

















138 Comine mo Grrs wiThH GeNesis

even by an act of masturbation by Arum.* The contrast berween these texts and
Genesis, where there is only one God, whose presence is assumed throughout,
and who simply speaks everything else into existence, could hardly be greater.

Third, in Egyptian cosmogony the crearive ovenis are cyclical, with the sun
being reborn cach day and the Nile receding cach vear. By contrast, the creation
of Genesis | occurs in a strict lincar succession of days and is completed by the
seventh day. There is no parallel 1o this concepe either in Egyptian or Babylonian
cosmogony. " Finally, in the Egyptian cosmogeny (as in the Babylonian) there
is an intermingling of the gods with creation: indeed, as Currid notes, “each of
the gods fashioned was a personification of an element of nature."" In Genesis,
God is utterly separate from and precedes His created universe,”

Summary of Diflerences between ANE Cosmologies
and the Genesis Creation Account

Bill Arnold summarizes well the differences berween the various ANE
cosmologies and the worldview of Genesis 1-2. First, the Genesis account is
monatheistic, contrasting with the polytheism of the ANE. Second, God is
transcendent, “not continuous with the world he has creared.™ Third., lsracl is
waally disinteresred in the origins of God, whercas the ANE was preoccupied with
this concern. Fourth, God is 2 nonsexual being (withour physical progeny). And
hith, the ANE devalued history, whereas Lsracl “clevared history 10 an entirely new
level in the ancient world,” attaching importance 1o the beginning of rime and
space (creation) and the beginning of the narion lsrael. The result is that while
the ANE cultres expressed their ¢ in the form of myths and legends,
Israel was primarily interested in the writing of history. As Amald observes, “such
a role for historical narrative was radically new in the ancient Near Ease,™

Borrowing from ANE Flood Stories?

Though space will not permit a derailed trearment, we should alse mention
the similarities between ANE Hlood myths (most notably, the Gilgamesh Epic
and the Arrahasis Epic) and the biblical Flood account, As in the case of the
creation account, some scholars have used the similarities of these ancient flood
stories to demonstrate the secondary and inferior nature of the biblical Flood
account in Genesis -4, For example, Skinner states that the dependence of

33, Pyramid Text, Unierance 527, See Currid, Anceene Egape. p. 3602, Note that while
much is made of Prabis speaking leser gods into existence Bupposedly paralleling God's
divine fiar in Genesis 1), in the same rext Arum creates the lesser gods “from his semen
and hngen.” Ihid.. p. 61.

34 Hasel, "Polemic Nature,” p. 34-85; Currid, Amcienr Egype, p. 71,

35, Currid, Amcarnr Egape, p. 60,

3. See abso George Klein, “Reading Genesis 1," p. 31,

37 Bill Arnold, Encountering the Book of Genesis (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker. 1998), p.
49,

38, Ibid., p. 1. Amold's whole dizcussion is found on p. 45-51.
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the biblical narrative of the Flood on the Babylonian legends “hardly requires
detailed proot.™™

To be sure, as with the creation accounts, there are similarities berween the
ANE flood myths and Genesis: the impending flood is revealed 1o the hero; he
is delivered from the flood with his family; a large boat is built; binds are semt
out to determine how Far the waters have receded; and the hero worships ar the
end of the flood, But once again, there are major differences: monotheism in
Genesis versus the polytheism of the ANE myths; the reason for the flood (sin
in Genesis; the people making too much noise in the Atrahasis Epic, disturbing
the sleep of the gods!"™'); the holiness of God in Genesis versus the capriciousness
of the gods in the Gilgamesh Epic (they swarm “like fies” around the sacrifice
given by Urnapisheim); and the !_.:_m”im::ih of Moah versus the guestionable ethics
of Utnapishtim (the hero of Gilgamesh).*' Afer extensive analysis, Alexander
Heidel concludes that there is insufficient evidence char Genesis borrowed [rom
the ANE myths: “The arguments which have been advanced in support of the
contention that the biblical account rests on Babylonian materdal are quite
indecisive.™ He observes thar while the “skeleton™ has some similarities, “the
Hesh and blood and, above all, the animating spirit are differens,”’

It should also be mentioned here that there are no real parallels in ANE
literature either 1o the Table of Nations in Genesis 10 or to the Tower of Babel
in Genesis 11, As Albright writes, the Table of Nations “stands absolutely alone
in ancient liverature without a remote parallel cven among the Greeks. . . . The
Table of Nations remains an astonishingly accurate document.™ As for the Tower
of Babel, as Wenham notes. “no good Near Eastern parallel to the rower of Babel

39, Skinnet, Cenenis, p. |77,

40, Bsoreal reason s given Tor the Bood in the Gilgamesh Epic. Even Speber. who holds o
steong Mesopotamian influence on Genesis, acknowledges the steong moral emphisis
in Cienesis versus the lack of @ plausible cause for the Hood in the Gilgamesh Epic
[ Erenpewis, pr $4-5%).

A1, While Nouh's godliness is seressed, he is hardly an active “hero” as Urnapisheim is. In
fact, doah does no speak antil the altermath of the Flood, while Utnapishtam speaks
throughout the siory, and is given immorality ar the end,

42, Alevander Heidel, The Gilgamests Fpic and Old Testamens Parallels (Chicago, 11
University of Chicago Press, 1946), p. 267, See further the detailed comparison by
Mz Chanal, “A Comparative Soudy of the Flood Accounts in the Gilgamesh Epic
and Genesis™ (unpublished masier’s thesis, Wiesley Biblical Seminary, 2004), as well
x Wienham's excellent summary of the differences berween the accounts in his Gemesis
115, p. 164-6s,

43. Heidel, Gislpamieds Fper, p. 268,

44 William F. Albright. KReoenr Dicwveries in Bible Landi (New York: Funk & Woagnalh,
L5955), p. T0-T1 Samuilarly, ). Wisernan srares, “The origin of this material b wn-
knanwn. bt is imposatble e be dogmatic as this chaprer remains unigue in anclont livera-
rures” (10 ], Wiseman, od.. Jr’n:-lpfrr uj-l"h!:d" Testaemenee Timey [Ovaford: Ovafiondd 1.|m'|.'|_-r-||:!.-
Press, 1973, p. xviii),
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story is known.” " There is a Sumerian rext which mentions that the whole world
spoke the same language, but it is unclear whether the text is speaking of the past
or looking forward 1o the future, In any case, there is no mention of judgment

in the Sumerian text. ™

Conclusion on the Mater of Genesis 1-11
“Borrowing” from ANE Texts

What, then, should we make of the similaritics berween various ANE rexts
and Genesis? Far from Genesis “borrowing” from these various creation and
flood myths, what seems clear is that Genesis stands apart in theme, purpose,
and grandeur from these other texis. The reason is readily apparent: Genesis is
eruth as given by the Creator himself. The other ANE texts, in cultures marred by
centuries of sin and rebellion against God, have preserved a vestige of the truth
here and there from what their ancestors knew, If indeed we accepr Genesis as
truth, then all peoples came from Adam and Eve (and from Noah and his fam-
iy}, and all had the same history in the beginning. These ANE texts preserve
elements of the truth taken from their collecrive memory,

Genesis 1-11 as Largely Figurative

The second major hermeneutical approach o Genesis 1-11 is thar this sec-
tion is not myth (i.e., untrue), but it is to be taken almost entirely ﬁgum:i-wly.
not literally. Those who take this approach believe thar Genesis 1-11 is a genuine
revelation from God (thus differing from the first approach presented above),
but it is more like a story or parable, intending 10 convey theological vruth and
nothing more.”

Many scholars who hold chis position state thar we must underseand Genesis
1-11 through the framework of the ANE milicu, not through our own modern
framework, For example, Peter Enns staves thar the Bible should be understood
in light of the ANE cultural context in which it was given, rather than our
own. " Enns even calls this section "myth,” defined as "an ancient, premodern,
prescientific way of addressing questions of ultimate origins and meaning in the
Form of stories: Who are we? Where do we come from?™ Since Abraham came
from Mesopotamia, Enns argues, he

45. Wenham, Genes 1-15, p. 236,

46. Sce Samuoel N. Kramer. “The ‘Babel of Tongues: A Sumerian Version,” Jowrnal of the
American Oviental Sociery B8 (1968 p. 108-111.

47. Richard Bubc calls this view the “cssentially nonliteral view.” Bube, *Final Reflections
on the Dialogue: Reflection 1.7 in Three Views on Covation and Eralution, eds. )P
Maoreland and John Mark Reynolds (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1999, p. 252

48, Perer Enns, fupirasion and fecarnation (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 20051, p. 41.

49, Ihid.. P 50 Ih.mnh Enns calls Genais 1-11 “myth,” he differs froan scholars hold-
ing the first view since he believes thar v is a genuine revelaion from God, Thar is
whiy, despire his use of the term “myth,” it seems best 1o classity his approach in this
WO,
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v+ - shared the worldview of those whose world he shared and not a
modern, scientific one. The reason the opening chaprers of Genesis look
so much like the lirerature of ancient Mesopotamia is thar the worldview
categories of the ancient Near East were ubiquitous and normative at
the time. . . . God adopred Abraham as the forefather of a new people,
and in doing so he also adopted the mythic categories within which
Abraham — and evervone else — thought.™

Enns concludes thar ivis a

.. . fundamental misunderstanding of Genesis to expect it to answer
questions generated by a modern worldview, such as whether the
days were liceral or figurative, or whether the days of creation can
be lined up with modern science, or whether the Hood was local or
universal, The question thar Genesis is prepared to answer is whether
Yahweh, the God of lsracl, is worthy of worship. . . . It is wholly in-
comprehensible 1o think thar thousands of years ago God would have
felt conserained o speak in a way thar would be meaningful only o
Westerners several thousand vears later. To do so borders on modern,
Western armogance.

Enns is not alone in this Jppnmh. I his article on “Creation _|n|||| Wl
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spends most of the article discussing the ANE documents rather than the bibli-
cal rext. He states:

. . . the theological message of the Bible was communicated w people
who lived in the ancient Near Eastern world. 1f we desire 1o understand
the theological message of the text, we will benefit by positioning it
within the worldview of the ancient world rather than !1'|:|||.'I|}' uppl}'illg
our own cultural perspectives,”

Later Wialton states:

... nowhere in the ancient Near East did people think of creation pri-
marily in terms of making things. It is only our pos-Enlightenment,
Western way of thinking that focuses so steadfastly and exclusively on
physical structure and formational history. . . . The origin of mater s
what our society has [Jugj’u us is important (indeed thar matter is all
there is), but we cannor afford 1o be so distracted by our culvural ideas.
Matter was not the concern of the author of Genesis™'

Rl
51

52

. Ihid., p. 53
. Ihid., p. 55.

. [q-ﬂq-n "ﬁ.',.,ltp.n_. | ";jriun_' H.l.'rmn..rr] .-i_l_frfu'fw Tertamerenns- Pertabescli, ods. T, Diesmannd

Alexander and David W, Baker (Dowaners Grove, [l InnerVarsiry, 20030, p, 150,

3, Thid.. . 16l -hk,
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In his commentary on Genesis, Walton adds, “lu is fruidless 1o ask what shings
God created on day one, for the text is not concerned about things and therefore
will not address itself 1o thar question.™

Similarly, Howard Van Till holds that Genesis 1 should be read as an “artistic
portrait,” a5 a lorm of “storied theology.” an “example of something written in
the form of Ancient Near Eastern artistic lierature. . . . It is a piece of Ancient
Near Eastern primeval history literanure.™ Elsewhere Van Till makes a large
distinction in Genesis berween primeval history (Genesis 1-11) and patriarchal
history (Genesis 1 2-50), Whereas patriarchal hiscory is drawn from remembered
historical oral wradition, primeval history is “Hebrew literature written in the
literary cradicion of ancient Near Eastern cultures.™ The swries of primeval
history "serve as ‘packaging’ thar contains the message content,” rather than the
content irsell)’” Whether those stories are true or not

-« ixa Western question, not an ancient Eastern or Hebrew question,
It shifts the emphasis away from the heart of the marter and directs
attention to peripheral matters, to matiers beyond the scope of the
narrative. . . . The truth of a concrete story in ancient Hebrew lirerature
does not necessarily lie in its specific details bur rather in the eternal
verities it illustrares.™

Thus, according 1o this view. those who expect 1o find truth in the details
of Genesis 1-11 are naive and perhaps cven arrogant. Recognizing that Genesis
I-11 is not intended to be taken lirerally frees us from a host of knotty problems
— problems that (according to this view) the text does not even address.

An ANE Worldview?

Bue this view, while it may at first sound appealing, fails miserably when one
actually considers the arguments in a bit more detail. First, and foremost, the

54, John H. Walton, Genesis (The NIV Application Commentary; Grand Rapids, MI:
Londervan, 2001, p. 84,

55. Howard . Van Till, *“The Fully Gifted Creation.” in Tirer Views on Creation and Evo-
ftaon, s, |1 Moreland and John Mark Reynolds (Grand Rapids, M1: Zondervan,
1999, p. 200211, Though | disagree complerely with Van Till's conclusion, | agree
with his analysis that old carth special crcationists are “in the exceedingly awkward
position of atrempting to interpret some of the Genesis narmative’s pictorial elements
limterpreted as episodes of spocial creation) as historical particulars bu reating the
narrative’s soven-day timetable as being figurative. | soe no convincing hasis for this
dual interpretive strategy” (p. 211). Earlier, Van Till commends the voung earth special
crearionist position of at kst having “the menit of attempting to follow a comistent
inverpretive strategy in the carly chaprers of Genesis™ (Ibid.).

56. Howard J. Van Till, S Fowrsh Dy (Grand Rapids, MI: Ferdmans, 1986), p, 70-82,

57. Ibid.. p, 82

58, Ihid., p, 8283, Van THll concludes that chey are mose similar w0 parables, * Though it
is nor 1o be teken lieerally, i is o be aken serously” (Ihid.).
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Bible claims 1o be the authoritative Word of God. This means thar God super-
intended and directed what was 1o be written. To argue thar Moses or whoever
wrote Genesis  1-11 was so immersed in the ANE world that it caused him o
write in the way of other ANE literature is to deny the uniqueness of the bibli-
cal recond. Cernainly God condd have dirccted Moses 1o write in this way, bur
He was under no abligation 1o do so! In fact, ironically it is the creation account
that would have had 1o be supernaturally revealed (whether passed on orally or
directly given) to Moses, since no human was alive to witness the acts of the firse
fve days! Why would God have used ANE myths 1o reveal His truth to Moses
concerning this unique event?

The discussion of ANE literature under the previous view showed that
while there are some similarities berween the biblical record in Genesis and
ANE myths, there are far more significane differences. Even those who wish
o see a great deal of ANE influence in the biblical text admir thar the bibli-
cal record is unique.” And the Lord continually 1ells the children of lsrael in
the O war 1o be like all the other nadons in their worship of other gods, in
their worldview, and so forth: they are unique as a people, and they serve a
God who alone is worthy of worship, trust, and obedience. Far from follow-
ing the thinking of the ANE, Isracl was rold to rejoct it carcgorically,™ In facr,
the biblical account in Genesis is so unlike other ANE literature thar many
scholars hold that the creation account is actually a polemic against the ANE
creation myths."" It the perspective of Genesis 1-11 isso contrary to the ANE
worldview, then why should we assume that it was written according to thar
same worldview? Actually, it stands apart from the ANE worldview in every
respect, beginning with the most obvious difference: there is only one God, not
many; He is erernal, not a created being; and He created the rest of the world
in an orderly. purposeful way."

39, See Gunkels comments in note 4 above,

Gl Sew fin '.'qul1l|1]|.‘ il WATTRIERRN i1 f-l.:-”qm'ing alter the r|.=|1'|_.;i|;:|.|t [rractices ol lurael’s
neighbon in Dewr TR 14,

tl. For r1;1r|||1-1.;. s Conrad Hyers, The ."l-fa'nfﬂ.l'-?.l:g ﬂ'_ll'-l':lj"l:'ﬁ'.'l'.llu.hl.' Creneiii avied Maodern Sedence
[Atlanta: John Knox, 1984), P 4240 John H. Swek, "What Says the Serlprun?” in
Parewains wf Creation, ed. Howard . Van Till (CGrand Rapids, M1z Eerdmans, 19940),
pe 229-2381; Walike, Germeses, p. 700 Hasel, “Polemic Narure,” p. 81-91; Johinston,
“Genesis 1-2:4." p. 10-14; Shener, “Genesis 1-2,7 p. 30-33; and Wenham, Comests
=15 p. alv, 9,

62, Thow major differences have boen discussed more fully in the previous section, Van
Lorcningen points out thar the amempt o draw our theological “facis™ from Genesis
=11 from a non-factually hissorical rexr is "2 ovpe of invened allegorical excpeais.”
While allegorical evegesis drew spiritual tuths from hissoric ovents, “contemporary
cxcpetes atempt w0 draw historical Bacts from symbolic, mythical, religious stories which
have boen drawn from various decply refigions pagan sources.” G Van Groningen,
“Interpretarion of Genesis,” fowrmal of tire Evanpelioad Theodmgival Sociery 13 (1970} p.

217,



Lgeh Comixg 1o GRIPs wiTH GENESIS

As noted carlier, it is not surprising at all that ANE myths contain vestiges
of the (correct) biblical account, since the Bible states thar all civilizations came
from Adam (and later, Noah). As Nocl Wecks states simply, "1t would be rarher
ridiculous 1o argue cthar God chosc to convey cermain theological truths in werms
of the flood concepis already possessed by the Mesopotamians, Obviously both
Bible and Sumerian traditions mention a Alood because there was a flood.™

Is Genesis 111 1o be Interpreted Differendy from Genesis 12-502

A major argument of Van Till and others is that since Genesis 1-11 1s pri-
meval history, it is 1o be interpreted differently from the rest of Genesis and the
rest of the O™ In other words, a unique hermencutic should be used for these
chapters, since they are not “history,™ This permits scholars w rear Genesis 1-11
figuratively (or, as Van Till states, like a parable), bur the remainder of Genesis
(the accounts of Abraham, lsaac, Jacob, and Joseph] as historical,

Unfortunarely for this interpretation, such a distinction berween Genesis
=11 and 12=50 will nor hold up under scrutiny. Genesis 12 would make linle
sense by itself, without the preparatory genealogy given in chaprer 11 (where
Abram, Sarai, and Lot are first introduced). Bur since Genesis 11 gives the ge-
nealogy of Shem, this connects it back 1o the genealogy of chaprer 10, to the
Flood account in chapters 6-9, and to the genealogy of chapter 5, where Noah,
Shem, Ham, and Japeth are first mentioned. But since Genesis 5 is a genealogy
thar begins with Adam himself, this takes us back 1o the creation account in
Genesis 1-2 where Adam is first mentioned! What kind of hermeneurical gym-
nastics will allow us to take Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob as historical people, bur
not Adam, Noah, Shem, Ham, and Japeth?™ As Charles Mabee observes, the
“modern theological distinction berween primordial history and history as we
know it is “grounded in a false metaphysics of spatialized tdme. . . . Whar this
distinction really implies is thar the primordial history conceives of a different
understanding of time than the contemporary sequential view: a distincrion thar

63, Noel Weeks, “The Hermencutdcal Problem of Genesis 1-11," Themelios 4 {1978): p.
I4.

foh. See also Westermann, Genesis 1-11, p. 1-5.

65. Sadly, even Bruce Waltke succumbs o this argument, though only foe the creation ac-
count. He writes, “The cremion account is unlike any other history. History is generally
humanity recounting its experiences. The Genesis creation account is not a recond of
humsan history, since no humans are present for these sct” (Gewends, p. 76). That angu-
ment strikes me as one of the silliest | have heard. The Genesis acoount s “history,” not
smply human history. Why define “hissory” simply in terms of human history, and
then claim thar the crcation account is nor “hissory.” since humans were nat preseni?

6. Westermann recognizes the imporance of the gencalogies in Genesds 111, He states
that oo much attention has boen paid 1o creation and the Fall as the “themes” of Lsen-
esis 1=11, and the gencalogics have been ignored (Cremerts 111, 2=5). He concludes,
“The gencalogics arc an cssential constituitive part of the primeval story and form the
framework of everything thar is narrated in Gen, 1=117 ip. b).
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does not exist in the rext.”” Mabee notes that “as far as the Hebrew narrative is
concerned, Adam and Noah are not any less authentic personages than Abraham
and Jacob. The cffect of placing the former in an cardier chronological frame of
reference (which we may term mythological) is to domesticate this material under
a preconceived framework and render it theologically impotent.™

Similarly, D.J.A. Clines notes thar “there is no clear-cur break ar the end of
the Pentateuch. . . . The precise beginning of the Abraham marerial — and there-
with the conclusion of the pre-Abrahamic marerial — cannot be determined. . . .
There is at no poine a break berween primeval and parriarchal history — 11:10
(descendants of Shem) resumes from 10:21-31 (family of Shem) and is direcred
toward 11:27=30 (Abram and Sarai).™

There are two other structural indicators that Genesis 1-11 is o be un-
derstood in a similar way w Genesis 1230, First, Genesis 12 beging with a
wirer consecutive verb, waynmer (“and he said™), indicating that what follows is
a continuation of chaprer 11, not a major break in the narrative, second, it s
widely agreed thar the structure of the entire book is based on the phrase eleh
toledoth (“these are the generations of ., " or “this is the history of . . ") tha
occurs ten times in Genesis. ™ Each rime this phrase occurs, it narrows the focus
to something thar has already been discussed: the heavens and the carth (2:4),
Adam (5:1), Noah (6:9), the sons of Noah (11:1}, Shem (11:10), Terah (11:27).
Tshmael (25:12), lsaac (25:19), Esau (36:1), and Jacob (37:2). " Since six of these
occurrences ane in Genesis 1-11 and four occurrences arc in Genesis 1 2-50, i
scems clear that the author intended both sections to be understond in the same
way, as a consecutive history.” Therefore, hermencutically there is no warram
for treating Genesis 1-11 differently from the rest of the book.

67, Charles Mabee, Reading Sacred Tents Through American Fyer (Macon, GA: Mercer
University Press, 1991}, p, 87-88,

8. Ihid., p. HK.

69, [LLA, Clings, “Theme in Genesis 1-117 in £ Seudied Tticriptions Before the Flosed:
Anciest Neae Eaieern, Liserary, and Linguistic Approaches io Cenenis 1= 1, eds, Rchard
Hess and David Tsumura (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1994), p. M5,

70, Eleven times, i the second mention of Esau in 3609 i included.

71. Hamileon, Cenesis, p. 2-8; Wenham, Gemesis 1=15, p. il Walter Kaiser observes thar
“The real kev o the liserary genus of this difhiculs section of Seripoure bs found In the
author's recurring formula ‘the generations of” which demonstraes Jis organizacion and
Iy understanding of the materials.” Kaiser, “The Literary Form of Genesis 1=11." in Newr
Perspectives on v OB Testamant, wl. | Barson Payne {Waco, TX: Word, 1970}, p. 61

72, So abso Wiakver . Kaiscr e, “Legitimage Hermencutics, n .f!ﬂ"l'ﬂl'm:l'. ad. Norman L
Gesler (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1979), p. 145, Elsewhere, Kaiser makes the
poing thar this linear view of history is quite different from the cyclical view of time
found in ANE cosmaologies: Tt is this lincar view of events and happenings [found
in Gienests 111 thar acoually inaugurates the very discipline of history” Ralser, O/
Testasment Docwments, p. 83, See also G.C. Aalders. Generis, vol. F (The Bible Student's
Commentary: Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 19811, p. 45: “The entire design of the
ook [of Genesls| indicates thar the positive intent was (o present actual hissory.”
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Furthermore, if Genesis 1-11 is to be taken as a parable and not as his-
wry, there should be indications in the text 1o this effect. For instance, in the
NT parables, cither the word “parable” is used or a formula such as “a cerain
man . . . or some other literary device.™ Bur there are no such devices used in
Genesis 1-11, While Walton's statement thar “iv is fruitless ro ask what thimgs
God created on day one, for the texe is not concerned about things™ may sound
good, in fact, the rext of Genesis 1 is quite concerned about thingr: there are 22
things created In Genesis 1 alone! Kaiser notes thar Genesis  1-11 conrains 66
geographical names, 88 personal names, 48 generic names, and 21 identifiable
culrural items such as gold, bdellium, onyx, brass, iron, harp, pipe, and so forth.™
He observes that Genesis 10 alone has five times more geographical daga than
that of the entire Koran,™ To suggest that Genesis 1-11 is simply a parable or
story and is not concerned with things or history has no suppart whatsoever in
the text of these chapters,

How Did New Testament Writers Understand Genesis 1-117

Another dithiculty for those who hold a Agurative/allegorical understanding
of Genesis 1-11 is the New Testament understanding of these chaprers. In other
words, if Genesis 1-11 is 1o be aken non-literally, then the New Testamemt
writers should provide important evidence for this hermencutical approach. In
fact, the opposite bs the case. There are at least 25 New Testament passages that
refer to Genesis 1-11, and all rake the account literally. Mortenson and Minton
discuss this point in detail in their chapers in this volume. But a brief summary
is helpful for the argument here,

The creation account is referenced by Jesus in Marthew 19:4-6 (and the
parallel account in Mark 10:6-8). This passage is especially significant since
Jesus cires both Genesis 1:27 and Genesis 2:24 as Scriprure thar is authoritative
in sertling the question of divorce. There is no indication thar He rakes cither
the creation of man in Genesis 1 or the account of the crearion of Eve in Gen-
esis 2 as an allegory or a figure. Paul cites Genesis 2:24 ("and they shall become
ong flesh”) as authoritative in his section on marriage in Ephesians 5:31 and his
argument against sexual immorality in 1 Corinthians 6:16,7 In a similar way,
Hebrews 4:4 cites Genesis 2:2 (God resting on the seventh day) as authoritative
Scriprure.”

7Y Sec the belphul intraduction to parables by Robert H. Stein, “The Genre of the Parable,”
in T Challemge of Jesns” Paswiddes, od. Richand N. Longenecker (Grand Rapids. MI:
Ferdmans, 2000), p. 30-50,

T4, Kaiser, (N Testment Dovcuments, p. 82, See abso his excellent discussion in “The Liter-
ary Form of Genesis 1-11.7 p. 59-61.

75, Ihid

7. Also in | Corinthians 11:8-9 Paul explains char the woman was created from the
i,

77, Likewise I Corinthians 4:0 says thae God said “lighe shall shine our of darkness.” a
prossible alliesion 1w Genesis 1:2-5.
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The account of the Fall is also regarded lirerally by New Testament writers.
In 2 Corinthians 11:3, Paul refers to the serpent tempring Eve by his craftiness,
Even more welling is Paul’s discussion of the role of women and men in 1 Timo-
thy 2:11-14. In this passage. Paul gives two reasons why a woman should not
have authority over a man: first, “Adam was formed first, then Eve” (referring
o Genesis 2:20-23, which stares clearly thar Eve was creared afver Adam); and
second, because "Adam was not deceived. but the woman being deceived fell into
rransgression (referring to the sccount of Satan tempting Eve in Genesis 3:1-13
— Ewve specifically mentions being deceived by the serpent in Genesis 3:13).°
Another important passage is Romans 5:12-14, which traces the beginning of
sin specifically to Adam, explaining thar “death reigned from Adam ro Moses.”
Here, bath Adam and his sin are mentioned, in the same phrase as Maoses, 1F
Adam was not historical, then what abour Maoses?™

Cain's murder of Abel in Genesis 4 is also mentioned in the New Testament.
First John 3:12 mentions Cain, "who was of the wicked one and murdered his
brother."™ Jesus himself mentions “the blood of Abel” in Luke 11:51 and Mat-
thew 23:35 when speaking of the prophets who had been killed. This is a clear
reference o Crenesis 4: 1011 in which the Lord tells Cain thar his brother's blood
cries out 1o Him from the ground.™'

Whar about the account of the Hood? Again, the New Testament wrirers
have no doubt of the historicity of Noah or the Flood. Jesus savs that His second
coming will be similar to the days of Noah, when “they were cating and drink-
ing, marrving and giving in marriage, until the day that Noah entered the ark”
(Marr 24:37-38), What is noteworthy here is not simply the reference 1o Noah
and the ark, but the details about marrving — the precise conrext of the Flood
according ro Genesis 6:2-4. Time and again the New Testament writers refer
to the derails (not just the “concepes™) of Genesis 1-11. In Luke 17:26-27,
Jesus speaks similarly abour Noah, the ark. and the Flood, and then continues
with the example of Lot and Sodom and the Lord’s judgment on Sodom and
even on Lots wile (Luke 17:28-29, 32). Again, Noah and the ark are treated
as history in the same manner as Lot and Sodom.™ There is no hermencutical
distincrion to be made between Genesis 6-8 and Genesis 19 in Jesus' thinking,

TR See alse the seference in Revelation 1229 wo the serpent deceiving the whale world (cf.
H.'I:'I.', ) U T

T4, S also | Cornmthians 1523 “Avin Adam all dic. so in Christ will all be made alive”™
The effecy of the Fall on crcansod is npfnw.n] :’.Inll_'. in Romans $:19-32,

B0, See alw Jude 11: Ihey have gone in the way of Cain, run greedily in the coror of Ba-
laam tor profi, and perishad in the rebellion of Korah.” Cain is reganded an hiseorical,
just like Balaam and Korsh

B1. %o abio Hebrows 12:24,

81, 5o abw John W Wenham, "Chests View ||I:-f"nri1.1nm.'.' i Terrancy, o, Morman
Cieisher {Garand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1980}, p. 9. Wenham's cntire essay is excel-
lent, as is the following essay in the same book: Edwin A, Blum, " The Apostles” View
ish :"it'l'ipnm-'." p. A4=53,
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Peter similarly speaks of Noah and the Flood in 1 Peter 3:20, 2 Perer 2:5, and
2 Peter 3:5-6.

In the great chapter on faith, the writer to the Hebrews begins by speaking
of God creating the world (Gen. 1), then mentions Abel's better sacrifice than
Cain's (another "detail” from Gen. 4:3-7). Enoch being taken by God and not
seeing death (specifically quoting Gen. 5:24), and Noah's faith in building the
ark (Heb. 11:3-7). In the following verses he praises the faith of Abraham,
Sarah, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Moses, Rahab, the judges, David, Samucl, and the
prophets (Heb, 11:8-32). How can we take the people and events in verses 8-32
as historical, but not those mentioned in verses 377 The writer to the Hebrews
sees the entire Old Testament as historically accurate.

Finally, as mentioned earlier, it is important to remember that Genesis 111
is not simply about the creation, the Fall, and the Flood: it includes extensive
genealogies.™ And the genealogy of Jesus in Luke 3:23-38 ends with 20 names
taken from Genesis 111 (Terah to Adam), taken as historical persons along
with the first 55 names mentioned in the genealogy.™ How can one decide that
these final 20 names were part of “primeval history” and not historical, but the
other 55 names are historical? Such an approach simply does not make sense. It
is more consistent {with Wellhausen and some critical scholars) o view all of the
Penrateuch as non-historical than to sec only Genesis  1-11 as non-historical,
They must be taken wgether, since there is absolurely no indication that the New
Testament writers saw it any other way.™

In an atempr 10 get around the clear evidence that the New Testament
writers view Genesis 1-11 as historical, some scholars believe thar Jesus, Paul,
Peter, and other New Testament writers simply accommodated their teachings
tor the views of the people of the day.®™ But that position is untenable, First, in
every case mentioned above, Jesus. Paul, Peter, and the writer of the Hebrews
brought up the passages in Genesis ro validate their point. There was no need
tor Jesus to cite Genesis 1 and 2 in His discussion abour divorce, bur He did.
There was no need for Jesus to speak of Noah and the Flood in discussing His
second coming, but He did. There was no need for Paul 1o speak of the creation
of Eve from Adam o verify his position on headship, but he did, Such alleged

B3, See Wenermann's comment abour the importance of the gencalogies in Genesis 1-11
{cited in note G abovel,

B4. Enoch s abso mentioned as “the soventh from Adam” in Jude 14, thus verifying the
gencalogy of Genesis 5:1-18.

83. Vin Groningen rightly emphasizes the imporance of the New Testament witness in
the intcrpretation of Genesis: “If the New Testament writers arc propeily comidered
35 inspired wrirers, as they indeed are, their consideration of Genosis as revelation of
historical events as well as Faces, must be accepted and followed™ (CInterpretation of
Crenesin,” p, 2150

. For example, H.R. Bocr, Above the Bardle? The Bibde and I Crivicr (Grand Rapids, MI:
Ecedmans, 1975), p. 5. Hoer writes: “Jesus again and again sccommodated himself
to existing beliefs which we no longer accepr.”
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accommodation on the part of New Testament writers is not consistent with
the docrrine of inerrancy. And accommodarion on the part of Jesus is doubly
problemaric — nor only in terms of inerrancy but also in terms of Jesus” integriry
and sinlessness. Furthermore, Jesus did not hesitate o correct the wrong views of
the day.” In lact, hve times in the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus draws a contras
between whar the religious leaders of the day were saying (*You have heard thar
i was said”) and what He taught (“but [ say™)."™ As one writer states concerning
Jesus' statements about the Old Testament, “They form together a great ava-
lanche of cumulative evidence that cannor honestly be evaded,™ ¢ dearly, Jesus
and the Apostles saw Genesis 1-11 as historical fact, not incorrect “packaging”
of theological erueh.”

Gienesis 1=11 as Partly Figurative

The third hermeneutical approach to Genesis 1-11 is that it is not entirely
mythical or figurative, but not entirely liveral cither. Select portions are 1o be
taken figuratively.” The approaches raken here vary widcly, bur as we shall see,
they share a commaon thread. A few sample opinions follow,

John Stek sees basic conceprual affinities with ANE cosmaologies, and views
Genesis 1-2 as a polemic against ANE mythic theologies.™ Genesis 1:1-2:3
serves as the prologue to the rest of the Pentateuch. The manner and form of
the creation account in Genesis 1:1-2:3 belong 1o “the metaphorical character
of the presentarion.™" The days are regular days, but they are not 1o be taken
literally:

In his storying of God's creative acs, the author was "moved” 1o
sequence them after the manner of human aces and “time” them after the
pattern of created time in humanity's arena of experience, Such sequenc-
ing and dating belonged integrally to the whole fabric of his accoun:
(the heavenly King commanding his realm into existence and ordering
its internal affairs), whereby he made imaginable the unimaginable,™

B7. As Jolin Wenham 'H-'I'_'.'|Ir abserves, "He did nor show Himself unduly sensitive about
undermining current beliehs™ (*Christ’s View of Soiprure,” p. 14},

B8. Matthew 5:21-22, 27-28, 33-34, 38-39, 4344,

B9, Wienham, "Chrisis View of Mﬁptun:.h P Rl

0. Mris sad thar some evangelical authors pay so lide antention to Jesus” view of Geneis
1=11. For example, non one of the passages cived above is discussed in Pever Enns
basodc Jusperaetion amed Incarnasion. (Jude 14 & memioned, bt in an entiecly differen
ol e

91, This view is called by Richard Bube the “asenrially liveral view™: though Genesis 1-3
s cssentially historical, it “allows tor figurative nonliteral descriprions o occur in the
vext. The crphasia is on harmonizing the liveral biblical text with scientific descriptions”
("Final Reflection,” p. 251-52L.

91 Seck, “Whar Says the Scriprune?” p. 226-231.

93, Ibid., p. 234-237

M, Ihid., p. 237-234,
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The author used a seven-day period because “throughour the ancient Near
East the number seven had long served as the primary numerical symbol of
fullness/completeness/ perfection, and the seven-day cycle was an old and well-
established convention.™ Thus, Stck’s approach is similar 1o Van Till's (discussed
above), but Stek limits this hermeneutical approach o Genesis 1:1-2:3

John Callins holds that the genre of Genesis 1:1-2:3 is “exalted prose nar-
rative”: “by calling it exalied, we are recognizing that . . . we must not impose
a ‘Tieeralistic” hermeneutic on the texe.™ So the days of Genesis | are not to be
taken literally, but rather analogically: “the days are God's workdays, their length
is neither specified nor important, and not everything in the account needs to
be taken as historically sequential.™”

Ciordon Wenham holds thar the days of Genesis are literal, 24-hour periods,
bur because of the “lirerary nature of Genesis 1,” chronological sequence is not
the narrator’s concern,™ Wenham gives four reasons for his non-literal view.
First, there are various literary devices used in the chapeer the “six-day schema,”
“repeating formulae, the wendency 1o group words and phrases into tens and sev-
ens, literary techniques such as chiasm and inclusio, the arrangement of creative
acts into matching groups, and so on.™ Second, evening and morning appear
three davs before the sun and moon. Third, Genesis 1 “stands outside the main
historical outline of Genesis™ (the rofedorhs). So it is “an overture o the rest of
the story and therefore does not stand foursquare with the rest of Genesis, 1o be
interpreted according to preciscly the same criteria.™™ Finally, “all language abou
God is analogical.” so we need not assume thar “his week's work was necessarily
accomplished in 144 howrs.”"™

Victor Hamilton similarly holds thar yom ("day”) in Genesis 1| should be
taken literally as a 24-hour day. However, a "literary n:.niml., places the creation
story in its historical context, as an aleernative to the ANE worldview, So the
term “day” should not be understood as “a chronological account of how many
hours God invested in his creating project, bur as an analogy of God's crearive
activiey.”"™ Similarly, W. Robert Godfrey agrees thar the dayvs of Genesis 1 “are
ordinary, twentv-four hour days,” but they are 1o be rv:gnrdcd as "a model for
our working, not as a time schedule thar God followed. . . . The days are actual
for us but figurative for God.™"" Derek Kidner likewise seems o take the days as

935. Ihid,, p. 239,

96, C John Colling, CGraesis [-4: A Linguinic, Liteniry, and Theological Commientary (Phil-
lipsbung, NJ: P& R, 2006), p. 44.

97. Ihid., p. 124.

8. Wenham, Genenis 1-15. p. 19

99. Ibid.. p. 39,

106, Thid.. p. 40,

101, Ihid.

102, Hamihon, Cenesis, p, 53-56.

103, W. Robert Codirey, Godt Pattern for Creatioe: A Covenanal Reading of Geneds 1{Phil-
lipsburg, Nl PR, 2003}, p. 90,
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lireral days of a week, but it is “phenomenological language”™ (like our own ralk
of “sunrise”) which “turns ages into days” God thus makes concessions to us in
language that we may understand. Kidner concludes thar it is only pedantry
that would quarrel with terms that simplify in order ro clarify,™™

Finally, Bruce Waltke also views the six days of Genesis 1 as “our twenty-four
hour days,” but then he adds that they are “metaphorical representations of a
reality beyvond human comprehension and imitation.”™ Waltke believes that
a non-literal view s “consistent with the text’s emphasis on theological, rather
than scientific, issues.” "™ Waltke gives six reasons for not viewing the creation
account as “straightforwand, sequential history.”"™" First, reading it this way cre-
ates an irreconcilable contradiction berween “the prologue of Genesis and the
supplemental creation account in Genesis 2:4-25," since according to Genesis
2 Godd planted a garden, cavsed trees to grow, and formed the birds and animals
in berween creating the man and the woman. Second, a straightforward read-
ing of Genesis 1:4 and 14 “leads to the incomparible notions that the sun was
created on the first day and again on the fourdh day.”"™ Third, Waltke explains
that the author’s concern is “not scientific or historical but theological and indi-
rectly polemical against pagan myvthologies.™™ Fourth, Waltke observes that the
“symmetrical narure of the account” indicares its non-lireral natare." Waltke
sees the days neatly divided imo two riads of three days: the things orcated in
the sccond three days rule over the corresponding resources created in the first
three davs.'"" Fifth, Wiltke notes thar the use of the “widely attested seven-day

HH. Derek Kidner, Goenesis: An fatradfiiction and Compmengary (Tendale O] Testament
Commentaries; Downers Grove, 11: InterVarsire, 1967), p. 56-58

105, Waleke, “The |.'r|:u'r.1r3.- Cenre of Cronesbs, {:huplcr Omne,” Crmee 37 (19931 1 P B

My, Waltke, Gemests, p. 61,

107, Iredewdd, Wialtke informs us thar the vext is “begging us not vo read it in this way™ (" Lie-
erary Genre,” . B, Woiltke gives three reasons in " Literary Genre” and another theee
reasons in Cavenents, | have combined them here.

108, Waltke, "Liernry Genre,” r 7

1. Waltke, Cornents, p. T

110 Thid,, p. 7677

11 Dbid.. p. 57, This is in exsence the framework hypothesis, first proposed by the Dutch
theologian Arie Noordizij in his work €ods Wisend en der Feseroen Grmigends, publiched
in 1924, An English translation of much of his wark is given in N.H. Riddeibos, &
Fisere a Conflict Betwerst Corneviy | aond Narural Science? (Grand Rapids, MI: Ferdmans,
19570, The framework hypothesis has many advocares., including: Merodich Kline
“Becamse It Had Not Rained.” W77 20 (1958) p. 146-57; Mark D, Futate, “Because
le Had Rained: A Study of Gen. 2:5-7 with Implications for Gen 2:4-25 and Gen
B:1-2:37 W7 o0 (19980 p. 1-21; Lee Trons with Meredith Kline, * The Framework
View,” in David Hagophan., ed., Tl Generrs Dieduste: Trree Views an the Dy "'".I'l' reu o
{Mission Viejo, CA: Crux, 2001}, p. 217-253): Henri Blocher, fo the Begruning: The
Clpening Cleprers of Cenects (Downers Grove, [L: InrerVamsicy, 1984 ); Waltke, Genenis,
pe 38-59, 73-TH; Hamilton, Eaemesss, p. 54—-56; Wenham, Gewents £-1 5, p. 39-40; Mark
Thronveir, “Are the Events in the Genesis Creation Acconmt Set Forth in Chronological
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wvpology” of the ANE shows that the narrator is using a stercotypical formula thar
is not intended to be taken literally. "' Finally, Waltke states that “the language of
our creation narrative is hgurarive, anthropomorphic, not plain: God lisped so
that Israel could mime him, working six davs and resting the seventh.™ " “The

Ll N T

writer's vantage point is with God in His heavenly court.
A Special Hermeneutic for Genesis 17

It should be noted thar all of the scholars mentioned above would hold o
the essential historicity of Genesis 3-11. In fact, most would argue that all of
Gienesis 3=11 be taken lirerally. Thus their viewpoint is not the same as those
who view all of Genesis 1<11 as a story or parable (view 2 mentioned above),
Their problems are primarily with Genesis 1. So the frst question o be asked
is, hermeneutically should Genesis 1 {or, more precisely, Genesis 1:1-2:3) be
separated from the rest of Genesis? Thar is what Stek holds (and thus justifies
his non-literal reading of Genesis 1:1-2:3), calling it a “prologue” to the rest of
Genesis.'"” Wenham likewise holds thar since Genesis 1 is owside the roledorh
outline, it is an “overture” to the rest of the story, and thus doesn’t need 1o be
interpreted the same way.'™

Yer there is no basis for separating Genesis 1:1-2:3 from the rest of the
book. Even Waltke, while also calling Genesis 1:1-2:3 a prologue, acknowledges
thar it is clearly linked 1o the remaining sections: “The author of Genesis links
this prologue to the rest of his book structured about ten historical accounts by
clearly linking it with his first two accounts. The first account . . . (2:4-4:26)
is unmistakably coupled with the prologue by the addition, ‘when the Lord
God made the earth and the heavens.” ™" Indeed, cach of the rledoths carries
an the story of a subject mentioned in the preceding account'™ So, conerary
to Wenham, the first toledath in Genesis 2:4 is linked 1o Genesis | in the same
way that the second roledorh in Genesis 5:1 is linked to the account of Adam
in Genesis 14, The same pattern is seen in the other taledotfy, Those who seck
to separate Genesis 1:1-2:3 from the rest of Genesis fail as miserably as those
wha seck 1o separare Genesis 1-11 from the rest of the book. To give just one
example mentioned carlier, Jesus did not distinguish between Genesis 1 and 2

Ohder? Mo in M Coenesis Delaates Persistent Questions abowr Creation and the Food,
ed. Ronald | Younghlood (CGrand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1990) p. 36-55; and Godirey,
Cradls Pagtersi, p. B5-90.

112, Ihid., [ T6=T77.

1LY, Wakke, “Literary Genre,” p. 8.

114, Wakke, “Literary Genre.” p. 7. “The binguage is anthropomornphic. repracnting God
in human deess” (Thid.. p. 5).

115, Seek, “Whar Says the Scripiure!™ p. 241,

116, Wenham, Gemerts 115, p. 40.

117, Waltke, “Literary Genre,” p. 6.

118, Andrew Kulikowsky, “A Critique of the Literary Framework View of the Days of Cre-
ation,” {unpublished paper for Louisiana Baprist University, July 28, 20011, p. 15.
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when he quoted from both chapters in answering the question about divorce
(Matr, 19:4-6: Mark 10:6-8).

Is Genesis | a Separate Genre?

Many would argue that Genesis 1 should be viewed non-literally because i
is a separate genre from the rest of the book. This argument is at once seemingly
maore sophisticated (whart layman would dispure this claim, not being as aware of
various genres, etc.?) and more elusive, since in fact a separate genre for Genesis 1
is difficult 1o demonstrate. Indeed, among those who view Genesis 1 as a separare
genre, there is little unanimity as to its precise classihcation.'"”

Some see Genesis 1 as poetic.”™ Wenham calls it a "hymn,""" If Genesis
I was poetic, then one would expect 1o observe many hgurative expressions in
the text, Bur even Waltke rejects the classification of Genesis 1 as a poem or a
hym: “Is it a hymn? Hardly, for the poetic mode, the linguistic conventions,
and doxological tone of known ancient Near Eastern hymns are notably absent
in Genesis 1.7 Gunkel, who viewed the genre of Genesis as “legend,” states
thar apart from Genesis 49, “all that the book contains is prose in form."""" Ir
is not written using Hebrew parallelism, bur rather the normal prose strucoure.
The contrast between it and a genuinely poetic passage that celebrates God's
creavion, such as Psalm 104, is striking. Psalm 104 is a poetic description of the
creation: Lrenesis | is nor. ™!

The inescapable conclusion is thar Genesis 1 s narrative prose. Even Wies-
termann agrees that Genesis 1:1-2:4 "is a narrative.”"™ Collins calls it “exalted
prose narrative, acknowledging thar it is not poerry, and thar “we are dealing
with prose narrative,” ver tryving still ro maintain the possibility of a non-literal
hermeneuric.'™ Though acknowledging thar Genesis 1 is narrative, Waltke then
concludes that the genre is "a literary-artistic representation of the creation” —

L1 See John 5. Feinbergs excellent summary of the vanous views on the lHierary genre
of Lienesis 1 in his No Qe Like Hine: The Doeteioe af Cod (Whearon, 11t Crossway,
2000}, p. 574-57H.

120, For example, Walier Brucggemann, Geaesi: A Bible Commentary for Teaching and
Preaching (Adanea, GA: John Knox, 1982}, p. 26-28. See also Amaold, Eueonrtertng
e Boak af Coenenii, 2% " lie elevated snvle is more like poctry.”

121, Wenham, Gowests 1-15, p. 10, But Wenham points oun that Genesds | differs from
the ANE creation storics, which are poctic “Gen. 1 is not ovpical Hebrew poctry.”
He ends up calling it “clevated prose, not pure poctry,” since “maost of the material is
prose (Ihid. )

122 Wahke. "Litcrary Genre,” p. 6

123, Gunkel, Logewals of Gemesis, p. 37-38,

124, See the burther discussion of this point by Bowvd in his chapier.

125 Wenermuann. Cermente [=11, P Bk See alsny Gerhard Flasel's h-:lpli.ﬂ SLTITARY ol the
genre of Genesis 1 in “ The "Davs’ of Creation in Genesis 1 Literal "Dy’ or Figurarive
‘Periods/Epochs’ of Time!™ Chrigar 21 (1994 p. 15-21.

126, Collins, Cenerdn -4, AAECH
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which, in facy, is not a genre type ar all.'" The best thar Stek can do is 1o call it
swi generis (its own genre), which emphasizes the uniquencss of Genesis 1. Surely
we would agree with Stck thar in theme Genesis 1 is unique: but it is hardly
unique in form.'™

Indeed, Genesis | is presented in a normal narrative form. The standard form
in Hebrew for consecutive, sequential narrative prose is the wawe consecurive
imperfect.'™ Genesis | contains 50 s consecutive imperfect forms in its 31
verses, an average of 1.6 per verse. This represents more waw consecutive forms
than all bue 3 of the first 20 chaprers in Genesis.'™ By contrast, in the poetic
section of Genesis 49:1b-27 (Jacob's blessing of his sons), there are only a total
al eight waw consecutive forms, or 0.30 per verse.'"' To pur it another way,
Cienesis | has five rimes more narrative sequential markers than a comparably
long poetic section. There seems to be no doubr that the author of Genesis 1
intended thar the narrative be understood as normal sequential action, The genre
is clearly narrative, not poetry,'

Are There lrreconcilable Contradictions berween Genesis | and 2?

Scholars give various other reasons for taking Genesis | non-licerally. As
mentioned above, Waltke gives six reasons for a non-literal approach, many of
which are shared by others who hold a similar non-literal view. These six objec-
tions 1o the literal view will be brictly discussed in tum. '’

127, Waltke, "Literary Genre,” p. 9. Waltke has adopred this phrase from Henri Blocher. It
is Fascimating that in an antiche entithed “The Literary Genre of Genesis, Chaprer One,”
Waltke ultimarely refuses 1o choose 2 normal genre category, and finds the need 0
make up a phrase that describes the conrent, not really the genre, of Genesis |,

128, Soalso Hasel, "' Days’ of Creation,” p. 20: “Te is hardly ma generis in an exclusive liverary
sense which will remove bt from communication on @ factual, sccurate and historlcal
bevel "

129, Bruce K. Waltke and Michael O'Connor. An feeroduetion s Bibdical Hedrew Syprax
(W inona Lake, 1N: Fisenbraens, 1951, p. 343

130, The thiee chapiers In Genesis 1-20 with more s consecutive Imperfect forms are
chaprers 5 (600, 11 (51) and 19 (64).

131. Todd 5. Beall, William A, Banks, and Colin Smith, (0 Totamient Pariing Cuide
{Mashville, TN: Broadman and Halman, 20000, p. 1-13, 46,

132, Sec abo Hasel, “'Dayy’ of Creation.” p. 20: “The creation acoount of Cenesds 1 is a
hissovical prosc-recond.” Likewise Kaiser states. "Basically, there are two broad categoties
for arranging the material: poctry or prose. The decision is casy: Geneis 1-11 s prose
and not pociry. The wse of the wawr consecurive with the verb 10 describe sequential
acty. the frequent use of the direct object sign and the so-called relative pronoun, the
srresa oo definitions, and the spreading our of these cvenis in 2 soquential ooder indicates
that we are in prose and not in pocrry. Say whar we will, the author plainly intends 1o
be doing the same ching in these chapeers thar he is doing in chapters 12-%0." Kabser,
“Lirerary Form of Genesis 1-11," p. 39-60.

135 Lam simply using Waltke's objections as the basks of discussion because they are the
maost complete. The objections of Wenham and others mentioned above are also
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First, there is supposedly an irreconcilable coneradicrion berween Genesis
I and 2, since in chaprer 2 God apparently creates the man and then plants a
garden and creares birds and animals before crearing the woman, whereas in
chapter 1 the man and the woman are crcated afrer all the rest. But Genesis 2
is not a second, chronological creation account: instead. it is wopical, preparing
the way for Genesis 3. Waltke is concerned thar the mrees God planted in Eden
would not have had time 1o grow and bear fruit,' bur since God can cause
WALET [0 (U into wine in an instant, and can cause Asron’s rod 1o sprout and
bud (Num, 17:8), somchow a fast-growing tree does not seem like such a great
problem!""” Whether God created special birds and cartle (Gen. 2:19-20) on
day 6 speciically for Eden, or whether Genesis 2:19 simply refers to the birds
and cartle already ereated on previous days, is of litde consequence: either way,
there is no contradiction with Genesis 1. Each element mentioned in Genesis 2
is necessary for a proper understanding of Genesis 3; there is no contradiction
berween the two accounts,'™

Was the Sun Created Twice?

Waltke savs that "a straightforward reading of Genesis 1:4 and 14 leads to
the incompatible notions that the sun was created on the firse day and again on the
Sforereh diry.”""" “This objection is raised by many other scholars as well.'™ Bue the
vext does not speak of the sun being creared on day one; only light was created
then, We are not told whar the light source is, but it clearly was not the sun. The
light of day 1 is a special creation of God, distinct from the sun. If somie have a
problem with understanding light withour the sun, then they shoukd recognize
thar something similar will be true in the erernal stare. According 1o Revelation
21:23 and 22:5, the sun will not be needed at all, since the Lord himself is the

adidressesl within the course of the discussion here.

I 34, Waltke, “Literary Genre,” p. 7,

135, See abso James B Jordan, Cration i Six Days: A Defense of the Taditional Reading
af Genesis Oie IMoscow, 11: Cinon, 19993, p. 4546, Interestingly, Walthe himsell
mencions Jesus turning witer into wine, but rejeces the instantaneous groweh view
since the text of Genesis 2 doesn'’t specifically seare i (Ihid.., p. 7).,

136, See also Rabert V. MoCabe, "A Dfense of Literal Days in the Creation Week," Derrodr
Haprisy Seeninrary ool 54 20000 p, 120122 and Wayne Grudern, Spseemaric Thoology
(Grand Rapids, M1: Zondervan, 1994). p. 303, where he notes. “Geneils 2 implics no
descripoon of seypuence in the original creation of the animals or planes, b -,.irnpl_\-
revapitslates some of the details of Genesis 1 as important for the specific account of
the creation of Adam and Eve in Genesis 2.7

137, Waitke, “Linerary Caenire,” p. 7 (iialics his).

138. For example, woe Van 1il, fle Foacrtls Diay, p. 88-92: Meredith Kline, *Space and Time
in the Genesis Cosmuogony,” Mimpectives sn Science and Christian Fasek 48 (199), p.
b-8; Wenham, Generts [-15, p. 40 Irons and Kline, “The Framework View,” 2200.21:
Thronteeit, “Evenis in the Genesis Creation Account,” 37-40; Godirey, Creali fetrern
Sforr Crearion, p. 41-4%; and Ronald E Youngblood. The Baok af Genesiv: Aw Introdi tory
Commenzary (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1991, 2nd «d ), p. 26-27,
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light. S0 just as in the first three days of the crearion week, in the eternal stare
there will once again be light withour the sun. Though we cannor conceive of
“evening and morning” apart from the sun, surely God can.'™

A Polemic against ANE Mythologies?

Next, Waltke asserts that the author'’s concern was not “scientific or histori-
cal,” but was instead "|.1~L:|]:.'|11i1_';|] against pagan mythologies.” ™" Stek, Hamilwon,
Wenham, and Furato make similar observations."" In response, despite the
assertions of these scholars, it is not clear from the exe of Genesis char chis is
the author’s purpose.'* In fact, scholars who hold this view do nor even agree
on whether Genesis 1 is a polemic against Babylonian, Canaanire, or Egyprian
mythologies."" Regardless, even if Genesis 1 is a polemic against one or more
of these ANE mythologies. why would this conclusion lead o the idea that
Crenesis 1 is not o be taken ]Ll.l:r:lﬂ_',.r? The twao COncepts are .liimp[:.r not related.
For example, John J. Davis argues thae the ten plagues in Moses” day were each
directed against Egyptian gods. a supposition directly supported by the text (see
Exod. 12:12: Num. 33:4), unlike the supposition made abour Genesis 1" Bur
that polemical purpose for the plagues in no way causes Davis to view them as
anything but lierally fulfilled. The same holds true for Genesis 1.

Dwes a Symmetrical Structure Indicate Non-literalness?

Waltke, Wenham, and others also contend thar the structure of the days of
Genesis 1 is symmerrical, with davs 46 paralleling days 1-3, and thac this sym-
metry demonstrates its non-literal nawre, Often the following pactern is noted:

Creation kjngdums Creature kings
Diay 1: lighe; day and night Dray 4: light-bearers: sun, moon, stars
Dy 2: sea and sky Dhay 3: sea crearures:; birds
”:L!.r 3: land and w:g::r:lti{m D:ly Gz land creatures: man'?

139, See further Jordan, Creation in Siv Oays, p. 48—49.

140. Waltke, Gewesis, p. 70.

141, Sick, “What Says the Scripture?” p. 229-231; Hamilton, freness, po 55; Wenham,
Cerirepes £=13,, xlv. 9 Fagann, “Becawse It Had Rained.” pe1=21.1 Nhers view Cremesis
1 as a polemic, bur do not necessarily rejecr a liveral approach o the rexe. 5o Hasel,
“Polemic Narure,” p. B1-%1; lohnston, "Geenesis 1-2:3.7 p. 10-14; and Sherrer, “Cienesis
1-2." p. 30-33,

142, See Jordan, Creeion i Siv Diays, po 233; "Nothing in these rexes so much as hines thar
t|1|;_'_'|' VW wri1|:|:_'|:t HE] [uhl;_'rn.il._a :|!_!|:|i|1'-.l :.:1'|}'1||ir|1;..'

143, Furato savs Lanaanite Baalism " Becawse [t Had Rained.” peo =21k lohnsron (" CGenesis
1-2:3." p. 10-14} and Sherer ("Genesis 1-2,7 p. 30-33) say Egyprian; Wenham says
Babylonian and Egyprian (Genedis 1-15, p. 90; and Hasel says Babylonian, Egyprian,
;|||-:_| Canaanite I!"["l::-|-:'::15u N;l,l;url.'," & 1= j

144, John |, Davis, Moser and the Ceods of Egypr (Grand Rapids, M1: Baker, 1971), p.
B3,

145, Waltke, Genesis, p. 57-58, 76-7T; Kline, “Space and Time," p. 2-15; Trons and Kline,

CHAPTER § 157

This view is called the framework hypothesis, and seems to be increasingly
popular among ::'.';L|151.'|i¢;:!|.¢-"" A full critigue of the framework h}'pmhcsis is
given elsewhere in this book, so I]‘['II:I." a few comments will be made here. Firse,
the light of day 1 is nor dependent on the sun, so the sun is hardly the “ruler”
of it. Second, the waters existed on day 1, not just day 2. Third, in verse 14 the
“lights” of day 4 are set in the "expanse” created on day 2 (not dayv 1). Fourth,
rthe sea creanares n}-d:i}' 5 were to All the “warter in the seas”™ which were created
on day 3, not day 2, contrary to the chart above (see Gen. 1:10); and none of the
sea creatures or birds or land creatures other than man were to “rule” anything
anyway. Finally, man was created on day 6 nort to rule over the land and vegeta-
tion (created on day 3), bur over the land animals creared on day & and the sea
CTCATLIres Jan I:I I.-lll'l:‘lh 'LI'L'JI.'LI:'I o lli.'l:r' :ﬁ TTl. 1lt|'|LT '..'l."urdh. dL!‘l].l”I.L. [I'IL J.“‘LL Ll!'l.’lf[. {]l'..
patterns simply do not hold up.™

Furthermore, even if the pattern held vrue complerely {which ic assuredly
does not), it would hardly be an argument for a non-liceral approach ro the
chapter, especially since the chapeer has so many sequential markers. Just because
something is presented according ro a pattern does not mean that the pareern is
non-literal.'* After all, as was previously discussed, the entire Book of Genesis
is patterned according o the raledoshs ("this is the account of | . .): does thart
mean that the accounts of Noah, Shem, Terah, Ishmael, Isaac, Esau, and Jaceb
are not literal or chronological?™ As E.J. Young stares, “Why, then, must we

“Framework View,” p. 224; Wenham, Genesiis f-15, p. 6-71 Amold, Encounrering the
Aook of Crenesis, p. 24: Youngblood, Geesesis, p. 25-27.
146, Seenowe 111 abowe,

—_

147. See furcher. Edward | Young, Srudies in Grewess Cloe (hiladelphia, PA: Presbyierian andd

[etormed, 190640, p. =73 ;r|,||:i|;|n, ."fr;..lr'.r.lr.-:r.':' .I'ur:-.".'.l.".-.n:u;-_'|', L8 302 Todd 5. Beall, "Cliris-

tians in the Public Square: How Far Should Evangelicals Go in the Creation-Evolurion

Diehate:™ (paper delivered ar the Annual Mecting of the Evangelical Theological Sociery,

NMow. [5. 2K, p. G- 10: and Joseph AL Tfipa. Jr. " From Chaos to Cosmas: A 'i'rir'l.luc

of the Non-Literal Interpretations of Genesis 1:2-2:3," in Did God Creave in 6 Days?,

eds. Joseph Pipa, Ir and David Hall (White Hall, Y'V: Taolle Lege, 2005, 2nd ed.), p.

170-74,

148, The same abservarion holds orae for agher |'i:-:_'r.-|.':.' devices seen |":.' Wenham | Cemeds [-1 5,
peo 3490 and orhers, Strucoure does nor necessitare or even suggest non-lirerlness. And
frany af these so-called "filn.-r:lr_-. devices” are -:II.I.I.'h[jIH'IiI'I-IL‘. For L"x:1l11]'.1|-|.', Wienham savs
thar the number of Hebrew words in Gen. 1:1-2 and 2:1-3 are all multiples af seven {p.
i), But in order w arrive at this conclusion, Wenham needs 1o e the number of wonds
in2:1=3 |-::-|_.4.I:|1|.| '--.|||r.:|:r.|.l. :|1|.'. are 3. 14, and 16 wonds rn.hJ1L'-'_|:|'-.|.'|'|. Ao we 1o helieve
thar the author of Genesis went through chis exercise in menal gymnastics of adding the
words in three verses simply to arrive at 35, a multiple of seven? Wenham mentions other
phrases thar occur scven times, but since creation occurred in seven days, it is simply the
repetition of these phrases ae the beginning or end of cach day that creace che "7 See
alsa rmny discussion on the wse of seven in the i|'|||1'|L'-dj:Ll|.'|:|.' fl.a-”l.m‘iu!_'. i'lillil.!.;lu.l.ll'lh.

149, So also Weeks, "Hermeneutical Problem,” p. 17, Sce furcher Pipa, "From Chaos to
Cosmos,” p. | B4-85,
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conclude that, merely because of a schemaric arrangement, Moses has disposed
of chronology?™*

Does the Use of Seven Days Indicate Non-literalness?

Waltke, Seek, and Walton believe thar since the seven days of Genesis 1 re-
Hects a “widely attested seven-day typology of the ancient world,” it suggests that
the author is using a stercotypical formula rather than a literal period of seven
days.""" Waltke notes that “within ancient Near Eastern marerial, the partern of
six as incompleteness and seven as resolution is quite common,”'™

There are indeed some interesting uses of seven days in ANE literature: the
construction of Baal's palace in seven days (ANET, p. 134): the artack of King
Kerer upon the city of Udum (ANET, p. 144—45); Danel's seven days of offer-
ings to the gods followed by seven days of feasting (ANET, p. 150); and in the
Gilgamesh Epic, seven days for Utnapishtim’s boar 1o be buil, and seven days
of the flood raging followed by seven days of waiting for the waters 1o subside
(ANET, p. 93-94),"

Bur there are a number of problems with Waltke and Stek’s analysis. First,
none of the cited texts have anything 1o do with crearion, and none of the ANE
creation texts mention a seven-day period of arcation. Second, the only texis thar
have something to do with building anyrhing arc Baal's palace construction and
the construction of Utnapishtim’s boar. Bur these have nothing to do with the
creation of the world. Third, even these two acts of construction from ANE texts
indicate that the building was done in seven days. But Genesis 1 states thar the
world was created in six days, not seven. The seventh day was merely for God 10
rest. Fourth, just because there are some parallel ANE texes chat mention seven
days has nothing to do with the literalness of the days of Genesis 1. In fact, in
all the ANE rexts cited, the days were regarded as lireral days, nor symbaolic: i
took seven actual days o build Baal's palace, and so forth, In other words, the

150, Young, Seudies in Cienerts One, p. 6h.

151, Waldke, Cimets, p. 77; Seck. “Whar Says the Scriprure?” p, 239 Walton, Gesesis, p.
155, See also Youngblood, Crenesiz, p. 26, 31. Walton sces in the ANE rexts a lurgi-
cal signibicance “connected to the construction of sancruaries.” He concludes that the
severi-day creation cycle in Genesis “pur the creation narrative in the contest of an
enthronement/iemple dedication-type of serting” (Gemesis, p. 157 Thar conclusion
is a strcech, 1o say the least, since the Genesis 1ext mentions nothing of a temple or a
building/throne dedication.

152, Walike, Generis, p. 77, See also U, Cassunn, A Conpmenzary an the Book of Genesir, Pare
Cue | Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1961}, p. 12-13: "Akkadian and Ugaritic literature . .
prove that a series of seren consecutive diys was considered a perfect period in which 1o
develop an important work™ (iralics his).

153, Seck, "Whar Says the Scriprure,” p. 239, Note thar in the case of the Gilgamesh Epic,
the sevens could well be patterned after the acrual Flood account, since Noah waited two
periods of seven days before sending the birds our {Gen. 8:10, 12}, In the Gillgamuesh
Epic, a dove, a swallow. and a raven were sent out on the seventh day.
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days were still 24-hour measures of rime, nor some symbalic figure without any
actual rime value or with a value of thousands or millions of vears,

We wonder if it has ever occurred 1o these scholars that the reason the
number seven was reganded as the number of complereness might be traced back
to 3 distant memory of the actual literal creation week as described in Genesis.
The reason thar “seven” was so prominent in the ANE may very well bave been
thar they knew (having descended from Adam and Noah) that God creared the
world in a period of seven days — a period thar then became the measurement
of time for mankind's activity. Why must we assume thar the author of Genesis
“borrowed” his idea of seven from the ANE. rather than that he received it by
special revelation from God and that the ANE pagans developed cheir idea from
truth handed down abour the Creator's aciual aces?™

Did God Lisp so that We Could Understand?

Finally, Waltke, Kidner, Wenham, and others explain thar God is simply
using anthropomorphic, rather than liveral, language in Genesis 1, Waltke stares
that "God lisped so that lsrael could mime him, working six days and resting the
seventh,” " Kidner likewise views God as making “concessions 1o us in language
that we may understand,” but which apparently is not 1o be taken lierally."™

Certainly the Bible has anthropomorphic language. But in point of fac,
Genesis 2 and 3 contain more anthropomorphic language than Genesis 1: God
_hl-lﬂlhlll'll.th into mans nostrils (Gen. 2:7), His “walking in the F.m]:n“ (Cren.
F:8), and so torth. Yet even understanding the occasional use of anthropomorphic
language, how does that relate 10 our understanding of the days of Genesis 12
Anthropomaorphisms usially take the form of a body part or organ or movement
1o describe God's actions, but they never take the form of a unit of time such as
a day. As Young states, the word anthropomorphic “can be applied o God alone
and cannat properly be used of the six days.”"™ Pipa noves that “God is erernal,
bur once he created time and space his operations within time and space are in
time as we understand e, L. . Are there any examples in Scriprure in which the
time markers of God's work are anthropomorphic?™ ™ In fact, Exodus 20:8-1 |
savs that our week was panterned after God's ereation week: the same term for
“davs” is used both for His creation week and for our week.

154, By this staremient | sm not imiplying that other coliure were innacent in whar they
didd. They rebselliad agains Crad and His revdation through their own sin, and made
up competing cosmologies 10 subsritote for the ruth of God's revelation, Satan b a
muaster af wang partial truth as a substitoie for God's oruth (2 Cor, 11:14)

155, Walke, “Liserary Gene,” po 5.7

156, Kidner, Cemenis, p. 50-58. Sec also Wenham, Genessii -1 5, p. 40: “All I.IIIH_IJ..IF( alwoui
Crod s anadogical.” w there s no need 1o think thar He hnished His work in 144 hown
See alsa Collins, Cenesis 14, p. 124, who advocates the “analogical days™ posithon:
“The davs are God's work-dayvs. their length is neither specified nor importane,”

157, 'I'|FI.1I'I[.{. Serities dw Cwniesis E v, p 5 1. 0

158, Pipa, “From Chios o Cosmos,” p, 163,
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Does God really have to “lisp,” as Waltke says, in order to communicarte
with us? Does this not imply that God did a poor job in creating man in the
first place? Did He not design our human capacity 1o speak and communicate?
Are we not made in His image? OF course He is infinite and we are finire, and
He is the Crearor and we are the crearures; bur isnt man's main problem of
communicating with God due to our sin, not our finiteness?™ Contrary 1o
Waltke, Wenham, and Kidner. all of Genesis 1 begs that we read it as historical
sequential narrative prose, not as some figurative or analogical or anthropamor-
phic account. Furthermore, if God could speak literally about the creation of
Adam and Eve and their sin and about Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph,
Muses, and the Exodus, which most, if not all, of these scholars accepr as liveral
history, then why can't God speak of literal events on literal days of creation in
a way that we can readily understand? The logic of this “lisp" argument does
not make sense. If God created over millions of yvears and in the order that
evolutionary scientists say, then He is a very incompetent communicator in
Grenesis 1.

Oince again, hermencutically it is important to be consistent in our treatment
of Genesis 1. As Pipa notes, the style of Genesis 2 and 3 is more figurative (with
mare anthropomorphisms) than Genesis 1, so why not regard these chaprers as
non-literal?"™ The same is true for the Flood account, Babel, and so forth, Such
an arbitrary method of interpreting Seripture has no exepetical brakes: it s only
one step away from denying miracles and the badily resurrection of Chrisy,'™
How do we determine what is liceral and whar is not, if we ignore the plain

markings of genre in the text itsel'™
Accommodation 1o Scientific Thinking?

There is actually a seventh reason that Waltke gives for rejecting a literal
understanding of Genesis 1, while accepting a literal understanding of che
rest of the chaprers of Genesis, Waltke nores thar there are three basic inter-
pretations for the “days”; “literal owenty-four hour periods, exrended ages or
epochs, and structures of a lterary framework designed o illustrace the orderly
nature of God's creation,” Then Waltke staves that the first two interpretations

159, Sec further Jordan, Crvasion i Séc Dis, p. 105-111, concerning anthropomarphisms
in Lenciis 1.

160, Pipa, "From Chaos 1o Cosmos,” p. 194,

161, Ihid., p. 19496,

162, Feinberg gives asimilar warning: “If the days may be figurative, then why not God. erc.,
as figures o represent something else? What is the hermenentic thar rells us thar some
elements in this stary are figures of speech and liverary devices and others are not? | |, |
It vhis account is just a lbeerary device, what does that tell us abour other staries Moses
recounts? Are the ten plagues at the dme of the Exadus another liverary device, not
to be taken literally? . . . Omge you treat 2 piece whose literary genre seems 1o involve
history as though it does naot, that abso raises serious questions aboot other texes thas
appear to be history™ (No One Like Him, p. 613-015).
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“pose scientific and rextual dithculties,” which he explains in his Foornote
as follows: “In the case of the first suggestion, most scientists reject a literal
twenty-four-hour period. In the case of the second, the pattern in the text of
morning-cvening seems inconsistent with the epoch theory,”'™ In other words,
Waltke rejeces a lieral 24-hour "day” because “most sclentises” reject ic! This, we
suspect, is the main reason lor those who adope an inconsistent hermeneutic
for Genesis 1-11 and especially for Genesis 1: a straightforward reading of
Crenesis | conflicts with the current scientific theory of origins. Indeed, when
presenting the three basic views on Genesis 1, Bube notes thar the emphasis
of “the essentially literal view” is “on Aarmonizing the literal biblical rexe with
scientific descriptions.” What is especially sad is thar Waltke, a wonderful
Hebrew scholar, rejects the normal meaning of the text in Genesis 1 nort on
exegetical grounds, but on scientific grounds! As | have written elsewhere, |
believe that many evangelicals take an inconsistent hermeneutical approach 1o
Cienesis | because they are embarrassed by the six 24-hour day approach and
wish 10 distance themselves from i

Contirmarion of my suspicions comes from an unlikely source. In his
work entitled Fundamenzaliom, James Barr takes conservative evangelicals 1o
task for insisting on a lieral interpretation of Scripture but then abandoning
it when it comes o the creation story in Genesis. Barr explains that “as the
seientihic approach came o have more and more assent from fundamentalists
themselves, they shifted their interpretation of the Bible passage from literal 10
non-literal in order 1o save . . . the inerrancy of the Bible.” In order to avoid
the consequence of an erramt Rible, the fundamentalist *has tried cvery possible
direction of interpretation other than the lireral.” Yer, Barr rightly continues,
“in Bt the only natural exepesis is a literal one, in the sense that this is what
the author meant.™'™

Conclusion

Barr is right on targer, As this chaprer has shown, there is no justification

for applying a different hermencutic to Genesis 1-11 or to Genesis 1 than 1o

the rest of Genesis. As Weeks has observed, “The basic question is whether our

interpretation of the Bible is 1o be determined by the Bible itself or by some other

authority. Once science has been ser up as an autonomous authoricy it inevitably

Tk, Walike, Gemesis, p. 61

164, Bube, "Final Reflections,” p. 251252, This view is equivalent 1o my “Genesis 1-11
as partly hguearive” category (view 3, ahovel,

165, Deall, “Christians in the Public Square,” p. 6. Soabse Peinberg: “What 1 find parriculirly
troublesome in too many prescntitions on the docrrine of creation is thar a prrimary
Fl'ﬂl 1”. 14t ?‘-'I?l" prumary |,_‘.l:1.'I|:I [T} ||11|;q11'|:1|nEl_ the |1-|I'||||._.|| LENT 18 g h.]rrmni;ﬂ_' it with
the prevailing sclenifs undcrstanding of our world. For me. that is not the way o do
ovangolical systematic thenlogy. - - . Scriprsre muse be allowed 1o speak for jvell on jes
own terms LNo O Lide Flim, p. 5790

166, James Barr, Fundamenselion (Philadelphia. PA: Westminster, 1977), O
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tends to determine the way in which we interpret the Bible.”™ Our conclusion
is that the only proper hermencutical approach to Genesis  1-11 (including
Genesis 1) is to regard it as historical narmative that is meant to be raken literally.
To use some other hermencutical approach and apply it in 4 piccemeal fashion
is to ignore the plain evidence given by our Lord, the New Testament writers,
and the text of Genesis irself,

167, Weeks, "Hermencutical Problem,” p. 16,

Chapter 6

The Genre of Genesis 1:1-2:3:
What Means This Text?

Steven W. Boyd

Portions of this chaprer were originally published in my chapeer,
Seeven W, Bovd, “Searistical Determinadon of Genee in Biblical Hebrew:
Evidence for an Historical Reading of Genesis 1:1-2:3.7 in RATE /I
( Radsatsotopes and the Age of the Earth: Results of a Yourg-Earth Creationis
Research Initiarive, edived by Larry Vardiman, Andrew A, Snelling, and
Eugene E Chaffin [El Cajon, CA: Institute for Creation Rescarch and
Chino Valley, AZ: Creation Research Sociery, 2005]), p. 631-734. This
revised material is used with permission from the Institure for Creation
Research. Below, | refer to my RATE I chaprer as RATE chapeer.

1. Intreduction

he starting poine lor l,mdd.:r::!;u'uiit:g any text is to readd it .’Iu'm'i.ling 1o irs
genre, The original readers (or listeners) an author had in mind when he

wrote” would have recognized intuitively whar type of rext they were reading (or

I. Cerdire is the LAY ul literadure imeo which a I,'Iil.nil,. vlar tonk Bills, which wis Lh.':iH:n

recogntzed by ies original readers. For surveys of genre theory written by liverary theorisn,
we The New Princeton Fucyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics INPEPP), av. “genie”™; The
Harper Hanlhowk of Literaenre. 2nd od.. sv “genre criticism™s A Mlandbook of Crivical
Approaches o Liverature, Ath ., s.v. “genre criticm ' and Pawl AL Bove, " Discourse,”
in F Lemtricchia and T. Mclaughlin, ods.. Critical Termy for Literary Sendy (Chicagn,
1L The University of Chicage Press. 1995, 2nd od ). p. 50-51. hereafter cied as €718,
See huriher Grand B Ohbomne, “Hestoncal Marratnve and Truih in the Bible,” JETS
4874 (December 2005): p. 679683 and the references he cites for the concepe of genre
.]H'ﬂl:d 1 hiblical tevts, Alsi see RATE -|'_1u|'l'l-|:r, p. 031039,

. There are sound reasons for assuming the Maosaic authordhip of this e amal an

Exodus dare of 1446 B.C, Thus, the faresr dare for this vexr is the death of Maoses in



