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Acts viii. 9-24), where he has ‘swept the Samari-
tans off their feet with his magical arts’ (NEB,
verse 9). Luke does not suggest that Simon was
himself a Samaritan. In essence a Levantine
mountebank, Simon cultivated the legend that
he was a divine emanation—‘that Power of God
which is called the Great Power’, The concept and
the title were pagan enough (c¢f. for analogies
Ramsay, BRD, p. 117; Deissmann, BS, p. 336n.),
but the Samaritans would by ‘God’ intend ‘Yah-
weh’, and Simon must have acclimatized himself
to his religious surroundings. He already repre-
sents, then, a significant syncretism of magical,
Hellenistic, and erratic Jewish elements.

In the mass movement attending Philip’s
preaching Simon professed conversion and was
baptized. Luke uses his regular expression
‘believed’, and there is no reason to doubt
Simon’s sincerity thus far. The sequel, however,
shows that his basic attitudes were still those of
the magician. So impressed is he with the visible
manifestations of the Holy Spirit following the
apostles’ laying on of hands, that he applies to
them, as to higher proficients in the same trade,
for the formula at an appropriate price. Peter's
crushing rebuke evidently terrified him, for he
begged the apostles’ intercession to avert the
threatened peril. Simon is obsessed with the idea
of power: throughout he conceives of it as re-
siding in the apostles as super-magicians.

Here, rather abruptly, Luke leaves Simon; but
a tangle of traditions about his later career sur-
vive in primitive Christian literature. If they
include incongruities and legends there is no
need, with de Faye, to discount the patristic
descriptions, or to deny a connection between the
Simon of Acts and the Simonian sect. Even
Lucian’s rascally oracle-monger Alexander dis-
coursed on the errors of Epicurus: and therc is
nothing incredible in Simon, with striking ability
and personality, and real psychic powers, and
perhaps some education, combining the charlatan
and the heresiarch.

Justin (Apology xxvi, ¢f. lvi, and Trypho cxx),
himself from Samaria, says that Simon was born
in the village of Gitta; that his companion Helen,
a former prostitute, was widely regarded as his
first divine ‘idea’, while he himself was acclaimed
by multitudes in Samaria and Rome as a
divinity. Indeed, Roman adulation had erected a
statue inscribed Simoni Deo Sancto, ‘to Simon
the Holy God'. (This statue may actually have
been erected to the Sabine deity Semo Sancus,
but the Simonians, who worshipped at statues,
perhaps saw opportunities in this one.)

Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. i. 16, Harvey), Hippo-
lytus (Philos. vi. 7 ff.) and Epiphanius (Panar.
xxi. 2ff.) describe Simonian doctrine, the two
latter employing publications which they allege,

erroneously in Hippolytus’s case, to
emanate from the sect of Simon. He seems to
have developed his old theme of ‘the Great Power
of God' into a Trinitarian scheme: Simon ap-
peared to the Samaritans as the Father, to the
Jews as the Son (he only seemed to suffer) and to

SIN

the world at large as the Holy Spirit. He had a
Redemption myth in which he rescued Helen
(‘the lost sheep’) from the bondage of successive
transmigrations in various female bodies; and he
preached salvation by grace, requiring faith in
Helen and himself, but allowing unrestrained
liberty in morals afterwards. But Simon also
borrowed heavily from Greek paganism and
Greek philosophy, and some concepts appear
which recur in more sophisticated Christian
Gnosticism (g.v.). Irenaeus and the others regard
him as the first major heretic, the initiator of a
long chain of interrelated errors. The modern
association of Gnostic origins with heretical
forms of Judaism may suggest that their instinct
was not far wrong.

Literature such as the Clementine romance and
the Acts of Peter has many imaginative stories of
encounters between Simon and Peter in Rome.
(The once-popular idea that in the Clementines
Simon is a cipher for Paul need no longer be
taken seriously.) According to Hippolytus, his
final exhibition misfired. He was buried alive,
promising to reappear in three days; but he did
not, for, in Hippolytus’ laconic phrase, ‘he was
not the Christ’.

BiBLIOGRAPHY. R. P. Casey in BC, V, 1933,
pp. 151 ff.; E. de Faye, Gnostiques et Gnosticisme?*,
1925, pp. 413 ff.; R. M. Grant, Gnosticism and
Early Christianity, 1960, chapter 3. A.F.W.

SIN.
1. DEFINITION

The biblical terms for sin are varied. In Hebrew
the. most common are haya’t (in several forms of
the same root), ‘Gwén, pesa’, ra‘, and in the
Greck hamartia, hamartéma, parabasis, parap-
toma, ponéria, anomia, adikia. There are dis-
tinctions expressed in these terms; they reflect
the different aspects from which sin may be
viewed. Sin is failure, error, iniquity, trans-
gression, trespass, lawlessness, unrighteousness.
It is an unmitigated evil. But the definition of sin
is not to be derived simply from the terms used in
Scripture to denote it. The most characteristic
feature of sin in all of its aspects is that it is
directed against God. David expressed this in his
confession, ‘Against thee, thee only, have I
sinned’ (Ps. li. 4), and Paul in his indictment,
‘the carnal mind is enmity against God' (Rom.
viii. 7). This orientation must be kept in view
when we consider the different terms. Any con-
ception of sin which does not have in the fore-
front the contradiction which it offers to God is a
deviation from the biblical representation. The
common notion that sin is selfishness betrays a
false assessment of its nature and gravity. From
the outset and throughout its development sin is
directed against God, and this analysis alone
accounts for the diversity of its forms and
activities. When the Scripture says that ‘sin is the
transgression of the law’ (1 Jn. iii. 4) it is to this
same concept that our attention is drawn. Law is
the transcript of God’s perfection; it is His
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SIN

holiness coming to expression for the regulation
of thought and action consonant with that per-
fection. Transgression is violation of that which
God’s glory demands of us and is, thercfore, in
its essence the contradiction of God.

. ORIGIN

Sin was present in the universe before the fall of
Adam and Eve. This is evident from the presence
and allegations of the tempter in Eden. It was
upon the occasion of temptation that our first
parents fell. But it is the origin of sin in the
human family which concerns us. The Bible pro-
vides information on this subject, but no data
bearing upon the fall of the devil and his angels.

Gn. iii describes for us the process, and 1 Tim.
ii. 14 is the inspired comment (cf. Jas. i. 13, 14).
When we read: ‘And when the woman saw that
the tree was good for food, and that it was
pleasant to the eyes, and a tree to be desired to
make one wise’ (Gn. iii. 6) we are not justified in
inferring that sin began with sensuous lust or
even with the lust of the eyes. This fails to
appreciate the genius of the tempter’s assault and
of the deception by which Eve had been en-
snared. Satan's attack was directed against the
integrity and veracity of God (¢f. Gn. iii. 4),
and the allegation by which he seduced the
woman was that she and her husband would be
as God, knowing good and evil (¢f. Gn. iii. 5). It
is to this godless aspiration that the attention of
the woman was drawn, and it is particularly in
her reaction indicated by the words ‘a tree to be
desired to make one wise’ that we find the move-
ment of defection and apostasy in Eve’s heart and
mind. This reaction shows that the tempter had
gained her confidence, that she had acceded to
his assault upon God's veracity, and that she
desired that which the tempter averred, to be as
God knowing good and evil. It is, therefore, to
this type of lust that the narrative traces the
origin of sin. She gave to the tempter the place
that belonged to God only; she accepted the most
blasphemous assault upon the integrity of God;
she coveted for herself divine prerogatives. In her
willingness to parley with the tempter, in her
failure to react with horror against his sug-
gestions, and in her acquiescence there is dis-
closed the process that preceded the act of eating
the forbidden fruit. Here we have the origin of
sin and we are pointed to its true character. Sin
does not originate in overt action; it proceeds
from the heart and mind. Depravity of heart
registered itself in the transgression of the com-
mandment ; Adam and Eve became first estranged
from God and then they committed actual trans-
gression. They were drawn away of their own
lust and enticed. How this could happen in their
case is the mystery of the origin of sin.

The gravity of the first sin appears in the fact
that the command violated was the summary
exhibition of the authority, goodness, wisdom,
justice, faithfulness, and grace of God. Trans-
gression meant the repudiation of His authority,
doubt of His goodness, dispute with His wisdom,

rejection of His justice, contradiction of Hx
veracity, and the spurning of His grace. Along
the whole line of God’s perfections sin was tx
contradiction. And this ever continues to be the
character of sin.

. CONSEQUENCES

The sin of Adam and Eve was not an isolated
event. The consequences for them, for postent.
and for the world are immediately apparent.

a. Man's attitude to God

The changed attitude to God on the part of
Adam and Eve evinces the revolution that took
place in their minds. They ‘hid themselves from
the presence of the Lord God amongst the trea
of the garden’ (Gn. iii. 8), and the covering of
themselves with aprons (Gn. iii. 7) is no doubt to
be associated with the same complex of emotion
Made for the presence and fellowship of God.
they now dreaded encounter with Him (¢f Jn
iii. 20). Shame and fear were now the domunar!
emotions (¢f. Gn. ii. 25, iii. 7, 10), indicating th
disruption that had taken place.

b. God’s attitude 10 man

Not only was there a change in our first parents
attitude to God but also in God’s attitude to
them. Reproof, condemnation, curse, expulsion
from the garden are all indicative of this revoiu-
tion in God'’s relation to them. Sin is one-sided,
but its consequences are not. Aspects of the
divine character are turned towards Adam and
Eve of which there is no intimation prior to their
disobedience. Sin elicits God’s wrath and ds-
pleasure, and necessarily so, because it is i
contradiction of what He is. For God o X
complacent towards sin is an impossibility. He
cannot deny Himself.

¢. Consequences for the human race

The unfolding history of man furnishes the
catalogue of vices (Gn. iv. 8, 19, 23, 24, vi. 2, 3.
5). The sequel of abounding iniquity finds is
issue in the destruction of mankind with the
exception of eight persons (Gn. vi. 7, 13, vii. 2I-
24). The fall had abiding effect not only upen
Adam and Eve but upon all who descended from
them; there is racial solidarity in sin and evil.

d. Consequences for creation

The effects of the fall extend to the physical
cosmos. ‘Cursed is the ground for thy sake’ (Gn.
iii. 17; ¢f. Rom. viii. 20). Man is the crown o
creation, made in God's image and, therefore.
God’s vicegerent (Gn. i. 26). The catastropbe of
man’s fall brought the catastrophe of curse upof
that of which he was the crown and over whih
he was given dominion. Sin was an event in (%
realm of the human spirit, but it has its repet
cussions in tic whole of creation.

e. The appearance of death

Death is the epitome of sin’s penalty. This wa
the warning attached to the prohibition of Ed
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(Gn. ii. 17), and it is the infliction that emanates
from the curse (Gn. iii. 19). Death in the pheno-
menal realm consists in the separation of the
integral elements of man's being. This dissolution
exemplifies the principle of death, namely,
separation, and it comes to its most extreme
expression in separation from God, illustrated at
the beginning in expulsion from the garden (Gn.
iii. 23, 24), Eden being the symbol of God’s
presence and favour.

IvV. IMPUTATION

The first sin of Adam had unique significance for
the whole human race (Rom. v. 12, 14-19; 1 Cor.
xv. 22). Here there is sustained emphasis upon
the one trespass of the one man as that by
which sin, condemnation, and death came to
reign over the whole of mankind. The sin is
identified as ‘the transgression of Adam’, ‘the
trespass of the one’, ‘one trespass’, ‘the dis-
obedience of the one’, and there can be no doubt
but that the first trespass of Adam is intended.
Hence the clause in Rom. v. 12, ‘for that all have
sinned’, cannot refer to the actual sins of all men,
far less to the hereditary depravity with which all
are afflicted, but to the sin of all in the sin of
Adam. For in verse 12 the clause in question
clearly states the reason why ‘death passed upon
all men’, and in the succeeding verses ‘the one
trespass’ is stated to be the reason for the
universal reign of death. If the same sin were not
intended, Paul would be affirming two different
things with reference to the same subject in the
same context. This we cannot suppose. The only
explanation of the two forms of statement is that
all sinned in the sin of Adam. The same inference
is to be drawn from 1 Cor. xv. 22, ‘in Adam all
die’. Death is the wages of sin and only of sin
(Rom. vi. 23). If all die in Adam, it is because all
sinned in Adam.

According to Scripture, the kind of solidarity
with Adam which explains this participation of
all in Adam’s sin is the kind of solidarity which
Christ sustains to those united to Him. The
parallel in Rom. v, 12-19; 1 Cor. xv. 22, 45-49
between Adam and Christ indicates the same
type of relationship in both cases, and we have
no need or warrant to posit anything more
ultimate in the case of Adam and the human
race than we find in the case of Christ and His
people. In the latter it is representative headship,
and this is all that is necessary to ground the
solidarity of all in the sin of Adam. Adam sinned,
therefore all sinned. To say that the sin of Adam
is imputed to all is but to say that all were
involved in his sin by reason of his representative
headship.

There are good reasons for insisting that this
imputation of Adam'’s sin was immediate. When
Paul reiterates that it was by the trespass and
disobedience of the one that the many were made
sinners, that the judgment of condemnation was
pronounced upon all, and that the sentence of
death passed upon all, there is immediate con-
junction of the trespass of Adam, on the one
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hand, and the sin, condemnation, and death of
all, on the other. We may not intrude any other
sin between the sin of Adam and the sin of all as
the reason for the involvement of all in Adam's
sin and its consequences. The only ground is the
union established between Adam and his pos-
terity. The sin of Adam sustains as direct a rela-
tion to the condemnation and death of all as it
sustained to Adam’s own condemnation and
death. This is the import of Rom. v. 12, 15-19;
1 Cor. xv. 22.

Rejection of this doctrine betrays not only
failure to accept the witness of the relevant
passages but also failure to appreciate the close
relation which exists between the principle which
governs our relation to Adam and the governing
principle of the economy of salvation. The
parallel between Adam as the first man and
Christ as the last Adam shows that the accom-
plishment of salvation in Christ is based on the
same operating principle as that by which we
have become sinners and the heirs of death. The
history of mankind is subsumed under two com-
plexes, sin-condemnation-death and righteous-
ness—justification-life. The former arises from
our union with Adam, the latter from union with
Christ. These are the only two orbits within
which we live and move. God’s government of
men is directed in terms of these relationships.
If we do not reckon with Adam we are thereby
excluded from a proper understanding of Christ,
All who die die in Adam; all who are made alive
are made alive in Christ.

V. DEPRAVITY

Sin never consists merely in a voluntary act of
transgression. Every volition proceeds from
something that is more deep-seated than the
volition itself, and so it is with sinful volition. A
sinful act is the expression of a depraved heart
(¢f. MKk. vii. 20-23; Pr. iv. 23, xxiii. 7). Sin must
always include, therefore, the perversity of heart,
mind, disposition, and will. This was true, as we
found, in the case of the first sin, and it applies
to all sin. The imputation to posterity of the sin
of Adam must, therefore, carry with it involve-
ment in the perversity apart from which Adam's
sin would be meaningless and its imputation an
impossible abstraction. Paul says that ‘by one
man's disobedience many were made sinners’
(Rom. v. 19). The depravity which sin entails and
with which all men come into the world is for
this reason a direct implicate of our solidarity
with Adam in his sin. We come to be as in-
dividuals by natural generation, and as in-
dividuals we never exist apart from the sin of
Adam reckoned as ours. Therefore David said,
*Behold, I was shapen in iniquity; and in sin did
my mother conceive me’ (Ps. li. 5), and our Lord,
‘That which is born of the flesh is flesh’ (Jn. iii. 6).

The witness of Scripture to the pervasiveness
and totality of this depravity is explicit. Gn. vi. 5,
viii. 21 provide a closed case. There is the in-
tensity—"'the wickedness of man was great in the
earth’; there is the inwardness—the ‘imagination
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of the thoughts of his heart’, an expression un-
surpassed in the usage of Scripture to indicate
that the most rudimentary movement of thought
was evil; there is the totallty~—‘every imagina-
tion’; there is the constancy—‘continually’; there
is the exclusiveness—*‘only evil’; there is the early
manifestation—'from his youth’. That the indict-
ment of Gn. vi. 5 was not restricted to the period
before the flood is shown by Gn. viii. 21. Itis a
permanent condition that no external catastrophe
can remedy. There is no escape from the implica-
tions of this witness inscribed on the early pages
of divine revelation. It leaves no loophole for
any other verdict than that this depravity is total
both intensively and extensively. It extends to
the deepest movements of the human heart and
characterizes all mankind.

Later assessments of our sinful condition are to
the same effect. The Lord searches the heart and
tries the reins (¢f. Je. xvii. 10), and His judgment
is, ‘The heart is deceitful above all things, and
desperately wicked: who can know it?’ (Je. xvii.
9). In Rom. iii. 10-18 Paul reproduces various
Old Testament passages drawn particularly from
Pss. xiv and liii, in which the severest indictments
are brought against men. That there is no excep-
tion appears both from the context and from the
indictments themselves. In Rom. iii. 9 it is clear
that the verses which follow are adduced to sup-
port the proposition that all, both Jews and
Greeks, are under sin and to demonstrate what
this sin involves. In terms of negation the charges
are that ‘there is none righteous, no, not one:
there is none that understandeth, there is none
that seeketh after God . .. there is none that
doeth good, no, not one . . . there is no fear of
God before their eyes’. From whatever angle
man is viewed there is the total absence of that
which is good and well-pleasing to God. Con-
sidered more positively, all have turned aside
from God’s way, they have all together become
corrupted, and the bodily members are the
instruments of iniquity. Thus the wide range of
human function and activity is covered and the
most determinative exercises of the human per-
sonality instanced in order to show the complete
absence of good and the total presence of evil.
Nothing else than the judgment of total depravity
is the sum of this passage. In Rom. viii. 5-7 Paul
speaks of the mind of the flesh, and flesh, when
used cthically as is obvious here, means human
nature directed and governed by sin. That flesh
thus characterized belongs to all who are
naturally procreated is the pronouncement of
our Lord: ‘That which is born of the flesh is
flesh’ (Jn. iii. 6). Hence when Paul says that ‘the
carnal mind is enmity against God' (Rom. viii. 7)
he is characterizing ‘the mind’ that belongs to all
men by nature; it is enmity against God. No
stronger condemnatory judgment could be made,
for it means that the thinking of the natural man
is conditioned and governed by enmity directed
against God; not only this—it is identified with
this enmity. This is its native and characteristic
exercise. At the point where the demands of

God’s glory are most manifest, at that point s
hostility is most violent.

There are no degrees of depravity. There are,
however, degrees of cultivation and expression.
Depravity is not registered in actual trans-
gression to an equal extent in all. There are
multiple restraining factors. God does not gne
over all men to uncleanness, to vile atfections.
and to a reprobate mind in the way of which Paui
speaks in Rom. i. 24, 26, 28. Total depravity =
not incompatible with the exercise of the natura!
virtues and the promotion of civil righteousness
Unregenerate men are still endowed with coo-
science, and the work of the law is written upon
their hearts so that they do the things of the law
(Rom. ii. 14, 15). These ‘works done by un-
regenerate men’ are ‘of good use both to them-
selves and others’ (Westminster Confession of
Faith, xvi. 7). Failure to do these things involves
greater sin (Ps. xiv. 4; Mt. xxiii. 23). But the doc-
trine of depravity means that these works, though
formally in accord with what God commancs.
are not good and well-pleasing to God in terms
of the only criteria by which God’s judgmen:
of the good, the holy, and the pure is determned.
These criteria are love to God as the animating
motive, the law of God as the directing principie,
and the glory of God as the controlling purpose.
Although depraved men may do the things of the
law, yet they are not subject to the law of God.
and enmity against God rather than love governs
their hearts (Rom. viii. 7; 1 Cor. ii. 14; ¢f. Mt
vi. 2, 5, 16; MKk. vii. 6, 7; Rom. xiii. 4; 1 Cor. x.
31, xiii. 3; Tit. i. 15, iii. 5; Heb. xi. 4, 6).

VI. INABILITY

Inability is concerned with the incapacity arising
from the nature of depravity. If depravity s
total, then inability for what is good and wel-
pleasing to God is complete. We are not abie to
change our character or act differently from it.
The witness of Scripture is clear to this etffat
In the matter of understanding the natural man
cannot know the things of the Spirit of God
because they are spiritually discerned (1 Cor. i
14). In respect of obedience to the law of God
he is not only not subject to the law of God but
he cannot be (Rom. viii. 7). They who are in the
flesh cannot please God (Rom. viii. 8). A corrupt
tree cannot bring forth good fruit (Mt. vii. 181
The impossibility in each case is undeniable. It s
our Lord who affirms that even faith in Him is an
impossibility apart from the gift and ethcacious
drawing of the Father (Jn. vi. 44, 45, 65). Thas
witness on His part is to the same effect as Ho
insistence that apart from the supernatural buth
of water and of the Spirit no one can haw
intelligent appreciation of or entrance into the
kingdom of God (Jn. iii. 3, 5, 6, 8: ¢f. Jn. i 13:
1Jn.ii. 29, iii. 9, iv. 7, v. 1, 4, 18). The necessity
of so radical and momentous a transforma:xe
and re-creation as regeneration is proof of the
hopelessness of our sinful condition. The up~hxt
of the whole witness of Scripture to the bondag
of sin is that it is a psychological, moral, and
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spiritual impossibility for the natural man to
receive the things of the Spirit of God, to love
God and do what is well-pleasing to Him, or to
believe in Christ to the salvation of his soul. It is
this enslavement that is the premise of the
gospel, and the glory of the gospel is that it pro-
vides for release from the bonds of our servitude.
It is the gospel of grace and power for the help-
less.

VII. LIABILITY

Since sin is against God, He cannot be com-
placent towards it or indifferent to it. He must
react against it. This reaction is specifically and
preeminently His wrath. The frequency with
which Scripture mentions the wrath of God com-
pels us to take account of its reality and meaning.
Various terms are used in the Old Testament. In
Hebrew ’aj in the sense of anger, and intensified
in the form #%rén ap to express the fierceness of
God’s anger, is very common (¢f. Ex. iv. 14,
xxxii. 12; Nu. xi. 10, xxii. 22; Jos. vii. 1; Jb. xlii.
7:Ps. xxi. 9; Is. x. 5; Na. i. 6 Zp. ii. 2); héemd is
likewise frequent (c¢f. Dt. xxix. 23; Pss. vi. 1,
Ixxix. 6, xc. 7; Je. vii. 20; Na. i. 2); ‘ebrd (cf. Ps.
Ixxviii. 49; Is. ix. 19, x. 6; Ezk. vii. 19; Ho. v. 10)
and gesep (cf. Dt. xxix. 28; Ps. xxxviii. 1; Je. xxxii.
37, 1. 13; Zc. i. 2) are used with sufficient fre-
quency to be worthy of mention; za'am is also
characteristic and expresses the thought of
indignation (cf. Pss. xxxviii. 3, Ixix, 24, Ixxviii. 49;
Is. x. 5: Ezk. xxii. 31; Na. i. 6). It is apparent
that the Old Testament is permeated with refer-
ences to the wrath of God. Often more than one
of these terms appear together in order to
strengthen and confirm the thought expressed.
There is intensity in the terms themselves and in
the constructions in which they occur to convey
the notions of hot displeasure, fiery indignation,
and holy vengeance.

The Greek terms are orgé and thymos, the
former frequently predicated of God in the New
Testament (¢f. Jn. iii. 36; Rom. i. 18, ii. 5, 8,
iii. 5, v. 9, ix. 22; Eph. ii. 3, v. 6; 1 Thes. i. 10;
Heb. iii. 11: Rev. vi. 17) and the latter less

frequently (¢ Rom. ii. 8; Rev. xiv. 10, 19, xvi..

1, 19, xix. 15; see zélos in Heb. x. 27).

The wrath of God is, therefore, a reality, and
the language and teaching of Scripture are
calculated to impress upon us the severity by
which it is characterized. There are three
observations which particularly require mention.
First, the wrath of God must not be interpreted
in terms of the fitful passion so commonly
associated with anger in us, It is the deliberate,
resolute displeasure which the contradiction ef
His holiness demands. Secondly, it is not to be
construed as vindictiveness but as holy indigna-
tion; nothing of the nature of malice attaches
to it. It is not malignant hatred but righteous
detestation, Thirdly, we may not reduce the
wrath of God to His will to punish. Wrath is a
positive outgoing of dissatisfaction as surely as
that which is pleasing to God involves com-
placency. We must not eliminate from God
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what we call emotion. The wrath of God finds
its parallel in the human heart, exemplified in
a perfect way in Jesus Himself (¢f. Mk. iii. S,
x. 14).

The epitome of sin’s liability is, therefore, the
holy wrath of God. Since sin is never impersonal,
but exists in and is committed by persons, the
wrath of God consists in the displeasure to
which we are subjected; we are the objects. The
penal inflictions which we suffer are the ex-
pressions of God’s wrath. The sense of guilt and
torment of conscience are the reflections in our
consciousness of the displeasure of God. The
essence of final perdition for the reprobate will
consist in the unrestrained infliction of God’s
indignation (cf. Is. xxx. 33, Ixvi. 24; Dn. xii. 2;
MKk. ix. 43, 45, 48).
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SIN. The Egyp. sinw, swn, ‘fortress’, is con-
nected later with Egyp. sin, ‘clay, mud’, hence its
Greek name Pelusium, ‘mud-city’. A fortress-
city, it is now Tell Farama, on the seashore
about 20 miles south-east of Port Said; an
Egyptian key defence-post against invasion from
the East through Palestine. Emendation in Ezk.
xxx. 15, 16 to Seven(eh) (= Aswan) is unneces-
sary. On the name Sin, see Gardiner, JEA, V,
1918, pp. 253, 254. K.AK.

SIN, WILDERNESS OF. A wilderness through
which the Israelites passed between Elim and Mt.
Sinai (Ex. xvi. 1, xvii. 1; Nw xxxiii. 11, 12). It is
usually identified with Debbet er-Ramleh, a
sandy tract below Jebel et-Tih in the south-west
of the Sinai peninsula; but another suggested
location is on the coastal plain of el-Markhah.
As its position depends on the fixing of Mt. Sinai,
which is uncertain (see following article), it is
impossible to determine the cxact site.  J.M.H.

SINAI, MOUNT.
1. SITUATION

The location of this mountain is uncertain. The
following mountains are regarded by various
scholars as Mt. Sinai: Gebel Misa, Ras es-
safsafeh, Gebel Serbil and a mountain near al-
Hrob. The tradition in favour of Gebel Serbal
can be traced back as far as Eusebius; the
tradition in favour of Gebel Misa only as far as
Justinian. The situation of Gebel Serbil, e.g. the
fact that there is no wilderness at its foot, makes
it improbable as the mountain of the covenant.
The once widely accepted view of A. Musil that
the volcanic mountain near al-Hrob is to be
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