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The Biblical Teaching on Creation in Modern Christian Theology

CJD. Wiltsher
One problem faced by modern Christian theologiané in epruﬁding a
doctrine of‘creation is the relationship between the biblical
material relating to creation and modern scientific understanding
of the universe. It has been claimed that biblical scholars have
provided the necessary insights for overcoming fhis problem and
forging fruitful links between the biblical reflection and scientific
conclusions, but their work has been ignored by theologians, to the"
detriment of the doctrine of creation. In this;égquiry the various
parts of this claim are tested. The work of four twentieth century
theological writers is examined to see what use they make of

biblical material in discussing the doctrine of éreation; then the

" work of four twentieth century biblical SCholérs is examined to see
what insights are offered into the biblical refléction on cfeation.
Drawing the resulté of these two studies togetﬁer, it is shoyn that
there is a close correspondence between the theological writers' &mi
the biblical scholars' views of the biblicalAmateriél on creation,
and that the dominant theme of the common view is that the biblical
inferést in creation is secondary tq the biblical concern with ﬁan
and his salvatioh. It is fﬁrther‘shown that this view ignores
important features of the biblical reflection on creation, and a
.presentation of thejbiblical ;eflection is given which takes account
of these neélected'insights. A doctrihe of creation based on this
representation of the biblical material is developed in outline and
it is claimed that such a doctrine offers a basis for mutually
beneficial discuséion of creation and reiated.toﬁics between

scientists and theologians.
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Chapter 1 : The Problem

The Christién doctrine of creation is one of thé mos£ troublesome
doctrines of the faith for modern Christians. On the one hand it

is inescapably part of Christian beliefs the great creeds of the
church begin with references.to God as Cfeator,vthe Bible begins with
a reference to God as Creator, and much of Christisn theology needs
the doctrine of creation as ité bagise At the same time, the doctrine
poses great difficulties for the faithful, espepially in the light

of modern science, which seems to be discovering mére and more about
how the universe reached its present fofm by natural rather than
supernatural means. Modern science has apparehtly disproved beyond
reasonable doubt the story of the making of the world found in the
biblical book of Genesis.

In more recent years, since about 1960, a new probiem has arisen to
focus attention again on the doctrine of creation. interest in the
environmeht, in éonservation, in ecolog& has gfown rapidly, and
Chris£ians feel obliged to say something about these igsues which is
related to their faith. To do so, they look to the doctrine of

- creation for their theological insights. Thus the group which.
reported to the Archbiéhop of Canterbﬁry in 1974 on “the relevance

of Christian doctrine to the problem of man in his,environmeﬁt" (1)
placed the doctrine of creation in an important place in their réport
"Man and.Nature".. ‘ Unfortunately the members of the committee found,
as others have done, that it is diff1091t to relate the traditional

. doctrine of creation to these modern problems.

Part of the difficulty must lie in the fact that these environmental
problems are modern problems. Theologians of past\generations
cannot reasonably be criticised for their failure to give answers to

questions which had not been asked in their day, and the same is true

’
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of those who produced’ the material we find in the Bible. However,
both the Bible and theological work of bygone dayé might be expected
to yield insights and hints which could be followed up to advantage

by modern theologians grappling with modern questions.

But on what sort of modern quéstion: can & doctrine of creation be
expected to yield insight? The exact role of a doctrine of creation .
. in modern theology is & matter of dispute. Leonard Hodgson in his’
Gifford Lectures fo; 1955-57 spoke of the idea of creation as

"a hypothesis, a hypothetical postulate postulated in the

hope that it may help us to move toward an understanding

of the world we live in and our life within it" (2);

the report to the Archbishop of Canterbury mentioned above states

"The Christian seeks to answer the quesfion 'Ts there a reason
for the world's existence?' by the doctrine of creation" (3);

while Helmut Thielicke writess
"the mystery of creation is not the object of a question as
to the whence; it is the object of a question as to the
whither" (4). - '
We see that the doctrine of creation is expected to answer a range
of questions, but interestingly, this range of queéfions does not
include the question of how the universe came into being, once the

only question for which an answer was sought in the doctrine of

creation.

This factAimmediately‘draws attention to a maejor problem facing the
exfonent of a Christian doctrine of creation inlthe modern world, the
problem of the relationship between the Christian doctrine and the
findings of modern‘science; There has heen a great deal written about
science énd religion, much unfortunately by scientists who are
theélogicaily naive or fheologians who are écientifically jilliterate.
A few with éualificgtions in both disciplines have tried to bring the

'two together, an example being A.R. Péacocke,‘whose Bamptdn Lectures




for 1978 are a recent bold attempt to link together modern science
and a Christian doctrine of creation. However, even such brave and
enlightened efforts as those of Peacocke find themselves struggling
with the special problem of relating the bibliCal material on
creation to modern scientific work or even to fhe conditions of modern
life. An attempt must be made to relate the biblical material to
modern scientific understanding and modern conditions, if the Bible
is to continue to be seen as a major resource for.the Christian
theoldgian. Unfortunately, on the face of it the Bible both gives a
picture of the maeking of the world which flatly contradicts modern
knowledge of the universe, and asserts man's d&minion over the earth,

to the apparent embarrassment of Christians who are amare of the

destructive nature of man's dominion.

"On the face of it": there is the rub, for Bibiical studies have
advanced a long way in recent decades. Few 01d Testament scholars
ﬁow.accept'Genesis, chapter 1, as a detailed"a§count of the making of
the universe, preferring to think of it in other ways, and in the same
fashion other biblical material relating to creation has come under
scrutiny and the ideas of past exegetes have been challengéd. Have
these fresh biblical insights helped the theologians? Apparently n§t,

aCCOfding to the Swiss 0l1d Testament schoiar,'Claus Westermann.

In the Introduction to his 1itt1e book "Creationf, Westermann takes
modern‘theologians_to task. He claims that thefe is a tremendous
interest in the doctrine of creation in modern times, which he refers
to as | _

“"the second phase of the technblogical agEﬁ (5),
without delimiting the period m&re preciéély.

T™he first phase of the technological age, says Westermann,




"gave rise to arguments for questioning the belief in
creation" (6)

but the triumph of sending astronauts to the moon in this second phase

"provides the occasion for the recitation of the Creation
story" (7).

Christian theologians, claims Westermenn, have simply failed to respond
to this renewed interest in creation on the part of those outside the
church, because the theologians have no relevant doctrine of creation

to offer.

Vestermann traces the theologians' féilure throﬁgh the controversy

over the theory of evolution back to the rise of the natural sciences.

Ye claims that these sciences changed the pictﬁre of the world which

was acceptable to educated people, and began especially to challenge

the picture of the world used and éresented by theology. In the face

of the challenge, according to Westermann, the&loéians went on the

defensive and eventually allowed the doctrine of creation to.slip

quietly into the background of their theology:;nd preaching in order |

to avoid battles which could not be won by theology.

Westermann_claims that the theoiogians retreaﬁed too far téo S00N .«
They have, he says, taken up defensive positions based on a view of
the biblical material on creation ﬁhich has not. kept pace with modern
Aevelopments in biblical studies. The implication of Westermann's
remarks is that if theologians paid more attention to what biblical
scholars are saying, they would be in a better position to provide a
doctrine of creation which is relevant to modern man. A further
implication of Westermann's remarks is that a dobtrine of creation
which is firmly based on a proper modern understanding of the
biblical material will be able to say something to and about modern

science, thus helping those like Peacocke whO'wént to talk as




Christian inhabitants of the modern scientific world.

In the course of his complaints about theologians, Westermann

identifies various characteristics of the»presenfation by

theologians of the biblical reflection on creation. We may pick

out four leading characteristics.

1.

3

The theologiéns' presentationsiof the biblical reflection on
creatioh haﬁe been based almost entirely dn the narrative of
creation in Gehesis i and 2, and on biblical téxts.concerned
with praise of the creator: according to w€stermann, these
are the texts required for the teaching of salvation, and
this selection ignores other important biblical material

relating to creation.

The theologians' presentations have concentrated on the
pogition of man within creation. This, Westermann claims, has
happened because theology, especially since'Schliermacher,-has

become concerned chiefly, even solely, with man, his existential

situation, and his salvation; has forgotten that the Reformation

discussion of man and his salvation had its roots in an

unshakeable belief in divine creation; and so has distorted the
biblical teaching on Creator-creation by reading it through tintéd
spectacles which filtered out some aspects of the biblical

teaching.

‘Theologians have taken up a defensive position in relation to

sciance and have failed to build bridges‘between scientific -

explanations of the world and man and biblical reflection on

~ these subjects, erroneously meintaining that creation accounts in

the Bible have nothing to do with modern scientific knowledge.




4. Theologians have offered no new, vital presentafion of the
biblical reflection on creation which is reléyant to modern man,
that is, which takes account of modern man's awareness of the
complex life around him on the earth or the immensity of the
universe of which Barth is part. This parficular characteristic
is crystallised by Westermann into.the thought that if God is to

- be relevant tp'modern man, then God must be |

"concerned with a worm being trodden to the earth or with the
appearance of a new star in the Milky Way" (8).

These four characteristics play an important :ole in Westermann's
challenge to the theologians. On the one hand Wéstermann cléims

that these are leading characteristics of the presentations of the
biblical reflection on Creator-creation by moderﬁitheologians and
that those presentations are unacceptable. Op the other hand,
Westermann claims that a proper use of the insights made availaﬁle

by modern biblical studies would help the theologians to make a more
adequate presentation of the biblical reflection4and so to correct
the errors pinpointed in>these leading characteristics. According to
Westermann a review of the doctrine of creation in the light of modern
biblical studies will provide a doctrine of creation which takes
proper account of all the biblical material, makes the discussion of
séivation more aware of its real roots in the doctrine of creation,
buildsbridges between modern science and biblical reflection on the
world, and is relevant to modern man in his awareness of his

environment.

These are large claims, both about modern theglogy and modern
biblical studies, and they raise a number_qf questions. Does'the
state of affairs exist of which Wbste;mann complains? Are his four
characteristics really characteristics of modern theological

presentations of the biblical reflection on Creator-creation? Are

9



the théoldgians misrepresenting the biblical reflection? Have the
bibiical scholars provided insights which have bégg overlooked orv
ignored? If so, would these neglected insighté significantly change
thé theolbgiansﬂ preéenxaxions of the biblical reflection? Would such
a chahged doctrine of creation meet the demends’ for relevance and

\ .
bridge-building made by Westermann?

The present enquiry springs from thesé questions.i Clearly it ié
impossible to review the entire works of modern ﬁheolégians and
biblica} scholars in detaii, 80 we shall contént‘éurseivgs with a less
ambitious project. |

We aéshme to start with that the doctriﬁes of éreation prgégnted in
modern theological writings are unsatisfactory, gt least in that they
leave the large gap already mentioned ﬁetween a modern scientific
underétanding of the universe and Christian théoiogy. This may of
course‘éimply-be due to fhe fact that no Christian‘doctrine of cfea&ion
can be satisfactory for the modern world, but for the present we
shall assume that it is theoretically possibie,té formulate &
satisfact&?y modern.doctrine of creation. AOp: broad questions then

becomes

"are the deficiencies of the present doctrines of creation
due, at least in part, to an insufficiently subtle handling
of the biblical reflection on creation by theologians?™

and

"Tould a more subtle handling of the biblical reflection
help to formulate a more satisfactory doctrine of creationm,
as Westermann implies?" :

We bégin the enquiry with an examination of the work of four modern
thgoiégical writers who have written substantially on'the biblicél
reflection on creation,' and we shall see whgfhér.Westemam's foizr
characteristics are found in their work. Then we shall examine the

work of four 1éadihg modern biblical scholars; to see how they have

10




presented the biblical reflection on creation and ﬁhat insights they
'have.offered to the theologians. Drawing the résﬁlts of these two
sets of reviews together in Chapter 4, we shall see how well or

badly the theological writers and the biblicai-scholars agree in tﬁéir
presentations of the biblical reflection on Creator-creation, how that
biblical reflection‘as presented is used in the presentation of the
Christian doctrine of creation, and in what ways the resulting
doctrines of creation are unsatisfactory. Finally; in Chapter 5, we
shall ask whether there are insights in the work of the biblical
scholars which have been neglected, what sort 6f ﬁresentation of the
biblical reflection on creation might be made taking into account such
. neglebted insights, what doctrine of creation might be based on that -
presentation, and whether such a doctrine is ﬁore satisfactory than

the doctrines of creation available at present.

11




Chapter 2: Four Theological Writers

2.1, Introduction

In this chapter we examine the work of four theoldgical writers and
ehquire whether in these four cases Wbstermannfs strictures are
justified. Clearly it is impossible to examine'the work of all
theological writers of the tﬁentieth century, beéguse there is
insufficient time and space for such an enterpriseg equally clearly,
many factors will influence the choice of writers whose work is to be
examined. Not the least of these factors will be availability of
material, which in the present work has two major aspects. On the one
hapd, the works of the writers to be scrutinised must be readily
available to the scrutiﬁeer, in a language spoken By the scrutineer.
On the other hand, the writers in question must have produced

relevant work.

Of these two considerations, the second has proved most critical for
the present work, and has provided an unexpectéd limitation on the
work available for consideration. TFor a theological work to be
relevant in the preseht enquiry, the theological writer conéerned
must have written about the doctrine of creation with some, preferably
extensive, reference to and discussion of the biblical material.
Lé.rge numbers of twentieth-century theological-m-'iters make some
reference to the doctrine of creation, but only a few discuss the
doctrine in any detail, and even fewer make more than a token
reference to the biblical material. This fact mightvin itself be
seen as support for Westermsnn's contention that no new presentation
_of the biblical reflection on creation is being offered to the modern
reader. Certainly the paucity of pfesentatioﬁsiof the biblical

material limited the material available for examination.

" Within the limits of the available material, other criteria come into

12




play in the selectién of material for examination. A range of work
was required. which would provide examples from different theological
positions and approaches. Labelling theological writers is a pleasant
but difficult and contentious task, but eventually four writers - or
ﬁerhaps more accurately, four works - were selected for examination,

as follows.

Karl Barth's volume "The Doctrine of Creation" iﬁ'his "Church
Dogmatics" almost selected itself for this undertaking. Running to
four part-volumes, requiring more than 2000 pages in the standard
English edition, Barth's work is a massive outpouring of words on the
subject of creation from one whose avowed intehtion wﬁs to base
himself solely on the Word of God. Barth has'devoted more space to
discussing the doctrine of creation énd the biblical material
connected with it than any other theological writer of the twentieth
century, and he is of course one of the giants of twentieth-century

theology, whose influence has been and continues to be enormous.

Professor John Macquarrie's book'"Principles of Christian Theology"
is included partly because it is one of the few mo&ern books of
systematic theology from an English theologian.. In addition,
Mabquarrie starts from a very different fheological position from-

' Barth, and his theological methods seem different, so his work
provides a contrast to that of Barth. It also has the distinction of
trying to connect an existential approach to the doctrine of creation
with the biblical reflection on creation: whileAO£hers discuss the

' doctrine of creation from a claimed existentiai-standfoint, none, 8o’
far as I am aware, makes any effort to link the doctrine with the
biblical reflection on the matter. Thué Macquarrie's book is an

important source for our investigation. Besides the book, we shall

13




also look at Macquarrie's Inaugural Lecture in Oxford University, a
lecture entitled "Creation and Environment", which appears to

summarise much of his thought on the subject.

The volume on.the doctrine of creatioﬁ by Michaellschmaus is included
as an example of a modern Roman Catholic approach to the subjecf of
creation and the Bible. Often the Roman Catholiq Church has been
accused of crude literalism in this,area, andAéf preseﬂting the
biblical reflection on creétion in an old-fashionéd way which ignores
the scientific advances of the last two centuriés. Whether these
charges are true or not, Roman Catholic theologians have continued to
write on the doctrine of creation, and Schmaus presents what is
claimed to be an up-to-date version of ortho@éx_Roman Catholic

teaching on the subject, giving us a third distinetive approach to the

subject of our enquirye.

The fourth work chosen for review is "Creation and New Creation" by
John Reumann, and it is included partly because Reumann, as an
American Lutheran, brings yet another theological starting point to
our assembly. His work is also included becaqsé it is claimed to be a
study in biblical theology, examining the concepts of "creation" and
"new creafion" in the Bible in the light of modern scholarship and
‘research in not only biblical'studies and theolégy but also in other
disciplines. As such it seems‘to be aftempting exactly what
Westermann claim§ is not being attempted, and so must be included in

our study.

For each of the four works to be examined, we shall first give a brief

survéy of the relevant parts of the work, payi@g particular attention
to the author's approach to the biblical material, and to the range of

biblical material discussed or used and then we shall try to measure

14




the authoi's work agaiﬁst theAfour characteristics drawn from
Westermann's work and distinguished in Chapter 1. We note that in
considering the range of biblical material discussed or used by a
particulgr autﬁor we must have regard not only to the material
directly utilized by way of quotation or exegesis of biblical texts,
but also to the material indifectly utilized by means of discussion

of or allusion to ideas drawn from the biblical material but without

specific biblical reference.

15




2.2 Karl Barth

As.already noted, Bérth's "The Doctrine of Creatioﬁ" runs to four
part-volumes. The structure of the work is both interesting and
informative. Part-volume one, subtitled "The Work of Creation" is
built around an exegesis of the two creation stories in the biblical '
book of Genesis; while the other three part-volumes are more concerned
with working out the implications of Barth's ekégeéis. In part-volume
two, "The Creature", Barth expounds a doctrine of man and then in the
next part-volume he writes of the dealings of God with man under the
heading "The Creator and His Creature". The fourth part-volume is
'entitled "The Command of God the Creator" and'is really a theological
ethic, a theologian's comment on man's dealings with man. Thus the
very structure of Barth's work on creation demonstrates his oft-stated
intention to base himself solely on the Word of God, since the basis
fér the whole work is the exposition of the Geﬁesis stories, given in

the first part-volume.

As is well-known, Barth's "Church Dogmatics" is strongly
Christocentric, and "the Word of God" for Barth iﬁcluded most
importantly the revelation of God in Jesus Chfist. This emphasis is
as clear in Barth's work on the doctrine of c¢reation as elsewhere, for
he writes

"From every angle Jesus Christ is the key'fq creation" (1)
and he considers that the expoéition of the doctrine of creation

entails

"the simple exegesis of the fact indicated in the name

Emmanuel, namely, that God has accepted man in Jesus Christ,

that in Him He has become man and that He is revealed in

His unity with this man" (2) '
.The simple exegesis is of course only possible to those who have faith.
According to Barth, the doctrine of creation can only be perceived and

understood through faith; in the case of this doctrine, Barth's motto

16




credo ut intelligam means

"I believe in Jesus Christ, God's Son our Lord, in order to
perceive and to understand that God the Almighty, the Father,
is the Creator of heaven and earth" (3)

and Barth comments

4in,  "if T did not believe the former, I could not perceive end
.\3’ understand the latter" (4)

To put it another way, in Barth's view a Christian doctrine of
creation begins from an acceptance of the Wor@ of God in Jesus Christ
and simply listens to what that Word is telling forth. Hence, all
scientific discussions of the origins of the world or philosophical
disputatiéns about first causes are irrelevanf to the exposition of
the Christian doctrine of creation. Barth is feady to allow science a

place in the world:

"There is free scope for natural science beyond what theology
describes as the work of the Creator" (5)

but
"theology can and must move freely where science which really is
science, and not secretly a pagan Gnosis or religion, has its
appointed limit" (6)

In his four part-volumes, Barth appoints the limits of science by

staking out the area which he claims for theology.

Eschewing then the aids and insights of écience, at least in theory,
Barth points to the work of the Creator primarily through an exegesis
of the first two chapters of tﬁe Bible. He claims that his exegesis
is radical, and certainly he goes back to the original words and .L
expounds each verse in great'detail. Howevér, the whole expositioﬁ is
overshadowed and shaped by his prior convictioﬁ of the link between

creation and Christ, & link which Barth forges by the use of the

concept of covenant.

According to Barth, God has made .a covenant with man

17




"which has its beginning, its centre and its culmination
in Jesus Christ" (7)

but this cov?nant is made possible by the work of creation, which
sets the stage for the covengnt of grace . Wifﬁoﬁt'creation there
would be no man with whom God could make & covenant, indeed no need
for a covenant of grace. Without Christ the covensnt is unconsummated
and thenﬁofk of creation is iﬁcomplete. Thus creation, covenant and
Christ are indissoiubly linked, in Barth's view; creation is the
first in a series of Acts of grace whose whole purpose is the

* fulfilment of the covenant of grace in and through Jesus Christ.

From this basic yiéwpoint, Barth sets out on hisvexegesis of the first
two chapters of Genesis., Immediately, he is faced with é_problep,
becauéé these two éhapters contain two acéounts of creation, éna‘ihe
two accounts are nof at first sight easily reconcilable. Barth's’
solution to the problem is to maintain that the two stories are
describing the connection between creation and covenant from
different angles: in the first story, the creation, Barth claims,
'is'seeh as the external basis of the covenant; while in the seéond.

story, the covenant is described as the internal basis of creation.

The first Genesis story, oﬁ this view, tells'how inbthe act of creation
the theatre was provided in which the hiétory of the covenant was to
be enacted, and the stage wes peopled with the creatures who were to
feature in the history. It is of great importance to Barth that the
. first Geneéis story proceeds majesticaliy through theicreation of all
things to the creation of man, |

"the summit of creation" (8)
Acéording to.Bartﬁ, thé first creation sfory

"describés-creation as it were externally as the work of
_powerful but thoroughly planned. and thought-out and perfectly
' supervised preparation" (9),

18




In other words, the act of creation has a definite furpose. That
purpose, on,Barth's'reading, is clearly revealed in the fact that

God rested on the seventh day, after the creation‘of man on the sixth
day. God's resf marks tﬁe end of the work of creation, claims Barth,
but it is also é sign‘of the covenant of grace in that God invites
man to participate in his rest. Creation stopped because God

"was satisfied with what He had created and had found the
object of His love" (10);

but, according to Barth,.in stopping and resting God not only showed
his satisfactiop with man as the creature with whom he could enter
into a relationéhip'of love, and covenant gracé,.but also gave man

the opportunity; the time, to entér into apd enjoy that relationship
of iove, before even man becaﬁe involved with the ;ork set out before
him in the world. This in Barth's view is the sigh of God's free love’
reaching out to man, and a demonstration of the fact that the love of .

God for man moves towards fulfilment.

If the first creation story in Genesis is an éxtérnal view of the
work of creation, showing creation as the external basis of the
covenant, the second story deals, according to Barth,'with a history
of creation from the inside. 1In his view, the second story is cast
in the form of a history which provides the background to the story'of.
the fall whiéh follows it in Genesis; Barth writes that the second
creétion gtory |

"describes the coming into being of the world, and supremely

of man as that being in whose nature and mode of existence

there is prefigured the history which follows" (11).
Thﬁs the story expresses the fact that man wﬁs created to receive fhe
free love of God. It is this free love of God w>hich is central to the

covenant of grace, and so the second -creation story, in Barth's view,

shows how the covenant of grace is the basis for the creation of man.

19




Given the connection between covenant and creatioﬁ_as~the
pre-supposition of his exegesis, it is not surprising that Barth's’
exposition relates everything in the two Genesis creation stories
to the relationship between God and man. Thus in his exposition 6f
the firstlstory, Barth again and again refers to the significance for
man of the different acts of creation: for example, talking of the
blessing by God of the fish and the birds, Barth élaims that what is
revealed here
"is that there is to be a God-like creature(ordained for
fatherhood and sonship and continuing its existence in the
relationship of fatherhood and sonship" .(12).
In the exposition of the second story, Barth is éeeply concerned
abqut the pre-figuring in the creation story of later events
concerning the relafionship between God and Israel or God and the
- Church; for example, he writes’
"why did the first man have to fall into that deep sleep when
the work of God was done in which the woman had her origin?
From the standpoint of the New Testament it is because the
Church of Jesus Christ was to have its origin in His mortal
sleep and to stand complete before Him in His resurrection"(l}).
We see-then‘that the pre-supposition of a connection between creation
and covenaht imparts to Barth's exegesis a définite shape and the
influence of the suppositiqn is found_again and again in the exegesis.
Itlis worth noting two other points about Barth's exegesis of the two .
Genesis creation stories. First, thé:; is the ;iffe;ence in 2£e T°
treatment of the two storiess the exegesiS<df'the second is only
two-thirds of the length of the exegesi; of fhe first. This might be
due to avoidance of repetition, with idea.s already expounded in the
exegesis of the first story being merely refeired to in the second

'eiegesis, but duplication of comment is abundant. Moreover, there is

a certain air of strain about the exegesis of the second story, as

though Barth found it much more difficult to fit this story to his
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pre-conceived pattern than the other. Certainly fhe idea of creation
as providing a stage for salvation is much easier to grasp amd work
with than the idea of the covenant as any sort of basis for creation,

and Barth seems to have found this.

We should also notice the place of man in Barth's exegesis of both.
stories. As élready noted in his exegesis of thé first creation story,
Barth describes man as the summit of creation, eVén though he
describes God's Sabbath rest as the crown of c'.rea1;ion. Quite
frequently in this first piece of exegesis; Barth refers to "the
creature" when he actually means “man": other4creatures only get a
look in when Barth is forced to refer to them because the biblical
passage under consideration describes their creation. The same is
true of his exegesis of the second story, in which the words
"ereature" and "man" are almost interchangéable. Certainly Barth
claims that man is distinguished from animals in that man becomes a
living soul as God breathes the breath of lifé into his nostrils and

"It is man, and man alone, who becomes a living soul in this
way" (14)

but this is just another way of emphasizing the pre-eminence of man
among the other creatures. In both stories Barth finds man as the
supreme object of creation, with whose creation God becomes satisfied

and for whose benefit all elée is provided.

Once the exegesis of the two Genesis creation stories is established
to his satisfaction, Barth moves confidently“on to deal with otherl
matters. He affirms the goodness of cyeation on the grounds that
creation is the act of a perfect God, who because he is perfect cannot
will anything bad.. Then on to the doctrine of man, a creature whose
Ahumanity has been distorted by sin, but who has been shown true

humanity in Jesus Christ. Responding to that vision inVOlﬁes entering
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into relationshipé with God and with our fellows. It aiso involves
recognising God's care for his creatures as he pregérves, accompanies
and rules'them, and recognizingAﬁan's responsibility>to God in
freedom. All these themes are taken up by Barth ét great'length in
the second, third and fourth part-volumés of the'volume on the doctrine
of creation. However, they are not expositions'of the doctrine of

" creation itself, rather they are expositions of related themes, and

' so.they faii outside the scope of the preéent'enduiry.

We turn then to Westermann's complaints about fheologians aﬁd ask
whether they ére jﬁstified in the case of this particular work by
Karl Barth.- First, of what biblical material does Barth make use in
his eXpositioﬁ of the docfrine of creation? As we have seen, the
kernel of his first fart-volume is an exegesis of the first two
chapters of Genesis, and the other part—volumes lean on that exaéesiss
we should therefofe expect many references to these chapters in the
work, and indeed we are not disappointed: of 2609 references to'the‘
01d Testament in the first four paft-volumes, 383 are references to

' Genésis 1l and 2, What we might not expect islthat therg are alsb

392 references to the Psalms, and 229 referenceé{to the book of |
Igaiah: in other words, more thanAhalf the references to the bld
Tésfament in Barth's work én creation are drawﬁifrom_Psalms, Isaiah,
and Genesis 1 énd-2. If we examine the first péft-volume, on the |
work of c;eation, we find that these three parts of the Bible account
for 506 Old Testament references out of & tb‘i;al of 920 in the volﬁ;_ne.
It is interesting to note that thé first pdrf:;olume is the only one in
which 01d Testament references out-number New.féstament refgrencégz

in total in the four part-volumes there are 2676 references to fhé
New festament égainst the 2009 refereﬁces %o the 01d Téstament. Since

almost every book in both Testaments gets a mention somewhere in the
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complete vblume, it is difficult to accuse Bﬁrth of exploring only

a narrow compass of Scripture. However, we‘musﬁ note that many of

the references are left withdut exegetical comment, with the verses
being simply quoted as (allegedly) obvious propsufor the argument.
Furthermore, whilst Barth draws on the whole range of Scripture, the
concentration on the three 0ld Testamept sectipns eready noted
together with the proliferation of New Testament'referenceé does
suggest that Westermann's complaint is justified. Barth does seem

to lean heavily on biblical material concerned with the teaching
generally considered necessary for thé adequaté teéching of salvation,
from both 01d and Wew Testaments. However; a horé detailed study of
the actual references would be needed to establish Westermann's

point beyond doubt. We note that in the case ﬁf B@rth the distinction
between biblical material directly used and biblical material
indirectlj used is superfluous, since whenever he discusses ideas

drawn from the Bible a reference, and often a quotétion, is supplied.,

Westermann's second alleged characteristic is cértainly pfesent in
Barth's wofk, for there is no doubt that Barth is-concerned chiefly
with man and his salvation. Creation is very definitely subordinate
to salvation in Barth's view; he accepts that belief in God as

| Creator is the first article of the creed and is prepared to grapple
with it because it is there. He is even ready‘to say that it is part
of.'the essential faith of the Christian. 3But for Barth, creation has
no meaning apart from the history of God's covenant with man: in
‘otﬁer words, without the covenant of grace leading to salvation,

creation would not matter.

Barth is also unrepentantly dogmatic in the face of talk about the
relationship between science and the doctrine of creation. He is

quite clear, as we have already seen, that science and theology move
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within fheir own spheres. Certainly he is ready fo allow that the
boundarieé are not clear, and others following in his footsteps may
need to pause to examine those boundaries, but Barth himself is not
interested in building bridges between science and theology, or even
betwgen biblical accounts of creation and scienfific theories about
the world. For him, the biblical teaching is the revelation of God,
to be accepted as such, and simply has nothing £o do with any other
knowledge. Barth seems to see no necessity for even considering
what science has td say about the world or man;s place in it,

maintaining that God has already said all that needs to be said.

Fiﬁally, what of the star on the Milky Way or the worm trodden to

the earth? Barth is not concernéd with them. >He says that God

cares for all that he has made, he agrees that-mén has a responsibilty
towards other cfeatﬁres, but Barth's main concerﬁ is for man in his
rglationship to Godl For him, the presentation of creation is the
presentation of.maﬁ in relationship t§'God in-JeQus Christ; .it is not -
the preséntation of God's relationship to the world, or of Goé's
interest in an,ythihg outside the context of the redemption of

sinfuvl mean.

Thus we see that in the case of Karl Barth's "The Doctrine of

Creation", Westermann's four characteristics are clearly present.




2.3 John Macquarrie

Professor John Macquarrie approaches the doctrine of creation
through his understanding of the triune God, forAhe regards the
doctrine of the triune God as the cardinal doctrine of Christian
theology. According to Macquarrie, in order to expound a Christian
understanding of that triune God, we must spe§k>of’the relationship
between God and the world, for |

"the God of the Christian faith is a dynamic God who goes out
into a world of beings" (15).

The world of beings is inevitably a world of particular beings, or
creatures, so we must consider the relationship between God and the
particular beings: the obvious starting point for such consideration,

according to Macquarrie, is the traditional doctrine of creation.

However, Macquarrie -does not intend to expound. a traditional doctrine
of creation. In his view the traditional doctrines of creation
thought of creation as a relation between the world ( or its
constituents) on the one hand and God on the other, and then fell into
the trap of thinking that

"a doctrine of creation is intended to tell us about the

production of beings that belong in the world by a being
who is outside of the world" (16).

For Macquarrie, a doctrine of creation is rather

"an attempt to describe the characteristics of creaturely
beings" (17) : A

and is concerned with beings who are subordinate to and dependent on
Being (God), which lets tﬁemAbe. To describe these beihgs as
"creatures" or "creaturely beings" is to raisé the question "what does
it mean to be a creature" and, Macquarrie claims,to ask

"How does it affect our understanding of ourselves and our
world to believe that we and it are creations of God" (18).

For him, the answer to the first question is that




"the basic characteristic of creatureliness is dependence" (19)
and the answer to the second question is that to know oneself as &

creature is to see oneself
"as a being who is at once answerablé for his being and
empowered to fuller being, at once the subgect of a demand
and the recipient of grace" (20).
Given Macquarrie's understanding of the content of a doctrine of
creation, it is not surprising that he takes man as the paradigm of
creatufely beings. This existential approach ié justified partly by
the claim that

"it is in man alone, that is to say, in ourselves, that we
have any first-hand knowledge of creaturely being" (21)

fof which claim Macquarrie quotes a supporting text from the words of
the Roman Cgtholic theologian Karl Rahner; and partly by a brief
' consideration of the two creation stories at the begir}ning of the
014 Testament. Macquarrie points out that the second, older story
begins with the creation of man, round whom an environment is built
ups acdordingly "
. “the motive of the story is to find an identity, a self-
understanding, and the world of nature comes into the
picture almost incidentally" (22).

- The first Genesis story on the other hand is more concerned with the

ordered creation of nature, says Macquarrie,

“yet the existential interest is still strong, for man is
represented as the culmination of God's work" (23),

and the earth and everything in it is thus to be subdued by man.

Among the advantages of such an existential approach to creation,

~claims Macquarrie; is that it avoids the poésibility of clashes with
natural science, for it gets away from guestions about the origins of
fhe'world. Such questions afe properly the domain of natural science

and will be settled by natural science, accpfding to Macquarrie;
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'theoiogians, he says, have nothing to say on such questions and
cohversely no answers pfoduced by natural science can possibly

affect the doctrine of creation as éXpounded vy Macquarrie. It is
not clear whether Macquarrie intends to make the same claim about the
results of social science, nor is it clear whether the term

"natural science"vincludés sciences such as bioiogy, which might be
expected to have something to say about the characteristics of -

creaturely beings.

Macquarrie also claims that his approach to creation enables him to
take a proper view of nature. In his view, we form our understanding
of nature by reduction or abstraction from our own first-hand
understanding of creatureliness; in sd doing, we recognise that
"in nature we see a form of creatureliness in which
answerability for the being that has been conferred is absent
and there is sheer dependence and contingenmcy" (24).
Man, according to Macquafrie, is answerable for his being, and is
therefore a higher grade of being than other creatures. The idea of
grades of beings leads naturally to the idea ofiﬁ hierarchy of beings,
an idea which, Macquarrie claims, has always been known to man. Indeed,
he claims, this ver& idea of a hierarchy of beings is domoﬁstrated in
the first of the creation séories in‘Genesis, iﬁ which creation is.
exhibited as an ordered sequence of acts

"rising through the varied froms of living organisms to man" (25).
Macquarrle does not claim that man is the highest grade of being, only
that man is

"the culminating point of the hierarchy of beings that can be
seen on this earth" (26); ‘

~ there is no feason, according to Macquarrie, to suppose that the series'
ends with man, and he discusses the existence of higher beings such

as angels.. While admitting that we cannot know how such higher
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beings might be constituted, he claims that the concept of angelic
beings both sets limits to man's aspirations and being and reminds

man of the richness and variety of creation.

Although man is not the highest point of all creation, he is the apex
of earthly creation, according to Macquarrie. bn the one hand,
Macquarrie says; there is continuity between man aﬁd nature, with man
being |

"a creature, brought forth by nature and remaining subject in
many respects to nature's laws" (27).

On the other hand, man is distinet from the rest of naturé in having
an openness which allows him the potentiality of

"somehow participating in God's 1life" (28).
Tpis very potential, coupled to man's continuity with nature, produces
in Macquafrie's Qiew a dangerous tension betweén gan's temptation to
exploit nature and his guardianship of nature, his responsibility
with God for

"shaping that still unfinished creation in which his life
is set" (29),

and responding to the endless possibilities opened up before him as

he participates in God's letting-be. In other words, there is risk in
creation, there is the possibility of failure, theré is, according to
.Macquarrie, the chance that |

"peings may get lost in nothing" (30).

It is important to Macquarrie that God himself is involved in the
creation, so that the risk of creation mattérs to God. This idea of
thé immanence of God is found, says Macquarrie, in the use of the

- notion of "emanation" as a model for cfeatibn. He admits that this
particular model of creation is not very bibligal, but he insists

that it can be found in the Bible, and in his inaugural lecture, in

28




which he calls his emanation notion the "organic! model of creation,

he refers to some of the psalms which

"frankly delight in the naturel world and see God there" (31).

Macquarrie agrees that another model of creation,.that of "making",
has more biblical supporf, but he argues that both models must be
used to get a complete understandiné of creation, since in his view
neither model is adequate. There is no doubt however that he prefers
the orgaﬁic or emanation model, in spite of if; lack of biblical
support, for according to him the organic modei

"allows the world a dignity" (32)

which itldoes not have on the other model.

The so—palled organic model of creation is also important to
Macquarrie because he sees creation not as alqhée-for-all act in
history, but as a continuing activity, with a‘pupéoseful character,
According to Macquarrie, creativity is

"an ordered movement into ever fuller and richer kinds of b;ing"
' : 33)3

fhis orderéd‘movement is going on all the tiﬁe, not only through
God's creativity but also through man's creativity. Creation is an
“open, unfinished process, according.to Macquarrie, in which man
participates as a co-worker with God as |
"a guardian of Being to whom has been entrusted the capacity
to let-be" (34).
Fr:om the above it is clear that when we turn to Westermann's
complaints about modern theologians, Mecquarrie is in a different
position to Barth. Macquarrie makes no attempt to back up his
doctrine of creation with scr;ptuiél exegesis, despite his statement
thét Chfistian theoiogy |

"must maintain close and positive relations with the Bible" (35).
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In his ﬁhapter entitled "Creation and creaturely beings", there are
35 references to the Bibie. These cover 13 books‘of the Bible,

only four of them from the 014 Testament. One verse (Genesis 2:7)

is referred to three times, three verses are referred to twice, and
there are 12 references to the book of Genesis, all to the first two
chapters of that book. None of the verses refer;ed to is given very
much by way of exegesis, and indeed most of them are simply quoted in .
illustration of some point of the argument. As for indirect use of
bibliéal material, Macquarrie does mention ideas present in the Bible‘
without quoting supporting texts, for example the ideas of God's
confrol of history and man's unity as a cfeature;. however most of
the material used in this indirect manner is drawn from the parts of
the Bible also,ieferred to by direct quotation, and this indirect
usage does not significantly extend the range of biblical material
used by Macquarrie. Thus one can certainly say that Macquarrie's
doctrine of creation has a very narrow biblical base, It would be
fairer to say that Macquarrie boldly puts forward his doctrine of
creation with scant regard for the biblical materisl, using biblical
material where it fits in with his argument énd ignoring it otherwise.
Given the paucity of scriptural references in his work on creation,
nb conclusion can be drawn as fo whether or not he concentrates:.on

the biblical material necessary for the teaching of salvation.

It is frue to say that Macquarrie is chiefly concerned with man and
his existential situation, though whether he‘is chiéfiy concerned
lv with salvation is another matter. WQ have noted that Macquarrie
discusses nature and creatures other than man, allowing the earthly
- creatures positiéns in a hierarchy whose highesf point is man; but
his chief concern in his doctfine of creation ;s the exposition of

the potential of man in creative letting-be, and'when he talks of the
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~doctrins of creation as an attenpt_tO'describqvthe‘characteristica
of creaturely being, there is little doubt that he really means an

attempt to describe the characteristics of man.

As already noted, Macquarrie attaches great inportanceﬂto the idea
of the risk inherent in creation, & risk which

"issues in sin and evil which threaten the creatures with
dissolution and distortion" (36). :

That man is nét destroyed by sin and evil is due, in Macquarrie's
' view, to reconciliation,‘

"the activity whereby the disorders of existence are healed,
its imbalances redressed, its alienations bridged over" (37)

end to salvation
"the making whole of man" (38)

E However, according to Maoquarrie, reconciliation is continuous with,
indeed the highest example of God's continuing activity in creation. 4
Thus to some extent Macquarrie’s understanding of salvation is

'grounded in his understanding of creation as a oontinuing Frocess in'

which creatures are responding in freedom to the letting-be. of Being.

The freedom is both necessary to the value of creation and to nan'e
:response to the offer of salvation, and it is thie idea of man's

. freedom which links creation and salvation in Macquarrie's book.~_Thns i
v_nhile'he'undonbtabiy concentrates on man and his.existence, |
‘ﬁacguarrie has not entirely lost sight of the grounding of belief in
saliation in a docti‘i‘ne of creation, albeit in a decidedly differe_nt

 fashion to the Reformers.

. As far as science is concerned, we have already moted that.Macquarrie
"accepts that there are questions proper to science on which theology.

 has nothing to say. In the Introduction to his book, he seems quite
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clear that theology must maintain contact with both the sciences of
man and the natural sciences, but he seems to see the contact as
indirect rather thap direct. Thus he maintains that theology must
take into accountlwhat the sciencos of man say, but writes
"all these écienceo abstract from the full concreteness of
human existence, and miss out on precisely what is
"existential in man" (39). : :
The extra dimension, the bit the sciences miss; is apparently the
.subject matter of theology. This seems to sugéest a separation of
" realms, and the same impression is given in relation to the natural
sciences when Macquarrie suggests that phe theologian
“renounces the world of empirical fact to the scientist" (40)
whilst dealing with

"the convictions of feligion, which do not seem to belong
within the world of empirical fact" (41).

In keeping with this approach, Macquarrie writes
"The theologian of today would say that the statements in the
Bible that conflict with the findings of modern science are

not part of the revelation to which the Bible bears witness,
but simply reflect the current scientific thinklng of biblical

times" (42)
and, consistently, he makes no attempt to conoect his exposition of
the doctrine of creation with modern scientific findings. The
implication is that he is concerned with the characteristics of man

which lie beyond the reach of the sciences of man or natural science,

‘and with that delimiting of areas he is content.

FPinally we must ask about Macquarrie's attitude to the downtrodden
worm and the new star in the Milky Way. ‘He would undoubtably maintain
that God is interested in them, since they, no less than man, are part
of tho creation in which Being is immangnt and creatively letting-be.
On the other hand, Macquarrie is better at talking of man's

responsibility for shaping nature as God's co-worker than at
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suggesting what difference it might make to maq'é_e;istence that
God is immanent in creatures other than man. The concept of God's
continuing creative activity might go some way toﬁards suggesting
what God has to do with man outside the special relationship of
co-worker, but Macquarrie concentrates too much on the possibilities -
lying before man; he does not discuss the possibilities (if any)
1ying‘before the rest of creation., In sum, i£'seems that, of
earthly creatures at least, man is the only one which can actually

develop to participate in God's life.

Thus in the caée of Macquarrie, two of Wéstermanﬁ'a leading
characteristicé are clearly present, while the other two are less
clear. Certainly Macquarrie's work is based on only a small range
of biblical material and makes no attempt to build bridges between
the biblical material and science. While obeisances are made in
other directions, man and his relationship with God are the chief
concerns, and little real concern is shown for any part of creation

other than man.
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2.4 Michael Schmaus

 'Michae1 Schmaus regards belief in God the Creator as a prerequlslte
for the-understanding of Jesus Chrlst as Sav1ou:,-and his treatment
of cneafion is accordingly avowedly intended to~ne1p bring out the
Christooentric structure of fhe-Christian_faith. Discussion of

~ creation, and'indeed diecussion of God, is included because, Schmaus
clalms, one camnot talk of Jesus Christ without talking of God and
the world. Thus Schmaus gives the volume under con81derat10n the
-title'“God and Creatlon" but the sub-title "The Foundations of
Christology". In Part I he deals with the Old Testament concept of’
God, then in Part IT he turns to the idea of God the Creator, first
discussing the biblical material and then going on to expound the

"doctrines concerned.

Schmeus mekee his approach to the biblical material quite plain at
the very'beginning of his chapters on "God as Creator". The second
‘sentence of the section on "The Scriptural Dateﬂ reads
"The primary interest of the people of Israel was not in the.
origin of the world;.their interest was centered on Yahweh's
actions in salvation history, and those biblical texts which

- deal with the origin of the world from God end with God's
- sovreignty are to be placed in the context of salvation

history" (43).
A few sentences later he remarks thai the matter can be put "simply"

",by saylng that

Nthe Old Testament story of :creation serves to support the
scr1ptura1 account of the divine plan of .salvation" (44),

- a formulation for which he gives the credit to G. von Rad.

Thus from the start Schmaus eliows;the biblical material on creation
vonly a supportive role; he sees the material as being primarily

intended to strengthen the people's confidence in Yahweh their God,
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in the face of»disaster and destruction. In Support of this view,
Schmaus p01nts pr1mar113 to Deutero Isaiah, but also to isolated

verses or passages a few verses long elsewhere in the 01d Testament .

In keepiﬁg with his overall vien,>Schmaus sees the two creation
narrétives in Génésis as arisihg'from the response of thoughtful

men toAthreats to faith in the one loving God. According to

. Sch@aus, these threats arose becaﬁse the ﬁeoble of Israel lived
among worshippers of other go&s and found that the other gods seemed
to keep their promises while the Israelite God did not; hence there
arose questions as to whether Yahweh reallj was a mighty ruler and
élso questions as to where evil apd destruction.came from. The two
creation narratives in Genesis are.claimed.by Schmaus to be intended

to answer these questions.

Thé fifst creatiop narrative, the so-called briestiy’code; is seen by
.Scﬁmaﬁé as an assértion.that God has_cbmplete soveféignty over the
world beéauSe.the world came from God. It is nbt, says Schmaus,-an
attémpt.to desdribe how the.wofl& came into being, rather it is a

| reachlng back to the cause of the world's ex1stence, the will of God
Wthh issued in the creative act. The fact that the story clalms
‘~fhat God createdAby his word is, for Schmaus,

. "exPr9331ng the fact that dlalogue constltutes the basis of-
" the relationship between God and the world" (45)

which

| '"has meaning only if we see man as the essent1a1 element in
creation" (46). :

Thﬁsralready the position of man in creation is seen as of vital
‘”imporféhcei later on, when discussing man,'Séhﬁéﬁs refers to the .

creation of men as the inauguration of history. This first account of
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creation in Genesis is the introduction to salvation history, in

Schmaus! view.

The secéﬁd cieation ﬁarrative is not given.such detailed treatment in
thé section on Go§ the Creator, but rather brushed aside as simply an
acéount of thé origin of evil aﬂd sin. Schmaus élaims that the first
Geﬁesis creation narrative does not bother to talk of evil because the
authors had before them the second narrative. _Indeed; according to
,Scﬁmaus, the first creation narrative in Gepesis de1iberate1y stresses
the goodness of the world created by God, a goodness consisting in
beihg | | -

"caﬁable of achieving what God wanted it to achieve" (47).
In this achievement of course, man will have a épecial role, &
creatiﬁe fuﬁction, though not,_Schmaus insists, és an absolute
<creatdf: rathef man's task is that of |

"form-giving activity" (48) |

as he sets out to master the earth according to God's commission.

Whilét Schméﬁs insisfs that thé.creation of man-is the goal in the
first Genesis narrative, he admits that in ihé second narrative the
Acul‘tiva'lcion of the earth is the goal, but then states

-“man pas of course a significance that goes far beyond that, for

.-in being designated for the cultivation of the earth he is at

the seame time installed as master of the earth" (49). :

Thué béth creation narratives in Genesis are seen by Schmaus to poinf
to man's position as fhé high-pbint of creation. However, Schmaus
ndteé»also that man is seen aslclosely connected with the earth,
formed of the dust of the earth, coming from the earth and returning
té.it;' All these'fhingS'afe evidéﬂce in Schmaug' eyes of man's :
Affaiyty_and dependence on God, 5ﬁt here too he.insists that man is
:diffefeﬁt from the fést‘of creation, for |
"only into man has God yreathed.life" (50),;A
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Furthermore, the statement that God breathed 1ifé into mén is seen
- by Schmaus as.an expression of the nearneés of God to ﬁan, an
equivalent to the statement in the first Genesis creation narrative
that man is made iﬁ_thé image of God, and & necessary part of the

statement of the love of God towards his people.

rr‘he 1dea of the love of God towards hls chosen people was éf course
challenged by the experience of the Exile in Babylon, and Schmaus
sees-th}s as a 11nk between the Gene31s narratives and the creation
passages in.déutero-lsaiah and'Ezekiel. For, échmaus claims, the
, first.c;éafion narrative in'GenesiS'is an attempt to draw out of the
distant past something that i1l turn the attention of the people to
the salvific future, and he claims thatldeuteroéisaiah is engaged in
‘the same work. Schmaus writes of Isaiah
"we can even say that the author searched into the past only- to
find there the joyful future God has promised then, a future
which will not forever remain unfulfllled ‘but will indeed
become a reality" (51).
This'notidn of becoming is important to Schmaus; who claims that the
 5151i§é1 material from Genesis, the Psalms and tie prophets

"expresses faith in God and his continuing creative activity"

(52).
No actual fexﬁs are quoted or indicated in support of this statement.
Schmaus goesth té talk of creatio continua, which he understands as
'the idea that God |

- "contlnues to bring about all that occurs in nature and
hlStOrY" (53), :

and then to admlt that the wisdom books contain passages which. stress

"statiC‘existencé,rather than this continual process of
becoming" (54).
Such passages, accordlng to Schmaus, show the 1nf1uence of Hellenistlc

'thought and are attempts at demytholog1sat10n. However, he 1n31sts
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thatleven the wisdom books stress that the.world was creeted, in
opposition to‘the Greek tendency to.worship order and.beauty and the -
world itselfs thus, says Schmaus | |
"if the creation texts in the wisdom literature emphasize
cosmology, they do not disregard salvation history" (55).
Tutﬁing from:the 0l1d Testament to the New Testament, Schmaus claims
that |

“here too the creation of the world is understood as the
~ beginning of salvation history" (56)

and he aise'claims that the New Testament stresses the

"eSchatologieal orientation of the divine aet of creation" (57).
This is expreseed in the New Testament in a variety of ways, according
to:Schmeus, but he focuses particularly on Peul's

‘Mapplication to-his contemporary situation of 01d Testament
‘thought concerning creation history" (58).

in asserting the Christ-centredness of creation. For Schmaus
‘Mcreation is really the beginning of the Christ-event" (59)
and further

"The Christ-event is not something added to the divine plan

for creation; it was the core of the div1ne plan from the
very beginning" (60).

Thus close does Schmaus find the connection between Creation and

Christology in the biblical material.

Moving. on'.fr.orp_l‘ the biblical tna,terial, Schaaus ¢onsiders briefly the
development of the doctrdnedof creation within the church. He points
out the ways in which various of the Church Fathers developed
vdifferent aspects, and even different doctrines, of creation and he
glves a very brief mentlon to other writers such as Augustlne, Aquinas
and Duns Scotus. Schmaus then goes on to direct attentlon to the

creeds and what.they state, and to various doctrinal statements of the
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- ,_Romaﬁ Cgthblic-Chﬁrcﬁ.‘-These are stﬁted but A&é discussed,
"although Schmaué ouflinéé the various worldly'idégs and movements
which he fhinks forced the Roman Catholic Church to pronounce on
these matters. 1In partiéular, in connection with the question of the
vincompatibilitj'of the biblical statement of thefcreatioﬁ of the world
and modern scientific ideas, Schmeus quotes the Catholic Biblical.
Cbmmission_stateﬁent, which allows that the Genesis material conveys
truths necessary to sélvation in a language suitable to a less
devéloped period, and then he adds
"To uﬁderstand these assertions of the Church we must be
aware of its fundamental concern for the salvation of man and
for truth. The forms in which this expresses itself are,
however, capable of change" (61). ‘
In developingvtﬁe doctrine of creation, Schmaus notes

"the doctrine of creation requires to be analysed with an
eye to a diversity of contemporary issues" (62),

these issues being raised by science, philosophy and histdry. He

'insists
"that a éphstructive relationship exists between science and
‘theology is implicit in the belief that God created the
world" (63) B '

although, he says, theology cannot claim td have the answers to all

gquestions and must stay within its own bounds. The bounds are not

delimited by Schmaus.

The main emphéseé of>Schmaus};development of thg doctrine of cregtion
are_God'sbfreedom in creating something distinc¥'from himself and ﬁhe
love which éan be tentatively advanced as the reason from creation,

_ with scfiptural suppbrtlfroﬁ the Bbok of Wisdomiaﬁd Proverbs. For
Schméus the idea of love as 2 motive for divihe_creation includes the
notion that God's love desires a response, whick comes in the

relationship with men and their turning to him. Thus for Schmaus
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"dialogue with God is the mean1ng of the d1v1ne creative
action" (64) .

and this dialogue takes place along a set course, aiong which the

world proceeds to-fulfilment.

It is;‘in'Schmaus' formulatien; phe world which pfoeeeds to
fulfiimenf, 'not' just man. Accordingl to Schmaus, fhe creatures of
this world are both dependent en:God and independent of God, and the
independence is both a valid reason for the makipg of non-theological
statements about .creatures andta gﬁafantee of the individual value of
each creature in the sight of God. Men is sought by God as a

_ eonversafion partner,.aséerts Schmaus, and.man'is able to enter into
dialogue with God directly, whereas the rest of creation can only enter
.info.dialogue with-God through man. Schmaus maintains that the
importance of man over againet the rest of creation is clearly shown
in the Genesis creation stories:

. "both accounts are interested in bringing out the distinct
position of man in the whole of creation" (65).

The distinct poeition of men involves of course mastering the rest of
creation, and also the creative activity of man in helping to form

the wprld under God.

Schmaus notes that the biblical claim that mé.n-was'fofmed from the'

: dust of the earth is in keeping with sclentlflc claims about the rise
of man from the animal kingdom insofar as man's body is concerned. He
is elso prepared to accept a moderete doctrine of evolution, that is,
a doctrine which accepts a theory of evplution as ‘a description of the
phys1ca1 and biological occurrence of man, but in51sts that there is
somethlng about man which is the. result of God's creat1ve will and
cannot be adequately explained by any theory of evolutlon.' Schmaus

~ claims that such a doctrine traces the process of evolution to the
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Créative‘word of God ahavis'consistent with sc?iptural materiél,
sihCe, according to Schmeus, ‘scripture is goncerned with testimony to
the creative will of God rather than descriptions of the process of
creafion. But even a moderate theory of evolution |

"clearly 1nd10ates the orientation of the non-human world
towards man" (66)

because, Schmaus clalms, man could only have evolved if God had given
things the power and impetus to transcend themselves and develop to
higher forms of life. Man is, for Schmaus, the highest form of life

poséible on earth because Jesus Christ was a men.

Under the heading "God as Creator" Schmaus also deals with divine

. providence, and. such matters as moﬁogénism and the generation of

the spiritual soul; of parficﬁlar interest to Roman Catholics.
However in thése sections he adds 1itf1e to the main lines already
dI"aWn.A,We turn therefore to consider his work in the light of
Westermann's complaints. As far as bibiicél materiél is concerned,
Schmaus makes direct use of a very small range of material indeed.
.No passage is expounded in detail, though the two Genesis creat1on
narratlves are examlned to draw out their statements of the 1mportant
place\of man in creation. '16 passages are listed‘as ‘supporting the
Qlaiﬁg*tﬂat fhe-Olleestament proclamation of création is intended to
support . the proclamation of salvatioﬁ, end these passages are drawn
'from'various parts of the 0ld Testament. Thefe'ié a list of passages
from=thé wisdom literature which are claimed to support the thesis that
the wisdom 11terature is concerned with salvatlon as much as with
.cosmology. Other than this, the maaorlty of biblical references are
fo‘thé ﬁeﬁ Testament. Tt seems clear that Schmaus does draw his
Vdirect biblical support from passages which are relevant to the

teaching of salvation, and indeed his approach to the biblical
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. material would lead us to expect this.

Indiréct1y4thmaus draws on a wide range of material. He refers

to "prophetic“'and "priestij" ideas, withouf giving specific sources;
he talks of the way people in Israel looked at theif history, clearly
drawing on the hiétorical books of'the Bible as well as the»prophetic
books and the Pentateuch; and in his discussion of evolution he draws
on ideas of the work of the Spirit found most ciearly in the New
Testament. -Not all the material thus alluded to can be described as
necessary for the teaching of salvation, but the treatﬁent of the
ideas drawn from itvemphasizes the salvific work'of God at the expense
of the creative. It is clear that Schmaus conceﬁtrates on man and his
salvation. He quite clearly sees creation as looking forward to \
salvation, and is really.intgrested in creé@ion insofar as creation

reveals God and partiéularly-looks to God in Christ.

Aé far .as scienqe'is concerned, Schmaus seems happy to accept the
findings of science, where they do not conflict directly with
biblical texts, He also talks of the author of the first Genesis

story as

"using all -the sciéntific-and‘cultural knowledge he
possessed" (67) ' .

v_and7$o~g§pears to aqknowledge that scientific kﬁovledge has advahced
siﬁpefﬁiblicailtimes. Howevef,~schmaﬁs'also maintains that the
..'Genésié.story mst be read as a statement of faith in'tbe creative will
of God, nét as-an account of how the world began: in other ﬁords, it

. is not in conflict with scientific knowiedge'beéaﬁse it has different
objectives frqm those of science. While he is prepared to let science
- ha&e fﬁeeAreiﬁ in its own‘(undefined) area, ahdAis’prepared to_aécept

those findings which fit in with biblical teaching as interpreted by




~ the Roman Catholic Church, it camnot be said that Schmeus attempts
to build bridges between science and theologyi_rather he rémains on
the defensive, ready to tolerate science until one of his positions

comes undef attéck.

Fingliy, Schmaus is~qﬁifé definite that. God is'onlj interested in’the
world within the context of the history of the salvation of man.
Fulfilment is fouﬁd in dislogue with God, but the world can only enter
into dialogue ﬁith God through man. Thus the fglfilment of the world
depends on man, and the importanég of the world to God is less than

the importahce of man.

We see-then that in the case of Schmaus,.threé of Westermann's four
alleged‘characteristics are éﬁite clearly present. It is not true
that Schmaus.draws only-on biblicél maﬁefiél'fequirqé for the teaching
of‘sa}vatién, althoughfit is true that the other biblical material he
uses is:neither necessary for the teaching of'éalﬁation nor specially

concerned with creation.




245 John Reumann

John Reumann's ‘book on creatlon is entitled "Creatlon and new
Creation" and subtitled "The past, present, and future of God's
creative activity". What'he»seeks'to do, Reumann says, is to
examine what the Bible means byv"creation" and "new creation", and
how Israel'wént about making statements on creation, in the modest
hope of getting
"some hints as to how we'today and our chiIdren,_in a changing
universe, may engage in the same process of sPeaklng about
creation, as ongoing affirmation of that "radical
transcendence", God, whom we have come to know especially in
Jesus Christ" (68) «
A The .quoted sentence occurs in the penultimate paragraph of Reumann's
first chapter, before he has examined any of the biblical material,
and indicates the approach he adopts to the biblical material: he
sees the biblical material on creation as primarily statements of

faith, and he asks what is their connection with the theme of

redemption in Christ.

Thus Reumann's chapter headings are 51gn1f10ant: "Faith speaks about
Creatlon“, "Creatlon continues - redemptlvely" and "New Creation -
Hope and new exlstence now" are the headlngslof the chapters in which
‘biblical matefial is examined intdetail,vwith the strands being drawn’
‘together in a final chapter entitled "Some'cdnolusions about.creation
and néw'creation". From the very stért, Reumann assumeé a connection
’in tﬁe bitlical material between the themes ofAcreation and redemption,
and at least part of his stated intention is to clarify‘that
relationship.' In view of that, one mlght expect an exhaustive study
of the two themes through the Bible but this is not Reumann's way.
Instead he choses certain blbllcal passages to be examlned in depth.

He is quite ofen about his selectivity in this'matter, claiming only

o
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to be;i&bkiﬁg'éf.examéieg of'wﬁéé theiBiblé sayé{épqut creation énd

~ new éréafién. Unfortunateiy he givéé né indicéfion of fhe criteria
used to select his particular examples, and although he iays a good
.déal'of stress on the varifieé of biblicai reflection on both his
themes, he fails to indicate the differences between his chosen
varieties and othefs. In the same way he'ﬁentions a large number of
questions which he might have tackled but has not éonsidered: but his
reasons for leaving these particular questions on one side remain

obscure.

Before ggtfing down to the examipation of the biblical material,

Reumaﬁﬁ'sets out what he himself call an |
"evangelicai hermenétic" (69).

He begins with the claim that.

"more than fifteen different "creation theologles" in the Old
and New Testaments can be identified" (70)

apd he also cléims that there are further vgriatione to be found in the
literature'of the Intertestamental Period. <He lists some of the
biblical souiges of these different creation theoloéies: we may note
fhat while some of the different "theologies" discovered by Reumann
would be generally accepted as different creafion theologies, ﬁot
everyone would acceptaall Reumann's claims. For example, it is not
clearAthét thé Book of Amos has a distinctivefview of creation, as
1AReqmanpléléims, and in this and other péséibly'contentious cases

Reumann gives no grounds for his claim.

However, he does claim that all these dlfferent creatlon theologles
can be 1dent1f1ed and that what is generally called "the b1b110a1 ‘
doctrlnevof creation" is actually a composite of the various biblical
strands.‘fReumann draws attention to the.tradifion history app:oaéh to

Biblical studies which seeks, he says, to set biblical statements in
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, sequgnCe, ahd aiso he draws attention to thé fact that the éo-calied
biblical,aoctrines.have undergoné reworking £hrough the éenturies of
Christién theology. Thus, Reumann claims, the average Christian has
the option éf.selecting the waj in which he wishes to repeat the truths .
of the faith, wﬁile the systematic theologian has the task of |
re-interpreting all the §arieties of witness in the language of his
own day. 'Of course, says Reﬁmann, the systematician works within
-1imits, among them those:confessional formulae which have become
regulative in the life of the church, and
"A theological approach reserves the right to judge the content
of each statement in the scriptures by the heart of the
scriptures, the gospel of Jesus Christ (or whatever else has
been decided upon as criterion)" (71).
In the absence.of other stated critéfia, we must assume that for

Reumdnn himself, each statement is to be judged by "the gospel of

Jésus Christ".

Having set out his "evangelical hermenutic", Reumann also draws
‘attention to the need .to set biblical passages

squarely within their context in the hlstory of religions
- generally" (72)

boﬁh tq{help us discover sources for and analogues to a biblical
writer -and | |
: "to. help us see"what is unusual about his wads and where he
‘'speaks against his environment, as well as when he expresses
himself in light -of it" (73).
Wifh this in mind, Reumann says, one ought to trace all israel's
’-statéments.chrdnologically through the 014 Tesfament and the New
Testament and the Intertestamental Period to see how each.one
'-developed and was altered, but for reasons of space, he says, he
cannot go - into such detall, ‘Instead he selects Just two passages
. fqr exémination as examples of Israel's statements on creation,

without giving any reasohs for selecting these two passages rather
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than any others, and without justifying the claim that these two
passages .count as "Israel's statements on creation". The two passages
chosen are I Corinthians 8: and Genesis 2: 4b - 4: 26, and they are

discussed in that order.

In I'Cor.le,'Reumann Sees verse 6 as a pre-Panline Christian credo,
giving Christ a place in creation and its conﬁinuance. Reumann thinks
that this particular credo is related to Stoic ﬁiews about nature,
'perhabs'as a Christian polemic against the Stoic views, a Christian
way'bf_insisfing on the worsnip of God_rather'than nature. The early
Christiens, according to Reumenn, would naturally bring the cry of
acclamation "Jesus Christ is Lord" alongside their acclamation of
God, and‘so quickly-tne credo would gather,; and

’

"then, by the year 50, Jesus has been given a place in the
- making of things, as agent of creation, thls one through
whom we ex1st" (74)
Reumann. then draws attention specifically to the fact that in the
credo
"we have spotted Stoic-language, 01d Testament phrases,
Jewish and Hellenistic ideas. Faith speaks in the tongues
of men" (75) . S
He also points out that the credo talks in terms of man, being a
confe331on for us, and ‘then suggests that in this ome verse creatlon

 and redemptlon are related and, in particular, that the verse sees

"Chrlstlans as holding a particular place eschatolog1ca11y in
God's plan" (76). -

How thls concept of redemption is.derived from the verse is not

clear.

['The next _passage con51dered is. Gene81s 2 4b - 4. 26. Reumann gives
a very brief survey of differences between the two Genesis accounts
of creatlon, clalmlng that the first has the creatlon of man and

woman as its’ p1nnacle and is concerned mainly w1th combatlng pagan
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hyphs-éhd déities énd:thé notions of chaos gnd'diédrder{ while the
second aééount has men énd'womaﬁ at the'centrefof its description and
is concérned with combating fertility cults.: In this.connection,
'it is iﬁportant for Reumann that the writer of the second Genesis
~story wés a loyal follower of Yahweh: Reumann sees.this anonymoﬁs
writer as someéne frying to come to terms with the changed wor;d of
Israel}folldwing the establishment of the moﬁarchj, a man trying to.
tell.Israel where God waéAand'what God was doihg-in that generation.
‘In particular, according to Reumann, this writer was faced with the
fact that fhe Israelites lived améng people with fheir own gods,
.their fertility riteé, their own pagan myths of creation; the writer
of the Genesis story, bn-ReQmanp's reading, wanted to insist that
. Yahweh‘is the source of fertility and

"Yahweh in his love, not Baal, is the source of good" (77).
In the'§ourée of writing his story4to:show this, Reumann claims, the
GenésiéIWrifer used ideés frém his own time, myths and statementé_
drawh from his pagan_ﬁeighﬁours, but'always bénding them to the
sefvice of his oﬁn ends. Those ends are ends of faith, displaying
the gra01ousness and magn1flcence of Yahweh, Thhs, insists Reumann,
this unknown wrlter (who might, according to Reumann, have been Nathan
or Abithar!) has related creatlon_and redemption by his insistence
thatHSinning is not a cosmic érinciple but coﬁés.from human
disobedience‘and is forgiven by a gracious God;
_Reumann then goes on to draw conclusions from his two examples. He -

\

admlts that there are

A "dozens of other biblical creatlon accounts whlch call for
' ‘s1m11ar treatment" (78)

but claims-that nevertheless_some gengraliconclusions can be_drawn

" from his two chosen passages. He writes
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"‘"Our f1nd1ngs may be eXpressed thus: in the plurallsm of
 _gcripture's witness, faith - employing materials from the
_world of the day, reshaping them in the 1light of belief in
the God of the exodus who has sent his son Jesus Christ to
redeem - faith speaks of the God it knows, as the creator,
munificent in his purposes and good, in terms of what his
graclous work of creation means for man and his world" (79)
:_The next stage of Reumann s 1nvestigatlon is an excursus on the
Christ hymn in Colos31sns, an excursus which is really a protest . ?
agalnst a Hindu take-over of Christ. Reumann then moves on to
eohsider}more-biblical passages under the conviction that creation
is not concerned jusf with origins, but also with the dependence of
man and his world on God. From this notion if"follows, Reumann
claims, that God's love will again and again break. forth redemptively,
and this leads him on to the question of the relationship between
crestion'and redemption in Israel. Qutlining'the possibility of
creation material circulating separately from-redemptien material,
Reumann nevertheless quotes as the mosf~wideiy aecepted judgemeht,
’ voanad!svstatement to the effect that creation was subordinate to
redemption in Israel. To see where the truthtlies, he says, Reumann
‘examines first some passages from pre-exilic prophets, then some

psalms, then some material from Isaiah, chapters'40 - 66.

Regmanh points-oup that there.are very few.references to crestion in
‘.the‘pre-ekiiic,prophetieTmeteriel,AahdAclaims that woat references_
there are support t.he‘fig_iéa that Israel knew a’:e'restion. myth, drawn
"eiplieitly:from pagsn neighbours, in which YahWeh-bested the dragon of
, the seaQ Reumann supports his theory with references to three passages 4
“r‘ln Amos and ‘one . passage in each of Jeremlah Habbakuk, and Ezekiel,
”Zﬁth9“gh only:the‘Amos pssssges are_diseussed in any detall. He also
po’irlts_' out that thé che.oseba;ttle»jisla;'gery'~,‘ is'.oft‘e_n transferred to the

- future tense, which means, he says,




“we are here on the verge of the apocalyptic mood, where
~ .creation-redemption was to take a new turn" (80)

Turning»to:the Psalms, Reumann insists that here the emphasis~is

on the creation of Ierae13:rather than the creation of the world.
Though the Psalms refieot the thought-world of the day, says Reumann,
all the imaées have oeen "Yahwehized" (81) and medeAto.refer to
God's work in the history of Israel. This work ie a continuing work,
Reumann asserts, and he claims that the Psalms reflect this factor
eé welI; Ail these ideas are eupported by a few references to |

Pss. 100, 89, 8, T4..

Next Reumann turns to Deutero-Isaiah. Here he is categoric: he states
"Deutero-Isaiah presents us with the most massive and amazing
use of creation language in the entlre Bible. But the primary
purpose of it all is to get across a’ message of redemption" (82).
Following Stuhlmueller, Reumann sees the message of redemption in
Deutero-Isaiah as stressing'

"Yahweh‘s present creating, his continﬁing'redemptive power" (83).

The main support for this claim comes from reference to Stuhlmueller'

- ‘work, partlcularly on the use by Deutero-Isalah of speech forms

approprlate to temple worship. Accordlng to Reumann, thls use of
' forms of temple worship. would remind the ex11es to whom the prophet
'Vweszepeakigg of_Jerusalem, and would revive their hopes of returning
- .ro preise Yahweh there egain. This, Reumann claims, is a hope of
' rederption; and it‘is in this context that second Isaiah uses creation -
.imagery to'illustrate the lordship of Yahweh;i'
.<_Fina1iy in.thie chapter, Reumenn:torns to Third‘lseiah, whoﬁ he sees
aeﬁputting‘forﬁardea new hope in a dark time. The new hope'in-
'Reumenn's view is based firmly on the}promise of a new heaven and a

new earth. Reumann relates the promise of a new heaven and a new
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earth to the promise of a new Jerusalem and a néw'people of Israel:
thus while 'he claims that in Isaiah 65:25 we have
"an important_princible: the great time to come when Yahweh
changes - things will be like the golden age of creation when
he first made the world" (84) _
he also claims that the reference to new heaven and new earth in
Isaiah 65:17

Mturn out really to.refer to people, transformed, under God,
God's people, the faithful in.Israel" (85).

These claims are supported by a brief exegesis of Isaiah 65316-25.

From theée considerations Reumann turns tolthg meaﬁing_of new
creation .in the New Testament. This; he claims, is not to abandon
New Testament views on original or continuing creation but to
concentrate on what is new. Reumann claims to héve shown in the two
previous chaptefs some similarities between Old‘énd New Testament
discussions of creation, with the mejor difference between the two
Testaﬁents in fhis area being that the»New Testament gives Jesus
Christ a place in the work of creation. He notes various ways in
which.creation imagery is employed in the NewiTestament, but his

| attentiqn is-concentrated on the apodalyptic appiication of creation:

themés;'

In'thisAconnegtioﬁ, Reu@ann looks fi?st at Revelation 21, in which he
: fin&é;a'link between the talk of making all fhiﬁgs new ana the
description of the new Jerusalem, a link which, he claims, shows
that.:“' ‘

ncfeainn/new creation imagery thus sgrvesﬁfgdemption" (86);
"Oh‘Reuﬁann's.reﬁding, the same use of thé idea Qf a new heaven and -

earth is found in 2 Peter.'|

HeAthen.gqes on to consider Paul's use'of:thg phrase "Nei Creation".

Reumann believes that Paul inherited not only Jewish ideas on creation
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but also Christian.claims about Jeeus' role in creation. He also
claims that Paul's use of creation imagery is typified in the
apostle's account of his own conversion in 2 Corinthians 4, where we

find, accordlng to Reumann

"ereation is here the category which leaps into Paul's mind as
analogy to what has happened to him in becomlng Christian" (87)."

With this key made, Reumann unlocks the passages in which Paul speaks
of new creation. Whiie noting that there afe various views on what
the phrase "new creation" means and en its origin, and claiming that
"the phrase probabl&.means slightlj'different things in different
places in Paul's writings, Reumann nevertheiess'feaches the firm

A conclusionAthat the thrust of Paul's statements on new creation is

‘that new creation means

"the new creaturehood of Christian bellevers, not a cosmic
day-dream" (88). '

In other words, just as Paul used creation language to talk of his
own experience, so, Reumann claims, Paul uses creation language to

talk of the eXperience of all Christiaus.

A From his brlef examlnatlon of the various passages from 01d and New
,Testaments, Reumann draws a number of conclusions. He claims that the

) Blble talks of creation always in’ the

' "language of the day, including the world's terms and current
scientific thought and theories"  (89). '~ :

,Turtuer, the 1dea of God as Creator is related'esra statement of faith
te tﬁe-idea of:God as Redeemer, and this is also connected with the
"idea of continuing creation, which has a fuﬁure thrust. According to
ﬁ}Reumann,ithe fermulations of the Bible have an‘ekistential thrusts -

| "mah and his existence are the concern" (90)

t.and Reumann s flnal conclusion on the relatlonshlp between creation and

'salvatlon 1s_summed up as
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Y Mihe believer who has exper1enced redemption confesses the One

-who has' delivered and made him what he is, through the action
of creative redemption, which experience is then extrapolated
back to the beginning of time, is confessed continually, and
is hoped for in the time to come." (91).
If we now con;ider Reumann's work in the 1ight.o£,Wbsterﬁanﬂ's
.complainfs, what do wé-find? First, Reﬁmann covérs only a very smali
range of biblical material. Neceésarily, in view 6f the method and
plan of ﬁis book, Reumann's uée of 5ib1ical material is almost all
direct use, that is, with quotation_and'exegesis, Indirect use by
: allﬁsion is infrequent; and the allusions are-so’fleeting that this
indirect usage is insignificant. It is certainly true, on Reumann's
own presentation, that all the passages he considers are part of the
teaching of salvation. Reumann's appfoach is fo start with a'view_and'

then to give illustrative biblical examples: thus his choice of

Pbiblical material is very much determined by his original view..

Reumann‘starfs his;work from the specific standéoint that speaking
about créafion is part of an ongéing affirmétion of the.God known in
Jesus Christ. Léss explicitly, he starts from an understanding of
"cre'alt.ion as somehow subordinafe to redemption:- the whole thrust of his -
wdrk»is that_the:biblical material on creatioh-poinfs primarily to man'

and his salvation.

'Theré:is nq_attempt'in Reumann's ﬁork to build bridges between modern
- science and biblical Viéws. He states, with liftle supporting
evidehce, that the biblical writers use the écignce of their day; he
states too a conviction that the Christian of"'t'oday

"needs to ava11 himself of all knowledge about God and the

world available through the natural world, common sense, and

science, and through salvatlon" (92). : 4

However, nowhere in Reumann's work is there any attempt to relate

‘modern science to the biblical materials rather, it is as though the
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two are explicitly divorced and cannot. be expected.to meet.

Fineliy,eﬁeumann's conception of new c:eafionAdoes.not lead, as one
migﬁt expect, te,e new presentafion of the biblicai material on
creation. Rather his emphasis is on mission,. the making of everyone
into avChristian, on the grounds that only by becoming part of the
redeemed.coﬁmunity‘can eﬁe_enjoy the new creation.. There are a feﬁ
hints in Reumann's work about stewardship of the earth, but perhaps

Reumann's approach is summed up in th1s crys

"Creation! It belongs to God but is entrusted to all of us,
as mankind, who are the creatures and cllmax of God's creatlon"
: (93).

In other words, the worm trodden to the earth or the star in the“'

Milky Way are of no interest to Reumann, or to God.

We see then that all four of Westermann's characﬁeriétics are present
in Reemann'S’work.in a very clear way. Indeed Reumann;s work could
be seen as an attempt fo juStify thfee_of‘the four as proper
"eharactefisticsvof the modern theological approach to creation, the
relatlonshlp ‘between theology and sc1ence belng the odd man out. Thus
f Reumann 1mp11c1t1y denies Westermann s claims about what is needed in

'.a modern, relevant, biblically respectable doctrlne of creatlon.
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‘f:material on creation has anything to offer modern science; “the general

‘-,the biblical reflection on creation 1s not concerned with how the

.6 Conc1u31on ; o
If we try to draw together in summary the results of our brief look
~at.the work.of four theological wrrters,.the overwhelming impression
isfthat>westermann's strictures are entirely justified: The range
:of biblical material considered by the four writers under review
'varies, but in all four cases we have seen that the biblical material .
used 1s that appropriate to the teaching of salration. In each case,
the approach to the biblical material has been clearly shaped by

prior admitted theological con51derat10ns,_and41n each'case.those prior
considerations have included a etrong emphasis'on'man, his situation,
~and his salvation; The'overall'impression'is_that the theological
writersAare much more Concernedlwith man than.mith creation, and it
‘is perhaps significant.in this resnect'that.the creation of man is in
‘_eyery;case.seen'as the main ?oint of onejor both-of the.Genesis.f

creation stories.

' None of the four writers examined makes any real attempt to build ‘-f
'bridges between modern science and theology or- the biblical material,
: despite some 11p -service to the need for theology to take account of l

modern 501ence. None of them seems to think that the biblical

'1mpression the four writers give is that, while the biblical material
has its uses), those uses are restricted to areas not yet overshadowed

: by~the definite pronouncements-of science. All four writers agree that
:j:universe came 1nto being, and all four agree that no doctrine of '
{jcreation should be concerned with that question.

Finally,'none of the four.theological‘uritere-reviewed makes any attempt

~to offer a new,:vital'presentation ofjthe'biblical reflection on
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creation, They are not concerned with the world apart from its role
as a stage for man, and they do not seem to think that God is much

concerned about anything in creation except man.

So fhe'fou: charactefist;cs.of modern theologians'.présentations of
the'biblical»reflécti§n on creation which we drew from Westermann's
work seem.indeed to be leading characteristics of the works examined.
Westermann iﬁpiied that these four characterisfics are characteristics
of presentations of the biblical féflectionAwhich misrepresent the
biblical reflection. He also implied that the biblical scholars had
“done better and had provided material and insights to correct the

- errors of the theologians. To this claim we now turn.
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Ohapterijt' Four 01d Testament Scholars .

3 1 Introduction

" In this chapter we consider reflection by some modern blbllcal
~.scholars on the biblical material on creation. All four scholars
selected for‘this.enquiry are 01d Testament schoiars, a fact which
reflects the lack of mater1al on creation in the New Testament. New
- Testament scholars d1scuss the ‘meaning of "new creation" and the |
theories which link Jesus Chrlst with the work of creation, but the
discussions assume an understanding,in New Testament times of a
| doctrine of creation arising from the 014 Testament. Thus, while an
alleged Hebrew understanding‘of creation is present in the background,
.thére is little or no discussion of biblical material on creation |
among New. Testament scholars. We therefore tnrn to 01d Testament

seholars'and their'discussiens of biblical material on creation.

The sourees for the investigation are commentaries on thevhooks of -
the Old_Testament, commentaries en the books'ef the Apocrypha, and
ATheqlogies of the 01d Testament. As one would exnect, every writer
-ofJa‘Theelogy of the 01d Testament.has semething to say ahout the |
"bihlicallmaterial on creatien, so there is‘neAshertaée of materiala
.Slnce the works of four theological writers were examlned in the -

4 prev1ous chapter, the works ‘of four 01d Testament scholars have been
.:chqsen for examination»1n-th;s chapter. ‘Once again, attention has

t been taid.to schools ef thought, so that.a range of starting .points

" and approaches to the Old Testament could be examined.

,T Gerhard von Rad is.a g1ant of twentleth-century Old Testament study as
4 Karl Barth is of twentleth-century theology, and 1ndeed the two glants
have undoubtably influenced one another. Von Rad's work has drawn the

‘: main lines which have been the basis of much of modern 01d Testament -
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study, ahd'his two volume work "Old Testament_Theblogy" is a classic
and standard work; in addition he has written a detailed commentary
on the book of Genesis, and a majdr work on the Wisdom literature.

Thus von Rad almost selects himself as a subject for this enquiry.

The work of C. Westermann on the'biblical material on ereation also
almsst selects itself for eur study, since it is Westermann's |
complaints ahout modern theologians and their approach to the biblical
materiel on creation whidh-provide the starting peint for our study.
In addition, hestermann_is also recognised es a giant among twentiefh
centhry,OId Testament scholars, so his detailed reflections on the

biblical material on creation are of interest.

JeLs McKenzie is included because he is_hoth anTAmefican_and a Roman
Catholic, and thus begins his study of the Qld Testament from a
.backgreunﬁ different te that of the predominanthrotestant scholars
frsm Europe. McKenzie's "A Theology of the Old Testament" has a |

rather different approach to that of von Rad, at least at first sight.

Flnally N. Zlmmerll is 1ncluded as an 01d Testament scholar of note
whose approach and emphases are suff101ent1y dlfferent from those of

"hvon Rad and Westermann to provide a fresh look at the biblical materiel.'

In each case we shall eiamine “the writer's discussion of the biblieal
'materlal on creatlon, ‘noting exactly what blbllcal mater1a1 is
conS1deredges_re1at1ng to creation. We shall try in each case to draw
- out the m‘ain. lines of the writei-'s view of the b_thliéal reflection on
4creation5 to ascertainvwhat materiel has been'pffered by the biblical
- scholar to the theologiane to aid the theoloéishs‘in their ;-eﬂection

-on creation., -
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3420 Gerhard von Rad -

Gerhard von Rad's approach to all the 01d Testament materlal relating

to creatlon is domlnated by his view that ..
| "the Yahw1stic faith of the 0ld Testament is a faith based on

the notion of election and therefore primarily concerned with

salvatlon" (1).
ThiSjststement'occurs in the opening paregraph of oiS'essay on the
tﬁeological trobiem>of the'doctrine of creation; and is echoed in
slightly'different form at various points in his‘Old Testament.
Theology. We must note that for von Rad, the theologlan of the 014
Testament is concerned with

"Israel's own explicit ‘assertions about Yahweh" (2),
and von‘Rad sees the relationship'between Yahweh and Israel as shoﬁn
in the 014 Testament in only one way, namely as

"a contlnulng d1v1ne act1v1ty in history" (3)
.The assertlons made by Israel about this contlnulng d1v1ne act:.v:Lty )
were aSsertions that changed’and went'on changing, according to von
ARac;. he writes that Israel told'the story of the acts of Yahweh in
history énd then |

"she thought the whole thlng through agaln and ‘called fresh

concepts to her aid to re-tell it, in order to come to a

better understanding of her experience and a more adequate
realisation of her own peculiarity" (4). '

The'ﬁexperiepce" of Israel and her "peculiarity" come togetherifor
von ﬁad iﬁ'the notion of election, and, more specificall&, in the
fact that |

- "because of special ﬁistorical exPer1ences, Yahwism in Ancient

Israel regarded itself exclusively as a religion of salvation"
| (5).

:‘This ciaim>is supported by appeal to the:very old:confessional formulae
of Isrsel, in farticuiar"the oﬁe shich VOnﬁRad refers to as the
9Credo?, foundiin Deut. 26: 5-9. Thus we have two themes, Yahweh's

action;in self-revelation and salvation history,'ﬁhich in von Rad's
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view dominate,and shape the work of the 01d Teétamept wiriters and

editors.

Turning m&ré direétly'to the 01d Testament materigi on creation, we 4
:findrthﬁt.for von Rad'there is no doubt that fhe-same twin themes
haveAshapedv the material, with the theme of sglvation the more
.prominent of the two. He is cqﬁvinced that in Israel the doctrine of.
creation was always subordingte to the doctrine of.reaemption,‘and
" he writes

"ﬁe régard tﬁis soterioiogical interpretation of the wérk.of

creation as the most primitive expression of Yahwistic belief
concerning Yahweh as creator of the world" (6).

The

“historical problem of the origin" (7)
of Tsrael's. beliefs about creation is not for von Rad a very important
question: of greater importanée is the relétionship ﬁetweén Israel's
beliefé.abput creation and her beliefs about tpe saving acts of
Yahweh in history; and in particular the way in which Isfael workéd out
- the relatioﬂship between the two. Von Rad éonsiders the making‘of
a connectlon betweeﬁ the creation beliefs and the sav1ng hlstory as
theologlcally : |

ﬁa‘great aéhievementﬁ (é)
Aand spmething oﬁly achieved at é fairly iate sfggé in fhé‘hi§toiy of

Tsrael.

This- does not ’me'ah that Israel had no thoughts about Yahweh as creator
~at dn earller stage in her history, and von Rad says that there are

"some decldedly old passages referr1ng to the belief in
creatlon" (9), i

Cl'tlnb G’eno 140 19 & 22 Geno 24. 3’ PS. 19. foo Furthermore, he

wrltes

"It is hard to imagine that, in the environment of Canaan, whose
religious atmosphere was saturated with creation myths, it ‘would
~ not have occurred to Israel to connect creation - that is, heaven,
_earth, the stars, the sea, plants and animals - with Yahweh" (10).
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~However, von Rad points out that.the old cultle credo contained
nothing ‘about creatlon, and he clalms that the more comprehensive
‘statements about the creation of the world by Yahweh are only found
in texts pf a later time. 4He puts the late emergence of a doctrine
of cfeation in:Isreel down to the difficulties.of bringing into a
prober theological relationship the old beliefs about creation and
thettraditien of the seting acts:of Yahweh'in higtory which,

according to von Rad, was peculiarly Israel's own.

" Though he does not exp1101tiy say so,‘von Rad seees to accept the v1e§,
expllcltly stated by others, that Deutero-Isalah was the flrst in
Israel to pqt‘together_a theologlcally coherent doctrine of creation.
Certainly_von Rad regards Deutero-Isaiah as one:of the chief 01d
Testament witnesses about creation, although

"the eilusions'to Yahweh ee_the creator are far from being the
primary subject of Deutero-Isaiah's message" (11).

In fact-VoanEd finds'the-soteriological understanding of creation
very marked in the work of this prophet. He claime that whenever
:Deutero-Isaiah mentions creation, he also mentioﬁs,salvation or
redemption; furthef,4von Rad_claims that the‘ellueipns to creation-are

alweys paréllel to or subordinate to the4soteriological referenees.f

.Thus,_on von Rad's reading, the feferences‘to’Yahﬁeh as creator in
}Isaiah_42: 5 or‘43: l‘afe subofdinate.elausee, intended to aid the
passage to a principal clause referring to re&emption. Similarly in
.:Isaiaht44: 24p. - 28,'the allusion to-the creator is subordinate

accorﬁing to von Rad, and in Isaiah 40s 27ff 'the doctrine of creetiqn,

. he clalms is’ 1ntroduced simply to provide a foundatlon for faith in

Yahweh as redeemer. In Isaiah 44: 24 and 54: 5 the ideas of redeemer
and creator are found side by side;'and in Isaiah-54: 9of the ideas of

- Yahweh as creator of the world and creator of Israel are brought
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htoéetherﬁ for von Rdd, ih;&iew of the cultic credo, the ideas of
’creafof of Israel and redeemer are the same, so here again he claims
.thaf creation and redemption are brought together. Thus he claims

i we can see thaﬁ in Deutero-Isaiah the.doctrine of creation is never

found'as_an-independent belief appearing in its own:right. Rather the

references to creatien’afe intended to support'belief in Yahweh as

Redeemer and

"to reinforce confldence in the power of Yahweh and his
readiness to help" - (12),

which they can do because '

"Deutero-Isaiah obviously sees a sav1ng event in creation
itself" (13). .

In other words; according to von Rad Deutero-Isaiah regards creation

as the first'of the saving acts of Yahweh.

Asvalready neted, von Rad sees the soteriologieal understahding of
creatioh'as:a primitive form in Isfael, and.it is_from this standpoint
that he ¢ohsiders.the meterial on creation in'the first two chapters
of the heqh of-Genesis. According'to von Rad, theseAtwo chaﬁterS’eie
paftlofjfhe primeval histOr& of Israel, built Quffof'all kinds of
traditionalAmaterial_and added to the divine history as a prefix. The
addition of the primeval-hi'story to the diirine history was, says

von Rad, part of the process of w1den1ng the theological base of the
story of the saving acts of Yahweh. In von Rad's view, the d1v1ne
'h;story'exPanded from the story of the creation of the people of |
Isréei'and their entry toithe Promised‘Land, as represehted fof
exaﬁple in:thebedltic credo, to include such stories as that of the
celi-of Abram, and this expansionlwas made for theoclogical reasons.
'However, the- theologlcally expanded divine hlstory needed a base which

the old credo could not supply, says von Rad 8o, he clalms, the
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- beginnings of the divine»history1were-pushed backfin time to the
ﬂcreationé : |

presumptuous as it may’ sound, creation 1s part of the
aetiology of Israel" (14)

,.HOWever '

"this pushing back of the beginning of the saving history ‘was _
only possible because création itself was . regarded as a- sav1ng
“work of Yahweh's“ (15). ' :
In other words, the flrst two chapters of Gene31s are, for von Rad,
the work of -writers or: editors who staaﬂnd.from a conviction of
| Yahweh's saVing activity on behalf»of Israel and boldly pushed that
act1v1ty back in time as far as they could.go, so that the testimony

to Yahweh as- ‘creator undergirds their faith in salvation and election.

Von Rrad does not deny that the first two chapters:of Genesis contain
very old material, and he agrees with the.gensrai_concensus of 01d |
Testament scholarshir infdating the second_creation etory in Genesis
~ear1ier than the first (and therefore earlier than-thevwork of |
'VR'Deutero-Isaiah) However, von Rad 1ns1sts that the difference in age'
of the two ‘stories. mist not be used too much - as a key to their . v
;interpretation. though he accepts that the second story ‘is more
.,3 "simple“ than the first»and.uses a more "pictorial" method, yet he:"‘
ilnSIStS that the second story is. st111 of great theological
'.substance. For von Rad the difference between the two stories lies
» 5not just 1n'the way they present their material, but-a1s0‘1n the i"'
| subgect of 1nterest the first story, on von Rad's reading is mainly :

r-concerned with the world and man in. 1t while the second story is

;':t more concerned w1th man's relationship to his immediate environment.

.Both stories, however, ‘have the creation of man as their chief end,

"-according to von Rad, and-both understand :

a "creation as. effeoted strictly for man's sake, with him asits
centre and obgective" (16) . . '

: and here we see the soteriological note emerging again.'
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The'preeentation of efeation in the first chapﬁerefef Genesis is
only one side of Israel's speech abeut creatien,Afﬁough'for von Rad
' it is the more important side. . Another way of speaking of creetion
found in the Oid'Testament invoives the use of the concept of a
dramatic struggle between:Yehweh and the powers of Chaos, and is
connected in some way with-dther.creation materiai‘foun& in
neighbouring peoples, such as the Babylonian story of Marduk's
batt}e with Timat. Von Rad accepts that there is some COnneqtion,'
but he does not want to make too much of it, insisting that‘a

"direct connectlon, amounting to a "borrowing", cannot
~ be. assumed" 7).

Moreover, he insists that the use of the struggle concept is -
restricted to

"incidental apostrophisings, and this clearly in contexts
where no value is laid upon. exact theologlcal statements". (18)

and he claims that

"it is the poets and prophets who unconcernedly and casually
make use of these more popular ideas" (19).. '

That these popular ideas expressed something of the belief of
‘Yahwism, von Rad accepts, but he insists that in these popular ideas
~ the same soteriologicai understanding of creation is:af work. All
that has happened, in his V1ew, is that the popular expression .of
'Israel's falth in the creaxor occurs in a form which has absorbed,

purified, apdAre-used 1mages from sources out51de Israel.

Most of the references to the struggle of Yahweh with Chaos occur in
the Psalms, and it is in the Psalms that we find another element in:

what'von Rad calls "Israel's witness to creation"; the element of

B praise;u There are statemente,veometimes.only by the way, about

creator and creation whose main purpose is to;glorify.the creator,

says'von Rad, and he sees such statements as restihg on a doctrine of
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'oreatron;]ouf:hotoimtended.to teach anything about 'it. Consequently,
he oiaims' o | |

'pe have only-. the right to make indirect use of them" (20),
and - he also points out that the sheer number of such instances
compared with the small ‘number of theological and-didactio passages
should make us beware of over-estimating the didactic element in

Israel's preSentation of the doctine of creation.

Even used indireotly; the material'of praise of creator and oreatiop‘.
'in_the Psalms'ie'seeh by vom ﬁad ae!supporting a more soteriologioai
unoerstanding of creation. According to him, onevgreat theme of the
Pselms is the aotivity of Yahweh in hature: in early Psalms; a
miraculous and sometlmes destructive aot1v1ty, but later an actlvity
directed towards orderlng nature for man. ‘Thus for von Rad, the
Psalms gradually moved away from more "mythological" concepts to an
understanding of the world's depehdemoe on Yahweh and its openness to
him; an umderstanding whioﬁ is more rational, yet still bound firmly

to faith in the saving god.

Another element found in the Psalms is the praise- of Yahweh by
.'.nature.~ On von Rad's reading, the Psalms acknowledge that the
created world has a splendour of its own{from which praise of Yahweh
arises. He points oﬁt;that in the later Esalme this prai;e ie‘;een
as‘arising from the remotest plaoes,.but he elso claims that this
theme of the praise of Yahweh by nature is found in pre-exilic times,
'~and'he quotes ieaiah 6:3 ae'supporting evidence. Psalm 19 is an
.example in von'Rad's eyes of an o0ld song witneeeing to the praise

of fered By'héture, and if is also for him an example of the way in

which later generations of Isreelites became_conecious of the
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theological problem of the double’ wltness to Yahweh of history and
nature. For, von Rad claims, vv 8ff of thls Psalm are a 1ater
addltlon, appended for theologlcal reasons and de31gned to show that
whatever.the witness of the created world, it must be a silent witness,
_ . .
"Israel's praise is directed by Yahweh's. hlstorical self-
revelat1on given peculiarly to herself" (21)."
These verious elements found by von Rad in the peelter material on
oreatiop are all coﬁsistent with his view of the Pselms:asAa major
part'of Israel's answer to Yahweh, and her response to Yahweh's
saving acts in histofy} Thﬁe in his.view, the material relating to
creation must be understood as referring to creation as one of

Yahweh's saving acts.

As a}ready,noted, von Rad sees the»later‘Péaims as reaching for ;'
more_ratiohel onderstending'of creatioo'as part‘ofiselvation, and
he seeS'theo taking & greater interest in the meohanioe of creation.
The rational’aporoaoh becomes more pronounced io his view when we .
turg to the'Wiedom 1iterafuie.' Von Red writes thet a:characteristic
iof.'the41;,heologica1A~ref~1ectione of the Wisdom 1itereture'is |
- “%he determined éffort to relate the phenomenon of the world, tf
of "nature" with its secrets of creat1on, to the saving
revelatlon addressed to man" (22).
'Accordlng to him, interest among the Wlsdom teachers in. the
-trad1t1ons of the- saving hlstory had grown weak, and they had become B
more 1nterested in creation and sought to understand it. However,
4says von Rad the search- for understandlng involved findlng a

joonnectlon between oreatlon and the sav1ng hlstory, working . w1th a ;;..o

thes1s which ran

"in order to understand creation properly, one has to speak
about Israel and the revelatlon of. God's w1ll granted to her"

(23).




, Elsewhere,ﬁvon Rad asserts that.thls task of makeng a connectlon
between the salvation history and creation was a’ second operation’
for the Wisdom teaehe:ss at first, it was kept in the background by
a more ufgent‘task, that of expounding the self-revelation of
creatiOn.AeThis taek'ﬁas undertaken outside the sphere of the cult,
von Rad says, and he notes'the:diminished importance of the cult
for fhe Wisdom teachere. ‘More important for these teachers, he'
claims, is the "cali'of Wisdom“3-uttered out of secglar iife, and
he nofes that fhis call o |

"does not legitimate itself from the saving hlstory, but
from creation" (24).

The call of wisdom, an

"invitation to let oneself be guided in &ll the decisions of
life by the instructions of the. primeval order" (25)

is close, in‘Von Rad's view, to the witness of creation.mentioned in
the_Psalms, a witness-to the'ordering and regularity imposed by Yahweh,
. which should_lead men to worship the creator. 'AcQo%ding to von Rad,
the major difference‘between tﬁe Pealms and Wisdom here is that tﬁe
‘witness of creation in the Psalms is directed towards God, whereas
in Wisdom it is directed towards men. The call of misdon to men is
not direetly a call from Yehweh,vvon Rad edmits, but.he insists tﬁat
; it is seen'ee~part of the'reveiatien of Yahweh, another way in which -
.Yahweh reveals himself to men, for

"creat1on not only ex1sts, it also dlscharges truth" (26).
) fhus it. was that the witness to creation in the Wlsdom literature
could be unlted eventually with the traditions of the saving history:
‘for, says von Rad, in the Wisdom teaching

- Mthe pr1meva1 order (wisdom) sought a dwelling among men and
~ was directed by God to the people of Israel" (27).

Here agA1n we have the two notes of revelatlon and salvation united

1n von Rad's dlscus31on of the doctrlne of creatlon in Israel.
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-ﬁé may Sum up von Rad's approach to the dohtrlnerf creatlon in the
AOld Lestament thus he sees the doctrlne of creatlon in Israel as a
late development extendlng Israel's understandlng of Yahweh as.
Savlour by the uge of earller be11efs to 1ncorporate creatlon as

- one of the sav1nﬁ acts of Yahweh 1n history, but always in subordlnatlon '
'to the doctrlnes of electlon and salvatlon._ Fo; Yon Rad, the'doctrlne |
of creatlon in the Old Testameht-speaks prlmariiyiéf the dependenée

of man on God, hf the gobdnesé.éf Gq& to man,.énd especially of |

the creation as being fdr‘the bénéfit‘of man.




3.3. John L. McKenzie

.In_hisrbqok'”A Theology §f.thé‘éid,Testament";iJuR;.McKenzie deals.
with the biblical creation material mostly in thevchaptér entitléd
"Nature". McKénzie writés under the conviction thaf thé task of an
Old'Testément theology is | |

the analysis of an experience through the study of the-
_written records of that experlence“ (28)"”

the experience in question is an experience of ‘
‘"the reality of Yahweh" (29)
as recorded in the writings of the 0ld Teétameht,

"the sole literary witness to that reality as-the record of
the experience of Israel, the sole historical witness" (30).

The analysis in McKenzie's case is based on an investigation of ways
in which Israel experienced Yahweh, and one of those ways according

to McKenzie is nature.

 Béfqre‘discussing’how_IsraelleXpéfienced YaﬁwehAthféugh nature,
McKenzie has dealt with Israel's experience of Yahweh through cult,
_reﬁelation, and history. It is too much to réad into the ordering
of these categories any signs of & hierarchy or suggestions of the
importance‘éttached to‘eaéh‘ﬁétegory'by MCKenzie; however, he doeé'
writé* |

| "the priorities of.the Israelite expérieﬁcé-difect us to

‘study the Israelite experlence of God first in history;

' ‘the Israelites also experienced God in nature" (31)
and thls seems to suggest that. to McKenzie Israel's experience of -God
in natuge is of less impo:tance‘than Israel's experience of God in
‘éfhef ways. McKenzie aiso says. |

"the encounters of Israel with Yahweh. revolve round two ‘poless
salvation and judgement" (32)

but-quite definitely, carefully and specifically states that he has

not
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"classified creation as a saving act of history in the same
sense in which other acts have been so classified" (33);

again, there is the suggestion that for Israel, experience of God
through nature is of‘less importance than what are called "saving
acts of histary". However, McKenzie nowhere explicitly sets down

a view of the relationship between creation and the so-called

"salvation history".

One reason for McKenzie's refusal to see creation as a saving act. in
history is that he understands the Israelite belief in creation

"even though it historicizes the mythical, as remaining
basically mythical™ (34).

e bégins his chapter on Israel's experience of God in nature with
a section on mythologyAand mythological thought which is intended to
explain what he means by his description of the Israelite belief in

creation as mythical,.

According to McKenzie, myth
"can be a symbolic way of expressing the truth" (35)
and

"formulates in an acceptable way that unknown which man
recognises but cannot define" (36). ° :

Myfh, McKenzié c1aims, is concerned notjwith ékplaihing the phenomena-
of life, but with enébling man to live with those'phenomena, and a§

new techniques and skills for examining phenomena become available,

so there is a natural process of-demythologizing. Yet,.McKenzie.claims,
there are always phenomena which seem to transcend experience, and
he’insfanées the origin of life, which he claims is not yet analysed

by science and is still viewed in a mythological way.

icKenzie insists that all myths are stories, and regards the

characteristics of mythologicaigthotght'gs a description of reality
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in te:ms'o?ﬂan archetyoal event ahd.an uﬁderstandipg of phenomene
in terms of pefsonal realities; He claims that myths become
hisforicizedA
"when the mythical event is seriously given a'once—fof;all
character, the partlcularlty of the contingent historical
"~ event" (37).
Thus, for example, McKenzie sees as historicigatioh of myth the
stateéent.in the first Genesis creation account that God rested
from‘the:wofk of creation on the seventh day, a statement.which,

according to McKenzie, is intended to make it clear that creation

is not annually renewed.

’However, even #hough in this respect, and apparenfly in other
réspects eiluded to but not exPlicitly_described, McKenzie sees the
first Genesis creation story'as the historicizetion of myth, he
‘nevertheless insists that it is still myth, because

"the 1nte11ectual and linguistic frameworks are mythological"

(38) .
Ey‘fhis; he seems to mean simply that this creatiop;stopy uses ideas
.:andnlagguaée shared with; peshaps even drawn froﬁ;Aother peoples
who lived in the same area as the Israelites and who had creation
, mytﬁs.- The'seme thing is true, on McKenzie's readiné3 of other

Imeteriai io‘fhe 0l1ld Testament‘referring to creation.

The "other peoples" referred to above are the Egyptlans and
'Babylonlans spec1flca11y and other, unspecified, ‘dwellers in
Mesopotamia and Canaen. According to McKenzie, these peoples all had
myths'Which,told of creetion as a cyclic event, probably with an.
anmual cycle, whlch is |

"the defeat of the forces of death and chaos and the
production of new life" (39). »

The earthly cycle of life ané death, seen normally in vegetation '




and onia'larger scale in animalstand'mankind,.wés perceived,
McKenzie claims, as the earthly counterpart of the‘cyclic struggle
‘between the two'powers of |

Mlight and darkness, 1ife and death, good and ev11, or
~order and chaos" (40).

If order, light, life win in each cycle, there is always in the
_backgroﬁnd

"the awareness that the monster of chaos would again have 1ts
- turn"(41),

for, says, McKenzie,
"man did indeed live on the fr1nge of chaos, and nature smote
him often enough to keep him reminded that the victory of the’
creator over chaos was cyclical at best" (42).
It is even possible, McKenzié suggests, that the creation myths of
these,ancieht peoples masked a fear that chaos would be the ultimate
victor; cgrtainly McKehzie‘sees the creation myths as a cultic
.recitai to be used as part of a cultic ritual reassuring men of the

annual victory of order and the recurrence of the cycle of life.

McKenzie finds that for the non-Israelite peoples

‘"gex as & principle of life was promlnent in the myth and
ritual of creat1on (43) ' :

aﬁd.ﬁe refersito a Canaan1te myth in which the'god-is slain,-riseé, :

‘vanqﬁishes his slayers, and restores the cyclé'éf life by .
"his sexual commerce with the.goddess". '(44);

Iﬁ thls myth as in others, accordlng to McKen21e, we f:nd unlted

the 1deas of strlfe and sex among the gods Wthh are common in the

fcreaplqn myths of the peoples among whom the Igraelltes dwelt.

Sucﬁ?idéas'may have been acceptgble among other peoples, says
McKenzie, but

'"ortho&ox.believers in Yahweh could not discuss creation in terms
of strife and sex in the world of the gods™ (45).
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'.Pe agrees that the people of Israel knew these’ 1deas, that the 01d
rr‘estament has many allusions ‘to the adoptlon of Canaanlte fertility
cults in Israel, and that there are places in the 0ld Testament which
reflect a combat between Yahweh and his adversaries very like the
battle described in thecCanaanite myﬁhs.‘ However, McKenzie insists
that when Israel came to tell the stories of creation,

"i{ seems unlikely that orthodox Yahwist scribes would easily
have incorporated mythical allusions which they could
recognise as allusions to an idea of the deity completely

© out of harmony with Yahwism" (46),

and that any Israelite myth of combat between Yahweh and other
forcés probably
- "simply narrated a victory over the monster.of chaos without
any allusions to chaos-as the primal source of being or to
the function of sex in the cycle of life and death" (47).
‘Why Yehwism should thus accept certain parts ofdthe surrounding
_ creation mythé_and reject others is not eXplainedlby McKenzie; he
~ merely claims that the biblical material together with evidence

- from other peoples shows that-if WaS SO. .

in fact, on McKenzie's readlng, the people of Israel d1d not bother ‘

d w1th creatlon unt11 they were forced to create myths in response to
the’myths of other people. According to McKenzie, the Israelites
,had\_no ..interest in the origins of sthe weorld, andmno b@rmsio‘cheli,tharg w
| ‘those of divine sex and strife in which to talk of creation, so they
d'simﬁly'rejecied all creation myths. Then'eventuaily they had to

v respond to the creatlon myths of others and so created their own myths,

why they should flnd it necessary to respond to the myths of cthers,

.. McKenzie doés not say. |

i

A-Nor doeslhe atterpt to actually.reconstruct the-Israelite creation
—_—
myth or myths, though in places he 1mp11es that the first creation

,story in Gene51s is a refined form of a creatlon myth, ref1ned because
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it is hisforically late in theAhistory of Isfael;iit is historicized
myth, and it is largely anti;mythological. The comparétive lateness
of this.oreétion story io relevant_oecause there is, on MCKenzie'é
own admission,'much very 0ld méterial-relating to creation in the
0ld Tostament though agaln he does not expllcltly say which material
is in this category. - Of course, much of that anclent material does
seen to rofe; to strife qnd even perhaps sex as part of the creation
meh, But all these ideas have been removed, McKenzie claims, by'the
time we reach the clear‘doctrine'of creation expressed in Genesis. We
have alreédy touched on McKenzié's-claim that the first Genesis story
is historicized myth in that_it drops the cycliclaspect of other.
| creation stories.. Going furthef, McKenzie olaims that fhe Genesis
:story is anti-mytﬁological bocause in it the sun, moon and stars have
mno relation to gods and goddesses: | ’

i "they have ‘been depersonallsed and depotentlated" (48)
and thus the story becomes

Ya coﬁhterstatement_to known myths of'oroétion" (49).

Howeoer, the first Genesis creation story is. not totally demythologlsed,
A it- remalns a myth; and. thls, according to Mcken21e, 1s very 1mportant,_
for,.he clalms, it is only by retalnlng some mythlcal alluslons that
'u~tho Israelites.were able to_make room-for the idea of qreation as &

‘Continuing activity of Yshweh. This idea was very necessary to. the -

e Israelites,'says McKenzie, becauSe thetlsraéliteS'were keenly aware of

‘the acts of Yahweh in nature, in the storm and the -wind, and the

o prov1s1on of sun and rain, and for the Israellte the regularity

g f”establlshed~by nature was part of the

"assurance that Yahweh's creative power. was constantly actlve
. to prevent nature from relapsing 1nto chaos" (50), '

':thus the notion drawn from the creation myths of contanulng creative




activity gave the Israelites a security which cannot be found in the

ne

Mesopotamian,and Canaanite myths.

Another thing lacking in non-Israelite creation myths, aCcording to
4 McKenaie, is any position of importance for man; indeed in the
Canaanite myth man does not appear at all. By contrast, says
McKenzie, the creation myths of the Old Testament give man a prominent
place."He writes
“even in the more properly mythologlcal forms of creation in
the 014 Testament, the victory of Yahweh over chaos makes the
world habitable for man" (51),
and he claims that the second Genesis creation story is not an account
of the creation of the'world atdall but an account of the creation of
- man and woman, and that in the flrst Genes1s creat1on story
"man, far from an afterthought is the cllmatic work of.
creation, described with a peculiar solemnlty and-at greater
length than any other work" (52). :
' Not;only does the biblical creatlon material, on McKenzie's account,
' give.man'an imnortant place, it'also assures man of his dominion over-
the'whole of creation and of his special place in the eyes of Yahwehs
“because man is the chief of the works of Yahweh, man can be
assured of Yahweh's concern for. h1m" (53).

: McKen21e notes that modern man, has lost this confidence in a power |

‘able to ma1nta1n order in the immense un1verse known today. He also

‘ ‘; notes that. modern man has lost any feeling for the moods of nature and

't,any sense of the power of the creator in nature._ Thls is all to modern

'man s disadvantage, 1mp11es McKen21e, and he seems to be suggesting

' that a return to an 1dea of creatlon as he out11nes 1t would be

= benef1C1al to modern man, and would help modern man lose his fear and

despalraln the face of the universe. Certalnly, McKenzie claims, the

" _biblical writers would.not have had such a fear; and he instances -
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particularly second Isaish, for whom, he says, the magnitude of
the‘universe

"would have been even more ample ev1dence of the power and

will of Yahweh to save" (54).
Creatibn as an example of Yahweh's power to save is, for McKenzié,
the key use of the myths of éreation by second Isaish. McKenzie
agrees with many others in stating that in thelﬁérk of this prophet
we have the first developed doctrine of creation in the 0ld Testaﬁent,
though McKenzie rejects the idea that tﬁe Israelite belief in creation
originated with seéond Isaiah. In MCKenzie's opinion, this prophet
views history on a cosmic scale and sees the restoration of Israel
after the mxlle as an even more marvellous work than the creation
of Israel through thg Exodus, an event which_cag only be compared
with the original'qreafion of all things. So second Isaiah

"invokes the arm of Yahweh to show again its creative power" (55)
and for this purpose employs, claims McKenzie, -the imagery of the
mythological combat between creator and chaos; but

"the mythical account of creation did not show with desired
clarity the absolute supremacy of Yahweh" (56)

and sé the prophet was forced to develop explicitly a doctrine of
creation. Aécofding to McKenzie, the firét'Genesié étpry wééi
developed in responsevto the same need., Thus the first Cenesis
creation»stofy and the.material in second Isaiah relafing to creation
are seen to he part of the accouﬁt'of the Mighty acts of God,

serving to support the faith of Israel in thé saving power of God.

In McKenzie's work, only fhé creation materiél from Genesis and from
seconé.Isaiah is treated in anj depth, though McKenzie says explicitly
that the‘fifst Genesis creation stofy is only one of theAOId Testament
' versibns of creation. AMaxerial from the Psalms and other places is

" quoted in illustyation‘ofvthe>aécount of ancieﬁt mythological material,
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but. it is not analyeedtat all. -Wisdom<literatnre“ie not touched on
in. the chapter on nature because Wisdom has a special’ chapter in

McYenZ1e s book; however, in that special chapter, McKenzie merely

notes that-the w1sdom of God is attested in creatlon, in a personified -

form, and that in the book of Job

"the speech. of Yahweh a.sks that one have -faith in the
- demonstrated wisdom of the creator" (57).

The. implication is that for'McKenzie the role of oreation-in'the
Wisdom literature is simply to manifest the power or ingenuity of

Y ahweh.

Indeed;vfor Mchenzie,'the.creation‘materiaiain the 014 Testament as 8
whole'eerves primarily to enphasize the absoiute,p0wer of Yahweh, the
god who had ohosen Israel. On McKenzie's reading, the 014 Testament
mater1a1 has been shaped by the encounter between Israel's particular
monthelstlc faith 1n Yahweh and his saving acts, and the creation mwths
of surroundlng peoples, w1th their c1a1ms to divine power, especially
“during the perlod of the Exlle. Not only does the Israelite response _
.deny the power of other gods, accordlng to McKen21e, it also removes
 the fear and despalr felt by other peoples in the face of potentlal
chaos by assuring the'Israelrtes that their Yahweh has created.a_good

world for the benefit of his people.
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'3.4,_.Clens'westermann ,

C.'Westermann.approaches_the 6ld Testement materlelfrelstiné to
creation’principally through a study of the materlel in the book

of GenBS1s. ‘He states that the'eXplanation of'this materlal needs

- to be supplemented by a con51derat10n of material from the Psalms,
Deutero-Isaiah, Job and the Wlsdom ‘literature, but has not hlmself
published.detsiled examination of these other sources of material

on creation. He has however indigatea the lines':_along which such
examination might proceed, and some of the work’has.been done by his
puoil R« Albertz. vwe‘shall take brief note of Alhertz' mork in the
appropriate place to heln in getting a proper picture of Westermann's

work.

vwestermann claims thet in Israel there never ﬁes:one ‘accepted
presentat1on of the reflection on Creator and creatlon. ﬁe states
:"The 01d-Testament has no def1n1tive teaching on creation" (58)._
:and insists that we.can detect notable changes in the reflection on
Creator—creatlon in the 0ld Testament. The first evidence for this
,'clalm is the wldely recognlsed fact that the - flrst two chapters of
Gene51s contaln two dlstlnct and separable accounts of creation,

whlch are commonly ass1gned to_dlfferent sources and dated in different

. centuries.

'However, Westermann goes on to insist .that there were not just two
‘»accounts of creatlon in Israel, but many,

g long series’ extending through the whole’ h1stor5r of the
tradltlon (59). , : .

'_'Nor d1d these accounts of creatlon S1mply bulld on one another,
'becomlng ever more complex, hut Westermann cla1ms,

"there were- succes31vely and side by side ‘several presentations
‘of the story of Creation in ever new forms" (60).
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As;eh.e%smple.of1this.processjofppresentation'endereépresentation,
Westerhahn_polnts-to the first Genesis creetioh story'which,'he
insists;'is.hotAthe‘eork of one author, ln the sense of being an
origihal compoeition'hy.one man. According toﬁhestermann the author

"was at the same time one who received tradition and one who
shaped what he received into a new form" (61),

and 'in 601ng so, he was Just one of a long chaln of people doing the
same’ thlng. In support of his claim, Westermann cites the conclu31ons
of the study of the tradltion of the materlal, cla1m1ng that

"the texts wh1ch have come -down to us have hed a long oral
tradition" (62) :

_aﬁd that traces of pre-hlstcry of the narrative can be readily

 discerned.

’ The oral tradltlons traceable in the Genes1s materlal on creatlon are -
'not ac ordlng to- Westermann, Just Israelite oral trad1t10ns. they

1nclude mater1a1 drawn from surrounding peoples. For Westermann 1t

o 1s qulte clear that there is somethlng common to all manklnd in the

‘.stories of primeval history found-in dlfferent-partS'of the world.
fIsrael, he saysy had knowledge of the beliefs of other nations and to

.some extent shared the1r conv1ct10ns.

A‘.We;s‘t‘erm‘ah‘.n is ademaht that the Qld Testame.nt.he,sho belief in creat,i'on
'_or'inhéod es'Creetor, hor even knows eldoctrihe of.creation,-but hasf
-only reflectlon on the Subaect ‘and story-telling about creatlon..AIn
.thls, he clalms, Israel is at one W1th other peoples, sharlng

"the ‘common conv1ction that man must be understood as a
creature of God and the world as a creature of the divine." (63).

._Accordlng to Westermann, the people of the Old Testament and the1r
'contemporarles S1mply accepted that the world was ‘created by some god
or gods, because for them there was no alternatlve; the fact that the

_world was a creature of the divine was a presupposition of their
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._thdnkiﬁgkilwestermann alsovinsists-that becausefthése Old -
Testamentffolk had no alternative to the idea'éf_a°creéibr;]£heir
creation'stories show no interest in how the worldfoame into being
or where the world came from. The history of the?tradition shows,
_on Westermann's.reading, that these intellectual opestions are a
later stage of deyelopnent than the creation stories. In the |
.creation narratives, hoth,those‘of.lsrael and those of other.peoples,.
westermann finds an existential hackground, rather_than a background
of 1nte11ectua1 enqurry._ | |
"it was not the ph11050pher 1nqu1r1ng about ‘his or1g1ns that
spoke’ in the Creation narratlves, it was man threatened by
his surroundings" (64).
Tt is Westernann's conviotion that hoth the story of the Flood found‘
'worldw1de, and what we know of the reC1tal of the creation myths at the
vBabylonlan T‘Tew Year feast, serve as p01nters to the fact that the
i—creatlon myths"

"had the functlon of preserving the world and of g1v1ng
-_.seourlty to 11fe" (65), R

'fand he sees thls happenlng in Israeltas much‘as elsewhere. He advances
| no spe01flc ev1dence for thls 1n the case of Israel, cltlng no textual
support but he clalms that Israel naturally shared many ‘of the
pre-oqcupatlons of other_peoples, and that those-pre-occupatlons in”the

‘earliest periods are mainly to do‘with‘man'sysurYival in the present.‘

Westermann sees myth as an important way of coplng w1th the present by
representlnO in. the present what happened in the past. He 1n51sts o

j_that-l

"to oppose myth and history .in such a way that h1story presents
~“what actually happened - while myth presents flctlon 1is wholly"
unhlstorlcal" (66) o

_ rather

"mvth must be regarded as a reflectlon on reality, as a
presentation of what has actually happened" - (67).




Thus the b1blica1 oreation stories are, for Westermann, reflection :v
on the past arising out of the- present w1th a meaning which must be

agaxn'and}again rediscovered ‘and re-presented in each generation.

furnihgpto the‘Gehesis creation stories, Westermahh insists that
these stories must be set in ‘the context of the whole account of
origihS'given in Genesis 1 -11. He‘ieolates & number of'motifs‘-
present ihfthe various sections of these chapters, bdt insists that
the eleven chapters must be regarded as a coherent unity. They deal,
Westermann claims, with the beginning of the world and the community,
the heglnning.of agrlculture, urban life, the_working of metals, and
so oh; with the defection of man,-and man's aliehation from God.

: According to westermann, the stories of creation and flood hang
together, because the flood preserves the memory of the possibility v
| of the destruction of all that is created. Tied in with this is . |
| .Vestermann 's. olaim that passages which deal with the defects of
ind1v1duals are subordinated ‘to the stories of the creation of man,
'whlle passages dealing with the defects of mankind as ‘a whole are

'subordinated to the narrative of the flood.

o The idea.of‘two dominant:strandSiamohg the many OldoTestament
presentatlons of the reflection on creation is 1mportant for
gﬁwestermann S work._ He . separates out as the dominant strands the"

: creatlon of the 1nd1v1dual and the creation of the whole world, with

r.the former belng ths older tradltion, for Westermann, men came to

E think of the' creation of menkind or- the ‘whole world only after becoming

: ecure 1n his own existencez

"Before man looked at the world as a whole. and was -able. to
‘stand off and ask’ how it came to be, he had already come to a
global understanding of his own existence so that he was able
to ask how he came to be and to tell stories about the origin

of man" (68)

. The,first strand, that of the creation of~'the_ihdiwidua1, Westermann
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flnds qulte clear 1n.the second creat1on narrat1ve in Gene31s. Not
that’ th1s story is a Slmple narrative, on the contrary, Westermann
finds in thevpresent,story two main narratives. One tells of the
creation_of'man, the-other of man's first_defections: but both, on'
Westermann's readiné,'are concerned with man as-an‘indiyidual, The }'
individualgis presented, Westermann agrees, not as a lonelindividual
but as’ a member of a community and in a relationship to Gody but -
nevertheless Westermann 1n81sts that the focus of 1nterest is man in
his state as an errlng 1ndiv1dua1 on his way to death and a return to
the earth. -However, the community and man's relationships are  very
1mportant on Westermann s readlng, for he clalms that in th1s creat1on

 story man is seen as a whole in all his ex1stent1a1 relatlonsh1ps.

Th1s is. contrasted w1th the way in whlch, accordlng to Westermann,
'-»the sclences d1v1de and sub-d1vide the study of man and his world,
.becomlng so spe01a11sed that they lose touch w1th each other. For
: Nestermann, th1s speclallzat1on is dangerous and needs to be opposed, _
' and he sees the b1b11cal creation storles as a startlng-polnt for '7
uopp031t10n. ‘On Westermann s account the story of the creation of
:man from the earth in this second Genesls narratlve demonstrates the .
'unlty of man as & creature, moreover, the fact that man made from
‘dust becomes a 11v1ng soul 1ndlcates, for Westermann, that man can ,EC-Q“
© only’ be Studled'ln his vital exlstence, uhlch 1ncludes his relatlonshdps

mith‘God, other men,  and the world.

s;iIn the second Genesis creatlon story, Westermann f1nds p01nts of
s1én1flcance for man s relatlonshlp to the anlmals and to woman. . Not
:..only does the story show an awareness of the fact that man once stood .
in a close. relat*on to anlmals, but also clalms Wéstermann, 1t has a
very humanlstlc quallty in that man. 1s requlred to name the animals,

Y

that 1s, to accept them and’ decide how they w111 help him, & role
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thchfis‘part'ofAhis donindcn over the earth. 'Mau%is'also required’
to*accept\uoman,owhich he joyfully does, because:she is the helper he
needs: for Westermaenn, this is the climax of the’story, as it eipressesi

‘man's need for community .

On the otherlhand; the first creatron'story inZGenesis is claimed Bj .
Westernann as partioffa strand of tradition concerned‘With the
creation of the whole world, though he does admit’that4there are signs
in the story of an attémpt to bring together fhé two traditions

which Westermann has isolated. Accordlng to hlm, the material in
Genes1s 1 stands not at the beglnnlng but 1n the m1dd1e of the sweep
of,h1story:,‘before the story as we hawve it 11es_a long period of

: primitive myth and polytheistic myth, while afterdit come tne periods’
" of phllosophlcal-theologlcal and 801ent1f10 reflectlon, in the latter '
of whlch.we~11ve.- On. Westermann 8 readlng, the materlal in Genes1s 1
Ashows traces of the prlmltlve myths and at the same time gives

"the flrst 1nd1cat10ns of a scientific understandlng of how
the world came into belng" (69)

. Westermann draws attentlon both to the slmllarltles between the

. Genesls.story and other non—Israellte creation narratlves, and tovtueTt
'unmue pomts of the Genes1s story. One'un'ique point which Westerniann
stresses is the structure of the story WhICh, he clalms, suggests the
‘comlng-lntO'ex1stence of the world 1n-severa1 stages as a process whzch '
fls mov1ng towards a goal which transcends the work of creatlon.
<_Slm11ar1y, Westermann finds the separat1on of llght and darkness .and .
the precedence of light to be p01nts Wthh 1ndlcate clearly that the
‘;story of creatlon 4

5 "contalns w1th1n 1tse1f yet another hlstory" (70)

The creation of light, in-Westermann's view, is different from the

creation of the heavenly bodiess the creation of»the latter is




‘ descrlbed, :he, ciaims,'eo tﬁat ".tifeyj'een be sti‘fiphj_;ecji‘f of a.r);v ide'e :of'
dttioitj; end simplyAbeoome creeturee createo pyeGod. In the eeme
way,:olants‘and animels are pyesented in the story,'accoroing to

Westermenn;Aas part of the Creator-creation reletiooehip, for the_
plants and animals afeAcreated acootding t0-epeciee, as part of a-

whole in which evefy oart is‘important_and has a function.

The same 1dea of functlon is. found olalmsbwestermann, in the account
of the creat1on of man in the first Geneels creat1on story. Accorﬁlng
“to Weetermanng the story empha81zes what was created and the purpose'.

* for vhich it was created by mentioning-ooly tﬁe soeciee man,.ae
opposed to individual man, and mants.etetus ae e creature before God:
in the world. Here again Westermann finds a difference between the
GeneSis_Story,aod hon-Ieraelitetcreation narratives, for he finds

‘the hoo—Iefaelite narratives bresenting a View'of}man as intended for

'the service of the gods, while he flnds the Genesis story present1ng a

'~v1ew of man as intended to civilise the earth.

\’ Ci:vi.li'zetion-of 'the'earth 'o:i t_h‘-is view is the seﬁe"as having

i dom;nion overtthe éeftﬁ; Westermenn draws attention to two points.
erst -he draws a parallel between the ano1ent concept of k1ngsh1p

and the 1dea of man's ‘kingship over the earth,'p01nt1ng out that tpe~‘
.'anc1ent klng was not only responS1b1e for the realm but also |

"bears end mediates b1e851ngs for the realm entrusted to .
h1m (711)3 :

thﬁe for Weeterpann,tthe bieesihg of man by God -in the first;Geneéié
~"stoty'isio£:special signtficance. ‘Second , Weeterhénn.insists that
the 'fect_tﬁat the cr_ea.t:io.n‘ stary gives man dom_ioj;on.over avn-i;ne.ls»'.
.eﬁows tﬁatloaﬁbhas learnt from his relatiooehioiﬁith enimals'that“

dominion can be a relationship of trust.
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Westermann then goes on to 1n51st that the story s clalm that man is
made 1n the image of God has nothlng to do W1th man 8 domlnlon.
Rather, says Westermann, it means S1mp1y

"that mankind is created so that somethlng can happen between
God and man‘ (72)

and that man's life may thereby be given meaning.

Finally in deallng with the first creatlon story in Genesis,
Westermann deals with the Suggestlon ‘that everythlng created is
good. He claims that man cahnot pass Jadgemeht on the world, because
what the.stor& says is that_thevcreated world ie euitable for what

God intended, whatever that may be.

In the last chapter of the small work "Creation”,hwestermann deals
with what the intentions of God might be, as he discusses creation and
'redempt'ion. He claims that in the 01d Testament

"the relationship between creation and redemption cons1sts
in a polarity" (73)

and that the two notions must be eeen side by eide, However,
Westermann admits that the confession of'Israeile'ealvation is at

the oentre of the-Old Testament in the story3of the Exodus. This
'account.of God's saving-action, he claims, is then extended back to the
»Avery beglnnlng of the world, so as to_Eoth_pase Israel's story of |
salvatlon on what had gone before and show that God's concern embraced
all manklnd and not just Israel. Thus |

"the constricted history of a small people is presented as the

leading, saving, preserving action of the"same God who created
‘the world and man" (74).

"An important part of ‘the 0l1d. Testament reflection on creat1on,

. accordlng to Westermann, is that those who produced the biblical

,»creatlon mater1a1

"were deeply concerned to throw up a brldge between what others
had beén saying for thousands of years and their bellef in
Yahweh alone" (75), : .
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liﬂking théif own conpérns"§bou£ life-in'the-ﬁéfld~;ith those of
bthéra. :This.leads him to poinf'out that the fypés of création |
accdunt are limited, within the Bible and outsidé if, there being
‘only a few basic forms which are found world-wide. According fo
Westermann this brings out more clearly what is special about the

biblical account, namely that

"it.belongs to men's very state as a creature that he is
defective" (76\

and that his defectiveness is manyesided. On Westermann's reading,
the biblical material also shows that

"man estranged from God by his defectiveness and transgressions
is not, however, deprived of God's effective blessing" (77)

rather the blessing perseveres as God's saving act.contlnues in the

present. .

Westermanﬁ p01nts out that a link between God's sav1ng act in the
: future and God's saving act in the past may be found in the work of
second Isalah, who -
"binds firmly together creation and redemption" (78).

~ While Wéstermahn himsélf does not expiore this idea any further or
‘explicitly‘dféw out the connections 5etween creatibn and redemptién.l
in_éégond Isaiaﬁ, his pupil R. Albertz has eiplored,second Iseiah,

*Job, and the Psélms in the 1ight_-of Westermann's work. 'Albe';-tz' finds
: .liﬁ-fhis matériaitthehsame two dominant straﬁdé isolated witﬁin the
Genesis material by Wéstermann, the strands of'¢reation of the -
ind-ividual and creation of the whoie world. He- é.ssigns to the'fc'n;mer
' :_s'ti.'a'.nd material frém individual 1a:mé_nts and divine oracles, c:laiming
tﬁat these‘aré concerned with Yahweh's dealings with the individuals
he has created. On the other hand,'acco'rdipg to Albertz, there is

much_material, in Psalms particularly but élso in Job and second Isaish,
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which‘is ¢onQefned with praise of Gdd the Creafgr;.and-this material
he se?é.as part of the tradition concérnedAwith~ﬁhe creation of”the
whole world, since in thié material he finds a stress on the world-
embracing power. of Yahweh. Tt is this idea of the ‘.world-embracing
power of YéhWeh, according to Albgrtz and Westermann, which forms the .
.main link in the bibliéal material between éreation and redemption:.

z

"Israel expresses her praise of God in the polarity of God's.

" majesty and his penetration down into the deep. God looks
down into the deep in.order to raise up from the deep; from
man's point of view this raising up means salvation" (79).
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3,5, . Walther Zimmerli

Walther Zimmerli examines the biblical material on creation in his
book "TheAOId.Testameht of-the'world" as part of aﬁ attempt to

discover the attitude of the 01d Testament to nature and the world,
presented originally as lectures to students of all faculties in

the University of thtingen.n He looks not-only‘st the Genesis creation_
stories; but-also at other material from Psalms,.the Wisdom literature,

and elsewhere.

Zimmerli hotes immedistelyAthst, although-one might expect to find
the basic ‘lines of Israel's_approach.to the worid set out in the -
Genesis material,-we do hot?actually meet Isreel in the esrly‘
chapters of Genesis. In these chapters Israel

"1s addressed in a broader context than. that of God's own
- people" (80).

" and the hiblical.chapters are more concerned with the world. ‘However
Zimmerli insists’that we cannot sdopt'what he_sees‘as.our normal - -
spproaohAto the question of the origin of,divihe'instruction, thelway
'ofvsetting out broad principles and judgihg the.psrticﬁlar in the
‘_1ight of those'principlest ratherAhe claims that we mﬁstAreoognisei
that the falth of Israel 1s estab11shed before the w1der 1nvest1gat1on
a of the world.' He points to the way in which the'name'Yahweh is-
*understoqd, end claims that the Old Testament
“remetns'bound'to'the'experienoe of its owhﬂhistory" (Bl),
an experience which sees the Eiodus as an actfof divine salvation )
. andjthe'rest of history as the:story of Yahweh!s‘dealings with his
people. 'Zimmerli writes o

“Falth encounters Yahweh in concrete events of h1story and
blnds man ever to these same events" (82)

and he then goes on to consider how~the 014 Testament speaks of the
world and the beginnings of the world in this context.
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Although Israel is not mentioned in the early chapters of Gene31s,
God. 1s, and Z1mmer11 1n51sts that these accounts are speaklng of the
same:God who begins to deal with Israel in the time of Moses.
' Zimmerli.claims that'the group which experienoed:God's action in the h
departure from Bgypt artlculated its falth in Yahweh in the llght of |
that experlence and passed that falth on to other groups. When
| these ‘believers in Yahweh entered the land of Canaan, according to
Zimmerli they |
. Mentered a world of spiritual experience which,already had

much to say about the beginnings of the world and the

world-orientation of belief in God" (83);
As evidence, Zimmerli points to texts from Ugarit, and he links them

~up with the story of Abraham and Melkizedek told'in Genesis 14. The
. significant thing about this episode far Zimmerli is the blessing
"giten by Melkizedek'to Abraham, which refers'to N
| "God most high, creator of heaven and earth" (84);

‘:accordlne to Z1mmer11, thlS bless1ngv

"demonSurates beyond doubt that before ever Tsrael took .

possession of Jerusalem under David, there was honoured

in the city a god with the name El Plxon, of whom it was

said that he was creator of heaven and earth" (85).
_Thls in turn shows Z1mmer11 that Israel, on enterlng and settling
A'alln the land of Canaan, must have -encountered claims on behalf of local
de1t1es Wthh could not be accommodated eas11y alongs1de what £1mmerli
: sees as Israel's exclusive be11ef in one God. That some accommodatlons
betueen deities were made in the-ancient world:Zimmerli accepts, but_.
he.dnsists | |

"one expects somethlng quite dlfferent from Israel's exc1u51ve

faith" .(86) - : S -

and‘goes on to claim that when faced with'the problem of the creatof
of the world, Israel could only make one statement: the creator is

Yahwehe In.supnort‘of-his claim, Zimmerli points to the continuation
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of the story of Abraham and Meikizedek, in which Abréhdm-
"quite calmly and naturally ascribes to Yahweh not merely .
the attributes but also the very name of the God of
" Melkizedek" ' (87), :
. According to &immerli, this shows that Yahweh has become the divine
Lord and creator long before he was faced with the claims of
Jerusalem's E1 Elyon when.David took the city and made it his
capital; elsewhere however, Gimmerli says that Israel actually

_ formulated her faith in creator and divine creétion fairly late in

her history.

On Zimmerli'e reading, the declaration that Yaﬁweh.is creator does
arige’ in opposition to the claims of deities acknowledged in the
surrounding wofld;'though he‘alsé fhinks that it is now impossiblé

tq qetermihe against which deities thevGenesis_creation stories were
'fforméd,.or eyéh whether different deities wéreﬂinvolfed in the two
different~st6ries. That the Genesis creationistépies are very
different in form a;;d detail, Zimmerli aclmowllé_dges end he suggests
thaf_the stfiking differende-ariseé from the-fécﬁ that israel never
A.deveioped a pnified presenfatidn.of the creation of the world, in -
mérkg& contrast- to ‘the preséntationnof,the apgbﬁnt of.the Exodus,
which has almost credal unitya' Another marked qqntrast.betweén the
presentation of creation én& fhe'presentation 6f the:Exodus is tO»be
fouﬁd,.gccordiﬁé to Ziﬁmerli,'ih tﬁe langgagé‘ﬁsed in-the presentations:
_for the confession of Yshweh who led them‘ out of the land of Egypt, | '
Iéréel,'Zimmerli.implies, had to develép her éwﬁ linguistic forﬁs and
' 1mages, whlle for the presentat1on of creation the surrounding world
 had already prov1ded much of the necessary 11ngu1stic material and
"Tsrael had no need to create the language 1n which she had

to speak" (88),

However, Israel's use of the linguistic devices and imagery adopté@
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froﬁ sufrdunding{peoples:is disfinctive,‘in'Zim@érii's-view; He
draﬁs4atteﬁtion to fouf.wayé in which the oriéiﬁ of the world is
approached among other ancie;lt peopless creat-ion', through generation,
creation_through struggle with chaos, creation as the work of a '
craftsman, .and creation through words. These elémgnts are all
~apparently found in fhe Génesis stories on a hasty inspection, but,
according to,Zimmerli, a mofe careful examination will estabiish
that these ideas afe used in a very different fashion in Genesis from
the way they are employed by other ancient peoples. In the second,
older Geresis story, he claims, there is no aftémpt to present Yahweh
as a self-generator, nor any attempt to deScribe the subordination of
other gods to the creator; instead |

"it is éimply and solemnly taken for granted tﬁat the Lord God .

is there and that whatever else is there, be it world, earth

and heaven, comes from him" - (89).
For Zimmerli, the highlight of the second Gengsis stofy is the creation
Abf.ﬁémén from man, the final fulfilment of Ggh's-infehtion to gear
the world to man and make.it good for man. With the creation'of-woman,
. Zimmerli says, man | |
"may be a complete man. .of the world in the enaoyment of what
_he has received" (90) ' : :
3 Thefirst Genesis:story is dominated on Zimmgrlifé reading by the nofioﬂ ,
ofAtHé'Word of Yahweh. According to Zimmerli;-fﬁis word in créatién
" is carried on through the histpry'of'Israel'an@¥the story of the
"éovéhant,vunlike the_wordfbf creation in the stories of other pgtions;
iﬁjﬁhich the.wprd of creation reveals the word and command -of the.god.
_in.fhis fifst.Genesishcreaﬁipn sfory, Zimmerli fihdg the revelation of‘

a @ecisive.will which calls everything into beiﬁg,'including the

- powers of nature which were given awesome respect among Israel's

neighbours,~like the sun and the méon, and he is sure that this Genesis
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story is part of a polemic against these foreigpfpeture deities.

Zimmerlii,eieo draws attention to the fact pﬁat,totp Genesis creation
stories insist that the world is not self-conteihed'or:self-sufficient,
over againet what Zimmerli sees as the Greek idee of the cosmos, an
ordered whole. 'In the-Old Testament , Zimmerli'diaims, the whole is
simply the sum of the parts which have been created, and "the world"

 must be understood 51mp1y as "heaven and earth"

However'for Zimrerli the main interest of the Geresis creation
narretives, especially the first, liee,in'ﬁhat‘they'have to say
about man, | |

Whe great questlon of  our theme“ (91)
He flnds two thlngs held in balance. on the one hand man is part of
'{thedcreeted world, on the other man is dlffereptifrom and elevated
' ebove ail other creatures. Man,'eays Zimmerii; ds

"bound to the world in two different ways: he is 1ncorporated
in it, and he is to rule over it" (92).

The other stories in the first-eleven chapters of Genesis are seen
by ulmmerll as 111ustrat10n of this double-s1ded relatlonshlp, for
- they show on hls reading both the unlque freedom conferred on man by

the creqtor and man's mlsuse of that freedom.

Zimmerlr goes oﬁ‘toAconSider more:fdlly the reietdonship between‘men.
andfthe world in which nen is set. First he notés that the first
GeneS1s creation story proceeds from bare foundatlons to ever r1cher
furnlshlng of the world, and he po1nts out that the fish and b1rds
and beasts as well as men are told to bve frultful and ‘increase, but
only man is told to subdue and rule. Zlmmer1r=eeee this b1e931ngrby
God as an important part of the story; injecting something extra into

the midst of the world.
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The same blessing, in Zimﬁerli;s'view, is extended-¥e-the.plsnts.
.He sees the first Genesis creaﬁion story's account of the creation
of the siants as related to Greek and other ideas of “mother earth",
ubut_points out that in the biblical story, the_ea;th is fruitful
only because God commandediit to be so:

"it is the divine creatlve word that has opened up those
hidden powers" (92).

Zimmerli notes especially the wonder shown in both the Genesis accounts

and.the'Psalms with reference to nature.

Against this background, Zimmerli claims, the bibiical material sets
man'as united with the fertile animal kingdom. Man too is fertile,
and Zimmerli makes much_of‘the 01d Testament understanding of sexual
relationships. He'claims that

"The man of the 014 Testament knows that marriage is his
normal state"  (94)

,and that the man of the 01d Testament saw in his famlly God's blessing
andAexpected,to take pleasure from it. The man of the 01d Testament,»
en‘Zimmerli's reading, also expected to enjoy hls wlfe, and attention
is:drawn to 01d Testament passages such as that in Deuteronomy
”freelng a newly married man from m111tary service or publlc duty.
Zlmmerll also draws attention to the Song of. Songs, which he sees as
A"a_collection'of artistically arranged leve_songs“ (95)
‘}and which, he claims, should not be given anAsllegqrical or evep,i
religious ihterpretation or setting, but suould bé seen as worldiy
~and secular and at the same t1me as saying o

"of love and sexuality, someth1ng whlch is quite in the Spnrit
of the 01d Testament" (96)

'The Sp1r1t of the 01d Testament in this sphere,les Zimmerli sees it,
is qulte at home with physical love but sees in that love both power

and blessing. The. power is shown for Z1mmer11 by ths ‘insistence that
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‘.1n marr1age the. man, rather than the womah, muét 1eave his famlly.
"qulte COntrary to patriarchal practice" . (97), -

the b1e581ng lies 1n the pleasure and fertlllty found through the

sexual relationship. For Zimmerli too, it is because marriage is

regarded as a blessing bestowed by God that the Old Testament has

strict rules to protec# marriagé ageinst both aduifery and sexual

perversion.

Zimmerli points out that the 014 Testament alsolrécoénisés the other
-‘siderf'the'coin, that the blessing can be calléd'hack by God and that
thezbiessing can be distorted by man's béhavrour. Evidence of the
‘first is found by Zimmerli in the story of Abraham'é‘attemptAto |
sﬁcrifice Isaac; while Zirmerli prqduces severél examples of the
qréadfu; distortion o£<§he'b1essing, ranging fromrﬁavidvto Proverbs.
:.Eowev.er he insi;#ts that in spité of all the,se'pos.s:ibiiities of
distortion, nowhere ‘in the 0l1d Testahent

"1s there the sllghtest sign of any admonltlon to turn from

“the bles51ng which God has given to the world“ (98).
" From the hlessihg of fruitfulnegs Zimmerli turms to the other side of
thé’bléssing of man,-the command to subdue the eaith,f In Psalm 8 he
Tffihds“ : o |

- "man's sense. of awe at thls pr1v1lege W1th1n the world of
" creation" (99)-.

»and he talks of the’ pmlestly wrlter of GeneS1s as

"aware that there is a shadow falling. across "the llght of
the world of creation" (100)

but ﬁithdut developing & clear idea of how the shadow is connected to
,mah's"dbminion over the earth, 'Zimmerli also taiksfof the

"dark shadow of . fear which the domlnlon of man Spreads over
‘the lower creatures" (101) ' S

and links this to the change inVGod's‘proﬁisiqnlofAfood for mans in




Genesiegl,rplante:only, but'in.tﬁeiblessing afterithe flood, animals

as well,

For'Zimmerli, it is important that this blessing of the dominion of
man is an imperative:

"Wan is not called to w1thdraw diffidently from the world,
he is sent into it with a commission" (102).

However, Zimmerli points out that the 0ld Testament writers had no
idea of modern means of~masterlng the world. According to Zimmerll,
they saw hunting and fishiog.as necessary for survival, and did not.
reflect'on what would happen if man's poweerver'the world did not

have to be expressed in that particular way.

From this Zimmerli goes on to consider
"a still more subtle way of exercising power over the world" (103)
to be found in the Wisdom literature. Wisdom, Zimmerli clains,

'"thought resolutely within the framework of a theology of
creation" (104)

and is.conoerned in part with curiosity after knowledge. Zimmerli
cites the lists'of created things from Israel'e neighbours, and drews
comparisons with the opening chapter of Genesis and other passages

| which, he saye,~exhibit the same characteristics; and he quotes from .
. Proverbs to show .awe in the face of4something not accessible to human
-understandihg; For Zimmerli : |

"the limits of what man can do as he sets out to subdue the
‘world. are here clearly laid down" (105).°

However, there is also for Zimmerli another side,to Wisdom, whicﬁ is
oOnoerned with what is very close at hand. He points out that iﬁ the 'i
01d Testament craftsmen are regarded as being among the w1se, 1nstanclng
‘vthe woman Skllled in weav1ng the mater1a1 for the holy place as well as
the clever farmer, but he also insists that "counsel" is a key word in

theAWisdom-literature. Politios'of course affords the best example of
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this, but Zimerli says
"also in everyday life it is important to.take-goéd advice, to
know the way the world functions, if life is to g0 on’
successfully” (106)
and he claims that the Wisdom literature uses the world of nature as
a source of advice for man's practical life, This leads him on to
consider the concept of order in the Wisdom literature, which in

Zimmerli's view shows a direct influence on Israel from Egyptian

Wisdom..

'Order in the Wisdom literatnré of Israei, aécording fo Zimmerli, is
not just a world order, but includes order in the life‘of man. He
points out that.snch a cqncept might seem to have éonnections with
the Greek concept of the cosmos, with perhaps Yahwéh accepted és a
rather snperior factor to be taken into'acconnt-in man's planning.
'According to Zimmerli, -this is not the view of:Israel's Wisdom
literature: rather, he says, Wisdom speaké clearly of God's freedom
which canAalways overrule man's plans. Wisdom

"is an attempt to come to terms securely with the order of the
world, which man wants to understand"- (107)

. but remains aware of

‘~"the danger of excéssive. self-concelt and of security in
one's knowledge" (108)

"Zlmmerll then goes on to a more careful examlnatlon of Qoheleth and

- Job. In Qoheleth, he flnds '

"one of those whose wisdom has’ allowed him to go out into the .
world with the confident belief that life can be mastered" (109)

.'n‘but“ngnerthéless one confronting the uncontrollable, faced with a
wofldAwhich‘remains'closed to man's attempts tn grasp it. Howevef,

: in the face of this worid, Zimmerli clains, Qoheleth neither retreats
"~ into himse}f nor retreats into scepticism, but inétead is ready to

: enjoy‘the gbod things tha¢»God has'given,him
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" Min the midst of this world which he cennot comprehend" (110).
Zimmerli sees . this as'evidence-that»Qoheleth,is'a very strong reminder

that man is called to subdue a world over which God alone rules.

Slmllarly, 1n Job Z1mmer11 finds -an 1ns1stence on the incomprehensibility
of God, in the face of those like Job's comforters who insist that
they can understand God and so control the world. The book of Job

on Zimerli's reading, insists that men must stand firm in the face of
his suffering and must not try to explain away_his:suffering or the
world's riddles. ‘At the same time, however, Zimmerli claims that

the' book of Job insists that man is in a world_oﬁer which God rules.

Thus we return to the idea of Yahweh as divine Lord and Creator,
bellef in whom is formulated and held in response to and in the face
~of the clalms of Israel's ne1ghbours for the1r own gods and the
'challenge of what actually happens in the world. According to

'Zlmmerll, although Israel

“used cosmogenic meterial from its env1ronment in formulating
its faith in creation" (111)

aﬁd»formulated that faith fairly 1ate, nevertheless

"Israel's falth must understand the creatlon of man by God as
an event in which God - bestows on man a great gift" (112).
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3.6. Conclusion

Draw1ng together the results of thls look at four 01ad Testament
scholars and their work on the biblical mater1a1 on creatlon, we are
stfuck-by the convergenoe of their views. There are differences
between the scholaré,'differences'of approach and emphasis, but there
is a great unanlmlty among them concerning the main lines of Israel's
belief in Yahweh oslcreator; The main points. of the consensus are

as follows.  Israé1's belief in Yahweh as Creator depended on her
belief in Yahweh as the God who had acted in history to choose and
use Israel and who would tolerate no other geds. The belief in
Yahweh as Creator was developed in opposition to the beliefs of
. surrounding nations, but drew on material, particularly imagery,

used by the sufrounding nations, as well as on‘Israel'é own collection °
ﬁof anciént traditions cohcerning creation. Colleoting; assimilating,
and reflecting on all this material took.a iong time and a clear.
doctrihe of creation only emerged.at a comparatively late stage in
Isréel's history. in the doctriﬁe, the main emphasis was on %he
dependence'of all createdvthings-on Yahﬁeh, foe goodness of Yahweh
to man in creatingAfor man's benefit, and theiidea that creation was
.the first'saviﬁg act ofAGod in israélis hiétory. fhe doctrine was
1 not intended to answer Questlons about how the world came into being,
but rather to assert that the God whom Israel encountered in hlstory
and in nature was also the God who created all thlngs and was pralsed
by.his creation, and thus the doctrine was intended to encourage

Tsrael to trust in the promises of Yahweh.

| This‘then is the material presented by the biblical scholars to aid
the reflectlon of the theologlans. Wb now turn to set this mater1a1
beside the work -of .the theologlcal writers, to see whether and how the

theolog10a1 writers have made use of the 1ns1ghts offered by the biblical

scholars.
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Chapter 4& ‘Theological-writers.and’Old Testament'Scholars

4,1le Introduction

Setting side by side the sumaries of the results of -our examination
first of four theological writers and fhen of four biblical soholars,'
we are struck immediately byAsome clear similarities in the
presentafioh of the biblical reflection on creation. We noted that
all four theological writers emphasise man, hie sifuation, and his
salvation, while all four Old Testament scholars agree that Israel'
belief in Yahweh as Creator was secondary to Israel's belief in
‘Yahweh as Saviour. A1l four theological writers agree that the
biblical reflection on creation says nothing about how the world came
into being,dand has nothing to say-to modern science; the four 0ld

- Testament schoiars are unanimous in their claim that Israel had no
,;interest in the qoestdon of howAtheAworld came into being, no science
; as we know it, and no real interest in nature. Tﬁé four theological
writers reéerd.toe world as the stage for man‘s Salvation, and the
four 014 Testament scholars agree that the blbllcal reflection on
creation empha51zes that creation was the flrst act of the saving-

. history and that creation showed the goodness of Yahweh to man.

Even in thié‘very brief summary form, we can hear‘the two sets of o

A:wrifefe'echoing each other's themes. ‘However it may be that the
.echoeé ere'misleading, that the fwofsets of writers diverge much more
in the detailed presentation of the biblical reflection on creation.
To See whether or not this heppens, we look again at the‘four leading
" characterlstlcs of modern theologlcal presentat1ons of the b1b11ca1
o reflectlon on creatlon 1dent1f1ed by Westermann, and we ask how these
characterlstlcs relate to the b1bllcal reflect1on on cfeatlon as

presented by the Old Testament scholars.
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B 4.2, 'Céﬁgggison

Westermann's first characteristic of the modern théologiané'-
pregentqtions'of the biblical reflection on cfeétion was.that the
material used‘(iﬁ the presentation of creation) was drawn entirely
from'fhé.texts néeded-for the feaching of salvation. In dealing with
tﬁe four theological writers, we noted that the biblical material
which contributed fo_fhe presehtafion of the biblical reflection on
creation was‘vof two kinds, direct and indirect. Direct material in
'ou: usaée was matériai feférred to by quotafion-or exegesis, while
indiréct material was other biblicél material ffom which ideas were
drawn without eiplicit quotation or exegesis of the biblical texts
We found that the fahge 6f material was very nafrbw; covering only
Geﬁesis chapters 1 and 2 and the Psalms, with some references to the

. work Of:Deuterd-Isaiah.

. wﬁen we_turnfto the OldvTestaheﬁt scholars‘wé.fiﬁq a similar usage

of direct ahd iﬁdirect material;ubut with the présenfation of the

- doctrine of creation based on & much wider ranée of maferial.. Genesis
chapters 1l and 2 aré‘supplemented by Genesis 3 to 11 (Wéstermann)Aand'
Geﬁesis 14 (Zimmerli).: The Psalms get a lot mdfe.attention, especially _
f;om von'Rgd; agd Deutero-Isaiah contributes much more than in the case
.df the theoloéipal writers, paitly becauée.thé 01d Testament scholars
ére'unanimous in their claim £hat'the Israelite doctrine of creation
was first formﬁlated in a éystematic fashion gy-ﬁéuterb-Isaiah.

' Howéver, the 01d Testamenf scholars also draw.on other parts of the-Old
Testament to egtébliSh a picture of how Tsrael viewed the world. :Thué
z.the\book 6f Deuteronomy is invoked to show theconnection between_fhe.

" land and Yahweh, and the'pglemic df the.pfophéts against those whq
seize iand from others is recalled. In the same way, Deuteronomy and

~the prophets are called as witngsses"tOAthg unanimoﬁs.réjection by
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Israelites~§f non-Israelite deities and their fertility rites, a
rejection which is claimed by the Old Testament scholars as
significant botﬁ for the development of the doctrine of creatibﬁ in
Isfael, and for setting limits to that doctriné,'showing what Iérael'

could or could not accept in a doctrine of creation.

Dy far the‘greatestAéxtension'by the 014 Testament scholars of the
range of biblical material under consideration-céhes in their use of
the Wisdom literature. The:e is reference to Job in Macquarrie's
work, and there are a few4references to the Wisdom literature in
Barth's work, but otherwise the theological writers leave the Wisdom
material alone, The 0ld Testament scholars on the other hand discﬁss
passages'ffoh Job, Ecclesiasticus, and the Wisdom of Solomon in detail,
becausé of.the way in yhich this material handles the doctrine of
jéréation, from an allegedly seculér'point of'vieﬁ._ Zimmerli has
wfitten | .

"Wisdom moves resolutely within a frahe%drk.of creation" (1)
and the_othér 01d Testément scholars seem to aéree. Neverthelesé,
‘there appear to be no éttempfs actually to bring to the light the
 a11eged creation framework, and in the end thié exfension to théirange
'of bibiical material under éonsidefétion adds little to the picture'

-deveioped from the rest of the 0ld Testament materiai.

Thus the range of materlal used as a basis for the presentation of

the b1b110a1 reflection on creatlon by the two groups is not, in the

end, S0 very d;fferent. The 0ld Testament scholars add colour to the
pictufé,_ada details.dféwn_from other places, but the main lines of

xzthe téaéhing aré established{using fhe same range of material as fﬁat
used by the theological wrifers.‘ Only the stress is really dlfferent,

with the theologlcal writers more 1n011ned to make use of material




:from‘denQSis while ﬁhe 01d Testament scholars make heavier use

of passages from Deutero-Isaish.

Turning ffdm the ranée of biﬁliqal material used,'ﬁé_recall fhat
Wéétermann's sécond.characteristic was that the'theologians‘ﬁad
conééntrated on the position ofbman in creation. One thing that
became Very clear in our review of four theological writers was indeed .
.their great interest in the existential situétidn of man and their
concentration on the saivationAof man. We noted'that a1l four
theologicél writers expounded the doctrime of creation in the light

of an understanding of salvation. This was most marked in the work
of Karl Barth, with his emphatic. statement that'éréation must be
viewed in the light of Jesus Christ, as the figst act in the series of
acts of saving'grace whose fulfilment is found in Jesus Christ.
fMicha81:Schhaus”too insisted on a close link between creation and what
"~ he éalled "the Christ-eveﬁt", seeing creation as the beginning of fhat
event,bwith all its implications for human salvgtion. John Reumann
concluded his work with the claim that the doctrine of crestion is &
confession of faith arising out of and extrapolated back from the
believer's eipérience-of redemption in Jesus Chriét. With this.viéw'
of greationnffqm the view-p&int of sélvation, we should link the idea
coﬁmon fo theée.three writers, thaﬁ creation frovides the stage on
which”the,drama of salvation is to be played dut. For each of these
‘threg write;é,-the.provision'of a stége for the entry of Jesus Chfist
and the salvétion of mankind is one of the reéséns for the creation of
:vthé‘worid by God. Only John MacquarfieAdeparts from the Christo-centric

view of-creatidné’but he sees salvation as the making whole of man,

and links salvation and creation through the idea of the freedom given
| to God's creatures. The impértanbe.of creation for Macquarrie lies in

its being the basis for that freedom in letting-be.
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 Macquarrié'is_the one.of our fogr}theologicaliwritérs_%ho is most
expiicifly concerned;with‘man ana his exisfence‘in-the world, and
Macquarrie is the one.of the qqartet who is most explicif about the
'role of man in.creation.' This emphasis arises partly from-Macquarrie's
insistence on the fact that we can only understand the meaning of
creatureliness by abstraction from.our own existehqe, but is also
related to his claim that man is the highest point on earth in a
hierarchy of beings. The idea that man is the high-pbint of eérthly'
life-forms is shared by the other theological writers, all of whom
insistfwith Macquarrie that thé creation of man is_the main point of
the»fifét Genesis creation stdfy. ﬁe have nofed aboyé that three of
the quartet see one purpose of creation as the provision of a_stage
for the salvation of mankind. The same three regard man as created
_for some form of reiationship with God in dialogue, & dialogue which
‘has its best expreséion in the redemption of mankind in Jesus'Christ.
Macquarrie approaches the same point, thoughAﬁithout the explicit
Christology 6f the other three, when he talks of creativity as fhe

- ordered movement into richer kinds of being through God.

Tt is.clear thatAOur'four theélogical'writers'all_see creation from
méﬁfg point of view: to .them, creation is for man's Seﬁefit, to uée
Barfhls_blunt phrase. All four writefs talk of the goodness shown

b& God in creating the world for man's benefif,-bf man's dependence
"on God, of Cod'é provision for man's‘needs, and so on. Of course, the.
provisiqnvovaesus Christ and the message of galvatioh are seen as the
: ﬂigﬁést'examples of the goodness of God, but éélvétion is seen as of

. one piece withkthé-restAdf God's goodness to man;j

‘All these ideas are backed up.in the work of‘qur-theological’writers

by reference to the biblical reflection on creation. The claim that
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ﬁan_is fﬁeihigh-point of‘earéhly_being is Supportéd by referépce fo '
the‘benééié'éreation stories, and the claims about thé goodness of
.God in‘creéting the world for man are backed by referené¢s to God's
promises to man. Similarly, the concentration on-creation from the
point of view of salvation iéAbacked in each writéf'by the insistence
that the bibiical material views creation from the poinﬁ of view Qf
salvation. Thﬁs Reuménn insists firmly that Deufero-Isaiah is
primarily intereste¢ in getting across a message qfvrédemption and
that the prophet usés'creation imagery for that'furpose. Similarl&,
Schmaus sees the same prophet.és pointing to a ééiyific future,b
reshaping.traditionslfrom the past and drawing on the Genesis material
which;:accofding to_Schméus, arises from the need of man for salvation
in the féde of challénges to faith. Barth goes e?en‘further, seeing
all the Genesis maferial as being primarily about the connection |
between creation and-the covenant of salvétioﬁ'bétween God and mapiv
To“read‘the.four theological wfiters one would iﬁagine that the
biblical reflectioh on creation is guided throuéhéﬁt by the nsed to

declare a message of salvation.

However, as we noted in 1bokiﬁg at the work éf égcﬁ_pf tﬁévfour
theologicéljwfiters; théif appr6ach'tdithe biblicél material is
.:govefﬁed by théblogical considérations and byfideas formed before.they
aﬁprqaéh the bibiical ﬁateriél. Thus Barth deciares that creation is
the basis of the covenant before he-begiﬁs to examine the biblical -
: ma‘te.ria;lt, and Reumaﬁn is qﬁite open about his careful selection of
‘appropriate biblical;matgriai and 'his conviction that the biblical
matefial must have something tb'séy about God's redehptive dealings with
maﬁkin&; Schmaus too makes hiéﬂaititu@ekélear'ﬁy talking of God and
Creation as dﬁe of the foﬁndatiﬁns_of Christolpgy, ana by his

forthright declaration that the bibl;cal texts on creation must ke
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'placed in the context of salvation hlstory. Only:Mvauarrie‘takes

a8 dlfferent line: he does not support his approach with much reference
to the biblical material, and he claims that the biblical. reflect1on
on . creation is concerned w1th man in the face of threats to his
existence; .However,.here too we can see the influence of
pre~conceptions, and a wiliingness to look in the biblical material
for that which will support a theologiCal idea, rather than asking

what the biblical material is saying.

Such an approach map be a perfectly reasonable way of working for
theologians, who are concerned nith expounding- doctrine rather than
biblical exegesis, though when a theologian claims to be basing his
doctrine on a radical exegesis of biblical passages, as Barth does,
the reader is entitled to duestion the validity of the exegesis and
“look askance at eisegesis. When we turn to thehOId Testament
schoiars, whose claim is apparently that they-are'presenting what the
Bible says, we might expect to find a presentation which starts with
the biblical material and no preconceptions. Whether this is a
reasonable expectation, and whether it is a true picture of what
'actually happens, are questions to rhich we shall return later in.

section 4.4 below.

Fir‘st' howe.yer'we must note that the picture of "the biblicalfre’flec:tion‘ |
on creataon as seen by the theoiogical writers, with the emphasis on
salvation and. creation viewed from the point of'view of man, receives

: strong support from the work of the 0l1d Testament scholars. Concerning
salvatlon, perhaps von Rad is the most expllclt “and it may be
‘s1gn1flcant that he is quoted with approval by three of the four
theological wrltersa Von Rad clarms that the Genesis material on
creation is a projection vack into the past of Israel's understanding

of Yahweh as a god of salvation, and he states firmly that in the Bible
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creatioﬁ;isfsubordinate to §alﬁatidh. We saw in reviewing'von Rad's
work %hat Hg finds the felationship of subordinatidn éf creation to
salvation.:ight through the ﬁiblical material, .even though he has some
: difficuity in méking the relationship clear when he turns to the Wisdom
literature. Thus von Rédfs work undoubtabl& supports the view of the

four theological writers.

The\éame is true of each of the other three Olleésfément scholars
revieﬁéd, fhough not to the same degree. McKeﬁz;e talks of Deutero-
Isaiéh;s use of theiidea of création aslan exémple'ﬁf Yahweh's power
to savé, and he puts the Genesis material and the material from
Deutero-Isaiah together as part of an account of Yahweh's saving acts.
Wéétérmann prefers to sée creation ahd redemption in Israelite thought
as a polarity, 1inked.together-iﬁ the work of Deuféro-léaiah but
| present in all of the 014 Tesfament; like von Rad; Westermann sees
. the Genesis creation étories as a projection back4to the beginnings
of»the wofld of Yahweh's concern for Israel,_thdﬁgh;he sees the
projection ‘somewhat differently from von Rad. . Zimmerli too links
creation and sal'vatié_n in the.‘Old Testa@ent, t.hough he sees the link
coming.méstly from an uﬁderstanding-of the Exodﬁs. ‘Thus all the 01d
Testament schdlars reviewed agree'thatuthe idea of salvation is the
vvital factor in Israel's history and that the biﬁliéa1~ref1ection on
creation is bééed on ‘the Israelite experience of a god of salvation,
and s§ tﬁe 0ld Testament scholars and thé theological writers are
,unitediin their iﬂsistence that the biblical‘reflection on creation is

td‘be-seén in the light of an experience of a Saving God.

Thé four O1d Testament scholars.and.thé four theological writers are
~also united in'-their claim that the biblical reflection on creation

speaks of man as the high-point of creation and of the goodness of God
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to man. ' Zimmerli is.pérhapé the most explicit of the 0l1d Testament
scholar’sv-i.n this respect, with his insistence ‘that any biblical
reflection bn creation must see God's creation as a blessing and in
particular as a blessing. on man. It is dimmerli who sees the
creation of -woman froﬁ man as the sign of man's fulfilment! Von

Rad too claims expliéitly that creation is effected for man's sake,
McKenzie talks of mén as the chief of the works-bf Yahweh, and
Westermann talks of man being créatéd_so that somefhing can happen
between man and God. .The chorus hére is completeiy together, and
when added to the work of the theological writers it mounts to a
deafening clarion céll: the biblical reflection oﬁ creation sees the
world as created for man and his benefit. Thus the theological writers
can point to the work of the biblical scholars to support their claims
,abdﬁé fhé,cpncéntration of the biblical reflection on creation on

salvations

Linked with the emphasis on salvation is an interest in man's
existential state. This is found most clearly in.Macquarrie among

the théblogical writers and Wéstefmann among the 61d Testament
scholars, but it is présent to a vérying degfée in~§11 eight writers.
They.afe agreed that the biblical refiection'on creation is related to
man'é concern for himself in his_eﬁvironment, and in some way to
threats to maﬁ's existence. According to the unénimous verdict.of the
Afour‘Old Testament scholars, the Iéraelites used the imegery of a
battle between their god, Yahweh, and Chaos to represent the power of
- Yahweh to contain'fhe_threat to human existerce posed by Chaos, though
it is claimed insistently that the imagery uSed_néver allowed Chaos
divine‘stétus. Thé'four theological wrifefs are on the whole too busy
describing the goodness of God to man in‘creatibn to worry about threats

to humén existénce, but Macquarrie dées talk of the risk of creation.
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It is 01953 that neither the theological writers nor the 014
Testament scholars see much imp@rtanceAfor modérn‘ménAin'tgis part'
of the biblical reflection on création, even though the 0ld Testament
scholars agfee'that the threats’to human existéncé were important in

forming the biblical reflection 6n creation.

From the concentratipn of the biblical reflectiop-én salvation, we

turn tO'therconnection.between the biblical refléqtion on creation and
médern science. The third of Westermann's characteristics was the lack
of efforts £o build bridges-betweén the bibliCal'material and modern
scientific:eXplanafions of the w&rld. A lack of connection between

the doctrine of crgaﬁion.and.modérn science was a problem to some of
our theologicai writers (Maéquérrie, Reumann), but not to the others,
Barfh and Schmaus: The latter two simply sidesfepped the problem by-
‘maintaining a gap between the proper work of theology and the proper
work.éf science. Macquarrie and Reumann seeméd to want té have some
dialogue with sciepce, but when it came to the doctrine of creation,
they both found themselves iﬁ‘some difficulty. Ig the end, all four
theological writers were of the opinion that the dqbtrine of creation
is not concernéd with the same things as the modern physical or natural
sciences. In pafticular,-the doctrine of cfeaffbn, aécording to all
four theological writers, is noﬁ concerned with how thé world came into

being or even with the details of how man came to be as he is.

Follpwihgvthis line of thought, the four theological writers were
lhappy fo aébeptAthax the biblical refiéétion'on Creation was é;so not
concernéd with how fﬂe world came into being. Wé<have already noted the
éonsénsﬁs of oﬁinibn'Which sets the bibiidgl réfléction firmly in the
lighf_of salvatioﬁ, but the four theological writers go further than

 this. They claim that the biblical reflection on creation shows that
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Israel was ﬁbt interested in nature and had no concept of science as
it aroSe”er example ahong the Greeks. Macquarrie in particular draws
atténtion fovthis phenomenon, and finds its basis inAthe concern of
Israei ﬁith salvation.. At the same fimé, all four theological writers
élaim that the Genesis material in particular uses the cosmology of
the day, and Macquarrie even talks of the biblicai writers réfleéting
the science of their day. 1In éther words, ancient'Israel had no
science of its own, but knew of the science of other nations and used
the knowledge gained by étﬁers,“,No explaﬁation is offered as to wh&

this should be so.

An explanation is hdwever.offéréd in the work of the 0ld Testament
scholérs; ‘Théy endorse tﬁe conclusions that Israel was not interested
'in écience as we know it, and that Israel knew and used at least the

" cosmology of surfounding nations in talkiﬁé 6% dreation. However the
bldATestament scholars claim that Israel simply assuﬁed that'Yahweh

. had creatéd the world, and had no neéd to ask any further questioﬁ.‘
Wéstefmann claims that none of Isrgel's neighbours would ask questions
about how the world came into being, for in his view they too would
xassume that the wérld was created by some god of‘gods. We noté in

| passing that ﬁﬁiie both theological writers and 01d Testament scholars
' fefer to the "coémol&gy" of natiéns surrounding.Israéi, the theoloéical
writers-sﬁeak of "the science of the day" as éomething shared by
Israel and her neighbours, whilejthe Qld Testamént scholars prefer to

talk of myths held in common by Israel and her neighbours.

It”is_not élear whétlﬁhé "cosmology of the day" or the "science of the
‘day" actually amountea to. The iﬁplibatibn of tﬁésé phrasesiis that
there were observations‘of some kind linked to ‘some sort of-systematic
4arrangementAof knowledge of the maﬁefial universe, but only in

connection with cosmology is there any attempt to spell out the
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"scientific'khowledge" of the day. Even here, the ﬁord "belief" is -
ueed by our writers mofe'readily than.the word "knoeiedge", an& thie
may be connected-with the preference among the 0ld Testament scholars
for the description "myth". Recent discussion of myths and their uses
has given the word "myth" a range of meanings, and it is not easy to
determihe-in every ease precisely in what sense the word is being used
by the various scholars. This makee it even more difficult to check
that in connection with a biolical interest in science, theological
writers and biblical scholars are talking about the same thing under

different names.

The 01d Testament scholars are agreed.that at some point Israel did
begin to ask intellectual questions about'the'worid and nature, these
questions being reflected in the Wisdom literature. The main
”cheracteristic of this questioning, as presented by the 0ld Testament
'scholars, is a search for order and regularity in nature. Westermano
even refers to this idea of order in the first Genesis story as the
beginnings of a scientific understandlng of the world. There is ho
attempt in the work- of the 01d Testament scholars to put a date on the
'development‘of this "scientific understanding", though one might do so
by trying to date such matetial as the‘Wisdom literature, but it is

. implied that this intellectual questioniﬁg is a iate development in
Israel, and a development that is not entirely welcome, at least to
014 Teetament scholars, oeCause it reflects an interest in the secular

world rather than the saving acts of Yahweh.

It is noteworthy that none of the eight wrlters rev1ewed seeks to

—_—

actually build brldges between the b1bllcal reflectlon on creatlon and

any modern s01ent1f1c understandlng of the world, even though such

bridge-building was one of the things demanded by Westermann, as we saw
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iﬁ.chaptéf 1. 'Pefhapé this.lgck ofAbridge-builéipé is partly:becaﬁse
Israel haa no science as we know if, so that making any link between .
the biblical material and modern science is likely to be difficult.
Wrhatever the reason, the fact thaf none of our eigﬁf writers makes the
attempt to build bridges does raise the question of whether it is
possible to maké links between'the'biblical ﬁaterial and modern
scientific understanding, or whether we should simfly accept that the
two ha?e no .useful coﬁnection:-‘to this subject we shall return in

section 5.4 below.

For the present, we turn to the fourth of Westermann's characteristics, '

and the question as to God's interest in or concern for the world

- apart from man, and we find that on this subject . our four theologicél

writers have little to say. This should not surprise us in view of

what has already been said about the fheological writers' emphasis on

man and- his salvafion;.and.on man as the pinpaéle of creation. Barth’

-is perhaps the most extreme in this respect, seeming to say that the

creation apart from maﬁ has mo value without man and his covenant of
grace with God. »Schmaps represents perhaps tﬁe othef-exfreme in our
quartet,'wiﬁh hié claim that each creature hes a vélue for God; but
eveh'Schmaﬁs;feékohs that man is'supremééhand,éeems to suggest that the
earth cén:bnly fulfii its purpbses.for God through man. Macqﬁarrie
claims"to give a proper place té nature'with.his analysis of
creatureliness, but the effect is spoilf by his taking man as the-
paradiém §f creatureliness. Reumarn simply séys that creation is

entrusted to man's care.

V]For this set of»reiated'ﬁiews, the'fheological writers draw on the

f‘biblical reflection on creétion; as we havevalready seen, they think

of the biblical reflection as being primarily about man and his salvation,
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with not much to say about the.world in which.ﬁan lives. Certainly
the theological writers give no hint that the biblical material
reveals a God who is concerned sbout worms on the earth or éﬁars in

the heavens.

| 'The  O'ld'_ festagent échola.r_sA agree with this conclusion. They point out
thét the-biblical reflection quite clearly places'man as part of the
animejll kingdom, at one with that kingdom, and. Zimmerli even talks of
the blessing bestowed on'plants and birds; but there is no doubt

that féf the-Old Testament scholars man, not the world, is the focus

of the biblical reflection. Von Rad talks of the praisehof'nature for
God , but-then he says that natﬁre's praise is sileht, the only true (

praisevqf Yahweh being Israel's praise, so that again it is man rather

. than the world which matters before God.

inyAat oﬁgipoiﬁt do the'thQOIQgical writers énd the'OId_Testamgnt‘
schéiéré hint at a link‘wifh modern mén's awareness of the univefge.‘
Sin ﬁhich‘he iives, and this occurs when reference is_made to man's awe
in the face of the grandeur and glory of God as éhown in his creation.
- Clearly éuch awe requires:appreciatiqn of thelcréafed world which goes
:soﬁe wéy towards a .more moderh.awareness. However, our eight writers
_simply draW'from thé biblical material_the idea that Israel was

-properly full of awe in the face of Yahweh's omnipotence. _Presumaf)ly

- - modern man is expected to similarly stand in awezbf the Creator, but

: o : T
the -1ink is never made. =~ ‘!
~.Wé'£é§e now 1§oke& gtvéach‘of Wéstermghn's fqur3§héracteristiqs in

_égmetdéféiig and haﬁihg-dqneAso wé can see ﬁhat,thé agreement betwgen
| theolégical writérs.éndibibliCal scholars concerning the biblical
:reflectioh on creation is very close. Of'coqrse, individﬁél writers, -

“ ‘both aﬁongSt the theologicél'wfitérs and the 0ld Testament scholars
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depart from the consensus in places, but we can ea811y 1dent1fy a
basic core ‘of ideas which are unanimously held to be the b1hlical
teaching on creatlon. The main emphases of this "core" are on man

and his salvation.

However, therelie.not total unanlmity among.the‘writefs.about the
Biolical reflection;.and'we have alreedy noted‘eome of the divergences
between theological writers and biblical scholars. We have seen that
the 0ld Testament scholars make much more of the Wisdom literature

and the'wofk of Deotero-Isaiah than do the theological writers, and

we have seen that the theological writers are more inclined to talk.
~of the science of the day in the biblical material, while the 014
Testament scholars prefer to talk of the use of common mythological
_termlnology and ideas., 3But these are minor differences, dlfferences

‘ oftemphasis rathef than anythlng else, which can readlly be ascribed’
. to the different interests of the two groups ofzwriters.- Thus for
Old Testament scholars the use of myths in Israel is an important topic,
and-it is proper for them to oe concerned about the correct historical
: development of doctrines in'the life of Israel: the theological |
writers are more interested in the foundatlons glven to Christian

theology by the doctrlnes -of the Israelites.

. More'important than euchlminor differences aéd{?he various diffefences
. of eophesie are ideas which are regarded as‘important by the
theological ﬁriters but find little or no support in the work of the
0ld Testament scholars, and ideas which are regarded as important by
‘the 014 Testament scholare but which have no ﬁital place in the

writings of the theologians.

. From the side of the theologlcal wrlters, ‘the maln point raised is

Macquarrle's attempt to find biblical materlal to support the 1dea of
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"emanaﬁion"'or what he calls the "organic" modé1 of creation. This

is not developed in any detail, but Macquarrie does élaiﬁ this model

as paft'of the biblical reflection on creation: ﬁe note that he

séeks to construct this partibulér model because it fits in with his
notion of creation and becoming more easily than other models used

in the pést. Hoﬁever, the same sort-of idea lies behind fhe insistence
of the theological writers on God's involvemenx with his creation.

The theological writers are not happy to talk of God just as wholly
different from his creation, because for philosophical reasons they
want a God who is immanent as well as transcendent. The idea of the
immanence of Goa in creation is of course linked with the theology of
God's incarnation in Jesus Christ. Howeyer, the 0ld Testament scholars
find ideas of immanence in one place only, in cqnnection witﬁ the

role of Wisdom in creation, and their verdict is that this is a non=-
Israelite idea, taken over and used with perhaps less than the |

neéessary caution by the Israelite Wisdom teachers.,

A linked idea which exercises the theological writers but not the Old

Testament ;cholars is thét of creatio continua. ForAthe theological
writers it is iméértant that the act of creation was not a once-for-all
| act, but that God is COQtinually'at work in c;éation, and this_isA‘
especially-stréésed by Schmaus and Macquarrie; It ié claimed that this =~
idea is to‘be found in thé biblical material oﬁ creation, but the 01d |
‘Testament scholars do not seem to find it there. :chording to the
latter; Israel knew.oniy of Yahweh’s'confinuing activity in history.
Many dld Testaﬁent scholars, includiné the four reviewed above, accept
fnow the suggestion.fhat there was in Israel at soﬁe point some form of
New Yeaf Testival in which Yahweh sléw the-dragon of chaos and |
reassefted his'powéf over the earth. | However, even where this idea

is accepted, the 0ld Testament scholars are at-péins to point out that
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such a ritual activity,woﬁld_not, and could nof,:héﬁe been construed

in Israbi‘as a ré;creation of the world,vor even as & means of
securing.Yahweh's'favourvfér_the year which lay ahead. Rather, in
Israel any-such ritual, according to the Old Testament scholars, would A
be a Eelebratidn of Yahweh's power and An dppoftﬁnity for a renewai of

the covenant between Yahweh and his people.

At firsf sight then in these two cases the theoloéical writers are
going be&énd»what,can be found in the biblical méterial on creation,
and_certainly beyond whatAthe'Old Testament scholars find in the
biblical material, Howeve:, the biblical schoiars are trying to
preseﬁt the doctrine of creation as it was known iﬁ Israel, and it may
" be that notiéns like thgse two figured only on the fringes of the -
Israelite d0ctrine,lperhéps ip a rather.vague form which was never.
crystalliééd; but that nevertheless there are hiﬁfg about them in.the
' biﬁlical'material, waitiﬁg'to be drawn out by thoée who can recognise

them.

When we turn to lbok at ‘the maﬁeiial which the OiﬁATestament scholars
rggard as important 5ut which isAnot used by théttheological writers,'-'
we find that four poihté étand oute. 'Firsfé the bld Testament.schplars
agree fhét the reflection on creation in Iéréel arose'in'response tb
the threat poséd td the péoéle of Israel by~other_gods or by naturé.
Westermann talks of man in his threatened gxisfénce, McKenzie talks of
the‘threat to order fro@ chaos, and all féur 01d _Testament‘séhola.rs~
note the existence of tréces of primeval myths about Yahweh overcominé
-che'séé pf»chaos and so on. Schmaus is the.énly,bne 6f.the theoiégical
wfifers»to make any mention of the idea of thréat; aﬁd the theological
writers séem to see.nothiﬁg'éignificant inithelfabt that the doctrine

of creation in Israel arose in response to something: they seem to

115




‘thinkAthaf-a'doctrine of creation is a naturalJfﬁiﬁé to have, over
against the Old-Testamént scholars who are carefui‘fo point out that
a doctriné:of creation was only formulated compératively late in
Israel's hlstory, and was not somethlng that arose naturally but:
reqqlred a stlmulus from outside Israel. It is perhaps worth notlng
again ét.this point'the tﬁeological writers! 1ns;stence on the
goodness of God-in creation, which verhaps 1eads‘£hem to piay down or

ignore ideas of threatened man.

Second,'all the O0ld Testament scholars emphésize'fhe diveréity of
strands wﬁich went into the making up of Israel's reflection on
creation. All four talk of ﬁery early material incorporated into
later formulations, while Westermann talks of éreétion stories toid
‘and retold. This diversity does not prevent the_Old Testament
iécholars of talking of the doctrine qf creatiqﬁiin Israel, nor is'the;
diyeréity reflected in the work of the theoloéiééi writers. Reumann
refers to it énd notes that he is selecting from:within a variety'of
4strands, while Macquarrle noteé the diversity almost in desperatlon as
he seeks hlS organlc model of creations but all the theological
writers reViewed are content to d:aw out in the end "what the Bible
4saysﬂ about creatién,.as thouéﬁ there.weré one éna only one mﬁjor,

4clear strand.'

Thirdithe 014d Testameﬁt‘scholars make é gréatﬂdééi of Israel's
monothéism as a great influence in fhe~formatioﬁ of the Israelite
‘?éfléctiqn»on‘cféafion. They are unénimous iq'décléring that Israel
ujCOuld'ﬁot.accept the.ideas of surroundingvnatiohs about gods at battle
foilﬁivinélseXual activity éimply because.Israél believed in one ng'who
4-ﬁas'khown fhfoﬁgh his activity in history..'The'theological writers
ali sfartbfrom the assumpfién:thafffhey.ére talking about the oneiand
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only God, and therefore the 1dea of Israel's monothelsm has no
s1gn1flcance for them, being only relevant in an env1ronment 1n whlch

the possibility of other gods is admitted.

_'ourthly, the Old Testament scholars claim that the most important
functlon of the doctrlne of .creation in Israel was ‘that of bolstering
the natlon s faith in the power of Yahweh and encouraglng the people
in the praiee of Yahweh. These ideas find‘no echo in the work of the
theologicel’ﬁriters: for them, the purposee of a doctrine of creation

are many, but bolstering faith in the power of God is not among them. .

It is fairly easy tovsuggest why these four ideas are important to the
01d Testament scholars but not to the theelogical writefs. All fouf
points are ofAlmportance in the hlstory of the rellglon of Israel, in
»tra01ng how certaln ideas came to be part of Israel's collections of
beliefs about Yahweh, but apparently these four p01nts add nothlng

. 31gn1f1cant to the bibliecal reflectlon on creatlon 1tse1f. They

therefore szem of no 1mportance to theological writers.

4‘1 We-have thus identifiedAsome ways . in which the pfeseptations of the
“biblical reflection on creation by theological Wtiters and Old Testament
:'echolars are the same;_and some ways in which they are different and

‘we:heve-sugéested some.reaeons for the differences. -We have seen that :

ithere are no maJor dlsagreemente between the two groups of wrlters. _ |

Irom tn;s detailed comparison, we conclude that the presentatlonvof the -

biblieel refleetion on creation by the theologiea; writers is in accord

with the presentation of that reflection by the 01d Teetament scholars.

' ‘fin_ether words, the~bib1ica1_reflectien on creation is not misrepresented’

or even misunderstood in the work of the theological writers.
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4.§.f'Avéémposife'docfriné of]creétion

In ch;éteril we outlined WésterQann;s'complainfsiébout'the
preéentatibn of - the doctrine of éreation in modérn thebiogy, and in
particular:his claim that the inadequacieé of the'doétrinerf creatién.
as presented are aue in part to the failure of theitheologians to ﬁay
sufficient attention'té the biblical reflectioﬁ on creation as
presented-in quern bibiicél studies. We have‘now seen that the

presentation of the biblical reflection on creation in the work of. the

~ four theological writers we have reviewed is remarkably similar to the

presentation of the biblical}reflection on creation by the four 014
 Testament schélars whose work we have reviewed, including Westermann
ﬁimself. It follows from this that if Westermann's claim about the
sources of the inadequacies of modern doctrinesxof creation is correét,
theh either the theological writers have not used the biblical
Qefiecfiéﬁ‘ih a sufficiéntly sﬁbtle manner in'f§rmulating their
dqbtrines'of creation, or the biblical reflecfion on creation as
presented is itself inadequate. This latter éltéfﬁatiye might arise
in two ways: eithef.adequate @aterial is simply lacking in the biblical
reflection on creation, or the material is there Hut the presentafioné
of'it do not do it justice. If<the latter is true fhén;'according fo
our findings, in the'prévious section; both theological writers aﬂd
~.Old Testament scholars have failed to. present the biblical reflection
in aﬁ'adeQuate fashion. Clearly Westefmann does not bélieve this,.
.éince ﬂe claims fhét proper attention to fhe biﬁlical reflection as
presenféd by tﬁé;biblical'scholars wouldAimprove the doctrine of
'§reation of the-theolqgians; similarly, Wééterméhp'clearly belie?gs that
fhéABiﬁlical refléctiqn on_crgatibn is a sufficient basis for a

satisfactory modern doctrine of‘creatibn;

For the moment we shall assume that Westermann is correct in this,

tﬁat the presentation of the biblical‘reflection on creation by the
‘y o T . . PN
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014 Tesfament:scholars is'adequgte as a basis forufhe doctrine ;f'
creation,. and lhenCe, acéording to Aou_r'findings, that the theological
~writers have and are awaré pf a'firm foundation‘for their'doctrines

of creation. This implies that the handling of the biblical
reflection by the ‘theological writers has not beepTSufficiently
subtle, and we now turn to examine this implicétion. 'Wé shall cqndﬁct '
our examination by first developing a doctrihe of creation in outiine
based firmly on the'biblical reflection on creatibn as we have found
it presented by our eight writers, and asking how satisfactory that
doctrine ié'for moaern4theology.7 We shall then'égﬁpare our doctrine
in outline with the doctrines of creation we have found in the work of
our four'theological writers;.fo'see if the deficiencies in the
various accounts ére'the same. If the deficiencieé match, wé;shall
;hﬁQé to ask why this is so, aﬁd whether those déficiences can ever be

overcome by a doctrine of creation based on the biblical reflection.

Ah attemft to_devélop a-doqtriné,qf creation baéea on the biblical

. réfigdtién'as presepfed by oﬁr eight writers may.be seen simply éé ah'
attempt to presen£ the biblical reflection in a new end vital way, to
use'Wéstermann'é words, and we note that such a re-presentation is |
quite in keeping with thg character of the biﬁliCal'reflection. Oﬁr
o1 Testament scholars assure us that the biblical reflection itself is
bﬁilt.up frpm:many>strands over-a'long period;o£ fime as Israel again
and.ggain reflected on'thé traditions handed down through-the.centuries,
'Sb‘for.us to-refléct again on the material is perfectly in accordance .

" with the biblical reflection. | |
"ﬂ:w5'¢u§t note that if we are to be qdnsistentii{tfueﬂto the biblical
.refleéfipn as présented to us by our Oid Tegfémeht:scholars, we musf
find'édme gods to'pose'a challenge3to us, 6r some other doctrine of
:creafion ﬁhi&h is ciaiminé to:set upAanother‘god in opposition to our
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Creafor. Thls partlcular requlrement we shall ignore, taking the
1mpetus of our enqulry as sufficient stimulus for the development of

our doctrine of creation. - . C -

Next we note that‘in our reflection on creation we'mnst begin with the
‘assumptlon that there is one God, and that one God created everything
that ist not Just the earth as we know it, but>the entlre universe of
which our Earth is part. This is not somethlngvthat is to be argued

or demonstrated in“any way. If we are to be true to the biblicalj
reflectwon we have recelved then we must 51mp1y say that Cod creaﬁed

all that exists.

When we use fhe word'“Created" in this contexf ﬁé mean, according éo
fhe‘biblical reflecﬁien, that God made all tnet'eXists,»bnt we do rot
wear that enery individual iten,that we knon’sprang ready-formed ffom'j
the mind or hands of‘God; nor do we people of the}fwentieth century
need te eccept.the"seientific notions of the centuries before Chriét;
Rat’h_ér; again in keeping wi:th the traditions of the biblical reﬁeo‘tion, 4
we look to the‘scientisfs of our day to ekpiain the details of the
precesSes by which the verions forms of life feached their present
_forma Our doctrlne of creation is not 1nterested in such detalls, 1t |

Zmerely clalms that God is the orlginator of the whole process. We may

K even draw on- the statements of oéur scientific colleagues for details

to,1ncorporate into our picture of God making everythlng, but we shall
Ye clear that we are only telling stories about a process which is

'uessenfially mysterious and lost in the mists before time.

.  _Our doctrlne of creation does not tell us how God created the world and -
-nor does it tell us why God created the world. God’s reasons are for

',uod alone_to,know; not only in creat1on’but 1nAeveryth1ng. Why has God
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cﬁosen cerfain people to bé-his own possession; why'has he éuided

them in particular? God alone knows: our doctrine of creation

assures us only that God made the universe for some purpose of his

own which involves those who know themselves to be his chosén people.
That his purposes are not limited to those chosen people we can also
assert, for we can see that when God created the.world, he created
mankind as the high-spot of his work, and he gave mankind the world,
both as man's benefit and as mén's,task. On the one hand, the benefit
is to bhe séen in God's provision of fertile land and well-stocked
seas, the never-failing round of the seasons, appropriate climatic
conditions for fruitful plant life, and so on. On the other hand,

man has an inescapable duty to use the resources of the world.accorQing
to God's will. Man has been given dominion over the created world but:
that dominion is to be exercised according to God's commands, and man
must never forget that he, like everything created, is dependent on

God for everything, including life itself.

Man has not been created just to dominate the earth,'nor simply as &
labourer to bring forth the fruit of the earth: he has been created to
enter into a covenant relationship with God. The creation of the
ﬁorld was fhe first sign of that covenant of grace, and the first of a
series of acts of grace in which God has showﬁ his love and care for
‘mankind. In his creation we can see that.he is éonsistent, that what
he has done in calling and redeeming his people ié just foliowing up
what he did in creating the world. What God has done in redeeming‘his
people is of céurse muich clearer now than it was before the time of
Jesus Christ, for we know now that the coming of Jesus Christ was the
culmination to which the act of creation looked forward. We must also
note that God's people now aré the followers of Jesus Christ, the new

Israel, rather than the Israel referred to in the biblical creation

material.
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C?eation‘was not onlylthe first demonstrafion of God's love for his
peoplé, it was'also a demonstration of his power over all things.
Because he both loﬁes us and has this power over everything, wé can’
trust him aﬁd believe that he will fulfil his prbmises. We can also
enjoy the goodness of fﬁe earth, for God has made fhe earth good and
he has given man dominién over the good earfﬁ, andAonly God can take
the earth.aﬁd its goodness away from man.. Hence,‘we should praise
and trust God, and in our praises we shall be joined-by the whole of
nature. We note that it is difficult for modern man to understand and
accept the concept of the praise of God by natufe, and we also note
that modern man lacks the awe in the face of ngture felt by Israel,
perhaps because modern man, at least in'the technqlogically advanced

societies, is now much more able to control and exploit nature.

This then is a doctrine of creation firmly based on the biblical
reflection on creation as presented to us by our»eight writerg. Let
ué now see how.this doctfine fares under the criticisms pf Westermann
and others about modern doctrines of creation. First, are the four
characteristics present which Westermann identified and which we found

in the work of the four theological writers we reviewed?

.. We have not quoted biblical passages in support of the elements of our
doctrine, since they can easily be found by‘refgrepce'to the writers
reviewed and the.repetition would be tedious. Whgt we have done is

draw on the biblical reflection on creation as preséhted by our eight
writérs, and this means that our sourée material is the same as theirs.
Hence, our biblica1>support will,begdfaﬁn from ﬁhe-early part of
Genesis, especiéily the creation é%érieé,ip Genésié chapters 1 and 2 and
the story of Néah in Genesis chapter 8; from the.Psalms; from
Deﬁteroélsaiah; and from fhe Wisdom.lifergture.'.To these passages

which deal direCtly with creation, we shall need to add texts referring
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“to the covehant and New Testament texts which point to Jesus Christ

as the fulfilment of the covenant., Thus, while our range of source
material is rathey w}der than the range of any of the theological
wriﬁers reviewéd, it still remains true that much of our biblical
material is.mcre'ccncerned with salvation than creation. The doctrine
of creation ae we have presented it is almost a part, and an

essential part, of the doctrine of salvation.

In our cufline doctrine it is clear that much of the attention is
focussed on man in his relationshiﬁ to God, because God's purpose
in cfeaticn is seen in terms of what God has done for man and what
- God demaﬁde of-man._ We have perhaps made more of God's faithfulness
.than our. theologlcal wrlters, for our outline doctrlne sees the
eicreatlcn of che-world as a demonstratlon of God's power to achieve his
‘purposee; bﬁt~evenAthen, we have seen creefion primé;ily as-a"eign of
God'é'pcwer to eeﬁe man whom God wills to save. Like the theological
writers,_wewhave deciared man to be the chief of God's creatures, the
high-pointvof‘creaticn,'and we have noted the powerful and dominant
role given to,man. Of course, in keeping with modern trends as well
as biblical ideas, we have noted that man's pocer must be'exercised
according to God's will, for the benefit of mankind as a whole rather
than man as an individual. Similarly we have noted that man is
dependent_oc Cod for his very life, and remains one of God's creatures,
'at one with the earth.he inhabits. Nevertheless; our doctrine of -
creation emphaS1zes the pos1t10n of man as the creature intended to
respond to God in. a covenant relatlonshlp and to share in the creative
processes of God. Thus, our doctrine has Westermann s second

characteristic, that it concentrates on man and his salvation.

When we turn to Westermann's thir& characteristic, the relationship
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between' the doctrine of creation.and modern science, we find ourselves

in a sfrdnge position. On the one hand our doctrine offers openings

to modern science, in that we have taken up no firm position on any of
the'quesfions about how the universe came into being: we have neither

acceptéd nor rejected any of the current scientific theories. Instead

we have specifically declared that science can help us by filling in

. the details of the procéss'of creation, in a fashion sipilar to that

in which the biblical writers drew on the knowledge of their day.

At the same time we have madeAa declaration of faith, fhat God madeAthe
universe. Being a declaration of faith, this stgtement is not open to
the kind of challengé which science can mount, since there are no
1éﬁoratory‘experiments which can be mounted to test a declaration of
faith. ﬁehce our doctrine of creation has been lifted out of the

realm proper to- scientifi¢ enquiry, and we have made it unnecessary

to build bridges‘between the biblical reflection on creation and modern

science. Not only is such an attempt impossible because of the

_un-scientific nature Cf'the'biblical material, it is also pointless

because science cannot -affect the basis of our doctrine of creation.

The fourth of Westermann's discovered characteristics concerned the
lack of a new, vital p:eééntation of the biblical reflection on

creation which would -be relevant to modern man. Our doctrine in

oﬁtline notes that man must exercise his power with care in the world

in which he lives, but it tells us little else about that world or

about the universe of which the Earth is part: certainly our doctrine
of creation in outline shows little concern for the worm trodden to the

earth or for the rew star in the Milky Way,

Thus we see that the:doctrine of creation we have outlined, drawing on

'fhé biblical reflection onAcreation'as presented to us by our eight
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Ayﬁriters;'Sha?es.fhe éharécféristi§§“0f‘doctrines of creation

fcriﬁiciséd by Wéstermann. Admit£e51y we have only given the doctrine

in outline, and no doubt in developing the doctrine in more detail

Z-wé douldfbé more subtle,kand perhéps go some way to meéting

'Weétermann's ériticisms,'partiCularly as regards the relevance of the
doctrine to modern man . 'However, subtleties will not alter the main
lines of the doctrine,'nof significantly alter its basic characteristics.
It Seemé ﬁherefére that ﬁhis biblically based doctrine will fall under

Westermann's criticisms and be unacceptable in his eyes.

What.of other critics of modern doctrines bf éreation? Those who
demand that‘a Christian doctrine of creation should provide
enCOufagemeht for'environﬁental conservationists will take some comfort
from thé insistence‘that man's power over creation must be exerciséd
in"accordanée ﬁi?h God'sg wili, though we note that even then they are
left withhthe ﬁask of showing that God's will inﬁludes environmental
consérvation. Equally those who insist that~the-resourcés 6f God's
.earthrare theré tolbe expibited by man will find support in the way'

_ oﬁ:'doctrine of creation emphasizes that creation is for the benefit

of man and that it ié man's~God;given destiny to‘diaw fruit from the
earth. Those who look to the Eible for an account of the mechanics

) of’qreation will be disaﬁéointed in oﬁr doctrine, as wi11 those whb
4lo$k to modern science:féf the mechanics and to the~Bible for the :
.vfeasqngifof cre#tioﬁ. Iplshort;bouridéctrine of creation-in outline is
subject'tp_éll the criticisms‘levelled at other efforts to produce a
docﬁrine‘ofjcreation; énd it is hard to see how it might be developed
to overcome these deficieqpiés wifhout destroying the basic lines of

" the biblical reflection as presented to us.

ALl this of course has a familiar ring, and understandably so, for if
we compare our dpctrinerf creation in outline with the work of the °
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- four theplogical4writers reviewed, we find'man& similarities. The
fact that Wéstermann's four characteristics are common to their work
and ours is alone sufficientAto suggest that there will be no major

differences between them and us. However, there are some differences.

One difference lies in our willingmess to .let science provide material
for our picture of creaﬁion. None of the theological writers reviewed
made use of»the.science of foday in the way that the biblical writers
made use of thée understanding of the world of their day. We have at
least allowed the possiblity of doing this, although we must note

that one strong reason for theologians' failure to draw on science in
thi; connection may simply be the theologians}'lack of detailed

knowledge of the scientific material.

| A more imporfant difféfence befwéen«our doctriné'in outline and the
| wqu_qfvour four tﬁedlogical writers ié that-we have carefully'évoided .
sa&ing why God created the world .and man. We have.said that God created
thé‘worldlfor4man's benefit and he created man to entefvinto a |
cgvenanf,relaﬁionship with God: but why should God'waﬁt to create
.fénything? " The four thedlogiéal writers ali tried to give an answer to
this question in their different ways, and at the heart of a1l their’
différeﬁt'ansﬁers was the idea that God's love requires something
.'Which can respond'tp'lbve. We héie stuck mofe élosely to the bibliqal
refleétibﬁ'éé it has been fresented to usy in'saying simply fhat-the-
world is, and that it exists because God made i%, we do not know how
Vof‘wﬁy;',israei,:we ére fold,.made.the'same.assumptions, because they. -
o wbuid.nét fhinkiof'questiSning theée-assumpfiqns:‘we made our ' |

| assumptions-because %é‘do not fhink th;t"a doctrine of creation based

<.on the biblical reflectloﬁ can prov1de anéwers to questlons of the hoﬁ

or why of ‘the universe. Indeed we have stated‘that 1t is not the purpose
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of our déctrine to answer questions, rather the doctrine is intended
to encourage human beings to trust God and look for the fulfilment

of his promises. Here again we are more true to the biblical
reflecfion than were our theological writers, for the latter made
very little of creation as a basis for trust in God. Of course,

we too have moved away from the biblical reflection in that our call
to trust in God is not apparently made in the face of claims for the
over-riding power of other gods, but perhaps rather in the face of the
claim that there is no purposive power Eehind the universe, only

randomness.

We see then that there are some differénces between the doctrine of
creation we have outlined and the work of the four theological
writers reviewed above. However we have already noted the great
similarities between their work and ours, and we have also noted that
the deficiencies of our doctrine are just the deficiencies éf other
modern doctrines of creation. Yet our outline doctrine started from
the biblical reflection on creation as presemted to us with remarkablé
unanimity by our eight writers, and we have tried hard to be both |
faithful to that biblical reflection and yet produce something relevant
to modern times. We have failed in so far as we have failed to meet
the more felling criticisms levelled at modern doctrines of creation.
Tﬁis suggests that, contrary to our assumption at the start of this
section, the handling of the biblical reflection by our four
theological writers was not partibglarly unsubtle, and perhaps even
that they made a good job of it Thus-it appears that Wéstermann_ié

- wrong in his claim that more atte@tion to the biblical reflection

would produce a more satisfactory doctrine of creation.

However, as we noted at. the beginning o§ this section, there are two

possible reasons for the inadequacy of biblically based doctrines.
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One is that the biblical material has been handled in an
insufficiently subtle manner, the other is that the necessary
material is not available, either because it is not present in the
Bible or because it has not been drawn out of the Bible, We have now
established that the biblical reflection on creation as presented to us
by our eight writers has been used.by the four theological writers in
a way which, while not immune to criticism, is nevertheless reasonably
subtle and acceptable. Therefore we must now turn to examine the
other alternative, that the biblical material is deficient in content
or presentation. This means that we must step aside from the eight
writers reviewed and try to look at the biblical reflection on
creation afresh, to see whether thefe are strands of material and
insights which have been overlooked but which afe significant for a
modern.doctrine of creation. Before undertaking such a task, it is
useful to try and see whether there are any good reasons for thinking

that the task might be successfully accomplished.
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4e4e Limitations

Reasons for thinking that a fresh look at the biblical reflection

on creation might pay dividends are of two kindé. First there are
the hints of insights in the work of the biblical scholars which have
not been developed or exploiteds it may be that none of these
neglected ideas will yield anything fresh, but ﬁevertheless their
very existence suggests that fhere may be somefﬁing worthwhile to be

garnered from the biblical material still.

Second, fresh impetus will be given to a renewed interest in the
biblical materiai if it becomes clear that the approach to the
biblical material adqpted hitherto is limited and limiting in some
way, for in that case it would be reasonable to suggest that the
limitations of the approach have led to ideaéfbéing overlooked or not
given their due importance. Limitations of approach might, of course,
arise in several ways: there might be constraints of time, of
knowledge of relévant languages, of background knowledge provided by
other disciplihes, and so on. However, the most.important limitation
of approach in relation to the biblical material on creation is fhe
self-imposed limitation of a pre-conceived theological strait-jacket.
By this we meén that an exegete comes to the biﬁlical material with
certain definite theological ideas in mind, ideas which inevitably
shape the way in which the exegete sees the material, what he reéérds

 as significant within the material, and what he draws out of it.

It is, of course, impossible to approach any 1iterature without some

pre-conceived ideas, and it is certainly impossible for ahy Christian
to comé.to bibliéal-materiél, on creation or on any other topic, without
some definite‘nétions about the material. However when we talk of

pre-conceived theological ideas, we are not referring to the
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theological bric-a-brac acquired by any Christian, rather we are
concerned with the carefully weighed theological choices which are

made before an exegete turns to the biblical material.

That such carefully weighed theological choices are made becomes clear
as soon as we turn to the four theological writers,whose work is
reviewed abéve, for as we have already noted, the theological writers
make no secret of approaching the biblical material from definite
standpoints. We have noted Barth's insistence that Jesus Christ is

the key to creation and Schmaus' claim that creation is part of
Christology. Inevitably an approach to the bibiical material from
such a standpoint will affect what is found. Of:course, it may be

that the writers concerned reflected on the bib;ibal material,
discovered what the biblical material was sayihg,'and then rearranged
the'sequence of ideas for a more satisfactory presentation of the
doctrine. However, the divergence of the doctrines of creation
presented by ouf four theological writers from the model doctrine built
on presentation of the biblical material, suggests that the process
was more one of trying to work out how a doctrine of creation might fit
into modern theology, and then trying to find links between the
resulting doctrine and the Biblical reflection. This suggestion is
strengthenéd when we recall the different reasons among the theolbgical
writers for having a doctrine of creation, reasons very different

from those which led to the formulation of the doctrine in Israel.
Inevitably, such a process of formulating a doctrine and then lihking
it to the biblical material, would mean that the doctrine oé creation
became subordinate to the'doctrine of salvation so dominant in the
work of the four theological writers, and it would nof then be

surprising if the theological emphasis on men and his salvation led
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to a corresponding emphasis on those parts'of the biblical material

which express the dominance of man.

Given both these admitted influences in the work of the theological
writers and the unanimity between 0ld Testament_scholérs and
theological writers concerning the importance §f salvation with
respect to creation in the biblical reflection, it is pertinent to

ask if the 0ld Testament scholars have also been affected by
theoiogical ideas, Clearly the fact of working in an intellectual
environment in which salvation is a major topic of interest is

likely to makg\gne more conscious of-the hope'of salvation in the

0l1d Testament, but we can be more specific still., Von Rad is quite
clear that the 014 Testament is the record of the saving-history of
Israel, and he starts work from that basis. Anything which does not
fit into that framework is moulded until it does fit. While ofhers
are not gquite as categorical as vdn Rad, the samé trend is to be found
in all our 0ld Testament writers. In other words they have come to the
0l1d Testament material expecting to find mostly the record of Israel's
faith in and‘dealings with a God who saves. Given such a starting-
point, it is not surprising that creation comes to be regarded as the
first of the.saving acts of Gode Thus it is likely that the 0ld
Testament scholars have been influenced in theii work by the

theological emphasis on salvafion.

This raises again the question raised earlier as to whether it is
reasonable to expect 0ld Testament scholars to éome to their study of
the Old Testament without pre-conceived ideas about what they will
find in the bibliqél material. Clearly our four 0ld Testament scholars
have come with particuiar pre-conceptions, as we have noted in

reviewing their work, and this fact is related to their conception of
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‘their task, that of presenting the doctrine of.israel and tracing its
developmeht. Necessarily this implies some ideés about "Israelf and
"Israel's faith" before the biblical material is.examined. Furthermore,
we must note that all our writers come to the 014 Testament as

avowedly Christian scholars who expect the 0ld Testament to point
forward to Christianity. While we cannot herérgo into the
philosophical question in detail, it does seem.unlikely that after so
man&.centuries of Christian study of the Bible andAso much interaction
between theolégy and biblical sfudies, any scholar from a Christian
background Can\gffe to the biblical material without some pre-
conceptions. An interesting, but for us extra-£erritorial question

is just how the pre—conéeptions of biblical scholars have shaped the .
presentation of the histoary of Israel religion in Israel. A related &
interesting buf extra-territorial question is concerned with what- 0ld
Testament scholars are supposed to be doing: is their role simply to
describe the history of Israel's religious institutions? Leaving

these interesting by—ways to others, we simply note that, in practice,

in the work of the four 0ld Testament scholars reviewed, pre-conceived
ideas about the role of the "éaving-history" in Israelite religion have

affected the scholars' approach to the biblical material on creation.

We fﬁrther note that the Cld Testament scholars and the theologicél
writers alike talk of "Israel's doctrine of creation", as though
there were only one form of the doctrine of creation .held by the
natioh Israel., A guick look at the wqu of thé four theological
writers reviewed above should make us pause hsre: for even though we
hdave detected certain ideas and characteristics common to ail four, we
cannot say that thé'four preseht the same doctrine of creation. Why
then should ﬁe expéct and assume that there was only one form of the

doctrine of creation in ancient Israel? We are told by the Old
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Testament scholars and theological writers that the biblical material
on creation includes some very old meterial, and ﬁe are told, most
definitely by Westermann but also by others, that the biblical

material has been worked over again and again: we are told by all our

‘writers that Deutero-Isaish was the first to actually formulate a

doctrine of creation in Israel, and he worked during the Exile, some
four hundred years after David's Kingdom of Israel and far longer
than that after the-entry of Israel into the’Proﬁised Land. In the
face of this we are asked to accept a reconstruction of the doctrine
of creation in Israel - not Deutero-Isaiah’'s doctrine of creation,
ndt the doctrine of the wanderers in the wildernesé, not the doctrine

of David's or Solomon's time, but the doctrine of creation in Israel.

Another, related problem arises over the use ‘of the word "Israel",
The word is used indiscriminately By 014 Testament scholars and
theological writers alike. Thus "Israel" can réfer-to the wanderers
éntering the Promised Land, to David's Kingdom, to the people in the
time of Elijah when there were actually two kingdoms, or to the
people in Exile at a time when there was no kingdpm or even state of
Israei. It is not sufficien£ to élaim that the name refers to a
péople, for the people within the boundaries of the kingdoms at

different times were a diverse lot.

These problems are connected with the idea, apparently shared by
theological writers and 0ld Testament scholars, that it is both

possible and desirable to isolate a "core" of 0ld Testament teaching

on the doctrine of creation. This means that we are isolating a core

‘stretching over hundreds of years but only properly developed during

the Exile; such a projéct may'be possible, but it has its dangers.

The prodedure assumes that everything must hang together in a way
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logically acceptable to modern minds - in spite of the fact that such
'coherence is not even a hallmark of modern theological systems. This
approach tends to lead to‘something of a canon within a canon, with
ideas being accepted into or rejected from the{ﬁcore" on the basis of
whether or not they fit with the.pre-supposed treﬁd of Israelite
ideas. This may mean that useful ideas are excluded because they do
not fit into the ﬂcore". For 0ld Testament scholars, this may not

matter: for theologians the rejected ideas may be of great importance.

Is there4any evidence of this selective approach in the presentation
;f the doctrine of creation? From our reviews of the presentation of
the Bib}ical reflection some clear pieces of evidence emerge. The
first lies in the material used to develop the doctrine of creétion.
One of the characteristics identified by Westermann and found clearl&
in our review of the work of four theological writers was that the
presentation of the biblical reflection on creation had used only
material from passages associated with salvation. We found that the
same thing was true, though to a lesser extent, of the 01d Testament
scholars: the range of material used was quite small and there was

a heavy concentration on material drawh from Genesis and Psalms. All
the'Old.Testament scholars however point out that there is other
material relating to creation, notably in the Wisdom literaturé. We
'shall come to the Wisdom literature in a moment; first we ask why this
other material receives less prominence'in the piesentation of the
biblical reflection on creation. Two reasons suggest themselvess one
is that the extra material adds nothing to the picture of the biblical
reflection on creation, and the ﬁther is that tﬁé extra material adds
nothing Significént“to the picture. Clearly the first reason is a
question of fact, while the second involves decisions about what is

significant and what is not. Such decisions can only be made in the
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light of an understanding of the content of the biblical reflection.
We note that none of the writers under review makes any attempt to
justify the ignoring of this other material, so we cannot decide which

of the two reasons is the more likely one.

However when we turn to the Wisdom literature, fhe position becomes
- rather more clear. The 014 Testament scholars are unanimous and

quite definite about the role of creation theology in the Wisdom
literatufe. We recall Zimmerli's statement that Wisdom moves resolutely
within a framework of creation, and a similar claim by von Rad.
Hoﬁever, nowhere is the creation theology of-the Wisdom literature

srelt out in any detail, and the treatmentvof the material on creation
in the Wisdom literature was rather brief in all our four 0ld Testament
‘scholars. At the same time, one can sense a certain embarrassment as
the 014 Testament schdlars come to grips with the Wisdom literature,
and the reason for this.ié not hard to find. _Ail.four 01d Testament
scholars are agreed that the Wisdom literature has very little interest
in the saving-history, or even in Yahwism, but is much more secular
than the rest of the 01d Testament material; the 01d Testament scholars
therefofe'have gfeat difficulty fitting the Wisdom material into their
'salvation.histpry mould. In general they tr& to get round the problem
either by explaining the Wisdom materiai away as an aberration in
’Israelite thought, or by somehow baptising the material into the alleged

mainstream of Israelite thought.

With the creation material in the Wisdom 1iterafure, neither of tﬁese'
'approaches is particularly effective, but bqthAére tried.. For example,
as we saw in our_d;scuésion of his work, von Réd:admits that the
Wiédom'literature.is interested first in thé self-revelation of creation

and only secondarily in the connection between creation and the saving
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history, and yet he also'claims that the Wisdom teachers believed

that to understand creation one had to speak of Israel and the
revelationAshe had received from God. This seems to be a clear attempt
to absorb into the alleged mainétream of Israelite thought something
which, on von Rad's own admission, is outside that mainstream. The
difficulties of the approach are shown by the fact that von Rad's view
has the Wisdom teachers both lacking in interest in the saving-history
and at the same time trying to link creation with the saving-history;
if they had no interest in the saving-history,'why should they béther

to try and make the link with creation?

lMcKenzie on the other hand insists that Israelite scribes simply took
over.the secular wisdom of Egypt and Mesopotamia and tried to give it

a theological cast. For him, the only distinctive Israelite
contribution to the wisdom tradition was a fopm of "anti-wisdom",

wﬁich attacked the received conventional wisdom and emphasized Yahweh

as the soufce of Wisdom, and McKenzie quotes the book of Job as an

- example. .We noted in discussing his work that McKenzie sees the role

of creation in the Wisdom literature as that of @anifesting the power
énd ingenuity of Yahweh. The claim that creation shows the power of
Yahwéh_is, according to McKenzie, a peculiarly Israelite claim, but not
even he tries to put the creation material into the category of anti-
wisdom material: thus the creation material in the Wisdomiliterature
beqomeé both distinctively IsraeliteAand also not-part of the
distinctive Israelite contribution to the Wisdom iiterature. McKenzie's
embarrassmept ih this respect arises because of his simple division of
the Wisdom literatufe into Israelite and non—Is;éelite streams according
' to«wﬁether‘or not the material refers to a God who is concerned about
man. This-siﬁple criterion pﬁts falk of Yahweh the Creator in the

wrong stream. ,
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Another example of the embarrassment of theological writgrs and 014 .
Testament scholars alike in the face of material which does not fit
into their framework is the treatment accorded to.the two Genesis
stories.of creation. It is univeréally agreed that the second story
is thé older of the two, but it is aiways the'firét story which gets
the fuller treatment. One reason for this is:tﬁat the younger sfory,
with its steady progression through the days of §reation ard its
refrain "and God saw that it was good" fits moré easily into a picture
of divine pufposive creation than does the oldef story with its earth-
bound vision\andAits concentration on man's position in the world.
That is, it is easier to fit the first creation'stpry into the
framéwork of a series of divine acts of grace thén t§ bind the second
story to that framework. Indeed, the embarréssmeﬁt of Barth as he
tries to make something salvific out of the second, older creation

story is plain.- At least Barth tries: others merely pass over ‘the

second story quietly.

Connected with this discrepancy in treatment is the curious fact that
none of the eight writers reyiewed attempts to eiplainvwhy it was
Deutero-Isaiah ﬁho first actually formulated a &octrine of'creafion in
Israel. That he was first is generally accepted. It is stated by
several writers, for example McKenzie, that "Israel" had no neea of a
doctrine of creation at first because Israei had no beliefs in gods
other than Yahweh, and so just assumed that Yahweh had created the
world. The implication, never made explicit, is that this state of
gffairs lasted until the time of Deutero-Isaiah. - A quick glance at the
history of the Kiﬁgs of Israel and Judah or the folemics of the prophets
will show this to be nonsense, for it is quite clear that the Israelites
knew Qf'and worshipped deities other than Yahweh. Furthermore it is

universally agreed that the older creation story in Genesis was written
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down long before the Exile and Deutero-Isaiah, s§ tﬁe people of Israel
clearly had some doctrine of creation centuries before Deutero~Isaiah,
whether_they needed one or not. Again it is generally acknowledged
that Deutero-Isaiah made use of old traditional material in formilating
hisldoctrine, which'at least means that someone had‘produced some
creation material long before fhe time-of Deutéro-Isaiah. In the face

of all this, why was no doctrine of creation formulated until the time

of Deutero-Isaiah?

Our note above about the older creation story‘in'Genesis suggests that
the very question is nonsensical, for if a doctrine of creation existed
in the 6lder creation étory,.quite clearly Deutero-Isaiah was not the
first in Israel to formulate such a doctrine. When we examine more
closely wﬂat is meant by the statemenf that Deutefo-lsaiah was the first
formulator of the doctrine of creation, we find that what it really
means is that Deutero-Isaiah was the first to formulate a doctrine of
creation in a way that is acceptable to modern Cbristian scholars. Our
attention is therefore focussed on the differences between Deutero-
Isaiah's formulation of the doctrine and earlier efforts, and a cursory
examination reveals wﬁat for our purposes is the significant difference:
the doctrine as formulated’by‘Deutero-Isaiah has none of the undertones
of mythical conflict which are found in some earlier formulations.
Thus the older Genesis story hints at the overcoming of chaos, and the
Psalmé contain allusions to battles reminiscent of the creation myths
pf Ptherlnations. Deutero-Isaiah however proclaims one God who creates
andlthus has no room for othér.gods. ’Deuxero-Isaiah is therefore
aécéptablevtélthoée who want us to beligve that "Israel" always
worshipped Yahweh and only Yahweh, whilef£he earlier creation material

raises the possibility that Yahweh was only part of a pantheon. This
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latter possibility is unacceptable to most Christian exegetes, even
though it fits the available evideﬁce that other géds were worshipped
and also accounts for the way in which Deutero-Isaish's formulation

of the doctrine of creation stands out. For Deutero-I;aiah stresses
the power of the one God'particularly in oppositidn»to the claims of
the gods of the conquering Babylonianss Until the Exile it was
perfectly possible for Yahweh to co-exist with other gods,.but for

the exiled Hebrews in Babylon, either Yahwgh was ail powerful or Yahweh
was nothing, too weak to defend or help or save his people. Thus,

as all‘our 0l1d Testament scholars stressed, moﬁotheism was important
in formulating Deutero—Isaiah‘s-doctrine of créatibn, precisely
because monotheism had not been dominant in Israel before the Exiie.
We have therefore a perfectly satisfactory acéoﬁnt'of why Deutero-
.Isaiah was the first to formulate a doctrine of cfeation acceﬁtable

to modefn scholars, that is, a doctrine of creation with no
polytheisfié nuénces; but this account depends on accepting that
Israel was not always mono-theistic and totally dedicated to Yahweh. .
‘Since our 014 Testament scholars cannot accept this, they cannot
satiSfacforily account for the contradictory infdrmgtion they give

us about the doctrine of creation in Israel. This is a clear example
of how the exegétes get into difficulties siﬁply because they insist
on treating "Israel" as somehow special and différent, an island of

mono-theism in a sea of poly-theism.

The same insistence on treating "Israel" as special in the face of
the evidence is seen if we examine the attitude to natire of the

Israelites, ésApresented by our scholars. It is a univérsal

contention among our eight writers that Israel had no interest in
nature, apart possibly from the authors of the Wisdom literature.
This seems a very strange contention. To begin with, the Psalms

contain many poems about the glory of God in nature. If we look at
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; sﬁch stories as the Elijah miracle std?ies of 1T Kings it is clear

_that the writers of the 0ld Testament at least knew the difference

between what might be expected to happen naturally and what might
not - for example, they knew that axe-heads do not normally float on
water. Siﬁilarly, the crossing of the Re@ Seavwhich plays such -an
imﬁortant part in the story of the Exoaus, is only a miracle of
salvation if you know that waters do not normally pile up in this
fashion. [Purthermore, can it really be true that a people who
included nomads and farmers had no interest 'in naturé? We can.agree

that they'did.not have what we call a scientific interest in nature,

. that is, an interest in analysing nature and speking answers to
"QUestions about how things happen;ibut a lack of interest in "how" -

questions is not the same as a lack of interest in nature. Interest -

in nature covers such things as recognising the regularity of
natural events, knowing what is likely to happen, knéwing when to
plant and when to reap, and so én.' A1l this soft.of knowlédge is
evident in the 01d Testament, but it is iénored by .the 01d Testémeﬂt

scholars and theological writers alike.

1

‘-
|

flat statement that Israel's faith would not permit any idea of sex énd

& : _
fertility rites in creation. To allow the Israelites an interest in

nature might lead to allowing that they took an interest in nature

. : C
4 clue to the reason for this blindness is perhaps given by McKenzie's

gods or participated in fertility rites. Again'this does not fit into

" the accepted pattern of 0ld Testament religion, but there is nothing

in 'the 014 Testament to rule it out, and there are various hints that

Suggest that the worship of some of the gods worshipped in Israel i
did involve some form of fertility rituwal. 'Yet the idea is so
abhorrent of Israelites being involved in anything inimical to

westernised Christian ideas of a-sexual montheism that to avoid any

suggestion of the possibility of such involvement, qur'writefs go to
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the othér extreme and degj-an inte:ést in nature to farmers and [
hunters and herdsmen. This is Just perverse. It is also all
pefvasive as far as the biblical reflection on éreation is concerned,
another example of how a pre-concéived théological idea has limited

the vision of those who have looked at the biblical material.

Thus we see that there are several pieces of evidence which suggest
that the writers have approached the biblical material in a selective
fashion, taking only the piecés which fit their pre-conceived ideas

of Israel as a composite nation, worshipping one god Yahweh, with a
core of distinctive doctrine which can be unearthed and displayed.
Néw, such an approach may be perfectly valid fbr.those who are seeking
to present the theology of the Old Testament. 'For'them, the final
forms of doctrines are perhaps more important tﬁan the varieties of
Israel's religious experience, -and there can be no doﬁbt that such
notions_as.monotheism and the saving work of Yahweh in history were
important in shaping the people who became knbﬁn.as Israel. However, .
for.those not involved with the history of religions, éﬁch an approach

may be-too narrow. In particular, for theologians such an approach is

far too narrow.

Christian theologians are concgrned with formulating doctrines about
God and his activity, and for them it is important to recognise first
" that our ideas of God did not ﬁppear ready-made in & pure monotheistic
form, and second, that our theologies are not perfectly simple logical
strpctures, but rather a comple; mass of interwdveﬁ doctrines.
'Récbgnition of the firstApoint means taking seriously the fact that
Christian ideas about God emerge@ from Hebrey ideas about Yahweh which
had:been shaped in.a very compléx m;ifi-culgural environment over
centuriess in other words, we must;not expect'fhe Hebrews to be

5

twentieth-century Chrisfians, or their faifh'ts;be free of imports
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from the religions of those among whom they~lived; The second point
abo?e implies that we must take the Bible in all its complexity as
our source.book; rather than scholarly reconstructions of the cent;al
tenets of  the faith of the Hebrews, and we must'look for significant

contributions from all the strands woven together in our Bible.

For the doctrine of creation this has not been done. Attention has
been limited, as we have seen, to-certain strands of material, and

we have seen reason to believe that the biblical material accepted as
significaﬁt for the Christian doctrine of creat;on has been carefully
selected. In other words, we have seen that the presentation of the
biblical reflection on creation, by theological writers and Old
Testament scholars alike, has been narrow in scope, deficient in
content, and insufficiently subtle for the needs of theologians. It
is ﬁherefore possible that Westermann is at least partly correct, and
thaf a fresh look at the biblical reflection WOﬁld help to provide a
more satisfactory doctrine of creation. In order to show this, we
.must demonstrate that the biblical material contains insights which
would significantly affect for the better the presentation of the

doctrine of creation in modern theology. To this task we now turn. -
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Chapter 5 s A Fresh Approach

5.1. Introduction

In this chapter we first look again at the biblical materiél on
creation, to see what insights are available which may be useful but
are as yet unexploited. We then draw together'the various strands of
creation theology in the biblical material, to see what sort of
complete picture we get. Finally we suggest in'outline a doctrine

of creation which utilises all the biblical insights, and we ask how
well it meets the various criticisms directed aﬁ_modern doctrines

of creation.

5.2. Unregarded insights

-

It must not be supposed that in taking a fresh‘léok at the biblical
material on creation we can start by simply igndring all that has
gone before. To do so would be absurd folly.. Our criticism of the
preséntation of the biblical reflection on creation by the eight
writers studied has béen not that they haﬁe been totally wrong in
their presentations, but that they have 1aid.tqd much emphasis on
certain stranﬁslof teéching and too little on other strands. Not
wishing to erf in thelOpposite direction, we nbte first those strands

of material already well-worked which must not be under-valued.

Oné.very important strand is that of salvation-history. There can be
Allittle-doubt thaf the final editors of the 0ld Testament, as well as
some of the writerslcontributing £o it, saw it primarily as the record
of Yahweh's dealings with his chosen peopie,‘fhe;peopie of-Israei. Nor
can we disagree with the judgement that editors have.selected and
arranged their material with a view to’showing'Yahweh'é care for his
chosen people. We must therefore take account of the fact that at

least late in the editing of the 014 Testament material, material
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relating to creation is placed in_conqution with material relating
to salvation, and Yahweh's creation of the world.is related to Yahweh's

saving grace to his people.

Alongside the concern of Yahweh for his people, ﬁe must place the
idea of the goodness of Yahweh to man. There cah.be no doubt that
this is a definite feature of the 0ld Testament material on creation.
Yahweh has provided for man's needs, Yahweh has fromised that man's
needs will always be met, and Yahweh's promises:afe fulfilled. The
earth and the sea do bring forth fruit, the animals do live and
multiply and give man foods all this, according}to the Old.Testament
is a sign.of-the goodness of God, and this strand of belief cannot be

set aside. * *

A third point which must not be forgotten is thét the focus of the
creation stories in the book of Genesis is man; In our criticism of
the variéus'presentations of the biblical'refleétion above, we have

'notedvfhat the different writers all make too much of the position of
man within the creation material. However, alongside our criticisms,
we must note'that.in both the Genesis stories of creation, the creation
of man is a vefy‘important point. This we migh£>expect, since the
stories were produced, told, written down, and edited by men, but there
may also bé greater éignificance-in the position of man within these
stories. In eithef case, we cannot ignore thelprominent position

accorded to the creation of man.

These insights we carry .over to add to the results of a brief look at
the biblical material again. We note that in what follows we are only
taking up and developing insights which we have noted in the work of

our éight writers.

144




To begin with we look again at the attitude to ﬁatufe of the

Hgbrew people. It has been noted above that the eight writers
reviewed, and many others, agree that'"Israel"_had,no interest in
nature; we have also pointed out the absurdity of this claim in the
1ight of the Old.Teétament. However, we can now go further, and say
something positive about the attitude to nature of’ét least some of
the Hebrews, by looking a£ the very many referencés to nature in the
0ld Testament, and especially at those references in the Wisdom
literature. We are not concerned here particularly with the role

of creation material or creation theology within the framework of the.
Fisdom literature, but rather with the use witﬁinntﬁe 01d Testament

of imagery drawn from nature.

Bven a casual reader of the Wisdom literature notices the number of
times in which examples are arawn from nature as illustrations of fhe
argﬁment. Thus the sluggard is pointed to the example of the ant
(Prov. 6:6), kind words are compared to dripping honey (Prov. 16:24),
and strong wine is said to sting like a cobra (Prov. 23:32). In all
these cases, two things are clear: firét, these examples demonstrate
a close observation of pature, for someone'has clearly watched the
ant af work, tasted the sweetness of honey, and seen how & cobra can
strike. Second, these illustrations assﬁme that there is a regularity
in nature, that, for example, the antics of the ant are repeatable
and may be observed by anyone prepafed to take the necessary trouble.
In other words, those who produced these exampleé had more than a

passing knowledge of the world about them.

Lest it be argued that the Wisdom literature is a special case within
the religious literature of the Hebrews, let us note some examples in

similar vein from elsewhere in the 01d Testament. Samson's riddle
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betréys an accurate knqwledge of nature, Hosea's-domparison of Yahweh
toa devoﬁfing lioh, third Isajah's talk of the-hiéhway of the ﬁord,
first Isaiah's use of the imegery of the vineyafd%'and the tremendous
pictures of Psalms like Psalm 104 and Psalm 65, all betray an
awareness of the world of nature, and in particular an awareness of the

order of nature, the regularity on which farmers and nomads depended .

However, nature is not used in the 0ld Testament just as a set of
illustrations. There is also evidence that the péople of the 0l1d
Te;tament were well aware of the power of natufélzforces, and compared
the grandeur of nature with the insignificance of 'n{an. Part of the
point of Job 38 is the stress on the magnitude of nature and the
poweré of Leviathan over against man. God points to the fact that man
cannoﬁ control the great beasts, while God can. Similarly, the
théophanies are accompanied by the signs of great power: thunder and
1ightening.' The prophets talk of the hills féliiﬁg on people. It

is stressgd again and again that both floods and desert are a threat
to human beings. Thus it is ciear that the peopie of the 01d Testament

knew about the forces and powers of nature.

It‘is clear’too that over against the natural powéré, the Hebreﬁs set
the powér of Yahweh their god. We have already taken note of Job 38.
Here, Job is not answered by God. Jéb's questions are swept aside and
ignoréd.A He is simply presented with a picture of the power of
Yahweh as'comfared with the power of>man. While man is helpless in
thé face of great natural forces, God is not, God can and does control
them. While man can be broken by the might of great creatures, God

~ controls tﬁe creatures. While man is frightehea by the sea, God
controls it. The claiﬁ of the 01d Testament is'Q1ear: there are meny

things in nature which are more powerful than man, but Yahweh is more
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powerful than any of them.

This idea of the power of Yahweh is linked with tﬁe idea of creation

" as the controlling of chaos. We noted above that some of the 0ld
Testament scholars recognise this idea as an element in the creation
material of the 0ld Testament but rather underplaylit, because it

opens the possibility that the Hebrew people were}not always mono-
theistic. We can see no good reason for denying polytheism in

Israel at various times, since the 0ld Testament is quite explicit

about gods other than Yahweh being worshipped in Jerusalem and elsewhere.
In the same way, there seems to us a great deal of truth in Westermann's
contention that the people of Israel knew theméélves to be living on
the verge of chaos, a chaos which might breakAépt atvany time if the
powers of the natural world were set free. Hence, Yahweh is praised
for keeping the sea within its bounds, and the.irrigation of the

desert is seen as one qf the acts of Yahweh's favour. -In these
circumstances it is hardly surprising that the bringing of order out

of chaos should be seen as one of the roles of Yahweh, since the order

is necessary for human beings to live.

Further support for this idea is given by the oft-remarked but little.
explbited connection between Genesis 1 to 3 and Genesis 4 to 11. The
connection between the two groups of chapters appears to lie mainly

in that Genesis 1-3 talks»of fhe establishmenfaof order and the way of
life associated wifh order, while the succeeding chapters talk of the
destruction of that order by the disobedience of man, and the
releasing of chaos as a fesulf. The covenant with Noah (Gen. 8: 21-22)
can be seen as the promise that chaos will never again be allowed to
overwhelm mankind: but that prﬁmise depéndé on the power of Yahweh to

actually pén the waters at will.

—
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We see here & link with von Rad's claims about the comnection between
creation and salvation. While his formulation, fhat creation is

simply the staae for salvation, is too crude, neQeftheless his insight -
that the act of creation can be seen as an act of salvation is worthy
of note. For the act of creation is seen as the bringing of order

ouf of chaos, and there is little doubt that the process of salvation

requires such order.,

The link between creation, order, chaos, and thé pbwer of God leads

us on to a fresh look at the idea of the goodness of God. Yes, Yahweh
is good, the earth is good, the earth is fruitful, and so on. But

the 0ld Testament is very well aware that the earth is not always good.
The people of the 0ld Testament clearly knew about drought and its
dreadful consequences - see, for example, the'Eiijéh story of 1 Kings
17 - as well as about floods and their deétrudtive capabilities.

'These people of the 0ld Testament must have had some idea of the failure
of crops and the destruction of herds, and hence their gratitude when
these disaster§ doAnot‘OGCur. There are several references to the
damage done by locusts, and we have already noted that animals like

. the lion were known to be unfrigndly to man. -Clearli, though'they
gavé»thanks'to Yahweh for the goodness they enjdyed, fhe people of the

01d Testament were also aware that it could all go sour.

Furthermore, the people of the dld Testament knew that the sourness, as
well as the goodness, was unpredictable. Hard fhough the biblical
writers try to find a theological feason for the.diSasters which
overcamé ihdiyiduals or nations, thé book of‘iob:is an eloquént tribute
to their failure to find a safisfactory theod?cy; It is perhaps too
much‘to.claim with Westermann tﬁat the Israelite 1lived in a permanent

state of inseburity, but certainly the Israelite knew that all would
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not automatically be well, and that from time to time Yehweh
apparently needed placatihg. Thus we cannot talk glibly of Israel
knowing that Yahweh had given the riches of the earth to bé exploited
by his chosen peoples those riches had to be wonlih the face of many

great odds.

It must also be noted that the winning of the iiches of the earth was
expected to be hard work and often dangerous. The famous passage in
Genesis 3, in which God apparently condemns Adah and Eve to a life of
drudgery is one example. Another is the passage_from Job 28: 1-11,
which clearly indicates that the difficulties and danéers of mining were
well known, and yet another is 1 Sam. 17: 34-36, which shows that a
shepherd's life was no romantic idyll. It seems foo that much ofvthe
Wisdom material is about how to live life as easily és possible. We

are dealing then with material that knows‘of gqod and bad in the

natural world and tries to cope with aﬁd-explain:both. It is noteworthy

that the good as well as the bad must be accounted for.

We are also dealing with material which is conscious of an ambivalence
in the position of man in the world. The dominant position of man

on earth has often been noted, and indeed we have accepted that man is -
thé focus of the two Genesis creafion stories. AThefe is no &ouht

thﬁt man is seen as a figure of power, able to control and rule, even
to give names to the animals, and this powerful #spect of man is often
expressed in terms of man's dominion over the world. At the same time,
there can also béAno doubt about man's position as a powerless
creature, at the prey of natural forces which he camnot control. Much
of the Wisdom literature with its proverbs can:be seen as an atteﬁpt
to come to terms ;ith these two aspects of man's life, and certainly

the 01d Testament is well aware of the ambiguity of one who is dominant
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yet often helpless. Thus it cannot be simply declared that the
earth is given to man for his exploitation, for man is equally given

to the earth,

One of the clearest examples of the recognitioh of this ambiguity
comes in the second Genesis story of creation. The story is generally
vagreed to be the older of the two stories and, from our reviews above,
it seems to be the story that causes the greater difficulty for modern
writers, theologians and biblical scholars alike. It has often been
pointed out that in this story man actually takes part in the

creative process by naming the animals, and also that in this story

| man is created from the dust of the earth. szen has pointed out

that the creation of man is almost a condition for the fruitfulness

of the earth, for without man there is no tilling of the soil. Thus,
as Otzen also said but %ith insufficient forcé, the stoary presents

man in the middle: man is both part of the earth which is being

shaped and part of:the shaping process. The earth without man is
inconceivable in tﬁis 0ld story (written by men!), but at the same
time this.powerful creature man is still recognised as being one with
tﬁé earth he is supposed to work. Maniis ﬁoth powerful and powerless,
dominant in some things but definitely aependent in_pthgr respects.
Here we see in stark form a theme which rﬁns thfough all the biblical
material which prevents us from simply talking glibly of man's
dominion of the earth, while at the same time meking us conscious of

his role as a user of power.

* Turning from the second Genesis creation story to the first, we note
again that men appears to be the fo¢us of the story. Some, like Barth,
“have tried to lay emphasis on the statement that God rested on the

seventh day, but this stress seems unnécessarily forced. We note two
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thingé. Pirst, the théme of order out of chaos is certainly present
here. The very structure of the story is carefully ordered, albeit
with eight works of creation in only six days, and there is a definite
progression through the story from the primeval chaos to the ordered

world inhabited by man.

Second,.this first creation story in Genesis tells of the power of
God: this has often been said, but the full import of the statement
has rarely been brought out. We accept the idea that this Genesis
story in its present form dates from a period after the Exile, perhaps
even reaching its present form during the Exile., The story must
therefore be set against the backdrop of the message of Deutero-Isaiah,
who is.widely claimed to be the first person to formulate a doctrine
of creation in "Israel"., Whether or not he wasfirst is perhaps
arguahle, but it is clear fhat he, possibly with others, formulated a
doctrine of création which saw Yahweh as the creator of everything. As
we have noted above, little or no explanation is offered for this
| gtate of affairs, 5ut it is claimed,‘for example by fon Rad, that
Deutero-Isaiah made use of creation motifs to support his declaration
of the sal&ation on offer to God's people. Let us link with this two
other ideas: one, that creation ideas among the Hebrews were formed
sometimes iﬁ opbosifion to the creation ideas of other nations; two,
that at least part of Deutero-Isaiah's message is polemic directed
against the gods of Babylon, whose devotees were claiming their
supremacy over Yahweh on the strength of Babylon's victory over Judah.
Deutero-Isaiah refutes these grandiose ciaims, pértly by stating that
Yahweh actually created the materials frpm Whicﬁ the Babylonians
' made tﬁe idols they worshipped. It is surely but a short step from
that to the first Genesis creéfion story,'which shows Yahweh making all

the things that mankind has worshipped, apart from Yahweh himself:
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plants, trees, animals, even human beings. At least part of the
message of the first Genesis story is that none of these things,
animate or inanimaté, in‘which men put their trust, are of any wvalue
- only Yahweh the Creator of them all is able fo carry.out his
promises. But more: one of the ways in which Déutero-Isaiah attempts
to meet claims on behalf of the Babylonian gods'is.to say that a true
God is one who announces what he will do and then fulfils what he has
promised, This links with the repeated refrain "and God saw that it
was good" of Genesis 1. Many commentators have pointed out that "good"
can mean "suitable for a purpose" here, so one of the things that the
Genesis story is saying is that Yahweh has a purpose for all these
created things, including man, and that Yahweh's purposes will be
fulfilled. Yshweh can only rest on the seventh day because he is sure
that his purposes will be fulfilled. Again we noie the position of
‘men as the last created beings: if there is aﬁy significance in this,
it is, according to our analysis above, that man has his part ta pléy
in fulfilling the purposes of Yahweh - just as, according to Deutero-
Isaiah, Cyrus the Persian had his part to play in fulfilling the
purposes of Yahweh. Thus again man's position is ambiguous, a
creature but a creatﬁré with an imporfant role iq.creation. We see
then that the 1ink between Genesis 1 and the work of Deutero-Isaiah

adds to our understanding of the Genesis creation stories.

The same link also suggests why it waé only during the Exile that this

particular strand of creation theology, concerned with demonstrating

. the power of Yahweh over all things, should surfape. It would seem ’

that until the Exile, Yahweh was seen as a god with many rivals; he (

was worshipped as the one who had. power over nétural forces, the chaos

whichbthreatenéd his people,.as well as the.one mighty in battle who {
. . l

led them to victory. 'During the ©xile however a direct challenge‘to
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the latter aspect of Yahweh's'power appeared, and he was challenged

as a god who is capable of caring for his people. In other words,
before the Exile it was possible for Yahweh to co-exist with other
gods. Once Jerusalem had fallen and the temple had been destroyed,
there loomed the possibility that not only was Yahweh unable to protect
his own people against human foes, but that he.ﬁight be unable to
protect them against chaos. He had lost contrbi. To reassert the
power of Yahweh, it was necessary to assert his powér over everything.
Thus it is important to note that the first Geneéis story arises in
the context of an assertion of Yahweh's power to fulfil his promises.
Given that recognition, we can see how majestically the writer asserts,

"God Tules - OK%.

In this connection, attention must be drawn to Westermann's
distinction between the creation of the individual and the creation
of the nafion. We recall that he assigns the sec&nd, older creation
story in Genesis to the strand of the creation of the individual, and
the first, later story to the strand of the creation of the nation.
This would fit in with what we have noted above about the two
storieg. For the older story, we havefseen, is concerned with man in
his gmbiguous position in nature, a positionvin whicﬁ each individual
exists as both powerful and powerless. The other story, as we have
seen, displays the power of Yahweh as.bringer of order out of chaos
and as the one ﬁho has power over everything - and consequently as the
one who can create a nation, bringing an ordered group out of a
collection of individuals. The state machine of Babylon could easily
have seemed like & mighty force in thé world, and Yshweh, controller

of forces, must have the power to create such mighty machines.

" Finally we notice an overlooked insight of W. Zimmerli, which is
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~ connected with the creation of the nation. Zimmerli has fointed out
that the éiving of the Promised Land to Israellis only possible
because'Yahweh the creator owns the land. Since the idea of the
Promised Land seems to reach right back into the history of the
Hebrews, this fact alone argues for decidedly old ideas about Yahweh
the creator in Israel. More ﬁhan that, the idea provides a link
between the idea of Yahweh as creator and Yahweh as redeemer: it is in

Yahweh's hands to give or take away.

'We see then that there are available insights into the biblical
material which provide additional strands for the tapestry of the
biblical reflection on creation. It becomes clear from this that the
présehtation of the biblical reflection on creation by the eight
writers reviewed above has not been subtle enough. The writers have
presented the biblical material as though there were only one clearly
defined "biblical doctrine of creation"s we ha?e seen not only that
this is a mis-representation of the biblical material, but also that
thé nuances- and insights which have been iénored add something of |
value and importance to thg picture. We must-now link these strands
ﬁith thdse already isolated by the writeré.reQiewed above, to create
a fuller picture of biblical ideas about cxéation; we can t@en g0 on
- to sée what sort of modern doctrine of creation is consistent with

this wider biblical base.
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53+ The biblical reflection on Creator and dreetion

At the end of chapter 3, we summarised the consensus on the main

lines of Israel's belief in Yahweh as creator, ae that consensus
emerged from our review of four 01d Testament scholars. In chapter

4, we attempted to construct a "biblical doctrine of creation" from
the material supplied by the 01d Testament schoiare and modern
theological writers, and we saw that this followed closely the summary
outline ef chapter 3. We have now seen that this "“biblical doctrine
of creation" is deficient in several respects, and we have noted

some of the insights to which more attention must be given. Now we
turn to an'attempt to bring these neglected insights into the picture
already presented. In so doing, we are compeiled to move away from
the idea of a single "biblical doctrine of creation", for reasons
already given. Instead we shall try to find some main strands of the
biblical material which will show the main approaches to the idea of
Yahweh as Creator among the Hebrew people over the centuries. We

are not concerned with allocating a place in the development of Hebrew
religion to each idea, but with painting & picture of the various
ideas which' are present in the biblical material, irrespective of

_ when they actually aroSe’or were used, In this wayiwe can make use of
ﬁatefial 0ld and young and the insights of different.cultural patterns. -
Consonant with this we shall, following Westermann, talk of the |
biblical reflection on creation rathef than the biblical doctrine or

doctrines of creation. We shall proceed by modification of what has

gone before.

.

The first modification concerns what the biblical material is thought
to be telling us. In the past the creetion material in the Bible hasg
been seen as telling us something about the relationship between God

and man (dependence) and the relationship between man and the earth.
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(the dominance of the former over the latter). Our look at other
insights suggests that this is only a partial truth, and that a very
important part of the biblical material on creation is concerned ‘
with thelrelationship of Yahweh to all nature. Put simply, the
biblical material on creation claims that Yahweh is a god of power
whose power is greater than the power of natural.forces, living

creatures, or the gods of other peoples.

The fact that Yahweh has this power over everything is logically ba.sic
to much éise in the dld Testament. Crucially, uﬁless God has this
power, there is little point in trusting his pfomises, for without
power he cannot fulfil them: this is surely one of the reasons for
the importance of creatibn motifs in the work of‘Déutero-Isgiah as

he calls people to trust a god who seems to have been defeated and
discredited. Thus the claim that salvation and_création are intimately
related is true, but it is not true that creafion'is simply a
projection back into primeval history of salvatioﬁi if there is a
relatién of dependence between these doctrines, it goes the other way.
The idea of God'é power in gfeation is necessary to the idea of

salvation for God's people.

Thié idea of Yahweh's power is also necessary to the carrying out of
other promises, for the biblical material sees Yahweh as one power
among many acting on Israel. First, Yahweh's power is necessary to
the promise that he would give the land of Canaan to his people, and
would make them be frﬁitful and multiply. He can only carry out these
promises if the land is his to give and if.life is his to give. Thus
both tﬁése promiges, records of which are ancienf, preéuppose that

’ Yahweh has powerAbﬁer natural things.
Second, Yahweh promises his people that they will have a land flowing
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with milk'and honey. Here we see the notion of Yahweh as a sort of
fertility god in an agricultural setting. No doubt the nomadic tribes
expected their god to keep their flocks healthy and fruitful, Jjust as
the farmérs expected their god to give them goo& crops, and sun and
rain at the right time. The Hebrews made the change from being
nomads to being farmers, and their god had to be good for both - so

he must be very powerful.

Third,Ait is part of the promises of Yahweh thét‘he will protect his
people against natural forces, against the animals that threaten them,
and the sea and desert that threaten to overwhelm fhem, and so on.

God can only have the power to do these things if he is a power greater
than all these natural forces: as Creator, he is of course, the

greétest.

‘vHere we have a link which should be noted, with the idea of the power
of Yahweh over the forces which threaten Yahweh's people. We see
again the link between creation and salvations ciéarly a trust in the
future promises'of God depends in part at least on evidence that
Yahweh has kept his promises in the past. The Hebrews saw this
evidence in Yahweh's dealings with Israel in history and in Yahweh's
control over nature, his provision for his people and his protecfion

of them against natural forces.

We note in passing that this idea of the power of Yahweh does not
require either monotheismvor the idea thaf a doctrine of creation is
developed in opposition to the claims of other péople on behalf of
their gods. The claim that Yahweh has power over various natural
forces‘ban co;exist with the idea of otherﬁgods'with their respective
sphereS'of-influences monotheism and oppositi&n only come into play

when other gods, or their devotees, try t&.extend their spheres of
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influence. This reinforces the idea that the biblical material on
creation is as much about the relationship between Yahweh and the
natural forces as about the relationship between Yahweh and man or the

‘ relationship between man and the world.

.These latter relationshipé do figure in the creétion material because
man is seen as one of the powers or forces in the forld. Like all the
other.forces, man has some power. In the caserf‘man, this power is
expresséd in the idga of dominion over the fruit of the earth and the
sea, as well as in the idea of man's participation in the creation of
the world through his labour in tilling the earth énd naming the animals
uéon it. However, again like all the other forces in the worl&, man

is seen as bending to the power of Yahweh: just as Yahweh puts the sea
‘in its place and directs the wind, so Yahweh allows man his power, or
life, butlcan always simply take away that life. Again we see that man
is regarded as one of the powers in the world inthat he, like all the
other forces, must work with the other powers 6f the world. Hence his
relationship to the world is of great importance. The balance of the
powers within the world is also very important, and man needs Yahweh

to maintain that balance, because man himself is unéble to do so.

This brings us toAthe idea of order which is an'imﬁprtant constituent"
of the biblical material on creation. The,maniféstation of Yahweh's
éower as Creator is partly in the ordered framework wi%hin which man
is set. Thus not only is there regularity in the cycle of day and
night, of seasons, of weéther patterns, and so on, so that man can
depend on this regularitys there is also an ofdér and regularity in
the world which allows man to look ahead on the gssumption that the
past is in some measure repeatéﬁle. Tﬁis”gives the sort of security

A

in which man can live.
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In the same way, the power of Yahweh as Creator ensures that the

chaos of flood, drought, earthquake, and plague is kept in check

most of the time. This is seen as a sign that Yahweh actually cares
for his creation, in that he does not allow it to be destrbyed. For
the Hebrews in particular, the idea that Yahwehlcéres for his |
creatures is reinforced by a national understanding of Yahweh's
concerﬁ for his people shown in his mighty acts in history. We see
again the close link between creation and salvétion, and the importance
"to the understanding of Yahweﬁ as Creator of the idea of Yahweh,
Saviour of Israel. Without the latter idea and ifs emphasis on
Yahweh's loving conéern, the Creator could be seén as more than somewhat
capricious in his dealings with mankind, giving them good cfops one

year and nothing the year after for no apparent reason.

~ Similarly, the idea that in creation Yahweh is good to man and that
creation is for man's benefit probably owes something to the idea of
"Yahweh's loving care. However, the biblical creation material is
aware of the goodness of Yahweh in creation and in nature and places
this goodness firmly alongside the natural disasters and evidence of
malign influence. In this connection, we must notice what it means to
be good in‘the sight éf God: it means to fulfil Yahweh's purpose, amd
thevbiblicalvmaterial is clear that this may ngt always be to man's

benefit.

However, it must be noted, against many writeré,'that the biblical

- material on creation is not primarily concerned ﬁith why Yahweh
created the world; Nor, we agree with almost everyone, were the
.'Iébrews too coﬁcerned about how the ﬁorld'camé into being: though we

must note that both questions seem to have been asked at some time

somewhere in Israel. It seems that the biblical material accepts the
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world as a brute fact and is concerned about how man can live in
that world, in tension with all the powers, including God, which

operate within that world.

We can now summarise our findings. There were several interwoven
strands in the Hebrew ideas on creation, which developed in different
ways at different times. The idea that holds the various strands
together is the idea of the power of God. The doctrine of creation
is seen as relating God as a power to the other forces a2t work on
men, and claims that Yahweh is the greatest power of them all. Man
is seen as part of the creation, one of the powérs subservient to
Yahweh and needing to co-exist with the other eaithly powers. Man
depends on God for his life. The earth is man's arena of power, but
the arena is shared with other forces. Within fhis arena there is
good and bad, but from other ideas, Israel has learnt to trust in the
overall goodness of Yahweh, as well as his faithfulness. The doctrine

of creation is mostly about trust in God.
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5.4« A doctrine of creation in outline

Following the lines laid down by so many predecessors among the
writers of the 0ld Testament, we now turn to suggest a doctrine of
creation which utilises the insights of the past but adapts them to

meet present day needs,

Meeting present day needs demands first some knowledge of the
backgroundhagainst which our doctrine must be set; This is especially
necessary in dealing with a modern doctrine of creation if we are to
avoid barren conflict with science and its theoriés of how the world
came into being. We must first then see what role a doctrine of
creation might play in modern theology. Such a doctrine does not tell
us how the world came into being, in the sense of giving us a detailed
description of the mechanics of the birth of the universe - that is the
prbper work of scienée. Nor can a doctrine of c:eatién tell us why the
universe was created, for the answer to that quegtion'depends on an
understanding of the purposes.of God. A docf;ine of creation may suggest

something about those purposes, but that is a secondary task.

The'primary task of a doctrine of creation is to say something about
the triangular relétionﬁhip'whose three participanté are God, the
universe, and mankind. Tﬁus the doctriﬁe4of création is concerned
abéut fhe following'reiationships: God and the universe, Godiand human
E beings, human beings and the universe. Cleariy’these categories
overlép, for man is.part of the universe. However, since fhe
relationship‘between man and the universe 'is important, it is easier.
to separate out fhe special relationship between man and God. Further-
" more ‘this separation"suitS'our natural incliﬁa#ibns, since human
beings are doing the work and alre‘ 1ike1;r to be interested in the

rélationshipjbetween God and man.
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We have stated what a-doctrine of creation is about. How do we
reach this claim? We do it by looking at how a doctrine of creation
arises, and here one of the strands of the 0ld Testament comes to
our aid: for one of the factors we have seen in'thé shaping of the
014 Testameﬁt material is the position in which human beings found
themselves. On the one hand. they made claims about a god who loved
them and caped for them and was powerful, even omnipotent. On the
other hand, human beings found themselves living in a world containing
forces which aifected their lives in no uncertain manner, sometimes
for good and sometimes for bad. The doctrine»qf_creation did not
arise, as popularly supposed, in answer to the question, "how did we
come to be here" or, "why did we cSme to be here": the doctrine of
creation arose from the attempt to make sense oflihe power of the

world about man and man's claims about God.

In the same way today, the.doctrine of creation arises in a very
 simple fashion. From one side, any believer in a deity believes

that that deity has some power or influence in the natural world in
which the believer lives; we shbuld note that the idea of power and
influence is necessarily included in the notion of "a géd". bn the
other side, human beings knégn themselves to be 'i.nfluén.éed by many
natufal forces., So the question arises;u"What is fhé felatibnship-
betwéen thesg naturai powers and the power of.Godé". Either these
powers must co-exist on equal terms, or there must be a'hierarchy.

l To a monotheist, this inevitabiy means that the power of his god must
be the greatest. As the writer of Geneéis 1 and Deutero~Isaiah found,
if_God-ié to be.the greatest power there is, God must be the creator
of ali“othér POWETS » Thué the doctrine of creation is not about the

how or why of the universe, even as & hypothesis (Hodgson): it is
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about the relationships between the various forcés at work in the
universe. We are thus in the same position as the people of the
Cld Testament, and can expect 01d Testament insights to help us in

coming to terms with our position.

We note here how inextricably Christian doctriﬁe3~are entwined.
Undoubtedly, one of the things that drives thé'dhristian to claim
that God is the most powerful force in the universe is a bit of self-
interest, based on the belief (and hope) that ng loves and cares
for human-kind. We hope therefore that as the greatest power ;f the
. universe,Ahe will act to restrain the other forces which affect

| mahkind, particularly those that are detrimentél to man. Of course,
the belief that God loves man is not actually part of the doctrine of

creation itself, but is derived from ideas about salvation.

However, we must also notice that thié approach fo the doctrine of
creation does not depend on any idea of God's goodness. All this
doctrine ciaims is thaf God has the ultimate power: how that power is
used, for good or bad, capriciously or otherﬁise, remains to be
discovered. Thus theédicy, for example, is put in ifs proper place,
and not mixed up with ideas of evil in creation, forﬁtheodicy is
concerned with féCing the paradox that an omnipotent God cares for
‘man and yet allows evil in the world. In contrast, the doctrine of '
creationAmerely recognises God as one of the powers which affect
human beings and tries to set the power of God over against the other
-forces énd powers. 'Thué following in the footsteps of Deutero-Isaiah,

we simply claim that God is the greatest power of all.

Thié meahs that we are making a claim‘of'faifh, It is necessary to
believe in one suprene géd if one is to talk about a creator of

everything. Interestingly, our claim that God is the greatest power
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allows God to be both transcendent and immanent;_creator of all
things but étillAat work in the universe. To seeAthis, we need only
remember that electrical power somehow trahscends the world, is
definitely objectively quantifiable, and yet is available and at work

in the world.

Next we note that this approach to the doctrine éf creation allows
science full rein to investigate-and hypothesize, but does not commit
the believer to any particular scientific theory. What this doctrine
of creation does say is that whatever science finds out about the
powers and forces of the universe, the power of God is still greater.
Hence, the more we find out about the natural powers of the universe,
the more we realise just how powerful is our Gpd} Moreover, we are
encouraged to join in dialogue with science so that we may discover
more about this power of God which lies behind all other powers. It
is not only possible but positively useful and even necessary to make
links between the biblical material relating to creation and modern

scientific understanding.

Power is the ability to do things. What has :theé power of God
achieved? Again combining our modern.experience with the iqsigﬁts

of the Bible, we say that God has used his fower to create an ordered
environment in which man exists. We do not assume that this environmenf
was created for man's benefit. That there is order in the enyironﬁent
is a condition of life, even today, or perhaps especially tdday. From
time td time‘theie is disorder - for example ng@ural disaster or

‘ afomic'explosion'- and then a form of chaos reéuits. ‘We sﬁare the
vancient idea of living precariously between ordér and disorder,‘fhough
some of the disorder which threatehé us is a result of our scientific
'and tgqhnologiéal sophistication, for example iﬁdustrial pollutibn or
_ nﬁcléar WaT.
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We notelthat our idea of order is pfecisely the idea of order which

is basic to the pursuit of modern science. Fo; without order and

: regularity, experiments could not pe repeated and what are called
"natural laws" would have no validity. We are told much about
"scientific enquiry", but "how" and "why" questions make no sense
without some underlying concept of order. So our doctrine of creation
backs aﬁd encourages science in the search fo£ orﬁer and regularity

which can be described and codified.

Disorder éccurs in the universe when some power or force breaks its
normal béunds. While every force is kept within bounds, harmony
reigns. We note that our doctrine of creafion does not claim that
disorder is necessarily unnatural or not a propér part of the
universe. For example, the wind reaches gale fo?ce and causes damage,
thﬁs bringing a perfectly natural, if unpleasant, disorder. In other
words, order is not the same as harmony or benefit. Order simply
means that each component fits into the total picture in its own
special way: thus each element of the universe is important as part
of.the whole, Whether or not the present prderiﬁg of the universe is

good or bad mey depend simply on the position of the observer.

Within this ordered,univérse, humsn beings exist. They exist as
creatures,lbut they'exist too as one of the powerful forces at play
wifhin the world. Thus humans can harness other forces, they can
affect other parts of the creation, they can-dq'things. Like all the'
. other forces in the natural world, man is liable to create disorder if
he"breaks his natural bounds‘ henCe, if he upsets the.equilibrium of
sther forces, he. must expect trouble. Upsetting the equilibrium
covers such thingé as triggeringAnucleai explosions and over-farming

to produce infertility in the soil. The relationship between man and
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the universe is one of co-existence, which may or may not be for
mitual benefit. Man is just one force among many, and must seek
to dwell in harmony with the other forces. If he destroys the harmony, -

there will be problems.

Finally we turn to the relationship between God and man. In one way,
this is a special case of the relationship between{God and the
universe. Human beings are creatures subject fo phe over-riding power
of Gode In humens, this power of God is perceived most clearly in
tﬁe‘fact'that'each individual human has a comparafively short life.
However, from other evidence, Christians believe that God loves and
caresAfor human beings and wants the best for them. The universe in
which we live is good: if utilised properly if-keeps us alive, and
provides for all our needs, and this good world is the creation of

God s

In addition man has special abilities - he can reflect, he can
appreciate and explore the order of the univefse, and crucially he
can exploit and harness other powers of the ﬁniverse, thus extending
his own power. Thus his relationship to the qfeator is necessarily
more complicated than the relationship of othér creatures, bgcause
man's ability to create diso:der is so much greater.. Part of the
goodness of God to men is the freedom which God gives to man to exploit
the resources of the -universe. This parficular act of grace on the
part of God is only possible because God is ip-é position to allow the
explbitation of the universe, that is, God is‘the creator of those
fesources. We should note that this freedom méy be part of God's
goodness to man, but it is’not’necessérily good for the rest of the
uhiverse. We note also that'in sﬁite of his special position in the

universe, man is not actually necessary to the universe, or even to
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the earth: life on Earth could quite easily continue without humen

beings.

A Tinally we»nétice two things about our doctrine of creation in
relation to modern theology in general. First, on this view of the
doctrine of creaﬁion, the idea of a creator is necessary in Christian
theology. Without such an idea, there is no reason to believe that

God has the'ability to save anyone.

Second, on this doctrine of creation it is possible to discover
something about the nature of God from the universe he has created.
God's created world tells us that our God is a god of order anpd
regularity and béauty, he is not totally capricious, he is gbundantly
generéus, and he has great power. However, this doctrine of creation
tells us nothing about the purposes of God, or even whether God is
purposive in natures for all our doctrine of creation reveals, the

creator may have had no specific end in view in creating the universe.
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5.5.. Conclusion

We see then in outiine how some of the problems about doctrines of
_creation mentioned in fhe Introduction can be ovércome. We saw that
the problems arose in part through rather unsubtle use of the biblical
reflection on creation, conditioned by certain theological assumptions,
particularly about the relationship between creation and salvation.

We saw that strands of material in the biblical-reflection had not
been expioited, and meking use of these we have developed a doctrine
of creation which gives man a full, but not central place, which'offers
scope for contact between science and theology,‘and which presents

a doctrine of creation which takes account. of mahfs awaieness of his
own position in the world and his awareness of the extensive universe

about him.

This suggested doctrine is of course shaped.by the perceived needs of
'modern times and by currents in modern thoﬁght. It will need to
change and adapt as theological fashions change and theological
thought advances. However, the basic idea of the power of God needs
no adaptibn, merely explication in a new environment. Thus again and
again theologians are able to continue the process begun centuries ago

ih ancient Israel as. human beings reflected on God the Creator.
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