
expect to find the name Jehovah in the 
book of Genesis. But in fact the Name 
occurs not less than 162 times in the first 
book of the Bible.

I think we can dismiss the 
suggestion, made by some scholars, that 
the name was known, but that the 
significance of the name was not known 
to the patriarchs. A solution was 
proposed in the nineteenth century by 
the Higher Critics, which became 
known as the Graf/Wellhausen 
hypothesis. They suggested that the 
different names for God represented 
different documents, which were 
compiled at different times, much later 
than the events they were alleged to 
record. The documentary hypothesis 
has been long discredited, but is still 
being taught in some quarters. But that 
does not solve the problem of the names 
for God in Genesis.

What is the real position? How did 
the name Jehovah get into Genesis? The 
name does not occur in Genesis 1:1 to 
2:4, and only once in the story of Joseph 
in Egypt. P. J. Wiseman suggests that 
the insertion of the name is due to 
Moses, when he transcribed the ancient 
documents for the benefit of the children 
of Israel. The old titles for God had 
become debased by heathen usage, and 
Moses preferred not to use them. But 
he retained enough of the old usage to 
maintain continuity with the past. We 
find a connection between Exodus 6:3 
and Genesis 17:1. In the latter verse 
God says to Abram, ‘I am Almighty 
God, walk before me and be thou 
perfect.’ In the Exodus reference God 
says to Moses, ‘I appeared to Abraham 
(etc.) as God Almighty.’ This is the 
name by which God made Himself 
known to Abraham and the other 
patriarchs, for the name appears five 
more times in Genesis, as God revealed 
Himself to Isaac and Jacob. The name 
Almighty appears infrequently in the 
Bible outside of Genesis and Job, and 
in the few places of its occurrence it 
tends to be in a Gentile context, being 
used by Balaam and in the book of Ruth, 
which might suggest it was common

usage among the Moabites, from whom 
Ruth came.

Another name for God is Most 
High. It is used four times, all in 
connection with the priest of the Most 
High God in Genesis 14. Apart from 
Daniel and some of the Psalms it is used 
infrequently in the Old Testament. 
Again, where it is employed, it tends to 
be in a Gentile context. In Israel, the 
name for God was Jehovah, and from 
the time of Moses on it was used with 
increasing frequency by members of the 
Israelite community.

Of the 162 usages of Jehovah in 
Genesis, nearly 40 instances of its use 
are in the mouths of the speakers in 
Genesis. Here is the test. Does the 
name Jehovah have any significance, or 
could the name have been put into the 
mouth of the speaker by the editor of 
Genesis, whom we assume to be 
Moses? We find that of all the uses of 
Lord on the lips of the speakers in 
Genesis, none of them carry any 
covenant or revelatory significance. In 
Genesis 48:3 Jacob says, ‘God Almighty 
appeared to me at Luz’, which appears 
to be the true interpretation of Genesis 
28:13–17.

It would seem that the revelation of  
God to the patriarchs was contained in 
the name God Almighty, as we see in 
Genesis 17:1. When the new covenant 
name, the only name for God, was 
revealed to Moses, the other names or 
titles were dropped, and the new name 
of Jehovah became the name by which 
God was known henceforth in Israel. It 
has been suggested that the names ‘Most 
High’ and ‘God Almighty’ were 
debased by Egyptian usage, and that 
those names were dropped in Israel 
when the covenant name was given. 
There was a new departure in the life of  
the Israelite people when God sent 
Moses as their deliverer. In the same 
way the name of Jesus was revealed 
when God sent His Son as the deliverer 
of His people from their sins.

I believe that this explanation, along 
with that of Dr Taylor’s, completely 
vindicates the Book of Genesis and

shows it to be a true and accurate record 
of the times and of the manner of its 
compilation.
F. Graeme Smith,
Narellan, New South Wales, 
AUSTRALIA.

DECREASED LIFESPANS

Dear Editor,

To let the Word of God set a limit 
to the life of man is to accept popular, 
even worldly, exegesis of Psalm 90:10. 
He does not will the end of man (II Peter 
3:9). Also Psalm 90 is the song of 
Moses, the man of God, not David as 
paragraphs 4 and 5 indicate.1 Also see 
Beasley.2

I have never been happy that these 
verses are defining man’s lifespan. 
Many live well past 80 years. (Surely 
they are not wrong or aberrant to do so!)

But the nicest exegesis of this Psalm 
is that Moses is addressing, and 
describing and relating to, the 
wilderness generation. (He was pre- 
eminently the man of the wilderness. 
This Psalm begins the fourth or 
wilderness [Numbers] book of the 
Psalms. In the Hebrew the ascription 
‘A prayer of Moses the man of God’ is 
part of verse one.) In it he described 
the situation of those who refused to 
enter the promised land at Kadesh 
Barnea. All over 20 years of age were 
to die within the next 40 years, that is, 
prematurely. They’d die by 60 years if 
20; the 30 year olds (the median age 
for that perishing generation) would 
make 70 years at most. (Youth lasted 
till one was 40 years in the ancient 
world. Likely this was the mean age 
for that perishing generation.) 40 year 
olds ‘by reason of strength’ might make 
4 score — no more. They were indeed 
‘cut off’ (verse 10). This describes the 
premature death of sinners. Saints 
commonly live happy and robustly past 
this age today (Moses, 120 himself died 
after surviving those 38 years. His 
‘rebellion’ [Numbers 27:14] was done 
in front of the next generation and after 



the 38 years, Numbers 20).
Psalm 91 gives an impressive 

counterpoint of those surviving the 
slaughter of the rebellious who would 
‘fall at their side’. But it would ‘not 
come nigh’ them. They would be 
preserved to enter the promised land, 
as Jehovah promised, despite 
‘pestilence’, ‘destruction’, ‘the arrow 
nor terror’. Maybe these were ways 
they died. Scripture is elsewhere silent. 
Rebellion falls from view at once in 
Scripture. The silence of the Lord 
following rebellion is deafening, for 
example, Adam after Eden. No, Psalm 
90 is a wilderness generation psalm 
describing an exceptional situation by, 
for and about, those who knew.

C. A. Slater, 
Cockermouth, Cumbria, 
ENGLAND.
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The Author Replies . . .

Attributing the authorship of the 
passage to David was erroneous — the 
correction is appreciated. Whatever the 
merits of this interesting exegesis, I have 
never understood the ‘three score and 
ten’ in this Psalm to be prescriptive, that 
is, setting limits on what man’s lifespan 
should be, but descriptive. That is, 
simply stating what the situation 
generally is. The fact that some live 
longer is balanced by the fact that others 
live for a lesser time. Ignoring infant

mortality, the average adult age at death 
has hovered around 70 years for 
centuries.

There was no suggestion in my 
article that anyone is ‘wrong or 
aberrant’ for falling above (or indeed 
below) this average. I do agree though 
that it is commonly taken or regarded 
as if it were a divine limit.

I trust it is clear that the point of the 
article is independent of the correct 
exegesis of this Psalm, namely, that 
lifespans have decreased dramatically 
post-Flood and that there are serious 
reasons to reconsider the popular 
fixation on ‘environment-only’ 
explanations.

Carl Wieland,
Brisbane, Queensland,
AUSTRALIA.

QUOTABLE QUOTE: Do Scientific Ideas get Accepted on Merit?

‘Let me put it this way, it’s not just what you have to say that counts, it’s who 
 you are; it really is. And it’s the way science works today and it’s the way 
it’s working this time [referring to Darwin]. The school you teach at, the 
affiliations you have, the people you know that back you. The reason I 
know S.... [name], for example, is because I’m a relative newcomer in the 
 field and I needed his plug (because he’s at both Harvard and MIT and he’s 
well known) — I needed his plug for my manuscript to get it at Cambridge, 
otherwise they wouldn’t have even bothered to look at it.’

— Dr Michael Shermer, prominent American skeptic and anti- 
creationist, in a series of lectures on ‘Evolution v. Creationism: 
The History of a Controversy’ given at the Californian Institute 
of Technology in 1993 and available from the US Skeptics 
Society.


