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OHA.PTER I 

OlUGINAL fill 1li ~ BIBLE 

An attempt to evaluate the place and importance of a doctrine 

such as the Fall of M.an in Judaism must make its point of departure the 

same a.s that enwloyed by Christian dogmatists. Both Saint J?aul and 

Augustine make the third chapter of Genesis t.he solU'ce of their doctrines. 

Certainly this chapter has in it at least some of the elements that form 

an important part of the doctrine. Whether the incident in Eden brought 

upon Adam and all his descendants the taint of sin from which they can 

never be saved, can be made clear only after a careful analysis is made 

of this starting point of the doctrine of Original Sin as it is taught 

in Christian religious life. 
{l 

.Dr. Morgenstern, following Gunkel, Budde and Holzinger, 

points out that a very clear distinctio11 must be ma.de between the narra-

tive of Creation and the independent Paradise story. Likewise the tree 

of life motif must be separated and treated as a separate unit that was 

grafted on to the two stories of Creation and Paradise. In like manner 

•Dr• Morgenstern excludes, as dO most Scholars, the description Of the 

four rivers that appears in Gen~ 2:10-14. Thus, if we remove Gen. 2:9Ba 

and Gen. 3:22 and 24, the cor.qposite narrative is freed from the contu.s-

ing p·roblems that the Tree of Life creates for us. Dr. Morgenstern points 

out turther: 11In the remaining verses two distinct strands are readily 

discernibie. Gen. 2:15ABa repeats unnecessarily what is previously stated 

in Gen. 2:8b, that God has put mari in the garden. Furthermore, Gen. 

2:15Bb, as also 6Bb, states that man was created in order to till the 

soil and care for the garden. Gen. 2:18£f. apparently agrees with this 

thought, since it states most clearly that the woman was created as a 

fitting help £or the man in his natural labor. But the punishment 
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imposed upon the man tor his disobedience, viz., that henceforth the earth 

is cursed on his account and will accordingly yield its produce only as 

the hard-won return for his bitter toil, implies that previously the man 

secured his food without undue effort; in other words, as Gen. 2: 16 i:zn-

plies, he merely plucked the :fruit from the trees of the garden, and thus 

amply satisfied his hunger. Clearly, therefore, the present Paradise story 

voices two altogether contradictory and unharmonizable conceptions, not 

only of th~ purpose and creation of man and his :first nature, but also 

of the character of agricultural labor. The one conception is that labor 

is natural and normal, and by no means an evil condition of' human life, 

for the sake of which man was created. The other conception is that the 

natural condition of man, which God intended for him, was to live without 

toil in a ~arden of trees, and eat of the fruit thereof: and only as a 

grievous punishment was he· condemned to till the soil and eat the :produce 

of the field, the ·fruits of his happy labors; the other conception was 

that man originally ate the fruit of the trees of the garden, for which 

he did not have to toil, and only as a punishment was he condemned to eat 

o:f the produce o:f the .. :i'i el d." 

In the same essay Dr. Morgenstern points out :further internal 

evidences of the composite character of the chapte1•s under consideration. 

One is that. of the source of the water supply for the earth. According 

to Gen. 2:5Ba it is the rain, while according to the very next verse, 

Gen. 2;6, it is an w. which 'comes steadily from the earth. Further­

more, the two stories present conflicting views as to the nature of the 

sexual life between the two inhabitants of the Garden of Eden. 

Freed o:f' its editorial accretions the original garden story 

easily can be reconstructed. Again we nJE.y employ the ex.act language of 
(2 

Dr. Morgenstern. "It told that the..Deity caused a garden of trees to 

oome forth from the earth a.bout a copious spring. Near this, or in this, 
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He Himself probably dwelt. The garden was His pleasure-garden, His Gan 

Eden, in Which He used to walk about and refresh Himsel1'. In this garden 

He had placed·a man and a woman. Presumably these were the fi:rst man and 

woman, and were made of dust, although the story nowhere explicitly told 

of their creation. He forbade them to eat of the tree in the center of 

the garden and warned them that the consequence of eating of the tree 

wouJ.d be that they would become mortal. In this garden also was the ser.-o 

pent. This was not at all a divine being as Gunkel maintains but a oreat-

ure similar to them in many respects. It walked erect, either on two or 

four feet, and possessed the power of speech, and presumably ate the same 

kind of food as they. But it far surpassed them in cunning. Aud either 

it did not possess immor'tality, as they did, or, if it did-possess it, it 

was unwilling that they too should possess it. ~he :L"ormer alternative 

ist as we have seen, the more probable. At any rate it sought to make 

them lose immortal·ity, and succeeded in this by inducing first the woman 

and then the man to eat of the forbidden f.ruit tree.*' 

"But this wonderful tree possessed another, equally ·signifi.., 

cant property. By eating its fruit they acquired a new and strange know-

ledge, the knowledge of sex. With this oame the irresistable impulse 

to· gratify the sex instinct•. In conseg_uenoe the woman probably con~ 

oeived. B·ut as· soon as the sexual instinct was satisfied the reaction 

set in. Now they realized fully what they had not considered before, 

that they disobeyed their Master's command, and must now fear His anger 

and punishment• They hid among the trees of the garden; but when He 

called they had to come forth and acknowledge their sin. In His anger 

the .Deity cursed all three parties involved. The serpent was condemned 

to crawl henceforth on his belly and e·at .du.st, whereas he had formerly 

walked erect and. had ea·ten normal food; and perpetual relentless emnity 

was set between the serpent and his seed and the woman and her seed. 

-------------------;\' 
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The woman in turn was doomed to bear children in.pain, and to be eternally 

the subjeot of her husband. And, finally, the man was sentenced to earn 

his livelihood by bitter9 exacting, and ofttimes disappointing labor, for 

often the accursed earth would repay his toil only With thorns and thistles; 

and his food, too, like that of the serpent, was changed; henceforth in-

stead of' the trees of the garden, he bad to eat the produce of the field. 

Then he and his wife, and, apparently, also the serpent, were driven from 

the garden forever, out into the strange and harsh world, in order to 

undergo all the conditions of their punishment. But first God made for 

man and the woman garments of skin." 

~he next point that must be considered is the time when the 

narrative of the incident in Paradise might have been written. Here also 

the Bible text supplies us with significant internal evidence. When the 

serpent talk:S with the woman he always desig:IJ4tes the deity by the term 

"Elohim", instead ·of the composite term "Ya.hwe Elohim"• This seems to 

sq_ua.re with the use of "Elohim•• in Gen. 4:25, and with the subsequent 

statement in Gen. 4:26b that only in the time oi" .Enosh, the son of Seth, 

did the worship of' the Dai ty by the particular name 11Ya.hwen begin. From 

this use of the composite name 11Ya.hwe Elohim" in the garden story, and 
.. 

by the use by the serpent in Gen. 3;1-5 of the single term t•Elohim", 
(3 0 • •• 

Gunkel concludes that in the ·original creation story the appelative of 

the Eaity was exclusively "Yahwen, which seems altogether logical in that 

the term "Yahwe" implies Creation and Creator, while in the Paradise story, 

as it originally stood, the term "Eloh:i.mn was e:xclusi vely u.Sed. The impli-
" -~ 

cation from the text is that the use o:f the composite title was employed 

by the final redactors· of the Yahwistic and Elohistio documents, and that 

we have here a combination of these two originally independent sources. 

This would Pl,ace the time of writing before the seventh century B •. 0. E. 

We must now seek to find the meaning that the original writer 
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of this story sought to convey to. the people of his own day, th.at is about 

the seventh century B. c. E. According to the Christian interpretation 

which has had almost universal acoeptance among Christians, the story is 

primarily an account of a fall of the human race in its first parents; :tt 

is not merely an account of the historical entrance of sin into the world 

but, according to these Christian theologians, it is an explanation of 

the origin and universality of sinfulness throughout mankind. What does 

the story itself' reveal? 

There is no hint in the passage of the moral condition of 

either Adam or Eve before the incident in Eden. Nor is there a:n:y indica­

tion that their moral condition was fundamentally altered by the act of 

disobedience to Mvine command. We are told that after the act in the 

garden our original parents realized their nakedness for the first time 

and sensed shame. The writer does not connect this .sense of shame with 

any sin but implies that it is the result of having acquired some. new know­

ledge. It is as i:f a :people in a rude and primitive state of development 

suddenly become aware 0£ their lowly condition, not through the entrance 

of sin into the world, but through the acq_uisition of lruowledge that lifts 

them from their crude primitive state to higher stage of development. The 

changes that the people and the serpent a.re compelled to undergo.are 

physical; the woman is burdened with the travail of child birth, another 

is forced to crawl on its belly for food, the man is burdened ~ith the 

task of eking out a livelihood from the earth that has been cursed because 

o:t' his disobedience. No moral change is· explicitly stated, nor is it at 

a:ny point implied, We have no indication that J\.dam di ±'fared originally 

from any other man as regards integrity or capacity for intercourse with 

God, or that his iw..ture was perverted by his act of disobedience. -The 

idea that his sin was the precursor of all sinfulness in the world, or 

in any way an explanation of it, is altogether absent from the narrative, 
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and so far. as can be gathered from subseg_uent Biblical writings it was 

foreign even to the age that followed the writer of this narrative. The 

J document which emphasizes the import of sin nowhere has aizy adeg_uate 

knowledge of the sense of universality of sin, such as was attained in 

later ages. Nor does this document infer that it assigns to Ada.m's fall 

any deteriorating influence upon the self-determination of his posterity. 

Cain's sin is not explained as having its roots in the fall of Adam; the 

whole of the guilt is throwA upon the sinner himself. Sin is personified 

and compared to a ravenous beast lurking over its prey (Gen. 4:7), but 

Oain is told that 11he ought to rule over it.•v Finally, if the Yahwist 

compiler were interested in telling of the development of' sin in the world, 

which may well be the case, it must be observed that the first transgres-

sion is not only not treated as different in import from the others, as 

if it were the most momentous catastrophe, but sillll?ly as the first of a 

series whose membe·rs were arranged in ascending order of magnitude; the 

disobedience of the parents, the fratricide of their aon, the increased 

bloodthirstiness ot Lamech, and the general corru;ption calling for the 

deluge. 
(4 

Tennant says, nwe must conclude that the most the compiler 

of this story intended was to tell of the beginning of sin in the world. 

The writer assrunes man's capacity for sin. It is indeed open to ~uestion 

whether the narrative was intended to primarily tell of the introdu.ction 

of sin. It seems rather to be an explanation of the ills of life, which 

are here as j,n many other legends associated with the striving after know-

ledge and civilization. Its chief moral may be that human i.lls are the 

conseg_uenoes of sin. Man's hard lot is traced to sin. The story is more 

emphatic in the treatment of the ills suffered than the moral conse~uences 

of the sin. It is not moral knowledge which God is withholding from man 

when he refuses to allow him to eat from the tree. Indeed moral knowledge 
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is irr[>lied When the command is given; otherwise how could man know whether 

to obey or violat;e the commandment. He must have been capable of making 

moral dist.inctions. Nor is it likely that God would have feared .the ao-

quisi ti on oi' moral knowledge on the :Part of ma.n lest he become as "one ct, 

usu. Rather it appears that- the lmowledge acquired through the ea.ting 

Of this fruit is· a. general ,knowledge, or cleverness, which is here pro-

hibited. and which .man is anxious to possess, but which the narrator thinks 

. is the cause of ma.n's ills. The knowledge of good .and evil to which the 

story refers appears to be a knowledge that will. ma..k:e man the lord over 

nature, the wisdom that would makt3 it possible for man to turn nature to 

human uses. It is not unnatural for the J writer to ju~tify God's refusal 

to aUow man thi's knowledge that would give man power like unto Gods. 

For the ? writers pic'tured. a. God of' many limitations. A God, subject to 

error; one who must experiment and even consult with man as to the proper 

course to take •. ~he writer sees in the action of Adam and Eve the same 
.::~~. . 

culpable planning that is a.scribed to the tower oi' Babel. 11 

,(5 
Prof. Cohon sees in the Paradise story the primitive Israel-

i t'ish e:x:planat'ion oi' the origin of death. After considering in logical 

and olassi,i'ied arrangement a series of views on the origin of death, as 

believed by modern pri!pitives, Prof. Qohon analyzes the Paradise story 

and posits the conclusion that here, too, the central idea was to explain 

the origin of death in the world. Our immediate purpose can be served if 

we draw from this material Which Prof'. Oohon utilized in his study. 

"The Zulus tell that in the beginning Unkulunk:Ulu,. the Old 

Old One, sent the chameleon to men, with the message: 'Let not men die.' 

Unfortunately the messenger moved slowly, loiteri.ng on the way to eat 

the purple berries of the ubuk'llehezane tree (or as others maintain, he 

climbed up a tree to bask in the sun, filled his belly :full of flies, 

and fell asleep)• In the meantime U:nkulunk:Ulu changed ·his mind, and 
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charged the lizard to proclaim: 'Let men die.' The lizard lost no time. 

He passed the dawdling chameleon, and arrived first among men, with the 

message 0£ mortality. When the lizard w~s gone, the chameleon arrived 

with the message of immortali.ty, but the people refused to believe him 
(6 

after hearing the first words. Thus through the lizard death came to men." 

"According to the :natives Of Nias, an island off the coast 

of Sumatra, after the creation of the earth, God sent down a certain be-

ing to put the last touch to the work of creation. He was to fast for a 

month. But unable to withstand the pangs of hunger, he ate some bananas. 

The choice of food was 1.Ullucky, for .had he eaten only river-crabs instead 

Of bananas, men would .have cast their sldns like crabs and would never have 
(7 

diede 11 . 

'"lhe Melanesians tell a stol:'y to the effect that in the begin-

ning of things men never died, but cast their skins .like crabs and snakes, 

and thus renewed their youth, This happy state was changed through an· ·old 

woman. Having aged, this dame went down to the river, stripped off her 

Wizened old skin, cast it upon the waters, and watched it float till it 

caught on a stick. Then she went home.a buxom woman. But her child did not 

know her, and set up such a s~ualli:ng, that the woman went back to the river, 

fished out her cast off sldn, and put it on again. Sin.Ce then, men do not 

cast off their skins any more. In another version, the woman's two sons 

did recognize her, but one of them wished to marry her. Thereupon, she 
(8 

put on her old sli.:in, and brought mortality upon_ the world.tt 

uwoms.n plays an important part in the stories acco1.Ulting for 
. 

the origin of death. She is our common mother, also the common cause of 

woe. In the type of stories of the serpent and his cast skin, mention was 

made of death's coming to men through the child's screaming at the _sight 

of its 'renewed' mother. The ]aluba, a tribe living on the borders of 

the Congo state, say that the casting of the skin was interrupted 'by 
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the woman's fellow-wife (rival)' .u 

••According to the Algonkins, the wife of the great M.a.nito, 

whose heart is the s·un, brough.t. death and disease into the. world. If not 
(10 

for her men would live forever. 11 

"The Cherokee Indians of North America say that in Creation, 

the sun was made first. When man was formed the creator intended that he 

be immortal. To this the sun objected. In passing over men, in' the sky, 

the sun told them that there would not be room enough for them and they had 

better die. One day the sun's own daughter W,b.o visited with the people on 

earth was bitten by a Snake -and died. ·Thereupon the sun repented and said 

that men should live always. 'He bade them take a box and go fetch his 

daughter's spirit in a box, and bring ~t to he11 bo<Ly "that she might live. 

But he charged them straightly not to open the box until they arrived at 

the dead body. However, moved by curiosity, they unhappily opened the box 
-(11 

too son; away flew ·the s:piri t, and all men have died ever since. "' 

These V'a.rious myths created by the· vivid imaginations of primi~ 

tives living remote from one another, yet dealing in essence with the same 

fundamental' problem, and treating the problem in much the same manner, ar­
&\'c<.t· 

gues for a eertain propinquity on the part of man to think on the :problem 

of death at a certain stage in his development. While we need not assume 

that Israel, because it was a desert and pastoral people, could not have 

created an e.x;planation of the cause of death that .has in it many elements 

of agricultural life and economy, we must evaluate the available material 

describing the views held by the people who lived in the same environment 

a.t about the same time. Just as there is nothing which would allow one 

to believe that ''borrowing" has taken place among the :primitives already 

mentioned, so we need not as surne that "borrowing" had taken place :1.n the 

case of Israel• 

There are certain affinities between the story in Genesis 
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3 and 4 and fragments that have come down to us from Phoenician mythology •. 

In one of the :fragments, said to have been handed down from Philo-Byblus and 
{12 -

preserved by Eu~ebius, a being, Aeon, who would seem to correspond to 

Eve, is said to bave discovered the use of the i'ru.it of the trees for. food. 

The first clothing is said to have been invented later, and to have consis-

ted of skins of animals. Its use is expressly associated with the origin 

of animal sacrifice. These ideas would seem to be vestiges of a golden 

age of fru.it eating which probably arose out of the ~acrificial ri tu.al. 

This reference does not prove much. It does however point out that in a 

stage of civilization similar to that in which the Genesis story became cur-

rent the .Phoenicians were. faced with the same :perplexing problems as con-

fronted the Hebrews. 

There are one or two parallels to portions of the JE document 

in Egyptian mythology. The conoep'tion of man as being formed out of clay 

is one of them. As has been pointed out, this is only implied by the Heb-

rew source under consideration. Another belief is that of a golden age 

under Ra. uoertain e:x;pressions used by Egyptian writers are in themselves 

sufficient to show that the :f.'irst generations of man were supposed to have 
. (13 

lived in a state of ~ppiness and perfection.". But whilst this was a . 

po1)ular and indigenous legend there were many Egyptians who "On the contrary 
-

believed that their ancestors were born as so many brutes, unprovided with 

the most essential arts of gentle life. They knew nothing of articulate 

speech, and e:x;pressed themselves by cries only, .like other animals until 
(14 

the day when Thot oame and taught them both speech and writing. 11 

There is evidence in ancient Egypt of both the palm-tree and 

the serpent, but there is little that can connect these common figures in 
(15 

.Egyptian and Israelitish mythology. Weidmann refers to a tree of life 

. which is associa.ted with the goddess of knowledge. There is no complete 

story in Egyptian mythology which parallels the Fall story, but here also 
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there are elements which suggest that. these people, too, were faced with. 

the same problems as were the Phoenicians and the Israelites. 

Allovdng for the di i'i'erences between the Hebrew and Greek con-

captions oi' God, there can be noted a very strong parallel in the story oi' 

Prometheus which teaches of his attempt to acquire knowledge and that of 

·the acquisition of knowledge through eating the forbidden fruit. Both con-

tain t.b.e ·idea of the ills o:t' human life as the punishment for nia.n 1s over-
.. 

stepping the limits of the spheres assigned to him; both regard human know-

ledge and culture as something :required by wrenching from a jealous deity,. 

and whose acquisition was mediated by a superhuman being--in the Genesis 

story the snake, in the Greek myth a demigod; both imply that human in-

ventiveness of desire for material advancement can be scarcely distinguished 

from arrogant independence or defiance, and see in it the primal cause of 

woe in the world. 

The .Brometheus story of Aeschylus is very like the· story of 

Pandora by Hesiod. This latter story agrees wHh the Genesis narra.ti ve in 

making the woman, or feminine curiosity, mediately the source of human evils • 

.Pandora is a Greek Eve, and her story before being used for didactio pur-

poses, implied that the first woman, unlike men.who were generally re~arded 

as autochtonous--earth sprung--was the work of,the gods. Aeschylus makes 

the state oi' man prior to the intervention of Prometheus aimost bestial, 

while Hesiod describes the golden age of Kronos which has certain features 

in common With the story of Eden. In the.garden o:i' the Hesperides we have 

a picture of the home of the gods where Earth produced her choicest g:U'ts 

and which contained a tree a.nalagous to the tree of life. 

Here again we have an ins ta.nee of the psychological unity that 

s.eems to unite men under similar conditions. It is extremely unlikely that 

these legends could have penetrated the writers of the JE document of Gen. 

2 and 3. Both the Greek and the Hebrew were thinlting on the same subject 
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matter from somewhat similar levels of civilization, culture and ethical 

re fleet ion. 

Prof'. Oohon, turning from the primitive accounts with which he 

deals to an analysis of the incident in Eden, sees the same problems con-. 

fronting the Israelites, in whose milieu the writer of this narrative moved, 

as is prevalent among the primitive peoples in far removed lands, and liv.-

ing under altogether different conditions. "Turning from the Biblical ac-

counts of the origin of death to Genesis 2 and 3 as well as to 6:1-4, we find 

ourselves moving in the same cultural atmosphere. Though the details and 

local color differ, the attitude towards the problem is very much the same. 

In view of these records, it is wholly out of the question to account for 

the Biblical story of the Fall by tracing it to Babylonian, Assyrian, .Amor-

ite or Canaanite origins. Here we are dealing with the explanation of the 

sad fact of mortality, as presented by the early thinkers of Israel. Wb.at­

ever similarity lm\Y appear between other primitive accounts with those of 

Genesis cannot be logically taken as borrowing from one another, but rather. 

as evidence of 'the identity in the mental construction of the individual 
{16 

man wherever he is found.•. Natural phenomena--sun, moon, stars, winds, 

storms, rains, day and night, clouds, disease and death--Which are much the 

same everywhere, form the warp and woof oi' all thinking. Working on the same 

materials, primitive man the world over evolves somewhat similar specula­
(17 

t ions regarding the origin of things• 11 

"According to the narrative in Gen. 6:1-4 no limit had orig-
' .. 

ina.lly been set on.man's longevity, and presumably men were immortal •. They 

were deaned.worthy to be visited freely by the sons of God. Unfortunately, 

this comradeship led to endless contusion. "The sons of God sa,w the 
.. 

daughters ot.men that they were i'air; they took unto themselves wives, 

whomsoever they chose. 11 Thereupon Yahwe, disapproving these intermarriages, 

resolved to draw a sharper line between human and divine beings. And Yahwe 
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said, 'My s:piri t shall not abide in mari. forever, on account of' their err-

ing; He is flesh, and his days shall be a h1Uldred and twenty years.' Here 

is· a more liberal span of li:t'e than the Psalmist's scanty three soore ten 

or fo~ score years. Mortality appears as the sad lot of all humanity, 

come into existence not through ma.n's misdeeds, but rather through the mis-

creancy of the sons of God and Ya.hwe's jealousy for the honor of His divine 

family. Instead of restraining his ill-behaved sons, Yahwe punishes man 

whose only fault consisted in that his_ daughters were fair and attractive. 
. (18 

~he pauper was again chastised for the misbehaviour of the prince." 

~his lucid and altogether logical eA'})lai:na.tion oi' this some~ 

times accredited source for the belief in the doctrine of original sin com~ 

pletely ex.enwts man from responsibility. If_ death came into the world be­

cause of this misalliance of the sons of God and the daughters of men, then 

surely man cannot be indicted. No s~oh idea could have existed in the mind 

of him who wrote i:t • Here is clearly an at tempted e:x.:planation of the en-

trance of' death into the world. This author preferred to believe that man•s 

mortality is purely a matter of God's election rather than any defection on 

the pa.rt of man • 

.A.t greater length this problem of' how mortality intruded it­

sel:i" on mankind is treated in Genesis 2 and 3. In the childishly anthro-

pomorphic atmosphere of this narrative Ma.hwe is portrayed as being on terms 

of intimacy with the first couple. No sooner had He moulded man out of 

dust and breathed the spirit of life into his nostrils, than He placed him 

in a specifically appointed garden abounding in lovely trees. Among them 

was "the tree of life in ·the midst of the garden and the tree o:f good and 
(19) 

evil.It Placing man into the garden to till it and to guard it, Yahwe 

commanded him under the penalty o:f death not to partake of the tree of 

knowledge. When in the course: of time woman was created as helpmate ±'or 

man, he info.:rmed her of the t abu. .Dut i:f'ul wife that she was, she observed 

-----------------------
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her husband's orders until the mischief-making serpent appeared on the 

scene. As in many of the primitive tales referred to above, the serpent 

taltes delight in perverting the divine command. Undoubtedly well aware 

that the tabu rested only on the tree of Knowledge, the cunning serpent asks 

the woman whether it was true that she and her husband were forbidden to eat 

of any tree in the garden. 110:f' the fruit of the trees of the garden we roo.y 

eat," replies the woman, itbut of the fruit of the tree w:ltt.ich is in the 

midst of the garden God hath said, 'Ye shall no·t; eat of it, neither sh.all ye 

touch it, lest ye die.'" The serpent, aware that the tree in tl'l.e midst of 

the garden is the tree of life u.pon which no tabu rested, takes advantage 

of the inaccuracy of the woman's report and urges her to taste of the tree 

of knowledge. Knowing tu.rther that the breaking of the tabu did not in~ 

volve immediate death but rather the forfeiture of immortality, the serpent 

shrewdly remarlts that the tabu was nothing more tha:p. the e:x:pression of' God's 

jealousy, and that the eating of the :f':ruit of the tree of knowledge would 

invest· her with powers of divinity. "Ye sh.all .be as God, knowing good and 

evil." Enticed by the hissb:ig counsellor, the woman tastes. the fruit and. 

finds it "a delight to the eyes" and "desired to make one wise 1•. She, there .. 
. ., 

fore, gives it also to her husband. The fruit indeed had its effect. ''The 

eyes of bo·th of them were opened, and they knew that they were :naked." ~o­

gether with other knowledge came sex-consciousness. When Yab.we took his 

usuai stroll in the garden tttowards the cool of the day", the m9.n kept out 

of His way. As He called, 1tWhere art thou?" the man replied, 11! heard 
. . 
Thy voice in the garden, and I was afraid because I was nalced, and hid my-

self.tt This sudden sense of shame betrayed man's secret. 11Who told thee 

that thou wast naked?tt demanded Yab.we. "Hast thou eaten of' t.he fruit of the 

tree whereof I commanded thee thou shouldst not eat?" The man thr~w the 

blame on his fair helpmate whom Yahwe had given unto him; she in turn 

blamed the serpent. Thereupon Yahwe meted out due vunisbment to all the 
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· offending parties. The serpent was deprived of its upright gait and was 

turned into a creeping creature, feeding--according to an ancient notion--

. on dust. The woman was afflicted with the sufferings of :pregnancy and the 

pains of birth--afflictions of sexual life as fit punishment of the sin by 

which she called forth the consciousness of sex. There was also assigned 

her a position of subjection to man, the least guilty part to the crime. 

· ·. · But man did not ent i:rely escape pu.nis,hment. Because he i'ollo.wed the coun­

sell of his wife, breaking the divine command, the earth was cursed for his 

·sake, yielding thorns and thistles. Henceforth he was to obtain bread f:t'OJll 

the ground, only through the sweat of his brow. Toil and labor became his 

lot, until his return to the ground whence he was taken." 

"Do the last words convey the impression that the origin of' man 

explains his end, that the dust naturally retur:ns to the dust, and that mort .. 

ality is inseparable from life? This view, if at all suggested by the nar­

rat'ive, is extremely vagu.e,for Yahwe is still uneasy. In alarm, E.e says-·­

apparently in di vine council-- 'Behold, the man .is become as one of us, ·to 

know good and evil: and now, lest he put forth his band, and talce also of 

the tree of li:f'_e, and eat, and live forever.' Though originally there was 

no prohibition against man's eating of its :fruit, as a precaution 'Yahwe · 

Elohim sent him forth from the garden (and its pleasant labor) to till the 

. ground whence he was taken. He drove out the man, and Re placed at the 

East of the Garden of Edeu, the Cherubim, and the :f'laining sword Which turned 

every wey, to keep the way to the tree of life. rn 

1•Death then appears as an afterthought of the Orea.tor. Origin .. 

ally it had no room in the life of men, but--as in the myths of primitive 

peoples--it was introduced. through an u.nfortunate blunder. Here we meet 

with the causes of the origin of death, which are quite familiar i~ primitive 

mythology, viz., the jealousy of a god, the maliciousness of a serpent, the· 

'unsuspecting innocence of man. The principal characters in the sad drama, 
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too, a11 e familiar to us from other tales." 
' 

The foregoing analysis of the contents of the Garden narrative 

suffices to show what the early thi:nJcer in Israel intended to convey when 

he wove his' tale of the Garden of Eden. He sought to explain the presence 

Of human ills. He sought also to tell how death came into the world. There 

is no attempt made to impute to man any special moral defection. He is 

neither described as moral or immoral before or after his expulsion from 

the Garden. Too often writers have interpreted the idea of the rtk:nowledge 

o~ good and ·evil" as a knowledge of that which is moral and that which is 

immoral in the sight of God. Here as well as elsewhere :i.n the Bible this 

expression means only knowledge in its broadest sense. Nor is there a.n¥ 

suggestion here that man delivers ove~ to his children this bias for sin 

or error. The incident is related as"having occurred to the first parents 

and no mention is made of the effect of the incident on their children. 

Surely in the mind of the narrator there is none of the highly developed 

notions of the concept of original sin beginning in Adam and remaining in 

his descendants for all time. 

Since there is nothing in the story in Genesis 2 and 3 or in 

Genesis 6:1-4 to justify the notion that the elements that preceded the 

wi•iting, or that even the writer himself, intended to give expression to a 

notion as widespread as that of original sin, we must ex.a.mine the refer~ 

ences to sin in the Bible to determine if there is anything in Biblical 

writings to justify such an interi1retation of the Fall story. We mu.st 

first inq_uire if the s·tory was ever used in the Bible and if so to what 

extent and purpose. It will be neoessary to trace the growth of sin in 

the oa.11onioal and non-eanonical works in order to determine i:f the story 

of the fall in any manner entered into·the notions of sin. 
(20 

- Tami.ant points out that it has :f'req,uently been remarked .. 

that the later books of the Bible are practically wanting in references 
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to the "history o:f' origi11sttcontained in the early chapters o:f:' Genesis. 

The Fall story as a whole, its didactic meaning and its ~uasi-history of 

the begiimings of human life; seem never to be. alluded to, .unless chapter 

28 of Ezekiel is directly based on the narrative in Genesis 2 and 3. Ten­

nant says, "this is less probable than that the prophet drew. f.rom a variant 

0£ the Genesis story, less purged of its original legendary character, or 

else more highly embellished with :foreign adclitions. Nevertheless we have 

here a reference to the story which, still floating in oral tradition, 

perha;ps, in Ezekiel •s day, had been used by t}+e Ya.hwist writer as the basis 

of his history. The doctrinal use, if we may use the expression, of his 

tradition by Ezekiel., so far as connection with our subject is concerned 

is, however, absolutely nil." 

For the rest, we only· :find in the Bible the isolated occurrence 

of concept ions which also appear in Genesis as indi v.idual details of the 

imagery of the Paradise narrative; and such references, on account of their 

fragmentary nature," are whoJ.,ly unirnpo:irtant. They probably imply that the 

legendary notions of a garden o:f Yahwe, a tree of life, and ldndred con­

ceptions, were li'V'ing in Hebrew tradition, rather than point to literary 

borrowing from Yahwist history; and they throw no light on the question 

whether any theological use was made o:f' the Fa.11 story as a whole. Thus 

it is extremely imubtful whether there is a:ny illusion in the whole of the 

Bible to the story of' :Paradise and the Fall, as that story is told in Gene~ 

sis, though there·are indications of the remembrance 0£ the legendary tra­

ditions utilized in the narrative. !!!he :reference already mentioned, Ezek­

iel 28, is the only one to which great probability attaches. This may be 

due to the i'act that the prophets were interested i:p. t.he practical treat­

ment of sin rather than in the theoretical side of it. It might b~ argued 

further that. they-were occupied With national quest ions t the Sal Va ti On and 

redenq:>tion o:f Israelt rather than with the universal question, the origin 
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of sin. The Wisdom bookS, which to a certain extent deal with problems 

the nature of.which border on the theological and philosophical, also ne-

glect to make reference to the incident in Ed.en. They are as barren of 

reference to ·the origin of sin in the world as are the historical and pro­

phetic works. The philosophical problem of Theodicy is dealt· with in this 

literature from various points of.view; and in Job, a work written to dis-

pel the popular view tnat physical ills are wholly the result of sin, and 

in which the question of the source of human sinfulness is suggested once 

or twice, a reference to Genesis 2 and 3 would be in place, ·especially ii' 

any well-known doctrinal views had as yet been derived from the chapter. 

~hough it is possible to 'cinderstand the absence of any refer-

ence to the Urgeschichte in the prophetic works,. in that the prophets were 

national seers and not world philosophers, and in that we do not expect to 

find in them a clearly defined theological system, it. is ra. rd to ex:glain 

their absence from. the sapiental writings. It has been suggested that the 

reason foi~ the silence is du.e to the fact that the story is borrowed andthe 

writers of the Wisdom literature avoided it for that reason~ We have al-

ready seen, as pointed out by Prof. Cohon, that this argument is feeble 

indeed. Even if' we accept the thesis that the :narrative in Genesis is bor-

rowed, so much time had elapsed for the hebraization of any borrowed mater~ 

ial that they would have been used in any event, because they would have 

come to be looked upon as Hebraic from times immemorial. Nor is it true 

that borrowed things are wholly ignored since we do find references to the 

Leviathan,' Rah.ab, etc. Which admittedly are of Babylonian origin. In any 

case, the fact remains that the Bible supplies no trace of the existence, 

among sacred writers, of a:rzy interpretation of the Fall story comparable 

to the Christian doctrine of the Fall. 
(21 

Tennant. says, ''It has occasionally been assumed that some. 

doctrinal infei•enoe must have been drawn by later Old Testament writers, 
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notwithstanding their silence on the subject, in order to account for the 

depth and earnestness of their sense of sin. !l!his assumption cannot be 

·. sanctiqned. It. savours of attributing ill+ association of ideas Which we, 

with our doctrinal legacy inherited from distant centuries, req_uire to make 

an effort to dissolve to an age which, so :far as the scanty evidence seems 

to indicate, this association has not yet been effected•" 

0 It must be concluded, therefore, that the Old Testament bookS 

of later date than the Yahwist document supply no evidence of a doctrine of 

the Fall having been extracted from Genesis •. And wh~lst t.his by no means 

:proves that no such doctrine or idea could not, or did not, exist in ages 

subseq_uent to the recognition of the Yahwist writing, yet, taken in con-

neotion with what has already been said with regard to the exegesis of the 

narrative of Genesis 2 and 3, and with results of the investigation under-

tal~en in the remainder o:f the present chapter, this negative evidence points 

somewhat s.trongly towards a negative conclusion." 

A second element in the doctrine of original sin is that sin 

. is the cause of the suf':feri:ngs. of life. As evidence of this the .Daluge is 

pointed out as an exarr.wle. There is in the Bible something of the belief 

in retributive justice; because a man errs he is punished and thus :far is 

sin responsible f'or the ills of life. This view is strikingly presented by 

the friends o:f Job in their discourses With the s·tricken man. They seek to 

discover some error in his life that surely must be the cause oi' his fal­

len oondit ion and suffering. Job himself believes in this retributive 
' (22 

justice, but as IDr. Buttenwieser points out, it is of a spiritual rather 

than of a material nature. Job is completely assured that the wicked man 

knows nothing--:for him the omnipotent God is a tormenting presence, threat-

ening him with destruction. Retribution is no longer to him a matter Of· 

outer fortune but inner experience. '2he wicked man, notwithstanding his 

material :prosperity and selfish enjoyment of life, pays the penalty for 
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his wrong-doing and wrong-thinking in his uneasy conscience and. his un­

satisfied soul. "The righteous man, however, whose foot 'hath held fast 

to His. path', possesses, iii the knowledge of. his fellowship with God, a 

source of :infinite happiness; which remains unaffected by bodily suffering 

and material :privation. In other words, Job declares, as did JeremiaJJ. two 

centuries earlier, tbat not material prosperity constitutes man's happiness, 

but rather the strength and peace of soul which comes to him who lives a life 

Of r·ighteousness and purity, and is at one With God. This at-oneness with 

God, Job has learned through his suffering, is the only thing that counts, 

and the consciousness that he possesses the supreme good. b.as been his main-

stay under a well ... nigh crushing :fate.u Here is an answer to the perplexing 
. 

pi·o'blem: Why do the righteous suf;l,'e·r? Sin then is not the index to personal 

aggrandizement or destruction in the external sense. These things cannot be 

traced to the acts of men. They are, however, experienced in the inner man. 

If Job oan be a.cca:p•ted as the spokesman of his time, and the prophets o:t' 

I.srael for their time, surely we can assert that neither Job nor the pro-

phets who preceded him saw in sin the cause of the ills of man. .That is, 

in the sense that we look upon the ills o:f man in connection with the doctrine 

of original sin, as an outward manifestation. Sins do cause ills, but these 

ills are ills of the soul of man. In Job •s instance t.he ills are not the 

loss of weal th and family or even the sore boils that discomfited him; they 

are the sufferings of the spirit which now bear down· upon him. 

A third element mentioned by the Christ ia.n doctrinarians is 

that sin is not only an isolated. act but a state; it is the state of si:nfu.l 

habit. 'l'his conclusion is drawn from the J history, which gives an ascend .. 

ing scale of the errors of man in his earliest stages. Sins Which culrninated 

in fratricide. Inasmuch as these sins were committed during sever~l genera~ 

tions, the im;plica.tion contained in this element is that sins of the fathers 

become a part of the inheritance of the children. Not only are these sins 
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inheri~ed but as they continue the sins become more magnified in proportion 

as the generations proceed. Such would .necessarily be the implication if 

the· sou:rce of. their viewpoint is the one which Ten:na:nt ascribes to them. 

The most salient passage in the Bible, exploited to prove that the early 

Hebrews believed that the sins of the fathers were visited on the children, 

is Exodus 20:5, •1For I the Lord God am a jealous God visiting the sins of 

the fathers upon the children unto the third and the fourth generations of 

them that hate Me." Statements of a similar tone, we must admit, are i're-

quently met with in the Bible. 

' 

We must mak:e mention at this point that the Bible cannot be ex-

pected to yield to us, because of its co~osite authorship, a philosophical 

approach to life. At best we cannot e~ect a single philosophy. Its accum.u-

lated writings, gathered over many hundreds of years and representing a 

variety of stages o:f' culture and a myriad of in:f'lue:iices, contain rat.jler a 

history 0£ the thinking of the people than a single approach to life. Nor 

can a consistent theology be e:x:pected from the Bible for the same reason. 

Judaism changed in its earliest stages just as it changes today. 'l'he grow-

ing needs of life, and the advancing changes in its culture, made f.or ad­

di tions to its body of law and rules of life. Just as it is possible for 

one to argue the belief that the sins of the fathers were visited on the 

children, and just as passages can be pointed out which substantiate this 

view; so it may be argu.ed that this belief was in disrepute in the time of the 

prophecy oi' Ezeidel, and a thoroughly clear explanation for this point of 

view is easily to be obtained in chapter 18 of Ezekiel. Nor can it be ar-

gtied that the views of the Bible are to be :restricted to a particular per­
,,r";, 'l {. "/.!'" ,f .. 

iod. If we accept the traditional belief that the Bible was given to us 

through Moses at Sinai, that there is no chronological.sequence in.the 

~orah, then we are confronted with the apparent contradictions that are 

listed almost si.de by side.· On the other hand, if we accept the newer 
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interpretations and codifications of the Bible, we often find that what 

we consider to be hi'gher beliefs are found at an earlier period than those 

beliefs which we look upon as more primitive. Thus before we can attribute 

to early Judaism any particular doctrine we must make certain to detennine 

the effect of the teaching as near to its time as history can infonn us. 

In Jeremiah's time we find a softening influence exerted ori 

this older principle--lovingkindness takes precedence over the iniquity of 

the fathers. The teachings of both Jeremiah and Ezeldel increase the dig­

nity of hum.an life. It could not be otherwise among a people who believed 

that their very breath was given to them by a God who formed them in His own 

image and who shared with them Eis divine breath. (!!his God desires only 

man's happiness. He has no pleasure in the death of any man that sins, nor 

does he requite the innocent descendants of him who wins. He helps toward 

goodness by endowing man with a port ion of Himself; and makes individual 

repentance the purging force of all sin.. However deep be the sins of a 

man, when he does at last return to God and to the right, his errors of 

the past.are no longer remembered; he is judged solely on his conduct in 

the now. This may be a weak man's arguments against duty in the minds 0£ 

some people, but actually it teaches that the consequences of a man's deeds 

must come home to him, and to him alone. The man who sins because of his 

own volition must suffer the oonseq_uenoes of his sin, but his succeeding 

generations are not harnessed with the burden of his error. 

A fourth element in the doctrine of original sin is that man 

:possesses an evil disposition. Biblical authority for this belief' is said 

to be present in Gen. 4:5 where it is written, w2he Lord'saw the wicked­

ness of man was g1•eat in the earth, and that ever~ •yetzer' of the thoughts 

of his heart was only evil continually." The implication here is .that 

the race freely brought upon itself, and deserved, the terrible punispment 

of the d.eluge. Gen. 21:8, 11The imagination (yetzer) on man's heart is 
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evil frO!U his youth" (note: not from his birth), however, implies that t.ne 

possession by man of such a propensity to,wards sin was regarded by YahWe 

as sufficient grounds for His showing mercy and compassion, and for His re ... 

fraini:ng from afterwards visiting the world with a Similar destruction. 

We have in these statements no suggestion as to the origin of 

this evil inolinati.on, nor is there any suggestion that it can be passed, 

through heredity, down through the ages. We dO have a suggestion of two 

qu.ali ties . that characterize man: one good, one evil, Our question mu.st 

now be this: What is the Biblical cionaept of the nature of man? The Bible 

holds that man is made of two stuffs, it~:~ and n ! 1 , spirit and flesh. 

The endowment of these qualities is shared by beast and man, but man i~ 

more blessed in that his spirit is more richly endowed. The soul of the 

beast binds it over to its destined place, while the soul of man mal!::es him 

free to develop himself that he may more closely attain the God in whose 

image he is fashioned. Man's creation institutes a new world. The whole 

of man--body and soul--has, because of its divine breath, the potentiality 

of a higher and nobler life. It is inconceivable that the Scripture ma.kes 

of man a thorough-going dual being, giving him a carnal nature which is 

sinful and a spiritual nature which is pure. We are not told that man is 

made of a.n impure earthly body and a pure heavenly soul, but instead that 

the whole of man is permeated by the spirit of God. Both body and soul a.re 

endowed with the power of continuous self-improvement. Man's distinctive-

ness lies not in his body which represents the evil in him; it lies rather 

in the ~pirit that .represents the good in him and which emanates from God 

to man, thereby lifting him to a higher realm and giving him moral freedom. 

Thus it can hardly be argued that from a Biblical point of view man has an 

evil disposition which tends toward sin. On the other hand, it could more 

easily be argued that man has an ingrained tendency toward the exercise. of 

his good disposition, since this very specific quality ~vhich distinguishes 
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him from.lower stages of life is the impelling force that urges him to. 

aspire toward. the Go'd who breathed. life into him •. 
(23 

Porter says, "The Jews never regarded the idea tbat the 

Yetzer became evil solely through man's sin. It does not appear that its 

rise was traced to Adam's sin. It must rather have explained the sin. 

God did not make the l'etzer evil but only man, and since man made it evil, 

it is in his power to make it good .•••••• But though in one sense the Yetzer 

belongs to man and though its evil power is great, yet it is not such as to 

dominate over man against his will, and there are those in whom it has no 

ruling power.'* 

Thus we :find that man is master over his own nature. Though 

oertain forces are prevalent which may direct him toward wrong, man is en-

dowed with the spirit stuff which is strong enough to overcome the evil 

forces. Here also we are compelled to admit th.at man's greater tendency 

is toward good rather than evil. 

We may now consider some of the passages in the Bible which al-

lude to the fact tbat sin is inherent in man from his birth. In Job 15:14-

15 we find,. ttWhat is man that he should be clean? And he that is born of 

woman that he should be righteous? Behold, Re putteth no trust in His holy 

ones: Yea, the heaves are not clean in His sight. How much less one that 

is abominable and impure, Man who drinketh iniq_uity like waterl*' Job is 

speaking here cl creaturely weakness, the natural infirmity, of a being such 

as man, attaching to him by virtue of his finiteness and tenworariness. 

This frailty 0£ mankind, Of Which Job freq_uently Speaks, and in Which he 

recognizes a claim upon God's compassion rather than a provocation of His 

wrath, seems to be regarded as belonging to man a.s suoh, to man as he was 

made by God. The writer of Job lookS upun huma.n nature as corrupt .'Put 

not corrupted; and the corruption is appealed to as an apology for his 

actual sj.nfulness. That which is born of flesh, and flesh is essentially 
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··weak; as .man is b.orn to trouble, so also is he born to imperfect ion. In­

deed, the angels of heaven, as created and finite beings, are imperfect 

and unclean. The holy ones are placed in this. same category. Man's im­

purity becomes such only when compared with the purity of' God. Man weak 

and finite is limited just as the select of God, who abide in the heavens, 

are weak and limited because of their finiteness. 

In J?salm 51 we read in verse 5, "For I know my transgressions; 

and my sin is ever before me.if IJ!he inherited tendency, ii' such the writer 
.. 

confesses, is not appealed to in a sense bordering upon that of excuse or 

plea oi' compassion, but :rather as an aggravation of personal uncleaness 

and personal guilt. It matters not ii' the writer writes as an individual 

or as a spokesman of the people at large, in the form of a national con­

fession of guilt. There.is to be found here no' implication oi' a belief 

in the fallen as distinguished :t':rom the sinful condi.tion of human nature. 

Sin is suggested as an hereditary taint in verse 7: ''Behold. I was brought 

forth in inig_uity, and in sin did my mother c.onceive me", but not in any 

wise in the sense that mankind shares in that sin, or that it had its 

origin in the :first :pa.rent. The origin of that sin is left une:iq:ilained •. 

Isaiah 43:28 likewise suggests a growing belief in a doctrine 

of' the fall of' man in the eyes oi' exponents oi' the doctrine. Here we· read: 

•!Thy first father sinned and thine interpreteJ:•s have ti~ansgressed against 
(24 

me•" We employ here the comment made by the New Century Bible,_ which .· 

clarifies the question before us. "~hy first ancestor (literally, i'ather) · 
'• 

does not mean .A.dam; XlitSmight lead us to identify him with Abraham, the 

'friend• of God, and this seems confirmed by li:2. This view is supported 
. ' 

by the Jewish commentator Rashi as well as by JDel~tzsch, Nagelbusch and 

Diestel.· But through.out the oracles it is predominantly Jacob or ~srael 

who is regarded as the national ancestorr see. :x:lviii;l-4 and Hos. :x:i1:4. 

It is Jacob who appears in the Patriarchal story as the crafty supplanter. 
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The LX,X. ~nfluenced probably by the plural form in the parallel clause 'thine 

fathers' :render here 'your first :fathers' and are follm'Ied by Gesenius 

and Hengstenberg. But this plural meaning is never expressed by a singu-

lar noun in the case of the Hebrew word :for 'father'. The plural form 

would certainly have been employed (as so :freq_uently in ..Deuteronomy)." 

''.i!he interpreters or mediators are here the prophets, who are 

the interpreters of God's will to men. The reference is to the false :pro-

phets as such as Isa.iah denounced (29: 9-10) and whom Mictah confronted 

(l lcings 2ff.) in the ninth century (853 B.o.E.) and in more recent times 

Jeremiah (23:11-18; 26:8-15.). Ho doubt priests are also included." 

Rashi 's comment on ~nn n 1 ir '·'')H ·1..., "l \ •. •.:• J ·'' ..• fl ,.J;,, 

This refers to Gen. 15 where Abraham asks, 11By what sign shall I know that 

I shall inhe·rit it?" For the second part of the verse Rashi interprets 

the intercessor to be Isaac who loved his enemies ~HJ l tf? :J trH prn~ ~ 

In either case .Ad.am is not referred to as the 11 i'atheru who is mentioned 

in this q_uestionable verse. 

• 

In Hosea 6:7 we meet with the term • This verse, 

too, because it refers to transgression, is listed as one of the verses 

pointing to a growing belief in the doctrine of a lFa.11. On this verse the 

International Critical Commentary and the Cambridge Bible state that it 

was not until P that was used as a proper name. It refers here 

and elsewhere, when used other than in the P oode or later writings, to 

the rroommon rnanu. These noommon menn who have not had the same privileges 

as the Hebrews have fallen into evil ways. It is e~eoted that the Jews 

who have had greater opportunities for following the good life should not 

err as they have. Job 31:33 substantiates this interpretation for here 

also we find used the term l'J1 !;.'; where most obviously it means men 

of commoner nature. On this verse in Job,».r. Buttenweiser says, 11This 

meaning of Ke 'ad.am (collective substantive )admits o:f' no doubt, in view 

0£ the accusative of comparison." We may now turn to the Hosea passage 



(27) 

to evalulfl.te the alpha part of the verse which :refers to a "covenant 11 • 

The prophet is merely e~~ing the people_ to act in a manner befitting 

them; not to content themselve.s with copying the manner of li±'e followed 

by the comnon men less privileged than they. We have here no reference to 

the first man, nor indeed to the general idea of sin as contained in the 

doctrine of the fall of man. 

We may safely conclude after an examination of these question-

able passages .t.ha t there is no evidence that a:ny connect ion between human 

sinfulness and Adam's transgression had as yet occurred to the Hebrew mind. 

That the '-divine image11 was lost at the Fall is contrary to the implications, 

as well as the expressed statements, of the ]ible. Certainly it can be 

stated with ~lome degree of :positiveness that no clearly defined view of 

the origin of sin in the world is presented. Though there are occasional 

references which do ascribe to man an inherited tendency to sin, this tenQ.. 

ency is n9t traced. to the incident in Eden. If sin is universal, it is 

part of the nature of man who is powerless in his :i'initude and human im-

pe1·feotabili ty. 



(28) 

CHAPTER II , 

. .Q].IGINAb SIM llI ~ PSEUIEPIGRAPRI\ 

We turn now to a new class oi' early Hebrew literature to de-

termine whether, in the day when these writings were popular, the notion 

was current that in the Bible there is indicated a basis for the doctrine 

of Original sin. There is much in the tone of the pseudepigraphic writings 

t.hat malce them akin to the writings of the New Testament and of the early 

Ohurch. Hence, an examination and exposit ion of these writings is neces-

sary for an underst~nding of the origin of the doctrine of human sin. 

No detailed account of the origin of the pseudepig:rapha can be 

attenwted her. A few statements will suffice to show that the real origin 

of these writings is shrouded in obscurity. Various theories have been sug-
(1 

gested. Porter holds that these writings have their roots in Essenism. 

Others contend that the origin is to be traced to foreign influences. Still 

others trace the beginnings to the writings of t.he literary prophets. Baby-

lonia, Greece, Persia, Egypt--are all described by different authorit~es as 

the fount from which the pseudepigrapha drew its ideas. There can be lit-

tle doubt, however, that although it was not entirely a product o:f native 

Jewish genius, it was a direct outgrowth from later propheoy, and a develop-

ment of the ideas oi' the later Oanonical books. In Isaiah, Ezekiel and 

Zechariah we find passages which, in both subject matter and eschato:togioal 

treatment, approach the character of the literature distinguished as Apoca­

lyptic; whi'le the book of 100.n.iel is an immediate precursor of these writings 

if not contemporary with them. 

From the close of prophecy to the .Macoabean age there is no 

writing of this character. This may have been due entirely to the fact that 

there was no special need for literature o:f this character. The apparent 

failure of the visions of the prophets gave rise to a new type of prophecy 
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which einpha.sized only the 1t:future world" aspect of the prophetic message. 

While offering a forecast of the future, these writers often attempted a 

review Of· the divine plan in tP,e past history of the raoe as a whole, and 

thus supplied, what might be called, a philosophy of history. In order to. 

include the future they reviewed the past, and in doing so they sought ·~o 

st.t.is:f'y curiosity more completely than did the ancient Mosaic Law •. Since · 

they atterm?ted to des.cribe the secrets that the fu·tu:re holds in store for 

man, they strove also to interpret the secrets that the past bad thus far 

not disclosed; and among the problems they treated is the beginning of sin. 

They offereid a· doctrinal interpretation of passages from the Bible whose 

earlier significance have now been lost. For this reason an examination 

of this literature is valuable to us in our study. 

The Bible ha.d by no means exhausted the stock of national tra­

dition, because it sought to wee~ out such material t~t .. did not lend it-
. ···"""""· 

self to ethical interpretation. The Pseudej;>igrapha. brings back to us some 

of the mythical, or rather legendary, material which were a part of Jewish 

life, and also includes some material that was borrowed from foreign. sources •. 
(2 

This, as Kohler, points out, becomes evident when we re'alize that the ex-

pansions of the Biblical narratives presented in the Apocrypha are haggadic 

in character. These writings are iµ fact a branch of the hagga.da.. It is 

true, howevar, that some of them never received the official sanction of 
(3 

the R?,bbis. Schechter. says, "2hey (the apocalyptic writings) have not 

the least trace in Jewish literature, and it is· most probable that none 

of the great authorities we are acquainted with in the Talmud had ever read 

a single line of them, or ever heard them by their name. However strange 

it may seem, the faot :remains that whilst these writings left a lasting 
' 

impress on Christianity, they contributed--with the exception, perhaps, 

of the Boole of Ecolesiasticus--little or nothing towards the format ion of 

Rabbinic thought. The Rabbis were either wholly ignorant of their existence, 
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or stigmatized them as :f'~bulous, or "external" (a. milder expression in 

some cases for heretical), and thus allowed them to exert no permanent 

influence u,pon Judaism." This view seems hardly to square with the fact 

that rabbinical literature teems with elements of Haggada identical in 

the minutest detail, however f'a:nc iful or grotesque, with such as we meet 

in the Apocalypses. 

I. THBl BOOK OF SIRAOH 

This book is classed toge·ther with the Book of Job, a number 

of Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes and the Wisdom of' Solomon in the Hohmah 
• 

literature of the Hebrews. The Book was written during the third century 

B. o. E. by a man who modestly professes to be a student and teacher of 
(4 

wisdom. Edersheim_ says of the Book: ttit represents an orthodox, but 

moderate and cold, Judaism--before there were either Pharisees or Saduoees; 

before these two directions assumed separate form under the combined in-

fluenoe of political circumstances and theological controversies. In 

short, it contains, as yet undistinguished and mostly in germ, all the ele­

ments developed in the later history of Jewish r.eligious thinking. But be ... 

yond all this the book throws welcome light on the period in which it was 

written. If we would kn.ow what a cultured,. liberal, yet genuine Jew had 

thought and felt in view of the great questions of the day; if we would 

gain insight into the state of public opinion, morals, society, and even 

manners at that period--we i'ind the materials for it in the book Eccles-

iasticus.n, 

With regard to the origin of sin, Ben Si:raoh's treatment is 

highly instructive, but it reveals the :fact that he found himself in great 

difficulty when he began to grapple with the subject. l:Ie mentions three 

distinct theories £or the origin of sin in the world and treats each separ-

ately. The first he combats as erroneous. 



usay not fr.om God is my transgression, 

For that which He hateth made Re not. 

Say not: (It is) He that ha.th made me stumble, 

For there is no need of evil men. 

Evil and abomination doth the Lord. hate, 
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And He doth not let it come nigh to them that fear Him. n 

In this portion he clearly denies that sin is from God. God, who loves 

righteousness, could never have created sin which He despises. He next 

gives evidence of his belief in free will. 

"God created man i'rom the beginl'ling, 

And placed him in the hand of his Yetzer. 

If thou (so) desirest, thou canst keep the commandment, 

And (it is) wisdom to do His good pleasure. 

Poured out before thee (are) fire and water, 

Stretch forth thine hand unto that which thou desirest. 

Life and death {are) before man, · 

That which he desireth shall be given him--

He commanded no man to sin, 

Nor gave strength to men of lies." (15:11-20) 
" 

In his use o:f the word *'Yetzeru Sirach means ttform1• or "framing", i.e., that 

·which is framed in the .mind, and it therefore comes to mean "imagination" 
" (5 

or "purpose"• In this meaning he follows Gen. 6:5; 6:21. :erof'. Schechter 

holds that Ben Sirach comes dangerously close to contradicting himself when 

he uses the wo:!'d Ye.tzar. ''The more conspicuous figure of the two yetzers 

is that of the evil yetzer. Indeed it is not impossible that the e:x;pression, 

good yetzer, as the antithesis of the evil yetzer, is of a later date.'' It 
.. ' 

· is, the1•efore, probable tha.t Ben Sirach, when making use oi' ·the expression 

·in the passage just quoted, had the evil Yetzer or tendency in mind; at 

.a.ny rate, the context shows that even if the word was used in a neutral 
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sense it was at least potentially the evil yetzer to whioh he referred. 

A second theory of the origin of sin as expressed by Ben Siraoh 

is found in 25:24, 

"From a. woman did sin originate, 

And because of her we all must die. 11 

(6 
JDr. Tennant, in commenting on this verse, says, ttlt has to be borne in 

mind that when, in the second clause of the verse, the writer passes to 

the thought of death, to the relation of Eve's Sin to our universal im-

mortality, a causal coruiection is distinctly asserted. The use of Tehill~ 

(beginning) in the former clause does not itself preclude the thought of 

such connection, in the case of sin, having presented itself to Ben Sira's 

mind, but it certainly does not suggest any such connection ••••• If Ben Sira 

intended to inq:ily that Eve•s transgression was the origin of human sinful­

ness, he was venturing further than was his wont beyond the letter of the 

Scriptural narrative Which he had in mind, and was already in :possession 

of a much deeper view of the first transgression than is to be met with in. 

Jewish literature until we come to St. Paul's Epistles. In any case this 

second view of Ben Sira's only traces the history of sin from the time that 

it first existed in hiunanity without trying to trace it any further back." 

Finally a third view is indicated, though not speoi:t'ioally 

stated, in 21:27-28, 

"When the fool curseth his adversary (lit., Satan) 

He ourseth his own soul; 

The whisperer defileth his own soul, 

And is hated wheresoever he sojourneth. 11 

•> 

.By the eXJ,Jression, "The whisperer defileth his own soul 11., Ben Siraoh seems 

to imply that the evil in man is a matter o:f his own making. The "?.dver-

sa.ryn referred to is the ungoclly man 9s own self. This view is strikingly 

like that eXJ,Jressed in Enoch 98:4, ur have sworn unto you. sinners, as a · 
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mountain hath not become·a slave, and a hill· does not become the handmaid 

of a woman. Even so sin hath not been sent upon the earth, but man of 

himself hath created it. And under a great cu:rse shall they fall 1Nho 

commit it.11 

The three views thus expressed may be summed tq> in the fol­

lowing maIUler: Re implies, though he does not definitely assert it, that 

the creation of sin is due to God, yet in the passage st~ted he strongly 

combats this theory. He teaches, further, that so far as the human race 

is concerned, the origin.of sin is to .be found in Eve; but he does not at­

tempt to trace its history back any farther. This, of course, was unneces­

sary in that his third view indicates that sin originates in each individual 

in the exercise of his own will. Ben Sirach does not exp~ain away the part 

of his second view that blames Eve for death in tb.e world. His treatment 

of the entire problem from these three angles makes his view on sin a very 

contradictory and Un.certain one. 

III 

TEE (AETH:EOPIC) BOOK OF ENOCH 

'l!his book has been ascribed to the second century B. c. E. 

In its groundwork, chaps. 1-36, we find an elaborate treatment of the 

Elohim-legend found in Gen. 6:1-4, concerning the descent to earth of the 

sons of God, and as we will presently see, it traces the e:kistenoe of sin 

on earth to this incident. In the Book of Enoch they are :referred to as 

the 1•sons of heaven", "sons of the holy angels*', or nwatchers 11 • 

~he purpose of the Watchers in coming to earth was to possess 

themselves of wives from among the sons o:f men. These women were ntaught 

c.harms a.Il!d e:iloha:iltments, aud acquainted with the cutting of roots arid woods" 

(7:1)• The offspring of these unions were giants, who "turned tb.emselve~ 

against mankind in order to devour them,u so that "the earth complained of 



(34) 

the unrighteous ones. 11 (chap. 6). In ohap. 8 we have a more complete 

statement of the teaching of the arts to men. In this activity Azazel 

takes a very active part. In 9:6 we read the plaint, 11see then what 

Azazel ha.th done, how he taught all the secret things of the world Which 

were wrought in the heavens. 11 Still more definitely is human sin ascribed 

to this visit of the angels in 10:6-7, "And heal the earth which the angels 

have defiled, and proclaim the healing of the earth,- that I will heal the 

earth, and that all the children of men shall not perish through all the 

secret things that the watchers have disclosed and have taught their sons. 

And the whole earth has been defiled through the teachings oi' the works of 

Azazel; to him ascribe all the sin•'' The passages thus far referred to im­

ply that the angels descended to earth from lust; their descent being some­

thing of a moral fall. They :further suggest that the waters were the cause 

of' all the sin in the world, and the bearers of human corruption by means 

of a hidden knowledge that man should never have known. This knowledge of 

the ea.rts and sciences, of warfare and of nature, serves as the basis of 

all human ailments. They were introduced on earth by these visiting cel­

estial beings. Thus the first dream of Enoch treats Of the problem of the 

.origin of sin. 

In his second vision Enoch presents a complete history of the 

world from Adam down to the final judgment and the coming of the Messiah. 

After the manner of the Book of D'l.niel the writer uses figurative language 

and'symbol.}zes his c.h.aracters by animals--the fallen waters are symbolized 

by the stars. While nothing is said·o£Adam's sin, it is distinctly taught 

that the corruption Of the earth which the Deluge punished, the first great 

judgment, was due, not to the sin of Adam, but to t.hat of the angels who 

visited the earth. In 98:4 occurs a statement which might be, and ·often· 

has been, interpreted as contradictory to this general view t~at the angels 

were guilty 0£ the presence oi' sin on earth. ttEven so sin has not. bee:n sent 



(35) 

sent upon the earth, but man himself has created it' and into great condem-

nation will those fall who commit it. 11 We must recall that it was at the 

inatigation Of the watchers that man accepted the teaching which ultimately 

l'ed to human sinfulness. Judaism invariably insisted on man's freedom, 

however it may have regarded sin to have been introduced. The angels brought 

the sin, and. man, free to select his own way, chose to follow the instruction 

Which led to error. Nor can it be argued that the writer includes the 

t1watchers11 merely because of his interest in angelology. Their influence 

is repeatedly connected with sin and its conseq_uenoes, with divine judg­

ments and the ordering of the world. In 88:2-8 the writer regards the course 

of nature as dependent on, and modified by, sin. The miscarriage of the 

functions of nature are here attributed to the sin brought into the world 

by the watchers; "And He will summon to testify against you the cloud and 

mist and dew and rain; for they will not all be withheld by you from des­

cending upon you, and that because of your sins•'' 

Only once is reference made to the.eating of the fruit of the 

tree of knowledge. In S2:Sff. Ence~ narrates that on entering the Garden 

he saw amongst other trees "the tree of wisdom, whioh imparts great wisdom 

to t.b.ose Who eat o:f' it. And it is like the carob tree.; its fruit is like 

the clusters of a vine, very ,beautiful; the fragrance of the tree goes forth 

and. pe.netre.tes far. And I said, 'This tree is beautiful, and how beautiful 

and attractive is its lookl• And the holy angel Ra:fael, who was with me, 

answered me. and said, 'Thi.s is the tree of wisdom, of which thy old father 

and thy aged. mother, who were before thee, have eaten, and they learnt wis­

dom and their eyes were opened, and they recognized that they were naked, 

and they were driven out o:f the ga.:rden.11n Dr. Charles points out here: 

''Adam's sin is not regarded. as the cause of' man's fall and destruction in 

the Ieluge•" Indeed, that sin seems to have been altogether ignored by 

the writer of Enoch as 1;1.ccounting for the universality or beginning of 
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hiunan corruption. , In the ~bove citation there is no mention of the sinful 

character of Adam's act· o:f disobedience. 

Allusion is also made to the tree of life. Here the author 

transplants the tree of life and the earthly paradise, Eden, to the New 

Jerusalem, and the :fruit o:f this tree is t ci confer not imrnortali ty but long 

life such as the Patriarchs a.re endowed with. 11Then will they rejoice with 

joy and be glad; they will enter the holy habitat ion; the :fragrance thereof 

will be in their limbs, and they will live a long life on earth, such as 

their fathers have livedtt (25;6)'• 

~hat these details of the Paradise story, its inhabitants and 

its wondrous trees should be recorded by the writer of Enoch, and yet point 

no allusion to A.dam's sin as involving consequences i'or the race, although 

his mind is :filled with the. problem o:f sinfulness and its judgment, is 

strongly indicative of the absence of any such notion among the people of 

his time. The writer employs the legend of the celestial visitors on ear·th 
(7 

in his e:x;plana.tion for the sinful tendency in man. Nor, as Prof. Cohan 

pointsout, is sin to be eternal in the world. nThe :final chapter, which 

fonns an independent addition to the book of Enoch, confidently announces 

that, in the last days, they that have done good shall see the end •of those 

who work evil, and end o:f:' the might o:f' the transgressors.' Sin shall then 

pass away, 'for their names shall be blotted out o:f the book of life and 

out of the holy bookS, and their seed shall be destroyed forever, and their 

spirits shall be slain9 and they shall cry and make lamentations in a place 

that is a chaotic wilderness, and in the fire they shall burn, :for the1•e :ls 

no earth there.• Thus the punishment that is the du'e of the sinner is not 

to be visited upon the saint. The individ:t1al is not burdened here with the 

guilt that was brought into the world by the 'angels' if he chooses for 

himself the righteous way of life." 
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III. THill TES.TAM.ElN1.CS OF 1.FrIE TWELVE J:>ATR1A.RCHS 

This work, which is contenworaneous with the book of Enoch, 

is an example of the haggadic midrash. Like Enoch, it contains the allus-

ion to the descent of the angels. One variation, however, is noteworthy. 

Instead of the angels bringing sin to mankind by teaching them the laws 

of nature, and o·t;her knowledge which leads to sin, the angels are seduced 

by the daughters of men. The crafty women change themselves into men in 

order to have relations with the angels (Test. Reuben V)• In Test. lhniel 

V occurs the :passage, 11and in every form o:i' wickedness will the spirits of 

seduction be active among you.u This last implies the Biblical and holder 
........... 

notion that the angels were responsible for the existence of the unnatural 

unions. 

IV. THE BOOK OF JUBIL!llES 

This work is not an apocalypse but an ha.ggadic comtnentary on 

Genesis written by a Pharisee Of Palestine. Its date has been variously 

set between the f'irst century B. o. E. and the first century O. E. It is 

the first exarqple of haggadic treatment of the Biblical narrative that we 

possess. 

Here also we find an interesting variant of the &'noch treatment 

of the legend of the descent of the angels. UThe angels of God which are 

called. watchers•• are said to have descended to earth in order to teach the 

o,P.ild.ren of men how to :practice justice and righteousness on earth (4:1!5). 

~.his is somewhat like the notion in the ~est. of Reuben, but it does not 

ascribe to tb.e daughters of men the seduction of these heavenly visitors. 

Only later, according to Jubilees, did the watchers begin sinning by marry-

ing the women on earth (4:22). This brought the Deluge as punish!nent to 

man. The sins after the deluge were caused by the offspring of these· 

unnatural unions. There is no effort made here to connect the visit of 
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the watchers with the beginning of sin in the world. It is merely 

treated, as in Genesis, to explain the corruption which immediately pre-

ceded the :f'loo de 

The writer is not unfamiliar with legends concerning the first 

parents. Adam and Eve, we are told, lived for seven years in the Garden 

Of Eden before they transgressed. The account closely follows the narra.-

tive in Genesis. The serpent is called by the name 11serpent 11 , and no at-

tempt is made to connect him with Sa.ta'$\, Satan is, however, mentioned else-

where in the book (23:9). The Genesis story is embellished with the ex-

pl~nation, "the mouths of the beasts and cattle and birds and things which 

walk and move ceased to speak, for they all talked one with the other, one 

tongue and one la:nguage.u 3:29 tells us that the animals were turned out 

of Eden along with Ad.am and Eve. The book says nothing of the moral con-

sequences of Adam's act. There seems to be no attempt to attach weight to 
... 

the teaching which represented the first sin as fraught with lasting and 

universal consequences for mankind. A.dam is said to have learned, from 

this experience in Eden, modesty; he. realized his nakedness and covered 

his shame, and from that time forward continued to wear garments. 

V • THE APOCALYPSE OF MOSES 

This is an account of the Fall as tqld by Eve. It follows 

closely the Biblical narrative though its style is somewhat more expansive. 

The tempter is Satan, and his motive in bringing ruin upon Ad.am and Eve is 

envy. The 'nadversarytt used the serpent as his medium, but in the account 

of the meeting with Eve the se~pent is forgotten, and Eve is accosted by 

Satan in the fonn of an angel {17:2)• The serpent in addition to receiving 

the punishment mentioned j,n Genesis is here described as losing his. feet, 

ears, wings, and other members, because it had allowed itself to become 

ua vessel of shame" (26:1). 
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As regards the entrance of death into the world, the answer 

. in this work is clear. In chapter X ii:ve cries bitterly, 11woe is me, if I 

come to the day o:f resurrection, all those who have sinned will curse me 

\ 
saying: Eve hath not kept the comma:n.dment of God.n A little :farther on, 

· when Adam is about to die 'he turns to his wife and says, "Eve what hast 

thou wrought in us? Thou ha.st brought upon us great wrath which is death. 

Call all our children and our c,hildren 'f\-.Q~ildren, and tell them the manner 

of our transgression. 11 ~hen :follows Eve•s description of the temptation 

to Which she succumbed a.t the instigation of Sa.tan garbed as an angel. 

It cannot be certain ii' the writer intended here to e::q'.)re·ss 

anything more than the :fact that Eve was the cause of death in the world. 

It is not clearly evident that he wanted to fasten upon her the responsibility 

of universal sin or the hereditary taint which Christian dogmaUsts have 

ascribed as dati11g from her. It is clear, however, that here, as else-
' 

where, the responsibility for the sin in Eden is laid at her feet rather 

than at the feet of her husband. 

VI. Tliffi APOCALYPSE QF·.BA.RUCH (The Syriac) 
(8 

Of' this work Charles says, "It is a composite work oi' the 

first century of the Christian era. Its authors were orthodox Jews and it 

is a good representative of the Judaism against which the Paulian dialectic 

was directed." In this work we have almost the last noble utterances of 

Judaism before it was plunged into the darkness that came with the dest:ril.c-

tion of the second Te~le. ·It was written while Jews still remained in the 

h..~ppier era of independence. The original manuscript, written in Hebrew, 

has been completely lost. It has been preserved through translation. 

Sin in this Apocalypse is described as being a conscious 

breach of law, a deliberate departure from the proper way of life. Thus 

we find in 15:5, nMan would not rightly have understood My judgment, 

i 
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unless he had accepted the law, and I had instructed him in 1Ulderstanding. 

But now, because he transgressed wittingly, yea, just on this gTotmd that 

he wot (thereof) he shall be tormented. 11 The law and the messianic expec­

tation were the two centers around which Jewish life gravita·ted at this 

time. Baruch does not make much of the Messianic expectation, but concen-

trates his tendency on the glorification of the Law. Unlike the earlier 

works, Adam is here described as the starting point of all transgression. 

When Adam fell, his name became symbolic of all the power of darkness, 

opposing~ the power of light, which is the Law. •'He that lighted has taken 

from the light, and there are but few who have imitated him. But those 

many whom he has lighted have ta.ken from the darkness O:i' Adam, and have 

not rejoiced in the light of the la.mp.n (18:1-2) • The law is light and 

Adam is darkness, the primary source of human unhappiness and transgression. 
(9 

On this verse Charles says, ''This passage agrees wi tll 2 Enoch and like 

it does not tea.ch the doctrine of original sin. 11 The .passage though it 

ascribes to Adam the power of darkl1ess does not :tn any· wise believe that 

man must follow in this power. The beta part of verse 2 of chapter 18 

implies that the other choice, walking in the path of the Law, was open 

to all. In the Christian notion of original sin no such choice is possible. 

Certain co:nse~uences followed the sin of Adam. First of all 

there came physical death. In this work death was brought upon man who 

would otherwise have enjoyed immortality. We read in 17 :3-4, 11 l!'or what 

did it prof~t Adam that _he lived nine hundred and thirty years, and trans­

gressed that which was commanded? Therefore the multi'tude of time that he 

lived did not profit him, but brought death and cut off the years of those 

who were born from him.o (The following verse draws the :par6.1lel between 

Adam and Moses whose life was briefer though more worthy because he -brought 

the law and life.} Likewise we find in 23:4, 0 Beca.use when Adam sinned and 

death was decreed ags.inst those who should be born, then the multi tu.de o:i' 
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those who should be born was numbe1'ect, fo:r that number a place was prepared 

where the living might dwell and the dead_ be guarded." Charles points out 

that in the Greek version of this same work Adam is not said to have brought 

death u,pon man, but premature death. This same belief seems to be the idea 

in 17:3 Where he points Out that the number Of years are not important. 

The premature death of Moses did not in aey wise lessen the -µsefulness o:f 

his iif·e, which was devoted to the all-important Law. 

A second. conseg_uenoe that came With .Adam's defection was physi.cal 

and psychical declension. This conseciuence appears very frequently, but most 

strikingly in 56:6 where trouble and anguish, disease and death, sensual 

. passion and the begetting of children a.re traced to it: 

''For when he transgressed 

Untimely death came into being (once more a modification) 

Grief was named, 

And anguish prepared., 

And pain was created, 

And trouble consummated; 

And disease began to be established., 

And sheol kept demanding that it Should be renewed with 
blood; 

And the begetting of children was brought about, 

And the passions of parents produced; 

And the greatness of humanity was humiliated, 

And goodness languished ... 

A third conseQuence is the spiritual evil that befell men. 

This is true in that man became a danger to himself (56:10a) and to _the 

angels (56:10b). "For he became a danger to his own: soul, even to the 

angels became he a danger.u Man's :physical nature be(}ame an enemy of the 
. . 

spiritual within him; because o:f it the angels tell through lust, and in 
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it resided the evil imp_ulse. This fa.ct, therefore, that man henceforth 

became his own worst enemy, implies that by the fall, a hereditary tend­

ency to evil was established in man. In one passage only does spiritual 

death appear to be traced to Adam (43:42-50), but even here it does not 

follow as an inevitable conseguence. 

11And I answered and said: 

0 Adam what hast thou done to all those who are born of thee? 

And w.h,at will be said to the first Eve who hearkened to the serpent? (42) 

For.all t~is multitude are going to corruption, 

Nor is there any numbering of those whom the ~ devours. {43) 

But again I will speak in Thy presence. 

Thou, O Lord, my Lord, knowest what is .in Thy creature. 

For ~hou didst of old command the dust to produce Adam, 

And Thou l~t the number of those Who are born from him 

And how far they have sinned before Thee, 

Who have existed and not confessed Thee as their Creator. 

And as regards all these, their.end shall convict them, 

And T.by law which they have transgressed shall req_ui te them on Thy d.a.y. n 
{44-47 l ' 

The mention o:t fire in verse 43 indicates that the reference"here is to the 

spiritual r~ther than the physical side of man. In chap. 17 and elsewhere 

the reference is only to the physical man it.a whom punishment comes. Even 

here this spiritual suffering is not to be construed as meaning that after 

the fall man no longer had the capacity for righteousness. On the contrary, 

it e~resses the belief in man's full exercise of the will to accept or re-

ject the e:x:arrwle set by Adam. This is evidenced by the conclusion of this 

discourse that appears in chap. 48. 

u:sut now let us dismiss the wicked and inquire about the righteous. 

And I will recount their blessedness 

And not be silent in celebrating tl).eir glory, which is reserved for them. 
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For assuredly ~s in a l_ittle time in this transitory world 

in which we live, ye have endured mil.ch labour, 

~o in that world to which there is no end, ye shall receive 

great light• tt ( 48-50) 
. 

We have in this entire passage a statement that resolves itself 

thus: Ada.in violated the divine comnand, and in so doing he brought upon , 

himself many evils. The light that was his now becomes darkness. The gen-

erations who followed after him shall suffer the same physical and psychical 

tormen·hs that Adiuu had to undergo. On the other hand, there are those Who 

do walk in the path of the Law, and though they are subject to sorrow and 

suffering in this temporary and transient world, they will have great re-

joicing in that world to which there is no end. Vile must keep in mind the 

basic motive of the writer. He was writing to appeal to those wb.o were be-

ginning to weal<::en in their loyalties and at·bac.b.ments to Judaism, and listen-

ing to the new teachings of the :rapidly growing Christian sectarians. He 

is seeldng to emphasize the La.w and how it can be redundant with blessings 

for him who wa.lkS in its path. He selects~ as an e:xar@le, the first man 

who went astray, and shows how his life was af:f'ecteO., and how all those v/.b.o 

follow in his error will be similarly affected. On the other hand, there 

are the righteous in the world Who are destined to that eternal joy of' the 

world to .come. 

Notwithstanding the penalties that he enumerates in 46:6, Bar~ 

uch holds that man is never deprived of his free will, his moral nature re-

mains unimpaired, and the spiritual conseq_uencEG of Adam's fall are in the 

ma.in limited to Ad.am himself. 1rhus we ±'ind in 54; 15-19: 

11 '.ll'or though Adam first sinned 

And brought untimely death upon all, 

Yet o'f those Who were born from him 

Each one o:t' them has prepared his own soul torment .to come, 
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Aud again each one of them has chosen for himself glories to come. 

For surely he who believeth will receive reward. 

But now, as f'or you, you wicked that now are, turn ye to destruction, 
. 

Because ye shall speedily be visited, 

In that formerly ye rejected the understanding of the most high. 

For His workS have not taught you, 

Nor has the skill of His creation which is at all times persuaded you. 

A.a.am is therefore not the cause; save only of his ovvn soul, 

But each of us has been the Adam of his OVl'Xl. sou1.n 
. 

Here we find a complete statement of individual responsibility. Man's sin 

and guilt are due to his own action. The evil impulse, to which A.darn yielded, 

and to which many others yield, is not a sin unless obeyed. Like the lat'er 

Talmudic view we have here the idea that sin is placed in man as a challenge 

· to his finer nature, something to ·overcome in forming his li:t'e. Thus man 

is captain of his own soul; he guides his own destiny and shapes his own 

ends. The issues of right and wrong are placed before him. What is strongly 

reminiscent of Deuteronomy do we find in 19 :l-2i: ttBehold I have placed be-

fore you life and death ••••• n 

~hus we may briefly conclude that there is nothing in Baruch, 

though he does assign the first sin to Adam, that would unite him in his 

viewpoint with the Paulian doctrine. There is no expressed doctrine of in-

herited guilt or total depravity. Man is :f'ree to follow the path of his o:wn 

choosing. ,He is not tainted with the sin o:f' Adam, but like Adam he ha.s the 

right to select the path contrary to law. If he does so, he opens for him~ 

self' the suffering that Adam had to endure. If he resists and follows the 

way of .righteousness, the eternal reward shall be his. 
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VII. 4 EZRA 

We have here a work contenu:iora.neous with the Apocalypse of 
(10 

Baruch. Tennant expresses the belief that either of the two works was 

written in answer to the other. They di:f't'er very sharply in their views 

ot' human sinfulness and :f'reedom of will. Some hold that this work was 

greatly influenced by the Christian thought which produced the thought ex­
(11 

pressed by St. Paul. Prof .• Gunkel, however, holds that the writer o:f' 

4 E-zra arrived at his thinking independently. .By the time this book was 

written Israel had been humbled to despair, compelled to brood more earn-

estly and introspectively than ever before in its history. Israel was now 

compelled to view doubtfully the efficacy of the law without, and man's 

capacity for good works within. It is' on this point that the attitudes of 

the two books so sharply differ. Hence, the writer of pseudo-Ezra approxi-

mates the later Christian doctrine of sin more nearly· than any other Jewish 

writer. In spite of his pessimism the writer believes that, all visible 

signs to the contrary, God loves Israel now as always, ~he a:pocalyptist 

never wavers in his conviction that ~ad's love for Israel exceeds all other, 

and finds in this thought a soi1rce o:f' supreme consolation. "Just as thou 

art unable to do fm.Y one of these things just mentioned, even so art thou 

powerless to discover my judgment or the goal of the love that I have de-

clared unto my people11 {5:40}. 

The age in which he lives is hopelessly involved in evil; it 

is full of ~mpotence and sorrow. This corruptible wo:c-ld and all that is 

mortal will dissolve, and be succeeded by the incorruptible world and im-

mort~lity. The entire world is sinful for none have properly observed the 

law. He, himself, is a.mo1ig the sinners: "For, in truth, there is none o:f' 

the earth born that has not dealt wickedly, and among those that e:x:ist who 

has not s_innad" (8:35). 
. . 

Man's infirmity is to be traced to the evil heart which was. 
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developed in Ad.run and transmitted to his descendants (3:21). For the 

first Adam clothed himself with the evil heart, transgressed and was over-

come; and likewise all Who were born of' him. Thus the evil germ became 

inveterate; the Law indeed was in the heart of' the people, but (in con-

junction) with the evil germ; so what was good departed, and the evil re-

mained. Adam clothed himself with the "evil heart" by yielding to the sug­

gestions of' the evil impulse (the Yetzer Hara of Rabbinic teaching). The 

"evil heart", thus developed, inevitably led to sin and death. The evil 

sown in the heart of' Adam was transmitted to his descendants. ttFor a grain 

of evil seed was sown in the heart of' Adam from the beginning, and how much 

fruit of ungodliness has it produced unto this time, and shall produce until 

the threshing floor comeu (4:30). All men have i'allen into sin and as a 

result this age (the present world order) is full of sorrow and impotence 

(4:27); the ways of' the world have become narrow and sorrowful and painful 

(7: 12). 

Nowhere is it explicitly stated how the fall of Adam and uni-

versal sin are connected, but that both are connected is clearly implied in 

· 7: 118, "Thou .A.dam, what has thou done I For though it was thou tha.t sinned, 

the fall was not thine alone, but ours also who are thy descendants. 11 How 

different is this view from that already cited in Baruch 54:19. Pseudo-

Ezra does agree, however, with the spirit of Baruch's writing when he points 

out that all sha:re responsibility for what has happened because they delib­

erately clothed themselves with an 'levil hearttt (3: 26). Thus the moral 

responsibility of' each individual member of the race is not denied. ]!Lan 

does have the will to reject wrong and approve the right. Probably the idea 

in the mind of the apocalyptist is that Ad.am, by his sin, lost much of the 

power of resistance, and this weakness he transmitted to all his descendants. 

· Noteworthy is the fact that nowhere does Ezra employ demonic characters as 

agents inciting either .A.dam or Eve to err. There is no mention of' an · 

I 
I 
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external, non~human inf~uence urging Adam to sin. 

The corruption of the human race is due to the development 

of something inherent in man's nature. (This is Similar to the Yetzer 

Hara of Rabbinic theology.) The author differs f.rom the Rabbis who follow 

him when he points out the wealmess of the law as a force for overcoming 

the influence of this evil tendency. In the already cited 3:22 we read; 

11~hus the evil germ became inveterate; the Law indeed was in the heart of 

the people, but (in conjunction) with the evil germ; so what was good de .. 

parted and the evil remained." According to him, both spiritµal and phys-
"· 

ioal death are a legacy from .kl.dam. The influence o:t' Adam's fall upon the 

Spiritual destiny Of the race iS implied in the reflection that it WOUld 

have been better if Adam had not been formed, or at least had been restrained 

from sinning. Thus, "I answered then and said: This is my first and last 

saying; that it had been better that the earth had not given thee Adam; 

or else when it had given him, to have restrained him from sinning. For 

what profit is it for all that are in the present time to live in he.avi-

ness, and after death to look :f'or punishment." Thus man is to su±'fer not 

only in this world for the sin of the first man, but in the after death he 

is to be punished :turther for the taint he inherits. Why suffer in this 

world when the fUture world holds no promise of good? 

VIII. A SUMMARY OF THE VIEWS ON THE ORIGnr OF SIN ANDIE.A.TH IN THE 
.PSEUIEPIGRA.PHA 

,The very frequent usage of the visit of the angels to tb.e 

children of' men suggests that this rather than the Paradise story of Genesis 

3 was the earliest basis :t'or the popular speculation as to the origin of 

general sinfulness in the world. The most ancient of the materials, em-

bodying folk-lore of a very remote period, uses the legend of the watchers 

with the appa1•ent intention of ascribing to them the source of' s:i.n:f.'ulness 

among men •. ·The fS.11 of the race and the cause of the generally unsatisfactory 

I, 
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moral condition among men seems to be generally ascribed 'to this celestial 

visit. 

Though this is generally true, there can be noted a gradual de-

crease, as time goes on, in the use of this source for human evil, and a 

gradual increase in the usage of the Paradise story. In the various books 

the 0Il'\Phasis of the influence of the watchers is noted. In the Book of 

Enoch alone there are important changes noted. In the first vision there 

is a different emphasis laid on the visit of the angels from that which is 

to be found in the second vision. In the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs 

the responsibility is shifted from the Angels ·~o the daughters of men, who 

seduced the heavenly visitors. In the Book Of Jubilees the visit of the 

angels was one of honorable intent• Only the protracted stay among the 

daughters of men brought the unnatural unions that resulted in unhappiness 

to mankind. In the Apocalypse of Moses Eve recounts in her own language 

the story of her experience, and the first sin. Here, Eve alone bears the 

burden of the sin of Eden. Though the writer intended to tell Of' the origin 

of death in the world, it is clear tbat the entire responsibility for the 

sinfulness is laid at her feet. By the time we reach the writings of' Baruch 

and Ezra, we have a rather complete tendency to ascribe the cause of sinful-

ness to the first pa.rents, either jointly or separately, rather than to the 

watchers. The .A,pocalypse of Baruch regards the fall as having brought ii;pon 

the entire race the liability of' future ptmishment,· from which the individ-

ual can escape only by leading a blameless life, asdi.rected by the ever-

efficacious Law. Though Pseudo-Ezra's teaching is bound up with the doc-

trine o:f the rtevil heart", it does in a very decided sense attribute human 

suffering to the first parent. 

Thus we ma.y conclude that already in Jewish writings the:re were 

to be found the seeds of the Christian dogmatic belief in the origin of 

human sinfulness, emanating from Adam, and reaching through him all mankind. 
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Though this body of writing modifies its point of view with the strong 

belief in individual responsibility and freedom of will, there is much 

in it that the Christian view could and did utilize. However, we can be 

certain that no such view as that finally developed by the Churchmen was 

held in this creative period. Too great was the belief in the efficacy of 

the Law, the loyalty of God to the JeWish people, and the responsibility 

of each individual for his own sins, Added to this, the belief in the 

freedom of will, to which this entire period subscribed, makes inwossible 

a highly developed belief' that Adam's .sin is borne uni versa.lly, and can 

never be wiped out. Man's destiny is guided by his own choice. No original 

sin shapes that destiny for him. 

IX. A!EXA.N3JRI.AN WRITINGS 

a. PHILO 

In Philo we have the mingling of Biblical .exegesis with Greek 

philosophy. Though J?hilo's philosophy may be referred to as a system, it 

cannot be looked upon as a unified and systematic body of theology. Al­

though Philo is anxious to make Judaism look attractive to the intelligent. 

GreekS of his day, he is also interested in st'udying the psychology and 

et·h·ias of the l!ebra.ic :past. His method was allegorical interpretation, . 

·What was :usually intended for history becomes very largely resolved into 

figurative psychology; and it is sometimes difficult to estimate how :far 

the events described in the Book of Genesis were regar·ded by him as in any 

way actual.- We may feel certain that Philo attaohes historical reality to 

Ad.am, and does not mean the account in Genesis to be ta.ken solely as de­

scriptive of the masculine element of ma.n's mind. His view of the story 

oi' the Fallt therefore, has both anthropo:l.ogical as well as psychological 

interest for us. He expang.s the storfy as did the Palestinian haggadists. 

The Biblical statement that A.dam was made in the image of God 
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is of fundamental importanoe to Philo. The similitude between man and. God 

is only t:rue with regard to the mind. 0 And .let no one think that he is 

able to judge the likeness from the character of the body; for neither is 

God a being with the form of a man, nor is the human body like the form of 

God, but the resem,blanoe i~ :·.s.poken of with reference to the most important 

part of the soul, namely, the mind. 11 (Creation of the World 23). Man is 

both mortal and immortal; mortal, in that his body is subject to death and 

decay; immortal, in that his soul is part of the soul Which fills the uni-

verse (Creation of the World 46). 

With regard to Adam's physical excellence Philo speaks in much 

the same strain as the Aggadists of Palestine. Thus at the moment of his 

appearance, the first man found all the requisites of life prepared for 

him. 11A.t the moment of his first birth man found all the reg_uisi tes oi' 

life already prepared for him that he might teach them .to those who should 

come afterwards. Nature all but crying out with a distinct voice that men, 

imitating the Author of their being, should.pass their lives without labor 

and without trouble, living the most ungrudging abundance and plenty" (Creat­

ion of the World 26). .l?hysioally the first m.::'l.ll was perfect; being superior 

to all his descendants as regards beauty (Creation of the World 50); and 

endowed with gigantic stature (Questions and Solutions to Genesis). He had 

converse with incorporeal beings higher than himself with whom he associated 

in a state of happiness (Creation Of the World 52)• He was free from all 

disease and affliction, possessed e:x:traolt"dinary powers of perception (ibid.), 

so as to perceive "the nat1:1.res, essences and operations which exist in 

heavenu, and was in ejoyment of the most perfect human bliss (Questions and 

Solutions to Gen, 32) • 

As to Aclam. 1s moral nature PhHo says but little. His impression 

is that Adam in his original state was morally neutral, a mixed being, neither 

good nor bad, existing in a state of the earthly man who is in constant need 

' :i 
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of instruction. Philo gives the example of the artist who k:Uows his art. 

Such a one. needs no instruction, but one who is imperfect in his art needs 

constant instruction. Adam, the idea, created in the image of God, is the 

perfect artist needing no instruct ion. Ad.am, the ma.n of clay, being imper-

feet, needs guidance. But if Philo says little of the original moral state 

Of the i'irst man, he says much with regard to the essential moral nature Ci 
(12 

man in general. HHis teaching in this connection," says Tennarit, "is in 
,. 

the main in agreement with orthodox Judaism. Ee did not hold ~ such view 

of the fall of Adam as would attribute.to it the cause of the sinful tend-

ency of his descendants." 

Philo does not regard physical death as the inherited conse-

quence o:t' Adam's sin in Eden; in other words, irmnofality was not implied 

in the uni'allen state, except for the soul. As to his body, the irrational 

part oi' inan, it is mortal by nature and related to the rest of the physical 

world. In Questions and Solutions in Gen. 1:76 we find, ttthat e:xistence 

which is perceptible by the outer senses is not good, and that such a 

(physical death) is not evil." The. death which Adam brought upon himself 

was ethical; it was the death of a soul buried in evil, and consisted rather 

in a firmer linion than in the separation of soul and body. Physical death 

is, therefore, the necessary consequences o:f corporeality, and can only be 

connected V{i th a fall, i:i' that fall occurred in a previous lite. The good 

do not really die and the wicked. are dead evell. while they live (Questions 

and Solutions in Gen. l!=i) • The only consequence which Philo attributes to 

Adam's sin are the toils and labors, the loss of the untroubled and happy 

lii'e in Eden. "But at _present the ever-flowing fountains o:i' the graces o:t 

God have been checked, from the time when .wickedness began to increase 

faster than virtues' in order that they might not be supplying men who are 

·unworthy to be benefited by them." (~he Creation of the World60)• 

.Philo 's p:red.ominant teaching is that the body is that part o.f 
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man to which sin attaches only in the sense that it is an impediment to 

reason and to the pursuit of wisdom, and it is to be regarded as a tomb; 

i:n spite of this,sin has its real seat in the mind. The irrational man is 

incapable of wickedness. Man is a mixed creature, between good and evi 1. 

Such a man was Adarn, and contrary to the Christian view, which holds that 

birth from Adam is a curse, birth from him is more noble, and more excel-

lent than that of any succeeding generation {On Nobility 3). Again, who 

is there to deny that those men who were born of him Who wa.s made of' the 

earth were noble themselves, and the founders of noble families? Adam's 
-

sin is venial as compared.to Oain•s. For Philo there is no inconsistency 

here. He points ·out that Oain is not included in the geneological lists 

oi' his father. In Genesis 5 where the U.eath of Adam and ·~he years of his 

life are recorded no mention is made of Cain. Seth becomes the head of the 

line which follows after the first man. Philo regards Noah and the Deluge 

as the begiru1ing ·of a second creation. Noah is equal in honor to the first 

ma.11, and with the .Deluge came the purging of all sin from the world. Human-

ity now starts afresh. Certainly in this one can clearly see that for Philo 

the sin of Adam, if it did taint those who followed him, did not have any 

effect after the time of Noah. .Death and .human sinfulness can be tr•aced only 

to the faot tha.t man by his very co:rporeal nature is weak, subject to error 

and liable to immortality. 

b. TEE BOOK OF THE SECRETS OF ENOCH 

Another Alexandrian work of il'f!Portance for us is the Boole of 

the Secrets of Enoch. Its author was a Jew, living in Alexandria, who be-

longed to the orthodox Hellenistic Judaism of his day. He chrunpions sacri-

fice and ritual, but :presents only the most enlightened views concerniugthem. 

In matters concerning the origin of sin and death he allows himself complete 
(13 

freedom and borrows freely from every source. Charles attributes Platonic, 
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Egyptian and zend elements as influencing his work. 'fhe result of his work 

is naturally syncretistic. 

God created the world ex nihilo (24: 2). Man he created on 

the sixth day. All the sDuls of men were created before the foundation of · 

the world (23:5)s This would obviate any belief in a psychical effect that 

might have come from the s.in in Eden. Man was created originally good, free 

will was bestowed upon him, and he was instructed in the knowledge of good 

and evil. But with the incorporat;ton of the soul into the body, with its· 

necessary limitations, man developed a bias for ev:n, and. death came as the 

fruit of this sin. ttFor after sin what is there but death'?" (3.0:16). Th:B 

.was already a part of yhe heritage of man before ~ve was created. For 

immediately after this we learn that God put deep sleep upon Adam and took 

from him the rib wherewith he created Eveo Death then was a part of man •s 

nature b.ei'ore he committed. any sin. We have here the belief that man ts 

corporeal limits made sin and transgression a J:Jatural part of his existence. 

Therefore dea1;h was vouchsafed for him, even before he had violated God's 
.. 

command. Apparently, however, every. man need not sin because the righteous 

escape the last judgment., "There will be one eon, andall the righteous 

shall escape God's judgment ...... (65:8). Unlike the Rabbinic view o:f a 

later time there can be no interoessi.on of departed saints for the living. 

"And now my children, do not sayi Our father is standing before God .and is 

praying for our sins, for there is no helper of man who has sinned" (53:1). 
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CHA.PrER III 

THE ,RA.BBUTIO. VIEW QE 'l!HE ORIGHT !N.Q 0.AU3E .QE SIN 

Before any a11alysis can be made of the viewpoin.ts to be found 

in the 1.ral::-nud, in regard to the belief in the origin of sin, we must point 

out something of the character of that body of literature, in order to show 

how extremely difficult it is to derive from it a:ny coherent body of theolog­

ical doctrine. A work of this nature, created over a pe1~:l.od of five hundred 

years, representing the thoughts and traditions of a period even longer than 

that, containing the views of numberless teachers and disciples~ cannot be 

e::i;pected to give a clear conoept on any one question. It is not always easy 

to distinguish between a statement that represents an iudividual point of view 

and one that represents an ancient tradition, revered aud shared by the people. 

The Rabbis did not limit their thinking, and consequently we meet with dis­

cordant views ·on particular points, as well as with an abundance of antithe­

sis, due to the enu;>hasis now of this, now of that, side of a question, at 

whose reconciliation no attempt is made, because no need for reconciliation 

is felt. 

It is in the haggadic elements o:f the Talmud that one finds ex­

pressed the teachings regarding the Fall. Bacher defines the Haggada as the 

•re~tical elaboration of the contents of a verse, the evolution of new ideas 

based· upon the interpretation of the Biblical text. tt Ideas are o:t'ten reached 

by the imagination, or by the comparison and blending of the teaching of one 

passage wi'bh tha·~ of others; and the result is ·!;hen 11 deduced11 :t'rom some 

particular verse. The fancifulness of some of the Rabbinical statements is 

thus best expl~dned by the curious methods by which the Rabbis arrive at 

some of their conclusions. 

Perhaps the surest approach to the problem of original sin, as 

viewed by the Rabbis, can be obtained through an examination of their views 
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on the first man. In the Yalkut Shirnoni to Genesis (section 80) we find that 

Adam was the first of God's creations. God feared, however, that man would 

claim a share in the glories of the Creation, a.nd therefore created only the 
.F,j 7 i ) 

or shellt of man. Though Rabbi Berachya, who made this statement, 

may have made this remark in connection with some thought other than the 

question of the tendency of the first man to sin, we can inwly that he held 

the view that God realize¢., even in the act of creating man, that he was a 

creature subject to limitations. Even before he was created it was destined 

that he be capable of boasting and claiming to share with God the wondrous 

work of creation. 

Genesis Rabba 8, corrunenting on Genesis 1:26, tells us the.t God 

consulted the angels when He decided to make man. 11Let us make man., tt The 

Rabbis liked to dwell on the glory of Adam before his fall. In Sanhedrin 38b 

we 1'ind 

1tThe first man reached. from one end of' the world to the other." So great was 

the effect of Adam upon the angels that they wished to call him "holy"• Thus 

·~When God created the first man the angels gazed upon him and wanted to call 

him 'holy'. What did God do? He caused Adam to :fall into a d.ee:p sleep. Then. 

all knew that he was but a mortal. Then God said: 'Cease ye from man, whose 

breath is in his nostrils, for wherein is he to·be accoimted of.'" Thus, 

even in his unfallen state man•s mortal nature was already known to God, and 

communicated by Him to the angels. .Another Midrash pointing to the same con-

clusion is to be found in Pirke R. Eliezer XI, Tan., Pekude 3. 11Wb.en all the 

creatures saw that God created man they began to glorify the name of his 

Creator and said; How great ai•e Thy works, O Lordl He (Aa.i:un) stood up, and ! . 

I r 
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he was fashioned in the image of God. They (the creatures) saw him and they 

thought he was their creator, and they all came to prostrate themselves before 

him. Adam said to them: You come to wors,Pip me, come let us go together, 

dressed in fine raiment and glory, and strength; and ascribe Kingship to Him 

who created us, just as a people make a human king who does not make himself 

king. Adam went first to pay homage to God and all the creatures went after 

him and they said: The Lord is King •• •" In this statement, Adam, bmediately 

after his creation, is conzcious of his duty to God, How fitting that man, 

made in the likeness of God, should instruct his fellow-creatures in the wor-

ship of the most high. It is not difficult to see here the belief that ma.n•s 

first nature is to pay tribute to the. Creator. 

~he Torah, too, figures in the earliest moments of Adam's life. 

In ?irke R. Eliezer XI, we read: 

/1 ,---, • 
:'"l' 'J ·:i ·1 ·r ... ·1 \>", '·> , I~ f·- I . I I I.) l.'t 

r l l 1 ! ' 'J vi 1 o • i':.) ~ ·1 \.' "' )' , .. -· .J .. . ~· ,-· 

• "T ti i1 

ttGod said to the l:orah: Let us make Adam in our image and according to our 

form. The Torah answered and said: Master of the Universe, this man Whom 

Thou plarmest to make is short o.f days, and prone to agi tatibn, and he will 

fall into sin. And if you do not plan to show much compassion for him, then 

it would be best that he be not created. God said to the Torah: Is it then 

in vain that I am called .inn ~,, c~~N ·r1N ? God ·then began to gather 

the dust from the four corners o:f' the world. n 

It is not without understanding the full nature of' man that 

God began His creation. The Torah which served. as the 11'bUl of specification11 

for all of creation here warns God of man's mortality, his tendency to fall 

I 
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into moods of anger, .and his consequent tendency to sin. Goel, armed. with his 

reputa'bion for compassion and great lovingkindness, proceeds at once to the 

task Of creating Adam. We have here a concept that would not allow a notion 

Of original sin as expressed by the Christian dogmatists. Man is created 

exactly as the Torah warned God he would be. God, willing to trust to His 

own personality in His relationship with man, creates him from the dust 

gathered from the four corners of the earth. On this point, too, Rabbi Eli~ 

ezer offers an explanation that completely obviates a notion of original 

sin. The dust was gathered from the entire world, from all four corners, 

so that When man comes to the end of his days, and must leave this world, no 

part of the earth will refuse to accept him by saying that this earthly crea­

ture is not a part of us. All the earth will claim himl In the very gather­

ing of the materials for the creation of man God did not overlook the possi- . 

bqity of trouble at his death when the earth might refuse to accept his 

lifeless body • .Death was the natural.end of man. His nature was planned to 

be such that he would have to be returned to the very substance of Which he 

was made. No :particular sin of' his made him liable to such an end,. It was 

a part of the divine plan that he should die. 

In this same work (chap. 13) we :L'ind the writer expressing a 

view regarding the intelligence of the first man. When the angels came be­

fore God and made light of' ·the masterpiece o:f creation, God pointed out to 

them that whereas they were the cause for disagreement in heaven, Adam was 

the unifying factor on earth. Not only is this to b~ said in f'avorof the 

:first man, but he is ,also possessed of' sufficient intelligence to ns.me the 

creatures, whereas the angels had failed in their attempts to do so. 

These instances will suffice to show the :rabbinic attitude 

toward the creat:Lon and :first hours of Adam. In these references thr~e 

important factors are appealed to. The view of' the angels toward the :first 

man was equal almost to their reverence for the Creator• ~hey were prepared 
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to worship him. Only the intervention of God, with the evidence of Adam's 

mortality, prevented the angels from making a deity of the first man. 'l'he 

creatures, too, were ready to acknowledge kingship to Adam. In this :i.n-

stance Adam, himself, conscious of his own limitations, and of the Kingship 

of God, instructs them in the worship of God. The Torah, which is conceived 

of as the "bill of specifications" by which God created the world, is also 

represented as advising God in regard to the creation of man. In all these 

instances one finds the i~plication that Ad.am was destined to be a creature 

with certain inherent weaknesses and tendencies. His mortality was assured 

even before he was created. His subjection. to moods and the consequent 

tendency to sin is placed squarely before God before He gathers the dust 

of which man is to be formed. ll'rom the point Of view of these rabbinic 

spokesmen, the first man is not to be shouldered with the responsibility 

of being the cause of human sinfulness and death in the world. 

We must· now turn to the rabbinic explanation of the presence 

of sin in the heart of man. For our purpose it is not necessary to examine 

the function of the serpent in the Paradise story, as inte~preted by the 

rabbis. We are interested rather in the concept of the presence of sin, 

and not ill the agent employed to entice man to error. This brings us to a 

study of the concept of the Yezers. In the treatment of this subject we 

must bear in mind that the rabbinic treatment of the Yezers is exegetical 

rather than speculative. It is based solely on the passages in Genesis 6:5 

and 8:21: "Ya.hwe saw that the wickedness of man was great upon the earth 

and that every 'yezet''. of the thoughts of his heart was only evil every day'~ 

01~tr "?~) y·1 pi l:Jt? n1;n:mo.Y1t~ 17::i1 
• "The 'yezer' of the 

/ 

J l 

The first of these verse (Genesis 6:5) is used in co:rmection 

with God's resolve to destroy man. 'l:he second is used in connection with the 
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flood. In this second iil.a.tance God resolves never again to punish man with 

a dest:ruction so complete as the flood. Thus as Porter says, nwe meet already 

the suggestion that the 'Evil Yezer (of· the thoughts) of the heart of man f 

is in part, or in one aspect, his fault and in part his misfortune; that the 

evil Yezer lies on the borderland between the choice and the nature of man. 

This prepares us to recognize the fact that in later discussions of the Yeze:r 

the question at issue is not the speculative question of the relation of the 

body and the soul to the fact of sin, but the.religious question of the re­

lation of God and man to sin, ·and the practical question of escape and 
(1 

victory. 11 

Of the two yezers the evil yezer seems to be the most discussed 

and the best known. It appears to be older than the good yeze~, or rather 

Of the belief in the presence of a. good yezer in man. Very rarely is the 

good yezer spoken of, and the yezer usually s·tands unmodified and always in 

the evil sense. Porter points out that this is evidence against the belief 

that the good yezer represents the soul and the evil yezer represents the. 

body, making them expressions of the character of two equally essential 

parts oi' man• "Rather it is the nature of' man as a whole that is in mind, 
(2 

and in it the evil tendency, or disposition, dominates." Ii' Porter means 

that the notion of the evil yezer dominates in rabbinic thinking, his point 

cannot be denied. · If, however, he holds that man is victim o:f the evil yezer 

which dominates him, he fails to properly interpret the rabbinic view. E'or 

though the rabbis do n'ot :f'a.il to acknowledge the tendency for evil in man, 

they do champion the ·power of man to overcome this evil tendency. That this 

is true will be more clearly shown below when ~e treat the question of the 

conquest of the evil yezer by man. 

The seat of the good and evil irrwulses is in the heart •. Numer-

ous e;.amples proving this are to be found. in the Bible. Both passages in 

Genesis 6:5 and 8:21 make this apparent. Genesis J.'.{abba 67 ex.plains "Esau 

ii! i! 
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spoke in his heart 11 in this sensee In Mishna Berachoth IX:5 we find the 

explanation Of the varied spelling Of the wortd meaning "heart"• Sometimes 

it appears 
. ,,, . 

(;: .1 : \~ 
t,)"i., ..... , .. ,., 
' .... J • I I I • '·' 

J 7 ' 
:·1 :"J ·r :) n 

sometimes :J :J 7 • '.l.1hus the misbna says: 
:;.,~ "1 '·1 'J )·') ' l r·r . o:'J"i i'T i)"'l s'~ '7 ·c·· ~. 'l 'J :, o-" . ,. l ., !.. • • • - ' ' ..... / I I fr I . ( I ·:· :J 't .. n 
-~· !;)1 l.(,· •. ~!J' '""'"Jt ... t., •. ~.,· ·1·'' t., 
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"Man should give thanks for evil just a.s he gives thanks f'or good, as it is 

written: 'Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy "'i :J .'J \1 heart , and 

with all thy soul and with all thy possessions.• With all thy heart ·i 'J ., l.., 
" ,,J ( 

means, with both thy yezers, with the yezer tob and the yezer ra.11 In Baba 

Bat,b.ra 16a 11my heart is wounded within me" is interpreted to mean 

that his evil yezer has been wounded, or slain; hence, David is to be listed 

with the Aboth over whom the evil nature had no power. 

We must now consider wherein the evil yezer affects man. There 

~re some phases in the li:fe of the individual in which the evil yezer is par-

'ticularly strong.. Sensual sins are often ascribed with special emphasis to 

the yezer. But the evil yezer is not limited to-lust and passion alone. 

Jochanan b. Nuri is reported to have said: "Let one who is in anger, ·!;ears 

his garments, breakS vessels, casts away his money, be in thine eyes as one 

who practices idolatry. For this is the craft of the evil yezer; today it 

says to him to do this, tomorrow to do that, till it says to him: toa prac­
(3 

tice idolatry, and he goes and does it.u The evil yezer likewise is the 

cause of the Jews' failure to observe the cer.ewonial law, such as the pro-

hibition of swines' flesh, of wearing goods of linen and wool mixed, the 

scape goat and the red cow (Sifre 86a, Yoma 67b). The yezer may cause 

disbelief. in judgment after death. u1et not thy yezer assure thee that 

aheol is a house Of refuge; for perforce wast thou framed and born, perforce· 

dost thou live and die, and perforce thou art given account and reckoning 

(Aboth 4: 32). 

Nor is the yezer to be consider altogether evil for man~ It 
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is not present in the world to come. 11 It was a commonplace in the mouth oi' 

Rab, that in the world to come there is neither .eating, nor drinking, nor 

procreation, nor barterl nor envy, nor hatred~ nor strife.rt (Ber. 17a). 

''The evil yezer, 11 says Reuben b. Aristobulus, "comes to man at the moment 

of conception and lurk:S continually at the door of the heart. When a child 

in the cradle puts his hand on a serpent and is bitten, or on coals and is 

burned, it is the evil yezer already ruling in the child, which prevents 
(4 

caution before what is harmful." Thus the evil yezer becomes a part of 

one with b;i.rth. It does not wait until the individual becomes sexually mature 

and the victim of sexual desire. 

We must next inquire as to the origin of the evi). yezer. In 

this the rabbis depart radically from the Biblical texts upon which they 

base their thinldng in regard to the yezer·. In the Biblical text it is quite 

clear that man is the creator of his impulses. Man alon_e shapes his thoughts 

and his character. There is, however, some suggestion, as we have pointed 

out above, in Genesis 8:21 that man is the hapless victim of his yezer. 

This leaves room for the belief that God is the creator of the yezer within 

the heart of man. Indeed this is the rabbinic _view. In Berachot_ 6la we 

find, nGod created mah with two yezarim, the good. and the evil. 11 Nachman 

ben Chisda's intei•pretation of the two 11yods 11 in ·bhe word ye.zer likewise 

brings out the point that Go(l is -the creator of the yezers {Erubin l8a). 

Man is, however, responsible for making the evil yezer more evil by sub-

mission to is power; he is also capable of puhing it to good uses. The 

im;portant question for. the rabbis was not how the yeze:t came ·to be, but how 

man can master it, and how God will in the end destroy it. 

The conquest of the evil yezer is a hard taSl'.:: because of its 

power, but it is possible because of man's moral freedom and especially 

because of Israel •s possession of the Law and the help given in an$wer to 

prayer. There are those in whom the yezer, in spite of its great power, 
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has no ruling for~e. Abraham, Isaac,and Jacob were :t'ree from the evil yezer, 

and in .. David it was slain when he said., 11My h:iart is wounded within me.11 

(Baba Bathra 16a). When the yezer is regarded as a good and indispensable 

part of creation it is to be put to good use. When it is regarded as the 

impulse to sin it is to be suppressed. In Sotah 47a it is clearly stated 

that the yezer is not to be eradicated but controlled. 

Thus, it is through the evil yezer that man stumbles into sin. 

It was this evil yezer which caused Adam to err and to bring to mau ·t;he woes 

that man experiences in life. Nowhere is it suggested that man canuot over-

come the evil yezer and be possessed solely of the good yezer. Indeed, as 

has already been pointed out, alJ. men did not have an evil yezer. Though 

it is difficult, man, because of his moral freedom, can overcome the prompt-

ings of the evil within him. 

Having established the cause for sin in the world and the origin 

of the sin of Adarn, we' now return to a consideration of the rabbinic view 

of the effect of the fi:r.st sin on the first sinner and its subsequent effect 

upon all the generations of man who followed him. It was, of course, uni-

versally taught that the first parents brought death upon themselves as. a re-

sult of their sin. The Targwn of Pseudo-Jona.than on Gen. 3~6 says that Eve, 

when beside the tree, 11 saw Sa.mael, the angel of' death, and was afraid, 11 and 

repeats the d.enunciatlon of death against Adam and Eve much as in the words 

of the scripture. Though the fact that Adam did not die in the day in which 

he ate the. fruit of the tree presented a difficulty, the rabbis explained it 

away by saying that a 'day with God is a thousand years. Adam lived until 

he was 930, hence the life of man is limited 1x> three score and ten (Genesis 

Rabba 19). 

It is of greater importance for us to determine whe,t opinions 

were held by the rabbis upon the relation of the mortality of the race to 

the punishment of Adam and Eve with death. Only in studying this problem 

Kiali&veaWM ... , .. 
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do we touch the important element in the Christian doctrine of the l!'all. 

On this question there is considerable difference among the Rabbis. 1Ju.r­

ing the earlier centuries of the common era the prevalent view was the 

individualistic view of' sin and responsibility; i.e., that each man dies 

for his own sin. In Sabbath 55 we find that R. Ammi holds that there is no 

death without sin. The same idea is noted in Baba Bathra l7a. To illus-

trate the viewpoint of R. Ammi, a legend is narrated in the Tanchuma, ac-

cording to which 11all the pious beings permitted to behold the Shekina be-

fore their death reproach Adam (as they pass by him at the gate) for having 

brought death upon them; to which he replies: l died with but one sin, but 

you have committed many; on account of these you have died, not on my ac-

count" (Httkkatl6). Still better proof of the belief in the individualistic 

not ion is to be found in .Arachin 1'/a 9 in the opinion of R. Eliezer b. Hyr-

kanos: ttif the Holy- One, blessed be Hel should enter into ,juc.J.gment with 

Abra.ham, Isaac and Jacob, they would not be able to stand before the prov-

ing (or e:x;posure)." In· Ber. 33a, in a passage referring to serpent bites, 

Rabbi Ohanina. b. :Dosa is credited with saying: nit is not the serpent which 

kills, bTi.t the sin in us.u 
.. 

In Sabbath 55 cited above there is a definite clash of opinion. 

Rabbi Arnmi 's opinion that 11 there is no death without sin'1 is objected to on 

the ground that Moses and Aaron who had kept the Whole Law had died, as did 

Adaln. God answered and said, nAll things come alike to all, there is one 

event to the righteous and to the wicked,•• Then R •. Ammi claims the author .. 

ity of R. Simeon b.·Eleazar: •t:M.oses and Aaron also died on account of their 

ow.a. sins 11 as is said in Numbers 20: 12, 'therefore because ye have not be-

lieved. ''' It is added, "R• Simeon b. Eleazar has, however, said: 'There 

is also a death without sin and suffering without gu.ilt. 111 This difficulty 

is further found in Baba Bathra 17a where a tradition is stated that 11 over 

slx the angel of death had no power, viz., Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, 

r 
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Aaron, and Miriam. Likewise, four had died without sin: Benjamin, Jesse, 

.Amra.m, and Chiliab. This citation of exceptions is an apparent proof of 

the general rule that there is no death without sin.. '~hey merely stated to 

prove the general rule that the responsibility is with the individual; every 

man is Ad.am of his own soul. 

Rival views are, however, not absent. R. Jose (4th cent.) is 

said in the Si:f'ra. 27a to have said with regard to Adam, "For whose single 

transgression, he and all his posterity were punished with deat-h." In the 

YalkUt Shimeoni the saying is thus expanded: 11 I:1' thou wishest to know the 

reward of the righteous in the world to come, learn it from the first Adam, 

who had only been commanded one single law, which he transgressed; see how 

many deaths were decreed against him and his generations, and against the 

generations of his generations,, to the end. of his generations .n In .Deuter­

onomy Rabba 9, Moses (who was declared by Rabbi Simeon (Sabbath 55) to have 

brought death u-pon hiu~elf by his own sin) was held by Rabbi Levi to have 

died 11because of the sin of the first man, who brought death into the world,." 

In .Pesiltta de R. Kahana ll8a. there is a passage according to which .A.dam's 

posterity appeared to him when he ate of the forbidden tree, and he ack­
(5 

nowledged to them that he had been the cause of death. Tennant expresses 

the opinion that "legends once used to su,pport the older doctrine (oi' indiv-

idual responsibility) with regard to death were actually altered to suit an 
(6 

increasingly prevalent notion of original sin,. 0 Tennant aclds to this the 

statement: rtWe have, however, been unable to trace one instance of the 

ooourrence, in rabb'inical literature previous to the close of the talmt:1.dic 

period, of the idea that Adam ·included in himself potentially the Whole race, 
(7 

and that his sin was the sin of all mankind11tt 

The entire basis of difference between the rabbis who argued 

that every man is the Adam of his own soul, and those who argued that death 

is from Adam, is to be found in the notion of individual responsibility. 
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On this independent question there can be no doubt as to the stand of Jewish 

teaching. From the time of Ezekiel and. Jeremiah the notion of inclividual 

res1mrisibility is dominant• 1.rhe formal repudiation by these prophetic teachers 

is voiced throughout Jewish writings. The teaching increases the cii~ni ty of' 

human life. It could not be otherwise among a people who believed their very 

b:rea.t~was given to them by God who formed them in His own image and shared 

with 'them His own divine breath. God desires only ma.n's happiness. He has 

no pleasure in the death of any man that sins nor does He requite the inno-

cent desoeno.ent of him who sins. He helps toward goodness by end.owing man 

with a portion of Himself, and makes individual repentance the purging force 

for all sin. God repents that He placed in man the evil yezer which makes 

difficult i'o:r man the life of perfect righteousness that He demands of Him 

{Sultimh 52b). 

Still another notion argues against the permanence of the taint 

of Ada.m's sin. In Sabbath 146a, and in Yebamoth l03p, are listed e:x:pres-

sions that when the children of Israel accepted the Torah all previous sin 

was forgiven. Thus in Yebamoth l03b 

~ J • D ·1 tr :.i r ·1 t.) y ['.' 17 H i ~:' ~ • !'; 'Cl n 1 r }t·r :J · 1? • D n rr ·1 rr 1? ;.1 \":) n J H :i '.;! 1·1 y ~7 ;1 

Like.wise in Xedushin 30b and Baba Bathra 16a the Torah is the purging force 

which cleanses the individual of the yezer ra which is the cause of sin. If' 

one is to take the Yebomoth reference literally; the assumption is that the 

:rest of the world is still tainted with the sin o:f' .A.dam, while the Jews who 

have accepted the TorS,h are freed from this taint. With this last idea even 

St. Paul concurs in the very passage upon wh.ich Christian dogmatists base 

their doctrine of the Fall. In the Epistle to the Bomans V: 14 we read, 

iiNevertheless, death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over them that had 

:not sinned after the similitude of Adam's transgression, who is the figure 

of' him that was to come." To this extent Paul was giving expression to sound 
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i"abbinic doctrine. 

At the very outset we pointed out the difficulty of arriving at 

any positive view in regard to the rabbinic view on any doctrinal question. 

We can, ·however, arrive at certain conclusions as to their viewpoint on the 

basis of the reaction that is to be met with in the 'falmudic and Midrashic 

material to the various elements making up the Christian doctrine of the Fall. 

We may thus conclude that the following characteristic views are to be met 

with in the Talmud: 

( 1) When the stateme.nt is ma.de that man is responsible for the 

increased tendency of his evil yezer, it refers to the individual man and 

not to the race. .Each one yielding to his inclinati.on and not seelcing with 

sufficient indulgence to overcome it, has caused its increase of might. 

The ascendency of the evil yezer over the good yezer is a. universally ac-

quired hab:it, not an hereditary disease. 

(2) Talmudic literature insists upon man's capacity to overcome 

his evil te11dencies however strong they might be. ·There is no hint that his 

free will is diminished in consequence of the sin of the first pare11ts. Here-

in lies the chief difference between the Jewish and Christian view. :&'or the 

Christian dogmatist, the individual is helple$s, stamped with the taint oi' 

the first sin; for the Jewish thinkers, every in~ividual is endowed with a 

might to overcome the evil tendencies that assail him. The rabbis did not 

fail to recognize the general sinfulness oi' hum .. -a.ni ty, yet they did not aban .. 

don the idea that man could be sinless. 

{3} The ;yezer ra, which for the rabbis is the cause of all 

sinfulness, is nowhere explained in connection with the incident in Paradi~ 

no:r is it hereditary in nature. The evil inclination was planted by God in 

Adam. It did cause his sin, aml it was planted .. in every· human being since 

Ad.am, but not from Ad.am. Here again the Jewish view differs from the 

Christian. The Christian view is that the evil nature is limited to the 
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physical being of man, and can therefore be transmitted from parent to child.· 

throughout the generations. The Jewish view is that passion and sin is the 

product Of the whole man, of body and soul. In Sanhedrin 9lab, we find the 

parable ·of the blind and lame, wher'e both body and soul are indicted for 

causing sinfulness. ]'or the rabbis, the yezer :ra was in man, throughout his 

being, permeating and sometimes dominating him, but it was not considered to 

be limited to that part of the individual that is transmitted in birth. 

We must conclude, then, that the only consequence of the first 

sin in filden was the removal of the supernatural adornments of Adam and his 

death. Ho dtrainished freedom of will, no permanent ascenii.ancy of the yezer 

ra, was guaranteed for the future generations as a result of this sin. Nor 

do we find any idea of all the race being in Adam, when he sinned. Thus the 

future generations were in no wise affected by the sin of the :t'irst man. 

If by employing their powers of resistanqe over evil which suggested. itself 

to them they were free' from any dangers which the God-given yezer ra might 

cause them to inflict upon themselves. 
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CHAJ?'rER IV 

S."HE POST-RABBINIC VI.EV! OF THE lDC1rRHlE 01!' ORIGINAL SIN -.......-... ~---- -- --
The view of the medieval Jewish commentators and thinlcers in re-

gard to the sin of Adam can best be obtained from an examination .of their com-

ments on verses of the scripture which have been cited as indicating a belief 

in the doctrine. We may consider first the passage in Isaiah 43:27, 

?:::in / l ;·~':''1 :r '!" ~H' • We are concerned only with the alpha part of this 

verse, "Thy first father sirmed.n Rashi 's viewpoint cited above is expressed 

in his in·l;erpretation of ? ~ "· '.,;' "l "'j ) I I: l•·l f • This refers to GeneS:S 

15 where Abraham asks, '~By what sign shall I know that I inherit it?'" If 

Isaiah 43:27 is to be regarded as indicating a belief in the doctrine of 

original sin, we must conclude that Rashi looked upon Abraham as the first 

sirmer. Red.ale (.David Kimchi) commenting on Isaiah 43:27 says: 

• l P·~.LY J ti ;.ri. o ·0;:; n :i 7 ~L't ' ~ :) 

"Thy first father sinned, refers to (Adam) the first man's very nature is 

sinful, for (it is written), 'The inclination of man is evil from his ~uuth.~" 

On Genesis 8:21 which h'f q,uotes as evidence of his opinion, Rashi says: "It 

is written •from his youth' because when the child stirs to go out of the 

womb of its mother the evil inclination· is given to him." .A.ppa:rently· Redak 

held that.Adam sinned because of an evil ten~ency which he possessed from 

his oreation. F:rom this it would not follow that he would consider him re-

sponsible for ·the presence of sin in the world, nor the source of all sin 

throughout the ages. ·1~·11 t1·r1~m commenting on this same verse in 

Isaiah say: "Adam was a sinn~r even though he was created by My hand, how 

much more full of sin are you who are born 0£ men and women.•1 Here the 

interpreter recognizes no relationship between the sin of Adam and the sins 

of the later generations. He is fully aware of Adam's guilt even though 

I! 
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he was created by God, but does not see in the guilt of the later genera­

tions any relationship to the sin of Adam. Ibn Ezra sees in this verse 

a.reference to Jereboam who when chOsen by the Israelites to be their king 

became king without the consent of God. R. Joseph ibn Caspi points out 

that "Adarn11 may refer to a variety o:f.' things in numerous classifications. 

It may even refer to Adam, but he believes that the beta part of the verse 
• <•T._l,. y:.(1 (~ 

obviates this. He then attempts to give a peshatlo interpretation of' the 

verse, :referring to the conflict Which was then raging. 

On Hosea _6:7 both Bashi and. Mezood.as £avid interpret 

a.s referring to the first man, and the transgression to be the first sin. 

No attempt is made to do more than identify the meaning of Adam. Ibn Ezra 

makes no comment on Oi~~::i , while Redak gives :tt th~3 same treatment as 

Rashi and. Mezoodas »avid. It is evident that this very indifferent treat-

ment by these commentators to a ver~e pointed out as pointing to a belief 

in the doctrine of Original Sin indicates no connection on their part to 

whatever beliefs they may have held to this particular verse. 

These comments indicate how remote was the idea of original 

sin from the minds of these representatives 0£ medieval Jewish thought. 

Ibn Ezra, whose treatment is usually the.most scientific, completely ig .. 

nores the suggestion made by the wo1~d O"!N , It would appear that 

while the Christian world was giving much thought to the problem of original 

s:tn the Jewish world was unconcerned about it, It was not, however, unknown 

to the Jewish thinkers, for writings exist which indicate a criticism of' 

the Christian point o:f view. We will now consider the vievvpoint of Chisdai ;i' 

Crescas (late 14th and early 15th century Spain) who refutes the doctrine 

held by the Christians of' his day. 

In his 0 \ "1 'x l J iT n "l ~ "'l j'J ]9 7 'It:'.) ~1 cha.pt er 8, Crescas treats 

the problem of' original sin. Quoting Paul's Epistles {Rom.ans .5: 12, Corin­

thians 15 :21), Crescas states the Christian point of view· in the following 

,· 
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manner: God created man and in the begi:nnine dowered _qim with favors. In 

spite of this, man sinned and brought sin and aeath upon himself and all his 

descendants. Sin;.;e sin and death came through a man, salvation must also 

come through a man. Jesus took on htunan form, came to earth, and suffered 

death to at one for Adam's sin. In his re fut at ion Crescas points out that 

the punishlnent given to Ad.am for his transgression was physical, not spirit­

ual, and also that he did not transmit h:i.~ sin to his descendants. Evidence 

of this last is to be found in Ezekiel where individual responsibility is 

vouchsafed to man. Ad.a.m's sin was lighter than .the sin of Cain, who was a 

fratricide, why then is his sin not accounted as the original sin? 

The idea that Adam was given grace in the heavenly iilden before 

his sin, and th~t his descendants and he' lost it by his sin, is erroneous, 

beoa~e immortality is not dependent on God's grace alone but upon man's 

moral conduct. For Orescas, the loss of i~ortality is likewise an individ­

ual matter, not to be linked with the sin in Eden. "How can one conceive 

that lifoah, Shem and the Patriarchs, who were righteous, were denied divine 

favor and immortality"€ If .A.darn before sinning merited all this, how much 

the more,the .Patriarchs? Though,:.bo.rn, according to the Christians, in sin, 

they all led noble lives; therefore they deserved Gan Eden more than .Adam 

before sinning. 11 

Oresaas points out further that one Christian theologian said 

that Abraham was taken from Gehi:nnom because of the merit of the Brith 

Milloh, but he could not enter the Gan Ed.en because of the original sin. 

Ee remained suspended betwee~ Gan Eden and Gehinnom. When Jesus came and 

atoned for the sin of Ad.am, by his .death, Abraham and the rest of .the 

righteous were brought into the Heavenly Garden of Eden. According to 

this, any Jew performing the 613 Mitzvoth is given spiritual peace in.this 

suspended state. Perhaps Jesus will mercifully bring them also into the 

Gan Eden as he did Abraham who was not born a Christian. 
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Oresoas proves that the prophets were not in Gehinnom. To 

prove this he relates the incident of the visit of Saul to the witch of 

· Endor when Samuel was summoned from his resting place. When Samuel arrived 

he complained that his rest was disturbed. Crescas argues that if he were 

in Gehinnom he would have relished this disturbance rather than have com-

plained about being taken from his peaceful rest. 

Turning to a consideration of the rabbinical view o:f the problem 

o:f original sin, Ore seas says that most of the rabbis admit that Adam was 

\' 
created to be immortal, and if he had not transgressed he would have lived ,, 

:forever• This he proves by Genesis 2: 17, where .Ad.am is war11ed. that he would 

surely die if he ate of the forbidden :fruit. He quotes Sabbath 55b and Baba 

Bathra l7a to show that even those w.ho lead perfect lives die because of the 

wiles of the serpent. But some rabbis say that Adam was created to be mortal, 

for everything which is composed of the four elements must return to their 

former state of being• nThou shalt surely die" does not appear to mean that 

.A.dam is to lose his immortality. It means that on· eating of' the forbidden 

fruit he is to become conscious of his mortal natur•a. With'lhis last view 

Crescas is in full agreement. 

Vi terbo (.Abraham Chaim, 'Venice, 18th century) :follows very cloa:ly 

the arguments· of Orescas in his Safer Emaunas Hahaomim, ch~pter 1. He 

points out that the punishment o·f' Adam was :purely physical. All of nature 

had been created for man's benefit. The herbs and plants were created so 

that they could revitalize themselves without any e:ffor·t on the part of man. 

Adam was placed in the Garden of Eden. and was a~lowed to enjoy its blessings. 

When he sinned nature underwent a change and it was necessary for man to 

cultivate· the earth by the •tsweat of his •brow" in 01•der to exist. God did 
., 

not speak of death to Adam. He did, however, say, "By the sweat of thy brow 

shalt thoi1 eat bread." This, then, was .Adam's punishment. At creation, 

death and decay had been ordained, as it is wri tte~ l t:1n '1 h! Y in~ l n rm "lt::l )J .. ::::. 
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OIDUTER V 

We turn now to a consideration of the opinions of modern students 

of Juda.ism, to ascertain their :point of view in regard to Original Sin in Jud-

aism. ~he opinions cited here will represent every sbade of Jewish thought 

and reaction to the historical development of Judaism. Renee, we may hope to 

obtain a complete picture of the modern view of the :place of the doctrine of 

Original Sin il1 Judaism. 
(1 

Schechter, g_uoting from Se:i'er Mitzvoth Kot on (12th cent.), 

points out that when God was in the process of creating the world He no·~ed the 

exclusively animal desires of the beasts ano. the absolute inability of the 

angels to commit sin. God was not pleased with e:itlier of these extremes, and 

said, ''l:i' the angels follovr my will, it is only on account of their inability 

to act in the opposite direction. I shall, therefore, create man, who will 

be a combination of both angel and beast, so that he will be able to follow 
(2 

either the good or the evil inclination." God has no desire to reign over 

creatures that are limited in the expression of free will. Ile wants to :reign 

over free a.gents, and it is their obedience which He desires to obtain. Man 

thus becomes the center oi' creation, ±'or it is only through man that God •s 

Kingship receives full expression. 

Adam, the free agent, was placed in the Garden of Eden, but in 

a short time he exercised his liberty to do evil.. As a result of this, sin 

came into the world, disfiguring both man and the scene of his activity.. Be-

cause of this sin and the sin of the generation of the Flood, which consisted 

in a denial of God's sovereignty (A bot R. Nathan 47b), the world was cast into 

darkness for twenty generations (.A.bot 5:1 and Cormnentaries). With Abraham 

the light returned (Gen. :r. 3:3), for he was the fil•st to call on the name of 

God, thus God returned to the world which He ha.d forsaken (Berachoth 7b)., 

God's Jfingship was, however,· insecure, because while one man (Abra.ham) was 
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preaching righteousness, violence reigned in the world. Hence, an entire people 

must sanctify the name of God and proclaim His unity. This was accomplished at 

Sinai when Israel proclaimed the universal God (Elx. r. 23:1). "This uncondit­

. ional surrender to the will of God invested Israel, according to the Rabbis, 

with a. special beauty and grace'' (Midrash Agada.b., ed. Buber, 171a). And by 

the manifestation of the Knowledge of God through the act of revelation the 

world resumes its native gracefulness, which makes it ag8ii:tl. .. heavenlike whilst 
'(3 

God fino.s more delight in men than in angels (Exod. r. 51: 8). 

In this treatment of the relationship of God to man Schechter 

follows the Rabbinic view that all sin was removed from Israel at Sinai. He 

also emphasizes God's purposefUl creation of man with two n&,tures, one emu.lat-

ing the beasts who were created before him, and who could perform no acts oi' 

righteousness; the other emulating the already created angels who could do no 

wrong. God, desirous of winning the worship of a creature who could exercise 

some choice, created man with a will ·to choose between dght and wrollg. Thus 

man becomes the central and all-important figure in the world. 

lifo·t only the acceptance of God at Sinai saved Israel, for it 

continued to err. Israel sinned when it worshipped the Gold.en Calf, and in 

the times of Elijah, and in every generation (Ag. Ber. ch. 10). In the judg-

ment oi' all ·these sins the Zechu·t Ovoth (Merit oi' the Fathers} came to the 

rescue of erring Israel. This Merit is not limited to the Patriarchs, but is 

a heritage by which every good father in Israel blesses his children with 

beauty, strength, wealth, wisdom, and. long life i' ··it, ....... ~ ~ ,, '"J :.:; ~· ( • 
t m ( J ! ""' I ! F i; 'I Mishna 

Eduyoth 2: 9·). Should this Zecnut ever 0.isappear Isrt;i.el need not fear because 

it can then fall back on the Grace of Goa. which is never to be removed (Lev. 

On the basis of these problems treated by Schechter we may con-

elude that he did not conceive of a doctrine of'.original sin in Judaism. He 

sees in the very nature of man's creation that freedom of will is one Of the 
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blessings with Which man is endowed. Free Will cannot fit into any doctrine 

of Original Sin. The assurance of benefits from righteous parents and the as­

surance of God's eternal grace for Israel· likewise precludes any belief in a 

doctrine which damns man from his birth. God's motive, in creating man who 

would.acknowledge Him and His code for rightful living despite the influence 

of' an eviJ. nature with v1hich he is forced to deal, was accomplished when Israel 

acknowledged the sovereignty of God at Sinai, and is renewed whenever Israel 

busies itself in the study of the Torah, and in the performance of' its divine 

decrees. It is no reckless, unplarmed world in which we live. God, :farseeing 

ma.n's ultimate na·ture, and the ex.periences conseq_uent to that nature, recog-

nizes His duty as I1'ather of mankind in giving to man not only the blessings 

inherent with righteous parents but assures man of His eternal grace. 

In his treatment of the problem Of the Freedom of the Will, 

Morris Joseph points out that certain inherited traita a.rid evironmental in­

fluences limit man's freedom. Men are not absolutely free to do as they please, 

but are subject to the influences of origin and training. Though humans are 

limited, they are free to choose between. good' and evil. The influences which 

limit man serve as the field of battle in which the individual must engage 

against the evil forces of life. Life confronts him with challenges and man 

is .able to meet the contender. Thus the writer says, 11We are, as it were, 

sculptors, and these inborn tendencies are the plastic materials with which we 

worlc. It is for us to mould them that they ma.y yield a noble product, to 

create from them a moral life that shall realize our idea of goodness, With­
(4 

.out the intervention of the sculptor the clay would never become a statue." 

It is not sufficient that the Creator gathers together the dust of which man 

is :formed, and moulds him in His own likeness. Man, too, must supply something 

to make the creature mo1•e perfect. That something is Will, the one determining 

factor of moral life. What man's life is to be depends on man himself. 

In concluding his study, the writer says, t1Human :freedom is a 
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cherished principle of the Jewish religion. Judaism utterly repudiates such a 

doctrine as Original Sin, Which declares that there is something inborn in all 

men Which forces them to do wrong Whether they wish it or not. It rejects the 

tea.ching which would reduce human beings to mere puppets in the hands of a 

cruel deity, Who visits upon them transgressions for which they are· not respon­

sible. It refuses to disnonour God by picturing Him as having dowered men with 

a curse from their very birth. There is nothing in Hebrew Scriptures that can 
{5 

lend support to so strange a dogma." 

In his essay, 11Jewish Conceptions of Original Sin", Solomon 

Levy agrees with li'• R. Tennant that "it is ce:rtain1y an e:x:aggerati.011 to asser·t, 

as has frequently been represented, that Judaism possessed no doctrine of 

Original Sin.u Levy, however, \;Uldertakes to show that while a belief in Orig-

inal .Sin was prevalent there was a radical difference in the ideas of the Syna-

gogue and. Church. 

He· begins with an analysis of the Thirty-Nine Articles, and 

Westminster Oonf.ession, and concludes that there are· five principal ideas em-

bodied in the Christian doctrine of Original Sin: 

(a) There is in human nature. an ingrained bias to sin. 

{b) The sinful tendency of man is transmitted by heredity. 

(c) Sin is the cause o:f suffering. Punhl:Unent is the consequence of si11. No 

suffering without sin. 

( d) The sins of the fathers are visited. upon their descendants. 

(e) Adam's a.ct of disobedience is the origin of sin and the cause of death as 

the punishment for sin, and the reason for the inwutation of sin to posterity. 

(l!hus, according to Ohristian t~aching, the :B'a.ll.1 of Adam is the real, direct and 

immediate cause of (a), {b), (c), and (d). 

Levy points out that there are to be found in Jewish lite.ratu.re 

passages proving each of the several points listed as principal ideas in the 

.iDOctrine of Original Sin. He concludes from this that rtit can scarcely be 

Tl'-· 
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m'9.intaineci that Jewish theology contains no traces of the doctrine that Adam's 

act of disobedience was the origin of hwnan sin and the primary cause of 
(6 

deatho tt 

This writer by historical treatment proves that at some time or 

other in the evolution of Jewish thought there existed the elements necessary 

to a doctrine of Original Sin. These ideas did not, however, remain with Jud-

aism constantly. :B'or example, in regard to ( d) 11The sins of the fathers are 

visited upon their descendants 0 , the Bible itself rebels against the injustice 

of so cruel a doctrine. Hence, in the Bible there is to be found not only a 

tendency to soften the severity of the :principle by laying stress on God's 

loving-kindness but, even more strikingly, there is a complete repudiation 

in Jeremiah 31:28 and Ezekiel 18:2-4. 

From his analysis Levy concludes that though ideas existed in 

Jewish literature which were later embodied in the doctrine of Original Sin, 

there were in Judaism certain principles which arrested the :progress of a com-

plete doctrine and helped it esoape the extreme forni of determinism which it 

adopted in Christian thought. The principles of individual responsibility and 

freedom of will Judaism stoutly maintained. Levy can find no reference to the 

fact that free will or individtml responsibility were lessened by Adam's sin. 

Herein· lies the chief dif~erence between Jewish and Christian thinlcing. ]'ur-

thermore, the Jewish notions of the origin and continuance of sin in the world 

were tempered by the saving doctrine of repentance. 

Thus c onclud~s Levy: it.Just as the doctrine of Original Virtue 

was happily saved from becoming unduly elating and relaxing by the concomitant 

insistence on individual rj.ghteousness, so the Jewish doctrine of Original 

Sin was preserved from becoming unnecessarily depressing and fatalistic by 

the accompanying assertions of the freedom of the will and the power of ·re­
( 7 

pentance. 0 

Kohler, accepting fully the notion that man is captain of his 
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.own soul, interprets the Paradise Story as an "allegorical description of the 

state of childlike ·innocence which man must leave behind il1 order to attain 

true strength of character. 0 He sees in it the tend.ency, typical of all peoples 

of antiquity, to portray a descent of the l'ace, froni a golden age of ease and 

pleasant companionship with the gods to an age of baser metal with its l<1 bor 

and bitter woe. He says of this notion: "This view :L'ails uttei·ly to recognize 

the value of labqr as a civilizing force making for progress1 and it contra-

diets the moder:n. historical view. The prophets of ·Israel placed the golden 

age at the end, not the beginning, of history, so that the purpose of mankind 

was to establish a heavenly kingdom upon the earth. In fact, th~ fall or; man 

is not referred to i::lllyWhere in the Scripture and never became a doctrine, or 

belief• in Judaism. On the contrary, the Hellenistic expounders ·Of the Bible 

take it for granted that the story is an allegory, and the book of Proverbs 

understands the tree of life symbolically in the verse: 'She (the '11orah) is 
(8 

a tree of life to them who lay hold upon her.'" 

Kohler sees in the Serpent the basis of the belief Which gave 

rise to the Christian doctrine of Original Sin. He traces the concept of the 

serpent as described in the Talmud (Shab. 146a, Yeb. 103b, Ab. Zara 22b, Shab. 

55b) to outside influences--to Persian and Babylonian ni.ythology. This talmud-

ic and apocryphal teaching that the poisonous breath o:f' the serpent brmight 

death into the world .for the first parents and. for all their descendants "~pre-

l~~:red fo:r the dismal church doctrine Of Original Sin, the oasis Of l'aul 1 S teach-

ings, which demanded a blood atonement for curse-.... laden humand.t,y, and fcmmed it 
(9 

after the pagan pattern -in the vicarious sacrifice of a eying god.'' 

The Jews never accepted th;is perversion of the Paradise story. 

Though the Rabbis ocoasi.onally mentioned .the poisoning of the human race by 

the serpent, they always provid.ed the antidote necessary for t'.idding oneself · 

. of the :poison, viz., the 'l1orab.. 11one cannot, however, discern the least 

indicati.on of belief in original sin, either as inherent in the race or 
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(10 

inherited by them." The Jewish view is best expressed by .Deuteronorcy 24:16 

and. ~zelciel 18:4, that "each man dies by his own sin11 , that every soul must 

bear only the consequences o:f his own deeds. Kohler notes particularly the ab­

sence of any reference to the idea of original sin in the liturgy, particularly 

for the fuy of .Atonement, where it would be certainly rnent ioned if the concept 

had ru:ry place in J.ewish thought. 

The Rabbis were put on their guard by the false interpretation 

the :nascent Church put on the Paradise story and they developed the idea that 

"if Adam had but shovm repenta;nce, and done penance after he committed his 

sin, he would have been spared the death penalty" (Pes. 160b, Num. r. 13:5). 

That both Adam and Eve did penance and therewith set the example for all man-· 

kind is e:x;pressed in J?irke de R. Eliezer 20 and Erubin 18b. Thus, instead of 

transmitting. the heritage of sin to coming gsnerations, the first man is for 

them an e:x:arrwle of repentance. 

Thus Kohler concludes: "Judaism rejects completely the belief 

in hereditary sin and the corruption of the flesh. The biblical verse, 'God 

made man upright: but theyha.ve sought out many inventions'· (.Eccl. 7:29) is 

explained in the Midrash: 'Upright and just as is God, He made man after His 

likeness in order that he might strive after righteousness, and u:ni'old even 

more his god-like nature, but men in their dissensions have marred the divine 

image' (Tan. Yelarodenu to Gen. 3:22). With reference to a:nother verse in 

Ecclesiastes (12:7), 'The dust returneth unto God who gave it,' the Rabbis 

teach, 'Pure as the soul is when entering upon its earthly career, so can 
(11 

man return it to his Malter' {Sbab. 152b) .11 

In another connection Kohler says, 11The Christian view of uni-

versal guilt as a conseg_uence of AdaJl.1 1S sin, the dogma of original sin, is 

actually a :t:•ela.pse from the Jewish stage to the heathen doctrine from which 
(12 

the Jewish religion :freed itself•" 

We may add he~ a quotation :from a convert from Judaism to 
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Christianity, who treats the entire baokgroimd of Christian life and thinking. 

In evaluating the works of Philo, he approaches the problem of the Jewish at-

titude, as found in Philo, to the question of sin. Thus he states: 111.l!his 

leads us to the great question of Original Sin. Here the views of Philo are 

those of the eastern Rabbis. But both are entirely different from those on 

which the argi,unent in the Epistle to the Romans turns. It was neither at the 

feet of Gamaliel, nor yet from Jewish Hellenism, that Saul of Tars:us learned 

the doctrine of original sin. The statement that as in Adam all spiritually 

died so in Messiah all should be macle alive finds absolutely no parallel in 

Jewish writings. What may be called the starting point of' Christian theology, 

the doctrine of hereditary guilt and sin, through tl'1e fall of JI.dam, and of the 

consequent entire and helpless corruption o:f' our nature, is entirely unknown 

in Rabbinical Judaism. The reign of physical death was indeed traced to the 

s:i.n of the first parents. But the 2almud expressly teaches, that God crigin-

ally created man with two propensities, one to good and one to evil (Yezer 

Tob and Ye.zer Hara). The evil impulse began immediately after birth.. But 

it was within the power of man to vanquish sin, and to attain perfect righteous­
(13 

ness, in fact this stage has actually been attained." 

Thus we find a scholar viewing the problem from a decidedly 

Christian point of view, as is evidenced by the very title of' his work, recog-

nizing the corqplete absence of the doctrine of original sin in Jewish theology. 

All these studies indicate the point of view held by thinkers 

in Judaism today. The doctrine of Original Bin still finds no acceptance in 

Judaism. These scholars·, basing their theo1•ies on the past, see nothing in 

Judaism that sugges·~s such a belief. Approaching it from different 'angles, 

all arrive at the same conclusion,. 
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Our study reveals clearly the impossibility of ascribing to 

Judaism a belief in the doctrine of Original Sin, such as is touna in Ghrist-

ianity. Interested though it was in the problem of Sin, the removal of Sin 

from the earth, and the introduction of universal right living, Judaism does 

not ascribe to the sin of Ad.am the origin oi' sin in the world, and its contin-

uance through his seed to all manldnd. Such an idea could not but be repug-

:nant to the spirit of Jewish religious teachings and the Jewish attitude 

towards life. Judaism's concept oi' God in His relationship to His creatures 

is too lofty to permit so pessimistic a view of lii'e. Man is too close to 

God his Maker to allow the view that he is burdened at birth with the curse. 

of a sin committed by the first parerits. Juci.aism views man as a free agent 

pl~ced in a world with the privilege of following such paths as he may incline 

to make f'o:r himself. Though this man is capable of doing great wrong because 

of a certain tend.ency to evil, he is equipped with a sense of the moral to 

rebel against this tendency within him •. Every man is master of his ovm 

destiny insofar as his relation to sin is concerned. 

One other great truth comes out of this study, namely, that 

it is utterly impossible to ascribe to Judaism a doctrinal notion such i;i.s 

Original Sin on the basis of one single isolated incident in the Bible. Just 

as certain Christian scholars refuse to ascribe to Paul such a oelie:i' because 

of the few verses in his Epistles on which the Christian doctrine has been 

based., so .Judaii;im must reject such a practice in the evaluation of its JJast. 

Judaism has existed too long, its body o:i' literature is too great, and its 

traditions too many, to permit ascribing to it a view as dogmatic as that 

which is contained in the Christian Doctrine of Original Sin. The thousands 
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of years of experience which went into the writing, thinking and living of 

the Jewish people do not permit one to bluntly ascribe to Judaism any hard 

and fast dogmatic belief. Much that is often mistaken as d.ogma is only a 

temporary and limited point of view. The obverse is also often -true. Real 

principles of belief are lost in the overemphasis of something that is of only 

passing importance in the varied and lengthy history of' the Jewish people. 

Truth can be· obtained only by a reverent and modest approach to the traditions 

of the past, .and a careful analysis of these beHefs i.n the changing influences 

in the lives of the people. 
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