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PREFACE

This thesis began in a classroom dialogue where more

questions were raised than the participants were able to

answer concerning the Genesis account of death. That

original motivation has led to the investment of many weeks

of research and organization of materials. From these we

have drawn conclusions which may not fully agree with the

traditional interpretation, but they have seemed to this

writer to be more fully in agreement with Genesis 2 and 3,

Therefore, the following thesis is presented with a sense

of satisfaction and accomplishment.

The writer would like to express his appreciation

to Dr. Ivan G. Howard for the original motivation of this

thesis. Professor Dennis F. Kinlaw and Dr. William K,

Amett have assisted in the execution of the study with

their helpful guidance as it developed and in their patient

scrutiny as they read the finished materials.

A special word of gratitude goes to the sacrificial

typist, Glenna Shoemaker, who has skillfully set this

sometimes difficult manuscript in print.

M.H.S.
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CaiAPTER I

THE PROBLEM OF DEATH IN GENESIS 2 Am 3

riQm CTin�as the Pentateuch begins, so also it

ends, "Life and death" is the choice, bearing the weight

of all posterity, which is set before the edenic pair (Gen,

2,3), and again it is the choice before the children of

Israel in the plains of Moab (Deut, 30:15,19), These are

decisions of destiny, and carry the exhortation, "Therefore

choose life, that you and your descendants may live" (Deut,

30:19), But Adam chose to disobey, and all men since that

historic day have suffered the pains of death.

I, THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY

It is the purpose of this inquiry to ascertain the

Sitz jji Leben of that first choice in Genesis 2 and 3, to

raise the qiiestion concerning the problem of death, and to

attempt a satisfactory solution to that problem on the basis

of the transmitted text of Genesis 2 and 3.
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II. THE DEFINITION OF THE TERMS

"Death is not an entity, but an event; not a force,
but a state. In general terms "death" signifies the

cessation, deprivation, or absence of life.^ For the pur

pose of this study it is necessary that further distinctions

be made, and that the foregoing definition be applied to

man in relation to the several aspects of his nature:

physical, spiritual and eternal. Physical death may be

defined as the organic dissolution or decay of man. It is

the total and permanent stoppage of the functions of vital

actions of an organism. This cessation represents both a

process and an event, which sigaifies the separation of the

soul from the body. Spiritual death is the negation of the

Divine-human relation or the separation of man from God (Rom.

8:6), whereas, eternal death is the final judgment of God upon

sin, the permanent separation of the soul from God, and the

total negation of all life*s potentialities. The latter would

not include non-existence in the sense of complete annihilation.

The first of these three aspects makes reference to death

William Rounseville Alger, A Critical History of the
Doctrine of a Future Life (Philadelphia: George W. Ghilds,
1864), p. 17.

^New "Standard" Dictionary of the English Language
(New York: Fiank and Wagnalls Company, 1952), p. 659f .
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in a biological sense; the second and third, in a theological

sense; and the third, in a philosophical sense.

One cannot speak of death as it relates to Genesis 2 and

3 without also using the terms "mortal" and "immortal." To

refer to man as being "mortal" means that he is subject to

death. "Immortal" then refers to its opposite, "not subject

to death." Two factors become involved in immortality; the

immortality of the body and the immortality of the soul. The

latter has elicited dialogue among both philosophers and theo

logians since the days of Socrates,^ but it will not greatly

concern us in this present study. The crux of this inquiry will

focus upon the mortal or immortal nature of the physical

organism of man before the Fall.

III. THE STATi^MENT OF TtlE PROBLEM

The New Testament, or more specifically Pauline theology,

states that "the wages of sin is death" (Rom. 6:23) and that

"sin came into the world through one man and death through sin,

and so death spread to all men because all men sinned" (Rom.

5:12). Gliristian theologians have traditionally taught upon

this basis that death was inevitably the consequence of the

Fall in Genesis 3,^ However, the inclusion of human mortality

5f. J. Gh\irch (trans.), Plato's Phaedo (Vol. XXX of
the Library of Liberal Arts, edited by Oslcar Piest. New

York: The Liberal Arts Press, 1951), pp. 19, 60-61.

^J. W. G. Wand (trans.), St. Augustine's City pf^ God

(Abridged edition; London: Oxford University Press, 1963),



4

as a mark of the fail has always had its challengers, and the

twentieth century is no exception. The problem is created by

certain aspects of our narrative and we will only suggest some

of them at this point so as to set forth the problem.

A, The Breath of Life (2:7). The narrative states

that God "breathed into his nostrils the breath of life,"

which some take to mean that man was created immortal in

his original state. But the statement that animals possess

"the breath of life" as much as man (7:22) and the evident

inclusion of both man and animals in the pre-flood statement

of God*s intention "to destroy all flesh in which is the

breath of life" (6:17), presents a problem to those who hold

to original immortality on the basis of the divine inbreathing.

B. The Tree of Life (2:9; 3:22,24). The author has

some purpose in calling the presence of this tree to oior

attention. The fruits of this tree were accessible to man

before the Fall, but he was forbidden any approach to it

after the Fall (3:24).

p. 221f ; Ev7ald M. Plass, What Luther Says (St. ix)uis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1959), I, 566; John Calvin,
Commentaries on the First Book of Moses Galled Genesis, trans.
by John King TGrand Rapids : Wm. B. Eefdmans Publishing Company,
1948), I, 179; Henry Orton Wiley, Christian Theology (Kansas
City, l-lo.: Nazarene Publishing House, 1943), II, 91.
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G. The Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Bvil (2:9,
17; 3:3; cf. 3:11,17), This tree itself is not as much

related to the problem of death as the commandment issued

forbidding man to consume its fruits (2:17).

D, The Command (2:16-17). The command had two

aspects: the first, positive, and the second, negative.

Man was commanded to "freely eat of every tree of the

garden" (2:16) with the exception that he was forbidden to

eat of the ti*ee of the knowledge of good and evil. The

latter prohibition carried the death penalty for it is

stated "in the day that you eat of it you shall die" (2:17b).

Tlie fact that Adam did not die when he ate the fruit, but

lived a total of 930 years raises the question concerning

what God meant by this penalty. Longevity over an extended

number of years proved to be not the exception, but the rule,

according to present standards. Simple mathematics reveals

that the ten descendants representing the generations from

Adam to Noah had an average life-span of 858 years.

These facts have puzzled theologians across the years.

Note what VJesley has said concerning the prohibition con

tained in this command of God:

To affirm this /Ehat it "refers temporal death and
that alone, to the death of the body onlyV is flatly
and palpably to make God a liar; to aver that the God
of truth positively affirmed a thing contrary to
truth. For it is evident, Adam did not die in this
sense, "in the day that he ate thereof." He lived in
the sense opposite to this death, above nine hundred
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years after. So that this cannot possibly be
understood of the death of the body, without impeaching
the veracity of God, 5

Thus, this command raises a problem with respect to death,

E, You Will Not Die (3:4), In what sense is the

bold challenge of the serpent a lie? a truth? or a half-

truth?

F. Till You Return to the Ground (3:19), If death

was the primary penalty set forth in the command (2:17),

why would it only be suggested in the judgment of God upon

the man in a secondary clause, which focuses primary atten

tion upon the life that shall continue to be?

These are some of the more important aspects which

are involved in what we have called "the problem of death

in Genesis 2 and 3."

IV, THE IMPORTANCE OF THIS STUDY

This study is important for theological, philosoph

ical, and practical reasons,

A, First, it is vital to theology for death is at

the heart of the doctrine of the Fall and original sin.

It is traditionally cited as a proof for the \miversality

^John Wesley, The Works of the Reverend John Wesley,
(New York: Lane and Scott, 18317, I, 401,
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of sin.^ Hence, it is at the foundation of all subsequent

doctrines concerning the nature of man. With the advent of

critical science in theology the story of the Fall has re

peatedly been the subject for thorough analysis.

The results of this research, recorded in many
monographs and articles, were complex, to be sure,
and often mutually contradictory; but they agreed,
nevertheless, on one point: that they vigorously
contradicted the traditional exposition of the church, 7

Thus, rationalism has talcen a heavy toll. To hxjman experi

ence, the death of the body appears to be the natural end

of man, and in perfect harmony with the created order of the

universe. Such an understanding of the transient character

of all material beings has led scholars of the past centiiry

to conclude that death has no particular religious

significance. 8 Current thought goes only a step further

and challenges any concept of existence beyond death, 9 and

concludes that death must be final. ^0 For these and other

reasons it is imperative that biblical theology be based

^Karl Elaiiner, On the Theology of Death (New York:
Herder and Herder, 1961), p. 22; John"^lloch, The Christian
Doctrine of Sin (New York: Scribner, Armstrong and Co.,
1876), p. 187; Wiley, Christian Theology, II, 97.

"^Gerhard von Rad, Genesis, trans. John H, Marks

(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1961), p, 72,

^Hermann Schultz, Old Testament Theology, trans,
J, A. Paterson (Edinburgh"! T. & T. Clark, 1898) , II, 313.

^J. Rodman Williams, Contemporary Existentialism and
Christian Faith (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
1965), p." 72.

lOlbid., p. 100.
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Upon a sound interpretation of the concept of death, if it

is to meet the challenge of our age. Such an understanding

must begin at the fountain head.

B. Philosophy has been concerned with death since

its origin and development in early Greek thought. Greek

philosophy began with an inquiry into the essence of the

objective world. From external nature it turned its atten

tion to center upon man and more particularly upon ethics.

Thus, the chief question became: "l\fhat is the highest good,

what is the end and aim of life?"^l "Death asks us for our

identity. Confronted by death, man is compelled to provide

in some form a response to the question: Who am I?"^^

The Genesis account supplies that identity. Such an approach

to anthropology is a reversal of contemporary subjective

philosophy, which is man centered. But be assured, it

presents a fresh breath of realism to the existential mood

of our times. It is true that death in the Genesis account

may appear as a final dissonant chord in the symphony of life,

but a proper understanding of the account opens the way for

the New Testament movement in a triumphal major mode to

complete a hitherto unfinished symphony.

l^Frank Thilly, A History of Philosophy, reVo Ledger
Wood (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961), p. 16.

l^aobert Lester Fulton (ed.). Death and Identity
(New York: Wiley, 1965), p. 3.
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G, In Western culture the problem of death has

traditionally been answered within the context of the church

and its theology. The general acceptance of the doctrines

of Genesis 2 and 3 has caused man in preceding decades to

stand secure in the knowledge that death was a personal
matter betv/een God and himself. This gave death a purpose

and reminded him that he was the pinnacle of creation and

created to have dominion over all the other creatures. As a

part of the Creator's handiwork, "death was the brother to

life and as such could be confronted openly, spoken of freely,

and treated as a natural phenomenon. "�'�^ Thus death was ac

cepted as a fact of life.

As it has been suggested above, theology has broken

from its moorings in the past century. Thus, the institu-

tion--the church� which at one time gave honest expression

to the meaning of death, is now failing to communicate. Her

ceremony for the dead, which served to link God, man, and

society, is seeing a social reaction that is beginning to

challenge the very rites for disposing of the dead.^^ "In

fact in America today we have come to a point in our history

v/hen we are beginning to react to death as we would to a

lbid.� p. 3f.

^^Jessica Mitford. The American Way of Death (New
York: Simon and Schuster, 1963).
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commxmicable disease. "^-^ Death is no longer understood as

the consequence of sin or as the result of divine wrath.

"Rather, in our modem secular world, death is coming to be

seen as the consequence of personal neglect or untoward

accident. "^^ Death thus falls into the category of a dis

ease� like cancer or syphilis�and becomes a personal

tragedy. "Death is an utterly individual matter, "^7 and is

no longer exclusively a matter of religious concern.

Medical and social science have explicitly and implicitly

challenged the theological explanations of the nature and

pxirpose of death, but they have only created a vacuum. One

may superficially think that the explanation of death as

being the natural conclusion of life would cause man to be

unconcerned about it. Instead, it has made life meaningless

and filled it v/ith disillusionment and hopelessness.

Contrary to the present situation, it has been found that

death is regarded as natural and preordained to the extent

that theological or sacred doctrines prevail within a society.

^^Fulton, o�. cit. , p. 4.

16 Ibid.

I7williams5 Contemporary Existentialism, p. 88.

ISibid., p. 73.

l^Robert Fulton and Gilbert Geis, "Death and Social

Values," Death and Identity, ed. Robert Pulton (New York:

Wiley, 1965), p. 67'.
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Therefore, this inquiry has practical importance in

the sense that it confronts the sin-death problem where it

has its origin� in Genesis 2 and 3, Whereas, the works of

Tennant,20 Williams, 21 and Bultmann22 reflect the emerging
secular attitudes, it has been our purpose to analyze the

problem of death with as much objectivity as possible and

to reaffirm the biblical conception of death.

Even though this study has value in each of these

three foregoing areas, our primary concern is the first.

We approach this study from the standpoint of biblical

theology.

V. THE PROCEDURE OF THIS STUDY

It is evident that no one undertakes an inquiry such

as this without having certain underlying presuppositions.

For the reader's benefit we would suggest the more basic

of these assiamptions.

20f. R. Tennant, The Sources of the Doctrines of the
Fall and Original Sin (Cambridge: ^The University Press,
1903), p. 77f,

2lNorman Powell Williams, Tlie Ideas of the Fall and
of Original Sin (London: Longmans, Green and Co, Ltd.,
1927), p. 41f.

22Rudolf Bultmann, "Life and Death," Bible Key Words
(New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1965), V, ii, STI
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1, God is a Spirit, holy in nature and attributes,
absolute in reality, infinite in efficiency, perfect
in personality, and thereby the ultimate ground,
adequate cause and sufficient reason for all finite
existence, 23

2, The Holy Scripture is the authoritative word of

God, which is not dependent upon the testimony of any

man or Church; but wholly dependent upon God the author

thereof ,2^

3, The Revelation is progressively recorded in the

Holy Scripture: even though God is the same, yesterday,

today, forever, man's understanding of Him has progres

sively increased; but always in harmony with the former

framework.

It is seen from these presuppositions that we approach this

study with a great respect for the transmitted text of

Genesis 2 and 3.

The critical approach to the study of the Old

Testament during the past century has led to almost com

plete anarchy. Almost every conceivable division of the

material has been suggested, and Genesis 2 and 3 has not

been exempted from the "scholar's" literary knife. Most of

these scholars consider Genesis 2:4b-3:24 as one connected

23wiley, Christian Theology. I, p. 218.

2'^H, Bettenson, "l^/estminster Confession of Faith of

1647," Documents of the Christian Church (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1947), p, 377,
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section, 25 gj^^^ acknowledge it to be a "complete and closely

articulated narrative"; 26 but either regard it to be the

composite union of two Paradise story recens ions ,
27 ^he

original work of an author, who has been supplied informa

tion from the representations and legends current among his

fellow-countrymen, 28 Skinner, 29 Simpson^O and others seelc

for the ultimate source of this biblical narrative in

Babylonian mythology, and suggest the probability of such

tales as the "saga of Eden" and the "garden of God" to have

been current in Jerusalem and the vicinity during the period

in which they suggest that this narrative was composed. But

they are forced to admit that a "Babylonian version of the

Fall of man (if any such existed) has not yet been

2^August Dillmann, Genesis, trans, Vfoi, B, Stevenson
(Edinburgh: T, & T, Clark, 1897), p. 94; John Skinner,
A Critical and Sxec^etical Comment ary on Genesis (The
International Critical Commentary^ ed, Samuel R, Driver,
Alfred Pluromer, and Charles A, Briggs, New York: Charles
Scribner �s Sons, 1917), p. 51; S. R. Driver, The Book of
Genesis. (V7estminster Commentaries , ed. Walter Lock anJ
D. C. Simpson, Fifteenth edition; London: Methuen and
Go. Ltd., 1948), p, 35,

Skinner, loc, cit,

27sicinner, og,, cit., p. 53.

28Dillmann, o�. cit., pp. 107,111.

29skinner, o^. cit., pp. 90f.

^^Guthbert A. Simpson, "The Book of Genesis," The
Interpreter's Bible (New York: Abingdon Press, 1952), I,
445b.
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discovered, "51 ^he diversity of opinion and the subjectivity
of the critical approach to Old Testament materials leads to

the conclusion that the projected hypotheses are doomed to

remain in the realm of conjecture until some actual docu

ments used by Old Testament writers are discovered. This is

an extremely unlilcely possibility,^2 Ttnis, the burden of

proof remains the responsibility of the critic.

One is not too surprised to find a current reaction

to the futility of the critical approach and its literary

analysis of the biblical text, when one considers the chaotic

disagreements among such scholars. In 1948, Pritchard

summarized this reaction.

In 1933, P, Volz and W. Rudolph objected to the dis
section of the literary critics on the grounds that it
was an unnatural method, that it worked with inaccurate
means, that there v/ere better means available, and that
the method of source analysis, , , often destroyed the
actual unity and artistic beauty of the narrative. In
the following year there appeared the commentary of
B. Jacob on the assumption that "Genesis is a unified

work, designed, thought over, and worked out in one

mind, "33

Uaberto Gassuto contributed to this reaction against

the critical approach by publishing his commentary on the

book of Genesis in 1944 in Hebrew, This scholarly work was

31skinner, loc. cit,
32james B, Pritchard, "Man's Predicament in Eden,"

The Review of Religion. 13:11, November, 1948.

33ibid.. pp. lOf.
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published in an English translation in 196154 ^nd is now

available to a much wider circle of biblical stiidents. Thus,

the cricle of reaction may be widening.

This study is based primarily upon the l^soretic text,

as found in Kittel's Biblia Hebraica.35 Ti^e Hebrew text for

Genesis 2 and 3 has been well preserved, when compared with

other sections of the Bible, 36 ^nd has been considered more

reliable than the Septuagint, the Targums, the Peshitto, or

the Samaritan Pentateuch, 37 The Septuagint38 will be referred

to when it is able to contribute a bit of material that has

value from the standpoint of textual criticism. The Samaritan

Pentateuch is in agreement with the Masoretic text on all

except one of the passages which are of importance to this

study (in 3:19 it reads, J^WV] "llDy nnx isy 'D), and that

3^Umberto Gassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis,
trans, Israel Abrahams (Jerusalem: The l^iagnes press, The
Hebrew University, 1961), 307pp,

35Rudolf Kittel (ed,), Biblia Hebraica (thirteenth
edition; Stuttgart: Wiirtten�>ergiBche Bibelanstalt, 1937),
1434pp.

36pritchard, o�. cit. , p. 8.

37Herbert Carl Leupold, Exposition of Genesis (Grand

Rapids: Baker Book House, 1950) , I, 9f .

38Alfred Rahlfs (ed.), Septuaginta (2 vols.;
Stuttgart: Privilegierte Wuertembergische Bibelanstalt,
1935).
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difference is not of any consequent value to this study. In

reference to the text of Genesis in general Leupold states

that:

The traditional Masoretic text is in a good state of
preservation and deserves far more confidence than is
usiially accorded to it, 39

More specifically, , , in very few are there any gram

matical difficulties ^n the Masoretic text of Genesis 2:4b-

3:247," says Pritchard, and adds:

Nor do the ancient versions differ radically from the
Masoretic text. On the v/hole, textual criticism has
little to offer by way of an improved or emended text.
Texts and versions agree�except for minor details�
that the text as it appears is essentially the story
as it was last edited, ^0

Thus, we proceed with a critical study of the transmitted

Hebrew text. We have avoided questions of literary and form

criticism, and have sought, as much as it is possible, to

arrive at the simple meaning of the biblical text as it was

originally intended to be understood.



CHAPTER II

THE EXEGESIS OF GENESIS 2 AND 3

The purpose of this inquiry can best be achieved if

it begins at the point of a systematic exegesis of those

portions of Genesis 2 and 3 which are especially relevant

to the problem of death. Thus, it is not the purpose of

this chapter to present a theological conclusion. Instead,

this chapter will focus primarily upon the philological

data and suggest a general survey of the various

interpretations at several points.
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I. THEN THE LORD GOD FOl^IED ^I.\N OF DUST
FR014 THE GROUND, AND BREATHED INTO
HIS NOSTRILS TtlS BREATH OF LIFE; AND
mii BECU'IE A LIVING BEING (2:7).

^� Lord God formed man. The verb l^'^T means

"formed" or "fashioned". Its participle form means "potter,"
when it refers to human activity (Jer. 18:4,6). Thus, the

divine activity of God is "like a potter" in forming Adam

out of the dust of the ground. God's activity as it relates

to man is not peculiar, for the same form appears again in

2:19 when "the Lord God formed every beast of the field."

Note the repetition in 2:8�"the man whom he had formed."

To explain this as a pluperfect ("had already formed"), which

is given by some commentators, is an unsuccesful attempt at

harmonization. ^

"Man" is here used as a common noun with reference

to one particular man. Earlier in 1:26 it was used in a

generic, collective sense applying to the whole class of

"mankind," or "the human race�V But this meaning has been

restricted here to the created man. Lussier summarizes the

use of this noun in Genesis 1:1-4:24 thus:

Most recent translators and commentators of Gen.,
basing their conclusion solidly on Hebrew syntax and
on IfT, are agreed that ^adam appears as a proper noun

���Uaberto Gassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis,
trans. Israel Abrahams (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, The
Hebrew University, 1961), p. 104.
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for the first time in Gen. 4; 25. Grammarians state
that the proper nouns are not used with the article;
in liT, tv/enty-two of the tv/cnty-seven occurances of
:* adam in the chapters under discussion have the
article and are evidently considered as a common
noun. The five exceptions, 1:26; 2:5,20; 3:17,21,
are most probably to be interpreted in the same way.
In 1:26 'adam is used in a generic sense, and in
2:5 it is indefinite. 2

B, Of dust from the ground. "IDV is a second accus-

tive of the material which is used along with the object

proper. Thus, it specifies or defines the material used in

the formation of man (cf . I Kings 18:32),3 The literal

meaning is "dry, loose earth, or dust." "IDV occurs twice

more in the narrative: in the curse upon the serpent,

"dust you shall eat" (3:14), and in the judgment upon the

man, "you are dust" (3:19). HQlxn is added to indicate

the source from where the dust was taken.

HQlxn-lQ ~IDy OlKH-nx contains a point not reproduc-

able in the English. In the Hebrew "ground" is, in form,

the feminine of "man," and, according to one view, is so

called to indicate his belonging to the earth.^ "Man" could

^Ernest Lussier, "?Adam in Genesis 1,1-4,24," The
Catholic Biblical Quarterly, 10:137, April, 1956.

^E. Kantzsch (ed.), Gesenius ' Hebrew Grammar (Second
English edition; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910), par, 117ii.
This standard reference work will hereafter be referred to

by the standard abbreviation, Ges., par. .

^S. R, Driver, The Book of Genesis (Westminster
Commentaries , ed. Walter Lock and D. G. Simpson. Fifteenth
edition; Ixjndon: Methuen & Go. Ltd., 1948), p. 37.
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also be a derivation of the verb meaning "to be red," but

the former seems more plausible. ^

G, And breathed into his nostrils the breath of

life. T'DXD rifl"'! expresses a manner of imparting the breath

of life that is peculiar to man. It expresses original

immediacy in the God-man relationship, and is the distin

guishing mark of man's creation. Hence, it indicates the

dignity and glory of this one who was created to have

dominion,^ and denotes that the source of man's vitality is

in God.

God created the other living creatures by fiat. On

the fifth day He decreed, "Let the waters bring forth. . ."

and "let the birds fly. . ." (1:20). Then, again on the

sixth day, "Let the earth bring forth living creatures. . ."

(1:24). The work of the sixth day is again repeated as our

author focuses his attention upon the creation of man in

chapter lj Here again we read, "So out of the ground the

Lord God formed every beast of the field and every bird of

^Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs,
A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament (Oxford:
Clarendon press, 1907), pp. 9-ToT I'his lexicon will hence

forth be referred to as BDB.

Herbert Carl Leupold, Exposition of Genesis (Grand
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1950), p. 116f.

7e, J. Young, "The Days of Genesis," The Westminster
Theological Journal. 25:18, November, 1962.



21

the air" (2:19). The creative act of God breathing into

man's nostrils is an honor bestowed upon none of the lesser

creatures ,
8

CTI PUl'l simply means that God enabled this inani

mate body, which he had formed, to breathe the air, and thus

it gives a clear indication of life. That this "breath of

life" was given only to man seems to be a difficult inter

pretation. In the flood narrative "all flesh died that moved

upon the earth. . . and every man; everything on the dry land

in whose nostrils was the breath of life died" (?"'Ti mi-riC^],

7:21,22). m~l is here used as a genitive following 7]nn2

"in what appears to be a descriptive connection, in order to

refer to the animal creation as that which has breath (now

further defined as a 'life-giving, wind-like breath')

in his nostrils. "9 Johnson states that in post-exilic

writings it was common to find riDWl used interchangeably

with mi and suggests that possibility here. 10 If this is

the case, then U'>T\ nil is a parallel phrase (6:17; 7:15),^^

^Leupold^ op. cit. , p. 116,

^Aubrey R. Johnson, The Vitality of the Individual
in the Thought of Ancient Israel (Cardiff: University of

Wales Press, 1949), p. 31,

3-0 Ibid*, pp. 31f.

11-Ibid., p. 32.
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and the ?"'TI HQ^i 3 does not distinguish man from animals, but

indicates only the life-breath. 12

D. And man became a living being, 'T'n W51^ �s

always used with respect to animals except for this one

occurrence (1:20,24; 2:19). However, it appears to include

both man and animals in 9:12,15,16.13 This, therefore, is

not a difficult western abstraction, but rather a personifi

cation of that vital principle which is common to both man

and animal.

The is personified as a living being whose life

resides in the blood (9:4-6), This requires that all blood

be sacred to God,^^ and hence prohibits the using of blood

for any other pxirpose than for sacrifices to God. 13 From

this standpoint, then, the may be distinguished from its

bodily vehicle, the "ira or "flesh" (Deut. 12:23; Isa. 10:18),

The presence of the TDl reveals itself in the form of

conscious life and its departure or disappearance comes at

death (35:18). There is no biblical authorization for the

12c;. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Biblical Commentary
on the Old Testament, trans. James Martin (Edinburgh:
J7 STT. Clark, 1364), I, 78.

13BDB, p. 659b.

l^Johnson, o�. cit. . p. 13.

^�3bdB, p. 659.
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statement that the '2jD2 is separated from the at the

moment of death, As it is the mi which makes man a

riTlvi::], it is the ni~l which man Loses at death, when it

returns to God who gave it (Eccl, 12:7). The TDZ is the

essential nature of man and often stands for the man

himself. 17 Such is its use in Genesis 49:6, "0 my soul,

come not into their council." But it represents the "I"

only by synecdoche, for it is not the whole. In the Psalms

this word occurs 144 times, 105 of which are in the form,

"my soul, "18 It is used with obvious reference to what is

a comprehensive and unified manifestation of sentient life,

for it is the seat of hunger and thirst (Ps. 107:9), and

appetite in general (Prov. 23:2). Qohelet uses ^2152 only in

respect to its being the seat of the appetites (Eccl. 2:24;

4:8; 6:2,3,7,9; 7:28). Added to this, it is used as the

seat of the emotions and passions, and is subject to various

forms of attraction through the stimulation of desire

(II Sam. 3:21).

l^Edmond Jacob, "Death," The Interpreter's Dictionary
of the Bible (New York: Abingdon Press, 1962), I, 802b.

l^BDB, p. 660a.

l^Ludwig Koehler, Old Testament Theology (London:
Lutterworth Press, 1957)," p. "144.

19BDB, p. 660b.
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It is evident from this somewhat extended study of

^-^ that the Old Testament does not distinguish body and

"soul" but more realistically body and life. When the

divine breath of life unites with the body formed from the

dust, the union makes man a "living soul," both from the

physical as well as the psychical side, 20 Thus, the body-

soul dualism does not occur, but rather, the presence of the

"soiil" Ql'Dl) always presupposes the body, 21

According to Gassuto, the biblical account of trans

forming a lifeless body into a "living being" is apparently

a traditional concept in other early Middle East cultures.

He cites two examples:

Berossus the Babylonian relates that human beings and
animals capable of breathing air were formed of divine
blood mixed v/ith the clay of the ground; and the

Egyptians, according to taeir custom, used to depict
the god IChnum sitting before the potter's wheel and
making human beings, and next to him his consort

Helmet putting to the noses of the created people the

sign of life. 22

Herein, also, the "living being" is related to the blood

and to the means of breathing� the nose.

20Gerhard von Rad, Genesis, trans, John H, Marks
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1961), p� 75,

2lKoehler, o�, cit., p. 145.

22Gassuto, Gommentary on the Book of Genesis, p. 106.
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II. AND THE LORD GOD PLr'vNTED A GARDEN
IN EDEN, IN THE E^'iST; AND THERE HE
PUT THE WAN \m0U HE HAD FORl-IED (2:8).

"Eden" comes from a Hebrew root meaning "Liaxury

delight," and the etymological meaning is "a place that is

well watered throughout" (cf. 13:10)- This truly depicts
the conditions. The vegetation was liixurious (2:9), and

the fig tree indigenous (3:7). All kinds of animals,

including cattle, beasts of the field and birds were found

there (2:19,20), The climate was such that clothing was

not needed for warmth (2:25). With sxich delights as these

it is no wonder that Eden became a synonym for Paradise and

was translated in the Septuagint ( Txap(46eLaov E6e(j.).

Actually Eden is a more general territory in which the

garden was situated and the definition of the location by

"in the east," is a subjective identification, that is,

east of the land of Israel,
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III. AND OUT OF TliE GROUND THE LORD GOD
IU\DK TO GtlOW EVERY TilEE THAT IS
PLilASANT TO THE SIGHT AND GOOD FOR

FOOD, THE TREE OF LIFE ALSO IN THE
MIDST OF THE a\RDSN, Al^D THE TREE
OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOOD AND EVIL
(2:9).

After the general statement, "And the Lord God

planted a garden in Elden" (2:8), there now follows a de

tailed account of what he made to grow,

A, The tree of life also in the midst of the garden.

Most of those who take a critical view of Genesis 2 and 3,

find the introduction of two trees to present somewhat of

a problem to the narrative. Skinner concludes, "So far as

the main narrative is concerned, the tree of life is an

irrelevance, "23 and adds moreover, "where it does enter into

the story is precisely the part where signs of redaction or

dual authorship accumulate. "^^ Von Rad develops a similar

argijment and concliades that the duality of trees "is only

the result of a subsequent combination of two traditions ."2-5

Like\d.se, because Speiser finds the phrase, "the tree of

23John Skinner, A Gritical and Sxegetical Gommentary
on Genesis (The International Gritical Gommentary, ed,
Samuel R. Briggs, Alfred Plummer, and Charles A, Briggs,
New York: Charles Scribner* s Sons, 1917), p, 52,

2^Ibid.

23von Rad, Genesis, p, 76,
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life also in the midst of the garden, and the tree of the

knowledge of good and evil," to be extremely awkward

syntactically, especially in a \7riter who is otherwise a

matchless stylist," he sees much in favor of the critical

conjecture that "and in the midst of the garden the tree of

knowledge" was all that occurred in the original text. 26

The brief mention here of the "tree of life" presents

a problem to the critical scholar for its seeming "irrele

vance" to the narrative and for syntactical reasons. First,

we recognize that the tree of life does not re-enter the

narrative iintil 3:22 and 24. It is plain that it was not

included in the prohibition of 2:17, but was evidently (an

argument from silence) included among those trees sanctioned

for human consumption (2:16). When the tree of life re

appears in the narrative, it is clearly involved in the

execution of divine judgment upon man. That it represents

more than a sign or a seal of life^'' seems to be quite

evident in this narrative of concrete description. 28 The

basic reason for the expulsion of man from the garden seems

26e. a. Speiser, Genesis (Vol. I of The .\nchor Bible.
Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 19647^
p, 20.

27John Wesley, Explanatory Notes Upon the Old Testa

ment (Bristol: William Pine, 1765), I, 12,

28cassuto, Commentary on the Book of Genesis, p. 12,
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to center upon the tniracuLous fruit which is produced by

the tree of life (to be considered at a Later time). Also,

one needs to bear in mind that the tree of Life is mentioned

first in our present account, which seems to further indi

cate its place of importance.

That this tree is mentioned here with the definite

article indicates that it was well known to the reader.

"Apparently," says Gassuto, "the concept was widely current

among the Israelites, as may be deduced also from the fact

that the expression tree of life serves as a common simile

for things from which the power of life flows, "29 The

Proverbs support this thesis: "^isdomT^ is a tree of life

to those who lay hold of her" (Prov. 3:18), "The fruit of

the righteous is a tree of life" (Prov. 11:30), "... a

desire fulfilled is a tree of life" (Prov. 13:12), and "A

gentle tongue is a tree of life" (Prov. 15:4).

One also finds the mention of a tree of life, or more

properly, a "plant of life" in Babylonian literature, which

dates back to the age of Hammurapi (1792-1750 B.C.) or earlier.

The Gilgamesh Epic relates the attempt of a mythological

hero to penetrate the holy region of the gods so as to live

forever. The object of his search is a magical plant that

has been restricted and is accessible to only the gods.

29 Ibid., p. 109
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Sidxiri the barmaid advises the searching Gilgamesh in

Tablet X:

The life which thou seekest thou wilt not find;
(For) when the gods created mankind,
They allotted death to manlcind,
(But) life they retained in their keeping,30

But Utnapishtim the Distant reveals the "hidden thing" which

was a secret of the gods in Gilgamesh:

There is a plant like a thorn � �/
Like a rose (?) its thom(s) will pr/Tck thy hands/.
If thy hand will obtain that plant, ^t^o^ wilt find

new life/- 31

Immediately, when Gilgamesh heard this, he tied heavy stones

to his feet so that he would be pulled down to the bottom of

the ocean, v/here the coveted plant was found. Upon his return,

having obtained the prickly plant, he describes the plant's

powers :

, , . this plant is a wondrous (?) plant.
Whereby a man may obtain his former strength(?)

Its name is the 'The old man becomes young as the
man (in his prime). 32

The Genesis account clearly stands in contrast to

the concept within the Gilgamesh Epic. In the Epic the

"plant of life" is restricted for the use of the gods who

30Alexander Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic and Old
Testament Parallels (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1946), p. 70, lines 2-5.

3llbid., p. 91, Tablet XI, lines 268-270.

32ibid., lines 278-279, 281.
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are dependent upon an extrinsic source for immortality.
In the biblical account man is offered free access to every

tree, excepting tiae tree of knowledge, and thereby, is given
opportunity to "live forever" by eating from the tree of

life. The biblical accoimt in no way restricts the garden
for the use of God who has no need of the garden nor the

trees in it. This garden was made for man,

Vriezen arrives at the conclusion that an actual tree

of life has not yet been found among other Semitic peoples,

although many pictorial designs have been interpreted as

representations of this tree. But Vriezen may be overly

cautious as Gassuto concludes:

The fact that the idea of the tree of li�e was wide
spread among the Israelites and is alluded to fre
quently in the Book of Proverbs, which belongs to the
international type of Wisdom Literature, inclines one
to believe that this concept was also international,33

The tree of life then becomes relevant to the

Paradise history because of its significant role of primary

importance to the total narrative; its familiarity to the

readers, which is inferred by the xise of the article; and

its presence in Israelitish wisdom literature; and the

seeming parallels in other Semitic literature.

Secondly, some scholars find it difficult to accept

both trees as being in the original narrative for

^^Gassuto, Gommentary on the Book of Genesis, p. 109f .
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syntactic�il reasons. In 3:3 the woman refers to the forbidden

tree as "the tree which is in the midst of the garden," Cer

tain scholars find it difficult to have more than one tree in

the midst of the garden and thus give no place to the tree

of life.^'^ But to yield to such scholarship seems to be

letting an unknown redactor serve as the scapegoat, and it

sacrifices a very essential element of the narrative. For

these reasons it seems to be a reasonable responsibility that

a grammatical solution be sought as the narrative now stands.

First, by what we have suggested above it is necessary to

apply 13.n "lITiD to both of the trees which are joined by the

conjunction in 2:9, Secondly, there are two possible

interpretations of "in the midst of the garden": (a) a

general meaning comparable to the phrase, "among the trees

of the garden" (3:8), which literally means, "in the midst

of the tree of the garden"; or (b) in the middle region of

the garden. Against the first interpretation is the fact

that all of the trees mentioned were in the garden, but

these two were singled out to be peciiliar for their location

ax)d the phrase is thus used in 3:3 to define the position

of the tree, 35 Against the second interpretation is the

3^Guthbert A. Simpson, "The Book of Genesis," The

Interpreter's Bible (New York: Abingdon Press, 1952), I,
494.

^^Gassuto, 0�, cit., p. 110.
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literalist's objection that it is impossible for both trees to

occupy exactly the same spot. But are there grounds here

to say that the author intended "mathematical exactitude"?^^

Onkelos didn't regard it thus and chose the translation:

"in the middle of the garden. "37 This would mean that he

regarded the tree of life and the tree of knowledge to both

be in the middle of the garden. Thus, it would be preferable

to conclude that the 'middle' must be an approximate without

regard to "the exact point. "38

Two reasons have been suggested for accepting the

present word order. First, if an interpolator had Genesis

3:3 before him, he would scarcely have chosen its present

position for the insertion of ?"'Tin Yy.39 Secondly, the

word order has been dictated "by the rhythmic requirements

of the verse; it would have been unthinkable to write: also

the tree of life and the tree of knowledge of good and evil

in the midst of the garden. "^0

36ibid.. p. 111.

37Jacob Newman, The Gommentary of Nahmanides on

Genesis Chapters 1-6 (Vol, IV of Pretoria Oriental""Series ,

ed. A. Van Selms. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1960), p. 68.

38 lb id.

39August Dillmann, Genesis, trans. Wm. B. Stevenson

(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1897), I, 123.

^OQassuto, Commentary on the Book of Genesis, p. 111.
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Therefore, it must be concluded by the weight of

evidence that both trees are from the very beginning

organically at home in the narrative,

B, And the tree of the loiowledge of good and evil.

Peculiarly enough, it is the tree of life that is threatened

in this narrative by the critical scholar, when it is the

tree of knowledge that is mentioned nowhere else in the

Old Testament, ^2 �r in any other Semitic literature, '^3

What was the nature of this tree? Almost all com

mentators agree that it is an allegory, but they are greatly

divided as to the nature of its significance. On the one

hand, Lufti er was opposed to seeing any allegorical signifi

cance in the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, and

stated that to do such was to be led astray by the authority

of the fathers. But he is not thoroughly consistent for

^^1, Engell, "'Knowledge' and 'Life' in the Creation
Story," Wisdom in Israel and in the Ancient Near Bast

(Presented to Professor Harold Henry Rowley by the Society
for Old Testament Study in association with the ^Jditorial
Board of Vetus Testamentum. Leiden: S. J. Brill, 1955),
p. 110,

^^Von Rad, Genesis, p. 76.

^^Lester J, Kuyper, "Interpretation of Gen. 2-3,"
The Reformed Review. 13:2:8, December, 1959; Gassuto, loc. cit,

"^^^lartin Luther, Lectures on Genesis : Chapters 1-5,
trans. George V. Schick (Vol. I of Luther' s Works, ed.
Jaroslav Pclikan. St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,
1953), p. 93.
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he asserts, on the other hand, that the church was

established with the institution of the divine command

(2:16,17) concerning the two trees.

1, The metaphysical nature of both trees is as

difficult to xinderstand as the nature of the Sacrament of

the Lord's Supper, which was instituted in the New Testament.

It may be said that if the Christian exegete is consistent,

then his conclusions concerning both will be very similar.

Both trees possess the characteristics of sjTmbols:

a. They point beyond themselves, beyond their

physical fruit to the express purpose of God concerning

them.

b. They participate in and are necessarily in

volved in the command to v/hich they point.

c. They open up truth to us concerning sin and

death that cannot be explained scientifically.

d. They unlock dimensions and elements to the

soul which correspond to the dimensions and elements

of existential reality.

^^ibid., p. 103ff.

^^Gharles Edward Smith, "The Way of the Tree of

Life " Bibliotheca Sacra, 85:462, October, 1928. This

iioman Catholic writer asserts that the tree of life held

some "antiseptic virtue" of itself.



33

e. They are not huiaan inventions, but divine

institutions. ^7 Thus, these trees had no virtue in and

of themselves, but the plain statement of fact reveals

a characteristic power that is remarkable. If a man

ate of the one tree he would receive a virtue causing

him to live forever (3:22). If he chose to dine at the

second tree (as the text records that he did), then the

man would receive the knowledge of good and evil with

death for a dessert. The powers related to the trees were

not by their inherent natural qualities, but "by virtue

o� thfe pow^f o� the weird o� God, who was pleased to

ordain that such should be the effect of partaking of

the fruit" of these two trees, ^8 Therefore these two

trees are the divinely appointed symbols of life and

death to the first edenic pair in a book that does not,

as a rule, make use of allegorical devices to any great

extent.

2. Turning to the significance of the tree of the

knowledge of good and evil, one is faced with a wide diver

gence of opinion. Martin Buber has summarized the orb of

^7paul Tillich, Dynamics of Faith (New York: Harper
& Brothers, 1957), pp. 41-43.

^^Leupold, Exposition of Genesis, p. 131.
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opinion under three interpretations: (a) acquisition of

sexual desire, (b) cognition in general, and (c) moral

consciousness

Roman Catholic scholars on the whole interpret the

tree of the knowledge of good and evil to be related to the

acquisition of sexual desire. LeFrois^O and Hartman^l may

be cited as examples of this interpretation from the

Catholic vie\i^oint. To this view may be added the names

of Ibn Ezra; Gunkel ^2 ^^d Simpson33 who represent the

modern non-Catholic \7riters; and Milton, the seventeenth

century poet, who composed the classical epic. Paradise

Lost . Typical of this view would be the words of Reickc:

The fruit of the prohibited tree opens their eyes
to sex: that must not be forgotten. Accordingly
*good and evil,' v;hile properly meaning 'every
thing, ' is here used as a euphemism for the secret

of sex. It follows that the tree carries a sort

of aphrodisiac on its branches.

llartin Buber, Good and Evil (Nev/ York: Charles

Scribner 's Sons, 1952), p. 71.

^O^emard J. LeFrois, "The Forbidden Fruit," The

American Ecclesiastical Review. 136:175-133, March, 1957.

5lLouis F. Hartman, "Sin in Paradise," The Catholic

Biblical Quarterly, 20:26-40, January, 1958,

52Gassuto, Commentary on the Book pf_ Genesis, p. 111.

^^simpson, "Genesis," The Interpreter's Bible, I,
494,496f .

3^Bo Reicke, "The Knowledge Hidden in the Tree of

Paradise," Journal of Semitic Studies, 1:196, July, 1956.
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The Leading generalization is not at ail intended to be a

universal statement classifying all Roman Catholic theolo

gians. One may cite Porubcan, who is a good example of an

exception.

The strangest, most extravagant, interpretation of
the first sin, in my view, is the sexual interpre
tation. This disregards completely the text and
context, i.e, the spirit of our narrative. ^5

Several objections may be raised to interpreting the

significance of the tree of knowledge as being the acquisi

tion of sexual desire.

(1) The command (2:17) was given before the

creation of the woman (2:21-25).

(2) God blessed man commanding them to "be fruit

ful and multiply, and fill the earth" (1:28).

(3) The man and woman became one flesh; were

naked, but unashamed (2:24,25).

(4) The ambition to be like God is not a sexual

one (3:5,22).-56
(5) It is not in harmony with the description of

the transgression given in 3:6. As Porubcan states:

"The woman �sins� by herself, first�with whom? with

the tree? or with the serpent? Then the man 'sins' �

^^Stcfan Ponibcan, Sin in the Old Testament (Rome:
Herder, 1963), p. 419, cf. p. ^0.

^^Newman, Gommentary of Nahmanides, p. 69-
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with whom? with the tree? or serpent. "37

This interpretation has been superimposed upon the narrative

as the result of comparing certain elements of this narrative

with other similar- elements or symbols existing in quite

different mytho ogical, writings or inscriptions of other

oriental peoples. 38

Secondly, the significance of the tree of the

knov7ledge of good and evil is said to be cognition in

general. The variations within this group of commentators

are quite nimerous; but Wellhausen, Driver, 39 Tennant,

Williams ^1 and Buber^2 ^aay be considered as representative

of those taking a critical approach to the scripture; and

Gassuto, ^3 who states that the significance is an "objective

awareness," may be considered as one who seeks the rational,

6imple meaning of the text -as it stands.

37porubcan, loc. cit.

38ibid.

39Driver, Genesis, p. 41,

^^F. R. Tennant, The Sources of the Doctrines of the

Fall and Original Sin (Cambridge: ^he University Press,
1903), pp. 12-15.

"

^���Norraan Pov/ell Williams, The Ideas of the Fall and

of Original Sin (London: Longmans, Green and Co. Ltd.,
1927), pp. 43 , 44 ,

^^Buber, op, .cit, , p. 73f,

^3Gassuto, 0�. cit., p, 112f.
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It is not pertinent to this present study to develop
a full polemic against this second interpretation just as

we do not deem it necessary to develop a full apology for

the third. Let us note, however, a few objections that may

be raised from the context of the narrative:

(1) God created a man (2:7) and placed a man

in the garden (2:9,15), It would appear to be an un

lilcely possibility that an example can be cited where

?IN' was used to refer to a youth or child of any age

below manhood or the age of maturity.

(2) The man was of an age that he could carry on

the responsibilities of tilling and keeping the garden

(2:15), The motivation for creating the woman was in

part so that she could be a helper (2:18),

(3) The man was the possessor of sufficient rational

abilities that he was able to name the animals (2:19,20),

and was capable of being held responsible for observing

a divine command (2:16,17).

Wellhausen notes that the phrase is not y~im JTon ,

but yni From this he concludes that the allusion is to

the knov;ledge of what is wholesome and hurtful with respect

to mundane matters, which, according to their nature, bring

benefit or harm to man, and of the possibility of using

them for the advancement of the practical civilization of
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mankind. But Dillmann has rightly pointed out: "What kind

of advance in respect of culture could man have made by

eating of the tree I or what could a phrase of this kind mean

when uttered by GodI" (3:5, 22). 64 jhe significance of this

knowledge when attributed to God would be beyond compre

hension.

It seems evident to this writer that the tree of the

knowledge of good and evil has more significance than merely

obtaining a new perception or awareness in a general sense.

This tree has relevance to more than just things, "In truth,"

says Dillmann, "DID and y~l are from the first used not

merely of things, but also of actions and of acting

subjects. "63 Therefore, the writer would stand with the

great host who say that the crux of the entire narrative of

Genesis 2 and 3 is that of man's learning the importance of

a right or wrong action. This is to say that moral con

sciousness cannot be dismissed from the narrative.

The most common view held at least among non-Roman

Catholics, is to interpret the tree of the knowledge of

good and evil to signify a moral test for the edenic pair,

^^Dillmann, Genesis, p. 138f.

65ibid., p. 139.
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Here we may include Luther, ^6 Wesley, ^7 Henry, 63 Dods69 and

a host of others. Let us examine this interpretation in the

light of the principles related in the narrative. Pleasure

and pain, good and evil are very subjective concerns until a

standard is established by which values may be determined.

Our narrative plainly indicates that God has the plumb line

in his hand and it is He who establishes the objective good
and evil (2:16,17). This is set before the man in the form

of a command and made an existential reality in the form of

a tree. The knowledge of good and evil confronts man in his

peculiarity. It confronts man v^herein he differs with the

animal world. 70 Genesis sets this forth in the words, "God

created man in his own image" (1:27). It is not our purpose

to discuss what all was included in this image, but to affirm

that the man is capable of making a free, rational choice,

p. 12.

66Luther, Lectures on Genesis, p. 109.

67wasley, Explanatory Notes Upon the Old Testament,

^^Matthew Henry, Gommentary on the V^iTiole Bible (New
York: Fleming H. Revell Company, /n7dT7T� P� 1-6.

^%arcus Dods, The Book of Genesis (Handbooks for
Bible Classes and Private Students, ed. llarcus Dods and
Alexander Whyte. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, /ji^dj), p. 11.

"^^Herold S. Stem, "The Knowledge of Good and Evil,"
Vetus Testamentum. 8:418, October, 1958; cf . Gen. 6:5;
8:21; Judg. 20:5; II Sam. 21:5.
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for which he alone may be held responsible. To say that he

is other than free makes God the author of evil; to say that

he is other than rational places him at one with the animals;
and to say that he is not responsible contradicts the plain
fact of God's judgment (3:17,23,24). Thus, the tree of the

knowledge of good and evil confronts the man with the

responsibility of a free, rational choice. Satan* s approach

to Eve confirms this logic, for he makes his appeal, not

with animal enticement, but with a rational argument

(cf. 3:1-5).

The moral interpretation takes into full considera

tion the code and the resulting judgment upon evil. It

recognizes that at the time of his creation man was a

responsible being standing on a very high plane of perfection.

It takes into account that the giving of a code implies more

than the natural "coming of age" for the first pair. Knowing

good and evil is more than passing from adolescence to

maturity, and it is used here without reference to age

(I Kings 3:9; II Sam. 14:17; cf. Num. 14:29,30; Deut. 1:39).

To know good and evil means, therefore, to understand the

the value of things and actions according to their ultimate

'���George W. Buchanan, "The Old Testacaent Meaning of
the Knowledge of Good and Evil," Journal of Biblical
Literature. 75:114-120, June, 1956.
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moral worth. The presence and prohibition relative to this

tree presented the ultimates of moral worth: obedience and

life, or disobedience and death.
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IV. AND TliS LOilD GOD GOMl-l.i:JDED TIIS l^liVN

SAYING, "YOU MAY FINELY JLiT OF EVERY
TREE OF THE GA^iDEH: BUT OF 111J TREE
OF Tu^ KNOWLEDGE OF GOOD /\ND EVIL YOU
SHALL NOT EAT, FOR IN THE JAY THaT
YOU EAT OF IT YOU SlUiLL DIE" (2:L6,L7).

Everything prct-(-ding in this chapter has paved the

way for the water- shed that now confronts the man by way of

a double-command. Here we have the crux of Genesis 2 and 3.

A. "PDNr. '7D\- 7in-Yy "730 = literally, "From every

tree of the garden you may freely eat, (but)." Tlie in

finitive absolute is employed here before the verb to give

emphasis to the antithesis of 2:17. Hence, it denotes a

permission on the part of God to allow the man to eat of

every, or any, tree in the garden with only one exception.

B. /dkh ym dio nyin yycT = literally,

". . . but from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil

you shall not eat of it." This is the antithesis. The waw

has been used to connect two contrasted ideas, and in the

English idiom it demands the translation, "but." The anti

thesis follows immediately after the conjunction to give

prominence to it. 73 Xo express the most emphatic form of

prohibition, the author has used the words 'PDXnx'?, Unlilce

'72Ges., par. 113p,

73bdB, p. 252b.
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'^iX with the jussive, which has a meaning of depreciation�

"do not. � . , let not. . . ," the use here of the negative

with the imperfect corresponds to our "Thou shalt not do

it!" with the strongest expectation of obedience. This is

the same form that is employed in the divine commands of the

law (cf. Exod. 20:3ff),7^ So as to not make this command

grievious, God has placed it within the framework of a

generous permission.

G. lim ~]'7DK DT'D ''D = literally, ". . . for in the

day of your eating from it. , ." This phrase has a parallel

in 3:5, having only a deviation in the pronominal suffix: in

2:17 it is singular, whereas, in 3:5 it is plural. The diffi

culty arising from these words rests not so much here as it

does in the fact that physical death did not immediately

follow after the fall. In fact, Adam's genealogy states

that he lived upwards of nine hundred years (5:5).

Syntactically, ?T'D (nomen regens) is in the con

struct state with "l^DK (nomen rectum) , which is a nomen

verbale acting as a genitive, 75 "Your eating" is considered

to be definite in itself, since it has a pronominal suffix,

and when it is joined with OVDin a genitival relation, the

'^BDB, p. 518b; Ges., par. 107.

^^Ges., pars, 128a, 114b.
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entire phrase becomes definite. It can either be taken

literally, "in the day of your eating," or in a more general

sense, "in the time of your eating." But still the later

would represent "the act vividly as that of a single day. "76

"Day" can be used to indicate time expressing a general

sense. This general meaning can be clearly seen in a few

instances: "Like the cold snow in the time of harvest, , ,"

(Prov. 25:13); and "David said in his heart, �I shall now

perish one day (meaning, �some day*) by the hand of Saul"

(I Sam. 27:1), Such instances as these are limited, and it

can be seen in the above that a specific time or season is

ultimately in view.

Two parallel narratives may be sighted outside of

Genesis that will contribute to our understanding here.

The first is the solemn admonition of Solomon to Shimei,

Shimei was instructed to build himself a house in Jerusalem

and to dwell there. If he departed, it would be at the ex

pense of his life� ym yT� ] Tiip "pn^-HX DiDyTirKX DT^D H^m

m?2rriTiO''D = "For on the day you go forth and cross the

Kidron, know for certain that you shall die" (I Kings 2:37),

Here, as in Genesis 2:17, the command rests upon the deter

mining fact of a specific time� "on the day of your going

out," As the narrative continues, Shimei did go out

BDB, p. 400a.
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(I Kings 2:40) after the command had been in effect for

three years. Immediately, when Solomon received the word,

Shimei was killed (I Kings 2:46).

The second narrative concerns the false prophet

Hananiah, Jeremiah pronounces the curse of the Lord upon the

rebellious prophet, "Therefore thus says the Lord: 'Behold,

I will remove you from the face of the earth � This very

year you shall die'" (Jer, 28:16), The outcome was as

certain as the pronouncement, "In the same year, in the

seventh month, the prophet Hananiah died" (Jer, 23:17),

The foregoing narratives and an examination of the

occurrences of "day" in a construct relation with verbs

seems to confirm the certitude of the coromand in Genesis

2:17 (cf. 2:4; 5:1; 35:3; I Kings 2:3; Exod, 32:34),

D. niQr niQ = literally, "dying you shall die" or

it is best expressed in the English idiom by a corresponding

adverb, "you shall certainly die, you must die." The

Septuagint�eav&TO) dTioeaveioee �expresses the penalty,

"you shall die the death," or "because of death you shall

die" (cf. John 12:33; 13:32), indicating the instrumental

or causal aspect. In the Hebrew the infinitive absolute

is used before the verb to strengthen the verbal idea. In

this instance it emphasizes the certainty and completeness

of the penalty, namely death.^7

par. 113n
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This same Hebrew construction occurs only a Limited

number of times referring to the certainty of naturaL death:

'^We must aLl die, we are Like water spiLt on the ground,

which cannot be gathered up again" (II Sam. L4:L4). In

most occurrences it refers to the certainty of death as

capital punishment either inflicted by man or God.

L. Death as a penaLty infLicted by man:

Though it be in Jonathan my son, he shaLL sureLy die
(I Sam. L4:39, cf. 44).

And the king said, "You shaLL sureLy die, AbimeLech,
you and aLL your father"sn:iouse" (I Sam. 22:L6).

For on the day you (Shi'mai) go forth, and cross the
brook Kidron, know for certain that you shaLL die
(I Kings 2:37, cf. 42).

... aLL the peopLe Laid hoLd of him (Jeremiah),
saying, "You shaLL diel" (Jer, 26:8).

. . . the Lord has shown me that he (Benhadad) shaLL

certainLy die (II Kings 8:L0).

2. Death as a penaLty infLicted by God:

But if you (AbimeLech) do not restore her (Sarah) ,
know that you shaLL sureLy die (Gen. 20:7).

And ilanoah said to his wife, "\^^e shaLL sureLy die,
for we have seen God" (J\idg. L3:22T.

. , . the chiLd that is bom to you shaLL die

(II Sam. L2:L4).

They shaLL die in the wiLdemess (Num. 26:65),

(Note aLso II Kings L:4,6,L6; Ezek, 3:8; 35:8, L4;)

It may be concluded from the above that, as a ruLe, this

phrase indicates premature physicaL death, which is
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inflicted upon a man for a punishment. A further conclusion

may also be draxm. When the Lord commands the penalty, there

is a certainty in its literal fulfillment. We would then

conclude with Gassuto:

A siraple expression like you shall die must be under
stood strictly; it is not possible to regard it merely
as an allusion to severe afflictions or to a diminution
.... Nor is it conceivable that the Bible attributed
to the Lord God an extravagant utterance that did not

correspond to his true intention. 78

78Gassuto, Gommentary on the Book of Genesis, p, 125.
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V. AND THE WOMAN SAID TO THE SERPENT,
�%/E MAY EAT OF THE FRUIT OF THE TREES
OF THE GARDEN; BUr GOD SAID, 'YOU
SHALL NOT EAT OF THE FRUIT OF THE
TREE WHIGH IS IN THE MIDST OF THE
GARDEN, NEITHER SHALL YOU TOUGH IT,
LEST YOU DIE" (3; 2,3).

These two verses present a connected parallel to

2:16,17, and contain the same general meaning: We may eat

of the fruit of the trees of the garden, but of the fruit

of the tree in the midst of the garden we may not eat. As

the woman corrects the serpent, she shows how fully aware

she is of the strictness of the prohibition.

The Hebrew word order indicates that the woman is

placing emphasis upon the forbidden tree and the place of

prominence given it in the garden. The literal word order

of verse three goes something like this: "But of the fruit

of the tree which (is) in the midst of the garden, God said,

'You shall not eat from it, nor shall you touch it, lest

you shall die.'" That the tree was given the most important

place and should be prohibited seems to be grievous in her

thoughts. Although the tree of life was also in the center

of the garden, and possibly other trees as well, she focused

her interest at the moment upon the forbidden tree, "and for

her it is the tree�v/ith the definite article--in the centre

of the garden. "79

79 Ibid., p. 145
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"Neither shall you touch it" is not a part of the

coraraand given by the Lord (2:17), and for this reason has

given rise to various interpretations. We note in particular

the following Rabbinic interpretation:

Thus it is written. Add not unto His words , lest
He reprove thee, and thou be found a liar (Prov. xxx, 6).
R. Hiyya taught : ^ih'at means that you must not malce the
fence more than the principal thing, lest it fall and
destroy the plants. Thus, the Holy One, blessed be He,
had said. For in the day that thou eatest thereof thou
shalt surely die (Gen. II, 17); whereas she did not say
thus, but, Go5~hath said: Ye sliall not eat of it,
neither shall ye touch it; v/hen he /the serpent/^saw her
thus lying, he took and thrust her against it, 'Have

you then died?' he said to her; 'just as you v/ere not
stricken through touching it, so will you not die when

you eat it. . .30

But contrary to the teachings of Rabbinic literature it seems

more proper that the clause is simply a synonymous parallel

with the preceding clause "You shall not eat" (20:6; 26:11),8

80h. Freedman and Isidore Epstein (eds.), Midrash
Rabbah (10 vols; London: The Socino Press, 1939), I, 150,

SlQassuto, loc, cit.
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VI. BUT THE SEilPEOT SAID TO THE VJOl-iAN,
"YOU WILL NOT DIE. FOR GOD KNOV/S
THAT \mm YOU EAT OF IT YOUR EYES
WILL BE OPENED, AND YOU WILL BE
LIia2 GOD, KNOWING GOOD AND EVIL"
(3:4,5).

The woman had given in essence the prohibition of

God in verse three. God had said, "You shall die." The

serpent now gives the rebuttal, mQn mo-X*7, "You will not

die." Gesenius states that "the regular place of the nega

tive is between the intensifying infinitive absolute and

the finite verb, "82 but this phrase is an exception.

Instead of the serpent's words being an antithesis to the

command of God in 2:17,^^ they are instead opposed to the

woman's words in 3:3 (the thesis = TinQn-lS; the antithesis =

nncr nv^-x"?).

To the superficial reader the serpent may appear to

be right in his rebuttal, but it is the verdict rendered

at the end of the narrative that determines the case�

par. 113v.

S^ibid, . .
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VII. SO VViiEN THE WOMAN SAW THAT Tl-IE TREE
WAS GOOD FOR FOOD, AI�JD THAT IT WAS
A DELIGHT TO THE EYES, AND THAT THE
TREE \h\S TO BE DESIRED TO MAK.E ONE
WISE, SHE TOOK OF ITS FRUIT Al^D ATE;
AND SHE ALSO GAVE SOME TO HER HUSBAND
AiSFD HE ATE (3:6).

The text indicates only the actual eating of the

fruit from the forbidden tree in the literal sense. There

is no basis in this verse for calling it a sexual sin. The

enticement of the woman came through the natural material

qualities of the tree. In 1:12 God created the trees and

saw that they were good. When He planted the garden of

Eden, He "made to grow every tree that is pleasant to the

sight and good for food" (1:9). This tree was no different�

the fruit was good for food and the appearance was beautifxal

to behold�and yet, in every way it X7as different. The

great attraction v/as the mystery that was as much a part of

it as the very sap flowing its veins and trunk. '7''D'rn'7

was to make one like God, knowing good and evil (3:5,22),

and the magnified attraction was an illusion. She beheld

only the good, "You shall not eat,"� the no trespassing

sign�remained intact, but the meaning of its message was

deemed of no value.

The brevity of the narrative at this point would

suggest that the woman's perception, passion and pride
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led to immediate decision and execution. The extreme

brevity continues as we are told that the man also ate,

without suggesting his motives for eating.
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VIII. THEN THE EYES OF BOTH V7EilE 0P2MED,
AND THEY KNEW TH/.T THEY WERE 1L\KED;
Am THEY SEWED FIG LEAVES TOGETHER
AND yu\DE THEl^lSELVES APRONS (3:7).

"Then the eyes of both were opened." They experienced
an inimediate reaction to their act of transgression, and it

recalls the words of the serpent, "when you eat of it your

eyes will be opened" (3:5). This is more than an ordinary

experience of the transition "from the innocence of childhood

into the loiowledge which belongs to adult age, "^^ one

cannot help but notice the abrupt change that enters here.

They ate of the fruit desiring knowledge, but what

were their eyes opened to know?�that they were naked. The

remainder of the verse relates their concentrated efforts to

cover their shame. It suddenly becomes evident to the

reader as to why the author made a special notation con

cerning the pair's nakedness at the conclusion of the last

paragraph (2:25), There the pair was unashamed of their

nakedness, but now they are filled with shame. To say that

their sin has involved a sexual act is to miss the author's

point.
The generation of children was a most sacred

responsibility in the Old Testament. The responsibility

Q^Driver, Genesis, p. 46.
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was placed upon man by the specific blessing of God: "Be

fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth and subdioe it"

(1:28), In fact, this was the first command given to man.

Genesis 2 progresses toward and ends with its attention

focused upon God's plan of cohabitation� "and they became

one flesh" (1:24), Again ovir attention is called to the

responsibility of procreation with the opening words of

chapter four, "Now Adam knew Eve his wife and she conceived

and bore Cain." Mixed marriages in chapter six are given as

the primary reason for degeneration in pre-flood society

(6:1-3), When Noah had disembarked from the ark and offered

burnt offerings, we are told that "God blessed Noah and his

sons, and said to them, 'Be fruitful and multiply, and fill

the earth'" (9:1), To further illustrate the sacredness of

the line of descent in the Old Testament, one need only to

note that within the first eleven chapters of Genesis

sixty-one verses, or one-fifth of the total, are given to

recording genealogies (4:17-22; 5:1-32; 11:10-32),

The concept of the solidarity between fathers and

sons^3 becomes a famous principle which is frequently

repeated in the Old Testament:

The Lord, the Lord, a God merciful and gracious, slow

to anger, and abounding in stedfast love and faithful

ness, keeping steadfast love for thousands, forgiving

83porubcan, Sin in the Old Testament, p, 388,
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iniquity and transgressions and sin, but who will by no
means clear the guilty, visiting the iniquity of the
fathers upon the children and the children's children,
to the third and the fourth generation (Exod. 34:6,7;
cf. 20:5f; Deut. 5:9f; Joel 2:13; Jer, 32:13; and
others) .

This principle is further established in the malcing of a

covenant. A covenant is made between God and Abraham and

his descendants (Gen. 17:7), or between God and lloah and

his descendants (9:9;. And so the principle continues and

even has social applications (cf. Deut, 22:8).

What then is indicated by the author of Genesis when

he says, "and they knew that they were naked"? The eyes of

the fallen pair were opened to the realization that they had

sinned. Yea, but the sin was not theirs alone. The conse

quences of this act of disobedience was to be upon Adam and

his descendants according to the Old Testament principle of

solidarity. Thus, in that moment the full weight of their

guilt focused upon their nakedness --their organs of pro

creation. Only this interpretation befits the context and

explains the open shame of Adam, when he had incurred inward

guilt by his disobedience to God.
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IX. AND TO AD/\1^I HE SAID,
"BECAUSE YOU . . .

. . ! HAVE 'eaten 'of THE TREE

CURSED IS THE GROUND BECAUSE OF YOU;
IN TOIL YOU SH^'O^L E^VT OF IT ALL THE
DAYS OF YOUR LIFE;

TILL YOU RiiTURN TO THE GROUND,
FOR OUT OF IT YOU WERE TAiCEN;
YOU ARE DUST,
AND TO DUST YOU SHALL RETURN" (3:17-19).

There are two very significant aspects in the judg

ment which God pronounced upon the man that enter into the

problem of death. The first concerns the "curse" and the

second focuses upon the total emphasis of the pronouncement,

A, Twice within the total pronouncement upon the

serpent, the woman and the man (3:14-19), a "curse" is

decreed. The parallelism and contrast of these can be

clearly seen in the Hebrew:

.(3:14) nnx nin\'

. . . "/Dxm . . . r^jn'u '>d

.(3:17) im^y:^ ncixn nninx

God curses the serpent� "Cursed are you"-- but God curses

not the man; instead. He curses the ground because of the

man� "Cursed is the ground on your account" (literally

rendered), 86 The alternatives of the command (2:17) were

not obey and live / disobey and toil I No, they were rather.

SSYoung, The Days of Genesis," p, 21,
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obey and Live / disobey and die I The curse in Genesis

5:L7-L9 is not, first of aLL, a decLaration of man's death,

nor, secondLy, does it affect man in an intrinsic sense.

The CTorse is upon the ground and it affLicts man as he is

reLated to the ground. As the man had disobeyed by eating,

so aLso, he is affLicted in his eating�"In the sweat of your

face you shaLL eat bread" (3:L9), To interpret these verses

to mean more than this wouLd seem a LittLe precarious, A

simiLar, but stronger, curse was pLaced upon the ground as

the judgment against Gain for sLaying his brother (4:LLf),

However, with the appearance of Noah comes a contrast. He

was caLLed Noah for "Out of the ground v/hich the Lord has

cursed this one shaLL bring us reLief from our work and from

the toiL of our hands" (5:29), From aLL indications after

the fLood this seems to be fuLfiLLed for God said, "I wiLL

never again curse the ground because of man" (8:2Lf)� At

most, the curse upon the ground in 3:L7 is onLy the pre-

Liminary sentence to be decreed as the consequence of man's

disobedience. V7ith the greatest of Literary skiLL, the

author is buiLding the whoLe narrative toward the cLimax in

3:24.

B. What then is the emphasis of this present

judgment upon man? The emphasis here is Life�Life under

a curse. As LeupoLd states, "This part of the penaLty
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imposed on man, "87 �j'i^q serpent was cursed to a life of

reproach and to continually be at enmity with the seed of

the woman (3:14,15), The woman was to have a life of pain

in subjection to her husband (3:16), The man was to have a

life of toil as he performed that which was most basic to

him--the gathering of food (3:17-19). Thus, God is saying,

"You will live, but the curse upon the ground will be a lif<

long reminder�every time you eat�that I have desired your

obedience."

nQnxn-'7X ly (etc.) continues the theme of

life even though it points to the fact of man's return to

dust. This is expressed by the syntax, poetic parallelism,

and in the etymological meaning of the preposition.

"Until" introduces a secondary adverbial clause,

which defines what has gone before with a temporal limita

tion. ^8 It is a definition of the life which has been

imposed upon the man, and in no way pretends to be the

announcement of the primary curse upon man.

Not only is this phrase a seCondar'y clause, but it

is a significant part of the poetic parallelism and

87i^upold, Exposition of Genesis, p. 175.

88Ges., par. 164.
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symmetry of the narrative. 89 Three such parallel phrases

occur and each bears the same meaning:

"... all the days of your life" (3:14);
". . . all the days of your life" (3:17); and

". . . till you return to the ground" (3:19).

The first two of these statements are more general in their

statement of duration, and the latter defines the e^cpression
more closely. More than this the latter of the statements

links up with what has been said earlier: "Then the Lord

God formed man of dust from the ground" (2:7). As the end

of the narrative approaches, we begin to hear echoes of the

beginning. 90

Finally, let us consider the etymology of the pre

position with which the temporal clause begins. J. A.

Thompson demonstrates that there are good grounds for

believing that IV is related to a significant family of

Hebrew roots, which can all be traced to this bilateral.

Their original semantic connotation, as he would suggest it,

is that of "recurrence. "91 Upon this basis, the preposition,

as it is used here suggests the idea of "advancing in time,"

89Gassuto, Commentary on the Book of Genesis, p. 169.

90 Ibid.

91j. A. Thompson, "Expansion of thenyRoot,"
Jovimal of Semitic Studies . 10:223, Autumn, 1965.
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or "continuation" up to a specified point in time. 92 Also,

the emphasis is more upon the period of duration, than upon

the end.

Therefore, this clause incidentally suggests the

continuation of a natural, inevitable return to dust of the

ground, but primarily contributes to the theme that they shall

"live until they die. "93

92ibid., pp. 227f; Ges., par. 103o.

93i^upold, Exposition of Genesis, pp. 175
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X. THEN THE LORD GOD SAID, "BEHOLD, THE
MAN HAS BECOME LIKE ONE OF US, KNOWING
GOOD AND EVIL: AND NOW, LEST HE PUT
FORTH HIS HAND AND TAKE ALSO OF THE
TREE OF LIFE, AND Ei^T, AND LIVE FOR
EVER" (3:22).

The narrative comes to a climax in this and the

following two verses. Suddenly, all that has gone before

focuses upon the tree of life.

Immediately, one notes that man had become like

God, and yet, he was still unlike God. Man had asserted

himself and by disobedience had come to know the meaning

of good and evil. But one thing man still lacked. He was

dependent upon the tree of life for immortality. Thus, we

can assuredly say that man was not immortal at this point

in our narrative,

Dillmann, 94 Vos,93 Keil and Delitzsch, 96 and nearly

all students9*7 suppose from this verse that the man had

not eaten of the tree of life, although it had not been

94Dillmann, Genesis, p, 169,

95Geerhardus Vos, Biblical Theology (Grand Rapids:
Vtai, B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1948), p, 38,

96K.eil, Biblical Commentary , p, 107,

97h, Th, Obbink, "The Tree of Life in Eden," Old

Testament Essays (Papers read before the Society for Old
Testament Stvidy at its Eighteenth Meeting, held at Keble

College, Oxford, September 27th to 30th, 1927, London:
Charles Griffin and Company, Limited, 1927), p, 25,
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forbidden him. The basis of their supposition comes from

three Hebrew words: . . . -ID nnVT.

The word nryi is an adverb of time meaning "nov/,"
or in a phrase such as this , it indicates the drawing of a

conclusion. The word was used by God x^hen He appeared to

Abimelech in a dream revealing that Sarah, whom Abimelech

had taken for his wife, was actually the wife of Abraham.

God said in conclusion, "Now then restore the man's wife

� � ." (20:7), Again, "Now therefore swear to me here by

God, , ." (21:23), Gassuto suggests that the word nrVT

(and now) is usually, as here, the correlative of in

(behold), which heads the previous clause, "The clause

beginning with in, "says Gassuto, "sets out the premise,

whilst the clause commencing with HJiyi conveys the inference

to be drawn from it."98 it is as if to say, "And now

(since man has been disobedient), lest he put forth his

hand, , ."^9

Most generally ID (lest) is interpreted in the

sense that the fact has not yet happened: ". , . save me

fran all my pursuers, and deliver me, lest like a lion

they rend me" (Ps. 7:3, Heb,); "the angels urged Lot,

saying, 'Arise, take your wife and your two daughters who

98Gassuto, Gommentary on the Book of Genesis . p, 172.

99bdB, p, 774a,
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are here, lest you be consumed. . . (19:15). But the

above is not always the case. "Pen," as Obbink states,
"is used also for a fact which has happened, but v/hich may

not happen again. IS in that case has the meaning of �lest

further,' 'lest more.'l^^^O Two examples are notably thus:

But the descendants of Israel were fruitful and
increased greatly; they multiplied and grew ex

ceedingly strong; so that the land was filled with
them (Exod. 1:7).

Then note the pharaoh's words�

Gome let us deal shrewdly with them, lest they
multiply. . . (Exod. 1:10).

The second example is I Samuel 13:19--

Now there was no smith to be found throughout all
the land of Israel; for the Philistines said, "Lest
the Hebrews make themselves swords or spears."

In these instances IS is clearly, "lest fiirther."^^! In

these occurrences IS puts a period to that which is

happening so that it does not continue. Thus Obbink would

conclude that the interpretation here does not require the

sense of "not yet," and can just as well be "lest further."-

The verbs that follow, "73X1 ... np'PT ... nVl->
,

also connote Obbink* s interpretation, although he does

not cite this. The first, "put forth" is in the imperfect

lOOobbink, loc. cit.
lO^Ibid.

3-02lbid.
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tense, which, in a general sense, represents actions

�'regarded by the speaker at any moment as still continuing,
or in process of accomplishment, or even as just talcing

place, "103 or more specifically, it is used, as it seems

to be here, to denote an action which may be repeated at

any time, including therefore the present, or is

customarily repeated on a given occasion, 1-04 "Take" and

"eat" are in the perfect tense with the waw consecutive.

As Gesenius suggest in citing this particular reference,

the perfect is used here after the imperfect in the sense

of simple future to express the actions as the teraporal

and logical consequence of that announced by the preceding

imperfect verb. 105 Therefore, it could be concluded from

the tenses used, that God is placing a period to what has

been customary, namely, by the expulsion of the man from

Eden,

At this point there is a sudden breaking off

(aposiopesis) as if measures were already being talcen to

prevent that which is suggested. Thus, we have reached

the climactic point of the expulsion from the garden.

103Ges., par. 107a.

^�^Ges., par. 107g.

105Ges., par, 112p.
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XI. Tl-lSRILFOrJi: THE LOilL) GOD SEOT HB-l FORTE
FROl^l THE GAiiDEN OF EDEN, TO TILL THE
GROUND FROM WHIGH HE WAS T.^ICELvI. HE
DROVE OUT THE MAN: AND AT THE EAST OF
THE Gz'^EN OF EDEN HE PL/iCED THE
GHERUBIII, AND A FLAl-IING S\70L^ WliIGH
TURNED EVERY WAY, TO GUARD THE WAY TO
THE TREE OF LIFE (3:23,24).

The narrative rises to its climax in these tx7o

verses. The execution of the judgment upon the pair for

their sin is not only announced, but it is also executed.

There is some repetition in these two verses but

not without good reason. In the first, the thought is

directed upon that to v/hich the man v/as sent. In the second,

it is focused upon the garden and that from which man had

departed and left behind. The former begins, "And the

Lord God sent him forth," but the latter adds, "And He

drove out the man." The second verb also very noticably

carries a stronger connotation with a suggestion of un

willingness to depart on the part of man. A parallel to

these verses is found in Exodus 11:1� "\"/hen he lets you

go ( inVrD ), he will drive ( UHJ.'' ^iHI) you away com

pletely." Thus, here, as in Exodus, the two-fold

expression is employed with the identical aim of achieving

climax. ^06 Qod not only sent man out, but he drove him out

without any possibility of his returning to the tree of life.

106Gassuto, Gommentary on the Book of Genesis, p. 173.



GH^iPTER III

THE EXPOSITION OF GENESIS 2 and 3

Physical immortality in man as originally created,
has long been the prevailing interpretation of Genesis 2

and 3. Man, it is thus said, was immortal until he had

sinned by eating the forbidden fruit. Since man did not

suffer immediate physical death, it is then concluded, as

does Wesley, that man suffered spiritual death, which meant

"the loss of the life and image of God."l The physical

immortality of man is included as an aspect of the divine

image and therefore is included in man's loss,^ But let us

raise the question, "Why?" Why immortality rather than some

other attribute of God? Omniscience? Omnipresence? Or

immutability?

It will be the purpose of this chapter to present

the thesis that physical immortality in man before the Fall

has little to justify it in Genesis 2 and 3, The approach is

not philosophical or theological, but, rather, the thesis will

be established by tesccual study, that man was created mortal.

���Edward H, Sugden (ed,), Wesley's Standard Sermons

(Fifth annotated edition; London: The Epworth Press,
1964), II, 230.

2 Ibid., p. 228.
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I. MAN AS CREATED

A. The first glimpse of the creation of man in

these two chapters appears in 2 :7. There it is expressed

that God took the man, which he had formed of dust from

the ground, and he breathed into his nostrils ?'"n nQT3

("the breath of life"). Murphy states that "the word

nui'l is invariably applied to God or man, never to any

irrational creature. "^ He thus states that r\DW2 (breath)

expresses the spiritual and principle element in man, and

thus, Murphy concludes, it bears the image of God.4 But

as Vollbom states, "Dagagen spricht schon Gen, 7,22."^
In the flood account "all flesh died that moved upon the

earth. . . and every man; everything on the dry land in

whose nostrils was the breath of life died" (7:22), Here

two problems are created for those who would relate

immortality to riUUl . First, the is still applied to

mortal man after the fall. How then can immortality be

said to be a part of the breath of life received in 2:7,

3j, G. Murphy, A Critical and E:<egetical Commentary
on the Book of Genesis (Andover: Warren F. Draper, 1866),

^Ibid,

�^Werner Vollbom, "Das Problem des Todes in Gen,

2-3," Theologische Literaturzeitung . 77:710, 1952. "Over

against it tmly stands Gen, 7:22."
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when the continues to remain in man after man has become

mortal? Secondly, the 7]UL'l in 7:22 is possessed by both

man and animals without distinction, 6 but one would hardly

concede that animals inherited immortality with the breath

of life. Thus, the n?2W2 does not indicate a divine sub

stance over against the material body, made of dust of

the ground, as Matthew Henry would like to believe. ^ it is

not "a pity. . , that it should cleave to the earth, and

mind earthly things," as Henry would further suggest, 3 but

it is a necessity that the inanimate body of both man and

animals might become "living beings" (ilTI UJDl"^ . The

TiDWl thus becomes synonymous with life in reference to

both man and animals. As Moses commanded the children of

Israel beyond the Jordan to "utterly destroy" the cities of

the people in Canaan and to "save alive nothing that

breathes" Qimi-^D, Deut. 20:16), so it was fulfilled at

Jericho: "... they utterly destroyed all in the city,

both men and women, young and old, oxen, sheep, and asses

6Basil F. C. Atkinson, The Book of Genesis. (The
Pocket Commentary of the Bible. Chicago: Moody Press,
1957, p. 32; August Dillmann, Genesis, trans. Vfai. B.
Stevenson (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1897), I, 280; and

most other commentators,

Matthew Henry, Commentary on the V7hole Bible (New
York: Fleming H. Revell Company, 2j^.d^), I, 14b.

3 Ibid.
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with the edge of the sword" (Josh. 6:21). The fact that

man became HTl (L'D3'7("a living being") further denies this

thesis, for this is the only occurrence where this phrase

(rr^n^/DD^) refers specifically to man. This phrase is

always used with respect to animals, having only this ex-.

ception. Man is also like the animals in this respect. 9

Thus, the nUL'2 does not denote the spirit by which man is

distinguished from the animals, or the soul of man from

the beasts, but indicates only the breath that produces

life. 10

Some v/riters, like Kuyper, would stop here and con

clude that "oiir author does not tell us" whether or not

man was created immortal or mortal. �^-^ But to stop here

would leave the problem of death unsolved, and much of the

narrative would remain unexplained and unimportant. On the

contrary the anthropology of Genesis 2 and 3 indicates that

1 2
man was mortal by nature as he was originally created.

9paul Heinisch, Theology of the Old Testament, trans.

William G. Keidt (St. PauIT ThelTortK Gentral Publishing
Company, 1955), p. 169.

lOc. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch. Biblical Commentary

on the Old Testament, trans. James Martin (Edinburgh:
TT sTT. Clark, 1864), I, 78; cf . Exegesis, 2:7.

l^Lester J. Kuyper, "Interpretation of Genesis Two-

Three," The Reformed Review, 13:3:27, March, 1960.

l2Robert Martin-Achard, From Death to Life, trans.

John Penney Smith (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1960), p. 19.



72

B. The first evidence for nan's original mortality

appears in 3:19b: "In the sweat of your face you shall eat

bread till you return to the ground, for out of it you were

taken." Because of Adam Clarke's presupposition of original

immortality, he sees this as the fulfillment of the curse,

"you shall die." Thus, to Clarke, the words, "you shall

die" mean "you shall become mortal, "1^ but to interpret these

words thus is to miss the emphasis of the context. The em

phasis from 3:14-19 is that of life under the curse. The

serpent is cxirsed to a life of reproach and to continiially

be at enmity with the seed of the woman (3:14,15). The

woman is cursed to a life of pain in subjection to her

husband (3:16), The man is to live in continual toil for

his daily bread (3:17-19a). God is here imposing a life

of punishment. It shall continue until ....

The punishment stops with 3:19a, and the remainder

of the verse is a secondary clause, "Till you retxim to

the ground for (^D) out of it you were talcen," places a

temporal limitation upon the duration of the foregoing

punishment upon man. It continues to emphasize the face

that the man's life will be one of toil and hardship.

The shadow of death, which is indicated here, is not

l^Adam Clarke, The Holy Bible, Containing the Old
and New Testament, with a Commentary and Critical Notes
Tlondon: Ward, Lock 8t Co., /jx,d^)\ I, Genesis 3:19.
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based on the fact that the man was disobedient in the light
of the law of God in 2:17, but rather it is based on the

fact that the man is created out of n?DlXn (the ground,

3:19b) and "IDV (dust, 3:19c). 1^ Because CD) the serpent

caused the pair to disobey, he is punished accordingly

(3:14a). Likewise, the man was punished because CD) he

had listened (3:17a), This causal expression also appears

in the secondary clause of 3:19bc. It reads, "... till

you return to the ground, for ( "'D) out of it you were taken;

CD) you are dust, and to dust you shall return," If the

death, which is here indicated, is because of their sin,

and, thus, the fulfillment of 2:17, then it should read,

"till you return to the ground because of your sin."

Instead, the author records the words of God to indicate,

that as man was created, likewise, will he die. lian was

formed of dust from the ground (2:7), and, he shall return

to that from whence he came. As man's name indicates

(?IX, man�HQIX, ground), he is of the ground, and because

of this to the groxind he shall return.

G. According to our exposition of this point (3:19),

we have indicated that the curse of death in 2:17 has not

yet been fulfilled, although God is proceeding to pronounce

the punishment upon the man. If this is granted, then

I'Vollborn, "Das Problem des Todes," p. 711.
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3:22 bears out our thesis of the original mortality of man.

In this verse God recognizes the newly acquired knowledge

of man and more. Here it is clearly indicated that if

fallen man is permitted access to the tree of life, he will

live forever (?'py'?). Thus, at this point to be in need of

immortality indicates that one does not have it. Let it

be granted, then, that man is mortal in 3:22 and in need

of the tree of life.
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II. IWa^i AS GOMl-lAi^DED

If the forraer premises are accepted as cogent, then

the command of God (2:L6,L7) can be understood in the con

text.

A. But of the tree of the knowledge of good and

evil you shall not eat, for in the day that you eat of it

you shall die (2:17). Most commentators consider only the

negative side of the command so it is there that we should

open the examination.

The two trees (2:9) were both named according to

their fruits. Contrary to Bonhoeffer's opinion, the tree

of knowledge was not the tree of death. 15 It was the tree

of knowledge because it would confer knowledge on man, if

he ate of its fruits. It was named for that v/hich it would

effect�knowledge. This tree did not confer death, if the

evidence of the narrative is accepted as it is given.

There are at least six indications within the

narrative that the tree was just that, which it v/as named�

the tree of the Icnowledge of good and evil.

1. The serpent told the woman, "You will not die,"

if you eat the fruit of the forbidden tree (3:4). This is

l^Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Creation and Fall (New York:
The Macl-lillan Company, 1959), p. 54.
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a true premise concerning the effects of the tree itself if

one accepts the words of 3; 22.

2. In 3:22 the Lord God said, "Behold the man has

become lilcc one of us, kno\^^ing good and evil," He had not

died, and God witnesses to the fact that the tree conferred

only knowledge upon the man. Thus, they did gain knowledge
when they ate of the forbidden fruit,

3. This, also, the serpent stated in 3:5, "For God

knows that when you eat of it your eyes will be opened, and

you will be like God, knowing good and evil," According

to the words of God in 3:22, it was just as the serpent

foretold. They had gained knowledge. To possess this new

knowledge made one like God. This would seem to eliminate

the possibility of the sin involving a sexual act. We will

come back to this point in our consideration of man under

the curse,

4, The tree was the tree of the knowledge of good

and evil as is indicated by the woman's choice (3:6),

First, she saw that the tree was like the other trees of

the garden. It was "good for food" (cf. 2:9), and it was

a "delight to the eyes" (cf, 2:9), Secondly, she saw in

this tree the special quality that would malce her wise.

Thus, in this aspect this tree was indicated as peculiar,

because of its anticipated effects of wisdom.
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5, The immediate effects of sin in the garden.

appeared thus, "Then the eyes of both were opened and they
knew. . (3:7). Tlie serpent had said, "For God knows

that when you eat of it your eyes will be opened, and you

be like God knowing. . ." (3:5), and the immediate

effects v/ere just as he had said.

6. One further witness concerning the natxire of

this tree appears in 3:11 as an indirect testimony. God

immediately relates the man's new Icnowledge of his naked

ness to have come from the forbidden tree of knowledge.

Thus, an open analysis of the narrative would

clearly indicate that this tree in and of itself was not

a tree of death. Neither does its fruit confer death upon

the guilty pair. Its only effects pertain to knov^ledge.

B. And the Lord God commanded the man, saying,

"You may freely eat of every tree of the garden" (2:16).

Gritical scholars have sought to purge the tree of life

from this narrative, but our author gives it the place of

primary importance--that is, if one grants the premise,

that man was created mortal in his original nature.

The tree of life first appears in 2:9 and, perhaps

strangely to some, it is given a place of primary impor

tance, being mentioned first in the narrative before the
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tree of knowledge. 16 However, we would not grant with

Bonhoeffer that as "no one desires it, . , no prohibition

is attached to it."^'' It is quite true that the tree of

life is not restricted from the man in 2:17, but this does

not indicate, as Bonhoeffer suggests, no one's desiring it.
This is the escape talcen by one who posits original immor

tality in man.

It seems only logical, that God, who created the

world with the order and the plan as set forth in Genesis 1

and as v/e know the world experientially, would not have

left things open to chance, when he commanded the man.

Logic tells us that the permission of 2:16� "You may freely

eat of every tree of the garden"� included eating from the

tree of life. On this we all will agree, it was not for

bidden. Then, if it were not forbidden, they could have

eaten, even though, perhaps they didn't. But perhaps they

did eat. Does the narrative suggest any ill effects for

dining at this tree before the fall? As long as you answer

from what is in these chapters, you must grant a "perhaps"

to this logic.

As it has been suggested in the exegesis, most

students and scholars suppose that the man had not eaten

l^Bonhoeffer, Greation and Fall, p. 57f .

l^ibid.
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of the tree of Life before his act of sin on the basis of

3:22, But as Obbink has suggested, 18 the verse gives every

indication that the man had been accustomed to eating of

the tree of life before his faLL, Obbink has stated that

TS (Lest) "is used. . . for a fact which has happened, but

which may not happen again. "19 Thus, understood TDhas the

meaning of "lest further"--and now lest he continue to put

forth his hand and take also of the tree of life. . ."

The imperfect tense of the verb rC7T'* (put forth)

can denote continuation. The primary significance of the

imperfect tense is that of expressing incompleted or

continuing action. 20 xt may, however, be used to express

action that is "customarily repeated on given occasions ."21

This interpretation seems more plausible than the future

as it is commonly understood.

�^^H. Th. Obbinlc, "The Tree of Life in Eden," Old
Testament Essays (Papers read before the Society for Old
Testament Study at its Eighteenth Meeting, held at Keble

College, Oxford, September 27th to 30th, 1927. London:
Charles Griffin and Company, Limited, 1927), p. 25.

19 lb id.

20Ges., par. 107a.

^^Ges., par. 107g; cf. Exegesis, 3:22.

22Ges., par. 107q.
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Therefore, Let it be assumed--as it is irapLied in the

generous penaission given in 2:L6, and, aLso, by the words

of God in 5:22� that man had eaten reguLarLy of the tree of

Life, This wouLd expLain the pLace of importance given to

the tree of Life in the narrative. It aLso expLains why

the author mentions it first, and then centers the narrative

about this one tree at the cLimax. Man was mortaL and was

in need of the tree of Life in order that he might continue

to Live "forever" without seeing death. This is why God

pLaced this tree "in the midst of the garden." He pLaced

it there for the purpose of ready accessibiLity to man.

G. The choice that is given. To suggest a choice

suggests something about the originaL nature of man. It

is not the purpose of this thesis to analyze what was

impLied in the iraage of God, after which man is created

(L:26,27), But contrary to the opinion of Luther, in that

God confronts man with" an either/or situation, it implies

that the man is abLe to malce a choice. 25 'jhe fact that

God couLd hoLd the man responsibLe for that choice aLso

impLies that man was the initiator of the response. The

choice confronts man at a point wherein he is pecuLiar in

25i>iartin Luther, Lectures on Genesis: Chapters L--5,
trans. George V. Schick (VoL. I of Luther's V/orks , edited

by JarosLav PeLilcan. St. Louis: Goncordia PubLishing
House, L958), p. 6L, cf. 84f.
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the animal world. Man, as seen in Genesis 2 and 3, toils and

keeps the garden (2:15), names the animals (expressing his

dominion over the animal world (2:19,20), makes rational

dialogue (3:1-5), and is responsible for complying with the

command of God. Gontemporary anthropology has sometimes

imconsciously colored our conception of Adam. This is not

a cave man who has evolved from non-human ancestry, as

Williams assumes. This is the man who is created in the

image of God, which qxialifies him to have dominion over all

the earth. The man, who is commanded, represents the apex

of all creation.

The command of prohibition that was given to the man

(2:17) was not intended to force him to a conscious de

cision for either good or evil, God only said that man

should not eat from the tree of knowledge (2:17), nor should

he touch it (3:3), He could cat from all the other trees

in the garden, but this one was forbidden to man. This

one tree� the tree of knowledge�was "holy" to God, It

was set apart from the reach of man, and v/as fenced by a

divine prohibition. The prohibition was in the form of a

command: "But of the tree of the knov/ledge of good and

evil you shall not eat, for in the day that you eat of it

2^Norman Powell Williams, The Ideas of the Fall and

OriP'inal Sin (London: Longmans, Green and Go. Ltd., 1927) ,
p. 77t.
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you shall die" (2:17), Thus, here stands VdXP X'? (you shall

not eat), the negation that forbids any contradiction. It

is the same manner of prohibition as those contained within

the Decalogue (Exod, 20), Just as we today do not find it

necessary to malce a conscious decision with regard to "You

shall not kill" (Exod, 20:13), neither did Adam find a

decision forced upon him. He could have eaten from every

tree excepting one, and remained within the garden.

The capital punishment mQn JITQ (you shall die) was

related to the prohibition of God, The tree, as it was

naraed, would grant a knowledge known to God (3:5,22), but

the tree could not confer death to the man. This was the

fulfillment of the plan of creat ion-- "fruit trees bearing

fruit in which is their seed, each according to its kind

upon the earth" (1:11), Just as the tree of life received

its name from the way it affected man, so also the tree

of the Icnowledge of good and evil opened the eyes of those

who ate (3:7), and they became lilce God (3:22). Some have

supposed, as K. Budde, that this forbidden tree bore a

poisonous and death-bringing fruit. But man is already

mortal as we have concluded earlier. Thus, mortality was

not the capital punishment, nor was it to be given by the

tree of knowledge. We will consider capital punishment

further under the next section, "Man as Gursed,"

25vollbom, "Das Problem des Todes," p. 712.



III. ^^AN AS CURSED

83

A, Law and sin. Sin becomes lcno\7n through the Law,

and by disregarding the law man incurs guilt. He stands

guilty before the one who has given the law.

The prohibition *7DXn x'? (you shall not eat) of 2:17

is an absolute prohibition that indicates the strongest

e^rpectation of obedience. It is the same in form as those

prohibitions given in the Decalogue. Let us consider again

the example that was cited earlier in the Decalogue: "You

shall not kill" (Exod. 20:13). The Law states further,

"Whoever strikes a man so that he dies shall be put to

death" (Exod. 21:12). \7hen a man strikes and kills another,

is he immediately recompensed for his crime by^ the law? The

law says DQT' niQ (he shall be put to death), but does the

law carry out the punishment, or is the punishment meted

out to the offender according to the law b^ the lav/giver?

Solomon told Shimei, "For on the day you go forth, and cross

the brook Kidron, know for certain that you shall die"

( mori mQ, I Kings 2:37). After three years Shimei dis

regarded the absolute prohibition of Solomon and left

Jerusalem (I Kings 2:39f). The law set tiie Kidron for a

boundary, but did Shimei die by the law at the moment of

his crossing the Kidron? No I The law of itself was of no
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effect. Shimei had to appear before the lawgiver and

Solomon pronounced the punishment according to the law.

Thus, Shimei was struck down by the king's servant, Jehoida

(I Kings 2:46),

The law in Genesis 2:17 was given by God, He set

the tree of the knowledge of good and evil as the boundary,

and established the conditions of obedience and disobedience�

"in the day that you eat of it you shall die." It is true,

as perhaps it was with Shimei, that man incurred guilt

immediately upon his eating of the forbidden fruit, but

guilt does not fulfill the law. The law said "you shall

die" and this punishment was given by the lawgiver,

B, Nalcedness and Fig Leaves, The serpent had said,

"You v/ill not die. For God knows that when you eat of it

your eyes will be opened, and you will be like God, knowing

good and evil" (3:4,5), Accordingly, we have a dual

witness that this was the immediate effects of their eating

(3:7,22). The immediate effect was new knowledge. They

knew something that had been unknoxm to them in their

innocence. Before the woman plucked the fruit of the tree,

she saw that the tree was good for food, as were the other

trees of the garden (3:6; cf, 2:9). She realized that its

fruit was beautiful to behold as was the fruit of the

other trees of the garden (3:6; cf. 2:9). Still further,



85

she knew before she ate of this forbidden tree, that it would

cialce her wise (3:6). These aspects are not involved in what

the guilty pair Icnew after they had sinned.

What then did they Icnow? The nature of the death

implied in the law and the gravity of their sin. This

brought an enormous guilt upon the pair. Essentially they
came to know themselves, what was later inferred in 3:19b,c.
They Icnew that they were mortal�dust from the groxmd�doomed

to die because of their sin.

Perhaps the fig-leaf aprons seem strangely out of

place, or at least unexplicable, unless v/e suggest an

Augustinian lust, 26 a natural maturing to manhood on the

part of the guilty pair. But this would be lowering the

significance of their sin to animalism, and this is not in

agreement with the nature of the narrative. Let us con

sider their nakedness and fig-leaves in the light of

biblical principles as they pertain to the problem of death.

The Old Testament is permeated with a concept that

has been called the "principle of solidarity between fathers

and sons. "27 This principle is often repeated tluroughout

26j. w, G. Wand, St. Augustine's Gity of God (An
abridged edition; London:

"

Oxford University Press, 1963),
pp. 221ff �

27stefan Porubcan, Sin in the Old Testament (Rome:
Herder, 1963), p. 338. For a more complete analysis of
this principle, cf. Exegesis 2:7.
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the Old Testament. Following a statement of adoration to

God in this occurrence in Exodus, the children of Israel

are reminded of their sacred tie in the line of descent:

. . � who v/ill by no means clear the guilty, visiting
the iniquity of the fathers upon the children and the
children's children, to the third and to the fourth
generation (Exod. 34:7),

The principle of solidarity is witnessed even at the social

level in Achan's sin. The entire nation suffered a defeat

at the hand of Ai because of this one man. But ultimately,

the principle of solidarity demands a just punishment for

Achan's guilt. Thus, that which Achan had talcen, "his sons

and daughters, and his oxen and asses and sheep, and his

tent, and all that he had" were talcen out of the camp,

stoned, and bujmed with fire (Josh, 7:22-26), This princi

ple is also seen in the Old Testament blessings, for God

told Noah, "Behold, I establish my covenant with you and

your descendants after you" (9:9), and Abraham, "I will

establish my covenant between me and you and your descendants

after you throughout their generations for an everlasting

covenant" (17:7),

A primary responsibility conferred upon Adam and

Eve after their creation is the procreation of children:

"God blessed them, and said to them, 'Be fruitful and

multiply, and fill the earth'" (1:28), Thus, the generation

of children becomes a sacred responsibility. The focal
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point of Genesis 2 is found in the creation of the woman

and in the establishment of "marriage" (1:24), Genesis 4

begins, "Now Adam knew Eve his wife, and she conceived and

bore Gain." One complete chapter is devoted to the sacred

line of descent in Genesis 5. As the wiclcedness upon the

face of the earth increased in Genesis 6, the author suggests

that mixed marriage lies at its roots (6:1-7),

How then does the principle of solidarity explain

the nakedness and fig leaves? Adam's eyes were opened and

he knew that he had brought the curse of death, not only upon

his oxm mortal flesh, but upon every member of posterity.

This was knowledge that was known to God. Thus, immediately

after his sin, Adam sought to hide his weight of guilt and

shame by covering his nakedness� the organ of procreation.

At the end of the preceding chapter, the author indicates

the absence of guilt and sin by stating that man was un

ashamedly nalced (2:25). Thus, also the woman's suffering

is in the continuation of her God-given responsibility of

childbearing (3:16).

Thus, as we come to xinderstand the problem of death

in Genesis 2 and 3, we also come to understand the signifi

cance of the "nalcedness and fig leaves."

G. Toil and sweat. As man gained knowledge, he

lost the garden. It was then that he came to know what he
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was losing. The TIQIX (ground) from which he cane was now

cursed by God (3:17), Instead of the green foliage of Eden

(2:8-14), he would daily toil amidst the thorn and thistle

(3:18), Thus, the man continued at the mercy of the ground:

from whence he came, and would until he returned. Whereas,
he toiled before his sin (2:15), he must continually toil

knov/ing bitter frustration and blighted harvest. From this

vantage point, the expression of Paul that the wages of sin

is death, is truly correct, 28 Thus, man faced a life

outside the garden, knowing he was mortal and because of

his disobedience could only know the end of death,

D, Life and Death , As Vollbom has stated, "Die

wesentliche Erkenntnis, die dem Menschen mach dem Essen von

dem verbotenen Baiam aufgegangen ist, ist das, , , , dass er

namlich sterben muss. "29 gut it was more than simply coming

to know of his mortality. He knew that he must die for the

very reason of his sin and disobedience to God. Thus,

ultimately, we come to the basic issue of this entire

narrat ive�death .

In the prohibition God said, "But of the tree of the

knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat, for in the

^^Vollborn, "Das Problem des Todes," p. 714.

29ibid.. p. 712. "The essential enlighto.nment which
became man's after the eating of the forbidden, tree is
that. . . be must die."
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^ay that you cat of it you shall die" (2:17) � A foreshadowing
of man's ultimate punisliment appears in 3:19b,c, but the

pronouncement and execution of the punishment comes at the

climax of the narrative.

For a moment, let us reconsider the nature of the

two trees. As we have stated earlier, the tree of Icnowledge
is not a tree of death. The fact that Adam's sin has become

shared by all of his posterity and has had eternal conse

quences upon the human race, a certain quality has sub

jectively attached itself to the tree of Icnowledge, somewhat

lilce "guilt by association." At no point in Genesis 2 and 3

do we find any indicatL ons that the Icnowledge gained when

man ate of the forbidden tree, gave eternal benefits to the

human race, or- lasting benefits to the first pair. It

would seem quite clearly otherwise. Because commentators,

such as Dillmann^O and Leupold, have attached these

eternal qualities to the two trees, they must force an

assumption into their interpretation of 3:22: "It is

assumed that he had not hitherto tasted of the tree of life,

although he had not been forbidden it."-^^ But from our

�^^August Dillmann, Genesis, trans. Wm. B. Stevenson

(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1397), I, 169f .

^^Herbert Carl Leupold, Sscposition of Genesis (Grand
Rapids: Balcer Book House, 1950), p. 182.

^^DiiLmann, loc. cit.
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exegesis v;e have clearly indicated how the passage suggests

otherx7ise. Thus, to remain in the garden v/ith access to

the tree of ^.ife would mean life, but expulsion from the

garden and the tree of life would mean the opposite�death.

God sent man out of the garden to die as he lived.

He expelled man from paradise, but most of all, he shut man

av/ay from the tree of life. Thus, man had no further source

of life. He began to die the very day that he was separated

from the tree of greatest importance--the tree of life.

Thus, as God commanded, ". . .in the day that you

eat of it you shall die," so on that very day (DlTl m~l'7)

God came and executed the punishment upon the man.

"Therefore the Lord God sent him forth from the garden of

Eden."



GH^'iPTER IV

GONGLUSIONS TO THE Pl^OBLEM OF DEATH IN GENESIS 2 AND 3

l^on the basis of the foregoing exegetical and

theoLogical study into the problem of death in Genesis 2

and 3, the following conclusions may be set forth:

1. Adam was created mortal in his original physical
nature .

2, The crux of the entire narrative focuses upon

the tree of life.

3. The tree of life was freely accessible to Adam

before his sin.

4. Adam's physical organism was maintained and de

pendent upon the accessibility of the tree of life.

5. Tlie tree of the knowledge of good and evil gave

knowledge to man, when he ate of its forbidden fruits, and

not death.

6. The fig leaves indicate Adam's knowledge of the

impending curse which he has brought upon all of his

posterity.
7. God executed the curse of death upon Adam and

not the fruits of the tree.

8. The penalty of the law (niQn niQ) was fulfilled

on the day of the sin, when God drove Adam from the garden

and deprived him of the fruit of the tree of life.



9. Death was Adam's guilt made visible.

Thus, the problem of death in Genesis 2 and 3 is

solved when man is understood as created mortal, but is

forced to die because of sin. For it is as the apostle

has said, "The wages of sin is death" (Rom. 6:23).
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