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The Purpose of the Study

Though the scholarly community has been divided about identifying a center or primary theme of the Old Testament,
 Elmer Martens has assumed that the search for a unifying message is possible and legitimate.
  In his book God’s Design, A Theology of the Old Testament Martens employs a four- component structure by which he focuses the message and content of the Old Testament; those four components, first collocated and explicitly ordered in Exodus 5:22-6:8, are deliverance, community, knowledge, and land.  After defending why he has chosen that text as the lens by which to view the Old Testament’s message and the structure of that message, he checked the validity and usefulness of his grid in the pre-monarchic, monarchic, and post-monarchic periods of Israel.  Convinced that he had defended the design,
 he gave additional evidence that the design encompasses not only the Old Testament but also the New Testament; the final chapters of God’s Design demonstrate how the four components have both a present fulfillment through faith and an eschatological expression that has not been fully manifested.

Because, in the opinion of this writer, Martens’ approach has merit and he has also capably defended his proposal, further application of the design seems appropriate.  Instead of refining it within a specific era of Israel’s history or applying the design to the New Testament, this paper will use his grid to examine specifically Genesis 2.
  It seems beneficial to consider what antecedents of the design might exist.  Martens has already considered that in his book; he avers that “the concept of purpose, quite apart from detail, already underlies the book of Genesis.”

Supplementary work on Genesis 2 is fundamental for several reasons.  First, while the grid first appears in a text directed to Israel and it was consequently applied to the history of Israel, showing itself a capable framework for Israel, its strength in accenting themes in primeval history, mankind without Israel and Gentile distinction, would prove a capstone for its structural and theological integrity.

Second, correspondence with Genesis 2 would imply that his grid is not merely a remedy for Israel’s unique situation but a design for all mankind that finds its origin, both in content and structure, in creation.  The design speaks loudly to all mankind, Israelite and Gentile.

Third, correspondence with Genesis 2 will lay convincing groundwork that the grid will easily and properly fit the New Testament, not only on the broad scale of the entire testament, but also on the smaller scale of individual books.  Hence the grid would connect the testaments structurally and theologically.

This proposal, to lay gently a grid originating in a relatively brief text upon another portion of Scripture, will encounter two challenges.  First, will a grid allow a target text to show its propria, that is, its unique features?  Second, will orienting a target text by an outside control eliminate that text’s contours and replace them with lowest common denominators?  Thus, a chief question of this paper is:  Will Martens’ design prove itself a proper biblical grid, one that is theocentric, intertextually-oriented, authority-conscious, and historically sensitive?

Why Genesis 2:4-24?

Though counted as the most studied portion of the Scriptures,
 Genesis 2 is an appropriate text by which to test Martens’ design for several reasons.  First, even on a cursory examination, several themes of Genesis 2 resemble the four components.  While the component deliverance may not be patent, the matters of community (man and woman), knowledge (the tree of knowing good and evil), and land (garden) are.  How might Martens’ proposal provide a new perspective on familiar motifs?

Second, the text, 
 being relatively brief, prevents a fishing expedition through a larger book during which one might easily catch four components scattered in a book; however, as a well-defined text of moderate length, it does not by size alone disqualify Martens’ design.  So while Genesis 1-11 might be a more obvious text, proximity of the four components in Genesis 2 should confirm the design’s integrity.  And though one might maintain that Genesis 2:4 to 3:24 is the literary unit, Genesis 3 is not included in the primary text so that the giving of the components, as in Exodus 6, and not the removal of them is studied.

Third the writer believes that the pronouncement of 2:18, “It is not good for the man to be alone,” depends upon its immediate context, that is, the man was to till and to preserve the garden and to hear the command not to eat of tree.  Marten’s design, in particular his connection between community and knowledge, provides a framework within which to test that connection.

A Survey of Genesis 2:4-24

Martens asserts that in these opening chapters of Genesis “are present covenant/community, knowledge of God, and the gift of land.”
  His conclusion after a cursory overview of Genesis 1-11 says it concisely:  “Thus the themes of land, of community, of knowledge of God, and of deliverance are interconnected already in the primeval story.”


Have others seen Martens’ design or an assembly of components in Genesis 2?  If others have already seen components and their links in Genesis 2, it might be but a small step to incorporate them into the single design of Martens.  Claus Westermann, in his through study of Genesis, acknowledges the significance of Genesis 1-11 for the Old Testament and beyond, but does not address the possible thematic development and links as suggested by Martens’ design.
  Victor Hamilton and Nahum Sarna make no connections either.
  While Wenham attests to the structural design of Genesis 2-3,
 his thematic progression is broad, focusing upon the fatherly concern of God,
 not connecting the scenes in a manner as Martens’ design suggests.


Those addressing the theology of the Old Testament arrive at a similar position.  Gerhard von Rad, asserting the theological integrity of Genesis 1-11 with the rest of the Old Testament,
 approaches Martens’ design only with this comment:  “in the narrative as a whole, the prohibition (v.17) is completely embedded in the description of God’s fatherly care for man.”
  Walter Zimmerli designates this portion of Genesis as Israel’s specific confession over against the confession of Canaanites.
  Walter Brueggemann wrote that creation theology is embedded in covenant theology.
  Ralph Smith comments that as Genesis 2 supplements and extends the first account of creation, it affirms that God provided space and environment, food, work, community, language.
  Paul House states that Genesis is the fundamental prelude to Moses, the Exodus, Sinai, and Canaan, for it reveals the roots of the rebellion and Israel’s place in the remedy for that rebellion.

While silence in the aforementioned commentators and theologians may not conclusively demonstrate that others failed to perceive an integrated theological structure in Genesis 2, only Keil and Deliztsch specifically noted that 2:15-17 is connected to 2:18; the woman is created so that man might fulfill his calling, not only in regard for procreation but also for the cultivation and governance of the earth.

A Structure of Genesis 2:4-24

Though some debate occurs on whether 2:4a concludes 1:1-2:3 or begins 2:4b-4:26, it seems best to begin the section with 2:4a, for toledoth in the rest of Genesis introduces a new section.  If Genesis 1:1-2:3 has painted the entire canvas, Genesis 2:4-4:26 draws attention to a particular portion of the canvas, even as it relates the section to the overall painting.

Inasmuch as 2:4b begins with prepositional phrase and an infinitive construct, it seems reasonable to conclude that 2:4b introduces the first subunit within 2:4-4:26.  2:4b-7 does not indicate a second different view of creation, but speaks of the specific creation of man.  If 2:4b is considered a protasis, with the infinitive construct `esoth, then the two uses of wekol (2:5) and wead (2:6) might be labeled as circumstantial clauses, for they speak of the immediate conditions surrounding man’s creation.  2:7, with its waw-consecutive, then would be called the apodosis.  

2:8-17 may be divided in two different manners.  If waw-consecutives control the division, 2:8-14 stands as one unit and 2:15-17 as another.  Since 2:16-17 does not begin with a waw-consecutive, nor does it have a bracketed structure as did the previous sections; in fact, it follows 2:15 well.  For those reasons maybe 2:8-14 and 2:15-17 should stand as the second and third subunits. 

On the other hand, if chiasms are significant, then it seems best to consider 2:8-15 as the unit since 2:15 mirrors the thought of 2:8 – even though 2:9 also begins with a waw-consecutive.  While this means that 2:16-17 stands alone, somewhat as an anomaly, it does allow 2:9-14 to unfold 2:8, even as 2:5-6 unfolds 2:4b.  In this view, 2:9, though not a circumstantial clause, gives a picture of the garden; 2:10-14 are circumstantial clauses describing the garden’s physical environment.

This writer has opted for the second choice. 2:8-15 is the second subunit, which describes man’s placement in the garden.  2:16-17 stand as a transition, explaining the trees of 2:9 and explicating the broadly defined responsibility in the garden of 2:15.

2:18-23, which also begins with a waw-consecutive, is the fourth subunit.  It seems to follow a favorite pattern of Hebrew narration, the palistrophe, or extended chiasmus.

2:18 – man is alone


2:19 – naming finds no relationship



2:20 – man finds no helper




2:21 – decisive action by Yahweh



2:22 – Yahweh brings helper to man


2:23 – naming of relationship

2:24 – man is one

2:25 – transitional conclusion

Genesis 2:4-24 explicates the particularities of man’s creation in conjunction with his larger environment, the garden, and also his nearest community, the woman.  Looming large as the context of man’s life is the instruction from Yahweh, to till and preserve the garden and to hear His word concerning the trees.

A Summary of Martens’ Approach in God’s Design

In this portion of the paper the definition of Martens’ components are kept succinct for two reasons.  First, it is not expected to see fully developed components in Genesis 2 as compared to the post-monarchic period of Israel.  Second, influences from the rest of the Old Testament, as read through his design, should be kept to a minimum.

Martens designated the first component of design deliverance.  “Yahweh’s initial design for his people is deliverance.”
 


Deliverance, however, is only preparatory.  “Secondly, Yahweh’s design is to form a godly community.”
 The vocabulary associated with community is covenant vocabulary.


The third aspect of the design is a relationship between Yahweh and people; this is called knowledge.  “Thirdly, Yahweh’s intention is that there be an on-going relationship with his people.”


The final component is land, the physical environment in which community and knowledge occur.  “Finally, Yahweh’s intention for his people is that they enjoy the good life.”
  “The land comes before long to symbolize the life with Yahweh in ideal conditions.”


The backbone of Martens’ design with its components is that the four components are linked essentially, not artificially.  Though the components may be stated individually, they are in fact inseparable.  The people formed by deliverance will be His people; His people are to know Him as the God who delivers and gives life, and this relationship with God is to be enjoyed in the land.  Explicitly Yahweh is a God with a purpose who purposefully manifests Himself.


Martens’ design is not developed by searching the Scriptures for various passages as sedes doctrinae; the design manifests itself in one text in a particular order.  That is the benefit of using a narrative design on what is clearly a story; it is not a doctrinal category in a direct sense.

Reading Genesis 2 through the Lens of God’s Design
Deliverance

The initial difficulty with Martens’ design as applied to Genesis 2 is that in Genesis 2 there is nothing from which one must be delivered, that is no one is captive to external bondage and no imminent danger exists.  Furthermore, vocabulary typically associated with deliverance is absent.
  This seems to create an obvious weakness.

Nonetheless, broadly speaking, the nuance of deliverance is not entirely wanting.  First, Yahweh Himself declares that existence for the man as a single creature is not good; something yet must occur for the good state to be declared good.  Movement from that single creature existence to a companioned existence may not ordinarily be considered deliverance, but it is a shift from what is not good to what is tacitly understood in Genesis 2 as good.

Second, Martens, in his review of the patriarchal narratives, factors salvation into two elements, deliverance and blessing.  While deliverance “is that work of rescue from evil which God brings about though his intervention,” blessing “is the continuous work of God by means of which he sustains life, empowers persons, and ensures a state of well-being.”
  Deliverance as a mighty act might not be present, but blessing is evident throughout Genesis 2.  Even without God’s benediction of “very good,” the provision of the garden and the trees therein and the forming of the woman and man’s response speak clearly of a pleasing filling corresponding to Genesis 1.  Whereas a tension existed briefly, by the end of the chapter no conflict or anxiety of situation troubles the account.

The first component of Martens’ design, deliverance, if not forcibly applied fits adequately with Genesis 2.

Community

Martens’ second component, community, as with deliverance, begins with an apparent disadvantage in application to Genesis 2.  Typical expressions of covenant found later in Genesis are not seen in Genesis 2.
  A sequence of covenant preamble, historical prologue, and stipulations, as one might define the content of Exodus 20, is not readily identifiable.  Terms denoting covenanted people are also lacking.

Martens, though, employs slightly different criteria when searching for community.  He asks “How is exclusivity denoted?” and “How are solidarity and bondedness implied and described?”  Community centers on solidarity and the corporate nature of those who enjoy blessing.
  


With those as the marks of community, Genesis 2 has features of Martens’ second component.  First the exclusivity and solidarity of relationship are noted by creation’s connection to a single god, Yahweh God.
  No other force exerts any will or power; Yahweh alone has will and initiative.  Second, Yahweh’s unique creation of the man and woman, as compared to its description in Genesis 1, bespeaks of bondedness, especially when Yahweh breathes into the man the breath of life and the man became a living creature.  Man’s life is not dependent upon being formed from the dust, but upon receiving breath from the Creator.  Third, if one were to follow the pattern in Exodus 20, after stating His Person and what He has done, one might expect Yahweh to define the relationship; it is not unreasonable to understand the prohibition of 2:16,17 as a stipulation.  A community consisting of Yahweh and the man exists in Genesis 2.


Attention to Yahweh and the man should receive first place, but the man and the woman, as judged by Martens’ marks, also constitute a community.  Likely due to Genesis 1:28, some western marriage rites seem to explain the community of man and woman primarily in terms of procreation, and then, because of 2:18, with regard to companionship.

Since Yahweh calls Himself an רזע of Israel,
 it seems unlikely that רזע should connote inferiority.  ודגנכ is about complementarity and not similarity; if identity were meant, then a more natural phrase, such as והומכ, might have been used.
  So interpreters have stressed correctly that the meaning of  ודגנכ רזע is not merely help at work (with reference to 2:15) nor it is concerned only with procreation but it is support in the broad sense – mutual assistance.
  


However, Genesis 1:28 and 2:18 are not the only context for the creation of man and woman community.  Since collocation is significant for interpretation, the verses immediately before 2:18 must speak.  Though the man is placed into the garden to till and to keep it, only after the man is commanded from what trees he may and must not eat does Yahweh testify that it is not good for the man to be alone, and conclude that He will make “a helper fit for him.”  The man needs one like unto himself, corresponding to who he is, a partner with whom to rule and subdue, and to obey the command.  Human existence includes work, and, most important of all, community with other human beings, but God’s word defines this existence in community.  The command not to eat of tree stipulates the human community’s loyalty; it is as if Yahweh declared:  “This is how it shall always be among us.”
  Man must have the word of Yahweh to rule and govern; without the word, he must not rule.

The naming of the creatures further defines the human community.  The animals may reside within man’s dominion, but they are not part of his intimate community.  When Yahweh brought the animals to the man, the man, by his naming of the creatures, delineates his identity (and therefore the soon-to-be community with the woman) over against the animals, among whom he has no ודגנכ רזע.
This the man acknowledges when he exclaims “this now is bone from my bone and flesh from my flesh!”  Though “covenantal loyalty” may suggest more than the phrase can bear contextually, it is no doubt a formula of essential relationship (Genesis 29:14; Judges 9:2,3; 2 Samuel 5:1;19:13,14).  The creation of the woman from the man’s side is not about androgyny, but addresses the woman’s inseparable unity and fellowship of life with the man.

2:24 is the climactic statement of community.  The departure of a man from his parents does not involve a social state but his entrance into a situation of a very personal concern, fidelity and involvement.
  The human community as a whole is under the aspect of a man and woman’s mutual corporality.
  The relationship exceeds that of sexual union or spiritual and emotional bonds; their kinship is likened to blood relationship.  Here procreation receives no mention; unity garners the attention.

בזע and קבד (2:24) underscore a “covenantal” sense of the man and woman community.  Israel could not hear “forsake” without hearing Yahweh’s faithfulness to the covenant (Deuteronomy 31:8; Joshua 1:5), Israel’s own call not to forsake the covenant and not to forsake the poor (Deuteronomy 12:19; 14:27; 29:24), nor without recalling his own rejection of the covenant with Yahweh (Jeremiah 1:16; 2:13,17,19; 5:7; 16:11; 17:13; 19:4; 22:9).  Cling also has covenantal associations; Israel is to stick to Yahweh (Deuteronomy 10:20; 11:22; 13:5, etc ) and to the covenant (Deuteronomy 4:4; 10:20; 11:22; 13:5; 30:20).  2:25, beginning with a waw-consecutive, brings closure to Genesis 2:24 and the entire chapter; these words express the fullness of the fellowship between the man and the woman.

Genesis 2 asserts that mere existence does not provide meaning or identity; then an association with the animals would be sufficient.  Man gains his meaning and identity only in a human community according to God’s creation; it is sui generis.  The creation of woman is the creation of that community, a physical and spiritual community, of mutual help and understanding, joy and contentment in each other.”

Knowledge

Concomitant with the formation of a community is that Yahweh seeks an on-going relationship with the same community; the people are to experience Yahweh in their lives.  This experience Martens calls knowledge.  As already noted in the section on community, after His name is given and what He has done is recounted, Yahweh defines the relationship; it is therefore consistent with the context to understand the command of 2:16,17 as knowledge of Yahweh.  Besides tilling and preserving the garden, the man is to experience Yahweh by means of knowing this specific command.

Creation in the image of Yahweh (Genesis 1:27) is the foundation for this knowledge of God.
  To be in His image means that the man had the capacity for communication; he experienced God as the One who provided meaning and direction for his life, to whom he was accountable, and as the One who made demands upon him.
  Yahweh defined the man’s life in the garden; his labor in the garden was performed according to His command.  Now, with the command, the experience of Yahweh is sharpened.

Commentators pose several alternatives for the interpretation of ערו בוט תעדה ץע.
 Given the context, to eat of the tree expresses the exercise of autonomy, moral defiance, and self-regulation (compare 1 Kings 3:9 and 1 Kings 22:18).  For the command was not limited to an intellectual awareness or morality, but encompassed both realms with the sense of experience and intimacy.  This knowledge, man’s participation and communion with Yahweh, received concrete experience, for it involves the trees, in particular the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. The command of 2:17 is not merely probative,
 it forms the most visible aspect of knowing God.

The tree itself did not dispense knowledge of good and evil, as if its produce had an inherent physical quality that bestowed encyclopedic wisdom; rather, disobedience to the word of God connected with the tree exhibited a knowledge based upon one’s private experience instead of the explicit command of Yahweh.
  And that knowledge, apart from experiencing Yahweh as He so commanded, would bring death.  If at the first the breath of life had been spirited into his nostrils, making him a living creature, then at some point after disobedience life, the breath of life would depart from the man and he would revert to dust.

Though others recognize the general flow of Genesis 2 and the significance of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, Martens’ design supplies a continuity that is lacking otherwise.  The man created (that is, delivered) and the community established, both the man’s placement in the garden and the formation of the woman, encircle the tree; the command becomes the means by which Yahweh makes Himself known in their midst.

Land

Land is Genesis 2 is an obvious feature; whereas the creation of man fit adequately within deliverance, the garden as where abundant life occurs is a conspicuous match.  Even without indicators such as הזחא or ץראה עבש, that Yahweh planted the garden and then placed man in it, that He caused trees to grow, and that the garden was well-watered marks the garden as a unique and special location – ostensibly for the habitation for man.  “Pleasant to the sight and good for food” echoes the declaration of “very good” (Genesis 1:31).  The garden is not a utilitarian construction, but a creation that is beautiful.
  

After the man’s creation, his existence is not lived out anywhere, at his choosing, but according to God’s placement.  And with the woman it is the same.  She does not select her residence; she is brought to the man to live where he is.  In the garden is where the man and the woman are to be fruitful and multiply. In the garden is where they have the knowledge of Yahweh, for the tree connected with the word is in the garden.

The man and the woman do not acquire the garden, and they do not design the garden; the blessing of Genesis 1 looms largely.  Even though they are given the word to sub due and have dominion over, the man was put into the garden הרמשלו הדבעל.  They who are made in the image of God stand by His word.  The human community does not determine the structure of life in the garden.  By His placement of the man in the garden and by His unambiguous commands, the life of human community is circumscribed.  All creation belongs to Yahweh and it is His to dispense as He desires (compare Deuteronomy 5:31; 9:6; etc.).

Without attempting to exceed the design of this paper, it is appropriate to note that the vocabulary of Genesis 2 anticipates the later covenantal life of Israel.  Though דבע connotes farming (2 Samuel 9:10) and המדאדבע (Genesis 4:2) is contrasted with shepherding, the appearance of דבע in texts for worship of Yahweh (Exodus 3:12; 4:23; Deuteronomy 4:19; 6:13; et al) and working in the tabernacle (Numbers 3:7,8; 4:23-24,26; et al) suggests that the garden be understood as a prototype of the tabernacle.  Supporting this conclusion are the use of רמש in similar texts (Leviticus 18:5; Numbers 1:53; 8:26; 18:5,6) and the juxtaposition of רמש and דבע in those passages (Numbers 3:7-8; 8:26; 18:5-6).


Though without the development found in the rest of the Old Testament, garden qualifies as the land component as proposed by Martens.

Summary


Martens had selected Exodus 5:22-6:8 as the text unfolding the design of Yahweh, for in purposeful fashion, Yahweh Himself delineated His intentions.  Martens carefully explains the exegetical foundation and the theological associations as he demonstrates the progression from deliverance to community to knowledge to land.  All, he proves, are inextricably linked, and provide a pattern by which to comprehend the rest of the Old Testament.


The work on Genesis 2, organized by Martens’ design, further illustrates the usefulness of his plan.  While the paper addressed Genesis 2 in Martens’ order, the order of Genesis 2 appears more as blessing, land, knowledge and (human) community.  Man is created, and Yahweh places him into a land, the garden, in which he is to enjoy life.  Life in the garden, though, has the additional dimension of a command by which the man is to experience Yahweh.  This life in the garden and experience of Yahweh, however, are not meant for enjoyment in solitude; the man is given a community, a woman, with whom to have knowledge of Yahweh in the garden.


 The appearance of the four components and their relation in Genesis 2 does not demonstrate that salvation history has begun; it does, however, establish an unambiguous pattern that attunes one’s hearing to the rest of the Scriptures.

Conclusion

Despite the infrequent use of Genesis 2 and its themes in the Old Testament, texts should be weighed and not counted, especially when they appear at the head of the canon.  Since the Old Testament canon begins with creation, it asserts that this declaration is fundamental for what follows. The Old Testament is not about creation per se, but to understand creation will deepen one’s understanding of God, mankind, and the world.

Therefore, while Genesis 2 may not be the primary text from which one derives an explicit structure of Yahweh’s intentions, laying the template of Martens’ design over it reveals that Genesis 2 does foreshadow the intent of God in regard to man and creation.  Again, Genesis  2 may not be the primary vehicle of revelation, but since it stands at the head of Israel’s witness, it is a fundamental confession of ancient Israel.  In reading Genesis 2 through the lens of Martens’ design, chief themes of the Old Testament, deliverance, community, knowledge, and land, were readily seen.  The design demands that Genesis 2 cannot be relegated to a theological preamble so that one can now get to important stuff.  Salvation history finds its context in creation theology and is the context for it.

Applying Martens’ design to Genesis 2 reminds us that a faith rooted in creation is broad and significant.  Genesis 2 cannot be kept on the margin, as if it were a bit player in the drama of covenant or Heilsgeschichte.
  It is placed first at front of Heilsgeschichte to show all men are embraced with Yahweh’s purpose; history has meaning in His will.
  “The element of `design’ in Israel’s story echoes the design and ordering in God’s creation.”
 Creation and redemption stand in continuity.

Marten’s design has proven a beneficial grid by which Genesis 2 may be read.
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