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THE SONS OF GOD AND DAUGHTERS OF MEN

In the history of the exposition of Scripture few texts have
caused as many problems as Genesis 6:1-4. This passage has been the
delight of novices and the despair of theologians. The text reads as
follows:

And it came to pass, when men began to multiply on the face of

the earth, and daughters were born unto them, that the sons of God
saw the daughters of men that they were fair; and they took them
wives of all which they chose., And the Lord said, My spirit

shall not always strive with man, for that he also is flesh:

yet his days shall be an hundred and twenty years. There were
giants in the earth in those days; and also after that, when

the sons of God came in unto the daughters of men, and they

bare children to them, the same became mighty men which were

of old, men of renown,

Since these verses form a part of the inspired word, any
attempt to understand them meets with God's approval and is well worth
the effort. It will not do, as some have done, to simply write this off
as an inscrutable account "of unknown origin and uncertain purpose."l

God had a definite purpose in disclosing this problematic event. It is

the believer's duty to try and understand it.
THE PROBLEMS THAT ARE INVOLVED

The Identification of the Persons Involved

The proper interpretation of the passage revolves around the
identification of the 'sons of God" and "daughters of men." An impres-

sive array of scholars has suggested that the "sons of God" were simply

1G. Henton Davies, Genesis. The Broadman Bible Commentary
(Nashville, Tennessee: The Broadman Press, 1969, p. 149,
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men of the godly line of Seth who intermarried with the "daughters of
men,'" that is, women of the ungodly line of Cain. An equally imposing
list of scholars has marshalled evidence that the "sops of God" are to
be understood as fallen angels who cohabited with women of the human
race. Both of these views, however, are beset with seemingly insur-
mountable difficulties. The result has been an Excedrinheadache of

monstrous proportions for students of the problem.

Identification of the Promiscuity Involved

If the "sons of God'" are angelic beings, then their sin is one
of perversion. Two worlds, the angelic and the human, are mixed through
a most heinous sin. On the other hand, if the "sons of God" are the
Sethites then their sin is one of pollution of the godly line. It is an

indiscriminate marriage without regard to spiritual status.

“ Identification of the Progeny Involved

Some see the "giants" (nmephilim) who were "in the earth in those
days" as men of great stature or heroes which were living at that time
or were the product of the intermarriage of the two religious commu-
nities. Others see the nephilim as the unnatural offspring of fallen
angels and mortal women.

The "men of renown" (gibborim) of verse 4 are either seen as a
reference to the offspring of the union of the ''sons of God" and
"daughters of men" or they are considered as explanatory of the nephilim.

The "men of renown'" would therefore be identical with the nephilim.
THE PROPOSALS THAT HAVE BEEN OFFERED

Angelic Creatures




The explanation of the view. According to this view, fallen

angels assume human form, seduce mortal women, and produce an offspring

of giants or monsters. As a result of this satanically inspired attempt
to corrupt the human race and thus the Messianic line, God was forced to
send the universal deluge preserving only righteous Noah and his family.

The evidence for the view. Proponents for the '"angel theory"

point first of all to the antiquity of the view. Probably the oldest
written reference to this theory is found in the pseudepigraphal (i.e.
written under an assumed name) Book of Enoch, around 200 B.C. The Book
of Enoch, a book of Jewish apocalyptic, says that 200 angels in heaven
saw the beautiful women on earth, lusted after them, and took them for
wives with the result that they became pregnant and bore giants. For
the first time sinning angels are associated with Genesis 6. Further-
more, this view seems to have been the common Jewish interpretation.
The famous Jewish historian Josephus (born 37 B.C.) wrote: 'Many angels
accompanied with women, and begat sons that proved unjust" (Antiquities,
1:3:1). Likewise, the common Bible of the Jews at the time of Christ,
the Septuagint version of the Hebrew scripture in the Greek language in
the third century B.C. reads in Genesis 6:2 "angels of God" instead of
"sons of God,"

Advocates of the angelic view point out that the Hebrew term

"sons of God" in the English Bible is used exclusively of

rendered
angels in the 0ld Testament. The term "'sons of God" occurs three times
in that sense in Job (1:6;2:1;38:7). A similar phrase, "sons of God" or
"sons of the mighty" in Psalms 29:1 and 89:7 is usually interpreted to

"

refer to angels also. Daniel 3:25 which speaks of "a son of the gods"

is also sometimes cited in support.



Then too, the early church held the position that angels are
referred to in Cenesis 6 and understood the New Testament passages of

1 Peter 3:18, 2 Peter 2:4 and Jude 6 as references to an angelic sin of

Cenesis 6. Jude 6 and 7 says:
The angels that kept not their own principality, but left their
proper habitation, he hath kept in everlasting bonds under dark-
ness unto the judgment of the great day. Even as Sodom and
Gomorrah, and the cities about them, having in like manner with
these given themselves over to fornication.
Coder observed: 'There was something strange and terrible in those
ancient unions, because their progeny were monstrous. This is a fact
difficult to explain if the text refers merely to godly men taking
. |'2
ungodly wives.

Moreover, it has also been pointed out that references in
ancient mythology to intermarriage between gods and men must have their
‘ultimate origin in a historical event. Unger, who very cogently argues
for the angel view, notes:

One thing is certain, ancient classic writers obtained their
conceptions of the gods and demigods, whose amorous propensities
for members of the human race led to births half human and half

divine, from some source originally pure and uncorrupted. It is
not -impossible that this might explain the origin.

Finally, it is also contended that this view best explains the
progeny of the union of Genesis 6, namely ''giants" and "men of renown."
This unnatural union produced an unnatural race of monstrosities which
had to be destroyed by the flood. This view also holds that the sons of

Enak (Num. 13:33, the only other place the word "giant" occurs) could

25, Maxwell Coder, Jude: The Acts of the Apostates (Chicago:
Moody Press, 1958), p. 38.

3Merrill F. Unger, Biblical Demonology (Wheaton: Scripture Press,
1952), p. 49.




also refer to another intrusion of fallen angels into the human realm.

The evaluation of the view. Even those who advocate this view

admit that it is "vexed by serious questions.”a The chief objection
usually stated is that the concept of sexual activity involving angels
is foreign to the Bible. Nowhere else in the context of Genesis 6 are
angels mentioned, nowhere else in Scripture is there an analogy for the
idea of intermarriage of angels and men, and Christ specifically states
that angels do not-marry (Matt, 22:30; Mark 15:25; Luke 20:34-36),
However, advocates of the angel view point out that Christ is specif-
ically speaking of good angels and that man does not possess a full

knowledge of fallen angels.

The appeal to the Septuagint reading of "angels of God" should
be tempered with an acknowledgment that it is only the Alexandrian
manuscript which so reads. The critical Septuagint text by Rahlfs does
read "sons of God" and therefore does not reflect an ancient "angelic"
understanding of Genesis 6.

Opponents to the angelic view ask, ''Why should judgment fall
upon -those who were tempted? Why are only the humans judged and
punished in the Genesis account?" If the evil angels were the initia-
tors of the sin, then God should have dealt firmly with them, as he did
with the serpent in Genesis 3. After all, it was the '"sons of God" who
initiated the sin. Yet absolutely nothing is mentioned of judgment on
the angels anywhere in the context of Genesis 6,

Some would appeal to 2 Peter 2:4 and Jude 6 to support a

judgment on these angels. Yet in these two passages nothing is said of

“Ibid., p. 50.
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angelic marriages. To argue that the "in like manner' of Jude 7 equates
the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah with that of the angels of Genesis 6 is
saying too much, for sodomy is not the same as marrying wives, which is
what happened in Genesis 6:2. The phrase in Genesis 6:2, "took them
wives," means to marry in a formal way and does not carry the conno-
tation of incestuous cohabitation. Besides, the Jude passage simply
means that the people of Sodom and Gomorrah are a warning example "in
like manner' as the angels. Here are the two verses concerned:
And angels that kept not their own principality, but left their
proper habitation, he hath kept in everlasting bonds under dark-
ness unto the judgment of the great day. Even as Sodom and Gomorrah,
and the cities about them, having in like manner with these given
themselves over to fornication and gone after strange flesh, are
set forth as an example, suffering the punishment of eternal fire
(A.S.V.).

The punctuation of the Authorized Version has much in its favor:

"Even as Sodom and Gomorrah, AND THE CITIES ABOUT THEM IN LIKE MANNER,

having given themselves over, . ., ." C. Fred Lincoln elaborates on this

interpretation:
The phrase "in like manner" of Jude 7 does not compare the sin of
the angels with that of the men of Sodom and Gomorrah, but says
‘that the cities about Sodom and Gomorrah (i. e., Admah and Zeboim,
Deut. 29:23 and Hos. 11:8) "in like manner" with the other two
Sodom and Gomorrah committed this sin of lasciviousness.

The sin of the angels (v. 6) and the sin of the cities (v. 7) are held

up as warning examples of heinous sins resulting in eternal judgments.

The angel theory confuses the prehistoric fall of angels,

mentionéd in Jude 6, with the sin of Genesis 6. ''The angels which kept

not their first estate' are now in permanent torment., What was their

first estate? Unconfirmed creaturely holiness. This they lost by

2C. Fred Lincoln, Covenant, Dispensational and Related Studies
(unpublished manuscript), Dallas Theological Seminary, p. 42.




rebelling against God's authority. Apparently the ringleaders are now

in chains. Only Satan, the arch-enmemy of God, is still temporarily

free.

In a similar fashion as in Jude 6 and 7, Peter gives three
examples of divine judgment of the wicked: First, "the angels that
sinned" (v. 4); second, the pre-flood era (v. 5); third, Sodom and
Gomorrah (v. 6). The examples read as follows:

(1) "For if God spared not the angels that sinned, but cast them
down to hell, and delivered them into chains of darkness, to
be reserved unto judgment;

(2) "And spared not the old world, but saved Noah the eighth
person, a preacher of righteousness, bringing in the flood
upon the world of the ungodly;

(3) "And turning the cities of Sodom and Gomarrha into ashes,
condemned them with an overthrow, making them an example unto
those that after should live ungodly . . . ."

J. Sidlow Baxter notes concerning this passage:

Now if, as the angel-theory advocates say, number 1 happened at
the same time as number 2, why not 2 at the same time as 3?7 1Is it
not the more reasonable thing to see that Peter here speaks in
correct order, of three events which occured successively, and not
simultaneously? It is; and that meansé of course, that this fall
of angels happened before Noah's time.

It is very interesting to notice, but frequently ignored, that
the marriage among the sons of God and daughters of men in Genesis 6 is
referred to in Matthew 24:37-39 and Luke 17:26-29 as a sign of ungod-
liness and wickedness of the human race at the time of the Lord's coming.
The corruption of mankind will be similar to that of the time of the
flood ("But as the days of Noah . . . marrying and giving in marriage

. . . so shall also the coming of the son of man be'). If, then, the sin

of Genesis 6 is an intermarriage of evil angels and human women, it

63. sidlow Baxter, "Who Were the Sons of God?" Studies in
Problem Texts (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1960), p. 164,




follows that such a demonic invasion must again take place.

"gons of God" is said to refer always to angelic beings else-
where. Actually, the phrase occurs only in Job 1:6, 2:1 and 38:7.
Similar phrases are found in Psalm 89:6, Daniel 3:25 and Psalm 29:1. 1In
every one of these passages, however, it is used only of unfallen
creatures and used in a general way to specify those voluntarily submis-
sive to the will of God. To call a fallen creature a son of God would
be pointless (Cf. John 8:44, "ye are of your father the devil'). It is
true that Satan is mentioned in the first two Job passages; nevertheless,
it must be noted that in both passages he is presented as an intruder,
and appears to be distinguished from the sons of God (". . . the sons of
God came to present themselves before the Lord, and Satan came also
among them'").

One might also wonder why Moses did not say 'angels'" if this is
what was meant here. Surely it was a part of his vocabulary. No less
than 15 times in the Pentateuch does he refér to angels, and they are

always called angels, never once called "sons of God."

The angel view assumes that these creatures left one habitation
and came to earth for a specific purpose, Baxter, who probably gives
the best refutation of the angel view, writes:

There is not a single word or even the faintest hint that these
"sons of God'somehow came to the earth for the purpose, much less
is there the slightest suggestion that they were fallen angels
committing a staggering monstrosity. Surely had the latter been
so, the writer would at the very least have said that they 'came"
or '"descended'" or ''appeared,' instead of simply "saw'" and ''took'"!

Not only do the terminology and context of Genesis 6 seem to

militate against the possibility of any reference to angelic creatures,

'1bid, p. 174.
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but there is one other difficulty which makes the angel theory untenable.
Whatever the 'giants' and "men of renown' might have been, they were
not the product of an unholy union between angels and women. From a
psycho-physiological viewpoint, a cohabiting of angelic creatures with
human women is unthinkable., And yet, if such a sexual union did take
place, it could have occured, as the great commentator Keil so aptly
discerns, in only three possible ways. Angels could produce offspring
because (1) either by nature they possess material bodies; or (2) they
have intrinsic rebellious power to create for themselves material
bodies; or (3) they are capable of procreating without natural bodies.8
All three ideas are utterly impossible and Lincoln's statement is much
to the point:

Though angels were at times made visible to chosen men, such

occurrences were under God's direct supervision and limitations.

What became of those bodies, if they were temporary physical or

material abodes, is not revealed in Scripture. The Angel of

Jehovah, though He appeared to men in Old Testament times in a

form visible to men, had to be born of a virgin in order to have

a normal body ''prepared for Him." Heb. 10:5

What, then, do the advocates of the angel view say to these

objections? They try to easily dismiss them by simply asserting ''To
deny such a possibility (of angels cross-breeding with human beings) is
to assume, it would seem, a degree of knowledge of fallen angelic nature

which man does not possess."lo Actually, it is the angel proponents who

demonstrate a more intimate knowledge of angelic nature than the Bible

8C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Biblical Commentary om the 0ld
Testament The Pentateuch, Vol. 1. (Grand Rapids: Wm, B, Eerdmans Pub-
lishing- Company, 1965), pp. 132-133.

9Lincoln, op. cit., p. 40.

OUnger, op. cit,, p. 50.
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would warrant. The Bible appeérs to be clear enough on the nature of
angels. Baxter addresses himself at length to the psychological and

‘ physiological difficulties involved in such a union and states:

Let us be frank and explicit. The angels are bodiless, purely
spiritual beings, and sexless. Being bodiless and sexless means
that they are without sex organs, and that they are therefore
absolutely incapable of sensuous experiences or sexual processes;
nor are they capable of procreation or reproduction in any way
whatever. There is no need to refer to this or that or the other
text: the whole teaching of the Bible concerning the angels stands
solidly behind that affirmation.

As for the suggestion that these evil angels somehow took
human bodies to themselves and thus became capable of sex functioms,
it is sheer absurdity, as anyone can see. Both on psychological
and physiological ground it is unthinkable. We all know what an
exquisitely delicate, intricate, intimate, sensitive inter-relation
and inter-reaction there exists between the human body and the
human mind or soul. This is because soul and body came into being
together through the wonderful process of a human birth, and are
mysteriously united in one human personality. Thus, and only thus,
is it that the sensations of the body become experiences of the
mind. This psycho-physical parallelism of the human personality
is a mystery; but it is an absolute and universal reality.

Now if angels merely took bodies and miraculously indwelt them
for the time being, their doing so could not have made them in the

‘ slightest degree able to experience the sensations of those bodies,

even if those bodies themselves could have been capable of real
sensations, which is greatly doubtful; for the angels and those
temporarily occupied bodies, not having come into being together
by a real human birth as one personality, there could not be any
such inter-reaction as that which exists in the case of the human
mind and body. 1Indeed, the bodies could not have been real bodies
of flesh and blood at all, when we come to think of it; for with-
out being inhabited by the human spirit, the human flesh-and-blood
body dies. Bodies occupied by an§els simply could not be normal
human bodies of flesh and blood.l

Finally, what can be said concerning extra-Biblical traditions
of intermarriage between celestial and terrestrial beings? Do they not
rest on some historical basis? And did not the events of Genesis 6 give
origin to these grotesque myths? For one thing, ''extra-canonical

considerations may never be pitted against the evidence which scripture

11Baxter, op. cit., p. 152.



itself determinatively provides.“12 It should be emphasized, as Green

has done, that "the whole conception of sexual life, as connected with

; 13 .
GCod or angels, is absolutely foreign to Hebrew thought." Green points

out that there is no Hebrew word for goddess, that the idea of deities
having sexual functions is'rejected as a heathen notion in the Bible,
and that there is no analogy in the Bible for the idea of intermarriage

of angels and men.

Apostate Sethites

Although this view generally identifies 'the sons of God" as the
godly line of Seth, it seems more appropriate to refer to these indi-
viduals as apostate Sethites, considering their unusual sin and their

unprecedented judgment.

The explanation of the view. 1In contrast to the first view, the

"sons of God" are identified as men, and the "daughters of men' are
women. Usually (although some avoid this distinction) the "sons of God"
are specifically identified as the godly descendents of Seth and the
""daughters of men'" are the ungodly 1ine of Cain. The sin involved is

"n

thus that of '"mixed marriage,'" that is, of believer's marriage to
unbeliever,

The evidence for the view. Impressive support may be arrayed in

favor of this position. The immediate context certainly speaks of men:
"Men began to multiply' (v. 1); "the wickedness of man was great on the

earth" (v. 5); therefore, God said, '"My spirit shall not always strive

. 1256hn Murray, Principles of Conduct (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1957), p. 244,

13Leroy Birney, '"'An Exegetical Study of Genesis 6:1-4," Journal
of the Evangelical Theological Society, XIII, Winter 1970, p. 45.
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with man" (v. 3). If the angel hypothesis is right, why should the
spirit of God strive with men rather than angels? It is quite beyond
comprehension that the spirit should strive with men for a sin which the
angels committed.

Another strong argument is based on the general context. It is
argued that the context preceding Genesis 6 favored this view. Specif-
ically, the descendents and achievements of Cain are listed in 4:1-24,
while those of Seth appear in 4:25-5:32. Without question, two lines

are contrasted here and they are distinct. Cain and his descendents

" were ungodly. Cain's line begins with improper worship and murder and

ends in polygamy and an arrogant boast of self-defense., That the
"daughters of men . . . were fair" (6:2) is in keeping with the meaning
of the names of the women in the line of Cain: Adah means 'ornament" or
"beauty,' Zillah means ''shade,' and Naamah means "pleasant."

In connection with Seth's line, it is said '"then began men to
call upon the name of the Lord" (4:26). Enoch, of this line, '"walked

with God" (5:24), and Noah was '"'perfect in his generations,' and also

"walked with God" (6:9). The Seth line were the true worshipers of God
and the title ''sons of God" befitted them.

Furthermore, the understanding of '"sons of God" to refer to the

godly line
. . « is consistent with the Biblical concept that Israel is the
son of God, and the chosen people are His children. This concept
occurs in Ex. 4:22; Deut. 14:1; 32:5,6,18,19; Hos. 1:10; Isa. 1:2;
11:1; 43:6; 45:11; Jer. 31:20; and Psa. 73:15.14

Another argument for this view comes from the Lord Himself. On

the basis of Matthew and Luke the marriages of Genesis 6 must be of the

a1pia., p. 46.
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same nature as those among the ungodly in the future. The Genesis
marriages must be the same as those of Matthew 24:37-38 and Luke
17:26-27. 1In these New Testament passages there is nothing to suggest
that Christ had anything more than human marriages in mind. 1f Genesis
6 records what angels did, there is no parallel at all between the
antediluvial age and the days of the end of the age.

In view that the ''sons of God" are the godly line fits in well
with the pronounced aversion of the book of Genesis to marriage between
the godly and the ungodly, as seen in the cases of Isaac (24:3-4), Jacob
(27:46; 28:1-3), Esau (26:34-35; 28:6-8) and Dinah (ch. 34). '"In this
context, Gen. 6:1-4 furthers the practical aim of preventing indis-
criminate marriage without regard to spiritual status."1?

In summary, the view that the '"sons of God" were men of the
godly line Seth is tenable because the group is already distinguished
from the ungodly line of Cain in the context. Also, the designation is
consistent with the Biblical conceﬁt of spiritual sonship; it fits thé
theme of Genesis which warns the godly against intermarriage with the
ungodly; and it is consonant with the context which demonstrates the
progressive corruption and ultimate destruction of the human race.

The evaluation of the view. While the view has much to commend

itself, it should be noted that it is also beset by certain difficul-
ties. Unger, interestingly, calls it ""naive and perfectly orthodox."16
If the "sons of God" and '"daughters of men'" represent respectively the

godly Sethite and ungodly Cainite lines which intermarried, with the

51bid., p. 46.

16Unger, op. cit., p. 47.
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result that the godly line was broken down, then serious textual
objections may be raised. This view takes the term "men" in two
different senses in verses 1 and 2. In verse one the "men" are under-
stood as mankind generically ("When men began to multiply . . . daughters
were born unto them''). In verse two the "men' are taken to be specif-
ically of the Cainite line (''The sons of God saw the daughters of men').
That such a sudden shift in meaning is not intended is evident from the
fact that the "men" of both verses are the fathers of the ''daughters' of
the two verses. And the 'daughters'" of both verses are certainly
identical. 1In verse 1, daughters were born to men in general. In verse
2, the "daughters of men' must also be of mankind rather than specif-
ically of the Cainite line.

To overcome the difficulty, it has been suggested that '"men'" in
verse 2, as in verse 1, is to be understood as generic. There would
then be no specific reference to women of the Cainite line. The sin of
the "sons of God,'" of the Sethite iine would be an indiscriminate choice
of marriage partners out of women in general, both Cainite and Sethite,
to satisfy their own unbridled desire. They selected mates out "of all
that they chose" (v. 3). The Sethites were characterized by careless
regard of the holy principles governing the selection of a mate.

Several glaring difficulties beset the position which makes the
"sons of God" Sethites. One such problem is the untenable assumption
that the "sons of God" must mean the godly line of Seth. This would be
in variance with the general use of that expression in the 0ld Testament

where it appears to be restricted to angels (Job 1:6; 2:1; 38:7).
Gaebelien rightly notes the designation is never applied in the 01ld

Testament to believers, whose sonship he rightly observes as distinctly
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a New Testament revelation.17 While some Old Testament passages indi-
cate that Israelites are God's sons (Deut. 14:1; 32:5; Ps. 82:6, etc.),
the exact term '"'sons of God" is never once used for believers. To see a
reference to individual spiritual sonship in Genesis 6 would be anachro-
nistic. It would ignore the fact of progressive revelation.

A more serious problem for this prevalent view is posed by verse
4. From all appearances, the giants (nephilim) and mighty men (gibborim
are the offspring of the marriages of the '"sons of God" and the
"daughters of men.'" As Kline says:

It is not at all clear why the offspring of religiously mixed
marriages should be Nephilim-Gibborim, however these be under-
stood within the range of feasible interpretation . . . But
his (the biblical author's) reference to the conjugal act and
to childbearing finds justification only if he is describing
the origin of the Nephilim-Gibborim, Unless the difficulty
which follows from this conclusion can be overcome, the
religiously mixed marriage interpretation of the passage
ought to be definitely abandoned. 18
To summarize the problem: Why does one find the kind of offspring
mentioned in verse 4 if these are just religiously mixed marriages?

The difficulties of this view have driven many to adopt the
angelic interpretation. And, as Kline suspects, the continuing dominance
of the angelic interpretation of the passage has been due to the absence
of a satisfactory alternative.l9 Kline forcefully and cogently suggests
such a satisfactory alternative interpretation, based primarily on

findings in ancient Near Eastern literature, and studies of the term

"sons of God" in cognate languages.

17Quoted by Unger, op. cit., p. 47.

18Meredith G. Kline, '"Divine Kingship and Genesis 6:1-4,"
Westminster Theological Journal, XXIV, Nov. 1961-May 1962, p. 190.

191bid., pp. 188-189.
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Ambitious Despots

The explanation of the view. A third interpretation of Genesis

6 is that the term "sons of God" refers to kings or nobles. The term
"sons of God" in its Near Eastern setting was a title for nobles,
aristocrats, and kings. These ambitious despots lusted after power and

wealth and desired to become "men of a name" that is, somebodies (cf.
11:4)! Their sin was '"not intermarriage between two groups--whether two
" worlds (angels and man), two religious communities (Sethite and Cainite),
or two social classes (royal and common)--but that the sin was polyg-
amy."20 It was the same type of sin that the Cainite Lamech practiced,
the sin of polygamy, particularly as it came to expression in the harem,
the characteristic institution of the ancient Oriental despot's court.
In this transgression the '"sons of God" frequently violated the sacred
trust of their office as guardians of the general ordinances of God for
21

human conduct.

The evidence for the view. Five major lines of evidence seem to

support this view, The first line of evidence is that of ancient inter-
pretation. This view lays claim to antiquity also. 1In an excellent
article presenting this view, Kline writes that this view anciently rose
among the Jews that the "sons of God" of Genesis 6 were men of the
aristocracy, princes, and nobles, in contrast to the socially inferior
"daughters of men." This interpretation came to expression, for example,

in the Aramaic Targums (the Targums of Onkelos rendered the term as

"sons of nobles'") and in the Greek translation of Symmachus (which reads

2OBirney, op. cit., p. 49.

1
Kline, op. cit., p. 196,



17

"the sons of the kings or lords'") and it has been followed by many

Jewish authorities down to the present.22

Biblical usage supports this view as well. The Hebrew word
"God" is used in Scripture of men who served as magistrates or adminis-
trators of justice. '"Then his master shall bring him unto the judges"
(Ex. 21:6); "God standeth in the congregation of the mighty; he judgeth
among the gods," i.e. judges or rulers (Ps. 82:1); "Ye are gods and all
of you are children of the Most High," i.e. gods = rulers or judges or
magistrates (Ps. 82:6; cf. Ex. 22:8-9). Thus it was not uncommon to use
divine epithets to refer to magistrates, and '"sons of God" in Genesis
6:1-4 could refer to magistrates or rulers,

A third line of evidence is the contextual support. It is not
difficult to demonstrate that the context of Genesis 6 has much in favor
of this last interpretation. To underscore the importance that the
context bears upon the interpretation of Genesis 6, an extended quota-
tion from Kline is in order:

It is the genealogical nature of the treatment of the ante-
diluvian history that accqunts for the focusing of attention on the
marriages of the royal ¥ ﬂf’{(ﬂ’ ’J;l sons of God]. The precise
character of these marriages and especially of the sin involved in
them can best be seen if Genesis 6:1-4 is viewed in relatiom to the
preceding context. The beginnings of the genealogical history of
the D' PR3P ~33 Fons of God] are found in the genealogy of
Cain (4:16-24). ° .

Significantly, at the very outset of Cain's genealogy the origin
of city organization is noted (Gen. 4:17). It was precisely in the
urban political unit that the stage was set for the emergence of
kingship. What, therefore, begins as the geneology of Cain becomes
in the course of its development the dynasty of Cain.

In Cain's dedication of his city to the name of his heir there
was foreshadowed the lust for a name that was increasingly to mark
these city rulers until, when the city-states began to be theocrat-
ically conceived, they esteemed themselves veritable sons of the
gods, and so "men of name" (Gen. 6:4) indeed. Outstanding

22 :
Kline, op. cit., p. 194,
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representative of the Cainite dynasty was Lamech. Concerning his
court life it is recorded that he practiced bigamy (Gen. 4:19) and
of his royal enforcement of law it is witnessed out of his own
mouth that his policy was one of tyranny, a tyranny that reckoned
itself through the power of the sword of Tubal-cain more competent
for vengeance than God himself (Gen. 4:23-24),

With this portrait of the kingship of Cainite Lamech the
dynastic genealogy of Cain breaks off so that the genealogy of Seth
may be given (Gen. 4:25-5:32). But then Gen. 6:1-4 resumes the
thread of the history where it was dropped at Gen. 4:24. Struc-
turally, the accounts of Lamech (Gen. 4:19-24) and of theﬁi}'?}’g'gz}
[sons of God] (Gen. 6:1ff.) are much alike. 1In each case there are
the taking of wives, the bearing of children, and the dynastic
exploits. The one passage closes with the boast of Lamech concer-
ning his judgment of those who offend him; the other issues in the
Lord's announcement of the judgment he purposes to visit on the
earth which has become offensive to Him. Gen, 6:1ff, simply
summarizes and concludes the course of dynastic development which
had already been presented in the individual histories of the
several rulers, indicating how the evil potential of Cainite king-
ship, betrayed even in its earliest beginnings, was given such full
vent in its final stages as to produce a sta%g of tyranny and
corruption intolerable to the God of heaven.

The custom of Near Eastern titles for royalty also favor this
interpretation. The crux of the problem passage of Genesis 6 is really
this: How was the term "sons of God" understood in the cultural
environment in which Moses wrote? Or, to bring it right down to where
the rubber meets the road, how would Moses' son have understood the
title ''sons of God,'" had he looked over his father's shoulder as ancient
Moses penned these words?

As a matter of fact, archeological discoveries of ancient Near
Eastern texts throw much light on the problematic term 'sons of God."
Birney, in summarizing the evidence, speaks of the widespread pagan
custom of referring to kings as sons of various gods.

This pagan usage could have been applied to the antediluvian
kings to suggest their Satanic background. Or the term could
have been applied simply because it was so widespread that
everyone would immediately understand it to refer to rulers.

23Kline, op. cit., pp. 194-195,
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In Egypt the king was called the son of Re (the sun god). The
Sumero-Akkadian king was considered the offspring of the goddess
and one of the gods, and this identification with the deity goes
back to the earliest times according to Engell. 1In one inscription
he is referred to as 'the king, the' son of his god." The Hittite
king was called '"'son of the weather-god,' and the title of his
mother was Tawannannas (=mother-of-the-g0d). In the northwest
Semitic area the king was directly called the son of the god and
the god was called the father of the king. The Ras Shamra (Ugaritic)
Krt text refers to the god as the king's father and to king Krt as
Krt bn il, the son of el or the son of god. Thus, on the basis of

Semitic usage, the term be ne ha elohim, the "sons of god' or the ”
6.

"sons of the gods," very likely refers to dynastic rulers in Genesis

An interesting stela of ancient Mesopotamia further proves the
fact that the founders of the first dynasties actually claimed to be
sons of Cod. The stela shows Naram-Sin, Sargon's grandchild of the
dynasty of Accad standing before a stylized mountain crushing his
enemies by treading upon them. He does not affect to be merely a regal
hero. His horned crown, such as adorns the gods, gives the impression
that he claims divinity. Many inscriptions of Naram-Sin associated his
royal name with the word for god (ilu) which precedes it. Moreover,
Naram-Sin was considered to be the '"God of Accad'"--that is, Accad's
protective spirit and personal god.25

On the basis of the volume of historical evidence that pagan
kings were referred to as ''sons of God," it is mnatural to draw the
conclusion that the Genesis passage reflects this claim of heathen kings
to divine paternity. The term ﬁﬁ?(\’a-]l (sons of God} was appro-
priated in Genesis 6 as a title far éhe antediluvian kings. It should

accordingly be translated, ''the sons of-the gods.”" Kline has some

incisive comments on the reasons why Moses used this title:

24Birney, op. cit., pp. 47-48,

2
5Gaalyahu Cornfeld, Adam to Daniel (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1962), p. 27.
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By this simple literary stroke the author at once caught the spirit
of ancient paganism and suggested darkly the satanic shape that
formed the background of the human revolt against the King of
kings. For these "sons of the gods" were of all the seed of the
serpent most like unto their father. One brief title thus serves
to epitomize the climactic developments in the history of man's
covenant breaking during those generations when the judgment of

God was impending by the world that then was perished. It has

been a merit of some who have thought that they found in this
passage a preternatural intrusion into earthly history, a sort of
pseudo-messianic embodiment of demonic spirits in human flesh, that
they have sensed more fully than the advocates of the traditional
exegesis, the titanic, one might almost say the eschatological,
character of this ancient crisis.

On the basis of these observations, Moses' contemporaries would
have been very familiar with this title and would have seen it as a
reference to antediluvian dynastic rulers and ambitious despots,
claiming divine origin and divine rights. Birney has well summed up the
major arguments for this view:
In summary, the view that the '"sons of god" are rulers, probably
Cainite tyrants, is tenable because that group is already indicated
in chapter 4, the term is consistent with Biblical usage and the
usage of the entire ancient Middle East, and it fits the context
by carrying forward and culminating the theme of human corruption
as the basis for the Flood.27
One other area of discussion remains. Who were these mysterious
"giants'" and "men of renown' mentioned in verse 4? 'There were giants
in the earth in those days; and also after that, when the sons of God
came in unto the daughters of men, and they bare children to them, the
same became mighty men which were of old, men of renown."
Interpreters differ whether these giants were contemporary with

the polygamous marriages or were the product of these marriages.

Exegetically, both interpretations are possible, It is probably best to

26Kline, op. cit.,, pp. 192-193.

27Birney, op. cit., p. 48,
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see them as the progeny of the tyrants. Their relationship to the

"sons of God'" has been shown by Kline:

The princes born into these royal houses of the D)I—."?‘X":‘ J.l [sons
of Go@] were the Nephilim-Gibborim (vs. 4), the mighty tyrants who
Lamech-like esteemed their might to be their right. So as man
abounded on the face of the earth (vs. 1) God saw that the wicked-
ness of man abounded in the earth (vs. 5). By reason of the polygamy
and_tyranny practiced by the dynasty of the J]'y] 7% D-gﬂ sons of
God] in the name of divine-royal prerogative and juétice: the earth
became corrupt before God and filled with violence (vss. 5-7, 11-13)
and so hasted to destruction.28

These Nephilim according to etymology and context were wicked tyrants

who gloried in violence. Various translations of the word have been

given:

The word ''mephilim' occurs only here and in Numbers 13:33. 1In
Numbers it is used of the Anakim, who were of great stature. The
LXX translated ''giants,'" and other old Greek versions translate
"aggailants" or 'violent men." Various ideas have been tied to the
root NPL, to fall, e.g. to fall from heaven (fallen angels), to
fall upon others (tyrants or invaders), to be aborted (unnaturally
begotten by angels). The etymology offers little help. This con-
text and the reference in Numbers would suggest merely that the
Nephilim were men known for their prowess.

These nephilim were especially prominent in the wickedness leading to
the corruption and hence the judment of mankind. It is quite possible,

as Cornfeld suggests, that:

We may perhaps link the Nephilim of Genesis with the "mighty
men that were of old," these semi-legendary heroes of prehistory
whose memory and deeds are recorded in the ancient annals of
Mesopotamia, Egypt and other lands of antiquity. These were the
founders of the first dynasties, lawgivers and the like. The word
Nephilim (in Arabic--nabil) means princes. So the Nephilim need
not be interpreted as a race of "giants,'" but '"great men.'30

The "mighty men" (gibborim) are probably identical with the nephilim.

z8Kline, op. cit., p. 196.

29Birney, op. cit., p. 51.

3OCornfeld, op. cit., p. 25.
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The word gibbor is used of Nimrod in Genesis 10:8. Kline has some

. suggested comments on the fact that Nimrod belongs to the category of

the gibborim:

That Nimrod was a king is clear from Gen. 10:10 (which locates his
dominion in the land of Shinar, cf. Gen. 11:2), and this supports
the interpretation of the Gibborim of Gen. 6:4 and their fathers,
the D,ﬂ.?KD-JJ’ [sons of God] as a royal dynasty. If one bears
in mind the‘'diviné ordinance of Gen. 9:5,6, by which the civil power
was authorized to destroy manslaying beasts as well as human mur-
derers, it will be seen that Gen. 10:9 need not be judged an
interpolation which breaks the thematic unity of verses 8 and 10,
simply because it specifies that Nimrod was T"j_"']zl') [mighty
hunter|{. Nimrod's hunting exploits were not mere sport but a
function properly pertaining to his royal office and quite necessary
in his historical situation.3

One final evidence for the validity of this interpretation of
Genesis 6 as the culmination of an outrage of despots against God before
the flood is the structural similarity between the Genesis account and
the Sumero-Babylonian flood traditions. In these latter flood tradi-
‘ tions, invariably the flood is preceded by the theme of kingship
centering in cities under the hegemony of various gods. This kingship
" came from heaven and numbered a god among its representatives. The main
introductory motif in the Sumero-Babylonian flood traditions is thus:
that of royalty beginning in cities and claiming divine origin. Kline
traces the same motif in the Gilgamesh Epic, the old Babylonian flood
epic, commonly called after the hero, the Atrahasis Epic, and the
Sumerian flood epic, Of the latter he writes:
A valuable contribution to our knowledge of the principal
themes, particularly the introductory themes, of the ancient
flood traditions is made by the Sumerian Deluge account, found
on a fragmentary tablet at Nippur. The preserved portion of
the first column deals with the creation. Then after a break

the second column relates that kingship was lowered from heaven
and that five cities were founded and apportioned to particular

31Kline, op. cit., p. 201.



gods. When the text continues on the third column after another
lacuna, the subject is the flood itself.3?2

In light of the fact that Genesis repeatedly parallels the
themes of other ancient literature, the striking parallel of the themes
of the Biblical and extra-biblical accounts is further corroborating
evidence that this interpretation of Genesis 6:1-4 is correct. As

Kline remarks:

The fact that an historical theme so prominently treated in the
Sumero-Babylonian epic tradition finds no counterpart in Genesis
3-6 according to the standard interpretations is itself good
reason to suspect that these interpretations have been missing
the point.

THE PRINCIPLES THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED

The last main point centers around principles that should be
considered. It is the conclusion of this paper that the angel view is

"sons of God'" must be understood

completely untenable, and that the term
as referring to men. Therefore, it is obvious that certain of the
| arguments favoring the second or Sethite view may also be used to
support the third, or despot view. Applying strict principles of

interpretation to the passage, it becomes clear that evidence favors the

view that the "sons of God" were ambitious despots.

The Principle of Context

The most basic rule of hermeneutics is that a passage be con-
sidered in its immediate and remote context. The angel view actually

ignores the context which speaks only of men, their wickedness and God's

32xline, op. cit., pp. 197-198.

33kline, op. cit., p. 199.
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punishment upon this wickedness. The Cainite view, while taking the
context seriously, fails to explain adequately the wicked nephilim and
gibborim as pro@ucts of simply religiously mixed marriages. The third
view, however, éees that the context really speaks more of the pro-
gression of wickedness in the Cainite line than the fusion of the godly
and ungodly line. The themes of city-building, tyranny and polygamy of
Cenesis 4 culminate in universal violence under the despotic rule of

Cainite tyrants.

The Principle of Culture

Another principle of interpretation states that the cultural
background of any passage must be given primary attention. It has been
demonstrated that the key term ''sons of God," understood in its cultural
context, would be most normally interpreted as a reference to dynastic
rulers claiming divine origin who through polygamous marriages tried to
expand their dominion, much in the same way of Solomon's practices
centuries later, Power had corrupted them; their only desire was for

more power.

The Principle of Complexity and Simplicity

Bermard Ramm, in his standard work, Protestant Biblical

Interpretation, mentions the principle of complexity and simplicity or

"the principle of preference for the clearest interpretation.' He
explains it thus:

Frequently the interpreter is confronted with two or more
equally probable interpretations as far as grammatical rules
permit, One is a strain on our credulity; the other is not.
One meaning is rather obvious, the other recondite, The rule
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is: choose the clear over the obscure, and the more rational
over the credulous,3%

Because of this rule, Ramm favors the interpretation that the
"sons of God" are men (although he suggests that they are godly
Sethites)., He directs some very important questions to the angel

proponents,

If we interpret sons of God as meaning angels then we have
on our hands a host of theological and scientific problems.
Where do angels get bodies? how are such bodies able to
copulate? what is the status of the children produced as far
as the question of '"in Adam" is concerned? If we take the
expression to mean pious men . . . we are accordingly free
from the nest of scientific and theological difficulties the
other alternative creates for us.3?

It has been shown that the angelic interpretation defies the
normalities of experience, while the Sethite view denies those of
language. The interpreter's task is to find the writer's meaning. What
did Moses mean and how were his inspired words understood by his gener-

'vétion? That interpretation which fits in best with the biblical and
cultural context is the view that the '"sons of God" were ambitious
antedeluvian despots. This position does the least violence to the text
and leaves the fewest questions unanswered. It is in all probability

the true interpretation of Genesis 6.

4
Bernard Ramm, Protestant Biblical Interpretation (Grand
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1956), p. 120.

351bid., p. 121.
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INTRODUCTION

Historical Background

While there is some disagreement among scholars in" this mat-
ter, the probability is that Galatians was written from a city in
Macedonia about A. D. 56.

FPalse teachers known as Judaizers had crept into these
Galatian churches and were seeking to undermine the faith of the
reééntly converted Gentiles by insisting that they could not enter
into the fulness of salvation unless in addition (o their belief
in Christ they submitted to the rite of circumcision and other
requifements of the Jewish law. Paul, who was in a much better
position toAjudge the spiritual state of these Judaizers than we
are, 1is thoroughly convinced that they were false teachers and
wolves in sheep's clothing (Gal. 2:4; Phil 3:2-3).

The objective of the Judaizers was twofold: (1) they
sought to undermine confidence in Paul as a divinely commissioned
apostle on a level with the Twelve; and (2) they wanted to sub-
vert his teaching that men were saved by faith alone. Paul wrote
Galatians, therefore, (a) to defend his apostolic authority and
(b) to establish the doctrine of justification by faith upon a
secure bgsis of Scripture and reason. To Paul the issue was as
vivid as it was absolutely vital--the very cross of Christ was
imperilled by this plausible legalism of the Judaizers, for "if

righteousness come by the law, then Christ is dead in vain" (2:21).



Contextual Background

The book runs in three clear movements of two chapters
each. The first two chapters are a narrative (pertaining to

Paul himself). The next two chapters are a discussion (per-

taining to the Gospel). The remaining two chapters are an

exhortation (pertaining to the Galatian believers). 1In other

words, the first two chapters are a personal explanation, the
middle two are a doctrinal exposition, and the last two are
the practical application.

The first main section of the book is 1:11-2:21. 1In
it we find Paul defending his apostleship on two fronts.
(1) He‘shows that he has received his gospel and the commission
to proclaim it directly from the ILord Jesus Christ Himself.
Then (2) he shows that he had been granted the fullest endorse-
ment of his ministry by the apostolic council at Jerusalem,
which was held to settle the issde of the status of the Gentile
converts (2:1-21). So complete had been the apostles' and
Paul's mutual agreemenh*and understanding of the gospel, that
when Peter on a later occasion at Antioch had lapsed into Ju-
daistic behavior, Paul had been able to rebuke him and that
very basis of that common understanding, and on the basis of
his apostolic authority, which he earlier defehded and now
demonstrated. Paul uses this circumstantial difference bet-
ween Peter and himself as a touch~stone to set forth a clear

principle of the gospel.



THE STATEMENT 2:15-16

The Jews and Thelr Privileges

V. 15: We though Jews by nature and not sinners of Gentile

origin.

It is somewhat uncertain as to whether vv. 15-21 are
a continuation of Paul's rebuke of Peter in the hearing of
the church at Antioch or whether they constitute an en-
largement for the benefit of the Galatians of what he said
to Peter. It has also been surmised that Paul is here men-
tally addressing Peter, if not quoting from what he said to
him. The correct view 1is probably that Paul summarizes for
the benefit of the Galatians that which he had told Peter
because (1) the passage no doubt is merely a summary at best,
of what was said and done at Antioch, and (2) v. 14 would not
be enough to convince the Galatians that he had really come
to grips with Peter on the matter at issue.

Paul's argument in this verse is an appeal to the
" course which both Peter and he had followed to come to be

Justified, whereby they confessed the worthlessness of their

heritage and works of the law. The term a%j/o!p‘rw/) oc is
here not used in its strict sense denoting pe;sons guilty of
sin, but rather, Paul writes of the Jew's attitude toward
the Gentiles. The Jews regarded all Gentiles as sinners

(Matt. 26:45; 1Lk. 18:32). The word was almost a synonym



in the religious phraseology of the Jews.?

With some irony, Paul says that both he and Peter
had not been like thesge "sinful Gentiles," but they were
Jews, possessing the privileges of the Jewisgh religion,
the knowledge of the law (Rom. 3:1-2), and the special favor

of God.

Phe Jewish Christians and Their Faith

V. 16: Yet knowing that a man is not justified by works of

law, but only through faith in Christ Jesus, even we
believed in Christ Jesus, that we might be justified by faith
in Christ and not by works of law, because by works of law

'shall no flesh be Jjustified.'

The Insufficiency of the Law

' /s
The usage of {é is somewhat problematical, as it
appears at the beginning of the verse. DJome manuscripts and
/
therefore men omit the cﬂﬁ and connect the verse with the
£ ~—

preceding, regarding its ”1{6‘5 as taken up by the following

N — > v
KA L Ayecs, the nominative to EM/TTEVTD, eV . "ye by nature
A 7

Jews, knowing that a man is not justified by works of the law,

even we believed in Christ." But the previous verse can be

i _

J. B. Lightfoot, The E,istle of Paul to the Galatians,
Classic Commentary Library (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan
Publishing House, 1962), p. 115.
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be taken as a complete statement: "We are Jews by nature;
but, knowing as we do that a man is‘not Justified by works of
law, even we believed." This view has in its favor (1) the
overwhelming evidence for lﬁé;; (2) the natural meanihg of the
adversative, and (3) the méaning of the passage, for Paul
indicates a transition from a trust in Judalism, so natural to
a born Jew, to faith in Christ. All Jewish Christians, there-
fore, had initially agreed that it was utterly impossible to
commend themselves to God by law-keeping. At the end of v. 16
this position is reinforced by a reference to Ps. 143:2. Paul
was not teaching something new. Justification by faith had

been promised in the 0ld Testament.

The Importance of Faith

In this verge, the works of the law are seen in con-
trast to faith. The two ways of getting right with God are
set forth here: (1) by keeping the law and (2) by faith in
Christ Jesus (objective genetive). Paul demonstrated that the
Judaizers who kept the law were at complete variance, not only

with the apostolic teaching but with their own Scriptures.



THE EXAMINATION 2:17-18

The Life of Fagith

V. 17: But if through seeking to be justified in Christ, we
ourselves also were found to be sinners, is Christ
therefore a minister of sin?

Found to Be Sinners

‘This verse contains two problems related to the justi-
fication by faith. What does it mean that they (presumably
Paul and Peter) were found to be sinners? Two main views are
possible: (1) While leaving the law, they therefore sinned
against it by breaking it, and Weré constituted sinners. This
Would then be the illogical argument of the Judalzers against
Paul and all other Jewish bellevers who trusted in Christ
rather than in the law. Or it could have the meaning of (2)
"we no less than the Gentiles have been proved to be sinners."
The latter position is to be favored because (a) of the XvTOL,
referring to a definite group, i. e., Peter and Paul. (b) The

C
(O in connection with FUTO(C and &AroPZ WAOL 1inks this
B —— 71

with the sinners in v. 15, where Oﬁ/quYQACDC is to be under-
stood with reference to our position in the eyes of God. (c)
Paul would have little reason to switch to an objection by the
Judaizers which is irrelevant to the argument. Rather, like
the Gentiles, Jews who thought they were not sinners, when

brought to Christ, found that they were.



Christ a Minister to Sin

There are two ways to interpret this difficult ex-
pression. (1) Paul either takes up the objection of the
Judaizers which goes thus: "To forsake the law in order to
be justified, is to commit sin; and to make this change under
the authority of Christ, is to make Christ the minister of
sin--a supposition not to be entertained, therefore it is
wrong to appeal to Him for freedom from the law." The other
view is that this is Paul's own argument (2): "It cannot be
a sinful thing to abandon the law, for such abandonment 1is
necessary to justification; and 1if it were a sinful thing to
pass over from the law to faith, it would thus make Christ
the minister of sin--but such a conclusion is utterly blas-
phemous. That interpretation (2) 1s preferable can be readily
seen. (a) The phrase is introduced by é&ﬂz_, which is a ques-
tion, as seen from other uses (Lk. 18:8;‘Aots 8:30). That

this question is based on Paul's own argument can be deduced

from the use of lpl’z ,Yé/\/O(,TO » which 1s used almost exclusive-
ly by Paul of a false deduction from his own previous state-
ments. He admits thus that they became sinner, by seeking

to be justified in Christ, but denies that therefore, as his
opponents charge, Christ has become one who ministers to sin.
(b) This interpretation also agrees with the indicative use

C z . c
of €EUpPeGnNL/EY , (c) the subtle irony of KX LOPTHAOL, and
7 7 / [

paves the way of the words "I died through the law."



The Life By the Law

V. 18: For if the things that I broke down, these I build
up again, I show myself a transgressor.

The meaning of the verse is plain enough. But the
question is, What does 1t refer two? And agaln there are
two possibilities. It may either be that the Judaizers, with
their reintroduction of law-keepling as an essential of salva-
tion, ére painfully rebuilding the very structure of human
merit, which for Paul ended when he received Christ. Or it
may have direct reference to Peter, who had ignored and lived
contrary to the law for a time, so that the return to that
same law would reveal him as a deliberate transgressor. Paul
tactfully applies this statement to himself. It is simplest

A N
to connect YXp with/}/ﬂ ’YGVOLTU:

God forbid; for in the renunciation of the law, and in the
consequent finding of ourselves sinners in order to justi-
fication, there 1s no sin; but sin lies in returning to
the law again as the means or ground of acceptance, for
such return is an assertion of 1its perpetual authority.
Peter'g conduct had been a confession that he had transgressed
in overthrowing the law. Abrogation and re-enactment cannot
both be right. When Peter lived like a Gentile, he tore down
the ceremonial law; when he lived like a Jew, he tore down

salvation by grace.

1John Eadie, Commentary on the Epistle of Paul to
the Galatians, Classic Commentary Library (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan Publishing House, n. d.), p. 178.




THE CONCLUSION. 2:19ff

Paul and the Law

V. 19: PFor I through law died to law that I might live to

God.

Whereas Paul spoke unemphatically of himself in the
previous verse, because what he said referred actually to
Peter and would have been true of any person who had trusted
in Christ, Paul now employs $5g£_ and thus becomes very em-
phatic, speaking of his own experience in this and the fol-
lowing verses.

The question arises how 1t was possible for Paul to
die through the law to the law. How did the law free him
from himself? Various answers have been advanced. (1) Some
say it refers to the lack ofpower in the law to give man life,
but that faith is able to liberate man from deatn and give
him a new principle of life. Also this statemente is true,

of course, it does not contain the whole truth. (2) Some

ascribe to the law the peculiar function of a WdLJ&\ﬂJYOS,

which operates till the sinner is brought to Christ. But
the abandonment of the law forced upon the sinners by its
terror does not amount to the profound change described in

) 2 Ve
the phrase TW vopyWwW ogpre@avoV. (3) Some refer it to
c g s

the economical purpose of the law, whose sacrifices and

rituals foreshadowed Christ. It was therefore an act of
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obedience to the law, when Christ came, to take Him as
master instead of the law. But agalinst this is the use
of VO B()S , always referring to the written law. And

\ e . / ) /
the words JLa, VOOV vIYPW JTeBavov certainly speak
g / A%

of a moral and spiritual change wrought in the believer.
Also, the appeal of the passage 1s to the heart and cons-
cience rather than to reason_and intellect.
Lightfoot explains the problem thus:
(1) Prior to the law--sinful, but ignorant of sin;
(2) Under the law--sinful, and conscious of sin, yearning

after better thin%s; (3) Free from the law--free and jus-
tified in Christ.

\ ~
The meaning of J(xx VOpMYOU can be seen when the meaning of
7

) v ’ : '
vopWw arefavoVv is examined. Such a dative is found with
7 C - . . .

this verb in Rom. 6:2,10; 7:4; 14:7. To die to thé law is
the die to the demands of the law and thus to be no longer
under its penalty. Rom. 6 makes it clear that believers died
to the law in the death of Christ. In Christ we died positi-

onally to the sin for which He died.

Paul and Christ

V. 203 I have been crucified With Christ, and it is no
longer I that live, but Christ that liveth in me, and the
life that I now 1live in the flesh, I live in faith, faith
which is in the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself

for me.

"ightfoot, p. 118,
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In the last verse the maln emphasis was the release
from the obligations and the demands of the law, here it is
the death to the curse of the law.

What is this death with Christ? (1) It is not a
mystical experience of Paul, as some assert. (2) Neither
is 1t a daily dying to the law, a constant self-crucifixion.
(3) Also, the view that this is merely a change of looking
at things--a "reorientation of thought"--on part of the Apostle,
based on Christ's death to the law, completely misses the
point. These views are ably refuted by a proper exegesgils
of the text. The latter view (3) seems to confuse positional
with practical sanctification. One further view, which has
the word usage in its favor but misses the complete argument

/
of the passage is that (4) TUVEGTAdUPWPl refers to a death
V7

to s8in, the annihilation of old sins.

It should be noted, Tirst of all, that GuVETTRUAWYAL
! 7

is perfect, indicating that the action has been begun in the
past and its results continue in the present, thus the trans-
lation must be "I have been crucified with Christ." Not the
crucifixion goes on and on but the results of it. Secondly,
Paul has elsewhere indicated that the believer is free from
law by virtue of the death of Christ (3:13%; Col 5:14; Eph.
3:15-16). 1In Col. 2:20 this is expressed as a.dying with
Christ. The death spoken of here is not the spiritual fel-

lowship which the believer has with the death of Christ, but
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as the context and the inclusive verb point out, the death
brings to an end the reign of the law. Positionally, our
crucifixion with Christ occurred the moment we accepted Him
as Saviour, but the effects of our acceptance of His finished
work for us on the cross will continue throughout all eternity.

Identification with Christ involves not only identi-
fication in Hidé& death but also in His burial, resurrection,
ascension, and glorification, for Christ did not stay dead.
Through the union with Christ we satisfied the law, yilelded
to it the obedience which it claimed, suffered 1ts curse, died
to it, and are released from it--from its accusations and its
penalty, and from its claim to obey it as the means of winning
eternal life.

Release from the law is not lawlessness, This 1is
emphasized by Paul in the remainder of the verse "and live
no longer I, but liveth in me Christ." The first éé; is con-
tinuative, the second sub-adversative, introducing the posi-
tive correlative to the preceding negative statement. Christ
now dwells in Paul, controlls him, gives him power, and trans-
forms him. |

The VUV marks the time subsequent to Paul's identi-

1 A -~ “~
fication with Christ. The TW ToJ0 yl00 ToU §€0U describes

the object of his faith. Paul appropriates the love of Jesus,
realizing that in a very real sense Chrigst died for him. His

life is merged with that of Christ.
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THE EPILOGUE OF JOB
JOB 42:10-17

TRANSLATION:

And Yahweh turned the fortune of Job when he prayed
forvhis friends and Yahweh increased all that was Job's two-
fold. ‘

Then came ﬁo him all his brothers andAall his sisters
and all his former acqualintances, and they ate bread with him
in his house, and they bemoaned him, and they comforted him
concerning all the evil which Yahweh had brought upon him,
and each one gave him a Keshita (piece of money) and each a
golden ring.

And Yahweh blessed Job's end more than his beginning
and he had fourteen thousand sheep and six thousand camels and
a thousand yoke of oxen and a thousand she asses. And he had
seven sons and daughters. And the one was called Jemima
(Dove) and the second Kezia (Cassia) and the third Keren-
happuch (horn of eye-makeup). And in all the land there were
not found women so fair as the daughters of Job and their
faither gave them inheritance among their brothers.

And Job lived after this a hundred and fourty years,
and he saw his offspring and his children's offspring to four

generations. And Job died, being old and satisfied with days.
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INTRODUCTION

The Position of Job

Among all writings, inspired or uninspired, the book
of Job stands preeminent for its lofty representations of the
pure moral personality, the holiness, the unchallengeable
justice, the widom, the omnipotence, and the absolute sovereign-
ty of God. The formal kinship of the book of Job is with the
Eastern hokmay or wisdom literature. Within the canon of the
0l1ld Testament the function of the wisdom books was to apply
the foundational Mosaic revelation to the problems of human
existence and conduct as they were being formulated in the
philosophical circles of the world. A figure like Job, stand-
ing outside the Aaronic-Mosaic administrations of the Cove-
nant, was an ideal vehicle for Biblical wisdom doctrine, con-
cerned as 1t was with the common ways and demands of God.
(Tenney, p. 433).

The position which the book occuples in our English
Bibles after the historical books and before the Psalms is
that which it has always occupled in the Western Church, at
least since the days of Jerome. But in the original Hebrew
it stands after the Psalms and Proverbs in the third of the
three divisions (the Kethubhim) into which the Scriptures

are divided by the Jews. It is rightly placed in close
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connection with the Psalms and Proverbs, as being, like themn,

poetical in form (Gibson, p. IX).

The Period of Job

The indications of date derived from the contents of
the book, from its tone, and from its general style, strongly
favor the theory of its high antiquity. The style has an ar-
chaic character, replete with Aramaisms which are not of the
later tyﬁe, but such as occur in parts of the Pentateuch, in
the Song of Deborah, and in the earliest Psalms. The events
which the author narrates belong to the early Patriarchal
period, as is evident from features like Job's longevity, reve-
lation by theophany outside the Abrahamic Cdvenant, the nomadic
status of the Chaldeans, and the early soclal and economic
practices. The historical allusions contain not the faintest
hint of any of the great events of Israelite history, not even
the Exodus. Judging from those facts, the book of Job is
probably more ancient than any other composition in the Bible,
excepting perhpas the Pentateuch, or portions of it (Pulpit

Commentary, p. 15).

The book was not written until after Job's death (42:17)
and the only tradition which has come down to us with respect
to its authorsghip ascribes it to Moses. Though this tradition,
affirmed by Aben Ezra (c. A. D. 1150) and the Talmud, is of

little critical value, leaving it we would float upon a sea



of conjecture,

The Problems of Job

The author of Job 1s a didactic writer. Placing the
complicated problems of human life before him, he inquires
into a number of its most hidden and abstruse mysteries. Why
are some men especlally prosperous? Why are others crushed
and overwhelmed with misfortune? Does God care for men or
does He not? Is death the end of all things? How can man be
Just with God? How can man know God? But above all--why must
man suffer? These are the questions the book asks and which
are directly or indirectly answered by the author..

Job is tried and tested in every possibie way: by
unexampled misfortunes, by a most painful and loathsome dis-
ecase, by the defection of his wife, by the cruel charges of
his friends, by the desertion of his relatives, by the insult-
ing language and actions of the rabble (30:1-10). Yet he re-
talns his integrity; he remains faithful to God; he continues
to place all his hope and trust in the Almighty (13:15; 31:
2,6,23,35)., While hopelessly despondent and protesting passi-
onately agalnst what he interprets as an unjust divine sentence
upon him, it is still to God that Job turns and cries. And
although the Voice from the whirlwind has offered no explana-

tion of the mystery of his past sufferings, it nevertheless

controverts the theory of his friends, that all suffering



proceeds from sin.

With chapter 42 the drama reaches its conclusion and
there only remains that the narrative should be satisfactorily
concluded. This is done in 42:1-17 where the writer drops the
poetical form and reverts to the plain prose of the prologue.
In this epilogue Yahweh first turns to Job's friends and pro-
nounces the verdict, condemning the friends and bidding them
to offer a sacrifice, promising them pardon at Job's inter-

cession (7-9). Thereupon follows the epilogue proper, where

Job, magnificently vindicated, finds his destiny accomplished.



I. HIS RESTORED HEALTH

The Reason for His Deliverance.

Vs. 10: And Yahweh turned the fortune of Job when he prayed
for his friends and Yahweh increased all that was Job's two-

fold.

Job's Part

It is no coincidence and there is deep significance
in the fact—that the very moment when, as regards his friends,
Job prays for them, he completely forgives and forgets, not-
withstanding they had so grievously injured him, his disease
departs from him., It happened when he prayed for his friends

10 TS 1PP2 WA, not "because he prayed," not "in re-

turn for his praying," for 2 before 17P9I can only ex-
press the idea of simultaneousness ("while, during"), though
there most certainly may be a cause-effect relationship. The

prayer was _J11Y02 TYJd., The preposition TJ1 speaks of any

kind of nearness, behlind or after, round about, between; here
no doubt pro or for, as in Job 6:22, 2:4 (Gesenius, p. 129).
The original text properly reads in the singular "for his
friend," which singular, however, is to be understood general-
ly, as a collective singular (16:21), or it may be that, as

in 42:7, Eliphaz is regarded as a representative of all his

friends.
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Yahweh's Part

It was Yahweh that (literally:) turned the fortunes
of Job. TYJT\1 placed first in this verbal clause receives

the emphasis. JP2¥ 2 does not mean "turned the cap-

tivity of Job." Expressions of this sort were not originally
combinations of a verb and a noun, but arose from a redupli-
cation of the verb 11w 1lilw. The phrase simply means: to
turn the turning, to restore to the former condition, to

cause an unfortunate turn of affairs to be succeeded by a for-
tunate one, which puts and end to the former. (Tur-Sinal,

p. 580). The phrase I’V 34 _2¥ occurs only here, with the

name of an individual in the genetive after J1{l4/; the
genetive 1s generally the name of a people, occasionally that
of a country (Jer. 33:11). The exceptional usage can perhaps
be best explained in the common origin of the words, than that
the verb came from ;zjlﬁ’and the noun form from‘ILEgi; in which
case the noun form would have lost its real meaning. Better
yet, as Ewald demonstrated, the verb and noun are actually

from the same root (ICC, p. 349).

When Job prayed his fortunes were turned. Perhgﬁs his
complete forgiveness by God was contingent on his own com-
plete forgiveness of his "friends" (Mt. 6:12,14,15; 18:32-35).
At any rate, his restoration, though no doubt gradual, fol-

lowed his intercession.
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The Radicality of His Deliverance

Yanweh increased all that Job had two-fold_j]QQVt)? .
The description which follows sets forth how this doubling of
his former possessions, which need not be pressed throughout
with literal exactness, was carried out 1in detail.

Duhm (p. 205) insists that vs. 10c is a latef addi-
tion, for, how could Yahweh add (_fjjg;_) to Job's possessions
when he actually possessed nothing anymore, 1Llhe verb should
be LW, he insists. But although )I}i does mean to add,
to increase, one need merely take this as having reference to
his former possessions, mentioned in the prologue (1:1-5), to
which the epilogue seems to stand in direct contrast. Job's
fortunes changed completely. Literally then, the Lord added
to all that had been Job's to the double. The subsequent
verses speak of the restoration and doubling of Job's former
prosperity (11-17). Vss. 11-12 narrate first of all the res-

toration of his former honor, authority, and dignity.



II. HIS RETURNING FRIENDS

The Relatlionshlip of the Friends

Vs. 11: Then came to him all his brothers and all his sis-
ters and all his former acquaintances, and they ate bread with
" him in his house, and they bemoaned him, and the comforted
him concerning all the evil which Yahweh had brought upon him,
and each one gave him a Keshita and each a golden ring.

There came to him all his brothers and all his sisters
and all his acqualintances. Ihgycame en toto, as signified by
the threefold use of LLEEL. Everyone came, including all his

1'Y T (from JT. , plural active participle "to know, to
be acquainted with"). The question 1is, Where had they been
all along? It seems remarkable that none of these friends
came near to him during his afflictions, and especilally that
his siters should not have been with him to sympathize with
him. But 1t was one of the bitter sources of affliction, that
in his trials his kindred stood aloof from him. He says
therefore in 19:13-14: "He hath put my brethren far from me
and mine acquaintance are verily estranged from me. My kins-
folk have failed and my familiar friends have forgotten me."
Delitzsch rightly observes (p. 389) that prosperity brought
those together again whom calamity had frightened away; for

the love of men 1s scarcely anything but a number of coarse or



delicate shades of selfishness." Job, however, does not
thrust his friends back.

This narrative then is to be understood as the counter-
part of the sorry visit by his three "friends" in 2:11, who

were nothing but miserable comforters.

The Rejoicing with His Friends

They came to eat bread with him in his house. A
sympathetic sould of a copylst of the LXX gives to the eating
ones also something to drink: V> | but the QT % IP2X°

doubtless includes the drinking. The eating of bread was an
ancient token of friendship and affection (Ps. 11:9, Prov. 9:5,
23:6, Jer. 41:1). He was now in his own house-- 1J1°231 1o
which he returned after his recovery from his defiling il1-
ness (Barnes, p. 301). Before Job's calamities, his children
feasted in their own houses (1:4); now that Job is restored,

he resumes his hospitality.

The Remembrance by Hls Friends

They did not only eat bread with him in his house.
More than that: they bemoaned him and comforted him over all
the evil the Lord had brought upon him, whereof the worst part
was their own coldness and desertion (19:13,14,19). Two verbs,
containing a noteworthy alliteration, express their sympathetic

attention. And exactly the same terms are used for the comfort
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and sympathy of Eliphaz, Bildad, and Zophar in 2:11: EEF

and OTJ, T1] means "to be moved, to be agitated" and

followed by a dative, "to pity, to commiserate," as signi-
fied by a motion of the head (cf. Job 16:4-5). When followed
by _EL, ag here, it means "to comfort the afflicted." Hence,
in comforting there 1s real physical empathy involved. The
verb I]T]Q properly means to pant or to groan, and in the
Piel indicates "to signify, to declare grief or pity" (Geseni-
us, pp. 535, 544), followed by an accusative of persons (Gen.
50:21, Job 2:11), It sometimes includes the notion of help
put forth, especially when used of God (Is. 12:1, Ps. 23:4).
And it can be seen from the followling context of this passage
that the idea of help 1s included here too. Their comfort and
sympathy, whether genuine or not, evidenced itself in real
compassion and help., So it must ever be with our sympathy.
Real compassion does not s8it by idly at the need of others
(Prov. 3:27-28),
Of special note is the fact that here Yahweh, instead

of Satan, is seen as the bringer of the evil: TWWJITeY PV

1’2 I RN ST g YN "?> includes the loss

of possessiond which do not yet seem to be restituted at this
time. Was 1t not Satan who had originated all the evils which
befell Job? Perhaps the inspired writer of the book, in his
concluding remark, wants us to see the truth that God is

sovereign in all of man's affairs and that nothing comes into
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our life which does not first meet the approval of God.
Ultimately it was God who tested Job, not Satan. God gave
the approval; He set the limits for the evil; He terminated
it in His own good time. Now it was Yahweh who restored Hils
servant to honor. Everything 1s now subordinated to him, who

was accounted as one forsaken of God.

The Riches from His Friends

Finally, to establish the renewd friendshlp, every man
also gave him a piece of money and everyone an earring of gold.
This they all did. W’X ig repeated twice. They all came;
they all gave. The writer wants us to see the totality of
the restitution. These gifts were presents of well-wishes,
much like the present-day wedding gifts. This is probably one
of the earliest insthces in which money 1is mentioned in history.
The Hebrew word 1] )QQE' occurs only in this place and in
Gen. 33:19, where 1t is rendered "pieces of silver." It is
evident therefore that it was one of the earliest names given
to a coin, and 1ts use here argues strongly for the antiquity
of Job. Had the book been composed at a later age, the word
shekel, or some word 1in common use to denote money, would have
been used. The relationship of a Qesita--a weight for silver--
to other weights 1s unknown. For a hundred Qesita Jacob
bought the field where he spread his tent in Shechem (Gen. 33:

19). The basic meaning of the word is "correct (measure),"
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Aramaic‘X\jujp . Arabic qlst (= 17’R7{?) likewise means
"correct measure, correct weight," Talmudic sources vari-
ously interpret this word as denoting a coin, an ornament, a
sheep, like a similar word in the Talmud, but there is no
room for these meanings here (Tur-Sinai, pp; 580-581). It
is not an 1lmprobable supposition, however, that the figure of
a sheep or lamb was the first figure stamped on coins, and
this may be the reason why the word here used was rendered
in this manner in the ancient versions.

Everyone also brought a ring of gold. Thé word ren-
dered "ear-ring" ( Zﬁyﬁ ) méy mean a ring for the nose (Gen.
24:47; Is. 3:21, Prov. 11:22; Hos. 2:13), as well as for the
ear (Gen. 35:4). The word "ring" would better express the
sense here, without specifying its particular use (cf. Jud.
8:24, 25; Prov. 25:12). It should be remembered that the
oldest Egyptian coins had the form of a ring and that 2D
(talent) originally means ring. Ornaments of this kind were
much worn by the ancient (cf. Is. 3, Gen. 24:22) and a contri-
bution of these from each one of the friends of Job would con-
stitute a valuable prosperity (£x. 32:2-3). It was not un-
common for friende to bring presents to one who was restored
from great calamity, as in the case of Hezekiah (II. Chron.

32:23)(Barnes, p. 303).



III. HIS REGAINED POSSESSIONS

Vs. 12: And Yahweh blessed Job's end more than his beginning
and he had fourteen thousand sheep and six thousand camels

and a thousand yoke of oxen and a thousand she asses.

The Reason for His Wealth

Job's friends, which vanished with his fortune, re-
turned with the same. Agalin they sit at his hospitable table
and comfort him because of his misfortune. Their small presents,
which no doubt were originally intented to be a present towards
the basisg of his new prosperity, serve now as follo, on whose
background the whole fulness of God's blessing now comes to the

fore, Jad 113112 . vanweh had given, Yahweh had taken

away, and now He was blessing again. Yahweh takes away only
to enrich, never to ruln and to destroy the faithful. Job's
latter end, 31" YT | is blessed more than the former, IWIWUX D,
The comparative _El_ highlights this change in Job's fortune.
And the remainder of the verse emphasizes in detall just how
radical the rewards were, James in the New Testament carries
on the theme by pointing to Job with the following words:
"Behold, we count them happy which endure. Ye have heard of
the patience of Job, and have seen the end of the Lord, that
the Lord is very pitiful and of tender mercy. The end is the

Lord's and therin lies the comfort: ﬂ"i?%- T]JT]?
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The restoration of prosperlty prophesied by Eliphaz
(5:18-26), Bildad (8:20-21), and Zophar (11:13-19), but not
expected by Job, came, not in consequence of any universal
law, but by the will of God, and in His pure grace and favor.
It in no way pledged to compensate worldly prosperity in the
case of another sufferer; and certalnly the general law seems
to be that such earthly compensation is withheld. But, in
combination with the instinet which demands that retributive
Justice shall prevail universally, 1t may be taken as an
earnest of God's ultimate dealings with men and a sure indi-
\cation that, if not on earth, at least in the future state,
each man shall receive '"the deeds done in his body," according

to that he had done, whether it be good or evil.

The Rewards in Detall

The number of sheep and goats, camels, oxen, and she
asses 1ls exactly twhkce the number given in 1:3, which were
Job's formér possessions. Several interesting observations
can be made from Job's property. First of all, the absence of
horses or mules from the list is an indication of the high
antiquity of Job., Horses were not known in Egypt till the time
of the shepherd-kings (ca. 1900-1650 B. C.), who introduced
them from Asia. None are given to Abraham by Pharaoh contem-
porary with him (Gen. 12:16). We hear of nontas possessed by

the Patriarchs in Palestine, and on the whole it is not probable
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that they had been know in Western Asla very long before their
introduction in Egypt from Central Asla.

Secondly, the items of Job's wealth accord with those
of Abraham's (Gen. 12:16). Thirdly, Job's wealth of cattle is
not beyond credibility. Egyptian lords of the 4th dynasty are
known to have had similar possessions. Further, the proportion
of the camels 1s noticeable and implles a residence on the
borders of the desert (Pulpit Commentary, p. 2).

Job's possessions are those of a large and princely
household. Although Job 1s not to be regarded as a Bedouin,
but as a seéttled prince, or Emir (1:4, 18; 29:7; 31:32), who
also engaged in agriculture (1:14; 5:23; 31:8,38ff), his
wealth 1s nevertheless, after the manner of those countries,
estimated according to the extent of nis flocks and herds
(1:3: TTJI?FD)’ together with the servants belonging to it.

Job had fourteen thousand IN'tf. Sheep and goats
are expressed in Hebrew by this single collective term, inade-
guately rendered "sheep" or sometimes, less inaccurately
"flock," so Gen. 30:31f, a passage which proves the extent of
the term in Hebrew. A simple term sufficed to cover the two
classes of animals, inasmuch as the flocks generally contained
both sheep and goats, as they commonly still do today (ICG,

p. 5).
ioreover, Job possessed camels and a thousand yoke -

of oxen. T.t?fi is a yoke, 1i e., a palr. Oxen were being
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worked in pairs in tilling the land, as seen in 1:14: '"oxen

were ploughing."

Only the she asses are mentioned as forming
the most valuable part of this species of cattle property and
also indicate that Job's wealth is not stated exhaustively.
In Syria even today the she asses!\are far more numerously
owned than the males, and sold at three times the value of the
latter, and this 1s not so much for the milk as for breeding
(Delitzsch, p. 390). The terms used for sheep and goats, ]XF
and for oxen 7223., are collective and as such include females;
the masculine plural used of the camels, 13’;?t?) , 18 appli-
caple also to females (Gen. 32:15).

The only thing which is omitted here, and which is not

"household," or "husbandry" (1:3),

said was doubled, was his
but it is evident that they must have increased in a corres-
ponding manner, to enable him to keep and maintain such flocks

and herds.



IV, HIS RENEWED POSTERITY

Vs. 13-15: And he had seven sons and daughters. And the one
was called Jemima and the second Kezia and the third Keren-
happuch., And in all the land there were not found women so
falr as the daughters of Job and their father gave them in-

heritance among their brothers.

His Sons

In contrast to 1:2, the children appear here only
after the possession of the herds, because the cases of mis-
fortune happened in this order (1:13ff) and because the birth
of the sons and the daughters was completed later than the
doubling of the flocks. Job has the same number of children
which he had before his trials. Nothing is said of his wife
or whether these children were or were not by a second marri-
age. The last mention that is made of his wife is in 19:17,
where he says that "his breath was strange to his wife, though
he intreated her for the children's sake of nis own body."

The character of this woman does not seem to have been such
as to have deserved farther notice than the fact that she
contributed greatly to increase the calamities of her husband.

Job receives the same number of children again, which
1s also so far a doubling as deceased children also, according

to the 01ld Testament view, are not absolutely lost (II. Sam.
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12:23). The author gives us to understand in this that with
men who die and depart from us, the relationship is different

from that with things that we . have lost.

The pausal form N3Y A ig not to be treated as

an error of transcription for Bl 1w , but ag an obso-

lete substantive ' Y3FY with an unaccented feminine ending.

The sons were a septiad, a set of seven (German: ein Siebend)
(Kautzsch-Cowley, p. 289). The 11JY2Y gtands in a promi-
nent position and is probably intented to stress the complete-

negs of the number. All seven sons were given back to him.

His Daughters

Thelr Recorded Names

The names of the sons are passed over in silence, but
those of the daughters are designedly given. Why the names of
the daughters are here specified is not intimated. They are
significant and they are so mentioned as to show that they
contributed greatly to the happiness of Job on the return of
his possessions and were among the chief blessings which
gladdenened his old age. The giving ofctne names thus shows
Job's state of happiness but it also points to the loveliness

of the three girls. It says of them, B¢/ X :”?’]_ The sub-

>
ject of ?{:]L 261 (R 1 indefinite, "one, they." The names here
mentioned accordingly are not such as were given to the daugh-

ters by the father himself, but appellations which the people
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of thelr acquaintance bestowed upon them. Concerning the
giving of names among the Shur even 1ln present-day Arabia,
A Musil writes: "Der Name hat immer Bedeutung: er soll die
gewuenschten Eigenschaften angeben.;.Oft entspricht der Name
der augenblicklichen Stimmung des Vaters" (Peters, p. 500).
Names were bestowed because they were significant of returning
ﬁ§6perity (Gen. 4:25), or because they indicated hope of what
would be in their time (Gen. 5:29), or because they were the
pledge of some permanent tokens of divine favor (Is. 8:18)

(Barnes, p. 304).

Jemima,.,--0f the three names, 7779’%3? seems to signi-
fy the "dove" or "pure as the dove" (possibly "dove-gyed'" cf.
Cant. 1:15, 2:14, 4:1), unless the Vulgate, LXX, and Chaldee
versions are followed, which bring the word into connection
with nlbi , "day," Arabic X P’P) , explaining it to mean
"pure, bright as the day" (Lange, p. 631). The name t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>