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Gen. 1:1-3 as a “[complicated syntactical] construction is desperate™.88
Stylistically Gen. 1:1 purports to be an independent or main clause.

m

It has become apparent that a solution to the problem of translating such
a sensitive passage as Gen. 1:1-3 cannot rest merely upon grammatical and
syntactical arguments. It is the thesis of this paper that the proper translation
of Gen. 1:1 can only be achieved on the basis of the combined efforts of
lexical, grammatical, syntactical, comparative and stylistic considerations.
Innovative translations such as are given in the NJV, Anchor Bible, and
NEB fall short on two main points: (1) Though the innovative translations
claim to be based on a number of arguments, they fall short of their support
by close scrutiny of these underlying arguments. (2) The innovative transla-
tions do not have the support of the combined arguments. It is especially
surprising to find that our critical investigation of the supporting arguments
of the innovative translations has shown that the arguments used are far
from coercive. The cumulative evidence based on the aforementioned
arguments considered in this study unanimously supports the position that
takes Gen. 1:1 as an independent or main clause.®? Thus Gen. 1:1 needs to
be translated “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.”

HOW DID AGAG MEET SAMUEL? (1 Sam. 15:32)

The RSV says that Agag went to Samuel “cheerfully”, saying, “Surely the
bitterness of death is past.” But the New American Bible says he went
“struggling”, saying, “So it is bitter death!” The Jerusalem Bible is similar:
“Agag came to him reluctantly. ‘Truly, death is a bitter thing,” he said.” In
one translation he is portrayed as confident, thinking he will not be killed;
the others have him afraid, certain of his doom. Why the difference? And
which is correct?

88 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, p. 387 v. 1.

8% Another argument advanced in favor of the traditional translation of Gen. 1:1 is the
theological one. Von Rad, Genesis, p. 46, states: “We do not follow the old conjecture that
v. 1 is not to be understood as an independent sentence but as the introductory clause to
v. 2 or even v. 2. Syntactically perhaps both translations are possible, but not theologically.”
The decisive theological argument is that the word about chaos would stand logically and
temporally before the word about creation. Speiser, Genesis, pp. 11-12, sees the opposite
problem. According to the traditional translation God is charged with an inadequate
initial performance. Lane, VT, 13 (1963), pp. 64-66, argues forcefully that we do not know
what the author of Gen. 1:1 means unless we have found objective criteria that guide our
translation of Gen. 1:1-3. A purely theological argumentation is running the risk of arriving
at a translation from a priori considerations. Westermann, Genesis, p. 134, adds, “Eine rein
theologische Argumentation (B. S. Childs folgt hier von Rad) ist bedenklich, weil eine
andere theologische Position die andere Deutung als theologisch noiwendig postulieren
konnte.” This seems to be precisely the case with Speiser and Loretz though their argu-
mentations are also based on other criteria. The present writer concurs with these objections.
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There are two problems to be solved: the meaning of the word which
describes his attitude, and what he said. Let us take the second one first. The
Masoretic text is quite clear on this point: “Surely the bitterness of death is
past (sar).” But Kittel notes in the margin that sar is omitted by the LXX,
probably by dittography; the word is quite similar to the following mar. But
besides its omission in LXX, itis also missing in the Syriac and in the second
Samuel manuscript of Cave 4 of Qumran (4 Q Sam"). This is quite impressive
evidence that Agag said, “Surely it is bitter death!” Josephus (Antiquities
VI vii. 5) supports this, by having Agag ask, “How bitter is death?” The
Vulgate, however, read sdr, translating Siccine separat amara mors?, which
is taken to mean, “Does bitter death thus separate me (from life) ?”

If, with LXX, Syriac, and 4 Q Sam® we omit sdr, then Agag would have
been alarmed as he approached Samuel. If we follow the MT, then Agag
would have been confident.

The word that describes Agag’s attitude is ma‘adanndt, a plural noun
describing state or condition (Gesenius-Kautzsch Grammar, 118q). Koghler
defines it “reluctantly”. The verb ‘@dan (Neh. 9:25) means “to live in luxury”;
the noun ma‘adenim (Gen. 49:20, Lam. 4:5, Prov. 29:17) means ‘“‘dainties;
comfort, delight”. See also ‘adinah (Is. 47:8) and ‘edenah (Gen. 18:12). On
this basis, the word would mean ““voluptuously” or (as AV has it) ““delicately”.
The Vulgate has pinguissimus et tremens, “‘sleek and trembling”. (S. R. Driver
says that et tremens is a doublet, derived from the Old Latin, and omitted
by all the best manuscripts of the Vulgate.) Targum, Aquila and Symmachus
all support this meaning. But this seems strange. The only other place where
the word occurs is Job 38:31, where it seems obvious that it is a metathesis
for ma‘anadat, “band, knot” (so Driver, and translators and commentators
in general). On the basis of Job 38:31 some commentators suggest it means
here “in knots”, i.e. in great fear. Or else quite literally “in chains”, as the
Jewish Publication Society translation has it.

But the Hebrew consonants of the MT can be repointed me‘odanit, from
ma‘ad “to totter”, meaning that Agag came totteringly. The LXX has tremdn,
“trembling”, which seems to represent this repointing of the Hebrew conso-
nants. So NEB, referring to the LXX, translates “with faltering step”.

Smith (I.C.C.) and Hertzberg both say that the meaning of the MT is
impossible to ascertain; Smith prefers the LXX, and Hertzberg inclines to
taking it from ma‘ad.

With all this conflicting evidence and these varied scholarly opinions,
certainty is quite impossible. It seems to me, however, preferable to under-
stand that Agag approached “trembling” or “hesitant”, and that he said,
“Now comes bitter death!” ROBERT G. BRATCHER



