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Creation and Fall 
 

 The Bible begins with God creating the heavens and the earth.  Biblical theology 

and Biblical creation begin with God.  

 The term ’el/ ����, which means “god,” suggests power and authority.  Some 

suggest that ’el derives from the root ’wl (strong), others suggest ‘eloah (God), and others 

see the root ‘lh together with ’eloah (implying fear).
1
  Though there is disagreement in 

the etymology of the term, it is broadly recognized in its use ’el/ ���� means “god.”  Here in 

Genesis it is used to describe a profoundly powerful God in contrast to the other 

cosmologies of the ancient Near East.  So the effective power and authority to create 

swiftly and effortlessly helps to inform the grandeur of this God ’el.  Many suggest that 

the plural, Elohim, extends these conceptions of power, authority and majesty beyond 

which a singular name can do justice.  For example, Eichrodt developed this as an 

overwhelming monotheism. 

A similar design led the writer of Genesis 1 to use the term elohim for the Creator 

God.  By choosing this particular name, which as the epitome of all embracing 

divine power excludes all other divinity, he was able to protect his cosmology 

                                                           
1
 An example of a brief discussion of this etymology can be found in Laird Harris, Gleason Archer and 

Bruce Waltke, Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament (Chicago: Moody Press, 1980). 
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from any trace of polytheistic thought and at the same time describe the creator 

God as the absolute Ruler and the only Being whose will carries any weight.
2
  

   

It has become popular in certain contexts to see elohim as God’s court or angels.  For 

example, Psalm 8:5 as understood by the LXX and Hebrews 2:7 takes elohim as angels.  

Additionally, Job 1:6 and 2:1 presents the sons of elohim to be angels in God’s court.  

However, Job denies angels a role involved within the creation except that of worship 

while God creates the universe (Job 38:1–7–11).  Furthermore, Isaiah in his development 

of the incomparability of Yahweh develops that He is the One Who creates the universe 

and its people as well; there is no other creator but God (Isa. 42:5–9)
3
 which brings us 

back to this context of Genesis in which no other than elohim is described as the creator.  

And the creation is singularly done so effectively by God’s speech.   

Such a God reference is better understood in this Mosaic context as a single 

monotheistic God (Deut. 6:4), Who as the creator creates so effectively that the plural is 

best taken as a plural of majesty.  This plurality of majesty may be viewed as carrying 

over into the pronouns that are used in grammatical agreement with Elohim like the ‘Us’ 

and ‘Our’ of Genesis 1:26 and 3:22.
4
  So no development of plurality of person is being 

developed by these texts, when they are easily explained by simple grammatical 

agreement.  Perhaps the abundance of singular pronouns used throughout the creation 

                                                           
2
 Walter Eichrodt, Old Testament Theology (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1961), vol. 1, pp. 186–7.  

There is no development of trinity in these early chapters of Genesis for if plural is to be taken as a plural 

of person it would mean polytheism in this early context of revelation and that is clearly not correct in a 

Pentateuch context in which monotheism dominates. 
3
 Cf. Doug Kennard, The Classical Christian God (Lewiston: Edwin Mellen Press, 2002), pp. 121–34. 

4
 There does not seem to be any other creator involved in Genesis or crafting the image of God, man.  The 

second pronominal referent is in Genesis 3:22.  Nor is there any development in this pronoun to fund the 

doctrine of the Trinity as Augustine alludes in On the Trinity 12.6.6, Fathers of the Church: A New 
Translation (Washington D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1963), 45.348.  Here the singular 

referent who is the judge is Yahweh Elohim.  It is only after the judgment that a cherib appears on the 

scene.  In other contexts, where the plural is clearly developing  God and His court the variety of referents 

are clearly visible in the context before the plural pronoun is used, as in Isa. 6:8.     
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account with the plural Elohim makes a case for monotheism affirming the Mosaic 

monotheistic perspective.   

 

Creation 

There is a broad based agreement that the Biblical creation account especially in 

Genesis 1:1–2:3 polemics the ancient Near Eastern cosmology accounts.  Gerhard Hasel 

popularized five areas of polemic, which Gordon Wenham summarized as follows. 

First, in some Near Eastern cosmologies, dragons tnn are rivals whom the 

Canaanite gods conquer, whereas in Gen. 1:21 the great sea monsters are just one 

kind of the aquatic animals created by God.  Second, these cosmologies describe 

struggle of the gods to separate the upper waters from the lower waters; but Gen. 

1:6–10 describes the acts of separation by simple divine fiat.  Third, the worship 

of the sun, moon, and stars was current throughout the ancient orient.  Genesis 

pointedly avoids using the normal Hebrew words for sun and moon, lest they be 

taken as divine, and says instead God created the greater and lesser light.  Fourth, 

Babylonian tradition sees the creation of man as an afterthought, a device to 

relieve the gods of work and provide them with food.  For Genesis, the creation of 

man is the goal of creation and God provides man with food.  Finally, Genesis 

shows God creating simply through his spoken word, not through magical 

utterance as is attested in Egypt.
5
 

 

In ancient Near Eastern cosmology the creation accounts often involve a long 

period of time with deep conflicts through which a born god who would be king battles 

and destroys rival gods and the forces of chaos in order to remake them into the new 

creation.  An example is seen in the Enuma Elish.  In stark polemical contrast, Elohim is 

not born or developing.  Carroll Stuhmueller develops the unique theological entrance of 

this God, for He alone among all semitic creative gods undergoes no birth or 

metamorphosis.
6
  God is complete in Himself and He stands transcendently apart from all 

that is created.  This polemics both the Egyptian and Mesopotamian polytheisms, which 

both are populated by developing inferior gods.  Our God is truly worthy of control 

                                                           
5
 Gordon Wenham, Genesis 1–15 (Waco: Word Books, 1987), vol. 1, p. 9; Gerhard Hasel, “The Polemic 

Nature of the Genesis Cosmology,” Evangelical Quarterly 46(1974): 81–102. 
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because only our God truly created everything.  God is presented as creating swiftly and 

effortlessly a whole creation with no threatening rivals within the creation.  John 

McKenzie develops that there is no cosmic mortal combat with the risk of God being 

defeated by a monster of chaos, but rather God is in His shop as a carpenter with no risk 

of being devoured by His chair, the creation.   

Against this background, the Hebrew account of the origins can scarcely be 

anything else but a counter statement to the myth of creation...The Hebrew author 

enumerates all the natural forces in which deity was thought to reside, and of all 

of them he says simply that God made them.  Consequently, he eliminates all 

elements of struggle on the cosmic level; the visible universe is not an uneasy 

balance of forces, but it is moderated by one supreme will, which imposes itself 

with effortless supremacy upon all that it has made.  By preference the author 

speaks of the created work rather of the created act, because he wishes to 

emphasize the fact that the creative Deity, unlike Marduk, has not had to win 

supremacy by combat with an equal.
7
 

 

This chapter will especially draw together the parallel texts of Genesis 1 and 2, and Psalm 

8 and 104 to develop a Biblical theology of creation from the O.T.
8
 

The structure of Genesis develops literary units with the hinge of the word 

‘account’ (toledot/��֧�� 	����; Gen. 2:4; 5:1; 6:9; 10:1, 32; 11:10, 27; 25:12, 13, 19; 36:1, 9; 

37:2).   

By comparing the beginning of both Genesis creation accounts an interpreter can 

notice the same grammatical structure: a summary of the whole creation within the unit, 

followed by three circumstantial clauses (Gen. 1:1–2; 2:4–6).  The summary is not a 

separate event from the whole of the creation account, so it could be viewed as a heading 

to the account that follows.  This summary is followed by three circumstantial clauses 

exploring the attending circumstance of lack within which the creation makes sense.  The 

fact that these circumstantial clauses of Genesis 1:2 and 2:5–6 depend on the main verb 

                                                                                                                                                                             
6
 Carrol Stuhmueller, ‘The Theology of Creation in Second Isaias’ CBQ 21(1959): 429–67. 

7
 John McKenzie, The Two Edged Sword (New York: Image Books, 1966), pp. 101–2. 
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of the overview statement (Gen. 1:1 or 2:4) clarifies that grammatically there is no 

temporal gap or events between these textual statements.  Therefore for grammatical 

reasons, no gap theory fits the Biblical text. 

There is no existing creation before the summary statement of Genesis 1:1.  This 

summary creation event begins with the first two words connected together by the 

alliteration of BRA sound in the words ‘In the beginning’ and ‘created.’  Or as Young 

develops, “This is a beginning that is characterized by creation, and this is a creation that 

is characterized by the beginning.  Here it means ‘the absolute beginning!’”
9
  There is no 

history or creation before Genesis 1:1.   

The word created (bārā’/�֣ ��   .is an activity of God alone; it is never used of man (ּא�

The result is always a definitive creation, something new and fresh.  Within the summary 

of the creation “the heavens and earth” is a merism of opposites presenting God as the 

creator of all (Gen. 1:1). 

A number of chaos metaphors are developed in the conditional clauses that set a 

conceptual framework in order to bring out the creation order.  For example, the concepts 

of formless (tōhû/֙��ּ֙ה�) and void (bōhû/֔��ּה�) signify chaos and lack of order, as in a desert 

waste (Deut. 32:10; Job 6:18) or after a devastating judgment (Jer. 4:23–26; Isa. 34:11).
10

  

Perhaps the form of God’s creation is given through God’s activity of the first four days
11

 

                                                                                                                                                                             
8
 Other Jewish texts join Ps. 104 in praising God through the creation, especially Ps. 19 and Test. Adam. 

9
 E. J. Young, In the Beginning (Edinburgh: The Banner of Truth Trust, 1976), p. 24; same point made by 

Gordon Wenham (Genesis 1–15.. vol. 1, pp. 13–14); John Walton, Victor Matthews & Mark Chavalas, The 
IVP Bible Background Commentary : Old Testament (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2000), p. 28, the 

ancient Thebian Egyptian creation text Dd Ee on Nuts right side in The Book of Nut speaks of the god 

Amun with the same expression “in the beginning” with the same meaning-“Egyptologists interpret this not 

as an abstract idea but as a reference to a first-time event.” 
10

 Wisdom of Solomon 11.17 follows Plato (Sophist 265c) in having the creation made from formless matter 

while the Biblical account is not so clearly aligned in this direction. 
11

 In days one through four of the creation, God brings separation (ybdl/�֣ ּג�  ,to the creation (Gen. 1:4, 7 (ּי��	

14, 18).  This first separation is brought about by God separating the light from the darkness (Gen. 1:4).  

The fourth day separation parallels this of the first day with a separation of day from night (hbdyl/��֕ ּג� 	� ��; 
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and then God fills the creation in days four through six, however here the two words 

operate as a hendiadys for amorphous chaos.  Additionally, darkness is symbolic of evil 

and vulnerability throughout the Bible (e.g., Ex. 10:21–22; 14:20), however in this 

context darkness is merely part of the designed time of day without light (Gen. 1:4–5, 

18).  Furthermore, the watery deep (thm/��֑�� 	�) is not conducive to life and represents the 

abyss.  This deep is what drowns Egypt, Tyre and everyone in the flood when it is 

released by God to fight sin with chaos flood (Gen. 7:11; 8:2; Ex. 15:5, 8; Ezek. 26:19).  

God’s way of deliverance for Israel was to pass through this deep on dry ground in the 

midst of the exodus into kingdom (Ps. 106:9; Isa. 51:10; 63:13).  God conquering over 

this chaos is a polemic against the Babylonian goddess Tiamat and other mythological 

conceptions of the sea of chaos (yaym/���� ּמ� ��), which is occupied by the monsters of chaos 

(Leviathan and Rahab).  None of the O.T. instances of thm/��֑�� 	� contain any hint of 

personification, so they are no rival to God.
12

  Here God does not Himself sense any risk 

from the deep and later it can be seen as a creation sea out of which blessing may come 

(Gen. 49:25).   

The “ruh � of Elohim” (��֔  could join the chaos metaphors as a chaotic wind (֣�ּה�� ������

from God (Isa. 11:4; 30:28) without the battle imagery of Marduk’s use of the chaos wind 

to defeat Tiamat,13
 but Elohim is presented in Genesis one as God involved in creation so 

                                                                                                                                                                             

Gen. 1:14, 18).  The second separation (ybdl/�֣ ּג�  separates the waters within the creation (Gen. 1:7) (ּי��	

parallel to firmament (rāqîa‘/ � �֖ �" ��; LXX: στερέωµα).  The third instance shifts the word to gathering or 

collecting (mqh/��֥� 	" �,) the seas as separate from the dry land that then appeared (Gen. 1:9–10). 
12

 Claus Westermann, Genesis 1–11: A Commentary (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1984), pp. 

104–6. 
13

 Enumah Elish Table 1, lines 105−110. 
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it is best to take this reference as the monotheistic “Divine Spirit” involved in creation.
14

  

There is no life besides God so the Spirit of God hovers like a mother bird over her brood 

with such movements as to cause her brood, the creation, to take flight (Deut. 32:11); 

God has intimate contact with the creation to bring forth order.  Waltke develops that 

there is no restrainer of the chaos as in the ancient Near Eastern myths and there is no 

threat or rival to God; the monotheistic God creates utilizing these chaos metaphors.  

The Spirit of God does not contend with a living hostile chaotic force but hovers 

over the primordial mass awaiting the appropriate time for history to begin.  How 

can the chaos be hostile when it is not living but inanimate?  It can only be shaped 

according to the will of the Creator.
15

 

 

The pattern of creation in Genesis 1 follows regularly as: 1) an announcement 

(And God said), 2) command (let there be…), 3) report (and it was so), 4) evaluation 

(And God said that it was good) and 5) temporal framework (And there was evening and 

morning, the ... day).  Elohim’s creating by word implies sovereignty and extends far 

beyond Marduk’s magic by word as he was unable even to quiet Tiamat by word.
16

   

God’s creation by word spoken shows that when God speaks in the creation context that 

the creation and blessing is dependant upon God for realization.  The fact that God 

creates only good reflects back on to Him as the Good God (e.g., Matt. 19:17; James 

1:17) Who creates with wisdom (Prov. 3:19). 

The evaluation of “good” (tōb/��֑�-) can be an aesthetic judgment of beauty 

(perhaps in Gen. 6:2) but in this context it is an acknowledgment of purpose and order 

and blessing, thus the creation is fitting into God’s sovereign design (Gen. 1:4, 10, 12, 18, 

21, 25, 31; 2:9, 17–18; 3:5–6, 22).  This goodness of design does not indicate static 

                                                           
14

 Do not read this as the Holy Spirit as in a trinitarian understanding for in the Pentateuch context 

monotheism is emphasized as a foundational stage of progressive revelation.  The trinity is not clearly 

taught in the Bible until the N.T. 
15

 Bruce Waltke, Creation and Chaos (Portland: Western Conservative Baptist Seminary, 1974), p. 48. 
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perfection, for though the created light was evaluated by God to be good, God further 

developed this light (Gen. 1:4, h’wr/��֖�� ��) to be sourced and governed by lights (Gen. 

1:14, m’rt/����� 	,).  God then pronounced again that these lights of the creation were good 

(Gen. 1:18).  So the concept of good (tōb/��֑�-) permits development within whatever is 

evaluated.  In light of this development of good (tōb/��֑�-) for light and lights, plants, 

animals and humans, which are created and affirmed as good (tōb/��֑�-), have the 

possibility of further development after this creation account.   

This evaluation that things are assessed by God as good (tōb/��֑�-) comes 

sometimes in the middle of a creation day to structure levels of the creation.  For 

example, the water, sky, and land are all separated into a structure on day two and three, 

the evaluation of ‘good’ (tōb/��֑�-) coming after these and before vegetation separates 

these as a lower structure than that of vegetation (Gen. 1:10).  Likewise, in the middle of 

day six after the land beasts were created, the evaluation occurs to identify man in the 

creation as a superior content of creation.   

The days (yōm/��֥��) of Genesis can be taken as the light part of the day in contrast 

to darkness (Gen. 1:5), or as an age of creation (Gen. 2:4) but the term day used with a 

number and described in the Hebrew way as dark of night and then light of morning is 

best taken as a natural calendar day (Gen. 1:5, 8, 13, 19, 23, 31, 2:2–3).  Once the sun is 

attached to these days then they would be understood as solar days.  The word yōm/��֥�� 

appears in the O.T. 359 times with an ordinal number, in which at least 358 times it is a 

                                                                                                                                                                             
16

 Compare tablet 2:117 or the sovereignty theme is developed by Nahum Sarna, Understanding Genesis 

(New York: McGraw Hill, 1966), p. 12. 
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solar day.
17

  Sometimes it is in the plural (as in a week is 7 solar days) but the majority of 

the instances are in the singular as here, meaning a solar day.  Hugh Ross’ claim that this 

instance is unique as divine activity instead of the majority of instances of the word being 

in contexts of human activity,
18

 neither appreciates God’s sovereign involvement 

throughout the Bible, nor the fact that the meaning of words is dependent upon their use.  

The use of yōm/��֥�� is dominated throughout the O.T. in identifying solar days, especially 

when the additional corroborating features of ordinal and evening and morning are 

accompanying.  The words “evening” and “morning” are used 38 times in the O.T. with 

some different connectors, and every Biblical instance, including these in Genesis one 

utilize “evening and morning” as referring to a solar day or parts of a solar day.  

Sometimes the words “evening” and “morning” do not have the word yōm/��֥�� with them 

while they continue to mean solar day (e.g., Ex. 27:21).   

While the seventh day does not specifically say it has an evening and morning, it 

should be understood as a solar day after the pattern through the literary unit and the 

                                                           
17

 Zechariah 14:7 “day one” may refer to the day of the Lord or it may refer to a unique (solar?) day of 

battle.  Hosea 6:2 “two days… on the third day He will raise us up” does not mean a long period of time as 

some claim (e.g., John Calvin, Commentaries on the Twelve Minor Prophets: Hosea [Edinburgh: Calvin 

Translation Society, 1846], 1:218-9) for if the third day resurrection of Christ is “according to the 

Scriptures,” as 1 Corinthians 15:4 claims and this prophetic text of Hosea 6:2 is the only Biblical text that 

was understood to teach such a view, then Hosea must refer here to solar days.  Thus the Jewish tradition 

and Paul understood Hosea to refer to solar days as in Jesus’ resurrection on the third solar day.  Jewish 

tradition embraced a third day resurrection of all believers into Kingdom and that the Messiah would lead 

the way (E.g., 1 En. 58.3; 62.14–16; 91.10; 92.2; 108.11–14; 2 Bar.[Syriac] 30.1–5; 2 Macc. 7.9–14, 22–23; 14.43–

46; 4 Macc. 7.19; 16.25; 4 Ezra 7.32; Sib. Or. 4.180; T. Benj. 10.6–8; T. Levi 18; T. Jud. 24; Tg. of  Hos. 6:2 interprets 

this text to be resurrection whereas the text speaks of the reviving of Israel on the third day; Tg. Jon. on Isa. 27:12f 

describes salvation as being accomplished on the third day;  in b. Sanh. 90b Gamaliel claims that God would give the 

resurrected patriarchs land, not merely their descendants and Johanan claims Numbers 18:28 the portion of YHWH 

given to Aaron is taken that he will be alive again, likewise Num. 15:31 is claimed that the remaining guilt of the 

offender will be accountable in the world to come; 91b–92a; B. Ta‘an. 2a; B. Ket. 111; m. Sanh. 10.1, 3; T. Mos. 10.8–

10; Gen. Rab. 14.5; 28.3; Lev. Rab. 14.9; Messianic Apocalypse adds resurrection to a modification of Psalm 146:5–9 

as a Messianic expectation to be done to others; T. Jud. 25.4 claims this Messianic resurrection would begin with 

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob; T. Benj. claims that after these are raised the whole of Israel will be raised; Pss. of Sol. 
3.11–12; 4Q521 frag. 2, col. 2.1–13; frags. 7 and 5, col. 2.1–7; 1QH 14.29–35; 19.10–14; Targum Songs 8.5; the 

benediction in the Amidah, the Shemoneh Esre). 
18

 Hugh Ross, A Matter of Days (Colorado Springs: Nav Press, 2004), p. 74. 
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appeal to a seven day creation week which informs the Sabbath mandate (Ex. 20:11).
19

  

This six calendar days of creation is specifically declared to be the length of time for 

creation in order to explain the rationale for the seventh solar day each week being 

designated as a Sabbath rest (Ex. 20:11).
20

  Such a foundational connection of the 

creation week for Israel’s Sabbath commemorations argues strongly for a historical 

creation of the universe by God in six calendar days, utilizing a pre-modern concept of 

real history as elsewhere in the Biblical narrative which is connected to Israel’s life (Ex. 

20:11).  So in comparison to other ancient Near Eastern creation accounts the Biblical 

creation moves swiftly to its completion in six solar days.  With this brief creation 

account of six days polemicing the ancient near Eastern accounts of months and years, no 

doubt this swift creation account would then also polemic modern evolutionary models of 

origins that take millions and billions of years.  That is, our God is so able to dispatch 

creation so swiftly when compared to the gods of the ancient near East and modern 

science.   

The framework interpretation partly resists this historical calendar week of 

creation for a literary appeal to patterns during the creation week.
21

  I think that their 

literary patterns have some basis for organizing the week in parallel days: 1 and 4 for 

light and lights, 2 and 5 for water and separation and animals in both, and 3 and 6 for 

                                                           
19

 Contrary to Meredith Kline (“Because it Had Not Rained,” Westminster Theological Journal 20[1958]: 

156) who maintains that the seventh day is unending. 
20

 Jubilees  2.1, 17–22 also supports a seven day creation to justify Sabbath.  Jubilees 2 follows the Biblical 

pattern of creation within this first week.  It might be coincidental that the Enuma Elish is contained in 

seven tablets or in the midst of a journey The Gilgamesh Epic Tablet 11, column 5 has Gilgamesh sleep for 

seven nights, since Ex. 20:11 makes the claim for a historical creation by God in six solar days to source 

Sabbath mandate. 
21

 Arie Noordzij, God’s Word en der Eeuwen Getuigenis. Het Oude Testament in het Licht der Oostersche 
Opgravingen (Kampen: University of Utrecht, 1924); summary and critique by Edward J. Young, Studies 
in Genesis One (Phillipsburg: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1964), pp. 43–105; N. H. Ridderbos, Is There a 
Conflict Between Genesis 1 and Natural Science? (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1957); Meredith Kline, 

“Because it Had Not Rained,” Westminster Theological Journal 20(1958): 145–57; “Space and Time in the 

Genesis Cosmogony,” Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith 48(1996): 2–15; view critiqued by 
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land with land animals.  Though I will show that separation occurs through day four and 

contents occur from at least days three through six, so the parallel is not so nice in 

Hebrew as it is when viewed as a simple overview.  I think that these parallels are part of 

the design reflected in that the creation is good.  However, such a Framework Hypothesis 

should not overrule the textual evidence developed here for sequential historical days.  

Furthermore, the abundant use of the waw consecutive through the narrative account with 

a preterite indicates narrative sequence, which in this text would be best taken as a 

historical sequence (e.g., “then God said,” Gen. 1:3–31; 2:3).
22

  Whereas, the waw 

consecutive through Genesis two presents a narrative description around the man without 

claiming chronology as Genesis one’s use of consecutive days demands.
23

  Historical 

sequence for Genesis one is also indicated by other repetitive elements, such as “God 

said” (Gen. 1:3,6, 9, 11, 14, 20, 24, 26, 28, 29), “let there be” (Gen. 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20, 

24, 26), “and it was so” (Gen. 1:3, 7, 9, 11, 15, 24, 30), “and there was evening and 

morning” (Gen. 1:5, 8, 13, 19, 23, 31), and the ordinal sequence “one day…second day” 

(Gen. 1:5, 8, 13, 19, 23, 31). 

The fact of creation implies that whatever is created will a moment later have the 

appearance of age.  If the earth is created then there is the appearance that it has been 

there for a while.  Rabbinic interpretation concluded that the sun and the moon were 

created with their contemporary characteristics.
24

  Thus this account explains how they 

function as markers for days and seasons.  If light is created there is the appearance that it 

has traveled from some source.  If animals or humans are created then there is the 

                                                                                                                                                                             

Robert McCabe, “A Critique of the Framework Interpretation of the Creation Week,” paper presented at 

Evangelical Theological Society, Nov. 2008. 
22

 Bill T. Arnold and John H. Choi, A Guide to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 2003), pp. 84–85; Robert McCabe, “A Critique of the Framework Interpretation of the Creation 

Week,” paper presented at Evangelical Theological Society, Nov. 2008, pp. 5. 
23

 Robert McCabe, “A Critique of the Framework Interpretation of the Creation Week,” paper presented at 

Evangelical Theological Society, Nov. 2008, pp. 17–23. 
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appearance that they have matured to that point.  For example, Rabbi Bar Kappora 

claimed in his interpretation that the humans were created as adults aged twenty years 

old.
25

  If wine is created then there is the appearance that it has gone through 

fermentation.  So if an observer were able to investigate the first evidences of creation, 

then empirically this evidence would indicate a longer age than creation would entail, by 

virtue that a creation has occurred.  In light of this creation with the appearance of age, I 

conclude that there are six days of God creating, without a gap or a pre-existent creation.  

This very fact would argue for a relatively young earth. 

Such a young earth creation view and the historicity of the creation accounts is 

further developed from the genealogies realistically describing historical generations 

from Adam to living Israelites during the exodus without too many gaps.  This repeated 

use of genealogies through the book of Genesis into Exodus identifies the Genesis 

creation accounts as different than the ancient Near East mythological creation accounts 

which do not have genealogies to connect their proto-mythological human with those 

living in the later days in which their creation accounts are read.  The connectedness of 

Biblical genealogies from Adam to figures of Israel’s history argues strongly for the 

Biblical creation account to be historically real in a pre-modern manner.  That is, real 

history of real humans who lived in time being selectively described with significant 

theological framing that contributes to a Biblical worldview.  So this makes me a young 

earth advocate for Biblical textual reasons.  However, the more important Biblical issue 

is to discern and frame one’s life by the theological elements of a Biblical worldview, 

such as one’s relationship and responsiveness to God. 

                                                                                                                                                                             
24

 Num. Rab. 12.8. 
25

 Num. Rab. 12.8. 
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Such a young earth interpretation has the ramification for science that non-death 

related evidence of the age of the geological strata or the universe could be theorized to 

be part of this initial creation with the appearance of age.  So scientific theories that are 

proposed on the basis of this empirical evidence need to submit to the Biblical textual 

timeframe that takes revelational priority.  Empirical evidence should not be utilized to 

overrule clear Biblical statement sensitively interpreted within context and genre.  

Furthermore, once evidence of death (such as fossils) is involved in this empirical 

evidence of age then this should be seen as in the wake of the fall (to be discussed later).  

 Genesis one’s days of creation set up a loose textual parallel (separated environs 

[light, water, air, land], and climax) between the structure of days one through four and 

the contents of days three through six.  Usually, the framework hypothesis notice these 

parallels from an English text on days one through three and four through six.  However, 

if examined in the Hebrew text there are overlapping indications on days three and four.  

The first four days provide form or structure to answer formlessness (Gen. 1:2–13, 

tōhû/֙��ּ֙ה�) and days three through six fill up the condition of void with contents (Gen. 1:2, 

14–31, bōhû/֔��ּה�).  In days one through four of the creation, the structure or form is 

indicated by the use of separating terms.  God brings separation (ybdl/�֣ ּג�  to the (ּי��	

creation (Gen. 1:4, 7, 14, 18).  This first separation is brought about by God separating 

the light from the darkness (Gen. 1:4).  The fourth day separation parallels this of the 

first day with a separation of day from night (hbdl/��֕ ּג� 	� ��; Gen. 1:14, 18).  The second 

separation (ybdl/�֣ ּג�  separates the waters within the creation (Gen. 1:7) parallel to (ּי��	

spreading/firmament (rāqîa‘/ � �֖ �" ��; LXX: στερέωµα).  The third instance shifts the 
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separating word to gathering or collecting (mqwh/��֥� 	" �,) the seas as separate from the dry 

land that then appeared (Gen. 1:9–10). 

The creation of light does not occur prior to the creation as in other ancient Near 

Eastern myths where it is an attribute of their gods (e.g., Apsu and Marduk).  In this case 

light is created by God to dispel the chaotic darkness effortlessly obtaining an immediate 

victory (Gen. 1:3–5).  There is no account of the source of the light appearing (as from an 

object), for the creation account is theological in affirming God is the source of the light 

and it fits His design.  The separation of light from darkness and the naming of them 

demonstrate Elohim’s sovereignty, as von Rad develops. 

The ultimate enunciation of this orderly cosmic arrangement and wholesome 

stabilization is the divine naming of the present darkness as night and the present 

light as day.  The name given by God, is an expression of the essence and a seal 

of the way it will look henceforth.  Thus the accent lies, not on the verbal naming, 

but on the calling into and fixing of the existence of creation.  The precise 

translation, therefore is ‘And God appointed the light as day…..’  But in the 

ancient Oriental view the act of giving a name meant, above all, the exercise of a 

sovereign right (cf. 2 Kings 23:34; 24:17).  Thus the naming of this and all 

subsequent creation works once more expresses graphically God’s claim of 

lordship over the creatures.
26

 

 

Israel would remember the plagues (Ex. 10:21–24), how God brought thick darkness over 

the Egyptians but light among the Israelite huts.  Light would represent good and 

salvation as darkness represents chaos, evil and judgment.  Psalm 104:1 contemplates that 

in this creation God wraps Himself with a majestic garment of light.  Israel would know 

that God was the way when they followed the light phenomena through the wanderings, 

day and night.  They would also see here that this same God is sovereign over both light 

and darkness; goodness and evil were both present but in their proper place. 

                                                           
26
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 The parallel creation of lights on day four simply brings the word for lamps as 

visible from below as in the expanse of the creation (Gen. 1:14–19).
27

  If any of these 

lights were named it would conjure up the names for pagan gods but here the word 

“light” is meant to be prosaic and degrading, as to exclude polytheism.  These are created 

objects; sun and moon are not named for the words sun and moon are also names for 

pagan deities, namely Shemesh and Yareach.  So every tempting association with 

paganism may be avoided in this account.  Additionally, the stars are briefly stated as 

created lights showing no place for astrology.   These lights are established as 

functionaries in the creation for signs, seasons, days and years.  Elohim has created these 

real lights to fill His heavens showing again His sovereignty and that they function under 

His dominion. 

 The description of the shape of the earth from the Bible is not specific enough to 

identify it definitively.  The earth might be a disk, a sphere or ellipsoid, or maybe not 

described.  The available Biblical evidence is the following: Proverbs 8:27, ��� �� 	� ��֥. �0ּפ	  ֝�ּ֗ה1  �

indicates the boundary shape on the face of the seas to be either be a ball or perhaps only 

that the earthly waters are bounded as will be discussed below.  Additionally, Job 22:14 

and Isaiah 40:22 either mean: 1) an earthen disk, a sphere or ellipsoid, if 4 ַ֔א�5  circle) ֣�ּה1 ��

of the earth) is in synthetic parallelism, whereas 2) if these verses are synonymous 

parallelism they contribute to the next paragraph, describing the firmament (as the vault 

of the earth).  Synonymous parallelism is my literary preference when all else is 

exegetically equal.  All these views are exegetically possible, so an interpreter should be 

tentative, and I would allow science to determine the shape of the earth to be an ellipsoid.  

Furthermore, the earth is poetically described as a building project with foundation and 
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corner stone, in which God is the designer, surveyor, and builder (Job 38:4–6).  However, 

this construction imagery does not require the earth to be a disk built on top of something 

with foundation pillars, though that is the poetic imagery of construction. 

 In days two and three of creation, God continues to bring separation to the 

creation (Gen. 1:6–10).  This day two separation (ybdl/�֣ ּג�  was brought about by either (ּי��	

1) the process of figuratively hammering out a separation or 2) an actual stamped barrier, 

called firmament (rāqîa‘/ � �֖ �" ��; LXX: στερέωµα).   Some take this firmament to be an 

extended surface (view 2), a solid expanse as if beaten out in a bowl.  There are a variety 

of these substance views, sometimes hybridized as combinations: 

a) Structural Dome made of snow.
28

 

b) A Symbol of the division between the corporeal and the incorporeal.
29

 

c) Clouds as these waters above.
30

 

d) Mythological solid dome supporting an elevated ocean.
31

 

e) Watery shell beyond the universe.
32
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f) Canopy of water, vapor, or ice around the earth.
33

   

 Advocates of these “firmament” views argue that the firmament was created by 

God.  Since view b serves as merely a division between the heavenly incorporeal and 

corporeal, this view conceives of no material creation above the firmament.  The Biblical 

claim of heavenly waters above the firmament counters this view.  All the other 

substance views consider that the firmament is holding up the heavenly waters, so that 

the birds can fly in an open environment under its expanse (Gen. 1:6–8, 20).  In models a, 

c, d, and f, the sun, moon and stars are phenomenologically presented as seen in the 

firmament and as such the firmament declares God’s glory through the created items seen 

through it (Gen. 1:14–15, 17; Ps. 19:2; Dan. 12:3).  Whereas, in view e the firmament is 

at the edge of the universe so the sun and stars are contained within the firmament’s 

contents. 

   There is no Biblical description as to the material content of the firmament, unless 

one allows Ezekiel 10:1 to describe this firmament then it would be something like 

sapphire stone.  If these texts are describing the same firmament, then views a, c, e, and f 

are less likely.  If Revelation 4:6 is relevant then views a and f might have some basis in 

Biblical description as “a crystal sea.”   

Sometimes these views argue that the “in” in Genesis 1:20 as within the 

firmament.  The Hebrew does not support this confidence of location within space.  For 

example, in verse 20 God permits the flying things to fly on or above (‘l/� � ; ἐπὶ) the 

earth, on or above (� � ) the face of the heaven’s firmament ( � �֥ �" 	� �֖�. �0ּפ	 �  4 ַ֔א�5 ��0� � /LXX: ἐπὶ 
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τῆς γῆς κατὰ τὸ στερέωµα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ).  With the same preposition (‘l/� � ) in 

Hebrew repeated so closely it probably should have a similar sense, the face of the 

firmament would probably be beneath the birds like the earth is beneath the birds in 

Genesis 1:20 and as the face of the earth is beneath the Spirit in Genesis 1:2 (�֖�. �0ּפ	 � ).  So 

the use of the preposition ‘l/� �  diminishes views c and d and maybe even view a, since 

clouds usually are above birds.  This would also mean that especially in structural view d) 

that likely the birds would be surrounded by “the waters above,” and they would not be 

able to survive immersed in this vapor canopy of water.  Likewise, being at or above the 

“face” (the use of the phrase �֖�. �0ּפ	 � ) would indicate a proximity of closeness to the 

firmament
34

 which would render view c completely unreasonable, since it would place 

the firmament millions of light years away from the birds.  In the LXX different 

prepositions are used, so the κατὰ communicates the birds flight is “according to,” or 

“into” or “toward” the firmament, which would likely indicate some degree of closeness, 

excluding view c as well.  Of these views only the view b with its mythological sense 

survives the near context analysis of the Hebrew, but it would be odd for a passage that 

so repeatedly polemics ancient Near Eastern mythology as Genesis 1 does, to embrace 

such myth here.35  In such a mythological view the ancient Near Eastern context would 

still conceive of the dome as real, albeit maybe spiritual or other than physical some of 

the time. 
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 Some propose that the firmament collapses with the flood water from the heavens.  

However, other defenders of substance views utilize the prophets and wisdom as a case 

for the rāqîa‘ ( � �֖ �" ��) being the pavement within the throne room in heaven. 

   This solid view is especially dependant upon wisdom and prophetic sources.  In 

this view, other words describe a vaulted arch since Isaiah 40:22 and Job 22:14 might 

indicate God sits upon such a shape above the earth in the context of the clouds, but the 

point of these texts is not primarily shape of a firmament, but the incomparable 

sovereignty of God.  Other metaphors of God creating communicate a structural element 

in more fabric ways as of a heavenly tent curtain or clothes, or with upper chambers with 

beams for support (Ps. 104:2–4).  Using the firmament word (rāqîa‘/ � �֖ �" ��) the structural 

expanse appears as a crystal roof with God’s sapphire throne sitting upon it (Ezek. 1:22–

26; 10:1).  If these Ezekiel references were fused with those of Genesis, the divine throne 

room constructed upon the firmament (rāqîa‘/ � �֖ �" ��) would be swamped with water or 

perhaps God’s throne room would only be available for God after a vapor canopy vacated 

the area above the rāqîa‘ ( � �֖ �" ��).   

Within such realist imagery, the use of ‘arubat (�ּ֥א� D�E�; windows or lattice in a 

literal building Eccl. 12:3; Isa. 6:8) is used for a window where the flood waters pour 

through these heavenly windows (Gen. 7:11; 8:2).  Furthermore these heavenly windows 

may be either spiritually real or metaphorical in the instances where a more generic 

judgment of entrapment, or blessing of deliverance from enemies or food as coming from 

God (2 Kgs. 7:2, 19; Isa. 24:18; Mal. 3:10).  However, taking this barrier as 

metaphorically or spiritually real would diminish the applicability of the view that sees 

the firmament rāqîa‘ ( � �֖ �" ��) rather substantially.  In such a substantial view, there is the 
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additional problem of how would advocates explain why rockets have been able to pass 

through without hitting a solid object.  As such if a substance view is maintained, then the 

strongest of these options is the mythical view. 

 There may be additional scientific problems with a water canopy either held up by 

rāqîa‘ ( � �֖ �" ��), [view d] or in a vapor canopy configuration [view f], in that the canopy’s 

green house effect if it was thicker than 20 inches might kill the animals and humans 

before the ark was ever built.
36

 

 Cosmological genre, like Genesis 1–3 explains how things have come to be as 

they are at the time of writing (e.g., Moses day) so the readers can understand their 

heritage.  Therefore, the “waters above” explains rain experienced in the flood, as coming 

from above, namely clouds or God (Gen. 1:7; 2:5; 7:11–12).  This phrase does not require 

there to actually be a body of water suspended in early history.  The phrase “waters 

above” also might function phenomenologically, as one looks at the sky, it appears blue 

like water. 

 Even better, firmament rāqîa‘ ( � �֖ �" ��) is better seen as the process of spreading 

(view 1 above).  Victor Hamilton explains that such a verbal idea is the basic meaning of 

the term.
37

  However, meaning is determined by use.   This Genesis instance of rāqîa‘ 

( � �֖ �" ��) would join with other Mosaic texts that take rāqîa‘ ( � �֖ �" ��) verbally (Ex. 39:3, 

֞ ּה ּק	 ��	�; Num. 16:39 in English [17:4 in MT and LXX, ּה� ֖ ּק	 ��	�]) describing a spreading of 

something, like gold plating.  So the nearer Mosaic context taking the word more as a 
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spreading, thus would see rāqîa‘ ( � �֖ �" ��) as parallel to ybdl/�֣ ּג�  in (separation) ּי��	

contributing to the structure of the creation.  This would mean that Genesis 1:6 would 

join Job 37:18 ( � �֣ �" 	�  indicating a spreading of the skies, separating earthly waters from (ּת�

the heavenly waters (those on reserve by God for judgment without any structure 

required to keep a vapor canopy aloft).  This view better fits the LXX expression of 

στερέωµα as a spreading spanning from water below to water above because it places 

the “spreading in the middle of the waters” (Gen. 1:6–7 LXX: στερέωµα ἐν µέσῳ τοῦ 

ὕδατος and ἀνὰ µέσον τοῦ ὕδατος), rather than holding up the heavenly water.  Thus 

the LXX expression would include all occupants like humans to be within the spreading 

rather than conceiving of it as solid barrier.  The separation allows for the heavenly 

objects to be seen and to declare God’s glory (Gen. 1:14–15, 17; Ps. 19:2; Dan. 12:3).  

The previous fabric and vault descriptions would largely be poetic texts and could be 

taken metaphorically placing the emphasis where the passage does on God’s 

incomparable sovereignty (Job 22:14; Ps. 104:2–4; Isa. 40:22).  This would allow throne 

room texts to be something else than what the creation account is describing (Ezek. 1:22–

26; 10:1).  The window lattice imagery (arubat/�ּ֥א� D�E�) would be a metaphor of delivering 

blessings or judgment through the separation that the heavens have from the earth, the 

point being that these blessings and judgments come from God rather than through a 

specific structure (2 Kgs. 7:2, 19; Eccl. 12:3; Isa. 6:8; 24:18; Mal. 3:10).  This would 

mean that the flood waters were also coming from the heavens (or God with no allusion 

to a vapor canopy), while the flood water also comes from the deep (Gen. 7:11; 8:2).   

For all these reasons I prefer to see rāqîa‘ ( � �֖ �" ��) as describing the process of 

spreading rather than a real actual item of the creation.  Either way, praise is appropriate 
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anywhere in this created sanctuary of the earth (that is within the firmament dome or 

separation [my preference]) that God has made (Ps. 150:1).   

 This separation imagery is joined by God speaking to cause the rising of land that 

separates the land from the seas on the third day of creation (Gen. 1:9–10).  Here the 

separation is expressed by gathering or collecting (mqwh/��֥� 	" �,) the seas as separate from 

the dry land that then appeared (Gen. 1:9–10).  Psalm 104:6–9 portrays the rising of the 

land and the fleeing of the waters as dramatically responding to God’s thunderous rebuke 

which limits the earth’s garment to its proper place.  That is, in the psalm the water is 

more presented as an opponent (than the passive seas of Genesis) that flees in obedience 

since the word “shout” (g‘rt/ 	�֣ ��E ּב�; Ps. 104:7) which appears often in war as a battle cry (2 

Sam. 22:14; Pss. 18:13; 76:6; 106:9; Isa. 66:15; Nah. 1:4) and “sound of thunder” (ql 

r‘md/ �N 	, � �֝ �� ��֥�"; Ps. 104:7) which is related to the word which reveals God as a warrior 

(r‘m/�� � 	�; 1 Sam. 2:10; 7:10; 2 Sam. 22:14; Pss. 18:13; 29:3; Job 40:9).  Thus in Genesis 

the polemic against the water and chaos is more acute since God merely speaks and the 

water separates to its place, whereas in the poetic texts of the Writings more violent 

imagery is used as in conquest cosmologies.  The design statement in the psalm, that 

these waters might “not return to cover the earth” (Ps. 104:9) does not prevent the global 

flood judgment but does indicate a design pattern for which the psalmist praises God.    In 

Proverbs 3:20 the chaotic deep (thmt/��֣�,���  is broken up in the separation of the waters (ּת	

below from the above that drips dew.  Likewise, Job 26:5–14 presents God in conquest 

over the chaos power of Rahab, a multi-headed serpent, as He wraps the earth in waters 

including the spreading of its clouds.  Similarly, Psalm 74:13–17 exults in God dividing 

the sea and breaking the heads of the multi-headed chaos monster Leviathan in a context 
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in which the sea is bounded and the sun, day and seasons get established (also Ps. 89:9–

12).  Extending these polemical contrasts, Job 38:8–11 poetically describes God limiting 

the seas by boundaries and doors.  Something like these descriptions occur again as the 

flood waters recede and the earth is once again brought up from the waters of chaos (Gen. 

8).  However, the Jobian limiting of the waters, also described as a poetic birthing and 

diapering of the sea with awesome clouds, draws this text to the describing of the initial 

creation’s dependence upon God (Job 38:8–9).  The simplicity in Genesis 1 of 

accomplishing these divisions by a word stands boldly as a claim for Elohim’s 

sovereignty; He rules over the domains ruled by and threatening to the pagan gods.  God 

as Sovereign separates and controls them.  Once the passive waters are separated under 

God’s sovereign control they become territorial markers and irrigation channels by God 

to do His bidding as tools which water the plants and animals (Gen. 2:6, 10–14; Ps. 

104:10–13). 

 The first mention of contents within this structure is God’s creation of vegetation.  

Plants are never said in the Biblical text to be alive; the Biblical words for ‘life’ (nepeš 

h �yh/��ּי �� + 5P֤5.) are not capturing what biologists have in mind, but rather the idea of 

vibrancy, intentionality, wholeness, and movement.  So vegetation is not alive but 

becomes food for those who are alive (Gen. 1:29–30).  Only a vegetarian diet is indicated 

until the Noahic Covenant changes animal and human diet to possibly include meat from 

beasts, birds, crawlers, and fish (Gen. 1:29–30; 9:2–5).  This would likely indicate that 

animals and humans were created with resources (like claws and teeth) that were used in 

vegetarian ways, and thus had a sufficient reserve to later be developed or utilized 

carnivorously.  There is no time of change spelled out for animals to undergo such a 

change from vegetarian to carnivorous ability.  However, in the creation account these 
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animals are named with their later carnivorous names, probably implying that the animals 

Israel and we know by these names probably already have their abilities latent in their 

creation by God.  Additionally, in the Fall, a venomous serpent biting humans (a familiar 

experience for Israel; Num. 21:6–9; Deut. 8:15) is part of the oracle of the curse (Gen. 

3:15), probably implying that such serpents have the potential of a venomous bite in their 

creation by God.  Furthermore, carnivores are operative by the time of the Noahic 

covenant, where man is permitted to eat of animals and protected from being animals’ 

prey.  As the psalmist praises God for the creation, he identifies that in his day the lions 

“roar after their prey, and seek their food from God” (Ps. 104:21).  This comment does 

not bring animal death into the creating process. 

 God brings vegetation from the inanimate earth identifing it with the earth in 

contrast to the ancient Near Eastern gods, who have been sidelined again.  The speed 

(within part of a day) at which Elohim creates the plants demonstrates God’s sovereign 

power, as well as continues to polemic evolutionary views.  This vegetation is primarily 

developed in these creation accounts to show God’s generosity in blessing animals and 

man with food as a loving Father who crafts the environment for those who are His (Gen. 

1:11–12, 29–30; 2:16; Ps. 104:14–17).  

 The word mîn (֑�.� �,) means a generic “kind;” it is not a technical term.  With 

regard to plants, this “kind” (֑�.� �,/mîn) indicates a category of plant reproduction by the 

seed which the plant produces (Gen. 1:11–12).  It is described with an emphasis on its 

kind maintaining the God given order and its fruit sustaining this God given order.  With 

regard to animals, “kind” (֑�.� �,/mîn) can indicate broad categories of reproduction lineage 

like fish (Gen. 1:21; Ezek. 47:10), birds (Gen. 1:21; 6:20; 7:14), live stock, creeping 

things (lizards and insects), and wild animals (Gen. 1:24–25; 6:20; 7:14).  It is possible 
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that the word is used in a collective or distributive sense, since it is a singular word with 

plural referent.
38

  As a collective (like flock of sheep), “kind” would refer to more than 

one within a reproduction lineage.  In a distributive sense (like the men wore a suit), 

“kind” would refer to a quality of reproduction lineages by which the group is described.  

Pete Williams argues for a distributive sense from references that have a large scale 

category that would likely include several “kinds” within it (like “winged fowl” in Gen 

1:21b; “fish” in Ezek. 47:10).
39

  Additionally, the use of “every” (�  kl) before certain/ּכ�

groups (such as “every creeping thing on the ground according to its kind”) indicates 

several “kinds” (Gen. 1:25c; 6:20c; 7:14c).  There is no Biblical indication how many 

“kinds” there are unlike Jubilees 2.13–15 which claims that there are 22 animal “kinds.”  

The word can also mean specific categories within these broader categories to fund 

kosher lists and even more specific as well, like kite, red kite, falcon, raven, ostrich, owl 

(additionally: little owl, great owl, and white owl), sea gull, hawk, pelican, cormorant, 

carrion vulture, stork, heron, hoopoe, locust, devastating locust, cricket, grasshopper, 

mole, mouse, great lizard, gecko, crocodile, sand reptile and chameleon (Lev. 11:14–19, 

22, 29; Deut. 14:13–18).  This indicates that “kinds” are recognizable by distinct traits, 

which are reproducible multigenerationally.     
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Gen. 1:21a, 21b, 25c; 6:20c; 7:14 (4x) but Kenneth Turner correctly excludes 1:21a because it is plural and 

if included would make Lev. 11:15; Deut. 14:14 indicate more than one “kind” of raven, which is unlikely 

(“The Kind-ness of God: A Theological Reflection of Mîn, “Kind,” a paper for CORE, p. 5–6).  The plural 

also appears in the Samaritan Pentateuch Gen. 6:20; Damascus Document 4.14–18; Community Rule 3:13–

14; Williams also identifies plural instances in the Mishnah (“What Does min Mean?” pp. 347–48). 
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When it comes to humans, there is no use of “kind” (֑�.� �,/mîn), for all humans are 

combined without reference to race, ethnicity, or color.  Humanity is not to be divided 

into “kinds.” 

Then God created the animals.  The creation of the animals involves both the 

spoken word and the intimacy of personal creation, which indicates a higher form of 

existence.  These animals are created as “living creatures” or more appropriately as 

“living souls” (nepeš hayāh/��ּי �� + 5P֤5., Gen. 1:20, 24, 30; 9:10, 12, 15).  In Hebrew, the 

word “soul” is not a special human psychological or spiritual quality, but nephesh refers 

to a holistic living, willing, moving being.  These souls are enumerated as the swimming 

things, flying things (e.g., birds and insects), livestock, crawling things (e.g., insects, 

reptiles, and rodents), and wild animals (Gen. 1:20, 24, 30).  The animals pre-modernly 

described as souls are non-microbial animals (fish, foul, insect, reptile, amphibian, and 

mammal).  It is this animal pattern of holistically being a soul that is then applied to man 

as well in creation (Gen. 2:7).  As such souls, these animals and man experience the 

blessing of God in fertility.  Once again the pagan myths are polemicized, for fertility 

comes from the Creator, Who designed them to be fruitful, multiplying and filling the 

earth (Gen. 1:22–25).  The fact that animals are souls identifies them to be responsible 

agents, who should and do receive consequences for their sins.  For example, the serpent 

involved in the temptation is judged (Gen. 3:1, 14–15).  Additionally in the Noahic 

covenant animals and humans alike who kill a human are to suffer capital punishment 

(Gen. 9:5–6).  Likewise in the Law, the ox that gores a man to death is to be killed as the 

owner of the ox is also to be killed if the ox had a propensity to gore people (Ex. 21:28–

29).  The fact that animals are souls also means that they have limited rights as well, such 
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as eating while they work and being rescued if they fall into a pit even on a Sabbath day 

(Deut. 25:4; Matt. 12:11–12).40 

 The greatest polemic of the false gods with regard to the animals is the way 

tannînim (�֖ �.� ּנ�  or sea monsters occur in the account (Gen. 1:21).  Psalm 104:26 (ּת�

mentions them by name as the Leviathan.  In Ugarit texts, the tannînim, called Leviathan, 

are ominous chaos rivals that have preceded Baal, which he must confront in warfare at 

the beginning; Baal must conquer these with much effort to bring order to the creation.
41

  

However, in the Biblical account, the tannînim or Leviathan are God’s bath toys; thus no 

rival at all and the order of the creation is well under way before they are briefly 

mentioned in passing as created by Elohim.  When compared to God, these puny 

creatures are created by God to play in God’s seas.  The tannînim experience the blessing 

of God’s fertility along with the rest of the animals.  In response to this polemical quality, 

much of the creation account in Psalm 104 breaks forth in petition and song for the glory 

of the Lord and the destruction of the enemies of God (Ps. 104:31–35). 

An ontological creation hierarchy (or chain of being elevating land animals over 

those of air and water) might be indicated in Genesis 1, if humans are seen as the climax 

of creation contents.  Such a hierarchy (or chain of being elevating land animals over 

those of air and water) is retained among the kosher lists.  For example, the animals 

created on day six that are not to be eaten are merely “unclean,” whereas the animals 
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 CD 10:15–11:18 and especially 11:13–14 argue that one should not lift an animal out of a pit on the 

Sabbath; cf. 4Q265; Miscellaneous Roles fragment 7, 1.6–9; m. Besa 3.4.  However, Jesus obviously takes 
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value then is a man than a sheep!  So then it is lawful to do good on the Sabbath.” (Matt. 12:11–12; Luke 

14:5).    
41

 Die keilaphabetischen Texte aus Ugarit: Alter Orient und Altes Testament 24/1. edited by M. Dietrich, O. 

Loretz, and J. Sanmartin (Münster: Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1976) and enlarged edition: The Cuneiform 
Alphabetic Texts from Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani, and Other Places (Münster: Ugarit-Verlag, 1995), 1.3.3.37–

44. 
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created on day five not to be eaten are lower than unclean, they are “detestable” (Lev. 

11:4–43). 

 God is seen as the definitive Creator.  In contrast to other ancient Near Eastern 

cosmologies God is seen in these Biblical accounts of creation as more powerful than any 

other being in His accomplishment of the creation.  The Biblical text portrays God as a 

greater sovereign than the other cosmologies that require their gods to express huge effort 

in order to accomplish their attempts to rule.  Perhaps the repeated reminders of the 

creation being good reflect on God as good or the source of goodness.  These features in 

which God demonstrates Himself in Genesis one are then reflected in minute form 

through the image of God, which pictures God. 

  Man is the climax of God’s creation.  This is evident by the parallel structure to 

vegetation as after the pronouncement of good on their respective days (Gen. 1:10, 25).  

Additionally, the divine announcement of resolution preceding man’s creation shows 

unique handling of this creation.  Furthermore, the repetition of bārā (�֥ ��  in Genesis (ּא�

1:27 indicates the highpoint of the creation.  Cassuto also makes the case that the change 

from narrative to poetry (“God created him, male and female, He created them”) 

accentuates man as the noblest of God’s creatures.
42

  Certainly the image of God and the 

intimacy with which God creates indicates that man is the superior creation by God. 

 Image (s �elem/ּה.֖ �, 	� �T and εἰκόνα) and likeness (demût/ּה.֑ ,ּה�� 	� and ὁµοίωσιν) are 

synonyms which convey a copy or a duplicate.  Such a concept would not be thought of 

in this ancient Near Eastern context without accentuating the physical representation.  

Humans are statues or representations of God.  In the ancient Near East the setting up of 

the king’s statue was equivalent to proclaiming that his domain was over that sphere in 
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which the statue was erected (e.g., Dan. 3:1ff).
43

   For example, when in the thirteenth 

century B.C., pharaoh Rameses II had his image carved out of rock at the mouth of the 

river el-Kelb, on the Mediterranean north of Beirut, the image meant that he was ruler of 

this area.  The fact that God has set man up as His statues and man has dispersed around 

the globe in obeying God shows that Elohim is sovereign over the whole earth.  Wherever 

we meet a fellow human, God is sovereign there as well. 

 Both male and female
44

 are created in the image of God, thus both picture God as 

Creator and Sovereign.   

 One obvious implication in recognizing that we are images of God is likewise to 

recognize the utter foolishness of crafting an idol, because such lifeless things as idols do 

not represent the living God nearly so well as the living image does.   

 As representations of God we humans have the task of being His representatives, 

to do his will.  Elohim has been strongly developed in this context as the creative and 

sovereign One.  So humans are to reflect this design parameter of ruling the creation as 

miniature sovereign (Gen. 1:26–27).    

To facilitate the image of God’s rule of the creation, God provides blessings of: 

fruitfulness, to fill the earth, to subdue the earth, and to rule the earth (Gen. 1:26–30; 

                                                                                                                                                                             
42

 U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis1–11, trans. I. Abrahams (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1961), 

p. 57. 
43

 Wolff, Anthropology of the Old Testament (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974), pp. 160–1; additional 

support comes from other inscriptions of statuary, like the Tell Fekheriye inscription 1, 12, 15–16 which 

also use image and likeness words; also 4Q504 frag. 8, lines 4–6.  These ancient Near Eastern views are 

very different than the Patristic options for image, which allow Greco-Roman or Christian context to 

overrule this ancient Near Eastern context, namely: 1) spiritual- Origen, Homilies on Genesis 1.13 in 

Fathers of the Church vol. 71, 2) Power of the Mind- Ambrose, Hexaemeron 6.8.44-45 in Fathers of the 
Church 42:256−58, 3) Freewill- Gregory of Nyssa, On the Origin of Man in Gregorii Nysseni Opera 
Supplementum. edited by Hadwiga Hörner (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1972) vol. 10, and 4) Relationality and 

Trinity- Augustine, On the Trinity 7.6.12 in Fathers of the Church, 45:241. 
44

 There is no hint of seminalism with woman seminally inside Adam as Ephrem the Syrian maintained 

(Commentary on Genesis 1.29.2 in Fathers of the Church: A New Translation (Washington D.C.: Catholic 

University of America Press, 1947), 91:94. 
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8:20–9:17).
45

  Ruling the earth is both the design goal for we humans
46

 and a blessing 

from God (Gen. 1:26, 28).  These elements of blessing are softer than commands because 

they are within the genre of blessing, which the Blesser, God, grounds (Gen. 2:3; 5:2; 

9:1; 12:2–3).  Blessing entails a relationship of privilege, mostly guaranteed by the 

blesser in relationship, which in this case is God.  In this creation context God’s 

statement accomplishes what it says, so these blessings are guaranteed.  God’s speech in 

the first literary unit (Gen. 1–2:4) accomplishes His statement to make it so, even though 

He uses imperatives in these statements to render in reality the light, separation, waters, 

lights and swarms (Gen. 1:3, 6, 9, 14, 20).  Few would conjecture that the imperative in 

each of these Divine statements renders light or water culpable for their existence, so God 

incorporates Divine statements using imperatives in this creation account as statements of 

His guaranteeing the creation order.  However, that does not guarantee that these spoken 

creations (light, vegetation, and animals) are everywhere, nor does it guarantee all 

humans will be procreatively fruitful.  Blessing makes it generically realizable for the 

human race, but not necessarily specifically realizable for everyone (Gen. 1:22, 28); some 

may be infertile without being culpable for sin concerning this.  God makes us fruitful, 

and so corporately we fill the earth.  God enables us to subdue, so we can rule.   

Though these are Godgrounded corporate blessings there is corporate culpability 

for involvement indicated through the use of imperatives to moral beings.  The use of 

plural Hebrew Qal imperatives for all five blessings “Be fruitful, multiply, fill, subdue, 

and rule,” and the LXX having “be fruitful and multiply” as present imperatives shows 

the group of humans should as a group participate within the corporate blessing which 
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 The construction in Gen. 1:28 “God blessed them and said …” identifies the content of the blessing using 

a narrative connecter waw consecutive as the author repeatedly uses throughout the chapter. 
46

 This design goal is recognized by Jewish writings (e.g., Ps. 8:4–6; Jub. 2.14; 2 En. 58). 
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God provides.
47

  However, the LXX use of “fill, subdue and rule” as aorist indicatives 

softens involvement with these to God’s guaranteeing the design plan in this text.   

No one is personally culpable if he does not avail himself of all blessings.  For 

example, Jesus had the blessing of having angel protection (Matt. 4:6), but that is no 

cause for foolish choices.  Likewise, the Sabbath blessing only becomes a culpable 

command when it is rendered into a stipulation within God’s Mosaic Covenant for God’s 

elect people Israel (Gen. 2:3; Ex. 20:8–11).   

 Blessing makes it generically realizable for the human race, but not necessarily 

specifically realizable for everyone (Gen. 1:22, 28); some may be infertile without being 

culpable for sin concerning this.  God makes us fruitful, and so corporately we fill the 

earth.  God enables us to subdue, so we can rule. There is no surprise that the blessings 

for the image of God reflect these attributes of God through humans being fruitful, 

multiplying, filling the earth so that they can subdue and rule the earth (Gen. 1:26–28; 

9:1–7).  Of course, each of the persons involved in the procreative task is evidencing a 

minute picture of God’s creative blessing.   

 In fact, the concept of image in this context also can be seen as sonship (Gen. 5:1, 

3; Luke 3:38).  The concept of son of God in the ancient Near East is used of kings.  

Furthermore, the terms “subdue” and “rule” (rādâ/֞�ּה 	� and kābaš/ ��֑ D+ 	� �Z, Gen. 1:26, 28) are 

forceful terms that speak of trampling on others in conquest or vine press to force these 

others to serve.  The naming of the animals and woman by Adam argues that man is in 

fact operating as an ancient Near Eastern sovereign, for kings have the right to name 

others and thereby demonstrate that these others are under the dominion of God’s image, 
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 Rabbinics took these imperatives as commands and thus considered an individual as culpable if they did 

not marry and beget children (m. Yebam. 6.6; Pesiq. Rab Kah 22.2; m. Git� 4.5; Gen. Rab. 23.4; 34.14; Ex. 
Rab. 1.13; Josephus, Ant. 4.8.40 #290; ’Abot R. Nat. 31A; b. Ber. 10a; b. Yebam. 62b; b. Qidd. 29b–30a). 
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us (Gen. 2:19, 23; Dan. 1:7).
48

  After the Fall the terms subdue and rule are never undone, 

but as humans become contorted by the lure of sin, so restrictions that limit man’s 

excesses in these areas are seen instead (e.g., Gen. 9:2–6).  Man remains viewed in 

contrast to the creation as a little lower than God with glory and majesty so that he can 

rule over the works and creatures of God’s hands (Ps. 8:4–8). 

The creation account in Genesis two emphasizes God in the role as Father 

creating the environment for His son Adam with the provision for place, resources, 

occupation, blessings and an arranged marriage.  Man should recognize that the resources 

lovingly enable the vocation, which God has for man.  The vocation itself has man 

expressing his care for the orchard (which is what an ancient Near Eastern garden is).  

Normally an ancient Near Eastern garden is surrounded by a hedge or a wall to set it off 

from the outside world (Gen. 2:8; 3:23).  The fact that God is met in the garden hints that 

the garden is sacred space (Gen. 2:8; 3:8–9).
49

  In the ancient Near East the meeting place 

of heaven and earth was on a mountain where a sacred stream ushers forth, which similar 

description further hints that the garden is sacred space (Gen. 2:10).  When humans are 

finally excluded from the garden, the garden is then seen as holy in comparison to the 

surrounding area.  At that point they are met by cherubim at the gate back to the garden, 

which creatures are associated in the ancient Near East with royalty and temples, thus 

further hinting that the garden is sacred space (Gen. 3:24).   

                                                           
48

 2 En. 58 identifies that Adam’s inspection and naming of animals is part of his ruling creation.  Jubilees 
3.1–3 contemplates this sovereign naming taking five days for Adam to work through the whole animal 

kingdom, however the Biblical text give no indication of how long that human activity took to be 

accomplished. 
49Jubilees 3.9–14 develops the garden as sacred space and elaborates on the delay of placing the woman in 

the garden as a foundation for the instruction of the female issues in the purity code.  For development of 

this Garden of Eden as sacred space see Gordon Wenham, “Sanctuary Symbolism in the Garden of Eden 

Story” in Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress of Jewish Studies (Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish 

Studies, 1986).  Additionally Jon D. Levenson, “The Temple and the World,” Journal of Religion 
64(1984): 275–98 develops the creation narratives as viewing the cosmos as a temple.  Furthermore, 

Kathryn Gleason, “Gardens in Preclassical Times” Oxford Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the Near East, 
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The words of the care of the garden focus humanity toward the sacredness of his 

task as serving God.  For example, “cultivate” (‘ābdāh/ּ֖ד �� 	� � ) elsewhere in the Pentateuch 

expresses the idea of servant to God, which is the highest role a man can have (Gen. 2:15; 

Ex. 3:12; 10:3, 8, 11, 24, 26).  Likewise, the word “keep” (šāmrāh/ּד� �� 	, �+) is used 

elsewhere in the Pentateuch as obeying God’s commands (Gen. 2:15; Ex. 15:26; 16:28; 

19:5; 20:6, 8).  These words hint that man’s responsibility in chapter two may be priestly 

to balance the creative and regal thrust of chapter one, but all these roles can be 

subsumed within the role of man being the son of God.  Humans have relationship to God 

accessing this relationship as priests and sons.   

Humans reflect God in miniature as creative and ruling sons, including the 

privilege of availing oneself of the benefits of their situation.  Using an infinitive 

absolute, God emphasized the freedom that humans have in eating any fruit from the 

garden, except one (Gen. 2:16–17).   Such a role as son is however a role of stewardship 

under the sovereign.  The verbs here are masculine singular.  Is the singular used because 

there is only one human, or he alone has this freedom and restriction, or that each faces 

accountability for their actions?  Within this profound generosity, there is one restriction 

that Adam should not eat from the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.  

There is no evidence that this is an apple tree, and it may have unique fruit to match its 

unique description.  Somehow in the eating of this fruit, there will be a change from the 

experience of good to an experience of evil or detriment among the good (Gen. 1:4, 10, 

12, 18, 21, 25, 31; 2:9, 17–18; 3:5–6, 22).  God specifically points out what that 

detriment is, using an infinitive absolute for emphasis, that on that day you eat of it you 

shall surely die (Gen. 2:17).   

                                                                                                                                                                             

ed. E. Meyers (New York: Oxford, 1997), 2:383 develops the close relationship that temples tend to have 
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To enable this sonship role, God arranges a marriage for Adam.  In fact, the only 

thing of the two creation accounts that is declared to not be good is that man is alone 

(Gen. 2:18).  The Hebrew for alone (lbado/�ּ֑ג� �� 	�) means without aid or helpless; it does 

not mean psychologically lonely.  The point is not man’s need for a companion but that 

without the women’s aid, the male can’t do the tasks like: 1) serve/cultivate (perhaps 

lbadô [�ּ֑ג� �� 	�] in Gen. 2:18 is a word play with Gen. 2:15 ‘ābdāh [ ֖ �� 	� ּד � ]), and 2) procreate 

(Gen. 1:28).  So the female enables humanity not just in procreation but also in other 

service to God.  Both males and females are needed to accomplish the purposes God has 

designated for the human race.  The woman becomes a helper (‘ezer/�5\֖ � ) to her husband, 

like God who assists in these tasks is also Helper (Gen. 2:18, 20; Ps. 121:1–2).  Because 

she is a helper corresponding (kenegdô/�� �ּג 	15.  to man, she is seen as a duplicate or (ּכ	

corresponding copy of himself.  The descriptions of the woman further develop this 

similarity.  The ‘rib’ (misal‘h �āyw/��֔ ��� 	� ּצ� �,) actually means a ‘side portion’ as in 

barbequed ribs that have meat and bone together.  Adam recognizes that they are made of 

the same flesh and bone, so that he poetically names her woman (‘îšāh/�֔ ׂש� ��), which 

contains the name man (‘îš/+�֖ ��) within it (Gen. 2:23).  The use of poetry at this point 

emphasizes the value and joy of the marriage relationship as it is designed by God.  In the 

commentary for Israelite readers, arranged marriages enable the man to leave or forsake a 

oneness with one’s parents in order to cleave or physically join to each other in loyal 

love, ushering in sexual intercourse and progeny.  This drive for marriage can be seen as 

an outworking of the original union of one flesh of man and woman in the creation.  

                                                                                                                                                                             

with gardens in the ancient Near East.   
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God “ceased” (yklw/ּ֛לּה DZ	�) creating the heavens and the earth, and all their hosts 

that He had created (Gen. 2:1–2).   Yklw/ּ֛לּה DZ	� is best seen as the ending of a phase of 

creation, which then permits further development within nature.  Such a view challenges 

what some creationists have taught as grounded in this word.  For example, George 

McCready Price writes, “Creation is a completed work and is not now going on.”50
  He 

argues that this statement is clearly taught in Genesis 1–2 and further supported by the 

institution of the Sabbath. 

This aspect of the case [is] very clearly stated in the first and second chapters of 

Genesis, but in addition we have the record of the institution of the Sabbath which 

was primarily designed as a memorial of a completed creation.
51

 

 

While yklw/ּ֛לּה DZ	� can mean a complete finish, within the Pentateuch in the piel imperfect 

as here (e.g., Gen. 2:1–2; 49:33; Ex. 40:33), however, it usually means a finishing of the 

preceding narrative or finishing a phase of which there is more to come.
52

  William 

Domeris and Cornelis Van Dam define the word “in a positive sense to denote the end of 

a period of time.”
53

  For example, the word is used of God finishing talking at that time 

with a person, but God returned to talk with that individual again (Gen. 17:22 with 22:1–

2; similar in Gen. 24:45 with 34–49; Ex. 34:33 with 34; Deut. 32:45 with 33:1–29).  

Similar to this is when camels have finished drinking at that occasion but will drink again 

(Gen. 24:19), or when the Israelite is finished gathering his tithe, so that he can give it 

and then do so again the next year or when appropriate (Deut. 26:12).  Likewise, Moses 
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finished setting up the Tabernacle several times in series at different locations (e.g., Ex. 

40:33; Num. 7:1).  In fact Moses’ statement of this completion of the Tabernacle (Ex. 

40:33) may be parallel and occurring at about the same time as Moses’ description that 

God completes His creation as sacred space and establishes sacred time (Gen. 2:1 and 

more on this below and in reaction to the Fall).  So the choice of yklw/ּ֛לּה DZ	� in this creation 

account indicates that this phase of divine creation is complete, not that all divine 

creation is complete.   

If this word yklw/ּ֛לּה DZ	� is used to indicate a complete finishing with no further 

development by that creator, then an additional adverb would be added to indicate the 

finality of the creation project.  For example, in Deuteronomy 31:24 Moses finishing the 

writing of the Torah is further modified by tmm/�� ּמ� Dּת which indicates that it is composed 

“until it was complete.”  Without this additional modifier, the word yklw/ּ֛לּה DZ	� does not 

require a finality of completion. 

So the choice of yklw/ּ֛לּה DZ	� in this creation account (Gen. 2:1–2) indicates that this 

phase of divine creation is complete, not that all divine creation is complete.  For 

example, in Kingdom, God creates (bārā/�֣ ��  a new heaven and new earth and within (ּא�

them He creates (bārā/�֣ ��  a new Jerusalem (Isa. 65:17–18; also Jer. 31:22).  In (ּא�

forgiveness God creates (bārā/ ֣ �� �ּא� ) a new heart (Ps. 51:10[12]).   Furthermore, in 

miracles God creates manna, wine, fish and bread that had not been there before (Ex. 

16:4, 15; Matt. 14:14–21; 15:32–39; Mark 6:34–44; 8:1–9; Luke 9:12–17; John 2:7–10; 

6:5–13).  That is, God miraculously provided manna (meaning “what’s it?”) in the 

wilderness for Israel’s journey, where it hadn’t been before or since.  Jesus’ changing 



 463

water to wine does not merely exchange Jesus’ water with wine from some winery, and 

Jesus’ multiplying bread to the 5000 and 4000 does not reduce some baker’s supply 

somewhere, and wild living fish were not lifted out of the Sea of Galilee without nets to 

appear in Jesus’ baskets as He multiplied them.  These are actual creation miracles 

because God can continue to create today, and God and Jesus have continued to create 

whenever miracles occur.  However, this initial phase of the creation was finished in six 

days.  The choice of yklw/ּ֛לּה DZ	� permits continued development produced by the Creator 

God, though this six day phase of creation is complete. 

With the close of the creation account in Genesis one there is the development of 

sacred time, which serves as the temporal climax for this first creation account, structured 

as it is by the repeated temporal framework (Gen. 2:1–3).
54

  God set this day apart as a 

day in the calendar, which reflects God’s stopping (ykl/�֤ �Z	�, yšbt/�ּ֙א� 	+  the creation (ּי�

process, not that he needed to rest.  Later as the sign of the Mosaic covenant for Israel 

this sacred seventh day of creation is incorporated as the rationale for the Sabbath 

(šbt/�֖֜ ּא�  .day (Ex. 20:8–11; 31:12–17) (ׂש�

 The second Genesis creation account continues to explain the origin of 

temptation, sin and judgment (Gen. 3).  This account provides a narrative that reflects the 

historical account of the fall of humanity into sin but also is selective in recounting the 

process of how temptation works so that Israelite readers and now Christian readers 

might not follow into the way of temptation.  The account also provides a view of God as 

He responds to this temptation and sin that is instructive about human relationship with 

Him.  The fact that man and woman are both naked and not ashamed shows that they are 
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 To preserve the Sabbath as completely work free in Genesis 2:2 LXX, Samaritan Pentateuch, Peshitta, 

Jubilees 2.1.16a and Genesis Midrash Bereshith Rabbah reads “On the sixth day God ended His work.” 
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at ease with one another without any fear of exploitation and potential for evil in contrast 

to the tensions that will come as will be spelled out in the wake of the fall.  There is 

however a word play which shows that in their naked (‘ărûmmîm/��֔  E ) innocence, the�ּהּמ�

snake was particularly shrewd (‘ărûm/ּה��֔ � ) to take advantage of them (Gen. 2:25–3:1). 

Excursis: The Serpent in Genesis 3 is a Snake 

The tempter serpent (nah �aš/+  in Genesis 3 is a snake, which will crawl on its belly, not a satan which is (ּנ���

rarely developed in the O.T.   

 The serpent (nah�aš/+  within the ancient Near Eastern imagery could be a mythologically flying (ּנ���

serpent within limits.  For example winged serpents in Egyptian iconography are portrayed in a funerary 

papyrus of the twenty-first dynasty Papyrus of Henuttawy containing “a winged snake with two pairs of 

legs…A caption tell us ‘death the great god, who made gods and men’ a personification of death.”
55

  

Likewise, the second Temple Jewish source The Books of the Secrets of Enoch identifies winged serpents 

with Seraphim “I looked and saw other flying creatures, their names…Chalkadri wonderful and strange,” 

creatures Morfill identified with the Seraphim of Isaiah 6.
56

  However, the Prophets and the Rabbinics 

universally identified the mythological serpent with Egypt and Pharaoh under God’s curse from the exodus 

(Isa. 27:1).
57

 

 Serpents (nah�aš/+  in Mosaic theology of the Pentateuch are either: a) affirmed as good channels (ּנ���

of the work of God (like a blessing to Dan, Moses rod, and the healing bronze snake), or b) threatening 

crawling animals (Gen. 3:1, 14; 49:17; Ex. 4:3; 7:15; Num. 21:6–9; Deut. 8:15; 2 Kgs. 18:4; 1 Cor. 10:9).  

In only one Isaiah text is nah�aš/+  used of a mythological serpent, Leviathan, which is in that text ּנ���

described as an animal living in the sea, destroyed by God (Isa. 27:1).  In 11 of the 14 Mosaic instances (or 

79%) nah�aš/+ refers to a crawling animal.  The other Mosaic texts take nah ּנ��� �aš/+  as a metaphor of ּנ���

blessing based on such a snake and a bronze reproduction of such a snake (Gen. 49:17; Num. 21:9).  So in 

Mosaic theology nah �aš/+  should be seen as a snake.  Evil is not invading on the back of one greater than ּנ���
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man, but rather a subordinate snake as an expression of the creation is seen as rebelling against man who is 

the miniature sovereign, as the image of God.  That is, there is no pre-existing evil, rather free-will snake 

choice to rebel becomes evil in the choice to rebel.  So the humans and a snake choose to rebel in the same 

event, and God places them under the oracle of curse in response to their rebellious free choice.   

 Many in Christendom see an age old struggle with Satan and humans heavily developed out of the 

O.T.
58

  However, there is no mention of Satan (śātān/b֖ �-  .in this Genesis text (ׁש�

 The term śātān/b֖ �-  is used as a descriptive for “adversary” in the O.T. in the following ways: a) of ׁש�

the angel of the LORD (which is likely God Himself) as the adversary to Balaam (Num. 22:22, 32), b) an 

ambiguous motivator of David to number Israel in 1 Chronicles 21:1, which may be the LORD since it is 

the LORD in 2 Samuel 24:1 who motivates David to this decision, c) an ambiguous accuser of Joshua the 

high priest (Zech. 3:1–2), d) some sort of heavenly being among the Sons of God who accuses God and Job 

(Job 1:6–2:7), e) Human adversaries (including: David, sons of Zeruiah, wicked men, Hadad, and Rezan; 1 

Sam. 29:4; 2 Sam. 19:22 [MT 23], 1 Kgs. 4:4 [18]; 11:14, 23, 25; Pss. 38:20 [21]; 109:6, 20, 29).   

Throughout the whole O.T., 40% of the instances of the word śātān/b֖ �-  are of humans as adversaries and a ׁש�

similar 40% (exclusively in the book of Job) are of a heavenly being among the sons of God.  Possibly in 

Job alone the descriptive śātān/b֖ �-  mentioned ten times in quick succession may take on a quality of a ׁש�

name, which displays his adversarial character in that context.  The only Mosaic instance of śātān/b֖ �-  is of ׁש�

the angel of the LORD or possibly God Himself.  No Biblical text places a named angel Satan in the 

Genesis 3 account.  So to claim that Satan is in the Genesis temptation is to assume something which the 

Biblical text no where claims to be the case.   

 Genesis 3 presents the tempter as an animal.  The �, in Genesis 3:1 is best seen as a superlative 

“more clever than all the other animals” and thus indicating that the serpent is an animal.
59

  The Rabbinics 

(that is mainstream Jewish interpretation) universally and many Essene sources identify this serpent of 

Genesis 3 as an animal, a snake, whose descendants bite Israelites in Numbers 21:6.
60

  Many of the 
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patristics also follow this view that the serpent is merely an animal,
61

 while others under the influence of 

neoplatonism allegorize the serpent to be identified with Satan.
62

  Gerhard von Rad develops that the 

serpent is a snake. 

The serpent which now enters the narrative as one of God’s created animals (ch. 2.19).  In the 

narrator’s mind, therefore, it is not the symbol of a “demonic” power and certainly not a Satan.  

What distinguishes it a little from the rest of the animals is exclusively its cleverness.
63

 

 

Claus Westermann,
64

 John Skinner,
65

 E. A. Speiser,
66

 and Gordon Wenham
67

 agree that Satan is nowhere in 

Genesis 3, rather it is a conflict between a serpent, humans, and God Who judges them all.  Obviously 

some other commentaries disagree,
68

 but that is the essence of the word study before us. 

  The big picture sees the Genesis creation account explaining the origin of temptation, sin and 

judgment (Gen. 3).  This account provides a narrative that reflects the historical account but also is 

selective in recounting the process of how temptation works so that Israelite readers and now Christian 

readers might not follow into the way of temptation.  The account also provides a view of God as He 

responds to this temptation and sin that is instructive about human relationship with Him.  The fact that 

man and woman are both naked and not ashamed shows that they are at ease with one another without any 

fear of exploitation and potential for evil in contrast to the tensions that will come as will be spelled out in 

the wake of the fall (Gen. 2:25).  There is however a word play which shows that in their naked 

(‘ărûmmîm/��֔ ֔�ּה�/E ) innocence which the serpent was particularly shrewd (‘ārûm�ּהּמ� � ) to take advantage of 

them (Gen. 2:25–3:1).  For example, this particular serpent is described as a beast with unusual craftiness 

like being able to talk, and there is no mention that Eve was surprised nor that other snakes need to have 

these abilities.  However, Jesus alludes to serpents as having a shrewd character in order for Him to instruct 
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His disciples in their being prudent ambassadors for the Kingdom (Matt. 10:16).  Jesus’ allusion increases 

the likelihood that we should think of a serpent as the deceiver in this Genesis 3 account, since Jesus likely 

does; what else would Matthew 10:16 likely refer.    

 Genesis does not develop other animals talking like is done within the Pseudepigraphical Jubilee 

3.28 (where animals lose this ability in the Fall of the Creation)
69

 or C. S. Lewis in The Narnia Chronicles: 

The Last Battle (where some animals lose this ability in individual non-alliance with Aslan).  The only 

other talking animal in the O.T. is mentioned in Numbers 22:21–34, where Balaam is berated for his 

spiritual blindness by his ass.  However, that instance of animal conversation could be supernaturally 

unique because there are other miracles such as a threatening angel with a sword in the account.  It is 

possible that other animals might have some of these conversational abilities, but the Biblical text just does 

not say how extensive animal reasoning and communication happens to be.  However, there had been some 

hint in the creation account that humankind’s miniature sovereign role would be resisted by the choice of 

such forceful terminology as rādâ/֞�ּה 	� and kābaš/֑ D+ 	� �Z (Gen. 1:26, 28).  Evil emerges in the human rebellion 

of disobedience.   

 A closer look at God’s oracle of judgment against the serpent in Genesis 3:13–15, would include 

first that he is an animal; to the serpent, God says, “Cursed are you more than all cattle, and more than 

every beast of the field.”  Notice the direct address is to the serpent (+֮ ּנ��� ��0�� 5�) and the singular second 

person address as suffix pronouns “you” ( ���֣ ׁש� � , � ּי5��N� ,ּׂשּת� ��, �N 	.��  ��\), and the singular address verbs “cursed	 NE� ,ּא�

are you” (�ַא֤�ּה) and “you shall eat” (�֖ �Zּת��) all refer back to the nearest referent, the serpent being addressed.  

There is no allusion to another beyond or behind the serpent with the singular “you” statements referring to 

the serpent.  Next the description presents that the curse is appropriate of the serpents as snakes elsewhere 

in the Mosaic context, for these snakes crawl on their belly
70

 in the dust with their heads close to the ground 

so that they could be described metaphorically as eating dust.  Elsewhere serpents (nah �aš/+  are described (ּנ���

as eating the dust due the position of its head so close to the ground (Isa. 65:25; Mic. 7:17).  This curse 

could also extend figuratively to stand for abject humiliation of subjection and defeat, especially before 

enemies (Ps. 72:9; Isa. 49:23; Mic. 7:17). 
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 Part of the curse now extends to the progeny of this serpent and humans (Gen. 3:15).  Addressing 

the serpent, God refers that there will be enmity between the woman Eve and this very serpent.  This 

enmity would then extend multigenerationally between her seed and “your seed” (zer’ak/ �NE 	��\), using the 

same phrase that God uses to address Abram with “your seed” ( �NE 	��\).  The word for “seed” (zer’ak/ �NE 	��\) is 

a collective referring to plural descendents of snakes, and humans (compare with other Genesis zer’ak/ �NE 	��\ 

texts like Gen. 15:3–5, 13, 18; 16:10; 17:7–19).  So there is no allusion behind the serpent by the word 

“seed” (zer’ak/ �NE 	��\); there is only the continuing multigenerational progeny and their hostility between 

humans and serpents, which prefigures the Israelite experience with the snake attacks of Numbers 21:6.  

However, this hostility is not a collective biting and crushing but one of an individual on individual, “He 

will bruise you on the head, and you will bruise him on the heel” (Gen. 3:15).  In the Hebrew the pronouns 

are all masculine since “serpent” (nah�aš/+ /and “seed” (zer’ak (ּנ��� �NE 	��\) are both masculine.  However, the 

LXX merely copies this phrase “He will bruise you on the head, and you will bruise him on the heel” using 

masculine Greek pronouns to follow the Hebrew masculine pronouns, in spite of the word for seed in the 

Greek (σπέρµατός) shifting to the neuter, which was suggested by Ken Turner to possibly be what Gordon 

Wenham might mean by referencing the Satan view as clear in the Septuagint.
71

  However, I think Wenham 

means that the Apocryphal book The Wisdom of Solomon which does mention the devil clearly since he is 

listing clear textual references and by the fifth century A.D. is being bound into the Christian Bible as part 

of the Apocrypha, but never was embraced by mainstream Judaism as canonical in the LXX pre-bound 

condition.   Remember the LXX in Gen. 3:15 simply copies the MT with the masculine pronouns, so it is 

trying to be faithful to the MT text.  Additionally, the neuter word for “seed” (σπέρµατός) in LXX always 

takes masculine pronouns with it in all other Genesis verses where they occur, following the MT and 

making no new novel theological point (e.g., Gen. 15:13; 17:7, 9; 22:17; 24:60).  Additionally, as in 

personal address, this singular verbal address is retained in MT and LXX when it includes the seed as well 

(Gen. 3:15; 28:14 “you [singular] shall spread out to the west, east, north, and south;” 48:19 “his seed will 

become [singular]”).  So, the shift in Genesis 3:15 from addressing the serpent as “you” to the seed as “he” 

and “him” is the normal manner in which the Hebrew and Greek pronouns function in the MT and LXX 
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with reference to “seed” (zer’ak/ �NE 	��\; σπέρµατός).  Thus no new theological point of an empowering 

agent is being implied by the singular in MT and LXX, or by the LXX grammatical non-agreement of 

neuter “seed” (σπέρµατός) and masculine pronouns and verbs, as the LXX follows the MT. 

 In the cursed hostility between humans and serpents, both humans and serpents will kill the other.  

The word for bruise (šwp/ 	Pּה+) is the same for the serpents as for the humans and elsewhere it is used of a 

dominating covering (Job 9:17; Ps. 139:11).  Such a dominating bruise on the head is a deadly crushing 

blow that kills, such as the millstone that crushed Abimelech’s head (Judg. 9:53).  This crushing of the head 

is accomplished singularly by a human on a snake, based on the singular pronominal suffixes of the oracle 

of curse (+��֔� �N 	P+ּה	ּ֑ד ֚�ּה� � � 	��\).   

 Elsewhere in the Mosaic context a serpent biting on the heel kills the humans, unless God 

supernaturally stays the effect of the venom (e.g., Num. 21:6–9).  This oracle of curse prefigures the 

Israelite experience with the snake attacks of Numbers 21:6 (also Deut. 8:15; 1 Cor. 10:9).  Thus Genesis 

3:15 is not a first statement of the gospel, for snakes and humans continue with such hostility.  The term 

nah�aš/+  continues to be used throughout the O.T. for venomous serpents biting and destroying humans ּנ���

(Num. 21:6–7; Deut. 8:15; Pss. 58:4(5); 140:3(4); Prov. 23:32; Ecc. 10:8, 11; Jer. 8:17; Amos 5:19; 9:3).  

Thus based on this Genesis text, there are some instances of God creating venomous serpents as a normal 

feature of the creation, only to be utilized as a feature of God’s curse of sin, a view affirmed by Josephus.
72

 

 Psalm 91:13 promises that with God’s help, the chosen in Israel will trample under foot dangerous 

serpents and wild beasts.
73

  This sentiment is extended by the Testament of Levi 18.12 which promises that 

after the apocalyptic battle, the Lord will grant his children to trample on spirits.   

 With reference to the Genesis 3 event, 1 Timothy 2:14 identifies that Adam was not deceived but 

that Eve was deceived (ἐξαπατηθεῖσα), as they fell into transgression.  No comments are made in this 

context about the identity of the deceiver.  Whereas, in 2 Corinthians 11:3 Eve is described as being 

deceived (ἐξηπάτησεν) by the serpent (ὄφις), which serves as a historical grounding for the exhortation 

that the church should not be led astray from the simplicity and purity to Christ.  Notice that in 2 

Corinthians 11:3 the deceiver at the Fall is said to be a serpent, not Satan.  This N.T. serpent reference 
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identifies the serpent with craftiness (πανουργίᾳ), which takes his ability in a unfavorable crafty direction 

than the LXX Genesis 3:1 development for the serpent being crafty in a more wise direction 

(φρονιµώτατος),
74

 and subsequent Jesus’ disciple/serpent prudence (φρόνιµοι; Matt. 10:16).   

  Without referring to Genesis 3 or the creation-fall account, Romans 16:20 encourages the plural 

church that “the God of peace will soon crush Satan under your-all feet.”  The term for crush (συντρίψει) 

is forceful requiring Satan to be utterly defeated before the church, in the same manner as Judas Maccabeus 

reassured his followers that they would crush the numerically superior foe before them.
75

  Robert Jewett 

argues that in 1 Maccabees that this term of crushing is a technical expression for “violent, military 

triumph.”
76

  The metaphor does not refer to Genesis 3:15 in any clear way in the Romans context but to the 

broadly depicted metaphor of a completely defeated person under the conqueror’s feet, as developed in 

Jewish second Temple literature,
77

 and from Greco-Roman Temples and history.
78

  Thus blessing the 

church with such a final victory over Satan is praying for the eschatological conquest of Christ and 

Kingdom, in which the church will rule with Him.
79

 

 John 8 develops Satan as a “murderer from the beginning” (ἀρχὴν), in which “beginning” 

(ἀρχὴν) is used in the near context as the beginning of Jesus’ ministry (John 8:25, 44).  In fact, apart from 

the introduction uses of ἀρχὴν in the gospel of John (John 1:1–2), the other instances or 75% of the use of 

ἀρχὴν in the gospel are of the beginning of Jesus’ ministry (John 2:11; 6:64; 8:25, and likely 44; 15:27; 

16:4).  There is no mention of the creation or Fall of humanity in this John 8 context.  It is best to interpret 

the word “beginning” (ἀρχὴν) by how it is used in this same context, and the Johannine emphasis, which 

then means that ἀρχὴν refers to the beginning of Jesus’ ministry, rather than assuming it to refer to Genesis 

3.  At the beginning of Jesus’ ministry Satan tempts Jesus to try to kill Him by having Him throw Himself 
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off the horn of the Temple (Matt. 4:5–6; Luke 4:9).  When Jesus announces His ministry in the Nazareth 

synagogue those in attendance try to kill Him (Luke 4:28–30).  The religious leaders have a lineage of 

being those who murdered the prophets (e.g., Matt. 23:31).  The subject of Satan murdering through the 

Jewish leadership (which has aligned with Satan) is the immediately preceding context to the statement for 

how Satan is a murderer from the beginning.  The religious leaders have been seeking Jesus’ life (John 

8:40, 42–47, 59).   

 In 1 John 3:8, “the devil has sinned from the beginning.”  Once again notice that creation and the 

Fall are not in the context of this passage.  Like in the gospel of John, so here in his epistle the strong 

emphasis of the use of ἀρχὴν is of the beginning of Jesus’ ministry which then makes Jesus able to be seen, 

handled, proclaimed, and then heard by which they obtained everlasting life (1 John 1:1, 2:7, 24 [2x]; 

3:11).  While some commentators wish to see 1 John 1:1 as in the pattern of a pre-creation “beginning” as 

occurred in John 1:1–3 the emphasis in 1 John 1:1 is that which is present which can be heard, seen, and 

handled for John to say that the apostles saw him and witness concerning Him.  This empirical viewing and 

handling emphasis strongly refers to the humanity of Jesus.  Such humanity of Jesus was there in the 

beginning of Jesus’ ministry when the apostles heard, saw and handled Him but His humanity was not there 

before creation.  So based on the empirical emphasis of 1 John 1:1–3 context, Raymond Brown concludes 

that the most plausible way to understand ἀρχὴς in 1 John 1:1 is with the emphasis of the context, namely 

the beginning of Jesus’ ministry when the apostles observed Jesus, thus consistent with the emphasis of this 

term (ἀρχὴς) in the Gospel of John.
80

  In 1 John 2:13–14, the one who has been from the beginning is 

probably Jesus, since: 1) Jesus has been the empirically handled Word of life which witnesses to brings 

eternal life (1 John 1:1–2), and 2) the Father is other than He and we are in a context in which the believers 

are confessing the Father and the Son (1 John 2:22–24).  However, the term ἀρχὴν is ambiguous in 1 John 

2:13–14 as to which beginning is being referred to, but I am more inclined to understand it in light of its 

use in the near context (1 John 2:7, 24 [2x]) and the majority use in the epistle, so I take these references of 

ἀρχὴν in 1 John 2:13–14 as referring to the beginning of Jesus’ ministry.  With clearly six of the nine 

references (65%) of ἀρχὴν and likely eight of these (89%) best taken as referring to the beginning of Jesus’ 

ministry, then 1 John 3:8 is best taken in that manner as well.  Likewise, with the references of ἀρχή just 
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before and after this text (1 John 2:24; 3:11) referring to the beginning of Jesus’ ministry, it is better to take 

1 John 3:8 as making reference to the beginning of Jesus’ ministry as well.  This means that the devil was 

sinning at the beginning of Jesus’ ministry.  Remember, at the beginning of Jesus’ ministry Satan tempts 

Jesus to worship him and try for a shortcut to Kingdom (Matt. 4:1–11; Mark 1:13; Lk. 4:2–13).   

 Revelation 12:9 and 20:2 develops that Satan has a long standing conflict with the woman (Israel) 

and her son (Christ).  The woman is not named, though she births a son, Who is described in Revelation 

12:5 as a Son Who will rule the nations with a rod of iron, and is caught up into the heavenly throne room 

by the Christian’s monotheistic God.  This imagery already in the Revelation context identifies the Son as 

Jesus Christ (Rev. 1:12–20; 2:26–27).  The previous paragraphs show that John is concerned with Satan 

opposing Christ throughout His earthly ministry (John 6:70; 8:44; 13:2, 27; 1 John 3:8).  With the son 

being Christ, the views that propose the woman to be a pagan deity or mythological character are clearly 

excluded.  This leaves Jewish-Christian views that conjecture the mother as Eve, Israel or Mary.  No texts 

fit the woman’s description as closely as those of Israel.  Of these options, only Israel is described by the 

sun, moon and 12 stars prior to the composition of Revelation (Gen. 37:9).  Second Temple literature multi-

generationally extend this description of sun, moon and stars upon the people of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob and 

the twelve tribes.
81

  Only Israel and Mary have undergone an exodus into the wilderness, but of these only 

Israel is described Biblically and by second Temple sources to undertake an exodus eschatologically as 

Revelation seems to be describing (Deut. 30:4–5; Isa. 32:15; 35:1; 40:3; 41:18; 43:19-20; 51:3; Jer. 31:2; 

Ezek. 34:25; Rev. 12:6).
82

  So it is best to see the woman in Revelation 12 as Israel birthing the Messiah in 

this context.  

 Second Temple literature presents Satan as the accuser of Israel
83

 and Michael as the defender of 

Israel in the heavenly court.
84

  This Jewish tradition prefigures Revelation 12:7–10 and shows a long 

standing conflict between Satan and Israel (with Michael) that can be described as ancient.  The description 

of “serpent of old” could refer to Satan as the adversary who has such a long standing conflict with Israel. 
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 There is no direct comment or description of the creation or the Fall of humanity in this context, so 

it should not be read on to the Genesis 3 text.  However, there is the possibility that such an apocalyptic text 

is framing things in a grand mythological manner common among the ancient near-East and Greek 

context.
85

  However, Jewish use of combat myths polemics in destruction, rather than embracing the chaos 

serpent Rahab and Leviathan as an ongoing threatening agent (Job 41:1; Pss. 74:14; 87:4; 89:10; 104:26; 

Isa. 27:1; 51:9).  If combat myths are used in Revelation 12 it does not seem to be in the Biblical use of 

polemic, and the myths would have been altered to a Christianized version to include Messiah Jesus.   

 The primary description of Satan in this Revelation 12 context is as a dragon (δράκων; 7 times in 

the context), though he is mentioned in passing (2 times in the context) as a serpent utilizing the same word 

ὄφις as the LXX does of the snakes.  This description of Satan as a “serpent of old” (ὁ ὄφις ὁ ἀρχαῖος) in 

this context would likely indicate: 1) the long standing conflict that Satan has with Israel, the Messiah 

Jesus, or the people that surround Christ, as the context of Revelation 12:1-6 develops (also Rev. 2:9–10, 

13, 24; 3:9).  Thus this conflict would likely be over a millennium long by the time of John’s writing and is 

a couple more millennium to our day.  Eschatologically, Satan continues the conflict when he is released 

after the future millennium by then deceiving some on the field of battle to try to destroy the saints, but 

Satan and his allies are destroyed (Rev. 20:2, 7–10).  Other options include: 2) Satan’s involvement near 

creation and the Fall, or 3) the mythological, longstanding conflict in the heavenlies, but I have already 

discussed some reasons why these options are less likely.   

 To help further decide between these options a word study of ἀρχαῖος (of old) is in order.  Some 

take umbrage in the root of ἀρχαῖος being that of “beginning” (ἀρχή), and Liddell and Scott defining the 

term “from beginning or origin.”
86

  This option might support view two or three above.  However, with no 

mention of creation or Fall in the context, there would actually be more evidence between these options in 

                                                                                                                                                                             
84

 1QM 13.10–13; 1QS 3.18–25; T. Levi 5.6; T. Dan 6.1–6; Midr. Rab. Ex. 18:5; b. Yoma 77a; Pesikta 
Rabbati 44; Greg Beale, The Book of Revelation (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), pp. 661–2. 
85

 Ancient Near East: H. Gunkel, Schöpfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit: Eine religionsgeschichtliche 
Untersuchung über Gen 1 und Ap. Joh. 12 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1895), pp. 171–398, esp. 

379–98; and Greek: A. Deiterich, Abraxas: Studien zur Religionsgeschichte des späteren Altertums. 
Leipzig: Teubner, 1891), pp. 117–22; W. Bousset, Textkritische Studien zum Neuen Testament. TU 11/4 
(Leipzig: Hinrichs.1894, 1906), pp. 350–56; J. Fontenrose; W. K. Hendrick; and A. Yarbro Collins, (1959). 

Python: A Study in Delphic Myth. Berkeley: University of California, 1959), p. 210; David Aune, 

Revelation 6–16. Word Biblical Commentary. Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publishing, 1998), pp. 670–93; 

Lucan, 1685, sect. 60.5.79–81; Lucian, 1882, sect. 300.9. 



 474

favor of the mythological serpent view.  However, no evidence is marshaled for this basic definition by 

Liddell and Scott for this meaning, only an allusion to the root ἀρχή.  Remember that in Johannine  writing 

ἀρχή refers to the beginning of Jesus’ ministry 81% of the time (John 2:11; 6:64; 8:25, 44; 15:27; 16:4; 1 

John 1:1; 2:7 [2x], 13–14, 24 [2x]; 3:8, 11; 2 Jn. 5–6).  Furthermore, Liddell and Scott’s top three 

definitions with evidence are: “ancient,” “old fashioned” and “former.”  Here we need to be careful that we 

do not define the meaning of a term by its root (the root fallacy),
87

 for the meaning of terms is defined by 

their use.  So the meaning of ἀρχαῖος is best understood as “a former time” based on Jewish-Christian use 

of and before the time John writes Revelation (i.e., LXX, N.T. and Josephus).  These meanings based on 

use can be separated as follows: before the flood (3 millennium years; 2 Pet. 2:5); the era of Moses and the 

conquest (400–700 years; Pss. 44:1[43:2]; 76:5[6]; 78[79]:8; Isa. 25:1; 37:26);
88

 post-Mosaic torah teaching 

which the listeners have heard (1400 to 1 years; Matt. 5:21, 27, 33; Acts 15:21); Jesus was viewed by some 

as a resurrected prophet (800–600 years; Luke 9:8, 19); ambiguous former judgment or wisdom (Judg. 

5:21; 1 Sam. 24:13[14]; 1 Kgs. 5:10; Isa. 22:9, 11);
89

 three to six decades (Ps. 142:5; Isa. 43:18; Lam. 1:7; 

2:17; Acts 21:16);
90

 about sixteen years before, around the founding of Christianity (Acts 15:7), within the 

last few years when the old character was disposed of and we were made new in Christ (2 Cor. 5:17); and 

in the surrounding context (Ps. 138:5).  None of these ἀρχαῖος texts takes this term as referring to the 

creation or Fall of humanity.  Only one of these texts (2 Pet. 2:5) or 3% places the term as ancient in the 

early pre-flood stage of humanity.  Seven of these texts or 22% describes events of 400 to 700 years before 

the writing.  Seven of these texts or 22% describe ἀρχαῖος as within the last few decades before writing.  

Eight of these texts or 25% present ἀρχαῖος as an ambiguous former era.  A couple of instances indicate 

merely a few years.  The emphasis of the N.T. use of ἀρχαῖος is that of since the torah and prophet era, or 

hundreds of years.  Such a length of time would easily fit the longevity of conflict which Satan has with 

Israel.  There is no need to conjecture about more time than this to require either the mythological serpent 

view (view 3 above) or involvement with the creation and Fall (view 2 above).  The nearer context of 
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Revelation 12 develops the hundreds of years hostility of Satan with Israel and that parameter of time easily 

accounts for the serpent “of old” (ἀρχαῖος) reference and fits within 66% of the terms (LXX, N.T. and 

Josephus’) use.  The main alternative to this use of ἀρχαῖος would be the last few decades, which also 

views Satan as antagonistic to Israel and to Christ.  So over 99% of the early Jewish-Christian use of 

ἀρχαῖος fits with the context emphasis that Satan as the “serpent of old” is probably an allusion to the 

longstanding conflict between Israel and Satan. 

 Luke 10:18–19 identifies that while Jesus’ disciples were proclaiming Kingdom Satan fell from 

heaven like lightning with Jesus stated rationale, “Behold I have given you authority to tread upon serpents  

and scorpions, and over all the power of the enemy, and nothing will injure you.”  Notice there is no direct 

connection with the Fall in Genesis 3.  Luke 10:19 is describing a present benefit for Jesus’ disciples as it 

extends into a future benefit.   

 In the Kingdom parable of Matthew 13:27−28 the enemy, Satan, attempts to thwart Jesus’ 

Kingdom program, but there is no clear statement that this sowing of the tares of the world occurs in 

Genesis 3.  In fact, in context, the tares would be presently sowed and growing in opposition to Jesus’ 

Kingdom ministry as it develops before eschatological judgment (Matt. 13:38−41).  Namely, the tares are 

like the Pharisees of Matthew 12 in contrast to the sons of the Kingdom (disciples). 

 Ezekiel 28:11–19 does not mention “Satan” nor describe what relation the described event has to 

Genesis 3.   However, it does describe a cherub in the garden of Eden in a beautiful non-fallen condition 

and there is one cherub on the way to the tree of Life in the Genesis 3 account but no mention of one 

behind the snake (Gen. 3:23–24; Ezek. 28:12–14).  So if Satan is being described in Ezekiel 28, then I have 

more Biblical evidence for humanity falling before this cherub does as it remains in a nonfallen condition 

to defend the way to the tree of life. 

So where does this resilient tradition of Satan as behind the snake come from?  Jeffrey Russell 

claims that the first century pseudepigraphal works The Books of Adam and Eve and the Apocalypse of 

Moses are the first to identify Satan as tempting Adam and Eve in the garden.
91

  Russell explains that there 

is a consensus among historians that this is the effect of Iranian Zoroastrianism on these texts.  Under this 

influence, Judaism identified the Ahriman myth (a dualistic god of evil which takes the form of a snake to 
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destroy happiness by the two men eating some fruit)
92

 and conflated it with a chief angel Sammael and the 

apocryphal text Wisdom of Solomon 2:24 “by the envy of the devil death entered into the world.”
93

  The 

Life of Adam and Eve 33 speaks of “the adversary, the devil…[who] deceived Eve.”  However, in 1 Enoch 

69:6 one of the lesser angels, Gadreel, is identified as leading Eve astray through the guise of a serpent.  So 

in sectarian second Temple Judaism, the tempter in the Fall is an angel but there is disagreement about the 

name (devil, Sammael, Gadreel) of who it is who tempts Eve.  None of these fringe writings were accepted 

as canonical by mainstream Judaism, for rabbinics continued to maintain that the tempter in Genesis 3 was 

an animal, a snake.
94

  Furthermore, I don’t think that we want to identify with a view that has Zoroastrian 

myth as its root as seen through the lens of rejected Jewish sectarian writings.  I think that interpreters see 

Satan in Genesis 3 because they assume one of the less contextualized options for the Biblical text, inclined 

by this second Temple Jewish tradition because the majority of Christianity follows it.  However, I see no 

clear Biblical text that places Satan as involved with the temptation and fall of humans.  Furthermore, 

remember that mainstream Pharisaic Judaism as evident in Rabbinic Judaism unanimously identifies the 

Genesis serpent with a snake, not Satan, and even some from sectarian Judaism join with them.
95

   

 How much do we let later texts govern our reading of earlier texts like Genesis 3?  I am of the 

opinion that earlier texts should be read in their context.  Later texts that are clear can further inform about 

the activities and characters that an earlier text discusses.  However, the meaning of an earlier text should 

not be changed by texts that enter on the scene a millennium later.  Furthermore, the Biblical canon is that 

which has the authority.  If the Biblical texts are at best ambiguous about placing Satan in the Fall event, 

then I think we should resist reading them through the bias of the Jewish sectarian sources that are clear 

about placing Satan in the Fall event.  This is especially the case because to read Genesis 3 with Satan’s 

involvement turns the event into a quasi-dualism like Zoroastrianism proposed with humans being 

overpowered by a greater force (“the devil made us do it”), rather than reading the text as humans (the co-
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regents with God) throwing away their privilege when confronted by an animal that we had the power to 

resist. 

 Thus, the serpent (nah�aš/+  in Genesis 3 is a venomous snake, created by God with this (ּנ���

venomous capacity within the good creation.  The venomous capacity was likely already within God’s 

good creation.  However, there does not seem to be any use of the venomous snake bite until after the Fall 

in Genesis 3 (e.g., Gen. 3:15; Num. 21:6–9).  This use of venom in snake bite is never said to be removed 

either, only that in the Kingdom, the hostility between snakes and humans will be removed, such that 

children in the Kingdom are not at risk playing in the viper’s den (Isa. 11:8–9).  “They will not hurt or 

destroy” in that day (Isa. 11:9).   

 

The Fall 

 The temptation is a pre-modern event.  So as an event it needs to be taken 

together without dividing it up into seconds or its parts as if they could stand alone.  The 

whole narrative recounts our fall into sin.   

 The Creation and Fall is presented as a historical event in a contiguous narrative 

that continues through genealogies into the lives of the earliest readers and extra-

Biblically recorded history.  We do not have any indication of how long after creation the 

Fall occurred.
96

  As a specific historical event there are devastating consequences, as this 

section will indicate.  However, the narrative of the Fall includes specifics that identify 

that it is written to teach aspects of the temptation process, so that Jews and subsequently 

Christians may learn the process of temptation so that they do not follow in Adam and 

Eve’s footsteps.  As a narrative teaching tool to warn of steps toward personal sin, the 

narrative becomes a warning to not pile further consequence on oneself and others within 

the way of sin. 
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 The Rabbinics understand the Fall through a Two-Ways framework.  For 

example, Song of Songs Rabbah 1.9.2 claims “God set before him two ways, the way of 

life and the way of death, and he chose the way of death and rejected the way of life.”  

The temptation begins with a subtle distortion questioning God’s generous 

freedom given to them to eat freely from the trees of the garden (Gen. 2:15; 3:1).  Eve 

betrays her lack of knowledge
97

 of God’s word by overemphasizing God’s strictness 

(“nor touch it”), minimizing the freedom (the infinitive absolute “eat freely” is reduced to 

“you may eat”), and weakening the penalty (the infinitive absolute “surely die” is reduced 

to “lest you die” Gen. 2:15–16; 3:3).  In such a vulnerable condition of inaccurate 

knowledge of God’s word, the serpent responds by denying God’s word, especially with 

regard to denying judgment.  Such comments judge God’s nature with a bias toward 

disobedience, and in God’s place the serpent promises good things that are half true with 

a horrible double meaning (Gen. 3:4–5).    As the serpent moves from the focus of the 

narrative, the temptation continues with the woman (Gen. 3:6).  It is the lure of the world 

that thrusts the temptation home.  There is a progression from the external description of 

physical practicality and beauty to internal desire (a longing for wisdom perceived to be 

helpful from a twisting independent mindset).  Once in the act of sin, sin involved others 

with it, so she gave to her husband with her and he ate.  Their eyes were opened as the 

serpent had said but with a twisted perception that was ashamed of their nakedness and 

pathetically tried to cover it up (Gen. 2:25; 3:7).  For example, fig leaves look like they 

will cover more than they actually do; they dry quickly; and they have fuzz on them that 

itches.  They also hid themselves from God (Gen. 3:8). 
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In the setting of the sacred space of the garden, God manifested Himself to man 

intimately by walking and talking with man face to face (Gen. 3:8–9).  However, with 

this sin man forfeits this privilege of intimacy by fleeing in fear and is expelled from the 

holy garden to common soil (Gen. 3:8–10, 23–24).  However, humans are able to 

maintain some relationship with God but so few do so.  It takes until Enosh is born before 

men begin to call upon the Lord in prayer (Gen. 4:26).
98

  Additionally, Enoch and Noah 

are unique in recovering this intimacy of walking with God (Gen. 5:22; 6:9).  The choice 

of relationship seems to be available but the record shows that we humans chose sin or 

distraction with other things.
99

  

 Unfortunately, the record shows that humans increasingly gave themselves over 

to sin.  With the taking of the forbidden fruit, it was shared with others (Gen. 3:6).  This 

act of sin is extended by Cain in his submitting to the dominance of the beast of sin (Gen. 

4:7).  However, Adam and Eve had shame in their sin (Gen. 3:10–13), but Cain had 

shame in his punishment (Gen. 4:13–14).  In bragging about his double murders, Lamech 

is a harbinger of our era with the loss of shame even when the crime is found out (Gen. 

4:23–24).  In such a condition as this, sin eventually dominated the earth.  The 

description of man’s sin prior to the flood is one of the most pungent statements of total 

depravity, “the wickedness of man was great on the earth, and that every intent of the 

thoughts of his heart was only evil continually” (Gen. 6:5).      

The sovereign God fights chaos with chaos within the created order, as evident in 

divine oracles of judgment (e.g., Gen. 3:14–19; Rom. 8:20–21).  Chaos becomes both 

active and passive as a weapon in God’s use. 
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God’s actions burst all human scales of measurement as do those terrifying 

pictures of judgment in which the insane fury of Chaos is allowed to return for the 

purpose of destroying Yahweh’s enemies.
100

 

 

God’s active use of chaos powers is apparent in more distant judgments, as God takes: 1) 

the waters (yaym/���� ּמ� ��) of the deep (thm/��֑�� 	�) to destroy all with flood, and again 

destroying the Egyptian army at the Red Sea (Gen. 7:11; 8:2; Ex. 15:5, 8; Ezek. 26:19), 

2) the darkness to destroy the Egyptians (Ex. 10:21–22; 14:20), 3) the formless (tōhû/֙��ּ֙ה�) 

and void (bōhû/֔��ּה�) returning as the desert during the exodus traverse, and the remains of 

destroyed nations (Deut. 32:10; Job 6:18; 12:24; Ps. 107:40; Isa. 34:11; Jer. 4:23), 4) the 

spirit/breath of Yahweh destroying Assyria (Isa. 30:28),
101

 and 5) sin progressively 

dominating like a beast (Gen. 3:6; 4:7, 23–24; 6:5).  Additionally, darkness and the deep 

house many of these chaos actors, like Leviathan (Gen. 1:21; Ex. 7:9−12; Deut. 32:33; 

Neh. 2:13; Job 7:12; Pss. 74:13; 91:13; 148:7; Isa 27:1; 51:9; Jer. 51:9; Lam. 4:3).
102

  

Such animals are among those who shed blood of humans (Gen. 9:5−6; Ex. 21:28−29; 

Num. 21:6−9; Deut. 32:24; Isa. 18:6; Jer. 15:3; 16:4; 19:7; 30:6; 34:20; Ezek. 14:21; 

Micah 5:7). 

Chaos as the futile frustration of God’s creative order against itself is instituted by 

God in His Oracle of Judgment in the Fall, as indicated by the following six points (Gen. 

3:14–19).  1) Futility permeates all relationships as intimacy with God breaks down (Gen. 

3:8, 23–24).  In the setting of the sacred space of the garden, God manifested Himself to 
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man intimately by walking and talking with man face to face (Gen. 3:8–9).  Their eyes 

were opened as the serpent promised, only with a twisted perception that was ashamed of 

their nakedness and pathetically tried to cover it up (Gen. 2:25; 3:7).  They also hid 

themselves from God (Gen. 3:8) as intimacy fled before fear (Gen. 3:8–10).  Then God 

expelled them from the holy garden to common soil (Gen. 3:23–24).  However, humans 

are able to maintain some relationship with God, but so few do so.  It took generations 

until Enosh was born before men begin to call upon the Lord in prayer (Gen. 4:26).
103

  

Additionally, Enoch and Noah are unique in recovering this intimacy of walking with 

God (Gen. 5:22; 6:9).  The choice of relationship with God seems to be available but the 

record shows that we humans chose sin or distraction with other things, rather than prayer 

and walking with God.
104

 

2) Humans are exhausted in their work now that the ground is cursed (Gen. 3:17–

19).  In cursing the ground, Yahweh transforms Adam’s cultivation of the ground to 

become hindered by thorns and thistles, so that cultivating the ground takes repeated toil 

and sweat.  John Calvin resists labor being part of the curse but includes within the curse 

“hard labor and full of fatigue and weariness, which, by its difficulty, produces sweat.”
105

  

Even in the midst of God cursing the ground, it still yields its grain for bread, though it 

takes much effort.   

Rabbai Isaac of Magdala extends these pests of curse from thorns and thistles to 

include insects, such as “gnats, midges, and fleas.”
106

  The Biblical text likely included 

these insects as created on the fifth day rather than imposed as pests in reaction to the Fall 
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of humanity (Gen. 1:21).  No Biblical text identifies when these pests began to annoy and 

hinder, but they certainly were effective at causing difficulty by the time God was cursing 

Egypt to free Israel (Ex. 8:21–24; 10:4–15). 

Humans will be eventually rescued from this frustration of life by dying and 

returning to dust, the constituents of our original creation (Gen. 2:7).  Most commentaries 

consider that death is indicated in the oracle as a realization of God’s warning in Genesis 

2:17, and thus resulting in all creation being subjected to futility.
107

  While Qoheleth 

considers this decomposition of our bodies to be an expression of futility (Eccl. 3:14, 19–

20), Rabbai Simeon ben Yoh ai considers the expression of “thou shalt return” to be that 

of resurrection.
108

  Adam named his wife Eve, “mother of all living” in response to this 

divine statement, either indicating surprise that he didn’t die immediately (contrary to 

Gen. 2:17), or in hope that they will be eventually rescued from such futility by death and 

decay, or if rabbinic resurrection hopes are in view (which I doubt) then their rescue is 

through God resurrecting them.   Claus Westermann does not consider death to be part of 

the oracle of the curse here since Adam responds with hope in naming his wife Eve, 

“mother of all living.”
109

 

3) The marital relationship will have tension between woman’s quest for 

liberation
110

 and male dominance (Gen. 3:10, 16).  For example, the word “desire” 

(tšwqt/ 	N֔ �� ֣+ּה"�  in Genesis 3:16 should be taken as the near context takes it in Genesis 4:7 (ּת	

“desire” to dominate and conquer rather than the distant context of Song of Songs 7:10 
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“desire” of that husband for his wife.  However, God’s oracle indicates that the husband 

will rule over his wife (Gen. 3:16).
111

  Another feature of the male dominance and female 

submission is that she will have increased pain in childbirth. 

4) There is increased pain in child bearing (Gen. 3:16).  The repetition of the term 

(rbh/�֤ ּא� 	�) and use of the infinitive absolute (� ּא5 ֤� ּׂש�	 ּא� 	� ��) presupposes there would already 

be some pain with the birthing experience but that it will now be significantly increased.  

For example, the same expression is used later after Abram obtains Ishmael and then 

Isaac as an heir, when God says “I will greatly multiply” your descendants (Gen. 16:10; 

22:17).  The rabbinics understand this increase in pain to especially include an increase of 

the gestation period as a way of increasing this pain, by comparison to animals.
112

  

However, Skinner conjectures that the frequency of childbirth is now being contemplated 

for humans as they try to retain domination over creation, now being faced with their 

inevitable death.
113

  Extending this, Skinner goes on to conclude that the pain of 

childbirth is proverbial for merely the extremity of human anguish.
114

  That is, maybe the 

pain is not just in the biological birthing process for this curse needs to contextually make 

sense sandwiched between her offspring and her relationship with her husband.  That is, 

in the areas of fulfillment for wife and mother, there will be pain. 

5) There is enmity in human and snake relationships (Gen. 3:15).  This enmity 

(’ybh/v�֣ ��� ��) prefigures the Israelite experience with the snake attacks of Numbers 21:6.  

The term enmity (’ybh/v�֣ ��� ��) is used elsewhere only of enemies (Num. 35:21–22; Ezek. 

25:15; 35:5).  Thus Genesis 3:15 is not a first statement of the gospel, for snakes and 
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humans are described here in a hostile relationship.  The word for seed (zer’ak/ �NE 	��\) is a 

collective referring to plural descendents of snakes, and humans (compare with other 

Genesis zer’ak/ �NE 	��\ texts like Gen. 15:3–5).  Thus there are some instances of God 

creating venomous serpents as a normal feature of the creation, only to be utilized as a 

feature of God’s curse of sin (a view affirmed by Josephus).
115

  The Rabbinics (that is 

mainstream Jewish interpretation) universally and many Essenes identify this serpent of 

Genesis 3 as an animal, a snake, whose ancestors bite Israelites in Numbers 21:6.
116

  

Many of the patristics also follow this view that the serpent is merely an animal.
117

  

Calvin weds three statements of serpent curse together; serpents are cursed more than 

other animals for this feature of enmity and because they are so uppity God has plunged 

their head into the dust to crawl.
118

  Claus Westermann follows this rationale and 

proposes that the curse “from” (m/ �,, Gen. 3:14) the animals is best understood as 

banishment “from” (b �,) after the pattern in Genesis 4:11, since both expressions are both 

within statements of curse.
119

  So Genesis 4:11 and 3:14 use of “from” (mn/b �,) is a closer 

contextual idea than the instance of the word in Genesis 3:1.  This view is reflected in the 

LXX choice that announces that serpents are cursed “from” (ἀπὸ) cattle and the beasts of 

the field (Gen. 3:14 LXX).  Keil and Delitzsch prefer this view of banishment from the 
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animals in the curse mentioned here and resist tying the truth of creation being subjected 

to futility (Rom. 8:20–21) to this statement of oracle of curse (Gen. 3:14).
120

  

If an interpreter does not follow Calvin, Keil, Delitzsch, and Westermann, as I am 

inclined to follow them, then there is the tendency to view all beasts of the field as also 

cursed in this curse oracle but not as much as snakes (Gen. 3:14).  Gordon Wenham holds 

this view as he proposes a superlative �, in Genesis 3:14 (similar to Genesis 3:1) to 

indicate that all the other cattle and beasts of the field are also cursed, even though the 

serpent is cursed “more than” they are.
121

  This view would indicate that God has 

subjected major groups of the beasts of the field of the whole of creation to futility in this 

curse statement concerning the serpent (e.g., Rom. 8:20).  There is no development in 

Genesis 3 oracle of curse for how the animals would then be cursed as there is for the 

serpents.  Claus Westermann correctly points out that being the recipient of such a curse 

treats animals as moral and thus culpable beings akin to persons (similar to Gen. 9:5).
122

  

This feature of the oracle that includes all animals as divinely cursed is not preserved 

within the LXX since this statement instead announces that serpents are cursed from 

(ἀπὸ) cattle and the beasts of the field.  That is, the serpent bears the curse, rather than 

the other animals it is separated from (ἀπὸ).  However, the LXX includes animals as 

culpable souls in the capital punishment judgment of Genesis 9:5.  So while the LXX 

considers animals to be culpable morally it simply does not include them in this oracle of 

curse in Genesis 3:14.   
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However, Genesis Rabbah and the rabbinics preserve the condition of the serpent 

being cursed among the other beasts, but the serpent is cursed more especially in the 

serpent’s crawling posture.
123

  Rabbi Levi concludes that in the Messianic Kingdom all 

other animals will be healed from their disabilities after the pattern of human Kingdom 

healing (Isa. 26:19; 35:5–6; 61:1–2)
124

 but that the serpent is not healed as it continues to 

crawl in its den (Isa. 11:8; 65:25).
125

 

Another manner that serpents are conjectured to be cursed more than other 

animals is that the prolonged hostility that snakes and humans maintain when compared 

to other animals that might risk human life.
126

  There is no development of this other 

animal hostility to humans included in the Genesis 3 context.  

Part of this animal curse was considered by some rabbinics to be the age it took 

for an animal to bear offspring, placing serpents at seven years and adders at seventy 

years.
127

  Within this list of animals, the domesticated (such as cattle around one year) are 

accurate with regard to the animal sexual maturity but those animals that are wild do not 

fit the empirical data (some significantly low such as the claim for wild dogs puberty of 

two months and some too high such as that of serpents and adders).  Their opinion of 

serpent sexual maturity does not hold up under contemporary biological observations 

which recognizes reproductive maturity (depending upon species) to be between nine 

months and three and a half years.
128
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However, there is more to this curse in the rabbinics, for Rabbai Gamaliel 

considered “the serpent seven times more accursed than cattle.”
129

  He didn’t explain the 

manner of the extent of such serpent curse though it funds this comparison with animals. 

It is better to see this animals as cursed view as not sourced in the curse oracle of 

Genesis 3.  Instead of taking the Genesis 3:14 �, as a superlative (as in Gen. 3:1) it is 

better to understand the mn/b �, as indicating banishment from animals (through 

comparison with Gen. 4:11).  Thus on the closer parallel between of mn/b �, in Genesis 

3:14 and 4:11 as both oracles of curse it is better to see Genesis 3:14 leaving the animals 

not cursed in this oracle statement. 

6) Snakes are cursed to crawl in the dust (Gen. 3:14).  Genesis Rabbah indicates 

that angels descended and cut off the hands and feet of the serpent in order for it to be 

reduced from an upright stance to that of crawling.
130

  This curse also retains a multiple 

generation reproduction with the reduced crawling condition.  John Skinner identifies that 

this crawling fits within Akkadian humiliation metaphors.
131

  While many exegetes 

consider the eating of dust to be pictorial poetry of the serpent’s posture, Rabbi Hilpi 

identifies that the serpent actually eats dust in its burrowing and crawling posture.
132

  

Rabbi Levi concludes that in the Messianic Kingdom all other animals will be healed 

from their disabilities after the pattern of human Kingdom healing (Isa. 26:19; 35:5–6; 
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61:1–2)
133

 but that the serpent is not healed as it continues to eat dust in Kingdom (Isa. 

65:25).
134

 

Beyond the oracle of the curse (Gen. 3:14–19), such futility leaves the blessings 

(be fruitful, multiply, fill the earth, subdue, and rule) intact, but now mingles them with 

the experiential knowledge
135

 of evil, such as increased pain
136

 in childbirth and increased 

effort in accomplishing labor (Gen. 1:28; 3:5; 9:1–7).  Likewise, humans still retain the 

initial tasks like cultivating the ground but now in a manner that subjects them to futility 

with thorns and thistles and much labor (Gen. 3:17–19, 23).  Even in the extreme 

measures of God utilizing the waters of chaos to attack the sin-dominated condition of the 

earth, God provides the remnant preservation in blessing and work (Gen. 9:1–7, 20).  

One of the most devastating features of this chaos futility is that of death.  Soul 

(nephesh) is a synonym to life,
137

 so it is chaotic that souls die.  God warned Adam that in 

the day that he would eat from the forbidden fruit that he would surely die (Gen. 2:17).  

God’s oracle of judgment speaks of Adam eventually dying and returning to dust (Gen. 

3:19).
138

  The second Temple Jewish apocalypse The Life of Adam and Eve conjectures 

that God placed the cherubim to protect humans from the tree of life (in Genesis 3:22–24) 
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so that they would not be fixed in our corrupted condition without any hope of change.
139

  

Paul identified that death began and reigned from Adam on, and when the Law came in 

with Moses, this Adamic sin was also imputed to humans as well, further dominating 

man by death (Rom. 5:12–21; Eph. 2:2–3).  In this context, “death reigning” indicates a 

condition of the walking dead, under sentence for condemnation of everlasting death.  

Adam responded to God’s oracle of judgment in Genesis 3 with a ray of hope, naming his 

wife Eve (the mother of all living),
140

 either Adam took God’s judgment to mean that he 

would not die in that day, or that there will be release from futility eventually (Gen. 

3:20).  God further barred their way to the tree of life, which had been available before, 

but now is beyond their reach so that humans will die, and probably so that they will not 

be caught in the teeth of sin perpetually (Gen. 3:24).  Without Adam dying physically in 

that day, this life we live becomes a kind of walking death.  However, when sin begins to 

dominate murder ensues (Gen. 4:8, 23).  Reflecting this death, the repeated death bell 

rings out through the historical genealogy of Adam with the phrase “and he died” (Gen. 

5:5, 8, 11, 14, 17, 27, 31).  With sin burgeoning to total depravity all souls are killed in 

the global flood except those in the ark (Gen. 7:21–23). 

Prior to the Law being given, this epidemic of condemnation and death 

from Adam was realized because humans joined Adam in his deed of sinning, 

even if we before the Law came did not violate its standard in transgression (Rom. 

5:12–14), but now that the Mosaic Law has been given there is a more direct 

transaction of Adam’s sin deed to our ledger in imputation, leaving us with the 

epidemic of death through a direct commercial means (Rom. 5:13, 15–16).  Thus 
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all humans get the resultant consequences of Adam’s sin, condemnation and death 

(Rom. 5:16, 18).   

However, “death reigning” is more than a commercial or legal transaction, 

it is a controlling domination by the power and consequences of death (Rom. 5:14, 

17, ὁ θάνατος ἐβασίλευσεν parallel to the same verb where “grace reigns,” Rom. 

5:21 or “the Lord reigns,” Rev. 19:6).
141

  Such reign of death dominated and 

controlled over (ἐπὶ) humans held guilty for Adams’s offense (Rom. 5:14 parallel 

to Judg. 9:8, 10; 1 Kgs. 8:7; Rev. 5:10; 17:18) beginning through Adam.  This rule 

of death is what Placeus describes concerning Adam’s sin deed affecting and 

dominating human sin nature.
142

  No discussion extends this human curse 

expression to animals, though animals also die. 

Animal death begins with human death at the fall.
143

  The oracle of judgment 

indicates that within the hostility between serpents and humans that both shall kill the 

other (Gen. 3:15).  For example, the bite of the Egyptian adder kills Israelites in the 

                                                           
141

 In the LXX ἐβασίλευσεν usually means rule as a human king over his realm (e.g., Gen. 36:32–39; 

Josh. 13:10–12), though in the psalms it indicates that God reigns over creation (Pss. 46:9; 92:1; 

95:10; 96:1; 98:1); cf. Peter Lampe in Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament. Ed. H. Balz and G. 

Schneider (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 1:208.   
142

 Placeus or La Place of Saumur, De Imputatione Primi Peccati Adami, (1655) in Opera Omnia 

(Franequerae: Johannis Gyzelaar, 1699 & 1702) not so much for the exclusion of federal transmission of 

sin in response to the Synod of Charenton (1645), but for the argument in chapter 8 which explores the 

addition of a lived quality of sin reigning, which can be hybridized with federalism as done by James Leo 

Garret, Systematic Theology: Biblical, Historical, and Evangelical (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), vol. 1, 

pp. 493 and also 488–9; Albert Schweitzer, The Mysticism of Paul the Apostle, (New York: Seabury 

Press, 1968),  pp. 115–27, 144, 166–67, 219; E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism 
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1977), pp. 474–523, 549; Axel von Dobbeler, Glaube als Teilhabe: 
Historische und semantische Grundlagen der paulinischen Theologie und Ekklesiologie des Glaubens. 
WUNT 22 (Tübigen: Mohr Siebeck, 1987), pp. 166–70, 239–80. 
143

 There are nice discussions of this issue Biblically, theologically, and historically by Marco T. Terreros, 

“Death Before the Sin of Adam: A Fundamental Concept in Theistic Evolution and its Implications for 

Evangelical Theology,” Ph.D. dissertation Andrews University, 1994; “Is All Death a Consequence of 

Sin?: Theological Implications of Alternative Models,” Journal of the Adventist Theological Society 
14/1(Spring 2003): 150–75. 



 491

wilderness until God treated it by the bronze serpent and faith (Num. 21:6–9).  Likewise, 

humans will crush the heads of such serpents, killing them (Gen. 3:15; Rom. 8:20).
144

   

Other animals experience the curse of death in the wake of the Fall.  Ecclesiastes 

compares human and animal death to be alike in bringing a release of their spirit (ruh �/  (֚�ּה��

and bringing a vain end to their body to return to dust in the decaying process (Eccl. 

3:18–22).   So with human and animal death being of the same sort of futility it might be 

reasonable to assume animal death is also an implication in the Fall.  The historical 

evidence is that the first animals die before humans, for some animals died for God to 

make clothes from animal skins to better cover the humans than the leaves provided, 

though nothing is said about this being a sacrifice (Gen. 3:21).
145

  With the global flood 

all souls, including animals, are killed in the global flood except those in the ark (Gen. 

7:21–23).   This would indicate that the geological fossil record should be considered to 

be recording this animal death since the Fall. 

Ecclesiastes compares human and animal death to be alike in bringing a release of 

their spirit (ruh �/  and bringing a vain end to their body to return to dust in the decaying (֚�ּה��

process (Eccl. 3:18–22).   Michael Fox identifies that the concept of vanity in 

Ecclesiastes especially focuses upon ephemerality, nothingness, and senseless because it 

comes to nothing and doesn’t last.
146

  So the fact of human and animal death occurs with 
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life being so brief and leaving so little affect centers in vanity.  Likewise, not being able 

to tell of a lasting outcome for animal or human spirit likewise fits such vanity. 

 Death and hostility continues; many of the creation animals become carnivorous 

with no described modification process.  For example, the beasts of the earth (bhmh/�֙ �, ��  ;ּא	

Gen. 1:24-26), which is a generic term for animals, includes within it carnivorous  

animals like lions destroying flocks (Micah 5:7; Isa. 30:6; Pr. 30:30) and eating the dead 

Israelites under covenant curse (Deut. 32:24; Isa. 18:6; Jer. 15:3; 16:4; 19:7; 34:20).  

Ezekiel calls these beasts which God uses in judgment evil or destoyers (hārā‘îm/��֡ � �� ��) 

along with sword, famine, and plague (Ezek. 14:21).  That is, the Biblical concept of evil 

(rā‘/ ��) is contextually detriment to another, not a Platonic philosophical lack within 

metaphysical Being, nor something ultimate.  Additionally, as a term beasts (bhmh/�֙ �, ��  (ּא	

even includes poisonous and fiery serpents (Isa. 30:6; Num. 21:6–9).  Additionally, some 

of the birds are also carnivorous in eating Jewish bodies from the battle field of God’s 

Babylonian captivity (Isa. 18:6; Jer. 15:3; 16:4; 19:7; 34:20).  So from the perspective of 

the animals or humans who are killed or eaten on the battlefield, these carnivorous beasts 

are evil.  However, from the vantage point of God’s design for providing food for the 

carnivorous animals after the flood in the psalmist’s context, the prey eaten in 

carnivorous activity is a good (tōb/��֑�-) which God provides and for which He is praised 

(Ps. 104:21, 24–28 echoes post creation and flood perspective and praise; also Job 38:39–

40 shows animals depend on God for prey).  That is, the Biblical concept of good 

(tōb/��֑�-) is benefit in context, not a Platonic or ultimate philosophical concept. 
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These animals may have had this carnivorous quality (strength, teeth, claws) in 

the original creation.
147

  There is no instance in the Bible where they are described as 

changed.  They are simply called by the names and categories by which they are 

identified later in their carnivorous condition.  Biblically by the time of the post flood, 

restrictions are placed on animals from killing humans on pain of capital punishment of 

the animal murderer (Gen. 9:5–6; Ex. 21:28–29).  Thus some degree of carnivorous 

condition has at least developed by then.  Ultimately, some of these same animals with no 

described modification (except an exclusion of carnivorous activity) are incorporated 

within Kingdom as a return to Paradise before the Fall (Isa. 11:6–9).  Isaiah describes a 

healing in the Kingdom of the animal hostility which the Fall brought in, and a return to 

Edenic conditions. 

 A special case of this animal chaos includes the threatening Great Sea Monsters 

(tannînm/�֖ �.� ּנ�  within this carnivorous activity, and at times mythological chaos rebellion (ּת�

against God (Gen. 1:21; Ex. 7:9–12; Deut. 32:33; Neh. 2:13; Job 7:12; Pss. 74:13; 91:13; 

148:7; Isa. 27:1; 51:9; Jer. 51:9; Lam. 4:3).  However, as chaos monsters the tannînm are 

presented in a Jewish polemic as Rahab and Leviathan, whom God destroys (Job 41:1; 

Pss. 74:14; 87:4; 89:10; 104:26; Isa. 27:1; 51:9).
148

  The Great Sea Monsters 

(tannînm/�֖ �.� ּנ�  being destroyed by God do not remain as an ongoing threatening agent in (ּת�

the Kingdom. 

Suffering, corruption and mortality is part of the futility to which God has 

subjected the creation in hope of producing in time resurrected, immortal bodies for His 

human children (Rom. 8:18–23).  Those who have the Spirit of God within them groan 
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amid this futility of suffering, eagerly awaiting the redemption of their bodies (Rom. 

8:23).  The rest of the creation also groans under this futile suffering, awaiting the 

revealing of these sons of God in this way, for at that time creation will be set free from 

its slavery to corruption (Rom. 8:21–22).   This redemption is to be expected in the 

Kingdom with Christian glorification and the redemption of the creation. 

Meanwhile, within the increase of chaos, Elohim still provides hope.  For 

example, God’s questioning Adam and Eve shockingly reveals sin.  Such divine 

questioning also limits the swift plunge toward total depravity as conscience might 

later.
149

  Additionally, Adam took the oracles of judgment to still provide hope in naming 

his wife Eve (Gen. 3:20).  Furthermore, God provided clothes to take care of human 

nakedness in a manner that did it better than the pathetic cover-up of fig leaves (Gen. 

3:21).
150

  However as sin increases, hope is primarily available for those who have a 

relationship with this living God.  Enoch walking with God, found himself removed from 

this sinful earth to be translated to be with God (Gen. 5:24).  Likewise righteous Noah in 

his walking with God obtained God’s favor to continue God’s created souls (human and 

animals) through God’s deliverance through the ark (Gen. 6:9; 8:1).  God’s covenant with 

Noah and all life provides hope that no use of the waters of chaos in a global flood will 

ever come again; God has put this weapon of war down with a promise (Gen. 9:8–17). 

Elohim has defined Himself intimately through His power to create and rule His 

creation.  Thus God is intimately involved in the narrative of His creation.  However, this 
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narrative is an open one in which God continues to foster life, struggle, death, and hope.  

Ultimately, God is victorious and will exclude the forces of chaos in Kingdom. 


