THE BIBLICAL PROCESS

WHAT’S IN A NAME?

Genesis is a book of beginnings in more ways than one. It starts
out with an account of the origin of the world, hence the name, in-
troduced in the third century B.c. by the Greek translators to
whom we owe the so-called Septuagint (or LXX) version. Then,
too, Genesis is the initial portion in the first of the three major sub-
divisions of the Old Testament, and hence the first book of the Bible.
But Genesis also marks a beginning from within as well as from
without. It is not only the starting point of a long seri¢s; beyond
and above that, Genesis is cur main clue to the process which *
ultimately produced the Bible, as a witness to one of the profoundest
experiences of mankind. The Book of Genesis is thus, among other
things, the key to the genesis of the Bible as a whole.

In the Hebrew, Genesis bears the (normalized) title of Bereshit.
By sheer coincidence, this name, too, applies to beginnings. The
first word in the original happens to be bergfit; and it was standard
practice in the ancient Near East to call a literary work by its
initial word or phrase. For this reason, for example, the Hebrew name
for the third book of the Bible is Wayyigra, although all it means is
“and he callzd”; the more pertinent term Leviticus has been adapted
from the Greek version. Similarly, the Babylonians called their own
Genesis, or Poem of Creation, Eniima eli§ “when on high,” and the
Epic of Gilgamesh Sa nagba imuru “he who experienced all.” It
was mere chance that placed the word bergsit “in the beginning
(of)” at the head of the Hebrew Bible. As it turned out, it is in-
deed an appropriate opening for the Scriptures as a unit.

When it comes, however, to the collective section which the Book
of Genesis heads, it is the secondary term Pentateuch, from the
Greek for “five-volume (work),” that deals with an external detail,
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whereas the Hebrew title Torah addresses itself to the content.
Yet for all its basic merit, the latter designation was to be, para-
doxically enough, a hindrance rather than a help. For ‘one thing,
tl.lis name (technically #6rd@) is invariably translated “Law,” thus
giving the impression that the work is devoted in the main to legal
questions. And for another thing—and far more important—the title
Torah was to lead very early to a mistaken rotion about the author-
ship of the first five books of the Bible. The matter is of sufficient
consequence to warrant a brief statement about some of the de-
tails involved.

It goes without saying that the Pentateuch does not confine it-
self to laws either in the secular or in the ritual sense of the term.
The outstanding feature of this part of the Bible is its narrative con-
tent, and it is surely to its narrative material that the Pentateuch
owes its universal appeal. The mechanical equation of Torah with
law does little justice to the work as a wholz; nor is it an accurate
rendering of the name itself.

What is fundamental, however, is the fact that nowhere does
Fhe Pentateuch speak of itself as the Torah. To be sure, the noun
is often used throughout the work; but it has numerous connota-
tions, none of which can be mistaken in the context for the title
of the work as a whole. The nominal form t5ra is based on a
verbal stem signifying “to teach, guide,” and the like; cf. Exod xxiv
12 “and the Torah and the Instruction which I have written for
their guidance.” The derived noun can carry a variety of meanings,
which range in the Pentateuch from specific rituals for so-called
!eprosy (Lev xiii 59; xiv 2, 54, 57) to general precepts and say-
ings (as in the Exod passage just cited). In Deut xxxi 26 tora
refers to the long hortatory poem that follows. And when the same
term is applied to the Deity, its connotation is broadened to em-
brace a cherished way of life (Exod xiii 9). Thus the stereotyped
rendering “law” can be justified neither as an exclusive juridical
term nor as a distinctive. literary title.

'.I'here are occasions when the Pentateuch speaks explicitly of a
written tora. Yet this usage does not of itself narrow down the mean-
ing of the word; each occurrence has to be judged from its own
context. In Exod xxiv 12, for example, the documen: in question
turns out to be the Covenant Code (xxi—xxiii), which was in-
scribed on two stone tablets (cf. Excd xxxiv 1) and was thus anto-
matically restricted in length. In Deut xxix 20, on the other hand,
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the writing concerned specified sanctions in an entirely different
covenant; and Deut xvii 18 and xxx 10 allude only to general in-
structions and provisions. The only Pentateuchal passage that refers
comprehensively to a written #5ra is Deut xxxi 9, where we are told
that “Moses wrote down this #ora.” This particular statement points
either to the portions of Deuteronomy that precede, as most moderns
assume, or to the poetic sections which follow, as some scholars be-
lieve. In neither event could the Pentateuch as a whole be at issue.
Yet it is this one ambiguous reference, more than anything else, that
eventually gave rise to the doctrine of the Mosaic authorship of the
entire Pentateuch.

It is not too hazardous to trace back the steps whereby such
a belief attained the status of an article of faith. The Pentateuch
was the first portion of the Old Testament to be accepted as sacred
and canonical. This meant thzt the work was ultimately attributed
to God and ¢merged thus as a body of teachings comprising the one
Torah above all others. Thus it was this particular conrotation of
the term that would occur most readily to the reverent mind. In
these circumstances, there could be but one answer to the question
as to what it was that Deut xxxi 9 records as having been written
by Moses: the Torah proper, of course, that is, the Pentateuch.

The devout students of the Bible who first perpetrated this se-
mantic anachronism—in all innocence-—could scarcely have antic-
ipated the ironic consequences of their interpretation. So far from
enhancing the status of the Torah, the axiom that Moses was the
author of thz Pentateuch has often tended to lower the work in the
opinion of independent investigators. For objective inquiry must
soon turn up various flaws in a Pentateuch that is attributed to
a single author, whereas no such defects would be found in the
composite product of various writers. The five books as we now have
them contain many instances of duplication, inconsistencies, and
mutual contradictions, aside from manifest stylistic disparities. In a
collective work, however, all such irregularities become self-explana-
tory, once they are viewed as the natural result of various traditions
and different individual styles and approaches. Nor does uncom-
mitted analysis undermine the credibility of the Bible, as has often
been feared and alleged. The ensuing pages should make it abun-
dantly clear that in Genesis in particular, and in other biblical books
by extension, independent study helps to increase one’s respect
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for the received material beyond the fondest expectations of the
confirmed traditionalists.

To sum up, Torah is not strictly law, and there is no warrant
in the Pentateuch itself—as opposed to sundry echoes in later books
of the Bible—for ascribing the authorship of the work as a whole
to Moses. Modern biblical criticism has established this last point
on the strength of massive internal evidence. The grounds on which
that conclusion was arrived at will now be sketched in barest out-
line, before we probe further into the Book of Genesis for clues
to biblical origins.

BiBLicAL CRrITICISM

The first signs of a critical approach to the Old Testament reach
back as far as the second century of the present era.! In the Middle
Ages, the distinguished Jewish commentatcr Abraham Iban Ezra
(twelfth century) managed to suggest his acute awareness of the
problems implicit in the assumption of the Mosaic authorship of
the Torah. Although he couched his hints on the subject in guarded
language, Ibn Ezra was able, nevertheless, to intimate to his readers
that certain passages in the Pentateuch must be post-Mosaic, and
that the statement in Deut xxxi 9 cannot be construed in the tra-
ditional manner.2

It required, however, the penetrating probing of Spinoza (seven-
teenth century) to launch “higher” biblical criticism—that is, in-
ternal analysis as opposed to textual or “lower” criticism—on a
truly productive course. Steady subszquent progress leit little doubt
that instead of being the work of Moses in its entirety, the Pen-
tateuch was actually the product of a number of writers. In time,
the critics were able to draw a sharp line between Deuteronomy
(D), on the one hand, and the four preceding books—or the Tet-
rateuch—on the other. Within the Tetrateuch, a cleavage soon be-
came apparent between the so-called Priestly source (P) and the
outright narrative material; and the narratives, in tum, eventually

1See R. H. Pfeiffer, Introduction to the 0ld Testament, 1941 43
2Cf. I Husik, JAOS 55 (1935), Suppl,, 31 £, PR
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yielded two main strands which came to be designated as J (Yah-
wist) and E (Elohist). '

To state the findings in this summary fashion is to give only
such end results as have won qualified acceptance from the great
majority of biblical scholars. Actually, the course of Peatateuchal
criticism has been exceedingly tortuous, and an immense amount
of effort and ingenuity has bzen invested in the process over a
period of some two hundred years. The fact is that the Pentateuch,
with a long history of growth, compilation, and transmission behind
it, cannot be dissected at this late date with the confident assurance
that all its original components have been duly isolated and iden-
tified. We are as yet a long way from being able to attribute every
passage to its ultimate source. The critics of the nineteenth cen-
tury may have felt that they had all the answers that really mat-
tered. But fresh discoveries and more refined tools of analysis
have made twentieth-century students at once more sophisticated
and less sanguine. This is perhaps one reason why some scholars
would today substitute for the “documentary” solution with its em-
phasis on individual authors, the so-called “form” hypothesis, which
lays stress on literary categories rooted in separate oral traditions.
Nor have attempts been lacking to experiment with still other modes
of approach.

The all-important point, at any rate, the conclusion which vir-
tually all modern scholars are willing to accept, is that the Pen-
tateuch was in reality a composite work, the product of many hands
and periods. This is the fundamental fact behind all recent prog-
ress in biblical study, as it has opened the way to a solution of
many difficulties that would otherwise remain unresolved. The re-
sult is a working hypothesis which should be judged solely by how
well it does its work. The documentary theory in its classic form
(J, E, P, and D, as well as R for redactors or compilers) has proved
to be a master key which has opened many doors; and with each
such success, the hypothesis has become that much less tentative.
The thing to bear in mind, however, is that, where so many un-
knowns are involved, a reasonable margin of error must be allowed.
While the vast majority of passages can now be ascribed to one
source or another with considerable confidence, there is still a residue
that leaves room for doubt. Some of these marginal porions may
have to be reallocated after further study; others are now so fused
that they may never be pried apart; and still others appear never to
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have had any connection with the relatively tangible sources be-
fore us, and may have been independent from the start.
The Book of Genesis provides clearer examples of each of the

types just mentioned than is the case with any other part of the
Pentateuch,

THE DOCUMENTARY SOURCES OF GENESIS

As the earliest book in the Pentateuch, Genesis is not affected
by the special problems that beset the Book of Deuteronomy: it
sh.ows no trace whatever of source D. But precisely because it deals
with the earliest stage, Genesis also raises certain questions that do
not arise elsewhere in the Pentateuch. One such question concemns
the content of the first eleven chapters, which involve the prehistory
of the world as contrasted with the story of the patriarchs of Israel.
If the .latter story was based on native traditions, what material did
the. writers utilize for the former? Or how is one to account for the
unique character of a chapter like xiv? But before these and simi-
Ia.r problems can be isolated and examined, it is necessary to in-
dxcafc what it is that makes a given passage fall under one of three
relatively well-defined rubrics, namely, J, E, and P. In other words
thfa first task that faces a modern student of Genesis is literary anal-’
ysis of the book. It is the one area in which documentary criticism
has scored truly impressive gains.

A significant milestone in the literary criticism of Genesis was
the observation published in 1753 by the French physician Jean
Astruc that, when referring to the Deity, some narratives in this
book use the personal name Yahweh (“Jehovah™), while other and
apparently parallel accounts employ Elohim, the generic Hebrew
term for “divine being.” It would thus seem to follow, Astruc ar-
gued, that Genesis was made up of two originally independent
sources.

As mafters turned out, the criterion which Astruc introduced was
_useful pr.mcipally as a point of departure. There are many sections
in Genf:sm, and elsewhere in the Pentateuch, which do not mention
tye Deity. Nor is the mere occurrence of Elohim decisive in itself
since the term can also be used, by virtue of its general connotation’
not only for alien gods and idols but also in the broader sense o%
our “Providence, Heaven, Fate,” and is actually so attested in the
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J source, among others. The evidence 1emains significant, but one-
sided: Elohim could well appear in any document, as is only
natural in the circumstances; on the other hand, Yahweh is in Gene-
sis the exclusive companion of J (barring occasional lapses in the
composite text under the influence of an adjacent passage from an-
other source). To be established, therefore, as homogeneous, a doc-
ument has to exhibit a combination of distinctive features harmo-
niously blenced; it should stand out by reason of its style, content,
and concepts, not to mention the cumulative evidence of the vocab-
ulary. When enough such details have been found to configurate
time and agzin, they yield a pattern that is typical of a particular
source; at times they may even afford a glimpse of the person be-
hind the writen record.

It was on just such collective evidence that the term Elohim,
when not paralleled by Yahweh, proved to signal not merely one
source, as had been originally assumed, but two otherwise unre-
lated documents. These came to be labeled respectively as E (from
the initial letter) and P (for Priestly document); the use of
Yahweh, on the other hand, remained the hallmark, as was just
indicated, of a single author, whose anonymity continues inviolate
under the code-letter J (from “Jehovzh”). The Pentateuch itself
lends a measure of credibility to this argument from divine appel-
lations. For Exod vi 3 (P) states explicitly, and Exod iii 14 (E)
indirectly, that the personal name Yahweh was not employed prior
to the time of Moses; what this adds up to is that the use of the
name Yahweh had been unfamiliar to these two sources until then.?
This lends circumstantial confirmation to the hypothesis of the com-
posite character of the Pentateuch, since the frequent occurrence
of the term Yahweh in Genesis would otherwise involve the two
passages in Exodus in outright contradiction of inescapable facts.
On various other counts, however, E sides with J, and the two
diverge jointly from P. All such divergencies are self-explanatory
in material that is related but has come down through more than
one channel; they could not be explained away in a composition
by a single author.

What are, then, the salient characteristics of the several com-
ponents of Genesis which modern scholarship has been able to iso-
late? The scope of the present work permits only a sketchy treat-

8 See COMMENT on Sec. 5.
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ment, yet this should suffice to illustrate both the method and the
results. The comments that follow pertain primarily to P, J, and E
—to adopt thcf order in which these sources first turn up 1'11 éenesis
The survey will conclude with a few remarks on passages that are;
as yettdlﬂit:atg:is to classify, as well as on the process whereby the
separate s were combined in i i

the received Book of Genesis. 10 the unit fhat now consitutes

(e

To begm with vocabulary, P employs for the Deity, in addition
fo Elohim (Gen i 1ff.), the term E! Shaddai (cf xvii 1), which
is usuall)( translated “God Almighty.”* The sole occurre,nce of
‘{al.lweh in .xvii 1 is apparently a scribal error induced by the
similar opening sentence in xviii 1 (J), which also records a the-
ophany,

Th‘e term that is most typical of this source—ane might call it
Ps mgnature.f—-is tol°dot, etymologically “begettings,” and hence also
genealogy, line, family tree (v 1,vi 9, x 1, etc.), and by extension
ﬁlso story, history; in the latter sense we find this term used in
H 4, and }?erhaps also in xxxvii 2. Another telltale expression is
to be fertile and increase” (e.g, i 22, 28, viii 17, ix 1, 7). For
the Eomeland of the partriarchs, P uses Paddan-aram (cf. xxv 20
:lzg‘)'m 2, 5,6, 7); J calls the same region Aram-naharaim (xxix;
. Fox: other words and phrases to which P is partial, cf. the long
list given by Dr. (pp. vii-ix). This vocabulary is not limited, of
course, to Genesis, but carries over to other books; it is abs’envt
l_mwevcr, from the parallel documents. Consistency and cumulative:
Impact enhance the total effect of this type of evidence.

) P‘s: freque'nt recourse to the term #5l°dét (the traditional render-
ing gfenerauons" is now obsolete in the sense required) is a correct
reflection of the writer’s abiding interest in gencalogical detail.
There nfust be no break in the chain of transmission through which
God’s dlspensz.uion has been handed down; hence it is essential to
trace the pertinent line all the way back to Creation. For related
reasogs, P is forever concerned with such other statistics as the
total life span of the given individual, the age of a father at the

4 The exact meaning, however, remains uncertain.
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birth of his oldest son (e.g., ¢ch. v), the names of other members
of the family, and the like.

P’s constant preoccupation with the purity of the line through
which God’s purpose has been implemented leads at times to moti-
vations that are not found in the parallel versions. For instance, ac-
cording to J (xxvii 41—45), Rebekah told Jacob to fiee to ber
relatives in Haran in order to escape the revenge of his brother
Esau. In P, however (xxvii 46-xxviii 7), the motive for Jacob’s
journey to Central Mesopotzmia is no more than matrimonial,
the search for an acceptable wife: his mother had become disen-
chanted with Esaw’s “Hittite” wives, and was determined that her
younger son marry within her own class and clan. ‘More surprising
still, Rebekah’s scheme has the full approval of Isaac, who gives
Jacob his warm blessing, although a few verses earlier—this time,
however, from another source (xxvii 33-37: J)—Isaac was driven
to rage and despair by the discovery of Jacob’s hoax. P is either
unaware of, or unmoved by, the drama and pathos of that en-
counter. What matters to him solely is that Jacob’s line be main-
tained through a worthy wife. .

The horizons of P are thus sharply circumscribed. His world is
not only directed from heaven but heaven-centered. To be sure, it
is natural enough that in the majestic account of Creation man’s
role should be a passive one. Yet elsewhere, too, mortals are con-
ceded little if any individuality. For one aberrant moment Abraham
lapses into incredulity when told by God that he is to have a son
by Sarah (xvii 17); but his record of absolute obedience is never
marred again. The eventful history of Joseph’s stay in Egypt is re-
duced in this source to an exchange of amenities between Jacob
and Pharaoh (xlvii 7-10) and the symbolic adoption by Jacob
of his grandsons Manasseh and Ephraim (xlviii 3-7). Where his-
tory is predetermined in every detail, personalities recede into the
background, while the formal relations between God and society
become the central theme. There are thus ample grounds—theo-
logical as well as ritualistic—for ascribing the P document to
priestly inspiration.

The question of P’s date is difficult to solve for several reasons.
Numerous sections, especially in the cther books of the Tetrateuch,
have long been relegated by the critics to a relatively late age, after
the Babylonian Exile in many instances. Of late, however, there has
been a growing sentiment—backed by a substantial amount of in-
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ternal evidence—in favor of dating various portions of P to pre-
Exilic times, and in some cases to the premonarchic period. This
evidence embraces even certain passages in the ritualistic Book of
Leviticus. A careful new look at the P material in Genesis is there-
fore definitely in order.

When we re-examine, for instance, the genealogies of the patri-
archs before the Flood (cf. v), the style and approach are unmis-
takably P’s, yet the material has to be derived from ancient data,
The same applies to the Edomite lists in ch. xxxvi. Just so—to stray
for a moment from the Book of Genesis—the census records in
Num xxvi, although again set down by P, deal with names and
situations (notably the distribution of land holdings by lot) that go
back of necessity to the early stages of the Israelite settlement in
Canaan. At the same time, there are other passages throughout the
Tetrateuch that are undoubtedly much later. All this testifies to a
wide coverage by P, ranging over many centuries. The conclusion
that is usually drawn from these facts is that we have before us a
series of separate P documents, as many as ten according to some
critics. But such solutions fail to account for the prevailing uniform-
ity in outlook and phraseology which typifies P as a whole.

The assumption that commends itself in these circumstances is
that P was not an individual, or even a group of like-minded
contemporaries, but a school with an unbroken histery reaching back
to early Israelite times, and continuing until the Exile and beyond.
Such a hypothesis would readily account for the essential homo-
geneity of the underlying traditions, while not precluding such oc-
casional discrepancies as, for example, in the lists of Esau’s wives
(cf. xxvi 34, xxviii 9, xxxvi 2-3); such differences might easily
develop over a long period of time even among custodians of the
same type of traditions. The generally stilted language and the cir-
cumscribed range of interests would be similarly explained. The end
result would thus represent the carefully nurtured product of a stand-
ing scholastic committee, so to speak, in regular session since the in-
choate beginnings of ethnic consciousness in Israel.

2)J

Aside from the exclusive use of the name Yahweh, there are in
Genesis few words or phrases that immediately betray the hand
of J; and even such exceptions are all but confined to the Joseph

INTRODUCTION XXVII

story. There we find the name Israel as against Jacob in vtPe other
sources; the geographic term Goshen; and the noun ar{ztahat
“bag” for the otherwise familiar §ag “sack.” On further aga%ysm, the
relative scarcity of such shibboleths is not at all surprising. For
J is not given to stereotypes, in vocabulary or in _ot'her respect.s.
What is truly distinctive about this writer LS hlS. incisive style, his
economy and boldness of presentation, his insight into humn Dature,
and the recognition that a higher order and purpose may lie behind
seemingly incomprehensible human events. There is common agree-
ment that we have in J—or alternatively, in those portions of
Genesis that critical consensus attributes to J—not only the 'most
gifted biblical writer, but one of the greatest figures 1n world litera-
ture. If so much in the Book of Genesis remains vivid and mem-
orable to this day, the reason is not merely the contenf of the tales
but, in large measure as well, the matchless way in which 7 has told
them. o

J’s style is clear and direct, but its simplicity is that of consum-
mate art. An unobtrusive word or phrase may become the means
for the unfolding of character, a single sentence can ev?ke a whole
picture. The leading actors on J's stage are realized in dfepth. It
is their inner life that invariably attracts the author’s attention; yet
he manages to show it in action, not through description; and the
reader is thus made a participant in the unfolding drama. J’s world,
moreover, in diametric contrast to P’s, is emphatically :arth-cep—
tered. And his earth is peopled with actors so natural and candid
that even their relations with Yahweh are reduced to human scale,
so that God himself becomes anthropomorphic.

In the Eden prelude, Adam is portrayed as a lost and confused
child, and is so treated by Yahweh (iii 9). Later, in the more
sophisticated context of the patriarchal age, hun-lan problems gain
in complexity. The acute domestic crisis that is brought on by
Sarah’s childlessness (xvi 1-6) leaves Abraham irresolute in the
clash between two headstrong women. Later on (xviii 12)', Sarah
is impulsive enough to respond with derision to the promise of a
child in her waning years. Nor does J hesitate to betray his own
feelings concerning Jacob’s behavior toward Isaac and Esau. Every
detail in that intensely stirring account (xxvii 1-40) shows that,
although the outcome favored Jacob, the author’s personal sym-
pathies lay with the victims of the ruse. '

J’s art rises perhaps to greatest heights in the handling of the
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ix:aihc;lh;a)_{ of t?}f .Igseph story (xltv) The author is not concerned
ain wi € poetic justice of Joseph’s trium i
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. . ’ rt t "
;ate test, usmg_hls full brother Benjamin to bait the g;;n f;léi;:n
h;zdah offered himself as substitute for the innocent boy, Joseph had
h nsbansv:.;,r at long last; the brothers had indeed reiormc:,d After the
carable suspense of this episode, th isclos

be ne oy sppenS s a;f » the actual self-disclosure could
P st; .; s world vi_ew, then, man is not a mere marionette, as he is in
ﬁeedg nclamcf: of .thmgs. Rgt!mr, .the individual is allowed considerable
of action, and it is this margin of independence that brings
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cour::z;tt;lng toc?l in theohands of the Supreme Power who charts the
¢ universe. On rare occasions, to be sure
v ) ! A , an Abrah
may be favored with a fleeting glimpse of the divine purpose. I;Zt a:z
one may grasp the complete design, which remains reasonzble and

l;);l Isaac (xxvii), or tl.le eerie encounter at Penue] (xxxii 23-33)
I erehare more thuzgs in heaven and on earth, J appears to be imply-
g, t an a mortal’s wisdom can eéncompass. In this regard ;
Temains irredeemably human, s e
It goes without sayin i
[ g that a work with such distinctive pe;
traits could stem only from an individual author. When itpcr(jlcr):;zl

J to do justice to a situation of this sort.
It may be of interest to note, in passing, how J and p compare
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in the few instances in which their accounts coincide. Their respec-
tive approaches to the story of Joseph have already been touched
upon. Otherwise, significant contacts between these two sources are
confined to Primeval History (i-xi), and there primarily to the sub-
jects of Creation and the Flood. In the former instance, each version
has come down to us as a unit, and basically intact: P’s ini 1-ii 4a,
and J’s in ii 4b-25. The far-reaching differences between these paral-
lel accounts are immediately apparent (cf. the remarks on Secs. 1
and 2) and require no special comment at this time.
The account of the Flood, on the other hand, was fused in the
compilation to such a degree that it can no longer be reassembled
without surgery at a number of joints. Nevertheless, there is enough
internal evidence for a dependable analysis, aside from the external
factors of vocabulary and. style. Thus the reason for the Flood is
cited twice, first by J in vi 5-8, and next by P in vi 13: in the one in-
stance, Yahweh “regrets” that man has not been able to master his
evil impulses, and there is “sorrow in his heart”; in the other formu-
lation, the world is lawless and hence it must be destroyed. In regard
to other details, the differences between the two versions are more
specific. J records that the ark accommodated seven pairs of each
kind of bird and clean animal, but only one pair of the unclean spe-
cies (vii 2-3), whereas P knows only of a single pair in each case
(vi 19-20, vii 15). There are differences also in connection with the
chronology of the Flood. According to J (vii 4, 12, viii 6, 10, 12),
the rains came down forty days and nights, and the waters disap-
peared after three times seven days, the whole deluge lasting thus
sixty-one days. But in P, whose calendar is typically detailed down to
the exact day of the given month, the waters held their crest for one
hundred and fifty days (vii 24), and they remained on the earth one
year and eleven days (vii 11, viii 14). Both the repetitions and the
contradictions are accounted for automatically, here as elsewhere, by
the presence of two independent sources, each consistent within itself
though at variance with the other.

One may ask why such obvious discrepancies were not eliminated
by the redactor or compiler to whom we owe the composite version.
The answer is significant, for it has a decisive bearing, as we shall see
later on, on the whole issue of editorial authority in piecing the perti-
nent documents together. It is, in sum, this: such authority was exer-
cised, if at all, only with utmost hesitancy and with the barest mini-
mum of substantive change.
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remote for direct personal intervention. The center of E’s world has
not shifted all the way to heaven, as it has with P; peither is it
earth-bound, on the other hand, as in the case of J.

E has a tendency, furthermore, to justify and explain rather than
let actions speak for themselves. This is true, for example, of the
account about Laban’s flocks, as has just been indicated; and the
same applies to the encounter between Abraham and Abimelech of
Gerar (xx). One thus misses in E the bold touches that make J’s
narratives so vivid and memorable. Yet it would be grossly unjust
to E to dismiss him as a wordy and pedestrian writer. Abraham’s
ordeal with Isaac (xxii), an account in which E certainly had a
prominent hand, is a masterpiece of poignant presentation. Basically,
however, E is interested in events, whereas J is concerned with peo-
ple. This alone would be enough to make a great deal of difference.

Yet all such departures from J might conceivably be found in an
annotator, and do not of themselves presuppose the existence of a
separate and independent E source. Therz are, however, other points
that cannot be explained away in like manner. Among the strongest
of these are two sets of parallel narratives which differ much too
sharply for direct mutual correlation. These examples merit a close
look.
The first illustration is based on three intimately related accounts,
each of which revolves about the wife-sister motif. The pertinent
passages are: (a) xii 10-20; (b) xx 1-18; and (c¢) xxvi 6-11. The
sociological significance of these narratives is discussed in Section 15;
it does not concern us here. The documentary bearing of the same
cycle is reviewed in Section 25; but since the results are germane to
the present context, they may be restated here in brief.

In each instance, a patriarch on a visit to a foreign land pretends
to his royal host that his wife is only a sister; he feels that his wife’s
beauty might be a danger to the husband but not to a brother. In
case (a) the encounter involves Abraham and Sarah with the ruler
of Egypt; in (b) the same couple confronts Abimelech of Gerar;
and in (c) Abimelech is similarly embarrassed by Isaac and Re-
bekah. In a work by a single author, these three cases taker together
would present serious contradictions: Abraham learned nothing from
his narrow escape in Egypt, and so tried the same ruse in Gerar;
and Abimelech, for his part, was so little sobered by his perilous

experience with the first couple as to fall into the identical trap with
the next pair. What immediately rules out any such construction is
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the fact that Abimelech is depicted as both upright and wise; ‘and
after his first attempt misfired, Abraham would not be likely to
make the same mistake again. No competent writer would be guilty
of such glaring faults in characierization.

But we can dispense with idle conjectures. Incidents (a) and (c)
prove to stem from J, while (b) goes back to E—on independent
grounds in each case. And as soon as the two documents come into
view, the duplications and contradictions vanish, J knew only of
two wife-sister episodes (a and c), one featuring Abraham-Sarah-
Pharaoh-Egypt, and the other Isaac-Rebekah-Abimelech-Gerar.
Each case involves different principals, centers, and genera‘ions. In
E, however, these two episodes became telescoped, thus juxtaposing
Abraham and Sarah with Abimelech (b). But while each source re-
mains thus self-consistent, two criginal incidents branched out into
three.

What matters for the moment is whether such a result could have
been obtained if E was merely an annotator of J. Since E’s Abime-
lech was neither a fool nor a knave, but a man of whom the author
clearly approves (cf. xx), E could scarcely have depicted the king
as he does had he been familiar with J’s narrative in xxvi. The only
reasonable conclusion, therefore, that one can draw from the joint
evidence of all three narratives is that J and E worked independ-
ently. Each was acquainted with the wife-sister motif in patriarchal
times, but the respective details had coms down through different
channels and developed some variations in the course of transmis-
sion.

Another compelling argument for viewing E as a separate rather
than supplementary source is provided by the Joseph story. In spite
of its surface unity, this celebrated narrative yields, on closer
scrutiny, two parallel strands which are similar in general outline,
yet markedly different in detail. Since a comprehensive discussion is
included with the running commentary on the pertinent sections, a
schematic recapitulation should suffice at this point.

In the J version, which continues to employ the divine name
Yahweh, Judah persuades his brothers not to kill J. oseph but sell him
instead to Ishmaelites, who dispose of him in Egypt to an unnamed
official. Joseph’s new master soon promotes him to the position of
chief retainer. But the lies of the master’s faithless wife land the boy
in jail. Still, Joseph’s fortunes again take a favorable tumn. . . .
When the brothers are on their way home from their first mission to
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with a supply of precicus grain, they open their bags at a
Ei?lrl}:tstop and zﬁz };hoclfed to find in them th.e full payment for
their purchases. . . . In due time, Judah p.revalls on his fatlfer to
let Benjamin accompany them on a second journey to Egypt, in re-
luctant compliance with the Vizier’s demand. . .. Judah ﬁna.lly
convinces Joseph that the brothers have really re.form?d. J os.eph in-
vites Israel—the name Jacob does not appear in this version—to
settle with his family in the district of Goshen. )

E’s parallel account is-marked on the surface by the consistent
use of Elohim and Jacob, as opposed to Yahweh and Israel. Bl.lt
the differences from J reach much deeper. Joseph is saved fro.m his
brothers by Reuben, not Judah; the boy is left in an emPty c}sterrf,
where he is picked up, unbeknown to the brothers, by Midianites; it
is they, and not the Ishmaelites, who sell the boy as a .slave to an
Egyptian by the name of Potiphar. In that lowly positicn, Joseph
must serve, not supervise, the prisoners in his owner.’s charge. .
The brothers open their sacks (not bags) upon their return hc'nnc
(not at an encampment along the way). Reuben (n9t Judah) gives
Jacob (not Israel) his personal guarantee of Benjam’s safe return.
. . . Pharaoh (not Joseph) invites Jacob and his family to settle in

t (not just Goshen).

Eglzfom( all ]this, it must be obvious to the unbiased observer t1_1at
the Joseph story is composed of two once separate, though now in-
tertwined, accounts. One of these is manifestly J’s, not only because
of the divine name that it employs but also because of a full com-
plement of other characteristics that have elsewhere been estaphsht?d
for that source. On analogous grounds, the parallel version aligns it-
self with E. But E is here much more than a mere annotator or an
occasional dissenter; the dichotomy is much too sharp and susta.uned
for such an interpretation. E tells a complete and essentially inde-
pendent story of his own. If he knew J’s version .a}t all, there was
very little in it with which he agreed. In all probability, ]:.\owevgr, he
was unaware of the other tradition, with its consistently different pat-
tern of details. .

For reasons that are no longer apparent, E has no part in the
Primeval History (i—xi), unlike both J and P; his work may never
have reached back beyond Abraham. Actually, the first substa}rmal
contribution by E is not in evidence until ch. xx, well past th.e middle
of the Abraham story. It is improbable that this is whe.re it started
originally. An initial section could well have been lost in the early
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staglis of transmission. In any event, fragmentary preservation of a
Wc')rr'h cannot be us.ed as an argument about jtg original scope.
€re are no reliable data for fixing the time of the composition

17), however, has always been viewed as unique znd without d
mentary. mates anywhere in the Bible. A brief analysis of these nas.
sages will be followed by a few remarks about the work of R P e
redactor or redactors of Genesis, e
thiSec.gon 30: The Machpelah Purchase (xxiii). Certain portions of
$ chapter appear to support the older view, which regzrds the
P document. It is a fact, moreover, that P

B:; city” (vss. 10, 18) has its idiomatic complement in the phrase
ose who went out. by the gate of his city,” which occurs twice in
;Jluuv (24), a Darrative that stems from J.¢ What this adds up to is
i’ ga;ll;gpptrolz;xat;c} and introduced the account in question because
€ to the Machpelah burial ground was congj i
. 1 nsidered vital b
that source; but the secular overtones of the story did not :iﬁe}r]

8On these two idioms, see BASOR 144 (1956), 20 1t
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in the process. The end result was an excerpt from J in a framework
by P, a unique blend in itself.

Section 61: The Testament of Jacob (xlix 1-27). On the mislead-
ing title “Blessing of Jacob,” see COMMENT ad loc. This poem has
long been recognized as a product of the premonarchic age in Israel.
The composition must, therefore, antedate all of the standard docu-
mentary sources. To be sure, verse 18 contains a reference to
Yahweh, but the brief sentence in ‘which it occurs is evidently a mar-
ginal gloss. It is possible, however, that J incorporated this collection
of poetic sayings about the tribal eponyms as a fitting pronounce-
ment by Jacob on the eve of his death. [n any event, the authorship
of the poem has to be designated by an “X,” at least for the time
being.

Section 17: Invasion from the East. Abraham and Melchizedek
(xiv). This wnique account has always been a question mark to the
critics, The entire chapter departs from the rest of the book in sub-
ject matter, approach, emphasis, and phraseology. There zre indica-
tions that the narrative may have been assimilated from a non-
Israclite source. Chief among these is the fact that Abraham is
referred to as “the Hebrew” (vs. 13); elsewhere, this description is
applied to Israelites only by outsiders or for the benefit of outsiders;
the Israelites did not use it among themselves in an ethnic sense. In-
cidentally, if the extra-Israelite origin of this chapter is borne out,
the above reference would go a long way toward establishing the

historicity of “Abram”—for an outside source would hardly be
likely to make a central figure of a foreign legendary hero. Signifi-
cantly enough, the Abram in question is depicted as a powerful
chieftain, a far cry from the patriarch whom we know from the
other traditions.

R. Lastly, a brief comment is appropriate about the joining of the
several sources under review into one integrated unit. For this par-
ticular process critics are generally inclined to posit two separate re-
dactional (R) stages: an earlier one, which combined J and E
(RJE); and a much later stage, which linked the work of P with the
already merged JE. The alternative would be to assume a single re-
dactorial effort, after P had taken definite shape.

We know that the original material from J and E was left sub-
stantially intact through the simple device of treating parallel ac-
counts as consecutive—most notably so in the Joseph story. This
holds true, to a considerable degree, even of shorter passages, for
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example, xxviii 10~22, where Separate verses, rather than paragraphs
or chapters, were excerpted and rearranged to vield a consecutive

version by ridding it of duplications and inconsistencies, although at
least some of these flaws (e.g., xxxvii 28) must have been apparent
at the outset. It follows that the PEIson or persons responsible for the
compilation pursued a policy of minimal editorial interference. And
this, in turn, could only mean that the respective constituents had
already attained a measure of canonical status. Thus R’s approach
was one of utmost reverence for his-—or their—sources. Indeed, if
it had not been $0, modern recovery of the underlying documents
would have been seriously impeded, if not blocked altogether.

Because of such self-effacement, however, there is next to nothing
that can be gathered today about the personal traits of R. Even the
number of stages involved in the process remains in doubt, as wag
indicated above. The only thing that may safely be assumed is that,
if RIE was distinct from Rp, both had revertheless the same con-
ception of their function and authority.

If the entire compilation, however, was accomplished in a single
stage, one further deduction should be permitted. It was suggested
earlier that P was, in all probability, not an individua] writer but an
established school in continuous operation over a long period of time,
In that case, the activities of such an academy would not have come
to a halt after the document that we now attribute to P had as-
sumed definitive shape. The next logical step would be precisely the
kind of compilation that was ultimately to result in the present Book
of Genesis, and the rest of the Pentateuch; and in that case, R
would be a late product of the P school. It should be borne in mind
that, analogously, the eventual adoption of a forma] Pentateuchal
canon, followed by the canons of the Prophets and the Writings, and
finally by the complete canon of the Hebrew Bible, was a work
based on prolonged study and deliberation of a continuous synod. To
be sure, there is no concrete evidence to support such a conjecture;
but neither are there any compelling arguments against it.

It should be emphasized, in passing, that the position advocated
in the foregoing survey is based throughout on the methods of docu-
mentary criticism, and that it reduces the latest results to bare fun-
damentals. Departures from older views are relatively few and slight.
Some readers might raise the valid objection that the whole presenta-
tion is oversimplified; the alternative, however, would have been a
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detailed techaical analysis far teyond the scope f’f the present woﬂ;
On the other hand, failure to mention other con]ecturei)d soturcleskax:) .
’ i f space but to lac
es should be ascribed not to lack o f
‘8:1:;;353:;; in the reasoning behind such proposals. ’I’ht;a1 fr.atligm?;se
i i in which some authorities
d proliferation of documents in w 1
;(Zir:.llzreld Eppears to this writer to be a self-defeating Procedure. ;ll'he
suitability of a working hypothesis must be judged ultimately by how
the scheme works.
weI]i the preceding section-has thus been a restatement by and l:;ir%dc,
the two sections that follow venture into territory th'tit has been little
explored so far. It is only fair to warn the reader in advance.

THE TRADITION EEHIND THE DOCUMENTS

Disclosure of the documentary sourcgs tof the alr’lzntzteftiixhz:n:;;
in 1 be the end of the trzil; it is but a me :
zoi'tese}l)froducﬁve ends. Literary criticism, for zfl] its la}?or;jgda sac;;
complishmerts to date, cannot asbj.rett.rasst (;:1 ilstsblc'c::;fj s.to nd e i
ast its onetime objectives, :
g‘tllf:: ?i:ehseig ’in%usiry which start out fron% ex:cra-bibhcal recc.>rdls(;1 ;I’;«:
chronological level at which these investigations convelz'g:h 1tsi own
to biblical students as the patriarchal age. And the book that is
inti ected is Genesis. )
mﬁztilg’reagiing analysis of the sources of Genesis cou];ilh ILO: f't;t;f
show that the three principal documents—{, E, and P—eTh i 21  far-
reaching agreements as well as marked disagreements. t};z er
ences affect a large body of detail. The agreements, on the other
hand, pertaiz to the general content .and the.central th'eme ;)His—
work. Thus both J and P follow similar outhn?s of Pr.lmeva s
tory; and all three sources reflect the same basic data.m ri%{:;n o
the patriarchs: family tree, migration.from Mesopotamia, se ement
in Canaan, beginning of the sojourn in Egypt. The comn;on mes
continue in the subsequent books of tte Pentateuchz an: ctohr:pdes-
the oppression in Egypt, the Exodus, a1.1d .the Wandermgtsh n o
ert. Now both these aspects of the biblical sources— eir mrtant
agreements as well as their disagreements—prove to be impo
i rther study.

ng?leetci)tf; Sirident 03111 a number of cou'nts that the documentsb -be;
fore us are basically independent, in spite of the common subjec
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scrupulously avoided, at least for the tni;: I;;}xln;m pleation should be

It i i
18 not umprobable, to be sure, that some of the original dat
‘ . ata

X t these circumstances i
ol for our hypothetical antecedent would seem t?i)g?’rk’)’%uf:sl 'SI}‘Im-
) T Tra-

dltlon a term that has the added adbaﬂta (S of ellloylll telnatloxlal
»
g g 1

o As a bridge between the Pentateuchal so
ese documents record, “T” unblocks the
::ijs‘:t can now be viewed in truer persp
and, for example, why none of the write:

urces and the past that
ath to further study. The
pective. One cap under-
18 who drew op “T” was

7Ct. j
: Noth, Ubetheferungsgeschichte v .,pp. 4F

In quotation marks,
> » SO as to distiney;. i
documents designated by simple im‘tia!:]ngh this assumed souree from extant
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swer is not far to seek. J, and E, and P as well, were writing, each in
his way, not stories, but history. The data were not to be tampered
with because tradition had stamped them as inviolable; and they had
acquired an aura of sanctity because the subject matter was not secu-
lar but spiritual history, history a writer might recount, but could not
color to his own liking. The retelling, in short, was the Bible in the
making.

That the unfolding story was selective rather than comprehensive
is attested in the Bible itself; not just in the Pentateuch but also in
other historical books. The writers remind us time and again that
theirs is a special theme. The reader who may be interestsd in other
aspects is told explicitly where he can find them: in The Book of the
Wars of Yahweh (Num xxi 14); the Chronicle of Solomon (I Kings
xi 41); The Chronicles of the Kings of Israel (I Kings xiv 19, xv 31,
xvi 5); or The Chronicles of the Kings of Judah (I Kings xiv 29, xv
7, xxii 46). The first of these references is especially instructive, for
it occurs in an archaic passage which antedates the monarchic age,
and hence also any of the standard documentary sources. Its date
falls, accordingly, within the period of “T.” In other words, criteria
for distinguishing between “biblical” and secular themes had already .
been evolved by that time.?

At this point it may be advisable to pause and take stock. A selec-
tive medium like “T” presupposes the existence of some screening
canon. This is not to be confused, of course, with the final Old Tes-
tament cancn, which was not brought 10 a close until the beginning
of the present era. Yet the basic concept and the guiding criteria
would have to be much the same in all such instances. Is it not haz-
ardous, then, to assume canonical standards for pre-Davidic times,
solely on the basis of the circumstantial evidence that has been cited
so far? The answer is that the whole story has not yet been told.
More evidence does in fact exist, but it is based on the combined
yield of biblical and extra-biblical sources. The pertinent material
must now be sampled.

Among the various patriarchal themes in Genesis, there are three
in particular that exhibit the same blend of uncommon features:
each theme appears to involve some form of deception; each has
proved to be an obstinate puzzle to countless generations of students,
ancient and modern; and at the same time, each was seemingly just

9 Cf. my raper on “Three Thousand Years of Bible Study,” Centennial
Review (Mickigan State University) 4 (1960), 206-22.
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as much of an enigma to the biblical writers themselves. In all three
cases, unexpected help has recently come from the same outside
quarter.

(1) The first case in point is itself compounded of three closely
related passages (xii 10-20, xx 1-18, xxvi 6-1 1) which have already
been discussed in another connection. The joint theme here is the
wife-sister motif: a patriarch’s wife is introduced as his sister. The
subject was recorded by both J (xii, xxvi) and E (xx), which im-
plies prior, and presumably oral, handling by “T.” At all events,
there are enough differences in detail to presuppose a long period
of antecedent transmission; besides, E’s involved explanation of the
incident, and his endeavor to exomerate the pesons concerned,
would seem to betray an element of uncertainty, not to say em-
barrassment, on the part of the author.

Today, however, there can be no longer any serious doutt as to
what was really at issue (see the detailed CoMMENT on Sec. 15).
In Hurrian society a wife enjoyed special standing and protection
when the law recognized her simultaneously as her husband’s sister,
regardless of actual blood ties. Such cases are attestzd by two sepa-
rate legal documents, one dealing with the marriage and the other
with the woman’s adoption as sister. This dual role conferred on
the wife a superior position in scciety.

As a onetime inhabitant of Haran—an old Hurrian center—Abra-
ham was necessarily familiar with Hurrian social practices. Hence
when he and his son, on visits to foreign lands, spoke of their wives
asg ‘sisters, they were apparently intent not so much on improving
t.hf:u. Own prospects as on extolling and protecting their wives. But
this is not the explanation that is given in the accounts of the inci-
d.ents; there the motive is definitely selfish. Of the two interpreta-
tions, one based on original and contemporary records of a society
that is closely involved, and the other found in much later literary
narratives, the first is obviously to be preferred. Egypt® and
Gerar were hundreds of miles away from Haran. And by the time
of J and E there had developed the further gap of hundreds of
years. The import of so specialized a practice would scarcely be
retained over such distances. Another explanation would be substi-

10The brother-sist i i f i i 3
nor would this super?irci:;a;;:ag;:l l:ppllzygy?ot Ci;:iax?.. Fag; :!111: rsew}gje?tﬁ::e:tv:ggfé

see the writer’s essay “The Wife-Sister Motif in the Patriarchal N ives,”
e arratives,
Biblical and Other Studies, Harvard University Press, 1963, pp. 15—28&.l e
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tuted in course of time, one more in keeping with local conditions
and universal human failings.

Our main concern for the present, however, is neither with the
sociological nor the moral aspects of the incidents under discussion.
What we ere concerned with is, first, why tradition insisted on re-
cording these episodes; and second, why both J and E included them
in their histories even though they could not be altogether clear
about the meaning. The answer to the first question is tied up with
the established superior 'status of the wife-sister. Sarah and Rebekah
were vital links in the chain through which the biblical way of life
was being transmitted; and the purity of the line had a bearing on
the quality of the content. Thus any detail that pointed up the privi-
leged position of the patriarchs’ wives was bound to be cherished by
tradition.

The second question, namely, why J and E were obliged to re-
cord these episodes, whether or not they understood their signifi-
cance, goes to the heart of the matter. They had to do so, because
they were not free to choose. Nothing that tradition had nurtured
could be ignored by its eventual literary executors. And this is but
another way of saying that the transmitted material had already ac-.
quired a measure of canonical status.

(2) The next illustration pertains to the transfer of birthright and
paternal blessing from Esau to Jacob (Sec. 35 [xxvii 1-45: J]). Once
again, the incident involves deception, this time of a singularly heart-
less sort. Biblical tradition itself accepted the whole episode at face
value, inasmuch as it went on to explain the name Jacob as symbolic
of trickery—contrary to correct etymology. And exegetes through
the ages have been shaking their heads in disapproval, or taxing
their ingenuity for redeeming features. The true explanation, how-
ever, lies elsewhere.

The clue is provided again by records about Hurran society.
There, birthright was not necessarily a matter of chronological pri-
ority; it could be established by the father’s persomal decision.
Moreover, the most solemn of all testamentary dispositions were
those that a man made on his deathbed. And such dispositions were
introduced by the formula “I have now grown old.”

In the biblical episode, Isaac’s impending end is foreshadowed by
a commen: about his advanced age (vs. 2). The patriarch then
transfers to his younger son the rights and privileges of the first-
born, which it was within his discretion to do, according to the law
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of his father'’s homeland. Tradition took note of the deed and. even
preserved the exact introductory formula. But the pertir;ent ;ocial
l?ack.ground l.lad become blurred in the meantime; in fact, the prac-
tice in question was eventually outlawed altogether (Deut xxi 15
ff.). In {he nature of things, another motive was substituted; J did
not find it adequate, as the tenor of his narrative plainly sho;vs He
could not know that Jacob’s preferment did not have to depenc'1 on
fleglslehoolds. Yet atlhe author’s personal feelings on the subject gave
0o ieave to alter the received da: iti
sanctioned o er data that tradition had shaped and
(3) Our third and last case in point rzvolves about Rachel’s sur-
reptitious removal of Laban’s house gods (xxxi 19, 30; cf. the fuller
COMMEb{T ad loc.). The narrative stems from E, v:rho ordinarily
tfikes pains to justify the actions of his principal characters. Thig
pme, h.owever, he makes no attempt to account for Rachel’s behav-
lor, evidently because he was unable to do so. Inqumerable writers
since then have tried to find a solution, without coming close to the
n'lark. Th_e. correct interpretation calls for detailed knowledge of so-
cial conditions in the patriarchal age and center. That information
how;ver, Wwas cut off subsequent to the migration from Mesopotamia:
and it was not restored until archaeology had brought to light the;
necc:ssary. evidence from the pertinent sources themselves,
. Aceo.rdmg to Hurrian family law—which played a prominent role
In patriarchal society, as we have seen—property passed normally
to male descendants. If a daughter, however, was to share in the
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material through some such medium as “T.” But that intermediary
was 10 longer able to hand over the complete story; the motivation,
which could be taken for granted at the outset, had ceased to be
self-evident in the course of the intervening centuries. The necessary
background has to be retraced to Haran, where the patriarchal clan
had lived in intimate symbiosis with Hurrian society. In other words,
it was there that “T” itself must have gotten its start. The uniform
evidence of the illustrations that have just been given, not to men-
tion others that could hdve been cited, surely rules out the remotest
possibility of coincidence.

One question still remains to be posed, a question that is basic
to this entire discussion. Granted that an authentic patrizrchal tradi-
tion originated in Central Mesopotamia, some time before the middle
of the second millennium B.c.—what was it that gave that tradi-
tion the ability to remain virtvally intact, and the appeal that was to
make it caronical in due time? The answer to this question is bound
up with the experience itself which gave biblical tradition its original
momentum,

GENESIS OF THE BIBLICAL PROCESS

We have seen that various details of the patriarchal story in
Genesis are now confirmed and elucidated by outside sources. The
data have come from the very area to which the book refers, the
portion of Mesopotamia which the patriarchs called their home.
Since the background has thus emerged as authentic, one is
prompted to ask whether the foreground, too, may not be factual
on the whole. And the foreground in this instance is the dramatic
content of the story.

At the start of this analysis, it was logical to begin with the
biblical data and go on to outside sources. Now conditions -are re-
versed, since the focal event, the migration that set the whole proc-
ess in motion, originated in Mesopotamia—precisely where both
biblical and outside testimony have led us. Accordingly, the patri-
archs will now be viewed against the pertinent Mesopotamian set-
ting; the results will then be compared with biblical statements on
the subject.

Although there is as yet no firm besis for dating the patriarchal
period—which must technically be put down as prehistoric until a
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direct synchronism with the outside world can be established—con-
servative estimates would anchor that age in the second guarter of
the second millennium s.c. (approximately the eighteenth—six-
teenth centuries). In terms of equally conservative Mesopota-
mian chronology, such a span would take in much of the Qld Baby-
lonian Dynasty, from Hammurabi! down. Now the reign of
Hammurabi dovetails with that of another outstanding monarch,
Shamshi-Adad T of Assyria, and it parallels an illustrious stage at
Mari. All these phases are richly #lluminated by a great variety of
sources. For the decades that immediately followed, we now have,
among other sources, the new material from the Syrian center of
Alalakh. And for the transition from Old to Middle Babylonian
times, there is the vivid evidence of the Nuz records, which were
composed by Hurrians who had long been exposed to Babylonian
influence; and this source has recently been supplemented by texts
from later levels at Alalakh,
Thanks to this manifold and extensive testimony, we now have
a balanced picture of Mesopotamian conditions in the first half of
the second millennium, not just in Babylonia but alo in the periph-
eral areas to the north and west, where Amorites and Hurrians
were entrenched. The over-all yield is that of a cosmopolitan, pro-
gressive, and sophisticated civilization: a common heritage of law
and governmert, a legacy stabilized by the use of the same script
and language, safeguarded social gains and facilitated international
relations. Writing was ubiquitous, not only as the medium of law,
administration, and business, but also as a vehicle for literary and
scientific endeavors. Aside from jurisprudence, outstanding acvances
had been achieved in such disciplines as linguistics, mathematics,
and the study of history. Architecture and the arts flourished, agri-
culture and animal husbandry were highly developed, and far-flung
commercial enterprises added to the material prospeﬁty. Indeed, on
most of these counts, the classical lands of a thousand years later
appear as yet primitive by comparison. In short, the Mesopotamia
of Hammurabi and his neighbors was the most advanced land in the
world—a vigorous force at home and a magnet to other countries
near and far,

Yet, if the record in Genesis is to be given credence, it was at

11 The correct transliteration is Hammurapi; but the form with b has been
retained as the more familiar of the two.
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that juncture that Abraham turned his back on his homelar:ldhanci
set out for a destination unfamiliar and unsung. What (,:,Oul hav
prompted him to make such a move? According to Gebré m:i lt,oltl\(;v:;
i tradition was boun
a call from the Deity. To be sure, aditio 0 ok
i / dealized retrospect. This
the remote past in reverent and i
l:v¥l)1c;nAbraham emerges as a simple nomad devoted to pas’toral waghs,
although a product of the urban society of Mesop?tamla. ;(itf mz
iti j d in preserving muc
e tradition, as we just saw, succeede
;Z?kground detail with remarkable accuracy. Moreoverf, t‘he fa(;;azf
i ia i t by a mass of circumstan-
igration from Mesopotamia is borne 01.1t ' 0
1tlilallgreavidencc too vast to itemize here. Since the settmtg dwas n;)r;t éxgr
igration i rted, the stated reas
nted, and the migration is amply supported,

Zlfe journey should not be dismissed offhand. And that reason, re-
to basic terms, was a spiritual one. . .
duscgdfar our inquiry into the remoter reaches of biblical history -
has not l,)een unduly hazardous. Every so oftenkalong tt)}:e .wz;y mﬁ:

i Id check our bearings.
have been markers by which we cou ‘ :

j ¢ d E narratives pcinted to an
common subject matter of the J aln” . iy
underlying predocumentary stage (“T”). t'lfl'he c:.s;entlaloftr:zllsltx;z;)fl‘;trh:n

i ence .
of “T” was vouched for, in turn, by the evid
:']:csgrds Finally, the starting point of the blbhc.al process——(;th:xt
is, Central Mesopotamia in the age of Hammurabi—was found to
b:a brightly illuminated by various contemporary sources. L
Now, however, we can no longer count on such tangbl.e s1.1ppt<;1 t
The ta;k before us is to re-enact in our minds the experience a
impelled Abraham to break with his past and set out on an epic
journey, thereby setting in motion a pro_ce§s_tha:c was to be sus;
tained throughout the entire course of biblical h%story. Does T;uc
an assignment hold out much hope of wort!l-whxl.e results? e:e
is clearly a limit beyond which circumstantial evidence ceases to
afford reasonably safe conduct and lzts ome ﬁroceed d only at ever-
i ing risk. That limit has now been reache Lo
m(zf}fouggh there is no proof so far of Abrahar.n s historicity, frinany
biblical historians would probably agree.that if some sucltl) (g;:::
had not been recorded by the ancients, it would have to eh !
jectured by the moderns. But it is one thing to concede .Abrg z:lm:
existence, and quite another thing to attempt to reaq his sz ;
a critical juncture in his life. Nevertheless, the c'ffon is wor xna1
ing, for two reasons: first, because a great deal is at stake, namely,
the’ genesis of the biblical process; and second, because there are
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turn at any one point would show up soon enough. If the hypothesis
however, s'tands up throughout, if it helps to account for much tha;
would be incomprehensible otherwise, its usefulness, if not its ab
Iute‘ accuracy, will have been validated. ’ 50‘
bSmce t’he first pr'oblem before us is to establish the motive for
:\ ;aham s brf:ak with his h?meland, the clues that we require have
o be s'o.ught in Mesopotamia. And if the reason for the migration
was spl.ntual, as the Bible asserts, the cause should be traceable to
the soc.xety that Abraham abandoned. Or to state it differently, we
tharht/I with t:xe zjlssumption that Abraham found the spiritual soh;tion
esopotamia wanting, ibli
rotest ematomn o Rt urge- and that the biblical process began as a
The v1:bra.nt character of Mesopotamian civilization as a whole,
and particularly so during the period under discussion, has alread ;
beer.l stressed. By the time of Hammurabi, that civiliz;tion had es}-,
tablished itself as a dynamic force at home and abroad. Nor can
there be much doubt that social progress was the overridiné factor in
that advance. The Mesopotamian concept of the cosmos, which
barred autocracy even in heaven, also made for a regime c;n earth
“.fhereby the law was above the ruler and thus stood guard over the
rlghts. of the individual. In various ways, this social system was re-
sponsible for the country’s balanced progress in governmental, intel-
lecfual, and scientific matters.’? And it sustained the historic’ civili-
zation of Mesopotamia—as opposed to its several prehistoric
stages—throughout its long career, from its dawn at the turn of
the. fourth millennium to the sudden collapse some twenty-five cen-
turies later. The age of Hammurabi was thus approximately the

halfway mark along that impressive span. It was als¢ the bigh-water -

mark in a cultural sense. Yet Abrah
. am appe i i
peen 2 Ppears to have viewed it
To ascribe such disenchantment to the patriarch’s West Semitic
antecedents would not do justice to known facts. Hammurabi him-
f;,lf was a member of a West Semitic dynasty, although in his case
at foreign background was 100 remote to have made a difference

12E. A. Speiser “Some Sources
. ) of Intellectual and t i
Ancient Near East,” W. G. Lelang Volume, 1942, PP 5 ljg.:xal Frogress in the
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But there were other Amorite rulers to the west and north .of
Babylonia who had not had enough time to become assimilated; yet
most of them became ardent converts to the Babylonian way of life.
The celebrated Shamshi-Adad I, for example, could be described as
Babylon’s cultural missionary to Assyria. And correspondence from
outlying regions, including the district of Har(r)an itself, and even
distant and powerful states like Aleppo, testifies to the eager accept-
ance by Amorites of the civilization of Southern Mesopotamia.
Hence it would scarcely be normal for a native of Mesopotamia,
whatever his ethnic origins, to look for greener pastures elsewhere.
Now it is true that Genesis portrays Abraham as a nomad of
simple tastes, for whom the refinements of urban life held little
charm, unlike his nephew Lot (xiii 12). Would not this attitude
be reason enough for pulling up stakes and going off to a land
where kindred Amorites still maintained their ancient mode of
life? Perhaps so, provided that this particular image of Abraham
is in true focus. Actually, however, tradition’s views of the distant
past became at times oversimplified in nostalgic retrospect. A more
realistic picture of the patriarch is reflected in Gen xiv, precisely
because that chapter departs sharply from the traditional mold. In
that account, Abraham—or rather Abram, as he was then called—
appears as a prosperous setfler who can mobilize on short notice a
sizable trcop from among his own retainers and put an invading
horde to rout. Clearly, therefore, there must have been more to the
patriarch’s migration than a vague impulse to revert to the idyllic
ways of his distant ancestors. Moreover, the whole tenor of the
Abraham story reflects a concern about the future rather than the
past. Mesopotamia, it would seem, was not a suitable base for
planning ahead.

Yet the inferred shortcomings cannot be laid to prevailing social
conditions, as we have seen. The evolving Hebrew society had
enough in common, in this respect, with the historic society of Meso-
potamia to presuppose not only generic affiliation but also basic
accord. In both instances we find the same reverence for law imper-
sonally conceived, and the identical concept of non-autocratic gov-
ernment on earth. Such fundamental agreements would scarcely ar-
gue for a rejection of the Mesopotamian social system on the part
of the Hebrew patriarchs. But in the ancient world in general, and
the Near East in particular, the social aspect of a civilization was
intimately related to its religious aspect: the two interlocked. If it
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was not, then, the social climate that drove Abraham from Meso-
potamia, could local religion provide a plausible motive?

The answer may not be far to seek, In Mesopotamia, the very
tenets that stimulated the social growth of the country proved to
be a source of weakness in it spiritual progress. The ferrestrial
state was nor-autocratic because man took his cue from the gods;
and in the celestial state no one god was a law unto himself, not
even the head of the pantheon. All major decisions in heaven re-
quired approval by the corporate body of the gods. And since
nothing was valid for all time, the upshot was chronic indecision in

~ heaven and consequent insecurity on earth. Man’s best hope to get
a favorable nod from the cosmic powers lay, it was felt, in ritualistic
appeasement. And as the ritual machinery grew more and more
cumbersome, the spiritual content receded ever farther, until it all
but disappeared from the official system. When social gains could
no longer balance the spiritual deficit, Mesopotamian civilization
as a whole ceased to be self-sustaining,

To be sure, the golden age of Hammurabi, with which the early
patriarchal period has to be correlated, was more than a millennium
away from the collapse of Assyria and Babylonia; it would not
appear to be a ripe time for spiritual forebodings. Nevertheless,
there must have been occasional doubts even then about the reli-
gious solution which local society had evolved. As a matter of
fact, the earliest known composition on the subject of the Suffering
Just—or the Job theme—dates from Old Babylonian times. Thus
Abraham would not have been alone in his religious questioning,
However, if the biblical testimony is anywhere near the mark, he
was the first to follow up such thoughts with action.

Since the Mesopotamian system was vulnerable chiefly because
of its own type of polytheism, a possible remedy that an inquiring
mind might hit upon would lie in monotheism. But to conczive of
such an ideal initially, without any known precedent in the expe-
rience of mankind, called for greater resources than those of logic
alone. It meant a resolute rejection of common and Iong-cherished
beliefs, a determined challenge to the powers that were believed to
dominate every aspect of nature, and the substitution of a single
supreme being for that hostile coalition, The new belief, in short,
would call for unparalleled inspiration and conviction. Without
that kind of call, Abraham could not have become the father of the
biblical process.
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To summarize the reasoning thus far, the genesis o.f Fhe bibhcaf
way is bound up with the beginnings of the monotheistic concspt,
both cbnvezge in the age, and presumably als'o th.e person, of A ,rac-l
ham. To this extent, the present reconstruction Is in broad accor
with the tenor of biblical tradition. Unlike traditional t'ene-t§, how-
ever, a historical hypothesis cannot bz accepted on fz_u:h; it must
meet the test of independent controls. In the present mstatnce, the
controls are implicit in the internal evidence ‘of biblical h_xstory as
a whole. But before the test is attempted, one important point needs

i in passing. ]
molze a?gl?f;: moﬁotheiim and polytheism as contrasting factors in
the story of mankind, the student of histf)ry must ste?r clear of
subjective involvement with these theological systems in .the ab-
stract. His sole business is to ascertain what the respective con-
cepts contributed pragmatically. The judgme.ant ml.Jst be based Qf'
necessity on what the given system accomplished in the.long‘ run.
The question of independent validity cannot be at issue in this in-
Sta';l';: effects of Mesopotamian polytheism on the local'civilization
have already been outlined. Because the cosmos was wewefi as a -
state in which ultimate authority was vested in the collectlve: as-
sembly of the gods, mortals were, paradoxically enough, bot.h gainers
and losers. Human society followed the lead of the .gods in adogt—
ing an anti-authoritarian form of government. But since heaven it-
self was subject to instability, mankind too lacked the assurance of
absolute and universal principles.

Monotheism, on the other hand, is predicated on the concept of

a God who has no rivals, and is therefore omnipoten.t. As th.c un-
challenged master of all creation, he has an equal'mtcrest. in all
of his creatures. Since every nation has the same cl'inm to his care,

each can aspire to just and impartial treatme'nt. in confo%'mance
with its conduct. The same holds true of individuals. It is thus

causality and not caprice that is the norm c?f the cosmos. Impt:r-
sonal justice, moreover, is conducive tc objective standards of ethics
orality.

ang'hlz histct:yry of the biblical process is ultimately tl.m story of the

monotheistic ideal in its gradual evclution. That_ ideal was first

glimpsed and pursued by a single society in resol}xte ogposxtxon to
prevailing beliefs. In the course of that ql.xest, certain truths emer«.z‘ed
which provzd to possess universal validity, hence their progressive
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1sllag‘JIJ;ﬁcacl’rilnctee.dAs has been emphasized repeatedly, all signs so far
na p to A.braham as the pioneer. To what extent is this
(r)ne out by the internal evicence of biblical history?
- imef I'srael'h.ad bec.n established as a political entity, any retrace-
ent o lFs spiritual history was bound to operate in tl; 1)1, o
g:e tgwenng figure of Moses. This is in . Even o
evz:qzli'gi; n;;rsgectlve of today, a perspective made possible by an
foaickent gI ow-of dls?overy, Moses stands unchallenged as the
St o1 of esea srael.xte nation. By the same token, however, Mount
s g : ts ; wtal-stfagc on the road to nationhood, but not as
aeart g pownt. The biblical concept of a nation stresses three fea-
above all others: ( 1) a body of religious teliefs; (2) an in-

tegral system of law: and (3) dect
' ’ 2 specifi e
heroic achievement of Moses + Chave ralliog oy o 1t was iy

t(:-rs;\,I but'most of the legal provisions involved ha
pre-Mosaic antecedents and can often be traced back

w i .
Spei?;dl;tlod:;i ‘2,1:(;1 fthe toll thath 1t took. Nevertheless, the ultimate in-
time to incubure (l)'gm in earlier vision, a vision that required a long
While it is thus trog thoy fos, L O t© validate in all humility,
without Moses, the a;( Tsracl as a nation would be inconceivable
without the pri’or e b\z:sr ofofhi\do::s' would be equally unthinkable
Sinai is a natural sequel to ngsr lacrgilesx;ai? em‘fgenAa!:lrta}f:mM?;{x]t

. The
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two together become the twin cornerstones of the spiritual history of
Israel, and are honored as such throughout the Bible.

When it comes, therefore, to the genesis of the biblical process, the
internal evidence of the Bible itself goes hand in hand with the results
of modern biblical study based in large measure on the testimony
of outside scurces. Both sets of data point to the age of Abraham;
each in its own way enhances the probability of Abraham as a his-
torical figure. And if the term probability appears too sanguine in
this connection, in view of the tenuous and circumstantial nature of
the evidence, it should be remembered that the case for Moses is
analogous in kind, though not in degree. Furthermore, the argu-
ment for Abraham is not as yet exhausted. A significant final point
still remains to be cited.

Biblical history proper, as distinct from primeval history, begins
in Genesis with chapter xii. This beginning comes with startling
suddenness. The preceding chapter concluded with a notice about
Abraham’s family which betrays the hand of J, followed by a typical
statement from P about Abraham’s stopping in Haran, although he
had started out for Canaan. Even P fails to tell us that Abraham

“walked with God,” as had Enoch and Noah, or to suggest any rea- .
son for the patriarch’s journey. And when J commences his main
narrative, Abraham does not know what his destination is to be. We
are told only that he has been called, without prior preparation or
warning. The opening words are. “Go forth,” thus keynoting the
theme of migration from Mesopotamia in quest of spiritual values.
There could be no way more apt or direct to signal the commence-
ment of the biblical process.

Nor could there be much preparation or warning in the circum-
stances. As a drastic departure from existing norms, the concept of
monotheism had to break new ground. There had to be a first time,
and place, and person or group of persons; hence the abruptness of
the account in Gen xii. The tine has been circumscribed for us by
the background data which the patriarchal narratives incorporate.
The place is indicated in three ways; the Mesopotamian source of
the material involved; the need for a new and different religious

solution, a need that could be discerned in Mesopotamia more clearly
than anywhere else, as we have seen; and the ‘manifold ties that
link Israel to the homeland of the patriarchs. The human factor
cannot be reduced independently to a given individual or group of
individuals. But tradition has nominated Abraham specifically, and
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that choice is not contradicted by modern study. Furthermore, the
author of the narrative about Abraham’s call did not get his informa-
tion from a researcher’s files. And he could not have obtained it
from cuneiform texts since, even if his scholarship matched his liter-
ary genius, the documents from the pertinent period had by I’s time
been covered up for centuries, and were to remain buried for
nearly three thousand years more. J could have gotten his material
only from earlier Israelite traditions, which in turn reached back all
the way to patriarchal times. That is why the Genesis narrative about
the turning point in Abraham’s life, favored as it is by the internal
evidence from biblical history and the indirect testimony of extra-
biblical sources, deserves more than casual attention.

The end result of that religious experience of faraway ard long
ago cannot be estimated even at this late date, for the end is not yet
in sight. From just such a start a society was fashioned, and its
continued quest for universal verities inspired threz enduring reli-
gions, which profoundly affected all subsequent history. As the record
of that progressive quest, the Bible became and has remained a
factor in cultural life and an influence in world literature.

But if the full results cannot be calculated, an impression of their
magnitude may perhaps be suggested by means of indirect com-
parison. The question has often been posed whether the course of
recent history would have changed much if on August 15, 1769,
Letizia Bonaparte had given birth to a girl instead of a boy. The
answer is obvicus when limited to decades. But would it still be
true a hundred years later, or a hundred and fifty? The chances are
that it would not, and that the deviation from the original course
which the advent of Napoleon brought about would have been
righted in due time.

Now let us ask the same kind of question about the biblical
process and its presumed originator. The answer can be ventured
with much greater confidence because the measuring span is twenty
times as long. That distant event altered history irrevocably. In the
case of Napoleon, the detour rejoired the main road. But in the case
of Abraham, the detour became itself the main road.

INTRODUCTION TO THE BOOK OF GENESIS

NATURE OF THE CONTENTS

In terms cf subject matter, the Book of Genesis breaks up into two
distinct and unequal parts. The first contains chapters i-xi; it is
restricted—if allowances are made for the Table of Nations—to
what has come to be known zs Primeval History. The second part,
chapters xii-l, takes up the Story of the Patriarchs.

The following discussion will include some material that has al-
ready been cited, or will come up later in the comments on the
pertinent sections. Such data meed to be brought together under
this heading because of their special relevance to the present con-
text.

(1) Primeval History

The break between Primeval History and the Story of the Patri-
archs (Parts I and II in this book) is sharper than is immediately
apparent. On the surface, the end of chapter xi appears to lead up to
the next chapter. Actually, however, the call that set Abraham’s
mission on its course, and with it the biblical process as a whole
(xii 1ff.), is received without any prior warning, as was stressed
above. Everything that precedes is -a broadly conceived preface, a
prelude to the particular story with which the rest of the Pentateuch
is concerned. The difference is underscored by the scope of the two
subdivisions of Genesis. The patriarchal narratives take up four-
fifths of the entire book, yet they cover only four generations of a
single family. Primeval History, on the other hand, has the whole
world as its stage, and its time span reaches back all the way to
Creation. In other words, Primeval History seeks to give a universal
setting for what is to be the early histcry of one particular people.
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his.‘;lt%xou'gh the content of the prefatory part is thus in effect pre-
11ic, it could still have originated with Israelites, or been pim-
be established that (1) th i mportad e, it can
€ material was imported fo
part, and (2) that the ultimate source of the borrowingsr e ot
. 0 a singlz land, The originating cent
: er h
1.ts geograp!u.c stamp, so to speak, in some cases gnd indirej:ts ll)eft
Just as decisive markers in others. , "

Let us first list the headin i
gs of the th i i i
the first eleven chapters of Genesis ha cen arvamged o o Which

' ve been arranged in thi
g ged 1n this work:
espective documentary Sources are given in parentheses"

1. Opening Account of Creation (P), 2. The Story of Eden @))]

to D
1% D;;zzs!t;r (J('i). 8 The Flood (7, P). 9 Blessing and Covenant (P)
12.. A Tg:erh;; gor;sl(l, P). 11. The Table of Nations (P, J):
ham (5 Y abel (J). 13. Genealogies from Shem to Abra-
CiﬁI:s )Seclzgo?ls! i 1(Tifris and Euphrates), 11 (Nimrod’s Iands and
, abylon), and 13 (Ur Haran), M ia i i
nated explicily. In Sections 6 (a tedituvian lists) and § cprE
. tediluvian lists) and
there is a demonstrable relationshi . i efor aod)
: nship with abundant cuneiform s
:;;:enc:g ;/'wechoes concepts of theogony which are ultimatelyo?rr:::-.
. €sopotamia. And the remaining topics likewise fall into

ME i
acc:'sTS :);1 tfe(ci:itf). I;] follows, accordingly, that P had independent
aditions that ultimately originated ; i
aeces radit rigi In Mesopotamia. This
p ltDe:'mng, In turn, on the essential antiquity of at least some of
ata; and it should warn ug against discountin
documentary traditions are considered,
Another aspect of the derivative character of Primeval History

g P when pre-
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also deserves careful attention. Native traditions are homogeneous
by definition. The themes they feature are bound to reflect local
concepts and beliefs; and the language in which such themes have
been transmitted lends itself readily to restatement by the eventual
chroniclers. It is different, however, with outside motifs which have
been taken over for ome reason or another. The background is
alien, the subject matter is fixed, and the form and expression are
inevitably influenced by the original medium. It should come as no
surprise, therefore, that & certain degree of dissonance can be de-
tected when Primeval History is compared with native material in
the Bible, as is the case, for example, with the mythological content
of Section 7, and such passages as iii 22 ff. and xi 6; or that the story
about Eden should contain, aside from the theme itself, such
Sumerian loanwords as the term Eden or the word for “flow” (’éd,
see Sec. 2). In such cases, the writer was restricted by his source
material in more ways than one. Small wonder, therefore, that vari-
ous critics have found difficulty in recognizing J’s hand in these sec-
tions of Genesis. But their consequent recourse to other sources
(E, and evea the more speculative L and S) has proved to be so
much tilting at windmills, It is still unmistakably J, but a J operating -
under particalarly rigid limitations.

Lastly, the fact that the account of Creation was secondary in
much of its detail has an important bearing on the “scientific” aspect
of the narrative. It means that the data embody Mesopotamian con-
clusions on the subject, conclusions that had been reached at a
remote age by a society which was a pioneer in the gradual ad-
vance of science. In this respect, biblical thought reflected the best
that was awvailable in contemporary scientific thinking, yet raised
such data to'its own theological standards. It is a case of authen-
ticity in the second degree, that is, an authentic reflex of an under-
lying source. And the basic question about any statement in a given
source is nmot whether that statement is true or false, but what it
means (cf. concluding COMMENT on Sec. 1).

How is one to evaluate such manifold dependence of Primeval
History on Mesopotamian prototypes? One attempted answer can
be found in the tenets of a school that sprang up at the beginning
of the century under the aegis of the distinguished German As-
syriologist Friedrich Delitzsch. In his lectures under the collective
title of “Babel and Bibel,” Delitzsch drew sharp attention to the
Babylonian ingredient in Genesis, and went on to conclude that the
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Bible was therefore guilty of crass plagiarism. Iropically enough, the
accuser could not know at the time how much more fuel for his
theory subsequent discoveries might seem to provide, but that, par-
adoxically, the increment would refute the theory itself by placing
the whole subject in its true perspective,
The added material hag demonstrated, among other things, that
the background of the patriarchal narratives in Genesis is indeed
authentic, so much so in fact that it could have been obfained only
in Mesopotamia itself. Accordingly, the traditions about the patri-
archs are right in naming that country as the homeland of Abra-
ham. In that case, however, Abraham and the people he led could
hardly have remained untouched by the rich cultvre of the land from
which they migrated, They were bound to be induenced by various
local customs and practices, and we know now that such was actu-
ally the case. In addition, they must have been familiar with the
themes that dominated the literature of Mesopotamia. Nor need all
such ties have been severed as a result of Abraham’s departure. We
are told that Jacob had the opportunity to renew them over a period
of twenty years. And similar contacts may have been maintained
by later generations. In other words, there is nothing surprising
about the fact that early Hebrew literature is replete with Mesopo-
tamian motifs, especially motifs relating to pre-Israclite times. It is
only lack of such themes that would be grounds for suspicion.
Delitzsch and his followers failed to take due notice of the fact
that the Bible never denied the close ties between the patriarchs
and Mesopotamia. And they overlooked the further significant fact
that there was a spiritual reason for the parting of the ways. The
migration, as we have seen, was in protest against the local religious
solution. And reflections of that protest can still be detected through-
out the account on Primeval History. P’ statement about Creation
differs from its Mesopotamian analogue by its overriding concept of
an omnipotent Creator. J’s version of the Flood receives a moral
motivation. Most revealing of all is the same writer’s narrative about
the Tower of Babel. The scene of the episode is Babylon itself, and
some passages in that story read as though the author had had the
Babylonian prototype before him. Yet the purpose of the tale is not a
direct though unacknowledged transcript, but a stern criticism of
the builders’ monumental presumption. To reverse a familiar saying,

the more things are alike in some ways, the greater the differences
between them on other counts.

INTRODUCTION v

There is, finally, yet another question about Primeyal Histo_ry ﬂ}at
remains to be considered. Why was this sketch'y introduction in-
cluded altogether? The career of a given nation is not tr.ace,d back
autornatically to Creation, especially when even that nation s fore-
fathers are presented as relative newcomers on the stage of hlsfory.
The logical beginning in this instance would seem to be Gen xii, or
perhaps a few verses earlier. And in fact, the E squrce does not
reach back beyond Abraham, unless one ascribes t:hls late start to
accidents of preservation rather than deliberate design. .

The answer to this question may be sought in the fact that neither
J nor P was interested in national history as such. Rather, .both were
concerned with the story of a society and, more partlcula-rly, a
society as the embodiment of an ideal, that is, .a way of life. A
history of that kind transcends national boundaries and may con-
ceivably be retraced to the beginnings of the world. Such at least is
the manifest intent of P, whose system is designed to close any
possible genealogical gaps. .

Nevertheless, one should not discount another potential reason for
the grand preface. Mesopotamian literatute: was fon.d of taku'lg
many of its themes all the way back to Creation, sometimes even in
matters of no great consequence.!? Undcrstandab.l}f enough, this
tendency was especially prominent in historical wrm.ngs. Thus the
standard Sumerian king list starts with the dyna:stxes before .thc
Flood,'* and proceeds from there to eras with which the compiler
was better acquainted. We know that the same approach was fol-
lowed elsewhere in the Near East.!® Moreoverz P’s genealoges.be-
fore the Flood parallel the antediluvian dynasties of the Sumerians
in endowing individuals with enormous life-spans; .and the pames
of some of tie biblical patriarchs before the Flood display Akkadian
formation (see Sec. 6). It would have been no le.ss n:atural for J,
who frequently incorporated Mesopotamian data in his own con-
tribution to Primeval History, to follow time-honored precedcnt-u;

prefacing his work with sketches about the early stages of mankin

13Evenr a simple incantation against toothache is hpnored with such a
cosmic introduction; cf. ANET, p. 100: ) ] .

14 See Thorkild Jacobsen, The Sumerian King List, 1939. o

15 There is, for example, an Old Hurrian text about world rulefs sta 913“2g
with primeva,l times; cf. J. Friedrich, Kleinasiatische Sprachdenkmiiler, 1932,

p- 35.
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as a whole. If the Mesopotamian models were not the sole reason for

such an arr. ibuti
sue angement, they could well have been a contributing fac-

(2) The Story of the Patriarchs

memorable personality.

The story of Abraham contains a secondary theme in the s radic
refe.rences to Lot. A companion of the patriarch ever since gloe mi
gratzon'from Mesopotamia, Lot eventually parts from his uncle (‘I
settles in the Jordan Plain where he becomes an eyewitness to iﬁ
upl.wavcl that wiped out Sodom and the region about it. The Lot na:

of the patriarch as viewed from the outside.

The Jacob story is more diversified in its pattern than that of
Abrahan;. Its protagonist lacks his grandfather’s stability, and that
lack, YVthf.l heightens the dramatic impact of the story. is brought
;)ut prlmanly rhrc_mgh the medium of the continuous riva’lry between
acob and his twin brother Esau. Jacob’s flight to Haran turns int
twenty years of penance in Mesopotamia, and terminates in .
equally hasty return to Canaan. The lony stay in Mesopotamjaaifsl

o

portrayed against g background of authenticated local conditions,
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. Significantly, both J and E prove to have drawn on original data for

their respective accounts of this stage in Jacob’s life.

Two episodes are recounted in the latter half of Genesis which
are nearly as extraneous to their particular contexts as was Gen xiv
in the first half. Unlike Gen xiv, however, the authorship of the ac-
counts in question is not a serious problem; each betrays the hand
of J. One of these later narratives is chapter xxxiv, which centers
about Jacob’s daughter Dinah,; it goes chronologically with the Jacob
cycle, and Jacob himself bécomes personally involved. The other nar-
rative is chapter xxxviii, which deals with the incident of Judah and
Tamar; it happens to be technically a part of the Joseph story, which
1s introduced in chapter xxxvii, Nevertheless, it has nothing whatever
to do with Joseph, and the Judah whom we meet here cannot be syn-
chronized with the Judah of the Joseph story (see COMMENT on
xxxviii). The two accounts will be considered here jointly because of
their common deviation from the main cycles into which they have
been inserted in the text.

The name Dinah occurs twice outside ch. xxxiv, namely, in xxx
21 and xlvi 15; but those passages are textually suspect; they ap-
pear to be afterthoughts, which is another term for glosses. This does
not mean, of course, that Dinah had no place in the older tradi-
tions; it does suggest, however, that notices about Dinah were not
part of the main themes with which biblical historians were con-
cerned. Now the story that Gen xxxiv tells about her relates to a
very early stage in Hebrew history, which culminated in a clash be-
tween the tribes of Simeon and Levi on the one hand, and the city
of Shechem on the other. Whatever the immediate results, the long-
term effect was ruinous for the two tribes, inasmuch as Simeon was
eventually reduced to an insignificant role, while Levi lost its tribal
status altogetaer. Israel looked back on the incident in stem reproof
(cf. xlix 5-7).

Gen xxxviii shows no awareness of Judahs presence in Egypt,
while displaying a keen interest in the early history of the tribe of
Judah. In common, thus, with xxxiv, the narrative under discussion
affords an independent and different insight into early historical con-
ditions. J was apparently in no position to ignore either of these side
views, although he must have been aware of the resulting discrepan-
cies in chronology as regards Judah. One could only wish that both
J and E had had reason to incorporate other such notices, which
no doubt must have been current; we would then have had a
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broader basis for the reconstruction of a dimly illuminated age. But,
as stat.cd above, the biblical narrators were interested primarily in
recording a progressive spiritual experience; and one can hardl

blame them for their preference. ’
] The Joseph story calls for no special comment at this time. As has
Just been pointed out, chapter xxxviii, although now placed within
the Joseph cycle, is not pertinent to it in content. The same is true of
the Tgstament of Jacob (xlix 1) (see COMMENT on Sec. 61). An-
other intrusive passage in the Joseph story is the list in xlvi 8-27
(P); c.f. COMMENT ad loc. The last Hebrew word in the Book of
Genesis reads “in Egypt,” a fitting, though doubtless unintended

catchword which points to the Book of Exodus. '

GENEsIS EXEGESIS

. Oyer the many centuries that have elepsed since its definitive com-
pilation, Genesis has proved to be by far the most popular book of
tl.le Pentateuch, attracting the greatest amount of attention and givin
rise to tl-le largest volume of comment. The variety and universal a :
peal of its contents and the literary quality of its narratives are 0111:
reason ff)r this continuous interest, Another reason, of course, lies in
the manifold challenge that Genesis has always presented to ;;hiloso—
phers al:ld theologians. As a result, references to Genesis began to
appez.ir in the later books of the Bible itself, only to swell into an
ever-increasing flow of opinions and studies as time went by. The
mod'erx_l age has provided a new stimulus through the dual mc‘:dium

cessor’s complaint that “of making many books there is no end,” but
would apply ’fhis :c)aying exclusively to the extant material on Genesis
The foHomng 1s a sample listing of works, both ancient and mod;
ern, that_relatc in varying degrees to the interpretation of the Book
of Genesis. In many instances, the given entry is but one of a number
thzft WO}ﬂd have been included if Space permitted. The immense peri-
:)ixcal literature .had to be ignored altogether. Nor is this the place to
na; th sue;; tit;il_]slmons as such; that subject will be dealt with in the

Among the oldest works pertaining to Genesis, or at least in-
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spired by the canonical version, are two components of the Pseudepi-
grapha, both dating from the second century B.c. They are the Book
of Jubilees, originally written in Hebrew and purporting to be an
elaboration of the biblical book; and Testaments of the XII Patri-
archs, originally composed in Aramaic. Another Aramaic composi-
tion is the so-called Genesis Apocryphon (abbr. Gen. Apocr.), one
of the recently recovered Dead Sea scrolls (published by N. Avigad
and Y. Yadin, 1956). More systematic in method and approach is a
work by the Jewish-Hellenistic philosopher Philo of Alexandria, who
was born toward the end of the pre-Christian era. In his compre-
hensive Greek study on the Pentateuch which bore the title “Ques-
tions and Solutions,” Philo paid a great deal of attention to Genesis,
inasmuch as the extant material points to at least six books on this
subject alone.

Rabbinic literature is replete with references and allusions to Gen-
esis themes. The haggadic (morally instructive) legends on the sub-
ject have been collected in L. Ginzberg’s The Legends of the Jews, 7
vols., 1913-38. A special midrashic (expository) collection on Gen-
esis is the subject of a large work entitled Bereshit Rabba Repre-
sentative of many early studies by the Church Fathers is the Com- .
mentary on Genesis by the great third-century scholar Origen

Jewish scholars of the Middle Ages produced various biblical
studies—Ilexicographical, grammatical, and exegetical. The pioneer
in this effort was Sa‘adia (882-942), who is still celebrated for his
translation of the Pentateuch into Arabic; but he was also the author
of an Arabic commentary on Gen i—xxviii 7, which unfortunately is
extant only in fragments. We do have, however, the complete Arabic
commentary by Sa‘adia’s Karaite (literalist) opponent ‘Ali ben
Sulaiman (tenth/eleventh centuries) published by S. Skoss, 1928
Of the numerous mediaeval commentaries in Hebrew, the best
known, and still useful in many respects, are those of Rashi (elev-
enth century) and Abraham Ibn Ezra (twelfth century).

We have to skip the next few stages, with their groping for an ob-
jective approach to the Bible and the evolution of critical methods,
and turn to recent works. The classic formulation of the documen-
tary hypothesis, embracing the Pentateuch and the Former Prophets,
is still J. Wellhausen’s Die Composition des Hexateuchs . . , 1889
For subsequent statements see D. C. Simpson, Pentateuchal Criticism,

1924, and especially M. Noth, Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Penta-
teuchs, 2d ed., 1948. Representative of the large number of Introduc-
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L azle aGeneszs, 6th ed., 1892, which Is notable for its sound philologi-
: pproac%x, .H. Gunkel’s Genesis, 1902, marked by the author’
T;enBapI:ec}xglon of literary quality, and S. R. Driver’s (abbr Drr)s
€ Look of Genesis (12th ed. 1926, 1epr. 195 iding pope
larity of this last work is a weil d rod € i ot Pl st
oft ] -deserved tribute to the author’
gzz:l?matxon of. Ieammg,.lucidity, and plain common serse. olgljtr;;:
' was published orginally in 1904, and effective revisions were

(‘;—Ei)’sb'oth in. Hebrew (1953); R. de Vaux’s La Genése as part
o daDamte Bible (abbr. SB), 1953; and G, von Rad’s (a,bbr von
tr:ns)lat_as erfstg1i Bttllcl'h Mose, 1952-53; the recently published Ex;glish
1on of this thou i ] i
Hepmn o ghtful study substitutes the RSV version of the
i As examples ?f sectional commentaries on Geresis, I cite in addi-
on to Cassuto’s, above (which was intended 1o cover the entire

and W. Zimmerli’s Die Urgesctichte: 1. Mose I1-11 (2d ed., 1957

J. H. Kroeze’s (Dutch) Genesis Veertien (“Genesis XIV”; 193;.
may serve as an illustration of still more restricted m ’ ic
studies. Prosraphic

When it comes to insight into biblical usage, there i i

can match A. B. Ehrlich’s (abbr, Ehrl.) Rangg;ossen z;rl;z(:;l:gicthheat
Bibel, \"ol. I, 1908 (for Genesis, Pp. 1-256). The text of th Hn
brew Bxble.itself is by no mears as firmly established as thee .
monly applied term “Masoretic” (traditional) would seem to 'co;n-
The recorded variants, however, are of minor technical signiﬁ::xfcz .
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For all general purposes, R. Kittel’s edition of Genesis in the same
editor’s Biblia Hebraica, 3d ed., 1937, is fully adequate.

. Finally, Israel, as the nation that produced the Bible, was not an

island either in space or in time. Hence there is a virtually inexhausti-
ble commentary on the Bible that can be distilled from the literary
remains of Israel’s contemporaries.” For Genesis, the material is
spread over a maze of cuneiform documents, echoed in a scattering
of West Semitic inscriptions, and implicit in some of the records
from Egypt. The fundamental importance of Assyriological sources
- has been manifest ever since the publication of G. Smith’s The
~ Chaldean Account of Genesis, 1880; and it received more recent

recognition in A. Heidel's The Babylorian Genesis, 1945, 2d ed.,
1951, and The Gilgamesh Epic and Old Testament Parallels, 1946.

.~ The West Semitic inscriptions, in so far zs they may bear on Genesis
. times, have yet to be excerpted in a scparate book; on the inde-
. pendent area of Ugaritic studies, cf. M. H. Pope, El in the Ugaritic

Texts, 1955, For the latest evaluation of the meager Egyptological
material we have J. Vergote’s (abbr. Vergote) Joseph en Egypte,
1959. A collection of outside scurces pertaining to the Hebrew Bible
as a whole is presented in a large volume on Ancient Necr Eastern
Texts Relating to the Old Testament (abbr. ANET), edited by J. B.
Pritchard, 2d ed., 1955. But fresh material keeps on turning up all
the time, and much more extensive screening will be required in the

future.

ON TRANSLATING GENESIS

The main task of a translator is to keep faith with two different
masters, one at the source and the other at the receiving end. The
terms and thoughts of the original, the impact of sound and phrase,
the nuances cf meaning, and the shadings of emphasis should all be
transposed from one medium into another without leaving any out-
ward sign of the transfer. It is, of course, an ideal goal, one that can
never be attzined with complete success. Yet the translator must
strive to approximate this ideal. If he is unduly swayed by the origi-
nal, and substitutes word for werd rather than idiom for idiom, he is
traducing what he should be translating, to the detriment of both
source and target. And if he veers too far in the opposite direction,
by favoring the second medium at the expense of the first, the result
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is a paraphrase. The task is an exacting one even with contemporary
or relatively recent sources. With ancient sources, the difficulties are
compounded as problems of text, usage, and cultural setting increase
progressively with age.

The Old Testament shares many such problems with other literary
works of comparable antiquity; but it also presents to the modern
translator a number of obstacles that are not found elsewhere. Gen-
esis, for example, is itself a stratified book. It was compiled some-
time before the middle of the first millennium B.C., after a long
period of growth and composition. But the extant manuscripts of
Genesis as a whole are many centuries later, so that much could
have happened, and some things are actually known to have oc-
curred, after the definitive compilation. In marked contrast, the stele
of Hammurabi is still, except for one excised portion, the monument
that the legislator ordered.

Far more problematic than the integrity of the text is the ac-
curacy of the transmitted meaning. On this count, Genesis has been
vulnerable to a greater degree than any other book of the Bible,
since Genesis reaches back to the patriarchal period and contains a
substantial amount of authentic material from that age; hence there
was ample opportunity for meanings to be lost or mislaid even before
the time of compilation. Moreover, later Hebrew usage is by no
means identical with early biblical usage. Yet successive interpreters
would tend to make the secondary usage retroactive. And because
the Bible had become sacred Scripture, such anachronistic interpreta-
tions acquired a normative bearing of their own. Thus in course
of time the content of the Bible became enveloped in layer after
layer of superimposed interpretation; interpretations bequeathed by
scribes and Rabbis, ancient versions, the vocalizers of the standard
(Masoretic) text, and—not the least formidable of all—the first
standard version in the given Western tongue. Each of these accre-
tions has served as a safeguard in some ways, but as a barrier in
others, a barrier to the recovery of the original context. The transla-
tor of the Bible has to work his way through these successive in-
crustations, grateful for what each has safeguarded, but wary of

their heterogeneous matter. As one gentle critic put it, with tongue
in cheek, translations are so much more enjoyable than originals,
because they contain many things that the originals leave out. The

translator of the Bible must try to avoid such spurious improve-
ments, new or old.

Dok
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The starting point, naturally, is the rece?ived text. Soonell') or lat(:f
the question is bound to arise whether a given passage hz;sGeenS;;Sois
rectly transmitted. On the whole, the textual condition o lgn; s
much better than that of a number of other books of the Oal d;i -
ment, Nevertheless, Genesis has its cqmplement of .texm o orf
tions. Some are manifestly late and s.asxly correcte-d with 1136 e proa
parallel passages elsewhere in the Bible, the. ancuznt_ \iersTons,“ocan
combination of both. Thus the received rea@g Dédanim in )?x oo
be restored 10 Rodanim thanks to I Chron i 7 as Wfﬂl as L ,d ¢
letters R and D are easily and often c.onfused in the stan zd
Hebrew script. The mangled names in xlvi 21 can be recf).flstr;]c o
with the assistance of Num xxvi 38f. and I ChI.on Vi 4f, :
times, the solution is more rcundabout, but not se,r,louslji in dou,l’)t,
this is true, for example, of Gen x 10 (“all of them fqr Calnf:h. ),
or the whole of Gen xlix 26. In other instances, an obvious omission
can be safely restored from a primary ancient version, usually LXX;

. xlvii 5£. .
iy T)‘{h}:e remains, however, a handful of passages that are obviously
wrong as transmitted, yet cannot be righted by any o'f the means at
our disposal. Invariably, these are instances about which the earliest .
versions and interpreters were already in doubt; the parade example
is the “Shiloh” passage in xlix 10c. In such cases—they are fewer
than is generally assumed—I deemed it best to adhere to the te'xt, at
least in its consonantal form, while relegating possible rex_nedses to
the footnotes. If an emendation is to be accorded prefereatial status,

sound methodology requires that it have the balance of t:he argument
in its favor; in other words, to be adopted, an emen.dauon ought to
be immediately appealing (as is true of “Calneh” in x 10). Else-
where, the text is in a better position than the emend‘er to bear the
onus of uncertainty; and indeed, incidental discoveries hav.e' more
than once vindicated a biblical text and refuted modern critics. In
strictly technical studies, obstinate cruxes are often le.ft untranslated.
Before we touch briefly on questions of meaning, a comment
should be made about the division of the biblical text i}]to chapters
and verses; such breaks often affect the syntax of the given passage
one way or another. The Masoretic division into verses was slow to
solidify, and was not accomplished until the turn o.f th? ninth cen(;
tury of the present era. The division into c%lapters is stx!l later an
non-Masoretic; it was introduced by Christian scholars in the thir-
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teenth century,’® that is, almost two millenniums after the Book of
Genesis had been compiled. In these circumstances, it is not sur-
prising that the now familiar breakdown into chapters and verses
does not always accord with the internal evidence of the content,
In Genesis, the first chapter should have continued through ii 4a,
ending in the middle of what is now marked as a verse; similarly, the
beginning of the Joseph story, which surely ought to have been
signalized by a new chapter, is now found inside xxxvii 2. Inap-
propriate verse breaks are naturally more common; note, for ex-
ample, i 1-3, vi 1/2, xxiii 5/6,14/15, 17/18. Sometimes, the wrong
break occurs in the middle of a word, an echo of a distant period
when punctuation was sporadic or non-existent. An example of such
a mishap will be found at the juncture of xlix 20 and 21, where we
now have “heel: From Asher” instead of “their heel: Asher” (the
border letter M, depending on its position, can vield either “from”
or “their”). Fortunately, such misdivided words zare rare in the text
of the Old Testament as a whole,

To go back to the recovery and transfer of meaning, the modern
translator of Genesis—and other books of the Old Testament—has
to mediate between two sovereign linguistic entities, each with its
distinctive equipment developed over a long period of tme. The
differences are not only chronological but also structural and cul-
tural. In transposing an ancient source, the ultimate task is to trans-
late not just a text but a civilization. In the present instance, the
respective media are early biblical Hebrew and modem English.
Frequently, it is not a case of a one-to-one correlation; the desired
balance has to be achieved indirectly, whether the point at issue is
one of construction, semantic range, or idiomatic expression. It
should be useful, therefore, to give a few representative illustrations,
as proof that a faithful translation is by no means the same thing as
a literal rendering; similar lists could, of course, bé adduced for any
two unrelated languages. Some of the examples cited below have
often been commented on before; others have not received adequate
recognition,

(1) The particle wa. The most common meaning of this ubiquitous
particle is “and.” But wa (usually reduced to w®) may also introduce
a subordinate clause (“while,” xx 1), and then mark the main clause
(xx 2; note also i 3: “God said,” or “then God said”). It can also be

16 Cf. Pfeiffer, Introduction . . . » Pp. 101, 200¢,
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tive (“but, however”), explicative (“namely, @at is”), or a
ZSKZZVC 1:(1 a hendiadys (sez below). At. the beginning of a sen-
tence, and particularly of a paragraph, sectlon,_or book, .the transla;
tional equivalent of wa is zero. A good llustration of various uses O
wa is to be found in i 14b, where the particle occurs four times, bx'xt
each time with a different force: (a) introductory; (b) conn.ectlve in
hendiadys; (c) explicative; (d) plain connective, The rela’a'vely h;
eral Authorized Version (KJ) reads: “and let them be for signs an
for seasoms, and for days and years” (italics added). The present
translation offers: “let them mark the fixed times,' (namely) t}.xe days
and the years.” Aside from the four “and”§, the htera} rendering gib-
scures the underlying meaning of two significant details; see the dis-

ion ad loc.
cuis?f)nl)iﬂ’erenc«snv in semantic capacity. Terms that corre§pond atb the
core may differ widely in their later coverage. chce. a given verb or
noun in biblical Hebrew may require various English counterpar.tcs]
and, conversely, more than one Hebrew term may bgst be rendered
by the same English word. The Hebrew stem "mr c01nc1des-by an»
large with the English verb “to say.” But the Hebrew verb in ques=
tion carries many other nuances: to tell, promise, .threaten, e,:pr.ess .
fear, reflect (speak to oneself), and the hke: A uniform trans aFlon
would result not only in monctony but also in under—rc:,’ptesentatlo‘rjx.
Much the same applies to Heb. yd‘, basically “to kn'ow, but second-
arily also “to recognize, learn, experience.” Mechanical transposm'otg
has saddled English, as distinct from other Western languag’f’:s, \;n
the far from self-explanatory euphemism “r{lan ‘I‘mew woman gc . iv
1). Similar deficits result tf)rom ou; slavish “to hear, to sin, to
” for the given Hebrew verbs.
reﬁ?t:;e holds il-ue of translations of He?arew nouns. Thus,_for
example, Heb. zera’, primarily “seed,” lends itself to seYeral d?nva—
tive connotations. In xxxviii 8f. this noun occurs thret? tirnes v.vxth as
many distinct and significant shadings. KJ rep{'odl'lces 1}( t?ach tum:i as
“seed.” But the context calls for, and usage justifies, “line—seed—
ing” ectively. )
Oﬁigg;lng;'lzzjgle idio)trns. The Hebrew phrase which means llterany
“to find favor/grace in one’s eyes” often becomes meaningless ;n
rigid translations. An impression of its wealth of nuances may hi
gathered from the following: “But Noah foun.c'i. favor“.wuh Yahwe .
(vi 8); “if I may beg of you this favor” ngm 3); ]1,n the EF)pleSo.
gaining your favor” (xxxiii 8); “please, indulge me” (xxxii 15);
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‘lh t k 2»” M (3
€ took a fancy to” (xxxix 4); “we are thankful to my lord” (xlvii

25). A similar case in is “to I

) powt is “to Lft one’s head.” o
ulsied, .dehber.atgly and with telling effect, in three w"id; )}r?hl.'as;e'that is 3
pications within the same narrative (ch. xl): “Phara,odlﬁh v:illlllgpzr:-

iz;leiosut”( g(; ; ilfraoh “will Lift of your head” (19); “he
o e € th other. good example of elusive idiomatic usage
citior o Yy e prepositional phrase lipng, normally “before,”
ner 0 ;:h ;:e or in tunt?. I?ut there is a residue of oocurrence’s
one ot & m in G.enegs, in which “before” makes little if an ;
vt oﬁer.:ir mmmauop; yet this is the translation that is in{,
2 phracs o é) Iikat: ‘x‘neamng could an objective reader wrest from
(e Lo o x ) he Nimrod was a mighty hunter before Yahweh
2 comm 1 wihen all the pertinent instances are viewed jointly,
o Withp e:rn emerges, The term refers to something that ha ,
e o tc}ine l:sI appro-va}‘ (cf. our “countenanced by”; the litergl-
i se I ebn?w 1s “to the face of”), or at one’s behest. Thus
elds opo I,a mighty }:.mnter by the will of Yahweh; xvii 18
ey ot ut sh;nael thrive .if you so will it”: in xxvii ’;' we find
P "beforye Y h less you wztlz- Yahweh’s approval before I die”
meainey ahweh befo.re I die); and in xlij 33 we obtain the
foreningfn €y took their sea}ts at ks direction” instead of “be-

tm” (which does not suit the context in any case) Many

similar examples of de . o
monstrable idiomati
throughout Genesis. ¢ idomatic usage are scattered

;gg;?;gnOgit lshexactly _hke the Hebrew causative (or Hiphil) in
ransitve and docs 1, tersae, e G PSR 5 i in
. . 3 € 2 direct object: it i
;1'1; sit:né ;e :L;r,atlve ox"‘ superlatixfe connotation. Tl]ms tllli nfﬁf!:ﬁl:ﬁ
i xpren. asthnot to be desired to make one wise” (no object
wiodam 1(;1). le te:xt), but “attractive as g means to (lasting)
taken into the a’rllcIl nv;tl‘g‘tc:v i:;f; ltt}(;id the11't o Cals e 10 be
taks m o . .
:;lxgxgzrtlzd,“hence. KJ iialk_:iz?s the pronovfl;‘,,ebut(ﬁtcg)al‘{;t:)? a(ljibx}:’?.t llIf
b cone'u to ‘quxckcn, bll?h?al Hebrew would normally use here ’the
e o ]ﬁgatx;i)n. In describing the birth of Benjamin (xxxv 16£.)
e aar kze thrst tf.lls us that Rz}chel “had hard labor” (Piel) and’
e ) e climax by saying “when her labor wag a’t its
-+« (Hiphil). The standard translations offer: “and she

. i i .
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had hard labor. And it came to pass when she was in hard
labor. . . .” Not only do such renderings ignore the diference in
conjugations but they miss the climax as well; and many commenta-
tors homogenize the verbs by repointing the second occurrence so as
to make it agree with the first, thereby compounding the offense.
Another casz in point is “you shall excel no more” (xlix 4). This

E - time nobody could make the Hiphil causative; but many conscien-

tious critics would repoint the alleged misfit to yield “you shall not
survive”| )

The other specialized verbal form is outwardly the so-called
Hithpael, except that it is neither passive nor reflexive, as Hithpaels
should be. What we have in such cases is an old Semitic form, which
is durative or iterative in connotation, and has formally coalesced
with the Hithpael. One example of this type is a derivative of the
stem for “to go,” with the meaning of “walk about” (which is a
prolonged or iterative activity): it is used of Enoch (v 22, 24) and
Noah (vi 9), both of whom “walked with God”; cf. also xiii 17. An-
other common example is the stem meaning “to mourn,” which is
again something that lasts a long time. In xxiv 21 the same forma-
tion is used most appropriately to express “(the man) stood gaping .
(at her),” as opposed to a fleeting glance.

(5) Differing modes of definition. Biblical Hebrew and modem
English have similar means of refererce, but they do not always
distribute them in the same way. For instance, Hebrew may use the
definite article where English prefers the possessive pronoun: e.g.,
Heb. “the young men”: Eng. “my men” (xiv 24); Heb. “the flock”:
Eng. “my flock” (xxxviii 17); and conversely, Heb. “my covenant
between me and you”: Eng. “the covenant between you and me”
(xvii 7); similarly, Heb, “the men of her place”: Eng. “the men of
that place” (xxxviii 21). Just so, Hebrew will often employ the
personal pronoun, where English requires or prefers the personal
name (e.g., xxix 14), and vice versa.

(6) Replies to questions. Since biblical Hebrew lacks a term for
“yes,” it indicates an affirmetive reply by repeating tke question
without the interrogative particle. A good example is xxix 6. To
Jacob’s question “Is he well?” the shepherds’ reply is literally “Well”
(note that the text does not say “He is well”); to reflect the mood
of that occasion, we have to say “He is.”

(7) Inversion. Both Hebrew and English employ inversion of the
normal word order as a method of achieving some significant modifi-
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cordingly, the sequel must read, “The ewes on the other han |
3 other d,

s the italicized i i
: . ized phrase is not in the text ;
1ts(s8e)mznt;cd ?quxva]ent is plainly indicated j::tlilh:osax;a:ly ord: but
i) te;ns ji?;b sT]:lJcs) is a method whereby two fo;mally €o-or-
: » ouns, or adjectives—ioj “ ress
a single ¢ i i e & ;
3 fs :geor:Vcept in V:/thh one of the components dzﬁn:?dtheex%css
as especially commop in Greek, hence the term (f)oreft'
i

example, we have “Go forth from your native land

;)Il;tb ;fw ti;);pigftry,hand from thy kindred” (KJa)n,d,a.n(fl1 Ctthe (i:i' th'ee

teadte T 1or:1 } e.f'ed We met is not “mercy and truth” (KJ )ome

s “Steadfa:tn ('faltbfuln'ess” (RSV; of. xxiy 27 and seq.) ’bl(::f-

or what amrast. met) kindness (hesed)™; in these comp.ofmds
O compounds, the order of the constituents js 1m~,

: , and

: will abstaj i

ccause there has been 5 famine; on the cont::;;m;efrvgilﬁ flowtllnng
, ry that

much harder, i
er. What the hendiadys conveys is “thers shajl be no yield
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Many other categories of this kind could be cited. But the fore-
going sampling should suffice to warn the reader and vindicate the

translator,

STANDARD VERSIONS

This section, which brings the Introduction to a close, will be
limited to two widely separated sets of Old Testament translations,
namely, ancient versions, and translations into English. In both in-
stances the survey will have to be sketchy and selective.

The old versions to be reviewed are the ones that bear a direct
relationship to the Hebrew text. Secondary translations based on the
Septuagint aeed not detain us here. But no such survey can ignore
the Samaritan Pentateuch (abbr. Sam.), although strictly speakin

this is not a version but a recension.
The Samaritan Bible does not go beyond the Pentateuch, because
that was thz only part of the Old Testament that had been actually
canonized by the time of the Samaritan schism (ca. 400 B.C.). Ac-
cordingly, Sam. did not participate in any subsequent Masoretic de- .
velopments, and thus became a valuable witness of relatively early
textual conditions. There are some six thousand cases throughout
the Pentateuch in which Sam. differs from the received text. In
about one-third of these, Sam. has the support of LXX. This means
that both Sam. and LXX made independent use of common earlier
traditions. Far more significant, however, is the overwhelming agree-
ment with the central Masoretic body of material. While some of the
readings were as yet fluid, by far the bulk of the material had firmed
sufficiently, as early as the year 400, to leave scant room for de-
partures within the evolving branches. This is another way of saying
that the Torah had already become a book sacred to all concerned.
Aside from predictable sectarian interpretations and frequent or-
thographic variants, the residual differences between the Samaritan
and the Masoretic texts of Genesis are relatively few. Sam., in com-
mon with the Book of Jubilees, assigns shorter life-spans to some of
the patriarchs before the Flood (ch. v); but it increases the dis-
tance between the birth of Arpachshad and the birth of Abraham
(ch. xi) from 290 to 940 years. More significant, because of their
antiquity, are Sam.’s readings in certain narrative passages, espe-
cially where the Masoretic text is obviously defective. Thus Sam.
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supplies (in agreement with LXX end other versions) the missing

clziuse “Let us go outside” in iv & in x 4, Sam. reads correctly
Doa:iinim for Rodanim; and in xxii 13 it offers “a (literally ‘one’)
ram” for “a ram behind” (reading 'hD for ’hR; the Masoretic text
reflects the same mechanical confusion of D for R as in the previous
example). The over-all crop (of which this is but a sampling) may
not be large; but the value of the Samaritan recension lies not so
mliI;:h in what it corrects as in what it attests.
ecause it bears not only on the text but, more especi i
meaning, t.he first extant translation of Gen::sis is bounpg(:tljr1 lgé g? e]:
ceptional importance. That pioneering role belongs to the oldest
Greek version, which is known as the Septuagint (LXX); the Penta-
teuchal part of it goes back to the third century B.C. The ;ubject as a
who}e is much too rich and complex to be compressed into a brief
outlxpe; for a comprehensive treatment, see H. B. Swete’s An Intro-
duction to the Old Testament in Greek, 2d ed., 1914. Several aspects
of the LXX: however, deserve to be stressed in the present context,
For one thing, the translators were Alexandrian Jews who ap-
proa.ched their task with reverence and were intent primarily on
making biblical tradition accessible to a community that was no
longer -at home in Hebrew. The principal aim of LXX was thus tc;
consefrve, and not to change or correct; hence the results reflect nej-
t_her independent scholarship nor extensive editorializing, but tradi-
tion transposed into another linguistic medium. For anc;ther thing
hqwever, all disagreements between LXX and the Masoretic text in’
spite of 'the relative antiquity of the former, are not to be adjud,ged
automatically in favor of the Greek version. Such departures may be
due tq any of a number of factors. For instance, the Samaritan
recension .has demonstrated that on various points ’tradition was as
yet fluid; in some cases, the data behind the Masoretic text have
proved to be superior to those that LXX utilized, while in other
cases thfa translators were on firmer ground. It is worth noting in this
connection that not only the Samaritan text but also material from
the Dcafi Sea caves often supports the Septuagint. And for yet an-
other thmg_, many of the existing differences from the received text
are du.e tq inner-Greek processes; the recovery of the original text of
LX.X is still far from accomplished: In sum, each given instance must
be judged by itself and on its own merits,
The §eptuagint version was to be but one of several early Greek
translations. At least three others appeared within the space of a
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few centuries, namely, the new and mutually contrasted translations

§ by Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion. Of these efforts, Aquila’s
£ s the most curious and, indirectly, also the most valuable. As a rela-
tive of Emperor Hadrian, Aquila knew his Greek very well. But

subsequent to his conversion to Judaism, his fidelity to the Hebrew
text became extreme, so much so that Aquila came to be known as
“3 slave to the letter.” In the third century, the great Christian
scholar Origen arranged all four Greek versions in parallel col-
umns, along with the Hebrew text and its transliteration into
Greek script. The entire work, called Hexapla because of its six-
column arrangement, was a product of precise scholarship as well
as immense industry. Unfortunately, only fragments of the Hexapla
have survived.

Jewish translations into Aramaic are extant in several versions.
The most extensive of these is Targum Onkelos (TO), which dates
from the second century of the present era. Although some sections
are paraphrased, and anthropomorphisms are shunned throughout,
TO is for the most part a literal rendering of the Hebrew embodying
not only long-established rabtinical traditions but also a great deal
of valuable philological lore. There are also fragments of other
Palestinian recensions in Aramaic (TP), and of an extensive peri- -
phrastic rendition erroneously attributed to an otherwise unspecified
Jonathan (TJ). A Christian translation into Syriac (a subdivision
of Aramaic) bears the name of Peshitta. This version (Syr.) is based
in part on the Hebrew text aad in part on LXX.

Finally, tie standard Latin version or Vulgate (Vulg.) is a trib-
ute to the scholarship and devotion of Jerome (late fourth and early
fifth centuries). In his task, Jerome utilized, in varying degrees, the
translation of LXX, the so-called Old Latin version which was based
on LXX, the Hexapla of Origen, and the underlying Hebrew text
in the light of contemporary rabbinical exegesis. The Vulgate is thus
a rich mine of information; and it remains the official Bible of the
Roman Catholic Church.

Passing now to English versions of the Bible, is it proper to de-
scribe more than one such translation as standard? Should not this
term be reserved for the Authorized Version of 1611, more com-
monly known as the King James Bible (KJ)? The question is not
entirely academic. It is an inescapable fact, for instance, that all
subsequent English translations of the Bible, which go back to the
original and not. say, to the Vulgate, are loyal revisions of KJ or re-
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spectful dissenters from it—a tribute either way to the pre-eminent
position of the Authorized Version. Here, however, the term
“standard” is not intended to carry a normative connotation; it is
used not comparatively but quantitatively, to designate certain ma-
jor efforts.

The King James Bible has been described as “the noblest monu-
ment of English prose.” If one amends this to read “the most in-
fluential work in the English language,” the statement would be
valid beyond the remotest shadow of doubt. The influence -of the
King James Bible on life and letters in the English-speaking world
has been all-pervasive. The reported comment of one late discov-
erer, “It is such an interesting book: there are so many quotations
in it,” is an excellent—though no doubt apocryphal—summary of
the situation.

But success on such an unprecedented scale can lead to loss of
perspective. When one distinguished literary critic recently described
KJ as “probably the greatest translation ever made,” he was laying
claim to broader literary and technical knowledge than any individ-
ual could possibly command. X7 is the product of a singularly happy
stage in the history of English. It was achieved, moreover, by men
who showed great sensitivity in their handling o the original media
—Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek. The translators had the further ad-
vantage of invaluable spadework by gifted predecessors, especially
the martyred William Tyndale. It was a matchless combination of
assets, and the result was a truly inspired version, destined for ex-
traordinary influence and acclaim.

All translations, however, are but arrested pursuits of the given
source. In each case the chase halts with the publication of the
version. But the target does not remain stationary, unless the sub-
ject itself is static so that no further progress is possible. With regard
to the Bible, the flow of information has never ceased. The King
James Version could not go beyond the knowledge and insights of its
own age. Yet we have learned more about a book like Genesis in the
subsequent 350 years than had been gleaned in the preceding twenty
centuries—more indeed in the last 50 years than in any comparable
period since the Pentateuch was canonized. In other words, the gap
between KJ and its target has been widening constantly and at a
steadily accelerating pace. '

Relatively few lay readers of the Bible are able to make a first-
hand comparison between their favorite translation and the origi-
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nal. With a version that possesses the outstanding appeal of the King
James Bible, it is not surprising that many of its users should dismiss
the original as an unwelcome intruder. Substantive departures from
KJ are apt to be resented as so many wanton desecrations. The fact,
say, that “the valley of the shadow of death” is an old distortion of
the actual text is immaterial to those who have come to cherish the
eerie image; and who wants to give up Joseph’s “coat of many
colors,” even though the chromatic effect is illusory? It is almost as
if the Psalmist, or Jacob; should have consulted the trapslators, in-
stead of the other way about. Nevertheless, beyond the interest in
any given Bible translation looms the attraction of the original
source. For it was the source that inspired the hundreds of versions,
ancient and recent, and enabled each of them to shine with re-
fracted glory—not just the King James Bible, but also Luther’s older
translation into German (1534), and the many similar achievements
in other European countries. The coastant striving for improved
translations is not motivated by mere pedantry; it is stimulated, in
the final analysis, by the hope that each new insight may bring us
that much closer to the secret of the Bible’s universal and enduring
appeal. This alone would be reason enough for the growing number
of revisions and new translations, in various languages, with all the
toll in energy and treasure that such efforts entail.

Recent increase in these activities in English may be judged from
the following partial listing of Old Testament versions. Revisions of
the King James Bible include the English Revised Version (1885),
the American Revised Version (1901), the Holy Scriptures, issued
by the Jewish Publication Society (JPS, 1917), and the Revised
Standard Version (RSV, 1952). Less hampered by ties to the Au-
thorized Version of 1611 are James Moffatt’s The Old Testament
(1922); The Old Testamert: An American Translation (AT,
1931); and the revised translation by the Jewish Publication Society,
The Torah, 1962. The same should be true of the forthcoming Old
Testament section of the New English Bible. And one should note.
the Catholic Confraternity Version.

It is no accident that all but one of these versions fall within the
present century, and that several are either the product of the past
decade or are still in preparation. The stepped-up pace of transla-
tional effort is but an index of the swelling flow of discovery. Desire
to keep up with changing English usage has been a relatively minor
factor. It is not the language of this or that version of the Bible
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pertinent tablet or ostracon remains underground, or has gone un-
heeded, there can be no definitive translation of a book of the
Bible.

I. PRIMEVAL HISTORY



1. OPENING ACCOUNT OF CREATION
(i 1-i 4a: P)

I 'When God set about to create heaven and earth—2the
world being then a formless waste, with darkness over the seas
and only an awesome wind sweeping over the water—3God
said, “Let there be light” And there was light. 4God was
pleased with the light that he saw, and he separated the light
from the darkness. 5 God called the light Day, and he called the
darkness Night. Thus evening came, and moming—first day.

6God said, “Let there be an expanse in the middle of the
water to form a division between the waters.” *And it was s0.*"
7God made the expanse, and it divided the water below it from
the water above it.> 8 God called the expanse Sky. Thus evening
came, and morning—second day.

9 God said, “Let the water beneath the sky be gathered into a
single area, that the dry land may be visible.” And it.was so.
10God called the dry land Earth, and he called the gathered
waters Seas. God was pleased with what he saw, 11and he said,
“Let the earth burst forth with growth: plants that bear seed,
and® every kind of fruit tree on earth that bears fruit with its
seed in it” And it was so. 12The earth produced growth: var-
ious kinds of seed-bearing plants, and trees of every kind bearing
fruit with seed in it. And God was pleased with what he saw.
13 Thus evening came, and morning—third day.

14 God said, “Let there be lights in the expanse of the sky, to
distinguish between day and night; let them mark the fixed
-4 S0 LXX; transposed in MT to the end of vs. 7.

? Heb. “expense” (twice).
¢So several manuscripts and most ancient versions; omitted in MT.



them in the expanse of the sky to shine upon the earth, 184,

QOminate the day and the night, and to distinguish between

t}t(Jrej,dand IFt birds fly above the earth acress the €xpanse of the
13( . y.d ‘And it Was 50.“ 21 God created the great sea monsters, every ‘5
ind of crawling creature with which the waters teem, and af] |

kinds of winged birds. Ang God was pleased with what he saw

22 i
God blessed them, saying, “Be fertile and increase; fill the

waters in the seas, and let the bir i ”
€vening came, and moming—ﬁfthclisal;/r.l Pl on carth” 2 ths
24 God said, “Let the earth bring forth verious kinds of livin
cx_'eatt’l,res: c'attle, creeping things, and wild animals of eve ;
kind.” And it was so, 25 God made various kinds of wild animals
cattle of every kind, and all the creeping things of the earth’
whatever their kind. And God was pleased with what he saw.
%6 Then qu said, “I* will make man in my image, after 'm
likeness; let him subject the fish of the sea and the bi’rds of thz

sky, the cattle and aJ] the wil i
W creep om 3 e wild [ammals],’ and all the creatures

27 And qu Created man in his image;
In the divine Image created he him,
Male and female created he them.

28 i

ﬁHC;(:;I Zeils]ed them, Saymng to them, “Be fertile and increase,

binde o hr and subdue it; subject the fishes of the sea, the

s :]) e sky, gn(? all the living things that move cn earth ”
od further said, “See, | give you every seed-bearing plant 0;1

earth and every tree in which is the seed-bearing fruit of I;he tree;

92 Restored from LXX.
¢See Notk.
/See Norte.,

: 1-ii 4a
» 15 and serve ag lights in the ex.|

. e i
panse of the sky to shine upon the earth. And it was s0. 16 Cof]w‘

n}:ade the great h'ghts,.the greater one to dominate the day and .
the lesser one to dominate the night—and the stars, 17 God set

5

0And to all the animals on land, all the birds of the sky, and
Il the living creatures that crawl on earth [1 give] all the green
lants as their food.” And it was so. 31 God looked at everything

that he had made and found it very pleasing. Thus evening

ame, and morning—sixth day.

I 1Now the heaven and the earth were completed, and all

heir company. 20n the seventh? day God brought to a close

the work that he had been doing, and he ceased on the seventh
day from zll the work that he had undertaken. 3 God blessed the
seventh day and declared it holy, for on it he ceased from all the
work which he had undertaken.

4Such is the story of heaven and earth as they were created.

Notes

i 1. On the introductory phrase see COMMENT.
2. The parenthetic character of this verse is confirmed by the syntax

of Heb. A normal consecutive statement would have begun with wartehi

hd'ares, not weha'ares hay°ta. .

a formless waste. The Heb. pair t6hit wa-bohii is an excellent example
of hendiadys, that is, two terms connected by *“and” and forming a unit
in which one member is used to qualify the other; cf., for example,
vs. 14, iii 16, xlv 6. Here “unformed-and-void” is used to describe
“a formless waste.”

an awesome wind. Heb. ruch means primarily “wind, breeze,” second-
arily “breath,” and thus ultimately “spirit.” But the last connotation
is more concrete than abstract; in the present context, moreover, it
appears to be out of place—see H. M. Orlinsky, JQR 47 (1957 ), 174-
82. The appended '¢l5him can be either possessive (*of/from God”),
or adjectival (“divine, supernatural, awesome”; but not simply “mighty”);
cf. xxx 8.

sweeping. The same stem is used in Deut xxxii 11 of eagles in
relation to their young. The Ugaritic cognate describes a form of motion
as opposed to a state of suspension or rest.

4. was pleased with [what] he saw. This phrase, which serves as a
formal refrain, means literally “saw that it was good,” or rather “saw
how good it was” (cf. W. F. Albright, Mélanges Robert, 1956, pp. 22—
26); but Heb. “good” has a broader range than its English equivalent.

5. came. literally “was, came to be”; Heb. repeats the verb with
“morning.” The evening marks the first half of the full day.

¢ See NOTE.
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R first day. In Semitic .(notably in Akkadian, cf, Gilg., Tablet XI, lines
1511.) the normal ordinal series is “one, secord, third,” etc., not "'ﬁrst

second, third,” etc.; cf, also i 11.

.6. expanse. Traditionally “firmament,” one of the Bible's indirect con.
‘t‘nbunon's to Western lexicons. It goes back to the Vulg ﬁrmamentun;
somet{uflg' fnade solid,” which is based in turn on the LXX rendering of
Heb. ragi* “beaten out, stamped” (as of metal), suggesting a thin sheet

str;tc(l;ed out to form the vault of the sky (cf. Dr)).
nd it was so. This clause is correct]
; _ Y reproduced here by LXX but
;n;;gzﬁed ;r: Heb.hat the end of vs. 7. The present account employs it
Yy aiter each of God’s statements:
tenton oo ifeer ents; cf. vss. 9, 11, 15, 24, 30, and
9. :ria. Litérau,y “place,” Heb. cons. mqwm, for which LXX reads
;zri:dmagathgr@g,h the same as in vs, 10, perhaps rightly (cf. D. N
n’ t . o » . : . ’
1908 eitschrift  fiir alttestamenrtliche Wissenschaft 64 [1953],
c114. let them mark the fixed times. Heb. literally “let them be for signs
and for seasons (and for days and “for years),” which has been
r?ptrl;)duced mechamcaHy I most translations (most recently RSV). Some
toh. 1? mod?ms (e.g., von Rad, SB), realizing that signs do aot belong in
is ist, take t.he first connective particle as explicative: they shall serve
as signs, that js, for. Seasons, and days, and years; but the sun and the
(r)l;go: canulllst !;e said to determine the Séasons proper; moreover, the
er wo then be unbalanced (one would ex ’ ;
ect: d
Zea;s').d Thcz fprobh:m solves itself once we take pthe ﬁr:tyslyaaisfas a:m;,
éndiadys (cf. vs, 2); they shall serve a g
! ( 1gn. for the fixed ti
g:nods,dor in other words, they shall mark the fixed times, that is :;1:
¥s and the years. The use of the particle (Heb. we/id) in eacix of

elsewhere.
) 15. lights. Heb. m®orot, differentiated
sources of light, luminaries.”
: HZg) 'f‘:e); ;e';xltlxotn of hthe fifth day was deemed to comprise creatures
X €s) that might appear in swarms (Seres) i
s ! §) in the wat
ground, or in the air. But their ultimate breedin : ced o the
;vater:; since land creatures come under the sixth day. The process is
escri ?d indirectly: let the waters teem with . . | (stem $rs, with
accusative), M cognate
2 . z .
instinc?))e asz‘iims Heby.’ stern‘ (rms$) is used for “crawl” (as in this
oponee) th;redc])r;ggl [(\aksk ‘in 24f.). The underlying sense, however
e - Cognate namasu), is “to h ion’
e a; . cogr , ave locomotion ’
vs. 28, vii 21, ix 2. And Just'as Heb. remes is contrasted here with

from m®sr6¢ in v, 14, literally

‘1-1i 4a 7
arger animals in 24ff., so, teo, in Gilg. (Tablet I, column ii, lines

Vv -

0ff.) the small creatures of the steppe (Akk. nama¥sa) are juxtaposed

to the larger beasts,
'24. Heb. bhéma “cattle” covers here the domestic animals in general,

- or animals due to be domesticated.

726, For the singulars “my image, my likeness” Heb. employs here
plural possessives, which mos: translations reproduce. Yet no other

: divine being has been mentioned; and the very next verse uses the singular

throughout; cf. also ii 7. The pcint at issue, therefore, is one of grammar
alone, without a direct bearing on the meaning. It so happens that the
common Heb. term for “God,” namely, Elohim (’!l6khim) is plural in
form and is so construed at times (e.g., xx 13, xxxv 7, etc.). Here God
refers to himself, which may account for the more formal construction
in the plural.

wild [animals]. Reading [hyf] h’rs as in vs. 25.

28. move. Same Heb. verb as for “creep”; see NoTE on vs. 21.

30. [{ give]. In Heb. the predicate may carry over from 29; but the
translation has to repeat it for clarity.

ii 1. The relatively recent division into chapters, which dates from
medieval times, disturbs in this case the inner unity of the account. In .
vs. 4, below, the much older division into verses proves to be equally
misleading. .

company. Heb. 5aba’ generally stands for “army, host,” but this is by
no means the original meaning of the term; the basic sense of the stem
is “to be engaged in group service” (cf. Exod xxxviii 8; I Sam ii 22;
Isa xxix 7, 8). The cognate AKk. noun sabu denotes not only “soldier,”
but also “member of a work gang, laborer.” The Heb. term is collective;
in the present context it designates the total made up of the various
component parts in the planned design of creation; hence array, ranks,
company.

2. Since the task of creation was finished on the sixth day, the text
can hardly go on to say that God concluded it on the seventh day. It
follows therefore that (a) the numeral is an error for “sixth,” as assumed
by LXX, Sam., and other ancient versions; (b) the pertinent verb is
to be interpreted as a pluperfect: God had finished on the sixth day and
rested on the seventh; or (c) the verb carries some more particular
shade of meaning. The present translation inclines to the last choice.
Under circumstances that are similar in kind if not in degree, Akk.
employs the verb Sutesbdl in the sense of “inspect and approve”; this is
applied to the work of craftsmen (masons in the Code of Hammurabi
233) and even to the birth of Marduk (ANET, p. 62, line 91). In this
account, God inspects the resulis of each successive act and finds them
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§1
pleasing. The end result could well be described as work “brought to a
(gratifying) close.” A. Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis, p. 127, pro-
poses “declared finished,” which appears to point in the same dire’ction

4. story. Heb. toledst, traditionally “generations” in the etymologica.i
sense of “begettings,” that is, “genealogy, line” in modern usage (cf
NoTE on vs. 1); hence the derived meazning “history,” or more simpl);
“story,” as in the present context.

COMMENT

] This opening statement about the creation of the world is as-
signed by nearly all critics to the P(riestly) source. There is a
marked difference between the present section and the accounts that
follow, accounts which most scholars regard as typical of the J
source. Although the subject matter is roughly parallel in both in-
stances, there is scarcely any similarity in general treatment or spe-
cific emphasis. No less noteworthy is the stylistic contrast between
the respective sections, which cannot be ignored even in transla-
tion, as the subsequent chapters will show. The version before us
fiisplays, aside from P’s characteristic vocabulary, a style that is
tmpersonal, formulaic, and measured to the point of austerity. What
we have here is not primarily a description of events or a reflection
of a unique experience. Rather, we are given the barest statement
of a sequence of facts resulting from the fiat of the supreme and
absolute master of the universe. Yet the account has a grandeur and
a dramatic impact all its own.

The stark simplicity of this introductory section is thus by no
means a mark of meager writing ability. It is the result of special
cultivation, a process in which each detail was refined through end-
less probing and each word subjected to minutest scrutiny. By the
same token, the end product cannot have been the work of an in-
dividual, but must be attributed to a school with a continuous tradi-
tion behind it. The ultimate objective was to set forth, in a manner
that must not presume in any way to edit the achievement of the
Creator—by the slightest injection of sentiment or personality—not
a theory but a credo, a credo untinged by the least hint of specula-

tion.

In these circumstances, the question that immediately arises—
one that is necessarily more acute hers than in nearly any other

1-ii 4a

context—is the basic question that has to be raised about any state-
ment in a given source; and this is not whether the statement is true
or false, but what it means (R. G. Collingwood, The Idea of His-
ory, 1946, p. 260). In other words, the point here is not whether
this account of creation conforms to the scientific data of today, but
what it meant to, and how it was arrived at by, the writer con-
~ cerned. It is on this score, among many others, that the results of
recent discovery and research afford us the means for an improved
perspective.

Genesis i-xi in general, and the first section in particular, are a
broad introduction to the history which commences with Abraham.
The practice of tracing history back to antediluvian times is at least
as old as the Sumerian king list (see above, p. Lvm). Biblical
tradition had ample reason to be familiar with Mesopotamian cul-
tural norms. Indeed, the Primeval History is largely Mesopotamian
in substance, implicitly for the most part, but also explicitly in such
instances as the Garden of Eden or the Tower of Babel. Thus bib-
lical authors were indebted tc Mesopotamian models for these early
chapters not only in matters of arrangement but also in some of the
subject marter. )
Is the treatment of creation in Genesis a case of such indebted-
ness? We have two separate accounts of this theme, the present
section which stems from P, and the cne following which goes back
to J, as was indicated above. Yet neither source could have bor-
rowed directly from the other, since each dwells on different details.
Accordingly, both must derive from a body of antecedent traditions.
It follows that the present version of P should have connections with
old Mesopotamian material. This premise is borne out of actual
facts.

Mesopotamia’s canonical version of cosmic origins is found in the
so-called Babyloniar Creatior. Epic, or Eniima eli§ “When on High”
(ANET, pp. 60-72). The numerous points of contact between it
and the opening section of Genesis have long been noted. There is
not only a striking correspondence in various details, but—what is
even more significant—the order of events is the same, which is
7 enough to preclude any likelthood of coincidence. The relationship
o is duly recognized by all informed students, no matter hew orthodox
their personal beliefs may be. I cite as an example the tabulation
given by Heidel, The Babylonian Geresis, p. 129:
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Eniima elish

Divine spirit and cosmic mat-
ter are coexistent and coeter-
nal

Primeval chaos; Ti’amat envel-
oped in darkness

Light emanating from the gods
The creation of the firmament
The creation of dry land

The creation of luminaries

The creation of man

The gods rest and celebrate

Genesis

Divine spirit creates cosmic
matter and exists independ-
ently of it

The earth a desolate waste,
with darkness covering the
deep (t¢hom)

Light created

The creation of the firmament

The creation of dry land

The creation of luminaries

The creation of man

God rests and sanctifies the sey-

enth day

Except for incidental differences of opinion in regard to the exact
meaning of the first entry in each column (see below, and cf. NoTE
on vs. 2), the validity of this listing is not open to question. What,
then, are the conclusions that may be drawn from these and other
relevant data?

It is clear that the biblical approach to creation as reflected in
P is closely related to traditional Mesopotamian beliefs. It may be
safely posited, moreover, that the Babylonians did not take over
these views from the Hebrews, since the cuneiform accounts—among
which Eniima elis is but one, and a relatively stereotyped, formu-
lation—antedate in substance the biblical statements on the subject.
Nor is there the slightest basis in fact for assuming some unidentified
ultimate source from which both the Mesopotamians and the He-
brews could have derived their views about creation. It would thus
appear that P’s opening account goes back to Babylonian proto-
types, and it is immaterial whether the transmission was accom-
plished directly or through some intermediate channel; in any case,
J cannot have served as a link in this particular instance.

The date of the take-over cannot be determined within any prac-
tical limits. Although much in P is demonstrably late, there is also
early material in that same source. The Primeval History in particu-
lar was bound to make use of old data. At the same time, however,
a distinction must be made between basic subject matter and its final
form in the collective version. The creation account could have en-
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tered the stream of biblical tradition sometime in the latter half of
the second millennium, without taking final shape until a number of
centuries later. In the present connection, however, the question of
date is a relatively minor one. Of far greater importance are (1)
the established borrowing of the general version of creation, and
(2) the ultimate setting into which biblical tradition incorporated the
received account.

Derivation from Mesopotamia in this instance means no more and
no less than that on the subject of creation biblical tradition aligned
itself with the traditional tenets of Babylonian “science.” The rea-
sons should not be far to seek. For one thing, Mesopotamia’s
achievements in that field were highly advanced, respected, and
influential. And for another, the patriarchs constituted a direct link
between early Hebrews and Mesopotamia, and the cultural effects
of that start persisted long thereafter.

In ancient times, however, science often blended into religion;
and the two could not be separated in such issues as cosmogony and
the origin of man. To that extent, therefore, “scientific”’ conclusions
were bound to be guided by underlying religious beliefs. And since
the religion of the Hebrews diverged sharply from Mesopotamian
norms, we should expect a corresponding departure in regard to be-
liefs about creation. This expsctation is fully borne out. While we
have before us incontestable similarities in detail, the difference in
over-all approach is no less prominent. The Babylonian creation
story features a succession of various rival deities. The biblical ver-
sion, on the other hand, is dominated by the monotheistic concept
in the absolute sense of the term. Thus the two are both genetically
related and yet poles apart. In common with other portions of the
Primeval History, the biblical account of creation displays at one
and the same time a recognition of pertinent Babylonian sources as
well as a critical position toward them.

Such in brief is the present application of the precept that when
faced with a statement in a significant source—and especially a
statement about such matters as creation—we ask first what the
statement means, before we consider whether it is true or false from
the vantage point of another age.

It remains to discuss, in passing, the structure of the introductory
verses of this section, since their syntax determines the meaning,
and the precise meaning of this passage happens to be of far-reach-
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ing significance. The problem could not be fully elucidated in the
NorEs, which is why it is being considersd here.

The first word of Genesis, and hence the first word in the Hebrew
Bible as a unit, is vocalized as bre’sit. Grammatically, this is evidently
in the construct state, that is, the first of two connected forms which
jointly yield a possessive compound. Thus the sense of this particular
initial term is, or should be, “At the beginning of . . . ,” or “When,”
and not “In/At the beginning”; the absolute form with adverbial
connotation would be baré’sit. As the text is now vocalized, there-
fore, the Hebrew Bible starts out with a dependent clause.

The second word in Hebrew, and hence the end-form of the in-
dicated possessive compound, appears as bard’, literally “he
created.” The normal way of saying “at the beginning of creation
(by God)” would be bergsit bers’ ( *elohint), with the infinitive in the
second position; and this is indeed the precise construction (though
not the wording) of the corresponding phrase in ii 4b. Nevertheless,
Hebrew usage permits a finite verb in this position; cf. Hos i 2. It is
worth noting that the majority of medieval Hebrew commentators
and grammarians, not to mention many moderns, could see no
objection to viewing Geni 1 asa dependent clause.

Nevertheless, vocalization alone should not be the decisive factor
in this instance. For it could be (and has been) argued that the
vocalized text is relatively late and should not therefore be unduly
binding. A more valid argument, however, is furnished by the syntax
of the entire first paragraph. A closer examination reveals that vs. 2
is a parenthetic clause: “the earth being then a formless waste

-+ with the main clause coming in vs. 3. The structure of the
whole sentence is thus schematically as follows: “(!)When . . .
(*)—at whica time . . . —(3)then . . » Significantly enough, the
analogous account (by J) in ii 4b-7 shows the identical con-
struction, with vss. 5-6 constituting a circumstantial description. Per-
haps more important still, the related, and probably normative, ar-
rangement at the beginning of Eniima eli§ exhibits exactly the same
kind of structure: dependent temporal clause (lines 1-2); paren-
thetic’ clauses (3—8); main clause (9). Thus grammar, context, and
parallels point uniformly in one and the same direction.

There is more to this question, of course, than mere linguistic
niceties, If the first sentence states that “In the beginning God cre-
ated heaven and earth,” what ensued was chaos (vs. 2) which
needed immediate attention. In other words, the Creator would be
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charged with an inadequate initial performance, unless one takes
the whole of vs. 1 as a general title, contrary to established biblical
practice. To be sure, the present interpretation precludes the view
that the creation accounts in Genesis say nothing about coexistent
matter. The question, however, is not the ultimate truth about cos-
mogony, but only the exact meaning of the Genesis passages which
deal with the subject. On this score, at least, the biblical writers re-
peat the Babylonian formulaticn, perhaps without full awareness of
the theological and philosophical implications. At all events, the text
should be allowed to speak for itself.



2. THE STORY OF EDEN
(ii 4b-24: 1)

I 4b At the time when God Yahweh made earth and heaven—
3 1o shrub of the field being vet in the earth ard no grains of the
field having sprouted, for God Yahwsh had not sent rain upon
the earth and no man was there to till the soil; 6 instead, a flow
would well up from the ground and water the whole surface of
the soil—7 God Yahweh formed man® from clods in the soil?
and blew into his nostrils the breath of life. Thus man became a
living being,

8 God Y:zhweh planted a garden in Eden, in the east, and
placed there the man whom he had formed. 9 And oat of the
ground God Yahweh caused to grow various trees that were a
delight to the eye and good for eating, with the tree of life in
;1:(:1 middle of the garden and the tree of know.edge of zood and

10 A river rises in Eden to water the garden; outside, it forms
four separate branch streams. 11 The name of the first is Pishon;
it is the one that winds through the whole land of Havilah,
where there is gold. 12 The gold of that land is choice; there is
bdellium there, and lapis lazuli. 13 The name of the second
river is Gihon; it is the one that winds through all the land of
Cush. 14 The name of the third river is Tigris; it is the one that
flows east of Asshur. The fourth river is the Euphrates.

15God Yahweh took the man and settled him in the garden
of Eden, to till and tend it. 16 And God Yahweh commanded
the man, saying, “You are free to eat of any tree of the garden,
o MT ‘adam.
® Heb. *2dama, in assonance with ‘adim.
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17 except only the tree of knowledge of good and bad, of which
you are not to eat. For the moment you eat of it, you shall be
doomed to death.”

18 God Yahweh said, “It is not right that man should be
alone. I will make him an aid fit for him.” 19So God Yahweh
formed out of the soil various wild beasts and birds of the sky
and brough* them to the man to see what he called them; what-
ever the man would call a living creature, that was to be its
name. 20 The man gave names to all cattle, all° birds of the sky,
and all wild beasts; yet none proved to be the aid that would be
fit for man.¢

21 Then God Yahweh cast a deep sleep upon the man and,
when he was asleep, he took one of his ribs and closed up the
flesh at that spot. 22 And God Yahweh fashioned into a woman
the rib that he had removed from the man, and he brought her
to the man. 23 Said the man,

This one at last is bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh.
She shall be called Woman,® for she was taken from Man/ -

24 Thus it is that man leaves his father and mother and clings to
his wife, and they become one flesh.

¢ So several menuscripts and ancient versions; MT omits.
¢ MT “Adam.”

¢ Heb, "i¥¥a.

7 Heb. 1%, in assonance with ’i533.

NoTEs

ii 4b. At the time when. Literally “on the day when”; Heb. d¢yém, cog-
pate with Akk. eniima, the opening word of the Babylonian Genesis
(Enima elis).

God Yahweh. Although this combination is the rule in ii 4b—iii 24, it
is found only once in the rest of the Pentateuch (Exod ix 30). Critical
opinion inclines to the assumption that the original version used
“Yahweh” throughout, in conformance with J's normal practice, the
other component being added later under the influence of the opening
account (by P). One cannot, however, discount the possibility that these
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personal name of a deity with a determinative for “god,” except that
such a qualifier would follow the name in Hebrew rather than precede it.

The personal name itself has come down in the consonantal text
(K°thib) as YHWH. The vocalized text (Q¢re) has equipped this form
with the vowels -5-d, thus calling for the reading ‘adondy “Lord” (the
difference between the initial vowels is secondary). The reluctance to
pronounce the personal name, which is not yet reflected in the consonan-
tal sources but is already attested in LXX, is directly traceable to the
Third Commandment (Exod xx 7; Deut v 11), which says actually,
“You shall not swear falsely by the name of Yahweh your God,” but
has been misinterpreted to mean “You shall nct take the name of
Yahweh your God in vain.” lev xxiv 16 deals with an entirely dif-
ferent issue (specifically, an insult to Yahweh)

5. In *adam “man” and ’*dama “soil, ground” there is an cbvious play
on words, a practice which the Bible shares with other ancient literatures,
This should not, bowever, be mistaken for mere punning. Names were
regarded not only as labels but also as symbols, magical keys as it
were to the nature and essence of the given being or thing (cf. vs. 19),
The writer or speaker who resorted to “popular etymologies” was not
interested in derivation as such. The closest approach in English to the
juxtaposition of the Hebrew nouns before us might be “earthling: earth.”

6. flow. Heb, "éd, apparently Akk. edfi (Sum loanword), ¢f. my note
in BASOR 140 (1955), 9f.; for a slightly different view see W. F.
Albright, JBL 58 ( 1939), 102 f. The sense would be that of an under-
ground swell, a common motif in Akkadian literary compositions. The
only other occurrence of the term, Job xxxvi 27, “mist” or the like,
need signify no more than the eventual literary application of this rare
word.

7. clods. The traditional “dus:” is hard to part with, yet it is inap-
propriate. Heb. ‘Gpar stands for “lumps of earth, soil, dirt” as well as
the resulting particles of “dust.” For the former, cf, for example, xxvi
15; note also vs. 19, where the animals are said to have been formed
“out of the soil.” On the other hand, “dust” is preferable in iii 19,

8. Eden. Heb. ‘eden, Akk, edinu, based on Sum. eden “plain, steppe.”
The term is used here clearly as a geographical designation, which came
to be associated, naturally enough, with the homonymous but unrelated
Heb. noun for “enjoyment.” ‘

in the east. Not “from”; the preposition (Heb. min) is not only parti-
tive but also locative.

9. See iii 5.

10-14. On the general question of the Rivers of Eden see COMMENT.

10. rises in. Not the traditional “went out of” (wrong tense), nor
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even “comes out of, issues from,” since the garden itself is in Eden.
Hence, too,

outside. Heb. literally “from there,” in the sense of “beyond it,” for
which cf. I Sam x 3. What this means is that, before reaching Eden, the
river consists of four separate branches. Accordingly,

branch streams. In Heb. the mouth of the river is called “end” (Josh
xv 5, xviii 19); hence the plural of r5’¥ “head” must refer here to the
upper course (Ehrl). This latter usage is well attested for the Akk.
cognate réefu, .

11. winds through. The customary ‘“compasses, encircles” yields a
needlessly artificial picture. The pertinent Heb. stem sbb means not
only “to circle” but also “to pursue a roundabout course, to twist and
turn” (cf. Il Kings iii 9), and this is surely an apt description of a
meandering stream.

Havilah. There was evidently more than one place, as well as tribe,
by that name (Dr., pp. 119, 131).

12. lapis lazuli. For this tentative identification of Heb. *eben ha$soham,
cf. my discussion “The Rivers of Paradise” in Festschrift Johannes
Friedrich, 1959, pp. 480f.

14. Tigris. This modern form is based on the Greek approximation
to the native name, which appears as (I)digna in Sumerian, Idiglat in
Akkadian, Hiddegel in Hebrew, Deglat in Aramaic, and Dijlat in
Arabic.

Asshur. Elsewhere in Heb., either the land of Assyria or its eponymous
capital. Here evidently the latter; the Tigris flows east of the city of
Ashur, but it never constituted the entire eastern border between Assyria
and Babylonia (Cush). _

16. you are free to eat. Or “you may eat freely.” Heb. employs here
the so-called “infinitive absolute” construction, in which the pertinent
Heb. form i preceded by its infinitive, The resulting phrase is a
flexible utterance capable of conveying various shades of meaning; cf.
next vs,

17. the moment. Heb. literally “on the day”; cf. 4b.

you shall be doomed to death. Another infinitive absolute in Hebrew.
The phrase need not be translated “you shall surely die,” as it invariably
is. Death did not result in this instance. The point of the whole nar-
rative is apparently man’s ultimate punishment rather than instantaneous
death. '

18. an aid fit for him. The traditional “help meet for him” is adequate,
but subject to confusion, as may be seen from our “helpmate,” which is
based or this very passage. The Heb. complement means literally
“alongside him,” ie., “corresponding to him.”
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19. a living creature. In this position this phrase does viclence to Heb.
syntax, it could well be a later gloss.

20. proved to be. Traditionally “was found to bz.” In this construction,
however, the Heb. stem my’ usually means “to suffice, reach, be
adequate” (Ehrl.), as is true also of its cognates in Akkadian and
Aramaic.

21. at that spot. Heb. literally “underneath it,” or “instead of it,” with
the idiomatic sense of “then and there.”

22. to the man. In Heb. the defined form ha'adam is “man,” the
undefined "adam, “Adam,” since a personal name cannot take the definite
article. With prepositions like Je- “to,” the article is elided and only the
vowel marks the difference between “to Adam” (l°ddam) and “to the
man” (l@’adam), so that the consonantal text is bound to be ambiguous
(Pdm in either case). Since the form without pregosition appears invari-
ably as h@’ddam in ii-iii (the undefined form occurs first in iv 25), and
is not mentioned until the naming of Adam v 2, the vocalized “to Adam”
(also vs. 20, iii 17) is an anachronism. In iii, LXX favors “Adam” even
in the presence of the consonantal article.

23. The assonance of Heb. ’i# and 'i5%a has no etymological basis. It is
another instance of symbolic play on words, except that the phonetic sim-
ilarity this time is closer than usual. By an interesting coincidence, Eng.
“woman” (derived from “wife of man”) would ofer a better linguistic
foil than the Heb. noun.

CoOMMENT

The brief Eden interlude (ii 4b~iii 24) has been the subject of an
enormous literature so far, with no end in sight. One study alone
takes up over 600 pages (cf. the comment by J. L. McKenzie, “The
Literary Characteristics of Genesis 2-3,” T heological Studies 15
[1954], 541-72). Here there is room for only a few paragraphs.

The account before us deals with the origin of life on earth, as
contrasted with the preceding statement about the origin of the uni-
verse as a whole. The contrast is immediately apparent from the re~
spective initial sentences. The first account starts out with the crea-
tion of “heaven and earth” (i 1). The present narrative begins with
the making of “earth and heaven” (ii 4b). The difference is by no
means accidental. In the other instance the center of the stage was
heaven, and man was but an item in a cosmic sequence of majestic
acts. Here the earth is paramount and man the center of interest;
indeed, an earthy and vividly personal approach is one of the out-
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standing characteristics of the whole account. This far-reaching di-
vergence in basic philosophy would alone be sufficient to warn the
reader that two separate sources appear to be involved, one heaven-
centered and the other earth-centered. The dichotomy is further
supported by differences in phraseology (e.g., “create” : “make”)
and in references to the Deity (“God” : “God Yahweh”); and the
contrast is sustained in further pertinent passages. In short, thfare
are ample grounds for recognizing the hand of P in the preceding
statement, as against that-of J in the present narrative.

Yet despite the difference in approach, emphasis, and henf:e also
in authorship, the fact remains that the subject matter is ultimately
the same in both versions. We have seen that the P version, for its
part; derived much of its detail from Mesopotamian traditions about
the beginnings of the world. The account by J points in the same
direction, as is immediately apparent from the following compari-
son of opening lines: :

“At the time when God Yahweh made earth and heaven—?
(ii 4b)

“When Gced set about to create heaven and earth—" il)

“When on high heaven had not been named,

Firm ground below had not been called by name—" (ANET,
pp. 611, I, lines 1£.). ) )

In each case the temporal clause leads up to a parenthetic descrip-
tion, and is then resumed with the proper sequel, Thus, however much
J, P, and their Mesopotamian sources mzy differ ultimately from one
another, they are also tied to common traditions.

That J incorporated Mesopotamian data in his treatment of th.e
origin of man—most of which, incidentally, are missing in P—is
shown by much more compelling evidence than the mere agreement
of initial clauses. To begin with, the narrative before us features
two telltale loanwords. One is the word for “How” (vs. 6), Akk.
edd, from Sum. a.dé.a (see NoTE ad loc.). The other is the geo-
graphical term “Eden” (cf. NOTE on vs. 8), Akk. edinu, Sum. eden,
which is especially significant in that this word is rare in Akk. but
exceedingly common in Sum., thus certifying the ultimate source as
very ancient indeed. The traditions involved must go back, there-
fore, to the cldest cultural stratum of Mesopotamia,

Next comes the evidence from the location of Eden which is fur-
nished by the notices about the rivers of that region. Recent data on
the subject demonstrate that the physical background of the tale
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is authentic (see the writer’s “The Rivers of Paradise,” Festschrift
Johannes Friedrich, pp. 473-85). All four streams once converged,
or were believed to have done so, near the head of the Persian
Gulf, to create a rich garden land to which local religion and litera-
ture alike looked back as the land of the blessed. And while the
Pishon and the Gihon stand for lesser streams, which have been
Hebraized into something like “the Gusher” and “the Bubbler” re-
spectively, the Tigris and the Euphrates leave no doubt in any case
as to the assumed locale of the Garden of Eden. The chaotic geog-
raphy of ancient and modern exponents of this biblical text can be
traced largely to two factors. One is the mistaken identification of
the land of Cush in vs. 13 (and in x 8) with the homonymous bibli-
cal term for Ethiopia, rather than with the country of the Kassites;
note the spelling Kus¥- in the Nuzi documents, and the classical
Gr. form Kossaios. The other adverse factor is linked with special-
ized Heb, usage. In vs. 10 (see NoTEs) the term “heads” can have
nothing to do with streams into which the river breaks up after it
leaves Eden, but designates instead four separate branches which
have merged within Eden. There is thus no basis for detouring the
Gihon to Ethiopia, not to mention the search for the Pishon in
various remote regions of the world.

There is, finally, the motif of the tree of knowledge which like-
wise betrays certain Mesopotamian links. The discussion, however,
may best bz combined with the COMMENT on iii 5. For the present,
it need only be remarked in passing that the Heb. for “the tree of
life in the middle of the garden and the tree of knowledge of good
and bad” is extremely awkward syntactically, especially in a writer
who is otherwise a matchless stylist. Moreover, vs. 17 has nothing
to say about the tree of life, and speaks only of the tree of knowl-
edge. There is thus much in favor of the critical conjecture that
the original text had only “and in the midst of the garden the tree
of knowledge.”

Would so much dependence on Mescopotamian concepts be strange
in an author of J’s originality and caliber? Not at all. For it should
be borne in mind that the Primeval History is but a general preface
to 2 much larger work, a preface about a remote age which comes
to life in Mesopotamia and for which that land alone furnishes the
necessary historical and cultural records. In these early chapters, J
reflects, in common with P, distant traditions that had gained cur-
rency through the ages.

3. THE FALL OF MAN
(il 25-iii 24: J)

I 25The two of them were naked, the man and his wife, yet
they felt no shame.

II 1Now the serpent was the sliest of all the wild creatures
that God Yahweh had made. Said he to the woman, “Even
though God told you not to eat of any tree in the garden . . .”
2The woman interrupted the serpent, “But we may eat of the
trees in the garden! 3It is only about the fruit of the tree in the
middle of the garden that God did say, ‘Do not eat of it or so
much as touch it, lest you die!”” 4But the serpent said to the
woman, “You are not going to die. 5No, God well knows that
the moment you eat of it your eyes will be opened and you will
be the same as God in telling good from bad.”

6 When the woman saw that the tree was good for eating and
a delight to the eye, and that the tree was attractive as a means
to wisdom, she took of its fruit and ate; and she gave some to
her husband and he ate. 7Then the eyes of both were opened
and they discovered that they were naked; so they sewed fig
leaves together and made themselves loincloths.

8 They hezrd the sound of God Yahweh as he was walking in
the garden at the breezy time of day; and the man and his wife
hid from God Yahweh among the trees of the garden.

9God Yahweh called to the man and said to him, “Where
are you?” 1¢He answered, “I heard the sound of you in the
garden; but [ was afraid because I was naked, so I hid.” 11 He
asked, “Who told you that you were naked? Did you, then, taste
of the tree from which I had forbidden you to eat?”” 12 The man
replied, “The woman whom you put by my side—it was she who
gave me of that tree, and I ate.” 13God Yahweh said to the
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woman, “How could you do such a thing?”” The woman replied,
“The serpent tricked me, so I ate.”

14God Yahweh said to the serpent:

“Because you did this,

Banred shall you be from all cattle
And all wild creatures!

On your belly shall you crawl

And on dirt shall you feed

All the days of your life.

131 will plant enmity between you and the woman,
And between your offspring and hers;
They shall strike at your head,
And you shall strike at their heel.”

16 T'o the woman he said:

“I will make intense

Your pangs in childbearing,

In pain shall you bear children;

Yet your urge shall be for your hustand,
Ard he shall be your master.”

17To the man® he said: “Because you listened to your wife
and ate of the tree from which I had forbidden you to eat,

Condemned be the soil on your account!
In anguish shall you eat of it
All the days of your life.
18 Thorns and thistles
Shall it bring forth for you, '
As you feed on the grasses of the field.
19 By the sweat of your face
Shall you earn your bread,
Until you return to the ground,
For from it you were taken:
For dust you are
And to dust you shell return!”

8 MT, LXX “Adam.”
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20 The man named his wife Eve,? because she was the mother
of all the living.° 21 And God Yahweh made shirts of skins for
the man and his wife, and clothed them.

22 God Yahweh said, “Now that the man has become like one
of us in discerning good from bad, what if he should put out his
hand and taste also of the tree of life and eat, and live forever!”
23S0 God Yahweh banished him from the garden of Eden, to
till the soil from which he was taken. 24 Having expelled the
man, he stationed east of the garden of Eden the cherubim and
the fiery revolving sword, to guard the way to the tree of life.

b Heb. hawwa.
¢ Heb. hay.

NoTEs

iii 1. Even though. The interrogative sense which is generally assumed
for Heb, ’ap ki in this single passage would be without parallel; some
critics emend accordingly to ha’ap ki. But the corresponding gam ki is
used for “although,” cf. Ps xxiii 4, and the meaning suits the context
admirably (Ehrl.). The serpent is not asking a question; he is delib-
erately distorting a fact.

not to eat. Heb. literally “you shall not eat,” since the language has no
simple way to express indirect discourse.

2. interrupted. Literally “said”; the Heb. stem 'mr is capable of describ-
ing varying types of utterance.

3. touch it. In her eagerness to make her point, the woman enlarges on
the actual injunction; cf. ii 17,

5. No. For this use of k7 (as opposed to the normal conjunctive force),
cf. xxxi 16; Deut xiii 10; Job xxii 2; Ruth i 10 etc.; see KB, p. 431,
No. 7.

God. Since Heb. "¢Ihim is grammatically a plural, and may be used
not only for “God,” but also for “gods, divine beings,” the context is
sometimes ambiguous; nor is a modifying plural form, such as the partici-
ple “who know” in the present instance, necessarily conclusive. In vs. 22
“one of us” would seem to imply a celestial retinue, but there the speaker
is God himself. The serpent might aim at a different effect. In these cir-
cumstances no clear-cut decision is possible; “celestials, immortals,” or
the like would be just as appropriate.

6. a means to wisdom. Literally “(to be coveted) in order to be-
come (not ‘to make’) wise.” The so-called causative conjugation of
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Heb. is often intransitive (ee JCS 6 [1952], R1 ff.); of. vi 19£,, xxxv 17,
xlix 4.

8. walking. A good example of the special durative conjugation in
Heb.; cf. vs. 24, v 22, 24, and see JAOS 75 (1955), 117 f1.

at the breezy time of day. The Heb. preposition - may be used of time
(cf. viii 11), but not temperature; hence the memorable “in the cool of
the day” lacks linguistic support. The time involved is toward sundown,
when fresh breezes bring welcome relief from the heat.

9. Where are you? The question is obviously rhetorical.

11. then. Suggested by the inversion in Heb. for added emphasis.

13. How could you . . . ? Cf, xii 18.

14. Banned. The Heb. stem 'rr is regularly translated as “to curse,” but
this sense is seldom appropriate on closer examination. With the preposi-
tion mi(n), here and in vs. 17, such a meaning is altogether out of place:
“cursed from the ground” (ibid.) only serves to misdirect, and “cursed
above all cattle and all the beasts of the field” (present instance) would
imply that the animal world shared the serpent’s guilt. The basic meaning
of ’rr is “to restrain (by magic), bind (by a spell)”; see JAOS 80 (1960),
198 ff. With mi(n) the sense is “to hold off, ban” (by similar means). In
vs. 17 the required nuance is “condemned,”

15. offspring. Heb. literally “seed,” used normally in the collective
sense of progeny. The passage does not justify eschatological connota-
tions. As Dr. put it, “We must not read into the words more than they
contain.”

16. pangs in childbearing. A parade example of hendiadys in Heb. (cf.
12 and see above, p. Lxx). The literal rendering would read “your pangs
and your childbearing,” but the idiomatic significance is “your pangs that
result from your pregnancy.”

17. man. Cf. NoTE on ii 20.

Condemned. See above, vs. 14.

on your account. LXX translates “as you till it,” reflecting bbDE,
whereas Heb. reads R/D; the two letters are easily confused.

19. earn your bread. Literally “eat your bread”; but the effort de-
scribed is in the producing of grain to be eaten' (Ehrl.), not in the
eating of it.

22. Now that. Heb. hén . . . weatta introduce the protasis and the
apodosis, so that the two clauses cannot be interpreted as independent.

one of us. A reference to the heavenly company which remains ob-
scure.

24. cherubim. Cf. AKk. karibu and kuriby which designate figures of
minor interceding deities (cf. S. Langdon, Epic of Creation, 1923, p. 190,
n. 3).

fiery revolving sword. Although the description pertains to an act of
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Yahweh, the detail appears to be derived from Mesopotamian traditions.
Most of the gods of that land had distinctive weapons of their own,
such as the dagger of Ashur or the toothed sword of Shamash. Another
illustration may be found in the concluding lines of Enima eli¥ I
(ANET, pp. 63, 160f.); there the rebel gods are said “toc make the
fire subside” and “to humble the Power-Weapon.” The fire would
seem to chatacterize the weapon, a metaphorical description apparently
of the bolt-like or glinting blade. The magic weapon was all that stood
between the insurgent gods and their goal.—The Heb. for “revolving”
(or “constantly turning”) ‘is another instance of the special durative
conjugation; cf. NoTE on vs. 8.

COMMENT

Now that the stage has been set, the author can hit his full stride.
There is action here and suspense, psychological insight and subtle
irony, light and shadow—all achieved in two dozen verses. The
characterization is swift and sure, and all the more effective for its
indirectness. ' '

Everything is transposed into humar terms. The serpent is en-
dowed with man’s faculties, and even God is pictured in subjective
and anthropomorphic fashion. When Adam has been caught in his
transparent attempt at evasion, Yahweh speaks to him as a father
would to his child: “Where are you?” In this context, it is the same
thing as, “And what have you been up to just now?” This simple
phrase—a single word in the original—does the work of volumes.
For what J has thus evoked is the childhood of mankind itself.

Yet the purpose of the author is much more than just to tell a
story. J built his work around a central theme, which is the record
of a great spiritual experience of a whole nation. But a nation is
made up of individuals, who in turn have their ancestors all the
way back in time. When such a composite experience is superbly
retraced and recorded, the result is also great literature.

Behind the present episode lay many traditions which provided
the author with his raw material. In the end product, however, the
component parts have been blended beyond much hope of success-
ful recovery. Speculation on the subject has been going on for thou-
sands of years and takes up many tomes. The following comment
will confine itself to one or two of the more prominent details.
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The focal point of the narrative is the tree of knowledge. It is the
tree “in the middle of the garden” (vs. 3), and its fruit imparts to the
eater the faculty of “knowing good and bad” (vs. §5; cf. vs. 22). In
the last two passages, the objective phrase “kncwing/to know good
and bad” is faultless in terms of Heb. syntax. But the longer posses-
sive construction “the tree of knowledge of good and bad” (ii 9, 17)
is otherwise without analogy in biblical Hebrew and may well be sec-
ondary.

More important, however, than those stylistic niceties is the prob-
lem of connotation. The Heb. stem yd" signifies not only “to know,”
but more expecially “to experience, to come to know” (cf. Com-

MENT on Sec. 4); in other words, the verb describes both the process .

and the result. In the present phrase the actual sense is “to distin-
guish betwezn good and bad”; cf. II Sam xix 36, where “between” is
spelled out; see also I Kings iii 9. The traditional “good and evil”
would restrict the idiom to moral matters. But while such an empha-
sis is apparent in I Kings iii 9 and Isa vii 15, 16, and might suit Deut
i 39, it would be out of place in II Sam xix 36. In that context, the
subject (Barzilai) shows very plainly that he is z keen judge of right
and wrong. At the age of eighty, however, his capacity for physical
and aesthetic pleasures is no longer what it used to be: he has lost
the ability to appreciate “good and bad.” The same delicate refer-
ence to physical aspects of life is implied in our passage, which leads
up to the mystery of sex (cf. Ehrl.,, and see McKenzie, Theological
Studies 15 [1954], 5621£.). For so long as the man and his wife ab-
stain from the forbidden fruit, they are not conscious of their naked-
ness (ii 25); later they cover themselves with leaves (iii 7). The
broad sense, then, of the idiom under discussion is to be in full pos-
session of mental and physical powers. And it is this extended range
of meaning that the serpent shrewdly brings into play in iii 5.

Such motifs as sexual awareness, wisdom, and nature’s paradise
are of course familiar from various ancient sources. It is noteworthy,
however, that all of them are found jointly in a single passage of the
Gilgamesh Epic. There (Tablet I, column iv, lines 16 f., ANET,
p. 75), Enkidu was effectively tempted by the courtesan, only to be
repudiated by the world of nature; “but he now had wisdom,
broader uncerstanding” (20). Indeed, the tempiress goes on to tell
him, “You are wise Enkidu, you are like a god” (34); and she
marks his new status by improvising some clothing for him (column
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ii, lines 27£f., ANET p. 77). It would be rash to dismiss so much
detailed correspondence as mere coincidence.

This is not to imply that J had direct access to the Gilgamesh
Epic, even though J’s account of the Flood reflects a still closer tie
with the same Akkadian work (Tablet XI, see comment ad loc.).
Such affinities, however, lend added support to the assumption that
in his treatment of Primeval History J made use of traditions that
had originated in Mesopotamia. Now derivative material of this kind
is sometimes taken more literally than the original sources intended
it to be; note, for example, the narrative about the Tower of Babel.
It is thus conceivable that the poetic “You are wise Enkidu, you are
like a god” (see above) might give rise to the belief that in analo-
gous circumstances man could become a threat to the celestials. And
if the concept reached ancient Hebrew tradition, in common with

patriarchal material, J would in such an instance be no more than a - -

dutiful reporter. He could only articulate the transmitted motifs. -

The concluding verses of the present section appear to be a case
in point. On the evidence of vs. 22, the serpent was right in saying
that God meant to withhold from man the benefits of the tree of
knowledge (vs. 5); the same purpose is now attributed to Yahweh.
Yet all that this need mean is literal application of a motif that
Hebrew tradition took over from Mesopotamia -centuries earlier. In
any event, the specific source and the precise channel of transmission
would remain uncertain; nor have we any way of knowing how the
author himself interpreted thesz notions.

We are on slightly firmer ground when it comes to the subject of
God’s resolve to keep the tree of life out of man’s reach. In later
narratives, starting with Abraham, the point is never brought up,
since man knows by then his place in the scheme of things, and
Yahweh’s omnipotence precludes any fear of competition from
whatever quarter. In other words, here is again a motif from the
Primeval Age based on foreign beliefs. And once again, the center
of dissemination is Mesopotamia, which provides us this time with at
least two suggestive analogues: the tale of Adapa (ANET, pp. 101
ff.) and, once more, the Epic of Gilgamesh with its central em-
phasis on man’s quest for immortality. Inevitably, both attempts end
in failure. To be sure, an exception was made in the case of
Utnapishtim, the local hero of the Flood, but that special dispensa-
tion was not to be repeated: “Now who will call the gods for you to
Assembly, / That you may find the life you are seeking?” (Gilg.,
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Tablet X1, lines 197f.). In the end, Gilgamesh is favored with a
concession: he is permitted to take back with him a magic plant
which offers the sop of rejuvenation (Tablet XI, line 282), if not
the boon of immortality. But he is soon to be robbed of it—by a
serpent.

As a whole, then, our narrative is synthetic and stratified. Thanks,
however, to the genius of the author, it was to bzcome an unforget-
table contribution to the literature of the world.

4. CAIN AND ABEL
(iv 1-16: J)

IV 1The man had experience of his wife Eve, and she con-
ceived and bore Cain, as she said, “I have added® a life® with the
help of Yahweh.” 2 Next she bore his brother Abel. Abel became
a keeper of flocks, and Cain became a tiller of the soil. 3 In the
course of time, Cain brought an offering to Yahweh of fruit of
the soil. 4For his part, Abel brought the finest of the firstlings of
his flock. Yahweh showed regard for Abel and his offering, 5but
for Cain and his offering he showed no regard. Cain resented
this greatly and his countenance fell. 6 Yahweh said to Cain,
“Why are you resentful, and why has your countenance fallen? -
7 Surely, if you act right, it should mean exaltation. But if you
do not, sin is the demon at the door, whose urge is toward you;
yet you can be his master.”

8 Cain said to his brother Abel, [“Let us go outside.”].° And
when they were outside, Cain set upon his brother Abel and
killed him. 9 Then Yahweh asked Cain, “Where is your brother
Abel?” He replied, “I don’t know. Am I my brother's keeper?”
10 And he said, “What have you done! Listen! Your brother’s
blood cries out to me from the soil. 11Hence you zre banned
from the soil which forced open its mouth to take your broth-
er’s blood from your hand. 12 When you till the soil, it shall not
again give up its strength to you. A restless wanderer shall you
be on earth!”

13 Cain replied to Yahweh, “My punishment is too much to
bear. 14 Now that you have banished me this day from the soil,
¢ Heb. ganif, literally “I acquired,” in assonance with “Cain.”

b Literally “man, individual.”
©So with Sam., LXX, and other ancient versions; MT omits.



