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The word Heaven occurs in the Lord’s Prayer twice and
in the Nicene Creed three times. The clauses which contain
it are: ‘Our Father which art in heaven’; ‘Thy will
be done on earth as it is in heaven’; ‘Maker of heaven and
earth’; ‘Who for us men and for our salvation came down from
heaven’; ‘He ascended into heaven’. A single sentence, recurrent
in the Gospels, is as familiar as these: ‘The kingdom of
heaven is at hand’, or more briefly, ‘The kingdom of heaven’.

The Oxford English Dictionary gives various definitions of
the word. It is derived from the old English hefen. Its earliest
meaning is the sky or firmament, the space above the world. It
was applied afterwards to the various concentric circles into
which that space was supposed to be divided, and presently to
the same space considered as ‘the habitation of God and his
angels’. Hence, as early as Chaucer, it came to mean a state of
spiritual being equivalent to the habitation of divine things, a
state of bliss consonant with union with God. Its common
meaning to-day, as a religious term, sways between the spiritual
and the spatial, with the stress in general slightly, though unintentionally,
more upon the second than the first.

This placing of the stress is no doubt due chiefly to the first
clause of the Lord’s Prayer. That Prayer is more widely known
than any of the Creeds, and more habitually used than the
phrase from the Gospels. Its opening words undoubtedly imply
a place in which ‘Our Father’ exists, a spatial locality inhabited
by God. Against this continual suggestion so easily insinuated
into minds already too much disposed to it, the great theological
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definitions of God which forbid men to attribute to him any
nature inhabiting place are less frequently found and less effectively
imagined. They have to be remembered. But ‘which art in
heaven’ is already remembered. Its easy implications have to be
refused by attention.

It is not, of course, possible to deny that heaven—in the sense
of salvation, bliss, or the presence of God—can exist in space;
that would be to deny the Incarnation. But heaven, as such, only
exists because of the nature of God, and to his existence alone all
bliss is related. In a Jewish tradition God was called ‘the Place’
because all places were referred to him, but he not to any place.
With this in mind it might be well that private meditation
should sometimes vary the original clause by ‘Our Father in
whom is heaven’. The change is for discipline of the mind, for
though it is incapable of the apparent superficiality yet it is
also incapable of the greater profundity of the original. That
depth prevents another error as easy as the first and perhaps
more dangerous. It is comparatively easy to train the mind to
remember that the nature of God is not primarily spatial; it is
not quite so easy to remember that it is not primarily paternal—that
is, that he does not exist primarily for us. No doubt we are,
and can only be, concerned with the way in which he exists for us.
The metaphorical use of the word way, in its ordinary sense,
contains the other. ‘I am the way’ is no less ‘I am the way in
which God exists in relation to men’ than ‘I am the way by
which men exist in relation to God’. But there is a distinction
between the idea that God exists primarily for us, and the idea
that God exists primarily for himself. The original opening of
the Lord’s Prayer implies that the paternity of the first two words
exists only in the beatitude of the sixth—‘Our Father which art
in heaven’. The distinction is not merely pedantic; it encourages
in adoration a style of intelligence and humility. It restores
again the lucid contemplation which is epigrammatized in such a
phrase as (Izaak Walton tells us) was loved and used by John
Donne ‘in a kind of sacred extasie—Blessed be God that he is
God only and divinely like himself’.

This heaven which is beatitude is further defined by the
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second clause in which the word occurs in the Lord’s Prayer:
‘Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven.’ It is habitually
assumed that the second part of the clause refers to the beings—angels
or other—who possess heaven as a place or are possessed
by it as a state. The will that is to be fulfilled on earth is regarded
as relating to other events and possibilities than those which are
covered in heaven by the will already fulfilled. But in fact there
is another possible meaning. The fulfilment of the will in heaven
may grammatically relate to us as well as to angels. The events
for which we sincerely implore that fulfilment upon earth are
already perfectly concluded by it in heaven. Their conclusions
have to be known by us on earth, but they already exist as
events in heaven. Heaven, that is to say, possesses timelessness;
it has the quality of eternity, of (in the definition which Boethius
passed on to Aquinas) ‘the perfect and simultaneous possession
of everlasting life’. In that simultaneity the passion of the prayer
is already granted; all that is left for us to do is to discover in the
process of time the conclusion that we have implored in time.
‘Let us’, the clause demands, in this understanding, ‘know thy
will being done upon earth as, in this very event, it is already
perfectly done and perfectly known in heaven—in the beatitude
which is of thee.’ This is the consummation of act in belief—in
‘faith’.

Heaven then is beatitude and the eternal fulfilment of the
Will, the contemporaneousness of perfection. As a state (or a
place) in possible relation with us it was created by the Will:
‘Maker of heaven and earth.’ But the Creeds which declare this
declare also something of the relation. They declare a process,
though (it is true) in spatial metaphors: ‘who for us men and for
our salvation came down from heaven. . . . He ascended into
heaven.’ There emerges and returns from that state of eternal
beatitude something or someone charged with a particular
intention towards men. It is obvious that this must be related to
the doing of the Will, because (on the general definition) there is
nothing else that can emerge from and return to that state. Of
the possibility of that emergence and return, this is not the
immediate place to speak. It is obvious that, however we define
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heaven—spiritually or spatially—the word earth does in fact
mean both. Earth is to us inevitably a place, but it is, also
inevitably, the only state which we know, our spiritual state
within that place. The identification of the two as earth has no
doubt assisted us to see both spatial and spiritual meanings in the
word heaven. But heaven is distinguished from earth, and earth
at the moment may be taken to mean that place and state which
have not the eternity of heaven. If it has a perfection, it is a
temporal perfection, a perfection known in sequence. The Will
emerges from the heaven of its beatitude (and the beatitude of
all creatures existing in their mode of perfect relation to it) and
returns thither. Of that Will, so emerging and returning, it is
said: ‘The kingdom of heaven is at hand’; it is called ‘the
kingdom of heaven’ in that activity.

Religion is the definition of that relationship. The records of
it, as it has been understood by Christendom, are contained
formally in two sets of documents: (i) the Canonical Scriptures,
that is, the Bible; (ii) the Rituals of the Church. Neither is complete
alone, nor can be understood alone. So far as they can be
separated, it might be said that the Bible, up to and including
the Acts of the Apostles, is concerned rather with what happened,
the Rituals with what is happening. The Epistles belong
to both. It is true that all that did happen is a presentation of
what is happening; all the historical events, especially of this
category, are a pageant of the events of the human soul. But it is
true also that Christendom has always held that the two are
indissolubly connected; that the events in the human soul could
not exist unless the historical events had existed. If, per impossible,
it could be divinely certain that the historical events upon
which Christendom reposes had not yet happened, all that could
be said would be that they had not yet happened. If time and
place are wrong, they are at least all that can be wrong. If, by a
wild fantasy, the foundations of Christendom are not yet dug,
then we have only the architect’s plan. But those foundations
can never be dug on any other plan. The passion—often the too-angry
passion—with which the orthodox have defended a
doctrine such as the Virgin Birth has (apart from mystical interpretation
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and vicious obstinacy) this consummation of the historical
sense as its chief cause. The union of history and the
individual is, like that of so many other opposites, in the coming
of the kingdom of heaven, historic and contemporary at once. It
was historic in order that it might always be contemporary; it is
contemporary because it was certainly historic.

It is the Bible which describes and defines for us the coming
of the kingdom, and by the Bible is meant for this book the
English version, the Authorized supplemented by the Revised.
It is, whether fortunately or unfortunately, that source from
which the English imagination has for centuries received the
communication of Christendom, and from which the Christian
imagination in England still, commonly and habitually, derives.
No doubt this derivation is, to a large extent, governed by the
doctrines of the Catholic Church. But it is a fact that most
English minds still interested in Christendom regard the Bible
and the Church rather as allied and intermingled organisms
than the Church as the single organism producing the Bible as
a part of its inspired activity. That is why it will be convenient
here to follow the complex imagination contained in the phrase
‘came down from heaven’ as it is derived from the Bible. It is the
habit nowadays to talk of the Bible as great literature; the
Bible-worship of our forefathers has been succeeded by a more
misguided and more offensive solemnity of conditioned respect,
as accidentally uncritical as deliberately irreligious. Uncritical,
because too often that literary respect is oddly conditioned by an
ignoring of the book’s main theme.

It has certainly many minor themes. Like all the rest of
English literature, it consists of a multitude of arrangements
of English words expressing, with very great poignancy,
various states of being. They are expressed in many different
conventions—in narrative, in dialogue, in lyric; in histories, in
letters, in schedules and codes of law; in fantasies of apocalypse
and myths of creation. Many are familiar enough—the devotion
of Ruth, the impatience of Job, the distress of David, the passion
of the Shulamite; others are less familiar. The whole of the
Bible is a nexus of states of being; a pattern developed in a
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proper sequence from its bare opening through all its enlarging
theme. It even involves states of being more than individual; it
concerns itself with corporations and companies. Setting aside
supernatural beings, the central figure of the Old Testament is
Israel; the central figure of the New is the Church. Those
companies dominate their members, except when some peculiarly
poignant state of individual being emerges, and by sheer power
momentarily dominates the mass. Even then the moment of
individuality illuminates and returns to the mass; it is never
forgotten that the Israelites are members of the nation as the
believers are of the Church, and it is the greater organism which
is the full subject, at whatever time. Through those greater
organisms, as through the many lesser, there arises a sense of
corporate mankind. Individuals and companies, and mankind
itself, are all finally set in relation to that non-human cause and
centre which is called God.

For the central theme is made up of the lesser themes and of
something more, and as in all great literature the lesser themes
are there to help compose the greater. The whole Canon signifies
a particular thing—the original nature of man, the entrance of
contradiction into his nature, and the manner of his restoration.
If this theme is ignored the Bible as a whole cannot be understood
as literature. By a deprivation of the central idea, and of
the personification of that idea, the Bible does not cease to be
metaphysics and become literature; it ceases to be anything at all
but little bits of literature rather oddly collated. But without that
deprivation it is literature related to the greatest of human
themes—the nature of man and his destiny. Its doctrine may be
wrong, but without its doctrine it is, as a book, nothing. It deals
no longer with mankind, as is pretended, only with a number of
men. To alter it so may be a moral virtue, but it certainly is not
good literary criticism.

Yet it is precisely good literary criticism which is needed, for
those of us who are neither theologians, higher critics, nor
fundamentalists; that is, for most of us. We are concerned, if we
are concerned at all, to know what the book is at, as much as to
know what King Lear or the Prelude is at, and that can only be
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done by the methods of literary criticism, by the contemplation
of the states of being the book describes, by the relation of
phrase to phrase and the illumination of phrase by phrase, by
the discovery (without ingenuity) of complexity within complexity
and simplicity within simplicity. There is simply no
other way to go about it, because it consists of words. Bible-reading
and meditation must be based on words; they are meant
to extract the utmost possible meaning out of words. Certainly
there are some books whose words, once we have studied
them, seem to demand from us a moral, even a metaphysical,
assent or dissent. Literary criticism, that is, may lead to or even
be transmuted into something more intense even than itself.
Such books are the Pilgrim’s Progress and the Divine Comedy and
the De Natura Rerum and the Bible. They become something
more in the same way that the crowd around Messias were
suddenly exhibited in an office and authority unexpected when
he looked on them and cried out ‘Behold my mother and my
brethren.’ But that declaration of their maternity did not alter
their original humanity, and so with the words of these books.

There is, in especial, one law of literary criticism which is of
use—the law of emptying the words. Everyone who has studied
great verse knows how necessary is the effort to clear the mind
of our own second-hand attribution of meanings to words in
order that the poet may fill them with his meanings. No less care
is needed in reading the Bible. Some form, of course, each word
must retain, some shape and general direction. But its general
colour is, naturally, only learnt from its use throughout. This
has to be discovered. As a fact words such as ‘faith’, ‘pardon’,
or ‘glory’ are taken with meanings borrowed from the commonplace
of everyday; comparatively few readers set to work to find
out what the Bible means by them. The word ‘love’ has suffered
even more heavily. The famous saying ‘God is love’, it is
generally assumed, means that God is like our immediate emotional
indulgence, and not that our meaning of love ought to
have something of the ‘otherness’ and terror of God.

Acknowledging therefore the general meaning of a few words
as they occur, and even charging (if desirable) the word heaven
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when it occurs with all requisite power, it may be permissible to
examine briefly a few other words and events contained in the
Bible, in relation to the clause ‘who . . . came down from
heaven’. At its beginning the Bible knows very little of the
meaning of words. All great art creates, as it were, its own
stillness about it, but by the nature of its subject the Bible does
more. It opens with a single rift of light striking along the
darkness which existed before words were: ‘In the beginning
God created the heavens and the earth.’



CHAPTER II

The Myth of the Alteration in Knowledge
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The word ‘God’ in the opening sentences of Genesis
is practically characterless. It means only That which
creates, and what it creates is good in its own eyes. The
diagram of the six days develops with a geometrical precision,
measured by the ambiguous word ‘Day’. To give that word the
meaning merely of the passage of a myriad years is impossible,
so much is it defined by its recurrent evenings and mornings;
it is nearer our twenty-four hour day than anything else. Yet
time is pressed into it; it has a double relationship of duration,
divine and human; and it repeats itself as a refrain of mathematical
incantation—the first calculation and the first ritual.
Along that rift of light, according to the double pulsing sound—‘the
evening and the morning were the Day’; ‘God saw that
it was good’—the geometry of creation enlarges. The universe
exists, and earth, and the seas, and all creatures. But there is no
further explanation of the God.

The heavens are here, no doubt, spatial skies in relation to
spatial earth, and the earth is the place of limited perfection in
time. Man exists upon earth, and with his appearance the
imagination finds that it has abandoned its standpoint at the
beginning of that primal ray, and has removed itself to earth. It
is the opening of the great myth of man’s origins. Earth exists
and is good; the man and woman—the Adam—exist and are
good; and their whole state is good.[1] It is not less good because
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there exists a prohibition. But the myth makes use of the prohibition
to proceed to its account of the Fall.

There are, roughly, two bases for the idea of the Fall. One is
the general Judaeo-Christian tradition; the other is the facts of
present human existence. Both bases will be rejected by those
who have already rejected their fundamental hypotheses. The
first depends upon the whole doctrine of the Christian Church,
and is a corollary of that doctrine. The second depends upon the
hypotheses of an omnipotent and benevolent God and of man’s
free will. ‘Either there is no Creator (in that sense) or the living
society of men is in a true sense discarded from his presence’,
said Newman. Something must have gone wrong somewhere.
If (on the hypothesis) it cannot have gone wrong with God, it
must have gone wrong with us. If heaven is a name for a state of
real perfection, we ourselves have most remarkably ‘come down
from heaven’.

This necessity of thought has been generally accepted by the
Christian Church, though the Church has never defined the
nature of that aboriginal catastrophe the tale of which it accepts.
It has traditionally rather accepted the view that this catastrophe
was the second of its kind, the first having occurred in the
‘heavens’ themselves, and among those creatures whom we call
angels. Our own awareness of this explanation is generally
referred to the genius of Milton, who certainly shaped it for us
in great poetry and made use of it to express his own tender
knowledge of the infinite capacity of man’s spirit for foolish
defiance of the God. But long before Milton the strange tale
recedes, and long before Milton the prayers of Christendom
implore aid against the malignity of fallen spirits. The popularity
of the legend has perhaps been assisted by the excuse it
has seemed to offer for mankind, by the pseudo-answer it has
appeared to offer to the difficulty of the philosophical imagination
concerning a revolt in the good against the good, and by
its provision of a figure or figures against whom men can, on
the highest principles, launch their capacities of indignant hate
and romantic fear. The devil, even if he is a fact, has been an
indulgence; he has, on occasion, been encouraged to reintroduce
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into Christian emotions the dualism which the Christian intellect
has denied, and we have relieved our own sense of moral
submission by contemplating, even disapprovingly, something
which was neither moral nor submissive. An ‘inferiority complex’,
in the slang of our day, is not the same thing as humility;
the devil has often been the figure of the first, a reverse from
the second, and the frontier between the two. While he exists
there is always something to which we can be superior.

Of all this, however, the book of Genesis knows nothing
(unless, indeed, in the sentence about the mist). The myth of the
Fall there is formally limited to the Adam, and to the creature
‘of the field’, an immense subtlety twining into speech. There
is not much difference apparently between the Adam and the
beasts, except that he (or they) control them. There is nothing
about intellectual power; in fact, so far as their activities in
Genesis are concerned, the intelligence of the Adam is limited to
preserving their lives by obtaining food, by a capacity for agriculture,
and by a clear moral sense, though behind these things
lies the final incantation of the creation: ‘Let us make man in
Our image, after Our likeness’, and the decision upon that, as
upon the earliest rift of light: ‘behold, it was very good’.

The nature of the Fall—both while possible and when actual—is
clearly defined. The ‘fruit of the tree’ is to bring an increase
of knowledge. That increase, however, is, and is desired as
being, of a particular kind. It is not merely to know more, but
to know in another method. It is primarily the advance (if it can
be so called) from knowing good to knowing good and evil; it is
(secondarily) the knowing ‘as gods’: A certain knowledge was,
by its nature, confined to divine beings. Its communication to
man would be, by its nature, disastrous to man. The Adam had
been created and were existing in a state of knowledge of good
and nothing but good. They knew that there was some kind of
alternative, and they knew that the rejection of the alternative
was part of their relation to the Omnipotence that created them.
That relation was part of the good they enjoyed. But they knew
also that the knowledge in the Omnipotence was greater than
their own; they understood that in some way it knew ‘evil’.

It was, in future ages, declared by Aquinas that it was of the
nature of God to know all possibilities, and to determine which
possibility should become fact. ‘God would not know good
things perfectly, unless he also knew evil things . . . for, since
evil is not of itself knowable, forasmuch as “evil is the privation
of good”, as Augustine says (Confess. iii, 7), therefore evil can
neither be defined nor known except by good.’ Things which are
not and never will be he knows ‘not by vision’, as he does all
things that are, or will be, ‘but by simple intelligence’. It is
therefore part of that knowledge that he should understand good
in its deprivation, the identity of heaven in its opposite identity
of hell, but without ‘approbation’, without calling it into being
at all.

It was not so possible for man, and the myth is the tale of
that impossibility. However solemn and intellectual the exposition
of the act sounds, the act itself is simple enough. It is easy
for us now, after the terrible and prolonged habit of mankind; it
was not, perhaps, very difficult then—as easy as picking a fruit
from a tree. It was merely to wish to know an antagonism in the
good, to find out what the good would be like if a contradiction
were introduced into it. Man desired to know schism in the
universe. It was a knowledge reserved to God; man had been
warned that he could not bear it—‘in the day that thou eatest
thereof thou shalt surely die’. A serpentine subtlety overwhelmed
that statement with a grander promise—‘Ye shall be
as gods, knowing good and evil’. Unfortunately to be as gods
meant, for the Adam, to die, for to know evil, for them, was to
know it not by pure intelligence but by experience. It was,
precisely, to experience the opposite of good, that is the deprivation
of the good, the slow destruction of the good, and of themselves
with the good.

The Adam were permitted to achieve this knowledge if they
wished; they did so wish. Some possibility of opposite action
there must be if there is to be any relation between different
wills. Free will is a thing incomprehensible to the logical mind,
and perhaps not very often possible to the human spirit. The
glasses of water which we are so often assured that we can or can
21
not drink do not really refract light on the problem. ‘Nihil sumus
nisi voluntates’, said Augustine, but the thing we fundamentally
are is not easily known. Will is rather a thing we may choose to
become than a thing we already possess—except so far as we
can a little choose to choose, a little will to will. The Adam,
with more will, exercised will in the myth. They knew good;
they wished to know good and evil. Since there was not—since
there never has been and never will be—anything else than the
good to know, they knew good as antagonism. All difference
consists in the mode of knowledge. They had what they wanted.
That they did not like it when they got it does not alter the fact
that they certainly got it.

The change in knowledge is indicated by one detail. The tale
presents the Adam as naked, and in a state of enjoyment of being
naked. It was part of their good; they had delight in their
physical natures. There is no suggestion that they had not a
delight in their sexual natures and relationship. They had about
them a free candour, and that candour of joy was a part of their
good. They were not ashamed. They then insisted on knowing
good as evil; and they did. They knew that candour as undesirable;
they experienced shame. The Omnipotence might intelligently
know what the deprivation of that candour would be like,
and yet not approve it into existence. The divine prerogative
could not enter other beings after that manner; they had to
know after their own nature. The thing they had involved confused
them, because its nature was confusion. Sex had been
good; it became evil. They made themselves aprons. It was
exactly what they had determined. Since then it has often been
thought that we might recover the single and simple knowledge
of good in that respect by tearing up the aprons. It has never,
so far, been found that the return is quite so easy. To revoke
the knowledge of unlovely shame can only be done by discovering
a loveliness of shame (not necessarily that shame, but
something more profound) in the good. The Lord, it may be
remarked, did not make aprons for the Adam; he made them
coats. He was not so sex-conscious as some of the commentators,
pious and other.

Another detail is in the interrogation in the garden. It is the
conclusion of the first great episode in the myth of origin. The
decision has, inevitably, changed the relationship of the Adam to
the Omnipotence. It is in the garden and they are afraid. As they
have a shameful modesty towards each other, so they have an
evil humility towards the Creator. They do not think it tolerable
that they should be seen as they are. Unfortunately the interrogation
merely exhibits them as they are; a severe actuality is
before them, and they dislike it. They know evil; that is, they
know the good of fact as repugnant to them. They are forced
into it. The well-meaning comment which blames Adam for
telling tales about the woman overlooks the fact that he had no
choice. In schools and in divorce-courts we used to be taught to
lie on a woman’s behalf; the fashion of morals may now have
changed. But Adam is not in that kind of divorce-court. He has
been dragged out from among the concealing trees of the
garden, he is riddled now with a new mode of knowledge, but
the old knowledge is forced to speak. The full result of their
determination is exhibited. ‘Ye shall be as gods, knowing good
and evil.’ So you shall. Sorrow and conception; the evil of the
ground; the sorrow of life; the hardship of toil; all things in
antagonism and schism; love a distress and labour a grief; all the
good known in the deprivation of the good, in the deprivation
of joy. Only the death which the serpent had derided returns to
them as mercy; they are not, at least, to live for ever; the
awful possibility of Eden is removed. They are to be allowed
to die.

The contradiction in the nature of man is thus completely
established. He knows good, and he knows good as evil. These
two capacities will always be present in him; his love will
always be twisted with anti-love, with anger, with spite, with
jealousy, with alien desires. Lucidity and confusion are alike
natural, and there is no corner into which antagonism to pure
joy has not broken. It is in the episode of Cain and Abel that this
alteration of knowledge is most exhibited. It is shown also in a
new development. The original tale had dealt almost wholly
with the relation of the Adam to the Omnipotence; their relation
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between themselves had not been much considered. But the
next generation sees a schism in mankind itself. The objection
mostly raised to that episode of the myth is to the sacrifice of the
‘firstlings of the flock’. It is a natural objection, and it certainly
has to be left unanswered or answered only by the comment that
from beginning to end the Bible is negligent of a great deal of
our humane instincts. Man having got himself into a state when
he was capable of willingly shedding blood, the shedding of
blood could no longer be neglected. That pouring out of the
blood ‘which is life’ was bound to become a central thing, for it
was the one final and utterly irrevocable thing. It is that which
Adam offers to the Lord, and which the Lord accepts. Cain
himself seems to have had no humanitarian objections, or if he
had they did not extend to his relations. But the main point is the
first breach in humanity, the first outrage against pietas, and
(more importantly) the first imagined proclamation of pietas
from the heavens—from the skies or from eternal perfection.
‘Am I my brother’s keeper?’ ‘The voice of thy brother’s blood
crieth unto me from the ground. And now art thou cursed from
the earth.’ Human relationship has become to a man a source of
anger and hate, and the hatred in its turn brings more desolation.
It is the opening of the second theme of the Bible—the
theme of pietas and the community. The curse of the primeval
choice is now fully at work, and the great myth passes on to the
first hint of the resolution of the lasting crisis of that curse.

The first book, as it were, of the myth is taken up by the
entrance of contradiction into the spirit of man. The second is
the period of the covenants. So far there has been no development
of the character of the God; not, anyhow, in so many
words. It is possible to make deductions, such as to observe
Messianic prophecies from the talk of the head and the heel in
the garden of Eden, and to discern a careful Providence in the
making of coats of skins. But these are rather the drawing of
what Wordsworth called ‘the sustaining thought’ from the
progress of the tale, and Wordsworth, like any other great
writer (even the author, no doubt, of the book of Genesis), distinguished
carefully between tales and sustaining thoughts
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drawn from tales. The second are much more patient of our own
interpretations than the first, and there has so far been little
interpretation of God in Genesis itself; no more, perhaps, than
the implication that he is concerned at the breach of human
relations in the murder of Abel. But now—by how little, yet by
how much!—there is an alteration. The single rift of pure light
in which all that has happened has so far been seen—the
identities of heaven and earth, and man setting antagonism in
his mind towards them, Adam and Eve passing over the earth,
and Cain flying into the wilderness—this lies upon the Flood
and changes. The pure light of mere distinction between God
and man changes; it takes on colour and becomes prismatic with
the rainbow. The very style of the Bible itself changes; the
austere opening pulsates with multiplied relationships. Man
becomes men.

The first covenant is that with Noah. It begins by repeating
the single gift of power with which the Omnipotence had
endowed Adam, but it adds to it the threat against Cain, and
combines something new of its own. It proclaims a law: ‘At the
hand of every man’s brother will I require the life of man.’ It is
a declaration of an exchange of responsibility rather than of
joy, but the web of substitution is to that extent created, however
distant from the high end and utter conclusion of entire interchange.
Into the chaotic experience of good as evil the first
pattern of order is introduced; every man is to answer for the
life of his brother. As the Omnipotence so limits man, it limits
itself, and for the first time characterizes itself by a limitation—‘the
everlasting covenant between God and every living
creature of all flesh that is upon the earth’. It consents to agreement,
to limitation, to patience, patience which is here the first
faint hint of a thing yet unknown to the myth, the first preluding
check on that activity of power which is presently to become a
new mode of power—grace.

The second covenant is that made with Abraham, and afterwards
renewed with Isaac and Jacob. It comes after the destruction
of Babel; that symbolic legend of the effort man makes to
approach heaven objectively only, as by the vain effort of the
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removal of aprons. It is a recurrent effort, since it is a recurrent
temptation: if this or that could be done, surely the great tower
would arise, and we should walk in heaven among gods—as
when the orthodox of any creed think that all will be well when
their creed is universal. Yet the recurrent opposite is no more
true, for unless something is done, nothing happens. Unless
devotion is given to a thing which must prove false in the end,
the thing that is true in the end cannot enter. But the distinction
between necessary belief and unnecessary credulity is as necessary
as belief; it is the heightening and purifying of belief. There
is nothing that matters of which it is not sometimes desirable to
feel: ‘this does not matter’. ‘This also is Thou; neither is this
Thou.’ But it may be admitted also that this is part of the technique
of belief in our present state; not even Isaiah or Aquinas
have pursued to its revelation the mystery of self-scepticism in
the divine. The nearest, perhaps, we can get to that is in the
incredulous joy of great romantic moments—in love or poetry
or what else: ‘this cannot possibly be, and it is’. Usually the way
must be made ready for heaven, and then it will come by some
other; the sacrifice must be made ready, and the fire will strike
on another altar. So much Cain saw, and could not guess that the
very purpose of his offering was to make his brother’s
acceptable.

Babel had fallen, and the nations and peoples of the earth were
established, in variation of speech and habit like the rainbow of
the covenant above them. Out of that covenant a new order
issues, and the first great formula of salvation. It is the promise
and first establishment of Israel, but of Israel in a formula which
applies both to it and to the future company of the New Testament,
the Church. ‘I will bless thee . . . thou shalt be a blessing
. . . in thee shall all families of the earth be blessed’ (Gen. xii,
1-3). Israel is to be exclusive and inclusive at once, like all
modes of redemption, particular and universal. Their inclusive-exclusive
statement is retained in the repetitions of the covenants,
and it is permitted to become indeed a covenant. The
covenant with Noah had been rather a one-sided promise than a
covenant, but now a sign is established. Besides the exchange of
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responsibility, the pietas between man and man, there is to be a
particular mode of adoration, ritual and deliberately ritual. It is
the exclusive sign which is to be inclusive in its effects. The
uncircumcized child is to be cut off from the people, yet all the
earth is again to know beatitude. The mysterious promise of
blessing is to be established in that intimate body of man which
had, in the old myth, swallowed the fatal fruit: ‘my covenant
shall be in your flesh’. The precise declaration is renewed to the
generations; the single is to be a blessing to all.

There are two points here which may be remarked in the
mere manner of the myth. The first relates to what are usually
called the anthropomorphic appearances of the God. There is no
doubt that they happen, but the point is that they are precisely
appearances. They are rare, and they are condescensions. They
succeed in their effectiveness because they are unusual condescensions.
The God of Genesis is not a kind of supernatural man;
he is something quite different which occasionally deigns to
appear like a supernatural man. Something unlike man behaves
like man. It exists; it breaks off. ‘And the Lord went his way
. . . and Abraham returned unto his place.’

The second point refers to a question of style. The climax of
those anthropomorphic appearances is in that most admirably
composed passage of words with Abraham concerning Sodom.
Up to then the few conversations between man and the Omnipotence
have been extremely one-sided. But now there appears
something new: the conversation becomes a dialogue. The
remoteness and rigour of the Lord take on a tenderness—almost
(but for the terror of the subject) a laughter—and there
exists not only a promise but a reply. The promise, that is,
becomes a fuller and richer thing; it is the whole meaning of
prayer. Prayer, like everything else, was meant for a means of
joy; but, in our knowledge of the good as evil, we have to
recover it so, and it is not an easy thing. Prayer is thought of as
a means to an end, but the end itself is sometimes only the
means to the means, as with all love. The fantastic intercession
of Abraham dances and retreats and salaams and dances again;
and the thunder that threatens on the left the Cities of the Plain
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murmurs gently on the right above the tents. ‘And the Lord
went his way.’

The myth draws to a conclusion with what may, or may not,
be a beginning of history, and yet at that beginning renews its
full splendour of style. The last great outbreak of legend is
laid among recognizable peoples and familiar titles. Kings and
wizards, priests and prophets, caravans and armies, rich men
and slaves, are habitual upon earth; something infinitely various
is to be offered to the Lord. Such individual moments as the
passion of Jacob for Rachel or of Rebekah for Jacob appear;
though the numinous appearances linger, as in the figure that
strives with Jacob. The inclusive-exclusive thing is followed in
its wanderings among the other existences, who do not know it
and are to be blessed through it. But now something else has
developed on the earth, the impiety of which Cain was the first
incarnation. The development of man into peoples has developed
also the dark fact of contradiction, and the law of exchange of
responsibility is now outraged nationally as well as individually.
The rejection of Joseph by his brethren expands into the slavery
of the Israelites among the Egyptians. Impiety has reached
through the whole social order, and the power of tyranny is
established as an accepted thing in the world. It is exceptionally,
in this instance, related to the ‘chosen people’, the means of
returning beatitude, and it is in relation to the same people that,
in the midst of so much evil still preferred, the God characterizes
himself still further. He utters the first grand metaphysical
phrase: the ‘I am that I am’. Coleridge, as a poet as well as a
philosopher, declared that it should be: ‘I am in that I am’. But
the alteration is sufficiently given in the message to Pharaoh:
‘the I am hath sent me unto you’. The colours of the rainbows
are assumed again into a clear light, and the God is no longer
only creative but self-existent. It is this utter self-existence the
sound of which is prolonged now through the whole book; ‘I am
the Lord’ rings everywhere like the refrain of the heavens.
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