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>> Welcome to our study of the book of Exodus.  My name is Dr. David Adams and I'll be with you throughout this course.  Just a little bit about me:  I was not born in a Lutheran Church of the Missouri Synod.  My family is not originally Christian.  I was an adult convert to Christianity.  However, I attended Lutheran college and ultimately Concorida Seminary in St. Louis, Missouri, where I got an M.Div and later on STM from there.  I went to Cambridge University in England where I earned a PhD in the area of biblical studies.  My doctoral dissertation was on the concept of the presence of God in the patriarchal narratives.  The patriarchal narratives are Chapters 12 to 50 in the book of Genesis.  After finishing my doctoral dissertation, I served the church in a variety of capacities.  I was a parish pastor in southern Illinois for a few years.  From there I went to serve at the LCMS computer department, the office of information systems, where I was for a time director of micro computer services.  



I left there and went to teach at Concordia College in Ann Arbor, Michigan, where I was director of the preseminary program.  And from there I was asked by former Synodical President Barry to go to Washington, D.C., to serve as executive director of the LCMS office of government education.  That office functioned as the liaison office between the LCMS and the Federal government of the United States.  And so our job was to track Federal legislation, to work on court cases and otherwise to interact with other church groups who were engaged in the same kind of work.  So I represented the LCMS in Washington, D.C., for five years.  In I guess it was the year 2000 I left that work in Washington, D.C., and took a call as assistant professor -- excuse me; associate professor at Concordia Seminary in St. Louis, Missouri, where I've been until this day.  



As far as my theological interests are concerned, I have a considerable interest in Hebrew language and I enjoy teaching Hebrew, which I do for the seminary in St. Louis on a regular basis.  I'm also very interested in narrative literature and the way that biblical narratives function.  And I think you'll see that interest coming out as we work through the book of Exodus in this course together.  Another interest of mine that was related to the subject of my doctoral dissertation is the theology of the presence of God in the Bible, especially obviously in the Old Testament.  And that, too, is an important topic in especially the second half of the book of Exodus.  So you'll see that interest of mine coming out in our study, as well.  Of course in terms of biblical books, the ones that I work in most are the Pentateuch, Genesis and Exodus in particular.  I'm working on a commentary on the book of Genesis for Concordia Publishing House and hopefully, God willing, that will be done within, I don't know, maybe another 50 years or so.  



My wife, Lisa, and I live in St. Louis, Missouri.  And we've lived there for many years now.  And hopefully we'll continue to serve Christ and his church in the St. Louis community.  So welcome to our study of the book of Exodus.  And I look forward to working with you as we examine this really central theological work in the Old Testament.  

ROUGHLY EDITED COPY

CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY EDUCATION NETWORK

EXODUS

DR. DAVID ADAMS

#1 


>> Hello, Dr. Adams.  I'm looking forward to this course on the book of Exodus.  I find that one thing that helps me to know how to study for a course is understanding what the professor is looking for, what his main emphasis is.  What is the main thing that you as a professor want us to get out of this course?  


>> Let me answer that question or at least begin to answer that question with an observation that's drawn from my own experience as a student and also confirmed by years of teaching other students and talking with students and talking with pastors and also talking with other professors.  



In my experience on the whole over the years, exegesis, the study of the Bible, is probably the worst taught subject at any seminary.  Not just Lutheran seminaries.  But any seminary in general.  And the reason for this is that those who teach exegesis are often unclear in their own minds about what they are trying to accomplish and why they are trying to accomplish it.  



When you teach exegesis or teach the study of the Bible, you can really approach the question in two different ways.  One focuses on teaching the content of the Bible.  The other focuses on teaching method, that is teaching how to interpret text.  



Both of these things are important.  Most of the time, the emphasis is on teaching content.  And what tends to happen in this case is the professor comes in.  And he tells you what he has learned from studying the text.  And the student is then left with, you know, a body of knowledge that he's gotten from the professor in his notes and in the things he's come to understand.  But what's missing in the students' experience is any real idea of how to repeat the process on his own. He doesn't know how the professor got there from -- how he got from the text to that theological understanding of the text.  And this is what tends to happen when you focus on teaching content.  If you teach content alone, the student is left with a body of facts.  But no real idea of how the professor got the results.  As a result, the student isn't really able to go out and study other texts on his own and come up with the same kind of appropriate results.  And also, without a proper understanding of the method in doing exegesis, a student isn't really equipped to evaluate what others say when he encounters things in other people's writings.  And he's less well equipped to defend his own views.  



By contrast, if you focus on teaching method, a student comes to understand the content of the book because you have to engage the content anyway as a part of the process of teaching method.  But in addition to learning the content, a student comes away with a set of skills that he's able to then apply in the study of other texts.  And because he not only knows the answer, but understands how he got the answer, the student is better able to defend his own views with those who have another view of the text.  And he's also better equipped to evaluate the views of others when he reads them in Bible study material or commentaries or those things.  



And so the first thing that I want to emphasize as we get ready to study the book of Exodus is that we'll be emphasizing method more than content.  Although we'll be doing quite a bit with both.  One cautionary here, though, it's a little more difficult to teach method in interpreting the Bible when we're only using a translation, when we're working on the basis of the English text.  



And I say that not because I'm a Hebrew professor and I'm a Hebrew snob.  Although, I probably am.  I say that because without access to the original text, you lose a significant part of the data that you need.  You lose the grammar, the syntax.  You lose access to the original vocabulary.  And as a result, you know, you don't have all of the data that you need in front of you to do a full job of doing exegesis on the text.  



However, having said that, that doesn't mean that we can't do good things and that we can't get the main idea out of the text.  It just means that we have to be a little more sensitive to information that we would get from commentaries and other things.  And I'll help along the way to try to fill in the gaps.  And I think we'll be able to get the things that we need out of the book of Exodus even studying primarily on the basis of the English text.  



But your question, Josh, is what was the main thing that I wanted students to get out of the course.  The answer is, unfortunately, there's not just one main thing.  There are a couple of things.  First is I want students to come away with a love for the word of God.  And it's important to understand what I mean by that when I say a love for the word of God.  



Often when I hear people say, "Oh, I love the word of God," what they really mean is they love the way the word of God makes them feel.  When they read the Bible, they get a certain feeling.  And they like that feeling.  And that's what they mean when they say they love the word of God.  



That's not what I mean here.  Although it's a perfectly valid position, it's not the one that I'm concerned about.  The love of God that I'm concerned for is the love that moves us to deeply intentionally study the word.  Often pastors who are poor preachers are not poor preachers because they don't understand how to preach.  Rather, they are poor preachers because they don't have anything to say.  They haven't really engaged the word of God that they are trying to preach deeply and fully.  



And as a result, they tend to fall back into, you know, common routine platitudes.  And they end up saying the same thing in every sermon.  Because they haven't really engaged the text.  Because they haven't put the time and hard work into the study of the text that the text requires.  So when I say that I want you to come out of this class with a love for the word of God, what I mean is I want you to come out of this class with a commitment to a life-long task of serious, intentional study of the word.  



The second thing that I would like you to come out of this class with is an understanding of the content of the Bible, especially, of course, the book of Exodus and how that fits into not only the context of the Pentateuch, the first five books of the Bible, but also the rest of the Old Testament and then the Old Testament in relation to the New Testament, as well.  So we want to have an understanding not only of the people, places, things and events of the book of Exodus, but the way those contribute to the unfolding story of what God is doing in the world.  



The third thing I think I would like you to come away from this class with is a recognition that there's a difference between what we call exegesis and what most people do when they study the Bible.  When most people study the Bible, they do what we might call devotional reading.  And there's nothing wrong with devotional reading.  We all need to do it.  But it's not the same thing as exegesis.  It differs in a couple of ways.  



For example, devotional reading is casual.  I might sit down with my Bible and open to a book, Psalms in the Old Testament or one of the gospels in the New Testament, and start reading and let the word of God speak to me that day on that occasion.  That's casual reading.  And there's nothing wrong with it.  It's good and important.  But exegesis is not casual.  Exegesis is intentional.  Exegesis is sitting down with a particular text and examining that particular text in an intentional detailed throughway.  




And this -- really the second difference between exegesis and devotional reading:  Devotional reading is kind of cursory.  That is to say you read it and you really wait for the word of God to jump off the text at you and, you know, sort of see what God says to you today through the text.  Whereas exegesis is about the details.  It's not about just waiting to see what jumps off the page at you.  But it's about digging in the details of the text to find what God has put there.  



A third way that devotional reading and exegetical reading differ is in what it finds there.  In devotional reading our focus is usually on -- really on ourselves and our need.  As I said before, we look at the text and what -- however God kind of speaks through the text to us at that moment is what we take away from the text.  And the meaning that we end up with is really a personal meaning.  We can share it with other people.  But it's -- as people often say, "It's what God's word says to me at that moment."



But that's not exegesis.  Exegesis is seeking what we might call the public meaning of the text.  It's the meaning that's -- that God has put there not for me at this particular moment in my life but for the people of God throughout the history of the people of God.  We're seeking not what the text says to me but what the text says to the church, to the world in all times and in all places.  



And so the third thing then is, you know, understanding the difference between devotional reading and exegesis and particularly then how we do exegesis.  And that leads us to the fourth thing, which really is where we started.  That is that our emphasis is going to be primarily on method in this course.  We're going to be looking at the book of Exodus with a view to understanding how we approach and interpret a book like this in -- you know, in the correct way.  



This kind of material is different from things that we frequently read in the Bible because it's narrative.  Particularly in the Old Testament where, you know, people tend to gravitate toward books like the Psalms or the prophets where they find individual verses that are meaningful to them.  But in a book like the book of Exodus, the real meaning of the -- of what God is saying comes through not -- not through an individual verse but through the whole story as it unfolds, the whole picture of what God is doing in the life of his people.  



And so we have to approach a narrative book like the book of Exodus differently than we would approach the book of Psalms or one of Paul's epistles in the New Testament.  And we'll be focusing on how we do narrative and how theology is done in narrative books as we proceed in this course.  



And the last thing that we'll focus on in terms of method then is how we bridge what God was doing in the lives of his people in the church in Old Testament times, how we bridge that to today.  So how Christ is revealed in these texts.  How the Gospel is revealed in these texts.  And what the implications of these texts for us in the church today are.  



And so those are the kinds of things that we will be focusing on as we move through our study of the book of Exodus.  And I know that's a lot to begin with.  It's more than one main thing.  But Exodus is a big complex book.  And there's a lot there.  And most times when we read it, we miss much of what is there because of our cursory, casual, devotional way of reading the text.  So we want to move beyond that to a more conscious, intentional and detailed study of a theological narrative in the book of Exodus.  
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>> Thank you, Dr. Adams.  I appreciated your answer to Josh's question.  However, I have a question about the focus of this class.  



Looking at the syllabus, the first part of this course seems to have a lot of history and other stuff.  I believe that the Bible really is the word of God.  It says what it says.  Shouldn't that be all that matters?  Why should we bother studying all of this history and culture surrounding the account of Exodus?  



My name is David, as well, by the way.  


>> That's a great Old Testament name, Dawed.  It means beloved.  It actually comes from a Hebrew word dude.  I don't know if you know that or not.  The verb dude in Hebrew means to -- to be liked.  And the noun means to be an uncle or something like that.  And the adjective form in Hebrew, Dawed, is usually translated beloved.  And so it's a great Old Testament name.  And I'm glad to have you in the class with me, David.  



You're right, one of the goals of this course -- I think it's No. 1, A, in the list -- is to have an understanding of the geographical, historical, cultural and religious context of the accounts of the book of Exodus.  Now, this is there as a goal of this course not because I happen to like these topics.  Although, I do.  But because they are really very important theological issues at stake in this question.  



And it goes to the very essence of the Judeo Christian religion and what Judaism and Christianity is and the way that they differ from other religions.  Christianity is not a spiritual religion.  That is to say it's not a religion that focuses on the inner spiritual state of the soul of the individual before God like Buddhism does or like Gnosticism does.  



Christianity is ultimately about what God has done in the real world on the public stage of history before the world.  It's not about me and my feelings.  It's about what God has done to redeem me and to deliver me from sin and death and the Devil and restore the relationship between himself and me.  As St. Paul says in 1 Corinthians 15, he starts off the chapter by saying, "Now I remind you, brothers, of the gospel that I preach to you in which you received and which you stand."  And then he continues a little later and he says, "I delivered to you as a first" -- "of first importance what I received.  That Christ died for our sins in accordance with the Scriptures, that he was buried, that he was raised on the third day in accordance with the scriptures, that he appeared to Peter and then to the 12 and then to more than the 500."  



Paul goes on to say and -- then skipping a few verses he continues in Verse 12, "If Christ is proclaimed as raised from the dead, how can some of you say there's no resurrection of the dead?  If there is no resurrection of the dead, then not even Christ has been raised.  And if Christ has not been raised, then our preaching is in vain and your faith is in vain."



This -- in saying this, St. Paul speaking by the power of the Holy Spirit is making the same point that I was making a moment ago.  That Christianity is not about my inner spiritual feelings or life.  It's about what God has done.  If the -- if Christ was not actually physically literally raised from the dead, then our faith is in vain.  And we're all wasting our time.  



In the same way, the faith of Israel in the Old Testament, which is the foundation of our faith in Christ, is rooted in the acts that Yahweh does in public before the world.  Especially the central redemptive act in the Old Testament, which is Yahweh's deliverance of the Hebrews from their bondage in Egypt.  These things God did with real people at specific places at specific times.  And the Bible is very specific about those places and times.  Moreover, the Bible communicates those things to us in specific words, in a real language.  



And so to understand the revelation of the scriptures, one must also have at least a general understanding of the historical geographic literary, linguistic religious cultural background.  Especially in a book like the book of Exodus where the focus is on the conflict between Yahweh and the gods of Egypt.  If you don't understand how the Egyptians understood the gods of Egypt and their power, then you can never really understand the contrast that's being drawn between the God who is revealed in the Old Testament and the god that the Egyptians believed in.  



So it's -- so having that background and that context is going to be very important to us as we approach the book of Exodus.  The Bible claims that these things were historical facts.  And the whole faith of the Old Testament is about who Yahweh is and what Israel's relationship to him is.  And these claims are rooted in the facts of what Yahweh does as he reveals himself to the world.  And if these claims are false, then the whole faith of the Old Testament is false.  And if the faith of the Old Testament is false, then the revelation of Jesus Christ who claims to be the fulfillment of what God is doing in the Old Testament is also false and our hope in him is in vain.  



And this takes us back to your question, David.  We include a focus on the geography and history and the culture of the ancient world because it's necessary to understand something about these things in order to understand how God is revealing himself and his Gospel in the world.  This is necessary because the Gospel of God, both in the Old Testament and in the New Testament, is not some abstract theological theory.  It's not a set of ten spiritual principles or some kind of inner spiritual light.  But rather, it's the account, as we've said, of the work of God in, with and under the events of history by which -- as Yahweh says to Moses in Exodus 7, "By which even Egypt will come to know who Yahweh is."



In other words, this is how God reveals himself to the world.  This is how God reveals himself to us.  And if we're going to understand that revelation, if we're going to believe it, if we're going to teach it and proclaim it to others, then we have to come to grips with the real world in which God has revealed himself.  And if we fail to do this, if we fail to keep our understanding of the Gospel rooted in the real world of place and time, then we run the danger of slipping into what the theologians would call the Gnostic heresy of turning the Gospel into some kind of inner spiritual life disconnected from the reality both of history and the reality of our own lives in the world today.  



That's really what St. Paul warns us against doing in II Corinthians 11 and in Galatians 1 when he warns us about not accepting another Gospel and because we don't want to slip into another Gospel but keep the Gospel that God has revealed.  Therefore, we look first at the context and the pallet, the canvas against which God has revealed that Gospel so that we can understand what's being said in the text.  
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>> Thanks, Dr. Adams.  My name is Nick.  I have a question about the travels depicted in Genesis and Exodus.  At the end of the book of Genesis we leave the story when Jacob and his family go down to Egypt.  And then after the exodus, God leads all the tribes of Israel back to the Promised Land.  I've always wondered:  How far did they have to go?  And how long would it have taken them?  


>> This raises the question of how big the world of the Bible in general is, Nick.  And perhaps we should step back and begin with an overview of the Old Testament world and then deal with specific questions about distances and time of travel.  



The region that we think of as the world of the Old Testament extends from the borders of Pesia in the ancient times or modern Iran in the east to Greece and Libya and Africa in the west.  By air that's a distance of about 1500 miles.  And in the north-south scale, it extends from the Black Sea in the north to the southern border of Egypt, what's now the border between Egypt and Sudan in the south.  That's about 1300 miles from north to south.  



So the total area of the world of the Old Testament is about 2 million square miles.  Now, that's a huge geographic area that encompassed the whole of the known world, not just in biblical times but for a very long time.  It's also a very important part of the world.  It's the seat of human civilization as we know it.  It's the source of language.  It's the part of the world where law began, where art began and music began. So much of the history of the world and its people is here in this region.  It's a huge area.  But in practice, the distances that we're concerned about are not actually all that great.  



For example, in Genesis we're told that God called Abraham from Ur of the Chaldees in Babylon.  We'll talk about that later.  And he called him and eventually sent him to Jerusalem.  The distance from Ur to is Jerusalem as the crow flies is about 500 miles.  So it's not really all that far.  And from Memphis or Cairo in modern Egypt to Jerusalem is about 275 miles.  So even closer.  Of course, they didn't travel by air as the crow flies.  And most ground transportation at that time was done by foot.  In a later age Julius Cesar once boasted that his army, his Roman imperial army, could cover 40 miles in a single day.  And that's probably true, they could.  But they probably couldn't do it every day.  That's a long march even for a Roman army.  Probably a better maximum average for the Roman army was 25 miles a day as an average.  And that was -- would be the same really whether you're traveling by foot or by camel or by donkey because travel by camel or donkey isn't all that much faster than traveling by foot.  A more realistic daily average for land travel in general in the ancient world was probably something more along the lines of five or ten miles a day.  



At that rate, 500 miles from Ur to Jerusalem -- keeping in mind that they didn't travel in a straight line.  They followed the course of the rivers and then down the 275 miles from Cairo to Jerusalem -- would have been major journeys.  The Bible doesn't tell us of how long it took for Abraham and Sara to go down from Canaan to Egypt.  But it probably would have been a month in each direction.  Plus the time that they stayed there.  275 miles, if you average five to ten miles a day, it's probably going to take you a good month to travel.  And if they spent some time there and came back, the journey could have been easily six months or a year.  



The same with Jacob's sons going down to meet Joseph in Egypt.  We don't think about it.  But they were probably gone from Jacob's home for a third or a fourth of the year.  Three or four months for that journey because of the way that travel was.  



Now, they didn't always travel by foot.  Sometimes they were able to travel on the rivers.  Because the world of the Bible is really dominated by three major river systems.  And we'll take just a second to look at each of these in turn.  



The first in Mesopotamia.  The area of Babylon, Assyria or Mesopotamia in general is dominated by two rivers, the Tigris and the Euphrates.  These begin up in the north up in the Caucus Mountains in Armenia and they flow southeastward into the Persian Gulf.  And they bring water from the mountains in the northwest into Mesopotamia and watered the land that we call Mesopotamia, the land between the rivers.  Mesopotamia, that's what it means in Greek.  Between the rivers.  In between the rivers.  The Euphrates is about oh, 1780 miles long.  About 1200 miles of that is navigable by boat.  At its widest point it's about 400 yards wide.  So it's a fairly major river.  It was so important in the biblical world that in the Hebrew of the Old Testament, the Euphrates is simply called Hanahar, the river.  It's the river that dominates -- it's really like in America we might think of the Mississippi as the river, you know, in comparison with all other rivers.  And that's how they thought of the Euphrates.  Even in Jerusalem.  That's how important the Euphrates was.  The Tigris is a little smaller.  It's just a little over 1,000 miles long.  1146 miles is the usual length that's given.  And it was important.  But it wasn't as dominate as the Euphrates.  



In the land of Canaan and Palestine, the world, you know, where Israel was, the Levant as we sometimes call it, the land is dominated also by two rivers.  The Orontes, which we don't hear so much about in the Bible, and the Jordan.  Both of these rivers begin their course in the mountains of Lebanon.  The Orontes flows north from the mountains of Lebanon and -- flows north and eventually makes a little turn and enters the Mediterranean Sea just north of where the later city of Antioch was in Old Testament times.  The city of Ugarit was just a little to the south of that there.  



The Jordan flows south from the mountains in Lebanon near Mount Hermon and flows through a great geological rift, the Jordan Rift Valley, and empties into the Dead Sea.  The Dead Sea is the lowest point on the earth.  The surface of the Dead Sea is 1285 feet below sea level.  And the Dead Sea is about 1300 feet deep.  So the floor of the dead sea is more than 2500 feet below sea level.  It's the lowest point on the face of the earth on the land mass of the earth.  



The region that's defined by the flow of these two rivers, the Orontes to the north, the Jordan to the south, is called the Levant.  The northern Levant we think of today as Lebanon, Syria, Phoenicia in ancient times all the way up really to the southern part of Turkey, southeastern part of Turkey, and the southern part of the Levant.  The part that we're more aware of in biblical studies is Canaan, Jordan and the nations that were gathered around Israel in that time.  



Egypt, too, is dominated by a major river.  In some ways more than these others.  The River Nile, the name comes actually from a Greek word nalos meaning the river valley, is an even longer river.  It's 4184 miles long.  It actually begins as two rivers, the Blue Nile and the White Nile.  The Blue Nile begins its course near Lake Tana in modern Ethiopia.  The White Nile begins its course near Lake Victoria in what is modern Uganda in southeastern Africa.  These two come together at Khartoum in Sudan.  A very strategic location.  And I was actually in Khartoum a few years ago.  And I went to the spot where the Blue Nile and the White Nile came together and I was standing there.  And I was looking at them.  And I was with a Sudanese pastor.  I said, "This is the Blue Nile.  That's the White Nile.  They both look brown to me."  And he said Actually at some times of the year because of the way the water drains from the mountains, the Blue Nile is actually clearly darker in color than the White Nile.  And the two come together and you can actually see them mixing together.  So while they are not actually blue and white, they are sort of darker and lighter color.  



But the Nile, as I said, from its -- at its longest point is 4184 miles long.  It drops over 6,000 feet from its height in the mountains to the Mediterranean Sea.  And each of these rivers is in its own way vitally important to the history of the region.  And we'll talk a little more about them as we go along, especially the Nile since most of our story in Exodus is set in Egypt.  And the Nile is important for this.  



But these were not only -- these rivers were not only important for transportation.  Life itself in the ancient world depended upon these rivers.  In Mesopotamia and Egypt in particular the annual flooding of the Euphrates and the Tigris and the Nile were so important that they became the subjects of critical religious observances in those places, as well.  And that in Egypt in particular there are -- special religious rituals and practices arose in an attempt to ensure that the cycle of the seasons, which included the appropriate flooding of the Nile, would continue, that the gods would pay attention and would keep the Nile flowing in its correct course.  We'll be talking about this a little more later on.  Because in the plague narratives, several of the plagues deal with the Nile and the flow of the Nile.  And we'll see how Yahweh reveals himself in relation to the gods of Egypt and uses the Nile to do that.  



Well, then to sort of wrap up here by taking a look at the major political regions as they developed around these areas, first turning to Mesopotamia, most of the area of Mesopotamia is dominated by two political entities that we come to call Babylon and Assyria.  Babylon is the kingdom that was ultimately formed in the southern part of Mesopotamia.  Assyria was the kingdom that came to dominate the northern part of Mesopotamia.  Moving west from there, we have another nation that we call Aram or the land of the Armeans.  That's very important for biblical history.  Moving again east -- rather west and a little south we come to the Levant.  Canaan and Lebanon.  We've already talked about those.  Also we should mention the land of the Hittites or Anatolia as it's sometimes called, which is on the margins of the story of the Bible.  we get Hittite individuals like Uriah the Hittite mentioned in the Bible.  But the Hittites themselves don't come into the story of the Bible directly.  



Then of course we get Arabia to the south, which again is marginally important for biblical history.  And Egypt which is vitally important for our story in the book of Exodus.  And we'll talk more about the geography of Egypt as we move through the course. 
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>> That was a good question, Nick.  I have a similar one about the lands through which the tribes traveled.  Because of the war in Iraq, lots of Americans have seen pictures of that part of the world as it is now.  Did it look the same in the time of Abraham as it does today?  


>> It's interesting that you mention Iraq.  Let me answer your question with a question.  Who is the most famous Iraqi of all time?  I'll give you a second to think about that.  No, actually the answer is not Saddam Hussein.  Although, he's the Iraqi that most Americans think of these days if they think of someone from Iraq.  Actually people who maybe know a little bit more about the ancient world would maybe think of someone like Hammurabi, the giver of the famous law code.  But actually without a doubt the most famous Iraqi of all time is Abraham mentioned in the Bible.  



He's from the city of Ur.  Ur of the Chaldees the King James called it.  Chaldea was a later name for Babylon, which is today part of Iraq.  So Abraham was an Iraqi at least from the area that's now Iraq.  And the question is a good one because today we are used to seeing images of Iraq.  And what we see is a desert, sand, desert.  But Iraq wasn't like that in the time of Abraham.  It was very different in those days than today.  



And just to illustrate the difference, I mention that Abraham was from the town of Ur, Ur of the Chaldees.  If you look at Ur on the map or see it on the news today or actually go there -- I have a student who recently -- his brother was in the military.  And he recently sent me an entire CD full of pictures of Ur of the Chaldees that his brother had taken when his military unit was there.  And what strikes you about it is it's in the middle of a sand desert.  And you wonder why in the world people would have built a city in an inhospitable place like that in the middle of nowhere.  And the answer is that they didn't.  



Ur in Abraham's time was the New York City of the ancient world.  It was the center of world trade and commerce.  And the reason it was such an important city was it sat at the point where the Euphrates River entered the Gulf, entered -- came to the sea.  And because it was where the river met the sea like New Orleans, you know, in America where the Mississippi River comes to the sea, it's a major port for trade and commerce.  And Ur in Abraham's time was a fabulously wealthy and powerful city because of its location.  The irony is that over the 4,000 years since Abraham's time, the Euphrates River has silted up the land.  And so if you go there today, the city of Ur is 165 miles from the coastline.  And because the course of the Euphrates has moved, it's now six miles from the Euphrates River.  



So today is sits in the middle of a sand desert.  But in Abraham's time, it wasn't only a coastal city, but it was a coastal city in a region that was pretty lush and productive in terms of farming.  They grew a wide variety of produce there.  Grains.  That fed not only the inhabitants of the city of Ur, which was a large city and powerful, but also produced grain that they sold as part of the market that passed through there.  



So things are very different in biblical times than they are today.  Another illustration of the difference is the fact that not all the changes have taken place that long ago.  Just as recently as 10 or 15 years ago the government of Iraq drained the marshland in the southern part of Iraq.  That marshland had been there since the beginning of recorded history.  The name of the marshland was the Andean.  And many scholars today -- most scholars today believe the word for Andean, for the marshland in that area, was actually where the name Eden, the Garden of Eden comes from. 

 

That is the place, afterall, that's closest to a place we can identify where the Garden of Eden might have been located based on the evidence given to us in the book of Genesis.  Although, we don't know exactly how the contours of the land might have changed as a result of the flood and other things.  But the name has been preserved anyway.  



So things were quite a bit different in Mesopotamia today than they were many years ago in the time of the Bible in the Old Testament time.  In particular today there's much more desert, much less grassland, much less pasturage.  And this illustrates the fact that Mesopotamia has always been a land where the balance between the forces of nature was very precarious and the lives of the people were very tenuous because of their dependence upon the annual flooding of the Tigris and Euphrates rivers.  And the changes in climate had a tremendous effect upon the life of the people there.  



As far as Mesopotamia goes, farmers and fishermen began to settle the region as much as we can tell around 5500 BC, maybe a bit earlier than that.  There are some villages that may go back before that.  We can't date things exactly when we get that far back.  Over time those small villages grew into settlements.  And as those settlements began to develop trade like Ur did, they eventually grew into cities.  And these became the first major big cities anywhere in the world.  And so it behooves us to take just a minute to review some of these cities.  Some of them show up in the Bible.  Some do not.  But all of them are very important for understanding the history of humankind and our life as humans in this first part of the world that grew to be what we might call today civilization.  



So let's take a look at a couple of these cities.  And you should probably be able to identify these on a map if asked.  Ur of course we already talked about.  This was one of the major centers of Sumerian culture.  And we'll talk about the Sumerian people later in this course.  It was a city that was founded perhaps as early as 3500 BC or earlier than that.  It basically existed as long as human recorded history has existed.  And it still exists today.  In the center of the town was this major temple, a ziggurat, which is a kind of platform temple, sort of half temple, half pyramid that was built in Mesopotamia.  The ziggurat in Ur was quite large.  It was roughly 200 feet by 140 feet three stories high.  And on top of the third floor was the actual temple itself.  The temple was small. But it sat up on top of this ziggurat that was about 90 feet high.  



And that doesn't seem to us like something very high today.  Roughly the equivalent of a nine-story building.  And you know, a nine-story building is impressive but it's not all that impressive until you remember that everyone else was living in basically a mud-brick hut perhaps one or two or three rooms that were single-story buildings for the most part.  None of them were more than two stories.  



And so this was a wide area but a low area.  And towering over it was this mighty temple platform.  And the wealth and power that it took to build such a thing reflects the economic strength of the city of Ur.  As a trading center it was very wealthy and very powerful.  The wealth of the city was reflected when it was first excavated at the beginning of the last century.  The excavators found a series of graves that they thought must be royalty because they contained so many valuable jewels and trinkets and very richly appointed clothing and other grave goods. And so they were called royal tombs.  Later on we discover these were not tombs of royalty at all.  These were just probably tombs of wealthy merchantmen.  But they were fabulously wealthy by comparison to the average person of the day because of the influence and power of the city that Abraham came from.  



As powerful as Ur was, it wasn't the only powerful city or even the most important city in that part of the world that was known as Sumeria at the time.  Another city that's less well known to us because it doesn't play as significant a role in the Bible is the city of Uruk spelled U‑r‑u‑k.  Uruk is as old as Ur, if not older.  And it was the -- probably at least as old as Ur if not older.  And it was the largest city in the world.  At Abraham's time this city would have been roughly about the same size as the city of Rome was at the time of Christ.  A very large and impressive city with high walls, high and thick walls, that stand to this day.  It was the center of worship of the goddess Inanna, who was one of the chief goddesses in the pantheon, the goddess of love and war.  And it produced very valuable and beautiful stonework, jewelery, metalwork and such like that.  And it was again a major capital, political capital, in ancient Sumeria.  Uruk is also important to us because it was where we discovered the earliest recorded writing in human history.  A kind of writing that we know today as cuneiform written with a little web shaped stylus on clay.  And we'll talk about that a little later in the course.  But cuneiform was discovered in Uruk.  We don't know if writing was invented there or not.  If it wasn't invented, it was invented somewhere in the neighborhood.  And it's the place we have the oldest examples of writing from.  



Another important city is the city of Akkad usually spelled A‑k‑k‑a‑d.  Sometimes you'll see it on the maps as A‑c‑c‑a‑d.  But the exact location is not known to us today.  It's out there somewhere waiting to be found in a mound.  And perhaps when the political situation is better in Mesopotamia, archeology can begin working and we may discover the location of the city of Akkad.  But it was an important city. 



It gave its name to one of the most powerful empires in the ancient world known to us today as the Acadian empire.  This was the empire that eventually kind of split into two, half of which became Babylon and the other half became Assyria.  So it was in some ways the progenitor of those two great empires on their own.  



Well, having mentioned that I suppose we should mention Babylon now.  We know where Babylon is.  In fact, some people believe the city of Akkad is the same site as the city of Babylon, just at an earlier stage.  But no one knows that for sure. Babylon still exists.  It was largely rebuilt over the last generation by the political leadership in Iraq.  It's of course, not rebuilt as an inhabitant town.  But you can go there and see it today.  It was the central capital of the empire that developed in the southern part of Mesopotamia.  That part that we today know as Babylon, the empire, as well as Babylon, the city.  



A little further to the north on the Euphrates River was another city that we don't hear a lot about because it's not mentioned in the Bible.  But it was very important to the ancient world.  And that's the city of Mari spelled M‑a‑r‑i.  Mari was the home of the capital of a people who are mentioned in the Bible, the Amorites.  And they are actually mentioned fairly often in the Old Testament.  They were closely related to the Hebrews in terms of their culture and language.  



And about the time that the Hebrews were just going down to Egypt or just after they went down into Egypt in the 18th century before Christ, the city of Mari was ruled by a very important king by the name of Zimri-Lim.  And the reason that Zimri-Lim was important was he built a very impressive temple and palace complex there, part of which was a library.  Later on the city was destroyed about 1700 BC and it was never rebuilt.  And the library was preserved.  There were about 20,000 clay tablets that were preserved in this library.  And as a result of this find, the discovery of the library of Zimri-Lim at Mari, we know a tremendous amount about what the world and the culture and the society were like at the time of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob and the patriarchs, you know, because we have a tremendous picture of life in that area as preserved in these clay tablets.  And of course, they don't mention the patriarchs.  They don't mention any of the people in the Bible.  Although, they do mention names that are similar to names that are found in the Bible.  And they tell us a lot about the culture and the law and the economic system of the lands of the Bible in that day.  So even though Mari itself is not mentioned, it's a very important city for our understanding of the world of the Old Testament.  



Another city that's important is just a little further to the north.  And that's the city of Ashur.  Ashur was the first great capital of the northern Mesopotamian empire, the empire that later adopted the name of the city.  And we know the empire as Assyria, the empire of the city of Ashur.  Ashur was founded in the early 2000s.  That is shortly after 3000 BC apparently by immigrants from Mesopotamia, immigrants from the south who moved to the north.  There are some similarities in the early artwork found at Ashur and the artwork found in the same period in the south.  The city had a fortified wall that was two and a half miles around.  And it was an important site.  It is said that there were 34 temples and 3 palaces in the city.  Although, we haven't found them all yet.  So again, a city of tremendous wealth and power.  



It wasn't located in a particularly militarily strategic location.  And as a result, many centuries later the rulers of Assyria moved the capital from Ashur to another city, a city that we know better because it is mentioned in the Bible.  The city of Nineveh.  And that's the last one I would like to mention.  



Nineveh, which by the way is -- still exists, is in the northern part of Iraq.  It's just across the river from the city that we know today as Mosul, M‑o‑s‑u‑l.  And Mosul has been in the news or is in the news in Iraq because there's a lot of activity up in that region.  And just across the river is the ancient city of Nineveh.  We know Nineveh from the Bible, of course, because it's the city that Jonah went to.  And Nineveh is also mentioned in some of the prophets, as well.  About 705 BC King Sennacherib established Nineveh as the new capital.  And the city was already there before that.  But he moved the capital from its previous location to Nineveh and then began to build up the city.  And he built it up very quickly.  And Nineveh grew very rapidly.  And it didn't last very long, though.  By the end of that century, Nineveh had been destroyed by the Babylonians.  And it was never rebuilt as the prophets prophesied that it would not be.  Never inhabited again after that.  The inhabited place today is Mosul, which is across the river.  So Nineveh has been excavated.  There was, again, a very large library of Ashur banaple and other rulers that was found in Nineveh that tell us a great deal about life in the Assyrian empire at that time.  But it remains today one of the most important cities in the ancient world, a city that's been somewhat thoroughly excavated.  Although, part of it is under something else.  It can't be dug up.  At least not right now.  



So there's certainly more to be found there.  But I thought I would mention these cities since you asked about Mesopotamia and Iraq.  Because you really should have heard of them.  And you probably should be able to identify them on a map. 

 

So make sure before you finish this lesson as you look at a map of Mesopotamia and study the area, that you can identify the locations of these cities.  Of course you won't be able to identify Akkad since we don't know where it is.  But you should at least be aware of its general location in the -- in or around the area where Babylon is located.  And so that's what Mesopotamia was like at roughly the time of Abraham.  
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>> Dr. Adams, my name is Eric.  Your answer to Josh about the land we now think of as Iraq was helpful to me.  What about another part of that region?  I read somewhere that the Levant where God gave the land of Israel to the Hebrews was called the crossroads of the ancient world.  What is meant by that?  


>> Well, Eric, that phrase, the crossroads of the ancient world, really underscores the importance, geopolitically speaking, of the land of Israel.  And geography plays an important part in the history of the Old Testament.  



Let me give you just two quick examples, one from Deuteronomy Chapter 27 where God is telling the Israelites that he wants them to renew the covenant that he has made with them by having a certain ceremony.  And as part of the ceremony some of the tribes take a position upon the foothills of Mount Ebal and the others take their position on the foothills of Mount Gerizim.  And across the valley between these two small mountains or actually large hills by our standards, you know, one side recites the curses of the covenant and the other the blessings that go with the covenant.  



And while you can certainly get a mental picture of that without understanding this, to understand -- be able to visualize the importance of the central mountainous spine of the land of Canaan as the heart of Israel and where these two mountains stand and the valley between them is important.  And in this case God uses it to make a theological spiritual point for the people.  The two mountains come to represent the blessings and the curses associated with the covenant.  



But now here is another example.  And this one is a more political or military example.  In II Kings 23, we read -- we read about the death of King Josiah.  And we get just a very sketchy phrase there in I Kings 23.  We read -- Verse 29.  "In his days Pharaoh Neco, the king of Egypt went, up to the king of Assyria to the river of Euphrates.  Joshua went to meet him.  And Pharaoh Neco killed him at Megiddo as soon as he saw him."  



Now, that doesn't tell us a lot until you realize that this valley, the valley at Megiddo, was an important pass through which the major road passed.  So the Egyptian army coming up from Egypt to fight the Assyrians came up the major highway, which because of the mountains made a turn through the pass at Megiddo and then went onto the Euphrates.  So what -- apparently what Josiah attempted to do was to position his army in this crucial pass to cut off the Egyptians.  And here Josiah was acting as a faithful client state to his Assyrian overlords in this case in trying to prevent the march of the Egyptian army through this narrow pass.  



So much of the history of the Bible is tied up with an understanding of the land in which it takes place and the geography of the land. Its location is crucial because it's located right in the center between the three major powers of the ancient world.  To the east we've got Mesopotamia, the home of Babylon and Assyria.  We've already talked about that.  To the southwest we have Egypt.  And we just saw in II Kings 23 how Egypt became the crossroads of a battle that took place between Egypt and Assyria.  And Israel became involved in it because of its location. To the north we have the Hittites who aren't mentioned so much in the Bible but were still a particularly important economic source.  And much of the trade took place along the coast and down the road.  



So Israel was a crossroads for military purposes.  It was a crossroads of trade.  It was also a cultural crossroads where Egyptian culture and the Mesopotamian Semitic cultures met one another.  And as a result, it was something of a melting pot of -- between these three major cultures.  So very important.  



We mentioned earlier in answer to a previous question that the land in general is dominated by these two major rivers, the Orontes flowing to the north and the Jordan flowing to the south out of the mountains of Lebanon.  So I don't want to mention those again.  You can look back at your notes about that. But I do want to mention something about the land of Canaan or later Israel itself.  If we consider the land from east to west, it's divided into five major geographical zones, each of which is very important.  The first of these, the one closest to the coast, we call the coastal plain.  In the north it's called the Plain of Sharon.  And you may have heard that term from the Bible.  



It's a flat plain.  Very fertile land along the coast.  It was the course of one of the major highways, the way of the sea or the way by the sea.  That would have been the highway that this Egyptian army would have marked up.  It was also the land because it was along the coast that the Philistines settled.  The southern part of this coastal plain became the land of the Philistines.  And that was a part of the land that Egypt and Israel were always trying to fight over in -- throughout their history.  In fact, they still are today.  That part of the world we call the Gaza Strip that is still a bone of contention today as it was in biblical times is the heart of the southern part of this coastal plain.  



Moving inland from this coastal plain, which is wider to the south and gets narrow as you go to the north.  But as we move in from that, we get to the foothills of the mountains.  The term for this is the Shafala.  The Shafala is the sort of gradually rolling hills as you move from the plains to the mountainous area in the heart of Israel.  And the Shafala was important because this is the place where the battles mostly took place between the Israelites and the Philistines and the Israelites and the Egyptians. 

 

In these foothills the Israelites didn't want to come down onto the plain and fight because they were people that lived mostly in the mountains.  And Egyptians didn't want to go up into the mountains to fight because they gave up their advantage of chariots and horsemen when they moved up into the mountains.  So most of the conflict came in this hill area, the Shafala.  



So it comes into the biblical story not so much as a region but the names of the cities are mentioned as places where battles took place.  For example, it would have been in the Shafala, in the foothills here, that David and Goliath here would have had their famous fight.  Moving further to the east we come to the mountainous region that is really the heartland of Israel.  All of the major cities of Israel are located along this central mountainous spine.  Jerusalem is located there.  Bethel is located here.  Shechem is located there.  All of the major cities, both of northern Israel and southern Israel, and the people of Israel were primarily located in this mountainous region.  



These are small mountains by American standards.  They are not the Alps or the Bernese or the Rockies.  But they are, nonetheless, you know, small mountains or high hills, depending on your perspective.  It was enough that it made the, you know, fighting chariot warfare difficult.  And it was very important.  This is really the heart of Israel.  



And then we come as we move east to this valley that's formed by this great earthquake zone to this rift valley that we know as the Jordan River.  And if you look at pictures of Israel, you can see how the land falls off precipitously from the high mountains to this deep valley that is the Jordan River Valley.  And so for example, in the New Testament when the New Testament says in the parable of the good Samaritan that he was going down from Jerusalem to Jericho, you know, that's not metaphorical language.  He was literally going downhill.  A long way downhill, in fact, from Jerusalem to Jericho.  Because Jericho is on the edge of this Jordan rift valley and Jerusalem is up in the mountains.  



And similarly the Psalms, for example, the Psalms -- when the psalmist says, "I look to the hills from which comes my help, it comes from the Lord," well, again, he's speaking literally there of Jerusalem being up in the mountains.  But the Jordan River valley is a deep cleft between the mountains on one side and the last zone that we call the Transjordanian Plateau.  It's today where the modernization of Jordan is.  And it's really a -- once you cross -- come down through the mountains, go through this deep valley formed by the Jordan River.  And then you immediately rise to a plateau that flattens out and moves to the east. 

 

Today the modernization of Jordan is there.  And this is the place where Moab and Edom were located in biblical times.  And of course the Transjordanian tribes, Reuben, Gad and the half tribe of Manasseh were located on this Transjordanian Plateau, as well.  Again, this was a place of conflict because the terrain made it possible for chariot warfare to take place there. So it was also a major place of battles.  And Israel fought a lot of battles on this plateau on the eastern side of the Jordan River.  And so all of these areas are important to understanding how things happen and why they happen the way they do in human terms in the Old Testament.  



There are two other areas that we should mention, each to the south.  First is the area that we know of as the wilderness.  In the New Testament Jesus goes out into the wilderness to be tempted.  And this is a specific area to the south of the Dead Sea.  Very mountainous.  Very barren.  It is, you know, truly a wilderness area. And the last area is known to us as the Negev.  It is a grassy plain.  Very grassy in biblical times.  Today it's a little more desert.  It's not as fruitful as it would have been in biblical times.  But the Negev is also to the south and a little to the east of the wilderness area.  And to the east of the Dead Sea was another important region.  



Throughout this region there were two major highways.  One we've already mentioned, the way of the sea, which really runs along the coast from Egypt, you know, along the coast of the Sinai Peninsula and then up the coast of this plain.  And it makes its turn, as I mentioned, and goes through the valley of Megiddo where Josiah fought Pharaoh Neco and lost and was killed.  And then goes on up to the city of Damascus and then on up to the Euphrates River and Mesopotamia.  



The other highway is known as the Kings Highway.  And it flows down the western side down the plateau.  And in several smaller roads then cross over the Jordan River valley and go into Israel.  And so the armies as they marched through the ancient world went up or down one of these roads.  And Israel, of course, was right between the two of them.  And that's what gives it its military importance and also its economic importance.  Because all of the trade that passed through Mesopotamia between the great kingdoms of Babylon and Assyria and the kingdom of Egypt passed along these same two roads.  



And so much of the wealth that came into Israel in Solomon's time and David's time came there because of -- because there was this central area for trade.  All the trade between the major kingdoms had to pass through there.  



Ironically if geography is important to the lives of the people and to what happens in the world, Israel is the one place where the rivers are less important.  And we talked earlier about how important the Euphrates was and the Nile was to Mesopotamia and to Egypt.  



But the Jordan River and the Orontes to the north are less important because they don't flood the way that the Euphrates and the Tigris do and the way that the Nile do.  So while they are important, they don't provide means of transportation the way the other rivers do.  And their annual flooding isn't as important to the economy and to the life of the people.  So in the case of Israel, it's not so much the rivers that dominate things as it is the mountains and the flow of the land from east to west.  



So as you study the maps, make sure that you take a look at these regions in particular:  The central mountainous spine, the Shafala, the coastal plain, the Jordan River Valley and the Transjordanian Plateau.  You should be able to identify those and know the significance of them.  And then the wilderness to the south of the Dead Sea and the Negev to the east, particularly the land of Edom you should be aware of, as well.  Because these are the areas, the geographic regions, that shape the history of the people of God in the Old Testament.  



This is the land flowing with milk and honey because of its economic produce in biblical times.  Although today it's very barren as we look at it, it was really a rich agricultural land in the ancient world.  And it was the agricultural produce in this case supported by the rain coming in off the seas that gave it its wealth. And its geographic position gave it strategic importance in the ancient world.  And that's why it has come to be known, as you said, Eric, in your question, the crossroads of the ancient world.  
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>> Well, let's keep this going.  It's very interesting.  When I think of Egypt, I think of sand and pyramids and people riding around on camels.  You know, Lawrence of Arabia or Indiana Jones scenery.  Was Egypt more or less the same as Mesopotamia?  


>> Well, Josh, in this case your mental image is probably closest to being correct.  Mesopotamia, as we said, was really quite a bit different in the ancient times than it is today.  Much more fertile.  The same is true of Canaan and the land of Israel.  It was much more fertile and different in biblical times than it is today.  



But Egypt has always been Egypt.  And the way it looks today is more or less the way that it has always looked.  It has remained unchanged except, of course, for the growth of major cities like Cairo.  But that aside, the land itself has not changed all that much.  



And Egypt is important to us, especially as we study the book of Exodus.  Because all the action in the book of Exodus takes place in Egypt and in the Sinai peninsula that was part of Egypt at that time.  So we do need to have a little more sensitivity to the geography of Egypt for the book of Exodus in particular than we do of the other places.  



As we've already said, Egypt is dominated by the Nile River.  I mentioned earlier that the Nile was formed by two rivers, the Blue Nile and the White Nile coming together at the city of Khartoum in Sudan quite a ways to the south of Egypt proper.  There's actually a third river, as well, the river known to us today as the Atbara, A t b a r a, that also like the Blue Nile arises in Ethiopia near Lake Tana.  But it flows to the north and then joins the Nile north of Khartoum in Egypt proper.  So really there are three rivers that come together in various ways to form the river that we think of as the Nile.  



Today, if you look at -- you know, if you go to Egypt or if you look at a picture of modern Egypt, the Nile flows serenely through Egypt.  And the reason it flows so serenely through Egypt is because two decades ago the Egyptian government built a great damn called the Aswan High Dam in Egypt that controls the annual flooding of the Nile.  But the Nile was nothing like it is today in ancient times.  



In ancient times there were two major seasons in Egypt that were defined by the flooding of the Nile.  From February to July the Nile flowed along at about, oh, 100 million cubic meters of water per day.  It's hard to picture, I know.  But it was basically a steady flow at, you know, a regular rate.  But from July to October, the water rate rose dramatically reaching a high point of well over 700,000 cubic meters of water per day.  In other words, the amount of water rose by seven times in the period that -- of the year that was known in Egypt as the inundation.  You know, a very appropriate name.  



This was the period of time where the Nile flow just increased dramatically.  And if you actually look at a chart of the flow of the Nile, it shoots up.  It does not rise gently.  It's just kind of like water being dumped there.  And all of this water flowing down, actually most of it comes from Ethiopia, not from the south, from Uganda and the south.  



It rises in the mountains of Ethiopia and primarily comes down the Blue Nile and the Atbara.  And it basically flooded the land of Egypt for a few miles on each side of the Nile River.  And it was this annual flooding that provided the water so that things could grow.  And today if you look at a satellite photograph of Egypt, you can still see very clearly where the Nile Valley is.  It's -- you know, all of the arable land in Egypt is within just a couple of miles of the Nile River on each side even today.  



Already in biblical times they were working very hard in Egypt to control the flow of the Nile, to build reservoirs so they could capture water during the inundation and keep it to water the land in the dryer periods.  And of course, this was very tenuous.  If it flooded too much, it destroyed the crops and people died.  If it didn't flood enough, they didn't get enough water to save for irrigation and the crops died and so did the people.  



And so the flow of the Nile in this period of the inundation was critically important to the life of the people in ancient Egypt.  And as a result, it was -- it was a central feature of Egypt near -- I'm sorry; of ancient Egyptian religion.  Now, there were a number of important festivals and rituals that were designed to keep the attention of the gods on the Nile so that they would ensure that the water flowed correctly, that just the right amount of flooding occurred, not too much and not too little.  



And so this was just tremendously important for Egyptian culture and religion, as well.  And we think of it in terms -- obviously in terms of farming and of, you know, the impact upon the people economically.  But it was also a critical religious aspect of ancient Egypt, as well.  



Well, geographically then the Nile divides Egypt into two really important regions.  The first is this narrow strip of land running right along the Nile Proper north and south along the Nile River.  Again, as I said, just a couple of miles on each side.  The other region is the area to the north where the Nile starts to split off and -- split into little fingers and drain into the Mediterranean, the Nile Delta.  And it was in this land that the Hebrews lived.  This was the most fertile part of Egypt.  And if -- in ancient times it was the place where most of the food was grown in Egypt.  Because this was the part where there was relatively consistent water throughout the year because of the Nile dividing into so many channels.  



Politically Egypt was divided along the Nile north and south.  For most of its history, Egypt has struggled politically between two different -- almost different capitals.  In the south you have the capital area around Thebes in the south of upper Egypt.  And by the way, upper Egypt is to the south and lower Egypt is to the north.  It's hard for us because we want to, you know, turn them the other way around.  But the Nile flows from south to north.  And so upper -- when we refer to upper Egypt or when you see books refer to upper Egypt, that means the southern part of Egypt.  And lower Egypt is the northern part.  



In upper Egypt the central political and religious center was in and around the city of Thebes in the south.  In the north the central political and religious center was located around the city of Memphis and Heliopolis in the north.  This is roughly the area of modern Cairo.  So the pyramids are there across the river from Cairo.  



And notice, by the way, the pyramids are built out into the desert.  And if you think about it, the reason they are built out into the desert is because they couldn't afford to take up any arable land space.  So all of the funeral areas, the pyramids and the other royal tombs both in the north and in the south in Thebes are across the river just on the edge of the desert.  



It's remarkable how strict the line is.  There's no gradual transition here.  Even in modern Egypt you don't go from arable land to kind of grassland and then to desert.  You just go along and the growing area just stops.  You move from trees and grass, you know, and three feet further out you're in the middle of a sand desert.  It's remarkable.  And it's all shaped by the flooding of the Nile even today.  Although not flooding, but the flow of the Nile today.  



So in ancient times the struggle between northern and southern Egypt was a central feature in Egyptian history.  In fact, the Hebrew word for Egypt is ***mitzriem.  It's a form in Hebrew that we call a dual, the iem ending means two of something.  So the Hebrew word for Egypt, mitzriem, really means the two Egypts.  And the royal crown of Egypt had two symbols, one representing the southern part of Egypt, one representing the northern part of Egypt.  So even in the minds of the Egyptians, the nation of Egypt was formed by these two regions coming together.  



And as we will see when we talk a little later about the history of Egypt, this was a constant struggle to hold these two very different regions together.  And the power of the pharaoh was largely his ability in military terms to hold these two competing and contrasts regions together.  But it's the northern part of Egypt or lower Egypt that's most important to us for our study of the book of Exodus because that's where the Hebrews lived.  That's where most of the action of the book of Exodus takes place.  And so we should be particularly aware of the Delta and the location of Israel or the Hebrews -- we really should call them Hebrews they weren't the nation of Israel at this time -- in the northeastern part of the Delta around the cities of Rameses and Pithom and Tanis and other cities in the northeastern part of the Delta.  



So the Nile with its annual flooding was one of the two factors that really shaped Egyptian life.  The other factor was simply the sun.  You know, the sun was -- there's a reason that the sun god is the central god in the Egyptian pantheon.  Because the sun is an inescapable fact of life in Egypt.  It beats down hot every day.  And the fact that the last of the ten plagues was Yahweh proving his power over the sun in the plague of the darkness -- I'm sorry; actually the night -- the ninth plague leading up to the tenth plague, which also takes place in the dark not accidentally.  But we'll talk about that later on in the course.  



This is important theologically that Yahweh is demonstrating his power not only over the Nile in some of the earlier plagues but also over the sun and the sun gods of Egypt.  And so these inescapable realities of Egyptian life, the Nile River and the sun, also became important theological realities both in Egyptian religion and in the conflict between Yahweh and the gods of Egypt that we have in the first part of the book of Exodus.  
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>> I am enjoying this, as well.  I know that I'm getting ahead of things here since we'll obviously be speaking of the exodus itself in detail.  But just where did the Hebrews cross the Red Sea?  


>> Well, David, I thought that we might take this up a little later in the course.  But really it's okay to deal with this now.  Because as we look at the account of the exodus later in the course, I think at that point I would like our emphasis to be on the literature and the theology of the text.  



So even though we may be getting ahead of ourselves just a bit, I think it's good that we go ahead and take this up at this point when we're talking about geography so that later on we can focus on the theology of the text at that point.  So let's go ahead and deal with this question of where the Israelites or Hebrews crossed the Red Sea and where Mount Sinai is.  



These two issues are really the two main geographic questions related to the book of Exodus.  Where did the Israelites cross the Red Sea and where is Mount Sinai?  Ironically, rather like the location of the empty tomb in the New Testament, we don't know exactly where it is, you know.  And there may be a -- you know, there's a lot of information in the Bible, a lot of geographic information in the Bible.  But none of it tells us exactly what we need to know because we don't know where the place names were.  We know what the names of the places were.  But we don't know which places correspond to the names. So while the Bible gives us a lot of information, we haven't quite yet figured out how to use the information to tell us the exact location of where the Israelites crossed the Red Sea and where Mount Sinai is.  And I don't know.  Maybe God did that intentionally.  Sometimes I think that maybe God doesn't want us to know the exact location because we would be inclined to think that the location is what's important and kind of honor it as a special place.  



I think of the things that people do with things like the Shroud of Turin and how that becomes the focus.  And let's assume for the moment for the sake of argument that the Shroud of Turin really is the burial cloth of Jesus.  Well, even if it is, so what?  You know, it's the resurrection of Christ that's important, not the cloth that he was wrapped in.  In the same way it's critically important for the Old Testament faith, you know, that God led the Israelites out of Egypt and led them across the sea and destroyed the Egyptian army there and met with them on Mount Sinai.  But maybe if we actually knew the exact locations, we would be inclined to put the emphasis on the place rather than the event. 



So sometimes I think maybe, you know, God has in his grace preserved us from knowing the exact location.  Nevertheless, having said that, we do have to at least deal with the issue of where these things are.  These two things, the location of the Red Sea and the location of Mount Sinai, are interrelated in which the location of one is going to shape which options you choose for the location of the other.  Because they have to be in some reasonable course that the Israelites could have followed as they went from one to the other.  And so let's kind of, you know, track along with Israel as it leaves.  



We're told in Exodus Chapter 13 and 14 and again in the book of Numbers -- and by the way, in Numbers Chapter 33 we get almost a stop-by-stop itinerary of Israel's path.  It doesn't make for exciting reading.  But it's tremendously interesting to archeologists because all of the places where Israel stopped are mentioned by name.  It's just we don't know where the modern equivalences of those names are for most of the sites.  And there have been several doctoral dissertations written on the subject.  And you know, send me an e-mail message.  I'll send you the titles of them if you really want to follow up in that much detail.  



But in any case, the Bible tells us clearly that Israel started the exodus from the city of Ramses in the Delta.  That's in the northeastern part in the northeastern Delta.  In Numbers 33:3 it tells us specifically that.  And Exodus 13:17 and 18 implies it pretty clearly, as well.  So they started there.  And then even the direction they moved is a little bit unclear to us.  Did they begin going to the east?  Or did they begin going to the south?  One thing we know from Exodus 13 Verses 17 to 18 is that God told them not to take the main highway that runs along the coast.  He says -- just let me read the passage from Exodus 13.  



"Then it came to pass when Pharaoh had let the people go that God did not lead them by the way of the land of the Philistines."  And by the way, that's the technical name of the highway.  The way of the land of the Philistines is like Interstate 95.  It's the name of the road that runs along the coast between Egypt and the land of the Philistines.  So he did not lead them by the way of the land of Philistines, "all of that was near."  Again, so they were northeast.  They were right there on the highway.  But God didn't lead them that way.  And the text continues and says, "For God said, 'Lest perhaps the people change their minds when they see war and return to Egypt."



Well, the point here is that since this was the main highway, this was where all of the Egyptian army bases were located because this is -- if Egypt was going to be invaded, it would have been along this highway.  The Assyrians or the Hittites would have come down the road the way of the sea, which changes names in which you get to Egypt to the way of the land of the Philistines. And so this is where Egypt's army was.  And God knowing the people well, you know, thought that they would be discouraged if they came upon the Egyptian army in the desert in its bases.  And so he was going to lead them by some other route other than the main highway.  So Verse 18 tells us "God led the people around by the way of the wilderness of the Red Sea."  


This is another name of a highway.  This is the road that presumably runs south.  Although, we're not exactly sure which road had this name. Most people think it's the road that runs south from the Delta along -- basically very near the course of the modern Suez Canal to the south to what is today the Gulf of Suez. And so the children of Israel went up in orderly ranks out of the land of Egypt.  So we read in Exodus 13 Verses 17 and 18.  Then we read in Verse 20 that they stopped at Succoth, another city in the Delta, and encamped at a place called Etham on the edge of the wilderness.  And again, we're not quite sure whether they were going east or south.  But whichever way they were going, God told them to turn around, to make a U turn.  



And so in Exodus 14 Verses 2 and 3 God says to Moses, "Speak to the children of Israel that they turn and encamp near a place named Pi Hahiroth between Migdol and the sea opposite Baal Zephon."  Listen to all of this geographic detail that God is giving us.  We ought to be able to locate this spot exactly.  The problem is, we don't know where Pi Hahiroth is.  We don't know where Migdol is.  Migdol really means fortress.  It's a common noun.  So there's even a debate whether this is Migdol with a capital M, a place called Migdol, or is this just a fortress, a military site?  And Baal Zephon -- well Baal Zephon is the name of a mountain in Syria.  And it's also the name of several shrines in Egypt where Baal was worshiped among the Egyptians.  



So there's actually several religious sites in Egypt that was called Baal Zephon.  They were little temples to the god Baal, the Canaanite god as he was worshiped in Egypt.  So while there's a lot of detail here, none of it really helps us exactly know where they were located.  One of these days we may determine from archeology.  But today we don't know.  



And the reason God tells them to make this U turn in Verse 3 is God says, "Pharaoh will say to the children of Israel 'They are confused by the land.  And the wilderness has closed them in.'" And so God, you know, says, you know, Pharaoh will think the Israelites are just kind of wandering around lost here because they start off in one direction and make a U turn and go back.  The problem is for us locating the crossing point, were they going south and did they turn back north or were they going east and then turned back to the west?  And this is a question that comes up time and again when we consider the options for where Israel crossed. 

 

The other problematic question in locating the Red Sea is the name itself.  The Hebrew -- you'll have to take my word for this.  But the Hebrew for Red Sea is Yam Suph.  Yam means sea and Suph in Hebrew means basically any kind of plant that grows in water.  It can be a reed, you know, that kind of grows in marshy land or grassland.  Or it can be seaweed.  In the book of Jonah, the word Suph means seaweed.  So it's really any kind of water plant.  Most people take it to mean a sort of marshy -- a water area where there's marshland on the edges, where there are reeds growing along the coast.  Although, we don't really know for sure. The other question related to this:  Is Yam Suph a place name or is it just a common noun?  You know, are there lots of places called Yam Suph?  You know, reedy seas or marshy seas.  So is there just one place or are there many places?  



Well, what we know for sure is that the location that the Israelites crossed the water and that Pharaoh's army was destroyed was not what we call the Red Sea today.  What we call the Red Sea today is this large body of water that's at the southern tip of the Sinai Peninsula.  And that's much too far south for the Israelites to have crossed.  And there was no place for them to cross to.  So they didn't cross what we call the Red Sea today.  Our use of the term Red Sea in the book of Exodus is actually an anachronism.  It comes from a later time.  We ought to call it the Yam Suph or the sea of reeds or something like that. 



The Red Sea as we call it today has two fingers, one that goes north along the west side of the Sinai Peninsula and one that goes north along the east side of the Sinai Peninsula.  The one that's on the west side today we call the Gulf of Suez.  The one on the east side we today call the Gulf of Acaba.  And most people or many people think that it was one of these two bodies of water, one of these two fingers of the Red Sea, that was called Yam Suph in biblical times.  



Now, the most traditional location of the crossing of the Red Sea then is the northern tip or the northern edge of this finger of the Red Sea that extends to the west, the Gulf of Suez.  This is the most traditional location.  It works well with the traditional location of Mount Sinai because you cross and then you just kind of go straight south to get to the traditional location of Mount Sinai.  The problem with the Gulf of Suez is that so far as we know, it was never a place where reeds grow along the edge of the water.  In other words, the name Yam Suph would not seem to apply very much to the Gulf of Suez.  And so some people object to it.  It is also a little far south.  Some people would prefer a more northerly location.  So while the northern tip of the Gulf of Suez is the most traditional site, it's the one that many maps and Bible atlases, particularly older ones, more conservative and traditional ones, will show as the location.  We don't know for sure that it was.  



More recently people have proposed one of the lakes that was taken up by the forming of the Suez Canal and no longer exists.  There were a series of lakes that ran from this -- from the tip of the Gulf of Suez north.  And there were two of them that were interconnected that were called the bitter lake -- the Greater Bitter Lake and the Lesser Bitter Lake.  There was another lake to the north of that called Lake Timsah.  And all of this land was kind of marshland in ancient times.  It would have fit the description Yam Suph very well.  The problem with these are that they -- they were fairly shallow.  Particularly the Lesser Bitter Lake.  And so they evaporated and dried up.  Some of them have evaporated and dried up.  Even in ancient times some of them existed and they were eventually incorporated into the Suez Canal.  So none of them actually exist today.  



However, the advantages of these sites are they are very close by.  They are in the direct line of march of Israel.  Whether they were going south or east they had to pass by one of these lakes, either Lake Timsah or the Lesser or Greater Bitter Lakes.  They would certainly have been places where there were reeds or marsh plants growing on the border.  And at least the Greater Bitter Lake, the southernmost of these three, would probably certainly have been deep enough for Pharaoh's army to drown in without any doubt.  So many atlases today, more recent ones, will show the southernmost of the Bitter Lakes, the Great Bitter Lake, as the location where Israel crossed the Red Sea.  



Some people complain and raise the objection that these were not deep enough.  We really don't know how deep they were in biblical times.  Certainly Lake Timsah was probably not deep enough.  It would have perhaps taken an even greater miracle for God to drown them in Lake Timsah than the parting of the seas.  But the Greater Bitter Lake was probably deep enough.  And that may be -- in my own personal view, may be the best candidate out of all of them, the southern part of the bitter lakes, the great bitter lake.  



Another location is a lake.  It's called a lake.  But it's really kind of connected to the Mediterranean Sea to the north called Lake Manzala today.  This is a more northern location.  And it assumes that the Israelites started south from Rameses and then turned and went back to the north because this is very near Rameses and Succoth in the northern part of the Delta.  So it's very close by.  That's an advantage.  



It's also a reedy marshy area.  So the name is appropriate.  It fits the confused picture well.  The idea that they would have gone south and then turned back north.  They would certainly have been confused about where they were going to do that.  And that pits with what the Bible says.  



The downside of this is perhaps it was a little too confusing.  Because it's hard to see how they could have been so confused about land that they lived in since this was so close to where they lived.  This was basically in their neighborhood.  It's perhaps a little too much to think that even Pharaoh would have thought they would have been confused by this.  



It's also a little problematic with regard to the instruction for them to avoid the main highway.  Because once they went across Lake Manzala, they would have been on the highway.  Now, some people make that a positive.  The fact that God had to tell them not to stay on the highway suggests they were very near it.  And they read that as positive evidence for Lake Manzala if so, then you would have to assume that once they crossed it, they made another very sharp turn to the south.  And that's possible.  But it is at least an issue that we have to be concerned with in this location.  



A fourth option is a relatively modern one.  That is a modern suggestion.  It is this little fingertip of land that stretches out to the northwest right along the coastline.  It's known to us today as Lake Serbonis or Lake Serbonis.  And there's a little land bridge you can see if you look at a map that the Israelites could have gone out on that almost forms like -- almost like a little chain of islands right along the edge of the sea.  



And the idea is that they were moving along this island chain that may have been connected in ancient times a little more than it is today.  And that God parted the waters on land that wasn't very deep.  And then you know, in bringing the waters together, maybe the Egyptian army was swept off the land bridge into the deeper waters on either side or something like that.  



But there was a well-known archeologist in the 1950s who suggested this location far to the north and to the east to the traditional location.  And the reason he preferred it was because this was the location of one of the temples that was known as Baal Zephon in ancient times.  



And so because Exodus 14 tells us the location Baal Zephon, you know, some archeologists have argued that this was the location that we should follow and that perhaps Israel followed this land bridge and crossed a very narrow strip of water at the edge of what is today Lake Serbonis.  Again, that's possible certainly.  



But the major problem that arises here is this would, again, put Israel right along this highway that God told them to avoid.  This strip of land runs parallel to the highway, just to the north of the highway.  And once they cross, they would have again been right on the highway, well along the highway.  And so the same problem arises.  Why would they have gone along that way when basically that's the course that God told them to avoid?  Well, maybe if you think about the rest of Israel's history, that's not such an unusual question.  But at least it's a concern for Lake Serbonis as a suggestion.  



The last suggestion that we'll talk about is in some ways the most unusual.  And that's the Gulf of Aqaba.  The Gulf of Aqaba remember is that fingertip of water that is along the east side of the Sinai Peninsula.  All the way across -- to get there -- the Israelites would have to cross the entire Sinai Peninsula to get there.  



This is suggested by some for several reasons.  First, it later on in biblical history -- in I Kings Chapter 9 Verse 26 there's a specific reference to Yam Suph, which is clearly identified with the Gulf of Aqaba.  So in I Kings 9:26 we read "King Solomon built a fleet of ships at Ezion Geber, which is near Elath on the shore of Yam Suph in the land of Edom." We know where Ezion Geber is.  And we know where Elath is.  And they are both on the coast of the Gulf of Aqaba.  And so in Solomon's time the Gulf of Aqaba was known as Yam Suph.  For that reason, some people think it must be the same site in biblical times.  However, as we already mentioned, Yam Suph could be a general name for any body of water where sea plants grow. 



So another reason that some people like this site is it's very near the land of the Midian.  It's the -- traditional home of the Midianites is in northern Arabia.  And remember, Moses was living with the Midianites during this time and was -- Jethro was the priest of Midian.  And so there's a good tie-in there, as well.  



The problem with this is simply its distance.  Now, the biblical record doesn't tell us exactly how long they traveled before they got to the Red Sea, the Sea of Reeds.  But the clear impression was that it was only a couple of days.  It mentioned three places that they camped.  And so the kind of general impression was that it was maybe the third or the fourth day out.  And remember, along the early -- well, you can't remember because we haven't actually talked about it yet.  But in the book of Exodus in the earlier chapters, Moses several times tells Pharaoh he's going to take the Israelites three days out into the wilderness.  So the general sense that you get from Exodus is that this place was fairly close, within sort of a three or four days' march for the Israelites.  Although, it doesn't tell us that directly and explicitly. 



This site, by the way, is very popular with several evangelical groups these days who want to locate Mount Sinai just across the river in Saudi Arabia.  So this raises the question of the location of Mount Sinai.  Personally I think it's unlikely that the Gulf of Acaba could be the location simply because of the chronological problems.  The sense that you get from reading the account is that they -- they traveled a relatively short distance and then crossed the Red Sea.  Then they traveled a relatively long distance to get to Mount Sinai.  



If you think that the Gulf of Aqaba was the location, then that's exactly reversed.  They had to travel a long distance and then a short distance to get to Mount Sinai.  And it just doesn't quite seem to fit the chronologies of the biblical text as well.  Although, it's not really explicit.  



Well, this takes us to Mount Sinai.  And we'll have to deal with Mount Sinai a little more quickly here.  The traditional location of Mount Sinai is a place called Jebel Musa in the southern part of the Sinai Peninsula now, when we say this is the traditional site, the tradition identifies this as the site goes back to the fourth century after Christ, the 300 ADs.  So while it's a tradition, it's not a tradition that extends all the way back to biblical times, as far as we know.  This is an impressive mountain.  It's the biggest most dominant mountain in the southern part of the Sinai Peninsula.  Some people like it because it's such an impressive site.  But really, why does it have to be impressive?  The Bible doesn't actually tell us it's the tallest mountain around.  It fits in with any of the locations of the crossing of Yam Suph that are on the eastern side.  You know, whether it's the Gulf of Suez or the Greater Bitter Lakes, it fits in pretty well.  It doesn't fit in as well with Lake Manzala or Lake Serbonis.  But the Great Lakes or the Greater Bitter Lake rather or the Gulf of Suez fit in fairly well.  



Another option, if not Jebel Musa is another mountain in that same general area.  There are actually several traditions that identify different mountains in that same general region as the mountain.  None of the traditions are all that old, however, and we have no idea -- no way to evaluate how likely they are.  This was very rough land.  There's no place to get anything much to eat or drink in this land.  And of course, this ties in with the biblical record fairly well, that God provided them with food and water miraculously because there was no place for them to get it along the land here.  Another location is a mountain known as Jebel Halal which is Arabic for holy mountain.  Jebel Musa by the way, is Arabic for the mountain of Moses.  And Jebel Halal is further to the north and further to the east closer to the land of Israel in the northeast part of the Sinai Peninsula.  There are, again, Arab traditions that connect this.  Even the name holy mountain makes the connection.  But these are later traditions even than the ones associated with Jebel Musa.  It's -- it has an advantage in that it's a little closer.  They didn't have to travel quite so far.  And it does fit some other parts of the narrative perhaps a little bit better.  However, you know, it's -- it's an odd choice because it's so far to the north.  Again, you get to the question of how far -- how close did they stay to that highway that they were supposed to stay away from?  So again, this location fits fairly well with going across the Great Lakes -- the Greater Bitter Lake, less well across the Gulf of Suez.  It goes well with Mount Serbonis or -- I'm sorry; Lake Serbonis or Lake Manzala.  



The other options are even vaguer.  Some have suggested a mountain in the western part of the Sinai desert.  The problem with that is there really aren't any mountains in the western part of the Sinai desert.  At least not any big ones.  And so if you're looking for a big mountain, you're out of luck there.  The advantage of that location is that it is close.  It does fit the sense of the biblical record pretty well.  But there's no obvious prominent mountain for them to go to there.  But again, the Bible doesn't tell us that the mountain is all that prominent.  



The last suggestions, some mountain in Saudi Arabia.  And this is tied into the Gulf of Aqaba theory of the crossing.  And this is, again, a very popular option among some conservative evangelicals these days. Ironically, it was also a very popular option among the liberals in the 19th century.  The liberals liked it because there were volcanos there and they interpret the smoke in Exodus 19 as being a volcanic eruption.  Modern evangelicals tend to like it because of the association with Midian that we already mentioned and the association of Yam Suph with the Gulf of Acaba mentioned in the book of Kings that we've already mentioned.  And there's some groups that have -- you can find them on the Internet.  I don't recommend that you do it because I think they are probably a little wacky, to be honest.  But there's some groups that have claimed to have sneaked into Saudi Arabia and discovered the mountain.  And they say there's even burn marks on the top of it where the smoke left a stain and so forth. Well, you can look at the web sites and evaluate it for yourself.  From my perspective, it doesn't fit the sense of the chronology of the biblical record very well.  So I think it's unlikely that one of the mountains in Saudi Arabia could be the location.  Although, you certainly see it mentioned a lot these days in popular writings.  



So those are our options with regard to Mount Sinai.  Which options you pick for the crossing point and for Mount Sinai will shape the route that the Israelites took.  



There are basically sort of four major routes.  There's the traditional route that crosses one of the bodies of water and then basically goes south through the Sinai Peninsula to the southern part and then north back toward Israel.  There's the central Sinai route, which has them crossing probably the Greater Bitter Lakes and then cutting diagonally across the middle of the Sinai Peninsula probably connecting the Greater Bitter Lakes or Jebel Halal, a mountain like that.  There's the northern route that would work with Lake Manzala or Lake Serbonis that runs basically kind of parallel to the road that God told them to stay away from.  And then there's the fourth route, the one that would take them across probably a nomadic camel trail down from Egypt to Ezion Geber basically at the northern tip of the Gulf of Acaba.  This would be the route they would take if you think the Gulf of Acaba is the crossing location and that Mount Sinai is in Saudi Arabia.  



So one of these four routes is most likely to be the route of the Exodus.  But it's unlikely I think that we'll ever know for sure which one it is.  If you go, you know, today to the Sinai Peninsula on the tourist trips, they will take you to Jebel Musa.  It's a remarkable site.  It's worth visiting in any case.  There's a wonderful monastery there at the foot of the mountain.  It's been there since the fourth century.  Very important site in the history of Christian monasticism.  You can climb the several thousand steps up the mountain.  There's a place where you can buy soft drinks along the way.  It's a commercial tourist kind of thing.  And it's a wonderful site from which to watch the sunrise I'm told.  So they usually start you off in the climb in the middle of the night so you can get to the top of the mountain just before sunrise and watch the sun rise.  So if you're ever in the Sinai Peninsula that's probably the place to go.  If it's the actual place, that's great.  If not, it's still a great place to visit.  



So we don't know where the locations are.  But the important thing is that wherever it was, this was a real place that God accomplished these things.  Like the empty tomb, we don't know where it was in the area of Jerusalem.  But the important thing for us is not the location of the tomb specifically but what God did there.  And that's what we'll focus on when we look at the actual exodus account in the book of Exodus later on.  
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>> Like my colleagues here, I've been enjoying this introduction to the geography of the lands depicted in exodus.  But the tenor of our questions and your answers leads me to wonder:  How good is our knowledge of the history of the ancient world?  


>> This takes us from the discussion of geography to the discussion of history, Nick.  And that's good.  Because we need to spend a few minutes getting a general orientation to the history before we jump into the book of Exodus in particular.  



In brief the answer to your question is, generally speaking, our knowledge of the history of the ancient world is much better today than it was a century ago.  This is -- this last century has been a tremendous time of progress and growth in our understanding of the ancient world.  Partially because of discoveries from archeology over the course of the last century.  Partially because of our ability to understand the languages in which documents were written.  And partially because of advances in technology, as well.  



Interestingly, for most of the history of the church, people didn't care very much about history per se.  The reason is they tended to interpret the Bible allegorically.  They were looking for sort of vague spiritual truths in the text.  And as a result, the history of the text wasn't all that important to them.  So with the coming of the Reformation and an emphasis placed on the historical and grammatical interpretation of the text rather than on allegorical interpretation of the text, one of the side effects of the Reformation was an increased interest in history, particularly the history of the Bible.  And as a result, they tie that to things happening in the Renaissance where there was a renewed interest in language and history and the arts of the ancient world in general with the later colonial expansion of European powers that brought nations like Germany and France and England into contact with Egypt and Mesopotamia.  



And as a result of that, the scholars from Germany and France and England began to develop what we know today as archeology as they investigated those sites.  All of this started to come together toward the end of the 19th century.  So that the end of the 19th century and throughout the 20th century we've just had an explosion of knowledge.  And we know so much more today about the history of the ancient world than they knew 150 years ago. That almost you can discount anything that was said, you know, 150 years ago about the ancient world.  They basically simply didn't know what they were talking about, because they didn't have any sources really other than the Bible.  And much of the way they understood the Bible was guesswork since they were operating in a vacuum without any understanding of what was actually happening in the history outside the Bible.  



Well, your question was:  How good is our knowledge?  And the answer is that our knowledge varies a lot depending upon which country you're talking about and which period in time you're talking about.  So I think what I would like to do first is to maybe take us on a fairly quick overview of what we know and how we know it when it comes to the ancient world.  



Well, first, what do we know?  We have basically two kinds of data about the ancient world when it comes to establishing chronology and history.  We have what we call relative dates and what we call absolute dates.  Now, relative dates are dates in a sequence.  So that if I said to you, "I went to the store the day before yesterday," I've given you a relative date.  That would be two days before today.  I haven't told you what date that is.  I haven't said it was March 17th or August the 1st or whichever day it was.  But I've given you a relative date, a place in a sequence.  An absolute date is a date that you can assign, if you will, a numerical label to.  So 2005 is a -- an absolute date.  Whereas, you know, three years ago is a relative date.  



Now, the relative dates and absolute dates at some point have to come together for us to build a chronology.  But most of the information we have from the ancient world falls into the category of relative dates.  We are able to pin together sequences of events.  And once we're able to establish an absolute date for one of those events and then we know Event X happened two years before Event Y, well, if we know -- if we're able to determine an absolute date for Event Y, then we can deduce an absolute date for Event X, as well.  So in this way the chronology of the ancient world has been pieced together bit by bit by combining information that gives us relative dates or sequential dates with dates -- with the ability to identify just a few absolute dates in the ancient world.  And that way we've built up a pretty good picture. 



Certainly if you go back to about 2000 BC, we're pretty good in chronology to about 2000 BC.  And when I say "pretty good," I mean, you know, in some cases within 100 years and in some cases within a single year.  Once you get farther back than 2000 BC, then our knowledge gets vaguer and vaguer and we have to talk with margins of error of 10 to 100, in some cases to 1,000, years.  The further back you go, the bigger the margin of error gets until, frankly, once you get past about 7- or 8000 BC, it's pretty much guesswork after that.  



But -- so we have two types of data:  Relative data and absolute data.  Now, where does this data come from?  First we have what we would call internal data.  That is -- now we're talking about from the perspective of the Bible.  Internal data are dates that come to us from the Bible itself.  Some of them are genealogies, for example.  We know that so-and-so lived a few -- X number of years and then had a son at that point and then lived another set of years.  So you can turn to Genesis Chapter 5 or Genesis Chapter 10 or many of the smaller genealogies in the book of Kings or Chronicles and find this kind of information.  



Also we have date references in the biblical material itself.  For example, here is a very important one from I Kings Chapter 6 Verse 1.  There we read "It came to pass in the 480th year after the children of Israel had come out of the land of Egypt in the fourth year of Solomon's reign over Israel in the month of Ziv, which is the second month of the year, that he began to build the temple."



So here in I Kings 6:1, we're given a fairly specific date down to the month where the construction of the temple began.  Now, we're told that this 480 years from the exodus was the fourth year of Solomon's reign.  So this is all relative dating information.  If we can identify what year Solomon began to reign, then we can add four years to that and subtract 480 and get the day of the exodus.  So that's how we put chronologies together.  We get a combination of dates from the Bible like this.  



And actually all of the data that we get from the Bible is relative data.  We get into absolute dates from the Bible itself.  You know, nowhere in the Bible does it say this happened in X AD.  
And the reason for that -- or X BC.  And the reason for that, of course, is that our scheme of dating didn't come about until, you know, five centuries after Christ when the monk Dionysius Exiguus was asked to figure out what year Christ was born in.  And he tried to figure out the chronology working backwards connecting it to the dating system that was used at the time, which was dating based on how many years it had been since the founding of Rome and ultimately came up with Year 1 being the year in which Jesus was born.  



Most people think he came close but missed it by four to eight years.  Jesus was actually born, you know, in 4 or 8 BC, not in the year that we call Year 1.  There is, of course, no Year 0, which is why the -- you know, 2000 was not the beginning of the -- January 1st, 2000 was not the beginning of the new millennium.  January 1st, 2001 was the beginning of the new millennium.  But that's irrelevant for our concerns.  



In addition to internal data from within the Bible, we also have external data from outside the Bible.  And this falls into several different types.  



First we have literary information.  From Egypt, for example, we have a very important list of kings by a priest called Manetho done in the third century BC, 300 years -- 200 years before Christ.  And in this list Manetho gives a list of all the pharaohs of Egypt from the first pharaoh down to his time in 31 dynasties.  And Manetho actually was pretty good.  His list is still used by scholars today.  We know there are a few people that get left out and there are a couple of places where maybe the order is a little confused.  But basically Manetho's list of pharaohs done, you know, between 300 and 200 BC is still very important for us in dating Egypt today.  



For Mesopotamia we have similar kinds of lists of kings that help us know at least in a relative sequence when -- who followed who in terms of ruling.  We have royal annals that give us dating information, as well.  And we also have a tremendous number of economic texts that tell us that certain things happen.  There were certain floods that happened.  And many of these economic texts mention not only the dates of kings but occasionally will mention something like this was the year of the great comet which connects us to another kind of data which is technological or astronomical.  And we'll come back to that kind of data in a minute.  



But all of this literary information from the ancient world comes to us largely by way of archeology.  So archaeological information is the second major category or type of data we have from the ancient world.  Now, we've already mentioned text that archeology produces.  But archeology has also produced another thing that's been very important in helping us to date the ancient world.  And that is pottery.  Now, you may ask, you know, how in the world does pottery help us date things in the ancient world?  And actually pottery is one of the most important things that we use to date the ancient world today.  And here is the reason why:  It's so ubiquitous.  It's everywhere. Everybody made pottery.  But they didn't all make it the same way. 
You know, some people used different types of clay.  They made their pots in different shapes.  They baked them or finished them in a certain way.  They decorated them with different kinds of paints and they used different kinds of patterns.  And so over the -- because there's so much pottery, it's spread out over such a large area.  But it's all different.  We have been able to build up over the years of study a fairly comprehensive picture of how pottery developed in the different cultures in the ancient world.  



So today if we find a pot somewhere in a -- say we're digging up a city and we don't find any texts but we find pottery.  Well, we can compare this pottery to pots that we already have.  And we can say, "Oh, this kind of pottery was made in a certain place at a certain time, within, you know, a few years."  And therefore, we know that this site must have dated to a place, you know, in relation to that kind of pottery.  This site couldn't be later than that.  You know -- I'm sorry; couldn't be earlier than that.  It may be later.  But it couldn't be earlier.  



So it helps us to establish a date even though there's no date stamped on the pot.  This is called pottery typology.  You know, organizing pottery into types.  And it's one of the most important ways we date things in the ancient world.  And again, we're able to do it because we can compare the materials used.  We can compare the technique used in manufacturing it.  We can compare the shapes.  



And Greeks made pots that were different shapes than the Phoenicians.  And they decorated them in a different way than the Canaanites did.  The Israelites barely decorated their pots at all.  It's very easy to tell an Israelite pot and a Canaanite pot from each other, even though they lived within ten miles of each other.  They made their pottery very different.  Particularly as pottery was used as containers for trade.  Olive oil and wine were put in pots and carried from place to place.  And because of that, pottery can be used to date things in places other than where it was created, as well.  



Well, pottery typology is very, very important to us today.  We've also -- we also have other technologically oriented ways of dating.  I've already mentioned astronomy.  Some texts tell us of astronomical events that happened in a certain year.  One of the most important of these is a cycle known as the Sothic Cycle in Egypt.  S‑o‑t‑h‑i‑c.  Now, the Sothic Cycle is important because Egypt had two different calendars.  It had basically a civil calendar and a religious calendar.  And one was based on the solar year and the other was based on the lunar year.  And as a result, New Year's Day fell out of sequence in these two calendars.  And because -- here I'm simplifying a bit.  Because we can tell what day New Year's Day fell on, we can tell how far out of sequence the two calendars were.  And therefore -- and because we know when the calendars were back in sequence again, you know, as the solar and lunar years sort of come back together in a cycle, we're able then to determine within a couple of years when events happened in Egypt. 



So the so-called Sothic Cycle is very important for dating events in Egypt.  But we also have references to comets things like Halley's Comet and other comets that occur in predictable patterns that we can identify.  And we also have rather notoriously things like Carbon 14 dating which helps us to identify the dates of some kinds of material.  And I say relatively notoriously because there's a great debate about the validity of Carbon 14 dating and other types of dating like this.  Basically Carbon 14 dating is very good going back to about 5,000 years from the present.  So about 2500 BC -- carbon dating is pretty good to 2500 to 3000 years BC.  After that, it's -- the margin of error starts to increase.  And also Carbon 14 dating works on the assumption that carbon has been deposited in living material at the same rate over the whole history of mankind.  Now, today scientists know that that's not true.  We know that even within the era of history, you know, that -- in the Ice Age and so forth and in the little Ice Age in the Middle Ages that the amount of carbon that was deposited in materials fluctuated by little bits over time.  But we don't know how it may have fluctuated in the ancient world and how events like the flood may have affected it.  And so Carbon 14 dating is very controversial once you get past 3000 BC.  And you know, the closer you get from 3000 BC to the present, the more reliable it is.  It really needs to be combined with other kinds of data to be effective.  



One thing that we have to remember about all of this kind of data is that all data requires interpretation.  You know, being moderns, we have a tendency to think that scientific data doesn't require interpretation.  That somehow it's more objective.  But the truth is that scientific data just like literary data and archaeological data all require interpretation.  None of it really gives us an absolute date by itself.  



Science and technology give us data.  We have to turn that data into dates based on our understanding of how the data fits into a broader framework of understanding history.  And this is true of biblical data, as well.  For example, I mentioned I Kings 6:1 earlier.  We heard there that they began building a temple 480 years after the exodus.  So that seems fairly straightforward.  And it may be.  But some people have suggested that 480 years shouldn't be taken as a literal date because they thought of 40 years as the equivalent of a generation.  And so some have suggested that 480 years equals not 480 literal years but a certain number of generations then.  And that a real generation is more like 25 years.  So the 480 years may be sort of a round number summary rather than exact number of real years.  



Now, biblical scholars debate these issues all the time.  And this is -- this has led to really two different dating schemes for biblical periods, especially involving the exodus.  What we tend to call the Early Scheme and the Late Scheme.  And we'll talk more about those when we talk about dating the exodus per se.  But these two schemes come from the fact that both biblical data and extra biblical data both have to be interpreted and put into a framework.  



So how does all of this data get put together then?  Well, the earliest efforts just were based on biblical data alone.  The most famous of these was begun by a Cambridge University scholar.  I mention that since I graduated from Cambridge.  You always have to get a plug-in for your alma mater.  A very famous scholar named John Lightfoot who lived from 1602 to 1675.  Lightfoot went through the Old Testament and tried to work backwards from the birth of Christ looking at all of the dates in the Old Testament to date everything in the Old Testament.  And his scheme was taken up by a bishop in Ireland, Bishop Ussher.  And it was popularized by Bishop Ussher.  So even though Lightfoot created it, Bishop Ussher usually gets credit for it.  



And according to the Lightfoot-Ussher chronology, creation took place on Sunday the 23rd of October 4004 BC.  Lightfoot believed that it happened at 9 a.m.  Greenwich Mean Time.  Bishop Ussher believed that it took place at sunset Greenwich Mean Time.  I have no idea how they determined the time of day.  Presumably based -- I guess Ussher was working on the assumption that in the ancient world, the day started at sunset.  And so that's why he picked sunset.  But they were very specific.  



For example, they dated the expulsion from the Garden of Eden to the 10th of November 4004 BC.  Now, I read all through the book of Genesis.  There's no dating information that tells us how long Adam and Eve were in the garden.  So I have no idea how they came up with November 10th, 4004 BC as the date to the fall into sin and the expulsion from Eden.  According to this chronology, again, Noah, for example, lands on Mount Ararat after the flood on May the 5th, 2491 BC, which was a Wednesday.  



So you can put these kind of chronological schemes together based on just the information in the Old Testament.  How do we evaluate this effort?  Well, it's good with regard to biblical faithfulness obviously because it's all the data they use comes directly from the Bible.  So it ties the dates together fairly well.  It assumes, however, that the purpose of the dates given in the Bible is to give us an exact chronology.  So it always assumes that there are no round numbers.  You know, that 40 years is always exactly 40 years and not a generation or something like that.  When it says something happened in 100 years, they don't mean 101 or about 100 but exactly 100.  So they make certain presuppositions about how they use the biblical chronology.  



They also have to gloss over some problems in internal consistency.  Sometimes biblical dates themselves are a little vague.  And some of them in some cases seem to contradict one another.  This may be because within the Bible itself they use different calendars in different periods.  We know during the exile that they used the calendar that was used in Babylon and Assyria as opposed to the calendar that was used in Canaan.  Because we can see those dates being out of sequence later in the Bible.  But we don't know, for example, if they used the same kind of calendar all the way through the history of the Bible.  And the Ussher-Lightfoot chronology assumes that.  Also there are, frankly, some gaps in the biblical dates.  And they make some assumptions about how to fill those gaps, as well.  So the traditional chronology of the Old Testament based on the Lightfoot-Ussher chronology, again, it's really pretty good going back to about 2000 BC until you get back to about the time of Abraham.  The farther you get beyond Abraham, sort of more question marks there are after that.  



But that's not the only effort to date things in the Old Testament.  Some people have not used just data from within the Bible but have also used data from outside the Bible.  In fact, most dating schemes that you see today in modern works really use a combination of internal and external data and try to reconcile them.  Sometimes they emphasize archaeological data.  Sometimes they emphasize astronomical data.  And they come up with different dates.  Most of these dates are really fairly close again until about 2000 BC.  And it's before 2000 BC that the dates begin to diverge somewhat. Now, partially that's because we have fewer written records before 2000 BC to depend upon.  We have more gaps in our own knowledge.

  
Well, archeologists have put together kind of a broad scheme to date things going back, you know, to the earliest periods.  And so it would probably be good for us to at least be generally familiar with that scheme.  So I would like to spend just a minute sort of summarizing the traditional archaeological scheme before we stop here.  And this is based on what are called -- what we usually call ages.  We describe these in terms of what age they are.  



The earliest is the Paleolithic age, the Old Stone Age.  Usually this is dated to 10,000 BC or greater.  This is described as a time in which people were hunter-gatherers.  That is to say there were no permanent settlements of any kind that can be dated back before 10,000 BC.  The tools that were used were primitive stone tools.  There was no writing.  And the technology of the tools was very, very primitive.  



The next period was -- is usually called the Mesolithic or the Middle Stone Age.  This runs from about 10,000 BC to about 6500 BC or something like that.  It was in this period that in the ancient near east they began agriculture and animal husbandry.  They began to domesticate animals and to engage in agriculture.  So it's in this period we get the earliest settlements.  Little farming communities.  Very small.  Some of them we know well.  Jericho from the Bible was clearly one of the oldest of these farming communities and others from the ancient world.  We don't know exactly when they were formed because, again, we don't have any literary material, any documents, to help us.  But we know that they are quite old and fall somewhere into this Mesolithic Age.  



The next period we usually call the Neolithic or New Stone Age.  And this runs from roughly 6500 BC down to about 4000 BC.  This age is important because during this age, pottery was invented.  And so we can -- using pottery typology, we can go back to before the time of writing.  And it was at this time that the settlements that were originally just very small agricultural communities began to develop into what we might think of today as cities, more permanent somewhat larger things.  Although, still very small by modern standards.  These did not have walls at this period.  But they were permanent settlements.  And they were now settlements that began to trade and were not just agricultural settlements.  So we get the beginning of trade and commerce in this period, as well.  



The next period called the Chalcolithic or the Copper Stone Age from roughly 4000 BC to roughly 3000 BC.  This period is important because during this period, people began to make tools out of things other than stone.  Particularly copper, hence the name.  Copper smelter, the smelting of copper, and the working of metal.  Metalworking begins in this period.  Also in this period we get walled cities beginning to develop.  As cities begin to grow, they also accumulate wealth.  And once they start to accumulate wealth, they become targets for robbers.  And so they begin to build walls during this period.  This implies some centralized authority with enough economic streak that people can either be paid to build walls or that you can pay an army and, therefore, force people to build walls.  So the growth of cities carries with it a certain economic development, as well.  And all of this was happening between 4,000 and 3000 BC.  



We move then to what we call the Early Bronze Age.  And the dates for the Early Bronze Age are kind of in flux.  It's gradually being moved back.  The traditional date was between roughly 3000 BC down to about 2200 BC.  But today you sometimes see 3500 BC given as a date.  The Early Bronze Age is marked by the beginning of writing.  You know, writing begins during this time.  And so with the Early Bronze Age we begin to move into what we can think of as documentable history at this point.  Although, still very primitive. It's called the Bronze Age because we begin to move from making things out of copper to making them out of bronze.  And bronze is an alloy that requires more than one metal to be mixed together.  So an increase in technology and in technological sophistication goes along with it.  It's important, of course, because if you have a copper sword and I have a bronze sword and we get in a fight, I win and you lose because my sword can break your sword.  And so with the emergence of bronze tools, armies become bigger and more powerful.  And therefore, political structures begin to grow.  So we begin to move beyond the individual walled city to develop something like we think of today as nations, collections of cities together under a common ruler.  So we get kings emerging for the first time. 


From the Middle Bronze -- from the Early Bronze Age we move to the Middle Bronze Age.  The dates here are usually around 2200 BC down to about 1500 BC.  The Middle Bronze Age is important to us because it was during the Middle Bronze Age that the alphabet was invented.  So alphabetic scripts began to be used.  The technology for making tools gets better.  But they are still making bronze tools.  We also get the growth of what we might call multi-national empires.  Now, as the economy grows and trade continues, we get nations now joining together into multiple nation organizations or empires.  And so we get the Babylonian empire -- the early Babylonian empires or the Egyptian empire coming into being during this period.  The Middle Bronze Age is also important because it's in this period that Abraham comes to Canaan, that Jacob and the descendents of the Israelites go down to Egypt and that the Hebrews are in Egypt.  The Middle Bronze Age is the period of the Hebrews in Egypt.  



This takes us to the Late Bronze Age, roughly 1550 BC down to about 1200 BC.  We're getting smaller in periods of time, as well.  This period is usually marked off by an event in Egyptian history that we'll talk about when we talk about Egyptian history.  That is the expulsion of a group known as the Hyksos.  The Hyksos were a group of foreign rulers.  They were closely related to the Hebrews who took over the Delta area of Egypt, you know, and ruled that northern Delta area for several hundred years.  They were expelled by the Egyptians.  And that expulsion of the Hyksos usually marks the Late Bronze Age for us.  The end of the Late Bronze Age, about 1200 BC, is also marked by a political event.  Namely, the arrival of the Philistines in the land of Canaan. 
This is the period of the exodus and the period of the book of Judges.  So the period that we're going to be studying in our class, the book of Exodus, falls within what archeologists call the Late Bronze Age.  



Finally, we come to the Iron Age.  And the reason that the Philistines were the demarcation point between the Late Bronze Age and the Iron Age is that the Philistines knew how to work in iron and no one else did in the ancient world.  They -- the Philistines probably come from the area of the Balkans, you know, north of Greece or the islands of the eastern -- northeastern Mediterranean where ironworking technology was developed earlier.  And so when the Philistines moved south and settled in what's today Gaza Strip, the land of the Philistines, that coastal plain region we were talking about earlier, they brought with them the ability to work in iron, which is why they were such a dominant political power. Again, you had copper weapons or bronze weapons.  I have iron weapons.  I win.  You know, their military technology was just superior.  And so they established themselves.  They were able to force the Canaanite residents of the coastal plain out and get rid of them.  They were able to hold onto that land and keep the Israelites from conquering it for a long time because they just had better military technology.  They had working -- they had the ability to work in iron. So with the arrival of the Philistines we enter the Iron Age.  The ability to work in iron gradually moved out from the Philistines to Egypt.  And of course, the Hebrews, Israelites, learned it.  And other places learned it later, as well.  The Iron Age is usually described as ending with the conquest of Alexander the Great in 333 BC.  



At that point we enter the Hellenistic Period, the Roman Period and so forth down to the modern day.  So we stop talking about archaeological ages with the end of the Iron Age.  And we usually mark that with the conquest of Alexander the Great, which kind of brings to an end the history of the ancient world in biblical terms.  



So that's our overview of how things developed.  Within that, of course, Mesopotamia has its own history.  Egypt has its own history.  And the history of Israel is tied up with both the history of Egypt and the history of Mesopotamia.  So we need to spend just a little bit of time talking about each of those before we get to the book of Exodus proper.  

ROUGHLY EDITED COPY

CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY EDUCATION NETWORK

EXODUS

DR. DAVID ADAMS

#9 


>> When did Abraham leave Ur to go to the land that God would show him?  


>> There's a fascinating bit of Mesopotamian history tied up with this question, Josh.  I don't want to spend too much time on the history of Mesopotamia.  There have been any number of entire books written on this subject.  And we could spend a lot of time on it.  But it really doesn't come into the biblical story very much, at least not our story of the book of Exodus.  So we'll spend just a quick minute on the history of Mesopotamia up until the time of Abraham.  And if we go back to some of the earlier periods we were talking about, we might think of first sort of the preliterary period.  What was -- what was history like before there was writing?  



And as we've already said, we know something because of archaeological artifacts.  We know something about dating because pottery had already been invented then.  But it's really very difficult for us to know much about the history when we don't have the names of very many people.  We don't really know that much about how events develop.  But we do know generally what happened.  And that is generally in this period before writing, we began with small agricultural settlements.  Perhaps one or two farming families.  Probably an extended family living in a very confined area where there was water year-round probably so that they could pasture animals and where the ground was good enough to support farming.  



And eventually as happens everywhere, families sort of come together.  And you end up with a small village.  And somewhere -- you know, we said already, you know, before 4000 BC certainly these villages or very small agricultural communities were beginning to develop. And they developed very slowly.  This did not happen rapidly.  It's hard to know when what we might call today cities came to be founded.  You know, or when does something stop being a town and start being a city?  In biblical -- sort of in archaeological terms, it's often a case of whether it has a wall or not.  You know, once a community gathers enough wealth that it starts needing to be defended, they build a wall around it and we start calling it a city instead of a village.  But that's somewhat an arbitrary assessment.  But cities at least in that sense came into being somewhere between 3500 and 3000 BC.  



So that 3000 BC we have a number of cities beginning to develop.  And we mentioned some of those already in connection with an earlier question.  And we mentioned some of those sites that you should be aware of.  And by about, again, 3500 BC or shortly after that, we have the invention of writing, as well.  And so we now move into the period that we might call history.  Although, most of our early writing consists primarily of receipts and agricultural lists in storehouses and so forth.  So they don't tell us a great deal about the history.  But history as we tend to think of it begins somewhere around 3000 BC with what we call the early dynastic period in Mesopotamia from about 3000 BC down to maybe 2200, 2300 BC.  



We have a number of small city states beginning to develop.  Most of them I haven't mentioned.  Places like Kish or Erik or Lagash whose names are important to scholars but they are not mentioned in the Bible.  And they don't have that much importance for the biblical story.  Ur I mentioned and Uruk I mentioned already as cities that were also very important that continue to be important over a long period of time.  



It was during this time that the famous legendary King Gilgamesh ruled the city of Erik somewhere perhaps a little before 2500 BC.  There was a real King Gilgamesh.  And legends grew up about him and are preserved.  Those legends as we have them come from something like 1,000 years after his life.  And so they probably aren't very historical.  But still, there was actually a King Gilgamesh.  


And in some ways, this period somewhere around between 3000 and 2500 BC or a little more was sort of the golden age of the Sumerian culture.  And it came to an end with the rise of a great king whose name is fairly well known today, Sargon the Great.  Sargon, the legend about him is actually similar to Moses.  That he was placed in a basket by his mother and floated down the Euphrates River.  And he was found by a farmer who was drawing water to irrigate his field and raised by this farmer as his own child and eventually went on to become the cup bearer of the king and eventually overthrew the king and became king himself and took the name Sargon.  And Sargon extended the empire to its greatest extent.  And under Sargon this Sumerian empire stretched all the way to the Mediterranean Sea, at least in theory.  At least that's what they claim.  And ships sailed to Tarsus, to Cyprus, to Creek.  And the Sumerians were trading with places really throughout the gnome world at this point.  Unfortunately, after Sargon's death, the empire that he built up didn't last all that long.  And so it began to decline.  And eventually we come to a period that we call archaeologically today the third dynasty of Ur. And this was the last of the Sumerian dynasties.  And I mention it for this reason:  Because the third dynasty of Ur comes to an end right around 2000 BC, which is exactly the time that the Bible places Abraham on the scene.  



Abraham, of course, was from Ur.  And this time right around 2000 BC was one of these periods in the history of the world when a large number of people groups or tribes or nations, whatever you want to call them, began to move around all together.  And so there was dislocation of a large number of people groups.  And really the collapse of the Sumerian empire, the destruction of the city of Ur and many of the other Sumerian cities about this time were something akin to the fall of the Roman Empire later on.  We have people groups from outside moving into the area and destroying the civilization that was in place there.  



And it's tempting, historically speaking, to see the conjunction of these events.  The destruction of the Sumerian empire, the destruction of the city of Ur and the fact that just about this time God called Abraham and his family to leave Ur and to relocate to farther up the Euphrates, up in a city called Haran way up to the northwest.  And we don't know actually whether the -- you know, whether humanly speaking the movement of Abraham and his family has anything to do with all this dislocation of people and destruction of the civilization that was taking place right about the same time.  



You know, God sometimes uses all sorts of things to affect his will in the lives of people.  And whether God used this event or not, you know, this political event to affect the move of Abraham, it's undoubtedly the case that Abraham lived right about that time, within a few years, 25 years or so, one way or the other.  That's certainly within our margin of error of being able to date things at this time.  



So it's hard to say.  But I wanted to mention it because sometimes when we hear the stories of the saints in the Bible, we have a tendency to think of them as Bible class stories, almost like Aesop's Fables.  As if they -- they are not true stories that happened to real people.  In the case of Abraham and the destruction of the city in which he lived and the relocation of his family, once you see it in the setting of what was happening politically in Mesopotamia, it makes you realize that, you know, these were not fairytale stories.  That the events recorded in the Bible are connected to what we think of as secular history, also.  And the story of Abraham illustrates that.  



And so Abraham would have moved to answer your question from Ur to Haran and then from Haran onto the Levant to Canaan or Palestine some time around 2000 BC or shortly thereafter.  Right about the same time that everyone else in the ancient areas were moving around and resettling in different areas.  
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>> Is the presence of the Hebrews and their exodus recorded in any of the historical records of Egypt?  The Egyptians were a fairly advanced civilization.  There should be records, shouldn't there?  


>> Well, that's a really interesting question.  And the answer is there may be.  But we don't know for sure.  To understand this, you have to sort of stop and think a little bit about the kind of records that survive from the ancient world.  What kind of literature, what kind of documents, do we actually have?  



In general the kind of material that has survived falls into one of two categories.  On one hand we have what we might call monumental inscriptions, the things that people write on public buildings and statues that they set up and so forth.  And on the other hand we have what we would today think of as documents, things that were written and typically written on smaller scale kinds of documents because they didn't have big books and things at the time.  



The monumental records are the kind of things that kings or politicians want the world to remember about them.  So they tend to record victories, great battles, things that the king accomplished during his reign or pretended to accomplish.  In any case, things that they wanted to have mentioned for all time.  And Israel is mentioned in monumental records from Mesopotamia and Egypt from later dates.  For example, there is a -- the earliest mention of Israel from Egypt, the earliest clear-cut mention of Israel comes on a monument called the Merneptah Stele set up by a king named Merneptah to celebrate his victory over some people in Palestine.  And he mentioned just in passing one of the groups that he defeated was this group called Israel.  So that's the first mention.  It's not quite as early -- the first clear-cut mention.  It's not quite as early as Moses and the exodus.  But it's from perhaps 100 BC.  So it's not too much later than the exodus.  



So getting back to the kind of things that were preserved in addition to monuments, we have things that we would call documents.  In Mesopotamia we have a lot of documents.  And the reason we have so many is they wrote on clay.  And we'll talk about writing in just a minute.  But for the moment, they wrote on clay tablets.  And clay was handy for writing because it was erasable.  If you didn't need it, you could dunk it in water and erase it off and write on it again.  But if you wanted to keep it, you could bake it in an oven and it would become fixed.  Sort of like a CD-ROM.  You would burn it onto a CD-ROM, but they literally burned it.  



Well, most tablets they didn't actually bake, they just kept them.  And they dried out.  And they were sort of semi permanent, sort of a rewritable CD-ROM, if you will.  But what tended to happen is they would -- particularly in royal archives, they would stick all of these clay tablets in a library.  And at some point the city would be conquered and the library would be burned down.  And what happens when you burn a library down?  It gets hot.  And the tablets all get baked. So we have all of these tablets from Mesopotamia that were baked.  And ironically, the ones that survived were from the cities that were destroyed because those were the libraries that were burned and the tablets got baked hard and didn't get reused.  So thousands and thousands and thousands -- literally hundreds of thousands of clay tablets from Mesopotamia because of these documents because they wrote on clay.  



Well, what did they write on in Egypt?  They didn't write on clay.  They wrote on papyrus.  They used sort of like a small paint brush to write on a kind of paper that was made from reeds.  It was -- we don't call it paper because it wasn't really exactly the same thing.  But it was similar to that. They also wrote sometimes on leather.  And these two materials are much easier to handle than clay.  But unfortunately, they tend to decay, as well.  So we don't have nearly as many documents from Egypt as we do from Mesopotamia.  All the documents written on papyrus and so forth that were put in the royal libraries of Egypt for the most part have disappeared.  



We have interestingly some clay tablets from Egypt that were written from Mesopotamia and sent down to Egypt.  Those survived.  But most of the documents written on papyrus or leather have disintegrated and simply haven't survived.  The ones that have survived from Egypt were the ones that were placed in tombs because they were placed in sealed containers that were stored underground so they didn't get wet and they weren't exposed to the elements.  And they have survived.  But those are the sort of things that would preserve the kind of information that we were interested in historically.  So we have a lot of funeral texts from Egypt.  But we don't have nearly as many economic texts.  We have some.  But by comparison with Mesopotamia, not the same number and not the same type of texts. So in Egypt we have largely at least monumental inscriptions.  And we have, you know, a lot of funereally texts and religious texts that were preserved as part of grave goods, as well.  And not so many everyday kind of documents.  We have some.  But they tend to be from later periods so that -- that would have survived.  So why isn't Israel mentioned earlier?  Well, partially simply, again, because of the kind of documents that have survived.  The kind of things that have survived are not the kind of things that would mention Israel in them.  But there are some interesting things that may be references to Israel.  



The most famous have to do with this group that ruled Egypt for a time called the Hyksos.  And to understand the Hyksos, we probably need to back up a little bit and get just a little bit of an overview of Egyptian history.  



If we were to look at a timeline of Egyptian history, we see that it's broken up into major periods.  And that these major -- between these major periods are what scholars call intermediate periods.  The intermediate periods were really probably times of civil war.  They were times where -- I mentioned earlier in this course that one of the challenges for Egyptian history was holding this two-pronged -- this two-pronged nation together, southern and northern Egypt.  And there were times when the central political power of the pharaohs just wasn't strong enough to hold Egypt together.  And it kind of fragmented into two or sometimes even three or four smaller states, all of which claim to be Egypt.  And each of them claimed to have a pharaoh.  And so you'll get multiple dynasties not ruling in succession but in different places at the same time.  



And so if we trace Egyptian history, we usually start around 3000 BC or perhaps a little earlier.  But usually anything before 3000 BC we call predynastic because it dates the first clear-cut dynasty of pharaohs in Egypt.  



The first dynasty of pharaohs begins somewhere a little -- around 3000 BC or a little before.  And so the first three dynasties we call the early dynastic period from roughly 3000 BC or a little later down to around 2575 BC, something like that.  And it was at the end of this period that in the third dynasty that the Egyptians began to build the pyramids.  We get the earliest pyramid building in this third dynasty period.  And then we make the transition from what we call the third -- the early dynastic period to sort of what we might think of as the classical period of Egyptian history.  The academics and archeologists call it the Old Kingdom.  The Old Kingdom was from about 2575 to about 2134 or thereabouts.  And this was the fourth dynasty through the eighth dynasty.  



The fourth dynasty is important because the fourth dynasty contained those kings that built all the big pyramids that you see in Egypt today, the ones you think of when you think of pyramids.  Those were built in the fourth dynasty.  And by the way, this was 2500 BC.  The Hebrews didn't come on the scene for another 500 years at least.  So the Hebrew slaves in Egypt did not -- contrary to popular opinion, did not contribute to building the pyramids.  The pyramids were there, you know, 500 years before Joseph came to Egypt.  At least 500 years.  They were already old by the time Joseph came to Egypt.  



So the Old Kingdom period ends when the first of these periods of civil war and breakdown of central authority begins.  We call that the First Intermediate Period.  And this was interpreted by the theologians of ancient Egypt as a period where the power of -- the power of the gods to control nature was weakening and sort of chaos was reemerging.  And they interpreted the political chaos in theological terms.  And we'll talk -- when we talk about the religion of the ancient world, we'll explain why they understood it that way.  But it was interpreted theologically as well as historically and politically.  And this First Intermediate Period lasted for about 100 years, from 2134 down to about 2040.  So roughly 100 years in this period.  And then we come to another very high point in Egyptian religion that we call the new -- the Middle Kingdom Period, which extends from a little before 2000 BC, usually 2040, down to about 1640.  And this was the period in which the Hebrews came to Egypt. If we use the traditional dating, the Hebrews would have come to Egypt somewhere around 1900 BC or a little after that.  So right in the middle of this middle kingdom period the Israelites or the Hebrews first came to Egypt.  



This was followed by another period of Civil War and strife that we call the Second Intermediate Period.  And during this Second Intermediate Period, part of the Egypt, the Delta, particularly the northeastern Delta, was ruled by a group of people who were not Egyptians.  They were actually Canaanites.  Or at least they were Semites.  They were people who were closely culturally related to the Hebrews.  And they were known in Egyptian as the Hyksos, as the foreign rulers.  And they are identified as being Semites.  Again, culturally related. They didn't speak Egyptian.  At least they perhaps spoke Egyptian but they would have also spoken a Semitic language.  It would have been very similar to Hebrew.  And it's in this period that undoubtedly the Hebrews were important because they would have been closely connected to this Hyksos group in some way, at least culturally if not politically.  



This Second Intermediate Period, again, runs from just about 100 years, from 1640 to 1550.  And at about that time, the first ruler of what later becomes the 18th dynasty expels the Hyksos from Egypt.  In other words, the 17th dynasty was located down in Thebes in the south.  And the last king of the 17th dynasty claims to have expelled the Hyksos from -- and all these other people from Egypt and reestablished control of native Egyptians over the whole country.  And this marks the beginning of what we call the New Kingdom Period, which runs for about 500 years from about 1550 to about 1070 BC.  



Now, the reason this is important for our story in the Bible is the book of Exodus begins with -- by telling us that there arose a pharaoh who did not know Joseph.  And remember, Joseph has been dead for about 400 years by this point.  So obviously there are pharaohs who didn't know him in between.  And most scholars today believe that this statement at the beginning of the book of Exodus that there arose a pharaoh who didn't know Joseph is actually a reference to not just a pharaoh but a dynasty of pharaohs that did not know Joseph because they were not the Hyksos rulers.  That is to say the Hyksos were expelled.  The natural Egyptians reasserted control.  



And it was at this point that the Hebrews became slaves in Egypt.  Because they were probably identified -- whether they were actually part of the Hyksos or not, because they were culturally and linguistically related to them, it was at this point that they probably became slaves in Egypt at the beginning of the New Kingdom Period.  And this pharaoh who didn't know Joseph didn't know about Joseph.  It probably actually means obviously he didn't know him personally since he had been dead for 400 years.  But he didn't know about him, either.  And it probably means that he had no knowledge of the traditions because he wasn't one of the Hyksos rulers.  They had been expelled.  They were politically outcast now.  And so they were now subject to -- they were made slaves in Egypt at the beginning of our story.  



So there are some accounts of -- in Thebes of the expulsion of the Hyksos that some people like to connect to the story of Exodus because they read the Hyksos as being very closely connected to the Hebrews.  And some people even claim -- although I don't think this is a position that I would take.  There are some people who would claim that the exodus is really the story of these expelled Hyksos rulers who get kicked out of Egypt. That doesn't connect with the biblical story.  The only way you can hold that is to claim that the biblical story isn't true historically.  So I think it's much more likely that what happens is that at the beginning of the 18th dynasty, the Hyksos are expelled.  The Hebrews are now political outcasts and are made slaves.  And they are slaves in Egypt for probably another 100 years before Moses comes on the scene and is -- and then moves forward.  



Well, we have more to Egyptian history after that.  After the New Kingdom Period we have another period of civil war called the Third Intermediate Period.  And this is actually important for the biblical story for another reason.  The Third Intermediate Period begins about 1070 and lasts until about 712 BC.  And this is exactly the period in which the kingdoms of Israel are at their strongest.  



David -- you know, Saul becomes king in this period.  David becomes king right around 1000 BC followed by Solomon.  Israel is able to develop into a powerful kingdom, humanly speaking, because Egypt is in a state of chaos and disintegration politically.  It also happens to be at the same time period when Mesopotamia is politically weak, when Babylon and Assyria are both down politically.  So Israel, again, is able, humanly speaking, to become an important world power to the extent that it is one simply because everyone else is down at that time. And as -- at the end of this period as Egypt begins to reassert itself, Assyria is beginning to reassert itself at the same time in the 8th century.  



And so things start to become difficult for Israel as Egypt comes out of the Third Intermediate Period and as the Assyrians begin to reassert themselves in Mesopotamia leading to, you know, fighting between the two of them that Israel finds itself right in the middle of again.  So again, God uses things, historically speaking, within human history to accomplish his will.  And we can see this happening.  



Well, after the Third Intermediate Period Israel is actually conquered -- I'm sorry; Egypt is conquered by the Assyrians and ruled again by foreigners really for quite a long time.  A whole series of foreigners rule Egypt until 333 when it was conquered by Alexander the Great.  And Egypt did not actually become ruled by Egyptians again until the 20th century after the British turned over control of Egypt back to the Egyptian government in the 1950s.  So a long period of decline in Egyptian power from 700 BC to the 1950s in which -- 1950 AD.  That is in which Egypt was always ruled by somebody else.  First by the Assyrians and then by the Libyans and then by the Romans -- by the Greeks and then by the Romans and, you know, then ultimately by the Islamic groups and the French and the English until modern time.  So remarkable later history of Egypt.  But that's beyond our story.  



So there aren't really any records of the -- of Israel in Egypt.  There are records that tell us quite a bit about the time.  And it was a very dynamic time in Egyptian history.  And the exodus occurred at a very interesting point in Egyptian history, as well.  But again, by looking at the history of the ancient world, we can see how God worked all things together to accomplish his will both not just in the history of his people but in the secular history of the world, as well.  
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>> Boy, that's all really interesting.  So when did the exodus take place?  How does that fit into this history?  


>> Well, Nick, that's not an easy question to answer.  In some ways, we have plenty of information.  Maybe too much information.  And it's -- it doesn't all fall out neatly together.  The way that the information is interpreted -- and remember, I mentioned earlier when we were talking about dating things in history that there's no such thing as information that tells us exactly when something happened.  It all has to be interpreted in one way or another.  And this information does, too, as you will see.  



But there have developed over the years two major theories about the date of the exodus.  We call these the Early Date and the Late Date or the traditional date, you know, is the Early Date and then the Late Date is a little later.  Both of these fall within the 18th dynasty.  So they are all part of the New Kingdom Period.  And the 18th dynasty was one of the most important dynasties in Egyptian history.  



We tend to think of these sometimes as a conservative versus a liberal theory.  And that's not exactly correct.  It's true that most conservatives do tend to prefer the Early Date, which is the traditional date.  And most liberals, at least those who think there was an exodus at all -- and some don't believe that there even was an exodus or that the Hebrews were ever in Egypt at all.  But those who do tend to prefer the later date.  And that's because it has to do largely with how important you think the biblical data is versus some of the archaeological data.  But there are certainly some conservatives who hold to the Late Date.  It's just that they interpret some of the biblical dates not as literal dates but as round numbers.  And we'll look at a couple of examples of that as we go along.  



Now, there's so much information that we would need to consider to really understand this question that I'm not going to attempt to present it all to you.  What I want to do is give you some examples of the kind that's used in answering this question of the date of the exodus and where it leads us.  That is to say, where it leads us in terms of methodology.  What kind of questions we need to consider when looking at this material and then also what answer would this lead us to one way or the other.  So I'm not -- as I said, I'm not going to attempt to answer everything.  But I want to look at this in terms of a couple of categories of information.  We have information from the Bible itself obviously.  We have information from Egypt and Egyptian literature.  We also have information from archeology more broadly.  And all of this comes together.  And we'll kind of sample some of this.  



But there is a sort of general methodological question that we need to be aware of.  Those who support the Early Date tend to interpret the biblical numbers literally.  Now, earlier in this course, remember, we were talking about dating.  And I mentioned I Kings 6:1.  The -- I'm sorry; II Kings 6:1, the statement that the building of the temple began 480 years after the exodus.  And I mentioned that some people take that as a round number.  You know, 40 years equals one generation.  So that 480 years doesn't equal 480 literal years but is a way of talking about a certain number of generations which in literal years may have been something less than that.  And there are some conservatives who understand the text that way.  They are not denying the historicity of the text.  They are simply saying that the numbers weren't being used, weren't intended to be used as exact numbers.  Much like we might say something -- there are 100 people over there.  Well, we might know that, you know, there really -- if we counted them and we found that there were 93 instead of 100 or 112 instead of 100, we wouldn't say that person was lying when he said there were 100 there because we would understand that he meant there was something like around 100.  100 as a round number.  And so it's not so much a question of do you believe the dates of the Bible or not as it is a question of how do you understand the dates in the Bible?  And do you understand them to be always exact literal numbers?  Or do you understand them in some cases to be figurative numbers or round numbers?  And we'll see this question emerging over and over again, especially with regard to the biblical data.  



Well, the first thing we probably will mention in looking at the biblical evidence is this verse from Exodus 1:8 that we were mentioning in relation to the last question.  "There arose a new king over Egypt who did not know about Joseph."  Well, what does this tell us historically?  Some people suggest this requires a Hyksos ruler for the time of Joseph and that Joseph's memory was honored among the Hyksos.  And that, you know, there later arose a ruler who did not know Joseph, a non-Hyksos ruler.  And again, those who prefer a late date will have put more distance between the Hyksos period and the period of the exodus.  And so they tend to separate those a little more.  



But that's not really such an important verse.  Another one that comes up -- and this sort of connects the biblical material with archeology -- is the mention in Exodus Chapter 1 that the Hebrews built for Pharaoh the cities of Pithom and Rameses.  Well, based on the archaeological identification of these sites, these sites were abandoned.  They were built.  And then they were later abandoned.  And then they were rebuilt. They were -- they existed earlier.  And then for some reason these sites were abandoned around 1570, about the time of the expulsion of the Hyksos.  And they didn't come back into use until around 1300.  And so those who believe in a late date would argue that what the Hebrews were doing were not building these cities initially.  They were rebuilding them you know.  And so they were bringing them back into status.  And that would support a later date, a date after 1300.  Usually around 1250 is the most common date quoted plus or minus a few years.  The traditional date would see these as being built early.  And we're talking about here it's not rebuilding them but building them the first time.  And that's even if -- even if the cities that we think were Rameses and Pithom actually were.  There's much debate about the exact identification of these sites.  



So another issue is -- actually comes from the joining together of two biblical bits.  In Exodus 2 Verse 23 we're told that the pharaoh died.  And that he dies while Moses was in Midian.  After Moses had left Midian in the New Testament in the book of Acts Chapter 7 Verses 29 and 30, we read that Moses fled and became a dweller in the land of Midian.  And when 40 years had passed, an angel of the Lord appeared to him and so forth.  And putting these two together, some people conclude that if you put these two together, that means that the pharaoh of the oppression, the one who was the pharaoh at the time Moses fled Egypt, must have lived for at least 40 years.  And this limits the number of pharaohs because there weren't too many pharaohs that lived that long.  And this limits really to two in this period.  That is Tuthmosis III and Rameses II.  And these are two very important pharaohs.  Rameses II was one of the most powerful pharaohs in the whole history of Egypt.  So this becomes a very interesting debate over which of these two pharaohs is involved.  Those who support a late date, which, by the way, would fall during Rameses II's period, would argue that actually we don't need a precise chronological time here because when the Bible says that 40 years had passed, you know, they interpret this as not 40 literal years but a generation.  In other words, that generation had died off.  And so they would say you don't need to find a Pharaoh who actually lived 40 years.  That in saying 40 years had passed, they simply meant that generation had died and the pharaoh had died with it.  



So in Exodus 12 we're told that the sojourn of the children of Israel in Egypt was 430 years.  Now, if it's -- if our understanding of archeology is correct, then Jacob would have entered Egypt during the reign of Pharaoh Senusert III who was pharaoh from 1878 to 1883 not during the Hyksos period.  Those who see this as a late date sometimes want to equate the coming of Israel into Egypt with the coming of the Hyksos.  And so they want to move the date down and say that because the Hyksos, you know, ruled -- were later than that, that you need to move 430 years from the time the Hyksos came, which would bring you closer to the 13th century date than the 15th century date.  And the key passage, the one that's most discussed, is the one that we talked about earlier, I Kings Chapter 6 Verse 1, that 480 years past from the exodus to the beginning of the building of the temple.  



Well, we know -- at least we're pretty sure that Solomon began building the temple in 966 BC.  This would place the exodus in 1446 BC.  And that's -- that then becomes the traditional date for the exodus.  If you look at things that use a traditional date, it's almost 1446 plus or minus a year or so.  Sometimes they round it off to 1450 just to make it easier to talk about.  But 1446, those who prefer a late date would say 480 is really kind of a round number for 12 generations.  It doesn't mean 480 literal years.  It means 12 generations.  Since a generation could be 20 to 25 years in real terms, that would mean the period of time would be 250 to 300 years, which would fit a late date for the exodus of around 1250 or something like that.  



Well, again, I don't want to go through all of the evidence.  Even all of the biblical evidence.  There's several other things that we could take into account here.  But you can see how these arguments are made. Mostly in terms of biblical evidence it's a question of how you interpret the numbers.  Do you understand the numbers to be literal numbers.  Or do you understand them to be round numbers or symbolic numbers?  And it's especially difficult when these numbers happen to be multiples of 40 or something like that.  You know, where -- you know, if the Bible said this happened, you know, 472 years afterward, then it wouldn't be an issue or not as much of an issue anyway because that's not an easy round number.  480 is such an easy round number that it makes interpreting it this way attractive to some people.  Even some conservatives.  So we can see how the biblical evidence then could be understood both to support an early and a late date of the exodus.  



Let's look quickly at a couple of bits of information from Egypt itself.  We've already indicated that there's no mention of the exodus in the Egyptian literature.  That's not surprising given the kind of literature that exists from Egypt.  We really wouldn't expect it to be reported.  Also some people note that there's no -- there's no mention in Egyptian literature of a pharaoh dieing under remarkable circumstances like his army being drowned in the Red Sea.  Well, that's true.  But I would just mention that you read the exodus account quickly, it doesn't tell us that Pharaoh was killed.  It tells us that his army was destroyed.  But it doesn't tell us that Pharaoh was with the army at the point that it was destroyed.  So it may be that Pharaoh, like many generals ancient and modern, led his troops out to the point of the battle and then stood back and watched the battle unfold and that Pharaoh himself did not lead his army as it entered the Red Sea or the Sea of Reeds and was, therefore, not killed.  So the fact that no Pharaoh is reported to have died under such circumstances really isn't a factor for us.  



Here is an interesting question, though:  In Egypt there was an archive of letters that were written from Palestine on clay tablets so they survived.  And they were stored in a royal library in Egypt in a place called Amarna.  So they are called the Amarna Letters.  The Amarna Letters are written around 1400 BC.  In other words, they were written between the Early Date and the Late Date for the exodus.  They do not mention -- they are written from various kings from the land of Canaan.  And they do not mention the Hebrews at all.  And many people argue that since these kings don't mention them, most of the Amarna Letters are actually appealing to the pharaoh for political help because there are people who are attacking -- this is what makes it so interesting.  There are people who are attacking and causing all sorts of trouble.  They are not called the Hebrews, however, in the letters.  They are called -- and hold on.  This is where it gets really interesting.  They are called the Habiru or the Hapiru, depending on how you read the cuneiform.  And many people want to read this reference to the Habiru because it sounds so much like Hebrews.  They want to read this as a reference to the Hebrews and that all of these people who were attacking these cities in Canaan were the Hebrews, even though they were not called by that term.  They were called by something that sounded very similar to it.  



You know, this is, again, a very highly debated point.  Part of it goes to how you read the cuneiform, how the words should be pronounced.  But also several studies of the Habiru or Hapiru have been done.  And it's clear that whatever the Habiru were, they were not to be just -- they can't be simply equated with the Hebrews because they existed over a wide period historically and a wide period geographically.  And it appears today that this group, the Habiru or the Hapiru, were not so much a people group as they were a social class of perhaps people who lived on the margins of society and who were raiders or outlaws who raided places at various times.  



Now, this leaves open the door to the question of were the Hebrews as they invaded Canaan interpreted by the residents as just another group of this sort of social outcasts who lived on the margins of society and were storing up trouble for them, attacking their cities and so forth?  So you can see what a difficult and thorny issue this is.  We can't stop to go into detail about it.  Those who think that -- who think that the Early Date -- the traditional date is correct usually want to see some kind of connection between the Habiru and the Hebrews.  Even if they are not directly connected, the Hebrews would be interpreted as a kind of Habiru.  Those who want to view a late date, want to hold to a late date, suggest that the fact that Israel is not mentioned at all proves that they weren't there.  That there's no connection between the Habiru and the Hapiru  at all.  Period.  That they were still in Egypt at that time.  



So that's an interesting issue coming from Egypt.  Another one is -- I've already mentioned this one in a previous question -- is this statue or monument called the Merneptah Stele.  The Merneptah Stele records the victory of a king, Pharaoh Merneptah, over some people who lived in Canaan or Palestine around 1220 BC.  And among them is the first mention of Israel.  



And Israel is described not as a nation but as a people, which is, you know, an interesting question.  And the issue then is:  What's the significance of this?  Well, those who want to hold to a late date of the exodus say the fact that they weren't described as a nation proves that they were newcomers on the scene in 1220.  That they were -- you know, they were not really settled, a permanent population by that point.  And so that they were not an organized political group.  And so therefore, the reference on the Merneptah Stele to them as a people rather than as a nation supports the latter date.  Those who want to hold to the traditional date would argue that's not the case at all.  Remember, this would be during the time of the judges.  So there was no king in Israel.  There was no centralized political authority.  So it would make perfect sense for Pharaoh to look at a group of people who didn't have a king and not call them a nation but call them a people.  So again, the evidence from the Merneptah Stele can cut both ways depending on how you interpret it.  But that's not the only monument in Egypt that provides information.  



Another one is a monument known as the Dream Stele of Pharaoh Tuthmosis IV.  Now Pharaoh Tuthmosis IV was the pharaoh after -- let me get my memory straight.  He was the pharaoh after Amenhotep II.  Amenhotep II died.  And Tuthmosis was -- Tuthmosis IV became Pharaoh.  But he was not the man who would have become Pharaoh.  He's not -- he wasn't the appointed -- he wasn't the normally recognized heir. The reason this is important is if the Early Date of the exodus is correct, then it's generally assumed that the pharaoh of the exodus -- I'm sorry; the pharaoh -- yeah, the pharaoh of the exodus would be Amenhotep II and his son would have been the one who would have died in the plague of the first born.  And the successor, Tuthmosis IV, who tells us that he was not the man who should have been Pharaoh initially, you know, became Pharaoh instead of the son who died in the plague of the death of the first born. So there's a very interesting possible connection there.  This suggests that Tuthmosis IV was not the legal heir who would have died in the tenth plague but rather someone who became the heir after that.  So those who prefer an Early Date interpret it this way.  Those who prefer a late date say, you know, that's fine.  The fact that Tuthmosis IV wasn't the original heir, a lot of children died at an early age in ancient Egypt in the ancient world.  It doesn't necessarily prove this is the one who died as a result of the tenth plague.  Although, again it lines up correctly with the Early Date of the exodus.  So if you like the Early Date, you've got some strong evidence if you interpret the Dream Stela of Tuthmosis IV that way.  



Well, there's other evidence from Egypt, as well.  But again, I wanted to give you an example of the kind of material that we have and show how your presuppositions in interpreting it affect what it tells you or what you think it tells you and why even though we have all of this evidence, we can't come to any definite conclusion.  



There's other archaeological evidence, as well.  And this I'm not going to go into much detail.  I don't want to spend too much time on this.  But for example, in the 1950s there was an archeologist by the name of Nelson Glick who did a number of excavations in the Transjordanian area, the area to the east of the Jordan River that we know later as Moab and Edom and those nations.  And we're told in the book of Numbers what nations were there.  And Glick claims to have found that -- that there was no occupation, no organized occupation, of this land during the 15th century.  In other words, during the time of the Early Date.  That these nations didn't come into being until later.  Well, Glick's evidence was controversial even in its own day.  And Glick himself later admitted that maybe his evidence wasn't as conclusive as he claimed that it was.  But you still see it often referred to by those who want to argue for a late date.  They will say there's no evidence that Moab and those nations that are there that are mentioned in the book of Numbers were there in the 15th century.  The fact is that even if there weren't organized nations with kings, there would have been people living there.  And those people may have had the name Moab, even if they had no king just as Israel had the name Israel in the period before it did not have a king.  So you know, that is sort of an example of the kind of archaeological evidence.  



There's similar discussions about the city Ai -- that's the city spelled A‑i -- in the Bible that people always have trouble pronouncing.  Some people pronounce it Ai.  I think Ai.  Is probably a better pronunciation.  Joshua 8:19 tell us it was burned and destroyed.  Some archeologists believe that the evidence says it wasn't burned and destroyed until the 13th century.  Others would argue, would say, there actually is evidence that it was burned and destroyed in the 15th century.  Similarly with Jericho.  The evidence about the destruction of Jericho, again, cuts both ways, depending on how you interpret it.  Was it destroyed in the 15th or 13th century?  Or was it destroyed more than once?  And that's very possible, as well.  There are actually a whole host of sites throughout Canaan that were destroyed a number of times.  Many of them were destroyed in the 15th century.  Others were destroyed in the 13th century.  And all of that goes into the mixture of debating the archeology when these cities were destroyed and how we understand them. 



But this is all, you know, again, part of the evidence.  And I mention it not because it helps us conclusively know the date.  But because we need to be aware of the kind of material that -- that we will encounter in commentaries and in other books.  And the fact that even though, you know, people will often support this material, you know, they will only give you one side of the argument.  They won't give you the other side.  And you need to be aware that there's almost always another side of the argument no matter which date that you hold.  



One last thing that I want to mention in this regard.  There is another theory favored by liberals that conservatives never find acceptable.  And that is there was no exodus at all and there was no conquest at all.  That what you actually get are a number of sort of groups that are not related genetically but sort of socially related that kind of drift gradually into Canaan and settle and over time sort of coalesce into the people of Israel.  This is usually referred to as the Infiltration Theory.  Sometimes they connect it and say, yeah, one of those groups or maybe two of those groups came out of Egypt and, you know, ultimately found their way to Canaan.  And maybe they became the leading groups and so they gave their name to the whole.  But this Infiltration Theory approach to the exodus and conquest is clearly contrary to the biblical record.  Whatever you think of the date, whether you think the 1446 date, the traditional date is the best date, or whether you prefer a 13th century date somewhere around 1250, the one thing that you can't do if you want to hold to the biblical evidence at all is to adopt this kind of Infiltration Theory.  Because that doesn't work with the biblical evidence at all.  



So having gone through all of that, I'm sorry to say that I can't really tell you when the exodus occurred.  I probably tend toward the Early Date.  Because I think that I prefer to give precedence to the biblical data recognizing that it's not entirely conclusive.  I think that the biblical -- while the biblical numbers may not always be exact numbers, there are enough of them that fit together that suggest accuracy.  You know, it's not just one date but in the end three or four dates that all just happen to fit together.  And so from my view, I think the Early Date, the traditional date, is still the best date.  It fits a lot of evidence.  The archaeological evidence cuts both ways.  And you know, it doesn't really prove anything conclusively one way or the other.  



So I'm certainly not going to hold you to one date or the other in this class.  If you look at the evidence and you think a late date fits the biblical evidence better, then by all means, I think it's -- you can be a conservative Christian and hold to the Late Date.  I think you have a few more things to explain.  But those are not inexplicable sorts of problems to overcome. 

 

So I'm going to use the traditional date throughout this course.  And you know, you should be aware that I've done that sort of consciously and intentionally.  But there are other people out there -- and you'll read other things -- that would prefer a later date.  That doesn't necessarily mean that they are liberal.  Although, again, as we began at the beginning, it is true that most conservatives tend toward the earlier date and most liberals tend toward the later date.  
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>> The Hebrews are the focus of the Bible.  But how important were they when compared to some of the other peoples mentioned in the Bible?  There are so many others.  The Egyptians obviously and the Canaanites and more.  But I guess the feeling, you know, is that I probably don't understand these peoples and their relationship to one another as well as I should.  


>> You're right, Eric, in suggesting that in the great scheme of things in the ancient world, the Hebrews were relatively insignificant.  They were not one of the great nations of the world in ancient times.  In fact, the Bible itself reminds us of that.  God tells the Hebrews themselves in Deuteronomy Chapter 7 Verse 6, he says, "You are a people holy to the Lord your God.  The Lord has chosen you to be a people for his treasured possession out of all the peoples who are on the face of the earth.  But it was not because you were more in number than any other people that the Lord set his love on you and chose you.  For you are the fewest of all the peoples."  So God himself says that he chose Israel because they were one of the least significant peoples.  After all, if Israel was a mighty nation like Egypt or Babylon or one of the other great kingdoms of the ancient world, then perhaps we might be inclined to think that there was something in Israel that caused God to call them and to make them their own.  



This sort of reminds us of what St. Paul tells the Corinthians in the New Testament when he talks about the wisdom of the world and the great of the world and says to them in Chapter 1 Verse 27, "But God chose what is foolish in the world to shame the wise.  God chose what is weak in the world to shame the strong."  In the same way God chose the weak and the small and the foolish, the nation of Israel, to be his instrument so that he would be the one whose name would be glorified.  And it would be clear to the world that Yahweh was the source of their strength and their salvation and not they themselves.  



In the Bible we do read a lot about the Hebrews because for obvious reasons the Bible is written from the perspective of the Hebrews.  And whenever we hear about other peoples, it's usually because they come in contact with the Hebrews in some way.  But we need to remember that the Bible is not trying to tell the cultural history of the ancient world.  And so we often don't get a sense of who the major groups of people were and what they contributed to the development of the culture of the ancient world.  So maybe the thing to do, Eric, to help you out here is to summarize briefly who the major nations were at this time and sort of give you one or two services that would highlight the important thing about each of those groups.  



And if you want to learn more, I prepared a document that's part of your course pack that's titled "The Peoples of the Ancient Near East" where I list all of these groups and give you a couple of paragraphs about them to help you connect them and remember who they are.  I really don't expect you to remember all the information that's in that document.  But you should at least know something about each of these groups of people and you should be able to identify them and where they are and the major thing that each of them contributed to the ancient world.  



So let's just walk through that, shall we?  And let's begin with the people from Mesopotamia.  First we have starting chronologically the Sumerians.  And we've talked a lot about them.  They were the first group to invent writing, as far as we know.  They are the first documented nation in the history of the world.  And they built up a tremendous empire throughout Mesopotamia.  And it was at the end of their reign that Abraham came from that region.  



So whether Abraham was a Sumerian or an Akkadians, the group that followed them, is not clear.  My own view was that he was probably not Sumerian because he appears to be Semitic.  And the Sumerians were a non-Semitic people.  But in any case, you remember the Sumerians as the people who invented writing and were the first and most ancient of the peoples of Mesopotamia. 



The next group to follow them were the Akkadians.  This is Akkadian spelled A‑k‑k‑a‑d‑i‑a‑n, not A‑c‑c.  The Akkadians were from a city called Akkad.  And they controlled the empire that was roughly the same as that of the Sumerians.  That dominated really central Mesopotamia and southern Mesopotamia.  And they, too, ruled for a while.  What distinguished them from the Sumerians was that this was a Semitic group.  It was a group that was culturally related to the Hebrews.  They spoke a language that was really the ancestor of the language of Babylon and Assyria but was reasonably closely related to biblical Hebrew, as well.  It's very likely, as I said a moment ago, that Abraham was a member of this group of people when he left Ur of the Chaldees to go to Haran and then later to Canaan.  



The Akkadians after their kingdom broke up gave rise to two other great nations:  The Babylonians, who were the empire of southern Mesopotamia and the Assyrians who were the empire of northern Mesopotamia.  If you want to remember one thing about the Babylonians, it should probably be that they were the ones who carried the southern kingdom of Judah into exile.  The Assyrians were the nation that carried the northern kingdom of Israel into exile.  The Assyrians came to power slightly before the Babylonians, although these two groups vied for power over the course of a millennium or so.  



The last group from Mesopotamia that I think that we should mention are a group called the Amorites.  They are a group that's not as well known as the Babylonians or Assyrians.  Their capital was a little further north, the city called Mari, Mari on the Euphrates.  The Amorites are important because one of their kings.  Zimri-Lim left a great library of something like 20,000 documents that survived after the city was destroyed.  And these documents date from roughly the time of the patriarchs, from Abraham, Isaac, Jacob and Joseph.  



And while the Amorites weren't living in Canaan, they weren't living too far away.  And they were pretty closely connected with the Hebrews in terms of culture.  They were more closely connected than the Babylonians and Assyrians were.  And they are -- this body of tablets that were found at Mari tell us a tremendous amount about what life was like at the time of the patriarchs in the western part of Mesopotamia and that land.  So they are a tremendous source of knowledge to us about what life was like in the patriarchal period.  And so for that reason, the Amorites are important.  Even though they are not mentioned directly in the book of Exodus as part of our story, they are important for our understanding of the story.  



So that summarizes the peoples from Mesopotamia.  Let's move now to the people from Egypt.  Well, here it's pretty easy.  The main group are simply the Egyptians.  You'll remember that we mentioned that Egypt was formed by two nations coming together, the nation of lower Egypt and the nation of upper Egypt.  These two spread along the Nile with upper Egypt being to the south and lower Egypt being to the north.  And the first pharaohs united the kingdom or these two kingdoms into one.  And really the power of the pharaohs was exerted in holding these two kingdoms together.  Because part of the story of the history of Egypt was the tendency to pull apart from these two groups that made up the Egyptian nation.  But the Egyptians were power.  They were wealthy.  They controlled trade up and down the Nile River from those people who were further up the Nile, that is further south along the Nile.  They had access to tremendous resources of gold and jewels in the Sinai Peninsula and in Sudan and Ethiopia, the modernizations of Sudan and Ethiopia.  And so they developed a rich and vibrant culture that we have pretty well documented today.  



The other people group from Egypt that we should remember is the group known as the Hyksos, H‑y‑k‑s‑o‑s.  The Hyksos.  The Hyksos were a foreign group.  They were a Semitic group closely related to the Hebrews in terms of culture who came into Egypt at some time, which is not entirely clear to us.  And one way or another came to control the northeastern part of the Delta.  The name Hyksos is Egyptian.  And it means foreign rulers.  Because they ruled over Egypt for a period of time.  They are important to us in the biblical story because it was probably the Hyksos rulers of Egypt who made the Hebrews welcome and gave them positions of power and authority in the nation of Egypt there after perhaps Joseph had come down to Egypt originally.  And when the Egyptians threw the Hyksos out of the country, it was probably at that time that the Hebrews came to be slaves in Egypt.  Because they were closely related in terms of culture and language and perhaps even political affinity to the Hyksos.  Although, we don't know that for certain.  So the Hyksos are the foreign rulers of Egypt.  The Semitic rulers of the Egypt.  



Now, let's turn to the people of the Levant.  And remember, the Levant is the name for what we today call not only the modern state of Israel but Jordan and also Lebanon and Syria up to the southern part of Turkey along the coast.  Basically all of those nations along the eastern Mediterranean coast.  The best known of those nations is clearly the group that we call the Canaanites.  Now, Canaanite really simply means someone from that region.  It's a general term for a lot of different people.  They were essentially the same cultural group as the Hebrews.  They spoke the same language.  They looked the same.  They had most of the same customs.  And the Hebrews were very, very closely related to the Canaanites in terms culture.  So when we hear about Abraham and the patriarchs interacting with the Canaanites who were living in the land, they didn't have to learn a new language.  They were at home in that culture.  And again, Canaanite is a somewhat general term for anyone from that region, really a number of city states that were independent throughout that area.  



The Hittites are another group.  And they are the group that occupies what is now Turkey, especially the eastern and southern part of Turkey.  They were not a Semitic group.  And they were not closely related to the Hebrews.  But they are important to us for a number of reasons, even though they don't come directly into the biblical story.  They had a lot of economic impact upon what happened in the region because they were very active traders up and down the coastline.  They were often allies of the Egyptians against the groups from Mesopotamia.  And so from time to time they would become involved in battles and wars that are fought between the various nations in that region. 

 

The third group that I would like to mention from the Levant is a group called the Habiru, H‑a‑b‑i‑r‑u, or sometimes spelled with a P instead of the B as Hapiru instead of Habiru.  The name of this group sounds very much like Hebrews.  And it's a very interesting group that is still controversial today.  From what we've been able to determine, this group is really not a political group like a state or a nation so much as it is a social class.  We believe today that the Habiru were a group of people who lived on the fringes of society.  Who didn't live in cities but rather lived in the rural area.  And they were frequently engaged in raiding.  Either raiding caravans or trade or sometimes even raiding cities to plunder them.  So they come into the biblical story indirectly.  Because there's a group of letters from Canaan, from the kings of the Canaanite cities, written to the pharaohs in Egypt complaining about the Habiru and asking the pharaoh for help.  And interestingly, this is just about the time that the Hebrews would have been entering the land, depending on when you date the exodus.  



So there's a lot of debate about the relationship between the Hebrews and the Habiru.  Today most people think that the relationship is probably that the Canaanites would have understood the innovating Hebrews probably as one of the social groups that we know as Habiru.  In other words, that the Hebrews would have been thought of as Habiru but that not all of the Habiru were Hebrews.  They were sort of the -- the Hebrews might have been a subset of this bigger group called the Habiru.  As far as the relationship between the name goes, it's a little unclear.  Scholars disagree about whether these two words that sound alike are actually related to one another in the language or not.  



A fourth group that we need to know from Canaan are the Philistines.  Now, the Philistines are also not a Semitic group.  They originally came from either the Balkans in the north above Greece or perhaps from some of the islands of the eastern Aegean.  They came about the year 1200 or so.  Perhaps a little before.  And they settled in the southern coastal area, that part of the world that we today call the Gaza Strip.  In fact, Gaza was one of their five major cities.  The Philistines are important because, of course, they often are engaged in fighting with the Hebrews, especially in the period of the judges and Samuel and David.  You remember David slays Goliath who was a Philistine.  But the other things that the Philistines contributed to the ancient near east is they were the ones that brought ironworking technology.  So everything before that had been bronze and the Philistines, wherever they came from, they knew how to work in iron.  And they brought with them that technology, which gradually spread from them throughout the rest of the ancient near east.  



The last group that I would like to mention from the Levant are called the Armeans.  The Armeans or Aram as their nation was called had its capital in Damascus in modern Syria.  And their land was roughly, generally speaking, equivalent to modern Syria.  They were very closely related to the Hebrews.  They interacted with the Hebrews quite a bit, especially after the division of the kingdoms in the time of the kings and the divided monarchy.  We often read of the Armeans engaged either with the Hebrews fighting someone else or fighting between the Hebrews and the Armeans.  Although, they are often referred to not as Armeans but just the people whose king was in Damascus or something like that.  And they are important because they were so close culturally to the Hebrews.  And by studying them we can learn a great deal about Hebrew culture, as well, because of their close affinity.  



So those are some of the main groups.  And as I said, you should be generally aware of the names.  You should perhaps know one or two of the most important things about each of these groups.  But I certainly don't think that you would be able to remember everything that I've provided for you in that document on the peoples of the ancient near east.  
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>> I like Josh's question about Lawrence of Arabia type lands.  Whenever I picture the world of the Bible, sand and camels come to mind.  But is that really the way that most of the people lived?  Did they really use camels?  And were they as nomadic as we picture?  


>> They did use camels, David.  And camels are mentioned in the Old Testament.  The Hebrew word is gemline, which is one of the few words in Hebrew that actually came into English.  Our word camel is an adaptation of the Hebrew word gemel.  However, we probably got our word not directly from Hebrew but rather from Arabic.  But I do like to make the connection because there are so few Hebrew words that have come into English apart from names like yours or mine.  But actually while they used camels, the life of the patriarchs especially was not the kind of nomadic life that we typically picture when we think of nomads in the ancient near east.  We tend to picture sheiks in robes with hats riding on camels through the desert.  And that was simply not the way that the patriarchs lived.  I prepared a document that's in your course pack that deals with social organization at the time of the patriarchs.  So I don't want to go through all of that here.  But let's just touch on the major points so that we can review the way that people actually did live.  



Now, there were some true nomads in the ancient world.  We just said the patriarchs weren't among them.  But they did exist then as they do now.  They typically were engaged in some kind of trade or commerce.  They moved from place to place without any kind of fixed residence, though they often moved sort of not willy-nilly just anywhere but sort of in a generally confined area.  So nomadism occurred in the ancient world.  But it wasn't -- certainly wasn't the lifestyle of Abraham or Isaac or Jacob as we might think.  They actually engaged in a kind of lifestyle that's known by the technical term transhumence, t‑r‑a‑n‑s‑h‑u‑m‑e‑n‑c‑e.  Transhumence and transhumance describes a lifestyle where people live outside the cities.  And while they may not be -- have a fixed abode in the sense that one place they stay all the time, they move around within a relatively confined area within sort of a very closely defined geographic area typically because they are engaged in agriculture.  So they may live in a place for a year or so or grow in a season or two and then move to a different place where the fields are more fertile so the land can lie fallow for a while.  



Or alternatively -- and this is probably the more common picture we have for the patriarchs -- they are engaged in what we call small animal husbandry, raising sheeps and goats.  And they move with the flocks as the pasturage changes over the course of the year.  So they don't move far.  But they do kind of move around.  And because they are on the edge of cities, they often trade, you know, their livestock that they raise with people in the cities for wool, meat or whatever from the sheeps and goats and trade for goods that are prepared in the city.  So there's a lot of interaction between them and those who dwell in cities unlike true nomads who don't have that level of interaction with the urban culture.  So really the cultural of the patriarchs is what we would call transhumence.  


But they are not the only people who lived on the outskirts of cities.  There were also people who were I guess what we would call today outlaws and whose lifestyle we might call outlawry.  They lived on the outside of cities.  But they weren't raising sheep and goats, at least not constantly as their business.  They would live outside the cities.  And then perhaps raid nomadic caravans or other kind of trading caravans or people as they traveled.  And sometimes they would also raid cities.  And we see this in the people group known in the ancient world as the Habiru or Hapiru who lived outside of cities and were apparently at least engaged in raiding the cities of Canaan in the 14th, 15th century in the ancient world.  



So we've been talking about people interacting with cities.  That obviously means that there were people who did live in cities in the ancient world.  But more people probably lived in what we would call settlements or villages.  These were small communities of anywhere from two or three homes to maybe a few dozen homes.  And what distinguishes them is that they don't have a wall around them.  And so these settlements or villages are typically agricultural in areas, just like our small towns in rural America or rural Canada today.  You know, where they are a closer knit communities and people.  Maybe three or four interrelated families.  Or sometimes more.  But they haven't grown enough to accumulate enough wealth that they feel all that threatened by the outlaws.  So consequently, they don't need to build walls.  And they don't need a kind of permanent army to protect them or anything like that.  And most of the people in the ancient world either lived a kind of transhumence lifestyle of the patriarchs or they lived in settlements and villages like I've been describing.  There were, of course, major cities.  There are some in Canaan.  Jericho among them.  Remember Jericho has a city wall at the time of the exodus.  



But there were also major cities -- cities are like villages and settlements except they are bigger.  They collected more wealth.  There are more families living there.  More homes.  Typically cities at the time of the patriarchs would number a few thousand people.  So they wouldn't be big cities by modern standards.  But they would be bigger than the maybe 1- or 2- or 300 people of a village or a settlement.  And they would have accumulated enough wealth, probably a building, a temple or religious center.  Along with that, if there was a king or prince who ruled them, there would probably be some kind of palace, as well.  And a city wall to protect the community from raiders.  And so that characterizes the city life, which was largely then engaged with trade.  And trade both with those who lived around it and with other cities.  Then, as now, most artisans lived in the cities.  



And finally, there were social and political structures that we think of as nations or empires.  These occur when one city or one king accumulates enough wealth and enough power to have a standing army large enough to control not just his own city but also the surrounding countryside.  And we would call that a nation.  Typically when he controls not one city but a number of cities or cities and villages in a defined area, a nation.  And then beyond that empires are usually described as groups of nations.  So that an empire is not just one nation.  But one nation that has accumulated enough power and wealth that it can then extend its political control over others, as well.  



But of course in a sense, everybody lived in a nation or in an empire, whether they were aware of it from day to day or not.  But for most people everyday life was the life of a farming community, a small town or a family or group of families that lived in a what we today think of rural animal raising kind of environment, especially in Canaan.  
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>> Okay.  I'm going to ask a question that may show my ignorance.  But I've often wondered:  Did Abraham and Moses speak Hebrew?  If so, is it the same Hebrew spoken today?  


>> Well, that's not a question that illustrates ignorance at all.  It's actually a very intelligent question.  In a sense, yes, they did speak Hebrew.  And in another sense, no, they didn't.  What they spoke was a language that would have been I guess we might describe the ancestor of the Hebrew of the Bible and of modern Hebrew.  



Now, modern Hebrew has changed a bit even from the Hebrew of the Bible.  So the language that Abraham would have spoken would have been an earlier ancestor.  And the language Moses would have spoken would have been fairly close to the Hebrew that's recorded in the Hebrew Old Testament.  Although, it would have been written with a different script, with a different type face.  



To understand the languages of the Bible, we probably should talk just a little bit about the languages of the ancient world in general.  From the Old Testament perspective we tend to group the languages of the ancient world into two big groups:  Those that we call Semitic and those that we call non-Semitic.  Obviously what the non-Semitic languages have in common is that they are not Semitic.  So the reason for that are the ones that we really care about, the ones we're most interested in from an Old Testament perspective are the Semitic languages.  Keeping in mind, of course, that ultimately all languages are mixed.  There are elements, you know, that occur in common languages even though those languages are not necessarily directly related.  We tend to describe languages as falling into families, which means that they share a common set of characteristics with one another.  So maybe the thing for us to spend just a moment on is to talk about Semitic languages in terms of the common things that they have that make them a member of the same language family.  



Well, one of the things that characterizes Semitic languages are the way that words are formed.  Now, this doesn't seem so natural to us because our words in English are not formed on any particular pattern the way that they are in Hebrew.  So this is a foreign kind of concept for us.  But it's one that's very characteristic of Semitic languages.  In Semitic languages, the vast majority of words are based on three consonants.  That is to say they are combinations of three consonants.  And the vowels may change.  But the three consonants remain the same all the time.  And we call these groups of three consonants that words are related around, we call those roots in Hebrew.  Maybe the easiest way to see this is to give you an example that comes from both Hebrew and from other languages.  And you can see how these words are related.  



Let's take a common Hebrew word.  The word for king.  The Hebrew word for king -- and I'll transliterate it into English for you -- is melek.  We might spell that in English m‑e‑l‑e‑k.  Melek.  Melek, the word for king, is based on these three consonants, MLK.  And these consonants are always used for words that have to do with ruling and nouns like kings that embody or incapsulate rulers.  So the noun for king in Hebrew is melek, as we've said.  The verb, to be king or to rule, is malak.  We would maybe transliterate that m‑a‑l‑a‑k.  Malak.  So melek is a king.  Malak is to rule.  



Let's look at some other languages outside of Hebrew.  For example, Akkadian or old Babylonian or old Assyrian has the same word or same root in it.  So the word for a prince or a ruler in Akkadian is m‑a‑l‑k‑u, malku.  In this case the U on the end is a nominative case ending.  One of the distinctive features of Hebrew, at least by biblical Hebrew times, is that it has lost its case endings.  And here is one place where Abraham's language may have differed from that of the Old Testament. We don't know exactly when the case endings were lost in Hebrew.  So it may have been the case that around Abraham's time they still had case endings in Hebrew.  And so the Hebrew word melek may have had a U on the end in Abraham's time.  Just as in English we used to have case endings.  But those case endings have fallen away.  And they hardly ever show up anymore.  We have a remnant of case endings in something like putting apostrophe S on the end of the word to make it possessive.  So we say the dog's house.  That's a remnant of a case ending type idea.  And biblical Hebrew has lost its case endings.  But they occur in some other Semitic languages.  



Another language that's closely related to Hebrew because it's a Canaanite dialect is the language of Ugarit.  Ugarit is a city up the coast from Israel a couple of hundred miles.  And in Ugarit they have the same three-letter grouping for this idea, MLK.  The problem in Ugarit is they didn't spell things with vowels.  And so we don't know exactly how the word was pronounced.  But the noun that's simply written MLK means king.  And the noun written with a T on the end, MLKT, is the feminine version of the noun meaning queen in Ugaritic.  And in Aramaic there we get a word like Akkadian, malku, meaning a kingdom or a reign.  We have a similar word in Hebrew, malkuth, m‑a‑l‑k‑u‑t‑h.  In Hebrew, malkuth, meaning a kingdom or a reign.  So you can see all of the Semitic languages share this common idea of building nouns and verbs most of the time around words that we call roots that are based on three letters.  So that's a common characteristic of Semitic languages.  



Another common characteristic that's related to this is that the vocabulary of these languages is very, very similar.  Since they are -- they are all building their words based on the same three-letter roots, the vocabulary words are always very close to one another.  That's why in Hebrew, Akkadian, Ugaritic and Aramaic, if you learn the vocabulary for one of those, you've learned a big chunk of the vocabulary for others because they share the same body of words with slight variations in the way that they are formed.  



But another major difference between our languages and Semitic languages is the way that the verbs are formed.  In our languages we usually form verbs based on the idea of time.  We call them tenses.  We talk about our verbs have a past tense.  They talk about things that happened in the past.  Or a future tense, talking about things that happen in the future.  



But Semitic languages do not have tense in the same way that modern English has tenses.  They didn't talk about past events and future events in exactly the same way that we do.  Now, there's a lot of debate with scholars about the exact nature of these forms of the Hebrew verb.  And I won't bore you with those details.  But I will bore you with these details:  That verbs in Hebrew and other Semitic languages primarily deal not so much with time but with the state of an action.  In other words, an action is either completed or incompleted or its in process.  And so these verbs are more concerned not with time but with whether an action is ongoing or whether it's done or whether it is yet to be started.  



And so the Hebrew verbal system and Semitic language verbal systems in general are different.  And that's one of the things that makes translating from these languages into modern languages a little bit of a challenge and a little bit interesting.  Because they don't -- because the things that we call tenses don't always line up with the verbal forms in these languages consistently.  And so you have to -- you know, you have to juggle them a bit.  So the formation of words is in terms of verbal roots, the formation of vocabulary, you know, in the way that they share a common vocabulary and the structure of the verbal system, these are all ways in which Semitic languages differ from the languages that you and I speak today.  



Now, we also need to make one more distinction.  That is between the language and the way that the language is written.  That is to say the script or as we might say today -- in computerdom we might say the font that they used.  And over history the scripts or the typefaces or the fonts that they used changed and developed, even though the underlying language stayed much the same.  



So Abraham would have been speaking an earlier form of the Semitic language that we call Hebrew.  Which is really the same as Canaanite, to be honest.  It's just a subdialect of Canaanite.  Moses would have spoken a very similar language, which he no doubt would have learned and spoken and wrote the Old Testament in.  David and Solomon and others later would have been speaking essentially the same language with some changes over time just as there have been changes in English over time.  But it's recognizably the same language.  So that once you learn Hebrew, if you look at inscriptions from a very early date, you have to learn the different typeface.  But the language is very much the same.  



So yes, Abraham and Moses did speak Hebrew or at least an earlier form of Hebrew.  And that gives us a great deal of confidence in the written word of God that they gave us as it has been preserved and transmitted to us faithfully by scribes and scholars from prophets down to the present day.  
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>> Is it realistic that Moses could have written the Pentateuch?  I mean, had writing been invented?  I know about the hieroglyphics of Egypt of course.  But what about other written languages?  Did they exist?  What would Moses have used?  Is it reasonable that Abraham could have known how to write?  


>> Nick, that's a very common question.  I remember when I was serving a congregation, I was asked that question in Bible class.  And I've been asked that question so many times over the years, I'm convinced that somewhere somehow people must be getting the idea that writing didn't exist by the time of Moses.  But the truth is that writing had been in use for almost 2,000 years by the time of Moses.  So the short answer to your question is yes, it's very reasonable to think that Moses could have written the Pentateuch just based on the fact that he would certainly have been able to write it.  It wouldn't have been anything unusual at all.  Now, literacy was not common.  Don't get me wrong.  Most people couldn't read or write in those days.  But there were certainly people who could.  There were trained classes of scribes and educated men.  And Moses, you remember, was raised in the court of Pharaoh.  He would well have certainly come into contact with writing and had been able to write. 
Maybe the thing to do here is to take just a few minutes and do a brief survey of some of the early forms of writing just so you can see that I'm not making this up.  It's useful to actually see the evidence for yourself.  And that gives us confidence when we say that we can be sure that Moses could have written the Pentateuch.  



So let's turn first to the oldest form of writing known to mankind.  That comes to us from Mesopotamia, from that part of Mesopotamia that we call ancient Sumeria.  Sumeria was the kingdom you recall before Babylon and Assyria and before the Akkadians, as well.  The first written language comes from Sumeria from somewhere between 3500 and 3300 BC.  Somewhere in that area.  And comes to us from the city of Uruk in Sumeria.  Now, Sumerian was a non-Semitic language.  So this language was not directly connected to the language that was spoken by the patriarchs or the language that's recorded in the Bible.  So let's take a look at a very early example of written Sumerian.  Although, you might think this is a little too primitive to be called writing.  What we have here in the slide is a picture of a Sumerian tablet.  It comes from the time that we were talking about, perhaps 3000 BC or earlier than that.  And this is one of the very early examples of writing.  



Notice first that it's not written in lines.  That the tablet is marked off into rectangles or squares.  And that in each of these rectangles we have a little picture of something.  Something that looks maybe like an icon we would say today.  And then some circles, some holes in the tablets and some lines drawn in the tablets.  Well, what this is is a kind of inventory tablet, an economic document.  It may have been materials that were stored in a warehouse.  It may have been a receipt for a bill of sale.  Or it may have been a kind of inventory tablet taken for the purposes of taxation.  We really don't know.  But we can tell what the tablet means. We have here pictures of different commodities.  The one that's most easily visible is the one on the left that is a little jar with a pointed bottom.  This is the kind of jar that was used to keep olive oil and wine in.  And it was used to transport those things for sale, as well.  And in the other pictures we have another one that's easily visible there.  In the picture is a kind of sheaf of grain.  And so we have, you know, again, a number of the little holes indicate a certain number like tens.  And then the strokes indicate other numbers.  And for each of these commodities we could tell how many there were in this inventory or how many had been sold.  Now, Sumerian developed from this.  And this I said is the oldest form of writing.  And one would barely almost call it writing at this point.  But it does illustrate the fact that people were keeping these kind of documents as early as 3500 BC or a little after that.  



The next stage in the development of writing comes with a language that we call Akkadian.  Akkadian is old Babylonian or old Assyrian.  It's the oldest surviving Semitic language.  Here maybe we can take a look at the relationship between the Semitic languages as we were talking about in our last question.  



In the slide that you see now, we have a little chart that's divided up into four sections, two vertical and two horizontal.  And they are labeled north and south and east and west.  And this divides the table up into four groups:  Northeast, northwest, southwest and southeast.  And this is the way that most scholars today talk about Semitic languages.  In the northeast box you'll see that northeastern Semitic is the language called Akkadian, which is Babylonian and Assyrian.  So I have them in parentheses underneath.  The northwest Semitic box is the one that's most important to us in the study of the Old Testament because Hebrew is a northwest Semitic language.  Technically there are two language families in northwest Semitic.  There's the Aramaic family and the Canaanite family.  And then within the Canaanite family you have a number of dialects.  Here I've got Ugaritic and Moabite and Hebrew listed.  Because Hebrew is really very close to these other languages.  When Abraham would have come to the land of Canaan, he would have been speaking a language that was basically identical with that of his neighbors.  Much like say someone from Australia moving to the United States.  He would have to make a few adjustments in the way he used words.  But it's essentially the same language.  And he would have had no trouble at all making the transition from one to the other. 



So then this is -- Akkadian then continues to grow and develop and is written in cuneiform.  And cuneiform refers to the way language is written using shapes that are made with little triangles and little lines.  These triangles and lines are made with an edge of a stylus made of reed.  Something kind of akin to a chopstick except with a triangular end instead of circular.  And so here we see an example of an early cuneiform Akkadian tablet.  I'm going to zoom in on the upper corner of this tablet so that you can get a little closer look at the signs that are here.  You see that they are all either little triangular indentions in the clay or they are lines.  And the way they would do this is they would poke the end of the stylus into the clay to make the triangle.  And then they would draw with the edge of the stylus to make the lines.  In this way they could write little abstract shapes.  And these abstract shapes are really modified versions of the icons like we saw on the earlier tablet.  



Now, writing in Akkadian was challenging because they had some 600 different symbols.  Some 600 different glyphs as we call them technically speaking.  Glyph is a technical term for a writing symbol, a letter we might say.  Akkadian, however, was a very common language.  It was used throughout the ancient near east -- I'm sorry; Akkadian was not a common language.  But cuneiform was a common writing style used throughout the ancient near east.  Akkadian was popular from about 3500 BC down to about 750 BC.  It actually continued to be used rarely down roughly down to the time of Christ.  But it fell out of use after 750 BC and gradually gave way over the centuries to a language called Aramaic, which is a much closer cousin to Hebrew than Akkadian is.  One of the reasons that Akkadian has so many symbols or glyphs is that it isn't written with an alphabet.  An alphabet uses one symbol for each sound.  But Akkadian has a different symbol for each syllable, for each combination of consonants and vowels.  So they would have one syllable to represent the sound la, another symbol to represent the sound lu and yet another symbol to represent the sound li.  



So here is an example.  And this is just a little made-up example that I've prepared for you.  And this isn't really -- well, it's real Akkadian.  But it doesn't come from a tablet some place.  This phrase that you see here written in Akkadian is -- we would translate -- read this something like li sha num ak di tum.  So the first symbol represents the sound li.  The next symbol the sound sha.  The third symbol the sound num.  And so for the phrase li sha num ak di tum simply means the Akkadian language, by the way.  So this doesn't come from a tablet.  We made this up.  But it shows you the way the language works and why they had so many different symbols. 

 

Well, one of the things that makes translating Akkadian challenging or at least reading the tablets challenging for modern readers is there's some unusual things that happened with these symbols.  Because Akkadian was used for such a long time over such a large area, the value of the symbols changed from place to place and time to time.  This means that in different places you get a variety of symbols used for the same sound.  We call this homophony, h‑o‑m‑o‑p‑h‑o‑n‑y.  Homophony is having a variety of glyphs or symbols used to represent the same sound.  So on your screen here we have six symbols.  All six of these symbols represent the syllable ni, depending on where you are and when the tablet was written.  



That makes, you know, translating or at least reading the tablets a bit of a challenge.  Also another characteristic that is connected to this is that if the symbols are changing their values, then one symbol can come to represent many different values, depending on where you are and when you are. So here we have one symbol.  And this symbol represents the syllable ni.  But it also represents the syllable na or the syllable li or la or zal or sal or dek or tek or thek, depending on where you are and when the tablet was written.  



Now, there are big books that contain these symbols.  I suppose today there are computer programs that do this, as well, that tell us what value the symbol had at different places and at different times.  And people who really do this for a living -- and I'm not one of them -- you know, they come to master this.  And it wasn't so hard in the ancient world because afterall, a single scribe just lived in one place at one time.  And so he had his set of values.  It's a little more challenging for us today.  But it was challenging enough for them even in the ancient world.  



So much for Akkadian and cuneiform.  Let's move to Egypt now and look at the way that Egyptian language is written.  Because in some ways Egyptian is a little closer to what we do today.  Egyptian hieroglyphic, which is the name of the writing we call -- used in Egypt, hieroglyphic emerges between 2300 and 3000 BC, a little later than cuneiform writing for the Akkadians.  Hieroglyphic is a pictographic script.  That means that -- remember how on that tablet we had the little icons?  Well, in Egyptian hieroglyphic, they never got beyond the stage of writing with the little icons.  And the icons come to represent individual sounds or individual letters.  So Egyptian hieroglyphic contains not 600 different symbols but about 2,000 different glyphs.  



Some of these glyphs or symbols or letters we would call them represent single consonants.  Some represent consonant vowel combinations or syllables the way that they did in Akkadian.  And so others represent whole words, single -- you know, one representing a whole word.  And just to make things more interesting, sometimes a -- sometimes a symbol will represent a word and sometimes it will represent a single letter.  And you have to sort of figure out how the symbol is being used at this particular time.  



Well, let's take a look at the way that Egyptian developed.  And maybe we can learn something that will be of interest to us, as well, here.  What you see on your screen at the moment is a picture of the very earliest example of Egyptian writing that we know of.  It's called the Narmer Palette.  The central image in the picture is an early Pharaoh by the name of Narmer.  And you can see in the picture that he's -- it looks like he has his hand on the head of somebody.  And he's holding a stick in his other hand.  And there's some other things happening around him.  If we were going to read this pallet, we would read it something like this:  This pallet says Pharaoh Narmer defeated his Semitic enemy with the help of the god Horus.  And you probably are looking at that thinking "Well, how did he get that out of that?"  



Let's take a look and see how this kind of writing worked.  Here we're going to zoom in on the top edge of the tablet.  And I realize you won't be able to see this very well.  You can see that it's there.  But you can't see the details because of the picture quality.  But you'll have to take my word for it.  There are two little symbols here at the top.  One of them, the top one, is a catfish.  And the word for catfish in Egyptian is nar.  Beneath that is a little wood chisel.  And the word for chisel or wood chisel in Egyptian is mer.  So these two symbols together, nar mer, give us the name of the pharaoh preserved in this tablet.  And that's the way Egyptian worked.  The words -- the symbols I should say eventually get their meaning based on the word -- the sound of the word that they originally represented.  And so we call this acrophonic when a letter or a symbol comes to have the sound associated with the word that it originally preserved.  



Now, this is very important for the way that the alphabet developed.  So I wanted to mention that term acrophonic to you.  But let's look at the rest of the Narmer Palette here.  We had Narmer, the name at the top.  Now, let's zoom in on a lower part of the tablet.  Here we see that the pharaoh's hand is not actually on the head of this guy.  But he's actually grabbing a ahold of the guy's hair, which obviously is a position of power.  The guy is Semitic.  We can tell that he's Semitic by his hairstyle and his beard.  In Egyptian iconography or Egyptian art, this is a standard way that Semitic people were depicted.  Other people groups were depicted in different ways.  For example, the Assyrians are always pictured with long curly hair and kind of curly beards.  Clearly different from the picture that we get here of this Semitic fellow.  So that's how we know that Narmer was defeating a Semitic group.  



Now, let's zoom in on the upper right-hand part of the tablet.  Here we see what looks like a hawk or a bird sitting on a plant.  And beneath him is the head of another person.  And the bird is holding onto a stick.  And the stick is stuck in the nose of the other person.  And the bird is pulling on the stick, which looks like it would be painful and, in fact, probably was.  And here this bird is the symbol associated with the god Horus in Egyptian.  So Horus here is helping to defeat the Semitic enemies in this picture.  So we know that that's what's communicated by this part of the tablet.  



There's one other interesting thing on this tablet that's not part of the translation, if you were, but that's actually very important to us.  So let's zoom in on the middle left part of the tablet here.  And you can see a little man.  This man is smaller than the pharaoh.  And the size in Egyptian art, early Egyptian art at least, gives us the relative importance of the person.  So the pharaoh is big.  And this little guy is small.  He's not that important compared to the pharaoh.  But he is important to us.  Because in his left hand he's holding two little plates that have brushes on them.  And in his right hand he's holding a pot of paint.  This guy is a scribe.  And he is accompanying the pharaoh to write down the pharaoh's deeds.  So he's got his pens, his brush pens, in one hand.  And his pot of paint or ink in the other hand so that he can record the pharaoh's deeds.  Now, here is why I wanted to mention that.  You remember when we started talking about the Narmer Palette I told you that it was the oldest example of Egyptian writing that we have?  And yet by the time of the Narmer Palette, there was apparently already a class of professional scribes in existence.  Because this symbol here is commonly used in Egyptian art to represent not just a scribe but also the class of scribes.  So we don't know what the scribe would have written.  But we know that there were scribes who were writing something already before the Narmer Palette was written.  So this is an intriguing clue to the fact that written language in Egypt is earlier than the Narmer Palette, even though we don't have anything earlier.  And of course, the reason we don't have what this little scribe would have been writing is because he's writing with paint brushes on -- with paint or ink, he's not writing on a tablet of stone like the Narmer Palette.  He's written on pa pie Russ or upon leather.  And of course, papyrus and leather decay and go away.  So whatever he was writing, writing down the deeds of Pharaoh Narmer, they have long disappeared from the historical record and we no longer have them.  That's a tragedy because this tablet that we have here is the only thing that we know about Pharaoh Narmer.  And if we had had the scribes' writings, we would know not only about Narmer but more about the way that Egyptian was written, as well.  



Well, before we wrap up with this one, let me just show you two other quick examples of ancient Egyptian just so you can see the way this looked as it developed later.  And I'm sure you've seen examples of this before.  But here on this slide we have on the left side a portion of an Egyptian monument.  And you can see the symbols that are carved into the monument.  And on the right side I've given you some examples.  And these examples of the characters aren't necessarily the ones in this monument.  But they are very common ones.  And you can see what they look like and how they work.  For example, the top one, this bird, represents the letter M or the sound eme.  And it means something like as or by or with or from.  So this symbol would be translated that way.  Now, if you're very attentive, you will notice that the birds in the picture on the left are facing to the right.  And the symbol example that I've given you is facing to the left.  That's because when it comes to writing, the Egyptians are pretty flexible.  Sometimes they write from left to right and sometimes they write from right to left.  And sometimes they write from top to bottom.  They never write from bottom to top so far as we've been able to tell.  And you can tell which direction they are writing, at least on the left to right part, because of the way the symbol is facing.  Now, some of the symbols are sort of bidirectional.  They look the same no matter which way they are written.  But some of them, like the birds, are pretty obviously facing one way or the other.  So if you want to know which way Egyptian is written, you just look at the bird symbols.  And whichever way the bird is facing, that's where you start reading.  



So on the example on the left you would start reading from right to left.  Or technically in this case, this one is written from upper right to lower.  So it's written from upper right to lower right and then in upper left to lower left.  It's fairly common on monuments.  Actually on some monuments in Egypt we have examples of writing where on the front side of the monument, it's written from right to left.  And on the back side it's written from left to right.  I don't know if Egyptians were right-handed or left-handed or right-eyed or left-eyed.  There doesn't seem to be a particular pattern as to why they wrote one way or the other.  But it is an interesting thing for us to know today. 

 

This is one last example.  This is also Egyptian.  But this is Egyptian written on papyrus.  And I realize this is a little harder to see because the writing is a little smaller.  But I just show it to you so you realize that even when they are writing with paint brushes on paper, papyrus or leather, they use basically the same symbols.  They are just a little more -- we might describe them as a little more italic or a little more cursive like handwriting.  Technically speaking, this kind of writing we call hieratic, which is really just the name we use for cursive handwriting written with paint brushes in Egypt instead of hieroglyphic, which is what's used when things are carved into stone.  But it's essentially the same language and essentially the same writing. Just like your handwriting.  It's a little different from the typing you see on a printed page.  But they are the same thing.  So we have that in ancient Egyptian, as well.

>> So are you saying that Moses might have written the Pentateuch in Egyptian?  


>> I'm sorry; Nick, I didn't mean to give that impression.  I certainly don't think that Moses wrote the Pentateuch in Egyptian.  I just was trying to point out that Egyptian had been around for a long time as had Akkadian.  So Moses could clearly have been able to write.  But the real breakthrough in writing and the one that would have affected the way Moses would have written came when some unknown genius, one of the world's great benefactors, invented what we know today as the alphabet.  



Actually there may have been one -- more than one of these great geniuses.  Because the alphabet appears to have been invented about the same time in two different places or at least we have two very early alphabetic scripts that are different.  One is based on cuneiform writing.  And it comes from the northern Levant, the region up around Ugarit.  And the other is a consonantal script that's based on Egyptian hieroglyphics.  And it comes from the southern Levant, Canaan or perhaps even from the Sinai peninsula.  And it's the latter one that's of most interest to us.  Because it's most directly the ancestor of Hebrew writing.  



But let's take a look briefly at first at the Ugaritic alphabet.  This alphabet -- here is a picture of the alphabet on the slide on the screen.  This is the whole of the alphabet.  There are 30 symbols, 30 glyphs.  That's a big improvement on 600.  And although you wouldn't be able to tell this, the alphabet that we have here is almost identical to the alphabet that's used to write Hebrew.  The symbols are different.  But the alphabet order is almost the same.  There's just a few minor changes.  And the letters themselves are the same.  That is what their sounds are the same.  



So we can tell that the language that was being written was very similar to biblical Hebrew, even though it looks different.  It looks like cuneiform.  But we're more interested actually in the other consonantal script, the one that came from the southern part of Canaan or perhaps from the Sinai peninsula.  We typically call this script protoSinaitic because our earliest examples come from the Sinai peninsula.  Both of these alphabet scripts, by the way, are dated to somewhere around 1700 BC or a little earlier.  Perhaps 2000 BC to 1700 BC.  And they both seem to appear about the same time.  



So what that says about the sequence they were invented in or something is hard for us to say for sure.  We just don't have enough examples to be definitive.  But in any case, protoSemitic is important to us because this is the script that eventually came the alphabet for most of the Canaanite languages, including Hebrew as it was used in Israel.  This script was borrowed by the Egyptians -- I'm sorry; excuse me.  This script was borrowed by the Greeks and adapted for use in writing Greek.  And then it was later borrowed from the Greeks by the Romans and was adapted to write Latin.  And of course, we have borrowed it from the Romans and used it to write English in our various modern languages.  



So our alphabet is a direct ancestor of what you see on the screen now, this sample of the alphabetic script that we call protoSemitic.  And I want to show you a couple of these just so that you can see the point that our modern alphabet is almost identical to these letters.  Now, you look at it and say, "Well, that's hardly identical."  But let's look at a couple more carefully.  



Here the first one in the list we want to look at is the letter M.  It's about halfway down our list here.  And if we look at the letter M close up, we can see that it's just a wavy line.  The word -- or the letter comes from the word miuma, which means water.  The Hebrew word, by the way, is mieme.  And so again, the sound of the letter comes from the word associated with it.  And we call that, again, acrophonic.  That's the way that alphabets originally worked.  So miuma or M is a little wavy line.  And really it looks like a kind of simplified primitive version of our letter M.  Just shorter.  Fewer waves.  



Another one that is fairly obviously connected to a modern letter is just below that -- two more below that.  The letter that's an apostrophe there that represents the letter in Hebrew known as iene, which is our word I, by the way, comes to us probably from the Arabic.  This symbol looks like an eyeball.  It's a little almost football shaped shape with a dot in it representing the center of the eye.  Now, this one doesn't quite look like the modern letter.  And until you recognize that in other forms of this, it's basically round.  Unlike a football shape.  It's basically round.  And sometimes it's written with a little dot in the middle and sometimes it's not.  So if you get one of these that's round and doesn't have the dot in the middle, it looks exactly like our letter O, which comes from it.  



Another one that's obviously connected to our modern letter is the last one on the list, which is a T.  That's all we really need to say about it.  It's a T.  It's from the word tauwu, which means mark.  Since the word tauwu begins with the sound ta, that's the sound we associate with this symbol, the T.  By the way, interestingly this symbol sometimes gets rotated about 90 degrees in which case it looks like an X.  This symbol has actually given rise to two different letters in our modern alphabet, the letter T and our letter X, which is basically just a T turned on its side.  



Some other letters also are closely related to modern letters but you have to know just a little bit more.  So let's take a quick look at a couple of them.  The fourth one down in the list is the letter associated with our modern letter H.  Now, you look at this and say, "That symbol doesn't look a lot like an H."  But if you rotate it 90 degrees, it does.  This symbol is a fence.  The word cautu means fence.  So you can see there's an upper bar and a lower bar and a few vertical strokes in between it indicating the bars of the fence.  But if you rotate it, then the two main ones become the two sides.  And here you have three little strokes in the middle.  But if you take two of them out so there's only one, you have our capital H.  So you can see the relationship there.  



Right below that is another letter.  This one looks like a bowl with two striped -- two little marks in it.  This is the word kapu, meaning the palm of the hand.  The -- our letter K, ka sound, is for kapu.  And as you can see, it looks like someone holding their hand out just without a thumb.  So you have four fingers of a hand.  So if you turn this one sideways 90 degrees and take out the two center ones, you have our letter C.  An of course, we use the letter C for the same sound ka that is preserved in the kapu word.  



Well, I could actually look at these all day long with you.  But there's just two more I want to comment on because I think they are particularly interesting.  The first one in the list is the letter olif in Hebrew.  It comes from the word alpu, meaning objection.  And this word or letter is actually the head of an oxen.  This is where we get our letter A.  Now, to see this you have to -- if you turn this 90 degrees to the right, you basically get the Greek letter olif.  And if you rotate it another 90 degrees to the right, then you get it upside down, which is basically our capital A shape.  In fact, there are some examples of this that look exactly like a modern A just turned upside down.  



One last one.  I just can't resist talking about these.  And that's the next to last one from the bottom.  This is the word raish meaning head or raishu meaning head.  It's where we get our letter R from.  And of course, it looks like the head of a man in profile.  And you say, "Well, how do we get our letter R from that?" Well, look at it closely.  If you take this shape of a man and turn it around so that instead of facing left, it's facing to the right, you've got a little man facing right.  Now, if you take the little dot out that represents his eye, then you've got a vertical stroke coming up and the circular part of the top of his head and then his little nose sticking down.  And that's -- you know, if you simplify it just a bit, you've got our capital letter R.  The back of the man's head -- the bowl at the top of the R being the top of his head.  And then what we think of as the tail of the R, which is his little nose sticking down.  So I bet you didn't know that the alphabet that you use every day goes all the way back to perhaps 2000 BC from the Sinai peninsula.  



Here is an example of one of our oldest samples of this writing.  It's a little sphinx statue.  And it's taken from a mine in the Sinai desert.  And it was a little icon or idol used by the Egyptian miners.  On one side it has the name of an Egyptian goddess.  On the other side it has the name of a Canaanite goddess who we presume corresponded to the Egyptian goddess.  They understood this to be the same goddess but with an Egyptian name and Canaanite name.  Now, it's a little hard to see in this picture.  But right along the bottom edge there is an inscription written in this protoSemitic script.  So I'm going to cut away from this picture and look at a slide where we've traced the script.  And actually in this slide there are three different examples of the same inscription that come from different images.  The bigger one on the bottom is the way it appears here on this little sphinx statue.  And then above it we have another one.  And to the left yet another one. The one on the left is missing the first letter.  So it's not exactly identical as the others.  But close enough.  Look at these three examples.  The first thing that you might notice is although they say the same thing, the letters are all formed differently.  Take the first letter in the bottom one and look up above.  And you can see that the bottom example looks like it's kind of slipped down.  It's kind of rotated about 45 degrees from the upper example. The second letter is sort of turned upside down from the upper example.  And the opening is a little different.  The third letter in the upper example has -- this is the ion letter, the O.  The upper letter, has the eyeball in it and the lower example does not.  Then we've got the next letter, which is the same as the first one again.  It's about the same in both words.  And then the last letter is the T letter.  You can see the upper example is turned sideways like an X.  And the lower example looks more like a T.  Although, the bar is at the bottom so it looks like an upside down T.  In the example on the left the first letter is missing.  By the way, both of these are written from left to right.  And they read LB ion, or O, LT.  And so we translate this -- the first letter L is a preposition meaning to.  And the rest of it is a name Baalot, Mrs. Baal, in effect.  The T on the end is the feminine form.  And the three letters in the middle is the same as the god Baal that we know from the Old Testament.  So we would say this is -- this little sphinx was dedicated to Mrs. Baal, Baalot. The example on the left is missing the first preposition.  What I wanted to show you here is the second letter from the top, which is that O letter, or ion letter, although here it's written not so much the shape of a football or an eye but it's written as a triangle with the dot in it.  So here we have an example of three different handwritings, if you will.  And this inscription is from about 1700 BC, about a little more than 200 years before -- 250 years before the time of Moses according to the traditional date.  So this is an example of something pretty close to what Moses' handwriting would have looked like when he wrote the Pentateuch.  



Let's look at another example from later in biblical history.  On this next slide we have a famous inscription known as the Gezer Calendar.  This is an agricultural calendar.  And it basically just says which plants were planted in which month.  So we don't bother with the translation.  But you can see the inscription looks sort of like protoSemitic.  The forms have modified just a little bit.  They become a little more regular in shape.  And they are -- you can see there's quite a bit of repetition here because the phrase is the same in many of these lines.  So there's a lot of repetition of the symbols here.  This dates from about the tenth century, about the time of King David or King Solomon.  So this is an example of what David or Solomon's handwriting would have looked like.  



The last example I'd like to show you comes from about the year 700, around the time of King Hezekiah or just a little after the time of the prophet Isaiah.  This is an inscription that's found on a tunnel in the city of Jerusalem.  The building of this tunnel is recorded in the Bible in II Kings Chapter 20 verse 20.  We're told that Hezekiah had this tunnel dug in order to provide water for the city during the time of siege or in preparation for the time of siege.  So it's called the Siloam Tunnel.  And this is the Siloam Tunnel inscription.  This inscription looks a little more cursive than the last one that we saw.  But again, they are recognizably the same symbols as were found in protoSemitic just having evolved a little bit becoming a little more regular as time has gone on.  In this case, you can just about see in the second line three examples of the L character that we saw on that inscription from Sinai, from the sphinx.  Although, they stick up above the lines.  So you can see them.  The interesting thing is that all three of them -- actually there are four of them in the line.  All four of them are almost identical.  And they are all upside down from the way that we saw them in the older inscription.  So between 1700 BC and 700 BC, a thousand years later, this character has rotated 180 degrees.  And it's become standard.  Because all of the examples in this inscription are written in the same way.  Kind of an upside down example from the earlier one.  This would have been handwriting from roughly say the time of Isaiah or thereabouts.  



So here I've shown you some examples of Hebrew handwriting, the oldest of which predates Moses.  The language in each case is Hebrew.  And a slightly earlier stage than the Hebrew of the Bible.  But not very much different at all.  If you can read biblical Hebrew, you can read each of these.  Although, you might have to get used to reading the different handwriting.  



So I hope you can see, Nick, that it's very clear that Moses would have been able to write.  And this is the kind of thing that he would have been writing.  He would have been writing an ancestor of biblical Hebrew using a script that is very similar to that which we call protoSemitic.  
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>> I read somewhere that most of the religion of the Bible was just borrowed from the religions of Israel's neighbors.  Is this really true?  I don't believe it, of course.  But I would sure like to know how to refute it.


>> This idea has been around for a long time, David.  I remember -- well, I don't remember personally.  I remember that in Germany in the 19th century there was this ongoing debate called the Babel-Bibel Controversy.  Babel being Babylon, of course, and Bibel being Bible.  And the debate was about exactly this, how much of the faith of the Old Testament was borrowed from other ancient eastern sources, specifically from Babylon in the case of this debate.  So it's not surprising to know that this is still out there.  In fact, there is a movement called the History of Religions Movement in ancient near eastern studies that has sort of resurrected this idea that almost everything from the Bible is borrowed from some other nearby ancient near eastern culture.  



Now, we need to be aware of the fact that there are many similarities between the faith of the Old Testament and the other societies around Israel just as there are many similarities between Christianity today and other elements in our culture.  But similarity doesn't mean that one is borrowed from the other.  Or more importantly, often similarity is an external kind of thing and it doesn't affect the way that one understands how or interprets the theology that is associated with it.  The most obvious example of that is that the temple and the tabernacle in the Old Testament in terms of their architecture and shape were almost identical to other temples in the ancient world.  But the theology of worship, the theology of the presence of God, even the theology of the idea of the nature of God was very different in Israel than from its Old Testament neighbors.  I think what I would like to do rather than try to run through a whole bunch of details to illustrate this, I think what I would like to do is to focus on two major concepts that illustrate the way that in a very fundamental way the faith of the Old Testament is radically different from that of Israel's pagan neighbors.  And the two concepts that I would like to focus on are the relationship between the realm of the divine and the realm of nature and the concept of time.  



So first let's talk about how they understood nature and shall we say the nature of nature in the ancient world?  Now, if you were to go out on the street today and ask the average westerner to describe for you their understanding of reality, well, their first reaction would probably be to look at you as if you were a little strange.  But if you could get past that reaction, they would probably suggest that their understanding of reality is that there is some material world or nature or creation within which we live.  And that out there somewhere there is a kind of spiritual reality, as well, that's separate from and distinct from this realm of nature.  There's some people, of course, who wouldn't take that view.  And we often refer to this as New Age Religion that kind of reverts to the idea that the spiritual world and the material world are blended together.  And in some ways this New Age idea, as we call it, is a revival of the concept of nature that we encounter in the ancient world. 



Let's think about this.  And we often call this the mythopoeic view of nature.  Because it is the view of the world that leads to the making of myth, which is what mythopoeic means.  If you were to go back to ancient Babylon or ancient Egypt and were to inquire about their understanding of reality, the description would end up being something like this.  And of course, they wouldn't put it in these terms.  But it would fit into this kind of scheme.  They would describe a reality in which the realm of the gods and the realm that we call nature or matter are not two separate things.  But rather, they are at best a kind of continuum where the realm of the gods is at one end and the realm of nature is at the other.  Almost like we think of the light spectrum where there are certain wavelengths of light that are not visible.  And there are other wavelengths that are visible.  We think of the invisible spectrum and the visible spectrum of light.  Or in terms of sound there are certain frequencies that we can't hear and certain frequencies that you can hear. Well, in the same way they saw reality as that kind of spectrum or continuum.  And the part of reality that the gods inhabited was the same reality that we inhabit and call nature.  It's just that you couldn't see their part and you couldn't touch it or obviously hear it, either.  So there's a connection between the realm of the divine and the realm of nature.  



Now, an example I think will illustrate this for us.  Let's consider a very common deity in the ancient world, the sun god.  We look up into the sky and we see the sun.  And the ancient Canaanite would have called the sun by the name Sham Shu in Canaan, Semish in Hebrew.  And they would also understand that there is a god that is the god related to the sun.  And the name of that god is also Sham Shu.  Now, when they looked in the sky and they saw the sun in the sky, they didn't think of the sun in the sky as a symbol of the god Sham Shu.  They thought of the sun in the sky as that part of the god Sham Shu or that aspect of the god Sham Shu that was visible to us within the realm of nature.  So we tend to think of this the other way around.  We tend to think of gods as persons who are out there.  And that there's this thing within nature like the sun.  And the sun is merely a symbol for the god.  But that's not the way they thought about it at all.  The sun was not a symbol of the god Sham Shu.  The sun was the god Sham Shu as he appeared within our realm.  Perhaps an analogy would help at this point.  And one that I find helpful, although it has limitations, is the idea of an iceberg.  You know, an iceberg floating in the sea, most people understand that the majority of the iceberg is under the water and it's not visible and only the top of the iceberg is visible.  You can't see all of it.  But you know it's there.  It's just not visible to us.  



In the same way they would say that the sun in the sky is sort of like the tip of the iceberg.  It's that part of the thing that is -- that shows up within the part of the world within the part of nature or reality that we can see.  And so the gods that exist in the part of nature that we can't see can appear in one way or more than one way within our realm.  



So let's see how this works within Egypt, for example.  I have a slide with a picture on it here.  This is a photograph that I took in the British museum a while back.  And you can see a couple of little figurines of Egyptian deities in this photograph.  Now, these are Egyptian deities in human form.  And they would certainly from time to time depict their deities in the form of people.  And Egyptians did think of them that way.  They understood that their gods could appear as people.  But they didn't always appear as people.  



Here in this next shot we have three little figurines of gods or goddesses, depending on who they are here.  The one on the left, it sort of looks like a hippopotamus standing upright, is the god Taweret, an important goddess in Egyptian popular belief.  Taweret was the goddess responsible for the process of pregnancy and childbirth. In the middle we have the little blue guy.  I'm not sure what he's supposed to be.  He's really a cute looking figure.  This is the god Bes.  And on the right the green figurine that looks like a baboon is god Thoth.  Now, in this case we have three figurines of gods that appear in the form of animals.  For the Egyptians there was no difference between the gods choosing to appear in the form of animals or choosing to appear in the form of humans.  A god could appear in any form that suited them.  And there were some gods -- some figures, some animals, that were more consistent with the god's nature than others.  And so they tended to appear that way.  



In this next shot we see an Egyptian goddess by the name of Maat or truth.  The name is a little misleading.  This is one of the most important Egyptian goddesses because this goddess is responsible for the order of the cosmos.  Truth in the Egyptian understanding doesn't mean the opposite of falsehood.  It means maintaining things the way they ought to be.  Truth is the way things ought to be here.  Notice this picture of Maat.  She is in human form.  But her arms extended also have feathers sticking out of them so that she has wings like a bird.  In this case, we have a goddess who appears in a form that is sort of half divine -- or half human, half animal.  And the feather, notice there's a feather in her headband.  The feather is sort of the symbol of the goddess Maat.  Whenever you see Maat, she always has a feather, usually in her headband as here.  And sometimes she's simply represented as a feather.  The goddess is represented in the form of a feather.  



There's one other thing I should mention about these figurines.  Since we're talking about Maat in this picture here, I mentioned the sun and the sky was understood by them to be not a symbol of the god but the actual presence of the god within the realm of nature.  The same is true of the figurines.  These statues were not thought of as symbols.  These were the god as they were present in that place.  And the same is also true of the picture on the wall.  This picture of Maat that we still see here, this was not a symbol or even a reminder of Maat.  It was the very presence of Maat in this tomb looking over in this case probably the deceased.  



In fact, of course, the gods could be in many places at one time under a scheme like this.  And this, too, is -- well, it seems odd to us to think that the gods could be, you know, in many cities or temples at one time.  And again, you can use the analogy of the water to help understand this.  Let's say I was swimming under water and I were starting to come up from under water.  And I put my hand up.  There might be sort of five places where my five fingers emerged from the water.  But that was all you could see of me above the water.  And you would look at that and you would say, "Well, there's five things sticking up there."  But you would know that those five things are not five independent things, they are the same being.  You are just seeing them in technically five different places.  And that's the way they understood the ability of the gods to be present in multiple places at the same time. 



Well, in this shot we have the goddess Hathor, also in the form of a human, a woman.  Beside it here on the right we have another image of the goddess Hathor, this time in the form of a cow.  Notice although it's probably a little hard to see on your screen, the cow has two long horns that stick up.  And if you look on the left side, the goddess Hathor in human form has a crown which has those same two horns in it.  Just like the goddess Maat is represented by the feather, Hathor is almost always pictured with these two horns no matter what form she's in.  



In this shot on the left we have the baboon god Thoth that we saw a few moments ago in the little green statue.  Thoth is the guide of writing or of the scribes.  And here in this picture.  There's a scribe sitting at his feet.  This represents, of course, Thoth looking over or protecting the scribe.  In this little shot we have also Thoth.  This is Thoth not appearing as a baboon but as an ibis, a bird here with a long curled beak.  If you don't know what an ibis is, it's a water bird with a long beak as you see here. And in this next shot we have Thoth again.  Thoth here appears in a human form with a human body but with the head of the ibis that we saw a moment ago.  So here in Thoth we have three different ways which Thoth can appear:  As a baboon, as an ibis or as an ibis-headed person.  By the way, Thoth is not only the god of scribes but the god of writing.  And in this last shot you can see Thoth is engaged in writing.  He's holding a stylus in his hand.  And he's recording something.  Thoth was the secretary of the gods. And behind Thoth is the pharaoh.  Apparently what we have in this picture is Pharaoh, who is telling his deeds or what he has done to the god Thoth.  And Thoth is writing them down in the annals or records of the gods so that the deeds of the king would be recorded perpetually.  



Now, here is one last thing before we leave.  This is the goddess Taweret again, the goddess that appears as a hippopotamus as we said before.  The goddess responsible for pregnancy and childbirth in ancient Egypt.  And here on the right we have a statue of the wife of queen -- I'm sorry; the wife of Pharaoh Amenhotep III.  Her name was Tee.  And so this is Queen Tee.  And if you look at this statue of Queen Tee carefully, you'll see that Queen Tee is depicted as if she were the goddess Taweret with the exception of the face and hair.  And even the hair is sort of like the goddess statue.  Everything else in this is the goddess Taweret.  She has the same crown.  She has the same general body shape.  She's holding her arms at the same angle and has her hands sort of doubled up as fists just like the goddess Taweret does.  She has the same bulging belly as the hippopotamus god Taweret does, as well.  So this raises an interesting question for interpreters.  What's meant by this statue?  Is this statue telling us that Queen Tee was thought to be the incarnation of the goddess Taweret?  Or perhaps that she's hoping that the goddess Taweret will look over her and protect her in her pregnancy and childbirth?  We just really don't know.  But it's a fascinating kind of thing to see in this case the queen pictured as a goddess.  And frankly, not all that attractive one, either.  This is not done for the sake of flattery in this case.  



So that's how the gods in Egypt were depicted in a variety of ways.  But let's return to our basic point about the understanding of the relationship between the gods and nature. We said before that it was a continuity between the realm of the gods and the realm of nature.  One of the major implications of that continuity is that what happens in the realm of the divine affects what happens in the realm of nature, as well.  The events that happen in your life and mine happen that way because of things that happened in the divine realm.  We can see this in the traditional story associated with the destruction of the city of Troy in Homer's Iliad and Odyssey.  



You may remember how the Trojan War got started.  There was to be a beauty contest between three of the leading goddesses.  And the gods had more sense than to get involved in that debate.  So they drafted a handsome young man by the name of Paris, a prince of the city of Troy.  And he was going to judge this beauty contest.  And to make a long story short, he did.  And of course, the goddess who won was pleased and happy with him.  And the goddesses -- the two goddesses who didn't were unhappy.  And as a result of this, in the end they introduce Paris to the wife of a Greek king.  He ran off with her.  And this led to war between the city of Troy and various Greek cities.  So what happened in the realm of the divine, the judging of this beauty contest and the rivalry between the various queens led to rivalry and in the end warfare between the two nations who were associated with those goddesses.  



So in the ancient world, if one city fights another city, it's because the gods associated with those two cities were in a struggle between themselves, as well.  And which city won depended upon which god was the more powerful.  If my god was more powerful than your god, then my city would defeat your city in war.  At least that was the theological theory behind their understanding of reality.  



Now, this kind of reminds us of a fact when we think about it.  There are many gods and goddesses.  And there was no single god or goddess who controlled every aspect of reality in the ancient world as they understood it.  So not even the high god controlled all of reality.  There's a wonderful account from Babylon which includes the flood story that illustrates this.  The flood according to the Babylonian legend came about because the high god was frustrated.  He couldn't get a good night's sleep.  What had happened was the gods had created mankind because they were lazy and they didn't want to work.  They wanted someone else who would produce food and clothes for them.  And so they created humans to perform these mundane tasks for them.  And then humans increased in number.  And they increased in number so much that they made so much racket and so much noise that the god, the high god, couldn't get a good night sleep.  And he got grumpy because he was tired.  And he decided he was just going to wipe out all of these humans so that he could sleep better.  Well, the other gods learned of his plan.  And they rather liked not having to produce their own food and clothes and just be able to spend all their time relaxing and doing whatever it was that they did.  And so they oppose the will of the high god.  And they were able to -- and here we won't go into all of the details of the story.  But they were able to shield and protect some of the humans and protect them from being destroyed in the flood. 

So in the end all the humans were not wiped out as the high god had intended. So even the high god, the most powerful and important of the gods, was not able to accomplish his will all the time in these matters.  Because no one single god controlled everything that happened.  What happens within the realm of the gods happens because of the struggle between the gods.  And that struggle between the gods to accomplish their will leads to struggle in the human realm between persons and between nations.  



One of the effects of their understanding of the way the gods existed was that no one could ever be sure that their god would be able to deliver on his promises to them.  Let's say that I wanted something bad to happen to you, that we had been in some conflict and I was angry with you and so I wanted something bad to happen to you.  I might go to my local priest and get a little figurine or perhaps if I couldn't afford a figurine, I might even get a little piece of pottery shard.  And I might write a curse on there. I might write "May the gods curse X."  And I might take it to the priest and give my offering.  And the priest would take it and say some magical formula over it.  He would take the figurine or piece of pottery and he would break it.  And this was understood to encourage the gods to go and do likewise, the gods to inflict harm upon you.  Now, you might be as angry with me as I am with you.  And you might be doing the same thing, performing the ritual and attempting to curse me so that something bad would happen to me.  And we couldn't both get our way, of course.  And it may be that I've been perfectly righteous and perfectly moral.  I do everything my god expects.  And you are the same way.  You are perfectly righteous, perfectly good.  You do everything that your god expects of you.  And let's say in this case that your god prevails and something bad happens to me.  In the ancient world they understood that bad things happen to good people because the gods are deciding what's going to happen.  And the god of the good person just may not be powerful enough to protect him from the harm that others want to do to him.  So it doesn't matter how righteous you are.  It doesn't matter how pious you are.  It doesn't matter how faithful you are in making your offerings and so forth.  Bad things might happen to you just because your god isn't powerful enough or maybe because the other gods all gang up on him.  And so you can never be sure that your god is going to be able to deliver even on the good will that he may have for you.  



And this is a very important concept for the book of Exodus.  Because Yahweh proves through the plague narratives and being able to bring his people out of Egypt.  The demonstration of who Yahweh is in the book of Exodus underscores that the God of Israel is more powerful than all of the gods of Egypt combined.  He is able to defeat them, to overcome them and to bring his people out.  The point is that the God of Israel is able to deliver on the promises that he gives.  So in this sense, the omnipotence of God, God's all powerful nature, is the key to our confidence in God's salvation.  If the ancient near eastern view of reality is the true one, then we couldn't be sure that God could save us, even if he wanted to.  But because the God of the Bible demonstrates that he is the only true God, that he is all powerful, we can be confident and certain that he not only will accomplish our salvation but that he can accomplish our salvation.  



Well, let's mention just a couple of other things about ancient near eastern religion before we wrap up.  Let's talk for a moment about worship.  I mentioned the ritual a moment ago in which we would try to curse one another.  That also illustrates the role of magic in ancient near eastern religion.  Magic is a very important part of the worship of the ancient world because they believe that since what happens in the realm of the divine affects what happens here because of the continuity between the two of them, that the opposite is also true.  That what happens here can have an affect on the world of the divine.  And so magic ritual is intended to influence the gods and cause the gods to do something that would affect things within the realm of nature.  And so that's a very important part of religion in the ancient world.  



Along with that we need to recognize one last thing.  Namely, that ancient near eastern religion did not function with the idea that the gods loved mankind.  Nor did it function with the idea that humans should love the gods.  Rather, the gods are thought to be all powerful beings who created mankind to serve them, to serve as slaves and provide for their needs.  The gods cared for humans because they needed humans to work for them.  And humans acted out their duty toward gods because they needed these powerful gods to try to protect them.  But in the ancient world, there is not a sense that I should expect the gods to love me or that I need to love them in return.  That idea is simply completely foreign to the ancient world.  And so the biblical idea that the God of Israel loves Israel and that the people of God love God is a radically different idea than we encounter in the ancient world.  



Well, we've talked for a few minutes now about the ancient near eastern idea of the relationship between the gods and nature.  How they exist or how nature is not a separate thing, the realm of nature and the realm of the divine.  But rather, how there's this continuity.  And that what happens in one part affects the other and vice versa.  



We ought also to mention just in closing that there was in Mesopotamia in particular not much of a concept of the afterlife.  That Egyptian religion did hold the view of an afterlife.  And so Egyptian religion is much more optimistic than Mesopotamian religion was about whether people survived after death.  



In Mesopotamian religion it was certainly possible for individuals to live after death often by becoming gods.  The line or the gray area between human and divine was such that it was possible to be promoted, as it were, to move across that line and no longer be human but be god.  And the same is true in Egyptian religion so that the pharaoh as he lives here on earth is the earthly presence of the gods in the realm of the divine.  And when he dies, he ceases to be here but moves into the realm of the divine.  So the membrane, the wall of separation between the realm of the divine and realm of nature, is such that it's possible to move back and forth from one to the other.  



And while Egyptian religion held that others could live after death, as well, in Mesopotamian religion, it seems at least that it's rare for the average person to conceive of the ability to live after death.  So Mesopotamian religion is much more pessimistic about these matters and Egyptian religion much more positive about life after death.  So as you can see, there is a considerable difference between the faith of the Bible and the faith of the ancient near east.  Yahweh is not one of the gods who appears within the realm of nature.  But rather he is outside of nature.  He created it.  And he is able to manipulate it.  But he is not within it.  And one of the most important things about Yahweh is that he cannot be manipulated from within nature.  The Old Testament prohibits acts of magic because they imply a different understanding of who God is.  And they are prohibited because Israel is not able to manipulate God through magical acts.  And for them to attempt to do so would be to worship God in a way that's contrary to God's very nature.  So while there are certainly some elements in the Old Testament that are similar to ancient near eastern religion, there are also many important concepts and ideas in the Bible that are radically different from the religions of the ancient near east, as well.  
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>> You mentioned two major ways that the religion of the Old Testament is radically different from that of its ancient neighbors:  The concept of the relationship of the gods to nature and the concept of time.  Could you talk at greater length about how the biblical view of time differs from that of other religions in the ancient world?  


>> Thank you for reminding me of that, David.  I intended to do that.  I just got so carried away talking about the concept of nature that I forgot all about the concept of time.  But actually the concept of time is very important in shaping not only their understanding of reality but also the way that they practiced their faith in the day-to-day living.  



Now, if we were to do what we did before and start with modern man and ask modern man how they understood time, we would probably simply get a straight line.  You know, most modern people think of time as simply a sequence of events, one following after the other.  Now, some people would believe that there's a beginning to time and some an end to time at some point in the future.  And there are those who would believe that time really has no beginning and will have no end.  But they would still tend to picture it as a line regardless of what they thought on those issues.  



In the ancient world, however, they did not think of time primarily as a line or as a sequence of events.  Rather they thought of time as a circle or as a cycle might be a better way of describing it.  In fact, they understood that there were sort of cycles within cycles as it were.  The basic cycle was the month.  And beyond that, of course, we have the cycle of the seasons.  And especially the cycle of the year in which the seasons hang together.  And beyond the year, we have cycles of ages, you know, where groups of years sort of repeat themselves, as well.  



Interestingly, there is no weekly cycle outside the Bible.  No religion, no culture in the ancient world, observed anything that was equivalent to the Sabbath in Israel.  There was no weekly festival.  There were monthly festivals and annual festivals but no weekly festivals in the ancient world outside of Israel.  So I suppose we can say without too much contradiction that the fact that we here in the west today celebrate weekends every weekend is a sign of our dependence upon the biblical understanding of the world.  This weekly cycle that we call the week with a weekend is a biblical concept.  Not a concept that occurs outside the Bible in the ancient world at all.  That illustrates for us the fact that the Bible does recognize circles of time, as well.  But we'll come back to the biblical view in a moment.  Because the Bible understands those in a substantially different way than the ancient world did.  



Turning back to the mythopoeic view of time, the myth making view, the typical cycle, the primary cycle, was that of the year.  And the year would begin with what we might call the New Year's Festival, which is usually associated with creation.  And the reason that it's associated with creation is that at the new year, the emphasis is on assuring that the gods would maintain control of the cosmos, this orderly progress of things in the coming year.  And so they celebrated the fact that the gods conquered creation at the beginning of the year because they wanted the gods to continue to maintain that order within creation in the year that's to come. At the same time, in Mesopotamia particularly, the New Year's Festival was also the time of the enthronement of the king.  Because the king is the embodiment of the authority of the gods within the realm of nature.  And so if you want the authority of the gods to be established and assured in the coming year, that authority is reflected in the authority of the king.  So as you celebrate the Creation Festival, you also celebrate the enthronement of the king.  And so usually at the New Year's Festival there's both a creation element and a royal element where the king is sort of confirmed or celebrated on his thrown for the coming year.  



This New Year's or Creation Festival is then followed as the year proceeds through various festivals that have to do with growing and harvest.  And in Egypt in particular there's an important part of the year that we call the inundation, that part where the waters of the Nile flood.  And that's an important part of the cycle of the seasons within Egypt, as well.  To a lesser extent within Mesopotamia with the flooding of the Tigris and the Euphrates.  But anyway, the year proceeds through the harvest and in the portion of the year that nothing grows that we call winter.  And that's understood by them as a sort of threat of the powers of chaos to reemerge and to overthrow the orderliness of creation.  And so that takes us back again to the New Year's Creation Enthronement Festival.  And this was the way they understood time to proceed in this circular fashion.  That's rather different from the biblical view of time, which is not like that mythopoeic view that is purely circular.  Although, we've already mentioned that the Bible has within it a sense of cyclicalness, a sense of the repetition of events.  



Most people if you asked them what the biblical view of time is, they'll go back to the straight line idea.  And that's sort of mostly true.  Because the Bible does believe that there is a beginning.  So the first word in the book of Genesis is beret sheth in Hebrew, at the start or at the beginning.  Usually we translate in the beginning because that's the way they did it in the King James.  And the Bible also understands that there is an end of time.  The Greek term eschaton points to that end point when time will cease.  But the biblical view is not that there's a straight line between the beginning and the end.  But rather that there is progress that kind of proceeds in a cyclical or circular pattern so that we move from beginning to end.  It's not just completely cyclical and goes nowhere.  But rather, there is motion from beginning to end.  But that motion doesn't proceed in quite a straight line but more like a series of loops.  This is important for understanding biblical prophesy and also for typology.  Because in the biblical concept of time, there are certain points in time, certain events and places and things and persons that correspond to other events, persons and places and things.  Sort of like in this cycle there's a connecting point between this point on the cycle and a future point.  Now, they are connected.  But they are not the same.  Because time has progressed and the cycles have moved on.  But they do correspond to one another.  And that's connected to this biblical idea of typology.  The big difference is that in the Bible, creation is what we might call teleological, t‑e‑l‑e‑o‑l‑o‑g‑i‑c‑a‑l.  Teleological.  It moves towards a goal.  It moves toward a telas in Greek, a goal.  And the goal is the goal set by God in creation.  So it's not just circular.  But rather, it has cycles that move through until they reach the end that God has ordained for time.  So the biblical view is radically different from the view of the ancient near east with regard to time as well as with regard to space.  



There's perhaps one more thing that we ought to mention about the circularity of time.  And this sort of brings it back to also the concept of space.  One of the most important aspects of the circularity of time in the ancient near east is it was connected to the growing season, the agricultural year.  Because they lived in a society that was basically centered around agriculture.  If things didn't grow, they didn't live. And so the fertility of the earth is a very important aspect of ancient near eastern religion.  So much so that the New Year's Enthronement Festival is also a time where the fertility cult becomes an important part of the annual celebration.  



Now, when we today hear about the fertility cult in the ancient near east, we tend to think of this in terms of morality.  We tend to hear about the -- you know, the temple prostitutes.  And we think what immoral people they were.  But we need to understand that they didn't think of this temple prostitution and the fertility cult that went along with it as having anything to do with sex per se.  What it had to do with was the fertility of the earth.  So if they want the gods to ensure that the earth is fertile in the coming year, the way they do that is by having the king, who is the presence of the gods here within the realm of nature, engage in a fertility act in the temple, either with the queen acting as the high priestess or with one of the high priestesses who was also a temple prostitute.  And in this sexual act, the king would fertilize the earth, the queen or the temple prostitute, the priestess.  And this would in some way ensure that the gods would do likewise and that the earth would be fertilized through the activity of the gods.  And this would ensure the fertility of the earth in the coming year and maintain the cycle of the agricultural seasons and ensure that mankind could survive another year through the production of food.  And this also extended down off to the individual level.  And so, you know, as a farmer, I might be especially concerned about my plot of land and whether it would be fertile or not.  So I would go to my local temple and engage in the appropriate offerings and have a fertility sexual act with the local temple prostitute or priestess.  And as a result, I would believe that my act of fertilizing the priestess would ensure that the gods would fertilize my land and so my farm would also be fertile and productive in the coming year.  



So when we hear about the -- you know, this fertility cult in the ancient near east, we think of it in terms of more.  But that's not the way that they understood it at all in the ancient world.  In fact, in the Bible and in most other ancient near eastern languages, there's more than one word for prostitute.  In the Bible there are two words.  There's the word zorna, which is what we might say a common prostitute.  And kadasha, holy woman, a term for a priestess or a cultic prostitute.  And it's often the case not later in the Bible but in some of the earlier stages of the scripture that a sexual act with a cultic prostitute was not understood to be immoral in the same way that a sexual act with a common prostitute was.  



We can see this in the book of Genesis with the account of Judah and Tamar.  You may remember the story from Genesis there.  Tamar was his daughter-in-law.  Her husband had died and Judah had promised to provide her one of his other sons as a replacement husband for the one who died.  But he failed to do that.  And so Tamar was determined to get her rights.  And so she dressed up as a temple prostitute and tricked Judah into engaging in sex with her and got a piece of his property and later went back to him and showed it to him and sort of disgraced him.  And he made amends then for his failure to keep his promise.  Now, this isn't necessarily the moral of the story.  But this story illustrates for us the fact that Judah was not thought to be immoral because he engaged in a sexual act with a cultic prostitute.  He's not condemned in the story for that.  He's condemned in the story because he made a promise to his daughter-in-law that he failed to keep.  And that's the reason that he's condemned.  That's the thing of which he later repents.  But engaging in a sexual act with a kudasha or holy woman or sacral prostitute was not a matter for which he was condemned in those days. Later on after the giving of the Ten Commandments, after the prohibition against worshiping other gods in the book of Exodus, such an act would have been thought to have been sinful.  And he would have been condemned for it.  But not in those early days.  



So as you can see, these concepts of sacred time and sacred space have a very significant effect not only on what we might call abstract theology but also on the way in which religion was practiced every day in the ancient world.  In Mesopotamia and in Egypt, space and time are thought to be sacred because they are intrinsically connected with the realm of the divine.  What happens within this world of space reflects what happens in the divine realm of space.  What happens in the cycle of time within the realm of nature reflects the orderliness and the cycle of time within the realm of the gods.  



Within Israel by contrast there's a completely different view.  Space and time are not sacred in and of themselves.  Space is only sacred when God chooses to appear there as he does on Mount Sinai or in the tabernacle or in the temple.  And time is only sacred because God has set it apart for his own use as in the Sabbath and as in when he established certain festivals for Israel to observe in his worship.  These are different concepts, fundamentally different concepts of space and time.  



And so again, we are reminded that it doesn't -- the external similarities within Israel and its ancient near eastern neighbors sometimes disguise the fact that the underlying theology, the underlying understanding, is fundamentally and radically different between the Bible and the ancient near east.  
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>> When I hear and read stuff that people say about the Bible, I sometimes wonder where they got that.  There seems to be so many different ways of reading the Bible.  Why can't we ever agree on what the Bible says?  Why do the different means of interpreting scripture find such acceptance?  


>> Nick, I think that one of the things that's often difficult for us is to realize that people have not always read the Bible the way we read it today.  We are so accustomed to reading the Bible a certain way that we have inherited in the church today in the modern era that it's difficult for us to realize that for most of the history of Christianity, the Bible has not been read the way that we read it today.  



Perhaps the thing to do is to step back and do something of an overview of the different ways that the Bible has been read up to the modern period.  And then talk about some of the modern developments that have led to the Bible.  And especially the Pentateuch in books like Genesis and Exodus to have been read the way that they are read today.  



So let's back up to the time of the early church and the time that the Bible was first written.  I don't want to talk too much about Jewish interpretation.  But you should be aware of the term Midrash.  Midrash is the most common method of Jewish interpretation in the early rabbis.  And it's important because it affects the way that the New Testament reads and uses the Old Testament.  What Midrash tends to do -- and here I'm going to simplify just a little bit.  Actually not simplify so much as smooth over the differences.  There are a lot of varieties of things that are called Midrash.  But they have a couple of features in common.  The first feature that Midrash has in common is it tends to read the Bible as if it's flat.  That is to say without recognizing any sense of historical development.  As if it were all handed down in one time and in one place and it's all the same kind of literature.  So Midrash doesn't recognize different kinds of literature and having different questions that need to be asked of different kinds of literature.  And it doesn't recognize the fact that say Abraham didn't know everything that Isaiah knew, that God had revealed more about himself over time between Abraham and Moses and Moses, you know, and Samuel and then Samuel and Isaiah or whatever.  And so the tendency of Midrash is to simply take a verse or a word, even a single word, and take it out of its context and use it without any real reference to its context.  Usually connecting it with the same word or another word somewhere else.  And bringing these two different passages together and treating them as if they are one text, one passage.  And so we see this in early rabbinical literature all the time.  They will take a passage from Genesis and a passage from Isaiah and read them almost as if they are two verses in a row and interpret them in the same way.  



And the New Testament does the same thing.  There are many examples in the New Testament of quotations that are actually combinations of two different verses in the Old Testament that are simply put together by way of quotation.  And this way of reading the Bible seems very foreign to us as moderns.  And it sometimes seems very arbitrary.  What principle guides the reader so he knows to connect it with this word, with that word or this verse or with that verse?  There doesn't seem to be any discernible controlling principle or method.  And the reason is is that in Midrash, there's not any controlling method.  It's almost -- I don't want to sound too degrading or too negative.  But it's almost a kind of word association.  You know, a particular word reminds me of another particular word.  And therefore, I just put them together without any inherent connection between them.  



The New Testament does that except that Christ becomes the principle that is used to connect the verses.  So it's -- the New Testament doesn't have the kind of arbitrary feel to it that some of the rabbinical literature does because there is a -- what we might call a hermeneutical key that the New Testament writers use as they read the Old Testament to sort of associate words and concepts with one another.  And that is the Messiah, the revelation of Jesus Christ as the Messiah.  So the New Testament approach is very similar in some respects to Midrash with the exception that Christ is the hermeneutical key that guides the New Testament writers as they do this putting together, assembling of the text.  



Well, this approach to the text didn't last all that long in the early church.  And the reason is because as the church moved from the Jewish church to the Gentile church, other factors came into play to affect the way that the Bible was read.  And those factors were largely influences of Greek philosophy and Greek rhetoric along the way.  And so in the early Christian church, there -- in the first couple of centuries, there developed two different but somewhat compatible ways of interpreting the Bible.  And we usually define these in terms of the center where they were taught almost like they are different methods from different seminaries or something like that.  It wasn't exactly that way.  But it's a helpful organizing principle for us.  So we sometimes talk about the Alexandrian method and the Antiochian method.  That is the method from Alexander in Egypt and from Antioch in Syria.  And we'll use that here.  I just want to make sure you understand that, again, we're simplifying the picture a little bit just to help us understand the basics here.  



The Alexandrian school used an approach that was called in Greek to methodikan, t‑o m‑e‑t‑h‑o‑d‑i‑k‑a‑n.  This approach emphasized getting at the spiritual meaning of the text or the theoretical meaning of the text.  It was looking for not so much at interpreting the words themselves as the ideas behind the words.  It was heavily influenced by the Greek philosopher Plato and those who were in turn influenced by him.  And some of the early Christian writers like Origin and Clement met who developed this approach really followed it into the -- what was a later Jewish approach that was also influenced by Plato that we today call allegory.  You know, looking for the spiritual or hidden meaning behind the text.  This -- in philosophy, this meaning behind the text corresponds to the platonic ideal, this sort of abstract concept that exists in the realm of ideas instead of in the realm of nature.  



And so following Origin -- Origin taught in Alexandria.  And this -- what we might call Alexandrian school or Alexandrian approach led over time to embrace the approach today that we call allegory.  Looking for hidden spiritual or metaphysical meaning in the text that does not depend upon the real history or grammar or literature of the text itself.  So that was the emphasis in Alexandria.  



The emphasis in Antioch wasn't so much on the philosophical approach at getting at the hidden meaning behind the text.  But rather, their approach was more influenced by rhetoric and more by Aristotle than Plato.  So their method came to be called to historikon.  T‑o, the, h‑i‑s‑t‑o‑r‑i‑k‑o‑n.  So the historical method we might say today.  This approach focused on the historical, the rhetorical and the grammatical aspects of the text.  It was more concerned with what the text said and how you move particularly from the text to the moral lessons for life that you could draw from the text.  And so it was kind of more located, if you will, in the here and now and more located in the text itself than -- while the Alexandrian method is more located kind of off in heaven as it were and with the spiritual ideas behind the text.  So early writers in the Antiochian school like Theodorid or Cristisdom was primarily concerned with how you draw lessons from the text and apply it to the lives of people today.  It's not entirely free of allegory.  You do find allegory or things similar to allegory within this approach.  But they are much more restrained.  And they are much less central to the method itself.  



Now, we shouldn't give the impression that these two approaches were sort of absolutely opposite of one another.  Sometimes you will find people from Antioch using the allegorical approach and sometimes people from Alexandria using the more rhetorical approach.  That's characteristic of Antioch.  So this is not a hard and fast separation.  There is leakage between the two methods.  But it's more a matter of emphasis.  Both of these contributed something in the end to what becomes medieval exegesis.  And for a time even in the western part of the church, the Alexandrian method, the more allegorical approach, tended to become the dominant one.  And that was because over time the Greek philosopher Plato became the more influential of the Greek philosophers in the early church and in western society.  And because of that, the method of interpreting the Bible that was more sort of in tune with platonic philosophy also became the dominant method.  And so we find writers in the first few centuries of the church drifting more and more into this kind of allegorical approach as time goes on.  



Now, there was in the end kind of a move away from that, too.  So that by the fifth century you get writers like Jerome, who because he went to Palestine and had more contact with the Jewish tradition, he was one of the few people in the early church who spoke -- who knew Hebrew.  And was also then influenced more by the Antiochian approach, which is closer to the Jewish midraush approach.  And so there were people like Jerome who kind of rejected the Alexandrian approach all together.  There were other people like St. Augustine who particularly in the early part of his career follows a more Alexandrian approach and toward the latter part of his career kind of moves away from it closer in the direction of a more Antiochian approach.  So again, we shouldn't give the impression that this was sort of a hard and fast either/or that was always maintained throughout the history of the church.  And in the end the two methods, as I said, each contributed something to the dominant method that came to be used over the centuries of the Middle Ages.  And this was a kind of allegorical method.  



It was primary allegorical but it really looked for four different levels of meaning in the text.  And I don't want to again go into tremendous detail here.  But it's useful that we should have some basic understanding of this.  The first level of meaning that they looked for was the literal level.  This was the basic literary, historical, grammatical meaning of the text.  They certainly understood grammar.  They understood history.  They understood literature.  They weren't naive about these things.  And they understood that this grammatical, historical, rhetorical literary meaning was there in the text.  That was the starting point for them.  And the first level of meaning was the literary or literal level.  The second level of meaning was the spiritual or allegorical meaning.  Here we can see the influence of Alexandria coming in.  We can see the influence of Antioch in the first of those.  But now in the spiritual or allegorical meaning we sort of recognize the literal historical and then ask ourselves the question:  What's the spiritual truth being communicated by this text?  And this can often have nothing to do with the literal meaning of the text.  It can be completely different and very difficult for us to see, again, how they got there from here in some cases.  So this was, you know, again, the development of the Alexandrian school looking for symbols in the text where the words themselves become almost symbols for a hidden reality behind the text.  And the interpreter is looking for that hidden reality behind the text not just for the basic meaning of the words itself, but there were two other levels of meaning, as well.  One was the -- what came to be called the tropological.  This is a long word.  I'll spell it for you.  It's t‑r‑o‑p‑o‑l‑o‑g‑i‑c‑a‑l.  The tropological meaning.  The tropological sense or meaning of the text was really the moral lesson that was to be drawn from the text.  This was the ethical principle or the moral principle.  This is what this text tells me about how I should live.  And here again, we see the Antiochian concern coming into the text.  And finally, the last level of meaning was known as the anagogical, a‑n‑a‑g‑o‑g‑i‑c‑a‑l -- the anagogical meaning.  The anagogical meaning, what we might today call the eschatological meaning.  This highlighted those elements in the text that pointed to some future fulfillment.  And this was especially important for the church in the First Century because this was a time where Christians were often suffering persecution or were outcasts from society.  And their hope and focus was on the fact that they could endure their suffering in life here because of the future hope that they have.  And so highlighting that future hope in the text became an important part of Christians knowing how to live in the world.  And the anagogical meaning of the text was an important one to them.  



Now, we shouldn't make the mistake of thinking that because they had these four levels, they found these four levels in every text.  Every text would have a literal meaning.  And most texts would have a spiritual or allegorical meaning.  Some would have a tropological meaning.  And some would have an anagogical meaning or an anagogical sense.  A few texts might have all four. But it wasn't that -- they didn't think that all four levels were all found in every text.  And different authors would tend to emphasize one over the other.  So you might find an author who was more Antiochian and emphasized the literal meaning and the tropological meaning or another author who emphasized the allegorical meaning and hardly mentioned any of the others at all. So in talking about this four-fold sense, we need to be careful not to oversimplify it to the point of distorting the picture.  But this is the way the text was interpreted in the Middle Ages.  



Now, there are some strengths and weaknesses to this that we should be aware of.  The strengths are that at least the Antiochian approach and the literal meaning of the text does affirm the historical meaning of the text.  It recognizes that there is a historical meaning to the text.  And another strength is that it provides the way to reconcile apparently contradictory texts.  In his book on biblical interpretation, St.  Augustine makes this point very clearly.  He says that when biblical texts seem to disagree with one another, this is a sign from God that you should use allegory to interpret the text.  Because it's obviously that you can't interpret it literally because that would lead to a contradiction.  Therefore, you must interpret it allegorically.  And so the allegorical approach helped them to reconcile what appeared to be contradictions.  



Now, some of the things that appeared to them to be contradictions we know today aren't because we know a lot more about the ancient world and about Hebrew language and so forth than they did.  So some of those contradictions aren't really contradictions.  But that's the way they handled them in their day. They also had a strength in that it provided a way to get to Christ in the text.  You know, if you couldn't find any other way to get to Christ in the text, you could always allegorize the text.  So every text becomes messianic just by way of allegory.  So in a sense it allowed them to preach Christ from any text.  And that is a strength.  They could also get almost any doctrine of the church out of almost any text by allegorizing it.  So in a -- in the sense that it makes the text relevant for preaching Christ and preaching the teachings of the church, I guess we would call that a strength, as well.  



Another strength is that it encouraged interpreters to find relevance in the text for the life of the people in their day.  The looking for a tropological or moral or an anagogical sense, you know, helped the interpreter keep his focus on the fact that what we're doing here is trying to find meaning that helped people live their lives, as well.  And so that was a valuable contribution.  And of course, the last strength of this approach is that because it recognized an anagogical sense, it did preserve a place for eschatology.  So that, you know, even when the church came to realize that Christ wasn't necessarily going to return today or tomorrow, they didn't lose sight of the eschatological hope because they were aware of the anagogical sense of the text.  



But there are some weaknesses to this approach, as well.  It generally disregarded or at least deemphasized the historical and literary context.  Context became not very important because the -- the point was to in a sense get beyond the context to the meanings -- or other levels of meaning hidden in the text.  The idea that the intent of the author mattered is almost completely lost.  They weren't really concerned with what the author intended to say or what the author intended to mean.  Because what the author intended is at best part of the literal meaning and probably for most of them not even really very much a part of the literal meaning of the text.  Another weakness of this four-fold approach is that it -- that it's an approach that's not generally used within the scripture itself.  You know, it's -- you can't really look at the scripture and say, you know, "Were they doing this?"  Sometimes because it is sort of midraushic within the New Testament there are things that are similar.  But it's a completely different approach that the scripture uses itself.  



But there are some bigger problems, as well.  And perhaps the biggest problem from our perspective is that it lacks any kind of verifiable control.  There's no way that I would come to a text and interpret it and then someone else could come to the same text and be sure of interpreting it the same way.  Or it's the meaning in the text is not so much in the text itself as it is in the -- what the reader brings to the text.  In a sense the hermeneutical key becomes the key to interpreting the text.  And there's no real way of ensuring a consistent method or approach to reading the text.  In the end they recognized this themselves.  And so the control interpreting the text became an external control.  It became the authority of the church. It was the authority of the church that said what a text means and what it doesn't mean rather than the text itself determining what it means. And so the external authority of the church grew in importance as the church became the necessary control for maintaining the integrity of what the scripture taught.  



And another weakness I think that we would find today is that while it finds application in the text, it doesn't do a very good job of clearly distinguishing between the meaning of the text and the application of the text.  It tends to merge those two together and blend them together somewhat.  So this was how the Bible was interpreted, you know, in the early church in the Middle Ages and so now we come to sort of the modern period.  



And the modern approach to interpreting the text is really heavily influenced by the Reformation.  The Reformation with its emphasis on solas scriptora, on the scripture itself, begins to move away from the external authority of the church as the controlling principle.  And if we're going to make scripture the basis for what we teach, now then we need to have some way of interpreting the text that is defensible.  That we can say yes, this is what scripture teaches.  And anybody can reasonably look at the text and see that this is what scripture teaches.  



And so a method developed as a result of the Reformation.  Not all at once.  But over the course of a couple of centuries, you know, beginning with the Reformation.  A method developed that was somewhat closer to the Antiochian school in that it emphasized history and grammar and rhetoric and literature and the context, particularly recognizing that a text has a context.  And so one couldn't just take any old text anywhere in the Bible and make it say anything one wanted it to say.  And so this return or this emphasis on the part of the Reformation and its heirs, so return to a more what we might call a more objective approach to reading the text, we sometimes call the historical grammatical method because it emphasizes history.  And that includes history and context and grammar, which includes more than just grammar but syntax and rhetoric and literature, as well.  And so this approach to the text grew up particularly in those churches that were heirs of the Reformation and who held solas scriptora as a principle of the life of the church.  But it was pretty clear within a couple of centuries that this return to a method that was more like that of Antioch, the historical grammatical method, didn't solve all of the problems.  That there were still people who did exactly what you said in your question, Nick, that read the Bible and came up with different answers.  



And so there came to be the conviction among some people that there must be another approach that one could find that would be more scientific.  And this word scientific becomes a very important word at this point.  And this sort of misrepresents science, too.  As science became over the centuries sort of the answer to all problems, science came to be seen as sort of objective and unbiased and didn't require any interpretation.  And so there began to arise a desire for a scientific interpretation, one that anybody could use and would come up with the same result.  You know, would solve all the problems.  Would do away with all of the differences in interpretation.  And it was really the quest for this scientific interpretation of the text that created what we today call historical criticism.  And that takes us, you know, sort of beyond your question, Nick, about how people read the text a different way.  It takes us in the direction of understanding the rise of historical criticism.  



But historical criticism basically arose as an attempt to find an answer to the very question that you asked:  Why is it that people read the Bible -- the same Bible and come up with different answers?  And the answer that historical criticism ultimately looked for was a scientific approach that could be employed by everybody, that would guarantee that everybody came up with the same message from the text.  



And that wasn't the approach of the Reformation.  And it wasn't the approach that was used earlier in the history of the church, either.  And maybe we can take some time to look at historical criticism and see where it led and see if it solved the problem, as well, in the end.  
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>> As you've mentioned, the subject we've dealt with in other classes asserts itself here, as well:  Historical criticism.  So let me ask you:  What is historical criticism and where did it come from?  


>> Well, Eric, before we maybe trace the actual historical development of historical criticism, we can use that word more than once, it's useful I think that you understand some of the presuppositions that guide or shape the way that historical criticism develops.  So I would like to take a minute to talk about sort of the hermeneutical presuppositions behind historical criticism and where they lead us.  



If you begin to think about what the Bible is, if you just sort of ask that basic question first, there have generally developed over the centuries three answers to that question or at least the answers -- various answers can be categorized into three groups.  The one that traditional Christianity held is that the Bible is the word of God.  Just as historical Judaism held that the Bible was the word of God.  This is what God said through Moses through the prophets, through Christ, through the apostles for us.  And so the Bible is the word of God.  That's one hermeneutical presupposition that historic Christianity makes.  



Historical criticism began with a different presupposition.  Not that the Bible is the word of God.  But that the Bible contains the word of God.  That is to say that they believed that the word of God was in there somewhere.  But that the Bible was also the product of a historical process.  That's why the historical -- historical criticism is not the same as the historical grammatical.  The historical in the historical grammatical means the text is a witness to history.  The historical in historical criticism means that the text is a product of the historical process.  And so seeing the text as a product of the historical process meant that while they believed that the word of God was there, that word of God was also mixed up with other words that were the result of this historical process.  So the Bible contains the word of God rather than the Bible is the word of God.  



The third grouping of historical presuppositions would simply be the radical opposite of the first.  If the first is that the Bible is the word of God, the third would be that the Bible is merely a human document.  That it has no word of God in it at all.  That it's simply the reflection of the religious experiences of individuals and human communities.  



Well, let's now look at how these three principles affect the work of the interpreter.  Okay?  If we go back to the first one, the traditional Christian view that the Bible is the word of God, believe that the Bible is the word of God, then what is the task of the interpreter?  Well, it's pretty straightforward.  It's to understand the word correctly and then to proclaim it.  You know, to know what it says and to teach it.  So the task of the interpreter is simply to interpret.  To understand.  To read.  To make sure that he understands the text correctly.  And then to know how to proclaim that text.  



If we move from that now to the second level, to the principle that the Bible merely contains the word of God, what then is the task of the interpreter?  Well, it if there's word of God and human word mixed together, the word of the interpreter must be to discover which is which.  It's to sort out the word of God from the human word that's a result of the historical process.  So the work of the interpreter is to discover the word of God in this text and then, of course, to apply it afterwards.  



And now thirdly, if the Bible is merely a human document, then what is the task of the interpreter?  Well, radically different from either one of the other two.  If the Bible is merely a human document, then the task of the interpreter is simply to read it and see if he finds anything there that -- that resonates with his religious experience.  If it's merely a human document, there's nothing authoritative about it.  It's just another example of human religious experience.  So you can read it.  If you found anything there that helps you, that's great.  If not, that's fine, too.  



So the task of the interpreter in the third approach is radically different from that of either of the other two.  So how does this then affect our method?  How does this affect how we go about interpreting the Bible?  Well, this first principle that the Bible is the word of God, again, remember, leads the interpreter to try to understand the text for the purpose of proclamation.  That leads to the approach that we might call traditional Christian exegesis.  How do we understand the text as the word of God?  How do we know we're using it correctly in teaching and in preaching?  But it does involve sort of second-guessing the text.  The interpreter stands, if you will, beneath the text and looks for the text for his authority and interpretation and in application.  



If we move from that to the second principle, that the Bible contains the word of God, there the task of the interpreter is to discover the word hidden in this.  This leads in the end to what we call historical criticism.  Because the whole purpose of historical criticism in here, the emphasis on the second part, on the critical part, is to critically judge which parts of the text are word of God and which parts are human word.  And so the text -- the interpreter becomes a critic.  And his text is -- his method has to be a method that helps him sort out which words are the word of God and which words are byproducts of the historical process.  



The last of these approaches, the idea that the Bible is just a human document in which the interpreter looks to see if he can find some truth that resonates with his own experience, leads to what we might call post critical or sometimes called post modern approaches to interpretation where the task of the interpreter or the task of the reader is simply to find a meaning in the text that is valuable for his own life that he can use for himself.  And we'll talk more about that later on.  



So in this way we see that the basic fundamental presuppostion about what the Bible ultimately gives rise to the method that is appropriate to that presupposition.  And so historical criticism is different from traditional Christian interpretation because it starts at a different point and is attempting to find answers to different questions.  The historical critical scholars are asking different questions than traditional Christian scholars.  Therefore, they find different answers.  And the same is true of post modern readers of the text.  Because they are asking different questions and approaching the text with different presuppositions, they are going to find different answers in the text.  They are going to find them there.  



So now with that as background, let's get to sort of the heart of your question:  Where does historical criticism come from?  To do that we need to sort of back up and get just a little bit of philosophical background.  There are a couple of people who we need to know who aren't biblical scholars but who had a tremendous effect on biblical scholarship. 

 

If we back up to the Renaissance, there were two philosophical movements that came to the floor as a result of the Renaissance that had different understandings about reality.  One we call rationalism.  Rationalism was the view that reality is understood through the use of human reason.  And the other approach came to be called empiricism.  That reality was understood through the senses and through the data that come to the senses.  And these two different approaches sort of fought it out in philosophy for 100 years or so with different philosophers taking sides and tried to prove that one approach was right or the other one was right.  Until we come to I sort of say a good German Lutheran.  But you could argue whether he was good or not or he was -- he was German but actually lived in a part of Germany that was later part of Russia.  So he may not even have been German.  And while he was Lutheran in background, he certainly wasn't much Lutheran in what he taught.  



So Immanuel Kant in any case who in some ways is probably the most influential philosopher after the Renaissance to the modern day.  Almost all modern philosophy begins one way or another with Immanuel Kant. And I'm not going to try to give you a full introduction to Immanuel Kant here because Kant's most famous book, "Critique of Pure Reason," is a pretty heavy reading.  In fact, before of it was published he sent it off to a friend of his who was another professional philosophy professor.  And he asked his friend to sort of give him some feedback on it.  And his friend kept it for about a year.  And Kant finally wrote and said, "By the way, are you ever going to get back to me on this?"  And his friend wrote "I started reading it and I thought I was going to go insane so I stopped."  So it is pretty hefty reading.  



But Kant's basic idea is simple enough.  What Kant was attempting to do was reconcile the claims of rationalism and empiricism.  He was trying to come up with a way of explaining how our knowledge about reality depends both upon reason and upon the senses.  And what Kant contributed basically is the idea that the mind is active, but what it acts upon is the data that it gets from the senses.  You see, the rationalists believe that the mind was active, but it just acted on its own without any real -- that the data it got from the senses was sort of irrelevant to understanding reality.  Empiricists believed that data came from -- reality came from the senses, but all the mind did was kind of sit there passively and receive it.  That the mind didn't contribute anything to the process at all.  And Kant put the two together and said no, the data for reality -- for understanding reality comes from the senses.  But the mind doesn't just passively receive it.  The mind assembles it into a picture of reality so that what I know about reality is not just what the senses tell me, but it's the picture that the mind builds up from the senses that -- you know, from the data that come by way of the senses.  So that was Kant's major contribution.  



And we'll see how this begins to affect not only biblical interpretation in historical criticism, but even more biblical interpretation in the 20th century when we get to the post modern and post critical interpretation.  But Kant was tremendously important.  And one of the ways he was important was he changed the direction of philosophy. 

 

So that the next important figure was another German, another Lutheran, named Georg Hegel, usually just known as GWF Hegel today or just Hegel.  Hegel's view -- and Hegel was really going beyond what Kant emphasized.  He took Kant's ideas and moved them forward in a slightly different direction.  But Hegel took the view that history was a dynamic process and that reality is apprehended through the historical process.  And this process, as Hegel understood it, is a process of conflict.  So that this process begins with a position that Hegel called a thesis.  That in opposition to this position, another position develops, which he called antithesis. And that as a result of the conflict between these two, a synthesis emerges.  And in fact, you can see it in our description of the history of philosophy.  You had rationalism, thesis, empiricism, antithesis and Kant providing the synthesis of these two views.  And Hegel argues that the whole of reality proceeds in this way so that conflict is essential to reality.  And the resolution of conflict through synthesis is the way that reality works.  



And again, we'll come back to this and I will show you how this contributes to historical criticism in just a minute.  So remember that.  Hold onto that.  And we'll come back to that.  



But there's one other philosopher that we need to mention before we can get to historical criticism.  And he was a French philosopher.  Not very well known today.  But really pretty important in his own day.  His name was Auguste Comte.  And he was born in 1798, died in 1857.  So he was a latter contemporary of Hegel and was born -- he was six years old I guess when Kant would have died.  So there's a clear kind of sequence here between them.  



Comte is best known today as the father of modern sociology.  He was the first person to create the term and to begin to have asked questions that we today think of as sociological questions.  Because what Comte was really interested in was not how reality was understood, but how human society and human thought develops historically.  And Comte came up with a theory that human social and intellectual development passes through three main stages.  The first stage Comte calls the theological stage.  And basically, again, to simplify this for you, in this stage, Comte argues that the human mind attributes the causes of events to gods, to things that happened in the realm of the divine.  So the belief in gods is the theological state, which is the most primitive of the three stages of human intellectual development.  Comte's second stage he called the metaphysical stage.  And in this stage of human intellectual development people no longer attributed the development of things to the gods, but rather, to sort of abstract powers.  Powers within nature.  And so Comte would argue that when science looks for causes and effects in great powers within nature like the power of gravity, it's really doing what he called the metaphysical stage of intellectual development.  It's looking for explanations for reality in some power within nature itself.  The third stage then Comte calls the positive stage.  And this gives rise to a whole group of philosophical schools that we call positivism later on.  So Comte is not only the father of sociology.  He's also the father of the positivist movement in philosophy down the road.  But that's not for us at the moment.  



In the positive stage Comte basically says man develops enough intellectually that he just stops looking for explanations for the reason that things happen and just accepts that things are the way they are.  That reality is what it is.  And that we should stop looking for hidden explanations.  And so in the positivist stage, even scientific inquiry into things like the law of gravity becomes irrelevant because one simply accepts reality as it is.  



So Comte is not only the father of sociology, he's not only the father of positivist philosophy, but he's also the father of that study that we might call the history of religion or the sociology of religion.  Because he also looked at the way human religion developed.  This is all within that first stage for Comte, the theological stage. And Comte took the view which he presented for the first time that human religion develops in a predictable series of events or concepts.  That it begins with what Comte called animism.  That there is the view that there is sort of a divine spirit within things of nature.  That from there it moves to what Comte called totemism.  T‑o‑t‑e‑m.  Totemism, the view that this sort of divine force within nature is sort of concentrated in animals.  That animals sort of incapsulate or embody this divine force.  And so people identified themselves with certain animals along the way.  The third stage Comte calls polytheism, the belief that this divine power in animals is personalized into human beings.  And so there aren't just a variety of divine powers or animals associated with those divine powers, but also individual personalized gods who become associated with those divine powers.  
The next stage after polytheism Comte called henotheism.  H‑e‑n‑o.  Heno from the Greek word meaning one.  Hen, one.  Henotheism isn't the belief that there's only one God.  Henotheism is the recognition that there are many gods but there's only one god that I'm going to worship.  In other words, it recognizes that there may be other gods.  But my own personal commitment is to one individual god out of the many gods.  It's one god preferred above the others.  Or the belief that one god has more effect on my life.  That there's my god.  A god that's connected to me in some way.  
And finally, the last stage Comte says is monothetic, true monothetic.  The view that there is only one God period.  That there are no other gods.  And so Comte argues that human religion passes through these five stages all the time in every case.  From animism to totemism to polytheism to henotheism to monothetism.  So with this in the background, we can now turn to where historical criticism comes from.  Because to understand the rise of historical criticism, you have to see all of these elements we've been talking about coming into play.  



Historical criticism, as we said in answering the last question, rises out of the conviction that if we could just have a scientific method, a method that is as reliable as the sciences is -- or sciences are for dealing with nature, then we could solve all of these problems of having different churches and everyone could agree on what the Bible teaches.  



So science -- we might see historical criticism as part of a larger movement called scientism.  The view that absolute and certain knowledge about all things can be attained through the scientific process.  That we might also identify philosophically with modernism in general.  The belief that you can come up with a method that will provide absolute certainty about reality and everything in it.  



Well, so how do we get there from the Reformation to historical criticism?  The first person we should probably mention is a Jewish Christian philosopher and writer by the name of Benedict Spinoza or Baruch Spinoza.  Spinoza was a Jewish philosopher who was expelled from Judaism because of his radical views.  He was excommunicated so he became a Christian and brought his radical views with him to Christianity.  And Spinoza writes about the Bible.  And here I'm quoting.  He writes, "Scripture speaks inaccurately of God and of events.  Seeing that the object is not to convince the reason but to attract and lay hold of the imagination."  In other words, Spinoza said the reason that God gave the Bible was not to tell us facts about things or to, you know, appeal to the reason, but to appeal to our emotions.  To attract us and to draw us to God.  And therefore, the Bible doesn't tell the truth about history or about reality.  And it doesn't need to.  Because its purpose is not to tell us about reality or to tell us about history or even to tell us about God.  Its purpose is merely to attract us.  And so Spinoza is the first person in what we might call modern times to directly challenge the view that the Bible contains the truth about history and the truth about Israel and the truth about God and who God is.  



The next contributor -- and there are others.  I'm highlighting some of the main ones along the way.  I prepared a document that's part of the course pack that spells out some of these things in more detail.  So if you want more detail, I refer you to that.  But I just want to pick out some of the highlights for you at this point.  



Another person who contributed to this process was a Roman Catholic writer by the name of Richard Simone, who was a French Roman Catholic priest.  And Simone's concern was to prove the Protestants wrong.  The Protestants, you remember, believed in solas scriptora.  They rejected the authority of the Pope in favor of the authority of the scripture.  So Simone had this idea that the way to defeat the Protestants was to show that scripture couldn't be relied upon as an authority.  Therefore, you have to depend upon the authority of the Pope.  And so to prove this Simone looks at the text.  And he identifies a problem, what he sees is a problem.  Namely, that some stories in the Bible in Genesis and in Exodus and in other parts of the Bible are told twice. So to give you an example, the most obvious example that most people pick up immediately from Genesis Chapter 1 and Genesis Chapter 2, we have two apparently different accounts of the creation.  We have other accounts in the patriarchs.  Like Abraham on more than one occasion saying that Sarah was his sister rather than his wife.  And many other examples of things that appear to happen more than twice or more than once at least.  So Simone's solution to this problem is to say these stories that are told twice are told twice because they come from different sources, that there are different sources or authors behind the current text.  Therefore, Simone says you can't depend upon the reliability of the text because it's an amalgam from different sources.  Therefore, you can't use it as an authority.  You have to depend on the authority of the church and the Pope. 



Well, as we'll see, Simone was fairly successful at destroying the authority of scripture.  Unfortunately, he was a little optimistic about the way the Catholic authorities would take this.  Because the Catholic authorities did kind of want to see the Bible as authoritative, as well.  And so in the end Simone got in trouble with the Catholic church, even though his purpose was to undermine Protestantism and uphold Catholicism.  



The next major contributor that we should mention is another German scholar by the name of Wilhelm DeWetti, D‑e‑W‑e‑t‑t‑i.  DeWetti looked at the Pentateuch.  And say Deuteronomy is just different from the other books.  It has more speeches and things like that in it.  So following Simone's idea that there were different sources, DeWetti says Deuteronomy is different in tone and in -- and everything else.  So maybe it's from a different source, as well.  And DeWetti ends up concluding that Deuteronomy was the book that Josiah -- that was discovered at the time of Josiah's reform in the seventh century.  And he says this is a later book that was appended to the earlier books.  It wasn't originally part of the Pentateuch.  It comes from a later time.  



So I'm going to leave out some of the other contributors that you can get by looking at the document that I prepared for you and just sort of come to the way all of this got put together.  It got put together in a theory that came to be known as the documentary hypothesis.  That -- following from Simone's idea that there were different documents behind the sources where there were doublets occurring and DeWetti's idea that Deuteronomy was a different document, the view eventually rose that there were three documents that were combined to form the books except for Deuteronomy.  And that Deuteronomy was a separate fourth document.  And these documents came to be identified according to certain characteristics.  



The belief was that the oldest of these documents represented a priestly view.  And so it was called the P document dated to about 1000 or perhaps 950 BC.  And that this book contained narrative and genealogy and chronology that provided the framework for the whole Pentateuch.  And it was the first theory developed.  Or rather the first of the four documents, the oldest of the four documents.  The second document was a document that used the divine name Yahweh.  Because one of the ways that critical scholars then went onto separate the documents was by the word or the name that was used for God.  This document came to be known as J because it used Yahweh, which is Y but is a J in German, Jathae.  And it was said to be about 850.  And it was mostly the narrative using the divine name Yahweh.  The next document used a different divine name.  It used the Hebrew word Elioheim meaning God.  And it dated from about 750.  And it too contained narratives. And finally we had the D document, the book of Deuteronomy, dating from about 650 or 621, the time of Josiah's reform.  So we had the framework from the P document.  Then we had narratives from J and E using different divine names to get edited in.  And then we get the D document kind of tacked on at the end of the Pentateuch. 



And this came to be known as the old documentary hypothesis.  The reason it was known as the old documentary hypothesis is because there was a new version coming.  At the time they didn't call it the old one.  We call it the old one today.  And the person who was the main figure in the new documentary hypothesis is the person we most often think about when we think about document hypothesis.  And that's Julius Wellhausen.  



And again, I won't go into tremendous detail because I've given you information in the document about what Wellhausen did.  But essentially Wellhausen looks at the old documentary hypothesis and says the sequence is wrong.  That the priestly document couldn't be the first document.  It must be the last one.  And so he simply reorders the documents so that J becomes the first document, E the second and then D and then P the last. And his reasons were that P presumes a single cultic central site while Deuteronomy only says there should be one.  And several other things like that where he says there are things in the other documents that are taken for granted in P.  So in the end, Wellhausen produces a scheme for the development of the Pentateuch that looks a lot like Hegel's philosophy of history.  You get J and E.  And they are combined into a document that we would call JE.  And then you get P -- or maybe keep them in sequence here -- D.  And you get that mixed in with JE.  So you get a document called JED.  And finally, last historically you get the P document coming along.  And it gets edited in with the others to produce a new synthesis, JEDP, or the Pentateuch as we have it.  



So you get a very -- a nice Hegelian scheme applied to literature for how the document developed.  And within this -- and much of the evidence that Wellhausen uses within this to come up with this theory comes Comte's theory of how human religion developed.  He says part of the way you can see this is by tracing the development of religion within the documents, according to Comte's scheme.  So that J, being the oldest document, has remnants of animism and thetacism and totemism.  And in the later documents you move through the different stages of religion until you come to a full blown monothetic in the priestly cult.  So you can see how Comte's theory of religion comes to be part of this.  



And I'll just close by saying that we should note that as far as Comte's theory of religion goes, that no credible anthropologist today would accept Comte's theory.  It seems like a nice scheme.  But in fact, it doesn't work that way.  Hardly anywhere in the world and certainly not in the world of the Bible.  So while there are many books that were written up until the 1930s that argue that this is how Old Testament religion developed today, it's not generally a very widely held theory today.  Even though the documentary hypothesis is built upon it.  And the documentary hypothesis continues to be promoted by some people in the academic community even to this day.  
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>> Wow, that was interesting.  Do liberals today still believe in the documentary hypothesis?  


>> Well, Eric, this is another one of those yes-no kind of situations.  Yes, they do sort of still believe in the documentary hypothesis.  But in many ways historical criticism has changed dramatically since the time of Wellhausen.  And the changes started almost immediately not even after Wellhausen's death but even during his life as other liberal scholars began to understand the weaknesses of the documentary hypothesis.  



Now, you remember when we started talking about the history of the documentary hypothesis, we began with looking at some of the philosophical issues that shape their development.  And we probably should pause here and look at some of the outside influences that help to shape the way that biblical interpretation began to change at the beginning of the 20th century.  



One of the most important of these outside influences was the growth of sociological theory at the end of the 19th century, beginning of the 20th century.  There was a significant increase in interest and study in the way that societies and cultures develop and the change.  And so that explosion of knowledge about society and culture began to influence biblical studies, as well as people began to take the results of those studies and attempt to apply them to the Bible.  



Another major source of change at the beginning of the 20th century was the influx of concrete knowledge about the ancient world that was coming through the development of archeology.  When early critical scholars were forming their theories about how books were written in the ancient world, the truth is, they didn't have any books written from the ancient world except the Bible.  And oh, yeah, well, a few Greek classics and stuff like that.  But they are from a much later period than from the biblical period and from a very different culture, as well.  And so they were really working in a vacuum.  They developed the theory of the documentary hypothesis without any concrete knowledge about ancient near eastern literature.  And at the beginning of the 20th century, end of the 19th century as archeology began to produce results and we discovered texts and other things about the ancient world, there was a significant influx of knowledge about how things actually were in the ancient world.  And that began to change the way that scholars thought about things, as well.  



Finally there was a growing awareness.  That for all of the talk among historical critics about treating the Bible like any other book, there was an increasing awareness of the fact that the documentary hypothesis really didn't treat the Bible like any other book.  That there was sort of no other book that was developed in exactly the kind of way that the documentary hypothesis suggested that this book was developed.  



Well, these various influences began to have an effect in biblical studies.  And the first person to offer a major new theory that incorporated some of these elements was a German scholar by the name of Hermann Gunkel.  Now, Gunkel was a contemporary of Wellhausen.  He was living at roughly the same time.  But Gunkel took an entirely different view than Wellhausen did.  Whereas Wellhausen was focused on documents, hence the name documentary hypothesis, Gunkel began to see the text as the end product of the life of a community.  And here you can see the sociological influence begin to have an effect.  In fact, Gunkel was very influenced by the study of Nordic and northern European epics.  



And the study of northern European epics had led scholars to conclude that these epics had been handed down for many generations by mouth being repeated orally from generation to generation before they were written down.  And Gunkel takes that insight and applies it to the Bible and says the text, the written form the document, not the document that we had but he was thinking in terms of JED and P, those documents.  Because he was still working within the historical critical framework.  But he said those documents weren't the product of the person who just sat down and wrote them.  They were a product of a long period of development in which these texts were handed down orally from generation to generation.  And so Gunkel set out to rediscover what the community was like that would have created these texts and would have handed this process on from generation to generation.  



The process that Gunkel created as he did this came to be known as form criticism.  And so we today refer to Hermann Gunkel as the father of form criticism. We should perhaps mention some of the working principles that Gunkel operated with.  There are three major principles that shape the way that form criticism develops. First is the obvious one.  Namely, that there's a history of preliterary or oral development behind all of the text of the Pentateuch.  Gunkel also did studies of the Psalms and of the prophets and he believed that those works, as well, were handed down for a long period orally before they were written down.  And that may well be true, especially of the Psalms.  But it, of course, can't be proved for anything.  But Gunkel held that the Pentateuch was -- and he accepted Wellhausen's view of the documents, JED and P.  But he said these documents were the product of a long history of oral development and transition.  The second principle -- and this was a critical one for form criticism.  Gunkel's second principle was that events in the life of a community generate a specific type of literary response.  So for example, if someone that I love dies, I might produce a lament, a poem of lament, as a way of expressing my sorrow for the death of a loved one.  This would be a literary response to something that happens in my life.  Now, this is important because of the third principle that Gunkel articulated.  Namely, that there's a consistent relationship between the life experience of individuals in communities and the literary responses that they create.  For Gunkel it wasn't enough just to suggest that experiences of life give rise to literature.  Gunkel maintains that a specific experience in the life of the community always gives rise to the same literary response within the community, the same type of response.  So that for every genre of literature, there is an identifiable experience in the life of the community that we can go back to.  And that experience in the life of the community Gunkel called by the German phrase sitz emlaban.  The sitz, s‑i‑t‑z, or the situation.  Emlaban, in life.  The life situation or the setting in life of the event.  Now, Gunkel here was using a principle that was also common to the documentary hypothesis.  Namely, that authors or in this case these communities are very consistent in the way that they write.  So that as Gunkel says, there's a consistent relationship between experience and the literary response.  



Well, this view was somewhat different from that of Wellhausen.  Even though Gunkel accepted the sources JED and P behind the Pentateuch, he disagreed with Wellhausen.  Wellhausen believed that you could never go back beyond the written documents because Wellhausen conceived these documents as having been written by individuals.  Gunkel, on the other hand, believed that not only can you go past these documents, but, in fact, you must go past these documents.  Because the whole purpose of study, according to Wellhausen, was not merely to study the documents, but to reengage the life experience of the community that gave rise to those documents in the first place.  To get back to the sitz emlaban of the people that caused them to produce these documents in the beginning.  



Well, these three form critical principles led to the development of a methodology that we today call form criticism.  There are actually three different stages to this methodology.  Each stage has a different name in German.  And I hope you'll forgive me if I don't give you the long technical German names for each of these three stages.  The first stage in the form critical method was to identify the form itself.  That is to say:  What literary genre do we have in this piece?  And Gunkel at least initially believed that one could identify the genre of certain -- according to certain literary characteristics.  And that these literary characteristics were always consistent or at least almost always consistent within a single genre as time went on.  So the first step was to identify the form or to identify the genre.  The second step was recognizing that a given community always responds to an experience in a given manner.  Therefore, we can work backwards from the literary form to the experience in the life of the community that gave rise to that form.  So if we have here a lament, say a community lament, then we know that this community created these kind of laments when this event happened in the life of the community.  So any time we have one of these, we have a reflection of the experience in the life of the community.  So we move backwards from the literature to the experience in the community.  The third step for Gunkel -- and this was sort of Gunkel's grand design.  This was his ultimate goal.  And he never got there.  And neither did anyone else in form criticism.  But we'll come to the reasons for that later.  Gunkel's grand design was to attempt to reconstruct the whole experience of the life of the community in the ancient world by examining the literary history of the people.  Moving from the literary history to the life experiences so he could, in effect, reconstruct the spiritual life of the community as it developed over time in the ancient world.  This, as I said, was the grand design of Gunkel's intention in form criticism.  But he was never able to succeed in it.  In fact, he hardly even got as far as trying.  



Now, before we leave form criticism, it's probably worth recognizing that form criticism had some positive and some negative aspects to it as compared to the documentary hypothesis that had gone before.  One of the strengths or benefits of form criticism was that it refocused study on the text itself.  The tendency in the documentary hypothesis was to fragment text into little bitty bits.  In some cases one or two words even would be edited out of a text and said to have come from a different source.  



So you get some verses where you get two or three sources even within a single sentence.  It really did reach that level of absurdity.  That they conceived of the editors almost as working like cutting words out of a newspaper and assembling them to create the story of the patriarchs or something like that.  And so form criticism tended to refocus study on the form of the text that we actually have in front of us instead of trying to reconstruct the earlier forms of the text.  And while Gunkel was by no means a conservative, still this refocusing on the text as we have it was a positive move and a benefit of form criticism.  



Another strength or benefit of form criticism was that it did recognize the antiquity of biblical accounts.  Again, as I said, Wellhausen believed that these documents JED and P were basically written by individuals or at least by small groups of people at a given time.  And essentially they were invented from scratch at the time they were written.  They preserve nothing about the reality of what went before.  And so if, for example, the oldest of Wellhausen's documents, the J document, was written around 950, well the patriarchs lived between 2000 and 1700 BC.  So what do -- what does the patriarchal narrative tell us about the real lives of the patriarchs?  Nothing at all.  Because it was completely invented.  So according to Wellhausen, you couldn't know anything about the real life of Abraham or Isaac or Jacob because the stories we had were all invented hundreds of years after the fact.  


By contrast, form criticism maintained that the oral traditions had been passed down from generation to generation before the documents were invented or before they were written anyway.  Therefore, form criticism was a positive in the sense that it recognized that you could actually know something about Abraham or Isaac or Jacob for the patriarchal narratives even if those documents aren't written down until much later after the fact.  Again, Gunkel isn't approaching this from a conservative perspective.  But at least he's moving in a direction that's a little better from our perspective.  Another strength that's not immediately evident within Gunkel but is there is that Gunkel recognized the role of worship and of the religious cult in ancient religious life.  For Wellhausen in particular, the priests were a very negative thing.  Wellhausen saw the priestly literature as a step backwards and kind of a -- a negative development within Israel's religious history.  And anything that is priestly is, you know, kind of negative or bad from Wellhausen's perspective.  He views that as an entirely negative development.  And so he's always criticizing the priestly material.  And anything related to the cult is regarded as late and bad by Wellhausen.  Well, Gunkel understood that worship and religious ceremonies were an important part of the life of the community.  And therefore, he has a much more positive attitude toward them than Wellhausen did.  



Well, having said that, we should recognize that there are considerable weaknesses, as well, in the form critical theory.  First is that most texts in the Bible simply do not belong to clearly recognizable forms or genres.  And this led to a tremendous debate within the practitioners of form criticism so that they ended up spending most of their energy arguing about the slight verifications in the types of forms that they found in the literature and whether this was a different genre or whether it was a subgenre or how this genre was related to that genre.  And this led to a lot of debate about the actual forms of the text.  But never really moving beyond that in the way that Gunkel had hoped that they would.  Because again, most texts just don't fit the obvious clear-cut forms in the way that Gunkel would have liked them to.  Some do.  For example, the lament form in the Psalms is fairly consistent.  But that's the exception rather than the rule.  



Another weakness -- and this is really a major weakness -- is that like the documentary hypothesis, form criticism assumes an element of consistency on the part of writers that is simply unreasonable.  For the documentary hypothesis, writers always write in exactly the same way all the time.  They have the same interests.  They write with the same vocabulary, with the same style.  They are very consistent in the way that they work.  So that a J document will always use the same words.  Will always have the same way of talking about things.  And will reflect the same ideas.  For form criticism, this is -- this notion of consistency is also present.  And I've already mentioned it in the relationship between the community experience and the kind of literature that's produced as a response.  And this is simply unrealistic.  It's not the way that writing occurs.  It's not the way it occurs in the modern world.  And it's not the way it occurred in the ancient world, either.  And most scholars today, even most liberal scholars, would recognize that earlier biblical scholarship just went too far in arguing for this consistency in the way that writers work.  



This leads to another weakness within form criticism, specifically that is the assumed direct connection between the sitz emlaban and the text form.  There is simply no evidence from anywhere in the world that a given experience produces a given literary response beyond something fairly obvious like a lament or a love poem.  And there's a lot of variety between laments and love poems as anyone who reads them or writes them will soon recognize.  But beyond those very specific kinds of literature, there's really no predictable pattern between the experiences in human events and the kinds of literature or art that are produced as a result.  



There's one other weakness that appears within form criticism, as well.  And this one is particularly important for conservatives.  While Gunkel did focus more on the final form of the text than his predecessors, he certainly didn't believe that the Bible was the word of God.  He saw it more as the record of the experiences of a human community.  This will lead to the denial of any kind of traditional doctrine of inspiration.  The most you could argue was for some kind of community inspiration where the experiences of the community were inspired and produced and inspired result.  But that's a long way from the traditional Christian understanding of what the doctrine of inspiration is.  So even while there are some positive things about Gunkel and form criticism, we shouldn't confuse those with a truly conservative understanding of the text.  



Well, form criticism was not the end of the line, either.  I've already mentioned that form critical scholars ended up spending a great deal of their time debating about what the form of the text was.  So they were in the end arguing more about that than anything else.  And this led to frustration even within the scholarly community, particularly among those who wanted to focus more an the content of what was being written or, as we might say, the theology of the text.  



This led toward the development of what later came to be known as tradition criticism, which tends to focus primarily on the content of the text.  Well, perhaps I should modify that last statement just a bit.  There are really two different approaches within what we call tradition criticism.  The first approach and probably the predominant approach within tradition criticism focuses on the content of the tradition.  A second approach within tradition criticism tends to focus not on the content of the tradition but on the process by which the tradition is passed from generation to generation.  In fact, these two elements of tradition criticism can often be found within a single scholar.  They are sort of two subsidiary branches that interrelate to one another but are, you know, different in many respects.  



Well, tradition criticism as it focused on the content and the process of transmission of these traditions adopted some of the ideas of form criticism.  But it also modified them slightly.  For example, it took the concept of sitz emlaban or life situation and it adapted it.  Because within tradition criticism most scholars held the view that traditions arose not only within a certain community but that certain community was located within a certain place, a certain geography.  So in tradition criticism the geographic location of a community becomes a significant factor.  And traditions tend to be located with places in tradition criticism.  So we talk about the tradition of Bethel or the tradition of Jerusalem or the tradition associated with Mount Sinai.  



Within tradition criticism then the emphasis is shifted from the experience of the community to the life of the community as it was located in a particular place.  And the place of the community as tradition critics understood it tended to shape the way the community thought.  So there were traditions that arose within settled communities like agricultural communities.  And those were thought to be different than those traditions that arose among nomadic types of communities or people who moved around.  



One of the most important early scholars in the development of tradition criticism was a German scholar by the name off Albrecht Alt.  Alt is probably the single most influential figure in this movement, at least in the early part of this movement.  His doctoral dissertation, which was later published under the title "The God of the Fathers" in 1929 really opened the door for the study of patriarchal religion because Alt wanted to look at the theological content of the faith of the patriarchs.  And so he studied the content of the tradition as it would -- developed and was passed on in the patriarchal community as he understood it.  



Another very important form critical scholar, probably the most important form critical scholar in the second half of the 20th century.  Was another German scholar by the name of Gerhard von Rad.  Von Rad believed that the Pentateuch originated around a kernel.  And this kernel he thought was a -- a creed or confession of faith.  And he finds this creed in Deuteronomy Chapter 26 Verses 5 to 11, the assertion that "My father was a wandering Aramean" in that section of the text.  As von Rad develops it, the traditions of Israel arise in two primary forms that were later assembled by the Yahwists to create a kind of national theology that merged these two traditions.  One of the forms was the Sinai exodus tradition.  And excuse me; I misspoke.  One of the forms was the Sinai covenant tradition.  The other form was the exodus and conquest tradition.  Wellhausen sees the Sinai tradition as a tradition that existed among nomadic groups that moved around.  And the exodus tradition as a tradition that arose among people who were settled particularly, of course, in Egypt.  And it was the merging of these two bodies of tradition by the Yahwist that gave rise to the theology of the Old Testament.  And so for von Rad, the Yahwist was really the theologian of the Old Testament.  And the rest of the Old Testament writers were people who developed other traditions in and around this Yahwistic tradition.  



Another very influential German tradition critic in the middle of the 20th century was Martin or Martin Noth, N‑o‑t‑h.  Like von Rad, noth held there was a core around which the theology of the Old Testament developed.  Noth called this core the G or grund laga tradition, the foundational tradition of the Old Testament.  For Noth, this was a culture and confessional faith around which various traditions associated with J and E and later P were merged as time went on.  Noth also saw the book of Deuteronomy as a separate core tradition that was not part of the Pentateuch but part of a separate group of texts that he called the Deuteronomic history.  Included in the Deuteronomic history was the book of Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel and Kings.  And Noth saw this as a second epic tradition.  That there was one epic tradition that is reflected in Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers.  And a second epic tradition observed in that Deuteronomic history. 



A final person I would like to mention is in some ways the end of the line for tradition criticism.  He's the great German scholar Claus Westermann.  Westermann died in the year 2000 and he was immensely influential over the last couple of decades particularly in the study of the book of Genesis and also in the Psalms.  Westermann emphasized primarily the process of the transmission and how the process of transmission led these texts to be accumulated and combined together.  And his great three-volume commentary on the book of Genesis has been tremendously influential in studies in the book of Genesis in particular.  Westermann has some special emphasis in the family and in creation that also emerges in his studies that go along with his focus on the process of the tradition.  I think Westermann is also probably the end of the line as far as tradition critics are concerned.  It seems that historical criticism now has turned the corner and is moving in another direction.  And so I really don't expect any other great developments in the field of tradition criticism, either.  



There's one last thing that we should mention very briefly.  And that's redaction criticism.  Like the other efforts, redaction criticism grows out of earlier efforts.  And reduction criticism is concerned with how the traditions come to be edited or turned into documents.  And it emphasizes the role of the editor or the redactor in this process. Now, I just want to mention this in passing because this is radically different from how Wellhausen thought the documents were combined into the final form.  For Wellhausen, the primary theologians were the authors of the documents JED and P.  That's where the creative theology took place for Wellhausen. But for the redaction critiques, they argued the theology of the documents was one thing but the real theology that matters is the theology of the editors.  Because it's the editors who decide what portions of which documents are selected.  And it's the editors who decide how these documents are put together to -- into the final form that we have today.  So what we have reflects not so much the theology of the documents but the theology of the editors or the redactors.  And so redaction criticism attempts to study the way that the documents are put together to determine the theology of the redactors as they engaged in this process.  



So that sort of summarizes some of the major developments from the time of Julius Wellhausen to oh, say, the 1980s or so where tradition criticism and redaction criticism finally reached their peak and began to crest.  And then we then turn the corner toward new developments in historical criticism that have followed in the last 20 years.  
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>> Earlier you mentioned that one of the eventual results of the Reformation was the development of the historical grammatical method, the approach to reading the Bible that emphasized history and manner.  We've been learning about this in other classes, of course.  But you didn't say much about literature.  How does an understanding of the kind of literature that we are dealing with in the Bible come into play?  


>> Nick, the recognition of the significance of literature is an outgrowth of form criticism of course with its emphasis on different kinds of genre and their significance.  And really this emphasis on literature has come into form in the last 30 years or so within biblical studies.  And this takes us beyond form criticism and tradition criticism into a variety of developments that have happened in the last 20 years. And I'm not going to go into each of these in detail.  There's a document that I prepared for you in your course pack that summarizes the basic points about each of these.  But we should at least mention them and highlight some of the more recent developments. The reason I'm not going to spend a great deal of time on them here is that you're not likely to run into these in the commentaries that you read today.  Where you're likely to run into these are the commentaries that you read five to ten years from now.  So these are out there.  They are important in the realm of scholarship today.  But they are not as well documented yet as the older forms like the documentary hypothesis and form criticism and tradition criticism.  



Well, one of the things that has grown out of form criticism and its children like tradition criticism was an increased interest in the text as we have it.  What we sometimes call the final form of the text.  This has led to an approach to reading the text that we usually call canonical criticism.  That is to say reading the canonical form of the text or reading the text in its canonical context.  



As far as the Old Testament is concerned, two scholars in particular have contributed to this development.  Here in the United States a scholar by the name of Brevard Childs has been at the forefront of this movement.  And in Germany a scholar by the name of Rolf Rendtorff has also been very involved in this.  And both of these scholars have done significant work in the Pentateuch.  So they do deal with the books of Genesis and Exodus, as well.  


The focus is on the final form of the text.  Now, we should be sure that we're not confused about this because neither Childs nor Rendtorff could be called a conservative.  They don't approach the biblical text from the perspective of one who believes that the Bible is the word of God.  For example, a more reasonable understanding of their position would be that Rendtorff, for example, argues that the text has gone through so many stages of development and so many different processes of editing that it's simply not possible to go back beyond the form of the text that we have to identify earlier forms.  This is sort of taking the documentary hypothesis and form criticism and tradition criticism and all the huge variety of conclusions to which they have arrived and looking at it as sort of throwing up one's hands in despair and saying, you know, nobody can actually agree on these things.  Therefore, we might as well give up trying and recognize that you really can't go back beyond the text that we have.  And so we might as well just focus on the study of the text as we have it. So that's hardly a conservative view of the origin of the Old Testament.  But it does at least lead to focusing on the text as we have it.  And that's a positive step forward.  



One of the side effects of this development of canonical criticism is that those who have been engaged in the study of the final form of the text have often produced results that are quite fruitful by our standards.  That are actually helpful and insightful with regard to the text.  And so we can sometimes appropriate their studies and make use of them, even though they don't necessarily approach the text with the same convictions about the Bible and the word of God as we do.  



Another development that has continued over the last 20 years is a movement that's most commonly called rhetorical criticism.  Rhetorical criticism is an extension of form criticism that focuses on examining the individual units of the text.  The difference between rhetorical criticism and form criticism is that form criticism tended to focus on what a text had in common with one another that was the same between different texts.  Whereas rhetorical criticism tends to focus on what makes each text distinctive and unique.  And so that's a helpful observation.  



There are really two varieties of rhetorical criticism.  One focuses on what the author does as he organizes and presents his material, its rhetoric, as organization and presentation.  The other approach within rhetorical criticism is to focus on the impact of the rhetoric upon the reader or the hearer of the text.  So these are two different emphases within the broader scope of form criticism or I should say within the broader scope of rhetorical criticism. Of these two the focus on the organization and presentation of the material is often very fruitful again because the -- those who engage in that research are often asking the same kinds of questions about the text as literature that we would ask.  Now, where they are weak is on theology.  They aren't really all that interested in theology.  They are interested in the text as literature.  So there's valuable insight there that we can make use of, again, even if we don't share all of their presuppositions about how the text came into being.  



Another variation on this theme is sometimes called narrative criticism.  Narrative criticism is like rhetorical criticism in that it, too, is an extension of form criticism.  But it tends to focus on the examination of narrative units.  And it has specific concerns about things that are characteristic of narratives.  For example, what is the point of view of the narrator and how does that shape the text?  What is the audience expected to know or what is the audience informed of in the process of the unfolding of the narrative?  What's the role of character or plot or setting or the narrative flow, the rise and resolution of tension or conflict within the narrative?  These are all the kinds of questions that narrative critics often ask of narrative text.  And here, again, there's a lot of similarity between what they are doing and what we would often do as we examine the text as we have it in front of us as literature in narrative cases.  



In fact, I mention this because once we get into the book of Exodus as we're going to be starting into very soon here, you'll notice right away that I'm going to be asking these same kinds of questions.  I don't like to call what I do narrative criticism because from my perspective, the term criticism implies a certain presupposition about the text and its authorship.  I would prefer to call what I'm doing narrative analysis because I'm approaching the text with the perspective that the text is the inspired word of God.  But I'm still concerned about the way that God has tried to communicate meaning to us through the text.  So we'll ask again many similar kinds of questions and find some of the same references.  So like canonical criticism and rhetorical criticism, there's much within narrative criticism that would be helpful even to us even if we don't share the presuppositions of those who are engaged in it. 



So all of those are outgrowths of form criticism that have grown and continue to be practiced today.  However, there's another change of course within contemporary biblical studies that sort of leaves behind the whole process of what we might think of as traditional historical criticism.  And so it's helpful to call these approaches by a different name and call them something like post critical developments.  These post critical developments in some ways mirror the broader post modernism of modern philosophical movements.  These are rooted in the epistemology of Immanuel Kant.  Remember when we first started to talk about modern developments we began with Kant's view of the world and how we come to know things?  So let's review that very quickly and then see how it's applied to biblical text.  



Kant believed that somewhere out there there was a real world that was known to us by means of the senses.  That from this real world our senses pick up data and they communicate that data to us.  And you remember Kant's contribution was the activity of the mind.  And so Kant says the mind takes that data that comes from the senses and it assembles it into a picture of reality.  But the picture of reality that the mind produces does not correspond exactly to reality as it's actually out there.  And so all that we can ever know is the picture of reality that the mind creates.  We can never really know the reality as it exists out there beyond the wall of our senses.  



Now, what this means in literary terms and in epistemological terms in philosophy is that all knowledge is ultimately internal.  While we get data from the external world, we can never really know what the external world is like.  We can't be sure that the picture our mind is creating isn't a fantasy or isn't a delusion.  So all the reality that we can know, all that we can be sure about, is the internal world of ourselves.  We can never, therefore, make an authoritative claim for someone else because we don't know whether our picture of reality or their picture of reality is closer to the world as it actually exists.  



Now, this epistemological theory, this theory about how we know things, has led to a wide range of developments in philosophy.  So we get Friedrich Nietzsche and his theory of nihilism.  We get Ludwig Visenstein, the great Austrian philosopher of language at the beginning of the 20th century who developed a very sophisticated understanding of the way language works and the way that we use words to communicate meaning.  We get the more recent French philosopher Jacques Derrida and his theory that usually goes by the name of deconstruction.  The method of reinterpreting text by throwing out the old standard interpretation and approaching the text from a new and different perspective. And then we also get a variety of what we might call post modern approaches that are ideological or driven by principle.  Like third world readings of the text.  Or feminist readings of the text.  Or gay readings of the text that are actually very popular in biblical studies these days.  So this leads to a way of reading the text that's very different from traditional study of the text because it focuses not on the meaning in the text but on meaning as it develops within the reader of the text or within the engagement between the reader and the text.  And this leads to a very different conclusion about what the text means.  And again, I'm not going to go into a great deal of detail about that at this point.  Because frankly, you're not likely to encounter much of that in the kinds of commentaries that you'll be reading for this text.  If you go out and read some of the avant garde journal articles that are current in biblical studies today, these are the kind of things that you'll encounter.  And they are certainly the kinds of things that will be out there in the next 20 years.  The difference fundamentally is that they don't believe that the intention of the author really provides any meaning for us.  The only meaning for us is the meaning that we develop in our encounter with the text.  



So we've seen a wide variety in the way that the biblical text has been studied.  Today the difference between conservative traditional biblical studies and the post critical approaches that we've been talking about in the end -- and I don't want to oversimplify too much here.  But they tend to boil down to this:  Traditional biblical interpretation asks the question:  What does the text mean?  Contemporary post critical approaches ask:  What does the text mean to me?  In other words, they confuse what we might call the meaning of the text with what we would prefer to call the application of the text.  And this is a very important distinction that we need to keep in mind.  



We saw that the same thing happens within allegory in the Middle Ages.  The different levels of meaning tended to confuse what the text actually says with the way that we apply that text in our lives today.  And as we approach the text, we want to be very careful in distinguishing between what we say the meaning of the text is and then the way that we apply the text in our life.  



One last observation before we wrap up our discussion of the history of interpretation here.  You'll remember that we said that historical criticism really got its beginning in the desire to seek a scientific form of interpretation to which everyone would agree.  Everyone could use this method and approach the text and it would then come up with the same result.  So that there would be a reliable trustworthy sort of scientific way of reading the text.  And this they believed would do away with the differences between churches.  I hope that from our survey here you can see that historical criticism judged by its original goal has been a complete and utter failure.  Not only has it not produced a scientific way of reading the text that everyone could agree to but, if anything, it's fragmented the world of meaning in the text in a way that was far worse than anything that would have happened without it. 



So in this sense, while historical criticism has led to an intense study of the text that has produced some valuable observations and insights along the way, as a general methodology, it's been a complete and utter failure.  And so for us, especially those of us who believe that the Bible is the word of God, there's really no fruitful ground within historical criticism upon which we can stand, either the most traditional forms of historical criticism or the most contemporary forms of historical criticism.  
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>> Okay.  That was helpful.  In light of all of this, all that you've said about the liberal approach to the Bible and our conservative approach, can we defend the way that we read the Bible as the right way?  How do we do that?  


>> Well, that's in the end the $64,000 question, isn't it, Nick?  And the answer is probably not one that's going to satisfy you very much.  The bottom line is that there is no objective criteria.  There is no method that everyone will agree to. This is in the end the fallacy of modernism and the fallacy of the historical critical method.  You remember that we said the historical critical method began because people were looking for a scientific method that would ensure that everybody could see the meaning of the text as the same thing.  And therefore, we would be able to do away with denominations, do away with different claims about what the text meant because there would be one scientific method that would produce absolutely certain scientific results that everyone would agree to. And in the end, after this process that's gone on for, you know, 250 years now, that we've come to the conclusion that the truth is that there is no really objective scientific method that will solve all of the differences between all of the churches.  You know, that will lead to a reading of the text that everybody will absolutely agree to.  



So when we talk about proving that our understanding of the Bible is correct and that our reading is the right one, we really need to understand what we mean when we use the word proof.  If by proof we mean what is the logical argument that will make everybody agree with me, you know, that will lead to the kind of logical certainty that I get when I say one plus one equals two, then the answer is no.  It's really not possible to prove in that sense that our reading of the Bible is the correct one. And in the end, even the Bible itself tells us that this is true.  Both the Old Testament and the New Testament remind us that there will always be some who have eyes but do not see and who have ears but do not hear.  To read the Bible rightly means to read it from the position of faith in Jesus Christ as God.  As our Messiah.  As the savior.  As the one who fulfilled the promises that God has made beginning with the promise to Eve and then handed down through the generations to the patriarchs fulfilled in part in Israel and ultimately come to fulfillment in Jesus Christ. Apart from that position of faith, no one can really read the Bible rightly.  And no amount of logical argumentation, no amount of debate about grammar or syntax or literary form can compel faith on the part of anyone who does not believe.  So if by trying to prove that our position is the right one we're looking for something like that, then we're simply not going to find it.  



Now, that does not mean that we should abandon the task of arguing that there is a right way of reading the Bible.  We should not give up and say, "Yeah, all ways of reading the text are the same.  And it doesn't really matter which way you read the Bible because they are all the same." The approach that sort of came out of the Reformation that we call the historical grammatical method is still important.  And its concerns are still valuable.  It's rooted in the view that the meaning that the author intended when he wrote the text is the meaning that's most important.  It's the real meaning, if you will, of the text.  And that we get at that meaning through a recognition of grammar, of syntax of vocabulary, of the genre of literature, of the history and the cultural context of the day in which the author was expressing that message.  



It affirms the fact that it's necessary to understand a text in its historical context.  And we might add in its literary context if we're going to understand that text correctly.  And that means in part, you know, realizing that Old Testament texts are Old Testament texts.  They are not New Testament texts.  They view the world from before the coming of Jesus, the Messiah.  And they don't know everything about God's plan that has been revealed to us in Christ.  



We need to recognize, too -- and I think I've said this already once in response to another question.  But I want to repeat it here.  That there's a difference in the way that we use the term historical and the way that historical criticism uses the term historical.  For historical critics, a text is historical.  To say that a text is historical is to say that it is a product of history, that it's a byproduct of a historical process.  When we say that a text is historical, what we mean is to say that the text is a witness to history.  That it bears witness to the truth of what God has done in, with and under history.  And that conviction that the text is a reliable witness to history is also ultimately a faith proposition.  It is based on our faith and confidence in God who would not lie.  And if that faith proposition is false, if God has lied to us about history, then we can have no certainty of salvation.  Because we can't know that God is not lying to us about other things, as well.  And ultimately, all of our faith in God is in vain. But in the end we have to recognize that this is a matter of faith.  That there is no way to prove that the Bible happened historically exactly the way that we say that it did.  



Now, we can study ancient near eastern history.  And through the study of history we can see that the biblical witness fits in.  That the time of the patriarchs, the description of the life of the patriarchs, fits remarkably well with the picture that we have from archeology of that period.  And it doesn't fit very well with a later period.  And that can give us confidence.  And it can also be evidence that we can use to challenge -- to argue against those who challenge the biblical witness.  



But in the end, it won't prove that Abraham was a historical person who left Ur of the Chaldees and migrated with his family first to Heron and then to the land of Canaan.  I think it's highly unlikely that we're ever going to turn up a scroll or a monument that says, "This altar was built by Abraham who left Ur of the Chaldees because Yahweh called him there."  And he built it, you know, in such-and-such a year. And frankly, if we did find such -- you know, such an archeological artifact, most people wouldn't believe it anyway.  And so it wouldn't prove to them that Abraham existed and that the things that the Bible says about him are true, even if we found one.  



But you know -- so even archeology can't prove that the Bible is true.  It still comes back in the end to our faith in not just the Bible as the word of God but our faith in Christ as the one to whom the Bible bears witness.  And so we must not only affirm our faith about history, but also our faith that the whole of the Bible is the word of God.  



Again, we began the discussion of the history of interpretation with these three basic positions, that the Bible is the -- that either the Bible is the word of God, it contains the word of God or it's merely a human word, it's not the word of God at all.  We believe that the Bible is the word of God.  But that's not something that you can prove.  No matter how good your archeology is, no matter how good your knowledge of Hebrew is or your knowledge of ancient literature, you can't prove that the Bible is the word of God.  This is a matter that one must accept on faith.  And we accept it not because we believe in the Bible but because we trust in Christ as the God who has revealed himself in that word.  So if we trust Christ, then we trust Christ's word.  If we trust the God of the Bible, we believe that that God would not lie to us.  If we don't believe that, then we can't believe that there's any salvation for us because we can't believe anything that God says.  



So can we prove that the Bible -- that our reading of the Bible is correct and that the Bible is the word of God?  No, we can't.  But that does not mean that we should concede that all readings of the Bible are equal.  I think we can make a good argument that our reading of the Bible is the best reading of the Bible.  That it is at least as good and probably better than all the other readings of the Bible that are out there.  And our argument would go something like this:  It would be the recognition that our reading of the Bible is the only way to read the Bible coherently.  It is that it is to bring a sense of unity to the Bible as a whole.  And that our way of reading the Bible is most consistent with the way that the Bible reads it itself and understands itself.  



So to wrap this up then, if post modernism has made any kind of positive contribution, it's the recognition that the quest for a universal method that will solve all the problems is doomed to failure.  Post modernism asserts that in the end all hermeneutical keys, all sorts of starting points or perspectives from which to read the text are equal.  I think we would reject that.  We would reject the view that all hermeneutical keys are equally valid because each person's perspective on the text is equally valid.  Because we would say there's one person whose perspective on the text is not equal to ours.  And that's God's.  If God -- God knows more about the text and how it should be interpreted than any of us do or any of us can.  Therefore, we should defer our own readings of the text to the reading of the text that God himself has placed in the text.  



So conservatives in the end would end up arguing that not all hermeneutical keys are equal.  That some ways of reading the Bible are better than others.  And they are better because they are more consistent with the Bible itself.  That the reading that we produce is more consistent with the internal message of the scripture.  And the strength of the conservative position in the end is not that it can be proved but that it provides the only way of reading the Bible coherently.  Without the presuppositions of the conservative reading of the Bible, there is no consistency in the biblical text.  And there can be no authority in the biblical text.  



Our view is that both the consistency of the biblical witness and the authority of the biblical witness come from Christ to which the word of God, both Old Testament and New Testament, bears witness.  So our hermeneutical key for reading the Old Testament and the New Testament is Christ.  And I think we would argue that this is in the end the right way to read the text.  Because it's the way that the text itself understands its message.  So the New Testament reads the Old Testament from the perspective of Christ as the hermeneutical key.  We saw that already in looking at how the early church read the text and how it -- how the biblical writers applied the Jewish principle of Midrash or the technique of Midrash I suppose we should say to the text.  And in the end, we sort of come back to the same recognition that it's not a method that guarantees the result, but the focus on Christ as the center of the text that guarantees a proper reading of the text.  
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>> I have a similar question about defending our interpretation.  Can we reasonably defend the idea that Moses wrote the Pentateuch?  And how?  


>> David, you have rightly said that this is a similar question.  So I'll give a similar answer.  We can defend the historic Jewish and Christian position that Moses was the author.  We cannot, however, prove it.  We can defend it but we can't prove it.  And notice that I said the historic Jewish and Christian position.  Not our position. And I think that's worth underscoring here.  The distinction is an important one.  This isn't just our position as Lutherans as or conservatives.  This is the position that has been taken by the majority of interpreters of the biblical text for thousands of years. So when we say it's ours, we have to be careful that we don't give the impression that ours is just one of many.  Ours is far and away the dominant one.  It may not be the one that's dominant in sort of academic circles today.  But I don't think we have to apologize for it.  I think we can defend it as a coherent position.  And I'll try to demonstrate that a little bit.  



I've done this already in a document that is part of your course materials on the authorship of the Pentateuch, basically underscoring Moses as the author of the Pentateuch.  And I would like to just walk you through some of the highlights of that document because this is -- there's a lot of material here, a lot of biblical references.  There's no way that you can remember them all.  But I would like you to at least try to remember the categories that they fall into.  Because it will be a little easier to remember them than to remember the information itself.  



There are probably at least four or five ways of arguing the traditional Christian position that Moses wrote the Pentateuch. The first of these is to point to internal evidence.  That is to say evidence within the Pentateuch itself, within the torah itself.  There are in the Pentateuch six references to Moses as the author.  Not the author of the whole thing.  But at least the author of some parts of it. For example, in Exodus 17:14 we read "And Yahweh said to Moses, 'Write this memorial in the Book and place it in the years of Joshua.'"  So here we have a divine command from God to Moses to write down the -- this memorial, this reminder, this way of remembering in a book and give it to Joshua.  Now, I think it's reasonable to assume that if God commanded Moses to do this, that he would have done it.  This is right after the exodus.  And Moses is just seeing the miracles that God has done.  And it's not likely that he -- and Moses has been pretty faithful in doing the things that God has commanded to him.  So it doesn't exactly tell us that Moses went ahead and did this.  But I think we can take it as a reasonable conclusion that Moses did what God commanded him to do and did write these things down.  In Exodus 24:4 we read again, "Moses wrote all the words of Yahweh."  So here we do get a reference to the fact that Moses wrote.  And we're not told what exactly it means by “all the words of Yahweh."  The scope of that phrase is unclear.  Most likely in the context it refers to the material from Chapters 20 to 23, which is a series of instructions from God beginning with the Ten Commandments and running through the block of material that we call the Book of the Covenant.  And so that's probably what's being referred to here.  But it clearly establishes the principle that Moses wrote down what God had said to Israel and then handed it on.  



In Exodus 34:27 we read, "God said to Moses, 'Write these words, for the basis of these words I have made a covenant with you and Israel.  Then he" -- that's Moses -- "wrote on the tablets the words of covenant, the Ten Sayings."  There was a lot of debate about what the Ten Sayings are.  Are these the Ten Commandments or is this something else?  But clearly we have here an example of God commanding Moses to write and Moses following God's command and writing something.  This is clearly important because this is the basis upon which God makes a covenant with Israel.  And that we know from other places that this was handed down from generation to generation within Israel.  So there's a reasonable case to be made here that Moses was the author of the Pentateuch as a whole.  



In the book of Numbers Chapter 33:2, we read, "Moses wrote their travels according to the stages of their journey at the command of Yahweh."  This clearly refers to the travel log that follows in the next chapter, Numbers Chapter 33:3 - 49. When we were talking about the route of the exodus, earlier I mentioned that we have this account in the book of Numbers that gives us sort of stage by stage all the places that Israel went and stayed and journeyed on the way.  It's unlikely that such a list of sites could have ever been envisioned by anyone later.  For one thing, by the time of the exile, they didn't know about these places in Egypt anymore.  You know, they were living in Assyria and in Babylon.  So it's unlikely that they could have even known of the places that are mentioned in the book of Numbers.  So it's much more reasonable to assume that Moses wrote this record of Israel's travels as we're told that he did here in the book of Numbers.  



In Deuteronomy Chapter 31:9 we read, "Moses wrote down this torah and gave it to the priests."  Here again, the extent of what Moses has written is unclear.  Is it referring to the whole torah, the whole five books of Moses, Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy?  Well, possibly.  It certainly could do that.  Most people assume that at the very least it refers to the book of Deuteronomy as a whole, which is, as you'll recall, largely made up of the sermons of Moses and sayings and speeches that Moses would undoubtedly have known. Later on in the same chapter, verse 24 of Chapter 31, we read, "After Moses had finished writing the words of this torah upon a scroll."  So clearly later in the Chapter we have an assertion that -- a second assertion that Moses did write down all that God had instructed to them.  And finally, last one, also in Deuteronomy 31:19. God instructs Moses and Joshua together saying, “Write this psalm and teach it to the sons of Israel." Now, the psalm referred to in this case follows in the next chapter, Deuteronomy 32.  We call it sometimes the Song of Moses.  



So we have six places in the Pentateuch itself where we have clear indications in the -- within the Pentateuch that Moses wrote at least parts of it, if not the whole.  There's no place where, you know, there's a kind of copyright statement that says, "Moses wrote these passages beginning with Genesis 1:1 and ending with the last verse here at the end of the book of Deuteronomy." There's not that kind of claim of authorship.  But there's a pretty clear-cut claim of authorship within the book itself.  And that claim is that Moses wrote the text.  



Now, so that's the internal evidence.  Another kind of evidence that Moses wrote the text also comes from within the Bible.  But we would probably call that external evidence since it comes from outside the torah, outside the Pentateuch.  In other words, there are a variety of places, many of them in the Bible, that mention that Moses wrote something.  And this is usually referred to as the torah.  You know, I mention this because the word torah in Hebrew is used later on as the name for this document, these first five books of -- five books of Moses, which were thought of originally as a single literary work.  The torah, noun, is always in the singular.  And so there's clear evidence in the Old Testament for a written torah at a relatively early date.  



For example, already in the book of Joshua we read in Chapter 8:31 and 32, "He built it according to what was written in the Book of the Law of Moses." Joshua copied on stones the law of Moses that he -- that is Moses -- had written.  So clearly already in the book of Joshua there is here a reference to not just scattered things that Moses wrote but an entire literary work, a safer, a scroll.  Or as this translation has it, a book.  And there are a number of other references scattered throughout the Old Testament to the fact that Moses had written a book.  And I'm not going to read you all of those.  They are in the document in your study materials and you can look them up.  They are not only listed there but I've actually quoted them so you don't have to stop and look them all up.  And together they bear witness to the fact that the Old Testament clearly understands that Moses was the author of a major literary work, not just individual scraps of text.  



So that would be sort of external evidence within the Old Testament.  But there's also evidence within the New Testament that Moses wrote the torah.  And I've listed that for you, as well.  Some of the most compelling comes from Jesus.  For example, in Mark Chapter 12:19 Jesus says, "Moses wrote for us that if a man's brother dies."  Well, if you believe Jesus is telling the truth, then Moses must be the author.  At least of that portion of the scripture.  Again, in Luke 24 he says to him, "This is what I was talking about when I was still with you.  Everything must be fulfilled that is written about me in the torah of Moses" and identifying Moses as the author.  Here he goes onto say the torah of Moses, the prophets and the psalms.  Psalms probably represents all the rest of the books of the Old Testament that are lumped together with the book of Psalms, the Psalms being the most important book in that third section. And so clearly the phrase "law of Moses" here refers to the first five books of the Pentateuch as having been written by Moses.  And there are other references from Jesus and throughout the New Testament that in one way or the other make it clear that the New Testament's understanding is that Moses was the author of these books.  So there's a lot of evidence within the Bible itself both within the Pentateuch and beyond the Pentateuch that Moses was the author.  But that's not the only argument that we have in support of mosaic authorship.  



In addition to that we can cite literary material and theological material in the Pentateuch that's inconsistent with a later date.  And I've given you some examples of that in the document.  There are literary phrases, for example, that just don't work at a later date in biblical history because they describe something that existed earlier that wouldn't have been known later or they use vocabulary that wasn't used at a later date.  You know, we can look at books that we know were written later and look at the vocabulary that they use and see that this vocabulary used in the Pentateuch is different from the vocabulary used later in many respects.  So we can use that kind of argument to bolster the fact.  That doesn't prove that Moses wrote it, of course.  But it at least helps us realize that it wasn't written at a later date. 



And even more importantly, we have theological material that's inconsistent with a later period.  And here, you know, I can give you an -- just one quick example.  In the Pentateuch there are a number of cases where other people, non-Israelites, believe in Yahweh like Abimelech, who is pictured as a believer in the God of Abraham.  Now, this is at odds with a later date where if you read the later books in the Bible, they are very aggressive in asserting that the Canaanites and the others in the surrounding culture sort of could not almost believe in Yahweh.  They would not be welcomed almost as believers in some cases.  It would have been almost an offense to later sensibility, especially postexilic sensibility, to suggest that some of their neighbors could be believers in the same God that they were believers in. So there we get something that's theologically inconsistent with a postexilic period of authorship.  And I've listed some other examples of that in the document, as well, just to give you an idea that there are things that we can point to that would simply be inconsistent with a later date.  



You know, again, that doesn't prove that Moses wrote it.  But it's a pretty strong argument that it was written early rather than later.  There's also cultural material that we know doesn't fit in a later period.  And here I'll give you an example that's actually very commonly cited even by critical scholars themselves.  Even Gerhard von Rad noted this one.  He says that marriage with one's half-sister was forbidden by later law, Leviticus 18:9, 11, 20:17 and some others.  But it was still possible at the time of David, II Samuel 13:13.  Therefore, the notation in Genesis 20:17 must be an early tradition.  Here we've got Gerhard von Rad, who is no friend to conservative biblical interpretation, arguing that here's a cultural element in the Pentateuch that simply cannot be from a later date because it would not have been acceptable in a culture at a later time.  And as our knowledge of ancient culture grows, we find more and more examples like this of things that were consistent with -- where the Pentateuch is consistent with the culture of the day that it says that it comes from.  But it's inconsistent with later culture.  Now, again, that doesn't prove mosaic authorship.  But it does tend to support the view of mosaic authorship.  And finally, I guess we could point to two other things that might not be very persuasive to critical scholars but at least we should mention them.  



One is I think we can make a solid argument that there is genuine literary and theological coherence in the biblical text.  Now, critical scholars would object to that because for them, they hear coherence as sort of absolute uniformity of the kind we were talking about in a previous question where a single author always writes in exactly the same way.  That's not what we mean by coherence.  By coherence we mean something like a message that hangs together and a story that hangs together as literature.  And one of the things that the more recent types of historical criticism like rhetorical criticism and narrative criticism and canonical criticism have done is to bolster our argument because they've taken the same view that there is actually much more literary coherence to the Pentateuch and also theological coherence to it than earlier critical scholars would have accepted.  



And the last thing we would point to I think is Jewish and Christian tradition.  I mentioned earlier in answering your question, David, that this was not our view but rather this was the view of the -- this was the historic Christian and Jewish position.  And I think that we shouldn't run away from that too quickly.  While the fact that it's a tradition doesn't prove that it's true, however, this has been the view that has been handed down virtually from as long as there has been a Bible.  



And I don't think that it's an absurd idea to suggest that the persistence of this tradition and the strength of this tradition is at least a witness to some degree to the truth of the tradition.  And while there are other things within Jewish tradition that Christians easily discarded as being unimportant because they weren't focused on Christ, this part of the tradition has remained.  Because not only was Judaism convinced that Moses was the author, but also Christianity.  And to the point that some have even said that if Moses -- if Moses wasn't mentioned in the Bible, if we didn't know that there was a Moses, we would have to invent him because some individual with breadth of vision and knowledge would have had to put this together.  



In fact, that's really what historical criticism did.  They simply invented a different Moses because they didn't like the one in the Bible.  Now, some critics have said that the Moses they invented was really Ezra the scribe at a much later date.  And maybe they attribute to Ezra everything that the Bible itself attributes to Moses.  But in some way historical criticism has simply reinvented Moses, either as a process or as an editor in the end.  



Because there must be someone with the breadth of vision to bring this literary and theological coherence to the text.  It didn't happen by accident.  It didn't happen by scraps of text being jumbled together.  You know, it was put together by someone.  And there's no reason that we should turn away from the person that the Bible itself says did it.  Namely, Moses.  



So I think we can make a strong argument for mosaic authorship.  It won't be proof.  It won't satisfy those who are determined to be skeptics.  But at least it's an argument that we don't have to be ashamed of.  We can stand up and say it has intellectual credibility.  And it can stand up at least as well as any arguments that historical critics can make for their theory.  So I hope that answers your question, David.  
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>> When I heard that we were going to be studying the books of Moses, I was excited because Genesis is my favorite book.  Why are we studying Exodus as well as Genesis?  


>> Well, that's a really good question, Josh.  And it really -- I think it's important as we begin to turn to the book of Exodus now to realize that when we approach the Pentateuch, the five books of Moses as we call them today, that the book of Exodus and the book of Genesis are really components in what is ultimately a single literary work.  



You know, when we look at these books in our Bible, we see five books:  Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy.  But when the Old Testament talks about this book, it refers to them as a single literary work called the torah by a singular noun in Hebrew.  It never refers to the five books of Moses.  That's a later distinction.  And we know for some books, I and II Kings, that they were originally one book and were simply put on multiple scrolls because they were too big to conveniently read in a synagogue.  We don't know really whether the book of -- the Pentateuch was a single book or not at any point in its history.  I'm inclined to think that it probably was originally conceived of as a single book.  And that it was later divided into five different books for the ease of handling.  But we don't know that for sure.  And there's no way that we will ever know for sure.  But one thing is clear.  It's a single literary piece in the sense that it tells a single story and presents a single message. And so whether it was ever a single book or not is really almost an irrelevant question except that we should realize that even when we talk about the book of Genesis and the book of Exodus, one way or another we're talking about a piece of a larger whole.  And so when we look at these books as we see them today, we need to recognize the function that they play in the literary whole that we call the Pentateuch or the Old Testament calls the torah. And so the easiest way to answer your question is to take a look at that literary whole. What is this book that we call the torah as a whole?  How do -- how does the book of Exodus fit into that whole literary work?  And I think if we do that and see how the message as a whole unfolds, then we'll see why we want to study the book of Exodus in this class.  



The central story of the torah is the account of the redemption of the people of Israel from their slavery in Egypt and their establishment as the people of God.  This is the message of the Pentateuch as a whole.  Now, let's look at how each of the five books contributes to that whole.  



First, how does Genesis contribute to that whole?  Well Genesis is kind of the Old Testament of the Old Testament.  In other words, if the central theological events that the Pentateuch relates are found in the book of Exodus, the foundations for that, both literary and historical and theological, are laid in the book of Genesis.  Just like the Old Testament lays the foundation for the New Testament.  You really couldn't understand the New Testament without knowing the theological and literary and historical foundation of the Old Testament.  In the same way, you really can't understand the message of the book of Exodus without the foundation that exists in the book of Genesis.  But having said that, it's also easy to see that the book of Genesis is laying the foundation.  It's not ultimately the core.  It looks forward.  You know, in the book of Genesis God gives a lot of promises.  But he doesn't fulfill those promises until the book of Exodus and later.  And the book of Exodus makes very clear that what's happening here in these events recorded in the book of Exodus is the fulfillment of the promises made in Genesis.  So Genesis is foundational both for Exodus, the rest of the Old Testament and the New Testament.  The rest of the books look back to what happens in the book of Exodus.  You know, Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy are all played out to what happens in response to the book of Exodus.  So they depend upon it as their starting point.  So in this sense it's clear that Exodus is the central core of the Pentateuch as a whole.  Genesis is the Old Testament of the torah.  It lays the foundation.  



The book of Exodus is kind of divided into two different stories in one sense.  Chapters 1 to 14 tell the story that I like to call the drama of redemption.  This is the story of how Israel is redeemed.  How they are delivered from slavery and bondage into -- in Egypt -- well, I blew that sentence.  We'll do that one again.  



This is the story in -- start over.  



Chapters 1 to 14 tell the story that I like to call the drama of redemption.  This is the story of how God delivers Israel from its bondage to slavery in Egypt.  It's the story of Israel's redemption.  Chapters 16 to 40 tells a different story.  It tells the story of how Israel learns what it means for them to be the people of Yahweh.  How they -- how Yahweh makes a covenant with them and how they learn what it means to be his people.  Between those two Chapter 15 serves as a bridge.  It sort of summarizes the events of Chapters 1 to 14 and then anticipates the events of Chapters 16 to 40.  So the book of Exodus kind of falls needily into two major parts.  And we'll come back to that when we look at Exodus in detail.  



The next part of the torah is the part that we call the book of Leviticus.  And the book of Leviticus builds upon what happens in the book of Exodus.  In the book of Exodus we get the Ten Commandments.  And Chapters 21 to 23 contain a summary of the commandments and the instructions that God is going to give his people. In the book of Leviticus we get that material expanded greatly.  So after Israel learns what it means to be the people of Yahweh, then they can get the full instruction from God upon how they are to live their lives as his people.  So the book of Leviticus then builds upon what Israel learns about being the people of God in the book of Exodus.  



Then we come to the book of Numbers.  In the book of Numbers the story continues.  After Israel gets this instruction, they are now prepared to go on and to go to the land that God has promised them already in the book of Genesis and the promises that he renews in the book of Exodus.  So once Israel learns what it means to be the people of God, now they have to start living out their lives as the people of God.  And they do that as they then leave Mount Sinai and go forth and begin to move toward the land that God has promised them.  So in the book of Numbers we see Israel learning to live as Yahweh's people.  We see Yahweh fighting for his people and Yahweh beginning to fulfill his promises to -- you know, that he has made to them both in the book of Genesis and in the book of Exodus.  



Then we come to the last part of the Pentateuch, the part that we call the book of Deuteronomy.  And this is sort of -- we might call this a kind of dramatic review.  As we reach the end of the story, we now review everything that Israel has learned.  Everything that it's learned about how it comes to be the people of Yahweh through the redemption that God has given them.  And also what it means for them to live as the people of Yahweh.  And they learn this through a series of sermons that Moses delivers to the people.  And so the book of Deuteronomy serves to summarize everything that's gone before.  Not so much the book of Genesis as the book of Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers.  



And so this is the storyline of the Pentateuch as a whole.  And when you look at it as a whole literary work, you can see that the centerpiece of this work is the book of Exodus where we get the story of God's deliverance, which is promised beforehand in the book of Genesis.  Israel begins to learn what it means to be his people as Yahweh makes a covenant with them.  And then that's filled out later in Leviticus and Numbers.  



And so the reason that -- one reason that we focus on the book of Exodus in this class rather than the book of Genesis is because the book of Exodus is the centerpiece of the Pentateuch to which everything else is related as literature.  Now, another reason that we focus here is that theologically the Pentateuch deals with two primary questions.  And these two questions are first:  Who is Yahweh?  And secondly:  What does it mean to be the people of Yahweh?  These two questions, who is Yahweh and what does it mean to be the people of Yahweh, are explored throughout the entire Pentateuch in different ways.  And I think it may be good for us at the beginning here just to summarize the answers that are found so that we'll recognize the importance of the passages as we come to them.  



First the question:  Who is Yahweh?  How is this question answered in the Pentateuch?  Well, the first answer that's given is that Yahweh is the creator.  And we talked in an earlier question about the difference between Israel's understanding of Yahweh as creator and the understanding of the gods as creators in other ancient near eastern religions.  You know, in those religions they understood that the gods were creators but the gods were also connected to the world of matter that they had created.  And so it's an important theological difference being spelled out there.  And we learned that, of course, in the book of Genesis right away, in the first two chapters of the book of Genesis.  But it's also repeated throughout the rest of the Pentateuch, as well.  



The second thing that we learn about Yahweh is that he is the redeemer.  And the third thing that we learn about Yahweh is that he is one who acts according to kesid.  Now, I apologize for using a Hebrew term here.  The Hebrew term kesid.  But I am going to use this term throughout the course because it's a very important theological word in the book of Exodus.  And the problem with it is there's no one good translation in English.  The right translation depends quite a bit on what's been said in the context.  So there's not just one easy English word that I can substitute for that all the time.  So when we come to this word, I'm just going to pronounce the Hebrew word.  And then we'll talk about what it means in the context that it's being used and what understanding is being communicated by this word.  



So the three questions are -- three answers to the question "Who is Yahweh?" is that Yahweh is the creator.  Yahweh is the redeemer.  And Yahweh is the one who acts in kesid toward his people.  Well, let's look at how these three answers are spelled out.  



How do we know that Yahweh is the creator?  Well, first and foremost in Genesis 1 and Genesis 2 we see it.  But if I were to ask you just based on your pre-existing knowledge of the book of Exodus where in the book of Exodus do we encounter Yahweh as the creator, we might have to stop and think about that.  Well, it's not immediately obvious, unless you think about the narratives that we call the plague narratives.  There in that case we see Yahweh clearly controlling nature.  And especially doing so in such a way as to defeat the Egyptian gods and to prove that he is the one true God and that the Egyptian gods are not the ones that actually control nature. We see it again in the crossing of the Red Sea where God as creator is able to manipulate nature to accomplish his will.  In this case the redemption of his people.  



The second answer, Yahweh is redeemer.  And this is really a very important one.  Because this is key to the book of Exodus.  And interestingly, it's something that we don't learn about God in the book of Genesis at all.  You know, as Christians, we are so accustomed to thinking of God as the redeemer, we don't realize that there was a time in the history of God's people when they didn't know that God was the redeemer.  It simply isn't mentioned in the book of Genesis.  It's not something that we learn about God until we get to the book of Exodus.  



Now, it is, shall we say, alluded to or foretold in a sense in the book of Genesis in just a couple of places.  The first of these is in Genesis Chapter 15.  There we read in Genesis 15:13-14, "Yahweh said to Abraham, 'Know for certain that your offspring will be sojourners in a land that is not theirs and will be servants there and they will be afflicted for 400 years.  But I will bring judgment on the nation that they serve.  And afterward they will come out with great possessions.'"  Now, this doesn't exactly employ the redeemer language because it -- it employs part of it, the fact that they are in bondage.  But it simply says they will come out.  It doesn't say that God will come down and deliver them.  But that they will come out.  And so this -- while this certainly anticipates what God is going to do in the book of Exodus, and as we read it today, it's obvious that this is talking about the book of Exodus, this doesn't exactly teach the Yahweh is redeemer message directly.  



A more direct expression comes in Genesis Chapter 50:24-25.  And this is really at the very end of the book of Genesis.  In one sense Genesis ends with Chapter 49 with the blessing upon the sons of Jacob.  And Chapter 50 is kind of what in literary circles they might call denouement.  It's kind of the resolution, the tying up of all the little details of the story after the climax has been reached.  And there in the denouement, in this wrapping up the story, we encounter this. 
"Joseph said to his brothers, 'I am about to die.  But God will visit you and bring you up out of this land to the land that he swore to Abraham to Isaac and to Jacob.'"  And so here in a prophesy given by Joseph, we get the full expression of the redeemer theme.  The fact that God himself will come down to his people and will bring them out.  Not something that they will escape.  But that he will defeat his enemies and that he will overthrow those who are holding them in bondage and deliver them from their slavery, from their bondage. So this is really the only place in the book of Genesis that we get the full-blown redeemer theme.  And it's really right at the end in the transitional material between Genesis and Exodus all together.  So we really don't discover that Yahweh is the redeemer until we see him fulfilling this prophesy in the book of Exodus.  



Now, you might ask:  What about passages like, oh, say the deliverance of Isaac when Isaac was going to be sacrificed?  Now, there we certainly get -- we certainly learn that Yahweh is a savior, that he saves and he delivers.  And in some sense there's a kind of substitutionary atonement that takes place.  The lamb is supplied as a substitution for Isaac who is going to be sacrificed. But that's not the same as the redeemer theme.  You know, not all expressions of God as savior are redeemer themed.  There's no God in the deliverance of Isaac.  God does not himself come down and deliver Isaac.  You know, cut the bonds and lift him off the altar.  God himself doesn't deliver Isaac from slavery, which is always an important part of the redeemer theme.  So while the deliverance of Isaac is important in the development of the idea of God as savior in general, it doesn't really take up the theme that we call the redeemer theme.  That comes in the book of Exodus.  



And it comes especially in the first 14 chapters of the book of Exodus.  There are -- in Exodus 1 to 14 the focus is on the revelation of Yahweh as the redeemer as he brings Israel out of the land of Egypt.  The whole story is the story of how Yahweh redeems Israel.  And then in Chapter 15 we get the psalm that Moses sings by the seashore, the psalm entitled "I will sing about Yahweh."  And the first 12 verses of that song Moses then recounts and summarizes what we've learned in the first 14 chapters.  That there is no God like Yahweh who delivers his people and who redeems them from bondage by defeating their enemies.  And so the redeemer theme is critical.  It's the central theme to the first part of the book of Exodus.  



Well, the third thing we learn about Yahweh is that Yahweh is one who acts with kesed, that word we were talking about before.  Now, we do discover this in Genesis and in Exodus and in the rest of the books of the Pentateuch, as well. In Genesis we see Yahweh acting in kesid, in grace or mercy or faithfulness, toward his people.  We see him doing it because he allows his people access to his presence.  He allows them to pray to him.  So he acts graciously toward them.  He acts in kesid or mercy toward them when he provides for their needs.  When he protects them from their enemies.  When he guides them in their various travels.  He is faithful when he promises future blessings and faithful when he begins to fulfill those promises as in the birth of Isaac, for example.  So we see Yahweh being revealed as the one who acts in kesid already in the book of Genesis.  

But this becomes a special theme in the second part of the book of Exodus.  And it's introduced already in the theme verse of the second part of the book of Exodus in the poem in Exodus Chapter 15 when we read "Yahweh will lead in kesid those whom he has redeemed."  And that verse in a sense becomes the thematic verse of the second part of the book. Also in the Ten Commandments in Exodus 20:5-6 as Yahweh teaches his people who he is, he tells them that he is one who shows kesid or mercy or grace probably is the best translation here to thousands of generations of those who love him and keep his commandments.  So again, we see it at that critical point in the second half of the book.  But most importantly we will encounter this in Exodus Chapter 34:5-7, which is really kind of a John 3:16 of the Old Testament where Israel learns most definitively the nature of the God who has called them to be his people.  And there he says, "Yahweh is a God merciful and gracious, slow to anger, abounding in kesid, keeping kesid to a thousand generations, forgiving inequity and transgression and sin."  And we'll spend some time in the class looking at this verse in detail once we get there.  But at all of the critical points in the second part of the book of Exodus, this notion of Yahweh as one who acts in kesid, in grace, in mercy, in faithfulness toward his people becomes a key theme of the book.  And so really all three of the answers to the question "Who is Yahweh?" appear prominently in the book of Exodus.  He's the one who is the redeemer.  He's the one who is already known as creator and the one whom Israel learns to trust as merciful, as kesid, towards them, as gracious to them.  



Now, the second question we said is:  What does it mean for Israel to be the people of Yahweh?  And here I think I've just summarized this very briefly as we start to head into the book.  Because this will be something we'll talk about quite often as we proceed along.  Israel learns that to be the people of Yahweh is to be the redeemed people of Yahweh.  And that means that -- it means to recognize that there is only one God, that Yahweh alone is the only true God, the gods of the Egyptians are powerless to oppose his will.  That there is only one people of God.  That despite the fact that God owns the whole earth and everything in it and controls all creation, he has called them to be his people in a unique and distinctive way for a special purpose.  Namely, to be the instrument through which he will deliver his promises to all mankind. Finally, or rather, next they learn that there's -- yeah, finally, they learn there's only one way to be the people of God.  Not by their keeping the law.  But simply because of God's gracious disposition to them.  This is the lesson that Israel learns as a result of the debacle of worshiping the golden calf.  You will deal with that again in great detail when we get there.  



So Israel learns that what it means to be the people of God is to rest in God's grace as his redeemed people and to worship him and him alone.  Israel learns that God has also called them to be his unique and distinctive people.  To fulfill his intention in creation. To have a people who would represent him on the earth.  To be his selem, his image. Initially God gave this image to Adam and Eve.  They were to be his representatives on earth to accomplish his will.  But they lost that selem.  They lost the ability to be the image of God when they sinned.  So now he has called Israel or we'll see he calls Israel and sets them apart and makes them kadosh.  In Hebrew we usually translate the word kadosh holy.  But modern Americans take that word holy to mean something like moral or pious when really the word means to be separate or set apart.  Israel realizes that it is called to be kadosh.  To be separate and set apart for the purpose of being God's agents in accomplishing his broader redemptive task that will ultimately lead to Christ coming as the Messiah to the whole world.  



So these are the central questions in the torah as a whole.  And they all in a sense kind of come to roost in the book of Exodus.  The foundation for all of them is laid in the book of Genesis.  And we certainly wouldn't want to downplay the importance of the book of Genesis.  By the way, I should tell you my PhD is in the book of Genesis, not in the book of Exodus.  So when I emphasize the importance of the book of Exodus, this is not special leading on my part because it's my academic area.  I understand the importance of the book of Genesis.  But I realize that within the Pentateuch it is like the Old Testament, setting the stage for the redemptive drama that we might call the Gospel in the Old Testament.  And that Gospel in the Old Testament is fully revealed in the book of Exodus.  And so that's why we're going to focus on that book as we study the Pentateuch.  
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>> Thanks for that answer.  Let me ask another question, if I may.  Like I mentioned back when we began, I always find it easier to study if I know what kinds of things the professor is likely to emphasize.  As we read through the text that you have chosen, what kinds of things should we be looking for?  


>> Well, that's a very important question.  And one of the reasons that it is an important question is that one of the most important things that we have to learn when we learn to do exegesis is we have to learn what kinds of questions to ask.  If we don't learn to ask the right questions, we won't be able to get the right answers.  And so that's what we're going to focus on as we move through the text that we look at, what kinds of questions we need to ask of the text and then how to get the right answers to those questions.  



Generally speaking, those questions fall into four groups.  The first group will deal with context.  And so we'll be asking questions about what is the role of this text in the broader narrative and questions like:  What is the literary function of this text?  What does it do?  What does it contribute to the unfolding story in the book of Exodus?  And finally, we'll not only ask about the literary function in its context, but also its theological function.  You know, what ideas or -- how does God use this passage to unfold the message of his redeeming work?  And what it means for Israel to be the people of God in the book of Exodus.  The second group of questions we might describe as being literary issues.  So we'll ask questions like:  What kind of genre is this text?  Is it dialogue?  Is it narrative?  Is it poetry?  And what are the implications of that?  We'll also look at structure.  Structure is particularly important in narrative because narratives unfold and develop and build to a climax and usually that has something to do with where the emphasis is in the text.  And that emphasis in the text generally tells us what the important thing is that we need to be aware of.  Finally, another literary issue that we'll pay a great deal of attention to is the history of interpretation.  And the reason that we have to pay attention to that is every commentary you read about the book of Exodus is going to deal one way or another with how historical criticism has treated this text and whether it has divided the text up into minor groups or whether it is treated as a unity.  And we'll need to be aware of those issues and also learn how to respond to them.  So we'll talk about some of those kinds of things as we go along the way. 


Then of course, we'll also pay special attention to theological issues that arise in the text.  One thing that we always want to look for is:  What is the main theological emphasis?  There may be many, you know, theological points or many things that we could say about a text theologically.  But we always want to be aware of the hierarchy of ideas or concepts in the text.  What's the most important point that God is trying to make in this text?  And then how do the other subsidiary or secondary points relate to that central point in the text?  So we'll also look at, you know, what are those secondary points.  And how do they relate.  Then we'll sometimes as appropriate look at key theological language.  What are some of the words in the text that are particularly important?  This is a little more difficult to do, frankly, when we're just looking at a text on the basis of English than we are in Hebrew because it's a little more difficult to get at the theological vocabulary if you can't actually look at the vocabulary.  And translations are sometimes adequate and sometimes they are not.  And we will talk about some of these.  And especially the keyword kesid in the second part of the book that was already mentioned.  



And finally, as Christians, as we were talking about in a former question, we read the Old Testament with Christ as the hermeneutical key for understanding it.  And so we're always going to be asking Christological questions about the text.  What does this text teach us about Christ and his work?  And how do we apply this text?  How do we preach this text by preaching Christ in the text?  And how do we do it appropriately without just kind of allegorizing or importing material that's not actually there?  



Finally, we'll from time to time also talk about the implications of the text for today and how we apply that in preaching and teaching and talking about the Christian life today.  So we will talk about the relationship between some of these texts and doctrine. I don't teach systematic theology and don't pretend to be a systematician.  But there is a great deal of doctrine in the book of Exodus one way or another.  So we'll highlight some of those.  We won't be able to talk in depth about all of them.  But we will touch upon many of the most important ones as we go along.  We'll also talk about the implications for church practice.  For example, what does what God teaches Israel in the book of Exodus about worship tell us about the way the church should worship today, if anything?  Those are kind of questions that we'll answer. And finally, we will look at how we preach a text and how we move from just understanding the text intellectually to proclaiming the text.  And that will come up.  Again, not in the same way with every text.  But as we move through.  



Now, I mentioned that literary issues would be important for us.  And perhaps this is a good point to just take a moment to talk about the literary structure of the book of Exodus as a whole before we begin to move into the individual passages.  Because we really do need to understand the way that theology is expressed in narrative text differently than the way it's expressed in let's say a Pauline epistle. Understanding a narrative text depends upon things like understanding the role of characters and the way that character development occurs in the text.  It means looking at and understanding conflict and how conflict is resolved in the narrative.  It means examining event, you know, what happens, and dialogue and summary passages that sort of emphasize important elements in the text.  And finally, we need to learn to relate the individual texts, the smaller units to the larger units.  Again, to see how they work in context.  That's all part of theology expressed in a narrative.  



Meaning in these narrative texts is often communicated as a character is revealed, changes and events shape the life of a character.  And the way those changes take place are often important theologically.  One obvious example of that from the book of Genesis is the character development, shall we say, that takes place in the person of Joseph in the Joseph narrative.  It's a key element in that passage.  In the book of Exodus, frankly, the main character who develops in the course of the narrative is Yahweh.  And God is the central character whose development captures our attention most directly in these texts.  



We'll also look at defining events.  How the crises in the text are resolved and how that helps to communicate the theological message of the text.  There are a few places where there are direct statements, particularly in dialogue.  For example, in Exodus 34 when God describes himself to Moses.  That's a direct expression of the theological idea.  And those are often important.  They frequently happen in dialogue and also occasionally in summary statements.  And finally, again, sort of the theological application of context.  Sometimes meaning is communicated not so much through an individual event as the way events are put together into a sequence to reveal something.  We'll see that happens in the book of Exodus in a very important way between Chapter 24 and Chapter 34.  And we'll talk about that later in the text when we get there.  



Well, the book of Exodus as a whole breaks itself down into two major parts:  Chapters 1 to 14 -- really 1 to 15 Verse 12 to be precise.  And then the latter half of Chapter 15 through Chapter 40.  I like to refer to the first part of the book of Exodus as the drama of redemption.  And let's look at what we might call the narrative ark of this part of the book and just see just to get an overview of how it develops. This begins with the call of Moses in Exodus 3.  It begins to develop in the conflict that arises between Yahweh and the gods of Egypt.  And that conflict is carried out on the stage of human events as Moses confronts Pharaoh in the series of confrontations that finally build into the plague narratives and are resolved in the Passover.  The Passover kind of marks the transition from the building up of the tension to the resolving of the tension.  And that carries on through Chapter 14 at the destruction of the Egyptian army and the victory of Yahweh, the ultimate victory of Yahweh over his enemies at Yam Suph.  And finally, that's -- that ark kind of comes to an end, it lands, if you will, in the summary section that we get in the poem in Exodus 15, especially Verses 1 to 12 where the story is retold in poetic form and celebrated as Verse 11 concludes the section by saying, "Who is like Yahweh among the gods?"  And the answer is no one.  And we can see that from all the things that have happened in the first 14 chapters of the book.  



In terms of dramatic tension, if we were to look at a chart of the tension as it unfolds in the book of Exodus, it would start off fairly low.  The first two chapters are basically introductory material.  Then we would get a little rise in the dramatic tension.  We get to Chapter 3 and the first encounter between Moses and Yahweh.  And then the tension would continue to go up just a little bit as Yahweh sends Moses out and he has the first encounter with Pharaoh.  And then it would be another peak when Moses goes back to talk to Yahweh after his first attempt to get Pharaoh to let his people go didn't succeed.  Pharaoh rejected it.  After that discussion in Exodus 6, there's a steady climb in the tension through Chapters 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 until we come to the Passover in Chapter 12.  So we get a steady increase in the dramatic tension.  And there in the Passover, in the destruction of the first born of Egypt and the coming out of the people of Israel, we get sort of a release of tension and the story sort of relaxes then. And we -- we think that we should come to a point where we get one of those "and they all lived happily ever after" kind of endings.  But this is not that kind of story.  This is more like one of those horror movies where the bad guy gets killed at the end and everybody relaxes and all of a sudden the bad guy jumps up again and they have to kill him all over again because he wasn't really dead.  He was only knocked unconscious or something like that. 
In the same way after the Hebrews leave Egypt, there's a falloff in the dramatic tension.  And then another big spike that reaches its ultimate conclusion as Pharaoh's army rushes out and tries to capture the Hebrews again and they are destroyed in the crossing of Yam Suph.  And that final peak of the tension in the story brings the first part of the book to a climax.  



The second part of the book is completely different.  And we'll see this as we go through.  It begins with the second part of that poem in Chapter 15 beginning with Verse 13 where a new theme is introduced, the theme of Yahweh leading his people by way of his kesid, his mercy, his grace.  This word doesn't occur in the first part of the book at all.  And the idea comes into the story for the first time here in Chapter 15 Verse 13.  And when they leave the shore of the sea, a few things happen.  We sort of have a "getting to know you phase" as Yahweh and his people start to settle down and live together and the people grumble.  So there's a little rising tension there in the course of the journey to Mount Sinai.  The next major event is the coming to Mount Sinai, the appearance of Yahweh, the giving of the Ten Commandments.  And this section kind of comes to an end with the making of the covenant in Chapter 24. As the narrative ark continues, we get provisions for worship in Chapters 25 to 31 and then the crisis of the golden calf in Chapters 32, 33 and 34.  And this crisis of the golden calf is really the central dramatic crisis in the second part of the book.  After it's resolved in Chapter 34, then we kind of cruise to the end of the book.  We really are sort of in the denouement or falling action.  And God re-gives the instructions about the rebuilding of the tabernacle all over again.  And we end with the completion of the tabernacle in Chapter 40.  So the narrative ark that begins in Chapter 15 Verse 13 continues and comes to an end there.  



So again, in terms of dramatic tension, the second part of the book looks quite a bit different from the first part.  We begin, you know, maybe sort of about halfway up on the scale or not quite halfway up on the scale of dramatic tension.  And again, we have a little bit of rising tension but not very much over Chapters 16, 17, 18.  We get a peak at Chapter 19 and 20 with the giving of the torah and the Ten Commandments.  That's a big high point in the book.  But then the tension falls off dramatically after that in Chapters 21 to 23, the part of the book we call the Book of the Covenant. Frankly, from a narrative perspective, it's pretty boring.  Don't equate boring with unimportant, however.  It's important material.  It's just not narrative -- it's not very exciting from the perspective of narrative.  But that comes to a screeching halt in Chapter 24 when we get another major peak as the people then agree to the covenant with Yahweh and the elders and Moses go up on the mountain and see God face to face and dine with him there.  It's a major high point in the second part of the book.  



Then again, we get -- we have a quick falloff to a low level as we move through the instructions for building the tabernacle.  From the perspective of narrative and dramatic tension, it's boring stuff.  That doesn't mean it's theologically unimportant.  It just means that it doesn't have a lot of dramatic tension.  That's why when most people read the book, they kind of flip through that stuff rather quickly.  Because there's an intuitive sense that there's not a lot of narrative tension there.  Again, don't make the mistake of making -- thinking that lack of narrative intention means unimportant.  It's important material.  



But then we come to what is the ultimate crisis in the second half of the book, the apostasy of Israel with the golden calf in Chapters 32 and how Yahweh responds to that in Chapters 33 and 34.  This is the major crisis in the book.  And we'll examine this in detail as we look at those texts.  After that, again, the tension falls off to a pretty low level.  Basically God repeats his instructions about the tabernacle so it's, if anything, even less dramatic than before because we've already heard it once.  And then we get another spike at the end of Chapter 40.  



I've chosen the text that I have for this book for a good reason.  If you look at that sort of chart of the dramatic tension, the texts that we're looking at are all points where the dramatic tension rises and is high in the text because those are all key points in the story.  So the text that we're going to look at in Chapter 3, Chapter 6, Chapter 12, 19 and 20 and 24, 32 to 34 and then finally Chapter 40 are chosen very carefully because they reflect key points in the development of the narrative.  And so we will look at them in detail.  So I guess we might as well turn now to the first of those texts in Exodus Chapter 3.  
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>> Why did we start with Chapter 3 instead of with the story of Moses' birth and how he was raised in the court of Pharaoh?  


>> That's a good question, Eric.  It actually can't be answered directly from looking at this text.  To answer the question, we have to look at this text in the context of the book as a whole or especially in the context of the first part of the book as a whole.  



To understand the function of an individual text within a narrative whole, one needs to ask what the function of this text is.  That is to say:  What function does it perform within the main narrative of the whole?  We mentioned previously that the book of Exodus falls into two main parts, Chapters 1 to 14 and Chapters 16 to 40 with Chapter 15 serving as a bridge between the two.  



Now, if we break the first part of this down in Chapters 1 to 15 and ask "What function do Chapters 1 and 2 perform and what function does Chapter 3 perform in the drama, the narrative ark of the first part of the book?" we can get at this by asking two questions.  First we can ask the question simply:  What happens in the text?  And secondly the question:  What's the relation of this action, that is the relation of what happens in this text, to what happens in the surrounding text?  Let's look at the answers to those questions.  



In Chapters 1 and 2 we get Moses introduced as a character.  Moses is, as you already know, one of the central protagonists in the story.  And also in these chapters we set the context for what's to happen later by introducing the situation that the Hebrews are in.  Remember when we ended the book of Genesis, the Hebrews weren't slaves in Egypt.  They were actually honored guests of Pharaoh and his court.  



The situation has changed from the end of Genesis to the beginning of Exodus.  And that change is spelled out for us so that we have a proper understanding of what in dramatic literature is sometimes called the mezasa to use the French phrase.  Basically the setting of the scene.  And one encounters that French phrase from time to time in the commentary so I thought I would throw it out for you. 



The other thing that we learned is how Moses comes to leave Egypt and be in the desert with the Midianites and with the family of Jethro so that the story can begin, you know, at that point.  So what we have in Chapters 1 and 2 is basically all context setting or scene setting.  It introduces the characters, sets the stage.  Gives us the situation in which the story is going to unfold by bringing us up to date about what's happened in the intervening several hundred years.  



In Chapter 3 then God appears to Moses and gives Moses some instructions.  He sends him back to Egypt on a mission to deliver the Hebrews.  Well, that's what happens.  



Now, what can we see from this -- well, from this we can see that Chapters 1 and 2 are, as we've said, context setting and that Chapter 3 really initiates the primary narrative ark.  If the primary narrative ark is the story of how God redeems Israel, that story starts when God calls Moses and sends Moses on the mission to redeem Israel.  So we begin with Chapter 3 because in a sense, Chapter 3 is really where the book of Exodus begins.  It's where at least the story really begins.  



Now, that doesn't mean that Chapters 1 and 2 are irrelevant.  They are background information.  But it's important background information.  We couldn't tell the story without knowing who Moses was.  We couldn't tell the story without knowing that Israel had gone from being honored guests in Egypt to being slaves in Egypt.  



And so it's important information.  It's just that we have a limited amount of time in this class.  We can't stop and look at every text.  And so we're going to pick some highlights along the way.  And we're going to begin with Chapter 3 as the first really important text because that's where the story of redemption in the book of Exodus really begins, on the mountain of Sinai with Moses and the encounter with Yahweh there.  
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>> I had some trouble trying to figure out the structure of this text, especially since the conversation between Moses and God continues on into Chapter 4.  How would you summarize the literary structure of this passage?  


>> That's a very good question, David.  And I think maybe the easiest way to answer it is to begin by walking through the scene element by element and then seeing what we've got.  



So if we turn to Chapter 3, the first thing that we have is Verse 1, which establishes the setting of the scene.  Then we come to Verse 2 and Verse 3, which are theophany, which serves the function of getting Moses' attention and getting him over to see what's happening at the burning bush.  Then in Chapter 3 Verses 4 to 5 we have a -- what in linguistic circles we call a hail and response.  That is to say, God says, "Hey there" and Moses says, "What?"  So God begins the conversation by speaking to Moses and declaring himself.  Then we have in Verse 6 the divine identification.  God speaks and introduces himself to Moses.  In Verses 7 to 10, God states his plan.  This is then followed by a series of objections on Moses' part.  His first objection comes in Verses 11 and 12.  And then we move to Moses' second objection in Verses 13 to 22.  Then Moses objects for a third time after God answers that one in Chapter 4 Verses 1 to 9.  And then finally, Moses objects for a fourth time to God's plan in Verses 10 to 11.  Then after these four objections, God answers each one of them.  And Moses finally says basically "Well, thanks for the offer but no thanks."  And God says, "Well, you didn't understand.  I wasn't asking you to volunteer.  I was commanding you to do this."  And so Moses attempts to decline in Chapter 4:13 to 17.  But God doesn't allow him to decline.  So these are the parts of this passage as we break it down part by part.  Now let's look at how these parts fit together into groups.  



The first thing that we notice is that we have two big groups.  The first few verses are narrative describing what happens.  And the second large group is dialogue between Moses and God.  And the dialogue begins in Chapter 3 Verse 4.  It runs through Chapter 4 Verse 17.  So this opening narrative, since it sets the framework for the passage, we usually call this a narrative frame.  We have the narrative frame in Verses 1 to 3 and the dialogue in Chapter 3 Verse 4 to Chapter 4 Verse 17.  



Now, the question is:  How do we look at this picture, structure, of the text and see what the main literary point is in the text?  The easiest way to do this is to ask the question:  What is it in the text that everything either builds up to or flows away from? And if we look at the text again from that perspective, we'll see that the establishment of the setting, the theophany that gets Moses' attention, the hail and the response, the divine identification, all of that is setting up God's statement of his plan in Chapter 3 Verses 7 to 10.  And then after Verse 10 we get four objections on the part of Moses.  And then this concluding part where Moses attempts to decline.  So everything either builds up and prepares for Chapter 3 Verses 7 to 10 or it follows from Chapter 3 Verses 7 to 10.  



On the basis of that, we can reasonably conclude that the main literary point being made in the text is this statement of God of the plan that he has for Moses and the plan that he has to send Moses down to Egypt to redeem his people.  That's the centerpiece.  That's the main point in the text from a literary perspective.  
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>> What is the main theological point of this section?  What if I were to preach on this text?  What would I teach?  


>> In the last question we talked about the literary structure and saw what the main literary point was in the text.  And Nick, you've done just the right thing by following up with the question:  What's the main theological point in this text?  



Now, most people when they it look at this text tend to fixate either on the burning bush or on the revelation of God's name in Verse 14.  So let's take just a second to look at these two things and see what function they perform in the text.  



The burning bush is part of the setting of the context.  It's the mechanism that God uses to get Moses' attention.  So God appears in the burning bush.  Moses is walking along tending the sheep.  He sees this miraculous sign of the bush that's burning but isn't consumed by the fire.  And he says, "Hey, I think I'll walk over and take a look at that."  That's my translation of the Hebrew at that point.  And after that the burning bush is not mentioned in this text again.  So clearly the function of the burning bush is to get Moses there in the presence of God so that God can announce this plan that he has for Moses.  



So the burning bush is clearly not the main theological point of the text.  But what about the revelation of God's name?  This is something that when most people read this text sort of leaps off the page to them.  And if you pick up most commentaries, this is a point about which they will spend a considerable amount of time in discussion.  



Is it the main theological issue of the text?  Well, let's ask two things.  First:  Where does this fall in the discussion of the dialogue?  This revelation of the name is God's answer to Moses when Moses objects to the plan for the second time.  So it's not part of what God intended or planned to tell Moses in this conversation.  It's something that God says in response to an objection that Moses raises. That fact becomes even clearer when we realize that when God does introduce himself to Moses at the beginning of the text it, he doesn't do so by giving this divine name.  Rather, he introduces himself by saying, "I am the God of your father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob."  That's the way that God introduces himself.  That's the way that he wants Moses to know him in this text.  And the whole discussion of the name only comes into the text because of an objection that Moses raises. So as important as the revelation of the divine name is here, it's not the main theological point of the text, either.  So perhaps we can get at this question by asking:  What was it that God wanted to say to Moses?  What did God come down and appear for the purpose of telling him?  



And the answer, of course, is the same thing that we identified as the central literary feature of the text.  Namely, Exodus 3:7-10.  Let's look at that passage for just a moment.  "Then the Lord said, 'I have surely seen the affliction of my people who are in Egypt and have heard their cry because of their task masters.  I know their sufferings.  And I have come down to deliver them out of the land of Egypt and bring them up out of that land to a good and broad land.  A land flowing with milk and honey.  To the place of the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Amorites, the Perizzites, the Hivites and the Jebusites.'"  Aren't you glad we didn't stop and talk about all of those people in the introductory section?  Well, the text continues.  "Now, behold, the cry of the people of Israel has come to me.  I have also seen the oppression with which the Egyptians oppress them.  Come, I will send you to Pharaoh that you may bring my people, the children of Israel, out of Egypt."  This is the main theological message of the text.  This is what God appears to Moses in order to tell him.  This is the introduction to the main theological emphasis in the first half of the book that we've called the drama of redemption.  



Well, Nick, actually you asked what would you preach from this text.  And don't take this personally when I say this.  But I can't answer the question of what you would preach.  And the reason I can't answer the question of what you would preach is I've heard any number of pastors preach on this text.  And I'm here to tell you, they do some pretty odd things with this text sometimes.  I remember one sermon in particular where the pastor preached on the fact that Moses was a shepherd of Midian, which is an incidental point of the First Verse of the text.  It has nothing to do with this text and what it has to say.  



So I don't know what you would preach on.  But I can tell you what I would preach on -- if I were preaching on this text, I would preach on the main point of the text.  Namely, the announcement of Yahweh's redemptive plan.  Because that's where the Gospel is to be found in this text.  

ROUGHLY EDITED COPY

CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY EDUCATION NETWORK

EXODUS

DR. DAVID ADAMS

#28 


>> I have a question I want to ask to see if I'm on the right track.  In what sense does this text look back toward the book of Genesis?  It does, doesn't it?  


>> Yes, it does, Eric.  And it's actually very important that this text does look back to the book of Genesis.  Remember, we saw that this text was in a sense the kickoff to the narrative ark of the first part of the book.  It introduces both the narrative line and also the central theological theme of the first part of the book.  The fact that it does this by making a direct and intentional connection back to the book of Genesis is very important here.  Let's take a look at how it does this.  



In Verse 6 of Chapter 3, God introduces himself to Moses.  There we read, "And he said, 'I am the God of your father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob."  So as he introduces himself, God does so by connecting back to Moses' ancestors and the promises that God made to them in the book of Genesis.  



Now, there's one very interesting sidelight here.  The text says, "I am the God of your father" singular.  Most of the time when this formula is used in the Old Testament in the book of Genesis and the book of Exodus in particular, we find the plural, "I'm the God of your fathers" plural.  And there's quite a bit of discussion in the commentaries about the significance of the fact that this word is singular instead of plural here.  Basically there are two lines of interpretation.  There is one line that says, well, this must just be a mistake or typo in the text.  And they intended to say fathers because.  That's the usual formula. The other line of interpretation is the one that I prefer.  And that's to say no, the singular here is intentional and it's on purpose.  And it actually serves an important function.  Namely, remember Moses was born to a Hebrew family in Egypt.  But he was very early in his life adopted by the daughter of Pharaoh and raised in an Egyptian household.  So by reminding him that God is the God of his father, that is to say his early physical direct immediate father, God is not only saying "I'm the God of your ancestors from the ancient past" but "I am the God of your father."  



So God is reconnecting Moses to his own family and to his own heritage.  He's not merely saying -- he's connecting him to his ancient past.  But he's reminding Moses that Moses is not really an Egyptian.  Moses is not really a Midianite.  He is a Hebrew.  He is kith and kin to those who are enslaved in Egypt because he is the God of Moses' father.  



Now, it goes on a little later in the same chapter and God makes the same point again.  God says to Moses, "Say this to the people of Israel, the Lord, the God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, of Isaac and of Jacob has sent me to you.  This is my name forever.  And thus, I am to be remembered throughout all generations." 



So in this way, too, God connects once again this text back to the patriarchs in the book of Genesis.  He also recalls the promises that he made to Abraham when he says, "Then the Lord said, 'I have surely seen the affliction of my people who are in Egypt and have heard their cry because of their task masters.  I know their sufferings and I have come down to deliver them out of the land of the Egyptians and bring them up out of that land to a good and broad land.  A land flowing with milk and honey.'" 



In this way God not only reminds Moses that he is the God of Moses' ancestors, but he also reminds Moses of the promises that he has made to those ancestors.  For example, in Genesis 13, there the Lord said to Abraham, "Know for certain that your offspring will be sojourners in a land that is not theirs and will be servants there.  And they will be afflicted for 400 years.  But I will bring judgment upon that nation that they serve.  And afterward they will come out of it with great possessions.'"



So in this way we recall the promises of the land that God gave to Abraham and his descendants.  And God reminds Moses not only of his family heritage and that God is the same God who appeared to his ancestors, but also that has come to fulfill the promises that he gave to Moses' ancestors, to deliver them out of their slavery in Egypt and to bring them to the land that God had promised to Abraham.  
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>> Ah, now here is a question I've wanted to ask for a while whenever I read about similar messengers in the Old Testament:  How should we understand the messenger of the Lord or angel that is mentioned in Verse 2?  Who is he?  


>> Well, David, this question of the messenger of Yahweh or the angel of Yahweh -- the Hebrew phrase, by the way, is malak Yahweh.  This is an important theological construct in the Old Testament.  And it's one that is somewhat difficult to handle because the problem is that when this phrase occurs, it doesn't always mean the same thing.  You can't simply say that, you know, here is the phrase malak Yahweh, so I know what that means because everywhere it occurs, it means one thing.  



For example, in the book of Haggai we read in Chapter 1:13, "Then Haggai, the messenger of the Lord, spoke to the people with the Lord's message." Then he goes on with the message.  So here in Verse 13 the messenger is without any doubt at all Haggai himself.  Just a normal man who is a prophet.  Haggai, the messenger of the Lord, spoke to the people.  The same is also true in Malachi.  There in Chapter 2:7 we read the following:  "For the lips of a priest should guard knowledge.  And the people should seek instruction from his mouth.  For he is the malak Yahweh, the messenger of the Lord." So what do we have here?  In Haggai and in Malachi we've seen in each case the messenger of the Lord is just a man, either a prophet or in the case of Malachi, the lips of a priest.  So a priest is the messenger of Yahweh.  But here in Exodus 3 we have something that's very different.  Here we read in Verse 2, "The malak Yahweh," the angel of the Lord we might translate here, "appeared to him in a flame out of fire."  And then we skip to Verse 4.  "When the Lord saw that he turned aside to see, God called to him out of the bush." And then continuing with the quotation.  



So in this case, as in many others in the Old Testament, the messenger turns out to be Yahweh himself.  Whereas it was a man, a prophet and a priest in Haggai and Malachi.  Here in Exodus, there's no doubt that what we have is Yahweh himself being spoken of as the malak Yahweh, the messenger of Yahweh.  So how should we understand this?  



Well, the messenger when it's used of God himself as it is here in Exodus represents the active presence of God as he reveals himself to the world.  In literary terms, what happens is this:  As a story unfolds, a character in the story, in this case Moses, meets someone else.  And Moses doesn't know that the someone that he meets is, in fact, God.  And so we're not told, either.  But we're given a hint that the person that Moses meets isn't not just any old person.  He is a malak Yahweh, a messenger of the Lord.  And so as the story unfolds, we learn with Moses that this messenger is, in fact, God himself.  So here we have a kind of literary device for keeping the reader in a certain level of suspense along with Moses in the story until God is ready to reveal himself both to Moses and to the reader.  



Now, there are other places, both in the Old Testament and in the New Testament, where a third thing happens.  Where the messenger is not a person and it's not Yahweh.  But it's that being that we commonly refer to when we translate this angel.  In other words, as in the angel Gabriel appearing and telling someone something. So this word malak can sometimes refer also to that intermediate being that we typically call an angel.  But in the Old Testament, most often what we have is either a person or God himself.  And that's about as much as we can say about the malak Yahweh just based on the Old Testament.  



But of course, God has given us the New Testament, as well.  And so from the New Testament we learn a little more about the way that God's presence is active in the world.  In the New Testament we get a much fuller understanding of God as a triune being, as Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  And as our Trinitarian understanding of who God is grows, we see that the active presence of God in the world, in the New Testament, is actually that part of the Trinity that we call the logos or the Son of God.  



So in this way we begin to understand that when the Old Testament presents a malak Yahweh who is -- who is really God himself, this is the Old Testament way of talking about the fact that the Son of God, who is the active presence of God in the world, is appearing and is speaking or is acting.  And that's why in many commentaries, obviously conservative commentaries -- you wouldn't find this in liberal commentaries.  But in conservative commentaries it's quite common to see the malak Yahweh described as the preincarnate Christ.  Now, usually they use that term, the preincarnate Christ, or something like it.  But they don't it explain in detail why you should understand the malak Yahweh as that preincarnate Christ.  And that's what I've been trying to do here.  



So we can see from these passages that while they are not prophesies, per se, they are messianic.  They are Christological in nature.  Because they point us to Christ as the active presence of God in the world.  And especially in cases like the one here in Exodus 3 where the message that the messenger delivers is a message about the redemptive work of God.  
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>> When I read this account, what struck me was the revelation of the name "I am that I am."  If the main point of the text is the announcement of the mission God is sending Moses on, how does the revelation of God's name fit in with that?  


>> Nick, I think that the easiest way to answer that is to begin by remembering where this occurs in the text.  Remember, this is not that portion of the text where God identifies himself to Moses when they first meet.  There, as you'll recall, God identifies himself by saying, "I am the God of your father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob."  Rather, this revelation of the divine name occurs as God's response to Moses' second objection in the text.  So it's not as we saw earlier the main focus of this text.  



But the real question is:  How are we to understand this discussion between God and Moses here?  At this point it's helpful to know that in the ancient world, knowing the name of a god is necessary to invoke the god in magical rights.  In fact, it's very common in the ancient world to think that knowing the name of a god gives you a sense of control over the god.  Or at least the ability to manipulate or manage the god somewhat.  There's a great little story in Egyptian mythology that illustrates this power.  



You know that one of the most important gods in the Egyptian pantheon is the god Horus, usually pictured as a hawk.  What you may not know is that the eye of Horus is actually a separate god all by himself.  And that god who is the eye of Horus is called the Eye of Horus.  And you've seen it probably in Egyptian iconography.  It's usually just pictured with an eye with an eyebrow over it.  And it's a very common graphic or image in Egyptian iconography.  But the story is that the Eye of Horus was out wandering around one day -- don't press the details here -- and another goddess tried to trick the eye into revealing his real name.  And the story tells us that the reason the goddess wanted to know the real name of the Eye of Horus was so that she could manipulate him or get him to do something.  She actually wanted him to do something for her to influence another god or goddess, I forget exactly which.  But the point is clear:  That if you know the name of a god, you can both employ that name in magical ritual acts but you can also to a certain extent manipulate the god and manage it by knowing the name.  



Now, I'm not suggesting that's what Moses was thinking here.  But it's important to understand that this is the cultural and religious context from which Moses is coming as a member of the Egyptian royal family which he was raised.  So in asking to know the name of God, at the very least Moses is seeking to understand more about God than God intended to reveal to Moses at this time.  Remember, this is very early in the relationship between God and Moses.  This is the first time that Moses has met God and the first time that they've had a discussion.  And so Moses naturally wants to learn all that he can.  And God doesn't want to reveal too much to Moses because he doesn't want to give him too much at one time.  



Over the course of the book, God reveals more and more about himself to Moses as the story unfolds.  But here at the beginning, God simply emphasizes the plan that he has for Moses.  And he doesn't really want to tell Moses any more than that.  So that when Moses asks for an answer, God gives him an answer that's really sort of a non-answer.  He says -- and most translations translate this "I am that I am" or something like that.  



Now, this translation, "I am that I am," has been understood in a variety of ways by commentators.  The two most common explanations for this name are first an assertion of God's self existence.  Namely, the fact that God is.  That is to say he exists.  He doesn't depend upon anyone else.  But he has the power of self existence within him.  He doesn't depend upon anything else.  



That's certainly one possible understanding of the name.  The other most common explanation of the name is that it's a slight mistranslation.  That it shouldn't be I am but what it should be is I cause to be what I cause to be. Now, the difference in Hebrew is really just one vowel.  And remember, the vowels weren't written in the original text.  So the argument is that hundreds of years later by the time the Masorites got around to adding the vowels to the consonantal text, they just added the wrong vowel in this case.  Now, I don't want to go into the technical discussion about the Hebrew with this.  But my own sense is that's not a very good argument.  And the reason I think it's not a very good argument is there's nothing else in the context here that has anything to do with God as creator.  So I would expect that if God's point was to reveal himself to Moses as creator, there would be something else in the text that would connect to that in some way.  Since there's not anything else in the text that connects to this or builds upon it, I'm not all that inclined to think that's a very strong argument.  



My conclusion as I look at this is actually different from either one of those.  I think the problem that most people have in understanding this text correctly is that the common English translation "I am that I am" is actually a bad translation.  Without again, going into a great detail about the Hebrew here, it's my view that this phrase should really be translated "I will be who I will be."  And here is the reason that I think that.



 First, it fits the Hebrew usage much better. This particular verb that is translated I am here in Exodus 3 is never used anywhere else in the Hebrew Bible for the present tense.  It's always used for the future tense in every other occurrence in the Hebrew Bible.  So if you think it should be present tense here, I am, this is the only place in the Hebrew Bible that it occurs that way. So on the basis of that grammar and usage, I'm inclined to think that the regular normal future translation "I will be," is a better translation here.  But that's not the only reason that I think so.  I think that this future translation "I will be who I will be" does what God is intending to do in this passage much better than the standard translation.  Because the answer that God gives Moses is really a sort of non-answer answer.  He says basically "I will be who I will be."  In other words, I'm not really going to tell you everything that you want to know about me at this point.  God preserves his illusiveness.  In theology we refer to this as the deus absconditus, the hidden God, from the Latin.  As you may know, those of us who do theology for a living like to use Latin whenever we can.  The reason for that is we spent years and years learning it.  And we don't want to feel that we spent all of that time for nothing.  So we throw out as much Latin as we can.  



Well, all right.  So I was being a little flip.  But truthfully, this theme of the deus absconditus or the hidden God is a very important concept in theology in general.  And it's one that occurs several times in the book of Exodus.  In various discussions between God and Moses, Moses is always pressing God to learn more about who God is.  And in almost every case, there is an expression of the illusiveness or hiddeness of God in the text.  Even in Chapter 34 of Exodus where we get the fullest description of who God is, God preserves his illusiveness by saying to Moses "I will have mercy upon whom I will have mercy and I will show grace to whom I show grace."  So throughout the book of Exodus there is this theme of discussion between God and Moses in which Moses always wants to know more.  And God is always giving him a little bit more.  But never giving him enough to in a sense satisfy Moses.  Because Moses wants to know everything about God.  And God sort of reveals himself gradually, bit by bit to Moses.  



So with those three factors in mind:  The normal usage of the Hebrew text, the significance of the deus absconditus theme both in the book of Exodus and throughout biblical theology and, thirdly, the way that these passages develop throughout the book of Exodus, I'm convinced that the way we should read this text is not "I am that I am" but rather, "I will be who I will be."  And that we should understand it as a way of God revealing himself to Moses and yet preserving his illusiveness and hiddeness at the same time.  
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>> One of the things that struck me was the revelation of the name of the Lord again at the beginning of Chapter 6.  In Verse 3 it says that the Lord's name was not known to Abraham and Isaac and Jacob.  But it seems from reading the book of Genesis that they did know God's name.  How should we understand this?  


>> Well, Josh, you've stumbled upon one of the most important questions in the history of biblical interpretation.  There have been several books that I can think of off the top of my head written just on this subject alone.  And there are those who would argue that this question that you've just asked is really the foundation of all historical criticism.  It's the basis for which historical criticism ends up with the theory that it ends up.  And in fact, this involves more than this verse in Exodus 6:3 and the corresponding verse in Exodus Chapter 3.  It also involves an important verse in the book of Genesis, Genesis Verse -- Chapter 4, Verse 26.  



So the question is really:  How do we understand Exodus 6:3 in the light of Genesis 4:26?  So let's read both of these and see what they say.  In Genesis Chapter 4 we read this:  "To Seth also a son was born and he called his name Enosh.  At that time people began to call upon the name Yahweh."  Clear-cut.  It seems to indicate without any doubt that people were worshiping Yahweh by name, calling upon the name Yahweh from the time of Seth and Enosh.  Very early in the history of mankind.  But what does Exodus 6 say, Verse 3?  There Yahweh says "I appeared to Abraham, to Isaac and to Jacob as El-Shaddai but by my name Yahweh I did not make myself known to them." 



So what do we have?  It appears that there's a major contradiction here.  On one hand Genesis says that people had known the name of Yahweh and had been worshiping God by that name since very early in human history.  But in Exodus 6 Chapter 3 (sic) it clearly says that the name Yahweh was not known to the patriarchs.  So how do we account for this discrepancy?  



Well, historical criticism deals with this discrepancy by attributing each of these three passages, Genesis 4, Exodus 3, and Exodus 6 to different sources.  And they do it like this:  They say Genesis 4 believes that the name Yahweh was known from -- basically from the beginning.  And therefore, we'll call this source the Yahwist source.  Exodus 3 says that the name Yahweh was revealed to Moses in the first discussion between God and Moses on Mount Sinai.  This is the source that, according to critical scholars, most of the time uses the divine name Elioheim.  So they call this the E source.  And finally, they say Exodus 6:3 here, which takes the view that the name of Yahweh wasn't known until the time of Moses until the second conversation between Moses and God, this belongs to the priestly source or P. 



So the historical critical view is that we have three different statements of when the name Yahweh was known because we have three different sources.  And the sources simply had different views about when the name was known.  So according to historical criticism, we can distinguish between the sources up to Exodus 6 simply based on which divine name they used.  If the name Yahweh occurs in the book of Genesis, it must be the J source.  Because according to P, the name wasn't known then.  But according to J, the name was known then and so forth. This is the common historical critical view.  And some would argue that this question about the relationship between these two texts is the basis of the whole development of the historical critical theory of the text.  



But it's not the only theory.  There's one that we might call a sort of moderate theory or middle of the road theory.  And it's probably best presented in a book by Walter Moberly entitled "The Old Testament of the Old Testament."  In this view Moberly argues that the name Yahweh was, indeed, revealed for the first time here in Exodus 6.  And he accounts for the use of the name Yahweh in earlier texts not by saying they must be from different sources.  But rather, by saying that the people after Moses' time were very comfortable with seeing God in those earlier texts as the same God who was revealed to Moses.  And so they just applied the name Yahweh to that God sort of anachronistically, if you will.  



Moberly draws a parallel between this and Christian usage.  He notes that Christians are very comfortable talking about Christ in the Old Testament, even though the name Jesus Christ doesn't actually occur in the Old Testament.  So Moberly says just as Christians are comfortable seeing Christ in the Old Testament, those who followed after the time of Moses were quite comfortable seeing Yahweh in the Gods who went by another name as they were revealed to the patriarchs and so forth.  



Now, there are many conservatives who are pretty comfortable with Moses -- I'm sorry; with Moberly's answer to this question.  And I think this is a satisfactory solution that avoids the problem of the historical critical approach to the text.  I'm not entirely convinced that's the best answer, though. For one thing, I'm troubled by when the name Yahweh is used in direct quotations in the book of Genesis.  I think it's fine in narratives to see the name Yahweh sort of projected backwards into the text like we might talk about Christ in the Old Testament.  But I'm not convinced that when the text tells us that it's quoting exactly what someone says, that it's appropriate for us to suggest that that's been edited to insert the name Yahweh instead of what other name of God might have been there in that text.  



There is another slight variation on this.  And that's to argue that the name of Yahweh was known to Seth and Enosh and those in the early period but somehow it was forgotten or lost so that by the time of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, they didn't know the name Yahweh anymore.  So when it occurs there in those texts, it's a projection backwards, like Moberly suggests.  But the solution is that the name Yahweh was actually known in an even earlier period. The problem with that view -- and I guess I like that view a little better than Moberly's except that it does meet the same problem, the problem with the direct quotation where the direct quotation occurs in Abraham, Isaac and Jacob and uses Yahweh.  There I think we have a bit of a problem.  So I think perhaps we should look for yet another solution.  



The most common traditional conservative view, the one that you find in most conservative commentaries, is to suggest that the name Yahweh was, indeed, known from the time of Seth and Enosh.  And what's being said here in Exodus 6 Verse 3 is not just that the vocab term Yahweh was being introduced for the first time, but actually what's happening here was that a new understanding of who Yahweh is being revealed.  



So that the text means that when God says he didn't appear to them as Yahweh, he's saying that they didn't understand what the name Yahweh meant.  They hadn't understood who Yahweh was.  They may have known the vocab term, but they didn't understand the significance of the name Yahweh.  Well, that's a possible answer.  But the problem with most conservative commentaries is they just stop at that point.  They don't answer the obvious question that follows from that.  Namely, if we claim that a new understanding of Yahweh's character is being revealed in this text, then we have to be able to answer the question:  What is that new character that's being revealed?  In other words, show me from the text that we're learning something new about God that we didn't know before.  



Well, let's see if we can do that.  Let's turn to this text, Exodus 6, and look at Chapters -- rather, Verses 6 to 8.  There we read, "Say, therefore, to the people of Israel 'I am Yahweh and I will bring you out from under the burden of the Egyptians.  And I will deliver you from slavery to them.  And I will redeem you with an outstretched arm with great acts of judgment.  And I will take you to be my people and I will be your God.  And you will know that I am Yahweh, your God, who has brought you out from under the burdens of the Egyptians.  And I will bring you into the land that I swore to give to Abraham, to Isaac and to Jacob.  And I will give it to you for a possession.  For I am Yahweh.'"



Well, what do we learn from this text?  Three times in this text we read "I am Yahweh."  And between those three times we have a series of verbs and statements that describe Yahweh as the redeemer.  I will bring you out.  I will deliver you.  I will redeem you with an outstretched arm.  I will take you to be my people and I will be your God.  I will bring you into the land that I swore to give to Abraham, to Isaac and to Jacob.  And I will give it to you.  
So here Israel is, indeed, learning something new about the character of Yahweh.  They are learning that he is the redeemer.  There was no revelation of Yahweh as the redeemer in the book of Genesis.  They knew Yahweh as a caregiver, as a guide, as a protector.  But they did not know Yahweh as redeemer yet.  It's the revelation of Yahweh as redeemer that dominates the first part of the book of Exodus here as we learn for the first time that God is redeemer by the fact that he comes down to Egypt and redeems Israel.  So can we make a reasonable argument that there is some new aspect of Yahweh's character that is being revealed here?  I believe that we can.  I believe that we can demonstrate from the text that there's a close association between the name Yahweh and the redemptive mission that God is defining for Moses in this text.  



And by the way, there's one other thing that perhaps we should mention about this text in relation to Exodus 3 and Exodus 6.  Remember that the name Yahweh was introduced in Exodus 3, as well.  And when we talked about that text, we emphasized that that text looked backwards toward the book of Genesis.  It emphasized the continuity of what God was doing with what he had done before.  And what he had promised to the patriarchs.  Here in Exodus 6, the divine name is revealed.  But the emphasis is not on the continuity with what God had done in the past.  The emphasis is on the new thing that God is doing in the future here.  



So I think another aspect to understanding the relationship between these two texts is to recognize that while God reveals his name in Exodus 3, it's not the main point in the text.  And he does it in the context of connecting backwards.  Here in Exodus 6 the revelation of the name is the main point of the text.  And God does it from the perspective of looking forward to the new thing that he is doing for his people Israel.  Namely, accomplishing their redemption.  
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>> Okay.  I think I'm understanding something.  I noticed that the phrase "I am the Lord" is repeated several times in this passage.  Is that significant?  


>> That's great, Nick, that you noticed that.  Because it really is significant.  This is in a place where seeing the structure of the text really helps us to understand where the emphasis is in the passage.  



Here is a place where I really wish I could show you this text in Hebrew because this is easier to see in Hebrew than it is in English.  But I think that we can see it in English, perhaps if we color code the words.  So I'm going to put up a slide here that will have the section from Exodus 6 Verse 6 to 8.  You may not be able to read it on the screen because of the size.  But I'll color code the parts that you can see.  And you can certainly follow along in your English text.  And I think the point will be obvious enough.  



We'll begin by reading this again, Verse 6.  "Say, therefore, to the people of Israel 'I am Yahweh.  And I will bring you out from under the burdens of the Egyptians.  And I will deliver you from slavery to them.  And I will redeem you with an outstretched arm and with great acts of judgment.  I will take you to be my people and I will be your God.  And you shall know that I am Yahweh, your God, who has brought you out from under the burdens of the Egyptians.  I will bring you into the land that I swore to give to Abraham, to Isaac and to Jacob.  I will give it to you for a possession.  For I am Yahweh.'" 



Now, when I look at this text, the thing that leaps off the page to me is that this quotation that I've just read -- and we'll ignore the first part.  It's just the introduction to the quotation.  The quotation itself is the important thing.  This quotation begins with the phrase "I am Yahweh" or "I am the Lord" in most English translations.  And then it ends with the passage -- with the phrase "I am Yahweh" or "I am the Lord."



In both English and Hebrew, this is exactly the same phrase at the beginning and at the end.  Now, what you may not know is that in Hebrew, this is a literary technique called bracketing.  It's used most often in poetry.  But you also find it in prose.  And it's a way of bringing emphasis to the text.  That when you bracket the text, you sort of mark off the beginning and the end of the material.  And you also highlight sort of like putting these words in bold.  Here on your screen I put these words in red so you can see how the first phrase of the text and the last phrase of the text are the same and serve to bracket the quotation as a whole.  



Now, this phrase occurs one other time in the text in the middle in Verse 7 where it says, "I will take you to be my people and I will be your God and you will know that I am Yahweh" or "I am the Lord" occurs here in the middle of the text.  Now, when this happens in Hebrew, when you get a text a passage that is bracketed both at the beginning and the end with a phrase and then the same phrase is put in the middle, this is just about as much as you can do in Hebrew to emphasize something.  This is sort of the Hebrew equivalent of putting it in bold and drawing two or three lines under the text to indicate how important it is.  Here we put this phrase in -- you know in red on the slide in your text so that you can see that it occurs at the beginning and at the end and also in the middle of the text.  



So this is a very reasonably common, especially in poetry, technique that's fairly well recognized.  And it's a way of highlighting the importance of this phrase in Hebrew.  But there's something else I would like to mention about this text.  And that is the way that this text connects the name with the redemptive task that God has undertaken.  



Let's look at how the name is defined, if you will, in this passage.  He says, "I am Yahweh."  Then what does he say about himself?  "I will bring you out.  I will deliver you.  I will redeem you.  And I will take you to be my people." Look at all of these first person verbs that follow this statement.  "I am Yahweh."  By the way, I am Yahweh is not a verb in Hebrew.  It's actually a noun phrase.  In Hebrew it's I Yahweh.  And you supply the verb to be in the middle because it doesn't actually occur in the Hebrew text.  But we've got this identification clause as we call it.  And then all of these first person verbs that serve, in effect, to tell you what the significance of the name is.  It's a way of defining who the person is.  We see the same thing continues in the second part of the quotation.  Although, since its shorter, there are fewer examples.  He says, "I am Yahweh.  I will bring you to the land that I swore to give to Abraham.  And I will give it to you for a possession for I am Yahweh." Here, too, the first person verbs continue.  And they are all verbs that highlight the redemptive mission of God.  I will bring you out.  I will deliver you.  I will redeem you.  I will make you my people.  I will bring you to the land.  And I will give it to you as a possession.  



This is just about as tidy a package that you could expect to get in Hebrew or in any language for that matter to emphasize not only the importance of the name Yahweh but also the significance of the name Yahweh in this context.  That's why I said when we were talking about the earlier question that while in Exodus 3 the revelation of the divine name was a secondary element in the text, here in Exodus 6 the revelation of divine name is the primary element in the text and also the close connection of the divine name with the redemptive task that God has undertaken in the revelation of his name here in Exodus 6.  
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>> What does it mean when God says to Moses that he has made him like God to Pharaoh?  


>> Well, this is a small point in the text, David.  But it's actually a useful illustration of the different ways that historical critics look at the text and conservatives.  And especially this is true for older historical critics.  



You may remember when we were talking about the history of the interpretation, I mentioned August Comte, the French philosopher was the father of sociology and his theory about how human religion developed.  Well, Comte took the view that there was in the Old Testament all sorts of leftover bits from the earlier stages of religious development.  And this was picked up by early historical critical commentators.  And so if you look at commentaries up to until say the 1930s, it's quite common to find that critical commentaries from the early 20th century will take this text quite literally.  And they will see this as a remnant of an older form of religion in which Moses is thought to be some kind of semi God or have divine like qualities anyway.  And you often -- well, you'll sometimes at least see this described as a remnant of an old earlier stage of religious development.  



Fortunately, that has fallen out of acceptability, even among historical critics.  So for commentaries written in the last 30 years or so, you're not likely even to find that.  But it does illustrate the way that presuppositions about sociology and anthropology often affect the interpretation of biblical text.  So as a pastor reading commentaries, you always have to be aware of these kinds of issues that biblical commentators don't simply interpret the biblical text itself.  You owe it as a translator, as an interpreter, you always bring something to the text from outside.  Now, good ones try to limit that.  And they are aware of what they bring to the text and are self aware.  But often poor commentators will often be unaware of their own biases and, therefore, let things creep in.  



Actually as far as this reference to Moses being like God to Pharaoh, I think the answer today that most people -- liberal or conservative -- would accept is really much simpler.  Here we simply have a metaphor, an analogy being presented.  The key to the analogy is the relationship between God and the prophet.  God is the source of the message and the prophet is the agent that communicates that message to the audience.  



So when Moses complains about not being capable, being uncircumcised of lips or not being persuasive as a speaker, God says to him that he will give Aaron to Moses to speak for him and Moses will be like God.  And Aaron will be his prophet.  And that metaphor simply means that Moses will originate the message that is to be given to Pharaoh.  And Pharaoh (sic) will actually speak it.  So you know, this isn't as in the end as mysterious as it sounds as long as you understand the metaphorical nature of the language that's being used in the text.  



One more thing about Moses that perhaps we should mention here.  Moses is the messenger of God.  The one who was sent to be God's agent to lead the Hebrews out of Egypt.  Later on as we get to the book of Exodus, we'll see that Moses' role changes and develops and expands dramatically in the second part of the book.  Moses keeps pretty much his same role as a character in the first part of Exodus.  But Moses' role changes dramatically in the second part.  So that's something to keep your eyes on as we move toward the latter parts of the book.  
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>> When I was reading this section, I was troubled by the fact that God would harden the heart of Pharaoh.  I have been.  I found myself wondering how in the world I could preach on a text like that or even what I would say about it if I had to cover it in Bible class.  I mean, how could a loving God harden the heart of Pharaoh?  Could he do the same thing to anyone?  Would he?  


>> One of the reasons that this passage seems so problematic to us is that we tend to take it out of its context and to universalize it, to make it something more than is actually being said here.  And as a result of doing that, as a result of decontextualizing, that's the big literary word, as a result of taking it out of its context, we then, therefore, try to soften it, to make it fit our idea of who God should be or what God should do.  And we say things like "Well, God isn't really hardening Pharaoh's heart.  What he's really doing is sort of confirming Pharaoh in his sinfulness" or something like that.  



Well, let's take a look at what the text actually says in Chapter 7:3.  We read, "I will harden Pharaoh's heart" -- this is God speaking.  "I will harden Pharaoh's heart so that when I multiply my signs and wonders in the lands of Egypt, Pharaoh will not listen to you.  Then I will lay my hand on Egypt and bring my hosts, my people, the children of Israel, out of the land of Egypt by great acts of judgment.  Then the Egyptians shall know that I am Yahweh when I stretch out my hand against Egypt and bring out the people of Israel from among them."



Well, what's this about in its context here?  In the context God is saying that he's going to harden Pharaoh's heart so that he can demonstrate to the world that he is the true God.  That by the signs and wonders he will do, Pharaoh will be forced to give in to his will.  And therefore, he will demonstrate to the Hebrews, to Pharaoh and the Egyptians and to the whole world, that Yahweh alone is the true God who has power over creation.  The gods of the Egyptians cannot stand up against him.  



So when we look at this passage, the first thing that we need to realize is that this is not a question of the salvation of Pharaoh.  We're not talking in this text about Pharaoh's eternal destiny or whether Pharaoh will go to heaven or hell.  The issue here is God is creating a situation in which he can demonstrate his power to the world.  If Moses had simply gone to Pharaoh and Moses had said "Let my people go" and Pharaoh had said, "Okay.  You can go," well, part of God's plan would have been accomplished.  He would have brought the Hebrews out of Egypt.  And he could take them onto the Promised Land.  But God wouldn't have demonstrated even to the Hebrews much less to the Egyptians or to the whole world that he was the one true God, more powerful than the gods of the Egyptians.  



So in order to reveal who Yahweh really is, Pharaoh must oppose God's plan to give God the opportunity to defeat the gods of Egypt before the whole world on the stage, you know, that is set.  So this is not about the salvation of Pharaoh.  It's really not about Pharaoh at all.  By showing Egypt who Yahweh is, Yahweh is in a sense even being gracious to Egypt.  You know, if by seeing that Yahweh is the true God, then Pharaoh and all of Egypt at least have the opportunity to acknowledge him in faith and to recognize who he is.  In fact, as we'll see later in the text, Pharaoh does that.  It doesn't last.  But he at least does recognize that Yahweh is the great and true God.  



This does raise another question.  And that is the question of God's omnipotence.  Now, how are we to understand it?  And this is in a class in the doctrine of God so I don't want to spend a great deal of time on this.  But I do want to point out that in the context of the book of Exodus here, the omnipotence of God and the fact that nothing happens apart from God's will should be a great comfort to us.  The fact that God is omnipotent is, you know -- shows us that he is able to deliver on his promise to save us.  Because the true God is not like the false gods of the ancient world, none of whom is actually in control of things.  The true God is in control.  He is able to do everything that he wants.  He is able to accomplish his will in every sphere of activity.  Therefore, we can have confidence that God is able to deliver on our -- on his promise to save us.  
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>> In talking about the plagues, somehow I just try to connect each one of the plagues with a particular god or goddess of ancient Egypt.  But there seems to be disagreement about which gods were being attacked with which plague.  How important is it for us to be able to identify which of the gods or goddesses is being attacked with each of the plagues?  


>> This is an interesting question.  And it's one that comes up frequently in more conservative type commentaries.  You almost never see this question dealt with in more historical critical types of commentaries.  You're absolutely right, Nick, in suggesting that one of the points being made here and throughout the plague narratives is the conflict between Yahweh and the gods of Egypt.  We've kind of said that along the way.  It's not directly stated in any of the plague narratives.  There's no direct statement that says here God is battling it out with the various gods of Egypt.  But everybody recognizes that in the context of the ancient near east, that's how it would have been understood in Egypt at that time.  And that's the way that we should understand it, as well.  It's almost one of those things that's so obvious to any informed reader, that it doesn't need to be said directly in the text.  



But the question you ask about how, you know, we can identify which of the Egyptian gods is to be associated with which plague is a more difficult question.  Some commentators spend a great deal of effort trying to identify which god Yahweh is defeating in each of the ten plagues.  And frankly, none of these efforts have been very successful, at least not from my perspective.  The reason is I think the Egyptians just have too many gods.  And not only that, but it's often the case that the duties of the gods overlap so you won't just have one god responsible for one thing.  You might have half a dozen different gods or goddesses responsible for something.  



So it's very difficult to say which god, you know, the text has in mind at any particular point.  And frankly, it probably doesn't matter.  Because the overall point is -- would have been clearly understood.  That the gods of the Egyptians were in charge of all of these things, even if you didn't know which particular god was in charge of what.  So collectively Yahweh is defeating them as a group.  He's not really fighting them one by one in each of the ten plagues.  He's demonstrating his power over all creation and, therefore, his power over all the false gods of Egypt.  So it's really not all that important to be able to identify which god in particular is being addressed with which plague.  



The one that probably does stand out as the clearest is the plague that involves darkness.  Because the -- there were three major sun gods in Egypt.  There was Amun, there was Re and there was Aten.  Two of them, at least Amun and Re, sometimes get combined into a single god called Amun Re.  And Aten is sometimes associated with them and sometimes treated separately.  



But one way or another the sun god was the high god in the Egyptian pantheon.  And because that god in particular is so easily identifiable and because that plague is the last one in the sequence before the death of the first born, it's probably the case that the ninth plague, the plague of darkness, sort of represents the culmination or the high point or the climax of the narratives before we get to the death of the first born.  



So that's probably the one plague out of the group where we could clearly identify more or less which Egyptian god is being addressed.  What we have here as it would have been understood by the Egyptians at least is a kind of mythopoeic struggle being acted out:  The struggle between Moses and Pharaoh in our world reflecting the struggle between Yahweh and the gods of Egypt in the realm of the divine.  That's how the Egyptians would have understood it.  And the main thing is that at every turn the gods of the Egyptians are defeated.  



And so that's the main point.  Through this sequence of acts, Yahweh demonstrates that he is the only true God.  And as a result, even the Egyptians will come to know that he is Yahweh as he indicated that he wanted them to do in Chapter 7 verse 5.  
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>> I've been doing my reading, too.  But I'm not sure I've understood something I've read for this lesson.  What does Durham mean when he says in his commentary that this text is a composite text.


>> Josh, this is a common historical critical way of commenting on a text.  What Durham means -- and by the way, Durham is generally pretty conservative on most issues.  Occasionally he ends up siding with the historical critics as in this case.  But generally speaking, he's pretty conservative.  But what Durham means here is that this text of the account of the Passover that we're reading in Chapter 12 is compiled from material taken from different sources.  And this, you know, is a generally important question to understand how historical critics work.  Not so important for this text in particular.  But it's more important to understand why historical critical scholars think that a text like this is compiled from different sources.  So the details about Exodus 12 are not so important, you know, as our understanding why they think that way.  So why don't we take a moment and look at what the historical critics typically do with this particular text in Exodus 12.  Because it's a good example for us of what they do with other texts.  



Now, if we were to look at this text from Exodus 12:21-32, we would see that it begins with some basic narrative material.  Verses 21 to 23, basic narrative.  And then when we get to Verse 24, there's a little bit of a shift.  We now move into the description of a ritual, the ritual celebration of the Passover.  And so we have what we might call a liturgical material from Verses 24 to 37.  And then at the end again we return to basic narrative events in Verses 28 through 32.  So what we have here is narrative material with liturgical material in the middle.  



Now, whenever you get a text where you get different types of material, different genres, shall we say, in a -- within one narrative work like we have here in this section, historical critical scholars are always going to divide that up into different sources.  Because again, they are working with this presupposition that an individual writer can only produce one kind of text.  So they will say, you know, if this is J, then J can be the source of a narrative material.  But once we get to the liturgical material, that's got to come from some other source.  And that's basically what we have happening here.  So the traditional documentary hypothesis goes like this:  It says Verses 21 to 23, that narrative introduction is a J section.  Verses 24 to 27A, that is the first half of Verse 27, is D from the Deuteronomic source.  I'll come back to why they think it's Deuteronomic in a minute.  The second half of the Verse of 27, 27B, is from J again.  Verse 28 is from P.  And then Verses 29 to 32 are from J again.  



So we get a selection of J narrative material at the beginning and the end.  And some D and P with a little bit of J in the middle.  Now, here is the logic behind their position:  The first part of the logic is pretty simple.  J provides the narrative.  And you can read the text.  If you drop out the material from Verse 24 to the beginning of Verse 29, the text would still make sense.  You could read it as a narrative that way.  And that's basically what they do.  They would say that J originally didn't have that material and the verse that followed 23 was actually 29 originally.  



And so then they see that in this liturgical material, Verses 24 to the first half of 27, since this is liturgical material, you might think shouldn't this be P or shouldn't this be from the priestly source?  And often liturgical material is assigned to the priestly source for the very reason that you would think.  Because liturgical material is associated with the priests.  But in this case, because the Passover is so heavily emphasized in the book of Deuteronomy and because here we also have a reference to observing this ritual for your sons for future generations, this is also a theme that is common in the book of Deuteronomy.  So in this case, they would say this liturgical material comes from a D type source.  From a Deuteronomic source rather than a priestly source except for the last half of Verse 27.  



The last half of Verse 27 says, "And the people bowed their heads and worshiped."  Now, that's narrative again.  You see, that's no longer ritual.  That's a description of the narrative.  So that's got to go back to J, that little half verse.  Because it's narrative rather than material or rather than liturgical. And finally, we get Verse 28, which reads "The people of Israel went and did thus.  As Yahweh commanded Moses and Aaron, so they did."  And they assigned this to P because this is exactly the kind of thing that critics generally think that P has a lot of.  Namely, this idea that the people went and did according to God's commands.  They carried out the ritual that was given.  



So often the verses that tell us that the Israelites did, in fact, do the things that Yahweh commanded them to do are associated with P because critical scholars believe that that was a -- that idea of the faithfulness of the Israelite people to God's commands is a sort of P emphasis.  



So that's sort of the logic behind why they do what they do with the text.  And as I said, it's sort of more important to understand the logic than it is to know the details of Exodus 12 here.  The key to understanding this is to realize, as we said, that for historical critical scholars, there's a common presupposition that every author or every source is always or almost always perfectly consistent in the kind of material they produce.  



So here in this text we've got two or perhaps three types of material.  Therefore, from their perspective, we must have two or three types of sources.  In this case, because of the specifics of the text, they opted for J instead of E.  But we got one that provides the narrative.  Another that provides the ritual.  And yet a third that provides the sort of summary statement saying how things went. And that's sort of the way that the documentary hypothesis would treat this text.  And that's what Durham has in mind when he says that this is compiled from different sources or is a composite text.  



Oh, by the way, one other thing that we might note about this text in passing just to sort of see how historical critics think about things is that tradition criticism actually takes a different view of this text.  Tradition criticism sees the Passover as the merging of two autonomous -- that is two independent -- preIsraelite traditions coming together.  Tradition critics would say there are two strands of tradition here:  One that deals with the Passover and the other that deals with the unleavened bread.  You have two different traditions:  One the sacrifice of the Passover lamb, the other the making of the unleavened bread.  



So critical scholars who follow a more tradition critical approach often will say -- you'll see this in a lot of commentaries.  Even fairly recent ones -- that what we have here are different strands of text.  Because we have different traditions coming together.  One of them would be the tradition that gives rise to the discussion of the sacrifice in the Passover ritual.  The other the tradition that -- about the unleavened bread and its role here.  One of these following von Rad would come from the Exodus conquest tradition.  That would probably be the unleavened bread one.  And the other one would come -- the Passover lamb would probably come from the Sinai tradition.  



And by the way, von Rad would go a step further and many others following him in saying the unleavened bread tradition represents a tradition that would come from a people who are settled and domestic and engaged in agriculture because they can grow grain to make bread.  And the Passover lamb tradition would come from a nomadic or semi-nomadic kind of group, at least some people who are engaged in animal husbandry rather than agriculture.  



So they would also locate these traditions in different types of tribal structures, different lifestyles, as well.  So that's another position that some people would take in saying that this is a composite text.  But the important thing one way or the other for us is to be able to recognize the reasons behind their arguments.  Because once we realize the reasons behind their arguments, then we're in a position to address those concerns.  Rather than just saying, "I disagree," we can actually engage their concerns and see if we can respond to them and demonstrate the unity of the text in a way that would address the issues that have caused them to divide the text into supposed sources in the first place.  
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>> I have some Jewish friends.  And when they celebrate the Passover, it doesn't look much like the ceremony described in Exodus 11 and 12.  They have made it very symbolic.  How did Israelites in the Old Testament conduct the Passover ceremony each year?  


>> Well, Eric, it's clear that God intended this celebration of the Passover to be one of the most important rituals in the Old Testament faith celebrated each year.  Not only does it recall the redemptive act of God in bringing his people out of Egypt, but it also incorporates each new generation into that redemptive community by allowing them to relive that event and see themselves as part of that event.  



But the question really is:  How faithful was Israel in keeping God's command?  If you want to know how they conducted the Passover ceremony in the Old Testament times, I think we first have to ask whether they actually did ever conduct this ceremony or not.  And the truth is, once you get outside the Pentateuch, evidence for the Passover is pretty scanty in the Old Testament.  There's very little evidence that they did celebrate the Passover very often.  



There's one Passover mentioned in the book of Joshua.  I think we can take it for granted there that they did celebrate the Passover more often because it is at least mentioned.  But the next time that a Passover is mentioned isn't until the time of King Josiah in 621, some 500 years later.  Not only that, but listen to what it says about King Josiah's Passover.  And here I'm going to read from II Kings Chapter 23 beginning with Verse 21.  "The king commanded all the people 'Keep the Passover to the Lord your God as it is written in the Book of the Covenant."  And now here is the clencher, Verse 22:  "For no such Passover had been kept since the days of the judges who judged Israel or during all the days of the kings of Israel or of the kings of Judah." So according to II Kings, they hadn't been keeping the Passover, at least not very regularly.  II Kings 23 Verse 22 says, "No such Passover had been kept since the days of the judges for over 500 years."  So if you believe this text, they went something like 500 years without keeping the Passover.  



Now, I think this may be just a little bit of an exaggeration on the part of the author here.  I think what he may mean when he says "no such Passover" is that they didn't have a big public celebration of the Passover.  Presumably there were some faithful Israelites that did celebrate the Passover in private in their own homes.  It just wasn't, if you will, a publicly recognized holiday.  It wasn't celebrated by the community as a whole.  And the reason I think that is that II Chronicles 30 also mentions that Hezekiah had sent out an order to observe the Passover.  And that would have been about a century before the time of King Josiah.  Certainly not more than a century before.  



So I think from all of this text we can probably draw a reasonable conclusion that would be something like this:  That the pious celebration of the Passover was not generally practiced in much of Israel's history.  It may have been kept by, you know, some faithful members of the covenant community.  But it wasn't observed by the community as a whole, except on some pretty rare circumstances. And then perhaps even in a pretty small and insignificant way.  That may be the meaning of II Kings 23 when it says "no such Passover."  You know, not an absolute denial that no Passover had ever been observed.  But that no public celebration of the Passover had been held in a major way.  



So that's probably a shock to realize that this was the situation in the Old Testament.  This is also probably one of the places where conservative scholars and critical scholars will simply disagree about the significance of the facts.  Critical scholars will often use things like this in the Old Testament to argue that the faith of the Old Testament was never really practiced in Old Testament times.  That the faith that the Old Testament presents as standard was, in fact, an invention of the postexilic period.  That it never was really observed.  In fact, it probably wasn't even heard of until the exile or after that. And so they will often argue that what's presented as Orthodox Yahwehism in the Old Testament is really at best just one of a number of faiths of the -- of Israel.  That there were really many different faiths of Israel.  And that the one that we have in the Old Testament is just the one that kind of won out in the end.  And therefore, is pictured unrealistically as the one that was the true Orthodox one all along.  



Well, it should be pretty obvious to you that conservatives would prefer a more biblical way of interpreting the text.  I think we can go along with critical scholars in recognizing that passages like this make it clear that the Israelites were not generally speaking all that faithful to God's commands.  At least not on some issues. And I think we can recognize that there was probably a wide divergence of religious practice within Israel and the Old Testament period.  The Old Testament is pretty frank about that.  Not only about the Passover but other issues, as well.  



But I think that's where we would probably part ways with critical scholars, as well.  I think we would argue that it doesn't follow logically necessarily, that just because the Israelites were unfaithful to what God had commanded, it doesn't follow from that that the religion didn't actually exist and that it was made up at a later date and sort of projected artificially back into the past.  I think we would simply say that the Old Testament is right in picturing what happened when it says that God instructed them to do it this way and that they were simply unfaithful in doing it.  That they simply didn't keep the commands that God gave them.  That's a very consistent view within the Bible.  Within the Old Testament.  And I think it's one that's also, you know, logically defensible, as well.  And it's certainly one that's more consistent with the biblical picture than the critical view which sort of invents a later invention for an unnecessary reason.  



Well, the point here that I'm trying to make is -- with regard to the Passover at least is that there's really not all that much evidence in the Old Testament that Israel was faithful in keeping God's command to celebrate an annual Passover.  There was even some pretty significant evidence that they didn't do it on a regular basis at all.  



Now, you mentioned the Passover as it's celebrated among contemporary Jews.  The Passover Haggadah -- that's the name of the traditional Passover service among Jews.  The Passover Haggadah is clearly a postexilic development.  That is the ritual as it's practiced today comes from postexilic times. Now, there is some considerable evidence to suggest that Israel was much more faithful in keeping the Passover after the exile than it had been before the exile.  And perhaps for good reasons.  They learned the lesson that came from their faithlessness and then were better at it later on.  



After the destruction of the temple when it was no longer possible for them to do ritually pure sacrifices, the Passover Haggadah tended to do what we see today.  It was modified to sort of spiritualize or symbolize the actions that are depicted as literal actions in the book of Exodus.  And so the actions of the Passover Haggadah become a kind of symbolic act of remembrance.  And that's why the Passover as it's celebrated among Jews today doesn't really look very much like the Passover ritual as God commands it in Exodus 12.  



There's maybe one other point we might want to mention here since you were talking about the way it's practiced today.  Many Christians have taken up the Passover Haggadah and observe a Seder meal.  Seder, by the way, probably comes from a Hebrew word that's only used one time in the Old Testament, which means something like an arrangement or an order.  And so the term Seder meal probably means something like a ritual meal or a liturgical meal. But in any case, many Christians observe a Seder meal as a way of connecting to the Old Testament roots of our faith.  And that's good.  There's nothing wrong with that.  Many of these Seder meals have or -- unfortunately don't do a very good job of connecting the Passover meal in the Old Testament to Christ as the fulfillment of the Passover and the completion of the Passover in God's redemptive plan for all mankind on the cross.  



Generally they may throw in the term Lamb of God or something like that.  But they usually don't do all that good of job of making the connection.  So I would say if you're ever going to have a Seder meal in your congregation, make sure that you do a good job of connecting this Old Testament redemptive act to the central redemptive act in the New Testament: the sacrifice of the Passover lamb not merely to deliver Israel but to deliver all mankind.  And in that sense, a Seder meal could both be a positive way of reminding Christians of the Old Testament roots of their faith, but also teach them some useful theology, as well.  
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>> What did Pharaoh mean when he tells Moses to "Bless me also" in Verse 32?  


>> Commentary writers probably have a tendency to treat this issue as if it were a little more mysterious of a matter than it probably really is.  They speculate about the nature of the blessing that Pharaoh is seeking and often spill a fair amount of ink in that speculation.  



The point it seems to me is really a fairly straightforward one.  In asking to be blessed by Yahweh, Pharaoh is recognizing at last, even if only temporarily, the superiority of Yahweh over the gods of Egypt.  By seeking a blessing from Yahweh, Pharaoh is, in fact, saying, "I realize that Yahweh is the God, the only God who can actually bless" and that the gods of Egypt are not capable of delivering a blessing that he has sought.



So Pharaoh's little request here in Verse 32 of Chapter 12 when he is dismissing Moses and then as Moses goes out the door kind of says, "Also seek a blessing for me," I think here Pharaoh is fulfilling God's intention as we saw described back in Chapter 7 in Verse 5 where we read "The Egyptians will know that I am the Lord when I stretch out my hand against Egypt and bring out the people of Israel from among them."



You know, if we look throughout the book of Exodus and answer the question "How is this fulfilled that the Egyptians will know who Yahweh is?" I think we see here in Chapter 12 Verse 32 Pharaoh's request that Moses seek a blessing from Yahweh for Pharaoh -- that the reason that Yahweh hardened Pharaoh's heart to bring him to the point where he would let the Hebrews go and recognize who Yahweh truly is, the one true God, in this text finally Pharaoh does both of those things.  He not only lets Israel go here at the end of Chapter 12, but he also acknowledges Yahweh as the true and ultimately only source of blessing.  
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>> In Verse 24 it says, "You shall observe this right as a statute for you and for your sons forever."  Since that is a clear-cut and direct command from God, why don't Christians today obey God's command and observe this feast?  Assuming there is a sound reason for not performing the ceremony, what then do we say about those who do observe a Seder meal?  


>> That's a very good question, Nick, since it leads us to the point where we can see how Christians can and should appropriate the Old Testament, especially places where there are commandments like this.  



I think the basic answer to your question is that Christians can and, in fact, do observe this ritual.  We do it every Sunday when we come together to worship the Passover lamb who was sacrificed not only to deliver Israel from bondage but to deliver all creation from the bondage to sin and death and the Devil.  Saint John's Gospel reminds us that Jesus is the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world.  He is the Passover lamb, the fulfillment of the Passover lamb.  What we would call the anti-type of the type given here in Exodus.  For example, in John Chapter 1 Verse 29 we read "The next day he saw Jesus coming toward him and said, 'Behold, the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world.'"  And again, a few verses later "He looked at Jesus as he walked and he said, 'Behold, the Lamb of God.'"  



But John isn't the only one to make this connection.  St. Paul makes it, too.  In I Corinthians Chapter 5, Paul makes a connection between what Christians do when they come together in the name of the Lord and the celebration of the Passover festival.  He makes this point in passing while talking about something else.  But the connection is, nonetheless, apparent in the text.  Here in I Corinthians 5 -- and I'm not going to read all of these verses.  But I'll just pick out a few phrases for you.  St. Paul says in I Corinthians 5:4, "When you are assembled in the name of the Lord Jesus and my spirit is present with the power of the Lord Jesus" -- and then skipping a few verses he talks about cleaning out the old leaven.  And he says, "As you are really leavened for Christ, our Passover lamb has been sacrificed.  Let us, therefore, celebrate the festival not with the old leaven but with" -- and so forth. 



So he connects the celebration of the Passover festival with what Christians do whenever they assemble in the name of Jesus.  So I think that the truth is that Christians do keep the Passover festival.  We don't keep it once a year.  We keep it once a week.  We keep it every time we gather in the name of Jesus to praise the Lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world.  But really more than any other book in the New Testament, the book of Revelation emphasizes this point about Christ being the lamb who is slain but who is victorious and who is worshiped and adored by the host of God as they are gathered to his thrown.  



So I don't think that Christians have to -- you know, have to be apologetic about this point.  I think we can recognize that while we are not commanded by God to keep this annual festival every year, these -- this is one of the commands from which Christ has set us free.  At the same time, we do, in fact, keep it.  Not in the same way.  But in a way that underscores the fulfillment of God's original intention in the Passover in the first place.  



So Christians can and do keep the Passover whenever we worship the lamb.  And we should understand that this is what we are doing.  We are fulfilling God's command that we keep this festival.  Because the purpose of the Passover festival in the end was not just to remind the Hebrews of what God had done for them in the past.  But it was also to point them ahead to what God was going to do in Christ for all mankind and for all creation.  



So you ask about a Seder meal.  Having said all of that, I think we can see that there's certainly nothing wrong with Christians participating in a Seder meal or any other Passover situation or Passover celebration.  As long as we don't lose sight of the fact that this is not something done just a long time ago.  It's really more than a memory for us.  But something that points us to Christ and his victory. This is not something that we do just once a year, but something that we do every time we join the saints gathered around the thrown of God worshiping the lamb.  In fact, I'll say one more thing about this.  There's a very real sense in which Christians are the only ones who really can keep the Passover properly.  Because they are the only ones who fully understand the real implications of the Passover in God's redemptive plan.  



Contemporary Jews who keep the Passover are really only kind of keeping it halfway.  They are remembering what God has done in the past, but they fail to recognize what God is doing in the here and now.  They fail to recognize the significance of this event for them and for their salvation.  Because the ongoing significance of the Passover is only seen and understood in Christ's fulfillment of it.  
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>> So far the whole book has been a story.  Is there any special significance to the fact that we have this song of Moses preserved for us in Chapter 15?  


>> It is very observant of you to pick out the fact that we have here a poem, a song, inserted in the context of a narrative.  And whenever in Old Testament books in particular but even in New Testament books, whenever you have poetry inserted in the middle of a narrative like this, that's usually a pretty good clue to you that something important is happening in the text.  And so you should be aware of it.  



Let's look at some of the songs just briefly in the Pentateuch.  And you know, just look at what functions they serve.  The first -- one of the first big songs in Genesis is Genesis 49, the Blessing of the Sons of Jacob.  This song stands really at the end of the book of Genesis and marks the end of Genesis and the beginning of the transition to the book of Exodus.  It really summarizes not just the story but the fact that the promise has been passed from Abraham down to the point where it's reached the 12 tribes of Israel as represented by the 12 sons of Jacob.  In fact, at the end of the poem, this point is made specifically sort of now the 12 tribes are in place here.  So this poem serves an important function in concluding the book of Genesis, and making the transition from a mere family story, the family of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, to the story of the nation that we have in the book of Exodus.  



In Exodus 15 then we have the Song by the Sea, the Song of Moses here that we're getting ready to talk about.  So we'll come back to that one.  This one has a special function within the book of Exodus.  But in Deuteronomy 33 and 34 we have two other poems, the Blessing of Moses and the Song of Moses.  And these sort of perform the same function in the book of Deuteronomy that the blessing of Jacob performed in the book of Genesis, it sort of brings the story to a conclusion, summarizes all the main points and sets the stage for how the story will go forward from here.  



Similarly in Judges Chapter 5, the Song of Deborah.  Here we don't have a poem at the end of a book like we do in Genesis 49 or Deuteronomy 33 and 34.  We have a story in the middle.  And the Song of Deborah, which celebrates a victory that God gave the Israelites, is really a lot like this poem in Exodus 15.  It has many characteristics in common, both in terms of poetry and language.  And so that many scholars sort of see a close connection between these two poems in Judges 5 and Exodus 15.  It celebrates what God has done and serves sort of like an exclamation point to illustrate how important an event has just occurred in the story.  



Basically any time in a narrative that the pace of the story slows down, that can be a sort of sign to you that something important is happening in the story, something that you should pay more attention to.  Well, when you hit a poem like this in the story, the pace doesn't just slow down.  It stops completely.  And that should be a big red flag for us that this is an important point in the story.  



Now, let's turn our attention to this particular poem in Exodus 15.  This particular poem has a sort of unique and distinctive function.  At least certainly the only time in a biblical book that a poem performs this function on such a large scale.  There are some smaller similar examples.  But to see that we will have to remind ourselves I think of the narrative ark of the book again.  So this will be a little bit of review.  But it will help us to see the function of the poem here.  



Remember the first thing we saw was that Exodus 1 to 14 constitutes this drama of redemption.  And in this drama the conflict is primarily between Yahweh and the gods of Egypt as represented by the conflict between Moses and Pharaoh.  We saw as the story unfolds the setting of the scene in Chapters 1 to 3.  The initiating of the narrative ark in the dialogue between Moses and Yahweh in Chapter 3.  We saw from Chapter 4 Verse 18 through Chapter 12 how the conflict sort of rises as we move through the plague narratives.  And then in Chapter 13 and 14 after the Passover we get the resolution of the conflict in Israel's departure from Egypt and the destruction of the army of Pharaoh.  


So that's the narrative ark of the first part of the book.  Now let's look ahead to the narrative ark of the second part of the book.  Exodus 15 Verse 22, to Chapter 40.  This deals not with the redemption of the people of Israel.  That redemption has been accomplished and is finished by the time we reach Chapter 15 and is no longer a topic of discussion in the book after that.  A few sort of retrospective mentions of what happened before.  But it's no longer an active part of the plot.  Instead the focus is on the relationship between Yahweh and Israel and what it means for Israel to be the people of Yahweh.  So after we leave the shore of the Red Sea at the beginning of Chapter 16, we get sort of rising conflict between Yahweh and Israel in the desert. Then we come to Mount Sinai where they receive the torah and the covenant -- in the covenant and the instructions for worship in Chapters 25 through 31.  And then in Chapters 32 and 34 we get the covenant crisis, the central crisis about the golden calf and its resolution.  And then finally at the end of the book we get the building of the tabernacle, which serves really to kind of tie up all the loose ends and sort of is -- really is kind of a "they all lived happily ever after" ending to the book of Exodus.  



So now that we've reminded ourselves of the two narrative arks of the book, let's take a look at the poem.  The poem divides itself neatly into two parts.  Exodus 15 Verses 1 to 12 is a review of this drama of salvation.  It recounts the story of Israel's departure from Egypt and the destruction, especially the destruction of the army. 

It celebrates Yahweh as the salvation of Israel in Verse 2 and describes him as a victorious warrior.  And it ends with what I kind of like to think of as the thematic phrase of the first half of the poem.  In Verse 11 the question "Who is like you among the gods, oh, Yahweh?" It's a rhetorical question because the answer is obvious.  We've been describing the situation throughout the poem.  The answer is no one is like Yahweh among all the gods.  So that's the first half of the poem.  



In the second half of the poem we get the recognition that Yahweh will lead his redeemed people in his mercy.  In his kesid.  He will terrify the nations.  And he will plant his people in his presence and rule over them forever.  Well, notice the change in the second half of the poem.  It's no longer about the redemption of the people of Israel at all.  Redemption is only mentioned once.  And that's when it says he will lead the people that he's already redeemed.  Now we're looking not backwards to what happens but forward to what's going to happen to Israel from this point on.  And so we get a change in the perspective within the poem.  The first part focuses on what's happened.  The second part of what will happen.  The first part focuses on Yahweh as the redeemer.  The second part focuses on Yahweh as the one who leads his people in his grace.  



So if we were going to carefully analyze the structure of the poem, we would see that we have an opening narrative in Verse 1.  The first part of Verse 1 anyway.  And then we have this retrospective on the drama of redemption in Verses 1B to 12.  And then in Verses 13 to 18 we have a prospective on the future of Israel as the people of God.  And then Verses 19 to 21, a closing narrative frame.  



So we have a very symmetrical kind of structure.  And right in the middle of this structure is what we might call a hinge.  It's a place where the poem pivots, where it moves from being about what's happened to being about what's going to happen.  It pivots not only in terms of time but also in terms of theme.  And the important thing about this poem is that the hinge within the poem is also the hinge in the whole book.  It's at this very point -- and you can argue -- some people say it's between Verses 12 and 13.  Some people like to say it's in the middle of Verse 13.  I won't argue that point.  I'll give you whichever side you prefer at that point.  



But what's clear is that the function of the poem is to serve as a hinge between the two parts of the book.  And the poem itself contains within it the same hinge.  So the structure of the poem reflects the function of the poem in the book as a whole. And so in this sense it's an almost remarkable kind of literary organization here.  As I say, there are some smaller examples in some of the Psalms, hinge verses in the Psalms, where you get the first part of the psalm about one thing and the second part about the other and the verse in the middle that kind of deals with both.  It serves as a hinge.  



But it's remarkable to have a poem serve this function in such a large literary piece as the entire book of Exodus.  And we should not fail to recognize the importance of this poem, not only theologically in underscoring both of the main theological themes of the book of Exodus, but also in terms of its literary function.  It's very important for both, both theology and, if you will, literary function within the book of Exodus.  So it does -- there is, David, some special significance to the fact that we have this song here right in the middle of the narrative in Exodus 15.  
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>> When I read this poem, part of my reaction was some discomfort with all of this talk about God killing the soldiers of the Egyptians.  How do we account for a God of life engaging in all of this death dealing and destruction?  Does this say anything important to us today?  


>> Well, what it says to us, Nick, is that we have to be careful not to allow our cultural shaping to dictate the way that we read the text.  This theme that we have here in the book of Exodus at this point we might describe as the theme of Yahweh the warrior.  It's kind of the Old Testament version of an important theological theme in the history of Christian theology that we often call the Cristos Victor theme, the Christ the victor or the victorious Christ theme.  



And this theme of Yahweh the warrior or Cristos Victor is one of the most important themes not only in the Old Testament but also in the New Testament.  Again, especially in the book of Revelation.  The God who called us to himself in Christ is not a God who makes empty promises.  He's a God who is willing to go to war for us, to fight for us.  The willingness of God to fight and even in the end to die to redeem his creation from bondage, the bondage into which Adam and Eve sold us, is the source of comfort to us.  This is how great the love of God is for us and for all that he has made.  



God's promises are not empty promises.  He backs them up, even with his own life.  And this is sort of a reminder of the fact that we have a tendency to spiritualize the Gospel, we have a tendency to spiritualize the idea of a God of love. But when the Bible talks about God being a God of love, it doesn't mean that he's a God who feels affectionate about us or perhaps I should say it doesn't only mean that he's a God who has a certain emotional affection toward us.  But rather, God's love is concrete and it's real.  And it moved Yahweh to come down to Egypt in order to bring his people out.  To fight the gods of Egypt for them and to defeat them and, of course, in the human sphere, that included the death of Pharaoh's army, who was attempting to thwart God's will.  That God was victorious in his fight with Satan.  That Jesus was raised from the dead, is our ultimate victory.  Because when we're joined with Christ in baptism.  We're joined with him in his victory and raised with him from death to life eternal as St. Paul says in Romans 6.  



So this conflict and this victory are not some vague spiritual principle.  They are not a general spiritual truth.  They are an absolutely solid historical reality.  God defeated his enemies in defeating the Egyptians.  God won on a real cross by the shedding of real blood and was victorious in rising from a real tomb on an actual Easter morning.  And if the Mel Gibson movie "The Passion of the Christ" did anything for contemporary Christianity, its very gruesomeness served as a solitary reminder of the reality of Christ's suffering, a suffering that we tend to weaken by spiritualizing it.  



The account of the conflict of Yahweh over the gods of Egypt and the fate of Israel should serve the same function for us by reminding us of the solidness and the reality of our salvation.  Our own culture is shaped by a late 20th century revulsion of war.  And it's an honest and good revulsion of war.  In human terms we should shy away from conflict and preserve human life whenever possible.  But in the end, if we translate that into a feeling about the way God should act for us, then we end up stripping ourselves of one of the most important sources of comfort that the Gospel has to offer us.  



So you know, I think while I understand why, you know, we do tend to feel uncomfortable with this idea of the violence and death dealing and destruction that is inherent in the redemption of Israel from Egypt, I think if we realize the reality here of God's battle and the reality of our redemption, then it should serve not as a source of discomfort to us, but a source of joy.  That we have a God who is willing to fight, even to die, so that we could with be joined with him forever.  
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>> Why do the events in the second part of the poem, which seemed to be about the future, sound as if they are being described as happening in the past?  


>> Well, Eric, I was wondering if anybody would notice that.  Here you stumbled on an issue that illustrates sort of the limits of what we can do in terms of exegesis when we're working on the basis of a translation alone.  The problem that arises here is how to handle the translation of certain Hebrew verb forms in both parts of the poem, both in the first part of the poem and in the second part of the poem.  Because what we have here -- and we'll focus on the second part of the poem because that's where the problem is the biggest.  But what we have here are some verb forms that are normally translated as past tense forms talking about things that happened in the past that in this context have to be talking about things that happen in the future.  



Well, I'm not going to go into any great detail about Hebrew verbs here.  But let me just summarize by saying that while one of the two major parts of the Hebrew verb is commonly used for the past and the other is commonly used for the future, the fact is that when you look at all of their usage together, you find that both types of Hebrew verb forms are used of the past and both are used of the future.  Now, the past use of the one is the predominant.  And it's less often used of the future.  And of the other, the future is the predominant and it's less often used of the past.  But they are both used to describe both past events and future events.  And that's one of the things that makes translating Hebrew so fun.  Really.  I promise.  



Well, okay, back to the text, though.  So really the timeframe of a Hebrew verb, whether you're talking about past or future, is determined not completely by its form as it might be in Greek or Latin or English.  But also by its use in the context.  And perhaps we should say especially by its use in the context.  Now, when we look at this poem and everything that the poem says, it's clear from the context that there's a shift in the time being discussed after Verse 12.  And some English translations, maybe even most of the English translations, don't do a very good job of dealing with this problem.  In fact, to be honest, this issue is tied to an even larger debate about when this poem was written and who wrote it.  



Historical critical scholars who reject Moses as the author of the poem used the past tense verb forms, the -- in the latter part to argue that this poem must have been written at a much later time after Israel had settled into Canaan and probably even after the temple had been built in Jerusalem.  So that they then wrote the poem later and they sort of invented a situation to stick it in the mouth of Moses, you know, earlier in the poem.  And they pretended that Moses sang this song when it was actually written hundreds of years after the fact.  



So how would we respond to that kind of critique of the poem?  I think we would have to respond in this way:  By pointing out that as Hebrew and -- Hebrew grammar and Hebrew syntax is used -- and conservatives and liberals all recognize this -- that the tense or time of a Hebrew verb depends more on the context than it does on the form.  And if we analyze this poem with a view to determining, you know, when the events are talking about, we find that up to Verse 12 they are talking about past events.  Up from Verse 13 on they are talking about future events.  



And we have to let that be our guide as we translate the verb forms rather than just the forms themselves.  But Eric, as you pointed out, sometimes when you read English translations, they haven't done an all together good job of this.  And so some of the things in the poem that are about the future are sometimes described using past tense verb forms in the English translation.  And as a result, that can be a little confusing when you're reading in detail.  The casual reader probably doesn't notice.  



But you know, since you're reading the text carefully, it leapt off the page at you that there was something a little odd about this.  And the answer as you can see is a little more complicated than we can deal with here in this class.  But it's part of a bigger problem.  And one that in this case we can solve by understanding the context of the verb forms correctly.  
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>> You were talking before about the discomfort that some may feel with the warrior imagery from the first part of the poem.  But don't we also have that kind of imagery in the second part of the poem, as well, in Verses 14 and 15, for example?  


>> We do.  But it's much less graphic in those verses than it is in the earlier part of the poem.  The verses speak -- in the second half that is to say -- speak more about the terror that Yahweh's actions cause for his enemies than the actual violence of the conflict itself.  



I think the important thing to notice here, as we indicated earlier, is that the focus of the poem has shifted in the second part of the poem.  The focus is not on the revelation of Yahweh as redeemer anymore and that connection of Yahweh with redeemer where we get the victor in battle theme connected.  But the focus in the second half of the poem is now on Yahweh -- we can almost say Yahweh as pastor.  That is to say Yahweh as shepherd.  Yahweh as one who leads his people in his grace and mercy to the place that he's prepared for them.  



So the theme verse of the first part of the poem is either Verse 2, which says, "The Lord is my strength and my song.  He has become my salvation.  This is my God and I will praise him.  My father's God and I will exalt him."  Or as I prefer, Verse 11, "Who is like you, oh, Lord, among the gods?  Who is like you, majestic in holiness, awesome in glorious deeds, doing wonders?" 
That's the theme of the first part of the poem.  The theme of the second part of the poem by contract is clearly Verse 13 where we read "You lead in your steadfast love" -- your kesid -- "the people whom you have redeemed.  You will guide them by your strength to your holy abode." 



Now, notice the change in emphasis between those two?  On the first one the emphasis is on God's strength and power in relation to his enemies.  In the second half -- the theme verse of the second half of the poem, the emphasis is on God's kesid, upon his grace and mercy.  Expressed not in relation to his enemies, but in relation to his people.  



Now, as you pointed out, there's a little bit of carryover in the second part of the poem because God as he leads his people, his enemies run in terror before him.  But the shift in the poem is pretty dramatic.  And the emphasis is clearly changed between the first part of the poem and the second part of the poem.  
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>> What is Verse 17 talking about when it speaks of the mountain and the sanctuary and God's abode?  


>> Well, this really is an interesting question, Eric.  Several times in the course of the poem, the poem uses what we might describe as sanctuary language.  For example, in Verse 13 we have the reference to God's holy abode.  And interestingly, this is in Verse 13 a word that has some pastoral imagery.  The word for abode used there is a word used to describe a place where a shepherd might take shelter out in a field.  It's a kind of temporary place, a lean-to or a shed or something like that. But this isn't a normal kind of residence.  This is God's holy residence.  So the idea of Yahweh's shepherding his people comes through in the choice of the words there in Verse 13.  



Similarly, in Verse 17 we have a reference to God planting them on the mountain.  And note here that the mountain is described as the place that God has established as his abode.  Also in the same verse, in Verse 17, we have the use of the term sanctuary in the phrase the sanctuary that your hands have established. And even in the last verse in the poem, which says, "Yahweh will reign forever and ever" implies a kind of sanctuary because it is in the sanctuary that the gods of the ancient world reign on earth.  So by affirming the rule of God, the reign of God, we're also sort of implying a sanctuary context here.  



The question is:  What are all these references talking about?  What is this divine abode?  What is this sanctuary that the poem is talking about?  Because we haven't heard anything about that before anywhere in the book of Exodus. Well, part of the answer is tied up with how you read those problematic verb forms that we were talking about in the last question.  But generally there are three alternatives offered by commentators for how to understand what's being spoken of here.  The first is to understand all of these references as being references to Mount Sinai.  Mount Sinai is the holy abode.  That it's the mountain that God has established for himself.  That it is the -- you know, the sanctuary that he has made, the place where he will reign. The second solution is to suggest that this refers sort of to Canaan in general.  To the Promised Land in general.  Because remember, the central feature of the Promised Land is this central mountainous spine.  So the mountains of Israel in general is offered by some scholars as an explanation for what's being spoken of here.  And the third solution that's probably the most common one besides Mount Sinai is that what we have here is a reference to Mt. Zion and the temple.  That Mt. Zion and the temple are the sanctuary being spoken of here.  



Now, remember where the song is being sung.  This song is being sung by the shores of Yam Suph where the army of Egypt has just been destroyed.  Now, all three of these possible alternatives lie in the future as Moses is singing this song.  But the verb forms in the Hebrew text are verb forms that are usually used to talk about the past as we mentioned in talking about the last question. Critical scholars see this as more evidence that the poem was written much later and was placed artificially in the mouth of the Moses.  In fact, critical scholars are divided on this issue.  Some think Exodus 15 was not originally one poem at all but it was originally two poems.  One that was about the victory of the -- you know, victory at the sea.  And another one that was about Yahweh's leading his people to his holy abode.  And maybe the first one was early but the last one was late and they were artificially put together.  But that's sort of a different issue to debate.  



Now, the question I think for us is:  Why would critical scholars take that view?  We're not going to solve the problem of the tenses of the verb here as we said in the last question.  But I think what we can understand from this is why critical scholars take the position that they do.  And I think that's important for us. And the answer is that they take the position that they take because universally critical scholars deny the idea of true predictive prophesy.  For historical critics it's virtually a matter of doctrine that since the Bible is a human word and humans simply cannot tell the future, therefore, any reference to telling the future must, in fact, be something that comes from the future that was sort of projected artificially into the past.  And this issue gets a lot of debate in commentaries as you might imagine.  And you may even have run across it in some of the material that you read in preparation for this class.  



I think the solution certainly from a conservative perspective is easy enough.  As long as you don't reject the idea that prophesy is possible, then there are no real problems in this text.  Moses is simply alluding in a prophetic way to what God is about to do as he leads them to the land that he promised the forefathers, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob that he would give to them.  It only becomes a problem if you reject prophesy.  And if you reject the idea of prophesy, then you have to come up with a very complicated alternative theory.  And it's the discussion of those very complicated alternative theories that we often encounter in the commentaries.  But as long as we don't reject the idea of prophesy, then the fact that whichever one of these three theories that you prefer, it doesn't really make that much difference because all of them are simply prophetic.  



As for me, I prefer the Mt. Zion view because I think if you look at the way the text unfolds, all the discussion or -- most of the discussion about them residing in this divine abode happens after the events that are recorded in the book of Numbers that are alluded to in this poem as the other kings in the area tremble and flee before Israel.  And so following sort of the chronological sequence of the poem, the place to which they arrive at the end is Israel -- it's specifically Mt. Zion where the temple is built.  And because we have a reference both to the holy mountain and to the sanctuary, I think Mt. Zion is the best alternative.  



But the real issue here is whether one rejects the idea of predictive prophesy or not.  And as long as one doesn't, then there are no real problems in this to take -- you know, to have to solve.  
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>> The giving of the Ten Commandments have always seemed to me to be the highlight of the whole book of Exodus or at least the highlight after the crossing of the Red Sea.  Is this in literary terms the climax of the book?  


>> I think, Nick, to answer this question, what we need to do is go back and talk about the narrative ark of the second half of the book.  We talked a lot about the narrative ark of the first half of the book and we've mentioned it in the second half.  But I think there's a little more that we can observe here.  



First let's review the basics that we talked about before and look at the structure of the second half of the book.  Remember we said it begins with really the second half of the poem that we looked at in our last session.  And then it continues with the journey to Mount Sinai, the receiving of the torah, the establishing of the covenant, the giving of the provisions for worship the golden calf crisis and finally, the repetition of the instructions about worship and the completion of the tabernacle at the end.  And when we were talking about dramatic tension before we started looking at the text here in Exodus, we noted that the high points in the text were the giving of the torah in Chapters 19 and 20, as you mentioned.  But also the formation of the covenant in Chapter 24 where the covenant ceremony is completed.  And the golden calf, the whole section from Chapters 32 to 34.  And then finally, the tabernacle itself in Chapter 40.  



Now, I think that the real climax of the book is the golden calf episode.  And I'll explain a little more why I think that as we look at that text when we get there.  But it's useful to note -- but part of that is understanding the way that the text has changed in the second part of the book.  



And I think we can get at that by looking at some key elements in the story.  First let's ask ourselves:  Who is the protagonist in the main -- in the first part of the story?  Who is the main positive character?  And I think we would recognize that it's probably Yahweh.  Yahweh is the protagonist and Moses sort of secondarily as Yahweh's instrument there in the first part of the story.  Who is the antagonist in the first part of the story?  Well, the conflict is between Yahweh and Moses and Pharaoh and the gods of Egypt.  So Pharaoh and the gods of Egypt would be the antagonist in the first part of the story.  And what's the nature of the conflict in the first part of the story?  Well, it's the drama of redemption.  It's the account of whether or not Moses will be able to deliver Israel with God's power out of Egypt.  



But now let's look at the second part of the story.  How does the protagonist change?  Well, Yahweh is still the main protagonist.  The story is really primarily about who Yahweh is and what he does.  So there's no real change there.  Who is the antagonist in the second part of the story?  Well, it's not Pharaoh anymore.  Pharaoh isn't even mentioned again in the second half of the story.  It's not even the Egyptians as a whole or even the gods of Egypt because they are really not mentioned in the second half of the story, either.  So who is the antagonist in Chapters 16 to 40?  The answer is the antagonists are the banae Israel, the sons of Israel.  Israel is the opponent of Yahweh in a sense.  He's the one with whom the conflict rises in the second half of the story.  And what's the nature of the conflict?  Well, it's the nature about the relationship.  The conflict is about the relationship that arises between Yahweh and his people.  So we get them grumbling right away in Chapter 16.  And we get problems talked about in Chapters 17 and 18 and where their food is going to come from and what they are going to have to drink and all of those topics begin to emerge.  And the tension is between Yahweh and what his people expect of him now that he's saved them.  And this builds throughout the story and comes to a climax then in the central conflict between Yahweh and his people in the second half of the book.  And that's the golden calf episode.  And so from that perspective, again, we can see that the golden calf episode sort of is the capstone of the conflict between Yahweh and Israel, which is a very different storyline from the first part of the book.  



Another interesting feature that plays into this is the changing role of Moses.  In the first part of the book Moses is the messenger of God.  He's the instrument that God sends down to Egypt to represent him, to bring Israel out of Egypt.  But in the second half of the book, the role of Moses begins to change and change dramatically.  



This is signaled by a discussion that takes place between Moses and Jethro in Chapter 18.  There in 18 Verses 19 to 20 you will remember the story.  Moses is kind of overwhelmed with all the work because he's sort of acting as judge for all the problems for all the people and resolving their problems.  And so Jethro comes.  And he advises Moses to get some elders to help him there.  Because as Jethro advises Moses, he needs to focus on something else.  And this is what Jethro says.  He says, "You shall represent the people before God and bring their cases to God.  And you shall warn them about the statutes and laws and make them know the way in which they must walk and what they must do." 



And this is a very different role for Moses here than it is in the first part of the book.  Moses began as messenger and in a sense prophet and leader.  And now he changes.  He's now become the judge who'll determine what justice is for the people.  But more importantly, he becomes the intermediary that God uses to give his law.  So he becomes Moses the lawgiver, which is no part of his role in the first part of the book.  And more importantly still, once we get to Chapter 32 to 34, Moses takes on a priestly role as intercessor.  He even offers himself as a kind of atoning sacrifice for the sins of the people when he says to God, you know, "Destroy me but don't turn your people away."



So increasingly in the second half of the book, we see Moses becoming what we might describe as a type of Christ who teaches the people what God's will is.  And even becomes a priest for them, an intercessor for them.  And even in the end, an atoning sacrifice for them.  Although, Moses doesn't literally have to become one.  He at least points to the fact that the Messiah would be suffering servant and atoning sacrifice for the sins of the people.  



So Moses' role develops dramatically in the second part of the book.  We're just at the beginning of that here when we get to Exodus 19 and 20.  Moses is becoming the lawgiver.  He's becoming the one who'll warn the people about the statutes and the laws and make them know the way they must walk and what they must do as Jethro says.  But he hasn't yet fully developed as a character as he will in the second part of the book.  He hasn't yet become the priestly intercessor and the -- at least proposed atoning sacrifice for the sins of the people.  



So all of this indicates to me that as dramatic and important as the Ten Commandments are and as much as we like to focus on them when we read the book of Exodus, they are not really the central crux issue in the second part of the book.  There's a lot of the story to be developed yet.  And we won't see all of it until we get there in Chapters 32 to 34.  
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>> It seems odd that we have this very exciting passage in Chapters 19 to 20 followed by this long tedious listing of all of these little laws that God gives his people.  It's almost like a Reader's Digest condensed book version of the book of Leviticus.  Why are all of these rules here?  


>> David, this block of material is something that we usually call the Book of the Covenant.  It's a technical name for Chapters 21 to 23.  And it contains important legal or legislative material.  And these laws are in the form that they are in because they correspond to legal material in the ancient near east, generally speaking. If we look at the legal codes from the cultures around Israel, we find that there are two types of legal material in the ancient world.  And the commentaries usually refer to these by the technical terms.  They will call them apodictic law and casuistic law.  So we probably ought to be familiar with these terms.  



Apodictic law is a sort of absolute prescription.  It's easiest to understand it by giving an example.  An example of an apodictic law would be Exodus 20:13, "You shall not kill."  Period.  That's an apodictic statement.  It's an absolute statement.  



Casuistic law is different.  It's what we might today call case law expressed in an "if then" kind of formula.  So let's take a look at another one from Exodus 21:12 where we read " Whoever strikes a man so that he dies shall be put to death."  We could read this like this:  If someone strikes a man so that he dies, then he shall be put to death.  You see that's different in form from "You shall not kill." In this case, we get a condition, a case.  And we also get associated with it the punishment.  In this case, "He shall be put to death," is not in the apodictic statement in the Ten Commandments.  In fact, in Exodus 12 this goes on and spells out even some other conditions.  The whole thing says, "Whosoever strikes a man so that he dies shall be put to death.  But if he did not lie and wait for him but God let him fall into his hand, then I will appoint a place to which he may flee.  But if he willfully attacks another to kill him by cunning, you shall take him from my altar that he may die."  So here we actually get a fairly complex little legal statement that says we're not just -- you know, there's -- the death penalty is prescribed for killing.  But rather makes a distinction between what we would today call manslaughter and murder.  That we get a different penalty for manslaughter than we get for murder.  So this is case law.  It's casuistic law.  And as you can see from the examples that I picked in this section that we have the Book of the Covenant, we have both.  The Ten Commandments are primarily apodictic law.  The rest of the Book of the Covenant is primarily casuistic law.  In a sense, the casuistic law is an expansion of the basic principles given in the apodictic law of the Ten Commandments.  


Well, as you might expect, historical critical scholars almost universally believe that this block of material that we call the Book of the Covenant has been artificially placed at this point because it's a block of legal material that's plopped down in the middle of a broader narrative.  That's a position that we would reject.  And today, in fact, we can cite examples from other ancient near eastern literature to back up our view that this approach of inserting, you know, blocks of material within narratives, whether it's poetry, as in the case of Exodus 15, or legal material, as it is here in the case of the Book of the Covenant, it's actually a pretty common literary technique in the ancient world.  It's really nothing unusual as the early historical critics thought that it was.  



Well, to back that up, let's take a closer look at the structure of this section from Chapter 19 through Chapter 23.  In Chapter 19 we get the preparation for the encounter with God.  The people gather at Mount Sinai.  Moses goes up and God preps him.  And then Moses goes back down and he communicates to the people the things that God has told him.  In Chapter 20 we get the Ten Commandments, the apodictic law that serves as sort of the distilled teaching or the summary of the law.  And then in Chapters 21 to 23, we have the Book of the Covenant, the expansion of the principles in the Ten Commandments with case statements that give more specific examples about how the apodictic law should be applied in the lives of the people of God.  And then we come to the end of this material in Chapter 4 where we get the covenant finally formalized.  And back in Chapter 19 they prepared for the covenant.  They laid the foundation for it.  And then they heard all that God had to teach them in Chapters 20 to 23.  And now in Chapter 24, we conclude the unity by formalizing the covenant.  



From this we can see that we have here a block of material that is kind of a package that deals with the making of the covenant as a whole.  This is more obvious in Hebrew than it is in English because we get several elements that bracket this account.  Remember we talked about bracketing earlier in the course when we had the phrase "I am Yahweh" that occurs a couple of times in Exodus 6 Verses 6 to 8.  Well, here we have bracketing occurring over the course of several chapters, in Chapter 19 and Chapter 24 where those two chapters bracket the material in between.  And some of the elements that help to establish this bracketing are a strong emphasis on Yahweh's presence, a theophanic revelation of Yahweh taking place in each case.  And also Israel's repeated oath to do everything that Yahweh commands. These aren't the only things.  But it's enough I think to establish that there's a clear connection between Chapter 19 and Chapter 24.  That together these stand at the beginning and at the end of this block of material.  



So despite the fact that critical scholars often want to break up this material into different sources, we have a pretty strong argument and pretty clear evidence that we have a coherent literary unit here.  A package, if you will.  But that's not all that we have.  There's even more evidence to back up our position from what we call the Hittite Suzerainty Treaty Form.  Well, what in the world is a Hittite Suzerainty Treaty?  Well, you remember who the Hittites were.  They were the people who live up in what today is modern Turkey who were important in the ancient world but don't come into the biblical story all that often.  The Hittites had a legal form for making treaties.  And they actually had more than one form.  They had one form when a treaty or a contract we might say was being made between people who were equals, two people of equal standing.  Perhaps between two kings both of whom were very powerful, for example, or two noblemen who were making a contract or an agreement with one another.  But there's a separate literary form in Hittite literature when you have a lord or a high king, making a treaty with a lower king or a less powerful king.  In this form, the high king, who is called the suzerain, the high king basically dictates the terms to the vassal or the lower king.  And it's this form of the Suzerainty Treaty that we have really shaping the material here from Exodus 19 to Exodus 24.  



Here is the basic structure of a Hittite Suzerainty Treaty.  Although, there are some variations.  The basic structure goes like this:  It begins with a preamble.  It then continues with a historical prologue usually describing how this treaty came about.  The preamble often introduces the parties.  Then that's followed by the stipulations.  What are the conditions?  And in this case the conditions are dictated by the higher king or the suzerain.  And then there are provisions for the ratification of the treaty.  How will this treaty be ratified?  You know, what will you do to make this contract final?  You know, sort of "How do we sign and get it notarized?" as it were.  Finally, we often but not always get a provision that talks about how the treaty will be deposited sort of in a public archive.  You typically -- typically there are two of these.  You know, the sort of treaty gets put in the official archive of both kings.  And often this is accompanied by a public reading of the treaty.  And the king taking a public oath that he will abide by the treaty. Finally or next to last I -- technically I suppose I should say, it's the last big part -- though, there are a set of consequences -- what will happen if the treaty is broken?  We tend to call these blessings and curses.  Although, that's a little bit of a theological term.  They are really more like what are the consequences of keeping this treaty or breaking this treaty?  In other words, if you keep the treaty, I will, you know, perhaps protect you from your enemies.  If you break the treaty, then I will become your enemy or you'll have to pay a fine or something like that.  And the last part are the witnesses.  You know, typically who are the other tings or -- kings or noblemen or whoever who'll be witnesses to this treaty?  



So how does this Hittite Suzerainty Treaty relate to Exodus Chapters 19 to 24?  Most scholars, conservative and liberal, would agree that most, if not all, of the elements of the Hittite Suzerainty Treaty can be found in these chapters.  Although, scholars will sometimes debate about the details of which piece, you know, is where.  Let's see how this fits.  The preamble.  Some people believe the preamble is represented by the first half of Exodus 20 Verse 2, 20 Verse 2A.  Other people think Chapter 19 Verses 4 and 5 make a better preamble. I think I belong to that latter group.  But one or the other of those makes a good preamble. The historical prologue is pretty clearly Exodus 20 Verse 2B where Yahweh says, "I brought you out of the land of Egypt."  The stipulations are the major part here from the beginning of the Ten Commandments through the end of Chapter 23 where we get the Ten Commandments and the covenant code.  Those are all the stipulations of the treaty.  The ratification comes from the making of the covenant in Chapter 24 Verses 1 to 8. There is probably no provision for deposit and reading and oath here in these chapters. Although, later in the book of Exodus, there is a provision for the deposit because Moses takes the Ten Commandments, the tablets, and he puts them in the ark of the covenant. And so while it doesn't occur here in this section, it does occur in the broader context of the book of Exodus. Finally, Chapter 23 Verses 20 to 33 contain the blessings and curses or the consequences of keeping or breaking the covenant.  And the witnesses correspond to the elders going up on the mountain and eating this meal in the presence of God in Chapter 24 Verses 9 to 11.  



So this Hittite Suzerainty Treaty structure or pattern fits reasonably well with this material in Chapters 19 to 24.  And the fact that it does so helps to bolster our argument that this material isn't from a variety of sources but actually represents a literary unity.  It's a good basis for our countering the critical argument that this text should be regarded as a compilation from different sources.  



So I hope you can see in this case why it's valuable that scholars study the context, the cultural context.  And how they can use that information in understanding the biblical witness, even more fully than we would understand it just by reading it on the surface.  
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>> Isn't it clear from Chapter 19 Verse 5 that Israel's status as the chosen people of God depend upon their keeping not only the Ten Commandments but also all of the other laws that he gives them?  


>> Well, Joshua, you've really hit upon something we are going to be talking for most of the rest of this course now.  Because this question and this verse in Chapter 19 introduces what rapidly becomes the central thematic question throughout the second half of the book.  



What does it mean for Israel to be the people of Yahweh?  This passage here in Chapter 19 Verses 5 to 6 certainly suggest that what it means to be the people of Yahweh is that Israel must keep all the commands of God.  As you say, not just the Ten Commandments but all those little commands in Chapters 21 to 23, as well.  And keep them perfectly.  Let's just take a moment to read the passage. "Now, therefore, if you will, indeed, obey my voice and keep my covenant, you shall be my treasured possession among all peoples for all the earth is mine.  And you shall be to me a kingdom of priests and a holy nation." It's pretty clear from this or seems clear anyway that if Israel wants to be the treasured possession of God, they must obey God's torah perfectly.  So how does Israel respond to this?  In Exodus 19 Verse 8 we read "All the people answered and said together 'All that the Lord has spoken we will do.'" So here the gauntlet has been thrown down as it were.  Yahweh has said, "If you want to be my people, you have to keep my torah perfectly."  And Israel says, "We will keep your torah perfectly." 



So this introduces an issue that's going to be one of the central issues that we will follow until we get through with this course.  Because it's an issue that dominates the rest of the book of Exodus.  Basically the question as we'll see as we go along is:  What happens if they don't?  Well, I guess all I can say is stay tuned as we see how this matter unfolds.  We can't really rush ahead to the answer at this point.  Otherwise, we'll miss some of the important material that lies in between. That's why I sometimes like to say that, you know, one of the hard things about understanding theology as it's expressed in narrative is that it's sort of like doing theology in slow motion.  You know, we're so used to things like Pauline letters where things are stated directly and in a straightforward manner.  We -- when we have a question, we want the answer now.  And we want it in a plain straightforward clear-cut way.  Sometimes particularly in a book like the book of Exodus that's primarily narrative -- and also this applies to the gospels in the New Testament to a certain extent, too -- you have to wait and see how the story unfolds.  You can't jump to a conclusion too quickly.  Otherwise, you're likely to jump to the wrong conclusion.  
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>> Why do my Baptist friends insist that the Ten Commandments should be numbered differently than we number them?  


>> Eric, this is a perennial question.  And as a pastor teaching Bible class, people will ask you this all the time because they go into Christian bookstores and they encounter material that have the commandments numbered differently.  The first thing we need to realize is these things we call the Ten Commandments are never actually called the Ten Commandments in the Bible.  There are three references in the Bible to the Ten Saying or as I might prefer to translate it, the Ten Principles.  These occur in Exodus 34:28, Deuteronomy 4:13 and Deuteronomy 10:4.  But none of those three directly connect that reference of the Ten Sayings to what we call the Ten Commandments in Exodus 20. Now, we presume that that's what they are talking about.  And that's a reasonable presumption.  But we ought to at least be clear that they are never actually called Ten Commandments.  And they are -- while there are ten of them, we're not sure that that even refers to Exodus 20.  



The second thing that's not so obvious is -- it's not obvious because you have to read the Hebrew text to see it.  And then even most readers of the Hebrew text would miss it.  And that is that the punctuation of the Hebrew text is really messed up in the Ten Commandments.  There are some verses that -- some sentences that don't have periods at the end.  There are places where there's a comma at the end where there should be an end of a sentence or something like that.  And when I talk about periods and commas, you understand that I'm using the English equivalent of the kind of punctuation we have in the Hebrew Bible.  It's really as if the Mazorites or the scribes who provided the punctuation really couldn't agree upon how to divide the text even among themselves.  And it's really kind of confusing when you try to read it in Hebrew.  



One thing is clear.  You can -- when you look at these verses, you can group them together and get as few as eight commandments.  Or you can separate them and get as many as 13 commandments.  But there aren't obviously any ways to get ten out of them.  And so when we group them together to get ten different groups -- and different scholars are going to disagree somewhat upon how the groupings should go -- this has no affect really at all upon what the commandments mean.  Because there are no -- there's no listing of numbers from 1 to 10 in the Hebrew Bible or for that matter in the English Bibles.  



So let's look at the three major ways that these commandments are divided.  The first way is the way that's traditional among Roman Catholics and Lutherans.  And that's to divide them the way that you have encountered them in the Catechism into one group of three that talk about our relationship with God and another group of seven that talk primarily about our relationship with our neighbor.  



Then there's the way that's used amongst most Protestants.  It's the way you'll encounter in most books and things written in Christian bookstores.  And that's to divide them into two groups:  One containing four commandments and the other containing six.  They do this by dividing what we caw the First Commandment into two different commandments and then by combining the Ninth and Tenth Commandment into one.  So they end up with ten but they change the numbering so that you have four that now talk about our relationship with God and six that talk about our relationship with our neighbor.  



And finally, there's the way that's common among the rabbis, particularly the later rabbis.  And that's used primarily in Judaism today.  And that's to divide the text into two groups, each with five commandments in it.  And they do this by taking what we would call the historical prologue, the statement "I am the Lord your God who brought you out of the land of Egypt," and they call that the first saying.  And then they continue and count the commandment about the parents as part of the first Table of the Law. They keep one and two together the way that Lutherans and Catholics do.  But they move the commandment about honoring your parents from the second table of law into the first table on the sort of conceptual theory that parents are God's representatives.  And so really the parents stand in for God into human community so it belongs together with the first Table of the Law.  And then in the second Table of the Law, they do what the Protestants do.  They combine Commandments 9 and 10 into one.  So they end up with ten commandments divided five and five instead.  



So we have these three major ways of dividing the Ten Commandments into groups.  And as I said, there's none of them that is right in the absolute sense that it must be that way.  You know, that if you don't think it's that way, then you can't be saved.  Although, frankly, I have some evangelical friends that are almost that convinced that their numbering system is correct.  



There's a real irony about all of this, of course.  And that is the one part of the numbering of the Ten Commandments that everybody agrees on, namely, that there are two tables, one that talks about our relationship with God and one that talks about our relationship with our neighbor, that's technically incorrect, even though it's almost universally accepted.  There are really three different parts to what we call the Ten Commandments.  There's one group of commandments -- regardless of how you number them, there's one group of commandments that talk about our relationship with God.  And that group primarily focuses on worship.  There's a second group of commandments that talks about our relationship with our neighbor.  It's horizontal rather than vertical.  And that primarily is concerned with holiness and yustis and mercy in our relationships with our neighbor.  And the third part, the part we call the Ninth and Tenth Commandments, doesn't address either one of those.  But rather, it talks about our internal motivation.  That is, what is it that motivates us to keep the other commandments?  Especially the second Table of the Law.  



And ironically, it's this third group that is in some ways overlooked and really important.  It's this -- the fact that it's not merely the external conformity of the law, but the internal state of the heart that Jesus picks up and makes most important in his interpretation of the Ten Commandments.  So he can say something like "You've heard it said that you shall not commit adultery.  But I say to you that any man who looks after a woman to lust after her is committing adultery." So Jesus puts his major emphasis in teaching the commandments on the third table, what I would call the third Table of the Law or the third part of the law.  By the way, I didn't want to be a heretic on this point.  So I asked some of our honored systematicians at our seminaries whether I was falling into false doctrine by calling this the third Table of the Law.  And he assured me that I was not.  He said and sometimes he even talks about four tables of the law. And that left me really puzzled because I couldn't figure out where he was getting that.  But at least if you haven't heard this distinction into three parts before, don't be too worried about it.  Just recognize that the Ninth and Tenth Commandments have a different emphasis.  Their focus is not on what you do but why you do it.  And Jesus picks up on that in the New Testament and makes that a very important part of his teaching as we do, also, in our moral teaching in the church.  



So I would say if your Baptist friends insist that the Ten Commandments should be numbered differently than we number them, sit down with the text and actually count the number of commandments with them.  You'll probably come up with 12 or 13 rather than 10.  And you know, see what they make of that.  
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>> What role do the Ten Commandments play in our life today?  Do Christians have to keep the Ten Commandments?  Do I need to preach about them?  What should I say that is most helpful?  


>> Josh, this is another one of those perennial questions.  And it's one of the most important questions that we can discuss because it goes to the heart of what the Gospel really is and our understanding of the Gospel.  And it's a very critical issue in Christianity today here in 20th century Christendom because it's a matter of discussion among evangelicals and among Lutherans today.  



So let's see what we can make of it on the basis of the scripture.  Do Christians have to keep the Ten Commandments?  Yes.  In order to be saved one must keep the commandments perfectly.  Deuteronomy 18:13 says, "You shall be blameless before the Lord your God."  I Kings 8:61 says, "Let your heart, therefore, be perfect before the Lord our God, walking in his statutes and keeping his commandments as at this day."  Matthew 5, Jesus himself said, "You must, therefore, be perfect as your Heavenly Father is perfect." 



So if you want to be saved you must keep the Ten Commandments perfectly.  But no one can keep the Ten Commandments.  Not perfectly.  Not at all.  Isaiah 64 Verse 6 says, "We have all become like one who is unclean.  And all our righteous deeds are like a polluted garment."  King James says "filthy rag."  "We all fade like a leaf and all our inequities like the wind take us away."  St. Paul repeats the same idea in the New Testament in Romans 3 Verse 10 when he says, "As it is written:  None is righteous.  No, not one." 



So yes, we must keep the commandments to be saved.  But we cannot keep the commandments.  Therefore, Christ has come to keep the commandments for us.  As the author of the Hebrews says in Chapter 4 Verse 15, we do not have a high priest who is unable to sympathize with our weakness but one who in every respect has been tempted as we are yet without sin. So Christ has kept the whole law and kept it perfectly.  And by keeping the whole law perfectly for us, Christ has freed us from the law.  And so St. Paul says, "Likewise, my brothers, you also have died to the law through the body of Christ.  So that you may belong to one another to whom who has been raised from the dead in order that you may bear fruit for God." And again, in the next chapter St. Paul says, "For the law of the spirit of life has set you free in Christ from the law of sin and death."  And finally, in Chapter 10 of Romans Paul makes the point perfectly clear when he says -- Chapter 10 Verse 4, "For Christ is the end of the law with respect to righteousness for everyone who believes."



So if Christ has kept the law perfectly for us and by his keeping the law for us has set us free from the law, so the Ten Commandments no longer apply to us.  We are free from them.  And so no, Christians do not have to keep the Ten Commandments.  But the Holy Spirit is at work within us to help us to conform to the image of Christ.  So as St. Paul says in Ephesians Chapter 4, rather speaking the truth in love, we are to grow up in every way into him who is the head, into Christ. So if we are going to grow into Christ, we might want to ask the question:  What does the image of Christ look like?  When we grow into Christ, what will we be?  Well, Christ is the one who kept the law perfectly.  And as we grow by the grace of God into the image of Christ, God shapes us so that we do both desire to keep the commandments and, in fact, keep them at least to a degree in this life as God grows us into sanctification and we grow into the image of Christ.  So you can see that even though God has set us free from the law, even though Christ is the end of the law with respect to righteousness for everyone who believes, even so, the commandments do have a function in the life of a Christian.  Because they show us what the life of Christ is that we are going to grow into.  



Now, your question, Josh, was an important one.  You asked:  Do you need to preach about them?  And if so, what can you say that will be most helpful?  And so I guess if the question is "What should I preach?" the answer is you should preach Christ who has kept the law for us and who has freed us from the burden of keeping the commandments.  And indeed, has set us free from them so that we do not have to keep them at all.  What should you preach?  You should preach Christ who has kept the law for us.  And therefore, as we grow into his image by the grace of God, we grow into the image of one who keeps the law perfectly.  


What you should not do is preach the Ten Commandments as the way to salvation obviously.  Another thing that you should not do is to preach the Ten Commandments as a way of living the Christian life.  Now, that sounds a little bit odd.  So let me explain it.  And this is kind of important because this is where we get to an issue that is important for Lutherans in relation to evangelicals in America today.  You see evangelicalism approaches the Christian life from the perspective of duty.  It teaches that the Christian life is something that we live for God.  Something that we do for God in -- you know, in response to what God has done for us. But that's not the biblical teaching.  And it's not the teaching that we ought to have, either.  We should teach what the scripture teaches.  That the Christian life is not something that we do for God.  But rather, it is something that God works in us by grace as we rest in what Christ has done for us.  And so what we should preach is that by the grace of God through the working of the Spirit of God in the word and by the sacraments, we are growing into the image of Christ.  And if you want to know what that image of Christ is that we're growing into, you can look at the law.  Because the image of Christ is the image of the one who has kept the law perfectly for us.  



But most of all, we have to avoid the great heresy of our age, which is reducing Christianity from a trust in the redemptive work of Christ to a morality, to a lifestyle that one lives in accordance with the law.  And this is the major problem with evangelicalism in the area of sanctification and even sometimes in the area of justification.  That it tends to reduce the Christian life to -- or rather the whole Christian faith to a morality, to a lifestyle that one lives.  Christianity is not a lifestyle.  It's not a morality.  It is being redeemed by God through his death and through his resurrection.  It is growing into the image of Christ by the working of word and sacrament.  But it is not striving to keep the law in order to prove to God that we have faith.  And that's a great problem both in evangelicalism and also for Lutherans as we are influenced by evangelicalism.  



So I encourage you, Josh, to pay careful attention in your preaching to these matters that you don't slip into presenting the Christian life as a duty that we live or that we give to God.  But see it always as a gift of God's grace, something into which we grow as we rest in the grace of God.  And something that he gives us by his mercy through word and sacraments.  
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>> One of the things that struck me about this text is that in Verses 1 and 2, God commanded Moses to come up to him.  But in Verse 3 and following, Moses goes and does something else first.  And only later in Verse 9 does he seem to do what God had commanded him to do.  Why did Moses even have this ceremony since God did not command him to do it?  


>> Your question points to a careful reading of the text.  And it often happens that a careful reading of the text such as you reflect raises these kinds of questions about this text.  In fact, historical criticism has long held that this entire section is an amalgam of material that's patched together by a not very skillful editor.  And I don't think we'll take the time for this text to go into the details for two reasons.  One, we've already seen the way that historical criticism tends to treat these texts.  And I think you'll understand that it treats this one much the same way that it treats others.  Also, there happened to be so many variations with respect to this text that it's hard to even come up with one description that could be general enough to describe what we might call a historical critical perspective. 



But let's take a look at the text.  And I think you will see some of the things in the text that cause you to ask the question that you did, Nick.  And also some others to ask the questions that they have asked of the text.  And then we'll take a look at sort of what it looks like from a literary perspective and also some of the significant theological elements in this passage.  



First, why did Moses have this ceremony?  You're quite right that nowhere in the book of Exodus does God command Moses to have this ceremony.  However, we need to realize that as with any narrative text, we're not given every detail of what happened.  In putting together a narrative, the author selects the things that he wants to include for whatever reasons he has of his own.  And it's not always obvious to us why the author includes one thing but not another. But in this case, the fact that God has not instructed Moses to do this at any point that's mentioned in the text, I don't think we should take that to -- as any kind of proof that God didn't tell Moses to do it.  But rather, you know, simply God didn't inspire Moses to include it in the text.  It's in some ways not necessary to think that we have every command to go with every action that Moses or anyone else takes.  I think we can take it for granted that God did instruct Moses or suggest or something like that that they should have this kind of ceremony.  Just as God instructed them to have the Passover ceremony. Even there we don't get all of the details in God's command that we later get in the description of what they do in the Passover.  So I don't think that we should be troubled by that.  Ironically, from the historical critical perspective, if all of the details did line up, they would argue that someone invented it because the match-up was too perfect.  So I don't think we need to be too troubled with those things.  



One of the things we do want to be aware of, though, is the way that Chapter 24 brackets the giving of the torah with Exodus 19.  And we mentioned that earlier already when we were talking about some of the earlier texts.  It's important to remember that, to keep that in mind.  Because this is a kind of package.  Israel begins to prepare for the formalization of their relationship in the covenant in Chapter 19.  They make plans that are concluded here in Chapter 24.  So there's a real connection between those two.  And the fact that there are so many chapters of material in between shouldn't distract us from the fact that these two events go very closely together.  In form we have narrative material in the first two verses.  And then we have this cultic or liturgical material in Verses 3 to 8 followed by additional narrative from Verses 9 to 18.  



So probably by now from reading and from our discussions you can predict what historical critics would do with this text.  And you're right that almost universally critical scholars would argue that the liturgical or cultic material in Verses 3 to 8 is from some other source than the narrative material surrounding it.  As I said, we're not going to go into the details here because there are too many variations.  And the details in some sense don't matter that much to us anyway.  It's more important that we understand why.  



And so I think I would like to take a moment to look at why critical scholars do what they do and why the details of this text seem problematic to many commentators.  There are two issues that emerge as people look at this text closely.  One is -- one we've already mentioned, what we might call the thematic scene between the narrative and what God commands Moses to do and then the interruption of that narrative with the liturgical material before the narrative resumes. So in Verses 1 to 2 -- as you quite rightly noted, Nick, in your question, in Verses 1 to 2, God commands Moses to come up.  But Moses doesn't actually come up until Verse 9.  So there's a little gap there.  And the gap contains that liturgical material, the ceremony that they do.  And so for critical scholars, they would commonly see this kind of seam or break in the narrative as evidence of material from some secondary source. I think we've indicated before that we now know from other ancient near eastern texts that it's not uncommon for this kind of thing to happen in ancient narratives.  And so we probably would not need to resort to the kind of explanation that critical scholars have offered.  We can defend quite easily the fact that this is the kind of thing that ancient near eastern texts do with some regularity and it ought not to trouble us.  



There's another issue that both critical and conservative scholars raise when they look at this text.  And this really engages not only this text here in Chapter 24 but also the whole of the section from 19 to 24.  And that's a kind of problem with the chronology of the text.  There seems to be some difficulty with figuring out the exact sequence of the events, especially because there's a lot of going up and coming down on the part of Moses and others and it doesn't always sort of line up exactly. And this has caused some to suggest that maybe what we have in these chapters is material that's not arranged chronologically but some material that's been put together in a thematic way rather than a chronological way. I don't know that it's worth us going through all of the details of this going up and coming down.  But let's do just enough to give you a sense of the issue here.  



The first question I think we need to ask is:  Where was Moses when the Ten Commandments were given?  Now, almost universally based on the movie we think that Moses was on top of the mountain when he received the Ten Commandments.  But let's look at what the text actually tells us backing up to Chapter 9.  In Verse 3 Moses goes up, receives an invitation to keep the covenant and then goes down in Verse 7.  In Verse 8, Moses goes up, delivers the response of the people, receives a call to prepare and then is warned about the holiness of the mountain not to let people up on it and then Moses goes down again in Verse 14.  In Verse 16, on the third day, all the people gather at the foot of the mountain.  And then Verse 18 we have the theophany.  In Verse 20 Moses goes up again.  Receives another warning about the holiness of the mountain.  Is told to bring Aaron.  And then goes down in Verse 25.  So at the end of Chapter 19 Moses has gone down from the mountain, is at the foot of the mountain.  



Now, at the beginning of Chapter 20 when we get into the Ten Commandments, we're simply told that God speaks to Moses.  The assumption on the part of most people is that Moses is on top of the mountain.  But according to the narrative, if you follow the chronology of the text, Moses is at the foot of the mountain.  And this is reinforced by the fact that after the Ten Commandments in Chapter 20 Verse 19, the people respond to Moses immediately, which suggests that the people heard the Ten Commandments and that Moses was there with the people. So while the text doesn't tell us directly that Moses was at the foot of the mountain, that's probably the conclusion that we ought to draw.  That Moses wasn't on the mountain receiving the Ten Commandments.  He was down with the people.  And that everybody heard God say this.  



And so after that in Verse 21 of Chapter 20, Moses then goes up and approaches God.  Again, which reinforces his being down.  And here is where it gets a little interesting.  At the end of Chapter 20 God has been giving instructions to Moses.  He is up on the mountain.  Now, at the beginning of Chapter 24 we read Moses, Aaron, Nadab and Abihu and the elders come up and worship.  Well, according to the narrative, Moses is already up.  So how could they be coming up?  And we're told that they worshiped at a distance.  So here is the first sort of little problem that Moses -- if you sort of chart Moses' progress, he should already be up on the mountain.  So how does he come up again?  Well, maybe you might argue that, you know, he went down and the text just doesn't record it.  Because in the gap between the end of Chapter 20 and Chapter 24, we have all of those instructions of the Book of the Covenant.  And that's the focus of the text.  So maybe there's no problem here.  And you may well be right about that.  



In any case, Moses, Aaron, Nadab, Abihu and the elders at the beginning of our text here at the beginning of Chapter 24 go up and worship at a distance.  In Verse 2 we read Moses alone should approach Yahweh.  In Verse 3  we read Moses went presumably down and tells the people.  And they all agree.  And they have the covenant ceremony at the foot of the mountain the next day.  Then in Verse 9, Moses, Aaron, Nadab, Abihu and the elders go up again.  And they see God.  And they eat and drink.  And then in Verse 12 Moses is told to come up to remain and to receive the tablets.  In Verse 13 Moses sets out with Joshua to apparently keep the instruction in Verse 12.  Note that.  Where did Joshua come from?  This is the first time he's been mentioned.  Why is Moses bringing him when God told Moses to come up?  He didn't say, "Bring Joshua with you."



In Verse 14 Moses tells the elders to wait.  Here the assumption must be that this is out of sequence because if Moses is already set out with Joshua in the previous verse, he could hardly tell the elders to wait after he left unless you envision him getting halfway up the mountain and saying, "Oh, by the way, I meant to tell the elders that" and turning around and shouting back down the mountain.  That doesn't seem like a very reasonable solution to most people. So most people take this to be sort of a non-chronological arrangement that they wanted to emphasize Moses' obedience so they moved it up right after the command.  And there's another element they wanted to mention so they just stuck it at the end.  In any case, in Verse 15 Moses, apparently alone at this point, went up, waits six days for God to call him to come into the cloud. In the next verse, 16, on the seventh day God invites Moses into the cloud.  And Moses enters in Verse 18.  And we're told he stays there 40 days and nights.  And during that 40 days and nights presumably he receives the material that we have between Chapters 21 or -- excuse me; 25 Verse 1 and 31 Verse 18.  At the end of that, Chapter 31 and Chapter 32, we read -- and here we come to the golden calf episode.  Moses goes down.  That is, he leaves the cloud after interceding for the people.  In Verse 17 Joshua speaks to Moses about the noise from the camp.  In Verse 19 Moses approaches the camp and sees the people and breaks the tablets.  And you know what happens after that. So as you can see, there are a few problems here with Moses going up and down. They are not insurmountable.  And there's also some problems with sort of who is with Moses and where Moses is at any given point in the text.  



These questions are one of the reasons that critical scholars like to argue that we have multiple sources here.  They attribute all of this going up and down to different versions of the story being collated or put together.  And the editors just didn't do all that careful a job of keeping track of who was where.  



But there's really another possible explanation that fits this situation very well.  If you look at the slide that I put up on the screen here, you'll see that we have here a little image of the mountain.  It's not a very good mountain.  It's more of a triangle.  But I think you get the perspective.  And at the foot of the mountain we have Israel, the people.  About halfway up the mountain or so we have the elders gathered there.  Nahab -- Nadab, Abihu and all of those other folks.  About three-quarters of the way up we have Joshua.  And then at the top of the mountain we have Moses with the cloud in which God is dwelling.  This arrangement sort of reflects the ancient near eastern notion of sacred space.  That there is in ancient near eastern religions and also in the Old Testament a clear-cut idea that there's a difference in sort of who can approach God and who can get close to God and that the space becomes more restrictive as you get closer to God.  



And we see this same theology reflected in the theology of the tabernacle and in the theology of the temple.  In the tabernacle we have an area outside the fence as it were where anyone can be.  Inside the tabernacle -- inside the fence that marks off the tabernacle area we have a place where only certain people can come, the males of the community.  Inside that we have the tent proper within the tabernacle into which only the priests can enter.  And finally, within that, the holy of holies into which only the high priest can enter.  



So we have this very common idea both in the ancient near eastern in general and in the Bible in particular that there are what we might call zones of holiness within this idea of sacred space.  So many have suggested -- and I think it's quite reasonable -- that part of what is shaping this discussion of who is where in Chapters 19 to 24 is a reflection of this idea of sacred space.  And so all of the details are not mentioned in the text.  Because in a sense, they don't need to be for the ancient near eastern reader.  They would have understood that certain people could only go up a certain distance.  



So when it says sort of they went up or they went down, it doesn't necessarily mean that they went all the way up or all the way down together.  And that may explain why we get the elders going up and then Moses going up again after that.  You know, because the elders didn't go as far up as Moses went in proximity to the presence of God.  So I think that's probably the best solution to this what critical scholars sometimes call the problem of chronological or geographical coherence.  And this isn't a solution that only conservatives agree to.  There are many critical scholars over the last 20 or 30 years who come to say yes, maybe this is a solution to the problem.  They still think that there's more than one source in the text.  But at least they see this as a way that the text is shaped.  



So we've talked about the way that this text works to bring the material that begins with Chapter 19 to a conclusion.  We've talked about the -- some of the literary issues in the text here with the thematic scene and the chronological coherence issue.  Before we leave this text, even though you didn't ask about the theology of the text, Nick, let me just make one important comment I think about this covenant ceremony from a theological perspective. This completes the process of formalizing the relationship between Yahweh and his people.  And I said it that way very carefully.  Because often in literature, frankly, particularly by Presbyterians who put so much emphasis on covenant as a theological element, one almost gets the impression that the covenant is the whole thing. That the covenant is the really important thing here. I think we would take issue with that and suggest that a careful reading of the text would suggest that the covenant is not the relationship between God.  It's the formalization of the relationship.  The relationship already existed.  God called the Hebrews "my people" all the way back in Chapter 3, the first time he talked with Moses.  And he treated them as his people all the way through the drama of redemption and has referred to them as "my people" several times since then.  



So in God's mind, the relationship already exists.  The relationship isn't established by the covenant ceremony.  It's formalized or made public by that ceremony.  We might think of this in terms of an analogy.  Consider the relationship between say you and your wife.  That relationship existed before the formal public declaration of that relationship in your marriage.  The marriage didn't create the relationship.  The marriage was the formal expression of the relationship. So if I ask you about -- if we were close, intimate friends and I asked you sort of how your marriage is going, you wouldn't say, "I don't know.  Let me go to my files and get out my marriage certificate and see how it's going."  Because the marriage certificate and the marriage ceremony don't constitute the relationship.  And the covenant is the same way.  Remember, covenant is a sort of theological word that really means nothing more than contract or treaty.  And it's the formal declaration of that relationship that is represented in the contract.  It's not the thing itself.  That's an important recognition I think and something that we should remember when talking about the covenant.  That the covenant is not the thing.  It is just the way that we talk about the thing.  



Finally, there's an important Christological aspect to this text.  And that is, namely, the blood that's shed in the formalization of the covenant ceremony.  Here we have in this -- you remember from the description the sacrifice, part of the blood being thrown on the altar and the other part of the blood being thrown on the people. This idea is a very important one in the theology of the Bible.  For example, in Leviticus 17:11 we're reminded that "The life of the flesh is in the blood.  And I have given it for you on the altar to make atonement for your souls.  For it is the blood that makes atonement by the life." Now, remember, this is Leviticus.  So it's after what we have here in the book of Exodus.  But nonetheless, an important recognition that the shedding of blood is connected to the work of God in forgiving the sins of the people and, you know, has an ongoing importance.  


So that when we come to the New Testament, we get significant echoes or reminders of this in the New Testament. For example, one that should stick out to us as Lutherans very obviously is in Matthew 26:27-28 where Jesus takes a cup, when he had given thanks, gave it to them saying, "Drink of it, all of you.  This is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins."  Jesus in establishing the Lord's Supper makes a direct connection between the giving of his blood in, with and under the wine of the Lord's Supper and the blood that is shed throughout the sacrificial system of the Old Testament leading back to this blood poured out upon the people which formalizes and -- the relationship between God and the people in the covenant.  



Similarly, the book of Hebrews makes this point, as well.  In Chapter 9 beginning with Verse 19.  I'm going to skip some stuff and just pick out some selected verses there beginning with Verse 19.  There we read "When every commandment of the law had been declared by Moses to all the people, he took the blood of calves and goats with water and scarlet wool and hyssop and sprinkled both the book itself and all of the people."  Notice we have some details here that we don't get in the book of Exodus.  In Verse 22, indeed, under the law almost everything is purified with blood and without the shedding of blood there is no forgiveness of sins.  "For Christ has entered" -- skipping to Verse 26 -- "once for all at the end of the ages to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself." So the author of the book of Hebrews makes it clear that Jesus' death, the shedding of Jesus' blood, is the once for all conclusion of the process that began when Moses threw the blood upon the altar and upon the people here in Exodus 24.  Again, in Hebrews 12 we have this point made clear when the author says, "You have come to Mt. Zion and to Jesus, the mediator of a new covenant, and to the sprinkled blood that speaks a better word than the blood of Abel."  



So throughout both the Old and the New Testament, the shedding of the blood and the sprinkling of the blood upon the altar and the people here that we have in Exodus 24 becomes an important prefigurement of the work of Christ.  So as we leave this text or at least wrap up this part of our investigation of the text, we want to keep our focus on that as an important theological construct in this text.  
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>> I thought that the Bible said that no one can see God and live.  So what does Verse 10 mean when it says that Moses and the elders saw the God of Israel?  


>> This is a concern that has been shared by many readers of the text over the ages, not just in modern times but in the ancient world, as well.  In fact, to avoid the scandal of seeing God, the Septuagint, the Greek translation -- the early Greek translation of the Old Testament makes an intentional change in the text at this point.  Where the text says they saw they saw God, the Greek translators translated "They saw the place where the God of Israel stood."  In other words, they didn't see God.  They saw the spot sort of like after God left it.  I was in a recording studio a few years ago in Memphis, Tennessee, where Elvis Presley had recorded his very first hit song.  And they had an X marked on the floor where Elvis stood as he recorded this song.  And as I stood there and looked at the X, I thought of this translational variant in the Septuagint.  They saw the place where he had stood.  



Well, this is a concern for some people theologically.  And so I think we do need to take a moment to look at it.  First there are a couple of ways that we can answer this question I think.  And any of the answers will meet the need and perhaps all of them or some combination of them is true.  



The first thing that we might want to notice is where does the Bible say that no one can see God and live?  The answer is Exodus 33:20.  There God is speaking to Moses and God says, "You cannot see my face, for no one may see me and live."  So one could argue, for example, that the rule that no one can see God and live hadn't been instituted yet.  And so God allowed people to see him without punishment, if you want to call it punishment.  Without any negative implications anyway.  Because he hadn't told them that they couldn't see him yet.  That's one possible answer to the question.  



Another answer to the question is to remind ourselves of whose rule is it that no one can see God and live?  And the answer is that it's God's rule.  And if it's God's rule that no one can see him and live, then God is certainly able to grant exceptions to that rule.  Adam and Eve saw God and lived to be sure. And others apparently did in the Old Testament, as well.  If God could make exceptions for them, then there's no reason to think that God could not make exceptions for Moses and the elders of Israel, as well.  So that's another possible answer to the question of how they could see God and live.  



I think maybe in this text, though, the answer that satisfies me the best is a slightly different one.  And maybe we can get at it by asking the question:  When the people saw Jesus, whom did they see?  Well, the New Testament tells us pretty clearly.  John 14 Verse 7 Jesus himself says, "If you really knew me, you would know my Father, as well.  From now on, you do know him and have seen him."  Jesus says, in effect, "When you've seen me, you've seen the Father."  In other words, "When you've seen me, you've seen God."  Similarly, two verses later in John 14 Jesus says again "Anyone who has seen me has seen the Father.  So how can you say 'Show us the Father?'" Jesus makes the point clearly that he is God incarnate.  If you've seen Jesus, you have seen God.  And of course, the people live.  So there were clearly many people in Jesus' day who saw God and lived.  



How do we account for this?  Well, throughout the Bible God reveals himself in a visual way to people.  And when this is described in the scriptures, it's often described using terms like the glory or the face of the Lord or even a cloud like the cloud that we have in Exodus 19, which later in the Old Testament is called the shakinau, this cloud of glory which becomes an important theme in later rabbinical Jewish theology.  But we won't bother with that.  



The point is that God reveals himself visually by using what we might describe as a mask, a way of being seen but not being seen or being partially seen.  And so when one sees the glory of God, one sees God.  But doesn't see God as he is in his fullness we might say.  In the same way the panine, the face of God, is a way that God can sort of let people see him and yet at the same time not be overwhelmed by the power of -- and majesty of his presence fully revealed.  Similarly, in Christ God has revealed himself to the world but clothed himself in manhood.  So that when we see Jesus, we see a man.  But we also see true God fully revealed there.  In some ways, the incarnation then is a mask of God that both allows us to see him and prevents us from seeing him at the same time.  So Jesus could say, "If you've seen me, if you've seen the incarnate Christ, you have seen God."



So in the same way when Moses and the elders go up to see God, God could reveal something of himself to them, allow them to see him in one sense of the word.  But not to see him fully.  And you know, the book of Exodus is not trying to sort out that kind of philosophical or theological nicety at that point.  It just says the obvious thing that in one sense of the word, they did see God.  Now, what they saw when they saw God isn't spelled out in the text to us.  And if we try to figure it out, we would be going beyond what God intends to reveal to us and ultimately asking a question that we can't answer.  



So I don't think that we need to press for those kind of details.  At the same time, for several reasons that I've indicated, I don't think that we should be bothered by the idea that the text tells us that they saw God and lived.  If nothing else, we should realize that the fact that it's mentioned in this way in the text reinforces that this is an exception to the normal rule.  
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>> We've made several references so far to typologies and metaphors present in the text and history of the Exodus.  Is the meal that the elders of Israel eat before God a type of the Lord's Supper?  


>> Before we can answer the question about the specific -- about a specific instance like this one, it might be good for us to pause and review what typology is and how we know a type when we see one or hopefully know it when we see it.  First we need to recognize that the New Testament is very clear about the existence of types in the text.  So in Romans 5:14, for example, we read "Death reigned from Adam to Moses even over those whose sinning was not like the transgression of Adam who was a type of the one who was to come." So here in Romans Paul uses the very word type.  In fact, it's from this passage in Romans that we get our term typology.  The question is:  What does this mean?  What is a type?  What do we mean when we talk about typology?  



Well, the first thing that we have to admit is there is no clear-cut definition within the Bible itself.  There's no verse that you can turn to that will explain exactly what Paul means when he says that Adam is a type of the one who is to come.  But if you look at the way that the New Testament itself uses typology or types, then I think we can inductively conclude the way that we should understand what a type is. So perhaps we should start with a definition and then kind of work up that definition.  A type is a person, place, thing or event that in some way points ahead to or anticipates another person, place, thing or event in the kingdom of God and is such a way that the latter is a fulfillment or completion of the former.  



Now, there are a couple of key elements here.  First, a type is not the same as a verbal prophesy.  You know, if someone says X will happen in the future, that's a verbal direct prophesy.  A type is a form, if you will, of indirect prophesy where you get a person or a place or a thing or an event like the exodus that anticipates or points ahead to something that God is going to do in his kingdom at a future time.  



So here are some of the things that we need to remember when we ask if something is a type or not.  First both the proposed type and the proposed anti-type -- by anti-type we mean the fulfillment.  The type is the first thing.  The anti-type is the latter thing.  So both the type and the anti-type must be real historical things.  It's this fact that distinguishes typology from symbolism or typology from allegory.  Typology is not just symbolism and it's not allegory.  Because the things referred to must always be real historical things.  And on both ends of the equation.  Both the original must be a real historical thing and the fulfillment must be a real historical thing.  So no symbolism here.  Secondly, the type -- excuse me, the anti-type, the fulfillment, must in some way be greater than the type.  In other words, what we have is a development or growth or we would probably say better fulfillment of what is anticipated beforehand. And thirdly, the -- this must in some way be connected to the revelation of God's kingdom or the work of Christ in the world.  And that includes the eschaton, the final days, as well.  In other words, these are just not sort of random events.  But they are things that God reveals as part of revealing his plan in the world and showing us what his kingdom is.  



So these three elements -- and this is I realize something of a simplified definition.  But it will get us enough to, you know, certainly help us understand the discussion in almost every case.  Both the type and the anti-type must be historical.  They must be -- that is to say, they must be real, not symbols.  The anti-type must be greater than the type or fuller than the type.  And they must be connected to the revelation of the kingdom of God in the world or in the eschaton.  



So as an example that we've already seen here in the book of Exodus, the Passover lamb is used as a type of the sacrificial death of Christ.  Both are real historical events.  The Passover actually happened.  You know, here we have a thing, a Passover lamb.  The anti-type, the coming of Jesus Christ and his death, is also a real historical thing.  The anti-type is greater than the type because the type -- the Passover lamb just functioned for the people of Israel and that particular family.  Whereas Jesus' death and resurrection was part of God's redemptive act for the whole world.  And so it's greater than the former. And of course in this case self-evidently both are part of God's revealing his kingdom or his work in the world.  So that's how we understand what a type is.  


Now, we need to also know that there's disagreement among scholars, even conservative Lutheran scholars, about the freedom that one has to find types where the New Testament itself doesn't directly identify them. There are some who take the view that the only things that we can call types are the things that the Bible itself calls types.  That's a perfectly legitimate position and one that many even in our church hold to.  There are others who take the view who might go to the other extreme and sort of every time they see something in the Old Testament, they sort of find a type under every rock.  You know, and so in some ways, it's hard, you know, for this sort of more -- I hate to call it a liberal view.  But let's call it a freer view of typology.  Sometimes it's hard to tell what the connection is between the type and the anti-type, except perhaps some kind of word association.  



My own view is probably somewhere between those two.  I think -- and this is, you know, a personal judgment on my part.  You don't have to agree with me in this case.  But it's my view that we can identify types that are not specifically mentioned in the New Testament but that we must be very careful in doing so. We shouldn't just find any kind of connection in the Old Testament that reminds us of something in the New Testament and say that that's a type.  That might be going just a little too far.  So my view would be -- my personal view would be a little more of a restrained view.  And so from that perspective of a sort of middle of the road restrained view of typology, let me try, Eric, to answer your question now about whether this particular meal in Exodus 24 is a type of the Lord's Supper or not.  



Well, let's walk through our criteria.  First, is this specifically identified as a type in the New Testament?  The answer is no, it is not.  And for some scholars, that would be enough to answer the question.  No, if it's not identified as one, then it's not one.  So if you want to take that view, that's fine.  I certainly have no problems with that.  But let's go a little further and say for the moment -- at least for the sake of our academic discussion let's say we're still going to be open to considering the matter further.  So let's look at some other criteria.  



Is it historical?  Yes, both the type, this meal, and the Lord's Supper, the anti-type, are real historical events.  Is the latter greater than the former?  I think so.  Yeah, I think we would say that the Lord's Supper by which God communicates his grace to his people is greater than this covenant meal that just involved the elders of Israel.  Are both a part of the revelation of God's plan in history?  Yeah, I think we would all agree that that's the case, as well.  



So we might be inclined to think, well, yeah, okay, we're on a roll here.  It looks like evidence is pretty good.  But let me offer some other considerations. First, the Lord's Supper is a redemptive meal.  That is to say it actually accomplishes the salvation that God is giving his people.  By giving his body and blood in, with and under the bread and wine, God communicates his grace to those who receive it.  And so it is a truly redemptive act.  Where this meal in Exodus 24 is merely a fellowship meal.  It does not communicate God's salvation to Moses and the elders. Now, you may say, "But that's part of the way that the Lord's Supper is greater than this."  And that would be a reasonable response.  But I thought that I should point that out at least. By the way, there is a real redemptive meal in the book of Exodus.  And we've already seen it.  Remember?  The Passover meal.  That's part of God's redemptive activity.  And so maybe we should also ask the question at the same time:  Is the Passover meal a type of the Lord's Supper?  Well, let's stop and think about this.  



The Lord's Supper has two aspects, as you will recall.  It has a vertical aspect that is our relationship with God.  And that's the redemptive aspect of the meal.  Because in that vertical aspect we receive the grace of God for the forgiveness of our sins in, with and under the bread and wine.  That's what makes the Lord's Supper a sacrament, that vertical aspect.  
But the Lord's Supper also has a horizontal aspect in which we rejoice with other believers in the gift that we have received.  And part of that horizontal aspect is also the fact that we in receiving the Lord's Supper confess Christ's death until he comes.  And so we proclaim it both to one another and to the world.  So there is a confessional, public confessional, aspect to the horizontal part of the Lord's Supper, as well.  When we look at the Passover meal, we see that the Passover meal has these same two aspects to it.  It has the vertical redemptive aspect.  Remember, it's part of the process by which God redeems Israel.  And it also has a horizontal aspect.  Remember the instructions that were given about teaching children in each new generation.  And so the people, the family gathers together and confesses what God has done in the past and affirms their reception of God's redemptive work and proclaims it.  So the same confessional aspect applies to the Passover meal, as well.  



And by the way, in that regard there's an interesting addition that we might note in Chapter 13.  Israel is told that once they come into the land, that the only people who should participate in the Passover meal are members of the covenant community.  That those who are on the outside, even those who are visiting them in their family, if they have visitors staying with them at the time or servants who are living in their household, they should not participate in the covenant meal unless they become circumcised.  In other words, the Old Testament is very clear that the practice of the Passover is a closed practice.  The only people who are allowed to participate in it are members of the covenant community who are able both to celebrate their reception of God's grace and, in fact, receive it and also then confess it to the world by faith.  So the Passover meal has the same vertical and horizontal dimensions that the Lord's Supper does.  



Now, what about this meal in Exodus 24?  If we look at it in detail, we would see that it seems to lack the redemptive dimension.  It has the horizontal dimension, the celebration of the relationship that God has established with his people in the covenant.  And so we could argue that even, you know, it has a confessional aspect.  If we do this before the world, the world hears about it.  But it lacks the vertical.  That is to say it lacks the redemptive -- there is a vertical element here, a slight one, in the sense that they do do this in the presence of God.  But it's not part of God's redemptive plan.  It's not part of the way that he saves his people.  



So it seems to me that Exodus 24 is not quite as good a type of the Lord's Supper as the Passover meal is.  It may be that the covenant meal in Exodus 24 is a better candidate as a type for that meal that occurs in the book of Revelation, the marriage feast of the lamb.  There the people of God gathered in God's eternal presence to celebrate the establishment of the relationship that God has given them through Christ as they celebrate the marriage of feast of the lamb on the thrown of the lamb in eternity.  



So if we were going to argue that there was a type here, I might be inclined to say that this is a better type of that eschatological meal than it is of the Lord's Supper.  But of course this raises an additional question:  What's the relationship between the Lord's Supper and that eschatological meal?  And frankly, I think that's outside the scope of this course.  So you know, we'll leave that for you.  And you can ask that of some other professor in a future class.  



I hate to equivocate, Eric, an answer to your question.  But it seems to me that this is one of those things that fall into a gray area.  Unless you believe that there are no types except those that are specifically identified in the Bible, then I think that I would say that there's not quite enough evidence to say categorically that this is a type of the Lord's Supper.  And at the same time, there's just enough evidence to keep us from saying that categorically it is not a type of the Lord's Supper. So I'm not troubled.  If you want to see this as a type of the Lord's Supper, that would be fine with me.  I wouldn't object to that.  As long as you can articulate why.  And here I've tried in some detail to articulate -- to say, "Here is how you might articulate that answer."



I would prefer to see it as a type of the marriage feast of the lamb and to see the Passover meal as a type of the Lord's Supper.  But in the end, we might see both of these two, the Lord's Supper and the marriage feast of the lamb, as related.  And so maybe we're talking about a very fine distinction here.  



So Eric, thanks for the question.  I'm sorry that I haven't given you a nice black and white answer on here.  But hopefully in the process of looking at this, I've helped to clarify some of the issues about typology in general.  And then you can take those and use them as you evaluate other things that you encounter in the Old Testament.  
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>> Is there any significance in the fact that the people twice repeat the oath to obey everything that God has told them to do.  Once in Verse 3 and once in Verse 7?  


>> Very good, Josh.  Excellent observation.  We've already commented upon the close relationship between Chapter 19 and Chapter 4.  You may recall that we commented upon the fact that there were several items in the text that helped to bracket this block of material.  And that one of those items is this repeated oath to obey everything that God commanded them.  That bracketing is a literary function in the text.  But more important than that literary function is the theological function of these oaths.  And so that's what I would like to talk about for a moment.  



First, you recall back in Chapter 19 we observe that God said that Israel could be his treasured possession if they would keep the covenant perfectly.  And so in Chapter 19 Verse 5 and 6 we read "Now, therefore, if you will, indeed, obey my voice" -- and here the Hebrew could probably be better translated "if you will fully obey my voice" or "completely obey my voice" -- "and keep my covenant, you shall be my treasured possession among all peoples.  For all the earth is mine.  And you shall be to me a kingdom of priests and a holy nation.  These are the words that you should speak to the people of Israel" -- talking to Moses there. And you recall that Israel swears to do exactly that in Chapter 19 Verse 8, "All the people answered together and said, 'All that the Lord has spoken, we will do.'"  So they understood.  God said to them "If you obey my voice and my covenant fully, perfectly, then you will be my treasured possession."  And the people said, "Yes, this is what we want to do."



That was actually before they heard what God wanted them to do. Remember, God didn't actually tell them what his stipulations were until the Ten Commandments and the Book of the Covenant.  And so now here in Chapter 24, we're after that.  After.  And they've heard all that God commands them to do.  And so in this covenant ceremony we come to Verse 7 where Moses takes the Book of the Covenant and reads it in the hearing of the people.  And they say here -- I'll quote again -- "All that the Lord has spoken, we will do and we will obey."  So the people -- once they've heard what God wants them to do, they affirm that they will do it.  And again, actually even before that in Verse 3 Moses had told them all the words of the Lord.  And the people answer with one voice and said, 'All the words that the Lord has spoken, we will do."



So three times here in this covenant formalization process.  Once before and twice after the people have heard what God has told them.  That he expects complete obedience on their part.  And they have sworn complete and perfect obedience.  And I think that we have to recognize here is that Israel is apparently sincere and confident that they can obey God's instructions and keep his laws perfectly.  



Now, there's one other aspect to this that we should note before we leave this issue.  And that is that there are no provisions for failure in this covenant.  If you look back at the material from Chapter 20 to Chapter 23, there are no atoning sacrifices specified at this point.  There are, you know, some feasts.  But those are not atoning feasts.  They are like the Thanksgiving harvest or something like that. There is no ritual for the forgiveness of sins that has been given to them at this point.  There are absolutely no provisions for failure.  Either they will keep the covenant perfectly and be God's treasured possession or they will not keep the covenant and not be God's perfect treasured possession.  



So at the end of Chapter 24 as we leave this covenant ceremony, we're left with one great unanswered question hanging like the sword of Damocles over the end of this text.  And that is:  What will happen if Israel fails to keep the covenant perfectly?  That's the question that we'll see becomes very critical in the next stage of the story of the book of Exodus.  
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>> Why did the Israelites return to the worship of the gods of Egypt after seeing what Yahweh had done to Pharaoh and his army at the Red Sea?  It seems like an unbelievably foolish choice.  They've seen the power of the true God.  How could they have turned away?  


>> I think that's a question, Nick, that probably everybody who reads this text wonders.  I think we need to be aware of the context here.  Note the intervening material between Chapter 24 where we looked at the end of the last text and now where we pick up the story here at the beginning of Chapter 32. This material in between includes instructions about the building of the tabernacle and associated matters.  Now, I mention this because in terms of the narrative, in terms of the things that happen in the story, the first thing that happens after the covenant ceremony in Chapter 24 is the episode of the golden calf in Chapter 32.  



So you have to kind of picture -- put yourself in the mind set of the story here.  We have just sworn three times that everything that God has commanded, we will do and keep perfectly.  And the next thing that happens is the episode of the golden calf where Israel not only fails to keep the covenant perfectly, it fails in just about the most spectacular way possible.  And not even with any time intervening.  So they could sort of forget what happened in the meantime.  So your question how they could possibly have done this is I think a very reasonable question here.  



Well, first, you know, maybe we want to try to figure out exactly what sin it was that Israel committed here.  We tend to think that we know that.  But let's look at the text and see what the text tells us. It appears that this happens because Moses is up on the mountain for 40 days and the people presume apparently that he's not going to come back.  So we read in Chapter 32 Verse 1, "When the people saw that Moses delayed to come down from the mountain" -- in other words, that he had taken a long time and hadn't come back yet -- "they gathered together with Aaron and said to him 'Make us gods who'll go up before us.  As for this Moses, the man who brought us up out of the land of Egypt, we do not know what has become of him.'"



So apparently at least in the mind of some of the Israelites -- and keep in mind here not all of the people of Israel would think the same way.  We know that the Levites and some people didn't because they didn't participate in this ceremony that's to follow.  So not everybody in Israel thought exactly the same way.  And some people in the group apparently thought that the fact that Moses didn't come back sort of discredited Moses' God.  And so they are looking for other gods.  "Make us some other gods who'll go before us because apparently this one has failed or abandoned us or something because he's not going to lead" -- "we're stuck here."



There's evidence, however, that some of the people in Israel understood what they were doing in a different way.  Namely, that they thought they were building this golden calf to worship Yahweh, not to worship some other gods.  So let's look at Verse 4.  Verse 4 says, "He" -- that is Aaron -- "received the gold from their hands and fashioned it with a graving tool and made a golden calf.  And they" -- that is the people -- "said, 'These are your gods, oh, Israel, who brought you up out of the land of Egypt.'"  Now, the Hebrew could also be translated at this point "This is your god, oh, Israel who brought you up out of the land of Egypt."  The word for God in Hebrew is always plural in form even when it's used of the singular God of Israel.  So the fact that it's plural in form here doesn't really mean anything.  Because it's always plural or virtually always plural.  I think there were actually three occurrences, if I remember correctly, in the Old Testament where the singular form of the word occurs.  But you don't want to know about that.  



So the point is there's some ambiguity here about whether we should understand this as singular or plural, especially because they say, "This is the god" -- "gods who brought you up out of the land of Egypt."  Now, they know the God who brought them up out of the land of Egypt was the God that Moses was associated with.  Namely, Yahweh.  So there were apparently or -- at least there's some evidence to suggest here that apparently some of the people thought that the golden calf was an image to be used to worship Yahweh.  



In fact, there's other evidence in the Old Testament that this is the case.  If we look to Nehemiah Chapter 9 Verse 18 where this episode on Mount Sinai is being discussed, there we read in Nehemiah when they made for themselves the golden calf and said -- here we do get the singular -- "This is your god who brought you up out of the land of Egypt."  We get the singular word for this and the singular verb there instead of the plurals that we get her in Exodus 32.  So when Nehemiah is talking about this, it's pretty clear that Nehemiah is referring to the fact that some of the people thought that this golden calf was being used to worship Yahweh.  In fact, we have more evidence for this, as well.  In I Kings 12 after the division of the kingdom after Solomon's death, the northern king, Jeroboam was troubled by the fact that the citizens in the north were going down to Jerusalem to worship.  So after a period of time he decides to build his own altar at Bethel to set up his own temple so his citizens wouldn't be going south and taking their money with them, by the way, and worshipping in Jerusalem.  This was a political or economic move but one that has theological implications. So there we read in I Kings 12 Verse 28, "The king took counsel and made two calves of gold.  And he said to the people 'You have gone up to Jerusalem long enough.  Behold, your gods, oh, Israel, who brought you up out of the land of Egypt.'"



And now it's clear in this case that the calves are intended to represent Yahweh.  Because they are identified with the gods that the people are going down to Jerusalem for, which is clearly Yahweh.  So this is being offered to them not as a way to worship other gods, but yet as a way to worship Yahweh without making the trek down to Jerusalem.  Because as he says this, again, I would translate it singular here.  "Behold your God, oh, Israel, who brought you up out of the land of Egypt."  Because clearly that's Jeroboam's intention. 

 

We talked about Nehemiah and we talked about Jeroboam in I Kings.  But there's evidence even within Chapter 32 here that other people understood this to be a worship of Yahweh.  And that's clearly what Aaron understood in Verse 5.  We read "When Aaron saw this" -- that is what the people were doing -- "he built an altar before it" -- namely, the golden calf.  "He built an altar before the golden calf.  And Aaron proclaimed and said, 'Tomorrow will be a feast to Yahweh.'" So clearly in Aaron's mind what they were doing was worshiping Yahweh using this golden calf as part of their worship to do so.  


So what commandment were the people breaking?  Were they breaking the commandment against worshiping other gods or were they breaking the commandment against making images?  Well, in the end it doesn't matter I suppose.  Both were commandments of God.  And the point probably is that God identifies them with one another because the use of an image, you'll recall, is connected to a different understanding of who God is in the Old Testament world than we have in the Bible.  An image is the presence of the god in that place as we talked about in our introductory material.  And so to use an image in the worship of God, even to use one in the worship of a true God even with good intentions -- and let's say that Aaron's intentions were good ones.  I think they probably were.  He seems to have been trying to do the right thing.  His pastoral leadership may require some judgment evaluation.  But at least his intentions appear to be good.  He's trying to worship the true God. 


But in God's mind, worshiping God in such a way that is contrary to the way that God has commanded or that suggests some confusion about who God is is, in effect, tantamount to worshiping another god.  And so in the end, from God's perspective, this is -- this is the same as worshiping false gods, even if they weren't intending to worship false gods. Because what they are doing is confusing the very concept of who God is by making this image.  And that helps us to understand that also that the making of an image that's prohibited in the Ten Commandments is not just a command about pictures of graphics.  But rather, it's a command that's intended to preserve the right understanding of who God is.  And so when they worshiped God here, it doesn't really make any difference whether they were worshiping false gods or worshiping Yahweh using an image.  They had clearly introduced confusion or falsehood into their understanding of who God was and what he was.  And that is probably the best explanation of the sin that God is condemning in their worship of the golden calf.  Keeping in mind that some people truly were worshiping other gods.  There's a mixed audience here.  And in fact, the very fact of lack of clarity in what they were doing is enough to earn God's condemnation in this case.  
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>> One of the things that struck me about this material is that it was Israel that sinned but most of the emphasis on the text seems to be on Moses rather than on Israel as a whole.  Is that a fair observation?  


>> It's certainly a fair observation, David.  And I'm glad to see that you're, you know, paying a lot of attention to details in the text like that.  Because it's when we begin to ask those kind of questions that we can find the right answers about what's happening in the text.  And you know, one of the things I've tried to emphasize throughout this course is that there's a real difference in exegetical reading of the text, which reads the text carefully and pays attention to the details like this.  There's a difference between that and casual devotional reading of the text that just kind of sort of waits for something to jump off the page and strike us as impressive.  So I'm glad to see that you've picked up the discipline of reading the text carefully.  



So what can we say about this emphasis on Moses here?  I think that it's -- we need to see it as part of the emphasis on the changing role of Moses throughout the second half of the book.  You recall that in the first part of the book up to Chapter 14, the role of Moses was a pretty straightforward and simple one.  God had charged him to go down to Egypt to confront Pharaoh, to deliver God's messages to Pharaoh with Aaron as his assistant to convince Pharaoh to let his people go and then to lead them out back to the mountain of God.  



So Moses was a -- Moses was a spokesman for God.  And he was a leader for the people.  But we've seen throughout the second part of the book if we're paying careful attention to the role of Moses that the role of Moses is changing and developing.  It's expanding. We've already seen that this was anticipated earlier in the book in Chapter 18 when Moses was talking with Jethro.  There Jethro says to Moses in Verse 19 "You will represent the people before God and bring their cases to God."  This is something that Moses hadn't been doing in the first part of the book.  "And you will warn them about the statues and laws and make them know the way in which they must walk and the things they must do."  So already here in Verse 18 we see a suggestion that Moses' role is going to be changing.  Moses is no longer just God's spokesman, certainly not to Pharaoh. 



So in Verses 19 -- excuse me; Chapters 19 to 23, we see Moses taking on the role of lawgiver.  He's the one who stands between God and the people.  The people have to stay at the foot of the mountain, remember?  And Moses is called by God to come up to the mountain to receive his instruction on how the people of Israel should live and to give it to the people.  And when the people are terrified by the theophany, the smoke and the fire and the thunder and the sound that they hear, they appeal to Moses to intercede for them, to stand between them and God so that they are not overwhelmed by the power of God.  



And so we see the role of Moses as an intermediary between Yahweh and his people beginning to develop in these chapters.  We see it again emphasized in that covenant ceremony that we looked at in Exodus Chapter 24.  There Moses functioned in a priestly function where he conducted the sacrifices.  He scattered the blood on the altar and upon the people.  And then in that chapter you will remember, too, he then also went with the elders up and dined before God and then went into the very presence of God to receive more teaching.  So there in Chapter 24 we see Moses taking on really for the first time in a formal way a priestly function, as well, what we would call a priestly function.  



In Chapter 33, we now get Moses in this section that we're looking at here functioning as an intercessor on behalf of the people.  So when the people sin, Moses goes before God in these chapters.  And he's, you know, taking on the role of saying to God "Don't punish these people.  Yes, they are a stiff-necked people.  Yes, they have sinned.  But remember, you know, your" -- "remember your reputation.  Why should the Egyptians say that you led them out into the desert just to destroy them?"  You know, "This would look bad for you." Moses tries to make several arguments here all together.  He first uses that one and then says, "Remember the promises you made to Abraham?"  And then he reminds God of the promises, as well.  So Moses takes on the role of one who intercedes for the people to try to get God to forgive them.  



And finally, he even offers himself as a kind of substitutionary atonement.  This isn't a real full substitutionary atonement here.  But it does sort of anticipate the substitutionary atonement that we get later in the book of Leviticus.  So in Verses 31 and 32 of Chapter 32 we read "Moses returned to the Lord and said, 'Alas, this people have sinned a great sin.  They have made for themselves gods of gold.  But now, if you will, forgive their sin.  But if not, please blot me out of the book that you have written." 



So Moses says, you know, "Please forgive them.  And if you can't forgive them, put your punishment upon me." And in this way we see the role of Moses expanding even further.  And as the book of Exodus proceeds, Moses increasingly becomes a type of Christ who takes on the role of the one who comes down from God.  Who becomes true man.  Who is the priest.  Who intercedes on behalf of the people.  And finally, truly does become the substitutionary atonement for the sins of the people.  



And so we see Moses' role developing here.  And the emphasis, David, that you pointed to of Moses in this text, you know, sort of underscores the fact that the -- what we might call the character development of Moses is a significant -- not just a significant literary aspect of the text, but a significant Christological and theological aspect of the second part of the book of Exodus that should remind us and point us to Christ and his work in the New Testament, as well.  
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>> Is the tent of meeting described in Chapter 33 the same as the tent of meeting that is talked about in relation to the tabernacle?  


>> Well, this is another one of those perennial questions, Eric.  And especially one that has troubled us in the last century.  Because historical criticism has made a big deal of the fact that we have discussion of the tabernacle related to the tent of meeting.  And then here in Chapter 33 we have a discussion of the tabernacle which seems to be different from that that we have with regard to the tent of meeting.  So I think you're right that we need to look at this question in a little more detail.  



Well, let's compare these two, the tabernacle that we had described in Chapters 25 to 31 and then will get described again later in the book and the tent of meeting/tabernacle that we have -- and we'll call it the one here that we have in Chapter 32 the tent of meeting and the other one we'll call the tabernacle just to keep them straight.  



First the tent of meeting here in Chapter 32, where is it located?  It is located outside the camp.  Our text makes that very clear.  That when the people want to inquire of the Lord, they go outside the camp to do so.  Whereas the tabernacle is to be located inside the camp.  In fact, at the center of the camp.  What about comparing the structure itself?  The tent of meeting is just a tent.  You know, just apparently from the description a single tent.  The tabernacle is more than a tent.  It is a -- what we might think of as a temple like structure.  It has a tent at the center of it.  But it also has the fence around it.  And it has the other elements that are part of the tabernacle complex.  So it's not the same kind of structure as the tent of meeting, as well.  Another way that we might compare these two is to ask what their purpose is.  The purpose of the tent of meeting as described here in Chapter 32 is oracular.  That is to say when Moses wants to talk with God or when an individual has a question they want to inquire about God from, they can come to the tent and seek an audience with God and, you know, have God hear their concerns and get a response.  We're not told here exactly how this works.  But it's clear that the function is one of communication primarily between God and Moses and the people.  Whereas the function of the tabernacle is different.  Its function is to have the organized worship, including later on we discover sacrifices, as well.  So it has an altar and it has things like that that are not in the tent of meeting because they serve different functions, as well.  



Now, what about the relationship of the presence of God to these two things?  Well, the presence of God in the tent of meeting is transitory.  God doesn't dwell in the tent of meeting.  We're told that when Moses goes there, that God would come down to meet with Moses there.  And then at the end, God would leave again.  So this is not a place where God dwells among his people.  It is, as the name, suggests a place where they meet.  However, in the tabernacle, the holy of holies in the tabernacle is a place where God's presence is permanently found among his people.  So no one can go in there except -- ultimately as we later learn, except the high priest.  And only on certain specified occasions.  Because the presence of God there is so intense that the people would be destroyed if they were to come into the full unshielded presence of God.  



And finally, we can compare these two on the matter of sort of who -- who works there.  That is to say:  What are the attendants of these?  In the tent of meeting the people who are engaged in working there we might say are Moses and Joshua, his assistant.  Moses goes and Joshua apparently stays there all the time.  He's the caretaker of the tent of meeting.  And Moses, you know, comes there when he wants to inquire of the Lord or when he's seeking God's information for someone else. Whereas for the tabernacle, the attendants are not Moses and Joshua but the priests who are called to serve in the tabernacle.  So if we compare what's said in the text about these two things, the tent of meaning and the tabernacle, we see they are really very different.  They are different with regard to location.  They are different with regard to the kind of structure they are.  They are different with regard to their purpose.  They are different with regard to the concept of how God is present in them.  And they are different with regard to their attendants and who works among them.  



So what do we make then of these?  Well, historical critics take the view, which you might expect by now, that what we have here are two different traditions that have gotten mixed together.  That the tent of meeting belongs either for some critics to J, for others to E.  Some even think it's kind of an independent floating tradition that we might call Tradition X that has sort of come into the text here.  And they think that the tabernacle belongs to the P tradition.  And what they think is that in the story these two just kind of got mixed together.  That the editor put the two together and did it in kind of a sloppy way so it's easy to get confused about which one is being spoken of here.  



By the way, the reason the historical critics think that the tabernacle belongs to the P tradition is they think it never really existed in Moses' time at all.  That it was merely an invention of the priesthood in the postexilic tradition that was trying to reassert the authority of the temple after the exile.  And in order to make it sort of more impressive, that they sort of invented a history for it and transported it into Israel's ancient past.  So it was really part of a power play of the priesthood in the postexilic period.  And that's why critics have attributed this to the so-called P source.  



Now, conservatives obviously would reject that view because of -- not only because of its theological implications, but also simply on the basis of its authorship of the Pentateuch.  But how do conservatives respond to this question about the relationship between the tent of meeting and the tabernacle?  Generally speaking, conservative scholars fall into one of two categories.  And one is to see the tent of meeting as a temporary thing that was only in use during this time of -- before the tabernacle came into being.  



In other words, this was Moses' private tent, if you will.  The place where Moses met with God outside the camp.  And that this -- we're told in Exodus 32 or it's described in such a way as to suggest that this was sort of a habitual action on Moses' part.  And Moses would go out to that sort of every day or from time to time and seek God's guidance as he led the people on.  And that this was a completely different thing from the tabernacle, which God later gave in order to -- for Israel to have a place for worship and a place for God to dwell in their midst. 

 

So conservatives sometimes see these as two completely unrelated things, one that was temporary and one that was permanent later.  With the tabernacle another approach that's used by some conservatives is similar but slightly different.  And that is to suggest that the tent of meeting that we have here in Exodus 32 was later incorporated into the tabernacle as a whole.  And the reason for that is that in several places in the Old Testament, including, for example, Chapter 40 Verse 22 where it's very obvious there, that the tent that is in the center of the tabernacle is also called the tent of meeting. And so the suggestion some conservative scholars have is that what happened was when the tabernacle was built, this tent that was Moses' private tent became the tent that was -- or at least was incorporated into the tent that was at the heart of the tabernacle.  Now, the text doesn't tell us that specifically.  But that may be a correct interpretation.  



There's another alternative that can explain why the tent in the tabernacle is also called the tent of meeting.  That might be simply to conclude that the phrase "tent of meeting" is not just the name of a particular tent but is sort of a general phrase to describe any place where a meeting might occur.  And since the tent in the tabernacle is the place where the priests come and the place where the high priest enters into the holy of holies, that, you know, it qualifies as a tent of meeting, even if it's not the same as the tent of meeting.  



So conservatives would either say that these were two different things, one temporary, one permanent.  Or that they were one thing in the sense that the tent of meeting became incorporated into the later tabernacle.  What conservatives would not do is to do what critical scholars do and suggest that these are essentially corresponding things in two different literary traditions that get edited together in a fairly sloppy way so that they get confused with one another.  That seems to me to be an unacceptable explanation of the problem of the relationship between the tent of meeting and the tabernacle in the book of Exodus.  
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>> I was somewhat confused by Moses' request that the presence of God go up to the Promised Land with the people.  Wasn't God already present with them in the cloud and the pillar of fire?  


>> Nick, this question takes us back to the central theme of the second part of the book of Exodus.  Namely, what does it mean for Israel to be the people of God?  



You remember that we saw at the end of Chapter 24 we had a big unanswered question.  Namely, what would happen if the people failed to keep the terms of the covenant perfectly as God had demanded of them and as they had themselves promised to do?  So what we have in this response in our text here in Chapter 33 and continues into Chapter 34 is the resolution of that unanswered question and also the resolution of the central question of the second half of the book.  Namely, what does it mean for Israel to be the people of God?  And ultimately, we see that answer here in Chapter 33 and in Chapter 34. So these two chapters together are, theologically speaking, the crucial central theological constructions in the second part of the book of Exodus.  So we need to pay very careful attention to what's said here and see what it says for Israel and also what it says for us about what it means to be the people of God.  



So as you read already in reading the text in Chapters 32 and 33, God's immediate response is to -- he decides to destroy the people.  And Moses intercedes on behalf of the people and persuades God not to destroy them this.  And so then as a fallback position as it were, God says, "Okay.  I won't destroy them.  But I'm still going to judge them in some way."  And here is the judgment that God pronounces at the beginning of Chapter 33.  Let's read this carefully.  He says -- "Yahweh says to Moses, 'Get out of here.  Get out of this place, you and the people whom you brought up from the land of Egypt'" -- I love that these are now the people that Moses brought.  God doesn't have anything to do with them anymore. "'You and the people you brought up from the land of Egypt to the land I swore on oath to give to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob by saying to your seed, 'I will give it.'"  Here's a place where the Old Testament quotes the other parts of the Old Testament.  And then God says -- and then we come to the rub of the matter in Verse 2.  God says, "I will send a messenger before you.  And I will drive out the Canaanites" -- et cetera -- "to a land flowing with milk and honey.  But I will not go up in your midst because you are a stiff-necked people, lest I consume you on the way."  So God's judgment is he will not be present among them because they are a stiff-necked people.  If God was present among them, his presence among them would destroy them because he can't have -- he will not tolerate unholiness in his presence.  And so in a sense, in a gracious way, God says, "I'm judging you.  I'm withdrawing my presence from you.  I'm still going to keep the promise that I gave to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.  I'm still going to give you the land that I promised.  But the change is that I'm not going to dwell with you in that land anymore or ever for that matter."



And the response is shock on the part of Israel.  Because they understand that to have the land but without Yahweh's presence among them is disastrous for them.  And Moses immediately intercedes again on behalf of the people to try to convince God not to deny them his presence.  And so you can hear almost the pleading tone in Moses' voice.  You know, let's pick up again in Chapter -- excuse me, Verse 12 of Chapter 33.  "Moses says to Yahweh, 'See, you say to me bring up this people but you haven't let me know whom you will send with me.  Yet you said, 'I know you by name and I found favor in your sight.'  So if I have found favor in your sight, show me your ways that I may know how to find favor in your sight and consider, too, that this nation is your people.'" So Moses here is pleading with God that God would continue to give Moses access to God's presence, show him his ways so that he would know how to lead the people.  And Moses reminds God that "It was at your command that I led these people out of here.  And you have said that this is your people.  And you've said that I've found favor in your sight."  So Moses is saying to God "Remember all the promises that you gave?  Remember all the things that you have said?"  And "Don't abandon us."  And so God says -- God is persuaded by Moses and says, "My presence will go with you and I will give you rest."



And Moses at this point doesn't take yes for an answer.  He continues to plead.  Even though God has agreed to what Moses wants, Moses can't believe it almost.  And so he goes on and he repeats it again.  He says in Verse 15 "He" -- that is Moses -- "said to him" -- and this is -- it's actually good for us that Moses does say this.  Because it helps us to understand something very important theologically here. In Verse 15 Moses says, "If your presence will not go with me, do not bring us up from here.  For how shall it be known that I have found favor in your sight, I and your people?  Is it not in your going with us so that we are distinctive, I and your people, from every other people on the face of the earth?"  And Yahweh said to Moses "This very thing you have spoken I will do." So Moses repeats the plea again, "Please don't abandon us.  Go with us.  Because it's your presence with us that makes us different from all the other people.  And how will we continue to have any existence as a people if you do not go with us?" 



So now we return to that central question of the second part of the book of Exodus.  What is it -- what does it mean for Israel to be the people of Yahweh?  What defines Israel as the people of Yahweh?  In Jewish tradition it is the fact that the people possess the Torah that the -- the law that makes them special, that makes them different among all the peoples of the earth.  But is that what the text says here?  No.  According to this word of God, it's not the possession of the torah that makes Israel special, that defines them as the people of God.  What about the covenant?  You know, often in materials that we read from evangelical circles, especially sort of heavily Presbyterian ones, we get the impression that it's the fact that God made a covenant with them that makes them special.  That sort of makes them -- the covenant defines them as the people of God.  



But that's not what this text says.  That's not -- when they appeal and God answers, it's not on the basis of the fact that they have this contract, this treaty or covenant.  But rather, it's the presence of God with his people that defines the Hebrews or Israel as the people of God.  As long as God is present with them, they are surely God's people.  And they can be confident of him and of their relationship with him because of his dwelling with them.  When he removes his presence, they no longer have the confidence that they have any hope of their relationship with God.  



And so this passage, Verses 15 and 16 of Chapter 33, are crucial theologically -- excuse me; they are crucial to our theological understanding of who Israel was as the people of God and upon who we are as the people of God.  So Moses says again "If your presence is not going, don't send us up.  For how shall it be known that I have found favor in your sight, I and your people?  Is it not by your going with us that we are distinguished, I and your people, from all the other people on the face of the earth?"  So a critical theological point in Israel's coming to understand what it means for them to be the people of God and also for us to understand what it means for us to be the people of God.  



Well, before we leave this, we should ask the question:  Upon what does God's presence depend?  In other words, how can Israel know that God is going to be present within them?  And here in Verse 19 we read he said "I will cause my goodness to pass over before you.  And I will define the name Yahweh in your presence."  And then he says, "I will be gracious upon whom I will be gracious.  And I will have compassion upon whom I will have compassion." So God makes it clear in this context that there's nothing that Israel can do to manipulate God's presence.  There's nothing that they can do to control God, to sort of guarantee by their actions that God will be there.  But rather, it is God's gracious choice that determines his presence with his people.  It depends not upon Israel and what they do.  But rather, upon God and who he is that assures them of his presence among them.  



And one last thing before we leave this that we probably should mention, as well.  And that is:  What is the result of God's presence among them?  If we turn back to Verse 14, I think God makes it clear.  He says when he's speaking to Moses "My presence will go with you and I will give you rest." Now, this is the first time we've encountered this idea of the people of Israel being given rest.  But this is really a very major theological theme.  Not so much in the book of Exodus.  It is mentioned here.  But it's really -- this is one of those themes that is introduced here that develops in a major way in the rest of the Old Testament and also becomes very important in the New Testament.  



It is connected to the notion of the Sabbath, although a different word is used in Hebrew.  But you know, the idea here is that the Sabbath rest is a sort of physical rest from labor.  But it is in some way, if we can call it that, a type.  It points to a greater rest that God will have for his people.  When God restores the relationship that was broken at the fall, then he gives his -- he calls his people into a greater rest, one that -- in which their confidence and their security depends not upon what they do but upon what God himself has done.  And so God says, "My presence among you gives you rest.  It brings you to the point where you can be at peace in your relationship with me and rest from your labors.  Because it depends not upon you and what you do, but upon me and my gracious will toward you." 



This ultimately points us to Christ in the New Testament.  And the book of Hebrews picks this up and expresses it beautifully as we point out in Chapter 3 here.  There's a long discussion of this, by the way, in the book of Hebrews in Chapters 3 and 4.  And we won't bother to look at in detail here.  But let me just quote a couple of things to show you how this develops in the New Testament.  So there the author of the book of Hebrews is quoting God.  And he says, "As I swore in my wrath they will not enter my rest."  In other words, here he's talking not now about this but actually about -- if my memory serves me correctly, about the spies.  That God is frustrated with their lack of faith that they won't follow him.  So therefore, they won't be able to enter into the rest that they should have because of their lack of faith. And the author of the book of Hebrews picks up on this and develops this theme until we come in Chapter 4 to Verses 8 to 10.  And there we read in part "For if Joshua had given them rest, God would not have spoken of another day later on.  So there remains a Sabbath rest for the people of God.  For whoever has entered into God's rest has rested from his works as God did from his.  Rest for the people of God." 



So the author of the book of Hebrews makes it clear that this notion of rest that is introduced here is really what in theology we would call a soteriological concept.  That is to say it's connected to the doctrine of salvation.  That understanding what it means to be saved, what it means to be in that right relationship to God, is to understand that God himself accomplishes all that is necessary, both to bring us into that relationship and to keep us into that relationship by his grace.  So that all that is -- all that we do is rest and be at peace in what God has done.  And so in the New Testament Jesus can say, "Come to me all who labor and are heavy laden and I will give you rest."  



So this notion of the presence of God is the central theological issue in the second half of the book of Exodus because it defines Israel as the people of God.  And it also shows to them that their relationship with God depends not upon them and what they do, but upon God and his gracious disposition toward them.  And that's a theological matter that brings us to the heart of the Gospel in the book of Exodus and helps us to appropriate the Exodus account in our preaching and teaching in our day, as well.  
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>> What does it mean in Chapter 33 Verse 23 that Moses was only able to see the back of God?  


>> Josh, I think this takes us back to the very first text that we looked at in the book of Exodus way back in Chapter 3.  You remember in that text that Moses sought to know more about God than God was ready to reveal to him at that time.  So he asked to know the name of God.  And when we looked at that passage, I pointed out that God responded to Moses in such a way that told Moses something but also preserved God's illusiveness and his hiddeness.  What in theology we refer to as the deus abscontatus, the hidden God.  



And I think we find that this text here, this part of Chapter 33 sort of returns to the same idea that we saw already back in Chapter 3.  And so to set the context here, you'll remember God had said that he was going to send Israel up but that his presence wouldn't go with them.  And Moses had interceded and he said, "Please send your presence with us."  And God said, "Yes, okay, I will."  And Moses was not willing to take yes for an answer.  So he repeats the question again.  You know, "Please don't send us up if your presence won't go with us."  And God says yes again.  



And at that point Moses apparently thinks "I'm on a roll here so I'll just go a step further."  And he says -- in Verse 18 Moses says, "Show me your glory."  Here the subject has pretty quickly changed.  We're not talking about God going up with Israel anymore.  We're now -- this is -- Moses has changed to something that's a personal revelation to him.  The topic has shifted pretty dramatically here.  And he -- that is God -- said in Verse 19 in response "I will make my goodness pass before you and I will" -- most of these translations translate "I will proclaim before you my name, the Lord."  But here is a case where I think a better Hebrew translation would be something like this:  "I will make my goodness pass before you and I will define for you my name, Yahweh." Because the idiom here in Hebrew is one that's used to define things.  It is the word to proclaim.  But the word proclaim when used with the preposition that's followed here can mean either to give something a name or to define the name, to declare, to show what that name means.



And that's really what's being done here.  And this is done in the next chapter, in Chapter 34, when God defines the meaning of the name Yahweh for Moses.  But here he's telling him what he's going to do.  He says, "I will make my goodness pass before you and I will define for you my name, Yahweh.  And I will be gracious upon whom I will be gracious and show mercy upon whom I will show mercy."  Verse 20, "But he" -- that is Yahweh -- "said, 'You cannot see my face, for no man can see me and live.'  Then the Lord said, 'Behold, there is a place nearby me where you can stand upon the rock while my glory passes by.  And I will put you in a cleft of the rock.  And I will put my hand in front of you until I pass by.  Then I will take my hand away and you can see my back; but my face shall not be seen."



So here in this encounter you see what Moses is seeking is -- he uses the words "Show me your glory."  But God understands him to be asking for a full revelation of who God is.  That's what he means when he says "my face" in this context.  He means sort of "Let me see the whole deal" as we would say today.  "Give me a full insight into you."  And I said Moses is pressing because he's been on a roll.  God has been granting him everything he's asked for.  And so now he asks for the most that he could possibly ask for.  And God says -- first he reminds him of his illusiveness.  He says, "I'll be gracious upon whom I'll be gracious.  I will show mercy upon whom I will show mercy."  He says, you know, "Just a reminder, Moses, that sort of I'm God.  I'm in charge here.  I'll be the one who decides how much I reveal of myself and to whom and how I reveal it.  But I will give you something more than I have given you before."  



And it's hard for us to know exactly what Moses saw from this description.  In fact, there's no way that we can know.  But remember, Moses has been meeting with God in the tent of meeting.  So he has been meeting and has been in the presence of God.  And so pretty clearly from this text Moses is seeking to see something that he hasn't seen before.  And God is going to show him more than he has seen before.  But just not everything that Moses wants to see.  



Here again, Moses seeks to know more about God than God chooses to reveal.  Moses is engaged in what in theology we call theology of glory.  He wants to understand God fully and be able to explain all of God's actions.  And God preserves his freedom of movement, his illusiveness.  Moses seeks to see God's glory.  And isn't it fascinating that God says in response that "I will show you my goodness"?  You see, Moses wants a full understanding of God's power.  And God says, "It's more important that you understand that I am God than that you understand that I am powerful.  My power I've demonstrated, you know, in defeating the gods of the Egyptians.  Now I'm going to show you what you really need to understand.  Namely, my goodness."



So God in his greater wisdom chooses to show something to Moses that's a far greater value than the revelation of power and glory that Moses is seeking.  And he couples that with the revelation of his name.  He promises to define the name Yahweh.  And as I said, this is not fulfilled until the next chapter in Chapter 34.  And so we'll look at that passage in a moment.  But God -- in doing this God both asserts his illusiveness, the deus abscontatus, and he shows Moses a greater mercy and a greater grace than Moses was seeking, even though Moses thought that he was seeking the most that he could possibly seek from God.  So by seeing God's back, here that's the sort of language that's used.  And keep in mind, human language isn't really designed to be able to express everything about God.  Human language is designed to give us a way to talk about our world and to communicate with one another.  



When it comes to talking about God, human language creeks and fails at its ability to express things.  And so here the idea of seeing God's back is something of a metaphorical way of saying that he can see God but he can't see the full revelation that is associated with seeing God's face. So in this way, Moses -- rather, God allows Moses to see him.  But at the same time, he refrains from showing himself fully to Moses.  He both reveals himself and hides himself.  He preserves the hiddeness of God and at the same time shows Moses something far more valuable:  His goodness.  
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>> When I read in Chapter 34 Verse 7 that God will hold the third and fourth generations guilty of the sins of the fathers, I thought that God is being unjust.  How could this God of love hold children, grandchildren and great, great grandchildren responsible for the sins of their ancestors?  


>> Well, Nick, this really is a critical text in the Old Testament.  And it's closely related, of course, to the passage in the Ten Commandments where the -- a similar phrase occurs about God showing grace to thousands but not -- but visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children to the third and fourth generation.  I think the first thing that we need to do is to clarify what is being said actually in this text when God says this.  



First -- and this is a matter of translation so you kind of have to take my word for it.  In Hebrew in these two passages here in Chapter 34 and in Chapter 20, there is no word for generation.  The word in Hebrew is thirds and fourths, and thirds means the third group or the third generation and fourths means the fourth group or the fourth generation.  And the same is true -- and here is where most English translations fail us because they don't treat this consistently. The text also says thousands.  And we must understand that thousands in this context to mean a thousand generations.  A thousand groups just as thirds means third generations and fourths means four generations.  So thousands must be a thousand generations.  



Now, the reason I make this point and make it so aggressively, if you will, is that the way we usually translate this text leads us to misunderstand this text, to turn it exactly upside down of what it's trying to say.  Because to us, we hear third and fourth generations as a lot.  And a few thousand as not as much.  So it seems to us that in the -- what's being said is that God will have mercy on a few thousand.  But that he will hold generations upon generations guilty for the sins of the fathers.  In other words, that God's judgment outweighs his grace and his mercy.  And that's exactly the opposite of what the text is trying to do.  This text is trying to draw a contrast between the meagerness of God's judgment that extends only to three or four generations and the tremendous extent of God's grace which extends to a thousand generations.  And so in the -- this cosmic scale of God's justice, you've got three or four generations here and a thousand generations here.  And so this text is trying to emphasize the great extent of God's grace and mercy, not his wrathfulness and his judgment.  And in classical theology, we have sort of a name for this.  When we say that the -- the judgment of God, the law, is God's foreign work and the Gospel, God's graciousness, is God's primary or rightful work.  And so this contrast between the foreign work of God and the genuine work of God that we make in our systematic theology also comes in -- or is expressed in this text here.  



But almost everybody reads this the way that you read it, Nick.  Because frankly, sloppy translation of the Hebrew which gives the exact opposite meaning of what's intended by the text.  And it's simply just a matter of inconsistency, of the translator not translating the text in a consistent way here.  Unfortunately, this has become one of the texts where everybody has heard it one way and, therefore, translators hate to translate it any other way.  Because people are so used to hearing it a certain way, that -- translators are human, too.  And so they think they read it when, in fact, they are only just repeating what they are used to hearing in the King James. 


So the first thing we need to do within this -- we need to deal within this text is to make sure we understand what the emphasis is.  The emphasis here is not on God's judgment.  But the emphasis -- he's using the generation thing as a way of emphasizing the greatness of God's grace versus the meagerness of his wrath.  And that point is reinforced by what God says directly when he defines the name Yahweh here.  



So let's look at the definition of the name Yahweh.  We were talking about Chapter 34.  We pointed out that there God says he was going to define for Moses the meaning of the name Yahweh.  Now, this is at least the third time in the book of Exodus in the text that we've looked at that we have had what we might call divine self revelation passages.  We had that one in Chapter 3 where we had, you know, "I will be who I will be."  The emphasis was on preserving God's illusiveness there.  We had the one in Exodus 6 about the name Yahweh.  And the emphasis there was on connecting the name Yahweh to the redemptive mission that God was in the midst of at that point. And now we come to the third of these revelatory passages that we are going to look at here in this class.  And this is in some ways -- well, I was going to say it is the most important.  It balances the other two.  And the other two were in the first part of the book.  So they were important, too.  The theological point about Yahweh as redeemer.  This one is in the second part of the book and it deals with a different subject.  Namely, Israel's relationship to Yahweh.  So this is the most important one in the second part of the book because it's here in this text that Yahweh -- that Israel finally learns who Yahweh is and what it means for them to be his people.  So let's read it.  



Exodus Chapter 34 Verses 5 to 7.  "Yahweh descended in a cloud and stood with him there."  And again, the English translations usually say "proclaimed the name Yahweh."  But I'm going to translate it correctly.  "Yahweh descended in a cloud and stood before him and defined the name Yahweh.  Yahweh passed before him and Yahweh proclaimed" -- and here we have the quotation following Yahweh is "a God of mercy and gracious, slow to anger, abounding in grace and truth, extending grace to a thousand generations, forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin.  But who'll by no means clear the guilty visiting the inequity of the fathers on the children and the children's children to the third and fourth generation."



Now, the emphasis throughout this text is on God's grace.  And the note at the end about God inflicting judgment upon three or four generations is just as a reminder as St. Paul says in the New Testament "Shall we continue to sin so grace may abound?  By no means."  That's not the point that God is trying to make here.  If forced to do so by our continued unrepentance and rejection of Christ, God will judge those who are separated from him.  But it's not his desire to do so.  That's why Christ became man, to bring God's grace to the whole world.  



So there are a couple of things that involve translation here.  Most English translations mistranslate Verse 6 and they translate something like "Yahweh passed before him and said, 'Yahweh, Yahweh is a gracious God.'"  I won't bore you with the details of that.  You'll just have to take my word for it that it's a slight mistranslation.  It doesn't really effect the meaning here.  But it is a sort of clumsy translation of the text.  The text should read "Yahweh passed before him and Yahweh proclaimed," quote, "'Yahweh is a God gracious and merciful," et cetera, et cetera.  



So this text completes the answer to the question that we posed at the beginning of this course:  Who is Yahweh?  It completes the answer to the question:  What does it mean for Israel to be the people of Yahweh and for us to be the people of Yahweh?  And it shows Israel and it shows us that the understanding of what it means to be the people of God can only be comprehended in the light of the former question.  In other words, who is Yahweh.  We can only understand what it means to be the people of God by understanding who Yahweh is.  So in this text which defines Yahweh.  



In fact, Martin Luther refers to this as a sermon on the name Yahweh.  And Luther has got it exactly right.  This is really the place in the book of Exodus where the name Yahweh is defined in the technical sense.  And it is defined in this way:  "Yahweh is a gracious and merciful God.  Slow to anger, abounding in kesid" -- that word we've talked about before -- "and truth.  Keeping kesid for a thousand generations" and so forth.  This is who God is.  God is the merciful and gracious one.  The one that is faithful in maintaining his grace.  The one who relates to his people in terms of kesid.  In fact, that's why this passage, Exodus 34 Verses 5 to 7, is the most quoted confession of faith in the Old Testament.  This section is quoted eight times in the Old Testament.  Not always verbatim.  But almost verbatim.  It's quoted in Psalm 86:15.  It's quoted in Psalm 103:8.  It's quoted in Psalm 145:8.  It's quoted in Numbers 14:18.  It's quoted by the prophet Joel in Chapter 2:13.  It's quoted by the prophet Nahum Chapter 1:3.  It's quoted by Nehemiah, Chapter 9:17.  And it's quoted by Jonah, Chapter 4:2.  And all of those are direct or almost direct quotations of this Verse. As I said, it's the most quoted passage in the Old Testament.  It's also alluded to one way or another in passing probably 100 other times in the Old Testament.  This really is the core of Israel's understanding about who Yahweh is and about how they live in the presence of Yahweh.  This is the basis of all of Israel's later reflection upon Yahweh's identity and his deeds and upon their and our relationship to him.  



And so it's not surprising then that the Gospel of John applies this passage to Jesus.  And I want to make sure that we call our attention to this.  Because it's -- it's one of those things that's very easy to miss because the difference between reading Greek and reading Hebrew.  So here I'm going to translate a phrase of the Hebrew very literally for you.  It's not the way that most English translations have it.  Because most English translations try to smooth it out a bit.  But I'm going to translate it very literally here.  From Exodus 34, the end of Verse 6, there we read "Yahweh is a God gracious and merciful, slow to anger." And here is the part I want to translate carefully.  "Abounding in grace and truth."  Okay?  Now, the Gospel of John picks this up in John Chapter 1:14 when God says, "The Word became flesh and dwelled among us.  And we have seen his glory, the glory of the only Son from the Father full of grace and truth."  And again three verses later, Verse 17, John says, "The law was given through Moses.  Grace and truth came from Jesus Christ." What John says here -- in fact, the language in Greek plaras karatos ki alathias, abounding in grace and truth, reflects the Hebrew language abounding in kesid wa imeth.  The language isn't the same.  Obviously I used different words.  But even the phraseology is similar here.  



These are the -- this is the point I want to make for you.  Here in Exodus 34 and in John Chapter 1 in the two places I quoted, these are the only places in the entire Bible where this phrase "abounding in grace and truth" occur.  And most of the time we don't make the connection between them because of the failure of translators to -- you know, to translate the Hebrew in Exodus 34 precisely enough.  They tend to try to smooth it out because it's a complex passage.  But in this case, the -- you know, God is in the details, if you will, here.  And the detail is a crucial one.  



Because what John is saying is that the God who revealed himself to Moses as full of grace and truth, as keeping kesid with his people, is revealed to the whole in Jesus Christ.  So this passage, Exodus 34 Verse 5 to 7, is made by John.  It's one of the most important Christological passages in the entire Old Testament.  Because he quotes this, this self definition of Yahweh, and says, "If you want to see he who Yahweh is" -- remember in the context Moses had asked to see God's glory and God says, "I will show you my goodness."  And if you want to see God's goodness revealed to the world, John says we see that in the one who became flesh to reveal God's kesid imeth, his grace and truth to us.  



By the way, this phrase "grace and truth" both in the Old Testament and the New Testament are a little clumsy sounding.  What does that mean, grace and truth?  The two words don't quite seem to go together.  This is a grammatical construction that in Hebrew we call hinditis.  Hinditis means using two words to express a single idea.  And so true grace is what is meant by grace and truth.  The phrase grace and truth means true grace.  So Yahweh is true grace.  And the true grace of God is revealed to all mankind through Jesus Christ.  And that's why this passage here in Exodus 34 Verse 5 to 7 is not only the central confession of faith in the Old Testament, it's not only the clearest expression in the Old Testament of who Yahweh is and what it means for us to be the people of God, but also for us the clearest, one of the most important Christological passages in the entire Old Testament.  
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>> At the end of Chapter 34, Moses tells all the people the instructions that God has given them but they do not have another covenant ceremony.  Was that because they did not need one since they had already done that back in Chapter 24?  


>> Well, David, I'm glad you noticed that.  Because this is another place in the text where the Gospel is really in the details of the text here.  That's why when we do exegesis, we look at the details very carefully.  



The answer is that they didn't have a covenant ceremony here not because they didn't need one because they already had one.  But because their understanding of the nature of their relationship with Yahweh has been radically altered as a result of the events of Chapter 32 and 33 and 34.  What we learn from this is that the covenant terms that begin in Exodus 20 that we talked about earlier in the course, these are rooted in the notion that Yahweh is the redeemer.  Remember the Ten Commandments begins with that notion, that "I am Yahweh, your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt." So this is rooted -- the covenant there in Chapter 24 is really rooted in the notion that Yahweh is the redeemer.  


Here in Chapter 34 this -- I guess we can call it renewal of the covenant here in Chapter 34 is rooted in the understanding that Yahweh is the one who does kesid or grace or mercy in relation to his people.  So let's just look at this detail. You're quite right.  After this description of God's name that we encountered early in Chapter 34, there's a long section where the conditions of the covenant are repeated and summarized.  And at the end of that, we come to the point where we would expect the people to do what they did before.  Namely, to say, "All that God has commanded, we will do."  Let's look at what actually happens here.  



We're starting with Verse 29.  "When Moses came down from Mount Sinai with the two tablets of the Testimony in his hands, as he came down from the mountain Moses didn't know that the skin of his face shone because he had been talking to God.  Aaron and all the people of Israel saw Moses and, behold, the skin on his face shone and they were afraid to come near him." That's an interesting detail but it's not quite so theologically important as what follows. Verse 31, "Moses called to them and Aaron and all the leaders of the congregation returned to him and Moses talked with them.  Afterward all of the people of Israel came near and he commanded them all that Yahweh had spoken with him in Mount Sinai.  When Moses had finished speaking with them, he put a veil over his face.  Whenever Moses went in and out before Yahweh to speak with him, he would remove the veil until he came out.  And when he came out and told the people of Israel what was commanded, the people of Israel would see the face of Moses," et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.  



Now, as you quite rightly noted, David, what is the response of the people when Moses comes down from the mountain and tells them all of the conditions of the covenant?  Yeah, that's it exactly.  It's stone cold silence.  The people respond not at all.  Every other time in the book of Exodus where this has happened where Moses has told the people what God expects of them, they've responded by saying, "Yes, we'll do everything that God commands.  We'll do it perfectly."



Here as the covenant is renewed after the golden calf, Moses tells the people what God expects of them.  And they stand in silence before Moses and before God.  Because they realize that there is nothing that they can say.  They understand that their relationship with God depends upon God's gracious disposition toward them and not upon their keeping the covenant.  What they've learned as a result of this experience is that their redemption is Yahweh's work alone.  They didn't contribute anything to being brought out of Egypt.  They weren't even all that enthusiastic about it, if you recall.  And they are remaining God's people.  This is also Yahweh's work alone.  



They might like to keep the covenant perfectly.  They certainly were enthusiastic when they swore they would do so.  But they now realize they are unable to keep the covenant perfectly.  So their being in that covenant relationship with Yahweh depends not upon their ability to keep God's commands perfectly, but rather solely upon God's kesid.  Upon his grace, his mercy, his faithfulness to them rather than their piety, their goodness, or their faithfulness to God.  So in this way Israel has finally learned what it means to be the people of God. And as a result, they can only stand in silence and receive God's teaching and trust upon his grace when they fail to keep it.  
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>> What did the tabernacle actually look like?  


>> Joshua, we were reading all of those details in Exodus Chapter 40.  And I'll admit that it's hard to get a mental picture sometimes of what the tabernacle or the temple for that matter later in the Old Testament actually looked like.  So I think it's valuable for us to make sure that we have at least a general picture in mind of the tabernacle.  So I've got a slide for you here.  You can see a view of the tabernacle and what it looks like.  And I want to call your attention to the key features, the ones that you should see and know.  



First, the overall size of the tabernacle, 100 cubits, about 150 feet long.  That's roughly half the length of a football field long.  And 50 cubits wide.  That's -- 50 cubits is 75 feet wide.  So it's roughly -- that's half the width of its length.  That's not so important.  Within the fence that establishes the perimeter of the tabernacle there are several things that you should be able to identify.  Moving from the outside in, in the center of the courtyard is the bronze altar.  This is the altar where most of the sacrifices would have taken place.  So it's an important place where the people would have come for their -- to make their sacrifices.  There's also closer to the tent -- from that between the altar and the tent there is the basin, sometimes the Great Sea as it's called.  The large water basin there, which is an important feature of the tabernacle.  Then we come to the tent.  That is the -- sort of the central -- not geographically central but theologically central part of the tabernacle.  And in this tent there are several elements that are also part of the temple later on.  Looking at this on the north side or the top side of the picture as we're looking at it, there is a little table, a golden table, which contains the bread.  And the bread symbolizes the presence of Yahweh.  So it's the bread of the presence.  And this table is an important symbol of Yahweh's presence there.  



Another important symbol is sort of on the south side at roughly the same place in the tabernacle.  And that is the lamp stand, which is also made of gold.  This land stand usually pictured sort of like a traditional Jewish menorah with the light on the stand as another symbol of God's presence there.  The third thing in the outer part of the tent is the altar of incense.  And this is the place where incense is burned in the tabernacle.  And when incense is burned, of course, not only is the aroma given off and the aroma is, again, a symbol of God's presence, but also the smoke that rises from the incense is a sample of the prayers and offerings of God rising to him in heaven.  



So in our liturgy, you know, we have the "Let my prayers rise before you" incense.  So the incense is an important symbol.  It both represents the presence of God there in the midst of its people and also God is receiving -- in his presence receiving the prayers of the people who rise to him.  So there's -- all this stuff in the tabernacle is all very valuable theological symbolism.  And you know, it's unfortunate that we -- that modern American Christians in particular have tended to sort of lose touch with these symbols that are so important to the Old Testament and sort of graphically valuable to us today.  



The inner part of the tent then is a small area about 15 feet square, 10 cubits square, that we usually describe with the phrase the holy of holies.  Now that phrase "holy of holies" is the Hebrew way of saying the most holy place.  
The technical name for this in Hebrew is the dabere.  And the dabere is that part of the tabernacle or the temple that is the place where God dwells.  It is the place where the presence of God actually resides.  



Outside that in the outer part we have symbols of God's presence.  Because remember, not even the priest could go into the holy of holies.  So they have out there various symbols of God's presence.  But here in the holy of holies we have the reality of God's presence as he dwells in the midst of his people.  And so this is the place where God dwells with them.  



And so as we come to the end of the book of Exodus -- and this is not only the end of the book.  It's obviously the last passage we're going to read since it's the very end -- the building of the tabernacle is a way of sort of bringing together, tying together at the end all of the theological themes of the Old Testament and culminating with the fact that the promise of God's presence that he had given them implied throughout the first part of the book and becomes explicit in the second part of the book.  And especially as we saw in Chapters 33 and 34 that now becomes a concrete reality for them.  And so this is a very important theological expression, even though it's kind of dry reading for us as we read it today. This is sort of unexciting.  It's kind of hard to sort of grit your teeth and read through this.  But we need to look beyond the sort of boring words and realize the value of the theological statement that's being made here: that God has come to dwell with his people.  And it's in the dwelling of the presence of God with his people that they find their identity as Moses pointed out in Chapter 3 and also their security as the people of God.  



So here earlier in the course when we were talking about going up on the mountain, we talked about this concept of sacred space.  Here in the tabernacle and later on in the temple we get this theology of sacred space enacted in the space.  So as we move from outside the area to within the fence and then to within the tabernacle or tent proper and then to the holy of holies, we get sort of increasing access to the presence of God.  And we can see that in the symbolism outside.  The bronze altar and basin aren't really symbols of God's presence.  But they are the place where the people offer things to God.  On the farthest outside there's no sort of contact with God's presence at all.  Inside the fence they have the places where they can offer things to God.  Once we move into the tent, we get symbols of God's presence.  And then in the holy of holies, we get God's presence in reality. 

 

So the tabernacle design, which is repeated later in the temple later in the Old Testament, enacts in concrete reality this theology of the sacred space in which the people of Israel are guaranteed God's grace through his abiding presence with them.  So this presence of God with the people is what the tabernacle is all about.  And the grace that flows out of his presence to the people so that they can be confident of the forgiveness of their sins, even though they can't keep the -- you know, can't keep the covenant perfectly.  



We probably should mention just one thing in wrapping this up about the temple.  That is this architecture of the tabernacle.  And later the temple is really common throughout the ancient near east.  This design of a church to put it that way is pretty much the same in Israel as it is in other places.  They also had this concept of sacred space.  The difference as we saw early in the course is this:  That in the ancient near east, these places that are like the holy of holies are thought to be sacred intrinsically because there are points at which nature and the realm of the divine sort of co-mingle.  So they are intrinsically holy.  And that's why the magical rights can be carried out there.  Because there's access at that point to the realm of the gods.  



But here in Israel the theology is different.  This place is holy.  But remember, God shows mercy to whom he shows mercy and grace to whom he shows grace.  God can't be cold.  It's holy only because God chooses to reveal himself there in the gracious act of his presence among his people.  And that's why God's presence with them is always in these cases an expression of God's grace toward Israel and also as Christ is the incarnation in human flesh of the tabernacle as the New Testament makes clear.  His incarnation is an expression of God's grace toward us.  
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>> Okay.  I read the entire section about the tabernacle.  There sure is a lot of detail.  And it can be pretty confusing actually.  This seems like an odd way to end a book.  Why does Exodus end with this account?  


>> Well, the first thing we need to remember, Eric, is that Exodus is part of a larger book.  Remember, we began with that observation.  And so when we say the book of Exodus ends with this account, we need to remember that nothing is really ending here.  Because the next thing that happens -- Leviticus 1:11 is really connected to this.  So this sets the stage for Leviticus, which talks about all of the things that God wants Israel to know, including how they are to conduct the worship in the tabernacle.  



So this is really, you know, not only just ending the book of Exodus.  It's really in a sense making the transition to the book of the Leviticus, as well.  So it's not -- you know, when understood that way, it's not really such an odd ending as it strikes us as we read it in our modern Bibles where we come to the end of a book here.  In the ancient world this would have been almost like something like the end of a chapter that would continue on with a story right away.  



However, having said that, this does wrap up in a sense all of the theology that we've encountered in the book of Exodus and the Old Testament to this point.  It wraps up the question "Who is Yahweh?"  He is the one who has been revealed as creator.  He is the one who has been revealed here in the book of Exodus as redeemer.  And now his dwelling with his people makes present among them the fact that he is the one who relates to his people by means of his kesid.  So by coming to dwell among them, he is presenting his gracious mercy, his kesid, to them in the flesh as it were.  And finally, this wraps up the question "What does it mean for Israel to be the people of God?"  As Moses said in Chapter 13, for Israel to be the people of God is to live in the presence of God.  And so in the building of the tabernacle we have the presence of God enacting, again, made concrete.  And so it brings that to a conclusion, as well.  Because now Israel is living in the presence of God.  God has come to dwell among them.  



In a sense this idea that the building of the tabernacle is the physical expression of the assurance of God's grace that he has given them by his presence abiding with him is both a promise of his grace and in a sense as long as you don't understand this word too absolutely, it's a guarantee of God's gracious presence to them.  In that sense, the building of the tabernacle is sort of an Old Testament type of God's outpouring of the Holy Spirit.  In the New Testament when God's presence in the person of the Holy Spirit comes to dwell in his people and is as the New Testament says a guarantee what God has done to his people.  So we in some way here, you know, if we wrap up with the idea of Yahweh as the redeemer, this we have here in the building of the tabernacle sort of a type of Pentecost with the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, God's presence to dwell in his people.  



There is a difference, of course.  In the Old Testament God dwelled among his people.  And in the New Testament God dwelled in his people.  So they don't need a tabernacle or temple because they are the tabernacle.  God dwells not above them but in them.  The Holy Spirit dwells in you just as he dwelled in the holy of holies of the temple.  Now, that's the point that is being made in Jeremiah 31 about the new covenant.  So the story in a sense does end with a bang, theologically speaking.  Or if not with a bang, at least with Israel at peace in the security of God's grace.  I don't know about you.  But from my perspective, that's a pretty good way to end any story.  
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>> Thank you so much for this class, Dr. Adams.  May I ask a summary question?  Could you highlight again for us the themes present in Exodus that will be useful for us to share with our parishioners when we become pastors?  How do we share the message in Exodus with our churches today?  


>> That's very kind of you, Joshua.  I've enjoyed being with you in this class.  And I always enjoy talking about the book of Exodus in particular and the theology of the Old Testament in general.  And so I hope, if nothing else, I've been able to show you that there's a lot of Gospel in the Old Testament and.  Of course, especially the book of Exodus since that's what we've been examining.  So I hope that as you preach the Gospel in your congregations that you serve throughout your ministry, that you won't neglect to preach the Gospel that's found in the Old Testament, as well.  And I think that's what I would like to wrap up with when you ask how do we share the message of Exodus with our churches today.  



I think the simple answer here is to preach the text.  The whole Gospel is present in the book of Exodus.  It contains the central redemptive event in the Old Testament, the Passover and deliverance of God's people, which anticipates the deliverance of God's people in the New Testament.  It's a type of the victory of Christ over sin and death and the Devil, which is fulfilled in the cross in the empty tomb.  But it also teaches Israel what it means for them to live as the people of God.  And this is important, you know, for us, too, as we live as the people of God today.  So if we preach the text and preach the whole Gospel that's found there, we'll be doing a tremendous service to our parishioners I think.  



So you know, I guess we have to ask in the end, what is the Gospel that's found in the Book of Exodus?  I think from our review of the drama of redemption in the first part of the book, you can see that the Gospel is that redemption is God's work alone.  Israel contributed nothing to their salvation.  And we contribute nothing to our salvation.  This is God's work for which he should be glorified and in which we should rest and receive his grace in faith.  



But that's not all that we learn in the book of Exodus, as we've seen.  In the second part of the book we learned that remaining a Christian, that is to say the life that we have in Christ, this is also God's work.  Like Israel, despite our best intentions, we're unable to keep the law of God perfectly.  We might -- as we confess our sins each Sunday in church and are determined to live a faithful Christian life in the week that comes, we inevitably fall short of our desire to be the perfect Christian, you know, that we might like to be.  



And so we return in penance and come to God seeking his grace and mercy and in the confident assurance that God is gracious.  That he has revealed his presence to us in word and sacrament and communicates his grace to us as he is present among us in those ways.  So that even though we're unable to keep the law of God perfectly, our relationship depends upon God's kesid, his gracious disposition toward us.  Just as Israel's did.  And so by seeing the message that -- or the lesson that Israel learned, we, too, can learn what it means to live as the people of God.  



And finally, I think if there's something that bears emphasis in our day in particular, it's this:  That like Israel, we must learn that God's grace liberates us from a life that is driven by purpose or by anything else and calls us to a life of peace and rest in the grace of God.  And I think that's probably where we should end.  If we recognize that our lives as Christians are to be lived in peace and in rest in the grace of God, then we are set free from the need for a driven life.  And we can find our peace and our rest in Christ and in Christ alone.  


