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TRANSLATOR’S	FOREWORD
IT	MUST	be	an	everlasting	source	of	 regret	 to	all	 lovers	of	 the	Bible	 that	Professor	Umberto

Cassuto	died	before	he	was	able	to	complete	his	magnum	opus,	the	Commentary	on	the	Pentateuch.	In
the	words	of	Bialik:	‘The	song	of	his	life	was	cut	off	in	the	middle	…	And	lo!	the	hymn	is	lost	for
ever!’

But	 even	 the	 ‘unfinished	 symphony’	 shows	 all	 the	 qualities	 of	 the	master.	He	 illumines	 every
passage	 of	 the	 Bible	 that	 he	 annotates.	 With	 profound	 insight	 he	 reveals	 the	 inner	 meaning	 of
Scriptural	teaching	against	the	background	of	history.	He	enables	us	to	see	the	fascinating	process	of
the	evolution	of	ideas	in	the	ancient	world;	and	he	sets	the	Biblical	contribution	to	the	progress	of	our
conception	of	God	and	His	providence,	of	the	mystery	and	wonders	of	creation,	of	the	unfoldment	of
the	moral	law	within	the	human	heart,	in	their	true	perspective.	In	doing	all	this,	Prof.	Cassuto,	we	are
conscious,	not	only	uncovers	some	of	the	noblest	foundations	of	modern	civilization,	but	he	orients
our	minds	anew	to	Hebraic	ideals,	which	have	their	roots	in	antiquity,	but	the	golden	fruit	of	whose
unending	yield	has	much	to	offer	Jew	and	Gentile	alike	in	solving	the	contemporary	crisis,	fraught
with	so	much	danger	to	mankind	as	a	whole,	and	in	helping	to	formulate	the	constitution	of	the	brave
new	world	envisioned	by	the	prophets.

Cassuto	brought	a	wealth	of	scholarship	to	bear	on	his	work.	His	almost	unrivalled	knowledge
of	ancient	Semitic	literature,	his	authoritative	understanding	of	all	branches	of	Biblical	inquiry,	and
his	outstanding	critical	acumen	marked	him	as	one	of	the	great	Bible	exegetes	of	our	age.	Endowed
with	 a	 mind	 of	 unusual	 originality,	 he	 pioneered	 novel	 scientific	 methods	 of	 interpretation	 that
amounted	 to	a	new	approach	 to	some	of	 the	major	exegetical	problems	of	 the	Book	of	books,	and
enabled	him	to	batter	the
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foundations	on	which	the	Graf-Wellhausen	school	rested	their	documentary	theories	and	expositions.
Cassuto’s	 strictures	 in	 regard	 to	one	particular	point	of	 interpretation	 (p.	190)	 aptly	 summarize	his
criticism	of	the	prevailing	expository	method	as	a	whole.	‘This	method,’	he	writes,	‘which	establishes
a	given	principle	a	priori,	without	 taking	 into	consideration	what	 is	expressly	stated	 in	 the	 text,	and
then,	placing	the	passage	upon	the	Procrustean	bed	of	that	principle,	hacks	off	the	textual	limbs	that	do
not	fit	into	the	bed,	can	hardly	be	accepted	as	valid.’

It	 is	 true	 that	 Cassuto	 had	 precursors,	 and	 that	 inevitably	 his	 own	 theories	 were	 subjected	 to
thorough-going	criticism.	Nevertheless,	if	today	the	documentary	hypothesis	is	seriously	challenged,
no	small	measure	of	tribute	for	this	revolt	against	 the	unwarranted	‘vivisection’	of	the	Bible	on	the
basis	of	 flimsy	analysis	 is	due	 to	Cassuto,	who	met	 the	Higher	Critics	with	a	panoply	of	 scholarly
apparatus	that	fully	matched	their	own.

In	view	of	the	intrinsic	value	of	our	author ’s	distinguished	contribution	to	the	elucidation	of	the
Torah,	one	cannot	but	wish	that	his	writings	were	known	to	a	far	wider	public.	The	pellucid	clarity	of
his	 exposition	 and	 the	 purity	 of	 his	 classic	 Hebrew	 style	 made	 his	 Pentateuchal	 commentaries
immediate	 best	 sellers	 in	 Israel.	 But	 outside	 the	 Jewish	 State,	 only	 the	 higher	 echelons	 of	 Bible
scholars	were	able	to	read	his	Hebrew	works.	To	the	ordinary	student	of	Scripture—both	Jewish	and
non-Jewish—his	writings	remained	a	sealed	book,	and	his	very	name	 is	unknown	outside	a	 limited
circle	of	students.

It	was,	therefore,	with	a	sense	of	unfeigned	privilege	that	I	accepted	the	invitation	to	render	the
Cassuto	commentaries	into	English.	I	am	convinced	that	the	general	reader	as	well	as	the	scholar	will
welcome	the	opportunity	of	becoming	acquainted	with	the	illuminating	results	of	this	great	exegete’s
researches.	I	can	but	humbly	hope	that	 the	 translation	will	not	obscure	 the	many	excellencies	of	 the
original.

From	the	outset	I	realized	that	I	was	at	a	great	disadvantage	in	not	being	able	to	consult	the	author
on	various	questions	inherent	in	turning	a	work	of	this	character	from	one	language	into	another.	One
example	must	suffice	to	illustrate	a	host	of	analagous	problems:
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in	 the	 course	 of	 his	 annotations,	Cassuto	 often	 buttresses	 his	 argument	with	 references	 to	Biblical
passages	 that	 are	 themselves	 in	 certain	 details	 the	 subject	 of	 exegetical	 controversy.	 The	 Hebrew
quotation	 carries	 no	 commitment	 in	 respect	 of	 its	 obscurity;	 but	 the	 English	 translation	 must	 of
necessity	decide	in	matters	that	do	not	always	admit	of	simple	solutions.	I	was	often	without	any	guide
as	to	the	way	in	which	our	author	would	have	expounded	the	verses	he	cites.

Generally,	 however,	 I	 followed	 the	 rendering	 of	 The	 Revised	 Standard	 Version	 of	 the	 Old
Testament	as	 the	basis	of	my	Biblical	 translation,	deviating	from	it	whenever	required	by	Cassuto’s
interpretation.	It	will	thus	be	noted	that,	as	in	The	Revised	Standard	Version,	I	have	dispensed	with	the
use	of	thou	and	thee	(except	in	reference	to	the	Deity),	and	I	have	avoided	other	archaic	expressions
found	in	the	older	English	versions.

With	regard	to	the	principles	that	guided	me	in	the	work	of	translation	as	a	whole,	I	may	perhaps
be	permitted	to	cite	Maimonides’	advice	to	Samuel	Ibn	Tibbon,	when	the	latter	undertook	to	translate
his	Guide	for	the	Perplexed:

Let	 me	 premise	 one	 canon.	Whoever	 wishes	 to	 translate,	 and	 purposes	 to
render	each	word	literally,	and	at	the	same	time	to	adhere	slavishly	to	the	order	of
the	words	and	sentences	in	the	original,	will	meet	with	much	difficulty.	This	is	not
the	right	method.	The	translator	should	first	 try	to	grasp	the	sense	of	 the	subject
thoroughly,	and	then	state	the	theme	with	perfect	clearness	in	the	other	language.
This,	however,	cannot	be	done	without	changing	 the	order	of	 the	words,	putting
many	 words	 for	 one	 word,	 or	 vice	 versa,	 so	 that	 the	 subject	 be	 perfectly
intelligible	in	the	language	into	which	he	translates.

To	this	I	would	add	Samuel	Johnson’s	dictum:

He	 will	 deserve	 the	 highest	 praise	 who	 can	 give	 a	 representation	 at	 once
faithful	and	pleasing,	who	can	convey	the	same	thoughts	with	the	same	graces,	and
who,	when	he	translates,	changes	nothing	but	the	language.

Such	was	my	aim.	I	endeavoured	to	keep	the	translation	as	true
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to	the	Hebrew	as	the	requirements	of	idiomatic	English	usage	(including	punctuation)	would	permit.*
But	alas!—

Between	the	idea
And	the	reality	…
Falls	the	shadow.

Doubtless	I	have	lived	up	to	the	familiar	adage	that	‘translators	are	traitors’,	and	I	have	betrayed	the
author	here	and	there	by	failing	to	convey	some	nuance	or	emphasis.	My	only	plea	in	self-exculpation
is	that	the	betrayal	was	committed	unwittingly.

Cassuto	was	not	only	a	meticulous	scholar	but,	as	a	perfectionist,	he	also	demanded	the	highest
standards	from	his	printers.	Nevertheless	it	is	difficult,	if	not	impossible,	to	keep	the	printer ’s	gremlin
completely	 under	 control.	 I	 have	 corrected	 such	 typographical	 errors	 and	 wrong	 references	 as	 I
noticed,	and	I	have	 indicated	 the	Hebrew	as	well	as	 the	English	number	of	every	verse	where	 these
differ	in	the	two	versions.	The	nature	of	the	work	also	made	it	necessary	for	me	to	add	an	occasional
gloss,	 or	 to	 give	 the	 meaning	 of	 a	 Semitic	 root	 or	 word	 that	 had	 to	 be	 retained	 in	 its	 original
language.	These	explanatory	notes	are	enclosed	in	square	brackets.

In	order	to	assist	the	reader	who	has	little	or	no	knowledge	of	Semitic	languages,	it	was	decided
to	 give,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 original,	 the	 transliteration	 of	 all	 Hebrew,	 Aramaic	 and	 Arabic	 words
quoted;	but	the	Sumerian,	Babylonian	and	Ugaritic	words,	being	in	cuneiform	in	the	original,	always
appear	in	transcription	only.	Long	vowels	in	the	Hebrew	are	uniformly	indicated	by	a	horizontal	line
over	the	vowel;	the	circumflex	accent	(^),	which	is	often	used	to	mark	essentially	long	vowels	(either
naturally	 so	 or	 by	 contraction),	 has,	 for	 the	 sake	of	 simplicity,	 been	dispensed	with.	 In	 the	 case	 of
Assyrian	and	Babylonian	words,	however,	it	was	deemed	advisable	to	retain	this	symbol.	The	key	to
the	transliteration	will	be	found	at	the	end	of	this	Foreword.

It	should	also	be	noted	that	in	the	case	of	Ugaritic	citations,	and	at	times	when	the	roots	of	other
tongues	are	referred	to,	the	consonants

*	This	rule	has	been	broken	in	the	translation	of	Genesis	v,	where	the	numbers	follow	the	Hebrew	order	contrary	to	the	normal
English	idiom.	The	purpose	of	this	deviation	is	to	indicate	the	ascending	and	descending	order	of	the	numerals;	see	the	commentary	on	v	3.
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alone	are	represented	in	the	transcription;	vowels	are	provided	only	in	those	instances	where	Cassuto
has	indicated	these	himself.	Likewise	the	Tetragrammaton	is	always	transcribed	without	vowels,	thus:
YHWH.	For	Biblical	names	(including	the	books	of	the	Bible)	and	rabbinic	works	and	authorities,	the
customary	spelling,	even	though	not	strictly	scientific,	has	been	retained.

Considerable	 use	 has	 been	made	 of	 italics.	 These	 indicate	 not	 only	words	 emphasized	 by	 the
author	but	also	all	passages	quoted	from	the	Bible.	In	addition	the	following	two	symbols	have	been
employed:	 the	 end	 of	 each	 Scriptural	 text	 to	 be	 annotated	 is	 marked	 by];	 but	 if	 the	 quotation	 is
immediately	 followed	 by	 square	 brackets,	 a	 slanting	 stroke	 (/)	 is	 placed	 between	 them	 and	 the
subsequent	comment.	This	stroke	is	also	used	to	indicate	the	caesura	in	the	Biblical	lines.

I	would	conclude	with	a	brief,	but	deepfelt,	word	of	thanks	to	all	who	helped	me	in	various	ways
to	carry	out	my	work	of	translation,	and	enabled	it	to	be	published	in	its	present	form.

First,	I	desire	to	convey	my	gratitude	to	Mr.	Silas	S.	Perry,	after	whom	the	Perry	Foundation	for
Biblical	Research	 in	 the	Hebrew	University	 is	 named,	 for	 his	 unfailing	 encouragement,	 invaluable
suggestions,	and	consistent	help	 in	numerous	directions;	were	 it	not	 for	his	generous	 idealism	and
friendship	this	translation	would	never	have	seen	the	light	of	day.

My	warm	 thanks	 are	 tendered	 to	Professor	 Isaac	L.	Seeligmann	 for	his	 gracious	 assistance	 in
solving	a	number	of	problems.	Lack	of	adequate	library	facilities	 in	South	Africa	compelled	me	to
submit	to	him	a	whole	series	of	queries	(involving,	inter	alia,	the	tracing	of	a	number	of	references),
to	 which	 he	 replied	 with	 painstaking	 care	 characteristic	 of	 his	 fine	 scholarship.	 His	 courtesy	 and
counsel	to	one	who	was	a	complete	stranger	to	him	will	always	remain	with	me	a	fragrant	memory.

I	 am	 likewise	 indebted	 to	 Dr.	 Milka	 Cassuto-Salzmann,	 the	 daughter	 of	 the	 author,	 for	 her
valuable	 assistance.	Apart	 from	 reading	 the	 proofs	 and	preparing	 the	 indexes	with	 exemplary	 skill
and	patience,	she	also	rendered	a	great	service	 to	 the	undertaking	by	many	helpful	suggestions	and
was	instrumental	in	assuring	the	accuracy	of	the	rendering	at	various	points.
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My	grateful	thanks	are	also	due	to	a	number	of	experts	who	put	their	special	knowledge	at	my
disposal:	 to	Dr.	M.	 Spitzer	 for	 repeated	 guidance	 in	 typographical	matters,	which	 conduced	 to	 the
aesthetic	 appearance	 of	 the	 work;	 to	 Dr.	 S.	 E.	 Loewenstamm	 for	 his	 erudite	 advice	 on	 questions
appertaining	 to	 Ugaritic	 literature;	 and	 to	 the	 Central	 Printing	 Press	 for	 the	 conscientious	 and
meticulous	manner	in	which	they	carried	out	their	task.

Finally,	 my	 thanks	 go	 out	 to	 the	 Hebrew	 University	 for	 bestowing	 its	 imprimatur	 on	 the
translation	and	arranging	for	it	 to	be	printed	by	the	Magnes	Press,	an	honour	of	which	I	am	deeply
conscious	 and	 for	 which	 I	 am	 truly	 grateful.	 I	 am	 especially	 indebted	 to	 Professor	 B.	Mazar,	 the
President	of	the	University,	for	the	personal	interest	he	has	taken	in	the	enterprise.	It	was	in	no	small
measure	due	to	his	understanding	of	the	permanent	significance	of	Cassuto’s	Commentaries	for	our
knowledge	 of	 Scripture	 that	 this	 translation	 came	 to	 fruition.	 In	 helping	 to	make	 this	monumental
work	of	Biblical	scholarship	and	exegesis	available	to	a	far	wider	circle	of	readers	than	the	original
could	have	reached,	the	Hebrew	University	is	putting	the	world	once	again	in	its	debt	by	deepening
our	knowledge	of	the	Torah	and	by	spreading	its	moral	and	spiritual	truths	to	the	ends	of	the	earth.

ISRAEL	ABRAHAMS

Cape	Town.
January,	1959.
Tebeth,	5719.
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KEY	TO	THE	TRANSLITERATION
HEBREW

(a)	CONSONANTS

Note:	(1)	Unsounded	 	at	the	end	of	a	word	is	not	represented	in	the	transcription;

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 (2)	 the	customary	English	 spelling	 is	 retained	 for	Biblical	names	and	 rabbinic	works	and
authorities.

(b)	Vowels

Note:	Capital	E	represents	 	and	 	thus	 	is	transliterated	’Elohim,	and	 	is	transcribed	El.

ARABIC	AND	OTHER	LANGUAGES

The	method	commonly	used	 in	 scientific	works	was	 followed	 in	 the	 transliteration	of	Arabic,
Akkadian,	Egyptian	and	Ugaritic	words.
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PREFACE
THE	AIM	 of	 this	 commentary	 is	 to	 explain,	 with	 the	 help	 of	 an	 historico-philological	method	 of
interpretation,	the	simple	meaning	of	the	Biblical	text,	and	to	arrive,	as	nearly	as	possible,	at	the	sense
that	the	words	of	the	Torah	were	intended	to	have	for	the	reader	at	the	time	when	they	were	written.
Although	the	homiletical	method	is,	without	doubt,	of	great	importance,	in	as	much	as	it	interprets	the
Bible	in	every	generation	according	to	the	spirit	and	needs	of	the	age,	nevertheless	every	verse	has	its
primary	signification,	and	Scripture	merits	our	effort	to	fathom	its	original	intent.

The	 lines	along	which	I	have	worked	will	become	self-apparent	 to	 the	reader	as	he	studies	 the
book;	there	is	no	need,	therefore,	for	me	to	go	into	detail	here.	I	shall	draw	attention	only	to	a	few
basic	principles	by	which	I	have	been	guided	throughout.

The	first	chapters	of	the	Book	of	Genesis,	which	form	the	subject	of	this	commentary,	deal	with
topics	about	which—and	their	like	—there	were	numerous	sagas	in	the	ancient	East,	both	among	the
Israelites	and	among	the	Gentiles.	Hence,	it	is	not	possible	to	understand	the	purpose	of	the	Torah	in
these	chapters	without	constant	reference	to	the	lore	and	learning,	the	doctrines	and	traditions,	of	the
neighbouring	 peoples,	 and	 of	 Israel	 itself,	 concerning	 these	 and	 related	matters.	 For	 this	 reason,	 I
paid	greater	attention	than	earlier	commentators	to	the	literature	of	the	nations	of	the	ancient	East	and
to	 all	 the	 archaeological	 data	 that	 might	 possibly	 throw	 light	 on	 the	 subject—in	 all,	 a	 vast	 and
variegated	body	of	material,	which,	thanks	to	a	number	of	fortunate	discoveries,	has,	in	recent	years,
grown	considerably.	Moreover,	I	gave	consideration	not	only	to	the	parallels	between	Israel	and	the
other	peoples,	but	also	to	the	divergences	between	them;	for	the	differences	are	likewise	instructive,
perhaps	even	more	so	than	the	similarities.

In	order	to	determine	the	content	of	the	traditions	that	were

1



current	among	 the	 Israelites,	and	 their	origin	and	development,	 I	sought	 to	gather	and	examine	 the
scattered	references	in	the	other	books	of	the	Bible	to	the	subjects	under	discussion;	and	since	even
the	Apocrypha	and	Rabbinic	Literature,	 though	written	at	 a	 later	date,	 incorporate	 ancient	 elements
capable	of	shedding	light	on	the	Israelite	traditions	that	were	extant	in	the	earliest	period,	I	made	use
of	them,	too,	in	my	researches.

I	 investigated	 the	 history	 and	 principles	 of	 the	 literary	 tradition	 with	 no	 less	 care	 than	 the
development	of	the	thematic	tradition.	For	to	gain	an	exact	understanding	of	a	Biblical	passage	it	is
very	important	to	observe	the	way	in	which	literary	expression	is	given	to	the	thought.	In	this	respect,
too,	I	found	it	invaluable	to	compare	the	writings	of	the	neighbouring	nations,	and	more	particularly
those	of	the	Canaanites	(see	my	Hebrew	essay,	‘Biblical	and	Canaanite	Literature’,	in	Tarbiz,	xiii,	pp.
197–212	and	xiv,	pp.	1–10).	I	have	attempted	to	establish	the	detailed	rules	followed	by	the	Bible	in	its
use	 of	 particular	 syntactical	 forms,	 rhetorical	 style,	 repetitions	 with	 certain	 modifications,
synonymous	 and	 antithetic	 parallelism,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 laws	 governing	 the	 structure	 of	 verses,
paragraphs	and	sections;	at	no	time,	however,	did	I	lose	sight	of	the	fact	that	the	peoples	of	the	ancient
East	did	not	think	along	the	same	lines,	or	express	themselves	in	the	same	manner,	as	the	European
races.	I	also	made	every	effort	to	note	accurately	all	the	linguistic	details	of	the	text,	its	grammatical
niceties,	its	allusions,	even	its	play	upon	words;	and	this	thoroughgoing	study	was	of	great	help	to	me
in	determining	the	precise	meaning	of	Scripture.

The	study	of	the	history	of	the	traditional	themes	is	bound	up	with	the	study	of	the	sources.	I	have
given	a	general	exposition	of	my	views	concerning	the	sources	of	the	Book	of	Genesis	in	my	Italian
treatise,	La	Questione	della	Genesi,	 (Florence,	 1934),	 pp.	 393-398,	 and	 in	 the	Hebrew	 abridgement
thereof,	called	 	Torath	Hatte	udhoth	Wesidduram	Šel	Siphre	Hattora	[The
Documentary	Hypothesis	and	Composition	of	 the	Pentateuch],	Jerusalem,	1942	(English	 translation,
Jerusalem,	1961,	pp.	101ff.).	Anyone	who	has	studied	these	volumes	will	know	that,	 in	my	opinion,
the	 sources	 are	 very	 different	 from	 the	 documents	 J	 (Jahwist),	 E	 (Elohist),	 P	 (Priestly	 Code),
postulated	by	the	commonly-held	theory.	In	the	present	work,	I	proceed	to	give	a	detailed
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example	of	a	comprehensive	commentary	based	on	my	view	of	the	original	documents.

Seeing	 that	 this	 is	 the	 first	 commentary	 ever	 written	 on	 these	 sections	 of	 the	 Pentateuch	 in
accordance	with	the	principles	that	I	have	outlined	above	and	in	the	light	of	my	aforementioned	views
on	 the	question	of	 the	 sources,	 it	 follows	 that	my	exposition	 is,	 in	 its	 entirety,	 completely	new	and
original.	 I	 have	 taken	 constant	 care,	 however,	 to	 avoid	 any	 hypotheses	 that	 are	 not	well-founded.	 I
have	endeavoured	 throughout	not	 to	 forsake	 the	 firm	basis	of	 the	 facts;	 I	did	not	bend	 the	Bible	 to
make	it	fit	in	with	my	theories,	but	rather	fitted	my	theories	to	the	Biblical	text.

Needless	to	say,	I	consulted	such	earlier	commentaries	as	were	available	to	me,	as	well	as	all	the
scientific	works	bearing	on	the	subject;	I	have	also	appended	to	each	section	a	detailed	bibliography.
But	 since	 it	 was	 not	 my	 wish	 to	 make	 the	 commentary,	 which	 in	 any	 case	 had	 assumed	 no
inconsiderable	proportions,	longer	than	was	necessary,	and	as,	moreover,	it	was	not	my	intention	to
enter	into	polemics	but	simply	to	give	what	appeared	to	me	to	be	the	correct	exposition	of	the	text,	I
refrained,	as	a	rule,	from	citing	the	interpretations	of	other	exegetes;	only	if	warranted	by	exceptional
reasons,	 did	 I	 refer,	 in	 the	 briefest	 terms,	 to	 the	 explanations	 of	 other	 expositors.	 I	was	 invariably
careful,	however,	to	quote	the	author	of	any	statement	that	was	not	my	own;	but	should	my	book,	by
chance,	be	found	 to	contain	any	observation	 that	 is	also	made	by	another	commentator,	without	his
name	being	indicated,	it	signifies	(unless	I	have	been	guilty	of	an	oversight)	that	I	had	already	made
this	point	in	a	previous	book	or	article,	and	that	I	am	to	be	regarded	as	the	originator	thereof,	even
though	the	other	annotator	failed	to	mention	my	name.

In	the	bibliographies	appended	before	each	section,	I	have	not	included	the	works	already	listed
in	my	Italian	treatise	mentioned	above,	but	I	have	started	from	the	year	of	its	publication	(1934).	The
earlier	 bibliographical	 references	 are	 available	 in	 my	 Italian	 work;	 where	 this	 is	 not	 to	 hand,
bibliographical	 guidance	 on	 preceding	 literature	will	 be	 found	 in	 the	 books	 and	 articles	 published
during	the	last	decade,	which	I	mention	in	this	volume.	*

When	I	began	my	scientific	researches	on	the	Book	of	Genesis	eighteen	years	ago,	I	approached
my	task	without	any	bias,	and	I
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was	prepared,	from	the	start,	to	accept	all	the	results	of	my	investigations,	be	they	what	they	might.	I
adopted	a	similar	attitude	when	I	began	my	work	on	the	present	commentary;	I	was	willing	to	accept
the	conclusion,	if	necessary,	that	what	I	had	myself	previously	written	was	erroneous.	It	was	not	my
object	to	defend	any	particular	viewpoint	or	any	particular	exegetical	method,	but	only	to	arrive	at	a
thorough	understanding	of	the	Torah’s	meaning,	whatever	that	might	be.

Possibly	this	attitude	will	not	be	acceptable	to	those	who	hold,	from	the	outset,	that	certain	views
are	not	open	to	doubt.	There	are	those,	on	the	one	hand,	who	are	accustomed	to	read	the	Scriptures	in
the	 light	of	homiletical	 interpretation	 and	 think	 it	wrong	 to	deviate	 from	 the	 explanations	 that	 they
received	from	their	teachers	and	from	the	approach	to	which	they	have	become	used	since	childhood;
and,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 there	 are	 those	 who	 see	 in	 the	 documentary	 hypothesis	 an	 assured	 and
enduring	achievement	of	science,	an	impregnable	structure.	I	would	ask	both	these	schools	of	thought
not	to	be	hasty	and	pass	judgment	on	my	book	before	they	have	read	it	completely	and	have	examined
what	it	states	in	detail.	I	venture	to	hope	that	in	the	end	even	though	they	may	not	agree	with	me	on	all
points—full	 agreement,	 of	 course,	 is	 not	 to	 be	 expected—they	 will	 both	 concede	 at	 least	 the
correctness	of	my	method	and	of	most	of	my	conclusions.	The	one	group,	which	is	well	acquainted
with	 the	 rabbinic	 dictum	 that	 every	 verse	 retains	 its	 simple	 meaning,	 must	 admit	 that	 the	 sincere
endeavour	to	comprehend	the	words	of	the	Torah	according	to	their	primary	sense,	and	to	fathom	the
ultimate	 purport	 of	 Scripture,	 cannot	 be	 regarded	 as	 something	 contrary	 to	 the	 spirit	 of	 the	Bible
itself.	The	other	group,	which	is	well	aware	that	science	has	no	dogmas,	must	grant	that	there	is	no
scientific	 theory,	however	much	 it	may	be	 favoured,	which	 is	 entitled	 to	permanent	acceptance	and
may	 not	 be	 criticised	 or	 replaced	 by	 another	 theory.	 On	 the	 contrary,	 the	 investigator	 is	 not	 only
permitted,	but	is	obliged,	to	submit	the	earlier	theories	to	constant	re-examination,	and	if	it	appears	to
him	that	the	view	that	was	formerly	considered	correct	does	not	correspond	to	the	established	facts	or
to	 the	new	data	discovered	by	science,	 it	 is	his	duty	 to	abandon	 it	and	attempt	 to	put	 forward,	 in	 its
stead,	another	hypothesis	that	will	better	fit	the	existing	facts	and	the	new	data.
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The	commentary	I	present	here	on	the	first	chapters	of	Genesis,	which	belong	to	the	difficult	and
obscure	portions	of	the	Pentateuch,	will	serve,	in	a	way,	as	a	touchstone	for	my	method.	I	trust	that	it
will	stand	the	test.

It	 is	 my	 pleasant	 duty	 to	 express	 my	 thanks	 to	 Dr.	 J.	 L.	Magnes,	 the	 Director	 of	 the	 Hebrew
University	Press	Association,	and	to	his	fellow-members	of	the	Editorial	Board,	for	kindly	including
this	 book	 in	 the	Association’s	 series	 of	 publications.	 I	 am	 also	 grateful	 to	 the	 various	 libraries	 in
which	I	worked	on	the	preparation	of	my	commentary,	to	wit,	the	National	and	University	Library,	the
library	of	the	Government	Department	of	Antiquities,	the	library	of	the	American	School	of	Oriental
Research,	the	library	of	the	Dominican	School	of	Bible	and	Archaeology,	the	Schocken	Library,	and
the	 library	 of	 the	Museum	 of	 Jewish	Antiquities;	 I	 am	 indebted	 to	 the	 directors	 and	 staff	 of	 these
institutions	for	their	courteous	assistance.	Finally,	my	thanks	are	due	to	the	printers,	Raphael	Hayyim
HaCohen	and	Sons,	who	always	endeavoured	 to	 fulfil	my	every	 request	 and	 to	give	me	 the	utmost
satisfaction	with	their	work.

JERUSALEM,	ELUL,	5704	(1944)

U.C
*	No	attempt	has	been	made	 to	bring	 the	bibliographies	up	 to	date,	 since	 it	 is	 felt	 that	 this	 is	a	 task	 that	only	 the	author,	had	he

lived,	could	properly	have	performed	(Translator).
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SECTION
1

THE	STORY	OF	CREATION
CHAPTER	I,	VERSE	1—CHAPTER	II,	VERSE	3

INTRODUCTION
§	1.	THE	PURPOSE	of	 the	Torah	 in	 this	 section	 is	 to	 teach	 us	 that	 the	whole	world	 and	 all	 that	 it
contains	were	 created	 by	 the	word	 of	 the	One	God,	 according	 to	His	will,	which	 operates	without
restraint.	It	 is	thus	opposed	to	the	concepts	current	among	the	peoples	of	the	ancient	East	who	were
Israel’s	 neighbours;	 and	 in	 some	 respects	 it	 is	 also	 in	 conflict	 with	 certain	 ideas	 that	 had	 already
found	 their	 way	 into	 the	 ranks	 of	 our	 people.	 The	 language,	 however,	 is	 tranquil,	 undisturbed	 by
polemic	or	dispute;	the	controversial	note	is	heard	indirectly,	as	it	were,	through	the	deliberate,	quiet
utterances	of	Scripture,	which	sets	the	opposing	views	at	nought	by	silence	or	by	subtle	hint.

§	2.	All	kinds	of	wondrous	stories	about	the	creation	of	the	world	were	wide-spread	throughout
the	lands	of	the	East,	and	many	of	them	assumed	a	literary	form	in	epic	poems	or	other	compositions.
In	the	course	of	our	exposition	we	shall	have	repeated	occasion	to	refer	to	a	number	of	matters	found
in	these	sources	and	to	translate	several	verses	from	their	texts.	Here	it	will	suffice	to	indicate	briefly
their	general	character.	They	began,	as	a	rule,	with	a	theogony,	that	is,	with	the	origin	of	the	gods,	the
genealogy	 of	 the	 deities	 who	 preceded	 the	 birth	 of	 the	 world	 and	 mankind;	 and	 they	 told	 of	 the
antagonism	between	this	god	and	that	god,	of	frictions	that	arose	from	these	clashes	of	will,	and	of
mighty	wars	that	were	waged	by	the	gods.	They	connected	the	genesis	of	the	world	with	the	genesis	of
the	gods	and	with	the	hostilities	and	wars	between	them;	and	they	identified	the	different	parts	of	the
universe	with	given	deities	or	with	certain	parts	of	their	bodies.	Even	the	elect	few	among	the	nations,
the	thinkers	who	for	a	time	attained	to	loftier	concepts	than	those	normally	held	in	their	environment,
men
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like	Amenhotep	IV—the	Egyptian	king	who	attributed	the	entire	creation	to	one	of	the	gods,	the	sun-
god	Aten—and	his	predecessors	(the	discoveries	of	recent	years	prove	that	he	was	not	the	first	to	hold
this	 doctrine),	 even	 they	 pictured	 this	 god	 to	 themselves	 as	 but	 one	 of	 the	 gods,	 be	 he	 the	 very
greatest,	as	a	deity	linked	to	nature	and	identifiable	with	one	of	its	component	parts.	Then	came	the
Torah	and	soared	aloft,	as	on	eagles’	wings,	above	all	these	notions.	Not	many	gods	but	One	God;	not
theogony,	for	a	god	has	no	family	tree;	not	wars	nor	strife	nor	the	clash	of	wills,	but	only	One	Will,
which	rules	over	everything,	without	the	slightest	let	or	hindrance;	not	a	deity	associated	with	nature
and	identified	with	it	wholly	or	in	part,	but	a	God	who	stands	absolutely	above	nature,	and	outside	of
it,	and	nature	and	all	its	constituent	elements,	even	the	sun	and	all	the	other	entities,	be	they	never	so
exalted,	are	only	His	creatures,	made	according	to	His	will.

§	3.	Among	the	Israelites,	too,	there	existed,	prior	to	the	Biblical	account,	narrative	poems	about
the	creation	and	the	beginning	of	the	world’s	history.	Although	these	poems	have	not	come	down	to
us,	 having	 perished	 in	 the	 course	 of	 time,	 evidence	 of	 their	 existence	 is	 to	 be	 found	 both	 in	 this
section	and	in	other	parts	of	Scripture.	Frequently	the	prophets	and	the	Bible	poets	allude	to	matters
appertaining	directly	or	indirectly	to	the	creation	of	the	world	that	are	not	mentioned	in	our	section	at
all,	for	example,	the	story	of	Rahab,	the	prince	of	the	sea,	who	rose	up	in	revolt	against	God,	and	in
the	end	God	subdued	him	and	slew	him	(see	below,	on	i	9);	but	the	brevity	of	these	references	leaves
the	 impression	 that	 the	 authors	 were	 touching	 on	 topics	 that	 were	 well-known	 to	 the	 people	 they
addressed.	At	 times	 the	Scriptural	allusions	closely	resemble	what	we	are	 told	 in	 the	 legends	of	 the
non-Israelites;	 yet	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	 imagine	 that	 these	 particular	 myths	 influenced	 them	 directly.
Generally	speaking,	it	is	inconceivable	that	the	prophets	and	poets	of	Israel	intended	to	seek	support
for	 their	views	 in	 the	pagan	mythological	works,	which	 they	undoubtedly	detested	and	abominated;
nor	is	it	 thinkable	that	they	mentioned	the	heathen	legends	as	something	that	the	Israelites	knew	and
accepted.	Furthermore,	whilst	these	allusions	show	certain	resemblances—quite	striking,	at	times—to
the	 sagas	 of	 the	Gentiles,	 they	 also	 exhibit	 distinct	 differences:	 the	 actions	 credited	 to	 the	 various
deities	in	the
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pagan	literature	are	attributed	in	 the	Hebrew	Scriptures	 to	 the	God	of	Israel,	and	are	portrayed	in	a
form	 more	 in	 keeping	 with	 Israel’s	 religious	 conscience.	 It	 follows	 that	 we	 have	 to	 assume	 the
existence	of	intermediate	links	in	the	chain	of	development,	which	bridged	the	gap	between	the	poems
of	the	non-Israelites	and	the	myths	alluded	to	in	the	Bible.	It	seems	that	the	intermediaries	between	the
heathen	peoples	and	Israel	were	the	groups	of	Sages,	the	exponents	of	international	‘Wisdom’,	who,	it
is	 known,	were	 prone	 to	 obscure	 the	 religious	 elements	 peculiar	 to	 each	 individual	 nation.	 It	may
confidently	be	surmised	that	the	said	links	included	epic	poems	of	Israel,	Israelite	cycles	in	which	the
ancient	Eastern	 tradition	 took	 on	 a	 form	 that	was	 generally	 in	 harmony	with	 the	 national	 spirit	 of
Israel	 and	 its	 religious	 convictions.	 I	 have	dealt	 at	 length	with	 this	 subject	 in	my	Hebrew	essay	on
‘The	Epic	Poetry	of	Israel’,	which	appeared	in	Keneseth,	dedicated	 to	H.	N.	Bialik,	Vol.	viii,	1943;	 I
shall	not,	 therefore,	 repeat	what	I	have	written	 there.	Here	I	shall	 refer	only	 to	matters	 that	concern
our	section	as	a	whole,	and	in	the	course	of	my	annotations	on	the	individual	verses,	I	shall	mention
the	points	that	have	a	bearing	on	those	verses	in	particular.

Allusions	 to	 the	creation-story	 that	are	unrelated	 to	our	section	are	 found,	 for	 instance,	 in	Job
xxxviii	4–7:

Where	were	you	when	I	laid	the	foundation	of	the	earth?
Tell	me,	if	you	have	understanding.
Who	determined	its	measurements—surely	you	know!
Or	who	stretched	the	line	upon	it?
On	what	were	its	bases	sunk,	or	who	laid	its	cornerstone,
When	the	morning	stars	sang	together,	and	all	the	sons	of	God
						shouted	for	joy?

There	 is	 a	 clear	 indication	 here	 of	 a	 tradition	 concerning	 the	 creation	 of	 the	 earth	 on	 a	 bright
morning,	whilst	the	stars	and	God’s	angels	sang	a	paean.	Undoubtedly,	the	author	of	the	book	of	Job
did	 not	 fabricate	 these	 details.	 Nor	 did	 he	 invent	 such	 concepts	 or	 terms	 as	 lay	 the	 foundations,
measurements,	line,	bases,	cornerstone.

Similarly,	we	read	in	Isaiah	xl	12,	21–22:

Who	has	measured	the	waters	in	the	hollow	of	his	hand	and
						marked	off	the	heavens	with	a	span,

enclosed	the	dust	of	the	earth	in	a	measure	and	weighed	the	
					mountains	in	scales	and	the	hills	in	a	balance?
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…..																			…..																				…..																				…..
Have	you	not	known?	Have	you	not	heard?
Has	it	not	been	told	you	from	the	beginning?
Have	you	not	understood	from	the	foundations	of	the	earth?
It	is	He	who	sits	above	the	circle	of	the	earth,
and	its	inhabitants	are	like	grasshoppers;
who	stretches	out	the	heavens	like	a	curtain,
and	spreads	them	like	a	tent	to	dwell	in.

The	two	passages	probably	derive	from	a	common	poetic	source.	It	may	be	noted	in	regard	to
the	root	 	yasadh	[‘lay	the	foundations’],	which	occurs	in	both	texts	in	relation	to	the	earth,	that	it	is
used	a	number	of	times	in	the	Bible	in	this	sense,	although	it	does	not	appear	in	our	section	at	all.	The
same	 applies	 to	 the	 verb	 	nata	 [‘stretch	 out’]	 in	 connection	with	 the	 heavens,	which	 is	 found	 in
Isaiah	ibid.,	and	in	another	passage	of	Job	(ix	8);	this	word,	too,	occurs	frequently	in	Scripture	but	not
in	 our	 section.	 At	 times,	 moreover,	 both	 expressions—to	 lay	 the	 foundations	 of	 the	 earth	 and	 to
stretch	out	the	heavens—are	found	in	juxtaposition.	It	cannot,	therefore,	be	doubted	that	we	have	here
an	ancient	 literary	 tradition,	and	apparently	 this	 tradition	has	 its	 roots	 in	 Israel’s	epic	poetry.	There
are	also	other	literary	characteristics	that	appear	to	belong	to	the	vocabulary	and	phraseology	of	the
ancient	 poetic	 tradition	 regarding	 the	 creation,	 and	 serve	 to	 prove	 the	 existence	 of	 such	 a	 poetic
tradition	among	the	Israelites:	for	instance,	the	expression	spread	forth	the	earth;	the	simile	of	a	tent-
curtain,	or	some	synonym	thereof,	employed	in	connection	with	the	stretching	out	of	the	heavens;	the
figure	of	chambers	or	upper	chambers,	signifying	the	heavens	in	relation	to	the	earth	beneath	them;
the	verb	 	hameqare	[‘who	hast	laid	the	beams’]	in	Psa.	civ	3,	which	corresponds	to	an	Akkadian
expression	 (see	 below,	 on	verse	 6);	 the	 root	 	kun	 [‘establish’]	 followed	 by	 the	words	 	bal
yimmot	or	 	bal	 timmot	 [‘shall	not	be	moved’];	 the	verb	 	holel	 in	 the	sense	of	created;	 the
adverb	 	terem	[‘not	yet’]	or	the	conjunction	 	beterem	[‘before’],	used	with	reference	to	the	pre-
creation	period	(a	similar	usage	is	also	common	in	non-Israelite	writings),	and	many	more	examples
of	this	kind.

As	far	as	our	own	section	is	concerned,	a	poetic	construction	like	 	hayetho	’eres	[‘beasts	of	the
earth’]	(i	24)	next	to	the
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corresponding	prose	form	 	hayyath	ha’ares	(i	25,	30);	or	verses	with	poetic	rhythm	like	i	27:

So	God	created	man	in	His	own	image,
in	the	image	of	God	He	created	him;
male	and	female	He	created	them.

and	a	number	of	other	poetic	features,	which	we	shall	discuss	 in	 the	course	of	our	exposition,	also
point	 to	 a	 poetic	 tradition	 among	 the	 Israelites	 anterior	 to	 the	Book	 of	Genesis.	 The	metre	 of	 the
verse,	So	God	created	man…—tetrameter—,	which	is	also	found	in	other	verses	of	our	section,	is	the
most	 usual	 in	 the	 epic	poetry	of	 the	Eastern	peoples	of	 antiquity,	 and	was	probably	 employed	 to	 a
large	extent	in	the	epic	poetry	of	Israel,	too.	There	is	no	necessity	to	assume	that	the	Torah	took	these
verses	verbatim	from	an	earlier	epic	poem.	Admittedly	this	is	possible;	but	it	 is	simpler	to	suppose
that	wherever,	in	the	course	of	the	Biblical	story,	which	is	mainly	in	prose,	the	special	importance	of
the	subject	led	to	an	exaltation	of	style	approaching	the	level	of	poetry,	the	thought	took	on	of	its	own
accord,	as	it	were,	an	aspect	conforming	to	the	traditional	pattern	of	narrative	poetry—an	aspect,	at
all	events,	that	was	in	keeping	with	ancient	poetic	tradition.

§	4.	Although	the	epic	poetry	of	Israel	gave	the	traditional	material,	as	has	been	stated,	a	form
that	was	generally	 in	harmony	with	 the	 spirit	 and	 conscience	of	 the	nation,	 it	 nevertheless	 retained
certain	elements	 in	which	echoes	of	 their	origin	 in	a	foreign	environment	could	still	be	heard.	The
saga,	for	example,	of	 the	revolt	of	‘the	lord	of	 the	sea’	against	God	belonged	to	 this	category.	The
same	applies	to	the	reference	in	Job	xxxviii	7,	to	the	morning	stars	that	sang	and	to	the	sons	of	God
who	shouted	for	joy	when	God	laid	the	cornerstone	of	the	earth.	It	is	not	surprising,	therefore,	that	the
attitude	of	the	Torah	to	these	elements	was	not	sympathetic.	The	prophets	and	the	Biblical	poets,	who
were	accustomed	to	clothe	their	 ideas	 in	poetic	garb	and	to	elucidate	 them	with	the	help	of	similes,
and	generally	to	employ	the	familiar	devices	of	poesy,	were	not,	to	be	sure,	deterred	from	using	what
they	found	to	hand	in	Israel’s	epic	poetry.	But	the	Torah,	which	is	not	written	in	verse	but	in	prose,
and	 employs	 as	 a	 rule	 simple,	 not	 figurative,	 language,	 and	weighs	 every	word	 scrupulously,	was
careful	not	to	introduce	ingredients	that	were	not	completely	in	accord	with	its	doctrines.

11



Nay	more,	whenever	necessary	it	voiced,	in	its	own	subtle	way,	its	objection	in	principle	to	concepts
suggestive	of	an	alien	spirit	as,	for	instance,	the	myth	of	the	revolt	of	the	sea	against	its	Creator	(see
below	on	i	6,	9,	14–15,	21).

Nevertheless,	 the	 Torah	 did	 not	 refrain	 from	 taking	 over	 other	 components	 of	 Israel’s	 poetic
tradition,	in	so	far	as	these	did	not	militate	against	its	spirit.	We	have	already	seen	above	that	here	and
there	the	style	of	our	section	assumes	an	elevated	poetic	form,	and	that	it	is	precisely	the	metre	of	epic
poetry	that	is	reflected	in	some	of	its	sentences.	This	applies	also	to	the	content	of	the	story,	which	has
likewise	 absorbed	 certain	 elements	 of	 Israel’s	 ancient	 poetry.	 The	 truth	 that	 the	 Torah	 wished	 to
convey	in	this	section,	to	wit,	that	the	world	in	its	entirety	was	created	by	the	word	of	the	One	God,
could	not	be	stated	in	abstract	terms,	simply	as	a	theoretical	concept.	Semitic	thought	avoids	general
statements.	Particularly	in	the	case	of	a	book	like	ours,	which	was	not	intended	for	the	thinkers	and	the
elect	few	only,	but	for	the	people	as	a	whole,	including	also	its	common	folk,	it	was	proper	that	its
ideas	should	be	embodied	in	the	language	of	concrete	description.	Hence,	the	Torah	made	use	of	the
concrete	traditions	that	found	expression	in	the	‘Wisdom’	literature	and	in	the	ancient	heroic	poetry
of	 Israel,	 and	 drew	 from	 them	material	 for	 its	 structure.	Choosing	 only	what	 it	 deemed	worthy,	 it
refined	and	purified	the	selected	matter,	and	moulded	the	entire	narrative	to	a	pattern	of	 its	own—a
pattern	befitting	its	purpose	and	educational	aim.	In	the	light	of	this	hypothesis,	the	parallels	between
our	section	and	the	traditions	current	in	the	ancient	Orient	become	perfectly	cear.

§	5.	The	 structure	of	 our	 section	 is	 based	on	 a	 system	of	numerical	 harmony.	Not	only	 is	 the
number	seven	fundamental	to	its	main	theme,	but	it	also	serves	to	determine	many	of	its	details.	Both
to	the	Israelites	and	to	the	Gentiles,	in	the	East	and	also	in	the	West—but	especially	in	the	East—it	was
the	number	of	perfection	and	the	basis	of	ordered	arrangement;	and	particular	importance	attached	to
it	in	the	symbolism	of	numbers.	The	work	of	the	Creator,	which	is	marked	by	absolute	perfection	and
flawless	systematic	orderliness,	is	distributed	over	seven	days:	six	days	of	labour	and	a	seventh	day
set	aside	for	the	enjoyment	of	the	completed	task.	On	the	significance	and	use	of	the	number	seven	see
the	works	I	have
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listed	in	Tarbiz,	xiii,	p.	207,	notes	31–32,	and	my	remarks	ibid.,	pp.	206–207	[Hebrew],	as	well	as	the
examples	that	I	have	cited	there	from	Akkadian	and	Ugaritic	literature,	which	prove	that	a	series	of
seven	 consecutive	 days	 was	 considered	 a	 perfect	 period	 [unit	 of	 time]	 in	 which	 to	 develop	 an
important	work,	 the	action	lasting	six	days	and	reaching	its	conclusion	and	outcome	on	the	seventh
day.	Possibly	the	Torah	perceives	in	the	importance	attributed	to	the	number	seven	by	non-Israelites	a
kind	of	indistinct	echo	of	the	story	of	creation.

It	is	worth	noting	in	this	connection	that	in	the	case	of	actions	lasting	the	above-mentioned	length
of	 time,	 it	was	 customary	 to	 divide	 the	 six	 days	 of	 labour	 into	 three	 pairs,	 and	 to	 relate	 the	 story
somewhat	as	follows:	on	the	first	day	and	on	the	second	such-and-such	a	work	was	done;	so,	too,	on
the	third	day	and	on	the	fourth	that	work	was	done;	likewise	on	the	fifth	day	and	on	the	sixth	the	same
work	was	done.	Thereafter,	when	the	work	had	been	completed	on	the	sixth	day,	came	the	seventh	day,
a	 day	 of	 conclusion	 and	 change	 of	 situation	 (see	 the	Akkadian	 and	Ugaritic	 examples	 that	 I	 quote
ibid.).	In	our	section	the	division	of	the	days	is,	as	we	shall	see	later,	rather	different,	to	wit,	two	series
of	three	days	each.	But	the	prevailing	pattern	is	implicit	in	the	rabbinic	saying:	‘It	(the	Sabbath	day)
has	no	partner:	 there	 is	 the	first	of	 the	Sabbath	[i.	e.	week],	 the	second	of	 the	Sabbath;	 the	 third,	 the
fourth,	the	fifth,	the	eve	of	the	Sabbath;	but	the	Sabbath	itself	remains	unpaired’	(Bereshith	Rabba,	xi
8;	for	the	different	readings	and	parallels	see	Theodor ’s	edition).

In	view	of	the	importance	ascribed	to	the	number	seven	generally,	and	particularly	in	the	story	of
Creation,	this	number	occurs	again	and	again	in	the	structure	of	our	section.	The	following	details	are
deserving	of	note:

(a).	After	the	introductory	verse	(i	1),	the	section	is	divided	into	seven	paragraphs,	each	of	which
appertains	 to	 one	 of	 the	 seven	 days.	 An	 obvious	 indication	 of	 this	 division	 is	 to	 be	 seen	 in	 the
recurring	 sentence,	And	 there	was	 evening	and	 there	was	morning,	 such-and-such	a	day.	Hence	 the
Masoretes	were	right	in	placing	an	open	paragraph	[i.	e.	one	that	begins	on	a	new	line]	after	each	of
these	 verses.	 Other	 ways	 of	 dividing	 the	 section	 suggested	 by	 some	 modern	 scholars	 are
unsatisfactory.
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(b-d).	Each	of	the	three	nouns	that	occur	in	the	first	verse	and	express	the	basic	concepts	of	the
section,	viz	God	[ 	‘elohim]	heavens	[ 	šamayim],	earth	[ 	’eres]	are	repeated	in	the	section	a
given	number	of	times	that	is	a	multiple	of	seven:	thus	the	name	of	God	occurs	thirty-five	times,	that
is,	five	times	seven	(on	the	fact	that	the	Divine	Name,	in	one	of	its	forms,	occurs	seventy	times	in	the
first	four	chapters,	see	below);	earth	is	found	twenty-one	times,	 that	 is,	 three	times	seven;	similarly
heavens	(or	firmament,	 	raqia’)	appears	twenty-one	times.

(e).	The	ten	sayings	with	which,	according	to	the	Talmud,	the	world	was	created	(Aboth	v	1;	in	B.
Rosh	Hashana	32a	and	B.	Megilla	21b	only	nine	of	them	are	enumerated,	the	one	in	i	29,	apparently,
being	omitted)—that	is,	the	ten	utterances	of	God	beginning	with	the	words,	and	…	said—are	clearly
divisible	 into	 two	 groups:	 the	 first	 group	 contains	 seven	Divine	 fiats	 enjoining	 the	 creation	 of	 the
creatures,	to	wit,	‘Let	there	be	light’,	‘Let	there	be	a	firmament’,	‘Let	the	waters	be	gathered	together ’,
‘Let	the	earth	put	forth	vegetation’,	‘Let	there	be	lights’,	‘Let	the	waters	bring	forth	swarms’,	‘Let	the
earth	bring	forth’;	the	second	group	comprises	three	pronouncements	that	emphasize	God’s	concern
for	man’s	welfare	(three	being	the	number	of	emphasis),	namely,	‘Let	us	make	man’	(not	a	command
but	an	expression	of	the	will	to	create	man),	‘Be	fruitful	and	multiply’,	‘Behold	I	have	given	unto	you
every	plant	yielding	seed’.	Thus	we	have	here,	too,	a	series	of	seven	corresponding	dicta.

(f).	The	 terms	 light	and	day	are	 found,	 in	all,	seven	 times	 in	 the	 first	paragraph,	 and	 there	are
seven	references	to	light	in	the	fourth	paragraph.

(g).	Water	is	mentioned	seven	times	in	the	course	of	paragraphs	two	and	three.

(h).	In	the	fifth	and	sixth	paragraphs	forms	of	the	word	 	hayya	[rendered	‘living’	or	‘beasts’]
occur	seven	times.

(i).	The	expression	it	was	good	appears	seven	times	(the	seventh	time—very	good).

(j).	The	first	verse	has	seven	words.

(k).	The	second	verse	contains	fourteen	words—twice	seven.

(l).	In	the	seventh	paragraph,	which	deals	with	 the	seventh	day,	 there	occur	 the	following	 three
consecutive	sentences	(three
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for	emphasis),	each	of	which	consists	of	seven	words	and	contains	 in	 the	middle	 the	expression	 the
seventh	day:

And	on	THE	SEVENTH	DAY	God	finished	His	work	which	He	had	done,	and	He	rested	on	THE
SEVENTH	DAY	from	all	His	work	which	He	had	done.

So	God	blessed	THE	SEVENTH	DAY	and	hallowed	it.

(m).	The	words	in	the	seventh	paragraph	total	thirty-five—five	times	seven.

To	suppose	that	all	this	is	a	mere	coincidence	is	not	possible.

§	6.	This	numerical	symmetry	is,	as	it	were,	the	golden	thread	that	binds	together	all	the	parts	of	the
section	and	serves	as	a	convincing	proof	of	its	unity	against	the	view	of	those—and	they	comprise	the
majority	of	modern	commentators—who	consider	that	our	section	is	not	a	unity	but	was	formed	by
the	 fusion	of	 two	different	 accounts,	or	 as	 the	 result	of	 the	adaptation	and	elaboration	of	 a	 shorter
earlier	version.	According	to	the	prevailing	view,	the	division	of	the	work	of	creation	in	the	original
text	differed	from	that	found	in	the	present	recension,	eight—or	ten—creative	acts,	or	seven	days	of
work	 (man	being	 formed	on	 the	 seventh),	 or	 some	other	 scheme	being	 envisaged;	 only	 in	 the	 last
redaction,	it	is	assumed,	was	the	division	into	six	days	of	work	introduced	and	the	idea	of	the	Sabbath
added.	 The	 final	 edition	 is	 attributed	 by	 most	 scholars	 to	 the	 source	 P;	 the	 different	 theories
concerning	the	source	of	the	first	version	need	not	detain	us	here.	I	have	already	dealt	with	this	matter
fully	in	the	second	part	of	my	essay,	‘La	creazione	del	mondo	nella	Genesi’	(the	creation	of	the	world
according	 to	 the	Book	of	Genesis),	published	 in	Annuario	di	studi	ebraici,	Vol.	 i	 (1934)	pp.	47–49.
The	reader	who	wishes	 to	delve	more	deeply	 into	 the	subject	will	 find	 there	 the	requisite	details	as
well	as	a	bibliography;	here	a	summary	account	of	the	position	must	suffice.	Following	are	the	main
arguments	advanced	by	the	scholars	referred	to:

(1).Internal	contradictions:	the	existence	of	day	and	night	before	the	creation	of	the	luminaries;
the	presence	of	plants	before	the	sun	came	into	being.

(2).Signs	of	inconsistency	and	the	absence	of	a	unified	system	in	the	phrasing	and	formulation	of
the	account:	sometimes	the	expression	and	it	was	so	is	used,	sometimes	a	different	wording;	on	most
of	the	days	we	are	told	it	was	good,	but	not	on	the	second

15



day;	the	acts	of	creation	are	described	in	different	ways	(at	times	God	issues	an	order	and	His	order	is
carried	out;	at	other	times	it	is	He	who	creates	or	makes;	on	other	occasions	still	He	commands	the
elements	to	form	the	creatures).

(3).	The	distribution	of	 the	acts	of	creation	over	six	days	 is	not	balanced,	for	 the	works	of	 the
first	three	days	do	not	properly	correspond	to	those	of	the	last	three	days.	Thus	we	have:

1.	Light																	2.	Heavens															3.	Earth	(including	vegetation)	and	sea

4.	Luminaries						5.	Fish	and	birds					6.	Living	creatures	on	land,	and	man

(4).The	use	of	antiquated	words	and	concepts.

Not	 one	 of	 these	 contentions,	 however,	 is	 tenable	 in	 the	 face	 of	 critical	 examination.	 On	 the
problem	of	the	existence	of	day	and	night	and	plant-life	before	the	formation	of	the	luminaries,	see
below	on	i	14.	With	reference	to	the	variations	in	phrasing	and	formulation,	I	have	shown	(in	Tarbiz,
xiii,	pp.	205–206,	sec.	2,	 [Hebrew],	and	subsequently	 in	Keneseth,	dedicated	 to	 the	memory	of	H.	N.
Bialik,	viii,	pp.	126–127,	sec.	15	[Hebrew])	that,	in	contrast	to	the	style	of	epic	poetry,	which	is	prone
to	word-for-word	repetition,	it	is	a	basic	principle	of	Biblical	narrative	prose	not	to	repeat	a	statement
in	identical	terms;	with	fine	artistic	sense,	the	narrator	likes	to	alter	the	wording	or	to	shorten	it	or	to
change	 the	 order	 of	 the	 words	 when	 reverting	 to	 any	 subject	 (except	 when	 dealing	with	 technical
matters	like	the	work	of	the	Tabernacle,	the	sacrifices	of	the	princes,	or	the	genealogies).	Concerning
the	expressions	and	it	was	so	and	that	it	was	good,	see	below	the	detailed	annotations	on	the	verses
where	they	occur	or	are	omitted.

As	for	the	three	different	ways	of	describing	the	acts	of	creation,	it	should	be	noted,	firstly,	that,
quite	 apart	 from	 the	 point	 made	 previously	 regarding	 the	 characteristics	 of	 narrative	 prose	 style,
these	linguistic	variations	could	serve	to	prove	the	existence	of	different	versions	only	if	it	had	been
possible	 to	 employ	 each	 type	of	wording	 in	 all	 instances;	 in	 such	 circumstances	 the	 choice	of	one
mode	of	expression	in	preference	to	the	other	two	could	be	construed	as	typical	of	a	given	recension.
Actually,	this	is	not	the	case.

In	regard	to	the	light,	which	was	but	an	immaterial	phenomenon	so	long	as	it	was	independent	of
the	luminaries,	neither	the	second	nor	the	third	form	of	wording	was	applicable,	and	so	the	Bible	had
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necessarily	 to	use	 the	 first	 form.	Similarly,	 in	 respect	of	 the	gathering	of	 the	water	 into	one	place,
which	represents	only	movement	and	not	the	creation	of	a	new	element,	the	first	mode	of	expression
had,	perforce,	to	be	chosen.	Furthermore,	the	three	ways	of	portraying	the	creative	process	cannot	be
considered	of	equal	value.	On	the	contrary,	that	which	God	creates	or	makes	is	of	a	higher	order	than
what	is	formed	by	the	elemental	forces	of	nature.	Bearing	all	this	in	mind,	we	cannot	but	conclude	that
throughout	 the	 section	 the	 three	 different	modes	 of	 expression	 are	 used	 according	 to	 a	 systematic
plan.	When	 referring	 to	 non-material	 things,	 such	 as	 the	 creation	 of	 light	 or	 the	 gathering	 of	 the
waters,	 the	 first	mode,	 as	 stated,	 is	 inevitably	 chosen.	 In	 depicting	 the	 fashioning	 of	 new	material
entities,	the	second	or	third	type	of	phrasing,	according	to	the	category	of	creation,	is	employed.	Thus
the	 second	 type—to	 wit,	 the	 creation	 or	 making	 by	 God—serves	 for	 the	 highest	 forms	 of	 being,
namely,	the	firmament,	the	luminaries	and	man	(there	is	a	difference	of	degree	even	between	making
and	creating,	as	we	shall	see	later	on	verses	2–3);	the	combined	second	and	third	forms	of	expression
are	used	for	living	creatures	(fifth	and	sixth	days);	the	third	by	itself	is	applied	to	plant-life.

As	to	the	distribution	of	the	acts	of	creation	over	six	days	and	the	culmination	of	the	process	on
the	seventh	day,	reference	to	the	ancient	examples	of	similar	schemes	in	the	literatures	of	the	East,	to
which	I	alluded	above	(at	the	beginning	of	§	3),	will	suffice	to	convince	us	at	once	that	there	are	no
grounds	whatsoever	for	attributing	the	division	adopted	in	our	text	to	a	later	redaction.	Regarding	the
parallelism	between	the	first	three	days	and	the	last	three	days,	it	will	be	clear	from	my	commentary
that	only	the	version	before	us	provides	a	completely	harmonious	balance,	viz:

1.	Light																2.	Sea	and	Heaven						3.	Earth	(with	its	plants)

4.	Luminaries					5.	Fish	and	Fowl									6.	Land	creatures	and	Man

In	so	far	as	the	archaic	expressions	and	concepts	are	concerned,	they	are	fully	explained	by	our
hypothesis	regarding	the	Israelite	tradition	of	epic	poetry	that	antedated	the	Torah	account.

§	 7.	 On	 the	 relationship	 of	 our	 section	 to	 the	 next—the	 story	 of	 the	 Garden	 of	 Eden—see	 the
introduction	to	the	latter,	where	the	use	of	the	Divine	name	 	‘Elohim	[‘God’]	in	this	section,	and
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of	 	YHWH	‘Elohim	[‘Lord	God’]	in	the	following	section,	is	also	discussed.

§	8.	Special	bibliography	 for	 this	 section.	Detailed	 lists	of	 relevant	 literature	up	 to	1934	 (including
part	 of	 that	 year)	 the	 reader	 will	 find	 in	 those	 portions	 of	 my	 book,	 La	 Questione	 della	 Genesi
(Florence,	1934),	that	deal	with	our	section	(see	pp.	36,	151-152,	257-276),	and	in	my	aforementioned
essay	in	Annuario	di	studi	ebraici,	I	(1934),	pp.	9–47.	Of	subsequent	publications	the	following	may
be	noted:

Torczyner,	Lešonenu,	vi	 (1934–5),	 pp.	 6–10	 [Hebrew];	 Bertholet,	 ‘Zum	 Schöpfungsbericht	 in
Genesis	 I’,	 JBL,	 liii	 (1934),	 pp.	 237–240;	 Rost,	 ‘Der	 Schöpfungsbericht	 der	 Priesterschrift’,
Christentum	 und	 Wissenschaft,	 x	 (1934),	 pp.	 172–178;	 Sutcliffe,	 ‘Primeval	 Chaos	 not	 Scriptural’,
Miscellanea	 Biblica,	 ii,	 Romae,	 1934,	 pp.	 203–215;	 Deimel,	 ‘Enuma	 eliš’	 und	 Hexaëmeron,	Rom,
1934;	Humbert,	‘La	rélation	de	Génèse	1	et	du	Psaume	104	avec	la	liturgie	du	Nouvel-An	israëlite’,
RHPhR,	xv	(1935),	pp.	1–27;	Krappe,	‘The	Birth	of	Eve’,	Occident	and	Orient	 (Gaster	Anniversary
Volume),	London,	1936,	pp.	312–322;	Dumaine,	‘L’Heptaméron	biblique’,	RB,	xlvi	 (1937),	pp.	161–
181;	 Feigin,	 Yesirath	 ha’išša	 bammiqra’,	 SEPHER	 TUROV,	 Boston,	 1938,	 pp.	 213–222	 [Hebrew];
May,	‘The	Creation	of	Light	in	Gen.	1,	3–5’,	JBL,	lviii	(1939),	pp.	203–211;	Schulz,	‘Bemerkungen	zu
Gen.	2,	3’,	BZ,	xxiv	(1939),	pp.	233–235;	Eissfeldt,	‘Das	Chaos	in	der	bibl.	und	in	der	phönizischen
Kosmogonie’,	 Forschungen	 und	 Fortschritte,	 xvi	 (1940),	 pp.	 1–3;	 Jean,	 ‘Les	 traditions	 suméro-
babyloniennes	sur	la	création	d’après	les	découvertes	et	les	études	récentes’,	NRTh,	lxvii	 (1940),	pp.
169–186;	Pfeiffer,	Introduction	to	the	Old	Testament,	New	York-London,	1941,	pp.	191–197;	Heidel,
The	Babylonian	Genesis:	the	Story	of	the	Creation,	Chicago,	1942.

On	the	various	views	advanced	recently	concerning	the	question	of	the	Sabbath,	see	 the	survey
of	Kraeling,	 ‘The	Present	Status	of	 the	Sabbath	Question’,	AJSL,	xlix	 (1932–3),	pp.	218–228.	For	a
detailed	 discussion	 of	 the	 sources	 relating	 to	 the	 Mesopotamian	 Šabattu	 or	 Šapattu,	 consult
Landsberger,	 Der	 kultische	 Kalender	 der	 Babylonier	 und	 Assyrer,	 Erste	 Hälfte	 [Leipziger
Semitistische	 Studien,	 vi.	 Band,	 Heft	 1–2],	 Leipzig,	 1917,	 pp.	 92–100,	 119-126,	 131–136,	 and
Langdon’s	work	(which	appeared	after	the
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above-mentioned	 article	 by	 Kraeling)	 entitled,	Babylonian	 Menologies	 and	 the	 Semitic	 Calendars,
London,	1935,	pp.	73–96.	Compare,	further,	 the	essay	by	Wolfe,	which	was	likewise	published	after
Kraeling’s	 study,	 called	 ‘New	Moon	 and	 Sabbath’,	 JBL,	 lix	 (1940),	 p.	 xiv.	 I	 do	 not	 know	whether
Wolfe’s	 article	was	 completed	 in	 subsequent	 numbers,	 as,	 on	 account	 of	 the	war,	 the	 JBL	was	 not
received	 in	Jerusalem	during	 the	 last	 few	years.	See	also	Albright,	From	Stone	Age	 to	Christianity,
Baltimore	 1940,	 pp.	 205,	 329;	 Oppenheim,	 ‘Assyriological	 Gleanings	 II’,	 BASOR,	 93	 (February,
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Calendar ’,	HUCA,	xvii	(1943),	pp.	1–152	c.

INTRODUCTORY	VERSE
I.	1.	In	the	beginning	God	created	/	the	heavens	and	the	earth.

RASHI	[Rabbi	Solomon	son	of	Isaac]	and	Abraham	ibn	Ezra	and	many	modern	commentators	are	of
the	 opinion	 that	 this	 verse	 is	 not	 an	 independent	 sentence	 but	 is	 subordinate	 to	 what	 follows	 and
should	be	rendered	either	(1)	‘At	the	beginning	of	the	creation	of	the	heavens	and	the	earth,	the	earth
was	without	 form	and	void’,	 or	 (2)	 ‘At	 the	beginning	of	 the	 creation	of	 the	heavens	 and	 the	 earth,
when	the	earth	was	without	form	and	void	.	.	.	God	said	“Let	there	be	light’”,	etc.	The	verb	 	bara’	is
used	here,	according	to	Rashi,	as	though	it	were	the	infinitive,	 	bero’,	and	so,	 in	fact,	 the	modern
commentators	referred	to	above	vocalize	the	word.	The	arguments	that	have	hitherto	been	advanced
against	 both	 these	 interpretations	 are	 not	 conclusive;	 but	 a	 decisive	 objection	 can	 be	 raised	 on	 the
basis	of	 the	 syntactical	construction	of	v.	2.	 If	 the	 first	 rendering	were	 correct,	 the	predicate	 in	 the
second	verse	would	precede	the	subject,	viz	 	hayetha	ha’ares	[‘was	the	earth’]	or	 ;	cf.
Jer.	xxvi	1,	In	the	beginning	of	the	reign	of	Jehoiakim	…	CAME	THIS	WORD,	etc.;	so,	too,	ibid.	xxvii
1,	xxviii	1,	and	Hos.	i	2:	When	the	Lord	first	spoke	through	Hosea,	SAID	THE	LORD	 to	Hosea.	Had
the	second	translation	been	correct,	the	wording	would	have	been:
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	weha’ares	tohu	wabhohu	[‘and	the	earth	without	form	and	void’],	omitting	 	hayetha
[‘was’];	 cf.	 i	 Sam.	 iii	 2–4,	 where	 	 šokhebh	 [‘lying	 down’]	 occurs	 twice,	 but	 not	 	 haya
šokhebh	 [‘was	 lying	 down’].	 The	 construction	 	 	weha’ares	 hayetha	 thohu	 wabhohu
proves	(see	on	this	below)	that	v.	2	begins	a	new	subject.	It	follows,	therefore,	that	the	first	verse	is	an
independent	sentence	that	constitutes	a	formal	introduction	to	the	entire	section,	and	expresses	at	the
outset,	 with	 majestic	 brevity,	 the	 main	 thought	 of	 the	 section:	 that	 in	 the	 beginning,	 that	 is,	 at	 the
commencement	 of	 time,	 in	 the	 remotest	 past	 that	 the	 human	 mind	 can	 conceive,	 God	 created	 the
heavens	 and	 the	 earth.	 How	 He	 created	 them	 will	 be	 related	 in	 detail	 further	 on.	 Following	 the
principle	that	one	should	‘first	state	the	general	proposition	and	then	specify	the	particulars’,	the	Bible
will	now	pass	 in	 review	before	us	all	 the	component	parts	of	 the	universe,	one	by	one,	and	 tell	us,
concerning	each	one,	that	it	was	created	by	the	word	of	God.

The	 heavens	 and	 the	 earth]	 It	 has	 been	 widely	 held	 that	 Scripture	 used	 this	 phrase	 because
classical	Hebrew	had	no	special	word	for	what	we	call	today	‘the	universe’;	hence	it	was	necessary	to
employ	a	circumlocution	of	this	kind.	But	this	view	is	incorrect.	The	concept	of	the	unity	of	the	world
was	 unknown	 among	 the	 Israelites	 till	 a	 late	 period,	 and	 then	 the	 appropriate	 term	 for	 it	 was
immediately	 coined.	 The	 ancient	 Hebrew	 conceived	God	 alone	 as	 a	 unity;	 what	 we	 designate	 ‘the
universe’,	they	regarded	as	two	separate	entities:	the	HEAVENS	are	the	Lord’s	heavens,	but	the	earth
He	has	given	to	the	sons	of	men	(Psa.	cxv	16).	By	earth	is	to	be	understood	here	everything	under	the
heavens,	including	the	sea;	cf.	Psa.	cxlviii	7:	Praise	the	Lord	from	the	earth,	you	sea	monsters	and	all
deeps.
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FIRST	PARAGRAPH
THE	STORY	OF	THE	FIRST	DAY

2.			As	for	the	earth,	it	was	without	form	or	life,	/	and	darkness	was
upon	the	face	of	the	Deep;
but	the	Spirit	of	God	/	was	hovering	over	the	face	of	the	waters.

3.			And	God	said,
‘Let	there	be	light’;	/	and	there	was	light.

4.			And	God	saw	/	that	the	light	was	good;
and	God	separated	/	the	light	from	the	darkness.

5.			And	God	called	the	light	Day,	/	and	the	darkness	He	called	Night.	
And	there	was	evening	and	there	was	morning,	/	one	day.

2.	As	for	the	earth,	it	was,	etc.]	Whenever	the	subject	comes	before	the	predicate,	as	here,	the	intention
of	the	Bible	is	to	give	emphasis	to	the	subject	and	to	tell	us	something	new	about	it;	see,	for	instance,
iii	1:	Now	the	serpent	was	cunning,	etc.	(the	serpent	had	not	previously	been	mentioned	by	name,	but
was	merely	implied	in	the	general	term	beast	of	the	field—ii	19,	20).	But	in	most	cases,	including	our
own,	 the	 subject	 has	 already	 been	 mentioned	 earlier,	 and	 the	 verse	 comes	 to	 focus	 the	 reader ’s
attention	on	it;	e.g.	iv	1,	18	(four	times);	vii	16,	19;	x	8,	9,	13,	15,	24,	26;	xi	12,	14;	xiii	14;	xviii	17,
18;	xx	4;	xxi	1;	xxii	23;	etc.,	etc.	It	is	as	though	Scripture	said:	‘As	for	this	subject,	I	have	to	tell	you
that	this	is	what	happened,	or	what	he	did,	or	what	befel	him’.	Here,	too,	the	meaning	is:	‘As	for	the
earth	alluded	to	in	the	first	verse,	I	must	tell	you	that	at	the	beginning	of	its	creation,	it	was	without
form	or	life,’	etc.	In	v.	1	the	heavens	come	first,	because	in	referring	to	the	two	parts	of	the	universe
together,	the	more	important	part	must	be	given	precedence;	but	when	the	Bible	proceeds	to	describe
the	 work	 of	 creation	 in	 detail,	 the	 earth,	 which	 was	 created	 first,	 is	 mentioned	 first,	 whereas	 the
heavens	are	dealt	with	in	the	second	paragraph.

Without	 form	or	 life	 	 tohu	wabhohu]	 /	This	 poetic	 expression	 seems	 to	 have	 been	used
already	in	the	ancient	Hebrew	epos,	which	I	discussed	in	the	Introduction,	§	3;	possibly	it	was	to
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be	found	even	in	the	still	earlier	poems	of	the	Canaanites	(Philo	of	Byblus	mentions	 	as	a	goddess
of	 the	 primal	 night,	 the	mother	 of	 the	 first	mortals;	 but	 there	 is	 no	 connection	 apparently	with	 the
Mesopotamian	goddess	Ba-u).	To	ascertain	the	precise	meaning	of	the	phrase	 	tohu	wabhohu,
one	cannot	 rely,	 as	 the	commentators	usually	do,	only	on	 the	etymological	 signification	of	 its	 two
component	 words:	 	 tohu,	 ‘wilderness’;	 	 bohu,	 ‘emptiness’.	 In	 language,	 as	 in	 chemistry,	 a
compound	may	be	found	to	possess	qualities	absent	from	its	constituent	elements.	For	example,	any
one	who	does	 not	 know	what	 ‘broadcast’	 denotes,	will	 not	 be	 able	 to	 guess	 the	 connotation	 of	 the
word	from	its	separate	elements	‘broad’	and	‘cast’.	*	For	the	same	reason	it	is	profitless	to	compare
other	passages	in	which	either	of	the	words	 	tohu	or	 	bohu	occurs;	and	even	Jer.	iv	23,	where	the
complete	phrase	 in	 the	 identical	 form	is	 found	(I	 looked	on	 the	earth,	and	 lo,	 it	was	 	 tohu	 [E.	V.
waste]	and	 	bohu	[E.	V.	void],	throws	no	light	on	the	meaning,	since	it	is	only	an	allusion,	without
further	explanation,	to	our	own	passage.	The	same	applies	to	Isa.	xxxiv	11:	And	He	shall	stretch	over
it	the	line	of	 	tohu	[E.	V.	confusion]	and	the	plummet	of	 	bohu	[E.	V.	chaos].

The	sense	of	the	idiom	can	be	determined	only	from	the	context,	that	is,	from	the	continuation	of
the	verse,	which	reads,	and	darkness	was	upon	the	face	of	the	deep,	as	though	the	reader	already	knew
that	a	‘deep’	 	tehom]	existed	in	the	world,	despite	the	fact	that	it	had	not	yet	been	mentioned	in	our
section.	From	this	we	may	infer	that	the	notion	of	the	deep	was	subsumed,	according	to	the	conception
of	 the	ancient	 Israelites,	 in	 that	of	 	 tohu	wabhohu.	Now	 the	Deep	 is	 to	 be	 identified	with	 the
World-Ocean,	as	we	shall	 see	 later,	and	hence	 it	was	possible	 for	 the	sentence	 to	conclude	with	 the
words,	upon	the	face	of	the	waters,	although	no	mention	had	yet	been	made	of	the	waters.

There	is	something	else,	too,	that	we	learn	from	the	phrasing	of	the	verse.	Since	we	are	told	that
the	darkness,	which	was	spread	over	everything,	was	upon	the	face	of	the	deep,	it	follows	that	the

*	In	the	original	Hebrew	the	example	is 	qolnoa	[‘a	sound	film’];	the	etymological	sense	of	the	stems,	 	qol	[‘voice’]	and
noa	[‘moving’],	would	not	convey	to	the	uninitiated	the	meaning	of	the	compound	word.
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water	 of	 the	 deep	 formed	 the	 uppermost	 layer,	 which	 was	 in	 direct	 contact	 with	 the	 surrounding
darkness;	this	agrees	with	the	specific	statement	in	Psa.	civ	6:	Thou	didst	cover	it	[mas.]	with	the	deep
as	with	a	garment	 (the	Targum	and	other	ancient	versions	read,	Thou	didst	cover	her,	 that	 is,	Thou
didst	cover	the	earth	with	the	waters	of	 the	deep);	 the	waters	stood	above	the	mountains.	Just	as	 the
potter,	when	he	wishes	to	fashion	a	beautiful	vessel,	takes	first	of	all	a	lump	of	clay,	and	places	it	upon
his	wheel	in	order	to	mould	it	according	to	his	wish,	so	the	Creator	first	prepared	for	Himself	the	raw
material	of	the	universe	with	a	view	to	giving	it	afterwards	order	and	life.	In	this	chaos	of	unformed
matter,	 the	heaviest	materials	were	naturally	 at	 the	bottom,	 and	 the	waters,	which	were	 the	 lightest,
floated	 on	 top.	 This	 apart,	 the	 whole	material	 was	 an	 undifferentiated,	 unorganized,	 confused	 and
lifeless	agglomeration.	It	is	this	terrestrial	state	that	is	called	 	tohu	and	bohu.

As	for	the	earth,	it	was	tohu	and	bohu,	that	is	to	say,	the	unformed	material	from	which	the	earth
was	to	be	fashioned	was	at	the	beginning	of	its	creation	in	a	state	of	tohu	and	bohu,	to	wit,	water	above
and	solid	matter	beneath,	and	the	whole	a	chaotic	mass,	without	order	or	life.

And	darkness	was	upon	the	face	of	the	deep]	Until	the	light	was	created,	the	unformed	matter	was
enveloped	in	utter	darkness.

The	word	 	tehom,	rendered	‘deep’,	undoubtedly	belonged	to	the	poetic	tradition	of	antiquity,
and	consequently	it	is	used	without	the	definite	article,	which	is	rarely	found	in	Biblical	verse	and	is
entirely	wanting	 in	 Canaanite	 poetry.	 Linguistically,	 the	 word	 corresponds	 precisely	 to	 the	Arabic
word	Tihamat,	 	which	 denotes	 the	 low-lying	 Arabian	 littoral	 (the	 Arabic	 	 tahmun	 generally
signifies,	 ‘land	sloping	 towards	 the	sea’	 [see	G.	W.	Freytag,	Lexicon	Arabico-Latinum,	s.v.]),	and	 to
the	Akkadian	word	Tiamat,	the	name	of	the	goddess	of	the	primeval	World-Ocean,	who	had	existed
from	time	immemorial	and	was	the	mighty	foe	of	the	Creative	God.	Although	the	equivalent	noun	in
Hebrew	lacks	the	feminine	termination	 	-t,	it	is	nevertheless	treated	as	a	feminine	substantive.

In	 the	Bible,	 the	word	occurs	 a	 number	of	 times	 as	 a	 synonym	 for	 the	 sea.	But	 in	 the	 ancient
Israelite	 poetry,	 to	 which	 the	 prophets	 and	 the	 Biblical	 poets	 allude	 on	 occasion	 (see	 above,
Introduction,
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§3),	 the	Deep	was	still	depicted	as	a	creature	endowed	with	its	own	volition,	which	rebelled	against
God	and	was	ultimately	subdued	by	the	Divine	might	(see,	for	 instance,	Isa.	 li	9–10:	Awake,	awake,
put	on	strength,	O	arm	of	the	Lord;	awake,	as	in	days	of	old,	the	generations	of	long	ago.	Was	it	not
Thou	that	didst	cut	Rahab	in	pieces,	that	didst	pierce	the	dragon?	Was	it	not	Thou	that	didst	dry	up	the
sea,	the	waters	of	the	great	DEEP	…	?).

The	Torah,	however,	refrained	from	accepting	any	part	of	this	tradition.	In	the	Pentateuch,	
tehom	denotes	simply	the	primeval	World-Ocean—a	purely	physical	concept.	It	 is	matter	and	has	no
personality	 or	 autonomy;	 it	 had	 not	 existed	 from	 time	 immemorial	 but	was	 created	 by	 the	will	 of
God,	and	was	ready	to	receive	whatever	form	its	Maker	would	be	pleased	to	fashion	for	it.

BUT	THE	SPIRIT	[ 	weruah]	of	God	was	HOVERING	[ 	merahepheth]	over	the	face	of	the
waters].	The	Waw	[literally,	‘and’]	of	 	weruah	[‘wind,	spirit’]	has	an	adversative	sense:	‘Although
the	earth	was	without	 form	or	 life,	and	all	was	steeped	 in	darkness,	yet	above	 the	unformed	matter
hovered	the	 	ruah	of	God,	 the	source	of	 light	and	life’.	According	to	 the	Talmudic	 interpretation
(Hagiga	12a),	the	word	 	ruah	denotes	here	an	actual	wind,	moving	air—an	entity	created	by	God	on
the	 first	 day.	The	majority	 of	 present-day	 commentators	 likewise	 understand	 the	word	 to	 signify	 a
powerful	wind	 that	 came	 to	 separate	 the	 upper	waters	 from	 the	 lower	waters,	 or	 the	 lower	waters
from	the	dry	land.	But	this	does	not	appear	to	accord	with	the	real	meaning	of	the	verse.	These	tasks
of	separation	were	to	be	executed	only	on	the	second	and	the	third	day,	and	they	were	to	be	performed
solely	by	the	word	of	God	not	with	the	help	of	any	additional	agency.	Furthermore	neither	the	verb	

	merahepheth	nor	the	expression	over	the	face	of	the	waters	fits	this	explanation.	The	meaning	of
	ruah	’Elohim	in	our	verse	is	the	same	as	that	of	 	ruah	’El	[‘Spirit	of	God’]	in	Job	xxxiii

4:	The	spirit	of	God	has	made	me,	and	the	breath	of	the	Almighty	gives	me	life.

	merahepheth.	Many	modern	exegetes	render	the	word,	on	the	basis	of	one	of	the	senses	of
the	root	in	Syriac,	‘brooding’	(like	a	bird	brooding	over	its	eggs)	and	see	here	a	reference	to	the	idea
of	 the	World-Egg,	which	is	found	in	 the	cosmogonies	of	several	peoples,	 including	the	Canaanites.
The	myth	tells	of	an	egg	that
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existed	since	the	days	of	creation,	and	a	power	from	on	high	came	and	brooded	over	it,	and	from	it
the	world	was	hatched.	But	 the	 expression	used	 in	 the	Bible	 is	over	 the	 face	of	 the	waters,	and	 the
waters	of	the	deep	are	not	an	egg	or	anything	resembling	one.

It	 should	 also	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 verb	 	 rahaph	never	 has	 the	 connotation	 of	 ‘brooding’	 in
Hebrew,	 and	 that	 even	 in	 Syriac	 this	 is	 only	 a	 secondary	 meaning	 of	 the	 word,	 flowing	 from	 its
primary	signification,	‘to	fly	to	and	fro,	flutter ’,	the	sense	in	which	it	is	used	in	Deut.	xxxii	11:	Like	an
eagle	 that	 stirs	 up	 its	 nest,	 that	FLUTTERS	 over	 its	 young.	Likewise	 in	 the	Ugaritic	writings,	 the
meaning	of	the	stem	rhp	is	‘to	flutter ’	(‘The	Epic	of	Dan’el’,	Tablet	I,	line	32;	ibid.,	Tablet	III,	col.	i,
lines	 20–21,	 31–32).	 Other	 mythological	 explanations	 that	 have	 recently	 been	 suggested	 are	 also
incompatible	with	the	wording	of	our	verse,	the	sense	of	which,	it	seems,	corresponds	exactly	to	the
meaning	of	the	root	 	rahaph	in	Deut.	xxxii	11,	to	wit,	that	just	as	the	young	eaglets,	which	are	not
yet	capable	of	fending	for	themselves,	are	unable	by	their	own	efforts	to	subsist	and	grow	strong	and
become	fully-grown	eagles,	and	only	the	care	of	their	parents,	who	hover	over	them,	enables	them	to
survive	and	develop,	so,	too,	in	the	case	of	the	earth,	which	was	still	an	unformed,	lifeless	mass,	the
paternal	care	of	the	Divine	Spirit,	which	hovered	over	it,	assured	its	future	evolution	and	life.

Over	the	face	of	the	waters—that	is,	the	waters	of	the	deep,	which,	as	stated,	covered	everything.
The	phrase	over	the	face	of	the	waters	at	 the	end	of	the	second	half	of	the	verse	corresponds	to	the
concluding	 words	 of	 the	 first	 half,	 upon	 the	 face	 of	 the	 deep.	Both	 of	 these	 expressions	 recur	 in
Biblical	poetry	and	precisely	in	those	passages	that	reflect	the	poetic	tradition	concerning	the	waters
of	the	primordial	deep	(see	below,	on	v.	9);	cf.	Prov.	viii	27,	Job	xxvi	10.3.	And	God	said,	‘Let	there	be
light’]	‘It	is	like	the	case	of	a	king	who	wishes	to	build	a	palace,	but	the	site	was	in	darkness.	What	did
he	do?	He	kindled	lamps	and	torches	to	see	where	to	lay	the	foundations’	(Bereshith	Rabba	iii	1;	for
the	variant	readings	consult	Theodor ’s	edition).	Adapting	the	parable	to	our	interpretation	of	v.	2,	we
might	 say:	 It	 is	 like	 the	 case	 of	 a	 man	 who	 came	 to	 arrange	 various	 articles	 that	 were	 lying	 in
confusion	 in	 a	 dark	 room.	 What	 does	 he	 do	 first	 of	 all?	 He	 kindles	 lamps	 in	 the	 room	 and	 so
illumines	the	chamber	and	everything	in	it.
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And	there	was	light]	It	is	a	basic	rule	of	style	in	ancient	epic	poetry	that	after	citing	the	words	of
the	command	or	charge	given	by	any	one,	the	poet	repeats	the	ipsissima	verba	of	the	directive	when
relating	that	it	had	been	fulfilled.	In	the	Introduction	to	this	section	(§	6,	p.	16),	I	have	indicated	how
this	 literary	 convention,	 subject	 to	 certain	 modifications,	 continues	 in	 the	 prose	 style	 of	 Bible
narrative.	In	the	present	verse,	this	formal	repetition	assumes	its	tersest	form	(fiat:	‘Let	there	be	light’;
execution:	and	 there	 was	 light)	 to	 show	 the	 precision	 and	 celerity	 with	 which	 the	 injunction	 was
carried	out:	as	He	commanded,	and	as	soon	as	He	commanded.

The	rabbinic	statement	that	this	light	was	hidden	away	for	the	benefit	of	the	saints	in	the	world	to
come	and	 the	views	expressed	 in	 recent	publications	on	 the	bearing	of	our	verse	on	eschatological
speculation	(see	especially	 the	study	by	May	mentioned	in	 the	bibliography)	do	not	accord	with	 the
actual	meaning	of	the	verse.

The	existence	of	light	even	before	the	creation	of	the	luminaries	does	not,	of	course,	present	any
difficulty,	 for	 we	 are	 all	 familiar	 with	 light	 that	 does	 not	 emanate	 from	 the	 heavenly	 bodies,	 e.g.
lightning.	The	real	problem	is	how	there	could	be	a	day	when	there	was	no	sun.	On	this	question	see
the	notes	to	verses	14–15.

4.	And	God	saw	 that	 the	 light	was	good]	An	optimistic	 formula	 that	occurs,	 as	we	have	noted,
seven	times	in	the	section:	all	that	God	has	made	is	good.	This	verse,	unlike	the	corresponding	verses,
specifies	 the	 thing	 that	 is	 good—the	 light—to	 prevent	 the	 misconception	 that	 the	 darkness	 is	 also
good.	It	 is	 the	 light	 that	God	created;	 the	darkness	 is	only	 the	absence	of	 light,	and	therefore	 is	not
good	(the	declaration,	I	form	light	and	create	darkness,	in	Isa.	xlv	7,	is	directed	against	the	dualistic
doctrine	of	the	Persians).

And	 God	 separated	 the	 light	 from	 the	 darkness]	 It	 was	 not	 the	 Creator ’s	 intention	 that	 there
should	 be	 perpetual	 light	 and	 no	 darkness	 at	 all,	 but	 that	 the	 light	 and	 the	 darkness	 should	 operate
consecutively	 for	given	periods	and	 in	unchanging	order.	Consequently,	God	divided	 the	one	 from
the	other,	that	is,	He	separated	their	respective	spheres	of	activity.

5.	And	God	called	the	light	Day,	etc.]	According	to	the	conception	current	in	the	ancient	East,	the	name
of	a	thing	was	to	be	identified	with	its	essential	nature	and	existence;	hence	to	name	a	thing	meant	to
bring	it	into	being.	The	Babylonian	account	of

26



creation	begins	as	follows:	‘Ere	the	heavens	above	were	named,	or	the	foundation	below	was	given
an	appellation’,	that	is,	before	the	creation	of	heaven	and	earth	(I	shall	explain	elsewhere	my	reason
for	translating	the	word	ammatu	in	the	original	by	‘foundation’).	Many	commentators	detect	a	similar
concept	in	our	verse.	But	this	interpretation	is	difficult,	since	it	has	already	been	stated	earlier	that	the
darkness	and	the	light	were	in	existence	before	they	were	given	names.	It	is	more	correct	to	suppose
that	the	intention	here,	in	conformity	with	the	general	thought	of	the	section	(see	the	beginning	of	my
Introduction),	is	to	explain	that	the	two	divisions	of	time	known	to	us	as	Day	and	Night	are	precisely
the	same	as	those	that	God	established	at	the	time	of	creation,	the	light	being	the	Day,	and	the	darkness
the	Night.	The	same	applies	to	the	naming	of	the	heavens	and	the	earth	and	the	seas	referred	to	in	v.	8
and	v.	10.	The	 three	parts	of	 the	universe	 that	we	designate	by	 these	names	are	precisely	 those	 that
God	organized	in	the	period	of	creation:	the	firmament	that	He	made	is	none	other	than	the	heavens
that	we	know;	the	pool	into	which	the	waters	were	gathered	is	our	sea;	and	the	dry	land	that	appeared
then	is	our	earth.

And	the	darkness	He	called	Night]	It	 is	a	fundamental	rule	of	Biblical	narrative	style	that	verbs
describing	acts	that	took	place	in	sequence	should	head	their	respective	clauses,	and	take	the	form	of
the	imperfect	with	consecutive	Waw,	thus:	 	wayyo’	mer	[‘and	…	said’], 	wayehi	[‘and	there	was’],	

	wayyiqra’	[‘and	…	called’]	and	so	forth.	But	when	the	same	verb	occurs	twice	in	two	consecutive
clauses,	then	the	second	verb	usually	occupies	the	second	or	third	place	in	the	sentence	and	is	in	the
perfect,	 as	 in	 the	 present	 case	 (see	 my	 remarks	 on	 this	 subject	 in	 my	 book	 The	 Documentary
Hypothesis,	 English	 translation,	 pp.	 91–92,	 where	 many	 instances	 are	 cited).	 Three	 consecutive
examples	are	found	in	the	story	of	Cain	and	Abel	(iv	2–5):	 	wayehi	[‘and	(Abel)	was’]	…	 	haya
[‘(Cain)	was’];	 	wayyabhe’	[‘and	(Cain)	brought’]	…	 	hebhi’	[‘(Abel)	brought’];	 	wayyiša,
[‘and	(God)	turned’]	…	 	ša’a	[‘He	turned’].	At	the	end	of	our	verse,	the	brevity	of	the	clauses	and
the	tendency	to	stress	the	parallelism	resulted	in	the	verbs	appearing	twice	in	the	form	required	by	the
general	 rule	 [to	 wit,	 that	 the	 past	 tense	 be	 expressed	 by	 the	 imperfect	 with	 consecutive	Waw],	
wayehi	[‘and	there	was’]	…	 	wayehi.
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And	there	was	evening	and	there	was	morning,	one	day]	When	day-time	had	passed,	 the	period
allotted	to	darkness	returned	(and	there	was	evening),	and	when	night-time	came	to	an	end,	the	light
held	sway	a	second	time	(and	there	was	morning),	and	this	completed	the	first	calendar	day	(one	day),
which	had	begun	with	the	creation	of	light.

This	method	of	reckoning	the	day	[i.	e.	a	day	and	a	night]	from	sunrise	appears	to	be	at	variance
with	 the	 accepted	 Israelite	 practice	of	 connecting	 the	day-time	with	 the	preceding	night,	 that	 is,	 the
custom	of	 regarding	 sunset	 as	 the	 starting-point	 of	 the	 day.	 In	 order	 to	 remove	 this	 inconsistency,
Jewish	exegetes,	both	medieval	and	modern	(among	the	latter,	Hoffman	and	Jacob),	sought	to	place
forced	and	 improbable	 interpretations	on	 the	words,	and	 there	was	evening	and	 there	was	morning.
Only	 a	 few,	 like	Rashbam	 [Rabbi	 Samuel	 son	 of	Meir],	 gave	 the	 correct	 explanation	 of	 the	 verse,
which	Ibn	Ezra,	nevertheless,	endeavoured	to	refute	by	composing	his	Sabbath	Letter.

Present-day	 scholars	 are	 of	 the	 opinion	 either	 that	 our	 section	 reflects	 an	 old	 usage	 that
subsequently	fell	into	desuetude	(so,	for	instance,	Dillmann	and	Holzinger),	or	that	the	two	methods
of	reckoning	the	day	were	used	concurrently	in	different	circles	(so,	for	example,	Gunkel	and,	among
Jewish	exegetes,	Bornstein,	see	 	Hatkufa,	vi,	pp.	302–311).	But	the	verse	remains	difficult,	even
for	 those	who	accept	 the	documentary	hypothesis,	since	 the	account	of	creation	and	 the	 laws	of	 the
Pentateuch	 are	 attributed	by	 them	 to	P	 [Priestly	Code],	 and	 it	 is	 unthinkable	 that	 this	 source	 should
mention	at	the	beginning	a	detail	that	conflicts	with	the	statutes	recorded	in	subsequent	sections	of	the
document.

It	would	appear,	therefore,	that	the	solution	to	the	problem	must	be	sought	in	another	direction.
An	examination	of	the	narrative	passages	of	the	Bible	makes	it	evident	that	whenever	clear	reference
is	made	to	the	relationship	between	a	given	day	and	the	next,	it	is	precisely	sunrise	that	is	accounted
the	beginning	of	the	second	day.	For	example:	They	made	their	father	drink	wine	that	night	…	and	On
the	next	day,	etc.	(xix	33–34).	Similarly:	When	he	arose	early	NEXT	MORNING	(Jud.	vi	38);	and	ON
THE	MORROW	the	people	rose	early	(ibid.	xxi	4);	If	you	do	not	save	your	life	tonight,	TOMORROW
you	will	be	killed.	(I	Sam.	xix	11);	and	TOMORROW
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you	and	your	sons	shall	be	with	me	 (ibid.	xxviii	19).	Consonant	with	 this	 tradition	 is	 the	use	of	 the
expressions:	 	 hayyom	 [‘the	 day’	 =	 today],	 	 hallayla	 [‘the	 night’	 =	 tonight],	 	 ’emeš
[‘yesterday’	=	last	night].

Nor	 is	 this	 all.	 If	we	 consider	 the	Scriptural	 sections	 dealing	with	 the	 ritual	 laws,	 particularly
those	that	prescribe	that	the	observance	of	Israel’s	holy	days	must	begin	in	the	evening,	we	see	clearly
that	these	passages	corroborate,	in	their	method	of	reckoning	the	dates,	the	evidence	of	the	narrative
portions.	 In	Exod.	xii	18,	 it	 is	stated:	 In	 the	 first	month,	on	 the	FOURTEENTH	day	of	 the	month	at
evening,	 you	 shall	 eat	 unleavened	 bread.	 It	 is	 on	 the	 evening	 preceding	 the	 fifteenth	 day	 that	 the
obligation	 of	 eating	 unleavened	 bread	 comes	 into	 force,	 yet	 that	 evening	 is	 referred	 to	 as	 the
fourteenth.	So,	too,	in	Lev.	xxiii	32,	with	regard	to	the	Day	of	Atonement,	it	is	enjoined:	and	you	shall
afflict	yourselves	on	the	NINTH	day	of	the	month	beginning	at	evening,	from	evening	to	evening	shall
you	keep	your	Sabbath;	thus	the	evening	before	the	tenth	is	called	the	ninth	of	the	month.

It	will	thus	be	seen	that	throughout	the	Bible	there	obtains	only	one	system	of	computing	time:	the
day	 is	 considered	 to	 begin	 in	 the	morning;	 but	 in	 regard	 to	 the	 festivals	 and	 appointed	 times,	 the
Torah	 ordains	 that	 they	 shall	 be	 observed	 also	 on	 the	 night	 of	 the	 preceding	 day.	 This	 point	 is
explicitly	 emphasized	whenever	 a	 certain	 precept	 has	 to	 be	 observed	 particularly	 at	night,	 like	 the
eating	 of	 unleavened	 bread	 on	 the	 night	 of	 Passover	 and	 fasting	 on	 the	 evening	 of	 the	 Day	 of
Atonement.	In	the	case	of	the	Sabbath	and	the	other	festival	days,	however,	there	was	no	need	to	stress
that	work	was	prohibited	on	the	night	preceding,	since	agricultural	tasks	(and	it	is	specifically	these
that	 the	Torah	has	 in	mind)	 are	performed	only	by	day.	There	 is	 no	discrepancy,	 therefore,	 in	our
verse	at	all.

The	underlying	reason	of	the	particular	rule	applying	to	the	incidence	of	festivals	and	appointed
times	may	be	explained	thus:	 the	method	of	counting	the	day	from	the	evening,	which	is	customary
among	 nomads,	 was	 the	 older	 usage;	 but	 when	 in	 civil	 life	 a	 new	 system	 came	 into	 force,	 which
regarded	sunrise	as	the	commencement	of	the	day	in	accordance	with	the	conditions	prevailing	in	the
Land	of	Canaan,	the	change	did	not	affect	the	religious	tradition,
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which	 is	 by	 nature	 conservative,	 and	 just	 as	 of	 old	 the	 holy	 days	 began	 at	 evening,	 so	 the	 custom
remained	and	was	embodied	in	the	laws	of	 the	Bible.	The	sacrificial	regulations,	which	connect	 the
night	with	the	preceding	day,	offer	no	difficulty	to	our	hypothesis.	On	the	contrary,	they	tally	with	our
explanation,	 for	 all	 the	 laws	 relating	 to	 the	 sacrifices	were	 framed	 to	 accord	 specifically	with	 the
conditions	obtaining	in	the	Land	of	Canaan.

At	a	later	period,	when	the	whole	of	Jewish	life	was	concentrated	in	the	sphere	of	religion,	the
mode	 of	 reckoning	 appertaining	 to	 the	 Sabbath	 and	 festivals	 once	 again	 became	 norm	 for	 civil
affairs,	too.	Nevertheless,	traces	of	the	former	civil	practice	are	still	to	be	discerned	in	such	Talmudic
expressions	 as	 ‘the	 night	 after	 the	 thirteenth	 which	 is	 the	 evening	 preceding	 the	 fourteenth’	 (B.
Berakhoth	4a),	and	in	some	penitential	hymns	for	the	evening	of	the	Day	of	Atonement,	which	refer
to	the	Day	of	Atonement	as	tomorrow	(e.g.	the	hymn	 	Yirse	‘am	’ebhyon—‘May	He	regard
the	needy	people	with	favour ’	by	Isaac	ibn	Gi’at).

One	Day]	The	use	here	of	the	cardinal	instead	of	the	ordinal	number,	as	for	the	other	days,	is	to
be	explained,	with	Nahmanides	[Rabbi	Moses	son	of	Nahman],	as	follows:	‘First	implies	precedence
over	another	in	number	or	grading,	when	both	are	in	existence’,	but	in	our	case	there	was	only	one
day,	 for	 the	 second	 had	 not	 yet	 been	 created.	 In	 the	 same	 way	 we	 may	 explain	 expressions	 like	

	be’ehadh	lahodheš	[literally,	‘on	one	of	the	month’,	that	is,	on	the	first	of	the	month]	and	
	be’ehadh	bešabbath	[‘on	one	of	the	week’,	that	is,	on	the	first	day	of	the	week];	see	Gesenius

—Buhl,	Hebr.	 und	 aram.	Handwörterbuch	 über	 das	A	T,	 s.v.	 	 ’ehadh.	But	 verses	 like	 ii	 11,	The
name	of	the	first	[literally,	‘one’]	is	Pishon,	compel	us	to	extend	the	rule	of	Nahmanides	and	to	state
that	even	when	all	the	objects	enumerated	together	exist	at	the	same	time,	we	are	able,	momentarily,	to
pay	attention	only	to	the	first	of	them,	and	must	therefore	designate	it	one.
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SECOND	PARAGRAPH
THE	STORY	OF	THE	SECOND	DAY

6.			And	God	said,
‘Let	there	be	a	firmament	/	in	the	midst	of	the	waters,
and	let	it	serve	as	a	means	of	separating	/	the	waters	from	the
waters.’

7.			And	God	made	the	firmament	/	and	separated
the	waters	/	which	were	under	the	firmament
from	the	waters	/	which	were	above	the	firmament.
And	it	was	so.

8.			And	God	called	/	the	firmament	Heaven.
And	there	was	evening	and	there	was	morning,	/	a	second	day.

6.	Let	 there	be	a	firmament	 in	the	midst	of	 the	waters]	In	 the	midst	of	 the	waters	of	 the	deep,	which
constituted	the	upper	stratum	of	the	original	amorphous	matter,	there	was	to	be	formed	a	firmament	[

	raqia].The	root	of	the	word	is	the	same	as	that	of	 	wayeraqqe	‘u	[‘and	they	did	hammer	out’]
in	Exod.	xxxix	3:	And	 they	did	hammer	out	 gold	 leaf;	 the	 term	 signifies	 a	 kind	of	 horizontal	 area,
extending	through	the	very	heart	of	the	mass	of	water	and	cleaving	it	into	two	layers,	one	above	the
other—the	upper	and	lower	layers	of	water.

How	the	space	between	heaven	and	earth	was	formed	we	are	not	told	here	explicitly;	nor	are	the
attempts	of	the	comentators	to	elucidate	the	matter	satisfactory	(see	my	remarks	on	this	subject	in	my
aforementioned	article	in	Annuario,	p.	24,	note	1).	To	me	it	seems	that	the	sense	of	the	passage	is	to	be
explained	 in	 the	 light	 of	 the	 statement	 in	 v.	8:	And	 God	 called	 the	 firmament	 Heaven,	 that	 is,	 this
firmament	 is	 none	 other	 than	what	we	 designate	heaven.	From	 this	we	may	 infer	 that	 immediately
after	its	formation,	the	firmament	occupied	of	its	own	accord	the	place	appointed	for	it	by	the	will	of
God,	which	is	the	site	of	the	heavens	as	we	know	it.	Thus	as	soon	as	the	firmament	was	established	in
the	midst	of	the	layer	of	water,	it	began	to	rise	in	the	middle,	arching	like	a	vault,	and	in	the	course	of
its	upward	expansion	 it	 lifted	at	 the	same	 time	 the	upper	waters	 resting	on	 top	of	 it.	This	marked	a
considerable	advance	in	the	marshalling	of	the	components	of	the	universe.

31



Above	now	stands	the	vault	of	heaven	surmounted	by	the	upper	waters;	beneath	stretches	the	expanse
of	lower	waters,	that	is,	the	waters	of	the	vast	sea,	which	still	covers	all	the	heavy,	solid	matter	below.
The	universe	is	beginning	to	take	shape.

When	we	consider	how	the	Mesopotamian	mythology	portrays	the	making	of	heaven	and	earth,
we	 cannot	 but	 realize	 the	 enormous	 difference,	 despite	 a	 few	 points	 of	 resemblance,	 between	 this
creation	story	and	that	of	the	Bible,	nor	can	we	fail	to	appreciate	the	originality	of	the	Torah	account.
The	former	relates	 that	after	 the	god	Marduk	(or	a	different	deity	according	to	other	versions)	had
vanquished	Tiamat,	 the	goddess	of	 the	world-ocean,	depicted	as	a	great	and	mighty	sea-monster,	as
well	as	the	other	monsters	and	monstrosities	that	she	had	created	to	aid	her	in	her	combat,	and	after	he
had	 slain	 his	 chief	 enemy	 with	 his	 weapons,	 he	 cut	 her	 carcass	 horizontally,	 dividing	 it	 into	 two
halves,	which	lay	one	on	top	of	the	other,	and	out	of	the	upper	half	he	formed	the	heavens	and	of	the
lower	half	he	made	the	earth	(which	includes,	of	course,	the	sea,	the	‘Deep’).	Here	is	a	quotation	from
the	Babylonian	account	of	creation	(Tablet	iv,	137–140):

He	split	her	like	a	fish	into	two	parts;

The	one	half	of	her	he	set	up	and	laid	therewith	the	beams	of	the	heavens	(cf.	Psa.
civ	3	WHO	HAST	LAID	THE	BEAMS	of	Thy	chambers	on	the	waters).

He	pulled	down	a	bar	and	stationed	a	watch,

He	enjoined	them	not	to	let	her	waters	go	forth.

The	last	two	lines	(‘He	pulled	down	a	bar ’,	etc.)	do	not	refer	to	the	heavens,	as	they	are	usually
understood,	but	apply	to	the	earth	and	the	sea.	In	the	Greek	summary	of	the	myth	by	the	Babylonian
priest	 Berossus,	 it	 is	 clearly	 stated	 that	 the	 god	 Bel,	 that	 is,	 Marduk,	 sliced	 the	 body	 of	 Thamte
(Tiamat,	Tâmtu)	into	two,	and	of	the	one	half	he	formed	the	earth	and	of	the	other	half	the	heavens.
With	 the	 parallel	 traditions	 in	 the	 Canaanite	 and	 the	 ancient	 Israelite	 poetry,	 I	 shall	 deal	 in	 my
annotations	 below,	 on	 v.	9.	Here	 it	 will	 suffice	 to	 note	 the	 opposition	 of	 the	 Torah	 to	 the	 entire
mythological	 account.	 It	 is	 true	 that	 in	 the	Pentateuch,	 too,	 reference	 is	made	 to	 the	division	of	 the
primeval	 world-ocean	 into	 two	 halves,	 situated	 one	 above	 the	 other,	 but	 the	 entire	 mythological
picture	is	completely	erased.	Here	we	have	neither	war	nor	weapons;	a	body	is	not	carved
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up,	 nor	 are	 its	 segments	 used	 for	 construction;	 a	 simple	 process	 of	 physical	 unfoldment	 takes	 the
place	of	the	mythical	train	of	events	described	in	the	pagan	legends.

7.	And	God	made	the	firmament,	etc.]	Here,	too,	as	in	verse	3,	the	words	of	the	Divine	fiat	are	repeated
in	the	announcement	that	it	had	been	executed.	But	in	the	present	case,	since	the	theme	is	much	more
comprehensive	 than	 that	 of	 the	 two	 short	 words	 	 yehi	 ’or,	 ‘Let	 there	 be	 light’]	 in	 v.	 3,
modifications	 have	 been	 introduced	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 principle	 described	 above	 in	 the
Introduction	§	6,	p.	16f.,	and	the	verbal	changes	serve	to	explain	the	subject	more	clearly.	The	phrase,
separating	 the	waters	 from	the	waters,	of	 the	preceding	verse	 is	here	elucidated	 thus:	separated	 the
waters	which	were	under	the	firmament	from	the	waters	which	were	above	the	firmament.

On	the	use	of	the	verb	made,	see	below	on	ii	3.

And	separated]	The	subject	is	God	and	not,	as	some	interpret,	the	firmament;	compare	v.	4:	and
GOD	 separated	 the	 light	 from	 the	 darkness.	 Furthermore,	 in	 v.	6	 it	 is	 not	 written:	 Let	 there	 be	 a
firmament	in	the	midst	of	the	waters,	and	let	it	separate	 	weyabhdel	 the	waters	from	the	waters;
the	text	is	 	wihi	mabhdil	…	—‘and	let	it	be	a	separator’,	etc.,	that	is,	and	let	it	be	the	means
that	I	shall	use	for	the	purpose	of	separating	the	waters	from	the	waters.

And	it	was	so]	At	first	sight	this	clause	seems	redundant,	for	we	have	already	been	told	that	God
made	the	firmament,	etc.	Hence	some	modern	commentators	transfer	the	words,	in	agreement	with	the
Septuagint,	to	the	end	of	v.	6.	Others,	on	the	contrary,	are	of	the	opinion	that	 the	sentence,	And	God
made,	etc.,	is	a	later	interpolation	and	that	originally	the	text	had	only:	And	it	was	so.

But	if	we	examine	the	two	verses	carefully,	we	shall	see	that	both	are	necessary.	The	reiteration
of	the	words	of	the	Divine	utterance	is	required,	as	previously	stated,	by	the	rules	of	Biblical	narrative
style;	moreover,	 the	 separation	mentioned	here	 as	 a	work	of	God	provides	 a	 fitting	parallel	 to	 the
separation	described	in	v.	3—also	as	a	work	of	God.	As	for	the	expression	and	it	was	so,	it	is	needed
here,	but	not	in	v.	3,	because	the	two	separations	differed	from	each	other:	the	first	was	temporal	and
was	due	to	recur	at	regular	intervals;	the	second	was	spatial	and	was	destined	to	remain	unchanged
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for	ever	(see	Nahmanides	ad	loc.).	This	then	is	the	meaning	of	the	expression	and	it	was	so	 	ken]
throughout	the	section:	and	it	was	firm	[which	is	the	root	signification	of	 	ken],	like	an	established
thing;	so	it	came	to	pass,	and	so	it	has	remained	for	all	time.

8.	 And	 God	 called	 the	 firmament	 Heaven]	 See	 the	 notes	 to	 vv.	 5–6.	 After	 the	 word	 Heaven,	 the
Septuagint	reads:	And	God	saw	that	it	was	good,	and	many	modern	scholars	consider	this	reading	to
be	 correct,	 since	 this	 formula	 is	 found	 in	 the	 account	 of	 each	 of	 the	 other	 days.	 But,	 as	 we	 have
explained	earlier,	the	repetitions	that	occur	in	Biblical	narrative	prose	are	characterised,	as	a	rule,	by
verbal	changes,	and	we	must	not	expect	 the	word-for-word	 reiteration	of	an	unvarying	 formula	on
every	occasion.	In	so	far	as	our	verse	is	concerned,	the	Rabbinic	Sages	already	(Bereshith	Rabba	iv	8,
according	 to	one	of	 the	opinions	cited)	noted	correctly—and	 their	view	is	shared	by	some	modern
exegetes	(e.g.	Gunkel	and	Budde)—that	the	words	it	was	good	were	not	appropriate	at	this	stage,	in	as
much	as	the	work	of	the	water	had	not	yet	been	completed.	The	situation	was	not	yet	good;	for	had	it
been	good,	there	would	have	been	no	necessity	for	another	separation	on	the	third	day.	For	the	same
reason,	it	is	not	stated	here	that	God	gave	a	name	to	the	sea	just	as	He	had	named	the	heavens.	For	the
lower	waters	had	not	yet	reached	their	final	distribution,	and	were	still	covering	everything	beneath
the	heavens.	The	Greek	translator	has	added	at	this	point	the	usual	formula	[‘that	it	is	good’]	for	the
sake	of	mechanical	uniformity;	this	is	typical	of	his	method	throughout	the	section.

And	there	was	evening	and	there	was	morning,	a	second	day]	A	fitting	parallel	to	the	concluding
sentence	of	the	preceding	paragraph	and	of	the	subsequent	paragraphs.
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THIRD	PARAGRAPH
THE	STORY	OF	THE	THIRD	DAY

9.			And	God	said,
‘Let	the	waters	be	gathered	together	/	under	the	heavens
into	one	place,	/	and	let	the	dry	land	appear.’
And	it	was	so.

10.	And	God	called	the	dry	land	Earth,	/	and	the	waters	that	were
					gathered	together	He	called	Seas.
And	God	saw	that	it	was	good.

11.	And	God	said,
‘Let	the	earth	put	forth	vegetation,	/	plants	yielding	seed,
[and]	fruit	trees	bearing	fruit	each	according	to	its	kind,	/	in
					which	is	their	seed,	upon	the	earth.’
And	it	was	so.

12.	And	the	earth	brought	forth	vegetation,	/	plants	yielding	seed
					according	to	their	own	kinds,
and	trees	bearing	fruit	/	in	which	is	their	seed,	each	according
					to	its	kind.
And	God	saw	that	it	was	good.

13.	And	there	was	evening	and	there	was	morning,	/	a	third	day.

9.	Let	the	waters	be	gathered	together,	etc.]	The	waters,	which	were	still	covering	everything	under
the	heavens,	were	 to	be	concentrated	 in	one	place,	 and,	 as	 a	 result,	 the	 solid	matter	hidden	beneath
them	would	be	revealed	in	the	remaining	areas.

Into	one	PLACE	[ 	maqom]	 /	The	Septuagint	 reads:	 into	 one	POOL	 [ 	 =	 	mikwe,
literally,	 ‘gathering’],	 and	 the	 vast	majority	 of	modern	 commentators	 prefer	 this	 reading.	But	 it	 is
hard	to	accept	it	as	correct,	for	two	reasons:	(a)	there	was	no	pool	of	water	till	the	waters	had	been
gathered	 together;	 (b)	 the	number	one	can	 readily	be	understood	 in	 connection	with	place—that	 is,
one	place	in	contradistinction	to	every	place,	which	the	waters	had	previously	occupied—but	it	is	not
appropriate	to	pool,	for	there	were	no	other	pools	in	existence.	Possibly	Scripture	intended	a	play	on
the	 words	 	maqom,	 ‘place’	 [in	 this	 verse]	 and	 	miqwe,	 ‘pool’	 (in	 v.	 10),	 that	 is,	 the	 place
became	a	pool.
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And	it	was	so]	As	we	have	explained	in	our	note	on	v.	7,	the	meaning	is:	according	to	the	word	of
God	so	it	was,	and	so	the	situation	remained	for	ever.

Also	this	verse,	which	speaks	of	the	assignment	of	a	fixed	place	for	the	waters	of	the	sea,	should
be	studied	against	the	background	of	the	myths	current	in	the	Orient,	as	well	as,	needless	to	say,	the
ancient	epic	poems	of	the	Israelites.	The	peoples	of	the	East	used	to	tell	many	stories	about	the	battle
waged	by	one	of	 the	great	gods	against	 the	deity	of	 the	sea.	It	was	indicated	above,	on	v.	6,	 that	 the
Mesopotamian	mythology	described	in	detail	 the	combat	of	the	creative	god	against	Tiamat	and	his
ultimate	victory	over	her;	we	quoted	 there	 the	verses	 from	 the	Babylonian	account	of	creation	 that
relate	how	Marduk,	after	his	victory,

‘…pulled	down	a	bar	and	stationed	a	watch;
He	enjoined	them	not	to	let	the	waters	(of	Tiamat)	go	forth.’

and	we	stated	that	these	lines	refer	only	to	the	lower	waters.

Similar	myths	were	known	to	the	Canaanites.	In	one	of	the	Ugaritic	texts—Tablet	III	AB	(Baal	V
in	Ginsberg’s	Hebrew	edition)—the	story	of	Baal’s	fight	with	the	lord	of	the	sea	is	narrated.	But	it	is
impossible	 to	 say	 with	 certainty	 whether	 it	 also	made	mention	 of	 the	 limitation	 of	 the	 area	 to	 be
occupied	by	the	sea,	because	the	tablet	is	damaged	and	only	a	fragment	of	it	remains.	But	if	we	may
assume	the	word	l’ašs’i,	found	in	one	of	the	incomplete	lines	of	the	tablet	(line	2),	to	be	composed	of
the	negative	l-	and	of	some	form	of	the	verb	ys’	in	the	Šaph’el	conjugation	(which	would	make	it	an
exact	 parallel	 to	 the	 expression	 la	 šu-sa-a	 in	 the	 stanza	 of	 the	 Babylonian	 creation-story	 quoted
above),	the	term	may	be	presumed	to	refer	to	the	confinement	of	the	sea.

As	for	the	Israelites,	 it	 is	clear	from	many	allusions	in	the	Bible,	as	well	as	from	a	number	of
legends	in	rabbinic	literature,	that	there	had	existed	among	them	an	ancient	poetic	tradition	that	told	of
Rahab,	 the	 lord	 of	 the	 sea,	who	 opposed	 the	will	 of	God	 and	would	 not	 confine	 his	waters	within
given	limits,	until	the	Holy	One,	blessed	be	He,	subdued	him	and	slew	him,	and	fixed	a	boundary	for
the	waters	of	the	sea	that	they	should	never	be	able	to	pass.	Here	there	is	no	trace	of	war	between	the
gods	as	related	by	the	gentile	myths,	but	only	the	revolt	of	one	of	the	creatures	against
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his	Creator;	the	tradition	has	acquired	an	aspect	more	in	keeping	with	the	ethos	of	the	people	of	Israel.

The	question	of	the	existence	of	Israelite	epic	poetry	in	general	and	of	this	poem	on	the	revolt	of
the	sea	in	particular,	I	have	discussed	at	length	in	my	aforementioned	Hebrew	essay	in	Keneseth.	I	do
not	propose	to	repeat	here	the	proofs	that	I	advanced	in	the	article,	or	the	detailed	reconstruction	of
the	poem	from	the	sources	at	our	disposal	that	I	attempted	there;	I	shall	merely	cite	a	few	examples
from	 the	 Bible	 and	 from	 rabbinic	 dicta	 in	 which	 the	 rebellion	 of	 the	 sea	 is	 reflected,	 quoting
particularly	those	passages	that	allude	to	the	setting	of	bounds	for	the	waters	of	the	sea.

(1)	Examples	from	the	Bible:

Isa.	 li	 9–10:	 Awake,	 awake,	 put	 on	 strength,	 O	 arm	 of	 the	 Lord;	 awake	 as	 in	 days	 of	 old,	 the
generations	of	long	ago.	Was	it	not	Thou	that	didst	cut	Rahab	in	pieces,	that	didst	pierce	the	dragon?
Was	it	not	Thou	that	didst	dry	up	the	sea,	the	waters	of	the	great	deep…?

Jer.	 v	 22:	…	 I	 placed	 the	 sand	as	 the	bound	 for	 the	 sea,	 a	 perpetual	 barrier	which	 it	 cannot	 pass;
though	the	waves	toss,	they	cannot	prevail,	though	they	roar,	they	cannot	pass	over	it.

Psa.	lxxiv	13:	Thou	didst	divide	the	sea	by	Thy	might;	Thou	didst	break	the	heads	of	the	dragons	on	the
waters,	etc.

Ibid.	lxxxix	10	(Hebrew,	v.	11):	Thou	didst	crush	Rahab	like	a	carcass,	Thou	didst	scatter	Thy	enemies
with	Thy	mighty	arm.

Ibid.	civ	7–9:	At	Thy	rebuke	they	(the	waters	of	the	Deep)	fled:	at	the	sound	of	Thy	thunder	they	took	to
flight.	The	mountains	rose,	the	valleys	sank	down	to	the	place	which	Thou	didst	appoint	for	them.	Thou
didst	set	a	bound	which	they	should	not	pass,	so	that	they	might	not	again	cover	the	earth.

Prov.	viii	27–29:	When	He	established	the	Heavens,	I	was	there,	when	He	drew	a	circle	on	the	face	of
the	deep…when	He	assigned	to	the	sea	its	limit,	so	that	the	waters	might	not	transgress	His	command.

Job	vii	12:	Am	I	the	sea,	or	a	sea	monster,	that	Thou	settest	a	guard	over	me?	(cf.	He	stationed	a	watch
in	the	Babylonian	epic	quoted	above).

Ibid.	ix	13:	God	will	not	turn	back	His	anger;	beneath	Him	bowed	the	helpers	of	Rahab.
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Ibid.	xxvi	10–12:	He	described	a	circle	upon	the	face	of	the	waters	at	the	boundary	between	light	and
darkness	…	By	His	power	He	stilled	the	sea;	by	His	understanding	He	smote	Rahab.

Ibid.	xxxviii	8–10:	Or	who	shut	in	the	sea	with	doors,	when	it	burst	forth	from	the	womb;	when	I	made
clouds	its	garment,	and	thick	darkness	its	swaddling	band,	and	prescribed	bounds	for	it,	and	set	bars
and	doors	(cf.	He	pulled	down	a	bar	in	the	Babylonian	epic	cited	above),	and	said,	‘Thus	far	shall	you
come,	and	no	farther,	and	here	shall	your	proud	waves	be	stayed’?

Similar	references	to	the	subjugation	of	the	sea	are	to	be	found	in	many	other	verses,	which	need
not	be	quoted	here.

(2)	Examples	from	rabbinic	literature:

B.	Hagiga	12a.	‘Resh	Lakish	said:	When	the	Holy	One,	blessed	be	He,	created	the	sea	it	continued
to	expand	until	the	Holy	One,	blessed	be	He,	rebuked	it	and	caused	it	to	dry	up.’

B.	Baba	Bathra	 74b:	 ‘R.	 Judah	 said	 in	 the	 name	 of	Rab:	When	 the	Holy	One,	 blessed	 be	He,
desired	to	create	 the	world,	He	said	 to	 the	 lord	of	 the	sea:	“Open	thy	mouth	and	swallow	up	all	 the
waters	of	the	world”.	The	latter	answered:	“Sovereign	of	the	universe,	I	have	enough	with	my	own!”
Thereupon	God	instantly	trod	him	down	and	slew	him,	as	it	is	said:	By	this	power	He	stamped	down
[E.	V.	‘stilled’]	the	sea;	by	His	understanding	He	smote	Rahab.	R.	Isaac	said:	From	this	you	may	infer
that	the	lord	of	the	sea	is	called	Rahab.’

Pirke	 Rabbi	 Eliezer,	V:	 ‘Thereupon	 the	 waters	 immediately	 became	 turbulent	 and	 rose	 up	 to
cover	 the	 earth	 as	 in	 the	 beginning,	 until	 the	Holy	One,	 blessed	 be	He,	 rebuked	 them	and	 subdued
them,	 placing	 them	under	 the	 soles	 of	 his	 feet;	 and	He	measured	 them	with	His	 palm	 so	 as	 not	 to
augment	or	diminish	them,	and	He	made	the	sand	the	boundary	of	the	sea,	like	a	man	who	makes	a
fence	 for	 his	 vineyard;	 and	when	 they	 [the	waters]	 rise	 up	 and	 see	 the	 sand	before	 them,	 they	 turn
back,	as	it	is	said:	Do	you	not	fear	Me?	says	the	Lord;	do	you	not	tremble	before	Me?	I	placed	the	sand
as	the	bound	for	the	sea,	etc.	(Jer.	v	22).

Many	more	rabbinic	dicta	of	the	same	genre	occur	in	Talmudic	and	Midrashic	literature	and	also
in	the	works	of	the	Cabbala,	but	there	is	no	deed	to	prolong	the	series	of	quotations.	Any
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one	who	wishes	to	study	the	whole	of	the	relevant	material	in	Hebrew	literature	will	find	the	passages
listed	in	Ginsberg’s	work,	The	Legends	of	the	Jews,	v,	pp.	17–18,	26–27,	notes	50–53,	71–73.

From	our	investigations	so	far	we	may	draw	the	following	conclusions:	(a)	that	the	prophets	and
Biblical	poets	were	accustomed	to	employ	allusions	to	the	ancient	epic	concerning	the	revolt	of	the
sea	as	poetic	 similes	 and	 figures	of	 speech	 (compare	above,	 Introduction,	 §	 3);	 (b)	 that	 the	Rabbis
included	in	their	tradition	the	myth	of	the	sea’s	rebellion,	which	the	memory	of	the	people	continued
to	keep	alive	even	after	the	ancient	epic	had,	in	the	course	of	time,	become	lost;	and	they	did	not	feel
any	misgivings	about	 those	elements	 in	 it	 that	 resembled	 the	heathen	mythology,	 since	 in	 their	day
paganism	was	no	longer	a	danger	to	Judaism.	But	the	Torah,	which	uses	a	simple	prose	style	as	the
vehicle	of	its	teachings,	without	undue	embellishment	of	poetic	metaphors	and	figures	of	speech,	not
only	meticulously	 avoided	making	 any	use	whatsoever	 of	 this	 legendary	poetic	material,	which,	 if
embodied	in	a	book	of	prose,	might	have	been	understood	literally	by	the	reader,	but	it	even	voiced	a
kind	of	protest	against	 these	myths	whose	pagan	origin	was	still	discernible,	and	more	particularly
against	the	concepts	of	the	heathens	themselves	(Introduction,	§	4).	In	the	verse,	And	God	said,	‘Let	the
waters	be	gathered	together’,	etc.,	the	underlying	thought	of	the	Torah	is:	Far	be	it	from	you	to	think,
as	do	the	Gentiles,	that	the	sea	is	endowed	with	an	autonomous	divine	power	that	fought,	as	it	were,
against	 the	 Creator	 of	 the	 universe;	 and	 far	 be	 it	 also	 from	 you	 to	 imagine,	 as	 the	 Israelite	 poets
relate,	 that	 the	 sea	 refused	 to	do	 the	will	 of	 its	Maker,	 and	 that	He	was	compelled	 to	 subdue	 it	 and
force	it	to	obey.	It	is	true	that	the	Torah,	too,	records	that	God	assigned	a	fixed	place	for	the	waters	of
the	sea,	but	this	was	not	done	by	suppressing	the	will	of	the	sea,	which	sought	to	rebel	against	God,
Heaven	forfend.	God	said:	‘Let	the	waters	be	gathered	together’,	and	forthwith	it	was	so.

10.	And	God	called	the	dry	land	Earth]	Since	the	earth	then	received	the	form	that	it	has	retained	to
this	day,	it	became	entitled	to	the	name	by	which	it	is	still	called	today.	See	above,	on	v.	5.

And	the	waters	that	were	gathered	together	He	called	Seas]	The	sea	likewise	acquired	at	that	time
the	aspect	with	which	we	are	familiar;	hence	God	gave	it	the	name	appropriate	to	it.	And	He
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Called	[ 	wayyiqra’,	imperfect	with	Waw	consecutive]—He	called	[ 	qara’,	perfect];	see	above,
on	v.	5.

Seas.	Poetic	plural;	cf.	xlix	13:	Zebulun	shall	dwell	at	the	shore	of	the	SEAS	[E.	V.	sea];	Jud.	v.
17:	Asher	 sat	 still	 at	 the	 coast	 of	 the	SEAS	 [E.	V.	 sea].	 It	 may	 be	 that	 a	 play	 upon	 words	 is	 also
intended	here,	viz	 	mayim	[‘waters’]—	 	yammim	[‘seas’].

And	God	saw	that	it	was	good]	Now	that	the	work	of	the	water	was	completed	and	the	world	had
assumed	its	proper	tripartite	form	of	Heaven,	Earth	and	Sea,	it	is	possible	to	declare,	that	it	was	good.

11.	And	 God	 said,	 ‘Let	 the	 earth	 put	 forth	 vegetation’,	 etc.]	 On	 the	 selfsame	 day,	 as	 soon	 as	 the
inanimate	 matter,	 which	 serves	 as	 a	 foundation	 for	 plant-life,	 had	 been	 set	 in	 order,	 there	 were
created,	without	delay,	the	various	kinds	of	vegetation.	Similarly	on	the	sixth	day:	immediately	after
the	formation	of	vegetable	and	animal	life,	which,	in	turn,	are	the	basis	of	human	life—on	the	same
day—man	was	created.

Let	 the	 earth	 put	 forth	VEGETATION	 [ 	 deše’],	PLANTS	 [ 	 ‘eśebh]	 yielding	 seed,	 fruit
trees,	etc.]	The	exact	nature	of	this	classification	of	the	various	species	of	plants	has	proved	a	difficult
exegetical	 problem,	 and	many	 different	 explanations	 have	 been	 offered	 (I	 have	 discussed	 them	 in
detail	in	Questione,	pp.	261–262).	The	most	likely	interpretation	appears	to	be	that	 the	classification
here	is	not	threefold—	 	deše’	[=grass],	 	eśebh	 [=herbs]	and	 	es	 [=trees]—but	only	 twofold.
The	noun	 	deše’	and	the	verb	 	tadhše’,	derived	from	it,	refer	to	vegetation	generally,	and	the
clause	 	tadhše’	ha’ares	deše’	[‘Let	the	earth	put	forth	vegetation’]	means:	Let	the	earth
be	 covered	 with	 a	 fresh	 green	 mantle	 of	 verdure.	 Thereafter	 two	 categories	 of	 vegetation	 are
distinguished:	 	eśebh	[‘plants’]	and	 	es	[‘trees’].	The	correctness	of	this	interpretation	is	attested
by	the	fact	that	in	vv.	29–30	only	the	two	categories,	plants	and	trees,	are	mentioned.

Fruit	trees	include	shade-trees,	for	these,	too,	bear	fruit,	although	it	is	not	edible.

Each	according	to	its	kind	[ 	lemino]	/	Here	the	expression	refers	to	the	trees	alone,	but	in	v.
12	(there	the	form	is	 	leminehu)	it	is	applied	to	the	plants	as	well;	see	Rashi	ad	loc.

Yielding	seed	…	in	which	is	their	seed,	upon	the	earth]	The
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Torah	 emphasizes	 and	 re-emphasizes,	 both	 here	 and	 in	 the	 next	 verse,	 and	 again	 in	 v.	29,	 the
matter	of	 the	 seed	and	 the	producing	of	 seed	 (in	 these	 three	verses	 the	 stem	 	zr’	 [‘seed,	 to	 yield
seed’]	occurs	no	less	than	ten	times),	as	though	it	wished	to	draw	the	reader ’s	attention	to	the	fact	that
the	 plants	 that	 were	 created	 on	 the	 third	 day	 were	 capable	 of	 reproducing	 themselves	 after	 their
likeness	by	means	of	the	seed.	Undoubtedly	there	is	a	definite	purpose	in	all	this;	what	this	purpose	is
we	shall	see	further	on	(on	ii	5).

Upon	the	earth—to	continue	existing	on	the	earth.

And	it	was	so]	It	was	so	instantly,	in	accordance	with	God’s	fiat;	and	thus	were	different	species
of	plants	perpetuated	through	the	seed.	This	is	a	general	statement;	the	details	follow	in	v.	12.	12.	And
the	earth	brought	forth,	etc.]	In	accordance	with	the	rule	explained	above,	the	fulfilment	of	the	Divine
command	 is	 related	 in	 terms	 similar	 to,	 but	 not	 identical	 with,	 those	 of	 the	 command	 itself.
Characteristically,	the	Septuagint	has	harmonized	the	two	verses	completely.

The	verbal	changes	 that	appear	 in	 the	announcement	made	here	of	 the	execution	of	 the	Divine
fiat	 are	partly	 a	matter	of	outward	 form	only:	 for	 example	and	 trees	 is	 substituted	 for	 trees	 (but	 it
must	be	noted	that	most	of	the	ancient	versions	and	a	few	Hebrew	MSS	read	and	trees	also	in	v.	11);
so,	too, 	leminehu	[‘according	to	its	kind’]	with	the	termination 	-ehu,	on	the	analogy	of	nouns
derived	 from	 stems	 whose	 third	 radical	 is	 a	He’,	 takes	 the	 place	 of	 	 lemino.	But	 some	 of	 the
modifications	are	introduced	for	the	purpose	of	clarification:	the	use	of	the	word	 	wattose’	[‘and
(the	earth)	brought	forth’]	instead	of	 	tadhše’	[‘Let	(the	earth)	be	covered	with	verdure’]	indicates
that	the	intention	of	the	command	was	that	the	vegetation	should	be	produced	by	germination	from	the
ground.	So,	too,	from	the	repetition	of	the	word	 	leminehu,	which	is	used	to	qualify	 	‘eśebh	as
well,	we	infer	that	it	was	the	Divine	intention	that	the	latter	should	connote	all	kinds	of	plants.

And	 God	 saw	 that	 it	 was	 good]	He	 saw	 that	 also	 the	 vegetation	 was	 good.	 Two	 works	 were
performed	on	 the	 third	day,	 the	 separation	of	 the	 sea	 from	 the	dry	 land	and	 the	 creation	of	plants;
hence	the	formula	that	it	was	good	is	uttered	twice	on	this	day.
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FOURTH	PARAGRAPH
THE	STORY	OF	THE	FOURTH	DAY

14.	And	God	said,
‘Let	there	be	lights	in	the	firmament	of	the	heavens	/	to	separate
					the	day	from	the	night;
and	let	them	be	for	signs	and	for	seasons	/	and	for	days	and
					years;

15.	and	let	them	be	lights	in	the	firmament	of	the	heavens	/	to
					give	light	upon	the	earth’.
And	it	was	so.

16.	And	God	made	/	the	two	great	lights,
the	greater	light	/	to	rule	the	day,
and	the	lesser	light	/	to	rule	the	night;
He	made	the	stars	also.

17.	And	God	set	them	in	the	firmament	of	the	heavens	/	to	give	light
					upon	the	earth,

18.	to	rule	over	[or	during]	the	day	and	over	[or	during]
					the	night,	/	and	to	separate	the	light	from	the	darkness.
And	God	saw	that	it	was	good.

19.	And	there	was	evening	and	there	was	morning,	/	a	fourth	day.

Now	begins	the	second	phase	of	the	six	days	of	creation.	In	the	first	stage	were	created	the	three
sections	 of	 the	 inanimate	world,	 followed	 by	 vegetation,	 that	 is,	 all	 the	 created	 entities	 that	 cannot
move	by	themselves.	In	the	second	there	were	made,	in	precisely	parallel	order	to	that	of	the	first,	the
mobile	beings,	to	wit,	on	the	fourth	day	the	luminaries,	the	moving	bodies	in	which	the	light	formed
on	 the	 first	 day	 is	 crystallized;	 and	 on	 the	 fifth	 and	 sixth	 days,	 in	 like	 manner,	 the	 creatures	 that
correspond	to	the	works	of	the	second	and	third	days	(see	the	Introduction,	§	6	end).

14–15.	 And	 God	 said,	 ‘Let	 there	 be	 lights’,	 etc.]	 It	 would	 appear,	 at	 first	 sight,	 that	 there	 is	 a
redundancy	in	the	Divine	fiat;	hence	present-day	commentators	delete,	as	a	rule,	some	words	from	the
text.	But	if	we	analyse	the	content	of	the	two	verses	carefully	we	shall	find	that	every	detail	fits	into	its
place.	The	luminaries	were	given	three	functions	by	the	Divine	command:	(a)	to	separate	day
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from	night;	(b)	to	be	for	signs	and	for	seasons	and	for	days	and	years;	(c)	to	serve	as	luminaries	and
to	give	light	upon	the	earth.	In	verses	17–18,	all	these	functions	are	mentioned	again,	according	to	the
recognized	rule,	in	similar,	but	not	completely	identical,	terms.

In	connection	with	this	paragraph,	too,	we	must	pay	attention	to	the	concepts	prevailing	among
the	 peoples	 of	 the	 ancient	 East.	 Also	 in	 the	 Babylonian	 creation	 epic	 these	 three	 functions	 of	 the
luminaries	 are	 to	 be	 found;	 an	 additional	 example	 is	 thus	 provided	 of	 the	 common	 traditional
approach	in	apprehending	physical	phenomena.	The	verses	relating	to	the	sun	in	this	epic	have	been
lost;	but	concerning	the	moon	and	its	god,	Nannaru,	we	read	(Tablet	V,	lines	12–13):

He	caused	Nannaru	to	shine	(that	is,	Marduk	gave	brightness	to	the	moon;	this	is	the	third	task	in
our	paragraph);	He	set	it	over	the	night	(the	first	duty	in	our	account);	He	made	it	the	adornment	of
the	night	for	the	fixing	of	the	days	(the	second	function	in	our	narrative).

But	 there	 is	 a	 vast	 difference	 in	 the	 interpretation	 of	 the	 phenomena:	 the	 Babylonian	 poem
presents	 the	 luminaries	 and	 stars	 to	 us	 as	 the	 “likeness”	 (tamšilšunu,	 line	 2)	 of	 the	 gods,	 and	 to	 a
certain	extent	identifies	them	with	the	gods,	endowing	them	with	personality	and	mind	and	will.	The
Torah,	on	 the	contrary,	depicts	 them	as	material	 entities,	 created	by	 the	word	of	 the	One	God,	 and
wholly	devoid	of	personality,	mind	or	will.	The	fact	that	in	the	rabbinic	legends	the	heavenly	bodies
appear	again	as	personalities,	who	hold	intercourse	with	the	Creator,	 is	 to	be	explained	in	the	same
way	as	the	similar	attitude	adopted	by	the	Rabbis	towards	the	myths	about	the	revolt	of	the	sea.	In	the
age	 of	 the	 Talmudic	 sages	 idolatry	 had	 long	 ceased	 to	 be	 a	 source	 of	 danger	 to	 Israel,	 and
consequently	they	saw	no	further	necessity	for	undue	caution	in	regard	to	mythological	themes,	nor
the	need	to	obliterate	all	references	to	them.

The	first	function:	to	separate	the	day	from	the	night.	This	expression	enables	us	to	comprehend
the	existence	of	the	first	three	days,	when	there	was	as	yet	no	sun	in	the	world.	To	separate	one	thing
from	another	means	to	mark	the	distinction	between	two	things	already	in	existence.	It	is	manifest	that
the	night	exists	even
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without	the	presence	of	moon	and	stars.	Similarly,	according	to	the	view	reflected	here,	the	sun	is	not
the	cause	of	daytime,	 for	 the	 latter	 is	 to	be	 found	without	 the	 former.	This	 is	 an	empirical	 concept
based	 on	 the	 observation	 that	 light	 pervades	 the	 atmosphere	 even	 before	 sunrise	 and	 also	 after
sundown.	Although	we	know	that	this	light	emanates	from	the	sun	only,	nevertheless	it	 is	a	fact	that
there	is	daylight	even	when	the	sun	is	not	visible	in	the	sky.	This	then	is	the	meaning	of	the	verse:	that
just	as	at	the	beginning	and	at	the	end	of	every	day	there	is	light	without	sun,	so	throughout	those	first
three	days	God	caused	light	to	shine	upon	the	earth	from	some	other	source	without	recourse	to	the
sun;	but	when	He	created	 the	 luminaries	He	handed	over	 to	 them	 the	 task	of	 separation,	 that	 is,	He
commanded	that	the	one	should	serve	by	day	and	the	others	should	serve	at	night,	and	thus	they	would
all	 become	 signs	 for	 distinguishing	 the	 two	 periods	 of	 time.	 In	 addition,	 the	 sun’s	 light	 would
naturally	augment	the	already-existing	daylight,	but	this	would	form	its	third	function,	as	we	shall	see
later.	Note	also	verse	18:	and	to	separate	the	light	from	the	darkness,	and	my	annotation	thereon.

The	question	has	also	been	raised:	how	could	the	plants	grow	on	the	third	day	without	sun?	This
is	not	a	difficult	problem.	Seeing	that	light	was	there	already,	and	where	there	is	light	there	must	be
heat,	the	requisite	conditions	for	plant-life	were	already	in	existence.

The	second	function:	and	let	them	be	for	signs	and	for	seasons	and	for	days	and	years.	Various
interpretations	of	the	clause,	and	particularly	of	the	word	signs	(eclipses,	portents,	moments,	and	so
forth)	have	been	suggested.	The	correct	explanation	appears	to	be	this:	the	verb	 	wehayu	[‘and	 let
them	be’]	signifies	‘to	serve’,	and	 	othoth	is	used	in	its	normal	connotation	of	‘signs’,	that	is,	let
them	serve	as	signs	unto	the	inhabitants	of	the	world	(Gunkel),	to	wit,	as	signs	for	the	determination
of	the	seasons	(the	Waw	[‘and’]	of	 	ulemo	‘adhim	[‘and	for	seasons’]	is	explanatory)	and	for	the
division	of	time	(and	for	days	and	years).

The	 third	 function:	and	 let	 them	 be	 lights	 in	 the	 firmament	 of	 the	 heavens.	At	 first	 the	 clause
appears	difficult;	seeing	that	it	speaks	of	lights	[ 	me’oroth]	how	can	it	say	that	the	lights	should
be	 for	 lights?	Hence	 the	 Peshitta	 [Syriac	 version]	 and	 the	 Vulgate	 translate,	 ‘that	 they	may	 shine’
(possibly	they	read:	 .
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lime’iroth	[Hiph’il	participle	fem,	pl.]	=	‘for	light-givers’),	and	some	moderns	have	suggested	that	the
word	 	lime’oroth	[‘for	lights’]	should	be	deleted	as	superfluous,	or	that	it	should	be	amended	to	

	hamme’oroth	[‘the	lights’;	the	sentence	would	then	read:	‘and	let	the	lights	in	the	firmament	of
the	heavens	be	for	giving	 light	upon	 the	earth’].	But	 there	 is	another	expression	similar	 to	 it	 in	 the
Bible	(Num.	xv	38–39):	to	make	TASSELS	…	it	shall	be	to	you	a	TASSEL,	the	meaning	being	that	the
tassels	 that	 they	would	make	would	actually	serve	as	 tassels.	Likewise	here,	 the	 lights,	 just	 because
they	were	lights—that	is,	sources	of	light—would	serve	as	lights	in	the	firmament,	to	give	light	upon
the	earth;	 the	sun	would	augment	 the	 light	of	 the	day,	as	I	have	explained	above,	and	the	moon	and
stars	would	illumine	the	darkness	of	the	night.

And	it	was	so]	As	God	had	enjoined	 so	 it	was,	 and	 so	 it	 remained	 for	ever.	After	 this	general
statement	follows	the	usual	detailed	account.

16.	 And	 God	 made,	 etc.]	 In	 the	 narration,	 in	 this	 verse	 and	 in	 the	 two	 succeeding	 verses,	 of	 the
fulfilment	 of	 God’s	 purpose,	 the	 words	 of	 the	 Divine	 fiat	 are,	 as	 usual,	 repeated	 with	 certain
modifications.	Some	of	the	changes	serve	to	elucidate	God’s	intention;	in	particular	is	the	identity	of
the	different	lights	made	clear.

The	two	great	lights,	etc.]	Some	consider	the	word	 	haggedholim	[‘great’]	redundant,	since	
	haggadhol	[‘greater ’]	occurs	soon	afterwards;	but	the	phrase	in	Psa.	cxxxvi	7,	to	Him	who	made

the	great	lights,	corroborates	the	Massoretic	reading	here.	The	intention	is	to	divide	the	heavenly	host
into	two	groups:	the	one	consisting	of	the	two	great	lights,	 that	 is,	 those	that	seem	the	biggest	 to	us
and	that	exert	the	greatest	and	most	important	influence	on	terrestrial	life,	and	the	other	comprising	a
multitude	of	small	lights,	or	those	that	appear	small.	Of	the	two	great	luminaries	one	is	greater	than
the	other;	it	is	great	in	the	group	of	great	lights.	It	excels	its	companion	particularly	in	its	power	and
in	its	action.

To	rule	[ 	lememšeleth	literally,	‘for	the	rule	of’]	the	day	…	to	rule	the	night]	In	verse	18
the	wording	 is:	 	welimšol	bayyom	ubhallayla	 [E.V.	 to	 rule	 over	 the	 day	 and	 over	 the
night];	the	preposition	 	b-	can	be	understood	either	in	a	temporal	sense	[‘during’],	or	in	the	sense	of	
	al	[‘over ’]	as	in	xxxvii	8:	are	you	indeed	to	reign	OVER	us	 	banu];	and	in	Psa.	cxxxvi	8–9	the
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text	 is	 	 …	 	 lememšeleth	 bayyom	…	 lememšeloth	 ballayla	 [to	 rule	 over	 (or
during)	the	day	...	to	rule	over	(or	during)	the	night],	with	a	noun	[ 	lememšeleth]as	in	our	verse
(16),	and	with	the	preposition	—	 	b-	as	in	verse	18.

Apparently	the	expression	was	used	in	the	ancient	poetic	tradition	concerning	the	creation	of	the
world.	We	need	 not	 assume	 that	 the	Psalmist	 took	 it	 necessarily	 from	our	 section,	 for	 he	 employs
other	phrases	belonging	to	the	poetic	tradition	that	do	not	occur	in	our	section.	Thus	in	verse	5	[Psa.
cxxxvi]	he	writes:	to	Him	who	by	UNDERSTANDING	made	the	heavens,	recalling	the	words	of	Job
xxvi	12:	by	His	UNDERSTANDING	He	smote	Rahab	(on	the	connection	between	the	 two	verses	see
above,	 on	 v.	 6),	 and	 similar	 passages	 in	 Akkadian.	 In	 verse	 6	 (Psa.	 ibid.)	we	 read:	 to	 Him	 who
SPREAD	 OUT	 THE	 EARTH	 upon	 the	 waters,	with	 which	 should	 be	 compared	 Isa.	 xlii	 5:	 WHO
SPREAD	FORTH	THE	EARTH	and	what	comes	from	it,	and	ibid.	xliv	24:	who	SPREAD	OUT	THE
EARTH—Who	was	with	Me?

The	primary	source	of	the	expressions	derived	from	the	stem	 	mašal	[‘to	rule’]	is	certainly	to
be	found	in	the	literary	tradition	of	the	Gentiles,	who	regarded	the	lights	as	actual	rulers.	Generally
speaking,	 the	original	connotation	of	 traditional	phrases	in	literature	tends	to	become	obscured	and
even	to	be	forgottten;	here,	in	our	verse,	the	meaning	is	simply	this:	since	the	luminaries	are	situated
above	the	earth,	they	appear	to	be	ruling	over	it,	as	well	as	over	its	days	and	nights.

17–18.	And	God	 set	 them,	 etc.]	After	God	 had	made	 the	 lights	 (v.	16),	 He	 set	 them	 ( 	wayyitten
[literally,	 ‘and	He	gave’]	=	 ‘and	He	set’)	 in	 the	place	appointed	 for	 them,	 in	order	 that	 they	should
discharge	 the	 three	 functions,	mentioned	 above,	 that	 had	 been	 assigned	 to	 them.	The	 functions	 are
enumerated	here	in	reverse	order	to	that	given	at	first	(chiastic	order):	(1)	to	give	light	upon	the	earth
—the	 third	function	 in	 the	Divine	fiat;	 (2)	 to	rule	over	 [or	during]	 the	day	and	over	 [or	during]	 the
night—the	second	task;	(3)	and	to	separate	the	light	from	the	darkness—the	first	duty	in	the	injunction.

And	to	rule	over	[or	during]	the	day	and	over	[or	during]	the	night]	See	above,	at	the	end	of	the
commentary	to	v.	16.

To	separate	the	light	from	the	darkness]	Ostensibly	this	presents
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a	difficulty:	how	is	it	possible	for	the	luminaries,	which	by	their	nature	shed	light,	to	separate	the	light
from	the	darkness?	The	meaning,	however,	is	to	separate	the	day	from	the	night,	as	it	is	phrased	in	the
Divine	command	in	v.	14.	The	day	and	night	are	here	called	light	and	darkness	in	accordance	with	v.
5,	which	 parallels	 this	 verse.	 If	we	 now	 take	 into	 account	my	 annotations	 above,	 on	 vv.	 14–15,	 in
relation	 to	 the	 first	 function	 of	 the	 luminaries,	 the	 sense	 of	 our	 text	 becomes	 clear:	 the	 sun	 serves
during	daylight,	and	the	moon	and	the	stars	serve	during	the	darkness	of	the	night.

And	God	saw	that	it	was	good]	Some	commentators	consider	that	a	clause	stating	that	God	called
the	greater	 light	sun	and	 the	 lesser	 light	moon	 is	missing;	but	 this	 is	unlikely.	 I	have	already	 stated
above	(on	v.	5)	that	the	purpose	of	naming	the	light,	the	darkness,	the	heavens,	the	earth	and	the	seas
was	 to	 inform	 us	 that	 what	 God	 created	 was	 precisely	 what	 we	 know	 today	 by	 the	 same	 names;
otherwise	 the	 identification	 would	 not	 have	 been	 obvious.	 But	 in	 the	 present	 instance,	 we	 know
perfectly	well,	without	 any	need	 for	 further	 explanation,	what	 is	meant	by	 the	greater	 light	 and	 the
lesser	light.	Had	it	been	intended	to	assign	names	here,	too,	the	stars	would	not	have	been	specified	by
their	name	in	v.	16.

FIFTH	PARAGRAPH
THE	STORY	OF	THE	FIFTH	DAY

20.	And	God	said,
‘Let	the	waters	swarm	/	with	swarming	things,	living	creatures,
and	let	flying	creatures	fly	above	the	earth	/	in	front	of	the
					firmament	of	the	heavens.’

21.	So	God	created	/	the	great	sea	monsters
and	every	living	creature	that	moves,	/	with	which	the	waters
					swarm,	according	to	their	kinds,
and	every	winged	creature	according	to	its	kind.
And	God	saw	that	it	was	good.
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22.	And	God	blessed	them,	saying,
‘Be	fruitful	and	multiply	/	and	fill	the	waters	in	the	seas,
and	let	the	flying	creatures	multiply	on	earth’.

23.	And	there	was	evening	and	there	was	morning,	/	a	fifth	day.

20.	And	God	said,	‘Let	the	waters	SWARM	[ 	yišresu]	with	SWARMING	THINGS	[ 	seres]’,	etc.]
On	the	fifth	day,	which	parallels	the	second,	were	created	the	living	creatures	existing	in	the	two	parts
of	the	universe	that	were	created	on	the	second	day,	namely,	the	heavens	and	the	sea.	Although	the	sea
attained	its	final	form	only	on	the	third	day,	it	had	already	been	created	on	the	second;	indeed,	it	was
at	that	stage	more	extensive	than	it	was	later.	 	…	 	yišres	…	šeres—paronomasia,	as	in	v.	11:	 [

	…	 	tadhše	…	deše’	[literally,	‘let	(the	earth)	vegetate	vegetation’].	The	primary	signification
of	the	stem	 	šaras	is	‘movement’,	with	specific	reference	to	the	abundant,	swift	movement	of	many
creatures	who	jostle	one	another	as	they	proceed	criss-cross	in	all	possible	directions.	God	willed	that
into	the	midst	of	 the	waste	and	inanimate	waters,	from	one	end	of	the	sea	to	the	other,	 there	should
now	enter	a	living	spirit,	and	that	there	should	be	born	in	their	midst	moving,	animate	beings,	subject
to	no	limitation	of	numbers	or	intermission	of	movement.

As	a	rule,	the	stem	 	šaras	is	used	of	small	or	tiny	creatures,	but	here,	in	the	command	of	God,
who	is	communing	with	Himself,	it	refers	also	to	large	creatures,	for	vis-à-vis	the	Creator,	they	are
all	equally	small.	But	when,	 in	v.	21,	 the	Torah	 tells	 its	 readers	of	 the	 implementation	of	 the	fiat,	 it
uses	human	phraseology	and	distinguishes	between	the	big	and	the	small	creatures.	A	similar	instance
is	found	in	the	preceding	paragraph:	the	Divine	utterance	refers	to	lights	in	general,	but	in	the	account
of	their	creation,	which	is	addressed	to	the	reader,	their	sizes	are	differentiated.

And	let	flying	creatures	fly	about	above	the	earth,	etc.]	This	is	another	example	of	paronomasia	[
'oph	ye'opheph,	‘and	let	flying	creatures	fly	about’],	and	the	root	in	this	case,	too,	connotes	movement
resembling,	and	corresponding	to,	swarming,	the	 term	used	of	 living	creatures	 inhabiting	the	water.
The	text	has	not	 	ya	‘uph	[Qal,	‘flies’]	but	 	ye‘opheph	[Po	‘lel,	‘fly	about’]:	the	flying	creatures
fly	about	hither	and	thither,	in	all	directions.
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The	 collective	 noun	 	 'oph	 [E.V.	 ‘fowl,	 birds’]	 does	 not	 refer	 to	 birds	 only,	 but	 signifies	 all
creatures	that	fly	about	in	the	air	(cf.	Lev.	xi	19f).

	al	ha’ares—[literally,	‘upon	the	earth’]	means	here:	above	the	earth.

In	front	of	[literally,	‘on	the	face	of’]	the	firmament	of	the	heavens.	The	attempts	that	have	been
made	 to	 explain	 this	 phrase	 are	 not	 satisfactory.	 It	 seems	 to	 reflect	 the	 impression	 that	 a	 person
receives	on	looking	upward:	the	creatures	that	fly	about	above	one’s	head	appear	then	to	be	set	against
the	background	of	the	sky—in	front	of	the	firmament	of	the	heavens.

At	the	end	of	this	verse	the	Septuagint	reads,	And	it	was	so,	and	many	consider	this	reading	to	be
correct,	since	this	clause	is	found	in	the	parallel	verses.	But	this	tendency	of	the	Greek	translator,	as
well	as	of	several	modern	exegetes,	 to	achieve	complete	correspondence	between	the	paragraphs	is
not	justified.	Having	regard	to	the	explanation	we	gave	above	of	the	meaning	of	the	expression	and	it
was	so,	it	could	not	be	used	here,	because	the	sea	monsters,	the	first	kind	of	creation	to	be	formed	on
the	fifth	day,	have	not	survived	in	our	time	(Nahmanides).

21.	So	God	created	the	great	sea	monsters]	Throughout	the	whole	section	only	the	general	categories
of	 plants	 and	 animals	 are	 mentioned,	 but	 not	 the	 separate	 species,	 save	 the	 sea	 monsters.	 This
exception	has	not	been	made,	we	may	be	sure,	without	a	specific	motive.	Here,	too,	it	would	seem,	the
Torah	intended	to	sound	a	protest,	as	it	were,	against	concepts	that	were	current	among	the	Gentiles,
and	to	a	certain	extent	even	among	the	Israelites,	but	which	were	not	in	accord	with	its	own	spirit.	In
Egypt,	in	Mesopotamia,	in	the	land	of	Canaan	and	in	the	countries	of	the	East	generally,	all	sorts	of
legends	used	 to	be	 recounted	about	 the	battles	of	 the	great	gods	against	 the	sea	dragon	and	similar
monsters.	 In	 particular	 are	 the	 sagas	 of	 the	 people	 nearest	 to	 Israel,	 the	 people	 of	 Canaan,	 of
importance	to	our	subject.	The	Ugaritic	epics	mention	among	the	enemies	of	Baal,	along	with	the	god
Môt—his	 chief	 foe—and	 the	 lord	 of	 the	 sea,	 a	 number	 of	 different	 monsters	 like	 the	 Dragon,
Leviathan	the	Fleeing	Serpent,	 the	Twisting	Serpent,	and	similar	creatures	(see	Tarbiz,	xiii,	pp.	7–5,
170,	172	[Hebrew]).	In	Israelite	circles,	the	tradition	concerning	the	sea	monsters
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and	 their	 confederates	 assumed	 an	 aspect	 in	 keeping	with	 the	 spirit	 of	 Israel.	No	 longer	 do	 divine
forces	oppose	the	supreme	godhead,	but,	following	the	same	principle	as	in	the	case	of	the	lord	of	the
sea,	Scripture	depicts	 them	as	creatures	 in	revolt	against	 their	Maker.	This	Israelite	 tradition,	which
apparently	assumed	its	literary	form	as	part	of	the	epic	of	the	rebellion	of	the	sea	(see	above,	on	v.	9),
is	 alluded	 to	 in	 a	 number	 of	 Biblical	 verses	 and	 in	 various	 dicta	 in	 Talmudic,	 Midrashic	 and
Cabbalisitic	 literature.	 In	 Isa.	 xxvii	 1,	 these	 monsters,	 bearing	 the	 very	 same	 names	 as	 occur	 in
Canaanite	poetry,	are	mentioned	as	symbols	of	the	principle	of	evil,	which	God	will	ultimately	uproot
from	 the	 world:	 In	 that	 day	 the	 Lord	 with	 His	 hard	 and	 great	 and	 strong	 sword	 will	 punish
LEVIATHAN	THE	FLEEING	SERPENT,	LEVIATHAN	THE	TWISTING	SERPENT,	and	He	will	slay
the	DRAGON	that	is	in	the	sea.	A	number	of	verses	also	refer	to	Leviathan	and	the	sea	monsters	in
connection	with	the	revolt	of	the	sea	against	God,	implying	that	they	joined	forces	with	the	rebellious
lord	of	 the	 sea	and	 rose	up	against	 their	Creator,	but	were	compelled	 in	 the	end	 to	 submit	 to	Him.
Above	I	have	already	quoted	Isa.	li	9–10	(that	DIDST	PIERCE	THE	DRAGON	 in	combination	with
that	 didst	CUT	RAHAB	IN	PIECES	and	 that	 didst	DRY	UP	THE	SEA);	 see	 also	 Psa.	 lxxiv	 13–14:
Thou	 didst	 divide	 the	 SEA	 by	 Thy	 might;	 Thou	 didst	 break	 the	 heads	 of	 the	 DRAGONS	 on	 the
WATERS	 Thou	 didst	 crush	 the	 heads	 of	 LEVIATHAN,	 Thou	 didst	 give	 him	 as	 food	 to	 the	 folk
inhabiting	the	wilderness;	Job	vii	12:	Am	I	the	SEA,	or	a	SEA	MONSTER,	that	Thou	settest	a	guard
over	me?;	 ibid.	xxvi	13:	His	hand	pierced	 the	FLEEING	SERPENT.	 In	my	aforementioned	essay	 in
Keneseth	(Hebrew),	I	cite	a	number	of	additional	verses.	I	likewise	quote	there	passages	from	rabbinic
literature	that	tell	of	the	slaying	of	Leviathan	by	the	hand	of	God,	and	of	matters	related	thereto.	I	have
already	explained	earlier	how	we	have	 to	 interpret	 the	attitude	of	 the	spiritual	 leaders	of	 Israel—an
attitude	that	varied	with	the	different	epochs—towards	legends	of	this	nature;	here,	too,	in	accordance
with	what	I	have	stated	previously,	the	Torah	is	entirely	opposed	to	these	myths.	It	voices	its	protest	in
its	own	quiet	manner,	relating:	So	God	created	the	great	sea	monsters.	It	is	as	though	the	Torah	said,
in	effect:	Far	be	it	from	any	one	to	suppose	that	the	sea	monsters	were	mythological	beings	opposed
to	God	or	in	revolt	against	Him;	they	were	as
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natural	as	the	rest	of	the	creatures,	and	were	formed	in	their	proper	time	and	in	their	proper	place	by
the	word	of	the	Creator,	in	order	that	they	might	fulfil	His	will	like	the	other	created	beings.	Similarly
it	is	stated	in	Psa.	cxlviii	7:	Praise	the	Lord	from	the	earth,	YOU	SEA	MONSTER	AND	ALL	DEEPS.
The	 poet	 invites	 all	 created	 forms	 of	 life	 to	 praise	 the	 Lord,	 and	 among	 the	 terrestrial	 creatures,
beneath	the	heavens,	he	invites,	first	and	foremost,	the	sea	monsters	and	the	deeps	specifically.

And	every	living	creature	that	moves]—that	is,	in	other	words,	the	swarms	mentioned	in	v.	20.

With	which	the	waters	swarmed]	The	meaning	of	this	expression	in	the	past	tense	is:	with	which
they	swarmed	from	that	moment	onward	in	obedience	to	the	command	in	v.	20.

According	to	their	kinds	[ 	leminehem]	/	The	Hebrew	form,	which	 is	 the	equivalent	of	
leminam	[the	regular	form],	is	constructed	on	the	analogy	of	nouns	derived	from	Lamedh-He’stems.	It
nevertheless	appears	strange	at	first,	since	the	pronominal	suffix	refers	to	 	nepheš	hayya	[sing.
fem.,	‘living	creature’],	and	therefore	we	should	have	expected	 	leminah	[‘her	kind’].	But	possibly
the	suffix	is	in	agreement,	by	attraction,	with	the	number	and	gender	of	the	preceding	word	 	mayim
[‘waters’];	 cf.	 i	 Sam.	 ii	 4:	 	qesheth	 gibborim	 hattim	 [‘the	 bow	 of	 the	 mighty	 men	 is
broken’;	 	hattim,	 rendered	 ‘broken’,	 agrees	 in	 number	 and	 gender	 not	 with	 	qešeth	 (fem,
sing.,	‘bow’)	but	with	 	gibborim	(mas.	pl.,	‘mighty	men’).

And	God	saw	that	it	was	good]	Another	allusion	to	the	subject	of	the	sea-monsters;	of	them,	too,
it	is	possible	to	say:	that	it	was	good.

22.	And	God	 blessed	 them]	The	 reference	 is	 to	 the	 fish;	 this	 is	 shown	 by	 the	 continuation	 of	 the
sentence:	and	fill	THE	WATERS	IN	THE	SEA.	The	fecundity	of	the	fish,	which	is	so	great	as	to	have
become	proverbial,	is	indicative	of	the	special	blessing	that	was	bestowed	on	them	at	the	time	of	their
creation.	The	blessing	mentioned	in	this	verse	is	purely	one	of	fertility	and	increase:	BE	FRUITFUL
AND	MULTIPLY	 and	 fill,	 etc.	 Also	 the	 blessing	 bestowed	 upon	 man	 on	 the	 sixth	 day	 (v.	 28)	 is
couched	 in	 similar	 terms,	 as	 though	 to	 say:	 Be	 fruitful	 and	 multiply	 like	 the	 fish.	 Many	 more
expressions	of	benison,	linked	with	the	idea	of	fecundity,	occur	in
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the	book	of	Genesis,	viz	ix	1;	xvii	16,	20;	xxii	17;	xxiv	60;	xxvi	3–4,	24;	xxviii	3;	xxxv	9–11;	xlviii	3–
4;	xlix	25.	Compare	also	xlviii	15–16:	‘AND	HE	BLESSED	Joseph,	and	said	…	BLESS	 the	 lads	…
AND	LET	THEM	GROW	[ 	weyidhgu;	cf.	 	dagh,	‘a	fish’]in	multitude	in	the	midst	of	the	earth.

In	the	seas]	The	reason	for	the	omission	of	any	reference	to	the	rivers	and	pools	is	that	the	exact
appellations	used	in	v.	10	(seas—earth)	are	repeated	in	this	verse.	Apparently,	the	intention	here	is	to
inform	us	that	one	of	these	two	portions	of	the	world,	to	wit,	the	one	containing	the	seas,	would	be	the
special	domain	of	the	fish	and	of	other	aquatic	creatures,	and	that	the	air	of	the	second	portion,	the	air
above	 the	earth,	would	 be	 the	 exclusive	 sphere	 of	 the	 flying	 creatures.	 The	 aerial	 creatures	 flying
about	 in	 the	 air	 over	 the	 seas,	 and	 the	 fish	 in	 the	 rivers	 and	 in	 the	 pools,	 beneath	 the	 atmosphere
appointed	 for	 the	 flying	creatures,	 are	mere	details	 that	do	not	materially	affect	 the	main	partition,
described	in	its	general	outline	by	our	verse.

And	let	the	flying	creatures	multiply	upon	the	earth]	The	aerial	creatures	were	not	blessed	with
the	same	exceeding	fertility	as	the	fish,	hence	in	their	case	only	the	term	multiply	is	used.

Upon	the	earth]	Although	the	winged	creatures	fly	about	in	front	of	the	heavens,	their	nests	are
made,	 and	 their	 young	 are	 hatched,	 upon	 the	 ground,	 or	 upon	 the	 trees,	 which	 are	 planted	 in	 the
ground.

SIXTH	PARAGRAPH
THE	STORY	OF	THE	SIXTH	DAY

24.	And	God	said,
‘Let	the	earth	bring	forth	/	living	creatures	according	to	their
					kinds;
cattle	and	creeping	things	/	and	beasts	of	the	earth	according
					to	their	kinds.’
And	it	was	so.

25.	And	God	made	/	the	beasts	of	the	earth	according	to	their	kinds
and	the	cattle	according	to	their	kinds,	/	and	everything	that
					creeps	upon	the	ground	according	to	its	kind.
And	God	saw	that	it	was	good.
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26.	Then	God	said,
‘Let	us	make	man	/	in	out	image,	after	our	likeness;
and	let	them	have	dominion	over	the	fish	of	the	sea,	/	and	over
					the	flying	creatures	of	the	air,	
and	over	the	cattle,	/	and	over	all	the	earth,
and	over	every	creeping	thing	/	that	creeps	upon	the	earth.’

27.	So	God	created	/	man	in	His	own	image,
in	the	image	of	God	/	He	created	him;
male	and	female	/	He	created	them.

28.	And	God	blessed	them,	/	and	God	said	to	them,
‘Be	fruitful	and	multiply,	/	and	fill	the	earth	and	subdue	it;
and	have	dominion	over	the	fish	of	the	sea	/	and	over	the
					flying	creatures	of	the	air	
and	over	every	living	thing	/	that	moves	upon	the	earth.’

29.	And	God	said,
‘Behold,	I	have	given	you	/	every	plant	yielding	seed	
which	is	upon	the	face	of	all	the	earth,
and	every	tree	/	with	seed	in	its	fruit;
You	shall	have	them	for	food.

30.	And	to	every	beast	of	the	earth,	/	and	to	every	flying	creature	
					of	the	air,	
and	to	everything	that	moves	on	the	earth,	/	wherein	there	is
					the	breath	of	life,
[I	have	given]	every	green	plant	for	food.’
And	it	was	so.

31.	And	God	saw	everything	that	He	had	made,	/	and	behold,
					it	was	very	good.	
And	there	was	evening	and	there	was	morning,	/	the	sixth	day.

24.	And	God	said,	‘Let	the	earth	bring	forth’,	etc.]	The	sixth	day	corresponds	to	the	third:	on	the	third
day	the	earth	was	created,	and	on	the	sixth	the	living	creatures	of	 the	earth	were	made;	on	the	third
day,	 immediately	 after	 the	 organization	 of	 inanimate	 nature	 had	 been	 completed,	 the	 plants,	whose
dominion	extends	throughout	the	earth,	were	brought	into	being;	so,	too,	on	the	sixth	day,
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when	vegetation	and	animal	life	had	been	fully	established,	man,	who	bears	rule	over	all	created	life
upon	earth,	was	formed	forthwith.

Living	 creatures	 according	 to	 their	 kinds]—a	 general	 statement	 followed	 by	 detailed
specification,	 enumerating	 the	 three	 kinds	 of	 living	 creatures.	 These	 are:	 cattle,	 that	 is,	 living
creatures	whom	man	can	domesticate	or	tame;	creeping	things,	to	wit,	small	creatures	that	creep	about
on	the	ground,	or	even	big	animals	that	have	no	legs,	or	have	very	short	legs,	so	that	they	appear	to
be	walking	on	their	bellies;	beasts	of	the	earth:	four-legged	creatures	that	can	never	be	domesticated
or	tamed.

Beasts	of	the	earth	[ 	hayetho-’eres]	/The	expression	is	poetic.	The	view,	it	may	be	noted,
that	regards	the	termination	 	-o	as	a	substitute	for	the	definite	article	is	erroneous.	It	is	particularly	in
poetic	style	that	the	definite	article	is	most	frequently	omitted,	and	its	omission	is	in	no	way	connected
with	 the	presence	of	 the	suffix	 	 -o	(Torczyner).	Furthermore,	 in	 so	 far	as	our	verse	 is	 concerned,
there	 is	 no	 need	 here	 for	 the	 definite	 article;	 nor	 is	 it	 found	with	 the	 other	 nouns	 occurring	 here,
namely,	 	 nepheš	 hayya	 [‘living	 creatures’],	 	 behema	 [‘cattle’],	 	 remeś	 [‘creeping
things’].	 In	 view	 of	 this,	we	may	 explain	 the	 reason	 for	 the	 difference	 that	we	 find	 in	 our	 section
between	 	hayyath	ha’ares	 in	 this	 verse	 and	 	hayyath	 ha’ares	 vv.	 25,	30,	 as	 follows:
when	 there	 is	need	 for	 the	definite	article	 	hayyath	ha’ares	 is	 used,	 and	when	 the	phrase	 is
required	without	definition,	it	is	written	 	hayetho’ares

	 leminah	 [literally,	 ‘according	 to	 her	 kind’;	 rendered:	 according	 to	 their	 kinds]	 /	 The
pronominal	suffix	[ 	-ah,	third	person	ferm,	sing.]	refers	also	to	the	cattle	and	the	creeping	things;
thus	the	word	should,	properly,	have	been	written	 	leminehem[pronominal	suffix	mas.	pl.].	The
existing	termination	[fem.	sing.]	must	be	due	either	 to	the	attraction	of	 the	preceding	word	 	eres
[fem.	sing.]	or	to	that	of	the	combined	phrase	 	hayetho-’eres	cf.	the	word	 	leminehem	in	v.
21.

And	it	was	so]—a	general	statement	to	be	followed,	in	v.	25,	by	a	detailed	account.

25.	The	beasts	of	the	earth,	etc.]	The	verse	enumerates	again	the	three	categories	of	the	living
creatures	of	the	earth,	changing	to
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some	extent	the	phrasing	and	the	word-order,	as	is	usual	in	recapitulations.

26.	 Then	 God	 said,	 ‘Let	 us	 make	 man’,	 etc.]	 Only	 in	 the	 case	 of	 man,	 because	 of	 his	 special
importance,	does	Scripture	allude	to	the	Divine	thought	preceding	the	act	of	creation.

Let	us	make	man,	etc.]	Many	interpretations	have	been	offered	regarding	the	use	of	the	plural	in
this	verse.	According	to	the	rabbinic	explanation,	it	connotes	that	God	took	counsel	with	someone	or
something.	As	to	whom	or	what	He	consulted,	there	are	divergent	opinions	(see	Bereshith	Rabba	viii
3–7,	and	the	parallel	passages).	The	view	that	God	took	counsel	with	the	ministering	angels	has	been
regarded	by	some	commentators,	both	medieval	and	modern,	as	the	actual	meaning	of	the	verse.	But
against	 this	 interpretation	 it	 can	 be	 contended:	 (1)	 that	 it	 conflicts	 with	 the	 central	 thought	 of	 the
section	 that	 God	 alone	 created	 the	 entire	 world;(2)	 that	 the	 expression	 Let	 us	 make	 is	 not	 one	 of
consultation;(3)	 that	 if	 the	 intention	 was	 to	 tell	 us	 that	 God	 took	 counsel,	 the	 Bible	 would	 have
explicitly	 stated	whom	He	 consulted,	 as	we	 are	 told	 in	 the	 other	 passages	 that	 are	 usually	 cited	 in
support	of	this	theory	(i	Kings	xxii	19;	Isa.	vi	2–8;	Job	i-ii).	The	same	objections,	or	some	of	them,	or
different	arguments	can	be	submitted	in	refutation	of	other	interpretations	(e.g.	that	God	took	counsel
with	Himself,	or	that	the	verse	uses	the	language	of	kings	who	are	accustomed	to	speak	of	themselves
in	the	plural,	or	that	there	is	a	reference	here	to	various	elements	within	the	Godhead,	or	that	there	is
to	be	heard	in	the	words	of	 the	Torah	an	echo,	as	 it	were,	of	 the	pagan	myths,	which	relate	 that	 the
decision	 to	 create	man	was	 taken	 in	 the	 assembly	of	 the	gods,	 and	 so	 forth).	The	best	 explanation,
although	rejected	by	the	majority	of	contemporary	commentators,	is	that	we	have	here	the	plural	of
exhortation.	When	a	person	exhorts	himself	to	do	a	given	task	he	uses	the	plural:	‘Let	us	go!’	‘Let	us
rise	up!’	‘Let	us	sit!’	and	the	like.	Thus	we	find	in	ii	Sam.	xxiv	14:	LET	US	FALL	[ 	nippela]	into	the
hand	of	the	Lord	…	but	into	the	hand	of	man	LET	ME	not	FALL	[ 	‘eppola]’;	at	the	end	of	the	verse,
since	a	negation	 is	expressed,	 the	self-exhortation	no	 longer	obtains,	and	consequently	 the	singular
form	appears	again	 (it	 is	not	 to	be	supposed,	as	Yalon	has	suggested	 in	Kirjath	Sepher,	xiii,	 p.	 302
[Hebrew],	that	 	nippela	[‘let	us	fall’],	too,	is	singular,	Nun
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taking	 the	place	of	 ‘leph,	 in	accordance	with	 the	 linguistic	 rules	of	Palestinian	Aramaic,	 for	 in	 that
case	Nun	should	 appear	 also	 in	 the	 last	word	of	 the	verse).	 In	 the	 same	way	we	must	 explain	xi	 7:
Come,	 LET	 US	 GO	 DOWN	 [ 	 neredha],	 and	 there	 LET	 US	 CON-FUSE	 [ 	 nabhela]	 their
language.

In	 our	 image,	 after	 our	 likeness]	 The	 Jewish	 exegetes	 have	 endeavoured	 to	 soften	 the
corporeality	implicit	in	the	statement	by	means	of	forced	interpretations	(on	these	interpretations	see
Geiger,	Nachgel.	Schriften,	V	part	i,	Hebrew	Section,	pp.	102–105).	On	the	other	hand,	many	modern
commentators	take	the	view	that	in	fact	we	have	here	an	unquestionably	corporeal	concept.	This	view
is	also	difficult,	since	corporeality	of	this	kind	is	not	in	keeping	with	the	general	idea	informing	our
section.	 The	 correct	 interpretation	 is	 to	 be	 sought	 elsewhere.	 There	 is	 no	 doubt	 that	 the	 original
signification	of	this	expression	in	the	Canaanite	tongue	was,	judging	by	Babylonian	usage,	corporeal,
in	accordance	with	the	anthropomorphic	conception	of	the	godhead	among	the	peoples	of	the	ancient
East.	Nevertheless,	when	we	use	it	in	modern	Hebrew,	and	say,	for	instance,	‘all	that	has	been	created
in	 the	Divine	 image’,	 we	 certainly	 do	 not	 associate	 any	material	 idea	with	 it,	 but	 give	 it	 a	 purely
spiritual	connotation,	to	wit,	that	man,	although	he	resembles	the	creatures	in	his	physical	structure,
approaches	God	 in	his	 thought	 and	 in	his	 conscience.	 It	 is	 clear,	 therefore,	 that	 the	meaning	of	 the
phrase	 changed	 in	 the	 course	 of	 time;	 it	 was	 corporeal	 to	 begin	 with	 but	 subsequently	 it	 became
spiritual.	The	question	then	arises:	when	did	this	change	come	about?	before	or	after	our	verse	was
written?	Generally	 speaking,	 it	 is	 an	 error	 of	 perspective	 to	 regard	 all	 ancient	 texts	 as	 forming	 a
single	group.	Although	they	are	all	far	removed	from	us,	they	may	also	be	distant	from	one	another
in	 time	 or	 in	 their	 degree	 of	 maturity.	 Reverting	 to	 our	 own	 subject,	 when	 we	 consider	 the	 lofty
conception	 of	 God	 that	 is	 reflected	 in	 our	 section,	 we	 are	 compelled	 to	 conclude	 that	 the	 change
referred	to	antedated	its	composition,	and	that	the	expression	is	used	here	in	a	sense	similar	to	(if	not
actually	identical	with)	that	which	it	has	in	Hebrew	today.

And	let	them	(the	plural	is	used	because	man	is	a	collective	noun)	have	dominion	over	the	fish	of
the	sea,	etc.]	The	fish	of	the	sea	are	mentioned	first	either	because	the	different	categories	of
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animal	 life	 are	 enumerated	 here	 in	 the	 order	 of	 their	 creation,	 or	 in	 order	 to	 emphasize	 that	man
would	hold	sway	even	over	those	creatures	that	were	blessed	with	special	fertility,	or	for	both	these
reasons	together.

And	over	 the	cattle,	and	over	all	 the	earth]	Here	and	 in	vv.	28,	30,	 the	 categories	of	 creatures
mentioned	previously	in	vv.	24,	25,	are	repeated;	but	not	only	do	the	terms	undergo	a	change	of	form
and	order,	in	accordance	with	the	usual	practice	in	these	recapitulations,	but	they	are	also	shortened,
and	not	all	the	categories	are	explicitly	named,	so	as	to	avoid	the	monotony	of	their	being	listed	five
times	in	succession.	However,	Scripture	has	succeeded	in	finding	in	each	verse	a	generic	expression
that	includes	also	that	which	is	not	specifically	named.	In	our	verse	we	have	the	phrase,	and	over	all
the	earth,	which	 implies	both	 the	creeping	 things	and	 the	beasts.	 In	v.	28	 the	words,	and	over	every
living	thing	that	moves	upon	the	earth,	clearly	do	not	refer	to	 	hayya	in	the	restricted	sense	of	the
term	[‘beast’],	but	to	all	living	beings	that	move	on	the	earth	( 	haromeśeth	here	means	moves).
The	same	applies	 to	v.	30,	which	mentions	every	beast	of	 the	earth	 [ 	hayyath	ha’ares]	 first,
and	everything	that	moves	[ 	romeś]	on	the	earth,	wherein	there	is	a	breath	of	life	later.	Some	amend
the	text,	inserting	in	every	verse	what	appears	to	be	missing,	but	they	only	destroy	the	charm	of	the
style.

27.	So	God	created	man	in	His	own	image,	etc.]	At	this	point	the	text	assumes	a	more	exalted	tone	and
becomes	poetic.	The	verse	consists	of	 three	 lines,	each	of	which	has	 four	 stresses	and	contains	 the
verb	 	bara’	[‘create’],	the	repetition	being	for	emphasis.	The	first	line	speaks,	in	general	terms,	of
man’s	creation;	the	second	draws	attention	to	the	fact	that	he	was	created	in	the	Divine	image;	the	third
notes	 the	 creation	 of	 two	 sexes.	 The	 poetic	 structure	 of	 the	 sentence,	 its	 stately	 diction	 and	 its
particular	 emotional	quality	 attest	 the	 special	 importance	 that	 the	Torah	 attributes	 to	 the	making	of
man—the	noblest	of	the	creatures.

Male	and	female	He	created	them]	According	to	the	rabbinic	interpretation	(B.	Berakhoth	61a;	B.
‘Erubin	18a;	Bereshith	Rabba	viii	1	and	the	parallel	passages)	man	was	created	with	two	faces,	that	is,
a	hermaphrodite.	This,	too,	is	how	many	commentators	of	our	own	day,	basing	their	view	on	similar
legends	that	were	current
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in	the	ancient	world	(see	especially	the	essay	of	Krappe	mentioned	above)	understand	the	passage.	But
this	is	not	the	true	sense	of	the	verse,	for	it	distinctly	states:	He	created	THEM	—in	the	plural.

Schwally	 has	 proposed	 that	 we	 read	 him	 [ 	 ‘otho]	 instead	 of	 them	 [ 	 ’otham].	 But	 the
suggestion	is	unacceptable	for	three	reasons:	(1)	it	would	make	the	second	and	third	parts	of	the	verse
have	 identical	 endings,	 which	 is	 not	 possible;	 (2)	 the	 emendation	 is	 based	 on	 a	 hypothetical
interpretation,	which,	in	turn,	assumes	the	emendation;	(3)	the	plural	is	found	again	later	(v	2):	Male
and	 female	 He	 created	THEM,	 and	 He	 blessed	 THEM	 and	 named	 THEM	 Man	 when	 THEY	 were
created.

28.	And	God	blessed	them,	etc.]	On	the	use	of	an	expression	of	blessing	in	connection	with	fecundity,
see	above	on	v.	22.	Here	the	benison	contains	also	another	concept,	namely,	that	of	dominion	over	the
living	creatures	and	over	the	earth	as	a	whole	(including	the	plants),	since	man	alone	was	created	in
the	Divine	image	and	likeness.

Be	fruitful	and	multiply,	and	fill	the	earth	and	subdue	it]	Although	you	are	only	two,	yet,	through
your	 fruitfulness	 and	 increase,	 your	 descendants	 will	 fill	 the	 land	 and	 subdue	 it.	 For	 similar
expressions	used	of	Noah	and	Abraham	and	 the	children	of	 Israel,	 see	my	book,	The	Documentary
Hypothesis,	English	translation,	p.	39.

29–30.	Behold,	I	have	given	you,	etc.]	You	are	permitted	to	make	use	of	the	living	creatures	and	their
service,	you	are	allowed	to	exercise	power	over	them	so	that	they	may	promote	your	subsistence;	but
you	may	not	treat	the	life-force	within	them	contemptuously	and	slay	them	in	order	to	eat	their	flesh;
your	proper	diet	shall	be	vegetable	food.	It	is	true	that	the	eating	of	flesh	is	not	specifically	forbidden
here,	but	the	prohibition	is	clearly	to	be	inferred.	No	contradiction	in	this	regard	is	presented	by	iii	21
(garments	of	skin),	iv	2	(Abel	was	a	keeper	of	sheep),	or	by	the	sacrifices	of	Abel	and	Noah	(iv	4;	viii
20),	 as	 we	 shall	 show	 in	 our	 notes	 to	 these	 verses.	 Apparently,	 the	 Torah	 seeks	 to	 convey	 that	 in
principle	 man	 should	 refrain	 from	 eating	 meat,	 and	 that	 when	 Noah	 and	 his	 sons	 were	 granted
permission	to	eat	flesh	(ix	3)	this	was	only	a	concession	subject	to	the	condition	that	the	blood	was	not
to	be	consumed.	This	prohibition	implies	respect	for	the
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principle	of	life	(for	the	blood	is	the	life),	and	it	serves	also,	in	a	sense,	to	remind	us	that	rightly	all
parts	of	the	flesh	should	have	been	forbidden;	it	behoves	us,	therefore,	to	eschew	eating	at	least	one
element	thereof	in	order	to	remember	the	earlier	prohibition.

The	Torah	presents	here	 a	kind	of	 idealized	picture	of	 the	primeval	world	 situation.	Not	only
man	but	even	the	animals	were	expected	to	show	reverence	for	the	principle	of	life	(see	v.	30,	which,
too,	is	governed	by	the	verb	I	have	given	of	v.	29).	In	full	accord	with	this	standpoint	is	the	prophetic
view	that	the	prohibition	was	never	annulled,	and	that	in	the	Messianic	era	it	would	be	operative	again
and	even	the	carnivorous	beasts	would	then	feed	only	on	vegetation	(Isa.	xi	7;	lxv	25:	the	 lion	shall
eat	straw	like	the	ox).

With	regard	to	the	gentile	legends	connected	with	the	doctrine	of	vegetarianism	in	ancient	times
—in	the	‘Golden	Age’—see	the	texts	listed	by	Dillmann,	op.	cit.	p.	36.	The	originality	of	the	Israelite
contribution	consisted	in	the	belief	that	in	the	millenial	period	the	prohibition	would	come	into	force
once	more.

Concerning	the	classification	of	the	living	creatures	in	these	two	verses,	see	notes	on	v.	26.

And	 it	 was	 so]	 The	 explanation	 we	 have	 given	 of	 this	 expression	 (above,	 on	 v.	 7)	 is	 not
invalidated	by	its	use	here;	despite	the	fact	that	a	change	came	about	later,	when	permission	was	given
to	Noah	and	his	sons	to	eat	meat,	the	prohibition	was	not,	as	we	have	explained,	abrogated,	but	was
only	temporarily	suspended.

31.	And	God	 saw,	etc.]	 Instead	 of	 the	 usual	 simple	 formula,	we	 have	 here,	 at	 the	 conclusion	 of	 the
story	 of	 creation,	 a	 more	 elaborate	 and	 imposing	 statement	 that	 points	 to	 the	 general	 harmony
prevailing	in	the	world	of	the	Almighty.	On	the	previous	days	the	words	that	it	was	good	were	applied
to	a	specific	detail;	now	God	saw	EVERYTHING	that	He	had	made,	the	creation	in	its	totality,	and	He
perceived	that	not	only	were	the	details,	taken	separately,	good,	but	that	each	one	harmonized	with	the
rest;	hence	the	whole	was	not	just	good,	but	very	good.	An	analogy	might	be	found	in	an	artist	who,
having	completed	his	masterpiece,	steps	back	a	little	and	surveys	his	handiwork	with	delight,	for	both
in	detail	and	in	its	entirety	it	had	emerged	perfect	from	his	hand.

Since	on	the	sixth	day	the	whole	work	of	creation	was	described
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as	very	good,	it	was	superfluous	 to	state	specifically	of	 the	 last	work,	which	was	performed	on	 this
day,	that	it	was	good.	Indeed	it	had	to	be	omitted	in	order	to	avoid	a	seeming	contradiction	of	what	is
subsequently	written	of	man:	and	that	every	imagination	of	 the	thoughts	of	his	heart	was	only	EVIL
continually	(vi	5);	and	afterwards:	for	the	imagination	of	man’s	heart	is	EVIL	from	his	youth	(viii	21).
In	our	commentary	below	we	shall	consider	the	meaning	of	these	verses	in	relation	to	the	statement
here.

The	 sixth	 day	 [ 	 yom	 haššišši]	 /	 The	 use	 of	 	 yom	 [‘day’]	 without	 the	 definite	 article
followed	by	an	ordinal	number	with	the	definite	article	is	not	rare	in	the	Bible;	compare,	for	example,
ii	3;	Exod.	xii	15;	xx	10,	etc.	The	meaning	in	all	these	cases	is	the	same	as	though	the	definite	article
were	attached	to	the	noun.	This	construction	is	found	in	our	section	only	here,	but	not	in	connection
with	the	other	days,	for	the	reason,	apparently,	that	each	of	the	preceding	days	was	merely	one	of	the
days	in	the	series	of	days	of	creation,	whereas	this	was	the	last	day	in	the	sequence,	the	day	appointed
for	 the	 completion	 of	 the	 task,	 in	 accordance	with	 the	 system	 described	 in	 the	 introduction	 to	 this
section,	in	the	first	two	paragraphs	of	§	5.

SEVENTH	PARAGRAPH
THE	SEVENTH	DAY;	END	OF	THE	SECTION

CHAPTER	II

1.	Thus	the	heavens	and	the	earth	were	finished,	/	and	all	the	
					host	of	them.

2.	And	since	God	was	finished	on	the	seventh	day	/	with	His
					work	which	He	had	done,
He	abstained	on	the	seventh	day	/	from	all	His	work	which
					He	had	done.

3.	So	God	blessed	the	seventh	day	/	and	hallowed	it,
because	on	it	God	abstained	from	all	His	work	/	which	He	had
					creatively	made.
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1.	Thus	the	heavens	and	the	earth	were	finished,	and	all	the	host	of	them]	The	story	of	God’s	work	in
the	six	days	of	creation	has	come	to	an	end,	and	there	now	stands	before	us	the	complete	picture	of	the
heavens	and	the	earth	and	all	that	they	contain	in	their	harmonious	perfection.

And	all	the	host	of	them]—with	the	heavens	the	host	of	the	heavens,	and	with	the	earth	the	fullness
thereof.	 The	 phrase	 ‘the	 host	 of	 the	 heavens’	 usually	 indicates	 the	 sun,	 the	 moon	 and	 the	 stars
(sometimes,	but	certainly	not	in	this	instance,	it	refers	to	the	angels).	As	a	rule	the	word	‘host’	is	not
associated	with	 the	 ‘earth’,	but	here,	 since	 the	verse	employs	 the	 term	‘host’	 in	connection	with	 the
heavens,	it	is	used	also	in	relation	to	the	earth—a	figure	of	speech	that	the	Greeks	called	zeugma.

2. 	wayekhal	Elohim	bayyom	haššebhi’i	[E.	V.	And	on	the	seventh	day	God	finished]
/	Ostensibly	 this	 is	 difficult;	 for	God	did	 not	 finish	His	work	 on	 the	 seventh	day	 but	 on	 the	 sixth!
Hence	the	present-day	tendency	is	to	amend	the	text	and	to	read	the	sixth	instead	of	the	seventh	on	the
basis	of	the	Samaritan	Version,	the	Septuagint,	the	Peshitta	and	the	Book	of	Jubilees	ii	1,	16	(Talmudic
sources	also	mention	this	reading	as	one	of	the	textual	changes	introduced	into	the	Greek	translation
of	the	Torah	made	for	Ptolemy	Philadelphus).	But	careful	study	of	the	passage	will	convince	us	that
the	correct	reading	is	on	the	seventh	day.	Our	verse	consists	of	three	consecutive,	parallel	lines,	each
of	which	contains	seven	words	and	is	divided	into	two	parts,	the	first	part	ending	in	every	case,	like	a
threefold	 refrain,	with	 the	words—the	 seventh	 day.	Only	 one	who	 is	 insensitive	 to	 the	 beauty	 and
majesty	of	these	lines	could	conceive	the	possibility	of	omitting	the	first	mention	of	the	seventh	day
and	of	substituting	for	it	on	the	sixth	day.

Other	 attempts	 that	 have	 been	 made	 to	 solve	 the	 problem	 by	 textual	 emendations	 have	 been
equally	unsuccessful.	This	is	not	surprising,	because	the	problem	does	not	inhere	in	the	text,	but	stems
from	 the	 erroneous	 interpretation	 put	 upon	 it.	 To	 understand	 the	 verse	 correctly	we	must	 examine
similar	sentences,	such	as	‘And	He	finished	talking	with	him,	and	God	went	up	from	Abraham’	*

*	This	is	the	literal	rendering	of	the	Hebrew.
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(xvii	22);	‘And	she	finished	giving	him	a	drink,	and	she	said’	*	etc.	 (xxiv	19);	 ‘And	Jacob	finished
charging	his	sons,	and	he	drew	up	his	feet	into	the	bed’	*	(xlix	33),	and	other	instances	of	this	kind.
The	clause	‘And	He	finished	talking	with	him’	does	not	connote	‘And	He	spoke	His	concluding	words
to	him’,	 for	God’s	 final	words	were	cited	 in	 the	preceding	verse;	 the	meaning	 is:	 ‘Having	finished
talking	with	him,	He	went	up	from	Abraham’.	The	same	applies	to	the	verse	‘And	she	finished	giving
him	a	drink’;	in	the	previous	sentence	it	is	stated	‘and	she	gave	him	a	drink’,	thus	the	completion	of
the	 giving	 of	 the	 drink	 has	 already	 been	 described;	 hence	 the	 meaning	 of	 the	 verse	 (xxiv	 19)	 is:
‘Having	finished	giving	him	a	drink,	she	said’	etc.	In	the	same	way	we	have	to	understand	the	words,
‘And	Jacob	 finished	charging	his	 sons’;	 since	 the	whole	of	 Jacob’s	charge	 to	his	 sons	was	already
given	 in	 the	preceding	verses,	 the	 sense	of	 this	 sentence	 is:	 ‘Having	 finished	charging	his	 sons,	he
drew	up	his	feet	into	the	bed’.	An	example	that	is	still	closer	to	our	text,	because	the	passage	speaks
specifically	of	work,	we	find	in	Exod.	xl	33–34:	‘And	he	erected	the	court	round	the	tabernacle	and	the
altar,	 and	 set	 up	 the	 screen	 of	 the	 gate	 of	 the	 court.	And	Moses	 finished	 the	 work,	 and	 the	 cloud
covered	the	tent	of	meeting’	*	etc.	It	is	perfectly	clear	that	the	clause	‘And	Moses	finished	the	work’
does	not	refer	to	the	completion	of	the	work,	since	the	preceding	clauses	have	already	spoken	of	the
completion	of	the	final	tasks;	but	the	meaning	is:	‘Moses	being	in	the	position	of	one	who	had	already
finished	the	work,	the	cloud	thereupon	covered	the	tent	of	meeting’.	Other	verses	commencing	with
the	expression,	‘And	it	came	to	pass	when	he	finished’	or	‘And	it	came	to	pass	when	they	finished’	*
(xxvii	 30;	 xliii	 2),	 could	 be	 cited;	 but	 there	 is	 no	 need	 to	 prolong	 the	 list	 of	 quotations,	 and	 the
examples	of	verses	beginning,	like	our	verse,	with	the	words	‘And	he	finished’	or	‘And	she	finished’
will	suffice.	They	clearly	establish	that	 the	meaning	of	our	verse	is:	‘Since	God	was	on	the	seventh
day	in	the	position	of	one	who	had	already	finished	His	work,	consequently	He	abstained	from	work
on	the	seventh	day’	etc.

His	work	which	He	had	done]	The	expression	His	work	also	occurs	three	times	in	this	paragraph;
likewise	we	find	thrice:	which

*	This	is	the	literal	rendering	of	the	Hebrew.
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He	had	done—which	He	had	done—which	He	had	created	[the	full	text	is	rendered:	creatively	made].
They	all	come	to	emphasize	the	principal	ideas	involved.

	wayyišboth	[‘and	He	abstained	from	work’]	/	This	verb	has	been	translated	or	interpreted
by	 many	 as	 if	 it	 signified	 ‘to	 rest’	 or	 ‘to	 cease	 work’;	 but	 this	 is	 incorrect.	 It	 has	 a	 negative
connotation:	‘not	to	do	work’.	Verses	like	Exod.	xxiii	12:	Six	days	you	shall	DO	YOUR	WORK,	but
on	the	seventh	day	 	tišboth;	ibid.	xxxiv	21:	Six	days	YOU	SHALL	work,	but	on	the	seventh	day	

	tišboth;	in	plowing	time	and	in	harvest	 	that	 	tišboth	is	simply	the	opposite	of	you	shall
do	your	work	or	you	shall	work.	At	times	you	shall	not	do	any	work	actually	takes	the	place	of	
tišboth,	which	 is	 found	 in	 the	 parallel	 verses:	 e.g.	 Six	 days	 you	 shall	 labour	 and	DO	ALL	 YOUR
WORK;	but	the	seventh	day	…	YOU	SHALL	NOT	DO	ANY	WORK	(ibid.	xx	9–10).	Furthermore,	the
passages,	but	on	the	seventh	day	 	tišboth;	that	your	ox	and	your	ass	may	have	REST,	and	the	son
of	 your	bondmaid,	 and	 the	alien,	may	be	REFRESHED	(ibid.	xxiii	 12),	 and	 	 šabhath	 [3rd	 pers.
masc.	sing.	Perfect]	and	was	refreshed	(ibid.	xxxi	17),	clearly	establish	that	 the	rest	and	refreshment
are	only	the	outcome	of	 	tišboth	and	 	šabhath.	In	our	section	there	is	no	mention	of	either	rest
or	refreshment.	Although	elsewhere	the	Bible	does	employ	such	concepts	in	reference	to	God	(ibid.
xx	 11:	 and	 He	 RESTED	 on	 the	 seventh	 day;	 ibid.	 xxxi	 17:	 He	 abstained	 from	 work	 and	 was
REFRESHED),	 nevertheless	 in	 this	 section,	 which	 avoids	 all	 possible	 use	 of	 anthropomorphic
expressions	in	order	to	teach	us,	particularly	in	the	account	of	creation,	how	great	is	the	gulf	between
the	Creator	and	the	created,	such	notions	would	have	been	incongruous;	hence	the	Bible	uses	only	a
term	that	signifies	‘abstention	from	work’.

The	verb	 	šabhath	 also	 contains	 an	 allusion	 to	 the	 name	 	 yom	 haššabbath	 [‘the	 Sabbath
day’].	This	name	does	not	occur	here,	and	is	subsequently	mentioned	in	other	books	of	the	Pentateuch
only	in	connection	with	 the	commandment	 to	keep	the	Sabbath,	which	was	given	to	Israel.	Here	 the
hallowed	day	 is	called	only	 the	seventh	day	(the	 reason	 for	 this	we	shall	 see	 later).	The	Torah	 laid
here	 the	 foundation	 for	 the	 precept	 of	 the	 Sabbath;	 this	 day	 was	 already	 sanctified	 by	 God	 at	 the
beginning	of	the	world’s
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history,	and	its	greatness	is	not	dependent	on	any	other	factor,	not	even	on	calendary	determination	by
Israel,	 like	 the	 festivals,	 which	 [it	 is	 enjoined]	 you	 shall	 proclaim.	 Every	 seventh	 day,	 without
intermission	since	the	days	of	creation,	serves	as	a	memorial	to	the	idea	of	the	creation	of	the	world
by	 the	word	of	God,	 and	we	must	 refrain	 from	work	 thereon	 so	 that	we	may	 follow	 the	Creator ’s
example	and	cleave	to	His	ways.	Scripture	wishes	to	emphasize	that	the	sanctity	of	the	Sabbath	is	older
than	 Israel,	 and	 rests	 upon	 all	 mankind.	 The	 fact	 that	 the	 name	 	Elo	 him	 [‘God’],	 which	 was
current	also	among	the	Gentile	nations,	and	not	the	name	 	YHWH	[E.	V.	‘Lord’],	which	was	used	by
the	 Israelites	 only,	 occurs	 here	 is	 not	 without	 significance;	 the	 latter	 designation	will	 be	 found	 in
connection	with	the	commandments	concerning	the	proper	observance	of	the	Sabbath,	which	devolves
only	upon	Israel.	Thus	in	the	Ten	Commandments	it	is	said,	REMEMBER	the	Sabbath	day	to	keep	it
holy,	not,	‘know	that	there	is	a	Sabbath	in	the	world’;	that	was	already	known.	Possibly,	in	agreement
with	what	I	have	stated	above,	at	the	beginning	of	§	5	of	the	Introduction,	Scripture	perceives	a	kind	of
dim	 recollection	 of	 the	 sanctity	 of	 the	 Sabbath	 in	 the	 day	 šabattu	or	 šapattu	 of	 the	Mesopotamian
peoples.	I	shall	deal	with	the	day	šabattu—šapattu,	and	with	the	problem	connected	with	it,	later	in	my
annotations	on	v.	3.

It	may	 be	 asked:	 In	what	way	 is	 the	 seventh	 day	 different	 from	 the	 succeeding	 days,	 since	 on
them,	too,	God	did	no	additional	work?	In	answer	to	the	question	it	may	be	said:	(1)	that	the	difference
consists	in	the	novel	character	of	the	seventh	day;	after	a	series	of	six	days	on	each	of	which	some
work	 of	 creation	 was	 wrought,	 came	 a	 day	 on	 which	 God	 did	 not	 work	 or	 add	 anything	 to	 his
creation;	 hence	 the	 remembrance	 of	 this	 abstinence	 from	 labour	 remained	 linked	with	 the	 day	 on
which	this	situation	first	arose;	(2)	that	in	accordance	with	what	I	have	noted	above	in	the	Introduction
§	5,	seven	days	are	considered	a	period	[unit	of	time];	consequently,	the	seventh	day,	following	on	the
six	days	of	creation,	completed	the	first	period,	and	in	every	subsequent	period	the	first	day	calls	to
mind	 the	creation	of	 the	 light,	 the	second	 the	creation	of	 the	heavens,	and	so	forth,	and	 the	seventh
reminds	us	of	the	day	on	which	God	did	no	work	at	all.

3.	So	God	blessed	the	seventh	day]	This	is	the	third	time	that	an
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expression	 of	 blessing	 occurs	 in	 our	 section.	 As	 previously	 stated,	 threefold	 repetition	 indicates
emphasis,	and	the	emphasis	has	again	an	optimistic	significance:	not	only	is	the	world	very	good,	but
it	received	from	God	a	threefold	blessing.	The	repeated	blessings,	it	may	be	noted,	are	in	a	kind	of
ascending	order:	the	fish	are	blessed	with	physical	fertility:	on	man	a	twofold	blessing	is	bestowed,
comprising	both	physical	fecundity	and	spiritual	elevation;	the	benison	of	the	Sabbath	is	wholly	one
of	spiritual	exaltation,	a	blessing	imbued	with	sanctity	(and	hallowed	it;	cf.	also	Exod.	xx	11:	therefore
the	Lord	BLESSED	the	Sabbath	day	and	HALLOWED	it).

And	hallowed	it]	The	real	meaning	of	 	qedhuša	[‘holiness’]	is	elevation	and	exaltation	above
the	usual	level;	the	seventh	day	was	lifted	up	above	the	plane	of	the	other	days.

It	is	not	my	intention	to	discuss	here	all	the	questions	that	some	modern	scholars	have	raised	in
regard	 to	 the	 origin	 of	 the	 Sabbath	 and	 its	 internal	 development	 among	 the	 Israelites.	My	 aim	 is
purely	to	explain	the	language	and	meaning	of	the	text;	whereas	most	of	the	views	expressed	on	the
former	subjects	are	no	more	than	hypotheses	appertaining	to	the	history	of	religion	rather	than	to	the
field	of	exegesis.	Those	who	wish	to	study	these	topics	further	are	referred	to	the	survey	by	Kraeling
mentioned	above.	But	the	elucidation	of	the	verse	before	us	compels	us	to	consider	also	here	one	of
the	questions	alluded	 to.	 It	 is	 the	question	of	 the	 relationship	between	 the	 Israelite	Sabbath	and	 the
days	 resembling	 it,	 in	 name	 or	 in	 order	 of	 their	 incidence,	 in	 the	 religious	 calendar	 of	 the
Mesopotamian	peoples	 (for	 the	 sources	and	 their	 interpretation	 see	particularly	 the	passages	 I	have
noted	 in	 the	 works	 of	 Lands-berger	 and	 Langdon	 listed	 above	 in	 §	 8	 of	 the	 Introduction	 to	 this
section).	The	Babylonians	and	the	Assyrians	used	to	call	by	the	name	of	šabattu	or	šapattu	the	day	of
the	full	moon,	the	fifteenth	of	the	month,	which	was	specifically	dedicated	to	the	worship	of	the	moon
god,	Sin-Nannaru,	and	of	the	gods	related	to	it.	The	secondary	meanings	of	this	word,	such	as	‘half
the	month,	fourteen	days’,	or	that	recently	suggested	by	J.	Lewy	(Archiv	Orientální,	xi	[1939]	pp.	44–
45),	to	wit,	the	intercalated	days	required	to	equalize	the	lunar	with	the	solar	year,	do	not	come	within
our	purview.	Of	importance	to	us	is	only	the	use	of	the	word	to	denote	the	day	of	the	full	moon.	This
day	used	to	be	called	also	um	nuh

65



libbi,	‘day	of	the	rest	of	the	heart’,	that	is,	according	to	the	generally	accepted	explanation,	the	day	of
the	appeasement	of	the	heart	of	the	gods	by	means	of	worship.	Germane	to	our	problem	are	also	the
seventh,	 fourteenth,	 twenty-first	and	 twenty-eighth	days	of	 the	month,	which	 likewise	have	a	special
character	 in	 the	Mesopotamian	calendar.	They	are	connected	with	 the	four	phases	of	 the	moon,	and
are	spaced	seven	days	apart	from	one	another,	except	for	the	seventh	day	of	the	month,	which	comes
eight	days	after	the	twenty-eighth	day	of	the	preceding	month	if	it	is	deficient,	or	nine	days	after	it,	if
that	month	is	full.	These	days,	to	which	must	be	added	the	nineteenth	of	the	month,	which	occurs	seven
weeks	after	 the	beginning	of	 the	preceding	month,	were	 regarded	as	unlucky	days	on	which	a	man
should	 afflict	 himself,	 eschew	 pleasures,	 and	 refrain	 from	 performing	 important	 works,	 for	 they
would	not	prosper.	This	system	was	not	just	the	product	of	a	late	development	and	sophistication,	as
was	thought	till	a	few	years	ago;	nor	is	it	reflected	only	in	the	arrangement	of	the	Assyrian	calendar,
consisting	of	fifteen	tablets,	that	was	drawn	up	in	the	seventh	century	B.C.E.	and	called	inbu	bel	arhim
(‘the	fruit	[moon]	is	lord	of	the	month’),	but	it	is	also	found	in	an	edition	of	the	calendar	belonging	to
the	beginning	of	the	tenth	century,	which	contains	much	older	material.	The	recension	of	the	seventh
century	 sets	down	 the	 laws	of	 those	days	 as	 follows:	 ‘“The	 shepherd	of	many	people”	 (that	 is,	 the
king,	 or	 possibly	 one	 of	 the	 high	 priests)	 shall	 not	 eat	 cooked	meat	 or	 baked	 bread,	 nor	may	 he
change	the	garment	on	his	body	or	put	on	a	clean	garment;	 the	king	shall	not	ride	 in	a	chariot	nor
shall	he	speak	words	of	rulership;	the	seer	shall	not	enquire	of	his	god;	the	physician	shall	not	attend
to	the	sick;	and	in	general	the	day	is	not	propitious	for	doing	any	desired	thing’.	The	version	of	the
tenth	 century	 likewise	 states	 that	 the	 seer	 shall	 not	 enquire	 of	 his	 god,	 that	 the	 physician	 shall	 not
attend	to	the	sick,	and	generally	that	those	days	are	not	favourable	for	doing	the	thing	desired.	It	adds
that	 anyone	 doing	 work	 on	 the	 fourteenth	 day	 of	 the	 month	 will	 lose	 his	 money,	 and	 that	 on	 the
twenty-eighth	day	no	one	should	undertake	a	 journey.	There	are	also	other	days	 that	 it	mentions	as
‘unpropitious	 for	 doing	 the	 thing	 desired’	 (viz	 the	 first,	 the	 fifteenth,	 the	 twenty-ninth	 and	 the
thirtieth);	but	on	 the	first,	 it	 rules,	 the	king	may	speak	words	of	 rulership	and	clean	his	garment.	 In
regard	to
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the	ninth,	it	declares	that	no	one	should	appear	thereon	before	the	judge;	and	on	the	twenty-ninth	and
thirtieth,	it	prescribes	that,	just	as	on	the	twenty-eighth,	no	one	should	set	out	on	a	journey.	So	far	the
sources.

Many	 scholars	 have	 discussed	 the	 question	 of	 the	 relationship	 between	 these	 days	 and	 the
Israelite	 Sabbath,	 and	 having	 regard	 to	 the	 highly	 complicated	 nature	 of	 the	 problem	 it	 is	 not
surprising	 that	 their	 opinions	 differ;	 nor	 is	 it	 a	matter	 for	 wonder	 that	 not	 all	 of	 them	 have	 been
careful	 to	 express	 well-founded	 views.	 Some	 have	 supposed	 that	 the	 Israelite	 Sabbath,	 too,	 was
originally	the	day	of	the	full	moon,	but	there	is	no	basis	for	this	theory	(even	the	association	of	the
words	new	moon	and	Sabbath	does	not	prove	anything);	 in	 the	final	analysis	 it	 is	based	only	on	 the
identification	of	the	Israelite	Sabbath	with	the	Mesopotamian	Sabbath,	which	itself	requires	proof,	and
thus	begs	the	question.	The	same	applies	to	the	view	that	the	7th,	14th,	21st	and	28th	days	of	the	month
were	also	called	by	the	Babylonians	and	Assyrians	šabattu-šapattu;	there	is	no	evidence	of	this	in	the
sources,	 and	 the	 hypothesis	 rests	 on	 the	 supposed	 connection	 between	 these	 days	 and	 the	 Israelite
Sabbath:	another	 instance	of	begging	 the	question!	Similarly,	 the	surmise	 that	 the	children	of	 Israel
derived	the	essential	idea	of	the	Sabbath	and	its	detailed	laws	from	the	Mesopotamian	system	of	‘rest
days’	 on	 the	 7th,	 14th,	 21st	 and	 28th	 of	 the	month,	 days	 ‘on	which	work	 is	 forbidden’,	 cannot	 be
correct;	 it	 is	 clear	 from	 the	 regulations	 governing	 these	 days	 quoted	 above	 that	 they	 are	 not	 ‘rest
days’	at	all,	and	that	this	name	was	given	to	them	only	on	the	basis	of	the	presumed	connection	with
our	Sabbath.	Nor,	for	that	matter,	is	‘work	forbidden’	on	these	days	in	the	way	that	it	is	prohibited	on
the	 Sabbath;	 it	 is	merely	 stated	 that	 important	works	 should	 not	 be	 done	 on	 them	 lest	 they	 do	 not
prosper.	 In	 truth,	 the	 Jewish	 people	 also	 observe	 days	 of	 a	 similar	 type	 and	 with	 comparable
regulations,	and	in	several	respects	the	resemblance	is	quite	startling,	but	they	are	not	Sabbath	days;
they	are	 the	 first	nine	days	of	 the	month	of	Ab,	whose	character,	of	course,	 is	polarically	different
from	that	of	the	Sabbath.

An	acceptable	solution	to	the	problem	must	be	sought	in	a	different	direction.	Undoubtedly,	the
Israelite	Sabbath	and	what	we	find	among	the	Babylonians	and	Assyrians	have	common	elements.
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The	 name	 šabattu	 or	 šapattu	 (be	 its	 etymology,	 on	 which	 opinion	 is	 divided,	 what	 it	 may),	 the
expression	 synonymous	with	 it,	 um	 nuh	 libbi,	which	 brings	 to	mind	 the	 concept	 of	 ‘Sabbath	 rest’
(most	 scholars	have	overlooked	 this	point),	 the	 special	 days	 that	 occur	 every	month	once	 in	 seven
days—all	this	is	thought-provoking.	On	the	other	hand,	there	are	many	differences,	and	they	are	far
more	 important	 than	 the	resemblances;	 the	former	concern	 the	 inner	content,	whereas	 the	points	of
correspondence	are	related	to	the	external	aspect.	These	divergences	indicate	that	the	solution	to	the
problem	 is	 not	 to	 suppose	 that	 the	 children	 of	 Israel	 borrowed	 the	 idea	 of	 the	 Sabbath	 from	 the
peoples	of	Mesopotamia,	but,	on	the	contrary,	that	the	Israelite	Sabbath	was	instituted	in	opposition	to
the	Mesopotamian	system.	Since	it	 is	not	my	wish,	as	I	have	stated,	 to	enter	 into	 the	question	of	 the
internal	 development	 of	 the	 Sabbath	 among	 the	 Israelites,	 I	 shall	 base	 my	 argument	 only	 on	 the
paragraph	under	consideration	and	on	verses	that	are	wholly	parallel	to	it.	The	Torah,	it	seems	to	me,
purports	to	say	this:	Israel’s	Sabbath	day	shall	not	be	as	the	Sabbath	of	the	heathen	nations;	it	shall	not
be	the	day	of	the	full	moon,	or	any	other	day	connected	with	the	phases	of	the	moon	and	linked,	in
consequence,	 with	 the	 worship	 of	 the	 moon,	 but	 it	 shall	 be	 the	 seventh	 day	 (this	 enables	 us	 to
understand	why	 this	particular	name,	 the	seventh	day,	 is	emphasized	here),	 the	seventh	 in	perpetual
order,	independent	and	free	from	any	association	with	the	signs	of	the	heavens	and	any	astrological
concept.	It	shall	not	be	a	day	appointed	for	the	worship	of	the	hosts	of	the	heavens,	but	one	sanctified
to	 Him	who	 created	 the	 heavenly	 hosts	 and	 the	 universe	 as	 a	 whole	 (cf.	 but	 the	 seventh	 day	 is	 a
sabbath	to	the	Lord	your	God	in	the	Decalogue),	as	a	memorial	to	the	work	of	creation;	not	a	day	of
self-affliction	and	misfortune,	but	one	of	blessing	(So	God	BLESSED	the	seventh	day;	cf.	also,	in	the
Ten	Commandments,	Exod.	xx	11:	therefore	the	Lord	BLESSED	the	sabbath	day	and	hallowed	it);	not
a	day	intended	to	propitiate	the	angry	godhead,	but	one	on	which	the	Divine	work	was	not	done,	thus	a
day	that	is	worthy	of	serving	as	an	example	to	humanity	upon	whom	devolves	the	duty	of	imitating
the	ways	of	God,	and	that,	consequently,	is	fitted	to	become	a	day	of	rest	for	mankind,	who	are	weary
and	weighed	down	by	the	yoke	of	hard	toil,	and	also	for	the	brute	creatures	(cf.	Deut.	v	14:	that	your
manservant	and	your
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maidservant	may	REST	as	well	as	you;	Exod.	xxiii	12:	that	your	ox	and	your	ass	HAVE	REST,	and	the
son	 of	 your	 handmaid,	 and	 the	 alien,	MAY	 BE	 REFRESHED);	 hence	 a	 day	 that	 will	 serve	 as	 a
memorial	 to	 the	 liberation	 of	 the	 children	 of	 Israel	 from	 the	 house	 of	 bondage	 (Deut.	 v	 15).	 See
further	my	remarks	above,	in	the	penultimate	paragraph	of	my	commentary	on	v.	2,	commencing	‘the
verb	 	šabhath’.

	 ’ăšer	 bara’	 ’Elohim	 la’ăśoth	 [‘which	 God	 had	 creatively	 made’]	 /	 Many
interpretations	of	this	subordinate	clause	have	been	suggested,	for	example:	that	God	created	roots	in
all	the	species,	endowing	them	with	the	power	to	reproduce	their	likeness	(Ibn	Ezra);	that	He	created
on	 the	 first	 day	 the	 elements	with	which	 to	 do	 all	 the	works	 that	 are	mentioned	 on	 the	 other	 days
(Nahmanides);	 that	 He	 abstained	 thereon	 from	 doing	 any	 of	 the	 work	 that	 He	 had	 created
(Nahmanides,	 second	 explanation,	 supported	 among	 the	moderns	 by	Schill	 in	ZAW,	xxiii,	 pp.	 147–
148);	in	making	which	He	created	(Dillmann);	which	He	created	and	made	(Gunkel,	Heinisch);	which
He	created	in	order	to	make	it	(Jacob),	and	so	on	and	so	forth.	All	these	interpretations	are	difficult;
certain	emendations	have	also	been	proposed,	but	these	are	even	more	forced	than	the	explanations	of
the	existing	text.

In	order	to	understand	the	verse	properly,	we	must	first	determine	the	manner	in	which	the	two
roots,	 	bara’	[‘create’]	and	 	‘aśa	[‘make’],	are	used.	The	verb	 	bara’	signifies	not	only	 the
making	 of	 the	world	 in	 the	 six	 days	 of	 creation	 but	 connotes	 every	 act	 of	God	 that	 transcends	 the
bounds	of	normality	(e.g.	Exod.	xxxiv	10:	Before	all	your	people	I	will	do	marvels,	such	as	have	not
been	WROUGHT	[literally,	‘created’]	in	all	the	earth	or	in	any	nation;	Num.	xvi	30:	But	if	 the	Lord
CREATES	SOMETHING	NEW	[literally,	‘creates	a	creation’]	and	the	ground	opens	its	mouth,	etc.),
and	sometimes	it	refers	to	Divine	acts	that	are	quite	normal	(e.g.	Isa.	liv	16:	Behold,	1	have	CREATED
the	smith	…	I	have	also	CREATED	the	ravager	to	destroy;	ibid.	lvii	19:	that	CREATETH	the	 fruit	of
the	lips;	Ezek.	xxi	35	[E.V.	v.	30];	In	the	place	where	you	were	CREATED,	in	the	land	of	your	origin;
Psa.	 li	 12	 [E.	V.v.	 10]:	 CREATE	 in	me	 a	 clean	 heart,	 O	God).	 In	 our	 section	 it	 is	 used	 only	when
Scripture	 wishes	 to	 SRESS	 the	 wonder	 of	 something,	 viz	 in	 the	 opening	 verse,	 in	 the	 concluding
sentence,	in	connection	with
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the	sea-monsters—abnormal	beings—and	with	regard	to	man,	the	highest	of	all	the	creatures.

The	verb	 	‘aśa	betokens,	among	its	other	meanings	(it	is	used	as	a	synonym	of	 	bara’	 in
Exod.	xxxiv	10	quoted	above),	 the	making	of	 something	 that	did	not	exist	before	 (it	will	 suffice	 to
mention	i	7,	16,	25,	26,	27	and	ii	2	of	our	section).	As	regards	the	construction	of	our	clause,	which
contains	two	synonymous	verbs,	the	second	being	in	the	infinitive	with	the	preposition	Lamedh	[‘to’],
compare	Psa.	lxiii	3	[E.	V.	v.	2]:	SO	I	HAVE	LOOKED	UPON	THEE	in	the	sanctuary,	TO	BEHOLD
[E.V.	 ‘beholding’]	Thy	power	and	glory.	The	second	verb	comes	 to	elucidate	 the	particular	 sense	 in
which	the	first	is	to	be	understood.	Similarly	in	our	verse:	the	word	 	la’ăśoth	[‘to	make’]	comes
after	 	bara’	[‘He	created’]	to	specify	the	kind	of	creation	of	which	the	verse	speaks,	namely,	an	act
of	creation	that	is	also	a	‘making’,	that	is,	a	wondrous	work	implying	the	making	of	things	that	never
existed	before.

The	closing	verse	corresponds	to	the	introductory	sentence	of	the	section;	in	both	it	 is	written:
God	created.	But	whereas	the	word	 	bara’	alludes	 to	 the	first	verse,	 	 la’ăśoth	recalls	all	 the
‘makings’	mentioned	in	the	rest	of	the	section.	Just	as	the	prologue	announces	at	the	outset	the	main
subject-matter	of	the	account	that	follows,	so	the	epilogue	looks	back	and	epitomizes	within	the	limits
of	one	short	sentence	the	content	of	the	preceding	narrative,	reawakening	in	the	heart	of	the	reader,	by
means	 of	 this	 synthesis	 inherent	 in	 its	 words,	 the	 sentiments	 that	 were	 aroused	 within	 him	 in	 the
course	of	his	reading.	A	truly	majestic	conclusion	to	the	section.
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SECTION
2

THE	STORY	OF	THE	GARDEN	OF	EDEN
CHAPTER	II,	VERSE	4—CHAPTER	III,	VERSE	24

INTRODUCTION
§	1.	In	this	section	we	are	told	how	the	first	man	was	formed	of	dust	from	the	ground,	how	he	dwelt	in
the	 garden	 of	 Eden,	 of	 the	 creation	 of	 woman,	 of	 the	 sin	 that	 they	 both	 committed,	 and	 of	 the
punishment	meted	out	to	them.	The	primary	purpose	of	the	Torah	in	these	chapters	is	to	explain	how
it	 is	 that	 in	 the	Lord’s	world,	 the	world	of	 the	good	and	beneficent	God,	evil	should	exist	and	man
should	endure	pain	and	troubles	and	calamities.	The	answer	given	here	to	the	burning	question	of	the
origin	 of	 evil	 in	 the	world	 is	 this:	 although	 the	world	 that	 issued	 from	 the	 hand	of	 the	Creator	 is,
according	to	the	testimony	of	the	previous	section,	good—yea,	very	good—yet	man	corrupts	it	by	his
conduct	and	brings	evil	into	the	world	as	a	result	of	his	corruption.	Apart	from	this	primary	teaching,
it	is	also	possible	to	draw,	incidentally,	other	lessons	from	this	section:	we	learn	of	the	necessity	of
discipline	 founded	on	God’s	 statutes;	of	man’s	 innate	 conscience;	of	 the	 law	of	Divine	 reward	and
punishment;	of	the	bonds	of	brotherhood	uniting	the	inhabitants	of	the	world,	who	are	all	descended
from	one	human	pair,	are	all	kin	and	all	equal	to	one	another;	of	the	humane	treatment	that	we	should
accord	to	animals,	for	like	ourselves	they	were	formed	of	the	earth;	of	the	value	of	marriage;	of	the
importance	of	monogamy;	of	the	humility	with	which	it	behoves	us	to	conduct	ourselves,	seeing	that
we	are	dust	and	unto	dust	we	return,	and	similar	ideas.

§	2.	These	teachings,	like	the	truth	that	the	Torah	sought	to	convey	in	the	preceding	section,	could	not
be	 imparted	 in	abstract	 terms,	 for	 the	reasons	 that	 I	have	 indicated	above,	 in	 the	Introduction	 to	 the
story	 of	 creation	 (p.	 12,	 end	 of	 §4).	 In	 this	 instance,	 too,	 Scripture	 had	 to	 inculcate	 its	 doctrines
through	the	medium	of	concrete	description,	that	is,	by	telling	a	story	from	which	the	reader
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could	draw	a	moral.	As	 I	 shall	 show	further	on,	 there	existed	among	 the	 Israelites,	before	ever	 the
Torah	 was	 written,	 a	 poetic	 tradition	 concerning	 the	 garden	 of	 Eden,	 even	 as	 there	 was	 a	 poetic
tradition	relating	 to	 the	work	of	creation,	and	an	epic	poem,	or	possibly	several	epics,	had	already
been	composed	on	the	theme	of	the	garden	of	Eden	and	what	took	place	there.	The	two	traditions,	the
one	dealing	with	the	story	of	creation	and	the	other	with	that	of	the	garden	of	Eden,	were	of	different
types.	The	former,	which	treats	of	a	more	speculative	subject,	passed	apparently	through	the	circles	of
the	‘wise	men’	(see	above,	p.	12,	end	of	§	4),	the	philosophical	groups	who	delved	into	the	mystery	of
the	world’s	existence.	The	latter,	which	is	concerned	with	a	simpler	and	more	popular	topic,	remained
nearer	to	the	broad	masses	of	the	people	and	assumed	a	form	more	suited	to	them	in	its	colourful	and
vivid	 portrayals.	 It	 would	 have	 been	 natural	 to	 suppose	 that,	 when	 the	 Torah	 came	 to	 instruct	 us
concerning	the	creation	of	the	world	and	man,	it	would	not	overlook	the	existing	traditions,	whether
they	 emanated	 from	 the	 schools	 of	 the	 sages	 or	 from	 popular	 folklore.	We	 should	 have	 expected
Scripture	to	adopt	a	given	attitude	towards	them,	and	to	teach	us	how	to	extract	from	them	the	kernel
of	 real	worth	 and	 to	 reject	 the	 husk,	 how	 to	 refine	 and	 purify	 them	 in	 order,	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 to
remove	 from	 them	whatever	was	 incompatible	with	 its	ethos,	and,	on	 the	other	hand,	 to	harmonize
them	with	its	own	doctrines	and	views,	so	that	they	could	be	of	value	to	the	people	of	Israel	for	the
future.	Now	this	is	precisely	what	the	Torah	did.	It	took	material	for	its	construction	from	the	creation
saga	as	well	as	from	the	 traditional	story	about	 the	garden	of	Eden,	 in	accordance	with	 the	method
with	which	we	have	already	become	familiar.	It	selected	from	the	traditional	material	what	accorded
with	 its	 spirit	 and	 purpose,	 it	 rejected	 and	 nullified,	 by	 silence	 or	 some	 critical	 remark,	 whatever
appeared	 to	 it	 objectionable,	 and	 it	 gave	 the	 entire	 account	 a	 new	 complexion	 patterned	 to	 fit	 its
outlook	and	the	educational	aim	that	it	had	set	itself.

My	hypothesis	that	the	Israelites	had	an	epic	tradition	concerning	the	story	of	the	Garden	of	Eden
before	the	Torah	was	written,	and	that	 this	tradition	had	already	received	a	definite	literary	form	in
one	or	more	epic	poems,	finds	support	in	a	number	of	Biblical	verses	some	of	which	belong	to	our
section	and	some	to	other	sections	or
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other	books.	It	is	worth	while	examining	these	passages	in	detail,	paying	attention,	at	the	same	time,	to
what	the	literary	works	of	the	peoples	of	the	ancient	East	tell	us	on	cognate	subjects.	I	deal	fully	with
the	whole	matter	in	a	special	article	in	the	volume	published	in	memory	of	the	late	Professor	Moses
Schorr;	here,	then,	I	can	be	brief	(see	also	my	Hebrew	essay	on	‘The	Epic	Poetry	of	Israel’	published
in	Keneseth,	viii,	pp.	139–141).

§	 3.	 It	 is	 stated	 in	 our	 section	 (iii	 24):	 and	 at	 the	 east	 of	 the	 garden	 of	 Eden	 He	 placed	 the
cherubim	and	the	sword-flame	which	turned	every	way.	Now	it	 is	obvious	that	 the	cherubim	and	 the
sword-flame	 which	 turned	 every	 way,	which	 are	 mentioned	 here	 with	 the	 definite	 article,	 although
there	is	no	previous	reference	to	them	in	our	section,	were	not	new	to	the	children	of	Israel.	We	must
therefore	conclude	that	their	story	was	recorded	in	some	ancient	literary	work	that	enjoyed	general
currency	among	the	people.	Since,	moreover,	a	phrase	like	the	sword-flame	which	turned	every	way	is
certainly	poetic,	we	learn	that	 the	ancient	 text	 in	question	was	a	poem	and	not	a	prose	composition.
Undoubtedly	it	was	an	Israelite	epic,	for	it	is	not	conceivable	that	the	Torah	would	allude	to	a	pagan
epic	 of	 gentile	 origin.	 Also	 in	 the	 book	 of	 Ezekiel,	 which	 makes	 repeated	 reference	 to	 Eden,
especially	in	two	sections	that	we	shall	discuss	later,	mention	is	made	of	the	cherub	in	connection	with
the	 garden	 of	 Eden	 (xxviii	 14f);	 but	 the	 cherub	 there	 is	 not	 necessarily	 outside	Paradise,	 as	 it	 is
depicted	here,	but	actually	 inside	 it.	This	 indicates	 that	 the	passage	 in	Ezekiel	 is	 independent	of	our
section	(further	on	we	shall	see	that	there	are	several	other	details	there	that	are	absent	here)	and	that
the	prophet	had	a	different	source	before	him,	with	which	his	 listeners	as	well	as	he	were	familiar,
that	 told	 of	 a	 cherub	 or	 cherubim	 in	 the	 garden	 of	 Eden;	 this	 source	 was	 doubtless	 poetic,	 as	 is
evidenced	by	the	prophet’s	colourful	description.

There	 are	 also	 other	 indications	 of	 a	 poetic	 tradition	 to	 be	 found	 in	 our	 section:	 the	 poetic
rhythm	of	a	number	of	the	utterances	that	it	contains	(ii	18,	23;	iii	14–19);	the	examples	of	parallelism
that	we	meet	here	and	 there	apart	 from	 the	utterances	 (e.g.	 ii	5;	 iii	3,	6,	etc.);	poetic	words	 like	 the
noun	 	 ’edh	 [see	below	on	 ii	6],	which	occurs	also	 in	 Job	 (xxxvi	27);	 the	verb	 	bana	 [literally,
‘build’]	used	in	the	sense	of	‘create’	or	‘form’	(ii	22),	which	is	the
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connotation	it	has	in	Akkadian	and	Ugaritic	poetry;	likewise	the	sentences	commencing	with	the	word
	terem	(ii	5),	which	are	characteristic	of	the	style,	both	among	the	Israelites	and	the	Gentiles,	of	the

poems	that	portray	the	earliest	period	of	creation.	Noteworthy	also	are	the	trees	of	the	garden	of	Eden
(ii	 9;	 cf.	 iii	 6).	Similar	 phrases	occur	 in	 the	Gilgameš	Epic	 in	 the	description	of	 the	garden	of	 the
goddess	Siduri;	there,	too,	we	find	the	very	words	‘pleasant	to	the	sight’	[literally,	‘to	behold’]	and	in
the	parallel	clause	‘good	to	look	upon’	(Assyrian	recension,	Tablet	IX,	v,	end).	This	definitely	points
to	 an	 established	 poetic	 tradition	 in	 the	 ancient	 East,	 in	 which	 Israel	 shared.	 There	 are	 other
expressions	in	our	section,	too,	that	can	serve,	although	not	definitely	attributable	to	a	poetic	source,
as	additional	proof	that	the	story	told	here	is	not	the	first	Israelite	account	of	the	subject.	It	is	written,
for	 example:	THE	TREE	OF	LIFE	also	 in	 the	midst	 of	 the	 garden	 (ii	 9).	 The	 fact	 that	 the	 definite
article	occurs	in	the	phrase	‘the	tree	of	life’	on	its	very	first	appearance	in	this	section,	indicates,	as	I
have	stated	in	connection	with	the	cherubim	and	the	sword-flame	which	turned	every	way,	that	it	was
something	 with	 which	 the	 Israelites	 were	 already	 familiar,	 and	 that	 consequently	 the	 reader	 was
instantly	able	to	understand	the	reference.	Later	on,	when	we	deal	with	the	parallels	to	the	concept	to
the	 tree	 of	 life,	 it	 will	 be	 seen	 that	 although	 no	 clear	 and	 exact	 analogies	 have	 been	 found	 so	 far
among	 the	 neighbouring	 peoples,	 the	 idea	 was	 certainly	 widespread	 among	 the	 Israelites,	 as	 is
evidenced	by	the	fact	that	in	Proverbs	the	expression	‘tree	of	life’	occurs	several	times	as	a	common
metaphor	for	things	from	which	life-giving	power	emanates	(Prov.	iii	18;	xi	30;	xiii	12;	xv	4).

The	same	applies	to	the	tree	of	the	knowledge	of	good	and	evil.	The	name	of	this	tree	likewise	has
the	 definite	 article	 even	 when	 first	 mentioned	 (ii	 9);	 and	 although	 no	 parallels	 to	 it	 have	 been
discovered	either	in	Israelite	or	pagan	literature,	this	tree,	also,	was	undoubtedly	known	to	Scripture
readers	 from	 another	 source.	 Hence	 there	 was	 no	 need	 to	 give	 here	 a	 detailed	 explanation	 of	 its
nature.

Apart	from	our	section	and	those	verses	in	which	the	garden	of	Eden	or	the	garden	of	the	Lord	is
introduced	as	a	simile	(Gen.	xiii	10;	Isa.	Ii	3;	Ezek.	xxxvi	35;	Joel	ii	3),	the	garden	of	Eden	is	referred
to	at	length,	as	I	have	mentioned	earlier,	in	two	passages
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in	 Ezekiel:	 xxviii	 11–19;	 xxxi	 8–9,	 16–18.	 Beside	 the	 reference	 to	 the	 cherub	 cited	 above,	 these
passages	 contain	 a	 number	 of	 details	 that	 point	 to	 an	 ancient	 epic	 tradition	 to	 which	 the	 prophet
alludes	 as	 a	 matter	 of	 common	 knowledge	 to	 his	 audience.	 Some	 of	 the	 details	 found	 in	 the
prophecies	correspond	to	those	of	our	section,	others	do	not.	The	points	of	agreement	are	as	follows:
(a)	The	garden	 is	 in	Eden;	 (b)	 it	 contains	miraculous	 trees;	 (c)	 the	cherub,	 as	 stated	 previously,	 is
mentioned	in	association	with	the	garden;	(d)	the	creature	that	dwelt	in	the	garden	(man	in	Genesis,
the	cherub	in	Ezekiel)	sinned	and	was,	in	consequence,	expelled	from	it;	(e)	particular	phrases	like,	on
the	 day	 when	 you	 were	 created	 (Ezek.	 xxviii	 13),	 from	 the	 day	 you	 were	 created	 (ibid.	 15),	 which
resemble	the	expression	in	our	section	(Gen.	ii	4):	when	they	were	created,	which	is	parallel	to,	In	the
day	that	the	Lord	God	made	(and	further	on,	v	2:	in	the	day	when	they	were	created);	or	like,	 in	 the
midst	 of	 the	 stones	 of	 fire	 (of	 the	 garden	 of	Eden)	you	walked	 (Ezek.	 xxviii	 14),	which	 recalls	 the
words	in	Genesis	(iii	8),	walking	in	the	garden;	or	like,	and	I	turned	you	to	ASHES	[ 	’epher]	upon
the	earth	(Ezek.	xxviii	18),	which	reminds	us	of	the	verse,	For	you	are	DUST	[ 	aphar]	and	to	dust
you	shall	return	(Gen.	iii	19).	These	parallels	are	indicative	of	the	existence	of	an	established	Israelite
tradition,	marked	even	by	a	distinctive	phraseology.

The	points	of	difference	from	our	section	are	by	no	means	few,	and	they	must	be	considered	in
detail.	 In	 order	 to	 understand	 the	 cause	 of	 these	 divergencies	 between	 the	 prophetic	 and	 our	 own
version,	we	should	bear	in	mind	what	was	stated	above	in	regard	to	other	discrepancies	of	this	kind
(in	the	Introduction	to	the	story	of	Creation,	p.	11,	§	4,	and	in	the	commentary	on	i	6,	9),	namely:	(a)
that	in	the	ancient	Israelite	epics,	despite	the	fact	that	the	traditional	material	of	the	Orient	acquired	in
them	a	new	aspect	 in	keeping	on	 the	whole	with	 the	national	spirit	and	conscience,	 there	 remained,
notwithstanding,	 certain	 elements	 in	 which	 can	 be	 heard	 a	 faint	 echo	 of	 their	 origin	 in	 a	 foreign
environment;	(b)	that	the	prophets	and	Bible	poets,	who	are	accustomed	to	use	the	rhetorical	methods
commonly	 applied	 in	 poetry	 and	 to	 express	 their	 thoughts	 in	 poetic	 form,	 did	 not	 refrain	 from
alluding	to	these	epics	or	even	from	utilizing	the	aforementioned	elements	as	similes	and	poetic
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figures	of	speech;	(c)	that	the	Torah,	which	is	written	in	prose,	not	poetry,	and	uses,	as	a	rule,	simple
language,	was	not	only	careful	to	avoid	making	the	slightest	use	of	the	pagan	elements,	for	fear	that
the	 reader	might	understand	 them	 literally,	but	even	voiced,	whenever	necessary,	 its	protest	 against
them.

The	first	difference	between	the	passages	in	Ezekiel	and	our	section	is	this:	in	the	former,	both	in
ch.	xxviii	 and	ch.	xxxi,	 the	garden	 is	called	 	gan	’Elohim	[‘garden	of	God’]	or	 	 gan
ha’Elohim	[‘the	garden	of	God’],	whereas	in	the	latter	it	is	said	that	the	Lord	planted	the	garden	for
the	sake	of	man.	It	thus	appears	that	the	ancient	epic	tradition	made	mention	of	a	garden	that	belonged
specifically	to	God,	a	concept	akin	to	that	current	among	the	peoples	of	the	ancient	East,	who	used	to
tell	many	 legends	about	 the	gardens	of	 the	gods.	The	prophet,	 characteristically,	did	not	hesitate	 to
allude	 to	 the	 poetic	 figure	 ‘the	 garden	 of	 God’;	 the	 Torah,	 however,	 not	 only	 excluded	 from	 its
account	all	reference	to	this	concept,	but	expressed	its	disapproval	of	it.	It	is	written	in	Genesis	ii	8:
And	the	Lord	planted	a	garden	in	Eden,	in	the	east;	and	there	He	put	THE	MAN	whom	He	had	formed,
and	later	we	read	(ibid.15):	The	Lord	God	took	THE	MAN	and	put	him	in	the	garden	of	Eden	to	serve
and	to	guard.	It	is	as	though	the	Torah	purports	to	say:	Do	not	imagine	that	the	garden	of	Eden	was	the
garden	of	the	Lord	God,	as	the	poets	relate;	you	must	understand	that	the	Lord	God	planted	the	garden
only	for	man’s	benefit;	God	Himself	has	no	need	of	a	garden.	The	simile	like	the	garden	of	the	Lord,
which	occurs	not	only	in	Isa.	li	3	but	also	in	Gen.	xiii	10,	is	a	stereotyped	comparison	in	Hebrew	that
was	coined	in	an	ancient	period	on	the	basis	of	the	tradition	referred	to,	and	the	Torah	also	used	it	as	a
common,	 idiomatic	 phrase,	 for,	 having	 become	 stereotyped,	 the	 etymological	 signification	 of	 the
words	of	which	it	is	composed	could	be	disregarded.	Concerning	iii	8,	see	below,	the	annotations	to
the	verse.

The	second	difference.	According	to	Ezekiel	the	garden	is	situated	on	A	MOUNTAIN	SACRED
UNTO	GOD:	and	I	placed	you	on	the	holy	mountain	of	God	(ch.	xxviii	14);	so	I	cast	you	as	a	profane
thing	from	the	mountain	of	God	(ibid.	16).	In	the	Torah	there	is	no	reference	at	all	to	a	holy	mountain
(although	even	the	pentateuchal	description	implies	that	the	garden	was	on	high	ground,	for	we	are
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told	that	a	river	flowed	out	of	Eden	to	water	the	garden,	and	thereafter	it	divided	into	four	big	rivers,
but	 there	 is	 no	mention	 whatever	 of	 a	mountain,	much	 less	 of	 a	 holy	 mountain).	Unquestionably,
Ezekiel	did	not	invent	the	idea	of	the	mountain,	but	found	it	in	the	poetic	tradition.	There	this	feature
must	 have	 played	 an	 important	 role,	 corresponding	 to	 the	 belief	 current	 in	 the	 ancient	 Orient
concerning	a	Divine	garden	planted	on	a	hallowed	mountain,	the	seat	of	the	gods,	in	the	recesses	of
the	north.	The	Torah,	as	usual,	refrained	from	mentioning	this	detail	and,	by	its	silence,	negatives	it.	It
writes	simply:	a	garden	in	Eden,	in	the	east,	nothing	more.

The	third	difference.	Ezekiel	alludes	to	the	precious	stones	and	the	gold	that	were	to	be	found	in
the	 garden	 of	 Eden	 and	 formed	 the	 covering	 of	 the	 cherub	 (xxviii	 13).	But	 the	Torah	 contains	 no
reference	 to	 such	 things	 in	 the	 garden	 of	 Eden.	 It	 is	 evident	 that	 here,	 too,	 the	 prophet	 refers	 to
something	recounted	in	the	ancient	poem	that	was	known	to	his	listeners.	The	precise	subject	spoken
of	there	and	alluded	to	in	the	words	of	Ezekiel,	it	is	impossible	to	tell	from	the	allusions	alone,	but	we
may	 draw	 certain	 inferences	 from	 the	 parallel	 account	 in	 the	 epic	 of	Gilgameš,	which	 depicts	 the
garden	of	the	goddess	Siduri	(in	the	tablet	mentioned	above,	end	of	col.	v	and	the	fragment	of	col.	vi).
In	this	passage	we	are	told	of	the	trees	in	the	garden,	which	bear	precious	stones	instead	of	fruit,	and,
first	and	foremost,	mention	is	made	of	the	sându	[Hebrew:	 	šoham]*	and	 the	uqnû	[Hebrew:	
sappir]	**.	Thereafter	the	text	is	defective,	and	from	the	fragmentary	lines	remaining	it	is	certain	that
the	 poem	 went	 on	 to	 speak	 of	 other	 trees,	 among	 them	 cedars,	 and	 of	 other	 gems	 (for	 the
identification	of	sându	or	sâmtu	with	the	Hebrew	 	šoham,	see	Albright’s	remarks	in	AJSL,	xxxiv,
1917–1918,	p.	230).	Both	the	šoham	and	the	sappir	are	listed	among	the	precious	stones	mentioned	in
Ezekiel	xxviii;	likewise	are	cedars	included	among	the	trees	enumerated	in	Ezekiel	xxxi.	It	seems	that
the	Israelite	poem	available	to	the	prophet	contained	a	story	about	miraculous	trees	in	the	garden	of
Eden	that	bore	 jewels	 instead	of	fruit,	and	with	 their	boughs	formed	a	covering	for	 the	head	of	 the
cherub	(your	covering,	in	Ezekiel

*	 	šoham	is	variously	identified	as:	onyx,	beryl,	chrysoprasus	or	malachite.

**	 	Sappir	is	sapphire	or	lapis	lazuli.
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xxviii	13).	We	may	also	presume	that	the	poem	spoke	of	trees	that	bore	fruit	of	gold,	a	concept	that
one	 frequently	meets	 in	 pagan	myths,	 including	 those	 of	 Europe.	Whether	 the	Gilgameš	 epic	 also
referred	 to	 golden	 fruit	 in	 the	 garden	 of	 Siduri	 or	 not,	 it	 is	 no	 longer	 possible	 to	 determine	 on
account	of	the	defect	in	the	text.

It	is	noteworthy,	however,	that	in	Job	xxviii	16,	in	the	eulogy	of	wisdom,	not	only	the	šoham	and
sappir,	which	 head	 the	 list	 of	 gems	 in	 the	 garden	 of	 Siduri,	 the	goddess	 of	 wisdom,	but	 also	gold,
called	gold	[ 	kethem]	of	Ophir,	are	mentioned	together.	Earlier	in	the	same	chapter	of	Job	(vv.	5–6),
we	 read	 of	 sappir	 and	 gold,	 to	 which	 is	 juxtaposed	 	 lahem	 [E.	 V.	 ‘bread’],	 a	 word	 whose
authenticity	 is	 in	doubt,	and	for	which	Torczyner	 in	his	commentary	suggests,	without	 reference	 to
our	subject,	 that	we	should	read	the	name	of	some	precious	stone,	possibly	 	yahălom	 [diamond,
jasper	or	onyx],	or	 	lešem	[jacinth,	ligure	or	amber],	or	 	šoham.	All	this	points	to	the	existence
of	 an	 established	poetic	 tradition	 among	 the	 Israelites,	 and	 it	 is	 to	 this	 poetic	 tradition	 that	Ezekiel
alludes	 in	 his	 prophecies.	 We	 may	 also	 add	 that	 immediately	 after	 the	 gold	 Ezekiel	 mentions	

	mele’kheth	 tuppekha	 uneqabhekha	 [E.	 V.	 ‘the	 workmanship	 of	 thy	 tabrets	 and	 thy
pipes’];	the	obscure	word	at	the	end— 	neqabhekha	[E.	V.	‘pipes’]—may	also	be	explained,	on	the
basis	 of	 the	 literary	 tradition	 of	 the	East,	 as	 the	 name	of	gold	and	 silver	 ornaments	 that	 belonged,
according	 to	 the	 heathen	myths,	 to	 the	 gods	 and	 demi-gods;	 I	 adduced	 the	 evidence	 for	 this	 some
years	ago	from	a	Ugaritic	text	(Orientalia,	New	Series,	Vol.	vii	[1939],	p.	282).

In	 our	 section	 there	 is	 nothing	 of	 all	 this.	 So	 strange	 a	mythological	 notion	 as	 trees	 bearing
precious	stones	or	golden	bowls	instead	of	fruit	was	not	consonant	with	the	spirit	of	the	Torah,	which
accordingly	rejected	it	emphatically.	In	the	Torah	narrative,	the	fruits	of	the	garden	of	Eden	are	quite
natural,	like	any	other	fruit	in	the	world,	and	even	though	the	fruits	of	two	of	the	trees	were	capable	of
producing	unique	effects	(this	could	not	be	avoided	since	it	was	bound	up	with	the	essential	teaching
that	 the	Torah	wished	 to	 inculcate	 in	 this	section),	 they	are,	notwithstanding,	depicted	as	possessing
the	qualities	of	ordinary	fruit	(iii	6):	that	the	tree	was	good	for	food	and	that	it	was	a	delight	to	the
eyes.
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Nor	 is	 this	all;	on	 this	occasion	 the	Torah	 is	not	content	with	silent	negation,	but	expresses	 its
opposition	explicitly.	It	attributes	the	source	of	the	 	šoham,	 	bedholah	[see	commentary	on	 ii
12,	p.	119]	and	gold	to	the	land	of	Havilah,	one	of	the	countries	of	our	world	(ii	11–12).	Only	in	the
light	of	the	present	exposition	can	we	understand	why	these	substances	are	mentioned	in	our	section;
otherwise	the	reference	to	them	would	appear	out	of	place.	We	shall	deal	with	the	subject	in	detail	in
the	commentary	on	 ii	11–12;	but	 it	 is	worth	noting	even	at	 this	 stage	 that	 in	 these	verses	 the	Torah
intends	to	say,	as	it	were:	‘It	does	not	behove	you,	O	children	of	Israel,	to	believe	that	precious	stones
and	gold	grow,	as	the	poets	tell,	on	trees	like	fruit,	and	that	they	originate	in	the	garden	of	Eden.	They
are	natural,	created	substances	of	the	earth	that	come	to	us	from	one	of	the	countries	that	you	know;
and	if	they	are	connected	with	the	garden	of	Eden,	it	is	not	a	direct	connection—they	come	from	the
land	of	Havilah,	which	is	encompassed	by	one	of	the	rivers	branching	off	from	the	stream	that	flows
from	Eden.	That	is	all’.

The	fourth	difference.	Ezekiel	speaks	of	stones	of	fire	that	were	in	the	garden	of	Eden	(xxviii	14:
You	were	on	the	holy	mountain	of	God,	in	the	midst	of	the	stones	of	fire	you	walked;	ibid.	v.	16:	I	cast
you	as	 a	 profane	 thing	 from	 the	mountain	 of	God,	 and	 the	 guardian	 cherub	drove	 you	out	 from	 the
midst	of	the	STONES	OF	FIRE);	but	the	Torah	makes	no	mention	of	them.	Without	doubt	these	stones,
to	which	the	prophet	alludes	as	something	well-known,	were	referred	to	in	the	ancient	epic	as	one	of
the	 characteristic	 features	 of	 the	garden	of	Eden.	The	 commentators	 usually	 identify	 them	with	 the
gems	 listed	 above,	 but	 this	 is	 unlikely—firstly,	 because	 the	 prophet	 had	 no	 need	 to	 speak	 of	 them
again;	secondly,	the	precious	stones	constituted	the	covering	of	the	cherub,	that	is	to	say,	they	formed
a	protection	for	his	head	among	the	high	branches	of	the	trees,	whereas	the	stones	of	fire,	in	the	midst
of	which	the	cherub	walked,	were	apparently	lying	on	the	ground	of	the	garden.	If	I	am	not	mistaken,
the	fire	is	none	other	than	the	fire	of	heaven	that	we	see	in	the	form	of	lightning,	which	 issues	 from
above	the	towering	mountains	of	God,	whose	summits	reach	the	sky	and	on	which	the	garden	of	Eden
is	situated.	This	view	finds	support	in	Ezekiel,	where,	in	the	description	of	the	fire	of
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the	Divine	 chariot,	 it	 is	written	 (i	 13):	and	out	 of	 the	 fire	went	 forth	LIGHTNING.	Hence	we	must
regard	the	‘stones	of	fire’	of	Ezekiel	as	analogous	to	the	‘stones	of	lightning’	mentioned	in	Ugaritic
poetry	 in	 connection	with	 the	dialogue	between	Baal,	 the	god	of	 the	heavens,	 and	 ‘Anath	his	 sister
(Tablet	V	AB,	part	iii,	line	23,	and	part	iv,	line	61,	according	to	the	suggested	restoration	of	the	text)
and	 also	 to	 the	 ‘stones	 of	 lightning’	 that	 occur	 in	 the	Akkadian	prayer	 to	Ramman,	 the	 god	of	 the
storm-wind	 (King,	Babylonian	Magic	 and	 Sorcery,	London,	 1896,	 p.	 78,	 line	 2	 [No.	 21,	 line	 17];
further	information	on	this	subject	is	contained	in	my	aforementioned	essay	in	Studies	in	Memory	of
Moses	Schorr).	The	theme	of	the	‘stones	of	fire’	in	the	ancient	Israelite	poetry	was	one	of	the	elements
in	 which	 is	 still	 to	 be	 discerned	 the	 link	 with	 gentile	 religious	 concepts;	 consequently	 the	 Torah
wished	to	nullify	it,	and,	in	accordance	with	its	usual	practice,	passed	it	over	in	silence.

The	fifth	difference.	In	our	section	the	trees	of	the	garden	are	referred	to	in	general	terms	only
—every	tree	that	is	pleasant	to	the	sight	and	good	for	food	(ii	9);	but	in	the	book	of	Ezekiel	they	are
specified	in	detail.	When	the	prophet	describes	the	majestic	beauty	of	his	cedar	of	Lebanon,	symbol	of
Pharaoh	king	of	Egypt,	he	declares	that	the	CEDARS	in	the	garden	of	God	could	not	dim	it	—that	is,
were	 not	 its	 peers—and	 the	FIR	 trees	 (which	were	 in	 the	 same	 garden,	 needless	 to	 say)	 could	 not
equal	 its	 boughs;	 that	 the	PLANE	TREES	 (which	 stood	 there)	were	 as	 nothing	 compared	 with	 its
branches,	and	 that	generally	no	 tree	 in	 the	garden	of	God	was	 like	 it	 in	beauty,	and	all	 the	 trees	of
Eden	that	were	in	the	garden	of	God	envied	it	(xxxi	8–9).	Thereafter	Ezekiel	asks	(v.	18):	Whom	are
you	thus	like	in	glory	and	in	greatness	among	the	trees	of	Eden?	The	names	of	these	trees—cedars,	fir
trees,	plane	trees—as	well	as	their	characteristics—their	beauty,	their	size	and	their	majesty	(glory)—
must	certainly	have	been	known	to	the	prophet’s	listeners,	for	otherwise	his	allusions	would	not	have
created	the	effect	that	he	intended.	We	have	already	noted	that	the	Gilgameš	epic	gave	a	detailed	and
colourful	 description	 of	 the	 divine	 garden	 and	 the	 trees	 therein,	 and	 that	 this	 description,	 although
only	fragments	of	it	have	come	down	to	us,	mentioned	at	least	the	cedars	by	name.	So,	 too,	without
doubt	the	Israelite	poetry	must	have	depicted	in	detail	and	with	poetic	colouring	the
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garden	and	its	graceful,	majestic	trees.	The	prophet,	characteristically,	alludes	to	this	description,	but
the	Torah,	no	less	typically,	passes	over	it	in	silence.

The	 sixth	 and	 fundamental	 difference.	 In	 Ezekiel	 ch.	 xxviii,	 as	 stated	 earlier,	 the	 being	 who
inhabited	the	garden	of	Eden,	and	sinned	there	and	was	banished	from	it,	was	the	cherub	and	not	man,
as	 in	 our	 section.	 In	 the	 prophetic	 passage,	 the	 references	 to	 the	 parable,	 namely,	 the	 story	 of	 the
cherub,	are	intermingled	with	references	to	the	subject	that	it	illustrates,	to	wit,	the	fate	of	the	king	of
Tyre,	 and	 it	 is	 not	 always	 easy	 to	 disentangle	 the	 former	 from	 the	 latter.	 But	 we	may	 reasonably
attribute	to	the	cherub	at	least	the	following	clauses:	You	were	blameless	in	your	ways	…	till	iniquity
was	found	in	you	(v.	15)	…	and	you	sinned;	I	cast	you	as	a	profane	thing	from	the	mountain	of	God,
and	 the	 guardian	 cherub	 drove	 you	 out	 from	 the	midst	 of	 the	 stones	 of	 fire	 (v.	16);	Your	 heart	 was
proud	because	of	your	beauty;	you	corrupted	your	wisdom	for	the	sake	of	your	splendour,	I	cast	you	to
the	 ground	…	 (v.	17);	By	 the	 multitude	 of	 your	 iniquities	 …	 you	 profaned	 your	 sanctuaries;	 so	 I
brought	forth	fire	from	the	midst	of	you;	it	consumed	you,	and	I	turned	you	to	ashes	upon	the	earth	in
the	sight	of	all	who	saw	you	(v.	18);	possibly	we	should	also	include:	you	have	come	to	a	dreadful	end
and	 you	 shall	 be	 no	 more	 for	 ever	 (v.	 19).	 All	 this	 testifies	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 in	 a	 remote	 period	 of
antiquity	there	was	an	Israelite	saga	that	related	how	the	cherub	—or	one	of	the	cherubs—who	dwelt
in	the	garden	of	Eden,	upon	the	top	of	the	mountain	of	God,	which	was	as	high	as	the	heavens,	sinned
in	his	pride	against	God,	and	as	a	punishment	for	his	transgression	he	was	driven	out	from	the	garden
of	Eden	and	cast	down	to	 the	earth.	It	may	be	that	 the	word	earth	occurs	here	 in	 the	sense	of	Sheol
[abode	of	the	dead],	in	which	sense	it	is	also	found	in	Akkadian.	This	saga,	therefore,	belongs	to	the
cycle	of	legends	concerning	the	angels	who	were	hurled	down	from	Heaven;	we	shall	deal	with	this
subject	in	detail	when	we	come	to	the	episode	of	the	sons	of	God	and	the	daughters	of	man	(vi	1–4).
The	prophet	alludes	 to	 this	 tradition	and	uses	 it	 as	a	poetic	parable	 for	 the	downfall	of	 the	king	of
Tyre.	The	Torah,	on	the	other	hand,	seeks	to	refine	and	purify	the	tradition.	The	story	of	the	angels
who	sinned	and	were	punished	is	not	consonant	with	the
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spirit	of	the	Pentateuch	and	is	deprecated	by	it,	just	as	at	a	subsequent	period	the	sages	of	the	Talmud
expressed	opposition	to	the	later	legends	of	a	similar	character.	The	angels	are	all	beloved,	pure	and
holy,	and	the	one	who	sinned	in	the	garden	of	Eden	and	was	expelled	therefrom	was	not	a	cherub	nor
an	angel,	but	a	man.	The	cherubs	are	devoted	ministers	of	the	Most	High,	who	faithfully	fulfil	the	task
entrusted	to	them,	namely,	to	guard	the	way	leading	to	the	tree	of	life	(iii	24).

§	4.	Apart	from	the	affinities	that	we	have	already	noted	in	the	description	of	the	garden	of	the
goddess	 in	 the	Gilgameš	epic,	 it	 is	possible	 to	 find	 in	 the	 literary	 records	of	 the	ancient	East	other
points	of	correspondence	to	the	story	related	in	our	section.	But	in	this	case,	as	in	other	Pentateuchal
passages,	the	divergences	and	the	originality	of	the	Torah’s	ideas	compared	with	the	gentile	tradition
and	viewpoints	are	of	greater	 interest	 than	 the	 resemblances.	Thus,	 for	example,	 the	pagan	peoples
likewise	used	to	tell	stories	about	the	creation	of	mankind	by	the	gods,	and	they	mentioned,	among	the
materials	 used	 for	 the	 purpose,	 also	 the	 clay	 of	 the	 earth.	 But	 there	 is	 a	 vast	 gulf	 between	 these
accounts	and	 the	Biblical	story.	Sumerian	and	Akkadian	 literature	contains	numerous	works	on	 this
subject,	 which	 differ	 from	 one	 another	 in	 their	 details	 (see	 further	 on	 these	 texts	 below,	 in	 my
annotations	 on	 ii	 7).	 The	 various	 recensions	 describe	 the	work	 of	 creation	 in	 different	 forms	 and
attribute	 it	 to	 different	 deities	 or	 types	 of	 deities,	 namely,	 to	 the	 goddess	 Aruru	 (which	 has	 other
designations,	too),	to	Marduk,	to	both	of	them	together,	to	Enki,	to	Enlil,	to	the	four	great	gods,	or	to
the	Anunnaki.	Sometimes	the	accounts	speak	of	the	gods	giving	birth	to	human	beings,	sometimes	of
birth	in	connection	with	creation	from	the	clay	of	the	earth,	and	at	other	times	they	refer	to	creation
alone,	either	from	the	clay	by	itself	or	from	clay	mingled	with	the	blood	of	a	god	slaughtered	for	the
purpose,	or	mixed	with	his	blood	and	flesh,	and	so	forth.	Similarly,	the	Egyptians	held	the	belief	that
the	god	Khnum	fashioned	with	his	hands	the	bodies	of	men	and	women,	and	they	used	to	depict	him
performing	 this	work	 on	 the	 potter ’s	wheel.	 But	 the	 Torah	 came	 and	 opposed	 all	 this.	 It	 does	 not
portray	a	deity	linked	to	nature,	begetting	human	beings	or	contributing	its	blood	or	a	part	of	its	body
for	their	creation,	or	actually	moulding	them	with	its	hands	on	the	potter ’s
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wheel.	Nor	does	our	section	relate	a	mythological	tale	about	what	befell	a	divinity	or	what	it	suffered.
Here	we	are	told	simply	that	man	was	formed	from	dust	from	the	ground	(not	clay;	on	this	point	see
my	comments	ad	loc.),	and	 that	consequently	 it	 is	 incumbent	on	him	always	 to	 remember	 that	he	 is
dust	and	that	unto	dust	he	shall	return.	The	Creator	remains	in	Genesis	above	nature,	and	His	work	is
not	described	in	detailed	material	terms;	it	is	stated	that	He	created	man,	but	it	is	not	recorded	how	He
did	 this.	 In	 another	 respect,	 too,	 the	 Pentateuchal	 account	 differs	 from	 those	 given	 in	 the
aforementioned	 texts,	 namely,	 in	 that	 it	 speaks	 of	 the	 creation	 of	 only	 one	 human	 pair,	 a	 fact	 that
implies	 the	brotherhood	and	equality	of	man,	whereas	 the	pagan	 texts	 refer	 to	 the	mass	creation	of
mankind	as	a	whole.

In	the	eastern	environment	it	is	possible	to	find	analogies	also	to	other	features	of	our	section,
for	example,	to	the	tree	of	life,	the	serpent,	the	cherubs,	and	so	forth.	I	shall	deal	with	these	matters	in
detail	in	my	annotations.

But	 to	 the	 heart	 of	 the	 story,	 that	 is,	 man’s	 transgression	 and	 punishment,	 there	 appears,
according	to	our	present	knowledge,	to	be	no	parallel	among	the	other	oriental	peoples.	It	is	true	that
several	scholars	have	held	that	affinities	were	to	be	found	in	certain	inscriptions,	especially	in	(1)	the
myth	of	Adapa;	(2)	 the	Sumerian	inscription	that	was	first	published	by	Langdon	in	Publications	of
the	University	of	Pennsylvania,	Babylonian	Section,	vol.	x,	part	1,	1915;	 (3)	 the	Sumerian	 text	 first
published	by	Barton	in	his	book,	Miscellaneous	Babylonian	Inscriptions,	New	Haven,	1918,	pp.	52–
56;	(4)	the	Sumerian	inscription	first	investigated	by	Chiera	in	AJSL,	xxxix	(1922–1923),	pp.	40–51.
But	 conflicting	opinions	have	been	expressed	on	 these	matters,	which	have	been	discussed	at	great
length	from	different	viewpoints	and	with	varying	results.	Vriezen	has	recently	(1937)	given	us	a	full
bibliography	and	a	careful	study	of	the	whole	subject	in	his	basic	work	on	the	concepts	of	the	ancient
Semitic	peoples	relative	to	the	garden	of	Eden	(cited	below,	in	§	11),	pp.	22–48,	69–73,	235–236.	The
conclusion	of	the	author	is	that	it	is	possible	to	discover	in	these	texts	only	a	few	points	of	similarity
to	 the	Biblical	 narrative,	 but	 not	 a	 parallel	 to	 the	 leading	motif	 of	 the	 story	 (see	 also	 the	 essay	 of
Witzel	mentioned	below,	in	§	11).
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The	 writer	 is	 likewise	 doubtful	 if	 an	 analogy	 is	 provided	 by	 the	 famous	 Babylonian	 seal	 on
which	are	depicted	a	man	and	woman	sitting	on	opposite	sides	of	a	tree,	and	a	serpent	behind	the	man
(op.	cit.,	pp.	67-69);	he	is	equally	sceptical	about	other	representations	of	this	kind.

We	may	add	 that	 latterly	Speiser	discovered	 in	 the	excavations	at	Tepe-Gawra	 the	 imprint	of	a
seal	showing	a	man	and	a	woman	in	a	bent	position	as	though	bowed	down	by	the	burden	of	a	terrible
calamity,	 and	 behind	 them	 a	 serpent.	 Speiser,	 however,	 pointed	 out,	when	 he	 drew	 the	 attention	 of
scholars	to	the	seal,	that	in	his	opinion	it	is	difficult	to	see	any	affinity	between	it	and	the	Scriptural
narrative	 concerning	 the	 garden	 of	 Eden,	 particularly	 in	 view	 of	 the	 antiquity	 of	 the	 seal,	 which
belongs	to	the	first	half	of	the	fourth	millenium	B.C.E.	(BASOR,	47	[1932],	p.	23).	In	his	report	on	the
excavations	 at	 Tepe-Gawra,	 he	 left	 the	 interpretation	 of	 the	 seal	 unsolved	 (Excavations	 at	 Tepe-
Gawra,	Philadelphia,	1935,	pp.	124–125,	No.	41).

§	5.	The	question	of	the	relationship	between	this	and	the	preceding	section	presents	a	formidable
problem	and	merits	special	attention.

At	the	very	first	glance	it	becomes	apparent	that	the	two	passages	differ	in	their	use	of	the	Divine
appellations.	In	the	story	of	creation	only	the	name	 	’Elohim	[‘God’]	occurs,	and	 	YHWH	[E.	V.
‘Lord’]	 does	 not	 appear	 once;	 in	 this—the	 second—section	 we	 almost	 always	 find	 the	 compound
name	YHWH	’Elohim,	and	only	in	the	conversation	between	the	serpent	and	the	woman	(iii	1–5)	does
’Elohim	occur	by	 itself.	This	difference	aroused	 long	ago	 the	suspicions	of	Bible	students,	and	has
served	as	the	starting-point	for	all	the	learned	writings	and	the	protracted	discussions	ensuing	through
the	years	(since	Witter ’s	volume,	which	appeared	in	1711,	and	Astruc’s	work,	which	was	published	in
1753)	on	the	question	of	the	sources	of	Genesis	and	the	succeeding	books,	and	on	the	combination	of
the	elements	emanating	from	those	sources.	A	detailed	survey	of	the	history	of	these	researches	and
discussions	will	be	given	in	 the	Introduction*	to	 this	commentary	(for	 the	 time	being,	however,	 the
reader	is	referred	to

*	This	introductory	volume	remained	unwritten.
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my	book	The	Documentary	Hypothesis,	English	translation,	pp.	9–12).	Here	it	will	suffice	to	note	that
according	to	the	documentary	theory,	which	the	majority	of	scholars	have	accepted,	the	difference	in
regard	 to	 the	Divine	names	employed	and	a	number	of	other	divergences	between	 the	 two	sections
prove	 that	 they	 belonged	 originally	 to	 two	 separate	 works:	 the	 first,	 which	 uses	 the	 appellation
’Elohim	exclusively,	formed	the	beginning	of	document	P,	according	to	which	the	name	YHWH	was
not	 revealed	 until	 the	 time	 of	 Moses;	 the	 second	 was	 the	 opening	 passage	 of	 document	 J,	 which
mentioned	YHWH	from	the	very	commencement	of	the	world’s	history.	Each	of	these	narratives	told
the	story	of	creation	from	its	respective	viewpoint	and	in	a	different	manner,	and	a	later	editor	took
over	 the	 two	 sections	 verbatim	 from	 their	 source-works	 and	 joined	 them	 together	 without	 paying
heed	 to	 the	fact	 that,	as	a	 result,	 in	 the	composite	narrative	 the	creation	account	appears	 twice	(it	 is
customary	to	call	the	first	part	of	our	section	‘the	second	account	of	creation’).	Nor	was	the	redactor
concerned	that	 the	two	narratives	differ	from	each	other	in	character,	style	and	the	choice	of	God’s
names,	 and	on	 a	 number	 of	 points	 even	 contradict	 one	 another.	According	 to	 this	 view	 (the	 recent
discussions	among	the	adherents	of	 the	documentary	hypothesis	affect	only	particular	details	of	 the
theory,	not	its	general	propositions)	we	have	here	not	two	adjoining	sections	of	a	single	unified	work
that	follow	each	other	in	one	connected	sequence,	but	two	excerpts	from	two	separate	compositions,
which	a	later	editor	arranged	consecutively	by	pure	chance.

§	6.	Is	this	view	justified?	I	have	dealt	with	this	question	at	length	in	my	book,	La	Questione	della
Genesi,	pp.	257–276.	Here	I	shall	give	a	brief	resumé	of	my	investigations;	but	since	scholarship	is
never	at	a	standstill,	I	shall	take	the	opportunity	to	buttress	my	standpoint	with	new	arguments.

The	fact	that	the	two	sections	differ	from	each	other	not	only	in	the	use	of	the	Divine	names	but
also	in	other	respects	is	not	in	doubt.	In	the	first	section	we	have	before	us	a	sublime	picture	of	the
totality	 of	 creation,	 depicted	with	 great	 synthetic	 power	 and	 absolute	 simplicity	 of	 expression;	 the
Godhead	 is	 revealed	 therein	as	 a	wholly	 transcendental	Being,	who	abides	 in	His	own	high	 sphere
without	contact	with	the	creatures.	The	second	section,	on
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the	other	hand,	gives	us	a	graphic	and	dramatic	story	embellished	with	the	marvels	of	the	colourful
oriental	 imagination,	which	 is	 addressed	 to	 the	 feelings	 rather	 than	 the	 intellect	 of	 the	 reader;	 and
there	we	see	God	in	definite	communion	with	man	and	the	other	creatures	of	His	world.

But	these	divergences	still	do	not	prove	the	theory	referred	to.	They	are	easily	explicable	on	the
basis	 of	my	 hypothesis	 concerning	 the	 existence	 of	 various	 epic	 poems,	whose	 contents	 served	 as
material	 for	 the	 structure	 of	 the	 Pentateuchal	 narrative	 in	 these	 two	 passages—an	 epic	 poem
emanating	from	the	circle	of	the	‘wise	men’	being	used	for	the	story	of	creation,	and	a	more	popular
epic	 for	 the	 story	 of	 the	 garden	of	Eden.	Needless	 to	 say,	 the	 character	 of	 the	 two	poems	differed
considerably;	the	first	was	suited	to	the	intellectuals	and	philosophers,	whilst	the	second	was	intended
more	 for	 the	 broad	 masses	 of	 the	 people,	 and	 consequently	 made	 use	 of	 picturesque	 and	 vivid
descriptions,	which	were	apt	to	capture	the	heart	of	the	simple	person.	And	it	is	self-understood	that
although	the	Torah	gave	 the	 two	sections	a	 literary	form	of	 its	own,	some	residual	elements	of	 the
original	 character	 of	 the	 two	 ancient	 poems	 were	 bound	 to	 remain	 discernible	 in	 both	 of	 these
passages.

§	7.	In	this	way	we	can	also	explain	the	change	in	the	Divine	names.	I	shall	not	deal	at	this	stage
with	 the	 general	 question	 of	 the	 use	 of	 these	 names;	 the	 Introductory	 Volume	 *	 will	 provide	 the
proper	place	for	this	discussion.	Here	I	shall	touch	only	on	matters	necessary	for	the	understanding	of
the	specific	problem	relating	to	the	first	two	sections.	I	have	already	shown,	as	a	result	of	a	study	of
the	occurrence	of	the	names	of	God	throughout	the	Bible	and	Hebrew	literature	generally,	combined
with	an	investigation	into	the	use	of	the	personal	designation	of	the	deities	and	the	generic	names	for
God	 in	 the	 writings	 of	 the	 peoples	 of	 the	 ancient	 East	 (La	Questione	 della	 Genesi,	 pp.	 1–92;	 The
Documentary	Hypothesis,	English	translation,	pp.	15–41),	that	the	variation	in	the	employment	of	the
two	names,	YHWH	and	’Elohim	in	the	book	of	Genesis	is	subject	to	certain	rules,	which	I	have	been
able	 to	 determine	 and	 formulate	 with	 precision	 (the	 reader	 will	 find	 them	 in	 The	 Documentary
Hypothesis,	English	translation,	pp.	31–32).

*	This	introductory	volume	remained	unwritten.
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These	rules	are	based	on	the	difference	in	the	nature	of	the	two	names,	for	they	are	not	of	the	same
type;	the	name	YHWH	is	a	proper	noun	that	denotes	specifically	the	God	of	Israel,	whereas	’Elohim
was	originally	a	generic	term	and	became	a	proper	noun	among	the	Israelites	through	the	realisation
that	there	is	only	One	God	and	that	YHWH	alone	is	’Elohim	[‘God’].	Following	are	some	of	the	rules
governing	the	use	of	the	two	Names	in	the	book	of	Genesis	that	emerged	from	my	investigations:

(a)	The	Tetragrammaton	occurs	when	Scripture	 reflects	 the	 concept	of	God,	 especially	 in	His
ethical	aspect,	that	belongs	specifically	to	the	people	of	Israel;	’Elohim	appears	when	the	Bible	refers
to	the	abstract	conception	of	God	that	was	current	in	the	international	circles	of	the	Sages,	the	idea	of
God	conceived	in	a	general	sense	as	the	Creator	of	the	material	world,	as	the	Ruler	of	nature,	and	as
the	Source	of	life.

(b)	The	name	YHWH	is	used	when	Scripture	wishes	to	express	that	direct	and	intuitive	notion	of
God	that	is	characteristic	of	the	unsophisticated	faith	of	the	multitude;	but	Elohim	is	employed	when	it
is	 intended	 to	 convey	 the	 concept	 of	 the	 philosophically	minded	who	 study	 the	 abstruse	 problems
connected	with	the	existence	of	the	world	and	humanity.

(c)	YHWH	appears	when	the	Bible	presents	the	Deity	to	us	in	His	personal	character,	and	in	direct
relationship	to	human	beings	or	to	nature;	whereas	’Elohim	occurs	when	Holy	Writ	speaks	of	God	as
a	Transcendental	Being,	who	stands	entirely	outside	nature,	and	above	it.

According	to	these	rules,	the	name	’Elohim	had	necessarily	to	be	used	in	the	story	of	creation,
for	there	God	appears	as	the	Creator	of	the	material	universe,	and	as	the	Master	of	the	world	who	has
dominion	over	everything	and	forms	everything	by	His	word	alone,	without	 there	being	any	direct
relationship	 between	 Himself	 and	 nature;	 and	 generally	 the	 description	 of	 creation	 given	 in	 that
account	is	related	to	the	tradition	of	the	‘wise	men’	as	stated	above	(regarding	the	name	’Elohim	in	the
last	paragraph	of	the	section,	see	my	annotations	above,	on	ii	2,	p.	64).

In	the	narrative	of	the	garden	of	Eden,	on	the	other	hand,	God	appears	as	the	ruler	of	the	moral
world,	for	He	enjoins	a	given	precept	on	man,	and	demands	an	account	of	his	actions;	that	apart,
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stress	is	laid	here	on	His	personal	aspect,	manifested	in	His	direct	relationship	with	man	and	the	other
creatures.	For	these	reasons	the	name	YHWH	was	required	in	this	section,	and	this	is	the	name	that	we
actually	 find.	 Its	 association,	 however,	with	 the	 appellation	 ’Elohim,	which	 is	 restricted	 to	 this	 one
section	 of	 the	 entire	 book,	 is	 easily	 explained	 by	 Scripture’s	 desire	 to	 teach	 us	 that	YHWH,	which
occurs	 here	 for	 the	 first	 time,	 is	 to	 be	wholly	 identified	with	 ’Elohim	mentioned	 in	 the	 preceding
section;	in	other	words,	that	the	God	of	the	moral	world	is	none	other	than	the	God	of	the	material
world,	that	the	God	of	Israel	is	in	fact	the	God	of	the	entire	universe,	and	that	the	names	YHWH	and
’Elohim	merely	indicate	two	different	facets	of	His	activity	or	two	different	ways	in	which	He	reveals
Himself	to	mankind.	Once	this	truth	has	been	inculcated	here,	there	is	no	need	to	repeat	it	later;	hence
in	the	subsequent	sections	the	Torah	employs	either	the	Tetragrammaton	or	’Elohim	only,	according
to	the	context.

As	for	the	exclusive	use	of	’Elohim	in	the	duologue	between	the	serpent	and	the	woman	(iii	1–5),
the	explanation	is	very	simple:	it	was	unfitting	(a	point	already	made	by	other	critics)	that	the	personal
name	of	God,	which	is	supremely	holy,	should	be	used	by	the	creature	that	counsels	evil,	or	by	the
woman	holding	converse	with	it.

§	8.	The	two	remaining	reasons	for	regarding	the	two	passages	as	separate	accounts,	namely,	the
existence	of	contradictions	between	them	and	the	repetition	of	the	creation	story,	are	interconnected;
hence	it	will	be	best	to	consider	both	of	them	together.

The	discrepancies	that	the	exponents	of	the	documentary	hypothesis	have	found	between	the	first
section	 and	 the	 second	 (see	 the	 commentaries;	 for	 instance,	 that	 of	 König,	 pp.	 224–225)	 are	 as
follows:

(a)	Instead	of	six	days,	as	in	the	first	section,	the	second	section	speaks	of	the	creation	of	heaven
and	earth	in	one	day	(ii	4:	IN	THE	DAY	that	the	Lord	God	made	the	earth	and	the	heavens);

(b)	 According	 to	 the	 first	 section,	 the	 world	 to	 begin	 with	 was	 a	 mass	 of	 water	 (i	 1),	 but
according	to	the	second	the	land	came	first	(ii	5–6);

(c)	 Ch.	 i	 27	 informs	 us	 that	 the	 two	 sexes	 were	 created	 simultaneously	 (male	 and	 female	 He
created	them),	but	the	second
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section	relates	that	first	the	man	was	formed	(ii	7)	and	afterwards	the	woman	(ii	21–22);

(d)	In	i	11–12	we	are	told	that	the	plants	came	into	being	on	the	third	day,	that	is,	prior	to	man
who	was	created	on	the	sixth	day,	whereas	in	section	two	it	is	said	that	before	the	creation	of	man	no
plant	of	the	field	was	yet	in	the	earth	and	no	herb	of	the	field	had	yet	sprung	up	(ii	5),	and	thereafter	it
is	further	stated	that,	after	man	had	been	formed,	the	Lord	God	made	to	grow	out	of	the	ground	every
tree	that	is	pleasant	to	the	sight	and	good	for	food	etc.	(ii	9);

(e)	Likewise	the	living	creatures,	which	the	first	section	declares	were	created	before	man	(i	20–
21,	24–25),	were,	according	to	the	second	section,	created	after,	and	for	the	sake	of,	man	(ii	19).

As	 far	 as	 the	 first	 point	 is	 concerned,	 the	Scriptural	 use	 of	 the	 expression	 in	 the	 day	 (see	 the
proofs	adduced	below,	in	the	notes	to	ii	4)	indicates	that	in	cases	such	as	this	it	does	not	mean	in	a	day
of	twelve	hours	or	in	one	of	twenty-four	hours,	but	generally	at	the	time,	at	the	period.

The	third	point	(we	shall	deal	with	the	second	later)	represents	no	incongruity	at	all.	In	the	story
of	creation	man	is	referred	to	as	one	of	many	creatures	(see	further	on	this	subject	below),	and	his
creation	is	mentioned	only	as	a	link	in	the	long	chain	of	created	beings;	hence	it	was	not	possible	to
enter	into	details	there	without	impairing	the	symmetry	of	the	narrative.	By	stating,	male	and	female
He	created	them,	the	Bible	merely	records	the	fact	that	both	sexes	were	created,	without	indicating	the
order	 of	 their	 formation;	we	 are	 not	 told	whether	 they	were	 brought	 into	 being	 simultaneously	 or
successively.	In	the	second	section,	where	the	Bible	speaks	of	the	creation	of	man	at	greater	length,
the	 details	 are	 explained,	 and	 we	 are	 informed	 that	 first	 the	 man	 was	 made	 out	 of	 dust	 from	 the
ground	 and	 afterwards	 the	 woman	 was	 formed	 from	 the	 rib.	 In	 accordance	 with	 the	 prevailing
method,	a	general	statement	is	followed	here	by	a	detailed	description.

Concerning	 the	 fourth	and	 fifth	divergencies,	 see	 further	my	exposition	of	 ii	5,	9,	19,	where	 I
demonstrate,	by	careful	analysis	of	the	text,	that	the	reference	is	not	to	the	first	creation	of	plants	and
animals,	but	to	something	else.

There	still	remains	the	second	inconsistency.	If	we	examine	our
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section	 closely,	 we	 shall	 see	 clearly	 that	 in	 its	 present	 form	 it	 does	 not	 contain	 a	 cosmogony.
Although	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 the	 ancient	 epos	 relating	 the	 story	 of	 the	 garden	 of	 Eden	 linked	 the
beginning	of	its	narrative	with	a	reference	to	the	creation	of	the	world	(it	was	actually	our	method	of
interpretation	 that	 revealed	 that	 both	 here	 and	 in	 Ezekiel	 there	 are	 expressions	 belonging	 to	 the
literary	tradition	concerning	the	beginning	of	creation),	nevertheless	in	the	passage	before	us	there	is
no	cosmogonic	account	at	all.	Not	only	is	there	no	mention	in	it	of	the	hosts	of	the	heavens,	or	the	sea
and	 the	 fishes—other	 scholars	 have	 already	drawn	 attention	 to	 this	 fact	—but	 there	 is	 no	 reference
even	to	the	creation	of	the	cattle;	and	of	the	entire	vegetable	world	there	appear	here	only	 the	 trees
good	for	food	of	the	garden	of	Eden	and	the	particular	species	that	are	referred	to	in	ii	5	and	iii	18.
And	even	in	relation	to	these	plants,	and	so,	too,	in	regard	to	the	beasts	and	the	flying	creatures	(ii	19),
Scripture	does	not	necessarily	speak	of	their	original	creation.

There	 is	 also	 another	 point.	 The	 creation	 of	 heaven	 and	 earth	 is	 likewise	 mentioned	 only
incidentally	(see	below,	my	commentary	on	ii	4),	as	something	already	known,	which	is	alluded	to	as
a	background	to	the	scene	to	be	described	and	as	a	prelude	to	the	work	to	be	accomplished.	From	all
this	it	clearly	emerges	that	there	is	no	cosmogony	here.	When	we	read	the	Torah	as	we	have	it,	as	a
continuous	narrative,	we	find	no	discrepancy	between	the	earlier	statement	that	at	first	the	world	was	a
mass	of	water,	and	what	we	are	told	about	the	dry	land	at	the	beginning	of	the	present	section.	Relying
on	the	account	of	the	first	stages	of	creation	given	above,	our	section	does	not	recapitulate	the	story;
it	depicts	simply	the	position	as	it	was	at	the	closing	phase	of	creation	when	man	alone	was	wanting.
An	incongruity	presents	itself	only	if	we	separate	the	conjoined	passages	and	treat	our	section	as	an
independent	narrative;	then,	of	course,	we	need	to	find	in	it	the	beginning	of	the	creation	story.	The
contradiction	appears,	therefore,	only	when	we	regard	as	proven	what	the	contradiction	is	supposed
to	prove;	a	clear	example	of	begging	 the	question!	The	 theory	 that	 the	 two	sections	are	not	a	unity
does	 not	 help	 us	 to	 resolve	 the	 inherent	 problem	 of	 the	 text	 but	 creates	 instead	 an	 otherwise	 non-
existent	problem.

As	for	the	repetition	of	the	story	of	man’s	creation,	which	is
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told	 both	 in	 the	 preceding	 and	 in	 the	 present	 section,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 such	 duplications,
although	they	may	seem	strange	to	those	who	are	accustomed	to	the	Hellenic	process	of	thought,	are
not	at	all	 incongruous	to	 the	Semitic	way	of	 thinking.	When	the	Torah	made	use	of	 the	two	ancient
poetic	sagas,	both	of	which	described	man’s	creation—the	one	in	brief,	general	outline,	as	an	account
of	the	making	of	one	of	the	creatures	of	the	material	world,	and	the	second	at	length	and	in	detail,	as
the	story	of	 the	creation	of	 the	central	being	of	 the	moral	world—it	had	no	reason	 to	 refrain	from
duplicating	the	theme,	since	such	a	repetition	was	consonant	with	the	stylistic	principle	of	presenting
first	a	general	statement	and	thereafter	the	detailed	elaboration,	which	is	commonly	found	not	only	in
Biblical	 literature	 but	 also	 in	 the	 literary	 works	 of	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 ancient	 East.	 In	 the	 Babylonian
creation	epos,	for	instance,	it	is	related	at	the	end	of	Tablet	III	(line	138),	in	terse,	general	terms,	that
the	 gods	 determined	 the	 destiny	 of	Marduk;	 yet	 Table	 IV	 reverts	 to	 the	 subject	 and	 describes	 the
preparations	made	by	the	gods	for	the	purpose	of	making	this	decision	(lines	1–2),	and	thereafter	it
tells,	in	full	detail,	the	manner	in	which	the	determination	of	Marduk’s	fate	was	carried	out	(lines	3–
34).	Ugaritic	poetry	provides	further	examples	of	this	literary	method	(see,	for	example,	my	Hebrew
article	in	the	Bulletin	of	the	Jewish	Palestine	Exploration	Society,	x,	1943,	pp.	48–49).	An	interesting
example	in	the	Pentateuch	occurs	in	Gen.	xxviii.	In	verse	5	of	that	chapter	we	are	told:	Thus	Isaac	sent
Jacob	away;	AND	HE	WENT	TO	PADDAN-ARAM	TO	LABAN,	the	son	of	Bethuel	the	Aramean	etc.,
and	 in	 the	 following	verses	 (6–9)	Esau’s	 reaction	 to	 the	 incident	 is	described;	when	 this	matter	has
been	 disposed	 of,	 the	 narrative	 returns	 to	 the	 subject	 of	 Jacob’s	 journey,	 which	 is	 of	 especial
importance,	and	describes	it	in	detail	(vv.	10f.):	Jacob	left	Beer-sheba,	and	went	toward	Haran.	And	he
lighted	 upon	 the	 place,	 etc..	 The	 same	 principle	 applies	 in	 the	 case	 of	 the	 creation	 of	 man:	 after
recounting	the	whole	story	of	the	birth	of	the	world	to	the	end,	Scripture	returns	to	the	theme	of	man’s
genesis,	which	 is	 of	 particular	 significance,	 and	 gives	 us	 a	 detailed	 description	 thereof.	At	 a	 later
period,	when	 the	 Jewish	people	 had	grown	used	 to	 the	Greek	ways	of	 thinking,	 the	 rabbinic	 sages
became	conscious	of	this	duplication	and	expressed	their	surprise	at	it,	but	since	they	were	not	yet
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far	removed	from	the	ancient	Semitic	thought-processes,	they	found	the	correct	answer	to	their	query.
In	The	Mishnah	of	R.	Eliezer	b.R.	José	 the	Galilean,	Enelow’s	edition,	p.	24	 (cf.	Rashi	on	 ii	8),	we
read:	‘The	listener	may	think	that	 this	 is	another	narrative,	whereas	 it	 is	only	 the	elaboration	of	 the
first’.

§	 9.	There	 is	 still	 another	 point,	 to	 consider.	There	 are	 indications	 in	 the	 text	 of	 a	connection
between	the	two	sections,	and	of	a	clear	intention	to	harmonize	the	two	narratives.	We	shall	deal	with
this	evidence	in	our	commentary,	especially	in	our	notes	on	ii	5.	Other	pointers	to	this	effect	are:

(a)	Emphasis	is	given	to	the	creation	both	of	man	in	the	first	section,	and	of	woman	in	the	second
section,	 by	 stating	 the	 Divine	 intention	 before	 describing	 the	work	 (i	 26:	Let	 us	 make	 man	 in	 our
image,	after	our	likeness;	ii	18:	I	will	make	[the	Septuagint	and	Vulgate	read	here,	too:	Let	us	make]
him	a	helper	fit	for	him);

(b)	 The	 verb	 	 ’aśa	 [‘make’]	 and	 its	 synonyms	 are	 used	 in	 an	 identical	 manner	 in	 the
aforementioned	 verses,	 that	 is,	 the	 verb	 	 aśa,	 which	 has	 the	 most	 general	 signification,	 is
employed	 in	 stating	 God’s	 intention,	 whilst	 a	 special	 verb	 describes	 the	 corresponding	 act	 in	 the
narration	of	the	work	performed	(i	27:	created,	ii	22:	built);

(c)	In	the	same	way	as	God	in	the	story	of	creation	gave	names,	as	a	token	of	His	sovereignty,	to
the	created	entities	that	are	higher	than	man	(i	5,	8,	10),	so	man	in	the	story	of	the	garden	of	Eden	(ii
19–20)	determined	the	names	of	those	creatures	over	which,	according	to	the	preceding	section	(i	26,
28),	he	has	dominion.

It	would	 be	 possible	 to	 prolong	 this	 list	 further	 (see	 also	 the	 end	 of	 §	 10,	 below);	 but	 it	 will
suffice	to	bring	only	one	additional	example	that	appertains	to	the	two	narratives	as	a	whole.	It	is	this:
the	answer	that	the	Torah	seeks	to	give,	as	stated	above	(§	1,p.	71),	to	the	question	of	the	existence	of
evil	in	the	world,	flows	from	the	continuity	of	the	two	sections,	which	implies	that	although	the	world
that	 emerged	 from	 the	 hands	 of	 the	 Creator	was	 very	 good	 (i	 31),	man’s	 transgressions	were	 the
cause	of	all	manner	of	evils	and	troubles	(iii	16–19).	We	receive	this	answer	only	when	we	study	the
two	sections	as	a	single	sequence;	but	once	we	separate	them,	we	obtain	from	each	one	of	them	only
half	the	answer.

§	10.	Many	of	the	critics	who	attribute	our	section	to	document
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J	 consider	 that	 this	 document	 is	 itself	 not	 unitary,	 but	 is	 composed	 of	 fragments	 culled	 from	 two
different	 sources	 (two	 strata	 of	 J	 or	 the	 like),	 which	 they	 specify	 by	 the	 symbols	 J1	 and	 J2,	 or	 by
similar	devices.	I	have	provided	a	comprehensive	bibliography	on	this	subject	up	to	the	year	1934	in
my	 book,	 La	 Questione	 della	 Genesi,	 p.	 257,	 note	 2;	 to	 this	 must	 now	 be	 added	 the	 views	 of
Mowinckel	and	Humbert,	which	I	outline	in	the	next	paragraph.

Mowinckel	expressed	the	opinion	that	the	later	of	the	two	sources	is	not	a	special	stratum	of	J	but
the	Elohist	source,	E.	Humbert	has	a	different	theory.	He	examined	minutely	the	reasons	advanced	for
assuming	the	existence	of	the	two	sources	(mainly	the	repetition	of	certain	particulars),	and	came	to
the	conclusion	that	almost	all	these	arguments	are	unsound,	and	that	only	two	duplications	are	in	fact
to	 be	 found	 in	 the	 section:	 the	 one,	which	 he	 considers	 to	 contain,	 in	 effect,	 an	 actual	 incongruity,
appears	in	the	first	part	of	ii	8	(the	garden	is	planted	in	a	given	place)	and	ii	9	(the	trees	are	made	to
grow	out	of	the	ground	generally,	that	is,	out	of	the	whole	earth);	and	the	second,	in	the	latter	half	of	ii
8	 (and	 there	 He	 put	 the	 man	 whom	 He	 had	 formed)	 and	 ii	 15	 (The	 Lord	 God	 took	 the	 man	 etc.).
Consequently	 he	 does	 not	 accept	 the	 thesis	 of	 two	 complete	 narratives	 belonging	 to	 two	 parallel
sources,	 but	 takes	 the	 view,	 on	 the	 ground	 of	 the	 two	 repetitions	mentioned	 and	 certain	 additional
reasons,	that	we	have	here	a	composite	work	of	J,	who	interpolated	into	his	main	narrative	about	the
garden	of	Eden	several	elements	derived	from	the	tradition	concerning	the	creation	of	the	world.	The
verses	 dealing	with	 the	 rivers	 (ii	 10–14)	 he	 regards,	 in	 common	with	 the	majority	 of	 present-day
scholars,	as	a	later	addition.

In	my	opinion,	too,	there	is	no	doubt	that	many	of	the	matters	related	in	our	section	are	linked
with	various	schools	of	tradition,	and	not	necessarily	with	two	only.	This	was	already	apparent	from
our	discussions	in	the	preceding	paragraphs,	and	the	conclusion	will	be	reinforced	by	detailed	study
of	 the	 text.	But	 this	 is	 true	only	from	the	viewpoint	of	 the	content,	but	not	 from	the	 literary	 aspect.
Literary	 dissection	 in	 the	 divergent	 ways	 proposed	 by	 the	 different	 critics	 is	 impossible;	 for	 the
variegated	material	deriving	from	the	ancient	sagas	that	the	Torah	utilized	consists	not	of	verses	or
fragments	of	verses,	but	of	themes,	ideas,	narratives.	This	material,	and
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also	 its	 own	 original	 contribution,	 the	 Torah	 cast,	 as	 it	 were,	 into	 a	 crucible	 and	 fused	 the	whole
together,	and	out	of	the	integrated	matter	it	created	a	unitary	product.

Concerning	the	cosmogonic	elements,	it	will	suffice	to	refer	to	my	previous	observations	on	this
subject;	and	as	regards	the	abovementioned	two	repetitions	and	other	duplications	and	recapitulations
in	the	section,	as	well	as	the	sub-section	about	the	rivers,	I	shall	take	the	opportunity	of	dealing	with
them	in	detail	in	the	course	of	my	commentary,	where	the	reader	will	find	convincing	proof	that	there
is	 no	 justification	 for	 the	 literary	 analysis	 of	 the	 section	 into	 separate	 elements,	 and	 that,	 on	 the
contrary,	there	is	a	firm	and	indissoluble	link	between	the	verses.

I	shall	add	only	this	one	point	here,	that	a	clear	indication	of	the	unity	of	the	section	(and	at	the
same	 time	 of	 the	 connection	 between	 it	 and	 the	 preceding	 section)	 is	 to	 be	 seen	 in	 the	 numerical
symmetry	based	on	the	number	seven	that	we	find	in	this	section	just	as	we	encountered	it	in	the	story
of	creation.	Here,	too,	the	words	that	express	the	fundamental	concepts	of	the	passage	recur	a	given
number	 of	 times—seven	 times,	 or	 a	 multiple	 of	 seven.	The	 name	 Eden	 occurs,	 together	 with	
gedhem	[‘east’]	seven	times;	the	names	 	’adham	and	 	’iš	 [both	mean	‘man’]	appear	altogether
twenty-eight	 times,	 that	 is,	 four	 times	seven;	 the	word	 	 Išša	and	 its	synonyms	 	ezer	 [‘helper ’]
and	 	sela	[‘rib’]	are	used	twenty-one	times,	that	is,	three	times	seven;	so,	 too,	we	find	twenty-one
examples	of	words	derived	from	the	root	 	’akhal	[‘eat’]	(seven	 in	 the	very	paragraph	describing
the	sin,	iii	1–7).	Likewise,	the	verb	 	laqah	[‘take’],	which	is	given	special	emphasis	in	a	number	of
verses—e.g.,	because	 she	was	 taken	 out	 of	man;	 for	 out	 of	 it	 you	were	 taken;	 from	whence	 he	was
taken	(ii	23;	iii	19,	23)—occurs,	all	told,	seven	times	in	the	course	of	the	section.	And	when	I	sought
to	 break	 up	 the	 section	 into	 paragraphs	 according	 to	 the	 logical	 division	 of	 the	 contents,	 there
naturally	emerged	seven	paragraphs.

§	11.	Special	bibliography	 for	 this	 section.	Detailed	 bibliographical	 information	 up	 to	 1934	 is
contained	in	my	book,	La	Questione	della	Genesi,	in	the	passages	dealing	with	this	section	(pp.	37–39,
151–152,	 184–190,	 257–276).	 Of	 the	 subsequent	 literature,	 the	 following	 works	 should	 be	 noted
(additional	articles	referring
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to	particular	verses	will	be	cited	in	my	annotations;	 it	should	also	be	borne	in	mind	that	part	of	the
bibliography	given	above,	pp.	18f.,	on	the	creation	story,	pertains	also	to	the	present	section):

Fischer,	 	 in	 der	Erzählung	 von	Paradies	 und	Sündenfall’,	BZ,	xxii	 (1934),	 pp.	 323–331;
Brock-Utne,	Der	 Gottesgarten:	 eine	 vergleichende	 religionsgeschichtliche	 Studie,	Oslo	 1935	 (this
work	I	have	not	been	able	 to	consult);	Böhmer,	 ‘Die	geschlechtliche	Stellung	des	Weibes	 in	Gen.	2
und	3’,	MGWJ,	lxxix	(1935),	pp.	281–302;	Gordis,	‘The	significance	of	the	Paradise	Myth’,	AJSL,	lii
(1935–36),	 pp.	 86–94;	 Staerk,	 ‘Hat	 sich	 der	 Paradiesesmythos	 Gen.	 2	 f.	 in	 parsistischer	 Tradition
erhalten?’	Werden	u.	Wesen	des	A.T.	 (=BZAW,	 lxvi),	Berlin	1936,	pp.	225–232;	Humbert,	 ‘Mythe	de
création	et	mythe	paradisiaque	dans	le	second	chapitre	de	la	Genése’	RHPhR,	xvi	(1936),	p.	445–461;
Torczyner,	,Kerubh	mimšah	hassokhekh’	Studies	in	Memory	of	Alexander	Kohut,	New	York	1935,	Heb.
Sect.,	 pp.	 41–45;	 Vriezen,	Onderzoek	 naar	 de	 Paradijsvoorstelling	 bij	 de	 oude	 semietische	 Volken,
Wageningen	1937;	Weiser,	‘Die	biblische	Geschichte	von	Paradies	und	Sündenfall’,	Deutsche	Theol.,
1937,	 pp.	 9–37;	Witzel,	 ‘Eine	weitere	 angebliche	 sumerische	 Parallele	 zum	 biblischen	 Sündenfall-
Bericht’,	Antonianum,	xii	(1937),	pp.	237–250;	Reisner,	Der	Baum	des	Lebens:	eine	Ausdeutung	von
Gen.	 2,8–3,24,	Berlin	 1937;	Mowinckel,	The	 two	 Sources	 of	 the	Predeuteronomic	Primeval	History
(JE)	 in	Gen.	 i–ii,	Oslo	 1937;	 idem,	 ‘De	 fire	 Paradiselvene	 (Gen.	 2,	 10–14),	Norsk	 Theol.	 Tidsskr.,
xxxix	 (1938),	pp.	47–64;	Robertson,	 ‘The	Paradise	Narrative	 in	Gen.	2–3,	Journ.	Manchester	Univ.
Egypt	Or.	 Soc.,	 xxii	 (1938),	 pp.	 21–35;	 De	Groot,	 ‘Un	 Paradis	 Palestinien?’	Mélanges	 Dussaud,	 I,
Paris	1939,	pp.	67–72;	Miklik,	‘Der	Fall	des	Menschen’,	Biblica,	xx	(1939),	pp.	387–396;	Renz,	‘Die
kluge	Schlange’,	BZ,	xxiv	(1939),	pp.	236–241;	Schulz,	‘Nachlese	zu	Gen,	3,	15’,	ibid.,	pp.	343–356;
Humbert,	Études	sur	le	récit	du	Paradis	et	de	la	chute	dans	la	Genèse,	Neuchâtel	1940.

See	also,	 in	 connection	with	 the	 trees	of	Eden,	 the	 following	 studies	on	 the	 representations	of
holy	 trees	 in	 the	 ancient	 East:	 Perrot,	 ‘Les	 représentations	 de	 l’arbre	 sacré	 sur	 les	monuments	 de
Mésopotamie	et	d’Élam’,	Babyloniaca,	xvii	(1937),	pp.	1–144,	pl.	1–32;	Danthine,	Le	palmier-dattier
et	les	arbres	sacrés	dans	l’iconographie
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de	l’Asie	occidental	ancienne,	Paris	1937;	May,	‘The	Sacred	Tree	on	Palestine	Painted	Pottery,’	JAOS,
lix	(1939),	pp.	251–259;	Marcus,	‘The	Tree	of	Life	in	Proverbs’,	JBL,	lxii	(1943),	pp.	117-120.

INTRODUCTORY	VERSE	
TRANSITION	FROM	PREVIOUS	SECTION

4.			This	is	the	history	of	the	heavens	and	the	earth	/	when	they
					were	created,
in	the	day	that	the	Lord	God	made	/	the	earth	and	the	heavens.

4.	Various	suggestions	have	been	submitted	by	modern	commentators	in	regard	to	this	verse.	I	have
discussed	 them	at	 length	 in	my	 treatise,	La	Questione	 della	Genesi,	pp.	 268–272;	 there	 is	 no	 need,
therefore,	for	me	to	deal	with	the	whole	subject	again	in	full.	It	will	suffice	if	I	summarize	the	gist	of
it	 here;	 those	 who	 are	 interested	 in	 the	 detailed	 aspects	 of	 the	 problem	 are	 referred	 to	 my
aforementioned	work,	which	also	contains	the	requisite	bibliography	(for	literature	that	has	appeared
after	the	publication	of	my	book	see	above,	pp.	95f.).

The	general	 tendency	 is	 to	divide	 the	verse	 into	 two	unrelated	parts:	 the	first	half	 is	attributed,
like	the	preceding	section,	to	source	P,	and	the	second	is	ascribed	to	source	J,	and	is	regarded	as	the
beginning	of	our	section.	The	main	reason	for	this	division	is	that	the	second	portion	of	the	sentence
contains	 the	 name	YHWH,	which	 is	 peculiar	 to	 J,	whereas	 the	 first	 comprises	 expressions	 that	 are
considered	to	be	typical	of	P,	namely:	 	’elle	tholedhoth	[literally,	‘These	are	the	generations’,
rendered	 here—This	 is	 the	 history];	 the	 phrase	 the	 heavens	 and	 the	 earth,	which	 has	 the	 identical
word-order	that	we	find	at	the	beginning	of	the	previous	section;	and	the	verb	 	bara’	[‘created’],
which	also	occurs	in	that	section	a	number	of	times.	Other	reasons	given	for	this	dichotomy	are	that
the	second	half	of	the	verse	seems	redundant	after	the	first,	and	that	the	changed	order	of	the	words
the	earth	and	the	heavens	and	the	use	of	the	verb	 	aśa	[‘made’]	instead	of
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	bara’	appear	to	point	to	a	different	origin	from	that	of	the	first	part	of	the	sentence.

This	analysis,	however,	creates	a	number	of	difficulties	in	respect	of	both	parts	of	the	verse.	The
first	half	does	not	connect	properly	with	the	continuation	of	P,	namely:	This	is	the	book	of	the	history	[

	toledhoth]	of	Adam	(v	1);	nor	does	it	link	up	well	with	the	preceding	text,	for	according	to	the
accepted	view	the	expression	 	’elle	tholedhoth	always	refers	to	what	follows,	not	to	what	was
stated	before.	Hence	 some	are	 of	 the	 opinion	 that	 originally	 the	 sentence	This	 is	 the	 history	 of	 the
heavens	and	the	earth	when	they	were	created	came	before	In	the	beginning	God	created	(i	1);	others
consider	that	it	was	added	by	the	editor	at	the	end	of	P’s	section,	couched	in	the	latter ’s	style,	in	order
to	connect	the	first	section	with	ours;	and	others,	again,	suggest	further	variations	of	these	views.

So	far	as	the	second	half	of	the	verse	is	concerned,	a	difficulty	arises	in	regard	to	its	syntactical
relation	to	the	succeeding	verses,	since	it	is	not	by	itself	a	complete	sentence.	To	solve	the	problem
various	 interpretations	 have	 been	 proposed,	 for	 instance:	 In	 the	 day	 that	 the	 Lord	 God	 made	 the
heavens	and	the	earth,	when	no	plant	of	the	field	was	yet	…	for	the	Lord	God	had	not	caused	it	to	rain
…	 and	 there	was	 no	man	…	 but	 a	mist	 went	 up	…	 then	 the	 Lord	God	 formed	man,	 etc.,	 and	 other
explanations	of	this	kind,	all	of	which	are	improbable	and	contrary—as	I	have	demonstrated	in	detail
in	 my	 above-mentioned	 work—to	 the	 spirit	 of	 the	 Hebrew	 tongue,	 as	 well	 as	 to	 eastern	 diction
generally	and	Biblical	 style	 in	particular.	Further	differentiation	of	 sources	 in	 the	 following	verses
has	also	been	suggested,	resulting,	as	I	have	shown	in	my	book,	in	a	syntactic	construction	that	defies
the	rules	of	Hebrew	grammar	and	composition.	We	are	thus	confronted	here	with	a	concatenation	of
difficulties	emanating	from	the	assumption	of	a	plurality	of	sources—a	veritable	tangle	of	problems
from	which,	once	caught,	one	can	never	extricate	oneself.

On	the	other	hand,	a	careful	and	unbiased	examination	of	the	verse	will	convince	us	that	not	only
is	 there	 no	 justification	 for	 resolving	 it	 into	 two	 separate	 parts	 but	 that,	 on	 the	 contrary,	 there	 are
definite	indications	that	it	is	a	unity,	and	also	that	the	first	half	belongs	to	the	story	of	the	garden	of
Eden.
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The	reasons	for	regarding	the	verse	as	composite	are	all	based	on	the	general	assumption	of	the
existence	of	different	 sources	distinguished	by	particular	 characteristics;	 for	any	one	not	accepting
this	postulate	a	priori	as	proven	and	unchallengeable	these	reasons	have	no	force.	Furthermore,	even
if	we	concede	for	a	moment	that	J	and	P	did	exist,	we	must	still	point	out:

(a)	 that	 the	 formula	 	 ’elle	 tholedhoth	 in	 a	 verse	 containing	 the	 name	 YHWH	 should
indicate	that	this	phrase	is	not	restricted	to	P;

(b)	that	the	fact	that	a	given	writer	once	uses	the	word-sequence	the	heavens	and	the	earth	does
not	 exclude	 the	 possibility	 that	 another	 writer	 may	 also	 employ	 this	 order	 of	 words,	 which	 is
assuredly	not	of	a	unique	character;	nor	does	it	imply	that	the	former	is	never	permitted	to	reverse	the
word-order	and	say,	the	earth	and	the	heavens;

(c)	that	in	the	preceding	section	we	find	not	only	the	verb	 	bara’	but	also	the	verb	 	aśa,	and
some	 expositors	 think	 that	 it	 is	 the	 latter	 verb	 that	 is	 characteristic	 of	 P’s	 account	 of	 creation	 (for
example,	Böhl	in	the	Kittel	Jubilee	Volume,	pp.	55–60;	see	also	Schwally	in	ARW,	ix,	pp.	159	f);

(d)	that	the	verb	 	bara’	occurs	also	in	connection	with	the	Tetragrammaton,	e.g.	vi	7:	So	 the
Lord	[YHWH]	said,	‘I	will	blot	out	man	whom	I	have	created	[ 	bara’thi]’	(it	is	true	that	those	who
hold	 that	 the	 verb	 	 bara’	 is	 characteristic	 of	 P	 omit	 the	 words	 whom	 I	 have	 created,	 which
contradict	their	contention,	as	a	later	addition,	and	adopt	a	similar	procedure	in	other	passages;	but	it
is	obvious	that	an	exegetic	method	that	forces	the	verses	to	fit	in	with	preconceived	theories	cannot	be
regarded	as	scientific	criticism);

(e)	 that	 even	 the	 expression	 	 ’elle	 tholedhoth,	 although	 it	 occurs	 in	 a	 number	 of
passages	that	are	attributed	to	P	on	other	grounds,	is	so	simple	that	its	use	cannot	possibly	be	held	to
be	forbidden	to	any	author	apart	from	P.

The	 structure	 of	 the	 verse	 follows	 the	 precise	 rules	 of	 sentence-building	 and	 parallelism	 that
normally	govern	exalted	prose	as	well	as	poetry.	It	is	composed	of	two	parallel	half-sentences,	each
of	which	consists	of	 two	parts	 arranged	 in	chiastic	order,	 that	 is,	 like	 the	Greek	chi	(x):	when	 they
were	created	corresponds	to	in	the
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day	that	the	Lord	God	made;	similarly,	the	phrase	 the	heavens	and	the	earth	 is	parallel	 to	 the	earth
and	the	heavens	in	the	second	half	of	the	verse—again	an	example	of	chiasmus.

Furthermore,	we	 have	 seen	 above	 (p.	75)	 that	 the	word	 	 behibbare’am	 [‘when	 they	were
created’]	 and	 likewise	 the	 parallel	 phrase	 	 beyom	 ‘ăśoth	 [‘in	 the	 day	 …	 made’]—which
resemble	the	expressions	in	the	passage	in	Ezekiel	dealing	with	the	garden	of	Eden,	 	beyom
hibbara’ăkha	[‘on	 the	day	that	you	were	created’]	(xxviii	13)	and	 	umiyyom	ribbara’ăkha
[‘from	 the	day	you	were	created’]	 (ibid.	15)—are	 rooted	 in	 the	 ancient	 poetic	 tradition	 concerning
Paradise.	Hence	the	word	 	behibbare’am	clearly	indicates	that	the	first	half	of	the	verse	belongs
to	the	section	of	the	garden	of	Eden.

As	 for	 the	 formula	 	 ’elle	 tholedhoth,	 although	 it	 refers	 in	 many	 instances	 to	 the
succeeding	 text,	 we	 may	 nevertheless	 not	 conclude	 therefrom	 that	 it	 cannot	 in	 any	 circumstances
relate	 to	 the	preceding	verses	 (cf.	Rashi	on	 this	verse:	 ‘these—the	 things	mentioned	above’).	 It	will
suffice	to	point	to	the	similar	expression	these	are	the	children	of	so-and-so,	which	alludes	sometimes
to	 what	 was	 stated	 earlier	 (e.g.	 xxxvi	 13,	 17,	 18)	 and	 sometimes	 to	 what	 comes	 after	 (v.	 19,	 for
example,	in	the	very	same	section).

Our	verse	 is,	 therefore,	an	organic	whole	and	belongs	entirely	 to	 the	section	of	 the	garden	of
Eden.	It	serves	to	connect	 the	narrative	of	 the	first	section	to	that	of	 the	second;	and	its	meaning	is:
These—the	events	described	 in	 the	previous	portion—constituted	 the	history	of	 the	heavens	and	 the
earth,	when	 they	were	 created,	 that	 is,	when	 the	Lord	God	made	 them;	 and	now	 I	 shall	 tell	 you	 in
detail	what	happened	at	the	conclusion	of	this	Divine	work	(see	above,	pp.	91–93).

In	the	day]	This	phrase	does	not	signify	specifically	a	day	of	twelve	or	of	twenty-four	hours,	just
as	the	idiom	 	bešaa	še-[literally,	‘in	the	hour	that’]	does	not	connote	an	hour	of	sixty	minutes;
the	meaning,	 in	each	case,	 is—‘at	 the	 time	when’.	Compare,	 for	 instance,	Num.	 iii	1:	 IN	THE	DAY
that	the	Lord	spoke	with	Moses	on	Mount	Sinai	(actually,	Moses	remained	on	Mount	Sinai	forty	days
and	forty	nights);	ibid.	vii	84:	This	was	the	dedication-offering	of	the	altar,	IN	THE	DAY	when	it	was
anointed,	at	the	hands	of	the	princes	of	Israel,	etc.	(the	offering	of	the
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sacrifices	of	the	princes	lasted	twelve	days);	 ii	Sam.	xxii	1=Psa.	xviii	1:	IN	THE	DAY	 that	 the	Lord
delivered	him	out	of	 the	hand	of	all	his	enemies,	etc.	 (obviously	 it	was	not	 in	one	day	 that	 the	Lord
delivered	David	from	all	his	enemies);	and	so	forth.

The	Lord	God]	On	the	use	of	these	names	in	this	section	see	above,	pp.	84ff.

FIRST	PARAGRAPH	
CREATION	OF	MAN

5.			Now	no	thorns	of	the	field	/	were	yet	in	the	earth
and	no	grain	of	the	field	/	had	yet	sprung	up,
for	the	Lord	God	had	not	caused	it	to	rain	/	upon	the	earth,
and	there	was	no	man	/	to	till	the	ground;

6.			but	the	waters	of	the	deep	went	up	from	the	earth	/	and	watered
					the	whole	face	of	the	ground.

7.			Then	the	Lord	God	formed	/	man	/	of	dust	from	the	ground,
and	breathed	into	his	nostrils	the	breath	of	life;	/	and	man
					became	a	living	being.

Following	my	usual	method,	I	have	arranged	the	text	in	such	a	form	as	to	make	its	structure	and
the	 parallelism	of	 the	 verses	 clear.	Three	 times	 consecutively	 (three	 for	 emphasis,	 as	 I	 have	 stated
earlier)	the	word’	 	ădhama	[’ground’]	occurs	at	 the	end	of	 the	second	hemistich	of	 its	 line.	We
also	observe	parallels	between	different	hemistichs,	(verse	5:	 	wekhol—wekhol	[literally,	 ‘and
all—and	all’;	rendered	here:	now	no—and	no]	 	— 	haśśadhe—haśśadhe	[‘the	field’];	 	—	

	 terem—terem	 [literally,	 ‘not	 yet’;	 rendered:	 (no)	…	 was	 yet—	 (no)	 had	 yet];	verse	 7:	 —
hayyim—hayya	 [‘life—living’]).	 Certain	 assonances	may	 also	 be	 noted	 ( 	 ’adham	 [‘man’],	
’ădhama,	 	’edh	[‘waters	of	the	deep’];	possibly	also	 	way-yippah—	 	be’appaw	[and	breathed
—into	his	nostrils’]).

5.	Now	no	thorns	[ 	śiah]	of	the	field	were	yet	[ 	terem]in	the	earth	and	no	grain	[ 	eśebh],
etc.]	The	narrative	begins	with	a	description	of	the	conditions	existing	prior	to	the	creation
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of	man.	There	was	no	 	śiah	of	the	field	yet,	and	the	 	eśebh	of	the	field	had	not	yet	sprung	up;	the
word	 	 terem	means:	 ‘not	 yet’.	 The	 verse	 is	 an	 independent	 sentence	 and	 is	 not,	 as	 many	 have
supposed,	subordinate	to	what	follows	(viz	‘BEFORE	there	were	any	thorns	of	the	field	etc.,	then	the
Lord	God	created	man’,	or	some	similar	construction).	If	the	sentence	were	joined	to	the	succeeding
verses,	not	 	terem	but	 	beterem—that	is,	the	conjunction	not	the	adverb—would	have	been	used
here,	as	 in	Psa.	xc	2:	BEFORE	( 	beterem)	 the	mountains	were	brought	 forth,	or	ever	Thou	hadst
formed	the	earth	and	the	world,	from	everlasting	to	everlasting	Thou	art	God	(the	difference	between	

	terem	and	 	beterem	I	have	discussed	at	length	in	my	Italian	work	cited	above,	pp.	121–122,	and
briefly	in	The	Documentary	Hypothesis,	English	translation,	p.	51;	cf.	Rashi	on	the	present	verse,	and
Rashi,	Ibn	Ezra	and	Nahmanides	on	Exod.	ix	30).

On	 the	 customary	 use	 of	 	 terem	 or	 	 beterem,	 in	 conformity	 with	 the	 general	 literary
tradition	of	the	ancient	East,	in	passages	referring	to	the	creation	of	the	world,	see	above,	p.	74,	§	3	of
the	Introduction.

What	is	meant	by	the	 	śiah	of	the	field	and	the	 	eśebh	of	the	field	mentioned	here?	Modern
commentators	 usually	 consider	 the	 terms	 to	 connote	 the	 vegetable	 kingdom	 as	 a	 whole;	 thence	 it
follows	that	our	section	contradicts	 the	preceding	chapter,	according	to	which	vegetation	came	into
being	on	the	third	day.	Dillmann,	for	example,	states	that	 	śiah	and	 	eśebh,	 the	most	 important
categories	of	the	vegetable	world,	represent	the	latter	in	its	entirety.	But	it	is	difficult	to	concur	in	the
view	 that	 	 śiah	 and	 	 eśebh	 are	 the	 most	 important	 plants	 and	 worthy	 to	 be	 mentioned	 as
representative	of	all	vegetation.	Others,	like	Proksch,	suggest	the	opposite	interpretation,	namely,	that
even	the	 	śiah	of	the	field	and	the	 	eśebh	of	the	field	were	lacking—a	fortiori	the	other	species.
But	 there	 is	nothing	 in	 the	 text	corresponding	 to	 the	all-important	word	even.	All	 interpretations	of
this	kind	introduce	something	into	the	text	that	is	not	there,	in	order	to	create	the	inconsistency.	When
the	 verse	 declares	 that	 these	 species	 were	 missing,	 the	 meaning	 is	 simply	 that	 these	 kinds	 were
wanting,	but	no	others.	If	we	wish	to	understand	the	significance	of	the	 	śiah	of	the	field	and	the	
eśebh	of	the	field	in	the	context	of	our	narrative
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we	must	take	a	glance	at	the	end	of	the	story.	It	is	stated	there,	in	the	words	addressed	by	the	Lord	God
to	Adam	after	he	had	sinned:	THORNS	AND	THISTLES	it	shall	bring	forth	to	you;	and	you	shall	eat
the	 	eśebh	of	the	field	(iii	18).	The	words	 	eśebh	of	the	field	are	identical	with	the	expression	in
our	 verse;	 whilst	 thorns	 and	 thistles,	which	 are	 synonymous	 with	 the	 	 śiah	 of	 the	 field,	 are	 a
particularization	of	the	general	concept	conveyed	by	the	latter	(cf.	one	of	the	 	śihim,	in	Gen.	xxi
15).	 These	 species	 did	 not	 exist,	 or	 were	 not	 found	 in	 the	 form	 known	 to	 us,	 until	 after	 Adam’s
transgression,	and	 it	was	 in	consequence	of	his	 fall	 that	 they	came	 into	 the	world	or	 received	 their
present	form.	Man,	who	was	no	longer	able	to	enjoy	the	fruits	of	the	garden	of	Eden,	was	compelled
to	till	the	ground	(iii	23—the	same	phrase	as	in	our	verse	here)	in	order	to	eat	bread;	and	the	clause
quoted	 above,	 and	 you	 shall	 eat	 the	 	 eśebh	 of	 the	 field	 (iii	 18),	 corresponds	 to	 the	 words
immediately	following:	In	the	sweat	of	your	face	YOU	SHALL	EAT	BREAD	(iii	19).	Thus	the	term	

	eśebh	of	the	field	comprises	wheat	and	barley	and	the	other	kinds	of	grain	from	which	bread	 is
made;	and	it	is	obvious	that	fields	of	wheat	and	barley	and	the	like	did	not	exist	in	the	world	until	man
began	to	till	the	ground.	In	the	areas,	however,	that	were	not	tilled,	the	earth	brought	forth	of	its	own
accord,	 as	 a	punishment	 to	man,	 thorns	and	 thistles—that	 	 śiah	of	 the	 field	 that	we	 see	 growing
profusely	 to	 this	 day	 in	 the	 Land	 of	 Israel	 after	 the	 rains.	 How	 the	 rain	 was	 related	 to	 man’s
punishment	and	how	the	ground	was	irrigated	by	the	waters	of	the	deep	before	he	sinned,	we	shall	see
immediately	below.	Here	we	must	point	out	that	the	two	reasons	given	in	our	verse	[for	the	absence	of
thorns	and	grain]	follow	the	same	order	as	the	two	preceding	clauses	that	 they	come	to	explain:	no
thorns	of	 the	 field	were	yet	 in	 the	 earth,	 because	 the	Lord	God	had	not	 caused	 it	 to	 rain	upon	 the
earth,	and	the	grain	of	the	field	had	not	yet	sprung	up,	because	there	was	no	man	to	till	the	ground.

Now	we	are	able	to	understand	why	the	Torah	emphasized	in	the	previous	section	the	seed	and
the	yielding	of	 seed	 in	 connection	with	 the	plants.	The	purpose	was	 to	 remove	 the	discrepancy	 that
might	have	been	felt	to	exist	between	the	account	of	creation	given	by	the	ancient	poetic	tradition	and
the	story	of	the	garden	of	Eden
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as	 recorded	by	 the	 same	 tradition.	To	 this	 end	Scripture	 stressed	again	and	again	 that	 the	world	of
vegetation,	as	 it	was	formed	on	 the	 third	day,	was	composed	of	 those	 trees	and	herbs	 that	naturally
reproduce	 themselves	 by	 seed	alone.	 Those	 plants	 that	 needed	 something	 else,	 in	 addition	 to	 seed,
were	excluded:	 to	 this	category	belonged,	on	 the	one	hand,	all	species	of	corn,	which,	even	 though
isolated	specimens	might	have	existed	here	and	there	from	the	very	beginning,	were	not	found	in	the
form	of	fields	of	grain	until	man	began	to	till	the	ground;	and	on	the	other	hand,	thorns	and	thistles,
or	 	śiah	of	the	field,	whose	seeds	are	unable	to	propagate	and	grow	fresh	plants	until	it	rains.	After
man’s	fall	and	expulsion	from	the	garden	of	Eden,	when	he	was	compelled	to	till	the	ground	and	the
rains	began	to	come	down,	there	spread	through	the	earth	thorns	and	thistles	and	fields	of	wheat—the	

	śiah	of	the	field	and	the	 	eśebh	of	the	field.

6.	But	the	waters	of	the	deep	[ 	‘edh]	went	up	from	the	earth,	etc.]	The	commentators	have	found	the
interpretation	of	this	verse	most	difficult,	particularly	on	account	of	the	word	 	’edh,	whose	meaning
is	uncertain;	nor	does	the	expression	in	Job	xxxvi	27—which	(they)	distil	(in)	rain	from	His	 	’edh—
give	 us	 any	 assistance,	 since	 it	 is	 equally	 obscure.	 According	 to	 the	 usual	 rendering	 of	 the	word,
vapour,	the	reference	is	to	the	water	that	vaporizes	in	the	air	and	forms	clouds	(cf.	Targum	Onkelos,
Targum	Jonathan	ad	loc.,	B.	Ta’anith	9b,	Bereshith	Rabba	xiii	9,	and	parallel	passages;	see	also	the
medieval	commentaries).	But	there	is	the	objection	that	it	is	not	from	the	earth	but	from	the	water	that
vapour	rises;	furthermore,	vapour	waters	the	ground	(in	our	verse:	and	watered	the	whole	face	of	the
ground)	 only	 through	 rain,	 but	 in	 the	 preceding	 verse	 we	 are	 told	 that	 the	 Lord	 God	 had	 NOT
CAUSED	IT	TO	RAIN	upon	the	earth.

Other	expositors	(Rabbi	Saadia	Gaon	and	also	some	moderns)	hold	that	the	negative	at	the	end
of	the	previous	sentence	applies	also	to	our	verse,	viz,	and	 	’edh	did	not	go	up	from	the	earth;	but
this	is	a	very	forced	explanation.

In	the	Septuagint,	the	Vulgate	and	the	Peshitta,	the	word	 	’edh	is	translated	spring	(similarly	in
Aquila:	fountain),	that	is,	water	gushing	up	from	the	ground	(cf.	Num.	xxi	17:	SPRING	UP,	O	well!—
Sing	to	it!).	On	the	whole	this	rendering	is	acceptable,
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but	 it	 is	 hard	 to	 imagine	 that	 Scripture	 refers	 to	 only	 one	 spring,	 since	 it	 says:	 and	 watered	 the
WHOLE	FACE	OF	THE	GROUND.

The	best	explanation	is	the	one	based	on	the	Mesopotamian	name	Id,	which	is	the	designation	of
the	 guardian	 deity	 of	 the	 waters	 of	 the	 deep	 (see	 Albright,	 JBL,	 lviii	 [1939],	 pp.	 102–103).
Accordingly	the	word	 	 ’edh	refers	here	 to	 the	waters	of	 the	deep	generally	and	 to	all	 the	springs
issuing	therefrom.	This	accords	with	the	statement	below	(v.	10):	A	river	flowed	out	of	Eden	to	water
the	garden,	that	is,	the	garden	was	watered	by	a	river	emanating	from	a	spring,	and	not	by	rain.	It	is
also	 in	keeping	with	 the	general	 tenor	of	 the	section:	at	 first	 the	ground	did	not	absorb	water	 from
above	(Bereshith	Rabba	 xiii	 9–10,	Theodor ’s	 edition,	 pp.	 118–119,	 and	 parallel	 passages),	 in	 other
words,	 its	 fructification	was	not	dependent	on	 rain,	which	 sometimes	comes	down	 in	due	 time	and
sometimes	is	withheld,	but	it	drew	water	from	below,	that	is,	it	was	constantly	irrigated	by	the	waters
of	 the	 deep.	 This	 blissful	 state	 of	 affairs	 prevailing	 in	 the	 garden	 of	 Eden	 and	 the	 similar
circumstances	obtaining	in	Egypt	served	as	classic	examples	of	a	land	blessed	with	fertility:	like	 the
garden	 of	 the	 Lord,	 like	 the	 land	 of	 Egypt	 (xiii	 10).	 Man	 would	 have	 continued	 to	 enjoy	 these
conditions	 had	 he	 remained	 free	 from	 sin,	 but	 when	 he	 transgressed	 the	 Lord	 punished	 him	 by
decreeing	that	the	soil	should	obtain	its	moisture	from	above,	so	that	He	might	requite	man	according
to	his	deeds,	giving	him	rain	in	its	season	if	he	was	worthy	and	withholding	it	if	he	was	unworthy.

7.	The	Lord	God	 formed	man]	Regarding	 the	 duplication	 of	 the	 story	 of	man’s	 creation,	which	 has
already	been	narrated	in	the	previous	sections,	see	above,	pp.	90ff.,	end	of	§	8.	The	explanation,	given
by	some	commentators,	of	 	wayyiser	as	a	pluperfect	 (Now	the	Lord	God	had	already	 formed)	 is
simply	an	unsuccessful	attempt	at	harmonization.

Of	 dust	 from	 the	 ground]	We	 have	 seen	 above	 (pp.	 82f.)	 that,	 according	 to	 the	 notions	 of	 the
peoples	of	the	ancient	East,	among	the	materials	used	by	the	gods	for	the	creation	of	man	the	clay	of
the	 earth	 ( 	 tit	 [BDB:	 ‘mud,	 mire,	 clay’],	 or	 	 homer	 [B.D.B:	 ‘cement,	 mortar,	 clay’]	 in	 the
restricted	sense	of	the	term)	occupies	an	important	place.	In	the	poetic	and	prophetic	literature	of	the
Bible	there	are	also	allusions	to	a	tradition	according	to
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which	God	formed	mankind	specifically	from	clay	( 	homer).

We	read,	for	example,	in	Job	xxxiii	6:	I	too	was	formed	[ 	qorasti,	literally,	 ‘nipped	off].the
verb	 qaras 	 is	 used	 in	 this	 sense	 also	 in	Akkadian:	 in	 the	Gilgameš	 Epic	 (the	Assyrian	 version,
Tablet	I,	ii,	lines	34–35)	we	are	told	that	the	goddess	Aruru	‘washed	her	hands,	nipped	off	CLAY	[titu],
cast	it	upon	the	ground,	the	hero	Enkidu	she	built’.	We	further	find	in	Scripture:	 those	who	dwell	in
HOUSES	OF	CLAY	(Job	iv	19),	 that	is,	human	beings;	Thou	hast	made	me	of	[literally,	 ‘as’]	CLAY
(ibid,	x	9);	shall	the	POTTER	be	regarded	as	the	clay	(Isa.	xxix	16);	Woe	to	him	who	strives	with	his
MAKER!	a	potsherd	among	the	potsherds	of	the	earth!	Shall	the	CLAY	say	to	HIM	WHO	FASHIONS
it,	‘What	are	you	making’?	(ibid,	xlv	9);	we	are	THE	CLAY,	and	Thou	art	OUR	POTTER;	we	are	all
THE	WORK	OF	 THY	HAND	 (ibid.	 lxiv	 8	 [Heb.,7]).	 Compare	 also	 the	 section	 in	 Jer.	 xviii	 1–14,
which	 is	 entirely	 based	 on	 the	 aforementioned	 tradition,	 and	 other	 verses	 such	 as:	 THY	 HANDS
HAVE	MADE	AND	FASHIONED	ME	(Psa.	cxix	73),	or	THY	HANDS	FASHIONED	ME	AND	MADE
ME	(Job	x	8),	and	phrases	like	THE	WORK	OF	THY	HANDS,	and	so	forth.	The	prophets	and	poets,
following	 their	 usual	 practice,	 did	 not	 refrain	 from	 accepting	 in	 their	 original	 form	 expressions
derived	from	the	storehouse	of	the	ancient	tradition	and	using	them	as	poetic	figures	of	speech;	but
the	Torah,	according	to	its	wont,	is	more	cautious.	The	latter	declares	only	that	the	Lord	God	formed
man	 of	 the	dust	 from	 the	 ground,	 but	 it	 does	 not	 describe	 the	 details	 of	 the	 creation,	 nor	 does	 it
mention	the	hands	of	the	Lord	God,	and	in	place	of	the	word	clay,	which	is	connected	with	the	idea	of
the	potter ’s	work	on	his	wheel,	it	prefers	the	synonym	dust	[ 	aphar]	(this	word	is	frequently	found
parallel	to	clay	in	Job:	iv	19;	x	9	[an	expression	borrowed	from	Gen.	iii	19];	xxvii	16;	xxx	19;	so,	too,
ashes	[ 	epher]	occurs	as	a	parallel	to	clay,	ibid.	xiii	12).	The	Torah	did	not	dispense	with	the	detail
dust	from	the	ground,	since	it	intended	making	use	of	the	fact	in	the	continuation	of	the	section	for	its
didactic	 purpose	 (iii	 19:	 till	you	 return	 to	 the	GROUND,	 for	 out	 of	 it	 you	were	 taken;	 for	 you	 are
DUST	and	to	DUST	you	shall	return;	and	ibid.	v.	23:	THE	GROUND	from	which	he	was	taken).

It	has	been	suggested	that	the	word	dust	here	is	a	later	addition,
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but	 this	view	is	 incorrect,	as	 is	clearly	shown	by	 the	parallels	 in	 the	continuation	of	 the	section	(iii
19),	and	in	the	verses	quoted	from	the	Book	of	Job.	Syntactically,	dust	is	 the	accusative	of	material
(cf.	all	 its	 utensils	 he	 made	 of	BRONZE	—Exod.	 xxxviii	 3);	 the	 addition	 of	 from	 the	GROUND
indicates	the	source	whence	the	dust	was	taken.

And	breathed	into	his	nostrils	the	breath	of	life,	etc.]	After	fashioning	the	inanimate	figure,	God
enabled	it	to	breathe	the	air—a	clear	indication	of	life—and	thereby	the	lifeless	body	became	a	living
soul,	a	living	being.	Apparently,	this	is	also	a	traditional	concept.	Berossus	the	Babylonian	relates	that
human	beings	and	animals	capable	of	breathing	air	were	formed	of	divine	blood	mixed	with	the	clay
of	 the	 ground;	 and	 the	Egyptians,	 according	 to	 their	 custom,	 used	 to	 depict	 the	 god	Khnum	 sitting
before	the	potter ’s	wheel	and	making	human	beings,	and	next	to	him	his	consort	Heket	putting	to	the
noses	 of	 the	 created	 people	 the	 sign	 of	 life	 (‘nh).	 In	 Isa.	 xlii	 5	 it	 is	written	 in	 connection	with	 the
creation	of	the	world:	who	gives	BREATH	to	the	people	upon	it	(upon	the	earth);	and	in	Job	xxxiii	4:
The	spirit	of	God	HAS	MADE	ME,	and	the	BREATH	of	the	Almighty	GIVES	ME	LIFE.

SECOND	PARAGRAPH
THE	PLANTING	OF	THE	GARDEN

OF	EDEN
8.			And	the	Lord	God	planted	/	a	garden	in	Eden,	in	the	east;
and	there	He	put	/	the	man	whom	He	had	formed.

9.			And	the	Lord	God	made	to	grow	/	out	of	the	ground
every	tree	that	is	pleasant	to	the	sight	/	and	good	for	food,
the	tree	of	life	also	in	the	midst	of	the	garden	/	and	the	tree
					of	the	knowledge	of	good	and	evil.

10.	A	river	flowed	out	of	Eden	/	to	water	the	garden,
and	from	there	it	divided	/	and	became	four	branch-streams.

11.	The	name	of	the	first	is	Pishon	/	it	is	the	one	which	flows
					around
the	whole	land	of	Havilah	/	where	there	is	gold;
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12.	and	the	gold	of	that	land	/	is	good;
bdellium	is	there	/	and	the	šoham	stone.

13.	The	name	of	the	second	river	/	is	Gihon;
it	[ 	ho’]	is	the	one	which	flows	around	/	the	whole	land
					of	Cush.
And	the	name	of	the	third	river	/	is	Hiddekel
which	[ 	hu’]	flows	/	east	of	Ašur.
And	the	fourth	river	/	is	[ 	hu’]	the	Euphrates.

In	 this	 paragraph,	 too,	 it	 may	 be	 noted	 that	 a	 number	 of	 words	 occur	 thrice	 for	 the	 sake	 of
emphasis	or	parallelism	(garden,	tree,	name,	river,	and,	at	the	end	of	the	paragraph,	 	hu’).8.	And	…
planted]	 This	 is	 not	 to	 be	 explained,	 with	 the	 harmonizers,	 as	 signifying:	 and	 He	 had	 already
previously	planted.	The	meaning	is	that	immediately	after	fashioning	man	the	Lord	God	planted	the
garden.

Garden]	On	 the	 subject	 of	 the	 garden	 and	 the	 traditions	 connected	 therewith,	 see	my	 remarks
above,	in	the	introduction	to	this	section,	§	2–3.

In	Eden]—in	the	place	called	Eden.	The	suggested	explanations	of	the	name	that	connect	it	either
with	 the	 Sumero-Akkadian	 word	 edinu	 (‘steppe-land,	 wilderness’)	 or	 with	 the	 expression	 	

	ha’okhelim	lema	ădhannim	[‘those	who	feasted	on	dainties’]	(Lam.	iv	5),	are	unacceptable:	the
first,	 because	 it	 does	 not	 fit	 the	 context;	 the	 second,	 because	 the	 stem	 	 adhan	 in	 question
corresponds	to	the	Arabic	 	ghadana	spelt	with	a	ghayin	 	whereas	in	Ugaritic	we	find	the	stem	dn,
with	 an	 ordinary	 ayin,	whose	 signification	 is	 well-suited	 to	 our	 theme.	 In	 the	 Epic	 of	 Baal,	 for
example,	it	is	stated	(Tablet	II	AB,	V,	lines	68–69):	wn	’p	dn	mtrh	bl	ydn	dn	[to	be	rendered	according
to	some	authorities:	‘and	now	also	the	moisture	of	his	rain/Baal	shall	surely	make	moist’;	y’dn	‘dn
are	derived	from	the	root	dn]	in	connection	with	the	watering	of	the	ground.	In	this	connotation	it	is
possible	to	find	the	root	 	adhan	also	in	Hebrew:	and	Thou	givest	them	to	drink	from	the	river	of	Thy
watering	 [ 	 ’adhanekha;	E.	V	 thy	deligths]	 (Psa.	xxxvi	9):	and	 in	 rabbinic	 language:	 ’rain	water,
saturates	fertilizes	and	refreshes	 	me’dden	(B.	Kethuboth	10	b);	‘Just	as	the	showers	come	down
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upon	the	herbs	and	refresh	[ 	meaddenin]	them’,	etc.	(Sifré	Deut.	32:	2).	The	etymological	meaning
of	 the	 name	Eden	will,	 accordingly,	 be:	a	place	 that	 is	well	watered	 throughout;	and	 thus	we	 read
further	on:	that	it	was	well	watered	everywhere	like	the	garden	of	the	Lord	(xiii	10).	Compare	also	my
notes	to	verses	6	and	10.

Regarding	the	attempts	to	identify	the	site	of	the	garden	of	Eden	with	an	existing	geographical
place,	see	below,	on	vv.	11–14,	pp.	115ff.

In	the	east]—on	the	eastern	side,	that	is,	east	of	the	land	of	Israel.	A	parallel	to	this	phrase,	but
with	the	order	of	the	words	changed,	is	provided	by	the	expression,	at	the	east	of	the	garden	of	Eden,
which	occurs	at	the	end	of	the	section	(iii	24).

And	there	He	put	the	man	whom	He	had	formed]	See	the	Introduction,	§	3.	p.	76.

9.	 And	 the	 Lord	 God	 made	 to	 grow,	 etc.]	 After	 the	 general	 statement,	 AND	 THE	 LORD	 GOD
PLANTED	 A	 GARDEN	 IN	 EDEN	 IN	 THE	 EAST	 (v.	 8),	 there	 now	 follows	 a	 detailed	 account,
describing	how	God	planted	the	garden.	The	object	of	 this	verse	 is	not	 to	 inform	us	of	 the	original
creation	 of	 the	 different	 kinds	of	 trees,	 but	 to	 tell	 us	 of	 the	 growth	 of	 those	 trees	 that	were	 in	 the
garden.	 Hence	 there	 is	 no	 contradiction	 between	 this	 verse	 and	 i	 12.	 The	 species	 were	 already	 in
existence—in	 other	 places—but	 now,	 in	 order	 to	 form	 the	 garden,	 the	 Lord	God	 caused	 to	 grow,
from	 the	 ground	 that	 He	 had	 chosen,	 particularly	 beautiful	 examples	 of	 these	 varieties,	 just	 as	 a
human	 gardener,	 when	 he	 makes	 a	 garden	 in	 a	 given	 place,	 grows	 from	 its	 soil,	 by	 planting	 or
sowing,	new	trees	and	vegetation	of	the	kinds	already	in	existence,	but	he	does	not	create	new	genera.
Proof	that	our	text	does	not	speak	of	the	creation	of	plant-life	as	a	whole	but	only	of	the	making	of	the
garden	of	Eden,	is	to	be	found	in	two	facts:

(a)	only	 the	 trees	appropriate	 to,	and	found	 in,	 the	garden	are	mentioned	here,	and	 there	 is	no
reference	whatsoever	to	the	rest	of	the	flora,	or	to	a	single	tree	or	plant	in	any	other	part	of	the	world;

(b)	the	expressions	pleasant	to	the	sight	and	good	for	food	belong,	as	we	have	seen	above	(p.	74)
from	the	parallel	passages	in	the	Gilgameš	Epic,	to	the	general	eastern	tradition	concerning	the	trees
of	the	gardens	of	the	gods.
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According	 to	our	 interpretation,	verses	8	 and	9	neither	duplicate	nor	 contradict	 each	other,	 as
Humbert	 thought	 (see	 above,	 p.	 93):	 there	 is	 no	 duplication,	 because	 v.	 9,	 as	 stated,	 is	 a	 detailed
amplification	of	 the	 preceding	general	 statement	about	 the	 planting	 of	 the	 garden;	 and	 there	 is	 no
contradiction,	because	not	the	whole	earth	is	referred	to	here,	but	only	that	region	in	which	the	Lord
God	 chose	 to	 make	 the	 garden.	 Humbert,	 it	 is	 true,	 makes	 the	 point	 that	 if	 the	 reference	 was
specifically	to	the	site	of	the	garden,	the	text	should	have	read	out	of	ITS	ground	and	not	out	of	THE
GROUND;	but	 this	 is	 incorrect,	 for	 before	 the	 trees	 had	 grown	 the	 garden	 was	 non-existent,	 and
hence	that	ground	was	not	the	ground	of	the	garden.

The	tree	of	life	also]	Further	on	(iii	22)	it	is	written:	and	now,	lest	he	put	forth	his	hand	and	take
also	of	the	tree	of	life,	and	eat,	and	live	for	ever.	This	indicates	that	the	reference	is	to	a	miraculous
tree,	which	endows	man,	when	he	eats	of	its	fruit,	with	eternal	life.	The	Torah	mentions	this	tree	with
the	definite	article,	as	something	well	known	to	the	reader.	Apparently,	the	concept	was	widely	current
among	the	Israelites,	as	may	be	deduced	also	from	the	fact	that	the	expression	tree	of	life	serves	as	a
common	simile	 for	 things	from	which	 the	power	of	 life	 flows	(Prov.	 iii	18:	She	 is	a	 tree	of	 life	 to
those	who	lay	hold	of	her;	 ibid.	xi	30:	The	fruit	of	 the	righteous	 is	a	 tree	of	 life;	 ibid.	xiii	12:	but	a
desire	fulfilled	is	a	tree	of	life;	ibid.	xv	4:	A	gentle	tongue	is	a	tree	of	life).	On	the	parallels	to	be	found
among	 the	 other	 Semitic	 peoples,	 see	 Vriezen,	 op.	 cit.,	 pp.	 51–56,	 79–84,	 121,	 236,	 237,	 and	 the
subsequent	publications	on	sacred	trees,	which	I	have	cited	above,	in	the	Introduction,	§	11.	Vriezen,
who	is	very	cautious	in	his	conclusions,	arrives	at	the	view	that	an	actual	tree	of	life	has	not	yet	been
discovered	 among	 these	 nations,	 although	 many	 pictorial	 designs	 have	 been	 interpreted	 as
representations	 of	 this	 tree,	 and	 there	 did	 exist	 among	 them	very	 similar	 notions,	 for	 instance,	 the
plant	of	 life	 (in	Akkadian,	šammu	balati),	which	 is	 found	 in	many	 texts,	 and	 the	 plant	 called	 in	 the
Gilgameš	Epos,	‘in	his	hoary	age	man	shall	become	young	again’.	Vriezen	may	be	considered	over-
cautious.	The	argument	‘I	have	not	seen’	is	no	proof,	and	the	fact	that	the	idea	of	the	tree	of	life	was
wide-spread	among	the	Israelites	and	is	alluded	to	frequently	in	the	Book	of	Proverbs,
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which	 belongs	 to	 the	 international	 type	 of	 Wisdom	 Literature,	 inclines	 one	 to	 the	 belief	 that	 this
concept	was	also	international.	In	the	final	analysis,	there	is	no	great	difference	between	a	plant	of	life
and	 a	 tree	 of	 life.	 It	 should	 also	 be	 noted	 that	 in	 post-Biblical	 Hebrew	 the	 expression	 	 sam
hayyim	 [‘medicine	 of	 life’]—likewise	 in	 Aramaic	 	 samma’	 dehayye—,	 which	 corresponds
exactly	to	the	Akkadian	šammu	balati	(perhaps	 it	would	be	preferable	at	 times	 to	 translate	 this	 term
medicine	of	life’	rather	than	plant	of	life’),	is	used	as	a	familiar	simile	in	the	very	sense	in	which	tree
of	life	occurs	in	the	Bible;	thus	a	certain	relationship	between	the	two	concepts	is	indicated.	See,	for
example,	B.	Yoma	72	b:	‘Rabbi	Joshua	the	son	of	Levi	said:	What	is	the	meaning	of	the	verse	[Deut.	iv
44]:	This	is	the	law	which	Moses	set	[before	the	children	of	Israel]?—If	a	man	is	worthy	it	proves	a
medicine	of	life	for	him;	 if	he	 is	not	worthy,	 it	becomes	a	deadly	poison.	This	accords	with	Raba’s
statement:	For	one	who	 is	skilled	 therein	 [in	 the	Torah]	 it	 is	a	medicine	of	 life;	for	 one	who	 is	 not
skilled	it	is	a	deadly	poison’.	In	B.	Qiddushin	30	b:	‘The	Torah	is	compared	to	a	medicine	of	life’;	and
similar	dicta.

Be	this	as	it	may,	the	Torah	makes	only	brief	mention	of	the	tree	of	life	and	declares,	in	the	end,
that	the	Lord	God	set	the	cherubim	to	guard	the	way	to	the	tree	of	life	(iii	24),	as	though	to	tell	us	that
now	 there	 is	no	connection	between	 the	 tree	and	our	world,	and	we	need	pay	no	 further	heed	 to	 it.
Incidentally,	this	recapitulation	at	the	close	of	the	section	is	interesting	also	from	the	aspect	of	style,
like	 the	one	we	noted	earlier	 in	 the	same	verse:	at	 the	east	of	 the	garden	of	Eden.	Indeed,	 there	are
many	echoes	from	the	opening	of	the	narrative	audible	in	the	conclusion.

On	 the	 connection	 between	 the	 tree	 of	 life	 and	 the	 central	 theme	 of	 our	 story,	 see	 below,	 the
exposition	of	v.	17.

In	the	midst	of	the	garden]	Two	interpretations	are	possible:

(a)	in	the	garden	generally;	compare,	in	the	midst	of	the	trees	of	the	garden	(iii	8),	which	means:
among	the	trees	of	the	garden;

(b)	in	the	middle	of	the	garden.

Against	the	first	explanation	it	may	be	urged	that	all	the	trees	were	in	the	garden;	furthermore,	in
regard	to	the	tree	of	knowledge	the	phrase,	in	the	midst	of	the	garden	(below,	iii	3),	serves	to	define
the	position	of	the	tree.	An	objection	to	the	second	explanation
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is	the	fact	that	both	these	trees	are	said	to	be	in	the	midst	of	the	garden,	and	it	is	impossible	for	both	of
them	 to	 occupy	 exactly	 the	 same	 spot.	 But	 there	 is	 no	 need	 to	 understand	 the	 expression	 with
mathematical	 exactitude;	 the	 second	 interpretation,	which	 is	 that	 of	 Targum	Onkelos	 and	Rashi,	 is
therefore	to	be	preferred.

And	the	tree	of	the	knowledge	of	good	and	evil]	The	meaning	is:	likewise	there,	in	the	midst	of	the
garden,	was	 the	 tree	 of	 the	 knowledge	 of	 good	 and	 evil.	 The	word-order	 has	 been	 dictated	 by	 the
rhythmic	requirements	of	the	verse;	it	would	have	been	unthinkable	to	write:	also	the	tree	of	life	and
the	tree	of	the	knowledge	of	good	and	evil	in	the	midst	of	the	garden!

Numerous	 interpretations	 of	 the	 tree	 of	 knowledge	 have	 been	 suggested.	 Almost	 all	 the
commentators	are	agreed	that	it	is	an	allegory,	but	when	they	come	to	elucidate	its	significance	their
views	are	divided.	Many	are	of	the	opinion	that	the	moral	has	a	bearing	on	sexual	life	(the	Catholics
interpret	 it	 thus;	so,	 too,	Ibn	Ezra	and	a	great	number	of	moderns,	 like	Gunkel,	and	in	recent	years
Dornseiff	 and	 Gordis	 in	 their	 previously	 mentioned	 articles).	 But	 this	 explanation	 is,	 from	 many
viewpoints,	open	to	objection,	especially	since	the	woman	had	not	yet	been	created	at	the	time	when
the	prohibition	[not	to	eat	of	the	fruit]	was	imposed	upon	the	man;	and	also	because,	as	Nahmanides
has	 noted,	 the	 knowledge	 of	 good	 and	 evil	 is	 later	 on	 (iii	 5,	 22)	 attributed	 to	 God.	 Others,	 like
Dillmann,	think	that	the	reference	is	to	the	distinction	between	good	and	evil	in	the	ethical	sense.	But
this	 interpretation	 is	 even	more	difficult	 of	 acceptance,	 for	 it	would	 assuredly	have	been	wrong	 to
forbid	man	to	distinguish	between	the	two,	and	all	Dillmann’s	casuistical	attempts	to	clarify	the	matter
(pp.	45–46,	64)	are	unconvincing.	According	to	others	again,	 like	Wellhausen,	 the	allusion	is	 to	 the
knowledge	of	what	is	beneficial	and	injurious,	that	is,	of	mundane	matters,	which,	according	to	their
nature,	bring	benefit	or	harm	to	man,	and	of	the	possibility	of	using	them	for	the	advancement	of	the
practical	civilisation	of	mankind.	This	explanation	is	also	open	to	criticism,	because,	as	Dillmann	(p.
65)	 has	 pointed	 out,	 the	 significance	 of	 this	 knowledge	 when	 attributed	 to	 God	 would	 be
incomprehensible.	 Numerous	 other	 suggestions,	 too,	 have	 been	 put	 forward,	 each	 commentator
reading	into	the
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verses	before	us	some	of	his	own	 thoughts	and	musings.	But	 there	 is	no	need	 to	detail	here	all	 the
different	views	that	have	been	advanced	(see	the	lengthy	discussion	in	Humbert,	op.	cit.,	pp.	82–116).
If	 we	 wish	 to	 understand	 the	 allegory	 employed	 by	 the	 Torah	 here,	 although,	 unlike	 the	 Biblical
prophets	and	poets,	it	does	not,	as	a	rule,	make	use	of	allegorical	devices	to	any	great	extent,	we	must
set	aside	preconceived	ideas	and	endeavour	to	arrive	at	 the	meaning	by	examining	 the	words	of	 the
text	themselves,	and	comparing	them	with	other	Biblical	passages	that	can	help	us	to	understand	the
expressions	involved.	So	far	as	the	subject-matter	is	concerned,	we	can	receive	no	aid	from	parallels,
because	 as	 far	 as	 is	 known	 today,	 there	 is	 no	 analogue	 to	 this	 tree	 to	 be	 found	 either	 among	 the
Israelites	or	among	the	neighbouring	peoples.

Let	us	first	consider	what	happened	to	the	man	and	his	wife	after	they	had	eaten	of	the	fruit	of	the
tree.	It	is	written	(iii	7),	and	they	knew	that	they	were	naked:	this	was	the	first	knowledge	that	they	had
gained	as	a	result	of	eating	of	the	tree	of	knowledge.	The	verse	does	not	say	that	they	knew	that	it	was
not	 good	 to	 stand	 naked,	 or	words	 to	 that	 effect,	 but	 simply	 that	 they	 knew	 the	 fact	 that	 they	were
naked;	that	means	to	say	that	previously	they	were	not	conscious	of	this	fact	(cf.	also	iii	11:	Who	told
you	 that	 you	were	naked?	Have	you	eaten	of	 the	 tree	of	which	 I	 commanded	you	not	 to	 eat?).	This
interpretation	fits	the	name	of	the	tree	precisely:	the	tree	of	the	knowledge	of	GOOD	AND	EVIL.	This
is	 not	 an	 expression	 implying	 any	 discrimination	between	 good	 and	 evil,	 such	 as	we	 find	 in	 other
verses,	e.g.,	ii	Sam.	xix	35	[Hebrew,36]:	I	am	this	day	eighty	years	old;	CAN	I	DISCERN	WHAT	IS
GOOD	 [i.e.,	 pleasant]	 AND	 WHAT	 IS	 NOT?;	 or	 Isa.	 vii	 15–16:	 WHEN	 HE	 KNOWS	 HOW	 TO
REJECT	THE	BAD	AND	CHOOSE	THE	GOOD	…	before	 the	 child	KNOWS	HOW	TO	REJECT
THE	BAD	AND	CHOOSE	THE	GOOD.	Hence	there	is	no	suggestion	here	of	discernment,	judgment
or	 choice	 between	good	 and	 evil,	 but	 of	 the	 objective	 awareness	 of	 all	 things,	 both	 good	 and	bad.
Before	they	ate	of	the	tree	of	knowledge,	the	man	and	his	wife	were	like	small	children,	who	know
nought	of	what	exists	around	them;	and	it	is	precisely	in	connection	with	small	children	that	we	find	a
similar	expression	in	Deut.	i	39:	and	your	children,	who	this	day	HAVE	NO	KNOWLEDGE
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OF	GOOD	OR	EVIL,	that	is,	they	know	nothing	(only	after	the	objective	knowledge	of	things	good
and	bad	does	the	ability	of	the	child	develop	to	reject	the	bad	and	choose	the	good).

We	find	further	corroboration	of	 this	 interpretation	in	the	continuation	of	 the	passage;	 thus	we
read	 later	 on	 (iii	 5):	 and	 you	 will	 be	LIKE	 GOD,	 knowing	 good	 and	 evil;	 and	 thereafter	 (iii	 22):
Behold,	the	man	has	become	LIKE	ONE	OF	US,	knowing	good	and	evil.	In	the	first	of	these	verses	it	is
possible,	 and	 in	 the	 second	 it	 is	 certain,	 that	 the	 reference	 is	 to	 angels	 of	 God	 (see	 below,	 the
annotations	to	these	verses).	Elsewhere	it	is	stated,	specifically	in	relation	to	an	angel	(ii	Sam.	xiv	17):
for	my	lord	the	king	is	like	the	angel	of	God	to	discern	GOOD	AND	EVIL;	and	later	(in	the	parallel
verse,	 ibid.	 20):	 But	 my	 lord	 has	 wisdom	 like	 the	 wisdom	 of	 the	 angel	 of	 God	 TO	 KNOW	 ALL
THINGS	THAT	ARE	ON	EARTH.	The	expression	good	and	evil	is	thus	synonymous	with	the	phrase
all	things	that	are	on	earth.	See	also	Gen.	xxiv	50;	xxxi	24,	29.

On	the	basis	of	this	exposition,	we	are	enabled	to	understand	the	reason	for	the	prohibition	and
the	purport	of	the	entire	parable	of	Adam’s	sin	and	punishment.	When	man	was	created	he	was	simple
as	a	new-born	child;	and	like	a	babe	of	a	day,	who	receives	his	food	without	any	toil,	he	was	happy	in
the	garden	that	his	God	had	prepared	for	him	beyond	the	confines	of	the	world	in	which	we	live	today
—a	garden	that	furnished	him	with	all	his	life’s	needs,	without	trouble	or	anxiety	for	the	future.	Out
of	fatherly	love	the	Lord	God	forbade	him	to	eat	of	the	fruit,	which	would	have	opened	before	him
the	gateway	to	the	knowledge	of	the	world,	the	source	of	care	and	pain,	and	would	have	brought	both
his	 simplicity	 and	his	 bliss	 to	 an	 end,	 for	 in	much	wisdom	 is	much	 vexation,	 and	 he	who	 increases
knowledge	 increases	 sorrow	 (Eccles.	 i	 18).	 But	 man	 transgressed	 the	 prohibition,	 like	 a	 child	 that
disobeys	his	father,	who	warns	him	for	his	own	good,	and	thereby	does	harm	to	himself.	He	was	not
content	with	what	was	given	 to	 him,	 and	desired	 to	 obtain	more.	He	did	 not	wish	 to	 remain	 in	 the
position	of	a	child	who	is	under	the	supervision	of	his	father	and	is	constantly	dependent	on	him;	he
wanted	 to	 learn	 by	 himself	 of	 the	world	 around	 him,	 and	 to	 act	 independently	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 this
knowledge;	he	aspired	to	become	in	knowledge,	too,	like	God	—a	likeness	that	has,	it	is	true,	its	glory
(Psa.	viii	6:	Yet	Thou
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has	made	him	little	less	than	God),	but	also	its	danger,	since	man	has	insufficient	means	with	which	to
overcome	 the	 difficulties	 and	 obstacles	 with	 which	 the	 external	 world	 confronts	 him.	 Having
transgressed	 the	 commands	 of	 his	 Creator,	 he	 was	 deserving	 of	 punishment.	 This	 retribution,
according	 to	 the	established	 rule	of	 the	Bible,	came	upon	him	 in	a	manner	befitting	his	crime,	and
found	expression	in	the	direct	consequences	of	his	disobedience.	He	was	not	content	with	the	blissful
life	that	he	enjoyed	in	the	garden	of	Eden,	therefore,	he	was	banished	from	it;	he	wished	to	enlarge
the	boundaries	set	for	him	in	the	very	good	world	that	had	emerged	from	the	hands	of	his	Father	in
heaven,	 hence	 he	 fell	 a	 prey	 to	 all	 the	 travails,	 perils	 and	 misfortunes	 that	 lurk	 outside	 these
boundaries;	 he	 wanted	 to	 know	 both	 the	 good	 and	 the	 evil,	 consequently	 he	 brought	 about	 the
existence	of	evil	in	the	world.

10.	A	river	flowed	out	of	Eden,	etc.]	The	ancient	peoples	of	the	East,	and	not	of	the	East	alone,	used	to
tell	 many	 stories	 about	 the	 primeval	 rivers	 (sometimes	 they	 even	 mention	 four	 specifically)	 in
connection	with	the	creation	of	the	world	or	the	dwelling	places	of	the	gods.	Of	the	literature	dealing
with	these	parallels,	particularly	worthy	of	mention	are	the	articles	by	Albright	in	AJSL,	xxxv	(1918–
19),	pp.	161–195,	xxxix	(1922–23),	pp.	15–31;	Vriezen,	op.	cit.,	pp.	138–153;	and	also	the	essays	that
appeared	 subsequently,	 which	 I	 have	 listed	 above,	 pp.	 94–95,	 in	 the	 bibliography	 of	 more	 recent
publications.	Here	 there	 is	 no	 need	 to	 enter	 into	 details;	 it	 will	 suffice	 to	 indicate	 the	 fact	 that	 the
tradition	relating	to	such	rivers	was	widely	known	in	the	ancient	East.	What	is	of	importance	to	us	at
this	stage	is	to	determine	the	purpose	of	verses	10–14	in	introducing	the	subject	of	the	rivers,	and	to
enquire	whether	they	are	integrally	connected	with	the	essential	narrative	or	whether	they	are	foreign
to	it,	which	is	the	view	of	most	modern	commentators,	who	tend	to	regard	them	as	an	interpolation,
the	work	of	a	later	author	or	a	part	of	some	ancient	text	that	was	inserted	here	by	a	later	redactor.

Regarding	v.	10	it	should	be	noted	that	 it	resembles	v.	6	both	 in	 its	phrasing	and	 in	 its	external
construction,	 and	 also—which	 is	 most	 important—in	 its	 connotation.	What	 is	 stated	 in	 the	 earlier
verse	concerning	the	waters	of	the	deep	[ 	’edh]—that	is,	the
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waters	of	the	springs	and	the	rivers—is	repeated	here	with	reference	to	this	specific	river.	In	v.	6	it	is
written,	went	up	from	the	earth,	and	in	our	verse,	went	out	[ 	yose’]	of	Eden,	that	is,	flowed	out	of	the
land	of	Eden;	in	the	former	passage	we	find,	and	watered	the	whole	face	of	the	ground,	and	here,	to
water	 the	 garden;	 and	 stress	 is	 given	 in	 our	 verse	 to	 the	 subject	 river	by	 its	 position	 before	 the
predicate,	in	the	same	way	as	in	the	other	verse,	it	will	be	recalled,	the	subject	waters	of	 the	deep	 is
emphasized.	We	are	thus	told	here	about	the	garden	what	we	are	told	there	about	the	earth	in	general,
namely,	that	irrigation	was	effected	by	water	flowing	from	the	earth,	rain	being	unnecessary.	That	was
the	happy	position	enjoyed	by	man	in	the	garden	of	Eden.	The	connection	between	this	verse	and	what
precedes	is	therefore	clear;	concerning	the	succeeding	verses,	see	below.

Flow	[literally,	‘come	forth’]	…	water]	Compare	Joel	iv	18:	In	that	day	…	and	a	fountain	shall
COME	FORTH	from	the	house	of	the	Lord	and	WATER	the	valley	of	Shittim.	In	this	verse	of	Joel	and
in	 other	 passages	 expression	 is	 given	 to	 the	 idea	 of	 the	 Divine	 river	 which	 is	 destined	 to	 bring
blessing	in	the	days	of	the	Messiah;	see	Ezek.	xlvii	1–12:	and	behold,	water	WAS	ISSUING	[literally,
‘coming	forth’]	 from	below	the	 threshold	of	 the	 temple,	etc.;	Zech.	xiv	8:	On	 that	day	 living	waters
shall	flow	out	from	Jerusalem;	Psa.	xlvi	4	[Hebrew,	5]:	There	is	a	river	whose	streams	make	glad	the
city	of	God.	Possibly	this	promise	contains	an	allusion	to	the	restoration	of	the	situation	that	obtained
in	the	garden	of	Eden.

And	from	there]—on	flowing	out	of	there,	out	of	the	garden	of	Eden.	Compare	xxv	23:	and	 two
peoples	SHALL	BE	DEVIDED	FROM	YOUR	BOWELS.

	rašim]	Various	interpretations	have	been	suggested:	beginnings,	chief	rivers,	branches;	 the
last	 rendering	 is	 to	 be	 preferred.	 The	main	 river	 divided	 and	 branched	 off	 into	 a	 number	 of	 sub-
streams,	each	of	which	became	a	great	river	on	its	own	(in	the	continuation	of	the	passage	three	of
them	are	actually	called	‘river ’).

11–14]	The	four	rivers	are	divisible	into	two	groups:	two	of	the	rivers,	Hiddekel	and	Euphrates,	are
well	known	(see	below),	and	are	mentioned	here	by	the	names	given	to	them	in	the	language	of	their
country:	the	remaining	two,	Pishon	and	Gihon,	are	not
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known	to	us	by	these	designations	from	any	other	source	and	are	therefore	difficult	to	identify.	The
latter	names	are	patently	Hebrew	appellations	and	have	the	same	grammatical	structure:	Pishon	[ ]
is	derived	from	the	root	 	puš,	‘to	jump	and	run	to	and	fro’	(Jer.	 l	11:	 though	you	GAMBOL	 [
taphusi;	E.	V.	are	wanton]	 as	 a	 heifer	 at	 grass;	Mal.	 iv	 2	 [Hebrew,	 iii	 20]:	 you	 shall	GO	 FORTH
LEAPING	[ 	uphistem]	like	calves	from	the	stall;	Hab.	i	8:	their	horsemen	PRESS	PROUDLY	ON
[ 	uphašu;	literally,	‘prance’];	cf.	also	Nah.	iii	18).	Similarly	Gihon	[ ]	is	formed,	with	the	help
of	the	termination	 	-on	and	the	vowel	hireq	[i]	in	the	first	syllable,	from	the	root	 	guah	or	 	giah,
‘to	flow’	(Ezek.	xxxii	2:	you	BURST	FORTH	[ 	wattaghah]	 in	your	rivers;	Job	xxxviii	8:	Or	who
shut	in	the	sea	with	doors,	when	it	BURST	FORTH	[ 	 	beghiho	…	yasa’;	literally,	‘burst	out	…
went	forth’]	from	the	womb;	ibid.	xl	23:	though	Jordan	RUSHES	[ 	yaghiah]	against	his	mouth;	cf.
also	Jud.	xx	33;	Mic.	iv	10,	and	the	name	of	the	spring	Gihon	in	the	vicinity	of	Jerusalem).	It	is	clear
that	these	Hebrew	names	are	not	the	names	used	in	the	countries	through	which	the	rivers	run,	but	are
descriptive	terms	or	translations.	We	shall	not	mention	here	all	the	suggestions	put	forward	to	identify
these	two	rivers,	from	the	time	of	the	Talmudic	sages	and	Josephus	Flavius	down	to	the	scholars	of
our	own	day;	those	who	are	interested	will	find	them	recorded	in	the	new	commentaries.	I	shall	draw
attention	only	to	this,	that	just	as	the	Hiddekel	and	Euphrates	constitute	a	pair	of	rivers	that	are	close	to
each	other	and	conjoin	at	the	end	of	their	course,	so	it	seems	probable	that	Pishon	and	Gihon,	which
resemble	each	other	even	in	the	formation	of	their	names,	and	are	depicted	in	similar	terms	(it	is	the
one	which	flows	around,	etc.),	also	form	a	pair	of	rivers	that	are	in	close	proximity	to	each	other	and
are	 interconnected.	Bearing	 this	 in	mind,	and	also	 that	 the	names	of	 the	countries	around	which	 the
rivers	 flow	 point	 to	 districts	 south	 of	 Egypt	 (see	 below),	 it	 appears	 that	 the	 most	 satisfactory
explanation	is	the	one	that	identifies	them	with	two	of	the	streams	that	jointly	form	the	Nile	(see	on
this	 especially	 the	 aforementioned	 article	 of	Albright	 in	AJSL,	xxxix	 [1922–23],	 pp.	 15–31).	At	 the
first	blush	it	would	seem	that	a	strong	objection	can	be	raised	against	this	identification,	namely,	that
the	sources	of	the	Hiddekel	and	the
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Euphrates	are	situated	in	the	north-east,	whereas	those	of	the	Nile	are	in	the	south-west.	To	overcome
this	difficulty	the	theory	has	been	advanced	that	possibly	the	text	had	in	mind	a	confluence	of	the	two
pairs	of	 rivers	beneath	 the	ground	or	 as	 the	 result	 of	 a	 circuit	 round	 the	 earth—a	very	 far-fetched
hypothesis!	However,	in	the	light	of	the	interpretation	that	we	have	adopted,	the	problem	solves	itself.
We	 remarked	 earlier	 that	 the	 conditions	 envisaged	 here	 are	 different	 from	 those	 prevailing	 in	 our
present	world;	before	the	first	man’s	fall,	the	ground	absorbed	moisture	from	below	and	the	waters	of
the	springs	and	streams	sufficed	to	irrigate	the	whole	face	of	the	earth	(see	above,	on	v.	6);	but	after
man’s	sin,	when	it	was	decreed	as	his	punishment	that	the	subterranean	waters	should	be	insufficient
for	his	needs,	and	he	was	compelled	 to	depend	on	rain	water,	 the	world-order,	 including	 the	rivers
mentioned	in	our	passage,	suffered	a	change.	At	first	they	had	all	issued	from	one	place,	but	now	they
became	separated	and	far-removed	from	one	another,	two	flowing	in	one	direction	and	two	in	other.
Nevertheless,	they	are	all	still	in	existence,	serving	to	remind	us	of	the	former	state	of	bliss.	The	Nile
in	particular	recalls	the	ancient	character	of	the	river	that	issued	from	Eden,	for	it	irrigates	the	whole
land	of	Egypt,	obviating	the	need	for	rain	water.	Thus	it	is	not	without	reason	that	the	land	of	Egypt	is
mentioned,	together	with	the	garden	of	the	Lord,	as	a	classic	example	of	a	country	that	is	well	watered
everyhere	(xiii	10).	Also	the	Hiddekel	and	Euphrates	on	their	part	make	a	valuable	contribution	to	the
irrigation	of	the	land	of	Assyria	and	Babylonia.

We	have	seen	above	that	the	prophecies	concerning	the	Divine	river,	which	is	destined	to	become
a	source	of	blessing	in	the	Messianic	era,	may	refer	to	the	renewal	of	the	bliss	of	the	garden	of	Eden
by	means	of	the	stream	that	will	flow	from	the	site	of	the	Temple.

Thus	the	prophetic	utterances	alluding	to	the	importance	of	the	waters	issuing	from	Jerusalem—
an	importance	transcending	that	of	the	water	of	the	great	rivers—now	become	perfectly	clear	to	us.
Their	purport	 is	 this:	although	the	fertility	and	prosperity	of	 the	two	mighty	countries,	Egypt	 in	 the
south	and	Assyria	and	Babylonia	in	the	north,	which	are	irrigated	by	the	waters	of	the	great	rivers	that
flowed	originally	from	the	region	of	Eden,	reflect	to
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some	extent	 the	happiness	enjoyed	of	old	by	the	first	man,	nevertheless	 it	 is	only	a	distant	and	pale
reflection.	That	happiness,	however,	will	be	restored	in	all	its	fulness	in	the	future	thanks	to	the	waters
of	 the	modest	spring	in	the	land	of	Israel,	 the	country	that	 lies	 in	between	the	two	mighty	states.	So
Isaiah	(viii	6–7),	for	instance,	speaks	of	the	waters	of	Shiloah	that	flow	gently,	 that	 is,	 the	waters	of
Gihon	in	Jerusalem,	in	contradistinction	to	the	Euphrates,	the	waters	of	the	River,	mighty	and	many.	In
the	 same	 book,	 again	 in	 the	 prophecy	 about	 the	 days	 of	 the	 Messiah,	 reference	 is	 made	 to	 the
diminution	of	the	great	rivers	in	the	future	(xi	15):	And	the	Lord	will	utterly	destroy	the	tongue	of	the
SEA	OF	EGYPT	[i.e.	the	Nile;	Arabic:	 	bahru	an-nili];	and	will	wave	His	hand	over	the	RIVER
(i.	e.	the	Euphrates)	with	His	scorching	wind,	and	smite	it	into	seven	channels	that	men	MAY	CROSS
DRYSHOD.	In	contrast	thereto,	mention	is	immediately	made	after	this	(the	passage	must	be	read	as
an	integrated	whole,	despite	the	prevailing	views	of	contemporary	exegesis)	of	the	wells	of	salvation
in	the	land	of	Israel	(xii	3):	With	joy	you	will	draw	water	from	the	WELLS	OF	SALVATION.

On	 the	 basis	 of	 the	 various	 identifications	 of	 Pishon	 and	 Gihon	 that	 have	 been	 suggested,
numerous	attempts	have	been	made	to	ascertain	the	site	of	the	garden	of	Eden	according	to	Scripture.
Many	hypotheses	have	been	put	forward	and	a	number	of	different	opinions	have	been	expressed.	But
in	the	light	of	our	exposition	all	these	theorizings	are	valueless.	Our	text,	as	stated,	describes	a	state	of
affairs	that	no	longer	exists,	and	it	is	impossible	to	determine	the	details	on	the	premiss	of	present-
day	geographical	data.	The	garden	of	Eden	according	to	the	Torah	was	not	situated	in	our	world.

It	 is	 the	 one	 which	 flows	 around	 the	 whole	 land	 of	 Havilah]	 The	 meaning	 is	 that	 it	 is	 to	 be
identified	with	the	river	that	now	encompasses	the	entire	land	of	Havilah.	The	name	Havilah	occurs
below	(x	7)	and	in	i	Chr.	i	9	as	the	name	of	one	of	the	sons	of	Cush,	that	is,	as	the	designation	of	one
of	the	regions	of	the	land	of	Cush,	which	is	referred	to	as	a	whole	in	verse	13	in	connection	with	the
second	river.	The	fact	that	Havilah	is	also	mentioned	among	the	sons	of	Joktan	(Gen.	x	29,	i	Chr.	i	23;
cf.	Gen.	xxv	18,	i	Sam.	xv	7)	is	to	be	explained	as	reflecting	the	ethnic	relations	between	the	peoples
dwelling	on	both	sides	of	the	Red	Sea.
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Where	there	is	gold]	Gold	was	brought	both	to	the	land	of	Egypt	and	to	the	land	of	Israel	from
the	countries	of	the	south,	Put	or	Ophir.	Now	Put	is	mentioned	as	 the	brother	of	Cush,	 the	father	of
Havilah,	in	Gen.	x	6	and	in	i	Chr.	i	8,	whilst	Ophir	occurs	beside	the	second	reference	to	Havilah	 in
Gen.	x	29,	and	in	i	Chr.	i	23.

And	 the	 gold	 of	 that	 land	 is	 good;	 bdellium	 is	 there	 and	 the	 	 soham	 stone]	We	 have	 seen
above,	in	the	introduction,	what	the	tradition	of	the	people	of	the	ancient	Orient	related	regarding	the
precious	stones	to	be	found	on	the	branches	of	the	trees	in	the	gardens	of	the	gods,	and	we	noted	that
among	 the	 Israelites,	 too,	 the	 poets	 used	 to	 tell	 of	 similar	 gems.	 The	 Torah	 is	 opposed	 to	 these
legends,	and	specifically	as	a	protest	against	them	mentions	here	the	good	gold	and	the	bdellium	and
the	soham	in	connection	with	the	land	of	Havilah.	As	we	have	already	stated,	its	purpose	is	to	teach	us
that	we	must	not	believe	that	precious	stones	and	gold	grow	on	trees	like	fruit,	or	that	they	originate
from	the	garden	of	Eden.	The	very	best	gold	 is	 simply	a	natural	 substance,	a	metal	 like	any	of	 the
other	metals,	which	are	found	in	the	ground	in	one	of	the	countries	of	our	own	world.	Likewise,	with
regard	to	the	precious	stones	(bdellium	also,	as	we	shall	see	later,	belongs	to	the	category	of	gems):
they,	too,	are	to	be	found	in	the	ground	of	our	world	and	not	on	the	trees	of	the	garden	of	Eden.	If
gold	and	gems	are	in	any	way	connected	with	the	garden	of	Eden,	it	is	only	an	indirect	connection:	the
land	of	Havilah,	 in	which	 they	are	found,	 is	near	 to	Pishon,	which	was	originally	one	of	 the	rivers
formed	from	the	river	that	watered	the	garden	of	Eden.

At	all	events,	this	indirect	association	alluded	to	here	by	the	Torah,	which	at	the	same	time	rejects
the	direct	relationship	that	 the	poets	held	to	exist,	suffices	to	give	the	gold	and	the	bdellium	and	 the
soham,	and	 generally	 all	 precious	 stones,	 the	 character	 of	 tokens	 and	memorials	 of	 the	 garden	 of
Eden.	In	regard	to	the	manna,	the	bread	from	heaven	(Psa.	cv	40)	or	the	grain	of	heaven	(ibid.	lxxviii
24),	which	was	given	by	God	and	required	no	human	toil,	 just	as	in	the	case	of	Adam’s	food	in	the
garden	of	Eden,	it	is	said	(Num.	xi	7):	and	its	appearance	was	like	that	of	bdellium.	This	comparison
is	assuredly	not	accidental.	Similarly
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the	soham	stones,	enclosed	in	setting	of	gold	filigree,	were	set	on	the	shoulder-pieces	of	the	ephod	of
the	priest	(Exod.	xxviii	9,	12;	xxxix	6–7),	who	made	atonement	for	the	sins	of	the	children	of	Israel,
as	a	memorial	to	the	time	when	man	had	not	yet	fallen	into	sin.	So,	too,	the	soham	and	the	other	stones
for	setting	affixed	to	the	breastpiece	(Exod.	xxviii	17–20;	xxxix	10–13),	which	provide	a	remarkable
parallel	to	those	listed	in	Ezek.	xxviii	13,	in	connection	with	the	garden	of	Eden,	serve	as	a	reminder
of	the	time	when	man	was	still	free	from	transgression.	Likewise	the	midrashic	tradition	connects	the
soham	stones	and	the	stones	for	setting	with	the	river	Pishon	and	the	garden	of	Eden	(Targum	Pseudo-
Jonathan	on	Exod.	xxxv	27–28:	‘and	the	clouds	of	heaven	go	to	Pishon	and	draw	from	there	the	sand-
coloured	berylls	and	the	stones	for	setting	to	fit	 them	into	the	ephod	and	the	breastpiece	…	and	the
clouds	of	heaven	return	and	go	to	the	garden	of	Eden’,	etc.;	cf.	B.	Yoma	75a).

	habbedholah	[E.	V.	bdellium]	/	There	are	two	interpretations	of	the	word:	(a)	that	it	is	a	kind
of	precious	stone	(the	Septuagint	renders	it	in	this	verse,	 	[‘carbuncle,	ruby’],	and	in	Num.	xi	7,	

	[‘crystal’]:	(b)	that	it	is	the	apothecary’s	 	bedholah,	that	is,	an	aromatic	resin	exuded	from
a	 tree	 that	 grows	 in	 many	 countries	 of	 the	 East	 ( 	 in	 Aquila	 and	 other	 Greek	 translations).
Apparently	 the	word	was	used	 in	 the	 language	 in	both	meanings,	possibly	because	 the	resin	 looked
like	a	gem	in	colour	and	in	its	transparency.	The	question	is:	which	sense	does	the	word	bear	here?	At
present	 the	 commentators	 are	 inclined	 to	 prefer	 the	 second	 interpretation,	 but	 from	 the	 context	 it
appears	more	probable	that	the	 	bedholah,	like	the	 	soham,	is	a	precious	stone	(see	Bereshith
Rabba,	xvi	2,	and	the	variant	readings	in	Theodor ’s	edition,	p.	163).	The	fact	 that	 the	word	stone	 is
used	with	 	soham	but	not	with	 	bedholah	presents	no	difficulty,	for	this	difference	may	be	due
to	idiomatic	usage.	The	precise	nature	of	the	stone	we	are	unable	to	determine.

And	the	 	soham	stone]	As	explained	above,	in	the	introduction,	the	Biblical	 	soham	stone	is
the	 same	as	 the	Babylonian	 sandu	or	samtu.	But	 the	 identity	 of	 the	 gem	 called	 by	 this	 name	 in	 the
Babylonian	language	is	itself	in	doubt.

Land	of	Cush]	See	x	6.
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Hiddekel]—the	Babylonian	Idiglat	(in	Aramaic,	and	also	in	the	Talmud,	 	Dighlath),	the
Greek	 	or	 .

East	of	Asur]—among	the	various	explanations	advanced,	the	most	acceptable	appears	to	be:	east
of	the	city	of	Ašur.

Euphrates	[ 	Perath]	/—in	the	language	of	the	country,	Purattu;	in	Greek,	 .

THIRD	PARAGRAPH
ADAM’S	TASK	IN	THE	GARDEN	OF	EDEN

15.	The	Lord	God	took	/	the	man
and	put	him	in	the	garden	of	Eden	/	to	serve	and	to	guard.

16.	And	the	Lord	God	commanded	/	the	man,	saying,
‘Of	every	tree	of	the	garden	/	you	may	freely	eat;

17.	but	of	the	tree	of	the	knowledge	of	good	and	evil	/	you	shall
					not	eat,	
for	in	the	day	that	you	eat	of	it	/	you	shall	surely	die.’

15.	Having	interrupted	the	narrative	with	the	portrayal	of	the	garden,	its	rivers	and	related	matters,	the
Bible	 now	 reverts	 to	 the	 last	 point	 reached	 in	 the	 story	 prior	 to	 this	 description—the	 theme	of	 the
second	half	of	v.	8.	In	doing	so,	Scripture	adds	certain	details	(to	serve	and	to	guard)	 in	accordance
with	its	usual	practice	of	making	first	a	general	statement	and	setting	forth	the	particulars	thereafter.
Incidentally,	it	is	worth	noting	that	we	have	here	indirect	confirmation	of	our	view	that	verses	10–14
form	an	integral	part	of	the	section:	it	is	difficult	to	believe	that,	if	these	verses	had	been	introduced
into	the	passage	at	a	later	period,	the	interpolator	would	have	been	concerned	to	integrate	them	with
the	original	text	by	a	recapitulation	of	this	kind;	and	even	if	we	assume	that	he	did	take	the	trouble	to
do	this,	it	is	hardly	to	be	imagined	that	he	would	have	succeeded	so	well.	It	is	quite	clear,	therefore,
that	there	is	no	unnecessary	duplication	here	of	what	is	stated	in	v.	8.

	 wayyannihehu]	 In	 Bereshith	 Rabba,	 xvi	 8,	 the	 word	 is	 interpreted	 as	 though	 it	 were
connected	with	 	menuha,	‘rest’[i.e.	‘and	caused	him	to	rest’];	a	similar	explanation	is	given	in
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modern	times	by	Jacob.	This	is,	however,	a	homiletical	exposition;	according	to	the	natural	meaning
of	the	verse,	the	verb	is	synonymous	with	 	wayyaśem	[‘and	He	put’]	in	v.	8,	and	signifies:	and	He
put	him.

	le’obhdha(h)	ulešomra(h)	[E.	V.	to	dress	it	and	to	keep	it]	/	In	most	texts	the	final	He’
has	a	Mappiq,	which	creates	a	difficulty,	because	the	word	 	gan	[‘garden’]	 is	 invariably	masculine.
Nor	is	the	suggestion,	put	forward	by	some	commentators,	that	the	pronominal	suffix	refers	to	
ădhama	 [a	 feminine	word,	meaning	 ‘ground’]	 acceptable,	 since	 this	 noun	 [in	 v.	9]	 is	 too	 far	 away
from	our	verse.	Furthermore,	the	task	of	tilling	the	earth,	as	we	are	subsequently	informed,	was	not
imposed	upon	man	till	after	his	banishment	from	the	garden	of	Eden	(iii	23:	therefore	the	Lord	God
sent	him	forth	from	the	garden	of	Eden	to	till	 the	ground	from	which	he	was	taken).	 In	several	 texts,
however,	the	He’	has	no	Mappiq,	and	the	form,	in	that	case,	is	that	of	the	infinitive	[with	added	He	’],
like	 	le’okhla	[literally,	‘to	eat’;	rendered,	 for	 food]	(i	29,	30),	 	 lemosha	[‘to	be	anointed’]
(Exod.	xxix	29),	 	le’rohsa	[‘for	washing’]	(ibid.	xxx	18).	This	is	apparently	the	correct	spelling;
and	 it	 forms	 the	 basis	 of	 the	 following	 rabbinic	 teaching	 (Bereshith	 Rabba,	 xvi	 5):	
le’obhdha	ulesomro—these	denote	the	sacrifices,	as	it	is	said:	You	shall	serve	God	[Exod.	iii	12],	and	it
is	written:	you	 shall	 take	 heed	 [literally,	 ‘keep’]	 to	 offer	 to	Me	 in	 its	 due	 seasons	 [Num.	 xxviii	 2].
There	is	no	need,	therefore,	to	emend	the	vocalisation	and	to	read,	as	some	scholars	have	suggested,	

	ulesomro	[masc.	for	fem.	accusative	pronominal	suffix].

Regarding	 the	 meaning	 of	 the	 word	 	 le’obhdha,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 rabbinic
interpretation	just	quoted,	which	explains	the	term	to	refer	to	the	sacrificial	service,	corresponds	to	an
ancient	 tradition	 of	 the	Orient,	 often	mentioned	 in	Mesopotamian	 inscriptions,	 according	 to	which
man	was	created	 for	 the	express	purpose	of	serving	God.	Particular	 attention	 should	be	paid	 to	 the
new	fragment	of	the	Babylonian	Epic	of	Creation,	which	was	recently	published	by	Weidner	in	AfO,
xi	 (1936–37)	pp.	72–74,	 since	 it	mentions,	 in	 juxtaposition,	both	 the	serving	and	 the	guarding.	This
fragment	 completes	 the	 account,	 which	 suffered	 from	 lacunae	 in	 the	 texts	 previously	 known.	 It	 is
related	there	inter	alia	that
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mankind	was	 created	with	 the	 blood	 of	Kingu	 in	 order	 to	 serve	 the	Gods,	 and	 in	 consequence	 the
Anunnaki,	 deities	 of	 the	 second	 rank,	 on	 whom	 the	 service	 of	 the	 supreme	 gods	 had	 hitherto
devolved,	were	released	from	this	duty,	and	instead	they	were	given	the	task	of	guarding,	half	of	them
being	appointed	guards	of	heaven	and	half	guards	of	Sheol.	In	the	light	of	this	tradition,	the	rabbinic
interpretation	of	the	word	 	leobhdha	is	seen	to	be	not	just	a	homiletical	exposition,	but	the	actual
meaning	of	 the	 text.	As	 for	 the	work	of	guarding,	which	according	 to	 the	Babylonians	was	handed
over	to	a	specific	group	of	deities,	Israel’s	ancient	poetic	traditions	entrusted	it	to	a	given	category	of
angels,	the	cherubim.	I	believe	we	shall	not	err	if	we	assume	that	Ezekiel	alludes	to	this	tradition	when
he	 calls	 the	 cherub	 in	 the	 garden	of	Eden	guardian	 cherub	or	measuring	 [E.	V.	anointed]	 guardian
cherub	(Ezek.	xxviii	14,	16).	The	word	 	sokhekh	is	to	be	explained	in	the	sense	of	 	hăghanna
[‘defence’],	which	 is	 synonymous	with	 	semira	 [‘guarding’]	 (this	 traditional	 association	 of	 the
cherubim	 with	 the	 stem	 	 sakhakh	 enables	 us	 to	 understand	 the	 customary	 use	 of	 this	 stem	 in
connection	with	 the	 cherubim	on	 the	Ark	 of	 the	Testament),	whilst	 the	word	 	mimsah	may	 be
understood	in	the	sense	of	‘measuring’	(the	cherub	measures	the	areas	assigned	to	him	to	guard).	All
this	 accords	 with	 the	 ancient	 poetic	 tradition;	 but	 the	 Torah,	 which,	 as	 we	 have	 explained
(Introduction,	§	3,	pp.	73–82),	amended	and	purified	this	tradition	and	substituted	man	for	the	cherubs,
attributed	 to	 the	 former	not	 only	 the	duty	of	 serving	but	 also	 that	 of	guarding.	The	 function	 of	 the
cherubim,	on	the	other	hand,	the	Torah	reduced	to	a	minimum;	only	after	Adam’s	expulsion	from	the
garden	of	Eden	is	mention	made	in	our	section	of	the	cherubim,	who	were	commanded	to	guard	the
way	to	the	tree	of	life	(iii	24).

16.	And	…	commanded]	For	the	significance	of	this	injunction	and	its	reason,	see	above	pp.	111–114,
and	below	on	v.	17.

Of	every	tree	of	the	garden	you	may	freely	eat]	This	clause	must	be	read	in	conjunction	with	the
following	 verse:	 although	 you	 are	 permitted	 to	 eat	 of	 every	 tree	 of	 the	 garden,	 yet	 of	 the	 tree	 of
knowledge	of	good	and	evil	you	may	not	eat.

It	is	not	forbidden	here	to	eat	of	the	tree	of	life;	nevertheless,	it	is	stated	later	(iii	22):	and	now,
lest	he	put	forth	his	hand	and
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take	also	of	the	tree	of	life,	and	eat,	and	live	forever,	as	though	the	Lord	God	were	unwilling	that	man
should	eat	of	that	tree.	Most	modern	exegetes	have	failed	to	deal	with	this	problem,	or	have	entirely
eliminated	it	by	expunging	all	reference	to	the	tree	of	life	from	the	section	as	being	a	later	addition
(so,	for	example,	Budde,	Holzinger	and	others).	Obbink,	in	a	special	article	published	in	Expository
Times,	xliv	(1932–33),	p.	475,	has	offered	the	following	explanation	of	the	difficulty:	the	tree	of	life
bestowed	the	power	of	life	if	its	fruit	was	constantly	eaten,	and	in	fact	the	man	had	already	partaken
thereof	during	his	 stay	 in	 the	garden	of	Eden;	but	after	he	had	sinned,	 the	Lord	God	banished	him
from	the	garden	of	Eden,	so	that	he	might	eat	of	the	fruit	no	more.	This	is	a	forced	interpretation,	and
the	word	also	in	iii	22,	militates	against	it	(see	ibid.	xlv,	pp.	44,	236–237).	The	meaning	of	the	verse	is
apparently	 this:	 had	 man	 remained	 in	 his	 state	 of	 simplicity,	 he	 could	 have	 attained	 even	 to
immortality,	but	on	account	of	his	disobedience,	the	Lord	God	decreed	that	he	should	not	be	able	to
achieve	 this	 state;	 hence	He	 forbade	 him	 then	 to	 eat	 of	 the	 tree	 of	 life,	 and	 expelled	 him	 from	 the
garden	of	Eden,	so	that	he	should	not	transgress	this	second	prohibition	even	as	he	had	transgressed
the	first.

17.	You	shall	not	eat	(thereof)]	See	above,	the	notes	to	ii	9,	pp.	111–114.	It	may	further	be	observed	that
incidentally	the	verse	also	teaches	us	that	it	is	not	good	for	man	to	acquire	the	habit	of	indulging	all
his	desires	without	restraint,	and	that	it	is	proper	for	him	to	discipline	himself	according	to	Heaven’s
precept,	 and	 thereby	 accustom	himself	 to	 conquer	 his	 evil	 inclination	 and	 abstain,	when	necessary,
from	 temptation.	 This	 is	 the	 first	 time	 that	 the	 verb	 to	 command	 appears	 in	 the	 Torah;	 the	 first
commandment	 in	 connection	 with	 forbidden	 food	 is	 enjoined	 here,	 serving	 as	 a	 symbol	 of,	 and
introduction	to,	similar	injunctions	that	were	to	be	given	to	Israel	in	the	future.

In	the	day	that	you	eat	of	it	you	shall	die]	In	the	day	may	be	interpreted	to	mean	in	the	time,	as	we
have	seen	above	(v.	4);	nonetheless,	the	expression	you	shall	die	is	difficult,	for	Adam	did	not	die	at
that	time,	but	reached	the	age	of	nine	hundred	and	thirty	years.	Various	explanations	of	the	words	you
shall	die	have,	therefore,	been	proposed:	(a)	there	shall	come	upon	you	afflictions	cruel
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as	 death,	 the	 beginning,	 as	 it	 were,	 of	 death;	 (b)	 you	 shall	 not	 attain	 the	measure	 of	 life	 that	 was
originally	allotted	to	you,	namely,	a	thousand	years;	(c)	you	will	be	deserving	of	death,	which	shall
overtake	you	when	I	shall	will	it;	(d)	you	shall	die	 is	here	an	exaggerated	statement,	 the	purpose	of
which	was	to	restrain	man	from	sinning;	(e)	you	shall	die	was	intended	literally,	only	afterwards	the
Lord	 God	 tempered	 the	 severity	 of	 the	 judgement,	 because	 man	 had	 repented;	 (f)	 now	 you	 are
immortal,	but	hereafter	you	shall	become	mortal.	All	those	interpretations,	and	similar	explanations,
do	not	accord	with	the	wording	of	the	text.	A	simple	expression	like	you	shall	die	must	be	understood
strictly;	 it	 is	not	possible	 to	regard	 it	merely	as	an	allusion	 to	severe	afflictions	or	 to	a	diminution
(what	a	reduction!)	of	the	span	of	life	from	one	thousand	to	nine	hundred	and	thirty	years.	Nor	is	it
conceivable	that	the	Bible	attributed	to	the	Lord	God	an	extravagant	utterance	that	did	not	correspond
to	 His	 true	 intention.	 The	 fifth	 suggestion	 is	 improbable,	 because	 there	 is	 no	 mention	 of	 the
punishment	being	reduced	on	account	of	repentance.	Likewise,	there	is	not	the	slightest	indication	that
man	was	already	immortal	before	his	Fall;	on	 the	contrary,	 it	 is	clear	from	iii	24	 that	he	could	not
have	achieved	this	condition	save	by	an	additional	act	on	his	part,	to	wit,	by	stretching	forth	his	hand
and	eating	of	the	fruit	of	the	tree	of	life.	The	natural	meaning	of	the	words	requires	us	to	understand
them	in	accordance	with	what	I	have	stated	above:	when	you	eat	of	the	tree	of	knowledge	it	shall	be
decreed	against	you	never	 to	be	able	to	eat	of	 the	tree	of	 life,	 that	 is,	you	will	be	unable	to	achieve
eternal	life	and	you	will	be	compelled	one	day	to	succumb	to	death;	you	shall	die,	in	actual	fact.	It	was
necessary	to	use	simple	words	like	you	shall	die,	because	prior	to	his	eating	of	the	tree	of	knowledge
man	was	as	unsophisticated	as	a	child	who	knows	nothing,	 and	he	could	not	have	comprehended	a
more	elaborate	warning.

See	 further	on	 the	whole	 subject	my	notes	 to	 iii	17,	19.	Concerning	 the	phrase	 in	 the	day,	 see
below,	on	iii	8.
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FOURTH	PARAGRAPH	
CREATION	OF	WOMAN

18.	Then	the	Lord	God	said,
‘It	is	not	good	/	that	the	man	should	be	alone;
I	will	make	him	a	helper	/	corresponding	to	him.’

19.	So	the	Lord	God	formed	/	out	of	the	ground
every	beast	of	the	field	/	and	every	flying	creature	of	the	air,
and	brought	[them]	to	the	man	/	to	see	what	he	would	call
					each	one,
and	whatever	name	the	man	would	give	to	each	one	/	of	the
living	creatures	/	that	would	be	its	name.

20.	The	man	gave	names	/	to	all	cattle,
and	to	the	flying	creatures	of	the	air,	/	and	to	every	beast	of
					the	field;
but	as	for	man,	/	he	did	not	find	a	helper	corresponding
					to	him.

21.	So	the	Lord	God	caused	a	deep	sleep	/	to	fall	upon	the	man,	/	
					and	he	slept;
then	He	took	one	of	his	ribs,	/	and	He	closed	up	its	place	with
					flesh.

22.	And	the	Lord	God	built	up	/	the	rib
which	He	had	taken	from	the	man	/	into	a	woman
and	brought	her	to	the	man.

23.	Then	the	man	said,
‘This,	at	last,	/	is	bone	of	my	bones	/	and	flesh	of	my	flesh;
she	shall	be	called	Woman	[ 	Išša],	I	because	she	was
taken	out	of	Man	[ 	’Is].’

24.	Therefore	a	man	leaves	/	his	father	and	his	mother
and	cleaves	to	his	wife,	/	and	they	become	one	flesh.

25.	And	they	were	both	naked,	/	the	man	and	his	wife,
and	were	not	ashamed.

18.	It	is	not	[ 	lo’]	good	etc.]	The	word	 	lo’,	before	an	adjective,	is	a	more	emphatic	negation	than
	’en	[‘not’].	If	I	say,	for	example,	 	’en	dabhar	peloni	tobh	[‘such	and
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such	a	thing	is	not	good’],	I	deny	that	that	thing	can	be	considered	good,	but	I	do	not	yet	assert	that	it
is	absolutely	bad;	it	may	be	intermediate.	On	the	other	hand,	when	I	say,	 	dabhar	ze	lo’	tobh
[‘This	 thing	 is	 not	 good’],	 I	 definitely	 declare	 that	 it	 is	 the	 opposite	 of	 good	 (see	 my	 remarks
regarding	the	expression	 	lo’	tobh	in	my	article	on	the	Lachish	Letters	in	MGWJ,	1939,	p.	399).

Here	it	is	stated,	It	is	not	good	etc.,	and	above	it	is	said,	at	the	end	of	the	story	of	the	sixth	day	(i
31),	and	behold,	it	was	very	good.	The	two	verses	do	not	contradict	each	other:	before	the	woman	was
formed,	 the	man’s	position	was	not	good;	but	after	we	have	been	 told,	male	and	 female	He	created
them	(i	27),	it	is	possible	to	declare:	and	behold,	it	was	very	good.

	‘e’eśe	[‘I	will	make’]	/	Above	(i	26)	we	find	 	naăśe,	and	this	 is	 the	reading	here,	 too,
according	to	the	Septuagint	and	the	Vulgate.	Although	the	form	is	similar	(see	the	introduction,	§	9),
the	sense	is	different:	in	the	earlier	passage,	as	we	have	explained,	the	plural	expresses	exhortation;
here	there	is	no	need	for	exhortation,	because	the	woman	is	not	due	to	be	created	immediately	after
this	statement.	Hence,	the	singular	is	required	in	our	verse.	The	future	here	merely	signifies	intention:
I	will	make,	that	is,	I	desire	to	make.

	ezer	ke’neghdo	 [literally,	 ‘a	helper	as	 in	 front	of	him’]	 /	—a	helper	 like	him,	suited	 to
him,	worthy	 of	 him,	 corresponding	 to	 him.	 In	 the	 previous	 section,	which	 deals	with	 the	 physical
world,	the	Bible	stressed	the	sexual	aspect	of	the	relationship	between	the	man	and	his	wife	(male	and
female,	i	27);	in	the	present	section,	which	is	concerned	with	the	moral	world,	Scripture	gives	special
emphasis	to	the	ethical	aspect	of	this	relationship.	19.	Most	modern	commentators	consider	that	this
verse	and	the	next	imply	that	the	Lord	God	made,	as	it	were,	a	number	of	unsuccessful	attempts,	by
creating	various	kinds	of	 creatures	 and	by	passing	 them	 in	 review	before	Adam,	 to	 see	 if	 the	man
would	find	in	one	of	them	a	helper	corresponding	to	him;	but	it	was	all	in	vain,	for	not	one	of	them
satisfied	man.	This	interpretation	is	unacceptable	for	the	following	reasons:

(a)	that	this	exposition	is,	in	general,	not	in	keeping	with	the	concept	of	God	reflected	in	this	section;
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(b)	that	especially	in	regard	to	the	acts	of	the	Lord	God,	the	section	tells	us	how	He	immediately
executed	whatever	He	wished	to	do;	and	it	would	be	strange	if	just	in	this	particular	instance	He
should	have	failed	to	accomplish	what	He	intended;

(c)	that	it	would	be	stranger	still	to	declare	that	God	did	not	understand,	so	to	speak,	what	man
understood,	to	wit,	that	among	the	animals	there	was	none	fit	to	become	a	helper	corresponding	to
him;

(d)	that	it	is	inconceivable	that	the	experiment	was	carried	out	with	all	the	beasts	of	the	field	and	all
the	flying	creatures	of	the	air	without	exception,	that	is,	even	with	creatures	that	were	most	unlike
man;

(e)	that	precisely	the	cattle,	which	should	have	been	considered	first	and	foremost,	are	not	mentioned
at	all	in	v.	19;

(f)	that	later	on	it	is	stated	(vv.	21–22)	that	when	the	Lord	God	wished	to	make	the	woman,	He	formed
her	immediately	in	accordance	with	His	will;	if	so,	He	could	have	created	her	at	the	beginning;

(g)	that	it	is	explicitly	written	in	v.	20	that	the	purpose	of	the	Lord	God	in	bringing	the	creatures
before	man,	was	only	to	see	what	he	would	call	each	one.

It	would	seem	 that	 the	 text	 intends	 to	 tell	us	only	 that	 the	Lord	God	wished	 to	engender	 in	 the
heart	 of	 man	 a	 desire	 for	 a	 helper	 who	 should	 correspond	 to	 him	 exactly.	When	 the	 man	 would
inspect	 all	 the	 species	 of	 animals	 in	 turn,	 and	would	 find	 that	 some	of	 them	were	 indeed	 suited	 to
serve	him	and	help	him	to	some	extent,	but	yet	there	was	not	one	among	them	that	was	his	like	 [
keneghdo],	he	would	become	conscious	of	his	loneliness	and	would	yearn	for	one	who	could	be	his
life-companion	and	a	helper	 fit	 to	be	his	 soul-mate	 [ 	ezer	keneghdo]	 in	 the	 full	 sense	 of	 the
words,	and,	in	consequence,	he	would	be	ready	to	appreciate	and	cherish	the	gift	 that	the	Lord	God
was	to	give	him.

So	[the	Lord	God]	formed	etc.]	This	presents	a	difficulty,	for	according	to	the	preceding	section
all	 the	creatures	were	formed	before	man.	The	harmonistic	 interpretation	 that	explains	 the	verb	
wayyiser	to	mean,	now	He	had	already	created	before,	cannot	be	considered	seriously.	But	the	usual
explanation	given	in	modern
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commentaries,	 to	 wit,	 that	 we	 have	 here	 two	 contradictory	 accounts	 —according	 to	 the	 one	 the
creatures	were	created	before	man,	and	according	to	the	other	they	were	formed	only	after	man—is
not	 as	 simple	 as	 it	 appears	 at	 first	 glance.	 Not	 only	 must	 the	 redactor	 have	 noticed	 so	 glaring	 a
contradiction,	but	there	is	also	another	problem,	namely,	that	here	in	v.	19	only	the	beasts	of	the	field
and	the	flying	creatures	of	the	air	are	referred	to,	and	no	mention	whatsoever	is	made	of	the	cattle.	If
the	 term	 beasts	only	 had	 been	 used	 here,	 or	 beasts	 of	 the	 earth,	 one	 might	 have	 assumed	 that	 it
included	the	cattle	as	well;	but	the	expression	beasts	of	the	field	is	actually	an	antonym	of	cattle.	And
another	point:	it	is	just	the	cattle,	as	we	have	noted	earlier,	that	would	in	particular	have	had	a	claim	to
consideration.	Had	 the	meaning,	 therefore,	 been	 that	 the	 Lord	God	 created	 them	 then,	 they	 should
have	been	referred	to	in	unmistakable	terms.	Now	in	v.	20,	the	first	category	of	creatures	to	be	named
by	man	is	precisely	the	cattle.	From	this	 it	may	be	 inferred	 that	 the	cattle	were	already	to	be	found
with	man	 in	 the	garden	of	Eden,	and	 there	was	no	need	 to	create	 them	and	bring	 them	before	him.
This	 was	 not	 the	 case,	 however,	 with	 the	 beasts	 of	 the	 field	 and	 the	 flying	 creatures	 of	 the	 air;
undoubtedly,	 they	were	 not	 staying	with	man.	Also	 in	Lev.	 xvii	 13,	 the	 kinds	 known	 as	beasts	 and
flying	creatures	are	mentioned,	in	contradistinction	to	cattle,	as	two	classes	of	creatures	that	man	can
catch	 only	 by	 hunting.	 Hence	 it	 seems	 that	 in	 the	 passage	 before	 us	 (in	 the	 ancient	 epic	 poem	 the
position	 may	 have	 been	 different)	 we	 must	 understand	 the	 creation	 of	 the	 beasts	 and	 the	 flying
creatures	in	a	similar	sense	to	that	of	the	growing	of	the	trees	in	v.	9,	to	wit,	that	of	all	the	species	of
beasts	and	flying	creatures	that	had	already	been	created	and	had	spread	over	the	face	of	the	earth	and
the	 firmament	 of	 the	 heavens,	 the	 Lord	God	 now	 formed	 particular	 specimens	 for	 the	 purpose	 of
presenting	 them	 all	 before	 man	 in	 the	 midst	 of	 the	 Garden.	 If	 we	 approach	 the	 text	 without
preconceived	ideas	concerning	the	existence	of	two	cosmogonic	accounts,	this	exposition	will	appear
simple	and	clear;	and	thus	it	seems	to	me	the	Torah	intended	the	words	to	be	understood.

Out	of	the	ground]	The	Samaritan	Pentateuch	and	the	Septuagint	read:	further	[ 	odh]	out	of	the
ground.

	kol	hayyath	haśsadhe	[every	beast	of	the	field’]/
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—in	the	Samaritan	Pentateuch:	 	’eth	kol	hayyath	haśśadhe.	Since	we	have	 	’eth	[sign	of
the	definite	accusative]	before	 	kol	oph	haššamayim	[‘every	flying	creature	of	the	air ’],	it
would	seem,	on	the	face	of	it,	 that	the	Samaritan	reading	is	the	correct	one.	On	the	other	hand,	it	 is
hard	to	imagine	that	the	word	 	’eth	would	be	omitted	by	mistake	from	so	accurate	a	text	as	the	one
before	us.	Hence	it	seems	more	likely	that	it	was	intentionally	written	thus,	without	 ’eth,	in	order	to
emphasize	 the	parallelism	with	v.	9	 [where,	 too,	 	 ’eth	 is	omitted]:	and	out	of	 the	ground	 the	Lord
God	 made	 to	 grow	 every	 tree	 that	 is	 pleasant	 to	 the	 sight	 etc.	 [ 	 kol	 es	 nehmadh
lemar’e].

To	see	what	he	would	call	each	one]	The	exegetes	who	regard	this	as	idle	curiosity	on	the	part	of
the	Lord	God	have	failed	to	understand	the	passage.	It	must	be	read	as	a	continuous	statement	right	to
the	end	of	the	sentence:	to	see	what	he	would	call	each	one,	and	to	establish	the	names	that	man	would
give	the	creatures	as	their	permanent	designations.	The	naming	of	something	or	someone	is	a	token
of	lordship	(cf.	Num.	xxxii	38;	ii	Kings	xxiii	34;	xxiv	17;	ii	Chr.	xxxvi	4).	The	Lord	of	the	universe
named	the	parts	of	the	universe	and	its	time-divisions	(i	5,	8,	10),	and	He	left	it	to	man	to	determine
the	names	of	those	creatures	over	which	He	had	given	him	dominion.

	 lo	 [literally,	 ‘unto	 it’;	 rendered:	each	one]	 /	 It	 is	 characteristic	Hebrew	 usage	 to	 employ	 the
singular	 in	 a	 distributive	 sense.	We	 find,	 for	 example,	 in	 Isa.	 v.	 26:	He	will	 raise	 a	 signal	 for	 the
nations	afar	off,	and	whistle	FOR	IT	[ 	lo]	from	the	ends	of	the	earth;	‘for	it’	signifies,	‘for	each	one
of	them’.	Similarly	ibid.	xxx	22:	you	will	fling	them	away	as	an	unclean	thing;	you	will	say	TO	HIM	[
	lo],	‘Begone!’	Likewise	here	the	meaning	is:	‘what	he	would	call	each	one	of	them’:

Living	creature]	The	commentators	have	found	great	difficulty	in	determining	the	connection	of
these	words	with	the	other	parts	of	the	sentence	[literally	the	verse	reads:	‘and	all	that	the	man	would
call	unto	it	/	a	living	creature	/	that	is	its	name’]:

Rashi:	‘Recast	the	sentence	and	explain	it	thus:	every	living	creature	to	which	the	man	will	give	a
name	that	shall	be	its	name	forever.’
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Ibn	Ezra:	 ‘The	Lamedh	 in	 the	clause,	 that	 the	man	would	call	 it	 [ 	 lo],	applies	 also	 to	 another
word	[in	apposition	to	‘it’],	as	follows:	That	the	man	would	call	it,	[namely],	a	living	creature.’

Nahmanides:	‘And	every	species	among	them	that	the	man	would	call	after	his	own	name	(see	v.
7),	 regarding	 it	 as	 a	 living	 creature	 like	 himself,	 by	 that	 name	 [i.e.	 ‘living	 creature’]	 would	 it	 be
known.’

Isaac	Samuel	Reggio:	‘Every	name	given	by	the	man,	who	is	a	living	creature,	to	each	one	of	the
animals	and	birds,	that	is	its	name.’

Jacob:	‘And	every	name	that	the	man	will	coin	for	it,	in	recognizing	it	as	a	living	creature,	shall
be	its	name.’

Not	 one	 of	 these	 explanations	 is	 satisfactory.	 The	 generally	 accepted	 view	 to-day	 is	 that	 the
words	 living	 creature	 are	 superfluous,	 and	 are	 to	 be	 omitted	 as	 a	 later	 addition.	 But	 Alexander ’s
method	of	undoing	the	Gordian	knot	is	not	the	correct	one	for	philology.	It	seems	that	the	term	living
creature	must	 be	 understood	 as	 the	 accusative	 of	 limitation	 and	 definition,	 like	 the	 expression	 the
throne	in	the	sentence,	only	the	throne	[E.	V.	as	regards	the	throne]	will	I	be	greater	than	you	(xli	40).
The	preceding	clause	in	our	verse	reads	[literally]:	and	all	[ 	kol]	that	the	man	would	call;	now	the
word	all	in	this	expression	requires	limitation	and	definition,	for	the	man	had	not	the	right	to	name
everything	that	had	been	created,	but	only	(as	I	pointed	out	in	my	exposition	of	the	words,	to	see	what
he	would	call	each	one),	the	living	beings,	over	which	he	was	granted	dominion,	that	is,	every	 living
creature.	Accordingly,	 the	verse	has	 to	be	construed	as	 follows:	and	whatever	name	 the	man	would
call	any	created	being,	within	the	category	of	living	creatures,	that	would	be	the	name	of	that	created
being	in	future.

20.	The	man	gave	names	to	all	cattle,	etc.]—to	the	cattle,	which	were	already	with	him	in	the	garden	of
Eden,	and	to	the	beasts	and	the	flying	creatures	that	the	Lord	God	passed	in	review	before	him.	The
word	 	yiqra’	[call,	name’]	occurs	three	times	consecutively,	for	emphasis.

And	to	the	flying	creatures	of	the	air]	In	several	ancient	translations,	as	well	as	in	a	few	Hebrew
MSS.,	 the	reading	is:	and	to	ALL	 the	 flying	creatures	of	 the	air.	The	version	before	us,	without	all,
was	possibly	intended	to	ease	the	style	a	little.
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	uleadham	lo’	masa*ezer	keneghdo	[literally,	‘and	(=	but)	for	the	man	he	did
not	find	a	helper	corresponding	to	him’].	There	are	differences	of	opinion	as	to	who	is	the	subject	of
the	verb	 	masa’	[‘he	found’].	Many	consider	that	it	is	the	Lord	God,	but	the	Divine	Name	is	too	far
away.	Others	think	it	is	the	man;	this,	too,	seems	at	the	first	blush	difficult,	since	the	verb	is	preceded
by	but	 for	 the	man,	and	 if	 the	man	were	 the	 subject,	 the	 correct	wording	would	have	been:	but	 for
himself	[ 	w	elo]	 he	did	not	 find	a	helper	 corresponding	 to	him,	or	 some	 similar	 construction.	To
overcome	the	impasse,	it	has	been	suggested	that	we	read	but	the	man	[ 	wule’adham].	Instead	of
but	for	the	man	[ 	wule’adham].This,	however,	is	also	inadmissible,	because	the	subject,	the	man,
has	already	been	mentioned	at	the	beginning	of	the	verse,	and	there	was	no	need	to	repeat	it.	Possibly	

	lo’	masa’	[literally,	‘he	did	not	find’]	should	be	understood	in	an	impersonal	sense	[i.e.	‘one	did
not	find’]	as	the	equivalent	of	there	was	not	found	[i.e.	the	passive];	cf.	xi	9:	Therefore,	one	called	its
name	[i.e.	its	name	was	called]	Babel.	The	meaning	of	our	verse	would	then	be:	for	the	man	there	was
not	 found	a	 helper	 corresponding	 to	 him	 (there	 is	 a	 view	 that	 the	 text	 should	 be	 emended	 to	 read:	

	lo’	nimsa’,	‘was	not	found’;	but	the	emendation	is	unnecessary,	since	the	existing	text	can	be
interpreted	in	this	sense).

However,	this	explanation,	too,	is	not	free	from	objection.	Even	according	to	the	interpretation
suggested,	 it	 would	 still	 have	 been	 preferable	 to	 write	 	 welo	 [‘for	 him’]	 instead	 of	
ule’adham[‘for	the	man’].	It	is	better	therefore	to	construe	the	verse	thus:	the	subject	of	the	verb	
masa’	is	indeed	the	man,	but	the	word	 	ule’adham	is	not	connected	with	this	verb	(‘he	did	not	find
unto	the	man’,	or	‘he	did	not	find	for	the	man’),	but	stands	unrelated,	the	meaning	being:	as	 for	 the
man;	compare:	And	as	 for	 Ishmael	 [ 	uleyišmae’l]	 I	 have	heard	 you	 (xvii	 20).Then,	 since	 the
word	 is	 not	 an	 integral	 part	 of	 the	 sentence	whose	 subject	 is	 the	man,	 it	 was	 possible	 to	 say	
ule’adham	and	not	 	welo.	Nay	more,	 it	was	 not	merely	 possible,	 but	 correct	 to	 do	 so,	 in	 order	 to
stress	the	antithesis	that	Scripture	wished	to	express	not	only	between	[the	man]	gave	names	and	he	did
not	find,	but	also—and	even	more	so—between	the	man	and	the	other	species
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of	living	creatures	mentioned	before	him	(to	all	cattle,	and	to	the	flying	creatures	of	the	air,	and	to
every	 beast	 of	 the	 field).	Thus	 the	 sense	 of	 the	 verse	 is:	 unto	 every	 kind	 of	 living	 being	 the	 man
succeeded	in	giving	a	name	befitting	the	character	and	qualities	of	that	kind,	but	(antithetic	Waw)	as
far	as	man	was	concerned,	he	did	not	 find	a	creature	worthy	 to	be	his	helper	and	 to	be	deemed	his
counterpart	[ 	keneghdo],	and	hence	to	be	called	by	a	name	corresponding	to	 	adham,	or	to	the
name	of	the	male	of	the	‘Adamic’	species,	as	he	found	subsequently	when	the	Lord	God	brought	him
the	woman	(ii	23:	she	shall	be	called	woman	 	Issa],	because	she	was	taken	out	of	man	[ 	 ‘Is]).
Regarding	the	vocalisation	of	 	ule’adham,	see	below	(iii	17).

After	he	has	scrutinized	all	the	living	creatures	and	is	convinced	that	there	is	not	yet	in	the	world
a	helper	corresponding	to	him,	man	waits	yearningly	for	what	the	Lord	God	will	still	do	in	his	behalf.
And	we,	 the	readers,	also	await	with	 intense	 interest	 the	outcome	of	 the	story.	The	phrase,	a	 helper
corresponding	to	him,	at	the	conclusion	of	the	verse,	which	reiterates	the	words	of	the	Lord	God	at	the
end	of	v.	18,	recalls	the	Divine	intention,	emphasizing	that	this	has	not	yet	been	fulfilled,	and	we	look
forward	to	its	realization.	And	lo!	in	the	verses	that	follow	we	have	before	us	the	dramatic	description
of	the	creation	of	Woman.

21.	So	the	Lord	God	caused	a	deep	sleep	to	fall	upon	the	man	and	he	slept]	The	commentators
who	regard	this	as	a	symbolic	expression	of	the	idea	that	man	is	unable	to	apprehend	the	mystery	of
creation	(so,	for	instance,	Dillmann	and	Gunkel;	also	Jacob’s	exposition	of	v.	22	approximates	to	this
view),	 introduce	 into	 the	passage	a	philosophical	concept	 that	 is	completely	 foreign	 to	 it.	The	deep
sleep	 is	mentioned	before	 the	words	 then	He	 took	and	not	before	And	[the	Lord	God]	 built	 up;	 the
process	of	‘building’,	the	man	may	have	witnessed,	and	at	least	he	knew	of	it,	since	he	said:	This	at
last	is	bone	of	my	bones	and	flesh	of	my	flesh	(v.	23).	Actually,	the	matter	is	quite	simple:	we	certainly
could	not	picture	to	ourselves,	in	a	beautiful	and	exalted	narrative,	an	account	of	the	removal	of	the
rib	 from	 the	 body	 of	 a	 conscious	 person;	 his	 reaction	 to	 this	 operation	would	 have	 destroyed	 the
charm	of	the	story,	and	would	have	introduced	into	it	elements	unsuited	to	its	purpose.	The	act	could
not	have	been	performed	unless	the	man	was
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unconscious,	and	to	this	end	a	deep	sleep	was	cast	upon	him.

Then	He	took	one	of	his	ribs]	He	did	not	take	the	bone	alone,	as	the	exegetes	usually	understand
the	verse;	 the	hard	bone	would	not	have	been	suitable	material	 for	 the	fashioning	of	 the	 tender	and
delicate	body	of	the	woman.	The	meaning	of	the	text	is	that	the	Creator	took	together	with	the	bone
also	the	flesh	attached	to	it,	and	from	the	flesh	He	formed	the	woman’s	flesh,	and	from	the	bone	her
bones	(see	also	the	commentary	of	Abravanel).	Proof	of	this	we	find	in	the	words	of	the	man	(v.	23):
This	at	last	is	bone	of	my	bones	AND	FLESH	OF	MY	FLESH.

The	 story	 of	 the	 rib,	 as	 other	 commentators	 have	 rightly	 interpreted	 it,	 is	 an	 allegory	 of	 the
relationship	of	the	woman	to	her	husband.	Just	as	the	rib	is	found	at	the	side	of	the	man	and	is	attached
to	him,	even	so	the	good	wife,	the	rib	of	her	husband,	stands	at	his	side	to	be	his	helper-counterpart,
and	her	soul	is	bound	up	with	his.	Regarding	the	hermaphrodite	character	of	the	first	man,	to	which,
according	 to	 some	 of	 the	Talmudic	 sages	 and	 contemporary	 expositors,	 the	Bible	 alludes,	 see	my
comments	above,	on	i	27.

And	He	closed	up	its	place	with	flesh]	This	detail	is	also	emphasized	for	the	sake	of	the	beauty	of
the	 narrative,	 so	 that	 the	 reader	 should	 not	 picture	 to	 himself	 the	 body	 of	 Adam	 in	 a	 state	 of
mutilation,	with	 a	 bleeding	wound.	After	 the	 Creator	 had	 taken	 the	 rib,	 the	 flesh	was	 immediately
restored	 to	 health,	 and	Adam’s	 body	 became	well	 and	whole	 again	 as	 before.	 The	 subject	 of	
wayyisgor	[‘closed	up’,	third	person	masc.	sing.]	may	be	the	Lord	God	(and	He	closed	up	in	its	stead,
that	is,	the	place	where	it	was,	by	means	of	flesh),	or	it	may	be	flesh	(the	flesh	closed	up	in	the	place	of
the	rib	that	had	been	removed,	that	is,	flesh	grew	in	its	place;	cf.	Jud.	iii	22:	and	the	fat	closed	[
wayyisgor]	over	the	blade).

22.	And	[the	Lord	God]	built	up]	In	the	hands	of	the	Lord	God,	the	raw	material	taken	from	the	man’s
body	received	the	lovely	form	of	the	woman.	The	verb	banû	[‘to	build’]	is	the	regular	term	employed
in	Akkadian	literature	to	describe	the	creation	of	human	beings	by	the	gods;	so,	too,	in	Ugaritic,	one
of	the	titles	of	the	deity	who	is	the	father	of	the	gods	and	of	man	(’b	’dm)	is	bny	bnwt,	that	is,	creator
of	creatures.	We	thus
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hear	in	the	word	 	wayyibhen	in	our	verse	an	echo	of	the	ancient	literary	tradition.	At	the	same	time,
it	should	be	noted	that	it	was	not	without	reason	that	the	Bible	chose	the	verb	 	bana	in	this	particular
instance.	Owing	to	the	normal	signification	of	the	verb	in	Hebrew,	it	arouses	associations	suited	to	the
theme;	 just	 as	 a	 builder	 builds,	with	 the	 raw	materials	 of	 stones	 and	 dust,	 an	 edifice	 of	 grace	 and
perfection,	so	from	an	ordinary	piece	of	bone	and	flesh	the	Lord	God	fashioned	the	most	comely	of
his	creatures.

And	brought	her	to	the	man]—not	just	and	brought,	as	in	v.	19.	The	pronominal	suffix	emphasizes
the	object.	God	was	like	a	father	who	presents	his	son	with	a	valuable	gift	that	is	bound	to	please	him
and	be	cherished	by	him.	‘See	[he	says]	what	I	have	prepared	for	you!’

23.	 	 zo’th	 happaam	 [literally,	 This,	 the	 time’]	 /	 This	 does	 not	 mean,	 as	 some
commentators	have	supposed,	‘This	time’,	for	in	the	Biblical	idiom	the	demonstrative	pronoun	does
not	 precede	 the	 substantive	 when	 it	 is	 in	 apposition.	 Sforno’s	 interpretation	 is	 correct:	 This—this
female.	The	He’	 in	 the	word	 	happaam	serves	as	a	demonstrative	pronoun,	as	 in	 the	words	
hayyom	 [this	 day,	 today’],	 	 hallayla	 [‘this	 night,	 tonight’],	 and	 the	 like.	 The	 sense	 is:	 This
creature,	this	time	[that	is,	at	last],	is	in	truth	a	helper	corresponding	to	me!	Thus	the	man	exclaims	in
his	enthusiasm	and	heart’s	joy.

The	 verse	 is	 divisible	 into	 two	 parts.	 [In	 the	 Hebrew]	 the	 first	 part	 is	 composed	 of	 three
segments,	 each	 containing	 two	 words,	 both	 accented,	 whilst	 the	 second	 part	 is	 composed	 of	 two
segments,	each	comprising	three	words,	all	accented;	thus	each	part	has	six	accented	words.	The	word

	zo’th	[rendered	once,	this,	and	 twice,	she],	which	refers	 to	 the	woman,	occurs	 three	 times	 in	 the
man’s	 utterance:	 he	 begins	 and	 ends	 therewith,	 and	 uses	 it	 also	 in	 the	 middle	 of	 his	 speech.	 The
reiteration	is	for	emphasis.

Bone	 of	 my	 bones	 and	 flesh	 of	 my	 flesh]	 In	 Hebrew	 such	 expressions	 are	 commonly	 used	 to
indicate	 family	 propinquity:	 Surely	 you	 are	MY	BONE	AND	MY	 FLESH!	 (xxix	 14);	 I	 am	YOUR
BONE	AND	YOUR	FLESH	(Jud.	ix	2);	Behold,	we	are	YOU	BONE	AND	YOUR	FLESH	 (ii	Sam.	v
1);	you	are	my	kinsmen,	you	are	MY	BONE	AND	MY	FLESH	(ibid.	xix	12	[Hebrew,	v.	13]);	Are	you
not	MY	BONE	AND	MY	FLESH?	(ibid.	v.	13	[Hebrew,	v.	14]);
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Behold,	we	are	YOUR	BONE	AND	YOUR	FLESH	(i	Chr.	xi	1).

The	meaning	is:	formed	from	the	same	parents	or	from	the	same	family;	the	source	of	the	bones
and	the	flesh	 is	 the	same.	Our	verse	 is	based	on	this	metaphorical	expression,	as	 though	to	say:	 the
first	man	could	employ	this	phrase	in	the	full	sense	of	the	words,	in	their	literal	connotation:	actually,
bone	of	his	bones	and	flesh	of	his	flesh!

She	 shall	 be	 called	Woman	 [ 	 ’Issa]	 /	She	 is	 worthy	 of	 being	 called	 by	 the	 same	 name	 as
myself	(Nahmanides),	that	is	to	say:	I	have	given	names	to	all	living	beings,	but	I	have	not	succeeded
in	finding	one	among	them	fit	to	be	called	by	a	name	resembling	mine,	thus	indicating	its	kinship	with
me.	She,	at	last,	deserves	to	be	given	a	name	corresponding	to	my	own.

Because	she	was	taken	out	of	Man	[ 	’Is]	/	Although	the	two	names,	 	’is/	and	 ’Issa	are
known	 to	have	different	 root	 ( 	 is	 from	 the	 root	 	 ’ws,	and	 	’issa	from	 	 ’nth’ns),	 they
have	a	similar	sound	in	Hebrew,	and	therefore	aptly	mark	the	affinity	between	the	man	and	his	spouse.

Similar	expressions	occur	twice	at	the	end	of	the	section:	till	you	return	to	the	ground,	FOR	OUT
OF	 IT	 YOU	WERE	 TAKEN	 (iii	 19);	 and	 thereafter;	 to	 till	 the	 ground	 FROM	WHICH	 HE	WAS
TAKEN	(v.	23).	 The	 analogy	 of	 expression	 points	 to	 analogy	 of	 thought.	 The	man	who	was	 taken
from	the	ground	must	associate	himself	with	it	in	his	lifetime	through	his	work,	and	return	to	it	at	his
demise;	 similarly,	 the	woman	who	was	 taken	 from	 the	man	and	brought	 forth	 from	his	body	must
return	 to	 the	man	and	associate	with	him	constantly.	Emphasis	 is	given	 to	 the	verb	 	 laqah	by	 its
occurrence	seven	times	in	the	section,	as	I	have	noted	previously.

24.	Therefore	a	man	leaves,	etc.]	This	 is	not	 the	continuation	of	Adam’s	words,	but	a	comment
made	by	the	Torah	(see	Rashi),	 in	a	kind	of	bracketed	aside.	A	similar	construction	is	found	below
(xxxii	32	[Hebrew,	v.	33]):	Therefore,	to	this	day,	the	Israelites	do	not	eat	the	sinew	of	the	hip,	etc.

Therefore]—that	is,	since	‘the	experiences	of	the	fathers	are	an	augury	unto	the	children’.

	 ya’ăzobh	 [imperfect	 Qal	 of	 stem	meaning	 ‘to	 leave’]	 /	 It	 does	 not	 denote	 the	 future,	 but
constant	and	continuing	action.

136



A	man	leaves	his	father	and	his	mother	and	cleaves	to	his	wife]	Some	commentators	regard	this
verse	as	an	echo	of	the	system	of	matriarchy,	in	which	the	woman	was	the	head	of	the	family.	But	in
the	 epoch	of	 the	Torah	 this	 system	had	 long	disappeared,	 and	 the	words	 that	occur	 later	on	 in	our
section,	and	he	shall	rule	over	you	(iii	16),	suffice	to	show	that,	according	to	the	narrative	before	us,	it
is	the	man	who	is	deemed	the	family	head.	The	meaning	of	the	verse	is	simply	this:	whilst	a	man	is
single,	he	forms	part	of	his	father ’s	family,	but	when	he	takes	a	wife,	he	founds	a	new	family;	so	long
as	he	is	in	his	father ’s	house,	all	his	love	is	dedicated	to	his	father	and	mother,	but	when	he	marries,
his	love	for	his	wife	transcends	that	for	his	parents.

And	he	 cleaves	 to	 his	wife]	The	 reference	 is	 not	 solely	 to	 sexual	 relations,	 as	many	 exegetes,
from	 the	 rabbinic	 sages	 onward,	 understood	 it,	 but	 also—and	 more	 especially—to	 the	 spiritual
relationship,	 as	 is	 shown	 by	 the	 antithesis	 between	 this	 and	 the	 preceding	 verse:	 Therefore	 a	 man
leaves	his	father	and	his	mother.	See	also	above,	on	v.	18.

25.	And	they	were	both	naked]	This	detail	prepares	us	for	what	we	shall	be	told	later	(iii	7):	and
they	knew	that	they	were	naked.

And	were	not	ashamed]	According	to	some	commentators	this	means	that	sexual	desire	had	not
yet	been	aroused	in	them,	but	there	is	no	foundation	for	such	an	interpretation	in	the	verse	before	us.
It	 is	preferable	 to	explain	 it	 as	 follows:	 since	 they	did	not	yet	know	good	or	evil,	nor	had	 they	yet
learned	that	sexual	desire	could	also	be	directed	towards	evil	ends,	they	had	no	cause	to	feel	ashamed
at	 the	 fact	 that	 they	 were	 naked;	 the	 feeling	 of	 shame	 in	 regard	 to	 anything	 is	 born	 only	 of	 the
consciousness	of	the	evil	that	may	exist	in	that	thing	(R.	Obadiah	Sforno	comments:	they	looked	upon
the	sexual	organs	in	the	same	way	as	we	regard	the	mouth,	the	face	and	hands).
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FIFTH	PARAGRAPH
ADAM’S	SIN
CHAPTER	III

1.			Now	the	serpent	was	cunning	/	beyond	any	beast	of	the	field	
that	the	Lord	God	/	had	made.
He	said	to	the	woman,	/	‘Did	God	really	say,
“You	shall	not	eat	/	of	any	tree	of	the	garden”?’

2.			And	the	woman	said	to	the	serpent,
‘Of	the	fruit	of	the	trees	of	the	garden	/	we	may	eat.

3.			But	of	the	fruit	of	the	tree	/	which	is	in	the	centre	of	the	
					garden,
God	said,	/	“You	shall	not	eat	thereof,
neither	shall	you	touch	it,	/	lest	you	die.”’

4.		Then	the	serpent	said	to	the	woman,
‘You	shall	by	no	means	die.

5.			For	God	knows	/	that	when	you	eat	of	it
Your	eyes	will		be	opened	/	and	you	will	be	like	’Elohim	[God
					or	Divine	beings],	/	knowing	good	and	evil.’

6.			So	when	the	woman	saw	/	that	the	tree	was	good	for	food,
and	that	it	was	a	delight	to	the	eyes	/	and	that	the	tree	was	to
					be	desired	to	make	one	wise,
she	took	of	its	fruit	/	and	ate;
and	she	also	gave	[some]	to	her	husband	with	her,	/	and
					he	ate.

7.			Then	the	eyes	of	both	were	opened,	/	and	they	knew	/	that	they
					were	naked;
and	they	sewed	fig	leaves	together	/	and	made	themselves
					aprons.

On	 the	 general	 import	 of	 this	 and	 the	 following	 paragraphs	 we	 have	 spoken	 above,	 in	 the
introduction	 to	 the	 section	and	 in	 the	annotations	on	v.	 9.	Before	we	come	 to	 the	 exposition	of	 the
details,	we	must	consider	the	possibility	of	interpreting	a	number	of	them	as	aetiological	notes,	that
is,	as	explanations	of	the	causes
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of	 given	 phenomena,	 after	 the	 manner	 of	 the	 Greek	 .	 Many	 incline	 to	 the	 view	 (see	 recent
commentaries,	and	also,	for	example,	Dornseiff’s	article	in	ZAW,	lii	 [1934],	p.	61)	 that	many	verses
have	to	be	understood	in	this	way	and	regarded	as	explanations	of	the	cause	not	only	of	the	Fall,	of
evil	and	of	death,	but	also	of	numerous	other	phenomena,	like	human	speech	(ii	19–20),	the	wearing
of	apparel	(iii	7,	21),	the	fact	that	the	serpent	crawls	on	his	belly	(iii	14),	his	inclination	to	bite	(iii	15),
and	the	like.	This	expositional	approach	does	not	take	into	account	the	difference	between	the	Semitic
way	 of	 thinking	 and	 the	 Greek.	 The	 Hellene	 had	 a	 natural	 bent	 for	 abstract	 speculation,	 and
consequently	he	was	eager	 to	know	the	causes	of	 things;	 this	knowledge,	unrelated	 to	any	practical
purpose—knowledge	for	its	own	sake—he	deemed	of	great	importance.	To	the	Semite,	on	the	other
hand,	 the	 desire	 for	 knowledge	 that	 has	 no	 practical	 value	was	mere	 dilettantism.	 It	will	 suffice	 to
recall	the	well-known	anecdote	of	the	man	who	wished	to	annoy	Hillel	the	Elder	and	asked	him	why
the	heads	of	the	Babylonians	were	round,	and	then	why	the	eyes	of	the	Palmyreans	were	bleared,	and
thereafter	why	the	feet	of	the	Africans	were	broad	(B.	Shab.	30b-31a).	Moreover,	the	central	theme	of
our	section	does	not	aim	to	give	a	philosophical	explanation	of	the	origin	of	evil	in	the	world,	but	has
the	practical	purpose	of	providing	moral	instruction	and	of	assuaging	the	feeling	of	perplexity	in	the
heart	 of	man,	who	 finds	 a	 contradiction	 between	 the	Creator ’s	 paternal	 love	 and	 the	multitudinous
troubles	that	throng	his	world;	whereas	the	investigation	of	the	causes	of	particular	phenomena,	like
human	 speech,	man’s	 clothing	 and	 the	 characteristics	 of	 the	 serpent,	 are	 not,	 to	 the	 Semitic	mind,
matters	of	moment.	Hence	aetiological	 interpretations	of	the	kind	mentioned	should	be	viewed	with
great	caution.

1.	Now	the	serpent]	The	commentators	have	found	extreme	difficulty	in	determining	the	nature
of	the	serpent	in	our	section.	The	interpretation	reflected	in	the	pseudepigraphical	writings,	the	New
Testament	and	in	the	later	rabbinic	literature,	according	to	which	the	serpent	is	none	other	than	Satan,
or	the	beast	on	which	Samael	rode,	introduces	into	the	text	concepts	that	are	foreign	to	it.	This	applies
also	to	the	exposition	that	regards	the	serpent	as	a	kind	of	symbol	of	the	evil	impulse	in	the	human
heart;	the	idea
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of	 the	 evil	 impulse	 is	 likewise	 of	 later	 origin	 (Gen.	 vi	 5	 and	 viii	 21	 refer	 to	 a	 different	 matter).
According	 to	 ancient	 Talmudic	 sources,	 the	 primeval	 serpent	 is	 just	 a	 species	 of	 animal,	 although
differing	in	character	from	the	serpent	of	to-day,	and	resembling	man	in	his	upright	stature	and	in	his
manner	 of	 eating	 (see,	 for	 instance,	 B.	 Sota	 9b).	When	 we	 come	 to	 v.	14,	 we	 shall	 revert	 to	 the
question	 whether,	 according	 to	 the	 plain	 sense	 of	 Scripture,	 the	 primordial	 serpent	 was	 in	 truth
different	 from	 the	 kind	 that	 we	 know.	 At	 any	 rate,	 it	 is	 beyond	 doubt	 that	 the	 Bible	 refers	 to	 an
ordinary,	natural	creature,	for	it	is	distinctly	stated	here:	BEYOND	ANY	BEAST	OF	THE	FIELD	that
the	Lord	God	had	made.

But	 this	 interpretation	 also	 encounters	 difficulties.	 First,	 if	 the	 serpent	were	 only	 an	 ordinary
animal,	why	woes	Scripture	tell	us	that	he	spoke?	It	is	no	answer	to	say,	Is	anything	too	hard	for	the
Lord?	For	 the	 serpent’s	 speech	 is	 not	 comparable	 to	 that	 of	 Balaam’s	 ass:	 the	 latter ’s	 mouth	 was
opened	by	 the	Divine	command,	whereas	 the	serpent	here	speaks	solely	for	 the	purpose	of	 inciting
against	the	will	of	the	Lord	God.	Nor	is	his	speech	like	that	of	the	creatures	in	fox	fables	or	that	of	the
plants	in	parables	of	the	kind	employed	by	Jotham	and	Jehoash,	for	it	is	not	for	his	own	benefit	and
good	 that	 he	 talks	 (according	 to	 the	 haggadic	 interpretation	 his	 intention	was	 to	 destroy	 the	man,
because	he	[the	serpent]	had	set	his	heart	on	Eve,	but	there	is	no	hint	of	this	in	the	plain	meaning	of	the
text).

Furthermore,	how	could	a	mere	animal	know	all	that	the	serpent	here	knows,	including	even	the
hidden	purpose	of	the	Lord	God?	This	apart,	there	is	the	further	question:	if	we	are	concerned	here
with	 an	 ordinary	 creature,	 why	 just	 a	 serpent	 and	 not	 another	 animal?	 And	 if	 we	 answer	 that	 the
cunning	of	 the	serpent	was	 the	determining	factor,	 then	why	just	 this	and	not	another	wily	creature,
like	the	fox?

The	 documents	 and	 pictures	 of	 the	 peoples	 of	 the	 ancient	 East	 do	 not	 assist	 us	 to	 solve	 the
problem	of	the	serpent	in	our	section.	We	find	there	all	kinds	of	snakes:	sacred	serpents,	serpent-gods
or	serpents	that	symbolize	the	deities,	serpents	that	are	symbols	of	life	or	fertility,	serpents	that	guard
the	sanctuaries	or	the	boundaries,	serpents	used	for	‘divining’	future	events,	and	so	forth;	but	so	far
no	serpents	have	been	found	corresponding	in	character	to	the	one	in	this	section.
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To	solve	 the	problem,	we	must	consider	 the	 ideas	 that	were	associated	with	 the	concept	of	 the
serpent	among	the	Israelites	themselves.	As	I	have	already	stated	above	(pp.	49f.),	there	existed	among
them	 an	 ancient	 poetic	 tradition	 that	 told	 of	 the	 revolt	 of	 the	 prince	 of	 the	 sea	 against	 God—the
Israelite	version	of	the	eastern	legends	concerning	the	battles	between	the	great	gods	and	the	god	of
the	 sea	 in	 the	 era	of	 creation.	Both	 the	 Israelites	 and	 the	Gentiles	used	 to	 relate	 that	 the	 sea	 and	 its
confederates,	the	rivers,	had	many	helpers,	like	the	dragon	or	dragons,	Leviathan	the	fleeing	serpent,
Leviathan	 the	 twisting	 serpent,	and	other	monsters	 and	 animals.	 I	 dealt	 in	 detail	with	 this	 group	of
helpers	 of	 the	 sea	 and	 the	 rivers	 in	 Tarbiz,	 xii,	 pp.	 6–9	 [Hebrew],	 and	 subsequently	 in	 Keneseth,
dedicated	to	the	memory	of	H.	N.	Bialik,	viii,	pp.	130–134,	136	[Hebrew],	in	my	attempt	to	reconstruct
the	ancient	epic	on	the	rebellion	of	the	sea.	There	is	no	need,	therefore,	for	me	to	discuss	the	subject
here	at	length	I	shall	mention	only,	as	I	showed	in	Tarbiz,	ibid.	pp.	7–8,	and	in	Keneseth,	ibid.	p.	136,
that	once	the	tradition	concerning	the	revolt	of	the	sea	and	its	allies	against	the	Creator	of	the	world
became	current	among	the	Israelites,	important	innovations	began	to	be	made	therein:	not	only	were
the	pagan	elements	 attaching	 to	 the	original	 versions	of	 the	heathen	nations	blurred,	but	new	 ideas
were	 associated	 with	 it,	 in	 conformity	 with	 the	 conscience	 and	 ethos	 of	 the	 Israelites.	 One	 of	 the
innovations	 consisted	 in	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 sea	 and	 the	 rivers	 and	 their	 helpers,	who	 rebelled	 against
their	Creator,	became	among	the	Israelites	symbols	of	the	forces	of	wickedness,	whilst	God’s	victory
over	them	foreshadowed	the	final	triumph	of	absolute	good	over	the	principle	of	evil	 in	the	end	of
days,	as	we	read	in	Isa.	xxvii	1:	In	 that	day	 the	Lord	with	His	hard	and	great	and	strong	sword	will
punish	Leviathan	the	fleeing	serpent,	Leviathan	the	twisting	serpent,	and	He	will	slay	the	dragon	that
is	in	the	sea.	In	our	section,	which	deals	with	the	origin	of	evil	in	the	world,	it	was	only	to	be	expected
that	the	theme	should	be	linked	with	one	of	the	usual	and	well-known	symbols	connected	therewith,
and	particularly	with	 the	ordinary	serpent,	an	animal	 that	 is	 found	 in	 the	 sea	and	 the	 rivers	 and	on
land,	for	the	dragons	and	big	serpents	called	Leviathan	exist	only	in	the	sea,	and	could	not	appear	in
the	garden.	However,	the	Torah	as	we	have	previously
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stated,	 rejects	 the	 entire	 poetic	 tradition	 relating	 to	 the	 revolt	 of	 the	 sea	 and	 the	 rivers	 and	 the
monsters;	 the	 sea,	 it	 holds,	 is	 only	 a	 created	 entity,	 which	 was	made	 according	 to	 the	 will	 of	 the
Creator	and	forthwith	received	the	form	that	He	wished	to	give	it	(above,	p.	39);	the	rivers	are	merely
the	means	 employed	 by	God	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	 fructifying	 the	 earth	 (above,	 pp.	 103f.,	 114f.);	 the
dragons	are	but	natural	creatures,	which	were	created	by	the	word	of	God	to	do	His	will	like	the	other
created	beings	(above,	pp.	49ff.).	But	 since	 in	 the	popular	 thought	and	 language	 the	concept	of	evil
was	strongly	associated	with	 that	of	 the	serpent,	it	was	possible	 for	 the	Torah,	without	changing	 its
attitude	 to	 the	 ancient	 poetic	 tradition,	 to	 use	 the	 accepted	 folk	 ideas	 and	 phraseology	 that	 were	 a
product	of	that	tradition,	and	hence	to	choose	specifically	the	serpent	out	of	the	animal	world	as	the
symbol	of	evil.	And	in	order	to	make	it	quite	clear	that	we	have	here	only	a	symbol,	and	that	we	must
not	regard	the	serpent	as	an	independent	entity	in	opposition,	as	it	were,	to	the	Creator	of	the	world,	as
the	 ancient	 tradition	 of	 the	 poets	 narrated,	 the	 Torah	 stressed	 at	 the	 very	 outset	 that	 the	 serpent
belonged	to	the	category	of	the	beasts	of	the	field	that	the	Lord	God	had	made.	The	Torah’s	method
here	 is	 similar	 to	 that	 followed	 in	 the	 previous	 chapter,	 where	 it	 is	 emphasized	 that	 the	 great	 sea
monsters	were	created	like	the	other	creatures	by	the	fiat	of	God.

The	special	characteristic	that	the	Bible	attributes	to	the	serpent	is	cunning,	and	since	it	does	not
ascribe	 any	 other	 quality	 to	 him,	 it	 intends,	 apparently,	 to	 convey	 that	 the	 evil	 flowing	 from	 the
serpent	emanated	only	from	his	cunning.	In	the	ultimate	analysis,	we	have	here	an	allegorical	allusion
to	 the	 craftiness	 to	 be	 found	 in	man	himself.	The	man	 and	 his	wife	were,	 it	 is	 true,	 still	 devoid	 of
comprehensive	knowledge,	 like	children	who	know	neither	good	nor	bad;	but	even	 those	who	 lack
wisdom	sometimes	possess	slyness.	The	duologue	between	the	serpent	and	the	woman	is	actually,	in	a
manner	of	speaking,	a	duologue	that	took	place	in	the	woman’s	mind,	between	her	wiliness	and	her
innocence,	 clothed	 in	 the	 garb	 of	 a	 parable.	 Only	 in	 this	 way	 is	 it	 possible	 to	 understand	 the
conversation	 clearly;	 otherwise	 it	 remains	 obscure	 (in	 regard	 to	 the	 details,	 see	 below).	 In	 her
cunning	the	woman	begins	to	think	that	possibly	some	inference	can	be	drawn	from	the	fact	that	the
prohibition
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is	restricted	to	a	single	tree.	She	asks	herself:	‘Has	God	then	forbidden	us	all	the	trees	of	the	garden?’
‘Surely	not’,	she	answers	herself	in	her	simplicity;	‘He	forbade	us	only	the	tree	in	the	middle	of	the
garden’.	 ‘In	 that	case’,	 she	continues	 to	argue	 in	 the	manner	of	a	sly	person	who	considers	herself
extremely	 clever	 when	 she	 imputes	 cunning	 to	 other	 people	 and	 imagines	 that	 she	 has	 thereby
discovered	their	secret	intention,	‘in	that	case,	just	as	the	prohibition	is	restricted	to	this	tree,	so	must
the	 reason	 for	 it	 inhere	 in	 the	 nature	 of	 this	 tree,	which	 bestows	 the	 knowledge	 of	 good	 and	 evil;
undoubtedly,	the	interdict	was	not	imposed	upon	us	in	order	to	preserve	us	from	death,	but	because
God,	who	knows	good	and	evil	is	jealous	of	us	and	does	not	wish	us	also	to	have	knowledge	of	good
and	evil	like	Himself.	On	the	basis	of	this	conclusion,	she	acted	as	she	did.

By	interpreting	the	text	in	this	way,	we	can	understand	why	the	serpent	is	said	to	think	and	speak;
in	 reality	 it	 is	not	he	 that	 thinks	and	 speaks	but	 the	woman	does	 so	 in	her	heart.	Thus	we	need	not
wonder	at	the	serpent’s	knowledge	of	the	prohibition;	it	is	the	woman	who	is	aware	of	it.	Nor	should
we	be	surprised	that	he	knows	the	purpose	of	the	Lord	God;	it	is	the	woman	who	imagines	that	she
has	plumbed	the	Divine	intention—but	is	quite	mistaken!

Now	the	serpent	was	cunning]	The	subject	is	placed	before	the	predicate	in	order	to	emphasize
the	former	and	to	mark	the	introduction	of	a	new	theme	relative	to	it;	see	my	note	above,	p.	21,	on	i	2,

Cunning]	The	play	on	the	resemblance	of	the	word	 	arum	[‘cunning’],	in	this	verse,	to	
ărummim	 [‘naked’],	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 preceding	 paragraph,	 may	 be	 explained	 in	 the	 light	 of	 our
interpretation	as	 follows:	 It	 is	 true	 that	 the	man	and	his	wife	were	naked	 [ 	ărummim],	and	 that
they	remained	naked	because	their	ignorance	of	good	and	evil	prevented	them	from	feeling	ashamed
of	their	nakedness,	yet,	notwithstanding	their	lack	of	knowledge,	they	were	not	wanting	in	cunning	[

	orma];	 the	 serpent	within	 them	was	 cunning.	 In	 order	 to	make	 the	word-play	more	 apparent,
Scripture	uses	in	the	previous	verse	the	form	 	arom	and	not	 	erom,	which	occurs	subsequently
in	verses	7,	10,	11,	and	it	prefers	the	full	[that	is,	with	a	Waw]	to	the	defective	mode	of	spelling.	The
only	difference	between	 	ărummim
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[‘naked’]	 and	 	 ‘ărumim	 [‘cunning’]	 is	 the	 Daghes	 [represented	 by	 an	 additional	 m	 in	 the
transliteration].

That	the	Lord	God	had	made]	In	 the	previous	section	(i	25)	 the	word	made	 is	used	specifically
with	regard	to	the	beasts.

Did	God	really	say,	etc.]	Modern	commentators	have	found	difficulty	in	determining	the	meaning
of	the	expression	 	aph	ki	[rendered:	did	…	really].	Dillmann,	for	example,	interpreted	it	thus:	‘Is	it
so,	that	God’	etc.	( 	ki	 in	 the	sense	of	 	se-	‘that’).	He	is	followed	by	Gunkel,	whilst	others	give	a
slightly	different	explanation.	However,	 the	word	 	’aph	by	 itself,	without	 the	 interrogative	He’	 in
front	of	it,	does	not	express	a	question.	It	is	 	ki	that	serves	as	the	interrogative	particle	in	this	verse,
in	accordance	with	a	usage	that	is	found	in	post-Biblical	Hebrew,	and	occasionally	also	in	the	Bible
(e.g.	Isa.	liv	6:	but	a	wife	of	youth,	how	[ 	ki]	can	she	be	cast	off?	says	your	God.),	and	 the	word	
’aph	is	employed	for	emphasis;	cf.	Shall	I	IN	VERY	TRUTH	[ 	aph	’omnam]	bear	a	child,	now
that	 I	am	old?	(xviii	13),	which	 is	 a	 stronger	expression	 than	Shall	 I	TRULY	[ 	omnam]	 bear	 a
child	etc.,	or,	Will	you	INDEED	[ 	‘aph]	destroy?	(ibid.	23,	24),	which	is	more	forceful	than	Will	you
destroy?

The	general	 import	of	 the	 serpent’s	words	does	not,	 at	 first,	 seem	clear.	The	various	 attempts
made	to	elucidate	the	meaning—for	example	the	suggestion	that	we	have	here	only	the	conclusion	of
the	 serpent’s	 speech,	 and	 that	 his	 preceding	 remarks	 are	 not	 quoted	 (Ibn	 Ezra;	 a	 similar	 view	 is
expressed	by	Dillmann);	or	that	the	verse	represents	an	introductory	observation	intended	to	give	the
woman	an	opportunity	to	speak	on	the	subject	(Jacob;	cf.	Rashi),	and	other	interpretations	of	this	kind
—are	all	 forced.	For	a	preferable	explanation	see	above,	at	 the	end	of	 the	exposition	of	 the	words,
Now	the	serpent.

2–3.	These	verses	are	connected	in	the	same	way	as	ii	16–17,	the	meaning	being:	in	general	we
may	eat	of	the	fruit	of	the	trees	of	the	garden,	only	of	the	fruit	of	the	tree	that	is	in	the	centre	of	the
garden	we	may	not	eat.

The	tree	which	is	in	the	centre	of	the	garden]	The	woman	emphasizes	the	site	of	the	tree,	since	it
is	the	most	important	place	in	the	garden;	and	consequently	she	is	particularly	grieved	that	this	tree,
which	is	of	outstanding	significance,	should	be	prohibited.
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Although	there	was	in	the	centre	of	the	garden	also	the	tree	of	life,	and	possibly	there	were	other	trees
as	well,	her	interest	is	focussed	at	the	moment	on	the	forbidden	tree,	and	for	her	it	is	the	tree—with	the
definite	article—in	the	centre	of	the	garden.

Neither	shall	you	touch	it]	This	is	not	stated	in	the	instruction	of	the	Lord	God	quoted	above	(ii
17).	Most	exegetes,	whether	of	the	middle	ages	or	contemporary,	consider	that	the	woman	added	this
point	 of	 her	 own	 accord,	 and	 they	 advance	 various	 reasons	 for	 this	 interpolation.	 Jacob,	 in	 his
commentary,	suggests	that	Scripture	purports	to	tell	us	here	something	that	was	actually	said	by	the
Lord	God	but	was	not	 expressly	mentioned	above.	But	 this	hypothesis	 is	 improbable,	 for	 the	exact
nature	of	the	prohibition	should	have	been	precisely	formulated	when	the	Lord	God	spoke	to	the	man.
A	more	 correct	 approach	 is	 to	 pay	 attention	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 verb	 	nagha	often	 has	 a	 graver
connotation	than	mere	touching,	as,	for	example,	in	the	following	verses:	therefore	I	did	not	let	you
touch	her	(xx	6);	whoever	touches	this	man	or	his	wife	shall	be	put	to	death	(xxvi	11).	Hence,	in	the
final	analysis,	 the	clause	neither	shall	you	touch	it	 is	simply	synonymous	with	the	preceding	clause
you	shall	not	eat	thereof.

4.	 You	 shall	 by	 no	 means	 die	 [ 	 lo’	 moth	 temuthun]	 /	 The	 commentators	 and
grammarians	 (see	 Gesenius—	Kautsch	 §	 113	 v)	 usually	 assert	 that	 according	 to	 rule	 the	 negative
particle	[ 	lo’]	must	come	between	the	absolute	infinitive	and	the	conjugated	verb,	and	that	here	we
have	an	exceptional	 construction	 intended	 to	 rebut	 the	 statement	you	shall	 surely	die	 [ 	moth
tamuth]	contained	in	the	Lord	God’s	utterance	(ii	17).	But	this	expression	is	too	far	away;	moreover,
in	the	woman’s	speech	the	warning	is	worded	differently	( 	pen	temuthun	[‘lest	you	die’]),	and
there	was	thus	no	point	in	making	the	phrasing	here	correspond	to	that	in	ii	17.	Furthermore,	in	the
earlier	passage	it	is	written	 	moth	tamuth	in	the	singular	and	not	 	[in	the	plural]	as	here.

The	 rule	 has	 to	 be	 formulated	 differently.	 The	 negative	 particle	 comes	 between	 the	 absolute
infinitive	 and	 the	 conjugated	verb	when	 it	 is	 intended	 to	 express	 the	 antithesis	of	another	 verb,	 for
example,	Exod.	xxxiv	7:	FORGIVING	iniquity	and	transgression	and	sin,	BUT	WHO	WILL	BY	NO
MEANS	CLEAR	THE	GUILTY	[ 	wenaqqe
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lo’	yenaqqe];	Jud.	xv	13:	No;	WE	WILL	ONLY	BIND	YOU	AND	GIVE	YOU	 into	 their	hands;	BUT
WE	WILL	SURELY	NOT	KILL	YOU	 [ 	wehameth	 lo	 nemithekha];	 Jer.	 xxx	 11:	 I	WILL
CHASTEN	 YOU	 IN	 just	 measure,	AND	 I	 WILL	 BY	 NO	MEANS	 LEAVE	 YOU	 UNPUNISHED	 [

	wenagge	lo’	’÷naggekka].	The	rule	applies	also	when	there	is	no	antithesis	at	all,	e.g.	Jer.
xiii	12:	DO	WE	NOT	INDEED	KNOW	[ 	hyadhoae	lo’	nedha]	that	every	jar	will	be	filled
with	wine?	But	when	 the	 intention	 is	 to	qualify	 adversatively	a	 clause	containing	 the	 selfsame	 root,
then	 the	 negative	 particle	 precedes	 the	 absolute	 infinitive,	 for	 instance,	 Amos	 ix	 8:	 AND	 I	WILL
DESTROY	 [ 	 wehišmadhti]	 it	 from	 the	 surface	 of	 the	 ground;	 except	 that	 I	 WILL	 NOT
UTTERLY	DESTROY	[ 	lo’	hašmedh	’ašmidb]	the	house	of	Jacob;	Psa.	xlix	8–9:	TRULY
NO	man	CAN	RANSOM	[ 	lo’phadho	yiphde]	a	brother	…	for	the	RANSOM	[ 	pidhyon]
of	their	life	is	costly,	and	can	never	suffice	[the	rendering	of	the	last	clause	is	in	doubt].	So,	too,	in	our
case:	 the	 answer	 of	 the	 serpent	 	 lo’	 moth	 temuthun	 [‘you	 shall	 by	 no	 means	 die’]	 is
opposed	to	the	woman’s	words:	 	pen	temuthun	[‘lest	you	die’].

5.	For	God	knows,	etc.]	The	cunning	creature—that	is,	the	cunning	within	the	woman—thinks	that
she	has	discovered	herein	the	reason	for	the	prohibition.	Since	the	prohibition	applies	only	to	the	tree
that	bestows	the	knowledge	of	good	and	evil,	she	concludes	that	the	underlying	cause	must	be	none
other	 than	God’s	 jealousy.	He	who	 knows	 everything	 (not	without	 reason	 is	 it	 said	 here,	For	 God
knows)	does	not	wish	his	creatures	to	possess	the	same	knowledge	as	Himself.	The	concept	of	God’s
jealousy,	which	many	modern	expositors	 regard	as	a	doctrine	 taught	here	by	Scripture	 itself,	 is,	 in
truth,	only	an	inference	drawn	by	the	serpent	or	the	woman.	For	the	interpretation	of	verse	24,	see	the
commentary	ibid.

Like	’Elohim]	Two	interpretations	are	possible:	(a)	like	Divine	beings	(Ibn	Ezra:	like	angels);	(b)
like	 the	Lord	God.	The	 first	explanation,	which	agrees	with	what	 is	 stated	 later	 (v.	22):	Behold,	 the
man	has	become	 like	one	of	us,	would	apparently	seem	the	better;	but,	on	the	other	hand,	since	it	 is
hard	to	suppose	that	the	word	God	would	be	used	in	two	different	senses	in	the	same
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verse,	and	seeing,	moreover,	that	here	the	greater	expectation	is	more	suited	to	the	theme,	the	second
view	is	perhaps	to	be	preferred.

Knowing	good	and	evil]	If	we	accept	the	first	 interpretation	of	the	preceding	word	’Elohim,	 the
verse	may	be	understood	either	as,	and	you	will	be	 like	Divine	beings,	who	know	good	and	evil,	or,
and	you	will	know	good	and	evil	like	Divine	beings.	According	to	the	second	explanation	of	the	word
’Elohim,	as	a	singular,	the	clause	can	only	mean:	and	you	will	know	good	and	evil	like	God.

6.	So	when	 the	woman	saw]	Saw	here	means	gave	heed,	perceived.	Similarly,	 later	on	 (xxx	 1):
When	Rachel	SAW	that	she	bore	Jacob	no	children,	and	subsequently	(ibid.	v.	9):	When	Leah	SAW	that
she	had	ceased	bearing	children.

That	the	tree	was	good	for	food,	and	that	it	was	a	delight	to	the	eyes	and	that	the	tree	was	to	be
desired	 to	make	 one	wise]	 In	 repeating	 here,	 in	 somewhat	 altered	 form,	 the	 expressions	 employed
above	 (ii	 9)	 in	 connection	 with	 the	 trees	 of	 the	 garden	 generally,	 the	 Bible	 appears	 to	 give	 these
phrases	meanings	that	are,	to	some	extent,	new	and	different.	The	woman	noted	that	the	tree	was	good
for	food,	that	is,	that	it	was	not	only	of	a	pleasant	flavour	(perhaps	she	was	able	to	judge	the	taste	by
the	fragrance),	but	also,	and	particularly,	that	it	was	good	to	eat,	because	the	eating	thereof	raised	one
to	an	’Elohim-like	plane.	And	that	it	was	a	delight	to	the	eyes:	not	only	by	virtue	of	its	beauty,	which
charmed	the	eye,	but	also,	and	more	especially,	because	through	eating	it	the	eyes	were	opened	(your
eyes	will	be	opened,	we	read	in	the	previous	verse).	And	that	the	tree	was	to	be	desired	to	make	one
wise:	not	just	 	nehmadh	[‘pleasant’]	to	the	sight,	as	it	is	phrased	above,	but	also,	and	in	particular,
nehmadh	[‘to	be	desired’]	in	the	sense	that	by	eating	of	it	one	acquired	discernment	and	knowledge.	In
imagination	the	woman	magnifies	the	effects	of	the	eating	amazingly;	possibly,	for	the	very	reason
that	a	woman’s	imagination	surpasses	a	man’s,	it	was	the	woman	who	was	enticed	first.

And	 she	 took	 of	 its	 fruit	 and	 ate]	 Perception	 and	 flight	 of	 imagination	 were	 followed
immediately	by	decision	and	action.	The	extreme	brevity	of	this	part	of	the	sentence,	in	contrast	to	the
length	of	the	first	section	of	the	verse,	indicates	the	swiftness	of	the	action.
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And	she	also	gave	some	to	her	husband	with	her	and	he	ate]	Here,	too,	we	have	extreme	brevity,
and	this	terseness	likewise	betokens	the	celerity	with	which	the	deed	was	performed.	In	regard	to	the
man,	 the	Bible	does	not	 state	his	motives	 for	 eating,	 as	 in	 the	 case	of	 the	woman,	 since	 for	him	 it
suffices	that	she	is	the	one	who	gives	him	the	fruit.	It	is	the	way	of	the	world	for	the	man	to	be	easily
swayed	by	the	woman.

It	is	doubtful	whether	Hos.	vi	7	refers	to	our	passage.

With	her	[ 	immah]	/	Expressions	of	 this	kind	( 	 im	or	 	’eth	[‘with’]	with	 the	pronominal
suffixes)	occur	as	a	rule	when	a	person	is	said	to	associate	himself	in	a	given	action	with	someone
who	leads	him.	Examples	are:	you,	your	sons,	your	wife,	and	your	sons’	wives	WITH	YOU	(vi	18);	and
his	sons	and	his	wife	and	his	sons’	wives	WITH	HIM	(vii	7);	So	Abram	went	up	from	Egypt,	he	and	his
wife,	and	all	that	he	had,	and	Lot	WITH	HIM,	into	the	Negeb	(xiii	1).

Eating	of	the	fruit	of	the	tree	means	nothing	more,	according	to	the	Bible,	than	the	actual	eating
thereof,	in	the	literal	sense	of	the	term.	The	text	in	no	way	purports	to	allude	to	any	aspect	of	sexual
relationship;	and	 the	multitude	of	allegorical	 interpretations	with	which	a	number	of	commentators
have	embroidered	the	passage,	on	the	assumption	of	some	such	intention,	are	out	of	place.

7.	Then	the	eyes	of	both	were	opened,	etc.]	The	verse	recalls	the	expression	used	above,	your	eyes
will	be	opened	(v.	5),	as	though	to	say:	In	truth	their	eyes	were	opened	as	they	had	expected,	but	the
outcome	was	not	what	 they	had	awaited.	They	had	hoped	 that	by	eating	of	 the	 fruit	of	 the	 tree	 they
would	attain	Divine	knowledge;	in	point	of	fact,	they	did	gain	knowledge,	but	of	what	kind?	They	knew
that	 they	 were	 naked!	 The	 cognition	 that	 had	 seemed	 so	 desirable	 to	 them	 as	 to	 warrant	 the
transgression,	 for	 its	 sake,	 of	 the	 Creator ’s	 precept,	 appeared	 to	 them,	 once	 they	 had	 achieved	 it,
vastly	different	from	what	they	had	originally	imagined.	The	first	knowledge	they	acquired	was	the
wretched	 and	 grieving	 realization	 that	 they	 were	 naked.	 The	 significance	 of	 this	 consciousness	 in
relation	to	their	previous	state,	when	they	felt	no	shame,	I	have	already	explained	above,	in	my	note
on	and	were	not	ashamed	(ii	25).

The	reference	to	nakedness	here	at	the	end	of	the	paragraph
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forms	a	fitting	parallel	to	the	close	of	the	preceding	paragraph	(ii	25),	to	the	conclusion	of	the	next
paragraph	(iii	21),	and	also	 to	 the	beginning	of	 this	passage,	which	emphasizes	 the	word	 	arum
[‘cunning’],	which	is	similar	in	sound	to	 	arom	and	 	erom	[both	words	mean:	naked].

SIXTH	PARAGRAPH
THE	JUDGEMENT	AND	THE	SENTENCE

8.			And	they	heard	/	the	sound	of	the	Lord	God
walking	in	the	garden	/	in	the	afternoon,
and	the	man	and	his	wife	/	hid	themselves
from	the	presence	of	the	Lord	God	/	among	the	trees	of	the
					garden.

9.			But	the	Lord	God	called	/	to	the	man,
and	said	to	him,	/	‘Where	are	you?’

10.	He	said,
‘I	heard	the	sound	of	Thee	in	the	garden,	/	and	I	was	afraid,
because	I	was	naked;	/	and	I	hid	myself.’

11.	He	said,
‘Who	told	you	/	that	you	were	naked?
Have	you	eaten	/	of	the	tree
of	which	I	commanded	you	/	not	to	eat?’

12.	The	man	said,
‘The	woman	/	whom	Thou	gavest	to	be	with	me,
she	gave	me	fruit	of	the	tree,	/	and	I	ate.’

13.	Then	the	Lord	God	said	/	to	the	woman,
‘What	is	this	that	you	have	done?’
The	woman	said,
‘The	serpent	beguiled	me	/	and	I	ate.’

14.	The	Lord	God	said	/	to	the	serpent,
‘Because	you	have	done	this,	/	cursed	are	you
above	all	cattle,	/	and	above	all	the	beasts	of	the	field;
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upon	your	belly	you	shall	go,	/	and	dust	you	shall	eat	/	all
					the	days	of	your	life.

15.	I	will	put	enmity	/	between	you	and	the	woman
and	between	your	seed	/	and	her	seed;
he	shall	crush	your	head	/	and	you	shall	crave	his	heel.’

16.	To	the	woman	He	said,
‘I	will	greatly	multiply	your	suffering,	especially	of	your	child-
					bearing;	/	in	pain	you	shall	bring	forth	children,
yet	your	desire	shall	be	for	your	husband,	/	and	he	shall	rule	
					over	you.’

17.	And	to	Adam	He	said,
‘Because	you	have	listened	to	the	voice	of	your	wife,	/	and	
					have	eaten	of	the	tree
of	which	I	commanded	you,	saying:	/	“You	shall	not	eat	of	it”,
cursed	is	the	ground	/	because	of	you;
in	suffering	you	shall	eat	of	it	/	all	the	days	of	your	life;

18.	thorns	and	thistles	/	it	shall	bring	forth	to	you;
and	you	shall	eat	/	the	grain	of	the	field.

19.	In	the	sweat	of	your	face	/	you	shall	eat	bread
till	you	return	to	the	ground,	/	for	out	of	it	you	were	taken
for	you	are	dust	/	and	to	dust	you	shall	return.’

20.	The	man	called	/	his	wife’s	name	Eve
because	she	was	/	the	mother	of	all	living.

21.	And	the	Lord	God	made	/	for	Adam	and	for	his	wife
tunics	of	skins,	/	and	clothed	them.

8.	 And	 they	 heard	 the	 sound	 of	 the	 Lord	 God	 walking	 in	 the	 garden	 in	 the	 afternoon]	 The	 phrase
walking	in	the	garden	is	an	example	of	Biblical	anthropomorphism,	and	therefore	constitutes	one	of
the	points	of	difference,	as	we	stated	above	(pp.	85f.),	between	the	present	and	the	preceding	section,
which	avoids	the	use	of	anthropomorphic	expressions	in	so	far	as	ordinary	human	language	permits.
We	have	already	seen	how	the	divergences	between	 the	 two	sections	are	satisfactorily	explained	by
our	 theory	 concerning	 the	 two	 ancient	 epic	 poems,	 whose	 contents	 furnished	 the	 material	 for	 the
composition	of	these	two	sections.	But	the	commentators
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who	 extended	 the	 anthropomorphism	 still	 further	 by	 interpreting	 	 leruah	 hayyom	 [literally,
according	 to	 this	 explanation,	 ‘to	 the	wind	 of	 the	 day’]	 to	mean,	at	 the	 time	 when	 the	 usual	 wind
springs	up	towards	evening	(or,	according	to	others,	at	dawn)—that	is,	that	God	came	into	the	garden
to	 take	 a	 stroll	 and	 refresh	 Himself,	 as	 it	 were,	 in	 the	 coolness	 of	 the	 breeze—have	 failed	 to
understand	the	verse	correctly.	See,	in	this	connection,	the	rest	of	our	exposition,	and	especially	our
remarks	on	 	leruah	hayyom.

And	they	heard	[ 	wayyišmeu]	/	In	Biblical	narrative	prose,	when	it	is	desired	to	state	that	after
a	given	action	had	taken	place	another	action	was	performed,	 the	second	action	is	expressed	by	the
imperfect	tense	with	Waw	consecutive,	as	in	the	present	case,	 	wayyismeu.	Thus	the	new	point	is
not	 that	God	walked	 in	 the	garden,	but	 that	 they	heard	 the	 sound	of	Him.	 If	 it	 had	been	 intended	 to
convey,	as	most	contemporary	exegetes	think,	that	it	so	chanced	that	the	Lord	God,	who	did	not	yet
know	what	 the	man	and	his	wife	had	done,	entered	 the	garden	for	His	pleasure,	and	the	sinners,	on
hearing	the	sound	of	Him,	hid	themselves	and	thereby	aroused	His	suspicions	that	they	had	committed
some	wrong,	then	the	wording	would	have	been:	And	the	Lord	God	walked	in	the	garden	…	and	they
heard’	 etc.,	 or	 words	 to	 that	 effect.	 In	 the	 text	 as	 we	 have	 it,	 emphasis	 is	 given	 to	 the	 verb	
wayyismeu;	 this	 represents	 the	 new	 act—before	 they	 had	 not	 heard,	 and	 now	 they	 did	 hear.	 It	 is
possible	 that	 the	Lord	God	had	already	been	walking	 in	 the	garden	prior	 to	 this;	Scripture	 tells	us
only	that	the	man	and	his	wife,	now	that	their	conscience	was	uneasy,	became	aware	of	One	who	could
demand	from	them	an	account	of	their	deeds.

The	sound	[ 	haqqol]	of	the	Lord	God,	etc.]	The	meaning	of	 	haqqol	does	not	appear	to	be
clear.	It	cannot	signify	 	qol	haddibbur	[‘the	sound	of	the	voice’],	for	it	is	only	in	v.	9	that	the
Lord	God	begins	 to	 speak	 to	 the	man,	 and	 it	 is	 not	 to	be	 supposed	 that	 previously	he	was	holding
converse	with	Himself	or	with	someone	else.	The	usual	interpretation	is,	the	sound	of	His	feet,	which
is	based	on	the	sense	of	the	word	in	other	Biblical	passages,	for	example:	when	you	hear	the	SOUND
OF	MARCHING	in	the	tops	of	the	balsam	trees	(ii	Sam.	v	24);	when	Ahijah	heard
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The	SOUND	OF	HER	FEET	 (i	Kings	xiv	6);	 Is	not	 the	SOUND	OF	HIS	MASTER’S	FEET	 behind
him?	(ii	Kings	vi	32).	But	it	is	precisely	these	verses	that	rule	out	this	interpretation	here,	since	in	all
these	instances	the	word	 	qol	[‘sound’]	is	expressly	followed	by	the	word	for	feet	or	marching,	that
is,	 in	 verses	 of	 this	 kind	 	 qol	 is	 not	 used	 by	 itself	 without	 an	 accompanying	 explanation	 of	 the
nature	of	 the	 sound	 referred	 to	 in	 the	passage.	 In	our	verse,	however,	 there	 is	no	 such	explanatory
note,	 the	gloss	being	provided	only	by	 the	participle	of	 the	verb	(walking),	as	 is	usual	 in	 sentences
where	 the	word	 	qol	occurs	 as	 an	 interjection	 (e.g.	 iv	 10:	Hark	 [ 	 qol]	 your	 brother’s	 blood	 is
crying	to	Me	from	the	ground!	Cant.	ii	8:	Hark,	it	is	my	beloved!	Behold,	he	comes;	ibid.	v	2:	Hark,	my
beloved	is	knocking!);	the	meaning	is:	the	sound	of	His	walking.	In	so	far	as	the	sense	of	the	passage	is
concerned,	 this	 interpretation	does	not	differ	very	much	 from	 the	customary	explanation;	but	 from
the	 point	 of	 view	 of	 the	 form,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 Torah	 refrained	 from	 using	 a	 wholly
anthropomorphic	expression	 like	 the	sound	of	 the	 feet	of	 the	Lord	God,	and	chose	 instead	a	phrase
whose	anthropomorphism	is	not	excessive	by	Biblical	standards	(the	Hithpa’el	of	the	verb	 	halakh
[‘walk’]	 often	occurs	 in	 connection	with	 the	Lord,	 e.g.	Lev.	 xxvi	 12;	Deut.	 xxiii	 14	 [Hebrew,	 verse
15]).	Our	passage	does	not	go	into	great	detail,	but	leaves	the	matter	shrouded,	as	it	were,	in	reverent
ambiguity.	They	heard	the	Lord	walking;	precisely	what	they	heard	is	not	stated.

The	suggestion	 that	 the	word	 	mithhallekh	[‘walking’]	 refers	 to	 	qol	 (Bereshith	 Rabba,
xix	7,	and	several	medieval	commentators)	is	improbable,	for	although	a	sound	is	said	to	go	[the	Qal
of	 	halakh;	see	 Jer.	 xlvi	 22],	 it	 is	 not	 described	 as	walking	 about	 [the	Hithpa’el	 of	 	 halakh];
whilst	 to	 connect	 the	 word	 with	 the	 man	 (Abravanel)	 is,	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 our	 text,	 absolutely
impossible.

	 leruah	hayyom	 [E.	V.	 ‘in	 the	 cool	 of	 the	 day’]	 /	Numerous	 attempts	 have	 been	made	 to
explain	 this	 expression,	which	 is	 found	nov	 /	here	else	 in	 the	Bible.	The	 rabbinic	expositions—for
instance:	He	[God]	judged	him	[Adam]	in	the	east	side;	 	leruahhayyom	means:	 in	 the	side	 [
ruah]	that	rises	with	the	day.	or,	He	judged	him	in	the	west	side;	 	leruah	hayyom	signifies:
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in	the	side	that	declines	with	the	day	(Bereshith	Rabba,	xix	8)—do	not	reflect	the	actual	sense	of	the
verse.	The	interpretation	of	Nahmanides,	and	also	of	Jacob	in	modern	times,	that	the	man	and	his	wife
heard	the	voice	of	the	Lord	God	in	the	wind	[ 	ruah]blowing	in	the	garden,	does	not	accord	with	the
text.	Many	other	explanations	have	been	advanced,	but	 they	are	unsatisfactory;	equally	unacceptable
are	 the	emendations	 that	have	been	proposed,	 for	 example,	 that	of	Budde;	 	 lirwoah	 hayyom
[‘when	the	day	became	breezy’].

The	view	commonly	held	to-day	is	the	one	previously	mentioned,	according	to	which	the	phrase
signifies:	at	 the	time	when	the	wind	springs	up	towards	evening	(or,	at	dawn).	This	interpretation	is
open	to	a	number	of	objections.	In	the	first	place,	it	is	difficult	to	understand	the	prepositional	Lamedh
as	 one	 of	 time,	 unless	 it	 is	 linked	 to	 an	 expression	 having	 a	 temporal	meaning.	 It	 is	 possible,	 for
instance,	to	say	 	leboqer	[‘at	morning’],	 	 leerebh	at	evening’]	 	 liphnoth	boqer	 [at	 the
approach	 of	 morning’],	 	 leeth	 ‘erebh	 [‘at	 the	 time	 of	 evening’],	 and	 so	 forth;	 but	 it	 is
impossible,	for	example,	to	say	 	lese’th	basso’	ăbhoth	[literally,	 ‘at	 (or,	 to)	women	going
out	to	draw	water ’];	the	Bible	writes:	 	leeth	se’th	hasso’ăbhoth	[‘at	the	time	when	women
go	out	to	draw	water ’]	(xxiv	11).	In	order,	therefore,	to	express	the	thought	‘at	the	time	when	the	wind
of	 the	 day	 blows’,	 it	 would	 have	 been	 necessary	 to	 write	 	 leeth	 ruah	 hayyom	 or	 its
equivalent.	Furthermore,	even	if	we	concede	that	this	difficulty	can	be	explained	by	reference	to	such
doubtful	examples	as,	when	he	knows	[ 	ledhato]	how	to	refuse	the	evil	and	choose	the	good	(Isa.
vii	 15),	we	must	 surely	 realize	 that	 the	 expression	 	 ruah	 hayyom	 cannot	 possibly	 indicate	 a
wind	blowing	at	a	specific	time	of	the	day.	This	apart,	seeing	that	the	verse	expressly	comes	to	fix	the
time,	there	must	doubtless	be	a	reason	for	this,	and	it	 is	inconceivable	that	this	time	should	have	no
relation	to	the	actual	narrative;	but	the	usual	interpretation	fails	to	establish	such	a	connection.

These	problems	compel	us	 to	 search	 for	another	explanation.	 It	 seems	 to	me	 that	 the	word	
ruah	is	not	to	be	understood	as	a	substantive	but	as	a	verb	in	the	infinitive,	like	 	hom	[become	hot’]
in	the	phrase	 	kehom	hayyom	[literally,	‘as	the	day
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grew	hot’	that	is,	at	noon]	(xviii	1),	and	that	it	signifies:	to	be	in	the	period	after	midday.	Not	only	in
Arabic	does	this	stem	 	raha	yaruhu)	denote	an	action	 taking	place	 in	 the	afternoon—that	 is,
from	the	time	when	the	sun	begins	to	decline	from	the	meridian	till	evening—but	it	is	also	found	in
this	sense	in	Ugaritic	(I	have	thus	explained	the	word	rh	in	this	sense	in	Tablet	V	AB,	ii,	line	2).	Since
the	 verb	 occurs	 in	 the	 ancient	Canaanite	 language,	we	may	 surmise	 that	we	 have	 here	 a	Canaanite
expression	that	survived	also	in	the	poetic	idiom	of	the	people	of	Israel.	Apparently	the	ancient	epic
poem	on	 the	story	of	 the	garden	of	Eden	contained	 the	words	 	 leruah	hayyom,	 that	 is,	 at	 the
time	when	the	day	 	rah—is	in	 its	second	stage,	namely,	 the	afternoon.	The	Torah	uses	 this	phrase
just	as	it	uses	other	poetic	expressions	that	occurred	in	that	poem,	for	example,	 	’edh	[‘waters	of	the
deep’];	pleasant	to	the	sight	and	good	for	food;	the	flaming	sword	which	turned	every	way;	and	other
phrases	that	I	noted	above,	pp.	73ff.	The	purpose	of	fixing	the	time	in	this	verse	is	readily	explicable
in	the	light	of	the	statement	(ii	17):	for	IN	THE	DAY	that	you	eat	of	it	you	shall	surely	die.	Although	it
is	possible,	as	I	indicated	earlier,	to	understand	the	words	in	the	day	in	a	general	sense,	that	is,	at	the
time,	nevertheless	Scripture	wished	to	emphasize	that	the	word	of	the	Lord	God	was	wholly	fulfilled,
even	in	its	literal	meaning.	The	man	was	told	that	in	the	day	that	he	ate	from	the	tree	of	life	he	would
surely	die,	 and	 lo!	on	 the	very	day	 that	 he	 ate,	 in	 the	 afternoon	of	 the	 selfsame	day,	 the	Lord	God
appeared	and	decreed	that	he	should	be	banished	from	the	garden	of	Eden,	so	that	he	might	no	longer
be	able	to	approach	the	tree	of	life	and	eat	of	it	and	be	liberated	thereby	from	the	power	of	death	(see
above,	on	ii	17).

Among	 the	 trees	of	 the	garden	[ 	bethokh	es	haggan]/	Why	just	among	 the	 trees	of	 the
garden	( 	es	[literally,	 ‘tree’]	has,	of	course,	a	collective	sense	here),	and	not	 in	some	other	place;
for	example,	in	a	cave	or	the	like?	All	three	of	these	words— 	bethokh	[‘in	the	midst	of,	among,	in
the	centre	of],	 	es	[‘tree,	trees’],	 	gan	[garden’]—have	already	appeared	a	number	of	times	in	our
section,	and	they	remind	us	of	what	we	read	earlier	concerning	the	sin	of	Adam	and	his	wife.	Such
repetitions	do	not	occur	without	a	definite	purpose.	It	would	seem	that	the	words	are
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intended	to	hint	that	though	the	sinner	was	trying	to	forget	his	sin	and	cause	others	to	forget	it,	he	is
unable	to	silence	the	voice	of	his	conscience	and	to	obliterate	the	traces	of	his	misdeeds;	at	every	step
he	encounters	objects	that	remind	him	and	others	of	the	transgression	that	he	has	committed.	It	was	in
connection	with	the	tree	which	is	in	the	centre	of	[ 	bethokh]	 the	garden	 that	 they	sinned,	and	it	 is
among	[ 	bethokh]	the	trees	of	the	garden	that	they	were	forced	to	hide	themselves.

On	Job	xxxi	33,	see	Torczyner ’s	commentary.

9.	 But	 the	 Lord	 God	 called	 to	 the	 man]	 In	 vain	 he	 attempted	 to	 conceal	 himself,	 for	 it	 is
impossible	to	hide	from	the	eyes	of	the	Lord.	Forthwith	the	Judge	of	the	whole	earth	calls	the	man,	in
order	to	demand	from	him	an	account	of	his	conduct.	Also	in	other	parts	of	the	Bible	the	verb	to	call
is	 used	 in	 the	 sense	 of	 to	 summon	 a	 person	 to	 give	 an	 account	 of	 his	 actions;	 compare	 xii	 18:	So
Pharaoh	CALLED	Abram,	and	said,	 ‘WHAT	 IS	THIS	YOU	HAVE	DONE	TO	ME?’	(this	 question,
too,	is	not	unlike	the	continuation	in	our	section);	xx	9:	Then	Abimelech	CALLED	Abraham,	and	said
to	 him,	 ‘WHAT	 HAVE	 YOU	 DONE	 TO	 US?’	 etc.;	 xxvi	 9–10:	 So	 Abimelech	 CALLED	 Isaac	…
Abimelech	said,	‘WHAT	IS	THIS	YOU	HAVE	DONE	TO	US?’	Deut.	xxv	8:	Then	the	elders	of	his	city
SHALL	CALL	HIM,	and	speak	to	him.

The	man	was	the	first	to	be	tried,	because	the	primary	responsibility	rested	upon	him,	and	he	was
the	first	to	receive	the	Divine	command.

And	said	to	him,	‘Where	are	you?’]	The	verse	does	not	read,	and	said,	‘Where	are	you?’,	but	and
said	 TO	 HIM,	 ‘Where	 are	 you?’.	 The	 Lord	 God	 turns	 direct	 to	 the	 man	 wherever	 he	 is.	 The
commentators	who	consider	the	question	to	be	aimed	at	discovering	where	the	man	was	hiding	have
overlooked	the	words	to	him.	They	have	likewise	disregarded	the	fact	that	the	sequel	relates	that	the
Lord	God	determined	the	fate	of	the	man	and	his	wife	and	the	serpent	according	to	His	will;	since	the
subsequent	narrative	portrays	God	as	omnipotent,	 it	stands	to	reason	that	He	is	not	depicted	here	as
one	who	 is	unaware	of	what	 is	 around	him.	The	query	Where	are	you?	 in	 our	 verse	 resembles	 the
question	that	the	Lord	God	asks	Cain	(iv	9),	Where	is	Abel	your	brother?,	when	Abel’s	body	is	lying
on	the	ground	beneath	the	open	sky,
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and	 no	 attempt	 is	 made	 to	 conceal	 it;	 indeed,	 the	 matter	 is	 so	 well	 known	 to	 the	 Lord,	 that	 He
immediately	thereafter	says:	Hark,	your	brother’s	blood	is	crying	to	Me	from	the	ground	(ibid.,	v.	10).
Similarly	David	asks	(i	Sam.	xxvi	16):	Where	is	the	king’s	spear,	and	the	cruse	of	water?,	knowing	full
well	where	they	are.	In	all	these	passages	we	have	only	rhetorical	questions	of	varying	meaning.	The
same	obtains	here.	We	may	compare	the	case	to	that	of	a	man	who	comes	to	chide	his	little	son	who
misbehaved	himself	 and	 then	hid	himself	behind	 the	door	 in	order	 to	 avoid	 looking	at	his	 father ’s
angry	 face;	 the	 father	who	 is	well	 aware	 of	 the	 child’s	 hiding-place,	 calls	 out	 to	 him,	 ‘Where	 are
you?’,	meaning:	Why	are	you	there?	Is	that	where	you	should	be?	Come	out	and	face	me!

The	man’s	answer	is	in	keeping	with	this	interpretation;	he	does	not	reply,	‘I	am	in	such-and-such
a	place’,	but	he	explains	why	he	is	concealing	himself.

And	said,	etc.]	Although	 this	 is	not	stated	explicitly,	we	must	picture	 to	ourselves	 that	 the	man,
when	 he	 realizes	 that	 he	 has	 been	 discovered,	 emerges	 from	 his	 hiding-place	 and,	 standing
shamefaced	before	the	Judge,	mumbles	his	reply.	His	wife	creeps	out	slowly	after	him.

10.	I	heard	the	sound	of	Thee	in	the	Garden,	etc.]	He	does	not	dare	to	lie	before	his	Creator,	but
he	is	not	yet	willing	to	avow	his	sin;	hence	he	strives	to	turn	the	conversation	to	another	subject,	the
last	 thing	 that	 happened	 after	 his	 transgression.	 He	 offers	 an	 excuse	 for	 hiding	 himself,	 without
perceiving	that	his	very	excuse	provides	evidence	of	his	misdeed.

The	language	of	v.	8	is	repeated	here	with	slight	changes;	similar	repetitions	occur	again	further
on.	In	the	course	of	the	dialogue	between	the	Judge	and	the	accused	the	whole	concatenation	of	events
of	 which	 we	 read	 above	 is	 recapitulated,	 but	 in	 reverse	 order:	 first,	 reference	 is	 made	 to	 the
concluding	phase	of	the	story,	when	the	sound	of	the	Lord	God	is	heard	and	the	transgressors	conceal
themselves;	then,	one	by	one	retrogressively,	the	other	incidents	are	recounted	until	the	starting-point
is	reached—the	enticement	by	the	serpent.

And	 I	 was	 afraid]	He	 confesses	 only	 to	 a	 feeling	 of	 reverence,	which	 prompts	 him	 to	 hide
himself;	but	unwittingly	he	betrays	in	the	remark,	I	was	afraid,	also	the	sense	of	fear	and	trepidation
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felt	by	the	transgressor	who	is	summoned	before	the	court.

Because	I	was	naked]	These	words	recall	the	penultimate	stage	of	the	story,	and	they	knew	that
they	were	naked	(v.	7),	and	 thus	 testify	 to	 it	before	 the	Judge.	Now	the	questions	of	 the	Judge	press
harder	and	harder	on	the	accused	to	force	him	to	admit	the	preceding	episode.

11.	Who	told	you	…	have	you	eaten	of	the	tree,	etc.]	It	is	clear	that	these	are	not	the	questions	of
one	who	is	ignorant	of	what	has	happened.	Once	the	accused	had	inadvertently	uttered	the	words,	and
I	was	afraid,	BECAUSE	 I	WAS	NAKED,	 even	 a	person	of	ordinary	 intelligence	 could	have	 safely
concluded	 that	 the	man	had	 eaten	 from	 the	 tree	 of	 knowledge.	The	 purpose	 of	 the	 interrogation	 is
only	to	force	him	to	make	a	complete	confession;	after	what	he	has	already	said,	the	accused	can	no
longer	deny	his	guilt.

That	you	were	naked]	This	is	the	third	reference	to	the	subject	(see	vv.	7,	10);	thrice	for	emphasis.

The	tree	of	which	I	commanded	you,	etc.]	The	tree	is	not	mentioned	here	by	name.	The	name	is	no
longer	important;	only	the	prohibition	attached	to	it	is	of	consequence	now.

12.	The	woman	whom	 Thou	 gavest	 to	 be	with	me,	 she	 gave	me	 fruit	 of	 the	 tree	 and	 I	 ate]	He
confesses.	The	confession	takes	us	still	further	back	in	the	reconstruction	of	the	course	of	events;	we
reach	the	incident	described	at	the	end	of	v.	6:	and	also	she	gave	some	to	her	husband,	and	he	ate.	The
words	are	repeated,	and	the	parallelism	between	the	two	verses	is	clear.

The	man	endeavours	 to	 lessen	 the	gravity	of	his	offence	by	emphasizing	 in	 the	preface	 to	his
confession	 that	 it	was	not	 on	his	 own,	 but	 on	 the	woman’s,	 initiative	 that	 he	 committed	 the	wrong.
Thus	 we	 often	 find	 excuses	 for	 ourselves	 by	 throwing	 the	 blame	 on	 our	 companions,	 without
realizing	that	our	very	failure	to	resist	the	will	of	others	constitutes	our	sin.	Possibly	there	is	also	to
be	noted	an	attempt	on	Adam’s	part	 to	exculpate	himself	by	alluding	to	the	fact	 that	 it	was	the	Lord
God	Himself	who	gave	the	woman	to	be	with	him,	as	though	to	say:	Thou	didst	give	the	woman	to	be
with	me,	and	she	gave	me	of	 the	 fruit	of	 the	 tree.	This,	 too,	 is	characteristically	human:	people	are
inclined	to	justify	their	conduct	by	pointing	to	the	circumstances	and	fate	that	God	has	allotted	to	them
in	life.	To	this	implicit	contention	of	Adam,
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the	Lord	God	gives,	of	course,	no	answer,	for	it	was	not	consonant	with	His	dignity	to	reply	thereto,
but	the	Divine	silence	indicates	the	rejection	of	the	plea.

13.	Then	the	Lord	God	said	to	the	woman]	Since	the	man	mentioned	the	woman,	the	Judge	turns
to	her.

What	 is	 this	 that	you	have	done?]	Here	 it	 is	clearer	 still	 that	 the	question	 is	merely	 rhetorical.
The	woman’s	deed	is	already	known	from	the	man’s	answer;	there	is	no	need,	therefore,	for	further
questioning	in	order	to	establish	the	facts.	It	is	difficult	to	understand	how	a	number	of	commentators
could	interpret	the	question	as	having	the	purpose	of	ascertaining	what	the	woman	had	done.	Cain	was
addressed	in	similar	terms	(iv	10),	What	have	you	done?,	at	the	very	moment	when	he	was	told:	Hark,
your	brother’s	blood	is	crying	to	Me	from	the	ground!	In	 like	manner	 the	kings	of	Egypt	and	Gerar
formulated	their	questions	in	the	three	verses	quoted	above	(xii	18;	xx	9;	xxvi	10),	although	they	knew
full	 well	 what	 Abraham	 and	 Isaac	 had	 done.	 In	 all	 these	 instances	 the	 question	 resembles	 an
ejaculation,	the	meaning	being:	How	could	you	do	so	terrible	a	thing!

The	serpent	beguiled	me,	and	I	ate]	The	woman	also	endeavours	to	exonerate	herself	by	putting
the	responsibility	on	the	inciter,	and	she	does	not	realise	that	her	sin	lies	in	the	very	fact	that	she	did
not	resist	temptation,	but	listened	to	the	words	of	incitement,	to	the	prompting	of	the	cunning	within
her	soul.

The	woman’s	answer	brings	us	to	the	second	act	of	the	drama,	which	is	described	at	the	end	of
the	first	half	of	v.	6	(she	took	of	its	fruit	AND	ATE).	It	also	contains	an	allusion	to	the	first	act,	which
we	shall	discuss	specifically	in	connection	with	the	next	verse.

14.	The	Lord	God	 said	 to	 the	 serpent]	Since	 the	woman	mentioned	 the	 serpent,	 the	 Judge	now
turns	 to	 the	 latter.	 But	 He	 asks	 him	 no	 questions,	 and	 does	 not	 await	 his	 reply.	 Why?	 Various
explanations	have	been	advanced	in	regard	to	this	point,	but	they	all	lack	an	adequate	basis	in	the	text.
Possibly	 the	 solution	 is	 to	 be	 found	 in	 the	 general	 attitude	 of	 the	 Torah	 towards	 the	 ancient
mythologies.	It	seeks	to	reject	and	refute,	as	I	have	already	stated	(pp.	49f.,	141f.),	the	popular	beliefs
concerning	 the	serpent	and	 the	monsters	as	sovereign	entities	 that	 rise	 in	 revolt	against	 the	Creator
and	oppose	His	will.	Here,	too,	it	is	implied	that	the	serpent
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is	only	an	ordinary	creature,	which	is	not	even	summoned	to	judgement	and	has	no	right	to	speak	in
God’s	 presence.	 He	 receives	 the	 rebuke	 due	 to	 him;	 that	 is	 all.	 By	 God’s	 fiat	 his	 fate	 is	 decided
forever.

We	now	reach,	in	our	recapitulation	of	the	events	in	reverse,	the	opening	scene;	the	words	and
above	all	the	beasts	of	the	field,	spoken	by	the	Lord	God,	remind	us	of	the	statement	in	v.	1:	Now	the
serpent	was	cunning	BEYOND	ANY	BEAST	OF	THE	FIELD.	This	last	point	in	our	retelling	of	the
story	 backwards,	 becomes	 the	 starting-point	 for	 the	 judgement,	 which	 proceeds	 to	 determine	 the
punishment	of	the	transgressors	in	the	order	in	which	each	sinned:	to	begin	with,	the	tempter;	then	the
woman	who	was	 the	 first	 to	 eat;	 and	 last	 the	man	who	 ate	 after	 his	wife.	 The	whole	 drama	 is	 re-
enacted	before	us;	and	the	order	of	events	changes	once	again,	reverting	now	to	the	original	sequence
of	the	happenings.

Cursed	are	you	above	all	cattle,	and	above	all	the	beasts	of	the	field]	‘According	to	the	greatness
of	the	serpent	so	was	his	downfall:	because	he	was	cunning	ABOVE	ALL,	he	is	cursed	ABOVE	ALL	’
(Bereshith	Rabba,	xix	1;	see	the	note	in	Theodor ’s	edition,	pp.	170–171).	Not	only	is	the	expression
above	 all	 repeated	 here,	 but	 there	 is	 a	 play	 on	 the	 assonance	 between	 	 arum	 [‘cunning,
shrewdness’]	and	 	’arur	 [‘cursed’].	The	verbal	correspondence	points	 to	parallelism	of	 thought.
Since	the	serpent	transcended	all	the	beasts	in	shrewdness,	and	used	this	shrewdness	for	evil	purposes,
he	will	also	surpass	in	his	curse	all	the	beasts	of	the	field,	and	even	all	the	cattle,	whose	life	as	a	rule
is	harder	than	the	free	existence	of	the	wild	animals.	Similarly	it	is	said	(i	Sam.	xv	33):	so	shall	your
mother	be	bereaved	ABOVE	[that	is,	most	bereaved	of]	WOMEN;	and	in	a	passage	of	blessing	(Jud.	v
24):	Blessed	ABOVE	WOMEN	be	Jael,	the	wife	of	Heber	the	Kenite,	ABOVE	tent-dwelling	WOMEN
blessed.

Upon	your	belly	you	shall	go,	and	dust	you	shall	eat,	all	the	days	of	your	life]	This	shall	be	the
curse	of	the	serpent.	The	state	of	this	creature,	which	symbolizes	evil,	shall	be	ever	evil,	and	shall	be	a
warning	 to	 men	 of	 the	 consequence	 of	 wickedness.	Whatever	 goes	 on	 its	 belly	 is	 accounted	 an
abomination	(Lev.	xi	42).

And	dust	you	shall	eat,	etc.]—measure	for	measure:	having	sinned	in	the	matter	of	eating,	he	was
punished	in	the	same	respect.
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The	man’s	 punishment,	 as	 we	 shall	 see	 further	 on,	 was	 to	 be	 based	 on	 the	 same	 principle.	 In	 the
expression,	and	 dust	 you	 shall	 eat,	 there	 is	 possibly	 to	 be	 heard	 an	 echo	 of	 the	 ancient	 tradition
concerning	the	subjugation	of	the	serpent	and	the	monsters	by	God	(it	is	a	literary	echo	only,	for	the
Torah,	 as	 we	 have	 explained,	 is	 opposed	 to	 the	 actual	 legend).	 The	 idea	 of	 eating	 dust,	 in	 a
metaphorical	 sense	 of	 course,	 occurs	 several	 times	 in	 Scripture	 with	 reference	 to	 the	 plight	 of
conquered	foes.	It	is	written,	for	example,	in	Psa.	lxxii	9:	May	those	who	dwell	in	the	wilderness	bow
down	before	him,	and	his	enemies	lick	the	dust!;	in	Isa.	xlix	23:	and	lick	the	dust	of	your	feet;	in	Mic.
vii	17:	they	shall	lick	the	dust	LIKE	A	SERPENT.	And	just	as	in	Isa.	xxvii	l,	it	is	said	that	in	the	days	of
the	Messiah	 the	 Lord	 with	 His	 hard	 and	 great	 and	 strong	 sword	 will	 punish	 Leviathan	 the	 fleeing
serpent,	Leviathan	the	twisting	serpent,	etc.—that	is,	that	God	will	eradicate	the	principle	of	evil	from
the	world—so	we	are	told,	with	regard	to	the	very	same	subject,	in	Isa.	lxv	25:	AND	DUST	SHALL
BE	THE	SERPENT’S	FOOD.	They	shall	not	hurt	or	destroy	in	all	my	holy	mountain,	says	the	Lord.

All	 the	 days	 of	 your	 life]	 The	 boundary	 between	 the	 primeval	 serpent	 and	 his	 successors	 is
somewhat	blurred;	here	the	pronoun	you	addressed	to	the	former	includes	the	latter	too,	whereas	in
the	following	verse	the	first	serpent	is	distinguished	from	his	issue.	See	also	below,	on	I	will	greatly
multiply,	etc.	in	v.	16.

We	 are	 not	 given	 the	 slightest	 indication	 of	what	 kind	 of	 form,	 according	 to	 our	 section,	 the
original	serpent	had	before	his	doom	was	decreed;	whether	the	haggadic	expositions	of	this	subject
accord	with	 the	 actual	meaning	of	 the	 text,	 it	 is	difficult	 to	determine.	The	 rabbinic	 legend	 that	 the
serpent	resembled	a	human	being	in	shape	and	stature	(see	above,	p.	140),	corresponds	to	the	figures
that	 appear	 on	 some	Mesopotamian	 seals,	which	depict	 a	 composite	 creature,	 half	 serpent	 and	half
man	(see,	for	example,	Ward,	The	Seal	Cylinders	of	Western	Asia,	Washington,	1910,	pp.	127–128).
The	 Torah	 may	 purposely	 have	 remained	 silent	 on	 this	 subject	 in	 accordance	 with	 its	 systematic
opposition	to	whatever	is	connected	with	mythological	beliefs.

15.	I	will	put	enmity,	etc.]	The	serpent	is	not,	as	the	ancient	tradition	declares,	the	enemy	of	God;	he	is
the	foe	of	man.	On	the
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principle	that	the	deeds	of	the	fathers	are	an	omen	unto	the	children,	this	hostility	created	between	the
primeval	 serpent	 and	 the	 woman	 whom	 he	 had	 enticed	 would	 continue	 between	 his	 and	 her	 seed
through	 the	 generations.	 ‘And	 of	 the	 two	 antagonists’,	 the	 serpent	 is	 told,	 ‘you	 shall	 not	 be	 the
stronger.	He	(namely,	the	woman’s	offspring)	will	easily	be	able	to	crush	your	head,	but	you	will	not
be	able	to	injure	him	except	by	biting	his	heel;	and	if	he	will	beware	of	you	and	will	quickly	shatter
your	 head	 before	 you	 bite	 his	 heel,	 he	will	 be	 delivered	 from	 you.’	 Possibly	we	 have	 here	 also	 a
parable	concerning	the	principle	of	evil:	it	lies	in	wait	for	man	and	seeks	to	instil	its	venom	by	its	bite,
but	if	man	takes	heed	of	it	and	hastens	to	break	its	skull,	he	will	be	saved	from	it,	even	as	it	was	said	to
Cain	in	regard	to	sin:	its	desire	is	for	you,	but	you	will	be	able	to	master	it	(iv	7).

	 yeŠuphekha	 [usually	 rendered:	 (he)	 will	 bruise	 you]	 	 teŠuphennu	 [usually	 rendered:
(you)	shall	bruise	him]	/	It	is	difficult	to	determine	the	precise	meaning	of	the	two	verbs,	which	form
a	word-play	here;	much	discussion	has	been	devoted	to	the	problem	by	the	commentators.	The	most
likely	explanation	is	that	the	first	verb	 	yeŠuphekha	is	derived	from	a	root	 	Šuph	that	is	akin	to	
Ša’aph	in	Amos	ii	7:	they	that	trample	 	haŠŠo’ăphim]	the	head	of	the	poor	into	the	dust	of	the
earth,	 and	 ibid.,	 viii	 4:	 You	 who	 trample	 [ 	 haŠŠo’ăphim]	 upon	 the	 needy,	where	 it	 has	 the
meaning	of	tread	upon	or	crush;	and	that	the	second	verb,	 	teŠuphennu,	comes	from	a	stem	
Šuph	 that	 is	 cognate	 with	 	 Ša’aph	 in	 the	 normal	 sense	 of	 that	 root,	 namely,	 to	 crave,	 desire
(compare	the	expression	 its	desire	in	the	aforementioned	verse	of	the	next	chapter	[iv	7]).16.	To	the
woman	He	 said]	The	 reference	 to	 the	woman	 in	 the	 previous	 verse	 provides	 the	 transition	 to	 this
verse,	which	cites	the	words	of	the	Lord	God	to	the	woman.

In	order	to	understand	this	Divine	utterance	as	well	as	the	subsequent	address	to	the	man,	a	few
preliminary	remarks	are	necessary.	The	decrees	pronounced	by	the	Lord	God	appear	unduly	severe:
because	Adam	and	his	wife	sinned	was	 it	 right	 that	 their	children	and	children’s	children	should	be
punished	 for	 all	 time?	 There	 is	 also	 another	 difficulty,	 which	 arises	 from	 the	 interpretation	 that	 I
suggested	above	of	ii	17	(p.	125).	I	stated	that	the	Torah’s	intention
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was	 to	declare	 that	 if	 the	man	and	his	wife	had	hearkened	 to	 the	voice	of	 the	Creator	and	had	been
content	with	what	He	had	given	them,	they	could	have	eaten	from	the	tree	of	life	and	lived	forever	in
the	garden	of	delight	prepared	for	them.	In	that	eventuality,	they	would	have	had	no	need,	of	course,
to	propagate	 their	 species	or	 to	spread	abroad	 through	 the	earth	and	fill	 it.	Accepting	 this	premise,
there	is	a	serious	discrepancy	between	the	preceding	section	and	the	present,	which	constitutes	a	far
graver	 contradiction	 than	 any	 of	 those	 that	 I	 discussed	 in	 the	 introduction	 (pp.	 88–92),	 for	 it	 is
distinctly	 stated	 in	 the	 story	 of	 creation	 (i	 28):	And	God	 blessed	 them,	 and	God	 said	 to	 them,	 ‘BE
FRUITFUL	AND	MULTIPLY,	AND	FILL	THE	EARTH’.	However,	I	believe	that	this	objection,	which
can	 apparently	 be	 raised	 against	 my	 exposition,	 can	 be	 clearly	 and	 convincingly	 answered,	 if	 we
understand	well	the	words	addressed	by	the	Lord	God	to	the	woman	and	to	the	man.	This	will	enable
us	also	to	solve	the	first	problem	that	we	enunciated	here,	namely,	the	question	of	the	doom	imposed
by	the	Lord	God	upon	the	entire	human	race	in	consequence	of	 the	actions	of	 the	first	man	and	his
wife.

We	have	already	seen	above	(pp.	90ff.)	that	the	Torah	adopts	the	following	method	in	describing
the	creation	of	the	man	and	the	woman:	in	the	first	section	it	recounts	very	briefly,	in	conformity	with
the	general	plan	of	that	section,	the	gist	of	the	story	in	the	final	form	that	it	assumed	in	the	last	stage
of	its	unfoldment,	to	wit,	male	and	female	He	created	them;	and	in	the	second	section,	when	reverting
to	the	subject	for	the	purpose	of	giving	a	full	and	detailed	account,	it	portrays	the	course	of	events	in
all	its	successive	phases	to	the	very	end.	The	same	procedure	is	followed	in	the	present	instance:	in	the
first	 section,	whose	general	 structure	prevents	 it	 from	devoting	more	 than	a	 few	sentences	 to	man,
only	 the	 last	 phase	 of	 the	 story	 is	 mentioned,	 the	 phase	 that	 determines,	 by	 the	 Divine	 blessing,
mankind’s	destiny	for	all	generations;	but	when	the	Torah	recapitulates	the	narrative	in	detail	in	this,
the	second	section,	it	records	each	separate	stage	in	the	chain	of	events	until	the	dénouement.

As	far	as	the	conclusion	is	concerned,	the	two	sections	accord	well	with	one	another.	Since	man
chose	the	knowledge	of	good	and	evil,	which	involves	mortality,	preferring	it	to	primitive	simplicity,
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which	is	linked	to	eternal	life,	the	Lord	God	acted	towards	him	as	a	human	father	would	to	his	dearly
beloved	little	son,	who	did	something	contrary	to	his	counsel,	and	thereby	brought	great	harm	upon
himself.	On	the	one	hand,	the	father	rebukes	his	son	for	not	having	followed	his	advice,	and	on	the
other	 hand,	 he	 endeavours	 to	 remedy	 the	 hurt	 that	 his	 son	 has	 done	 to	 himself	 by	 his	 action.	 The
decrees	pronounced	by	the	Lord	God	mentioned	here	are	not	exclusively	punishments;	they	are	also,
and	chiefly,	measures	taken	for	the	good	of	the	human	species	in	its	new	situation.	Immediately	after
eating	of	the	fruit	of	the	tree,	they	realized	that	it	was	not	good	to	stand	naked,	and,	for	the	time	being,
they	sought	relief	 in	aprons	of	fig	 leaves.	Needless	 to	say,	 this	was	only	a	 temporary	palliative	and
inadequate	for	the	future.	Furthermore,	when	man	went	forth	into	the	wide	world,	he	was	compelled
to	cover	himself	not	only	 for	 reasons	of	modesty	but	also	on	account	of	 the	cold	and	 all	 the	 other
natural	phenomena	that	are	injurious	to	human	beings:	and	behold,	the	Lord	God	made	for	Adam	and
his	 wife	 garments	 of	 skin	 and	 clothed	 them	 (v.	21).	 Even	more	 essential	 was	 another	 ameliorative
measure.	Having	 lost	 the	 opportunity	 of	 achieving	 immortality,	 it	was	 vital,	 in	 order	 to	 assure	 the
survival	of	the	human	race,	that	man	should	be	enabled	to	be	fruitful	and	multiply;	and	so,	indeed,	the
Lord	God	decreed.	This	 reproductive	capacity	entails,	 forsooth,	pain	and	suffering	 for	 the	woman,
which	would	 be	 her	 punishment	 for	 her	 transgression,	 as	 it	 is	written:	 I	will	 greatly	multiply	 your
suffering,	especially	of	your	childbearing:	in	pain	you	shall	bring	forth	children.	In	pain,	it	is	true,	but
you	shall	bring	forth	children,	and	that,	ultimately,	is	what	matters	most.	This	is	at	once	the	benison	of
fertility	 and	 the	 assurance	 of	 the	 continued	 existence	 of	 the	 species,	 a	 promise	 that	 begins	 to	 be
realized	immediately,	as	 it	 is	said	(iv	1):	Now	Adam	knew	Eve	his	wife,	and	she	conceived	and	bore
Cain,	etc.

There	was	 still	 a	 third	measure	 necessary:	 the	 provision	 of	 sustenance.	 In	 the	 garden	 of	Eden
man	maintained	himself	without	difficulty;	 the	 soil	 of	 the	garden	was	 irrigated	by	 the	water	of	 the
river,	without	any	need	for	rain,	and	he	had	only	to	stretch	forth	his	hand	and	gather	fruit	from	the
trees,	according	to	his	requirements.	When	he	was	banished	from	the	garden	and	went	forth	into	the
wide	world,	which	could	not	be	sufficiently	fructified	by
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well-water	and	rivers,	the	blessing	of	rain,	which	gives	to	the	earth	its	fertility,	came	into	force.	It	is
true	that	the	bringing	forth	of	bread	from	the	ground	demands	intensive	toil	on	the	part	of	man,	which
would	be	his	punishment	for	his	sin;	it	is	true	that	rain	cannot	always	be	depended	upon—a	factor	that
is	to	be	employed	by	God	for	requiting	man	according	to	the	good	or	evil	of	his	deeds.	However,	the
possibility	of	obtaining	sustenance	was	afforded	him.	In	toil	you	shall	eat	of	it:	verily	in	toil,	yet	you
will	at	least	eat	of	it.	And	you	shall	eat	of	the	grain	of	the	field:	granted	it	is	only	the	grain	of	the	field,
but	at	all	events	you	will	eat.	In	the	sweat	of	your	face	you	shall	eat	bread:	truly	in	the	sweat	of	your
face;	nevertheless,	you	shall	eat	bread.	In	this	case,	too,	in	the	final	analysis,	it	is	the	positive	outcome
that	is	of	primary	importance.

According	 to	 this	 interpretation,	 it	would	appear	 that	 the	rabbinic	comment	 that	all	 that	 is	here
related	 concerning	 the	man	 took	 place	 on	 the	 very	 day	 that	 he	was	 created,	 agrees	with	 the	 actual
meaning	of	the	text,	for	it	is	stated	above	(i	28–29)	that	the	blessings	of	fertility	and	sustenance	were
bestowed	on	the	sixth	day.	There	is	not	a	single	word	in	the	passage	that	contradicts	this	hypothesis:
on	the	contrary,	it	is	possible	that	the	expression	 	leruahhayyom	[‘in	the	afternoon’]	contains,
as	we	have	explained,	an	allusion	to	the	fact	that	the	whole	drama	was	enacted	on	the	same	day.

I	will	greatly	multiply,	etc.]	The	woman	is	briefly	 told	here	what	specifically	concerns	her	and
her	female	offspring.	In	addition,	they	are	included	in	the	sentence	passed	on	the	man	(hence	 	[i.e.
man	as	species]	is	used	instead	of	 	’iŠ	[i.e.	the	male]).This	particular	penalty	was	not	imposed	on
the	woman	because	her	transgression	had	any	sexual	implications,	as	many	exegetes	have	thought;	but
since	 the	punishment	was	specifically	 intended	for	 the	woman	and	her	female	descendants,	and	was
not	a	penalty	shared	with	the	men,	it	had	inevitably	to	be	of	a	nature	restricted	to	the	female	sex.	The
woman’s	 female	 heirs	 are	 not	 explicitly	 mentioned	 here,	 although	 above	 (v.	 15)	 the	 Bible
distinguishes	between	her	and	her	seed.	In	the	case	of	the	woman,	as	in	the	case	of	the	serpent,	there	is
a	blurring	of	the	boundary-line	between	the	prototype	of	the	species	as	an	individual	and	as	a	symbol
of	the	succeeding	generations	of	kindred	creatures.
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Your	 suffering	 [ 	 ‘issebhonekh]	…	 in	 pain	 [ 	 beesebh]	 /	The	 stem	 	asabh	 [‘to	 pain’]
occurs	 three	 times:	 twice	here	and	once	 in	v.	17,	 in	 the	words	spoken	by	 the	Lord	God	 to	 the	man.
Such	 repetition	 implies	 emphasis,	 and	 the	 emphasis	 has	 a	 reason.	Apparently,	we	 have	 here	 a	 play
upon	words	with	reference	to	 	es	[tree’]:	it	was	with	respect	to	 	es	that	the	man	and	woman	sinned,
and	 it	was	with	 	esebh	 [pain’]	 and	 	 issabhon	 [‘toil,	 suffering’]	 that	 they	were	 punished.	 The
woman	ate	from	the	tree	that	seemed	to	her	good	for	food,	and	a	delight	 to	 the	eyes,	and	was	 to	be
desired	to	make	one	wise;	and	she	was	punished	with	something	that	was	not	good,	and	no	source	of
delight,	and	not	 to	be	desired,	but	a	great	suffering,	a	severe	pain,	which	would	become	proverbial
(such	sayings	as	[to	suffer]	pangs	like	a	woman	in	travail	are	familiar).	The	very	fact	that	Scripture
does	not	employ	here	the	usual	phrases	found	in	connection	with	the	suffering	of	childbirth,	like	
hebhel	[‘pain’],	 	hil	[‘writhing,	anguish’],	 	sir	[‘writhing,	pang’],	 	sara	[‘distress’],	but	chose
expressions	 derived	 from	 the	 root	 	asabh,	proves	 that	 it	 was	with	 some	 specific	 intention—for
instance,	to	allude	to	the	word	 	es—that	these	words	were	selected.

	 issebhonekh	 weheronekh	 [literally,	 Your	 suffering	 and	 your	 childbearing’]	 /	 The
phrase	 is	 usually	 understood	 to	 mean	 	 issebhon	 heronekh	 [the	 suffering	 of	 your
childbearing’]	 (hendiadys),	 but	 a	 better	 interpretation	 is:	 your	 suffering	 in	 general,	 and	 more
particularly	that	of	your	childbearing;	cf.,	from	the	hand	of	all	enemies,	and	[i.e.	especially]	from	the
hand	of	Saul	(ii	Sam.	xxii	1);	so,	too,	Psa.	xviii	1:	and	from	the	hand	of	Saul.	Your	suffering,	that	 is,
‘the	 pains	 and	maladies	 of	women	would	 exceed	 those	 of	men	 because	 of	 their	 natural	 adynamia’
(Abravanel);	and	 your	 childbearing,	 that	 is,	 particularly	 during	 the	 period	 of	 childbearing	women
would	 suffer	 from	 increasing	 weakness	 and	 would	 need	 special	 attention,	 and	 when	 the	 time	 of
parturition	arrived,	they	would	inevitably	endure	the	most	fearful	pangs:	in	pain	you	shall	bring	forth
children.

Yet	your	desire	shall	be	for	your	husband,	and	he	shall	rule	over	you]	Measure	for	measure:	you
influenced	your	husband	and	caused	him	 to	do	what	you	wished;	henceforth,	 you	and	your	 female
descendants	will	be	subservient	to	your	husbands.	You	will	yearn
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for	them,	but	they	will	be	the	heads	of	the	families,	and	will	rule	over	you.	See	above,	on	ii	24.

The	reading	of	the	Septuagint,	the	Peshitta	and	the	Old	Latin	version,	 	tešubhathekh,	[‘your
turning’]	instead	of	 	tešuqathekh,	[your	desire’]	is	unconvincing.

17.	And	to	Adam	He	said]	The	mention	of	 the	woman’s	husband	 in	 the	previous	verse	provides	 the
point	of	transition	to	the	Lord	God’s	pronouncement	to	the	man,	just	as	the	reference	to	the	woman	in
v.	15	served	the	same	purpose	for	His	address	to	the	woman	in	v.	16.

On	 the	general	purport	and	significance	of	 this	utterance	directed	 to	 the	man,	 see	my	remarks
above,	 in	 my	 annotations	 to	 v.	 16.	 Similarly,	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 inclusion	 of	 all	 mankind	 in	 the
sentence	decreed	on	the	first	man,	see	my	explanation	ibid.

	ule’adham	[‘and	to	Adam’]	/	So	the	word	is	pointed	[with	Š	ewa’	under	the	Lamedh],	and	not
	la’adham	[with	Qames	under	the	Lamedh],	also	above,	in	ii	20,	and	further	on,	in	iii	21.	If	ii	20

provided	the	sole	example,	we	might	have	thought	that	it	was	intentionally	vocalized	thus,	in	order	to
embrace	 the	 whole	 of	 humanity	 and	 not	 the	 first	 man	 alone;	 but	 here,	 and	 again	 in	 v.	 21,	 this
interpretation	 is	 not	 possible.	 It	 is	 accepted	 to-day	 by	 almost	 all	 Biblical	 scholars	 that	 since
throughout	 the	 section	 it	 is	 invariably	 written	 	ha’adbam,	with	 the	 definite	 article,	 it	 is	 to	 be
inferred	that	in	these	three	verses	the	Masoretes	erred,	and	that	we	must	emend	their	vocalization	and
read	 	 la’adham.	On	 the	other	hand,	 Jacob	 in	his	commentary	attempts	 to	 find	a	 reason	 for	 this
vocalization	on	homiletical	lines.	It	appears	to	me	that	the	exegetical	approach	of	the	latter,	as	well	as
of	the	former,	is	wrong,	and	that	before	we	come	to	a	conclusion	on	the	question	of	the	vocalization,
we	must	 first	 enquire	whether	 it	 is	not	based	on	a	 linguistic	 rule.	There	 is	 in	Hebrew	a	 substantive
whose	usage	is	similar	to	that	of	 	adham,	namely,	 	’Elohim.	It	was	also	originally	a	common
noun,	and	it	is	likewise	used	as	a	proper	noun,	because	there	is,	in	its	category,	only	a	single	example,
just	as	in	the	narrative	before	us	there	is	but	one	man.	Since	the	word	 	’Elohim	occurs	so	often	in
the	 books	 of	 the	 Bible,	 it	 is	 particularly	 suited	 to	 serve	 as	 the	 basis	 for	 the	 determination	 of	 the
grammatical	rules	pertaining	to	nouns	that	share	its	characteristics	(the	word	 	’el	has	no
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bearing	on	our	subject,	since	its	usage	is	governed	by	exceptional	rules;	see	my	article	on	this	word
in	SMSR,	viii	[1932],	pp.	125–145,	and	my	aforementioned	book,	La	Questione	della	Genesi,	pp.	60–
78).	With	regard	to	the	use	of	the	word	 	’Elohim	as	a	proper	noun—that	is,	as	a	name	of	the	God
of	Israel—a	study	of	the	relevant	passages	enables	us	to	establish	the	following	rules:(1)	It	can	be	used
without	the	definite	article,	like	any	other	proper	name;	so,	for	example,	in	the	story	of	creation,	(In
the	beginning	GOD	[ 	 ’Elohim]	created,	etc.);	 innumerable	other	 instances—hundreds,	 in	 fact—
may	 be	 quoted	 from	 Scripture.(2)	 It	 can	 also	 take	 the	 definite	 article,	 since	 it	 had	 a	 general
connotation	to	begin	with,	and	was	consequently	capable	of	receiving	the	sign	of	determination;	e.g.
xxii	1:	GOD	[ 	Ha’elohim]	 tested	Abraham;	hundreds	of	similar	examples	can	be	found	 in	 the
Bible.	(3)	Whenever	the	prefixes	 	Beth,	Kaph,	Lamedh	[‘in,	like,	to’]	are	added	to	 	 ’Elohim,
they	 never	 receive	 the	 vocalization	 of	 the	 definite	 article	 ( 	 ba-,	 ka-,	 la-),	 but	 always	 take,
without	exception,	the	form	 	be-,	ke-,	le-.	Twice	the	Bible	points	the	prepositional	prefix	before

	’Elohim	with	Qames,	and	in	each	of	these	verses	the	word	is	used	as	a	common	noun	and	not	as	a
proper	noun,	that	is,	the	reference	is	to	the	different	pagan	deities,	in	contradistinction	to	the	God	of
Israel	(Exod.	xxii	20	[Hebrew,	v.	19]:	Whosoever	sacrifices	TO	ANY	GOD	[ 	la’elohim],	save	to
the	Lord	only,	shall	be	utterly	destroyed,	Psa.	lxxxvi	8:	There	is	none	like	Thee	among	the	gods	[
bha’elohim],	O	Lord).	Precisely	 the	 same	 rules	 apply	 to	 the	word	 	adham.	When	 it	 is	 used	 as	 a
proper	name,	it	may	occur	with	out	the	definite	article	(so,	for	example,	iv	25,	and	several	times	in	ch.
v),	or	the	definite	article	may	be	prefixed	to	it	(as	in	our	section	and	below,	iv	1);	but	when	it	has	a
prepositional	prefix,	the	latter	is	not	pointed	with	Qames	but	with	Šewa’	(ii	20;	iii	17,21)—the	identical
rules,	in	fact.	It	is	clear	therefore,	that	the	pointing	 	le’adham	is	not	due	to	an	error,	nor	has	it	an
esoteric	significance,	but	is	based	on	a	general	rule	of	the	Hebrew	tongue.

Because	 you	 have	 listened	 to	 the	 voice	 of	 your	 wife,	 and	 have	 eaten	 of	 the	 tree	 of	 which	 I
commanded	you,	etc.]	Since	you	listened	to	her	voice,	although	by	so	doing	you	disobeyed	My
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commands,	 and	 you	 ate	what	 I	 forbade	 you	 to	 eat,	 your	 punishment	 will	 also	 be	 connected	 with
eating.	The	stem	 	’akhal	occurs	no	less	than	five	times	in	the	Lord	God’s	address	to	the	man.

Cursed	is	the	ground	because	of	you]	In	order	to	understand	the	nature	of	 the	earth’s	curse,	we
must	determine	what	is	meant	by	its	blessing.	From	a	number	of	passages	(e.g.	Deut.	xxxiii	13–15)	we
learn	that	a	blessed	land	is	one	that	is	amply	watered	and	fertile.	It	follows	that	a	land	is	cursed	when	it
lacks	water	and	fertility.	In	the	garden	of	Eden,	which	was	well	watered	and	produced	abundant	fruit,
man	ate	to	his	satisfaction	without	any	anxiety	or	undue	exertion;	from	now	on,	the	earth	would	yield
its	harvest	to	him	only	with	difficulty	and	in	meagre	measure.

In	 toil	[ 	 issabhon]	you	shall	eat	 it]	Only	 through	your	own	hard	work	will	you	be	able	 to
obtain	and	eat	the	fruit	of	the	earth.	On	 	issabhon	see	my	remarks	above,	oh	v.	16.	Here	it	may	be
added	 that	 the	 stem	 	asabh	 is	 used	 in	 a	 number	 of	 passages	 in	 connection	 with	 human	 labour
(sometimes,	perhaps,	not	without	allusion	to	our	verse);	for	example,	Psa.	cxxvii	2:	eating	the	bread
of	ANXIOUS	TOIL	[ 	haăsabhim];	Prov.	x	22:The	blessing	aof	the	Lord	makes	rich,	and	toil	[
esebh]	adds	nothing	to	it;	ibid.	xiv	23:	In	all	toil	[ 	esebh]	there	is	profit,	but	mere	talk	tends	only	to
want.	Possibly	the	word	 	assebhekhem	in	Isa.	lviii	3	means	‘Your	labourers’,	who	work	for	you
in	the	house	and	in	the	field.	The	word	 	esebh	denotes	also	 the	 fruit	of	 toil;	e.g.	Prov.	v	10:	Lest
strangers	take	their	fillof	your	strength,	and	YOUR	LABOURS	[ 	ăsabhekha]	go	to	the	house	of
an	alien.

All	the	days	of	your	life]	This	corresponds	to	the	closing	words	of	v.	14	above.	See	my	comment
there.

After	 the	general	 statement	here,	 in	 toil	 you	 shall	 eat	 of	 it	 all	 the	days	of	 your	 life,	a	 detailed
elaboration	 is	 given	 in	vv.	18,	 19.18.	Thorns	and	 thistles	 [ 	weqos	wedhardar]	 it	 shall	 bring
forth	to	you]	Of	its	own	accord,	without	your	labour,	the	ground	will	produce	for	you	only	thorns	and
thistles,	plants	that	do	not	provide	you	with	sustenance.	These	are	to	be	identified	with	 	śiah
haśśadhe	 [‘thorns	 of	 the	 field’]	mentioned	 earlier	 (see	my	 annotations	 to	 ii	 5,	 pp.	 101ff.).	 Then—
before	man	had	been	created—there	were	no	thorns	of	the	field	yet	upon
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earth;	now,	on	account	of	man’s	sin,	the	thorns	of	the	field	would	be	found	there	in	abundance.	Also
in	Hos.	x	8,	there	is	mention	of	thorns	and	thistles	[ 	qos	wedhardar]	in	connection	with	the	sin
of	Israel.

And	you	shall	eat	 the	grain	of	 the	 field]	Even	when	you	succeed	 in	eating	of	 the	 fruit	of	your
land,	it	will	no	longer	be	the	desirable	fruit	of	the	garden	of	Eden	but	the	grain	of	the	field,	that	is,	the
bread	that	you	will	produce	from	grasses	like	wheat	and	barley	and	other	kinds	of	cereals.	This,	too,
recalls	what	is	stated	in	ii	5:	and	no	grain	of	the	field	had	yet	sprung	up;	see	my	comments	thereon.	At
that	 time	 there	 were	 no	 cornfields	 yet;	 from	 now	 on,	 by	 dint	 of	 man’s	 labour,	 cornfields	 would
multiply	upon	the	earth.	19.	In	the	sweat	of	your	face	you	shall	eat	bread]	Although	 the	word	bread
may	 connote	 food	 in	 general,	 the	 preceding	 declaration,	 and	 you	 shall	 eat	 the	 grain	 of	 the	 field,
makes	 it	clear	 that	 the	 reference	here	 is	 to	bread	proper,	 in	 the	 restricted	meaning	of	 the	 term.	The
phrase	in	the	sweat	of	your	face—that	is,	through	toil,	which	will	bathe	your	face	in	sweat—provides
an	additional	explanation	of	 	beissabhon	[‘in	toil’]	in	v.	17.

Till	you	return	to	the	ground,	etc.]	After	making	the	general	statement,	all	the	days	of	your	life,
the	Bible	defines	the	expression	more	closely,	and	links	it	up	with	what	has	been	said	earlier	(ii	7):
Then	the	Lord	God	formed	man	of	DUST	FROM	THE	GROUND.	We	are	approaching	the	end	of	the
section,	 and	 the	 symmetry	of	 the	 narrative	 requires	 that	we	 should	hear	 at	 this	 point	 echoes	 of	 the
beginning	of	the	narrative.

For	out	of	it	you	were	taken]	You	wished	to	be	like	God	and	to	transcend	the	status	of	the	earthly
creatures,	but	you	must	not	forget	that	although	you	were	created	in	the	Divine	image,	your	body	was
derived	from	the	ground,	and	everything	in	nature	must	return	in	the	end	to	its	original	source.

For	 you	 are	 dust	 and	 to	 dust	 you	 shall	 return]	A	 repetition	 of	 the	 thought	 in	 different	words.
Earlier	(ii	7)	it	is	stated,	of	dust	from	the	ground;	and	here,	after	referring	again	to	the	ground,	further
mention	is	made	of	the	dust.	See,	on	the	subject,	my	notes	above,	on	ii	7,	pp.	104ff.

The	 idea	 that	man	 is	only	dust,	and	 that	 in	 the	end	he	must	 return	 to	dust,	finds	 expression	 in
various	passages	of	the	Bible,
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all	 of	which	 are	 dependent	 apparently	 on	 our	 verse.	Examples	 are:	 Psa.	 ciii	 14:	For	He	 knows	 our
frame;	He	remembers	that	WE	ARE	DUST;	ibid.	civ	29:	when	Thou	takest	away	their	breath,	they	die,
AND	RETURN	 TO	 THEIR	DUST;	 Job	 iv	 19:	 how	much	 more	 those	 who	 dwell	 in	 houses	 of	 clay,
WHOSE	FOUNDATION	 IS	 IN	THE	DUST	 ;	 ibid.	x	9:	Remember	 that	 Thou	 hast	made	me	 of	 clay,
AND	WILT	THOU	TURN	ME	TO	DUST	AGAIN?	;	ibid.	xxxiv	15:	all	 flesh	would	perish	 together,
AND	MAN	WOULD	RETURN	TO	DUST;	Eccles.	iii	20:	all	are	FROM	THE	DUST	AND	ALL	TURN
TO	DUST	AGAIN;	ibid.	xii	7:	AND	THE	DUST	RETURNS	TO	THE	EARTH	as	it	was.

The	words	of	the	Lord	God	to	the	man	explain	to	him	in	detail	the	meaning	of	the	warning,	you
shall	surely	die,	which	had	been	addressed	to	him	in	the	beginning	(ii	17).	Then	he	had	not	been	able
to	comprehend	the	detailed	implications	(see	my	comments	ibid.);	but	now,	having	eaten	of	the	tree	of
knowledge,	 he	 is	 able	 to	 understand,	 and	 a	 comprehensive	 explanation	 is	 given	 him.	 20.	The	 man
called	his	wife’s	name	Eve,	etc.]	It	may	at	first	seem	strange	that	 this	verse	comes	just	here.	Several
expositors	 consider	 it	 misplaced;	 whilst	 the	 attempts	 of	 others	 to	 explain	 its	 present	 position	 are
forced.	To	me	it	seems	that	the	elucidation	is	to	be	sought	in	the	fact	that	the	giving	of	a	name,	as	I
have	stated	above	(p.	92),	was	considered	an	indication	of	lordship.	Since	the	Lord	God	decreed	that
he	[the	husband]	should	rule	over	her	he	assigns	a	name	to	her	as	a	token	of	his	rulership.

Because	she	was	 the	mother	of	all	 living]	These	words	have	been	added	by	 the	Bible;	 it	 is	not
Adam’s	 own	 reason,	 for	 in	 that	 case	 he	 should	 have	 said:	 ‘because	 she	 shall	 be	 the	mother	 of	 all
living’.	Furthermore,	how	could	Adam	have	known	that	she	would	be	the	mother	of	all	living?	This
apart,	how	is	it	possible	to	find	in	the	name	 	Hawwa	[Eve],	even	if	we	assume	that	 it	signifies	
hayya	[‘living’]	(fem,	sing.),	the	idea	of	the	mother	of	all	living?	The	meaning	of	the	verse	is	this:	the
man	called	his	wife	 	Hawwa,	and	this	name	was	well	suited	to	her,	since	she	eventually	became	the
mother	of	 all	 living.	But	why	did	her	husband	call	 her	 	Hawwa?	It	would	 seem	 that	 the	 correct
view,	anticipated	already	by	the	rabbinic	sages,	is	that	of	the	scholars	who	consider	that	this	name	is
related	to	the	Aramaic	word	 	hiwya’	and	the	Arabic	hayyatun	(‘serpent’;	cf.	Bereshith	Rabba,
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xx	11:	 ‘She	was	given	 to	him	for	an	adviser,	but	 she	played	 the	eavesdropper	 like	 the	serpent	 [
hiwya]	 …	R.	 Aha	 said:	 The	 serpent	 was	 your	 [Eve’s]	 serpent	 [i.e.	 seducer]	 and	 you	 are	 Adam’s
serpent’;	 see	 the	 variant	 readings	 in	 Theodor ’s	 commentary,	 p.	 195;	 cf.	 also	 ibid.	xx	 2,	where	 the
dictum	of	R.	Aha	 recurs).	On	account	of	what	happened	 in	 the	garden	of	Eden,	 the	man	named	his
wife	 	Hawwa,	 that	 is,	 Female	 Serpent,	 and	 the	 Torah	 notes,	 as	 I	 observed,	 that	 the	 name	 was
appropriate	to	her	from	another	aspect,	to	wit,	because	of	the	living	who	were	to	issue	from	her.	Thus,
there	is	another	reason	for	giving	the	verse	its	particular	position	here.

It	is	doubtful	whether	a	parallel	can	be	found	to	the	name	 	Hawwa	in	Phoenician	inscriptions.

21.	And	 the	Lord	God	made	 for	Adam	and	 for	his	wife	 tunics	of	 skins,	and	clothed	 them]	The	main
significance	of	this	verse	has	been	explained	above,	in	connection	with	v.	16;	see	ibid.	Concerning	the
vocalization	of	 	le’adham,	see	on	v.	17.

Tunics	of	skins]	Various	fanciful	interpretations	have	been	advanced	regarding	the	tunics	of	skin,
but	the	term	simply	denotes	tunics	made	of	the	skins	of	domestic	or	wild	animals,	enduring	tunics	in
contrast	to	aprons	of	leaves	(v.	7),	which	do	not	last	a	long	time.	There	is	no	contradiction	here	to	the
principle	of	vegetarianism	implied	both	in	the	previous	section	(i	29)	and	the	present	(iii	17–19),	for
there	 is	 no	 necessity	 to	 suppose	 that	 the	 verse	 refers	 specifically	 to	 skins	 of	 cattle	 that	 had	 been
slaughtered	for	the	purpose	of	eating	their	flesh.

And	clothed	them]	The	meaning	is	not,	as	Jacob	thinks,	that	the	Lord	Himself	clothed	them,	but
that	He	enabled	them	to	clothe	themselves.	So,	too,	it	is	written	(ii	Sam.	i	24):	Ye	daughters	of	Israel,
weep	over	Saul,	who	CLOTHED	YOU	daintily	in	scarlet.

The	 expression,	 and	 He	 clothed	 them,	 concludes	 the	 paragraph	 with	 a	 fitting	 parallel	 to	 the
endings	of	the	two	preceding	paragraphs	(ii	25:	And	they	were	both	naked,	the	man	and	his	wife,	and
were	not	ashamed;	iii	7:	and	they	knew	that	they	were	naked;	and	they	sewed	fig	leaves	together	and
made	themselves	aprons).

171



SEVENTH	PARAGRAPH
THE	EXPULSION	FROM	THE	GARDEN	OF	EDEN

22.	Then	the	Lord	God	said,
‘Behold,	the	man
has	become	like	one	of	us,	/	knowing	good	and	evil;
and	now,	lest	he	put	forth	his	hand	/	and	take	also	of	the
					tree	of	life,
and	eat,	/	and	live	for	ever’—

23.	therefore	the	Lord	God	sent	him	forth	/	from	the	garden	of
				Eden,
to	till	the	ground	/	from	which	he	was	taken.

24.	He	drove	out	the	man;	/	and	at	the	east	of	the	garden	of	Eden	
					[ 	miqqedhem	leghan	edhen]	He	placed
the	cherubim,	/	and	the	sword-flame	which	turned	every	way
to	guard	/	the	way	to	the	tree	of	life.

22.	Like	one	of	us]—like	one	of	my	entourage,	like	one	of	the	Divine	entities,	which	are	of	a	higher
order	than	man,	for	example,	the	cherubim	and	their	kind.	We	have	already	seen	above	(p.	113)	 that
the	idea	prevailed	among	the	Israelites	that	the	knowledge	of	good	and	evil,	that	is,	of	everything	in
the	world,	was	one	of	the	specific	attributes	of	the	angels	(ii	Sam.	xiv	17:	for	my	lord	the	king	is	like
the	 angel	 of	God	TO	DISCERN	GOOD	AND	EVIL;	 ibid.,	 v.	 20:	But	 my	 lord	 has	 wisdom	 like	 the
wisdom	of	THE	ANGEL	OF	GOD	TO	KNOW	ALL	THINGS	THAT	ARE	ON	THE	EARTH).

Knowing	good	and	evil]	This	serves	to	qualify	and	define	the	preceding	comparison,	like	one	of
us.	The	man	has	become	like	one	of	us	in	the	sense	that	he	also	knows	good	and	evil.

And	now,	lest	he	put	forth	his	hand,	etc.]	The	word	 	we'atta	[‘and	now’]	 is	usually,	as	here,
the	 correlative	 of	 	 hen	 (or	 	 hinne)	 [‘behold’],	 which	 heads	 the	 previous	 clause.	 The	 clause
beginning	with	 	ben	or	 	hinne	sets	out	the	premise,	whilst	the	clause	commencing	with	 	weatta
conveys	the	inference	to	be	drawn	from	it.	The	man	had	been	given	permission	to	eat	of	the	tree	of
life	on	condition,	as	we	noted	earlier	(p.	124),	that	he

172



would	eschew	 the	 fruit	of	 the	 tree	of	knowledge;	 since	 this	condition	had	not	been	 fulfilled,	 it	was
necessary	to	take	heed	lest	( 	pen)	he	eat	also	of	the	tree	of	life.

23.	Sent	him	forth	[ 	wayešallehehu]	/	There	is	a	play	here	on	the	word	 	yišlah	[he	put	forth’]
in	v.	22.	So	that	he	should	not	put	forth	his	hand,	I	shall	send	him	forth.

To	till	the	ground]—in	order	to	produce	therefrom	his	food,	as	he	had	been	told	(vv.	17–19):	 in
toil	YOU	SHALL	EAT	OF	IT	…	AND	YOU	SHALL	EAT	the	grain	of	the	field.	In	the	sweat	of	your
face	YOU	SHALL	EAT	bread.	The	Bible	repeats	here	the	expression	used	in	the	first	paragraph	(ii	5):
and	there	was	no	man	TO	TILL	THE	GROUND.	Formerly,	there	was	no	man	to	till	the	ground;	now
there	is	a	man	to	do	this.	The	repetition	of	phrases	occurring	at	the	beginning	of	the	section	becomes
increasingly	frequent	as	we	reach	the	close.

From	which	he	was	taken]	This	recalls	what	was	stated	in	v.	19:	for	out	of	it	YOU	WERE	TAKEN,
and	also	in	the	first	paragraph	(ii	7):	Then	the	Lord	God	formed	man	of	dust	FROM	THE	GROUND.

24.	He	drove	out	the	man]	Apparently	a	superfluous	repetition,	for	we	have	already	been	told	in	the
preceding	 verse:	 therefore	 the	 Lord	 God	 sent	 him	 forth	 from	 the	 garden	 of	 Eden.	 It	 is	 impossible,
however,	 to	 regard	 this	as	a	variant	 reading,	because	a	vital	point	 is	missing	here—mention	of	 the
place	from	which	the	man	was	expelled.	If	we	examine	the	text	carefully	we	shall	clearly	see	that	the
Torah	has	a	definite	purpose	in	reverting	to	the	subject	again	in	different	words.	In	the	first	place,	the
verb	 	geraš[‘drive	 out’]	 has	 a	 stronger	 connotation	 than	 the	 verb	 	 šillah	 [‘send	 forth’].	 It	 is
written	in	Exod.	xi	1:	WHEN	HE	LETS	YOU	GO	[ 	kešalleho]	HE	WILL	SURELY	DRIVE	[
gareš	yeghareš]	you	away	completely	 (cf.	also	Exod.	vi	1:	 for	with	a	 strong	hand	HE	SHALL	SEND
THEM	 OUT	 [ 	 yešallehem],	 yea,	 with	 a	 strong	 hand	 HE	 WILL	 DRIVE	 THEM	 OUT	 [
yegharešem]	 of	 his	 land).	A	 twofold	 expression	 is	 used	 here,	 as	 there,	 with	 the	 identical	 aim	 of
achieving	 a	 climax:	 God	 did	 not	 just	 send	 him	 forth,	 an	 act	 that	 would	 not	 have	 precluded	 all
possibility	of	his	returning,	but	He	drove	him	out—completely.

Furthermore,	here	the	object—the	man—is	emphasized,	and
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not	without	reason.	The	severance	of	man’s	association	with	the	garden	of	Eden	may	be	viewed	from
two	aspects:	 from	the	standpoint	of	 the	man,	who	was	compelled	 to	 leave	 the	garden;	and	from	the
angle	 of	 the	 garden,	 which	 was	 left	 without	 man.	 The	 preceding	 verse	 speaks	 of	 the	 transformed
situation	of	the	man:	the	Lord	God	sent	him	forth	from	the	garden	in	order	that	he	should	be	forced	to
till	 the	 ground	 and	 bring	 forth	 from	 it	 his	 sustenance;	 and	 here,	 in	 v.	24,	 the	 new	 circumstances
affecting	the	garden	are	referred	to:	although	the	Lord	God	had	driven	the	man	out	of	the	garden,	yet
the	garden	was	not	left	unprotected.	The	task	of	guarding	it,	which	originally	had	been	given	to	the
man,	was	not	annulled,	but	was	handed	over	to	someone	else,	to	the	cherubim.

And	He	placed	[ 	wayyašken]	/	Also	in	Psa.	lxxviii	55,	 	wayyašken	[E.	V.	made	 to	divell,
settled]	occurs	after	 	wayeghareš	[‘and	He	drove	out’]	 to	 tell	us	who	was	 introduced	in	place	of
those	expelled:	HE	DROVE	OUT	nations	bejore	them	…	AND	SETTLED	the	tribes	of	Israel	in	their
tents.	This	parallel	makes	it	clear	that	the	text	is	not	to	be	emended	to	 	wayyaśem	 [‘and	He	put’]
instead	of	 	wayyašken,	as	several	expositors,	on	the	basis	of	ii	8,	suggest.

The	Septuagint	reads:	‘And	He	placed	him	opposite	the	garden	of	Eden,	and	He	put	the	cherubim’
etc.	In	so	far	as	the	sense	is	concerned,	there	is	no	significant	difference	between	the	two	versions,	but
the	aforementioned	verse	of	Psa.	lxxviii	shows	that	the	Masoretic	text	is	preferable.

	miqqedhem	leghan	 edhen	 [literally,	 from	 front	 (east)	 to	 garden	 of	Eden’]	 /—at	 the
east	of	the	garden	of	Eden	(Rashi).	This	agrees	with	what	is	stated	further	on	(iv16):	and	dwelt	in	the
land	of	Nod,	EAST	OF	EDEN.	From	the	latter	verse	it	is	evident	that	the	man	was	banished	towards
the	east,	and	hence	it	was	precisely	on	the	east	side	of	the	garden	that	the	guards	who	were	to	prevent
him	from	returning	to	the	garden	had	to	be	stationed.	There,	apparently,	was	the	entrance	and	the	exit.
The	phrase	at	the	east	of	the	garden	of	Eden	reminds	us,	as	I	have	indicated,	of	the	earlier	expression
in	the	section	(ii	8):	a	garden	in	Eden,	in	the	east.

The	cherubim]	The	definite	article	here	does	not	connote	the
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same	 as	 that	 in	 the	 clause,	 Then	 the	 fugitive	 [E.	 V.	 one	 who	 had	 escaped]	 came	 (xiv	 13)—that	 is,
whichever	 fugitive	came,	but	points	 to	 something	previously	known	 to	 the	 reader.	So,	 too,	 the	bare
mention	of	the	cherubim	in	the	sections	dealing	with	the	work	of	the	Tabernacle	and	the	building	of
the	 Temple,	 without	 the	 addition	 of	 any	 explanation	 of	 their	 character	 and	 form,	 proves	 that	 the
cherubim	were	not	new	to	the	Israelites.	On	the	ancient	narrative	tradition	current	among	the	people
in	regard	to	the	cherubim	in	the	garden	of	Eden,	see	what	I	have	written	earlier,	pp.	81f.,	and	on	the
relationship	between	the	Paradise	sagas	and	the	symbols	in	the	Tabernacle	and	the	Temple,	note	my
remarks	on	p.	120.	From	what	we	are	 told	 in	 the	Book	of	Ezekiel	 concerning	 the	 cherubim	or	 the
living	creatures,	as	well	as	from	archaeological	discoveries,	we	can	gain	an	idea	of	how	the	children
of	 Israel	 and	 the	 other	 nations	 of	 the	 ancient	 East	 pictured	 the	 cherubim	 to	 themselves.	 Ezekiel’s
description	 is	well-known.	 The	 neighbouring	 peoples	 also	 envisaged	 the	 cherubim	 as	 creatures	 of
composite	form,	mostly	as	winged	lions	(or	oxen)	with	a	human	head.	See	on	the	subject	the	essays	of
Dhorme	 and	 Vincent	 in	 RB,	 xxxv	 (1926),	 pp.	 328–358,	 481–495;	 the	 summary	 of	 data	 given	 by
Vriezen	 in	 his	 aforementioned	 book,	 pp.	 113–115,	 198–200,	 238;	 and	 the	 article	 by	 Albright	 in
Biblical	 Archaeologist,	 i	 (1938),	 pp.	 1–3.	 Additional	 archaeological	 material	 has	 been	 revealed	 in
recent	years.	The	function	of	the	cherubim	is	not	always	the	same.	There	are,	both	in	the	Israelite	and
the	Gentile	tradition,	watchmen	cherubim,	which	‘keep	guard’	[ 	sokhekhim]	(see	above,	p.	123,	on
ii	 15),	 and	 there	 are	 cherubim	 that	 appear	 as	 the	 embodiment	 of	 the	 strong	winds,	which	drive	 the
clouds	 of	 the	 sky,	 the	 chariots	 of	 the	Holy	One	 blessed	 be	He.	 The	 latter	 aspect	 of	 the	 cherubim,
namely,	their	symbolization	of	the	winds,	has	already	been	dealt	with	by	several	scholars	on	the	basis
of	the	description	of	the	Divine	Chariot	given	in	the	Book	of	Ezekiel,	and	the	statement	in	Psa.	xviii
10	[Hebrew,	v.	11]:	HE	RODE	ON	A	CHERUB,	and	 flew;	He	came	swiftly	UPON	THE	WINGS	OF
THE	WIND	(similarly	in	ii	Sam.	xxii	11,	where	He	was	seen	[ 	wayyera’]	replaces	He	came	swiftly	[

	wayyedhe’]);	upon	the	wings	of	the	wind	is	synonymous	with	on	a	cherub.	We	further	find	(Psa.
civ	3–4):	who	makest	THE	CLOUDS	THY	CHARIOT,	who	ridest	on	THE	WINGS
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OF	THE	WIND,	who	makest	THE	WINDS	Thy	MESSENGERS;	without	doubt	Thy	messengers	in	this
passage	are	to	be	identified	with	the	cherubim.

It	would	seem	that	in	our	verse	the	two	concepts	are	combined:	the	cherubim	are	referred	to	here
both	as	guardians	and	as	a	symbol	of	the	winds,	as	is	shown	by	the	words	that	immediately	follow.

And	the	sword-flame	which	turned	every	way]	Also	in	 this	 instance	we	have	the	definite	article,
and	doubtless	on	this	subject,	 too,	 the	ancient	 tradition	provided	detailed	information	(see	above,	p.
73).	Apparently,	this	tradition	concerning	the	sword-flame	which	turned	every	way	is	reflected	also	in
Psa.	civ	4.	Immediately	after	the	allusion	to	the	chariot	and	the	chefubs,	which	I	have	just	quoted	(who
makest	 THE	 CLOUDS	 THY	 CHARIOT,	 WHO	 RIDEST	 ON	 THE	 WINGS	 OF	 THE	 WIND,	 who
makest	THY	MESSENGERS	THE	WINDS),	the	continuation	of	the	verse	reads:	the	flaming	fire	Thy
ministers,	 	lohet	[‘flaming’]	is	of	the	very	same	root	as	the	word	 	lahat	[‘flame’]	in	our	verse,
and	likewise	occurs	in	association	with	the	cherubim.	If	the	cherubim	are	actually	the	winds	blowing
in	the	skies,	then	the	flaming	fire	and	the	sword-flame	are	none	other	than	the	lightning	flashes,	which
appear	 in	 the	 clouds	 like	 a	 sharp	 sword,	 drawn	 by	 the	 hand	 of	 the	 cherubim,	 and	 turning	 [
mithhappekheth,	 rendered:	 (which)	 turned	 every	 way],	 that	 is,	 revolving	 hither	 and	 thither.	 On	 the
slopes	of	 the	mountain,	on	whose	 summit	 is	 situated	 the	garden	of	Eden,	violent	 storms	constantly
burst	forth,	fierce	winds	blow	there,	and	fearful	lightning-streaks	flame	round	about.	It	is	impossible
for	man	to	climb	the	mountain	and	reach	the	top	of	it.

To	guard	the	way	to	the	tree	of	life]	Thus,	by	means	of	the	terrible	storms	that	they	stir	up,	and	the
lightning-bolts	that	they	wield,	the	cherubim	guard	the	way	to	the	tree	of	life,	and	bar	it	to	the	man.	In
its	closing	words,	the	section	recalls	what	it	stated	at	the	beginning:	the	tree	of	life	also	in	the	midst	of
the	garden;	the	repetition	serves	to	point	an	antithesis,	to	emphasize	the	contrast	between	the	original
state	of	Adam	and	the	situation	created	as	a	result	of	his	sin.	At	first	the	man	dwelt	in	the	midst	of	the
garden,	in	the	vicinity	of	the	tree	of	life,	and	he	could	at	any	moment	approach	it	and	eat	of	its	fruit;
now	he	is	far	from	there,	and	the	cherubim	and	the	sword-flame	guard	the	way	and	prevent	him
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from	again	drawing	near	to	the	garden	and	to	the	tree	of	life.	The	bliss	that	he	was	privileged	to	enjoy
in	the	garden	of	Eden	passed	away	irretrievably,	like	a	vanished	dream.	From	now	on,	the	human	race
will	live	only	amidst	the	hardships	and	afflictions	of	the	world	below.
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SECTION
3

THE	STORY	OF	CAIN	AND	ABEL
CHAPTER	IV,	1–26

INTRODUCTION
§	1.	This	section	comprises	a	number	of	different	themes.	Although	in	the	rubric	I	have	entitled	it	The
Story	of	Cain	 and	Abel,	 after	 its	 central	 topic,	 nevertheless	 the	 verses	 directly	 connected	with	 this
story	 constitute,	 as	 we	 shall	 see	 later,	 only	 two	 of	 its	 paragraphs	 (vv.	 3–16).	 Probably	 this	 focal
episode	and	the	other	subjects	grouped	with	it,	which	are	intrinsically	unrelated	to	one	another,	were
separate	narratives	in	the	pre-Torah	tradition,	until	they	were	interwoven	in	the	present	text,	forming
a	unified	narrative.	§	2.	If	we	attempt	to	determine	in	detail	what	themes	are	contained	in	the	section,
what	their	respective	limits	are,	and	how	the	section	is	to	be	divided	into	paragraphs,	examining	for
this	 purpose	 both	 the	 content	 and	 form	 of	 the	 passages,	 the	 following	 analysis	 naturally	 presents
itself:

(a)	The	birth	of	Cain	and	Abel,	and	the	nature	of	their	occupations	(first	paragraph,	vv.	1–2).

(b)	The	story	of	Cain	and	Abel,	which	is	separable	into	two	subsections:	the	murder	of	Abel	by	Cain
(second	paragraph,	vv.	3–8),	and	the	sentencing	of	Cain	to	perpetual	exile	(third	paragraph,	vv.	9–16).
The	expression	In	the	course	of	time	at	the	beginning	of	v.	3	marks	a	new	paragraph;	furthermore,	the
word	 	yadhati	[‘I	know’]	in	v.	9	constitutes	a	point	of	resemblance	with	the	opening	sentences	of
the	first,	fourth	and	sixth	paragraphs,	in	each	of	which	 	wayyedha	or	 	yadha[‘he	knew’]	occurs,
and	this	parallelism	also	indicates	the	commencement	of	a	new	paragraph	(on	the	parallelism	formed
by	the	verb	 	yadha	between	this	and	the	preceding	section,	see	below).

(c)	 The	 genealogy	 of	 Cain	 (fourth	 paragraph,	 vv.	 17–22).	 The	 first	 sentence	 provides	 a	 striking
parallel	to	the	beginning	of	the
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first	paragraph:	Cain	knew	his	wife,	and	she	conceived	and	bore	Enoch—Now	Adam	knew	Eve	his	wife,
and	she	conceived	and	bore	Cain.	Compare	also,	as	I	have	mentioned	previously,	the	opening	verse	of
paragraph	three	and	of	paragraph	six.

(d)	The	Song	of	Lantech	(fifth	paragraph,	vv.	23–24).	The	poetic	character	of	 this	paragraph	clearly
distinguishes	it	from	the	others.

(e)	The	birth	of	Seth	and	Enosh	(sixth	paragraph,	vv.	25–26).	The	first	verse	(v.	25:	And	Adam	KNEW
his	wife	again,	and	she	bore	a	son)	corresponds,	as	stated,	to	the	opening	of	the	first,	third	and	fourth
paragraphs	(for	other	parallels,	see	my	commentary	below).

It	will	thus	be	seen	that	the	number	of	subjects	dealt	with	in	this	section	is	five.	We	shall	examine
each	 one	 of	 them	 separately.	 §	 3.	 Let	 us	 begin	with	 the	 central	 theme,	 the	murder	 of	 Abel	 and	 the
sentence	of	Cain.	Whereas	many	interesting	parallels	have	been	found	to	the	account	of	Creation	and
the	story	of	the	Garden	of	Eden,	both	in	Israelite	literature	and	in	the	writings	of	the	other	peoples	of
the	East,	we	possess	 so	 far	nothing	corresponding	 to	 the	narrative	of	Cain	and	Abel.	The	motif	of
fratricide	does,	it	is	true,	occur	in	pagan	mythology.	There	is	an	Egyptian	legend,	for	instance,	about
Seth	who	slew	Osiris;	there	is,	likewise,	a	Canaanite	story,	to	quote	another	example,	concerning	Môt,
who	murdered	Baal.	But	 these	parallels	are	 remote	and,	apart	 from	 the	motif	mentioned,	 they	have
nothing	else	in	common	with	our	section.	It	follows	that	since	we	have	no	other	material,	save	what
we	find	in	the	Book	of	Genesis,	any	one	seeking	to	trace	the	details,	characteristics	and	intentions	of
the	 pre-Torah	 tradition	 regarding	 Cain	 and	 Abel	 necessarily	 leaves	 the	 terra	 firma	 of	 fact	 and
ventures	on	the	high	seas	of	conjecture.

Many	different	theories	have	been	advanced	on	the	subject	in	our	time.	The	hypothesis	that	has
gained	the	widest	acceptance	among	scholars	is	the	one	that	connects	the	narrative	with	the	tribe	of	the
Kenites,	 and	asserts	 that	 the	original	purpose	of	 the	 story	was	 to	 explain	 the	 causes	underlying	 the
destiny	and	mode	of	life	of	this	tribe.	Stade	worked	this	theory	out	in	full	detail	(after	other	savants
had	hinted	at	somewhat	similar	ideas)	in	a	comprehensive	essay,	which	he	first	published	in	ZAW,	xiv
(1894),	pp.
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250–318,	and	the	exposition	was	widely	accepted	either	in	the	exact	form	in	which	Stade	submitted	it
or	with	some	change	of	detail.	Even	Gunkel,	who	at	first	was	opposed	to	it,	accepted	the	interpretation
in	the	third	edition	of	his	commentary.	A	similar	view	is	adopted	by	Mowinckel	in	the	detailed	study
that	he	recently	devoted	to	our	subject	in	his	work	on	the	sources	of	the	early	chapters	of	the	Book	of
Genesis,	which	I	have	cited	in	the	bibliography	above	(p.	95).

In	broad	outline	the	hypothesis	may	be	summarized	thus:	Cain	is	not	an	individual	but	represents
the	 tribe	 designated	 by	 the	 name	Cain	[ 	Qayin],	or	 by	 the	 appellative	Kenite	 [ 	Qeni]	which	 is
mentioned	several	 times	in	Scripture;	 it	was	a	nomadic	tribe,	which	dwelt	 in	 the	land	of	 the	Negeb,
and	from	there	part	of	it	spread	to	other	places	in	the	Land	of	Israel.	The	name	of	the	tribe	indicates
that	 it	 engaged	 in	metal	work	 ( 	qaynun	means	a	 smith;	 similarly	 	qenaya’	 [otherwise:	
qena’a	or	 	[otherwise:	 	qayena’a]	 in	Aramaic;	cf.	also	v.	22).Hence,	 the	 tribe	of	 the	Kenites
was	 utterly	 despised	 in	 the	 eyes	 of	 the	 neighbouring	 tribes,	 just	 as	 in	Arabia	 today	 the	wandering
tribes	of	smiths	are	held	in	the	utmost	disdain	by	the	Arabs.	The	fact,	too,	that	the	tribe	of	the	Kenites
is	sometimes	associated	with	Israel	and	at	other	times	with	Amalek	or	Midian	shows	that	it	was	a	weak
and	insignificant	clan,	incapable	of	maintaining	its	independence.	The	story	of	Cain	and	Abel	reflects
the	 contempt	 of	 the	 cultivators	 of	 the	 soil,	 or	 of	 the	 aristocratic	 cattle-owners,	 for	 this	 tribe	 of
herdsmen-smiths,	who	ceaselessly	wander	from	place	to	place	without	having	a	fixed	abode,	and	its
aim	is	to	explain	the	lowly	status	of	the	Kenites	by	the	curse	put	upon	their	progenitor	because	of	a
great	and	terrible	crime	that	he	had	committed.	The	sign	mentioned	in	v.	15	refers	to	the	special	mark
of	 the	 tribe,	 the	 incision	 that	distinguishes	all	 the	members	of	 the	 tribe	and	obligates	all	of	 them	to
avenge	the	blood	of	any	of	their	brethren	who	may	be	slain.

Other	 scholars	 have	 proposed	 different	 explanations;	 for	 example,	 Ehrenzweig,	 in	 an	 article
published	in	ZAW,	xxxv	(1915),	pp.	1–11	(see	also	Vol.	xxxviii	[1919–20],	pp.	65–86,	and	Vol.	xxxix
[1921],	 pp.	 67–76,	 80–82).	On	 the	 basis	 of	 v.	 17,	where	 it	 is	 stated,	 and	 he	 built	 a	 city,	 the	 writer
developed	the	theory	(which
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had	also	been	anticipated	by	several	suggestions	along	similar	lines)	that	originally	the	narrative	had
some	connection	with	the	story	of	Romulus,	the	founder	of	the	city	of	Rome,	who	killed	his	brother
Remus,	and	that	the	two	tales	flow	from	an	ancient	ritual	legend	that	has	the	aetiological	purpose	of
seeking	 to	 explain	 the	 origin	 of	 the	 custom	 of	 offering	 human	 sacrifices	 at	 the	 laying	 of	 the
foundation	of	 a	 city	or	of	 some	notable	 edifice;	 the	 recension	before	us	 changed,	he	 contends,	 the
original	form	of	the	myth	out	of	deference	to	the	Israelite	view,	which	regards	human	sacrifice	as	an
abomination.

It	is	not	my	intention	to	mention	here	all	the	theories	that	have	been	propounded	on	the	subject,
because	 there	 would	 be	 no	 end	 to	 the	matter.	 I	 shall	 not	 detail	 the	 views	 of	 those	 who	 attempt	 to
determine	 the	 original	 meaning	 of	 the	 narrative	 in	 the	 light	 of	 ethnology;	 nor	 the	 interpretations
grounded	in	Israel’s	history,	like	the	one,	for	instance,	that	identifies	Cain	with	Edom	on	the	basis	of
Amos	i	11;	nor	yet	the	various	other	hypotheses	that	have	been	submitted.	I	shall	not,	a	fortiori,	dwell
on	bizarre	conjectures	like	the	suggestion	that	Cain	was	one	of	the	moon	gods,	who,	after	slaying	the
serpent,	discovered	that	it	was	his	brother;	and	so	forth.	I	shall	only	mention,	as	another	example,	the
theory	advanced	recently	by	Brock-Utne	in	an	essay	that	he	published	in	ΖAW,	liv	(1936),	pp.	202–239.
According	 to	 his	 view,	 our	 narrative	 reflects	 the	 course	 of	 certain	 events	 in	 the	 religious	 life	 of
primitive	man:	 in	 a	 period	 of	 dearth,	 the	 farmers	 desired	 to	 restore	 the	 fertility	 of	 the	 soil	 by	 the
sacrifice	of	a	man,	whom	the	members	of	the	Kenite	clan,	a	tribe	of	inferior	temple	ministers,	offered
up.	But	the	higher	order	of	priests,	who	opposed	human	sacrifices,	banished	these	Kenites	from	the
vicinity	of	the	shrines	and	sentenced	them	to	exile.

§	4.	All	the	theories	enumerated	encounter	difficulties.	Against	Stade’s	view,	it	is	possible,	in	the	first
instance,	to	raise	the	following	objections:

(a)	It	is	true	that	in	a	number	of	passages	in	the	Book	of	Genesis	certain	individuals	represent	whole
tribes,	 the	 clans	 of	 their	 children	 and	 children’s	 children;	 but	 in	 the	 present	 instance	 Cain’s
descendants	 are	mentioned,	 and	 they	 are	 not	 vagrants	 and	wanderers	 like	 him	 (see	 below,	 §	 8);	 it
follows	that	this	characteristic	is	peculiar	to	him	and	not	to	his	offspring.
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(b)	There	is	nothing	to	indicate	that	 the	sign	belongs	also	 to	his	children	after	him;	apparently	 this,
too,	appertains	only	to	him.

(c)	 Even	 if	 we	 assume	 that	 this	 sign	 was	 a	 tribal	 emblem,	 we	must	 realise	 that	 many	 clans	 had	 a
distinctive	mark,	and	it	would	be	unreasonable	to	regard	the	possession	of	a	sign	by	the	tribe	of	Cain
as	a	feature	unique	to	this	clan.

(d)	The	Kenite	 tribe	was	treated	with	esteem	and	friendship	by	the	Israelites,	and	it	 is	 impossible	 to
suppose	that	the	Torah	accepted	a	story	designed	to	denigrate	it.

(e)	Smith	is	only	one	of	the	secondary	and	incidental	connotations	of	words	derived	from	the	root	
qyn	 (see	 the	 note	 on	 this	 below,	 in	 my	 commentary	 to	 iv	 1).	 Although	 recent	 archaeological
investigation	has	 shown	 that	 in	 the	Land	of	Midian,	 near	 the	 earliest	 sites	occupied	by	 the	Kenites,
there	existed	very	valuable	copper	mines,	which	were	undoubtedly	exploited	already	in	antiquity,	this
fact	 is	 insufficient	 to	 make	 Stade’s	 theory	 more	 plausible.	 On	 other	 objections	 that	 can	 be	 raised
against	 this	 hypothesis	 (see,	 for	 example,	 the	 aforementioned	 essay	 by	 Brock-Utne,	 pp.	 204–207),
there	is	no	need	to	dwell	here.

As	for	the	further	conjectures	referred	to,	it	is	difficult	to	find	manifest	support	for	them	in	the
text.	Two	general	observations	may	be	made	in	regard	to	them,	which,	in	part,	are	applicable	also	to
Stade’s	thesis.

The	 first	 is	 that	 these	 theories	 are	based	on	 the	 assumption	 that	 our	 present	 text	 has	given	 the
story,	 be	 it	 from	 a	 definite	 motive	 (so,	 for	 example,	 Ehrenzweig,	 op.	 cit.,	 p.	 2)	 or	 through
misunderstanding	(thus,	for	instance,	Gunkel,	op.	cit.,	p.	49),	a	different	 form	and	significance	from
those	of	the	ancient	tradition;	now	this	premise	weakens	considerably	the	validity	of	the	hypotheses,
since	 the	feasible	reconstructions	of	a	narrative	 that	differs	 from	the	existing	text	can,	of	course,	be
endless,	and	the	degree	of	probability	attaching	to	each	of	them	is	in	inverse	proportion	to	the	number
of	possibilities.	For	the	time	being,	pending	the	discovery	of	some	ancient	Eastern	text	dealing	with
the	 subject,	 we	 must	 admit	 that,	 in	 our	 present	 state	 of	 knowledge,	 we	 are	 not	 in	 a	 position	 to
determine	 the	original	 form	and	 significance	of	 the	pre-Torah	 tradition	 relative	 to	 the	 story	under
discussion.

The	second	point	to	be	noted	is	that	the	above-mentioned	scholars,
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whose	investigations	aim	to	establish	the	original	meaning	of	the	ancient	narrative,	have	given	only
casual	and	limited	consideration	to	the	Pentateuchal	account,	thus	confusing	primary	and	secondary
tasks.	For	the	Bible	student,	the	elucidation	of	the	Scriptural	text	is	of	paramount	concern.	Although	to
reach	back,	wherever	possible,	to	an	older	stage	of	tradition	and	to	determine	what	was	known	to	the
Israelites	and	their	neighbours	before	the	Biblical	books	were	written,	is	of	undoubted	value	for	the
understanding	of	the	Scriptural	text,	yet	in	cases	such	as	the	one	under	consideration,	where	there	is
no	clear	evidence	bearing	on	the	oldest	phase	of	the	tradition,	we	must	forgo	this	exegetical	method,
and	we	cannot	accept	fanciful	conjectures	as	a	substitute	for	it.	In	such	instances,	the	Bible	scholar	has
to	rely	solely	on	exact	and	profound	study	of	the	text	itself.

§5.	 In	 the	 first	 place,	 an	 examination	 of	 the	 passage	 reveals	 that	 there	 is	 a	 noteworthy	 difference
between	 the	verses	describing	events	 (vv.	3–5,	8,	 the	 second	half	of	v.	14,	 and	v.	16)	 and	 those	 that
comprise	speeches	and	dialogues	(vv.	6–7,	9–15	as	far	as	the	word	 	yuqqam	[‘vengeance	shall	be
taken	 on	 him’]).	 The	 account	 of	 the	 episodes	 is	 presented	 in	 summary	 form,	 the	main	 points	 only
being	mentioned;	no	details	are	given,	and	even	interesting	and	important	particulars	are	passed	over
in	silence.	We	are	not	given	the	slightest	inkling,	for	example,	how	the	two	brothers	discerned	that	the
Lord	 had	 regard	 for	 Abel	 and	 his	 offering	 but	 not	 for	 Cain	 and	 his	 offering,	 or	 what	 occurred
between	the	brothers	before	the	murder,	or	what	kind	of	sign	was	given	to	Cain.	On	the	other	hand,
the	 speeches	and	dialogues	are	 reported	 in	detail	 and	at	 length,	constituting	about	 two	 thirds	of	 the
whole	of	the	two	paragraphs	under	discussion.	Their	style	is	exalted	and	solemn,	and	in	part	is	even
marked	by	poetic	rhythm;	whilst	the	style	of	the	narrative	verses,	though	beautiful	and	distinguished,
is	 nevertheless	 quite	 light	 and	 simple.	 From	all	 this	we	must	 conclude	 that	 the	 focal	 point	 is	 to	 be
sought	 in	 the	 spoken	 and	 not	 in	 the	 narrative	 portion.	 The	 latter	 gives	 the	 impression	 of	 being	 an
epitome;	as	if	it	were	summarizing	a	tale	that	had	been	told	at	length	elsewhere.	There	seems	to	have
existed	an	ancient	tradition,	setting	forth	fully	the	story	of	Cain	and	Abel,	whose	details—and	even	its
purpose—can	no	longer	be	determined.	The	Torah	recounts	this
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saga	briefly,	in	general	outline	only,	since	it	regards	the	story	as	intrinsically	of	no	great	importance
and	not	worth	relating	in	detail,	but	yet	one	that	can	appropriately	serve	as	a	factual	basis	for	valuable
instruction.	We	have	seen	earlier	(p.	12)	that	the	Torah	is	accustomed	to	clothe	its	thoughts	in	concrete
description	and	 to	 impart	 its	 teachings	 through	 the	narration	of	events	 from	which	 it	 is	possible	 to
draw,	or	to	which	it	is	possible	to	append,	the	lessons	in	question.	This	is	the	method	it	has	used	in	the
present	 instance,	 too.	 Irrespective	of	 the	details	of	 the	original	 story,	 and	of	 its	primary	object,	 the
doctrines	that	the	Torah	wished	to	inculcate	here	are	not	comprised	in	the	episodes	it	relates,	but	in	the
words	of	the	Lord	that	it	connects	therewith.

These	 teachings,	which	 are	 divisible	 into	 two	 categories	 (some	 of	 them	 are	 obvious,	 and	 are
easily	 discernible	 even	 by	 the	 superficial	 reader;	 there	 is	 no	 need,	 therefore,	 to	 consider	 them	 in
detail),	are	as	follows:	(a)	emphasis	of	the	principle	that	human	life	is	sacred	and	may	not	be	violated,
and	 that	 the	crime	of	murder	 is	 inexpressibly	 terrible,	having	no	atonement;	 (b)	 the	general	moral,
inculcated	also	by	a	number	of	other	sections,	that	no	deed	of	man	—be	it	even	performed	secretly,
even	out	of	human	sight,	as,	for	example,	in	the	field	far	from	human	habitation—is	hidden	from	the
eyes	of	God,	and	that	God	calls	man	to	account,	awakening	within	him	the	voice	of	conscience,	and
requiting	him	according	to	his	works.

There	are	also	other	lessons,	forming	the	second	category,	that,	upon	careful	examination,	can
be	discovered	in	the	text,	to	wit:	(a)	the	conclusions	to	be	drawn	from	the	Lord’s	utterance	in	v.	7	(we
shall	discuss	these	fully	later	on	when	we	come	to	explain	the	verse,	since	the	moral	depends	on	the
meaning	 attached	 to	 the	words	 in	 their	 context);	 (b)	 the	 specific	 teaching	 of	 these	 passages,	which
constitutes	the	main	new	concept	that	they	come	to	expound,	namely,	the	protest	against	the	practice
of	blood-revenge.	It	would	be	out	of	place	to	unfold	here	the	whole	complex	chapter	of	the	history	of
this	custom	among	 the	 Israelites	and	 the	 relationship	of	 the	Torah	statutes	 thereto.	 It	will	 suffice	 to
indicate	 that	 there	 is	 a	 noticeable	 trend	 in	 the	 Pentateuchal	 legislation	 to	 restrict	 the	 practice	 and
reduce	it	to	a	minimum.	The	blood-avenger	becomes	little	more	than	the	executor	of	the	community’s
sentence,	whilst	for
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unintentional	homicide	the	penalty	of	exile	to	a	city	of	refuge	is	substituted	for	blood-revenge.	Now
this	trend	finds	expression	in	our	section	in	connection	with	the	first	case	of	murder	in	the	annals	of
mankind.	Cain,	who	took	his	brother ’s	life,	is	the	prototype	of	the	murderer,	for	all	human	beings	are
brothers,	and	whoever	sheds	the	blood	of	man	sheds	his	brother ’s	blood.	Hence,	Cain’s	punishment	is
the	primary	precedent	 for	murder	sentences.	Cain	was	afraid	of	blood-revenge	(v.	14:	and	whoever
finds	me	will	slay	me),	because	all	mankind,	both	those	already	in	existence	and	those	still	to	be	born,
were	relatives	and	avengers	of	 the	murdered	man.	But	 the	Lord	delivered	him	from	their	hand	and
sentenced	him	to	exile;	blood-revenge	is	not	pleasing	in	the	sight	of	the	Lord.

For	detailed	annotation	see	the	commentary	below.

§	6.	Let	us	proceed	now	to	the	other	subjects	of	our	section.	If	we	are	to	understand	them	thoroughly,
we	must	 not	 only	 consider	 each	 topic	 separately	 but	 also	 its	 relationship	 to	 the	 other	 parts	 of	 the
section,	 and	 particularly	 its	 connection	 with	 the	 central	 theme.	 Although	 Brock-Utne	 stated	 in	 his
aforementioned	essay	that	in	order	to	comprehend	the	story	of	Cain	and	Abel	it	is	necessary	to	isolate
it	completely	from	its	textual	environment,	this	is	true	only	if	we	wish	to	investigate	the	meaning	of
the	oldest	tradition,	which	is	anterior	to	the	Torah;	but	if	we	desire	to	understand	the	text	before	us	in
its	 present	 form,	 it	 is	 only	 by	 studying	 the	 connection	 between	 the	 several	 paragraphs	 that	we	 can
achieve	our	purpose	and	determine	the	significance	of	each	part	of	our	section.

§7.	FIRST	PARAGRAPH	(vv.	1–2).	The	main	object	of	 this	paragraph	 is,	 of	 course,	 to	 serve	 as	 an
introduction	to	the	central	theme	of	the	section:	to	present	to	us	the	dramatis	personae,	and	to	acquaint
us	with	 those	particulars	concerning	each	one	of	 them	that	are	basic	 to	 the	episode	 to	be	described
subsequently.	 To	 the	 difference	 between	 the	 occupations	 of	 the	 two	 brothers	 is	 due	 the	 divergence
between	 their	 sacrifices;	 and	 the	 oblations,	 in	 turn,	 give	 rise	 to	 the	 relationship	 between	 them	 that
finally	results	in	the	murder.

At	the	same	time,	this	paragraph	forms	a	link	between	our	section	and	the	one	preceding.	At	the
end	of	the	story	of	the	garden	of	Eden	reference	is	made	to	the	birth	of	children,	to	the	propagation	of
the	human	species	as	a	means	for	the	survival	of	the	race	in
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the	great	world	after	the	expulsion	from	Paradise	(see	above,	pp.	161–162);	and	behold,	we	see	here
the	 immediate	realization	of	 the	Divine	promise.	Even	the	expressions	 in	 this	paragraph,	beginning
with	the	word	 	yadha	[‘knew’],	correspond	to	those	used	in	the	previous	section	(as	we	shall	note	in
detail	 further	 on),	 and	 serve	 to	 remind	 us	 of	 them,	 thus	 establishing	 a	 connection	 between	 the	 two
sections.

§8.	After	the	central	theme,	which	comprises	the	SECOND	and	THIRD	PARAGRAPHS,	we	are	given
in	the	FOURTH	PARAGRAPH	(vv.	17–22)	the	genealogy	of	Cain’s	descendants.	The	beginning	of	this
paragraph,	as	we	observed	earlier,	is	analogous	to	those	of	the	first,	third	and	last	paragraphs;	also
the	mention	of	the	occupations	finds	a	parallel	in	the	narrative	of	the	first	paragraph.	Primarily	this
fourth	paragraph	continues	the	story	of	Cain’s	banishment,	and	tells	us	of	the	offspring	that	he	begat
in	the	land	of	his	wandering,	and	how	his	descendants	settled	in	definite	localities	in	contrast	 to	his
own	 bitter	 fate,	which	 compelled	 him	 to	 wander	 as	 an	 exile	 from	 place	 to	 place.	 His	 son	 Enoch
already	built	a	city	(the	builder	referred	to	in	v.	17	is	not	Cain,	as	is	usually	thought,	but	Enoch;	see
the	commentary	on	this	verse),	and	all	the	occupations	mentioned	in	vv.	20–22	are	associated	with	a
mode	 of	 life	 that	 is	 more	 or	 less	 settled;	 even	 those	 who	 dwell	 in	 tents	 and	 have	 cattle	 are	 not
constantly	vagrants	and	wanderers	in	the	land	like	Cain.	At	the	close	of	this	paragraph	there	is	a	link
with	the	following	paragraph,	similar	to	the	one	that	exists	between	the	first	and	second	paragraphs:
the	characters	that	are	to	figure	in	the	next	paragraph	are	introduced,	their	names	appearing	in	the	two
passages	in	clear	parallelism.

The	material	 used	 by	 the	Torah	 for	 composing	 the	 principal	 part	 of	 this	 paragraph	 differs	 in
character	and	origin	 from	that	which	 is	employed	 in	 the	previous	paragraphs.	 In	 the	 latter	we	have
narratives—or,	as	we	explained,	allusions	to	such—and	for	this	purpose	the	Bible	chose	its	structural
material	from	the	rich	storehouse	of	tradition	current	among	the	broad	masses	of	the	people,	which
took	the	form	either	of	epic	poetry	or	of	tales	handed	down	by	word	of	mouth	in	simple	prose;	here
we	are	presented	with	a	genealogical	tree.	This	subject	belongs	intrinsically	to	the	learned	circles,	and
it	is	precisely	in	their	tradition	that	it	appears	to	have
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originated.	 In	 the	 composition	 of	 our	 section	 the	 two	 kinds	 of	 material	 have	 been	 harmoniously
blended	together.	It	should	also	be	noted	that	even	in	this	paragraph	there	is	to	be	found	an	element
that	derives	from	the	epic	tradition,	as	we	shall	see	further	on,	at	the	end	of	§	10.

§	9.	The	names	of	 the	heads	of	 the	generations	 in	 this	genealogy	bear	a	 surprising	 resemblance	 to
those	of	 the	genealogy	of	 the	children	of	Seth	in	chapter	5	(Cain—Kenan;	Enoch,	Irad,	Mehujael—
Mahalalel,	Jared,	Enoch;	Methushael—Methuselah;	Lamech—Lamech).	This	raises	the	question	of	the
relationship	 between	 the	 two	 genealogies.	 We	 shall	 deal	 with	 this	 problem	 fully	 later	 on,	 in	 the
introduction	 to	 the	 next	 section.	There	we	 shall	 also	 discuss	 the	 interesting	 parallels	 between	 these
genealogies	of	the	Torah	and	the	Mesopotamian	lists	of	ancient	kings.

Here	 we	 would	 only	 note	 that	 there	 is	 no	 indication	 in	 the	 text	 of	 a	 difference	 in	 principle
between	the	descendants	of	Cain	and	those	of	Seth,	as	though	the	former	comprised	the	wicked	and
the	latter	 the	righteous.	This	distinction	is	customarily	made	in	the	exegesis	of	 the	Christian	church
(possibly	 it	 is	not	unrelated	 to	some	allusion	 in	 rabbinic	 literature),	and	 traces	of	 it	are	discernible
even	 in	 the	 scientific	 commentaries	 of	 our	 time;	 but	 there	 is	 no	 foundation	 for	 it	 in	 the	 simple
meaning	of	 the	Scriptural	passage.	According	 to	 the	Bible,	 the	generation	of	 the	Flood	was	wholly
wicked,	 including	 the	offspring	of	both	Cain	and	Seth,	 as	well	 as	 the	descendants	of	 their	brothers
who	were	born	after	them,	save	Noah	and	his	family.

§	10.	In	presenting	this	genealogy,	the	Torah	was	not	content	to	furnish	us	with	a	dry	and	monotonous
list	of	names,	but	characteristically	 it	gave	 to	 its	 statements	a	beautiful	and	elegant	 form,	vitalizing
them	by	means	of	parallels,	variations	in	the	choice	of	expressions,	the	harmonious	arrangement	of
words,	and	the	insertion	of	details	concerning	the	deeds	and	occupations	of	some	of	the	personalities
mentioned	in	the	pedigree.	Such	details	are	given	—thus	providing	a	parallel	to	the	first	paragraph—
at	the	beginning	of	our	paragraph	(v.	17:	and	he	built	a	city),	and	with	greater	elaboration,	at	the	close
(vv.	20–22),	 in	connection	with	the	three	sons	of	Lamech.	When	the	genealogy	reaches	Lamech,	 the
seventh	generation	from	Adam.	it	broadens	and	ramifies	into	three
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branches,	becoming	more	detailed.	This	is	done	not	only	for	the	sake	of	literary	grace,	but	also	with	a
specific	view	to	the	subject-matter,	as	we	shall	see	forthwith.

The	 incorporation	 of	 the	 aforementioned	biographical	 details	 in	 the	 genealogical	 data	 finds	 a
parallel	in	the	literary	works	of	the	neighbouring	peoples.	Thus,	for	example,	in	the	Sumerian	list	of
kings,	next	to	the	names	of	the	kings	and	their	kingdoms	and	the	length	of	their	reigns,	there	occur
here	and	there	notes	on	their	activities	and	occupations	before	they	ascended	the	throne	(see	Jacobsen,
The	 Sumerian	King	 List,	Chicago,	 1939,	 pp.	 142–143),	 and	mostly	 these	 notes	 are	 very	 similar	 to
those	in	our	passage.	It	will	suffice	to	cite	a	few	examples:	col.	ii,	lines	16–18:	Etana,	a	shepherd,	who
to	heaven	ascended,	the	one	who	consolidated	all	lands;	col.	iii,	lines	8–9:	King	of	Uruk,	the	one	who
built	Uruk	(or,	according	to	another	recension,	the	one	under	whom	Uruk	was	built);	ibid.,	line	12:	the
shepherd;	ibid.,	line	31:	the	smith;	col.	iv,	line	24:	the	navigator;	and	so	on.	Similarly,	in	the	theogony
of	 the	Canaanites,	as	presented	 to	us	by	Philo	Byblius,	 there	are	 incorporated	notes	on	 the	gods	or
demigods,	who	invented	all	kinds	of	valuable	devices	for	the	benefit	of	human	life,	such	as	the	use	of
fire,	 hunting	 and	 fishing,	 agriculture,	 the	 building	 of	 houses,	 the	 rearing	 of	 sheep,	 the	 art	 of
government,	and	so	forth.	Irrespective	of	the	meaning	of	the	terms	 	’ăbhi	[E.	V.	the	father	of]	and	

	loteš	[E.	V.	the	forger	of]	in	our	section,	vv.	20–22	(see	the	commentary	on	this	passage),	there	is
undoubtedly	some	similarity	between	what	is	written	here	and	what	we	are	told	by	Philo	Byblius.	On
the	other	hand,	there	is	also	a	vital	difference	between	them;	indeed,	the	divergence	is	more	important
than	the	resemblance.	In	Philo’s	account	the	inventors	are	gods	or	half-gods;	likewise	several	of	the
ancient	 kings	 in	 the	 Sumerian	 roll	 are	 designated	 as	 deities	 or	 semi-deities;	 and	 both	 in	 Philo’s
account	and	in	the	King	List	the	themes	are	related	to	mythological	legends.	But	in	the	Torah,	we	find
only	 ordinary	 human	 beings	 and	 there	 is	 no	 mythological	 element	 whatsoever.	 This	 is	 a	 great
innovation	introduced	by	the	Torah:	it	discards	the	mythological	tradition	and	opposes	the	blurring	of
the	boundaries	between	the	Godhead	and	mankind.	It	seeks	to	emphasize	that	human	civilisation	was
of	human	origin.

Apparently,	these	notes	on	the	building	of	the	city	in	v.	17	and
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the	occupations	of	Lamech’s	sons	in	vv.	20–22	are	only	brief	allusions	to	subjects	treated	at	length	in
the	ancient	tradition—an	epic	tradition	in	this	case	(also	in	regard	to	the	similar	notes	in	the	Sumerian
King	 List,	 Jacobsen,	 op.	 cit.,	pp.	 144–147,	 conjectures	 that	 they	 are	 derived	 from	 epic	 literature).
Naturally,	when	 the	Torah	 took	 this	material	over	from	the	epic	 tradition,	 it	gave	 the	 themes	a	new
form,	as	I	have	explained,	in	accordance	with	its	spirit	and	aesthetic	standards.

§	11.	We	shall	now	pass	on	to	the	FIFTH	PARAGRAPH	(vv.	23–24).	Again	our	section	provides	here	a
harmonious	combination	of	variegated	elements.	The	material	of	this	paragraph	differs	from	that	of
the	fourth,	as	well	as	from	that	of	the	first	three	paragraphs;	it	belongs	to	the	category	of	lyric	poetry.
Without	 doubt	 many	 such	 poems	 must	 have	 been	 circulating	 among	 the	 people,	 and	 they	 were
renowned	as	the	compositions	of	poets	and	famous	men	of	old.	The	Torah	took	this	poem	from	the
poetic	 treasury	of	antiquity	and	fitted	it	 into	its	prose	narrative,	 just	as	 the	medieval	Jewish	writers,
following	the	example	of	Arabic	literature,	incorporated	poems	and	poetic	fragments	in	their	prose
works.

This	 poem	 is	 linked	 to	 the	 story	 of	Cain	 and	Abel	 both	 in	 outward	 form	 and	 in	 content.	 The
formal	link	is	found	in	the	expression,	If	Cain	is	avenged	sevenfold	(v.	24),	which	recalls—although,
perhaps,	 with	 a	 somewhat	 different	 meaning—the	 words	 of	 v.	15	 above.	 The	 thematic	 connection
consists	in	the	fact	that	Lamech	follows	in	the	steps	of	his	forefather	and	also	slays	a	person,	boasting
of	his	cruel	deed	with	a	brazenness	reminiscent	of	Cain,	who	did	not	hesitate	to	say	to	the	Lord’s	face:
Am	I	my	brother’s	keeper?

Why	did	the	Torah	incorporate	this	poem	in	its	text?	Its	aim	appears	to	have	been	to	introduce	at
this	early	stage	a	subject	that	could	serve	as	a	preparatory	proof	of	what	was	to	be	stated	later	(vi	5):
that	the	wickedness	of	man	was	great	in	the	earth,	and	that	every	imagination	of	the	thoughts	of	his
heart	was	only	evil	continually,	and	thereafter	(vi	11):	and	the	earth	was	filled	with	violence,	and	again
(vi	13):	 for	 the	earth	 is	 filled	with	violence	 through	 them.	The	poem	provides	evidence	of	 this.	See
how	far	the	wickedness	reached,	and	in	what	people	gloried	at	that	period!	Lamech	boasts	to	his	wives
of	the	murder	that	he	committed,	which
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shows	 that	 the	 women	 also	 found	 satisfaction	 in	 such	 deeds,	 and	 honoured	 and	 cherished	 their
husbands	 just	 because	 of	 their	 barbaric	 and	 cruel	 valour.	 In	 very	 truth,	 the	 earth	 was	 filled	 with
violence.

Although	no	dates	 are	given	 in	 this	 section,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	Lamech	 the	 son	 of	Methushael,	 the
seventh	generation	from	Adam	through	Cain,	corresponds	to	Lamech	the	son	of	Methuselah,	the	ninth
generation	after	Adam	through	Seth,	the	father	of	Noah.	Undoubtedly,	Lamech	the	son	of	Methushael
was	also,	according	to	Scripture,	one	of	the	important	people	of	the	generation	of	the	Flood.

§12.	The	LAST	PARAGRAPH	(vv.	25–26).	Modern	scholars	are	accustomed	to	regard	this	paragraph
as	 simply	 a	 part	 of	 the	 genealogy	 of	 mankind	 descended	 from	 Seth,	 according	 to	 source	 J,
corresponding	to	P’s	version	of	the	same	genealogy	in	chapter	v.	In	their	view,	this	pedigree	is	in	no
way	connected	with	 the	story	of	Cain	and	Abel,	nor	with	 the	 line	of	 the	children	of	Cain,	but	 is	an
independent	list,	according	to	which	Seth	was	the	first	son	of	Adam.	There	are,	it	is	true,	a	number	of
explicit	 expressions	 in	 v.	 25,	 which	 link	 it	 to	 what	 precedes:	 first,	 Adam	 knew	 his	 wife	 AGAIN;
thereafter,	 for	God	has	appointed	 for	me	ANOTHER	child;	and	subsequently,	 INSTEAD	OF	ABEL,
FOR	CAIN	SLEW	HIM.	But	the	scholars	referred	to	delete	the	word	again	and	the	word	other,	as	well
as	the	entire	phrase,	instead	of	Abel,	 for	Cain	slew	him,	as	additions	made	by	the	 last	redactor.	This
method,	 which	 establishes	 a	 given	 principle	 a	 priori,	 without	 taking	 into	 consideration	 what	 is
expressly	stated	in	the	text,	and	then,	placing	the	passage	upon	the	procrustean	bed	of	that	principle,
hacks	off	the	textual	limbs	that	do	not	fit	into	the	bed,	can	hardly	be	accepted	as	valid.

It	is	particularly	invalid	in	the	present	case,	because	if	we	bear	in	mind	the	normal	structure	of
Biblical	narratives,	we	shall	see	that	here,	at	the	end	of	the	section,	it	is	precisely	a	paragraph	of	this
nature	 that	was	necessary.	Firstly,	 it	 is	a	golden	rule	of	 the	Torah	that	 the	conclusion	of	a	narrative
should	 reflect	 the	 opening,	 and	 therefore	 it	 was	 to	 be	 expected	 that	 our	 passage	 should	 contain
something	 corresponding	 to	 the	 birth	 of	 Cain	 and	Abel,	 which	 is	 recorded	 in	 the	 first	 paragraph.
Furthermore,	 another	 rule	 requires	 that	 the	 stories	 should	 have	 happy	 endings;	 it	 was	 fitting,
therefore,
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that	we	should	be	told	how	Adam	and	Eve	found	solace	after	losing	their	first	two	sons	in	one	day,
and	 how	 they	 saw,	 despite	 the	 terrible	 calamity	 that	 befell	 them	 in	 the	 death	 of	 Abel	 and	 the
banishment	of	Cain,	the	realization	of	the	Divine	promise	concerning	procreation.	The	section	would
not	have	ended	appropriately,	if	it	had	left	in	the	reader ’s	mind	the	grievous	picture	of	two	parents	in
mourning,	bereaved	and	forlorn.	Not	only	is	this	paragraph	not	an	alien	element	in	our	section,	but,
on	the	contrary,	if	it	did	not	come	at	this	point,	we	should	have	had	to	surmise	that	something	like	it
was	missing	from	our	text.

Just	as	our	paragraph	harmonizes	in	its	general	character	with	the	other	parts	of	our	section,	so
it	corresponds	to	them	in	its	details	and	particular	phraseology.	In	regard	to	the	first	of	its	two	verses
(v.	25),	it	not	only	forms	a	parallel,	as	we	have	noted,	to	the	opening	formula	of	the	first	paragraph,
as	well	as	to	that	of	the	third	and	fourth	paragraphs,	by	means	of	the	clause,	And	Adam	knew	etc.,	and
it	 not	 only	 establishes	 a	 link	 with	 what	 precedes	 through	 the	 words	 again	 and	 other,	 but	 it	 also
provides	another	parallel	to	verse	1	in	the	naming	of	the	son	by	the	mother	and	in	the	specification	of
her	reason	for	the	choice	of	the	name.	The	words,	 instead	of	Abel,	for	Cain	slew	him,	sum	up,	as	 it
were,	the	whole	section,	and	bring	the	entire	episode	before	our	eyes	again,	so	that	we	may	measure
the	 full	magnitude	of	 the	 terrible	 tragedy	 that	embittered	 the	 life	of	 the	parents,	until	compensation
and	consolation	were	granted	them	by	Heaven.

The	same	applies	to	the	concluding	verse.	The	reference	to	the	birth	of	Enosh	adds	a	detail	that
fits	 in	 well	 with	 the	 general	 theme,	 and	 tells	 us	 that	 Adam	 and	 Eve	 were	 enabled	 to	 find	 twofold
consolation	 by	 the	 continuance	 of	 the	 life	 of	 the	 family	 in	 the	 third	 generation.	With	 this	 is	 also
linked,	as	we	shall	see	later	in	our	commentary,	the	last	sentence:	At	that	time	men	began	to	call	upon
the	name	of	the	Lord.

§	13.	In	this	section,	as	in	those	that	preceded,	there	is	discernible	the	intention	to	apply	to	the	text	a
system	of	numerical	symmetry.	The	number	seven,	which	is	emphasized	in	v.	15	(vengeance	shall	be
taken	on	him	sevenfold),	and	even	more	in	v.	24	(If	Cain	is	avenged	sevenfold,	truly	Lamech	seventy-
sevenfold)	prevails	throughout	the	section.	The	reference	to	Lamech,	the	seventh	generation
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from	Adam,	is	exceptionally	elaborate.	The	names	listed	in	Cain’s	family,	counting	from	Adam	and
Eve	to	Naamah,	total	14—twice	times	seven.	Apart	from	the	reminiscences	occurring	in	the	utterances
of	Lamech	and	Eve	at	the	end	of	the	section,	Cain’s	name	is	mentioned	14	times—twice	seven—and
Abel’s	name	seven	 times,	 in	 the	 actual	 narration	of	 events;	 so,	 too,	 the	word	 	 ’ah	 [‘brother ’],	 in
relation	to	Cain	and	Abel,	is	used	seven	times	in	the	section,	and	likewise	the	word	 	šem	[‘name’]	is
found	 there	 seven	 times.	 Also	 the	 nouns	 	 eres	 [‘earth’]	 	 śadhe	 [‘field’]	 and	 	 ’ădhama
[‘ground’]	appear,	severally,	in	the	combined	compass	of	the	two	sections	comprising	the	stories	of
the	Garden	of	Eden	and	Cain	and	Abel	(chapters	2–4),	a,	given	number	of	 times	conforming	to	 the
same	pattern:	 	eres—seven	 times;	 	 seven	 times;	 	 ădhama—14	 times,	 that	 is,	 twice	 seven.
Likewise	the	words	 	gan	[‘garden’],	 	edhen	[Eden’]	and	 	qedhem[‘east’]	occur	collectively	 in
the	 two	 sections	 21	 times—thrice	 seven.	The	 Divine	 name	 (YHWH	 [‘Lord’],	 ’Elohim	 [‘God’]	 and
YHWH	 ’Elohim	 [Lord	 God’])	 are	 found,	 in	 the	 two	 sections	 taken	 together,	 35	 times—five	 times
seven,	 the	 exact	 number	 of	 times	 that	 	Elohim	occurs	 in	 the	 story	 of	 Creation.	Altogether	 the
Divine	 names	 in	 the	 three	 sections	 number	 seventy.	 	 ’lo-him	 alone	 appears	 40	 times;	
YHWH	 ’Elohim	 twenty	 times;	 	YHWH	 by	 itself	 ten	 times	 (regarding	 the	 number	 of	 times	 that	 the
Divine	names	are	mentioned	separately— 	YHWH	alone	and	 	’Elohim	alone—see	below	in	 the
continuation	 of	 this	 subsection	 [§13]).	 And	 precisely	 at	 the	 seventieth	 reference	 it	 is	 solemnly
announced:	At	 that	 time	men	began	 to	call	upon	 the	name	of	 the	Lord;	with	 these	words	 the	section
comes	to	an	end.	It	is	inconceivable	that	all	this	should	be	pure	coincidence.

Nor	 is	 it	 possible	 to	 regard	 as	 fortuitous	 the	 use,	which	 also	 finds	 a	 place	 in	 our	 section,	 of
numbers	belonging	to	the	sexagesimal	system,	the	Sumerian	method	of	numeration,	which	has	left	its
mark	 to	 this	 day	 on	 the	 habits	 of	 our	 life	 (the	 division	 of	 the	 circle	 into	 three	 hundred	 and	 sixty
degrees,	of	the	hour	into	sixty	minutes	and	of	the	minute	into	sixty	seconds	etc.,	counting	by	the	dozen
and	multiples	of	twelve,	and	so	forth),	and	on	which	are	based	many	round	figures	in	Biblical	as	well
as	in	Talmudic	and	Midrashic	literature.	The	male	descendants	of	Adam	mentioned	in

192



the	section	number	twelve;	and	the	stem	 	yld	(the	verb	 	yaladh	[‘to	bear	(a	child)’]	and	the	noun	
	 yeledh	 [‘child’])	 occur	 twelve	 times	 in	 the	 section.	 The	 paragraphs	 of	 the	 section,	 which	 are

naturally	separable	by	their	content	and	the	parallels	between	them,	total	six.	The	name	 	’Elohim,
by	itself	or	in	conjunction	with	 	YHWH,	occurs	sixty	times,	counting	from	the	beginning	of	the	book
to	 the	 end	 of	 this	 section;	 whilst	 the	 name	 	YHWH,	 alone	 or	 in	 combination	with	 	 ’Elohim,
appears	half	that	number	of	times,	that	is,	thirty	times,	or	five	times	six.

The	threefold	repetition	of	specific	terms	for	the	sake	of	emphasis	is	also	exemplified	frequently
in	 our	 section,	 just	 as	 in	 the	 earlier	 sections	 (for	 instance:	 	minha	 [‘offering’]	 in	 vv.	3–5;	
haragh[‘slay’]	in	vv.	8,	14–15;	so,	too,	Cain	made	an	anointment	with	[E.	V.	spoke,	said,	to]	Abel	his
brother—Cain	 rose	 up	 against	 his	 brother	 Abel—Then	 the	 Lord	 said	 to	 Cain,	 Where	 is	 Abel	 your
brother?,	 vv.	 8–9;	 likewise,	 vengeance	 shall	 be	 taken	 on	 him	 SEVENFOLD	—If	Cain	 is	 avenged
SEVENFOLD	—truly	Lamech	SEVENTY	SEVENFOLD,	vv.	15,	24).

§	 14.	 The	 parallels	 and	 similarities	 that	 we	 discovered	 between	 the	 various	 paragraphs	 and	 the
numerical	symmetry	that	was	revealed	throughout	the	section	provide	decisive	proof	of	the	unity	of
the	section	and	the	completeness	of	its	structure,	contrary	to	the	opinion	of	the	majority	of	modern
scholars,	who	hold	that	our	section	was	compiled	by	a	complicated	process	of	culling	unconnected
extracts	from	various	sources,	and	of	editing	that	failed	to	achieve	the	harmonization	of	the	segments.
According	to	this	view,	there	are	three	main	fragments,	namely:	(a)	the	story	of	Cain	and	Abel	(this
includes	v.	2,	or	part	of	it;	others	add	v.	1);(b)	the	genealogy	of	the	descendants	of	Cain	(including	the
song	of	Lamech,	and	also,	according	to	some,	v.	1);	(c)	part	of	the	genealogy	of	the	descendants	of
Seth,	which	is	found	in	vv.	25–26.	As	regards	the	details,	opinions	differ:	what	exactly	belongs	to	each
fragment,	from	which	sources	the	extracts	derive	(two	strata	of	J,	according	to	Budde	and	Gunkel;	S
and	S2	in	Pfeiffer ’s	view;	Mowinckel	suggests	J	and	E,	etc.,	etc.),	how	much	is	due	to	the	labours	of
the	redactors,	and	how	the	different	elements	were	combined	and	fitted	together—these	are	all	matters
of	controversy.	The	reasons	for	regarding	the	text	as	composite	are	principally
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based	on	inconsistencies	found	between	various	verses.	The	most	important	are:

(a)	An	explanation	is	offered	for	giving	Cain	his	name,	but	Abel’s	name	remains	unexplained.

(b)	Cain	was	afraid	lest	any	who	came	upon	him	should	kill	him.	This	proves	that	there	were	many
inhabitants	in	the	world	already;	hence	it	is	not	possible	that	Cain	should	have	been	the	son	of	the	first
man.

(c)	The	picture	drawn	of	Cain,	 the	cursed,	 in	vv.	10–12	does	not	agree	with	 that	of	Cain	who	 finds
refuge	 and	 protection	 in	 the	 Lord	 according	 to	 v.	 15,	 and	 who	 becomes	 the	 father	 of	 mankind
according	to	vv.	17–22.

(d)	On	the	one	hand	we	are	told	that	Cain	was	a	vagrant	and	wanderer	on	the	earth	(vv.	12,	14),	and	on
the	other	hand	it	is	stated	that	he	built	a	city	(v.	17).

(e)	According	to	v.	20	Jabal	was	the	first	to	keep	cattle,	but	according	to	v.	2	Abel	already	had	been	a
shepherd.

(f)	After	 the	 text	has	 traced	the	line	of	Cain	through	a	number	of	generations,	coming	as	far	as	 the
eighth	generation	from	Adam,	it	begins	afresh	and	tells	us	of	a	new	branch	of	Adam’s	family,	headed
by	Seth.

(g)	Verse	26	states	 that	 in	 the	days	of	Enosh	men	began	to	call	upon	the	name	of	 the	Lord	[YHWH],
whereas	this	name	has	already	been	mentioned	many	times	in	the	preceding	verses.

On	account	of	these	incongruities	(to	which	may	be	added	others	that	are	not	so	important	and
need	not	be	detailed	here)	the	scholars	referred	to	suspect	the	unity	of	our	section	and	conclude	that
‘such	a	jumble’	(this	is	Gunkel’s	phrase,	p.	35)	cannot	be	attributed	to	one	hand,	nor	even	to	the	hand
of	a	single	compiler.

However,	 the	 results	 that	we	 have	 thus	 far	 achieved	 from	 the	 careful	 study	 of	 each	 individual
paragraph	in	our	section,	as	well	as	the	further	conclusions	that	we	shall	draw	in	the	continuation	of
our	 commentary,	 not	 only	 prove	 that	 there	 is	 no	 confusion	 here	 whatsoever,	 but	 that	 even	 the
inconsistencies	 enumerated	 are	 not,	 in	 fact,	 actual	 contradictions.	 On	 the	 difference	 between	 the
naming	of	Cain	and	Abel	see	the	commentary	on	v.	2.	Cain	was	afraid	lest	anyone	finding	him	would
slay	him	for	the	very	reason	that	his	murdered	brother	was	the	son	of	the	first	man,	and	therefore
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all	mankind	were	his	blood-avengers;	nay	more,	it	is	only	in	this	way	that	we	can	understand	Cain’s
words,	for	if	the	majority	of	people	were	strangers	to	the	family	of	the	murdered	man,	why	should	all
of	them	wish	to	kill	the	murderer?	(see	the	note	on	v.	14).	Cain	does	not	find	refuge	and	protection	in
the	Lord;	 the	Lord	fully	 implements	 the	punishment	and	curse	 imposed	upon	him	in	 the	beginning,
and	 saves	 him	 only	 from	 blood-revenge,	which	 is	 displeasing	 to	 Him.	 That	 Cain	 is	 the	 father	 of
mankind	follows	only	from	the	view	of	those	who	decide	a	priori	that	the	genealogy	of	the	children
of	 Seth	must	 be	 regarded	 as	 distinct	 from	 the	 pedigree	 of	 the	 children	 of	 Cain,	which	 is	 thus	 left
isolated.	It	 is	not	Cain	who	builds	a	city,	but	Enoch,	his	son.	Concerning	the	first	herdsman,	see	the
commentary	on	v.	20.	As	for	the	fact	that	the	genealogy	of	Seth	appears	after	Cain’s	has	reached	the
generation	of	 the	 children	of	Lamech,	 it	must	be	noted	 that	 this	 is	 the	usual	method	adopted	 in	 the
Book	of	Genesis	when	dealing	with	two	brothers,	one	of	whom	is	more	important	in	relation	to	the
primary	aim	of	the	book:	first	the	Torah	completes,	in	summary	form,	the	list	of	the	offspring	of	the
lesser	brother,	then	it	reverts	to	the	line	of	the	more	notable	brother,	and	deals	with	it	at	length.	This
obtains	in	the	case	of	Ishmael	and	Isaac,	and	again	in	the	instance	of	Esau	and	Jacob.	Regarding	the
use	of	the	Tetragrammaton	and	the	significance	of	the	last	clause	of	v.	26,	see	the	commentary	on	that
verse.

§	15.	On	the	links	between	our	section	and	the	preceding	section,	as	well	as	the	one	that	follows,	see
below,	the	exposition	of	vv.	1,	2,	7,	9,	10,	11,	12,	14,	16,	25,	26.	Note	also	my	remarks	in	§	13	on	the
words	 that	 occur	 a	 specific	 number	 of	 times	 in	 this	 section	 and	 in	 earlier	 parts	 of	 the	 book,	 and
compare	the	commentary	on	iii	9	(pp.	154f.)	and	iii	13	(p.	158).

§	16.	Special	bibliography	for	this	section.	As	in	the	case	of	the	introductions	to	the	previous	sections,
I	give	here	a	bibliography	of	the	most	important	works	on	this	section,	or	on	parts	thereof,	that	were
published	 after	 1934,	 in	 so	 far	 as	 these	 are	 known	 to	 me,	 having	 regard	 to	 wartime	 conditions
(additional	essays	I	have	cited	above	in	the	introduction	or	I	shall	quote	later	in	the	commentary):

Closen,	‘Der	“Dämon	Sünde”:	ein	Deutungsversuch	des	mas-
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soretischen	Textes	von	Gen.	4,	7’,	Biblica,	xvi	(1935),	pp.	431–442;	Gordon,	‘Fratriarchy	in	the	Old
Testament’,	 JBL,	 liv	 (1935),	 pp.	 223–231;	 Brock-Utne,	 ‘Die	 religionshistorischen	Voraussetzungen
der	 Kain-Abel-Geschichte’,	 ZAW,	 liv	 (1936),	 pp.	 202–239;	 Mowinckel,	 The	 two	 Sources	 of	 the
Predeuteronomic	 Primeval	 History	 (JE)	 in	 Gen.	 i-ii,	 Oslo	 1937	 (cited	 above,	 p.	 95);	 Albright-
Mowinckel,	discussion	on	this	work,	JBL,	lvii	(1938),	pp.	230–231,	lviii	(1939),	pp.	87–103;	Albright,
From	the	Stone	Age	to	Christianity,	Baltimore	1940,	pp.	195–196;	idem,	Archaeology	and	the	Religion
of	Israel,	Baltimore	1942,	pp.	98–99.

Hooke’s	article	on	the	story	of	Cain	and	Abel,	published	in	Folk-Lore,	l	(1939),	pp.	58–65,	which
gives	 an	 exposition	of	 the	 subject	 similar	 to	 that	 of	Brock-Utne,	 I	was	 unable	 to	 peruse,	 since	 that
volume	 did	 not	 reach	 Jerusalem	 on	 account	 of	 the	war;	 its	 general	 content	 is	 known	 to	me	 from
Hornblower ’s	essay,	‘Cain	and	Abel:	The	Choice	of	Kind	of	Sacrifice’,	which	appeared	in	Man,	xliv
(1944),	pp.	45–46.	I	would	also	mention	here	two	lectures	that	were	summarized	in	recent	volumes	of
JBL,	but	I	cannot	ascertain	whether	they	were	subsequently	published	in	full	or	not.	They	are:	Cross,
‘An	Answer	 to	J.	G.	Frazer	Anent	Cain	and	Abel’,	JBL,	 liv	 (1935),	p.	xii;	McClellan,	 ‘The	original
Text	of	Gen.	4,	8a’,	JBL,	lvi	(1937),	p.	xii.

FIRST	PARAGRAPH
THE	BIRTH	AND	OCCUPATIONS	OF	CAIN	AND	ABEL

CHAPTER	IV

1.			Now	Adam	/	knew	Eve	his	wife,
and	she	conceived	/	and	bore	Cain,
saying,	/	I	have	created	a	man	equally	with	the	Lord.

2.			And	again,	she	bore	/	his	brother	Abel.
Now	Abel	was	/	a	keeper	of	sheep,
and	Cain	was	/	a	tiller	of	the	ground.
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1.	Now	 Adam	 knew,	 etc.]	 On	 the	 construction	 of	 the	 sentence,	 which	 puts	 the	 subject	 before	 the
predicate,	and	its	signification,	see	my	comment	on	i	2,	and	compare	iii	1.	It	should	be	particularly
noted	 that	 this	 word-order,	 as	 stated	 there,	 points	 to	 a	 connection	 between	what	 the	 text	 begins	 to
recount	now	and	what	was	narrated	earlier.	At	the	end	of	the	preceding	section	the	Torah	focussed	our
attention	on	the	cherubim	and	the	revolving	sword-flame,	which	barred	the	way	to	the	tree	of	life,	and
momentarily,	as	it	were,	we	were	made	to	forget	the	man.	At	this	stage,	Scripture	reverts	to	the	man:
Now	Adam,	so	far	as	he	is	concerned,	what	happened	to	him?	This	happened	to	him:	he	knew	Eve	his
wife;	and	she	bore,	etc.

Knew]	This	word	also	contains	a	link	with	the	previous	section,	whose	essential	theme	is	centred
on	the	tree	of	knowledge.

Eve	his	wife]	This	expression	reminds	us	of	what	was	stated	above	(iii	20):	his	wife’s	name	Eve.

And	 she	 conceived	and	bore]	These	words	 not	 only	 constitute	 a	 formal	 link	with	 the	 previous
section,	where	also	the	two	stems	 	hara	[‘to	conceive’]	and	 	yaladh	 [‘to	bear ’]	occur	 together
(iii	16),	but	they	provide,	in	addition,	a	point	of	contact	with	the	subject-matter:	we	are	told	here	that
the	promise	given	to	Eve	that	she	would	bear	children	in	order	that	the	human	species	might	survive
even	after	their	expulsion	from	the	garden	of	Eden	and	removal	from	the	vicinity	of	the	tree	of	life
(see	on	this	above,	pp.	161–166)	was	actually	fulfilled.

Cain	[ 	Qayin]	/	The	name	is	usually	explained	to	mean	smith,	on	 the	basis	of	 the	Arabic	
qaynun	and	 the	Aramaic	 	qenaya’	[otherwise:	 ,	 qaynaya’]	 or	 	qena’a	 [otherwise:	
qayna’a]	(see	above,	p.	180);	but	this	is	only	a	secondary	sense	of	the	word.	The	primary	signification
of	the	stem	 	qyn	in	Arabic,	too,	is	to	fashion,	to	shape,	to	give	form	to	something;	and	the	noun	
qaynun	denotes	not	only	 ‘a	smith,	a	worker	 in	bronze	and	 iron’,	but	 in	general	any	‘artificer ’	who
makes	 articles	 by	 giving	 form	 to	 the	 raw	 material	 before	 him.	 The	 Aramaic	 word	 cited	 is
recognizable,	even	by	its	form,	as	a	denominative	noun,	and	in	any	case	connotes	also	a	refiner,	who
works	 in	 silver	and	gold.	 In	Biblical	Hebrew,	 	qayin	signifies	 a	 ‘weapon’,	which	 has	 been	 given
form	by	the	craftsman	(ii	Sam.	xxi	16).	The	conclusion

197



to	be	drawn	from	all	this	is	that	the	name	of	Adam’s	first	son	means:	a	creature	[literally,	‘a	formed
being’].	 Compare	 Kenan	 [ 	 Qenan]	 in	 the	 genealogy	 of	 Seth	 (v	 10–14).	 It	 is	 not	 possible	 to
determine	the	meaning	of	the	designation	of	the	well-known	tribe	of	the	Kenites	[ 	Qeni];	but,	in	any
event,	it	is	not	of	importance	to	our	subject.	The	name	of	the	city,	the	Kain	[ 	Haqqayin]	in	Jos.	xv
57	 is	 not	derived	 from	 the	name	of	 the	Kenite	 tribe	but	 from	a	 common	noun,	 as	 is	 shown	by	 the
definite	article	in	front	of	it.	Reference	is	made	to	a	city	in	north	Canaan	called	Qên	or	Qeyn	(a)	(Qi-
ya-na	 in	 the	 Egyptian	 syllabic	 writing)	 in	 the	 fourteenth-thirteenth	 century	 B.C.E.	 (Albright,	 The
Vocalisation	of	the	Egyptian	Syllabic	Orthography,	New	Haven	1934,	p.	59,	§	xvi,	part	B,	Nos.	2,	3);
and	 a	 river	Qyn	 or	Qyn’,	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 Megiddo	 is	 also	 mentioned	 in	 an	 Egyptian	 document
belonging	to	the	memoirs	of	Thotmes	III	(Yeivin,	Journal	of	the	Jewish	Palestine	Exploration	Society,
iii	 [1935],	 p.	 162,	 note	45).	Parallels	 to	 the	name	Cain	have	not	 been	 found	 exclusively	 among	 the
people	of	Israel	or	within	the	Land	of	Israel.	Qynw,	the	name	of	a	man;	Qynt,	the	name	of	a	woman;
and	 Qynn,	 the	 appellation	 of	 a	 god,	 occur	 in	 the	 Semitic	 world	 (see,	 for	 example,	 Lidzbarski,
Handbuch,	p.	362;	idem,	Ephemeris,	ii,	pp.	105,	260;	iii,	pp.	262,	278).	Furthermore,	Banu	al-Qayn	is
the	designation	of	an	important	and	powerful	Arab	tribe,	which,	according	to	some	authorities	(see,
for	instance,	Nöldeke,	ZDMG,	xl	[1886],	p.	181)	may	be	identified	with	the	Kenites	mentioned	in	the
Bible.

Saying	 [ 	 watto’mer,	 literally,	 ‘and	 she	 said’]	 /	 The	 verb	 is	 not	 to	 be	 understood	 as	 a
pluperfect,	 to	 wit,	 that	 she	 had	 said	 this	 before	 she	 called	 her	 son	 Cain.	 The	 Imperfect	 with	Waw
consecutive	denotes	continuing	action.	The	meaning	is:	she	called	his	name	Cain,	and	in	explanation
of	her	choice	of	the	name,	she	made	the	statement	that	follows	in	the	text.	Analogous	passages,	e.g.
Exod.	ii	10,	i	Sam.	vii	12,	are	to	be	interpreted	in	the	same	way.

On	the	two	different	systems	of	naming	children—in	the	one	case	the	father	gives	the	name,	in
the	 other	 the	mother—see	my	 observations	 in	La	Questione	 della	Genesi,	 pp.	 251–253,	 and	 in	The
Documentary	Hypothesis,	English	Translation,	pp.	65–66.

I	have	created	[ 	qanithi]	a	man	[ 	’iš]	equally	with	the
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Lord	[ 	eth	YHWH]	/	Each	of	the	three	parts	of	this	sentence	—	 	qanithi,	 	 iš	and	 	 ’eth
YHWH—the	 translators	 and	 expositors	 have	 interpreted	 in	 different	 ways;	 and	 by	 various
combinations	of	these	interpretations	there	have	been	created	countless	explanations	of	the	verse	as	a
whole.	The	verb	 	qanithi	has	been	understood	either	according	 to	 the	usual	signification	of	 the
stem	 	qana,	namely,	to	acquire;	or	in	the	sense	of	to	form,	give	birth	to.	The	word	 	’iš	is	taken	to
mean	 a	 male	 child,	 a	 man,	 or	 a	 husband.	 As	 for	 the	 phrase	 	 ’eth	 YHWH,	 many	 different
interpretations	 have	 been	 proposed.	The	Septuagint	 renders:	 through	God	 ( );	 so,	 too,	 the
Vulgate	(per	Deum,	or	according	to	another	version,	per	Dominum):	Targum	Onkelos:	from	before	the
Lord;	Targum	Pseudo-Jonathan:	/	have	gotten	for	a	husband	the	angel	of	the	lord	(that	is,	according	to
the	haggadic	view,	Samma’el);	the	Peshitta:	I	have	gotten	a	man	unto	the	lord;	R.	Saadia	Gaon:	from
with	the	Lord	(Allah);	Rashi:	with	the	Lord	(on	the	basis	of	the	homiletical	explanation	in	Bereshith
Rabba);	Nahmanides:	unto	 the	Lord,	 that	 is,	 for	 the	 service	 of	 the	Lord;	Dillmann	 and	 a	 number	of
moderns:	with	the	help	of	the	Lord;	and	so	on	and	so	forth.	Many	commentators	are	of	 the	opinion
that	 the	 text	should	be	emended,	and	have	suggested	various	ways	of	doing	so:	some,	 for	example,
read:	 	me’eth	YHWH	[from	(with)	the	Lord’]	(Budde),	or	 	’oth	YHWH	[‘sign	of	the	Lord’]
(Marti),	or	 	eth’awwe	[‘I	yearn	for ’]	(Gunkel	in	the	first	and	second	editions);	others	delete	the
word	 	’eth	YHWH	as	a	gloss	written	in	the	margin	( 	’oth	YHWH	in	connection	with	v.	15),
which	was	 afterwards	 interpolated	 by	mistake	 in	 the	wrong	 place;	 others,	 again,	 think	 that	 it	 is	 no
longer	possible	 to	determine	the	original	version	and	leave	the	nature	of	 the	correction	unresolved
(Holzinger,	and	Gunkel	in	the	third	edition).

In	regard	to	the	verb	 	qanithi,	it	appears,	especially	in	view	of	what	we	have	learnt	in	recent
years	about	the	usage	of	the	root	in	the	ancient	Canaanite	tongue,	that	its	connotation	here	is:	I	formed
(created),	gave	birth	to.	The	arguments	of	Montgomery	(JAOS,	liii	 [1933],	pp.	107,	116,	and	HThR,
xxxi	[1938],p.	145,	end	of	sec.	1),	as	well	as	the	added	contentions	recently	put	forward	by	Levi	della
Vida	(JBL,	lxiii	[1944],	p.	1,	note	1)
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against	attributing	this	signification	to	the	Semitic	stem	 	qny-qnw	appear	to	me	unacceptable.	In
many	 passages	 in	 the	Ugaritic	 inscriptions,	 the	meaning	 of	 this	 root	 is	 undoubtedly	 to	 form,	 bear,
beget,	and	the	interpretations	of	these	texts	suggested	by	Levi	della	Vida	are	decidedly	forced.	’Ašera,
the	mother	of	the	gods,	is	often	designated	in	the	Ugaritic	writings	qnyt	’ilm,	the	equivalent	in	Hebrew
of	 	qoniyyath	ha’elim;	and	 this	 title	 is	 to	be	understood	not	as	 the	consort	of	 the	gods	but,
undoubtedly,	as	she	 that	gave	birth	 to	 the	gods,	since	 the	gods,	on	 their	part,	are	called	 the	sons	 of
’Ašera.	Of	’Il,	 the	 father	of	 the	gods,	his	 sons	 say	 (Tablet	AB,	 iii,	 lines	6–7):	k	 qnyn	 lm	 k	 dr	 dr(!)
dyknn,	that	is,	‘For	he	who	has	made	us	[exists]	for	ever,	he	who	establishes	us	for	all	generations’.
The	word	that	corresponds	to	qnyn	in	the	second	line	of	the	verse,	which	signifies,	who	establishes	us,
proves	that	qnyn	definitely	means,	he	who	made	us.	This	very	pair	of	synonymous	and	parallel	verbs,	

	qana–konen,	is	also	found	in	the	Bible,	in	the	song	 	Ha	’ăzinu	[‘Give	ear ’]	(Deut.	xxxii	6):
Is	not	He	your	father,	who	CREATED	YOU	[ 	qanekha],	who	made	you	and	ESTABLISHED	YOU	[

	wayekhonenekha],	just	as	immediately	afterwards,	in	the	continuation	of	the	song	(v.	7),	we	find
the	second	pair	of	synonymous	and	parallel	words	of	the	same	Ugaritic	verse:	Remember	the	days	of
old	 [ 	 olam,	 rendered	 in	 the	 translation	 of	 the	 Ugaritic	 text,	 ‘for	 ever ’,	 like	 the	 Hebrew	
leolam]consider	the	years	of	many	GENERATIONS	[ 	dor	wadhor]	(this	collocation,	
olam–dor	(wa)d(h)or,	occurs	very	 frequently	both	 in	 the	Bible	and	 in	Ugaritic	poetry;	on	 these	and
similar	word-pairs,	which	are	found	in	both	literatures	alike,	see	my	Hebrew	article	in	Tarbiz,	xiv,	pp.
1–9).

This	 is	 also	 the	case	with	 the	designation,	 	qone	of	heaven	and	earth’,	which	 the	Canaanite
priest	Melchizedek	applies	to	God	Most	High	(Gen.	xiv	19).	Here,	too,	unquestionably	 	qone	means
maker,	as	is	clear	from	what	we	have	just	noted,	and	from	the	parallel	expression,	who	made	heaven
and	 earth	 (Psa.	 cxv	 15,	 etc.).	 The	 title	 	qone	 of	 heaven	 and	 earth’	 also	 passed	 from	 the	 ancient
idiom	 of	 the	 Canaanites	 into	 the	 Hebrew	 language,	 where	 it	 became	 a	 designation	 of	 the	 God	 of
Israel,	and	was	couched	in	exactly	the	same	words	(Gen.	xiv	22,	in	the	utterance	of	Abram:
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I	have	sworn	to	the	Lord	God	Most	High,	MAKER	[ 	qone]	of	heaven	and	earth),	or	with	change	of
the	 original	Canaanite	 verb	 for	 the	 synonymous	 verb	 	 aśa	 [make’],	which	 is	more	 common	 in
Hebrew:	who	made	[ 	ośe]	heaven	and	earth.	See	on	the	whole	subject	La	Questione	della	Genesi,
pp.	70–71,	75–77,	373.

Two	other	verses	are	worth	quoting:	Psa.	cxxxix	13,	For	THOU	DIDST	FORM	[ 	qanitha]	my
inward	parts,	Thou	DIDST	KNIT	ME	TOGETHER	[ 	tesukkeni]	 in	my	mother’s	womb;	and	Prov.
viii	22,	The	Lord	CREATED	ME	[ 	qanani]	at	the	beginning	of	His	way,	the	first	of	His	ACTS	[
miphalaw]	 of	 old;	 there,	 too,	 the	 expressions	 parallel	 to	 the	verb	 	qana	 (in	 Psalms,	 	 sakhakh
—that	is,	weave	[knit	together]—and	in	Proverbs,	 	paal	[do,	act’])	clearly	prove	that	it	signifies	to
form,	 create.	Possibly	 this	was	 in	 fact	 the	 original	 and	 primary	meaning	 of	 the	 root	 in	 the	 ancient
Canaanite	tongue,	and	from	it	developed	the	connotation	to	acquire,	just	as	the	verb	 	aśa	[literally,
‘make’]	is	often	used	in	this	sense;	for	example,	in	Gen.	xii	5:	and	all	their	possessions	which	THEY
HAD	GATHERED	[ 	rakhašu]	and	the	persons	that	THEY	HAD	GOTTEN	[ 	aśu]	in	Haran,	and
in	 similar	 verses.	 In	 poetic	 diction,	 which	 naturally	 tends	 to	 preserve	 the	 archaic	 elements	 of	 a
language,	 the	full	original	signification	of	 the	root	was	also	retained,	especially	 in	connection	with
two	concepts:	Divine	creation	and	parental	procreation.

In	the	light	of	the	foregoing,	it	is	possible	to	understand	the	verse	with	complete	clarity:	the	first
woman,	in	her	joy	at	giving	birth	to	her	first	son,	boasts	of	her	generative	power,	which	approximates
in	 her	 estimation	 to	 the	 Divine	 creative	 power.	 The	 Lord	 formed	 the	 first	man	 (ii	 7),	 and	 I	 have
formed	the	second	man.	 	qanithi	’iš	’eth	YHWH	[literally,	‘I	have	created	a	man	with	the
Lord’]:	/	stand	together	[i.e.	equally]	with	him	in	the	rank	of	creators.

The	conclusions	we	have	now	reached	also	remove	the	difficulty	presented	by	 the	fact	 that	 the
name	 	Qayin	Cain,	derived	 from	 the	 stem	 	qyn,	does	not	 correspond	 to	 the	verb	 	 ָwhich	 is
from	the	stem	 	qana.	We	have	already	seen	that	both	the	first	stem	and	the	second	signify	primarily
to	form.	This	is	due	to	the	fact	that	they	are	two	cognate	stems,	representing	two
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divergent	developments	from	one	archaic	root;	but	to	the	ancient	Hebrews,	who	could	not	yet	grasp
fine	linguistic	distinctions,	they	appeared	as	one	and	the	same	stem.

Equally	with	THE	LORD	[YHWH]	/Several	ancient	versions	(see	above)	read	here	 	’Elohim
[‘God’	J]	instead	of	 	YHWH.	Ostensibly,	 	’Elohim	appears	to	be	the	preferable	reading,	since	it
is	 the	 name	 	 ’Elohim	 that	 Eve	 uses	 in	 connection	 with	 the	 birth	 of	 Seth	 (v.	 25),	 and	 only
subsequently	is	it	stated	(v.	26):	At	that	time	men	began	to	call	upon	the	name	of	the	Lord.	But,	on	the
other	hand,	the	numerical	symmetry	of	the	Divine	names	occurring	in	this	chapter	(see	above,	§	13	of
the	 Introduction,	 pp.	191ff.)	 confirms	 the	 traditional	 text.	 This	 reading,	moreover,	 conforms	 to	 the
rules	that	we	established	earlier	(p.	87)	in	regard	to	the	use	of	the	Divine	appellations;	for,	as	a	result
of	her	partnership	with	the	Lord	[YHWH]	in	the	work	of	creation,	Eve	feels	the	personal	nearness	of
the	 Divine	 Presence	 to	 herself.	 The	 significance	 of	 the	 change	 of	 the	 Divine	 designations	 in	 the
continuation	of	the	section,	we	shall	discuss	below,	in	our	commentary	on	v.	26.	2.	His	brother]	Here,
and	 again	 further	 on,	 in	 vv.	 21–22,	 as	 well	 as	 in	 other	 parts	 of	 the	 Bible,	 there	 appears	 to	 be	 an
allusion	to	an	ancient	social	system	that	gave	the	elder	brother	a	certain	degree	of	lordship	over	his
younger	 brothers—fratriarchy	 (see	 on	 this	 Gordon’s	 essay,	 which	 I	 have	 cited	 above,	 in	 the
introduction,	§	16,p.	196).

Abel	 [ 	Hebhel,	 literally,	 ‘breath’]	 /	 The	 word	 	hebhel	 usually	 expresses	 in	 Hebrew	 the
brevity	of	human	life.	We	find,	for	example,	in	Psa.	cxliv	4:	Man	is	like	a	breath,	his	days	are	like	a
passing	 shadow;	 in	 Job	 vii	 16:	 for	 my	 days	 are	 a	 breath;	 and	 similarly	 in	 many	 other	 passages.
Consequently	the	reader	immediately	realizes,	as	he	continues	to	read	the	section,	how	appropriate	the
name	is	to	the	fate	of	Eve’s	second	son.	There	was	no	need,	therefore,	to	assign	a	reason	here	for	the
giving	of	the	name	as	was	done	in	the	case	of	Cain.	The	Bible	implies	that	whoever	called	the	child’s
name	 	Hebhel,	alluded	unwittingly	to	the	fate	in	store	for	him.	We	have	made	a	similar	observation
with	regard	to	the	naming	of	Eve	(iii	20).	The	name,	according	to	Talmudic	doctrine,	is	a	determining
factor	(B.	Berakhoth	7b).

Now	Abel	was	a	keeper	of	sheep,	and	Cain	was	a	tiller	of	the
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ground]	The	two	brothers	divided	between	them	the	labour	necessary	for	the	sustenance	of	the	family.
Cattle-rearing	and	agriculture	remain	to	this	day	the	two	main	branches	of	work	for	the	production	of
our	vital	commodities;	and	Scripture,	on	the	principle	that	‘The	acts	of	the	fathers	foreshadow	those
of	 the	children’,	shows	us	 the	first	 two	sons	of	 the	first	human	pair	engaged	respectively	 in	one	of
these	two	occupations.	There	is	a	kind	of	parallel	here	to	what	was	stated	in	the	previous	chapters:	the
raising	 of	 sheep	 corresponds	 to	 the	 dominion	 over	 the	 living	 creatures	 referred	 to	 in	 the	 story	 of
Creation	(i	26,	28),	and	the	tilling	of	the	ground	is	analogous	to	what	we	are	told	at	the	beginning	and
at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 story	 of	 the	Garden	 of	 Eden	 (ii	 5,	 iii	 23).	By	 degrees	 the	 other	 occupations	will
follow	 in	 order,	 according	 to	 the	 development	 of	 the	 material	 culture	 of	 mankind,	 and	 will	 be
mentioned,	in	part,	further	on	in	the	section.

There	 is	no	 indication	in	 the	 text	of	any	conflict	between	the	 two	vocations:	 the	brothers	share
equally.	A	fortiori	there	is	not	to	be	read	into	our	section	any	expression	of	contempt	felt	by	farmers
towards	 shepherds,	 as	 many	 scholars	 have	 thought.	 On	 the	 contrary,	 it	 is	 precisely	 Abel,	 towards
whom	the	Bible	is	sympathetic,	who	is	the	keeper	of	sheep.

This	 reference	 to	 Abel’s	 work	 as	 a	 shepherd	 does	 not	 run	 counter	 to	 what	 we	 said	 in	 our
exposition	of	i	29–30	(pp.	58f.),	namely,	that	according	to	the	Torah	man	should,	on	principle,	have
refrained	from	eating	flesh	until	it	was	permitted	to	Noah	and	his	sons	(ix	3).	In	the	first	place,	even
one	who	does	not	eat	meat	can	still	use	the	milk	and	wool	of	the	animals,	and,	after	their	death,	their
skins	as	well.	Furthermore,	it	is	certainly	not	the	intention	of	the	Bible	to	convey	the	impression	that
the	conduct	of	 the	earliest	generations	was	necessarily	 in	accord	with	 ideal	standards;	Cain’s	act	of
murder	proves	the	contrary.

	wayehi	 [Imperfect	 tense	 with	Waw	 consecutive;	 rendered:	Now	 …	 was]—haya	 [perfect
tense;	rendered:	was]	/	On	the	change	of	‘tense’	in	the	two	verbs	here	and	in	the	following	verses,	see
my	explanation	above,	p.	27,	on	 	wayyiqra-qara

In	this	connection,	attention	should	be	paid	to	the	construction	of	the	two	verses	in	this	paragraph
and	of	the	first	three	verses	of
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the	 next	 paragraph.	 The	 text	 refers	 a	 number	 of	 times	 to	 each	 of	 the	 two	 brothers	 consecutively,
before	dealing	at	length	with	the	older	one;	and	on	each	occasion	it	speaks	first	of	the	brother	who
was	 last	 mentioned	 in	 the	 previous	 reference.	 To	 begin	 with	 it	 records	 the	 birth	 of	 Cain,	 and
thereafter,	following	the	chronological	order,	that	of	Abel	(v.	1).	Now	having	concluded	with	Abel,	it
immediately	proceeds	 to	 speak	of	Abel’s	occupation,	 and	 subsequently	of	Cain’s	 (v.	2).	 Since	Cain
was	 now	 the	 last	 to	 be	 mentioned,	 the	 next	 reference	 deals	 first	 with	 Cain’s	 offering	 (v.	 3)	 and
afterwards	with	Abel’s	(beginning	of	v.	4).	Seeing	 that	Abel’s	oblation	has	been	referred	 to,	we	are
next	told,	in	the	same	verse	(end	of	v.	4),	that	it	was	accepted,	and	then	(beginning	of	v.	5)	that	Cain’s
sacrifice	was	not	accepted.	After	 recounting	 the	 rejection	of	Cain’s	offering,	 the	Bible	 immediately
goes	on	to	describe	(end	of	v.	5)	the	reaction	of	Cain.	Each	time	we	have	a	chiastic	arrangement.	This
procedure	resembles	the	method	adopted	by	the	Mishnah	at	the	beginning	of	tractate	Berakhoth,	as	the
Gemara	notes	(B.	Berakhoth	2a):	‘The	Tanna	[Mishnah	teacher]	commences	with	the	evening	(Shema)
*	and	then	speaks	of	the	morning	(Shema);	whilst	on	the	subject	of	the	morning	(Shema),	he	expounds
the	matters	relating	to	it,	and	thereafter	he	reverts	to	the	matters	appertaining	to	the	evening	(Shema)’.
By	employing	this	method	a	number	of	times	consecutively,	a	chain,	as	it	were,	of	many	inter-locked
links	is	created,	marked	by	perfect	symmetry.

SECOND	PARAGRAPH
THE	STORY	OF	THE	MURDER

3.			In	the	course	of	time	/	Cain	brought
of	the	fruit	of	the	ground	/	an	offering	to	the	Lord,

4.			and	Abel,	too,	brought	/	of	the	firstlings	of	his	flock	and	of
					their	fat	portions.	
And	the	Lord	had	regard	/	for	Abel	and	his	offering,

*	The	name,	derived	from	the	 initial	word	( 	šema,	 ‘Hear!’),	of	a	portion	of	 the	Jewish	 liturgy,	 recited	morning	and	evening,
which	comprises	the	three	Pentateuchal	passages:	Deut.	vi	4–9,	xi	13–21,	Num.	xv	37–41.
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5.			but	for	Cain	and	his	offering	/	He	had	no	regard.
So	Cain	was	very	vexed,	/	and	his	countenance	fell.

6.			The	Lord	said	to	Cain,
‘Why	are	you	vexed,	/	and	why	has	your	countenance	fallen?

7.			Surely,	if	you	do	well,	/	you	shall	be	upstanding;
but	if	you	do	not	do	well,	/	sin	shall	be	a	robhes	at	your	door;
its	desire	shall	be	for	you,	/	but	you	will	be	able	to	master	it.’

8.			Cain	anointed	a	place	where	to	meet	Abel	his	brother,	/	and
					when	they	were	in	the	field,	
Cain	rose	up	against	his	brother	Abel,	/	and	killed	him.

3.	In	the	course	of	time	[ 	miqqes	yamim,	literally,	‘at	end	of	days’]	/	Some	explain	the	phrase	to
mean,	at	 the	 end	of	 a	 year;	others,	at	 the	 end	of	 some	 time.	The	 second	 interpretation	 is	 the	more
probable,	since	we	are	not	 told	 from	when	 the	year	 is	counted.	So,	 too,	 i	Kings	xvii	7:	And	after	 a
while	 [ 	miqqes	 yamim]	 the	 brook	 dried	 up.	 Similar	 expressions	 occur	 in	 Jud.	 xi	 4,	 xv	 1:	

	wayehi	miyyamim	[literally,	‘and	it	was	from	days’;	rendered:	‘After	a	time’,	‘After	a	while’];
ibid.	xiv	8:	And	AFTER	A	WHILE	[ 	miyyamim]	he	returned	to	take	her.

Of	the	fruit	of	the	ground]	Gunkel	comments:	‘according	 to	 the	context,	obviously	 the	choicest
thereof;	 most	 modern	 commentators	 take	 a	 similar	 view.	 Rabbinic	 exegesis,	 on	 the	 contrary,
maintains	 that	 Cain	 brought	 produce	 of	 the	 poorest	 quality	 (Bereshith	 Rabba,	 xxii	 5,	 and	 parallel
passages;	 see	 Aptowitzer,	 Kainu.	 Abel	 in	 der	 Agada,	Wien—Leipzig	 1922,	 pp.	 37–41,	 142–144).
Neither	interpretation	accords	with	the	natural	sense	of	the	verse.	On	the	one	hand,	it	is	clear	that	since
in	regard	to	Cain	it	is	stated	simply	that	his	offering	was	of	the	fruit	of	the	ground,	and	in	Abel’s	case
the	Bible	uses	two	expressions	to	emphasize	that	the	oblation	was	the	best	of	its	kind	(of	the	firstlings
…	and	of	THEIR	FAT	PORTIONS),	this	distinction	is	not	made	pointlessly.	On	the	other	hand,	it	must
be	 noted	 that	 although	 there	 is	 a	 distinction,	 there	 is	 no	 contrast.	Apparently	 the	 Bible	 wished	 to
convey	 that	 whilst	 Abel	 was	 concerned	 to	 choose	 the	 finest	 thing	 in	 his	 possession,	 Cain	 was
indifferent.	In	other	words:	Abel	endeavoured	to	perform	his	religious	duty	ideally,	whereas	Cain	was
content	merely	to	discharge	this	duty.
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To	the	Lord	[YHWH]	/	According	to	the	third	rule	that	we	formulated	earlier	(p.	87)	with	regard
to	 the	 use	 of	 the	 Divine	 appellations,	 the	 name	 YHWH	 [‘Lord’]	 rather	 than	 ’Elohim	 [God]	 is
appropriate	 here,	 since	 the	 verse	 deals	 with	 sacrifices,	 and	 these	 are	 offered	 up	 specifically	 to	 a
personal	 deity.	 The	 Talmudic	 sages	 already	 noted	 correctly	 that	 ‘in	 connection	 with	 none	 of	 the
sacrifices	 mentioned	 in	 the	 Torah	 is	 	 ’Elohim	 or	 	 Elohekha	 [your	 God’]	 or	 	 Šadday
[‘Almighty’]	or	 	sebha’oth	[‘Hosts’]	mentioned,	but	only	 the	Specific	Name— 	YHWH	(Sifre
Num.,	§	143,	and	parallel	passages).	The	exception	to	this	usage	in	Exod.	xviii	12	is	intended	to	stress
the	fact	that	it	was	a	stranger	who	brought	the	offering,	and	that,	notwithstanding	what	is	stated	in	the
previous	verse,	he	had	not	yet	attained	to	complete	knowledge	of	the	Lord	(YHWH).

4.	Of	 the	 firstlings	 of	 his	 flock	 and	 of	 their	 fat	 portions]	This	 twofold	 emphasis–on	 the	 firstlings,
which	are	 the	best	of	 the	flock,	and	on	 the	 fat	portions,	which	are	 their	best	parts	 (see	 the	different
views	on	the	meaning	of	the	expression	and	of	their	fat	portions	in	B.	Zebahim,	p.	115a)–underlines,
as	we	have	stated,	Abel’s	desire	to	gratify	his	Creator,	and	to	honour	Him	to	the	best	of	his	ability;	his
oblation	 is	 accompanied	by	 good	 intent.	The	 customary	 assertion	 by	modern	 exegetes	 that	 the	 text
does	not	contain	a	single	word	about	 the	devotional	 intention	of	 the	brothers	 is	not	correct.	On	 the
contrary,	Scripture	stresses	this	intention	in	a	manner	that	is	manifest	to	any	one	with	knowledge	of
Biblical	diction.

And	of	 their	 fat	portions	[ 	umehelbhehen]	 /	Since	 there	 is	a	different	view,	 it	will	not	be
superfluous	to	indicate	that	the	pronominal	suffix	[ 	hen]	refers	to	the	firstlings	[ 	bekhoroth],	the
gender	of	which	is	here	feminine.

The	offering	of	 animal	 sacrifices	does	not	point	 to	 the	 custom	of	 eating	 flesh	 (see	 above,	 the
commentary	on	v.	3,	the	penultimate	paragraph).	On	the	contrary,	it	will	be	noted	that	the	fat	and	the
blood	go	to	the	altar,	yet	they	may	not	be	eaten!

And	the	Lord	had	regard	for	Abel	and	his	offering]	We	have	already	observed	at	the	end	of	 the
commentary	to	the	first	paragraph	that	this	clause	is	formally	linked	to	the	preceding	clause,	which
emphasizes	Abel’s	intention.	The	formal	connection,	in	turn,	points
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to	an	inner	relationship:	since	it	was	of	the	firstlings	of	his	flock	and	of	 their	 fat	portions	 that	Abel
brought	his	offering,	therefore	the	Lord	had	regard,	etc.	See	on	v.	5	below.

5.	But	 for	 Cain	 and	 his	 offering	 He	 had	 no	 regard]	Many	 conjectures	 have	 been	 advanced	 by	 the
commentators	 to	 explain	 the	 difference	 in	God’s	 attitude	 to	 the	 offerings	 of	 the	 two	 brothers.	 For
example:	Cain’s	oblation	of	 the	 fruit	of	 the	ground	did	not	 find	 favour,	because	 the	earth	had	been
cursed	 in	consequence	of	Adam’s	sin	 (Halévy);	 the	Lord	 likes	shepherds	and	animal	sacrifices,	but
dislikes	 farmers	 and	 offerings	 of	 the	 fruit	 of	 the	 ground	 (Gunkel);	 the	 objective	worth	 of	 animal
sacrifices	is	greater	than	that	of	vegetable	offerings	(Jacob,	and	others	before	him);	and	many	similar
suggestions.	But	all	these	theories	are	redundant,	if	we	grasp	the	significance	of	the	preceding	lines	of
the	 text	 and	 clearly	 see	 therein	 the	 distinction	 between	 Cain’s	 and	 Abel’s	 intention.	 Our	 passage
reflects	the	view	that	sacrifices	are	acceptable	only	if	an	acceptable	spirit	inspires	them.

How	did	the	two	brothers	know	that	the	Lord	had	regard	for	Abel	and	for	his	offering,	but	for
Cain	and	his	offering	he	had	no	regard?	According	to	the	Greek	translation	of	Theodotion,	 ,
fire	descended	 from	heaven	and	consumed	Abel’s	offering	but	not	Cain’s;	 a	 similar	 explanation	 is
found	in	late	haggadic	Midrashim	and	in	a	number	of	medieval	commentaries.	Others	think	that	the
Bible	implies	that	the	Lord	manifested	himself	to	the	two	brothers	(Skinner,	Jacob).	Gunkel	supposes
that	the	text	alludes	to	a	sign	that	was	given	in	the	sacrifices	themselves,	for	instance	the	appearance	of
the	 liver	or	 the	 like.	 It	 is	better,	 however,	 to	understand	 the	verse	 in	 accordance	with	Brock-Utne’s
suggestion,	op.	cit.,	pp.	210–211,	 to	wit,	 that	 after	 the	offerings	had	been	made,	 the	Lord	bestowed
blessing	and	fertility	upon	Abel’s	flocks	but	not	upon	the	field	of	Cain.

So	Cain	was	very	vexed	[literally,	‘it	was	very	hot	unto	Cain’]	/—that	is,	he	was	grieved;	compare
xxxiv	7:	and	the	men	were	GRIEVED	and	VERY	VEXED.

And	his	countenance	fell]	He	hung	his	head	like	a	man	who	is	grieved	and	crushed.

6.	The	Lord	said	to	Cain]	Here	and	in	the	rest	of	the	section,	the	name	YHWH	[‘Lord’]	and	not	’Elohim
[‘God’]	is	used,
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in	conformity	with	the	first	rule	given	above,	p.	87,	because	the	passage	deals	with	ethical	matters.

Why	are	you	vexed	and	why	has	your	countenance	 fallen?]	 In	 the	Lord’s	utterance	expressions
are	repeated	from	the	previous	narrative	verse	in	accordance	with	the	usual	practice	followed	in	our
sections.

These	 are	 not	 words	 of	 rebuke,	 as	 Jacob	 contends	 in	 his	 commentary,	 but,	 on	 the	 contrary,	 an
expression	 of	 comfort	 and	 fatherly	 counsel,	 as	 though	 to	 say:	My	 son,	 you	 have	 no	 reason	 to	 be
grieved	and	dejected;	bear	in	mind	that	if	you	do	well,	etc.

7.	Surely,	if	you	do	well,	you	shall	be	upstanding;	but	if	you	do	not	do	well,	sin	shall	be	a	robhes	at
your	 door	 [ 	 	 	 	 	 halo’	 ’im	 tetibh	 še’eth	 we’im	 lo’	 thetibh
lappethah	hatta’th	robhes]	/	This	is	one	of	the	most	difficult	and	obscure	Biblical	sentences.	In	ancient
times	the	Rabbis	counted	it	among	the	indeterminate	verses	(B.	Yoma,	52a-b,	and	parallel	passages),
because	of	the	doubt	in	regard	to	the	syntactic	relationship	of	the	word	 	še’eth.	In	modern	times	the
expositors	have	 found	 the	 text	 so	hard	 to	elucidate	 that	 some,	 like	Gunkel	and	Jacob,	have	actually
abandoned	 all	 hope	of	 understanding	 it,	 and	have	 left	 part	 of	 it	 untranslated.	The	 attempts	made	 to
interpret	 the	verse	 in	 its	entirety,	or	 to	emend	 it	on	 the	basis	of	 the	Septuagint,	which	 is	even	more
obscure	 than	 the	 Masoretic	 recension,	 have	 encountered	 numerous	 difficulties.	 It	 will	 not	 be
superfluous,	therefore,	to	make	a	fresh	attempt.

The	starting-point	must	be	the	word	 	še’eth	[literally,	‘to	lift,	carry’]—the	first	of	the	problem
words	in	the	sentence.	Some	have	connected	it	with	the	expression,	bring	[ 	še’u]	an	offering	(Psa.
xcvi	8),	the	meaning	being:	‘whether	you	bring	a	fine	offering	or	not,	sin	couches	at	the	door ’.	But
this	 interpretation	is	difficult	not	only	on	account	of	 the	structure	of	 the	sentence,	as	we	shall	show
later,	and	because	the	thought	expressed	in	the	verse,	according	to	this	conjecture,	is	neither	clear	nor
probable,	but	also—and	chiefly—for	the	reason	that	the	crucial	word	offering	is	missing.	The	same
applies	 to	 the	 other	 suggestion	 based	 on	 the	 passage,	 then	 you	 will	 lift	 up	 [ 	 tiśśa’]	 your	 face
without	blemish	(Job	xi	15),	which	would	 imply	an	antithesis	here	 to	 the	 falling	of	 the	countenance
mentioned	in	the	previous	verses;	but	just	the	vital
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word	face	is	wanting!	The	verb	 	naśa’	has,	when	used	absolutely,	a	general	signification,	and	only
in	conjunction	with	an	object	or	some	other	complement	is	it	capable	of	acquiring	specific	meanings
such	as	those	referred	to—to	bring	an	offering	or	to	lip	up	the	face.	Likewise	the	explanation	of	our
word	in	the	sense	of	to	forgive	iniquity	(Targum	Onkelos:	it	will	be	forgiven	you)	is	open	to	the	same
objection;	 for	although	 the	verb	 	naśa’	has	 this	connotation	even	without	 the	word	 iniquity	 (e.g.
xviii	24:	and	wilt	Thou	not	forgive	the	place?	[E.	V.	‘spare	it’];	ibid.,	v.	26:	I	will	forgive	[E.	V	‘spare’]
the	whole	place),	yet	in	that	case	the	one	who	is	being	forgiven	his	sin	must	be	mentioned.	It	has	also
been	proposed	to	interpret	 	še’eth	in	the	sense	of	‘rank,	eminence’—cf.	pre-eminent	of	rank	[
še’eth]	and	pre-eminent	in	power	(xlix	3);	but	this,	too,	is	not	free	from	difficulty,	since	the	concept	of
rank	and	eminence	does	not	suit	the	context.	More	explanations	still	have	been	advanced,	but	there	is
no	need	to	detail	them.

It	is	impossible	to	find	the	meaning	of	this	obscure	word	and	of	the	verse	as	a	whole	unless	we
approach	 the	 problem	methodically.	 First,	we	must	 determine	 the	 structure	 of	 the	 sentence	 and	 the
signification	of	the	expression	 	’im—we’im	[literally,	‘if—and	if’].	The	sense	of	the	verse	cannot
be:	whether	you	do	…	or	whether	you	do	not	…,	for	 in	 that	case	 the	word	 	 tetibh	[literally,	 ‘do
good,	well’]	should	not	have	been	repeated	by	itself,	but	the	sentence	should	have	been	framed	in	one
of	the	following	two	ways:	either	the	phrase	 	tetibh	še’eth	should	have	been	reiterated	in	full,
thus:	 	we’im	lo’	thetibh	še’eth,	or	the	clause	should	have	been	reduced,	the	second	time,
to	 	we’im	 lo’	 [literally,	 ‘and	 if	 not’]	 only.	 According	 to	 the	 present	 form	 of	 the	 verse	 the
contrasted	conditions	are:	(a)	 	im	tetibh	[‘if	you	do	well’],	(b)	 	 ’im	 lo’	 thetibh	[’if
you	do	not	well’],	‘and	the	word	 	še’eth	is	not	part	of	the	protasis	but	constitutes	the	apodosis.	In
the	 event	 of	 your	 doing	 well,	 then— 	 śe’eth;	 but	 in	 the	 event	 of	 your	 not	 doing	 well,	 then—

	lappethah	hatta’th	robhes.

Having	 established	 this	 point,	 let	 us	 proceed	 to	 the	 next	 step.	 Just	 as	 the	 second	 condition,	
	’im	lo’	thetibh,	is	the	exact	opposite	of	the	first,	 	im	tetibh,	so	the	end	of	the
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verse	 undoubtedly	 contains	 a	 contrast,	 that	 is,	 the	 word	 	 śe’eth	must	 be	 the	 antithesis	 of	 the
conclusion	of	 the	second	condition,	namely,	 	 lappethah	hatta’th	robhes.	Now	we	have
not	to	go	far	to	find	in	the	Biblical	idiom	an	example	of	antithesis	between	the	verb	 	naśa’	 in	 its
general	 signification,	 without	 a	 predicate,	 and	 the	 verb	 	 rabhas.	 In	 one	 verse	 it	 is	 written:	 he
stooged	down,	HE	COUCHED	[ 	rabhas]	like	a	lion,	and	as	a	lioness	who	dares	ROUSE	HIM	UP	[

	yeqimennu]?	(xlix	9);	and	in	another	we	read:	Behold,	a	people!	As	a	lioness	IT	RISES	UP	[
yaqum],	and	as	a	lion	IT	LIFTS	ITSELF	[ 	yithnaśśa’](Num.	xxiii	24).	The	verb	 	naśa’	[‘to	lift
up’]	 corresponds	 to	 	qum	 [‘to	 rise	 up’]	 in	 the	 second	 verse,	 and	 	qum	 is	 the	 antonym	 of	
rabhas	[‘to	couch’]	in	the	first	verse;	when	a	lion	rests	on	the	ground	we	say	that	it	couches,	when	 it
stands	up	on	its	feet,	we	say	that	it	rises	up	or	that	it	lifts	itself.	Precisely	the	same	antithesis	we	can
find	in	our	verse.	If	you	do	well,	that	is,	if	you	behave	well	and	perform	good	deeds,	you	will	be	able
to	rise	up	and	stand	firmly	on	your	feet,	but	if	you	do	not	do	well,	(the	Waw	of	 	we’im	means	but)
the	opposite	will	befall	you:	not	upstanding	but	couching	on	the	ground.

The	exact	meaning	of	this	couching	we	must	determine	by	examining	the	clause,	
lappethah	 hatta’th	 robhes.	 To	 begin	 with,	 it	 suffers	 from	 a	 grammatical	 irregularity:	 the	 discord
between	 	hatta’th	[‘sin’],	which	 is	 feminine,	and	 	robhes,	which	 is	masculine.	 It	 has	 already
been	pointed	out	by	several	exegetes	that	the	Akkadian	word	rabisu,	which	is	the	participle	of	the	stem
rbs—just	like	the	word	 	robhes	in	our	verse—denotes	a	kind	of	demon,	that	is,	a	specific	class	of
demons;	 they	 have	 accordingly	 suggested	 that	 the	 word	 	 robhes	 should	 not	 be	 regarded	 as	 a
participle	but	as	a	substantive,	and	that	the	phrase	should	be	interpreted	thus:	sin	is	a	kind	of	robhes.
Generally	speaking,	this	conjecture	may	be	correct,	but	the	following	two	points	have	to	be	added:(a)
The	Akkadian	word	referred	 to	has	other	meanings	(see,	 for	 instance,	 the	function	of	 the	rabisu	 in
judicial	 matters;	Walther,	Das	 altbabylonische	 Gerichtswesen,	Leipzig	 1917,	 pp.	 169–173),	 and	 of
these	one	fits	our	context	well:	the	rabisu	is	a	kind	of	government	official,	not	necessarily	one	of	the
highest	order,	but	one	of
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the	most	hated	by	the	people.	Possibly,	it	is	this	connotation	that	is	specifically	intended	here,	since	it
is	stated	afterwards,	its	desire	is	for	you,	that	 is,	 it	[sin]	wishes	to	master	you	and	to	have	dominion
over	you	like	the	state	officials	who	seek	to	impose	their	authority	over	the	people.

(b)	 Seeing	 that	 of	 all	 the	 synonyms	 denoting	 various	 kinds	 of	 officials	 the	 name	 robhes	 and	 not
another	was	chosen,	the	choice	cannot	have	been	accidental;	conceivably,	the	appellation	was	chosen
because	 it	 carries	 the	nuance	of	couching,	of	 lying	 upon	 the	 ground,	 of	 clinging	 to	 the	 ground,	 in
contrast	to	the	upstanding	position	implicit	in	the	word	 	śeeth.	The	verb	 	rabhas	in	the	Bible	not
only	signifies	 to	 lie	down	 in	order	 to	 rest,	but	also	 to	bow	down	beneath	a	heavy	burden.	 In	Exod.
xxiii	 5	 it	 is	written:	 lying	 [ 	 robhes]	 under	 its	 burden,	 and	 in	Num.	 xxii	 27:	 she	 lay	 down	 [
wattirbas]	under	Balaam.	There	is	an	allusion	to	this	sense	in	the	word	 	robhes	of	our	verse.	The
‘robhes’,	which	is	sin,	will	long	for	you	(its	desire	shall	be	for	you),	that	is,	it	will	endeavour	to	have
dominion	over	you,	to	keep	you	near	to	itself,	and	to	make	you	couch	on	the	ground	just	as	it	does.	If
once	you	start	to	sin,	sin	will	draw	you	to	itself	more	and	more.	It	is	similar	to	the	thought	expressed
in	the	rabbinic	aphorism:	‘one	transgression	leads	to	another ’.

There	 is	 no	 need	 to	 cite	 here	 in	 detail	 the	 various	 expositions	 of	 	 hatta’th	 robhes	 (it
symbolizes	the	evil	impulse;	the	analogy	is	that	of	an	animal	lying	in	wait	for	its	prey,	or	of	a	curse
settling	 on	 someone,	 etc.);	 it	 is	 similarly	 unnecessary	 to	mention	 all	 the	 interpretations	 offered	 in
regard	to	the	preceding	expression,	at	the	door	(portals	of	the	heart,	door	of	the	house,	door	of	the
sanctuary,	 entrance	 of	 the	 grave,	 and	 the	 like).	 The	 verse	 simply	 says	 door	 (entrance),	 and	 the
commentator	 is	 not	 called	 upon	 to	 determine	 what	 Scripture	 leaves	 undetermined.	 It	 means,
apparently,	your	door	in	a	general	sense,	that	is,	the	place	through	which	you	are	wont	to	go	in	and	out
constantly;	in	other	words,	it	will	always	be	found	in	your	path.

Now,	having	explained	each	difficult	expression	 in	 the	Divine	utterance	 to	Cain	separately,	we
shall	be	able	to	grasp	the	connection	between	them,	and	the	sense	of	the	address	as	a	whole:	Why,	my
son,	are	you	grieved,	and	why	do	you	hang	your	head?
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There	is	no	cause	for	it;	you	have	only	to	do	well	and	then	you	will	be	able	to	stand	firmly	on	your
feet,	with	upright	stature.	But	if	you	fail	to	do	well	and	begin	to	sin,	then	the	sin	shall	become	a	
‘robhes’	unto	you,	and	this	robhes	will	long	to	bring	you	low	and	cause	you	to	couch	upon	the	ground
like	itself.	Nevertheless	you	are	not	delivered	into	its	power,	and	if	only	you	have	the	desire,	you	can
oppose	it	and	overcome	it	and	free	yourself	from	its	influence	(but	you	will	be	able	to	master	it).

Its	desire	[ 	tešuqatho]	shall	be	for	you,	but	you	will	be	able	to	master	it]	The	significance
of	these	words	in	relation	to	what	precedes	we	have	already	explained	in	the	lines	above.	But	we	still
have	to	elucidate	their	connection	with	the	similar	sentence	in	the	story	of	Paradise	(iii	16):	yet	your
desire	 shall	 be	 for	 your	 husband,	 and	 he	 shall	 rule	 over	 you.	Most	 contemporary	 commentators
suspect	the	authenticity	of	this	part	of	our	verse	just	because	of	the	verbal	repetition,	and	think	that	it
has	suffered	from	scribal	attentions.	More	probable	is	the	view	that	this	repetition	is	a	case	in	point	of
the	 influence	 exerted	 by	 the	 epic	 style	 on	 narrative	 prose,	 examples	 of	 which	 I	 have	 discussed	 at
length	 in	 my	 Hebrew	 essay	 ‘Biblical	 literature	 and	 Canaanite	 literature’,	 which	 was	 published	 in
Tarbiz,	 xiii,	 pp.	 197–212;	 xiv,	 pp.	 1–10;	 and	 in	 my	 Hebrew	 article	 ‘Israelite	 Epic	 Poetry’,	 which
appeared	in	Keneseth	dedicated	to	the	memory	of	H.	N.	Bialik,	viii,	pp.	121–142.	As	I	stated	there,	we
may	assume	that	the	narrative	prose	of	the	Israelites,	like	that	of	other	peoples,	developed	from	epic
poetry,	 and	 hence	 the	 former	 still	 shows	 traces	 of	 the	 rhetorical	 characteristics	 and	 the	 stylistic
devices	commonly	 found	 in	Canaanite	and	 the	oldest	Hebrew	epic	poetry,	 just	 as	we	 find	 in	Greek
literature	 that	 the	 logographers—the	 first	 chroniclers—and	even	Herodotus,	 the	 ‘father	of	history’,
still	 use	many	 expressions	 that	were	 customary	 in	Greek	 epic	 poetry;	 likewise	 the	 earliest	 French
historians,	 to	cite	an	example	also	from	the	Middle	Ages,	continued	 to	employ	stereotyped	phrases
that	 were	 common	 in	 the	 French	 epos	 that	 preceded	 them.	 Now	 epic	 poetry—both	 Eastern	 and
Western—shows	 a	 predilection	 for	 verbal	 repetitions,	 and	 this	 phenomenon	 is	 bound	 up	 with	 the
essential	nature	of	the	epic,	which	was	primarily	intended	to	be	heard	and	not	read.	The	people	who
gathered	to	listen	to	epic	poems	sung	by	the	minstrel	were	particularly	enchanted	when	he
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began	a	stanza	with	which	they	were	familiar	and	which	was	an	old	favourite	of	theirs;	they	found	it
easier	then	to	listen	to	the	minstrel	and,	as	it	were,	to	share	in	his	song.	Similarly	Hebrew	narrative
prose	is	given	to	repetitions.	Nevertheless,	prose,	which	is	designed	for	reading	rather	than	recitation,
endeavours	as	a	rule	to	change	the	phrases	slightly,	avoiding	word-for-word	repetition,	so	as	not	to
weary	the	reader	(a	point	with	which	we	have	already	dealt	a	number	of	 times	 in	 the	course	of	our
commentary).	But	sometimes,	when	the	subject	is	technical	and	does	not	lend	itself	to	variations,	such
as	 the	 construction	 of	 the	 Tabernacle,	 which	 is	 twice	 described	 (Exod.	 xxv-xxxi,	 xxxv-xl),	 or	 the
offerings	of	the	princes	(Num.	vii	12–83),	then	even	in	prose	we	find	the	ipsissima	verba	reproduced.
This	obtains	also	in	other	instances	where	literal	repetition	is	suited	also	to	prose	style.	In	the	story	of
Creation	we	noted	the	expression,	and	there	was	evening	and	there	was	morning,	such-and-such	a	day,
which	occurs	six	times,	at	the	end	of	six	consecutive	paragraphs.	Similarly	here;	the	Bible	wished	to
give	expression	to	a	thought	resembling	one	that	it	had	already	stated	on	an	earlier	occasion,	and	to
this	 end	 it	 employed	 the	 same	wording	 that	 it	 had	used	 the	 first	 time,	 in	 accordance	with	 the	usual
practice	in	such	cases	in	epic	poetry.

Here,	too,	in	conformity	with	what	we	have	noted	in	iii	16,	several	ancient	versions	read	
tešubhatho	[‘its	return’]	instead	of	 	tešuqatho	[‘its	desire’],	and	here,	just	as	there,	this	reading	is
unacceptable.

8.	Cain	APPOINTED	A	PLACE	WHERE	TO	MEET	[ 	wayyo’mer]	Abel	his	brother]	In	the	Lord’s
words	 to	 Cain	 there	 is	 no	 reference	 to	 Abel,	 nor	 any	 appraisal	 of	 his	 actions	 and	 intention;
nevertheless	Cain	does	not	forget	that	the	Lord	had	regard	for	Abel	and	his	offering,	whilst	for	him
and	his	offering	he	had	no	regard,	and	he	is	jealous	of	his	brother.

This	 verse	 raises	 a	 difficult	 problem:	 it	 states,	and	he	 [Cain]	said	 [the	 usual	meaning	 of	
wayyo’mer],	but	we	are	not	told	what	he	said.	The	verb	 	amar	is	not	used	absolutely—without	an
object—as	is	the	verb	 	dibber	[‘he	spoke’].	The	few	passages	where	such	a	usage	of	the	verb	
amar	might	possibly	be	claimed	(Gen.	xxii	7;	Exod.	xix	25;	Hos.	xiii	2;	Psa.	 lxxi	10;	Esther	i	18;	ii
Chron.	ii	11	[Hebrew,	v.	10];	ibid.,	xxxii	24)	are	doubtful.	An
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ancient	exegetical	 tradition,	reflected	in	 the	old	versions,	completes	 the	verse	by	attributing	to	Cain
the	 additional	words:	Come,	 let	 us	 go	 forth	 into	 the	 field	 or	 some	 similar	 sentence.	 For	 example,
Targum	 Pseudo-Jonathan:	 ‘Come,	 let	 us	 both	 go	 out	 into	 the	 field’	 [ 	 lebhara’];	 so,	 too,	 the
Fragmentary	 (Jerusalem)	 Targum	 [reading:	 	 le’appe	 bara’,	 literally,	 ‘towards	 the	 field’]
(likewise	 in	 the	 fragment	 cited	 by	 Kahle,	MdW,	Pt.	 ii,	 p.	 6—	 	 leappe	 bara’);	 Septuagint:	

	 	 	 [‘Let	 us	 go	 out	 into	 the	 plain’];	 Peshitta:	 ‘Let	 us	 go	 into	 the	 open	 country’;
Vulgate:	egrediamur	foras	[‘let	us	go	out	of	doors’].	Similarly,	the	Samaritan	Pentateuch	reads:	‘Let
us	go	 into	 the	 field’;	 this	 is	also	 the	 rendering	of	 the	Samaritan	Targum.	The	divergences	between
these	 recensions	 and	 translations	 prove	 that	 we	 have	 here	 not	 a	 common	 original	 reading,	 but	 a
common	exposition;	and	this	exposition	derives,	it	seems,	from	the	continuation	of	the	verse,	which
states:	and	when	they	were	IN	THE	FIELD	(Nahmanides:	‘to	my	mind,	it	[the	clause,	and	Cain	said	(

	wayyo’mer)	to	Abel	his	brother]	is	connected	with	and	when	they	were	in	the	field;	for	he	[Cain]
said	 to	 him	 [Abel],	 “Let	 us	 go	 forth	 into	 the	 field”,	 and	 he	 killed	 him	 there	 secretly’).	 It	 is	 to	 this
interpretation	that	we	also	owe	the	fact	that	some	MSS	and	printed	editions	note	before	the	clause,	and
when	they	were	in	the	field,	that	there	is	‘a	pisqa	[‘space’]	in	the	middle	of	the	verse’—in	other	words,
the	mark	of	a	lacuna—although	the	ancient	Masoretes	recognize	no	such	break	here.

Other	attempts	have	also	been	made	to	determine	the	nature	of	Cain’s	words	to	his	brother	Abel.
Rashi,	after	alluding	to	the	well-known	haggadic	stories	about	the	contentions	that	broke	out	between
the	 two	 brothers,	 adds	 that	 in	 his	 view	 the	 natural	 explanation	 of	 the	 verse	 is	 that	 Cain	 started	 to
quarrel	and	strive	with	his	brother	in	order	to	have	an	excuse	for	killing	him.	Some	expositors	take
the	 view	 (so,	 for	 example,	 Ibn	 Ezra,	 Qimhi	 and	 other	 exegetes	 down	 to	 our	 own	 time)	 that	 the
meaning	of	our	text	is	that	Cain	related	to	Abel	what	the	Lord	had	said	to	him,	or	a	part	thereof.	All
these	interpretations	are	forced.	There	are	commentators	who	suggest	reading	another	word	in	place
of	 	wayyo’mer,	 for	 example:	 	wayyišmor,	 ‘and	 he	 watched’	 (Knobel	 and	 others),	 or	
wayyemer,	that	is,	‘he	strove’	(Gunkel),	or	 	wayyemar,	‘he
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became	bitter ’	(also	Gunkel);	but	these	are	only	desperate	attempts	to	overcome	the	difficulty.

But	 there	may	 be	 a	more	 authentic	 solution	 to	 the	 problem,	 namely,	 to	 explain	 the	 verb	
wayyo’mer	not	 in	 the	usual	 sense	of	 ‘speaking’,	but	 according	 to	another	 signification.	The	Arabic
words	 	 ’amarun,	 	 ’amarun,	 	 ’imaratun	 signify	 a	 sign	 or	 token,	 and,	 more	 particularly,	
tu’murun,	denotes	a	heap	of	stones	placed	one	on	top	of	the	other	to	indicate	the	way	in	the	desert,	like
the	Hebrew	 	tamrurim,	Jer.	xxxi	21	[Hebrew,v.	20]	(see	Gesenius-Buhl,	sub	 ).	In	Ethiopic	the
verb	’mr,	in	the	intensive	conjugation,	signifies	to	show,	to	indicate.	All	this	is	related,	apparently,	to
the	 regular	 sense	 of	 the	 verb	amaru	 in	Akkadian,	 to	 see.	 It	 should	 also	 be	 noted	 that	 the	word	
amarun	 sometimes	 means	 ‘an	 appointed	 place,	 a	 rendezvous’,	 and	 is	 used	 as	 a	 synonym	 of	
maw’idun	[‘appointed	place’	or	‘time’].	Accordingly,	we	may	understand	the	word	 	wayyo’mer	in
our	verse	 (as	 a	play	on	 the	word	 	 in	vv.	6,	9,	 10,	 13,	 15,23)	 in	 the	 sense	 of	 fixing	 a	 place	 for
meeting:	Cain	arranged	to	meet	Abel	his	brother,	and	when	they	were	in	the	field,	in	the	place	that	he
had	 appointed	 for	 this	meeting,	Cain	 rose	 up	 etc.	 (after	 I	 had	written	 these	 lines,	 I	 found	 a	 similar
exposition,	 based	 on	 the	 word	 	 ’amarun,	 in	 the	 Hebrew	 book	 ’Or	Mimmizrah	 [‘Light	 from	 the
East’]	by	David	Moyal,	Tel-Aviv	1941,	p.	10).

When	they	were	in	the	field]—far	from	their	father	and	mother,	in	a	place	where	no	people	would
see	or	hear	them.	Compare	Deut.	xxii	25–27:	But	if	IN	THE	OPEN	COUNTRY	[literally,	‘in	the	field’]
a	man	meets	a	young	woman	who	is	betrothed,	and	the	man	seizes	her	…	in	the	young	woman	there	is
no	 offence	 punishable	 by	 death,	 for	 this	 case	 is	 like	 that	 of	 A	 MAN	 RISING	 AGAINST	 HIS
NEIGHBORS	AND	MURDERING	HIM;	because	he	came	upon	her	IN	THE	OPEN	FIELD,	and	though
the	betrothed	young	woman	cried	for	help	THERE	WAS	NO	ONE	TO	RESCUE	HER.

Cain	rose	up	against	[ 	’el]	his	brother	Abel]	This	is	a	recapitulation	of	the	words	found	at	the
beginning	of	the	verse:	and	Cain	appointed	a	place	where	to	meet	[ 	…	 	wayyo’mer	…	’el]	Abel
his	brother.	First	he	made	 the	appointment	and	afterwards	he	rose	up;	 first	he	arranged	 the	meeting
and	then	he	turned	the	meeting	into	an	assault.	To	mark	the	repetition,	 	’el	[literally,

215



‘to’]	 occurs	 here	 after 	 wayyaqom	 [‘rose	 up’]	 instead	 of 	 al	 [‘upon,	 against’].	 The	 reiteration
further	emphasizes	the	words	Abel	his	brother—it	was	his	brother	whom	he	slew!

THIRD	PARAGRAPH
THE	MURDERER’S	SENTENCE

9.	Then	the	Lord	said	to	Cain,
‘Where	is	Abel	your	brother?’
He	said,
‘I	do	not	know;	/	am	I	my	brother’s	keeper?’

10.	And	He	said,
‘What	have	you	done?	/	Hark!	your	brother’s	blood
is	crying	to	Me	/	from	the	ground.

11.	And	now	you	are	cursed	/	from	the	ground,
which	has	opened	its	mouth	/	to	receive	your	brother’s	blood
from	your	hand.

12.	When	you	till	the	ground,	/	it	shall	no	longer	yield	to	you
its	strength;	
a	vagrant	and	a	wanderer	/	shall	you	be	on	the	earth.’

13.	Cain	said	to	the	Lord,
‘My	iniquity	is	too	great	/	to	be	forgiven.

14.	Behold,	Thou	hast	driven	me	out	/	this	day
from	the	face	of	the	earth;	/	and	from	Thy	face	I	shall	seek
to	hide;
and	I	shall	be	a	vagrant	and	a	wanderer	/	on	the	earth
and	everyone	who	finds	me	/	will	seek	to	slay	me.’

15.	Then	the	Lord	said	to	him,
‘Therefore,	if	any	one	slays	Cain	/	sevenfold	shall	he	be
avenged.’
And	the	Lord	set	/	a	sign	for	Cain,
so	that	any	one	who	came	upon	him	/	would	not	slay	him.

16.	Then	Cain	went	away	/	from	the	presence	of	the	Lord
and	dwelt	in	the	land	of	Nod	[‘Wandering’],	/	east	of	Eden
[qidhmath	Edhen].
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9.	Then	the	Lord	said	to	Cain,	‘Where	is	Abel	your	brother?’]	Immediately	after	the	murder,	Cain	rose
up	 and	 fled	 (had	 he	 still	 been	 standing	 next	 to	 Abel’s	 corpse,	 the	 question	 ‘Where	 is	 Abel	 your
brother’?	would	 have	 been	 out	 of	 place);	 but	 before	 he	 had	 gone	 far,	 he	 heard	 the	 Lord’s	 voice
calling	him	to	account	for	his	deed.	No	human	being	had	seen	what	had	happened,	but	the	Lord	saw
and	knew.	 In	Deut.	 xxi	 1	 it	 is	written:	 If	 in	 the	 land	…	anyone	 is	 found	 slain,	 lying	 IN	THE	OPEN
COUNTRY	[literally,	‘in	the	field’],	and	it	is	not	known	who	killed	him—people	do	not	know,	but	the
Lord	knows;	before	Him	everything	is	revealed	and	foreseen.	This,	too,	is	what	the	Torah	wishes	to
teach	us	here	by	placing	the	words	the	Lord	said	in	juxtaposition	to	and	killed	him;	no	sooner	had	the
murder	been	committed	than	the	Lord	said	to	Cain	…	Gunkel	(pp.	44–45)	thinks	that	according	to	the
text	the	Lord	became	aware	of	what	occurred	only	because	the	blood	of	Abel	cried	unto	Him.	Had	this
been	the	purport,	Scripture	would	have	written	in	conformity	with	its	usual	narrative	diction:	‘and	he
[Cain]	killed	him,	and	the	blood	of	Abel	cried	unto	the	Lord	from	the	ground,	and	the	Lord	said	unto
Cain’,	etc.	The	cry	of	Abel’s	blood	is	not	mentioned	till	later,	as	a	reason	for	the	punishment.

Where	 is	Abel	 your	brother?]	This	 question,	 as	we	 have	 seen	 earlier	 (pp.	 155f.),	 is	 rhetorical,
implying	rebuke:	Why	is	not	your	brother,	who	but	a	little	while	ago	was	walking	beside	you,	with
you	now?	See,	he	is	no	more,	and	you	are	to	blame	for	it.

I	do	not	know;	am	I	my	brother’s	keeper?]	Cain’s	conscience	is	now	aroused	to	the	full	enormity
of	his	deed.	It	is	he,	none	other,	who	brought	it	about	that	his	brother	Abel,	who	had	sucked	his	own
mother ’s	breasts,	is	no	more	(Where	is	Abel	your	brother?).	He	makes	a	desperate	attempt	to	silence
the	 voice	 that	 confronts	 him	with	 this	 terrifying	 question	 and	 to	 free	 himself	 from	 the	 burden	 of
responsibility	 for	his	crime	by	brazen	words	 that	 reject	 this	 responsibility.	 I	do	not	 know.	etc.	 This
matter	is	not	my	concern.

The	two	motifs	to	be	heard	in	Cain’s	words,	that	of	knowledge	and	that	of	guarding,	are,	as	we
have	seen,	the	fundamental	motifs	of	the	previous	section—an	interesting	parallel.

10.	And	He	said,	‘What	have	you	done?’]	Cain’s	effort	is	quite
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in	vain;	it	is	impossible	to	silence	that	mighty	voice.	It	is	the	voice	of	the	Judge,	who	responds	to	the
cry	of	the	blood	that	has	been	shed.	It	continues	to	ask:	‘What	have	you	done?’,	etc.	The	significance
of	 the	 words	What	 have	 you	 done?—a	 rhetorical	 question	 resembling	 an	 interjection—we	 have
explained	before	(p.	158).	The	thought	is:	See	now	what	you	have	done!	How	could	you	do	so	terrible
a	thing?	This	question	also	contains	a	parallel	to	the	preceding	section.

Hark!	[ 	qol,	 literally,	 ‘a	voice’]	your	brother’s	blood	 [plural	 in	 the	Hebrew]	 is	 crying	 to	Me
from	the	ground]	Just	as	a	man	who	is	wronged	cries	to	the	judge	on	account	of	his	oppressors,	so	the
shed	 blood	 of	 the	murdered	man,	 even	 though	 he	 can	 no	 longer	 speak,	 cries	 before	 the	Heavenly
Court.

Shed	blood	is	sometimes	called	 	damim	(in	the	plural),	particularly	in	rhetorical	and	poetic
diction;	compare,	for	example,	I	Kings	ii	5,	31;	Isa.	i	15;	ix	5	[Hebrew,	v.	4];	and	other	passages.	In	the
Samaritan	Pentateuch,	here	and	in	v.	11,	 	dam,	the	singular,	is	used.	The	word	 	qol	also	provides	a
parallel	to	the	previous	section.

11.	Above	I	have	so	divided	this	verse	as	to	emphasize	the	parallelism	between	it	and	the	preceding
verse.	Two	hemistichs	of	v.	10	end	with	the	word	your	brother’s	blood	and	from	the	ground;	here,	 in
reverse	order	(of	which	we	have	already	encountered	several	examples),	we	find	two	hemistichs	that
conclude	 with	 the	 words	 from	 the	 ground	 and	 your	 brother’s	 blood.	 The	 significance	 of	 this
parallelism	we	shall	see	immediately	below.

At	the	end	there	comes	a	word	that	stands	alone,	and	its	very	isolation	at	 the	conclusion	of	the
verse	lends	it	emphasis:	from	your	hand,	from	the	hand	of	the	murdered	man’s	brother!

And	now]	This	phrase	usually	serves	to	introduce	the	conclusion.	Since	the	charge	was	brought
before	My	court,	it	is	compelled	to	pronounce	its	sentence.

You	are	cursed]	This	 is	 the	 third	 time	 that	 a	curse	 is	 uttered:	 first	 it	was	 pronounced	 upon	 the
serpent	(iii	14),	then	upon	the	ground	(iii	17),	and	here	upon	Cain	himself.	Because	of	the	first	man’s
sin,	 the	 soil	was	 cursed;	 Cain’s	 transgression,	 which	 is	 far	 graver,	 brings	 down	 a	 curse	 on	 the
transgressor	himself.	The	word	you	is	emphatic.
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From	the	ground]	The	parallelism,	indicated	above,	between	this	and	the	preceding	verse	shows
that	the	principle	of	measure	for	measure	is	applied	here,	and	that	the	expression	from	the	ground	in
this	verse	must	be	understood	in	the	very	same	sense	in	which	it	is	used	in	the	previous	verse.	Hence	it
is	not	to	be	interpreted,	with	some	commentators,	as	meaning	more	than	the	ground	(so,	for	instance,
Rashi,	and	now	Sellers	in	JAOS,	50	[1930],	p.	336),	or	by	means	of	the	ground	(Michaelis	and	others),
or	 far	 from	 the	 [cultivated]	ground	 (almost	 all	 contemporary	 exegetes);	 nor	 is	 it	 to	be	deleted	 as	 a
duplication	 taken	 over	 from	 v.	10,	 the	 remaining	words	 being	 arranged	 differently,	 as	Glueck	 has
proposed	in	JPOS,	xiii	(1933),	pp.	101–102.	The	correct	explanation	is:	your	curse	shall	come	upon
you	from	the	ground,	just	as	the	cry	of	your	brother ’s	blood	came	to	me	from	the	ground	(Ibn	Ezra:
‘through	the	ground’).

Which	has	opened	its	mouth	to	receive	your	brother’s	blood	from	your	hand]	To	understand	 the
full	implication	of	these	words,	we	must	take	account	of	the	concepts	to	which	they	are	related	and	of
the	 terminology	 that	 is	 normally	 used	 in	 Biblical	 and	 Canaanite	 literature	 to	 express	 them.	 The
identical	phrase	occurs	in	the	episode	of	Korah	and	his	company:	AND	THE	GROUND	OPENS	ITS
MOUTH,	and	swallows	them	up,	with	all	that	belongs	to	them	(Num.	xvi	30);	and	thereafter:	and	 the
earth	opened	its	mouth	and	swallowed	them	up,	with	their	households,	etc.	(ibid.,	v.	32);	again	in	Deut.
xi	6:	HOW	THE	EARTH	OPENED	ITS	MOUTH	and	swallowed	them	up,	with	their	households,	their
tents,	etc.;	and	in	Psa.	cvi	17:	THE	EARTH	OPENED	and	swallowed	up	Dathan,	etc.	The	netherworld,
that	 is,	Sheol	 (Num.	xvi	33:	So	 they	and	all	 that	belonged	 to	 them	went	down	alive	 into	SHEOL)	 is
depicted	 as	 swallowing	 up	 the	 people	 in	 its	 jaws	 and	 drinking	 their	 blood	 thirstily.	 As	 a	 rule,	 it
swallows	up	the	departed;	the	engulfment	of	Korah	and	his	company	whilst	they	were	still	alive	was
an	 exception	 to	 the	 rule.	 In	 Isa.	 v	 14	 it	 is	 written:	 Therefore	 Sheol	 has	 enlarged	 its	 appetite	 and
OPENED	ITS	MOUTH	beyond	measure,	and	her	 [Jerusalem’s]	nobility	and	her	multitude	go	down,
her	throng	and	he	who	exults	in	her;	in	Hab.	ii	5:	His	greed	is	as	wide	as	Sheol;	like	death	he	has	never
enough;	compare	also	Prov.	xxvii	20,	xxx	15–16.	I	have	cited	additional	texts	and	details	bearing	on
this
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subject	 in	 the	 Bulletin	 of	 the	 Jewish	 Palestine	 Exploration	 Society,	 ix	 (1942),	 pp.	 46–49;	 here	 I
mention	only	what	is	necessary	to	the	elucidation	of	our	verse.	For	this	purpose	it	should	further	be
noted:	(a)	that	the	word	 	’eres	[‘earth’],	like	ersetu	in	Akkadian,	sometimes	has	the	sense	of	Sheol,
and	 that	 in	 this	 sense,	 too,	 the	word	 	 ’ădhama	[‘ground’],	which	 is	 synonymous	with	 it,	 and	 is
substituted	for	it	in	the	section	of	Korah,	must	at	times	be	understood;	(b)	that	the	concepts	alluded	to
date	back	to	an	early	period	in	the	history	of	Israel,	who	inherited	them	from	the	Canaanites.	In	their
poems	the	Canaanites	were	accustomed	to	identify	Môt,	the	god	of	death	and	the	king	of	Sheol,	with
his	realm,	Sheol;	and	of	one	who	went	down	to	Sheol	they	used	to	say	that	he	entered	the	mouth	of
Môt	 and	 descended	 into	 his	 gullet	 (see	 the	 quotations	 from	 the	 Ugaritic	 epics	 that	 I	 have	 cited	 in
BJPES,	ibid.,	p.	48).	In	one	of	these	poems	(tablet	I*	AB,	col.	i,	lines	14–22)	it	is	related	that	Môt	was
wont	 to	 boast	 of	 his	 achievements	 thus:	 ‘As	 the	 lioness	 yearns	 for	 the	wilderness,	 as	 the	 seahorse
longs	for	the	seas,	as	the	wild	oxen	crave	for	the	pools	and	as	the	hart	panteth	after	water,	even	so	is
my	desire	to	kill,	to	kill;	I	long	to	slay	heaps;	lo,	with	both	my	hands	I	devour;	behold,	seven	portions
they	 cut	 for	me,	 yea,	 they	 pour	me	 out	 a	 cup	 [big]	 as	 a	 jug’.	 The	 similes	 are	 clear:	 just	 as	 every
creature	longs	for	what	it	needs	and	is	naturally	suited	to	it,	so	Môt	yearns	constantly	to	kill,	to	pile	up
a	 great	 number	 of	 corpses	 on	 top	 of	 one	 another,	 heaps	 upon	 heaps,	 multitudes	 of	 them;	 and	 he
swallows	 up	 the	 dead,	 but	 knows	 no	 satiety;	with	 both	 hands	 he	 brings	 them	 to	 his	mouth,	 and	 he
drinks	their	blood	in	a	cup	the	size	of	a	jug.	Among	the	Israelites,	needless	to	say,	in	accord	with	their
monotheistic	outlook,	Môt	typifying	death,	was	reduced	from	the	status	of	a	deity	to	that	of	a	demon
—of	 the	 angel	 of	 death,	 to	 use	 a	 later	 term.	 However,	 his	 essential	 nature	 and	 the	 fundamental
character	of	Sheol,	his	domain,	remained	unchanged,	as	is	clearly	to	be	seen	from	the	verses	I	have
quoted	 above	 and	 from	many	 other	 verses	 that	 I	 have	 cited	 in	BJPES,	 loc.	 cit.	Now,	 our	 verse	 is
connected	 with	 these	 concepts	 and	 this	 traditional	 phraseology;	 Cain	 slew	 his	 brother,	 and	 the
netherworld	greeted	his	deed	with	joy,	greedily	opening	its	mouth	to	drink	his	brother ’s	blood	from
his	hand.
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12.	When	you	till	the	ground,	it	shall	no	longer	yield	to	you	its	strength]	This	shall	be	your	curse	from
the	ground.	After	the	earth	had	been	cursed	on	account	of	your	father ’s	sin,	it	yielded	its	produce	only
exiguously	and	as	a	result	of	hard	toil;	nevertheless,	it	was	possible	to	subsist	thereon,	and	you	were
the	very	person	who	gained	a	livelihood	by	tilling	the	soil	(v.	2).	But	from	now	on,	the	earth	will	give
you	nought.	You	and	 the	ground	became	partners	 in	 the	act	of	violence:	you	gave	 it	your	brother ’s
blood,	and	it	accepted	this	from	your	hand;	therefore	the	punishment	shall	be	made	to	fit	the	crime,
and	all	connection	between	you	and	the	ground	shall	be	severed.

A	vagrant	and	a	wanderer	[ 	na	wanadh]	shall	you	be	on	the	earth]	This	does	not	connote,	as
Budde	 and	 others	 have	 thought,	 that	Cain	would	 be	 constrained	 to	 live	 a	 nomad’s	 life.	 The	 life	 of
wandering	shepherds	was	certainly	not	considered	a	curse;	see	what	is	stated	in	v.	2	about	Abel	and	in
v.	 20	 regarding	 Jabal.	A	 vagrant	 and	 a	 wanderer	 does	 not	 describe	 the	 wandering	 shepherd,	 who
moves	his	tent	periodically	from	place	to	place	according	to	his	needs,	but	one	who	never	finds	rest
for	the	sole	of	his	foot	and	is	a	vagabond	all	his	days,	because	he	can	nowhere	obtain	his	livelihood.
In	the	fearful	 imprecation	of	Psalm	cix	(vv.	9–10)	 it	 is	said:	May	his	children	be	 fatherless,	and	his
wife	a	widow!	May	his	children	WANDER	ABOUT	[ 	noa	yanu’u]	and	beg;	and	 let	 them	seek
their	 bread	 out	 of	 their	 desolate	 places,	 etc..	 Cain’s	 curse	 was	 like	 that	 put	 upon	 these	 children.
Compare	also	Amos	ix	9,	where	the	verb	to	wander	[ 	nua]	is	used	to	describe	the	exile	of	the	people
of	Israel	among	all	the	nations.	The	concept	of	a	vagrant	and	a	wanderer	will	be	further	clarified	in
our	annotation	to	v.	14.

The	question	may	be	asked	here:	why	was	not	Cain	sentenced	to	death	like	any	other	murderer?
To	find	the	answer	to	the	question	we	must	consider	the	special	circumstances	of	this	episode.	First,	it
must	be	realized	that	the	purpose	of	capital	punishment	is	not	only	to	purge	the	world	of	existing	evil,
but	 to	 serve	also	as	a	preventive	example:	and	all	 the	people	 shall	hear	and	 fear.	Now	 in	our	 case
there	were	in	the	world,	apart	from	Cain,	only	Adam	and	Eve;	there	were	as	yet	no	people	who	could
learn	the	lesson	of	the	murderer ’s	death.	On	the	other	hand,	if	people	still	to	be	born
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would	see	the	bitter	fate	that	Cain	endured	throughout	his	days,	they	might	possibly	draw	the	moral
therefrom.	Furthermore,	what	kind	of	death	penalty	could	have	been	imposed	in	this	instance?	Death
at	the	hands	of	Heaven	is	not	the	penalty	for	murder,	and,	in	any	case,	it	would	not	have	been	right	for
the	Lord	to	have	slain	Cain	as	well,	and	thus	to	have	inflicted	on	Adam	and	Eve,	who	were	guiltless,	a
twofold	 tragedy.	 Judicial	execution	 is	 indeed	 the	usual	punishment	of	 the	murderer,	but	at	 that	 time
there	 were	 no	 established	 courts	 of	 law.	 To	 be	 put	 to	 death	 by	 the	 blood-avenger	 is	 a	 method	 of
punishment	to	which	the	Torah	is	opposed,	as	we	have	already	stated,	and	as	we	shall	note	in	greater
detail	later.	Where	the	court	cannot	sentence	the	murderer	to	death	because	he	did	not	kill	wittingly,
the	Torah	imposes	on	the	slayer,	as	we	know,	the	penalty	of	banishment	to	one	of	the	cities	of	refuge.
Similarly	in	this	case,	since	the	death-sentence	does	not	apply	to	Cain	for	the	reasons	mentioned,	it	is
replaced	by	exile.

13.	My	iniquity	is	too	great	to	be	forgiven	[ 	gadhol	a’woni	minneśo’]	/	It	is	not	possible	to
regard	these	words	as	a	plea	for	the	mitigation	of	the	sentence,	as	though	Cain	said:	‘The	punishment
for	my	crime	is	greater	than	I	can	bear ’	(so	Ibn	Ezra	and	many	moderns),	because	 	awon	[‘iniquity’]
is,	 as	 a	 rule,	 used	 with	 	 naśa’	 [literally,	 ‘lift’,	 ‘carry’]	 in	 another	 sense,	 namely,	 ‘to	 forgive
iniquity’.	According	to	 the	homiletical	exposition	of	 the	Rabbis,	we	have	here	a	rhetorical	question
(B.	 Sanhedrin,	 p.	 101b:	 ‘Is	 my	 iniquity	 greater	 than	 that	 of	 the	 sixty	 myriads	 [Israelites]	 who	 are
destined	to	sin	before	Thee,	yet	wilt	Thou	pardon	them!’).	Although	this	is	not	the	actual	meaning	of
the	verse,	there	is	no	doubt	that	the	idea	of	forgiveness	is	suited	to	the	context.	Nahmanides	gives	the
correct	 interpretation:	 ‘My	 iniquity	 is	 too	 great	 to	 be	 forgiven.’	 Cain’s	 heart	 is	 now	 filled	 with
remorse;	he	realizes	the	enormity	of	his	crime,	and	accepts	the	judgement.	We	shall	immediately	see
in	the	following	comment	how	this	confession	links	up	with	the	succeeding	verses.

14.	Behold,	Thou	hast	driven	me	out	this	day	from	the	face	of	the	earth	[ 	’ădhama]	/	According	to
the	generally	accepted	opinion	to-day,	the	meaning	is:	Behold,	Thou	hast	driven	me	out	this	day	from
the	cultivated	ground	into	the	desert.	But	no	one	with	a	sound	and	sensitive	feeling	for	 the	Hebrew
tongue	could
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agree	with	 this	 view.	 It	 is	 true	 that,	 in	 agricultural	 terminology,	 the	 language	 prefers	 	 adhama
[literally,	‘ground’]	to	its	sznonym	 	‘eres	[‘earth’];	but	the	word	 	adhama,	use	absolutely	also
signifies	the	earth	as	a	whole,	serves	as	a	synonym	of	 	’eres	in	all	its	connotations.	It	will	suffice	to
mention,	for	example,	the	verses	that	we	quoted	earlier	from	the	story	of	Korah,	where	the	two	nouns
are	interchanged	(Num.	xvi	30:	and	the	GROUND	[ 	ădhama]	opens	its	mouth;	ibid.,	v.	32:	and	the
EARTH	[ 	eres]	opened	 its	mouth).	Hence,	 in	a	general	expression,	 such	as	 to	 drive	out	 from	 the
face	of	the	 	ădhama,	the	word	must	be	understood	in	a	general	sense:	‘from	the	face	of	the	earth’.
It	is	this	general	meaning,	moreover,	that	fits	the	context.	In	consequence	of	the	Lord’s	decree,	Cain
cannot	find	rest	anywhere;	no	sooner	does	he	arrive	at	any	place	than	he	feels	that	he	cannot	remain
there.	He	is	ever	conscious	of	being	an	outcast—cast	out	from	the	whole	earth.	Further	proof:	in	the
parallel	clauses,	You	shall	be	a	vagrant	and	a	wanderer	on	the	earth	(v.	12),	and	I	shall	be	a	vagrant
and	a	wanderer	on	the	earth	(in	the	continuation	of	our	verse),	it	is	written	on	the	earth	and	not	in	the
desert.	 The	 expression	 on	 the	 earth	 is	 a	 general	 term	 that	 includes	 also	 inhabited	 parts.	 The
parallelism	in	our	verse	is	synonymous	not	antithetic;	 	eres	and	 	’ădhama	are	identical.

This	day]—by	the	sentence	that	you	have	passed	on	me	this	day.

We	shall	see	further	on	why	Cain	emphasizes	this	point.

And	from	Thy	face	I	SHALL	SEEK	TO	HIDE	[ 	‘essather,	literally,	‘I	shall	be	hidden’]	/	This
clause	 is	 usually	 interpreted	 by	 contemporary	 exegetes	 in	 accord	 with	 their	 exposition	 of	 the
preceding	 sentence,	 and	 on	 the	 supposition	 that	 the	 Lord	was	 regarded	 as	 the	God	 of	 the	 Land	 of
Israel,	 that	 is,	 cultivated	 land;	 to	 be	 hidden	 from	His	 face	means,	 in	 their	 view,	 to	 leave	 inhabited
country	 and	 wander	 in	 the	 wilderness.	 But	 there	 can	 be	 no	 doubt	 that,	 according	 to	 the	 concept
prevailing	in	the	Book	of	Genesis,	God’s	dominion	extends	over	the	entire	world,	over	the	desert	as
well	as	the	cultivated	regions.	It	will	suffice	to	recall	what	is	stated	in	the	first	story	of	Hagar	(xvi	7):
The	angel	of	the	Lord	found	her	by	a	spring	of	water	in	the	WILDERNESS,	and	in	the	second	narrative
(xxi	14–21):	And	she	departed,	and	wandered	in	the	WILDERNESS	of	Beer-sheba	…	And	God	heard
the	voice	of
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the	lad	…	for	God	has	heard	the	voice	of	the	lad	where	he	is	…	And	God	was	with	the	lad,	and	he	grew
up;	he	lived	in	the	WILDERNESS,	and	became	an	expert	with	the	bow.	He	lived	in	the	WILDERNESS
of	Paran.	This	apart,	the	interpretation	referred	to	militates	against	the	requirements	of	simple	logic,
for	if	Cain	entered	a	region	where	the	Lord	has	no	power,	he	would	have	been	freed	thereby	from	the
penalty	that	the	Lord	had	imposed	upon	him.	The	somewhat	similar	explanation	advanced	by	R.	Judah
Hallevi	in	the	Book	of	the	Kuzari	(ii	14)	of	the	verse,	Then	Cain	went	away	from	the	presence	of	the
Lord	(v.	16),	the	meaning	of	which,	in	his	view,	is	that	Cain	left	the	Land	of	Israel,	is	of	a	haggadic
rather	 than	 a	 scientific	 character.	 The	 natural	 sense	 of	 our	 text	 requires	 it	 to	 be	 understood	 in
accordance	 with	 our	 interpretation	 of	 the	 previous	 sentence	 (attention	 should	 also	 be	 paid	 to	 the
parallelism:	from	the	FACE	of	the	earth—and	from	Thy	FACE	…).	 	’essather	means,	I	shall	seek
to	 hide	 (auxiliary	 verbs	 are	 not	 expressed	 in	 classical	 Hebrew):	 I	 shall	 constantly	 flee	 from	 Thy
presence,	but	wherever	I	go	I	shall	find	Thee	also	there,	and	so	I	shall	have	to	flee	from	that	place,
too,	in	my	continual	and	desperate	endeavour	to	hide	from	Thy	face.	The	thought	resembles	that	of
Psa.	cxxxix	7–12:	Whither	shall	I	go	from	Thy	Spirit?	Or	whither	shall	I	flee	from	THY	PRESENCE
[literally,	‘face’]?	If	I	ascend	to	heaven,	Thou	art	there!	If	I	make	my	bed	in	Sheol,	Thou	art	there!,	etc..
Compare	further	Amos	ix	2–4,	and	the	unsuccessful	attempt	of	Jonah	son	of	Amittai	to	escape.

And	I	shall	be	a	vagrant	and	a	wanderer	on	the	earth]	This	follows	from	his	preceding	words.
Since	I	shall	find	myself	everywhere	in	the	position	of	an	outcast,	and	I	shall	constantly	have	to	flee
from	Thy	presence,	I	shall	be	a	vagrant	and	a	wanderer	on	the	earth	all	my	days	and	I	shall	find	no
rest.	The	explanation	we	gave	earlier	of	the	expression,	you	shall	be	a	vagrant	and	a	wanderer	on	the
earth,	thus	finds	corroboration.	Cain	acquiesces	in	all	this	as	a	just	punishment	for	his	crime,	and	to
indicate	 his	 submission	 to	 the	 judgement	 he	 repeats	 the	words	of	 the	Lord’s	 decree.	The	Lord	had
said:	you	shall	be	a	vagrant	and	a	wanderer	on	the	earth;	Cain	says:	and	I	shall	be	a	vagrant	and	a
wanderer	on	the	earth.

And	 everyone	 who	 finds	 me	 will	 seek	 to	 slay	 me	 [literally,	 ‘will	 slay	 me’]	 /	 The	 meaning	 is:
Although	I	acquiesce	in	the	punishment
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that	you	decree	upon	me	this	day	(now	we	understand	why	Cain	stressed	the	words,	this	day),	yet	I	am
afraid	lest	in	the	future	something	over	and	above	what	you	decree	will	befall	me:	lest	everyone	that
finds	me	will	slay	me.	In	order	to	understand	this	apprehension	of	Cain,	we	must	pay	attention	to	the
word	everyone.	Obviously,	Cain	can	be	slain	only	once;	and	if	any	one	of	those	who	encounter	him
should	kill	him,	no	one	else	could	put	him	to	death.	Hence	it	is	clear	that	will	slay	me	means,	will	wish
to	slay	me,	will	seek	to	slay	me	(compare	our	explanation	of	 	essather	[‘I	shall	seek	to	hide’]).	Not
enough	 that	 I	 shall	 constantly	 have	 to	 flee	 from	 every	 place	 upon	 earth	 in	my	 endeavour	 to	 hide
myself	from	Thy	presence,	but	I	shall	also	be	compelled	to	conceal	myself	from	every	human	being,
since	 they	will	all	desire	 to	 kill	me	 and	will	 attempt	 to	 do	 so,	 for	 the	 reason	 that	 they	will	all	be
relatives	of	the	murdered	man.	There	are,	and	there	will	be,	in	the	world	none	save	Abel’s	father	and
brothers	and	his	brothers’	children	and	children’s	children,	and	all	of	 them	will	wish	 to	avenge	his
blood,	notwithstanding	that	the	murderer	also	belongs	to	their	family.	A	similar	situation	is	described
in	II	Sam.	xiv	5–7.

This	verse	also	contains	parallels	to	the	previous	section;	in	the	latter,	too,	we	are	told	of	man’s
hiding	himself	from	the	presence	of	the	Lord	God	(iii	8)	and	of	his	banishment	(iii	24).

15.	Therefore]	The	force	of	the	word	is:	In	order	to	remove	this	apprehension	from	your	mind,
and	to	assure	you	that	only	what	I	said	would	come	to	pass,	and	what	I	did	not	say	would	not	happen,	I
decree	and	proclaim	that	if	any	one	slays	Cain,	etc..

If	any	one	slays	Cain,	etc.]	 It	 is	 forbidden	 to	 slay	Cain;	 it	 is	prohibited	 to	 take	blood	 revenge.
Here	 the	Torah	 expresses	 its	opposition	 to	 blood-revenge,	which	was	 practised	 in	 the	 ancient	 East.
Only	the	Lord,	the	Judge	of	the	whole	earth,	and	human	judges	who	judge	in	His	name,	are	permitted
to	pass	sentence	on	the	murderer;	not	the	relations	of	the	murdered	man	in	the	heat	of	their	anger.	See
my	remarks	on	this	subject	in	the	introduction,	§	5,	pp.	184f.

The	verse	says,	if	any	one	slays	CAIN,	not	if	anyone	slays	YOU,	because	this	is	a	proclamation
addressed	to	all	mankind.	The	Lord	informs	Cain	(Then	the	Lord	said	to	HIM)	of	His	decree	and	His
proclamation.
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The	words	 	 kol-horegh	Qayin	 [literally,	 ‘any	 one	 slaying	Cain’;	 rendered:	 if	any	 one
slays	Cain]	are	not	 the	 subject	 of	 	yuqqam	[which	 in	 that	 case	would	mean:	 ‘vengeance	 shall	 be
taken	on	him’],	but	constitute	a	separate,	dependent	clause	[casus	pendens],	signifying:	if	any	one	will
slay	Cain,	then	Cain	shall	be	avenged	sevenfold.	Compare,	for	example,	i	Sam.	ii	13:	when	any	man
offered	sacrifices	[literally,	‘every	man	sacrificing	a	sacrifice’],	the	priest’s	servant	would	come,	etc.
(Gesenius—Kautzsch2,	§	116	w.).

Sevenfold	[ 	šibh	athayim]	/	This	is	not	to	be	understood	literally.	Obviously	the	meaning	is
not	whoever	slays	Cain	will	be	punished	seven	times	as	much	as	one	who	kills	any	other	person;	such
a	 penalty	 would	 not	 be	 in	 accord	 with	 justice.	 Seven	 [ 	 šebha]is	 the	 number	 of	 perfection	 (see
above,	pp.	12ff.);	and	 	šibh’athayim—that	is,	seven	times—connotes	in	perfect	measure,	with	the
full	stringency	of	the	law.	Compare	Psa.	xii	6	[Hebrew,v.	7]:	purified	SEVEN	TIMES;	ibid.,	lxxix	12:
Return	 SEVENFOLD	 into	 the	 bosom	 of	 our	 neighbours.	 He	 who	 slays	 Cain	 will	 deserve	 to	 be
punished	with	the	utmost	severity,	because	he	will	be	guilty	of	a	dual	offence:	the	crime	of	shedding
blood,	and	the	sin	of	contemning	the	Lord’s	judgement	by	augmenting	the	Divine	punishment.

Shall	he	be	avenged	[ 	yuqqam]	/	This	is	an	established	legal	term,	signifying:	his	slayer	shall
be	 punished.	 Compare	 Exod.	 xxi	 21:	 But	 if	 he	 [the	 slave]	 survives	 a	 day	 or	 two,	 he	 is	 not	 to	 be
AVENGED;	for	he	[the	slave]	is	his	[the	master’s]	money.	Similarly	ibid.,	v.	20:	HE	SHALL	SURELY
BE	AVENGED	 [ 	naqom	 yinnaqem].	The	 expression	 derives,	 it	 seems,	 from	 the	 practice	 of
blood-revenge.	The	punishment	imposed	on	the	murderer	at	the	instance	of	the	court	takes	the	place	of
blood-revenge;	 hence	 the	 term	was	 transferred	 from	 one	 sphere	 to	 the	 other.	Here	 in	 the	 sentence
passed	by	the	Judge	of	the	whole	earth,	the	word	is	used	in	its	juridical	sense,	as	in	Exod.	xxi	21.	In	the
song	of	Lamech	(v.	24),	 the	same	expression	occurs	 in	a	different	meaning,	apparently;	see	on	 this
below.

And	the	Lord	set	a	sign	[ 	’oth]	for	Cain]	On	the	explanation	of	this	sign	as	a	tribal	mark	and
the	objections	to	which	this	interpretation	is	open,	see	my	earlier	remarks	in	the	introduction,
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pp.	180ff.	It	appears	that	the	sign	is	intended	specifically	for	Cain	alone,	and	not	for	his	offspring.	Had
it	been	ordained	for	succeeding	generations,	this	fact	would	have	been	explicitly	stated,	as	we	find	in
the	case	of	Abraham	in	connection	with	 the	sign	of	 the	Covenant	between	God	and	himself	and	his
seed	after	him	(xvii	9–12).

From	the	continuation	of	the	verse	we	learn	to	what	end	the	sign	was	given:	so	that	any	one	who
came	upon	him	WOULD	NOT	KILL	[ 	lebhili	hakkoth]	him.	But	this	clause	does	not	state	the
purpose	only;	had	that	been	the	intention	of	the	text,	it	would	have	been	formulated	thus:	‘so	that	any
one	who	came	upon	him	should	not	kill	 [ 	 lebhilti	yakke]	him’.	In	 addition	 to	 explaining	 the
object	of	the	token,	it	contains	an	assurance	to	Cain;	the	 	’oth	serves	as	a	warning	to	others	not	to
slay	Cain,	and	as	a	promise	to	Cain	that	no	man	would	arise	to	kill	him.	Other	signs	of	this	kind	are
mentioned	in	Scripture.	Such,	for	example,	is	the	sign	on	the	houses	of	the	children	of	Israel	in	Egypt:
The	blood	shall	be	a	SIGN	for	you,	upon	the	houses	where	you	are	…	and	no	plague	shall	 fall	upon
you	to	destroy	you,	when	I	SMITE	the	land	of	Egypt	(Exod.	xii	13;	compare	also	ibid.	v.	23).	There	is
also	the	sign	of	the	scarlet	cord	that	the	spies	gave	to	Rahab	at	her	request	(and	give	me	a	sure	SIGN,
Jos.	ii	12),	 in	order	that	the	children	of	Israel	should	not	slay	her	nor	her	father ’s	house	during	the
conquest	of	 Jericho.	Having	submitted	 to	 the	sentence,	Cain	 is	entitled	 to	be	delivered	 from	blood-
revenge.	 Also	 in	 the	 instances	 that	 have	 been	 cited,	 the	 word	 	 ’oth	 [‘sign’]	 has	 a	 Lamedh	 [the
preposition	 	le-‘to’,	‘for ’]	prefixed	to	it,	as	in	our	case:	for	Cain,	and	not	in	[ 	be-]	Cain.	To	set	a	sign
IN	someone	means	to	bring	an	affliction	on	a	person,	intended	to	serve	as	an	example	to	others,	for
instance:	and	what	signs	I	have	done	AMONG	THEM	[ 	bham;	literally,	‘in	them’]	(Exod.	x	2);	and	I
will	set	a	sign	AMONG	THEM	[ 	bhahem;	literally,	‘in	them’],	and	from	them	I	will	send,	etc.	(Isa.
lxvi	 19);	when	He	wrought	His	 signs	 in	 EGYPT	 (Psa.	 lxxviii	 43),	 and	 the	 like.	To	 set	 a	 sign	FOR
someone	signifies	to	appoint	a	token	for	a	person’s	good	and	benefit	(compare	Exod.	xv	25:	There	He
made	[literally,	‘set’]	for	them	a	statute	and	an	ordinance).

What	the	sign	was	is	not	stated	in	the	text.	The	rabbinic	explanations
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are	known	(a	horn,	a	dog,	and	so	forth),	but	 they	do	not	represent	 the	actual	meaning	of	Scripture.
According	to	the	plain	exegesis	of	the	passage	there	is	no	hint	as	to	the	nature	of	the	 	’oth,	and	it	is
not	possible	to	guess	what	the	text	does	not	tell	us.

So	that	any	one	who	came	upon	him	would	not	slay	him]	On	the	form	of	the	verb—the	infinitive,
not	 the	 imperfect—see	 the	 preceding	note.	The	 text	 has	 	hakkoth	[literally,	 ‘smite’]	 and	 not	
hărogh	[‘kill’],	in	order	to	include	an	assault	that	does	not	cause	death.	Although	the	verb	 	hakkoth
can	be	used	as	a	synonym	for	 	hărogh,	it	may	also	signify	a	simple	beating.

16.	Then	Cain	went	away	from	the	After	the	conclusion	of	the	judgement,	Cain	left	the	presence	of	the
presence	of	the	Lord]	Judge;	henceforth,	as	we	have	explained,	he	would	constantly	flee	from	before
Him.

And	dwelt	in	the	land	of	Nod	[‘Wandering’]	/	Two	interpretations	have	been	suggested:	(a)	Cain
dwelt	in	a	land	called	Nod	(in	the	Septuagint,	 ),	which	cannot	be	identified;	(b)	he	abode	in	a	land
of	‘wandering’;	that	is,	his	residence	was	never	permanent	but	one	of	constant	roaming	from	place	to
place.	The	second	explanation	is	preferable.

	Qidhmath	Edhen	[literally,	‘in	front	of’]	/—east	of	Eden	(Ibn	Ezra).	Again	Eden	and	
qedhem	[‘east’]	are	linked	together,	as	we	have	noted	twice	already	in	the	foregoing	section	(ii	8;	iii
24).

FOURTH	PARAGRAPH
THE	DESCENDANTS	OF	CAIN

17.	Cain	knew	/	his	wife,
and	she	conceived	/	and	bore	Enoch,
who	became	a	city-builder;	/	and	he	called	the	name	of	the	city	
after	the	name	of	his	son,	/	Enoch.

18.	To	Enoch	was	born	/	Irad;
and	Irad	/	was	the	father	of	Mehujael,
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and	Mehijael	/	the	father	of	Methushael,
and	Methushael	/	the	father	of	Lamech.

19.	And	Lamech	took	unto	him	/	two	wives;
the	name	of	the	one	was	Adah,	/	and	the	name	of	the	other
Zillah.

20.	Adah	bore	/	Jabal;
he	was	/	the	father	of	those	who	dwell	in	tents	and	have	cattle.

21.	His	brother’s	name	/	was	Jubal;
he	was	/	the	father	of	all	those	who	play	the	lyre	and	pipe.

22.	Zillah,	she	also	/	bore	Tubal-cain,
the	instructor	/	of	every	worker	in	bronze	and	iron.
The	sister	of	Tubal-cain	/	was	Naamah.

17.	Cain	knew	his	wife,	and	she	conceived	and	bore,	etc.]	On	the	parallels	to	the	other	paragraphs	of
this	 section,	 and	 also	 to	 the	 preceding	 section,	 see	 above,	 the	 introduction,	 pp.	 178f.,	 and	 the
commentary	on	v.	1.

His	wife]	One	of	his	sisters,	of	course,	is	meant	(v	4:	and	he	had	other	sons	and	daughters);	this
explanation	is	given	by	all	the	commentators	from	Talmudic	times	to	our	own	day.

Enoch	[ 	Hănokh]	/	The	name	occurs	thrice	again	in	the	Book	of	Genesis.	It	is	also	borne	by
one	 of	 the	 progenitors	 of	 the	 human	 race	 descended	 from	 Seth	 (v	 18–24);	 by	 one	 of	 the	 sons	 of
Midian,	the	son	of	Abraham	(xxv	4);	and	by	the	first-born	of	Reuben,	the	son	of	Jacob	(xlvi	9).	Both
here	and	in	the	last	mentioned	case,	the	name	belongs	to	the	eldest	son	of	the	first-born	of	the	founder
of	the	family,	that	is,	to	the	one	by	whom	the	third	generation	was	inaugurated	[ 	mithhannekh].
But	possibly	the	name	is	associated	here	with	the	idea	of	dedication	[ 	hănukka]	—the	dedication
of	the	first	city	to	be	built	in	the	world.

And	he	became	a	city-builder]	In	the	same	way	as	in	v.	2,	after	the	sentence,	And	again,	she	bore
his	brother	Abel,	it	is	stated,	Now	[literally,	‘and’]	Abel	was	a	keeper	of	sheep,	so	here	after	the	words,
and	 she	conceived	and	bore	Enoch,	we	are	 told	 in	 similar	 phrasing,	who	became	 [literally,	 ‘and	he
was’]	a	city-builder.	Hence,	just	as	in	the	earlier	sentence	the	subject	of	the	verb	 	wayehi

229



[literally,	‘and	was’]	is	the	son	that	was	born,	so	in	our	verse,	too,	this	is	the	case.	Our	text	refers	not
to	 Cain	 but	 to	 his	 son,	 Enoch	 (in	 v.	 2	 the	 name	 of	 the	 son	 [Abel]	 is	 expressly	 emphasized	 in
contradistinction	 to	 that	 of	 Cain,	 but	 there	 is	 no	 need	 for	 this	 here).	 By	 using	 the	 construction	

	wayehi	bone	 ‘ir	 [literally,	 ‘and	he	was	building	 a	 city’;	 rendered:	and	he	became	a	 city-
builder]	rather	than	 	wayyibhen	‘ir	[‘and	he	built	a	city’],	the	Bible,	it	seems,	does	not	intend	to
record	a	single	event—the	 fact	 that	once	Enoch	built	a	city—but	 to	 tell	us	what	his	occupation	was
over	a	 long	period,	 thus	paralleling	 the	earlier	statement	about	 the	work	of	Cain	and	Abel,	and	 the
information	given	subsequently	about	the	pursuits	of	the	three	sons	of	Lamech.

Of	 all	 that	 the	 ancient	 tradition	 narrated	 concerning	 Cain’s	 descendants	 (and	 undoubtedly	 the
traditional	material	appertaining	to	them	was	abundant	and	variegated),	the	Torah	cites	a	few	details
that	prove	that,	in	contrast	to	the	fate	of	Cain,	who	was	a	vagrant	and	a	wanderer	on	the	earth	all	his
days,	a	many-sided	material	culture	developed	among	his	scions.	The	importance	of	all	this	we	have
seen	 in	 the	 introduction	 (pp.	 188f.).	 Israel’s	 neighbours	 used	 to	 attribute	 the	 development	 of
civilisation	 to	 their	 gods,	 and	 from	 the	 statements	 of	 Philo	 Byblius	 it	 is	 apparent,	 despite	 his
euhemeristic	interpretation,	which	regards	the	figures	of	the	gods	as	supermen	whom	popular	belief
deified,	 that	 it	was	the	Canaanites,	 the	closest	neighbours	of	the	Israelites,	who	in	particular	used	to
assign	the	innovations	and	inventions	that	promoted	civilization	to	the	gods	and	their	offspring.	The
Torah	 is	 uncompromisingly	 opposed	 to	 all	 the	 beliefs	 of	 this	 idolatrous	 environment.	 It	 is	 not
satisfied	with	a	rationalistic	explanation	of	these	beliefs,	such	as	Philo	Byblius	sought	to	offer	later;	it
rebuts	 and	 negates	 them	 completely.	 It	 teaches	 that	 human	 culture	was	 created	 only	 by	mortals,	 by
ordinary	human	beings,	who	were	no	different	from	the	rest	of	mankind.	In	conformity	with	its	usual
method	(see	above,	pp.	7,	11f.,	39,	50ff.,	76	etc.)	 the	Torah	does	not	 controvert	or	 argue;	 it	quietly
states	the	position	according	to	its	viewpoint,	and	sets	at	nought	the	opposing	opinions	by	its	silence.
For	 detailed	 discussion,	 see	 below,	 in	 the	 continuation	 of	 our	 commentary.	 Likewise	 on	 the
connection	between	this	subject	and	the	section	as	a	whole,	note,	in	addition	to	what	I	have	stated	in
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the	introduction,	my	remarks	at	the	end	of	the	annotation	to	v.	24.

After	the	name	of	his	son]—a	play	upon	words	 beno	[‘hisson’]—	 	bone	[‘builder ’].

18.	Without	doubt,	the	ancient	tradition	also	gave	a	detailed	account	of	the	generations	between	Enoch
and	Lamech;	 but	 these	 particulars	were	 not,	 apparently,	 of	 importance	 to	 the	 Torah’s	 purpose	 and
therefore	the	text	disposes	of	them	summarily—summarily,	but	in	no	dry	or	jejune	manner.	Despite
the	brevity	of	 the	 language,	 this	verse	 is	constructed	with	artistic	perfection,	 in	accordance	with	the
rules	governing	the	division	of	sentences	and	the	parallelism	of	the	parts,	and	the	phrasing	has	beauty
and	balance.	For	the	use	of	the	particle	 	’eth	[sign	of	the	accusative]	with	a	verb	in	the	passive,	see
Gesenius—Kautzsch2,	§	121	a,	b.	Regarding	the	distinction	between	 	yaladh	[Qal:	‘bear,	beget’]	and

	holidh	[Hiphil:	‘beget’],	see	my	observations	in	La	Questione	della	Genesi,	pp.	102–104,	and	in
The	 Documentary	 Hypothesis,	 English	 translation,	 pp.	 45–47.	 On	 the	 occurrence	 of	 the	 word	
yaladh	three	times	consecutively,	see	the	introduction,	end	of	§	13.

The	 etymology	 of	 the	 names	mentioned	 in	 this	 verse	 is	 in	 doubt.	We	must	 also	 consider	 the
possibility	 that	 they	are	not	Hebrew	names	but	have	 their	origin	 in	another	 language,	 and	 that	 they
were	modified,	to	a	greater	or	less	degree,	when	they	assumed	a	form	suited	to	the	Hebrew	tongue.	I
shall	mention	briefly,	in	each	case,	the	best	interpretations	that	have	been	advanced,	and	I	shall	state
what	I	regard	as	the	most	probable	theory.

Irad	[ 	 Iradh]	 /	It	 is	explained	 to	mean	‘flight’	 (so	 	 ‘rd	 in	Aramaic	and	Arabic),	or	 to	be
related	to	 	‘arodh	[‘wild	ass’]	(Job	xxxix	5),	or	to	signify	‘power,	strength’	(likewise	on	the	basis
of	Arabic);	or	it	is	thought	to	be	an	erroneous	version	of	 	Yeredh	[E.	V.	Jered]	(v	15–20),	 formed
under	the	influence	of	the	word	 	‘ir	[‘city’]	above.

The	 following	 suggestion	 is	 perhaps	 somewhat	better	grounded.	The	 form	of	 the	name	 in	 the
Septuagint,	 ,	indicates	that	the	initial	letter	is	not	an	ordinary	Ayin	but	a	Ghayin,	corresponding
to	the	Arabic	 	(the	first	δ	is	clearly	a	mistake:	Daleth	instead	of	Reš);	and	seeing	that	the	Arabic	word
	ghardun	means	a	‘cane-hut’,	we	may	perhaps	regard	our	passage,	which	narrates	that
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Enoch	built	the	first	city	and	dedicated	it,	and	that	his	son	was	called	by	a	name	signifying	cane-huts,
as	providing	a	parallel	to	the	Canaanite	theogonic	tradition	mentioned	by	Philo	Byblius,	according	to
which	Šeme	Marom	[‘High	Heavens’]	(this	appears	to	be	the	correct	form	of	his	name)	appointed	Tyre
as	his	dwelling-place	and	invented	huts	of	cane	( 	 	 ),	reed	grass	and	papyrus.	The	two
names	Enoch	 and	 Irad	 constitute,	 according	 to	 this	 conjecture,	 a	 pair	 of	 parallel	 designations	 of
related	meaning,	just	as	the	two	names	that	follow,	Mehujael	and	Methushael,	also	form	a	pair,	being
similar	in	form	and	possibly,	as	we	shall	see	further	on,	in	meaning.

Mehujael	[ 	Mehuya’el]—Mehijael	[ 	Mehiya(y)-’el]	/	In	the	Septuagint	the	name	appears
in	various	forms,	some	corresponding	to	 	Mehuya’el,	some	to	 	Mehiya(y)’el	and	others	to	

	Mahălal’el	[E.	V.	Mahalel]	(v	 12–17).	 In	 the	 Samaritan	 Pentateuch	 the	 form	 	Mehiya’el
[with	one	Yodh]	occurs	twice.

This	name,	too,	has	received	a	number	of	different	interpretations:	whom	God	blots	out,	fattens,
smites,	quickens,	and	others.	Possibly	it	may	be	explained	on	the	basis	of	the	Akkadian	word	mahhû
(from	the	root	mhh;	a	qattul	form),	which	denotes	a	certain	class	of	priests	and	seers.	The	form	
Mehuya’el	 (*mahûyu)	 may	 represent	 a	 Canaanite	 qatul	 form,	 and	 the	 vowel	 a	 after	 the	 Yodh	 is
explicable	 as	 a	 fossilized	 relic	 of	 the	 accusative	 termination.	 The	 meaning	 of	 the	 word	 will
accordingly	approximate	to	the	priest	of	God,	the	seer	of	God.

The	second	time,	the	name	is	spelt	 	Mehiya(y)’el	(the	Yodh	is	written	twice	to	emphasize	the
vowel	i);	instead	of	 	Mehuy	we	have	here	 	Mehi,	a	qatil	formation,	like	 	naqi.It	does	not	seem
likely	that	 	Mehiya(y)’el	is	a	scribal	error,	which	should	be	emended	to	 	Mehuya’el,	as	many
scholars	do;	no	scribe	would	have	made	so	noticeable	a	mistake	as	to	vary	the	spelling	of	the	same
word	occurring	twice	in	succession.	Ineluctably	we	must	conclude	that	the	two	different	forms	were
fully	 intended.	 Nor	 is	 this	 an	 isolated	 example.	 On	 the	 contrary,	 such	 divergences	 are	 due	 to	 a
common	practice,	in	general	use,	which	accords	with	oriental	principles	of	thought	and	literary	taste,
although	incongruous	with	European	intellectual	and	aesthetic	criteria.
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When	 two	variant	 traditions	exist,	 they	are	both	quoted,	side	by	side,	 so	as	not	 to	 invalidate	one	of
them.	Not	only	can	there	be	no	objection	to	this	thesis—contrary	to	the	opinion	of	several	scholars
whose	 judgement	 is	moulded	by	European	ways	of	 thinking,	 to	which	 they	 are	 habituated—but	we
may	go	further	and	regard	the	practice	referred	to	as	the	customary	and	favourite	method	followed
by	Scripture.	Whenever	it	is	possible	to	vary	the	phrasing,	the	Bible	endeavours	to	do	so	in	order	to
avoid	monotony,	and	such	variation	is	considered	a	mark	of	literary	elegance.	Even	the	repetitions,
which	are	a	heritage	from	oral	epic	poetry	(see	above,	pp.	212f.),	are	not,	in	the	written	books,	literal,
if	a	change	of	formulation	is	at	all	possible.	What	has	been	said	of	the	form	applies	also	to	the	content.
In	the	next	section	we	shall	discuss	an	interesting	example	of	two	traditions	differing	from	each	other
in	 content;	 and	 countless	 other	 instances	 may	 be	 found	 in	 Biblical	 and	 Talmudic	 literature.	 With
reference	to	variations	in	form,	which	are	also	numerous,	it	will	suffice	to	mention	two	examples:	the
name	Peniel	and	Penuel	(xxxii	31–32),	and	the	refrains	at	the	end	of	the	stanzas	in	the	Psalms,	which
in	 the	majority	of	 cases	do	not	 recur	 in	exactly	 the	 same	wording,	but	 alter	 their	phrasing	 slightly
from	time	to	time.

Methushael	[ 	Methuša’el]	 /—in	 the	Septuagint	 	 that	 is,	 	Methušelah	 [E.	V.
Methuselah].	An	 explanation	 of	 the	 name	 has	 been	 proposed	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 the	Akkadian	words,
mutu,	 ‘men’,	ša,	‘of’,	and	 ilu,	‘God’,	 that	 is,	 the	man	of	 ’El,	of	God.	But	 since	 not	 only	 the	 known
substantives—	 	mt	 (e.g.	 in	 the	 phrase	 	 [‘city	 of	 men’])	 and	 	 ’El	 [‘God’]—but	 also	 the
middle	element,	ša,	with	 the	signification	‘of’,	are	 found	 in	 the	Canaanite	 idiom	(see	Tarbiz,	xii,	 p.
170	[Hebrew]),	there	is	no	need	to	go	beyond	it,	for	this	language	also	permits	us	to	understand	the
name	in	the	sense	indicated.	Thus	the	names	 	Mehuya’el	and	 	Methuša’el	are	analogous	not
only	in	form	but	also	in	meaning.

Lamech	[ 	Lamekh]	/	It	is	suggested,	by	reference	to	the	Arabic	word	 	yalmakun,	 that	 the
name	means	a	strong	youth.	Possibly,	 in	agreement	with	what	we	have	noted	 in	connection	with	 the
names	Mehuya’el	 and	 Methuša’el,	 it	 may	 be	 related	 to	 the	 Mesopotamian	 word	 lumakku,	 which
signifies	a	certain	class	of	priests.
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19.	Now	that	we	have	reached	Lamech,	the	seventh	generation	from	Adam,	Scripture	speaks	of	him	at
length.	The	text	not	only	mentions	the	name	of	his	first-born	son,	but	tells	us	who	were	his	wives,	who
were	the	sons	that	each	one	bore,	what	these	sons	originated,	and	also	the	wording	of	a	famous	song
that	Lamech	sang	to	his	wives.

The	 name	 of	 the	 one	was	Adah	 [ 	Adha]	 and	 the	 name	 of	 the	 other	 Zillah	 [ 	Silla]	 /	Both
names	are	mentioned	here	because	the	Bible	desires,	as	we	have	stated,	to	tell	the	story	of	Lamech’s
family	 in	 detail.	 At	 the	 same	 time	 the	 reader	 incidentally	 learns	 something	 that	 enables	 him	 to
understand	the	opening	words	of	the	poem	in	v.	23:	Adah	and	Zillah,	hear	my	voice.	This	is	one	of	the
graces	of	the	consummate	narrative	skill	that	characterizes	the	text.

As	a	rule	the	name	 	Adha	(which	occurs	also	in	xxxvi	2f.)	is	connected	with	the	word	 	ădhi
[‘ornament	 (s)’],	 and	 	 Silla	 with	 	 sel	 [‘shadow,	 shade’]	 (for	 other	 interpretations	 see	 the
commentaries).	 The	 explanation	 of	 the	 first	 name	 is	 acceptable:	 a	 pretty	 little	 girl	 is	 born,	 the
ornament	[ 	ădhi]	of	the	family;	so	her	parents	call	her	 	Adha.	The	derivation,	however,	of	 the
name	 	Silla	from	the	word	 	sel	is	not,	on	the	face	of	 it,	quite	so	probable;	but	we	must	bear	 in
mind	the	pleasantness	of	the	rest	and	ease	that	wayfarers	find	in	the	shade	of	trees	when	the	day	grows
hot	 (xviii	 4:	 and	 rest	 yourselves	 under	 the	 tree).	An	 alternative	 possibility	 seems	 more	 probable,
namely,	to	connect	the	name	 	Silla	with	the	word	 	silsul	[‘tinkle’]	and	not	with	 	sel—Arabic	
	salla	[‘to	sound’],	not	 	zalla	[‘to	give	shade’]—and	to	interpret	it	as	an	allusion	to	the	sweetness

of	 the	 female	 voice.	 If	 this	 be	 correct,	 the	 names	 of	 the	 two	 women	 form	 an	 excellent	 parallel,
pointing	to	the	two	charming	femine	attributes	mentioned	in	Canticles	ii	14:	let	me	see	your	face,	let
me	 hear	 your	 voice,	 for	 your	 voice	 is	 sweet,	 and	 your	 face	 is	 comely.	Compare	 also	 the	 name	 of
Zillah’s	 daughter	 Naamah	 (v.	 22),	 and	 our	 remarks	 on	 this	 name	 in	 its	 context,	 particularly	 the
quotation	from	the	Ugaritic	poem	that	we	shall	cite	later	(Tablet	V	AB	i,	lines	19–20):	‘cymbals	in	the
hand	of	the	musician	[nm],	the	sweet-voiced	hero	sings’.

20.	Jabal	[ 	Yabhal]	/—in	the	Septuagint	 	or	¸ .
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This	 name	 and	 also	 the	 names	 of	 his	 two	 brothers	 are	 derived	 from	 the	 same	 stem,	 	 yabhal.
Apparently	 these	 names	 are	 intended	 to	 point	 to	 the	 important	 	 yebhul	 [‘yield,	 produce’]	 that
resulted	from	the	inventions	and	work	of	Lamech’s	sons.

It	is	of	interest	that	in	the	case	of	each	of	the	three	sons	of	Lamech	there	is	some	allusion	to	the
name	of	their	ancestor,	Cain	[ 	Qayin].	Of	Jabal	it	is	said	that	he	was	the	father	of	those	who	dwell	in
tents	and	have	CATTLE	[ 	miqne];	Jubal	is	called	the	father	of	all	those	who	play	the	lyre	and	pipe,
a	 description	 that	 suggests	 the	 idea	 of	 	qina	 [‘dirge’],	 which	 originally	 meant	 simply	 a	 poetic
composition;	 as	 for	 the	 third	 son,	 Tubal-cain,	 Cain	 actually	 forms	 a	 part	 of	 his	 name.	 So,	 too,
Naamah,	the	name	of	Lamech’s	daughter,	can	be	connected	with	the	concept	of	song	and	 	qina,	as
we	explained	earlier,	and	as	we	shall	note	again	further	on.

He	was]	This	expression,	which	recurs	in	v.	21,	corresponds	to	the	words	and	Cain	was,	which
introduce	the	reference	to	Cain’s	profession.

The	father	of	those	who	dwell	in	tents	and	have	cattle	[literally,	‘of	him	that	dwells	in	a	tent	and
cattle’]	/—that	is,	the	father	of	tent-dwellers	and	cattle-rearers.	The	verb	dwells,	which	is	appropriate
to	tent	but	not	to	cattle,	applies	 to	both	nouns	by	 the	 rhetorical	usage	called	by	 the	Greeks	zeugma.
The	meaning	is	that	Jubal	originated	the	mode	of	living	in	tents	and	renewed	the	industry	of	sheep-
rearing,	which	fell	 into	desuetude	and	became	completely	forgotten	after	Abel	died	without	leaving
sons	or	disciples.	The	word	father	has	here	both	the	literal	meaning	of	forbear—that	is,	the	children
and	children’s	children	of	Jabal	continued	to	practise	his	occupation—and	also	the	sense	of	 teacher
and	founder	of	the	customs,	practices	and	ways	of	life	of	a	given	class.	Philo	Byblius	informs	us	that
Amunos	and	Magos	were	 the	 first	 to	 dwell	 in	 villages	 and	 to	 rear	 sheep.	On	 the	meaning	 of	 their
names,	see	Clemen,	Die	phönikische	Religion	nach	Philo	von	Byblos,	Leipzig	1939,	pp.	54–55.

According	 to	 the	 present	 text,	 the	 teachings	 and	 occupation	 of	 Jabal,	 as	 well	 as	 those	 of	 his
brothers,	 were	 apparently	 transmitted	 to	 mankind	 after	 the	 Flood	 through	 Noah	 and	 his	 sons.
Similarly,	there	is	a	Babylonian	story	about	books	that	were	hidden	before
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the	Flood	in	the	ground	beneath	the	City	of	the	Sun,	Sippar,	in	order	to	save	them	from	the	water,	and
were	disinterred	after	the	Flood.

21.	His	brother’s	name]	See	my	observations	above,	on	the	words	his	brother,	at	the	beginning	of	the
commentary	to	v.	2.

Jubal]	Compare	my	remarks	on	the	name	Jabal	in	v.	20.

He	was]	On	this,	too,	see	the	annotation	on	the	preceding	verse.

The	 father	 of	 all	 those	 who	 play	 the	 lyre	 and	 pipe]—that	 is,	 the	 father	 of	 musicians	 and	 the
originator	of	their	art.	On	the	word	father,	see	the	note	to	the	previous	verse.

Lyre	[ 	kinnor]	/	This	is	not,	of	course,	the	instrument	that	bears	the	name	 	kinnor	[‘violin’]
today,	but	the	lyre,	apparently.	See	 the	article	by	Sellers	 in	 the	Biblical	Archaeologist,	 iv	 (1941),	pp.
36–38.

Pipe	 [ 	 ughabh]	 /	 Needless	 to	 say	 this,	 too,	 is	 not	 what	 is	 known	 today	 as	 	 ‘ughabh
[‘organ’],	but	a	kind	of	pipe	(Targum	Onkelos	and	Targum	Pseudo-Jonathan:	 	’abbubha’	[‘reed,
flute’]).	See	Sellers,	op.	cit.,	pp.	40–41.

In	the	Canaanite	inscriptions	mention	is	made	of	one	of	the	gods	who	was	famed	as	a	musician
and	singer.	Thus,	for	example,	in	the	verses	that	I	quoted	in	part	above	(Tablet	V	AB	I,	lines	18–20):
‘He	 rose,	 began	 and	 sang,	 the	 musician	 holds	 the	 cymbals,	 the	 sweet-voiced	 hero	 sings’.	 See	 my
observations	 on	 the	 subject	 in	Bulletin	 of	 the	 Jewish	 Palestine	 Exploration	 Society,	 x	 (1943),p.	 51
[Hebrew].

22.	Zillah,	she	also	bore]	Compare	v.	26,	x	21,	and	many	more	examples	of	this	kind.

Tubal-cain	[ 	Tubhal	Qayin]	/—to	be	read	as	one	word,	according	to	the	eastern	Masoretes:
	Tubhalqayin.	For	the	name	Tubal	see	my	remarks	on	Jabal	in	v.	20.	The	addition	of	 	Qayin

may	be	an	allusion,	as	several	commentators	surmise,	to	Tubal’s	craft,	and	signifies:	‘Tubal	the	smith,
Tubal	 the	 artificer ’.	 According	 to	 others	 (Halévy,	 etc.),	 the	 intention	 is	 to	 distinguish	 between	 this
Tubal,	Tubal	 the	son	of	Cain,	and	Tubal	 the	son	of	Japhet	(x	2);	but	 this	 is	hardly	probable.	Others,
again,	are	of	the	opinion	that	the	Tubal	of	our	section	is	after	all	to	be	identified	with	Tubal	the	son	of
Japhet,	 and	 it	 is	 he	who	 is	 the	 eponym	of	 the	 people,	mentioned	 several	 times	 in	 the	Bible,	whose
name	is	identical	with	his	(see:	Isa.	lxvi	19;	Ezek.	xxvii	13;	xxxii	26;
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xxxviii	2,	3;	xxxix	1).	The	reason	for	 this	 identification	 is	 the	statement	 in	Ezekiel	xxvii	13:	Javan,
TUBAL	 and	 Meshech	 traded	 with	 you;	 they	 exchanged	 the	 persons	 of	 men	 and	 VESSELS	 OF
BRONZE	 for	 your	 merchandise.	 According	 to	 the	 sequence	 of	 the	 sections	 before	 us,	 this
identification	must	be	ruled	out,	since	only	Noah	and	his	sons	were	delivered	from	the	waters	of	the
flood.	Furthermore,	 in	Ezekiel	xxvii	13,	 the	vessels	of	bronze	constitute	only	one	of	 the	articles	of
merchandise,	and	Tubal	is	but	one	of	the	peoples	engaged	in	this	trade.

The	instructor	[ 	loteš,	literally,	‘sharpener ’]	of	every	worker	 [ 	horeš]	 in	bronze	and	 iron]
Generally	speaking,	 the	meaning	 is	clear:	he	 invented	and	perfected	 the	manufacture	of	bronze	and
iron	articles	 (not	necessarily	 the	making	of	weapons,	as	some	expositors	 think,	 for	 there	 is	not	 the
slightest	reference	to	this	in	the	text).	But	the	word	 	loteš	[E.	V.	forger	of	’]	is	difficult.	We	should
have	expected,	instead,	 	’ăbhi	[‘the	father	of],	as	 in	 the	previous	verses;	and	some	commentators
believe	this	to	have	been	the	original	reading.	This	conjecture,	however,	is	improbable;	for	had	this
been	 the	 original	 text,	 it	 is	 unlikely	 that	 so	 simple	 a	 reading	 would	 have	 been	 corrupted	 by	 the
copyists	and	changed	to	an	obscure	one.	Rashi	and	many	moderns	explain	the	word	 	horeš	in	 the
sense	of	‘vessel,	instrument’;	but	this,	too,	is	difficult,	because	forging	is	only	a	single	process	in	the
making	of	instruments,	and	not	necessarily	the	most	important	one.	The	same	objection	applies	also
to	the	proposal	to	read	‘forger	of	vessels	of	[ 	kele]	bronze	and	iron’,	or	the	like.	Perhaps	we	should
regard	our	verse	as	presenting	a	play	upon	words	similar	to	that	in	Prov.	xxvii	17:	IRON	SHARPENS
IRON,	and	one	man	SHARPENS	another;	 that	 is,	Tubal-cain	used	 to	sharpen	 the	sharpeners,	 to	wit,
the	workers	in	bronze	and	iron.

We	 know	 from	 the	Ugaritic	 writings	 that	 the	 Canaanites	 used	 to	 attribute	 the	 craft	 and	 art	 of
metal-work	 to	 one	 of	 the	 gods	 called	 ktr	 whss,	 which	 means,	 Fit-and-understanding;	 and	 Philo
Byblius	mentions	 two	 brothers	who	 discovered	 iron	 and	 invented	 the	method	 of	 processing	 it;	 the
name	of	one	of	them	 	(this	is	the	correct	reading,	found	in	two	MSS),	that	is,	ktr.

The	sister	of	Tubal-cain]	See	my	note	above,	at	the	beginning	of	the	commentary	to	v.	2,	on	his
brother.
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Naamah	[ 	Na’ăma]	/	The	text	tells	us	nothing	about	her,	save	her	name;	but	without	doubt	the
ancient	 tradition	 had	 much	 to	 relate	 concerning	 her.	Whether	 the	 tradition	 that	 identifies	 her	 with
Noah’s	wife	(Bereshith	Rabba	xxiii	3)	is	likewise	old,	it	is	impossible	to	say.	Possibly	we	may	deduce
from	 the	 meaning	 of	 the	 name	 that	 the	 ancient	 tradition	 already	 depicted	 her	 as	 the	 leader	 of	 the
female	players	and	singers	(Targum	Pseudo-Jonathan:	‘the	mistress	of	dirges	[ 	qinin]	and	songs’;
Bereshith	Rabba,	loc.	cit.,	according	to	the	Sages:	‘she	made	music	on	the	drum	for	idolatry’)	for	the
stem	 	 n’m	 is	 frequently	 used	 in	 connection	 with	 singing	 and	 playing	 in	 both	 the	 Canaanite	 and
Hebrew	languages.	I	have	already	quoted	above	the	passage	from	the	Ugaritic	poems	in	Tablet	V	AB,
in	which	the	god	that	sings	and	plays	before	Baal	is	designated	by	the	title	n’m	[‘musician’].	So,	too,
in	another	Ugaritic	poem	(Tablet	II	D,	col.	vi,	 lines	31–32),	 the	verb	šyr	is	 found	next	 to	a	noun	or
adjective	from	the	stem	nm.	Compare	in	the	Bible:	Psa.	lxxxi	2	[Hebrew,	v.	3]:	Raise	a	SONG,	sound
the	TIMBREL,	the	SWEET	[ 	na’im]	LYRE	with	the	harp;	ibid.,	cxxxv	3:	sing	to	His	name,	for	He	is

	NA’IM	[E.	V.	for	it	is	pleasant];	cxlvii	1:	for	it	is	good	to	sing	praises	to	our	god;	for	he	is	
NA’IM	[E.	V	for	it	is	pleasant];	a	song	of	praise	is	seemly;	so	too,	in	ii	Sam.	Xxiii:	the	 	na’im	of
the	 psalm	 of	 esrael	 [E.	 V	 the	 sweet	 psalmist	 of	 esrael],	 which	 should	 not	 be	 emended,	 as	 some
exegetes	have	suggested,	nor	should	 	na’im	be	understood	in	the	sense	of	‘a	delightful	and	beloved
person’;	its	meaning	is,	apparently,	‘one	who	made	pleasant	[or	sweet]	the	songs,	one	who	composed
them	with	sweetness’.	In	view	of	this,	Naamah,	the	younger	(female)	child	of	Zillah,	corresponds	to
Jubal,	the	younger	(male)	child	of	Adah.

Regarding	 a	 Canaanite	 goddess	 called	 Naamah,	 see	 Baethgen,	 Beitrage	 zur	 semitischen
Religionsgeschichte,	Berlin	1888,	p.	150;	Albright’s	essay	on	‘Islam	and	the	Religions	of	the	Ancient
Orient’,	in	JAOS,	60,	No.	2	(1940),	in	which	he	refers	to	this	goddess,	I	have	not	yet	been	able	to	see,
as	this	number	did	not	reach	Jerusalem.
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FIFTH	PARAGRAPH
LAMECH’S	SONG

23.	Lamech	said	to	his	wives:
Adah	and	Zillah,	/	hear	my	voice;
you	wives	of	Lamech,	/	give	ear	to	my	speech;
For	a	man	I	slew,	/	as	soon	as	I	wounded	(him)
Yea,	a	young	man,	/	as	soon	as	I	bruised	(him).

24.	If	sevenfold	/	Cain	shall	be	avenged
then	Lamech	/	seventy-sevenfold.

23.	Adah	and	Zillah]	The	metre	proves	that	these	words	are	part	of	the	poem	proper.	It	is	incorrect,
therefore,	to	regard	the	word	hear,	in	accordance	with	the	suggestion	of	some	commentators,	as	the
commencement	of	the	song.

Hear	 my	 voice—give	 ear	 to	 my	 speech]	 In	 order	 to	 gain	 a	 clear	 understanding	 of	 the
characteristics	of	the	traditional	rhetoric	used	in	the	Bible,	it	should	be	noted:	(a)	that	the	paired	verbs
hear	[ 	šama’]—give	ear	[ 	he’ezin]	occur	frequently	in	the	exordium	of	a	poem	or	an	address
as	an	invitation	to	hearken	to	the	words	of	the	poet	or	speaker,	or,	at	the	beginning	of	a	prayer,	to	ask
God	to	deign	to	listen	to	 the	voice	of	 the	worshipper	(for	such	‘invocations’	 in	general,	see	Yellin,
Kethabhim	Nibh-harim	[‘Selected	Writings’],	Vol.	ii,	Jerusalem	1939,	pp.	1–2	[Hebrew]);	(b)	that	also
the	two	synonyms	voice	[ 	qol]—speech	[ 	imra]	are	regularly	coupled	in	the	literary	tradition.	In
other	passages,	too,	both	pairs	of	expressions	are	sometimes	found	together,	just	as	in	our	verse.	We
read	in	Isa.	xxviii	23	GIVE	EAR	AND	HEAR	MY	VOICE,	hearken	AND	HEAR	MY	SPEECH	;	 ibid.,
xxxii	9:	Rise	up,	you	women	who	are	at	ease,	HEAR	MY	VOICE;	you	complacent	daughters,	GIVE
EAR	TO	MY	SPEECH.	There	 are	 also	 analogous	 verses,	 for	 instance,	 Psa.	 xvii	 6:	 INCLINE	THY
EAR	TO	ME	HEAR	MY	SPEECH;	Jer.	ix	20	[Hebrew,	v.	19]:	Yea,	HEAR,	O	women,	 the	word	of	 the
Lord,	and	let	YOUR	EAR	receive	the	word	of	his	mouth.	Further	examples	of	the	coupling	of	hear	and
give	ear	are:	Num.	xxiii	18:	Rise,	Balak,	AND	HEAR;	GIVE	EAR	to	me,	O	son	of	Zippor;	Deut.	xxxii
1:	GIVE	EAR,	O	heavens,	and	I	will	speak;	and	let	the	earth	HEAR	the	words	of	My	mouth
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(and	ibid.,	v.	2:	MY	SPEECH);	Judges	v	3:	HEAR,	O	kings;	GIVE	EAR,	O	princes;	Isa.	i	2:	HEAR,	O
heavens,	and	GIVE	EAR,	O	earth;	ibid.,	v.	10:	HEAR	the	word	of	the	Lord,	you	rulers	of	Sodom!	GIVE
EAR	to	the	teachings	of	our	God,	you	people	of	Gomorrah!;	Hos.	v	1:	HEAR	this,	O	priests!	…	GIVE
EAR,	O	 house	of	 the	 king!;	 Joel	 i	 2:	HEAR	 this,	 you	 aged	men,	GIVE	EAR,	 all	 inhabitants	 of	 the
land!;	Psa.	xlix	1	[Hebrew,	v.	2]:	HEAR	 this,	all	peoples!	GIVE	EAR,	 all	 inhabitants	 of	 the	world;
ibid.,	liv	2	[Hebrew,	v.	4]:	HEAR	my	prayer,	O	God;	GIVE	EAR	to	the	words	of	my	mouth;	ibid.,	lxxxiv
8	[Hebrew,	v.	9]:	O	Lord	God	of	hosts,	HEAR	my	prayer,	GIVE	EAR,	O	God	of	Jacob!	Selah.;	 ibid.,
cxliii	1:	HEAR	my	prayer,	O	Lord;	GIVE	EAR	 to	my	supplications!;	Job	xxxiv	2:	HEAR	my	words,
you	ivise	men,	and	GIVE	EAR	to	me,	you	who	know.

Akkadian	provides	similar	examples	(Albright,	JBL,	lix	[1940],p.	304).	In	Ugaritic,	šm	[‘to	hear ’]
—byn	[‘to	understand’]	are	found	coupled;	compare	Tablet	II	AB,	col.	v,	lines	121–122:	šm	l’al’in	b’l,
bn	lrkb	‘rpt,	that	is:	‘Hear,	O’	Al’	in	Ba’al,	understand,	O	thou	who	ridest	upon	the	clouds’.	The	word-
pair	 voice—speech	 occurs	 also	 in	 other	 contexts;	 see,	 for	 instance,	 Isa.	 xxix	 4:	 your	VOICE	 shall
come	from	the	ground	like	the	voice	of	a	ghost,	and	your	SPEECH	shall	whisper	out	of	the	dust.

For	[ 	ki]	/	Opinions	differ	regarding	the	function	of	this	word.	It	has	been	suggested:	(1)	that	it
indicates	a	question;	(b)	that	it	introduces	oratio	recta;	(3)	that	it	is	an	interjection,	like	the	word	
hinne	[‘Io,	behold!’];	(4)	that	it	gives	a	reason	for	the	preceding	statement.	The	last	explanation	is	to
be	preferred,	the	sense	being:	It	is	fitting,	therefore,	that	you	should	listen	to	me,	since	I	have	slain	a
man,	etc..	Another	possible	rendering	is:	Hear	this	thing,	to	wit,	that	I	have,	etc..

A	man	I	slew,	as	soon	as	I	wounded	(him)	[ 	lephisi],	and	a	young	man,	as	soon	as	I	bruised
(him)	 [ 	 lehabburathi]	 /	 These	 words	 have	 been	 the	 subject	 of	 a	 multitude	 of	 varied
interpretations,	beginning	with	 the	well-known	Midrashic	 story	concerning	 the	slaying	of	Cain	and
Tubal-cain	and	culminating	with	the	conjectures	of	modern	scholars,	such	as	the	view	that	Lamech’s
utterance	is	a	kind	of	‘Sword	Song’,	which	eulogizes	the	achievements	of	the	weapons	fashioned	by
Tubal-cain;	or	that	Lamech
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sang	this	song	on	returning	from	battle,	his	garments	stained	with	the	blood	of	his	foes;	or	 that	we
have	here	a	song	of	general	braggadocio	(I	have	slain	connotes:	I	am	wont	to	slay).	There	is	no	need
to	consider	all	the	theories	one	by	one;	we	shall	endeavour	to	unravel	the	meaning	of	the	verse	by	a
methodical	approach.

In	the	ancient	tradition,	this	poem	was	apparently	connected	with	the	account	of	a	specific	event;
the	past	tense	of	the	verb	I	slew	points	to	an	actual	happening.	The	Torah	passed	the	incident	over	in
silence,	 and	 contented	 itself	merely	with	quoting	 the	 song;	 this	 implies	 that	 the	 episode	was	not	 of
importance	 to	 the	 Torah’s	 purpose,	 the	 poem	 being	 sufficient.	 Consequently,	 we	 must	 base	 our
interpretation	only	on	 a	detailed	 examination	of	 the	wording	of	 the	 song.	From	 this	 study	we	may
possibly	learn,	in	broad	outline,	the	story	that	constitutes	the	factual	background	of	the	poem.	But	we
cannot	guess	the	details,	and	in	any	case	they	are	not	of	importance	to	us,	since	our	text	saw	no	need
to	mention	them.

The	words	man	 and	 young	 man	 are	 placed	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 sentence,	 that	 is,	 they	 are
emphasized	(the	reverse	order	is	found	in	xlix	6:	for	in	their	anger	they	slay	MEN	[literally,	a	man]):
it	was	actually	a	man	[ 	’iš]	that	I	slew,	etc.;	it	was	indeed	a	young	man	[ 	yeledh]	that	I	killed,	etc..	

	’iš	meansa	warrior;	 	yeledh	 [literally,	 ‘boy’]	 signifies	 a	 lad,	 a	 youth;	 not	 an	 old	man	whose
powers	have	declined,	but	a	young	man	in	the	fulness	of	his	strength.	Apparently,	not	two	persons	are
intended;	the	 	yeledh	is	the	same	as	the	 	’iš,	 in	accordance	with	 the	rules	of	parallelism.	In	 the
same	way,	for	instance,	it	is	written	in	xlix	11:	Binding	his	FOAL	to	the	vine	and	his	ASS’S	COLT	to
the	choice	vine,	the	ASS’S	COLT	being	identical	with	the	FOAL;	similar	examples	are	frequently	to
be	found	in	Scripture.	Indeed,	the	usage	is	characteristic	of	Semitic	poetry	generally,	quite	apart	from
the	Bible.	Thus	we	 read	 in	Tablet	 I*	AB	of	 the	Ugaritic	 poems,	 col.	 v,	 lines	18–19:	 (Baal)	 loved	a
heifer	in	dbr,	a	young	cow	in	the	field	of	šhlmmt’;	it	is	manifest	that	the	heifer	and	the	young	cow	are
one	and	the	same	thing.

The	 words	 	 lephis'i	 and	 	 lehabburathi	 are	 usually	 interpreted	 to	 mean:	 in	 order	 to
avenge	 myself	 for	 the	 wound	 and	 the	 bruise	 that	 I	 received.	 At	 first	 sight	 this	 exposition	 seems
correct,	since	v.	24	speaks	specifically	of	revenge.	But	this	argument	is	not
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decisive;	it	is	possible	that	our	verse	merely	reports	the	killing,	and	Lamech	only	afterwards,	in	v.	24,
states	that	he	did	this	because	he	is	accustomed	to	avenge	himself	on	his	enemies.	On	the	other	hand,
the	explanation	cited	does	not	accord	with	the	wording	of	the	text,	for	to	express	the	sense	suggested
not	the	preposition	Lamedh	[ 	le-]	but	Beth	[ 	be-]	is	required,	for	example,	ii	Sam.	xiv	7:	that	we	may
kill	him	FOR	THE	LIFE	OF	[ 	benepheš]	his	brother	whom	he	slew;	furthermore,	it	is	not	the	way
of	braggarts	to	emphasize	the	thrashing	given	them	by	their	foes.

Also	 another	 interpretation	 has	 been	 proposed:	 ‘through	 the	wound	 and	 bruise	 that	 I	 inflicted
upon	him’	But	this,	too,	is	difficult,	because	for	this	meaning,	likewise,	the	preposition	Beth	and	not
Lamedh	is	necessary;	moreover,	it	is	not	clear	in	which	way	these	extensions	of	the	predicate—	
lephis’i	 	lehabburathi	—	come	to	amplify	the	verb	slew.

In	order	to	understand	the	passage,	we	must	bear	in	mind	that	‘wounds	and	bruises’	do	not	as	a
rule	pruve	fatal,	nor	are	they	grave	injuries,	as	we	can	see	from	Exod.	xxi	23-25:	after	mentioning	life
for	 life	 and	 thereafter	 eye	 for	 eye,	 tooth	 for	 tooht	 etc.,	 followed	by	burn	 for	 burn,	 then	only	does
from	 scripture	 refer	 to	 wound	 for	 wound,	 bruise	 for	 bruise	 [E.	 V	 stripe]	 Hence	 the	 preposition
lamedh	in	our	verse	is	to	be	understood	in	the	sence	of	the	lamedh	in	Isa.	Vii	15	When	he	know’s	[

	 ledhato,	 literally,	 ‘At	his	knowing’]	 to	 reject	 the	bad	and	choose	 the	good.	There,	 as	 I	 stated
earlier,	 it	 is	 doubtful	 whether	 the	Lamedh	has	 a	 simple	 temporal	 signification,	 the	more	 probable
interpretation	being:	AS	SOON	as	he	knows	 to	 reject	 the	bad	and	choose	 the	good.	Here	 Lamech’s
words	mean:	See,	my	wives,	how	great	 is	my	strength;	a	mere	 tap	from	my	hand	suffices	 to	slay	a
young	and	powerful	man!	I	touched	my	enemy	only	lightly—with	my	finger	tips—	yet	so	soon	as	I
inflicted	a	wound	or	bruise,	I	killed	him.

What	happened,	generally	speaking,	was	this:	Lamech	wounded	a	certain	youth,	who	was	his	foe,
and	slew	him;	he	then	boasts	with	great	bravado	of	this	cruel	murder.

In	the	words,	a	man	I	slew,	as	soon	as	I	wounded	(him),	one	senses	a	kind	of	antithetic	parallelism
to	the	statement	at	the	beginning	of	the	section:	I	have	created	a	man	equally	with	the	Lord.
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Eve	 gloried	 in	 the	 fact	 that	 she	 had	 formed	 and	 given	 birth	 to	 a	man;	Lamech	 prides	 himself	 on
having	cut	off	the	life	of	a	man.	The	earlier	vaunt	was	with	the	Lord;	the	later,	against	the	Lord.

The	words	wound	and	bruise	are	also	frequently	paired	in	the	literary	tradition	(see	my	previous
observations	on	hear	my	voice—	give	ear	to	my	speech).	Apart	from	the	verse	already	quoted,	wound
for	wound,	bruise	 for	bruise,	compare	also	 Isa.	 i	6:	wounds	and	bruises,	etc.;	 Prov.	 xx	30:	BLOWS
THAT	WOUND	[literally,	‘bruises	of	a	wound’]	cleanse	away	evil.

24.	If	sevenfold	Cain	shall	be	avenged]	There	is	an	allusion	here,	of	course,	to	the	Lord’s	utterance	in
v.	15,	but	apparently	with	a	difference	of	meaning.	The	word	 	yuqqam	[‘avenged’]	when	used	by	the
Divine	Judge	connotes,	as	we	have	seen,	judicial	punishment,	but	Lamech	employs	it	in	the	sense	of
personal	vengeance.	Of	my	ancestor	it	was	said	that	he	would	be	avenged	sevenfold,	but	I	shall	take
vengeance	on	my	enemies	seventy-sevenfold;	whoever	wrongs	me	in	the	least	forfeits	his	life.

Seventy-sevenfold	 [literally,	 ‘seventy-seven’]	 /—that	 is,	 seventy-seven	 times	 as	 much.	 The
number,	needless	to	say,	is	not	to	be	taken	literally.	Sevenfold	means	in	perfect	measure	(see	above,	on
v.	 15);	 seventy-sevenfold	 signifies	 in	 overflowing	 measure,	 more	 than	 is	 due,	 many	 for	 one.	 The
Canaanites	also	used	this	phrase	to	express	hyperbole,	and	in	order	to	enhance	the	exaggeration	they
would	augment	the	number	and	say:	eighty-eightfold.	Thus,	for	instance,	it	is	written	in	Tablet	I*	AB,
of	the	Ugaritic	poems,	col.	ii,	lines	19–21:	škb	mnh	šb	lšbm	tš	[]	ly	tmn	ltmnyn,	that	is	(so	I	rendered	it
in	Tarbiz,	xii,	p.	177	[Hebrew]):	‘he	lay	with	her	seventy-seven	times,	she	had	intercourse	eighty-eight
times.’	Compare	also	Tablet	II	AB,	col.	vii,	lines	9–10.

Just	as	Lamech	the	son	of	Methusael,	the	seventh	generation	from	Adam,	is	especially	linked	with
the	 number	 seven,	 so	 the	 number	 seven	occurs	 particularly	 in	 association	with	Lamech	 the	 son	 of
Methuselah,	 the	seventh	generation	 from	Enosh	 (the	 name	Enosh	 corresponds,	 it	 will	 be	 noted,	 to
Adam	[both	mean	‘man’]);	later	on	(v	31)	we	are	told	that	he	lived	seven	hundred	and	seventy-seven
years.	See	further	on	this	below.

So	 ends	 the	 Torah’s	 account	 of	 the	 descendants	 of	 Cain.	 After	 mentioning	 their	 original
contribution	to	human	culture,	the	Bible
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quotes	the	song	of	Lamech,	which	shows	that	material	progress	did	not	go	hand	in	hand	with	moral
advancement.	Not	only	did	violence	prevail	in	the	world,	but	it	was	precisely	in	deeds	of	violence	that
those	generations	gloried.	The	very	qualities	 that	 are	ethically	 reprehensible,	 and	are	hateful	 in	 the
sight	of	 the	Lord,	were	esteemed	in	the	eyes	of	men.	In	such	circumstances,	 the	Judge	of	the	whole
earth	 could	 not	 but	 execute	 judgement.	All	 the	 achievements	 of	material	 civilization	 are	 not	worth
anything	without	moral	 virtues,	 and	 cannot	 protect	man	 from	 retribution.	We	 have	 here	 a	 kind	 of
prelude	to	the	decree	of	the	Flood.

SIXTH	PARAGRAPH
THE	BIRTH	OF	SETH	AND	ENOSH

25.	And	again	Adam	knew	/	his	wife
and	she	bore	a	son	/	and	called	his	name	Seth:
‘For	God	has	appointed	for	me	/	another	child	[she	said]
instead	of	Abel,	/	for	Cain	slew	him.’

26.	And	to	Seth,	to	him	also,	a	son	was	born	/	and	he	called	his
name	Enosh.
Then	men	began	once	more	/	to	call	upon	the	name	of	the
Lord.

25.	And	again	Adam	knew	his	wife,	etc.]	After	completing	the	genealogy	of	the	sons	of	Cain,	who	are
not	to	appear	again	in	the	rest	of	the	book,	nor	even	to	exist	in	the	world,	Scripture	proceeds	to	give	a
detailed	 account	 of	 the	 descendants	 of	 Seth,	 the	 ancestor	 of	 all	 those	 who	 will	 henceforth	 be
mentioned	 in	 the	 book	 and	 of	 all	 postdiluvian	 humanity	 throughout	 the	 generations.	 It	was	 fitting,
moreover,	 to	 record	 the	 beginning	 of	 this	 genealogy	 already	 here,	 at	 the	 close	 of	 our	 section,	 in
order	to	preserve	the	symmetry	of	the	narrative,	which	requires	that	the	ending	should	contain	some
allusion	to	the	opening	theme,	and	that	the	section	should	conclude	on	a	happy	note.	See	on	the	whole
subject	 my	 observations	 in	 the	 Introduction,	 p.	 191.	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 this	 paragraph	 marks	 the
transition	to	the	next	section.
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The	parallels	to	the	beginning	of	the	section	stand	out	clearly.

.

The	 verbal	 resemblances	 are	 indicative	 of	 the	 similarity	 of	 the	 subject-matter.	 For	 parallels	 to	 the
other	paragraphs	see	above,	pp.	178f.

Adam]	For	this	use	of	the	word	as	a	proper	name,	without	the	definite	article,	see	pp.	166f.

And	called	his	name	Seth]	The	name	Seth	[ 	Šeth]	signifies	 foundation	(Isa.	xix	10:	And	HER
FOUNDATIONS	 [ 	 šatho-theha]	 shall	 be	 crushed;	 Psa.	 xi	 3:	 if	 the	 FOUNDATIONS	 [
šathoth]	are	destroyed);	this	son	was	to	be	the	foundation	of	new	life	for	the	family	and	for	humanity.

For	God	HAS	APPOINTED	[ 	šath]	for	me	another	child]	If	we	interpret	 	šath	in	the	simple
sense	of	‘appoint,	give’,	the	purport	of	the	verse	will	be	similar	to	that	which	we	noted	in	connection
with	the	names	Eve	and	Abel,	where	each	name	was	appropriate	to	the	person	concerned	not	only	in
that	it	reflected	the	intention	of	the	one	who	assigned	it	in	the	first	instance,	but	also	in	the	light	of	the
subsequent	destiny	of	the	individual	(in	this	case:	the	foundation	of	life,	as	we	stated).	Possibly	we	may
even	understand	the	verb	 	šath	to	mean	‘set	foundations’,	as	it	is	written	(i	Sam.	ii	8):	For	the	pillars
of	the	earth	are	the	Lord’s	and	on	them	HE	HAS	SET	[ 	wayyašeth]	the	world.

This	time	Eve	does	not	give	voice	to	feelings	of	joy	and	pride	such	as	she	expressed	when	her
eldest	son	was	born.	Her	mood	is	one	of	mourning	and	sorrow	for	the	family	calamity,	and	her
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words	 are	 uttered	 meekly,	 with	 humility	 and	 modesty.	 On	 the	 first	 occasion,	 she	 gloried	 in	 her
creative	 power	 and	 her	 collaboration	 with	 the	 Lord;	 this	 son	 she	 now	 regards	 purely	 as	 a	 gift
vouchsafed	 to	 her	 by	 Heaven.	 In	 the	 former	 instance,	 she	 mentioned	 the	 name	 of	 the	 Lord,	 the
Tetragrammaton,	which	signifies	 the	Godhead	 in	His	personal	aspect	and	direct	 relationship	 to	His
creatures	 (see	above,	p.	87);	 now,	 in	 the	hour	of	her	mourning,	 it	 seems	as	 if	God	 is	 far	 removed
from	 her,	 in	 the	 supernal	 heights	 of	 Heaven,	 as	 the	 supranatural	 Creator	 of	 nature,	 as	 that
transcendental	Power	denoted	by	 the	appellation	 	 ’Elohim	(see	 ibid.).	Hence,	 she	uses	 only	 the
name	 	’Elohim.	An	analogy	to	this	may	be	found	in	Amos	(vi	10)	in	connection	with	people	who
are	mourning:	Hush!	For	WE	MUST	NOT	MENTION	THE	NAME	OF	THE	LORD.

Instead	of	Abel,	for	Cain	slew	him]	All	three	sons	are	mentioned	in	this	verse,	which	comes,	as	it
were,	to	summarize	briefly	at	the	end	the	entire	contents	of	the	section.

26.	To	him	also]	See	my	previous	remarks	on	v.	22.

And	he	called]	The	subject	is	Seth	(on	the	son	being	named	by	the	father	see	above,	p.	198),	or
possibly	 it	 is	 impersonal:	 ‘he	 that	 called	 called’,	 that	 is,	 ‘they	 called	 his	 name’,	 or	 ‘his	 name	was
called’.	Here,	too,	there	is	a	parallel	to	v.	2.

Enosh]—a	synonym	for	Adam.	This	son	would	be	 the	founder	of	 the	human	race	belonging	 to
the	line	of	Seth,	which	was	destined	to	survive	upon	earth,	just	as	Enoch	was	the	inaugurator	of	 the
branch	of	mankind	descended	from	Cain,	whose	days	were	not	prolonged.

Then	men	began	once	more	 to	call	upon	 the	name	of	 the	Lord]	—an	 example	of	 paronomasia:
above	we	 read,	and	 he	 called	 his	 name	Enosh.	There	 is	 a	 parallelism	 of	 both	 language	 and	 theme
here:	a	human	being	is	called	by	a	name	suited	to	him—Enosh;	and	God	is	called	by	a	name	befitting
Him—Lord	[YHWH].

I	 shall	 not	 mention	 here	 all	 the	 numerous	 and	 varied	 expositions	 that	 have	 been	 advanced
through	the	years	in	regard	to	 	’az	huhal,	etc.	[rendered:	Then	men	began	once	more,	etc.],	from
the	Midrashic	 explanation,	which	 connects	 the	word	 	huhal	with	 the	 term	 	hullin	 [‘profane,
secular	things’]	and	sees	in	our	verse	a	reference	to	the	inception	of	idol-worship	in	the	world,	to
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the	 view	usually	 favoured	 today,	 according	 to	which	 this	 sentence,	which	 emanates	 from	 source	 J,
states	that	in	the	time	of	Enosh	people	began	(or	Enosh	himself	began,	if	the	reading	 	[‘this	one
began’],	found	in	several	ancient	versions,	be	adopted)	to	use	the	name	YHWH	[‘Lord’]	 in	worship.
Nor	shall	I	deal	with	the	theories	belonging	to	the	sphere	of	religious	history	that	are	based	on	this
interpretation,	 or	with	 the	 objections	 that	 can	 be	 raised	 against	 it	 in	 view	of	 the	 occurrence	 of	 the
name	YHWH	 in	 the	preceding	paragraphs,	which	are	 also	attributed	 to	 J.	 I	 shall	only	give	my	own
views	on	the	subject.

The	expression	to	call	upon	the	name	of	the	Lord	does	not	necessarily	imply	a	ritual	act.	It	is	a
general	phrase	that	conveys	only	the	idea	of	calling,	without	indicating	either	the	significance	or	the
purpose	 of	 the	 invocation.	 These	 may	 vary	 with	 circumstances	 and	 can	 be	 determined	 only	 by
reference	to	the	context.	It	is	possible	to	say	even	of	God	Himself	that	He	calls	upon	[E.	V.	proclaims]
the	name	of	the	Lord	(Exod.	xxxiii	19;	xxxiv	5–6),	and	it	is	obvious	that	such	an	invocation	has	not	the
same	 character	 as	 that	 uttered	 by	 human	 beings.	 In	 the	 present	 case,	 too,	 the	 expression	 is	 to	 be
understood	according	to	the	context.	Cain	could	not	teach	his	offspring	to	know	the	Lord	and	to	call
upon	 His	 name,	 that	 is,	 to	 address	 Him	 by	 His	 particular	 designation	 and	 to	 feel	 His	 personal
proximity,	for	he	was	compelled,	as	stated,	to	hide	himself	constantly	from	the	face	of	the	Lord.	The
antithesis	seen	by	the	Israelites	between	calling	upon	the	name	of	the	Lord	and	being	estranged	 from
the	Lord’s	face	[i.	e.	presence]	is	demonstrated	by	Isa.	lxiv	7	[Hebrew,	v.	6]:	There	is	no	one	that	calls
upon	Thy	name	…	for	Thou	hast	hid	Thy	face	from	us.	As	for	Adam	and	Eve,	we	have	already	noted	in
our	commentary	on	 the	previous	verse	why	 they	were	unable,	during	 their	period	of	mourning,	 to
call	upon	the	name	of	the	Lord,	and	were	forced	to	restrict	themselves	to	the	name	 	’Elohim.	But
on	the	birth	of	Enosh,	when	Adam	and	Eve	perceived	that	not	only	had	a	third	son	been	born	to	them
to	replace	the	first	two	sons	whom	they	had	lost,	but	that,	as	additional	compensation,	they	had	also
been	vouchsafed	a	grandson	through	their	third	son,	forming	the	beginning	of	a	new	generation	and
bringing	 incipient	 hope	 for	 the	 future,	 they	were	 comforted	 from	 their	mourning.	They	 again	 felt,
because	of
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the	blessing	that	rested	upon	their	home,	the	nearness	of	the	Lord,	and	once	more	they	were	able	to
call	upon	the	name	of	the	Lord	in	religious	joy.

This	interpretation	is	well	suited	to	the	wording	of	the	verse.	The	adverb	Then	cannot	refer,	as	is
usually	held,	 to	 the	 lifetime	of	Enosh,	but	only	 to	what	has	been	previously	mentioned,	namely,	 the
time	when	Enosh	was	born.	With	 respect	 to	 the	verb	 	huhal,	 it	 should	 be	 borne	 in	mind	 that	 in
classical	 Hebrew	 no	 distinction	 is	 made	 between	 the	 initial	 performance	 of	 an	 action	 and	 its
reiteration.	Just	as	 the	verb	 	bana	can	mean	both	 to	build	and	rebuild,	so	 the	verb	 	hehel	 can
signify	to	commence	and	recommence;	here	it	connotes	recommence.

Then	men	began	once	more	to	call	upon	the	name	of	the	Lord—	a	happy	ending	and	a	parallel	to
the	close	of	the	next	section	(vi	8):	But	Noah	found	favour	in	the	eyes	of	the	Lord.
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SECTION
4

THE	BOOK	OF	THE	HISTORY	OF	ADAM
(CHAPTER	V,	VERSE	1 CHAPTER	VI,	VERSE	8)

INTRODUCTION
§	1.	Delimitation	of	the	Section.	The	commencement	of	the	section	is	indicated	by	the	heading,	This	is
the	book	of	 the	history	of	Adam,	but	 its	 termination	 is	not	marked	with	equal	clarity.	As	a	 rule	 it	 is
assumed	that	the	book	of	the	history	of	Adam	extends	only	as	far	as	the	end	of	chapter	v;	the	first	four
verses	of	 chapter	vi	 are	 regarded	as	an	 independent	passage	or	 as	a	prologue	 to	 the	 section	of	 the
Flood,	whilst	verses	5–8	are	held	to	be	the	exordium	of	 that	section.	To	me	it	seems	that	 the	whole
forms	one	integrated	section	as	far	as	vi	8,	and	that	the	section	of	the	Flood	begins	only	at	vi	9.	My
reasons	are	as	follows:

(a)	Only	 in	 vi	 9	 do	we	 find	 the	 new	 rubric,	This	 is	 the	 history	 of	Noah,	which	 corresponds	 to	 the
previous	heading.

(b)	The	last	verse	of	chapter	v	does	not	give	the	impression	of	being	the	conclusion:	it	mentions	Noah
and	the	birth	of	his	sons	and	then	leaves	the	subject	suspended,	as	something	to	be	completed	later.

(c)	On	the	other	hand,	the	verse,	But	Noah	found	favour	in	the	eyes	of	the	Lord	(vi	8),	is	a	very	fitting
ending:	in	accordance	with	the	customary	practice	of	stating	in	general	terms	what	is	subsequently	to
be	recounted	in	detail,	it	reverts	to	Noah	and	tells	us	briefly	the	gist	of	the	story	concerning	him	that
will	be	narrated	at	length	in	the	next	section.

(d)	From	another	aspect,	too,	this	verse	forms	a	suitable	conclusion:	it	provides	the	story	with	a	happy
ending,	which	is	likewise	in	keeping	with	the	prevailing	technique	of	the	narrator ’s	art.

(e)	The	 paragraph	vi	 5–8	 contains	 a	 number	 of	 parallels	 to	 the	 first	 paragraph	of	 the	 section;	 this
conforms	to	the	literary	principle
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that	requires	the	closing	passage	to	allude	to	the	opening	theme.	Thus,	at	the	beginning	of	the	section
it	is	stated,	In	the	day	that	God	CREATED	MAN	(v	1),	HE	CREATED	THEM	(ibid.,	v.

2),	in	the	day	when	THEY	WERE	CREATED	(ibid.);	and	here,	MAN	WHOM	I	CREATED	(vi	7).	 In
the	first	paragraph	we	read,	HE	MADE	HIM	him	(v	1);	and	here,	THAT	HE	MADE	MAN	ON	THE
EARTH	(vi	6),	THAT	I	HAD	MADE	THEM	(ibid.	v.	7).	In	 the	 initial	passage	 it	 is	written,	AND	HE
BLESSED	 THEM	 (v	 2);	 and	 here,	But	 Noah	 found	 FAVOUR	 IN	 THE	 EYES	 OF	 THE	 LORD,	 an
allusion	to	the	fact	that	at	the	time	of	the	universal	retribution	the	benison	bestowed	upon	Adam	found
fulfilment	in	Noah	and	his	sons,	as	we	are	explicitly	informed	later	on	(ix	1f.),	And	God	BLESSED
Noah	and	his	sons,	and	said	to	them:	‘BE	FRUITFUL	AND	MULTIPLY,	AND	FILL	THE	EARTH’,	etc.
—precisely	the	same	terms	in	which	the	first	man	was	blessed	(i	28).

(f)	There	are	 further	analogies	and	 links	between	 the	paragraphs;	worthy	of	particular	note	are	 the
parallels	existing	between	the	eleventh	paragraph	and	those	preceding	it,	and	also	the	one	following
it,	as	we	shall	see	further	on,	in	§	9,	and	subsequently	in	the	continuation	of	the	commentary;	attention
should	also	be	paid	to	our	remarks	on	vi	6.

(g)	Numerical	symmetry	of	the	kind	that	we	found	in	the	previous	sections	(pp.	13ff.,	94,	191ff.)	can
be	observed	in	our	section	only	if	we	take	the	whole	of	it,	from	v	1	to	vi	8,	into	consideration	(see	on
this	below,	§	11).

§	2.	Within	the	limits	that	we	have	determined,	this	section,	like	the	previous	one,	comprises	several
different	topics.	These	are:

(a)	The	list	of	generations	from	Adam	to	Noah	(v	1–32).	This	part	consists	of	ten	paragraphs,	one	for
each	of	the	ten	generations.

(b)	The	story	of	the	sons	of	God	and	the	daughters	of	men	(vi	1–4).

(c)	How	retribution	was	decreed	on	the	generation	of	the	Flood,	and	Noah	found	favour	in	the	eyes	of
the	Lord	(vi	5–8).

§	3.	Let	us,	to	begin	with,	consider	the	first	topic:	the	list	of	generations	from	Adam	to	Noah.

Three	 sons	 of	 the	 first	 man	 are	 mentioned	 by	 name	 in	 the	 Torah.	 One	 of	 them,	 Abel,	 died
childless.	A	brief	genealogy	is	presented
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of	his	elder	brother,	Cain,	in	the	preceding	section,	and	the	subject	is	closed.	The	offspring	of	Cain
were	all	overwhelmed	by	the	waters	of	the	Flood	and	did	not	survive;	hence	the	Torah	is	content	to
dismiss	 them	with	a	summary	account.	After	chapter	 iv	 they	remain	outside	our	purview.	The	 third
son,	Seth,	is	the	most	important	of	them	for	the	genealogy	of	mankind,	since	from	him	was	descended
Noah,	the	father	of	resuscitated	humanity	after	the	Flood,	and	the	inheritor	of	the	first	man’s	blessing.
Consequently,	it	is	proper	that	the	pedigree	of	man	through	the	line	of	Seth	should	be	given	at	greater
length.	All	 this	accords,	as	we	explained	in	our	introduction	to	the	story	of	Cain	and	Abel,	with	the
usual	method	adopted	in	the	Book	of	Genesis.	We	observe	a	similar	procedure	in	connection	with	the
family	of	which	 the	children	of	 Israel	were	an	offshoot:	 the	genealogy	of	 the	 sons	of	Keturah	and
Ishmael	(xxv	1–18)	is	recorded	briefly,	but	a	detailed	account	is	subsequently	given	of	the	descendants
of	Isaac	(xxv	19ff.),	whilst	Ishmael	and	the	sons	of	Keturah,	who	are	not	relevant	to	the	ancestry	of	the
Israelites,	 are	 not	 mentioned	 again,	 save	 indirectly.	 Esau’s	 offspring	 are	 listed	 succinctly	 (chapter
xxxvi),	then	the	story	of	the	heirs	of	Jacob,	the	father	of	the	Nation,	is	recounted	at	length	(xxxviiff.),
but	Esau	is	never	again	referred	to	in	the	whole	book.	The	children	of	Noah	are	treated	in	the	same
way:	a	concise	pedigree	of	Noah’s	sons	is	given	in	chapter	x,	followed	by	a	more	elaborate	account
of	 the	 scions	 of	 Shem	 (xi	 10–32),	 from	whom	 stemmed	 Abraham,	 the	 ultimate	 progenitor	 of	 the
children	of	Israel	and	the	spiritual	ancestor	of	humanity	(the	father	of	a	multitude	of	nations),	and	a
source	of	blessing	to	all	the	families	of	the	earth.

Most	modern	commentators	call	chapter	v	the	Sethite	Genealogy,	Sethitenstammbaum;	but	this	is
not	 correct.	 It	 is	 the	 genealogy	 of	 the	 children	 of	 the	 first	 man	 through	 the	 line	 of	 Seth:	 the
superscription,	This	is	the	book	of	the	history	of	Adam,	is	proof	of	it.	§	4.	Of	each	one	of	the	founding
fathers	of	the	world	mentioned	in	the	section,	we	are	given	the	following	details:	his	name;	his	age	at
the	birth	of	his	eldest	son	(or,	in	the	case	of	Adam,	his	most	important	son	relative	to	the	history	of
mankind	and	 the	preservation	of	 the	human	species);	 the	name	of	 this	 son;	 the	number	of	years	he
lived	after	the	son’s	birth;	a	general	intimation
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that	he	had	other	sons	and	daughters;	his	age	at	the	time	of	his	death.	Noah,	however,	is	an	exception,
for	mention	is	made	not	only	of	his	first-born	but	of	all	his	three	sons,	and	his	vital	statistics	extend
only	as	far	as	the	birth	of	his	sons,	the	rest	being	given	later.	For	the	other	patriarchs,	the	text	employs
an	 unvarying	 formula—	 unvarying,	 that	 is,	 in	 its	 essential	 form,	 but	 not	 in	 all	 particulars.	On	 the
general	 similarity	between	all	 the	paragraphs,	as	well	as	 the	differences	between	 them,	 I	 shall	have
something	to	say	later	on	(§	8).

The	record	of	the	age	of	each	patriarch	at	the	time	when	the	first-born	or	the	most	important	son
was	born	is	of	interest	in	that	it	marks	the	date	of	the	inauguration	of	the	new	generation;	it	enables	us
to	determine,	by	simple	addition,	all	the	dates	of	birth	and	death	from	the	creation	of	the	world	to	the
birth	of	Noah’s	children.	If	we	take	into	consideration	what	is	stated	subsequently	(vii	6,	11;	viii	13)
regarding	Noah’s	 age	 at	 the	 time	 of	 the	Flood,	we	 can	 also	 calculate	 the	 date	 of	 the	Flood,	which
marks	 the	 end	 of	 the	 first	 epoch	 of	 the	 life	 of	man	 upon	 earth.	According	 to	 the	 existing	 text,	 the
Flood	began	in	the	year	1656	after	the	creation	and	ended	in	1657.

On	 examining	 the	 genealogy,	 we	 are	 confronted	 by	 a	 number	 of	 difficult	 questions.	 Those
appertaining	 to	 specific	 verses	 we	 shall	 discuss	 in	 the	 notes	 to	 the	 respective	 passages,	 in	 the
continuation	of	our	commentary.	Here	we	shall	deal	with	 the	problems	relating	 to	 the	genealogical
chapter	as	a	whole,	namely:

(a)	How	is	the	astonishing	longevity	of	the	ancestors	of	the	world	to	be	understood?

(b)	What	is	the	relationship	of	our	text	to	the	parallel	traditions	of	the	ancient	Orient?

(c)	How	are	we	 to	explain	 the	divergences	between	 the	Masoretic	 recension	and	 the	Samaritan	and
Septuagint	texts	in	regard	to	the	chronological	data,	and	which	is	the	original	tradition?

(d)	What	is	the	relation	between	the	genealogy	given	here	and	that	of	the	children	of	Cain	recorded	in
the	preceding	section?

§	5.	With	the	first	two	questions—namely,	the	longevity	of	the	patriarchs	and	the	connection	between
our	passage	and	the	parallel	lists	of	the	ancient	East—I	have	dealt	fully	in	a	separate	essay	that	is	due
to	be	published	soon	in	the	Louis	Ginzberg	Jubilee
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Volume	[Hebrew	section];	here,	then,	I	can	be	brief.	Any	one	wishing	to	make	a	detailed	study	of	the
subject,	 will	 find	 the	material	 in	 the	 aforementioned	 article.	 In	 the	 present	 discussion,	 too,	 I	 shall
consider	the	two	questions	together,	since	they	are	interdependent.

Every	one	who	 reads	our	 section	 is	 amazed	 at	 the	great	 ages	 attained	by	 the	patriarchs	of	 the
world,	 which	 far	 exceed	 the	 normal	 bounds	 of	 human	 life.	 Apologists	 have,	 indeed,	 attempted	 in
various	ways	to	lend	credibility	to	the	figures,	but	these	attempts	cannot	be	regarded	seriously.	To	this
category,	for	instance,	belongs	the	hypothesis	that	 the	years	mentioned	here	are	not	years	of	twelve
months	each,	but	much	shorter	periods	of	time.	It	cannot	be	questioned	that	words	like	nine	hundred
years	mean,	 quite	 literally,	 what	 they	 state.	 Nor	 can	 it	 be	 doubted	 that	 a	 specific	 significance,	 in
accordance	with	the	Torah’s	system,	attaches	not	only	to	the	genealogical	chapter	as	a	whole	but	also
to	 the	 individual	 figures	 listed	 therein.	Certainly,	Scripture	did	not	 intend	 to	satisfy	 the	curiosity	of
idle	inquirers	who	wish	to	know	how	many	years	one	man	lived,	or	how	old	another	was	when	his
eldest	son	was	born.	Assuredly,	 it	wishes	to	inculcate	some	lesson	in	keeping	with	its	general	spirit
and	aim.

However,	 the	 numerous	 proposals	 put	 forward	 by	 contemporary	 scholars	 with	 a	 view	 to
elucidating	the	subject	and	determining	the	Torah’s	intention	in	this	chapter	also	fail	of	their	purpose,
and	 their	 conclusions	 are	 unconvincing.	 In	 my	 essay,	 mentioned	 above,	 I	 have	 cited	 the	 most
important	of	them;	here,	then,	I	shall	content	myself	with	a	brief	reference	to	the	following:

(a)	Von	Gutschmidt	(in	Nöldeke,	Untersuchungen	zur	Kritik	des	Alten	Testament,	Kiel	1869,	pp.	111–
112)	surmised	that	the	object	of	the	Bible	was	to	show	that	the	Exodus	occurred	in	the	year	2666	of
Creation,	after	the	completion	of	two	thirds	of	a	world	cycle	of	4,000	years.

(b)	Bousset	(ZAW,	xx	[1900],	pp.	136–147)	took	part	of	the	chronological	data	from	the	Masoretic	text
and	part	from	the	Samaritan	Pentateuch	and	Septuagint,	and,	with	the	help	of	the	composite	recension
thus	 achieved,	 he	obtained	 interesting	 figures	 for	 the	 dates	 of	 certain	 important	 events:	 the	Exodus
from	Egypt,	for	example,	took	place,	according	to	this	scheme,	in	the	year	2501

253



of	Creation,	the	dedication	of	the	First	Temple	in	the	year	3001,	and	so	forth.

(c)	Jepsen	(ZAW,	xlvii	[1929],	pp.	251–255)	accepted	the	Samaritan	chronology	in	chapter	v	and	the
Masoretic	dating	in	chapter	xi,	and	concluded	accordingly	that	the	First	Temple	began	to	be	built	in
2800	anno	mundi,	only	 the	 Samaritans	 altered	 chapter	 xi	 in	 order	 to	 prove	 that	 their	 sanctuary	 on
Mount	Gerizim	was	built	 in	2800,	and	the	Jews	emended	chapter	v	 to	show	that	 the	Second	Temple
was	erected	in	3600.

All	these	conjectures,	as	well	as	others	that	I	have	mentioned	in	my	essay,	are	based	on	involved
calculations	and	encounter	many	difficulties,	as	I	have	explained	there;	to	go	over	the	ground	again	in
detail	would	be	superfluous.	But	here,	too,	we	must	take	full	cognizance	of	one	point,	namely,	that	it
is	not	possible	to	solve	the	problem	without	investigating	the	traditions	current	in	antiquity	among	the
eastern	peoples	on	matters	of	this	kind.

A	tradition	concerning	ten	heads	of	primeval	generations	are	found	among	many	peoples	of	the
ancient	 Orient:	 the	 Babylonians,	 the	 Egyptians,	 the	 Persians,	 the	 Indians,	 and	 others.	 The	 closest
parallel	 to	 the	Biblical	 tradition	 is	 the	Babylonian	concerning	 the	 ten	kings	who	 reigned	before	 the
Flood.	It	is	to	this	tradition,	which	was	undoubtedly	known	in	the	environment	in	which	the	ancestors
of	the	people	of	Israel	lived,	that	we	must	devote	particular	study.

Until	 1923	 this	 Babylonian	 tradition	 was	 unknown	 to	 us	 except	 from	 the	 Greek	 account	 of
Berossus;	 but	 even	 the	 late	 testimony	 of	Berossus	was	 sufficient	 to	make	 us	 aware	 of	 remarkable
parallels	between	the	Biblical	record	and	the	Babylonian	tradition	that	he	cites.	In	the	case	of	both	we
find	 that	 the	 earliest	 generations	 are	 divided	 into	 two	 groups,	 one	 antediluvian	 and	 the	 other	 post-
diluvian;	that	 the	antediluvian	period	comprises	a	series	of	 ten	notable	 individuals;	 that	an	amazing
longevity	 (the	 Babylonian	 figures	 far	 exceed	 those	 of	 the	 Torah,	 an	 average	 of	myriads	 of	 years
being	allotted	to	each	monarch	prior	to	the	Deluge)	is	attributed	to	the	important	personages	living
before	and	after	the	Flood;	that	the	length	of	life	gradually	decreases	after	the	Flood	until	it	reaches
the	 normal	 span	 of	 today.	 To	 this	 it	was	 also	 possible	 to	 add,	 at	 the	 time	when	we	 knew	 only	 the
evidence	of
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Berossus,	a	few	parallels	among	the	proper	nouns.	Some	of	the	names	appearing	in	the	Greek	text	of
Berossus	were	regarded	as	Akkadian,	and	were	explained	according	to	etymologies	appertaining	to
that	 language;	as	a	 result	of	 these	 interpretations,	parallels	were	 found	between	 the	signification	of
these	names	and	that	of	several	names	occurring	in	our	section.	The	discoveries	made	in	recent	years,
of	 which	 I	 shall	 speak	 later	 on,	 have	 proved	 that	 these	 names	 are	 not	 of	 Akkadian	 but	 Sumerian
origin,	 and	 consequently	 the	 etymological	 derivations—and	 with	 them,	 the	 parallels	 between	 the
names—were	 shown	 to	 be	 erroneous	 (Adamu,	 the	 second	 name	 on	 the	 list	 of	 Assyrian	 kings
published	 by	 Poebel,	 does	 not	 fall	within	 our	 discussion).	Nevertheless	 the	 analogies	 that	we	 have
indicated	above	(and	they	have	been	corroborated	by	the	new	discoveries)	suffice	to	demonstrate	that
there	is	a	similarity	here	that	cannot	be	considered	fortuitous.

At	 the	 time	when	 only	 the	 evidence	 of	Berossus	was	 available	 to	 us,	Oppert	 endeavoured	 (in
GGN,	 1877,	 pp.	 205–209,	 214–220,	 and	 also	 in	 The	 Jewish	 Encyclopaedia,	 s.v.	 ‘Chronology’)	 to
elucidate	with	its	help	the	chronology	of	our	section.	He	found	by	computation	a	definite	relationship
to	exist	between	the	length	of	time	from	the	Creation	to	the	Flood	according	to	our	text,	namely	1656
years,	and	the	period	covered	by	the	reigns	of	the	antediluvian	kings	according	to	Berossus—a	total
of	432,000	years.	These	two	numbers	are	exactly	divisible	by	72	and	are	related	to	one	another	in	the
ratio	of	23	to	6,000.	Now	23	solar	years,	each	consisting	of	3651⁄4	days,	contain	8,400	days	or	1,200
weeks.	 Thus	 1,200	 weeks	 in	 the	 Biblical	 chronology	 correspond	 to	 6000	 years	 in	 the	 Babylonian
reckoning.	The	Biblical	total	is	equivalent	to	72	units	of	23	years,	that	is,	72×1,200	weeks;	whilst	the
Babylonian	 figure	 is	 the	 sum	 of	 72	 units	 of	 6,000	 years;	 or,	 if	we	 divide	 the	 years	 into	 five-year
periods,	 it	 is	 the	 same	 as	 72×1,200	 lustrums.	 In	 other	 words,	 the	 Babylonian	 source	 has	 86,400
lustrums	as	against	86,400	weeks	in	the	Bible.

But	 this	 theory	 is	 also	 unsatisfactory.	At	 first	 sight,	 it	 is	 true,	 the	 parallel	 between	 the	 86,400
lustrums	 of	 the	 Babylonian	 chronology	 and	 the	 86,400	 weeks	 of	 the	 Biblical	 dating	 may	 appear
remarkable	and	attractive.	But	ultimately	we	must	realize	that	this	parallelism	is	achieved	by	Oppert
only	by	means	of	complicated	calculations
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(what	I	have	cited	above	is	the	simplest	part	of	them);	nor	should	we	forget	that	the	numbers	easily
yield	to	much	manipulation,	if	care	is	not	taken	to	avoid	the	introduction	of	imaginary	factors	into	the
computations.	Formerly,	I	was	inclined	to	the	view	that	it	was	possible	to	detach	the	number	86,400
from	the	complicated	calculations	referred	to,	and	to	regard	it	simply	as	a	characteristic	figure	of	the
sexagesimal	 system	 in	 use	 among	 the	 Sumerians	 (60×60×24,	which	 is	 the	 number	 of	 seconds	 in	 a
day),	and	to	conjecture,	on	this	basis,	that	there	was	a	common	tradition	in	the	ancient	East	concerning
86,400	 units	 of	 time	 that	 elapsed	 before	 the	 Flood,	 and	 that	 these	 units	 were,	 according	 to	 the
Babylonians,	periods	of	five	years,	whereas	 the	Torah,	 in	contradistinction	 to	 this	view,	considered
them	to	be	weeks.	But	after	further	study	I	was	convinced	that	even	this	restricted	hypothesis	was	not
acceptable,	for	the	following	reasons:

(a)	Our	chapter	contains	not	the	slightest	allusion	to	a	hebdomadal	unit,	and	it	is	hard	to	imagine	that
the	Torah,	when	adopting	a	new	chronological	system	in	contrast	to	that	of	the	Babylonians,	would
not	have	been	at	pains	to	draw	the	attention	of	its	readers	in	some	way	to	the	principle	underlying	its
chosen	method	of	dating.

(b)	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 the	 unit	 of	 five	 years,	 the	assumed	 basis	 of	 the	 Babylonian	 chronology,	 is
conspicuous	 in	our	chapter,	as	 I	 shall	 show	 later,	 and	precisely,	 it	may	be	added,	as	 the	underlying
principle	of	the	Torah’s	own	chronology,	not	as	that	of	an	alien	system	to	which	Scripture	is	opposed.

This	apart,	account	must	be	taken	of	the	ancient	Babylonian	records	recently	discovered,	and	of
their	chronological	data,	which	differ	from	those	of	Berossus.

These	archives	were	published	 in	1923	by	 the	English	Assyriologist	Langdon,	 from	the	Weld-
Blundell	collection.	They	consist	of	two	documents	in	the	Sumerian	language,	belonging	to	the	end	of
the	third	or	the	beginning	of	the	second	millenium	B.C.E.	One,	referred	to	as	W.B.	62	is	very	short,
containing	 the	 list	 of	 the	 ten	 kings	 who	 reigned	 before	 the	 Flood,	 and	 the	 length	 of	 each	 reign.
Langdon	 first	 printed	 it	 in	 JRAS,	 1923,	 pp.	 251–259.	 The	 other,	 identified	 as	 W.B.	 444,	 was	 first
published	by	Langdon	in	the	second	volume	of	The	Weld-Blundell	Collection,	Oxford	1923,
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pp.	1–27,	and	pls.	I–IV.	It	comprises	a	long	list	of	kings	extending	almost	to	the	end	of	the	dynasty	of
Isin,	 at	 the	 head	 of	 which	 are	 recorded	 the	 names	 of	 the	 antediluvian	 kings—eight	 in	 all,	 in
accordance	with	 the	 tradition	 that	 the	 inscription	 reflects—and	 the	 number	 of	 years	 that	 they	 ruled
respectively	(pp.	8–9	and	pl.	I).	In	my	essay,	cited	previously,	I	included	a	bibliography	of	the	articles
dealing	with	Langdon’s	 publications;	 there	 is	 no	 need,	 therefore,	 to	 do	 so	 again	 here.	 I	 shall	 only
mention	 the	 fact	 that	 in	 1939	 Jacobsen	 published,	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 these	 and	 other	 documents,	 a
fundamental	 and	 comprehensive	work	 on	 the	 Sumerian	 king	 list	 (cited	 above,	 p.	 188)	 in	which	 he
proved	inter	alia:

(a)	that	the	long	Sumerian	king	list	did	not	originally	include	the	monarchs	who	reigned	before	 the
Flood,	but	commenced	with	the	first	dynasty	after	the	Deluge;	(b)	that	the	roll	of	antediluvian	kings
originally	came	from	another	source,	namely,	the	mythological	epic	belonging	to	the	city	of	Eridu;
(c)	that	it	was	transferred	from	that	epos	and	placed	at	the	beginning	of	several	recensions	of	the	long
list,	 such	 as	 W.B.	 444,	 and	 possibly	 of	 other	 lists,	 too;	 or	 it	 was	 reproduced	 as	 an	 independent
summary,	 like	 the	one	 in	Tablet	W.B.	62.	 Jacobsen	also	 succeeded	 in	 identifying	a	 fragment	of	 the
original	version	of	 the	epic,	 in	Tablet	K.	11,624	of	 the	British	Museum,	which	contains	only	a	 few
incomplete	lines.

As	 I	 indicated	 earlier,	 all	 the	 parallels	 that	 could	 be	 established	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 Berossus’
statements,	except	those	that	rested	on	illusory	etymologies	of	proper	names,	have	been	corroborated
by	 these	 ancient	 texts.	 The	 antediluvian	 kings	 numbered	 only	 eight	 according	 to	 W.B.	 444,	 but
according	to	W.B.	62	there	were	actually	ten,	as	Berossus	states.	The	matter	was	apparently	a	disputed
point	 among	 the	 Babylonian	 scholars;	 but,	 be	 that	 as	 it	 may,	 what	 interests	 us	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 the
tradition	underlying	one	of	the	two	ancient	archives,	as	well	as	the	later	evidence	of	Berossus,	gives
the	number	as	ten,	the	same	as	that	of	the	founding	fathers	of	the	world	enumerated	in	our	chapter.

We	must	now	investigate	the	chronological	data	of	all	the	Babylonian	sources,	and	see	whether
they	 can	 help	 us	 to	 solve	 the	 problem	 of	 the	 chronology	 of	 our	 chapter.	 To	 be	 convincing,	 the
solution	must	satisfy	all	the	following	requirements:
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(a)	It	must	not	depend	on	complicated	calculations,	but	should	be	quite	simple.

(b)	It	must	be	based	on	a	numerical	system	commonly	used	by	the	Torah,	and	consequently	one	that	is
known	to	its	readers.

(c)	The	requisite	information	should	all	be	found	in	the	text	itself.

(d)	 It	must	explain	not	only	 the	 interval	of	 time	between	Creation	and	 the	Deluge,	but	also	another
matter,	which	the	scholars	dealing	with	our	problem	have	almost	wholly	neglected,	although	it	plays
an	important	role	in	our	chapter,	to	wit,	the	life-span	of	the	ten	patriarchs.

(e)	It	should	also	be	able	to	elucidate	the	chronology	of	the	Babylonians.

We	shall	endeavour	to	see	if	we	can	find	a	solution	that	will	satisfy	all	these	conditions.

Both	in	the	two	ancient	Sumerian	documents	and	in	Berossus	the	chronology	is	founded	on	the
Sumerian	sexagesimal	system.	According	to	this	method	of	reckoning,	sixty	years	constitute	a	time-
unit	called	šuš;	ten	šuš,	that	is,	600	years,	equal	a	ner;	sixty	šuš,	that	is,	3,600	years,	equal	a	šar;	sixty
šar,	that	is,	216,000	years,	equal	a	great	šar	[šuššar].

The	 chronological	 data	 in	 the	 three	 sources	 in	 our	 possession	 are	 not	 identical,	 but	 upon
examination	we	shall	find	that	despite	the	differences	there	are	elements	common	to	all	three	of	them.
InW.	B.	 444,	 after	 the	 separate	 figures	 relating	 to	 the	 reign	 of	 each	 individual	 king,	 it	 is	 explicitly
stated	(col.	i,	line	38)	that	the	total	length	of	the	monarchic	period	preceding	the	Deluge	was	a	great
šar	plus	seven	šar	(i.	e.	241,200	years).	In	W.	B.	62,	the	total	is	not	expressly	mentioned,	but	if	we	add
together	 the	 years	 that	 all	 the	 kings	 reigned	 (with	 the	 minor	 emendation	 correctly	 proposed	 by
Dhorme	in	RB,	xxxiii	[1924],	p.	549),	the	total	will	come	to	one	hundred	and	twenty	šar	plus	seven	šar
(i.	e.	457,200).	According	to	Berossus,	the	sum	of	all	the	individual	reigns	is	exactly	one	hundred	and
twenty	šar	(i.	e.	432,000	years).	Thus,	in	all	three	documents	we	find	a	round	number	of	šars—either
sixty	or	a	hundred	and	twenty	(twice	sixty)—with	the	addition,	in	the	case	of	two	of	them,	of	the	sacred
number	seven.

These	two	elements,	the	sexagesimal	system	and	the	number
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seven,	are	common	also	to	the	Israelite	way	of	reckoning.	I	have	already	indicated	above	(p.	192)	that
many	round	figures	based	on	the	sexagesimal	system	occur	very	frequently	in	Biblical	literature	and
in	Talmudic	and	Midrashic	works;	for	example,	one	hundred	and	twenty,	three	hundred,	six	hundred,
one	thousand	and	two	hundred,	 three	thousand,	six	 thousand,	 twelve	thousand,	 thirty	 thousand,	sixty
thousand,	six	hundred	thousand	or	sixty	myriads,	and	so	forth.	They	all	signify:	a	great	number	or	an
exceedingly	great	number.

As	regards	the	number	seven,	I	have	shown	earlier	(pp.	13ff.,	94,	191ff.)	how	it	prevails	in	each
of	the	three	preceding	sections.	This	is	equally	true	of	the	whole	of	the	rest	of	the	Book	of	Genesis
(see	 my	 remarks,	 written	 eighteen	 years	 ago,	 in	GSAI,	New	 Series,	 i	 [1925–1926],	 pp.	 224–228;
subsequently	in	La	Questione	delta	Genesi,	p.	332,	and	in	The	Documentary	Hypothesis,	1942,	English
translation,	p.	96.	Gordis	 in	his	essay	in	JBL,	lxii	 [1943],	pp.	17–26,	overlooked	what	 I	had	already
stated	before	him).	The	addition	of	seven	 to	 round	numbers	of	 the	 sexagesimal	 system,	 such	as	we
observed	 in	 the	 two	 aforementioned	Sumerian	 documents,	 also	 obtained	 among	 the	 Israelites.	One
hundred	and	 twenty,	 for	 example,	means	 a	 large	number;	when	seven	 is	 added	 it	 connotes	an	 even
greater	number.	Thus	the	years	of	Sarah’s	life	not	only	reached	the	round	number	of	one	hundred	and
twenty,	but	exceeded	it	by	seven	(xxiii	1).	The	number	of	provinces	in	the	Persian	kingdom,	which	is
given	as	a	hundred	and	twenty	in	the	Book	of	Daniel	(vi	2),	totals	one	hundred	and	twenty	seven	in	the
Book	of	Esther	(i	1;	viii	9;	ix	30).

And	another	point.	A	detailed	study	of	 the	chronology	of	 the	entire	Book	of	Genesis	makes	 it
apparent	 that	 all	 the	numbers	of	years	 listed	 therein	 (apart	 from	a	 few	exceptions,	which	prove	 the
rule,	since	 they	are	due	to	special	circumstances)	can	be	grouped	under	 two	heads:	(a)	multiples	of
five,	that	is,	numbers	exactly	divisible	by	five,	whose	last	digit	is	5	or	0;	(b)	multiples	of	five	with	the
addition	of	seven.	Now	a	lustrum	is	part	of	the	sexagesimal	system,	since	it	comprises	sixty	months.

It	clearly	follows	that	the	chronology	of	the	Book	of	Genesis	as	a	whole	is	also	founded	on	the
dual	principle	of	the	sexagesimal	system	and	the	addition	of	seven.	Let	us	take,	for	instance,	the
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chronological	data	appertaining	to	the	patriarchs	of	the	people	of	Israel.

Abraham:	 his	 age	when	 he	 left	Haran	was	 75;	when	 Isaac	was	 born,	 100;	when	 he	 died,	 175.
Sarah:	at	Isaac’s	birth	her	age	was	90;	at	her	death,	127	(120+7,	as	explained).	Isaac:	when	he	married
Rebecca	he	was	40;	when	Jacob	and	Esau	were	born,	60;	when	he	died,	180.	Jacob:	his	age	when	he
went	down	to	Egypt,	130;	at	his	death,	147	(140+7).	Joseph:	he	was	sold	at	the	age	of	17	(10+7);	when
he	stood	before	Pharaoh	he	was	30;	he	died	at	110.

The	use	of	this	system	is	also	to	be	found	outside	Genesis,	in	other	books	of	the	Bible;	but	we
cannot	go	into	details	here.

Now	 let	 us	 examine	 the	 ages	 in	 our	 chapter.	To	 facilitate	 our	 study,	 I	 shall	 arrange	 them	 in	 a
special	table	(in	square	brackets	I	give	the	figures	derived	from	other	parts	of	Genesis:	vii	11;	ix	28–
29).

We	 see	 at	 once	 that	 all	 the	numbers	 in	 this	 table	 likewise	belong	 to	one	of	 the	 two	categories
previously	 mentioned:	 they	 are	 either	 exact	 multiples	 of	 five,	 or	 else	 multiples	 of	 five	 with	 the
addition	of	seven	(one	 number,	 the	 years	 of	Methuselah’s	 life,	was	 twice	 augmented	 by	 seven,	 one
septennium	having	been	added	to	his	age	when	his	eldest	son	was	born,	and	another	to	the	remaining
years	 of	 his	 life).	 And	 since	 there	 are	 five	 such	 additions	 (one	 for	 Seth,	 one	 for	 Jared,	 two	 for
Methuselah,	one	for	Lamech),	it	follows	that	the	sum	of	the	last	column	is	also	a	multiple	of	five.

It	should	also	be	noted	that	the	numbers	five	and	seven	are	specially	stressed	in	the	text,	in	a	way
calculated	to	attract	the
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reader ’s	attention.	The	composite	numbers	 in	our	chapter	are	arranged	almost	wholly	 in	ascending
order,	that	is,	the	units	precede	the	tens,	and	the	tens	the	hundreds	(on	the	ascending	and	descending
order	 of	 composite	 numbers	 see	 La	 Questione	 della	 Genesi,	 pp.	 166–171,	 and	 The	 Documentary
Hypothesis,	English	translation,	pp.	51–53).	Consequently,	the	units	five	and	seven	are	mentioned	first
whenever	they	occur,	and	hence	they	are	conspicuous.	In	the	enumeration	of	Lamech’s	years—seven
and	seventy	years,	and	seven	hundred	years	(v.	31)—the	emphasis	given	to	the	number	seven	is	even
more	manifest.

We	have	already	seen	 that	 the	 total	number	of	years	 that	elapsed	 from	 the	creation	of	 the	 first
man	to	the	end	of	the	Flood,	that	is,	until	the	beginning	of	the	era	of	the	new	humanity,	was,	according
to	what	is	stated	here	(and	later	in	viii	13),	1657.	This	figure	does	not,	by	itself,	convey	anything;	but
since	the	number	of	days	in	a	solar	year—365—is	clearly	alluded	to	in	our	chapter,	in	the	length	of
Enoch’s	life	(v.	23:	five	and	sixty	years	and	three	hundred	years),	it	is	worth	seeing	if	the	number	of
days	in	1657	years	is	significant.	Possibly	the	number	365	in	v.	23	is	intended	by	Scripture	to	provide
us	with	 the	key	 to	 the	understanding	of	our	subject,	as	 though	 to	say:	Pray	do	not	 forget	 that	every
year	has	365	days.	In	point	of	fact,	if	we	calculate	the	number	of	days,	we	again	find	the	familiar	use
of	the	sexagesimal	system	augmented	by	seven.

Of	 the	 round	numbers	 referred	 to,	which	 are	 composed	 according	 to	 the	 sexagesimal	 system,
one	 is	 600,000—sixty	 myriads—	 a	 high	 figure	 that	 indicates	 an	 exceedingly	 large	 amount.	 Now
600,000	days	make	1643	solar	years	of	365	days	each.	If	we	add	seven	plus	seven,	as	was	done	in	the
case	of	Methuselah’s	years,	we	obtain	exactly	1657.	We	have	here,	then,	a	pattern	similar	to	that	of	the
Babylonian	chronology:	a	number	based	on	the	sexagesimal	principle	with	the	addition	of	twice	times
seven.

The	fact	 that	 the	 total	of	600,000	days	 is	not	expressly	mentioned	 is	not	a	valid	objection.	The
omission	is	characteristic	of	 the	Torah.	The	number	of	 the	seventy	nations	enumerated	in	chapter	x
was,	without	doubt,	purposely	contrived	(it	will	suffice	to	recall	the	allusion	in	Deut.	xxxii	8),	yet	it	is
not	expressly	mentioned	in	the	text.	Similarly	the	number	of	bulls	offered	up	during	the	Festival	of
Tabernacles	was	clearly	fixed	at	seventy	by	deliberate
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design,	nevertheless	it	is	only	by	computation	that	we	are	able	to	arrive	at	the	figure.

Our	method	 of	 interpretation	 also	 offers	 a	 satisfactory	 explanation	 of	 the	 aggregate	 of	 years
lived	by	the	world’s	ten	founding	fathers.	If	we	add	together	the	years	of	their	lives	up	to	the	end	of
the	Flood—that	is,	until	the	six	hundred	and	first	year	of	Noah’s	life—the	total	comes	to	8226	years.
Now	 three	million	days	 (this,	 too,	 is	one	of	 the	globular	numbers—half	of	six	hundred	myriads)	 is
equivalent	to	8219	years,	and	by	the	addition,	as	usual,	of	seven	years,	we	obtain	8226	exactly.

In	 the	 same	way	all	 the	 individual	numbers	 in	our	 chapter,	without	 exception,	 conform	 to	 this
system,	as	we	shall	show	in	detail	in	the	continuation	of	our	commentary	to	each	verse.

It	is	inconceivable	that	all	this	should	be	accidental.	Undoubtedly	these	numbers	have	a	specific
significance.	What	 is	 it?	What	was	 the	 aim	of	 the	Torah	 in	 giving	 us	 these	 ages?	At	 this	 stage	we
approach	the	focal	point	of	the	problem	under	discussion,	to	wit,	the	inquiry	into	the	Torah’s	intention
in	our	chapter.

For	this	purpose,	we	must	pay	particular	attention	to	the	divergences	between	the	Babylonian	and
Biblical	traditions.

The	Babylonian	 tradition	was	essentially,	as	we	have	seen,	of	a	mythological	epic	character.	 It
told	of	the	ancient	kings,	the	representatives	of	the	monarchy	that	‘descended	from	heaven’	(W.B.	444,
col.	i,	lines	1,	41),	kings	who	were	in	part	divinities,	or	demi-gods,	or	human	beings	who	had	become
deities;	 and	 it	 linked	 their	memory	with	various	mythological	 legends	 that	 are	 still	 reflected	 in	 the
account	 of	 Berossus.	 To	 these	 kings	 was	 attributed	 an	 excessively	 exaggerated	 longevity,	 tens	 of
thousands	 of	 years,	 on	 the	 average,	 to	 each	 one.	 The	 Torah	 sets	 itself	 in	 opposition	 to	 all	 this.
Scripture	did	not	consider	it	right	to	invalidate	completely	all	the	existing	traditions	on	the	subject,	or
to	pass	them	over	in	silence,	since	they	could	be	of	value	for	its	didactic	purpose.	However,	it	sought
to	purify	and	refine	them,	and	to	harmonize	them	with	its	own	spirit.	As	usual,	this	disapproval	of	the
alien	 tradition	 does	 not	 find	 expression	 in	 polemic	 or	 argument.	 The	 Torah	 states	 its	 own	 view
quietly,	setting	the	contrary	opinion	at	nought	by	the	calm	exposition	of	its	own	concepts.	It	is	correct
—the	Bible	comes	to	tell	us—that	there	lived	before	the	Flood	ten	generations	of
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notable	 personages;	 but	 they	 were	 only	 ordinary	 mortals,	 not	 gods,	 or	 demi-gods,	 or	 even	 men
transformed	into	divinities,	and	they	had	no	mythological	associations	whatsoever.	They	were	born,
they	begot	 sons	 and	daughters,	 and	 in	 the	 end	 they	died;	 that	 is	 all.	Even	 about	Enoch,	 concerning
whom	 wonderful	 tales	 were	 undoubtedly	 recounted	 among	 the	 Israelites	 (we	 shall	 deal	 with	 this
subject	later	on),	the	Torah	gives	us	no	details.	It	only	varies	the	phrasing	slightly	when	speaking	of
him,	as	though	to	hint	at	the	special	importance	attaching	to	him	among	the	earliest	patriarchs;	but	the
Bible	conceals	more	than	it	reveals,	so	as	not	to	validate	by	its	authority	the	fabulous	stories	current
among	 the	masses.	This	 apart,	 these	 persons	 are	 never	 alluded	 to	 as	kings,	but	 simply	 as	 heads	 of
families.	There	is	no	reference	here	to	kingship	that	descended	from	heaven,	only	to	Adam	(Man)	and
the	children	of	Adam	who	were	formed	from	the	ground.	Neither	monarchy	nor	might	is	important	in
the	eyes	of	the	Torah,	for	God’s	pleasure	is	not	in	the	power	of	man.	These	individuals	are	notable
only	on	account	of	 the	 fact	 that	 they	are	 the	 fathers	of	humanity;	 their	genealogy	explains	how	 the
stream	of	life	that	God	had	created	in	His	world	flowed	generation	after	generation,	and	teaches	us
that	all	the	children	of	men	are	actually	the	children	of	Man	[Adam],	the	scions	of	the	first	man	by	his
wife	Eve,	 the	descendants	of	 one	pair,	 and	 that	 there	 is	 no	distinction	between	 them.	We	are	not	 to
believe	that	some	of	 them	belong	to	 the	seed	of	divine	royalty,	whom	the	rest	of	 the	human	race	is
destined	to	serve;	we	must	realise	that	they	are	all	the	offspring	of	one	father	and	mother,	and	are	all
kin	to	one	another.

This	is	what	the	Torah	seeks	to	inculcate	in	opposition	to	the	Babylonian	tradition.	Similarly	with
regard	 to	 its	 chronology,	Scripture	wishes	 to	negative	 the	 fantastic	 figures,	which	 attribute	 to	 each
king	a	longevity	that	is	unnatural	to	human	beings	and	makes	them	almost	godlike.	The	Torah	does,
indeed,	accept	and	confirm	the	thesis	that	these	generations,	since	they	were	still	near	to	the	time	of
their	 creation,	 exceeded	 the	 life-span	 of	 our	 generations,	 but	 they	 did	 so	 in	 human,	 not	 in	 divine,
measure.	Not	one	of	them	attained	the	age	of	a	thousand	years,	the	day	of	the	Almighty	(Psa.	xc	4).	It
is	true	that	their	epoch	was	a	long	one,	its	days	totalling	sixty	myriads	with	the	addition	of	twice
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times	seven	years,	and	that	the	aggregate	of	the	days	of	their	lives	came	to	a	far	greater	number	still
—to	half	of	six	hundred	myriads	plus	seven	years;	but	they	were	days,	not	years,	and	a	 fortiori	not
longer	periods	of	 time,	like	the	units	of	the	Babylonians	who	measured	the	reigns	of	their	kings	in
šars,	that	is,	in	units	of	3600	years.	Although	the	ages	in	our	section	may	appear	high	compared	with
the	normal	human	life-span,	yet	if	we	bear	in	mind	the	notions	prevailing	in	the	environment	in	which
the	Torah	was	written,	and	the	impression	that	the	reading	of	this	section	must	have	left	on	its	ancient
readers,	 they	 will	 seem,	 on	 the	 contrary,	 low	 and	 modest.	 Scripture	 sought	 to	 diminish	 the
exaggerated	traditions	current	in	the	ancient	East,	and	at	the	same	time	to	preserve	the	harmony	of	the
numbers,	which	pointed	to	the	harmony	that	ruled	in	the	world.

§	6.	Let	us	now	pass	on	to	the	third	problem.

The	chronology	of	the	Samaritan	recension	differs	from	that	of	the	Masorah,	and	the	dating	of
the	Septuagint	deviates	from	both.	Following	are	the	divergences	in	the	Samaritan	Pentateuch.

The	years	of	Jared’s	life	are	given	as	847,	of	which	62	preceded	and	785	followed	the	birth	of
Enoch;	Methuselah	 lived	 720	 years,	 67	 before	 and	 653	 after	 the	 birth	 of	 Lamech;	Lamech’s	 years
came	to	653,	consisting	of	53	before	the	birth	of	Noah	and	600	thereafter.

In	 the	 Septuagint,	 the	 total	 years	 of	 each	 life-span	 does	 not	 differ	 from	 the	Masoretic	 record
except	in	the	case	of	Lamech	(753	years).	On	the	other	hand,	the	figures	for	the	years	prior	to	the	birth
of	the	first	son	show	divergences	in	most	instances,	and	only	the	ages	of	Jared	and	Noah	(according
to	some	MSS	also	of	Methuselah)	agree	with	those	of	the	Hebrew	text.	For	Adam,	Seth,	Enosh,	Kenan,
Mahalalel	and	Enoch,	the	number	is	higher	than	that	of	the	Masorah	by	a	century,	and	for	Lamech	by
six	years.	In	the	case	of	Methuselah	there	is	a	deviation	only	in	a	few	MSS,	which	give	his	age	at	the
birth	of	Lamech	as	167	years	 (twenty	years	 less	 than	 the	Masoretic	 figure),	but	apparently	 this	 is	a
mistake,	for	according	to	this	reckoning	Methuselah	would	have	survived	the	Flood.	The	number	187
found	 in	 the	 other	MSS	 is	 not	 a	 later	 correction	 to	make	 it	 accord	with	 the	Masoretic	 text,	 but	 the
original	reading	of	the	Septuagint.	The	error	may	derive
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from	the	number	67	in	the	Samaritan	text.	There	is	no	need	for	us	to	deal	here	with	the	chronology	of
the	 Book	 of	 Jubilees	 nor	 with	 that	 of	 Josephus	 Flavius,	 since	 the	 former	 is	 dependent	 on	 the
Samaritan	recension	and	the	latter	on	the	Septuagint.

What	is	the	cause	of	the	divergences	between	the	three	texts,	and	which	recension	has	preserved
the	original	figures?	Much	has	been	written	on	this	subject,	and	the	answer	remains	in	dispute.	Having
regard	 to	 the	 results	 of	 our	 investigation	 in	 the	 preceding	 subsection	 [§	 5]	 concerning	 the
correspondence	 between	 the	 Masoretic	 chronology	 and	 the	 ancient	 system	 obtaining	 in	 the
Babylonian	documents,	we	may	conclude,	 it	would	seem,	 that	 it	 is	 the	Masoretic	chronology	that	 is
the	original,	and	that	the	differences	in	the	other	recensions	were	brought	about	by	later	alterations.	It
is	possible	to	explain	these	modifications	as	due	to	the	tendency	to	follow	fixed,	systematic	schemes,
which	 is	 frequently	 to	be	observed	both	 in	 the	Samaritan	Pentateuch	and	 in	 the	Septuagint;	we	have
already	noted	earlier	 a	number	of	 examples	of	 changes	 resulting	 from	 this	 trend,	 and	 immediately
below,	in	§	7,	we	shall	meet	with	yet	another	instance.	In	the	Masoretic	text,	the	numbers	that	give	the
age	of	begetting	do	not	form	an	ordered	series:	although	at	first	the	figures	steadily	decrease,	from
Adam	 to	Mahalalel	 (130,	 105,	 90,	 70,	 65),	 yet	 subsequently	 they	 increase	 (Jared	 162),	 drop	 again
(Enoch	 65),	 rise	 once	 more	 (Methuselah	 187),	 and	 again	 diminish	 (Lamech	 182),	 before	 the
enormous	 jump	 in	 the	 case	 of	Noah	 (500).	 But	 in	 the	 Septuagint	 the	 numbers	 grow	 progressively
smaller	until	we	reach	Jared	(signifying:	‘going	down’!),	and	thereafter	they	increase	steadily	(230,
205,	 190,	 170,	 165,	 162,	 165,	 187,	 188,	 500).	What	 the	 Septuagint	 attains	 by	 raising	 the	 ages,	 the
Samaritan	Pentateuch	 achieves	by	 reducing	 them	 (a	 hundred	 years	 for	Jared,	 and	 one	 hundred	 and
twenty	for	Methuselah).	The	order	of	the	latter	recension	is	similar	to	that	of	the	Septuagint	(130,	105,
90,	 70,	 65,	 62,	 65,	 67,	 53,	 500),	 with	 a	 solitary	 exception	 in	 the	 case	 of	 Lamech	 (53),	 which	was
necessitated	by	the	year	fixed	for	the	Flood.	According	to	the	Samaritan	system,	Jared	and	Methuselah
and	Lamech	died	together	in	the	year	of	the	Deluge.

§	7.	Let	us	now	turn	to	the	fourth	problem,	the	question	of	relationship	between	the	genealogy	of	the
sons	of	Cain	(iv	17–22)
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and	that	of	the	sons	of	Adam	belonging	to	the	line	of	Seth	(v	1–32).

The	names	of	 the	 founding	 fathers	 of	 the	world	 in	 our	 chapter,	 beginning	with	Enosh,	bear	 a
remarkable	 resemblance	 to	 the	 names	 that	 appear	 in	 the	 family-tree	 of	 the	 sons	 of	 Cain.	 Enosh
corresponds	to	Adam,	Cain’s	father	(the	two	names	have	the	same	signification	[‘man’]);	Kenan	[
Qenan]	is	the	equivalent	of	Cain[ 	Qayin];	the	series	Mahalalel—Jared—Enoch	parallels,	in	reverse
order,	 the	 series	Enoch—Irad—Mehujael;	Methuselah	 is	 the	 counterpart	 of	Methushael;	 thereafter
Lamech	appears	in	both	pedigrees.	The	parallelism	is	even	more	exact	in	the	Septuagint,	which	reads
Methuselah,	 in	 chapter	 iv,	 instead	 of	Methushael,	and,	 according	 to	 some	 texts,	 even	Mahalalel	 in
place	of	Mehujael.	These	variant	 readings	 are	 to	 be	 explained	 in	 the	 light	 of	 the	 tendency	 towards
stereotyped	patterns,	 on	which	we	have	 already	 remarked	 in	 several	 places,	 including	 the	previous
subsection	[§	6].	Be	that	as	it	may,	even	according	to	the	Masoretic	text	the	similarity	is	striking,	and
cannot	be	 regarded	as	 fortuitous.	The	customary	analysis,	based	on	 the	documentary	 theory,	which
attributes	the	genealogy	of	the	sons	of	Cain	to	source	J,	and	the	genealogy	in	our	chapter	to	source	P,
does	not	solve	the	question	of	the	relation	of	the	two	sections.

Our	exegetical	approach	provides	a	satisfactory	explanation	of	the	problem,	consistent	with	what
we	have	noted	among	the	Babylonians.	There	existed	divergent	Babylonian	traditions	relative	to	the
kings	who	reigned	before	the	Flood.	According	to	one	tradition,	these	kings	numbered	ten,	according
to	another,	eight;	most	of	their	names	were	common	to	both	sources.	A	similar	position,	apparently,
obtained	among	the	Israelites	in	antiquity:	one	tradition	referred	to	ten	antediluvian	generations,	from
Adam	to	Noah,	and	another	to	eight	generations,	from	Adam	to	the	sons	of	Lamech;	the	majority	of
the	names	of	 the	heads	of	 the	generations	were	 to	be	 found	 in	both	versions.	Thereupon	 the	Torah
adopted	 a	 similar	 method	 to	 that	 mentioned	 earlier,	 in	 our	 commentary	 on	 iv	 18	 (pp.	 232f.),	 and
accepted	both	accounts,	placing	 them	side	by	side.	Generally,	when	 the	Torah	makes	use	of	earlier
sources,	it	has	no	intention	to	subject	them	to	historical	criticism,	and	to	investigate,	for	example,	if
two	traditions	germinated	from	a	single	seed	or
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not.	This	 is	 not	 of	 importance	 to	Scripture,	whose	purpose	 is	 to	 inculcate,	 by	means	of	 traditional
sagas,	religious,	ethical	and	national	truths.	This	applies	also	to	the	present	case.	The	two	accounts—
the	one	listing	eight	generations	from	Adam	to	Jabal	and	his	brothers,	and	the	other	ten	generations
from	Adam	 to	 Noah—could	 easily	 be	 linked	 together	 as	 the	 offspring	 of	 two	 families	 who	were
descended	from	two	sons	of	the	first	man;	and	it	was	possible	to	make	the	whole	subject	an	important
object-lesson	 that	 is	apparent	 to	 the	 reader	who	studies	 the	 text	attentively.	The	 two	 families,	which
from	one	aspect	develop	side	by	side	along	parallel	 lines,	differ	 from	each	other	 in	another	aspect
that	is	of	the	utmost	importance.	The	offspring	of	Cain,	as	we	have	already	noted,	could	not	inherit
from	 their	 father	 the	 knowledge	 of	 the	 Lord,	 since	 he	 was	 constantly	 hiding	 from	 the	 Lord’s
presence;	 and	 so	 they	 were	 able	 to	 promote	 in	 their	 circle	 only	 material	 culture,	 which	 does	 not
suffice	 to	 serve	 as	 a	 shield	 against	 retribution,	 and	 in	 consequence	 they	were	 all	 destroyed	 by	 the
Flood.	On	 the	other	hand,	 the	descendants	of	Seth	were	heirs	 (not	all,	 in	 truth,	but	 the	elect	 among
them)	of	the	knowledge	of	the	Lord,	a	fact	that	is	alluded	to	both	at	the	beginning	of	their	genealogy,
in	connection	with	the	birth	of	Seth’s	first	son	(iv	26),	and	also	at	the	end,	in	the	words	of	Lamech	the
son	of	Methuselah	 (how	different	 is	 this	Lamech	from	Lamech	 the	son	of	Methushael,	 the	scion	of
Cain!),	who,	when	his	eldest	son	was	born,	set	high	hopes	on	him	in	the	name	of	the	Lord	(v	29);	and
afterwards,	again,	in	connection	with	Shem	the	son	of	Noah,	we	read	(ix	26):	Blessed	be	the	Lord,	the
God	of	Shem.	Now	the	knowledge	of	the	Lord	and	the	moral	attributes	based	thereon	bring	to	man	the
blessing	that	all	material	civilisation	cannot	bestow;	it	is	they	that	cause	Noah,	a	wholly	righteous	man
in	his	generations,	to	find	favour	in	the	eyes	of	the	Lord,	and	to	be	saved	with	his	entire	family	from
the	waters	of	the	Flood.

§	8.	 I	 have	 indicated	 earlier,	 at	 the	beginning	of	 §	4,	 that,	 although	 all	 the	paragraphs	 in	 chapter	 v
resemble	one	another	in	their	essential	construction,	they	are	not	absolutely	identical.	It	is	worth	while
examining	the	matter,	at	this	point,	in	detail.

The	first	paragraph	is	distinguished	from	the	others	by	its	special	exordium	(the	second	part	of
v.	1,	and	v.	2),	as	well	as	by	a
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number	of	other	expressions,	for	example:	and	he	begot	a	son	in	his	own	likeness,	after	his	own	image
(v.	3);	and	he	called	his	name	(ibid.);	and	the	days	of	Adam	were	(v.	4)	instead	of	and	Adam	lived;	and
in	the	end,	that	he	lived	(v.	5).

The	seventh	paragraph,	concerning	Enoch,	also	employs	distinctive	phraseology:	Enoch	walked
with	God	(vv.	22,	24),	followed	by	and	he	was	not,	for	God	took	him.

The	ninth—penultimate—paragraph	corresponds	to	the	first	in	the	use	of	expressions	like	and	he
begot	a	son	(v.	28),	and	he	called	his	name	(v.	29);	and	 in	making	mention	of	God	(ibid.).	Another
distinguishing	feature	is	the	fact	that	the	reason	for	the	name	given	to	the	son	is	stated	(ibid.).

These	three	paragraphs—the	first,	the	seventh	and	the	ninth—	are	further	differentiated	from	the
remaining	paragraphs	by	their	exalted	and	almost	poetic	style.

The	tenth	paragraph	(v.	32)	is	exceptional	in	that	it	commences,	and	Noah	was	…	old	instead	of
and	Noah	lived,	and	also	in	that	it	mentions	not	only	the	first	son	but	the	three	sons	of	Noah,	yet	after
acquainting	us	with	their	birth	it	records	nothing	more.	The	rest	of	Noah’s	life-story	is	left	untold,	so
that	Scripture	may	revert	to	it	later.

There	remain	six	paragraphs	(2,	3,	4,	5,	6,	8)	that	are	almost	identical	in	form.	But	even	in	their
case	the	repetitions	do	not	resemble	the	typical	instances	of	literal	recapitulation,	such	as	those	found
in	connection	with	the	construction	of	the	Tabernacle	(Exod.	xxv–xxxi,	xxxv–xl)	and	the	offerings	of
the	princes	(Num.	vii	12–83).	In	the	description	of	 the	work	of	 the	Tabernacle,	 the	entire	account	is
repeated	word	for	word,	except	for	the	change	of	tenses	(and	you	shall	make—and	he	made,	and	 the
like),	 and	 in	 the	 record	 of	 the	 offerings	 of	 the	 princes,	 both	 the	 sacrifices	 and	 the	 weights	 are
identical,	likewise	the	quantities,	and	only	the	names	of	those	who	bring	the	offerings	change.	In	our
passage	 even	 the	 numbers	 change;	 nor	 are	 they	 accidental	 figures	 devoid	 of	 significance	 for	 the
reader,	 but	 on	 the	 contrary	 they	 evoke	 associations	 and	 present	 new	 ideas	 in	 every	 paragraph.	We
need	only	mention,	for	instance,	the	365	years	of	Enoch’s	life,	corresponding	to	the	days	of	the	solar
year,	or	the	777	years	that	Lamech	lived;	in	regard	to	the	other	numbers,	see	below	in	the	continuation
of	the	commentary.
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Even	in	minor	details,	there	is	discernible	the	desire	to	introduce	as	much	variation	as	possible.
We	have	already	seen	that	instead	of	and	Noah	lived,	our	wording	is	(v.	32),	and	Noah	was	.	.	.	old;	so,
too,	although	as	a	rule	it	is	stated,	and	all	the	days	of	so-and-so	were	[ 	wayyiheyu],	yet	twice—with
respect	 to	 Enoch	 and	 Lamech—our	 text	 has	 	 wayehi	 [‘and	 was’	 (singular)]	 for	 	 wayyiheyu
[plural].	This	stylistic	trait	has	its	parallel	in	the	recurring	verses	of	certain	Psalms,	to	which	we	have
referred	earlier	(p.	233).

§	9.	The	eleventh	paragraph,	which	tells	the	story	of	the	sons	of	God	and	the	daughters	of	men	(vi	1–
4),	 is	 one	 of	 the	 obscurest	 in	 the	 Torah.	 The	 elucidation	 of	 its	 content	 and	 significance	 depends
largely	on	the	interpretation	of	its	individual	words	and	phrases;	we	shall	not,	therefore,	deal	with	this
matter	 here	 in	 the	 introduction,	 but	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 commentary	 to	 the	 passage,	 after	 it	 has	 been
annotated	in	detail,	point	by	point.	For	the	present	we	shall	only	consider	the	relationship	between	this
paragraph	and	the	other	parts	of	the	section.

In	 the	 first	 place,	why	does	 the	paragraph	 come	at	 this	 particular	 juncture?	The	 answer	 to	 the
question	 is	 very	 simple.	 Since	 the	Torah	 desired	 to	mention	 the	 subject,	 this	was	 the	most	 suitable
place	for	it.	The	story	belongs	to	the	period	preceding	the	Deluge;	hence	it	could	be	recorded	only
after	the	general	survey	of	the	antediluvian	generations,	and	before	the	paragraph	that	informs	us	of
the	Divine	decision	to	bring	the	Flood	upon	the	earth.	The	Torah	declares	that	in	those	days	(vi	4),	that
is,	in	the	days	of	the	generations	mentioned	in	Chapter	v,	this	episode	occurred.

Not	only	the	phrase	in	those	days	constitutes	a	link	between	this	paragraph	and	those	preceding;
but	also	in	the	opening	words,	And	it	came	to	pass,	when	MEN	began	TO	MULTIPLY	on	the	face	of
the	ground	(vi	1),	a	reference	is	to	be	seen	to	the	increase	of	man’s	offspring,	recorded	above	in	the
clause	 that	 occurs	 nine	 times	 in	 succession:	and	 he	 begot	 sons	 and	 daughters.	The	 allusion	 to	 this
clause	is	still	clearer	in	the	continuation	of	the	verse:	and	daughters	were	born	to	them.

Just	as	there	is	a	connection	with	what	precedes,	so	there	is	also	a	link	with	what	follows.	Here,	at
the	beginning	of	the	paragraph,	it	is	written,	to	multiply	[ 	larobh],	and	further	on,	at	the
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commencement	of	the	next	paragraph,	that	[the	wickedness	of	man]	WAS	GREAT	[ 	rabba]	(v.	5);
here	(still	in	v.	1)	we	have,	on	the	face	of	the	ground,	and	later	(in	v.	7),	from	the	face	of	the	ground;
here	we	read	(v.	2),	and	[the	sons	of	God]	saw,	and	subsequently	(v.	5),	and	[the	Lord]	 saw;	here	we
find	(v.	2),	 that	 they	were	 fair	 [literally,	 ‘good’],	 and	below	 (v.	5),	 that	 the	wickedness	 of	man	was
great	(good	looks	are	contrasted	with	bad	morals).	In	the	middle	of	both	paragraphs	there	occur,	with
identical	 meaning,	 the	 words	 and	 the	 Lord	 said.	 To	 these	 verbal	 parallels	 may	 be	 added	 further
analogies	of	theme	with	which	we	shall	deal	in	the	continuation	of	the	commentary.

Most	exegetes	see	in	the	episode	narrated	in	this	paragraph	the	reason	for	the	Deluge,	but	this	is
incorrect;	there	is	not	the	slightest	indication	in	the	text	of	such	a	connection.	We	shall	revert	to	this
point	later.

§	 10.	 The	 twelfth	paragraph	 (vi	 5–8)	 tells	 us	 of	 the	Divine	 decision	 to	 bring	 retribution	 upon	 the
generation	 of	 the	 Flood	 on	 account	 of	 their	 wickedness.	 The	 nature	 of	 their	 wickedness	 we	 have
already	learnt	from	the	song	of	Lamech:	 it	was	usual	 in	 that	period	to	commit	acts	of	violence	and
then	to	boast	of	them	(see	above,	pp.	243f.).	Later	it	will	be	expressly	stated:	and	the	earth	was	filled
with	VIOLENCE	(vi	11);	and	again,	for	the	earth	is	filled	with	VIOLENCE	through	them	(ibid.	v.	13).
Here	the	Bible	informs	us	that	not	only	the	sons	of	Cain	but	even	the	sons	of	Seth	were	almost	wholly,
save	 for	 the	 elect	 few	 in	 their	 midst,	 men	 of	 violence.	 The	 world,	 which	 had	 been	 created	 with
paternal	 love,	 was	 filled	with	 enmity	 and	wrong-doing	 to	 such	 a	 degree	 that	 it	 was	 impossible	 to
reform	it,	and	there	was	no	option	but	to	destroy	it.

The	passage	describes	the	position	in	general	terms	only;	it	is	content	to	hint	lightly,	at	the	end	of
its	account	of	the	antediluvian	period,	to	the	decree	that	put	an	end	to	this	epoch.	The	details	will	be
given	in	the	next	section,	in	accordance	with	the	usual	method	of	providing	first	a	general	outline	and
then	a	detailed	account.

However,	 the	section	could	not	close	 thus.	A	 fitting	conclusion	must	end	on	a	happy	note	 (see
above	pp.	190f.).	Therefore	we	are	told	in	the	last	verse	that	Noah	found	favour	in	the	eyes	of	the
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Lord.	 Here,	 too,	 there	 is	 a	 slight	 allusion	 to	 events	 to	 be	 recounted	 in	 detail	 later.	 This	 reference
suffices,	however,	to	show	the	reader	a	ray	of	light	in	the	darkness,	and	to	give	the	section	a	happy
ending.

§	11.	The	numerical	symmetry,	which	was	clearly	discernible	already	in	each	of	the	three	preceding
sections	 (see	 pp.	 13ff.,	 94,	 191ff.),	 constitutes	 here,	 in	 paragraphs	 1—10	 of	 our	 section,	 a	 basic
element,	and	an	important	part,	too,	of	the	content	itself,	as	we	noted	in	§	5,	and	as	we	shall	see	again
further	on.	Nor	is	this	all:	this	harmony	of	numbers	is	reflected	also	in	the	general	structure	of	this
section	not	less	than	in	the	earlier	sections.	The	word	 	’ădham	[‘Adam,	man’],	which	expresses	the
principal	theme	of	the	book	of	the	history	of	Adam,	occurs	fourteen	times	in	the	section	—	twice	times
seven.	The	name	 	’Elohim	[‘God’]	is	mentioned	seven	times;	so,	too,	the	synonymous	verbs	
bara’	[‘created’]	and	 	ăśa	[‘made’]	 appear	 jointly	 seven	 times.	Alongside	 the	 number	 seven,	 the
symmetry	 of	 the	 sexagesimal	 system	 is	 also	 in	 evidence	 in	 the	 over-all	 pattern	 of	 the	 section.	The
name	of	the	Lord	[YHWH]	is	mentioned	in	the	section	six	times;	the	verb	 	yaladh	 [‘bore,	begot’],
thirty	times	—	five	times	six;	the	nouns	 	ben	[‘son’],	 	banim	[‘sons’],	 	banoth	[‘daughters’]	—
apart	 from	 the	 figurative	 usage,	 son	 of	 five	 hundred	 years	 [i.e.	 ‘five	 hundred	 years	 old’]	—	occur
twenty-four	times,	that	is	twice	twelve.	And	the	number	of	paragraphs	into	which	the	section	is	clearly
and	 unmistakably	 divisible	 is	 precisely	 twelve.	§	 12.	 The	 relation	 betwen	 our	 section	 and	 the	 one
preceding	is	similar	to	that	between	the	story	of	the	Garden	of	Eden	and	the	account	of	Creation.	In
the	same	way	as	the	making	of	man	which	is	first	described	in	the	story	of	Creation	in	general	outline
as	the	formation	of	one	of	the	world’s	creatures,	is	retold	in	full	detail	in	the	story	of	the	Garden	of
Eden	 as	 a	 basic	 theme	 of	 thaf	 section	 (see	 pp.	90ff.),	 even	 so	 the	 account	 of	 the	 birth	 of	 Seth	 and
Enosh,	which	has	already	been	narrated	in	summary	form	at	the	end	of	the	story	of	Cain	and	Abel	as
the	conclusion	of	the	episode	that	occurred	in	the	family	of	the	first	man,	is	here	repeated	at	greater
length,	with	all	its	chronological	details,	as	the	foundation	of	the	genealogy	of	man	upon	earth.	At	the
same	time,	there	recur	here,	at	the	commencement	of	our	section,	several	expressions
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appertaining	to	the	creation	of	man	that	we	have	already	encountered	in	the	Creation	story	or	at	the
beginning	of	 the	narrative	of	 the	Garden	of	Eden.	Overleaping	the	personal	and	family	episodes	 in
the	 lives	 of	 Adam	 and	 Eve	 and	 their	 children,	 chronicled	 in	 chapters	 ii,	 iii	 and	 iv,	 they	 link	 this
section,	 whose	 theme	 embraces	 all	 humanity,	 with	 what	 is	 related	 in	 the	 first	 pages	 of	 the	 Book
concerning	the	creation	of	the	world	and	the	genesis	of	mankind	therein.	This	recapitulation,	too,	is	in
keeping	with	the	normal	practice	followed	at	the	beginning	of	the	‘histories’,	as	we	shall	explain	in
detail	 further	 on,	 in	 the	 opening	 lines	 of	 the	 commentary	 to	 the	 first	 paragraph.	 On	 the	 verbal
parallels	to	the	preceding	section	see	below,	in	the	notes	to	v	3,	29.

§	13.	Special	bibliography	for	this	section.	In	accordance	with	the	method	I	adopted	in	connection	with
the	previous	sections,	I	append	here	a	bibliographical	list	of	publications,	appertaining	to	this	section,
that	appeared	after	the	year	1934,	in	so	far	as	these	are	known	to	me	despite	wartime	conditions.
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RUBRIC	OF	SECTION
CHAPTER	V

1.	This	is	the	book	of	the	history	of	Adam.

1.	Book	 [ 	sepher]	 /	This	noun	 is	a	 loan-word	 from	 the	Akkadian	 language	 (šipru,	 from	 the	 root
šaparu,	 ‘to	 send’);	 originally	 it	 denoted	 a	 missive	 that	 was	 sent	 from	 one	 place	 to	 another,	 and
subsequently	 it	 came	 to	mean	 anything	 in	writing.	 Stories	 such	 as	 those	 narrated	 in	 the	 preceding
chapters	can	be	recorded	in	writing	in	a	book,	or	they	may	be	recited	by	heart;	but	the	present	section
which	includes	so	many	numbers,	is	conceivable	only	in	writing.	Hence	it	is	called	a	book.

The	history	of	Adam]	Here	 the	word	 	Adham	 is	used	as	a	proper	noun,	signifying:	 the	First
Man.	This	is	the	book	that	recounts	the	history	( 	toledhoth)	of	the	first	man	and	his	children	and
children’s	children,	 for	 as	 long	as	 they	 trace	 their	 ancestry	 to	him.	After	 the	Flood	 the	people	will
claim	descent	from	Noah,	and	will	be	called	the	children	of	Noah.	The	phrase	 	bene’adham	(also

	bene	ha’adham)	[literally,	‘sons	of	man’	or	‘sons	of	the	man’]	means	children	of	 the	human
species	and	not	children	of	Adam.

FIRST	PARAGRAPH
ADAM

[1.	continued]	In	the	day	that	God	created	/	man,
in	the	likeness	of	God	/	He	made	him.

2.	Male	and	female	He	created	them,	/	and	He	blessed	them,
and	called	their	name	Man,	/	in	the	day	when	they	were	created.

3.	And	Adam	lived	/	thirty	and	a	hundred	years,
and	he	begot	[one]	in	his	own	likeness,	after	his	image,	/	and
					called	his	name	Seth.

4.	And	the	days	of	Adam	were,	/	after	he	begot	Seth,
eight	hundred	years;	/	and	he	begot	[other]	sons	and	daughters.
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5.	Thus	all	the	days	/	that	Adam	lived
were	nine	hundred	years	/	and	thirty	years;
and	he	died.

In	the	opening	sentences	of	the	paragraph	(the	second	part	of	v.	1,	and	v.	2)	the	text	reverts	to	the
creation	 of	 man.	 Just	 as	 in	 the	 case	 of	 each	 of	 the	 other	 patriarchs	 of	 mankind	 mentioned	 in	 the
section	 it	 is	 stated	when	his	 father	 begot	 him,	 so	here,	 in	 regard	 to	 the	 first	man,	who	had	neither
father	nor	mother,	we	are	told	how	the	Creator	formed	him.	The	recapitulation	of	the	story	of	man’s
creation,	which	had	already	been	recounted	previously,	corresponds	to	what	is	normally	found	at	the
beginning	 of	 the	 ‘histories’.	 Thus,	 after	 we	 have	 been	 apprised	 that	Noah	 begot	 Shem,	 Ham	 and
Japheth	(v.	32),	we	are	again	informed	(vi	9–10):	This	is	the	history	of	Noah	…	And	Noah	begot	three
sons,	Shem,	Ham	and	Japheth.	We	find	the	same	in	many	subsequent	instances;	for	example,	after	the
statement	that	Terah	begot	Abram,	Nahor	and	Haran	(xi	26),	it	is	further	recorded	(ibid.	27):	Now	this
is	the	history	of	Terah.	Terah	begot	Abram,	Nahor	and	Haran.	Similarly,	Scripture	writes	of	Ishmael:
This	is	 the	history	of	Ishmael,	Abraham’s	son,	whom	Hagar	the	Egyptian,	Sarah’s	handmaid,	bore	to
Abraham	 (xxv	12),	 thus	 repeating	 the	particulars	 that	 had	been	narrated	 earlier.	So,	 too,	 relative	 to
Isaac:	This	is	the	history	of	Isaac,	Abraham’s	son:	Abraham	begot	Isaac	(ibid.	19).

The	 details	 that	 are	 duplicated	 here	 are	 precisely	 those	 that	 have	 a	 special	 importance	 for	 the
main	theme	of	our	chapter,	which	is	the	continued	existence	of	the	human	race,	created	in	the	Divine
image,	and	its	dispersion	upon	the	face	of	the	earth.	We	shall	deal	with	this	point	in	detail	later.

The	exordium	begins	with	the	words,	In	the	day	that	God	created	man,	and	ends,	…	Man,	in	the
day	when	they	were	created	—a	chiastic	parallel	between	the	beginning	and	the	end.	Compare	above
(ii	4):	 the	 heavens	 and	 the	 earth	when	 they	were	 created—in	 the	 day	when	 the	Lord	God	made	 the
earth	and	the	heavens,	and	my	comments	on	that	verse	(pp.	98f.).

In	the	day	that	God	created]	This	phrase,	as	well	as	that	below,	in	the	day	when	they	were	created,
belongs	to	the	ancient	Creation
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tradition	 relative	 to	 the	Garden	of	Eden,	which	 is	 reflected	both	 in	 the	Book	of	Genesis	 and	 in	 the
Book	of	Ezekiel	(see	above,	pp.	75,	99).

God	[ 	’Elohim]	/	Since	every	statement	of	this	exordium,	apart	from	the	clauses:	in	the	day
that.	.	.	created	and	when	they	were	created,	recapitulates	what	was	narrated	in	the	story	of	Creation	(i
26–28),	the	name	’Elohim,	and	not	YHWH	[‘Lord’],	is	used	here	in	conformity	with	the	exclusive	use
of	 ’Elohim	 in	 the	story	of	Creation.	This	apart,	 the	expression	 in	 the	 likeness	could	not	 fittingly	be
linked	with	the	Tetragrammaton.

Man]	As	we	see	clearly	from	v.	2,	the	substantive	 	adham	serves	in	this	opening	passage	as	a
common	 noun	 in	 accordance	with	 its	 signification	 in	 i	 26–27;	 and	 here,	 as	 there	 (him,	 them),	 the
pronoun	 referring	 to	 it	 occurs	 first	 in	 the	 singular	 and	 then	 in	 the	 plural,	 because	 of	 the	 word’s
collective	meaning.

In	the	likeness	of	God	He	made	him]	This	circumstance	is	again	noted	here	in	order	to	provide	a
preliminary	basis	for	what	we	shall	subsequently	be	told	concerning	the	generations	of	the	children	of
men.	It	 is	stated	later	(v.	3):	he	begot	 in	his	own	 likeness	after	his	 image;	 thereby	Scripture	declares
that	since	Adam,	who	was	created	in	the	likeness	of	God,	begot	his	children	in	his	likeness,	it	follows
that	also	Adam’s	children	were	formed	in	the	likeness	of	God.

Although	earlier	it	is	written	(i	26):	in	our	image,	after	our	likeness,	and	so,	too,	further	on	(v.	3):
in	his	own	likeness,	after	his	image,	here	we	have	in	the	likeness	alone	(similarly,	in	i	27,	we	find	only
in	His	own	image,	in	the	image),	on	account	of	the	rhythm	of	the	verse.

On	the	parallelism,	 	bara’— 	aśa,	compare	ii	4.2.	Male	and	female	He	created	them	[
bera’am]	 /—previously	 (i	27):	male	and	 female	He	created	 them	 [ 	bara’’otham].	This	 fact	 is
mentioned	here,	 because	 the	 continued	 existence	of	 the	 race	 is	 dependent	 thereon.	The	use	 of	
bera’am	 instead	 of	 	 [both	 forms	 signify:	 ‘He	 created	 them’]	 is	 due	 to	 the	 rhythmic
requirements	of	the	sentence	(3+2;3+2).

And	he	blessed	 them]—above	(i	28):	And	God	blessed	 them,	etc.	The	blessing	 is	 recorded	here
because	it	refers	to	procreation,	as	I	have	explained	previously	(pp.	51f.,	58).
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And	called	their	name	Man]	This	was	not	reported	before;	but	since	the	other	patriarchs	who	are
to	be	mentioned	later	will	receive	their	names	from	their	parents,	it	was	appropriate	to	state	here	who
named	 Adam.	 Thus	 we	 have	 here	 a	 parallel,	 both	 in	 theme	 and	 phrasing,	 to	 vv.	3,	 29,	 and	 to	 the
commencement	and	conclusion	of	the	preceding	section,	as	well	as	to	the	giving	of	names	in	chapters
i-iii.

In	the	day	when	they	were	created]	The	close	of	the	exordium	corresponds	to	the	opening.	See
above	on	In	the	day	that	God	created	(v.	1).

3.	Lived—begot]	The	meaning	 is	not,	 as	Gunkel	holds,	 that	when	Adam	was	 so-and-so	many	years
old,	he	begot,	etc..	If	that	were	the	sense,	the	wording	would	have	been,	as	in	v.	32:	And	Adam	was	a
hundred	and	thirty	years	old,	and	he	begot.	The	order	of	the	verbs	before	us	requires	us	to	understand
the	text	thus:	After	Adam	had	lived	a	hundred	and	thirty	years,	he	then	begot.

Adam	[ 	’adham]	/	Here	it	is	a	proper	noun:	the	First	Man.

Thirty	and	a	hundred	years]	The	ages	of	begetting	recorded	in	our	chapter	range	between	65	and
187	(save	in	the	exceptional	case	of	Noah).	They	correspond	in	detail	to	the	chronological	structure
of	the	chapter	as	a	whole,	of	which	I	have	spoken	in	§	5	of	 the	 introduction,	 that	 is,	 they	are	 round
numbers	belonging	to	the	sexagesimal	system,	to	which,	at	times,	seven	is	added.	The	lowest	number,
65	years,	consists	of	sixty	years	and	sixty	months	(the	unit	of	five	years,	which	forms	the	basis,	as	I
have	shown	earlier,	of	 the	entire	chronology	of	the	Book	of	Genesis,	equals	sixty	months);	and	the
highest	 figure,	 187	 years,	 comprises	 three	 times	 sixty	 years	 plus	 seven	 years.	 Here	 the	 number
appertaining	to	Adam—130	years—is	made	up	of	 twice	times	sixty	years	with	 the	addition	of	 twice
times	sixty	months.

And	a	hundred	years	[ 	me’ath	šana]	/	On	the	difference	in	the	use	of	the	two	forms	
me’a	 šana	 and	 	me’ath	 šana,	 see	 my	 remarks	 in	 La	 Questione	 della	 Genesi,	 pp.	 158–163.
Similarly,	with	reference	to	the	repetition	of	the	word	šana	in	each	part	of	the	composite	numbers,	see
ibid.,	 pp.	 163–166.	 Concerning	 the	 ascending	 or	 descending	 order	 of	 the	 components	 of	 the
composite	 numbers,	 compare	 ibid.,	 pp.	 166–171,	 and	 The	 Documentary	 Hypothesis,	 English
translation,	pp.	51–53	(and	above,	p.	261).
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He	begot	[one]	in	his	own	likeness,	after	his	image]	In	the	Babylonian	account	of	Creation,	i,	16,
we	read:	‘And	Anu	begot	Nudimmud	in	his	likeness	(tamšilašu).’

On	the	use	of	the	verb	 	yaladh	in	the	Hiph’il	in	our	chapter,	see	La	Questione	della	Genesi,	pp.
102–104,	and	The	Documentary	Hypothesis,	English	translation,	pp.	43–47.	In	regard	to	the	expression
in	his	own	likeness,	after	his	image,	see	above,	on	in	the	likeness	of	God	in	v.	1.

On	account	of	 the	pronominal	suffix	 [ 	 -o]	 in	 the	word	 	šemo	 [‘his	name’]	 several	 scholars
(like	Olshausen	 and	Gunkel)	 have	 suggested	 the	 addition	 of	 the	word	 son	after	begot;	but	 such	 an
addition	would	spoil	the	beauty	of	the	diction	and	the	rhythm	of	the	verse.	The	pronominal	suffix	of	
	šemo	refers	to	the	object	that	is	implied—even	if	not	expressed—in	the	verb	begot.

Seth]	Regarding	this	name	see	on	iv	25.

It	does	not	follow	from	the	statement	here	that,	according	to	our	chapter,	Seth	was	the	first-born
son	 of	 Adam,	 as	 many	 suppose.	 In	 this	 genealogy,	 which	 seeks	 to	 set	 out	 the	 chronology	 of	 the
generations	from	Adam	till	after	the	Flood,	it	was	essential	to	mention	specifically	that	son	of	Adam
from	whom	Noah	was	descended.	This	is	also	the	case	at	the	beginning	of	the	Book	of	Chronicles.

4.	And	the	days	of	Adam	were,	after	he	begot	Seth]	From	the	genealogical	viewpoint,	a	man’s	life	is
divisible	into	two	separate	parts:	in	the	first,	he	lives	only	his	personal	life;	the	second	begins	from
the	moment	that	he	bequeaths	life	to	a	new	generation.

Eight	hundred	years]	The	figures	for	the	second	period	of	life	(excluding	the	cases	of	Enoch	and
Lamech,	which	are	affected	by	special	circumstaces,	as	we	shall	see	subsequently)	are	approximately
the	same	 throughout	 the	chapter:	 in	 two	 instances	 (Adam	and	Jared)	 they	are	exactly	eight	hundred
years;	 in	 four	 cases	 (Seth,	Enosh,	Kenan,	Mahalalel),	 slightly	over	 eight	hundred;	 and	 there	 is	one
example	(Methuselah)	of	a	little	under	eight	hundred.	Eight	hundred	years	comprise	160	units	of	five
years	 (i.e.	 of	 60	 months,	 as	 I	 have	 explained);	 in	 other	 words,	 6,000	 months	 and	 another	 60×60
months.

5.	Thus	[literally,	‘And’]	all	 the	days	 that	Adam	lived]	The	meaning	 is:	 from	what	has	already	been
stated,	it	follows	that	all	Adam’s	days,	in	the	aggregate,	came	to	so-and-so	many	years.
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The	expression	 	’ăšer	hay	[‘that	he	(i.	e.	Adam)	lived’]	does	not	recur	in	the	whole	chapter.

Nine	hundred	years	and	thirty	years]	The	total	ages	enumerated	in	our	chapter—apart	from	those
for	Enoch	 and	Lamech,	which	 are	 abnormal—are	 all	 close	 to	 900	 years.	Now	nine	 hundred	 years
comprise	60+60+60	units	 of	 five	 years,	 that	 is,	 of	 sixty	months.	 The	 sexagesimal	 system	 undoubtedly
obtains	here,	too.	In	the	case	of	Adam,	there	have	been	added	thirty	years,	which	are	equal	to	six	units
of	60	months.

It	is	interesting	to	note	that	similar	figures	are	also	to	be	found	in	the	Sumerian	list	of	kings	of
the	 first	 postdiluvian	 dynasty	 (before	 the	 Flood,	 as	 we	 have	 seen,	 the	 Babylonian	 ages	 are	 much
higher,	amounting	to	myriads	of	years	for	each	king).	The	monarchs	of	this	dynasty	number	twenty-
three,	but	in	the	case	of	two	of	them	the	duration	of	their	reigns	is	not	stated.	Now	of	the	21	figures
given,	five	are	precisely	900,	two	are	960	(900	plus	60!)	and	three	are	840	(900	less	60!).

And	he	died]	The	sense	is:	and	after	Adam	had	lived	nine	hundred	and	thirty	years,	he	then	died.
There	is	no	intention	here,	as	Jacob	supposes,	to	emphasize	the	words,	and	he	died.

SECOND	PARAGRAPH
SETH

6.			And	Seth	lived	/	five	years	and	a	hundred	years,
and	begot	Enosh.

7.			And	Seth	lived	/	after	he	begot	Enosh
seven	years	/	and	eight	hundred	years,
and	begot	sons	and	daughters.

8.			Thus	all	the	days	of	Seth	were	/	twelve	years	/	and	nine
					hundred	years;
and	he	died.

After	 the	 first	 paragraph,	 which	 is	 marked	 by	 an	 exalted	 and	 almost	 poetic	 diction,	 the	 text
continues	in	a	simple	style;	but	this,	too,	has	dignity	and	grace,	despite	the	multiplicity	of	numbers.
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6.	Five	years	and	a	hundred	years]—comprising	1,200	months
plus	another	60	months.
Enosh]	Regarding	this	name,	see	above,	on	iv	26.

7.	And	Seth	lived,	etc.]	Compare	the	expression—somewhat
different	in	form,	but	similar	in	meaning—in	v.	4.
Seven	years	and	eight	hundred	years]—the	basic	number	of	800	years	with	the	addition	of	seven
years.

8.	Twelve	years	and	nine	hundred	years]	To	the	fundamental
number	of	900	years	there	has	been	added	here	a	unit	of	five	years
(60	months),	as	well	as	a	unit	of	seven	years.

THIRD	PARAGRAPH
ENOSH

9.				And	Enosh	lived	/	ninety	years,
and	begot	Kenan.

10.	And	Enosh	lived	/	after	he	begot	Kenan	
fifteen	years	/	and	eight	hundred	years,
and	begot	sons	and	daughters.

11.	Thus	all	the	days	of	Enosh	were	/	five	years	/	and	nine
					hundred	years;
and	he	died.

9.	Ninety	years]	6+6+6	units	of	60	months.
Kenan]	With	reference	to	this	name,	see	above,	on	iv	1.

10.	Fifteen	years	and	eight	hundred	years]	The	basic	figure	of	800
years	has	been	augmented	here	by	three	units	of	60	months.

11.	Five	years	and	nine	hundred	years]	To	the	fundamental	num-
ber	of	900	years	there	is	added	here	a	unit	of	60	months.

FOURTH	PARAGRAPH
KENAN

12.	And	Kenan	lived	/	seventy	years,
and	begot	Mahalalel.
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13.	And	Kenan	lived	/	after	he	begot	Mahalalel
forty	years	/	and	eight	hundred	years,
and	begot	sons	and	daughters.

14.	Thus	all	the	days	of	Kenan	were	/	ten	years	/	and	nine
					hundred	years;
and	he	died.

12.	Seventy	years]—the	well-known	round	number:	ten	times	seven;	or:	twice	times	seven	units	of	60
months.

Mahalalel]—a	distinctly	Hebrew	name:	 	Mahălal-’El	[‘Praise	of	God’]	(it	is	also	found	in
Nehemiah	xi	4).	Among	the	sages	of	the	Mishnah	occurs	the	name	Akabya	son	of	Mahalalel.

13.	Forty	years	and	eight	hundred	years]	To	the	basic	age	of	800
years	have	been	added	360+120	months.

14.	Ten	years	and	nine	hundred	years]	The	fundamental	number
of	900	years	has	been	augmented	by	120	months.

FIFTH	PARAGRAPH
MAHALALEL

15.	And	Mahalalel	lived	/	five	years	and	sixty	years,
and	begot	Jared.

16.	And	Mahalalel	lived	/	after	he	begot	Jared
thirty	years	/	and	eight	hundred	years,
and	begot	sons	and	daughters.

17.	Thus	all	the	days	of	Mahalalel	were	/	five	and	ninety	years	/
					and	eight	hundred	years;
and	he	died.

15.	Five	 years	 and	 sixty	 years]—that	 is,	 60	 years	 and	 60	months.	 Jared]—in	Akkadian	 (w)ardu,	 ‘a
slave’	(Albright	in	JBL,	lviii

[1939],	p.	17,	note	9a).

16.	 Thirty	 years	 and	 eight	 hundred	 years]—the	 fundamental	 age	 of	 800	 years	 plus	 6	 units	 of	 60
months.

17.	Five	and	ninety	years	and	eight	hundred	years]—the	basic	number	of	900	years,	which,	as	I	have
stated,	equals	60+60+60	units	of	60	months,	less	one	unit.
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SIXTH	PARAGRAPH
JARED

18.	And	Jared	lived	/	two	and	sixty	years	/	and	a	hundred	years,
					and	begot	Enoch.

19.	And	Jared	lived	/	after	he	begot	Enoch
eight	hundred	years	/	and	begot	sons	and	daughters.

20.	Thus	all	the	days	of	Jared	were	/	two	and	sixty	years	/	and
					nine	hundred	years;
and	he	died.

18.	Two	and	sixty	years	and	a	hundred	years]—thirty	units	of	sixty	months	plus	another	60	months,
and	the	further	addition	of	seven	years.

Enoch]	For	this	name,	see	on	iv	17.

19.	Eight	hundred	years]—the	exact	basic	number.

20.	Two	and	sixty	and	nine	hundred	years]	60+60+60+6+6	units	of	sixty	months,	less	one,	plus	seven
years.

SEVENTH	PARAGRAPH
ENOCH

21.	And	Enoch	lived	/	five	and	sixty	years,
and	begot	Methuselah.

22.	And	Enoch	walked	with	God	/	after	he	begot	Methuselah
three	hundred	years,	/	and	begot	sons	and	daughters.

23.	Thus	all	the	days	of	Enoch	were	/	five	and	sixty	years	/	and
					three	hundred	years.

24.	And	Enoch	walked	with	God,	/	and	he	was	not;
For	God	took	him.

21.	Five	and	sixty	years]—that	is:	60	years	and	60	months.
Verse	15	reads:	five	YEARS	and	sixty	years.	On	the	difference	see

La	Questione	della	Genesi,	pp.	164–165,	§	á.
Methuselah	[ 	Methušelah]	/—a	composite	name:
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Methu-šelah.	 	methu	 [Akkadian	mutu],	 as	 we	 know,	 signifies	man	 (see	 the	 note	 on	 iv	 18).	 The
meaning	of	 	šelah	is	in	doubt.	One	suggestion	is	that	it	is	the	name	of	a	deity,	another	that	it	is	the
name	 of	 a	 place,	 and	 according	 to	 yet	 another	 theory	 it	 is	 a	 common	 noun	 (denoting	weapons	or
something	else);	it	is	impossible	to	decide	which	view	is	correct.	 	Šelah	[E.V.	Shelah]	also	occurs
by	itself	as	the	name	of	a	man	(x	24;	xi	12–15;	i	Chron.	i	18,	24).

22.	And	Enoch	walked	with	God]	In	regard	to	Enoch,	Scripture	uses	exceptional	expressions.	Instead
of	And	Enoch	lived	it	is	stated	here,	And	Enoch	walked	with	God.	So,	too,	in	v.	24,	in	place	of	and	he
died,	the	text	has:	And	Enoch	walked	with	God,	and	he	was	not;	for	God	took	him.	Also	the	length	of
his	life—365	years—is	abnormal.	All	this	is	indicative	of	the	special	character	and	significance	that
the	Masorah	 attributed	 to	 Enoch.	 He	 is	 the	 head	 of	 the	 seventh	generation	 from	 Adam;	 hence	 his
importance	as	well	as	his	right	to	enjoy	a	unique	status.	The	rabbinic	sages	already	drew	attention	to
this,	when	 they	declared:	 ‘All	 sevenths	are	 favoured	…	of	 the	generations,	 the	seventh	 is	 favoured:
Adam,	Seth,	Enosh,	Kenan,	Mahalalel,	 Jared,	Enoch—And	Enoch	walked	with	God’	 (Pesiqta	 deRab
Kahana,	ed.	Buber,	pp.	154b-155a;	Wayyiqra	Rabba,	xxix	9,	and	parallel	passages).

In	 the	 Babylonian	 tradition,	 the	 seventh	 king	 in	 the	 list	 of	 ante-diluvian	 kings—who	 thus
corresponds	 to	 the	 Biblical	 Enoch,	 the	 son	 of	 Jared—is	 likewise	 distinguished	 from	 the	 other
monarchs.	 His	 name	 appears	 as	 Enme(n)duranna	 in	 the	 list	 of	 kings;	 as	 Enmeduranki	 in	 another
document,	 belonging	 to	 the	 worship	 of	 the	 diviner-priests	 (K.	 2486);	 and	 as	 	 (this	 is
apparently	 the	correct	reading)	 in	Berossus.	The	inscription	K.	2486	records	all	sorts	of	wonderful
tales	about	this	king.	Although	the	text	has	been	badly	damaged,	the	essential	subject-matter,	despite
the	 obliterations,	 is	 clear,	 to	 wit,	 that	Enmeduranki	was	beloved	of	 the	 gods	 Anu,	 Bel,	 Šamaš	 and
Adad,	and	that	 these	deities,	or	some	of	 them,	(made	him)	an	associate	of	 theirs,	 (placed	him)	on	a
throne	of	gold,	 and	 transmitted	 to	him	 their	 secrets,	 the	 secrets	of	heaven	and	earth,	 and	gave	him
possession	of	the	tablets	of	the	gods,	the	cedar	rod,	and	the	secret	of	divination	by	means	of	pouring
oil	 upon	 water	 (a	 method	 of	 divination	 that	 was	 also	 known	 among	 the	 Israelites;	 see	 Daiches,
Babylonian	Oil	Magic	in
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the	Talmud	and	in	later	Jewish	Literature,	London	1913).	Enmeduranki	was	regarded	as	the	father	of
the	diviner-priests—	their	father	in	the	sense	that	he	was	the	originator	of	their	doctrine,	and	also	in
the	 physical	 connotation	 of	 the	 term	 (cf.	 my	 note	 on	 father	 in	 iv	 20);	 every	 diviner-priest	 (barû)
claimed	descent	from	him.

It	seems	that	the	Israelites	recounted	about	Enoch	similar	legends	to	those	that	the	Babylonians
narrated	concerning	this	king.	But	the	Torah,	in	accordance	with	its	principles,	refused	to	accept	these
myths,	which	were	akin	 to	alien	 idolatrous	beliefs.	 It	obliterated	all	 the	mythological	elements,	and
indicated	how	the	existing	traditions	about	the	father	of	the	seventh	generation	were	to	be	understood
in	keeping	with	its	spirit.	Twice	Scripture	says	of	him:	And	Enoch	walked	with	God,	and	apparently	the
meaning	 of	 this	 sentence	 is	 not	 identical	 in	 the	 two	 instances.	 On	 the	 first	 occasion,	 when	 the
expression	 refers	 to	 Enoch’s	 lifetime,	 and	 is	 used	 instead	 of	 and	 he	 lived,	 the	 sense	 is	 clearly
established	by	what	we	are	told	subsequently	concerning	Noah	(vi	9):	Noah	was	wholly	righteous	in
his	 generations;	 Noah	 walked	 with	 God.	 The	 parallelism	 there	 shows	 that	 ‘walking	 with	 God’
signifies	walking	in	God’s	ethical	ways	and	cleaving	to	the	virtues	of	a	wholly	righteous	man.	How
the	verse	has	to	be	interpreted	the	second	time,	we	shall	endeavour	to	explain	later.

In	v.	21,	we	find	and	he	lived	and	not	and	he	walked,	etc.,	because	the	childhood	years	of	Enoch
are	included	in	the	period	mentioned.

Although	excluded	from	the	Torah,	 the	ancient	sagas	concerning	Enoch	were	not	 forgotten	by
the	 children	 of	 Israel.	 They	 continued	 to	 exist	 as	 folk-tales,	 and	 in	 the	 last	 centuries	 before	 the
Christian	 era,	 they	 assumed	 a	 literary	 form	 and	 came	 to	 occupy	 an	 important	 place	 in	 the
Pseudepigrapha,	which	contain	numerous	stories	about	Enoch	similar	 to	 those	 that	 the	Babylonians
used	to	relate	in	regard	to	the	seventh	king	(to	wit,	that	on	account	of	his	righteousness	he	became	an
intimate	of	the	Deity;	that	he	was	translated	to	heaven;	that	he	was	given	a	seat	on	the	left	hand	of	God;
that	 the	 tablets	of	heaven	were	shown	 to	him;	 that	he	was	 instructed	 in	sublime	and	mystic	wisdom
concerning	all	that	exists	in	heaven	and	on	earth,	and	touching	all	that	was	and	will	be;	that	he	did
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not	die	but	became	the	Scribe	of	the	heavenly	court	for	ever;	and	similar	fables).	From	these	books,
which,	although	composed	at	a	 late	date,	were	doubtless	based	on	ancient	material,	 it	 is	possible	 to
gain	an	idea	of	what	the	early	Israelite	tradition	narrated	about	Enoch	before	the	Torah	was	written
down,	and	of	the	attitude	adopted	by	Scripture	thereto.

It	 is	 interesting	 to	 note	 that	 when	 the	 mythological	 legends	 were	 accepted	 as	 part	 of	 the
Pseudepigrapha,	and	 in	consequence	were	given	a	new	lease	of	 life,	 the	attitude	of	 the	authoritative
and	 official	 Jewish	 circles	 towards	 them	was	 similar	 to	 that	 of	 the	 Torah	 relative	 to	 their	 earliest
form.	Mostly,	the	Jewish	sages	preferred	to	pass	them	over	in	silence	(in	the	whole	of	the	Tannaitic
literature	and	in	both	Talmuds	there	is	no	mention	of	Enoch);	sometimes	they	briefly	noted	the	simple
meaning	of	the	relevant	Biblical	passage	(see	my	earlier	observations	on	the	favoured	sevenths);	and
occasionally	 they	 expressed	 open	 opposition	 and	 not	 only	 refuted	 those	 who	 declared	 that	 Enoch
never	knew	death	(Bereshith	Rabba,	xxv	1;	cf.	Targum	Onkelos	on	v.	24,	according	 to	 the	original
version:	 ‘for	 the	Lord	 slew	 him’),	 but	 they	 even	 interpreted	 the	 text	 to	 his	 discredit,	 asserting	 that
Enoch	 was	 not	 inscribed	 in	 the	 Book	 of	 the	 Righteous	 but	 in	 the	 Book	 of	 the	Wicked	 (Bereshith
Rabba,	ibid.);	or	at	least	that	he	was	a	hypocrite,	at	times	righteous	and	at	times	wicked,	and	the	Holy
One	blessed	be	He	said:	‘Whilst	he	is	righteous,	I	shall	translate	him	(ibid.).

Nevertheless,	despite	all	opposition,	the	mythological	legends	did	not	lose	their	popularity	with
the	masses,	and	 lived	on	 in	 their	midst.	When	the	pseudepigraphical	writings	were	forgotten	by	 the
Jewish	 people,	 these	 sagas	 found	 new	 literary	 expression	 in	 the	 mystical	 literature	 and	 the	 late
Midrashim	 (see	 also	Targum	Pseudo-Jonathan).	 In	 truth,	Enoch’s	 status	 then	 rose	 higher	 than	 ever
through	his	indentifikation	with	Metatron,	the	prince	of	the	Presence,	and	it	reached	the	stage	where
he	was	assigned	the	title	of	‘Little	Lord’.	This	demonstrates	the	vitality	of	the	folk	myths.

Three	hundred	years]—sixty	units	of	sixty	months	each.

23.	Thus	all	the	days	of	Enoch	were]	We	have	here,	for	stylistic	reasons,	a	slight	change	of	form	
wayehi	[the	singular;	literally,	‘and	was’]	instead	of	 	wayiheyu	[the	plural:	‘and	were’]	etc.,
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found	in	most	of	the	paragraphs	(see	the	introduction,	§	8);	so,	 too,	 in	v.	31.	Possibly	 this	variation
was	 intended	 to	bring	more	strikingly	 to	 the	 reader ’s	notice	 the	 two	anomalous	numbers—365	and
777—as	though	each	one	constituted	a	distinct	unit.

Five	and	sixty	years	and	three	hundred	years]—corresponding	to	 the	days	of	 the	solar	year,	as
many	exegetes	have	pointed	out.

24.	And	Enoch	walked	with	God]	After	being	told	in	the	previous	verse	that	Enoch	lived	365	years—
that	is,	that	the	account	of	his	entire	life	was	concluded—we	cannot	assign	to	the	expression	here	the
same	meaning	as	in	v.	22	(see	above,	on	v.	22).	Since	Enoch	had	already	been	taken	from	the	world,
there	 is	no	point	 in	referring	again	 to	his	ethical	conduct.	 It	would	appear	 that	 there	 is	a	word-play
here,	and	 that	 the	phrase	 is	 repeated	 in	a	different	connotation	 from	that	which	 it	had	 in	 the	earlier
verse.	The	whole	of	verse	24—not	just	from	the	words,	and	he	was	not,	etc.—is	a	substitute	for	and	he
died	in	the	other	paragraphs.	The	reference	here	to	walking	with	God	signifies,	apparently,	removal
from	the	world,	forming	a	parallelism	with	what	is	stated	at	the	end	of	the	sentence:	for	God	took	him.
There	is	an	echo	here	of	the	ancient	traditions	about	Enoch’s	translation	to	the	Divine	sphere,	but	only
a	faint	echo.	The	Torah,	as	we	have	observed,	conceals	more	than	it	reveals,	and	is	unwilling	to	give
explicit	assent	to	what	is	not	in	harmony	with	its	spirit.

And	 he	was	 not	 [ 	we’enennu]	 /	Since	 he	walked	with	God,	 he	 was	 not.	 He	 was	 not	 is	 the
customary	way	 of	 saying,	 he	 departed	 from	 the	 world,	without	 mentioning	 the	 dread	 word	 death.
Compare,	for	example,	Psa.	xxxix	13	(Hebrew,	v.	14):	Look	away	from	me,	that	I	may	know	gladness,
before	I	depart	AND	BE	NO	MORE	[ 	we’enenni];	ibid,	ciii	16:	For	the	wind	passeth	over	it,	and	it
is	 gone	 [ 	 we’enennu];	 Prov.	 xii	 7:	 The	 wicked	 are	 overthrown	 AND	 ARE	 NO	 MORE	 [
we’enam];	Job	vii	21:	For	now	I	shall	lie	in	the	earth;	Thou	shalt	seek	me	and	I	shall	NOT	BE	[
we’enenni];	ibid.	viii	22:	and	the	tent	of	the	wicked	WILL	BE	NO	MORE	[ 	’enennu];	and	so	forth.

For	God	TOOK	[ 	 laqah]	him]	The	 commentators	 cite,	 on	 the	 basis	 of	Ges.—Buhl	 s.	 v.	
laqah,	two	parallels:	 the	ascent	of	Elijah	(ii	Kings	ii	3,	5,	etc.,	 in	which	the	verb	 	 laqah	occurs	a
number	of	times),	and	the	ascent	of	Utnapištim	in	the	Gilgameš

285



Epic	(in	that	narrative,	too,	the	verb	laqû,	which	corresponds	to	 	laqah,	is	used).

To	this	may	be	added:

(a)	That	if	we	examine	the	continuation	of	the	verse	in	the	Epic	of	Gilgameš	(Tablet	XI,	196)	we	shall
find	there	an	even	more	interesting	parallel,	which	reads	thus:	‘And	they	took	me	(ilquinnima),	and	set
me	in	the	mouth	of	the	rivers.’	Now	in	the	Ethiopic	Book	of	Enoch,	xvii	8,	 it	 is	stated	that	when	the
angels	took	Enoch	on	a	tour	of	inspection	of	the	entire	world,	he	saw,	among	other	things,	the	mouth
of	the	rivers	(on	the	expression,	mouth	of	the	rivers,	see	Albright,	AJSL,	xxxv	[1919],	pp.	161–195).

(b)	That	also	in	the	Bible	there	is	a	more	important	parallel,	namely,	Psa.	xlix	15	[Hebrew,	v.	16]:	But
God	will	ransom	my	soul	from	the	power	of	Sheol,	for	HE	WILL	RECEIVE	ME	[ 	yiqqaheni].	Selah.
(cf.	 also	Psa.	 lxxiii	 24:	and	afterward,	THOU	WILT	RECEIVE	ME	 [ 	 tiqqaheni]	 to	 glory).	The
Torah’s	intention,	apparently,	is	not	to	convey	that	Enoch	did	not	die	(it	is	written:	and	he	was	not!),
but	only	that	his	death	was	not	like	the	death	of	other	people,	and	that	when	he	died	he	did	not	descend
to	Sheol,	but	God	redeemed	him	from	the	power	of	Sheol.	How	this	redemption	was	carried	out,	we
are	not	told,	either	in	our	verse	or	in	Psa.	xlix.

On	 the	 use	 of	 the	 name	 	 ’Elohim	 [‘God’]	 in	 this	 paragraph,	 see	 The	 Documentary
Hypothesis,	English	translation,	p.	35.

EIGHTH	PARAGRAPH
METHUSELAH

25.	And	Methuselah	lived	/	seven	and	eighty	years	/	and	a	hund-
					red	years,
and	begot	Lamech.

26.	And	Methuselah	lived	/	after	he	begot	Lamech
two	and	eighty	years	/	and	seven	hundred	years,
and	begot	sons	and	daughters.

27.	Thus	all	the	days	of	Methuselah	were	/	nine	and	sixty	years	/
					and	nine	hundred	years;
and	he	died.
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25.	Seven	and	eighty	years	and	a	hundred	years]—6×6	units	of	60	months,	plus	seven	years.

Lamech]	Regarding	this	name	see	above,	on	iv	18.

26.	Two	and	eighty	years	and	seven	hundred	years]—the	basic	number	800,	less	3×6.	Methuselah	lived
another	60	months	after	the	death	of	his	son	Lamech	(777+5=782).

27.	Nine	and	sixty	years	and	nine	hundred	years]—60+60+60	+6+6	units	of	60	months,	less	one,	with
the	addition	of	twice	times	seven	years.	Methuselah	lived	longer	than	any	other	founding	father	of	the
world,	but	 further	his	 life	 could	not	be	 extended,	because	969	years	 after	his	birth	 the	Flood	came
upon	the	world.	This	 implies	either	 that	he	perished	in	 the	Flood,	or	 that	he	died	shortly	before	the
Deluge	(in	the	Rabbinic	view,	he	lived	to	such	an	advanced	age	because	he	was	a	righteous	man;	and
he	died	a	 few	days	before	 the	Flood	 in	accordance	with	 the	verse,	 the	righteous	man	 is	 taken	away
before	[E.	V.	from]	the	calamity).

NINTH	PARAGRAPH
LAMECH

28.	And	Lamech	lived	/	two	and	eighty	years	/	and	a	hundred
					years,
and	begot	a	son.

29.	And	he	called	his	name	Noah,	/	saying,
‘This	one	shall	bring	us	comfort	from	our	labour	/	and	from
					the	toil	of	our	hands,
arising	from	the	ground,	/	which	the	Lord	has	cursed.’

30.	And	Lamech	lived	/	after	he	begot	Noah
five	and	ninety	years	/	and	five	hundred	years,
and	begot	sons	and	daughters.

31.	Thus	all	the	days	of	Lamech	were	/	seven	and	seventy	years	/
					and	seven	hundred	years;
and	he	died.

This	paragraph	records	the	birth	of	the	man	who	completed	the	line	of	antediluvian	patriarchs,
and	became	the	father	of	postdiluvian
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humanity;	hence	 the	Torah	speaks	of	him	at	 length,	and	 resumes	 the	exalted,	almost	poetic,	diction
that	it	used	in	the	first	paragraph.

28.	Two	and	eighty	years	and	a	hundred	years]—35	units	of	60	months,	plus	another	seven	years.	The
number	35	(i.e.	5×7)	occurs	frequently	in	the	numerical	scheme	of	our	sections;	see	pp.	14,	192.

And	he	begot	a	son]	Here	Scripture	does	not	immediately	mention	the	son’s	name,	so	that	it	may
be	dealt	with	specifically	in	the	next	verse;	the	reader,	meanwhile,	is	kept	in	suspense	to	learn	what	the
nature	of	this	son	will	be.

29.	And	he	called	his	name]	This	 corresponds	 to	 the	 first	paragraph,	vv.	2,	 3;	 see	my	 observations
there.

Noah	[ 	Noah]	/—from	the	root	 	nuah	[‘to	rest’],	according	to	the	usual	view,	which,	despite
the	defective	spelling	[omission	of	Waw],	appears	to	be	correct.	Lewy	(see	the	bibliography,	p.	272)
thinks	that	there	may	have	been	an	Amorite	god	Nah,	who	is	to	be	identified	with	Noah.

This	one	shall	bring	us	comfort]	This	etymology	does	not	 fit	 the	 root	 	nuah.	As	 far	back	as
Rabbinic	times	(Bereshith	Rabba	xxv	2)	it	was	observed	that	‘the	explanation	does	not	correspond	to
the	name	nor	the	name	to	the	explanation.	The	text	should	have	either,	Noah—this	one	WILL	GIVE	US
REST	 [ 	 yenihenu];	 or,	 Nahman	 [ 	Nahman]—this	 one	WILL	 BRING	 US	 COMFORT	 [
yenahămenu].’	However,	 we	 find	 an	 allusion	 to	 the	 root	 	naham	 already	 in	 early	 sources;	 in	 a
fragment	of	a	Hurrian	version	of	the	Gilgameš	Epic,	the	hero	of	the	Flood	seems	to	have	been	called
Nahmulel	(see	Burrows,	 in	 JRAS,	year	 1925,	 pp.	 281–282).	Apparently	 two	 traditions	were	 current
among	the	Israelites	with	regard	to	the	name	of	the	righteous	man	who	was	saved	from	the	waters	of
the	Flood:	according	to	the	one	his	name	was	Noah,	according	to	the	other	his	name	was	Menahem	[

	Menahem]	or	Nahman,	and	the	Torah,	following	the	principle	that	we	have	discussed	earlier	(p.
232),	accepted	 the	 first	view	but	did	not	wish	 to	disregard	 the	 second.	The	Septuagint	 reading	
yenihenu	arose,	it	seems,	as	a	result	of	the	harmonizing	tendency	that	we	have	several	times	noticed	in
that	version	(see	my	remarks	on	p.	265).

Both	traditions	are	recorded	in	the	late	Haggada.	It	is	stated	in
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	Sepher	Hayyašar,	ed.	Goldschmidt,	 p.	 14:	 ‘And	Methuselah	 called	 his	 name	Noah,	 saying,
“the	 earth	 rested	 and	 ceased	 from	 acting	 corruptly	 in	 his	 days”;	 but	 his	 father	 Lamech	 called	 him
Menahem,	saying,	“This	one	will	bring	us	comfort’”,	etc..

Scripture	 makes	 several	 allusions	 later	 on	 to	 the	 name	 Noah	 in	 word-plays:	But	 Noah	 found
FAVOUR	[ 	hen]	(vi	8);	and	the	ark	came	to	REST	[ 	wattanah]	(viii	4);	RESTING-PLACE	[
manoah]	 for	 the	 sole	 of	 her	 foot	 (viii	 9);	 the	 PLEASING	 [ 	 nihoah]	 odour	 (viii	 21);	 a	 slight
assonance	suffices.	In	our	verse,	 too,	 there	 is	a	similar	play	on	words.	The	meaning	is:	Lamech	set
comforting	 hopes	 on	 this	 son	 of	 his,	 and	 subsequent	 events	 proved	 that	 the	 appellation	 was
appropriate	to	him,	though	in	a	different	sense	from	that	intended	by	his	father	(see	my	notes	on	the
names	Eve,	 Abel	 and	Seth).	To	 the	 root	 	naham	 there	 is	 a	 very	 interesting	 parallel	 in	 the	 last
paragraph	(vi	6);	see	my	comment	there.

From	our	 labour	and	from	the	 toil	of	our	hands]—that	 is,	 from	our	work,	which	 is	being	done
with	the	toil	of	our	hands.	There	is	an	allusion	here	to	what	had	been	said	to	Adam	(iii	17):	cursed	is
the	ground	because	of	you;	in	TOIL	you	shall	eat	of	it	all	the	days	of	your	life.

Arising	 from	the	ground]—a	parallel	 to	 the	preceding	 section	 (iv	11;	 see	my	annotation	 there).
Unto	Cain	a	curse	came	out	of	the	ground;	for	the	rest	of	mankind	only	toil	issued	from	it,	the	curse
resting	on	the	ground	alone.

Which	 the	Lord	[YHWH]	has	cursed]	For	 the	use	of	 the	Tetragrammaton	 in	 this	 verse	 see	The
Documentary	Hypothesis,	English	translation,	p.	35.

30.	Five	and	ninety	years	and	five	hundred	years]—600	years	less	60	months.

31.	Thus	all	the	days	of	Lamech	were]	See	the	commentary	to	v.	23.

Seven	 and	 seventy	 years	 and	 seven	 hundred	 years]—seven	 hundreds	 and	 seven	 tens	 and	 seven
units.	See	above,	p.	243.	Kuhn	attempted	to	show	in	his	aforementioned	essay	a	number	of	other	links
with	the	number	seven,	but	his	calculations	are	unduly	complicated	and	appear	improbable.
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TENTH	PARAGRAPH
NOAH

32.	And	Noah	was	/	five	hundred	years	old;
and	Noah	begot	/	Shem,	Ham	and	Japheth.

32.	The	usual	formula	is	not	completed	here;	 the	concluding	passage	appears	only	later	(ix	28–29).
The	 Torah	 temporarily	 interrupts	 its	 genealogical	 account	 in	 order	 to	 describe	 in	 detail	 what
occurred	 at	 this	 time,	 and	 particularly	 what	 befell	 Noah	 and	 his	 three	 sons.	 By	 this	 break	 in	 the
narrative,	the	Bible	arouses	the	attention	of	its	readers,	who	await	intently	to	learn	the	rest	of	the	story.

Five	hundred	years]—100	units	of	60	months.

And	Noah	 begot]	The	 subject	Noah	 is	 repeated	 on	 account	 of	 the	 rhythm	 of	 the	 verse.	 In	 the
Samaritan	version	it	is	omitted.

Shem,	Ham	and	Japheth]	The	meaning	is	not	that	they	were	born	at	the	same	time,	but	that	in	the
five-hundredth	year	of	his	life	Noah	became	a	father,	his	eldest	son	being	born	(Dillmann).

The	 various	 explanations	 suggested	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 etymology	 of	 the	 three	 names	 are	 all
doubtful;	see	on	the	subject	the	modern	commentaries.

ELEVENTH	PARAGRAPH
THE	STORY	OF	THE	SONS	OF	GOD	AND	THE

DAUGHTERS	OF	MEN
CHAPTER	VI

1.			And	it	came	to	pass	when	men	began	/	to	multiply	on	the	face
					of	the	ground,
and	daughters	were	born	to	them,

2.			that	the	sons	of	God	saw	/	the	daughters	of	men
that	they	were	fair;
and	they	took	them	wives	/	of	whomsoever	they	chose.
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3.			Then	the	Lord	said,
‘My	spirit	shall	not	abide	/	in	man	for	ever,
in	as	much	as	he,	too,	is	flesh,
but	his	days	shall	be	/	a	hundred	and	twenty	years.’

4.			The	Nephilim	were	on	the	earth	/	in	those	days,
and	also	afterward,
when	the	sons	of	God	came	in	/	to	the	daughters	of	men,
and	they	bore	children	to	them.
These	were	the	mighty	men	that	were	of	old,	/	the	men	of
					renown.

This	paragraph,	as	has	been	stated,	is	one	of	the	obscurest	in	the	Pentateuch.	I	devoted	a	special
expository	essay	to	the	passage,	which	was	printed	in	Essays	Presented	 to	J.	H.	Hertz,	Chief	Rabbi,
London	1943,	pp.	35–44	(Hebrew;	regrettably	with	many	typographical	errors).	I	shall	give	a	resumé
of	that	article	here,	adding	whatever	is	necessary	for	the	elucidation	of	those	matters	that	fell	outside
the	scope	of	the	essay.

1.	And	it	came	to	pass	when	MEN	[ 	ha’adham]	began	to	multiply	on	the	face	of	the	ground]—as	we
were	told	in	the	previous	chapter;	a	clear	link	with	chapter	v.

The	word	 	adham	 [literally,	 ‘man’]	 is	 used	 here	 as	 a	 common	 noun	 in	 a	 collective	 sense;
hence,	as	at	the	beginning	of	the	first	paragraph,	the	pronoun	appears	first	in	the	singular	and	then	in
the	plural.

On	the	face	of	the	ground—as	in	v.	7,	thus	establishing	a	connection	with	the	next	paragraph.

And	daughters	were	born	to	 them]—as	 the	Bible	had	stated:	and	begot	sons	and	DAUGHTERS.
Here,	too,	is	an	obvious	nexus.

2.	The	 sons	 of	God	 [ 	bene	 ha’elohim]	 /	All	 the	 expositions,	 both	 ancient	 and	modern,	 that
regard	the	sons	of	God	as	a	distinct	group	of	human	beings	(I	have	cited	these	expositions	in	detail	in
my	aforementioned	essay,	p.	36)	are	unsatisfactory.	Several	commentators	have	already	noted:

(1)	That	the	expression	the	sons	of	God	is	used	here	in	contradistinction	to	the	daughters	of	men,	and
these	words—daughters	and	men—cannot	be	understood	 in	 this	verse	 in	a	different	sense	from	that
which	they	have	in	v.	1,	which	definitely	refers	to	the
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human	 species	 as	 a	whole;	 hence	 ‘the	 sons	 of	God’	must	 be	 entities	 existing	 outside	 the	 sphere	 of
humankind.

(2)	That	wherever	the	terms	 	bene	(ba)’elohim	or	 	bene’elim	[‘sons	of	God’	or	 ‘the
mighty’]	occur,	the	reference	is	definitely	to	angels,	(Psa.	xxix	1;	lxxxix	6	[Hebrew,v.	7];	Job	i	6;	ii	1;
xxxviii	7;	so,	too,	Deut.	xxxii	8,	according	to	the	reading	of	the	Septuagint).	Consequently,	it	appears
more	correct	to	explain	these	expressions	to	mean	angels	or	the	like.	The	interpretation	in	the	sense
of	angels	is	the	oldest	in	the	history	of	exegesis	(for	expositions	of	this	kind	see	my	essay,	pp.	35–36,
37–38),	to	which	approximate	the	views	of	most	contemporary	scholars,	who	hold	that	we	have	here	a
mythological	narrative,	a	kind	of	relic	of	the	ancient	mythological	sagas,	which	was	preserved	as	an
alien	element	in	the	Book	of	Genesis	(see	on	these	interpretations	my	remarks	ibid.,	p.	36,	note	6).

There	are,	however,	three	objections	to	this	interpretation.	The	first	is	that	the	episode	recorded
here	 is	 not	 consonant	with	 the	 character	 of	 the	 angels	who	 are	mentioned	 in	 other	 sections	 of	 the
Book	of	Genesis.	Elsewhere	 they	are	depicted	as	pure	 and	exalted	beings,	who	 represent	 the	Lord,
speak	in	His	name	and	carry	out	His	mission;	but	here	we	are	confronted	by	personalities	that	act	on
their	account,	and	not	necessarily	with	overmuch	purity.

The	 second	 problem	 is	 this:	 if	 the	 text	 refers	 specifically	 to	 angels,	 why	 does	 it	 not	 use	 the
normal	 terms	 for	 them,	 	mal’ăkhe	 ’Elohim	 [literally,	 ‘messengers	 of	 God’]	 or	
[‘messengers	of	the	Lord’].

The	 third	 is	 that	 the	 Torah,	 as	 we	 have	 seen	 in	 many	 instances	 in	 the	 previous	 chapters,	 is
systematically	 opposed	 to	 any	 kind	 of	 mythology;	 how	 then	 can	 we	 presume	 that	 our	 passage	 is
connected	with	a	mythological	legend?

But	all	these	difficulties	can	be	explained.	With	regard	to	the	first	objection,	we	must	consider	the
origin	and	development	of	the	expressions	 	bene	(ha)’elohim	and	 	be’ne	 ’elim.	It	 is
not	 sufficient	 to	state	 that	 just	as	 the	expression	 	 	bene	hannebhi’im	[‘sons	of	 the	prophets’]
signifies	the	men	belonging	to	the	prophetic	class,	so	the	phrase	 	beneha’	elohim	denotes	the
entities	appertaining	 to	 the	Divine	sphere.	Since	 the	Hebrew	linguistic	and	 literary	 tradition	 is	but	a
continua
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tion	of	 the	 linguistic	 and	 literary	 tradition	of	 the	Canaanites,	we	must	make	 the	 latter	 our	 starting-
point.	In	the	Ugaritic	writings	the	term	bn	’il	(i.e.	sons	of	‘IL	[‘god’])	indicates	the	gods	collectively
and	the	phrase	mphrt	bn	’il	or	phr	bn	’ilm	( 	bene’elim)	connotes	the	congregation	and	assembly
of	the	gods.	In	a	Phoenician	inscription	we	read:	mphrt	’l	gbl	qdšm,	that	is,	‘the	congregation	of	the
holy	gods	of	Byblus’.	On	 the	other	hand,	 the	 theology	of	 the	 Israelites,	which	 recognizes	only	one
God,	concentrates	 in	 the	Lord	or	 in	His	messengers	all	 the	 forces	and	 tasks	 that	 the	pagan	peoples
used	to	attribute	to	the	various	deities,	as,	for	example,	the	administration	of	the	heavenly	hosts	or	the
other	phenomena	of	nature.	Hebrew	religious	doctrine	attributes	them	to	the	Lord	Himself,	if	they	are
matters	befitting	 the	Divine	glory,	 and	 if	 not,	 it	 transfers	 them	 to	His	 envoys	and	angels.	Since	 the
angels,	 accordingly,	 take	 the	 place	 of	 the	 Canaanite	 deities,	 the	 terms	 that	 formerly	 denoted	 the
collectivity	of	gods	and	their	congregational	assembly	changed	their	meaning	in	conformity	with	this
trend.	The	expressions	 	bene	’elim	or	 	bene(ha)elohim—so,	 too,	 	 ‘ădhath	’el
[‘Divine	council’], 	qedhošim	[‘holy	ones’],	 	 [‘council	 of	 the	 holy	 ones’]—became	 in
the	Bible	designations	for	the	heavenly	household,	the	angel	congregation	standing	before	the	Lord
to	serve	Him.	This	explains	why	in	Job	xxxviii	7	the	words	the	sons	of	God	 	bene	’elohim	form
a	parallel	to	the	morning	stars;	the	stars,	which	were	deities	in	the	idolatrous	cult,	were	transformed
into	 servants	 of	 the	 Lord	 in	 Israel’s	 religion	 (likewise	 in	 Ugaritic,	 the	 phrase	 phr	 kbkbm,	 that	 is,
congregation	of	the	stars,	corresponds	to	bn	’il	[‘sons	of	God’];	and	the	assembly	of	the	sons	of	God
that	came	to	present	themselves	before	the	Lord	in	Job	i	6	and	ii	1	is	paralleled	by	the	gathering	of	the
host	 of	 heaven	 in	 i	Kings	 xxii	 19.	 Similarly	we	 find	 in	 Psa.	 ciii	 20–21:	Bless	 the	 Lord,	O	 you	His
ANGELS	…	Bless	the	Lord,	all	His	HOSTS!	;	and	ibid.	cxlviii	2:	Praise	Him	all	His	ANGELS,	praise
Him	all	His	HOSTS!

According	 to	 the	 Israelite	 conception,	 the	 angels	 are,	 of	 course,	 divided	 into	 different	 ranks:
there	are	higher	and	lower	angels;	some	angels	are	close	to	the	Lord,	like	those	who	were	called	in	a
later	epoch	‘ministering	angels’,	and	there	are	others	that	were
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termed	‘demons’	or	‘destroying	angels’	(‘demons’	denote	the	gentile	gods	in	Deut.	xxxii	17,	Psa.	cvi
37).	Although	Scripture	has	no	elaborate	angelology	like	that	which	developed	at	a	subsequent	period,
yet	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 already	 in	 Biblical	 times	 categories	 similar	 to	 those	 we	 have	 mentioned	 were
distinguished.	In	our	paragraph,	it	is	apparent	from	the	context	that	not	angels	sublime	and	pure,	but
those	 of	 a	 degraded	 type,	 are	 referred	 to.	 The	 Talmudic	 sages	 also	 held	 (B.	 Hagiga	 16a),	 that,
although	the	ministering	angels	do	not	beget	offspring,	the	demons	do	procreate.

Hence	(and	this	resolves	the	second	problem)	the	text	does	not	employ	the	word	angels	*,	which
throughout	 the	 Book	 of	 Genesis	 denotes	 the	 high-ranking	 angels,	 who	 represent	 the	 glory	 of	 the
Divine	Presence,	but	prefers	the	general	term	 	beneha’elohim,	since	it	is	common	to	all	 the
Lord’s	ministers,	 the	 superior	 and	 the	 inferior,	 the	 good	 and	 the	 evil,	 including	 also	 demons	 and
destroying	angels.	In	the	Book	of	Job	even	Satan	is	counted	among	 	bene	ha’elohim.	So,	too,
in	Deut.	xxxii	8,	according	to	the	Septuagint	reading,	the	expression	 	bene	’el	or	 	bene
ha’elohim	 simply	 means	 the	 guardian	 angels	 of	 the	 seventy	 nations.	 The	 third	 objection	 we	 shall
discuss	later.

That	they	were	FAIR	[ 	tobhoth;	literally,	‘good’]	/	Numerous	expositions	of	a	fanciful	nature
have	been	given	of	the	word	 	tobhoth,	even	in	modern	commentaries;	but	its	meaning	is	simply,
good	 in	 appearance,	 beautiful;	 compare	 the	 Biblical	 expression:	 and	 when	 she	 saw	 that	 he	 was	 a
goodly	[ 	tobh,	literally,	‘good’]	child	(Exod.	ii	2).

And	they	took	them	wives,	etc.]	According	to	the	traditional	rabbinic	interpretation	as	well	as	the
view	of	most	modern	exegetes,	the	Torah	refers	here	to	grave	offences,	or	opposition	to	the	world-
order	approved	by	the	Lord;	and	this	was	the	reason	for	the	punishment	meted	out	to	the	generation
of	 the	Flood.	But	 this	exposition	does	not	appear	 to	fit	 the	 language	of	 the	 text.	And	 they	 took	 them
wives	 is	 simply	 the	 usual	 expression	 for	 legal	marriage.	 The	 passage	 contains	 not	 a	 single	word,
either	here	or	in	the	Lord’s	speech	in	v.	3,	alluding	to	rape	or	adultery	or	to	any	act	against	the	Lord’s
will.	And	even	if	we	concede	that	the	sons	of	God	sinned,	why

*	Hebrew,	 	mal’akhim.
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should	the	sons	of	men	suffer	retribution?	According	to	the	plain	meaning	of	the	text,	it	would	seem
that	proper,	honourable	wedlock	is	intended.	The	sons	of	God	mentioned	here	do	not	belong	to	the
group	of	ministering	angels,	who	do	not	propagate	their	species,	but	resemble	in	this	respect	human
beings.	It	is	not	surprising,	therefore,	that	they	took	wives	unto	themselves.

Of	[ 	mi-]	whomsoever	 they	chose]	Here,	 too,	 it	does	not	 appear	 to	be	 the	Bible’s	 intention	 to
condemn	the	actions	of	the	sons	of	God,	as	though	they	took	all	the	women	they	wanted—	by	force.
The	Mem	 in	 the	 word	 	mikkol	 [literally,	 ‘of	 all’]	 is	 regarded	 by	 many	 commentators	 as	 the
explicative	Mem,	as	in,	whatsoever	[ 	mikkol;	literally,	‘from	all’]	was	in	the	dry	land	died	(vii	22).
But	 this	 seems	 incorrect.	 It	 is	more	 likely	 that	 the	 sense	 is	 this:	 each	one	of	 them	 took	a	wife	 from
among	those	women	who	in	general	found	favour	in	their	eyes.

3.	Then	the	Lord	said]	The	Lord	did	not	actually	speak	to	any	one,	but	He	resolved,	decided.	We	find
the	same	in	v.	7;	in	this	respect,	too,	the	two	paragraphs	are	parallel.	Regarding	the	use	of	the	name
Lord	[YHWH]	in	this	verse,	see	The	Documentary	Hypothesis,	English	translation,	p.	35.

My	spirit	shall	not	abide	[ 	yadhon]	in	man	for	ever]	The	interpretations	proposed	with	regard
to	these	words	are	legion,	but,	without	exception,	they	are	forced.	All	the	suggestions	that	have	been
advanced	on	the	assumption	that	the	verb	 	yadhon	is	derived	from	an	Ayin-Waw	or	Ayin-Yodh	stem	(
	din	or	 	dun	in	Hebrew,	 	dwm	in	Arabic)	encounter	a	serious	objection	in	the	vocalisation	with	a

Holem	[ 	o],	and	the	attempts	made	to	explain	this	pointing	(as	that	of	the	jussive	form,	or	of	a	verb
conjugated	 after	 the	manner	 of	 	 yabho’,	 	 ya’or)	 are	 not	 particularly	 satisfactory.	 The	 same
applies	 to	 the	 emendations	 that	 have	 been	 proposed	 ( 	yadhum,	 	 yadhur,	 	 yalun,	 	 yikkon,
etc.).	It	appears	that	the	word	can	only	be	derived	from	the	stem	 	danan.	Vollers	in	ZA,	xiv	(1899),
pp.	349–356,	explained	it,	on	the	basis	of	the	Akkadian	verb	dananu,	as	meaning	to	be	strong;	but	this
interpretation	does	not	suit	the	context.	Recently	Guillaume	pointed	out	in	AJSL,	lvi	(1939),	pp.	415–
416,	that	the	Arabic	 	danna	signifies	in	the	fourth	conjugation	to	remain,	 to	exist.	To	this	may	be
added:

295



(a)	That	 in	Akkadian	 there	 occurs	 a	 second	 root	dananu,	found	 in	 the	 substantives	dinnû,	 dinnutu,
madnanu,	which	connote	a	couch	or	bed.

(b)	That	the	word	 	dan,	which	denotes	a	jar,	with	a	sharp	bottom	rim,	that	is	thrust	into	the	ground	so
that	it	may	stay	there	permanently,	is	found	not	only	in	Arabic	but	also	in	Akkadian,	Syriac,	Talmudic
Aramaic,	and	possibly	also	in	Hebrew	(see	my	observations	in	the	above-mentioned	essay,	p.	42,	note
35,	concerning	the	Talmudic	expression	 	dn	dny	or	 	dwny	dny	[rendered:	‘be	strong,	O	ye
barrels’!],	and	the	bibliography	ibid.,	and	also	note	36).

(c)	 That	 the	 verb	 	 danan,	 in	 the	 stated	 sense	 of	 to	 remain	 or	 exist	 perpetually	 in	 a	 given	 place,
occurs	not	only	 in	a	secondary	conjugation,	which	could	be	regarded	as	a	denominative	formation
from	the	noun	 	dan,	but	is	found	also	in	the	Qal	conjugation	in	Talmudic	Aramaic,	and	possibly	in
Hebrew,	too	(see	my	remarks	op.	cit.,	ibid.).	In	the	light	of	all	this,	and	taking	into	account	the	fact	that
according	to	the	early	exegetical	tradition	reflected	in	the	ancient	versions,	the	word	in	our	verse	has
precisely	this	signification,	to	wit,	to	abide	permanently,	it	seems	that	we	shall	not	err	if	we	consider
this	 to	be	 the	correct	 interpretation.	The	whole	passage	 is	 then	easily	explained.	The	Lord	said:	My
spirit,	the	spirit	of	life	that	I	breathed	into	man’s	nostrils,	shall	not	abide	in	man	for	ever,	that	is,	the
children	born	from	the	union	of	the	sons	of	God	with	the	daughters	of	men,	since	they	are	human	on
their	mother ’s	side,	shall	not	be	immortal	like	their	fathers,	but	shall	die	when	their	time	comes	like
all	members	of	the	human	race.

In	as	much	as	he,	too,	[ 	bešaggam]	is	flesh]	The	vocalisation	 	bešaggam,	 found	 in	some
editions	and	manuscripts,	has	nothing	to	support	it.	In	the	MSS	of	Ben	Asher,	the	word	is	pointed	
bešaggam.	All	the	expositions	based	on	the	pointing	with	Qames	(meaning:	‘through	their	erring’)	are
not	only	unsuited	 to	 the	context,	but	do	not	even	accord	with	 the	grammatical	 form	of	 the	word.	 In
respect	 to	 this	 word,	 too,	 it	 appears	 that	 the	 correct	 interpretation	 is	 that	 of	 the	 ancient	 versions:	

	ba’ăšer	gam	[‘in	as	much	as,	also’].	It	is	precisely	in	the	Book	of	Genesis	that	we	find	
ba’ăšer	twice	in	the	sense	of	in	as	much	as	[E.V.
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because]	(xxxix	9,	23).	Here,	for	reasons	of	poetic	style,	Scripture	has	chosen	the	form	 	ša-,	which
is	found	also	in	the	Song	of	Deborah	(Jud.	v	7),	in	preference	to	the	form	 	’ăšer.	If	the	Bible	had
written	 	ba	 ’ăšer	 gam	 bu’	 bhaśar,	 the	 language	 would	 have	 been	 prosaic;	 whereas	

	bešaggam	hu’	bhaśar	is	a	line	of	poetry.	The	meaning	is:	My	spirit	shall	not	abide	for	ever
in	the	children	born	of	these	marriages,	who	belong,	on	their	mother ’s	side,	to	the	species	of	man,	in
as	much	as	he,	too,	is	flesh,	that	is,	because	man,	even	though	he	transcends	the	earthly	creatures,	is
also	 flesh	 like	 them	 (for	 the	 significance	 of	 	gam	 [‘also’,	 ‘too’]	 see	Nahmanides).	 It	 is	 possible,
perhaps,	to	explain	the	phrase	to	mean:	also	because	he	is	flesh;	but	despite	the	accents	the	previous
interpretation	appears	to	me	preferable,

But	 his	 days	 shall	 be	 a	 hundred	 and	 twenty	 years]	Two	 explanations	 of	 this	 clause	 have	 been
suggested:

(a)	until	one	hundred	and	 twenty	years	 I	 shall	be	 forbearing	with	 them;	but	 if	 they	do	not	 repent,	 I
shall	bring	a	deluge	upon	them	(so	Rashi);

(b)	the	length	of	human	life	upon	earth	shall	henceforth	be	a	hundred	and	twenty	years.

The	 first	 interpretation	 is	 ruled	 out,	 not	 only	 because	 the	wickedness	 of	 the	 generation	 of	 the
Flood,	 as	we	 pointed	 out,	 has	 not	 yet	 been	mentioned,	 but	 also	 because	 in	 the	 continuation	 of	 the
passage	there	is	no	mention	of	the	fact	that	the	time-limit	had	passed	without	the	sinners	repenting.	As
for	 the	 second	explanation,	how	does	 the	question	of	human	 longevity	arise	here,	 if	we	 follow	 the
conventional	 interpretations?	 In	 the	 light,	 however,	 of	 my	 exposition	 of	 the	 preceding	 part	 of	 the
verse,	 everything	 is	 clear:	 they	 are	 human	 on	 their	 maternal	 side;	 hence	 they	 will	 not	 enjoy
immortality,	since	man,	too,	is	flesh,	and	his	life	is	destined	gradually	to	reach	the	stage	where	those
who	 live	 the	 longest	will	 attain	 the	age	of	a	hundred	and	 twenty	years.	The	 sense	of	 the	passage	 is
apparently	this:	the	earliest	generations,	which	were	the	strongest	on	account	of	their	nearness	to	the
Divine	 source,	 lived	 almost	 to	 a	 thousand	years,	 the	 day	of	 the	Almighty;	 but	 the	 span	of	 life	was
diminishing	from	generation	to	generation,	and	in	the	end	would	be	stabilized	at	the	point	where	the
healthiest	person,	if	he	did	not	suffer	illness
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or	any	calamity,	would	be	able	to	live	only	a	little	more	than	a	hundred	years—a	hundred	and	twenty
years	 according	 to	 the	 round	 figure	 of	 tradition.	 This	 would	 be	 the	 fate	 of	 all	 who	 belong	 to
humankind,	be	they	ordinary	people	or	offspring	of	the	mixed	marriages	of	the	sons	of	God	with	the
daughters	of	men.

This	interpretation	finds	corroboration	in	the	expression,	and	the	days	of	so-and-so	were,	which
recurs	frequently	in	the	preceding	paragraphs.	It	should	also	be	noted	that	according	to	the	Sumerian
list	of	kings,	the	first	postdiluvian	monarch	reigned	precisely	1,200	years.

4.	The	Nephilim]—that	is,	the	giants	(compare	Num.	xiii	33).	Regarding	the	etymology	of	this	word,
various	improbable	theories	have	been	advanced.	The	correct	explanation	appears	to	be	that	they	were
called	thus	because,	according	to	the	story	related	of	them,	they	all	fell	[ 	naphelu]	by	the	sword	and
descended	 to	Sheol	 abode	of	 the	dead.	 In	 the	book	of	Ezekiel,	xxxii	20f.,	 reference	 is	made	 to	 the	

	gibborim	[‘mighty’]	in	Sheol	( 	gibborim	is	the	very	word	used	here	in	the	continuation	of
our	verse),	and	the	verb	 	naphal	[‘to	fall’]	occurs	there	several	times	(vv.	20,	22,	23,	24,	27).

At	a	later	period,	this	word	became	the	basis	of	the	legend	concerning	the	angels	who	fell	from
heaven	(see	the	bibliography	on	this	myth	in	my	essay,	p.	37,	note	17),	and	in	order	to	express	their
opposition	thereto	our	sages	declared	that	by	the	sons	of	God	are	meant	the	sons	of	the	great	men	and
princes	 of	 mankind—	 	 bene	 rabhrebhayya’	 [‘sons	 of	 the	 great’]	 or	 	 bene
dhayyanayya’	[‘sons	of	judges’]	(see	my	essay,	p.	36).

Were	 on	 the	 earth	 in	 those	 days]	They	 were	 born	 of	 the	 union	 of	 the	 sons	 of	 God	 with	 the
daughters	of	men,	and	 in	 those	days—	 that	 is,	before	 the	Flood—they	were	still	upon	 the	earth	and
had	not	yet	descended	into	Sheol	(the	expression	on	the	earth	means	here,	in	the	land	of	the	living).

And	also	afterwards,	etc.]	After	the	Flood,	too,	there	were	to	be	found,	in	exceptional	instances,	a
few	individuals	of	this	race,	when	[ 	’ăšer	 (literally,	 ‘which’,	 ‘who’)	 in	 the	sense	of	 	ka’ăšer
(‘as’,	‘when’)]	some	of	 the	sons	of	God	came	and	were	 intimate	with	 the	daughters	of	men,	and	 the
daughters	of	men	bore	unto	them	children.
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These	were	the	MIGHTY	MEN	[ 	gibborim]	/	The	word	 	gibborim	occurs	also	in	Ezekiel,	loc.
cit.

That	 were	 of	 old]—that	 lived	 in	 ancient	 generations	 and	 now	 are	 no	 more.	 God’s	 word	 was
fulfilled	in	them:	the	spirit	of	life	did	not	abide	in	them	for	ever	[ 	leolam]	(v.	3),	but	of	old	[
meolam]	already	they	had	ceased	to	exist.

The	men	of	RENOWN	[ 	haššem,	literally,	‘the	name’]	/	It	is	true	that	they	had	acquired	a	name
for	 themselves	 in	 the	 world,	 but	 now	 nought	 but	 the	 name	 was	 left	 of	 them.	 The	 reason	 for	 the
emphasis	given	by	Scripture	to	these	phrases—that	were	of	old	and	the	men	of	renown—we	shall	see
later.	Possibly	the	last	expression	echoes,	as	a	word-play,	the	name	of	Shem	[ 	Šem],	the	son	of	Noah,
mentioned	at	the	end	of	the	preceding	paragraph.

With	regard	to	the	internal	structure	of	the	paragraph,	the	chiastic	parallels	between	its	opening
and	close	should	be	noted.	At	the	beginning	the	wording	is:	were	born	to	them	…	the	sons	of	God;	the
daughters	of	men;	and	at	the	end:	the	sons	of	God	to	the	daughters	of	men,	and	they	bore	children	to
them.

Now,	having	annotated	the	paragraph	in	detail,	let	us	endeavour	to	grasp	its	meaning	as	a	whole.

Among	the	ancient	peoples,	as	we	know,	various	myths	were	current	telling	of	sexual	relations
between	gods	and	daughters	of	men,	and	of	the	children	born	from	these	unions,	who	were	regarded
as	half-gods	or	were	raised	to	the	full	status	of	deities.	Also	among	the	Canaanites,	who	were	closest
to	 the	 Israelites,	 there	existed	 legends	of	 this	kind,	as	 the	Ugaritic	 inscriptions	 testify.	Although	 the
Ugaritic	poems	on	 the	pleasant	and	beautiful	gods	are	not	clear	in	detail,	yet	this	at	least	is	certain,
that	 they	refer	 to	 the	father	of	 the	gods,	 ’El,	as	having	married	 two	daughters	of	men	and	begotten
from	them	two	sons,	šhr	and	šlm,	who	both	became	divinities.	An	obscure	allusion	to	a	similar	topic
is	found	in	the	work	of	Philo	of	Byblus	(see	Clemen,	op.	cit.,	pp.	21–22,	44–45).	The	Torah,	 in	 the
paragraph	 under	 consideration,	 takes	 up	 an	 attitude	 towards	 these	myths	 and	 the	 concepts	 flowing
from	them.	The	reader	who	has	come	thus	far	might	ask:	I	have	now	learnt	how	the	human	families,
the	offspring	of	Adam	and	Eve	by	the	natural	process	of	procreation,	were	born	and
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multiplied	and	became	ramified;	but	I	know	that	in	the	past	there	lived	upon	earth	giants,	men	of	far
greater	stature	and	strength	than	ordinary	people,	and	we	have	a	tradition	from	our	forbears	that	when
they	 entered	 the	 Land	 they	 still	 found	 there	 some	 of	 the	 surviving	 giants.	What	 was	 their	 origin,
seeing	that	they	did	not	resemble	human	beings	like	ourselves?	To	this	question,	which	might	arise	in
the	reader ’s	mind,	the	Torah	proceeds	to	give	an	answer	in	our	paragraph.

The	explanation	it	offers	contradicts	the	gentile	legends	we	have	mentioned.	Following	its	usual
practice,	Scripture	does	not	engage	in	any	polemic	or	argument	here;	it	merely	explains,	in	harmony
with	 its	 outlook,	 the	 origin	 of	 the	 titans,	 and	 from	 the	 affirmations	 one	may	deduce	 the	 negations.
These	colossi	are	in	no	way	related—Heaven	forfend!—to	the	Deity,	but	only	to	‘the	sons	of	God’,
that	is,	to	the	members	of	the	Divine	household,	to	God’s	ministers,	more	particularly	 to	 the	 lowest
orders	among	them.	The	subject	is	treated	with	extreme	brevity.	Of	set	purpose,	the	Torah	compresses
its	 words	 into	 a	 few	 sentences,	 as	 though	 it	 wished	 to	 convey	 that	 it	 finds	 the	 entire	 topic	wholly
uncongenial,	 and	 that	 the	 subject	 is	 mentioned	 not	 for	 its	 own	 sake	 but	 in	 order	 to	 disabuse	 the
reader ’s	mind	of	certain	notions.	The	declaration	in	v.	3,	My	spirit	shall	not	abide	in	man,	etc.	implies:
Do	not	believe	the	heathen	tales	about	human	beings	of	divine	origin,	who	were	rendered	immortal;
this	is	untrue,	for	in	the	end	every	man	must	die,	in	as	much	as	he,	too,	is	flesh.	The	sons	that	were
born	from	the	intercourse	of	the	sons	of	God	with	the	daughters	of	men	were,	in	truth,	gigantic	and
mighty,	yet	they	did	not	live	for	ever	[ 	le’olam],	but	had	long	ago	[ 	me’olam]	become	extinct.
And	when	they	lived,	it	is	on	the	earth	that	they	lived;	even	before	their	descent	to	Sheol,	they	were
only	on	the	earth,	and	were	never	translated	to	heaven.	They	were	the	men	of	renown;	indeed,	men	of
renown,	but	even	so	they	were	men,	not	more	than	men.

Thus	we	see	that	we	have	not	here,	as	is	generally	supposed	today,	a	surviving	fragment	from	the
mythological	 sagas	 of	 the	 peoples	 of	 the	 ancient	 East,	 which	 has	 been	 preserved	 in	 the	 Book	 of
Genesis	as	a	misplaced	anachronism.	On	the	contrary,	the	Torah’s	intention	is	to	counteract	the	pagan
legends	and	to	reduce	to	a	minimum	the	content	of	the	ancient	traditions	concerning	the	giants.
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Of	that	content	only	so	much	was	retained	as	was	innocuous	to	Israel’s	monotheistic	faith,	and	did	not
in	the	least	detract	from	the	glory	of	God,	or	even	the	dignity	of	His	closest	ministers.

TWELFTH	PARAGRAPH
PUNISHMENT	IS	DECREED	ON	THE

GENERATION	OF	THE	FLOOD
BUT	GRACE	IS	SHOWN	TO	NOAH

5.			The	Lord	saw	/	that	the	wickedness	of	man	was	great	/	in	the
					earth;
and	that	every	device	of	the	thoughts	of	his	heart	/	was	only
					evil	continually.

6.			And	the	Lord	was	sorry	/	that	He	had	made	man	/	on	the
earth,	and	it	grieved	Him	to	His	heart.

7.			So	the	Lord	said,
‘I	will	blot	out	man	whom	I	have	created	/	from	the	face	of
					the	ground,
man	and	beast	and	creeping	things	/	and	flying	creatures	of
					the	air,
for	I	am	sorry	/	that	I	have	made	them.’

8.			But	Noah	found	favour	/	in	the	eyes	of	the	Lord.

5.	The	Lord	saw	that	the	wickedness	of	man	was	great	in	the	earth]	In	the	first	section	it	is	stated,	of
almost	every	one	of	the	Divine	acts,	that	God	saw	it	and	appraised	it	(And	God	saw	that	it	was	good);
and	in	conclusion,	after	the	completion	of	His	works,	Scripture	declares,	And	God	saw	everything	that
He	had	made,	and	behold,	it	was	very	good	(i	31).	Similarly	with	regard	to	the	deeds	of	the	children	of
men,	after	we	have	been	informed,	by	examples	such	as	those	of	Cain	and	Enoch,	that	God	saw	them
and	assessed	them,	we	are	told	here,	at	the	end	of	the	first	ten	generations	of	mankind	( 	ha’adham
[literally,	‘the	man’]	signifies	here:	‘humanity’)	 that	 the	Lord	reviewed	their	actions	as	a	whole	and
passed	righteous	judgment	upon	them.	However,	the	impression
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that	the	Lord	gained	of	human	deeds	was	the	diametrical	opposite	of	that	created	by	His	own	works:
earlier	the	Bible	says,	AND	BEHOLD,	IT	WAS	VERY	GOOD,	but	in	our	verse	it	testifies	THAT	THE
WICKEDNESS	of	man	was	GREAT	in	the	earth.

It	is	not	stated	of	man	in	the	first	section	that	he	was	good	(see	my	remarks	on	this	point	on	pp.
59f.),	since	he	was	enabled	to	be	good	or	bad,	according	to	his	choice.	Although	this	special	privilege
was	a	good	thing	from	the	standpoint	of	the	over-all	design	of	the	world	(of	all	that	God	had	made,
taken	as	a	whole,	the	Torah	says,	and	behold,	it	was	very	good),	and	raises	man	to	a	higher	plane	than
that	of	the	other	creatures,	yet	it	can	be	a	source	of	terrible	danger	to	him,	and	it	is,	 indeed,	related
here	that	the	majority	of	men	actually	chose	evil.	The	Bible	has	already	prepared	the	reader	for	this
conclusion	 by	 the	 Song	 of	 Lamech	 and	 by	 the	 expression,	 he	 walked	 with	 God,	 which	 is	 used
exceptionally	 of	 Enoch,	 as	 we	 have	 explained	 previously.	 The	 word	 saw	 does	 not	 denote	 sudden
perception	but	the	consideration	of	a	state	of	affairs	that	had	long	been	in	existence,	and	on	account	of
which	a	decision	has	to	be	taken.	Compare	xxx	1:	When	Rachel	SAW	that	she	bore	Jacob	no	children,
etc.;	 ibid.	 v.	 9:	 When	 Leah	 SAW	 that	 she	 had	 ceased	 bearing	 children,	 etc.;	 I	 15:	When	 Joseph’s
brothers	SAW	that	their	father	was	dead,	etc.;	and	so	forth.

I	 have	 already	 indicated	 above	 the	 parallels	 that	 connect	 this	 verse	 with	 the	 beginning	 of	 the
preceding	paragraph:	here	 it	 is	 stated,	 that	 the	wickedness	 of	MAN	was	GREAT	[ 	 rabba]	 in	 the
EARTH,	and,	in	like	manner,	we	are	told	there,	that	MEN	began	TO	MULTIPLY	[ 	 larobh]	on	 the
face	of	the	GROUND.	The	verbal	parallelism	indicates	a	correspondence	of	theme;	in	this	case,	too,
there	is	an	antithesis	between	God’s	and	man’s	deeds.	God	blessed	mankind	that	they	should	be	fertile
and	fill	the	earth	(i	28),	and	He	implemented	His	promise:	men	began	to	multiply	on	the	face	of	the
ground.	Man,	however,	was	an	ingrate:	he,	too,	increased,	but	it	was	evil-doing	that	he	increased;	truly,
he	filled	the	earth,	but	he	did	so	with	violence	(vi	11,	13).	The	same	applies	to	the	parallel	between	v.
2,	the	sons	of	God	SAW	the	daughters	of	men	that	they	were	FAIR	[literally,	‘good’],	and	our	verse,
which	 speaks	 of	 the	 WICKEDNESS	 of	 man.	 The	 Creator	 had	 blessed	 man	 with	 good-looking
daughters,	but	man	requited	evil	for	good.
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And	that	every	DEVICE	[ 	yeser]	of	the	thoughts	of	his	heart	was	only	evil	continually	(cf.	viii
21)]	The	word	 	yeser,	needless	 to	 say,	 is	 not	 used	 here	 in	 the	 sense	 of	 	 yeser	 hara	 [‘evil
impulse’],	 which	 is	 its	 usual	 signification	 in	 later	 Hebrew,	 but	 in	 the	 meaning	 of	 	 yesira
[‘formation’,	 ‘creation’].	Not	 only	what	man	 actually	 did	with	 his	 hands,	 but	what	 he	 formed	 [i.	 e.
devised]	 with	 his	 mind	 was	 nought	 but	 evil,	 continually	 (literally,	 all	 the	 day).	 For	 the	 thought
compare	Micah	ii	1;	and	for	the	wording,	Jer.	xviii	11:	Behold,	I	am	SHAPING	[ 	yoser]	evil	against
you	and	devising	a	plan	against	you.	Here,	too,	the	text	expresses	an	antithesis	between	the	Creator ’s
work,	which	was	very	good	even	on	the	day	of	its	creation	(v	1,	2),	and	that	of	man,	which	was	only
evil	continually.

6.	And	the	Lord	was	SORRY	[ 	wayyinnahem]	that	He	had	made	[ 	aśa]	man	.	.	.	and	it	GRIEVED
[ 	wayyithassebh]	him,	etc.]	There	are	three	verbs	in	this	sentence,	 	naham	[Niphal:	‘be	sorry’,
‘regret’;	Piel:	‘to	comfort’,	‘console’],	 	aśa	[‘do’,	‘make’],	 	asabh	[‘grieve’,	‘suffer ’];	and	all
three	 of	 these	 stems	 have	 already	 appeared,	 in	 precisely	 the	 same	 order,	 in	 the	 opening	words	 of
Lamech	 (v	 29):	This	 one	SHALL	BRING	us	 comfort	 [ 	 yenahămenu]	 FROM	 OUR	 LABOUR	 [

	mimmaăśenu]	AND	FROM	THE	TOIL	[ 	ume’issbhon]	of	our	hands.	This	is	certainly	no
coincidence.	At	the	least,	we	have	here	a	parallelism	of	form	linking	the	two	paragraphs	together;	and
possibly	there	is	also	an	antithesis	of	thought.	Lamech	had	hoped	that	his	son	would	be	a	source	of
consolation	from	the	travail	resulting	from	manual	labour	of	people	who	perform	hard	work	on	the
accursed	 ground;	 but	 he	 did	 not	 consider	 that	 just	 as	 the	 works	 of	 human	 beings	 in	 the	 field	 of
physical	toil	brought	them	pain,	so	their	deeds	in	the	moral	sphere	caused	suffering	to	their	Creator;
and	that	just	as	men	were	yearning	to	be	comforted	for	the	sorrow	caused	them	by	their	material	work,
so	the	Creator,	out	of	His	heart’s	grief,	regretted	that	He	had	made	man	upon	the	earth.	The	hopes	that
Lamech	set	on	his	son	were	realized	in	a	manner	far	different	from	that	which	he	had	imagined	(see
my	earlier	observations	on	the	naming	of	Noah).

On	 the	 earth	 [ 	ba’ares]	 /—corresponding	 to	 the	word	 	 ba’ares	 in	 the	 previous	 verse
(note	how	I	have	divided	the
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verses	above),	and	to	 	ba’ares	in	paragraph	eleven	(v.	4).

And	it	grieved	Him	to	His	heart]	Man’s	deeds	and	the	thoughts	of	his	heart	(v.	5)	bring	grief	 to
the	heart	of	the	Lord.

As	a	rule	the	commentators	dwell	at	 length	on	the	problems	connected	with	the	anthropopathic
expressions	in	this	verse.	These	questions	arise	only	from	later	conceptions,	and	it	is	superfluous	to
discuss	 them,	 if	 one’s	 aim	 is	 purely	 to	 understand	 the	 Torah-text.	 The	 Torah	 was	 not	 intended
specifically	 for	 intellectuals	 but	 for	 the	 entire	 people,	which	 is	 not	 concerned	with	 philosophic	 or
theological	 speculations.	 It	uses	ordinary	 language,	plainly	and	without	 sophistication,	 and	pays	no
heed	to	the	inferences	that	later	readers,	who	are	accustomed	to	ways	of	thinking	wholly	alien	to	the
Bible,	may	draw	from	its	words.

7.	So	the	Lord	said]—as	in	v.	3,	and	having	the	identical	meaning.

I	will	 blot	 out	 [ 	 emhe]	 /	 It	 is	 usually	 interpreted	 in	 the	 sense	 of	 	 ašmidh	 [‘I	 will
destroy’].	 But	 the	 verb	 	maha	 has	 not	 a	 general	 signification	 like	 that	 of	 	 hišmidh	 [‘he
destroyed’];	in	order	to	grasp	the	meaning	of	the	verse	it	is	necessary	to	define	the	connotation	of	this
verb	 exactly.	Mostly,	 it	 signifies	 the	 erasure	 of	writing	 from	 a	 book.	Thus	 it	 is	 expressly	 stated	 in
Num.	v	23:	Then	the	priest	shall	write	these	curses	in	a	book,	and	WASH	THEM	OFF	[ 	maha]	into
the	water	of	bitterness.	In	metaphorical	expressions:	Exod.	xxxii	32:	BLOT	ME	[ 	meheni],	 I	pray
Thee,	 out	 of	 Thy	 book	which	 Thou	 hast	written,	 ibid.,	 v.	 33:	Whoever	 has	 sinned	 against	Me,	HIM
WILL	I	BLOT	OUT	[ 	emhennu]	out	of	My	book;	Psa.	 lxix	28	[Hebrew,	v.	29]:	LET	THEM	BE
BLOTTED	OUT	 [ 	 yimmahu]	 of	 the	 book	 of	 the	 living.	 So,	 too,	 whenever	 the	 Bible	 speaks	 of
blotting	out	anyone’s	name	or	memorial,	it	means	its	erasure—literal	or	figurative—from	the	books
of	remembrance	or	kinship	(Exod.	xvii	14;	Deut.	ix	14	[with	regard	to	the	same	episode	as	in	Exod.
xxxii	32–33];	ibid.,	vv.	19–20;	Jud.	xxi	17;	ii	Kings	xiv	27;	Psa.	ix	6;	cix	13);	and	whenever	reference
is	made	to	the	blotting	out	of	iniquities	or	acts	of	lovingkindness,	their	expunction	from	the	Heavenly
Court’s	book	of	remembrance	is	intended	(Isa.	xliii	25;	xliv	22;	Jer.	xviii	23;	Psa.	li	3,	11;	cix	14;	Neh.
iii	37;	xiii	14;	an	analogous	case	occurs	in	Prov.	vi	33).	If	we	consider	all	these
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passages,	as	well	as	Isa.	xxv	8:	and	the	Lord	God	WILL	WIPE	AWAY	[ 	umaha]	tears	from	all	faces,
and	Ezek.	vi	6:	and	your	works	WIPED	OUT	[ 	wenimhu],	etc.	(that	is,	the	images	and	altars	that	you
made	for	idolatrous	worship	would	be	purged	from	the	earth)	we	shall	see	that	generally	speaking	the
meaning	 of	 the	 verb	 is	 to	 rub	 out	 and	 remove	 one	 thing	 from	 off	 another.	 From	 this	 emanates	 a
secondary	meaning:	 to	 cleanse	 and	purify	 something	 from	what	was	on	 it	 before	 (ii	Kings	xxi	13:
AND	I	WILL	WIPE	[ 	umahithi]	Jerusalem	as	ONE	WIPES	[ 	yimhe]	a	dish,	wiping	[ 	maha]
it	and	turning	it	upside	down;	Prov.	xxx	20:	she	eats	AND	WIPES	[ 	umahătha]	her	mouth).	In	our
verse,	and	further	on	in	the	section	of	the	Flood	(vii	4,	23),	the	verb	signifies	to	expunge	from	the	face
of	the	ground,	just	as	one	rubs	off	writing	from	a	book,	or,	generally,	one	thing	from	another.

Since	 the	wickedness	 of	man	was	 universal,	 his	 punishment	 likewise	 had	 to	 take	 the	 form	 of
universal	 obliteration.	The	 righteous	 exceptions	were	 so	 few	 that	 they	 could	 not	 protect	 the	whole
race,	and	only	saved	themselves.	Compare	what	the	Bible	states	later	on	concerning	Sodom,	and	Ezek.
xiv	12f.

Whom	I	have	created]	This	is	one	of	the	parallels	between	the	close	of	the	section	and	its	opening
(see	 above,	 pp.	 249f.);	 there	 is	 no	 reason	 to	 regard	 it	 as	 a	 later	 interpolation,	 as	 do	 many	 of	 the
modern	 expositors,	 who	 attribute	 these	 verses	 to	 source	 J	 and	 hold	 that	 the	 term	 	 bara’	 is
characteristic	of	source	P.	We	have	already	seen	that	the	verb	 	bara’	belongs	 to	 the	most	general
and	the	most	ancient	poetic	tradition	(cf.	pp.	75,	99);	see	also	my	observations	on	this	verse	on	p.	98).

From	the	face	of	the	ground]	This	expression	is	connected	with	the	verb	 	emhe	[‘I	will	blot
out’],	as	we	have	noted.	The	parallel	to	v.	1	is	clear.

Man	 and	 beast	 and	 creeping	 things	 and	 flying	 creatures	 of	 the	 air]	All	 these	 words,	 too,	 are
usually	 considered	 a	 later	 addition,	 because	 they	 appertain	 to	 the	 vocabulary	 attributed	 to	 P,	 and
because	they	are	not	a	logical	specification	of	the	preceding	word	 	ha’adham	[‘man’].	But	 they
are	all	such	common	words	that	it	is	impossible	to	regard	them	as	confined	to	any	particular	source
or	school,	and	their	use	to	be	prohibited	to	all	other	Israelite	writers.	As	for	the	connection	between
them	and	the	preceding
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Word	 	ha’adham,	 it	 is	undoubtedly	 true	 that	 if	 they	came	 to	detail	 its	content,	 this	 specification
would	 be	 illogical;	 but	 there	 is	 no	 need	 to	 assume	 that	 their	 purpose	 is	 to	 particularize.	 On	 the
contrary,	they	come	to	augment	what	has	preceded,	as	though	to	say:	And	not	man	only,	but	in	general
all	living	creatures	upon	earth,	man	and	beast	and	creeping	things,	etc..	The	proof	is	to	be	seen	in	the
subsequent	statement	(vii	23):	He	blotted	out	every	living	thing	that	was	upon	the	face	of	the	ground,
man	and	animals	and	creeping	things	and	flying	creatures	of	the	air,	exactly	as	it	is	written	here.	The
two	 verses	 parallel	 each	 other;	 the	 second	 describes	 the	 execution	 of	 the	 decree	 stated	 in	 the	 first.
Since	 the	 implementation	must	correspond	 to	 the	edict,	 the	words	used	 there	must	also	occur	here.
The	difference	between	the	two	verses	(here:	man	whom	I	have	created;	there:	every	living	thing)	was
necessitated	by	the	context.	 In	 the	present	verse,	 the	starting-point	 is	 the	wickedness	of	man,	and	on
account	 of	 it	 the	 Lord	 decides	 to	 bring	 a	 deluge	 on	 the	 earth;	 hence	 it	was	 necessary	 to	 begin	 by
stating:	 I	 will	 blot	 out	 man	 whom	 I	 have	 created;	 that	 was	 the	 essential	 point.	 An	 inevitable
consequence	of	the	Flood	would	be	that	together	with	man	the	other	living	creatures	on	earth	would
also	perish,	as	we	are	apprised	 later	(v.	13):	behold,	 I	will	destroy	 them	WITH	THE	EARTH.	In	 the
final	 description	 of	 how	 the	 decree	 was	 carried	 out,	 seeing	 that	 it	 had	 actually	 come	 to	 pass	 as
foretold	and	the	other	living	creatures	as	well	as	man	were	overwhelmed,	it	was	proper	to	employ	at
the	outset	a	term	that	would	embrace	them	all;	consequently	the	phrase	used	there	is:	 	eth-
kol-hayequm	[‘every	living	thing’].

For	I	am	sorry	that	I	made	them]	Here	recur	the	two	verbs	that	appeared	at	the	beginning	of	v.	6.
The	same	expressions	as	are	found	at	the	commencement	of	the	passage	are	repeated	at	the	end.	8.	But
[ 	we-]	Noah	found	favour	in	the	eyes	of	the	Lord]	Utter	destruction,	in	truth,	had	been	decreed	upon
the	world,	but	Noah	(the	Waw	of	 	weNoah	[literally,	 ‘and	Noah’]	 is	antithetic)	 found	favour	 in	 the
Lord’s	eyes.	Not	the	material	civilization	that	had	developed	among	the	sons	of	Cain	(iv	17,	20–22),
nor	the	multitude	of	the	children	of	men	(ch.	v;	also	vi	1),	nor	the	might	of	the	mighty	men	(vi	4),	nor
the	fame	acquired	by	the	mighty	men	because	of	their	might	(ibid.),	could	be	of	avail
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in	 the	hour	of	 retribution;	only	 the	 righteousness	of	 the	 righteous	man	was	able	 to	 save	 the	world.
Only	Noah,	who	was,	as	the	Torah	stresses	immediately	afterwards	(v.	9),	a	wholly	righteous	man	in
his	generations	and	walked	with	God,	found	favour	[ 	hen]	in	the	eyes	of	the	Lord	(note	the	word-play
[anagram]:	 	Noah— 	hen),	and	was	chosen	so	that	the	blessing	bestowed	on	the	first	man	should	be
realized	in	him	and	in	his	seed	after	him:	Be	fruitful	and	multiply,	and	fill	the	earth	(see	p.	250).	All
this	will	be	recounted	in	detail	later;	but	already	at	this	stage	the	Bible	wishes	to	inform	us	that	at	the
very	 moment	 that	 the	 Lord	 decreed	 punishment	 on	 the	 wicked,	 He	 prepared,	 by	 means	 of	 the
righteous	 man,	 salvation	 for	 the	 world	 and	 the	 fulfilment	 of	 His	 promises	 to	 mankind.	 Thus	 the
section	ends	on	a	note	of	grace.
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II:5																								219

ZECHARIAH

XIV:8																				115

MALACHI

III:20	(E.V.	IV:2)						116

PSALMS

VIII:6																		113f.

IX:6																								304

XI:3																								245



XII:7	(E.V.	6)									226

XVII:6																											239

XVIII:1																		100	165

			11	(E.V.	10)																		175

XXIX:1																										292

XXXVI:9																							107

XXXIX:14	(E.V.	13)					285

XLVI:5	(E.V.	4)												115

XLIX:2	(E.V.	1)												240

			8f.	(E.V.	7f.)																146

			16	(E.V.	15)																		286

LI:3	(E.V.	1)																	304

			11	(E.V.	9)																			304

			12	(E.V.	10)																			69

LIV:4	(E.V.	2)													240

LXIII:3	(E.V.	2)												70

LXIX:29	(E.V.	28)						304

LXXI:10																							213

LXXII:9																								160

LXXIII:24																				286

LXXIV:13f.																			50

			13																																				37

LXXVIII:24																	119

			43																																		227

			55																																		174

LXXIX:12																					226

LXXXI:3	(E.V.	2)									238

LXXXVI:9	(E.V.	8)						240

LXXXVI:8																				167

LXXXIX:7	(E.V.	6)					292

			11	(E.V.	10)																				37

XC:2																														101



			4																																					263

XCVI:8																										208

CIII:14																										170

			16																																			285

			20f.																																293

CIV:3f.																											175

			3																																			10	32

			4																																						176

			6																																								23

			7-9																																				37

			29																																				170

CV:40																													119

CVI:17																												219

			37																																				294

CIX:9f.																											221

			13																																				304

			14																																				304

CXV:15																										200

			16																																						20

CXIX:73																									105

CXXVII:2																							168

CXXXV:3																							238

CXXXVI:5																							46

			6																																								46

			7																																								45

			8f.																																		45f.
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CXXXIX:7-12															224

			13																																			201

CXLIII:1																							240

CXLIV:4																							202

CXLVII:1																					238

CXLVIII:2																				293

			7																																		20	51

PROVERBS

III:18																								74	109

V:10																														168

VI:33																												304

VIII:22																									201

			27-29																														37

			27																																				25

X:22																														168

XI:30																							74	109

XII:7																													285

XIII:12																											74

XIV:23																									168

XV:4																							74	109

XX:30																										243

XXVII:17																				237

			20																																	219

XXX:15f.																				219

			20																																	305

JOB

I-II																																	55

I:6																									292	293

II:1																							292	293

IV:19																			105	170

VII:12																						37	50

			16																															202



			21																															285

VIII:22																								285

IX:8																															10

			13																																		37

X:8																															105

			9																												105	170

XI:15																												208

VIII:12																									105

XXXVI:10-12																38

			10																																				25

			12																																			46

			13																																			50

XXVIII:5f.																			78

			16																																		78

XXX:19																							105

XXXI:33																						155

XXXIII:4																24	106

			6																																			105

XXXIV:2																					240

			15																																	170

XXXVI:27														73	103

XXXVIII:4-7																		9

			7																						11	292	293

			8-10																															38

			8																																			116

XL:23																										116

CANTICLES

II:8																															152

			14																																	234

V:2																															152

LAMENTATIONS

IV:5																														107



ECCLESIASTES

I:18																															113

III:20																												170

XII:7																												170

ESTHER

I:1																										259

			18																											213

VIII:9																				259

IX:30																					259

DANIEL

VI:2																							259

NEHEMIAH

III:37																					304

XI:4																							280

XIII:14																	304

I	CHRONICLES

I:1																										277

			8																												119

			9																												118

			18																										282

			23																			118	119

			24																										282

XI:1																						136

II	CHRONICLES

II:10	(E.V.	11)						213

XXXII:24														213

XXXVI:4														130
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II.	OTHER	LITERARY	REFERENCES	(ANCIENT	AND	MODERN)
Abravanel	134	152	165

Albright,	W.	F.	19	77	104	114	116	175	196	198	238	240	272	280	286

Apocrypha	and	Pseudepigrapha	2	139	283	284;

			Book	of	Jubilees	61	265;

			Ethiopic	Book	of	Enoch	286

Aptowitzer,	V.	205

Aquila	see	Bible	translations,	ancient	Astruc,	J.	84

Baethgen,	F.	238

Bamberger,	B.	J.	272

Barton,	G.	A.	83

Ben	Asher	MSS	296

Ben	Mordechai,	C.	A.	272

Berossus	32	106	254ff.

			(passim)	282

Bertholet,	A.	18

Bible	translations,	ancient	41	213

			Aquila	103

			Peshitta	44	61	103	166	199	214

			Septuagint	33	34	35	41	49	61	92	103	120	127	129	166	174	199	208	214	228	231	232	233	234	252	253
264f.	266	288	292	294

			Targum,	Fragmentary	(Jerusalem)	214

			Targum	Jonathan	103

			Targum	Onkelos	103	111	199	209	236	284

			Targum	Pseudo-Jonathan	120	199	214	236	238	284

			Targum,	Samaritan	214

			Theodotion	207

			Vetus	Latina	166

			Vulgate	44	92	103	127	199	214

Bibliographical	references,	started	from	1934	3;

			not	up	to	date	5;

			Creation	18f.;



			Garden	of	Eden	94f.;

			Cain	and	Abel	195f.;

			History	of	Adam	272

Böhl,	F.M.T.	98

Böhmer,	J.	95

Bornstein,	H.	J.	28

Bousset,	D.	W.	253

Brock-Utne,	A.	95	181	182	185	196	207

Budde,	K.	34	124	153	193	199	221

Buhl,	F.	see	Gesenius

Burrows,	E.	288

Cabbala	38	50

Cassuto,	U.

			Baal	and	Môt	in	the	texts	of	Ugarit,	BJPES	IX	[Hebrew]	220

					(3	times)

			Biblical	Literature	and	Canaanite

					Literature,	Tarbiz	XIII,	XIV

					[Hebrew]	2	12f.	16	49	200	212

			La	creazione	del	mondo	nella

					Genesi,	Annuario	di	Studi

					Ebraici	I	15	18	31

			The	Death	of	Baal	(Tablet	I*

					AB	from	Ras-Shamra),	Tarbiz	XII	[Hebrew]	233	243

			The	Documentary	Hypothesis	and	the	Composition	of	the	Pentateuch	2	58	85	86	101	198	231	259
261	276	277	286	289	295

					Eden,	the	Garden	of	God,	Schorr

					Festschrift	[Hebrew]	73	80

			Israelite	Epic	Poetry,	Keneseth

						VIII	[Hebrew]	9	16	37	50	73	141	212

			Il	nome	divino	El	nell’antico

						Israele,	SMSR	VIII	167

			Il	palazzo	di	Baal	nella	tavola	I*



						AB	di	Ras	Shamra,	Orientalia	N.S.	VII	78

			Psalm	LXVIII,	Tarbiz	XII	[Hebrew]	141

			La	Questione	della	Genesi	2	18	40	85	86	93	94	96	101	167	198	201	231	259	261	276	277	281

			The	Reception	of	Baal	in	the

					Ugaritic	Tablet	V	AB,	BJPES	X	[Hebrew]	91	236

			The	Sons	of	God	and	the	Daughters	of	Man,	Hertz	Festschrift
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			[Hebrew]	272	291f.	296

			Studi	sulla	Genesi,	GSAI	N.S.	I	259

			The	Ten	Generations	from	Adam	to	Noah,	Ginzburg	Festschrift	[Hebrew]	252ff.

Chiera,	E.	83

Christian	Church	exegesis	111	187

Clemen,	C.	235	299

Closen,	G.	E.	195	272

Cross,	E.	B.	196

Daiches,	S.	282

Danthine,	H.	95f.

Deimel,	A.	18

Dhorme,	P.	175	258

Dillmann,	A.	28	59	69	101	111	133	144

					(twice)	199	290

Dornseiff,	F.	111	139

Dumaine,	H.	18

Ehrenzweig,	A.	180	182

Eissfeldt,	O.	18

Feigin,	S.	J.	18

Fischer,	J.	95

					[Freytag,	G.	W.]	23

Geiger,	A.	56

Gesenius,	W.-Buhl,	F.	30	215	285

Gesenius,	W.-Kautzsch,	E.	145	226	231

Ginzberg,	L.	39

Glueck,	N.	219

Gordis,	R.	95	111	259

Gordon,	C.	H.	196	202

Graham,	A.	C.	272

Groot,	J.	de	95

Guillaume,	A.	272	295

Gunkel,	H.	28	34	44	69	111	133	144	180	182	193	194	199



					(twice)	205	207

					(twice)	208	214	215	217	276	277

Haggada	140	160	199	207	214	224	288

Halévy,	J.	207	236

Heidel,	A.	18

Heinisch,	P.	69

Hoffmann,	G.	28

Holzinger,	H.	28	124	199

Hooke,	S.	H.	196

Hornblower,	G.	D.	196

Humbert,	P.	18	93	95	109	112

					Ibn	Ezra,	Abraham	19	28	69	101	111	131	144	146	214	219	222	228

					Ibn	Gi’at,	Isaac	30

Jacob,	B.	28	69	131	133	144	145	153	166	171	207

					(twice)	208

					(twice)

Jacobsen,	T.	188	189	257

Jean,	C.-F.	18

Jepsen,	A.	254

Jewish	Liturgy	30

Jewish	Medieval	commentaries	103	152

Jewish	mystical	literature	284

Josephus	Flavius	265

Joüon,	P.	272

Juda	Halievi	224

Junker,	H.	272

Kahle,	P.	214

Kautzsch,	E.	see	Gesenius

King,	L.	W.	80

Knobel	A.	214

König,	E.	88

Kraeling,	E.	G.	18	65



Krappe,	A.	H.	18	58

Kroon,	J.	272

Kuhn,	G.	272	289

Landsberger,	B.	18	65

Langdon,	S.	H.	18	65	83	256f.

Levi	della	Vida,	G.	199	200

Lewy,	H.	19

Lewy,	J.	19	65	272	288

Lidzbarski,	M.	198

Marcus,	R.	96

Marti,	K.	199

May,	H.	B.	18	26	96

McClellan,	W.	H.	196

*	Reference	is	to	the	work	cited	on	p.	139.
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Michaelis,	J.	D.	219

Midrash	38	50	192	240	246	259	284;

					see	also	Rabbinic	literature

Midrash	Rabba:

					Bereshith	Rabba	199

					II	1,	25

					V	8,	34

					VIII	1,	57	3-7,	55

					XI	8,	13

					XIII	9-10,	104	9,	103

					XVI	2,	120	5,	122	8,	121

					XIX	1,	159	,	152	,	152f.

					XX	2,	171	1,	170f.

					XXII	5,	205

					XXIII	3,	238

					XXV	1,	284	,	288

					Wayyiqra	Rabba

					XXXIX	9,	282

					Pesiqta	de	Rab	Kahana

					(ed.	Buber)	282

					Sifre	Num.	143,	206

					Sifre	Deut.	32:2,	108

					Miklik,	J.95

					Mishnah	204;

					Aboth	V	1,14;	see	also

Rabbinic	literature

Mishnah	of	R.	Eliezer	b.	R.	Jose	the	Galilean	(ed.	Enelow)	92

Montgomery,	J.	A.	199

Morgenstern,	J.	272

Mowinckel,	S.	93	95,	180	193	196

Moya1,	D.	215

Nahmanides	30	34	49	69	101	111	131	136	153	199	214	222	297



New	Testament	139

Nöldeke,	T.	198	253

Obbink,	H.	T.	124

Olshausen,	J.	277

Oppenheim,	A.	L.	19

Oppert,	J.	255

Perrot,	N.	95

Peshitta	see	Bible	translations,	ancient

Pfeiffer,	R.	H.	18	193	272

Philo	of	Byblus	22	188	230	232	235	237	299

Pirke	Rabbi	Eliezer	V	38

Poebel,	A.	255

Proksch,	O.	101

Pseudepigrapha	see	Apocrypha	and

Pseudepigrapha

Qimhi	214

Rabbinic	literature	2	26	33	39	43	50	91f.	187	211	227f.	287	294;	see	also	Midrash,	Mishnah,	Talmud

Rashbam	28

Rashi	19	40	92	99	101	111	130	136	44	174	199	214	219	237	297

Reggio,	Isaac	Samuel	131

Reisner,	E.	95

Renz,	B.	95

Robertson,	E.	95

Rost,	L.	18

Saadia	Gaon	103	199

Samaritan	Pentateuch	61	129	130	214	218	232	252	253	254	264f.	290

Schill,	S.69

Schulz,	A.	18	95

Schwally,	F.	58	98

Sellers,	O.R.	219	236	(twice)

Sepher	Hayyašar	(ed.	Goldschmidt)	289

Septuagint	see	Bible	translations,	ancient



Sforno,	R.	Obadiah	135	137

Skinner,	J.	207

Speiser,	E.	A.	84

Stade,	B.	179f.	181	182

Staerk,	W.	95

Sutcliffe	E.	F.	18

Talmud	14	38	50	61	82	134	140	192	259	284;

see	also	Rabbinic	literature	.

Berakhoth	2a	204	4a	30	7b	202	61a	57
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Shabbath	30	b–31a	139

Erubin	18a	57

Rosh	Hashana	32a	14

Yoma	52a–b	208	72b	110	75a	120

Taanith	9b	103

Megilla	21b	14

Hagiga	12a	24	38	16a	294

Kethuboth	10b	107

Sota	9b	140

Qiddushin	30b	110

Baba	Bathra	74b	38

Sanhedrin	101b	222

Zebahim	115a	206

Tannaitic	literature	284;	see	also

Mishnah

Targum	see	Bible	translations,	ancient

Theodor,	J.	13	25	104	120	159	171

Theodotion	see	Bible	translations,	ancient

Torczyner,	N.H.	18	54	78	95	155

translations	of	the	Bible,	ancient	see

Bible	translations,	ancient

Vetus	Latina	see	Bible	translations,	ancient

Vincent,	L.H.	175

Vollers	295

Von	Gutschmidt	253

Vriezen,	T.	C.	83	95	109	114	175

Vulgate	see	Bible	translations,	ancient

Walther,	A.	210

Ward,	W.H.	160

Weiser,	A.	95

Wellhausen,	J.	111

Witter,	H.B.	84



Witzel,	M.	83	95

Wolfe,	R.E.	19

Wright,	G.E.	272

Yalon,	H.	55

Yeivin,	S.	198

Yellin.	D.	239

III.	NOTABILIA
Ab,	first	nine	days	of	67

Adad	282

Adamu	255

Adapa,	myth	of	83

	139

Akkadian	13	23	46	74	80	81	82	105	109	134

Amalek	180

Amenhotep	IV	8

Amunos	235

Anat	80

Ancient	Near	East	1	7f.	9	11	26	36	43	49	56	73	74	76	86	104	114	175	252;	see	also	Akkadian,	Assyria,

					Babylonia,	Canaan,	Egypt,	Hurrian,

					Mesopotamia,	Phoenician,	Sumerian,	Ugaritica

Angels	55	61	81f.	146	172	292ff.

					Angel	of	death	220;

					destroying	angels	(demons)	294;

					see	also	cherubs

Anu	277	282

Anunnaki	82	123

Arabic	literature	(example)	189

					archaeological	data	1	and	passim

Aruru	82	105

’Ašera	200

Assyria	105	117	see	also	Mesopotamia

Assyrian	Calendar	66



Aten	8

Ba’al	36	49	80	107	179

	22

Babylonia	117;

					legends	26f.	32	36	43	91	122	235f.	254ff.	277	278	282	298;

					records	256ff.;

					seal	84

Banu	al-Qayn	198

Barû	(diviner-priest)	283

Ba-u	22

Bel	32	282

Blood-revenge	184f.	195	222	225	227

Brotherhood	83

Canaan,	legends	36	49	179	220	230
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232	238	299;	theogony	188	232;

tongue	56	199;	see	also	Ugaritica

cherubs	73f.	80ff.	83	110	123	175

	237

Creation,	Ancient	East	7f.;

					Babylonia	26f.	32	36	43	91	122	277;

					Israelite	(stories	supposed	to	exist	prior	to	the	Biblical	account)	8ff.	104f.	150	274f.;

					Pentateuch	see	Index	to	Biblical	References;	relationship	between	h.	I	and	ch.	II	84ff.

Creation	of	mankind,	Ancient	East	104;

					Akkadian	literature	82	105	134;

					Egyptian	literature	82;

					Pentateuch	82f.

					see	also	Index	to	Biblical	References;	Prophets	104f.;

					Sumerian	literature	82;

					Ugaritic	literature	134

Day	of	Atonement	29

Day-reckoning	28

Days,	festival	29

					demons	see	angels

Dighlath	121

Divine	Names	84ff.	206	246	275	295

					and	passim	dragon	49	50	141

Eden	71ff.	275;	comparison	with

					Ezek.	XXVIII	and	XXXI	75f.

Edom	181

Egypt	8	49	82	104	106	116f.	179	198

Enki	82

Enkidu	105

Enill	82

Enmenduranki	282f.

Enme(n)duranna	282f.

Enoch,	in	Israelite	legend	263	283ff.;



					king	corresponding	to	Enoch	in

					Babylonian	tradition	282

					epic	poetic	traditions	of	Israel	see	traditions,	Israelite	epic	poetry,	Ancient	Near	East	11	26	36	43
49	74;	see	also

Gilgameš,	Ugaritica	Eridu	257

	282f.

Euphrates	115f.	117f.	121

					examples:	Arabic	literature	189;	earliest

					French	historians	212;	Greek

					literature	212;

					Medieval	Jewish	writers	189

Exodus	from	Egypt	253

festival	days	29

first	generations	stories,	Ancient	East	255ff.;

Israelite	266f.

fratriarchy	202

fratricide	179

French	historians,	earliest	(example)	212

gan	(ha)’Elohim	76

gardens	of	the	gods	76	108

genealogical	trees	186f.

genealogy	of	Cain,	relation	to	the	genealogy	of	Adam	through	Seth	190	52	265ff.

Gerizim,	Mt.,	Sanctuary	on	254

Gihon,	spring	116

Gilgameš	epic	74	77	78	80	82	105	108	109	285f.	288

grammatical	and	stylistical	remarks	10f.	19	20	21	26	27	34	46	54	55f.	60	61	91	98f.	100	109	110	130
135	43	145f.	148	151	153	165	66f.	97	198	201f.	203	204	212	224	227	31	235	242	248	274	276	299

Greek	literature	(example)	212

Hebrew,	post-Biblical	144

Heket	106

Herodotus	(example)	212

Id	104

Idiglat	121



Idol-worship	246f.

Israelite	traditions,	ancient	see	traditions,	Israelite

Kenites	179f.	182	198

Khnum	82	106

king	lists,	Mesopotamian	187	188	189	54ff.	278.	298

Kingu	123

Leviathan,	ancient	Israelite	tradition	141;

					Biblical	50;

					Ugaritic	49

					lightning	26	79f.	176
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literary	tradition	2	10	46	72ff.	78	135	243	293

logographers	(example)	212

lyric	poetry	of	Israel	see	traditions,	Israelite

Magos	235

Manna	119

Marduk	32	36	43	82	91

					matriarchy	137

Medieval	Jewish	writers	(example)	189

Mesopotamia	22	32	36	49	64	65	67	68	104	122	160	187;

					see	also	Akkadian,	Assyria,	Babylonia,	Sumerian

Metatron	284

					method	used	in	this	commentary	3f.

Midian	180	182

Môt	49	179	220

					mountain	of	God	76ff.

Naamah	238

Nah	288

Nahmulel	288

					names	26f.	39	92	130f.	136	170	191	198	202	229	231ff.	245ff.	268	276	288f.;

					see	also	Divine	Names

Nannaru	(Sin-Nannaru)	43	65

					narrative	prose	of	the	Bible	212f.

Near	East	see	Ancient	Near	East	‘nh	(Egyptian	sign	of	life)	106

Nile	116f.

Nudimmud	277

					number	eight	243

					number	five	259ff.	276

					number	seven	12ff.	26	61	94	136	191f.	226	243	258f.	271	276	282

					number	three	14	61	62f.	65	100	107	131	135	157	165	193	231

					numbers,	ascending	and	descending	order	of	components	261	276;

					Sexagesimal	system	192f.	256	258ff.	271	276	278ff.

numerical	harmony	12	15	94	191	193	202	250	264	271



Osiris	179

Passover	29

Persians,	dualistic	doctrine	26

Phoenician	inscriptions	171	293

poetry	in	the	Bible	8	11	39

potter ’s	wheel	82	105	106

Prophets	8	39	104f.;

					see	also	Index	to	Biblical	References

Purattu	121

Rahab	8	11	24	36	37	38	46	50

Ramman	80

rivers,	primeval	114

Romulus	and	Remus	181

Šabattu	or	Šapattu	18	64	65ff.

Sabbath	13	15	18	29	63ff.

Samael	139	199

Šamaš	282

Satan	139	294

					sea,	personified,	Ancient	East	49;

Andent	Israelite	poetic	tradition	39	49	141;

Bible	8	11	12	36	37	50;

Ugaritic	49

					seals,	Mesopotamian	84	160

					serpent	83	88;

Ancient	Near	East	140	160;

Ancient	Israelite	141;

Bible	50;

					Ugaritic	49

Seth	(Egyptian	legend)	179

Sethite	genealogy	251

sexagesimal	system	see	numbers

Sheol	81	123	219	220	286	298	300



Shiloah	118

Siduri	74	77	78

					signs,	of	Cain	180	182	226f.;	of

					Covenant	227;

					on	houses	in	Egypt	227;

					of	life	in	Egypt	(‘no’)	106;

					of	Rahab	227

Sin-Nannaru	see	Nannaru

Sippar,	city	of	the	Sun	236

					smiths	180	182	197f.	236

Sodom	305

					sources	of	the	Book	of	Genesis	2	15	28	84ff.	93	96	98	190	193f.	266	305

				and	passim;	see	also	traditions

					stones	of	fire	79f.

					stylistical	remarks	see	grammatical	and	stylistical	remarks

Sumerian	inscriptions	83;

					king	lists	188	189;

					language	256;

					literature	82;

					numerical	system	192	256
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Tabernacles,	Festival	of	261f.

Tâmru	32

					temple	of	Jerusalem	115	117f.	254

Tepe-Gawra,	excavations	84

Thamte	32

					themes-tradition	see	traditions,	Israelite

Thotmes	III	198

Tiamat	(Akkadian)	23	32	36

Tigris	121

Tihamat	(Arabic)	23

					traditions,	Israelite,	before	the	Torah,	epic	11f.	21f.	23f.	36f.	39	46	50	72ff.	75f.	86	90	105	129	141
150	254	189	212	241;

					lyric	189;

					thematic	1f.	36	46	49	73	74	93	123	141	175	176	178ff.	182	183	186	230f.	241	266	283	299;	see	also

					Creation,	Israelite;	Eden

traditions,	literary	see	literary	tradition

trees,	of	the	knowledge	74;

					of	life	among	other	Semitic	peoples	109;

					of	the	gardens	of	the	gods	108;

miraculous	77f.	109

Ugaritica	13	22	25	36	49	74	80	91	107	134	200	234	236	237	238	240	241	243	293	299;

					see	also	Canaan	Utnapištim	285

					vegetarianism	59	171	203	206

					wisdom	literature,	international	9;

					of	Israel	9	12	72	86	110

					World-Egg	24f.

					World-Ocean,	primeval	23	24	32
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