Book Review, “Exposition of Genesis”, by Dr. H. C. Leupold, 1942, Augsburg Publishing House. (Reviewed by Jim Hovis)
This is a review of a well known Biblical scholar from the 19th Century and early 20th Century.  It is very interesting to see the Creation concepts come through his exegesis of his treatment of the 7 Day Creation Week and the Noachian Flood. We need to keep in mind that Theologians in his day were weak on the Sciences of Astronomy and Geology, even though they were trained to some degree in the various sciences.  They struggled to remain faithful to the Word of God in view of Evolutionary minded scientists who had a worldview that was supposed to be true just as much as any of God’s Creation was a demonstration of Order and Design.  The concepts of Cosmology had yet to be worked out, but men like Dr. Leupold stuck to what the scripture taught concerning origins and events that took place on the earth in ancient history.  I will summarize the concepts beginning with the Creation and ending with the events leading up to the Flood.
· Dr. Leupold remarks that the narrative of almost all of Genesis is pure history and is not poetical or allegorical.

· The scholars of his day struggled with the liberal “Higher Criticism” which taught that the Pentateuch was written by various authors and not entirely by Moses. This was the E, J, D, and P writers, which presented different views as Elohist, Yahwistic, Priestly, and Deuteronomic.  These liberal Critics acted as if their positions were unassailable and not subject to debate or discussion.  Not unlike the attitudes of Evolutionists today.

· Verse 1 is described as the absolute beginning of everything (Heb-berishith).  The LXX (Greek Septuagint) affirms this same sense. Nothing existed before the Creation, except God.  Created (bara’) means creation out of nothing. Other words (‘asah) translated as “made” imply something new, but came from substance already created, but now formed and given purpose.  There was no word for Universe, but the sense of the text includes the Earth and the Universe.
· The theologians of his day grappled with Harmonization between the Bible and Science (all truth is God’s Truth) and attempted the Day and Gap theories, which we now know are not possible.  Without “form” and “void” simply meant that the earth was without shape (no gravity yet?) and uninhabited with any life at this point.  The earth was in process of forming in the first 4 Days of Creation.  Leupold mentions nothing of a “pre-Adamic” “race” or a world ruled by Lucifer (now Satan) that went badly and that the Genesis narrative is a “re-Creation” with Adam and Eve.
· Leupold says that he refutes “ad nauseum” the idea that day (yom) means a period of time.  He says that the Hebrew words mean a ‘solar’ day of time and that’s it.

· The expanse or the firmament is called “ragia” or to hammer out, or to spread out.  The word firmament comes from the Latin and is something that is firmly put in place. Leupold did not think of it as empty space of nothing, but it had substance of some kind.  Leupold thought that there were two heavens (the apostle Paul spoke of three heavens), the atmosphere and outer space.  The inner heaven contained the waters above and the waters below.  The concept that the astronomic bodies of the Sun, Moon, and stars were placed in the “ragia” on the fourth Day was not well understood, nor was the expansion of the Universe on the 3rd or 4th Day even considered.  With better, but not complete, understanding of the Cosmos today, we have a better picture that fits what Isaiah and others said about the expansion or the spreading out of the “ragia”.
· The purpose of the “luminaries”, Sun and Moon, were for signs, seasons, days and years, and to give light upon the earth.  Here “signs” (‘othoth) could be reference to unusual or supernatural events (Matt. 2: 2; Luke 21: 25) displayed in the skies or to the fact that the objects could be used by mankind for guidance in moving about on the surface of the earth. (Before GPS devices).  The “sign” of the rainbow addresses this idea.
· Eve is described as the “mother of all living”. This can only mean that all people are descendents from Eve and Adam as the head of the human “race”.  There are no other intelligent beings with the image of God.
· Leupold admits that we don’t know when the Angels were created, only that it must have been right before Adam and Eve, but after the creation of the foundations of the earth. (The “sons of God” rejoiced at the Creation. Assumes that the early references to “sons of God” mean angels.  But this is not justified in every case.)
· Leupold accepts the standard idea of History Chapters (Toledoth).  He mentions that in outlining the Book of Genesis and the clear interpretation of the narratives are under constant attack by the liberal critics of scripture. This is the so-called “Higher Criticism” as if this train of thought is somehow much better and not subject to critical thinking. Leupold calls this an unbelievable amount of ingenuity in an effort to prove certain preconceived contentions, which are not only misleading but entirely erroneous and mischievous, which actually breaks down a firm faith in this portion of revealed truth.
· Problems of intermarriage within immediate families.  Cain’s wife had to be his sister or a later female off spring from his brothers and sisters.  There would have been no genetic deficiencies and the problems of incest.  Even Abraham married his half sister.  But after the Mosaic Law, genetic problems did arise with time.

· Genesis 5 is a tabulation (Toledoth) of the development of the Godly line of descent from Seth, the replacement for Able. Seth is identified as the line of the Promise to the Messiah.  Cain is another group entirely (see 4: 16 for the ungodly line).  In Seth’s line we have the example of Enoch, who was godly and God took him, without dying as far as we know (Enoch was not found, no dead body left). 
· On the subject of rain before the Flood, Leupold points out that the words used strongly imply a rising mist or fog was the way that the earth was watered.  The water precipitated out of the mists in a rain-like fashion, but not like the rainstorms we see today.  It was still a water cycle, just a form in the mornings or evenings.

· The rivers or streams coming into or through the Garden of Eden was one river that separates into four major rivers is backwards from what we observe today.  Leupold doubted that these four rivers are the current rivers in Iraq (Turkey & Iran?) today.  Anyone who places the Garden in Iraq has no evidence at all.

· In Chapter 6. 1-4 we see what Leupold calls the Commingling of the 2 “races”.  (Remember, there is no such thing as races, men are grouped into families (or tribes) and families into nations.)  Moral distinctions are obliterated (we know that depravity only takes one generation to surface) and the Sethites become so badly contaminated through multiple marriages with unbelievers, that eventually God must terminate the existing world order.  Leupold accuses many of making a mythical tale out of this section (Gen. 6: 1-4) and fail to see a simple progression and they make the passage to mean an entirely foreign interpretation.

· The “daughters of men” is an idiom, in a way, of describing what is happening to the two branches of mankind; The Sethites and the Cainites.  Adam and Eve had daughters all along, but the sense is still that it is taking place throughout all mankind (ha’adaham).  The situation is that the sons of God (bene ‘elohim) are looking at the other line of daughters as fair (good looking-tobhoth) and they took them for wives and there is a hint that they took as many wives for them-selves as they wished.  This is not the first time that men had multiple wives (See Lamech).  The “sons of God” is the clear meaning of the previous chapter 5.  The phrase “sons of God” appears elsewhere in the Old Testament (Ps 73: 15; Deut 32: 5; Ps 80: 17; among several) as well as defined in the New Testament as believers.  Hosea 1: 10 is the strongest reference on this.  If “sons of God refers to Angels, we have little evidence. The interpretation requires an analysis of the text before and after the phrase in question.  Job is quoted, but this is not definite. Alternative interpretations could be just as valid.  Another problem Leupold points out is that the discussion of angels does not appear until much later in Genesis. We have no groundwork laid in the text to introduce the activity of Angels, except what we put in on our own authority.  The general rule should be the “first mention” principle. To interpret earlier words based solely on later use once or twice of the same words is a violation of this principle. “Sons of the Mighty” is said to refer to Angels, but again there is no rationale leading up to this conclusion other than our own speculation.  Criticism against Leupold’s view is that “daughters of men” and “sons of God” demands that the former be divine and the latter human.  Leupold answers, No, not at all.  This is making a conclusion with no foundational basis established.  Some Biblical translations went so far as to state the whole text as “Marriages with Angels”.  Leupold says that there is no foundation for this bold move.  He sees this train of thought as heathen legends about giants and the sexual mingling of Angels with women.  Other Biblical Translations, such as by Meek, actually dared to delete the word “sons” and states that the “gods noticed that the daughters of men were attractive”.
· Many quote II Peter 2: 4 and Jude 6 as pertaining to marriage of Angels, but these versus do not support anything other than the original fall of Angels.  Keil has defended against this idea sufficiently.

· The references that use the word “flesh” (basar) are not inclusive of Angels, but simply means sinful man. 

· In verse 4 concerning the Nephilim, it should be noted that verse 4 does not follow the same thought as in verse 2. Leupold says that it is unfortunate that Nephilim is translated as “giants”.  This idea is originally found in the LXX as well as “sons of God” is translated as Angels.  Number 13: 33 is not a parallel identification of giant men, even thought the sons of Anak (means sons of the long-necked) may have been very tall men.  These Nephilim that the Israelite spies in Canaan saw were awesome individuals and would be difficult to defeat, but in every case these “giants” were men of great stature and strength.  There is no rationale to think that they were the mythological “Titans” or superhuman gods. Meek defends the idea of giants were born when the gods had intercourse with human women.  Leupold renders this as unwarranted alteration of the text in the interest of a dogmatic preconception.  Some older translators adhered to a corrected Greek version where Nephilim was interpreted as those warriors “who fall upon”.   Symmachus used the word powerful.  The article before Nephilim is categorical, which means the object is a continuance, not a one-time event.  The text says that they were around before and after the Flood.
· Verse 6: 5 is pivotal as the purpose of the coming Flood.  It has nothing to do with Angels. Angels were not destroyed in the Flood.  The catastrophe is directed against mankind as verse 6-8 states.
· One last thing that I have noticed is that Leupold does not make any connection of the exact time the Flood started and the exact time it ended. He admits that he does not know for sure what calendar is being used in 7: 10, 11.  Is it the ordinary civil year or agriculture year, which starts in the Fall; or the ecclesiastical year or religious year, which starts in April?   Leupold favors October, where if April is the month in question, then the Passover days and the Resurrection day becomes significant. Leupold recognizes that the water comes from the “great Deep”, which is subterranean, not from the Vapor Canopy theory (he does not mention this theory).  He accepts the notion that the Flood was world-wide, catastrophic, and completely destroyed the world that then was. Leupold accepts huge tidal waves once the earth was covered.  What we see today is a result of volcanic and hydrological forces. Leupold mentions nothing of the earth now spinning a little faster than before or anything about a tilting of the earth’s axis.  No mention of the calendar being 365 ¼ days per year instead of 360 days per year previously.
· To conclude, Dr. Leupold was a conservative Biblical Scholar living during the days of great pressure from dissidents and sc-called authorities who questioned the inerrancy and literal principles of Interpretation of the scriptures.  So-called scientists were saying that the Bible is not a text book on issues of science and therefore not authoritative.  Yet the Bible has been shown to be true every time it refers to scientific things.  Science cannot deal with Origins, because it is an Observational and testable discipline.  The scripture on the other hand is history written by One who was there.  See Job 38: 4.  End of argument. 

