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was murdered by his finance minister Heliodoruaw So he was the victim of
conspiracy.

Conspiracy being a universal political phenomenon, many languages have
a special evasive or non-evasive way of expressing murder through a plot.
Standard Bamileke terminology in this respect is to say of someone that he
was killed "discreetly".
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I
The completion of the New English Bible (NEB) with the publication of the
OT and Apocrypha in March, 1970,has rightly been hailed as a "magnificent
achievement"} One of the specimens of interpretation is contained in the
translation of Gen. 1:1-3:

New English Bible (1970)
lIn the beginning of creation, when God made heaven and earth, the earth
was without form and void, with darkness over the face of the abyss, and a
mighty wind that swept over the surface of the waters. God said, "Let there
be light," and there was light;

Later in 1970the New American Bible (NAB) appeared. This authorized
Roman Catholic version translates Gen. 1:1-3 in a very similar fashion:

New American Bible (1970)
lIn the beginning, when God created the heavens and earth.Pthe earth was a
formless wasteland, and darkness covered the abyss, while a mighty wind
swept over the waters. sThen God said, "Let there be light" and there was
light.

The thought of the New Jewish Version (NJV), which appeared late in
1962, is essentially the same:

New Jewish Version (1962)
lWhen God began to create the heaven and the earth-2the earth being
unformed and void, with darkness over the surface of the deep and a wind
from God sweeping over the water-3God said, "Let there be light"; and
there was light.

Thus the three most recent authorized Protestant, Catholic and Jewish
versions render the English translation of Gen. 1:1 in a different way than
has been done in authorized versionsfor some 2,200years since the production
of the Septuagint translation.

so See Aage Bentzen: Daniel (Handbuch zum Alten Testament I, 19), Tiibingen, 1952,
ad loco

l So Millar Burrows in his review of the NEB in JBL, 89 (June, 1970), 222.
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In an article published in the Journal ofBiblical Literature in 1963, Harry
M. Orlinsky, editor-in-chief of the NN, explained some of the principles of
translation adopted by the translators of the NN and predicted that
"authorized Protestant and Catholic translations of the future will tend to
follow"2 the new pattern set by the NN. This is partially correct as regards
the break with past translations of Gen. 1:1-3 in the NEB and NAB.s On the
other hand, however, another authorized Catholic version, the Jerusalem
Bible (JB), published in English in 1966, has rendered the first words of the
Bible in the customary words, "In the beginning God created •.•" The JB
does not even give an alternate reading in the margin. Thus whereas the most
recent Jewish, Protestant and Catholic authorized versions adopt a new
translation, a 1966 Catholic authorized version follows the traditional
translation of Gen. 1:1. The same divergence of scholarly opinion can be
seen in the most recent commentaries on Genesis. E. A. Speiser's translation
follows the innovative' way of rendering Gen. 1:1-3. But the commentaries
by G. von Rad (1961), U. Cassuto (1961), C. Westermann (1967), D. Kidner
(1968), E. Maly (1968), and G. Henton Davies (1969) maintain the traditional
rendering, "In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth."!

This is a clear indication that neither translators nor commentators are
united on the way in which such a "delicate" passage as Gen. 1:1-3 should be
ranslated. This may be even more surprising to the layman than to the
cholar if the former learns that these translators and commentators work
with virtually the same methods of Biblical research. Due to the divergence
of translations and scholarly opinions as well as the recent publication of
notes outlining the reasoning that led to the adoption of the innovative
translations of Gen. 1:1-3 by the NJV,6 it seems in place to review critically
the major arguments for the differing translations of Gen. 1:1. This paper is
limited to a discussion of the relationship of Gen. 1:1 to Gen. 1:2, 3 with a
view to determine the translation of Gen. 1:1. It intends to carry forward the
discussion especially with regard to recent arguments put forth in favor of the
innovative translations,"

n
The innovative translations of Gen. 1:1 of the RSV margin, NN, NEB,

NAB and Anchor Bible agree in considering the first verse of the Bible as a
dependent clause. The implications of the new translations are momentous.

I Harry M. Orlinsky, "The New Jewish Version of the Torah. Toward a New Philosophy
of Bible Translation," JBL, 82 (September, 1963), 264.

8 The first authorized version to introduce the translation "When God began to create"
was the RSV which put it as an alternate reading in the margin and retained the traditional
"In the beginning God created" in the text.

, The reader may be reminded that this is new only for authorized translations. The
medieval Jewish commentator Rashi (d. 1105) seems to have been the first to suggest the
"new" translation.

Ii Claus Westermann, Genesis (BKAT, 1{2; Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1967), p. 107.
8 Harry M. Orlinsky, ed., Notes on the New Translation of the Torah (philadelphia,

5730-1969). Hereafter cited as Notes.
? A very helpful review of research on the whole question of the translation of Gen. 1:1-3

is the lengthy article by N. H. Ridderbos, "Genesis I 1 und 2," OudtestamentischeStudien,
12 (1958), 214-60. Hereafter cited as OTS.
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Gen. 1:1 when thus rendered says nothing about creatio ex nihilo; it tells
nothing about the beginning of time; and it does not speak about the creation
of heaven, earth, darkness, deep and water. Accordingly the first thing that
God did when he created "heaven and earth" was the creation of light
(vss. 3ff.).8

1. Lexical and Grammatical Arguments

One of the basic arguments for taking Gen. 1:1 as a dependent clause has
been the first word in the Bible. It is claimed that bere'lll cannot be translated
"in the beginning" because it is evidently in the construct state rather than in
the absolute state. This position has been forcefully supported by P. Humbert­
and others.w Whereas it is essential for the new translations to consider the
first word in Hebrew in the construct state, there are nevertheless two ways
in which the syntax of Gen. 1:1 can be construed depending on its relation to
verse 2.

One way (position la) has been outlined by Rashi (d. 1105), the first known
scholar to interpret 1:1 as a dependent temporal clause opening with a word
in the construct rather than in the absolute state. Rashi rendered the first two
words, "In the beginning of (God's) creating ..."11 which means, "When
God began to create ..." The pointing of the second word has been changed
by some into the infinitive construct bero', because it is believed that only the
infinitive of the verb produces a clear construct chain.12 This is evidently the
emendation adopted by the translators of the NEB. Others again leave
bar'ii intact and consider the part of 1:1 which follows the first word as an
enlarged construct chain or a relative clause.P Regardless whether the second
Hebrew word is taken as an infinitive construct or a finite verb, those scholars
who support Position la continue to consider bere'slt as a construct form
which relates the whole of verse 1 to verse 3. As a result, verse 2 is considered
to constitute a circumstantial clause which is most frequently designated as a
"parenthetic clause"14 that "describes the circumstances under which the
action in verses 1 and 3 took place".15 Thus the following sequence of related
clauses appears:

1:1 Protasis: "When God began to create (or In the beginning of [God's]
creation/creating) ..."

8 Orlinsky, Notes, p. 51; idem, JBL, 82 (1963),253; E. A. Speiser, Genesis (The Anchor
Bible, 1; Garden City, N.Y., 1964), pp, 12f, cr. W. M. Abbott, S. J., Rabbi A. Gilbert,
R. L. Hunt, and J. C. Swaim, The Bible Reader. An Interfaith Interpretation (New York,
1969), p. 5.

9 P. Hubert, "Trois notes sur Genese I, "Norsk Teologisk Tidesskrift, 56 (1955), 85-96.
10 B. S. Childs, Myth and Reality in the Old Testament (2nd ed.; London, 1962), p. 32,

mentions Rashi, Dillmann, Holzinger, Skinner, Budde, H. W. Robinson, Albright and
Simpson. More recently others have joined: Speiser, Genesis, p. 12; Orlinsky, Notes, p. 49.

11 Quoted by Orlinsky, Notes, p. 50.
11 Among them are BHK; Speiser, Genesis, p. 12; cr. Orlinsky, Notes, p. 50.
13 cr. Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis (2nd ed.; Chicago, 1963), p. 92; Westermaun,

Genesis, p. 109.
10 This is the designation usedby Speiser, Genesis, p. 12; cr. Westermann. Genesis, p. 133.
15 Notes, p, SO.
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1:2 Parenthesis: "the earth being/was ..."
1:3 Apodosis: "God said ..."

Among the supporters of Position la are H. Ewald, E. Schrader, K. Budde,
J. M. P. Smith, W. F. Albright, O. Eissfeldt, R. Dussaud, P. Humbert,
S. Herrmann, H. M. Orlinsky, C. A. Simpson, E. A. Speiser, N. A. Sarna,
W. R. Lane, and J. B. Bauer.l'' In addition, it is now the authorized translation
in the NN and the NEB, as well as the marginal translation of the RSV.

The other view (position 1b) was apparently first supported by the Jewish
scholar Abrahm Ibn Ezra (d. 1167). He considered Gen. 1:1 as a dependent
or subordinate clause with the first word in the construct state and Gen. 1:2
containing the main clause.t? This gives the following form:

1:1 Protasis: "When God began to create . . ."
1:2 Apodosis: "the earth was . . ."

This interpretation was adopted by Hugo Grotius (1583-1645), but appeared
later only very infrequently.t"

The question whether or not the first Hebrew word is in the construct state
or in the absolute state must receive our first attention because it largely
determines whether Gen. 1:1 is a dependent temporal clause or a main clause.
It is the question whether we must translate, "When God began to create the
heaven and the earth" or "In the beginning God created the heaven and the
earth." We refer here especially to the important study ofP. Humbert (1955)
who argued that of the 51 (or 50) times in which the word re's;t is found in
the Old Testament there are at most only six instances in which it is used in
the absolute state (to which Gen. 1:1 traditionally is reckonedj.w Five of
these he shows to be in the construct state. He thus attempts to prove on
statistical-lexical grounds that re'si! is never used in the Hebrew Bible in the

16 H. Ewald, "Erklarung der biblischen Urgeschichte I, 1," Jahrbericht der Biblischen
Wissenschaft, I (1849), 76ff.; E. Schrader, Studien zur Kritik und Erkliirung der biblischen
Urgeschichte (ZUrich, 1863), pp. 43-47; K. Budde, "Wortlaut und Werden der ersten
Sehopfungsgeschichte," ZAW, 35 (1915), 67-70; J. M. P. Smith, "The Syntax and Meaning
of Genesis 1:1-3," AJSL, 44 (1927/28),108-10; W. F. Albright, "Review of 'The Babylonian
Genesis' by A. Heidel," JBL, 62 (1943),369-70; O. Eissfeldt, "Gott und das Meer in der
Bibel," Kleine Schriften (Miinchen, 1966), III, 756-64; R. Dussaud, "Yahve, fils et El,"
Syria, 34 (1957), 232-42; Humbert, NIT, 56 (1955),85-96; S. Herrmann, "Die Naturlehre
des Schopfungsberichtes, Erwiigungen zur Vorgeschichte von Genesis I," ThLZ, 86 (1961),
415 n. 7; Orlinsky, JBL, 82 (1963), 253; idem, Notes, pp, 49-52; C. A. Simpson, Genesis
(The Interpreter's Bible, 1; Nashville, 1952), pp. 468f.; Speiser, Genesis, pp, 12-13; N. A.
Sarna, Understanding Genesis (New York, 1966), p. 1; W. R. Lane, "The Initiation of
Creation," VT, 13 (1963), 72; J. B. Bauer, "Der priesterliche SchOpfungshymnus in Gen. 1,"
ThZ, 20 (1964), 1-3. Here we should add also O. Loretz, SchOpfungund Mythos (Stuttgart,
1968), pp. 83ff. who, however, builds much of his argument upon the view that "creation
and chaos are two absolute opposites. Creation consists of the ordering of chaos" (p. 84).
This is certainly a theological argument which carries with it its own problems, see infra,
n, 89. B. Jacob, Das erste Buch der Tora (Berlin, 1934), p. 25, lists Christian exegetes who
followed Rashi,

11 cr. E. J. Young, Studies in Genesis One (philadelphia, 1964), p. 1; Westermann,
Genesis, p. 132.

18 cr. Westermann, Genesis, p. 132.
19 Supra, n. 9.
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absolute state.so He concludes that wherever re'slt is temporal it is also
relative. Thereby he believes that it has been proven that the first word in
Genesis on the basis of all the other uses must also have a relative meaning
and must be understood to be in the construct state.

We must admit that we are not convinced of the cogency of this demonstra­
tion. C. Westermann correctly points out that "Word statistics alone cannot
solve the manifold problem of Gen. 1:1 and that he [Humbert] does not
recognize that word studies must also refer to the word range, namely that
related terms must also be included."21 Here W. Eichrodt in reaction to
Humbert extends the investigation of the first word of the Bible to the whole
range of words related to it. He concludes by pointing to Provo 8:23 that
"mero's [from the beginning] is unequivocally determined by the preceding
me"ollim [from the end]"B which indicates that the meaning of an absolute
beginning is intended.23 This is also the case in Isa. 40:21; 46:10; 44:24ff.;
48:12-15; etc. N. H. Ridderbos reinvestigated the evidence cited by Humbert
and arrived at a different conclusion, namely that "it is certainly possible
that re'sll in Isa. 46: 10 has a relative meaning but in Gen. 1:1 it has an
absolute meaning."M Thus Ridderbos, Eichrodt, and more recently also
H. Junker conclude that there is no certain evidence in support of the view
that ~re'sll cannot be used at the beginning of a sentence in the absolute
state with a temporal meaning. Even W. R. Lane who argues for the
innovative translation concedes this.1Ii

This brings us to the question whether or not the first word of the Bible
requires an article to be in the absolute state. It has been argued time and
again that the opening word of Genesis could not have the meaning of
"In the beginning" without the article. This argument has no conclusive
force. E. Konig has shown that time designations in adverbial expressions
do not need the articIe.26 A. Heidel points out that "terms like reshfth, 'begin­
ning; rosh, 'beginning; qedem, 'olden times,' and 'ollim, 'eternity,' when

10 The remaining absolute uses are in Jer. 26:1; 27:1; 28:1; 49:34; and in Isa. 46:10. As
regards Isa. 46:10 Humbert argues that it has no absolute meaning. Ridderbos, OTS, 12
(1958), 217, agrees, but counters that Isa. 46:10 precisely shows "that the word in the
absolute state can have a temporal meaning".

11 Westermann, Genesis, p. 133. So already Ridderbos, OTS, 12 (1958), 218-19; W.
Eichrodt, "In the Beginning. A Contribution to the Interpretation of the First Word of the
Bible," Israel's Prophetic Heritage. Essays in Honor ofJ. Muilenburg, ed. by B. W. Anderson
and W. Harrelson (New York, 1962), 1ft'.

II Eichrodt, Muilenburg Festschrift, p. 4.
II See also the objections raised against Humbert by Lane, VT, 13 (1963), 66ft'.
H Ridderbos, OTS, 12 (1958),1 28.
.. H. Junker, "In Principio Creavit Deus Coelum Et Terram. Eine Untersuchung zum

ThemaMythos und Theologie," Biblica, 45 (1964), 486-90. He counters Lane's argumenta­
tion on the basis of the latter's correct principle, "We should not enter into the attempt to
translate these verses with preconceived ideas about what it must or must not say. We
must allow the writer to speak for himself" (Lane, VT, 13 [1963], 66.).

II E. Konig, Hlstorisch-Comparative Syntax der hebrdischen' Sprache (Leipzig, 1897),
p. 287 sec. 294g; idem, Die Genesis (Gutersloh, 1919), p. l30n. 1. Against Albright's (JBL,
62 [19431, 369-70) objections to this argument, see the rejoinder by Heidel, Babylonian
Genesis, p. 92 n. 41. cr. P. Jouon, Grammaire de l'Hebreu biblique (2nd ed.; Roma, 1947),
#137k.



OCTOBER 1971) RECENT TRANSLATIONS OF GENESIS 1:1 159

used in adverbial expressions, occur almost invariably without the article, and
that in the absolute state" [italics hiS]27

W. H. Schmidt emphasizes that the use of re'sil in Isa. 46:10 "proves ...
that this word does not necessarily need an article"2S with an inseparable
preposition. O. Procksch demonstrates that "with such indefinite temporal
expressions the article is often missing".211 However, some additional remarks
are in order. The Masoretic pointing of bere'sil makes it an adverbial
expression without the article in the absolute state. This seems to be specifi­
cally underlined by the Masoretes who accented the first word in the Bible
with the disjunctive tipbfJ, evidently construing the word as an absolute with
the translation, "In the beginning . . ."30 This translation has the support of
ancient versionss- such as the LXX, Vulgate, Aquila, Theodotion, Symmachus,
Targum Onkelos, The Septuagint, for example, reads: En arche epoiesen ho
theos ton ouranon kai tengen (In the beginning God made the heaven and the
earth). An indirect witness in support of 1:1 as a main clause may be found
in John 1:1. Westermann believes that in En arche en ho logos, kai ... (In the
beginning was the Word, and ...) of John 1:1 is mirrored the main clause of
Gen. 1:1.32 Furthermore, we must note that in the Greek transliterations of
the Hebrew text which have come down to us, the first word in Genesis
"appears as bareseth, bareseth, briseth and bresith".3S The first two trans­
literations at least support the view of Gen. 1:1 as a main clause because
apparently some read the definite article and understood the first word to
read biire'sit.34 The Samaritan transliteration is blzrasit,35 which also implies
the use of the definite article. Thus the Masoretic accent, the ancient versions,
and transliterations demonstrate that bere'sil could be used without or with
the article without any difference in meaning. From these considerations, in
conjunction with the observation that re'iit and related adverbial expressions'"
occur almost invariably without the article in the absolute state, it is obvious
that the absence of the article in the Masoretic pointing of Gen. 1:1 cannot
be used as an argument for the innovative translations. Conversely, our
investigation of the lexical and grammatical arguments points strongly
towards translating Gen. 1:1 as "In the beginning God created ..."

2. Syntactical Argument

Recently Speiser in the Anchor Bible argues that "a more valid argument
[than the grammatical one] is furnished by the syntax of the entire first

27 Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, p, 92.
28 W. H. Schmidt, Die SchOpfungsgeschichte der Priesterschrift (2nd 00.; Neukirchen-

Vluyn, 1967), p. 74 n. 4.
29 O. Procksch, Die Genesis (3rd ed.; Leipzig, 1924), p, 440.
30 Cf. Westermann, Genesis, p. 131.
31 Ridderbos, OTS, 12 (1958), 228: "Dies ist die Auffassung der Massoreten und aller
32 Westermann, Genesis, p. 131.

alten Ubersetzungen." Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, p. 94.
33 F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt (Oxford, 1875), I, 7; cf. R. Rabast, Die

Genesis (1951), p. 43; Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, p, 93; Westermann, Genesis, p. 133•
.. Cf. the apparatus of BHS.
«tu«
36 cr. Isa. 46:10.
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paragraph."37 He takes vs. 2 as a parenthetic clause and vs. 3 as introducing
the main clause.3s The decisive argument for the view that vs. 2 is parenthetic
is the use of the verb in vs. 2: "A normal consecutive statement would have
begun with waWhi hii'iirel, not wehii'iirel hiirlii."s9 He presupposes that
vs. 2 must be understood as a consecutive clause, if vs. 1 is an independent or
main clause. Orlinsky also argues that the subject-verb order of the first two
words in vs. 2 should have the verb-subject order, i.e. watt'hi hii'iire$ should
be the form and not wehii'iire$ hiiyelii, if vs. 2 is a separate sentencc.w
Heidel-' discusses the argument of Speiser and Orlinsky by citing examples
such as Gen. 1:5b; 3:1; Isa. 1:2b, where we find likewise the inversion of a
perfect after the subject as in Gen. 1:2. This inversion ofword order indicates
an emphasis on the subject.42

As a matter of fact, Cassutow uses the very argument of word order as a
"decisive objection" against the translation supported by Speiser and
Orlinsky. If the translation, "At the beginning of creation (i.e., When God
began to create) ..." were correct, says Cassuto, "the predicate in the second
verse would precede the subject, viz., watt'hi hii'iire$. • . • ."44 In support of
his contention, Cassuto refers to Jer. 26:1; 27:1; 28:1; Hos. 1:2.

It is obvious that the syntactical arguments in favor of the construct state
of the first word in the Old Testament are inconclusive in view of the fact that
Cassuto and Speiser reached opposite conclusions. J. Wellhausen, who
himself supports the position that the first word is in the construct state,
points out that "the syntactical objections against the absolute meaning of
... bere'sil are wholly mistaken."45 W. H. Schmidt concurs by pointing out
that the syntactical arguments do not support the construct relation of
Gen. 1:1.46 The syntactical argument does not necessitate considering bere'sfl
as being in the construct state.

87 Speiser, Genesis, p. 12.
88 Ibid.
88 Ibid., p. 5.
coOrlinsky, Notes, p. 51.
n Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, p. 93.
U In verbal clauses the subject may precede the verb for emphasis, cf. Ronald J. Williams,

Hebrew Syntax: An Outline (Toronto, 1967), p. 96 #572.
U U. Cassuto, A Commentary of the Book ofGenesis, trans. by I. Abrahams (Jerusalem,

1961), I, 19.
« Ibid.
U J. Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuchs (3rd ed.; Berlin, 1899), p. 185 n. 1.

In his book, Prolegomena to the History of Ancient Israel (Meridian Book; Cleveland,
1957), p. 387 n. 1, Wellhausen states that "this construction [of Position la with vs. 1 as a
dependent clause, vs. 2 as a parenthetic clause, and vs. 3 as a main clause] is desperate,
..." (The English translation of this sentence renders the German Konstruktion with the
inferior "translation".)

48 Schmidt, Schopfungsgeschichte, p, 74 n. 4. So also Westermann, Genesis, pp, 133-34;
Childs, Myth and Reality, p. 31: "The problem [of creation] is further complicated by a
syntactical lack of clarity in the translation of verse 1." Gerhard von Rad, Genesis. A
Commentary, trans. by J. H. Marks (philadelphia, 1961), p. 46: "Syntactically perhaps
both translations are possible, but not theologically." We question whether both transla­
tions are even perhaps possible syntactically.
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3. Arguments Based on Parallels

Orlinskys? and Speiser48 have recently again taken up the ancient argument,
apparently first proposed by Rashi.w that "the analogous account (by J) in
2 :4b-7 shows the identical construction, with vss. 5-6 constituting a circum­
stantial description.t's? It would be indeed a rather forceful argument for
considering Gen. 1:1 as a dependent clause if it proves to be correct that
Gen. 2:4b-7 contains in actual fact an "identical construction". While it is
true that there are similarities between the structure of Gen. 1:1-3 and 2:4b-7,
it is, however, difficult to maintain that they have an "identical construction".
A correspondence may be seen between 2:4b and 1:1; but Westermann
points out correctly,

The construction of 2:4bff. is clearly distinguished from the one in 1:Iff.
in that 2:4b is clearly marked as a temporal designation and in content
expresses something different than 7: 'At the time when Yahweh Elohim
made heaven and earth, . . . then Yahweh Elohim formed man. . . .' "51

This is not the case in 1:1-3. It is obvious that the relation and correspondence
between 2 :4b and 2:7 are not the same as the relation and correspondence
between 1:1 and 1:3. Heidel,52 following Konig, points out that beyom 'osol
in 2:4b is followed by an imperfect instead of a perfect as in 1:2.53 It appears
that 2 :4b has the function of a summary introduction which connects the
narrative of the creation of man with the creation of the world. It is to be
noted that "earth" is mentioned before "heaven" in 2:4b while the reverse
order appears in 1:1. This unusual sequence (cf. Isa. 45:12; 48:13) serves to
emphasize the different natures- and content's of the creation account of
2 :4bff. It appears that the undergirding of the syntactical argumentation for
considering 1:1 as a dependent clause through the supposed "identical
construction" in 2 :4b-7 is hampered by such decisive shortcomings as to
show it to be without force.

Another argument based on parallels has often been advanced. Speiser
states, "The beginning of Eniima eli! exhibits exactly the same kind of
structure: dependent temporal clause (lines 1-2); parenthetic clauses (3-8);
main clause (9)."56 He refers to this arrangement in Eniana eli! as "probably
normative". It is to be affirmed that nearly all of the ancient Near Eastern
creation stories begin with the "When" sentence structure.57 We may also

'7 Orlinsky, JBL, 82 (1963),2500.; idem. Notes, p. 51.
'8 Speiser, Genesis, p, 12.
U See now the quotation in Orlinsky, notes, p, 50.
60 Speiser, Genesis, p. 12. cr. Loretz, Schopfung und Mythos, pp. 84f.
61 Westermann, Genesis, p, 134.
&S Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, p. 94; Konig, Genesis, pp. 137ff.
68 Westermann, Genesis,p. 269, considers 2 :4b-6as a "Vordersatz" and 2:7 as "Nachsatz".

Thus he does not share the view of the structure of 2:4b-7 of Speiser. If Westermann is
correct in his delineation of the structure of 2:4b-7, then it is impossible right from the
outset to speak of an "identical construction" between 1:1-3 and 2:4b-7.

6' Ibid., p. 271.
66 D. Kidner, Genesis (London, 1967), p. 58: "Man is now the pivot of the story.••."

W. Zimmerli, 1. Mose 1-11 Die Urgeschichte (3rd 00.; ZUrich, 1967), p. 111: "Dar Blick is
starker der Erde und dem auf ihr lebenden Menschen zugewandt,"

68 Speiser, Genesis, p, 12.
67 ANET", p. 61; Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, pp, 18, 64, 65, 68, 73.
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refer to the newly recovered beginning of the Atramhasis Epic which also
opens its account of creation with the "When" sentence structure.58 On close
investigation, however, the comparative evidence cited by Speiser and othersw
does not support the conclusions drawn from them. First of all, we should
keep in mind that while the function of Eniana elis is theogonic, cosmological,
social and cultie-functional,60 this epic "was composed not so much to tell
the story of creation, but to glorify the Babylonian god Marduk and the city
of Babylon".61 Enibna elis is not so much an epic of creation as an account
giving a rationale for Babylonian society and religion. W. G. Lambert, who
is preparing a corpus of Babylonian creation myths, points out that Eniana
elis "is not a norm of Babylonian or Sumerian cosmology. It is a sectarian
and aberrant combination ofmythological threads woven into an unparalleled
compositum."62

While one should await publication of the critical edition of the Babylonian
creation myths for a final judgment, there is sufficient evidence available to
show that the Sumerian-Babylonian myths which begin with the "When"
sentence structure, i.e., a dependent clause, do not correspond to the opening
of Gen. I: I. The Sumerian myths at times start with a dependent clause and
use udda, while the Babylonian myths use eniana (or inibna). These expressions
mean "on the day that" or simply "when"63 and correspond to the Hebrew
beyom,64 which is precisely what we find in Gen. 2:4b but not in 1:1. The
expression here'sit of 1:1 has no parallel in the openings of the ancient Near
Eastern creation stories.

Some scholars who investigated the structure of the beginnings of Eniima
eli! point out that the supposed correspondence with Gen. 1:1-3 for which
Speiser and others have argued does not exist. The protasis, "When this and
that was not yet," is followed by the apodosis "then ..." which corresponds
to lines 1-8 for the protasis, and lines 9-10 for the apodosis in Eniima ells.

(1) When on high the heaven had not been named,
(2) Firm ground below had not been called by name,

58 W. G. Lambert and A. R. Millard, Atra-hasis: The Babylonian Story of the Flood
(Oxford, 1969), pp, 42-43.

59 Cf. Orlinksy, JBL, 82 (1963),253: "... everyone recognizes the Ancient Near Eastern
background of the biblical account of creation. The best known parallel is the Babylonian
account ..., Enuma elish, and it likewise begins with the 'when' sentence structure";
idem, Notes, p. 51. For earlier views, see H. Gunkel, SchOpfung und Chaos in Urzeit und
Endzeit (Gottingen, 1895), pp. 3-170. Bauer, op, cit., pp. 1-3; Loretz, SchOpfung und
Mythos, p. 83.

80 Seehere especially the discussion by Sarna, Understanding Genesis, pp. 7-8.
H S. N. Kramer, "Mythology of Sumer and Akkad," in Mythologies of the Ancient

World (Garden City, N.Y., 1961), p. 120; A. L. Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia (3rd ed.;
Chicago, 1968), pp. 232-33: "It [Enfuna elis] was written relatively late, .•• primarily for
the Marduk cult in Babylon . . . It is a hymn in praise of Marduk by which the priest
extols his god."

82 W. G. Lambert, "A New Look at the Babylonian Background of Genesis," JThS, 16
(1965), 291.

•• A. Leo Oppenheim, ed., The Assyrian Dictionary (Chicago, 1960), VII, 159ff.; W. von
Soden, Akkadisches Handworterbuch (Wiesbaden, 1965), I, 383f.

•• Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, p. 95.
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(9) Then it was that the gods were formed within them.65
A comparison of the structure of these lines with Gen. 1:1-3 shows that

lines 1-8 correspond to the three clauses of vs. 2; line 9 corresponds to vs. 3.
Gen. 1:1 is clearly outside this structure. This sentence is instead placed before
this structure and has no parallel in the opening lines of Eniana elis.66 Gunkel
recognized long ago that "the cosmogonies of other people contain no word
which would come close to the first word [Gen. 1:1] of the Bible."67 Thus
this supposed parallel from a prominent ancient Near Eastern epic does not
support the theory that Gen. 1:1 is a dependent temporal clause, because
there is no exact correspondence between the beginning of EnUma elis and
Gen. 1:1-3.68 Gen. 1:1 has no parallel in the earlier ancient Near Eastern
creation accounts. This means that the comparative argument in favor of
considering the first verse of the Bible as a dependent clause is dubious.

Nevertheless, the opening of Eniima elis does have a bearing on the
translation of Gen. 1:1-3. Before the weight of the argument of ancient
Near Eastern parallels for the view that Gen. 1:1 is a main or independent
clause can be fully appreciated, we must brieflysketch the two main positions
supported by scholars who maintain that Gen. 1:1 is a main or independent
clause to be translated, "In the beginning God created ..."

The supporters of one view (position 2a) understand Gen. 1:1 to describe
the creation (creatio ex nihilo) of matter, which is described in 1:2 in its
primeval state. This is the traditional view which has the support of the
majority of interpreters, Jewish and Christian, and is in modem times
supported by J. Wellhausen, E. Konig, G. Ch. Aalders, A. Heidel, B. S.
Childs, D. Kidner, N. H. Ridderbos, E. J. Young, E. Maly and G. Henton
Davies.s? Against this position there have been brought forward two objec­
tions: (1) The expression "heaven and earth" as the object in the main clause

III ANEJ'S, pp. 60-61.
88 Westermann, Genesis, p. 134; cr. Schmidt, Schiipfungsgeschichte, p, 78.
87 H. Gunkel, Genesis (7th ed.; Gottingen, 1966), p. 101. This conclusion still holds true

despite the increase in ancient Near Eastern texts touching on the topic of creation.
88 Some scholars still suggest that the Israelites adopted and adapted Eniima elis as

transmitted through Canaanite sources, so Simpson, Genesis, pp. 195, 445f.; S. H. Hooke,
"Genesis," Peake's Commentary on the Bible, ed. by M. Black and H. H. Rowley (London,
1962), pp, 177-79; S. G. F. Brandon, Creation Legends of the Ancient Near East (London,
1963), pp. 118-57. Reservations have been voiced by Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, p. 139;
J. V. K. Wilson in DOTT, p. 14; Lambert, JTS, 16 (1965), 287ff.; A. R. Millard, "A New
Babylonian 'Genesis' Story," Tynda/e Bulletin, 18 (1967), 3ff. It appears that it is essential
to scrutinize all Sumero-Akkadian creation stories before theories can be created upon
apparent similarities with the Hebrew ones. The significance of such similarities as well as
differences will only appear when each has been evaluated first of all in its own context.
It is certain that one can no longer accept the oversimplified view that the creation story of
Gen. 1 derives from the Babylonian Marduk epic, Eniima elit; as originally argued by
Gunkel, SchOpfungundChaos, pp. 114-21.See now the extensive discussion by Westermann,
Genesis, pp. 41-65, and Schmidt, SchOpfungsgeschichte, pp. 21-48, for the traditional­
historical background.

89 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, p. 297; Konig, Genesis, pp. 135ff.; Aalders, Openbaring,
pp. 210f.; Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, pp. 9Off.; Kidner, Genesis, p, 44; Ridderbos, OTS, 12
(1958), 23Off.; Young, Studies, pp. 9fT.; Childs, Myth and Reality, pp. 40, 41; E. H. Maly,
"Genesis," The Jerome Bible Commentary, ed. by R. E. Brown et al. (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey, 1968), p. 10; G. Henton Davies, "Genesis," TheBroadman Bible Commentary
(Nashville, 1969), I, 125.
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of 1:1 never has the meaning ofdisorderly chaos because in the Old Testament
it always describes the orderly world.t? (2) The verb (predicate) of 1:1 contra­
dicts Position 2a because it is a logical contradiction that God first created
chaos when chaos was the state before creation.71

The other view (position 2b) takes Gen. 1:1 also as a complete sentence
and understands it as a summary statement, or formal introduction, in the
form of a headline or introductory summary. This more recent view has been
made prominent by Gunkel, but was used by H. Strack before him, and is
especially supported by O. Procksch, W. Zimmerli, G. von Rad, W. Eichrodt,
H. A. Brongers, U. Cassuto, W. H. Schmidt and C. Westermann.ts Against
this position it has been repeatedly pointed out that it poses a most difficult
problem in relation to verse 2 which speaks of the earth as already existing,
so that "the earth existed before God 'created' the earth".73 Gunkel himself
was fully aware of this problem and tried to answer it as follows:

It is admitted that there is here an inner contradiction which, however,
must be understood historically: the material of vs. 2 belongs to the
traditional elements used by Judaism [italics his].74

Scholars have followed Gunkel in this answer to the present." However,
Childs points out correctly that inasmuch as the author of Gen. 1 emphasized
the absolute transcendence of God over his created material, those who read
verse 1 as a superscription or introductory summary do not overcome the
difficulty of the chaos as a state before creation.t" Another serious problem
is caused by the copulative wiiwwith which verse 2 opens.

Having briefly sketched the two main positions supported by those who
maintain that verse 1 is a main clause, we are now able to proceed with our
discussion based on comparative materials. Westermann, who prefers
Position 2b, argues very forcefully for the correspondence between 1:2 and
the "when-not-yet" sentences in materials from the ancient Near East and
Egypt.t? In the extra-biblical materials the primeval condition of the world
is often described by means of a "not-yet" of that which is now present.tf
This way ofdescribing matters is present in the Old Testament in Gen. 2 :4b-7 ;
Prov. 8:24-26;79 Ezek. 16:4-5; 4 Esd. 6: 1-6. In these passages as in the ancient
Near Eastern materials, long series of descriptions negate later conditions of

70 Recently again by Childs, Myth and Reality, p. 31; cf. Ridderbos, OTS, 12 (1958), 229.
71 Gunkel, Genesis, p. 102, and following him are Ridderbos, OTS, 12 (1958), 229; Childs,

Myth and Reality, p, 31; von Rad, Genesis, p, 46; Westermann, Genesis, p. 132, among
others.

78 Gunkel, Genesis, pp. IOU.; Procksch, Genesis, p. 424ff.; Zimmerli,1. Mose 1-11, p. 33;
von Rad, Genesis, p, 47; Eichrodt, Muilenburg Festschrift, pp. Iff.; H. A. Brongers, De
scheppingstraditles bij de profeten (1945), pp. 12f.; Cassuto, Genesis, p. 20; Schmidt,
Schop!ungsgeschichte, pp. 87ff.; Westermann, Genesis, pp. 131, 141.

78 Ridderbos, OTS, 12 (1958), 230; cf. Young, Studies, pp. 8-9.
74 Gunkel, Genesis, p. 103.
78 Schmidt, Schop!ungsgeschichte, p. 89f., and the literature there cited.
78 Childs, Myth and Reality. p. 41.
77 Westermann, Genesis, pp. 131, 600., 87ff.
78 Schmidt, Schop!ungsgeschichte, pp. 66,77, and 77 n, 4; Westermann, Genesis. pp. 6Off••

87-89.
79 See now W. McKane, Proverbs. A New Approach (philadelphia, 1970), pp. 354ff.
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the world through formula-like "when-not-yet" sentences.w However, we
must not overlook the differences.

Gen. 1:2 corresponds only in thought but not in form to these parallels,
because this text contains descriptions which are in literary form positive
formulations but merely in content and thought negative. This distinction
has not been sufficiently recognized by Westermann. It is nevertheless not
incorrect to suppose here a correspondence, inasmuch as the following
creative acts of God (1 :3ff.) bring about a transformation of the condition of
the world as described in vs. 2. On the other hand, the very fact that the
author of Gen. 1:2 has formulated his sentences positively militates against
Westermann's view that this text represents by analogy the original beginning
of the Hebrew creation account and that, therefore, vs. 1 must be of necessity
an introductory summary. It rather appears that the author of Gen. 1
wanted to convey more than to give in vs. 1 merely an introductory summary
which expresses as Westermann and others hold that "God is creator of
heaven and earth". If the writer of Gen. 1 had wanted to say merely this he
would certainly not have needed to begin his sentence with here'sit. The use of
this word indicates that he wanted to say more. The author of the first verse
of the Bible expresses the idea that "in the beginning", at the commencement
of time,81 God created "heaven and earth" and that the created world was
then in a condition different from the present one. This different condition is
described in vs. 2. Next God transformed this condition into the one presently
existing through his creative words (vss. 3ff.).

Viewing the matter in this way does have the advantage of making full
usage of the correspondence and difference between ancient Near Eastern
creation narratives and Gen. 1:2. It takes complete account of the fact that
there is no ancient Near Eastern parallel to Gen. 1:1 which precludes any
argument based on comparative materials in support of the view that Gen. 1:1
is a dependent clause. Rather the ancient Near Eastern parallels upon close
investigation support the taking of vs. 1 as a main clause. This interpretation
is not hampered by the objections levelled against either Position 2a or
Position 2b. The importance of the copulative WQW of vs. 2a is given its
full due by linking vs. 1 and vs. 2 closer together than is possible with
Position 2b which considers vs. 1 merely as a summary introduction
expressing that God is creator of heaven and earth.

4. Stylistic Argument
In very recent years there has been in Old Testament scholarship a renewed

interest in stylistics as an aid for interpretation.w For a proper understanding
80 R. Kilian, "Oen 1, 2 und die Urgotter von Hermopolis," VT, 14 (1966), 420-38, has

recently argued Gen. 1:2 is connected with the cosmogony of Hermopolis. But he is
forced to excise "and the earth was" in order to establish a definite relationship. For
critiques of his position, see Schmidt, SchOpfungsgeschichte, p. 86 n, 6, and Westermann,
Genesis, p. 142.

81 So among recent commentaries, von Rad, Genesis, p, 46; Cassuto, Genesis, p. 22;
Kidner, Genesis, p. 44.

81 Note the informative essay of J. Muilenburg, "Form Criticism and Beyond," JBL, 88
(March, 1969), 7-18, for a brief history of stylistics in Old Testament scholarship and its
recent advances. He suggests that the terms "rhetoric" and "rhetorical criticism" are to be
used in place of stylistics.
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of a literary composition it is, above all, necessary to recognize the structural
patterns that are employed for the fashioning of a literary unit, whether in
poetry or in prose. The language of the composition of Gen. 1 has a certain
stylistic uniqueness just as Gen. 2:4bff. is different stylistically. The style of
Gen. 1 is characterized by the consistent use of short sentences:

"And God saw that ... was good" (l :4, 10, 12, 18, 25, 31)
"And there was evening and there was morning, ... day" (l :5, 8, 13, 19,
23,31)

If these short sentences are the contribution of the author of Gen. 1 to the
reshaping and reformulation of traditional materials.w then vs. 1 is also the
unique formulation of the author of Gen. 1 and appears to belong to the
series of characteristically short sentences produced by him. The fact that
there is no ancient Near Eastern parallel for vs. 1 supports this conclusion.
This means that a syntactical construction of Gen. 1:1-3 which makes these
three verses into a long and complicated sentence does not correspond to the
style used in Gen. 1.84

In this connection it is of considerable importance to recognize that also
the concluding sentence of the creation account of Gen. 1:1-2:4a has the
short stylistic characteristic of the author of this literary unit. Gen. 1: I and
2:4a correspond to each other through the dual expressions "heaven and
earth" and the verb biirii', This correspondence further supports the viewthat
the author used the style of short sentences, which is characteristic for him in
this literary unit, in order to bracket the whole creation story. An essential
idea comes to expression both in Gen. 1:1 and 2:4a, which are typically short
sentences of the author of Gen. 1:1-2:4a, i.e., "the world was 'created' by
God, namely, without the use of preexistent matter,"85 and that at the begin­
ning of time according to vs. 1.

It has become apparent that the style of Gen. 2:4b-7 cannot be used in
support of the claim that Gen. 1:1 is a dependent clause.86 On the contrary,
Gen. 1: I follows the style ofshort sentencescharacteristic ofthe author ofthe
literary unit of Gen. 1:1-2:4a.87 We can agree with Wellhausen that to view

81 Schmidt, SchOpfungsgeschichte, pp. 160fT.

&( cr. K5nig, Genesis, pp. 135f.; Ridderbos, DTS, 12 (1958), 228; Westermann, Genesis,
p, 134; Heidel, Babylonian Genesis, pp. 95ft'.This is not to deny that complicated syntactical
constructions are known in Hebrew. One such case is found in Gen. 2:4b-7. Schrader,
Studien, pp. 48ft'. points to long sentences such as Josh. 3:14-16; 1 Sam. 3:2-4; 1 Kings
8:41-43. Other complicated constructions are found in Hos. 1:2; Ps. 18:1; 2 Sam. 22:1;
Ex. 6:28; Deut. 4:15, etc. W. Gesenius-E. Kautzsch, Hebrdische Grammatik (28th 00.;
Leipzig, 1909), #130<1; C. Brockelmann, Hebrdische Syntax (Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1956),
#144.

86 Schmidt, SchOpfungsgeschichte, p. 91.
88 Ibid., pp. 88-95; cr. Gunkel, Genesis, p. 102; G. C. Aalders, De Goddelijke openbaring

in de eerste drie hoofdstukken van Genesis (1932), pp. 205f.; Ridderbos, DTS, 12 (1958), 228.
Here Loretz, SchOpfung und Mythos, pp. 84f., misses the point in linking the style of Gen.
1:1-3 to the long construction of Gen. 2:4b-7. Against this see the arguments by V. Hamp,
"Die zwei ersten Verse der Bibel," in Lex tua Veritas. Festschrift fUr H. Junker (Trier,
1961), p, 113, are still valid.

8? On this whole argument, see Westermann, Genesis, p. 135.
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Gen. 1:1-3 as a "[complicated syntactical] construction is desperate'U"
Stylistically Gen. 1:1 purports to be an independent or main clause.

ill
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 NN, 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.w 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.
89 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 notwendig 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.


