and those who
didn't want to participate would have to leave the household.



17:14 The uncircumcised male who is not circumcised in
the flesh of his foreskin, that soul shall be cut off from his
people. He has broken My covenant- Col. 2:11 speaks of
circumcision as another type of baptism, in that only the
circumcised were in covenant with God. We either "cut off"
the flesh, or God will cut us off. "The uncircumcised [un-cut
off] man... shall be cut off". He who would not accept Jesus
as Messiah in Messiah were to be “destroyed from among
the people” (Acts 3:25), using a very similar phrase to the
LXX of Gen. 17:14, where the uncircumcised man was to be
“cut off from his people”. Circumcision was the entry point
of covenant relationship with God. The record of these Old
Testament occurrences also brings out the converse- what
happened to all those who were not in covenant with God,
who had not received the typical 'baptism'. The unbaptized
Egyptians were "cut off" (Ex. 9:15); "all flesh" that was not
baptized into the Christ-ark was "cut off" (Gen. 9:15). The
New Testament matches this by the oft repeated teaching that
outside of Christ, there can be no salvation. The language is
very similar to that of the punishment for those who refused
to keep Passover, or did so with leavened bread (Ex. 12:15).
Positively, the only ones to be cut off are those who wilfully
refuse to accept and proclaim their covenant relationship
with God in Christ. We can limit God's plans to save others
in the ecclesia by our attitude to them. We can make others
stumble from the path to His salvation. If parents didn’t



circumcise their children, then they made their sons break
covenant with God- they made others excluded from the
covenant by their decisions and laziness.

17:15 God said to Abraham, As for Sarai your wife, you
shall not call her name Sarai, but her name will be Sarah-
As with "Abraham", the middle letter of the YHWH Name
became part of her name. We are baptized into the Name, by
which we accept our part in the Abrahamic promises. And
thereby in spiritual terms and in heaven's book, the Name is
mixed with our name. Our name, as that of Sarai, is not
obliterated beneath the dominance of 'God manifestation'. We
as persons shall be saved; but with God's Name and ways
intimately linked to our own. We are to be given a unique
name for eternity (Rev. 2:17), it's not that we simply bear the
Lord's Name and we thereby are subsumed beneath it into
some kind of nirvana.

17:16 I will bless her, and moreover I will give you a son by
her. Yes, I will bless her, and she will be a mother of
nations. Kings of peoples will come from her- This same
promise is repeated concerning Hagar and her son Ishmael
(:20). There was to be no reason for jealousy between Hagar
and Sarah. But potentially at least, the son of the slave girl
was being put on the same level as the son of the free. The
paradox is, as Paul brings out in Gal. 4:24,25, that the
physical descendants of Sarah ended up in the same category
as those of Hagar, in that they refused the new covenant



promises to Abraham.

The promise that kings of peoples would be in Sarah's line
never really came true on the level of natural descent. For
Israel never had an empire, nor did they rule over Gentiles.
The total lack of fulfilment encourages us to see that the
promise came true but in a spiritual sense, in that those in
Christ, the seed, shall be king-priests reigning on earth (Rev.
5:10), some over five cities and others over two (Lk. 19:19).

17:17 Then Abraham fell on his face, and laughed, and said
in his heart, A child shall be born to him who is one
hundred years old! Sarah, who is ninety years old, shall
give birth!- In. 8:56 says that “Your father Abraham rejoiced
to see my day; and he saw it, and was glad”. The only time
Abraham is recorded to have laughed and been glad was
when he was given the promise that he would have a seed; he
understood that ultimately that promise had reference to Jesus
(Gen. 17:17). Abraham “saw” ahead to Christ through the
promises made to him concerning Jesus. He cryptically
commented about the future sacrifice of Jesus: “In the mount
of the Lord it shall be seen” (Gen. 22:14). It was in this
sense that Jesus speaks of Abraham as having seen him. It is
in this context of speaking about the promises that Jesus
could say “Before Abraham was, [ am”. He appreciated that
God’s promises to Abraham were revealing the plan about
Jesus which God had known from the beginning of the world.
That purpose, which had been “before Abraham was”, had
been revealed to Abraham in the promises to him, and was



now being fulfilled in the eyes of the Jews of the first
century, as they stood in a ring around Jesus, “the word (of
promise) made flesh”.

17:18 Abraham said to God, Oh that Ishmael might live
before you!- As Abraham used his handmaid to try to
produce the promised seed (Gen. 16:2), so Jacob, Rachel
and Leah did. God had told Abraham clearly that the
covenant would continue through Isaac rather than Ishmael,
and that circumcision was the sign of that covenant; and yet
Abraham remonstrates with God: "Oh that Ishmael might live
before you!", employing the idea of 'living before God' in a
covenantal sense. That is how God has just used the term, in
asking Abraham to walk or live daily life before Him (:1).
When God again repeats His purpose with Isaac, Abraham
goes and circumcises Ishmael, as if he was to still participate
in the covenant God wished to continue through Isaac (Gen.
17:23). The fact that Abraham's circumcision of Ishmael is
specifically recorded highlights his insistence on trying to
make God's promises fulfil as he would like them to. Isaac
did the same, insistent upon giving the covenant blessing to
Esau rather than Jacob; Jacob likewise did something similar
when he tried to reverse the blessing upon Ephraim and
Manasseh (Gen. 48:18).

But we can read this another way. Abraham didn't want there
to arise a situation whereby Isaac was the chosen covenant
seed, and Ishmael was not. And God, ever so sensitive to
human prayer and feeling, agreed to modify His plan



accordingly. Ishmael was circumcised, receiving the token of
the covenant, and thus lived before God, i.e. in covenant
relationship with Him. He was given the same promises as
Isaac, and from him also arose a great nation based around
his 12 sons. The difference was simply that Ishmael chose
not to abide within the covenant, and therefore it happened
that God's covenant was established with Isaac, because
Ishmael didn't want it. And Isaac's natural seed didn't want
the new covenant, which was and is based upon the promises
made to him.

17:19 God said, No, but Sarah, your wife, will bear you a
son. You shall call his name Isaac. I will establish My
covenant with him for an everlasting covenant for his seed
after him- The insertion of "No" is most unfortunate. There is
no corresponding word in the Hebrew. And as explained on
119,20 and :21, God heard Abraham's request, and did give
Ishmael the covenant; he was circumcised, the token of the
covenant, and received the same promises. The covenant
would be established with Isaac (see on :21) because Isaac
was open to that relationship; it was made with Ishmael but
not established with him because he was closed to it and
wished to go his own way.

17:20 As for Ishmael, I have heard you. Behold, I have
blessed him, and will make him fruitful, and will multiply
him exceedingly. He will become the father of twelve
princes, and I will make him a great nation- The blessings
upon Ishmael were exactly those upon Isaac, and he too was



to become a great nation of 12 tribes, just as Jacob did. As
explained on :21 and elsewhere, Ishmael could have
remained within the covenant; for he was circumcised into it,
and God heard Abraham's request that Ishmael might live
"before God", in His covenant presence (:18). But he chose
not to remain in the covenant, and became a nation with the
material blessings, but without the spiritual blessing. And
thus he became as Israel after the flesh, who were just the
same as the seed of Ishmael (Gal. 4:24,25).

17:21 But My covenant I establish with Isaac, whom Sarah
will bear to you at this set time next year- This is a
prediction of how things were to develop, rather than an
arbitrary decision by God against Ishmael and for Isaac. See
on :9, where God makes a similar prediction about Abraham.
It is not that fate and predestiny are somehow against the
seed of Ishmael. Any individual could and can enter the new
covenant, based upon the Abrahamic promises. That God's
covenant was established with Isaac doesn't mean that it
would not be established with Ishmael; the fact Ishmael was
circumcised, receiving the token of the covenant, is proof
enough. But Isaac was open to the further establishment of the
covenant with him and his seed, whereas Ishmael was not.
Ishmael was given the same promises as Isaac. It is
emphasized that circumcision was the sign of the covenant-
and Ishmael was circumcised. But Ishmael chose not to
remain within that covenant, and became representative of
Israel after the flesh (Gal. 4:24), who likewise refused the



new covenant, based as it was on the Abrahamic promises.
We have to choose to accept the establishment of covenant
relationship with us, and Ishmael's seed didn't do so. The
covenant is established with individuals who believe it and
therefore it is established afresh with each believer (Lev.
26:9; Dt. 8:18). It was not as if God's establishment of a
covenant with Isaac meant that all his descendants were
automatically within it. We have many examples of where
this didn't happen- thus his own grandson Esau was
presumably circumcised, but chose not to remain within the
covenant, and his descendants were not within the covenant
people. And Israel, Isaac's seed, broke the covenant bond
(Dt. 31:16). Being in covenant with God, for those in
Abraham's seed, was as simple as it is today- a willingness
to say "Yes" to it, and to demonstrate the token of the
covenant- which in our time is baptism, and possibly the
taking of the cup of the covenant in the breaking of bread. |
say "possibly" because now is not so particularly the age of
ritual, but of faith in the heart.

17:22 When He finished talking with him, God went up
from Abraham- "Went up' matches 'coming down', which is
an idiom for a Divine manifestation. It could simply mean
that the manifestation ended; although it could describe a
literal ascent of the Angel to heaven, as experienced by
Samson's parents.

17:23 Abraham took Ishmael his son, all who were born in



his house, and all who were bought with his money, every
male among the men of Abraham’s house, and circumcised
the flesh of their foreskin in the same day, as God had said
to him- The way Abraham personally circumcised all the
males, having done so to himself, indicates his desire for
intimate connection with them all. It was a delicate
operation, requiring the men to trust Abraham, and to be
revealed before him completely. This is a profound statement
about the closeness of fellowship which arises between
those who are all in covenant relationship. We wonder
whether the men voluntarily submitted to circumcision, or
whether they simply followed the pack, or did so at the
insistence of Abraham as head of the household. The
equivalent of circumcision under the new covenant is
baptism, and we likewise have the same questions when we
read of household baptisms in the New Testament.

17:24 Abraham was ninety-nine years old, when he was
circumcised in the flesh of his foreskin- He was impotent at
the time (Rom. 4:19), so this would have been perceived as a
cutting off of that wherein he already had no hope. This is
how God works- He brings us to a position whereby we
cannot rely upon the flesh, but must throw ourselves
completely upon faith in Him.

17:25 Ishmael, his son, was thirteen years old when he was
circumcised in the flesh of his foreskin- Circumcision was
the sign of the covenant- and it is emphasized that [shmael



was circumcised. He therefore had the opportunity of
covenant relationship with God, and was given almost
identical promises to those given to Isaac. Perhaps we are to
perceive that God's saving purpose could have flanged out to
cover both lines, through Ishmael and Isaac; but Ishmael
chose not to go further with it. Such potentials are often to be
found in the Divine plan, but are so often not realized due to
human dysfunction and allowing the immediate and concrete
to blot out the implications of the long term, eternal and
spiritual.

17:26 In the same day both Abraham and Ishmael, his son,
were circumcised- This again serves to reflect the unity
between them. As noted on :25 and elsewhere, Ishmael was
indeed Abraham's son and was within the bonds of the
covenant. But he later chose to not go further with the
potential set up.

17:27 All the men of his house, those born in the house, and
those bought with money of a foreigner, were circumcised
with him- This is similar to the language later to be used
about how the Gentiles living with the Israelites were to
obey the Passover legislation. "With him" suggests that they
entered covenant relationship on account of this one man
Abraham, just as the record of the flood stresses that the
other seven and the animals were saved with Noah, on
account of their connection with him. This is the power of



one in the salvation of others. And it points up the crucial
importance of the things encompassed in the promises made
to Abraham, the new covenant, the things of Jesus and His
Kingdom.



GENESIS CHAPTER 18

18:1 Yahweh appeared to him by the oaks of Mamre, as he
sat in the tent door in the heat of the day- The surrounding
religions understood oaks as religious places, where such
Divine appearances might well occur. They were associated
with idolatry (Ez. 6:13). We see therefore how God presents
His truth in ways which can be understood by men and in
terms which they can relate to, even if their worldviews are
erroneous. This is not to say that the Bible doesn’t challenge
paganism and wrong beliefs- it does. But God also realizes,
if you like, that flatly presenting His truth with no regard to
the pre-existing religious beliefs and psychological
associations within people is not going to help them. And we
can learn a lesson from that. We may also pick up yet another
hint here that the 'holy family' of the times were not so holy;
Jacob, Rachel and his sons were all involved with paganism
and idolatry at times, and Abraham's association with "the
oaks" doesn't sit completely well.

The Hebrew for ‘appeared’ is literally ‘to see’, and the same
word is used of how man cannot see God (Ex. 33:20). But
through manifestation of Himself to men, God allows
Himself to be seen. Once this is appreciated, it becomes
utterly facile to assume that the three Angels were the Trinity,
God Himself. For God cannot be seen. And more practically,
it provides comfort in our almost childish complaint that we
cannot see God. We cannot directly, but He appears / is seen
to us so that effectively we do see Him. This idea is behind



the Lord’s teaching that through possession of the Comforter,
it is as if we see Him personally, even though the disciples
were to “see Him no more” in the flesh. This is at the root of
our sense of God’s presence. We are not in heaven, not
literally in His personal presence; but His presence can be
experienced and lived in just as much as if we were actually
in heaven. In this sense, God’s seeing of us becomes our
experience of having seen Him- once we perceive it. Hagar
grasped something of this: “She called the name of Yahweh
who spoke to her, You, God, see me, for she said, Have I
even stayed alive after seeing Him?”” (Gen. 16:13). The same
is recorded here with Abraham; God “appeared” or ‘saw
Himself” to Abraham, and then Gen. 18:2 twice emphasizes
that Abraham “saw [“looked”]... and saw” the Angels. He
saw God as God saw Him. To see is to perceive, to know;
and thus Paul writes of how we are known by God and
thereby know Him (1 Cor. 8:3; Gal. 4:9).

“Mamre” is to be understood as Hebron (Gen. 23:19; 35:27),
and Gen. 35:27 notes that Abraham lived there as a stranger.
Despite his great wealth, he still lived in his tent, just outside
the city. It was whilst he was not working, “in the heat of the
day” (2 Sam. 4:5), that the Lord appeared to him. Perhaps he
was using the rest time for prayer and meditation, and his
spirituality was rewarded by the Lord’s appearance to him-
just as we can experience in essence. Or perhaps on the
contrary he was doubting the promise of chapter 17, and the
Angels appeared in order to strengthen his faith.



18:2 He lifted up his eyes and looked, and saw that three
men stood opposite him. When he saw them, he ran to meet
them from the tent door, and bowed himself to the earth-
The three Angels may each have had distinct roles. Perhaps
one was concerned with giving the promise to Abraham
about Isaac; another was dedicated to the destruction of
Sodom, as “the destroyer” Angel of the Passover night which
slew the firstborn in Egypt; and the other Angel may have
been concerned with the salvation of Lot. Even if we are
simply being shown Abraham's generosity and respect
toward strangers (Heb. 13:2), his bowing reflects a humility.
For in any primitive society, there is a pecking order; you
don't bow to strangers in case they are beneath you in the
social hierarchy. But Abraham did; he who was both wealthy
in this world, and had been promised the eternal inheritance
of the land. And this humility was doubtless part of his
psychological response, the change of personality elicited,
from having received the very same promises which we too
have received in the Gospel of the Kingdom (Gal. 3:8). He is
twice recorded as having bowed to God in chapter 17; his
humility before God led to a humility before men. We note
too his energy at 99 years old. "He ran... and bowed
himself". We have an impression of energy and speed in this
incident, characteristic of the Abraham family.

18:3 And said, My lord, if now I have found favour in your
sight, please don't go away from your servant- The desire
for them to stay and not leave recalls the attitude of Manoah's



wife to the Angelic 'stranger' who visited her. Although
Abraham is presented as having entertained Angels unaware
(Heb. 13:2 surely alludes here), it seems he subconsciously
sensed they were Angels. For he bows to them (:2) as he
does to God / an Angel in chapter 17; and the way he speaks
to them here would suggest that he considers them his
superiors; and see on :7. I think we have here far more than
the exaggerated courtesy culture of the east. And the whole
picture is [yet again, as with all the Biblical record] so
psychologically credible. On one level he is "unaware" they
are Angels; but he senses they are on a subconscious level.
We will read the same kind of thing in the Joseph story,
where on one level the brothers don't recognize Joseph when
they meet him; and yet subconsciously they do, clearly
enough.

18:4 Now let a little water be fetched, wash your feet, and
rest yourselves under the tree- The Angels had an
appearance of needing to rest. We see there God's
willingness to engage with us in human terms. And this is
going to set the scene for Abraham's bargaining with God
which we encounter later.

18:5 I will get a morsel of bread so you can refresh your
heart. After that you may go your way, for this is why you
have come to your servant. They said, Very well, do as you
have said- There are similarities with how the same Angels
come to visit Lot, who likewise sees them and then urges
hospitality upon them. Just as Abraham persuades the Angels



to eat a large meal, so Lot urges them [against their initial
will] to stay in his home. This is all part of the theme to be
showcased in the dialogue between God and Abraham over
Sodom- of how God is open to persuasion by men.

18:6 Abraham ran into the tent to Sarah, and said, Quickly
prepare three measures of fine meal, knead it, and make
cakes- The emphasis on running, receiving into the home and
rejoicing at the good news of the promised salvation in Isaac
is all strangely alluded to in the record of Zacchaeus (Lk.
19:4-9). This would explain the Lord’s otherwise strange
comment that Zacchaeus was a “son of Abraham” (Lk. 19:9),
meaning that he was similar to Abraham, bearing his
characteristics. The amount of meal used here was huge,
enough to make many kilograms of bread. The picture may
simply be of the hospitality culture of that time, whereby vast
amounts of food were prepared in order to demonstrate how
welcome the guest was. Such hospitality is common in
primitive societies. When the Czar visited rural Russia, there
are stories of farmers slaying every animal they owned in
order to provide just one meat meal for the revered visitor.
But it may be that although Abraham did this 'entertaining
Angels unawares', thinking they were merely "strangers",
according to Heb. 13:2, it may be that he sensed something of
the Divine in them. For they just appeared in front of him;
and he lived as a foreigner in the area. Clearly they had come
specifically to him.

18:7 Abraham ran to the herd, and fetched a tender and



good calf, and gave it to the servant. He hurried to dress it-
The impression is given that Abraham and Sarah personally
did all these things. And yet Abraham was a chieftain ruling
over a group which must have numbered a few thousand
people (see on Gen. 14:14). I suggested on :3 that although
Abraham was "unaware" these men were Angels, he sensed
they were subconsciously. This would explain his desire to
personally serve them.

18:8 He took butter, milk, and the calf which he had
dressed, and set it before them. He stood by them under the
tree, and they ate- As a chieftain over thousands of people
(Gen. 14:14), we must note the more this extremely humble
attitude, standing as a waiter to the visitors whom he assumes
are far superior to him and demand his personal attention. As
noted on :3 and :7, on one hand he was "unaware" they were
Angels, but subconsciously he recognized them as Angels.
This is a feature of being human; to know or recognize
something on one level, but not on another. That may be a
simple explanation as to how the Lord knew Judas was the
betrayer, from the beginning; and yet He acted and felt the
shock of being betrayed by his "own familiar friend in whom
I trusted". And we think of the attitude of Samson to Delilah
in the dramas with his hair. The psychological reality of the
Biblical record gives it huge credibility as quite simply
"true".

18:9 They asked him, Where is Sarah, your wife? He said,
See, in the tent- The "visitors" used Sarah's new name, and



clearly knew the name of his wife. This was surely done to
encourage Abraham to join the dots and perceive that they
were Angels. The Genesis record opens with God asking
Adam where he is, and we noted there that the idea is really
'What are you doing?' or 'Why are you there?'. It was obvious
that Sarah was in the tent, for she was not in sight, it was
midday, and she was not standing by them under the tree as
Abraham was. So the question was probing far further. Was
she really just an elderly childless woman preparing for the
final stage of her life? Was that how Abraham and Sarah
were to perceive her? There may even be an implicit rebuke.
They were not to consider her just shut up in the family tent /
home, facing the inevitable end. This old lady was to have a
significant baby.

18:10 He said, I will certainly return to you when the
season comes round- The "certainly" and "I will" may hint
that they had somewhat lost faith in the promise of a seed. It
seems that great stress is placed in Scripture on the Angels
physically moving through space, both on the earth and
between Heaven and earth, in order to fulfill their tasks,
rather than being static in Heaven or earth and bringing things
about by just willing them to happen. Gen. 18:10 describes
the Angel saying to Abraham "I will certainly return unto thee
according to the time of life; and, lo, Sarah thy wife shall
have a son". On that first visit, the Angel must have

enabled Sarah to conceive, and then He physically returned



nine months later. See on Gen. 24:40; 28:12,13-15; Ex. 3:8;
9:14; Mt. 2:13; 2 Kings 13:23; 1 Chron. 14:15; Mt. 22:30;
Dt. 4:7; Ps. 57:3;78:49; 144:7; Lk. 4:11; Dan. 3:28; 9:21;
10:13; Acts 10:5; Rev. 9:1; 1 Sam. 2:21; Is. 31:4; 1 Cor.
11:10.

Behold, Sarah your wife will have a son. Sarah heard in the
tent door, which was behind him- The "will have a son",
stressing the "will", speaks to their disbelief in the
implications of the promises so far received, especially in
chapter 17. It seems that Abraham, father of the faithful, was
not that faithful. He had flashes of faith and spiritual
brilliance, but the record seems to be full of his weakness.
What faith he had was counted as righteousness to him; and
he was saved because he held on to being in God's program,
and because God by pure grace just wanted to save this man.
And so it is with all his seed, who bear these same
characteristics.

18:11 Now Abraham and Sarah were old, well advanced in
age. Sarah had passed the age of childbearing- Rom. 4:19
says that additionally, Abraham was impotent by this time.

18:12 Sarah laughed within herself, saying, After I have
grown old will I have pleasure, my lord being old also?-
For "pleasure” she uses the word ednah, related to the word
Eden. Yet in the events of Gen. 19, she sees how the land
around Sodom that was once "like the garden of Eden" (Gen.
13:10) is made barren and sowed with salt so that nothing



could grow there (Gen. 19:25; Dt. 29:23). She was being
taught that God can give and take away fertility on a huge
scale.

Sarah is commended for calling Abraham her "Lord" (1 Pet.
3:6). She is recorded as doing this in one place only, and it's
here. She doubted God's promise by laughing; she is rebuked
for this by the Angel. Yet in doing so, when she came to think
of Abraham, in her heart she called him "my lord". So in the
midst of her lack of faith in one respect, she also had a
commendable attitude to Abraham. And yet she seems to be
employing sarcasm; Abraham was impotent (Rom. 4:19), and
had additionally just cut off part of his reproductive organ.
"My lord being old also" sounds as if she was mocking him
as well as the promise. But the Spirit focuses upon the
positive; she referred to him as "my Lord", however
sarcastically. All this, don't forget, was going on "within
herself". God searched her thoughts, He saw her wrong
attitudes there deep in her heart, and He saw what was
commendable there too; and through Peter He drags this out
and reveals it to us all as an inspiration.

All this opens up a wider issue. There are many Bible
characters who appear to behave wrongly, but are spoken of
in later revelation as if they were righteous. Lot is a classic
example. Why is this? Why, for example, is the Genesis
record about Sarah so open about her weakness, but the New
Testament commentary sifts through this and reveals the
righteous aspect of her motives? Lot would be another



example. Surely it's to show that God sees us very differently
to how we appear on the surface, both to our brethren and
even to ourselves. He knows every motive, He alone
untangles our motives and thoughts; He sees what is truly
behind our actions. It is not just that He has the power to do
this if He wishes; He does it all the time. God is thinking of
us and our inner thoughts and motives every moment. Every
piece of body language reveals something, every thought.
And yet as with Sarah, God imputes righteousness to His
people.

18:13 Yahweh said to Abraham, Why did Sarah laugh,
saying, ‘Will I really bear a child, seeing I am old?’- She
laughed in her heart (:12). But Abraham is apparently held
responsible for his wife's inner thoughts. Perhaps she had
scoffed at the reported word of promise which Abraham had
told her about three months previously (see on :14), and
Abraham had not rebuked her as he ought to have done. The
way Abraham is rebuked for Sarah's mocking disbelief is
perhaps because he too had something of this, although at the
time of the promise three months previously he had joyfully
believed it.

18:14 Is anything too hard for Yahweh?- The Hebrew word
translated "hard" is that usually translated "wonder". In our
moments of wonder, and as the afterglow of them permeates
our lives, it becomes easier to believe that nothing is too
wonderful for our God of wonders to do for us. For He is the
God who does wonders, He is wonderful and awesome.



Jeremiah theoretically learnt the lesson from God's words to
Abraham and Sarah; for he alludes to it in Jer. 32:17: "Ah
Lord God! Behold, you have made the heaven and the earth
by your great power and by your stretched out arm; there is
nothing too hard [wonderful] for you". But God has to remind
him soon afterwards in Jer. 32:26,27: "Then came the word
of the Lord unto Jeremiah, saying, Behold, I am the LORD,
the God of all flesh: is there any thing too hard [wonderful ]
for me?". We think we know all about wonder, when actually
we don't. Our lack of total faith shows that we do indeed
think God's wonder is limited. Because something is hard /
marvellous in our eyes doesn't mean it is in God's eyes
(Zech. 8:6). Again we are surely to realize that Abraham and
Sarah considered the promise of a child too wonderful or
"hard" of literal fulfilment.

At the set time I will return to you, when the season comes
round, and Sarah will have a son- "The season" appears to
refer to the nine month gestation period. Gen. 17:21 had
stated that after a year, Sarah would have a child. So it seems
that a three month period had elapsed. Things were
structured like this so that they would have the chance to
exhibit faith in the promise. Having been circumcised at 99
(Gen. 17:24), Abraham would not have been able to
immediately have intercourse. But now after three months he
was able to. Perhaps the question about Sarah being in the
tent (:9) was a way of telling Abraham that he should now be
attempting to get her pregnant.



18:15 Then Sarah denied, saying, I didn't laugh, for she
was afraid- Her fear was because she realized that these
visitors were Angels. And yet she lies to them. Perhaps her
lie was because she considered that she had only laughed in
her heart (:12), and not out loud. The Angelic insistence that
"You did laugh" was therefore teaching that the inner,
concealed thought is indeed judged as the external action,
just as the Lord was to later teach. This has huge
implications.

He said, No, but you did laugh- 1t’s been observed that
Biblical Hebrew has no word for ‘yes’; instead, in order to
show agreement, the preceding actions or words of the
speaker are repeated. Another example is in Esther 5:7 Heb..
Seeing that Biblical Hebrew reflects to us something of the
mind of God, it seems to me that we’re being taught by this to
believe that what we ask for from God, we will receive; our
request is the nature of the answer. Hence the need for care in
formulating what we ask for, believing that God’s ‘yes’ will
be effectively a repeating back of our words to us.

Heb. 11:11 says that at this time, Sarah had faith: "By faith
even Sarah herself received power to conceive seed when
she was past age, since she counted Him faithful who had
made the promise". We would not perceive this from the
Genesis narrative. That faith was not immediate; it was only
after her desperate repentance at having lied to and laughed
at the Angel who made the promise. Her failure and
unrecorded begging for forgiveness were therefore used to



deepen her faith. The destruction of Sodom was surely to
further teach her that the prophetic word of Angels does
come powerfully true. We marvel at God's positive attitude
to Sarah, commending her for calling Abraham "lord" and
discerning faith in her at this time. We too are to be positive
about each other, and to believe how positively God looked
at us, reflecting His pure love for us on account of His grace.

18:16 The men rose up from there, and looked toward
Sodom. Abraham went with them to see them on their way-
If Abraham had not personally escorted the guests further, up
the ridge to where they could look toward Sodom, he would
not have had the opportunity to plead with God for Lot's
salvation. This is how spiritual life goes; effort to go with
God in the way leads to more meetings and opportunities.

18:17 Yahweh said, Will I hide from Abraham what I do-
When we read that “Surely the Lord does nothing without
revealing his secret to his servants the prophets” (Am. 3:7),
we might tend to take that as a statement of absolute principle
that is obvious to all the Angels. But we find an Angel
discussing with others: “Shall I hide from Abraham [who
was a prophet] what I am about to do?”” (Gen. 18:17). My
point quite simply is that the Angels have more debate,
expend more mental and physical energy than we surely
realize, in order to operationalize things which we might
consider to be standard and automatic in God’s work with
men. In our context, what this means is that when men reject



the machinations and schemings of God’s love, they reject an
awful lot; and it grieves and disappoints Him, and appears
tragic to those like the prophets who see things from His
viewpoint. We make know our secrets and our plans to our
friends (Jn. 15:15; Am. 3:7); and indeed, Abraham was the
friend of God (Is. 41:8; James 2:23). The 'gap' between God
stating His plan and its actual fulfillment is the opportunity
for men and women to plead with Him, as Moses did, as
Abraham did regarding Sodom (Gen. 18:17-22), as so many
have done... and He is most definitely open to human
persuasion.

The lack of ultimate Angelic knowledge results in the Angels
taking time to think things out and discuss their action with
each other, which may result in an apparent delay to we
humans. However, this same incident shows that there are
varying degrees of knowledge amongst Angels or in the same
Angel over time. The Angel who destroyed Sodom reasoned:
"I know him (Abraham), that he will command his children
and his household after him" (Gen. 18:19). Yet perhaps the
same Angel, or the mighty Angel of Israel which made the
promises to the patriarchs said to Abraham a few months
later after his offering up of Isaac: "Now I know that thou
fearest God" (Gen. 22:12), implying that he did not know
whether Abraham's faith was genuine before that incident,
and that the knowledge of Gen. 18:19 was merely that
Abraham would 'teach his children the truth' and did not



reflect any knowledge of Abraham's personal faith. In this
case, Sodom might have been preserved by reason of
Abraham's known willingness to teach others 'the truth' rather
than because of any personal faith in God he may have had.
Thus the lesson comes home that a man's zeal or success
in preaching can be unrelated to his personal faith or
spirituality. The elohim "found" Abraham's heart to be
faithful (Neh. 9:8). This was by a process of research and
drawing of conclusions. And our Angels are in the process of
doing the same with us this very day.

18:18 Since Abraham will surely become a great and
mighty nation, and all the nations of the earth will be
blessed in him- We have a unique insight here into the
internal discussion of God through the Angels concerning us.

The Lord's later command to preach to "all nations" would
ring bells in Jewish minds with the promises to Abraham,
concerning the blessing of forgiveness to come upon "all
nations" through Messiah (Gen. 18:18; 22:18; 26:4).
Therefore God's people are to preach the Gospel of
forgiveness in Christ to "all nations". The offer of sharing in
that blessing did not close at the end of the first century.
Putting the "all nations" of the Abrahamic promises together
with the Lord's preaching commission leads to a simple
conclusion: The Hope of Israel now applies to all nations; so
go and tell this good news to all nations. Perhaps this is why
there appears to be an intended grammatical ambiguity in the
'promise’ that Abraham and his seed would be a blessing for



all nations. It's unclear, as we've commented elsewhere,
whether "be a blessing" is purely a prophetic prediction or a
command. The commentary upon the promises to David in
Ps. 72:17 is similar: "May his name resound for ever... may
men bless themselves by him, may all nations pronounce him
blessed". It is for us to go forth and be a blessing, and to
make His Name great to the ends of the earth.

18:19 For I have known him, to the end that he may
command his children and his household after him, that
they may keep the way of Yahweh, to do righteousness and
justice, to the end that Yahweh may bring on Abraham that
which He has spoken of him- At present it is the Angel-
cherubim's job to "keep the way of the tree of life". They
have been given this charge, and yet they chose men to fulfil
it who will keep the way pure- thus the Angels decided
concerning Abraham, "I know him, that he will command his
children... and they shall keep the way of the Lord" (Gen.
18:19 AV). It will be our duty to take over as the way
keepers from the Angels, although we should have had good
practice in this life. Thus we will say to the mortal
population "This is the way, walk ye in it" (Is. 30:21). There
is an intended ambiguity as to whether we are to read as AV
"I know him" or as NEV "I have known him, to the end
that...". God's knowing of us, using the Hebraism whereby 'to
know' means 'to have a relationship with', is so that we might
share that relationship or knowledge with others, particularly
our family. The knowledge of God was not so that he could



enjoy it alone; it was given to him as it is given to us to the
end that we might share it with others. God has trusted us
with the job of preaching His Gospel. That He trusts us,
believes in us, is a surpassing thought. If you trust someone
completely with a task, to the point it is clear that now if they
don’t do it, it won’t be done, they often respond with a
maturity and zest which wouldn’t be seen if they merely were
given partial responsibility [children are a good example of
this]. And so God has done with us.

We perceive here a conditional aspect to the Abrahamic
promises. What God had promised Abraham and his seed
would come true because they would respond to it by doing
righteousness. Abraham had been "counted righteous" in Gen.
15:8, but we must try to live out in practice what we are
counted as by status. Because of Sarah’s faith, “therefore
sprang there... so many as the stars of the sky in multitude”
(Heb. 11:11,12). Those promises to Abraham had their
fulfillment, but conditional on Abraham and Sarah’s faith.
Those promises / prophesies were “sure” in the sense that
God’s side of it was. Rom. 4:18 likewise comments that
Abraham became “the father of many nations” precisely
because he believed in this hope. Yet the promise / prophecy
that he would be a father of many nations could sound as if it
would have happened anyway, whatever. But it was actually
conditional upon Abraham’s faith. And he is our great
example exactly because he had the possibility and option of
not believing in the hope he had been offered.



According to Gen. 18:17-19, the reason God told Abraham
what He would do with Sodom was because Abraham would
teach others, and his descendants would teach others. This
implies that Sodom's destruction was to be a special lesson
for all generations. And 2 Pet. 2:6 says the same- Sodom was
to be a perpetual "example unto those that after should live
ungodly"; in this sense Sodom was "set forth for an example,
suffering the vengeance of eternal fire" (Jude 7). The fire
was "eternal” in the sense that the example of destruction
was to be to all generations. This paves the way for Sodom's
destruction to be understood as a particularly significant type
of the last days. Our Lord clearly understood the destruction
of Sodom as being typical of the events of the second
coming: "As it was in the days of Lot... the same day that Lot
went out of Sodom it rained fire and brimstone from
heaven... even thus shall it be in the day when the son of man
is revealed. In that day, he which shall be upon the housetop,
and his stuff in the house, let him not come down to take it
away... remember Lot's wife... in that night there shall be two
men in one bed; the one shall be taken, and the other left"
(Lk.17:28-34). Not only is the city of Sodom representative
of the world of the last days, but Lot's calling out of Sodom
by the Angels is typical of our being 'taken’ by Angels to
meet the Lord.

18:20 Yahweh said, Because the cry of Sodom and
Gomorrah is great, and because their sin is very grievous-



A close study of the record of Sodom's destruction will
reveal that the 'Lord' spoken of there was one of the Angels
who arranged the judgements on Sodom. "The Lord said,
Because the cry (NIV 'Outcry') of Sodom... is great... [ will
go down now" (Gen. 18:20,21). Perhaps this outcry of
Sodom was from the Angels who were shocked at its
sinfulness, whose concern prompted the senior Angel into
'coming down' in judgement.

"Grievous" translates a Hebrew word meaning 'hardened' [it
is the word used of Pharaoh's hardened heart] or 'honoured /
glorified'. What was wrong with the Sodomites was that they
were hardened in their sins, both sexual sins and the sins of
pride and fullness of bread (Ez. 16:49), to the point that they
glorified sin.

18:21 I will go down now, and see whether their deeds are
as bad as the reports which have come to me- The Angel
seems to recognize His own limited perceptions: “I will
therefore go down and see, if they completely correspond
with the cry which comes to me, and if not, that I may know”
(LXX). And we shall be made like the Angels (Lk.
20:35,36).

If not, I will know- God's way of using the Angels to punish
Sodom gives insight into the relationship between them and
God. God Himself knew exactly what He would do because
of the wickedness He knew was in the city. The Angel who
debated whether to reveal to Abraham His purpose with



Sodom says "Because the cry of Sodom and Gomorrah is
great... I will go down now and see whether they have done
altogether according to the cry of it, which is come unto Me".
The Angels responsible for Sodom had brought the "cry" or
news of Sodom's sins to the attention of this senior Angel,
who then investigates it further to see whether or not their
news was correct. "And if not, I will know"- the emphasis
being on the "I"- i. e. 'whether their news was correct or
incorrect, I will know because I am blessed with greater
powers than they'. This senior Angel seems to manifest God
to a very great degree, as Gen. 19:13 describes the other two
"men" (Angels) saying to Lot "we will destroy this place,
because the cry of them is waxen great before the face of the
Lord (the third "man"- the senior Angel); and the Lord
(senior Angel) hath sent us to destroy it". These two Angels
sent to execute the judgments were under specific guidelines-
v. 22 "I cannot do anything till thou be come thither". Thus
these Angels were given power conditional on certain things
happening. Perhaps this was part of the work of Palmoni, the
"wonderful numberer" of Daniel, who is the Angel
responsible for all timing; maybe He decreed that they
could only have power once the condition of Lot leaving the
city was fulfilled. Maybe this Angel co-ordinates all the huge
number of timings which go to make up God's purpose? This
would explain the passages which imply that a set time is
allowed to some human beings to bring about repentance and
response to God’s offers. Thus Pharaoh was condemned



because he “let the appointed time pass by” (Jer. 46:17).

18:22 The men turned from there, and went toward Sodom,
but Abraham stood yet before Yahweh- There are several
examples where there is an ambiguity in the Hebrew text
which reflects the suggestion of mutuality. "Abraham stood
yet before Yahweh”. And yet, as witnessed by several
translations, this can just as well mean “The Lord stood yet
before Abraham”. See on :33.

The record of Abraham reasoning with God about how many
righteous people could save Sodom's destruction is a lesson
powerful enough. But it becomes the more powerful when
we realize that Gen. 18:22 originally read: "Yahweh stood
before Abraham". Walter Brueggemann speaks of the image
of "Abraham as Yahweh's theological instructor. It is as
though Abraham were presiding over the meeting. But that
bold image of Yahweh being accountable to Abraham... was
judged by the early scribes as irreverent and unacceptable.
Therefore, the text was changed to read as we have it"
(Walter Brueggemann, Genesis (Atlanta: John Knox Press,
1982) p. 168). If this is so, and there is good textual reason
to accept it, then we are left saying "Wow!" not only to God's
humility, but to the extreme willingness which He has to hear
and go along with the prayers of men. And further; Ez. 14:12-
20; 18:5 teach that there can be no 'acquittal by association’;
if a righteous man stands before God and pleads for others,
he can save only himself. Yet Abraham had the spiritual
vision, driven by a pure love of others and God's



glorification, which led him to go beyond this basic
principle, and stand before God, or have God stand before
Him, and plead for others- and be heard! God clearly is
willing to change even the application of His basic
principles in the light of intense prayers for others. It's all a
huge challenge to us in our prayers for others. Indeed,
Abraham's prayer seems to show that God can be 'persuaded’
to see things from quite another perspective; see on :25.

18:23 Abraham drew near, and said, Will You consume the
righteous with the wicked?- The drawing near could mean
that Abraham literally came near to the Angel. But to draw
near to God means to come close in relationship, in prayer or
sacrifice (1 Sam. 14:36; Ps. 73:28; Is. 29:13; Heb. 10:22)
and specifically in intercession (Jer. 30:21). It is used
repeatedly of how Moses drew near to God in intercession
for Israel (Ex. 24:2 etc.). In all this intercession, clearly
Abraham has in view his relative Lot, "that righteous man" (2
Pet. 2:8). God will not destroy the righteous with the wicked,
and so Lot was urged to flee Sodom lest he be consumed or
destroyed in the destruction of the wicked (s.w. Gen.
19:15,17). In this sense, the essence of Abraham's prayer
was heard. For Lot was saved from Sodom as a result of
Abraham's prayer (Gen. 19:29). He didn't pray for it
specifically, at least, not as recorded here. But the essential
spirit of his requests was heard and understood. This is how
God responds to our prayers. It is not the case that the person



who can verbalize the best or the most accurately will have a
better prayer experience than the one who is less gifted with
verbalization. The essential spirit of our prayers is
interpreted by the Lord the Spirit, and responded to-
according to Rom. 8.

18:24 What if there are fifty righteous within the city? Will
You consume and not spare the place for the fifty righteous
who are in it?- Circumstances were overruled by God to
teach Abraham that he really would be a blessing to others,
as He had promised. Twice he intercedes for blessing upon
Sodom (Gen. 14:14; 18:23-33); just as e.g. we may be called
to care for a sick person, in order to teach us about how we
really are to be a blessing to others. Perhaps the most telling
example of the limitation of God's potential by men is in
Abraham's request that God would spare Sodom for the sake
of fifty righteous men there. He then lowers the number to 40,
and then finally to ten, assuming that surely Lot's family were
righteous and would comprise ten righteous. If Abraham had
left off praying at, say, forty...then this would have been the
limit God set. If there were ten righteous there, the city
wouldn't have been saved. But Abraham went on to set the
limit at ten. But we wonder, what would have happened if he
had gone further and asked God to save Sodom for the sake
of one righteous man, i.e. Lot? My sense is that the Father
would have agreed. But the city wasn't saved for the sake of
the one man Lot, because Abraham limited God's desire to
save by the smallness of his vision. This principle can



possibly be extended even wider. David asks: "Let thy
mercy, O Lord, be upon us, according as we hope in thee"
(Ps. 33:22). And whoever prayed Ps. 132:10 asked to be
heard "for thy servant David's sake" - he or she believed that
God would remember David and for /is sake respond
favourably [and how much more powerful is prayer uttered
for the sake of the Son of God!].

18:25 Be it far from You to do things like that, to kill the
righteous with the wicked, so that the righteous should be
like the wicked. May that be far from You- Abraham reasons
that God's Name will be profaned if the righteous perish with
the wicked. "Be it far...." is the same Hebrew translated
"profaned" in Ez. 20:9. Abraham is saying that God's Name
will be profaned if his prayer isn't heard... and that prayer
required God to abrogate, at least temporarily, the principle
that a righteous man can only ultimately save himself. The
whole record of the Yahweh-Abraham encounter in Gen. 18
is perhaps intentionally intended to echo the language of
barter in a Middle Eastern bazaar- the 'price’ moves from 50
down to ten. But in Middle Eastern culture, the buyer has
more 'power’ than the seller... and again, we see the almost
disturbing message that we in our prayers for others can have
some sort of 'power' over God when praying for others. It's
like Jacob wrestling the Angel to a draw; through his prayers
that night, he had power [Heb. 'power as a prince'] over the
Angel and prevailed (Hos. 12:4). I say all this is "disturbing"
because it demands such a huge amount of us in prayer, if



these indeed are the possibilities. But shining through it all is
God's grace. For the required ten righteous people weren't
found; yet all the same, for Abraham's sake, Lot and his
immediate family were not destroyed in Sodom (Gen.

19:29). And it could be argued that the whole theme of Isaiah
53, the innocent one saving the many, is somehow an allusion
to Abraham's saving of Lot by intercession.

Shouldn 't the Judge of all the earth do right?- This could
be seen as manipulative reasoning. But God goes along with
it, leaving us for all time with an amazing example of how
intimate a believer can get with God. "Right" or justice
would be done, Abraham reasoned, by saving the sinners for
the sake of the righteous. We would be inclined to reason that
justice would be done by saving the righteous and destroying
the sinners, i.e. making a distinction between them. But
Abraham had learnt from his own personal experience that he
a sinner had been counted right with God, by grace. And he
considered that a righteous remnant could allow this to
legitimately happen, according to God's principles. His
problem was that he over-estimated the righteousness of
Lot's family, and failed to rise up to the fact that he alone by
his prayer could save the entire city. He failed to imagine the
power of just one righteous person.

18:26 Yahweh said, If I find in Sodom fifty righteous within
the city, then I will spare all the place for their sake-
"Spare" is the same word translated "accepted" when we



read that God "accepted" Lot's desire for Zoar to be spared
when otherwise it would have been destroyed (Gen. 19:21).
Perhaps we are intended to join the dots and conclude that
Sodom could have been spared or even "accepted" if
Abraham or Lot had simply asked for it. The faith of one
righteous is enough, as we have learnt in our experience of
the work of the Lord Jesus for us. The word is even
translated "forgive" in Ex. 10:21. Acceptance, sparing and
even forgiveness of sinners for the sake of a righteous one or
minority is one of the most striking features of the Biblical
record. We think of the emphasis upon how Noah saved those
who were "with him", both people and animals. All this sets
up the New Testament teaching of salvation on account of
association with Abraham's seed, the Lord Jesus.

18:27 Abraham answered, See now, I have taken it on
myself to speak to the Lord, who am but dust and ashes-
Living broadly contemporary with Abraham, Job would have
been aware of his description of himself as merely dust and
ashes. Yet Job was brought to realize that “I am become like
dust and ashes” (Job 30:19). He always had been; but now
he realized the desperation inherent in his nature. He clothes
himself in ashes to mourn his material losses at the beginning
of the book; but at the end, he does this again, as a sign of his
repentance for his general sinfulness and weakness (Job
42:6). Abraham's reference to "dust and ashes" may likewise
indicate a sense of moral weakness, as well as referring to



his mortality.

18:28 What if there will lack five of the fifty righteous?
Will You destroy all the city for lack of five? He said, I will
not destroy it, if I find forty-five there- If a person had been
found who would have powerfully interceded for Jerusalem,
'stood in the gap' (Ez. 22:30), God wouldn't have destroyed
Jerusalem - "that I should not destroy it" is an allusion to
Abraham interceding for Sodom here in Gen. 18:28. There
were simply so many possible scenarios! And this is what
we must expect if even time periods can be shortened or
extended in response to human behaviour. But if Sodom
could have been saved for the sake of one man, the reason it
wasn't was because Abraham lacked the faith and vision
about it; he thought ten would be a respectable number. He
over estimated the faith of Lot's family.

18:29 He spoke to Him yet again, and said, What if there
are forty found there? He said, I will not do it for the
forty s sake- Perhaps the most telling example of the
limitation of prayer is in Abraham’s request that God would
spare Sodom for the sake of fifty righteous men there. He
then lowers the number to 40, and then finally to ten,
assuming that surely Lot’s family were righteous and would
comprise ten righteous. If Abraham had left off praying at,
say, forty...then this would have been the limit God set. If
there were ten righteous there, the city wouldn’t have been
saved. But Abraham went on to set the limit at ten. But we
wonder, what would have happened if he had gone further



and asked God to save Sodom for the sake of one righteous
man, i.e. Lot? Or even just asked for the salvation of the city
for his own sake? My sense is that the Father would have
agreed. But the city wasn’t saved for the sake of the one man
Lot, because Abraham limited God’s desire to save by the
smallness of his vision. This principle can possibly be
extended even wider. David asks: “Let thy mercy, O Lord, be
upon us, according as we hope in thee” (Ps. 33:22).

18:30 He said, Oh don 't let the Lord be angry, and I will
speak. What if there are thirty found there? He said, I will
not do it, if I find thirty there- Abraham becomes more
confident in his vision of Divine possibilities, reducing by an
increment of five and then by ten. But he didn't go down to
where he was being led- to one. He stuck at ten.

18:31 He said, See now, I have taken it on myself to speak
to the Lord. What if there are twenty found there? He said, 1
will not destroy it for the twenty s sake- Abraham felt his
own responsibility ever more intensely; he had taken it upon
himself to speak to God for the sake of Lot and Sodom. The
way God operates elicits from us the maximum initiative. He
will work for others for our sakes; just as the paralyzed man
was healed and forgiven for the sake of the faith of his
friends (Mk. 2:5). This means that our lives are totally taken
up with the possibilities of service.

18:32 He said, Oh don't let the Lord be angry, and I will
speak just once more. What if ten are found there? He said,
I will not destroy it for the ten’s sake- We enquire why



Abraham feared God's anger with him for asking for mercy.
There is no reason God should as it were get mad at a man
seeking to save sinners. We can take this as a window onto
Abraham's spiritual immaturity. Or we can read the Lord's
anger as being against Sodom, and Abraham is asking for it
to subside. "Angry" is literally "to become hot", and is used
of how God's anger "waxed hot" with Israel, and they were
saved from it my the mediation of just one man, Moses (Ex.
32:10,11 s.w.). Moses learnt the lesson from Abraham's
limited vision here. He realized that the Lord's hot anger with
Sodom could have been ameliorated by the intercession of
Abraham alone, or by the righteousness of just one man in
Sodom, i.e. Lot. And so Moses alone was inspired to alone
intercede for Israel, so that His anger no longer "waxed hot".
We too are to be directly inspired by such Biblical examples
and implications. The connection with Moses supports the
idea that if Abraham had gone even lower, from ten down to
one, his intercession would've been successful.

If 40 righteous had been found there....it wouldn't have been
destroyed, thanks to Abraham's prayer. And he reasons with
God, down to 10 righteous. Now I ask...if Abraham had
asked: " If...one righteous man be found there...??" . Would
God have said "No'? We don't know, but the impression I
have is He would have agreed. The salvation of Sodom
depended upon Abraham’s breadth of vision. God's mercy is
upon us, and upon others, according as we hope in Him.
Abraham's amazing spiritual ambition in changing the mind



of God and reasoning with Him is really intended to be our
example. Gideon picked up almost the very words of
Abraham in Gen. 18:32 when he asks God "Do not let your
wrath blaze...let me speak just once more" (Jud. 6:39). And
if Abraham's spirit in prayer could influence Gideon... it can
echo down through a few more centuries to influence us too.
We will now read in Gen. 19:21 that the intercession of one
man saved Zoar; and this feeds back into this theme
developed in commentary here on chapter 18, that the
intercession of one man, Abraham, and the righteousness of
one man, Lot, could have saved a whole city- but Abraham
lacked the vision and faith to actualize it.

The calling of Lot out of Sodom is a type, on the Lord's
authority, of our calling away to judgment. His position
immediately prior to the Angels' coming must therefore
connect with our situation now. We will see as this study
continues that Lot was in no way as spiritually strong as he
ought to have been, nor as enthusiastic for the Lord's coming
as his complaining about the evils of the city recorded in 2
Pet. 2:7,8 might lead us to think. The very fact that he chose
to live in the area whilst Abraham steered well clear of it is
testimony enough to his worldliness (Gen. 13:10,11). The
offering of his two daughters to the Sodomites also betrays a
certain unspirituality (Gen. 19:8). The fact that Sodom's fate
was revealed to Abraham rather than Lot may also be
significant. Despite this, Abraham evidently rated Lot's
spirituality- his conviction that Lot and his family must



comprise at least 10 righteous people must have been the
basis of his prayer for Sodom's destruction to be nullified
(Gen. 18:32). And so in the sight of the ecclesia, the high
spiritual status of latter day believers may not be questioned-
and yet the Lord's coming may find us seriously unprepared,
as it did for Lot. It seems Jeremiah and Ezekiel likewise, on
the eve of the coming of the Lord's day in their times, had to
be taught that they had a far too exalted view of the state of
the ecclesia. What latter day similarities with how the
faithful remnant of today perceive things? It is significant
that a ten-man remnant would have saved Sodom,
representative of Jerusalem in the last days? (Is. 1:10).

Abraham saved Lot out of Sodom by his earnest prayer for
him; and there is ample reason to think from the Genesis
record and his subsequent reaction to the Angel's invitation
to leave that Lot of himself was simply not strong enough.
Without those prayers and the concern of Abraham read by
God as prayer, Lot may well have been left to suffer the
condemnation of the world he preferred to live in. And yet
Lot fleeing from Sodom is used in the NT as a type of our
latter day exit from the world at the Lord's coming. Is this not
to suggest that the latter day believers will be saved only by
grace, they will not be strong and ready to leave; and their
salvation will only be on account of the prayers of the
faithful? Lot was not without spirituality; but he was simply
swamped by the pull of the world in which he had become
entangled, not to mention his unspiritual wife. He was the



type on which one could have compassion, making a
difference, and pull out of the fire. Indeed, it could even be
that Jude's words about pulling a brother out of the fire may
be a reference back to Lot being pulled out of the fire that
came upon Sodom. Those in his position sin a sin which is
not unto death only in the sense that we can pray for them, so
that their sin will not lead them to condemnation. But only in
this sense is sin not unto death; for the wages of sin, any sin,
is death (Rom. 6:23). But in some cases this sentence can
ultimately be changed on account of our effort for our
brother.

18:33 Yahweh went His way, as soon as He had finished
communing with Abraham, and Abraham returned to his
place- Again we see mutuality between God and man (see on
:22). God goes His way to His place, and Abraham goes his
way, to his place. "As soon as He had finished" gives the
impression that Abraham was as it were delaying the Angel,
just as in chapter 19 we will read of the Angels being
delayed in the destruction of Sodom by their dialogue and
plea-bargaining with Lot. This explains some of the delays in
the outworking of God's purpose, why time periods don't
always fulfil exactly, and why it's impossible to compose a
set in stone chronology of latter day events. God is so very
sensitive to human prayer, positioning and repentance [or
lack thereof] that His purpose can expand or contract in
response.



GENESIS CHAPTER 19

19:1 The two angels came to Sodom at evening- The third
Angel was the one who dialogued alone with Abraham in
Gen. 18:22.

Lot sat in the gate of Sodom. Lot saw them, and rose up to
meet them. He bowed himself with his face to the earth- Lot
sitting "in the gate of Sodom" (Gen. 19:1) has been seen as
an indication that he held some prominent public office in the
city's administration. Yet despite this, he evidently
maintained his separation- although this seems to have
created suppressed bitterness amongst his colleagues, which
they gave vent to in their sudden persecution of him just
before the Angel came. They complained that he was "a
judge" (:9). Note how initially Lot lived in the smaller
"cities of the plain", and then "pitched his tent toward
Sodom", resulting in him eventually settling within the city
(Gen. 13:12). One wonders if he kept his tent in the loft. Ps.
1:1 seems to allude to Lot's progressive apostacy, speaking
of the righteous man not walking, standing or sitting with
the wicked- in other words, the righteous man will learn
from Lot's mistakes. The way Lot progressively moved
Eastwards has to be connected with a strange theme in
Genesis of all the apostates moving ever further East (Gen.
4:6; 11:2 RV, 13:11; 16:12 RVmg; 28:9). This is not the only
indication in Scripture that many latter day saints, whom Lot
represents, will not be spiritually fit when their Lord returns.
This gradual slump into worldliness to the spiritual detriment



of his family (the wife, sons and possibly other daughters
refused to truly leave Sodom) is not difficult to see matched
in the present ecclesia. The material prosperity of Lot just
before his short, sharp persecution period at the Lord's
'‘coming’, matches Israel's prosperity in Egypt just before
their holocaust started (Gen. 47:11). The wealth of the latter
day ecclesia may well be proof in itself, in the light of these
types, that we are heading for a like tribulation period.

Yet 2 Pet. 2:7,8 reveals how Lot "vexed (Gk. 'tortured') his
righteous soul from day to day with their unlawful deeds".
Seeing that he failed to influence his family to properly
appreciate the sins of that city, and that he was so attached to
it that he was unwilling to leave, this must be interpreted as
little more than the sort of middle class, respectable 'tut-
tutting' that present day Christianity abounds with. After all,
he had chosen to live there, he did not have to stay, and the
record of his choice of Sodom in Gen. 13 spotlights his
unspiritual, worldly thinking in this regard when compared to
Abraham, the stranger and sojourner. Whether this
assessment of Lot's character is felt to be correct or not, it
must surely be accepted that there was a serious dualism in
his position which has strong similarities with ours today-
vexing his soul about the sins of the surrounding world, and
yet increasingly involved in it and greatly benefiting from it
materially, at spiritual cost to himself and his family. Lot was
effectively willing to betray his daughters to the men of
Sodom, pointing forward to the Lord's prophecy of how in



the holocaust to come, many will betray each other (Mt.
10:36), family life within the ecclesia will break up; a spirit
of dissension will fall upon natural and spiritual families.
The reason for this will be rooted in a lack of true spiritual
concern for the family in the easier years of this present life.
Not for nothing does Paul warn against marriage in the last
days (1 Cor. 7:28).

19:2 And he said, See now, my lords, please turn aside into
your servant s house, stay all night, wash your feet, and
you can rise up early, and go on your way. They said, No,
but we will stay in the street all night- There are such
distinct similarities between the record of Abraham meeting
and entertaining the Angels and how Lot does likewise. They
both bow to the visitors (:1) and personally entertain them,
and are solicitous for their welfare. Both of them entertained
Angels unaware (Heb. 13:2). As noted with Abraham, Lot
was on one level "unaware" they were Angels, but on
another level he surely was.

19:3 He urged them greatly, and they came in with him, and
entered into his house. He made them a feast, and baked
unleavened bread, and they ate- The Angels who visited Lot
in Sodom wanted initially to lodge in the street, but they
were persuaded by Lot to change their plans. And who is to
say that to some extent this isn’t possible today, too? This
connects with the theme encountered in chapter 18, of God
being open to dialogue with men. The reason they wanted to
stay in the street was perhaps to protect Lot, but they went to



a plan B in the face of his insistence. The "feast" with
unleavened bread was a sign of fellowship. To break bread
together was from earliest times a sign of fellowship, and
had religious significance. Always the Lord's people had an
open table, as exemplified supremely by the Lord Jesus.
There was no test of the worthiness of those who presented
themselves.

One difference with the entertainment of Angels by Abraham
is that Lot's wife plays no role in it, unlike Sarah. We are left
to conclude that she was not of one mind with him about the
matter. The way she longed for Sodom even after leaving it,
despite the attempted rape of their visitors, indicates that she
was very much in line with the local thinking rather than
spiritual thinking.

19:4 But before they lay down, the men of the city, the men
of Sodom, surrounded the house, both young and old, all
the people from every quarter- The double emphasis upon
"the men" is in the context of their demand for sex with the
attractive male visitors. As the Angels had entered at "the
gate" (:1), the whole town knew of their arrival. But their
desire to rape them was not pure lust, it was also
xenophobia. The whole city is implicated as evidence of the
fact that not even ten righteous could be found within it.

19:5 They called to Lot, and said to him, Where are the men
who came in to you this night? Bring them out to us, that
we may have sex with them- The specific sin of Sodom is



well known- confirmed by the repeated emphasis on "the
men of Sodom" in the record. The grossness of their
perversion is shown by their clamouring for the Angels, who
doubtless appeared as good looking young men. Lot's
response and his offer of his daughters to them (Gen. 19:7,8)
clearly shows their intention. In the light of this, Jude warns
the believers that their punishment for this was what awaited
those of the new Israel who threw off their responsibilities.
"As Sodom and Gomorrah... giving themselves over
(implying this was a conscious apostasy?) to fornication, and
going after strange flesh, are set forth an example" to us (Jude
7). In passing, it should be noted that all Jude's examples of
Divine punishment involve people who were responsible to
God, by reason of knowing His ways. Is Sodom an
exception? Perhaps Lot had preached to them.

There can be no doubt that the sexual aspects of Sodom's sins
have great similarity to the moral filth of our present world.
But significantly it was not this aspect which our Lord chose
to highlight when speaking of how "the days of Lot" typified
those of His return. Instead He spoke of those things which
were more likely to ensnare His people: "They (as well as
our present world) did eat, they drank, they bought, they
sold, they planted, they builded" (Lk. 17:28). Their
obsession with daily activities without an awareness of God
was as bad as their other sins; a point we would do well to
be aware of. However, their eating and drinking must have
been to gross excess- Ez.16:49 defines "the iniquity of



Sodom" as being "fulness of bread" among other things.

Some lavish Christian lifestyles frequently feature "fulness of
bread"- but because it is not perceived as a gross sin, this
unhealthy similarity with Sodom slips by unchallenged.

"They bought, they sold" suggests that Sodom was a major
trading centre, rapidly increasing in wealth; "they planted,
they builded" (Lk. 17:28) implies a real boom town. Such
success resulted in the people being proud and haughty (Ez.
16:49,50); the wealth created at the expense of others
brought about "abundance of idleness in her and in her
daughters, neither did she strengthen the hand of the poor and
needy" (Ez. 16:49). It is these aspects of Sodom which are so
precisely matched by our self-centred, money mad world. As
our Lord realized, it is these aspects which are most likely to
ensnare the child of God. Yet Sodom's people were not
completely unaware of their religious conscience. Jeremiah
likened the false prophets of Israel who effectively taught
that sin was service to God to the people of Sodom,
suggesting that they too said the same (Jer. 23:14). This is
another hint that the people of Sodom had some degree of
responsibility, as have latter day Isracl whom they typify.

19:6 Lot went out to them to the door, and shut the door
after him- Lot was willing to die in order to save the Angels.
There is an intended similarity with the entrance door to the
ark which was also opened and shut (Gen. 6:16), and the
Angelic defence of the "door" of Israelite houses in the night
of Egypt's destruction (Ex. 12:22,23). The same two Angels



had also stood at the "door" of Abraham's tent (Gen.
18:1,2,10 s.w.). There is without doubt a correspondence
between Abraham and Lot, but it seems the similarities are
more to point a contrast between the two men, in which Lot
comes out negatively.

19:7 He said, Please, my brothers, don 't act so wickedly-
Lot thought that he had authority over them, as a judge who
sat in the gate of the city. But their anger and lust was beyond
respecting anybody. Perhaps it is specifically this incident
which Peter has in mind when he writes that Lot was
"distressed by the filthy conduct of the wicked" (2 Pet. 2:7),
and Peter even implies that it was because of this that he was
"delivered". There is no other Biblical example of Lot being
"distressed by the filthy conduct of the wicked" in Sodom. It
was on behalf of Abraham's intercession that he was
delivered, but confirmed in another dimension by this act of
genuine distress at their wickedness. Although Lot is
presented as weak, this heat of the moment response was
indicative of his genuine distress at their wickedness.

19:8 See now, I have two virgin daughters. Please let me
bring them out to you, and you may do to them what seems
good to you. Only don’t do anything to these men, because
they have come under the shadow of my roof- This is really
indefensible, and is a deep reflection of Lot's weakness and
yet also of his desire to somehow do the right thing on
another level. On a psychological level, the daughters took
their revenge later by making Lot drunk and sleeping with



him. This is absolutely psychologically credible, and
confirms the veracity of the Biblical storyline here presented.

19:9 They said, Stand back! Then they said, This one fellow
came in to live as a foreigner, and he appoints himself a
judge. Now will we deal worse with you, than with them!
They pressed hard on the man Lot, and drew near in order
to break the door- The sense in which they felt he was a
"judge" was in that Lot had told them that gang rape was
"wicked". They were furious that he criticized their moral
standards. We can assume that they intended to rape and
murder Lot, and yet their passion for the Angels was
unabated, and they attempted to break the door down to get
in.

19:10 But the men reached out their hand, and brought Lot
into the house to them, and shut the door- The same word is
used of the Angelic shutting of the door of the ark (Gen.
7:16). Salvation was to be within the house, prefiguring the
ecclesia in the last days; for a brief moment as the judgments
are poured out on this Sodom like world, we too shall be
shut in behind a door (same Hebrew phrase, Is. 26:20).
"Reached out [their] hand" is used of Noah in Gen. 8:9.

19:11 They struck the men who were at the door of the
house with blindness, both small and great, so that they
wearied themselves to find the door- Zeph.1:17,18 has a
series of allusions to Sodom, indicating that its destruction
prefigures that of Israel in the last days: "They shall walk
like blind men (as the Sodomites did), because they have



sinned against the Lord ("the men of Sodom were wicked and
sinners before the Lord", Gen. 13:13)... neither their silver
nor their gold (cp. Sodom's wealth) shall be able to deliver
them... the whole land shall be devoured by the fire" (Zeph.
1:17,18). "Blindness" is literally 'dazzling'; the Angels
showed their Angelic faces, and the light blinded the
Sodomites. The similar blinding of Saul and Elymas was to
bring them to repentance, and perhaps even at this late stage,
the Angels were still seeking to elicit repentance. Truly we
should never give up with people.

The smiting with blindness in a latter day context suggests
Zech. 14:12, where this is the plague with which God
punishes those who have come against Jerusalem. In this case
Lot would represent a feeble-faithed Jewish remnant in the
last days, unsuccessfully pleading with others to obey the
Lord's call.

19:12 The men said to Lot, Do you have anybody else here?
Sons-in-law, your sons, your daughters, and whoever you
have in the city, bring them out of the place- Perhaps they
were mindful of the condition that ten righteous could save
the city. And yet they reason as if the destruction of the city is
already certain, and that ten would not be found. The
destruction of Sodom is paralleled with that of Babylon;
"Come out of her, my people" (Rev. 18:4,5) is based upon
this call. But Lot could 'bring them out', just as Noah is
presented as the saviour of his family. "Whoever you have"
is in AV "Whatsoever thou hast". All that we have, finally, is



our believing, saved family members. And that should be our
focus. Nothing material can be salvaged from this life.

It is recorded that Lot only went to speak with his sons in
law, and that the daughters who came with him were young
unmarried girls who were still living at home, rather than
speaking to his married daughters (Gen. 19:14). There is no
mention of his speaking to them or his sons- perhaps because
he knew that spiritually they were too far gone to be
interested? It is possible that his speaking only to his "sons in
law" rather than directly to his daughters also indicates a
lack of urgency or comprehension of the seriousness of the
situation.

19:13 For we will destroy this place, because the outcry
against them has grown so great before Yahweh that
Yahweh has sent us to destroy it- The language is similar to
that of Gen. 15:16 about the sin of the Amorites becoming
"full". There are limits to the moral declension which God
will tolerate. When the eretz was "full" of wickedness, the
flood came; and when the sin of Sodom grew to a certain
point, this was the trigger for judgment. It is hard to imagine
that our world has much further to run until it reaches that
trigger point. Angels sent to destroy points forward to the
"destroyer" Angel sent to destroy at Passover, with a
minority saved by grace.

19:14 Lot went out, and spoke to his sons-in-law, who were
pledged to marry his daughters, and said, Get up! Get out
of this place, for Yahweh will destroy the city. But he



seemed to his sons-in-law to be joking- Our last appeal to
the world will probably meet a similar response from the
"mockers" of the last days (2 Pet. 3:3,4); but it must be
remembered that if Lot's leaving of Sodom represents the
calling away to judgment, then those whom he asked to leave
with him may primarily represent other believers. At the
Lord’s coming, the willingness to respond to the call to leave
the world is an indicator of our acceptability- those who
refuse or delay to obey the call are punished (after judgment)
in the sufferings of the world, whilst those who voluntarily
obey the call to judgment immediately are those who will be
accepted. The parable of the wise and foolish virgins
illustrates this too. Thus Lot's appeal to those who
presumably knew the true God to leave the city may parallel
our frantic pleading with weak believers to immediately
respond to the call to leave the world. Sadly there will be the
same light hearted refusal on the part of some.

"Lot went out" into streets filled with blind, angry men of
Sodom, in order to spread the message as the Angels
requested (Gen. 19:14). This picture of preaching amidst
bitter hostility but with Divine protection recurs in Rev. 11
concerning the two witnesses.

19:15 When the morning came, then the angels hurried Lot,
saying, Get up!- "Getup" is the same word Lot uses to his

relatives in :14. Perhaps his appeal for them to "get up!" and
urgently leave was none too credible because he himself was
reluctant to do so. Consistently in this record, we see that Lot



was saved by grace. Like his wife, he was reluctant to leave
Sodom and failed to perceive the urgency of the situation. He
represents God's people of the last days; and we can infer
therefore that they [we] will be very weak as Lot was, and
saved by grace alone.

Take your wife, and your two daughters who are here- "Are
here" in the Hebrew means literally 'to come out'- as if to
stress that although living with Lot, they still had made the
conscious decision to leave. The fact that they did not look
back like their mother would indicate a certain degree of
spiritual strength- and perhaps they were still virgins
because they declined to marry "the men of Sodom (who)
were wicked and sinners before the Lord exceedingly”
(Gen.13:13).

Lest you be consumed in the sin of the city- It is apparent
that "sin" is sometimes used as a metonymy for
'condemnation for sin'. The AV margin here rightly suggests
that "the iniquity" of the city was the condemnation /
punishment for their iniquity. And there are other examples in
Ps. 7:16; Jer. 14:16 and Zech. 14:19. This isn't just a matter
of cold exposition; the reality is that every sin we commit-
and we sin daily- is in fact a self-infliction of condemnation
upon ourselves. We rather than the Lord are the ones who in
essence have demanded our condemnation; His judgment is
merely reflecting our own choice. The idea of self-
condemnation is perhaps behind the Lord's teaching in Mt.
18:6.



This command to leave Sodom is clearly one of the source
passages for Rev. 18:4 concerning Babylon: "I heard another
(Angelic) voice from Heaven, saying, Come out of her, My
people, that ye be not partakers of her sins, and that ye
receive not of her plagues". Note that it was also an Angel
who said this to Lot. Babylon is directly equated with Sodom
inIs. 13:19 and Jer. 50:40. Babylon geographically and
culturally represents the peoples surrounding Israel of our
last days- and therefore it is not surprising that related Arab
nations like Edom, Moab and Ammon are also paralleled
with Sodom (Jer. 49:18; Zeph. 2:9). This continues a long-
standing Biblical theme that the curses on apostate Israel are
the same as those on the Arabs / people of the eretz- thus
Sodom is representative of both Jews and Arabs.

19:16 But he lingered; and the men grabbed his hand, his
wife s hand, and his two daughters’ hands, Yahweh being
merciful to him; and they took him out, and set him outside
of the city- Lot had been attracted toward Sodom by
materialism, and it had consumed most of his family, and
almost himself. For despite all he had been through in the last
24 hours, he still lingered, thinking of his wealth, and was
saved by special grace alone. He left Sodom with nothing but
the clothes he stood up in. Just as we will at our exit from
this world. Israel were not to "linger" in leaving Egypt on
Passover night (s.w. Ex. 12:39); the urgency of the situation
becomes all the more relevant to us once we perceive that



the call to leave "Sodom" is not just when the Lord comes,
but right now; for we now are not to "look back" as Lot's
wife did (Lk. 9:62; Phil. 3:13).

The importance of leaving the world immediately the Angel
comes is shown by the consistent impression in the record
that the Angels urgently "hastened Lot" (Gen.19:15-17,22),
implying that if he did not hurry then he would perish. It was
not foreordained that he would not perish- "Arise... /est thou
be consumed in the iniquity of the city... escape for thy life;
look not behind (the Hebrew root means 'to delay’) thee,
neither stay thou... Jest thou be consumed" (Gen. 19:15,17
AV). It is quite possible that the speed of our response to the
call will be the proof of our acceptability. The speed of
response was the basic difference between the wise and
foolish virgins. It was only after he had left Sodom that the
Angel said that he could not "do any thing till thou be come
thither", i.e. to Zoar (Gen.19:22). Yet Lot "lingered", the
Hebrew meaning 'to question or argue', as we see him doing
later in the record in his discussion with the Angel
concerning the danger of going to the mountain as he had
been told, and asking leave to go to Zoar. "Lingered" literally
means "Why?' or 'What!', indicating severe incomprehension
on Lot's part. We would be foolish to think that we too will
not be prone to a serious sense of incomprehension when the
Angel appears. Only repeated meditation upon that moment
and a true love of the Lord's coming will stop us being so
flustered by the Angel's call that we fail to respond to it with



the necessary speed.

Therefore the Angel "grabbed" Lot's hand, a Hebrew word
elsewhere translated 'to take courage', and definitely meaning
to strengthen or encourage. Angels frequently said to faithful
men "Fear not" when they have appeared to them. It is
therefore tempting to think that our Angel will speak similar
words of strength and encouragement to us on their
appearing. The typology of Lot would support this. But we
have to remember that in Lot's case the Lord was "merciful
unto him"- such grace as was shown to him cannot be
presumed upon. "Merciful" certainly carries the idea of pity
in Hebrew- if we have had a loving relationship with our
guardian Angel now, surely we may look forward to their
'pity' then. Despite all this, Lot's wife still looked back; and
‘remember her'. The pull of family and materialism was such
for that woman, that all this supreme demonstration of mercy
and love was not enough to convince her that nothing else
mattered apart from obedience to God.

Lot therefore was 'taken out' from the city which he had
failed to separate from as he should; all by grace. And
likewise with Abraham being 'taken out' from Ur by Divine
providence, when he ought to have obeyed of his own
volition.

19:17 It came to pass, when they had taken them out, that
one of them said, Escape for your life! Don 't look behind
you, and don 't stay anywhere in the plain. Escape to the
mountains, lest you be consumed!- The exit from Sodom



was a type of our calling out of the world on the eve of its
destruction in the last days; but when we first respond to the
Gospel, we are likewise warned not to "look back" (Lk.
9:62; Phil. 3:13). We are to try to live now in the intensity of
the second coming, living on a knife edge, realizing that the
ultimate issues of eternity are before us. The world in which
we live is as Sodom, ripe for destruction. "The mountains"
were exactly where Abraham was living, the barren uplands
which Abraham had accepted when Lot chose the fertile
plain. He was being driven to reconsider that decision he had
taken, and to realize how much he had suffered because of it.
The whole "plain", the fertile area once so attractive to Lot,
was to be destroyed. And so on the eve of this world's
destruction, we need to earnestly consider whether we are as
Lot or Abraham.

LXX "lest perhaps thou be overtaken together with them"
shows that despite Abraham's intercession being a factor in
Lot's salvation, he still would have lost that salvation if he
chose to tarry longer. "Look" means to view intensely with
love or pleasure; that these words were said to Lot must
indicate that he was tempted to look on Sodom in that way.
There seems to be a pointed contrast with Abraham, who
looked at Sodom burning without being punished,
presumably because he had no attraction towards it (Gen.
19:28). Thus for all his vexing of soul for the sins of the city
(2 Pet. 2:8), Lot was still tempted to love it. Our repulsion at
the ways of the world is not necessarily a sign of our



spiritual safety- there is an uncanny love within human nature
for the environment we know. Thus there can be
homesickness for drab streets and scenes which we despised
whilst living among them. Such love, taken to its logical end,
is a love of the world which militates against our desire to
see the end of this age and to enter the Kingdom.

It is amazing that with the clear command echoing in his ears,
Lot could ask leave to live in Zoar, a small city of the plain,
and not go to the mountain. He clearly failed to appreciate
the reality and seriousness of the Angel's coming- and this
will certainly be a temptation to us in that moment when the
typology of Lot is fulfilled in us. The only way to guard
against this is by consciously living our lives now in
awareness of the fact that now we have been called to leave
the world and its ways, and therefore our whole life now
should have the spirit which we will have when we leave
this world when the Angel comes. This is confirmed by an
oblique allusion which our Lord makes to this Angelic
command in Lk. 9:62: "No man, having put his hand to the
plough, and looking back; is fit for the Kingdom of God". The
context shows that starting to plough represents the start of
our new life in response to the Gospel call- but the allusion
to the Angel's words to Lot show that we should live our
whole lives in response to that call as if we are on the way to
the judgment, having been called away by the Angel.

It is a breathtaking thought that all the intricate typology of
the judgments on Sodom has been worked out for our benefit-



the generation who will be alive at the second coming. To a
lesser extent, the believers of the first century could have
seen that the story of Sodom also represented the judgments
to come upon Jerusalem in AD70. An impressive group of
Old Testament prophets had associated Jerusalem with
Sodom: Is. 1:10; Am. 4:11; Dt. 29:23; Jer. 23:14; Lam. 4:6;
Ez. 16:46. Jer. 4 and 5 are prophecies which have relevance
to Israel's latter day judgments (Jer. 4:28 = Mt. 24:30). Jer.
5:1 seems to allude to God's requirement for their to be some
faithful men in Sodom to prevent its destruction: "Run ye to
and from through the streets of Jerusalem, and see... if ye can
find a man... that seeketh the truth; and I will pardon it". This
associates Sodom, Jerusalem and the last days. It confirms
the exposition offered on chapter 18- that if only one
righteous had been found in Sodom, it would have been
saved. And there was one righteous, namely Lot (2 Pet. 2:7).
But Abraham set the limit at ten, and God accepted that. As
the faithful remnant were miraculously allowed to leave
Sodom, immediately unleashing the Divine judgments by
doing so, the faithful Christian remnant were allowed to
leave Jerusalem just before the final Roman onslaught of
AD70, doubtless spurred on by their Lord's command: "Let
them which are in Judaea flee to the mountains; and let them
which are in the midst of it (Jerusalem) depart out" (Lk.
21:21). The reference to fleeing to the mountains would have
suggested a conscious allusion back to the command to Lot
to flee out of Sodom "to the mountain".



19:18 Lot said to them, Oh, not so, my lord- Lot recognized
he was dealing with Angels, and yet he felt he could dialogue
with them, just as Abraham had done in chapter 18. But given
the urgency of the situation, we tend to see his words here not
so much as a reflection of his intimacy with God, but rather
of his fearful lack of faith.

19:19 See now, your servant has found favour in your sight,
and you have magnified your grace, which you have shown
to me in saving my life. I can't escape to the mountain, lest
evil pursue me there, and I die- Lot's response to the Angel's
call illustrates the contradictions which abound within human
nature. He claims to appreciate that the Angel has saved his
life, but then goes on to say that what the Angel is telling him
to do will result in the loss of his life. Similarly our calling
away may well present us with the prospect of apparent pain
or loss. He feared that "some evil" would "take me", using a
Hebrew word that is not the one usually translated as "take".
This one means strictly 'to pursue after and capture',
indicating that Lot was all too aware of the Sodomites' desire
to kill him, and feared that if he lived alone in the mountains
they would easily pursue and kill him. Instead, Lot suggested,
there would be more safety in living in the small city of Zoar
nearby, which presumably the Sodomites would be loath to
invade just to take Lot. Another consideration is that "the
evil" (Heb.) referred to Lot's belief that there was some evil,
satan-like figure in the mountains which would pursue and
kill him there. That belief was so deep that it made him



challenge the Angel-saviour even in this desperate moment.
And yet for all that wrong doctrine, the Angel still showed
mercy and condescended to his misbelief, just as the Lord
used the language of demons to those for whom the idea was
so entrenched.

All this shows an incomprehension of what the Angel had
said. Firstly, Sodom was to be destroyed at any moment,
including the men whom Lot feared. Either he did not
properly believe this, or he thought that God's judgment
would not involve total destruction. Secondly, he had been
explicitly told "neither stay thou in all the plain (including
Zoar)... lest thou be consumed" (Gen.19:17 AV). Insufficient
attention to the words of the Angels therefore resulted in his
foolish reasoning which almost cost him his life. It is easy to
imagine that the moment of the Angel's coming will fill the
weak latter day believer, perhaps distracted as he will be by
the persecutions of the holocaust to come, with such a sense
of confusion and incomprehension that he too will fail to take
careful note of what is said to him. A love of God's word
now, rejoicing in its detail, is surely the preventive for this.

The connection between the Angels as God's eyes and His
hearing of prayer becomes more relevant once it is realized
that to 'find grace in God's sight' (eyes-Angels) is equivalent
to saying 'please hear my prayer'- see Gen. 19:19; 32:5;
33:10,15; 34:11- at least in Genesis. This again explains why
early believers conceived of God in terms of an Angel, as
they would have prayed to the Angel and received the



answers and other revelation of God from one.

The Angels make things potentially possible, but the
realization of their potential plans depended upon Israel's
freewill effort. When Lot says that he "cannot" flee from
Sodom, the Angel responds by saying that he "cannot" [same
Hebrew word] do anything until Lot has left- as if to suggest
that the Angel's mission depended upon Lot's freewill
decision for its realization (Gen. 19:19,22). The same word
is found on the lips of another Angel in commending Jacob
that he had "prevailed" (Gen. 32:28)- literally, he had
‘coulded'. He had achieved what had been made potentially
possible in terms of his relationship with that Angel. Caleb
and Joshua perceived that Israel were "well able" to
overcome the tribes and inherit the land, seeing that the
Angel-hornet had gone ahead and prepared the way; and yet
due to Israel's disabling of this possibility at the time, it was
in some ways so that God Himself was "not able" to give
them the inheritance, because they judged that they were "
not able" to take it (Num. 13:30,31; 14:16).

19:20 See now, this city is near to flee to, and it is a little
one. Oh let me escape there (isn't it a little one?), and my
soul will live- The Hebrew for "flee" is also translated 'to
hide in', carrying the idea of being chased into. Again, his
fear of the Sodomites is shown to loom large in his thinking.
The Angel had bidden him flee from the Divine wrath that
was soon to consume all the cities of the plain. But instead
Lot was preoccupied with the fear of human vengeance



against him. Such an attitude appears crazy to our cool,
armchair analysis of what happened. Yet Lot is certainly a
type of the believers who are alive at the Lord's return. There
can be no doubting, therefore, that whatever our theoretical
willingness now to leave all and follow the Angel, there will
then be at least the temptation to get consumed with the kind
of double-think that seized Lot's reasoning. He even tried to
accommodate his human desires to the desires of the Angel:
"Is it not a little one?", as if to imply that there was little
wrong with the place spiritually. The Hebrew translated "
little one" is also rendered "a short time"- as if to say 'You
are asking me to be quick about leaving Sodom- so I'll go to
Zoar, as it won't take long to get there'.

"My soul shall live" is really a reflection of his lack of faith
in Divine salvation; he considered that he knew better than
God in working out his salvation. All the way through, Lot is
portrayed as a man of very weak faith. And yet he was
counted righteous, as 2 Peter makes clear.

19:21 He said to him, Behold, I have granted your request
concerning this thing also, that I will not overthrow the
city of which you have spoken- LXX "Behold, I have had
respect to thee also about this thing". We see here God's
sensitivity and even humility before men; His "respect" of
humans in all their weakness. We too should respect people
even if they are spiritually weak; and this will affect the
language and jargon we use about people. The intercession
of one man saved Zoar; and this feeds back into the theme



developed in commentary on chapter 18, that the intercession
of one man, Abraham, and the righteousness of one man, Lot,
could have saved a whole city- but Abraham lacked the
vision and faith to actualize it.

The righteousness of a single man [cp. that of the Lord Jesus]
wasn't perceived by Abraham as powerful enough. Perhaps
Paul had this in mind when he writes in Romans of how for
the sake of "the one", the Lord Jesus, many sinners can be
counted righteous. And surely God was trying to bring out the
same possibility when we read of how Lot asked for the sake
of Zoar- just for his singular sake. And God spared Zoar- just
for the sake of one man, Lot. Note how the Hebrew word
used for "spare" in Gen. 18:24,26 recurs in Gen. 19:21,
where God assures Lot that He will indeed spare Zoar [AV
"I have accepted"]. We are surely intended to reflect that
God would have spared Sodom for Lot's sake too. Perhaps
God is alluding to the same point when He says that for the
sake of just one righteous man He would have spared Israel
in Ezekiel's time (Ez. 22:30). Surely there was one righteous
man in Ezekiel's time, not least Ezekiel himself. But there
was nobody with the spiritual vision to intercede with God
to spare Israel for the sake of that one man; their lack of
vision of His grace and pleasure in the righteousness of even
one person was akin to Abraham's lack. And are we not
intended to see some allusion to Abraham's failure in the way
that Moses, just one man, prayed for and received Israel's
salvation? And could not Abraham have asked for Sodom to



be spared for his own sake, had he had a broader vision of
God's grace? Perhaps his legalistic attitude is reflected in his
appeal for "the judge of all the earth" to do what was right,
in not destroying the righteous with the wicked. He perceives
God as legalistic judge, not gracious Father. He asked for
justice- not mercy. His basis is that the Judge of all the earth
shall “do judgment”- note that “do right” is a poor
translation. The Hebrew word translated “Judge” is the same
root as “do judgment / justice”. It’s as if Abraham is almost
simply observing that the Judge / Justice will of course do
justice, and so he’s drawing to His attention that there are in
fact just people in Sodom, and therefore God’s justice will
surely preclude Him from destroying them. He assumed there
were ten people in Sodom who were righteous; but perhaps
later Scripture alludes to this by stressing that there is not
one truly righteous person, not one (Rom. 3:10). Paul brings
out the point that therefore salvation is by grace, not personal
righteousness. And in the end, Lot was saved- but only
because he threw himself upon God's grace. Yet he too
perhaps suffered from Abraham's legalism; it is possibly
referred to by the men of Sodom when they complain that he
who had come in to sojourn amongst them "would play the
judge" (Gen. 19:9). Significantly, Lot's salvation out of the
burning Sodom is applied to all God's people in Am. 4:11.
His entire people are saved by a like grace.

Abraham saved Lot out of Sodom by his earnest prayer for
him; and there is ample reason to think from the Genesis



record and his subsequent reaction to the Angel’s invitation
to leave that Lot of himself was simply not strong enough.
Without those prayers and the concern of Abraham read by
God as prayer, Lot may well have been left to suffer the
condemnation of the world he preferred to live in. And yet
Lot fleeing from Sodom is used in the NT as a type of our
latter day exit from the world at the Lord’s coming. Is this not
to suggest that the latter day believers will be saved only by
grace, they will not be strong and ready to leave; and their
salvation will only be on account of the prayers of the
faithful? Lot was not without spirituality; but he was simply
swamped by the pull of the world in which he had become
entangled, not to mention his unspiritual wife. He was the
type on which one could have compassion, making a
difference, and pull out of the fire. Indeed, it could even be
that Jude’s words about pulling a brother out of the fire may
be a reference back to Lot being pulled out of the fire that
came upon Sodom. Those in his position sin a sin which is
not unto death only in the sense that we can pray for them, so
that their sin will not lead them to condemnation. But only in
this sense is sin not unto death; for the wages of sin, any sin,
is death (Rom. 6:23). But in some cases this sentence can
ultimately be changed on account of our effort for our
brother.

19:22 Hurry, escape there, for I can’t do anything until you
get there. Therefore the name of the city was called Zoar-
When Lot says that he “cannot” flee from Sodom, the Angel



responds by saying that he “cannot” [same Hebrew word] do
anything until Lot has left- as if to suggest that the Angel’s
mission depended upon Lot’s freewill decision for its
realization (Gen. 19:19,22). The same word is found on the
lips of another Angel in commending Jacob that he had
“prevailed” (Gen. 32:28)- literally, he had ‘coulded’. He had
achieved what had been made potentially possible in terms
of his relationship with that Angel.

19:23 The sun had risen on the earth when Lot came to
Zoar- Just as God reads the situation of the righteous as
prayer even if they don't verbalize it, so God sees the
behaviour / situation of the wicked as a cry ascending up to
Him, as prayer does. Sodom's cry reaching unto Heaven is
the obvious example (Gen. 18:20,21; 19:23); but Ps. 74:23
also speaks of the voice of God's enemies 'rising up' [Heb.]
to Him in Heaven.

The rising of the sin invites comparison with the description
of the second coming as the rising of the sun in Mal. 4:2; the
judgments upon this Sodom like world are to come the
moment the Lord returns. "But his wife looked back from
behind him" (Gen.19:26) suggests the picture of the wife
following behind Lot, filled with remorse at the loss of all
she had held dear. Our Lord comments concerning not
desiring our "stuff which is in the house" in the day of his
coming: "Remember Lot's wife. Whosoever (like her) shall
seek (Greek: 'plot') to save his life shall lose it". We can
infer from this that she plotted and schemed how to save her



possessions- i.e. her 'life', seeing that for her, her life did
consist of the abundance of the things which she possessed
(Lk. 12:15). These feelings grew so strong that she paused to
take a loving, wistful look at the city. Remember that the fire
only fell after Lot was in Zoar; therefore the city was looking
as it normally did. Their exodus was at night- "the sun was
risen upon the earth when Lot entered into Zoar" (Gen.
19:23), so she would have seen the flickering lights of the
city in the distance. Compare this with how the virgins of Mt.
25 go out to meet their Lord at night.

As a result of Abraham's intense prayer, believing that this
coupled with the spiritual preparedness of others really
could change God's stated purpose, the judgment of Sodom
need not have come. So with Jerusalem in AD70, had there
been a suitably large, repentant 'remnant' those horrific
judgments could have been avoided. Despite the definite
associations of Jerusalem with Sodom in the prophets, the
Old Testament also uses Sodom as a symbol of total,
permanent destruction of the type which has not and will not
come on Jerusalem, the future capital of the Kingdom (Dt.
29:23;32:32; Is. 13:19; Jer. 49:18; 50:40; Am. 4:11; Zeph.
2:9). It is for this reason that Paul makes the point that for the
sake of the tiny group of Jews who did still hold and practice
the truth, Israel would not suffer the judgments of Sodom in
totality (Rom. 9:29 cp. Is. 1:9). This would indicate that
there will also be a latter day Jewish remnant which will
stop the faithless Israel of today receiving the judgment of



permanent destruction. But of course for the individuals of
both natural and spiritual Israel who have consciously
rejected God, "it shall be more tolerable in that day (of
judgment) for Sodom" than for them (Lk. 10:12). Jer. 20:16
has a graphic description of the people of Sodom screaming
out in anguish, both mental and physical, as the judgments of
God fell upon them: "The cry in the morning (when the
judgments began, Gen. 19:23,24), and the shouting at
noontide". This is in reality a picture of the rejected in the
last days.

19:24 Then Yahweh rained on Sodom and on Gomorrah
sulphur and fire from Yahweh out of the sky- The 'raining’
invites us to compare this with the coming of the flood,
thereby connecting Lot with Noah. They both sinned through
wine after their gracious deliverance. Evidence of this has
been uncovered by Albright and other archaeologists, finding
it superimposed upon a once fertile area: "Evidence of five
freshwater oases have been located at the southeast corner of
the Dead Sea, obviously used for irrigation to service the
cities of the circuit when they were in existence. Adjacent to
these oases, on a plain elevated above the level of the Dead
Sea some 500 feet (152.4m), there were found the remains of
a great fortified enclosure, a high place for religious
festivals. According to these archaeologists, the evidence
suggests that the population of the area ended abruptly about
2000 B.C. It also showed, that at that time, the area was
densely populated, fertile and prosperous".



Abraham prayed for the city of Sodom to be saved for the
sake of ten righteous who might be there. He didn't
specifically mention what was his heart's desire- that Lot be
saved. But God discerned the spirit of his prayer, and saved
Lot, even though Abraham 'knew not what to pray for' and
asked for the 'wrong' thing in order to obtain what he really
wanted, i.e. the salvation of Lot.

19:25 He overthrew those cities, all the plain, all the
inhabitants of the cities, and that which grew on the
ground- This is mentioned because the fertility of the area
had been so initially attractive to Lot. The "all" excluded
Zoar; so we have another example of "all" not meaning
'every', in a global sense. The scale of destruction, utter
totality, of man and animal and vegetation, recalls the effects
of the flood.

19:26 But his wife looked back from behind him, and she
became a pillar of salt- She was walking "behind him", so
Lot would not have actually seen her turn into a pillar of salt.
As he ceased to hear her footsteps behind him he must have
guessed what had happened- but now the Angel's words
seemed more vital to him: "Look not behind you". Likewise
it will be a sore temptation for us to be side-tracked from our
obedience to the Angel's call by consideration for our natural
family. Dt. 29:23 and Zeph. 2:9 show that Sodom was turned
into an area of salt, which explains why Gen. 19:25 says that
the fire destroyed "that which grew on the ground", by
making the area salty. This salt was presumably formed



through the fire intensely burning the rocks and earth until the
elements dissolved into a 'salt'. It is reasonable to think that
as Sodom was turned into salt by fire, so Lot's wife suffered
the same punishment through a bolt of fire striking her and
turning her too into salt. This is a prime example of how the
unworthy will suffer the same punishment as the surrounding
world which they failed to truly leave. There is good reason
to think that their punishment may also involve an element of
literal fire, as that of Lot's wife did.

"Remember Lot's wife" suggests that we should meditate
upon her position as it has especial warning for the last days.
Her leaving of Sodom appears to have been due to the
personal influence of Lot her husband, yet ultimately she
failed to have that personal desire to obey God. It would not
be pushing the type too far to suggest that the wives of latter
day believers may feel that they can enter the Kingdom in the
spiritual shadow of their husbands. One cannot help
wondering whether she left Ur not through personal response
to the promises but because the others were leaving.
Doubtless her husband's uncle Abraham would have led her
and the whole family in regular prayer and meditation during
the journey towards Canaan. But somehow the reality of the
God of Israel was never allowed to touch her inner being,
and the years of the soft life in Sodom would have sealed her
spiritual state. It is hard to avoid making the point that many
of us may be in a similar position.

Gen. 19:14 RVmg. brings out the likely immediate



background to her decision. Lot’s sons in law “were to
marry” his daughters. The Lord too perceived that they were
marrying and giving in marriage the very day the flood came,
and He pointed out the similarities with the Sodom situation
(Lk. 17:27-29). Could it not be that the very day of the
double wedding, they had to leave? With all the build up to
the wedding, Lot and his wife would so wanted to have
stayed just another day to see the wedding of their two
daughters. It is to the girls credit that they both left. But Lot’s
wife had invested so much in it emotionally that she just had
to look back.

19:27 Abraham got up early in the morning to the place
where he had stood before Yahweh- He went there to see
whether the destruction had happened, whether in fact ten
righteous had been found there. He went there in faith,
responding to the Angel's words. And he found they had
come true. Remember that Abraham was informed of the
promised destruction of Sodom by the Angel just after the
same Angel had promised the conception and birth of Isaac.
It's as if the short term fulfilment of the Angel's words was
encouragement that the longer term Angelic prediction would
likewise happen; and the yet longer term fulfilment of the
promises would also occur. We too find the Father operating
in a similar way with us. We are given short term
experiences of faith rewarded to encourage our faith in
longer term outcomes.

19:28 He looked toward Sodom and Gomorrah, and toward



all the land of the plain, and looked, and saw that the
smoke of the land went up as the smoke of a furnace- Of
Gog's destruction it is written: "I will rain upon him... great
hailstones, fire and brimstone" (Ez. 38:22), associating latter
day Gog with Sodom. At the same time, Gog and his
supporters will be fighting each other (Ez. 38:21), clearly
connecting with Zechariah's prophecy that the local
surrounding invaders of the last days will do the same (and
cp. Jud. 7:22). God's pleading against Gog with these things
is the language of Joel 3:2, again about the destruction of
Israel's latter day Arab enemies. The Hebrew word for
'locust' in Joel is almost identical to 'Gog'. All this results in
an association between the latter day invaders, the
Sodomites, Gog and the northern invader. This prepares the
way for the view that " the beast" is a symbolic epitome of
all Israel's enemies.

It is to be expected, therefore, that the fall of Babylon
chronicled in Rev. 18 is shot through with allusions back to
the Sodom record. The following are the more evident points
of contact:

Babylon (in Rev.)  Sodom

"I will shew unto thee Cp. God showing Abraham
the judgment of the  the judgment of Sodom.
great whore"

(Babylon); 17:2



The beast supporting Sodom and surrounding

Babylon "was and is

cities were strong, then

not and shall ascend"; overrun by Abraham, then

17:8

"Her sins have
reached unto
Heaven, God hath
remembered her
iniquities"; 18:5
"She hath glorified

herself, and lived
deliciously"; 18:7

"Utterly burned with
fire"; 18:8

"Her plagues...
death... and famine";
18:8

revived.

"The cry of Sodom... is
great because their sin is
very grievous ... the cry of
it is come unto me" (Gen.
18:20,21)

"Pride... fulness of bread"
(Ez. 16:49)

'Sodom' = 'burning'.

"He overthrew all the
mhabitants of the cities,
and that which grew upon
the ground" (cp. "famine";
Gen. 19:25).

"The great city... great The city of Sodom.



Babylon"; 16:19

"There fell upon men
a great hail out of
heaven"

(16:21)

"They shall see the
smoke of her burning,
standing afar off for
the fear of her
torment (18:9,10)

Merchants suffered
through Babylon's
fall (18:11-19)

" ...a great millstone
cast into the sea ...
thus with violence
shall... Babylon... be
found no more at all"
(18:21)

"The Lord rained upon
Sodom... brimstone and
fire from the Lord out
of heaven" (Gen.19:24).

Abraham standing far away
and seeing the smoke of
Sodom's  burning
indicates that the
surrounding kings did
likewise (Gen. 19:28).

Sodom was a trading centre
(Lk. 17:28)

Sodom now appears to be
submerged in the Dead
Sea, to be found no more.



"Her smoke rose up" "Sodom... the land of the
(19:3) plain... the smoke of the
country went up" (19:28)

We have reasoned that Lot's call out of Sodom represents
how the Angels will call us out of this present evil world.
Indeed, our Lord said that Sodom represents the world just
prior to the second coming (Lk. 17:28). The evident
connections with latter day Babylon would suggest that
'Babylon' too represents the world of the last days; " Come
out of her my people" (Rev. 18:4) therefore refers to the
Angel's plea to us at the second coming, in addition to any
previous historical reference it may have to the Catholic
apostasy. The call for the first century Jews to leave Rome or
for true believers to come out of apostate systems were
pointers towards the ultimate fulfilment of these words,
which will be in our leaving this life at the behest of the
Angel who comes to call us away. Our obedience then will
be the summation of all the previous decisions God's people
have made to 'come out' from the 'world' in its various
forms.

If 'Babylon' refers specifically to the powers surrounding
Israel, it is possible to see Sodom representing the world
under Arab control in the last days, offering great material



wealth. Yet the obvious Biblical basis for the language of
"come out of her my people" is in the many references to
Israel being called on to leave the soft life of Babylon and
return to the land during the restoration (e.g. Zech. 2:6,7). In
this there is a remarkable similarity with Sodom. The Jews
in Babylon maintained their separateness, and yet became
heavily involved in the government of Babylon (as witness
Daniel and his friends, along with profane history). This is
parallel to Lot's position in Sodom. Yet the prosperity of
Babylon made the Jews disinclined to leave it in order to go
to Jerusalem, as Lot had a similar disinclination. And the
easy life of the present world will also seem a greater
attraction to the unworthy of the new Israel, when the Angel
calls them to go to Jerusalem to meet their Lord.

19:29 It happened, when God destroyed the cities of the
plain, that God remembered Abraham, and sent Lot out of
the middle of the overthrow, when He overthrew the cities
in which Lot lived- The situation has many connections with
the flood, where God likewise "remembered Noah" and
saved a remnant from the total destruction which came (Gen.
8:1).

We learn from this verse that Lot had lived in the cities of the
plain, until he eventually settled in Sodom. This adds to the
impression of a steady slide downwards in his spirituality. It
was only by taking all his wealth and family away from him,
until he ended up living as a caveman, that he could be
saved. Such is the terrible power of materialism and the soft



life.

The days of Sodom are to be read as types of our last days.
Thus in the type of the last days, the prayers and loving
spiritual concern of the faithful remnant really can have an
effect on the salvation of our weaker brethren. Note that
Abraham's prayer that Sodom would be saved if ten
righteous were found there, was not answered; but God knew
the real spirit of his prayer, that Lot should be saved, and that
God's justice should be upheld in not destroying the righteous
with the wicked. It was this which God recognized and
answered, even though Abraham had not specifically
verbalized those thoughts in prayer. Our true spiritual love
for our brethren, expressed in such intense prayer, will
likewise be heard in these last days.

The record of Lot's leaving of Sodom (a remarkable type of
our 'exodus' at the second coming) has the repeated hallmark
of 'haste'. This is found repeated in the record of both the
Passover and the crossing of the Red Sea. They were told,
"You shall eat it in haste" (Ex. 12:11); "they were thrust out
of Egypt, and could not tarry" because " the Egyptians were
urgent upon the people, that they might send them out of the
land in haste" (Ex. 12:39,33). Lot was "sent out" of Sodom
by the hastening of the angels. It may be that in some cases
our angels will hasten us to leave through their influencing of
the surrounding nations (Egypt), rather than through their
physical presence.

19:30 Lot went up out of Zoar and lived in the mountain,



and his two daughters with him; for he was afraid to live in
Zoar- Again, we see Lot being brought back to the obedience
he should have made originally. He had been told to flee to
the mountain, and now he does so of his own volition. His
fearing to live in Zoar was really another lack of faith- in the
Angelic promise that Zoar would not be destroyed.

He lived in a cave with his two daughters- This is a picture
of his absolute poverty, having been plunged from wealthy
affluence to cave dwelling.

19:31 The firstborn said to the younger, Our father is old,
and there is not a man in the earth to come in to us in the
way of all the earth- There were still plenty of men in the
eretz, and Zoar was still intact, protected by the promised
Angelic deliverance of that city for the sake of one man's
intercession, Lot. See on :36.

19:32 Come, let s make our father drink wine, and we will
lie with him, that we may preserve our father s seed- Incest
was likely commonplace in Sodom, and the young women
were still influened by it, although saved by grace.

19:33 They made their father drink wine that night: and the
firstborn went in, and lay with her father. He didn't know
when she lay down, nor when she arose- We wonder how
this could quite have been the case. To achieve ejaculation
when so drunk that there is a memory blackout, and for both
women to conceive within 24 hours of each other after only



one act of intercourse... all seems a straining of physical
credibility. It could be that we have here an example of
human perception being stated, without any footnote to the
effect that 'this is just how they liked to see it and present it';
we have plenty of examples of this kind of thing when we
consider the language of demons and exorcism in the New
Testament.

19:34 It came to pass on the next day, that the firstborn
said to the younger, Behold, I lay last night with my father.
Let us make him drink wine again tonight. You go in, and
lie with him, that we may preserve our father s seed- As
noted on :33, the physical likelihood of conception occuring
from one act of intercourse with a man so drunk that he
suffers memory blackout, and both sisters conceiving within
24 hours of each other... is so unlikely that we get the
impression that we are reading the agreed version of events
which the family agreed to publicize. The simple fact may be
that seeing Lot thought little of offering those girls for sex to
a gang who wanted to rape his guests... he didn't see too
much wrong with sleeping with them himself.

19:35 They made their father drink wine that night also.
The younger went and lay with him. He didn 't know when
she lay down, nor when she got up- There are strong
similarities with Noah getting drunk and apparently being
involved in some incestuous sex at the time. It is a sad
anticlimax to the life of a man who did show spirituality and
faith, despite so much weakness. His life almost comes to



this end purposefully, in order to highlight the amazing grace
of the statement that in the end, Lot was counted righteous,
will be saved, and is to be remembered for how much he
detested the immorality of Sodom (2 Pet. 2:7,8). The contrast
is so severe that we are driven by it to accept the power of
Divine grace.

19:36 Thus both of Lots daughters were with child by their
father- 1 have suggsted on :33-35 that those verses are a
transcript of the agreed version of events distributed by the
family. Perhaps this is the force of the word "Thus", as if to
say, "This is the explanation offered as to how Lot's
daughters were with child by their father". But this doesn't
have to mean that it actually happened as they said; the girls'
complaint that there were no males to marry was also untrue,
as noted on :31.

19:37 The firstborn bore a son, and named him Moab. He is
the father of the Moabites to this day- "Moab" = 'begotten
of my father'.

19:38 The younger also bore a son, and called his name
Ben Ammi. He is the father of the children of Ammon to this
day- 'Son of my own people'; and "Ammon" means "tribal",
with the implication "inbred". "To this day" again reminds us
the initial purpose of the Pentateuch was to explain to Israel
in the wilderness the origins of the peoples with whom they
were coming into contact as they approached Canaan.



GENESIS CHAPTER 20

20:1 Abraham travelled from there toward the land of the
South, and lived between Kadesh and Shur. He lived as a
foreigner in Gerar- Locating where these places were is not
as simple as looking at a "map of Abraham's journeys". The
idea may well be that Gerar was "between Kadesh and
Shur", the two clauses being in parallel; although that is not
how the locations are presented on most maps. In this case,
"lived" [Heb. 'settled down'] is parallel with the different
Hebrew word translated "lived as a foreigner", or better
'lived temporarily', 'lived as one passing through'. In this
case, a powerful lesson emerges: that no matter how stable
our living place may appear, even if we lived in the house
we were born in all our lives, it is still a passing through, as
a foreigner, just temporarily- because the true permanence is
yet to come, when the promises to Abraham are fulfilled. See
on Gen. 21:34.

20:2 Abraham said about Sarah his wife, She is my sister.
Abimelech king of Gerar sent and took Sarah- Gerar was
the very place where Isaac also lied about his wife. Abraham
had previously been rebuked for doing the very same thing in
Gen. 12; but he failed to learn the lesson. Indeed this time he
excuses himself by saying that he regularly did this (:13).
Abraham like Lot is presented as a man of consistently weak
faith and behaviour; and yet he believed God at His word,
that he would really be saved, and showed that in the stellar



act of obedience in being prepared to offer Isaac. He
believed, and demonstrated that faith by that work; but much
of the rest of his life isn't presented as being very full of
faith. And in this sense he is indeed the father of the faithful-
we who likewise are weak, so weak; and yet cling on to
God's promise of final salvation, and with a gun at our head,
act accordingly.

20:3 But God came to Abimelech in a dream of the night,
and said to him, Behold, you are a dead man, because of
the woman whom you have taken. For she is a man's wife-
God told Abimelech that he would surely die, with evident
allusion to God’s judgment of Adam; no conditions were
stated. But later, it became apparent that the death penalty
was conditional upon his not releasing Sarah (:7). Prophetic
statements are made in the Bible without the conditions being
mentioned; more prophecy is conditional than we might
imagine at first encounter with the Bible text.

Abimelech was "a dead man" for taking Sarah, as if although
he was alive, for that sin he was in God's eyes condemned
and dead. But that verdict for that case was changed by his
change of the situation. The unfaithful now walk naked (Rev.
3:17); but they will do so in the final condemnation of Rev.
16:15. They can walk naked now and repent, clothe
themselves so as to cover the nakedness of condemnation
which they now have; but not then.

20:4 Now Abimelech had not come near her- Repeatedly,



the surrounding pagan world is portrayed as being of more
integrity than the Abraham family. The conclusion is that the
people of God believe in His grace, but sadly aren't
necessarily good people; although they ought to be.

He said, Lord, will you kill even a righteous nation?- This
was precisely the reasoning of Abraham with God in chapter
18. Maybe Abimelech had heard of this and was influenced
by it, even though he must've thought Abraham was good at
his theory but hardly walked the talk in practice. We too must
see beyond the hypocrisy of others and be prepared to accept
that even they have something to teach us. Or perhaps the
similarity is in order to demonstrate the parallels between
Abraham and Abimelech; in order to point up the fact that
Abraham was not much better than the surrounding chieftains,
apart from the fact that he believed in God's grace to save
him. And that made all the difference.

20:5 Didn't he tell me, ‘She is my sister?’ She, even she
herself, said, ‘He is my brother’. In the integrity of my
heart and the innocence of my hands have I done this-
Despite this innocence, he was but "a dead man" because of
his intentions to commit a sin of ignorance (:3). We see here
how sensitive God is to human sin; even the intention to sin
in ignorance nets death. This gives backdrop and perspective
to the vast extent of His grace in forgiving and saving sinful
man.

20:6 God said to him in the dream, Yes, I know that in the
integrity of your heart you have done this, and I also



withheld you from sinning against me. Therefore I didn't
allow you to touch her- God will strengthen the heart / spirit
of those who try to be strong (Ps. 27:14; 31:24). He can
even, somehow, withhold men from sinning, and keep us
from falling (Ps. 19:13; 1 Sam. 25:39 s.w.; Jude 24). We
should therefore have no essential objection to the idea of the
Lord granting us His Spirit, in the sense of His thinking, His
heart / mind. For the gift of the Spirit, the blessing to
Abraham, is not just forgiveness, but to turn us away from
our iniquities (Acts 3:25,6).

20:7 Now therefore, restore the man's wife. For he is a
prophet, and he will pray for you, and you will live. If you
don t restore her, know for sure that you will die, you, and
all who are yours- There seems here to be a connection
between prayer and God's word being within us- for exactly
because Abraham was a prophet, therefore he could pray for
Abimelech. Faith comes from our appreciation of the word
(Rom. 10:17), and faith is the basis of answered prayer (Mt.
21:22)- to the point that we believe we have received the
answer the moment we pray (as in Ps. 56:9). God cried to
Israel in the prophetic word, but they would not hear; and so
when they cried to Him, He also did not hear (Zech. 7:13). If
the Lord's words dwell in us, we will ask what we will, and
it will be done. Yet only if we ask according to God's will
can we receive our requests (Jn. 15:7 cp. 1 Jn. 5:14). The
implication is that if the word dwells in us, our will becomes
that of the Father, and therefore our requests, our innermost



desires, are according to His will, and are therefore granted.
Therefore the word was what directed and motivated
David's regular daily prayers (Ps. 119:164); they weren't
standard repetitions of the same praises or requests, but a
reflection of his Biblical meditation. He asks God to hear his
prayers because He keeps God’s word (Ps. 119:145,173).

The language is alluded to in Job 42:10, where Job prays for
his friends and they are saved; and later in the Pentateuch we
will read of Moses praying for Pharaoh, and having the
possibility of obtaining forgiveness for him. Forgiveness is
likewise predicated upon the faith and intercession of third
parties in Mk. 2:5. This opens up the vista of huge and
constant work for us all in praying for others.

"And all who are yours" may seem extreme, a kind of guilt by
association. But that principle isn't supported in the Bible.
They would've died because they knew Sarah was

Abraham's wife, and hadn't spoken out against their master in
this matter. Keeping silent about wrongdoing is therefore
seen by God as making us culpable for the wrong being done.
We think of the price paid by John the Baptist for speaking
out against Herod's wrongdoing.

20:8 Abimelech rose early in the morning, and called all
his servants, and told all these things in their ear. The men
were very scared- As noted on :7, their knowledge of the
proposed wrongdoing made them culpable if they didn't
speak out against the King if he still went ahead and did it.



20:9 Then Abimelech called Abraham, and said to him,
What have you done to us? How have I sinned against you,
that you have brought on me and on my kingdom a great
sin? You have done things to me that ought not to be done!-
Abimelech noted that he was "a dead man" (:3) already, and
therefore he was guilty of a great sin already- the sin of
intending to commit a sin of ignorance. He fully accepted
God's standards of judgment and morality in a way which
Abraham did not; for he had now multiple times (:13) led
Sarah and her suitors into potential sin. Abimelech did this
just once, and in ignorance, and is truly penitent and sensitive
to God's view of the matter; but Abraham was not. This is the
more commendable when we realize that the pagan gods and
idols knew nothing of this kind of sensitivity to potential sin.

20:10 Abimelech said to Abraham, What did you see, that
you have done this thing?- Abimelech is angry that Abraham
has led him into sin (:9 also), and he focuses upon that, rather
than the more obvious comment that Abraham was hardly a
good husband to Sarah. The Lord likewise taught that one
aspect of sexual failure is that it can cause others in some
cases to commit adultery (Mt. 5:32).

20:11 Abraham said, Because I thought, ‘Surely the fear of
God is not in this place. They will kill me for my wife's
sake’- As noted above, all Abimelech says shows that he did
in fact fear God. So the record presents Abraham as wrong
and spiritually inferior to Abimelech on some points.
Abraham's words appear to be purposefully recorded in such



a way as to beg the observation that according to the New
Testament, the husband should die for his wife's sake.
Abraham is consistently presented as weak and with the fear
that comes from lack of faith.

20:12 Besides, she is indeed my sister, the daughter of my
father, but not the daughter of my mother, and she became
my wife- "Iscah" in Gen. 11:29 is understood by some as
another name for Sarah, seeing that she and Abram had the
same fathers. The question remains as to why she is given a
different name there; and yet if she isn't Sarah, then we
wonder why one woman should be singled out for mention,
when hardly any other women apart from Sarah are
mentioned in the genealogies of Gen. 10 and 11. Such
behaviour was condemned under the law of Moses; but we
are presented with a man who was in an ongoing situation
which broke the law, who attained a righteousness greater
than the law. Never was there any hint that Abram should
have ended his marriage to Sarah because she was his half
sister; and this may have significance for those who consider
that marital failure must be put right by separation from
current partners.

God clearly and simply promised to make a great nation out
of him. But there was a time when his faith in this wavered,
and he lied about his wife Sarah, exposing her to great risk,
because he feared losing his life more than his wife. She was
his half sister (Gen. 20:12), and so he said she was his sister,
not his wife... we are left to imagine the complicated thought



processes and contorted reasoning that took place within him
before finally doing this. He could justify it, apparently. But
he would have been better holding to a simple faith in God’s
clear statements.

Gen. 20:12,13 could be translated as meaning that Abraham
married Sarah at the time he left Ur: “She [Sarah] is indeed
my sister, the daughter of my father, but not the daughter of
my mother; and she became my wife when it happened that
God caused me to wander from my father’s house; at that
time, I said to her, ‘This is your kindness which you shall
show to me. Everywhere that we go, say of me, He is my
brother’”. In this case we see that Abraham didn’t at all
leave his family- he married his half sister! In doing so he
was repeating the behaviour of his brother in marrying close
family relatives- Nahor married his brother Haran’s
daughter (Gen. 11:29). They left Ur and went to live in
Haran- and it’s surely not coincidence that they had a brother
of the same name, Haran. Surely there was a connection
between the man and the city- and that’s where they went to
live. This was hardly the individuation from family members
which God had required of Abraham.

20:13 It happened, when God caused me to wander from my
father s house, that I said to her, ‘This is your kindness
which you shall show to me. Everywhere that we go, say of
me, He is my brother’- Abraham's weak attitude to leaving
Ur is reflected much later too, when he tells Abimelech that
"the gods caused me to wander from my father's house" (Gen.



20:13). The Hebrew ta'ah ("wander") has the idea of
wandering aimlessly (Gen. 21:14; 37:15) and even sinning
(Is. 53:6). It wasn't a very nice term to use about God's
providence. That seems to me to be a believer in a moment
of weakness speaking about his faith in very worldly terms,
as one pagan to another. He doesn't see his leaving of his
father's house as obedience to Divine command and promise;
but rather he portrays that response as his being somehow
manipulated by the gods, picked up and taken out of the
situation. See on Gen. 11:31. The LXX has "when God
brought me forth out of the house of my father"; even in this
case, we see the emphasis upon God bringing him out to
separation from his relatives, rather than his obedience to the
call to do so. By saying this, he would be growing closer to
appreciating grace; that God caused him to be obedient when
he of himself was not. This is the same work of the Spirit
which continues in our days. The Gentile believers are in this
sense 'made obedient' by the Spirit's work (Rom. 15:18; 1
Pet. 1:2). Truly our salvation is not of works of obedience,
lest any man should boast (Eph. 2:9).

Abraham's comment that God caused him to go astray from
his father's house would likely have been understood by
those who first heard it as a negative reference to God- for
the word "gone astray" is used of a lost sheep (Jer. 50:6; Ez.
34:4,16; Ps. 119:176); and it was understood that "A bad
shepherd causes a sheep to go astray from the flock because
he is careless". Perhaps God recognized Abraham's failure



by instructing His people to confess every year that "An
Aramean gone astray was my father" (Dt. 26:5). I take this to
be a reference to Abraham and not Jacob; for it seems that
the people of Aram migrated to Ur, and that Abraham having
settled in Padan Aram, Abraham could also for that reason
be called an Aramean. So Israel were asked to remember
that their forefather Abraham had gone astray both literally
and spiritually; and thus Abraham's God was a God of grace,
and was thereby their God too.

Our own calling out of this world is likewise a matter of
God’s grace; He wishes to save us, and leads us out of
situations and into new ones, when we ourselves ought to
have made the moves of our own volition. He makes us
wander from our father’s house (Gen. 20:13). This is all part
of the “blessing” to Abraham, which involves turning us
away from sin (Acts 3:25,26). God was the one who brought
about Abraham’s obedience. "From thence [Haran]... God
removed him into (Canaan)" (Acts 7:4 R.V)).

"This righteousness thou shalt perform to me" (LXX) sounds
as if Abraham kidded himself and Sarah that lying was a
form of righteousness. And so often in the heat of moments
we too are tempted to justify wrong behaviour as being
necessary for the cause of righteousness.

Abraham is commended for being a wanderer and sojourner;
but this meant he was constantly in new situations. And

according to his own words here, he lied each time about his
wife. But righteousness was imputed to him, and God focuses



upon the positive, as we should with others.

20:14 Abimelech took sheep and cattle, male servants and
female servants, and gave them to Abraham, and restored
Sarah his wife, to him- Abraham ought to have apologized to
Abimelech. But instead Abimelech gives him a present. We
see here an example of grace; and how the unbelieving world
is favourably contrasted with the family of faith at this time.
The same happened in chapter 12. This is all the spirit of
going the second mile, offering the undergarment if someone
takes your jacket. It leaves us with the upper hand.

20:15 Abimelech said, Behold, my land is before you. Dwell
where it pleases you- We would rather expect Abimelech to
consider Abraham a hypocrite and leave the area. But rather
he seems to want a man of the true God living amongst him;
he wasn't fazed by personal hypocrisy, but saw through to the
higher truths.

20:16 To Sarah he said, Behold, I have given your brother a
thousand pieces of silver. Behold, it is for you an adorning
of the eyes before all that are with you. In front of all you
are reproved- Sarah was “reproved” by King Abimelech for
going along with Abraham’s lie about her not being his wife.
And yet Kings were reproved for her sake, and were not
allowed to do anything harmful to her (Ps. 105:14)! And
Abraham reproves Abimelech later- for something
Abimelech claimed he had not done (Gen. 21:25). The repeat
of the word “reprove” is surely meant to indicate that here is
an example of Abraham and Sarah being counted righteous



because of their faith- when clearly they were not wholly
righteous. Abraham, the man who had to be reproved, was
used by God to reprove the man who had reproved him... it
would have sounded very hypocritical to Abraham’s
neighbours. Yet the point was, that God saw him as being
righteous. See on Gen. 26:11.

Concerning not outwardly "adorning", the Greek text in in 1
Pet. 3:4-6 is alluding to the Septuagint of Gen. 20:16, which
says that Abimelech told Sarah that he had given Abraham
many silver pieces "that these may therefore be for thee to
adorn thy countenance"; or in another version of the LXX,
"those shall be to thee for the price of thy countenance", as if
to say 'this is the cost of being a pretty woman'; the
suggestion would be that it was the payment for whoredom,
although she had not slept with him. Thus Abimelech is
speaking sarcastically (note how he calls Abraham "your
brother", referring to Sarah and Abraham's family
relationship). It was a custom for married women to wear
their silver pieces on their face (cp. Lk. 15:8). Presumably
she had taken these off, in order to appear single and sexually
available. Abimelech is saying: "I've given your so-called
'brother’ Abraham 1000 silver pieces, so just make sure you
wear them in future and don't lead any more men into sin".
And what does the Spirit comment? "Thus she was
reproved". Her willingness to pretend she was single and not
refusing the sexual advances of Abimelech can only be seen
in a negative light from the Genesis record. She lacked



continued faith in the promises of a seed, and she
disregarded God's marriage principles for the sake of an all
too convenient 'obedience' to her husband. It may have been
that she regarded her inability to have children as partly his
fault (cp. the deadness of Abraham's body, Rom. 4:19). The
thing is, she had already shown enough faith to conceive
(Heb. 11:11), and presumably the effect of this was seen in
the physical rejuvenation of her body, which made her so
attractive to men, although she was 90 years old. Both Sarah
and Abraham had shown faith, she was living with her own
body as the constant reminder of God's faithfulness, and yet
in the incident with Abimelech she wavered and had to be
reproved. Yet she is seen in a positive light by the Spirit; her
lack of wearing ornaments, even though it was to show she
was single, is commended; as is her obedience to her
husband, even though she was reproved for this. The point is,
like all of us, her motives were probably mixed. She did
want to be truly obedient to Abraham, she did want to have a
meek spirit rather than outward adorning. Her wrong motives
surfaced, and were rebuked. But God saw deep inside her
heart, and saw the good motives, and drags them out and
holds them up as an example.

"And speak the truth in all things" (LXX) would be a well
deserved and stinging rebuke to her; for even today in
Semitic cultures, to call someone a liar to their face is an
insult.



20:17 Abraham prayed to God. God healed Abimelech, and
his wife, and his female servants, and they bore children-
See on Gen. 45:5. This is the language of Job praying for his
friends; see on :7. Abraham's weakness leads Abimelech's
wives to become barren; yet through the faith and prayer of
an undoubtedly spiritually weak Abraham, their fertility is
restored. Again, God was teaching Abraham through
circumstances. It could also be reasoned from Gen. 20:6 that
God weakened Abimelech's body so that he had no sexual
desire for Sarah- and again, this was to teach Abraham the
impotent old man that virility and conception is a gift which
God can give and take at ease. The wonderful thing is that all
these lessons were taught to Abraham through the incident of
lying about and betraying his wife, which shows the
weakness of his faith in God's promises. The way God works
with and through human weakness is awesome.

20:18 For Yahweh had closed up tight all the wombs of the
house of Abimelech, because of Sarah, Abraham's wife-
Time and again Biblical history demonstrates that sins of
silence and omission are just as fatal as sins of public,
physical commission. Sarah omitted to say that Abraham was
her husband; and was reproved. Abraham’s lie about Sarah
and unfaithfulness to his marriage covenant with her became
a source of God’s blessing and the curing of Abimelech’s
wife from infertility (I read her infertility as a state that
existed prior to the incident with Abraham). The
righteousness of God becomes available to us exactly



because we have sinned and come short of the glory of God
(Rom. 3:23,24). God works out His plan of salvation
actually through man’s disobedience rather than his
obedience. As Paul puts it again, we are concluded in
unbelief, that God may have mercy (Rom. 11:32). It was and
is the spirit of Joseph, when he comforted his brothers:
“Now do not be distressed or angry with yourselves because
you sold me here; for God sent me before you to preserve
life” (Gen. 45:5). And again, speaking about the sin of Israel
in rejecting Christ: “Their trespass means riches for the
[Gentile] world” (Rom. 11:12).



GENESIS CHAPTER 21

21:1 Yahweh visited Sarah as He had said, and Yahweh did
to Sarah as He had spoken- The double emphasis "As He
had said... spoken" emphasizes the fulfilment of His word of
promise, and perhaps stands in contrast to her laughing in
mockery at that same word. "Spoken" refers specifically to
the spoken word; so the "Yahweh" in view is the Angel who
had visited Sarah nine months previously. Angels can bear
the Name of Yahweh, as can His Son, without being one and
the same as God Himself.

21:2 Sarah conceived, and bore Abraham a son in his old
age, at the set time of which God had spoken to him- It
could be that the Divine visitation of : 1 refers rather to God
'visiting His people' in the sense of getting involved with
them and identifying with them, rather than a literal visit.
This would mean that the conception was Yahweh visiting
Sarah. But it's also possible that the visitation was in order
to give Sarah both conception and childbirth at the same
time. I suggest this because Paul writes of how Isaac was
born after the Spirit, and Ishmael after the flesh (Gal. 4:29).
Whilst Isaac was not the only begotten Son of God as the
Lord was, all the same it is possible to argue from Paul's
language that [saac was somehow Divinely conceived, by the
Spirit, and not as a result of "the flesh" as Ishmael was, i.e.
Abraham having intercourse with Sarah. Whatever, her
conception is attributed to the visitation of the same Angel
who had appeared to her previously. In this case, we have



yet another hint at the weakness of Abraham and Sarah's
faith. They ought to have slept together, firmly believing the
Angelic promise that they would have a child. But if Isaac
was born after the Spirit and not after the flesh, we could
draw the conclusion that they did not, and the conception and
birth were of special Divine intervention, although the
resulting child was miraculously of the seed of Abraham.

21:3 Abraham called his son who was born to him, whom
Sarah bore to him, Isaac- The name was a reminder for all
time that initially, Sarah had laughed at the promise of Isaac,
and been rebuked for it (Gen. 18:12-15). The laughter of joy
at his birth was memorialized in his name, but so was Sarah's
terrible mocking laughter at God.

21:4 Abraham circumcised his son Isaac when he was eight
days old, as God had commanded him- The circumcision of
both Isaac and Ishmael is emphasized; they were both in
covenant with God and thereby heirs of the promises, which
were at different times made to them both. But Isaac held in
with these things, whereas Ishmael pushed off to Egypt and
despised them, as Esau was to do later.

21:5 Abraham was one hundred years old when his son
Isaac was born to him- This was 25 years after the first
promise of a seed.

21:6 Sarah said, God has made me laugh. Everyone who
hears will laugh with me- The same word is used of how



Sarah had mockingly laughed at God at the news of Isaac's
conception (Gen. 18:12-15). And we wonder whether her
skepticism may still carry through here, as if to say: 'I can't
believe this is for true, everyone who hears I bore a child
will laugh their heads off in disbelief'.

21:7 She said, Who would have said to Abraham, that
Sarah would nurse children! For I have borne him a son in
his old age- The answer to her question is "God". Only God
would say such a humanly bizarre thing. Likewise Peter
reasoned that if it was the Lord Jesus walking on the stormy
lake, then the Lord would bid him come unto Him. Nobody
else would think of making such an invitation. There is
something uniquely challenging about God's way with us, and
the possibilities which He alone perceives and seeks to make
real for us.

21:8 The child grew, and was weaned, and Abraham made a
great feast on the day that Isaac was weaned- Weaning
could take up to three or four years, which would make
Ishmael 16 or 17 at this time, and not a toddler.

21:9 Sarah saw the son of Hagar the Egyptian, whom she
had borne to Abraham, mocking- Ishmael was a mid
teenager; and yet his behaviour was judged as sinful.
Children and young people can and do sin, such is God's
sensitivity to human failure. What he did to the toddler Isaac
is called "persecution" (Gal. 4:29). So there may have been
more to it than "mocking" a toddler. We observe however



that Sarah too had mocked- and mocked God's promise (Gen.
18:12-15). The record carefully balances out the
wrongdoing, to stress that it is not the case that Abraham and
Sarah were per se more spiritual than others.

21:10 Therefore she said to Abraham, Cast out this
handmaid and her son! For the son of this handmaid will
not be heir with my son Isaac!- Sarah's screaming
indignation can be well imagined. Consider which words
were probably stressed most by her: "Cast out this
bondwoman and her son: for the son of this bondwoman
shall not be heir (just hear her voice!) with my son, even
with Isaac" (Gen. 21:10). This is in harmony with her
previous bitterness and aggression to Hagar and Abraham.
But both Ishmael and Isaac had received circumcision, the
token of the covenant, and identical promises were made to
them both. Sarah was out of step with God's intentions. Her
attitude in implying that Ishmael was not the seed is gently
rebuked by God in his subsequent words to Abraham
concerning Ishmael: "He is your seed" (:13). And yet Sarah's
words are quoted in Gal. 4:30 as inspired Scripture! Here
we see the wonder of the God with whom we deal, in the
way in which He patiently bore with Sarah and Abraham. He
saw through her anger, her jealousy, the pent up bitterness of
a lifetime, and he saw her faith; or even counted
righteousness to her, as He did to Abraham and Lot. And He
worked through that screaming, angry woman to be His



prophet. According to Gal. 4:30, God Himself spoke through
her in those words, outlining a principle which has been true
over the generations; that the son of the slave must be cast
out, and that there must always be conflict between him and
the true seed. Sarah in her time of child-birth is likened to us
all as we enter the Kingdom, full of joy (Is. 54:1-4); and yet
at that time she was eaten up with pride and joy that she
could now triumph over her rival. And yet Sarah at that time
is seen from a righteous perspective, in that she is a type of
us as we enter the Kingdom. God's mercy to Sarah and
Abraham is repeated to us daily.

"Cast out" is a word used elsewhere about divorce. Sarah's
attitude here is altogether wrong; remember that it was her
idea that Abraham should effectively marry Hagar and have a
child by her.

Apostate Israel are described in the very language of the
adversaries / Satans of God's people. Because they acted
like the world around them, from which they had been called
out, they were ultimately judged by God as part of that
world. Consider all the times when God’s apostate people
are recorded as acting in terms of their Arab cousins. Thus
apostate Israel and the Jewish system were to be "cast out"
(Jn. 12:31) just as Ishmael had been (Gen. 21:10). Indeed,
Hagar and Ishmael are representative of Israel "after the
flesh" and the earthly Jerusalem (Gal. 4:29,30).

21:11 The thing was very grievous in Abraham’s sight on
account of his son- It is stressed in the record that Ishmael



was "his son". Abraham had other sons by Keturah, but
clearly Ishmael had a special place for him; for he had been
circumcised, and was therefore within the covenant.
"Grievous" is the usual word for "evil" and has a definite
moral connotation. In Abraham's opinion, he was being
manipulated to do something morally wrong.

21:12 God said to Abraham, Don t let it be grievous in your
sight because of the boy, and because of your handmaid. In
all that Sarah says to you, listen to her voice. For in Isaac
will your seed be called- What Sarah was proposing was
indeed morally evil ("grievous", see on :11). But God asks
Abraham not to take that guilt upon himself. I have argued on
Gen. 16:11 that Ishmael means "God hears" because God
heard Abraham's request that Ishmael might live before God
in covenant relationship, and this was confirmed by Ishmael
being circumcised as the token of the covenant and receiving
the same promises as Isaac. It was a Divine observation that
Isaac would be the one through whom the promised seed
would come; rather than saying to the effect that 'Don't worry,
you can throw Ishmael away, I'm against him and he's not in
covenant with Me, but Isaac will be'.

So God asks Abraham not to take that guilt upon himself.
There was wrong, but God is saying that in the end, Ishmael
will survive and He has a potential purpose with him. But the
higher level surely would've been for Abraham to refuse any
part in this evil treatment of Hagar and Ishmael. It's a case of
different levels and God's willingness to be sympathetic to



those who feel they are caught up in a situational ethic... As
we should be.

21:13 I will also make a nation of the son of the handmaid,
because he is your seed- The promises to Ishmael are very
similar to those to Isaac and the seed of Abraham; God is
surely saying that sending Ishmael away didn't of itself mean
that the promises could not apply to him. In this, God was as
it were disallowing Sarah's desire to disinherit Ishmael. This
confirms that the comment in :12 that Abraham's seed would
be called in Isaac is not saying that Ishmael was not
Abraham's seed. He was, and the record often stresses that
Ishmael was Abraham's son.

21:14 Abraham rose up early in the morning, and took
bread and a bottle of water, and gave it to Hagar, putting it
on her shoulder, and gave her the child, and sent her
away-

There is a word play here, where the word shawkam occurs
twice. Abraham "rose up early" (shawkam) in the morning,
took bread, water and Hagar's child, and "laid [them] on her
shoulder" (shawkam). I understand from this that Abraham
really fellowshipped with the suffering laid upon Hagar; he
did it with a very sad heart, feeling for Hagar to the point of
realistic empathy.

Abraham's behaviour towards Hagar and Ishmael was

actually illegal in terms of the near Eastern legal codes.
Those of Lipit-Ishtar and Hammurabi, as well as the laws of



Nuzi amongst the Hurrians, all specifically stated that a
husband with a barren wife may take a concubine through
whom he could have offspring, but if his wife then has
children, he must not ever disinherit or expel from the family
the concubine and her children (Angel Gonzales, Abraham:
Father of Believers (New York: Herder and Herder, 1967)
p. 74). Yet Abraham did exactly this, effectively casting out
Ishmael and Hagar into the desert, to walk until they perished
of heat exposure. Perhaps God's later demand of Abraham to
sacrifice his son, "your son, your only son, Isaac" (Gen.
22:2), when he had other children apart from Isaac, was an
implicit criticism of Abraham for having rejected Ishmael as
his son; and he was asked to enter into the loss of a child, of
how Hagar felt for her only son, as he had effectively
sacrificed Ishmael to the desert.

She departed, and wandered in the wilderness of
Beersheba- Abraham and Sarah had also been caused to
wander by God (see on Gen. 20:13). Again the point is being
made that the supposedly holy family were not radically
different from Hagar and Ishmael. God wanted them too; but
they chose to step out of God's program and return to Egypt.

21:15 The water in the bottle was spent, and she cast the
child under one of the bushes- Travel in the desert was done
by moving from well to well, rather like a light aircraft flies
between beacons. The Bedouins only carry as much water as
is required until they reach the next well. Hagar had



apparently missed her way; or more likely, the Angel had
closed her eyes from seeing the well, which is why when her
eyes were "opened" she immediately saw the well (:19).
Ishmael had been thirteen when Isaac was born, and they
were cast out by Sarah when Isaac was weaned, which
would likely have been at 3 or 4 years old. So Ishmael was a
mid teenager. He apparently fainted because of the lack of
water. Hagar tried to carry him, but unable to do so any
longer, left him under a bush to die. This tragic situation was
brought about not as punishment, but to attempt to intensify
her relationship with God, in the hope she would now raise a
Godly seed.

21:16 She went and sat down opposite him, a good way off,
about a bow shot away. For she said, Let me not see the
death of the child. She sat over against him, and lifted up
her voice, and wept- Her voice of weeping was heard as
"the voice of the boy" (:17). Ishmael was about to die and
had likely lost consciousness. Our prayers can be heard as
the prayers of others, which is how the Lord's prayer
intercession for us is described in Rom. 8. The language
however is similar to how God heard Israel's cry in Egypt.
The cry of distress at a situation is read by God as prayer; it
is our inner spirit or attitude which is read as prayer (Rom.
8). This is comfort for those who feel they cannot well
verbalize things in prayer. God hears the spirit of our
situation rather than the verbalization.

21:17 God heard the voice of the boy- As noted on :16, the



voice or situation of someone is heard by God as if it is their
prayer; and there is also the possibility that the prayer of
another for us, in this case Hagar (:16), is read as prayer by
God.

The angel of God called to Hagar out of the sky, and said
to her, What ails you, Hagar? Don't be afraid. For God has
heard the voice of the boy where he is- The fact we read a
phrase like "the Angel of elohim" here suggests that
individual angels can be messengers of other Angel-elohim,
and that there is a degree of hierarchy in the Heavenly
organization.

21:18 Get up, lift up the boy, and hold him in your arm. For
I will make him a great nation- Ishmael was around 16 or
17. The lifting up was therefore the language of sacrifice- for
that is the idiom used for sacrifice and prayer. Again we see
a parallel with Isaac, whose parent was also commanded to
lift up his beloved son to God. As she looked into the eyes of
her helpless, dying son, probably unconscious or delirious, it
would have seemed such a juxtaposition with such a great
promise. And so it was with the promise repeated to the
helpless baby Isaac. But we are brought to know our
weakness, that God's grace might be the more revealed.

21:19 God opened her eyes, and she saw a well of water.
She went, filled the bottle with water, and gave the boy
drink- See on Ps. 119:18. I suggested on :15 that travel in the
desert was done by moving from well to well, rather like a
light aircraft flies between beacons. The Bedouins only carry



as much water as is required until they reach the next well.
Hagar had apparently missed her way; or more likely, the
Angel had closed her eyes from seeing the well, which is
why when her eyes were "opened" she immediately saw the
well.

21:20 God was with the boy, and he grew. He lived in the
wilderness, and as he grew up he became an archer- We
read in :22 that God was also "with" Abraham. We are being
taught that Ishmael was potentially just as much within the
covenant purpose of God. God was not against Ishmael, the
record really emphasizes this. Despite Abraham having other
sons by Keturah, Ishmael and Isaac are mentioned as his sons
in 1 Chron. 1:28. He was circumcised, part of the covenant;
God was with him; but Ishmael chose the way of his mother
and stepped out of the purpose of God, resigning, effectively,
the covenant relationship into which he was born.

21:21 He lived in the wilderness of Paran. His mother took
a wife for him out of the land of Egypt- Hagar was an
Egyptian, and when she fled from Sarah in Gen. 16 she began
on the road back there. And she takes a wife for her son from
there. Egypt clearly represents the world; she was driven out
from association with the Abraham family, thanks to Sarah's
awfully wrong attitude, but failed to hold on to the covenant
which Ishmael had been given.

21:22 It happened at that time, that Abimelech and Phicol
the captain of his army spoke to Abraham, saying, God is
with you in all that you do- Sarah has effectively tried to kill



Hagar and her son Ishmael as she did in chapter 16,
apparently because of the teenage Ishmael mocking the baby
Isaac. Whilst this incident is symbolic of the persecution of
the righteous by the wicked (Gal. 4:29), this in no way
justifies Sarah's behaviour. And yet straight after this
shameful business, God blesses Abraham in all that he does,
and Sarah would have benefitted from this. Clearly material
blessing is not related to spirituality.

21:23 Now therefore, swear to me here by God that you will
not deal falsely with me, nor with my son, nor with my son's
son. But according to the kindness that I have done to you,
you shall do to me, and to the land in which you have lived
as a foreigner- Abimelech had first encountered Abraham
when he lied about Sarah, and Abimelech reproved him for
his immorality. It must've been a strange experience- to begin
relationship with this man realizing he was a hypocrite and
didn't walk his talk, and yet coming to see that God was with
this man. Abimelech is presented as a God fearer, contrary to
what Abraham initially thought. He saw through the
weakness of God's representatives, as we should, and came
to perceive that this one true God is characterized by grace-
working with and blessing those who were not worthy of it.

21:24 Abraham said, I will swear- This is the first time this
Hebrew word for "swear" is used, and we will now read an
unusually elaborate ritual of 'sevening' or swearing,
involving seven lambs to represent the 'sevening'. This
swearing to a covenant was to be kept carefully and



seriously. It was to set Abraham up for God 'swearing' to him
in even more solemn terms that the promises to Abraham
would really come true (Gen. 22:16). God likewise uses
circumstances in our lives in order to prepare us for the next
stage in our lives.

21:25 Abraham reproved Abimelech because of a water
well, which Abimelech s servants had violently taken away-
Earlier, Abimelech had rightly reproved Abraham for what
he had done wrong in deceiving Abimelech about Sarah.
Perhaps psychologically, Abraham wanted to get equal with
Abimelech, although again, as in the incident with Sarah,
Abimelech has sinned in ignorance. The similarities point up
a comparison between the two which consistently leaves
Abimelech in the more positive light. And yet Abraham was
the one whom God chose.

21:26 Abimelech said, I don'’t know who has done this
thing. You didn 't tell me, neither did I hear of it, until
today- As noted on :25, again Abimelech is finding himself
involved in a sin of ignorance. The same Divine hand was at
work in his life; and we likewise find situations repeat in
life, to teach us. Abimelech's implication is: 'And why ever
didn't you tell me about this matter earlier?'. This was
exactly what he said to Abraham regarding the deception
over Sarah. Abimelech must have had the impression that
Abraham was a strange, furtive guy, somewhat lacking in
integrity; and yet the God of all grace was strangely with



him. See on :23.

21:27 Abraham took sheep and cattle, and gave them to
Abimelech. Those two made a covenant- One can't help but
notice that God stressed to the later children of Abraham that
since they had a covenant with Him, they were not to make
covenants with the people who lived around them in the
land- time and again God references His covenant with His
people, and in that context tells them not to make covenants
with the peoples of the land (Ex. 34:10-12,15,27; Dt. 7:29;
Jud. 2:1,2,20). Yet Abraham made covenants with those very
people (Gen. 14:13;21:27,32)- perhaps indicating his lack
of appreciation of his covenant relationship with Yahweh?
21:28 Abraham set seven ewe lambs of the flock by
themselves- The idea was that they were separate from the
two men, observing them ["by themselves"], but witnesses.
Seven is the number of perfection; or perhaps he had in view
the 'plural of majesty', the one great, perfect lamb. Did
Abraham perceive that there was some "perfect lamb’,
perhaps his future promised seed, who would be the ultimate
witness between men?

21:29 Abimelech said to Abraham, What mean these seven
ewe lambs which you have set by themselves?- This way of
swearing was unknown to Abimelech and the surrounding
culture. As noted on :24, Abraham had thought up a new
ceremony in order to emphasize the gravity and utter
dependability of his 'swearing’; and this was then used by
God in Gen. 22:16, to show Abraham that now God Himself



was going to 'swear' to Abraham.

21:30 He said, You shall take these seven ewe lambs from
my hand, that it may be a witness to me, that I have dug
this well- As noted on :31, to seven oneself was to swear,
and Beer Sheba was literally the well of the sevens. This
was perhaps the reason for the seven lambs. For the meaning
of the seven lambs, see on :28.

21:31 Therefore he called that place Beersheba, because
they both swore there- Literally, the well of the sevens; to
seven oneself was to swear.

21:32 So they made a covenant at Beersheba. Abimelech
rose up with Phicol, the captain of his army, and they
returned into the land of the Philistines- The sober gravity
of this covenant was to prepare Abraham for the wonder of
God making a covenant with him in the next chapter.

21:33 Abraham planted a tamarisk tree in Beersheba, and
called there on the name of Yahweh, the Everlasting God-
AV "grove". The idea was of a roofless temple; and the
tamarisk was hard and had evergreen leaves and plants
growing on it, rather like mistletoe. Groves of such trees
were typically associated with idol worship. We note that
Abraham didn't build an altar for worship, but rather this
grove; and we wonder whether he was not mixing Yahweh
worship with idolatry, as Jacob and his family also did.

21:34 Abraham lived as a foreigner in the land of the
Philistines many days- 1 noted on Gen. 20:1 that Abraham is



described as both living temporarily, and yet also
permanently dwelling. No matter how stable our living place
may appear, even if we lived in the house we were born in
all our lives, it is still a passing through, as a foreigner, just
temporarily- because the true permanence is yet to come,
when the promises to Abraham are fulfilled. And no matter
how long Abraham lived in an area, even for "many days", he
"lived as a foreigner", just as we should, realizing that we
are only passing through.



GENESIS CHAPTER 22

22:1 It happened after these things, that God tested
Abraham, and said to him, Abraham! He said, Here I am-
See on Gen. 24:18. Temptation comes from internal
processes (James 1:13-15), but God does test, as He did
Adam in Eden and Israel in the wilderness (Ex. 15:25; 16:4).
The primary audience of the Pentateuch was Israel under
testing; and so the example of Abraham was presented in that
context.

22:2 He said, Now take your son, your only son, whom you
love, even Isaac- Isaac was not Abraham's only son. He had
Ishmael, and other children by Keturah. Clearly the incident
is framed to point forward to the sacrifice of God's only and
beloved Son; "the son of His love" (Col. 1:13) surely alludes
back here. Perhaps we are to read the words here as meaning
that Isaac was the "only" son whom he loved so much. Or it
could be that Isaac is framed as Abraham's only son, just as
Melchizedek is spoken of as having no parents, and no
beginning nor end of life. The reference is to how the record
is framed in Genesis; no genealogy nor chronological
markers are provided for him. And so it might be there, with
this presentation of Isaac as "your only son". But perhaps the
idea is that Isaac was the only son of Abraham and Sarah.
Abraham had frequently lied about her during their marriage
(Gen. 20:13), and hardly comes over as willing to die for
her. And yet God here speaks to Abraham as if he is Sarah,
alluding to the unity which He counted as being between



them. The decision to sacrifice Isaac would have ideally
needed her agreement.

And go into the land of Moriah. Offer him there for a burnt
offering on one of the mountains which I will tell you of- It
seems reasonable to conclude that Isaac was offered on or
near the hill of Calvary, one of the hills (Heb.) near
Jerusalem, in the ancient “land of Moriah" (where the temple
was built, 2 Chron. 3:1).

22:3 Abraham rose early in the morning- The flesh would
naturally like to delay our response in case we can avoid the
sacrifice required. But Abraham arises early in immediate
obedience. He may have discussed the situation with Isaac,
who would've been about 20, and he would have agreed of
his own volition. However, Isaac's question in :7 suggests
that he was not aware that he personally was to be offered.

And saddled his donkey, and took two of his young men
with him- The details are added so that we can play "Bible
television" with the scene and imagine it. "His young men"
may refer to other sons he had had by concubines or Keturah.
Perhaps he was willing to sacrifice them too if required.

And Isaac his son. He split the wood for the burnt offering,
and arose and went to the place of which God had told him-
There are examples of Abraham being progressively set up
by God so that his spiritual growth would be an upward
spiral. Initially, he was told to walk / go to a land which God
would shew him (Gen. 12:1); when he got there, he was told



to "arise", and "walk" through that land of Canaan (Gen.
13:17). And Abraham, albeit in a faltering kind of way, did
just this. But this was to prepare him for the test of Gen. 22:3
in the command to offer Isaac. His obedience this time isn't at
all faltering. He "arises" and 'goes' [s.w. "walk"] "unto the
place of which God had told him" to offer Isaac (Gen. 22:3).
This is exactly what he had been called to do right back in
Ur- to arise and walk / go to a land / place which God would
show him (Gen. 12:1). And so our obedience in one
challenge of God leads us to obedience in others. I've
elsewhere pointed out how circumstances tend to repeat both
within and between the lives of God's faithful. One
experience is designed to lead us to another. Nothing-
absolutely nothing- in our lives is senseless chance. All- and
this takes some believing- is part of a higher plan for our
spiritual good, in our latter end.

22:4 On the third day Abraham lifted up his eyes, and saw
the place far off- The name given to the place, Yahweh-
Yireh, means ‘in this mount I have seen Yahweh’. The events
of the death and resurrection of the Lord which Isaac’s
experience pointed forward to were therefore the prophesied
‘seeing’ of Yahweh. When Abraham ‘saw the place [of
Isaac’s intended sacrifice] afar off", there is more to those
words than a literal description. Heb. 11:13 alludes here in
saying that Abraham saw the fulfilment of “the promises"
“afar off". The Lord in Jn. 8:56 says that Abraham saw His
day or time [usually a reference to His sacrifice]. And yet



that place of offering was called by Abraham ‘Jehovah
Jireh’, ‘Jehovah will be seen’. Note the theme of seeing. In
some shadowy way, Abraham understood something of the
future sacrifice of the Lord Jesus; and yet he speaks of it as
the time when Yahweh Himself will be ‘seen’, so intense
would the manifestation of God be in the death of His Son.

22:5 Abraham said to his young men, Stay here with the
donkey. The boy and I will go yonder. We will worship, and
come back to you- True sacrifice is praise of God; thus
Abraham's willingness to offer Isaac was "praise" (s.w.
"worship"). Israel in their repentance "will account our lips
as calves" (Hos. 14:3 LXX, RVmg.), i.e. as sacrifices. The
"fruit of the lips" there was repentance. Which is why the
Hebrew writer says that we "make confession to his name"
with the fruit of our lips (Heb. 13:15 RV). Continually we
should offer this sacrifice of praise (Heb. 13:15), the
thankfulness that wells up from knowing we are forgiven, the
joy born of regular, meaningful repentance. And we do this
"by" or 'on account of the sacrifice of Jesus for us, which
enables this forgiveness and thereby repentance (Heb.
13:12,15).

Mt. 26:36 has the Lord saying to the disciples: “Sit in this
place [kathisate autou] until going away, I pray there”, and
then He takes along with him [paralambanein] Peter. These
are the very words used in the Gen. 22 LXX account of
Abraham taking Isaac to ‘the cross’. Jesus is seeking to
encourage Peter to see himself as Isaac, being taken to share



in the cross. Now whether Peter discerned this or not, we
don’t know. But the Lord gave him the potential possibility to
be inspired like this.

"And come back to you" means that Abraham was certain that
Isaac would be resurrected. Heb. 11:19 says that Abraham
went in faith that "God was able to raise him up, even from
the dead". Like Job, he worked out by inference that there
had to be a resurrection of the body to fulfil the implications
of the promises made to them.

22:6 Abraham took the wood of the burnt offering and laid
it on Isaac his son. He took in his hand the fire and the
knife. They both went together- Twice emphasized (:8), this
speaks of the unity between Father and Son as the Lord
walked the Via Dolorosa to the place of crucifixion; and of
Isaac's willing involvement in the sacrifice, when he was
easily old enough to escape from it. The scene looks forward
to the Lord carrying the wood upon which He would be
offered. Indeed the Hebrew for "wood" is strictly "tree". The
same word is used of how Abraham had earlier "laid"
provisions upon Hagar and Ishmael's shoulders and sent his
son Ishmael away (Gen. 21:14). That experience in 'losing'
his begotten son was to prepare him now for this apparent
loss.

22:7 Isaac spoke to Abraham his father, and said, My
father? He said, Here I am, my son. He said, Here is the
fire and the wood, but where is the lamb for a burnt
offering?- This would suggest that Isaac had not been told of



the plan. And yet he was old enough to have resisted. His
willingness to cooperate would therefore have been a result
of deciding to give his life at the very last moment. "Here I
am" is the very Hebrew phrase Abraham uses in responding
to the Lord's call in :1. We are given the impression of a man
absolutely ready to obey any call.

22:8 Abraham said, God will Himself provide the lamb for
a burnt offering, my son. So they both went together- The
Hebrew language reflects certain realities about the nature of
God’s ways. The common Hebrew word for ‘to see’,
especially when used about God’s ‘seeing’, means also ‘to
provide’. Abraham comforted Isaac that “God will see for
himself [AV ‘provide’] the lamb” (Gen. 22:8 RVmg.); and
thus the RVmg. interprets ‘Jehovah Jireh’ as meaning ‘the
Lord will see, or provide’ (Gen. 22:14). The same word is
used when Saul asks his servants to “provide” him a man (1
Sam. 16:17). When Hagar said “You God see me” (Gen.
16:13), she was expressing her gratitude for His provision
for her. What this means in practice is that the fact God sees
and knows all things means that He can and will therefore
and thereby provide for us in the circumstances of life; for
He sees and knows all things. Perhaps Abraham learnt from
the words of his slave girl, whom he and his wife had
abused. This is how we are to be, remembering and learning
from incidents, even those which involve our own failures, to
prepare us for future understandings and commitments.

22:9 They came to the place which God had told him of.



Abraham built the altar there, and laid the wood in order,
bound Isaac his son, and laid him on the altar, on the
wood- "They came to the place" is echoed in the description
of the Lord's arrival at "the place called Golgotha" (Mt.
27:33). Again the details are given, so that we can
reconstruct the scene. Thus we read of the wood ["tree
[branches]"] being laid "in order", literally 'in rows'.

22:10 Abraham stretched out his hand, and took the knife to
kill his son- This is the Hebrew term used of Adam and Eve
stretching out their hand to take the forbidden fruit (Gen.
3:22). Abraham by contrast stretches out his hand in
obedience rather than disobedience. The 'taking the knife to
kill ['slaughter in sacrifice']' really does invite us to see
Abraham silhouetted against the sky, with the knife in mid air.
He really was taken to the brink. Surely this incident is in
mind in 1 Cor. 10:13: "No temptation ['testing, as in Gen.
22:1] has overtaken you that is not common to man. God is
faithful, and He will not let you be tempted beyond your
ability, but with the temptation He will also provide the way
of escape, that you may be able to endure it". Abraham is no
longer left as an icon to be admitted from afar, as if in stained
glass; but rather is he everyman in Christ.

22:11 The angel of Yahweh called to him out of the sky, and
said, Abraham, Abraham! He said, Here I am- This is
presented as his characteristic response (:1,7). He was
willing to do and be as directed, both in sacrificing or not
sacrificing.



22:12 He said, Don t lay your hand on the boy, neither do
anything to him- His hand was literally less than a meter
from Isaac's heart, with a knife in that hand, just seconds
away from plunging the knife into Isaac.

For now I know that you fear God- Because the Angels are
of limited knowledge, it seems that they bring some trials
upon us in order to find out more about us. This is language
of limitation- God Himself knows all things, but the Angel
wanted to test Abraham. Indeed, the apocryphal Book Of
Jubilees claims in so many words that it was an Angel called
Mastema who was responsible for the idea of testing
Abraham in order to determine his level of obedience.

Since you have not withheld your son, your only son, from
Me- "Your only son" [see note on :2] reflects how God was
fully aware of the cost of the sacrifice He was asking for. He
too did not spare or withhold His only Son, and this passage
is alluded to in Rom. 8:32: "He that spared not His own
Son". Therefore He was so thrilled with Abraham's attitude
because He perceived how a man was connecting with Him
in having the same spirit. We too can thrill God by being
likewise.

22:13 Abraham lifted up his eyes, and looked, and saw that
behind him was a ram caught in the thicket by his horns.
Abraham went and took the ram, and offered him up for a
burnt offering instead of his son- This was the "way of
escape” of 1 Cor. 10:13, which alludes to this incident and
presents Abraham as every one of us. When the Lord on the



cross cried out "How have You forsaken Me!" (Mk. 15:34),
the Aramaic sabachthani also means "entangled". It's as if
He is saying "You have entangled me, I am not Isaac who
was saved atthe last minute, [ am like the entangled ram!". 1
have elsewhere commented concerning the possibility that
Christ felt that although He would be tied to the cross as
Isaac was, yet somehow He would be delivered. Clearly the
offering of Isaac is to be understood as prophetic of the
Lord’s sacrifice. The Lord's growing realization that the
entangled ram represented Him rather than Isaac would have
led to this sense of panic which He expressed in that cry
from the cross. There is more evidence than we sometimes
care to consider that Christ's understanding was indeed
limited; He was capable of misunderstanding Scripture,
especially under the stress of the cross.

22:14 Abraham called the name of that place ‘Yahweh Will
Provide’. As it is said to this day, On Yahweh's mountain, it
will be provided- See on Job 42:1. Jehovah-Jireh can mean
“Yahweh will show Yah", in eloquent prophecy of the
crucifixion. There Yahweh was to be manifested supremely.
Abraham comforted Isaac that "God will see for himself [AV
'provide'] the lamb" (Gen. 22:8 RVmg.); and thus the RVmg,
interprets 'Jehovah-Jireh' as meaning 'the Lord will see, or
provide'. The same word is used when Saul asks his servants
to "provide" him a man (1 Sam. 16:17). When Hagar said
"You God see me" (Gen. 16:13) she was expressing her
gratitude for His provision for her. What this means in



practice is that the fact God sees and knows all things means
that He can and will therefore and thereby provide for us in
the circumstances of life; for He sees and knows all things.
Note that Prov. 28:27 and 29:7 RV speak of ‘hiding the eyes’
in the sense of not making provision for the need of others.
God’s eyes are not hidden, and therefore He makes
provision. Dt. 2:7 speaks of how God ‘knew’ Israel’s
journey through the wilderness, and therefore they “lacked
nothing”.

22:15 The angel of Yahweh called to Abraham a second
time out of the sky- There was no Angel standing in front of
Abraham to provide as it were visible backup. Really
Abraham's faith in and response to the spoken word at this
point is commendable.

22:16 And said, I have sworn by Myself, says Yahweh- The
New Testament comments that this was because God could
swear by no greater (Heb. 6:13). God was solemnly
promising that all Abraham's seed would be saved because
of'this faith of Abraham confirmed now in his works.

Because you have done this thing, and have not withheld
your son, your only son- According to Heb. 11:12, God’s
promises to Abraham were fulfilled on account of his faith;
God in some way allowed Himself to be potentially limited
by Abraham’s faith. Indeed, the promised world-wide
blessing of all nations was promised only “because you have
obeyed my voice” (Gen. 22:16,18). In this sense the
covenants of salvation were partly due to another man



[Abraham] being faithful [although above all our salvation
was due to the Lord Jesus]. In this sense he is the “father” of
the faithful.

The offering of Isaac was without doubt an act of faith by
Abraham. His trust in the invisible God, His reflection upon
a series of promises which amount to no more than about 200
words in Hebrew, was balanced against his natural hope for
his family, human affection, common sense, love of his
beloved son, lifelong ambition... and he was willing to ditch
all those things for his faith in God's promises. You can
speak 200 words in a minute. The total sum of God's
recorded communication with Abraham was only a minute's
worth of speaking. Abraham had so much faith in so few
words; and perhaps the number of words was so few so that
Abraham would memorize and continually reflect upon them.
Yet the total number of words God or an Angel spoke to
Abraham about anything was pretty small- the total
[including the words of the promises] comes to only 583
Hebrew words- which can be spoken in less than three
minutes [Gen. 12:1-3 =28 words; Gen. 12:7 =4 words; Gen.
13:14-16 = 44 words; Gen. 15 =117 words; Gen. 17 = 195
words; Gen. 18 = 87 words; Gen. 21 =26 words; Gen. 22 =
82 words]. And remember that all these words, these
snatches of brief conversation, were spoken to Abraham over
a period of 100 years or so. His faith in God's word, His
mediation upon it and following its implications, really does
make him a spiritual "father of us all". We have the Bible, a



whole book of God's words, which we can instantly access
and read. Would we were to have a like sensitivity to every
word spoken.

Spiritual ambition means that we will desire to do some
things which we can’t physically fulfil- and yet they will be
counted to us. Abraham is spoken of as having offered up
Isaac- his intention was counted as the act. And Prov. 19:22
RV appropriately comments: “The desire of a man is the
measure of his kindness”. It is all accepted according to what
a man has, not what he has not. Faith is perfected / matured
by the process of works (James 2:22,23). The works, the
upward spiral of a life lived on the basis of faith, develop
the initial belief in practice. Thus Abraham believed God in
Gen. 15, but these works of Gen. 22 [offering Isaac] made
that faith “perfect”. Through his correct response to the early
promises given him, Abraham was imputed “the
righteousness of faith”. But on account of that faith inspired
by the earlier promises, he was given “the promises that he
should be heir of the world” (Rom. 4:13). That promise in
turn inspired yet more faith. In this same context, Paul had
spoken of how the Gospel preached to Abraham in the
promises leads men “from faith to faith”, up the upward
spiral (Rom. 1:17).

God ‘spared not’ His own son (Rom. 8:32)- alluding to the
LXX of Gen. 22:16, where Abraham spares not his son.
Clearly the offering of Isaac is to be understood as prophetic



of the Lord’s sacrifice. The Lord's growing realization that
the entangled ram represented Him rather than Isaac would
have led to the sense of panic which He expressed in "My
God, why have You forsaken me?". Christ felt that although
He would be tied to the cross as Isaac was, yet somehow He
would be delivered. The Greek phrase for 'not withholding'
is elsewhere used about God not sparing people when He
assigns them to condemnation (Rom. 11:21; 2 Cor. 13:2; 2
Pet. 2:4,5). The Lord Jesus knows how not only sinners feel
but how the rejected will feel- for He ‘bore condemnation’ in
this sense. We should be condemned. But He as our
representative was condemned, although not personally
guilty. He so empathized with us through the experience of
the cross that He came to fee/ like a sinner, although He was
not one. And thus He has freed us from condemnation.

22:17 That I will bless you greatly, and I will multiply your
seed greatly like the stars of the sky, and like the sand
which is on the seashore. Your seed will possess the gate of
his enemies- The promise Paul refers to in Rom. 4:13 was
given to Abraham because of, dia, on account of; his being
declared right with God by faith in Gen. 15:6. Perhaps Paul
specifically has in mind the promise of Gen. 22:17,18.
Having been declared right with God, Abraham was then
promised that he personally would be heir of the world- the
implications of being right with God, counted righteous,
were thereby fleshed out and given some more tangible,
material, concrete form. He would therefore live for ever,



because he was right with God; and the arena of that eternity
would be “the world”.

God appears to use language with no regard as to whether the
people who first heard it could understand it. God spoke to
Job about snow (Job 37:6), to Abraham about sand on the
sea shore (Gen. 22:17), to Noah about rain (Gen. 7:4) —
things which they had never seen. And the New Testament
concepts of grace, agape love, humility etc. were outside the
ability of first century Greek to properly express; new words
had to enter the language in order to express these ideas. Yet
God is also capable of speaking in the language of the day,
bringing Himself right down to our human level of language
use. It is vital to appreciate that God uses language in
different ways in different parts of the Bible — otherwise our
interpretation of it will be inconsistent and contradictory.

In some cases God uses language in a relative sense in order
to emphasize something. Thus we read here of many being
saved (Gen. 22:17), yet in another sense few will be saved
(Mt. 7:14; 20:16; Lk. 13:23). Relative to the wonder of
salvation, many will be saved; but numerically, the figure
will be small, from the perspective of this world. The way to
the Kingdom is easy relative to the wonder of what is in
store for the faithful (Mt. 11:30; 2 Cor. 4:17); and yet from
our human perspective it is hard indeed, a life of self-
crucifixion (Acts 14:22; Rev. 7:14). Our sufferings now are
only for a moment compared to the glorious eternity of the
Kingdom (Ps. 37:10; 2 Cor. 4:17), and yet the language of the



Bible also expresses God’s appreciation that from our
perspective, our time of probation is “a long time” (Mt.
25:19). “Many” — relatively- would be converted to the true
ways of God by the work of John the Baptist (Lk. 1:16),
whilst numerically the majority of those who heard John’s
message eventually turned away from it, culminating in their
crucifixion of the Messiah.

22:18 In your seed will all the nations of the earth be
blessed, because you have obeyed My voice- Those seminal
promises to Abraham hinged around what would be realized
in, not "by", his seed. All that is true of the Lord Jesus is now
true of us, in that we are in Him. Often the promises about the
seed in the singular (the Lord Jesus) are applied to us in the
plural (e.g. 2 Sam. 7:14 cp. Ps. 89:30-35). Baptism is not an
initiation into a church. It isn't something which just seems
the right thing to do. And even if because of our environment
and conscience, it was easier to get baptized than not- now
this mustn't be the case. We really are in Christ, we are born
again; now we exist, spiritually! And moreover, we have
risen with Him, His resurrection life, His life and living that
will eternally be, is now manifest in us, and will be
articulated physically at the resurrection.

The Lord's later command to preach to "all nations" would
ring bells in Jewish minds with these promises to Abraham,
concerning the blessing of forgiveness to come upon "all
nations" through Messiah (Gen. 18:18; 22:18; 26:4).
Therefore God's people are to preach the Gospel of



forgiveness in Christ to "all nations". The offer of sharing in
that blessing did not close at the end of the first century.
Putting the "all nations" of the Abrahamic promises together
with Christ's preaching commission leads to a simple
conclusion: The Hope of Israel now applies to all nations; so
go and tell this good news to all nations, for the extent of the
fulfilment of the promises depends to some extent upon us.

The Hebrew word for ‘hear’ is also translated ‘obey’ (Gen.
22:18; Ex. 19:5; Dt. 30:8,20; Ps. 95:7). We can hear God’s
word and not obey it. But if we really hear it as we are
intended to, we will obey it. If we truly believe God’s word
to be His voice personally speaking to us, then we will by
the very fact of hearing, obey. The message itself, if heard
properly and not just on a surface level, will compel action.

22:19 So Abraham returned to his young men, and they rose
up and went together to Beersheba. Abraham lived at
Beersheba- We are left with the impression that they didn't
perceive what had happened, neither did Abraham and Isaac
tell them. They both returned to them just as Abraham had
said they would (:5). Some of our finest acts of devotion and
most intimate moments with God are by their nature very
personal; so much so, that we do not share them with others.
That seems almost axiomatic from the very nature of the
encounters.

22:20 It happened after these things, that it was told
Abraham, saying, Behold, Milcah, she also has borne
children to your brother Nahor- The Genesis record seems



to frame the confederations of Arab tribes contemporary with
the 12 tribes of Israel as being a kind of pseudo-Israel- for
they too are described as being 12 tribe confederacies. Here
we have 12 Aramean tribes who came from the 12 sons born
to Nahor, Abraham's brother (Gen. 22:20-24); and there
were 12 tribes from Ishmael (Gen. 25:13-16); and the five
tribes from the sons of Esau (Gen. 36:9-14) joined with the
seven Horite tribes in Seir (Gen. 36:20-28).

22:21 Uz his firstborn, Buz his brother, Kemuel the father
of Aram- Job was from "the land of Uz" (Job 1:1) but was a
true servant of God. We have here confirmation of what I
suggested about Ishmael on Gen. 16 and Gen. 21- all the seed
of Abraham could have been within the covenant, although
most of them chose not to, and the faithful line continued
through Isaac and Jacob. That was how it was, but it wasn't
like that because God rejected Abraham's wider seed only in
favour of [saac. Even if we reject this view, we are still left
with the fact that people outside the immediate line from
Abraham through Isaac and Jacob could be in fellowship
with God. Elihu likewise is presented as a righteous man,
and he was a "Buzite" (Job 32:2).

22:22 Chesed, Hazo, Pildash, Jidlaph, and Bethuel- The
genealogy is introduced at this point to demonstrate that even
before Isaac was offered, God had been preparing a potential
wife for him. So many people were involved in the wider
family, but God was working through Bethuel and Rebekah.



22:23 Bethuel became the father of Rebekah. These eight
Milcah bore to Nahor, Abraham's brother- Perhaps the
information is given so that we can see that how through the
mass of humanity, God's purpose has worked out through a
minority.

22:24 His concubine, whose name was Reumah, also bore
Tebah, Gaham, Tahash, and Maacah- Again we wonder
why this detail is given, when the children named don't seem
to have played much part in the Biblical record. Maybe we
are being introduced to the idea that most significant men of
the time had concubines, and children by them. Abraham was
no exception, and yet Isaac has just been presented as his
"only" son; as if he had a special connection with him, which
made his sacrifice of him all the more meaningful. Or maybe
it is again to just provide us perspective; rather like our
wondering why the cosmos is so huge, why so many
uninhabited planets, why so many life forms on earth, why
such complexity. And one answer to all that is simply
"perspective"; to help us appreciate the breadth of God's
grace in focusing in upon little me, and the small group of
humans which comprise His special people.



GENESIS CHAPTER 23

23:1 Sarah lived one hundred and twenty-seven years; this
was the length of Sarah’s life- No other woman has her age
at death recorded in Biblical history. For all her weakness,
Sarah is being presented as the spiritual mother of us all. She
and Abraham are mostly commendable for hanging on to faith
in God's program, for going along with it willingly, despite
multiple weaknesses of character. In this senses they become
our forbears.

23:2 Sarah died in Kiriath Arba (the same is Hebron), in
the land of Canaan. Abraham came to mourn for Sarah,
and to weep for her- Abraham 'came' to her presumably in
the sense that he came into her tent; or perhaps the reference
is to some funeral procedure, at which very time he asked the
funeral guests from the surrounding peoples if he could buy a
burial place for her.

23:3 Abraham rose up from before his dead, and spoke to
the children of Heth, saying- Abraham walked around in his
promised land with the attitude of a stranger just passing
through, although he was probably the most powerful man in
it. The record of his purchase of Machpelah seems to
exemplify this. Not only is the presence of the children of
Heth highlighted (Gen. 23:3,5,7,10,11,12,13,16,18), but the
record of Abraham's words demonstrates his appreciation
that he was only passing through: "Entreat for me to
Ephron... that he may give me the cave of Machpelah, which



he has... for full money he shall give it me for a
possession... amongst you... and Abraham bowed down
himself before the people of the land... and the field... in all
the borders round about (was) made sure" (23:9-17 AVimg.).
The mention of the borders really rubs it in. Not only was the
land promised to Abraham, but he was politically more
powerful than the children of Heth; he could have annexed it
for himself at ease. The children of Heth were willing to
giver it to him for free anyway (:11). Yet the realization by
Abraham of his present position, the humility created by
faith, shines through the narrative. Zacchaeus is called a son
of Abraham in that he too humbly repented of his self-centred
materialism (Lk. 19:9).

23:4 I am a stranger and a foreigner living with you. Give
me a possession of a burying-place with you, that I may
bury my dead out of my sight- The surrounding peoples
were likewise all nomadic and may have also come from
other areas (see on :10). The early Hittites (:5) were well
know for this. Abraham had been in the area long enough to
count as a local. But his receipt of the promises meant that he
always considered himself merely passing through- just as
we should, no matter what level of apparent permanence we
have in our lives. Being a stranger and foreigner is the
characteristic of all God's people who are in the spiritual
family of Abraham (Ps. 39:12; 1 Chron. 29:15; Heb. 11:13).

23:5 The children of Heth answered Abraham, saying to
him- "Heth" means 'destruction’ or 'dismay', the father of the



Hittites (Gen. 26:34 cp. Gen. 27:46). Rebekah later
considered their daughters too unspiritual for Jacob to marry
(Gen. 27:46). This points up the clear difference between the
Abraham family and those amongst whom they lived. Yet
Abraham had been there for a long time. No matter how long
we are in a particular location, employment or situation, we
should always remember that we live "amongst" this world
and are separate from them because of the longer term
perspectives which we have.

23:6 Hear us, my lord. You are a prince of God among us.
Bury your dead in the best of our tombs. None of us will
withhold from you his tomb. Bury your dead- They
recognize that Abraham lived "among" them rather than being
"of" them. No matter how long he lived there, he was never
seen as a local. See on :5. The locals perceived that he was a
mighty one in God's eyes; his faith had not remained hidden.
The offer of any tomb is typical of Middle Eastern business-
you can have anything, but of course later, you must pay for
it.

23:7 Abraham rose up, and bowed himself to the people of
the land, even to the children of Heth- The 'people of the
land' in later scripture (e.g. Zech. 14:1,2) would refer to the
Canaanite tribes who originally lived in the land, who are the
forefathers of many of the present Arab peoples. They are
called "the people of the land (earth)" in Gen. 23:7, 12,13;
Dt. 7:6; Josh 4:24. Another possibility is that they are
'people of the land' in the sense that at the times they gather



themselves against Jerusalem they are present within the land
of Israel.

He bowed himself to those whose land he would eternally
inherit. It was all part of the ritual of purchase, but Abraham
surely was aware that kings were to bow down to 4im on
account of his seed, who would be the blesser of all nations
(Is. 49:23). The blesser was understood as superior to the
blessed (Heb. 7:7); and these nations of the land were to be
blessed in him. But he now bows to them. We constantly feel
the same Divinely intended paradox as we pass through life,
inferior to those whom we shall soon reign over.

23:8 He talked with them, saying, If it be your mind that 1
should bury my dead out of my sight, hear me, and entreat
for me to Ephron the son of Zohar- Ephron was there with
them (:10), but because he was himself only dwelling
amongst them (:10 AV), he needed the permission of the
locals to "sell" the property. This would have heightened the
sense of paradox- that Abraham, also living "amongst" the
children of Heth for some time, had to buy a parcel of land
which was eternally his.

23:9 That he may give me the cave of Machpelah, which he
has, which is in the end of his field. For the full price let
him give it to me for a possession among you of a burying-
place- The land was already promised to Abraham as an
eternal possession. And yet he had to pay "full price" for it.
This entire incident seeks to bring out the paradox, knowing
that we as Abraham's seed will have many similar ones in



our dealings with this world. It was "Ais field"- and yet the
field and the whole land were eternally Abraham'’s.

23:10 Now Ephron was sitting in the middle of the children
of Heth- AV "dwelt among". Although note :11 "my people".

Ephron the Hittite answered Abraham in the hearing of the
children of Heth, even of all who went in at the gate of his
city, saying- As noted on :4 and :8, Ephron may well have
been a nomad himself who had come to live amongst the
Hittites. This heightens the sense of paradox, that Abraham
was likewise, and yet he had to pay a fortune for a burial
plot.

23:11 No, my lord, hear me. I give you the field, and I give
you the cave that is in it. In the presence of the children of
my people I give it to you. Bury your dead- This has the ring
of credibility to it; this is exactly how things are done in the
Middle East. Something is offered "free" and yet with the
expectation of payment later.

23:12 Abraham bowed himself down before the people of
the land- - See on :7.

23:13 He spoke to Ephron in the audience of the people of
the land, saying, But if you will, please hear me. I will give
the price of the field. Take it from me, and I will bury my
dead there- Abraham understood that what was offered free
in such situations really had to be paid for. The record really
is accurately recording words spoken thousands of years ago.

23:14 Ephron answered Abraham, saying to him-



There really is such strong emphasis that Abraham didn't
own the land whilst he lived in it. Gen. 23:4,7,12,13 seems
to draw a difference in legal categories between "resident
aliens", "natives" and "the local people". Abraham was an
alien, and needed approval from the local community council
to buy a burial place; and even then, the council had to speak
with the owner and as it were do Abraham a favour. Further,
the price of 400 shekels for some land with a cave in it to
bury the dead was exorbitant (Gen. 23:14). There are
records of the sale of whole villages in northern Syria dating
from about this time, recorded in the Alalakh Tablets (E.A.
Speiser, Genesis [The Anchor Bible] (New York:
Doubleday, 1964), p. 171). They were sold for between 100
and 1000 shekels. Jeremiah paid 17 shekels for a field (Jer.
32:9); Omri paid 6000 shekels for the entire site of Samaria
(1 Kings 16:24). If ever we feel ripped off by this world,
unreasonably treated in this land which is eternally ours,
powerless to protest, left without option as Abraham was-
then we are following in his steps, and are truly his "seed".

One senses a growing humility within Abraham. Despite
being a great man, called a "mighty prince" by local people,
with a large household and private army, he personally runs
to entertain the strangers who later turned out to be Angels.
He so believed in the promised land being ultimately his that
he could offer to his younger relative Lot the choice of the
best land to live in- when in their culture, the leader of the



community, the elder, naturally had the best of everything.
Progressive faith in the promises led Abraham to greater
integrity and openness. In Gen. 21:25-32 we see Abraham as
a secretive, furtive character, secretly digging wells in
Abimelech's territory without telling him. By Gen. 23:1-20
we see Abraham buying land from the Hittites in a very
public manner, sealed by witnesses- the record emphasizes
the integrity and openness of the whole transaction. And this
purchase of land is quoted in the New Testament as an
example of Abraham's faith that he would inherit the land
ultimately. The same effects will be seen in the lives of all
those who truly believe in those same promises. Seeing it
was traditional to bury people with their ancestors, the
purchase of a family "burying place" was also a statement
that Abraham had finally separated from his father's house
back in Ur and Haran. From no w on, he saw Canaan as truly
his land. We saw earlier how Abraham had struggled with
this commanded separation from his father's house.

23:15 My lord, listen to me. What is a piece of land worth
four hundred shekels of silver between me and you?
Therefore bury your dead- This was an invitation to barter,
stating the starting price, and yet being willing to go lower.
But Abraham breaks with tradition and pays this very large
price, without responding to the traditional invitation to
barter.

23:16 Abraham listened to Ephron- As noted on :15, the



significance of this was that Abraham declined to barter, and
the language of :15 was an invitation to knock him down
from 400 to something far less.

Abraham weighed to Ephron the silver which he had named
in the audience of the children of Heth, four hundred
shekels of silver, according to the current merchants’
standard- Abraham surely realized the paradox, that he was
buying his own eternal possession. The price was very high,
and yet Abraham must have paid it with almost a smile on his
face, knowing that actually all the land was his.

23:17 So the field of Ephron, which was in Machpelah,
which was before Mamre, the field, the cave which was in
it, and all the trees that were in the field, that were in all of
its borders, were deeded- The stress upon "deeded" is to
highlight the paradox, that the land had been eternally deeded
to Abraham and his seed. The language of "borders",
defining where the parcel began and ended, is also almost
ironic, seeing that the whole land belonged to Abraham.
Likewise the strict legal definitions of what was included in
the deal are almost laughable when we perceive that the
entire land was eternally Abraham's.

23:18 To Abraham for a possession in the presence of the
children of Heth, before all who went in at the gate of his
city- It was God who had given Abraham the entire land for
an eternal possession. And yet the elders of the city sat there
in all solemnity as if they were global power brokers. The
contrast and paradox is being highlighted. Gen. 22:18 spoke



of how the gate of all would be in Abraham's power; but he
lived in faith of that day as then unseen.

23:19 After this, Abraham buried Sarah his wife in the cave
of the field of Machpelah before Mamre (that is, Hebron),
in the land of Canaan- "After this" refers not to the initial
meeting with the local elders, but to the receipt of the
property deed from those "at the gate of the city" (:17,18).
There is extreme emphasis upon the legal process; to
highlight the paradox in the fact that Abraham had the whole
earth deeded to him in possession for ever- by God and not
man.

23:20 The field, and the cave that is in it, were deeded to
Abraham for a possession of a burying place by the
children of Heth- The repetition here of :17,18 serves to rub
in the paradox- that the whole land, including the field and
cave. were deeded to Abraham by God and for ever.
"Deeded" translates the same Hebrew word used of God
'establishing' His covenant (Gen. 6:18;9:9,11; 17:7,19). The
weakness of human deeding is set up against the power of
God's eternal deeding.



GENESIS CHAPTER 24

24:1 Abraham was old, and well stricken in age. Yahweh
had blessed Abraham in all things- The promised blessings
referred to the things of the Kingdom and the Lord Jesus, but
Abraham had a primary experience of these blessings in his
secular life; we too experience the Kingdom blessings "now
but not yet". Peter interprets the blessing as the forgiveness
of sins (Acts 3:25,26). The stress on their material blessings
therefore points forward to our spiritual riches of blessing in
Christ. Even earlier in Abraham's life, "Abram was very rich
in cattle, in silver and in gold" (Gen. 13:1). Other references
to Abraham's wealth occur in Gen. 13:6 and Gen. 14:23.
Jacob too was blessed with material wealth (Gen. 31:16;
33:11 AVmg.). His parting with Esau because they were both
so wealthy (Gen. 36:7) echoes the division between
Abraham and Lot and Abraham and Abimelech for the same
reason (Gen. 13:6). The similarities between these incidents
serves to emphasize the wealth of the family. The prosperity
of Lot in Sodom is also highlighted (Gen. 14:12 Heb.). Each
of them seems to have accumulated wealth in their own right
in addition to inheriting it.

24:2 Abraham said to his servant, the elder of his house,
who ruled over all that he had- Presumably Eliezer. Eliezer
had once been chosen by Abraham to inherit all that he had
(Gen. 15:2); but he had now made him just manager over it
all, and signed it all over to Isaac after his death (:36). And
yet Eliezer very commendably seeks only the best for the



Abraham family and the extension of God's purpose through
them.

Please put your hand under my thigh- This appears to be a
reference to Abraham's circumcised, reproductive organ. The
oath was relative to the covenant made with him, which
Abraham knew included Isaac and the raising of a Godly
seed in Isaac's line. Clearly Abraham didn't think that the
promised blessings would be given automatically; he
realized that he and his descendants must do what they could
to realize them and live according to them.

24:3 I will make you swear by Yahweh, the God of heaven
and the God of the earth, that you shall not take a wife for
my son of the daughters of the Canaanites, among whom I
live- It could be argued that Abraham was again trying to
force through the fulfilment of God's promises. He had been
told that he would have a great seed, and the promises of
blessing were made to Isaac and Ishmael alike. But Abraham
and Sarah wanted the Divine purpose to extend through their
beloved Isaac; and so therefore Abraham wished to ensure
that he married someone who had also been exposed to
Yahweh worship. More positively, it could be argued that
Abraham realized that having a common faith in Yahweh was
critical to the production of a Godly seed, and he simply
wanted the best for his son in spiritual terms.

In this chapter we have several occurrences of "Yahweh
Elohim"; here and also in :7,12,27,42,48; the phrase also



occurs in Genesis 2 and 3 often, as well as in Gen. 26:24;
27:20; 28:13; 32:9. There is a theory that Genesis is
comprised of two accounts, one written by someone who
used the Yahweh Name, and another by one who used
elohim. They supposedly were fused together. But the
occurrence of the names together makes this theory
problematic.

24:4 But you shall go to my country, and to my relatives,
and take a wife for my son Isaac- It follows that there were
none of Abraham's country or kindred, which he had been
commanded to leave, living anywhere near him. He had truly
and fully obeyed the command to separate from them,
although as noted on Gen. 11 and 12, it took him decades to
get there.

24:5 The servant said to him, What if the woman isn't
willing to follow me to this land? Must I bring your son
again to the land you came from?- Servants were
accustomed to fulfilling requirements to the letter, but not
taking any initiative. This is where the parables which speak
of us as servants have an element of unreality- for we are
servants who are left to trade talents and manage the
household affairs of our Lord on our own initiative. And for
the one talent man, he felt this was too much to ask.

24:6 Abraham said to him, Beware that you don 't bring my
son there again- Abraham knew that Canaan and not
Mesopotamia was the promised land, and he wanted Isaac to
remain within the things of the Kingdom, rather than returning



to Abraham's land of origin. We see here how totally
Abraham now self-identified as a man of the eretz and had
fully broken with his background. Abraham considered that if
a woman wasn't willing to come and live in the promised
land and live the Kingdom life now, then she wasn't worth
marrying in order to raise a Godly seed.

24:7 Yahweh, the God of heaven, who took me from my
father s house, and from the land of my birth, who spoke to
me, and Who swore to me, saying, ‘I will give this land to
your seed’- See on 1 Pet. 1:10. As with many Christian
youngsters today, the avoidance of marrying those in the
surrounding world just seemed too much to ask. But Abraham
knew that a way would be made. As God had taken Abram
from Ur and Haran and Lot, so God would take a woman
from there, suitable for Isaac.

Abraham was made to us wander from his father’s house
(Gen. 20:13). God was the one who brought about
Abraham’s obedience. "From thence [Haran]... God removed
him into (Canaan)" (Acts 7:4 R.V)). Yet Abraham was, in the
end, a willing participant in the process. It could be argued
that even here, Abraham was slipping backwards- because
he wants his son to marry into his own family, just as he had
married Sarah and his brother had married his own niece.
Yet Abraham believed that as God had taken Abram away
from Ur and Haran and Lot, so God would take a woman
from there, suitable for Isaac. That Abraham did finally
break with his family is hinted at by the way that Laban



speaks of "the God of Abraham and the God of Nahor- may
they judge between us (Gen. 31:53 Heb.). Laban recognized
that Nahor and Abraham worshipped different gods- whereas
we know that initially, they worshipped the same gods. Heb.
11:8 records things from a positive perspective too, as if
there was instant obedience from Abraham: "By faith
Abraham when he was called to go out into a place which he
should after receive for an inheritance, obeyed; and he went
out, not knowing whither he went". Truly, the Biblical record
imputes righteousness to Abraham, and thus sets a pattern for
all of us, the equally faltering and stumbling children of
Abraham. The comment "So Abram departed [Heb. 'went'-
s.w. Gen. 11:31; 12:1], as the Lord had spoken unto him"
(Gen. 12:4) is surely the beginning of the wonderful theme of
righteousness being imputed to Abraham!

He will send His angel before you, and you shall take a
wife for my son from there- Abraham told his servant that
God would send His Angel before him, so that his mission to
find a suitable wife for Isaac would succeed. The Angel
prepared in prospect for the success of the mission; but it
still depended upon the woman’s freewill. The whole
incident in Genesis 24 can be read as typical of the search,
through the preaching of the Gospel, for the bride of Christ.
And yet Abraham realized that even with the Angels
preparing the way, there has to be some element of human
freewill. It was possible that despite all the preparation,
some might still refuse.



24:8 If the woman isn t willing to follow you, then you shall
be clear from this my oath. Only you shall not bring my son
there again- The implication could be that Isaac would have
to remain single, and God would raise up a seed for himin
some miraculous way. We are reminded of how Abraham
said that he and Isaac would return, after sacrificing Isaac.
The promises meant to him what they should to us- that
somehow, even if we don't see the way, if the path seems
impossible- they will be fulfilled. Despite God potentially
preparing the way for individuals to become part of the bride
of the promised seed, the Lord Jesus- there is still the
genuine possibility that we may not respond, preferring the
cozy status quo of our lives rather than pushing off into the
unknown and resigning all we one held dear.

24:9 The servant put his hand under the thigh of Abraham
his master, and swore to him concerning this matter- As
noted on :2, this request to touch Abraham's circumcised
reproductive organ was because the whole question of a wife
for Isaac was related to the covenant. It was to be done in
response to the covenant, which implied that Abraham's seed
would marry within the faith.

24:10 The servant took ten camels of his master s camels,
and departed, having a variety of good things of his
master § with him. He arose, and went to Mesopotamia, to
the city of Nahor- Ten camels could carry a lot. It would
have been an impressive display that the promised blessings
had received an incipient fulfilment. "For all the good things



of his master were in his hand" (AV) helps us to see the
servant as representative of the Lord Jesus in His role as the
seeker of the bride, as well as being the groom. The Hebrew
for "good things" is used of the blessings of all "good things"
which were to come upon Abraham's seed (Dt. 6:11; Josh.
23:14,15); and this language is behind the description of the
things of the new covenant as "good things" (Heb. 9:11;
10:1; Rom. 10:15).

Abraham had been asked to separate from Mesopotamia and
his entire family. He struggled over the decades to do this,
only doing so when Lot left him. We wonder why Abraham
should assume that his family there knew about Yahweh and
would have more spiritually minded young women there than
in Canaan. They were after all idolaters; we must give due
weight to Josh. 24:2: "Thus says Yahweh the God of Israel,
“Your fathers lived of old time beyond the River, even Terah
the father of Abraham, and the father of Nahor: and they
served other gods". But Abraham is apparently sure that the
family of Nahor will be a good family to marry back into.
Perhaps he had sent message back to them about his
experiences with Yahweh, and they had positively
responded. Laban does uses the Yahweh Name; but his later
behaviour suggests he didn't believe in Him. And we hardly
get the impression that Eliezer knew the family. So perhaps
Abraham's attraction to his father's family was still so strong,
that he saw them more positively than he ought to have done.

24:11 He made the camels kneel down outside the city by



the well of water at the evening time, the time that women
go out to draw water- The well was the logical place to go
to meet local young women. Moses wrote Genesis, and he
will go on to record how he also met his wife by a well. And
we think of the Lord meeting the Samaritan woman at a well,
and Jacob meeting his wife likewise. Clearly there is a kind
of Divine hallmark stamped on all these experiences. He
works in the same outline manner with us all, and there are
points of connection between our lives and those of others,
both in our generation and in Biblical history. Man is not
alone, we are not adrift, at the mercy of the winds of fortune.
God is active through His Spirit, and working according to a
plan.

24:12 He said, Yahweh, the God of my master Abraham,
please give me success this day, and show kindness to my
master Abraham- "Kindness" is a word often associated
with God's keeping covenant with His covenant people. It is
a way of pleading the promises, asking God to fulfil His
promises to Abraham, rather than simply wishing for God to
be "kind" to Abraham. The fulfilment required a Godly seed,
and that was what Eliezer was seeking. He prayed according
to God's will. "Success" is literally 'to bring the face to'.
Jacob uses the phrase in Gen. 27:20 in claiming to have had
"success" from God in bringing venison so quickly.

24:13 Behold, I am standing by the spring of water. The
daughters of the men of the city are coming out to draw
water- God of course knows all things; but like David in the



Psalms, Eliezer shares with God his location and situation.
This is not to inform God, as it were; but rather for our
benefit. It helps us to verbalize our situation before God, it
brings about an openness toward God on our side.

24:14 Let it happen, that the young lady to whom I will say,
‘Please let down your pitcher, that I may drink’, and she
will say, ‘Drink, and I will also give your camels drink’--
let her be the one You have appointed for Your servant
Isaac. By this I will know that You have shown kindness to
my master- This raises the issue of whether it is correct to
set God signs to fulfil. Yet God seems to have worked
through it in this case. The condition which Eliezer set was
pretty tough; to water ten camels was a major task which
would have taken some hours, and it was already evening
(:11). The family would worry what had become of their
young lady, and the only appropriate thing to do would be to
accompany the woman back home. The chance of a woman
making this offer was very slim; so slim that we wonder if
Eliezer might possibly have been trying to release himself
from the responsibility. And as they had come on a long
journey, the servants riding the camels would have been quite
capable of watering their camels as they had done many
times already on the trip. We note that Eliezer prays, he is no
atheist, and yet maybe he doubts whether the promises to
Abraham will be fulfilled; he sets this rather difficult hoop
for anyone to jump through, and then says that if it happens,
then he "will know that You have shown kindness to my



master". I have earlier suggested that "kindness" is a
technical term which often refers to the covenant. Seeing the
condition being set was so unlikely, it could be argued that he
was trying to disprove the fulfilment of the promises. God
could have ignored this kind of manipulation; but He didn't,
and instead brought Eliezer to his knees by actually making
the girl jump through the hoop. For God clearly made
Rebekah respond as she did, when she had no reason to. The
whole incident is parabolic and typical of the calling out of
the bride of Abraham's seed; and we too are made to do
things which we otherwise would never have done. Thus the
Spirit works, to bring us to be the Master's bride.

"Appointed" translates a Hebrew word which carries the
idea of being declared right; it has a moral sense to it, and is
similar in form, although not identical with, the word used
about Abraham being 'counted righteous' on account of his
faith (Gen. 15:6). The reference is not to prior choosing or
predestination, but to being declared as the right one; the
theme of imputed righteousness is therefore continued. It was
not that Rebekah was spiritually minded, but rather that she,
like her relative Abraham, was counted right because she
believed on some level.

24:15 It happened, before he had finished speaking, that
behold, Rebekah came out, who was born to Bethuel the
son of Milcah, the wife of Nahor, Abraham's brother, with
her pitcher on her shoulder- This is the classic example of



God hearing prayer before it is spoken. Prayer is therefore
for our benefit rather than for the sake of transmitting
information to God which He didn't know. We note from Is.
65:24 that this experience of prayer being heard and
answered before it is uttered is one of the joys of the
Kingdom age; and yet this is part of the Kingdom life which
we can even now experience. The details are added to
encourage us to play Bible television with the words- her
pitcher on her shoulder, silhouetted against the setting sun;
and a relative of Abraham just as he had wished for.

24:16 The young lady was very beautiful to look at, a
virgin, neither had any man known her- The three terms are
all saying the same thing- a "young lady... virgin... neither had
any man known her". The triple emphasis is to prepare us to
expect that she is ideally suited to marry and bear a child into
Abraham's line. When we go on to read that she was barren
for 20 years, we are seeing how God doesn't automatically
use those who are ideally qualified for a role. He may even
delay or impede their usage, so that all is of His Spirit and
grace rather than of the flesh. And we have all surely seen
this in life many times. The word "neither" is used in the
Semitic sense of 'not [only] B but also A". This must be
remembered when we read things like "Christ sent me not to
baptize"; the idea is "not [only] to baptize".

She went down to the spring, filled her pitcher, and came
up- As noted on :15, we are given the picture of her walking
down the steps to the well and then climbing up again with



her pitcher full- as if the Divine cameraman has zoomed in
upon her, and we are watching her from where Eliezer was
sitting.

24:17 The servant ran to meet her and said, Please give me
a drink, a little water from your pitcher- As observed on
:16, the Divine camera is positioned where Eliezer was
sitting, and it remains there. We see Eliezer running toward
her, having prayed and set up a situation whereby if she
responded in a most unusual way, then she would be the one.
We notice the sense of speed in the narrative; he runs to meet
her, she hurries (:18) in response, Eliezer refuses to eat at
Laban's house until the matter is finished, and then he and
Rebekah both wish to return to Abraham immediately. Once
we are moving in step with the Spirit, life takes on a great
speed once we perceive that every movement of ours will
unleash the Spirit to lead us further.

24:18 She said, Drink, my lord. She hurried, and let down
her pitcher on her hand, and gave him drink- As we have
seen in the previous verses, it's as if the Divine cameraman
is zoomed very close in now; we see the "pitcher on her
hand" and can imagine her letting it down to give drink to this
stranger. Once a large pitcher was full and balanced on the
head, it was a major inconvenience to let it down. She would
naturally have wondered why the man had not run up to her
before, seeing he was watching her, and asked for water
before she had put it up on her head. The way Eliezer does
this could almost lead us to think that he was setting her up to



fail the preconditions which he was setting God. The normal
reply would have been: 'Sorry I can't, now the pitcher is
balanced on my head'. And in no way with the sun going
down would the woman then offer to water ten camels of a
stranger. Perhaps he was really looking for a way out of his
mission; he set up the preconditions which appeared
impossible for anyone to reach, and set the conclusion- that if
they were failed, then he would be free of the oath and could
return home. The fact Rebekah was moved by the Spirit to
fulfil them all... therefore made him collapse before Yahweh
in deep devotion, having been transformed from cynic to
believer by Rebekah's response.

It shouldn’t just be the nearness of the Lord’s return that
makes us urgent. Our decisions to give over each part of our
lives, radically, to Jesus should be made not just because life
is short and the Lord is at the door; but also because it might
otherwise be too late to undo the damage a self-engrossed
life has already caused, to the self and to others. Rebekah
responded immediately to the call to go marry Isaac, ina
story which is clearly to be read as an acted parable of the
search for a bride for Jesus. Her ‘quick’ response is one of
her characteristics (Gen. 24:18,20,26,46,64). Abraham
likewise “rose up early” after his night time vision, requiring
him to offer his son to God (Gen. 22:1,3). Joshua “therefore”
started to attack the confederacy of local kings, in the middle
of the night, immediately after God had assured him of
victory (Josh. 10:9). David could write: “I made haste, and



delayed not to keep thy commandments” (Ps. 119:60). We
cannot be passive on receiving the opportunity to serve God.
We will urgently seek to do something with what we have
been enabled to do for the Lord: “The servant who got five
bags went quickly to invest the money and earned five more
bags” (Mt. 25:16 NCV).

24:19 When she had done giving him drink, she said, I will
also draw for your camels, until they have done drinking-
As noted above, this was all a most unlikely response. She is
presented as having no reason for making it. It was
"evening", sun was setting; to water ten camels was a major
job; the man had come running to her exactly when she had
already got her own pitcher balanced on her head, and she
had to take it down again, unstop it and give him drink from
it, meaning she had to pour the rest away (:20). Why make
this response? Surely God made her make it, in order to meet
the rather bizarre preconditions which the [sceptical?]
Eliezer had set up. There are times when we reflect that we
have done or said something which was not what we
naturally wanted to do. Or we do something having no idea
why we did it. This is the movement of the Spirit, and in the
great parable of our salvation and calling, Rebekah's
humanly irrational response speaks of the Spirit's movement
in our lives, that our response may be of grace and not of
human volition.

24:20 She hurried, and emptied her pitcher into the trough-



I suggested on :19 that she had to unstop her pitcher to give
Eliezer water, and once it was unstopped and she had given
water to a stranger, she had to pour the rest of it away. This
heightens the sense of extraordinary inconvenience which she
was being put to, and yet she so willingly responded.

And ran again to the well to draw, and drew for all his
camels- Her hurrying may have been because the sun was
going down and she didn't want to return home after dark, nor
have her family worrying about her absence. But the rest of
the narrative suggests that the 'hurrying' was because God's
purpose was being worked out by willing people. He may
appear very slow, but when people are willing, the speed of
the Spirit's movement is amazing.

24:21 The man looked at her amazed, remaining silent, to
know whether Yahweh had made his journey prosperous or
not- I suggested on :18 that Eliezer had set hoops for the girl
to jump through which may have appeared unreasonable, in
order to get himself out of the oath to find a wife for Isaac
and return home. But his ridiculous preconditions have all
been met. And yet despite being "amazed", or 'stunned' as the
Hebrew means, he apparently still doubts whether Yahweh
has prospered his journey. However, once the camels are
watered, he then gives her the engagement presents (:22). It
was as if he had to wait until the camels were all watered
before proceeding. Or the Hebrew could imply that he was
so stunned that he couldn't speak, because he had known /
perceived that Yahweh had answered positively the question



as to whether the journey had prospered or not. It clearly had
been, and he was stunned, at how his skepticism and setting
up a humanly impossible precondition had been answered.

Ask, believing that you will receive. Otherwise, prayer
becomes just a conscience salver, rattled off to calm
ourselves rather than meaningfully request something from
the throne of Heaven. Eliezer had the answer to his prayer,
just as he had asked; but, initially, he didn't believe it had
happened. We are so similar. It is in those moments that we
realize just what a momentous thing it is, to ask something of
God, to be performed on this earth. And to realize it actually
happened. He did it, for me, a little ant crawling on the
surface of a small planet that is hurtling through space, in a
remote part of His universe...

24:22 So it happened, as the camels had done drinking,
that the man took a golden ring of half a shekel weight, and
two bracelets for her hands of ten shekels weight of gold-
"The man" was a messenger, and so Rebekah ranks amongst
those who showed hospitality to strangers and thereby
entertained messengers / angels unaware (Heb. 13:2). The
half shekel was later the price of the redemption money, the
sign that one was numbered amongst Israel (Ex. 38:26).
Lange's commentary demonstrates that such a nose ring
(Heb.) and bracelets of that weight were the engagement
presents used at the time, and are still used amongst some
Bedouin today. Rebekah is presented as having no say in the
matter; she was moved to respond, and then for this she was



decorated with engagement presents for an unknown man in
an unknown distant land. It all rather sounds like the call of
Abram- he didn't understand, but said yes to God, and was
carried away by event and circumstance to an unknown land-
the very same land to which Rebekah was now called away.
So it is with our calling to become the bride of the Seed, the
Lord Jesus. The essential and only critical thing is to remain
part of the program, to keep responding, to never say "no".

24:23 And said, Whose daughter are you? Please tell me. Is
there room in your father s house for us to lodge in?-
Eliezer comes over as very 'forward'. It was not the done
thing to invite yourself as a guest, especially when Eliezer
had a group of servants and ten camels who also needed a
bed for the night. The whole incident speaks of how God
takes the initiative in coming into our lives with the unusual
call, and our responding to it, partly from our own volition
but largely from the prompting of the Spirit.

24:24 She said to him, I am the daughter of Bethuel the son
of Milcah, whom she bore to Nahor- Genealogy and self-
identity was usually traced through males. But she identifies
herself according to her grandmother Milcah, and this was of
course the way of identifying herself as one of the Abraham
family. Perhaps she had indeed heard of Abraham's
experiences with Yahweh and chose to identify herself with
that family; and God responded to that by sending Eliezer to
call her away to marry into it. Now we see the significance
of the comment in Gen. 22:20 that Abraham heard that



Milcah had born children to his brother Nahor. "Milcah"
means "queen” and this idea was behind Sarai being renamed
to Sarah.

24:25 She said moreover to him, We have both straw and
provender enough, and room to lodge in- Her response is as
unusually positive as her offer to water the ten camels and
give Eliezer water when her sealed pitcher was already
balanced on her head or shoulder. She after all was the
unmarried daughter, and such agreements had to be made by
the male head of the family. 'Something' made her respond
like this; that is the impression we get throughout the record.
And that 'something' was the Spirit. It was not that a message
was preached and she responded in faith. She was as it were
made to respond, just as Abram was, by his own father taking
him out of Ur. We too cannot claim that our positive response
to the Gospel was all by dint of our own devotion, faith,
appreciation and intellectual purity of understanding.

24:26 The man bowed his head, and worshiped Yahweh- As
noted on :21, the man was 'stunned'. He had set up an
apparently possible precondition in order to prove that this
mission was over and failed; but God met that precondition.
And so he gave in, and humbles himself before Yahweh. The
Hebrew for "worshipped" means to prostrate. Eliezer fell
down on the ground beside that well, as if in the presence of
an invisible being. This is how real the invisible God came
to be for him.

24:27 He said, Blessed be Yahweh, the God of my master



Abraham, who has not forsaken His loving kindness and
His truth toward my master. As for me, Yahweh has led me
in the way to the house of my master s relatives- See on
Gen. 25:23. I suggested on ::21 and :26 that Eliezer had
begun to doubt whether the promises to Abraham [the usual
referent of "kindness and truth"] would really be fulfilled in
this way. But he praises Yahweh for fulfilling them. The "as
for me..." may suggest he still didn't feel that this Yahweh
was his personal God; he felt he had simply been used and
directed miraculously as this wonderful God worked out His
purpose and fulfilled His promises.

The same Hebrew words for being 'led in the way' are used
of how God led Israel in the way to Canaan, also by an
Angel (Ex. 13:17,21; Neh. 9:12). Moses was retelling this
story to encourage his primary audience, as well as us; that
experience is not random, but part of being led.

The AV "I being in the way, the Lord led me..." would
suggest that if we make the effort to follow in the way
demanded by the promises of grace, then we will be led
further. We think of how as the believers ministered to the
Lord, they were led further to reach out to the Gentiles; we
are led ever further (see on Acts 13:2).

24:28 The young lady ran- There was a definite trait of

energy and industrious activity amongst the Abraham family,
indicated by the record of Rebekah running to respond to the
call of Eliezer to marry Isaac (Gen. 24:18,20,28,58). Laban



too was spritely (Gen. 24:29). And Abraham as an old boy
ran to meet the Angels, he hastened into the tent, and
personally ran unto the herd rather than wave his wand at the
servants (or the wife) to do it (Gen. 18:2,6,7). The way in
which it is stressed that he got up early in the morning gives
the same impression (Gen. 19:27; 20:8; 21:14; 22:3; the
same is said of Jacob, Gen. 28:18 and Laban, Gen. 31:55).
The mixture of zeal and business acumen is reflected in the
way both Abraham and Lot greeted the Angels in a similar,
outgoing, gentlemanly manner (Gen. 19:1-3 cp. Gen. 18:1-6).
Note how Rebekah immediately says "I will go" (Heb. elek)-
just as Abraham had been called to "go" from Ur (/ek, Gen.
12:1); "and he went" (wayyelek, Gen. 12:4). This would
seem to suggest an undesigned similarity of character
between the family members.

And told her mother s house about these words- We note
"her mother's house" and not "her father's". We do not
encounter her father in the record, so perhaps he was dead.
Or as the women lived in separate dwellings, she may have
gone and told them first.

24:29 Rebekah had a brother, and his name was Laban.
Laban ran out to the man, to the spring- We can conclude
that she left Eliezer and his caravan at the well, and ran home
with the good news; for Laban then runs out to the well to
meet Eliezer.

24:30 It happened, when he saw the ring, and the bracelets
on his sister 5 hands- They would have been valuable, and



his basic materialistic instinct is portrayed here. When he
saw them, he was interested.

And when he heard the words of Rebekah his sister, saying,
This is what the man said to me, that he came to the man-
This is similar to how the Queen of Sheba only believed the
words she heard once she saw things (1 Kings 10:5,6). And
that basic psychology is true to this day; the message of the
gospel, the Divine promises, only becomes real when
concrete evidence is seen in human lives of the primary
realization of the blessings in the here and now.

Behold, he was standing by the camels at the spring- Again
we are invited to visualize the scene, the cameraman as it
were travelling with Laban as he ran.

24:31 He said, Come in, you blessed of Yahweh- Although
Laban is not presented as very spiritual, he uses the Yahweh
name. It seems for sure that Abraham had sent message back
to his family about his experiences with Yahweh. Perhaps it
was news of positive response to it which led Abraham to
seek a wife for Isaac from there. Laban recognizes that the
Abraham household had been blessed by Yahweh; because
he saw the material blessings which the camels were laden
with. These were but a foretaste of the more essential
spiritual blessings.

Why do you stand outside? For I have prepared the house,
and room for the camels- The preparation must have been
very quick, because the well was only running distance from



their home. Laban's later invitation of Jacob into his home
was also motivated by hopes of material gain rather than any
desire for real spiritual fellowship. Rebekah is portrayed
differently; despite the influence of Laban upon her, she
focused upon the spiritual rather than the material.

24:32 The man came into the house, and he unloaded the
camels. He gave straw and provender for the camels, and
water to wash his feet and the feet of the men who were
with him- We note that Eliezer is willing for the camels to
eat, but not for himself; until the Lord's work is done. He is
presented as taking thought for the life of his animals. But the
text may suggest that although Rebekah and Laban had
offered "straw and provender", Eliezer chose to use his own,
and to use his own water- so that the discussions about
spiritual things would not be compromised by any sense of
material obligation. We note that he had his own water; his
request for water from Rebekah was therefore part of his
testing her. And likewise the Father brings many things into
our lives, the response to which is not important of itself; but
the process is all important, for what we show ourselves to
be.

24:33 Food was set before him to eat, but he said, I will not
eat until I have told my message. He said, Speak on- As
noted on :32, Eliezer was careful to ensure that the
discussion about the essential question was not in any sense
distorted by being in the debt of the host. And meals were
long drawn out occasions. In our seeking of a bride for the



Lord Jesus, our attitude must be the same. And this was why
the Lord asked His preachers to not greet those they met on
the way (Lk. 10:4), however rude it seemed; but to focus
directly and without distraction on the invitation of people to
salvation

24:34 He said, I am Abraham’s servant- Eliezer has a
commendable humility. He uses the standard word for
"servant", when he could have introduced himself as the
master of Abraham's household; which would have been a
very senior position. In our work as seekers of the Lord's
bride, there is to be a similar humility.

24:35 Yahweh has blessed my master greatly. He has
become great. He has given him flocks and herds, silver
and gold, male servants and female servants, and camels
and donkeys- The allusion is to the promise of Gen. 12:2
which Abraham had received whilst still living in
Mesopotamia; that he would be made great. If Abraham had
shared that message with others even at that stage, they
would realize that the strange promise had indeed been
fulfilled in a primary sense. What is attractive and
compelling in our presentation of the Gospel is that there has
been an incipient fulfilment of promised blessings in our
lives now; not in terms of material blessing, but the essence
of the Kingdom life is to be seen in us right now.

24:36 Sarah, my master s wife, bore a son to my master
when she was old- The suggestion could be that the promises
of becoming "great" and "many" had been fulfilled in a



material sense, but Abraham had hardly become numerous.
And that was why Eliezer had come; to seek a bride for
Abraham's one legitimate son, so that the promised blessings
of the seed could come true through her.

He has given all that he has to him- It was usual for a father
to divide the inheritance amongst all the children, with the
firstborn getting a double portion. But whilst Abraham did
provide for his children by Keturah, he gave all he had as
inheritance to Isaac. This reflects how Abraham considered
Isaac as his one and only legitimate son. The others were by
concubines (Hagar and Keturah). And we can better perceive
the magnitude of the sacrifice which Abraham had been
asked to make, in sacrificing this son. The language is very
much that of the father in the parable of the prodigal son- all
that he had was the elder son's. But that son went out into the
night in bitterness and left the family.

24:37 My master made me swear, saying, ‘You shall not
take a wife for my son of the daughters of the Canaanites,
in whose land I live- Although Abraham spent much of his
life in Canaan, he always felt himself as one passing through,
living in their land. We too, no matter how settled and stable
our lives may be, are to feel likewise; that this land is not
ours, but we are passing through. The day of eternal
inheritance is still coming, and is not fully now.

24:38 But you shall go to my fathers house, and to my
relatives, and take a wife for my son’- This was not
precisely what Abraham had said in :4. Perhaps Eliezer,



realizing he was amongst the very close relatives of
Abraham, interpretted his commission that way.

24:39 [ asked my master, ‘What if the woman will not
follow me? - Perhaps both Rebekah and her family had the
impression that Abraham's son was looking to return to his
ancestral homeland. But the condition of becoming part of the
Abrahamic blessing and seed was to separate from family
and to go to Canaan; exactly as Abraham had had to do, as
they presumably knew full well.

24:40 He said to me, ‘Yahweh, before whom I walk, will
send His angel with you, and prosper your way. You shall
take a wife for my son of my relatives, and of my father s
house- Because our Angel has been so zealous in acting for
us, we too should be zealous in return- thus Abraham's
servant, knowing that God had sent an Angel before him to
prepare the way for his mission of finding a wife for Isaac,
was eager to be as zealous as possible to do his part in the
work- "Hinder me not, seeing the Lord (the Angel) has
prospered my way" (:56). There are many other examples of
this. Because the Angel is with us, we must joyfully and
enthusiastically do our part. See on Hag. 2:4. He felt he was
on a roll, being led onwards by the Angel- and he didn’t
want anything to interrupt that. The sensitive believer will
perceive similar situations, time and again, as we seek to
follow the leading of the Angel / cherubim before whom we
walk. If we walk in step with the Angel, success is assured.



Here clearly the Angel was physically sent. It seems that
great stress is placed in Scripture on the Angels physically
moving through space, both on the earth and between Heaven
and earth, in order to fulfil their tasks, rather than being static
in Heaven or earth and bringing things about by just willing
them to happen. See on Gen. 18:10. Moses was writing these
things for Israel in the wilderness, who were likewise lead
daily by an Angel, to the same land of Canaan. Abraham felt
that he walked ‘before Yahweh', reflecting how he too saw
that he was following an Angel, as Israel were. But the idea
is also of covenant relationship, for Abraham had asked that
Ishmael might also live before Yahweh, i.e. still be in
covenant with Him (Gen. 17:18). And God had agreed,
although Ishmael didn't want to know.

On a practical level, a worthy wife in order to raise a Godly
seed must herself personally have responded to the call to
leave all; she must have personally acted in the spirit of
Abraham, in response to the same promises. And Eliezer
would not even take a meal from her family until this had
been established. Perhaps the equivalent for us is that
romance and personal considerations should come after the
basic spiritual compatibility is established between two
persons.

24:41 Then will you be clear from my oath, when you come
to my relatives. If they don't give her to you, you shall be
clear from my oath’- The events recorded in Gen. 24



concerning a wife being sought for Isaac are all capable of
symbolic interpretation; the steward [= the ministry of the
preacher] is sent to seek a wife [= the bride of Christ, the
ecclesia] for Isaac [cp. Jesus], and told not to bring Isaac
back- i.e., they had to succeed in their search, and they
would; as the shepherd of the Lord's parable sought the sheep
until it was found. Yet there was the recognition that she may
not be found (“If they don't give her to you...”); and yet the
response to the question ‘Peradventure the woman will not
follow me?’ was that the Lord would prosper the way “and
you shall take a wife for my son” (:40). This wasn’t blind
optimism. The possibility of failure was entertained. But
there was a positivism that Yahweh’s intention would be
carried out. The Lord Himself marvelled at the unbelief of
men (Mk. 6:6), despite knowing what was in man. Surely He
could only have genuinely felt such marvel because He began
with such an essentially positive spirit.

24:42 [ came this day to the spring, and said, ‘Yahweh, the
God of my master Abraham, if now You do prosper my way
which I go- Again we get the impression that Eliezer didn't
fully believe that the journey was being prospered. Maybe he
had stopped at other towns in the area and not found anyone
appropriate. And so he sets a most unlikely condition for
Yahweh to fulfil His promise, as he was about to return
home. And God made Rebekah perfectly jump through that
hoop.

24:43 Behold, I am standing by this spring of water. Let it



happen, that the maiden who comes out to draw, to whom [
will say, Please give me a little water from your pitcher to
drink- As mentioned earlier, once the pitcher was full and on
her shoulder or head, it was quite an inconvenience to get it
down again, unstop it, and give some water to a person; :20
seems to say that she emptied the rest of the pitcher into the
trough after Eliezer had done drinking.

24:44 And she will tell me, 'Drink, and I will also draw for
your camels' - let her be the woman whom Yahweh has
appointed for my master's son- All who heard the account
would have agreed that this was really an impossible hoop to
set for God to make someone jump through, and Rebekah's
response was counter instinctive, counter cultural and so
unusual that one could only say that God made her do it. Just
as our response to the call is induced by the Spirit.

24:45 Before I had finished speaking in my heart, behold,
Rebekah came out with her pitcher on her shoulder. She
went down to the spring, and drew. I said to her, ‘Please let
me drink’- Prayer is largely carried out in the mind — how
we ‘speak in the heart’ is effectively read as our prayer to
God. Thus our self-talk merges into prayer; Hannah’s
“prayer” appears to have been the same (1 Sam. 2:1).
Solomon’s prayer for wisdom is described by God as “in
your heart” (2 Chron. 1:11). This close link between thought
and prayer is developed in the Lord’s teaching in Mk.
11:23,24. In Hannah's time, such prayer in the heart was
unheard of. Relationship with the gods was seen as a



question of going into a "house of prayer", it was not
personal. But the promises to Abraham were of a personal
relationship with Yahweh: "I will be their God".

24:46 She hurried and let down her pitcher from her
shoulder, and said, ‘Drink, and I will also give your camels
a drink’. So I drank, and she also gave the camels a drink-
Eliezer is careful to recount things exactly as they happened,

with no exaggeration, omissions or additions. It was so
clearly the hand of God.

24:47 I asked her, and said, ‘Whose daughter are you?’ She
said, ‘The daughter of Bethuel, Nahor s son, whom Milcah
bore to him’. I put the ring on her nose, and the bracelets
on her hands- This technically should have happened after
the girl and her family had agreed. Eliezer had gone ahead
and taken the initiative, in a way which would have
otherwise been seen as rude and countercultural, and
disrespectful to the family. But this is the insistent demand of
the Gospel's call. It's why people were baptized immediately
in the New Testament, the same hour or day they believed.

24:48 I bowed my head, and worshiped Yahweh, and
blessed Yahweh, the God of my master Abraham, who had
led me in the right way to take my master s brothers
daughter for his son- Biblical genealogies often skip
generations, and this is an example. "Right" is the same word



translated "truth" in :27, where it is used [as so often, e.g.
Gen. 32:10] of the certainty of the fulfilment of the promises
to Abraham. And Eliezer goes on to ask them to deal "truly"
(:49) inresponse. God's mercy and truth to us are to be
reflected in our responding with these things. Covenant
relationship with Him is the ultimate truth or reality of our
lives.

The same Hebrew words for being 'led in the way' are used
of how God led Israel in the way to Canaan, also by an
Angel (Ex. 13:17,21; Neh. 9:12). Moses was retelling this
story to encourage his primary audience, as well as us; that
experience is not random, but part of being led.

24:49 Now if you will deal kindly and truly with my master,
tell me. If not, tell me, that I may turn to the right hand, or
to the left- As noted on :48, the kindness and truth of God in
the covenant must be responded to "truly" by men. Eliezer
comes over as high pressure, forcing them to make a decision
before he had even eaten a meal with the family. This speaks
of the urgency of response to the Gospel. We are not lamely
standing on streets holding out tracts for any who may wish
to walk up to us and take them. Rather are we to entreat and
implore men to see the intensity of our position, and to
respond.

24:50 Then Laban and Bethuel answered, The thing
proceeds from Yahweh. We can't speak to you bad or good-



This is precisely what Laban says years later to Jacob; that
he couldn't speak bad or good to him (Gen. 31:29). We feel
that Laban and Bethuel were not exactly enthusiastic about
going God's way, but rather felt they could say nothing
against it, because His hand was so clearly evident.

24:51 Behold, Rebekah is before you. Take her, and go, and
let her be your master s son s wife, as Yahweh has spoken-
There is no record that Yahweh had spoken specifically that
Rebekah should be Isaac' wife. But the path of providence
was effectively God's spoken voice; and we likewise can
perceive God's voice to us through such situations.

24:52 It happened that when Abraham’s servant heard their
words, he bowed himself down to the earth to Yahweh- The
cultural thing to do would have been to thank the family. But
instead he prostrates himself on the ground to Yahweh, as if
in all these acts of providence, he sensed the Angel, or God
Himself, standing there albeit unseen. He sensed very much
the presence of God, just as we do in such times and
situations.

24:53 The servant brought out jewels of silver, and jewels
of gold, and clothing, and gave them to Rebekah. He also
gave precious things to her brother and her mother- Ten
camels' burden of expensive gifts would have been worth the
equivalent of a million or more dollars in our terms. But this



was the value Abraham placed upon a Godly wife for his
son. It speaks of the invaluable importance of marriage
within the faith in order to raise a Godly seed.

24:54 They ate and drank, he and the men who were with
him, and stayed all night. They rose up in the morning, and
he said, Send me away to my master- The immediacy of
response was not part of the deal, but it was perhaps
implied. They would have been exhausted after the long
journey; but the urgency of the work in hand, the following of
the Spirit, was such that nothing was to delay them.

24:55 Her brother and her mother said, Let the young lady
stay with us a few days, at least ten. After that she will go-
This sounded reasonable, and indeed it was, from a human
viewpoint. But Eliezer was aware that the flesh always seeks
the opportunity to use delays and procrastination in order to
get out of spiritual commitment. And constantly, we see the
man aware of the urgent need to follow the Spirit's leading,
The spirit of all this explains why baptism was practiced
immediately in the New Testament, as it should be today.

24:56 He said to them, Don 't hinder me, since Yahweh has
prospered my way. Send me away that I may go to my
master- This should be our attitude- following the leading of
the Spirit, and not allowing anything or anyone to delay us.



All procrastination in such cases is of the flesh, seeking to
put the brakes on our response to the Spirit; hence Israel
should not "delay" or "hinder ourselves" to offer the first
fruits (Ex. 22:29). We can easily get caught up for a whole
period of our lives, delaying instead of following. The same
word translated "hinder" is used of how Jacob "stayed" with
Laban (Gen. 32:4) far longer than he should have done. He
failed to learn the lesson; Rebekah and Eliezer had refused to
be hindered or delayed with Laban. Situations had repeated
themselves, and Jacob had failed to learn the lesson from
history, even within his own immediate family history.

The 'prospering' of the way was in direct answer to Eliezer's
question as to whether his way had been prospered in :21.
This was a characteristic of Joseph, whose way was
'prospered' by God likewise (Gen. 39:2,3,23), despite many
hard experiences. Joseph was potentially a primary
fulfilment of the great seed of Abraham, as was Solomon,
who also 'prospered' so long as he followed God's word (1
Chron. 22:11,13; 29:23; 2 Chron. 7:11). Hezekiah was
another potential fulfilment of the seed, and he too prospered
(2 Chron. 31:21; 32:30); and the way of the Lord Jesus was
prospered above all (Is. 48:15; 53:10; 55:11). But every
member of the seed likewise will "prosper" in their path to
the Kingdom, although not necessarily in material terms
(Josh. 1:8 cp. Dt. 28:29; Num. 14:41). That 'prospering' is
the work of the Spirit; the same word is used repeatedly



about the work of the Spirit in human lives (1 Sam. 10:6,10;
11:6; 16:13; 18:10; Jud. 14:6,19; 15:14 s.w. "the Spirit came
mightily / to cause to prosper upon him").

24:57 They said, We will call the young lady, and ask her-
He likely thought she would flunk the decision; but she
didn't. See on :59.

24:58 They called Rebekah, and said to her, Will you go
with this man? She said, I will go- There was a definite trait
of energy and industrious activity amongst them, indicated by
the record of Rebekah running to respond to the call of
Eliezer to marry Isaac (Gen. 24:18,20,28,58). Laban too
was spritely (Gen. 24:29). And Abraham as an old man ran
to meet the Angels, he hastened into the tent, and personally
ran unto the herd rather than wave his wand at the servants
(or the wife) to do it (Gen. 18:2,6,7). The way in which it is
stressed that he got up early in the morning gives the same
impression (Gen. 19:27; 20:8; 21:14; 22:3; the same is said
of Jacob, Gen. 28:18 and Laban, Gen. 31:55). The mixture of
zeal and business acumen is reflected in the way both
Abraham and Lot greeted the Angels in a similar, outgoing,
gentlemanly manner (Gen. 19:1-3 cp. Gen. 18:1-6). Note
how Rebekah immediately says "I will go" (Heb. elek)- just
as Abraham had been called to "go" from Ur (/ek, Gen.

12:1); "and he went" (wayyelek, Gen. 12:4). This would
seem to suggest an undesigned similarity of character



between the family members.

24:59 They sent away Rebekah, their sister, with her nurse,
Abraham's servant, and his men- It was most unusual for a
woman to be allowed such total freedom of decision,
especially with respect to her marriage. But as noted on :50,
Laban felt that God's hand was at work, and so he feared to
speak against it. But we note he was not particularly "for" it;
he failed to have the enthusiasm to keep in step with the
Spirit which was seen in Eliezer and Rebekah. And so he left
it that she could decide herself. He likely thought she would
flunk the decision; but she didn't.

24:60 They blessed Rebekah, and said to her, Our sister,
may you be the mother of thousands of ten thousands, and
let your seed possess the gate of those who hate them- She
was barren for 20 years and didn't have so many children.
But the Divine promises were fulfilled through her seed. We
see here the contrast between spiritual and secular
viewpoints; the Divine way of fulfilling these promises and
hopes was so different from the secular imagination. And so
itis as our own lives unfold.

24:61 Rebekah arose with her ladies. They rode on the
camels, and followed the man. The servant took Rebekah,
and went his way- 'Following the man' reminds us again that
everything in this incident is parabolic of the calling of the



bride of Christ, the seed of Abraham. We are to respond
immediately, and we go to Him into an unknown land and
situation, following "the man", "the servant", also
representative of the Lord Jesus.

24:62 Isaac came from the way of Beer Lahai Roi, for he
lived in the land of the South- This was the very well
associated with Hagar and Ishmael. We wonder what Isaac's
thoughts were. If he were to be the seed through whom the
promises were to be fulfilled, then it was surely necessary
for him to marry and have faithful children. But he was 40
years old. And now, those prayers and hopes were to be
answered in the arrival of Rebekah. Or he may have
reflected, as I explained previously, that Ishmael could have
been the seed, he had been circumcised into the covenant,
and had received the same promises, and Abraham's prayer
that Ishmael might live before Yahweh had been heard.

24:63 Isaac went out to pray in the field at the evening. He
lifted up his eyes, and saw, and, behold, there were camels
coming- Surely he was praying about Eliezer's mission, and
a faithful wife through whom to continue the seed. On one
hand, God is sovereign and shall bring about His purposes.
But that sovereignty meshes with human freewill, so that we
too must make our moves in the way of faith, and with prayer.
"He lifted up his eyes" and saw his bride approaching, just



as she "lifted up her eyes" and saw Isaac (:64). It really was
a marriage made in heaven.

24:64 Rebekah lifted up her eyes, and when she saw Isaac,
she dismounted from the camel- Her lifting up her eyes and
seeing Isaac is complementary to Isaac lifting up his eyes and
seeing her coming towards him (:63). From this symmetry we
can reason that she lifted up her eyes from prayer, as he had
done. They were both praying for the same thing, and had
their answers in a sublimely beautiful way.

24:65 She said to the servant, Who is the man who is
walking in the field to meet us? The servant said, It is my
master. She took her veil, and covered herself- Eliezer and
Rebekah were apparently travelling on the same camel out of
the ten camels. He took very personally his responsibility in
the matter; his diligence is prophetic of ours in seeking out
the Lord's bride. The fact Isaac was walking alone after
praying alone in a remote spot speaks much about him; and
he represents the Lord, who likewise did this. She veiled
herself because the wedding ceremony had not yet been
undertaken.

24:66 The servant told Isaac all the things that he had
done- In the parable of redemption here, the servant
represents the preachers of the Gospel. The Lord Jesus uses
similar language in Mt. 18:31 and Lk. 17:10, of His servants



coming and telling Him what had been done.

24:67 Isaac brought her into his mother Sarah's tent, and
took Rebekah, and she became his wife. He loved her. Isaac
was comforted after his mother s death- Clearly Rebekah is
presented as filling the emotional hole left by the loss of
Sarah. Rebekah is not given a new tent, as was usual, but
instead took Sarah's tent. "He loved her" may sound obvious,
but in contracted marriages both then and now, marriage is
often not love marriage. This is a commendable note; that he
loved his wife. Later we will read of their physical affection,
so strongly felt between them that they met up privately for
intercourse when separate from each other (Gen. 26:8). The
whole account of Isaac's love for Rebekah has the ring of
psychological credibility to it; and such things are major
internal evidence reasons for believing the Bible to be
Divinely inspired.



GENESIS CHAPTER 25

25:1 Abraham took another wife, and her name was
Keturah- 1t would seem that at the time of the promises,
Abraham had other children by Keturah, another

"concubine", as she is described in 1 Chron. 1:32. This term
is only really applicable to other women taken during the
lifetime of the wife or wives. Although the children of
Keturah and Abraham are only recorded in Gen. 25:1-4, it
seems to me that this isn't chronological; this a notice
inserted at this point as a genealogical note, rather than
implying that Abraham only took Keturah after the marriage
of Isaac in Gen. 24. Remember that at the time of the promise
in Gen. 15, Abraham was impotent- hence his bitterness at
not having any child, and Rom. 4:19 describes his having
faith that he would overcome this problem. Having
recovered his virility, it could be that he eagerly had children
by Keturah to as it were prove himself. Yet one wonders
therefore how long he maintained the intensity of his faith that
specifically by Sarah he would have a child. Yet that faith of
Abraham at the time of the promise in Gen. 15 was reckoned
to Abraham for righteousness, is held up as our example and
glorified throughout the New Testament- when it would seem
that in fact Abraham didn't always maintain the intensity of
the faith he had at that time. And God Himself had to reassure
him: "Know of a surety" (Gen. 15:13), as if God recognized
the element of doubt within the faith of Abraham- although
God elsewhere holds up that faith to us as such a wonderful



example.

Circumcision was a sign of the covenant through Isaac, hence
the resentment and bitterness of Zipporah over the
circumcision issue; and it seems Moses capitulated to her on
this. Their marriage is sure proof that fundamental spiritual
differences at the start can only lead to anger and break up
later on.

25:2 She bore him Zimran, Jokshan, Medan, Midian,
Ishbak, and Shuah- Zipporah was a Midianite, a descendant
of Abraham through Keturah; and yet she didn't practice
circumcision. Ishmael had been circumcised as a sign that if
he wished, he could "live before" God, in covenant
relationship. We wonder if the same possibility was open to
all Abraham's children or seed, but they declined.

Job's friend Bildad was a descendant of Shuah (Job 2:11).

25:3 Jokshan became the father of Sheba, and Dedan. The
sons of Dedan were Asshurim, Letushim, and Leummim-
Sheba and Dedan are mentioned in Ez. 38 as amongst those
who in the last days turn against the children of Jacob,
members of the group of ten neighbours who invade the land
under the leadership of Gog. The old jealousy which began
here over the apparent favouritism afforded Isaac... will then
play itself out in its final climax. Sheba and Dedan were also
sons of Cush (Gen. 10:7), and one theme of the genealogies
of Abraham's other sons is that they all intermarried with
surrounding nations and lost any sense of ethnic purity; see



on :14. The theme of needing to marry within the family of
God is strongly developed in Genesis, beginning with the
sons of God marrying the daughters of men and losing the
faith in Gen. 6, and being stressed in Gen. 24 with the search
for a suitable wife for Isaac. Abraham's other children all
merged into their surrounding worlds. However, "Sheba"
here may refer to the Sabeans, who stole Job's herds (Job
2:11).

"Leummim" may simply mean "other nations". It cannot be
identified with any location or nation. The idea is that the
promise that Abraham would be a father of many nations had
its primary fulfilment through the children he had by his
concubines. Although they chose not have a part in God's
salvation purpose at the time, they could have had; just as
Ishmael could have continued in the covenant.

25:4 The sons of Midian: Ephah, Epher, Hanoch, Abida,
and Eldaah. All these were the children of Keturah- 1s. 60:6
and Ps. 72:10 envisage Ephah and other children of Keturah
as ultimately saved along with Israel in the Kingdom age.
The blessing upon Abraham will ultimately come true upon
all his seed, by grace alone.

25:5 Abraham gave all that he had to Isaac- He did this
even before he died (Gen. 24:36). It was usual for a father to
divide the inheritance amongst all the children, with the
firstborn getting a double portion- and for this to happen on
his death, not during his lifetime. But whilst Abraham did
provide for his children by Keturah (:6), he gave all he had



as inheritance to Isaac. This reflects how Abraham
considered Isaac as his one and only legitimate son. The
others were by concubines (Hagar and Keturah). And we can
better perceive the magnitude of the sacrifice which
Abraham had been asked to make, in sacrificing this son. The
language is very much that of the father in the parable of the
prodigal son- all that he had was the elder son's. But that son
went out into the night in bitterness and left the family.

25:6 But to the sons of Abraham's concubines, Abraham
gave gifts. He sent them away from Isaac his son, while he
yet lived, eastward, to the east country- The plural
"concubines" suggests he may have had more than Keturah;
it's just that her children were relevant to the Israelites in the
wilderness, for whom Moses initially wrote. Abraham had
been insistent that Isaac not go to live with any new wife in
the east, by which Abraham surely means Mesopotamia, the
land he had been asked to leave. By sending his other
children back there, he is really saying that he didn't want
them in covenant relationship or having a share in the
promises to inherit the eretz. He has the spirit of Sarah, who
didn't want Ishmael to inherit along with Isaac (Gen. 21:10).
But as explained there, God gave Ishmael the chance of
covenant relationship, including circumcision. The fact
Abraham didn't send Ishmael back into the east perhaps
reflects his acceptance of the fact that Ishmael could have
had covenant relationship and a share in the promises;
although he apparently chose not to. Heading east is the



direction of the rejected Adam, Cain and the Babel builders.

25:7 These are the days of the years of Abraham’s life
which he lived: one hundred and seventy-five years-
Abraham entered the promised land at 75 (Gen. 12:7), so he
lived in it 100 years, the majority of his life. But despite that,
he always is at pains to stress that he lived amongst the local
inhabitants, as a stranger. No matter how stable and
sedentary our lives may be, living in the same house for most
of our years, we too are to be but passers through this world
in our attitude towards it.

25:8 Abraham gave up the spirit, and died in a good old
age, an old man, and full of years, and was gathered to his
people- "Full of days" (Heb.) is differentiated from being
"aged" in Jer. 6:11. The idea is that he didn't live the same
kind of day over and over thousands of times; his life was
rich with experience, each day was significant, as it should
be for us if we are led of the Spirit.

"His people" were idolaters (Josh. 24:2), demonstrating that
the separation between faithful and unfaithful is not at the
point of death (Ecc. 3:19,20), but at the final judgment.

25:9 Isaac and Ishmael, his sons, buried him in the cave of
Machpelah, in the field of Ephron, the son of Zohar the
Hittite, which is before Mamre- We note the absence of the



sons by Keturah, who had been sent away to the east; and the
implication that Ishmael was still living in the eretz of
promise; see on :6.

25:10 The field which Abraham purchased of the children
of Heth. Abraham was buried there with Sarah, his wife-
See on Gen. 23:16. It is continually emphasized that
Abraham purchased land in the very eretz which had been
promised him as an eternal inheritance. This is the intended
paradox of our lives- that we live in this world as strangers
and passers through, but the earth is eternally ours.

25:11 It happened after the death of Abraham that God
blessed Isaac, his son- This blessing is surely the blessing of
Abraham,; although it could mean that his flocks were
miraculously increased as a sign that the greater blessing had
indeed passed on to him.

Isaac lived by Beer Lahai Roi- This was the well where
God had saved Hagar and Ishmael, assuring Ishmael that he
could still be part of the covenant family and promises. Isaac
living there would have continually reminded him that his
own standing with God was by grace, and that Ishmael his
half brother was also potentially a part of God's purpose.

25:12 Now this is the history of the generations of Ishmael,
Abraham’s son, whom Hagar the Egyptian, Sarah's
handmaid, bore to Abraham- "Abraham's son" serves to
emphasize that he was in some sense the seed, and could
have been part of the Divine purpose if he wished; he was



circumcised into the covenant, and is clearly treated
separately from Abraham's sons by Keturah, who were sent
to the east, back to where Abraham had come from, to as it
were keep them out of the covenant.

25:13 These are the names of the sons of Ishmael, by their
names, according to the order of their birth: the firstborn
of Ishmael, Nebaioth, then Kedar, Adbeel, Mibsam- These
12 tribes make them a pseudo Israel, and yet also, as Paul
develops in Gal. 4, representatives of unbelieving Israel
after the flesh.

25:14 Mishma, Dumah, Massa- Dumah intermarried with
the Edomites (Is. 21:11,12); see on :3.

25:15 Hadad, Tema, Jetur, Naphish, and Kedemah- Teman
was an area through which the Israelites passed (Hab. 3:3),
and they were the primary audience for whom Moses was
recording Genesis. None of the names of Ishmael's sons
appear to be very spiritual or God centred.

25:16 These are the sons of Ishmael, and these are their
names, by their villages, and by their encampments: twelve
princes, according to their nations- The names of Ishmael's
sons make a statement about their final acceptance in God's
Kingdom, in language which is picked up in the later
prophecies about them in Is. 60:6,7; 43:19,20: "In the high
places a powerful people will experience a miracle of God.
For they shall cause sweet odours to ascend, calling His
fame to remembrance. Their burden will be lifted, they will



become mighty in power, conquerors of the desert, strong in
defence, numerous in population, at the forefront of the
nations".

Abraham's prayer that Ishmael might be accepted into the
covenant was heard [his name means 'God has heard']. The
same promises were made to him as to Isaac; his 12 tribes
(Gen. 17:20) could also have become some kind of people of
God. But in this world, they chose not to; although for
Abraham's sake, their latter day representatives will finally
be saved.

25:17 These are the years of the life of Ishmael: one
hundred and thirty-seven years. He gave up the spirit and
died, and was gathered to his people- We note the subtle
difference with how Ishmael lived "years", but Abraham
lived "days"; see on :8. As noted on Gen. 27:1, Isaac was
137 when he was struck by a premonition of death. This has
the ring of psychological credibility; for he would've
subconsciously been aware that Ishmael his brother had died
at that age. This is another one of many internal evidences
that the Biblical record is credible and dovetails within itself
so perfectly that only a Divine hand could have brought it
about.

25:18 They lived from Havilah to Shur that is before Egypt,
as you go toward Assyria. He lived opposite all his
relatives- Or, to the east of his relatives, referring to the
encampment of Isaac. He followed the general trend of
moving East, as did Cain and the Babel builders, returning to



Mesopotamia, rather than living in the land of promise,
unlike Jacob and Joseph, who wanted their very bones to be
buried in the land of their hopes. He returned to Egypt where
his mother Hagar was from, choosing to live just outside the
promised land.

This area was relevant to the Israclites as they passed
through it on their wilderness journeys. Again we see that the
initial relevance of the account was for that generation.

25:19 This is the history of the generations of Isaac,
Abraham’s son. Abraham became the father of Isaac- The
way Biblical history is written contrasts strongly with the
way secular history is written, focusing as it does on mega
movements of peoples, international events etc. Biblical
history- and the records of Israel's early history are classic
examples- is articulated in the last analysis through the story
of individuals. The account of Isaac's family is prefaced by
the note: "These are the generations of Isaac" (Gen. 25:19
AV). We expect a genealogical list- but instead we get the
accounts of human lives. That history was the 'generation' of
Isaac. In this we see a reflection of how God views history-
the growth, actions, thoughts, struggles, spirituality and
passing of persons. The value placed by God upon
individuals is seen by the way in which He inspired Biblical
history to be written. Humanly written history tends to focus
upon megatrends, the glories and successes of a nation as a
nation. God's history focuses upon people. And the Bible is
hardly a history of glorious successes- it's a record of one



human failure after another, endless rounds of attempt and
failure, a historical path that leads God from one
disappointment to another with us. Human history records
human failure only as it were as a foil, a context, to the
successes of the heroes. God's heroes are the lowly, the poor
of this world rich in faith like Hannah and Mary, and the
megatrends of society's history are passed by. But this is how
much He values people on an individual level.

25:20 Isaac was forty years old when he took Rebekah, the
daughter of Bethuel the Syrian of Paddan Aram, the sister
of Laban the Syrian, to be his wife- Isaac really is an
example of waiting for the right woman to marry and refusing
to marry anyone who doesn't tick all the right boxes on the
spiritual front. It is twice emphasized here that Rebekah was
a "Syrian". Jacob is likewise described as a "Syrian" (Dt.
26:5). Aram ["Syria", s.w.] was Rebekah's cousin (Gen.
22:21-23); he appears to have been a dominant force and
source of identity in the wider family. The later attacks upon
Israel by the Arameans were therefore part of the huge family
feud which has always gone on amongst the descendants of
Abraham. From these considerations it appears quite
inappropriate to argue that Jewish people are ethnically pure
and separate from the Arabs; their beginnings and early
history were absolutely intertwined with each other. Identity
as "Israel" was and is a matter of personal spiritual choice
and culture, not ethnicity. The arguments of the Judaizers in
the first century depended heavily upon definitions of



"Israel" in ethnic terms, but they are null and void according
to Biblical history.

25:21 Isaac entreated Yahweh for his wife, because she was
barren. Yahweh was entreated by him, and Rebekah his wife
conceived- When Eliezer first met Rebekah by the well, she
must have appeared the ideal candidate through whom Isaac
could raise a Godly seed. She was attractive, hard working,
healthy, spiritually aware- and from within the wider
Abraham family. And she was willing to sacrifice all she had
known for the sake of emigrating to Canaan and bearing the
seed. But she was barren for 20 years. Those who seem to
have ideal qualifications are often not used for the job, until
they are humbled and made to realize that all is of grace and
not of human strength and ability. And Isaac and Rebekah's
desire to bear the Abrahamic seed would have been honed
by 20 years of prayer. The delay was surely to increase the
intensity of that desire. We don't read that Isaac took any
concubines in that period, and given the [poor?] example of
his father Abraham in this, that surely is commendable.
Unlike his father, he didn't seek to force the fulfilment of the
promises in his own ways and on his own terms.

25:22 The children struggled together within her-
"Struggle" is Heb. to bruise or crush, suggesting the struggle
between the two seeds of Gen. 3:15; and Gal. 4 and then Gal.
5:17 confirms that they represent the struggle between flesh
and spirit. Paul may have alluded to the situation in his
description of flesh and spirit in conflict within his own body



(Rom. 7:23).

She said, If it be so, why do I live?- This may be pre-natal
depression and nothing more. But it could also reflect her
belief that she was the bearer of the promised seed; and so
she wondered why there were twins within her, already in
conflict with each other. The truth is that the seed of Abraham
is only developed as such through struggle with the flesh. The
seed of the spirit must "separate” from the fleshly seed (:23).

She went to inquire of Yahweh- The judgment will be the
time when God 'requires' of us our behaviour. And yet the
Hebrew word is used about our enquiring / searching to God
in prayer now (Gen. 25:22; Ex. 18:15; Dt. 4:29; 12:5; 1
Kings 22:5), as well as His 'requiring' / searching of us at the
last day (Dt. 18:19; 23:21; Josh. 22:23; 1 Sam. 20:16; 2
Chron. 24:22; Ez. 3:20; 33:6,8). There is a mutuality
between a man and his God.

25:23 Yahweh said to her, Two nations are in your womb.
Two peoples will be separated from your body- The desire
of Esau's descendants to “cut them off from being a nation” in
Psalm 83 runs counter to God’s clear statement here: “Two
nations are in your womb. Two peoples...”. Note that they
were not to be of a different ethnicity, as both Jews and
Arabs often claim [for they were from the same parents], but
different types of people. The "separation" spoke of the
separation of flesh from spirit through struggle; see on :22.
The elder serving the younger is not necessarily
determinative, i.e. forcing the babies into certain paths. It



also has the element of prediction; this was how it was going
to work out because that was how the two people were going
to be.

The one people will be stronger than the other people- Who
was the stronger? Hosea 12 suggests it was ultimately Jacob,
who by his strength had power with God. And yet Esau was
likely physically stronger; and there is the paradox of how
God works with men.

The elder will serve the younger- God had promised
Rebekah that the elder (Esau) would serve the younger
(Jacob); and yet her concern to trick her husband into
blessing Jacob rather than Esau was studied rejection of that
promise. And Jacob followed her in her faithlessness- in this
area. He perceived the promises of God through her eyes,
rather than his own. Just as many relatives of believers do
today. Likewise Isaac saw the promises as "mercy and truth"
(Gen. 24:27); and so did Jacob (Gen. 32:10).

25:24 When her days to be delivered were fulfilled, behold,
there were twins in her womb- The "behold" could suggest
she didn't fully believe the Lord's answer of :23, that she had
twins. Perhaps she understood those words in some other
way than meaning that she would have twins. She was all
psyched up to bear a seed for Abraham and Isaac, and the
idea of having twins who would fight each other was outside
of her imagination.

25:25 The first came out red all over, like a hairy garment.



They named him Esau- "Red" connects with the redness of
the earth which we encounter in early Genesis; "Edom", who
is Esau, is another form of "Adam". He was of the earth, and
a representative of the flesh (see on :21).

25:26 After that, his brother came out, and his hand had
hold on Esau's heel. He was named Jacob. Isaac was sixty
years old when she bore them- This meant that Rebekah was
barren for 20 years. "Jacob" literally means 'heel catcher' or
'supplanter'. From the womb his character was set, it
appears. Romans 9 presents them as the parade example of
calling and predestination. And indeed they are. But Paul
introduces that topic directly in the context of exemplifying
grace, and that salvation is not of works or human strength.
The fact there is an element of predestination is proof enough
that our faith and salvation are not purely of ourselves.

25:27 The boys grew. Esau was a skilful hunter, a man of
the field- He followed the characteristics of Nimrod (Gen.
10:9).

Jacob was a perfect man, living in tents- By grace,
righteousness has to be imputed to us. The spiritual
blindnesses and deficiencies of our brethren can be so
agonizing to behold; and yet we too have ours, as Jacob had
his, and the fact we have them does not mean that we (or
they, or Jacob) will not be saved in the end. Jacob didn't
quite make it to the spiritually perfect / mature status with
which he is credited right here at the beginning. Job is an
identical case; he is labelled "perfect” at the beginning, but at



the end of his spiritual growth, he didn't quite get to
perfection. The weakness of Jacob meant likewise. Thus the
record is written in such a way as to make Jacob out to be the
righteous one; he is described as "perfect” at a time when he
had not even accepted Yahweh as his God. Thus what he
eventually was is said of him at the beginning, but with no
hint that this is the case; the impression is given that he was
always "perfect” from the start. Jacob is here described as
living in tents with his righteous father and grandfather;
whereas there is ample evidence that he was quite used to the
tough outdoor life, and was an accomplished shepherd. Heb.
11:9 implies that he had faith in the promises and was indeed
an heir of them at this time; even though he did not see them
as personally applying to him then (Gen. 28:20), and was
more involved in idolatry than he should have been.

Jacob was 77 when he fled from Esau. As far as we know, he
had lived all that time "dwelling in tents"; and Heb. 11:9
adds the information that at this time, faithful Abraham lived
together with Isaac and Jacob in the same tents. Jacob's
living in tents is understood as an act of faith; choosing the
temporal life rather than the permanent one. Jacob grew up
with Abraham and Isaac. He would have known the promises
backwards. He lived, as far as we know, a single life,
staying at home with his mother, who evidently doted on him,
openly preferring him to Esau. Yet at this time, Jacob did not
accept the Abrahamic promises as really relevant to him, nor



did he worship Yahweh as his God (Gen. 28:20). Familiarity
bred contempt: "Thou hast not called upon me, O Jacob; thou
hast been weary of me, O Israel... thy first father (i.e. natural

Jacob" hath sinned" (in this way) (Is. 43:22,27 AV).

25:28 Now Isaac loved Esau, because he ate his venison.
Rebekah loved Jacob- The Abraham family were
characterized by division, partly due to over favoritism by
the leaders. The divided nature of the new Israel is a sad
reflection of it. Isaac is not portrayed as particularly stellar
in his faith, "just" holding on to the faith of his father
Abraham. His attractions were to the things of the flesh; he
liked Esau because he brought tasty meat for him to eat. The
prophetic word about the sons appears to have been ignored
by Isaac.

"By faith Isaac blessed Jacob and Esau concerning things to
come" (Heb. 11:20). Yet the record of this in Gen. 25 doesn't
paint Isaac in a very positive light. The AVmg. seems to bring
out Isaac's superficiality: "Isaac loved Esau, because venison
was in his mouth". This seems to connect with the way Esau
threw away his birthright for the sake of food in his mouth.
Esau was evidently of the flesh, whilst Jacob had at least
some potential spirituality. Yet Isaac preferred Esau. He
chose to live in Gerar (Gen. 26:6), right on the border of
Egypt- as close as he could get to the world, without crossing
the line. And he thought nothing of denying his marriage to
Rebekah, just to save his own skin (Gen. 26:7). So it seems



Isaac had some marriage problems; the record speaks of
"Esau his son" and "Jacob (Rebekah's) son" (Gen. 27:5,6).
The way Jacob gave Isaac wine "and he drank" just before
giving the blessings is another hint at some unspirituality
(Gen. 27:25). Isaac seems not to have accepted the Divine
prophecy concerning his sons: "the elder shall serve the
younger" (Gen. 25:23), seeing that it was his intention to give
Esau the blessings of the firstborn, and thinking that he was
speaking to Esau, he gave him the blessing of his younger
brothers (i.e. Jacob) serving him (Gen. 27:29 cp. 15). And
yet, and this is the point, Isaac's blessing of the two boys is
described as an act of faith; even though it was only one of
his passing moments of faith and was done with an element
of disbelief in God's word of prophecy concerning the elder
serving the younger, and perhaps under the influence of
alcohol. Yet according to Heb. 11:20, this blessing was done
with faith; at that very point in time, Isaac had faith.

So God's piercing eye saw through the haze of alcohol,
through Isaac's liking for the good life, through Isaac's
unspiritual liking for Esau, through his marriage problem,
through his lack of faith that the elder must serve the younger,
and discerned that there was some faith in that man Isaac; and
then holds this up as a stimulant for our faith, centuries later!
Not only should we be exhorted to see the good side in our
present brethren; but we can take comfort that this God is our
God.

25:29 Jacob boiled stew. Esau came in from the field, and



he was famished- The stew was of lentils (:34), not meat.
Again the Lord's parable of the prodigal appears to allude
here in a strange way; for there, the older brother also 'comes
in from the field' and effectively despises his own birthright
by refusing to accept his younger brother's repentance (Lk.
15:25). In this case, Jacob is set up as the prodigal, wasting
his inheritance amongst the unbelievers, and finally returning
home- to be welcomed rather than rejected by his elder
brother. The Lord's parable clearly eyes Esau as the elder
brother, but his acceptance of Jacob at the end is seen by the
Lord as commendable.

To sit in the tents and boil stew was classical female work.
Jacob is portrayed as a mummy's boy; and yet it would seem
that Rebekah had more faith than Isaac, and perhaps this was
passed on to Jacob.

25:30 Esau said to Jacob, Please feed me with that same
red stew, for I am famished. Therefore his name was called
Edom- Perhaps "Edom", "red", became his nickname from
then onwards, and it stuck. For "Esau is Edom" (Gen.
36:1,8). The Hebrew is literally something like "that Red,
that Red there!”. Esau is presented as utterly sensual, going
after the desire of his eyes. He could have been playing on
words, to the effect "Feed with that Red, me the Red one".
He was thus personally associated with his belly, his
appetite, his food.

Jacob's basic dishonesty is seen by the way in which Esau
begged Jacob for "the red", which he maybe thought was a



kind of blood soup [a strange thing for Yahweh's people to be
eating at the time!]- and yet Jacob actually only gave him a
dish of lentils. This would explain why Esau later claimed he
had been twice deceived by Jacob (Gen. 27:36). The mere
sale of the birthright was hardly deception; but if the
bitterness of it all was that even in that hard bargain, Jacob
didn't really give Esau the food he craved... then we can
understand Esau feeling Jacob had twice deceived him.

25:31 Jacob said, First, sell me your birthright- Jacob’s
perception of the promises as only for his personal, physical
benefit was clearly evidenced in the way in which he was so
bent on obtaining the birthright from Esau. This was no sign
of spirituality, but rather of his obsession with material
acquisition. We can be sure he arranged to be boiling that
broth just at the right moment. It was hardly an off-the-cuff
decision to ask Esau for the birthright. He not only
disbelieved the promise that the elder would serve the
younger, but he misunderstood it, thinking that God's
promises were dependent upon human works and wit to be
fulfilled. He spoke of how he would bring upon himself the
blessing God had promised him (Gen. 27:12). Later, he
reveals the same attitude when he describes his children as
the fulfillment of the promises of present fruitfulness (Gen.
32:10), but also the children he had obtained by his own
service (Gen. 30:26); he thought that his own effort and
labour had fulfilled God's promises. He reasoned that Laban
had been rebuked by God because God had seen how hard he



had worked (Gen. 31:42). He explicitly says that if God
further increases his flocks, it would be a sign that he was
righteous (Gen. 30:33). Like Job, he had to learn that God's
blessings are not primarily physical, and that we do not
receive them in proportion to our present righteousness. And
yet during this learning process, God patiently went along
with him to some extent.

Perhaps psychologically, Jacob was driven to do what he did
by his father's preference for Esau over himself. It was his
way of striking back; and that act of selfishness was however
used by God to fulfil His purpose of the elder serving the
younger. But he failed to perceive that the promises were
essentially of spiritual things, and the blessing of the
firstborn was not the same as the Abrahamic promise.

25:32 Esau said, Behold, I am about to die. What good is
the birthright to me?- Esau's attitude is alluded to by Paul in
1 Cor. 15:32 as being typical of the mentality of those who
have no faith in the resurrection which the promises to
Abraham implied: "Let us eat and drink; for tomorrow we
die". "I am about to die" are almost the words found on the
lips of his father Isaac (Gen. 27:2). This is what happens
within families- sons repeat the words and attitudes of their
fathers. We have here yet another ring of truth to the record;
that these are the actual words spoken by these men,
millennia ago.

25:33 Jacob said, Swear to me first. He swore to him. He
sold his birthright to Jacob- Esau's behaviour is seen as the



essence of all who shall be finally rejected (Heb. 12:16);
they want the immediate rather than the things of eternal
consequence. Whether or not there was any physical item
which defined the birthright, such as a scarlet thread placed
on the firstborn- a verbal oath was considered binding.

25:34 Jacob gave Esau bread and stew of lentils- 1
suggested on :30 that Esau thought the stew was a blood
broth, but Jacob deceived him a second time by giving him
lentils rather than a blood meat stew.

He ate and drank, rose up, and went his way- The same
words used of how Eliezer did likewise after securing
Rebekah as a wife for Isaac (Gen. 24:54). We are intended to
see the contrast- the way taken was so different. Eliezer was
respecting the covenant, whereas Esau despised it. "Rose up"
is elsewhere translated "establish" and is used of the
establishing of the covenant (Gen. 26:3). So it could be that
we are to understand that after reviving from his exhaustion,
Esau confirmed the agreement. Instead of establishing the
covenant with him, he had as it were disestablished it.

So Esau despised his birthright- The phrase “vile person”
['despiser'] in Dan. 11:21 connects here to Esau who
"despised his birthright". If the first usage of a word in
Scripture is significant, then Gen. 25:34 is indeed helpful
here— because it is used of Esau, father of many of the Arab
tribes. And it recurs in describing Edom in Obadiah 2,
Goliath the Philistine / Palestinian (1 Sam. 17:42), “Tobiah
the Ammonite and Geshem the Arabian” (Neh. 2:19), and



Haman the persecutor of the Jews (Esther 3:6). All these men
were Arab prototypes of the “vile person”, the ruler of
Assyria, who is to again persecute God’s people. And his
provenance is of Esau, of the relatives of Israel who live
nearby to them.

Whilst the Abrahamic promises did not demand fulfilment
through the firstborn, it would be fair to assume that they
imagined that the firstborn was the promised seed. So Esau's
despising of the birthright was in practice a reflection of his
attitude to the promises of the seed.



GENESIS CHAPTER 26

Gen 26:1 There was a famine in the land, besides the first
famine that was in the days of Abraham- The recollection of
the famine in Abraham's days is to point up the fact that Isaac
found himself in an identical situation to Abraham, and failed
in precisely the same way. Circumstances and situations
repeat between the lives of God's people, and between our
lives and those of Biblical characters. This is so that we
might learn the lessons; or upon failure, reflect and discern
the similarities.

Isaac went to Abimelech king of the Philistines, to Gerar-
He ought to have learnt from Abraham's mistake, and not led
himself into temptation. The desire to go to Egypt was likely
because the famine meant that his flocks, his wealth, would
be decreased- rather than that he would literally die of
famine. So as so often, the fear of losing wealth leads
believers into temptation and failure.

Gen 26:2 Yahweh appeared to him, and said, Don't go down
into Egypt. Live in the land I will tell you about- The fact
Isaac lived in Gerar (:6) could be read as rank disobedience.
Or perhaps he reasoned that as Gerar was on the edge of the
promised eretz, he was justified in doing so. But living on
the edge of Divine things leads to temptation. Whether Gerar
was in "Egypt" or the eretz of promise was debatable; and
instead of removing himself from temptation, Isaac took
himself to the edge, and therefore fell into it. See on Hos.



4:15 for a similar failure in later Israel.

Gen 26:3 Live in this land, and I will be with you, and will
bless you. For to you, and to your seed, I will give all these
lands- As noted on :1, his fear was that he would lose the
material blessings of large flocks because of the famine if he
remained in "this land". He was being asked to do something
counter instinctive. And he didn't want to. He ought to have
recalled how Abraham resigned the best pasture land to Lot,
and was then told that to look out over the land Lot had
chosen, and believe that this land would be his eternal
inheritance. And so Isaac was promised that he would be
given all Egypt and "all these lands" eternally. The phrase
may suggest that certain lands were in view; perhaps like
Abraham, Isaac was on an elevated point from where he
could view "these lands", and was promised them. Or maybe
we have here the first hint that the promise of inheriting one
land, the eretz, was to be extended to the inheritance of all
lands, "the world", the entire planet (Rom. 4:13).

And I will establish the oath which I swore to Abraham
your father- The oath to Abraham would be established or
repeated to him. That is evidence enough that the Abrahamic
blessing was not simply inherited; it had to be established or
confirmed to each individual, on their choice. Ishmael
clearly didn't want this, despite being circumcised into the
covenant. We read in Jer. 34:18 of those of Israel who did
not establish or confirm the covenant oath (s.w.). People
today allow the promises to be established to them by



baptism into Christ (Gal. 3:27-29). We encounter the same
word at the end of the wilderness journey, where Moses
urges the peoples' faithfulness so that Yahweh might
"establish His covenant" with them (Dt. 8:18; 28:9,13); and
we note that despite their disobedience, He still
"established" the covenant with them, by grace alone (Dt.
9:5). The idea of an "everlasting covenant” being established
with God's people (Ez. 16:60) perhaps means that from that
time onwards, it would be unconditional, not requiring the
human side of reconfirmation. It may therefore refer to our
eternal existence. Or the idea could be that from God's side,
His offer is eternally there, He is always offering the
covenant- and it is the indifference of men which leads to
their not confirming it.

Gen 26:4 I will multiply your seed as the stars of the sky,
and will give to your seed all these lands- Paul's point in
Gal. 3:16 is that "seed" is singular and ultimately refers to
the Lord Jesus. The singular seed becomes many because
people from all nations become "in" Christ by baptism into
Him and abiding in Him (Gal. 3:27-29). And yet whether
Isaac perceived that is doubtful; perhaps he was driven to
understand it that way by the fact that so far as we know, he
and Rebecca had only two children, the twins. And that after
waiting 20 years. This would have been considered a most
not blessed marriage and fruitfulness. But again we see the
Divine hallmark, of working through human weakness. It was
to be through that apparent lack of blessing that the greatest



conceivable blessing was to come.

In your seed will all the nations of the earth be blessed-
The Hebrew text says that "a great mixture" of people "went
up also" with Israel out of Egypt (Ex. 12:38). There can be
no doubt that this refers to the many references in the
promises that the seed would come to include such a "mixed
multitude" (Gen. 17:6; 22:17; 26:4; 28:3,14; 35:11), thereby
showing that by reason of leaving Egypt and passing through
the Red Sea these Gentiles became part of the seed (cp. 1
Cor. 10:1; Gal. 3:27-29). But the supreme fulfilment of these
promises will be after the 'Red Sea' of the last days. And the
"blessing" promised was of relationship with God and
forgiveness of sin (Acts 3:25,26).

Gen 26:5 Because Abraham obeyed My voice, and kept My
requirements, My commandments, My statutes, and My
laws- Here again we see the huge significance of Abraham's
faith. The promises made to him were available to future
generations because of his faith, although individuals still
needed to personally respond to the covenant. We wonder
whether there were more laws and requirements given to
Abraham than are recorded in Genesis. Or perhaps Moses
expressed it this way for the sake of his primary audience,
Israel in the wilderness, who were being given the various
requirements of the law. Another possibility is that we have
here a case of intensive plurals, whereby the one great law
or requirement is spoken of in the plural. And the greatest
law or command he obeyed was surely to be willing to



sacrifice Isaac. As we noted on chapters 11 and 12,
Abraham's obedience to God's word of command to leave Ur
and break with his family was "obeyed" very poorly and
slowly by him; but God counts such obedience to him.

Gen 26:6 Isaac lived in Gerar- See on Gen. 25:28 and Gen.
26:1,2.

Gen 26:7 The men of the place asked him about his wife. He
said, She is my sister, for he was afraid to say, My wife,
lest, he thought, the men of the place might kill me for
Rebekah, because she is beautiful to look at- See on Gen.
25:28. If he had remained firmly within the eretz rather than
practicing the spiritual brinkmanship of living in Gerar (see
on :1,2), the situation would not have arisen. He repeats the
failure of Abraham precisely. Rebekah was indeed his
relative, but that was a stretch of the word "sister". The
contrast is clearly made with the way that in the New
Testament, a husband should be willing to die for his wife.

Gen 26:8 It happened, when he had been there a long time,
that Abimelech king of the Philistines looked out of a
window, and saw, and, behold, Isaac was caressing
Rebekah his wife- Isaac is an example of a man who
wouldn't be whom God intended him to be- at least, not all
the time. His fear stopped him, and it robbed him of the joy
God intended for him. It was due to his fear, his lack of faith
in God's promises, that he passes off his wife as his sister



when he thinks Abimelech or his people have an interest in
her. But Isaac and Rebekah slip off for some intimate time
together, and it's noticed that Isaac was "Isaacing ["playing" /
"laughing"] himself with Rebekah"- Yitshag metsaheq et
Ribgah (Gen. 26:8 Heb.). He was 'being himself' with her,
living up to his name, Isaac, which means 'laughter'. It was
his fear and lack of faith which had led him to not be himself.
And we so very often make the same mistake. And yet |
observe that Isaac must have really loved his wife to do this;
and it gives force to the simple statement that Isaac loved
Rebekah, despite it being an arranged marriage and not a
love marriage (see on Gen. 24:67).

Gen 26:9 Abimelech called Isaac and said, Behold, surely
she is your wife. Why did you say, ‘She is my sister?’ Isaac
said to him, Because I said, ‘Lest I die because of her -
Again, the contrast is clearly made with the way that in the
New Testament, a husband should be willing to die for his
wife. Abimelech and his people had already had this
experience with Isaac's father Abraham. They must have
found God's people rather enigmatic; their personal morality
and integrity was low, lower than the surrounding peoples.
And yet they strongly believed in their God's promises, and
were greatly blessed by Him. Their God was the God of all
grace, quite different to their gods.

Gen 26:10 Abimelech said, What is this you have done to
us? One of the people might easily have lain with your



wife, and you would have brought guilt on us!- These are
the very words the Abimelech had used to Abraham. See on
:9. The fact Rebekah was in this situation for "a long time"
(:8) points up the morality of the Gentiles as being superior
to that of the supposedly holy family. They didn't rape her,
nor have casual sex with her; if indeed she was taken as a
wife, she was subject to a long period of ritual preparation
before having sex with her. "Abimelech" is likely a generic
title for the rulers of the area, but it could conceivably have
been the same Abimelech with whom Abraham dealt. He too
realized that sins of ignorance were still reckoned by
Yahweh to be sins, and brought guilt. The idea of sins of
ignorance was probably unknown amongst the local
religions; but the one true God was far more sensitive to sin
than they were. "Easily" is literally 'as a light thing'. In their
morality, casual sex with a stranger was a light thing; but
Abimelech tacitly recognizes that they were answerable to
Yahweh, and for Him, such sins of ignorance were not a light
thing, and would bring guilt.

Gen 26:11 Abimelech commanded all the people, saying, He
who touches this man or his wife will surely be put to
death- The Abimelech kings appear far more gracious and
honourable than the Abraham family who wandered in and
out of their territory; the way Abimelech threatens his own
people with death if they touch Isaac or his wife, after they
had been deceitful to him, is an example. Yet it was not the



nice people of the world, but this wandering, spiritually
struggling family whom God loved and worked with. See on
Gen. 20:16. "Will surely be put to death”" may be a comment
to the effect that Yahweh, Isaac's God, would surely take
vengeance in such a case. Or perhaps Abimelech reasoned
that it would be better if his authorities punished such an
offender with death, than that Yahweh take vengeance upon
them all. He clearly feared and respected Yahweh, realizing
that He would judge even sins of ignorance.

Gen 26:12 Isaac sowed in that land, and reaped in the same
year one hundred times what he planted. Yahweh blessed
him- One hundred fold yield is incredible; 25 fold yield
would be good. Especially as this was in time of famine.
Abraham likewise was greatly blessed immediately after
making the identical failure. We would rather expect there to
be some punishment; but there was none. Instead, the
opposite- blessing. Punishment is often an ineffective way of
achieving correction and growth. Hence the wicked prosper
and the righteous suffer in this life. It was the pouring out of
grace which led to Abraham and Isaac realizing the depth of
their failure.

The Abraham family's considerable wealth is a theme in the
records. Here and :13 provide quite some emphasis of the
same point. Eliezer commented on Abraham's material
wealth: "The Lord hath blessed my master greatly; and he is
become great (note the repetition)"; he then goes on to
enumerate a long list of possessions: flocks, herds, silver,



gold, menservants, maidservants, camels, asses. Truly "The
Lord had blessed Abraham in all things" (Gen. 24:1). This
suggests that the patriarchs' material prosperity was a
primary fulfillment of the Abrahamic blessing in their
lifetime. Peter interprets the blessing as the forgiveness of
sins (Acts 3:25,26). The stress on their material blessings
therefore points forward to our spiritual riches of blessing in
Christ. Even earlier in Abraham's life, "Abram was very rich
in cattle, in silver and in gold" (13:1). Other references to
Abraham's wealth occur in 13:6; 14:23. Jacob too was
blessed with material wealth (31:16; 33:11 AVmg.). His
parting with Esau because they were both so wealthy (36:7)
echoes the division between Abraham and Lot and Abraham
and Abimelech for the same reason (Gen. 13:6). The
similarities between these incidents serves to emphasize the
wealth of the family. The prosperity of Lot in Sodom is also
highlighted (14:12 Heb.). Each of them seems to have
accumulated wealth in their own right in addition to
inheriting it.

Gen 26:13 The man grew great, and grew more and more
until he became very great- "Great" is the same word used
in Gen. 12:2; that Abraham's seed would be "great". As
noted on Gen. 24:35, the greatness of blessing had a primary
fulfilment as demonstration of how the greater, spiritual
blessing would likewise become true.

Gen 26:14 He had possessions of flocks, possessions of



herds, and a great household. The Philistines envied him-
There is a theme of envy in the accounts of Isaac and Jacob.
The Philistines envied Isaac; as (we can assume) Laban did
Jacob; Rachel envied Leah (Gen. 30:1); Joseph's brothers
envied him (Gen. 37:11; Acts 7:9). Family friction certainly
stalked the generations, as it has done amongst the new
Israel. Jacob against Esau, Isaac against Jacob, Ishmael
against Isaac, Sarah against Hagar, Joseph's brothers amongst
themselves (Gen. 45:24). Envy of Israel by the world and
friction within Israel has been a continued characteristic
(what similarities with spiritual Israel?). Yet there was also
a soft streak there; Esau and Jacob evidently had a certain
affection for each other and willingness to truly forgive
(Esau more so than Jacob!); Abraham truly cared for Lot's
fate in Sodom on at least two occasions; and the brothers
genuinely cared for Benjamin and the grief of their father.

Gen 26:15 Now all the wells which his father s servants
had dug in the days of Abraham his father, the Philistines
had stopped, and filled with earth- This was due to their
envy (:14). Flocks were the measure of wealth, and to cut off
the water supply was a way of diminishing them. This
reflects the basic human feature of wanting to bring others
down to our level, the tall poppy syndrome. Abraham is
repeatedly called "his father" (see on :18). We get the idea
that he was living out parental expectation to some degree, as
Jacob also did. Abraham was a hard act to follow; and yet
unlike many sons in that situation, Isaac did not lose faith



because of'it.

Gen 26:16 Abimelech said to Isaac, Go from us, for you are
much mightier than we- Moses was primarily writing for the
Israelites in the wilderness, who had suffered the same
treatment from the Egyptians. He was seeking to teach them
that circumstances repeat, just as they had in the lives of
Abraham and Isaac; and they were to learn from that.

Gen 26:17 Isaac departed from there, encamped in the
valley of Gerar, and lived there- 1 suggested on :2 that God
had in fact asked Isaac to remain in the promised eretz, and
his living in Gerar was in disobedience. At best, seeing it
was somewhere on the borders of the eretz, he was
practicing spiritual brinkmanship; and because he placed
himself close to the edge, he went over. Like Abraham, he
seems not to have learnt the lesson. For he leaves Gerar town
and lives in the valley nearby; and therefore the friction
continued with the local Philistines [a term which may then
have included Abimelech and the people of Gerar]. The
record of the patriarchs is full of such examples of not
learning lessons, partial obedience, rank failure- and yet an
abiding basic faith in God. And that is what makes them our
pattern.

Gen 26:18 Isaac dug again the wells of water, which they
had dug in the days of Abraham his father. For the



Philistines had stopped them after the death of Abraham-
And yet immediately after Abraham's death, the Lord had
richly blessed Isaac (Gen. 25:11). Blessing would have been
understood in terms of fertility; growth in flocks or good
harvests. Yet this was achieved without the water sources
which were seen as so important to achieve wealth. All the
time, Isaac was being shown that blessing was by grace
alone. But like us, the Abraham family struggled so hard to
accept this. See on :22.

He called their names after the names by which his father
had called them- As noted on :15, this could reflect an
obsession with his father, and a living out of parental
expectation.

Gen 26:19 Isaac’s servants dug in the valley, and found
there a well of springing water- As noted on :18, the whole
business of the wells was to try to teach Isaac about God's
grace. They dug, but God responded by giving them a spring
of water, welling up from Him, rather than the stagnant water
usually found when a well hits the water table. The
implication could even be that they dug in search of water,
but found a natural well of springing water which for some
reason had as yet been undiscovered. Again, this was grace.
This would explain the argument in :20.

Gen 26:20 The herdsmen of Gerar argued with Isaac’s
herdsmen, saying, The water is ours! He called the name of



the well Esek, because they contended with him- 1 suggested
on :19 that Esek was a natural well of springing water which
for some reason had as yet been undiscovered. It was not as
it were dug down to by Isaac's workers. And so the local
people claimed it was theirs, because it was in their
territory.

Gen 26:21 They dug another well, and they argued over
that, also. He called its name Sitnah- "Sitnah" is a form of
satan, to be an adversary or make an accusation. That is all
'satan’ means as a word. The Hebrew translated "argued" can
as well mean that they fought together (s.w. Ex. 21:18).

Gen 26:22 He left that place, and dug another well. They
didn 't argue over that one. He called it Rehoboth. He said,
For now Yahweh has made room for us, and we will be
fruitful in the land- The response to contention should be to
walk away, rather than "argue", bearing in mind as noted on
:21 that the Hebrew can mean that they actually fought over
it. Isaac had already been blessed with amazing fruitfulness
by God's grace (see on :12). But here Isaac reasons that
having his own personal water supply would make him more
fruitful. He had failed to realize that fruitfulness was given
not by water supply but God's grace; see on :18. The
immediate relevance to the wilderness generation of Yahweh
making room for Isaac in Canaan was that He had promised
to also make room for them in the same land; the same word



is translated "enlarge" (Ex. 34:24; Dt. 12:20; 19:8). Perhaps
Isaac was thinking that now he finally had his own territory
within the land, with his own secured water supply. But he

failed to fully believe that the entire eretz was promised to
him.

Gen 26:23 He went up from there to Beersheba- As noted on
:22, Isaac was thinking that now he finally had his own
territory within the land, with his own secured water supply.
But he failed to fully believe that the entire eretz was
promised to him. And so as soon as he considered himself
settled in permanently, he has to move to Beersheba. The
reasons aren't given; but the lesson is that the true seed of
Abraham never really settle down. We are kept on the move,
especially if we are tempted to think that we have a settled
place now.

Gen 26:24 Yahweh appeared to him the same night, and
said, I am the God of Abraham your father. Don't be afraid,
for I am with you, and will bless you, and multiply your
seed for My servant Abraham s sake- The encouragement
not to fear was perhaps because Isaac had had to flee
Rehoboth, where he thought he had settled permanently (see
on :23), because of some aggressors; perhaps his comment to
Abimelech that "you hate me" (:27) has something to do with
it. God would be the source of blessing for Isaac, through
His grace; and not because Isaac had his own secured private



water source and apparently secure, permanent territory. And
instead of focusing so much upon the literal land aspect of the
promises, he was bidden refocus upon the seed. Likewise the
idea of inheriting a literal Kingdom on earth can become so
focused upon that the things of the Lord Jesus are obscured or
distorted; and thus the New Testament without doubt focuses
more upon Jesus than upon the literal aspect of His future
Kingdom.

Gen 26:25 He built an altar there, and called on the name
of Yahweh, and pitched his tent there. There Isaac's
servants dug a well- As explained on :23 and :24, Isaac had
thought that Rehoboth was to be his permanent home,
especially as he had his own private, secure water supply.
But the hand of providence moved him on from any sense of
permanence in this life; for that is not the spirit of the seed of
Abraham, who are merely passing through this world, which
they shall eternally inherit in future. Isaac seems to have
learnt the lesson this time; for he pitches his tent, calls on
Yahweh, and digs a new well in tacit recognition that
Rehoboth was not the final well after all (see on :23).

Gen 26:26 Then Abimelech went to him from Gerar, and
Ahuzzath his friend, and Phicol the captain of his army-
This was similar to how they had come and made a treaty
with Abraham in Gen. 21:22,32. The names may well be
titles rather than personal names. The language used is



identical to that in Gen. 21; Isaac was being led through some
of Abraham's experiences, so that he would be the true seed
of Abraham not just ethnically, but spiritually. And the same
is true of us; Abraham is father of all the faithful (Rom. 4:16)
in that his life and path is in essence that of us all. We are
therefore led through similar experiences to him.

Gen 26:27 Isaac said to them, Why have you come to me,
since you hate me, and have sent me away from you?-
Isaac's criticism of them seems unreasonably aggressive and
paranoiac. Abimelech is consistently presented in Genesis as
being of great integrity and far higher morality than the
Abraham family. Isaac thinks that they "hate" him; but
Abimelech can truly say in :29 that he has done nothing but
good to Isaac. He had sent Isaac away "in peace" and not
with any personal animosity (:29). I suggest that Isaac was a
fearful man, and he had an irrational fear about Abimelech. It
was this which led him to leave Rehoboth, after he had
imagined that there he finally had found some permanence,
and a secure private water source- see on :23,24. The "fear"
he had, which God comforted him about in :24, was therefore
an irrational fear. But God worked through it, as He works
through our irrational fears, in order to keep Isaac on the
move, and to save him from losing his pilgrim status and
mentality, by settling down in Rehoboth. Even if Abimelech
did indeed "hate" Isaac, he had the Abrahamic promise that
he would possess the gate of his enemies, those who "hate"



him (Gen. 24:60 s.w.). Perhaps Abimelech realized this more
than Isaac did, and therefore wanted to make peace rather
than experience God's judgment. We recall his fear of Divine
judgment if any of his people had slept with Rebekah.

Gen 26:28 They said, We saw plainly that Yahweh was with
you. We said, ‘Let there now be an oath between us, even
between us and you, and let us make a covenant with you-
Despite Abimelech's poor experiences with Isaac and
Rebekah due to their lack of integrity about their marriage,
Abimelech could not but accept that Yahweh was with Isaac.
And he didn't want to be the enemy of God's people. He had
a definite fear of Isaac and his God. The oath between
Abimelech and Abraham had been for three generations,
including Isaac (Gen. 21:21,22). But Abimelech felt the need
to confirm it with Isaac personally; reminding Isaac that
God's oath to Abraham and his seed likewise had to be
personally reaffirmed by those in subsequent generations.
Maybe Isaac's lack of integrity led Abimelech to question
whether Isaac still felt bound to Abraham's oaths. The
incident was therefore used in Divine providence to help
Isaac see that he must personally reaffirm Abraham's
covenants- including, supremely, that with Yahweh.

Gen 26:29 That you will do us no harm, as we have not
touched you, and as we have done to you nothing but good,
and have sent you away in peace’. You are now the blessed



of Yahweh- Abimelech makes free use of the Yahweh name.
He knew something of the promises about "blessing", and
considered that Isaac had received blessing from Yahweh.
Those material blessings, however, were but attention
grabbers, to signpost that generation to understand that there
were far greater spiritual blessings yet to come. But as in our
lives, the Kingdom life is also now as well as not yet.

Gen 26:30 He made them a feast, and they ate and drank-
Eating and drinking at such a feast was a sign of the
confirming of a covenant; in this case, the reconfirming of a
covenant already made in Gen. 21:21,22. The memorial
feast, the breaking of bread, is our equivalent of this; it is an
opportunity to personally reconfirm our part in the new
covenant.

Gen 26:31 They rose up some time in the morning, and
swore one to another. Isaac sent them away, and they
departed from him in peace- Abimelech had insisted that ze
had sent Isaac away in peace (:29); but now Isaac does that
to Abimelech. We are left with the impression that Isaac was
unreasonably paranoid about Abimelech, although God
worked through his irrational fears; see on :27.

Gen 26:32 It happened the same day, that Isaac’s servants
came, and told him concerning the well which they had
dug, and said to him, We have found water- Isaac had



moved away from Rehoboth, the dream home, as it were,
where he imagined he had 'found room', and had a secure,
private source of water. However, as noted on :23,24, he
was moved on from there because it was God's purpose that
Isaac should not settle down, but ever live the life of a
pilgrim. His sacrifice of the well there was compensated for;
he was taught that God can provide wells anywhere, at will.

Gen 26:33 He called it Shibah. Therefore the name of the
city is Beersheba to this day- All the drama about the wells
was unnecessary. Isaac thought he needed them in order to
preserve the wealth, in terms of flocks, which Yahweh had
given him. But now he realized that God can give wells,
water and blessing without his needing to strive and argue
and even fight for the wells. And he learnt this at Beersheba,
where he had grown up as young man (Gen. 22:19). He came
full circle, back to his roots with his faithful father Abraham.
And so many lives have done the same.

Gen 26:34 When Esau was forty years old, he took as wife
Judith, the daughter of Beeri the Hittite, and Basemath, the
daughter of Elon the Hittite- Isaac his father had also
married at 40. This again has the ring of psychological
credibility; that he thought of marriage at the same age as his
father. But at 40, Isaac had taken special care to marry within
the faith, whereas Esau did the opposite. Abraham had
bought property from the Hittites (Gen. 23:10,16,18,20)- this



is emphasized multiple times. And that is understood in the
New Testament as an act which reflected the great paradox-
that he bought land which was his as an eternal possession.
But Esau married into them, instead of recognizing that he
merely lived amongst them on his spiritual pilgrimage to a
far greater destination. We learn from Gen. 27:46 that
Rebekah was 'weary of her life' because of her Hittite
daughters in law. Rebekah had sacrificed all she knew and
once held dear for the sake of marrying within the faith, as
explained in Gen. 24. She found her son marrying outside of
the faith to be a source of huge mental agony. The names of
the girls and their fathers are all suggestive of idol worship.

Gen 26:35 They grieved Isaac’s and Rebekah s spirits- Gen.
24 explained the great lengths and sacrifices they both went
to in order to honour the principle of marrying within the
faith, in order to raise the Godly seed. They of all believers
would have been so heartbroken to see their son marrying
unbelievers; but often we are tested in family life on the very
issues over which we ourselves have taken a strong stand.
The grief of spirit was intense; Gen. 27:46 records that
Rebekah was 'weary of her life' because of these daughters in
law.



GENESIS CHAPTER 27

Gen 27:1 It happened, that when Isaac was old, and his
eyes were dim, so that he could not see, he called Esau his
elder son, and said to him, My son? He said to him, Here |
am- Isaac was 117 and Jacob 57. "His elder son" (:5 also)
compares with Jacob being described as Rebekah's son (:6).
If Esau was of integrity, he would at this early point have
explained that he had sold his birthright to Jacob.

Gen 27:2 He said, See now, I am old. I don't know the day
of my death- Isaac didn't die for another 43 years. Now Isaac
was 137 (Gen. 41:46; 45:6; 47:9; 30:25 cp. 29:18,21,27);
which was the age at which his brother Ishmael had died, 14
years before. The Biblical record is Divinely inspired, and
the psychological 'ring of truth' about the incidents confirms
this. It is normal and psychologically credible to get a fear of
death when you come to the age at which your brother died.

Gen 27:3 Now therefore, please take your weapons, your
quiver and your bow, and go out to the field, and take me
venison- About Jacob's last recorded words were his
memory of how he took "Shechem... out of the hand of the
Amorite with my sword and with my bow" (Gen. 48:22).
Perhaps subconsciously he wanted to prove to himself and
others that he was not weaker than Esau, and was as adept at
the use of bow and weapons as he had been.



Gen 27:4 Make me savoury food, such as I love, and bring
it to me, that I may eat, and that my soul may bless you
before I die- The grammar seems to suggests that eating the
food was necessary to impart the blessing; see on :9. Clearly
Isaac is thinking in human terms; for the only blessing
ultimately worth having came from God, not from Isaac's
"soul", and was not bestowed through having a ritual meal.
However we note the understanding they had that blessing
and covenant relationship were somehow attested by a meal.
This continues in our time with the memorial feast, the
breaking of bread, serving the same function.

Gen 27:5 Rebekah heard when Isaac spoke to Esau his son.
Esau went to the field to hunt for venison, and to bring it-
See on Gen. 33:10. The fact Isaac spoke to Esau privately,
away from Jacob and Rebekah, could reflect his awareness
that Esau had sold the birthright to Jacob but he chose to get
around that. Isaac also seems to be in studied disregard of the
opening prophecy that Esau as the firstborn would serve
Jacob the younger. All through the lives of the patriarchs we
see weakness, and they were saved by God's grace and their
faith in that grace, with occasional works which reflected
that faith. But the general picture of their lives is not
spiritually positive. In this sense they become our "fathers".

Gen 27:6 Rebekah spoke to Jacob her son, saying, Behold, 1
heard your father speak to Esau your brother, saying- One
form of Bible study by questions is to ask questions like



‘What should Jacob have replied to Rebekah in Gen. 277,
‘What should Eve have said to the serpent’?

Gen 27:7 ‘Bring me venison, and make me savoury food,
that I may eat, and bless you before Yahweh before my
death’- Rebekah appears to have added "before Yahweh"
(:4). The blessing of being the Abrahamic seed and covenant
relationship ('before God' is used in this sense in Gen.
17:18) was not predicated upon the paternal blessing of
Isaac, but was given by God, by grace. But Rebekah assumed
that the birthright was the covenant blessing; and she was
bent on making the prophecy about the elder serving the
younger somehow come true in her own strength and by her
own device. This can so easily be our weakness too.

Gen 27:8 Now therefore, my son, obey my voice according
to that which I command you- This is clearly alluding to
Adam obeying his wife's voice and falling into sin; doing
what she commanded rather than what God commanded. And
Isaac was surely intended to see the parallel, especially as
the narrative included eating and blessing [and cursing]. We
too are set up with situations where we are intended to see
the Biblical parallel, and act accordingly. This is where
basic knowledge of the Bible text is valuable; and moreso,
the willingness to perceive that we are really intended to see
the links and act accordingly.

Gen 27:9 Go now to the flock, and get me from there two



good young goats. I will make them savoury food for your
father, such as he loves- One goat was quite enough for two
men to eat. Two goats suggest some kind of ritual meaning to
the meal; we noted on :4 that Isaac felt the blessing had to be
somehow mediated through a meal. This was a quite wrong
understanding of "blessing", for true blessing is from God
and not man. We note that the only other reference to two
young goats is when the phrase is used about the ritual of the
Day of Atonement (Lev. 16:5,7,8), where one represented the
sinner who must die, and the other the righteous who was set
free.

Gen 27:10 You shall bring it to your father, that he may eat,
so that he may bless you before his death- As noted on :4,
they all understood that the blessing was predicated upon the
meal ["so that..."]. Her emphasis was clearly upon the word
"you". She was aware of the sale of the birthright, and also
wished to force to come true the prophetic word about the
elder serving the younger. But blessing is of God; although
the memorial feast, the breaking of bread, continues this
theme of blessing being associated with a meal. But the meal
is a celebration of the blessing already given, a reaffirmation
that we want to be part of it; the meal doesn't of itself give
blessing. This is the error of transubstantiation, and the
essence of that misunderstanding is seen here.

Gen 27:11 Jacob said to Rebekah his mother, Behold, Esau



my brother is a hairy man, and I am a smooth man- The
way Jacob is described at the time as "smooth", without a
covering of hair, may be a hint that he needed a covering of
atonement. Jacob's concern was how to get away with the
deception, rather than any moral issue with what Rebekah
was suggesting. "Smooth" is only elsewhere used about
flattery (Prov. 5:3; 26:28; Ez. 12:24). It could be that by
"smooth" there is a contrast set up with the hairy Esau to
suggest Jacob was like a smooth lamb and Esau the kid of the
goats hairy from birth; as explained on :16, "hairy" is usually
translated "kid of the goats". The parable of the sheep and
goats would then suggest Jacob as the righteous; but he was
so far from that at this time, and was only counted as a sheep
by grace.

Gen 27:12 What if my father touches me? I will seem to him
as a deceiver, and I would bring a curse on myself, and not
a blessing- See on Gen. 25:31. The true blessing of God
according to the Abrahamic promises could not be taken
away by men, nor simply due to human failure. And yet Jacob
had yet to come to perceive that. And the Divine blessing
was given by God; it was not 'brought upon oneself' by dint
of human device and skill. It took Jacob a lifetime to come to
perceive this grace. "Touches" is the same Hebrew word
translated "search” or "felt" when Laban felt all over Jacob's
possessions in search of the stolen idols (Gen. 31:34,37).
The word "recognize" is likewise common in both incidents;



see on :23. We are intended to join the dots between our
experiences in life. Jacob was intended to see how he had
earlier survived such a 'touching' when he was in the wrong-
but to what end? He was to later give back his blessing to
Esau, rejoicing instead in God's gracious blessing of him
(see on Gen. 33:11).

Gen 27:13 His mother said to him, Let your curse be on me,
my son. Only obey my voice, and go get them for me- The
lives of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob and his sons are held up in
the NT as our examples. And yet their records are absolutely
shot through with reference to the spiritual weakness of those
men, and even the suggestion that as men they were not 'nice’
people. They, the archetypical believers, aren't good people.
Indeed, the records seem to juxtapose their weakness against
the more humanly acceptable behaviour of the world around
them. The whole business of Jacob obtaining the blessing
from his slightly drunk father Isaac is almost comical;
dressed up with skins, with his mum prodding him under the
ribs saying "Go on, go on, it's my sin not yours"; Jacob must
have been willing the old boy to hurry up, knowing as he did
that Esau was about to come in with his meal. Yet this was
the most Godly family on earth at the time.

There was no recorded curse from Isaac upon Jacob, and in
any case if there was there is no record of it coming upon
Rebekah. The whole idea of blessings and cursings uttered
by men appears somewhat phony; they were indeed held to
be of great value, but the Biblical record demonstrates that it



is the Divine blessing and cursing which is important. Thus
Jacob's later blessings of his sons don't all seem to have had
direct fulfilment; and likewise the expected curse from Isaac
either doesn't come or is not carried out. It should've been
obvious that Isaac would realize the deception; but both
Rebekah and Isaac assumed that what mattered was whether
he uttered a curse during the blessing ceremony. And if he
didn't, and blessed Jacob, then this could not be retracted.
They predicated the receipt of blessing upon the ceremony;
but Jacob was slowly brought to realize that it is direct
Divine blessing which is to be sought above all, rather than
some secular blessing from an old man.

Gen 27:14 He went, and got them, and brought them to his
mother. His mother made savoury food, such as his father
loved- Went, got and bought to her... all emphasize his total
obedience and complicity in the plan. The only other times
the Hebrew phrase "savoury food" is used outside of this
incident is in Prov. 23:3-8, where the "dainty food" is used in
the context of deceivers who want to get rich; and as so often
in Proverbs, we appear to have a commentary upon this
earlier Biblical incident: "Don’t be desirous of his dainties,
since they are deceitful food. Don’t weary yourselfto be
rich... Don’t eat the food of him who has a stingy eye, and
don’t crave his delicacies: for as he thinks about the cost, so
he is. Eat and drink! he says to you, but his heart is not with
you. The morsel which you have eaten you shall vomit up,
and lose your good words".



Gen 27:15 Rebekah took the good clothes of Esau, her
elder son, which were with her in the house, and put them
on Jacob, her younger son- These clothes were likely those
of the firstborn, and they would have had religious meaning;
just as they did when given to Joseph. This would explain
why the clothes were not in Esau's own dwelling, but in that
of Isaac and Rebekah. Rebekah didn't have to go into Esau's
home, and in full view of his pagan wives, grab his best
clothes. Isaac liked to think that the smell of these robes was
as the smell of the field or garden which God had blessed-
perhaps an allusion to Eden. Esau usually led the family
worship in these clothes- and yet he was very far from the
true God. This shows the low level of spirituality which
there was in the family.

Gen 27:16 She put the skins of the young goats on his
hands, and on the smooth of his neck- Esau was "hairy", the
same word translated "kid [of the goats]" (Gen. 37:31; Lev.
4:23 etc.). The word is also used of idols made to goats (2
Chron. 11:15 "devils" AV). Clearly Esau is being set up as an
idolater by his very appearance.

Gen 27:17 She gave the savoury food and the bread, which
she had prepared, into the hand of her son Jacob- The level
of detail increases, as it often does in the Biblical narrative
when we are being invited to re-imagine the scene, playing



"Bible television" with the information presented. Here, we
see Rebekah putting bread and meat into Jacob's literal
hands. The last time we have heard of Jacob with cooked
food, he was again involved in a deception. He ought to have
learnt from his mistakes, but like us, he didn't. At the time.

Gen 27:18 He came to his father, and said, My father? He
said, Here I am. Who are you, my son?- The question "Who
are you?" suggests that Jacob's carefully practiced imitations
of Esau's voice just weren't much good. He would've
panicked at the question. Jacob foresaw that the same
question would be asked as he came to meet Esau (Gen.
32:17 s.w.); consciously or subconsciously, Jacob came to
realize that the fruit what he had done in that tent with Isaac
was being demanded of him.

Gen 27:19 Jacob said to his father, I am Esau your
firstborn. I have done what you asked me to do. Please
arise, sit and eat of my venison, that your soul may bless
me- His proud claim to his father that "I have done according
as thou badest me" (27:19 AV) when he had effectively done
nothing of the sort was the basis for the character of the elder
brother in the Lord's parable (Lk. 15:29). Time and again,
Jacob emphasizes his works: "I have done according as thou
badest me (AV)... my days (of service) are fulfilled
(therefore) give me my wife... did not I serve with thee for
Rachel? (notice Jacob's legalism; Gen. 29:21,25)... give me



my wives and my children, for whom I have served thee...
thou knowest my service... how I have served thee (Gen.
30:25-33)... with all my power I have served your father
(Gen. 31:6)". This trust in his own works was what
prevented Jacob from a full faith in the promises. It was only
the night of wrestling and his subsequent handicap that drove
it from him.

As noted earlier in this chapter, the family understood the
blessing as being predicated upon eating this ritual meal; it
had to be eaten that the blessing might be given. But this
betrays a total lack of appreciation of the fact that the only
blessing worth having, that from God, is not given by man,
and is not dependent upon a meal or ritual.

Gen 27:20 Isaac said to his son, How is it that you have
found it so quickly, my son? He said, Because Yahweh your
God gave me success- "Your God" is almost cynical; the sort
of thing an unbaptized child of a believer might say to their
parents. It was only at the very end of his life that Jacob was
to talk of God as "my God"; it took him a lifetime to find God
for Himself, rather than seeing Him as merely his father's
deity. And the same happens in the lives of many born and
bred into believing households. "Success" translates a
Hebrew word which has only so far been used in the Hebrew
Bible in Gen. 24:12, where the mission to find a wife for
Isaac is met with Divine "success" through finding Rebekah.
Perhaps Isaac and Rebekah had often rehearsed the story, and



used this word- which Jacob now uses. As if to say: 'Just as
your God gave amazing success in your search for a wife, so
He gave me'.

Gen 27:21 Isaac said to Jacob, Please come near, that [
may feel you, my son, whether you are really my son Esau
or not- Jacob was to use the very same words "come near"
when he too was blind and Joseph's sons were brought
before him for blessing (s.w. Gen. 48:10,13). It's not simply
that what goes around, comes around. Even in his old age,
God was still working with Jacob to help him realize how
his aged father must have felt at that time. The same Divine
hand works in our lives to help us appreciate how others
feel, whom we have hurt. It's not punishment nor judgment, as
it were; but more an attempt at our education and spiritual
maturity, as thereby our deeper repentance is elicited. And
God was still at work in Jacob's life when he was very old,
as He works with us too right to the end.

Gen 27:22 Jacob went near to Isaac his father. He felt him,
and said, The voice is Jacob’s voice, but the hands are the
hands of Esau- For "felt", see on :12. Later, Jacob was to
beg God to deliver him from "the hands of Esau" (Gen. 32:11
s.w.). He was being taught how wrong he had been to
impersonate those hands and make them his own. God ever
seeks to reform, rather than simply punish. His hope and
intention was Jacob's repentance; and when Jacob finally
meets Esau, he hands back to him the blessing he had stolen



(see on Gen. 33:11).

Gen 27:23 He didn t recognize him- The same word
translated "recognize" is found in Gen. 31:32, where Jacob
invites Laban to "recognize" what is his, and Laban 'feels' his
possessions in search for his lost idols; see on :12. Again we
marvel at how the Divine hand repeated the essence of
circumstances in Jacob's life, in order to lead Jacob to
repentance and a transparent life, rather than a deceptive one.
The same word is also used in Gen. 37:33, again in
connection with deception involving a garment; Jacob's sons
bring him the robe of the firstborn, worn by Joseph, and
Jacob 'recognizes' it (s.w.), although he draws wrong
conclusions from it. He was again being put in the seat of his
father Isaac; although Jacob would only have realized this
deception some years later, when he met Joseph and the
whole deception was exposed.

Because his hands were hairy, like his brother Esau's
hands. So he blessed him- Jacob was smooth skinned, but he
placed skins on his hands to deceive Isaac that he was Esau.
Yet we read: "his hands were hairy". Were Jacob’s hands
really hairy? No. He made them appear hairy, and this is the
perspective the record adopts, without correcting it. It
doesn’t say ‘Isaac didn’t realize, because Jacob’s hands
seemed hairy’. This helps us understand the New Testament
usage of the language of demons.



Gen 27:24 He said, Are you really my son Esau? He said, 1
am- It's possible that "I am" is an allusion to the Yahweh
Name, and that Jacob was thereby swearing by Yahweh. His
point blank lie thereby becomes the more reprehensible. The
question could be yet another expression of doubt by Isaac,
as in :21. But the question and answer could also have been
the beginning of the ritual by which the firstborn received the
blessing.

Gen 27:25 He said, Bring it near to me, and I will eat of my
son § venison, that my soul may bless you. He brought it
near to him, and he ate- The verb translated "bring / come
near" occurs often here (:21,22,25,26,27). We also find a
similar cluster of occurrences when Jacob draws near to and
meets Esau years later (Gen. 33:3,6,7). Clearly the hand of
providence, the working of the Spirit, was seeking to remind
Jacob of this earlier incident in his life, just as the Spirit
restimulates memories and situations so that we might better
understand both ourselves and the others who were involved.
And Jacob did respond, for he hands back to him the blessing
he had stolen (see on Gen. 33:11).

He brought him wine, and he drank- The taking of bread
(:17) and wine over a meal was all part of a ritual for
confirming a covenant; and we see the essence of it in the
breaking of bread service. But we suspect that the intention
was to get Isaac drunk. “Deceiving and being deceived” is so
true of Jacob (2 Tim. 3:13). Laban likewise used alcohol and



darkness (cp. blindness) to deceive Jacob into marrying Leah
rather than Rachel.

Gen 27:26 His father Isaac said to him, Come near now,
and kiss me, my son- The kissing was likely part of some
ritual. For "come near", see on :25. Kissing a parent was a
sign of leaving them and becoming independent (Gen. 31:28;
1Kings 19:20). Just as Abraham prematurely gave all that he
had to Isaac even before he died, so it seems Isaac now
wished to do to his firstborn Esau. This shows how much he
loved Esau and wanted by all means for him to be his
primary "seed". And in that desire we see an unspirituality
and lack of faith in the prophetic words to Rebekah about the
elder serving the younger. It was as if Isaac wished by all
means to reverse it. God didn't allow him to do so; and yet
He worked through the unethical and sinful behaviour of
Jacob and Rebekah. God works through sin to the extension
of His purpose; rather than turning away from sinners in

disgust.

Gen 27:27 He came near, and kissed him. He smelled the
smell of his clothing, and blessed him, and said, Behold,
the smell of my son is as the smell of a field which Yahweh
has blessed- The clothes had a distinctive smell, and they
were used in family worship. The smell may have been from
incense, which might suggest that their religious rituals were
not as spiritual as they might have been. The whole question



of "blessing" in its human sense is and was very subjective.
Isaac liked to imagine that the ritual clothes of Esau even
smelt of Yahweh's blessing; but that was in his imagination.
Yahweh would bless the field if there was obedience to His
covenant (Dt. 28:3); but there was none of that with Esau. We
too can imagine spirituality in those we love, especially
family members, when it simply isn't there.

The Hebrew for "smelled the smell" is only used elsewhere
of God receiving acceptable sacrifice and being pleased
with it (Gen. 8:21; Lev. 26:31). But the spirituality of this
family had descended into mere tokenism and ritualism. Isaac
"smelled the smell" of spiritual acceptability just because a
man was wearing certain clothes which had a distinctive
smell, perhaps from incense.

Gen 27:28 God give you of the dew of the sky, of the fatness
of the earth, and plenty of grain and new wine- Isaac's mind
was focused very much on earthly realities. He had failed to
appreciate that his noticeable material blessings were really
but visible indicators towards the far greater spiritual
blessings which the covenant promises were centred upon.
And he makes no reference to the all important aspect of the
Abrahamic promises- the seed.

The fatness of the eretz may refer to Canaan, the best part of
the eretz promised. Isaac later wishes that wherever Esau
dwells shall be likewise blessed (:39).



There are many examples of where God worked through
Jacob's weakness, and blessed him in spite of it, imputing
righteousness to Jacob. Thus Jacob's use of red stew to wrest
the birthright from his red brother was used by God to give
him the birthright (the words for "red stew" and "Esau" are
related), even though Paul evidently disapproved of Jacob's
attitude (Rom. 12:20 surely alludes here); his evil deception
of his father was used by God to grant him the physical
blessing (Gen. 27:28 is confirmed by God in Dt. 33:28),
even though at the time he was dressed like a goat (27:16),
connecting himself with fallen Adam and the rejected at the
day of judgment; “Deceiving and being deceived” certainly
rings bells with Jacob (2 Tim. 3:13). Laban likewise used
alcohol and darkness (cp. blindness) to deceive Jacob into
marrying Leah rather than Rachel.

Gen 27:29 Let peoples serve you, and nations bow down to
you. Be lord over your brothers- This was a willful attempt
to reverse the Divine statement that the elder would serve the
younger. Isaac really doesn't come over as very spiritual. he
wished Esau, as he thought, to be lord over Jacob because he
seems to have disliked Jacob and wanted the Angel's words
about his dominance over Esau to be untrue. And yet he had
faith. It could be argued that his words here were initially
fulfilled in Edom / Esau being dominated by Israel (2 Sam.
8:14; 1 Kings 11:15; 2 Kings 8:21; Ps. 60:8,9). But it seems



to me that Isaac's blessings were not so much prophecy as
simply his personal wishes, although within that there was
still faith (Heb. 11:20).

Let your mother s sons bow down to you. Cursed be
everyone who curses you. Blessed be everyone who blesses
you- ""Your mother's sons" is a strange way for Isaac to talk
about his own sons. He clearly considered Jacob to be more
of Rebekah's child than his. We note the plural "sons", as if
there may have been other unrecorded sons born later. The
record of I[saac's blessing of Jacob is framed to portray
Jacob as a type of Christ: "Let people serve thee" = Zech.
8:23; Is. 60:12 "nations bow down to thee" =Ps. 72:11; "Be
Lord over thy brethren" = Phil. 2:11; "Let they mother's sons
bow down to thee" =1 Cor. 15:7. But Jacob was so far from
being the true Abrahamic seed at that time. The fact was that
Jacob bowed down to Esau, thereby recognizing that this
blessing was not for him; Jacob hands back to him the
blessing he had stolen (see on Gen. 33:11). The language of
cursing and blessing is indeed taken from the Abrahamic
promises; but there is no reference to blessings in the
promised seed. Isaac seemed to understand the promises on a
far too immediate and material level. Isaac's pronouncement
of a curse upon any who cursed Jacob meant that he could not
himself curse Jacob; so Jacob's fear of receiving a curse was
therefore mitigated.

Gen 27:30 It happened, as soon as Isaac had made an end



of blessing Jacob, and Jacob had just gone out from the
presence of Isaac his father, that Esau his brother came in
from his hunting- Isaac must have been willing the old man
to get a move on. He obviously knew that the deception
would be uncovered, but he had the idea that the words
spoken at the ceremony were all powerful. He totally failed
to understand that ultimately, all blessing is from God and not
from man, and is not predicated upon any human ceremony.
Jacob went away from "the face of Isaac" (Heb.) just as he
was to flee from the face of Esau. The idea of being in the
presence of / seeing the face of recurs in the incidents
connected with Jacob's meeting of Esau, years later. Again,
God was seeking to help Jacob join the dots and realize his
need for repentance and for the face / presence of God,
seeing he had ended his relationship with the face / presence
of his earthly father and brother.

Gen 27:31 He also made savoury food, and brought it to his
father. He said to his father, Let my father arise, and eat of
his son's venison, that your soul may bless me- Again, the
misunderstanding is repeated; the blessing was seen as
dependent upon eating the food and doing the ritual. And the
blessing was seen as most definitely proceeding from the
person ["soul"] of Isaac. The Divine blessing was of grace
and mediated through direct personal relationship between
God and man.



Gen 27:32 Isaac his father said to him, Who are you? He
said, I am your son, your firstborn, Esau- The insistence
that he was the firstborn indicates that he refused to take
seriously the selling of his birthright. Like us all, he liked to
think that time works a kind of atonement for the past. But
because the image of past events becomes distorted and far
smaller on our horizon as the years pass, we should not think
that the consequence of human action likewise diminishes;
especially in God's sight. The mention of "firstborn" is a hint
that Esau was already beginning to guess what had happened;
and that has the ring of psychological credibility to it. We can
be certain that what we are reading actually happened.

Gen 27:33 Isaac trembled violently, and said, Who, then, is
he who has taken venison, and brought it me, and I have
eaten of all before you came, and have blessed him? Yes, he
will be blessed- The violent trembling was not simply in
anger at having been deceived. Isaac realized that he had
been trying to reverse the Divine statement that the elder
would serve the younger; "Yes, he will be blessed" shows
how he recognized this. He makes no attempt to annul what
he has said in blessing. He trembled before God, knowing
that he had gone against Him and His word. And it had been
reversed, albeit through human dysfunction. He recognized
that as Paul put it, the gifts and calling of God are without
changeability (Rom. 11:29). "Who is... he?" was not an
enquiry, as all knew it was Jacob, but rather a rhetorical



comment as to the nature of Jacob; as if to say "What kind of
a person is he?". The reference was to Jacob's name (:36),
"supplanter”.

Gen 27:34 When Esau heard the words of his father, he
cried with an exceeding great and bitter cry, and said to his
father, Bless me, even me also, my father- The Hebrews
were warned not to follow Esau's sinful example, otherwise
at the judgment they would experience what he did:
"Afterward, when he would have inherited the blessing (cp.
our desiring the Abrahamic promises of entry into the
Kingdom), he was rejected: for he found no place of
repentance, though he sought it with tears" (Heb. 12:17). In
view of this, the weeping of the rejected at judgment may be
as a result of desperate pleading with the Lord to change his
mind. There will be a sense, as with Esau, of an irrevocable
decision. Just as the foolish virgins earnestly desire to enter
the feast, but all too late. The request for the blessing all the
same [this is the idea of the Hebrew word translated "also"]
may have reminded Isaac of how his father Abraham had
requested this for his half brother Ishmael, and God had
heard this. Heb. 12:17 suggests that he sought to change
Isaac's mind, to get him to somehow reverse the blessing and
all the same give it to him.

Gen 27:35 He said, Your brother came with deceit, and has
taken away your blessing- Isaac doesn't immediately agree
to make up some kind of blessing. And he refused to change



his mind about the blessing of the firstborn going to Jacob
(see on :34). Because the blessing of the firstborn had indeed
been uttered already, and taken by Jacob. This belief reflects
their common understanding that the blessing was solely and
totally dependent upon the uttering of the words by the father,
and the ceremony. There was no idea that something could be
recalculated; whereas God's purpose and word is full of such
recalculation.

Gen 27:36 He said, Isn't he rightly named Jacob? For he
has supplanted me these two times. He took away my
birthright. See, now he has taken away my blessing. He
said, Haven 't you reserved a blessing for me?- "He took
away my birthright" indicates that Esau thought he had done
nothing wrong by selling his birthright. He chose to
remember it as Jacob taking it away. The parental blessing
and the birthright went together; so on one hand it seems
unreasonable to count up two cases of supplanting. But in
another sense, he was right. The demand of the birthright was
effectively a taking of it away. And Jacob had used deceit to
try to force through the fulfilment of the promise that the elder
would serve the younger. Hos. 12:2,3 comment that God
would punish Jacob for supplanting; so although what he did
was morally wrong, God still worked through it.

Gen 27:37 Isaac answered Esau, Behold, I have made him
your lord, and all his brothers have I given to him for
servants. With grain and new wine have I sustained him.



What then will I do for you, my son?- Wine seems an
unnecessarily significant item in Isaac's mind. "All his
brothers" suggests there were other brothers who aren't
mentioned in the records. Isaac seems to imply that as he had
blessed with Jacob with lordship over his brothers and grain
and wine, there wasn't much left he could now bless Esau
with. This comment reflects his lack of appreciation of the
promises to Abraham; the blessing of the seed and eternal
inheritance of the land.

Gen 27:38 Esau said to his father, Have you but one
blessing, my father? Bless me, even me also, my father.
Esau lifted up his voice, and wept- At the time of Jacob's
deception, Esau lifted up his voice and wept; and this is
picked up in Heb. 12:17 as a warning to all those who would
fritter away their spirituality for sensuality. The faithlessness
of Jacob is disregarded, and the emphasis is placed upon
Esau. If Esau's rejection by Isaac is indeed a picture of the
rejection of the goats at the final judgment, Isaac there
becomes a hazy prefigurement of our future judge. And yet
the record presents a scene of both father and rejected son as
shaken and helpless, both dearly wishing it could be different
(Gen. 27:33). The sadness of Isaac becomes a figure of the
pathos and sadness of God in rejecting the wicked. Note how
the LXX of Gen. 27:38 adds the detail: "And Isaac said
nothing; and Esau wept". We are left to imagine the thoughts
of Isaac's silence. Truly our God takes no pleasure at all in



the death of the wicked (Ez. 33:11). According to Heb.
12:17, Isaac did not change his mind despite the tears; the
blessing of the firstborn was not given to Esau, and the other
blessings now spoken were not the result of any change of
mind.

Jacob too "lifted up his voice and wept" when he met Rachel
(the same words are used, Gen. 29:11). It's not simply that
what goes around, comes around. God was working with
Jacob to help him realize how his brother must have felt at
that time. The same Divine hand works in our lives to help us
appreciate how others feel, whom we have hurt. It's not
punishment nor judgment, as it were; but more an attempt at
our education and spiritual maturity, as thereby our deeper
repentance is elicited.

Gen 27:39 Isaac his father answered him, Behold, of the
fatness of the earth will be your dwelling, and of the dew of
the sky from above- Mal. 1:3 speaks of how God made
Esau's inheritance waste and barren. We therefore wonder
whether Isaac's words had any relevance at all; the essential
thing was the Divine blessing, not that of any man. Yet Heb.
11:20 says that Isaac blessed both his sons "by faith". He had
faith that Esau's seed would have blessing and in Christ, that
shall be ultimately true.

Gen 27:40 By your sword will you live, and you will serve
your brother- Esau was in a similar position to Ishmael
(Gen. 16:12). These words could only be seen as a



"blessing" if Esau was proud to live by the sword. But the
Lord Jesus alludes to this by saying that those who live by
the sword shall perish by it (Mt. 26:52), and the spiritual
way of life was not to take the sword. There is no evidence
that Esau ever served Jacob, confirming that these blessings,
although uttered in faith (Heb. 11:20), were Isaac's wishes
rather than predictive prophecy. It could be that Isaac is
referring back to the prophetic words that "the elder shall
serve the younger" which he had tried so hard to overthrow,
and is here accepting they would come true. Jacob would
however have been aware of these words of Jacob to Esau
when later he had to serve his brother Laban and was
deceived into serving him for much longer than he expected
(s.w. Gen. 29:15). Jacob deeply resented this service of his
brother Laban; he was taught at length what this "blessing" of
having your brother serve you meant. He was learning the
feelings which Esau would have had, had this "blessing"
come true. Constantly, we are seeing the attempted education
of Jacob.

It will happen, when you will break loose, that you shall
shake his yoke from off your neck- Possibly a reference to
how Edom broke free from Israel at the time of Ahaz (2
Kings 16:6; 2 Chron. 28:17). And Israel were in fact ruled
over by the Idumean / Edomite Herods just before their final
destruction as a nation in AD70, and frequently Israel are
described as being yoked by the neck to their neighbours.
That would rather disprove Isaac's blessing; but in fairness,



blessings were seen more as wishes than as prophetic
predictions. Yet Heb. 11:20 says that Isaac blessed both his
sons "by faith". But his attitude at the time was weak and his
understanding foggy; indeed he may well have been under the
influence of alcohol at the time, and he set himself to go
against the revealed word that the elder must serve the
younger. And yet the Spirit in Heb 11:20 discerns that
somewhere within all that confusion, there was faith. We can
take comfort from this in our weakness, and be encouraged to
more positively view our brethren and focus upon the
positive within the general picture they present to us.

Gen 27:41 Esau hated Jacob because of the blessing with
which his father blessed him. Esau said in his heart, The
days of mourning for my father are at hand. Then I will kill
my brother Jacob- Our thoughts are our words; the intention
is the action. In any case, there is a Biblical theme that what
we say in our heart comes out into the open: “Esau said in
his heart, The days of mourning for my father are at hand.
Then will I slay my brother Jacob. And the words of Esau
her elder son were told to Rebekah” (Gen. 27:41,42). What
Esau said to himself became public knowledge through his
actions. Isaac lived another 43 years, so Esau was held back
from immediately killing Jacob by Isaac's sickness, which he
apparently overcame. Jacob would later have perceived
God's grace in that. The connection with Cain killing his
brother Abel is apparent; but Esau clearly didn't care for the



Biblical allusions.

Gen 27:42 The words of Esau, her elder son, were told to
Rebekah. She sent and called Jacob, her younger son, and
said to him, Behold, your brother Esau comforts himself
about you by planning to kill you- Rebekah comes over as
quite the amateur psychoanalyst of Esau (see on :44,45). She
imagined him internally comforting himself with his plans to
murder Jacob. She may have recalled how she had comforted
Isaac after the death of his mother (Gen. 24:67 s.w.), and she
saw this same need for comfort in her son at this time. The
whole record has strong psychological credibility. Esau was
inconsolable by anyone apart from his own inner thoughts;
and Jacob was to go through this in later life, when he
refused to be comforted over the loss of Joseph (Gen.
37:35). We are brought to know how others feel or felt; we
are intended to examine our lives, our histories; and to learn
the lessons and come to greater sensitivity and repentance.

Gen 27:43 Now therefore, my son, obey my voice. Arise, flee
to Laban, my brother, in Haran- "Obey my voice" is what
she had told Jacob about the whole plan of deceiving Isaac.
Jacob comes over as dominated by his mother, although he
was already in his 70s, and like Adam, lead by a woman into
sin.

Gen 27:44 Stay with him a few days, until your brother s
fury turns away- She twice states that Esau's anger would



turn away (:45). She knew her son to be a man of the
moment, living for today, emotional for a moment and then
calming down. The Hebrew phrase "fury turned away" is
mostly used about God's wrath turning away (Num. 25:11;
Ps. 78:38; 106:23; Is. 66:15; Jer. 18:20; 32:37; 36:7; Dan.
9:16). The Bible opens here in Genesis with a picture of a
livid, furious man, burning in anger because of the wrong
done to him... whose anger turns away. We are intended to
apply that word picture to God, and ever remember that He
has feelings, and gets red hot angry at sin. His grace and
patience is thereby given a backdrop, and such far greater
meaning.

Gen 27:45 Until your brother s anger turn away from you,
and he forgets what you have done to him- Rebekah knew
Esau's character; just as he had effectively forgotten his sale
of the birthright, so he would soon forget what Jacob had
done, and calm down. He is presented as the epitome of the
man of the flesh; living life for the moment, without care for
longer term consequence, and seeing past history as of no
meaning. "Anger" here is literally "nose"; it was as if Esau
was a furious animal sniffing out Jacob as his prey and
intending to kill him. We get the impression that Jacob must
have run away or was hiding himself nearby; hence in :42
Rebekah sends for Jacob.

The Hebrew phrase "anger turned away" is different to that
in :44, but as there, it is mostly used about God's wrath



turning away. Again we observe as on :44, that the Bible
opens here in Genesis with a picture of a livid, furious man,
burning in anger because of the wrong done to him... whose
anger turns away. We are intended to apply that word picture
to God, and ever remember that He has feelings, and gets red
hot angry at sin. His grace and patience is thereby given a
backdrop, and such far greater meaning.

Then I will send, and get you from there. Why should I be
bereaved of you both in one day?- Rebekah feared that the
revenger of blood law would mean that if Esau killed Jacob,
he too would be killed perhaps the same day. For her to fear
the loss of Esau that same day, there must have been credible
revengers of blood nearby. I have noted so far in this chapter
the double mention of Jacob being lord over his brothers,
plural. There were likely other brothers, not recorded in
Scripture, who would have immediately killed Esau.
Rebekah paid the price for her obsession about Jacob in that
she likely never saw Jacob again, as he was away for at least
20 if not 40 years. Rebekah gets no great mention for
spirituality, apart from in her brave decision to immediately
leave her family and go to the land of promise to marry the
Abrahamic seed. Isaac likewise is not exactly stellar in his
spirituality, apart from in his early willingness to be
sacrificed by Abraham and his implicit faith in resurrection.
Abraham and Jacob likewise only occasionally manifested
the works that prove faith is real. Perhaps we are to conclude
from all this that the patriarchs and matriarchs of God's



people were spiritually weak, but had a dogged faith in God,
which they just only occasionally demonstrated in their
works. And this is sadly the family characteristic which we
too bear.

Gen 27:46 Rebekah said to Isaac, I am weary of my life
because of the daughters of Heth. If Jacob takes a wife of
the daughters of Heth, such as these, of the daughters of
the land, what good will my life do me?- Rebekah’s
apparent zeal against marriage out of the faith was really a
cover for her desire to save her son from problems which he
had only her to blame for. And yet we do remember that
Rebekah had personally paid a huge price to marry within the
faith, and indeed Esau's marriages out of the faith had deeply
grieved her (see on Gen. 26:35). In family life we are so
often tested on points where we have made a huge sacrifice,
but our children act differently. For Rebekah, spiritually
weak as she has been presented in the events of this chapter,
life was not worth living if she failed to produce a Godly
seed because her children had married unbelievers and thus
denied the covenant. And yet those genuine feelings were
clearly overridden by a simple desire to save Jacob's life
and not be bereaved of her two sons (:45). Human motivation
is never, or rarely, pure. Always there are other
considerations, and our defence of the faith can so easily
have more secular reasons for it.



GENESIS CHAPTER 28

Gen 28:1 Isaac called Jacob, blessed him, and commanded
him, You shall not take a wife of the daughters of Canaan-
This 'blessing' is so significant. As noted throughout Gen. 27,
all concerned in the sad drama had failed to realize that the
true blessing was the Abrahamic blessing, and not corn and
wine, i.e. material things. Isaac realizes now that he had been
mistaken in trying to fight against the Divine plan that the
elder should serve the younger; in this sense he blessed
Jacob by faith (Heb. 11:20- although the question is where
his faith came in when blessing Esau). In connection with that
blessing, he urges Jacob not to follow his brother and marry
a Canaanite. Isaac had himself waited until 40 years old and
seen his father go to huge effort to find him a wife within the
faith. To remain within the Divine program of blessing, Jacob
had to marry someone in the faith. And so he went to
Mesopotamia subconsciously expecting to find a wife there,
just as his father had found one there through Eliezer meeting
Rebekah by the well.

Gen 28:2 Arise, go to Paddan Aram, to the house of Bethuel
your mother s father. Take a wife from there from the
daughters of Laban, your mother s brother- Isaac had
effectively taken that journey in the person of Eliezer in Gen.
24. He too had found a wife from the family of Laban.

Gen 28:3 May God Almighty bless you, and make you



fruitful, and multiply you, that you may be a company of
peoples- 1 noted on Gen. 27 that Isaac's allusions to the
Abrahamic promises had focused on the immediate and the
material, with no attention to the important promises of the
seed who would multiply. But now Isaac appears to have
learnt his lesson, and understands this as the most important
blessing. And he speaks of God blessing Isaac, rather than of
he himself blessing his sons ("that my soul may bless you",
Gen. 27:25).

Jacob self-admittedly didn't believe as he slept that night at
Bethel; for he said that if Yahweh would bring him safely
home, only then would Yahweh be his God. But just days
before that, as Jacob here sheepishly stood before his
sorrowful, betrayed father; right there, right then, God
promised Jacob that he would become "a multitude (LXX
ekklesia) of people", words which could only become true
through their application to Christ. The LXX gives: "Thou
shalt become gatherings of nations". The idea is that the
nations would be gathered together in unity through his seed.

Gen 28:4 And give you the blessing of Abraham, to you, and
to your seed with you, that you may inherit the land where
you travel, which God gave to Abraham- According to the
New Testament, and the implications of the inheritance
promise in Gen. 15:7, the inheritance of the land was to be
eternal, and not in this life. Jacob died in Egypt and didn't
inherit the promised land in his lifetime, and so the fulfilment
must be yet future at the resurrection of Jacob; and he is to



inherit it with "your seed with you", suggesting they too must
be resurrected (Heb. 11:8-13, 39,40). Likewise the land was
not given to Abraham in his lifetime; but Jacob is invited to
see it as being as good as his, so sure is the promise of
fulfilment. But Isaac still fails to fully perceive these things,
and speaks as if Jacob would receive the full inheritance in
his mortal life. But Isaac has commendably moved on from
his level of appreciation of the promises displayed in Gen.
27; he accepts that God gives blessing, and that "the blessing
of Abraham", rather than Isaac's wishes of corn and wine,
were the only blessing worth having. But Isaac came to this
understanding through God's patient working with the failures
and misunderstandings of all the family.

Gen 28:5 Isaac sent Jacob away. He went to Paddan Aram
to Laban, son of Bethuel the Syrian, Rebekah's brother,
Jacob s and Esau s mother- Jacob is now placed before
Esau, in recognition that he really is being treated as the
firstborn. We recall that Abraham "sent away" his sons by
Keturah to the east, to this same location, because he
perceived living and remaining in the promised eretz as
fundamental to covenant relationship (see on Gen. 25:6).
Later, both Jacob and Joseph wished to be buried in the
eretz. So to send Jacob away to the east, out of the eretz, to
relatives whom Abraham had been told to separate from,
could be seen as not the best decision. For Abraham had
expressly forbidden Isaac to go there, but rather must a



woman be willing to leave that area and come to him in the
eretz. And indeed Jacob did suffer spiritually from his 20 or
40 years out of the eretz; although his earnest desire to be
buried in the eretz showed that he learnt the lesson at the
very end of his long life.

It must be remembered that Israel are ethnically linked to the
other Arab nations in the ‘land’- Jacob’s 12 sons married
wives from there; some of their mothers were Arab slave
girls; Jacob’s wives were Arameans, as was his mother
(Gen. 28:5); historically there was much intermarriage with
surrounding nations, throughout Israel’s history; Ephraim and
Manasseh were half Egyptian. Rahab, Ruth etc. are all
reminders of the amount of Arab blood in the average Jew.
The definition of ‘Israel’ was therefore not so much on ethnic
principles but rather on spiritual ones. Anyone who has
walked the streets of modern Israel and pondered the
question ‘What is a Jew?’ will have come to this conclusion,
as they see Russians, Americans, black Africans... all
wearing skull caps.

Gen 28:6 Now Esau saw that Isaac had blessed Jacob and
sent him away to Paddan Aram, to take him a wife from
there, and that as he blessed him he gave him a command,
saying, You shall not take a wife of the daughters of
Canaan- It is twice emphasized that Esau noticed that Isaac
had blessed Jacob, although the blessing in view is the
Abrahamic blessing, which required raising the Godly seed
through not marrying unbelievers but those within the



Abraham family of faith. He wished to have whatever
blessings might be going, and so he takes more wives, from
Ishmael's family. And yet although Ishmael was circumcised
into the covenant, he had returned to Egypt in every sense and
clearly didn't want part in the covenant. Esau continues to be
presented as the typical man of the flesh, vaguely interested
in external appearances of doing the right thing, but not
grasping the spirit of things at all.

Gen 28:7 And that Jacob obeyed his father and his mother,
and was gone to Paddan Aram- There is sustained emphasis
on Jacob's obedience to his parents, especially to his mother
(Gen. 27:8,13,43; 28:7). The whole story is a foretaste of the
issues involved with Christians and parental expectation in
our day. It might not be going too far to say that he grew up
far too much under her thumb; he meekly obeyed her faithless
suggestion that he deceive his father into granting him the
blessing, content with her assurance that it would be mum's
sin, not his (and I imagine her pecking him on the cheek as
she gave him the tray with Isaac's food on). No wonder he
fell madly in love at first sight, when he first saw the girl he
knew his mother wanted him to marry, perhaps at the same
well where his father's servant had first met his mother.
Jacob introduces himself as "Rebekah's son" (Gen. 29:12),
although it would have been more normal to describe himself
as Jacob ben-Isaac. Gen. 29:10 labours the point three times
that Laban was "his mother's brother". The fact Deborah, his



mother's nurse, was taken under the wing by Jacob, further
suggests his very close bond with his mother; he buried
Deborah under Allon-Bachuth- 'the oak of his (Jacob's)
weeping' (Gen. 35:8). Jacob struggled to accept his father's
God as his God. And yet he in so many ways is portrayed as
deeply influenced by Rebekah his mother.

Gen 28:8 Esau saw that the daughters of Canaan didn 't
please Isaac, his father- Perhaps he refers specifically to
how his Canaanite wives were a grief of mind to his parents,
and his mother had said she wanted to die because of the
thought of Jacob marrying such women (Gen. 27:46).
Although Rebekah clearly used the 'marriage out of the faith'
issue as an excuse to send Jacob away to safety, she also
sincerely felt as she said she did about the matter; and we
ever remember that both Isaac and Rebekah had sacrificed so
much to marry only within the family of faith.

Gen 28:9 Esau went to Ishmael, and took, besides the wives
that he had, Mahalath the daughter of Ishmael, Abraham s
son, the sister of Nebaioth, to be his wife- The polygamy of
Esau, in an attempt to please his parents, is presented as so
inappropriate- as they were not apparently polygamists, and
Isaac isn't recorded as taking any other wives when Rebekah
was barren for the first 20 years of their marriage. The names
of these women all suggest idolatry.

Gen 28:10 Jacob went out from Beersheba, and went



toward Haran- Bethel is about 70 miles from Beersheba, so
Jacob would have had a few days to reflect before the
dream. He went from Beersheba, "the well of the path", to
Haran, "the parched place". The hint could be that this was a
bad move; it was the apostate who moved eastwards. If he
wanted a wife from Abraham's family there, then he could
have done what his father did, and send someone to invite
someone to come to him within the land or promise.

Gen 28:11 He came to a certain place, and stayed there all
night, because the sun had set. He took one of the stones of
the place, and put it under his head, and lay down in that
place to sleep- Jacob's sleeping with a stone as his pillow is
hardly a natural thing to do- but it was done in order to
induce dreams and revelations from the gods (J.G. Janzen,
Abraham And All The Families Of The Earth (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993) p. 108). And the one true God
responded to Jacob, by showing him Angels ascending from
him to God, and Angels descending from God to Jacob in
response. It wasn't the other way around- because surely the
idea was to show Jacob that his prayers really were being
heard, Angels were in touch with God about them, and God
was zealously responding even then through Angelic
providence. Yet all this was done by God when Jacob was
so far from Him. Just as a patient and loving father bears
with his child, so God bore with Jacob; and He does with us
too, and we are to reflect this in our dealings with our
brethren.



Gen 28:12 He dreamed- This was later understood by Jacob
as an answer to his "distress" (Gen. 35:3). God often sees
situations as prayers, and responds; demonstrating that the
effectiveness of prayer is not simply dependent upon our
ability to verbalize, because this ability varies between
persons.

Behold, a stairway set upon the earth, and its top reached
to heaven. Behold, the angels of God ascending and
descending on it- See onJn. 1:51. The idea of a stairway
leading into Heaven of course has obvious connections with
the ziggurats of those times; the white limestone cliffs or
slopes around him merged into a ziggurat in his dreams. But
note that those stairways had a temple on the ground
immediately where the stairway started, and led up to a
temple at the summit. On a human level, Jacob's
subconscious was thinking of pagan temple systems. But God
turned all this around. For the man Jacob lying there that
night, in all his weakness, was a temple, connected by the
Angels to Yahweh's Heavenly temple. And we too in all our
weaknesses are the temples of God on this earth. Thus his
idolatrous dream of a Ziggurat was turned into an assurance
of Divine care for him, the shrine which topped
Mesopotamian ziggurats being turned by God in the vision
into the throne of Yahweh. Indeed, ‘Babylon’ meant “gate of
God”, and in thinking that he was at heaven’s gates, Jacob
was confusing Babylon and the true city of God. But still



God worked through all this.

The stairway or ladder was "set", literally, erected or stood
up. The same word is used for how Jacob later at this very
same place stood up or erected an altar (Gen. 35:14). A
different word is used here in :18. Jacob realized that his
altars and sacrifices were ascending to God Himself
personally, just as this magnificent staircase led to God, with
Angels ascending and descending upon it, between God and
himself. This is the power of prayer, of covenant
relationship, of sacrifice and fellowship with God. The idea
of reaching up to heaven and God reaching down from
heaven is meant literally here, but it is also a metaphor
meaning that God paid attention to the point of feeling
whatever was done on earth (Gen. 11:5; 18:21; 2 Chron.
28:9; Jer. 51:9; Rev. 18:5). This sensitivity of God, and His
response, is articulated through the Angels. Jacob was being
taught that it is not just the situation at Babel or Sodom which
elicits this huge attention; but the state of a lonely fugitive
sleeping rough in the semi-desert. He deals directly with
individuals. The order "ascending and descending" suggests
that our situation is as it were taken up to God in heaven, and
then He responds through Angelic means [descending].

We all grow up with some concept of God. This is as true for
those with atheist or apostate backgrounds as it is for those
steeped in Sunday School from the cradle. That concept of
God which we have in our youth tends to stay with us, and in
some ways dogs us for much of our lives. Growth towards a



real, personal knowledge of the true God, our Father, is a
lifelong process. Jacob grew up in the most spiritual home on
earth at the time (although some of the goings on would have
made the neighbours doubt this). He was brought up 'in the
Truth', we could say. And yet his conception of God was
woefully immature for many years. His struggle towards the
true knowledge of God is not only fascinating; because
Jacob's spiritual growth really is intended as our model.
Nathaniel thought he really believed in the Lord Jesus. The
Lord commented: "You shall see (usually used in John
concerning faith and spiritual perception) greater things than
these... you will see heaven opened, and the Angels of God
ascending and descending upon the son of man" (Jn. 1:51
RSV). It was Jacob who saw Heaven opened and the Angels
ascending and descending. And the Lord's comment that
Nathaniel was "an Israelite (Jacob-ite) indeed, in whom is
no guile" (i.e. Jacob without his guileful side) is a reference
to Jacob's name change. It confirms that Nathaniel was to
follow Jacob's path of spiritual growth; he thought he
believed, he thought he saw Christ clearly; but like Jacob, he
was to comprehend far greater things.

Gen 28:13 Behold, Yahweh stood above it, and said, I am
Yahweh, the God of Abraham your father, and the God of
Isaac- This is another way of reminding Jacob of the
promise given to Abraham, "I will be their God". Yahweh
Himself was involved with Jacob; the huge staircase was to



make Jacob see that his situation was directly transferred to
God, and God would directly respond; for the bottom of the
ladder was Jacob, more precisely, Jacob's mind. And God
saw all that was there and responded there, through a huge,
awesome system.

It seems that great stress is placed in Scripture on the Angels
physically moving through space, both on the earth and
between Heaven and earth, in order to fulfil their tasks,
rather than being static in Heaven or earth and bringing things
about by just willing them to happen. The vision of Jacob's
ladder showed the Angels coming and going, perhaps
meaning that they are sometimes physically present with us,
sometimes not. Gen. 28:13-15 are the words of the Angel to
Jacob. God manifested through Jacob's specific guardian
Angel then goes on to say, v. 15, "I am with thee, and will
keep thee in all places whither thou goest, and will bring thee
again into this land; for I will not leave thee, until I have
done that which I have spoken of unto thee" (AV). At the end
of his life, Jacob mentions the presence of the Angel which
he had sensed all through his life. But that one Angel
controlled the multitude of Angels which he saw that night in
vision ministering to him. See on Gen. 18:10.

The land whereon you lie, to you will I give it, and to your
seed- This was making specific the Abrahamic blessing,
which Isaac had never clearly articulated to Jacob because
he seemed so caught up in the literal, material aspects of the
promises. So far as we know, Jacob had no wife nor



children. He was being set up psychologically to expect that
soon, therefore, he would have both. He meets Rachel, but
finds that this promise was hard of fulfilment; he had to work
seven years for her, and then there were major issues of
infertility. All this was not God punishing Jacob, but rather
seeking to hone his focus and faith in this prophetic word.

Gen 28:14 Your seed will be as the dust of the earth, and
you will spread abroad to the west, and to the east, and to
the north, and to the south. In you and in your seed will all
the families of the earth be blessed- See on Gen. 12:3. Paul
interprets the "seed" as singular, referring to the Lord Jesus,
and the multiplication as being through individuals being
baptized into that seed (Gal. 3:16,27-29). This promise of
spreading abroad geographically didn't happen in Jacob's
lifetime, and so he would have been driven to faith ina
resurrection and future fulfilment in the Kingdom of God on
earth. The mention of the compass points would have
encouraged Jacob to see himself as Abraham, who was told
the same (Gen. 13:14). However, he does use the Hebrew for
"spread abroad" in describing how his family has "increased
greatly" (Gen. 30:30,43). The blessing of all families of the
eretz came true in a limited sense through his seed Joseph
being a blessing for them all in saving them from famine
through giving all families of the earth the bread of life,
pointing forward to the salvation of all peoples from all
compass points in Christ (Lk. 13:29; Rev. 21:13). And so we



see what we ought to discern in our lives- an incipient
fulfilment of the Kingdom blessings right now.

Gen 28:15 Behold, I am with you, and will keep you,
wherever you go, and will bring you again into this land.
For I will not leave you, until I have done that which I have
spoken of to you- Heb. 13:5 combines quotes from Gen.
28:15; Josh. 1:5 and Dt. 31:16. Heb. 13:5 doesn’t quote any
of them exactly, but mixes them together. This is typical of
how the New Testament quotes the Old, and is how the
Rabbinic commentaries likewise functioned. The promises
just made were eternal, and so the promise to not leave
Jacob until they were fulfilled continues right up to the
establishment of the Kingdom on earth at the Lord's return;
He therefore will never "leave" Jacob and his seed, the true
Israel of God. Which is why this promise is so frequently
applied to all God's people at various points in history. "I am
with you", Emmanuel, God with us, is a promise carried on
to all the true seed, as Jacob himself realized when he insists
that "God will be with you" (Gen. 48:21; repeated in Dt.
31:23); although it maybe took him a lifetime to realize it,
seeing that in :20 he seems to question it at this stage: "If God
will be with me..." (AV).

The promise of Divine keeping connects with the Angel
cherubim keeping the way to the tree of life (Gen. 3:24);
Jacob was promised to be kept in the way, however lonely
that way must have seemed at the time, with the end in view
being re-entry to a restored Eden. But the same word is used



of how Abraham's seed were to "keep" the covenant and "the
way of Yahweh" (Gen. 17:9; 18:19); and Israel in the
wilderness, for whom Moses was primarily writing Genesis,
also had an Angel to "keep" them in that "way" (Ex. 23:20).
But the life of spiritually stumbling Jacob shows that this was
and is not a tit for tat offer- 'If you keep My covenant, I'll
keep you'. God kept Jacob in the way by grace, even when
Jacob was not committed to keeping the covenant (see on
:21,22). God unilaterally fulfilled His side of it, and it was
this grace which finally led Jacob to respond. Moses uses
this word "keep" multiple times in Deuteronomy, several
times in almost every chapter. He urges Israel to both "keep"
the covenant requirements, and also to "keep" themselves and
their own hearts (Dt. 15:9). The covenant was therefore so
intensely personal, and the Angel who worked to "keep"
them within the covenant way (Ex. 23:20) was therefore
working on a personal level with every heart within Israel.
And that Angel in its work is understood as the work of the
Holy Spirit in our hearts and lives today (Is. 63:9,10 cp. Eph.
4:30). Under the new covenant, the Spirit is placed within
our hearts to cause us to "keep" the covenant requirements
(Ez. 36:27). As Jacob came finally to "keep" the covenant in
which he himself had been kept by grace, we are to follow
his path (Hos. 12:6).

"Bring you again into this land" is the same Hebrew word for
word as in Gen. 3:19: "return unto the ground", from which
Adam had been taken just as Israel in the wilderness and



Jacob had originally been in the erefz and were being
brought again to it, albeit by a long and circuitous route. The
connection is to highlight the way in which there is a way out
of the curse upon Adam; we shall indeed return unto the
ground, but we can also be brought into the promised land-
necessarily, through a bodily resurrection from the dead. This
is one of so many nudges throughout the Bible that the curses
upon Adam can ultimately be reversed for God's people.

God promised that He would not leave or forsake Jacob. He
said the same to Israel in the wilderness, and yet predicted
that Israel would leave or forsake God by forsaking the
covenant and thereby God would leave / forsake them (Dt.
31:8,16,17). Likewise God did not forsake or leave Jacob's
father Isaac because Isaac respected the implications of the
covenant (s.w. Gen. 24:27). But the way God speaks to
Jacob here appears to be unconditionally promising that He
would not leave Jacob; and it was that unmerited grace
which in the end elicited Jacob's response to it.

Gen 28:16 Jacob awakened out of his sleep, and he said,
Surely Yahweh is in this place, and I didn 't know it- The
conflict of tenses is arresting. Yahweh is [present] here, but I
did not [previously| know it. Although the vision was ended,
Jacob realized that the promised presence of God, with
Angels ascending and descending upon him, was ongoing,
and not just a dream. And he admits that he had not
appreciated this when he first laid down in that place, nor
earlier in his life. We see here definite growth in Jacob. The



same Hebrew term is found in Ex. 6:3, where we read that
Yahweh revealed Himself to Jacob an