1986) xxii-lii, 3-33, 44-59 and 128-46.
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have had any comnection 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,

TrHe 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
shows 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 sueh question concerns
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-
lar problems can be isolated and examined, it is necessary to in-
dicate 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,
the 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 Genmesis 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 matters turned out, the criterion which Astruc introduced was
useful principally as a point of departure. There are many sections
in Genesis, and elsewhere in the Pentateuch, which do not mention
the 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 of
our “Providence, Heaven, Fate,” and is actually so attested in the
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J source, among others. The evidence remains 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 blended; 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 again, 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 written 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 “Jehovah”). 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. Al 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-

3 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 the order in which these sources first turn up in Genesis.
The survey will conclude with a few remarks on passages that are
as yet difficult to classify, as well as on the process whereby the
separate strands were combined into the unit that now constitutes
the received Book of Genesis.

(e

To begin with vocabulary, P employs for the Deity, in addition
to Blohim (Gen i 1ff.), the term El Shaddai (cf. xvii 1), which
is usually translated “God Almighty.”* The sole occurrence of
Yahweh in xvii 1 is apparently a scribal error induced by the
similar opening sentence in xviii 1 (J), which also records a the-
ophany.

The term that is most typical of this source—one might call it
P’s signature—is t5l°dét, etymologically “begettings,” and hence also

genealogy, line, family tree (v 1, vi 9, X 1, etc.), and by extension

also story, history; in the latter sense we find this term used in
ii 4, and perhaps also in xxxvil 2. Another telltale expression is
“o be fertile and increase” (e.g., i 22, 28, viil 17, ix 1, 7). For
the homeland of the partriarchs, P uses Paddan-aram (cf. xxv 20,
xxviii 2, 5, 6, 7); J calls the same region Aram-naharaim (xxiv
10).

1)3'01' 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 absent,
however, from the parallel documents. Consistency and cumulative
impact enhance the total effect of this type of evidence.

P’s frequent recourse to the term t5/°dot (the traditional render-
ing “generations” is now obsolete in the sense required) is a correct
reflection of the writer’s abiding interest in genealogical detail.
There must be no break in the chain of transmission through which
God’s dispensation has been handed down; hence it is essential to
trace the pertinent line all the way back to Creation. For related
reasons, 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 flee to her
relatives in Haran in order to escape the revenge of his brother
Esau. In P, however (xxvili 46-xxviii 7), the motive for Jacob’s
journey to Central Mesopotamia is no more than matrimonial,
the search for an acceptable wife: his mother had become disen-
chanted with Esau’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 Pharach (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 ingpiration.

The question of P’s date is difficult to solve for several reasons.
Numerous sections, especially in the other books of the Tetrateuch,
have long been relegated by the critics to a relatively late age, after
the Babylonian Exzile 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 history 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)7

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
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story, There we find the name Israel as against Jacob in the other
sources; the geographic term Goshen; and the noun ’‘amtahat
“bag” for the otherwise familiar §ag “sack.” On further analysis, the
relative scarcity of such shibboleths is not at all surprising. For
J is not given to stereotypes, in vocabulary or in other respects.
What is truly distinctive about this writer is his incisive style, his
economy and boldness of presentation, his insight into human nature,
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 in 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 content of the tales
but, in large measure as well, the matchless way in which J has told
them.,

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 evoke a whole
picture. The leading actors on J's stage are realized in depth. 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 earth-cen-
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
§ophisﬁcated context of the patriarchal age, human 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. i

Fs art rises perhaps to greatest heights in the handling of the
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real climax of the Joseph story (xliv) The author is not concerned
in the main with the poetic justice of Joseph’s triumph over his
brothers, or his magnanimity n forgiving his onetime tormentors J's
interest reaches much deeper His protagomst himself had been
plagued by gnawing doubts which he could not banish from his
mind: Had his brothers been morally regenerated in the intervening
years? To find the answer, Joseph was forced to resort to an elabo-
rate test, using his full brother Benjamin to bait the trap When
Judah offered himself as substitute for the innocent boy, Joseph had
his answer at long last; the brothers had indeed reformed. After the
unbearable suspense of this episode, the actual self-disclosure could
be no more than an anticlimax

In J’s world view, then, man is not a mere marionette, as he is in
P’s scheme of things. Rather, the individual is allowed considerable
freedom of action, and it is this margin of independence that brings
out both his strengths and his weaknesses At the same time, how-
ever, no mortal should make the mistake of assuming that he is in
complete control of his destiny. Ultimately, man is but the unwary
and unwitting tool in the hands of the Supreme Power who charts the
course of the universe. On rare occasions, to be sure, an Abraham
may be favored with a fleeting glimpse of the divine purpose. But no
one may grasp the complete design, which remains reasonable and
just no matter who the chosen agent may be at any given point, This
would seem to be the meaning of the unintentional blessing of Jacob
by Isaac (xxvii), or the eerie encounter at Penuel (xxxii 23-33)
There are more things in heaven and on earth, J appears to be imply-
ing, than a mortal’s wisdom can encompass. In this regard man
remains irredeemably human.

It goes without saying that a work with such distinctive personal
traits could stem only from an individual author. When it comes,
however, to J’s date, the indications are not nearly so compelling
The prevailing tendency today is to put J in the tenth century B.C., or
about a hundred years earlier than was estimated a few decades ago.
If the current view is right, J may well have been a contemporary of
that other outstanding writer to whom we are indebted for the court
history of David and his immediate successors (especially II Sam
ix-xx). Did the two, then, know each other personally? And if so,
what were the relations between them? It would require a latter-day
7J 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 in i 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-~

:cles (vil 2-3), whereas P knows only of a single pair in each case
+(vi 1920, vii 15). There are differences also in connection with the

chronology of the Flood. According to J (vil 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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In form and subject matter E is closely related to J. Together,
these two sources stand apart from P with its dominant genealogical
content. Hence, J and E are at times difficult, and in some instances
impossible, to distinguish from each other. Closer probing, however,
has by and large yielded ample evidence for isolating the two docu-
ments, The major question on. which many critics are as yet unde-
cided concerns the extent of the interrelationship between J and E.
Did either of these sources actually utilize the other, and if so, which
had that advantage?® Assuming that E came later—which is the pre-
vailing view among the critics—was it E’s purpose from the start
merely to supplement and correct J, or was the former’s work en-
tirely independent? It is the view of the present study that the ex-
tant material from E represents indeed a separate source. But before
this position can be defended, it will be necessary to summarize the
reasons for assuming the presence of an E source in the first place.

When the terms Yahweh and Elohim occur in otherwise duplicate
narratives, and the presence of P is ruled out on other grounds,
there is the inherent probability that the passages with Elohim point
to a source that is neither J nor P. In ch. xxviii, for example, two
accounts about Jacob’s first stay at Bethel have been blended into a

- single sequence. Ome of these components used Elohim (vss. 12, 17},
while the other spoke of Yahweh (13, 16). Taken as a unit, the
fused version is repetitious; but separately, each strand represents an
independent tradition. Similarly, in xxx 2543, where Jacob’s wealth
is attributed to his own shrewdness, the patriarch himself refers to
Yahweh by name (30). In the next account, however, the success of
the scheme is credited to the advice of an angel who conveyed it to
Jacob in a dream; and there, significantly enough, the Deity is called
Elohim (xxxi 9, 11). The same pattern, in which Elohim or an angel
occurs together with dreams, is found in other passages where J must
be ruled out as the author (notably in xx).

In general, E lacks the directness of J where man’s relations with
God are concerned. This is precisely why E is led to interpose angels
or dreams, or both, the Deity being regarded, it would seem, as too

5 Although it is customary to date J about a century earlier than E, the

evidence is so ambiguous that the reverse is by no means ruled out; cf. M.
Noth, Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Pentateuch, 2d ed., 1948, p. 40, n. 143,
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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; neither 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 Ysaac (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. There 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 taken 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 pant, 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 characterization.

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-
Pharach-Egypt, and the other Isaac-Rebekah-Abimelech-Gerar.
Each case involves different principals, centers, and generations. 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 original incidents branched out into
three.

What matters for the moment is whether such a result could have
been obtained if £ 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. Bach was acquainted with the wife-sister motif in patriarchal
times, but the respective details had come 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 Joseph 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 turn. ...
When the brothers are on their way home from their first mission to
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Egypt with a supply of precious grain, they open their bags at a
night stop and are shocked to find in them the full payment for
their purchases. . . . In due time, Judah prevails on his father to
let Benjamin accompany them on a second journey to Egypt, in re-
luctant compliance with the Vizier’s demand. ... Judah finally
convinces Joseph that the brothers have really reformed. Joseph 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. But
the differences from J reach much deeper. Joseph is saved from his
brothers by Reuben, not Judah; the boy is left in an empty cistern,
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 position, Joseph
must serve, not supervise, the prisoners in his owner’s charge. .
The brothers open their sacks (not bags) upon their return home
(not at an encampment along the way). Reuben (not Judah) gives
~-Jacob (not Israel} his personal guarantee of Benjamin’s safe return.
.. Pharaoh (not Joseph) invites Jacob and his family to settle in
Egypt (not just Goshen).

.From all this, it must be obvious to the unbiased observer that
the Joseph story-is composed of two onc¢e 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 established
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 sustained
for such an interpretation. E tells a complete and essentially inde-
‘pendent story of his own. If he knew J’s version at all, there was
very little in it with which he agreed. In all probability, however, he
‘was unaware of the other tradition, with its consistently different pat-
tern of details.

. For reasons that are no longer apparent, £ 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 substantial
contribution by E is not in evidence until ch. xx, well past the middle
of the Abraham story. It is improbable that this is where it started
originally. An initial section could well have been lost in the early
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stages of transmission. In any event, fragmentary preservation of a
work cannot be used as an argument about its original scope.
There are no reliable data for fixing the time of the composition
of the E source with any degree of accuracy. Most critics are in-
clined to place the date of E in the ninth century or later, that is, at
least a century after the date assigned to J. It should be stressed
in passing, however, that E, no less than J, had access to authentic
ancient traditions, a fact that is particularly noticeable in the ac-
counts about Jacob (cf. CoMMENT on xxxi) and Joseph (see xlii).

(4) The Residue

After the three major sources of Genesis have thus reclaimed all
the material that could be plausibly assigned to them, there still re-
main some sections which have proved elusive for one reason or
another. Two of these (30 and 61) were actually considered by the
older critics as more or less safely identified, but recent students
have shown greater diffidence in the matter. A third passage (Sec.
17), however, has always been viewed as unique and without docu-
mentary mates anywhere in the Bible. A brief analysis of these pas-
sages will be followed by a few remarks about the work of R—ithe
redactor or redactors of Genesis.

Section 30: The Machpelah Purchase (xxiii). Certain portions of
this chapter appear to support the older view, which regards the
narrative as part of the P document. It is a fact, moreover, that P
refers to the Machpelah purchase more than once (xxv 9f., xlix
291%., 1 13). Nevertheless, the opposing argument would seem to
carry greater weight. The account is not only narrative in character,
but is marked by a mock solemnity that is totally out of keeping
with the sober manner of P. Besides, the repeated description of
members of the local council as “those who came in at the gate of
his city” (vss. 10, 18) has its idiomatic complement in the phrase
“those who went out by the gate of his city,” which occurs twice in
xxxiv (24), a narrative that stems from J.® What this adds up to is
that P appropriated and introduced the account in question because
legal title to the Machpelah burial ground was considered vital by
that source; but the secular overtones of the story did mot suffer

6 On these two idioms, see BASOR 144 (1956), 20 ff,
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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. In 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 unique 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 are indica-
tions that the narrative may have been assimilated from a non-
Israelite 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
(RyE); 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




XXXVI INTRODUCTION

example, xxviii 10-22, where separate verses, rather than paragraphs
or chapters, were excerpted and rearranged to yield a consecutive
text, No concerted attempt was made to harmonize the composite
version by ridding it of duplications and inconsistencies, although at
least some of these flaws (e.g., xxxvil 28) must have been apparent
at the outset. It follows that the person 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 so, 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 was
indicated above. The only thing that may safely be assumed is that,
if RJE was distinct from RP, both had nevertheless 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 individual 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 formal 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

INTRODUCTION XXXVII

detailed technical analysis far beyond the scope of the present work.
On the other hand, failure to mention other conjectured sources and
sub-sources should be ascribed not to lack of space but to lack of
c'onﬁdence in the reasoning behind such proposals. The fragmenta-
@on and proliferation of documents in which some authorities have
md;ﬂgﬁii api)ears to this writer to be a self-defeating procedure. The
suitability of a working hypothesi j ima:
ey work%, yp s must be judged ultimately by how
If the preceding section has thus been a restatement by and large,
the two sections that follow venture into territory that has been Iitﬂe;
explored so far. It is only fair to warn the reader in advance,

THE TRADITION BEHIND THE DocuMEeNTS

) ]?isclosure of the documentary sources of the Pentateuch cannot
in itself be the end of the trail; it is but a means to further and
more Productive ends. Literary criticism, for all its labors and ac-
complishments to date, cannot as yet rest on its laurels. And as it
pushes_ ahead, past its onetime objectives, it is bound to run into
other lines of inquiry which start out from extra-biblical records. The
chrqnqlogical level at which these investigations converge is known
to }behcal students as the patriarchal age. And the book that is most
mntimately affected is Genesis.

The foregoing analysis of the sources of Genesis could not but
show .that the three principal documents—J, E, and P—exhibit far-
reaching agreements as well as marked disagreements. The differ-
ences affect a large body of detail. The agreements, on the other
band, pertain to the general content and the central theme of the
work., Thus both J and P follow similar outlines of Primeval His-
tory; and all three sources reflect the same basic data in regard to
.the patriarchs: family tree, migration from Mesopotamia, settlement
in C.anaaz}, beginning of the sojourn in Egypt. The common themes
continue.in the subsequent books of the Pentateuch, and comprise
the oppression in Egypt, the Exodus, and the wanderings in the des-
ert, Nowtboth th;se aspects of the biblical sources—their mutual
agreements as well as their disa : i
e to Tomti sy greements—prove to be important

Since it is evident on a number of counts that the documents be-
fore us are basically independent, in spite of the common subject
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matter, it follows that all three must have drawn on the same proto-
type. This point has already been made for J and E by several
scholars, notably Martin Noth, who designates the assumed prede-
cessor by the symbol G, abstracted from “gemeinsame Grundlage”
(common base).” But this symbol and the reasoning behind it run
into a serious methodological objection: the underlying term Grund-
lage implies a written source; but any such implication should be
scrupulously avoided, at least for the time being.

It is not improbable, to be sure, that some of the original data
were preserved and transmitted in written form. The very circum-
stance, however, that our sources exhibit so many mutual disa-
greements should be enough to suggest that the chanmels through
which much of the material has been handed down were fluid rather
than fixed. And this implies, in turn, a predominantly oral mode of
{ransmission; a written source would scarcely have given rise to so
large a number of deviations. It should be remembered, moreover,
that J and E were not the only recipients of traditional material. P,
too, was a prominent beneficiary; note, for example, his accounts of
Creation and the Flood. The one thing that can be safely inferred at
this stage is that none of the standard sources of Genesis—and the
same applies also to the rest of the Tetrateuch—improvised its sub-
ject matter as it went along. In these circumstances, the logical sym-
bol for our hypothetical antecedent would seem to be “T,”® for Tra-
dition, a term that has the added advantage of enjoying international
currency.

As a bridge between the Pentateuchal scurces and the past that
these documents record, “T” unblocks the path to further study. The
subject can now be viewed in truer perspective. One can under-
stand, for example, why none of the writers who drew on “T” was
free with his subject matter—a point that was by no means self-
evident to the early critics: each author was bound by the data that
had come down to him. It is all the more remarkable, therefore, that
J and E were able to achieve literary masterpieces despite such
curbs.

What was it, then, that made the received material normative and
impelled gifted writers to hold their imagination in check? The an-

7 Cf, Noth, Uberlieferungsgeschichte . . . , pp. 40 ff.

8In quotation marks, so as to distinguish this assumed source from extant
documents designated by simple initials.
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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 interested 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 (1 Kings xiv 19, xv 31,
xvi 5); or The Chronicles of the Kings of Judah (1 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
talls, 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 “I” presupposes the existence of some screening
canon. This is not to be confused, of course, with the final Old Tes-
tament canon, which was not brought to 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 canomnical 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

99f. my paper on “Three Thousand Years of Bible Study,” Centennial
Review (Michigan State University) 4 (1960), 20622,
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as much of an enigma to the biblical writers themselves. In all fthl.?ge
cases, unexpected help has recently come from the same outside
qu?ll‘t;r’.]f‘he first case in point is itself co‘mpounded -of three closegy
related passages (xii 10-20, xx 1-18, xxvi 6-.1.1) which have al;eih y
been discussed in another connection. The joint them? hc?re is the
wife-sister motif: a patriarch’s wife is introduced as his mstc?r. ’Fhe
subject was recorded by both J (xii, xxx.)i) and ‘35 ,(,xx), zlhlch Illrg-
plies prior, and presumably oral, ha.mdhng by “T.” At even é
there are enough differences in detail to presuppose a 1qng perio
of antecedent transmission; besides, E’s involved explanation of the
incident, and his endeavor to exonerate the persoms 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 doubt as to
what was really at issue (see the detailed COMN‘IENT on Sec. 1_5).
In Hurrian society a wife enjoyed special standing and pr’otef:tlon
when the law recognized her simultaneously as her husbard’s sister,
regardless of actual blood ties. Such cases are att'ested by two sepa-
rate legal documents, one dealing with th.e marriage and the other
with the woman’s adoption as sister. This dual role conferred on

ife a superior position in society.

thi&:v:,f eonertinfe inhagitant of Haran—an old Hurrian cegter———Abra—
ham was necessarily familiar with Hurrian social practices. He.nce
when he and his son, on visits to foreign lands, spoke of ’tl:lelr wives
as sisters, they were apparently intent not so puch on improving
their own prospects as on extolling and protecting their wives. .Bl%t
this is not the explanation that is given in the accounts o.f the inci-
dents; there the motive is definitely selfish. Of the two mterpr@ta—
tions, one based on original and contemporar{r records of a §oc1ety
that is closely involved, and the other found in much later iloterary
narratives, the first is obviously to be preferred. Egypt fmd
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 practicc? would scarcely b.c
retained over such distances. Another explanation would be substi-

i i i entirely different type;
nolrov’{'vgzlc;) i%l%e:;zzgci?lagfﬁigl lspp%gyt%t g;a:.f Fﬁ' the sugject as a whole

see the writer's essay “The Wife-Sister Motiﬁ in the Patriarchal I;Iaégatives,’
Biblical and Other Studies, Harvard University Press, 1963, pp. 15-28.
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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 are 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 detai] that pointed up the privi-
leged position of the patriarchs’ wives was bound to be cherished by
tradition.

The second question, namely, why 7 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 sq, 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 T acob (Sec. 35 [xxvii 1-45: J1). Once
- again, the incident involves deception, this time of a singularly heart-
 less sort. Biblical tradition itself accepted the whole episode at face

The clue is provided again by records about Hurrian society,
There, birthright was not necessarily a matter of chronological pri-
mty; it could be established by the father’s personal decision,
oreaver, the most solemn of all testamentary dispositions were
ose that a man made on hig deathbed. And such dispositions were
troduced by the formula “I have now grown old.”

In the biblical episode, Isaac’s impending end is foreshadowed by
comment about his advanced age (vs. 2). The patriarch then
ansfers to his younger son the rights and privileges of the first-
om, 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 pertinent social
background had become blurred in the meantime; in fact, the prac-
tice in question was eventually outlawed altogether (Deut xxi 15
ff.). In the nature of things, another motive was substituted; J did
not find it adequate, as the tenor of his narrative plainly shows. He
could not know that Jacob’s preferment did not have to depend on
falsehoods. Yet the author’s personal feelings on the subject gave
him no leave to alter the received data that tradition had shaped and
sanctioned long before.

(3) Our third and last case in point revolves about Rachel’s sur-
reptitious removal of Laban’s house gods (xxxi 19, 30; cf. the fuller
COMMENT ad loc.). The narrative stems from E, who ordinarily
takes pains to justify the actions of his principal characters. This
time, however, he makes no attempt to account for Rachel’s behav-
ior, evidently because he was unable to do so. Innumerable writers
since then have tried to find a solution, without coming close to the
mark. The correct interpretation calls for detailed knowledge of so-
cial conditions in the patriarchal age and center. That information,
however, was cut off subsequent to the migration from Mesopotamia;
and it was not restored until archaeology had brought to light the
necessary evidence from the pertinent sources themselves.

According 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
inheritance for one reason or another, it was customary for the
father to hand over his house gods to the woman’s husband, as proof
that the disposition was legitimate, though exceptional. In this case,
Rachel had no illusions about her father’s honesty (see xxxi 15£.).
By going off with Laban’s images—and thus taking the law, or what
she thought to be the law, into her own hands—she evidently hoped
to make sure that her husband would not be done out of his right-
ful dividends from a marriage for which he had labored so long.
Tradition remembered the deed, but not its motivation. And the
writer could neither ignore tradition nor presume to edit its content.

Taken together, these three old and familiar themes acquire new
significance by reason of their special bearing on the subject of
biblical origins. Each is an authentic reflection of the complex social
conditions to which it alludes. Since the biblical writers had no di-
rect access to the ultimate sources, they must have obtained this

INTRODUCTION XL11

material through some such medium as “T.” But that intermedi
was 1o longer able to hand over the complete story; the motivatiz;y
Whlch'COUld be taken for gramted at the outset, had ceased to bé
self-evident in the course of the intervening centuries. The necess
background has to be retraced to Haran, where the patriarchal c?z
@ad lived in intimate symbiosis with Hurrian society. In other words
it was there that “T” itself must have gotten its start. The uniforn:,l
e.v1dence of the illustrations that have just been given, not to men-
tion .others that could have been cited, surely rules out the remotest
possibility of coincidence.

Ox%e qu?stion still remains to be posed, a question that is basic
t9 this 'entlre discussion. Granted that an authentic patriarchal tradi-
tion originated in Central Mesopotamia, some time before the middle
qf the second millennium B.c.—what was it that gave that tradi-
tion th.e ability to remain virtually intact, and the appeal that was to
make. it canonical 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
darta. have come from the very area to which the book refers the
portion of Mesopotamia which the patriarchs called their h;me.
Since the background has thus emerged as authentic, one is
prompted to ask whether the foreground, too, may not ‘t;e 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-
versc?d, sinc_e the focal event, the migration that set the whole proc-
ess in motion, originated in Mesopotamia—aprecisely where both
biblical .and outside testimony have led us. Accordingly, the patri-
a'rchs. 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 basis for dating the patriarchal

- period—which must technically be put down as prehistoric until a

s
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direct synchronism with the outside world can be established—con-~
servative estimates would anchor that age in the second quarter of
the second millennium B.c. (approximately the eighteenth—six-
teenth centuries). In terms of equally conservative Mesopota-
mian chronology, such a span would take in much of the Old Baby-
lonian Dynasty, from Hammurabil! down. Now the reign of
Hammurabi - dovetails with that of anpother outstanding monarch,
Shamshi-Adad I of Assyria, and it parallels an illustrious stage at
Mari. All these phases are richly illuminated 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 Nuzi 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 also 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 government, 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 advances
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 prosperity. 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 homeland d
set out for.a destination unfamiliar and unsung, What co$ han
prompted him to make such a move? According t'o Gen xii 1, it vos
a:call from the Deity. To be sure, tradition was bound t,o lwali
upon the remote past in reverent and idealized retrospect Thi: oi
why Abraham emerges as a simple nomad devoted to pasto;al wa, y
although .a.product of the urban society of Mesopotamia, Yet t}lllse’
V ls)arne tradition, as we just saw, succeeded in preserving mu'ch of the
’ z%ckground detail with remarkable accuracy. Moreover, the fact .of

So far, our inquiry into the remoter r ibli i

has not been unduly hazardous, Every so z;f:l; salglflgb;ggc‘:vla; lflizg

m\gﬁ I;Ielex:ug}:i{e;satlgr Wlfliiﬁ WJe could check our bearings, The

: of the i i

,upderlyifg”predocumentary stage (?‘HT%’)? ’F‘l?;rit;::;ﬁfloﬁ;w?rtﬁl?

:csgrgﬁ £ ;vnas vouched f9r, in’ turn, by the evidence of cuneiform

:, Cenirallizj esy(; tl:e §tal'*-t:mg point of the biblical process—that

L o M Po,amla in th.e age of Hammurabi—was found to
ghtly illuminated by various contemporary sources.

Now, however, we can no longer count on such tangible support,

z?llt;oigh th'ere is no proof so far of Abraham’s historicity many
- ; L 1tj:t‘;ona‘ns vcviotlllcliJ probably agree that if some suoh, figure
d 1 recorded by the ancients, it would have t

[ ’ N b B
fured by the moderns. But it is one thing to concede Abr:h:;?s

Z;etwo rfeasons:' ﬁ'rst, because a great deal is at staké, namely,
sis of the biblical process; and second, becauge there are’
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still some resources available for chec:khﬁl :;(ihr :*:111 ;sst%r:ft;;;ig:
the controls in this case are g it
];(Zts}clhfee’same test must fit so many different conditions th]a;t a :;r;rilsg
turn at any one point would show up soon enough. If the ypoh tha;
however, stands up throughout, if it he}ps to account‘for m}tc . hat
would be incomprehensible othex;visz, its usefulness, if not its
racy, will have been validated. ‘ .
1ut:iri(::ecuthvsyﬁrst problem before us is to establish the mo_‘uve:h :32
Abraham’s break with his homeland, the clues that we require nave
to be sought in Mesopotamia. Andthif tl;e Szez;;c::ﬂ florb ;h:ral:;ile o
iritual, as the Bible asserts, the cau  be
:;aes s?éitty that Abraham abandoned. Or to state it fi%ﬂe:lentlziﬁ\gfg
start with the assumption that Abraham ff)ux.xd the spm’a; Zo on
of Mesopotamia wanting, and that the biblical process began
against that failure. o
pr%t;zt vi%)rant character of Mesopotamian 01\'nhzat1‘on as a \;/I];de,
and particularly so during the period und.er dlscu.ss%c?n, ?1as Sad es}{
been stressed. By the time of Hammurabi, that c1v1hzatzcmN o=
tablished itself as a dynamic force at home and abrf)a: . fot'or )
there be much doubt that social progress was the overriding fac v
that advance. The Mesopotamian concept of the cosmos, v:arth
barred autocracy even in heaven, also made for a regxmi1 011er -
whereby the law was above the ruler and th}ls stopd g\lir ovx;as e
rights of the individual. In various ways, thl‘S. social sys e:n?ca1 s
sponsible for the country’s balanced p‘rogress in governh?;n ‘c, e
lectual, and scientific matters.’? And it susta}ned the ori - o
zation of Mesopotamia—as opposed to' its several ftf)rem e
stages—throughout its long career, from its dawn at teﬁ m o
the fourth millennium to the sudden collapse some ’cweg y- tvl o
turies later. The age of Hammurabi was thus approximately
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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 porfrays 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 particylar 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 settler who can mobilize on short notice a
sizable troop 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,

enough in common, in this respect, with the historic society of Meso-

halfway mark along that impressive span. It was also the hlg'h;zti
mark in a cultural sense. Yet Abraham appears to have vie

e. -
aSTacfa:};crribe such disenchantment to the patriarch’s West bS_erl?li;c
antecedents would not do justice to known facts. Hamm.ura 1 -
self was a member of a West Semitic dynasty, although néﬁlfns casee’
that foreign background was too remote to have made a difference.

12E. A. Speiser, “Some Sources of Intellectual and Social Progress in thg
Ancient Near East,” W. G. Leland Volume, 1942, pp. 51-62.
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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 its spiritual progress. The terrestrial
state was non-autocratic because man tock 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 go.ds.. And since
nothing was valid for all time, the upshot was chronic indecision in
heaven and consequent insecurity on earth. Man’s best .h-opfe to' gfeit
a favorable nod from the cosmic powers lay, it was felt, in ritualistic
appeasement. And as the ritual machinery grew more am.i more
cumbersome, the spiritnal content receded ever fartl?er, uptﬂ it all
but disappeared from the official system. When »soc1.a1 gains 00}11d
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 fche egrly
patriarchal period has to be correlated, was more ﬂ.lan a millennium
away from the collapse of Assyria and Babylo.ma; it would not
appear to be a ripe time for spiritual forebodings. Neventheles§,
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 @e Suffering
Just—or the Job theme—dates from Old Babylonian times. T_hus
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 chieﬁy.bec?x.lse
of its own type of polytheism, a possible remedy that an inquiring
mind might hit upon would lie in monotheism. But to. conceive of
such an ideal initially, without any known precedent in the expe-
rience of mankind, called for greater resources than those of 'logw
alone. It meant a resolute rejection of common and long-c%lenshed
beliefs, a determined challenge to the powers that were beheve.d to
dominate every aspect of nature, and the substi'tution. of a single
supreme being for that hostile coalition. The new belief, in shoxt,

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 of the biblical
way is bound up with the beginnings of the monotheistic concept;
both converge in the age, and presumably also the person, of Abra-
ham. To this extent, the present reconstruction is in broad accord
with the tenor of biblical tradition. Unlike traditional tenets, how-
ever, a historical hypothesis cannot be accepted on faith; it must
meet the test of independent controls. In the present instance, the
controls are implicit in the internal evidence of biblical history as
a whole. But before the test is attempted, one important point needs
to be clarified in passing.

In adducing monotheism and polytheism as contrasting factors in
the story of mankind, the student of history must steer 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 judgment must be based of
necessity on what the given system accomplished in the long run.
The question of independent validity cannot be at issue in this in-
stance,

The effects of Mesopotamian polytheism on the local civilization
have already been outlined. Because the cosmos was viewed as a
state in which ultimate authority was vested in the collective as-
sembly of the gods, mortals were, paradoxically enough, both gainers
and losers. Human society followed the lead of the gods in adopt-
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 omnipotent. As the un-~
challenged master of all creation, he has an equal interest in all
of his creatures. Since every nation has the same claim to his care,
each can aspire to just and impartial treatment in conformance
with its conduct. The same holds true of individuals. It is thus
causality and not caprice that is the norm of the cosmos. Imper-
sonal justice, moreover, is conducive to objective standards of ethics
and morality.

The history of the biblical process is ultimately the story of the
monotheistic ideal in its gradual evolution. That ideal was first
glimpsed and pursued by a single society in resolute opposition to
prevailing beliefs, In the course of that quest, certain truths emereed

which proved to possess universal validity, hence their progressive
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recognition and acceptance; hence, too, the abiding appeal of the
Bible as the comprehensive record of that quest. The inception of
the underlying process becomes thus a matter of unique interest and
significance. As has been emphasized repeatedly, all signs so far
have pointed to Abraham as the pioneer. To what extent is this
borne out by the internal evidence of biblical history?

Once Israel had been established as a political entity, any retrace-
ment of its spiritual history was bound to operate in the shadow of
the towering figure of Moses. This is in no way surprising. Even in
the sharper perspective of today, a perspective made possible by an
ever-quickening flow of discovery, Moses stands unchallenged as the
founder of the Israelite nation. By the same token, however, Mount
Sinai emerges as a vital stage on the road to nationhood, but not as
its starting point. The biblical concept of a nation stresses three fea-
tures above all others: (1) a body of religious beliefs; (2) an in-
tegral system of law; and (3) a specific territorial base. It was the
heroic achievement of Moses to have rallied an amorphous ag-
glomerate of serfs and nomads and imbued them with a will to
independent nationhood. To that end he proclaimed Yahweh as
the one and supreme God, put together a legal code, and led his
fractious followers to the borders of the Promised Land. Yet the
religious content is invariably characterized as ancestral, the faith of
the forefathers. The law, it is true, becomes a personal revelation
from the Deity, in a manner that is traditional with all ancient legisla-
tors; but most of the legal provisions involved have demonstrable
pre-Mosaic antecedents and can often be traced back paragraph by
paragraph, sometimes even word for word, And the theme of the
Promised Land is prominent with all the patriarchs, and central to
the mission of Abraham. Thus the earlier traditions themselves
ascribe the original program to Abraham and credit Moses primarily
with its execution. This may not do full justice to Moses’ over-all
achievement, the strength and the perseverance and the faith that
went into it, and the toll that it took. Nevertheless, the ultimate in-
spiration derived from an earlier vision, a vision that required a long
time to incubate, one that Moses set out to validate in all humility.
While it is thus true that Israel as a nation would be inconceivable
without Moses, the work of Moses would be equally unthinkable
without the prior labors of the patriarchs. The covenant of Mount
Sinai is a natural sequel to God’s covenant with Abraham. 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 sources. 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 sugggst any rea-
son for the patriarch’s journey. And when J commences his main
narrative, Abraham does not know what his destination ig 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 time 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 J’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 Abrsham’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 and 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 three 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 obvious 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 rejoined the main road. But in the case
of Abraham, the detour became itself the main road.




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

I 1When 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—3 God
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 morning—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 so.*
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, 11 and 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.
13Thus evening came, and morning—third day.

14God said, “Let there be lights in the expanse of the sky, to
distinguish between day and night; let them mark the fixed
8¢ So LXX; transposed in MT to the end of vs. 7.

b Heb. “expanse” (twice). .
980 several manuscripts and most ancient versions; omitted in MT.
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times, the days and the years, 15 and serve as lights in the ex-
panse of the sky to shine upon the earth. And it was so. 16 God
made the great lights, the greater one to dominate the day and
the lesser one to dominate the night—and the stars. 17 God set
them in the expanse of the sky to shine upon the earth, 18 to
dominate the day and the night, and to distinguish between
light and darkness. And God was pleased with what he saw.
19 Thus evening came, and morning—fourth day.

20 God said, “Let the waters teem with swarms of living crea-
tures, and let birds fly above the earth across the expanse of the
sky.” “And it was 50.¢ 21 God created the great sea monsters, every
kind of crawling creature with which the waters teem, and all
kinds of winged birds. And God was pleased with what he saw.
22 God blessed them, saying, “Be fertile and increase; fill the
waters in the seas, and let the birds multiply on earth.” 23 Thus
evening came, and morning—fifth day. '

24 God said, “Let the earth bring forth various kinds of living
creatures: cattle, creeping things, and wild animals of every
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.

26 Then God said, “I° will make man in my image, after my
likeness; let him subject the fish of the sea and the birds of the
sky, the cattle and all the wild [animals],” and all the creatures
that creep on earth.”

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

28 God blessed them, saying to them, “Be fertile and increase,
fill the earth and subdue it; subject the fishes of the sea, the
birds of the sky, and all the living things that move on earth.”
29 God further said, “See, I give you every seed-bearing plant on
earth and every tree in which is the seed-bearing fruit of the tree;
d-d Restored from LXX.

¢ See NOTE.
7 See NOTE.
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30 And tio'all the animals on land, all the birds of the sky, and
all the hvmg‘ creatures that crawl on earth [I give] all the green
Plants as their food.” And it was so. 31 God looked at everything

that he had made and found it very pleasing. Thus evening
came, and morning—sixth day.

I}I1 INow the heaven and the earth were
their company. 20n the sevenths day God brought to a
close
“the work that he had been doing, and he ceased oé; the seventh
day frcl)lnz1 all the work that he had undertaken. 3 God blessed the
seventh day and declared it holy, for on it he ceased f
work which he had undertaken, e from all the
4Such is the story of heaven and earth as they were created.

completed, and all

NoTes

il. 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 watreh;
ha'dres, not wehd@'arey hayeta,

a forf?dess waste.‘ The Heb. pair t6ha wa-bohi is an excellent example
faf heqdladys, that is, two terms connected by “and’” and forming a unit
in wllleh‘ c)t;e6 member is used to qualify the other; cf., for example
vs. 14, iii 16, xlv 6. Here “unformed-and-void” is ibe
"2 formless waste.” eed o deseribe
n.an awesome wind. Heb. ruth means primarily “wind, breeze,”

- ana ¢ *t ) , second-

'ar;ly breath,” and thus ulumatelyv “spirit.” But the last connotation
1 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, 'Ijhe_appegd.ca(% *!Iohim can be either possessive (“of/from God"),
o;' ad;ectswal (“divine, supernatural, awesome”; but not simply “mighty”);
. Xxx 8. ’

4. was pleased with [what] he saw. This phrase, which serves as a
ormal refljain,_means literally “saw that it was good,” or rather “saw
ow good it was” (cf. W. F. Albright, Mélanges Robert, 1956, pp. 22~
6); but Heb. “good” has 2 broader range than its English equivalent
5 came. Literally “was, came to be”; Heb repeats the verb witl:;
morning.” The evening marks the first half of the full day.

7See NoTs.
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first day. In Semitic (aotably in Akkadian, cf. Gilg., Tablet XI,“lines
2151.) the normal ordiral series is “one, second, third,” etc., not “first,
second, third,” etc.; cf. also ii 11, ] o

6. expanse, Traditionally “firmament,” one of the Bible’s indirect con-
tributions to Western lexicons. It goes back to the Vulg. ﬁrmamfmtum
“something made solid,” which is based in turn on the LXX rend?,rmg of
Heb. ragi™ “'beaten out, stamped” (as of metal), suggesting a thin sheet
stretched out to form the vault of the sky (cf. Dr.).

'And it was so. This clause is correctly reproduced here by LXX bu.t
misplaced in Heb. at the end of vs. 7. The present account employs it
normally after each of God’s statements; cf. vss. 9, 11, 15, 24, 30, and
textual note -4,

9. area. Literally “place,” Heb. cons. mgwm, for which LXX reads
mgwh “gathering,” the same as in vs. 10, perhaps rightly (cf. D. N.
Freedman, Zeitschrift fiir alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 64 [1953],
1901.).

14, )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
reproduced mechanically in most translations (most recently RSV). SOII.IG
of the moderns (e.g., von Rad, SB), realizing that signs do not belong in
this list, take the first connective particle as explicative: they shall serve
as signs, that is, for seasons, and days, and years; but the sun and the
moon cannot be said to determine the seasons proper; moreover, the
order would then be unbalanced (one would expect: days, seasons,
years). The problem solves itself once we take the first pair as a
hendiadys (cf. vs. 2): they shall serve a sign for the ﬁxed' time
periods, or in other words, they shall mark the fixed times, that is, the
days and the years. The use of the particle (Heb. we/a) in each of
these functions (hendiadys, explicative, connective) is amply attested
elsewhere.

6 GENESIS

15. lights. Heb. m®arot, differentiated from m®srot in vs, 14, literally -

“sources of light, luminaries.” ‘
20, The creation of the fifth day was deemed to comprise creatures

1-ii 42 7

larger animals in 24 f., so, too, in Gilg. (Tablet I, column i, lines
_401.) the small creatures of the steppe (Akk. nama¥ia) are juxtaposed
to"the larger beasts,

24, Heb. bshgma “cattle” covers here the domestic animals in general,
or ‘animals due to be domesticated.

26. For the singulars “my image, my likeness” Heb, employs here
plural possessives, which most translations reproduce. Yet no other
divine being has been mentioned; and the Very next verse uses the singular
hroughout; cf, also ii 7. The point 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 (’¢lohim) is plural in
orm and is so construed at times (e.g., xx 13, xxxv 7, etc.). Here God
efers to himself, which may account for the more formal construction
in the plural.

wild [animals]. Reading [Ayt] #'rs as in vs. 25.

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

-30. [I givel. 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
edieval times, disturbs in this case the inner unity of the account. In
8.4, below, the much older -division into verses proves to be equally
misleading. .

company. Heb. sabd generally stands for “army, host,” but this is by
Do 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 i 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,
¢ompany.

‘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

(Heb. nepe§) that might appear in swarms (¥eres) in the water, on the
ground, or in the air. But their ultimate breeding place was traced to th_e
waters, since land creatures come under the sixth day, The process is
described indirectly: let the waters teem with . . . (stem $ry, with cognate
accusative), :
21. The same Heb. stem (rmf) is used for “crawl” (as in this
instance) and “creep” (as in 24ff.). The underlying sense, however
(which is shared by the Akk. cognate namasu), is “to have locomotion”;
of. vs. 28, vii 21, ix 2. And just as Heb. remes is contrasted here with

ollows therefore that (a) the numeral is an error for “sixth,” as assumed
by LXX, Sam., and other ancient versions; (b) the pertinent verb is
0 be interpreted as a pluperfect: God had finished on the sixth day and
ested on the seventh; or (c) the verb carries some more particular
hade. of meaning, The present translation inclines to the last choice,
Under circumstances that are similar in kind if not in degree, Akk.
“inspect and approve”; this ig

33) and even to the birth of Marduk (ANET, p. 62, line 91). In this
ccount, God inspects the results of each successive act and finds them
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pleasing. The end result could well be described as worl.c “brought to a
(gratifying) close.” A. Heidel, The Babylornian Qeneszs, p. 12'7, pro-
poses “declared finished,” which appears to point in the same dlrecn'on.

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

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-
“tory, 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. Lvir). 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 to Mesopotamian models for these early

chapters not only in matters of arrangement but also in some of the

subject matter. ' ’

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 one 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.
1t 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 Babylonian Creation Epic, or Eniima €li§ “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
_enough to preclude any likelihood of coincidence. The relationship
is duly recognized by all informed students, no matter how orthodox
their personal beliefs may be. I cite as an example the tabulation
given by Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis, p. 129:

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 contragt between
‘the respective sections, which cannot be ignored even in transla-
tion, as the subsequent chapters will show. The version before us
displays, aside from P’s characteristic vocabx%lary, a stylfa that is
impersonal, formulaic, and measured to the point of austerity. Wl.1at
we have here is not primarily a description of events or 2 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 10
means a mark of meager writing ability, It is the result of special
cultivation, a process in which each detail was refined th.mugh end-
less probing and each word subjected to minutest scrutiny. By tfhe
same token, the end product cannot have been the wo.rk of an fn-
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 achievemen? of the
Creator—by the slightest injection of sentiment or pe-rsonahty——not,
a theory but a credo, a credo untinged by the least hint of speculg-
tlo;lr; these circumstances, the question that immediately arises—y-—
one that is mecessarily more acute here than in nearly any other
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Enaima elish Genesis -tered the stream of biblical tradition sometime in the latter half of
N - 4 ic mat Divine spirit creates cosmic ~ the ses:ond millennium, without takmg'ﬁnal shape until a num'ber of
Divine spirit and cosmic d exists independ- centuries later. In.the present connection, however, the question of
ter are coexistent and coeter- mi;ﬁterf%? CxIsts P date is a relatively minor one. Of far greater importance are (1)
nal ) ently :ﬁ; desolate waste the .established borrowing of the general version of creation, and
Primeval chaos; Ti'amat envel- The the 2 d kz s covering the (2) the ultimate setting into which biblical tradition incorporated the
oped in darkness wi ATXness received account,

deep (téhom)

Light emanating from the gods Light cre:%ted
Thg;1 creation of the firmament The creation of the firmament

Derivation from Mesopotamia in this instance means no more and
‘10 less than that on the subject of creation biblical tradition aligned
tself with the traditional tenets of Babylonian “science.” The rea-

The creation of dry '1811'1'1 The creation ;}fl dl:yarliizd sons. should not be far to seek. For one thing, Mesopotamia’s
The creation of luminaries The creatfon of m;‘in rachievemnents in that field were highly advanced, respected, and
The creation of man The creation do m tifies the sev- influential. And for another, the patriarchs constituted a direct link
The gods rest and celebrate G()eit;esdt:};an e  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. expectation 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
ced with a statement in a significant source—and especially a
tatement 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
erses of this section, since their syntax determines the meaning,
and the precise meaning of this Ppassage happens to be of far-reach-

Except for incidental differences of opinion in regard to the exact
meaning of the first entry in each column (see below, anq 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 b.eliefs. 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 eli§ is but one, and a relatively stereotyped, f01'.mu-
lation—antedate in substance the biblical statements on the: sub;ect.
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 vYould thus
appear that P’s opening account goes back to .Bfibylonlan proto-
types, and it is immaterial whether the transmission was accom-
plished directly or through some intermediate chax'melg 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, thf:re is ?lso
early material in that same source. The Primeval Histo.ry in particu-
lar was bound to make use of old data. At the same time, h9wever,
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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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 formulation, perhaps without full awareness of
the theological and philosophical implications. At all events, the text
should be allowed to speak for itself,

ing signiﬁcance The problem could not be fully elucidated in the
NoTES, which is why it is being considered here.

The first word of Genesis, and hence the first word in the Hebrew
Bible as a unit, is vocalized as berg’$7t. 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 w1th adverbial
connotation would be barg’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 beresit borg’ (**lohim}, 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 Gen i 1 as a 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 . ..
(2)—at which 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 clanse (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




i 4b-24 15

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 brought 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,

2. THE STORY OF EDEN
(il 4b-24: J)

I 4b At the time when God Yahweh made earth and heaven—
5 no shrub of the field being yet in the earth and no grains of the
field having sprouted, for God Yahweh 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 o
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 Yahweh planted a garden in Eden, in the east, and
placed there the man whom he had formed. 9 And out of the
ground God Yahweh caused to grow various trees that were 4
delight to the eye and good for eating, with the tree of life in
the middle of the garden and the tree of knowledge of good and
bad.

10 A river rises in Eden to water the garden; outside, it form
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 i
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 tha
flows east of Asshur. The fourth river is the Euphrates.

15 God Yahweh took the man and settled him in the garde
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

- 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
is wife, and they become one flesh.

2 8o several manuscripts and ancient versions; MT omits.
¢ MT “Adam.”

e Heb. "ix¥a.

/Heb. 13, in assonance with ’i5§a.

NoTES

ii'4b. At the time when. Literally “on the day when”; Heb, b¢yom, cog-
ate with Akk. enfima, the opening word of the Babylonian Genesis
(Eniima eli§).

- 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 mormal practice, the
other component being added later under the influence of the opening

° MT "adam. account (by P). One cannot, however, discount the possibility that these

b Heb. ’sdama, in assonance with adam.
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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
(Kethib) as YHWH. The vocalized text (Q°e) has_equipped this form
with the vowels ®-5-4, thus calling for the reading **dénay “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 not 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 ’ddam “man” and ’¢ddma “soil, ground” there is an obvious play
on words, a practice which the Bible shares with other ancient literatures,
"This should not, however, 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. 'ed, apparently Akk. edd (Sum loanword), cf. my note

in BASOR 140 (1955), 9ff; for a slightly different view see W. F.

Albright, JBL 58 (1939), 102f. 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 “dust” is hard to part with, yet it is inap-
propriate. Heb. ‘Gpdr 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. ‘@den, Akk, edinu, based on Sum. eder “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), no

ii 4b—24

ven “comes out of, issues from,”
Hence, too,

. t{uzside. Heb. literally “from there,” in the sense of “beyond it,”
'hICh cf. I Sam x 3. What this means is that, before reaching Edex’n
tver 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 r&’¥ “head” must refer here to the
pper course (Ehrl.). This latter usage is well attested for the Akk
ognate refu. '
 1. winds through. The customary “compasses, encircles” yields a
eedlessly artificial picture. The pertinent Heb. stem sbb means not
ply”“to circle” but also “to pursue a roundabout course, to twist and
2" (ef. I Kings iii 9), and this is surely an apt description of a
eandering stream.

Havilah, There was evidently more than one
y that name (Dr., pp. 119, 131).

12, lapis lazuli. For this tentative identification of
my discussion “The Rivers of Paradise”
riedrich, 1959, pp. 480f.

4’. ,Tigr.is. This modern form is based on the Greek approximation
the native name, which appears as (I)digna in Sumerian, Idiglat in
Hiddegel in Hebrew, Deglat in Aramaic, and Dijlat in

17

since the garden itself is in Eden.

for
the

place, as well as tribe,

Heb. 'eben hassoham,
in Festschrift Johannes

»» either the land of Assyria or its eponymous
the Tigris flows east of the city of

hur, but it never constituted the entire eastern border between Assyria

d Babylonia (Cush),

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

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

you shall be doomed to death. Another infinitive absolute in Hebrew
¢ phrase need not be translated “you shall surely die,” as it invariabl};
.Dez.tth did not result in this instance. The point of the whole nar-
:fhe 1s apparently man’s ultimate punishment rather than instantaneous
8. an aid fit for him. The traditional “help meet for him” is adequate
ut,vsubject to confusion, as may be seen from our “helpmate,” which is’
ed on this very passage. The Heb. complement meal’ls literall

ongside him,” ie., “corresponding to him.” d
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standing cfharacteristics of the whole account. This far-reaching di-
ergence in basic philosophy would alone be sufficient to warn the
eader that two separate sources appear to be involved, one heaven-
cgntcred and the other earth-centered. The didhoton’ly is further
upp_orted by differences in phraseology (e.g., “create” : “make”)
and in re‘ferences to the Deity (“God” : “God Yahweh”.)' and the
ontrast is sustained in further pertinent passages. In shért there
are ample grounds for recognizing the hand of P in the pre;cedin
atement, as against that of J in the present narrative. ¥
Yet despl'te the difference in approach, emphasis, and hence also
;‘/guthors‘hlp, the fact remains that the subject matter is ultimatel
t]/:e‘ same in both versions. We have seen that the P version, for itz
art, de‘nvc‘ed much of its detail from Mesopotamian tradition,s about
thee;)tciaggnnmg qf the dv;vorld. The account by J points in the same
, as is immediatel i i
ol y apparent from the following compari-
:‘2&;) the time when God Yahweh made earth and heaven—”
‘When God set about to create heaven and earth—> il
‘When on Iclllgllgl heaven had not been named,
irm ground below had nc ?
oy e 10, not been called by name—- (ANET,
In each case the temporal clause leads up to a parentheti i
;and is t@en resumed with the proper serc)luel. ’Ip‘hus, hovf:v:rezgfh
and their Mesopotamian sources may differ ultimately from one
ther, tl}ey are also tied to common traditions.
at J incorporated Mesopotamian data in his treatment of the
gln of man—most of which, incidentally, are missing in P—is
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19, g living creature. In this position this phrase does violence to He

syntax, it could well be a later gloss.

20. proved to be. Traditionally “was found to be.” In this constructio
however, the Heb. stem myg usually means ‘“to suffice, reach, .b
adequate” (Ehrl), as is true also of its cognates in Akkadian an

Aramaic, )
21. at that spot. Heb, literally “underneath it,” or “instead of it,” wit

the idiomatic sense of “then and there.”
22. to the man. In Heb. the defined form hd'ddam is “man,”
undefined ‘adam, “Adam,” since a personal name cannot take the defini
article. With prepositions like Js- “to,” the article is elided and only
vowel marks the difference between “to Adam” (l?ddam) and “to th
man” (l@'adam), so that the consonantal text is bound to be ambiguol
(I'dm in either case). Since the form without preposition appears invart
ably as hAd@'adam in ii~iii (the undefined form occurs first in iv 25), anl
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” eve
in the presence of the consonantal article.
23. The assonance of Heb. ’i§ and ’i¥a has no etymological basis.
another instance of symbolic play on words, except that the phonetic si
flarity this time is closer than usual. By an interesting coincidence, ‘En|
“woman” (derived from “wife of man”) would offer a better linguis
foil than the Heb. noun.

COMMENT

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

The account before us deals with the origin of life on earth
contrasted with the preceding statement about the origin of th
verse as a whole. The contrast is immediately apparent from the
spective initial sentences. The first account starts out with the ¢
tion of “heaven and earth” (i 1). The present narrative begins
the making of “earth and heaven” (il 4b). The difference is b
means accidental, In the other instance the center of the stag
heaven, and man was but an item in a cosmic sequence of m
acts. Here the earth is paramount and man the center of in
indeed, an earthy and vividly personal approach is one of ‘th

;mtIaJ clauses. To begin with, the narrative before us features
clitale loanwords. One is the word for “How” (vs. 6), Akk
. f'rom Sum. a.dé.a (see NoTE ad loc.). The other is th’e eo:
hical term “Eden” (cf. NOTE on vs. 8), Akk. edinu, Sum. egen,

edmgly common in Sum., thus certifying the ultimate source as
ancient indeed. The traditions involved must go back, the
; to-the oldest cultural stratum of Mesopotamia. g
ext comes the? evidence from the location of Eden which is fur-
ed b'y the notices about the rivers of that region, Recent data o
subject demonstrate that the physical background of the talz
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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¥4- 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

3. THE FALL OF MAN
(i 25-iif 24: J)

I 1 Now the serpent was the slie:
st of all the wild
that God Yahweh had made. Said he to the wvc;nrnanc Ie‘flgil;:e;
']9}lllgh God tqld you not to eat of any tree in the garde;n i
€ woman interrupted the serpent, “But we may eat o.f .’d;e

ees in the garden! 3 Tt i only about the fruit of the tree in the

various remote regions of the world. middle of the garden that G . '
There is, finally, the motif of the tree of knowledge which like- much as tOuChgit, lest you dgj’ gli ga% ﬂ?o not eat of it or so
wise betrays certain Mesopotamian links. The discussion, however, You are not poj to d 511 € serpent said to the
may best be combined with the COMMENT on iii 5. For the present, the moment you eat ofgi(iu;/iuroey:s wiII\lI %ecéoi WSH kgows that
] Pened and you will

it need only be remarked in passing that the Heb. for “the tree o
life in the middle of the garden and the tree of knowledge of goo
and bad” is extremely awkward syntactically, especially in a write
who is otherwise a matchless stylist. Moreover, vs. 17 has nothin
to say about the tree of life, and speaks only of the tree of know
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 tre
of knowledge.” ;
Would so much dependence on Mesopotamian concepts be strang 8The
in an author of J’s o?igina]ity and calilfer? Not at all, I;)FOI' it shoul ‘ y heard the sound of God Yahweh as he was
be borne in mind that the Primeval History is but a general prefac i
to a much larger work, a preface about a remote age which come ;C9] éroOcIInYS};)‘f,eg ‘?‘ﬁ’eg among the trees of the
to life in Mesopotamia and for which that land alone furnishes the e your” 1011 alled to gle man and said to him, “Where-
necessary historical and cultural records. In these early chapters, d "b ¢ anSWEfTEd, I heard the sound of you in the
reflects, in common with P, distant traditions that had gained cur 1: e ut T was afraid because I was naked, so I hid.” 11 He
ed, “Who told you that you were naked? Did you, then, taste

rency through the ages. | h
the tree from which I had forbidden you to eat?” 12 The man

plied, “The woman whom you put by my side—it was she who
ve me of that tree, and I ate.” 13God Yahweh said to the

6
When the woman saw that the tree was good for eating and

8 delight to the eye, and th
? det , at the tree was attractive
0 wisdom, she took of its fruit and ate; e some o
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woman, “How could you do such a thing?” The woman replied,
“The serpent tricked me, so I ate.”

14 God Yahweh said to the serpent:

“Because you did this,
Banned 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.

20 The man named his wife Eve,’ because she was the mother
~of all the living.? 21 And God Yahweh made shirts of sking for
the man and his wife, and clothed them.
22 God Yahweh said, “Now that the man has become like one
of usin discerning good from bad, what if he should put out his
hand and taste also of the tree of life and eat, and live foreverl”
2350 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. hawwdi.

15T will plant enmity between you and the woman, oo ha

And between your offspring and hers;
They shall strike at your head,

And you shall strike at their heel.” NoTES

16 To the woman he said: " il 1. Even though. The interrogative sense which is generally assumed
for Heb, 'ap k7 in this single passage would be without parallel; some
critics emend accordingly to ha'ap k7. But the corresponding gam k7 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 'myr 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, i 17.
5. No. For this use of k7 (as opposed to the normal conjunctive force),
of. xxxi 16; Deut xiii 10; Job xxii 2; Ruth i 10 etc.; see KB, p. 431,
No. 7.
God. Since Heb. ’elohim 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

“I will make intense
Your pangs in childbearing.
In pain shall you bear children;
Yet your urge shall be for your husband,
And 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 shall return!”

¢MT, LXX “Adam.”
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Heb. is often intransitive (ee JCS 6 [1952], 814L.); cf. vi 191, xxxv 17, hweh, the detail appears to be derived from Mesopotamian traditions.

i Most of the gods of that land had distinctive weapons of their own,
uch ‘as the dagger of Ashur or the toothed sword of Shamash. Another

8. walking. A good example of the special durative conjugation in
Heb.; of. vs. 24, v 22, 24, and see JAOS 75 (1955), 117 1.
at the breezy time of day. The Heb. preposition ls- 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 . . . 7 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.) omly 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

ustration may be ‘found in the concluding lines of Eniima elif 1
ANET, pp. 63, 160f.); there the rebel gods are said “to make the
¢ subside” and “to humble the Power-Weapon.” The fire would
cem to characterize the weapon, a metaphorical description apparently
f the bolt-like or glinting blade. The magic weapon was all that stood
eiween the insurgent gods and their goal—The Heb. for “revolving”
"‘constantly turning”) is another instance of the special durative
onjugation; cf. NOTE on vs. 8. '

COMMENT

Now that the stage has been set, the author can hit his full stride.
here is action here and suspense, psychological insight and subtle
ony, light and shadow—all achieved in two dozen verses. The
aracterization is swift and sure, and all the more effective for its
directness.
Everything is transposed into human terms. The serpent is en-
owed with man’s faculties, and even God is pictured in subjective
1d- anthropomorphic fashion. When Adam has been caught in his
ansparent attempt at evasion, Yahweh speaks to him as a father
ould to his child: “Where are you?” In this context, it is the same
g as, “And what have you been up to just now?” This simple
hrase—a single word in the original—does the work of volumes.
or 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
ory. J built his work around a central theme, which is the record
a great spiritual experience of a whole nation. But a nation is
e up of individuals, who in turn have their ancestors all the
back in time. When such a composite experience is superbly
aced and recorded, the result is also great literature.
Behind the present episode lay many traditions which provided
¢ author with his raw material. In the end product, however, the
nponent parts have been blended beyond much hope of success-
recovery. Speculation on the subject has been going on for thou-
1ds of years and takes up many tomes. The following comment
 confine itself to one or two of the more prominent details.

contain.” ] )
16. pangs in childbearing. A parade example of hendiadys in Heb. (cf.

12 and see above, p. 1xx). 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 50Dk,

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 . . . we‘atta 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 kuribu 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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ii, lines 27£., 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 X1, 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 these 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
Darratives, starting with Abraham, the point is never brought up,

The focal point of the narrative is the tree of knov'vl.edge. 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.‘S; cf. vs. 22). In
the last two passages, the objective phrase “knowing/to know goo ‘
and bad” is faultless in terms of Heb. syntax. But the 1onge1".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-
Onls;ige important, however, than those stylistic niceties ii 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 bot?n the prc.)ce_:s
and the result. In the present phrase the actual sense is “to dlS,t’II'l
guish between good and bad”; cf. II Sam xix.3‘6, Whire “between ‘1
spelled out; see also I Kings iii 9. The 'crad1t1one.11 good and evil
would restrict the idiom to moral matters. But while such an e‘mpha
sis is apparent in I Kings i 9 and Isa vii 15, 16, and might suit Deu
i 39, it would be out of place in II Sam xix 36. In that context,'th
subject (Barzilai) shows very plainly that he is a keer:1 judge of n‘gh
and wrong. At the age of eighty, however, his capacity for physic
and aesthetic pleasures is no longer what it used to be: .he has lo
the ability to appreciate “good and bad.” The same dehca'te refer
ence to physical aspects of life is implied in our passage, which lead
up to the mystery of sex (cf. Ehrl., and see McKenzie, Ijheo'logzc
Studies 15 [1954], 5621£.). For so long as the man and hls‘w1fe ab
stain from the forbidden fruit, they are not conscious of t?falr naked
ness (ii 25); later they cover themselves with leaves (1'11 7). Th

broad sense, then, of the idiom under discussion is to be in full po
session of mental and physical powers. And it is this ezf"c‘ended rang
of meaning that the serpent shrewdly brings into play in iii 5.

Such motifs as sexual awareness, wisdom, and nature’s paradis
are of course familiar from various ancient sources. It is no_teworth:
however, that all of them are found jointly in a single passage of th
Gilgamesh Epic. There (Tablet I, column iv, lines 161f, ANET
p. 75), Enkidu was effectively tempted by the courtesan, only' tob
repudiated by the world of nature; “but he now had w1sdp_
broader understanding” (20). Indeed,.the temptress goes on to tg
him, “You are wise Enkidu, you are like a god” (34‘); and sh
marks his new status by improvising some clothing for him (colums

of dissemination is Mesopotamia, which provides us this time with at
east 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
- failure. To be sure, an exception was made in the case of
Utnapishtim, the local hero of the Flood, but that special dispensa-
ion was not to be repeated: “Now who will call the gods for you to
ssembly, / 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 become an unforget-
table contribution to the literature of the world.




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

IV 1'The 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

his greatly and his countenance fell. 6 Yahweh said to Cain,
‘Why are you resentful, and why has your countenance fallen?
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.”

- 8Cain 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?”
0And he said, “What have you done! Listen! Your brother’s
blood cries out to me from the soil. 11 Hence you are banned
from the soil which forced open its mouth to take your broth-
er’s blood from your hand. 12 Whep 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. ganin, literally “I acquired,” in assonance with “Cain.”

 PLiterally “man, individual.” .
%S0 with 8am., LXX, and other ancient versions; MT omits,
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. 1outside” (literally “the field”); the ancient versions supply the missing
ause,
11, banned. See NoTE on iii 14.

12. lstrength. Used poetically for “produce,” cf, Job xxxi 39.
restless wanderer. Literally “totterer and wanderer.” Another i
fhendiadys (cf. 12). orer instanee
13. punishment. Literally “iniquity,” and its consequences.
14. Now that. See iii 22. :
on sight. Literally “who reaches, finds me.”
15.If so. MT Ikn “therefore,” which LXX and most of the other ver-
ons understood_ as I' kn “not so,” the basis of the above translation.
mark. For various types of protective signs, usually placed on the fore-
heaf?f cf. Exod xiii 16; Deut vi 8, xi 18; Ezek ix 4, 6 (taw); also Exod
xxviii 38; cf. JQR 48 (1957), 208 ff.
16. Nod. Literally “wandering,” a symbolic place name for Cain’s re-
trea.t, b.eyo%1d }.Ed:en. The retreat of the Mesopotamian Flood hero Ut-
nap'lshtun is sumla‘rly located “faraway, at the mouth of the rivers”
(Gilg., Tablet X1, line 196), east of the head of the Persian Gulf,

and I must hide from your presence and become a restless wan-
derer on earth, anyone might kill me on sight!” 15 “If s0%” Yah-
weh said to him, “whoever kills Cain shall suffer vengeance
sevenfold.” And Yahweh put a mark on Cain, lest anyone

should kill him on sight.
16 Thereupon Cain left Yahweh’s presence and settled in the

land of Nod, east of Eden.

4 See COMMENT.

NoTes

iv 1. had experience of. See COMMENT.

Cain. If the name is cognate with Ar. gayin “metalworker,” the
indicated derivation would be more in order in vs. 22. But this is
plainly yet another case of sound symbolism (cf. ii 5). The assonance
in Heb. gayin : gny(ty) may be reflected in English by “Cain :
gain(ed).”

a life. Heb. ¥ stands for “man” in the sense of an individual being,
whereas ‘ddam (see ii 5) is undifferentiated and generic. Ordinarily the
term is applied to adults. Yet there is no warrant for suspecting the text,
as is sometimes done. In the circumstances, Eve is fully justified in
hailing the arrival of another human being.

with the help of. Heb. ’et “with,” which has drawn considerable uals. Th hor’
suspicion and speculation. It is worth mentioning, therefore, that Akk. - 1he author
personal names often employ the corresponding element itti, e.g.
Itti-Bél-baldtu “With Bel there is life.”

2. Abel. The Heb. common noun hebel means “puff, vanity.” If the
combination is pertinent, the name may be suggestive of the shepherd’s
losing struggle against the farmer. But speculations of this sort are e understanding of an entire verse. In both instances the issues ex-
often more intriguing than convincing. :

4, the finest. Heb, has literally “namely (‘and’), of their fattest parts,”
not “and their curds,” which the text iself does not preclude. The
manifest contrast, however, is between the unstinted offering on the
part of Abel and the minimal contribution of Cain.

showed regard for. The Akk. cognate Sed signifies “to look closely
into.” ‘

5. resented. Literally “his anger was kindled.”

7. See COMMENT.
8. said. The original must have contained Cain’s statement, but the

text was accidentally omitted in MT, owing, no doubt, to the repeate

COMMENT

. The st9ry of early man is now carried a step ‘further, embracing
the conflict between the pastoral and the agricultural ways of life.

The reference to connubial relations in vs. 1 is customarily echoed
in English by the translation “knew.” The rendering is unsatisfactory
n several counts, The underlying Heb. stem yd" is applied not only
0 normal marital situations (cf. vss. 17, 25), but also to clandestine
onfiuct (e.g., xxxviii 26, where the traditional “and he knew her
gain no more” is inept), and even homosexuality (xix 5). It is thus
ot a matter of delicate usage, as is sometimes alleged. Nor is the
sage confined to Hebrew. Akkadian, for example, extends it to
0gs. :
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There has never been any doubt as to the exact meaning of the
idiom. Its semantic basis, moreover, is independently attested by the
analogous use of the Akk. verb lamadum “to learn, experience” (e.g.,
Code of Hammurabi rev., column ix, lines 69, 75; column x, line 6),
which is identical with Heb, Imd. It was indicated earlier that Heb.
yd¢ itself has a broader range than our verb “to knmow” and shares
with Imd the connotation “to experience” (see COMMENT on iii 5).
The slavish English reproduction falls thus short of the Hebrew as
well. And unlike so many other English terms that are rooted in
biblical usage, this one has never become self-sufficient; for when
used in the sense here required, “to know” is still felt to be in need
of such props as “carnally, in the biblical sense,” or the like.

The problem, then, is strictly translational and peculiar by and
large to English. German can get by with its erkannte, and French
with connut; but our “knew” corresponds to wusste or savait, which
would be unthinkable in the present instance. The difficulty is ag-
gravated by the need for suitable equivalents for other related Heb.
expressions (see vi 4, xix 31, 32). Accordingly, we are restricted to
the concepts of experience and intimacy, depending on the particular,
context; “had experience of” is right semantically, if not stylisticall

A problem of much greater complexity is posed by vs. 7, wher
the reading and meaning of the original remain very much in doub
The oldest versions are no less perplexed than the most recent
terpreters. The consonantal text had come down apparently in rea
sonably good shape, since LXX, for one, differs from MT only i
regard to a single letter: INth instead of [Pth,; but the Greek reflect
wide differences in word division and vocalization. There, ‘th
troubling clauses read, “Is it not true that, when you sacrifice cor
rectly but dissect incorrectly, you are a sinner? Subside then,” Th
standard Aram. translation of Onkelos (TQ) presupposes the te
ceived Masoretic text, but furnishes a paraphrase rather than:
translation and is guilty of some violence to the grammar.

In these circumstances, the best procedure is to adhere cons
ently to the received text before any departures are attempted
Surprisingly enough, this has not been the standard traditional pr
tice. The two adjacent words k¢t rbs (unvocalized) have gener
been taken to mean “sin couches,” although the first (vocalized
hatt@’t) is feminine and calls for a corresponding predicat

(robeset); assumed dittography (At [flrbs) will not solve thedif
ficulty, since in that case the two possessive suffixes in the seque
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:ﬁould likewise E.>e feminine instead of masculine. The only way that
5 ]:r Eﬁl;ese‘l‘lt. re.admg bcan be grammatically correct is in a predicative
+ S I8 a rbg,” with the following po i i
o s mas & b8 g Ppossessives referring to

Nov'v the ste{n rbs in Hebrew signifies “to couch.” A pertinent
noun Is otherwise unattested in this language, but is well known in
A.kkachan as rabisum, a term for “demon.” These beings were de-
t;;_mted both as bfanevolent and malevolent, often lurking at the en-
iCﬁce of_ba‘ building to protect or threaten the occupants, Phonolog-

Y, rabisum, both noun and participle, would be matched in

Hebrew by robgs. The adjective is independently attested. The

noun is not; it would have to be regarded in the present instance
an early loanword from Akkadian. There can be no inherent obj o
tion to such a derivation, especially in the narrative before u. ]te;-
locale of vyhich is still in the vicinity of Eden, with the princi alséha :
acter s%tﬂmg eventually “east of Eden.” It would thus be tlljle rébz-
whose "urge” is directed toward Cain, but whom Cain could sti{i‘ly
thwart if he would control his jealous im;j,ulses—-all ex ;
faultless syntax. ’ pressed with
' Once the basic difficulty has been removed, the rest falls readil
?nt'o place. The abstract infinitive $§°2t, from the stem nd “to Lft ’}:
is in pur"poseful (an{% long assumed) contrast to the “fallen” cofr’l—
E?nance in th‘e p'recedmg verse: good conduct should result in Vexalta-
fon, not de].ectlon! The whole would then be 2 “wisdom” motif
suitably applfed to the case in question. The consonantal teftt it isi
worth 'repeat.mg, is well attested, in spite of the far-reachin c’liffer
faces 1n 1ts interpretation. The ultimate culprit was ap areitl th_
above robgs, a malevolent demon in more ways than 05)16 v e
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Actually, however, there is one outstanding difference. Whereas ‘“to

have experience of” can be applied to either sex, “to come tqQ” refers in
this. connection only to the male who visits a woman’s quarters; cf. xxx

16, xxxviii 16,

men of renown. Literally “men with a name”; cf. Gilg., Yale Tablet,

column v, line 7: “a name that endures will I make for myself.”

7. PRELUDE TO DISASTER
(vi 1-4:17J)

COMMENT

VI 1 Now when men began to increase on earth and dgughters
were bomn to them, 2 the divine being§ saw how beautiful wlflsre,
the human daughters and took as their wives any of them tfey
liked. 3 Then Yahweh said, “My spirit shall not §hleld man for-
ever, since he is but flesh; let the time allowed him be one hun-
twenty years.”
dridlztn\;is thertly ti;at the Nephilim appeareq on earth—as well as
later—after the divine beings had united with human daughters.
to whom they bore children. Those were the heroes of old, men

of renown.

. The undisguised mythology of this isolated fragment makes it not
_only -atypical of the Bible as a whole but also puzzling and con-
troversial in the extreme. Its problems are legion: Is what we have
here an excerpt from a fuller account? Why was such a stark piece
included altogether? Does its present place in the book imply a spe-
cific connection with the Flood? Is the stated period of 120 years
meant as a deadline for mankind to mend its ways? On these and
many similar points arising from the all too laconic passage before
us'there have been innumerable conflicting opinions, with few if any
concrete gains. Of late, however, thanks mainly to the discovery of
pertinent literary links, some of the scattered pieces of the puzzle
have begun to fall into place. To be sure, the nature of the fragment
is'such as to discourage confident interpretation. But a semblance of
an intelligible pattern appears to be indicated at long last.

The passage is dated explicitly to the time of the initial ap-
pearance of the Nephilim, who are described as “the heroes of old”;
the LXX version translates the noun as “giants.” Now Greek my-
thology (Hesiod, Pseudo-Apollodorus) recalls an unsavory stage in
e history of the gods, which involves the leading triad of the
antheon: Uranus (Sky) wars against his children, but is defeated
d-emasculated by his son Cronus, who is vanquished in turn by
is ‘own son Zeus. The latter, however, must then do battle with a
oup of giants Jamown as Titans, and subsequently with a partic-
arly menacing monster named Typhon.

A closely related Phoenician tradition is reported by Philo of
blos, in the name of a much older author, a certain Sanchunyathon.
s relationship is so prominent that ultimate derivation of the
enician material from Greek sources has been suggested more
n-once (cf. E. G. Kraeling, “The Significance and Origin of
en. 6:1-4,” INES 6 [1947], 193 ff., especially 205). It was further
ssumed that the biblical account under discussion may allude to a

NOTES

vi 2. divine beings. Literally “sons of God/gods.” The term ’elohzTo 1: .
here clearly differentiated from Yahweh (vs. 3). Elsevivhere E :IlélTpE c})ln_
the former in the sense of “Fate, Providence,” "ind the hk’e’: (see .o
xx 13). Here, however, the main stress is on immortals” as oppose ;

[ rtals.” L .
1:L;tourrlan daughters. Literally “the daughters of man,” 1n balanced con:-

'fl'a;t Trcl,zigllz.a'tl)%‘;e.traditional “abide in” is a guess _lack‘i‘ng any hngulsrt;c:
support. For this interpretaticéné based on Akk. dinanu “‘substitute, sur
” 1956), 126 ff. o

gazj;tc:elfejilz»;s ﬂ(esh. ’I?his clause stands f.or Heb. b%aggam, v:lllnch is 02:
scure except for the preposition be-. A different a{lalysm of . :, ;?Ell:he
nents yields “by reason of their going 'astr'fly fhe is but' flesh]. ‘
first interpretation is superior, though still hlghly uncer't.e.un.3 - .

4. Nephilim. Named also as a giant race in Num xiui 3 . er;a.,k ho¥.
ever, the context implies that the people found by the spies were i

Nephilim of old. o ) . o
vel;t};titedpwith. Literally “came to,” in the idiomatic sense of cohabited

with.” This idiom appears to match the circumlocution used in iv 1.
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similar commingling of primeval giants and celestial turpitude. Never-
theless, Sanchunyathon was regarded as an apocryphal figure, while
the other Phoenician and Greek sources were too late to have been
utilized by J; and so this hypothesis could not make headway.
The whole perspective, however, has recently changed with the
discovery of Hittite texts containing translations of Hurrian myths.
These myths parallel the Uranid cycle in such striking detail as to
preclude any possibility of coincidence. Here, too, the sky god (Anu)
is fought and emasculated by his son (Kumarbi), who in turn is

8. THE FLOOD
(vi 5-viii 22: J, /P/)

vanquished by the storm god (Teshub). But before his victory is
assured, Teshub must face a formidable stone monster (Ullikummi).
The decisive battle takes place near Mount Hazzi, the classical:

VI 5When Yahweh saw how great was man’s wickedness on
earth, .and how every scheme that his mind devised was nothing
but evil all the time, 6 Yahweh regretted that he had made ma;

Mount Casius, which is also the scene of Typhon’s battle with Zeus
(see H. G. Giiterbock, “Oriental Forerunners of Hesiod,” AJA 52:
[1948], 123ff.; cf. also JCS 5 [1951], 145). Since the Hurrian:
original goes back to the middle of the second millennium B.cC., it has:
to be the source of the Phoenician and Greek versions as well as of
the Hittite adaptation. (For possible Ugaritic parallels, cf. M. H
Pope, El in the Ugaritic Texts, 1955, pp. 4£f.) The Hurrians; for:
their part, are known to have utilized in this group of epics-a number.
of Mesopotamian elements (e.g., the god Anu). The whole cycle,
then, with all its bloodthirsty detail, was by J's time familiar to much:
of the ancient world. It could hardly have been a stranger to J:or:
his own immediate sources. ‘
It is evident, moreover, from the tenor of the Hebrew account;
that its author was highly critical of the subject matter. It makes
little difference whether J took the contents at face value or, asis
more likely (cf. vs. 5), viewed the whole as the product of man’s!
morbid imagination. The mere popularity of the story would have
been sufficient to fill him with horror at the depravity that it re
flected. A world that could entertain such notions deserved to b ¢
wiped out. : ' a sky light for the ark, terminating it within a cubit of the to
In these circumstances, the present position of the fragment im- Put the entrance in the side of the ark, which is to b c? ,
mediately before the account of the Flood can scarcely be inde- with lower, second, and third decks, 0 be made
pendent of that umiversal catastrophe. The story of the primeval 17 For my part, I am about to b.'
titans emerges as a moral indictment, and thereby as a compelling 1pon the e arth—t:) limi ring on the 'F looq—waters
motive for the forthcoming disaster. And the period of 120 years - eliminate everywhere all flesh in which there
becomes one of probation, in the face of every sign that the doom
cannot be averted. All of this accords with the separately established
fact that the Flood story in Genesis, unlike its Mesopotamian ana-
logues, was morally motivated.

on earth, and there was sorrow in his heart. 7 And Yahweh said
I will blot out from the earth the men that I created, man and,
beast, the creeping things, and the birds of the sky; for I am
sorry tha'F I made them.” 8 But Noah found favor with Yahweh
; /% This is the line of Noah.—Noah was a righteous man; he:
was without blame in that age; Noah walked with Go’d—
10Noah begot three sons: Shem, Ham, and Japheth. .
11'The earth was corrupt in the view of God, and it was full
of lawlessness. 12 And God saw how corrupt the earth was, for
all flesh had corrupted their ways on earth, ’
- 13Then God said to Noah, “I have decided to put an end to
all flesh, for the earth is filled with lawlessness because of them
So I am about to destroy both them and the earth 14Maké
'yo‘urself an ark of gopher wood; make it an ark with compart-
ments, and cover it inside and out with pitch. 15 This is how you
shall build it: the length of the ark shall be three hundred

OU, your soms, your wife, and your sons’ wives. 19 And of all
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else that is alive, of all flesh, you shall take two of each into the of cattle, every kind of creature that creeps on earth, and every
ark to stay alive7with you; they must be_male and ffamale;. 20 Of
the birds of every kind, cattle of every k}ﬂd, every kind o c;;zgpe
ing thing—two of each shall come'1n51de to you to stay § 1\{) e.
21 For your part, provide yourself with all.the food that is dof c
eaten, and store it away to serve as provisions for you and 1o

them.” ' .
ilznThis Nozh did. Just as God commanded him, so he did./

6 Those that entered comprised male and female of all flesh, as
God had commanded Noah.,” Then Yahweh shut him in.

. /11 The Flood came down upon the earth / forty days.c As
the waters increased, they bore the ark aloft, so that it rose above
he earth. 18 The waters swelled and increased greatly upon
ie earth, and the ark drifted on the surface of the water. 19 The
waters continued to swell more and more above the earth, until
1 the highest mountains everywhere were submerged, 20 the
est ‘reaching fifteen cubits above the submerged mountains.
1 And all flesh that had stirred on earth perished—birds, cattle,
sts, and all the creatures that swarmed on earth—and all
nankind.” 22 All in whose nostrils was the faintest breath of
fe, everything that had been on dry land, died out. 23 All exist-
e on earth was blotted out—man, cattle, creeping things, and
ds of the sky; they were blotted out from the earth. Only
oah was left, and those that were with him in the ark.

24 When the waters over the earth had maintained their
test one hundred and fifty days, VI 1God rememibered
ah and all the beasts and cattle that were with him in the ark,
| God caused a wind to sweep across the earth. The waters
an to subside. 2 The fountains of the deep and the sluices in
sky were stopped up,/ and the heavy rain from the sky was
d back. 3 Little by little the waters receded from the earth.
y the end of one hundred and fifty days the waters had
unished so that 4 in the seventh month, on the seventeenth
f the month, the ark came to rest on the Ararat range.

e waters went on diminishing until the tenth month. In the
h month, on the first day of the month, the peaks of the

ntains became visible. /

At the end of forty days Noah opened the hatch of the ark

- he had made, 7 and released a raven; it went back and forth

ing for the water to dry off from the earth. 8 Then he sent

a dove, to see if the waters had dwindled from the ground.

VII 1Then Yahweh said to Noah, “Go into the ark, you'a}rlltd
all your household, for you alone have I found to be t}’uly rig 1‘;
eous in this age. 2 Of every clean animal take seven pairs, a ma
and its mate; and of the animals that are unclea_n, one l1z:mi a
male and its mate; 3 but seven pairs again of the birds of :Fe sky,
male and female, to preserve issue thr'oughout the earth.f ?rrm
seven days’ time I will cause it to rain upon the eart? or fothtz;
days and forty nights; and 1 ng blot out from the surface o
existence that I created.” . N
eagt}ll\;gih did just as Yahweh commanded him. /6 Noah wasjC }1;1:
his six hundredth year when the Flood came—waters upon
ea{/ﬂ'}:lén Noah, together with his sons, his wife, and hlSF 1son; ,
wives, went inside the ark because of the waters of the ogl :
8 Of the clean animals and the animals that are unclgean, 124’5
birds of the sky and everything th'at creeps on earth,h [tw& (?d ;
each]’, male and female, came inside the ark to Noah, as <
had commanded Noah. 10 As soon lrzlls the tgeven days were over,
f the Flood were upon the earth. ' ,
th?ﬁt;rrls ’fhe six hundredth ;ear of Noal’s life, in the second
month, on the seventeenth day of the month—on that day

All the fountains of the great deep burst forth
And the sluices in the sky broke open.,/

i d forty nights;
12 Heavy rain fell upon the earth fort}/ days an
/13 Ojlythe aforesaid day, Noah and his sons, Sl?ern, Ham, and
Japheth, Noah's wife, and the three wives of his sons had €
tered the ark—14 they as well as every kind of beast, every kind

X, and others, read “and every winged bird.”
NoTE.

o Bvidently a gloss, see NOTE.
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9 But the dove could not find a place for its foot to rest on, agc% f‘
returned to him in the ark, for there was water all over the ;art h1é ,
so putting out his hand, he picked it up, and drew 1t mi{ e the.
ark toward him. 10 He waited another seven da\yi.1 im h.ag’ilgl

o him to-
reased the dorr the' ad?' : r'rhe o rel,mrlr(leed olive leafl 6. regretted. The Heb. stem nhm describes a change of mind or heast,
ward evening, and there in its bill was da1 121 1;(: . gmund‘ 5. regeted. The Heb. st descrbss o chango of mind ox oart
i e . 1y
en that the waters had dwindled rrom ound; fort,
Noah kn?wdjth ¢ another seven days and released the dove; it did 8. found favor with. Literally “won favor (not ‘grace’) in the eyes of,”
12He Waltet %—lle a in ef. Akk. tham mapdrum “to receive the eye, attract, please.” The Heb.
O the six hondr ' ’s life),? 1 : idiom is highly flexible and varies in shading from context to context, as
i e),? in the ¥ a . ,

13 /In the six hundred and first year [of N%aht; 1i ]a’ters e e s bigly fleile and varss i shading fom
first month, on the first day of the first month, the water < b pparnt from o ocourenes;of pp e
begun to dry from the earth. / Noah removed the covering o! t6ledst refers to Noah's sons (10). The intervening notice is parenthetic.
t}ig ark an];iy saw that the surface of the ground was drfymh 9. in that age. The traditional rendering “in his generations” is mechan-

ty-seventh day of e cal and obviously unsuitable. It has been proposed to emend the texts

/141n the second month, on the twen
month, the earth was dry.

bdrTyw to bdrKyw “in his ways,” with allusion to such passages as Deut
. 16 “Come out of the ark; xxxii 4; Bzek xxviil 15; and Ps cxix 1. The change of a single letter would
15 Then God spoke to Noah, saying, 0 . _ not be major. Nevertheless, the close parallel in vii 1 (J) argues in favor
together with your wife, your SOI;S,' angh );ot.lsr \;iotis Jou i of the receix}vled te;xt. The difﬁcult;gzmilii larg;ly translational. Hebt.1 dor, in
. : ivin ein at 1 - common with its Sem. cognates, signifies “duration, age span”; the mean-
7 Bring O'Ut 'Wlth r 1CV5YY kv crgeaturegthat creeps on earthk ing “generation” (in the current semse) is secondary. And since the pos-
flesh, be it bird or cattle or any 4 breed and increase on it essive pronoun of Hebrew often corresponds to our definite article or
and let them swarm on carth, 'an ree . . d his sonk demonstrative pronoun (and vice versa), the present form stands for “in
18 §o Noah came out, with his sons,'hls V‘_’lfe’ an bis
wives. 19 And every animal, every creeping thing, and every/1
—everything that stirs on earth—left the ark, group by group.

his times, in that age.”
10. Japheth. It may be of interest that the apparently identical Greek
20 Then Noah built an altar to Yahweh and, choosmfgf fr'o;‘
every clean animal and every clean bird, offered bumnt otrern

name Japetos is borne by one of the Titans in a context that could be in-
on the altar. 21 As Yahweh smelled the soothing odor, he said t

directly related to that of vi 1-4; see COMMENT ad loc.

11, in the view of. The Heb. prepositional term lipng means literally “to
himself, “Never again will I doom the WOﬂ('ﬂ. because of rr;a
since the devisings of man’s heart are evil from the star

the face of.” Its normal connotation is either spatial (“in froat of”) or
temporal (“before”). There is, however, still another important meaning
neither will 1 ever again strike down every living being,
I have done.

NoTEs

vi 5. Yahweh. A clear sign in this composite account that the passage
i stems from J.

which the customary translation “before” can onoly distort. What is in-
yolved in such instances is the attitude of the party concerned, in terms of
judgment, will, approval, and the like; cf. vil 1, and see also x 9, xvii 18,
xxvii 7 (followed by a temporal lipng), xliii 33. Not infrequently, lipng
Yahweh is like our deo volente; cf., for example, the four co-ordinate in-
ces in Num xxxii 20 ff, In the present passage the indicated meaning
-according to God’s (regretful) conclusion; in vii 1, the equally plain

22 So long as the earth endures,
Seedtime and harvest,

nse: is: in my approving view; cf. pp. Lxvnf.; cf. the Akk. idiom
Cold and heat,' . panuima “if he chooses.”
Summer and W}ﬂ cr, lawlessness, Heb. hamds is a technical legal term which should not be
And day and night tomatically reproduced as “violence”; cf. xvi 5.

Shall not cease.”

¢1.XX supplies the required text, of, vii 11,
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) s (131 H : f me.!!
. I have decided. Literally “it is in fr9nt 0 . o ) .
112 The Ieiabylonian Flood hero Utnapishtim receives his instructions in
dream.’ i ]
: gopher. The timber in question has not been 1de'nt1ﬁed. vt Hob
compartments. Literally “cells.” It is s:omet‘11ne3 ,a:rgued t at taker;
ginnim should be repointed as gdanim to ylelfl ‘reed§, on the ml’sr oo
assumption that “reed hut—wall” in the pertinent .Gﬂg. passage (. al :
XI, lines 21 f,) shows the material that was used in tl;f cc:irixfsftructio%e
’ ! is altogether different.
the ark. The sense of that passage, how‘ever,,m a > !
re:d hut is the venerated shrine in which the Flood hgro received his

instructions from the friendly god Ea. _ ‘
m'pitch. The same substance and the cognate term for it are found in the

ding cuneiform passage.
0011-1'-5%%51)11; stfted dimensions (approximately 440X 73X 44 feet). suggeglz
vesse.l of some 43,000 tons; cf. A. Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic and
tament Parallels, 1946, p. 236. .
T‘—’;; terminating. For similar technical use of the verb, see Deut xxvi 12.
The specific detail remains obs%me;h o
17. everywhere. Literally “under the sky. ‘ - -
18. coveynant. A solemn agreement between two parties providing sanc
jons in the event of non-compliance. o '
tm1n9s. szlll else that is alive. The definite article in Heb. ghere in Aahay)
often contrasts the defined thing with the preceding; cf. xiv 16.

two of each. This number is invariable with P. J speciﬁe.s seven pairshof :
all animals that are ritually clean (cf. vii 2) and ome pair of those tha

are unclean.

stay alive. Also in vs. 20; not “maintain life.” This is a.nother instance
of the intransitive Hiphil (cf. iii 6); the causative sense is generally ex-

pressed by the Piel (cf. vii 3); cf. p. LxvIL

i ily, not “food that is eaten, edi- ;
21. food that is to be eaten. Necessarily, i
ble,” since the inedible kind would not be called food. The Heb. form is-

capable of either nuance; cf. Lev xi 34.

vii 1. I found to be truly righteous. On the force of Heb. lipng cf.

NoTE on vi 11.

2-3. Were the aquatic creatures left out because they were immune

from the Flood?

6. in his six hundredth year. Cf, vs. 11, from .tt.le same ’I’Jandv (P).';l;]he
Heb. construction with ben- “son of,” i.e., “participant in,” can be either

cardinal or ordinal,

9. [two of each]. If this statement came from J, it would b-e at c\lfa?haenrcz
with J’s figures elsewhere in this account; tl':xe words are attgbuteh, o
fore, to a later redactor who sought to bring the passage .mto armthke}r'
with P. The same would apply to the use_of Elohim in this vers:(ai rs/ he
than Yahweh; but the latter reading is given by Sam., Syr., an g.

Vi S~viif 22 53
(manuscripts). Some of the critics regard all of vss, 8-9 as a later addi-
tion,
12. Heavy rain. Heb. gefem, unlike matdr, signifies abnormal rainfall;
¢f. also viii 2. The period of forty days is a feature of J.
16. comprised, Literally “came as.” The final clause is from J (note
Yahweh”') ; these words may have stood originally after vs. 10,
17, forty days. LXX adds “and forty nights”; the whole phrase, how-
er, was probably carried over from vs. 12,
18. swelled. Literally “grew mighty /mightier”; a slightly different
nuance (*the crest reaching”) is found in vs. 20, )
21, that had stirred. Here the Heb. verb refers to all life in general, and
not merely reptiles; see NOTE on i 28, and cf. viii 17.
' 22, the faintest breath of life. Literally “the breath of the spirit of
Life.”
23. was blotted out. The traditional vocalization takes the verb as ac-
e. Taken literally, “he blotted out” would leave the pronoun without
ahﬁecedent, The passive form, however, would be made up of exactly the
ame consonants (wymh). Moreover, Hebrew often employs actives in an
impersonal sense (cf. ix 6). Either way, therefore, the translation here
iven may be safely adopted. ‘
iii 1. subside. The pertinent Heb. verb is isolated in this account and
are elsewhere. .
.the Ararat range. The terminology (“mountains of Ararat”) alludes
early to range as opposed to a particular peak. For the significance of
location see the CoMMENT on Sec. 6.
i forty days. In the original narrative by J this was the full length
f the Flood; cf. vii 4. In the present sequence, however, the text ap-

ts foot. Literally “flat part, sole of its foot.”
3..The Heb. stem for “to be dry” (hrb) denotes “to. be or to become
of moisture”; complete dryness is signified by yb¥ (14).
won it. MT repeats “on the earth.”
LXX bas here the preferable reading: “All the beasts, all the cattle,
he birds, and all the creeping thirigs on earth” (cf, vii 21).
.doom. Heb. uses the Piel form of the stem gll, which denotes not
uch “to curse” as “to belittle, slight, mistreat,” and the like.
om .the start. Literally “from his (i.e., man’s) childhood /youth.”
is ambiguous because we are not told whether what is involved is
early age of mankind as a whole, or that of each individual. In xlvi
¢ same term is applied by Jacob's sons both to themselves and to
I ancestors, which can best be reflected in English by “from the
ginning.” The same kind of neutral phraseology commends itself in
instance,
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Epic. . ., pp.224-89. B i

norily sk 22 - But the actual ties are more complex than is
Cf"l'ge Ignzlléval Flood is echoed in a variety of cuneiform sources:
& m t ame:,r, From the Tablets of Sumer, 1956 PP 176ff’
Zjn Tablc;i }gtg;lsge (p;;lototyp_e, and the best known by J:.:ar i.s founci
0, ' the Giigamesh Epic. It is with thi :
;tlee ttl)lat tl.le biblical account has most in comil;lcfncelebrated s
n both instances there is a Flood hero who has been singled out

COMMENT

The received biblical account of the Flood is beyond reasomable
doubt a composite narrative, reflecting more than one separate
source, One of the sources goes back to P, and is easy enough to
identify except for a clause or two. But the identity of the narrator
or narrators other than P has caused considerable trouble and de-
bate. Nevertheless, if one is prepared to overlook a few highly tech-

nical details—as one must in a comprehensive study—it should not § 4 1
be too hazardous to accept J as the only other author involved. on of all life outside the ark, and the eventual grounding of th
e

More serious for our immediate purposes is the fact that the : ©
respective versions of P and J have not been handed down in h’s Babylonian counterpart, release a series of birds at i
connected form, as was the case, for example, with Sec. 1 (P) and § al appropriate
Sec. 2 (J). Here the two strands have become intertwined, the end
result being a skillful and intricate patchwork. Nevertheless—and
this is indicative of the great reverence with which the components So much
were handled—the underlying versions, though cut up and rear- ucd correspondence in over- o
ranged, were not altered in themselves. The upshot is that we ar f basic Interrelationship. There are?nhz(xsz lzlsges?ap able proof
now faced not only with certain duplications (e.g., vi 13-22 : vii erences in detail. The biblical Flood as wa,s not Zlgmﬁqant ait
1-5), but also with obvious internal contradictions, particularly i ’ oted earlier (see
regard to the numbers of the various animals taken into the ark (
19-20, vil 1415 : vii 2-3), and the timetable of the Flood (vi
3-5, 13-14 : vi 4, 10, 12, 17, vili 6, 10, 12).

To show the diverging accounts at a glance is not a simple tas

d

owoxéisz?iea rawllgn. Lastly3 \Yhen dry land has reappeared in the

iy world, faach principal gives expression to his bound]
rough a sacrifice of humble thanksgiving e

lgames i i

. bg6 theh Ep1c——fa_ﬂs to suggest a plausible cause; one might as-
awesome interlude to mere whims of heaven. Th

, dissimilarities with : of the e

Sy ! respect to the occupants of the two
€sopotamian personnel includes “al the craftsmen”) and

A number of modern treatments resort to the expedient of reshu

fling the text, but this does violence, in turn, to a tradition th ¢ order of the test flights (raven—swallow—dove in Gj

antedates the LXX translation of twenty-two centuries ago. The ar there is the immediately apparent differencevien Igagﬂg: )I'\IAbove
amnst Utnapishtim; the mountains of Ararat as oppose?is .to I(i;guz'i

rangement followed here reproduces the exact order of the receive !
(*“Masoretic™) text. At the same time, however, everything that ca Slr._It is thus clear that Hebrew tradition must h i :

be traced to P has been placed between diagonals. This way th terial from some intermediate, and evidestl o raved s
two components can be distingnished at a glance, or they may b aree, and that it proceeded to adjust the datIl ty porthwesterly,
followed consecutively if one wishes to do so. No attempt, howe 4 fo lts own needs
has been made to mark in J the possible ministrations of R(ed

tor), in the few instances where such “joins” appear to be indicatec [atives can only be a matter of
minimal remarks on this subject have been included in the NoT best chance of a likely solution lgeisxsl“tlﬁzkrgeﬂtnfﬁtme Perhaps
That the biblical account as a whole goes back ultimately ming the geological background of Lower M.‘:son Sc':losures o
Mesopotamian sources is a fact that is freely acknowledged by m $ and N. L. Falcon, “The Geological Histor pgﬁafﬁlé (ct. 1. M.
1 Plains,” Geographical Journgl 118 [1952] g 4_39)6 II:I;so(:Sc;ta_
3 . p_

modern scholars; see the detailed discussion in Heidel’'s Gilgam
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pears that not very long ago, s geological ages are reckone_d, waters
from the Persian Gulf submerged a large coastland area, owing prob-
ably to a sudden rise in the sea level. If that rise was precipitated
by extraordinary vndersea eruptions, the same phenomenon'cou]d
also have brought on extremely heavy rains, the whole leaving an
indelible impression on the survivors. All this, however, must remain

9. BLESSING AND COVENANT
(ix 1-17: P)

in the realm of speculation.

IX 1God blessed Noah and his sons, and said to them, “Be
fertile and increase and fill the earth. 2Dread fear of you shall
possess all the animals of the earth and all the birds of the sky—
_ everything with which the ground is astir—and all the fishes of
the sea: they are placed in your hand. 3 Every creature that is
alive shall be yours to eat; I give them all to you as I did with
the grasses of the field. 4 Only flesh with its lifeblood still in it
shall you not eat. 5So, too, will I require an accounting for
your own lifeblood: I will ask it of every beast; and of man in
-regard to his fellow man will I ask an accounting for human
life.

6 He who sheds the blood of man,
By man shall his blood be shed;
For in the image of God
‘Was man created.

7 Be fertile, then, and increase,
Abound on earth and subdue® it.”

'8God said to Noah, and to his sons also: 9 “Furthermore,® I
now establish my covenant with you and with your offspring to
come, 10and with every living being that was with you: birds,
_ cattle, every wild animal that was with you, all that came out of
the ark—‘every living thing on earth.® 11 And I will maintain my
covenant with you, that never again shall all flesh be cut off by
the waters of a Flood; neither shall there be another Flood to
evastate the earth.

850 LXX (manuscripts), reading ureds, cf. i 28; Heb. urebsi (dittography).

b Literally “And I” (emphatic).
0L XX omits.
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12 “And this,” God said, “is the sign of the covenant that I in-
stitute between me, and you and every living being along with
you, for all ages to come: 13 I have placed my bow in the clouds,
and it shall be the sign of the covenant between me and the
earth, 14 When I bring clouds over the earth, and the bow ap-
pearé in the clouds, 15 I will recall the covenant which is in force
between me, and you and all living beings comprising all flesh,
so that waters shall not again become a Flood to destroy all
flesh. 16 As the bow appears in the clouds, I will see it and
remember the eternal covenant between me? and every living
being, comprising all flesh that is on earth. 17 That,” God told
Noah, “shall be the sign of the covenant which I have es-
tablished between me and all flesh that is on earth.”

meanings; the translation, h v

o owever istineui

lmln;I a];:t and the subsequent renewals has to distinguish between the
- the covenant which iy ; R

is.” which is in force, Literally “my covenant which

comprising. Literally “in.” ; o
on earth, Y 'In,” ie., entering into the totality of mortal life

CoMMENT

The Flood’ S
as'in theb:ui;faf,termath In this biblical episode is much the same
tude and £y Orm‘sourc.:e.s. The survivors are treated with solici
vored with divine blessing (cf. Gilg.,, Tablet XT H;CI_
ea.re also dlfferc?nces, to be sure, but thege ;,re ?;
" Waysozlail.tbeheﬁs of the societies involved. Utna-
; . mm, 1ty and settles in the regi 4
ora egion of D -
, ‘feasflz,rf Oglcllléitflgfi ‘t,hleﬁs)aml\?oineral 1fln:cali’ty that the Bible desclrI;gz: as
; , . > On the other h ;
ix 1. The statement begins with one of P’s favorite phrases; cf. i 28. fal. Th‘? sanctity of all future Jife is given forcea?udl’ st remain mor-
2. Dread fear. Literally “the fear and the dread,” another example of = « ‘erteftmal and limited. Man’s food supply hOWeszhaSIS, but it is
S . ) VEr,
' ppemented from the animal kingdom. Finally, the ré?ﬁgo?l i?f’

hendiadys.
is astir. The verbs rm$ (cf. 121) is used here in its broader sense of “to

move, have motion.” In the next verse, the corresponding noun remes is
employed for animal life in general, as a new source of food for man who
will now be carnivorous. The Akk, cognate stem namau shares the same

range of meaning.

4, flesh. P’s term for “mortals.”

with its lifeblood, Literally “whose blood is in the/its being.”

5. in regard to his fellow man. Literally “from the hand of man his
brother,” i.e., one another. Significantly, the principle that animals are
held accountable for homicide is found also in the Covenant Code, Bxod

2So0 LXX; MT has “God.”

NOTES

xxi 28.
7. Abound. The normal sense of Heb. §rs is “to swarm, teem with.”

subdue. Heb. repeats “increase” from the first half of the verse.
9. covenant. On the institution in general see G. E. Mendenhall, BA 17"
(1954), 50-76; for the Heb. term see NOTE on xv 18.
10. The absence of the concluding phrase in LXX may imply a mar-
ginal gloss in MT. Yet such a recapitulation is entirely in order and
should not be automatically ruled out.
11. maintain. Heb. uses here the same stem as in vss. 9 and 17, where
the translation employs “to establish.” The original carries both
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enjoyment—and my husband so oldl” 13 Yahweh said to Abra-
ham, “Why did Sarah laugh, saying, ‘Shall I really give birth,
old as I am? 14Is anything too much for Yahweh? I will be
back with you when life is due, and Sarah shall have had a son!”
15 Sarah dissembled, saying, “I didn’t laugh,” for she was afraid.

21. ABRAHAM AND HIS MYSTERIOUS VISITORS But he answered, “Yes, you did.”

(xvili 1~-15: 1)

Nortes
XVII !Yahweh appeared to him by the terebinths® of

Marmre; he was sitting at the entrance of his tent as the day was
growing hot. 2Looking up, he saw three men standing beside
him. When he saw them, he rushed from the entrance of the
tent to greet them and, bowing to the ground, 3 he said, “My
lord,® if I may beg of you this favor, please do not go on past
your servant. 4Let a little water be brought, then bathe your
feet and rest yourselves under the tree. SAnd I will fetch a
morsel of bread, that you may refresh yourselves before you go
on—now that you have come right by your servant.” They an-
swered, “Very well, do as you have said.” ‘

6 Abraham hastened into the tent and called to Sarah,
“Quick, three seahs of the best flour! Knead and make rolls!
7 With that, Abraham ran to the herd, picked out a tender and
choice calf, and gave it to a boy, who lost no time in preparing
it. 8Then he got some curds and milk, and the calf that had
been prepared, and set these before them; and he stood by under
the tree while they ate.

9 “Where is your wife Sarah?” they asked him. “In there, in|
the tent,” he replied. 10 Then one said, “When I come back to
you when life would be due, your wife Sarah shall have a son!”
Sarah had been listening at the tent entrance, “which was just
behind him.° 11 Now Abraham and Sarah were old, advanced in
years; Sarah had stopped having a woman’s periods. 12 So Sarah
laughed to herself, saying, “Withered as I am, am I still to know
e LXX, Syr. “oak” (singular); cf. xiii 18.

b See NOTE.
o0 Cf, NOTE.

xviii 1. as the day was growing hot. With this short comment (only two
words in Hebrew) the author evokes a complete picture. The old patri-
arch is resting in front of his tent on a typically hot day, when the land-
scape turns hazy and one’s vision is blurred.

2. he rushed, No exertion, even in behalf of total strangers, is too much
were hospitality is concerned.

3. Cons. Heb. ’dny can represent "®doni “my lord” (singular), **donay
“my lords” (ordinary plural), or 'edéndy, the special form with long third
vowel, which is reserved for the Deity, i.e., “my/the Lord,” the pointing
that is applied to YHWH in the received text. The versions support tradi-
- tional Hebrew. Nevertheless, at this stage Abraham is as yet unaware of
the true identity of his visitors, so that he would not address any of them
as God; and he cannot mean all three, because the rest of the verse con-
tains three unambiguous singulars. What the text indicates, therefore, is
that Abraham has turned to one of the strangers whom he somehow rec-
ognized as the leader. In vss. 4-5 he includes the other two as a matter of
courtesy. His spontaneous hospitality to seemingly ordinary human beings
is thus all the more impressive. Later on, in vss. 27, 32-33, the divine ap-
pellation is in order, because by then it is clear that Abraham’s guests are
out of the ordinary. The present pointing was probably influenced by the
explicit mention of Yahweh in vs. 1. But this is the author’s aside to the
reader who is thus prepared at the outset for the surprise that is in store
. for Abraham.

if I may beg of you this favor. See NoTE on vi 8.

4, a little water. Like the “morsel of bread” in the next verse, an at-
tempt by the host to minimize his own efforts.

5. before you go on. Literally “(and) you shall continue later”; the ini-
tial we- is missing in MT but supplied by some manuscripts and reflected
- in the versions.

now that. Heb. k7 ‘al ken, for which see Ehrl,

- 6-8. The actual performance is in sharp contrast with the deprecating
" references in 4-5.
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6. three seahs. A seah was a third of an ephah, or approximately
thirteen liters.

the best flour. Heb. solet, a kind of semolina.

7. With that. Heb. is inverted for special emphasis.

curds. Actually a type of yoghurt, At leben.

8. that had been prepared. Heb. uses here the active verb with im-
personal force.

10. one said. One of the visitors now acts as spokesman, and his
statement is the first direct intimation that the visitors might not be
what they seemed at first.

when life would be due. Heb. literally “at about a life’s interval,” i.e,
at the end of the period of pregnancy; cf. Ehrl.

which was just behind him. MT “he/it was behind him/it,” which
is far from clear, Sam. and LXX read the first pronoun as feminine;
this would mean that Sarah was not far from the speaker; in Heb,,
however, the pronominal suffix at the end is more likely to refer either
to the tent or the entrance, so that the received version is to be preferred.

11. a womar’s. Plural in MT.

13. Yahweh. This time the speaker is plainly identified. Sarah’s
reference to her husband’s age is not repeated; either the speaker or the
author has chosen to disregard it.

14, too much for. The Heb, stem pl’ refers to things that are unusual,
often beyond human capabilities.

GENESIS

15, dissembled. The stem kh§ denotes subservience (cf. Deut xxxiii

29, Niphal) or deceit (Piel).

Yes, you did. In Heb. a reply often repeats the wording of the pertinent
question or statement (cf. xxix 6); here literally . . . you did laugh.”
The verbal form is preceded by 16’ ki. The particle ki is, among many
other things, an adversative. When it follows a positive or rhetorical
statement, its sense is often “No,” cf,, for example, xxxvii 35, Deut
xiii 10, Job xxii 2, and see KB, p. 431, No. 7; in conjunction with the
negation /&', it conveys the opposite meaning, hence here “Yes,” cf.
xlii 12.

COMMENT

Chapters xviii-xix present a continuous and closely integrated
narrative which, with the sole exception of xix 29, is the work

of J throughout. The author not only maintains the high quality

of the earlier sections, but introduces, in his account of Abraham’s
intercession for Sodom, a new moral and philosophical dimension,
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The present section begins with the appearance of three strangers
- who materialize in front of Abraham’s tent as if from nowhere. The
heat of the Palestinian summer lends a dreamlike touch to the
scene. Abraham is startled, but recovers quickly, and the gener-
osity of his welcome is enhanced by his attempt to disparage his
efforts. He knows as yet neither the identity of the strangers nor
“the nature of their errand.
~ One of the visitors appears to be the leader, and it is through
him that Abraham extends his invitation to all three (see vs. 3,
Note). Gradually, however, it dawns on the host (vs. 10) that
- the 'odoni (approximately “sir,” cf. NoTE on 3) to whom he had
_ been speaking is no mere mortal; and vs. 14 shows him to be
' Yahweh himself, so that Abraham can now address him deferentially
as *dondy “the Lord.” The reader, on the other hand, is made
aware from the start that Yahweh is present, but not how to distin-
guish him from the other two. To that extent, therefore, we are
- made to share Abraham’s uncertainty and thus re-enact the patri-
arch’s experience. It is not until xix 1 that the narrative speaks of
angels as such. By then, however, the grim nature of the errand
is all too evident. .
There is pothing equivocal, on the other hand, where Sarah is
concerned, She is depicted as down-to-earth to a fault, with her
curiosity, her impulsiveness, and her feeble attempt at deception. It
must not be forgotten, however, that this vivid sketch has been
colored, at least in part, by the supposed origin of the name Isaac.
On this point, J’s interpretation is entirely different from P’s (xvii
17). For all that Sarah knew, the promise of a child was a gesture
made by meddlesome travelers; her impetuous reaction was one of
derision. This is what J’s play on the verb shg plainly implies. The
traditional connection with “laugh” is therefore closer in this instance
than it was on the previous occasion. That neither J’s etymology nor
P’s happens to be right is beside the point, since the underlying
cultural context had been lost in the meantime.
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shes: 28 What if the fifty innocent should lack five? Would
ou-destroy the whole city because of those five?” “I will not
estroy it,” he replied, “if I find there forty-five.” 29 But he
sisted, and said, “What if only forty are found there?” He
gsWered, “I will not do it, for the sake of the forty.” 30 Said he,
Let not the Lord be impatient if I go on: What if only thirty
re found there?” He answered, “I will not do it if I find there
t thirty.” 31 But he persisted, “Again I presume to address the
ord: What'if there are only twenty?” “I will not cause de-
truction,” came the reply, “for the sake of the twenty.” 32 Still
went on, “Please, let not the Lord be angry if I speak this
ast time: What if there are no more than ten?” He answered,
will not bring destruction, for the sake of those ten.”

3 As soon as Yahweh finished speaking with Abraham, he
eparted. And Abraham went back home.

22. ABRAHAM INTERCEDES FOR SODOM
(xviii 16-33: J)

XVIII 16The men set out from there and faced toward
Sodom, Abraham walking with them to see them off. 17 And
Yahweh reflected, “Shall I conceal from Abraham what I am
about to do, 18 now that Abraham is due to become a great and
populous nation, and all the nations of the world are to bless
themselves through him? 19 For I have singled him out in order
that he may instruct his sons and his future family to keep the
way of Yahweh by doing what is just and right, so that Yahyveh
may achieve for Abraham the promises he made about hlm..""
20 Then Yahweh said, “The outrage of Sodom and Gomorrah is
so great, and their sin so very grave, 21 that I must go down and
see whether their actions are at all like the® outcry that has
reached me, vor not. Then I will know.”? ;
22 The men left from there for Sodom, ‘but Yahweh paused

in front of Abraham.? 23 Abraham came forward and said, “Will
you stamp out the innocent along with the guilty? 24 S}Jppose
there are in the city fifty who are innocent; would you still level
the place, rather than spare it for the sake of the fifty innocents
inside it? 25 Far be it from you to do such a thing, to make the
innocent perish with the guilty, so that innocent and guilty
fare alike. Far be it from you! Shall he who is Judge of all the
world not act with justice?” 26 Yahweh replied, “If I find in the hweh”) that is expected of Abraham and his descendants.

city of Sodom fifty who are innocent, I will spare the whole uture family. Literally “his house after him”; cf. P's “your seed after
place on their account.” 27 Abraham spoke up again, “Here 1 " xvii 7 and passim.

i 0. outrage. The noun ze‘aga is subtly distinguished from its doublet
he Lord, I who am but dust and g
am presuming to Speak to the ’ . gd (21), which is construed objectively to yield “the outcry against

9
T

NoTESs

viii 16. faced toward. Literally “looked down upon the face of.”
er “Sodom” LXX adds “and Gomorrah.” But in this narrative,
fom.is used for the whole area, except in vs. 20.

I:.reflected. Literally “said.” The verb ’‘mr, however, covers a wide
ge -of meaning, The translation (cf. “persisted, replied,” and the
in subsequent passages) has to be guided by the context,

8. populous. Heb. ‘dsim stresses numbers rather than strength.

‘or the last clause, cf. xii 3, NOTE.

9..1 have singled him out. Another aspect of the flexible stem yd
CoMMENT on iv 1. Here the stress is on “to acknowledge.” The
se as a whole gives an excellent summary of the way of life (“way of

aMT “her.” .
b For an alternative word division see NoTE below.
o-¢ See NOTE.

11 must go down and see. For the phrase cf, xi 5.
1 all. Heb. kald. The same form occurs also in the sense of “destruc-
i’ (e.g.,, Jer iv 27, v 10), which TO applies here as well, perhaps
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rightly. Some moderns would emend cons. kik to klm “all of them”: Fvil 16-33 135
all of them guilty?”
like the outcry. The Heb. noun (cf. NOTE on 20) is vocalized to Te
“her outcry” (the feminine possessive pronoun -tah, with the.
sounded). But the pronoun has no antecedent. The same final lett
could stand for an archaic feminine suffix without possessive. LXX
TO read the last letter as -m and render “their outcry,” i.e., the indi
ment against them.
or not. Then I will know. Alternatively, “And if not, I will find ouf
For a similar use of the verb, cf. Exod ii 25.
22. the men. This time, the two companions of Yahweh.
left from there. Literally “turned . . . and went.” In this combina
the first verb describes not so much a turn as a specific direction. !
Yahweh paused in front of Abraham. So the original text. But the
sage is listed among the rare instances of Masoretic interference known
Tigqang saf'rim “scribal corrections,” whereby the text was change
“Abraham paused before Yahweh,” for deferential reasons. The chan
already witnessed in LXX,
23-32. In this dialogue several of the recurrent phrases have:be
varied in translation on stylistic grounds.
24, innocent . . . guilty. Not “righteous . . . wicked”; for the legal er
phasis, cf. Exod xxii 8.
25, Judge . .. act with justice. Heb. uses the form JSopgt and !
derived noun mi¥pat. The basic sense of the stem ¥pt is “to exercise
thority” in various matters, hence “govern, decide,” and the like;
the noun signifies norm, standard, manner. The legal connotations ari
best incidental. The title $opgf, as used in the Book of “Judges,’
nothing to do with the judiciary. In the highly significant Foundal
Inscription of Yabdun-lim of Mari (slightly earlier than Hammur

COMMENT

The rebuke to Sarah, as the author records it (vs. 14), was
enough to reveal to Abraham the true character of his guests, but

t the nature of the mission which his hospitality had delayed
for the time being, He now escorts the travelers to a spot outside
Mamre, where the Hebron hills overlook the Dead Sea and the
bordering district to the south, While his companions take the road
Sodom, Yahweh pauses to talk to Abraham. There can no longer
any doubt as to the visitors’ objective. The ensuing dialogue
takes place in the gathering dusk (cf. xix 1), within sight of Sodom,
til lush and thriving, yet doomed to be reduced before sunrise to
smoldering ruin,
In Yahwel'’s soliloquy (vss. 17-19), and the colloquy with Abra-
am that follows, J appears in a new role. What the author sets
own is not so much received tradition as personal contemplation,
The result is a philosophical aside, in which both Yahweh and the
atriarch approach the issues of the moment as problems in an
during scheme of things. Specifically, the theme is the relation be-
tween the individual and society. For Yahweh, the individual who
atters is Abraham. Having chosen Abraham as the means for
implementing his will, and as the spearhead in the quest for a
orthy way of life (“the way of Yahweh,” vs. 19), should he not
: ow take Abraham into his full confidence? The patriarch, on the
the cognate term $apifum is distinct from dayanum “judge” (Syria, 1 ther hand, in his resolute and insistent appeal on behalf of Sodom,
D- 4, lines 4, 9). In the present instance, however, “Judge” and “just ecks to establish for the meritorious individual the privilege of sav-
can be employed in a nqn-techmcal sense; cf. also xix 9. L 1 g an otherwise worthless community.

27. I presume. Also in 31, The basic sense of Heb. is “to undert: Th lation betw it and f : : s
(Deut 1 5). honoe also to verture, pressme e corre etween merit an ate. is not a question which

0 , ; the first to broach. The basic nl

the Lord. Here, and in vss. 32-33, cons. ’dny refers to Yahweh § roac iC 1ssue Is only one aspect of the
though Abraham knows by now who his visitors are. The author re eme of the Suffering Just, which Mesopotamian literature wres-
consistent throughout this narrative. When he speaks for himself, ed with as early as the Old Babylonian age (cf. AOS 38 [1955],
refers to God as Yahweh; but when Abraham is the speaker, the app 8f); the OT has treated it most eloquently in the Book of
tion is “the Lord.” ob.-J’s own answer is an emphatic affirmation of the saving grace

33. home, Literally “his place,” that is Mamre, cf. vs. 1. f the just. And even though the deserving minority proves to be in

1is instance too small to affect the fate of the sinful majority, the

innocent—here Lot and his daughters—are ultimately spared.
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2Then the men asked Lot, “Who else belongs to you here?
,* daughters, anybody you have in the city—get them out
the placel 13 For we are about to destroy this place; the out-
to Yahweh against those in it has been such that he has
ent us to destroy it.” 14So Lot went out and spoke to his sons-
law, who had married his daughters, and urged them, “Up,
cave this place, for Yahweh is about to destroy the city.” But
sons-in-law looked at him as if he were joking.

5 As dawn broke, the angels urged Lot on, saying, “Hurry,
emove your wife and the two daughters who are here, or you
hall be swept away in the punishment of the city. 16Still he
itated. So the men seized his hand, and the hands of his wife
d his two daughters—Yahweh being merciful to him—and led
m to safety outside the city. 17 When they had brought them
utside, he was told, “Flee for your lifel Do not look behind you
stop anywhere in the Plain. Flee to the hills, or you will be
t away.” 18 But Lot replied,” “Oh no, my lord!® 19 If you
uld but indulge your servant, having shown so much kindness
what you did for me by saving my life—I cannot flee to the
Is, or disaster will overtake me and I shall die. 20This town
ead is near enough to éscape to, and it is scarcely anything!
t me flee there—it is a mere nothing—that my life may be
ed.” 21 He answered, “I will bear with you in this matter
0, by not overthrowing the town you speak of. 22 Hurry, flee
te, for I can do nothing until you arrive there.” This is how
town came to be called Zoar.*

3The sun rose upon the earth just as Lot entered Zoar.
ien Yahweh rained down upon Sodom and Gomorrah
phurous fire from Yahweh in heaven. 25 He overthrew those
ies and the whole Plain, with all the inhabitants of the cities
the vegetation on the ground. 26 As Lot’s wife glanced
,*:she turned into a pillar of salt.

23. DESTRUCTION OF SODOM. LOT’S ESCAPE
(xix 1-28: J; 29: /P/)

XIX 1The two angels arrived in Sodom in the evening, as Lot
was sitting in the gate of Sodom. When Lot saw them, he rose
to greet them and, bowing low with his face to the ground, 2he
said, “Please, my lords, turn aside to your servant’s house for
the night, and bathe your feet; you can then start early on your
way.” They said, “No, we will rest in the square.” 3 But he urged
them so much that they turned toward his place and entered
his house. He prepared for them a repast, and baked flat cakes,
and they dined.

4Before they could lie down, the townspeople, the men of
Sodom, young and old—all the people to the last man—closed
in on the house. SThey called out to Lot and said to him,
“Where are the men who came to you tonight? Bring them out
to us that we may get familiar with them.” 6 Lot met them
outside at the entrance, having shut the door behind him. 7He
said, “I beg you, my friends, don’t be wicked. 8 Look, [ hgve
two daughters who never consorted with a man. Let me bring
them out to you, and you may do to them as you please. But
don’t do anything to these men, inasmuch as they have come
under the shelter of my roof.” 9 They answered, “Stand back
The fellow,” they said, “came here on sufferance, and now he
would act the masterl Now we’ll be meaner to you than to
them!” With that, they pressed hard against the person of Lo
and moved forward to break down the door. 10But the men
put out their hands and pulled Lot inside, shutting the door
11 And the people who were at the entrance of the house, on
and all, they struck with blinding light, so that they were unabl
to reach the entrance.

dds “son-in-law”; see NOTE below.

adds “to them.”

#Lord”; see NOTE.

rpreted as “Little (town),” and connected with the repeated mis‘ar of
, literally “little thing.”

“behind him”; see NOTE.
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urged. Heb. psr describes various types of pressure; in vs. 9 the
b is rendered “pressed hard.” For our “urged . . . on” in vs. 15, Heb.
uses a different stem.

they turned toward his place. Literally “they turned aside to him,”
ith the nuance of “chez lui”; cf. “turn aside” in vs, 2.

repast. Heb, mi§té, also “feast, banquet” (cf. xxi 8); but here the
ption is far from elaborate. '

at cakes. Heb, magsot “unleavened bread.” The description is meant
~contrast with the semolina biscuits of xviii 6; hurriedly baked flat
ps of bread are the daily fare of the region. “Unleavened” now
nds to emphasize ritual rather than expediency.

4.-to the last man. Heb, miqqdsé “(even) from the fringe(s),” i.e.,
erybody.

closed in on, Literally “placed themselves around.” The Heb. Niphal
ed with the preposition ‘al “upon, against” can describe hostile moves;
.“to gather, combine against” (verb ghl), Exod xxxii 1; Num xvi 3,
ii7, xx 2, and “to bear down on” (verb kbd); Exod xiv 4; Lev x 3
t “to be glorified”); see Ehrl.,, Vol I, p. 316.

. get familiar with. The same circumlocution for sexual relations as
v 1, but used under different circumstances.

6. met them outside at the entrance. Literally “went out to them to
e entrance.” The entrance is the doorway, which in well-appointed
ses was protected by solid and costly doors; cf. 9.

1. be wicked. The Hiphil form without object is generally intransitive;
. NOTE on iii 6, vi 19; see also vs. 9.

8. consorted with, Same Heb. idiom as in vs. 5.

on sufferance. Heb, lagir “to sojourn,” cf. NoTe on xii 10. The

center Lll(f E pjourner lacked the leVlle d P Y y
. 1 ]. id J ion enjoyed b crizens.
: gE5 an rotectio e (= t
with hlS face to the 8! Ou”d- IhlS i8 h: . act the master. Heb. stem Spt,' see Xviil 25, NoTE.

their superiors in thl: Amanfla I‘:?tterf' ’In thi’:;r;essgoﬁg:ﬁ] ﬂ?sl; he person of Lot. Literally “the man Lot.” The same idiom is used
Abraham (xviil 2), the term for “face” (appay g in-the sense of “X as a person, individual,” e.g., Num xii 3.

g 1, 4 all. Literally “whether little or big”; of, * ,
2. house. In contrast to Abraham’s tent; cf. xviii 1, 6, 9, 10. 4 one and all. Literally “whether little or big”; cf. “young and old,

ORI j ob o
early..The Heb. verbal fgrgn hiskim is u§ed a.dverb.xally when €001 linding light. Hob. sanwarim is a loanword based on AKK. Sumwirum,

nated with another verb, as it is here. In conjunction with babboger (2 e g L nword b Ak,

it i t of itself “to rise early in the morning,” since a second verb is adjectival form with superlative or “elative” force: “having extraor-

TS o O e T Y & ‘ ary brightness” (cf. my discussion in JCS 6 [1952], 81 L., esp. p. 89,

plied there; cf. xx 8, xxi 14, etc. Moreover, as an adverbial complem $2). For ordinary blind Heb 1 ; .
~r T, “ o 1so © istently, diligently,” ot ! . L ary blindness Heb. employs native terms (stem ‘wr),
hifkim signifies not only “early,” but also "persistently, diugently Lev xxii 22; Deut xxviii 28; Zech xii 4, But these would not be

like (e.g., Jer vii 13, 25, xxv 3, 4; Zeph iii 7, etc.). The independent find ) . ; . .
e A s i table in the present instance, since what is involved is not the
; cf. th he proceeded promptly” (W the : » SI
usage is rare; cf. 27, where the sense is P promptly” ( mon affliction, not just “total blindness,” as the word before us is

the preposition ’el “t0”).
Npa E)Ihe reply is abi’upt The angels’ grim errand leaves no room erally rendered, but a sudden stroke. And that is just what the term
the us.ual amenities ' e gests: a blinding flash emanating from angels—who thereby abandon
: ir ‘human disguise—which would induce immediate, if temporary,

27 Next morning, Abraham hurried back to the spot wher
he had stood before Yahweh. 28 As he looked down towar
Sodom and Gomorrah and the whole area of the Plain, he coul
see only smoke over the land rising like the fumes from a Liln,
/29 And so it was that, when God destroyed the cities of th
Plain and overthrew the cities amidst which Lot had lived, Go’i
was mindful of Abraham by removing Lot from the midst of th
upheaval.,/ ‘

NOTES

xix 1. The two angels. This identification is meant for the reader, wh
knows that Yahweh stayed behind with Abraham (xviii 22) in order:t
tell him of the melancholy mission. The author was equally direct inin
troducing the other visit (xvili 1). But Lot must discover the truth f
himself, as Abraham did earlier. It is only in the light of the sanwegrir
(11), that the “men” (5, 8, 10) are revealed as angels (15). By thg
viewing the action through the eyes of the actors, the spectator also i
caught up in the unfolding drama, in spite of his advance knowledge.

in the evening. The southern tip of the Dead Sea is approximately forty
miles from Hebron. The angels left after their sumptuous meal, hence
late afternoon at the earliest. Normal traveling time for that distanc
would be about two days.

in the gate. The focal point of all communal activities in an urb
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loss of sight, much like desert or smow blindness; the same is true of
I Kings vi 18, the only other passage where this noun is used (Elisha.
and the Aramaeans). Thus the very word evokes a numinous image. It
is a matter of magic as opposed to myopia.
they were unable. Heb. wyl'w, which is not “they wearied themselves.”
In Exod vii 18 the Niphal form describes a condition of helplessness, as
is proved by the parallel “they could not” later on (vs. 24). In all:
probability, the present occurrence should also be pointed as Niphal:
*wayyilld’'a.
12. the men. Sam. teads “the angels,” which is now appropriate; Heb.
does the same in vs. 15. .
Before “Soms, daughters . ..” the text has “son-in-law,” which is
jmmediately suspect: the singular is inconsistent with what follows
(LXX has plural), the pronominal suffix is lacking (restored in Syr,
TJ), and above all, a son-in-law would not be mentioned before direct
descendants. The word in question is obviously intrusive, evidently from.
vs. 14. ‘ .
13. the outcry . . . against those in it. MT literally “the outery again;
them,” the pronoun referring not to “the place,” which is the actual ante:
cedent, but—by extension—to the inhabitants; for the noun, cf. xviii 20.
The original is self-explanatory, but in translation a concession has to be,
made to clarity. ’
14. who had married. Heb. employs the agent form “takers of,” which
could refer to the pasf (as interpreted by LXX), or (with Vulg.) the fu
fure, ie., those who were due to marry the two girls. The ambigui
would disappear if we knew the technical meaning of hannimsd'ot in th
next verse: literally “within reach, present, at hand,” which could mea
either pledged but still at home, or unattached altogether. The tradition:
translation that has here been followed presupposes that two older daug
ters had to be left behind with their husbands, who had every legal righ
however, to oppose their departure. But the alternative interpretation’
by no means improbable.
15. in the punishment. Or “because of the iniquity”; on Heb. ‘awon "Vs‘
iv 13. F
16. he hesitated. The text has a pause sign after the verb. Lot is th
-pictured as hesitant to abandon his possessions.
led them to safety. Literally “brought them out and deposited them!
(hendiadys).
17. Flee. The Heb. stem (n)mlt is used five times in this short passa
(17-22), evidently because of its assonance with the name Lot (Iwp).
he was told. Literally “he (the speaker) said”; cf. xviii 10, as
trasted with the preceding verse. The subject in such situations isofte

left ambiguous in Heb. The same is true of vs. 21, below, but there Lot
had already addressed one of the two angels; see below.

18. But Lot replied. The text reads “said to them,” which cannot be
‘ tight, since immediately afterward Lot is addressing himself to a single
companion. The error is probably traceable to the ambiguous ’dny, which
must have been read as plural; cf. NoTE on xviii 3. The context, however,
favors 'edént.

19. If you would but indulge your servant. Another nuance of the flexi-
ble “to find favor in the eyes of . . .”; see vi 8, NOTE.
20. town. Heb. ‘Ir ranges all the way from ‘“city” to “depository”
(cf. T Kings ix 19). The present occurrence describes a small settlement.
" ahead. Literally “that, yonder.”
to escape to. For once Heb. departs from nmlit and substitutes lanis.
* scarcely anything . . . a mere nothing. Heb. mis'dr (both times), a
~skillful wordplay on the place name Zoar (57). Aetiological explanations
were always popular, but seldom as plausible as this one is, at least on the
urface.
24. sulphurous fire. While sentiment favors the traditional “brimstone
and fire,” the context points plainly to hendiadys.
25. The repeated use of the verb “to overthrow” may well hark back to
an earthquake; cf. Dr. On the problem of location see Wright (Biblical
A.rchaeology, p. 50), who assumes, with Albright, that the destroyed
ities were buried beneath the shallow waters of the southern tip of the
Dead Sea. This view has been questioned by B. G. Kraeling, Bible Atlas,
956, p. 71; see also J. P. Harland, BA 5 (1942), 41 ff.
26. glanced back. MT has “(Lot’s wife,) behind him, looked.” The
erb-itself does not indicate direction. Unless, therefore, something like
‘(who followed) behind him” is intended, the pronominal suffix was. orig-
inally feminine; cf. also vs, 17. The present translation leaves the matter
pen.
27. hurried back. Not “rose early (in the morning),” which cannot be
onstrued with “fo the place,” in any case; some such verb as “and
ent/hastened” is implied, cf. NoTE on vs. 2.
; 28. smoke . . . fumes. Heb. does not employ here its regular term for
moke, but uses instead, both times, a noun cognate with the term for
‘incense.” The emphasis is thus on dense vapors, such as might be caused
y the firing of lime or the burning of fat or incense.
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COMMENT

The focus of attention now shifts from Abraham to Lot, whose
part in the impending drama was foreshadowed in chapter xiii and
gained substance in xviil. By taking advantage of his uncle’s kindness
and staking out the Plain for himself (xiii 10£.), Lot became an un-
witting accessory to Sodom’s guilt. The story of Lot, which is a
subplot in the history of Abraham, is now coming to a close. J never
loses sight of the fact that history, in the last analysis, is made by in-
dividuals. But the individual, in turn, mirrors larger issues and
events.

At the present juncture, the author is leading up to the origins of
Moab and Ammon, two of Israel’s close kin. And since these were

Transjordanian groups, J combines a popular tradition about them'

with a geographic upheaval south of the Dead Sea. His approach is
normative, and the judgment is apparently calculated to point up by

indirection the sterner moral values of Israsl as compared with those .

of its neighbors. National history as a vehicle for a way of life
remains J’s central objective; and that history is at this point per-
sonified by Abraham and Lot. '

To judge from xiii 10 and vs. 29 here, a major natural catastrophe
must have destroyed the settlements at the southern tip of the Dead
Sea some time after the patriarchal period had commenced. This
could well have been an earthquake, accompanied perhaps by an

eruption of petroleum gases underground. The event could not but

be ascribed to the delinquency of the local population. But there was
no uniform tradition as regards the nature of the offense. Isaiah
stresses lack of justice (i 10, iii 9), Jeremiah cites moral and ethical
laxity (xxiii 14), and Ezekiel speaks of Sodom’s disregard of the

needy (xvi 49). To J, however, it was the city’s sexual depravity, the

manifest “sodomy” of its inhabitants, that provided the sole and self
evident reason for its frightful fate.

The action is swift and grim, inevitable yet suspenseful. Nor isi
it surprising, given the author’s insight and skill, that in the personal
equation between Abraham and Lot the latter should emerge a

poor second. Having met the strangers before, the reader will not

need to ask how they could cover the distance between Hebron and .
Sodom, normally a two-day journey, in the brief interval between
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midafternoon and sundown. Lot is dutiful in his hospitality. His
manner with the visitors, however, appears servile (“with his face
to the ground,” vs. 1), as contrasted with the simple dignity of
Abraham (xviii 2), and both his invitation and subsequent prepara-
tions lack his uncle’s spontaneity. But true to the unwritten code,
Lot will stop at nothing in his effort to protect his guests. Presently,
the identity of the visitors is revealed in a flash of supernatural
light (vs. 11). The angels’ intercession serves to bring out the
latent weaknesses in Lot’s character. He is undecided, flustered,
ineffectual. His own sons-in-law refuse to take him seriously (14).
He hesitates to turn his back on his possessions, and has to be led
to safety by the hand (16), like a child—an ironic sidelight on a
man who a moment earlier tried to protect his celestial guests
(von Rad). Lot’s irresoluteness makes him incoherent (20). Small
wonder that his deliverance is finally achieved without a moment
to spare. Had the sun risen an instant sooner, Lot might have
shared the fate of his wife; for God’s mysterious workings must
not be looked at by man.

As Abraham peered anxiously at the scene of the disaster, from
the distant heights of Hebron, he had his answer to the question
ke had posed the might before. A pall of dense vapors was all that
-could be seen. All life was extinguished. The author is much too
fine an artist to spell out the viewer’s thoughts, and the close of
the parrative is all the more eloquent for this omission.

P’s one-sentence summary of the episode (29)-—unmistakable in
its wording, style, and approach—is an example of scholastic
‘succinctness at its best,
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NoTes

24. L.OT'S DAUGHTERS - xix 30. cave. Vocalized with definite arsicle to signify “a certain
(zix 30-38: J) , ave.”

:31. growing old. The inchoative aspect is necessary in order to point

p the urgency of the situation,

“unire with, Cf, NoTE on vi 4,

32. ply . . . with wine. The primary meaning of the Heb. verb is

‘to irrigate the ground” (ii 10), then to furnish drink to animals (xxiv

4, xxix 7) or humans (e.g., xxiv 18 £.). Here the object of the scheme

s'not just to make Lot drink but to get him drunk.

preserve life. Literally “keep seed alive.”

34, with father. Heb. literally “my father,” but the possessive in this

-ase is more stylistic than proprietary. LXX has “our father,” without

ecessarily implying a variant reading.

XIX 30Lot went up from Zoar with his two daughters, and
settled in the hill country; he was afraid to stay in Zoar. And he
lived with his two daughters in a cave. 31 The older one said to
the younger, “Our father is growing old, and there is not a man
on earth to unite with us as was the custom throughout the
world. 32 Come, let us ply our father with wine, then lie with
him, in order that we may preserve life through our father.”

33 That night, after they had plied their father with wine, the
older one went in and lay with her father; he was not conscious
of her lying down or her getting up. 34 Next morning the older
said to the younger, “Look, last night it was I who lay with
father. Tonight let us again ply him with wine, and you go in
and lie with him, so that we may preserve life through our
father.” 35S0 after they had plied their father with wine that
night also, the younger went in and lay with him; nor was he
conscious of her lying down or her getting up.

36 Thus both Lot’s daughters came to be with child by their
father. 37 The older bore a son, whom she named Moab? he is
the father of the Moabites of today. 38 And the younger also
bore a son, whom she named Ben-Ammi? he is the father of the
Ammonites of today.

COMMENT

Popular tales about neighboring peoples are encountered the
world over. The product of traditional rivalries, local pride, and raw
olk humor, they often tend to place the neighbor’s character and
origin in an uncomplimentary, if amusing, light. Was the narrative
efore us inspired by similar considerations? What little evidence
here is would seem to contradict such an assumption.
~ As they are here portrayed, Lot and his two daughters had every
reason to believe that they were the last people on earth. From the
cesses of their cave somewhere up the side of a canyon formed
oy the earth’s deepest rift, they could see no proof to the contrary.
The young women were concerned with the future of the race, and
they were resolute enough to adopt the only desperate measure that
appeared to be available. The father, moreover, was not a conscious
party to the scheme. All of this adds up to praise rather than blame.
The account itself, of course, was colored to a substantial degree
by the popular etymology of the ethnic terms for the Moabites and
monites. Did the derivations here recorded originate with Israel-
tes, or with the natives themselves whose dialects differed very little
rom Hebrew? Such points could be argued either way, and with
ually inconclusive results. More practical is the question as to why

o Heb, mé'db, equated with mg’ab “from father.”
v “Son of my kin,” equated with “children of Ammon.”
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J incorporated such a tale about outsiders in a story of his own peo-
ple’s past. The likeliest answer would seem to be that these neighbors
were too important to be ignored. Yet there is little evidence of such
prominence in extant historical records, certainly not in records that
J could have known. J might have been familiar with the substance
of I Sam xi, and quite probably with the background of Judg iii 12 ff.
and xi 4 ff. But the folk tale before us presupposes a longer period of
incubation. It may go back to the thirteenth century, when both
Transjordan and Palestine were being settled by related tribes, at
which time their relative strengths appear to have been more on a
par than was later the case; cf. Deut ii 9, 19. J’s parallel treatment
of the histories of Abraham and Lot is added proof that interrela-
tionship was particularly intimate and important in early times.

In short, the anonymous Dead Sea cave with which this tale is
concerned entails its own full complement of intriguing issues.
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