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-

EXPLANATORY LT

In presenting the material in Genes1s covermg the
story of the Patriarchal Age we found so miuch more that
is of great interest, not only exegetically’ but-homiletically
as well, that a further decision was made (see “Explana-
tory,” Introduction, p. xvi,, Vol. II) to-close th1s ‘volume
on the Abrahamic P11gr1mage and ‘Covenant. We trust
that our readers will find this material 1nterest1ng and
helpful. It is now planned that, at.some time in the
future, a fourth (and final) volume will be issued covering
the lives of Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph. .There is outstand-
ing material for Bible students, and for ministers especially,
in these chapters which make up almost one-half of the
entire book.

C. C. Crawford
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PART TWENTY-FIVE:

THE GENERATIONS OF TERAH
(Gen. 11:27-32)
The Central Theme (Motif) of the Bible

The Bible is not, was never intended to be, a book of
science, or a book of philosophy (which is exclusively
human speculation), or even a history of the human race.
It is, rather, the history of a single genealogical Line, the
Line that flowered and terminated in the story of Messiah,
the Redeemer. It is, therefore, preeminently the Book of
Redemption: its content is the story of the progressive
unfolding (actualization) of the divine Plan of Redemp-
tion. It is in fact the record of the actualization of God’s
Cosmic Plan in its fulness, in which Redemption is revealed
as the final phase of the Creation. As it is made clear in
Biblical teaching throughout, our God, the living and true
God, “declares the end from the beginning” (Isa. 46:9-11).
It is His Will, His Eternal Purpose (Eph. 2:8-12) that
the Cosmic Process, which began when He first spoke the
Word, “Light, be!” shall attain fulfilment in the Last
Judgment, at which time His saints, the Sheep of His
Pasture (Psa. 79:13; 100:3) shall be presented as “con-
formed to the image of His Son” (Rom. 8:28-20) “clothed
in glory and honor and incorruption” (Rom. 2:2-7; cf.
Acts 17:31, Matt, 25:31-46, Rev. 20:11-15, 21:1-8, 22:1-
5). As any plan is to be evaluated by its end product,
the Divine Plan will be so evaluated in that last great Day,
the “time of the restoration of all things” (Acts 3:21)
by its end-product, the glorified saint. And even if it
should turn out that only one redeemed soul, only one
“overcomer” (Rev. 3:5,'12, 21, etc.), will be presented as
having ultimately “attained” (Phil. 2:10-15), the Cosmic
Plan will be joyously acclaimed by all existing intelligences
as victorious, indeed worth all it has cost Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit, not on the basis of the number redeemed, but
on the ground of the ineffable quality of the redemption

1
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that shall be disclosed (Rom. 8:23, 1 Thess. 5:23). We
are assured, however, by the word ‘of our God that the
number of the glorified shall not be small, but shall come
“out of every nation, and of all trlbes and peoples and
tongues” (Rev. 7:9-10); and this is'the Word that stands
sure and stedfast (1 Pet. 1:25, 2 Pet 1:19, 2 Tim. 2:9,
Luke 21:33, etc.). These, we are. told, “the general
assembly and church of the flrstboi'n who are enrolled
in heaven” (Heb. 12:23), shall constltute the glorious
citizenry of the City of God, New Ierusalem (Rev. 21:2).
We must never lose sight of the awesome truth that
eternity is timelessmess: it has been rightly said that time
is the narrow vale between the mountain-peaks of two
eternities. It follows, therefore, although our poor minds
are unable to grasp it, that God does not, in the strict
sense of the term, foreknow: rather, He simply knows.
The whole temporal process is but His single Thought.
In God essence IS existence: the essence of our God is
to be: He dwells always in the present tense; with Him it
is always NOW (2 Cor. 6:2, Luke 14:17; Isa, 49:8, 55:6;
2 Pet. 3:8); hence, the great and incommunicable Name
of our God is I AM, HE WHO IS (Exo. 3:13-14). He is
the First and the Last, the Alpha and the Omega (Rev.
1:8, 17; 21:6, 22:13; cf. Isa. 41:4), the Beginning and
the End, only in the sense that He is without beginning
or end. This is not only the testimony of Scripture; it
is that of reason as well. There must be back of all being,
the very Creator and Preserver of it all, a Power that is
without beginning or end; else our only alternative is the
belief that sometime, somewhere, nothing created this vast
something - which we call the world, the cosmos, with its
multifarious living creatures. Such a notion, however, is
inconceivable: even the ancients were wise enough to know
that ex wibilo, nibil fit. (Incidentally, the most ardent
evolutionist, whether he admits it or not, cannot escape
the fact that his theory is, after all, a theory of creation.)

2
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As Arthur Holly Compton, the eminent physicist and
Nobel prize winner, once put it: “A God who can control
a universe like this is mighty beyond imagination.”

All this boils down to the fact which we emphasize
here, that God’s Cosmic Plan which had its beginning in
the Paradise Lost of Genesis will have its fulfilment—by
His own Eternal Purpose and Design—in the Paradise Re-
gained so wondrously portrayed for us in the book of
Revelation. The essence of this Plan is the redemption
of the Faithful—the Overcomers (cf. Rev. 2:7, 17, etc.;
1 Cor, 15:58, Matt. 25:21, 23; 2 Tim. 2:2, 4:7)—in
spirit and soul and body (1 Thess. §:23). We find the
first intimations of it in the opening chapters of Genesis.
Thus we emphasize the fact again that the Bible as a
whole, primarily—it would not be amiss to say, it is
exclusively—the Story of Redemption; and, as we shall
now see, the motif of this entire story is set for us in
the mysterious oracle of Genesis 3:15.

The Seed of the Woman

Gen. 3:15. The matter of supreme importance here
is that of understanding what is implied in the phrase,
the Woman’s Seed. Here we are told that, in the spiritual
conflict of the ages, the Old Serpent’s seed shall bruise
the beel of the Woman’s Seed, signifying a mean, insidious,
vicious, generally unsuccessful warfare (the heel is not a
particularly important part of the anatomy), a kind of
“guerilla warfare,” let us say, whereas the Woman’s Seed
shall ultimately crush the Serpent-seed’s head (the ruling
part of the person and personality), signifying, as we know
in the light of the New Testament fulfilment, the com-
plete victory of Messiah (Christ) over all evil (Rom. 16:20,
1 Cor. 15:25-26, Phil. 2:9-11, Matt. 25:31-46, Rom. 2:4-
11, 2 Thess. 1:7-10, 2 Pet, 3:1-13, Jude 6, Rev. 20:7-10,
etc.). (See my Genesis, 11, 150-156).

The story of this age-old conflict is presented in
Scripture in a series of progressive limitations of the mean-
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ing of the phrase, the Seed of the Woman, first from her
generic seed, the whole human race as descended from Eve,
“the mother of all living” (Gen.'3:20), to her divinely
selected ethnic seed, the fleshly seed' of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob (the Children of Israel) to become the Old Cove-
nant people of God. Little by little, however, as we read
on through the testimony of the 'Hebrew prophets, the
divinely intended limitation becomes clearer' and clearer,
until we finally realize that the Seéd specifically designed
to thwart, and ultimately to completely rout, Satan and
his rebel host, is not a race nor a people, but a Person, the
Person, Jesus, Messiah, Christ, God’s Only Begotten (John
3:16). (Cf.1 Cor. 15:20-28, Phil. 2:7-10, Heb. 2:14-15).
Moreover, because the Bible gives us the History of Re-
demption, it also identifies the genealogical Line through
which this Plan of Redemption is effectuated, that is, the
Line that culminates in Jesus the Messiah, commonly desig-
nated the Messianic Line. (Cf. Matt. 16:16, John 19:30,
Heb. 1:1-4). It should be recalled here that God literally
separated the Hebrew people, the Children of Israel, from
the rest of mankind and put them into the pulpit of the
world to do five things: (1) to preserve the knowledge of
the living and true God, (2) to preserve the knowledge
of the moral law, Gal. 3:19, (3) to prepare the world for
the advent and ministry of the Messiah, and (4) to build
up a system of metaphor, type, allegory, and prophecy to
identify Messiah at His appearance in the flesh, and ()
actually to give the Messiah—Prophet, Priest and King—
to the world. '

Again, the progression of the spiritual conflict—the
Great Controversy—which has been waged throughout
time between the forces of evil, led by the Old Serpent,
the Devil, and the forces of righteousness (redemption)
under the leadership of the Seed of the Woman, the Son of
God, has, generally speaking, paralleled the successive
delimitations of the meaning of the phrase under considera-
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tion here. The oracle of Gen, 3:15 surely pointed forward
to the successive phases of this Controversy, that is, the
conflict (1) between the Devil and the whole human race
(John 14:30, 2 Cor. 4:4); (2) between the Devil and
God’s Old Covenant people, the fleshly seed of Abraham
(Job, chs. 1, 2; I Chron. 21:1; Zech. 3:1-5); (3) between
the Devil and the Messiah Himself (Matt, 4:1-11, Luke
22:39-46,. John 8:44, Heb. 2:14-16); (4) and finally,
between the Devil and the New Covenant elect, the
spiritual seed of Abraham (Gal. 3:16-19, 3:27-29; Eph.
3:8-11, 6:10-18; Jas. 4:7, 1 Pet. 5:8-9).

In the book of Genesis the Story of Redemption is
carried forward in the following prophetic references to
Messiah, as follows: (1) He would be the Seed of the
Woman (Gen. 3:14-15, Matt. 1:18-23, Luke 1:26-28,
Gal. 4:4-5); (2) He would ultimately triumph over the
Old Serpent, the Devil (Gen. 3:14-15, Heb. 2:14-15; Rev.
12:10-12, 20:7-10); (3) He would be of the Seed of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, respectively (Gen. 12:3, 18:18,
22:18, 26:24; Acts 3:25-26; Gal. 3:16; Heb. 11:17-18);
(4) He would be of the tribe of Judah (Gen. 49:10; Psa.
2:6-9, 60:7; Heb. 7:14, Rev. §:5). The very heart of the
Abrahamic Promise was the promise of the Reign of
Messiah, the Redeemer.

“Generations”

We have noted previously (Vol. I, pp. 46-47) that the
book of Genesis divides readily into ten sections, each
introduced by the word foledoth, translated “‘generations.”
(It must be recalled that this introductory term ‘‘genera-
tions,” refers always to that which follows and never to
that which precedes, in time.) These are as follows: (1)
the generations of the heavens and of the earth (chs. 2:4—
4:26); (2) the generations of Adam (chs. 5:1—6-8);
(3) the generations of Noah (chs. 6:9—9:29); (4) the
generations of the sons of Noah (chs. 10:1—11:9); (5)
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thegenerations of Shem (ch. 11:10:26); (6) the genera-
‘tions of Terah (chs. 11:27—25:11)3 (7) the generations
- of Ishmael (ch. 25:12-18); (8) thievgenerations of Isaac
(chs. 25:19—35:29); (9) -the generations of Esau (ch.
36); (10) the generations of Jacob.:(chs. 37:2—50:26).
It will be noted that according to-.this schema the story
is carried forward to the account ofzthe death and burial
of Abraham. The reason for this\is, no doubt, the fact
that Abraham is the chief character: ‘throughout: all- that
is told us about Terah, Nahor, Haran; Lot (the son of
Haran), and Rebekah (the granddaughter of Nahor), is
recorded only as the events in which -these persons were
involved are of significance in relation to the life of
Abraham. It should be noted that the genealogical pro-
gression here follows the pattern set for the Generations
of Noah (6:10), namely, that as the latter began with
the naming of his sons, Shem, Ham, and - Japheth, so the
Generations of Terah are introduuced by the names of his
three sons, Abram, Nahor, and Haran, There is a kind
of symmetry about these genealogical tables that is most
interesting. Furthermore, the Call of Abraham (12:1) is
related to the prophetic promise regarding Shem (9:26);
indeed it is the beginning of the fulfilment of that promise.

The Progeny of Eber

This name becomes rather important in relation to
the Semitic genealogical table. Eber is presented therein
as the great-grandson of Shem, who at the age of thirty-
four became the father of Peleg (Gen. 11:16, cf. 1 Chron.
1:18), and later of other sons and daughters, one of whom
was Joktan (10:21, 25). His total life span was 464
years (11:16). It seems that Eber was the progenitor of
a large segment of the Arabs of Arabia through Joktan
(present-day Arabian tribes insist that pure Arabs de-
scended from Joktan, and many are still known as “chil-
dren of Joktan”), and of the Hebrews through Peleg (as
the Table expressly asserts).
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There can be little doubt, however, that some correla-
tion exists between the name Eber and the word Hebrew:.
Eber means ‘“one -who passes over.” It is interesting to
note that the name Habiru or Hapiru (“those who cross
over”) is used, apparently, throughout the archeological
archives of the ancient Near East to designate Semitic
nomads. (Note that. the name Arab apparently is a dia-
lectical variant for Eber, and hence may have come to dis-
tinguish the wandering tribes who descended through
Joktan from those who descended through Peleg and who
lived semi-sedentary lives on irrigated lands). These
Habiru or Hapiru appeared in various parts of the Fertile
Crescent in the second millenium B.C. They appeared at
Larsa, Babylon, Mari, Alalakh, Nuzi, Boghazkoy, Ugarit,
and even at Amarna in Egypt. In these records they are
almost uniformly described as restless nomadic people. At
Mari they operated as bands of semi-nomads. In the
Amarna letters they are portrayed as lawless gangs who
were joined by oppressed urban peoples in attacks on the
established cities. Some hold that the name Habiru may
have designated a social caste rather than an ethnic group.

Be this as it may, the consensus is, overwhelmingly,
that from the eponym Eber came the name Hebrew as
used in the Bible as a patronymic for Abraham and his
seed. In this connection an excellent discussion of the
name Hebrew and its relation to the name Israelite may be
found in Fairbairn’s Bible Encyclopedia, Vol. III, p. 66.
The article is by Duncan H. Weir. It goes substantially
as follows: Herbrew, according to this writer, was a name
of wider import at least in its earlier use, Every Israelite
was a Hebrew, but every Hebrew was not an Israelite.
In Genesis 15:13 Abraham the Hebrew is mentioned along
with Mamre the Amorite. In Gen. 39:14, 40:15, and
41:12 Joseph is spoken of as a Hebrew and the land of
Palestine as the land of the Hebrews. In Gen. 10:21,
Shem is called “the father of all the children of Eber” or
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Hebrews. In Num. 24:24, it is not probable that by Eber,
who is; mentioned along with Asshur, the children of
Israel, and they only, are meant. After;.the conquest of
Palestine by the Israelites the name Hebrew was no longer
used with its origihal latitude. When it is used in.prefer-
ence .to Israelite, there is always a reference to the foreign
relations of Israel. It is used (1) by foreigners: (Exo. 1:16,
2:7; 1 Sam. 4:6-9, 14:11, etc.); (2): by-Israelites when
addressing foreigners (Exo. 2:7, 3:18;:Jonah.1;9); (3)
when Israelites are opposed to foreign nations (Gen. 40:15,
43:32; Exo. 2:11, 21:2; Deut. 15:125 Jer.. 34:9; 14). (1
Sam. 13:3 seems to be an exception).. “Hebrew was the
international designation, Israelite the local and domestic
name, the family name, if we may.so speak, surrounded
with all the sacredness of home associations, and thus having
attached to it a spiritual import which never. was and never
could be associated with the name Hebrew. Greek and
Roman writers seem. to have known nothing of the name
Israelite. Hebrew and Jew are the names they employed.”
The nanie Hebrew is comparatively rare, even in the Old
Testament, being found there only 32 times. The word
never occurs in what we call Hebrew poetry. No Hebrew
prophet ever prophecies of the Hebrews. (Found only in
the story of Jonah 1:9 and in Jer. 34:9, 14, where the
Pentateuch is quoted. Hebrew is not met with after. the
accession of David. “The reason is obvious: Hebrew is
the name which linked the descendants of Jacob with the
nations; Israel the name which separated them from the
nations.” In latter times, about the beginning of the
Christian era, the use of the name Hebrew as an ancient
and. venerable name was revived (Acts 6:2, 2 Cor. 11:22,
Phil, 3:5). . There is disparity of this opinion—this author
goes on ‘to say—regarding the origin of the name Hebrew,
Whether as. patronymic from Eber or Heber, or as an
appellatlon from the term Hebrew as designating an immi-
grant “from’ beyond that is, from beyond the river Eu-
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phrates. The two opinions are not necessarily incompat-
ible. Indeed the name may have been prophetic, thus
including a pre-intimation of the migratory tendencies and
life of his (Eber’s) posterity.

Perhaps it should be noted here that the name 'Jew
came to be used to designate an inhabitant of the kingdom
and land of Judah. It seems to have originated during
and after the Captivity. It was commonly used by non-
Jews to refer to the Hebrews, or descendants of Abraham
in general. In Jeremiah 34:9, “Jew” is used to explain
“Hebrew.”  (See Jeremiah, Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther,
Daniel). It is also used to describe the local Semitic dialect
spoken in Judah (“Jéws’ language,” 2 Ki. 18:26, 28; Isa.
36:11, 13; Neh. 13:24). Similarly, in the A.V., “Jewry”
stands for Judah (Dan. 5:13, Luke 23:5, John 7:1). By
New Testament times the plural form “Jews” had become
a familiar term for all Israelites. Note the feminine
“Jewess” in 1 Chron. 4:18; Acts 16:1, 24:24; also the
adjective “Jewish” in Gal. 2:14 (Gr.), Tit. 1:14.

The Patriarchal Dispensation

The name “patriarch” (from the Greek patriarches,
“father rule”) occurs only in the New Testament, and is
given only to the heads or princes of the family group,
with reference particularly to those who lived before the
time of Moses. The family included, as a rule, some three
or four generations, and with increase in number gradually
developed into the #ribe. (The Apostle’s reference to
“the patriarch David” (Acts 2:29) seems to be a recogni-
tion of David’s primacy as the head of the monarchy. The
Davidic reign was always held by the people of Israel to
be the most glorious period of their history. The city of
Jerusalem is repeatedly designated “‘the city of David” in
the Old Testament historical books: cf. 2 Sam. 6:10, I Ki.
2:10, 1 Chron. 11:7, 2 Chron. 9:31, etc., cf. Luke 2:4, 11.
Note also Psa. 48:2 and the Messianic prophecy, Isa. 9:6-7;
also the words of Jesus, Matt. §:35, “nor by Jerusalem, for

9
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it is the city of the great King.”) (INote that “Abraham,
the patriarch” is said to have paid tithes to Melchizedek,
Heb. 7:4; also that “the twelve patriarchs” of Stephen’s
apologia, were the progenitors of the twelve tribes of Jacob
or Israel, Acts 7:8-9.)

The New Testament word “dispensation” (Gr. oikon-
omia, “household management,” whence our English term,
“economy”) may also be rendered ‘stewardship.” (Eph.
1:10, 3:2; Col. 1:25). In these Scriptures it is God Him-
self who is regarded as Steward. Steward of what? Of
the gracious favors which he bestows upon His people, the
sheep of His pasture. (In 1 Cor. 9:17, the Apostle Paul,
in defending his apostleship, declares Himself to have been
entrusted with this Divine stewardship, the stewardship of
the Gospel: cf. 1 Cor. 2:2, Gal. 1:6-17). The modus
operandi (system) of this Divine stewardship has been
actualized and revealed in three successive Dispensations.
Hence, in harmony with the essential elements of Biblical
religion (altar, sacrifice, and priesthood) it will be noted
that Dispensations changed as the successive priesthoods
were changed. The Patriarchal Dispensation, extending,
from Adam to Moses, was the period in which the father
acted as priest (mediator) for his entire household (his
living progeny). Throughout this Dispensation, God re-
vealed His laws, established His institutions, and dispensed
the benefits and blessings of His grace, through the fathers
or heads of families, who were known as patrarchs. When
the respective families had grown into tribes, this Dispensa-
tion gave way to the Mosaic or Jewish Dispensation. This
occurred with the giving of the Law at Sinai through the
mediatorship of Moses. Here the Abrahamic Covenant was
enlarged into the Sinaitic Covenant, the Patriarchal priest-
hood was abrogated and the Aaronic or Levitical priest-
hood was instituted. This, which was essentially a national
covenant with a national priesthood, continued in force to
the death of Christ at Calvary. By the shedding of His
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blood, He abrogated. the Old Covenant and its Dispensa-
tions, and at the same time ratified the New Covenant and
instituted the Christian - Dispensation, At this time the
old Levitical national pr1esthood gave way to the universal
priesthood of the saints. © Under this New Covenant all
Christians are priests unto God and Christ Himself is their
sole Mediator and High Priest, ~ (Cf., Exo. chs. 28, 29, 30;
Lev. chs. 8, 9; Heb. chs, 7, 8, 9, 10; Rom. 12:1, Heb.
13:15, 1T1m.25,1Pet 29, 9 Rev. 1:6, 5:10, 206
22:17, etc.) The Patriarchal Dispensation was essentially
the age of the Father, the Jewish Dispensation the age of
the Son, and the present Christian' Dispensation is the age
 of the Spirit who came.on Pentecost.to incorporate the
Body of Christ and to.dwell therein unto the time of the
Glorious Consummation (John 7:39, 14:16-17, 15:26-27,
16:7-12, Acts 1:9-11, 1 -Thess. 4:13-18, 2 Thess. 1:7-10,
Phil. 2:5-11, 1 Cor. 15:20-28, etc.)

The Generations of Terah (Gen. 11:27-32)

Let us keep in mind the fact that this introductory
term, foledoth, “generations,” refers always to that which
follows, and never to that which precedes, in time.

“27 Now these are the generations of Terah. Terah
begat Abram, Nahor, and Haran; dnd Haran begat Lot.
28 And Haran died before bis father Terah in the land
of his nativity, in Ur of the Chaldees. 29 And Abram
and Nabor took them wives: the name of Abram’s wife
was Sarai; and the name of . Nabor's wife, Milcab, the
daughter of Haran, the father. of Milcab, and. the father
of Iscah, 30 and Sarai was barrén; she had no child. 31 And
Terah took Abram bis son, and Lot the son of Haran, bis
sow’s son, and Sarae bis daughter-in-law, bis son Abram’s
wife; and they went forth with -them from Ur of the
Chaldees, to go into the land of Canaan; and they came
unto Haran, and dwelt there. 32 Awd the days of Terah

11
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were two bundred and five years: and Terab died in
Haran.”

T'he Migration From Ur to Haran

(1), Having traced the descendants of Eber down to
Nahor, now the Messianic genealogy is narrowed down
specifically from the gemeric to the ethnic (“chosen”)
seed of the woman (Gen. 3:15), namely the posterity of
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob (Exo. 3:6, 15:16; Matt. 22:32,
Mark 12:26, Luke 20:37; Acts 3:13, 7.32). (Note Terah’s
name in the Lineage as given by Luke (3:34). Note also
that Matthew introduces the Line with Abraham, obviously
because Matthew’s primary objective was to present Jesus
as Messiah identified by Old Testament prophecy, hence
his oft-recurring clause, “that it might be fulfilled,” as
first used in Matt. 1:22-23), (2) It should be noted, too,
that the Line is given in more detail at this point with
the view to introducing the two parents, Abram and Sarai
whose names are changed later to Abraham and Sarah
(17:5, 15—from- Abram, “exalted father,” to Abraham,
“father of a- multitude”; from Sarai, “my princess,” to
Sarah, “prircess”: according to Gesenius, whereas formerly
she was - Abram’s princess only, she was now to become
princess in a miore exalted sense, princess of a people: the
namie indicates she was'a woman of some social standing).
EG, Vol. I, 399: “‘Sarai,’ according to its root, canrot be
the same as Sharra' and so related to Sharratu, the goddess
of Charran, the wife"of the moon- god Sin. Such “efforts
to make historical personages identical with mythological
figures degrade 'Biblical history.” (3) This section also
introduces’ Nahor” (cf 1 Chron. 1:26), Rebekah’s grand-
father (24 24), and Lat, the ancestor of the Moabites and
the Ammomtes (19 3,0 31) (4) Note dlso Abraham’s
explanauon (Gen 20: 12) that Sarah was his half-sister
(his fathers daughter, but not the daughter of  his
mother) Despite some fantastic conjectutes as to the
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meaning of this statement, the most likely explanation is
that of the text itself, meaning that she was Terah’s
daughter by another wife than Abraham’s mother. It
should be noted that Milcah, the wife of Nahor and mother
of Bethuel, was Nahor’s wiece (Gen. 11:29, 22:20-23;
24:15, 24, 47). Again, if Sarai was daughter of the
father of whom Abram was son, she could not have been
identified with Iscah for the simple reason that Iscah’s
father, we are told expressly, was Haran. Marriage with
a half-sister or niece was forbidden later by the Mosaic
Code (Lev. 18:6-18). Leupold (EG, I, 399): “We dare
not judge relations such as theses—which would now be
properly termed incestuous—according to the standards of

the present time. As long as it pleased God to let the

human race descend from one pair, it must be conceded
that for a time marriage between brothers and sisters was
a necessity. It may well have taken quite a time before
a sense of the impropriety of such a relation arose” (cf.
Acts 17:30).  (Father-daughter, . mother-son, brother-
sister sexual relationships are radically different from the
type of affection on which the conjugal union is based, and
hence can hardly become the bases on which. domestic
society is constructed. The overwhelming testimony. of
anthropology is that incest was frowned upon very early
in’ the history of man, or even prohibited outright, by
human societies generally, whether primitive, prehistoric,
or historic.). It should be noted here that Iscah. never
appears again in the Biblical story. :

(5) It is most significant that to Sarahs barrenness,
which was to flgure prominently in the story of the chosen
seed, attention is drawn emphatlcally at thlS pomt by the
parallel statement, “she had no children.’” This is the first
intimation of the birth of the Child of Promiise, which,
like the conception and birth of “Jesus from the “virgin
womb of Mary, was surely an event out51de the course of
what we call the operations of “nature.’
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(6) ““Terah lived seventy years and begat Abram,
Nahor, .and Haran.” The order of the sons’ names as
given here parallels that of the sons of Noah (Gen. 6:10).
It is prophetic in the sense that it is not the order in time,
but in the relative eminence to be accorded them in the
history of redemption. From this latter point of view,
the name of Abram necessarily came first because it was
at this point that all facets of the Biblical motif converged
upon him. That Haran was the eldest of the three sons
seems evident from theé fact that Nahor married his
daughter. That Abram was the- youngest seems equally
obvious from the rather cléar indication that he was born
sixty years after the date given for the actualization of.
Terah’s paternity (70 years), and that he was seventy-five
years old when his father died in-Haran at the age of 205.
(Cf. 11:26, 11:32, 12:4). The problem invloved here is
that of determining whether Abram was born when Terah
was 70 years old or when he was 130 years old.

(7) The first stage of thé migration—the pilgrimage
to the Promised Land—is described in the section quoted
above (11:27-32). 'This was the journey from Ur in
Lower Meésopotamia, near the head of the Persian Gulf,
northward about 600 miles through the Fertile Crescent
to Haran (also known as Charran) in Northwest Mesopo-
tamia, in the heart of what was at a later time the king-
dom of the Mitanni (of the Hurrians or Biblical Horites,
Gen. 14:6, 36:30). Haran was the chief city of the region
which came to be known as Padan-Aram, “the field of
Aram” (Gen. 25:20). Aram was the old name of Syria
and Mesopotamia; sometimes, however, the name was used
for Syria alone "(cf. Gen. 25:20, 28:5, 31:20, 24; Deut.
26:5: in all these passages the word “Syrian” as used in
KJV and ASV is “Aramean” in the Hebrew, and is so
rendered in the RSV). Cornfeld (AtD, 49): “The gen-
eral location of Haran has never been lost and a town by
this name still exists on the Balikh, a tributary of the
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Euphrates. . . . Hebrew tradition considered Abram’s
kinsmen in Mesopotamia as nomadic Arameans. This is
how they are called in the subsequent stories of Genesis
and in Deut. 26:5.”

(8) The chronological problem here is rather involved.
Thus writes Speiser (ABG, 79): “The Samaritan version
gives Terah a total of only 14§ years (cf. Acts 7:4). On
this reckoning the year of Terah’s death would be the
same as that of Abraham’s departure from Haran (cf.
Gen. 12:4).” Whitelaw presents the case with consider-
able clarity as follows (PCG, 175-176): “‘And they came
into Haran . . . and dwelt there” Probably in consequence
of the growing infirmity of Terah, the period of their
sojourn being differently computed according as Abram
is regarded as having been born in Terah’s 70th or 130th
year. . . . ‘And the days of Terah were two bundred and
five years” So that if Abram was born in Terah’s 70th
year, Terah must have been 145 when Abram left Haran,
and must have survived that departure sixty years (Kalisch,
Dykes) ; whereas if Abram was born in his father’s 130th
year, then Terah must have died before his son’s departure
from Haran, which agrees with Acts 7:4”), Cf. Jamieson
(CECG, 127): “It appears that Terah did not acquire the
paternal character till the reached the age of seventy, and
that although in the enumeration of his sons, Abram, like
Shem (ch. 5:32, 6:10. 7:13), is, from his great eminence,
mentioned first, he was not the eldest of the family. That
honor belonged not to him, but to Haran (v. 29); and
Abram, who seems to have been the youngest son, was not
born till sixty years after: for by comparing v. 32 with
ch. 12:4, and subtracting 75 from 205, Terah must have
been one hundred -and thirty years old at Abram’s birth.
This is the explanation given by Chrysostom amongst the
Fathers, Calvin and Musculus amongst the Reformers,
Usher, Clinton, and others in later times, of a very per-
plexing difficulty; and it seems to be in accordance with
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the Scripture (see on v. 32), although it makes Abram’s
exclamation of surprise (ch. 17:17) at the announcement
of his own paternity at a less advanced age than Terah’s
not a little remarkable.” Again, on v. 32, Jamieson. says:
“This has long been regarded as a difficulty, for the solu-
tion of which various explanations have been offered, but
all of them are unsatisfactory; and certainly it would be
an insuperable difficulty if Abram were the eldest son,
born in his father’s seventieth year; for adding 70 to 75,
Abram’s age on his departure ‘out of Haran,” would. .make
Terah’s age only one hundred and forty-five years, the
number assigned for it in the Samaritan Pentateuch. But
according to the exposition given above of v. 26, together
with the asserted brevity of the sojourn at Haran, which,
though an hypothesis, meets all the conditions of the narra-
tive, all difficulties are removed: for 130 plus 75 equals
205 years, Terah’s age when he died.” J. W. Charley
(NBD, 1253): “Terah emigrated from Ur of the Chaldees
and settled in Harran, where he died long after Abram’s
departure (Acts 7:4 is an oral slip).” (To the present
author, this appears to be a very dogmatic statement and
one without any supporting evidence: as a matter of fact,
Stephen’s testimony in Acts 7:4 is not to be dismissed so
lightly, for the simple reason that the teaching of the Bible
as a whole, on any controverted question, is to be preferred
—on the ground of its greater reliability—above the
exegesis of any particular section per se.) -:Again, .as -a
matter of fact, Why should not the names of Shem and
Abram appear first in these enumerations? Did they not
play pre-eminent roles in the actualization of the Messianic
Development, and hence of the Plan of Redemption? And
is mot this Development the over-all theme of the Bible
from the beginning. to the end? Note this comment from
JB,.p. 27, on v. 32, as to Terah’s age at death: “Only
145 according to the Samaritan Pentateuch; this would
mean, that Abraham left Haran only when his father died
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(cf, 11:26, 12:4, and Acts 7:4).” Note this final summa-
tion to Haley (ADB, 392-393): “In the twenty-sixth verse
Abraham may be mentioned first, simply on account of his
theocratic importance; as Moses is usually named before
Aaron, who was the elder. So that Abraham may have
been the youngest son, born when Terah was 130 years
old. It would then follow that Abraham left Haran at
the age of 75, his father having previously died at the age
of 205 years. This removes the difficulty. Some Jewish
interpreters, however, think that Abraham actually left
Haran sixty years before his father’s death. On this theory,
Stephen, in asserting that Abraham left affer his father’s
death, simply followed the then commonly received, though
inaccurate, chronology. So Ewald, Keil, Kurtz, Lange,
Murphy, and others.” The Graf-Wellhausen (Composite,
Documentary) Theory of the Pentateuch would have us
try to find the solution of these troublesome problems of
time and place in the history of ancient Israel by attribut-
ing the verses and parts of verses involved to alleged dif-
ferent sources (Codes), intervening redactors, etc. Un-
fortunately, the result is what might properly be designated
analytical chaos, a rather common phenomenon of the
Teutonic mentality. The simple fact is that the “critics”
are unable to reach any notable measure of agreement
among themselves as to the identity and proper allocation
of these alleged sources. This entire complex theory de-
pends on internal evidence alone; it lacks any convincing
measure of support by external evidence of any kind, and
in the final analysis must be labeled a crazy quilt of aca-
demic conjecture.

(9) Eminent Jewish authorities inform us that tribal
movements southward into Babylonia have always occurred
annually and continue to do so in our own time, It is
quite probable that Abraham’s patriarchal ancestors fol-
lowed the nomadic life and were themselves accustomed to
making these migrations. Kraeling, for example, writes
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(BA, 55-56): “Where the migration account begins in
11:31 f., we find Terah in the territory of Ur of the
Chaldees or Chaldeans. Since all the family names point to
Mesopotamia we may imagine Terah and his sons as nomads
who had previously traveled to Chaldea from their northern
home before the story of their further migrations opens.
Such a southward movement of tribesmen from Mesopo-
tamia to Babylonia takes place annually .to this day. Meso-
potamian winters are hard, and so -the Bedouin go down to
pasture their flocks in the Babylonian area during that
season . . . In times when there was no strong government
these nomads were wont to rob the farming population en
route or levy on it at will.” Again: “The Terah clan was
certainly only a sojourner in the Ur vicinity, lingering
there by treaty or agreement with the local authorities.
Their sheep or goats would not have been permitted to
invade these well-irrigated, fertile lands on which the life
of Ur depended. From afar these shepherds, however,
could see the mighty ziggurat or tower of the city—today
the best-preserved ziggurat of Babylonia—Ilike a great land-
mark (cf. Gen. 11:3), and it may have made them feel at
home that the god Nannar or Sin, the moon-god who was
so prominently worshiped at Haran, was revered there
also.”

(10) What prompted Terah to make the movement
northward? (a) Was it just the customary return to the
north characteristic of the nomads? If so, it was only a
return to familiar territory. Religiously both Ur and
Haran had much in common, especially in the fact that
both were centers of the worship of the moon-god Sin.
It is significant, it would seem, that the descendants of
Nahor, Abraham’s brother, elected to settle permanently in
Haran; that to this region Abraham. later sent his servant
Eliezer to seek a bride for his son Isaac; that here Jacob
married Leah and Rachel, the daughters of Laban “the
Aramean,” and that from this region he fled to escape the

18



THE GENERATIONS OF TERAH 11:27-32

wrath of his brother Esau. (b) Or, was it the death of
Haran in the territory of Ur that provided the impetus
for this migration? (¢) Or, was the first move made
with the ultimate goal.in mind of the journey all the way
to the Land of Promise? This suggestion would necessarily
imply that Terah was cognizant of the Call of Abram,
and that this was the first step in the projected Abrahamic
pilgrimage. Some authorities hold that Terah sought to
make the long trek to the Promised Land in the anticipa-
tion of sharing the inheritance which had been promised
to Abram and his seed: a point not beyond the range of
probability. At any rate, the journey was interrupted for
a time by the “stop-over” at Haran. As noted above,
some authorities think that Terah died in Haran long after
Abram’s departure.

(11) The influence of paganism seems already to have
corrupted Abram’s ancestry. It is explicitly stated, on
Divine authority, in Joshua’s farewell address, that the
“fathers”—and Terah is mentioned specifically—"served
other gods” (Josh. 24:2). This fact is corroborated by
the evidence that Laban was wont to make some ritual or
magical use of Zeraphim (Gen. 31:19, 30-32). This passage
indicates that these were small objects (figurines), but
First Sam. 19:13-16 suggests a life-size figure or bust (per-
haps, however, Michal in this instance placed the teraphim
beside rather than in the bed). (Corruption with pagan-
ism is also indicated by the pairing of the ephod and the
teraphim in the idolatrous cult of Micah (Judg. 18:14-20).
At any rate, when these objects are mentioned they are
always condemned (cf. Judg., chs. 17, 18; 1 Sam. 15:23,
19:13-16; 2 Ki. 23:24 [in this passage they are categorized
as “abominations”]; Hos. 3:4). They are frequently di-
rectly associated with divination (by chance drawing from
a quiver of arrows, belomanteia, or by hepatoscopy: see
Ezek. 21:21, Zech. 10:2, 2 Ki. 23:24). Considering the
environment in which they had been sojourning, one might
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well say, for centuries, no great difficulty is encountered
in accepting as true the fact that Abram’s ancestral family
had drifted into the corruption of their original faith
(monotheism) with pagan superstitions, History testifies
to the fact that this deterioration of original idealism has
repeated itself again and again on contact with degrading
social pressures. It is a prime characteristic of our common
human depravity. The wonder of it all is that out of the
depth of this environmental background there emerged
one who was destined to prove himself to be the Friend
of God (2 Chron. 20:7, Isa. 41:8, Jas. 2:23) and the Father
of the Faithful (Gal. 3:9, 27-29; Rom. 5:16). (It should
be noted here that sorcery—defined as the attempt to in-
fluence events and people by occult means—was punishable
by stoning to death under the Old Covenant (Exo. 22:18;
Lev. 20:6, 20:27; Deut. 18:10; cf. Exo. 7:11, 1 Sam.
28:3-19, Jer. 27:9-10: under the New Covenant it is a sin
that will damn the soul [1 Cor. 10:19-23, Gal. 5:20, Reyv.
21:8, 22:15; cf. Luke 16:27-31; Acts 13:8-12, 16:16-18].
In fact, throughout the Bible, all forms of occultism are
regarded as of digbolical origin.) This drift into pagan
idolatry by Abram’s ancestry becomes all the more under-
standable when we take into consideration the fact, abun-
dantly proved by archeological discoveries, that both Haran
and Ur were the prominent centers of the worship of the
moon-god Sin. Simpson (IBG, 568): “In the, pantheon .of
Haran, Sharratu was the title of the moon-goddess, the
consort of Sin, Malkatu a title of Ishtar, also worshiped
there.” Under “Ur,” Wiseman writes (NBD, 1305): “The
history and.economy of the city is well known from thou-
sands of inscribed tablets and the many buildings found at
the site. The principal deity was Nannar (Semitic Sin or
Su’en), who was also worshiped at Harran.” Smith-Fields
(OTH, 64) on Ur: “While its culture was amazing, its
religion had degenerated into the deepest idolatry and
supersition. It was necessary that the chosen family should
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separate themselves from this contaminating environment
until God’s provisions for the salvation of the whole world
were ready to be proclaimed.” To what extent Abram
himself was affected by this pagan environment, and by
the tendency of his forebears to yield to it, partially at
least, we do not know. We feel justified, however, from
the story of the life of Abraham as a whole, in believing
that to this great man of faith it must have been irksome
probably to the point of utter disgust.

(12) The Cult of Fertility. The teraphim mentioned
above are said to have been small objects (figurines),
probably images of gods or goddesses undoubtedly sugges-
tive of the Cult of Fertility which dominated the “re-
ligious” theory and ritual of the ancient pagan world.
This Cult was characterized by ritual prostitution, phallic
worship, and all kinds of sex perversion. Nearly all of the
non-Hebrew peoples made a fetish of any object that
might represent the reproductive powers of living things.
Permeating this Cult was the motif—on the basis of sympa-
thetic (homeopathic) magic—that human coition of male
and female enhanced the fertility of the soil. (This ex-
plains why many of these practices are categorized as “vege-
tative” or “agricultural” rites and festivals). Hence the
veneration given to bulls and snakes (species reputedly
noted for their powers of procreation) in many areas,
particularly in Crete. In recent times archaeologists have
dug up in Mediterranean lands, and in Crete in particular,
which seems to have been one of the chief centers of dif-
fusion of this Fertility Cult, hundreds of so-called “Venus
figurines,” figurines or idols of pregnant women. The
most prominent feature of this Cult was the worship of the
Earth-Mother, along with that of the Sun-Father: this
practice seems to have been nearly universal, except of
course among the Hebrews who were constantly exposed
to it and finally in some measure succombed to it. In
Babylonia, Terra Mater was known as Ishtar; in Egypt,
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her name was Isis; in Syria, Atargatis; in Phrygia, Cybele;
among the Germanic tribes, Oestra; in Phoenicia, Astarte;
in Canaan, Ashtoreth, etc. The Sun-Father in Egypt was
at first the great god Re (at Heliopolis), and later Aton of
the reformatory effort of the Pharaoh Ikhnaton; in the
Sanskrit, he was known as Dyaus Pitar, that is, “father of
light”; in Greece he became Zeus pater, and in Rome,
Tuppiter. In every instance ritual prostitution in the name
of “religion” was a prominent phase of the worship of these
“goddesses”: in their temples thousands of priestesses were
dedicated to this form of “sanctified harlotry.” Phallic
worship (veneration of icons of the male reproductive
organs) was equally widespread; in various localities, it was
an integral part of the worship of Apollo, Artemis (the
Roman Diana), Demeter, and especially of that of Dionysos
(Bacchus, in Latin). In most of the festivals of ancient
Greece, including even those of the athletic games, there
was this undercurrent of eroticism present. Replicas of
the phallus, even as late as the so-called “Enlightenment,”
were carried through the streets of many of the Greek
cities. in solemn processions. As Dr. Will Durant has
written: “The phallus, symbol of fertility, was frankly
honored by crowds of men and women.” It is interesting
to note also that, at the same time, homosexuality was
rampant, in all circles of society. So-called “orgiastic”
religion was invariably characterized by wanton dances,
gross erotic practices, and all forms of sex perversion. (See
the Bacchae. of Euripides. Incidentally, this correlation
of “orgiastic” religious frenzy with sexual excess is the
element of truth in Sinclair Lewis’ novel, Elmer Gantry;
otherw1se, the book is an utter travesty in its implied treat-
ment of Biblical ‘evangelism.) This Cult of Fert1l1ty be-
came a promment phase of the Roman state “religion,”
with the coming in of the Empire: indeed the Saturnalia
was a time of generally uninhibited sexual promiscuity.
(Cf Paul’s enumeration of the vices and sins of the Gen-
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‘tile world, in Romans 1:18-32; also the Old Testament
story of the conflict between Jezebel and the prophet
Elijah, in 1 Kings, chs. 18, 19, 21, and 2 Kings, ch. 9:30-
37; cf. Rev. 2:20). (A word of caution at this point: as
an established custom the year round there is no. evidence
that any people, primitiye, prehistoric, or hlstor1c, ever
practised complete sexual promiscuity.)

(13) Ur of the Chgldees (11:28, 31). The text
clearly indicates that the first stage -of ‘the ‘migration was
from Ur to Haran. It was in Haran that Terah died, and
from Haran that Abraham went forth on his divinely
commissioned pilgrimage (“he. went out, not knowing
whither he went,” Heb. 11:8). It was in Haran that
Nahor settled, influenced probably by the fertility of the
land and exercising the perogative of a first choice (cf.
again Gen. 31:19, 30-32). . And, as noted above, from Gen.
31:19, 30-32, we must conclude that his descendants per-
petuated some of the idolatry to which Terah and his gen-
eration had become addicted (cf. Josh. 24:2). On Josh.
24:2, Lias (PCS, 349) comments as. follows: ““T'he Rabbinic
tradltlon has great probability in it, that Abraham was
driven out of his. native country- for refusing to worship
idols. . . . No doubt his great and pure soul had learned
to abhor the idolatrous and cruel ‘worship of his country-
men. By inward struggles, perhaps by the vague survival
of the simpler and truer faith which has been held to
underlie every polytheistic system, he had ‘reached a purer
air,” and learned to adore the One True God. His family
were led to embrace his doctrines, and they left their native
land with him, But Haran, with its star-worship, was no
resting-place for him, So he journeyed on westward, leav-
ing the society of man, and preserving himself from -temp-
tation by his nomad life. No wandering Bedouin, as some
would have us believe, but a prince, on .equal terms with
Abimelech and Phardoh, and capable of overthrowing the
mighty conqueror of Elam. Such an example might well
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be. brought to the memory of his descendants [that is,
through ]oshua] who were now to be. solourners in the
land promised to their father. Guided by conscience alone,
with every external influence against him, he had worshiped
the true God in that land. No better argument could be
offered to his descendants, when settled in that same land,
and about to be bereft of that valuable support which
they had derived from the life and influence of Joshua.”
(14) Is there a time problem bere, that is, in relation
to the Mosaic authorship? It is said that “the ancient. and
renowned city of Ur is never ascribed expressly, in the
many thousands of cuneiform records from that site, to
the Chaldean branch of the Aramean group,” that, more-
over, - “the. Chaldeans were late arrivals in Mesopotamia,
and could not possibly be dated before the end of the
second millenium.” (But, cf. Acts 7:4, Neh. 9:7, Gen.
15:7—in this last-named reference it is Jehovah Himself
who is represented as.reemphasizing the fact, to Abraham,
that He had brought the patriarch out of “Ur of the Chal-
dees.”) As a matter, of fact, no one seems to know pre-
c1sely when the Aramean peoples began to penetrate the
Mesopotamlan region. The question here is: Had the
Chaldean branch come to be known as dwelling in the
vicinity of Ur as far back as in the time of Moses. The
best archaeologlcal evldence seems to indicate that they
were in possession ‘of some parts of .the land known ,as
Lower - Mesopotamra as early as 1200 or 1100 B.C: “ a date
but little later than that indicated for the time of Moses.
Moreover, the chronology of both the third and second
milleniums, of Mesopotamian history can hardly be de-
scribed’ as. more than-approximate: its lack of preciseness
certamly does not permit dogmat1c conclusions. On this
subject, Speiser writes as follows (ABG, 80-81): “How
then did such an anachronism originate? Any explanation
is bound to be tenuous and purely conjectural. With these
reservations,. the. followmg possibility may be hazarded.
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Both Ur and Haran were centers of moon worship, un-
rivaled in this respect by any other Mesopotamian city.
It is remotely possible, therefore, that this religious dis-
tinction, which was peculiar to Ur and Haran, caused
the two cities to be bracketed together, and then to be
telescoped in later versions, at a time when the Chaldeans
had already gained prominence. At all events, the correc-
tion required affects only incidental passages that are not
more than marginal footnotes to the history of the Pa-
triarchs. That history starts at Flaran (12:5) as is evident
from its very first episode.” Murphy (MG, 256) writes
as follows: “In Ur of the Kasdim. The Kasdim, Cardi,
Kurds, or Chaldees are not to be found in the table of
nations. They have been generally supposed to be Shem-
ites. This is favored by the residence of Abram among
them, by the name Kesed, being a family niame among his
kindred (Gen. 22:22), and by the language commonly
called Chaldee, which is a species of Aramaic. . . . The
Chaldees were spread over a great extent of surface; but
their most celebrated seat was Chaldea proper, or the land
of Shinar. The inhabitants of the country seem to have
been of mixed descent, being bound together by political
rather than family ties. Nimrod, their centre of union,
was a despot rather than a patriarch. The tongue of the
Kaldees, whether pure or mixed, and whether Shemitic or
not, is possibly distinct from the Aramaic, in which they
addressed Nebuchadnezzar in the time of Daniel (1:4,
2:4). The Kaldin at length lost their nationality, and
merged into the caste or class of learned men or astrologers,
into which a man might be admitted, not merely by being
a Kaldai by birth, but by acquiring the language and learn-
ing of the Kasdim (Dan. 1:4, v:11).” Cf. also Adam
Clarke (CG, 39): ‘““The Chaldees mentioned here, had not
this name in the time of which Moses speaks, but they were
called so in the time in which Moses wrote. Chesed was
the son of Nahor, the son of Terah, ch. 22:22, From

25




11:27-32 GENESIS -
Chesed descended - the Chasdim, whose language was the
same as that of the Amorites, Dan, 1:4, 2:4. These Chas-
dim; whence the Chaldaioi (Gr.), Chaldeans of the Sep-
tuagint, Vulgate, and. all later versions, afterward settled
on the south of the Euphrates. Those who dwelt in Ur
were either priests or astronomers, Dan. 2:10, and also
idolaters (Josh. 24:2, 3, 14, 15. And because they were
much addicted’ to astronomy, and probably to judicial
astrology, hence all astrologers were, in process of time,
called Chaldeans (Dan. 2:2-5).” There are others who
think that the name Chaldea or Chaldee was applied to a
people who were of a nomadic race originally, occupying
the mountains where the Kurds are now found, and that
the name was altered, through the interchange of letters,
which was a common occurrence, into Chaldaioi by the
Greeks. Rawlinson and others derive the name from
Khaldi which in the old Armenian tongue denotes moon-
worshipers. Ur of the Chaldees, then, they argue, was so
named as a city dedicated to the moon (cf. Job 31:26-28),
in conformity with the Zabian idolatry that early prevailed
in Chaldea. |

It should be recalled, in this connection, that Mosaic
authorship of Genesis~—and of the entire Pentateuch—does
not necessarily exclude (1) the use of both oral tradition
and writtén sources by the great Lawgiver Himself (cf.
Acts 7:22, Num. 21:14-15, Josh. 10:13, 2 Sam. 1:18);
(2) explanatory names, words, and phrases (“interpola-
tions”) inserted by later scribes. To accept these state-
ments as facts is not to downgrade in any respect the
fundamental Mosaic origin and authority. It can hardly
be denied that Moses was the one man of his own time
most surely qualified to give us the greatest book of his
time, that which we row recognize as the part of the
Hebrew Scriptures which is designated the Torah. Nor
is any necessity laid upon anyone to resort to a highly
complex conjectural theory of Composite authorship, plus
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an undetermined number of unidentified and unidentifiable
“redactors” to provide a solution for these problems. The
problems themselves are relatively trivial, of the kind that
usually attach to documents of historical interest extend-
ing into the ancient past. Cornfeld (AtD, 49) comments
on this problem interestingly, as follows: “Hebrew tradi-
tion does not ascribe a written record to Abraham but to
Moses (we use the term ‘tradition’ in the sense of ‘what
was handed down’). It is fairly certain that the patriarchal
narratives, for the most part, derive from oral traditions,
many of which were written after the time of Moses. But
such oral traditions of pre-literary times are not to be
spurned. The reliability of transmission was assured by
the incredible memories of the Orientals. Hermann Gunkel
remarks that these traditions in Genesis break up into
separate tales, each unit characterized by a few participants
and the affairs of a few families, simple descriptions, laconic
speech, all welded into big bold strokes of narration with
artful use of suspense. This colorful and memorable mode
of narration is a vehicle for family and tribal traditions
especially suited to oral transmission. The extraordinary
feature is that Hebrew memory had preserved such pre-
literary traditions for more than a thousand years and set
them down in writing so faithfully.” (It will be noted
that any special inspiration of the Spirit of God in the
preservation and presentation of these “traditions” in the
Old Testament Scriptures, is carefully ignored in the fore-
going statements, even though repeatedly affirmed for
these Scriptures by the Bible writers themselves; cf. 1 Pet.
1:10-12, 2 Pet. 1:21, 2 Sam. 23:2, Acts 3:22-25). The
whole Documentary Theory of the Pentateuch rests upon
the basic assumption that the cultural background disclosed
in the Biblical accounts of the Patriarchal Age reflect a
milieu that would be appropriate only to a much later
period, probably as much later as that of the Exile: as
Wellhausen himself puts it: “We attain to no historical
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knowledge of the patriarchs, but “only of the time when
the stories about them arose in the"Israelite people; this
latter age is here unconsciously projected; in-its inner and
in its outward features, into hoary antiquity, and is re-
flected there like a glorified image.”> This view -is-today
thoroughly exploded by archeological" evidence."- ‘For ex-
ample, Muilenburg (IBG, 296) writes: ‘“Archaeology has
revealed an extraordinary correspondence between. the gen-
eral social and cultural conditions-portrayed: in - Genesis
and those exposed by excavations. Discoveriés from such
sites as Nuzi, Mari, and elsewhere, provide the geographical,
cultural, linguistic, and religious background against- which
the stories of the patriarchs are laid:”"" (See-my Genesis,
Vol. I, pp. 55-70). Lo

T'he Patriarchal Narratives.

We have already taken note of Cornfeld’s suggestions
as to the relation between “the oral ‘traditions of pre-
literary times” and the patriarchal natratives in Genesis.
Several fantastic theories, conjectural to the point of
absurdity, have been put forward in recent times as to the
character of these narratives. Leupold (EG, 405-409)
has stated these views, and pointed up the fallacies in -them
with great clarity, as follows: ‘Unfortunately, much con-
fusion has been introduced into the subject of the lives of
the patriarchs by certain untenable theories on the basis
of which far-reaching reconstructions have been attempted:
We shall list the major of these theories and indicate briefly
how they do violence to the available evidence. . . . One
more general mode of approach is that which roughly clas-
sifies all the historical material of Genesis as purely legen-
dary. Dillman gives a somewhat naive statement of the
case when he says: ‘Nowadays, of course, everyone quite
takes it for granted that all these tales about the fathers
do not belong into the realm of strict history but into
that of legend.” Aside from the presumption which re-
gards all the .opponents of this view as nobodies, the
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assumption prevails that Israel must in all respects be like
other nations. If .other nations had tales from their early
history which were purely legendary, so must Israel’s record
be, Aside from being a begging of the principle, critics of
this stripe are ready to concede Israel’s distinct superiority
in the 'matter of religion. Why cannot the rest of the
life of this people furnish material superior to that found
in other nations, ,

“One of the most popular methods of dealing with
patriarchal history is to approach it on the basis of the
so-called #ribal theory (Stammtheorie). This theory
assumes that the patriarchs were not actual historical
characters but fictitious characters which are to serve to
explain the origin of certain tribes. When Abram goes to
Egypt, the tribe in reality went in its earlier days, etc. The
patriarchs are eponymous characters to whom is ascribed
what befell the tribe. The grain of truth involved in this
theory is that, in reality, certain of the names mentioned
in the Table of Nations, chapter ten, are tribal names and
not names of persons. However, in such cases (10:13, 14,
16, 17, 18) tribal names are used (“‘Amorite, Girgashite,”
etc.), and no attempt is made to make them appear as
individuals. The claim by which the tribal theory is
chiefly supported is that ethnology has no instances on
record where nations descended from an'individual, as, for
example, Israel from Abram. However, on this score the
Biblical records happen to have preserved facts which
ethnology no longer has available. But how a nation may
descend from an individual is traced step by step in the
Biblical record.

“Besides, the Genesis records in their detailed accounts
bear too much of the stamp of records concerning charac-
ters of flesh and blood as we have it. Dillmann may make
light of this fact and say: “We need nowadays no longer
prove that the wealth of picturesque details of the narra-
tive is not in itself a proof of the historicity of the things
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-narfated, but is, on the contrary; @ characteristic mark-of
.the . legend.” But though legends.:do usually abound in
: picturesque details, the things narrated in Genesis very
evidently bear the stamp of sober truth. Christ: and - the
appostles recognized the patriarchs as . historical .characters;
cf. such remarks as John 8:56 and the almost two dozen
references of Christ to Abraham alone,> .~ .

“More farfetched than either of:the two: theorles de~
scribed thus far is the astral-myth.theory. - Briéfly stated,
it amounts to this: even as Greek mythology had certain
tales by way of explanation of the otigin of .the. signs of
the zodiac, so did the Babylonians, and so;. of : necessity,
must Israel. An illustration: Sarah’s. going. down into
Egypt as a sterile woman is the Israelitish: way of stating
the Babylonian myth of the descent of ‘the goddess Ishtar
into the underworld to receive the boon of fertility. Even
though the story primarily tells of Abram’s going into
Egypt, and though Egypt has to be -taken to signify the
underworld—a thing utterly without parallel in the Scrip-
tures—and even though Sarai must be interpreted to be
an adaptation of the name of the Babylonian goddess
Sharratu, the wife of the moon god, in spite of all these
forms of unwarranted treatment of the text, the adherents
of this theory fail to see its folly. We cannot but label
such a theory as an attempt to discredit Scripture.

“A fourth mode of misinterpreting the sacred narra-
tive is the attempt to account for it on the basis of what
we might term the Beduin-ideal theory. Briefly, this in-
volves the notion that the writer or the writers of the
patriarchal history were in reality setting forth the type
of Beduin life as found in patriarchal times as an ideal for
a later more civilized and more degenerate age. The writer
is supposed to be enthusiastic for the Beduin type of life
-and to see in it the cure for the social ills of his time. So
the Beduin: religion is also set forth as an ideal of mono-
theistic ' religion. Incidentally, that utter simplicity sup-
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siposed to be set forth by this type of life is hardly charac-

teristic of the patriarchs, for already men like Abram are
in possession of much goods and great wealth and are in a
position to give rich gifts such as jewels to close friends
or prospective wives.

“In reading how' Gunkel, an ardent advocate of the
purely legendary or mythical theory, manipulates his
theory, one is tempted to speak of still another theory,
namely the theory which glorifies the clever pranks of the
patriarchs. For in .writing particularly of the devices
employed by Jacob in taking advantage of Esau or of
Laban, he writes as if the readers of these tales gloated
over them as a humorous glorification of a crafty ancestor.
On other occasions he writes with pitying disdain of the
very crude and elementary conceptions of the deity held
by these early writers. Again the effort to deflate the
conception of the Scriptutes is manifest, and a Biblical book
is reduced to the level of a collection of amusing anecdotes.”

(See my Genesis, Vol. I, pp. 57-62, for a more detailed
account of this academic mnit-picking indulged by the
“analytical critics” in their treatment of all ancient writ-
ings. As a matter of fact, archeology alveady has exploded
these fabulous creations—myths, if you please—of the
seminarian mentality.)

Leupold goes on to discuss briefly erroneous concep-
tions of the patriarchal religion. He writes: “Parallel with
these faulty theories runs the erroneous conception of the
patriarchal religion. Here again we may refer to prevalent
theories. We shall do no more, however, than to list briefly
the erroneous conceptions we are referring to. Prominent
among these is the attitude which describes the early re-
ligion of Israel as Zotemism. This endeavors to prove that
certain types of creatures were deemed sacred and were
worshiped by certain tribes. Proof for this view is deduced,
for example, in the case of Terah from the fact that his
name may signify a type of mountain goat. - This proof
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grows very top-heavy, when so ,elaborate a conclusion sis
built upon an accidental possibility. -,

“A second equally grievous rhisconception ‘is -that
which describes the religion of the patriarchs as ancestor
worship. In proof of this, mentioni is made, for- example,
of the fact that certain graves are .mentioned, like that of
Deborah (Gen. 35:8) in connection . with:which an “oak
of weeping” is referred to, or where; it is asserted, sacri-
fices to the dead were made. Nowhere. are.the statements
found, however, that would actually prove that the spirits
of the dead were thought of as gods.. The whole con-
ception is as shallow and as unscientific as it can be.

“Then even fetishism has been attributed to the pat-
riarchs. Israel’s religion is supposed ‘to give indication that
holy hills were reverenced as a fetish; so, too; fountains,
trees, and stones. Yet even the unlearned will be able to
detect quite readily that these strange reconstructions of
the text must be read into the text in a manner which
does violence to all sober and honest interpretation of the
text. The thought lying behind all such attempts is, of
course, this: since such lower levels of religion are seen on
the part of many other nations, therefore they must be
characteristic of Israel’s religion in its earlier stages—a
faulty style of argument.”

We may summarize all this, and refute forever the
implications involved, by affirming the fact which the
Biblical content emphasizes from beginning to end, namely,
that God called the fleshly seed of Abraham out of the
nations and put them in the pulpit of the world for the
specific twofold purpose of preserving the knowledge of
the living and true God and preparing mankind for the
advent and ministry of His Son, Messiah. And even
though they yielded at times to the temptation to adopt
the coarse notions and licentious practices of their pagan
neighbors, it must be admitted that they did accomplish the
dual task to which God called them. Christians must
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never lose sight of the fact that their God—the God and
Father of the Lord Jesus Christ—is the very God who
revealed Himself to Moses in the Sinai desert, and that for
their knowledge of this God—the one true God—they are
forever indebted to His ancient people, the Children of
Istael. (Cf. Exo. 3:14, Deut. 6:4; Tsa. 45:5, 46:9-113
Matt. 16:16; John 3:16, 5:23; Eph. 1:3, 1 Thess. 1:9, etc.).

The Problem of Ur versus Haran

The fact has been emphasized in all three volumes of
the present textbook on Genesis that any Scripture text
must be interpreted, not only in relation to its immediate
context, but also in its relation to the teaching of the
Bible as a whole. Let it be emphasized again, at this point,
that this is a norm which must be followed in order for
one to arrive at any correct understanding of any segment
of Scripture. In no area of the Biblical content is the
application of this norm more necessary than in resolving
the difficulty which commentators seem to manifest in
trying to determine whether God’s call came to Abraham
in Ur or in Haran: indeed some speculate that two calls
may have been involved. Of course, the modus operandi
of the “analytical critics” is to resort to the unproved
hypothesis of separate Documentary sources. To the pres-
ent writer, this seems wholly unnecessary, for the simple
reason that other Scriptures alluding to the event resolve
the apparent uncertainty. Clearly the Mosaic narrative
does not even intimate the possibility of a call prior to
that which is specified in Gen. 12:1. The entire Scripture
tradition concurs in reporting that this first call came to
Abraham in Ur. The language of Gen. 15:7 and Neh.
9:7 might be construed to be somewhat indefinite; how-
ever, all these passages certainly involve no disagreement
with the positive statement of Stephen in Acts 7:2 to the
effect that God’s first call to Abram came to him in Ur
“before he dwelt in Haran,” and that pursuant to this call
Abram “came out of the land of the Chaldeans, and dwelt
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in Haran, and from thence, when his father was dead,
God removed him into this land wherein ye now dwell,”
that'is, Canaan. It must be admitted that Stephen’s speech
before the Sanhedrin bears the stamp of accuracy through-
out. Of course there could have been a repetition of “the
Divine call in Haran after Terah’s death but. any .positive
evidence of this is lacking in the Scripture story. It would
seem that immediately after the death of Terah, Abram
set forth on his long pilgrimage with- his' wife Sarai and
his nephew Lot. The Divine call as stated .in Gen. 12:1
was definitely a call to Abram to separate himself from his
“kindred,” which may have had reference to Nahor or
other members of Terah’s household. Terah may well
have had other offspring who are not mentioned because
they had no subsequent interrelationships with Nahor,
Bethuel and Laban, all three of whom are mentioned later
in the patriarchal narratives (Gen. 22:20-23, 24:15, 25:20,
28:1-2). The Divine call was much more than a call to
Abram to separate himself from his kindred—it was a
Divine call to separate himself from the idolatrous tend-
encies which had developed in Terah’s household.

We may safely conclude, I think, that the Call to
Abram for his pilgrimage of Faith was first made to him
in Ur; that his father Terah and brother Nahor and their
households, for whatever reason or reasons that may seem
possible, accompanied him to Haran; that Abram lingered
there until Terah died, at which time Nahor elected to-
remain in that region, but Abram set out for the Land of
Promise with his wife Sarai and his nephew Lot. We are
told explicitly that Abram was 75 years old when he
entered upon this pilgrimage.

This was the second landmark in the progressive
actualization of God’s Eternal Purpose, the first having
been the pronouncement of the mysterious oracle of Gen.
3:15 in re the Seed of the Woman. It has been rightly
stated that Abram’s journey to the Promised Land was “no
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routine expedition of several hundred miles,” but “the
start of an epic voyage,” of “a quest that was to constitute
the central theme of all biblical history.” The third land-
mark in this actualization, as we know well, was the or-
ganization of the Israelite Theocracy at Sinai through the
mediatorship of Moses (John 1:17, Gal. 3:24-25, Col. 2:14,
2 Cor. 3:2-15, etc.).

REVIEW QUESTIONS ON
PART TWENTY-FIVE

What is the central theme of the Bible?

. How is redemption related to God’s Cosmic Plan?

How and when will this Cosmic Plan be consum-
mated?

4, What is the purpose of the Last Judgment?

10.
11,

12.

13.
14,

15.

16.

State the probable explanation of I Cor. 6:2-3.
Explain in what sense Jesus is Alpha and Omega, the
First and the Last.

What do we mean by saying that God does not
foreknow, but simply. knows?

Explain the mysterous oracle of Gen. 3:15.

Show how the Scripture content is the record of the
successive limitations of the meaning of the phrase,
“The Seed of ‘the Woman.”

In whom is it finally and fully actualized?
What significant role does the word
have in the story of the patriarchs?

What relation does this word have to the text material
which follows it? What does it have to that which
precedes it?

What are the suggested origins of the word “Hebrew’’?
What are the suggested uses of the terms “Hebrew”
and “Israelite”?

What difference developed in the use of these terms
in the later history of the Jews?

How and when did the name “Jew” originate?
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17.

18,

19.

20.

21,

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31,

32,

33,

Name the three Dispensations of Biblical history, and
state the extent of each chronoldgically.

By what were the changes of Dispensation determined?
What is the meaning of the word “‘dispensation”?
Summarize the “generations of Terah” as given in
Gen. 11:27-32. : co

How and when did the change from the generic
seed to the ethnic seed of the Woman take place?
What was the first stage of the pilgrimage to the
Land of Promise?

What type of pagan “‘religion™ prevailed both in Ur
and in Haran?

What evidences do we have that Terah’s house had
become corrupted by pagan idolatry?

What are our reasons for believing that Abram was
Terah’s yougest son?

When and where did Haran die, in realtion to the
migrations of Terah and Abram?

What members of Terah’s household remained in
Haran and settled there?

What was the region designated Padan-aram in
Genesis? '

What subsequent events related in Genesis indicate
continued intercourse between Abraham in Palestine
and his relatives in the region of Haran?

What kind of life did the members of Terah’s house
apparently live? Why are we justified in thinking
that these patriarchs were accustomed to frequent
migrations between Northern and Southern Meso-
potamia?

Explain the chief features of the ancient pagan Cult
of Fertility.

Where are the practices of this Cult alluded to
especially in the New Testament?

What was the name of the Earth-Mother in Babylon?
In Phoenicia? In Syria? In Palestine? In Egypt?
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36.
37,

38,

39,

40.

41.

42,

43,

44,
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What was the principle of imitative magic which
characterized this Cult?

Explain the following practices: ritual prostitution,
phallic worship, orgiastic religion, ecstatic religion,
What was the Roman Saturnalia?

What was the essential character of these ancient
“agricultural” or “fertility” rites and festivals?

What evidence do we have from archaeology that the

cultural background portrayed in the book of Genesis,
in the patriarchal narratives, is historically correct?
Review the-critical theories of the patriarchal narra-
tives as given by Leupold and the objections to each
of them. :

Discuss the chronological problem of the Abrahamic
Pilgrimage in relation to the Mosaic authorship of the
Torah. How may the problem be resolved?

State clearly the problem of Ur and Haran in rela-
tion to the Call of Abram.

For what especially are all Christians indebted to the
ancient Children of Israel?

How account for the fact that Children of Israel
succeeded in large measure in resisting the inroads of
the pagan Cult of Fertility?

How old was Abram when he left Haran for the Land
of Promise. Whom did he take with him?
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PATRIARCHAL PERIOD—LIFE OF ABRAHAM TO AGE 99

THE LIFE AND JOURNEYS OF ABRAHAM

1. U of the Chaldees; Gen. 11:27-31, :

a, Original call to Abram; Acts 7:2-8,
b. Terah’s migration; Gen. 11:27-31.

. Haran; Gen. 11:82—12:8,

a. Death of Terah; 11:32, .
b. Second call to Abram; 12:1-8,

. Shechem ; Gen. 12:4-7,

a. First promigse of land, '

Between Bethel and Af; 12:8-9.
a. Altar built,

. Egypt; 12:10-20,

a. Lie about Sarai.

. Back at Bethel; 13:1-17.

a. Separation from Lot.

. Hebron; 18:18—14:12,

a. Invasion from the East,

. Dan; 14:18-16.

a. Rescue of Lot.

. Returning to Hebron and at Hebron; 14:17—19:38.

10.

11.

12.
" a. Offering of Isaac.

13

14.

15.

16.

. Meeting with King Sodom and Melchwedek 14:17-24.
. God’s covenant with Abram; Ch. 15.

. Hagar and Ishmael; Ch. 16.

. Covenant of c1rcumclslon- 17:1-14.

. Promise of Isaac; 17: 15-31,

. Circumcision of household 17:22-27,

. Destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah Chs. 18-19.

Gerar; Gen. 20:1—21:20.

a. Lie about Sarah to Abimelech; Ch, 20,
b. Birth of Isaac; 21:1-7,

c¢. Removal of Hagar and Ishmael; 21:8-21,
Beersheba; 21 :22-34.,

a. Covenant of Abraham and Abimelech.

Land of Moriah; 22:1-18.

Qe Leo'e

Beersheba; 22:19-24,

a. Abraham learns of Nahor’s family.
Hebron; Ch. 28.

a. Death and burial of Sarah.
Beersheba; 24 :1—25:8.

a. Wife for Isaac Ch, 24,
b. Marriage to Keturah "25:1-4,
¢. Last days of Abraham 25:6-8.

Hebron; 25:9-10.

a. Burial of Abraham,
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FAMILY OF TERAH:"

L

Wife 17=—=———=TERAH

Ha'ran Nahor Abraham

Lot Iscah Milcah Bethuel (+7) Isaac’ Ishmael 6 Arabs

Moab  Ben-ammi Laban Rebekah Jacob Esau
Leah Rachel
NOTES—
a. The above information is taken from Gen. 11:27, 29; 19:87-38; 20:12; 22:20-28;
24:15; 28:2, b.

b. A double line indicates a marriage.

c. Gen, 20:12. indicates that Sarai was half-sister to Abram. The language of this verse
eould indicate that she was Abram’s niece, but the fact that there was but ten yeara difference
between hi§ age and-hers. (Gen. 17:17) renders this hypothesis leas probable.

d. Tradition has identified Iscah with Sarai, Abram’s wife, but there is no real basis for
such 3 sunposxtlon N ’
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PART TWENTY-SIX

THE STORY OF ABRAHAM:
THE PILGRIMAGE OF FAITH

(Genesis, ch. 12; cf. Hebrews 11:8-19)
1. The Biblical Account

1 Now Jehovabh said unto Abram, Get thee out of thy
country, and from thy kindred, and from thy father’s
house, unto the land that I will show thee: 2 and 1 will
make of thee a great nation, and I will bless thee, and make
thy name great; and be thou a blessing: 3 and I will bless
them that bless thee, and bim that curseth thee will 1 curse:
and in thee shall all the families of the earth be blessed.,
5. So Abram went, as Jebovah bad spoken unto him; and
Lot went with bim: and Abram was seventy and five years
old when be departed out of Haran. 5 And Abram took
Sarai his wife, and Lot bis brother’s son, and all their sub-
stance that they had gathered, and the souls that they had
gotten in Haran; and they went forth to go into the land
of Canaan; and into the land of Canaan they came. 6 And
Abram passed through the land unto the place of Shechem,
unto the oak of Moreb. And the Canaanite was then in
the land. 7 And Jehovah appeared umto- Abram, and said,
Unto thy seed will 1 give this land: and there builded be
an altar unto Jebhovah, who appeared unto bhim. 8 And be
removed from thence unto the mountain on the east of
Beth-el, and pitched bis tent, having Beth-el on the west,
and Ai on the east: and there he builded an altar unto
Jehovah, and called wpon the name of Jehovah. 9 And
Abram journeyed, going on stil toward the South.

10 And there was a famine in the land: and Abram
went down into Egypt to sojourn there; for the famine was
sore in the land. 11 And it came to pass, when he was
come near to enter into Egypt, that he said unto Sarai bis
wife, Bebold now, I know that thow art a fair woman to -
look upon: 12 and it will come to pass, when the Egyptians
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shall see thee, that they will say, This is bis wife: and they
will kill me, but they will save thee alive. 13 Say, I pray
thee, thou art my sister; that it may be well with me for
thy sake, and that my soul may live becanse of thee. 14
And it came to pass, that, when Abram was come into
Egypt, the Egyptians bebeld the woman that she was very
fair. 15 And the princes of Pharaoh saw ber, and praised
her to Pharaoh: and the woman was taken into Pharaok’s
bouse. 16 And be dealt well with Abram for ber sake: and
be bad sheep, and oxen, and be-asses, and men-servants, and
maid-servants, and she-asses, and camels, 17 And Jebovah
plagued Pharaoh and bis house with great plagues because
of Sarai, Abram’s wife. 18 And Pharaoh called Abram,
and said, What is this that thou bast done unto me? why
didst thou not tell me that she was thy wife? 19 why saidst
thou, She is my sister, so that I took. ber to be my wife?
now therefore bebold thy wife, take her, and go thy way.
20 And Pharaoh gave men charge concerning him: and
they brought bim on the way, and bis wife, and all that be
bad.

2. Ur of the Chaldees

It should be noted that the earliest civilizations—
those with which the actual history of man begins—flout-
ished, as a rule, in relation geographically to the great river
systems. This location was due to the fact that the various
peoples learned to provide for a more abundant (temporal)
life by the development of irrigation to enhance. the
fertility of the soil. Moreover, with the early invention of
the sailboat water became the chief means of transporta-
tion. Most of the big cities of the ancient world were
built on these waterways, e.g., the Nile, the Tigris-
Euphrates, the Indus, and (probably) the Hwang-Ho and
Wei, Those which were established later on large bodies
of water (gulfs and seas) were, according to Thucydides,
the Greek historian, built some thirty to fifty miles inland
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for protection against pirates. Each of these inland cities,
therefore, had its harbor port, e.g., Rome and Ostia, Athens
and the Piraeus, and Miletus, which served as a harbor port
for several inland cities (cf. Acts 20:17).

Early in the history of the Near East the Tigris-
Euphrates valley was made a very fertile area by irrigation,
This area is commonly known in history by the “name of
Mesopotamia, a word meaning ‘‘between the rivers.” In
Egypt, of course, the annual inundations of the Nile pro-
vided the necessary ingredients for fertilization on both
sides of the river.

When the curtain first goes up on the stage of human
history we find wave after wave of nomadic peoples
pouring into the Near East both from the western desert
and from the northern area around the Caspian Sea. As
far back as the fourth millenium before Christ the central
area of Mesopotamia was known as Akkad or Accad (cf.
Gen. 10:10, “the land of Shinar”; Isa. 11:11, Dan. 1:2),
and the southern part, just above the Persian Gulf, as
Sumer: hence the Accadians and Sumerians. From the
first the peoples who occupied the territory now known
generally as the Near East were of Semitic origin. Beyond
the Mesopotamian area, that is, to the east of it, Indo-
European (Aryan) peoples began to take over; among
these were the Medes and the Elamites, some of whom
evidently pushed into the Indus Valley; these were followed
later by the Kassites. The earliest prevailing language
among these peoples was the Sanskrit,

Inscriptions indicate that an, early Semitic dynasty
flourished, founded by Sargon, who built a new capital,
Akade, the exact location of which is unknown today.
Sargon established his hegemony over Akkad, Sumer, Elam,
Syria and Anatolia (the early name for what is known
today as Asia Minor). After an interval of some twenty-
five years, Sargon’s grandson, Naramsin, succeeded to the
hegemony and proved himself to be another very strong
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ruler. This Empire came to be known as the Akkadian
Empire and survived for about two centuries (c. 2350-
2150 B.C.). Later, when Babylon rose to pre-eminence in
the area, the name Akkad came to be used to designate the
whole of northern Babylonia. Prior to the Early Dynastic
Period initiated by Sargon’s conquests, Lower Mesopotamia
had been only a cluster of city-states constantly at war
among themselves—Ur, Eridu, Babylon (Babel), Larsa,
Erech, Kish, Lagash, Nippur, etc. (cf. again Gen. 10:10).
Later, toward the end of the third millenium, the
Amurr (“westerners”)—the Biblical Amorites, Gen. 15:16,
48:22; Deut. 20:17, etc.—a new wave of Semites began
pouring into Mesopotamia from the West. Included in this
folk movement, apparently of several closely related ethnic
groups, must have been the early Arameans. It seems
evident that these western Semites also occupied Palestine
about the beginning of the second millenium. Some of
these peoples who occupied the Palestinian area took over
northern Canaan (note archaeological discoveries at Ugarit)
and_ Syria. as.far, as its southern coast. These people en-
trenched themselves- at Mari on the Euphrates in Upper
Mesopotamia = (see archaeological discoveries there also).
The zenith of Amorite political power was reached in the
First Dynasty of Babylon in the days of the great king
and. lawgiver, Hammurabi (c. 1728-1686 B.C.). (It is
intriguing to note that various records at Mari and else-
where in Mesopotamia, mention another troublesome group,
the “Apiru” or “Habiru—a name that is thought by many
scholars to.be.equivalent to the name “Hebrews.”)
Following the strong Semitic Dynasty of Agade (2350-
2150 B.C.); the Second .Dynasty Ur (of which little seems
to be knewn), and a subsequent cultural eclipse under the
Gutians (2150-2070), -the. Third Dynasty of Ur. (2070-
1960) was ushéred inj in which a succession of strong
rulers led in a Sumerian renaissance.. The population of
Ur is estimated to have beenn more than half a million souls
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during this period. The mightiest building project of the
time was the great ziggurat erected by Ur-Nammu and
his son, Shulgi. This powerful Dynasty came to an end
when the Amorites of Mari and the Elamites from the east
took over southern Mesopotamia. The city was later
brought under the control of Hammurabi and was de-
stroyed by his son, when it rebelled against Amorite power,
The whole area was further ravished by the barbarian
Kassites, and the city of Ur went into total eclipse until
the rebuilding of it was undertaken by the Chaldeans
Nebuchadnezzar II and Nabonidus. Further improve-
ments were made later by the Persians under Cyrus.

Folk movements became more numerous in the early
part of the second millenium before Christ. Other ethnic
peoples came into the picture. Among these were the
Hittites of Asia Minor, the partially Semitic Hyksos who
had imposed their rule on Egypt from about 1700 to 1570
B.C., and the most puzzling of all, the Hurrians.

The Hurrians (Biblical Horites: cf. Gen. 14:6, 36:30;
Deut. 2:12) poured into the Fertile Crescent in a steady
stream: as Cornfeld puts it, “and into the political vacuum
created by the downfall of the Sumerian (Third) Dynasty
of Ur.” They evidently originated from the Caucasian
and Armenian mountains and infiltrated the whole Tigris-
Euphrates area. They were not strictly a warlike people:
hence they penetrated every section of Western Asia, in-
cluding Syria and Palestine. They seem to have been under
the leadership of an Aryan upper class. They gave much
attention to horse-breeding, 'and in battle they used the
horse and the chariot. They attained their greatest prom-
inence in the kingdom of the Mitanni (1470-1350)- which
extended from east of the upper Tigris valley:to the north
Syrian coast. One of the best known Hurrian sites is
Nuzi (or Nuzu), where thousands of documents were
discovered by a Harvard University expedition from 192§
to 1931 under the direction of Edward Chiera. More than
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20,000 cuneiform tablets from the second millenium,
brought to light at Nuzi, constitute a primary source of
information concerning life in northern Mesopotamia, the
district (Haran) where the Biblical patriarchs lived for a
time and to which they sent to find suitable wives for
their sons.

By 2000 B.C. various groups of Indo-European origin
had infiltrated Asia Minor. These were organized into a
complex of city-states. The most influential of these
groups became known as the Hittites. The capital of the
ancient Hittite Empire was Hattusas (modern Boghazkoy),
ninety miles east of modern Ankara, on the great bend
of the Halys River. Excavations began at this site in
1906, and have brought to light the story of a once power-
ful empire, as evidenced by the fact that one of their
kings, Mursilis, captured Aleppo in 1530, then thrust across
Hurrian territories, raided northern Mesopotamia, and
sacked Babylon. A peace treaty between the Hittite king,
Hattusilis IIT (c. 1275-1250), and the Egyptian Pharaoh
Rameses II is the oldest such treaty known to students of
ancient history, and indicates that the Hittites were power-
ful-enough to stop the Egyptian army in its tracks in a
battle at Kadesh (c. 1296 B.C.) Beleaguered, however, by
Hurrian aggressiveness and inner political conflicts, the
Hittites finally withdrew into Asia Minor where their in-
fluences are felt even down to our own time. The Hittite
kingdom came to an end when overrun by the so-called
“Sea peoples” from the eastern Mediterranean, many of
whom seem to have been of Cretan origin (e.g., the Phil-
istines). .The Hittites flourished at about the dawn of the
Iron Age. .(Iron was discovered about 1500 B.C. some-
where. in the area around- the Black Sea.) The Hittite
monopoly on iron .gave them formidable power for a time,
but this power. declined as other peoples began to make
use of iron weapons. Outposts of Hittite culture survived
in northern Syria: these Hittite principalities were those to
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which the Old Testament continued to refer for several
centuries, (Cf. Gen. 15:20, Num. 13:29, Josh. 3:10, 1
Ki. 11:1, 2 Ki. 7:6, 2 Chron. 1:17).

The Hyksos have been described as a motley horde
bent solely on conquest and looting. They invaded Egypt
about 1800 (or 1700?) B.C. and kept control of the coun-
try until about 1570 B.C., when they were driven out
and chased into Palestine by the Pharaohs of the 18th
Dynasty. Several of the Palestinian cities were destroyed
during the sixteenth century, and the Hyksos type of
fortifications which have been excavated at Megiddo,
Shechem, and Lachish, furnish evidence of the savage
intensity of these campaigns.

The last great empires of the Fertile Crescent were,
of course, those which followed the migrations described
in the foreging paragraphs; hence, their history does not
have too much relevance to that of the Patriarchal Age.
These were, in the order named, the Assyrian, Chaldean
(late Babylonian), Persian, and Macedonian (the short-
lived empire of Alexander the Great). The Roman Empire
was the last and most extensive and most powerful, having
extended its rule over the entire Fertile Crescent, including
North Africa, Egypt, and the whole of the Near East and
Mesopotamia.

The departure of Abram from Ur is correlated in
time with the Third Dynasty (the most powerful) of that
city. The exact location of the original site has long been
a matter of debate. The Moslems traditionally have identi-
fied it with Urfa, a city in Upper Mesopotamia near Haran
(the Greeks called it Edessa), The location which com-
monly has been identified with Abram’s Ur is in Southern
Mesopotamia some 160 miles from the present head of the
Persian Gulf. This identification originated in the late
nineteenth century when so many references to Ur were
found in the inscriptions which were numerous and wide-
spread throughout the Mesopotamian area. The discoveries
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made by the joint expedition of the British Museum and
the Museum of the University of Pennsylvania, under
Charles Leonard Woolley (1922-1934), set forth volum-
inously in official reports, seem to verify the Southern
Mesopotamian identification. However, the debate. has
been revived in recent years by C, H. Gordon and other
archaeologists who conclude that the original Ur was not
Urffa, but Ura, another town near Haran, which was
under the control of the Hittites. DBA, 602: “Gordon
treats Abraham as a merchant-prince or Taemkarum from
the realm of the Hittites. His three main arguments are:
(1) There is strong tradition connecting Ur of the Chal-
dees with Northern Mesopotamia. (2) The picture of the
patriarchs as city-merchants fits known facts. (3) The
term ‘Chaldees’ can be adequately applied to Northern
Mesopotamia.” The consensus of archeological scholarship,
however, still runs preponderantly in favor of the tradi-
tional Sumerian Ur as Abram’s point of departure on his
pilgrimage to the Land of Promise.

Excavations at Sumerian Ur indicate that a highly
advanced culture flourished there at a very early age. It
is the Ur of Abram’s time, however, in which we are
particularly interested here. Like all these cities of Meso-
potamia, Ur had its sacred enclosure with its complex of
temples and shrines. The ruins of the great temple-tower
(ziggurat, which, we are told, once rose from the plain
along the Euphrates to a height of seventy feet), built by
Ur-Nammu, founder of the prosperous and powerful Third.
Dynasty, still dominate the site. Throughout the history
of Babylonia down to the middle of the first millenium
B.C., this sacred area with its ziggurat was the most im-
portant temple area in Mesopotamia: indeed, it was the
place to which the devout made pilgrimages and which
they sought for a place of burial. Openings in the outer
city walls which were oval in shape allowed boats to enter
the city itself. It could be said of the people of Ur, as
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said later by the Apostle on the Hill of Ares, of the Athen-
ian people and their philosophers, that they were indeed
“very religious” (or ‘‘superstitious,” Acts 17:22). The
ruling deity at Ur was Nanna (known among the Semites
as “Sin”). The city abounded in many other temples and
shrines dedicated to other gods. There were also many
public chapels, wayside shrines, household chapels, and
other evidences that idolatry flourished throughout the
city, including terra cotta figurines indicative of the Cult
of the Earth-Mother, which was often the most debased
form of pagan “religious” ritual. The following note
(HSB, 21) is important: “Abraham has often been con-
ceived of as an ignorant nomad, an illiterate and un-
educated ancient. This is not so. Archaeological discover-
ies have shown that Ur of the Chaldees was a center of
advanced culture, There were libraries in the schools and
temples. The people used grammars, dictionaries, encyclo-
pedias, and reference works along with textbooks on
mathematics, religion, and politics. What was true for
Babylonia was also true for Egypt where more than a
thousand years before Abraham’s time, writing was well
established. It is quite possible, therefore, that Abraham
left written records which were incorporated in the Pen-
tateuch.,” (For a study of the archeological discoveries
relevant to the Patriarchal Age, at Ugarit, Hattusas, Mari,
Nuzi, Larsa, Nippur, Lagash, Uruk (Erech), etc., The
Biblical World, edited by Pfeiffer, published by Baker
Book House, Grand Rapids, is highly recommended.)

3. The Cdll of Abram (12:1-3)

(CECG, 129) in re Gen. 12:1-5, as follows: “An
attentive consideration will suffice to show, from the close
resemblance of the phraseology in this passage and in Acts
7:2-3, that Moses refers to one and the same call with
Stephen; and that he now only resumes, in his characteristic
manner, the subject of Abram’s departure from his native
land, which had been briefly related in ch. 11:31, in order
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to furnish some important details. In fact the narrative
in the first five verses of this chapter is merely an expansion
of the short notice in the preceding one; and therefore
our translators have properly rendered the verb in the
Pluperfect tense, ‘had said.” This revelation is not to be
accounted for by representing it, as one writer has recently
done, to be only ‘the newly increased light of his inner
consciousness,” ot by saying, with another, that the ‘Lord’
of Abram ‘was as much a creature of human imagination
as a Jupiter or an Apollo.” In whatever way it was made
to him—whether in a dream, by a vision, or by a visible
manifestation (the language of Stephen, Acts 7:2, implies
that it was some glorious theophany, perhaps like the super-
natural light and words that suddenly converted Paul—a
miracle well adapted to the conceptions of a Zabian idol-
ater)—Abram was thoroughly persuaded that it was a
divine communication; and it was probably accompanied
by such special instructions as to the being and character
of ‘the Most High God, the possessor of heaven and earth,’
as carried conviction to his understanding and heart.” (It
is impossible for me to accept the view that Abram had
drifted away from the knowledge of the true God so far
as to share the idolatry of some of the members of his
family: the Scripture story does not intimate such a notion,
and surely Abram’s subsequent walk of faith invalidates it.
C.C.). ~

Whitelaw (PCG, 117) writes: “Designed to trace the
outward development of God’s kingdom on the earth, the
narrative now concentrates its attention on one of the
foregoing Terachites, whose remarkable career it sketches
with considerable minuteness of detail, from the period of
his emigration from. Chaldea to his death at Hebron in the
land of Canaan. Distinguished as a man of undoubted
superiority both of character and mind, the head at least
of two powerful and important races, and standing, as one
might say, on the threshold of the historical era, it is yet
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chiefly as his life and fortunes connect with the Divine
purpose of salvation that they find a place in the inspired
record. The progress of infidelity during the four centuries
that had elapsed since the Flood, the almost universal cor-
ruption of even the Shemite portion of the human family,
had conclusively demonstrated the necessity of a second
Divine interposition, if the knowledge of salvation were
not to be completely banished from the earth. Accord-
ingly, the son of Terah was sclected to be the founder of
a new nation, in which the light of gospel truth might be
deposited for preservation until the fulness of the times,
and through which the promise of the Gospel might be
conducted forward to its ultimate realization in the mani-
festation of the woman’s seed. Partly to prepare him for
the high destiny of being the progenitor of the chosen
nation, and partly to illustrate the character of that gospel
with which he was to be entrusted, he was summoned to
renounce his native country and kinsmen in Chaldea, and
venture forth upon an untried journey in obedience to the
call of heaven, to a land which he should afterward receive
for an inheritance. In a series of successive theophanies or
Divine manifestations, around which the various incidents
of his life are grouped—in Ur of the Chaldees (Acts 7:2),
at Moreh in Canaan (Gen. 12:7), near Bethel (ibid. 13),
at Mamre (ibid. 15, 17); and on Moriah (ibid. 22)—he
is distinctly promised three things—a land, a seed, and a
blessing—as the reward of his compliance with the heavenly
invitation; -and the confident persuasion both of the reality
of these gracious promises and of the Divine ability and
willingness to fulfill them forms the animating spirit and
guiding principle of his being, in every situation of life,
whether of trial or of difficulty, in which he is subsequently
placed.”

Murphy (MG, 261) writes to the point, in these
statements: “The narrative now takes leave of the rest of
the Shemites, as well as the other branches of the human
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family, and confines itself to Abram. It is no part of the
design of Scripture to trace the development of worldiness.
It marks its source, and indicates the law of its downward
tendency; but then it turns away from the dark detail,
to devote its attention to the way by which light from
heaven may again pierce the gloom of the fallen heart.
Here, then, we have the starting of a new spring of
spiritual life in the human race.”

Note the following also (SIBG, 230): “V. 1. While
Abram was in Ur of the Chaldees, God appeared to him,
probably in human shape, Acts 7:2, as He did at least
eight times afterward (Gen. 12:6-7, 13:3-4, 15:1, 17:1,
18:1, 21:12, 22:1, 15), and called him to leave his country
and his father’s house, which, for some time past, had been
infected with idolatry (Josh. 24:2, 2 Cor. 6:17, Rev.
18:4, Isa. 41:2, Neh. 9:7). He, readily surrendering all
for the sake of Christ, (Psa. 45:10-11, Luke 14:26), in
obedience to the divine command, and relying on His
direction and protection, went forth, not knowing whither
the Lord intended to lead him (Heb. 11:8). But as they
had stopped too long in Haran, I suppose the call here
mentioned was one which he received anew after the death
of his father.” (This last view, of course, has always been
a matter of controversy.) Payne (OHH, 36): “Abraham
grew up in Ur just before the rise of Dyn. III and the
Sumerian renaissance. Here, in a center for the worship
of the moon god Sin, God called Abraham to a life of
pilgrimage to the celestial city (Heb. 11:13-16). Gen.
15:7 (cf. Neh. 9:7) notes that God was responsible for
Abram’s movement from Ur; but there is no information
in the O.T. on the precise form of the call. Acts 7:2-4
reveals, however, that God appeared to him there and told
him to move out. It was by faith (Heb. 11:8), the destina-
tion not yet given. (This verse must apply to the call in
Utr, for by Haran he knew where he was going, Gen.
12:5); and Abram obeyed. He seems to have persuaded
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his father, for Terah led the party (Gen. 11:31), which
included Terah, Abram, Sarai, and Lot; Nahor’s family
stayed but followed to Haran later (24:10, 27:43).”
Note the Call and the Fulfillment. V. 2—Abraham
was made a great nation. His posterity by Ishmael, by the
sons of Keturah, and by Esau, were exceedingly numerous
(16:10, 17:20, 21:13, 25:1-18; ch. 36; Num., ch. 31;
Judg., chs. 6, 7). His seed of promise, by Jacob, were as
the stars of heaven and the dust of the earth in multitude
(13:16, 15:5, 22:17, 28:3, 14; 32:12; Num.,, ch. 1, also
23:10; Heb. 11:12; 1 Chron., ch. 21; 1 Ki. 4:20; 2 Chron.,
ch. 17; Jer. 33:22). His spiritual seed, followers of his
faith and obedience, are still more numerous, a multitude
which no man can number (Psa. 2:8-9, 22:27-30; also
Psalms 62, 88; Isa., chs. 52, 59, 60; Rev. 7:4-9, 11:15).
All the spiritual children of Jesus, his eminent seed, are in-
cluded herein (Isa. $3:10-12, Gal. 3:26-29). God blessed
Abram (1) with the numerous seed mentioned, (2) with
Canaan, as the future property of part of them, (3) with
Christ, as his eminent seed (Gal., 3:16), with all spiritual
blessings in Christ (Gal. 3:14, Eph. 1:3). Abram was a
blessing (1) to his friends and servants, who were in-
structed by him (Gen. 14:14, 18:19), (2) to his posterity,
who were blessed for his sake (Exo. 3:6-8, Lev. 26:42, Gen.
17:20), (3) to the world, as an eminent pattern of faith
and holiness (Rom., ch. 4), and as the progenitor of Christ
the Savior (Gal. 3:13, 16). God did and will remarkably
befriend and prosper the friends of Abram and his natural
seed, but especially of Jesus Christ and his spiritual seed;
and did and will remarkably punish their enemies (Josh.
2:9, Gen. 15:13-14, Exo. 17:8-16; Matt. 10:42, 25:41-46).
All the families of the earth are blessed in Abram. He was
of great service to the Canaanites, in imparting revelation
to some of them, or in setting before them all an engaging
example of virtue. His seed of promise, and especially his
spiritual seed, are useful on that account, and have been
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and are still the means of the prosperity or protection of
nations (Isa. 6:13, 10:24-25, Matt. 24:22). But it is
properly in his seed (Christ) that men are blessed. ~ Multi-
tudes of nations receive much outward happiness, and the
dispensation of gospel ordinances, in consequence of his
undertaking for his people (Matt. 24:24, Isa., chs. 35, 49,
50, also 6:13). And believers, gathered out of all nations,
are blessed in him with temporal, spiritual and eternal bless-
ings (Gal. 3:16, Acts 3:25-26, Eph, 1:3, Psa. 72:17-19,
Tsa. 45:17-25), It is easy to see, that the subsequent
promises and threatenings, nay, the doctrines and laws,
mentioned in Scripture, are but an enlarged exposition of
these two verses; and the whole fate of the Jewish and
gospel church, nay, of the saints in heaven and the lost
in hell, are but one continued fulfillment thereof. Verse 3
—The command given to Abraham involved great personal
sacrifices—country, .kindred, and home; and also great
faith—he knew not where he was going. But the blessing
promised was most cheering and comprehensive. It em-
braced himself, all who favored and honored him, the
whole nation that was to spring from him, and all the
families of the earth. Abraham by faith saw in this last
promise the most glorious and blessed of all truths—the
atoning work of the Messiah (Acts 3:25, Gal. 3:8). (See
SIBG, p. 230). Note that in calling the fleshly seed of
"Abram, God did not abandon the other “families of the
earth,” but was in fdct making provision for their future
spiritual welfare also. -

Murphy (MG, 263): “In all God’s teachings the near
and the sensible come' before the far and the conceivable,
the ‘present’ and the earthly before the eternal and the
heavenly, Thus Abram’s immediate acts of self-denial
are his leaving his country, his birthplace, his home. The
promise to him is to be made a great nation, be blessed,
and have a great name in the new land which the Lord
would show him. This is unspeakably enhanced by his

54



THE PILGRIMAGE OF FAITH 12:1-20

being made a blessing to all nations. God pursues this
mode of teaching for several important reasons. First,
the sensible and the present are intelligible to those who are
taught. The Great Teacher begins with the known, and
leads the mind forward to the unknown. If he had begun
with things too high, too deep, or too far from the range
of Abram’s mental vision, he would not have come into
relation with Abram’s mind. Tt is superfluous to say that
he might have enlarged Abram’s view in proportion to the
grandeur of the conceptions to be revealed. On the same
principle he might have made Abram cognizant of all
present and all developed truth. On the same principle
he might have developed all things in an instant of time,
and so have had done with creation and providence at once.
Secondly, the present and the sensible are the types of the
future and the conceivable; the land is the type of the
better land; the nation of the spiritual nation; the temporal
blessing of the eternal blessing; the earthly greatness of the
name of the heavenly. And let us not suppose that we
are arrived at the end of all knowledge. We pique our-
selves on our advance in spiritual knowledge beyond the
age of Abram. But even we may be in the very infancy
of mental development. There may be a land, a nation, a
blessing, a great name, of which our present realizations or
conceptions are but the types. Any other supposition
would be a large abatement from the sweetness of hope’s
overflowing cup. Thirdly, those things which God now
promises are the immediate form of his bounty, the very
gifts he begins at the moment to bestow. God has his gift
to Abram ready in his hand in a tangible form. He points
to it and says, This is what thou presently needest; this I
give thee, with my blessing and favor. But, fourthly,
these are the earnest and the germ of all temporal and
eternal blessing. Man is a growing thing, whether as an
individual or a race. God graduates his benefits according
to the condition and capacity of the recipients. In the first
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boon of his good-will is the earnest of what he will con-
tinue to bestow on those who continue to ‘walk in his ways.
And as the present is the womb of the future, so is the
external the symbol of the internal, the material the shadow
of the spiritual, in the order of the divine blessing. And
as events unfold themselves in the history of man and
conceptions in his soul within, so are doctrines. gradually
opened up in the Word of God, and progessively revealed
to the soul by the Spirit of God.” (Cf. Isa. 28:9-10,
Mark 4:28, 1 Cor. 15:42-49, Heb. 10:1, Eph. 1:13-14,
Col. 1:12; 2 Pet. 1:5-11, 3:18),

The Abrahamic Covenant, which is mentioned several
times in Genesis (cf. 12:2, 3, 7; 13:14-17; chs. 15, 17;
ch. 18; 21:12-13; 22:9-18) was essentially a covenant of
promise; the only requirement was that Abram should
respond in faith and trust to God’s calling him away from
his land and his family. And, although subsequent ramifica-
tions of the covenant occur in Genesis, the two basic
features remain constant throughout. These are tbe land
and the descendants. “The progeny of Abraham was to
be a blessing to all and Abraham was guaranteed a son
through whom his line would be perpetuated.” This son,
Isaac, therefore, came to be known as the child of promise,
and the land to which Abram journeyed became designated
the . land of promise (Exo. 12:25, Deut. 19:8-10, Josh.
2315, Acts 7:4-5,. Gal. 4:22-31; Gen. 17:15-19; Heb.
11:9-12,- 17-19, etc.). Green (UBG, 163): “In the
original promise and in the renewal of it upon two occa-
sions of unusual’ solemnity, one when the Lord signified
his approval of .Abraham’s unfaltering faith by coming as
his guest in human form, and again as a reward of his
most. signal .act of obedience, the blessing is set before him
in its most ample sweep. But during all the intervening
period of long expectancy of his promised child the divine
communications: made to him from time to time were
designed to keep.alive his faith in that particular promise,
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whose fulfillment was so long delayed; hence, mention is
merely made of his numerous seed, and of the land which
they were to occupy, alike in 13:14-17, 15:5-7, 18, which
the critics assign to J, and in 17:4-8, which they give to
P.” There is no occasion here for the assumption of
different sources.

Note, in this connection, JB (29): “As a result of
God’s call and promise of posterity Abraham cuts off all
earthly ties and with his childless wife, 11:30, sets out for
an unknown land. It is Abraham’s first act of faith; it
will be renewed when the promise is repeated, 15:5-6, and
put to the test when God asks for the surrender of Isaac
who was the fruit of that promise, ch. 22. To Abraham’s
unquestioning acts of faith the chosen people owes its
existence and destiny, Heb. 11:8-19. Not only Abraham’s
physical descendants, but all who, in virtue of the same
faith, become his sons, will have their share in that destiny,
as the Apostle shows, Rom. 4, Gal. 3:7.”

Although the emphasis in the Abrahamic promise is on
the land and the seed, in its fullness the promise is a seven-
fold one, as follows: (1) “I will make of thee a great
nation.” The phrase, “great nation,” of course, implies
infinitely more than great in number. “Since the great-
ness is of God’s making, it involves true greatness in every
sense. If ever theré was a great nation, it was Israel.”
Israel achieved true greatness in her preservation of the
knowledge of the living and true God, and Israel was great,
inconceivably great, in her preséntation to the world of
the Messiah, the world’s Redeemer. (2) “I. will bless
thee,” This statement refers to Abram himself.. “A man
is blessed when due to the gracious working of God all
goes well with him (cf. 39:5); the things that he under-
takes thrives; and true success crowns all his endeavors,”
(3) “I will make thy name great.” Note the various
names given to him: “the father of a multitude” (17:5),
a prince of God (23:6); the man in God’s confidence
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'(18:17-19); a prophet (20:7); the servant of God (Psa.
105:6); and the friend of God (Jas. 2:23). (4) “And
be thou a blessing.” This expresses something that God
does. “God is the one who in the last analysis makes Abram
to be a true blessing unto others. But at the same time,
a moral responsibility of Abram’s is involved: He should do
his part that he may become a blessing to others. Conse-
quently the imperative, ‘be thou a blessing.”” (5) “I will
bless them that bless thee,” “So intimately is God con-
cerned in having men take the proper attitude toward this
prophet and servant of His that whoever wishes Abram
well, to him will God do good.” (6) “And him that
curseth thee will I curse.” “The deeper reason behind all
this is that Abram will be so closely identified with the
good work of God, that to curse him comes to be almost
the equivalent of cursing God.” (7) “And in thee shall
all the families of the earth be blessed.” “This word reaches
back to the divided ‘families’ (10:5, 20, 31) of the earth,
divided by their sins, as well as to the curse of 3:17 which
is now to be replaced by a blessing. A blessing so great that
its effect shall extend to ‘all the families of the earth’ can
be thought of only in connection with the promised Savior.
The word, therefore, is definitely Messianic and determines
that the Messiah is to emerge from the line of Abram.”
Quotes from Leupold (EG, I, 411, 412). (Note the
parallels of this sevenfold promise in Gen. 18:18, 22:18,
26:4, 28:14).

4. The Promised Land

V. 1—"unto the land that T will show thee.” (Cf.
11:31, 12:5). Haley (ADB, 364): “At first the name of
the country.was not revealed to him. It is designated
simply as a ‘Jand that I will show thee’ (12:1). Even if
the name ‘Canaan’ had been mentioned to Abraham at the
outset, it might still be true that he went forth ‘not know-
ing whither he went.” For, in those days of slow transit,
imperfect intercommunication, and meager geographical
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knowledge, the mere name of a country several hundred
miles distant would convey almost 7o idea of the country
itself. In our own time, even, of how many an emigrant
on his way to America it might well be said, ‘He knows not
whither he is going.’” (Cf. Heb. 11:8). Again: “Gen.
11:31 merely shows that Abraham’s destination was known
to Moses writing at a later date.,” The same is true of 12:5.

McClear (COTH, 28:31): “This country, the future
home of the great nation destined to spring from Abram’s
loins, was in many respects eminently adapted for its
special mission in the history of the world. In extent,
indeed, it was but a narrow strip of country, but a little
larger than the six northern counties of England, being
nearly 180 miles in length, and 75 miles in breadth, and
having an area of about 13,600 English square miles.
Bounded on the west by the Mediterranean Sea, on the
north by the mountains of Lebanon, on the east by the
Syrian desert, on the south by the wilderness of Arabia, it
was situated at the meeting-point of the two continents of
Asia and Africa, ‘on the very outpost, on the extremest
western edge of the East.” It was a secluded land. A
wilderness encompassed it on the east and south, mountains
shut it in on the north, and the ‘Great Sea’ which washed
its western shore was the terror rather than the thorough-
fare of ancient nations. Unlike the coast of Europe, and
especially of Greece, it had no indentations, no winding
creeks, no deep havens, but one small port—that of Joppa
—with which to tempt the mariner from the west. But
while thus eminently adapted to be the ‘silent and retired
nursery of the Kingdom of God,” it was in the very centre
of the activity of the ancient world, in the midst of the
nations, and the countries that were round about it (Ezek.
5:5). On the south was the great empire of Egypt, on
the northeast the rising kingdom of Assyria. Neither of
these great nations could communicate with the other
without passing through Palestine, and so learning some-
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thing of its peculiar institutions and re11g10n, and when
the fulluess of time was come no country was better suited,
from its position at the extremest vetge.of the Eastern
World, to be the starting-point whenge the glad tidings of
Redemption might be proclaimed to all nations. Moreover,
narrow as were its limits, and secluded as was .its- position,
it yet presented a greater variety of.surface; scenery and
temperature than is to be found in any -other part of the
world, and needed not to depend on other countries for
anything that either the luxuries or- actual wants of . its
inhabitants required. Four broadly .marked longltudmal
regions divided its surface. (1) First, there was the low
plain of the western seacoast, broad toward the south, and
gradually narrowing toward the north,- famous for the
Shephelah (2be low country) with its waving grain-fields,
and the vale of Sharon (Jevel country), the garden of
Palestine. From this was an ascent to (2) & strip of table-
land, every part of which was more or less undulating, but
increasing in elevation from north to south, and broken
only by the plain of Jezreel or Esdraelon. To this suc-
ceeded a rapid descent into (3) a deep fissure or valley,
through which the Jordan (the descender), the only rivet
of importance in the country, rushes from its source at
the base of Hermon into the Dead Sea, the surface of
which is no less than 1316 feet below that of the Mediter-
ranean. Hence was a second ascent to (4) & strip of table-
land on the east similar to that on the west, and seeming
with its range of purple-tinted mountains to overhang
Jerusalem itself. Crowned by the forests and wupland
pastures of Gilead and Bashan, this eastern table-land
gradually melted into the desert which rolled between it
and Mesopotamia. Thus within a very small space were
crowded the most diverse features of natural scenery, and
the most varied products. It was @ good land, a land of
brooks of water, of fountains and depths that spring out
of valleys and bills, a land flowing with milk and honey
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(Eko. 3:8, 17; Exo. 13:5; Deut. 8:7-9, 11:8-12; Josh. 5:6,
Jer. 11:5, Ezek. 20:6; 15; Num. 13:27). The low plains
yielded luxuriant ‘érops of wheat and barley, of rye and
millet; on the table-lands with their equable and moderate
climate grew the vine, the olive, the fig, the almond, the
pomegranate; in the tropical neighborhood of Jericho
flourished the palm-:tree and the balsam; while the noble
cedar waved on the mountains of Lebanon.” What a role
this land ‘bas played in the bistory of the world! and what
a role it is still playing in our day!

5. Abram’s Response to God’s Call (12:1-6).

V. 4—So Abram went, as Jehovah had spoken unto
him.” This statement gives us the key to Abram’s motiva-
tion throughout his: entire life, When God spoke, Abram
acted accordingly (cf. Paul, Acts 22:10, 26:19). This
complete dedication to the will of God in all things, as
manifested by Abraham throughout his life, surely negates
the notion that he had become contaminated by the idola-
trous tendencies of his kinsmen. It was this very commit-
ment that caused his name to go down in the sacred
records as the Friend of God and the Father of the Faith-
ful (Isa. 41:8, 2 Chron. 20:7, Jas. 2:21-24, John 8:39-40;
Rom. 4:4, 4:16-17; Gal. 3:5-9, Heb. 11:8-10, esp. John
15:14). This fact also tends to negate the view of some
commentators that two divine calls were necessary to move
Abram toward his ultimate destination. The record of
Abram’s life surely proves that it was not his custom to
delay obedience when God called, any longer than circum-
stances might necessitate. The Scripture record clearly
indicates that the place of his nativity was Ur, where he
lived with his father Terah, his brothers Nahor and Haran,
and where he married Sarai; that on the death of Haran, he
migrated with his father, his wife, and his nephew Lot
(son of Haran) to the geographical Haran in Upper
Mesopotamia (11:26-32); and that on the death of his
father he (Abram, now 75 years old) left Haran with
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-Sarai and Lot and moved by stages.via Shechem and Bethel
into the land of Canaan (12:1 9) We might compare
the language of Stephen (Acts 7:2-4): here we read that
the call from “the God of glory” came to Abraham “when
he was in Mesopotamia, before he dwelt in Haran”; that

“he came out of the land of the Chaldeans and ‘dwelt in
Haran; and from thence, when his father was. dead ‘God
removed him into this land, wherein ye, now dwell.” This
language would seem to indicate that he ‘was under God’s
direction from the very first, and. contmued to be under
this Divine direction throughout his. entire pilgrimage.
Murphy (MG, 264, 265): “Abram- took. He is now the
leader of the little colony, as Terah was, before his death.
Sarai, as well as Lot, is now named. . The gaining they had
gained during the five years of reslde_nce in Haran. If
Jacob became comparatively rich in six years (Gen; 30:43),
so ‘might Abram, with the divine blessing, in five. The
souls they had gotten—the bondservants they had acquired.
Where there is a large stock of cattle, there must be a
corresponding number of servants to attend to them.
Abram and Lot entered the land of promise as men of
substance. They are in a postition of independence. The
Lord is realizing to Abram the. blessing promised. They
start for the land of Kenaan, and at length arrive there.
This event is made as important as it ought to be in our
minds by the mode in which it is stated.”

However, it would be well, I think, for the student to
be acquainted with A. Gosman’s theory of the two divine
calls (CDHCG, 392, n.) as follows: “‘“There is no dis-
crepancy between Moses and St. Stephen. Stephen’s design
was, when he pleaded before the Jewish Sanhedrin, to show
that God’s revelations were not limited to Jerusalem and
Judea, but. that He had first spoken to the father of Abram
in an idolatrous land, Ur of the Chaldees. But Moses dwells

_specially on Abram’s call from Haran, because Abram’s
.obedience -to that call was the proof of his faith (Words-
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worth).” There is n6 improbability in the supposition that
‘the call was repeated. And this supposition would not only
reconcile the words of Stephen and Moses, but may explain
the fifth verse: ‘And they went forth to go into the land
of Canaan, and into the land of Canaan they came.’
Abram had left his home in obedience to the original call
of God, but had not reached the land in which he was to
dwell. Now, upon the second call, he not only sets forth,
but continues in his migrations until he reaches Canaan,
to which he was dirécted.”

The fact that stands out here, the one especially to be
remembered, is that -Abram went first from Ur to Haran,
and thence to Canaan. Special mention is made of the fact
that in both departures (first from Ur, and then from-
Haran) Abram was accompanied by his wife Sarai and his
nephew Lot. In mentioning Sarai the foundation is laid
for the fulfillment of the Abrahamic Promise (Covenant)
in the progressive revelation of the Messianic genealogy
and its ultimate consummation in Christ Jesus, Messiah
Himself, and (2) for other subsequent events of secular
history, as, for example, the never-ending conflict between
the progeny of Isaac and that of Ishmael (Gen. 16:7-14),.
a conflict that still rages today. In mentioning Lot, the
foundation is laid for the subsequent accounts of (1) the
theophany vouchsafed Abraham in the vicinity of Hebron,
(2) the subsequent destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah
(chs. 18, 19), and (3) the incestuous origin of the Moabites
and Ammonites (19:30-38).

We are told that men bound from Ur to Haran would
set out before the coming of the nine dry months “which
would strip every blade of grass from the land.” The
distance was some 600 miles. Some writers think that
Terah and his clan followed the west bank of the Euphrates.
Hence when they passed through Central Mesopotamia,
they would have seen the walls and towers of Babylon on
the other side of the river, including the famous eight-
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storied ziggurat (cf. Gen, 10:10, 11:1-9). Other writets
think they followed the Tigris rather:than the Euphrates.
Thus Kraeling writes (BA, §7): “‘Tetah is -said to have
started his renewed trek with a more distant objective in
mind—to go to the land of Canaan: - .. . But since he goes
to Haran, we may imagine him as ‘taking the familiar
migration route back to the home area: -Perhaps his herds
had not crossed the Euphrates at all to the southern shore
of which Ur lay, for the river was$ certainly a formidable
obstacle. In returning he would have gone up thé west side
of the Tigris. We may imagine him as passing mighty
Asshur, the capital of Assyria, and eighty miles beyond he
would have seen Nineveh across the river, a city of yet
lesser consequence, but destined to become the seat of an
empire that was to trample his descendants under its feet.
Leaving the Tigris, Terah would have taken the westward
track to Nisibis, and crossing the headwaters of the Khabur
River would soon have come to Haran on the upper
Balikh River, another tributary of the Euphrates.” Sig-
nificant archeological discoveries were made at Haran in
the nineteen-fifties under the direction of D. S. Rice.
From these discoveries it seems evident that the moon-
temple of Haran lay at the site occupied by the later great
mosque. Kraeling (ibid.): “We here stand on the spot to
which Joshua refers when he says to the assembled tribes
that their fathers lived of old beyond the river and served
other gods (Josh. 24:2). First among these gods was Sin
of Haran. It was near here that the divine revelation
calling Abraham to a land of promise was given. Truly
at Haran one stands at the source of the River of Life.”
Payne (OHH, 36, 37): “Haran, Gen. 11:31—12:4.
Terah knew the destination was Canaan, 11:31; but he
settled in Haran, which was likewise a center for the
worship of Sin, and permeated with Hurrian customs,
where he died. This was a tragedy: lost faith? Relapse
into idolatry? God then called Abram again, this time to
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leave the father’s house’ as well, 12:1. It was to ‘the land
I will show thee (in detail)’; he knew it was Canaan (v.
5). With this call came promises: (1) personal election,
divine discrimination, for ‘salvation is of the Jews,” John
4:22. God had previously associated Himself with groups,
Noah, and Shem (9:26), but with antecedent ethical dis-
tinction; Abram’s only plea was faith, Heb. 11:6. Elec-
tion proves God’s control of history and keeps the re-
cipient in humility. He promised Abram posterity, bless-
ing, and fame; and Abram’s whole subsequent life demon-
strated divine monergism; in his own power he had no
seed, no land, no property, 14:23. (2) universality, 12:3,
for all nations were to be blessed in him. He was an
example of faith, Gal. 3:8; and the Gentiles are blessed
with faithful Abraham, for Gen. 12:3 is not strictly as
Messianic a prophecy as 22:18, where his ‘seed’ is specified,
cf. Acts 3:25.” (1) The student will again note the dis-
agreement among eminent authorities as to whether Abram
was the recipient of one or two divine calls. There seems
to be no way of resolving this problem conclusively. Note
however, our own conclusion, and the reasons for it, in
preceding paragraphs. (2) The student must also keep
in mind that the history of the cities of Asshur and
Nineveh extends far back into that of Mesopotamia, as far
back indeed as the fourth millenium B.C, (Gen. 10:10-12).
This great antiquity is well confirmed by archaeology.
These cities did not attain pre-eminence, however, until the
rise of the Assyrian Empire. The First or Old Assyrian
kingdom had its beginning about 1750 B.C., soon after the
fall of the Third Dynasty of Ur.)

Lange (CDHCG, 393): “The calling of Abram: 1.
In its requisitions; 2. In its promises; 3. in its motives.
(a) The grace of God. The election of Abram. The
choice of God reflects itself in the dispositions of men,
the gifts of believers. As every people has its peculiar
disposition, so the race of Abram, and especially the
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father of it, had the religious dlsposltlon in the highest
measure. (b) The great necessity of the world. It ap-
peared about to sink into heathemsm, the faith must be
saved in Abram. Faith should proceed from one believer
to all, just as salvation should proceed from one. Sayior to
all. The whole messianic prohecy Was not embraced in
Abram.” A. Gosman (CDHCG, 396):- ~“The promise re-
ceives its first fulfillment in Abram, then in the Jews, more
perfectly when the Son of God became incarnate, the seed
of Abram, then further in the church and the preaching
of the gospel, but finally and fully when Christ shall
complete his church, and come to take her unto himself.”
Again (ibid.): “The object of the writer is not Abram’s
glorification, but the glorification of Jehovah.” Again
(ibid.): “Abram is also an illustrious example to all who
hear the call of God. His obedience is prompt and sub-
missive. He neither delays nor questions, but went out
not knowing whither he went, Heb, 11:8.”

Speiser (ABG, 88: “Abraham’s journey to the Promised
Land was thus no routine expedition of several hundred
miles. Instead, it was the start of an epic voyage in search
of spiritual truths, a quest that was to constitute the.
cenral theme of all biblical history.”

6. Through the Land of Promise (12:5-9).

Leaving Mesopotamia, Abram and his retinue crossed
the Great River, the Euphrates (Josh. 24:2). Smith-
Fields (OTH, 68): “This separated him entirely from his
old home, and possibly accounts for the title Hebrew which
he came to wear (Gen. 14:13). While some think that
the name Hebrew came from the patriarch Eber (Gen.
11:16), it may come from the Hebrew verb meaning to
‘cross over.’”” [Evidently the caravan then made its way
across the great Syr1an desert. Although the route is not
spec1f1cally indicated in the Biblical account, tradition has
it that Abram tarried at Damascus. (Josephus, for ex-
ample, informs us that the patriarch remained there for
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some time, “being come with an army from the land of
the Chaldeans (Antiq. I, 1). It should be noted, too, that
Damascus was the native place of Eliezer, Abram’s house-
hold steward, Gen. 15:2). No doubt the caravan then
crossed the Jordan, where the first stopping-place was
Shechem, in the valley of the same name, lying between
Mounts Ebal and Gerizim.

V. 5. “And into the land of Canaan, they came.” (No
doubt a prolepsis, as in 11:31). This was a distance of
some 300 miles from Haran. Cf. v. 6—"And the Canaanite
was then in the land.” The territory originally occupied
by the Canaanites as a separate ethnic group is clearly de-
scribed in Gen. 10:19. A wider use of the term is also
encountered in Scripture and in early external sources as
including the inhabitants generally of the Syro-Palestianian
area. In its wider use also the terms ‘“Canaanite” and
“Amorite” tend to overlap directly, Thus Abram was
promised Canaan (12:5, 7) but this occupancy was de-
layed—in fact was never realized by Abraham personally—
because the inquity of the Amorites was not yet full.
Several inscriptions indicate clearly the contiguous use of
“Amorites” and “Canaanites” in Moses’ time; hence, “‘the
use of these terms as the distinguishing marks of different
literary hands is erroneous” (NNBD, 184). It should be
noted, too, that Shechem was a Canaanite principality
under a Hivite ruler (Gen. 12:5, 6; 34:2, 30), but could
be called “Amorite” (Gen. 48:22). It seems that at the
time of the conquest of Abram’s descendants, the moun-
tainous land in the center, including the place of Shechem,
was occupied by the Amorites and other tribes, while the
coast of the Mediterranean and the west bank of the
Jordan was held by the Canaanites proper (cf. Josh. 5:1,
11:3). The statement in v. 6 has been “fastened upon as
a proof of the late composition of this history, as implying
that though in Abram’s time the Canaanite was in the
land, he had ceased to have a place there in the writer’s

67




12:5 “ GENESIS %"

days. The objection is not founded in historic truth; for
it appears from Gen. 34:30, 1 Ki. 9:20-21, Ezek. 16:3; that
the Canaanite continued to a certdin éxtent in after ages
to occupy the land” (CECG, 131). Murphy suggests
three possible interpretations of this passage (MG, 265-
266): “This simply implies that the land was not open
for Abram to enter upon immediate possession of it with-
out challenge: another was in possession; the sons of Kenaan
had already arrived and preoccupied the country. It also
intimates, or admits of, the supposition that there had been
previous inhabitants who may have been subjugated by the
invading Kenaanites. . . . It admits also of the supposition
that the Kenaanites afterward ceased to be its inhabitants.
Hence some have inferred that this could not have been
penned by Moses, as they were expelled after his death.
If this supposition were the necessary or the only one
implied in the form of expression, we should acquiesce in
the conclusion that this sentence came from one of the
prophets to whom the conservation, revision, and continua-
tion of the living oracles were committed. But we have
seen that two other presuppositions may be made that satisfy
the import of the passage. Moreover, the first of the three
accounts for the fact that Abram does not instantly enter
on possession, as there was an occupying tenant. And,
finally, the third supposition may fairly be, not that the
Kenaanites afterwards ceased, but that they should after-
ward cease to be in the land. This, then, as well as the
others, admits of Moses being the writer of this interesting
sentence.” To the present writer the best explanation of
this sentence is the simplest one: namely, that the writer
intends us to know that the Canaanite was already in the
land. Why try to give it some mysterious significance
when ‘the simplest interpretation makes the most sense?
The implication could well be also that the Canaanite had
driven out the earlier inhabitants.
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The Place of Shechem, The Oak of Moreh

This -was Abram’s first stopping-place. The phrase
is perhaps a prolepsis, for the place where the city Shechem,
either built by or named after the Hivite prince (34:2)
was afterward situated, between Ebal and Gerizim. This
has been described as the only very beautiful spot in Central
Palestine. The oak of Moreh: probably not the oak liter-
ally, but rather the terebinth or turpentine tree; however,
the oak was a kind of generic name given to various kinds
of trees. Cf. Deut. 11:30—in all likelihood, the oak-grove
or terebinth-grove of Moreh. (Moreh, like Mamre, was
probably the name of the owner: cf. Gen. 13:18, 14:13).
It has been assumed by the critics that there was a sacred
grove here where pagan rites had been practised, probably
some aspect of the Cult of Fertility which prevailed gen-
erally among the inhabitants of the land. The phrase,
“place of Shechem,” is assumed to have been a “holy
place.” “Moreh” means literally “teacher” or “instructor”:
hence, it may be conceded that oaks of instruction were in
the category of oaks of divination (Judg. 9:37). The
notion that sacred trees and groves were inhabited by
divinities and hence possessed oracular powers was wide-
spread in the cults of ancient pagan peoples. To this day,
we are told, the venerable cedars of Lebanon are tended
by Maronite priests. From these facts it is further assumed
by the critics that since this was the first place where
Abram built an altar unto Jehovah (v. 7), he selected
this particular “holy place” to worship his particular cult-
deity. This, of course, is conjecture. Lange (CDHCG,
391): “It is not probable that Abram would have fixed
his abode precisely in a grove, which according to heathen
notions had a sacred character as the residence of divining
priests. The religious significance of the place may have
arisen from the fact that Jacob buried the images brought
with him in his family, under the oak of Shechem (35:4).
The idols, indeed, must not be thrown into sacred but into
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profane places (Isa. 2:20). But, perhaps, Jacob had re-.
gard to the feelings of his family,.and prepared for ‘the
images, which, indeed, were not images belonging to any
system of idolatry, an honorable burial. At the time of
Joshua the place had a sacred character, and_Joshua,: there-
fore, erected here the monumental stohe, commemorating
the solemn renewal of the law (Josh,; ch..24). Thus they
became the oaks of the pillar at which the Shechemites
made Abimelech king (Judg. 19:6).” - Leupold (EG,
419): “But all suppositions, such as that the words ought
to be rendered ‘oracle-terebinth,” or that we have here
indications of an animistic religion on the part of the
patriarchs, are guesses. It is just as possible that in days
of old some worshiper of Yahweh had under this oak ad-
monished and instructed the people.”” The sum and sub-
stance of the whole matter is clear, namely, that Abram
encamped by an ancient landmark, and there received a
second communication from God, and there built his first
altar in the Land of Promise to the God who had called him
to undertake this pilgrimage of faith.

The Theophany and the Altar, V. 7. The patriarch
had left Ur of the Chaldees to set out on a trek, the destina-
tion of which God had not specified. The divine injunc-
tion was simply “unto the land that 1 will show thee”
(12:1, cf. Heb. 11:8, “he went out, not knowing whither
he went”). Now God appears to him and identifies this
Land of Promise specifically: “unto thy seed will I give
this land.” Note that God did not declare He would give
it to Abram himself: as a matter of fact, Abraham died
without owning a foot of it, except the small spot he
purchased for a burial-place (Gen. 23:17-20, 25:9-10,
49:28-33), Lange (CDHCG, 391, 392): “Abram’s faith
had developed itself thus far since he had entered Canaan,
and now. the promise is given to him of the land of
Canaan, as. the possession of the promised seed. . . . Abram’s
grateful acknowledgment: the erection of an altar, and
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the founding of an outward service of Jehovah, which as to
its first feature consisted in the calling upon his name
(cultus), and as to its second in the profession and acknowl-
edgement of his name. Thus also Jacob acted (33:20,
Josh. 24:1, 26). Bethel, Jerusalem, Hebron, Beersheba
are places of the same character (i.e., places which were
consecrated by the patriarchs, and not as Knobel thinks,

whose consecration took place in later times, and then was

dated back to the period of the patriarchs). Abram’s
altars stood in the oaks of Moreh, and Mamre, in Bethel,
and upon Moriah. Abram, and the patriarchs generally,
served also the important purpose of preaching through
their lives repentance to the Canaanites, as Noah was such
a preacher for his time. For God leaves no race to perish
unwarned. Sodom had even a constant warning in the life
of Lot.” The divine deed to the Holy Land was here made
over to the seed of Abraham. “Abram himself was to
possess only a burial ground. Faith had to accept ‘things
not seen.’”

Let us not forget that the three elements of Biblical
religion are the altar, the sacvifice, and the priesthood.
Hence Abram did here, precisely what Noah had done on
coming out of the ark (Gen. 8:20), what undoubtedly
the patriarchs of the Messianic Line had done from the
time of Abel (Heb. 11:4; Gen. 4:1-5). Throughout the
Patriarchal Dispensation, the patriarch himself fulfilled
the three divine offices of prophet (revealer of the will of
God to his household), priest (mediator between his house-
hold and God), and king (the one who had complete
authority over his household). This threefold office was
expressed in the titles, Messiah, Christos, Christ, meaning
“The Anointed One.” In Old Testament times those leaders
inducted into these three ministries were formally set aside
for their service by the ceremony of anointing (Judg. 9:8,
2 Sam. 2:4, 1 Ki. 1:34; Exo. 28:41; 1 Ki. 19:16). The
holy anointing oil used in these ceremonies of induction
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was typical of the gifts and graceswof the Holy Spirit
(Matt. 3:16, 17; Acts 10:38, 4:26; Luke 4:18; Heb...1:9;
ete.y. We see no reason for assuming:that-Abraham had
not maintained this indispensable institution of sacrifice
throughout his entire previous life; indispensable; that is;.in:
the fact that from the beginning of revealed religion every
lamb slain on the Patriarchal and 'Jewish-altats :was .by
divine ordination designed to point forward in type to the
Lamb of God, our Passover, who would -be-offered up for
the redemption of mankind (John 1:29;. 1-Cor. §:7, Isa.
53:7, Acts 8:32, 1 Pet. 1:19, Rev. 5:4-14):".

Note the Abram built his altar unto Yabwelo (Jeho-
vah) and called upon the name of Yahweh, v..7. Advo-
cates of the Documentary Theory have built up .2 mass of
conjecture based on the assumption of different sources or
codes. The name Elohim, they contend, is characteristic of
the Elohistic Code (E) and the Priestly Code (P), whereas
the name Jehovah characterizes the Jahvistic or Yahwistic
Code (J). (This will be treated again infra in connection
with Gen. 22:14 as related to Exo. 6:2). Suffices it here
to quote from Green on this point (UBG, 167, 168): “It
is said that J and P differ in their conception of God; J’s
representation is anthropomorphic, that of P is more exalted
and spiritual. But the two aspects of God’s being, his
supreme exaltation and his gracious condescension, are not
mutually exclusive or conflicting, but mutually supple-
mentary. Both must be combined in any correct appre-
hension of his nature and his relation to man. These are
not to be sundered, as though they were distinct concep-
tions of separate minds. They are found together through-
out the Bible. Since Elohim is used of God as the creator
and in his relation to the world at large, while Jehovah is
the name by which he made himself known to his chosen
people, 'his chief acts of condescending grace naturally
appear in connection with the latter.” Leupold (EG,
420) : A word from God requires a response on the part

72



THE PILGRIMAGE OF FAITH 12:7

of man. Abram felt impelled to give personal public
testimony to God’s  mercy displayed in this appearance.
So he built an altar. - This statement is misconstrued by
criticism in its attempt to find as many distinctions as
possible between so-called sources. This passage, ascribed
to J, is said to mean that J never records instances of actual
sacrifices by the patriarchs. This is the argument from
silence, and it is inconclusive because the word for altar is
mizbeach, meaning ‘a-place for slaughter.’” The manifest
intention of the author must be that ‘a place for slaughter’
was made in order to slaughter a victim. Altars became
altars when the victim is slain. A mere altar of stones
would have been a formalistic gesture on Abram’s part—a
gesture like falling on one’s knees to pray but omitting
the prayer. Tbhe soul of the patriarchal religion was sacri-
fice. The critics find matters, which no one before their
time dreamed of. The altar is said to be built ‘unto
Yahweh’ to emphasize the undeserved mercy of His
promise.”  (Italics ours—C. The fact seems to be that
the critics are for the most part motivated by zeal to
destroy the integrity of the Bible and so to destroy its
influence on mankind.) (HSB, 22): “Abraham’s altar at
Shechem implies animal sacrifice which was common to all
Semites.”

On to Bethel. From the oak of Moreh Abram now
moved to the hill east of Bethel, and pitched his tent, with
Bethel on the west and Ai on the east (localities that are
still recognized—the former as Beiten, the latter as Tell-
er-Rigmeh, the mount of the heap). Obviously Abram
was still predominantly nomadic and apparently was still
seeking better pasture land. Tt could well be also that
the “Canaanites” did not view with too kindly eyes the
appearance of this patriarch’s tents and flocks -and herds;
that Abram had neither the power nor the inclination to
resort, like Jacob, to “his sword and his bow” (Gen. 48:22,
Smith-Fields, OTH, 99). Abram was now on thée heights
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which skirt the Jordan, on the northern border of - what
was later the kingdom of Judah, between Bethel and Al
Bethel was a4 place, adjacent to which was the town .called
Luz at the first (Gen. 28:19). (Jacob gave this name to
the place twice (Gen. 28:19, 35:15). Archaeology con-
firms the fact that the city was estabhshed eatly in the
Bronze Age; hence we meet the name as existing as such
in Abram’s time. Bethel continued afterward to be a
‘place hallowed by the presence of God, to which the people
resorted for counsel in the war with Benjamin (Judg.
20:18, 26, 31; xxi. 2), and in which Jeroboam, 1 Ki.
12:29, set up one of the golden calves). *“Ai” meant liter-
ally a “heap of stones” (cf. Josh., chs. 7, 8). Here Abram
pitched bis temt. This was his second stopping-place in
the Promised Land. (Tent: used for dwelling, Gen. 4:20,
9:21, 12:8, 13:18, 18:1, 13:5; Exo. 18:7; Num. 24:5, 6;
2 Sam. 20:1; Isa. 13:20, 38:12; Jer. 6:3. Women had
tents apart from men, Gen. 24:67, 31:33. Used for cattle,
2 Chron. 14:15. Manufacture of, Acts 18:3.) Abram
called upon the name of Yabwebh. Murphy (MG, 267):
“On the hill east of this sacred ground [Bethel]l Abram
built another altar, and called upon the name of the Lord.
Here we have the reappearance of an ancient custom,
instituted in the family of Adam after the birth of Enok
(Gen. 4:26). Abram addresses God by his proper name,
Jehovah, with an audible voice, in his assembled household.
This, then, was a continuation of the worship of Adam,
with additional light according to the progressive develop-
ment of the moral nature of man. But Abram has not
yet any settled abode in the land. He is only surveying
its several regions, and feeding his flocks as he finds an
opening. Hence he continues his Journey southward.”
Leupold on Gen. 4:26 (EG, 227): “The ‘name’ here, as
usual, means the whole truth that God had revealed about
H‘imself». Since the name ‘Yahweh® is attached to ‘name,’
this means that from days of old God was known in the
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capacity of Yabweb, or in the character of Yabweh,
whether that word as such was known at this early date or
not. The thing that the name stood for was known. Men
do not first in the age of Abraham or Moses begin to
comprehend God’s faithfulness, unchangeableness, and
mercy. Since this calling out by the use of the name
definitely implies public worship, we have here the first
record of regular public worship. Private worship is pre-
supposed as preceding. The great importance of public
worship, both as a matter of personal necessity as well as
a matter of public confession, is beautifully set forth by
this brief record. This act bears eloquent testimony to
the courage of this group, who wanted to be known as
such whose hope was placed only in Yahweh. It is not
enough to say that “Yahweh’s religion began with Enosh.’
It began with Adam and developed into regular public
worship in three generations.” The significance of the
statment here, v. 8, is the fact of the use of the Name
Yahweh in worship, that is, to call out by the use of the
Name. (SIBG, 239): “Abram called on God, i.e., worshiped
him by prayer, by preaching to his family, and by offering
sacrifices for himself and them, ch. 18:19, 21:13, ... It
is not uncommon for men to speak and act religiously in
one company or place, where religion is prevalent, or, if it
may be so called, fashionable, who yet totally lay it aside
in another place or company, where religion”is less re-
garded, or perhaps altogether despised. Abram testifies
for God wherever he goes.” Again: ““That Abram, before
this time, knew and worshiped God, there can be no doubt;
but this [Shechem] is the first altar erected by him; that
is, the first decided and public establishment of the worship
of Jehovah in his family. It is well known, that young
Christians, who worship God in private, often find con-
siderable difficulty in commencing family worship. Let
them remember Abram’s faith, Abram’s altar, and Abram’s
blessing, and take courage.”
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7. The Round Trip to Egypt (12:10-20)

Literally, Abraham pulled up stakes and kept on mov-
ing toward the south, that is foward the Negeb. Evidently
the hill area adjacent to Bethel, though it may have pro-
tected him somewhat from the animosity of his neighbors
(who surely did not look with too friendly an eye on this
nomadic intruder) furnished scanty pasturage for his
cattlee. He therefore went on southward, that is, toward
the Negeb (“dry land”). The Negeb is the Palestinian
region which extends south from Hebron. It is a more or
less arid region in parts of which isolated flocks may be
tended, as far south at least as Beersheba. The terrain and
character of the Negeb was such that Judea was almost
never invaded from the South through this area. When
Israel sought to enter the Promised Land the procession was
repulsed by this formidable barrier and its inhabitants
(Deujc 1:42-46). Of course it may have been less desic-
cated in the days of the patriarchs. Frequently in Scripture
the word is ‘used merely to indicate direction, south. (The
reference ‘to the Negeb here and elsewhere in Genesis takes
on great s1gn1f1cance since Dr. Nelson Glueck’s archaeolog—
ical discoveries Wthh make it clear that the region was
occupied from 2100-1800 B.C., the period of Abraham.
Inmdentally, it is now believed by some archaeologists that
Abraham. and the Babylonlan king Hammurabi were
relatively contemporary.. See Glueck’s fascinating book,
Rivers in the Desert, RD in. our Bibliographical Abbrevia-
tions.) 'The route taken from the Beersheba region was
probably by ° ‘the way of Shur,” an area in the northwest
part of the. 1sthmus of Sinai, south of the Mediterranean
¢oastline and ““the -way.of the land of the Philistines” (Gen.
16:7, 25:18; Exo. 13:17-18, 15 22; 1 Sam. 15:7, 27:8).

Tbere arose a famme in the Land of Promise, so Abram
pressed on to the south. The Land of Promise, we are
told, is watered by rain periodically, but seasons of drought
occur in .which the growth of vegetation is arrested and
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thus famine is brought on. Because the fertility of her
soil was guaranteed by the annual inundation of the Nile,
Egypt as a rule enjoyed protection from drought; hence it
was customary for peoples of Syria and Palestine to seek
refuge there in times of famine in their own lands, as did
Jacob later. Thus it will be noted that insofar as the
Promised Land is considered, it was literally true that
Abram simply “passed through the land” (v. 6). The
first journey was apparently one of exploration and it
seems to have been rapidly consummated and then termi-
nated in a brief sojourn in Egypt.

Abram in Egypt: The Problem of Sarai’s Age

Abram’s wife, Sarai, is now thrust forward into what
was an unenviable situation, and surely not one of her own
making. Abram testified to her attractiveness: “thou art
a fair woman to look upon” (v. 11) and the princes of
Pharaoh on seeing her beauty “praised her to Pharaoh”
(vv. 14, 15). The statement Sarai was so fair as to attract
the attention of Pharaoh, even to the peril of her husband’s
life (12:11, 15) is said by the critics to be incompatible
with 12:4 (cf. 17:17), according to which she was at that
time upward of sixty-five years old. It is said to be still
more incongruous that she should have attracted Abimelech
when she was more than ninety years old (20:2-7, 7:17).
Green (UBG, 167): “The only point of any consequence
- in this discussion is not what modern critics may think 'of
the probability or possibility of what is here narrated, but
whether the sacred historian credited it.- On the hypothesis
of the critics R (redactor) believed it and recorded it.
What possible ground can they have for assuming that J
and E had less faith than R in what is here told of the
marvelous beauty and attractiveness' of the ancestress of
the nation? If the entire narrative could be put together
by R, and related by him with no suspicion of discord,
the same thing could just as well have been done by one
original writer. It may be added, if it will in any measure
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relieve the minds of doubting critics, that Abimelech is
not said to have been taken with Sarah’s beauty. He may
have thought an alliance with ‘a mighty prince’ like Abra-
ham (23:6) desirable, even if Sarah’s personal charms were
not what they had once been. And when Abraham lived
to an age of one hundred and seventy-five, who can say
how well a lady of ninety may have borne her years?”
Tt has been suggested that Sarai’s complexion, coming from
a mountainous country, was no doubt fresh and fair as
compared with the faces of Egyptian women, which, as
the monuments show, were dark-brown or copper-colored
(CECG, 132). This suggestion surely has merit.

Abram in Egypt: His Attempted Deception (vv.

10-20).

Leupold (EG, 421, 422): “Now follows an episode
that is less attractive. Abram does not appear to good ad-
vantage in it. With impartial truth Moses records what
Abram did. If the account remains entirely objective
without the addition of a subjective opinion or estimate of
the ethical value of Abram’s conduct, this can readily be
seen t6 be offset by the fact that the narrative as such in
its unvarnished truth so plainly sets forth the unworthy
sentiments that animated the patriarch, that the sympa-
hetic reader is almost made to blush for the thmg done by
the man of God. The charge of the critics is decidely
unfair when they say: “There is no suggestion that either
the untruthfulness or the, selfish cowardice of the request
[of Abram] was severely reprobated by the ethical code
to which the narrative appealed.” Prochsch sees the situa-
tion more nearly as’it actually is when he asserts: ‘Tt is
quite impossible here not to notice the narrator’s sarcasm,’
and adds that this step that Abram took ‘is most sharply
condemned’ by ‘the writér. Comparing chapters twenty
and twenty-six, we find two situations that constitute a
close parallel to the one under consideration. Strange as
such recurrences may strike us, it should be remembered

78



THE PILGRIMAGE OF FAITH  12:10-20

that life often brings us into situations that are practically
duplicates of what transpired at an earlier date; and he
that marvels that a patriarch sinned a second time after
a definite rebuke, let him remember how often he himself
may repeat a sin for which a stern admonition had been
addressed to him. To say this must have been ‘a very
popular story in ancient Israel’ hardly does justice to the
facts of the case. Why should Isracl have deemed the
failings of its patriarchs material for ‘popular’ stories? The
recording of three such instances is explicable only on the
score of the strict impartiality of the author.” See the
parallel stories of Abram and Abimelech (ch. 20) and of
Isaac and Abimelech (ch. 26). It must be understood
that the Bible is a very realistic book: it pictures life just
as men lived it; it does not turn away from the truth to
cover up the weaknesses of the heroes of the faith. It
deals with them vealistically as it deals with all men real-
istically, in the fact that it finds them in sin (as they
know they are if they will but be honest with themselves
and with God), but at the same time offers the only possi-
ble remedy, the Atonement, God’s Covering of Grace (John
1:29, 1 John 1:7-10, Rom. 3:24, Eph. 1:7, Heb. 9:12).
Divine Justice required the Atonement, and Divine Love
provided it (John 3:16). It should be noted that the
severe reproof which God administered to those practising
deception, on all these occasions, was administered through
the instrumentality of those who had been made the
victims of their deception. In each case, too, the reproof
was accompanied with manifestations of great mercy and
benevolence. ,
According to a -previous understanding with Sarai,
Abram palmed her off on the king of Egypt as his sister.
This, of course, was a half-truth and a half-lie (20:12),
which makes the incident more interesting and more com-
plex ethically. Some authors have tried to minimize
the deception by appeals to customs. Speiser, for example,
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would have us know that, according to the inscriptions, in
the Hurrian culture of the time men were accustomed to
confer special status on their wives by adopting them as
sisters. This, we are told, would have made Sarai eligible
for sistership status in Haran which was predominantly
a Hurrian city; and because this relationship was for Sarai
a matter of prestige, Abram would have stressed it in in-
troducing her to Pharach (ABG, 91-94). This notion is
surely “out of tune” completely with the Genesis account:
it is .completely contrary to the motive explicitly attributed
to Abram and Sarai in that account. Speiser’s attempted
explanation of the motives involved in Abram’s deception
makes it to be no deception at all. He writes: “Why was
tradition so interested in the matter, enough to dwell on it
repeatedly,. We know now that the wife-sister position
was a mark of cherished social standing. This kind of
background would be an implicit guarantee of the purity
of the wife’s descendants. The ultimate purpose of the
biblical genealogies was to establish the superior strain of
the line through which the biblical way of life was trans-
mitted from generation to generation. In other words, the
integrity -of the mission was to be safeguarded in trans-
mission, the purity of the content protected by the quality
of the container. This is why the antecedents of the wife
—the mother of the next generation—in the formative
early stages  were of particular significance. Hence, too,
all such notices would be obligatory entries in the pertinent
records” (ibid., 94): In. opposition to this view, we may
ask two questions: (1) What evidence have we that this
special sister-wife status over in Haran was recognized,
or even known, down in Egypt? (2) If the Old Testa-
ment writers were séeking to protect the moral integrity of
the mothers of .each succeeding generation, why do -they
present the deception practised by Abram and Sarai as
a deception pure and simple, and as motivated by selfish-
ness. It strikes this writer that from the viewpoint taken
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by Dr. Speiser, the Genesis accounts of these deceptions
would have been omitted from the history.

See JB (p. 29, n.): Here we have another attempt to
“explain away” Abram’s defection, and this is equally
without any positive evidence to support it. We read:
“The purpose of this narrative (the same theme recurs in
ch. 20 where Sarai figures again, and in 26:1-11, where the
story is told of Rebekah) is to commeémorate the beauty of
the ancestress of the race, the astuteness of its patriarch, the
protection that God afforded them. The story reflects
a stage of moral development when a lie was still con-
sidered lawful under certain circumstances and when the
husband’s life meant more than his wife’s honor. God was
leading man to an appreciation of the moral law but this
appreciation was gradual.” It will be noted that this
writer puts the emphasis on the importance of the father,
whereas Speiser puts it on the moral integrity of the
mother. These views are hardly reconcilable.

Why, then, do we not allow the Bible to say what it
means and to mean what it says? Let us get away from
the nit-picking propensities of the “intellectual” who fre-
quently cannot see the forest for the trees. Let us take
a look at the other side—the realistic side—of the problem.
For example (HSB, 22, n.): “God’s will, done God’s way,
never lacks for God’s blessing. Say you are my sister.
Here Abraham did not tell the truth. Selfishness overtook
this man of faith. Fear for his own life made him forget
what consequences his deceit would bring for Sarah and
others. Although Abraham was a man of faith he was
not a perfect man. This incident serves to illustrate the
fact that the end does not justify the means. The means
and the end must both be right.” (SIB, 232); ““Sarai was
his sister in some sense . . ., but it was not in that sense,
but in the common acceptation of the words, sister and
brother, they sinfully wished the Egyptians to understand
them.” Jamieson (CECG, 132): “On reaching the con-
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fines of Egypt, which was the greatest primeval kingdom
in the world, Abram began to feel uneasy. ‘Increasing
signs of civilization, grandeur, and power, met his eye on
every side; and as the immigration of so numerous a tribe
as his from the neighboring desert would certainly arrest
public attention, the prospect of encountering the author-
ities 'of Egypt, so different from the simple nomads of
Asia, to whom his experience had hitherto been limited,
filled him with awe. But all other anxieties were forgotten
and absorbed in one cause of alarm. . . . He entertained
a bad opinion of the morals and manners of the country;
and anticipating that Sarai, whose style of beauty was far
superior to that of the Egyptian women, might captivate
some proud-noble, who would try by any means to obtain
possession of her, Abram became apprehensive of his life.
The idea so completely unnerved him that his fortitude and
faith alike gave way; and he formed an artful plan, which,
while it would retain his wife beside him, would, he hoped,
by leading: to betrothal and other negotiations connected
with the dowry, put off the evil day. The counsel of
Abram to Sarai was true in words: but it was a deception,
intended to give an impression that she was no more than
his sister. His conduct was culpable and inconsistent with
his character as a servant of God; it showed a reliance on
worldly policy more than a trust in the promise; and he
not only sinned himself, but tempted Sarah to sin also.”
Leupold (EG, 424): “Abram knows how little the rights
of foreigners-were respected in olden times. He also knows
how beautiful women would be sought out when they
came to a foreign land. He also understands that marriage
was respected sufficiently that men felt they must dispose
of the husband before they could take his wife. Egyptian
parallels prove that men had no hesitation about commit-
ting murder in order to secure their object. There was
nothing beside the point in the estimate that he makes of
the situation except the morals of the patriarch. Though
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20:12 indicates that the literal truth was being told, there
-is yet the possibiliy of telling it with the intent to deceive;
and so it becomes a lie. In addition, there is something
cowardly and mean about expecting Sarai to encounter the
hazards in order that Abram might avoid danger. The
heroic is notably absent in this request.” In reply to the
question as to how Sarai could be deemed beautiful at the
age of sixty-five, this author writes' (ibid., 424): “It must
be remembered that according to the limits of longevity of
those times she was only middle-aged. Middle-aged women
may have retained their beauty, especially if they have not
borne many children. On Pharaoh’s part the taking of a
woman into his harem may be largely a political expedient
to enhance his own influence.” Lange (CDHCG, 392):
“It must be observed that by the side of the Hamitic
women in Egypt and Canaan, Semitic women, even when
advanced in years, would be admired as beautiful. Abram
desired that Sarah should say that she was his sister, lest
he should be killed. If she was regarded as his wife, an
Egyptian could only obtain her when he had murdered
her husband and possessor; but if she was his sister, then
there was a hope that she might be won from her brother
by kindly means. The declaration was not false (20:12),
but it was not the whole truth.” Lange goes on to say,
trying to justify what Abram did in this case, that the
patriarch’s policy to report that Sarai was his sister was
determined at an early period in their migrations, but was
first brought into use in his dealing with Pharaoh. (To
the present writer, this seems to be an unjuistified assump-
tion and wholly contrary to the tenor of 12:11.) He
continues as follows: “Abram’s venture was not from laxity
as to the sanctity of marriage, or as to his duty to protect
his wife; it was from a presumptuous confidence in the
wonderful assistance of God. It was excused through the
great necessity of the time, his defenceless state among
strangers, the customary lawlessness of those in power, and
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as to the relations of the sexes. Therefore Jehovah pre-
served him from disgrace, although he did not spare him
personal anxiety, and the moral rebuke from a heathen.
It is only in Christ, that with the broad view of faith, the
knowledge of its moral human measures and limitations is
from the beginning perfect. In the yet imperfect, but
growing faith, the word is true, “The children of this world
are wiser in their generation than the children of light.’
As a mere matter of prudence, Abram appeared to act
prudently. He told no untruth, although he did not tell
the whole truth. His word was, at all events, of doubtful
import, and therefore, through his anxious forecast, was
morally hazardous. But the necessity of the time, the
difficulty of his position, and his confidence that God
would make his relations clear at the proper time, serve to
excuse it. It was intended to effect a final deception: his
God would unloose the knot. In his faith Abram was a
blameless type of believers, but not in his application of
his faith to the moral problems of life. Still, even in this
regard, he unfolds more and more his heroic greatness. We
must distinguish clearly between a momentary, fanatical,
exaggerated confidence in'God, and the tempting of God
with a selfish purpose.” It strikes the present writer that
there is much in the foregoing apologetic that is not if
harmony with' the Genesis account. Is it not the plain
fact that Abram, in concealing the whole truth, did
actually—by. 1nphcat10n which cannot be ignored—tell an
“untruth? Oftentimes the most destructive lies are perpe-
trated by conceahng that part of the truth which has the
most bearing on the moral situation involved. We are
reminded of the well-known couplet:

“A lie that is wholly a lie
Can be met and fought outright,
But a lie that is half a lie
Is a harder matter to fight.”
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There are situations in which a person can lie simply by
keeping silent, Cf. Smith-Fields (OTH, 99): “It is enough
here to observe that the mighty kingdom of the Pharaohs
had already been long established in Lower Egypt. In this
crisis the faith of Abram failed. To protect his wife from
the license of a despot, he stooped to that mean form of
deceit, which is true in word but false in fact. The trick
defeated itself. Sarai, as an unmarried woman, was taken
to the harem of the king, who heaped wealth and honors
upon Abram,” Whitelaw (PCG, 188) comments on
Abram’s introduction of Sarai to Pharaoh as his ‘sister’ as
follows: “A half truth (20:12) but a whole falsehood.
The usual apologies, that he did not fabricate but did
‘cautiously conceal the truth,” that perhaps he was acting
in obedience to a Divine impulse, that he dissembled in
order to protect his wife’s chastity, are not satisfactory.
On the other hand, Abram must not be judged by the
light of New Testament revelation. It is not necessary for
a Christian in every situation of life to tell all the truth,
especially when its part suppression involves no deception,
and is indispensable for self-preservation; and Abram may
have deemed it legitimate as a means of securing both his
own life and Sarah’s honor, though how he was to shield
his wife in the peculiar circumstances it is difficult to see.
Rosenmuller suggests that he knew the preliminary cere-
monies to marriage required a considerable time, and
counted upon being able to leave Egypt before any injury
was done to Sarah. The only objection to this is that the
historian represents him as being less solicitous about the
preservation of his wife’s chastity than about the conserva-
tion of his own life. . . . ‘No defence can be offered for
a man who, merely through dread of danger to himself,
tells a lie, risks his wife’s chastity, puts temptation in the
way of his neighbors, and betrays the charge to which the
Divine favor had summoned him’ (Dykes).” The plain
fact is that should anyone take Sarah into his harem on the
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supposition’ that she was his siter, Abram as the honored
brother would be given most respectful treatment. Hence,
as Leupold puts it (EG, 425): “Fully aware of the fact
that such a course may involve the sacrifice of Sarai’s
honor in order that he himself might fare well, he never-
theless asks Sarai to make the sacrifice., Abram never
sank lower, as far as we know, than when he made this
request. Sarai’s acquiesence, however, seems to grow out
of the idea that there actually is no other safe course to
follow. She was as sadly deficient in faith as he himself
on-this occasion.” We repeat:

The Bible is the most realistic book ever given to
mankind. 1t never turns away from the truth to
cover up the faults of the heroes of the faith. It
deals with man as he is, and as he knows that be is, if
he will but be honest with bimself and with God. It
fmds bim in sin, and proffers the only remedy for it,

As A. Gosman puts it (CDHCG 394, n.): “We are not
to-be harsh or censorious in our judgments upon the acts
of these eminent saints. But neither are we called upon
.to defend their acts. . . . it is well to bear in mind that
the Scripture records, these acts without expressing dis-
tinctly. any moral judgment upon them. It impliedly
-condemns.- The Scripture, however, contains the great
principles- of moral- tryth and duty, and then oftentimes
leaves the reader to .draw the inference as to the moral
‘quahty of .the ac¢t which. it records. And its faithfulness
in not conceahng what .may be of questionable morality,
‘in the.lives of .the greatest saints shows the honesty and
accuracy of the historian” Wordsworth says well: “The
weaknesses of . theA,p,atriarchs strengthen our faith in the
Pentateuch.’”;
Did Pharaoh enter, into marital relations with Sarai?
There is nothing in the records to indicate that he did;
as a matter of fact, the customary prerequisites to any kind

86



THE PILGRIMAGE OF FAITH  12:10-20

of royal marriage in the ancient world involved consider-
able ‘time. As Simpson writes (IBG, $81): “Had the
author intended such a representation he would have stated
the fact explicitly by saying, e.g., at the end of verse 15,
that Pharaoh lay with her.” We may surely conclude that
precisely what happened in the case of Rebekah (26:8-11)
happened in the similar instances in which Abram and
Sarai were involved, namely, that the woman was divinely
protected against physical coition. It is interesting to
note, too, that in each case the royal victim of patriarchal
duplicity protested in almost the same language, “What is
this than thou hast done unto me?” (12:18, 20:9, 26:10).
In a word, the man of God was rebuked, and that vightly,
by the man of the world. Cf. Bowie (IBG, 581): “In this
unvarnished story there are several points that are signifi-
cant. Conspicuous—to begin with—is the fact that here,
as elsewhere, the O.T. is written with an unhesitating real-
ism. The faults even of its greatest figures are not dis-
guised. What Abraham is described as having done when
he went into Egypt would throw 'discredit on any ‘man,
Being afraid that the Egyptians would covet Sarah, and
thinking that if they knew she was tied to him as her
husband they would kill him to get pessession of her, he
persuaded Sarah to pose as his unmarried sister; and as such
she was taken to the house of Pharaoh. In the climax of
~ the story the Egyptian stands in a much better light” than
~ Abraham, the man of the'covenant; for-he denounced
indignantly the lie that Abraham had told him, gave Sarah
back to him, and let him go out of the country with the
rich possessions which had been bestowed upon him when
Sarah was taken.”

“What is this that thou: hast done unto'me?” he de-
manded of Abram when he learned of the latter’s deception.
Thus, as F. W. Robertson has written (NG, 53): “The
man of God was rebuked by the man of the world: a thing
singularly humiliating. It is common to find men of the
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world whose honor and integrity are a shame to every
Christian; and common enough to find men of re11g10us
feeling. and aspiration, of whom that same world is com-
pelled to say that whenever they are tried in. business there
is always a something found wanting. . Morality is not
religion; but unless religion is grafted on morality, religion
is worth nothing.”

“Be sure your sin will find you out” is the solemn
warning of Scripture as voiced by Moses in the days of old.
If it does not find you out here, it will surely do so in the
Great Judgment (1 Tim. 5:24-25, Matt. 16:27, Acts
17:30-31, Rom. 2:4-6, Rev. 20:12). God saw to it that
Abram’s sin. found him out, and that through the instru-
mentality of his victim (precisely as in the two other
similar incidents). = “And Jehovah plagued Pharach and
his house.” Murphy (MG, 271, 272): “The mode of
divine interference is suited to have the desired effect on
the, parties concerned As Pharaoh is punished we con-
_the eye of heaven in this matter.

He commltted a breach . of hospitality by invading the
private abode of the stranger. He further infringed the
laW of equity between man and man in the most tender
point, . by abstractmg, if not with violence, at. least. with
a show of arbltrary power which could not be resisted, a
female, Whether sister or wife, from the home of her
natural guardlan w1thout the consent. ‘of either,, (A deed
of ruthless self- will,. also, 1s. often rendered more heinous
by a blamable inattention -to the character or position of
him who. is Wronged So it was with Pharach. Abram
was a man_ of blameless life and inoffensive manners. He
was, moreover, the chosen and special servant of the Most
High God. Pharaoh however, does not condescend to
inquire who the stranger is whom he is about to wrong;
and is thus unw1tt1ngly involved in an aggravated crime.
But the hand of the Almighty brings even tyrants to their
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senses. . . . The princes of Pharaoh were accomplices in
his crime (v. 15), and his domestics were concurring with
him in carrying it into effect. But even apart from any
positive consent or connivance in a particular act, men,
otherwise culpable, are brought into trouble in this world
by the faults of those with whom they are associated. On
account of Sarai: Pharaoh was made aware of the cause of
the plagues or strokes with which he was now visited.”

Fully cognizant now of the fact that the “plagues”
he and his household were suffering were divine visitations
for a wrong he had committed, we can well suppose, I
think, that this Egyptian king was motivated in large
part by sheer superstitious fear of the gods or god whose
will he had violated; hence, he was willing to do most any-
thing he could to get this foreigner and his caravan out
of Egypt posthaste, even providing him with an escort to
see that he left the country unharmed. He actually sent
Abram out with all the wealth the latter had acquired,
some of it probably as the king’s own purchase price for
the projected admission of Sarai into his harem. (Bride
purchase is a custom as old as the history of the race itself.)
Pharaoh consoled himself with upbraiding Abram for the
latter’s deceit, and so permitted the incident to be termin-
ated without any further unpleasantness. Abram, we are
told, left Egypt, now “very rich in cattle, in silver, and' in
gold” (13:2). ‘Traveling back through ‘the south of Pales-
tine (the Negeb) Abram finally reached his old camping-
ground between Bethel and Ai, “unto the place of the altar,
which he had made there at the first.” *‘And there Abram
called on the name of Jehovah,” that is, re-established the
worship of the living and true God. Murphy suggests that
by this experience in Egypt, the patriarch, “thus reproved
through the mouth of Pharaoh, will be less hasty in
abandoning the land of promise, and betaking himself to
carnal resources” (MG, 272).
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Recapitulation: Leaving Haran, Abram journeyed
through Shechem (12:6), Bethel - (8), southward - (9),
Egypt (10), back to the Negeb  (13:1), and to. Bethel
(13:3); but he seems not to have settled down until he
reached Hebron (13:18). Here he remained (13:18,
14:13, 18:1), through the birth of Ishmael at 86 (16:16),
and the conception of Isaac at 99 (17:1). The most
significant event of this period, and indeed of his whole
life, was the revelation of the Abrahamic covenant (ch.
15) and its confirmation (ch. 17), the means by which
he and his fleshly seed were reconciled to God.

REVIEW QUESTIONS ON
PART TWENTY-SIX

1. Where were the earliest civilizations located and why?
2, What does the word “Mesopotamia’ mean?

3. What especially enhanced the development of civiliza-
. tion in Mesopotamia?

4, Where did Semitic and Indo-European cultures flourish

. respectively?

5. Where did''the Akkadians and Sumerians flourish
geographically?

6. What was the ‘Akkadian Empire and who established
it?

7. Who were the Amorites? In what city especially have
archaeologists discovered their cultural remains?

8. Who was' their greatest k1ng and in what city did he
reign? . -

9. State the chlef facts of the early history of Ur.

10. State the main facts of the later history of Ur.

11. Who were the Hurrians? What is the best known
site of their cultural remdins?

12. 'What tyas the kingdof-of -the Mitanni?

13, Who were the Hittites? Where did they establish
themselves in the Near East? What was their chief
city and where was it located?
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23,

24,

25,

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.
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What economic development enhanced the power and
prosperity of the Hittites?

Who were the Hyksos? When did they enter Pales-
tine and why?

State the important facts about the Third Dynasty
of Ur. k

Name the centers of archaeological excavation the
remains of which are relevant to the culture of the
Patriarchal Age. .

What - light does Stephen’s account in Acts 7:2-3
throw on the Call of Abram?

For what purpose in particular are the “‘generations
of Terah” introduced in Genesis?

In what sense was the Call of Abram a turning-point
in human history?

In what sense was it a turning-point in Messianic
history?

Why do we take the view that Abram was not Terah’s
eldest son?

What two basic features of the Abrahamic Promise
occur in all the statements of it in Genesis?

In what three ways was the Divine Promise in re
Abram’s seed fulfilled? Who was his eminent seed?
Summarize Murphy’s eloquent treatment of the se-
quence of the earthly and the heavenly.

How was this sequence fulfilled in the life of
Abraham?

Why do we say that the Abrahamic Covenant was
the Covenant of Promise?

Who was the Child of Promise and why so called?
Why do many commentators assume that two divine
calls were made to Abram?

Is it possible to harmonize Abram’s many manifesta-
tions of faith in God with the notion that he had
yielded to the religious apostasy which seems to have
characterized his kinsmen?
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31,

32,

33.

34,

33.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
41,

42,

43.

44,
45.
46.
47.

What was the first lap of Abram’s pllgrlmage of
faith?

How does Gosman reconcile the'-apparent’ d1screpancy
between Moses and Stephen concermng the Call of
Abram? * '

Why are Sarai and Lot both mentroned in the ‘accounts
of Abram’s departure from Ut and hls departure
from Haran? AR AE T

What was the distance from Uf to”Haran?’ How was
Haran associated in Biblical history- W‘1th Abrams
various kinsmen? Where did Terah die?-

State again the three fulfillments- of the Abrahamlc
Promise concerning Abraham’s seed.

Trace Abram’s route from Haran-to his fifst stopping-
place at Shechem. What was the distance “involved?
How old was Abram when he left. Haran?

How does the ancient city of Damascus figure in the
story of the life of Abraham?

Explain the different uses of the word “Canaanite”
in the Old Testament.

What suggested interpretations have we of the state-
ment, “And the Canaanite was then in the land”?
What is the simplest explanation of this statement?
Why is it assumed that “the place of Shechem” is
descriptive of a _pagan “holy place”? Have we any
reason for assuming that Abram himself participated
in pagan rites?

Are we justified in assuming that we have in “the oak
of Moreh” indications of primitive animism?

What is the significance of God’s word to Abram in
12:7?

What was Abram’s second stopping-place?

At what places were Abram’s altars erected?

‘What are the three elements of Biblical religion?

"Explain-the statement that “altars become altars only

when a victim is slain.”
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48,
49,
50,
51,
52,
53.
54
55,
56.
57.
58,
59,
690.
61.
62,
63.
64.
65.
66.

67.
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What institution! .was the very “soul” of Patriarchal
religion? ,
What typical meaning did sacrifice have under the
Patriarchal and Jewish Dispensations?

Name in their proper sequence the three Dispensations

. of. divine ‘grace. What was the extent of each?

What specific changes determined the changes of
Dispensations also?

In what other instances does Bethel figure in OIld
Testament history?

Explain the full meaning of the statement that Abram
“called upon the name of Jehovah.”

What was the Negeb? The Way of Shur?

What caused Abram to journey into Egypt?

What fact made Egypt a “breadbasket” in times of
famine in Syria and Palestine?

In the light of Gen. 17:17 how old was Sarai when
Abram entered Egypt?

How harmonize Sarah’s age with her alleged attrac-
tiveness?

What deception did Abram perpetrate on Pharaoh?
What was the actual relationship of Sarai to Abram?
What according to the Genesis account motivated
Abram’s attempted deception in this case?

What explanation of Abram’s deception is suggested
by Speiser?

What explanation is suggested in the Jerusalem Bible?
How does Jamieson explain it?

What other cases of the same kind of deception are
related in Genesis?

In what sense was Abram’s introduction of Sarai to
Pharaoh a half-truth but a whole lie at the same time?
In what sense is the Bible completely realistic? How
is this illustrated by the report of Abram’s behavior
toward Pharaoh? ~
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68.

69.

70.
71.
72.
73,
74,

75.

What evidence do we have that Pharaoh did not enter
into marital relations with Sarau> o

Discuss F. W. Robertson’s statémeént that in this case
the man of God was rebuked by the man of the
world, and the parallels he draws from, the-incident.
Through whose 1nstrumentahty d1d God cause Abram’s
sin to “find him out”?

In what ways did God deal out Justlce to Pharaoh
also?

How did Pharaoh deal with Abram"

To what place in Palestine d1d Abram returnp

Give the “‘recap” of Abram’s Journey from Ur to
Egypt and back into the Land of Promise, *

What statement in the Abrahathic’ Promise shows that
God did not abandon the “other’ families of ' the earth”
when he called out Abram’ seed, but was in fact
making provision ultimately for their spiritual wel-
fare also?
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PART TWENTY-SEVEN

THE STORY OF ABRAHAM:
. ABRAHAM AND LOT

(Gen,, chs. 13, 14)
1. The Biblical Account (ch. 13)

And Abram went up out of Egypt, he, and his wife,
and all that he bad, and Lot with bim, into the South. 2
And Abram was very vich in cattle, in silver, and in gold.
3 And he went on bis journeys from the South even to
Beth-el, unto the place wheve bis tent bad been at the be-
ginning, between Beib-el and Ai, 4 unto the place of the
dltar, which be bad made there at the first: and there
Abram called on the name of Jehovah. 5 And Lot also, who
went with Abram, bad flocks, and berds, and tents. 6. And
the land was not able to bear them, t/oat they might dwell
together: for their substance was great, so that they could
not dwell together. 7 And there was a strife between the
herdsmen of Abramy’s cattle and the berdsmen of Lof’s
catile: and the Canaanite and Perizzite dwelt then in the
land. 8 And Abram said unto Lot, Let there be no strife,
I pray thee, between me and thee, and between my herds-
men and thy berdsmen; for we are brethren. 9 Is mnot the
whole land before thee? separate thyself, I pray thee, from
me: if thou wilt take the left band, then I will go to the
right; or if thou take the vight hand, then I will go to
the left. 10 And Lot lifted up bis eyes, and bebeld all the
Plain of the Jordan, that it was well watered everywbhere,
before Jebovah destroyed Sodom and Gomorrab, like the
garden of Jebovab, like the land of Egypt, as thou goest
unto Zoar. 11 So Lot chose him all the Plain of the Jordan;
and Lot journeyed east: and they separated themselves
the one from the other. 12 Abram dwelt in the land of
Canaan, and Lot dwelt in the cities of the Plain, and moved
bis tent as far as Sodom. 13 Now the men of Sodom were
wicked and sinners against Jehovah exceedingly.
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14 And Jehovah said unto Abyam, after that Lot was
separated from him, Lift up now thine eyes, and look
from the place where thou art, nortbward and southward
and eastward and westward: 15 for all the land which thou
seest, to thee will I give it, and to thy seed for. ever. 16 And
I will make thy seed as z‘/oe dust of t/oe earth: so that if a
man can number the dust of the eartb then may- thy seed
also be numbered. 17 Arise, walk through the. land in the
length of it and in the breadth of it; for unto thee will I
give it. 18 And Abram moved bis_tent, and came and
dwelt by the oaks of Mamvre, whzcb are in Hebron, and
built there an altar unto Jebhovah.

2. The Separation from Lot

We now find Abram back at Bethel, “the place where
his tent had been at the beginning, between Bethel and Aj,
unto the place of the altar”; and we are told that “there
Abram called on the name of Jehovah.” We have learned
that this last statement means that he renewed the public
worship of Yahweh on behalf of his household (retinue).
It should be emphasized at this point that wherever Abram
sojourned, there we find the altar, the sacrifice, and the
priest (the patriarch himself), the elements of Biblical
religion. It is impossible to harmonize this very important
fact with the notion that Abram came out of Ur of the
Chaldees contaminated by pagan idolatry. Abram and
his household are now back at their second stopping-place
after their entrance into the Promised Land.

At this point a matter of some significance takes
place. “The land was not able to bear” the tents, flocks,
and herds of both Abram and Lot. Hence, a separation
became the feasible solution of the problem. Murphy
(MG, 274, 275): “Lot has been hitherto kept in associa-
tion, with Abram by the ties of kinship. But it becomes
gradually manifest that he has an independent interest, and
is' no longer disposed to follow the fortunes of the chosen
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of God. In the natural'course of things this under-feeling
comes to the surface. Their serfs come into collision; and
as Abram makes no claim of authority over Lot, he offers
him the choice of a dwelling-place in the land. This issues
in a peaceable separation in which Abram appears to great
advantage. The chosen of the Lord is now in the course
of providence isolated from all associations of kindred.
He stands alone, in a strange land. . . . Lot now also
abounds in the wealth of the East. Two opulent sheiks
(elders, heads of houses) cannot dwell together any more.
Their serfs come to strife. The carnal temper comes out
among their dependents. Such disputes were unavoidable
under the circumstances. Neither party had any title
to the land. Landed property was not yet clearly defined
or secured by law. The land therefore was a common,
where everybody availed himself of the best spot for graz-
ing he could find unoccupied. We can easily understand
what facilities and temptations this would offer for the
strong to overbear the weak. We meet with many inci-
dental notices of such oppression (Gen. 21:25, 26:15-22;
Exo. 2:16-19). The folly and impropriety of quarreling
among kinsmen about pasture grounds on the present occa-
sion is enhanced by the circumstances that Abram and Lot
are mere strangers among the Kenaanites and the Perrizites,
the settled occupants of the country. Custom had no
doubt already given the possessor a prior claim. Abram
and Lot were there merely on sufferance, because the
country was thinly peopled, and many fertile spots were
still unoccupied.”

Lo#’s Choice. Note that “Lot lifted up his eyes, and
beheld the Plain of the Jordan, that it was well watered
everywhere. . . . So Lot chose him all the Plain of the
Jordan,” etc. Speiser (ABG, 98): “Having been orphaned
early in his life (11:28), Lot was brought up first by his
grandfather Terah (11:31). The task was then taken
over by Abraham (12:5), who went on to treat his

97



13:1-18 GENESIS

nephew with unfailing solicitude and tenderness. Now
the two must part, since each requires a large grazing and
watering radius for his flocks and herds. Although the
choice of ‘territory rests with the ¢lder man, Abraham
generously cedes this right to his ward. . Nor does Lot fail
to take advantage of this unforseen opportumty He
picks the greener and richer portion. . How was he to
know what fate lay in store for Sodom and Gomorrah,
or how glorious was to be the future of the rugged hill
country to the west? The narrative ends thus on a note
of gentle irony, the ever-present irony ‘of history.”

Lot lifted up his eyes. The spot where Abram and
he were standing was the conspicuous hill between Bethel
and Ai, from the top of which, according to travelers,
they could see the Jordan, the broad grasslands on either
bank, “and the waving verdure which marks the course of
the stream.” “‘The plain chosen was situated in, or at least
included, the tract to the south of the Dead Sea, where at
that time there were copious springs and an abundance of
sweet water.” It is surely obvious that Lot was looking out
for “number one,” as we say in American slang. Jamieson
(CECG, 134): In re Lot’s choice: A choice excellent from
a worldly point of view, but most inexpedient for his best
interests, He seems, though a good man, to have been
too much under the influence of a selfish and covetous
spirit; and how many, alas! imperil the good of their souls
for the prospect of worldly advantage.” Lange (CDHCG,
398): “It is the vale of Siddim (14:3), the present region
of the Dead Sea, which is here intended. That the lower
valley of the Jordan was peculiarly well-watered, and a
rich pasture region, is expressed by a twofold. comparison:
it was as Paradise, and as the land of Egypt. The lower
plain’ of the Jordan was glorious as the vanished glory of
Paradisé, or as the rich plains of the Nile in Egypt, which
were still fresh in- the memory of Lot.” The land was
watered not by trenches and canals (irrigation) but by
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copious streams along its course, descending chiefly from
the mountains of Moab. Leupold (EG, 430): “The separa-
tion from Lot is a necessity growing out of deeper reasons
than those usually cited. Lot is an element that is not
suited to be an integral part of the chosen people, as his
later deterioration shows. Circumstances soon arise which
make it eminently desirable to remove this unsuitable
material as early as possible. Behind the outward separa-
tion lies a deeper motivation. At the same time, the inci-
dent has always served in the church as a typical case of
how to deal in a practical way with the problem of in-
compatibility. If persons simply cannot get along together,
nothing is gained by attempting to force the issue or by
discussing the point until a solution is reached. Incom-
patibility is best dealt with by separation: let those that
cannot agree get out of one another’s way. To Ambrose
is attributed the saying, divide ut meneat amicitia, a
procedure which does not merit the criticism, ‘a wretched
but practicable rule’ (Delitzsch).”

The Plain of the Jordan, literally, the circle or circuit
of the Jordan, that is, at the southern end of the Dead
Sea. Leupold (EG, 437): “It is not the whole basin of
the Jordan from the Lake of Gennesareth to the Dead Sea,
but only that portion which extends from about Jericho
down to and including the northern end of the Dead Sea
to Zoar. . . . Now when Moses reminds us that this region
was so attractive ‘before Yahweh destroyed Sodom and
Gomorrah,” he clearly implies that in his time the region
was sadly altered. One question will perhaps never be
determined at this point and that is how far the devastating
effects of the overthrow of Sodom and Gomorrah affected
the rest of the Dead Sea region. Some hold that the Bible
indicates that the entire Dead Sea is the result of that
cataclysmic overthrow. We personally believe that indeed
only the southern shallow end of the Dead Sea became
covered with water as a result of the overthrow of these
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cities, as also Kyle’s investigations:,seem to substantiate.
But at the same time it appears that. mote or:less of -a blight
settled upon the whole kikkar. For the author goes on to
describe that it once was as ‘the garden of Yahweh,” by
which he must mean the garden of; Eden which was in a
special sense Yahweh’s handiwork. . The comparison must
have been suitable, else Moses would not have used it: It
is true that, nevertheless, the simile-is abit.strong. Conse-
quently, it is toned down by a second simile -that has a
fine propriety about it from another point of view: ‘as
the land of Egypt.’ . . . The special propriety of this
latter simile lies in this, that the region is like Egypt in
that a deeper lying river winds through a fertile plain en-
closed by mountains of either side.” See Gen. 14:3, 8, 10,
also (JB, 29, n.): “The author imagines the Dead Sea as
not yet in existence; or else the Valley of Siddim (the
name is not met with elsewhere) occupied only what is
now the southern part of the Dead Sea, a depression of
relatively recent formation.”

V. 12, K.]J.V. The old version is so much more force-
ful here: “Lot dwelled in the cities of the plain, and pitched
his tent toward Sodom.” What tragedy lay in this last
statement, as strongly intimated in v. 13! Cf. JB (29):
“Lot chooses a life of ease and a region where immorality
flourishes; for this he will be heavily punished, ch. 19.
But the generosity of Abraham in leaving his nephew the
choice is to be rewarded by a renewal of the promise of
12:7.” 'The choice of this present world above God in-
evitably leads to Divine judgment, just as it did when Lot
chose to pitch his tent toward Sodom (18:20-21, 19:4-11).

Abram’s Reward (vv. 14-18). Smith-Fields (OTH,
69, 70).: Abram “now began to feel the evils of prosperity.
The:land could not support his own cattle and Lot’s. Their
herdsmen .quarreled, and Lot probably put forward his
rights as ‘head of the family. Abram’s faith did not fail
this time. Remembering that he was ‘the heir of better
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promises,” he gave the choice of present good to Lot. Their
encampment looked westward on the rugged hills of Judea
and eastward on the fertile plain of the Jordan about
Sodom, ‘well watered everywhere, as the garden of the
Lord, like the land of Egypt’ he had only lately left. Even
from that distance, through the clear air of Palestine, can
be distinctly seen the long and thick masses of vegetation
which fringe the numerous streams that, descend from the
hills on either side to meet the central stream in its tropical
depths. It was exactly the prospect to tempt a man who
had no fixed purpose of his own, who had not like Abram
obeyed the stern call of duty, So Lot left his uncle on
the barren hills of Bethel, and chose all the precinct of the
Jordan, and journeyed east. Abram received his reward in
a third blessing and promise from Jehovah, who bade him
lift up his eyes and scan the whole land on every side, for
it should be the possession of his seed, and they should be
unnumbered as the dust of the earth.” Yahweh also en-
joins him to walk over his inheritance, and to contemplate
it in all its extent, with the repeated assurance that it will
be his. “To be understood not as a literal direction, but
as an intimation that he might leisurely survey his in-
heritance with the calm assurance that it was his” (PCG,
200). V. 15—Leupold (EG, 441): “True, Abram be-
comes possessor only in his seed. But such possession is none
the less real.” It is none the less real simply because it is
guaranteed by God, who is the Owner of all things (Psa.
24:1, 50:12; 1 Cor. 10:26): and only He could give a
completely clear title to any human being.

3. Abram’s Third Altar: from Bethel to Mamvre.

(Bethel became especially conspicuous in the time of
Jacob (Gen. 28:11-22, 31:13, 35:1-15). It was allotted
to the tribe of Ephraim later (1 Chron. 7:28) and bordered
the territory of Benjamin (Josh. 18:13). The Israelites
reséttled the town calling it by the name Jacob had given
to the scene in his vision, instead of the name Luz which
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it apparently bore at the time of the Conquest (Judg.’
1:23). It became a sanctuary in the’time of Samuel who
visited it annually (1 Sam. 7:16, 10:3): this means un-
doubtedly that it was a center of- the “schoel” of the
prophets (1 Sam. 7:16-17, 10:5-11, 19:18-20; 2 Ki. 2:1-
3), the famous line which originated: with 'Samuel and
culminated in John the Immerser. The name Bethel means
“house of God.”). HSB (23): ‘““The- strife between. the
herdsmen of Abraham and Lot reptesents the first threat
to the promise of God that Abraham would possess the
land. Abraham lived above this threat in faith, and his
gracious attitude toward Lot was-rewardéd by another
confirmation of the promise of God.” (Cf. 13:14-17, also
ch. 15). Thus encouraged, the Friend of God (Jas. 2:23)
pulled up stakes again and traveling .southward took up
his abode (tent) under the spreading “oaks” of Mamre,
named after an Amorite prince, with whom and his
brothers Eschol and Aner, the patriarch later formed an
alliance for the purpose of rescuing Lot, 14:13, 24. The
place was near Hebron, a town of great antiquity, having
been built seven years before Tanis in Egypt (Num. 13:22;
cf. Exo. 6:18), which seems to have been known also at
this time as Kiriath-Arba, “city of Arba,” from Arba, the
father of Anak and the ancestor of the giant Anakim
(Gen, 23:2, 35:27; Josh. 14:13-15, 15:13-14, 21:10-12).
Evidently on being taken by Caleb it recovered its ancient
name (Josh. 14:13-15). The town is some twenty miles
south of Jerusalem and a like distance north of Beersheba.,
It became the burial place of Abraham and his family in
the cave of Machpelah (Gen. 23:19, 25:9, 49:29-33);
from this circumstance the place is revered by the Mo-
hammedans ‘who call it El-Kbalil, “The Friend,” ie., the
Friend of God, the name which they give to Abraham.
David first reigned as- king in Hebron, and here, too
Absalom began his tragic revolt (2 Sam. §:1-5, 15:7-12).
It will thus be seen that Hebron had a long and varied
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history, under several masters: first, in all likelihood, a
Shemite, then the Amorites (Gen. 14:13), then the Hittites
(Gen. 23:10-20, 25:9), then the Anakim (Num. 13:22,
28; Josh., 14:13-15, 15:13-14), then Judah, and lastly the
Mohammedans. Hebron became Abraham’s more or less
settled abode throughout the rest of his life. There Abram
built bis third altar. “A third altar is here built by Abram.
His wandering course requires a varying place of worship.
It is the Omnipresent whom he adores. The previous visits
of the Lord had completed the restoration of his inward
peace, security, and liberty of access to God, which had
been disturbed by his descent into Egypt, and the tempta-
tion that had overcome him there. He feels himself again
at peace with God, and his fortitude is renewed. He grows
in spiritual knowledge and practice under the great
Teacher” (MG, 278). Lot in the meantime has not only
pitched his tent toward Sodom, but evidently has moved
on into the city itself.

4. The Biblical Account (ch. 14).

And it came to pass in the days of Amraphel king of
Shinar, Arioch king of Ellasar, Chedorlaomer king of Elam,
and Tidal king of Goiim, 2 that they made war with Bera
king of Sodom, and with Birsha king of Gomorrab, Shinab
king of Admah, and Shemeber king of Zeboiim, and the
king of Bela (the same is Zoar). 3 All these joined together
in the vale of Siddim (the same is the Salt Sea). 4 Twelve
years they served Chedorlaomer, and in the thirteenth year
they rebelled, 5 And in the fourteenth year came Ched-
orlaomer, and the kings that were with bim, and smote
the Rephaim in Ashterothkarnaim, and the Zuzim in
Ham, and the Emim in Shavebkirviathaim, 6 and the Horites
in their mount Seir, unto El-paran, which is by the wilder-
ness. 7 And they veturned, and came to Enmishpat (the
same is Kadesh), and smote all the country of the Am-
alekites, and also the Amorites, that dwelt in Hazazon-
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tamar. 8 And there went out the /zzng of Sodom, and the
king of Gomorrah, and the king ofAdwiah; and the king
of Zeboiim, and the king of Bela (the 'simie is Zoar) ;" and
they set t/oe battle in array against>them ii-the vale of
Siddim; 9 against Chedorlaomer king of ‘Elaw,” and Tidal
king of Goiim, and Amraphel king"of Shinar, and Arioch
king of Ellasar; four kings against-the five: 10-Now ‘the
vale of Siddim was full of slime pitsi and ¥he kings of
Sodom and Gomorrah fled, and they fell. there, and. they
that remained fled io the mountain. 11 -Angd tbey took all
the goods of Sodom and Gomorrah, and all thezr victuals,
and went their way. 12 And tbey took” Lot, Abram’s
brother’s son, who dwelt in Sodom, and  bis goods, and
departed.

13 And there came one that had escaped, and told
Abram the Hebrew: now be dwelt by the oaks of Mamve,
the Amorite, brother of Eshcol, and brother of Amner; and
these were confederate with Abram. 14 And when Abram
beard that bis brother was taken captive, be led forth bis
trained men, born in bis bouse, three bundred and eighteen,
and pursued as far as Dan. 15 And bhe divided bimself
against them by night, be and bis servants, and smote them,
and pursued them unto Hobah, which is on the left band
of Damascus. 16 And he brought back dall the goods and
also. brought back bis brother Lot, and his goods, and the
women also, and the people.

17 And the king of Sodom went out to meet him,
after his return from the slaughter of Chedorlaomer and
the kings that were with him, at the vale of Shaveb (the
same is the King’s Vale). 18 And Melchizedek king of Salem
brought forth bread and wine: and he was priest of God
Most High, 19 And he blessed him, and said, Blessed be
Abram of ‘God Most High, possessor of heaven and earth:
20 and blessed be God Most High, who bath delivered thine
enemies into thy bhand. And he gave bim a tenth of all. 21
And the king of Sodom said unto Abram, Give me the
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bersons, and take the goods to thyself. 22 And Abram
said to the king of Sodom, I bave lifted up my hand unto
Jehovab, God Most High, possessor of heaven and earth,
23 that .1 will not take a thread nor a shoe-latchet nor
aught that is thine, lest thou shouldest say, 1 have made
Abram rvich: 24 save only that which the young men bave
eaten, and the portion of the men that went with me,
Aner, Eshcol, and Mampre; let them take their portion.

5. The Battle of the Kings (vv. 1-12).

The Cities of the Plain. Lot, we are told, dwelt in
the Cities of the Plain and pitched his tent even as far
as Sodom: i.e., evidently he moved into Sodom itself.
These cities were Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim, and
Bela (afterward called Zoar). They were located in what
is now the southern part of the Dead Sea below the tongue
of land known as the Lisan which protrudes from its eastern
shore. (BBA, 57): “Fresh water streams flowing down
from the mountains of Moab made possible culture in this
area in the days of Lot. In subsequent years, however, a
great change took place. Evidence indicates that an earth-
quake struck the area about 1900 B.C. The petroleum
and the gases of the region helped produce a conflagration
which totally obliterated the Cities of the Plain. The
Sodom which Lot knew, however, was one of wealth and
luxury which seemed to be excellent prey for an army
bent on plunder. Copper mining was carried on in the
area between the Dead Sea and the Gulf of Aqaba in
ancient times, and the Cities of the Plain may have con-
trolled these mines. The invaders from the East were
initially successful in securing tribute from this wealthy
area.” Each of these cities had its own king, and Sodom
seems to have been the chief city. Their wickedness was
so great that Sodom gave its name to sins (largely of sex
perversion, cf. Rom. 1:18-32) of which the infamous
record persists down to our own time: they were willing
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victims of the vilest of passions, both sexes changing *“the
natural use into that which is against nature” (Gen. 13:13,
18:20, 19:5; Deut. 23:17; Rom. 1:26-27; 2 DPet. 2:7-8).
Apparently at the very outset Lot turned to this environ-
ment because ““the quiet tenor of a, godly life-in the com-
pany of Abram was not sufficiently attractive for him: he
craved the diversions and the excitement offered by 01ty
life” Of course Lot may not have shared their sins;
indeed we are told explicitly that he was. distressed by the
lasciviousness and violence which prevailed on every hand;
nevertheless it would seem that a truly godly man ‘would
have, from the very first, shunned such associations. The
lesson to be derived from Lot’s defection is realistic, namely,
that what bappened to Lot happens to every man who
pitches bis tent toward Sodom. .

The Invasion from the East (vv. 1-12). Destructive
literary criticism of the Bible treats this story of the Battle
of the Kings more or less contemptuously. For example,
the following comment (JB, .p. 29, n.): “This chapter does
not belong to any of the three great sources of Genesis.
Behind it lies a document of great age which has been
touched up so as to give greater prominence to Abraham,
extolling his bravery and selflessness and calling attention
to his connection with Jerusalem. The episode is not im-
probable provided we understand the campaign as an ex-
pedition to clear the caravan route to the Red Sea and
Abraham’s part in it as a raid on the rear of a column
laden with beoty. But the narrative does not help to place
Abraham historically because the persons mentioned cannot -
be identified: Amraphel is not, as is often -asserted, the
famous king of Babylon, Hammurabi. All we can say is
that . the narrative finds its most natural setting in the
conditions of the 19th century B.C.” Morgenstern calls
the entire chapter a midrash (i.e., an explanation of Hebrew
Scripture dating from between the 4th century B.C., and
the 11th century of the Christian era), composed. to
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glorify Abraham. The campaign described in vv. 1-10,
he says, is that of powerful kings against revolting cities
and strange lands.  But in vv. 11-24, it is a Bedouin raid
on two not overly powerful cities. The story is comparable
to the Midianite raids in the Gideon story (Judg., chs. 6
ff.), and the raid of the Amalekites on unprotected Zik-
lag in David’s absence: “the story of David’s pursuit and
recovery of stolen persons and goods.parallels in almost
every detail the story of Abraham’s pursuit and recovery,”
etc. This writer dismisses the entire narrative as the ac-
count of a Bedouin raid in which Lot was captured with
other prisoners and other booty of Sodom. Abraham, with
the help of Aner, Eschol, and Mamre pursue. The enemy
is not overtaken until they reach the vicinity of Dan, far
to the north; feeling themselves outside enemy territory,
they proceed more leisurely, to enjoy the booty. This
enables Abraham to overtake them and recapture Lot and
the booty as a result of their unpreparedness and surprise
by night. Vv. 18-20 most critics hold to be post-Exilic,
a few as pre-Exilic. So argues Morgenstern (“Genesis
14,” SJL, see also in his JIBG). In IBG (590) we read:
“This narrative is an isolated unit belonging to none of the
main documents of the Hexateuch, and comes from an age
which ‘admires military glory all the more because it can
conduct no wars itself, . . . an age in which, in spite of
certain historical erudition, the historic sense of Judaism
had sunk almost to zero.’” (cf. Gunkel, Genesis, pp. 288-
290, and Skinner, ICCG, pp. 271-276).

Evidences cited of the alleged ‘“‘unhistorical” character
of this tale may be listed as follows (1) The “representa-
tion that four great rulers of the east themselves moved
westward to curb the revolt of five petty kings in Palestine
(vv. 5-9) and that they came by the circuitous route out-
lined in vss. §-7.” But, cf. Leupold (EG, 451): “All
manner of fault has been found with this route taken by
Chedorlaomer. Because the reason for it is not given in
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this brief account, the critics feel they may with impunity
make light of any explanation that we may offer, as
though it must needs be trivial. Again and again a very
reasonable explanation has been suggested to them, only to
be brushed aside. The simplest of all explanations is that
the army coming from the east wanted to eliminate the
possibility of an attack from the rear by unfriendly groups.
These unfriendly groups were either unsubdued opponents
or subjugated opponents known to be restive and inclined
to side with other revolters. The author of our chapter
is not under necessity of giving a full account of all that
transpires and of the motives behind every act. For the
building-up of the narrative, what is related is very effec-
tive. It shows the line being drawn closer and closer about
'Sodom’ and. Gomorrah. We are made to sense the appre-
‘hension of the revolting cities; and they turn around from
point to point as reports come pouring in about the defeat
of the groups being attacked.” As for the incentive that
prompted four great rulers from the east to quash the
revolt of five petty kings in Palestine, the explanation is
clearly provided by ‘recent archaeological discovery of
metallurgical activities ini the area involved. Kraeling (BA,
67): “Chedorlaomer and his vassal kings are said to have
made war on the kings of Sodom and Gomorrah and allied
cities.- Until very recently that seemed hard to understand,
but the discovery-that.copper mining was anciently carried
on in the region between the Dead Sea and the Gulf of
Aqabah ‘has put a-new face on the matter. Babylonian
and Elamite rulers in particular had a problem on their
hands to obtain metals, as well as wool. If Sodom and
Gomorrah lay southeast of the Dead Sea these towns could
well: have -controlled the mines of el’Avabab, so that an
expedition' from Mesopotamia- to seize the mines would
it popular reporting assume the form of a campaign againist
these places.”. - Again: “The invaders came through Gilead
to Moab and-Edom. Recent explorations by Glueck have
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established that there was a line of Bronze Age cities run-
ing down through this region. Several such are mentioned
as being subjected (Gen. 14:5-6). The places referred to
can be identified with considerable certainty.” The plain
fact is that copper mining was carried on in the region
between the Dead Sea and the Gulf of Aqabah and the
Cities of the Plain may have controlled these mining opera-
tions. ““The invaders from the East were initially success-
ful in securing tribute from this wealthy area.” When
after twelve years this tribute was refused by the revolting
cities, it became necessary for the original invaders to re-
impose their demands on them—hence a second invasion
occurred for the purpose of bringing the rebels to time.
In the light of these facts the narrative is entirely plausible.
HSB (24): “The fact that the four eastern kings devastated
the area from Transjordan down to Kadesh-Barnea is borne
out by Glueck’s findings that sedentary culture in Trans-
jordania ceased about the 20th century B.C.”

(2) “The representation that Abram with 318 re-
tainers defeated the combined armies of the eastern kings
(vss. 14-16).” But Speiser comments (ABG, 104): “The
number involved is not too small for a surprise attack;
by the same token it enhances the authenticity of the
narrative.” Also Whitelaw (PCG, 206):. “servants, born
in bis bouse, i.c., the children of his own patriarchal family,
and neither purchased nor taken in war—z¢hree bundred
and eighteen—which implied a household of probably a
thousand souls.” Jamieson (CECG, 140): “Those trained
servants who are described as ‘young men’ (v. 24) were
domestic slaves 'such as are common in Eastefn countries
still, and are considered and treated as members of -the
family. If Abram could spare three hundred and eighteen
slaves, and leave a sufficient number to take care of his
flocks, what a large establishment he. must have had!”
Cf. Haley (ADB, 319): “Abraham had .not alone routed
the combined forces of the kings. His ‘confederates,” Aner,
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Eshcol, and Mamre, may have contributed much the.larger
portion of the victorious army.” (Leupold translates this,
“these were bound by covenant to Abram.” This would
indicate an agreement that guaranteed a close relationship.)
These facts seems to be indicated in vv. 23-24: it is diffi-
cult to see how intelligent men could have ignored them.
But again we are told that “nowhere else in the tradition
is Abraham represented as living in such state;” that “in
ch. 23, for instance, he is a lone stranger among the Hittite
inhabitants of Kiriath-arba.” The fact remains, however,
that when Abram left the East, he was accompanied by “all
the souls they had gotten in Haran” (12:5). This refers
to all the bondservants he had gotten during his stay there.
Where there is a large stock of cattle, there: must be an
adequate number of servants to attend them. Abraham
and Lot entered Canaan as men of considerable substance.
Moreover, Gen. 12:16 and 13:2 indicate that they came
out of Egypt with a much greater retinue. (Cf, also 18:19
and 24:1). The argument that Abram was a “lone
stranger” among the Hittites of Kiriath-arba is an argument
from silence and dees not harmonize with the tenor of the
entire story of . his first ventures in Canaan. Critics rely
too -much on assumption (or presumptions) to validate
their. views, assumptions. which, obviously are net Scrip-
turally .justified: a fault stemming apparently from their
innate (or- academically generated) “inability to see the
forest for the trees.” - :

(3) “The representation that the Dead Sea was not yet
in existence (cf. 13:10).” It is admitted that the words in
v. 3, that is, the Salt Sea, may be a gloss and so may not
reflect accurately. the thought of the original writer”
(See IBG,590). But recent archaeological evidence sup-
ports the .use of this name:as an integral part of the original
narratives The Salt Sea is the name by which the Dead Sea
is commonly designated in ‘the Pentateuch and in the book
of Joshua (Num. 34:3, Deut. 3:17; Josh. 3:16, 15:2, §).
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Jamieson (CECG, 137): “It is pre-eminently entitled to
be called ‘the salt sea,” for it is impregnated with saline
qualities far beyond other seas.” It is must noted that it
is not the entire Dead Sea as we know it that is designated
here, but only that part in which the Vale of Siddim was
located. The Valley of Siddim, writes Speiser (ABG,
101), is “apparently the authentic name of the area at
the southern end of the Dead Sea, which was later sub-
merged.” Cf. BBA (56-57): The Cities of the Plain
“were located in what is now the southern portion of the
Dead Sea below the tongue of land known as the Lisan
which protrudes from its eastern shore. . . . Evidence in-
dicates that an earthquake struck the area about 1900
B.C. The petroleum and gases of the region helped produce
a conflagration which totally obliterated the Cities of the
Plain.” Cf. NBD (299): “The concentrated chemical de-
posits (salt, potash, magnesium, and calcium chlorides and
bromide, 25 per cent of the water), which give the Dead
Sea is buoyancy and its fatal effects on fish, may well have
been ignited during an earthquake and caused the rain of
brimstone and fire destroying Sodom and Gomorrah. . . .
Archaeological evidence suggests a break of several centuries
in the sedentary occupation from early in the second
millenium B.C. A hill of salt (Jebel Usdum, Mt. Sodom)
at the southwest corner is eroded into strange forms, in-
cluding pillars which are shown as ‘Lot’s Wife’ by local
Arabs. (Cf. Wisdom x. 7). Salt was obtained from the
shore (Ezek. 47:11), and the Nabateans traded in the
bitumen which floats on the surface.” (cf. 14:10, 19:23-
28). Kraeling contributes like evidence (BA, 68): “‘Vale
of Siddim’ is apparently a name for the district at the
south end of the Dead Sea. It is described as full of slime
pits (R.S.V., bitumen pits), which proved disastrous for
the fleeing defenders (cf. v. 10). We have previously
noted that the Dead Sea at times spews up some bitumen
or asphalt. Whether there originally were asphalt pits or
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wells to the south of it is not yet known. But Glueck
happened on lumps of asphalt on the shore south of Engedi
in 1953, and describes it as a wonderfully lucky find which
may not have been made a day earlier or later. In the last
century alone the waters have risen six and one-half feet
or more, so that the southern Dead Sea basin has been en-
larged by one-thitd and considerable land has been put
under water.” Note here summarization in JB (29): “The
author imagines the Dead Sea as not. yet in existence, cf.
13:10; or else the Valley of Siddim (the name is not met
with elsewhere) occupied only what is now the southern
part of the Dead Sea, a depression of relatively recent for-
mation.” From evidence presented above the latter view
is obviously the correct one.

The Eastern Kings (14:1, 9). Amvapbel, king of
Shinar. Shinar, is, of course, Babylonia, in the Old Testa-
ment. It is customary to identify Amraphel with the
famous Hammurabi, but the identification is said to be
“far. from convincing.” Hegemony of Elam over Baby-
lonia under a king Kudur-Mabug existed before the time
of Hammurabi, but on the accepted identification of Shinar
with Babylonia, there is still no king-name in the list of
Babylonian rulers that is as comparable to “Amraphel” as
that of Hammurabi (Khammurapi). “Further speculation
is unprofitable until the history of Hammurabi’s time is
better known.” Arioch is certainly comparable to Eri-
Aku whom some identify with Rim-Sin, King of Larsa
(cf. “Ellasar”), an old Babylonian city on the Lower
Euphrates. (Rim-Sin, ruler of the Larsa Dynasty whom
Hammurabi overthrew, was a son and appointee of Kudur-
Mabug, king of Elam,) . Some fresh light is thrown upon
this name “Arioch® from letters to King Zimri-lim of
Mari (1700) which mention a certain Arriyuk, evidently
a vassal, who calls himself ‘that ruler’s “son.” Tidal is a
name .compatable to that of certain Hittite kings, namely,
Tudkhbalia, who flourished in the fifteenth and sixteenth
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centuries B.C. “Goiim” may simply mean “nations.” It
is doubtful whether it designates here a special nation or
an aggregation of tribes. Could “Goiim” be an error for
“Khittim” (Hittites) ? Chedorlaomer, king of Elam, was
the leader of this group of invaders; in all likelihood the
other three were little more than “stooges” who accepted
the overlordship of the King of Elam, who, because of the
lacunae in the listing of early Elam rulers, has not yet been
identified. We know, of course, that the Elamites, who
occupied the territory east of the Tigris, were Indo-
European. However, the political history of this period
is such as to have made the account of a coalition of Elam-
ites and West Semites entirely feasible. It seems clear
from ‘the narrative here that Chedorlaomer was the
acknowledged commander-in-chief of this marauding
expedition.

The Eastern kings made war, we are told, with the
kings of the Cities of the Plain, namely, the rulers of
Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim, and Bela (or Zoar).
(Cf. Gen. 19; Deut. 29:33; Hos. 11:8), The forces were
joined in battle in the Vale of Siddim (see above) in which
the kings of the East were triumphant, reducing the van-
quished to tribute-paying states. After paying tribute for
twelve years, however, the Cities of the Plain rebelled;
and in the fourteenth year the kings from the East re-
turned to the attack, again under the leadership of Chedor-
laomer. As described above, they came—from somewhere
on the Euphrates—down by way of Gilead through Trans-
jordania (east of Jordan) where they “smote’ what appear
to have been the remnants of prehistoric and early historic
peoples, namely: (1) the Rephaim, evidently a prehistoric
people of gigantic stature (Gen. 15:20; Deut. 2:11, 3:11;
Josh. 12:4, 13:12; 1 Sam. 17:23-27; 2 Sam. 21:16-22;
1 Chron. 20:4-8; Num. 13:30-33; Deut. 2:20-21). Speiser
(ABG, 102): “It is worth noting that elsewhere this
element is identified as pre-Israelite, which accords well
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with the indicated early date of the present account.”
Note that the Rephaim dwelt in the twin cities of Ash-
taroth and Karnaim, east of the Sea of Galilee. (2) The
Zuzim (evidently the Zemzimmim of Deut. 2:20), the
name of a giant pre-Ammonite people who were dispossessed
by the Ammonites. The site of their town, Ham, is un-
known today. (3) The Emim, who also dwelt east of the
Dead Sea and who were, according to Deut. 2:10-11, fore-
runners of the Moabites. (4) Note also the Anskim
(accounted Rephaim, Deut. 2:10-11), who.dwelt south of
Jerusalem around Hebron (Josh. 15:8, 13, 14), who were
displaced by the Israelites (Josh. 11:21-22, 15:14), the
people who are said to have made the Israelites look like
grasshoppers (Num. 13:33, cf. Gen. 6:4). Some have
said that the name “Anakim” meant “the long-necked
ones.,”” (The Anakim are mentioned in the Torah as be-
longing to the Rephaim; however, they are not mentioned
in the story of Chedorlaomer’s invasion.) Chedorlaomer
and his allies moved southward “smiting” and looting other
peoples who were not actually Rephaim but are named
here in connection with them, namely: (1) The Horites
(Hurrians), original inhabitants of Mt., Seir (Gen. 14:6),
who were displaced by the Edomites (Deut. 2:12, 22).
Some authorities hold that “Horite” is the name used to
designate two unrelated groups: the non-Semitic Hurrians
(LXX, 34:3; also Josh. 9:7) and the Semitic predecessors
of Seir Edom (Gen. 36:20, Deut. 12, 22, as in Gen. 14:6).
(See ABG, 102). Seir was the name of the “mountain
mass” of Edom, south of the Dead Sea and extending down
the dry desert Arabah rift to the head of the Gulf of
Aqabah (Deut. 2:1, 33:2). The Edomites were the de-
scendants -of Esau (Gen. 36:8, Josh. 24:4). Yet chieftains
of the Horites were designated the children of Seir in the
land of Edom (Gen. 36:21, 30; cf. Ezek, 35:2 ff.). These
Horites (Gen. 14:6) non-Semitic Hurrians who invaded
N. Mesopotamia and spread over Palestine and Syria in

114



ABRAHAM AND LOT 14:8-12

the fifteenth and fourteenth centuries B.C. (Cf. Gen. 32:3,
36:20 f.; Deut. 2:1-29; Josh. 24:4; 1 Chron. 4:42 ff.).
(2) The Amalekites, traditional enemies of Israel (Exo.
17:8-16, Deut. 25:17-19, 1 Sam., chs. 15 and 30). (3)
The Amorites, early occupants of Syria and Palestine; in
the third millenium B.C. this region was designated by
Babylonian records “the land of the Amorites.” Hammu-
tabi conquered Mari, the Amorite -capital, in the 17th
century B.C. They are listed with the families occupying
Canaan in Gen. 10:15 ff. Hazazon-tfamar, v. 7, is identi-
fied with Engedi, on the west shore of the Dead Sea (2
Chron. 20:2). The Eastern invaders apparently made a
wide turn to the right before starting homeward. En-
mishpat is positively identified here with Kadesh Barnea,
the famous stopping-place of the Israelites during their
wilderness wanderings. It will thus be seen that El-paran
marked the farthest point reached, for, after reaching it,
the invaders “returned” (“turned back”) in the direction
of En-mishpat.

The Battle—and Disaster (vv. 8-12). The kings of
the Cities of the Plain now joined battle with the Eastern
allies in the Vale of Siddim. Leupold (EG, 455): “That
the kings of the Dead Sea region did not turn out sooner
to encounter the foe of whose approach they had long
been aware, indicates either lack of ability and enterprise,
or lack of courage, or, perhaps, the illusory hope on their
part that their enemies would not venture against them.
It seems most in harmony with the facts of the case to
argue that the debauched mode of life characteristic of
this group had debased their courage so that they only took
up arms when actually compelled to and then put up but
a pitiable defense.” It should be noted that Sodom is
mentioned first in the list of the Cities of the Plain
(Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim, and Bela); this in-
dicates that the king of Sodom was the leader of the defense
forces and that Sodom itself was the most powerful city in
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this alliance. The result was complete disaster for the
defending forces. (See supra for the Valley of Siddim and
its slime pits, that is, bitumen pits, evidently. “wells of
liquid pitch oozing from the earth.” Note Isaiah’s vision
of the Day of the Lord (34:9), as the time when the land
should be turned to burning pitch.) The kings of Sodom
and Gomorrah fled, and “they fell there.” Does this mean
that they died there? Evidently not (cf. v. 17). Speiser
(ABG, 102): “Flung themselves: literally ‘fell’; but the
Hebrew stem (npl) often carries a reflexive connotation,
notably in the phrase ‘to fall on one’s neck’ (33:4, 45:14,
46:29), which describes a voluntary act: see also 17:3.”
Leupold (EG, 456), noting the indication in v. 17 that
the king of Sodom was still living, “a new king of Sodom
could hardly be met with so soon, for opportunity for
the choice of one had hardly been given. But this verb
naphal may mean ‘to get down hastily’ (cf. 24:64). So
we have the somewhat disgraceful situation of a number
of defeated kings crawling into bitumen pits, and their
defeated army taking refuge in the mountains.” Certainly
this explanation is in accord with the generally unenviable
role which these kings played in this entire encounter.
The victors, of course, ravaged the towns, seized all the
booty that could be transported readily, the women and
children (no doubt with the intention of making slaves
of them), and carried away Lot and his family among the
captives. The narrative goes on to explain that Lot now
“dwelt in Sodom.” Obviously, Abraham’s nephew had
taken up residence in the city itself (by now he had
pitched his tent in Sodom)—a development a bit puzzling
to account for. It seems also that he was not in the de-
fending army, or, if he was, was unfortunate enough to be
taken captive, along with his “goods” and his family (v.
16). Lot’s initial choice of Sodom and Gomorrah was
wrong. The Apostle (2 Pet. 2:8) tells us that “righteous
Lot” was “sore distressed by the lascivious life of the
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wicked” (Sodomites), that “seeing and hearing, he vexed
his righteous soul from day to.day with their lawless
deeds.” But there is not even an intimation in the Genesis
account that Lot was under the necessity of living in that
environment: why, then, did he not get out of it? It does
not take any great exercise of the imagination to suggest
the answers to this question. In the first place, it is almost
a certainty that the family which Lot had reared in this
environment of lust and violence was completely out of
accord with his own “righteousness,” and in the second
place, we must admit that Lot’s own “‘righteousness” was
not sufficiently virile to impel him to break away from
the wickedness which enveloped him on all sides (cf. ch.
19, also Matt. 10:34-39). Those who pitch their tents
toward Sodom usually come to the inglorious end of being
swallowed up in Sodom. It was only through Abraham’s
intercession that Lot was finally rescued from the divine
judgment visited upon all the Cities of the Plain.

6. The Rescue of Lot (vv. 13-16).

Abram was still sojourning in the vale of Mamre
when the tidings of Lot’s capture was brought him by one
who had escaped. Three Amorite brothers, Mamre, Eshcol,
and Aner, joined him with their clans, and he then armed
his own three hundred and eighteen servants, and, dividing
his small army into several bands, pursued the conquerors
and fell upon them by night near Dan. Thus gaining
the initiative, Abraham and his allies routed the invaders
and pursued them to Hobah, north of Damascus, recover-
ing the plunder and the prisoners. (See Num. 20:17).
Abram the Hebrew. Lange (CDHCG, 404): “Abram the
Hebrew, that is, the immigrant. Abraham, as Lot also, was
viewed by the escaped, who was born in the land, as an
immigrant, and because Lot the Hebrew was a captive, he
sought Abram the Hebrew.” (“Hebrew” as “crosser over,”
that is, the Euphrates: hence, “immigrant.” This is the
view of some authorities.) (Or, were the Hebrews to be
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identified with the aggressive roaming Habiru, who- are
mentioned in tablets from the 19th and 18th centuries, and
from the Tell el-Amarna letters of the 15th and 14th
centuries, as invading “the king’s cities”?) On the other
hand, was not Abram sprung from a large branch of the
Shemites who continued to live in Shinar, and who prob-
ably regarded Eber as their direct ancestor? It seems to
be a confirmation of this view that the word ‘Hebrew’
appears with peculiar propriety applied to Abram here
(v. 13) as a patronymic, in contradistinction to his allies,
who are styled Amorites (14:13). “Hebrew” is the name
used for self-identification to foreigners (40:13, 43:32).
V. 14, Lot as Abram’s “brother”: such terms as “‘brother,”
“sister,” which were used by Hebrews as cognate terms are
used by Orientals still, in a wide sense, equivalent to
relative, kinsman or kinswoman (cf. 20:11 with 28:6,
24:60; 2 Sam. 19:13, Judg. 14:15, Job 42:11). Note
Abram’s 318 trained men. Note that these were men
born in his house even before he had a son of his own
(12:5, 14:14). Note the pursuit to Dan. Before its
cipture by the Danites, this city was known as Laish
(Judg. 18:29). (HSB, 24): “The name was modernized
in Genesis so that the reader could readily identify the
familiar Danite city.”” Dan was the northernmost Israelite
city; hence the phrase, “from Dan to Beersheba” (e.g.,
Judg. 20:1). But, writes Leupold (EG, 459): “This town,
as all know, first received the name Dan in the days of
the Judges: se¢ ‘Judg. 18:7, 29. The use of the term at
this point would then be clearly post-Mosaic and evidence
of duthorship of the book later than the time of the Judges.
Critics are so ready to‘accept this view that by almost uni-
versal consent they ignhore the other possible location of
Dan so entirely as-though it was not even worthy of -con-
sideration. For ardother Dan‘in Gilead (see Déut. 34:1),
mentioned apparently in 2 Sam. 24:6 as ‘Dan Jaan,” ex-
cellently meets the needs of the case, for that matter even
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better than does Laish. For Dan Jaan must lie, according
to Deut. 34:1, on the northern edge of Gilead and there-
fore about east, perhaps fifteen or twenty miles from the
southern end of the Dead Sea, and therefore along the
route than an army retreating to Babylon and Elam would
be most likely to take in approaching Damascus. Dan
Laish lies too far north and presents difficulties for men
in flight, who would hardly turn to Damascus in flight
because of intervening rivers. Consequently, we have here
no post-Mosaic terms and everything conforms excellently
with the idea of Mosaic authorship.” This seems to the
present writer the most satisfactory explanation of this
geographical problem. However, we must still recognize
the fact that the “modernization” of a town-name by a
later writer really has no significant bearing on the basic
problem of Mosaic authorship. (Cf. my Genesis, Vol. I,
pp. 62-66).

7. The Meeting with Melchizedek (vv. 17-24)

On his return from their rout of the kings from the
East, Abram and his allies were greeted by the King of
Sodom in the Vale of Shaveh (“the same is the King’s
Vale”). Note the reference here to the king of Sodom.
Do we have here a conflict between v. 10 and this verse
17? Not necessarily. Did the king of Sodom of vv. 2,
8, 10 actually die in the bitumen pits, and was the king
of Sodom of v. 17 his immediate successor? It is said by
some that this could not have been the case because “a
new king of Sodom could hardly be met with so soon”
(see supra). The present writer holds this objection to
be unwarranted for the simple reason that in hereditary
monarchies when the death of a king occurs, succession to
the throne follows at once as determined by customary or
statutory law. (Even when a president of the United
States dies while in office, his successor assumes the duties
of the presidency without delay.) However, the correct
resolution of this problem is in all probability that which
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is suggested in a foregoing paragraph, namely, that the
original text indicates that the defeated kings “fell,” in
the sense of having “flung themselves,” into the bitumen
pits to save their own skins, leaving their armies to find
refuge in flight into the surrounding mountains. Hence
Leupold, on v. 17 (EG, 461-462): ““The king of Sodom,’
whom we last saw taking precipitate refuge in the bitumen
pits, now again has come forth and desires to acknowledge
publicly the inestimable benefit that Abram has bestowed
upon him. Critics again attempt to invalidate the story
by stating that this. verse conflicts with verse 10, claiming
that there the king of Sodom died, here he is resurrected.
In all fairness they ought to offer their readers the simple
explanation given above, that v. 10 may mean they hastily
hid in. the pits. The canons of criticism employed by
critics are often so sharp that no writings, not even their
own, could pass muster in the face of them.” The King’s
Vale: according to Josephus (Anf., 8:10) about a quarter
of a mile north (or northeast) of Jerusalem; described
as a- broad, defenseless. valley, also known as the “King’s
Dale.” It was here that Absalom later erected a memorial
pillar for himself (2 Sam. 18:18).

It was here that one of the most memorable, mysterious
and prophetic incidents in Abraham’s career, indeed in the
entire Old Testament, occurred. It seems that the king of
Sodom was accompanined by a mysterious and venerated
personage by the name of Melchizedek, who is described
as King of Salem and Priest of God Most High. The
sudden appearance of .one who united in himself both the
kingly and priestly functions, of whose origin and history
we. know. nothing, has led- to much useless speculation.
Maclear- (COTH, 3%):.“Putting aside the more improbable
conjectures, we. may perhaps conclude that he was an
eminent- Canaanitish prince .in the line of Ham, who -had
maintained the-pure worship of the One True God, and
who, according to a custom not uncommon in patriarchal
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times, was at once king and priest. A sufficient proof of
his high dignity is afforded by the fact that to him Abram
reverently gave tithes of all that he had taken in his late
successful expedition, and received his solemn blessing
(Heb. 7:2, 6).” Nowhere does the bias of Jewish com-
mentators against any New Testament contribution to the
understanding of an Old Testament passage or incident
show up more clearly than in their efforts to “explain
away” the content of this fourteenth chapter of Genesis,
and especially the account of Abram’s meeting with
Melchizedek, by defining it as a wmidrash designed to
glorify the patriarch Abraham (or even the antiquity of
Jerusalem). For example, Morgenstern writes (JIBG):
“It is a midrash pure and simple, in which the glory of the
patriarch Abraham is enhanced by the representation of
him as the paragon of bravery, intrepid and successful
warriorship, honor, faithfulness, pride, and magnanimity.”
By all critics of like “‘persuasion,” the entire account had
to be post-exilic. From the point of view of the New
Testament no satisfactory understanding of the Melchi-
zedek incident is possible, apart from the teaching which
is presented in the sixth and seventh chapters of the Epistle
to the Hebrews. Here the Messianic significance of the
story of the Priest-King Melchizedek is asserted too clearly
for misunderstanding, and even though this explanation
does really enhance the mystery, still and all it does bring
it within the purview of a reasonable article of Christian
faith. Beyond this we cannot go; without it the Melchi-
zedek story is meaningless. It is not surprising, of course,
that all who reject the Messiahship of Jesus are certain to
reject, oftentimes to ridicule, the Old Testament evidence
which supports the fact of His Messiahship. Among all
such critics, Jew or Gentile, a blind spot develops as soon
as New Testament teaching is disregarded either ignorantly
or wilfully: a fact which again confirms one of the most
important rules of interpretation—and one which has been
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emphasized repeatedly in the present work—namely, that
any passage of Scripture must be understood not only in
the light of its immediate context but also in the light of
Bible teaching as a whole. Those persons who refuse to.
correlate Old Testament and New Testament teaching
properly will never acquire any comprehensive understand-
ing of the Book of the Spirit.

King of Salem. The name Melchizedek means “king
of righteousness.” Salemn means “peace.” Salem here is
undoubtedly Jerusalem, which did not become an Israelite
city until the reign of David. “Salem” is simply a short-
ened form of ‘“Jerusalem,” the Urusalim of the Amarna
letters of the fourteenth century B.C.; the short form
appears again in Psa. 76:2. This identification is further
confirmed by the fact that proper names are frequently
used in Scripture in abbreviated forms, Moreover, Abram
is portrayed as having practically returned from his “mili-
tary” expedition, that is, he is back to Hebron, and Jeru-
salem is not far from Hebron, Note that Melchizedek
brought bread and wine to refresh the returning warriors.
“He did this as one who wants to be seen to offer his
support to such good men, who do such laudable things
as Abram had done. He recognizes that a generous offer
of rations for the troops was at this time the prime
physical necessity. Nothing more should be sought in this
act of Melchizedek’s. He expresses his friendship and per-
haps his religious kinship with Abram by offering the
most common form of meat and drink, ‘bread and wine’”
(EG, 463). Lange (CDHCG, 404): ““The papists explain
it with reference to the sacrifices of the mass, but the:
reference is fatal to their own case, since Melchizedek gave
the wine also. He brought forth, not he brought before
God.”

Priest of God Most High, literally, El Elyon of which
the first term, El, from the samtie root as in Elobim (Gen.
1:1), signifies The Mighty One, and is seldom applied to
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God without some qualifying attribute or cognomen, as
El Shaddai (Gen. 17:1, God Almighty), El Elobe Yisrael
(Gen. 33:20, God, the God of Israel); and the second,
Elyon, occurring frequently (Num. 24:16, Psa. 7:17, 9:2)
describes God as the Highest, the Exalted, etc., and is some-
times used in conjunction with Jehovah (Psa. 7:17), and
with Elohim (Psa. §7:2), while sometimes it stands alone
(Psa. 21:7). Whitelaw (PCG, 209): “Most probably the
designation here describes the name under which the Su-
preme Deity was worshipped by Melchizedek and the king
of Sodom, whom Abram recognizes as followers of the
true God by identifying, as in v. 22, El-Elyon with Je-
hovah.” lLange, quoting Delitzsch, declares that the
signification of the name used here is monotheistic, “not
God as the highest among many, but in a monotheistic
sense, the one most high God” (CDHCG, 404). Leupold
(EG, 465): “The priest defines who he considers El Elyon
to be, namely, ‘the Creator of heaven and earth’—a strictly
monothesistic conception and entirely correct. Though
we only assume that Melchizedek came into possession of
the truth concerning God by way of the tradition that
still prevailed pure and true in a few instances at this late
date after the Flood, there is nothing that conflicts with
such an assumption except an evolution theory of history,
which, at this point, as so often, conflicts with facts. The
verb for ‘Creator’ (for ‘Creator’ is a participle) is not the
customary bara, as the usual Hebrew tradition knows it,
but the less common gquanah, a further indication that
Melchizedek had a religious background different from
Abram’s. In fact it would seem that Melchizedek is not in
possession of as full a measure of the truth as is Abram: for,
apparently, Melchizedek does not know God as Yahweh,
though the correctness of the conception ‘God Most High’
cannot be denied.” We see no reason for questioning the
view that a strain of Semitic monotheism persisted in many
instances, perhaps isolated instances, despite the inroads of
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idolatry: and ether forms of. paganism,.down through the
time of .Noah to the age of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.
This fact seems to be pointed up here in the story of.
Abram’s meeting with Melchizedek. . The.-following com-
ment (JB, 31, n.) is interesting and enlightening: *Ps. 76:2,
the whole subsequent Jewish tradition, -and many .of the
Fathers identify Salem with ]erusalem, Tts -priest-king
Melchizedek (the name is Canaanite, cf, Adomzedek king
of Jerusalem, Josh. 10:1) worships the-Most. High God, El-
Elyon, a compound name, each of its two.parts'being the
title of a god in the Phoenician pantheon.  Elyon'is used in
the Bible (especially Psalms) as a divine-title. * In this pas-
sage, v. 22, El-Elyon is identified with the. true' God of
Abraham. Melchizedek makes a brief and mysterious ap-
pearance in the narrative: he is king of that Jerusalem where
Yahweh will deign to dwell, and a priest of .the Most High
even before the Levitical priesthood was established; more-
over, he receives tithes from the Father of the chosen people.
Ps. 110:4 represents him as a figure of the Messiah who is
both king and priest: the application to Christ’s priesthood
is worked out in Heb. 7. Patristic tradition has developed
and enriched this allegorical interpretation; in the bread
and wine offered to Abraham it sees an image of the Eucha-
rist and even a foreshadowing of the Eucharistic sacrifice—
an interpretation that has been received into the Canon of
the Mass. Several of the Fathers held the opinion that Mel-
chizedek was a manifestation of the Son of God in person.”
(Protestantism, justifiably, has never seen any reason for
accepting this Catholic “allegorical interpretation” of the
bread-and-wine incident. See Lange’s statement supra.
Note that the word “Eucharist” is not in Scripture: it is a
coinage of speculative theology, as is the assumption re-
garding Melchizedek’s proffer of bread and wine to Abra-
ham, Many theologians have not been able to resist the
temptation to stretch Biblical allegory beyond all reason-
able limits. This is especially true in cases in which the
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imaginary extension.of the meaning of a term seéms to
warrant sacerdotalismy;” that is, the magical powers of a
special human priesthood. Traditional sacramentalism and
sacerdotalism, both  unscriptural, naturally go together: the
one is presumed to justify the other.) Cf. HSB, 25:
“Melchizedeh (king of righteousness) was both priest and
king of Salem (peace), probably the old name for Jeru-
salem. In the book of Hebrews the priestly function is
stressed when Melchizedek is presented as a type of Christ.
This emphasis rests on Ps. 110:4 where the Lord says
through David, ‘You are a priest for ever after the ovder
of Melchizedek.” In Hebrews (7:1-17) the eternal priest-
hood of Melchizedek is shown to be superior to the Aaronic
priesthood, which was' transistory and imperfect.” Speiser
(ABG, 109): “The notice about Melchizedek merits a
measure of confidence in its own right. He invokes an
authentic Canaanite deity as a good Canaanite priest would
be expected to do. Abraham, on the other hand, refers to
Yahweh, using the Canaanite name or names in suitable
apposition, which is not less appropriate in his particular
case. 'That later religious Hebrew literature should have
identified El-Elyon with Yahweh, quite possibly on the
basis of this passage, is readily understandable. But this
appears to be the only late reflex of Gen. 14. The narra-
tive itself has all the ingredients of historicity.” Again:
(ibid., 104): “Both elements (‘¢ and ‘elyom) occur as
names of specific deities, the first in Ugaritic and the
second in Phoenician; the Aram. inscription from Sujin
combines the two into a compound.” It should be noted
that El is the component rendered ‘God’ in compound
names, such as ‘God Almighty’ (17:1), ‘the Everlasting
God’ (21:33), ‘God, the God of Israel’ (33:20), ‘God of
Bethel’ (35:7). It is held to be the oldest Semitic appella-
tion for God. Elyon is used frequently in the Old Testa-
* ment of the Lord (with el in Ps. 78:35), especially in
psalms referring clearly to Jerusalem and its temple - (Psa.
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"9:2,:21:7, 46:4, 50:14, 87:5). .(See ~IBG, 598). (SIB,
234): “Who this Melchizedek wags, this priest of God
amang the Canaanites, greater than-Abram, the friend of
God, who were his parents or his successors, is on purpose
concealed by the Holy Ghost. And:hence he is without
father- or mother, predecessor or successor, in: h15tor1cal
account, in order that he might .typify the incompre-
hensible dignity, the amazing pedigree, and unchangeable
duration of Jesus Christ, our great High priest. Heb. 6:20,
‘Jesus was made a high priest after. the, order of Melchi-
zedek’; Heb. 5:6, 10; Psa. 110:4; Heb..7:1-24).”.

In the New Testament account-of. Melch1zedek (Heb
chs. 6, 7), we find him described as-both king and priest;
hence our Christ (Messiah) is likewise .a. King-Priest after
the order of Melchizedek. It is alsé said of Melchizedek
that he is “without father, without mother, without geneal-
0gy, having neither beginning of days nor-end of life,” “but
made like unto the Son of God, abideth a priest continually”
(Heb. 7:2, 3). It is further declared that our great High
Priest was made High Priest “‘not after the law of a carnal
commandment” (as in the case of the Levitical priesthood),
but in “the likeness of Melchizedek” was made High Priest
“after the power of an endless life” (7:15-17). Does this
really mean that the analogy is only “in the historical
account”? So writes Milligan (NTCH, 198): . . . the
Apostle manifestly uses these negative epithets in our text,
to denote simply that the parentage of Melchizedek is un-
known; that so far as the record goes, he was without
father and without mother, and furthermore that he was
without descent, or, rather, without genealogy. Nothing
concerning either his ancestry or his posterity is recorded
in the Holy Scriptures. There, he appeats on the page of
typical history isolated and alone. . . . Christ, in the sense
in which he is here contemplated by our author, had no
_predecessors, and he will have no successors. He himself

- will continue to officiate as our royal high priest during
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the entire period of his mediatorial reign. And so it was
with Melchisedec. So fat as the record goes, his priesthood,
as well as that of Christ, was unbroken, uninterrupted by
any changes of succession. All that is here meant by his
being made like unto the Son of God and abiding a priest
perpetually is simply this: that like Jesus he completely
fills up the entire era of his royal priesthood in his own
proper person. This period, however short, is intended to
serve as a typical representation of the era of Christ’s
priesthood, and Melchisedec is thus made a more perfect
type of Christ than was Aaron or any of his successors. . . .
And all that is therefore implied in the words of the text
is simply this: that as the shadow, however small it may
be, corresponds with' the substance which forms it, so also
did the priesthood of ‘Melchisedec correspond with that of
Christ. FEach of them was unbroken, uninterrupted, and
relatively perfect in itself. Great care is therefore neces-
sary in dealing with these relative terms and expressions,
lest peradventure we give them an extension which is
wholly beyond what was intended by the Holy Spirit.”
True it is that *“this Canaanite crosses for a moment
the path of Abram, and is unhesitatingly recognized as a
person of higher spiritual rank than the friend of God.
Disappearing as suddenly as he came in, he is lost to the
sacred writing for a thousand years; and then a few em-
phatic words for another moment bring him into sight as
a type of the coming Lord of David. Once more, after
another thousand years, the Hebrew Christians are taught
to see in him a proof that it was the consistent purpose of
God to abolish the Levitical priesthood. His person, his
office, his relation to Christ, and the seat of his sovereignty,
have given rise to innumerable discussions, which even now
can scarcely be considered as settled” (OTH, 99). But
can we really be satisfied with the view that all that is
said of Melchizedek as a type of Christ is fulfilled simply
“in historical account,” that is, without reference to the
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real life-identity of this King-priest? Is not. some truth
infinitely more profound intended here (1) in the; Old
Testament picture of the intercourse between. Abram and
Melchizedek, and especially (2) in 'the New Testament
elaboration of the significance of :Melchizedek as typical
of the Priesthood of Christ. Is this historical—or to be
"more exact, epistolary—presentation .of .the-.identity of
Melchizedek all that is implied in Abram’s recognition of
this king-priest of what was later to be the locale of the
throne of David? (cf. Psa. 110:4, Isa. 9:6, :7). Note
especially Heb. 7:4, “Now considet: how great this man
was, unto whom Abraham, the patriarch, gave a tenth out
of the chief spoils.” (HEW, 114-115): “The proof of
the greatness of Melchisedec here given is threefold. 1. In
the nomination of the person that was subject unto him—
Abraham; he was the stock and root of the whole people,
their common father, in whom they were first separated
from the other nations to be a people of themselves. It
was he who first received the promise and the covenant
with the token of it; therefore, the Hebrews esteemd
Abraham next unto God Himself. 2. In the fact that
Abraham was a patriarch, that is, a father who is a prince
and ruler in this family. Those who succeeded Abraham
are called ‘patriarchs’; but he, being the first of all these,
is accounted the principal, and hath the pre-eminence over
all the rest. If anyone were greater than Abraham in his
own time, it must be acknowledged that it was upon the
account of some privilege that was above all that ever that
whole nation as descendants of Abraham were made pat-
takers of. But that this was so the Apostle proves by the
instance ensuing, namely, that Abraham gave to Melchi-
sedec. 3. Abraham ‘gave the tenth of the spoils,” not
arbitrarily but in the way of a necessary duty; not as an
honorary respect, but as a religious office. He gave ‘the
tenth,” delivering it up to the use and disposal of the priest
of .the Most High God. He gave the tenth of the spoils,
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a portion taken out'of the whole, and representing the
whole. What further concerns the greatness of Melchi-
sedec the Apostle declares in the ensuing verses, . . . The
sole reason that can be given for the greatness of Melchi-
sedec is, that God raised him up, and disposed of him into
that condition of His own good pleasure.” (Comments by
John Owen on Heb. 7:1-7).

It should be noted that in response to Abram’s un-
solicited manifestation of the most devout regard for
Melchizedek (actually, no doubt, for the twofold office
vested in him), that the latter is said to have pronounced
a twofold blessing himself, namely, he blessed Abram (of
God Most High), and he blessed God Most High (El Elyon)
also. Leupold (EG, 465-466): “Melchizedek’s blessing is in
every way what it should be: it ascribes the glory to God
and lets Abram appear merely as what he is, an instrument
God deigned to use—so the second half of the blessing. The
first half had represented Abram as standing in need of
the blessing of El Elyon and therefore bestowed that bless-
ing from the hands of the Omnipotent Creator. . . . There
can be no doubt about it that whether long or short this
blessing was a clear-cut confession of him who gave it
and a strong testimony to the truth, given at a solemn
moment under memorable circumstances also in the ears
of an ungodly and unbelieving group of neighbors. No
doubt, on Moses’ part the object of recording so memor-
able a piece of history connected with one of the major
cities of the blessed land, was to impress the people with
the glorious record that truth had had in the earliest day
in some of these venerable cities,”

Thus it will be seen that both of these factors, namely,
Abram’s manifestation of profound regard for Melchi-
zedek, and the latter’s twofold benediction in response,
accompanied by his provision of food for the rescuing
forces, surely point up the fact that the timelessness at-
tributed to Melchizedek in the Epistle to the Hebrews
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must be regarded as something more than a matter of
epistolary recording. Certainly this entire account is evi-
dence that a strong monotheism contmued at least among
some Semitic groups down to Abraham’s time (cf. Gen.

4:26), and that Abram inwardly recognized this fact in
the personal regard he manifested toward this king-priest
of Salem and outwardly recognized it.in .the tithe (the
“tenth” of the spoils which he had .taken) .which he pre-
sented to him. The tithe was later incorporated in the
Mosaic Law (Lev. 27:30-33, Num., 18:21-32). But do
these various factors indicate anythlng more than this? In
the present writer’s opinion it can reasonably be assumed
that they do; that they might well support the conviction
held by several of the Church Fathers, and by many able
Biblical scholars throughout the ages, that Melchizedek
was an epiphany of the personal Logos (John 1:1), the
One “whose goings forth are from of old, from everlast-
ing” Mic. 5:2, (RSV, “whose origin is from of old, from
ancient days”), the One who is the First and the Last, the
Living One, Rev. 1:17-18 (that is, without beginning or
end), the One who became God’s Only Begotten in the
Bethlehem manger (John 1:1-3, Luke 1:35, John 3:16,
Gal. 4:4). Is not this One—the Logos, the Son—the ex-
ecutive Agent in the unfolding of God’s Eternal Purpose,
both in Creation and in Redemption? (Cf. Psa. 33:6, 9;
Psa. 148:1-6; Heb. 11:3, Col. 1:16, John 1:3, 1 Tim. 2:6,
Eph. 1:7, Rom. 3:24-25, Heb. 9:12.) Of course we know
that the Bible is made up of two main parts, known as
Covenants or (in stereotyped form) as Testaments or Wills.
The second part is known as the New or Last Will and
Testament of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. If He—
Jesus Christ—left a New or Last Will, did He not author-
ize an Old or First Will and Testament, at some time and
for some purpose? If so, what is this First or Old Will2.
Where is it. to be found? Is it not the Old Covenant or
Testament of the Scriptures? Was it not also #be Testa-
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ment of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ? That is to say,
when God finished the work of Creation and entered into
His rest (Gen, 2:2), did not the Logos, the Son, take over
the direction of the divine Plan of Redemption? Is nof
the Old Testament as truly His as the New Testament is?
If not, what does the Apostle mean, 1 Cor. 10:4,
when he tells us that ancient Israel in the Exodus “drank
of a spiritual rock that followed them, and the rock was
Christ”? (Cf. Exo. 17:6, Num. 20:11, Psa. 78:15.)
Furthermore, who was the “Angel of Jehovah” of the Old
Testament record? Strong writes (ST, 319): In the Old
Testament “the appearances of ‘the angel of Jehovah’ seem
to be preliminary manifestations of the divine Logos.”
(Cf. Gen. 18:2, 13; Dan. 3:25, 28; Gen. 22:11, 16; Gen.
31:11-13, 16:9-13, 48:15, 16; Exo. 3:2, 4, 5; Judg. 13:20-
22.) Strong (ibid): “Though the phrase ‘ang