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ABSTRACT

Using primarily Yairah Amit’s work on hidden polemics as a template,
plus Ancient Near Eastern literature, this work argues for a hidden
polemic in Genesis 2-3 against certain excesses in royal ideology and
practice. The key themes of knowledge and life—as well as other terms
and motifs that are related to knowledge and life—are examined in
Genesis 2-3 in connection with those same themes in other parts of the
Old Testament and in the Ancient Near East. It is demonstrated that
knowledge and life are common themes of royal ideology in the rest of the
Old Testament and in the Ancient Near East in general. This ideology is
often treated in a way that is favorable to kings and their ideology.
However, there are other views that are not so favorable. Such views
often involve hidden polemics that seek to protect the authors as well as
the readers and/or hearers of the polemics. These polemics also, by their
hidden nature, tend to draw the reader/hearer into the stories.
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INTRODUCTORY MATTERS

The thesis that is here argued is that Genesis 2-3, the Eden Narrative, is a
hidden polemic against certain excesses in royal ideology. It will be critical to
present evidence for such a hidden polemic, and to propose motivations for
such hiding.

It is assumed here that the Eden Narrative does indeed make use of other
materials,1though the argument made here is not dependent for its validity
upon the identification of these sources. This thesis deals primarily with
something like the “final form” of Genesis 2-3. Some brief discussion
concerning possible sources and their possible interrelationship will take
place, nevertheless. This will occur primarily in the discussion of prior
scholarship.

The expression “something like the final form” that was used in the prior
paragraph requires explanation. Some Old Testament scholars have pointed

out that the expression “final form” is itself problematic.2 The writings that

11In view of the Eden Narrative’s use of the GilgameshEptc, this approach appears to be
plausible. Cf. Jeffrey H. Tigay, The Evolution ofthe GtlgarneshEptc

Un.vers.ty of Pennsylvania, 1982) and Jeffrey H. Tigay. A

Criticism (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvan.a Press 1985). This prov.des a helpful and
appropriate analogy for what may be the backgroun or enesis

However, the Gilgamesh Epic is extant. Putative b.bl.cal sources for Genesis 2-3 are not.
Therefore, while not deny.ng the possibility of var.ous sources w.th.n the Eden Narrative th.s
thesis will focus on the text of Genesis as we now have it. The thes.s presented here is, thus,
intentionally synchronic.

2 Cf. Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel. (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1985), 140. Fishbane writes, concerning the fluidity of the Hebrew Bible,

“The dominant trope of instruction in aggadic exeges.s thus suggests that every teaching
which somehow transforms the received traditions in the process of their representation has
place within the immense structure of inner-biblical aggadah .... For it requires one o
recognize, with the final tradent-teachers, that the Hebrew Bible is a variety of teachings and
responses which each generation has added to its tradition, and that each successive layering
of traditio is, inevitably, a reordering ofthe relative authority of the received traditions. In
this sense, the received canon of Scripture, as a form of instruction, is quintessential” an

Cf also John Barton. The Old Testament. Canon, Literature, and Theology: Collected Essays
ofJohn Barton (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007), 185-191, for a discussion of some of the problems
with the term “final form.”



comprise the Old Testament were always subject to at least three tendencies,
careful preservation, updating, and revision.3 Thus, the term final form is
something of a misnomer. Therefore, it may be nearly as problematic to speak
of the “final form” of a document or story, as it is to speak of the “sources” for
a document or story.

However, it is difficult to discuss any ancient document, unless some sort
of more or less final form is posited. Furthermore, the portions of Genesis 2-3
that are contained in the DSS are very similar to the corresponding portions of
Genesis 2-3 that are found in Codex Leningradensis and other more “modem”
Hebrew texts.4 There are also very few significant variants in the LXX
translation of Genesis 2-3.5 Therefore, while recognizing the validity of
concerns for (and the inadequacy of) the term final form, this term will be

used, bearing in mind that it here means something like the final form.

3 Eugene Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls ami the Origins o fthe Hebrew Bible (Grand Rapids.
Eerdmans 1999), 11, detects two dynamics operating in the case of the scribes at Qumran
“First, they often simply copied the individual books of the Scriptures as exactly as humanly
possible. But secondly, sometimes the scribes intentionally inserted new material ha helped
interpret or highlight for their contemporary congregation m a new situation the relevance of
the traditional text.” Updating and revision may be regarded as shading off into «"e another.
The common saying, “Every translation of a text is also an interpretation could perhaps be
revised to “Every updating of a text is also a revision. In a similar vein cf. the discussion of
the treatment of tradition in Kenton L. Sparks, Ancient Textsfor the Study ofthe Hebrew
Bible: A Guide to the Background Literature (Peabody, MA.: Hendrickson, 2005), 20.

4 Cf. James Vanderkam and Peter Flint, The Meaning ofthe Dead Sea Scrolls: Their
Significancefor Understanding the Bible, Judaism, Jesus, and Christianity (New York:
Harper, 2002), 104-105. The authors comment that “... the twenty-four Genesis scrolls are
mostly fragmentary, with only thirty-four of the fifty chapters of Genesis represented (1-6, 8,
10 12 17-19 22-24 26-27 32-37 39-43,45-50). It appears that the text of Genesis had
become generally stable by the Qumran period, since these manuscripts reveal a text generally
close to the traditional Masoretic Text and the Samaritan Pentateuch .... Beyon minor
variations or differences in spelling, only eleven Genesis scrolls contain any variants worth
noting (a possible exception being the book’s chronological system) and may e c assi ie a
mixed or non-aligned. Other manuscripts, notably the two (or possibly three) rom a i
Murabba't, copied at the beginning of the second century CE, are virtually identical to the
Masoretic Text.” ..
Perhaps another alternative should be proposed. At times, scribes may have preserved the
basic meaning of the texts, while updating the language somewhat for (then) mo em
readers

5 Cf. John William Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis (Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars
Press, 1993), 22-50.



The Structure ofthe Argument ofthis Thesis
The thesis will be organized as follows. Chapter 1 will set forth a

methodology for grounding this enquiry into the proposed hidden polemic in
Genesis 2-3. Criteria that have been proposed by scholars (particularly by
Yairah Amit) will be used to examine the Eden Narrative, as well as some
other Old Testament texts that seem to contain polemics against certain
aspects of royal ideology, or against certain kings.6 In addition to these
helpful criteria, one more criterion—a fifth is here proposed: the presence ot
polemic concerning royal ideology in other ANE®iterature. It polemic is, in
fact, found in other ANE literature, this might help to establish it in the Old
Testament as well, since royal ideology seems to have been relatively
consistent across the ANE.

Using other ANE literature is, to be sure, problematic. Scholarly
approaches to ANE literature outside of the Old Testament has gone through
various stages, in terms of its relation (or lack thereof) to the Old Testament.

It is indeed important to be wary of the dangers of “parallelomania.” 9 Even

6 Cf,, for example, Brian P. Irwin. “Not Just Any King: Abimelech, the Northern Monarchy,
and the final form of Judges,” JBL 131/3 (2012): 443-454. Irwin argues that it is not
monarchy as such, which the Abimelech story in Judges inveighs against, but rather non-
Davidic kings, particularly during the period of return romt e exi e.

7 The abbreviation “ANE” for “the ancient Near East,” (as well as for “ancient Near Eastern )
will be used for the most part in this thesis.

8 Cf. Richard S. Hess, “One Hundred Fifty Years of Comparative Studies on Genesis 1-11: An
Overview,” in “7 Studied Inscriptionsfrom before the Flood': Ancient Near Eastern, Literary,
and Linguistic Approaches to Genesis 1-11, edited by Richard S. Hess and David Toshio
Tsumura, 362-382 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1994), 3-26, for a helpful survey of
scholarship, up to the early 1990s. .

Cf. also William W. Hallo, “Compare and Contrast: The Contextual Approach to Biblical
Literature,” in The Bible in the Light o f Cuneiform Literature, Scripture in Context Ill
Ancient Near Eastern Texts and Studies, edited by William W. Hallo, Bruce William Jones,
and Gerald L. Mattingly (Lewiston, New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1'990)J 1-30, who
advocates a carefiil approach, which takes seriously both similarities and differences ot AMt
and biblical literature.

9 Cf. Samuel Sandmel, “Parallelomania,” JBL 81/1 (1962): 1-13, who warns against the

danger of comparing too closely, and so, not taking seriously the uniqueness ot ditterent
works.



when two texts use the same terminology, the two may be understood in
radically different ways in two different cultures. Even within the same
culture, two texts may use the same or similar language, but have very
different meanings.

However, the use of similar words, roots, symbols, and concepts might be
helpful in establishing a general royal ethos in the region, without attempting
to establish precise relationships, or to argue for “influence.” 1l While Hallo
acknowledges that the questions “... as to where, when and even in what
direction it [i.e., “any alleged cultural interchange”] might have occurred” are

important, he also writes,

The fact that we cannot always be sure of the place, the date, or the
direction of the borrowing does not invalidate either the comparative or the
contextual approach: modem literary criticism properly investigates literary
parallels without necessarily or invariably finding the exact route by which
a given idea passed from one author to another. And given the fragmentary
nature of the ancient record, the answers cannot always be forthcoming."

In a similar vein, Walton warns against “.. . the tendency to create
uniform views where none exist. To speak o f‘Mesopotamian thinking’ or
‘Egyptian theology’ or ‘Israelite worldview’ is unquestionably presumptuous.
It is like speaking o f ‘European culture’ today.” 22 Furthermore, Walton warns
against the danger of assuming continuity over time within the same area or

ethnic group,13or even within the same group at the same time. 4

10 Cf. John Bright, A History oflsrael, 3rdedition (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1981), 226.
While Bright is skeptical as to whether Israel took over the royal ideology of its surrounding
nations in toto, he does acknowledge, “It is, of course, likely that features of Israel’s royal
ideology were borrowed. The Israelite monarchy was, after all, an innovation for which no
native precedents existed. A state that absorbed thousands of Canaanites, that patterned much
of its bureaucracy on foreign models, and whose national shrine was constructed on a
Canaanite pattern, doubtless borrowed features of its cult—and of its ideal of kingship—as
well.”

1 Hallo, “Compare and Contrast,” 6.

12 John H. Walton, Ancient Israelite Literature in its Cultural Context (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1989), 15-16.

1 Ibid., 16.



Walton sets forth ten important principles must be kept in mind when
doing comparative studies. This thesis attempts to keep these principles in

mind.

1. Both similarities and differences must be considered.

2. Similarities may suggest a common cultural heritage or cognitive
environment rather than borrowing.

3. Itis not uncommon to find similarities at the surface but differences
at the conceptual level and vice versa.

4. All elements must be understood in their own context as accurately
as possible before cross-cultural comparisons are made (i.e., careful
background study must precede comparative study).

5. Proximity in time, geography, and spheres of cultural contact all
increase the possibility of interaction leading to influence.

6. A case for literary borrowing requires identification of likely
channels of transmission.

7. The significance ofdifferences between two pieces of literature is
minimized if the works are not the same genre.

8. Similar functions may be performed by different genres in different
cultures.

9. When literary or cultural elements are borrowed they may in turn be
transformed into something quite different by those who borrowed
them.

10. A single culture will rarely be monolithic, either in a contemporary
cross-section or in consideration of a passage of time.

Since allusion is crucial to the detection (as well as to the hiding) of
hidden polemic, it will be important to discuss allusion in some detail. The
meaning and nature of polemic and the meaning and functions of royal
ideology will also be treated in the chapter on methodology.

Chapter 2 will discuss previous scholarship, pointing out some of the
strengths and weaknesses of various broad categories of approaches. It will be
demonstrated that political interpretations of Genesis 2-3 are not lacking,
including approaches that propose that the Eden Narrative is calling into&

14 Ibid.

15 John H. Walton, Ancient Near Eastern Thought and the Old Testament: Introducing the
Conceptual World ofthe Hebrew Bible (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006), 26-27.
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question certain aspects of royal ideology. However, such interpretations
often seem to lack a clear methodology. A somewhat more reflective
approach to hidden polemic—oplus the fifth criterion that I am proposing (other
ANE literature that is concerned with kingship)—may place these political
approaches on a firmer methodological footing. This survey of scholarship
will reveal the presence of scholarly approaches that suggest a hidden polemic
against royal ideology and practice.

In chapters 3 and 4, an analysis of two of the most crucial elements of
ancient royal ideology —knowledge and life—will be presented. These
chapters will fulfill Amit’s second criteria: clues in other biblical texts that a
polemic is occurring.

Chapter 3 will examine the theme of royal knowledge in the Old
Testament outside of Genesis 2-3, primarily by examining the portrayals of
two of the early kings of Israel, David and Solomon. Both of these kings are
described as having wisdom, yet in the case of both kings, wisdom and
knowledge are problematic—at least in the larger context of the stories of
Samuel and Kings. Other Old Testament texts that seem to point toward a
problematic connection and possible polemic debate concerning royal
knowing will be noted briefly. These other texts would provide fruitful ways
of further exploring the possibility of polemics against certain excesses in
royal ideology in other, less obvious texts, such as Genesis 2-3.

Chapter 4 will examine the theme ofroyal reception and mediation of life

in the Old Testament outside of Genesis 2-3. The primary focus will be an

10



examination of Psalm 72. Other psalms,16proverbs,17 and narrative biblical
texts such as 2 Samuel 21:1-14, 1Kings 17-18 that seem to connect the king
directly with the theme of life also will be briefly discussed. As with
knowledge, other Old Testament texts and other ANE materials will be noted
that may suggest a variety of very different approaches to life in connection
with royal ideology. Thus, the possibility that an Old Testament polemic of
some kind is going on in connection with royal ideology and life will be
argued.

Chapter 5 will examine Genesis 2-3, especially with a view to two of its
themes: knowledge and life. It will be argued that these themes are critical for
understanding the Eden Narrative, at least in its final form. Such themes also
suggest a hidden polemic against the use of these themes in royal ideology.
Other words and motifs in Genesis 2-3 that also may point toward a political

setting for the story will be listed, and some will be discussed briefly. Genesis

16 Norman K. Gottwald, “Kingship in the Book of Psalms,” in The Oxford Handbook o f the
Psalms, edited by William P. Brown (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 437, notes the
following psalms “. .. as testimony to the attitude toward kingship: Psalms 2, 18, 20-21,45,
72,89, 110, 144, and 146.”

17 Scholars have tended to downplay the connections between the book of Proverbs and the
Eden Narrative. There may be several possible reasons for this.

First, there has been a tendency—which has prevailed since the dawn of the enlightenment—
to regard the Old Testament as a fragmented miscellany. When such a mindset prevails,
scholars have an understandable reaction against looking for any unity (or even connections)
in diverse texts of the Old Testament.

Second, Genesis 2-3—and the work of the Yahwist as a whole—has been regarded as widely
separated in time from the book of Proverbs. Even if this were true, it would not
automatically make a connection impossible, or even unlikely. After all, those same stories
may refer (whether with approval or disapproval) to scholars who lived hundreds or even
thousands of years ago. The assumption that later Hebrew writers would not have (whether
intentionally or unintentionally) linked their own writings with earlier Hebrew writings needs
to be seriously questioned. The precise nature of those linkages may not be recovered or
recoverable, but the linkage itself makes a great deal of sense.

Third, scholars have tended to become embroiled in discussions over the referentiality (or
otherwise) of the Solomonic references in the wisdom literature. While such discussions may
be helpful, they may also mask the simpler and more general point: Such references to one of
the greatest of Israel’s kings would have invoked an echo of both the greatness and the pitfalls
of Solomon’s reputation in the literature.

n



2-3 will be situated within its larger ANE context of the themes of knowledge
and life, as these are connected with kings.
A brief conclusion will round off the thesis. This conclusion will include

possible avenues for further investigation.



A Few Words about Terminology and Formatting

When reference is made to “Genesis 2-3,” this is shorthand for Genesis
2:4a, 2:4Db, or even 2:5 through 3:24. While it no doubt matters for some
approaches to the Eden Narrative, for the argument that is presented here, it
matters little where precisely the unit begins. However, the assumption here is
that 2:4 serves as a bridge between the Creation Narrative of Genesis 1:1-2:3,
and the Eden Narrative of 2:5-3:24.18 However, for the sake of brevity, the
text of Genesis 2:4-3:24 (or 2:4&3:24, or 2:4b-3:24, or 2:5-3:24) will generally
be referred to as “Genesis 2-3.” Alternatively, the term “Eden Narrative” will
be used.

In the interest of breaking up the monotony, the argument will employ
certain synonyms for some words and phrases. The terms “explicit” and
“implicit” polemic will follow Amit’s usage throughout. However, due to the
frequency with which hidden polemic is mentioned, the term “cryptic critique”
and other tenns will be used occasionally for “hidden polemic.”

As much as possible, the formatting that is original to quotes has been
preserved. In particular, all italics in quotes belong to the sources quoted.
Italics are used in the body of the thesis only for foreign words and
expressions, and for sub-section titles within the chapters of this thesis.

Square brackets are used to enclose the first letter of a quote, in order to
indicate when a different case (lower or upper) was originally used in the

quote.

18 Cf. Victor P. Hamilton, The Book ofGenesis: Chapters 1-17, NICOT (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Eerdmans, 1990), 149. While Tryggve N. D. Mettinger, The Eden Narrative: A
Literary and Religio-historical Study of Genesis 2-3,” (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2007), 13,
thinks that the relevant text is 2:5-3:24, he also thinks of v. 4 as “a bridge” between 1:1-3 and
2:5-3:24.

13



Spelling in quotes has been preserved. American (rather than English)
spelling in non-quotes in the text and footnotes is followed throughout.

Citations of primary and secondary sources involving subscripts,
superscripts, etc. have been preserved.

All guotes from the Hebrew Bible are from the Codex Leningradensis
Hebrew Text Westminster Morphology and Lemma Database of BibleWorks
8, unless otherwise indicated. Quotes from the Greek translation of the Old
Testament are from BibleWorks 8, BGT database, unless otherwise stated.

In cases where the versification of the Hebrew WTT diverges from the
English Bible, the Hebrew appears first, with the English Bible versification

following, enclosed in square brackets. The abbreviation EB is used in these
cases.

14



CHAPTER 1. METHODOLOGY:
ALLUSION, POLEMIC, AND ROYAL IDEOLOGY

Introduction

Because this thesis involves allusion, polemic, and royal ideology, it will
be necessary to briefly discuss these three separate (yet interlocking) aspects.
It will be essential to set forth what each of these is, how to recognize it, and
what purpose (or purposes) each might serve. Thus, there will be a three-part
subdivision of each of the three components. After each of these crucial tenns
has been discussed in turn, there will be a brief summary and conclusion as to
how they may relate to one another, and how they relate to the argument
presented here.

Additionally, since the thesis here presented concerning hidden polemic
in Genesis 2-3 makes extensive use of the work of Yairah Amit as a template,
it will be necessary to discuss her work in some detail. In particular, two of
her works are crucial to the present work: Hidden Polemics in Biblical
Narrative, and “Epoch and Genre: The Sixth Century and the Growth of
Hidden Polemics.”19 Amit’s work will be related to the work of others on

allusion, polemic, and royal ideology.

19 Yairah Amit, Hidden Polemics in Biblical Narrative, BIS 25, translated by Jonathan
Chipman (Leiden: Brill, 2000), and Yairah Amit, “Epoch and Genre: The Sixth Century and
the Growth of Hidden Polemics,” in Judah and the Judeans in the Neo-Babylonian Period,"
edited by Oded Lipschits and Joseph Blenkinsopp (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 135-
151.

Other works by Amit have also been consulted. These include the following: Yairah Amit,
“The Glory of Israel Does Not Deceive or Change His Mind’: On the Reliability of Narrator
and Speakers in Biblical Narrative,” Proof MI'S (1992): 201-212; Yairah Amit, “Biblical
Utopianism: A Mapmakers Guide to Eden,” USQR 44/1 (1990): 11-17; Yairah Amit, History
and Ideology: An Introduction to Historiography in the Hebrew Bible, translated by Yael
Lotan (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999); Yairah Amit, “Hidden Polemics in the
Story of Judah and Tamar,” in A Critical Engagement: Essays on the Hebrew Bible in Honour
ofJ. Cheryl Exum, edited by David J.A. Clines and Ellen van Wolde (Sheffield: Sheffield
Phoenix Press, 2011), 1-20.
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Some of the relevant ANE materials will be discussed during this chapter
as well. This will address the fifth criterion that supplements Amit’s four
criteria for recognizing polemic in the Old Testament. In particular, ANE
materials that speak of kings in ways that are similar to Genesis 2-3 will be
discussed. Once again, allusion, polemic, and ideology will be important for
understanding the impact of other ANE materials upon the argument that is

presented here.
. ALLUSION
A. Defining Allusion

What is allusion? An often quoted definition is provided by Miner: “Tacit
reference to another literary work, to another art, to history, to contemporary
figures, or the like.”20 In a later edition of the same reference work, Miner
gives a slightly different definition of allusion. Here, Miner defines allusion
as “a poet’s deliberate incorporation of identifiable elements from other
sources, preceding or contemporaneous, textual or extratextual.”2

“Although poetic a. [i.e., allusion] is necessarily manifested in words,

what it draws on in another work need not be verbal. The words of the

Many other scholars have written helpful works on Old Testament polemics in particular
texts—including in Genesis 2-3. These scholars and their works have contributed greatly to
the argument here presented. Amit’s work has been especially helpful in providing a helpful
distillation of many of the theoretical principles for detecting a hidden polemic, and also by
giving practical examples from the Old Testament of such hidden polemics.

Also helpful have been James C. Scott, Domination and the Arts ofResistance: Hidden
Transcripts (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990), While he has not been quoted in this
thesis, Barrington Moore, Injustice: The Social Bases o fObedience and Revolt (White Plains,
N.Y.: M. E. Sharpe, 1978), has provided helpful background.

20 Earl Miner, “Allusion,” Encyclopedia o fPoetry and Poetics, edited by Alex Preminger
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965), 18.

21 Earl Miner, “Allusion,” The New Princeton Encyclopedia ofPoetry and Poetics (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1993): 38-39.

16



alluding passage may establish a conceptual rather than a verbal connection
with the passage or work alluded to.”2

Allusion demands “an echo of sufficiently familiar yet distinctive and
meaningful elements” and “an audience sharing the tradition with the poet.”
Without these two elements, the interrelationship between two texts (or any

non-textual phenomena) will not be recognized. 23

Ben-Porat describes literary allusion in a more narrowly textual manner.

The literary allusion is a device for the simultaneous activation of two
texts. The activation is achieved through the manipulation of a special
signal: a sign (simple or complex) in a given text characterized by an
additional larger “referent.” This referent is always an independent text.
The simultaneous activation of the two texts thus connected results in the
formation of intertextual patterns whose nature cannot be predetermined.4

It is important that Ben-Porat notes that the “nature” of the intertextual
relationship of two texts “cannot be predetermined.” Intertextual relations,
even when they can be firmly established, can function in a number of
different ways. This will be discussed below.

It may be somewhat helpful to distinguish “allusion” from other terms
such as “inner-biblical exegesis” or “echo.” However, it may also be helpful
to regard allusions as falling on a continuum with these other related literary
phenomena, thus highlighting the fluid nature of allusions.5

Recognizing Allusion

2 Ibid., 39.

23 Ibid.

24 Ben-Porat, “The Poetics of Literary Allusion,” PTL 1(1976): 107-108.

25 Richard B. Hays, Echoes oj Scripture in the Letters o fPaul (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1989), 23. Hays claims not to distinguish consistently between “allusion” and “echo,”
but then says, “In general, throughout the following pages, allusion is used of obvious
intertextual references, echo of subtler ones.” In a sense, this demonstrates the very point
which Hays is making: Intertextual references fall on a continuum, with points on the
continuum shading off into one another.

17



By definition, recognizing allusion is difficult. If a “tacit reference”’% is
indeed tacit, such difficulty would be unavoidable. Allusion will be easy to
miss, at least for some readers. As Miner notes, “The test for a. is that it is a
phenomenon that some reader or readers may fail to observe.”27 In a similar
vein, Hays proposes a continuum for intertextual connections, ranging from
explicit quotations to very faint echoes, with the degree of confidence that
something is an allusion diminishing as one moves away from explicit

quotations.

Quotation, allusion, and echo may be seen as points along a spectrum
of intertextual reference, moving from the explicit to the subliminal. As we
move farther away from overt citation, ... the intertextual relations become
less determinate, and the demand placed on the reader’s listening powers
grows greater. As we near the vanishing point of the echo, it inevitably
becomes difficult to decide whether we are really hearing an echo at all, or
whether we are only conjuring things out of the murmurings of our own
imaginations.28

While recognizing the difficulty of detecting the presence and meaning of
allusion,2 Hays proposes seven “. .. criteria for testing claims about the
presence and meaning of scriptural echoes in Paul.”3 However, Hays
acknowledges that the meaning of texts cannot be contained by his criteria

“hedges”.3

(1) Availability. Was the proposed source of the echo available to
the author and/or original readers?2 . ..

26 Miner, “Allusion,” Encyclopedia o fPoetry and Poetics, 18.

27 Miner, “Allusion,” The New Princeton Encyclopedia ofPoetry and Poetics: 39.

2BHays, Echoes ofScripture, 23.

29 bid., 32-33.

30 Ibid., 29.

3l Ibid., 32-33. In other words, although Hays thinks of the criteria he proposes as helpful, he
admits that such criteria cannot be considered foolproof “rules” for establishing echoes or
allusions.

%2 1bid., 29.

18



(2) Volume. The volume of an echo is determined primarily by
the degree of explicit repetition of words or syntactical
patterns, but other factors may also be relevant: how
distinctive or prominent is the precursor text within Scripture,
and how much rhetorical stress does the echo received in
Paul’s discourse?33 .. .

(3) Recurrence. How often does Paul elsewhere cite or allude to
the same scriptural passage?34 . . .

(4) Thematic Coherence. How well does the alleged echo fit into
the line of argument that Paul is developing?3®

(5) Historical Plausibility. Could Paul have intended the alleged
meaning effect? Could his readers have understood it? (We
should always bear in mind, of course, that Paul might have
written things that were not readily intelligible to his actual
readers.) This test, historical in character, necessarily requires
hypothetical constructs of what might have been intended and
grasped by particular first-century figures.% . ..

(6) History ofinterpretation. Have other readers, both critical and
pre-critical, heard the same echoes? ... While this test is a
possible restraint against arbitrariness, it is also one of the least
reliable guides for interpretation .... Thus, this criterion
should rarely be used as a negative test to exclude proposed
echoes that commend themselves on other grounds.37

(7) satisfaction. With or without clear confirmation from the
other criteria listed here, does the proposed reading make
sense? Does it illuminate the surrounding discourse? . ..
This criterion is difficult to articulate precisely without falling
into the affective fallacy, but it is finally the most important
test: it is in fact another way of asking whether the proposed
reading offers a good account of the experience ofa
contemporary community of competent readers. ... [T]he
final test of the present study of Paul will come only in the
reading, and the case is necessarily cumulative.3

There are always only shades of certainty when these criteria
are applied to particular texts. The more of them that fall
clearly into place, the more confident we can be in rendering
an interpretation of the echo effect in a given passage.®

Berger has also articulated principles for determining allusion, applying

them to the case of Ruth and 1 Samuel 25. Berger acknowledges that,

33 Ibid., 30.

34 Ibid.

35 Ibid.

36 Ibid.

37 Ibid., 31.

3 Ibid., 31-32.
39 Ibid., 32.
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although recognizing an allusion is never a foregone conclusion, elements

within a text may signal allusion.

As many have noted, the probability that one text alludes to another
will generally depend on the distinctiveness and frequency of their common
features. Thus, if the features in question are unexceptional, or if we
observe just a handful of similarities distributed over large expanses of text,
an argument in favor of allusion will most often fall short. At the same
time, a particularly striking parallel might suggest allusion all by itself.
More important, an especially dense cluster of similarities might prove
decisive even where each of them, taken individually, could otherwise have
been seen as coincidental; the larger the number of moderately suggestive
parallels, the more compelling they become when considered together.4D

It is also possible to approach the matter of allusion in tenns of stages in
the recognition of allusions. For example, in his more reader-centric
approach, Ben-Porat identifies four stages that the reader goes through in order
to recognize an allusion.

1 The reader recognizes . .the marking element(s) as belonging or

closely related to an independent referent text. .. "4
2. The text to which the allusion refers is identified.£

3. “Modification ofthe Initial Local Interpretation ...” of the

alluding text.43

4. “Activation ofthe Evoked Text... as a Whole, in an Attempt to

Form Maximum Intertextual Patterns.”44

Leonard seeks to test certain methodological principles for determining

intertextual allusions by a close examination of Psalm 78.45 He begins with

40 Yitzhak Berger, “Ruth and Inner-Biblical Allusion: The Case of 1 Samuel 25,” JBL 128
(2009): 254.

4 1bid., 110.

42 Ben-Porat, “Poetics of Literary Allusion,” 110.

43 lbid.

44 1bid., 111.
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two criteria that would certainly constitute criteria for an allusion: . .a
paragraph-long quotation, complete with a citation ... ,”8 In less clear cases,
Leonard proposes .. eight principles as methodological guidelines.”47

These eight are as follows.

(1) Shared language is the single most important factor in establishing
a textual connection. (2) Shared language is more important than nonshared
language. (3) Shared language that is rare or distinctive suggests a stronger
connection than does language that is widely used. (4) Shared phrases
suggest a stronger connection than do individual shared terms. (5) The
accumulation of shared language suggests a stronger connection than does a
single shared term or phrases. (6) Shared language in similar contexts
suggests a stronger connection than does shared language alone. (7) Shared
language need not be accompanied by shared ideology to establish a
connection. (8) Shared language need not be accompanied by shared form
to establish a connection.48

Leonard holds that “themes” is too broad a resemblance to be used to
argue persuasively for allusion.49 This seems to be a fair criticism. The
argument has often been proposed that, because the Eden Narrative shares
certain themes with other stories, this means that the Eden Narrative alludes to
other stories that treat similar (or the same themes).50 However, while such
themes are of interest, they likely should not be used as evidence for allusion
to particular texts. On the other hand, they may corroborate such evidence,

provided that evidence itself exists.

45 Jeffery M. Leonard, “Identifying Inner-Biblical Allusions: Psalm 78 as a Test Case," JBL
127/2 (2008): 244-245.

46 Ibid., 246. If “allusion” is understood as an indirect or passing reference, a direct quote
should be distinguished from allusion.

47 Ibid.

48 Ibid.

49 1bid., 246-247.

50 Jonathan Magonet, “The Themes of Genesis 2-3,” in A Walk in the Garden: Biblical,
Iconographical and Literary Images ofEden, ed. Paul Morris and Deborah Sawyer (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 39-46; Alan Jon Hauser, “Genesis 2-3: The Theme of
Intimacy and Alienation,” in Art and Meaning: Rhetoric in Biblical Literature, JSOTSup 19
edited by David J. A. Clines, David M. Gunn, and Alan J. Hauser, 20-36 (Sheffield: JSOT
Press, 1982).
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Leonard points out that “[t]he description of the plagues in Psalm 78 is
filled with language that corresponds to the plague narratives in the Torah.”5l
In particular, Leonard draws attention to the lexical linkages between Psalm
78:51 and Exodus 12:12, 29.2 Indeed, Leonard cites a number of verbal
parallels between Psalm 78 and the JE account of the plagues.33

In the second criterion (“shared language”), Leonard points out that, even
when two texts have much language that is not shared, this in no way
invalidates lexical evidence for allusion to another biblical text.54 In other
words, the fact that some words are changed in an allusion does not affect the
fact of allusion.% According to Leonard, different wording, ignoring certain
material present in the plagues, and even changes in the order of the plagues
does not touch the essential point of the allusiveness of Psalm 78 to the JE
account.5%5 “To demonstrate that two texts are not connected requires more
than highlighting the differences between those texts. After all, an author
certainly has the ability to borrow from a given text and then subtly or even
radically to reshape the borrowed material for his or her own purposes.”5/

Concerning the importance of shared language that is rare or distinctive,
Leonard makes two excellent points. Common shared language does not
automatically preclude the idea that one text is alluding to another. However,

rare or distinctive language that is shared is a stronger indicator of the

51 Leonard, “ldentifying Inner-Biblical Allusions,” 247.
52 Ibid., 247-248.

53 Ibid., 248.

54 Ibid., 249.

% Ibid.

5 Ibid., 250.

57 Ibid.
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presence of allusion.3 As an example of rare, shared language, Leonard cites

the expression “n"V23. This phrase is used in both Psalm 78:13 and Exodus

15:8.9

Commenting on the accumulation of shared language, Leonard writes,
“An implication flowing from the principle outlined here is the notion that
strong evidence for allusions in some cases can lend support to less certain
allusions elsewhere. Each additional connection found in a text provides
supporting evidence for affirming less obvious allusions.”&

Shared contexts, even when the language shared is common, strengthen
the possibility of allusion.6. However, shared ideology is not required for

allusion.

A writer who depends on a particular text or tradition will often draw
on the language of that underlying tradition. There is no reason to expect,
though, that a later writer would understand or feel compelled to duplicate
the ideological concerns of the earlier tradent.® . .. [Commenting on later
Christian and rabbinic authors who used Old Testament texts] . . . The fact
that these later writers advanced ideologies different from those of the
original authors has no bearing on the question of whether they allude to

their writings.&
This observation would also hold true for allusions within the Old

Testament. In fact, if one text completely agreed with the ideology of another
to which it may allude, why would the more recent text even exist?

Leonard argues that a similar form (or gattung) is not required in order to
establish allusion.64 To generalize Leonard’s observations about the link

between Psalm 78 and the “murmuring tradition” of the Pentateuch, there is no

53 Ibid., 251.

59 Ibid., 251-252.
60 Ibid., 253.

6l Ibid., 255.

62 Ibid.

Ibid., 256.

&4 Ibid., 256-257.
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reason to expect that the allusions of any text to another text would have been
constrained by the fact that the form of one text is different from the text that
is being alluded to. The commonplace that “form follows function” may hold
true at times, but in many cases, form and function are quite fluid in their
relationship to one another. Allusions—whether or not they express similar
ideologies—can be expressed by widely differing genres. For example, a
joke, apoem, and an essay could all make reference to any ofthese (or other)
genres, and could either agree, modify, or oppose the point of the text to which
allusion is made.

In the second main section of his article, Leonard acknowledges the even

greater difficulty

. of determining the direction of these allusions. When one text is
obviously later than another, as, for example, in NT allusions to passages in
the Hebrew Scriptures, the direction of allusion is easily ascertained. When
dealing with passages in the Tanak, however, it is rarely possible to
establish so definitively the priority of texts, especially since demonstrably
early texts often contain later, secondary elements.®b

However, Leonard proposes the following criteria for determining the
direction of influence. He seems to proceed from the stronger criteria to those
that may be less compelling. These criteria are as follows:

1 The reader recognizes “. . . the marking element(s) as belonging or

closely related to an independent referent text...,”®
2. The text to which the allusion refers is identified.67

3. “Modification ofthe Initial Local Interpretation . . .” of the

alluding text.@8

65 Ibid., 257.
66 Ben-Porat, “Poetics of Literary Allusion,” 110.

67 Ibid.
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4. “Activation ofthe Evoked Text. .. as a Whole, in an Attempt to

Form Maximum Intertextual Patterns,”®8®

The first criterion is clear enough. The second involves .. orthography,
morphology, syntax, vocabulary, content, and so on . ...”70 However, as
Leonard immediately concedes, “Naturally, each of these features is subject to
debate, as evidenced by the fact that reputable scholars manage to settle on
divergent dates for nearly every biblical text.”71

Concerning the third criterion (whether one text is capable of producing
the other), Leonard writes, “When comparing texts that appear to be
connected, it is important to consider whether one text has sufficient breadth
and depth to generate the other.”72 However, Leonard may be overestimating
the value of this criterion for determining the direction of allusion. He gives
as an example Genesis 12:10-20. This seems to be the story of the exodus.
“The question is which story has left its mark on the other. The answer seems
obvious.”73 Leonard asserts that the more developed story (that of the exodus)
gave rise to the story of Abram and Sarai in Egypt. “It is nearly impossible . .
. to understand how an isolated pericope in Abram’s story could have given
birth to the great complex of traditions that make up the exodus story.”74

However, it is not really so “nearly impossible.” After all, while it is
certainly possible to model a shorter story on a longer one, it is equally

possible for shorter stories to be the impetus for a larger story or complex of

63 Ibid.

69 Ibid., 111.

70 Ibid., 258.

71 Ibid., 258-259.
72 1bid., 260.

73 Ibid., 260.

74 1bid.
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stories. Indeed, this particular direction of allusion seems to have been the
case with Gilgamesh Epic. Shorter, simpler Sumerian stories seem to have
been adapted and woven together to form the Gilgamesh Epic.

The fourth criterion (one text assuming the other) involves a text referring
to only part of another text. Such a reference would only make sense if the
rest of the text was assumed.7 The fifth criterion means that, if a text has
shown a general tendency to borrow from other texts, the likelihood is
increased of that text to borrow from yet another text.77 The sixth criterion is
that of a text using another text in a particular, stylistic and exegetical
manner./ In particular, determining the direction of an allusion is a matter of
imagining how the direction of the allusion could have gone in the opposite
direction.®

Leonard begins his conclusion by acknowledging that, “[although the
principles outlined here guide the process of identifying and determining the
direction of allusions, the process is often more art than science.”8 This is an
appropriately tentative conclusion. The possibility of dating certain biblical
texts, and of discussing the direction of influence may be helpful in some
cases. Leonard is probably correct in faulting Eslinger for being too skeptical
on this point of determining the diachronic direction of allusions in texts.8

However, while Leonard’s criteria for determining the direction of

allusion are helpful for some texts, for the purpose of the argument that is here

7 Cf. J. D. Bing, “On the Sumerian Epic of Gilgamesh,” JANES 7 (1975): 1-10.
76 Leonard, “ldentifying Inner-Biblical Allusions,” 261.

77 bid., 262.

78 Ibid., 262-264.

79 lbid., 264.

80 lbid., 264.

al lbid., 243.
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presented, diachronic considerations will play little part. There are five
reasons for this neglect of diachronic matters.

First, there are already many diachronic treatments that deal with the
dating of Genesis 2-3, and its possible development through time. This is a
well-worked field that can be accessed by anyone who is interested in the
issue.

Second, dates for Genesis 2-3 range from the time of Moses, to the
Hellenistic period.8 The lack of anything like a scholarly consensus suggests
that attempts at dating are, at the very least, problematic.

Third, this thesis does not argue for a close literary connection between
any two texts. Rather, the argument is that Genesis 2-3 references a general
ANE world view concerning royal ideology. While texts have an evidentiary
part to play in this argument, the main concern here it is the royal ideology
that they appear to reflect. Thus, the relative dating of texts that reveal such a

general world view is somewhat less important than it would be if the

82 Cf., for example, Avi Hurvitz, “The Recent Debate on Late biblical Hebrew: Solid Data,
Experts’ Opinions, and Inconclusive Arguments,” HS 47 (2006): 191-210, Terje Stordalen,
Echoes o fEden: Genesis 2-3 and Symbolism ofthe Eden Garden in Biblical Hebrew
Literature (Leuven, Belgium: Peeters, 2000), 206-213; David M. Carr, Reading the Fractures
of Genesis: Historical and Literary Approaches (Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster John
Knox Press, 1996).

83 For the very conservative view that Moses wrote Genesis 2-3, cf. John E. Hartley, Genesis,
NIBC (Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 2000), 15-17. For a similar approach, see also
Paul J. Kissling, Genesis, The College Press NIV Commentary (Joplin, Missouri: College
Press, 2004), 42-49.

For the older scholarly consensus that Genesis 2-3 was written during the United Monarchy
(with or without the use of older materials), cf. Otto Kaiser, Introduction to the Old
Testament: A Presentation ofits Results and Problems, trans. John Sturdy (Minneapolis,
Minnesota: Augsburg, 1975), 78-91 (especially, pp. 82-84). Cf. also Gary A. Rendsburg, The
Redaction of Genesis (Winona Lake, Indiana, 1986), 107-108.

Somewhat more cautiously, John Day, From Creation to Babel: Genesis 1-11, LHB/OTS 592
(London: Bloomsbury, 2013), 47-49, argues for a pre-exilic date, although not necessarily a
date during the United Monarchy.

Increasingly, scholars seem to favor a very late date. Cf. Stordalen, Echoes ofEden, 206-213.
Stordalen opts, however tentatively, for a Persian dating for the Eden Narrative (p. 213).

An even more radically late date is exemplified by Russell Gmirkin, Berossus and Genesis,
Manetho and Exodus: Hellenistic Histories and the Date ofthe Pentateuch (New York: T & T

Clark, 2006).
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argument of this thesis were concerned with the development of this world
view through time, or if the relationship between specific texts were in view.

Fourth, while Leonard’s seems to be correct in pointing out specific (and
numerous) connections between Psalm 78 and the Pentateuch, the same cannot
easily be done in connection with Genesis 2-3. There do seem to be some
connections between Genesis 2-3 and other biblical texts. However, these
connections are not close enough to enable a firm diachronic determination
about the direction the allusion would logically go. Thus, although Leonard’s
criteria for detecting allusion are helpful to the argument of this thesis, his
criteria for determining the direction of allusions are less so.

Fifth, the argument here is for a hidden polemic against certain common
assumptions and assertions of royal ideology in the ANE. Because of the
hiddenness of this polemic, it is argued that clues about the ancient time in
which the Eden Narrative is set are likely a crucial aspect of that hiddenness,
rather than clues to the date of its composition. In other words, setting the
story “long ago and far away,” allows those who crafted and preserved the

story to disguise the real target of their polemic.

A. The Purposes ofAllusion

Many possible purposes and functions have been identified for allusions.
According to Miner, “A. may be used merely to display knowledge . . .; to
appeal to those sharing experience or knowledge with the poet; or to enrich a

poem by incorporating further meaning.”8 According to Sommer,& some

84 Miner, “Allusion,” The New Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, 39.

8 Benjamin D. Sommer, A Prophet Reads Scripture: Allusion in Isaiah 40-66, CJOD
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998), 18-20.
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purposes for allusion are “culturally conservative,” and some are “culturally
innovative.”& Allusion may, indeed, be used to give pleasure to the author of
the newer work, by showing off his knowledge, and/or to the audience who
read the newer work.87 Thus, allusion shares some of the DNA ofjokes, since

the familiar and the unfamiliar give pleasure in both allusions and jokes.&®

Scholars often argue for very different—even contradictory—purposes for
allusion within the same texts, even when there is agreement as to a text and
its allusive source. For example, Berger®and Fisch® agree that Ruth is to be
connected with the story of David and Bath-Sheba. However, Fisch argues for
a positive role for Ruth vis-a-vis David—i.e., a purpose that serves to portray
David in a positive manner. Berger, on the other hand, argues for Ruth’s
negative role in assessing David. This exemplifies the very different—indeed,
opposite—functions that can be predicated of two texts, even when there is
agreement between competent scholars concerning the texts’ connectedness
with one another.

Summary ofScholarly Approaches to Allusion

The authors discussed in the above sections on allusion seem to agree that
allusion is difficult to recognize. However, they all recognize that more or
less objective criteria are needed, if the attempt to argue for allusion is to have
any cogency. While the ways in which these criteria are described varies from
scholar to scholar, there appears to be general agreement that words and

phrases are indicators of allusion. Miner argues that, while verb al clues are

86 Ibid., 18-19.

87 Ibid., 19.

Ibid.

89 Berger, “Ruth and Inner-Biblical Allusion”: 253-272.

90 Harold Fisch, “Ruth and the Structure of Covenant History,” FT 32 (1982): 425-437.

29



crucial in establishing the presence of allusion, the allusion may to be
“concepts” as well as to texts.9 Also, there is agreement that rarer words and
phrases in two texts are more likely to demonstrate allusion than if common
words and phrases are used.

Some of the scholars discussed here—at least, based on the writings cited
here— think of allusion as primarily a textual phenomenon. Others recognize
the cross-fertilization between various media.®2

A few scholars have argued that there is evidence that can help establish
the temporal direction of the allusion. Many others remain silent on this
matter, content with establishing criteria for allusion, rather than dealing with

the time and direction of the allusion.
l. POLEMICS
A. Defining Polemics

Articles and books that contain the word “polemic” and its cognates rarely
seem to define what they mean by the tenn. Yet the definition of the term

matters greatly.
Merriam-Webster’s on-line definition seems fairly typical. “. . . an
aggressive attack on or refutation of the opinions or principles of another
b : the art or practice of disputation or controversy —usually used in

plural but singular or plural in construction . .. ,”® The Oxford English

a1 Miner, “Allusion,” New Princeton Encyclopedia o fPoetry and Poetics, 39.

R While this thesis deals almost exclusively with texts, the fruitful and less well-worked field
of iconography might reward further exploration. The difficulties of relating texts to
iconography has often been noted in the scholarly literature. (Cf., e.g., 1zak Cornelius,
“Paradise Motifs in the ‘Eschatology’ of the Minor Prophets and the Iconography of the
Ancient Near East. The Concepts of Fertility, Water, Trees and ‘Tierfrieden’ and Gen 2-3,”
JNSL 14 (1988): 41-83.) However, despite the real and serious difficulties, it would be of
interest to cautiously explore this area as well. (See, e.g., Othmar Keel, Goddesses and Trees,
New Moon and Yahweh: Ancient Near Eastern Art and the Hebrew Bible, JSOTSup 261,
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 16-17.)
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Dictionary has a similar definition. “A strong verbal or written attack on
someone or something .. ..”%#

It may well be that the historical use of the word (stemming from the
Greek word that often refers to literal warfare) has colored the modem
understanding of the term “polemics.”% However, the question should be
raised as to whether more subdued attacks might also be considered
“polemical” in nature as well.%

For the purpose of the argument here presented, polemic is any protest—
no matter how muted or strong—against another position, institution,
ideology, or person. This definition does not prejudge the intensity with
which, or the methodology by which, polemic is used to oppose a particular
view. Neither does it specify whether the polemic is verbal, written, or action-

related. This definition does, however, retain the essentially oppositional

nature of polemic.

B http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionarv/polemic. accessed 12- 31-2105.

XA http://lwww.oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/american enelish/polemic. accessed 12-
31-2015.

95 Cf. Jonathan Crewe, “Can a Polemic be Ethical? A Response to Michel Foucault,” in
Polemic: Critical or Uncritical, edited by Jane Gallop (New York: Routledge, 2004), 136-
137.

96 To press the literal, obsolete meaning of polemics as “warfare,” it is worth pointing out that
the act of tunneling under a city’s walls in order to conquer it isjust as truly warfare, as is a
direct assault on the city gates. Similarly, ideological polemic may consist of indirect, as well
as direct, assaults upon another position.
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B. Recognizing Polemics97

As with recognizing explicit allusions (or better, “quotations”),
recognizing open polemics is not difficult. 1 Samuel 8 is a textbook example.
Kaplan contends that the expression “the manner of the king” in 1 Sam 8:11-
18*“... should be viewed as part of the Furstenspiegel genre of discourse, a
mode of critiquing and restraining royal power in the ancient Near East by

raising a mirror to its excesses.”®

C. The Purposes o fPolemics

What is the purpose of polemic? It might be better to ask about the
purposes of polemic, for there are (at least in some cases) multiple polemical
battles going on within the same text. Thus, for example, Strine argues
cogently that Ezekiel is conducting a two-pronged attack: one against an intra-
Judahite group,® and one against the Babylonians.10

If Strine is correct, a significant underlying purpose of Ezekiel’s polemics
is “identity formation.” 0 If there is one purpose for polemic in general, this

may well be that purpose: identity formation. Arguments about important

97 Many of the criteria for recognizing hidden polemic are similar—if not identical—to the
criteria for recognizing that one text is alluding to another. Thus, much of the discussion on
recognizing allusion is applicable to recognizing hidden polemic.

Also, there will be more discussion concerning recognizing hidden polemic in the section
dealing with the work of Amit.

98 Jonathan Kaplan, “Samuel 8:11-18 as ‘A Mirror for Princes’,” JBL 181/4 (2012): 626. Cf.
also Lyle Eslinger, “Viewpoints and Points of View in 1 Samuel 8-12.” JSOT26 (1983): 61-
76.

9 C. A. Strine, Sworn Enemies: The Divine Oath, the Book of Ezekiel, and the Polemics of
Exile, BZAW 436 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2013), 177-227.

100 Ibid., 228-268.
101 Ibid., 276-279.
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issues often may boil down to the establishment and/or maintenance of
boundaries between “us” and “them.” 18
While Scott does not appear to use the word “polemic,” the idea seems to
permeate his work. Scott distinguishes between “public transcripts” and
“private transcripts.” “Public transcripts” reflect the ideology of a dominant
group, while “hidden transcripts” reflect the ideology of a subordinate group.
Public transcripts embody the ideology of the dominant elite. Scott

writes,

Public here refers to action that is openly avowed to the other party in
the power relationship, and transcript is used almost in its juridical sense
(proces verbal) of a complete record of what was said. This complete
record, however, would also include nonspeech acts such as gestures and

expressions. *®

While Scott, does appear to define what he means by “the hidden
transcript,” he appears to use the term to describe what goes on within the
dominated group, out of sight of the dominant elite. Such a hidden transcript
“.. .is produced for a different audience and under different constraints of
power than the public transcript.” 14

The zone between these two different ideologies, public and hidden, “.. .
is a zone of constant struggle between dominant and subordinate—not a solid
wall. ... The unremitting struggle over such boundaries is perhaps the most
vital arena for ordinary conflict, for everyday forms of class struggle.” 1b
When Scott speaks of “constant struggle” and “unremitting struggle,” his

approach clearly involves polemical discourse. Both Strine’s and Scott’s

102 Ibid., 277-278. Strine points out that Ezekiel is attempting to establish the “us” as “those
of us who are in exile, but who are faithful.” The “them” involves two polemic targets: the
Judahites who are still in Judah, and the Babylonians.

108 Scott, Domination and the Arts o fResistance, 2, fn. 1
104 1bid., 5.
15 Ibid., 14.
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approach suggest that the purpose of both public and hidden transcripts is not
only to contest the other transcript. These transcripts also serve an internal
function for each group: to keep the members of both the dominant and
subordinate groups on the same message.

In dialog with Clines, who holds that the Bible is inherently ideological
and essentially conflictual, 13 Barr has raised a serious question as to whether
or not ideology is a matter of conflict or of consensus. “The idea that ideology
is to be traced back to social conflict seems to me to be mistaken. All that has
been said in our discussion of the definition of ideology seems to point in the
opposite direction: ideology points towards a consensus, not a consensus with
no exceptions at all, but a substantial general consensus.” 107

However, there are two weaknesses with Barr’s analysis. Barr may be
correct in pointing out that Clines’ example of the Ten Commandments as
“ideological” is not the best example for Cline’s argument.18 But even if this
is granted, it does not touch portions of the Old Testament in which conflict
between different groups and ideologies is too obvious to be ignored. 1 Kings
8, for example, seems to be exhibit a pro-royal ideology. However, 1 Kings
8:27 appears to call that pro-royal ideology into serious question. Concerning
1Kings 8:27, Gray argues that the natural connection of 8:26 with 2:28 is “.. .

suggesting that v. 27 is parenthetical, and perhaps a later theologizing

106 Barr is in dialog with D.J.A. Clines, “Possibilities and Priorities of Biblical Interpretation
in an International Perspective,” Bl 1(1993): 67-87. (Cf. especially p. 86, to which Barr
refers.)

107 James Barr, History and Ideology in the Old Testament: Biblical Studies at the End ofa
Millennium, the Hensley Henson Lectures for 1997 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000),
135.

108 Ibid., 134-135. Barr, 135, asks whether there was ever a “. . . Pro-Stealing class or party . .
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interpolation.”1® This tends to make the temple .. but the meeting-place of
man and God . ...” 110 While Gray recognizes that verse 27 relativizes the
temple, Gray does not acknowledge that it also relativizes the temple-builder
Solomon, who is praying the dedicatory prayer over the temple. This implies

that not all the ideology is a matter of consensus.

A second problem with Barr’s comment that ideology is more a matter of
consensus than of conflict is also connected with the example given by Cline.
This problem may be expressed in the form of a question: Ifthere was never a
“Pro-Stealing class or party,” why is stealing so often prohibited in the Old
Testament?11l Of course, the “Pro-Stealing” class would not likely have
acknowledged that they were really stealing. They would, no doubt, have
embraced an ideology that justified their stealing—which would, thus, not
have been considered stealing at all. Therefore, the matter of ideological

conflict (and therefore, polemic, at some level) still seems to be present after

all.

109 John Gray, | & I1 Kings: A Commentary, 2rd, fully revised edition (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1970), 221.

Gary N. Knoppers, “Prayer and Propaganda: Solomon’s Dedication of the Temple and the
Deuteronomist’s Program,” CBQ 57/2 (1995): 5, argues for a unifying blending of original
source and the later deuteronomistic edition. He writes “Even though the Deuteronomist later
(in 8:27) distances himself from the immanentization of divine presence proclaimed by his
source, his very inclusion of this affirmation underscores the sanctity of the new sanctuary.”
While the phrase “distances himself” may not suggest a strong polemic, it does suggest a
certain dissatisfaction with the source which the later editor was using. Thus, even in the
writing of a scholar with a bias in favor of viewing 1 Kings 8 as a unit, there is the recognition
of a certain tension within the text. However, neither Gray nor Knoppers seems to note that
such tension relativizes the role of Solomon, as well as the role of the temple.

110 Gray, | & Il Kings, 221.
111 Cf., for example, Jeremiah 7:9; Hosea 4:2; 7:1; Zechariah 5:3.
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I ROYAL IDEOLOGY
A. Defining Royal Ideology

Before discussing royal ideology per se, it would be best to briefly discuss
ideology in a broader manner. What is it, how does one recognize it, and what
is/are its purpose/s? However, this is no easy task. As Eagleton
acknowledges, “[n]obody has yet come up with a single adequate definition of
ideology ... Thisis ..because the term ‘ideology’ has a whole range of
useful meanings, not all of which are compatible with each other.” 112 As
Dyck points out, .. ideology and ideological criticism does and will
continue to mean different things to different people both inside and outside
the guild.”113 Concerning the term “ideology,” Barr notes that “[t]he term is
used ... in a bewildering variety of ways ....” 114 Mayes notes that, “[t]he role
of ideology cannot, then, be understood simply in terms of integration and
constitution; rather from the beginning, it belongs in a context of opposition to other
ideologies and thus has a legitimating function.” 15 Whether or not ideology is
always “legitimating” is open to debate. However, even if it is considered as
always legitimating, this would still suggest a polemic against some sort of
counter-ideology that might (at least in theory) challenge such legitimating

ideology.

112 Terry Eagleton, Ideology: An Introduction (London: Verso, 1991), 1

113 Jonathan E. Dyck, “A Map of Ideology for Biblical Critics,” in Rethinking Contexts,
Reading Texts: Contributionsfrom the Social Sciences to Biblical Interpretation, JSOTSup
299, edited by M. Daniel Carroll R. (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2000), 108.

114 Barr, History and Ideology in the Old Testament, 102.

115 Andrew D. H. Mayes, “Deuteronomistic Ideology and the Theology of the Old
Testament,” JSOT 82 (1999): 64.
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Eagleton points out serious problems with defining ideology only in terms
of the dominant group.116 He also has problems with the viewpoint (for
example, of Martin Seliger) that ideology is essentially neutral, i.e., as a set of
beliefs by which people live.117 In fact, Eagleton wants to preserve both the
narrower and broader definitions, though he acknowledges their
incompatibility.118 However, he also admits that a broad definition tends to
make the term “ideology” so broad that it ends up meaning everything and
nothing.119

On the other hand, not all of the power arrangements between groups
must be seen as ideology. Some of these power arrangements are more

important than others.10

Not everything, then, may usefully be said to be ideological. If there is
nothing which is not ideological, then the term cancels all the way through
and drops out of sight. To say this does not commit one to believing that
there is a kind of discourse which is inherently non-ideological; itjust
means that in any particular situation you must be able to point to what
counts as non-ideological for the term to have meaning.12

Eagleton also points out that whether something that is said or written is
ideology depends upon the context. “Itis .. a question of who is saying
what to whom for what purposes. ... The general point, then, is that exactly
the same piece of language may be ideological in one context and not in
another; ideology is a function of the relation of an utterance to its social

context.” 12

116 Eagleton, Ideology, 5-6.
117 Ibid., 6-7.

18 Ibid., 7.

119 Ibid., 7-8.

120 Ibid., 8-9.

12 Ibid., 9.

12 Ibid., 9.
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According to Eagleton, ideology implies .. conflicts within the field of
signification.” 123 It is inherently likely that, whenever an ideology is
expressed, it implies that there is some other ideology about the matter.
Matters such as breathing do not generally require a supportive ideology, since
breathing is usually considered a required human activity. Of course, even
breathing can become an ideological issue in situations where “ethnic
cleansing” needs to be justified by those doing the “cleansing.”

Eagleton points out that, in the case of any sort of ideology held by a
number of people over time, there is likely to have existed at least some real
evidence to support that ideology.14 However, while some ideology may be
true at one level, it may be false at another.125

Miller begins his discussion of ideology by referring to “. . . two basic and
generally similar definitions of ideology . .. ,”1% Miller seems to be in basic
agreement with these, although he later revises them. The first is from

Winston White, and the second is from James Luther Adams.

An ideology is a selective interpretation of the state of affairs in
society made by those who share some particular conception of what it
ought to be.17

[An ideology is] that composite myth by which a society or group
identifies itself, not only for itself but also for other societies and groups.
An ideology posits the group’s goals and justification of these goals in
terms of which the group deals with other groups and with conflicts within
the group; it defines and interprets the situation; it aims to overcome

123 Ibid., 11

124 Ibid., 12.

125 Ibid., 16-17.

126 Patrick D. Miller, “Faith and Ideology in the Old Testament,” in Magnolia Dei— The
Mighty Acts of God: Essays on the Bible and Archaeology in Memory ofG. Ernest Wright,
edited by Frank Moore Cross, Werner E. Lemke and Patrick D. Miller (New York:
Doubleday, 1976), 466.

127 Miller, “Faith and Ideology,” 466. Miller is quoting from Winston White, Beyond
Conformity (New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1961), 6.
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indifference to the common good,; it reduces excessive emphasis on
individual action. It makes possible group action.18

As with polemics, many Old Testament scholars seem content with
discussing royal ideology without defining what they understand by the term.
Scott has written one of the seminal works on royal ideology, even though he
speaks more generally of “dominant” and “submissive” groups.19 In
particular, Scott’s discussion of the distinction between what he calls “public”
and “private” transcripts—along with his discussion of the purposes of such
transcripts—is helpful for understanding royal ideology.

What is “the public transcript?” Scott answers, “The public transcript is,
to put it crudely, the ~c//:portrait of dominant elites as they would have
themselves seen.”13) Since kings (and their officials) may certainly be
described as a type of dominant elite, their ideology may certainly be seen as
part of “the public transcript.” “The capacity of dominant groups to prevail—
though never totally—in defining and constituting what counts as the public
transcript and what as offstage is, as we shall see, no small measure of their
power.” 13l The public transcript is expressed in its most extreme form in royal
ideology.12

Hettema and van der Kooij set forth a simple definition of polemic as
“controversial discourse.” 18 The authors also identify .. three fields in

culture and society, in which this notion of controversial discourse is

128 128 jyjEiler"“Faith and Ideology,” 466. The quote is from James Luther Adams, “Ideclogy
and Religion,” [no further publication information available], p. 72, note 12.

129 Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance.

130 Ibid., 18.

131 Ibid., 14.

12 Ibid.,

1B T.L. Hettema and A. van der Kooij, “Introduction,” in Religious Polemics in Context:
Papers Presented to the Second International Conference of the Leiden Institute for the Study

of Religions (LISOR) Held at Leiden, 27-28 April 2000, edited by T.L. Hettema and A. van
der Kooij (Assen, The Netherlands: Royal Van Gorcum, 2004), xi.
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elaborated more distinctly: politics, literature, and religion.” However, the
question might be asked as to whether these three areas were regarded as

distinct in the ANE.

Hettema and Van der Keeij write,

In politics, polemic goes together with propaganda as a fonn of
persuasive discourse. An extensive repertory of rhetorical devices is
applied in political polemic: the use of deceit, disclaiming the rhetorical
ability of the opponent, the manipulation of infonnation, the use of
nonverbal techniques of communication, etc. Political polemic shows an
intentional use of communication as a means of power. Polemic serves to
establish a certain political power, and is a linguistics power itself.13}

The authors hold that political polemics is the realm where the “. ..

power, and even violence of language . . . emerges most eminently.” 1%

However, it would seem best to not prejudge the rightness, wrongness, or
motivation for any ideology. Thus, a neutral definition is tentatively chosen
for the argument presented here. For the purpose of this thesis, ideology is
defined as a set of ideas that supports a particular position concerning an
important person, belief, institution, or any other important social reality.
Since humans tend to disagree in their ideas about important institutions, it
may be assumed that ideology will often be oppositional in one way or

another, and to one degree or another.

B. Recognizing Royal lIdeology

In its most direct forms, recognizing royal ideology is generally not as

difficult as either allusion or subtle polemic. There are at least two reasons for

134 Ibid.
135 Ibid.
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this. First, royalty permeates the extant literature of the ANE.1% Second, such
literature, no matter the genre, tends to speak of the king in such exalted terms
that it would be difficult to miss it.

Murray notes that, at least in broad terms, royal ideology is similar across
space and time. “Given what we know of the ebb and flow of political and
cultural contacts and dominations within the area, a hypothesis that allows for
some degree of general diffusion of such claims and assertions within the area,
albeit undergoing decontextualization and recontextualization in the process,

is not unreasonable.” 137 In a similar vein, Whitelam writes,

The ideal position of the king as judge, expressed in the well-being of
nature and society along with the king’s concern for the underprivileged,
was found to be consistent with similar conceptions of the Just King
common to the ancient Near East as a whole. Such ideology also has an
important part to play in reality. The failure of the king in his divinely
commissioned task ofjudicial administration seriously undermined his
position on the throne (2 Sam. xv 1-6).18

Since the thesis here presented also deals with general similarities in royal
ideology across space and time,13 it seems appropriate to refer to other ANE
aspects of royal ideology. Even ideologies that are outside of ancient Israel
and Judah (and not contemporary with the very uncertain date of the Eden
Narrative) may serve to provide at least general analogies to the royal ideology
of Israel and Judah.

What were the most significant elements of royal ideology in the ANE?

These can be analyzed in several ways. In general terms, victory in battle

136 Cf. Donald F. Murray, Divine Prerogative and Royal Pretension: Pragmatics, Poetics and
Polemics in a Narrative Sequence about David (2 Samuel 5.17-7.29), JSOTSup 264
(Sheffield: Sheffield University Press, 1998), 249-250.

137 Ibid., 250.

138 Keith W. Whitelam, The Just King: Monarchical Judicial Authority in Ancient Israel,
JSOTSup 12 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1979), 219.

139 Cf., for example, J. N. Postgate, “Royal Ideology and State Administration in Sumer and
Akkad,” in CANE (New York: Scribner, 2000), 1. 395-411.

41



against the king’s enemies and domestic achievements are the major
components of royal ideology. These fundamental aspects of royal ideology

are discussed briefly below.

For example, in discussing the god Ninurta, Annus notes that,

“Ninurta is the defender ofthe divine world order; he is the god of
warfare, agriculture, and wisdom. The connecting point between these
seemingly contradictory roles is the institution of kingship Ninurta
personifies and the destiny he decrees for a mortal king. ... He is expected
to give his victorious role over to the earthly king who can be seen as his
incarnation or ‘icon.” ... Ninurta mythology is widely used in the royal
rituals.” 140

In fact, Annus speaks of Ninurta as “. . . the god of kingship ... ,” 4l
“Although Ninurta’s name seems to vanish in this process of identification
with the other gods, the configuration of his cult lingers in royal ideology and
rituals until the end of Mesopotamian civilization, and left a legacy for later
periods.” 12

Indeed, following Engnell’s lead, Annus thinks that the earthly king was
identified with Ninurta.13 Annus also thinks that this connection “. . . is
neither unique nor accidental .. .,” but that such a connection perdures.1

As Annus points out, eternal life is a reward given to the victorious
Ninurta, a gift that would be strange for a god, but more understandable if the
earthly king was being addressed, along with the god.1b “As can be seen from
the mythical text Creation ofMan and the King (Mayer 1987), kingship in the
first millennium BC was considered as a part of the primordial world order.

According to this text, the creation of the king immediately follows the

140 Amar Annus, The God Ninurta in the Mythology and Royal Ideology o fAncient
Mesopotamia, SAAS 14 ([Helsinki]: The Neo-Assyrian Text Corpus Project, 2002), 5.
141 Ibid., 6.

142 5-6.

143 Ibid., 6-8.

144 Ibid., 6.

145 Ibid., 6-7.
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creation of man.” 146 Annus also points out that, “[t]his myth may also reflect
the conceptual affinity of the king and Ninurta.” 147 ... “The kingship in the
Sumerian cities on earth was directly dependent on the divine kingship in
Heaven.” 18~

Such language about the attributes of the king and his tasks is not foreign
to some texts within the Old Testament. Concerning the lofty language of

Psalm 21, Aster notes that, “[d]ivine attributes, such as TD2, Tin, nnn, and

eternity are shared with the king in vv. 6-7a and he is welcomed in YHWH’s

presence in 7b.” %> Aster comments,

Inw. 6-7, the king is described (repeatedly) as partaking of divine
attributes and as standing in the divine presence. The language used here is
more than “praise in extreme terms”.1® The King is not only the best of
humans but also acquires traits that are elsewhere reserved for YHWH.
This is exceptional even when compared to other psalms that speak of the
king as crowned and assisted by YHWH, such as Psalms 18 and 89.1HL

The king is thus
... more than primus inter pares. He is endowed here with

supernatural attributes and becomes a sort of superman. The royal
ideology reflected in this psalm is exceptional for the Hebrew Bible,
even within the corpus of royal psalms. The king possesses divine
traits, is endowed by YHWH with what seems to be supernatural
force, and benefits from the ensuing total destruction of the king’s
enemies. 1

C. The Purposes ofRoyal Ideology

146 Ibid., 7. And cf. fn. 17 for Annus’ sources. Annus appears to be referring to W. Mayer,
“Ein Mythos von der Erschaffung des Menschen und des Kénigs,” Or 56 (1987): 55-68, but
Annus appears to be translating the German title into English.

147 Annus, The God Ninurta, 7.

148 Ibid., 13.

144 Shawn Zelig Aster, “On the Place of Psalm 21 in Israelite Royal Ideology,” in Mishneh
Todah: Studies in Deuteronomy and Its Cultural Environment in Honor ofJeffrey H. Tigay,
edited by Nili Sacher Fox, David A. Glatt-Gilad, and Michael J. Williams (Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 2009), 309.

150 Aster is referring to David J. A. Clines, “The Psalms and the King,” in On the Way to the
Postmodern: Old Testament Essays 1967-1998, JSOTSup 293 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1998), 698.

151 Aster, “Psalm 21,” 311.

122 Ibid., 314.
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In the case of royal ideology, there may well be more than one audience,
and more than one purpose. Again, Scott’s work on the public transcript of
dominant groups is helpful in understanding the purposes of royal ideology.
Scott asks the question as to who the audience for the performance of the
public transcript might be.133 To ask about audiences suggests also the
question of what a performance of the public transcript is supposed to do
either to or for such audiences. Certainly, as Scott points out, the public
performances of the public transcript are designed to convince the subordinate
class to think of their subjugation as an unavoidable reality.1

However, there is another audience: the dominant elites themselves.1%
Scott seems to recognize at least two aspects of the dominant elite’s
reinforcement of its own public transcript. One aspect is that such
performances serve to “police” members of the elite who might be inclined to
dissent from the public transcript.1% Second, Scott asks whether such public
performances may be “. .. akind of self-hypnosis within groups to buck up
their courage, improve their cohesion, display their power, and convince
themselves anew of their high moral purpose?” 157 Scott answers his own
question, though in a tentative manner by writing, “The possibility is not all
that farfetched.” 138

However, if the Eden Narrative was a hidden polemic against royal
pretensions, as is argued here, another aspect of the motivation of elites must

be considered. Why would a body of literature such as the Old Testament

153 Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance, 66-69.
154 Ibid., 66-67.

1% Ibid., 67-69.

155 Ibid., 67.

157 Ibid.

138 Ibid.
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(presumably preserved by some elite—royal, priestly, or otherwise) preserve a
story that was questioning of their own undergirding ideology?

While motivation is often hidden to the actors themselves, their
motivation is always opaque to observers. However, there are several
possibilities. First, it may be that members of the elite who tell or preserve
stories that are inimical to the ideology of the dominant class are disaffected,
perhaps feeling that they have not received everything that they deserved.
Certainly, envy can be a powerful motivator.

Second, it is also possible that some, even those in the elite group, may
have wished to at least moderate the ideology and behavior of their own
group. Self-criticism in any group is probably rare, but it is not unknown.

Third, it may be that the elite who wrote, adapted, and/or preserved the
Eden Narrative were not an independent elite, but subordinate elite. In cases
where an external power rules a nation or people, they make use of locals to
administer the area. Such administrators may be considered a “subordinate
elite.” Such people would have a certain amount of power, wealth, and
influence, but would have to be very cautious as to how their power was used
vis-a-vis imperial authority. 1fsuch a group were to question the imperial
authority at all, a hidden polemic would be very be a virtual necessity for
them.

In any case, ambivalent portrayals of royal ideology are not unknown in
the ANE. Wyatt has pointed out that at least some West Semitic literature

portrays kingship with a divided voice.

The ideal presentation of the king as one who converses with
God or the gods—who may himself be called son of God—expressed
a profound longing for not only the benefits of stable and competent
government, but also those of true religion, in which all the values
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invested in kings and gods were expressed in practical and spiritual
benefits. All too painfully, mundane reality often fell short of these
aspirations.4”

159 Nicolas Wyatt, “The Hollow Crown: Ambivalent Elements in West Semitic Royal
Ideology,” in “There’s such Divinity Doth Hedge a King”: Selected Essays of Nicolas Wyatt
on Royal Ideology in Ugaritic and Old Testament Literature, SOTS Monographs (Aldershot,
U.K.: Ashgate, 2005), 48. [Originally published in UF 18 (1986): 421-436.]
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Amit: Hidden Polemic, Allusion, and Royal Ideology

While Amit does not discuss in depth allusion or ideology (whether royal
ideology or the theory of ideology), she does discuss the function of polemic
in biblical narrative, as well how to detect it. For example, Amit describes the
migrations of the ark among the Philistines (1 Samuel 5:1; 6:12) as an open
polemic that claims Yahweh’s supremacy over other gods.180

Amit’s approach recognizes a wide range of polemical discourse. Amit
does not formally define what she means by the term “polemic,” although she
does give a description of polemic, from which a definition can be abstracted.
Polemics aim to reject, or at least, correct other ideas.’68l Polemical texts
“contest” other ideas either in the same text in which they occur, other ideas

expressed elsewhere in the Bible,182 or ideas that are external to the Bible.183

“The description of a biblical text as polemical indicates its attitude
toward an issue that lies at the center of some ideological struggle: one
which generally—in one way or another—has some bearing upon reality. It

160 Amit, Hidden Polemics, 46-48.

161 1bid., 6-7.
162 John D. Currid, Against the Gods: The Polemical Theology ofthe Old Testament
(Wheaton, Illinois: Crossway, 2013), 25, appears to believe that the major polemic aspect of
the Old Testament is directed at the gods of other ANE cultures, although he specifically
states that, “[t]he relationship between the Old Testament and ancient Near Eastern literature
and culture is quite complex.” Currid’s briefanalysis of what he means by the expression
“polemical theology” is as follows:
“Polemical theology is the use of biblical writers of the thought forms and stories that were
common in ancient Near Eastern culture, while filling them with radically new meaning. The
biblical authors take well-known expressions and motifs from the ancient Near Eastern milieu
and apply them to the person and work of Yahweh, and not to the other gods of the ancient
world. Polemical theology rejects any encroachment of false gods into orthodox belief; there
is an absolute intolerance of polytheism. Polemical theology is monotheistic to the very
core.”
While much of the Old Testament may indeed evince a polemical agenda against the gods of
the nations, Currid’s unspoken assumption that this is the major thrust of Old Testament
polemics is questionable. Such an approach seems to suggest a more unified approach than
the Old Testament itself demonstrates.
Amit is more nuanced than is Currid in her view that some biblical polemics were directed
against various institutions, ideas, or practices, whether outside of Israelite/Judean culture, or
within it.
163 Ibid., 7.
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is the way of the world that ideological struggles are connected with its
understanding and with the desire to correct and to shape it.” 164

Murray, writing concerning the polemical nature of 2 Samuel 5.17-7.29,
sets forth a more explicit definition of polemics than does Amit. His lapidary

comments concerning polemic are quoted at some length.

I am using itl® here to refer to the ideological dimension of our text,
with particular emphasis on the element of ideological conflict the text
generates, conflict between a view | take the text to be promoting, and
another (or others) which it seeks to undermine. The conflict concerns the
scope and nature of the Davidic monarchy over lIsrael, in particular, the
proper relationship of the king (melek) to Yahweh, and to Israel as
Yahweh’s people. Thus the polemics of our text are made effective through
its rhetoric of persuasion, an aggressive but subtly developed rhetoric, kept
latent in the earlier part of the text, to be made patent in the final section. ..
. [T]his polemic is directed into an ideological situation, much of which is
taken as known to the text’s reader, but which is no longer known in the
same way by modem readers. But given that ideological conflict is bound
up with conflicts of power in society, laying bare the polemics in our text
also cannot well avoid attempting some identification of what individuals or
groups are implied as espousers of the positions depicted, and speculating
on what the envisaged author hoped to gain by his text.16

For the purpose of the argument here presented, a working definition of
polemic literature is given that is slightly different from Amit’s implied
definition, as well as from Murray’s more explicit definition. For the purposes
of this thesis, polemic is defined as follows: Polemic literature is any piece of
writing that seeks to contest any idea concerning some important institution or
idea that has different interpretations. A hidden polemic is one in which a
divergent idea expressed concerning an important institution or idea is
expressed so indirectly that its very existence may be difficult to uncover.

Amit proposes several criteria for recognizing hidden polemic. The first
criterion that Amit proposes for recognizing a hidden polemic is negative.

The text mentions neither the topic of the polemic, nor does it reveal the
164 Ibid.

165 Murray, Divine Prerogative and Royal Pretension, 23. Murray is referring to the term
“polemics,” particularly as the term pertains to 2 Samuel 5:17-7:29.

166 Ibid.
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narrator’s stance toward the polemic. Thus, any piece of Old Testament
literature can be considered a candidate to be a hidden polemic if it does not

mention the topic. | quote Amit here at some length.

A polemic is hidden when its subject is not explicitly mentioned, or
when it is not mentioned in the expected, conventional fonnulation.
Through various hints, the reader is left with the feeling that a double effort
has been made within the text: on the one hand—to conceal the subject of
the polemic, that is, to avoid its explicit mention; on the other—to leave
certain traces within the text (referred to below as “signs”) that through
various means will lead the reader to the hidden subject of the polemic.
The signs serve as both ruses to bypass explicit mention of the subject, as
well as techniques of defamiliarization—that is, linguistic techniques to
distract the reader, taking him away from the routine process of reading and
turning his attention toward those phenomena in which the author is
interested, such as the presence ofa concealed polemic.167

This first criterion, considered in and of itself, would be inadequate for
the purpose of establishing the presence of a hidden polemic. Sharp lodges an
appropriate critique of Amit’s first criterion for recognizing a hidden polemic
(lack of explicit mention of the topic or of the narrator’s position on that
topic). Sharp writes that it cannot be claimed *. . . that we can know exactly
what a text is about because of what it does not say. Yairah Amit strays
perilously close to such a formulation when she accords the status of formal
criterion to the absence of mention of something as evidence of a ‘hidden
polemic.”” 18 However, while Sharp’s caveat raises an important issue, it
ignores the fact that this only one (and not, according to Amit, the most
important) criterion.

The second criterion (the first positive criterion) helps the reader to
recognize that there is at least the possibility of a hidden polemic in a given

text. This second criterion is that the subject dealt with must be openly

167 Amit, Hidden Polemics, 93.

188 Carolyn J. Sharp, Irony and Meaning in the Hebrew Bible (Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana
University Press, 2009), page 259, end note 72.
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polemicized in other places in the biblical literature. The most important
question to ask at this point is whether the subject is controversial.1® “The
underlying assumption behind the claim as to the existence of hidden polemics
is that the polemic itself, coupled with the need to conceal it, reflect a concrete
problem of the authors’ world.” 10

The third criterion involves finding clues in the text itself that there is a
hidden polemic. This third criterion, Amit avers, keeps the exegete from
imagining or imposing polemical concerns where none would have existed in
the ancient world.17L She refers to the danger of interpreting ancient Scripture
in accordance with modem interests in “homiletic exegesis”.12 She does not
necessarily think that homiletic exegesis is entirely wrong,13 but wishes to
listen to the author’s intention, as revealed in the text.1%4

A particularly important aspect of Amit’s third criterion is the presence of
multiple signs.15 “There are cases, however, in which only one sign appears,
albeit a number of times, and thus has greater allusive power. Generally
speaking, the uncovering of a hidden polemic relies upon accumulative
evidence—in this case, a series of signs that converge at one point: the hidden
subject of the polemic.” 16

It might be helpful to combine Amit’s second and third criteria, when one
is looking at other texts in the Old Testament that seem to support a polemic in
169 Amit, Hidden Polemics, 94.
170 Ibid.
171 Ibid., 94-95.
172 Ibid., 95. Amit, p. 95, fn. 3, (following Melammed) thinks of homiletic exegesis as being

“subjective,” whether that subjectivity is conscious or unconscious. In literal exegesis, by
contrast, the “. . . exegete attempts to be objective.”

173 Ibid., 95, fn. 4.
174 Ibid.

175 Ibid., 95-96.
176 1bid., 96.
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the text one is examining. In other words, there may be multiple and
somewhat similar clues of polemic in other texts, even if the polemic is
implicit or hidden. Obviously, if the polemic is explicit, it would be
inappropriate to speak of “clues.” For example, in Hosea 13:11, the prophet,
speaking for God, says, “lgave you a king in My anger And took him away in
My wrath.” In cases like this, it is not necessary to speak of “clues.” The very
least that can be said is that the giving of the first king and the removal of the
most recent king were both expressions of Yahweh’s anger. Whether or not
the monarchs in between are critiqued—or monarchy, as such is critigued—is
not directly addressed by this text.177

Amit also regards support within the exegetical tradition—the fourth
criterion—as an important criterion for recognizing a hidden polemic.18 “The
underlying assumption is that, if the polemic is so well concealed that no
commentator throughout the generations has so much as suspected its

existence, perhaps it doesn’t really exist.” 10

177 Cf. Hans Walter Wolff, Hosea, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1974). [Originally
published in German in 1965.] Wolff notes (page 221, note aa) that although the Greek
presupposes waw consecutives, “.. . the imperfect in M denote repeated actions that continue
into the present. . ..” If Wolffis correct, then Hosea would seem to be saying that God has
been in the habit of removing kings from office.

Cf. also Bruce K. Waltke and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax
(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 502-504—especially page 503, where the authors
write,“[i]n the incipient past non-perfective the speaker has in view the initial and continuing
phases within the internal temporal structure of a past situation.”

G. I. Davies, Hosea, NCBC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1992), 293, notes that, “[i]n view of
the allusions to 1 Sam. 8 and the fact that the kings are given as well as taken away in wrath,
it is hard to escape the conclusion that a total rejection of the institution of monarchy is
intended here.”

On the other hand, cf. J. Andrew Dearman, The Book ofHosea, NICOT (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2010), 235. Dearman the need for caution “... extrapolating a systematic
viewpoint on monarchy from these brief references.” At the same time, Dearman writes that
Hosea’s .. assessment of the Israelite monarchy was likely no different than his assessment
of priesthood, sacrifice, or the national temple at Bethel. They all had failed in the historical
moment and resided under YHWH’s judgment. At the same time, all were gifts from YHWH
in due season that had become corrupted.”

173 Ibid., 96.
179 Ibid.
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Amit’s summary of the four criteria for recognizing hidden polemic is
worth quoting in full.

a. Refraining from explicit mention of the subject, which the
author is interested to condemn or to advocate.180

b. The evidence of other biblical materials regarding the existence
of a polemic on the same subject.

C. The presence of a number of signs by whose means the author
directs the reader toward the polemic so that, despite the absence
of explicit mention of the polemical subject, the reader finds
sufficient landmarks to uncover it.

d. Reference to the hidden subject of the polemic in the exegetical
tradition concerning the text in question.18

Amit goes on to say that, “the main burden of proofthus falls upon the
third criterion, concerned with the finding of signs. The claim of the existence
of a hidden polemic in a given text has greater weight if it is possible to note a
series of signs, or one striking, unmistakable sign, that points toward a
polemic.” 18 As already noted briefly, it may be that Amit’s use of the
expression “unmistakable sign” is incorrect in the case of hidden polemics. If
a sign, no matter how prominent it may be in a text, were truly
“unmistakable,” would it even be appropriate to speak of “a hidden polemic”
at all? Hidden polemics are likely designed to be uncovered by some, while
they remain hidden to others. Without the possibility of mistaking the clues in
the story, it would not be a hidden polemic.

It will be argued that there are a number of clues strewn throughout the
Eden Narrative that support reading it as a hidden polemic against certain

aspects of royal ideology. In particular, knowledge and life, which are

180 Ibid., 97. Compare Amit’s presentation in Amit, “Epoch and Genre, 141-142, where she
omits this criterion. (However, in an e mail correspondence, Amit stated that she had not
changed her mind about this criterion.)

181 Ibid., 96-97. Cf. also Amit, “Epoch and Genre, 141-142.
182 Amit, Hidden Polemics, 97.
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repeated themes in Genesis 2-3, will be discussed in more detail, while other

possible clues will receive a much briefer treatment.

Summary ofthe Methodology of This Thesis

The thesis argues that Genesis 2-3 is to be regarded as a hidden polemic
against certain excesses in royal ideology. As such, the argument makes use
of the work of a number of scholars who have examined the meaning and
function of allusion, ideology, and polemic. Working definitions have been
proposed for each of these three crucial terms. How to recognize allusion,
ideology, and polemic (especially hidden polemic) has also been addressed.
Various possible functions for allusion, ideology, and polemic have also been
noted.

The many-sided nature of allusion, the often unconscious nature of
ideology, and the very conscious, but careful, intent of hidden polemic have
also been briefly addressed. The very nature of these matters makes certainty
about conclusions very problematic. If allusions were quotes, if ideology were
open and above board, and if hidden polemics were not hidden, there would be
no problems with interpretation. However, since human nature is what it is,
dealing with anything connected with human nature is likely to produce only
inconclusive conclusions. Certainty is not a viable option.

However, the argument presented here, while not pretending to be
authoritative or exhaustive, does rest on evidence as well as argument. The
evidence is from the Old Testament, other ANE material, and above all from
the Eden Narrative itself. It is now time to turn to this evidence and to these

arguments.
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CHAPTER 2: ROYALTY AND GENESIS 2-3: EARLIER
SCHOLARSHIP

Introduction: The Purposes and Limits ofthis Suney

Genesis 2-3 has demonstrated a seemingly boundless capacity to generate
a bewildering number and variety of interpretations and readings.13 It is not
the design here to discuss all of these readings and interpretations. In fact,
while Stordalen expresses the need for a detailed survey,184 some helpful
surveys and bibliographies of scholarship concerning the Eden Narrative do
exist. 1%

However, some observations will be made concerning some general
rubrics under which various scholarly approaches may be subsumed. The
approach here presented will be in situated within these approaches.

Literature on the Eden Narrative is massive.1% However, this survey is
primarily concerned with political interpretations of the Eden Narrative. Even
within this limitation an exhaustive survey is not possible, since many
thought-provoking political approaches to this story have been proposed. The
fundamental goal of this survey is to demonstrate that, in the case of Genesis
2-3, Amit’s fourth criterion for recognizing a hidden polemic is met. Other
scholars have indeed argued for such a hidden polemic against certain royal
183 Cf. Claus Westermann, Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, translated by John J. Scullion, 3
vols. (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1984-6), 211. “The two trees in the middle of the garden have
produced not only beautiful fruit but also a vast assortment of literature.” This is not only true
of the two trees, but of the narrative as a whole.

184 Stordalen, Echoes ofEden, 188. Cf. also his brief, but helpful survey, pages 187-213.

185 Cf. Stordalen’s own extensive bibliography in Echoes ofEden, 493-560; P. Joseph Titus,
The Second Story of Creation (Gen 2:4-3:24: A Prologue to the Concept o fEnneateuch?
(Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2011). 515-556. Cf. also Phyllis A. Bird, “Genesis 3 in der
gegenwartigen biblicschen Forschung,” JBT9(\994): 3-24. Bird acknowledges that her
article addresses only one aspect—albeit an important one—of modem research on the
meaning of Genesis 3.

186 Cf., for example, the massive bibliography of Stordalen, “Echoes ofEden, 493-560. See

also Bernard Gosse, “L’ écriture de Gn 3, le serpent dualité de la femme et de I’homme,” BN
98 (1999): 19.
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elements in the Eden Narrative.187 As will be noted, many scholars have not
labeled elements of Genesis 2-3 as a “hidden polemic.” However, while
terminology varies, it will be demonstrated that the idea of such a hidden
polemic is not uncommon in the scholarly literature, even when the particular
phrase “hidden polemic” is absent.138

First, some general observations on certain basic issues will set forth.
These basic issues will suggest several broad rubrics for classifying the welter
of interpretations of the Eden Narrative. Second, selected contributions of
scholars on political readings of the Eden Narrative will be sampled, situating
these political readings in the broad categories that have been identified. At
the end of this chapter, the argument presented here will be situated in terms

of these basic interpretive choices.

Basic Interpretive Issues in Genesis 2-3: Four Rubricsfor Interpretations

The following broad categories for interpretations of the Eden Narrative
are here proposed. These are certainly not the only possible classifications.
However, they do attempt to encompass several of the major interpretive
issues that are involved. One should probably think of these, not in terms of
either-or categories, but rather as falling on a continuum. For example, some
scholars tend to think of the developments of Genesis 2-3 (and, in particular,

chapter 3) as being very positive. Other scholars regard Genesis 3 as a

187 Ibid., 97.

188 Of course, the contrary view—i.e., that interpretations of the Eden Narrative may not be
legitimately linked to the monarchy—are expressed by some. Cf. Rudolf Smend, "The
Unconquered Land" and Other Old Testament Essays, edited by Edward Ball and Margaret
Barker, translated by Margaret Kohl (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2013), 111. Smend writes, “The
time when Adam, or at least Abraham, could be presented - even if not without dispute - as a
‘type’ of monarchy is long since past.” However, Smend’s obituary for political approaches
to Genesis (and indeed the entire Pentateuch) may be a bit premature.
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somewhat positive development in human development, and so, along the

continuum.

Here, then, are the four rubrics which are proposed.

1 Interpretation of Component Parts of the Story, vs.
The Story as a Whole

2. A Univocal vs. a Polyphonic Approach to the Eden
Narrative

3. Negative Interpretations of the Movement of the
Entire Story, vs. Positive Interpretations, vs. a Mixture
of Positive and Negative Aspects

4. Originist vs. Paradigmatic Interpretations

1 Interpretation of Component Parts ofthe Story, vs. the Stoiy as a
Whole

Hamilton’s comment about the unity of the book of Genesis as a whole is
also relevant to Genesis 2-3. During the first eighteen centuries, Genesis was
read as a unit.1® From the time of Astruc on, Genesis was read as a composite
document by an increasing number of scholars.10 By the early twentieth
century, the tendency to read the Old Testament as a composite document was
becoming a scholarly consensus. This consensus lasted until roughly the
middle of the twentieth century.

Genesis 2-3 was part of this trend. While from the time of Astruc onward
some scholars have argued for the same author for Genesis 2-3, beginning
with Budde and continuing to the present, many scholars have strongly
advocated splitting Genesis 2 from Genesis 3. Budde’s argument that there

are two major stories in this section dominated scholarly approaches for at

189 Hamilton, Genesis: Chapters 1-17, 11-12.
190 Ibid., 13.
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least half of the twentieth century. 19 As recently as the English edition of his
Genesis commentary, Westermann could confidently claim that, at the pre-
literary stage, Genesis 2 and 3 were originally different stories that were
brought together by J.12 Composite readings (and their concomitant
interpretations) are still common in biblical scholarship.138

However, since at least the last twenty-five years of the preceding
century, the so-called “final form” of the Eden Narrative has tended to be
emphasized by many scholars.19 It is not that such scholars generally deny
the composite nature of much of the Old Testament, or even of Genesis 2-3.
However, many scholars think of the final form as being the primary textual
interpretive datum.1% Redactors are no longer thought of as simply collectors

of ancient stories, but as having their own agenda and their own story.1%

191 Karl Budde, Die biblische Urgeschichte (Gen 1-12, 5 untersucht (Giessen: J. Ricker,
1883), 51. Because Budde argues for seeing Genesis 2-3 as originally two distinct stories, he
eliminates the tree of life from one of the stories. Mettinger, Eden Narrative, 7-9, xi, argues
against the tendency toward . . running the tree of life through the chipper of classic source
criticism . . . ” Cf. also the references in Stordalen, Echoes ofEden, 190.

192 Westermann, Genesis 1-11, 189.

193 Cf., for example, Markus Witte, Die biblische Urgeschichte Redaktions und
theologiegeschichtliche Beobachtungen zu Genesis 1,1 11, BZAW 26 (Berlin: W de Gruyter,
1998), especially, page 81.

194 Stordalen, Echoes o fEden, 197-201. Cf. also Mettinger, Eden Narrative, 41. Concerning
reading the Pentateuch in a “final form" manner, cf. Ernest Nicholson, The Pentateuch in the
Twentieth Century: The Legacy ofJulius Wellhausen (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1998), 249-268. For the argument here proposed, cf. especially 256, where Nicholson raises
the question as to the relation of the Pentateuch to the Former Prophets. Many of Nicholson’s
arguments about the relationship of diachronic and synchronic approaches to the Pentateuch
would also be relevant to the larger Enneateuch.

1% The term “primary textual datum” is used in order to acknowledge the fact that many
scholars read give more weight to other data—for example, the data revealed by archaeology
or sociological studies.

1% Cf. the helpful discussion of the history, strengths, and weaknesses of redaction criticism
in John Barton, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study (Fouisville, Kentucky:
Westminster John Knox Press, 1996), 45-60. Cf. also Yoram Hazony, The Philosophy of
Hebrew Scripture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), fn. on pages 37-38.
Hazony notes the inadequacies of both the term “editor” and the term “redactor” for those who
were responsible for “. . . the final form of the History.” Cf. also Hazony’s acknowledgment
of his loose use of the term “author” for those responsible for the final form of “The Writings”
(page 41, and endnote 27 on page 285).
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There is increasing attention to the Eden Narrative in its final form, rather
than merely as a mine for extracting “original sources.” 197 Until the more or
less “final form” of Genesis 2-3 was examined for its own interpretive
possibilities, the focus was upon recovering and interpreting the simpler
stories and sources (whether written or oral or some combination of the two)
that were regarded as being the substrata of Genesis 2-3. However, the Eden
Narrative is being increasingly examined as part of larger literary units,
whether the Primeval History, the Hexateuch, the Pentateuch, or the Primary
History.1988

There is no need to deny the possibility—indeed, the likelihood— of
diverse materials in, as well as various editions of, the Eden Narrative. Tigay
has demonstrated convincingly a similar evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic.'®
The problem with using Tigay’s model for the Old Testament is that scholars
do not (in contrast to Tigay) have the shorter stories that may have provided
some of the building blocks for the larger story of Genesis 2-3. Thus, all

attempts to reconstruct such smaller units must remain, at best, plausible

197 For a recent and well done example a fairly standard source approach, cf. John Day, From
Creation to Babel. Day treats in a very helpful manner individual units, but has no general
discussion of the Primeval History as such.

Cf. also the “final form” approach of Greenstein in Shaye J. D. Cohen and Edward L
Greenstein, The State ofJewish Studies (Detroit: Wayne State University, 1990), 23-46
(especially, page 23), and the spirited, though balanced, response by Levenson, 47-54.

198 Martin Emmrich, “The Temptation Narrative of Genesis 3:1-6: A Prelude to the
Pentateuch and the History of Israel,” EQ 73 (2001): 3-20. Cf. especially page 3, fn. 7.
Emmrich thinks that “[ultimately . .. Genesis 1-3 provide an introduction to the entire
deuteronomistic history.” Cf. also Cynthia Edenburg, “From Eden to Babylon: Reading
Genesis 2-4 as a Paradigmatic Narrative,” in Pentateuch, Hexateuch, or Enneateuch?
Identifying Literary Works in Genesis through Kings, edited by Thomas B. Dozeman, Thomas
Romer, and Konrad Schmid, SBLAIL 8 (Atlanta: SBL, 2011), 155-167.

199 Tigay, Evolution ofthe Gilgamesh Epic.
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speculations. Berlin has appropriately warned of the tentative, and often
circular, nature of literary reconstructions.20

Moreover, as scholars such as Alter have demonstrated, many elements in
the text that were once thought to have indicated multiple sources can (and
often should) be understood as integral to the biblical stories. “The biblical
text may not be the whole cloth imagined by pre-modem Judeo-Christian
tradition, but the confused textual patchwork that scholarship has often found
to displace such earlier views may prove upon further scrutiny to be
purposeful pattern.”Zl Thus, regardless of ancient components or editions of
the Eden Narrative, it is reasonable to focus on the text more or less as it now

exists.

2. A Univocal vs. a Polyphonic Approach to the Eden Narrative

The attempt has frequently been made to reduce the Eden Narrative to a
univocal meaning.22 Two examples may serve to illustrate the univocal
approach to Genesis 2-3, and will further demonstrate how difficult it is to
maintain such an approach.

Milgrom, for example, thinks that “. . . there is a plain, unambiguous

meaning to the story, which we can readily see by paying close attention to the

200 A. Berlin, Poetics ami Interpretation ofBiblical Narrative (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns,
1994), 111-134.

201 Robert Alter, The Art ofBiblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1981), 133. Much
earlier, cf. Umberto Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book o f Genesis, Part I: From Adam to
Noah (Genesis 1-6:8), translated by Israel Abrahams (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1961), 88;
The Documentary Hypothesis and the Composition ofthe Pentateuch: Eight Lectures,
translated by Israel Abrahams (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1961) 20ff.

202 Cf., for example, D. R. G. Beattie, “What is Genesis 2-3 About?” £T92/1 (1980): 8. “I
am asking what its author thought it was about, what he intended it to be about. ... 1plead
only for a sense of perspective which will distinguish between constructions built upon the
text and the plain, inalienable meaning of the text itself.”Even such univocal approaches can
result in vastly different interpretations.
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text, unencumbered by the overlay of subsequent theological traditions. Itis a
story about sexual awareness and the creativity of which that is a part.” 28

However, maintaining a simple, univocal interpretation of the Eden
Narrative is not itself simple. Milgrom seems to violate his own self-imposed
limitation when he writes, at the end of his article, that Adam and Eve took of
the forbidden fruit, “.. . and we are here today with the power to create God’s
kingdom on earth or to turn it into hell.”24 “God’s kingdom” and “hell” do
not naturally arise from the “plain unambiguous meaning” of the text. Thus,
even avowedly simple readings fall prey to complicating observations.

Sama also tries to reduce the Eden Narrative to a simple story. “It wishes
to indicate very simply that evil is a human product, that God created the
world good but that man, through the free exercise of his will in rebellion
against God, corrupts the good and puts evil in its place.”2b Still, in the next
paragraph, Sama acknowledges that the story’s message “. . . is complicated
by its rich symbolism expressed in fragmentary form, and by its being an
interweaving of many and varied mythic strands.”206 Thus, one wonders how
Sama can use the term “simply” in describing the story.

On the other hand, many scholars have recognized that the story of

Genesis 2-3 seems to be inherently a multi-voiced and complex text.207 Even

203 Jacob Milgrom, “Sex and Wisdom: What the Garden of Eden Story Is Saying,” BR 10/6
(1994): 21.

204 1bid., 52.

205 Nahum M. Sama, Understanding Genesis: The Heritage ofBiblical Israel (New York:
Schocken Books, 1966), 24.

206 Ibid.

207 Reuven Kimelman, “The Seduction of Eve and the Exegetical Politics of Gender,” 5/4/1,
(1996): 1 Cf. also the helpful summary of Bakhtin by L. Juliana Claassens, "Biblical

Theology as Dialogue: Continuing the Conversation on Mikhail Bakhtin and Biblical
Theology,” JBL122/1 (2003): 127-144.
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Carr, who also tries to take seriously the diachronic aspects of Genesis,28
speaks of the whole book of Genesis in terms o f*. . . its intense multivoiced
character.” 209

There may be at least two reasons for such polyphony in the biblical text.
First, composite authorship may be one of the main reasons. For those who
hold this view, such authorship has often been regarded as resulting in

“unevenness” or “awkwardness” in the text. Thus, Westermann writes,

The subject matter of the narrative is of universal interest and extent,
and so account must be taken of a great number of narrative additions and
motifs belonging to the formative period which are now a prominent part of
the literary product.... This is the reason why there are in Gen 2-3
repetitions, lack of agreement, lack of balance, gaps in the line of thought,
contradictions. One could not expect anything else. The interpreter
therefore has to come to grips with two factors: first there is the text as we
have it extending 2:4b-3:24; then there is the many-sided process of the
formation of this text.210

Despite the preceding paragraph, Westermann attempts to approach

Genesis 2-3 as a unity, and comments a few sentences later,

The whole event described in Gen 2-3 reveals a carefully constructed
arch which begins with the command that God gives to his human
creatures, and ascends to a climax with the transgression of the command.
It then descends from the climax to the consequences of the transgression—
the discovery, the trial and the punishment. The conclusion, the expulsion
from the garden where God has put the man and woman, calls to mind
again the beginning. There is a well-rounded, clear and polished chain of
events.211

Kimelman speaks o f*. . . the multidimensionality of the Eden story . . .
,’212 In an essay on the theology of Genesis, Kaminsky makes a comment

concerning the Old Testament, that could also apply more narrowly to the

208 Carr, Reading the Fractures o f Genesis, vii.
209 Ibid., 3.
210 Westermann, Genesis 1-11, 190.

211 1bid. Perhaps the best and most fluid term one might use to describe biblical authorship is
“composite artistry.” Cf. Alter Art ofBiblical Narrative, 131-154, especially, page 133.
212 Kimelman, “Seduction of Eve,” 1
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Eden Narrative itself, both in its context, and perhaps even within the confines

of the story itself.

One ofthe most interesting features of the theology of the Hebrew
Bible is the willingness of the final redactors to incorporate diverse and
even seemingly contradictory theological ideas within a single text, often in
close proximity to each other. The theology of the Bible is in many ways a
raucous argument spanning centuries, which in turn has inspired later
readers, perhaps more so in Jewish tradition than in Christianity, to continue
to argue with the text and each other.213

Biblical texts may be polyphonic because there were a variety of positions
and attitudes in ancient Israel that sought expression. Thus, at times,
different—or even, contradictory—ideas seem to jostle one another within the
same passage of the Old Testament. The idea that ancient Israelite religion

and/or literature were monolithic may well be a mirage produced by of our
distance in time.

Whatever the reason for the apparent polyphony, the composite nature of
biblical stories and other genres may be the sign of an ongoing dialogue, or
perhaps, even an ongoing conflict, between various ideas.24 No doubt,
elites—in particular, royal elites—found it in their best interests to keep tight

control of literary production and of the literary corpus.2l5 However, protest

213 Joel S. Kaminsky, “The Theology of Genesis,” in The Book o f Genesis: Composition,
Reception, and Interpretation, VTSup 152, edited by Craig A. Evans, Joel N. Lohr, and David
L. Petersen (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 635-656. In a broader sense, Schmid thinks of the entire
book of Genesis as largely a dissenting voice within the Pentateuch, compared with Exodus-
Deuteronomy. Cf. Konrad Schmid, “Genesis in the Pentateuch,” in The Book o f Genesis:
Composition, Reception, and Interpretation, VTSup 152, edited by Craig A. Evans, Joel N.
Lohr, and David L. Petersen (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 27-50, especially, pp. 47-48.

214 For a helpful approach to the various ways in which Israelite literature responded to the
exile, cf. Bradley C. Gregory, “The Postexilic Exile in Third Isaiah: Isaiah 61:1-3 in Light of
Second Temple Hermeneutics” JBL 126/3 (2007): 475-496. Cf. especially page 489. Gregory
writes, “In the Hebrew literature composed in the wake of the destmction of Jerusalem and the
resulting exile to Babylon, the exile was understood in various ways.” While Gregory is not
writing with reference to Genesis 2-3, his comments and supporting arguments lend weight to
the idea that post-exilic literature contains radically different ideas of what restoration from
exile might look like. Gregory notes in particular differing concepts of the restoration (or
otherwise) of the Davidic monarchy.

215 This seems to be the assumption behind Kennedy’s approach to Genesis 2-3. Cf. James
M. Kennedy, “Peasants in Revolt: Political Allegory in Genesis 2-3," JSOT 41 (1990): 3-14.
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literature tends eventually to penetrate the literary corpora of any people.216
This would be especially true if two conditions are met.

First, it should be good literature. Probably very few biblical scholars
would dispute that Genesis 2-3 meets this criterion. Sawyer undoubtedly
speaks for many others when he describes Genesis 1-3 as “. . . one of the
world’s best-known literary masterpieces ... ,”217

Second, such protest literature would be more likely to be included in a
people’s literary deposits if the times are unsettled or transitional.218 Thus, the
control of elites over literary production, preservation, and dissemination
would be much weaker than during periods of strength and stability. If, as
proposed here, Genesis 2-3 reached something like its present form during the
exilic or post-exilic time, this might explain its inclusion in the book of
Genesis, and as part of Israel’s literary deposit, despite its quietly subversive
character. Geller’s statement may be something of an exaggeration when he
states that biblical literature is “essentially polemical.”219 However, when
protest literature occurs in sections of the Old Testament along with blatantly
pro-royal ideology, the likelihood of polemic must be borne in mind, at least

when considering the larger contexts.20

216 Cf., for example, Scott, Domination and the Arts ofResistance, 14, 19, 164-165.

217 John F.A. Sawyer, “The Image of God, the Wisdom of Serpents and the Knowledge of
Good and Evil,” in A Walk in the Garden: Biblical, Iconographical and Literary Images of
Eden, ed. Paul Morris and Deborah Sawyer (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 64.
218 Cf. Joseph Blenkinsopp, The Pentateuch: An Introduction to the First Five Books ofthe
Bible, ABRL (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 35; Amit, “Epoch and Genre,” 135-151.

219 Stephen A. Geller, Sacred Enigmas: Literary Religion in the Hebrew Bible (London:
Routledge, 1996), 4.

220 Cf. J. J. M. Roberts, “In Defense of the Monarchy: The Contribution of Israelite Kingship
to Biblical Theology,” in Ancient Israelite Religion: Essays in Honor ofFrank Moore Cross,
edited by Patrick D. Miller, Paul D. Hanson, and S. Dean McBride (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1987), 377-396.Raberts (page 380) notes that the Old Testament’s inclusion of both pro- and
anti-monarchic positions, relativizes both. “If the critique of kingship preserved in the biblical
record relativizes kingship and destroys any claim which that form of human government may
make to being the divinely authorized form of government, the positive appreciation for
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However, even if literature cannot be confidently dated to a transitional
time—indeed, if such literature cannot be dated with confidence at all—
hidden polemic concerning important and controversial topics is always a
possibility that should be seriously considered. After all, it is likely that much
literature arises out of dissatisfaction with institutions, practices, and ideas, as
well as with dissatisfaction with the literature that seeks to justify these
institutions, practices, and ideas. Thus, it may be that much literature is at
least mildly polemical. The task is to understand the target and nature of such
polemic. This is especially difficult with hidden polemic, by the very nature
of its hiddenness.

In view of the text as it now exists, a polyphonic approach appears to be
more fruitful than one that seeks for a “simple” meaning of the text. Even if
the text is composite, the component parts of the story have been placed
together is such a way that the voices are speaking at the same time, or at least
in rapid succession. The voices may sometimes be modifying, and sometimes
seeking to drown out the other voices. The redactors, by placing the various
stories (or components within stories) in proximity, have made it virtually
impossible to ignore that a conversation is occurring. Sometimes, the voices
within the story or among the stories are in such profound disagreement that

their juxtaposition can only be called a polemic. When one voice represents a

kingship relativizes the claims of any competing form of human government.” Roberts (page
382) goes on to say that, “Dtr found this antimonarchical polemic in his sources, preserved it,
but by interspersing it within and thereby juxtaposing it to other traditions he softened it,
thereby bringing it more into line with his own qualified acceptance of kingship.”
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position that is not supported by those who are in power, it will likely be

muted. In other words, such a polemic will likely be a hidden one.22L

3. Negative Interpretations ofthe Movement ofthe Entire Story, vs.
Positive Interpretations, vs. a Mixture ofPositive and Negative Aspects

Another great divide in interpreting Genesis 2-3 may be described as the
“negative, positive, or mixed-bag” approaches. Is Genesis 2-3 a story that is
essentially a story of sin and punishment, or a necessary development for the
human race and/or the individual, or is it describing a mixture of positive and
negative aspects?

Jewish interpretive tradition has usually regarded the developments in
Genesis 3 as fundamentally negative, although Jewish interpreters have rarely
regarded the disobedience of Adam and Eve as being determinative for the
whole human race.22 Traditionally in pre-critical Christian interpretation, the
story has been read as a story of human failure. Often this has been labeled
“sin” or “the fall,” and has been taken as determinative for the entire human
race, and thus, as very negative indeed.

The general tendency in modem critical scholarship is to discount the sin
or fall approach to Genesis 2-3. Indeed, the terms “sin” and “fall” are often
encased in quotation marks, in order to show that authors are using

conventional terms with which they do not agree.23 Baker, for example, has

221 It may well be that at least some of the widely—if not wildly—differing modem
interpretations of the Eden Narrative are to be attributed to different scholars attending to
different voices in the text’s conversation.

222 Cf., for example, W. Guenther Plaut, editor, The Torah: A Modern Commentary (New
York: Union of American Hebrew Congregations, 1981), 38.

223 John Baker, “The Myth of Man’s ‘Fall’—A Reappraisal,” ET92 (1980/81): 235-237, is
typical of many others. See also Lyn M. Bechtel, "Genesis 2.4b-3.24: A Myth about Human
Maturation.” JSOTG67 (1995): 4; Susan Niditch, Chaos to Cosmos: Studies in Biblical
Patterns of Creation, SPSH 6 (Chico, California: Scholars Press, 1985), 30; Westermann,
Genesisl-I/, 190.
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the word “Fall” in the title of his article, but encloses the word in quotes.24
Beattie, in a similar vein, writes concerning the word “sin,” “I begin simply
with a suspicion, which arises from the observation that no word for sin
appears anywhere in the story. ... |Is it not odd that a writer should fail to
mention the subject about which he was writing?”25 Barr similarly notes the
absence of words for “sin” or “disobedience” in Genesis 2-3.256

However, the origin-of-sin approach still has its champions.27 Gordon
notes that in biblical narrative, the seriousness of human actions is not always

explicitly indicated.

At any rate, Barr’s citing of youthful curiosity rather than hubris
certainly understates the significance of Eve's action. The key point about
the eating of the forbidden fruit is that it is an act of disobedience, and there
is no problem in recognizing that manifestations of the human condition
worsened after Eden: this, after all, gives rise to the “spread of sin” theme
that others have detected in early Genesis (von Rad 1962, 154-60). Indeed,
it is a recurrent feature of Old Testament descriptions of wrongdoing that it
is not necessarily the luridness of the fault or sin that determines its

gravity.28
Concerning the absence of any of the specific words for sin in Genesis 2-

3, Gordon points out that, in fact, many stories in the Old Testament lack
terminology for what they mean to say. Thus, for example, 2 Samuel 7 lacks

the word for covenant (rvn).29 Gordon thinks that the biblical narratives

224 Baker, “The Myth of Man’s “Fall’.” 235.

225 Beattie, “What is Genesis 2-3 About?” 8.

226 James Barr, The Garden ofEden and the Hope oflmmortality (Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1992), 4. Cf. Beattie, “What is Genesis 2-3 About?” 6. Cf. also Bernard F. Batto,
“Paradise Reexamined,” in The Biblical Canon in Comparative Perspective, SIC 4, ANE
Texts and Studies 11, edited by K. Lawson Younger, Jr., William W. Hallo, and Bernard F.
Batto (Lewiston, New York: Edwin Mellen, 1991), 33-66.

227 Cf. Robert P. Gordon, “The Ethics of Eden: Truth-Telling in Genesis 2-3,” in Ethical and
Unethical in the Old Testament: God and Humans in Dialogue, edited by Katharine J. Dell
(New York: T&T Clark, 2010), 14-15; Hamilton, Genesis: Chapters 1-17, 163, 165, 208, 211-
212. For an older, brief expression of the same approach, cf. Derek Kidner, Genesis: An
Introduction and Commentaty, TOTC (Chicago: Illinois, 1967), 73. However, Kidner
acknowledges that the doctrine of sin is only “latent” in Genesis 3.

228 lbid., 14-15.

229 1bid., 15.
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often .. do not use the lexicon of sin because events are left to speak for
themselves. Conversely, Gen 6:5-8 speaks of the wickedness of the
antediluvians and of their evil imaginings, but that is because the passage does
not tell us what precisely they did or thought, and hence the generalizing
statement about wickedness and evil.”230

Gordon’s reading of the matter seems persuasive, and represents the view
adopted in this thesis. After all, a very clear command is given (Genesis 2:16-
17). The command is disobeyed (Genesis 3:6). An inquiry concerning the
wrong-doing takes place (G