
Preface
My name is Dr. Madeleine Horn, and I pride myself on being a woman of great faith. Although I find comfort in my faith to guide me through most of life’s challenges, I have struggled in the past to develop and maintain the relationship I want with family members. I have read books and have researched sibling relationships through a psychological lens, as these books are most widely available. Within this perspective, research indicates that our identities are often wrapped up in relationships with our family members, playing a significant role. Within Western culture, family takes center stage when it comes to feeling supported, validated, and secure. Separately, there is ample research on birth order, sibling relationships, and theological truths to be understood. However, placing all of these elements together could facilitate answers people are searching for regarding how to build, navigate, or heal their sibling relationships.
We Were Family: Lessons from Sibling Relationships In the Bible is a book about adult sibling relationships: what makes them one of the longest, most unique, and special relationships one can have and conversely dealing with sibling conflict, rivalry, and estrangement. The book will dive into the famous sibling duos of the Bible, such as Cain and Abel, Jacob and Esau, Joseph and his brothers, the prodigal son, and Rachel and Leah. Each of these stories from the Bible depicts a sibling relationship gone awry. There are unique lessons to learn from each of these stories. And I believe that answers for those troubled with inadequate sibling relationships can be found within these iconic stories.
With one in three people claiming to have either a difficult struggle, a rivalry, or an estranged sibling, helping those searching for answers is imperative. Siblings are often a long-standing relationship with longer history than a spouse and outlasting the length of parental relationships, this is an important topic that requires deeper understanding of the current sibling and birth-order stories, coupled with biblical truths about God’s view of family and sibling relationships. What does our culture say about family and what truths do we discover in the Bible about sibling relationships? Read further to find out more.
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Chapter I: Wronged for the Right Reasons Joseph and his Brothers: 
Sibling Relationships, Rivalry, Jealousy, and Birth Order

The Story of Joseph and his Brothers (Gen. 37–50)

Joseph in Genesis is one of the most common biblical stories associated with sibling rivalry and jealousy. Yet the rivalry, jealousy, and angry relationship between Joseph and his brothers were born out of past relationships, dating back to Abraham. Experts researching sibling rivalry, sibling jealousy, and sibling relationships found these behaviors were forged primarily through the parent and child relationship (Hashim et al., 2017; Oktaviani and Tentama, 2019; Stark, 2018).
The generations leading to Joseph began with Abraham and Sarah begetting Isaac (Gen. 21:2–3). Isaac and Rebekah gave birth to Jacob and Esau (Gen. 25:26), and finally, Jacob and Rachel brought Joseph into the world (Gen. 30:24). Each of these three fathers, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, favored one son over other family members. Abraham’s favoritism showed with his “giving all that he had unto Isaac” (Gen. 25:5) while Isaac showed his bias toward Esau, which was countered by Isaac’s wife Rebekah favoring Jacob:

And Isaac loved Esau because he did eat of (his) venison: but Rebekah loved Jacob. And Jacob sod pottage: and Esau came from the field, and he (was) faint. And Esau said to Jacob, Feed me, I pray thee, with that same red (pottage;) for I (am) faint: therefore, was his name called Edom. And Jacob said, Sell me this day thy birthright. And Esau said, Behold, I (am) at the point to die: and what profit shall this birthright do to me? And Jacob said, Swear to me this day; and he sware unto him: and he sold his birthright unto Jacob. Then Jacob gave Esau bread and pottage of lentiles; and he did eat and drink, and rose up, and went his way: thus, Esau despised (his) birthright. (Gen. 25:30–34)

Jacob was jealous of Esau’s status as firstborn and wanted to possess his birthright. Jacob believed it to be required for his father’s approval. Even so, Isaac continued to favor Esau.
When Isaac was old, he could not see well and asked Esau, as his oldest, to go hunt and bring him some venison, a favorite meal of Isaac’s. With this meal, Isaac promised Esau he would give his blessing. However, Rebekah heard this conversation between her husband and oldest son, and with the jealous bone of a mother favoring a child, bade Jacob kill sheep and make it such that his father loved so the blessing would instead pass to him and not Esau. Jacob said this idea would not work since his brother was hairy all over while he was smooth. His fear was in such trickery, “he shall seem to (his father) as a deceiver; and shall bring a curse upon (him), and not a blessing” (Gen. 27:13). But his mother convinced him this trick would work. The skins from the sheep killed for the meal were given to Jacob to wear so that when Isaac touched his son, he would think it was Esau standing before him.
Jacob took the meat before his father and asked for his blessing, which Isaac gave him, thus causing anger and hatred from Esau toward Jacob, “(a)nd Esau hated Jacob because of the blessing wherewith his father blessed him” (Gen. 27: 41). This same favoritism created brother disharmony when Jacob, who himself was on the opposite end of bias from his father Isaac, thereafter favored his youngest son, Joseph.
To avoid dying at Esau’s hand and because Isaac told him, Jacob left Canaan:
(t)hou shalt not take a wife of the daughters of Canaan. Arise, go to Padanaram, to the house of Bethuel thy mother’s father; and take thee a wife from thence of the daughters of Laban thy mother’s brother. And God Almighty bless thee, and make thee fruitful, and multiply thee, that thou mayest be a multitude of people; {28:4} And give thee the blessing of Abraham, to thee, and to thy seed with thee; that thou mayest inherit the land wherein thou art a stranger, which God gave unto Abraham. And Isaac sent away Jacob. (Gen. 28:1–5)

When Jacob left his home and traveled outside of Canaan, he came to the land of Haran. It was here where he met and loved a woman, Rachel. Rachel was a daughter of Laban, and Jacob asked to marry her. Laban, Rachel’s father, demanded Jacob serve him for seven years, which he did. However, on his wedding night, Jacob found Laban tricked him and married him to the Rachel’s older sister, Leah. Laban told Jacob he could have Rachel also for another seven years of servitude, which Jacob agreed to as he greatly loved Rachel.
Leah gave Jacob many sons, but Rachel was barren. Jacob had many more sons by Rachel’s handmaiden, yet still, Rachel could not conceive. However, many years passed “(a)nd God remembered Rachel, and God hearkened to her, and opened her womb. And she conceived, and bare a son; and said, God hath taken away my reproach: And she called his name Joseph; and said, The LORD shall add to me another son” (Gen. 30:22–24).
Jacob followed in the same footsteps as his father and father’s father: he favored his youngest son Joseph that Rachel bore him. Joseph was his favorite because Rachel (his mother and Jacob’s favorite wife) only had one son, and it took a great deal of trying for this to happen, which occurred in his old age. “Now Jacob loved Joseph more than all his children because he (was) the son of his old age” (Gen. 34:3).
Jacob’s favoritism toward Joseph was further confirmed when he gave his son a multi-colored coat (Gen. 37:4). Jacob’s giving Joseph the multi-colored coat created additional negative feelings with the brothers, “and when his brethren saw that their father loved him (Joseph) more than all his brethren, they hated him” (Gen. 37:4).
Joseph also enflamed his brother’s dislike even more when he shared his dreams that relayed his ruling over his family:

And Joseph dreamed a dream, and he told (it) his brethren: and they hated him yet the more. And he said unto them, Hear, I pray you, this dream which I have dreamed: For, behold, we (were) binding sheaves in the field, and, lo, my sheaf arose, and also stood upright; and, behold, your sheaves stood round about, and made obeisance to my sheaf. And his brethren said to him, Shalt thou indeed reign over us? or shalt thou indeed have dominion over us? And they hated him yet the more for his dreams, and for his words.
And (Joseph) dreamed yet another dream, and told it his brethren, and said, Behold, I have dreamed a dream more; and behold, the sun and the moon and the eleven stars made obeisance to me. And he told (it) to his father, and to his brethren: and his father rebuked him, and said unto him, What (is) this dream that thou hast dreamed? Shall I and thy mother and thy brethren indeed come to bow down ourselves to thee to the earth? And his brethren envied him. (Gen. 37:6–11)
The brothers hated Joseph and determined they would kill him. However, the oldest sibling Reuben convinced them to throw him into a pit in the wilderness instead. Reuben planned on returning to free his brother later on, but to no avail, since Joseph was already gone when Reuben returned to the pit.
So it happened that when Joseph came upon his brothers, they took his coat of many colors and threw him into the empty pit. Behind Reuben’s back, the brothers said unto their brethren, “(w)hat profit (is it) if we slay our brother, and conceal his blood? Come, and let us sell him to the Ishmaelites, and let not our hand be upon him: for he (is) our brother (and) our flesh. And his brothers were content” (Gen. 37:27–28).
After selling Joseph to the Ishmaelites for twenty pieces of silver, his brothers dipped Joseph’s many-colored coat in goat’s blood to show their father that Joseph was dead, torn apart by a wild animal.
Joseph first was sold “into Egypt unto Potiphar, an officer of Pharaoh’s” (Gen. 37:36). However, “the LORD (was) with him, and that the LORD made all (that) he did to prosper in his hand. And Joseph found grace in his (master’s) sight” (Gen. 39:3–4).
The Potiphar’s wife wanted Joseph to lie with her, but he refused. She then claimed he forced her, and Joseph was sent to the king’s prison. In prison, Joseph interpreted two fellow prisoners’ dreams of the king’s baker and chief butler’s, which came true. Pharaoh learned of Joseph’s interpretation ability and took him out of prison, asking him to interpret his dreams from the past two years.
Pharaoh had dreamed that seven fat cows came up from the water and began feeding in a meadow as he stood by the river. Then seven more cows emerged from the river, but these were thin and scrawny, underfed. This second group of cows ate the first group. The Pharaoh also dreamed of seven full and ripe ears of corn rising upon a stalk. Then from the ground sprouted seven thin and foul-looking ears of corn, and the latter devoured the former. Hearing of Joseph’s interpretation talents, he had the young man brought before him. Joseph interpreted these dreams telling the Pharaoh:

(b)ehold, there come seven years of great plenty throughout all the land of Egypt: And there shall arise after them seven years of famine; and all the plenty shall be forgotten in the land of Egypt; and the famine shall consume the land; And the plenty shall not be known in the land by reason of that famine following; for it (shall be) very grievous. And for that the dream was doubled unto Pharaoh twice; (it is) because the thing (is) established by God, and God will shortly bring it to pass (Gen. 41:29–33).

All Joseph declared came to pass. There was famine throughout the land after seven plentiful years. Because of Joseph’s interpretation, the Pharaoh prepared for the seven years of famine and made Joseph a leader over the people.
Joseph continued to follow the Word of God and became highly regarded throughout Egypt. “When all the land of Egypt was famished, the people cried to Pharaoh for bread: and Pharaoh said unto all the Egyptians, Go unto Joseph; what he saith to you, do” (Gen. 41:55). And the famine struck, but Egypt was prepared with their food stores.
People from other countries came to Egypt to Joseph to buy food. Jacob saw this and sent all his sons but the youngest, Benjamin, to purchase corn. As Joseph was the governor, his brothers approached him, not recognizing their brother, and “bowed down themselves before him (with) their faces to the earth” (Gen. 42:6). Joseph, however, did recognize his brothers and remembered his dreams. Joseph sent his brothers home with both grain and returned the money they spent but demanded they bring their youngest brother back with them next time. When they returned again, Joseph said:

And Joseph said unto his brethren, Come near to me, I pray you. And they came near. And he said, I (am) Joseph your brother, whom ye sold into Egypt. Now therefore be not grieved, nor angry with yourselves, that ye sold me hither: for God did send me before you to preserve life. For these two years (hath) the famine (been) in the land: and yet (there are) five years, in the which (there shall) neither (be) earing nor harvest. And God sent me before you to preserve you a posterity in the earth, and to save your lives by a great deliverance. (Gen. 45:4–7)

When the brothers told Jacob his son was alive, Jacob said, “Joseph my son (is) yet alive: I will go and see him before I die” (Gen. 46:1). Joseph’s forgiveness of his brothers enabled his father to reunite with his son.

Discussion of Key Themes
The story of Joseph is a tale of multi-generational favoritism. The leads to the question that favoring one child over others is a trait inadvertently taught. Did Isaac, who was Abraham’s favorite, follow in his father’s footsteps as he selected Esau as his favorite? Did Jacob, who was not his father’s favorite, favor Joseph because he felt slighted by Isaac’s choice of favored son? Or, perhaps Jacob witnessed favoritism by his father and subconsciously followed his father’s actions and picked a favorite child? It could also be suggested that Jacob’s favoring Joseph was based on his being favored by his mother, which was a behavior he subconsciously emulated.
A child being favored over their siblings by one parent or the other has created negative sibling relationships. Existing literature shows that parental favoritism, beginning during the early stages of a child’s life, leaves a permanent psychological mark on a child and impacts their development and behavioral development well into their adult years (Fallesen and Gahler, 2020; Pillemer et al., 2017).
Even while parents may favor one child over another consciously, unconsciously, or even not at all, children typically recognize parental favoritism on some level within their families (Pillemer et al., 2017). As such, those children who recognize such behaviors (as did Joseph’s brothers) will often feel slighted, which may manifest into anger or, even worse, hatred not against the parent who picks a favorite child, but against the favorite child directly. Thus, the relationship within the family unit must be investigated first, with an examination of how this family relationship affects the relationship between siblings.

Familial Relationship
The family relationship is normally the first social interaction a child is exposed to. Such interaction is often observed during the early first years of development between a parent and child. A strong emotional attachment suggests a healthy relationship with many experts believing:

the development of these attachments is as biologically natural as learning to walk and not simply a byproduct of the parents’ provision of food or warmth. Rather, attachments have evolved in humans because they promote children’s motivation to stay close to those who care for them and, as a consequence, to benefit from the learning, security, guidance, warmth, and affirmation that close relationships provide (Thompson, 2018, para. 10).

Such attachment also exhibits feelings of security or insecurity between a child and those in their immediate environment, meaning other siblings. Freud’s (1921) psychoanalytical theory exemplifies a developing family relationship that should impact an infant or young child. While this theory has been refined over the years, the basis for the theory if the belief that the scope of psychoanalysis lies within the subconscious, and that sexual and aggressive thoughts and drives attribute to our behavior. Freud (1921) broke this down even further into specific stages of development beginning at birth: oral, anal, phallic, latency, and genital. Each stage has a particular period, and a child can become stuck in a stage if their own needs are not met. Freud (1921) also explained the ego balance of the id, the superego, and those defense mechanisms of repression, denial, displacement, sublimation, reaction, rationalization, and regression. Combined, the ego, the defense mechanism, and the stages provide our psychological upbringing from birth to adulthood.
The Role of the Family in Sibling Relationships
Many scholars recognize that the relationship between siblings is fueled by the behaviors of parents (Con et al., 2019; Hashim et al., 2017; Jensen and McHale, 2017; Luo et al., 2020; Oktaviani and Tentama, 2019; Pascoe, 2021; Pillemer et al., 2017; Rolan and Marceau, 2018; Suitor et al., 2017). This suggests that the role of the family is vital to the creation of an environment that best promotes social competence in their children. Experts believe that certain elements and skills of parents help the development of social competence. For example, creating a safe environment by offering warmth and acceptance when a child needs to discuss their emotional state provides confidence in the child for protection and safety. Also, encouraging active play, supporting, and guiding a child when they are frustrated or scared of something new will establish the development of emotional control, helping to understand, validate, and manage such emotions. Parents or caregivers need to listen to their children when they express their ideas or thoughts. By offering validation and clarification, the child observes that the adult understands and is accepting of their actions.
The understanding for parents that social competence and learning are developed through their behaviors must be acknowledged as well. Children are known to emulate those around them. If a parent actively gets angry and punches a wall, a child observing this same behavior over and over will most likely act out in the same way. Parents who support emotional stability and understand that actions are beset, based upon emotional continence will offer an environment helpful in developing social competencies and learning abilities in children.
Communication is an essential feature in the family role as well. Parents should talk regularly and with interest when discussing their day and exploring specific thoughts or feelings. Parents need to be aware of their child’s certain moods or attempts at acting out and communicate methods that support yet correct their child’s unsocial actions.
While it is considerably coincidental that each of the three generational fathers chose a favorite child, many experts have shown other specific reasons behind the action of favoritism beyond the characteristics being observed (Durisic and Bunijevac, 2017; Shrira, 2009). For example, Adler (1964) found that birth order had a profound and lasting effect on psychological development. Adler also considered sibling rivalry “is grounded in each child’s need to overcome potential feelings of inferiority” (122). Sibling jealousy thus was associated with sibling rivalry, and that birth order influences both actions, rivalry, and jealousy, within the sibling relationship (Adler, 1964).

The Psychology of Sibling Relationships
Next, it is imperative to address the relationship between siblings to determine how it was forged and whether parental guidance was possibly responsible for such a relationship between siblings. The relationships between child and parent are essential for developing those needed social skills that promote social competence; however, the sibling relationships that form and evolve in a child’s lifetime are just as valid. Developing a social relationship with another child similar in age with comparable skills and knowledge promotes further development of both children. Children learn how to maintain specific interactions and how to initiate socialization with other children through relationships. This development is attributed to their learning skills to assist in managing conflict, learning cooperation, and learning to perceive other’s needs and desires.
An example of this type of sibling relationship development is through the learning curve of sharing. Often the first encounter with siblings results in playing with toys. It is usual for an interaction over a single toy between two or more children to develop into a conflict. It is during this first encounter that children will establish their roles within the family. There are many elements to relationship development that may present a challenge to a child. Parental rejection can cause issues in a child’s self-esteem and personal affirmation of their value.
When a child is born, parents often wonder what kind of person their newborn will become. A child’s temperament is regularly perceived as their first developmental stage of personality formation. Many experts analyze such actions and behaviors of infants in their early years to ascertain the path of personality features in which the child may form. However, what is most often discerned is that a temperamental disposition is not just explicitly born within a child but is formed and affected by their environment. Most experts will agree that personality has proven to be shaped, based upon a combination of the child’s temperamental qualities and those characteristics within their respective environment.
An example of personality formation using behaviorism theories for a purpose that focuses on the observable is within the instruction environment. This environment is inclusive of visual items, such as observations of actions within a specific environment that may encourage the behavior. This developmental theory incorporates a child’s observable behaviors by their reactions and responses to particular stimuli. The focus, therefore, is on behaviors that are seen, that is to say, are observable behaviors. The conceptualization of this theory prevails because the consequences of such behaviors are either rewarded or punished. For example, a child who hits another child often will receive punishment, a time out, or a toy being taken away. Or, a child who does a good deed may receive praise or a reward. Such reaction to the action thus prompts the child’s notion that either a negative or positive consequence will occur if the behavior is repeated.
The perceptions, thoughts, images, or feelings behind an individual’s action are not the focus, but the actual behavior should be observed using this philosophy. The basic reasoning in the behaviorism theory comes from the person’s intent for the behavior displayed. For example, a child may choose to complete their homework due to positive affirmation from their peers. In contrast, the intent upon the positive accomplishment comes not from actually completing the task but the sense of acclamation from those the child feels will give accolades. The overall focus on behaviorism believes that positive conditioning provides a more promising outcome for learning. The tools utilized for this type of behavior modification come in the form of positive and negative reinforcement along with positive and negative punishment. The reinforcement facets increase the probability of a particular behavior, whereas the punishment tool reduces the chances of a undesirable behavior. These are described as consequences and appear in response to behavior through resulting consequence stimulus, which is connected to the formation of a personality.
The process for emotional regulation often is considered the modal model of emotion (Torrence and Connelly, 2019). This prevails upon generational processes that repeatedly occur through situational, attention, appraisal, and response and may be evolved from observing the previous generation’s actions. Experts claimed that four sequential acts are attributions of an emotional response and are emotionally relevant to the situations, having focused attention directed toward the emotional situation. (McRae and Gross, 2020; Torrence and Connelly, 2019). Following this attention, there is a baseline of appraisal of the situation, which prevails upon evaluation and interpretation. Finally, the emotional response produces loosely coordinated changes for the behavioral, physiological, and experiential response system.
For example, situation selection, which is choosing situations based on their probable emotional impact, is the first element of emotional response and may be based on the child’s development. The situation modification, which involves changing the external environment to modify a situation, such as adding humor into a speech to ease tension, prevails on the situation selection, which intertwines the attentional deployment and creates a cognitive change pursuant to the response modulation. A child will choose to monitor or even emulate a noted behavior from those within their environment. Still, their emotional self-regulation is taught so if a child throws a fit over not playing with a specific toy someone else is playing with, the lesson for sharing must be taught. The lesson of favoritism is also introduced, such as what Jacob witnessed with Isaac favoring Esau over him and Rebekah favoring him over Esau.
Experts claimed such generational learning established the groundwork for emotional competence (Braunstein et al., 2017; McRae and Gross, 2020). Emotional competence encompasses personality development that evolves from family observation and into social competence. The building of personality results from social, biological, and representational influences within a child’s life. Such influences can pertain to parents, siblings, peers, other adults, such as caretakers, schoolteachers, and so forth. These influences have a responsibility for developing a child’s emotional competence. Erikson’s (1982) examination of the theoretical fundamentals of child psychology and developmental stages predicted, such actuality of personality development that is connected to the child’s emotional competence. This idea was the first in developing the theory of ego psychology. Ego psychology suggests that the ego pervades our behavior, not the id, as Freud suggested. Erikson (1982) believed a child’s environment was the critical factor in their respective development and was an essential role in self-awareness, development as they grew, identity, and adjusting to obstacles as the child developed and grew toward adulthood (Braunstein et al., 2017). Erikson (1982) believed the learning and self-awareness of childhood formulates an adult’s patterns and behaviors inclusive to self-esteem, self-value, and self-liking.
This development of post-Freudian theory became what we know today as the nine stages of psychosocial development. Erikson (1982) believed that each person begins childhood and goes through the stages characterizing their individual development, which creates the adult’s ego. He believed that the “(e)go identity, then, in its subjective aspect, is the awareness of the fact that there is a self-sameness and continuity to the ego’s synthesizing methods and a continuity of one’s meaning for others” (Engler, 2008, p. 156). From this, experts suggested the ego was formed from the role of family development of sibling relationships.

Sibling Rivalry
Considering birth order as a significant facet to sibling rivalry and jealousy regarding the relationship between Abraham and Isaac, Isaac and Jacob, and Jacob and Joseph, it is necessary to understand the terms sibling rivalry and jealousy first. A jealous or competitive nature between siblings is considered a definition of sibling rivalry (Oktaviani and Tentama, 2019). However, others consider this competitive nature is from the desire of a child’s wish for approval, affection, or attention from a parent or guardian.
Many experts stated that sibling rivalry is predictable and is considered a normal and healthy response to such family situations as the birth of a new baby (Mostafa et al., 2018; Sanner and Jensen, 2021). However, this normal response often grows out of feelings of abandonment or neglect, even if these actions are imagined in a child’s mind. Such behaviors that often manifest based on sibling rivalry include aggression, misbehavior, becoming overly compliant, or even regressing and displaying overly dependence on a parent (Mostafa et al., 2018).
Was there rivalry when Joseph was born? How did his birth order play into his brother’s jealousy? He was the youngest, but that does not solely seem to be the reason for his brother’s hatred. Jacob did not love Joseph the most because of his birth order as the youngest but because he was the child of his old age, the child born from his most loved and favorite wife. Coincidently, after Joseph was considered dead and Rachel later gave birth to yet another son, Benjamin, Jacob again favored this second son of Rachel’s. The sons of Jacob recognized this favoritism of Benjamin, “(w)e have a father, an old man, and a child of his old age, a little one; and his brother is dead, and he alone is left of his mother, and his father loveth him” (Gen. 44:19). Yet, they held no animosity toward their youngest brother Benjamin as they had with Joseph.
Social psychologists believe that the birth position prompts the psychological development of a child’s behaviors, particularly with the rivalry between siblings (Botzet et al., 2021; Calimeris and Peters, 2017). Other experts suggested that early sibling behavior and how parents react toward it influence sibling rivalry and not necessarily the birth order of a child (Alabbasi et al., 2021). However, there are as many opinions on the manifestation of sibling rivalry as there are siblings around the globe. It is understood that bidirectional relationships between siblings suggest a linear developmental trajectory for elder children with a dominant and dyadic interaction established with their younger siblings (AlSaleh et al., 2021; Isungset et al., 2020). This could be based on multiple reasons, such as parental expectations of the older child being responsible for the younger.
Were Joseph’s brothers responsible for this younger child? Perhaps, their jealousy seemed to manifest more so from their father’s favoritism of this youngest child. Suffice to say, Joseph’s brother’s sibling rivalry then could be a direct response to their sibling jealousy.

Sibling Jealousy
Jealousy is formally defined as an overwhelming feeling of insecurity or inequity of distribution of affection or items between siblings involving competition for the affection and attention of parents or others (Hashim et al., 2017). Experts recognize jealousy in siblings’ rivalry-type behaviors, including anger such as shown in the story of Joseph and his brothers. Yet scholars found that there are incidents whereby destructive favoritism followed a family from one generation to the next. This could be considered a learned behavior.
Typically, jealousy is the emotion a person feels when they are covetous of another’s belonging or who they are or of their skills (Ramachandran and Jalal, 2017). This is considered a normal human emotion, yet as shown in the Bible, it can cause tremendous anger and hatred for another person. Joseph’s brothers’ jealousy was considerable, yet was it warranted? After all, Jacob gave his youngest son a coat of many colors that his brothers did not receive. It also should be noted that Joseph brought reports of his brother’s destructive behaviors, “Joseph brought unto his father their evil report. . . . And when his brethren saw that their father loved him more than all his brethren, they hated him, and could not speak peaceably unto him” (Gen. 37:2–4). With Jacob giving Joseph this coat, his brother’s jealousy was created out of this favoritism (Suitor et al., 2017).
When Joseph shared his dream, “his brethren envied him; but his father observed the saying” (Gen. 37:11). Considering how his brothers already felt regarding their father’s favoritism, it is inevitable that Jacob considering Joseph’s dreams as possibly truth would only fuel the hatred that his brothers had for him.
Such behaviors found with sibling rivalry can manifest in the form of a child’s frustration, demands for attention, or verbal or physical aggression (Nithyapriya et al., 2019). When Joseph’s dreams were revealed to his brothers, a rivalry was triggered that resulted in anger and disbelief that Joseph should think to reign over them. “shalt thou indeed reign over us? or shalt thou indeed have dominion over us? And they hated him yet the more for his dreams, and for his word” (Gen. 37:8). The parental-offspring conflict feeds into the rivalry between siblings, as shown in Joseph and his brother’s relationship. The rivalry, of course, was fueled by Jacob’s favoritism of his youngest son.

Birth Order
While many experts consider sibling rivalry and jealousy wrought from the psychological development forged in early childhood development based on family and sibling interactions, other scholars thought the birth order influenced personality, which prompts such actions of rivalry and jealousy (Adler, 1964).
The theory of birth order was first developed by Adler (1964), who claimed, “the order in which a child is born shapes their developmental personality” (p. 45). However, current study experts will dispute this theory, claiming the Big Five personality traits developed in the 1980s represent a more contemporary array of elements for personality measurement (Black et al., 2018). The Big Five personality traits consist of openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism, and are used to forecast certain life outcomes of a person like education and health.
Looking at Joseph being the youngest and how his role within the family impacted the perception of his brothers facilitated such conflict between the siblings of Jacob (Coskun et al., 2017). Adler’s theory of birth order suggested that when the youngest child arrives in a family, the other children take a back seat and are less noticed than this new child. Perhaps it is because the youngest may be considered the last child a couple will have or because the parents may feel they are given another chance to raise a child. Even while there are contentions between scholars as to birth order versus other personality and sibling behavioral influences, the theory of birth order within families has long sparked sibling rivalry and has been found to distinctly affect sibling relationships as well as the effects on siblings due to parental favoritism (Wu et al., 2018).
Experts also suggest that birth order affects how siblings respond to one another (Hertler, 2017). For example, Joseph’s brothers were influenced by Jacob’s favoritism of Joseph, which in turn created envy of their brother and thus grew into hatred (Gen. 37:1–4; Pascoe, 2021). Hatred grew from this parental favoritism which stems from Joseph being the youngest proposes that the birth order has relevance (Rolan and Marceau, 2018). The brother’s hatred may have been born from Joseph being the favored, but this favoritism first was based on Jacob’s love due to Joseph being the youngest. Giving such attention to Joseph, as the youngest, prompted his father’s attention over his brothers, causing this hatred and jealousy from his older brothers.

Environmental Factors
Environmental factors of poverty and famine were also crucial in the story contributing to the sibling relationship. The brothers selling Joseph into slavery introduced the idea that the family could use money. The brothers claimed to make no profit if they killed Joseph, but they would make money in selling him, which would help their family financially.

And they sat down to eat bread: and they lifted up their eyes and looked, and, behold, a company of Ishmeelites came from Gilead with their camels bearing spicery and balm and myrrh, going to carry (it) down to Egypt. And Judah said unto his brethren, What profit (is it) if we slay our brother, and conceal his blood? Come, and let us sell him to the Ishmeelites, and let not our hand be upon him; for he (is) our brother (and) our flesh. And his brethren were content. Then there passed by Midianites merchantmen; and they drew and lifted up Joseph out of the pit and sold Joseph to the Ishmeelites for twenty (pieces) of silver (Gen. 37:25–28).

Joseph’s brother Judah seemed to recognize an opportunity to make money by selling their youngest brother into slavery.
Stark (2018) suggests poverty was a significant trigger for sibling rivalry and sibling jealousy, examining miserable childhood experiences and how siblings in poverty-stricken families fought for food and parental attention. Joseph’s brothers worked as shepherds, taking care of Jacob’s flock near Shechem while Jacob kept Joseph at home. This suggests that Joseph was held above his siblings. Jacob also sent Joseph to check up on his brothers. Realizing that they had moved the flock to Dothan, Joseph went to find out what was happening and why they moved. This action was another trigger that prompted the brothers to suggest killing the favored Joseph.
Fundamentally, when a child is favored over another, the parents will ensure the favored child’s environment is as comfortable as possible (Con et al., 2019). Jacob was not only ensuring Joseph did not come to any harm outside his purview but also placed him in a position over his siblings.

Forgiveness and Restoration
Throughout three generations, starting with Abraham, the Bible shows favoritism behavior continues, with parents favoring their sons. Understanding that the favoritism shown to Joseph was likely a trait his father observed in both his father and grandfather prompts the scholar to consider learning to favor one child over another may be an innate hereditary trait. While parents are likely aware of their actions of favoring one child over another, they may not recognize this action may have been learned from previous generations or that such behavior is not easily stopped. For example, after thinking Joseph was dead, Jacob favored Rachel’s son Benjamin as he was now the newest and youngest son.
We first see Esau forgiving Jacob for his previous actions and theft of Esau’s birthright.

And Jacob lifted up his eyes, and looked, and, behold, Esau came, and with him four hundred men. And he divided the children unto Leah, and unto Rachel, and unto the two handmaids. And he put the handmaids and their children foremost, and Leah and her children after, and Rachel and Joseph hindermost. And he passed over before them, and bowed himself to the ground seven times, until he came near to his brother. And Esau ran to meet him, and embraced him, and fell on his neck, and kissed him: and they wept. (Gen. 33:1–4)

The actions of forgiving his brother for such heinous behavior (stealing his birthright) were indeed a magnanimous event for Jacob. Yet did he learn from it? Even while being restored in Esau’s eyes and welcomed as his brother, Jacob still followed in his father’s footsteps and favored one of his children over the others.
However, the sons of Jacob must have learned a lesson from selling Joseph as they recognized the favoritism toward Rachel’s youngest son, Benjamin, “(w)e have a father, an old man, and a child of his old age, a little one; and his brother is dead, and he alone is left of his mother, and his father loveth him” (Gen. 44:19). Yet, they showed no jealousy or rivalry toward their youngest brother as they had with Joseph. It suggests that the sons of Jacob were sorry for their behavior toward Joseph. In Genesis 42:21–24, Joseph’s brothers stated:

(a)nd they said one to another, We (are) verily guilty concerning our brother, in that we saw the anguish of his soul, when he besought us, and we would not hear; therefore, is this distress come upon us. And Reuben answered them, saying, Spake I not unto you, saying, Do not sin against the child; and ye would not hear? therefore, behold, also his blood is required.

The context of sibling relationship interrelates and are understood as causation of the overall conflict but provides a platform for the end resolution of forgiveness. However, Joseph forgiving his brothers was not an immediate action.

And the sons of Israel came to buy (corn) among those that came: for the famine was in the land of Canaan. And Joseph (was) the governor over the land, (and) he (it was) that sold to all the people of the land: and Joseph’s brethren came, and bowed down themselves before him (with) their faces to the earth. And Joseph saw his brethren, and he knew them, but made himself strange unto them, and spake roughly unto them. (Gen. 42:5–7)

Joseph not only recognized his brothers but remembered his dreams and declared they were spies. He pretended to not believe them when they claimed:

(w)e (are) all one man’s sons; we (are) true (men,) thy servants are no spies. Thy servants (are) twelve brethren, the sons of one man in the land of Canaan; and, behold, the youngest (is) this day with our father, and one (is) not. (Gen. 42:9, 11)
Joseph claimed he wanted proof of who they were, but why did Joseph wait to tell them who he was until he had some fun with them? Likely, Joseph wanted to see if his brothers were sorry for selling him. Perhaps he was hoping they had learned from such previous actions, and before he would forgive them, he wanted to determine if they would again sacrifice another young brother. He wept alone when he imprisoned them but “returned to them and communed with them” (Gen. 42:24).
Joseph saw his brothers were sorrowful of their past actions and found he “could not refrain himself before all them that stood by him; and he cried, Cause every man to go out from me. And there stood no man with him, while Joseph made himself known unto his brethren” (Gen. 45:1). He forgave his brothers, telling them to not

be grieved, nor angry with yourselves, that ye sold me hither: for God did send me before you to preserve life. And God sent me before you to preserve you a posterity in the earth, and to save your lives by a great deliverance. So now (it was) not you (that) sent me hither, but God: and he hath made me a father to Pharaoh, and lord of all his house, and a ruler throughout all the land of Egypt. (Gen. 45:5–9)

Joseph showed his brothers that God used him for good beyond sibling rivalry or jealousy and to protect his own family from famine and death.
The relationship built between Abraham and Isaac, Isaac and Jacob, and Jacob and Joseph form an interrelationship between fathers and their favored sons and between the previous generations that prompted favoritism behaviors in the fathers. However, these behaviors guided the son to forgive, and from this, Joseph’s actions were not a power play but an action in forgiveness that broke the cycle of power and rivalry between siblings.

Conclusion
The drama and complexity of sibling relationships are shown in the biblical story of Joseph and his brothers. Several factors associated with the actions purveying sibling rivalry, jealousy, and the events that transpired causing Joseph to become a great man are easily interpreted as an example of restoration and forgiveness. However, this story also creates a paradigm that could be presented to Christians to understand how sibling relationships are formed and how countering such behaviors can avoid complex relationships between family members for the future.
Experts considered birth order distinctively responsible for parental favoritism (Adler, 1964; Hertler, 2017; Wu et al., 2018). Joseph and Benjamin were both the youngest, the child who is Jacob’s eyes were unique as they were both born in his old age and born of his favorite wife. The factors of sibling relationships, rivalry, jealousy, and environment all is interrelated, causing the conflict in the story and the end resolution. But each factor has a unique correlation that, when combined, prompts a final takeaway message of forgiveness.
The correlation between family relationships, generational observations of favoritism, sibling rivalry, sibling jealousy, and birth order has been examined through a psychological lens by multiple experts (Hashim et al., 2017; Nithyapriya et al., 2019; Ramachandran and Jalal, 2017). Joseph’s godliness and the ability to forgive his family allowed him not to hold a grudge against his brothers. The critical understanding, whether a psychological lens or biblical lens, is viewing the story from Abraham’s favoring Isaac to Joseph being attacked by his siblings for being Jacob’s favorite is that godliness and the ability of forgiveness should be recognized as a divine action from Jesus and that as Christians, forgiveness should be part of our actions.
(Image #2 goes here)

Chapter II: The Love TriangleRachel and Leah: 
A Tale of Sibling Rivalry and Envy

The Story of Rachel and Leah (Gen. 29–35)

The story of Rachel and Leah found in Genesis 29 through 35 begins with Jacob, the son who tricked his father Isaac into giving him the blessing meant for his older brother, Esau. As a result Esau hated Jacob because he stole the blessing; “and Esau said in his heart, the day of mourning for my father are at hand; then will I slay my brother Jacob” (Gen. 27: 41). Rebekah, hearing this, first told Isaac that she was “weary of (her) life because of the daughters of Heth, such as these (which are) of the daughters of the land, what good shall my life do me” (Gen. 27:46). This was because Rebekah wanted to save Jacob from Esau’s anger and potential harm by having him sent away, as Esau was angry enough to kill his brother. Isaac told Jacob that he would need to stay away “(u)ntil thy brother’s anger turn away from thee, and he forgets (that) which thou hast done to him: then I will send, and fetch thee from thence” (Gen. 27:45). And so, Isaac sent Jacob with his blessing to not wed a daughter of Canaan, but “go to Padanaram, to the house of Bethuel, thy mother’s father; and take thee a wife from thence of the daughters of Laban thy mother’s brother” (Gen. 28:2).
When Jacob “came to the land of the people in the east, he asked the shepherds in the field if they knew Laban from which they brought his daughter, Rachel, to Jacob who saw her tending the sheep, “and Jacob kissed Rachel, and lifted up his voice, and wept” (29:11). Announcing who he was:

(a)nd Jacob told Rachel that he (was) her father’s brother and that he (was) Rebekah’s son: and she ran and told her father. And it came to pass, when Laban heard the tidings of Jacob, his sister’s son, that he ran to meet him, and embraced him, and kissed him, and brought him to his house. And Jacob told Laban all these things. And Laban said to him, Surely thou (art) my bone and my flesh. And he abode with him the space of a month (Gen. 29:12–14).

Eventually Jacob wished to marry Rachel whom he met first of Laban’s family, but Laban had two daughters; Rachel was the youngest with an older sister Leah. “Leah was tender eyed; but Rachel was beautiful and well favoured” (Gen. 29:17). Jacob loved Rachel and offered to work for Laban for seven years in return for marrying Rachel, the younger sibling. At the end of these seven years, Jacob asked for Rachel to become his wife, stating that “for my days are fulfilled, that I may go in unto her” (Gen. 29:21). Laban prepared the wedding feast and celebrated the marriage. However, that evening, Laban switched daughters, substituting the older sister Leah for Rachel without Jacob’s knowledge.

And it came to pass, that in the morning, behold, it (was)Leah: and (Jacob) said to Laban, (w)hat (is) this thou hast done unto me? Did not I serve with thee for Rachel? Wherefore then hast thou beguiled me? And Laban said It must not be so done in our country to give the younger before the firstborn. Fulfill her week, and we will give thee this also for the service which thou shalt serve with me yet seven other years. (Gen. 29:28)

Laban claimed Jacob could have Rachel also with another seven years of work:

And Jacob did so and fulfilled her week: and (Laban) gave him Rachel his daughter to wife also. And Laban gave to his daughter Rachel his handmaid Bilhah, . And (Jacob) went in also unto Rachel, and he loved also Rachel more than Leah and served with him yet seven other years. (Gen. 29:28–30)

The sisters, then both married to Jacob, came with a handmaiden each; Bilhah as Rachel’s, and Zilpah as Leah’s.
Leah, the older sister and the less-favored by her husband, conceived a child after the Lord saw she was hated and “opened her womb” (Gen. 29:31).
Rachel, however, was unable to conceive as she was barren. Leah gave birth to Reuben and conceived immediately again, thinking:

(b)ecause the LORD hath heard that I (was) hated, he hath therefore given me this (son) also: and she called his name Simeon. And she conceived again, and bare a son; and said, Now this time will my husband be joined unto me because I have born him three sons: therefore, was his name called Levi. And she conceived again, and bare a son: and she said, Now will I praise the LORD: therefore she called his name Judah. (Gen. 29:33–35)

Rachel saw her sister bearing Joseph these sons and envied Leah. So she went to Jacob and said, “(g)ive me children or else I die” (Gen. 30:1). However, Jacob was angry with Rachel for such a request stating, “(am) I in God’s stead, who hath withheld from the fruit of thy womb?” (Gen. 30:2). To ease Jacob’s anger, and to soothe her need for a child, Rachel asked Jacob to lay with her handmaiden, Bilhah: “and Jacob went to her and Bilhah conceived, and bare Jacob a son. And Rachel said God hath judged me and hath also heard my voice, and hath given me a son: therefore called she his name Dan” (Gen. 30:4–6).
Rachel’s maid Bilhah gave Jacob a second son named Naphtali, after which Rachel claimed, “With great wrestlings have I wrestled with my sister, and I have prevailed” (Gen. 30: 8). Yet Leah saw these two sons being born by Bilhah and thus gave Jacob her handmaiden, Zilpah, who gave Leah two more sons, Gad and Asher.
When Leah’s oldest son Reuben brought home mandrakes from the field, he took them to his mother. But Rachel asked Leah for those mandrakes, Leah replied, “is it a small matter that thou hast take my husband? and wouldest thou take away my son’s mandrakes also?” (Gen. 30:15). Rachel responded, saying her sister could lie with Jacob for those mandrakes. God heard this, and when Leah laid with Jacob, she conceived a fifth son. Again, Leah conceived, bearing Jacob a sixth son and naming this last child Zebulun.
When Jacob was an old man, God remembered Rachel and opened her womb. Rachel conceived and bore her first own son naming him Joseph.
Jacob oversaw the sheep and cattle conception, tasked to increase the herd and the flock, and Laban deceived Jacob, so Jacob told Leah and Rachel that he had “changed his wages ten times; but God suffered him not to hurt me” (Gen. 31:7). Rachel and Leah both sided with Jacob, asking if their father saved

any portion or inheritance for us in our father’s house? Are we not counted of him strangers? for he hath sold us, and hath quite devoured also our money. For all the riches which God hath taken from our father, that (is) ours, and our children’s: now then, whatsoever God hath said unto thee, do. (Gen. 31: 14–16)

After having fulfilled his promise to Laban, Jacob then took his wives and children and left to return to his father’s home in Canaan. But when Laban realized that some of his images were missing, he pursued Jacob and his family. When he reunited with Jacob and his group, Laban asked Jacob why he left and took these things, demanding that he be allowed to search for the stolen goods. Rachel, however, without Jacob knowing that she was the one who stole them, hid the items beneath her, sitting upon them, and Laban never found anything. Jacob and Laban made peace and wished the group well on their journey.
Through many travels and after passing through Bethel, nearby Ephrath, Rachel gave birth to Jacob’s last son, Benjamin. She had hard labor.

And it came to pass, when she was in hard labour, that the midwife said unto her, Fear not; thou shalt have this son also. And it came to pass, as her soul was in departing, (for she died) that she called his name Ben-oni: but his father called him Benjamin. And Rachel died and was buried in the way to Ephrath, which (is) Bethlehem. And Jacob set a pillar upon her grave: that (is) the pillar of Rachel’s grave unto this day. (Gen. 35:17–20)

Discussion of Key Themes
The relationship between siblings, shown in Chapter I with Joseph’s brothers feeling anger, jealousy, and hatred against him because he was their father’s favorite, is recognized again with Leah and Rachel. However, gender changes the dynamics of sibling rivalry, jealousy, and even birth order. Leah loved Jacob, but Jacob’s heart belonged to Rachel, and Leah felt slighted but never took it out on Jacob. Instead, Leah considered it a competition with her younger sister. The story of Leah and Rachel focuses on several topics associated with sibling rivalry, including competitiveness and envy.
Focus on the dynamics of gender, sibling relationships, and birth order between siblings is expansive, yet much of the existing literature discusses overall sibling differences, based on personality traits, familial favoritism, and gender differences (Soysal, 2016; Wheeler et al., 2019). While gender roles and identity of siblings are essential factors in the nature and quality of sibling relationships, the biblical story of Rachel and Leah presents an opportunity to examine the intrigue within sister relationships (Wheeler et al., 2019).
Chapter I examined the favoritism of a parent with their children and how Jacob favored Joseph over his other sons. The critical factors relayed by this behavior suggested that in all family relationships, there is an observable focus on generational favoritism, sibling rivalry, sibling jealousy, and birth order. Jacob is the patriarch of this family, with his offspring eventually forming the twelve tribes of Israel. His favoritism of Rachel, then Joseph, then Benjamin, could have been established because he was least favored between himself and Esau. We know that Jacob favored Joseph because he was born (a) of his old age, and (b) he was born to his favorite wife, Rachel. However, there is little information on the sibling relationship of Leah and Rachel beyond Jacob’s actions with his wives. The sister’s relationship only is portrayed as a rivalry to gain their shared husband’s attention through the only way women were able in a biblical era: conceiving and giving birth to sons.

Sister and Female Rivalry
Psychologists, theorists, and other experts have examined the connection between siblings, and many have concluded there is none so complex as the relationship between sisters. While many studies explore the relationships between brothers, brother and sister, and multiple siblings, those examining the relationships between sisters tend to focus on gender issues rather than the complexities of sisters’ problems, such as competitiveness and envy (Baumeister et al., 2017; Whiteman et al., 2011).
Sisters have a unique bond, but it may not form until adulthood (Stocker et al., 2020). Longitudinal studies have related how sisters in their youth have no close connection or commitment to one another; however, after they reach adulthood and have children, the sister relationship becomes stronger and moves into friendship (Kalmijn and Leopold, 2019; Stocker et al., 2020). Other experts claimed that sisters bond in their youth as they may side together against brothers protectively (Jensen et al., 2018; Spitze and Trent, 2018).
The Bible does not share the sisterly relationship between Rachel and Leah except to relate the jealousy of having children. Rachel was jealous that Leah was able to give birth while she remained barren. Her resentment over this fact caused her to attack Jacob with anger, “Rachel envied her sister; and said unto Jacob, Give me children, or else I die. And Jacob’s anger was kindled against Rachel: and he said, (Am) I in God’s stead, who hath withheld from thee the fruit of the womb?” (Gen. 30:1–2).
The sibling rivalry between Leah and Rachel is seen as Rachel continues to try having children. Since Leah conceived and gave birth to many sons, Rachel became more frantic to ensure Jacob’s commitment to herself. Her fear prompted her to provide Jacob with her handmaiden Bilhah so he would procreate and conceive a son. It is not lost that the handmaiden was a surrogate for Rachel as she became desperate not just to have a child but to match her sister Leah’s ability in terms of conceiving and birthing sons.
The rivalry, such as seen with Leah and Rachel, has been examined by scholars who determine such behavior was found with the female need to compete for a male partner (Baumeister et al., 2017).

Female Competition for Men
The sisters, Rachel and Leah, exhibit a competition based on the actions of a man, Jacob. Such rivalry between women is not exclusive, as experts have researched the phenomenon of female rivalry. This occurs when women use their power to disparage, disrespect, or place another woman at a disadvantage. A woman will mistreat an opposing female through unfair competition, such as slandering or initiating false rumors about the woman (Bunting et al., 2021). Yet many scholars feel women are not at fault. Centuries of social norms have presented and engrained competitiveness between women pursuing a mate. This type of intrasexual competition promotes the belief that women are only valued as partners with male companions (Bunting et al., 2021). Intrasexual competitiveness exists in the form of self-promotion tactics.

Self-promotion tactics are one of the main strategies that can be used during the intrasexual competition for mates. It is often perceived to be the most socially desirable strategy, as it can be perceived as self-improvement rather than an attack on competitors. Self-promotion tactics are especially useful when women are looking for short-term mates, as such tactics will directly promote their sexual availability. (Singh and Singh, 2011, p. 723)

Women tend to promote themselves with higher-quality males to secure an acceptable lifestyle or ensure their offspring’s positive traits. Studies show that women tend to choose men with exceptional qualities that maximize reproductive success (Bovet, 2019). To attain these males’ attraction, women may find themselves using self-promotive tactics. Self-promotion tactics such as luxury consumption or plastic surgery have been perceived as socially desirable strategies acceptable in contemporary society (Andrews et al., 2017).
The Bible describes Leah as “tender-eyed, but Rachel was beautiful and well favoured” (Gen. 29:17). Experts contend many meanings of tender-eyed as a descriptive for Leah’s person as being weak, based on the contrasting looks of Rachel (Koplowitz-Breier, 2012). The culture did not prompt changes in appearance but encouraged changes in behavior from which Leah took note and focused on bearing sons to gain Jacob’s appreciation.
Society’s effect on creating the core belief for women and their looks has predominantly emphasized equalizing good looks, equal success, and happiness in life (Morgan, 1991). The negative association of unattractiveness and body image is promoted throughout media, public forums, and advertising. Women who are already fraught with low self-esteem or low life satisfaction may take to heart the idea that beauty is not in the eye of the beholder but may have the concern that looks are the pathway to a successful and happy life. Such belief may justify changing their looks and may ignore the other warning signs of dissatisfaction with self, as individuals with low life satisfaction and self-esteem may have cosmetic surgery as they believe they will be treated differently as a result of appearing more attractive, thus improving their self-esteem and quality of life (Heidarzadeh et al., 2019). Such warning signs, however, may indicate a deeper, more vital issue that cannot be corrected through physical body alteration, but in fact, may suggest mental illnesses, such as depression, body dysmorphic syndrome, or even depression, and can only be countered with such psychological supportive methods for correction.
Experts have examined this socially constructed belief system of the effects society has on women’s ideology of success equated to self-body (Rollero and De Piccoli, 2017). These experts suggest that the media’s effect on body image substantiates in many women’s minds the necessity to alter their physical body through cosmetic surgery to be successful in a man’s world.
The changes in the body creating an aesthetically pleasing form confirms the fact that such women conform to the societal belief system designed by men.
Wynn (2020) suggests that those unreasonable expectations of looks equating to success are overtly promoted not only through the media but throughout facets of society. The author also explains that beauty is subjective, yet the dominant male society promoting beauty for a successful life has created a singular objective status quo for the successful woman’s looks (Wynn, 2020). Small waist, high, firm breasts, and smooth skin are promoted throughout society and are deemed the epitome of perfection, equating to a successful woman.
Leah’s success was based on Jacob’s favor. Rachel, who already felt the success of being Jacob’s favored wife, had to pursue means to keep this favor in fear that her sister would take it away. And we do not see Jacob reassuring Rachel that she would remain his favorite, so Rachel herself may have felt the need to compete with Leah continually. Any small accolade given to Leah would have caused envy in Rachel, and the Bible suggests that the women went back and forth with methods to entice Jacob.
Most contemporary women do not consider childbirth a means for attracting a mate; however, while the twentieth century showed a promotiveness toward dispelling such beliefs, such competitiveness in finding a partner continues to be present with women’s sexual selection.
Self-promotive tactics with early intrasexual competitiveness are seen between Leah and Rachel. Leah wishes to promote herself to Jacob and gain his favor. Rachel becomes envious of Leah’s ability to produce children. Both women use the self-promotive tactics available for the time period: having sons. The struggle between the sisters is poignant. Leah created a jealous feeling in Rachel as Rachel watched her sister conceive baby after baby, “(a)nd when Rachel saw that she bare Jacob no children, Rachel envied her sister” (Gen. 30:1). Rachel continued to be jealous of Leah’s fertility and the ability to conceive and give birth to sons. To prevent losing Jacob’s favoritism, she offered her handmaiden Bilhah, hoping that would keep Jacob’s interest in her camp and not push him into Leah’s bed.
Sexism has been long normalized in many spaces, and many women have been taught to internalize these beliefs. For example, sexism in the workplace may heighten competition among women to fight for positions or opportunities that are more readily available to men.
As the favorite of Jacob, Rachel impacted the perception of Leah, who pursued gaining Jacob’s favor. The Judeo-Christian tradition considers having a son serves God’s purpose as God ordained motherhood as a woman’s greatest accomplishment (Gen. 3:20 and 1 Tim. 2:15). In biblical culture, women were valued for their ability to have sons. A son carried the family name and had the potential to become a great leader. However, contemporary psychology notes that women are more competitive with other women, even sisters, regarding male attraction.
Women achieving a man’s favor is not an unknown psychological phenomenon. The study of female competition regarding the attraction of a mate has been examined from an evolutionary perspective through social and cultural norms within most societies (Semenyna et al., 2020). Females competing for male attention tend to use indirect aggression, including gossiping about a competing woman, criticizing another female’s appearance, or denigrating a woman’s behavior, such as sharing how promiscuous this woman is to the male garnering the attention. Women are indirectly aggressive when acquiring a mate. Experts showed that competitive females pursuing a partner would exhibit such traits as wearing ornaments, armament, and showing intense aggression toward other females (Cain, 2015; Semenyna et al., 2020). The indirect aggression can be viewed in Rachel and Leah’s actions only based on their methods to gain Jacob’s attention through bearing children, but not necessarily how they treated each other. Because they were women, Leah and Rachel’s lives were first lived to gain favor from their father and then their husbands. Leah and Rachel pursued Jacob’s favor the only way women knew at the time, by having sons.
Biblically, women were meant to propagate the population. Leah and Rachel’s only means to compete for Jacob’s love and attention was to give him sons. As with most patriarchal societies, a woman bearing sons is the greatest gift to her husband (Denson et al., 2018; Stockley and Campbell, 2013).
The relationship between the sisters was fraught with competitiveness as each pursued Jacob’s favor. This favoritism was a significant reason for the sister’s rivalry. However, the bias was further resultant over Leah’s ability to provide Jacob with sons while Rachel remained barren, unable to conceive.
Yet Rachel’s inability to conceive caused a social aggressiveness that prompted her to offer her handmaiden. The fear that she would lose her husband’s favor caused her to provide him with Bilhah:

And she said, Behold my maid Bilhah, go in unto her; and she shall bear upon my knees that I may also have children by her. And she gave him Bilhah her handmaid to wife: and Jacob went in unto her. And Bilhah conceived, and bare Jacob a son. And Rachel said, God hath judged me, and hath also heard my voice, and hath given me a son: therefore called she his name Dan. And Bilhah Rachel’s maid conceived again, and bare Jacob a second son. (Gen. 30:3–5)
Rachel’s maid gave Jacob a second son: “And Rachel said, With great wrestlings have I wrestled with my sister, and I have prevailed: and she called his name Naphtali” (Gen. 30:8).
Rachel’s actions in giving Jacob Bilhah only prompted further competitiveness in Leah, who in turn gave Jacob her handmaiden, Zilpah, so as not to lose Jacob’s favor giving him more sons:

When Leah saw that she had left bearing, she took Zilpah, her maid, and gave her Jacob to wife. And Zilpah Leah’s maid bare Jacob, a son. And Leah said, A troop cometh: and she called his name Gad. And Zilpah Leah’s maid bare Jacob a second son. And Leah said, Happy am I, for the daughters will call me blessed: and she called his name Asher. (Gen. 30:9–13)

Leah, bragging about the ability for herself (and her handmaiden) to give Jacob many sons, announced, “A troop cometh.”
Distressing hermeneutics based on trauma theory for Leah and the handmaidens, Bilhah and Zilpah, relate to experiences of sibling rivalry of the sisters. Rachel being favored caused more insidious trauma, forcing in Leah’s mind sex upon herself and the handmaidens (Claassens, 2020). The sisters’ battle in engaging their husbands’ favor increased their desire to present themselves with sons. Psychologically, such behaviors, prompted by sister rivalry, suggested a need for being better than the sister.
Jacob accepting Leah as his wife when Laban tricked him on his wedding night prompted Rachel’s actions. Rachel’s feelings could have been initiated due to deep-seated fear that her sister would take Jacob’s affection away from her. Leah, who was given to Jacob as a wife in a duplicitous action, could have begun harboring rivalry against Rachel, understanding that she never was Jacob’s first choice. The sisters were competing for the attention of a single husband. Perhaps this strife was an example as to the Levitical law specifying man should not marry two sisters, “(n)or shall you take a woman as a rival to her sister, to uncover her nakedness while the other is alive” (Lev 18:18).

Envy
The relationship between these female siblings was first based on looks as “Leah was tender eyed, but Rachel was beautiful and well favoured” (Gen. 29:17). The beauty of Rachel captured Jacob’s heart, but Leah’s goodness proved her worth in God’s eyes as she was fertile while Rachel remained barren. Women compete by enhancing physical appearance or denigrating rivals’ reputations (Baumeister et al., 2017; Denson et al., 2018). Leah’s tenacity to have a child was pitted against Rachel’s beauty, which triggered envy in both women.
Hashim et al. (2017) claimed that overwhelming feelings of insecurity or inequity of distribution of affection or items created a breach between sisters and caused envy when two desired the attention of one, be it one parent or man. Such jealousy can occur between siblings involving competition for the affection and attention of parents or others (Hashim et al., 2017). The creation of envy often facilitates enormous conflict between siblings, which may move from sibling rivalry to adult envy and create a deteriorated sibling relationship (Coskun et al., 2017).
Siblings have been observed as competitive, resentful, and envious of one another. Yet siblings can also be perceived as the best of friends. Experts claim that envious behavior in sibling rivalry stems from children competing for their parents’ attention (Coskun et al., 2017). Others argued that the younger sibling following in the older child’s footstep feels envy as they perceive the older to have more privileges (Meltzer, 2018). A sister who feels jealous will often display feelings of inadequacy or insecurity.
In their envy, the continuing focus of keeping Jacob happy was evident between the sisters as each of them worked to be the number one wife. However, it was apparent that Rachel was favored over Leah even before she gave birth to her first son Joseph. Leah continued to battle against the favoritism of Rachel, giving birth to many sons and even choosing particular names for the boys.
Leah’s choice of names for her sons is rooted in hopes of gaining Jacob’s attention and approval. For example, the names have meanings such as Reuben—“see a son,” Simeon—“God heard that I am unloved,” Levi—“now my husband will be with me,” and Judah—thanks and praise (Meltzer, 2018).

And when the LORD saw that Leah (was) hated, he opened her womb . . . And Leah conceived, and bare a son, and she called his name Reuben: for she said, Surely the LORD hath looked upon my affliction; now, therefore, my husband will love me. And she conceived again, and bare a son; and said, Because the LORD hath heard that I (was) hated, he hath therefore given me this (son) also: and she called his name Simeon. And she conceived again, and bare a son; and said, Now this time will my husband be joined unto me because I have born him three sons: therefore was his name called Levi. And she conceived again, and bare a son: and she said, Now will I praise the LORD: therefore she called his name Judah, and left bearing. (Gen. 29:31–35)

Leah gave birth to Issachar and Zebulun, who were named to mean reward and honor. Leah gave her son’s names in hopes of pleasing their father and bring her standing higher in Jacob’s eyes.
Psychologists recognize that women are prone to providing rewards or gifts to men to claim their attention and favor. Gift giving has forever been examined as initiated from envy between women attempting to find acceptance in a mate. The competitiveness triggered from jealousy in women prompts a need to offer reverence, which commonly triggers gift giving.
With Leah, her presenting sons were complimented by the names she gave each to show Jacob honor. However, this brought no more favor upon her from Jacob. The same for the gifts of procreation and providing Jacob with more sons from Zilpah who gave Jacob two sons from which Leah claimed happiness, “Zilpah, her maid, and gave her Jacob to wife. And Zilpah Leah’s maid bare Jacob a son . . . happy am I, for the daughters will call me blessed” (Gen. 30:9–13).
It seemed the envy of each sister triggered a back-and-forth competition in having babies. While Rachel was unable to conceive in her early years of marriage, she rectified this and continued to hold Jacob’s favor by gifting her husband with Bilhah, who gave Rachel boys to present as her own to Jacob.
The definition of jealousy as committed in Chapter I stated tremendous feelings of insecurity based on the failed distribution of affection or items between siblings involving competition for the affection and attention of parents or others (Hashim et al., 2017). Characteristically, envy is an emotion a person feels when they are covetous of another’s belonging or who they are or of their skills and can cause anger, resentment, rivalry, and self-insecurity (Ramachandran and Jalal, 2017). The Bible does not share how the sisters feel regarding Jacob’s favoritism or how they treated each other because of those feelings. We saw in Chapter I Joseph’s brothers’ blatant jealousy and hatred being considerable based on Joseph telling his father of the evil doings of his brothers as well as Jacob’s favoritism, “Joseph brought unto his father their evil report. . . . And when his brethren saw that their father loved him more than all his brethren, they hated him, and could not speak peaceably unto him” (Gen. 37:2–4). Jacob’s favoring Joseph was the springboard for his brother’s jealousy and caused them to sell Joseph into slavery. Experts recognize jealousy in siblings triggers rivalry-type behaviors, including competitiveness, such as shown in the story of Rachel and Leah (Ramachandran and Jalal, 2017).
However, the sisters did not show hatred toward one another nor displayed any desire to physically harm each other. When Rachel asked Leah for the mandrakes, they successfully traded these plants thought to provide fertility for a night with Jacob.

And Reuben went in the days of wheat harvest, and found mandrakes in the field, and brought them unto his mother, Leah. Then Rachel said to Leah, Give me, I pray thee, of thy son’s mandrake. Ad she said unto her, (Is it a small matter that thou has taken my husband? And wouldest thou take my son’s mandrakes also? And Rachel said. Therefore he shall lie with thee tonight for thy son’s mandrakes. (Gen. 30:14–15)

The discovery of mandrakes became contentious as the sisters were fighting for Jacob’s attention through conceiving and birthing sons. At this point, Rachel continued to fail to conceive yet had produced two sons for Jacob through her handmaiden, which is a cultural law allowing her to claim the children born of her servant. Leah was suddenly becoming less likely to conceive as she had aged and feared her ability to gain Jacob’s attention would disappear altogether if she could bear no more children. Thus, the women’s desire for these supposed aphrodisiac and conception-increasing plants commits the two to make a trade.

And Jacob came out of the field in the evening, and Leah went out to meet him, and said, Thou must come in unto me; for surely I have hired thee with my son’s mandrakes. And he lay with her that night (30:17). And God hearkened unto Leah, and she conceived, and bare Jacob the fifth son. And Leah said God hath given me my hire because I have given my maiden to my husband: and she called his name Issachar. And Leah conceived again, and bare Jacob the sixth son. And Leah said, God hath endued me (with) a good dowry; now will my husband dwell with me, because I have born him six sons: and she called his name Zebulun. And afterward, she bare a daughter and called her name Dinah. (Gen. 30:16–21)
The envy Leah and Rachel felt for one another continued to be prompted by the actions of Jacob, who showered Rachel and later Joseph with favoritism. Yet, Leah, who had every right to be jealous, showed immense patience and fortitude in continuing to find ways to gain Jacob’s attention.
Leah’s standing in the family continued to be behind Rachel. When fearing a meeting with Esau, Jacob puts Leah’s handmaiden and her children first in line, then Leah and her own children. These are supposed to protect Rachel and Joseph as the last in line, so if his brother comes to cause death and destruction, the former two will be the ones attacked.

And Jacob lifted up his eyes and looked, and, behold, Esau came and with him four hundred men. And he divided the children unto Leah, and unto Rachel, and unto the two handmaids. And he put the handmaids and their children foremost, and Leah and her children after, and Rachel and Joseph hindermost. And he passed over before them and bowed himself to the ground seven times until he came near to his brother. And Esau ran to meet him, and embraced him, and fell on his neck, and kissed him: and they wept. And he lifted up his eyes, and saw the women and the children; and said, Who (are) those with thee? And he said The children which God hath graciously given thy servant. Then the handmaidens came near, they and their children, and they bowed themselves. And Leah also with her children came near and bowed themselves, and after came Joseph near, and Rachel, and they bowed themselves. (Gen. 33:1–6)

Again, we see Jacob still favoring Rachel as she was behind the handmaiden and their children, first to be attacked in case Esau was still angry with Jacob, then Leah and her children, further protecting Rachel and Joseph from harm as they were last to be reached. Even though Leah showed to be more prolific in bearing children and thereby fulfilling God’s promise to the children of Israel (Jacob as renamed)and Abraham’s covenant that the children of Israel (Jacob)) would be given the land of Canaan, she remained the less favored.

Birth Order
It is interesting to note that the only recognition of a sister-to-sister sibling relationship is between Leah and Rachel in the Bible. Other stories talk of a sister to brother sibling relationships, such as Miriam to Moses. Still, none relate to the nature of a sibling relationship between sisters, except with Leah and Rachel. This may be due to these two women bearing the sons from the twelve tribes of Israel.
In the practice of primogeniture, the oldest son was given precedence with inheriting their father’s resources. As we saw with Esau and Jacob, when their father Isaac was old and blind, he told his oldest son, Esau:

(b)ehold now, I am old, I know not the day of my death: Now therefore take, I pray thee, thy weapons, thy quiver, and thy bow, and go out to the field, and take me (some) venison; And make me savoury meat, such as I love, and bring (it) to me, that I may eat; that my soul may bless thee before I die. (Gen. 27:2–5)

It is here, with the actions of Rebekah telling Jacob to trick Isaac by pretending to be Esau, that we witness the importance of birth order and the value of being given the blessings and inheritance guaranteed to the firstborn child. This tradition continued with the deceit given to Laban switching daughters on Jacob’s wedding night. According to the cultural norm, Leah was the oldest and had to be married before her younger sister. “And Laban said, It must not be so done in our country, to give the younger before the firstborn” (Gen. 29:26). However, Jacob failed to recall this cultural norm, and he certainly should have since he was the usurper of his own brother’s birthright. Birth order mattered during these biblical times, and that counted for women as well as men. Based on this cultural norm, Leah was older and had to be married before any younger female siblings. Therefore, Laban made certain his oldest daughter married Jacob first.
This norm also should have Jacob favoring the first wife, considered the preferred or more important wife. Yet this was not the case, and Jacob loved Rachel, the younger, more.
God claimed through the Law of Moses that a firstborn child would be favored and entitled to inherit double of his father’s wealth compared to the other siblings (Deut. 21:17). However, this was only related to boys; women in biblical times had no claim to inheritance or wealth. Leah and Rachel, therefore, found that birth order did not affect their relationship with Jacob.
Experts claimed that the birth order between Rachel and Leah only impacted the sibling’s relationship affecting the sibling rivalry and jealousy between sisters (Conzo and Zotti, 2018; Coskun et al., 2017; Jayachandran and Pande, 2017; Sharma et al., 2019; Stark, 2018; Wu et al., 2018).
Adler (1964) believed this birth order creates individual self-worth and efficacy and may leave an indelible impression on that individual’s choices in their lifestyle. The work of Adler (1956) was founded on a school of considered individual psychology and focused on the individual drive to compensate for feelings of inferiority. Therefore, Adler believed birth order shapes personality based on focused attention. At first, the older child focused on family attention but was forced to share such when a second child was born. Leah, who was the firstborn and became the first wife of Jacob, should have been favored but was not, due to Jacob’s love for Rachel. However, as Adler (1956) claimed, firstborn children quickly learn to please their parents, becoming conscientious, reliable, and organized. These firstborn children often become surrogate parents to their younger siblings.
Jacob did not favor Leah; however, she did crave Jacob’s favoritism and attention. She received God’s favor as

when the LORD saw that Leah (was) hated, he opened her womb . . . and Leah conceived, and bare a son, and she called him Reuben for she said, Surely the LORD hath looked upon my affliction; now, therefore, my husband will love me. (Gen. 29:31–32)

Despite that, Jacob continued to favor Rachel.
Within sister relationships and as younger children, girls will fiercely compete with one another for their parents’ attention. The older sister may set a precedence as a strong student, getting good grades and positively impacting public education. When the younger sister finds themselves in the same classes with the same teachers as their older sister, they may face comparative requirements for academic activities. The younger sister may have to follow the older sister, who was highly achieving in their educational environment, and may face such criticism as “your sister got As in this class” from teachers.
Laban recognized the importance of birth order according to God’s Word; the firstborn should be provided with the inheritance. While this focus was on the son inheriting the father’s goods, Laban used this Law of Moses to give reason why he switched daughters on Jacob’s wedding night. Even though Jacob tricked his own father into giving him Esau’s birthright as the older sibling, Jacob supported this belief as he would spend another seven years to wed Rachel. Or it is possible that Jacob did not care about such godly rules but simply wanted the better looking of the two sisters?

Conclusion
As in Chapter I, the drama and complexity between siblings suggest there are psychological underpinnings of sibling rivalry, competitiveness, and envy. However, these foundations between sisters are less pervasive than that of male figures exhibited in the Bible. Leah and Rachel are portrayed with blatant rivalry, similarly shown with Joseph and his brothers, yet with subtlety found only in the oppression of women during this time. Women in the Bible were displayed through God’s Word as tools of men, but their value was immense as they propagated the population of Israel. The underlying battle between sisters, married to one man, simply was fought in the arena of childbirth alone.
Yet Jacob continued to play favorites, no matter how many boys or children Leah gave him. And where Joseph’s brothers retaliated against the favoritism of Jacob upon Joseph, Rachel and Leah were more subtle in their struggle for Jacob’s preference, using the relatively only means a woman could at the time in gaining favor from their husband, through childbearing. The birth of a son provided continuance of a family line and was considered a great gift from a wife to a husband. However, even with giving birth to Jacob’s sons, Leah still was second-best in Jacob’s eyes.
Rachel achieved permanent favoritism over Leah with Joseph’s birth. He favored this son of his old age. Rachel was favored, based on Jacob’s idea of beauty, but Leah was longstanding and produced the children who would become most of the twelve nations of Israel.
Such favoritism continued through the generations starting with Abraham and was transferred from Isaac favoring Esau while Jacob witnessed his favoritism from Rebekah, his mother. This observation may have been subconsciously recognized as a norm, thus giving Jacob the idea that he could have a favorite. While the wives of Jacob had no recourse to act against this type of favoritism, they showed fortitude in their competitiveness to produce sons for Jacob’s line. Leah’s strength and determination in providing Jacob with children were prompted by the competitive albeit subtle nature between the sisters.
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Chapter III: Wrath of a BrotherCain and Abel: 
Sibling Rivalry, Sibling Jealousy, and Sibling Relationships

The Story of Cain and Abel (Gen. 4–18)

The story of Cain and Abel began when Eve gave birth to Cain, claiming, “I have gotten a man from the LORD” (Gen. 4:1). Soon after, she gave birth to a second son, calling him Abel. As a farmer, Cain, the tiller of the land, and Abel, the keeper of the sheep, made sacrifices to God with what they had to offer. The younger brother Abel sacrificed a lamb, while the older Cain offered the Lord a bounty from the land. Both boys gave the Lord an offering, “and in the process of time, it came to pass, that Cain brought of the fruit of the ground an offering unto the LORD. And Abel, he also brought of the firstlings of his flock and the fat thereof” (Gen. 4:3–4).
God was pleased with Abel’s offering but was not of Cain’s, which made Cain angry. “Cain was very wroth, and his countenance fell” (Gen. 4:5). God, recognizing that Cain was angry, asked him:

Why art thou wroth? And why is thy countenance fallen? If thou doest well, shalt thou not be accepted? And if thou doest not well, sin lieth at the door. And unto thee (shall be) his desire and thou shalt rule over him. (Gen. 4:6–7)

But Cain’s anger was too great, and he did not heed the Lord’s words. This anger grew over God’s favoritism of his younger brother so much that he “talked with Abel, his brother: and it came to pass, when they were in the field, that Cain rose up against Abel his brother, and slew him” (Gen. 4:8).
Looking for Abel and unable to find him, God questioned Cain, asking him, “where is your brother Abel?” For which Cain replied, “(Am) I my brother’s keeper?” (Gen 4:9). God then asked Cain, “(w)hat hast thou done? The voice of thy brother’s blood crieth unto me from the ground” (Gen. 4:10).
God, searching for Abel, heard his blood seeping into the ground:

thy brother’s blood crieth unto me from the ground. And now (art) thou cursed from the Earth, which hath opened her mouth to receive thy brother’s blood from thy hand; When thou tillest the ground, it shall not henceforth yield unto thee her strength; a fugitive and a vagabond shalt thou be in the Earth. (Gen. 4 10–12)

Determining that Cain must have murdered his brother, God declared Cain banished. God cursed Cain, driving him from all he knew, making him both a wanderer and a beggar and never yielding crops from the ground again, thereby taking away his means to make a living.  Cain felt this action from God was too much and cried out to God:

Behold, thou hast driven me out this day from the face of the Earth; and from thy face shall I be hid; and I shall be a fugitive and a vagabond in the Earth; and it shall come to pass, (that) every one that findeth me shall slay me. (Gen. 4:13–14)

To which the Lord replied, “(t)herefore whosoever slayeth Cain, vengeance shall be taken on him sevenfold. And the LORD set a mark upon Cain, lest any finding him should kill him” (Gen. 4:15).
Cain left and went to Nod, on the east side of Eden. He married and had a son Enoch, and when he built a city, he named it Enoch after his son. Enoch’s wife bore Irad, who begat Mehujael from which Methusael was born. Methusael begat Lamech, and then:

Lamech took unto him two wives: the name of the one (was) Adah, and the name of the other Zillah. And Adah bare Jabal: he was the Father of such as dwell in tents, and (of such as have) cattle. And his brother’s name (was) Jubal: he was the Father of all such as handle the harp and organ. And Zillah, she also bare Tubalcain, an instructer of every artificer in brass and iron and the sister of Tubal-cain (was) Naamah. And Lamech said unto his wives, Adah and Zillah, Hear my voice; ye wives of Lamech, hearken unto my speech: for I have slain a man to my wounding, and a young man to my hurt. If Cain shall be avenged sevenfold, truly Lamech seventy and sevenfold. (Gen. 4:19–24)

Therefore, Cain’s descendants carried the same curse and begat violence, greed, and evil rooted in Cain. In fact, the first epistle of John claimed that Cain was evil with John the apostle explaining to the flock:

Not as Cain, who was of that wicked one, and slew his brother. And wherefore slew he him? Because his own works were evil, and his brother’s righteous. (1 John 3:12)

God also stated that whoever kills Cain would be punished sevenfold, thus the mark upon Cain.
The Earth became populated with wicked and evil men from Cain’s lineage. And GOD saw that the wickedness of man (was)

great in the Earth, and (that) every imagination of the thoughts of his heart (was) only evil continually. {6:6} And it repented the LORD that he had made man on the Earth, and it grieved him at his heart. {6:7} And the LORD said, I will destroy man whom I have created from the face of the Earth; both man, and beast, and the creeping thing, and the fowls of the air; for it repenteth me that I have made them. (Gen. 6:5–7)

At the point when God found the wickedness of men too much to bear, he found one man through Adam and Eve’s third and youngest son, Seth’s lineage, to be good and found grace in the Lord’s eye; this man was Noah. The lineage of Cain was therefore destroyed with the flood God sent.

Discussion of Key Themes
Cain and Abel are a familiar Bible story often told to children when discussing loving their siblings, yet there are multiple lessons significant when reviewing the value of this story. Theologians often discuss the overriding acknowledgment of God’s supremacy, His righteousness, and that sin and morality do not mix. Another lesson from this tale is that man cannot hide sin from the Lord and that only by placing complete trust in Him can a man be saved from eternal damnation.
[bookmark: _Hlk91516059]Many theological and psychological experts have questioned the framework behind the story of Cain and Abel, wondering if God’s decision to disregard Cain’s offering could be interpreted as favoritism of the younger Abel over the older brother Cain, or if He recognized the evil within Cain and acted upon this knowledge (Joubert, 2018; Vermeulen, 2014).
[bookmark: _Hlk91516050]Fundamentally, we know that God’s actions are unquestionable; He gives us free will for behaviors and actions. However, psychologists claimed that behaviors and actions were often caused by the actions and treatments from parents (Mostafa et al., 2018). Therefore, many experts have questioned the meaning behind God’s plan behind Cain’s aggression and eventually violent act against his brother.
Scholars and theology experts explained that a sacrifice or offering was due to God setting the pattern of atonement and sacrifice through the shedding of blood and thereby demanding a blood sacrifice (Heb. 9:22; Rom 6:23). Cain’s offering was not based on God’s demand.
Within the entertainment industry, the story of Cain and Abel is one of the most notable works from the Bible, with many interpretations and cultural references following the story. Shakespeare wrote Hamlet, with King Claudius and King Hamlet parallel to Cain and Abel (Hamlin, 2013). The killing of King Hamlet by his brother King Claudius mirrors Cain’s murder of Abel: “O, my offense is rank, it smells to heaven; It hath the primal eldest curse upon’t, A brother’s murder” (Shakespeare, 1992, III, iii). In a similar vein, Claudius was distanced from God through his exclusion from prayer, “(p)ray can I not, though my inclination is as sharp as will,” mirroring Cain’s banishment from the presence of God.
Other such mirrored works to Cain and Abel’s story included Archer’s (1979) Kane and Abel, Byron’s Cain (1901), with Cain symbolic of a sanguine provoked by Abel’s hypocrisy and sanctimony (de Vries, 1976), and Steinbeck’s (1952) East of Eden, recognized by its parallel to Cain’s exile, contained discussions of the Cain and Abel story, which play out in the plot.
There has been an enormous interest in murder and exile within society based on the Cain and Abel story. However, experts examined a significant undertone in this story, focusing on such issues as birth order favoritism, sibling rivalry, sibling jealousy, a battle between egoism and holiness, sibling division and conflict, and punishment, forgiveness, and acceptance.
Cain and Abel’s story provides lessons in birth order and age difference impact, sibling rivalry, features a dramatic tale of sibling jealousy, of personality differences between the brothers, parental favoritism, differences in egoism, and holiness from God’s perspective, division and conflict between siblings, and of punishment and forgiveness both self and from parents.

Birth Order
[bookmark: _Hlk91516091]After God cast Adam and Eve from the Garden, Adam and Eve created and birthed the first son of humankind, Cain, with Eve claiming, “I have gotten a man from the LORD” (Gen. 4:1). This statement is not a comment that man is more valuable than women, but one of understanding when God cast Adam and Eve from the Garden, He promised to “redeem future humanity from the curse of sin through the male offspring of Eve” (Gen. 3:15). The birth of Cain was significant as it provided proof of God’s faithfulness in offering childbearing as a blessing of marriage, as “He had not withheld His goodness from them, allowing the divine blessing of childbearing to continue despite their sinfulness” (Baker, 2020, p. 10).
The first male child, Cain, was also proof that God would send a Redeemer for Adam and Eve’s original sin. Eve did not degrade females but rejoiced in God’s promise of humanity’s salvation. Being this first son and a sign of the Savior coming in the future to forgive all sin assumedly prompted Cain’s ego. A first-born son is often a mother’s first insight to love, and assuredly Eve smothered Cain with attention.
[bookmark: _Hlk91516107]First-born children are typically special in their parent’s eyes (Bornstein et al., 2019). They are the one child who have their parents all to themselves. As a result, they have Mom and Dad’s exclusive focus and attention. Further, most child-rearing efforts, including playtime, are directed at a single child.
[bookmark: _Hlk91516115]As with any offspring, they are not born with the innate personalities and qualities upon birth; these develop through time, environment, and specific attention from others. While some experts erroneously claim some children are just born evil or bad, the prevailing belief is that a combination of environmental factors is the source of a child’s (and later an adult’s) behaviors (Sorlie et al., 2021; Vlasblom et al., 2019).
Eve’s attention (and probably Adam’s) was on Cain, the only son at first and the first son of the world. Eve likely gave Cain her full attention, preemptively spoiling this baby, forming his personality, and framing his future behaviors.
Statistics show that many first-born children tend to be leaders in their lives. For example, over one-half of US presidents and many corporate CEOs in the US are all first-born children (Alm, 2020). However, other experts claim first-born children were not born with certain innate qualities, such as leadership abilities. Instead, these experts state that these children develop their leadership abilities over time, due to a series of banal characteristics from the environment they live within, based on their role in a family system and based on the care given by childhood care providers (Botzet et al., 2021; Stein, 2018).
Cain, being first-born, was provided with singular attention; Eve (and probably Adam as well) did not have to split her attention beyond Cain. Cain was born and grew up basking in parental care. Then came Abel. Abel’s birth likely initiated feelings of jealousy in Cain. God, too, may have given attention to this second-born, creating further jealousy in Cain.
Adler (2005) claimed that siblings strive for significance within a family unit, and within this unit, children and parents both focus subconsciously on the vital facet of the birth order. The science of birth order was developed by Adler (1964), who examined how the order of children’s birth shaped their personality development. He stated that the first-born child receives much parental attention, lasting only until the second child is born. The first-born child then is dethroned, and parental focus is now shared among the children. The loss of this attention can create feelings in the first-born to protect themselves against trusting and becoming insecure (Adler, 1964). This idea is further termed the Adlerian theory.
When Abel was born, Cain was Adam and Eve’s first-born and was the first-born child of humanity. This likely was a heady feeling for Cain, who believed in his importance as humanity’s first child and parents.
If we apply the Adlerian theory, Cain’s feeling of self-importance would be expected. However, Adler (1964) further explained that a child, when born, is motivated by its inferiority, and those people around them influence the motivation for behavior, learning, and perceptions. Abel’s birth likely caused Cain to feel inferior as the focus shifted from the older brother to the younger.
Adler (2005) suggested that “(t)he position in the family leaves an indelible stamp upon the style of life. Every difficulty of development is caused by rivalry and lack of cooperation in the family” (p. 179). Adler’s (2005) belief was that children were treated differently by their parents based on the birth ranking, which affects the child’s personality development. The Adlerian theory shows that first-born children often are competitive, jealous, serious, and aggressive. Such characteristics fit the personality of Cain. Cain first reacted to God liking Abel’s offering over his with anger.

Abel, he also brought of the firstlings of his flock and of the fat thereof. And the LORD had respect unto Abel and to his offering: But unto Cain and to his offering he had not respect. And Cain was very wroth, and his countenance fell, (Gen. 4:4–6)

According to the Adlerian theory, Cain was already angry with his brother, so God favoring Abel was the figurative last straw. Then, Cain killed his brother. The degree of this anger and hatred highlighted Cain’s negative personality. Genesis 4:8 demonstrates his temper by saying, “Cain rose up against his brother Abel.” Unable to control himself, Cain conveyed his rage by murdering his brother. Besides the birth order, Cain’s feelings were likely manifested from sibling rivalry.

The Rivalry Between the Brothers
Sibling rivalry is rampant throughout the Bible. As we read in the first two chapters, many brothers (Joseph) and sisters (Rachel and Leah) face sibling rivalry. However, the very first record of sibling rivalry is obviously traced to Cain and Abel.
[bookmark: _Hlk117483872]While we never will know Abel’s feelings for his older brother, it was likely that he looked up to him as experts cite most younger brothers and sisters do look up to their older siblings (Hashim et al., 2017). Both boys tried to impress God with their offerings, one with a righteous offering and one with the harvest from the land. However, it was not necessarily Cain’s offering that disappointed God, but possibly the underlying attitude of Cain that God recognized as unworthy. God considered Cain’s offering disrespectful, while Abel’s offering was made by faith (Nithyapriya et al., 2019).
Cain was a man whose anger was forged from being an obstinate, vindictive, and sullen man. The Bible claims Cain was defiant toward the Lord even as He warned Cain, “If thou doest well, shalt thou not be accepted? and if thou doest not well, sin lieth at the door. And unto thee (shall be) his desire and thou shalt rule over him” (Gen. 4:7).
[bookmark: _Hlk91516141][bookmark: _Hlk91516131]The rivalry between the brothers was one-sided as we only read Cain’s thoughts and actions, but do not get insights into Abel’s thinking. Yet experts explained that sibling rivalry could emerge after a second child is born, and Cain held all the attention until Abel was born (Oktaviani and Tentama, 2019). Usually, these feelings of jealousy do not grow into hatred as they must have with Cain, but slowly fade away as brotherly and family love increases. Nevertheless, a growing body of evidence suggests that siblings play a considerable role in one another’s growth and development based on rivalry and competitiveness (Szymanska, 2020).
[bookmark: _Hlk91516149]When a new baby arrives, a competitive nature may form. The siblings may vie for parental attention, and brothers can blame each other for not receiving parental attention or even approval. With Cain, he blamed Abel because God did not favor him but instead favored Abel’s tribute (Joubert, 2018). “And the Lord had regard for Abel and his offering, but for Cain and his offering, he had no regard. So, Cain was very angry, and his face fell” (Gen. 4:4–5). Experts suggest that such evolutionary perspectives associated with sibling rivalry were first impacted by parental conflicts or favoritism shown to one child over another (Johnson and Sullivan, 2020; Salmon and Hehman, 2015).
[bookmark: _Hlk91516156]Whether justified or not, God’s favor of Abel over Cain initiated the rivalry to a heated point where Cain’s hatred increased when Abel was approved, and he was not. God, failing to offer any acclimation for Cain’s act of worship with the fruits of the ground, increased the anger Cain had for his Father, yet he took it out on an easier target, his brother (Squire, 2018). Abel’s death resulted from not just Cain’s anger but also the rivalry that increased his jealousy over God’s approval.

Sibling Jealousy
[bookmark: _Hlk91516166]Cain was older, while as the younger child, Abel, was easily viewed as a gentle shepherd, yet there was a lack of relationship between the brothers. They had different jobs, one a shepherd, one a farmer, and the extent to which Cain and Abel, as brothers, were affected depended on several elements. First, there was discord and competitiveness between the brothers as they vied for God’s approval for their offerings. Brothers typically develop competitive natures from which jealousy forms (Faraji and Boran, 2021).
[bookmark: _Hlk91516175]The results revealed that children were less likely to exhibit externalizing jealousy behaviors as security increased, but temperament did not predict jealousy behaviors (Murphy et al., 2020).
Cain felt Abel was favored over himself, not for any one reason, but just due to this incident of giving tribute to God. This jealousy grew into Cain acting out and killing his rival because he was jealous of God’s favor toward his brother. This violent act of murder was a result of Cain’s jealousy, which God had earlier told him that “if thou (Cain) doest not well, sin lieth at the door. And unto thee (shall be) his desire and thou shalt rule over him” (Gen. 4:7). God’s warning of mastering his jealousy or be mastered by feelings of this jealousy went unheeded as Cain abandoned God’s counsel and acted on his own.
The jealousy forged by Cain created such tension that was foretold in Genesis 3:15, where God stated that “I will put enmity between thee and the woman and between thy seed and her seed.” Cain was the seed of the serpent and was fueled by jealousy. Abel, however, was a faithful son of Eve and a faithful son of God. Abel portrayed goodness and kindness and all that was pure (Watkins, 2020).
[bookmark: _Hlk91516184]Cain’s powerlessness to avoid acting out on his anger so violently should be recognized as the result of his jealousy. Cain’s jealousy also may have stemmed from his feeling of shame for not being good enough for God. The idea that his brother was accepted and even preferred would have been difficult for Cain and thereby could be the causation of his attack on Abel (Pinker, 2017; Robertson, 2020).
Other scholars feel that Cain killing his brother was an allegorical form, claiming, “the primal conflict or psychomachia within the human soul between good and bad dispositions, vice, and virtue, worldliness, and piety” (Ubersax, 2020, p. 2).
However, most psychologists believe that children have natural jealousy, that will stem from selfishness and parental partiality. However, the latter may not necessarily be accurate but only perceived by the child. The sibling jealousy creating a rivalry was forged in Cain’s mind, this jealousy over God accepting his brother’s sacrifice.

Questioning the relationship between Cain and Abel, experts contend that the realization of children is not always treated the same (Szymanska, 2020; Zucker, 2020). Parents often have different expectations for different children (Bi et al., 2018; Branje, 2018; Hadiwijaya et al., 2017). Such parental differential treatment feeds into jealousy between siblings, with comparisons established after feelings of envy (Hamway and Whiteman, 2020).
Studies show that the deeper one loves, the more intense hatred can emerge (Jin et al., 2017). Cain loved the Lord, but when His approval of the offerings went to Abel, hatred emerged and evolved into killing his brother. However, others believe that Cain was inherently evil, which was the foundation for Cain’s jealous behavior of attacking his brother. It was not his jealousy causing the evil actions of murder (Czaja, 2017; Murphy et al., 2020). Murdering someone like Cain did to his brother was an act in his self-interest or egoism.

Cain’s Egoism versus Abel’s Holiness
[bookmark: _Hlk91516196]The names of these two brothers also may produce an understanding of who they were and the purpose behind their actions. For example, some experts claim Cain means “the possession,” while others believe it means “acquired,” and even others state this name is a derogatory nickname of a treacherous person (Ellens and Rollins, 2004; Nauta, 2009; Zucker, 2020).
His brother, the second-born son, Abel, means “one who refers all things to God” (Vermeulen, 2014). The new testament mentions Abel several times, with Jesus speaking of him as a righteous son (Matt 23:35). The comparison between Abel’s sacrifice and Christ’s had been examined through the blood, which was said to be the blood of sprinkling:

(being of) better things than that of Abel and such as the blood of Jesus is the reality of which the blood of the offering made by Abel was only the type. The comparison here is between the sacrifice offered by Christ and that offered by Abel, and not between the blood of Christ calling for mercy and the blood of the murdered Abel calling for vengeance, as has sometimes been supposed. (Easton, 1897, p. 6)

In Hebrews 11:4, St. Paul the apostle stated: “By faith Abel offered unto God a more excellent sacrifice than Cain.”  This sacrifice was made by faith, and this faith rested in God, not only as the Creator and the God of providence but especially in God as the great Redeemer, whose sacrifice was typified by the sacrifices which, no doubt by the divine institution, were offered from the days of Adam downward. On account of that faith that looked forward to the great atoning sacrifice, Abel’s offering was accepted by God. Cain’s offering had no such reference and therefore was rejected. Abel was the first martyr, as he was the first of our race to die.

Experts have broken down the meanings behind the names of Cain and Abel, with many associating the names to Cain’s reasoning for murdering his brother (Pinker, 2017; Vermeulen, 2014). Some contend that Cain was jealous that God approved Abel’s offering over his, which these experts claim fueled Cain’s actions. Other researchers suggest that Cain was born of evil. As the first child of Adam and Eve after they initiated original sin, it is believed Cain was conceived because of this sin and was therefore wicked (Hayward, 2009; Squire 2018). One such belief from other experts is based on Cain’s egoism which clashed with Abel’s holiness.
Consider the modern-day murder. Psychologists have examined the commonalities among multiple murderers, finding similarities in their psychosis. These killers have impaired thoughts and emotions so that they lose touch with their external reality and create their own. Such a psychosis forms a sense of egoism in these people, who believe their actions of killing another human being are justified (Kamaluddin et al., 2021). Furthermore, current psychology has provided reasons for murderous actions in many people, such as having “(t)estosterone, the male sex hormone, correlated with competitive and assertive behavior” (Morrall, 2007, p. 36). Other suggested reasoning behind men murdering others include:

(a) reduction of serotonin increases the likelihood of spur-of-the-moment and hostile impulses. Alterations in the breakdown of glucose in the body also appear to affect mood and behaviour. Both hyperglycaemia and hypoglycaemia can lead to aggression. Alcohol in the bloodstream undermines higher-order control exercised by the cerebral cortex. Environmental pollutants circulating in the body (for example, pesticides and lead) are linked to heightened aggression. Nutritional deficiencies caused by eating too much ‘junk’ food may provoke aggressive behaviour and even murder. (Morrall, 2007, p. 36)

Even with psychologists researching why killers kill, the general public believes murderers emerge due to evil actions perpetrated against them or were simply born evil (Kamaluddin et al., 2021). There is also evidence to show that some traumatized children have developed into killers. In contrast, others who lived in threatening environments established means of protection which may have created hypervigilance and a belief in the preemptive assault, which forms the protective war zone mentality (Kamaluddin et al., 2021; Morrall, 2007).
Modern-day psychoanalysis has merit, but it fails to explain or justify Cain’s behavior fully. Cain’s egoism was forged due to his birth status of being first-born to Adam and Eve, being the first son born to humanity, and having a one-on-one relationship with God. All of these facts were variables that increased the egoism of Cain’s persona. This egoism prompted Cain to believe that his seemingly altruistic action was justifiable but self-regarding. For example, the offering of plants from the Earth did not meet God’s idea of a proper offering or sacrifice. Some experts suggest that Cain’s subconscious reasoning for this offering was not pure but self-serving (Bricout, 2021; Okunoye and Akano, 2018).
St. Paul analyzed Cain as the “earthly-minded” and Abel as the “heavenly-minded” person. Experts compare the two and suggest that the hubris of Cain’s fallen ego occurred after God did not accept his tribute. His anger or fit equated to a child’s materialistic orientation where a toy belonged to them, and they would not share (Bricout, 2021). Most scholars agree that if the concept of the tragedy would not have been considered within the pages of the Bible, the story of Cain and Abel would exhibit the conceptualized variable found in a Greek tragedy. Hirschfeld (2003) explained that the whole theological purpose of the Bible is to prophesy teleological and eschatological outcomes of history. This idea is considered through an underlying statement that there was an actual division between the brothers, with Cain representing egoism and Abel holiness (Hirschfeld, 2003).
Graham (2021) stated that with God’s denial of his offering, Cain’s confusion came from his disbelief that God would deny him anything. Cain’s egoism would not allow for such rejection from the divine Father. The author contended that three facets confirm Cain’s failure to offer his sacrifice in faith; first, he had no faith, and it was impossible to please the Lord without such faith. Second, Cain failed to recognize that he would not do well nor will be accepted in becoming angry. As God stated:

(w)hy are you angry, and why has your face fallen? If you do well, will you not be accepted? And if you do not do well, sin is crouching at the door. Its desire is contrary to you, but you must rule over it (Gen. 4:6–7)

And third, the murder of Abel, was recounted by John, who claimed, “(w)e should not be like Cain, who was of the evil one and murdered his brother. And why did he murder him? Because his own deeds were evil and his brother’s righteous” (1 John 3:12). Thus, Cain’s anger based on his faithless sacrifice led to the evil deed of murder (Graham, 2021).
The didactic nature of this narrative, with Cain believing the subsequent murder of his brother was justified was due to Cain’s idea that he deserved personal redemption. LaCocque (2006) claimed that “God’s punishing curse endow(ed) the murderer with a cosmic dimension since the Earth, which has received Abel’s blood, shall not henceforth yield unto thee (Cain) her strength (p. 56). LaCocque’s (2006) analysis of this biblical passage sheds light on an interpretation of Cain’s destruction of Abel’s holiness, which was profaned through spilling his brother’s blood and fertilizing the soil with such a great sin debilitated its vitality or life. Abel referred everything to God, whereas Cain thought he was owed God’s grace (Doukhan, 2020).
The enormity of Cain’s ego was seen in his lack of remorse for killing Abel, “(Am) I my brother’s keeper?” (Gen. 4:9). Cain’s jealousy was caused by the rivalry for God’s acceptance (Zucker, 2020). Doukhan (2020) claimed that because Cain waited to give God his offering, “(and) in the process of time, it came to pass after some days that Cain brought of the fruits of the earth as an offering to the Lord” (Gen. 4:3), God was disappointed in the lack of proper respect that Cain should have given the Lord. Cain’s ego was so great that he failed to show gratitude to the Lord as was required for such an offering. While Cain made the offering to God , it was given in his own time, not God’s. Only after some days did Cain give thanks and show his gratitude to God.

Division and Conflict within Siblings
Brothers and brothers, brothers and sisters, and sisters and sisters all have different paths, attitudes, and beliefs, even when raised in the same household. However, experts claim that parents were influential over a child’s fundamental values, including religious, spiritual, or educational (Cabello et al., 2017; Faraji and Boran, 2021). So, the development of siblings in the same family unit, being taught by the same parental values, should be the same, but this is often not the case. Experts claim that to garner parents’ attention, many siblings will have different values, ideas, beliefs, and even act other than one another (Bi et al., 2018; Cabello et al., 2017).
For example, suppose an older sister excels in academic achievement, receiving parental praise for good grades. In that case, the younger sister may focus on refining her skills in athletics, thus receiving recognition for different accomplishments. Scholars researching this phenomenon suggest that “parents may also play a role. For instance, when parents notice differences between their children, children may pick up on parents’ perceptions and beliefs about those differences. This can increase sibling differences” (Bi et al., 2018, p. 12).
[bookmark: _Hlk91516879]Parents often promote such differences by saying things like, “Johnny is good at math, but Jimmy is our athlete.” While this creates a distinction between children’s differences, it often will create a competitive and conflicting nature between the children (Jensen et al., 2018; Tan, 2017). In addition, experts claim that siblings were impacted by characteristics of interparental conflict, particularly with how parents convey and manage confrontations in their relationship, especially when verbally expressed with tones of severity and negativity, ranging from silence to violence (Harold and Sellers, 2018; Nielsen, 2017).
The way parents treat their children does impact the division and conflict between siblings, and psychology experts claim can be responsible for their later actions (Mostafa et al., 2018; White and Hughes, 2018). The idea of family complexity and the impact of how a child behaves as they become adults emerged through a line of research that pointed to the adverse effects associated with negative behaviors within an environment. However, other scholars suggest biology and genetics constitutes partial reasoning why adult siblings differ in their deportment, beliefs, and constitutions (Cloninger et al., 2019; Jensen and McHale, 2015).
Experts claim that genetics play a significant role in behavioral patterns. Hwang et al. (2020) stated that the combined chromosomes given by each parent do not combine precisely the same in each sibling. Only 50 percent of the genes passed on to siblings from their parents were the same (Hwang et al., 2020). Other studies show how personality characteristics were seldom owing to a single gene. Such personality traits as conscientiousness, leadership ability, criminality, or other psychological factors are not provisional based on genetics (Hertler, 2017). However, these

complex patterns of behavior were affected by particular combinations of genes acting on the development of the brain and other parts of the nervous system. One sibling could have several genes that, together, predispose him or her to have a certain characteristic, but a sibling who shared half of those genes wouldn’t show any of that same characteristic at all. Having half the genes for that trait might not result in that trait (Hertler, 2017).

However, Hwang et al. (2020) showed that proof of this parental and offspring-associated genotyping being responsible for siblings’ differences in behavior was limited. Scholars posited that certain variables were more important than genetics in reducing these adverse behaviors, such as parental education and the capability for inhibitory authority, which have been connected to aggressive behaviors.
Applying such ideas of parental influence, either genetic or environmental, with Cain and Abel to justify their personality traits has not been researched. While notions of his jealousy have chiefly surrounded the reasoning for Cain’s angry behavior toward Abel, God favored Abel’s offering over Cain’s is far too simple. Nauta (2009) cited deeper psychology needing to be explored to understand the character of Cain, who would not be termed mentally ill from his singular, devastating act against his brother. Psychosocial maladjustment was seen in Cain’s violent behavior when he “rose up against Abel his brother and slew him” (Gen, 4:8); however, modern psychologists would claim the action was based on internal conflict and anger issues, not simply mental illness. As Nauta (2009) wrote:

Cain’s offering is refused, he reddens with shame. His face falls. He has been unexpectedly abandoned by the One he depends on as a farmer and whose good favor he sought. The humiliation and hurt cannot be hidden or repressed, for Abel saw everything . . . Cain was rejected even though he loved God. Being rejected without reason by someone you love, someone you . . . thought you could trust is perhaps the worst thing that can happen to a person. Cain experiences (God’s) rejection of his offering as a traitorous act . . . it turns out there are others who share in God’s love, and are even loved more, who are preferred. (p. 65)
Experts considered the interparental conflict to be a precursor to the conflict between siblings (Harold and Sellers, 2018; Nielsen, 2017). Cain and Abel had different paths to walk, just like most siblings. Yet we see Cain was affected by his Father’s treatment, and he never looked inward at himself to see if the failure was his own but blamed it on Abel and God. “And Cain was very wroth, and his countenance fell” (Gen. 4: 5).
Cain’s disappointment in God’s displeasure had transformed into hatred of his brother, who stole the attention from him. Cain believed that he was solely entitled to God’s approval and could not comprehend his brother receiving such attention, which fed his raging jealousy. Therefore, Cain’s murderous act

does indeed appear to be an example of senseless violence, although, to Cain, it was an attempt to come to grips with a situation in which he felt lost, and the world appeared to be without meaning. Cain would rather be actively guilty than passively ashamed. Shame is the narcissistic affect par excellence. All at once, one’s self-image and the image one wants others to believe in are proven false. Such shame cannot be managed or controlled. That is how it differs from guilt. Guilt is related to actions, to what one does. Shame, however, is linked with self-presentation, with the whole of one’s existence. To survive, to avoid drowning in self-depreciation, and to escape the sudden futility of existence, Cain killed his brother (Nauta, 2009, p. 70)

The correlation here is that modern psychology experts recognize the immense anger that can fill a person when overlooked (Faraji and Boran, 2021). The anger in siblings may be recognized as a norm; however, in emulating Cain and Abel’s tragedy, brothers and sisters fail to recognize the need to rise above their anger from all elements that might feed into their anger and cause regrettable actions (Joubert, 2018; Squire, 2018).

Punishment and Forgiveness
The justice fraught from Cain’s banishment suggests that God also provided forgiveness. Biblical scholars opine that the sentence of exile and not death could be considered God’s forgiving nature (Snyman, 2019; Squire, 2018). Cain’s enigmatic statement in Genesis 4:13, “(m)y punishment is too great to bear!” was found a broadly framed way experts have interpreted the phrase as “Raising Cain.” Raising Cain can mean raising or starting trouble. In this context, Cain is portrayed as a negative figure (Snyman, 2019). Some traditional interpretations consider Cain the originator of evil, violence, or greed. According to Genesis, Cain was the first human born and the first murderer.
God was incredulous to learn this first-born son of humankind had killed his brother, asking:

(w)hat hast thou done? the voice of thy brother’s blood crieth unto me from the ground. And now (art) thou cursed from the Earth, which hath opened her mouth to receive thy brother’s blood from thy hand; When thou tillest the ground, it shall not henceforth yield unto thee her strength; a fugitive and a vagabond shalt thou be in the Earth. (Gen. 4:10–12)

After all, the vast preponderance of existing literature presented a view that Cain is castigated as wicked and vindictive (Nauta, 2009; Zucker, 2020). However, other experts claim that the very notion of Cain’s actions against his brother could mean raising Cain as in lifting Cain. Specifically, seeing him as flawed but not inherently malevolent, questioning if God forgave Cain by not outright killing him (Holguin, 2017).
However, justice prevailed as the punishment followed Cain’s children, grandchildren, and so forth, with each generation becoming more wicked and evil until the great flood wiped out Cain’s line.
Enoch walked with God after he begat Methuselah three hundred years, and begat sons and daughters: And all the days of Enoch were three hundred sixty and five years: And Enoch walked with God: and he (was) not; for God took him. And Methuselah lived an hundred eighty and seven years, and begat Lamech: And Methuselah lived after he begat Lamech seven hundred eighty and two years, and begat sons and daughters: And all the days of Methuselah were nine hundred sixty and nine years: and he died (Gen 5:22–27) (Amzallag, 2018).

The mark of Cain followed his kin until all became evil:

And GOD saw that the wickedness of man (was) great in the Earth, and (that) every imagination of the thoughts of his heart (was) only evil continually. And it repented the LORD that he had made man on the Earth, and it grieved him at his heart. And the LORD said, I will destroy man whom I have created from the face of the Earth; both man, and beast, and the creeping thing, and the fowls of the air; for it repenteth me that I have made them. But Noah found grace in the eyes of the LORD. (Gen. 6:5–8)

These factors all interrelate to cause the conflict in the story; however, the resolution ends Cain’s lineage.

Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk91515996][bookmark: _Hlk91514921]Birth order, rivalry, jealousy, egoism, or holiness: these attributes experts found in the Cain and Abel story were faulted by parental actions (such as favoritism), family dynamics (sibling rivalry), competitive natures (again sibling rivalry), and jealousy between brothers as they attempt to garner their Father’s attention (Baker, 2020; Bornstein et al., 2019; Faraji and Boran, 2021; Johnson and Sullivan, 2020; Joubert, 2018; Mostafa et al., 2018; Murphy et al., 2020; Oktaviani and Tentama, 2019; Pinker, 2017; Robertson, 2020; Sorlie et al., 2021; Squire, 2018; Szymanska, 2020; Vlasblom et al., 2019; Zucker, 2020). Whether Cain’s actions were due to his being the firstborn son of Adam and Eve or the firstborn son of humankind, which increased his perceived self-importance and self-worth, or if it was because the sibling rivalry was caused by parental dismissal, Cain will always be known as having a mark of disgrace and a legacy of being cursed.
While filled with tragedy, the story of Cain and Abel teaches us a valuable lesson about living with sincerity. Through the story’s example, we learn how our actions and attitudes matter to God and how devastating sin’s consequences can be.
It was only by faith Abel offered “God a more acceptable sacrifice than Cain, through which he was commended as righteous, God commending him by accepting his gifts. And through his faith, though he died, he still speaks” (Heb. 11:4). God recognized Cain’s violent tendency only after he killed Abel and heard Abel’s voice resonate from the Earth, and God punished Cain and the generations that follow.
The Bible story of Cain and Abel provides several lessons. First, these two brothers exhibited an intense battle for parental attention, contrasting their behaviors between sin and righteousness. While many biblical and psychological experts provided explanations of Cain’s actions, the overriding lesson should be recognized that in worshiping and offering honor to the Lord, we must walk in faith, for He recognizes false worship. “As demonstrated by Cain’s actions, God calls us to worship Him on His terms, live righteous lives (in faith), and confess our sins to Him, not cover them up” (Zucker, 2020, p. 21).


[bookmark: _Hlk97105045](Image #4 goes here)
Chapter IV: Return of the Lost SonThe Prodigal Son: 
Sibling Rivalry, Sibling Jealousy, and Sibling Relationships

The Luke Chapter XV: Story of the Prodigal Son

Jesus told many stories, many tales, all illustrating a moral or spiritual lesson. The prodigal son is only one of the many parables Jesus shared when he walked the earth and has continued to be passed on throughout generations. The parable of the prodigal son is one of the most well-known stories and “stands out as the choicest of all parables” (MacArthur, 2008, p. xii).

Synopsis of the Biblical Story

At the beginning of Luke 15, Jesus “drew near unto him all the publicans and sinners for to hear him” (Luke 15:1). There was murmuring in the crowd from the Pharisees and scribble who said “(t)his man receiveth sinners, and eateth with them” (Luke 15:2). Jesus heard these words, so he shared with them three parables to explain that God and His kingdom are accessible to everyone, including those who were sinners or who had strayed from God’s path.

The first parable discusses how a shepherd with 100 sheep has one go missing. The man leaves his flock of ninety-nine other sheep and searches for the lost one. The tale goes on to say:

and when he hath found (the sheep,) he layeth (it) on his shoulders, rejoicing. And when he cometh home, he calleth together (his) friends and neighbours, saying unto them, Rejoice with me; for I have found my sheep which was lost. (Luke 15:5–6)

This story stresses that when a man leaves to find his lost sheep, he celebrates over it more than the ninety-nine who did not stray. “This is how God will rejoice when a sinner returns to Him” (Petcu, 2018, p. 12).

The second parable Jesus told to the same crowd focuses on a woman losing one piece of silver. Does she

not light a candle, and sweep the house, and seek diligently till she finds (it?). And when she hath found (it,) she calleth (her) friends and (her) neighbours together, saying, Rejoice with me; for I have found the piece which I had lost. (Luke 15:8–9)

This parable mirrors how repentant sinners, lost from God, would be chosen to enter into the kingdom of God more so than other people who do not repent but who claim to be righteous. God much more values a person who has sinned but is repentant than a person who sins and repents but claims not to (Rindge, 2014).

After Jesus shared the first two parables, he told a third. This third parable, The Parable of the Prodigal Son, is one of history’s most favored and told stories (Batugal, 2021). The parable begins with:

A certain man had two sons. The younger of the two asked for his inheritance, which his father easily gave him the “portion of goods that falleth (to him). And his father divided unto them (his) living. When his birthright was given to him, the young man left home and squandered all of his wealth. And not many days after the younger son gathered all together, “and took his journey into a far country, and there wasted his substance with riotous living.  In the country where this young man spent all his money, “arose a mighty famine . . . and he began to be in want. And he went and joined himself to a citizen of that country, and he sent him into his fields to feed swine” (Luke 15:11–15).

Living in poverty and as hungry as he was, “he would have fain have filled his belly with the husks that the swine did eat: and no man gave unto him” (Luke 15:16). He had no money, no food and remembered that his father’s servants were always well fed and thought to himself, “(h)ow many hired servants of my fathers have bread enough and to spare, and I perish with hunger” (Luke 15:17).

Recognizing that the servants in his father’s house ate better than he, the young son decides to “go to (his) father and will say unto him, Father, I have sinned against heaven, and before thee, and am no more worthy to be called thy son; make me as one of they hired servants” (Luke 15:18–19).

The younger son traveled back home to his father, “(b)ut when he was yet a great way off, his father saw him, and had compassion, and ran, and fell on his neck, and kissed him” (Luke 15:20). Once wrapped within the arms of his father, the son asked for forgiveness, saying, “Father, I have sinned against heaven, and in thy sight, and am no more worthy to be called thy son” (Luke 15:21).

However, his father was so happy that his son had returned to him and welcomed his young son home, declaring it was a day of celebration to the servants. He asked for his son to be dressed in

the best robe and put (it) on him; and put a ring on his hand, and shoes on (his) feet: And bring hither the fatted calf and kill (it;) and let us eat, and be merry: For this my son was dead, and is alive again; he was lost, and is found. And they began to be merry. (Luke 15:22–24)

The father was so happy his son had returned home, he demanded a celebration with his entire household. The older brother found the household rejoicing upon returning from working in the field all day. Unsure of the celebration’s purpose, the older son called to the servants asking what was happening. Whereby the servants told him that “(t)hy brother is come, and thy father hath killed the fatted calf because he hath received him safe and sound” (Luke 15:27). Upon hearing this news, the older brother became angry, and he would not enter his father’s house.

The father then left the celebration and went outside to talk to his angered son, where the older boy castigated his father. The son told the father how he felt, that he was the one who stayed around home all these years but never was recognized or given anything for this loyalty. But as soon as the younger son comes home after squandering his money, the father easily forgives the younger brother.

Lo, these many years do I serve thee, neither transgressed I at any time thy commandment: and yet thou never gavest me a kid, that I might make merry with my friends: But as soon as this thy son was come, which hath devoured thy living with harlots, thou hast killed for him the fatted calf. (Luke 15:29–30)

His father told his son that he did recognize that he, the oldest son, was reliable and was “thou art ever with me, and all that I have is thine” (Luke 15:31). The father explained to his older son that the return of his youngest son should be a joyous occasion as “(i)t was meet that we should make merry and be glad: for this thy brother was dead, and is alive again, and was lost, and is found” (Luke 15:32).



Discussion of Key Themes

The prodigal son is a story first shared by Jesus and has continued to be passed on throughout generations. The prodigal son is only one of the many parables Jesus shared when he walked the earth in human form. Jesus told many stories, many tales, all illustrating a moral or spiritual lesson. The parable of the prodigal son is one of the most well-known stories and “stands out as the choicest of all parables” (MacArthur, 2008, p. xii).

Jesus first introduced the concept of “prodigal,” discussing such situations that were related to human behaviors by prefacing this tale with two short parables. The first was the parable of the lost sheep, whereby there is a significance in searching for the lost one.

The second was the story of the coin which also introduces that the loss of one item does warrant a search, and once found, people should “(r)ejoice with me; for I have found the piece which I had lost” (Luke 15:9). Unfortunately, society often fails to reconcile itself with a solitary item. Instead, societal norms emphasize the collective. Yet, this parable emphasizes celebrating what was lost and is now found. Both parables present the message that the welcome arms of the Lord are always open to those who ask for forgiveness.

[bookmark: _Hlk97218688]Studies show how these two parables present the notion that God values those who are lost and admit they are sinners versus those who refuse to admit they have sinned but claim to be followers of Jesus (Keller, 2011; Van Eck, 2017, 2019). God is loving and forgiving, sharing that He knows it is never too late to ask for forgiveness. Still, with the arrogance of those who claim to be righteously following His Word, God says they must also repent their sins and recognize their fallibility. However, Jesus shares the third parable, the prodigal son, who tells the tale which has much-expanded undertones of sibling relationship issues, sibling rivalry, sibling jealousy, the effects of parental favoritism or bias of a child’s perception of parental favoritism, and birth order.

Relationship between Siblings

Much research has been published on the relationship between siblings, brother and sister, brother and brother, and sister and sister, and all have been examined through a psychological lens (Gilligan et al., 2020; Whiteman et al., 2011). Researchers studying sibling relationships in adulthood have reviewed the context of such relationships to determine, for example, how a childhood relationship with brothers or sisters affected adulthood relationships, both with siblings and with adult partners (Gilligan et al., 2020; Kong et al., 2019). Gilligan et al. (2020) claimed that the relationships constructed with siblings as children affected the relationships built in adulthood.

Sibling relationships, the longest-lasting in most individuals’ lifetimes, have been understudied compared to other family relationships. The focused understanding of sibling relationships integrated through aspects of psychological and sociological theories, with experts using social exchange, family systems, and life course perspectives, were often found to provide a better understanding of the structure, function, processes, and meaning of relationships between siblings (Aldrich et al., 2021; Weir, 2022). However, experts suggest a theoretical integration as promotive of a comprehensive study of sibling relationships by considering individual and family characteristics over time and the broader social and cultural contexts in which sibling ties are situated (Weir, 2022).

The connection between the brothers in the Prodigal Son can be construed as toxic. The older brother’s anger when the younger son returns presents as near hatred, though the two never speak to one another. Experts claim that toxic relationships are forged in one of three ways: parental favoritism toward one child over another, the responsible/mature child versus the irresponsible/eternal child, or the bully versus the bullied (Feinberg et al., a., 2012; Öz Soysal, 2016). While all three could be considered reasons for a dysfunctional or toxic relationship between the brothers, it is clearly shown there was a disconnect between the brothers. This disconnect may have been due to the older feeling the weight of responsibility and the younger shown as troubled.

The Responsible Brother Versus the Irresponsible Brother
When first meeting the older brother, the parable presents an angry man who, upon witnessing the celebration given by his father for his younger brother’s return, refuses to enter into his father’s house. This older brother considered himself responsible, claiming:

lo these many years do I serve thee, neither transgressed I at any time thy commandment; and yet you never gavest me a kid, that I might make merry with my friends. But as soon as this thy son was come, which hath devoured thy living with harlots, thou hast killed for him the fatted calf. (Luke 15:29–30)

The older brother judged he was more deserving than the younger brother. While there is no direct reference to any relationship, we know that the older brother is responsible and obedient, and the younger is reckless and immature.

The responsible or mature child respects a disciplined lifestyle, is reliable and level-headed, and takes on work without being told. Comparatively, the eternal child can be seen as an embodiment of the “puer” archetype based on Jung’s (1989) analytical psychology. The child who is a “puer aeternus,” Latin for the eternal child (masculine), acts as if they are forever a child. Considered also the “Peter Pan syndrome” where one never wants to grow up, Jung (1973) believed the adult-child or “puer aeternus” represents a stunted psychological development as a child grows into physical but not emotional adulthood. Jung (1989) claimed:

(t)hat higher and “complete” (teleios) man is begotten by the “unknown” father and born from Wisdom, and it is he who, in the figure of the puer aeternus, vultu mutabilis albus et ater, represents our totality, which transcends consciousness. It was this boy into whom Faust had to change, abandoning his inflated one-sidedness which saw the devil only outside. Christ’s (e)xcept ye become as little children’s prefigures this change, for in them the opposites lie close together; but what is meant is the boy who is born from the maturity of the adult man and not the unconscious child we would like to remain. (p. 742)

The differences between the boys potentially created a dissonance between them, with the elder brother resenting the younger because of his attitude and irresponsible behavior. These opposite behaviors could be a precedence for the brothers having a poor relationship and creating resentment from the older brother. He complains to his father that the younger boy is given accolades for being selfish and irresponsible.

The Bible teaches us to “work heartily, as for the Lord, and not for men” (Col. 3:23); therefore, the older brother acting responsibly all of his life may be confused by his father celebrating his brother’s homecoming. After all, the younger son squandered all his money, lived sinfully, and having no food, “filled his belly with the husks that the swine did eat: and no man gave unto him” (Luke 15:16). The older brother, who had not transgressed against his father, who behaved as taught by the Lord, was not celebrated, which most assuredly created negative feelings and incited further discord in the brothers’ relationship.

Experts suggest that older siblings play an essential role in their younger brothers and sisters lives (Black et al., 2018; Jambon et al., 2018). Yet we see the older brother not supporting his younger brother for returning home but believing that he should be rewarded for his faithfulness and loyalty toward his father.

The Rivalry Between Brothers
The rivalry between brothers was not directly addressed in the Prodigal Son parable, but there is an inference to a dysfunctional or even toxic relationship between the brothers. Specifically, readers can infer a negative relationship between the boys, based on hints within the story itself, starting with the older brother not objecting when the younger brother requests his inheritance from their father and leaves home but does object when he returns.

Then consider the anger shown by the older brother once the younger returns home and is forgiven by their father. Finally, the older brother showed a self-righteous attitude toward what he felt he deserved from his father. He stayed home and was devoted to taking care of his father and always maintaining a sense of responsibility. In contrast, his younger brother left home and wasted all his money to return to their father destitute with no possessions or pride.

[bookmark: _Hlk97230767]There was an implied rivalry between the brothers that was unspoken. The older brother felt that his younger brother did not deserve their father’s attention. It could also be construed that the older brother did not feel his brother deserved his father’s forgiveness. This older son believed that he (the elder) should have received this attention for his loyalty and faithfulness; thus, a rivalry was triggered by the older brother’s jealousy and feelings that his father favored his younger brother. The younger brother may have been

sheltered by his father for so long and had whatever he needed. He was impatient and curious of what was out there and that it could be better. He sought self-reliance and thought he could have an even better life on his own. We might think we don’t need God’s protective field around us and that we can handle anything this world throws at us. But the truth is we can’t even walk without God holding our hand. (Valley, 2020, para. 3)

Whereas the older brother thought because he showed honor to his father, had spent his life in servitude to his father, and he had obeyed the rules, he deserved his father’s honor and blessing (Mostafa et al., 2018). He was the stable brother, whose concern for his family kept him home and kept his relationship with his father one of responsibility and what the older brother would consider one of respect for the man who brought him into the world.

The older brother also felt, as an adult, he was responsible for taking care of his father and his father’s home and goods. He showed a sense of being accountable for his responsibilities at home and could not simply run off and have fun like his brother. He believed, “(w)hen I was a child, I spoke like a child, I thought like a child, I reasoned like a child. When I became a man, I gave up childish ways” (1 Cor. 13:11). This sense of responsibility felt by the older brother could have stemmed from the older brother believing that he was protecting his father, that the younger brother was trying to get something else from his father. The sibling rivalry was created as the old brother rivaled for his father’s attention, honor, and favor, thinking his younger brother’s actions against his father were unforgivable.

Many recognize the older brother for his loyalty to his father and:

his faithfulness to responsibility of his home and family. He does not object when the younger brother asks for his share of inheritance and leaves their father’s household, but he objects when he comes back. He thought that he had earned his father’s bequest through his loyalty, hard work and devotion to his family. He represents those self-righteous people who think they are saved because of their good deeds. More than that they think they hold the right to deny anyone coming to Christ. How foolish and mistaken are they. Jesus illustrates these self-righteous people as the priests and Pharisees holding on to the scriptures and deciding whom they let in their temples. If the elder son had first seen his brother returning, he would have surely sent him away without his father’s knowledge. (Valley, 2020, para. 11)

The older brother felt his younger brother did not deserve the blessings or forgiveness his father gave him because he (the younger brother) did nothing but cause his father pain. Experts say this rivalry, driven by the underlying sense of competition between the brothers, is based on the desire to define who they are as an individual but also who they are in their father’s perception (Eidelman, 2017). The older brother had all of his father’s attention living at home as the only child, so there was no need to compete for attention or love from their fathers. However, with the return of the Prodigal Son, now the older son felt pressure to gain his father’s attention.

Experts claimed the sibling rivalry was often based on the feelings and treatment of their parents (Hashim et al., 2017; Nithyapriya et al., 2019). However, research has also shown that sibling rivalry was caused by such factors beyond competing for a parent’s attention and includes feelings of inadequacy. Another sibling may be harder working or more talented in certain areas (Mostafa et al., 2018; Qian et al., 2022). Whereas scholars recognized and claimed that the arrival of a new baby threatens the relationship of an older sibling, this was also true with this parable as the older brother felt threatened by the arrival (or return) of, the younger brother and lashed out at his father.

How well a parent reacts and treats each child can cause a conflict within children as they may perceive another sibling is given more attention that is not deserved. The older brother in the Prodigal Son felt this way; he was angry and would not go into his father’s home, decrying that all the years he had worked by his father’s side, for his father, was just ignored and that he was never given “a kid, that I might make merry with my friends; “But as soon as this thy son was come, which hath devoured thy living with harlots, thou hast killed for him the fatted calf” (Luke 15:28–29).

This rivalry unspoken within this parable was triggered only by the fact that the younger brother returned home and was welcomed with open arms by the father. The rivalry could be construed since the older brother felt jealousy for how their father was rewarding the younger son with a party while the older son was not celebrated for any of the work or loyalty he had given his father all of these years.

Sibling Jealousy
The Prodigal Son parable ends with the older brother angry and his father comforting him by praising the younger son, explaining his return should be rejoiced:

Son, thou art ever with me, and all that I have is thine. It was meet that we should make merry, and be glad: for this, thy brother was dead, and is alive again; and was lost, and is found. (Luke 15:31–32)

As with Cain, the elder son in the parable of the Prodigal Son seemed to be competing for his father’s approval. As discussed in previous chapters, this competitive nature was often the causation of sibling jealousy.

Sibling jealousy is defined as a normal part of human nature (Kramer, 2018). However, a child having feelings of envy can create anger or hatred toward another sibling. The jealousy then becomes concerning to parents who fail to recognize how this jealousy creates discord between brothers and sisters (Volling et al., 2002). The jealousy between the brothers in the Prodigal Son was founded on the older son having his father’s sole attention for so long, which he lost when the younger brother came home. When the older brother asked his father how he could give his younger brother such a festival or party when he, the elder, was never given so much as a goat for he and his friends, his father replied that because his son was lost, they should celebrate his being found. Yet the brother shows no happiness or support for the father’s happiness that this younger wandering child has come home. 

(This older brother) had probably for years been jealous of his younger brother as their father’s favourite, spoiled and indulged as younger siblings can be, and he had deeply resented the father’s yielding to the whim of his young brother to go his own way, taking his share of the family’s substance and abandoning all feeling of responsibility to their father or the family or the inheritance. After squandering his share of the family property in riotous living, now the spendthrift had come back penniless, and their father and the family were actually celebrating his return! And who was going to pay for all this? (Mahoney, 2010, para. 8).

The older brother showed the same angry jealousy that Jacob had with Esau, that the sons of Jacob had with their younger brother Joseph, and that Cain had with Abel in Genesis. Experts believe that these jealous feelings were prompted by the parents’ attention toward their favored child (Hashim et al., 2017). Yet one wonders what the relationship between the two boys was like before the younger left home. With the older brother being a responsible adult and the younger being flighty (as he left home with his inheritance to go out and “explore” the world), probably, the older brother did always harbor envious feelings.

The older brother was jealous. It was likely he never experienced a sinful lifestyle like his brother. He never had fun with his friends or even asked his father for anything, “these many years do I serve thee, neither transgressed I at any time thy commandment: and yet thou never gavest me a kid, that I might make merry with my friends” (Luke 15:29).

The father’s justification of the celebration for his younger child, “it was meet that we should make merry, and be glad: for this, thy brother was dead and is alive again, and was lost, and is found” (Luke 15:32). However, this justification may have provoked anger from the older son and further incited jealousy.

Jealousy over something good happening to another sibling, such as the older brother feeling slighted as his father’s attention was given to his younger brother, has been considered a part of sibling rivalry by many scholars (Poorthuis, 2019). However, other experts found that jealousy in sibling relationships has a different definition, as sibling jealousy versus sibling rivalry differs. Causes often associated with sibling rivalry can include feelings of being mistreated, the child’s personality and temperament, and how parents address such rivalry (Isaacs, 2016). However, experts claim that jealousy, while considered a part of sibling rivalry, is based on such feelings of who gets more attention (or physical goods) from those in their immediate social group (Isaacs, 2016).

For example, the child who is always successful in school with grades, athletics, and social skills may be seen by a sibling as the enemy who is taking all the glory and not sharing any attention. In this parable, the younger son is given the larger share of attention, and the elder brother feels jealous and resentful of his brother. This son, who did not squander his father’s wealth, was angry. He followed the rules, yet no feast was laid out for him. This bitterness was likely from jealousy.

Effects of Parental Favoritism
The effects of parental favoritism have been discussed in the previous three chapters delving into how a parent favoring a child over other children creates negative familial relationships and builds resentment, anger, and dissonance between siblings. Experts contend that children, such as the older brother in this parable, could feel slighted from parental attention or lack thereof. A child’s hatred and anger may manifest in those who do not receive the attention they feel are owed to them from their mother or father (Ng et al., 2020; Szymanska, 2020).

His father gave his brother attention, killing the fatted calf to celebrate him, but never was he (the older brother) given even a kid (goat) to celebrate with his friends. This attention, presented as favoritism, makes the older brother angry, born from jealousy that his father did nothing special for him.

This jealousy was aroused in the older brother because of what experts term the older child syndrome. The older child syndrome can manifest in a child who becomes dominant, bossy, has a constant urge to be perfect, or feels the pressure of parental expectations (Volling et al., 2002). Children impacted by parental favoritism might develop an unhealthy competitive attitude and have high self-esteem (Nhandi, 2017). The older child syndrome in children often precipitated from a feeling that faithful service and loyalty should be recognized and celebrated (Eng, 2019; Volling et al., 2002).

The older brother needed to repent, too, for he had become a slave to the freedom and good standing he had before his father and was prideful in his behavior. Focus on how parents impact sibling relationships and the acceptance of parental expectations. The younger son in the Prodigal Son may have been sheltered by his father. Thus, like Jacob with Joseph, the father gave the younger son the most attention, causing the older son to harbor jealousy and anger against his younger brother, just as Joseph’s brothers felt toward Joseph.

The favoritism given by the father to the prodigal son created anger in the older son, who was jealous and affected by a sense of rivalry now that his brother had returned home. Sibling jealousy and rivalry are manifested from parental favoritism, and such manifestation can further create narcissistic behaviors from the child not being favored.

Birth Order

The birth order of the older son in the Prodigal Son parable could be viewed through its association to the developing psychopathology of parental influence, which could be perceived as reasons for self-esteem issues, resilience, or justification for jealousy and the actions formed from such (Fukuya et al., 2021; Kojima, 2019).

Adler’s (1964) work on birth order is applicable to this parable as the older brother developed his personality due to the probable attention he received as a firstborn child. Much like Cain in the previous chapter, Adler (1964, 2005) claimed that the older son was the recipient of parental attention as he was the only child to hold the parents’ attention and developed a feeling of self-importance. Based on the Adlerian theory (Adler, 2005), sibling rivalry and jealousy are more prominent when there is a larger age difference between siblings.

Combine this self-important feeling with long-suffering feelings as the older son stayed home to care for his father and family, and resentment for the younger son (upon his return), garnering so much attention, developed.

Experts claim that the age gap between siblings might also affect the familial relationship, with siblings closer in age having a closer relationship (Badger and Reddy, 2009; Buist et al., 2019; Van Volkom et al., 2017). The older brother’s feeling of jealousy may be aroused because of elder child syndrome: the feeling that faithful service and loyalty should be recognized and celebrated (Eng, 2019; Volling et al., 2002)

Furthermore, experts confided that with a more significant age gap, the older child’s level of responsibility for the younger siblings was often expected by the parents (Badger and Reddy, 2009; Buist et al., 2019; Ng et al., 2020).

Such expectation often impacts the older child’s feelings toward the younger children and creates resentment against their younger siblings (Ng et al., 2020; Rohrer et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2018). A child’s temperament showed a vital individual difference, with firstborn children often more active and emotionally intense. There are individual differences in whether firstborns experience distress after the birth of a sibling, with some children experiencing distress and even exhibiting destructive behaviors (Qian et al., 2021, 2022). The oldest son might have been harboring anger from the birth of his younger brother, which carried over if the father favored the younger brother during their childhood. His temperament presents an important individual difference, with experts claiming firstborn children have difficulty accepting their younger sibling. The resulting anger toward his brother when he returned home may have manifested early in life and just spilled over with the catalyst of the father’s celebrating the son’s return.

In response to birth order, for this parable, the age differences between the brothers may have impacted the brother’s viewpoint of their father and their father’s view of his sons.
The father may have favored the younger because he noted this child needed more help, whereas the older boy was independent and, again, a responsible man.

The older brother became indignant, angry, prideful, and resentful. These feelings were developed from several reasons, birth order, the idea of what was expected as the oldest son, the single motive he was to receive, not show love to his father, and self-righteousness.

As the oldest child and the one who took on the responsibility of staying home and caring for his father, he did what was expected or what he thought was expected. Yet he could have left home as well. It was his choice to be responsible, believing blessings from his father should be bestowed upon him for staying home. It was his choice to obey the rules, and he self-righteously felt that the younger brother’s actions were not forgivable; he had abandoned his home to play and ignored being accountable as an honorable son. The older son felt resentment that his father was happy for the “prodigal” son’s return, so he stubbornly refused to share the joy in his brother’s return with his father.

Why did Jesus tell this story?
The parables of the sheep, the lost coin, and the prodigal son were told by Jesus in response to criticism given by the Pharisees. Jesus first “drew near unto him all the publicans and sinners for to hear him” and in response to “the Pharisees and the teachers of the law muttered, ‘This man welcomes sinners and eats with them’” (Luke 15:1–2).
The prime motivation for telling these parables was due to Christ’s love of lost people and the Pharisees’ vocal criticisms. All three parables expose emotional strength, further showing how deeply felt Jesus’s love for the lost and His longing to meet their needs truly was.

The first parable discusses a lost sheep, and the second parable discusses a lost coin. The message found within these two parables, and then further also in the Parable of the Prodigal Son, suggests more than forgiving those who sin and return repentant. Where we usually focus on the forgiveness aspect that the father gives his younger son and shares such belief with his older son, the older son becomes enraged at the ease with which his father forgives his younger son. “The elder brother was so caught up in his own self-righteousness that he failed to see and accept the concepts of grace, love, and mercy exhibited by his father” (Robertson, 2020).

Conclusion

The Parable of the Prodigal Son reminds us to look at the plank in our own eyes and be thankful for grace. It is faith, not works, which leads to salvation. Like the father in the parable said, we should “celebrate and be glad” (Luke 15:32) when our siblings repent and rejoice in the good gifts our parents give us.

The interrelated causation of conflict found within the Prodigal Son, such as sibling relationships, rivalry, jealousy, the effects of parental favoritism, were all impacted by the birth order of the younger and older brothers. These impacts, as explained by Adler (1964) and prefaced by the “puer aeternus” based on Jung’s (1973) idea of being a child forever.

Being loyal to his father and the responsibility he chose, the older brother remained faithful, just like God asks us to be to Him. There was no question that the older brother believed he was following the rules by staying with his father, and God asks us to follow these same rules.

The older brother feels rivaled by his younger brother when their father celebrates the return of the younger, causing resentment and feelings of rejection in the older brother. It is quite possible that feelings of resentment were there all along in the older brother as he continued to stay home while the younger explored the world. Was it possible that the older brother was not so resentful of his younger brother if he, too, were able to go off into the world exploring?

The sibling jealousy shown in this parable introduced the needed notice of the older brother’s feelings, not just the forgiveness given to the wayward younger brother. Those fraught with jealousy against the “prodigal” who feel envy, jealousy, resentment, and even anger toward their sibling fail to consider their parent’s feelings.
If the elder brother were singularly concerned for his father’s welfare, he would have rejoiced with his father if only because his father was happy with the return of this prodigal son.

Expert analysis of relationships within families with episodes of sibling rivalry and jealousy suggest that such hostility may create dissonance within the entire family unit (Hashim and Ahmad, 2016; Öz Soysal, 2016). A jealous child’s negative and adverse behavior patterns shows diminished prosocial behaviors between siblings. There are significant positive associations found related to feelings of sibling rivalry, birth order, and parental favoritism. Such hostility from negative attitudes with one sibling could increase the risk of developing antisocial, confrontational, and interpersonal personality traits.

The takeaway message from the parables found in Luke 15 was based on Christ bestowing upon his followers a father’s forgiveness of his prodigal son. He was genuinely expressing that our overall actions related to “being good” must extend to faithfulness that precludes sibling jealousy or rivalry. That when we attempt to walk in the footsteps of Christ, we must remember that we must recognize our failings and be understanding or forgiving of all transgressions of our brothers. Just because the older brother stayed home and provided for his father by working the land and caring for his family home, he was not justified in receiving accolades from his father. Such an idea came from his feeling that he still harbored a severe resentment toward his younger brother when their father welcomed him home. The brother who was singularly concerned for his father failed to recognize this concern should have extended to share in his father’s happiness upon the return of the prodigal son.

Sibling relationships throughout the Bible have not been overtly explained. We see in Chapter I the actions that sibling jealousy causes as Joseph’s brother’s envy of their father’s favoritism of Joseph caused hatred and anger. We see in Chapter II a direct rivalry between sisters Rachel and Leah focused on having children, and in Chapter III, the relationship between Cain and Abel ending in bloodshed. Sibling relationships relayed in the Bible express toxicity and destruction. Yet, with each discussion of siblings from biblical stories, a lesson is presented for future generations of siblings to recognize and learn.
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Chapter V: Fighting for Freedom Moses, Miriam, and Aaron: 
Birth Order, Parental Favoritism, Sibling Rivalry, and Sibling Jealousy
Moses, Miriam, and Aaron
Much like Noah and the Ark or Adam and Eve in the Garden, the story of Moses is a popular story that most Christian children are taught early in their religious teaching. However, many Christians, aware that Moses had an older brother (Aaron) and an older sister (Miriam), did not recognize the importance of the sibling relationship and how it impacted the foundations of Jewish law. These books found in the Bible discussing the life of Moses and his siblings provide the foundation of Jewish law outlining the covenants God gave the Israelites.

Synopsis of the Biblical Story
Moses was born when the “children of Israel were fruitful and increased abundantly, and multiple, and waxed exceeding mighty, and the land was filled with them” (Exod. 1:7). The Pharoah over Egypt feared the Israelites were growing too great, “Behold, the people of the children of Israel (are) more and mightier than we” (Exod. 1:9). Due to this fear, the Pharoah decided to enslave all those of Israel descent and placed the entire population in bondage to the Egyptians. Further, the Pharoah told the Hebrew midwives that “when ye do the office of a midwife to the Hebrew women and see (them) upon the stools; if it (be) a son then ye shall kill him: but if it (be) a daughter, then she shall live (Exod. 1:16).
During this time of murder, a boy was born to the house of Levi. His mother saw

he (was a) goodly (child,) she hid him three months. When she could no longer hide him, she took for him an ark of bulrushes ( . . . ) and laid (it) in the flags by the river’s brink. And his sister stood afar off, to wit what would be done to him. (Exod. 2:2–4)

The boy’s mother told her oldest child, a girl not presented in the Bible with a name at this point, to watch over the baby as she set him on the river and ensure he was found and cared for.
The daughter of Pharaoh found the baby on the river and recognized the child as a Hebrew child but chose to keep and raise him. The baby’s older sister, watching this interaction, addressed the Pharaoh’s daughter asking:

Shall I go and call to thee a nurse of the Hebrew women, that she may nurse the child for thee? And Pharaoh’s daughter said to her, Go. And (Moses’ sister still not addressed by a name) went and called the child’s mother. And Pharaoh’s daughter said unto her, Take this child away, and nurse it for me, and I will give (thee) thy wages. And the woman took the child and nursed it. And the child grew, and she brought him unto Pharaoh’s daughter, and he became her son. And she called his name Moses: and she said, Because I drew him out of the water. (Exod. 2:6:10)

Moses was raised in the court of the Egyptians. But when he was grown, he killed an Egyptian who was beating an Israelite. Two Israelites saw this act, and Moses feared retribution. Then when Pharaoh heard that Moses killed an Egyptian, he ordered Moses’s death, and Moses “fled from the face of Pharoah and dwelt in the land of Midian” (Exod. 2:15).
In Midian, Moses married the daughter of a Midian priest named Zipporah and became a shepherd. Meanwhile, the pharoah in Egypt died, and the children of Israel cried out to God to help save them from their bondage whereby “God heard their groaning, and God remembered his covenant with Abraham, with Isaac, and with Jacob. And God looked upon the children of Israel, and God had respect unto them.” (Exod. 2: 24–25)

One day, when out tending his flock, the Lord appeared to Moses, his voice speaking from a burning bush:

God called unto (Moses) out of the midst of the bush and said Moses, Moses, And he said, Here (am) I. And God said, Draw not nigh hither: put off thy shoes from off thy feet, for the place whereon thou standest is holy ground. Moreover, he said, I (am) the God of thy Father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob. (Exod. 3:4–6)

Then God told Moses he was going to deliver His people from the bondage and oppression of the Egyptians, choosing Moses to lead them out of Egypt into “a good land and a large, unto a land flowing with milk and honey; unto the place of the Canaanites, and the Hittites, and the Amorites, and the Perizzites, and the Hivites, and the Jebusites.” (Exod. 3:8)

Moses was initially unsure, but God said, “ Let me show you my power,” and he changed Moses’s walking staff into a serpent when Moses flung it to the ground. Then, to further convince Moses, the Lord afflicted Moses’s hand with leprosy and changed it back to healthy once more. Finally, the Lord told Moses that he, Moses, was going to be His servant and free His people from the bondage of Egyptian slavery. God further told Moses he need not be afraid; He would take care of Moses.
Moses and Zipporah traveled to the wilderness as God told Aaron to meet Moses.
When Moses complained to God that he is “heavy of mouth and tongue” and cannot speak to the Israelites, God said to take

Aaron, your brother, the Levite. He, I know, speaks readily. Even now, he is setting out to meet you, and he will be happy to see you, and he shall speak for you to the people. Thus, he shall serve as your spokesman, with you playing the role of God to him. (Exod. 4:14)

Aaron was told to travel with him and become his spokesman. Moses explained to Aaron what the Lord commanded, and then Aaron and Moses shared the Lord’s plan to the elders of the children of Israel. “And Aaron spake all the words which the LORD had spoken unto Moses and the children of Israel bowed their heads to the Lord in reverence” (Exod. 4:30).
Moses and Aaron then went to the new pharaoh, asking him to let their people go. When the pharaoh refused, God sent ten plagues. First, He turned water into blood. When Pharaoh refused again, God teemed the Nile river with frogs. At first, Pharaoh agreed, but after the frogs were gone, he refused to let the Hebrews leave Egypt, so God sent lice. Pharaoh refused the next five requests for freedom, so God sent flies, a pestilence of the livestock, boils, storms of hail and fire, locusts, and three days of darkness. Pharaoh agreed to all these requests, but after the Lord removed the plague, the pharaoh again refused to let them go. Finally, the last plague was set upon the Pharaoh and his people. God told Moses:

About midnight will I go out into the midst of Egypt: And all the firstborn in the land of Egypt shall die, from the firstborn of Pharaoh that sitteth upon his throne, even unto the firstborn of the maidservant that (is) behind the mill; and all the firstborn of beasts. And there shall be a great cry throughout all the land of Egypt, such as there was none like it, nor shall be like it anymore. But against any of the children of Israel shall not a dog move his tongue, against man or beast: that ye may know how that the LORD doth put a difference between the Egyptians and Israel. (Exod. 11:4–7)

The Lord told Moses and Aaron to tell the people to slaughter a lamb, “take of the blood, and strike (it) on the two side posts and on the upper door post of the houses, wherein they shall eat it . . . let nothing of it remain until the morning” (Exod. 12:7–10). With this mark on the door facing, the Lord passed the dwelling saying, “And thus shall ye eat it; (with) your loins girded, your shoes on your feet, and your staff in your hand; and ye shall eat it in haste: it (is) the LORD’S Passover” (Exod. 12:11).
Moses and Aaron then led the people from Egypt, but Pharaoh changed his mind and sent his army to bring them back. The Israelis were fearful at the Red Sea’s shores, but God told Moses to hold his hand over the water and He would part the sea so His children could escape the Egyptians. So they did, and God let go of the walls of water, drowning the Egyptian army.
Moses and Aaron’s sister, Miriam, a prophetess, took the women and praised the Lord telling the women, “Sing ye to the LORD, for he hath triumphed gloriously; the horse and his rider hath he thrown into the sea” (Exod. 15:21). Moses and Aaron led the Israelites from the sea into the wilderness where they found the water bitter and not good to drink. Crying to Moses, the people asked what they should drink. Moses asked the Lord for help, and He showed Moses a tree that made the water sweet when cast into the waters.
When the Israelites wandered through the wilderness, they often grew impatient and frustrated with Moses, Aaron, and God. At times the children of Israel found no food and were hungry. They hurriedly complained about Moses and Aaron taking them out into the wilderness to starve or die of thirst. Moses and Aaron reminded these children that the Lord would care for them. And time and time again, the Lord provided for His children. When they were hungry, the Lord made it rain quail and manna. When the people complained of no water, the Lord told Moses to smite a rock from which water would pour out.
Arriving at Mount Sinai, God called Moses to the top of the mountain and gave him rituals, laws, sanctuary plans, and commandments to follow. The commandments, written on two stone tablets, were given to Moses after he sat upon the mountaintop for forty days and forty nights.
God set the Law so Moses at Sinai could give Aaron the priesthood, which was passed on to his male descendants, becoming the first high priest of the Israelites.
While Moses was communing with God atop Mount Sinai, the children of Israel went to Aaron wanting to know what became of Moses and how to worship God, to which Aaron replied:

Break off the golden earrings, which (are) in the ears of your wives, of your sons, and of your daughters, and bring (them) unto me. And all the people brake off the golden earrings which (were) in their ears and brought (them) unto Aaron. And he received (them) at their hand, and fashioned it with a graving tool, after he had made it a molten calf: and they said, These (be) thy gods, O Israel, which brought thee up out of the land of Egypt. (Exod. 32:1–4)

Aaron saw the calf and created an altar before declaring tomorrow was a feast for the Lord. However, as they were worshipping in front of this great molten calf, God told Moses His children were worshiping this calf, and He was angry. When Moses arrived at the camp of the Israelites, he, too, became angry, for he witnessed the children of God worshiping and dancing and feasting on an undue god formed of a calf from gold. Moses angrily asked Aaron why he let this great sin occur, and Aaron replied:

Let not the anger of my lord wax hot: thou knowest the people, that they are (set) on mischief. For they said unto me, Make us gods, which shall go before us: for (as for) this Moses, the man that brought us up out of the land of Egypt, we wot not what is become of him. And I said unto them, Whosoever hath any gold, let them break (it) off. So they gave (it) me: then I cast it into the fire, and there came out this calf. (Exod. 32:22–24)

God told Moses that His people were not following His covenant, and Moses went down and told Aaron, and the Lord punished His children and making them accountable for their sin, but never abandoning them. 
God then commanded Moses to have Aaron and his sons provide burnt offerings, “and this (is) the law of the meat offering: the sons of Aaron shall offer it before the Lord, before the alter (Lev. 6:14). The Lord further told Moses to share all of His covenants with Aaron so to pass them on to his sons and to His people.

The Lord spoke to Moses and Aaron and formed and named the 12 tribes of Israel. Thou and Aaron shall number them by their armies. And with you there shall be a man of every tribe; every one head of the house of his fathers (Num. 1:1–4).
During the wandering in the desert, Moses married a second woman, an Ethiopian woman. Miriam and Aaron spoke out against him, saying “Hath the Lord indeed spoken only by Moses? hath he not spoken also by us?” (Num. 12:1). The Lord appeared to the three, Moses, Aaron, and Miriam, saying that Moses was faithful and humble and a true servant of God. He claimed, “with him (Moses), I will speak mouth to mouth, even apparently, and not in dark speeches” (Num. 12:8). God became angry with Miriam and Aaron and told them they should fear speaking out against Moses. When God left, Miriam had become leprous from which Aaron begged Moses to ask the Lord:

beseech thee, lay not the sin upon us, wherein we have done foolishly, and wherein we have sinned. Let her not be as one dead, of whom the flesh is half consumed when he cometh out of his mother’s womb. And Moses cried unto the LORD, saying, Heal her now, O God, I beseech thee. (Num. 12:11–13)

However, God responded that Miriam’s punishment should last seven days; then she would be forgiven.
Toward the end of their travels, the people again cried out in need, this time again for water. The Lord told Moses to speak to the rock, and it would “give forth his water, and thou shalt bring forth to them water out of the rock; so thou shalt give the congregation, and their beasts drink” (Num. 20:7–8)
Moses, however, took his rod and smote the rock whereby water came out. However, this was not the directions from the Lord, and God “spake to Moses and Aaron, because ye believed me not, to sanctify me in the eyes of the children of Israel. Therefore ye shall not bring this congregation into the land which I have to give them” (Num. 20:12).
Then at Mount Hor, near the border of Edom, the Lord said to Moses and Aaron, “Aaron will be gathered to his people. He will not enter the land I give the Israelites. Because both of you rebelled against My command at the water of Meribah” (Num. 20:14). God denied the brothers entrance into the Promised Land, and Aaron died at the top of the mountain.
Miriam died first. Moses died in Moab after them, and all the land of Judah unto the utmost sea (Deut. 34:2–3). “And the LORD said unto him, This (is) the land which I sware unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and Jacob, saying, I will give it unto thy seed: I have caused thee to see (it) with thine eyes, but thou shalt not go over thither. So Moses, the servant of the LORD, died there in the land of Moab, according to the word of the LORD. And he buried him in a valley in the land of Moab.”

Discussion of Key Themes
The story and life of Moses are by far one of the longest and most continuous tales in the Bible. Within the lines of this story, there are several key themes related to siblings and sibling conflict, including the dynamics of loss, reunion, and intersex sibling relationships. The multiple books of Moses, including Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy, have been examined by experts. Still, there are limited studies on connective factors with combined themes relating to the broad topics of psychology with siblings, including birth order, parental favoritism, sibling rivalry, and sibling jealousy (Botzet et al., 2021; Grose, 2021; Padilla et al., 2021).

Birth Order
Birth order plays a significant part in the life of Moses. Moses, Miriam, and Aaron were siblings. Miriam was the oldest. Aaron followed in age and was three years older than Moses, the baby. The birth order suggests that as the baby, Moses was ambitious while Miriam, as the oldest, was dutiful and conservative, and Aaron’s personality involved his being emotionally stable (Adler, 1956). Adler (1956) first developed the theory of birth order stating that “the order in which a child is born shapes their developmental personality” (p. 45). However, experts disputed this theory, claiming the Big Five personality traits represent a more contemporary array of elements for personality measurement (Mezquita et al., 2019).
Even though personality traits found in these three children were less likely formed based on their birth order, scholars suggested the characteristics of a person were more likely based on God’s interaction with them. For example, Adler (1956) claimed that a child’s birth position impacts the child’s personality traits. The oldest child, who receives all the attention when first born, and the only child, will demonstrate leadership skills (Adler, 1956). Adler (1956) further believed the middle child carves out a niche as the peacemaker because they lack the title of being the oldest or the youngest, leading them to produce their personality to belong in the family dynamic. Sometimes, however, the middle child will behave rebelliously to receive more attention for themselves and draw away the attention usually given to the oldest or youngest child.
The youngest child, being the baby and last born, was noted as the child who had all the freedoms the older children did not have, according to Adler (1956). Parents are more relaxed with the youngest child as they have learned from mistakes made with the older children. However, studies also showed that the youngest child often lacks the confidence of their older brothers and sisters (Botzet et al., 2021; Ooi et al., 2019).
However, expert opinion on birth order impacting personality fails to justify specific characteristics of Moses and his brother and sister. The older children in other Bible books (Cain and Able, Rachel and Leah, Joseph, the Prodigal Son) tend to follow Alder’s birth order theory with personality traits; Moses and his brother and sister do not.
Whereas Moses’ sister Miriam was the oldest, she showed little leadership qualities beyond helping Moses. She is known for watching over her brother as a baby and suggesting to Pharaoh’s daughter her mother as a nurse for Moses.
Even though Miriam was the oldest, she was female and was not considered a feasible choice to lead the Israelites to the Promised Land. Women were not leaders at that time. Experts on birth order then would posit that with the oldest child being a girl during this era, where girls were given no rights, the leadership would move to the second child (Conzo and Zotti, 2018). Yet God chose Moses, the youngest, over Aaron, who was older.
Aaron was the speaker of the family, and God chose him to speak for Moses, although Moses was the one who had God’s ear (Leuchter and Farber, 2022). Scholars question this choice, asking, “if Aaron did all the speaking for Moses, why was Moses needed? (Hoss, 2022, para. 1). God chose Moses because he was given great convictions. We see this early in his life when he killed the Egyptian who was beating a Hebrew even though he was raised in a household that believed Egyptian people were valued and the Israelites were enslaved. Moses had great convictions, as stated in Hebrews, “By faith Moses, when he came to years, refused to be called the son of Pharaoh’s daughter; choosing rather suffer affliction with the people of God, than to enjoy the pleasures of sin for a season” (Heb. 11:24–25). God saw Moses desired to do right; this was an innate trait of Moses (Exod. 2:11–12).
As Moses was seen as slow in speech, thus God gave him a voice through Aaron, who was noted as being articulate and well-spoken (Jestice, 2004). However, the most valuable reason this youngest child (Moses) was chosen as God’s leader of the Israelites was his great respect for God. While Moses was a meek man, he was strong in his convictions that he must follow God’s Word and commands and was willing to delegate responsibilities to other faithful leaders (Exod. 18:25–26). Aaron was eventually rewarded, moved from leader to high priest, and anointed by God through Moses. Aaron’s sons would continue the tradition, and the high priest position would be appointed to each of Aaron’s descendants (Jestice, 2004).

Parental Favoritism
A child’s emotional well-being is impacted by parental favoritism and very likely affects the child’s self-esteem, affecting sibling rivalry between brothers and sisters (Padilla et al., 2021; Peng et al., 2018). Experts suggest that such early-year bias of one child over others can produce sibling rivalry and jealousy and even set brother and sister apart (Ng et al., 2020; Peng et al., 2018).
Various developmental periods of a child’s life can cause parents to treat each child differently (Ng et al., 2020). While the differences in treatment due to varying situations and developmental needs are discernible, a child may feel the increased parental attention shown to a brother or sister, which may produce negative feelings toward their sibling. Often children will feel their parents treat them differently from their brothers and sisters, which can cause a differential psychosocial well-being in the child. The development of such parental favoritism, even if just a perceived feeling from a child, is called parental differential treatment (Ng et al., 2020; Padilla et al., 2021).
Aaron and Miriam believed God, their parent, favored Moses. Such parental differential treatment based on their perception created poorer psychosocial well-being and impacted their relationship with God. “Compared with intermediate temperament, firstborn children with difficult temperament showed weaker emotion regulation and higher sibling jealousy. Overall, findings have important implications for psychological interventions for families of firstborn children with a difficult temperament” (Gozu and Newman, 2020, p. 3129). Parental differential treatment may occur for various reasons. First, each child is different, having their personality while differing by temperament. These differences can make individually parenting children challenging and can cause some parents to prefer one child over another because their behavior may be easier to handle.
Studies explain that children are not always treated equally (Luo et al., 2020; Szymanska, 2020). Parents often have different expectations for each child (Bi et al., 2018; Branje, 2018; Hadiwijaya et al., 2017). Such parental differential treatment feeds into jealousy between siblings, with comparisons established after feelings of envy (Hamwey and Whiteman, 2020).
Many scholars question God’s favoritism of Moses, asking what made him (Moses) so special that God would put him first over his brother, sister, and other Hebrews (Leuchter and Farber, 2022; Sperling, 2000). First, God said, “Moses is worthy of being the leader of my people” (Sperling, 2000, p. 21). This was because Moses was willing to go out of his way to help even the most helpless of creatures, as Jewish tradition tells the story of

how after Moses became a shepherd in Midian, he took his flock to graze, and one lamb ran away. Moses chased down this one lamb, and then he came to Horeb, the mountain of God. When Moses saw the lamb drink thirstily from the brook, he said, Little lamb, had I known that you were so thirsty, I would have carried you to the water on my own back! (Sperling, 2000, p. 39).

Even at the beginning of his life, God favored Moses over his brother and sister speaking to him through the burning bush, and even after denying him, Moses was still favored by God.
However, Danam (2018) stated that “while God set the firstborn apart in ancient days for a particular significance, it doesn’t diminish the unique role each child as a grown-up played in their story” (p. 22). For example, Psalm 139 claims that we are fearful and wonderfully made. Our place in the birth order does not make us better or worse but makes us unique and developed for a particular role.
God may not favor one of us over others, but He does show favoritism in a supportive manner that impacts a person’s behavior. With Moses, Aaron, and Miriam, Moses was revered above all others. Yet, God knew that Miriam and Aaron would question His actions and imply that the relationship with Moses was favored. Researchers showed that birth order is implicit in how siblings respond to one another (Hertler, 2017; Wu et al., 2018). For example, Aaron and Miriam were influenced by God’s favoritism of Moses, which in turn created envy of their brother and thus grew into mistrust of their younger brother (Gen. 37:1–4; Wu et al., 2018). With this notion of favoritism, Miriam and Aaron become bitter over their youngest brother’s relationship with God, and we see sibling jealousy emerge.

Sibling Jealousy
Numerous scholars have researched sibling jealousy based on emotional upheavals, problems with lacking social skills, individual temperament, parental fairness, parental style, special needs, and parental conflict resolution skills (Padilla et al., 2021; Szymanska, 2020).
Padilla et al. (2021) claimed that parental differential treatment had caused adverse outcomes for children who are not favored. Even if a parent or parents do not treat children outwardly differently, a child who feels slighted or perceives differential treatment from their parent could be seen negatively affected. For example, seeking approval from their parents, children may act out when they believe they are not receiving the attention they deserve (Padilla et al., 2021). Such behaviors often cause a parent to disapprove and punish the child, further impacting a child’s feeling of being neglected.
Social comparison plays a large part in parental differential treatment among siblings that we see within the Moses-Aaron-Miriam triad. Social comparison transpires when an individual likens themselves to another while evaluating their differences or likenesses to determine if they are stronger, more competent, or likable (Kang and Liu, 2019; Rolan and Marceau, 2018). Social comparison often occurs between similar individuals,

meaning that same-gender individuals and those who have grown up in similar environments are more likely to engage in social comparison. For these reasons, siblings, especially same-gender siblings, are more likely to engage in social comparison. When parental differential treatment is present, siblings will often pick up on this treatment through social comparison—comparing the way their parents treat them versus how their parents treat their siblings. (Rolan and Marceau, 2018)

With Moses, Aaron, and Miriam, the jealousy seed was planted early as God showed favor to Moses from the beginning of his life when he was not killed per Egyptian law but taken into the Pharoah’s family. Experts examining the relationship between Moses, Aaron, and Miriam, explained that jealousy arose from Aaron and Miriam, who felt God, their Father, treated them differently than Moses (Qian et al., 2021; Rolan and Marceau, 2018).
“There was a partially mediating effect of emotion regulation between temperament and sibling jealousy” (Qian et al., 2021, p. 5). This is often the case with the complicated temperament of firstborn children, which researchers suggest could predict sibling jealousy significantly and positively impact emotion regulation as a predictor of negative sibling relationships (Kang and Liu, 2019; Qian et al., 2021).
Aaron and Miriam compared themselves to Moses to discern their importance in the eyes of the Lord (Yanai-Malach, 2014). Aaron and Miriam may have thought God did not think they were as important as Moses and, therefore, were jealous of their brother’s relationship with God, their Father. However, this jealousy was a means for Aaron and Miriam to self-define their importance and accept God’s choice of Moses being the leader of the Israelites (Leuchter and Farber, 2022).
However, experts claim that the older the firstborn children and the more significant the age difference between siblings, the lower the sibling jealousy (Alabbasi et al., 2021; Conzo and Zotti, 2018). The difficult temperament of firstborn children could predict sibling jealousy significantly and positively, and emotion regulation could indicate sibling jealousy negatively. The prediction of jealousy was a partially mediating effect of emotion regulation between temperament and sibling jealousy.
Qian et al. (2021) claimed that sibling jealousy was established based on the connection between two siblings. From a relationship standpoint, jealousy indicates an individual’s emotional experiences are affected or threatened by another relationship. Jealousy usually exists in the context of a social triangle formed by the jealous, beloved, and rival (Qian et al., 2021).
Researchers claim that Miriam was the instigator at the beginning of the rebellion against Moses because she was eventually reprimanded and punished for criticizing her brother and, in turn, God (Yanai-Malach, 2014). Yanai-Malach (2014) suggested that because Miriam and Aaron could not find fault with Moses’s leadership abilities, they chose to disparage his wife. She was a Cushite, making their marriage interracial, which was racism, but this criticism hid the real issue: sibling jealousy.
Aaron and Miriam challenged Moses; thus, sibling conflict was created due to Miriam and Aaron’s jealous feelings toward Moses. According to some researchers, Miriam and Aaron were jealous because Moses had two wives and because more of his attention was on his wives, particularly on the woman Moses had newly married (Adamo, 2018; Lokel, 2007). Yet other experts suggest that Moses’s brother and sister were looking for a reason to complain to the Lord because they were jealous that their brother held a high position over the Hebrew people (Adamo, 2018; Sadler, 2005). “Hath the Lord indeed spoken only by Moses? Hath he not spoken also by us?” (Num. 12:2).
However, other researchers found that Moses’s marriage to the Ethiopian woman was objectionable because she was a foreigner (Sadler, 2005). Even though Moses had married Zipporah from Midian, a foreigner, Miriam and Aaron had no objections. This led experts to question if Aaron and Miriam were prejudiced against Ethiopians (Williams, 2002). Williams (2002) claimed, “the woman from Cush was offensive to Miriam and Aaron because she was a black African woman” (p. 265).
Other researchers purport he was with a black African woman because the Egyptian princess in whose house Moses grew up was of African descent, and color or ethnicity mattered not to Moses (Bailey, 1991; Lokel, 2007). Aaron raised the issue that Miriam was not racist or anti-foreign but anti-black (Knierim and Coats, 2005; Lokel, 2007). Moses was treated as a superior leader, which may have been why Miriam and Aaron objected to the marriage. It is customary in African society for relatives and friends to be jealous when husbands are too occupied with two or three wives (Wagenaar, 2003).
Moses, Aaron, and Miriam were the leaders of Israel after the Exodus. Yet, Moses was called upon by God, whereas he (Moses) gave leadership power to Aaron and Miriam only through God’s Word (Ebeling, 2010). This led to Aaron and Miriam to believe their brother was not perfect, and a rivalry prompted them to try and show God that Moses was not perfect.

Sibling Rivalry
Sibling rivalry is jealousy, competitiveness, and conflict between brothers and sisters. It can be from jealousy, particularly when one sibling is favored by a parent over a brother or sister. The most common battlegrounds for siblings often are a child’s perception of perpetrated injustices and fighting for parental attention (Grose, 2021). Rebar, et al. (2020) found sibling rivalry often prompts a battle for position in the family dynamic, with each child determined to have their parents’ full attention. Yet the underlying factor often associated with sibling rivalry is the rivalry stops when someone outside the family circle threatens a brother or sister’s well-being.
[bookmark: _Hlk110032452]As we saw with other brothers and sisters in books of the Bible, siblings are often seen as resentful and jealous of one another. Studies show that sibling jealousy could stem from competing for their parents’ attention (Coskun et al., 2017; Rebar et al., 2020). In the case of Aaron and Miriam competing with Moses for God’s attention, Moses tended to be unaware that his brother and sister were his rivals, so he defended them to the Lord at times (Bolton, 2019; Lioy, 2020). Researchers claim that even in the most extreme cases of sibling rivalry, often when an outsider threatens a brother or sister, their sibling(s) immediately come to their defense (Oktaviani and Tentama, 2019; Rebar et al., 2020).
[bookmark: _Hlk110032494]For Miriam, God gave her the title of prophetess (Exod. 15:20). She walked alongside the Jews on their Exodus from Egypt, providing support to her brothers, and leading the women, teaching them the Torah (Trible, 2022). Trible (2022) claimed that Miriam became

the first woman ever to bear it. She becomes thereby the archetype of the female prophetic tradition, even as Moses heads the male. Contrary to the impression that her one stanza sung at the sea is but an abridgement of the lengthy song attributed to Moses historical and literary studies show that the latter version is itself the Song of Miriam. (Exod. 5:1–31, 15:1–18)

Moses, who was challenged regarding his second marriage, was also questioned by Miriam and Aaron concerning his superior prophetic status. Researchers suggest that such rivalry between Aaron and Miriam was established as the two felt they were competing with Moses for God’s attention (Lioy, 2020). God gave Aaron the anointed right to be Moses’s speaker. God told Moses to anoint Aaron as the high priest, in which he consecrated the position so that all of his descendants would receive the exclusive rights to make all offerings of worship upon an altar to God (Tervanotko, 2016).
Miriam showed no rivalry feeling at the start of Moses’s life, as she was the one who watched over his travels down the river, and she went to the Pharaoh’s daughter, declaring that she could get a nurse for Moses as a baby. Yet as she grew older and became part of the throng of Israelites leaving Egypt, certain rivalries appeared, with her complaining about Moses’s behaviors, such as who he married and his being the sole leader (Tervanotko, 2016). She became jealous that Moses had been in charge of all the Israelite people and spoke against him (Bellis, 1994). The people questioned Moses’s leadership based on Miriam’s prompting, claiming that God had also used Moses alone to speak to the Israelite people. God heard their complaints and came down to speak to Aaron and Miriam. When both came forward, the Lord said: Now listen to my words:

If there are prophets among you, in visions I reveal myself to them, in dreams I speak to them; Not so with my servant Moses! Throughout my house, he is worthy of trust: face to face, I speak to him, plainly and not in riddles. The likeness of the Lord he beholds. Why, then, do you not fear to speak against my servant Moses? (Num. 12:5–9)

The Lord struck Miriam down with leprosy because she did not trust in Him and because she spoke against her brother, God’s one anointed servant (Tervanotko, 2016). The sibling rivalry was forgotten as Aaron asked Moses, who in turn asked God, to “let her (Miriam) not be as one dead, of whom the flesh is half consumed when he cometh out of his mother’s womb” (Num. 12:12). However, when Moses asked God to remove the disease from her body, God said she would be healed in seven days. Until then, she had to separate herself from the rest of the people and wait outside their encampment. Once she was healed, the Israelites continued on their journey.
Aaron also showed rivalry tendencies with his brother. During Moses’s prolonged absence on Mount Sinai, God’s children became concerned that he was delayed. Together they faced Aaron, saying, “Up, make us gods, which shall go before us; for (as for) this Moses, the man that brought us up out of the land of Egypt, we wot not what is become of him” (Exod. 32:1). Aaron responded, telling them to melt down the gold they owned. He created a golden calf from the gold, which the Israelites claimed was a god to be worshipped. Aaron joined them and built an altar before the golden calf, from which he proclaimed they would feast to God the very next day. “And they rose up early on the morrow, and offered burnt offerings, and brought peace offerings; and the people sat down to eat and to drink and rose up to play” (Exod. 32:6).
God told Moses to rise up as his people had corrupted themselves and were worshiping a false idol. When Moses came off the mountain, he saw the people had made this false idol of molten gold.

(I)t came to pass, as soon as he came nigh unto the camp, that he saw the calf, and the dancing: and Moses’ anger waxed hot, and he cast the tables out of his hands, and brake them beneath the mount. And he took the calf which they had made, and burnt (it) in the fire, and ground (it) to powder, and strawed (it) upon the water, and made the children of Israel drink (of it). (Exod. 32:19–21)

When Moses asked Aaron why the people did this, Aaron took the blame, as he inevitably gave them the wrong advice. As a result, Miriam, for enlisting Aaron to support her and instigating the challenge, was immediately punished. Aaron was not punished until the end of his life when Moses tore his priest robes and stripped him of his title of the high priest, and God refused him entrance into the Promised Land.
When Aaron and Miriam challenged Moses’s prophetic authority, God rebuked them, but Aaron and Miriam were further incensed that Moses married the Ethiopian woman. Yet when Miriam and Aaron presented their complaints about Moses to the Lord, God punished them for lacking faith in His Word and will. Both were eventually punished for transgressions in speaking against Moses, which was speaking against the Lord.

Conclusion
Among all the siblings introduced in the Bible, Moses, Aaron, and Miriam presented a strong illustration of how birth order, sibling jealousy, sibling rivalry, and perceptions of parental favoritism can be put aside to impact one another and their surrounding society positively. Where Aaron and Miriam mainly figure as supportive persons in Moses’s life, the rivalry between them suggested that based on God (the Father) favoring Moses, he was the most capable of the three to free the Israelites, and Miriam and Aaron recognized this favoritism. Moses’s leading God’s people out of Egypt necessitated such functions from both his brother and sister but were not particularly considered notable accomplishments by theologians. Miriam was a woman at a time when women had no place in a leadership position. At the same time, Aaron, the speaker for Moses, was singularly an assistant who was given favor by Moses and possibly only due to Moses’s belief in Aaron.
While the story of Moses does not overtly express the significance of Aaron and Miriam helping Moses with helping God’s children escape Egypt, the underpinning fact is that without his brother and sister and rising above any sibling jealousy or rivalry, they worked as a team to accomplish the goals God set for Moses. Suppose we recognize that sibling rivalry and jealousy were significant factors noted in the relationship between Moses, Aaron, and Miriam. In that case, we can also acknowledge that siblings can have such feelings and issues with one another. Still, God’s overall plan for success may constitute brothers and sisters supporting and working together for such accomplishments. Moses, Aaron, and Miriam worked together to bring freedom to the Israelites.
Sibling rivalry aside, the stories of Moses, Aaron, and Miriam show how God can inspire compassion among siblings. The three worked together to lead the people out of Egypt, taking them toward the Promised Land, each sibling having specific responsibilities in the eyes of God: Miriam, the women’s leader; Aaron, the speaker; and Moses, God’s ear. All three siblings do support one another. For example, when Miriam was in trouble with God, Aaron and Moses speak to God, showing compassion as their caring nature was called into action when Moses and Aaron asked God not to punish Miriam with leprosy. Aaron asks Moses to speak to God to heal their sister, showing that there was genuine caring between the three siblings.
Miriam’s story inspires us to constantly trust in God, showing how we should respond to God’s work in our lives. It teaches us that God has a hand in all aspects of our life, no matter how insignificant or complex they may seem. This expresses that all of God’s children need courage regardless of the circumstances because God has a plan for our lives.
Aaron’s story inspires us to rely on and trust in God and His perfect timing. Aaron should have realized that even when we fail to fully understand or appreciate our role in God’s plan, we must be called to trust in Him. Aaron’s leading role in several stories of conflicts during Israel’s wilderness wanderings was overshadowed by his sticking up for Miriam in her times of need. Further, Aaron gave full support to Moses throughout his life. While neither he nor Moses stepped foot into the Promised Land of Canaan, they both were instrumental in leading God’s children there. Even though all the complaining from the Israelites, God still kept his promise and guided Moses to help His children enter Canaan. We must show gratitude, but this gratitude should not simply be when life is good. We should praise God through both trials and triumphs.
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