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exception is strengthened by the double reference “from the tree” (a6 8¢ in the beginning of the
phrase and ém’oytod at the end).3?

The explanation given after the covenant formula starts with 1} 8’ and then clearly states,
Oavato arnobaveice.®® The inevitability of death is stressed by the indicator av fiuépa. Thus the
conditional clause shows that av nuépg eaynte an’ avtod (in the day in which you eat from it)
the result follows Bavéte dmobaveicOe (you will die by death).3* Thus, the structure of Unit
three then creates a core of the covenant with only two possible ways: life or death.®® The phrase
Bavdto dnobaveicbe presumes the reversal of life by death.

Thus, the first covenant linked obedience with fullness of life and disobedience with
death.3® At the same time both options were connected to food. Thus the first prohibition is given
in connection to food.3” This fact presupposes that the prohibition “is the paradigm for the future

Torah legislation relating to dietary laws”.®® Moreover, the contrast between holy and common

32 The structure of this sentence in Hebrew reveals a perfect balance established between the two poles, “you
shall” and “you shall not” with help of the co-ordinating conjunction vav, “and/but.” Mary P. Korsak, “A Fresh
Look at the Garden of Eden,” Semeia, no. 81 (1998): 141. The similar construction of the Apostolic Decree in Acts
15:19, 20 and 28, 29 also reflects a permission in the first part of the phrase and the prohibition in the second part,
connected by the adversative conjunction éAAa in 15:20 and minv in 15:28.

33 According to Speiser the phrase can be better translated, “you shall be doomed to death.” This shows death
as the result of separation from a source of life. E. Speiser, Genesis, AB, vol. 1 (New York: Doubleday, 1964), 17.

3 Here, not only physical, but also a spiritual death is in view. Waltke, Genesis, 87. The capacity of death
locked in the tree of knowledge suggests viewing it as opposite to holiness (since death is unclean in the Torah).

3 Wenham notes that this first prohibition “resembles in its form the Ten Commandments: XY ‘not’ followed
by the imperfect”. According to Wenham, this form of command “is used for long standing prohobitions.” Wenham,
Genesis, 67.

% Russell Reno shows that “the divine legislation at Sinai frames a choice that recapitulates the original
situation in Eden.” This is revealed in the call of Moses, in Deut 30:15-18, to choose between life and good or death
and evil. He states that although “the larger New Testament judgment that Gentile Christians are not subject to the
full scope of Mosaic law, we cannot imagine that new life in Christ transcends the basic pattern of commandment
and obedience”. Russell R. Reno, Genesis (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2010), 71.

37 Stephen Reed observing documents of the Qumran community notes that food plays an important role in
their covenant relationship with God. Food represented God’s blessings, because the divine provision of food was
known since Gen 1-2. Festive food also signified immortality of the future messianic banquet. Stephen A. Reed,
“The Role of Food as Related to Covenant in Qumran Literature,” in The Concept of the Covenant in the Second
Temple Period, ed. Stanley E. Porter and Jacqueline C. de Roo (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2003), 138, 159.

38 Nahum M. Sarna, Genesis, The JPS Torah Commentary (New York: The Jewish Publication Society,
1989), 21.
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was later brought forth in the ritual system of Israel. Yet, the origin of the distinction between
holy and common is rooted in creation-fall narrative of Gen 1-3.%°

The way in which the first prohibition was introduced is: kai &veteiloto kKOpLog 0 B0 T®
Adop Aéyov. This emphasis on ‘Yahweh God’ defines the first humans as ‘people of God’.*° The
selection of humans by God for his image-bearing and keeping of the temple-garden required
keeping the first covenant as well. ** God’s purpose was to reveal himself to human beings with
the help of the covenant relationship.*? Keeping the first covenant, people could share with God
the knowledge of faithfulness. The knowledge of a faithful God would let people worship him in

truth. That is why the keeping the covenant has to be assumed as part of true worship.

1.1.2. The first idolatry described in the fall narrative
Terje Stordalen notes that “in Genesis 2-3 a human attempt to copy divinity occurs, only as a
hidden conflict.”*® The diagram in Appendix 2 helps to reveal this hidden controversy between
true worship and idolatry.** Thus passage 3 pictures the fall. This picture begins with Unit five
(3:1-5) and describes the temptation.> Unit starts with the representation of a new personage.*®

The alternative conjunction 6¢ in the phrase o 8¢ 6¢1c is employed to make a contrast with the

39 Gen 1-3 “provides essential background to the primeval history, which provides background for the
patriarchal, exodus, and tabernacle narratives.” Daniel Block, “Eden,” 21.

40 Ross, Genesis, 43. It shows that the Gen 1-3 narrative was fundamental for the following Exodus story.
That is why the motifs of Exodus always can be traced back in time to the time of creation-fall.

41 John H. Walton, Genesis, ed. Terry Muck, NIV Application Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
2001), 52.

42 Walton, Genesis, 52.

4 T. Stordalen, Echoes of Eden: Genesis 2-3 and Symbolism of the Eden Garden in Biblical Hebrew
Literature (Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 289.

44 Passage 3 is represented in a diagram in Appendix 2.
4 The diagram in Unit five of the passage 3 is in Appendix 2.
4 Ross notes that the curse pronouncement on the serpent in Gen 3:14-15 presumes a reference to it as to a

reptile (3:14) as well as to a spiritual force behind it (3:15). That spiritual force in 3:1“used the form of an actual
reptile”, which agrees with Rev 12:7; 20:2. Ross, Genesis, 49-50.
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previously stated harmony of the world and unity of the first pair. The serpent is described with
the help of the adjective ppoviudtotog, which is derived from @povipog “wise, sensible,
thoughtful, shrewder”.*" His craftiness was defined in superlative degree as excelling all other
animals (v gpovipdtatoc Thviav Tdv Inpiov Tédv £mi tic vijc).*® It is described as wiser than
all land animals, yet it was not wiser than humans and God the Creator. That is why part 1 (3:1)
stresses that the serpent represents the animal kingdom, was made by God (&v émoincev kdptoc 6
0e6¢), and belonged to God.

The serpent started to talk in human language and delivered a logically constructed
speech. Its words appear to be motivated by sympathy and care for the humans. The serpent’s
question Ti 811 gimev 6 O£6¢ 0O pry PaynTe dmd movtog Eviov Tod &v 1 mopadeico (“Is that what
God said: do not eat from any trees in the garden?”) implies a harsh degree of limitations.*® The
reference to God in the epexegetical clause &t ginev 6 0e6g implied that the limitation was
caused by God’s commandment.*® The question insinuates that nobody in the world cares for the
humans’ wellbeing except the serpent.>!

The words of the dialogue here represent an archetypal way of temptation.> The serpent
initiates the dialogue with the human couple. Answering, the woman repeats the same structure

of the commandment preserved in Unit three (2:16, 17), when the covenant was given in two

47 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 720. He suggests meaning “shrewd in judgment”.

48 It is noteworthy that “early Jewish and Christian commentators identified the snake with Satan.” Wenham,
Genesis, 72.

49 Waltke shows that the serpent “subverts obedience and distorts perspective by emphasizing God’s
prohibition, not his provision, reducing God’s command to a question, doubting his sincerity, defaming his motives,
and denying the truthfulness of his threat.” Waltke, Genesis, 91.

50 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 661-662, 678. The way in which the serpent uses simply a title “God” instead of
“the Lord God” (which is how God is usually called in Gen 2-3) pictures the serpent’s distance from God. Wenham,
Genesis, 73.

51 Sarna notes that the serpent pretends to be the woman’s friend, “solicitous of her interests”. Sarna, Genesis,
27.

52 Ross, Genesis, 50. He notes that the temptation of Jesus, described in Matt 4:1-11, becomes a counterpart
of the temptation in the garden.
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parallel statements, both starting with a6 and linked by the adversative conjunction 6¢. She,
however, does not call the tree Eblov 6V yvdokey kaddv kai movnpov.>® Instead, she puts stress
on its location, saying, &bAov, & €6ty &v pHé€c® TOD TOPAUSEIGOV.

To the words of the command oV @dyecOe an’ avtod (“do not eat of it””) found in Unit
three, the woman adds ov&¢ pry Gymo0e avtod (“do not touch it”).>* This double denial
strengthens the prohibition.>® The subordinate phrase following, reveals the purpose of the
prohibition by the purpose conjunction iva: tva. ui) dmofdvnte (“in order that you will not die”).>®
Thus, the woman states that the prohibition was given only about one particular tree in order to
prevent death.

Part 3 of Unit five (3:4, 5) provides the final and convincing statement of the serpent,
after which the woman stops to argue, and starts to act. The words of the serpent, ov favdato
amoBaveiche, include the negative adverb o appearing with the future indicative dmofaveicOe.>’
The Greek phrase can be translated, “you will not die.” Walton notices that the serpent’s
statement can be paraphrased, “Don’t think that death is such an immediate threat™.>®

When the serpent provides his own explanation of the prohibition, he again refers to God,
though not to what God has said. The serpent refers to what God thinks (this is obvious in the

phrase fidet yap 6 0£0¢).>® Then the serpent tells what God knows and hides from people: é1t. ..

%3 Here, ‘knowing’ can mean ‘distinguishing between’ as in 2 Sam 19:35 and 1 Kgs 3:9 and reflects moral or
physical matters, and not a process of divination. Speiser, Genesis, 26.

% Wallace, Greek Grammar, 667, 669. The coordinating conjunction o03¢ creates a paratactic connection
linking equal elements together. Here, it links two denial phrases, o0 ¢pdyecbe an’ adtod (“do not eat of it””) and pn|
ynoBe avtod (“do not touch™).

%5 Here, ur introduces an emphatic negation subjunctive, the “strongest way to negate something in Greek.”
The coordinating conjunction ovd¢ has the meaning, “and not,” plus the negative conjunction ur| with the second
person plural future indicative Gynobe. Wallace, Greek Grammar, 468-469.

% Wallace, Greek Grammar, 676.

57 This construction is unusual with the negative particle placed in front of the words of penalty. Ross,
Genesis, 51-52. Thus, the serpent puts ‘not’ before the cited words of God, “you will certainly die” and adds
different divine motivation. Wenham, Genesis, 74.

%8 Walton, Genesis, 205.

%9 Here, the serpent pictures itself as “able to probe God’s mind and intent.” Sarna, Genesis, 24.
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SravorydncovTar VUMY ol dpBaiuoi, kai Eoec0e g B0l yviokoviee kaldv koi movnpdv.®® The
result conjunction, &ti, shows the result of the knowledge obtained: “you will be like God.””!

The serpent links the knowledge of good and evil to the ability to obtain the divine
status. The comparative conjunction &c¢ points to the equality of status.®? The two other promises
expressed with the help of participles can be viewed as parallel sayings: dtavoryOncovtotr DU®V
ot 0pBaApoi (your eyes will be opened) and yivdokovteg KaAdv kai movnpoév (you will be
knowing good and evil). The process, called the “opening” of eyes, was presented in terms of
enlightenment, in order to emphasize the limits of human eyes, which cannot see the hidden
meanings of things.®® Here, the serpent also reveals the good knowledge of the commandment,
quoting the part of its wording, év fj av fjuépq eéynte é’ avtod, which the woman has omitted.
However, the serpent uses the quotation in the opposite way and states that the immediate result
of the action will be not death, but divination.®*

At this point the serpent claims the particular food can make someone like God. The
serpent claims to have his personal knowledge, separate from God’s knowledge.® His
knowledge was not based on the word of God, but rather on the serpent’s own experience of

enlightenment. This, and the ability of the serpent to speak human language, could create an

8 Here, the serpent promises divinity which was wrongly and jealously reserved by God from the people. It
was stated that the full potential of people is ‘to be gods’. Ross, Genesis, 52.

61 \Wallace, Greek Grammar, 677.
62 \Wallace, Greek Grammar, 675.

83 At this point Gen 3:5 has a link to 2:25, where it was stated that all creation was ‘very good’ even though
the couple was naked. After eating of fruit, the vision of people became different, in the sense of a letdown.
Wenham, Genesis, 76.

®4Here, Duane Smith shows the possibility of play in Hebrew, between ‘snake’ and ‘practice divination’
along with its nominal forms. Also the phrase “you will be like gods knowing good and evil” could presume the
context of divination, in terms of “fortune” or “misfortune”. The phrase could mean “those who know the results of
divination”. Duane E. Smith, “The Divine Snake: Reading Genesis 3 in the Context of Mesopotamian
Ophiomancy,” in JBL 134/1 (2015): 36, 42.

8 Thus, the serpent calls humans to use “moral autonomy, deciding what is right without reference to God’s
revealed will.” Wenham, Genesis, 64.



204
illusion of supernatural abilities, which accompany special knowledge. Thus people were told
that the commandment of God instead of protecting them from death, hinders them from getting
the advantages of the special knowledge.®® The knowledge of good and evil was said to help to
become gods and judges.®” The idea of the plurality of gods (0soi) comes forward at this time.8

This idea of a plurality of gods stands in contrast to monotheism and thus appears first in
Gen 1 and 2. Even the serpent is described as @v émoincev koprog 6 0g6¢ (“which God made™).
The tree of knowledge was also planted by God (¢€avétethev 6 Beog.. .10 EOAOV TOD €idévar
YVooToV Kadod kol movnpod). Despite the fact that God was the Creator of the universe, the
serpent suggested that created beings also may become gods. The serpent called people to use
the forbidden fruit as food for the purpose of obtaining divine status. Acting like this, people
would accept the possibility of the existence of many gods and commit idolatry. In addition to
idolatry, the serpent invited humans to use the forbidden fruit as the first eidwAob0tw@v. They are
convinced that the divination depends on the particular food. The eating of this fruit, prompted
by the belief in its supernatural power, makes humans participants in the first sacrifice to false
gods, created beings; later are reflected in the form of idols.

Unit six of passage 3 (3:6-8) depicts sin as the force reversing the process of creation.®
Part A shows the mechanism of the transgression, which also can be subdivided into two stages.
The first stage reveals the change of mind, when the understanding of the protective role of a
prohibition is replaced by the view of it as something rigorously suppressing desires. It is evident
from the development of the woman’s thought which goes from 11 kolov ... &ig Bpdotv (the

aspect of physical need) to 611 apeotov Toig 0pOaipoig idelv (the aesthetic aspect) and then to

% Waltke sees that the knowledge which people were seeking is not a need for “more information, but hunger
for power”. Waltke, Genesis, 91-92.

87 The new knowledge is pictured in terms of “new mental powers, with the capacity for reflection that
allows one to make decisions independently of God”. Sarna, Genesis, 25.

%8 Waltke, Genesis, 91.

8 The diagram for the Unit six of the passage 3 is provided in Appendix 2.
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wpaiov Eotv ToD KoTovoTioal, Meaning, “is attractive to consider/contemplate” (the aspect of a
desire and changes on the mental level).” The word tod xatavoficou here may reflect a human
interest not only in the physical phenomenon of the forbidden fruit. It also presumes a desire for
intellectual meditation on forbidden things, which brings mental changes. In this manner, desire
becomes strengthened by the imagination which, influenced by desire, results in making the
wrong decision.”

Although God made the trustworthiness of his word evident to humans in creation, they
decided to rely upon the words of the serpent. The serpent’s words, in contrast, were confirmed
only by his own testimony and the supernatural ability to speak human language. This should not
be enough to prove the statements pronounced against God to be false. However, Adam and Eve
accepted the serpent’s words and personal experience of enlightenment as a trustworthy source
of knowledge. It led to the situation in which the interest in divine knowledge was overestimated,
while the consequences were overlooked.

As a result, the woman makes her decision to eat the fruit and break the commandment.
The actions of the woman are described by a participle, Lafodoa, followed by the chain of
aorists Epayev... £dwkev. Aorist Epayov describes Adam’s action and concludes the chain of
aorists in v. 6.’ The emphasis put on T® avdpi adTiic pet’ avtic reveals that Adam was present

at the dialogue with the serpent, however his role remained passive.” Adam seems to follow the

0 Sarna, Genesis, 25.

L Ross also notes the removal of punishment and doubts in God’s goodness as the elements supporting
transgression. Ross, Genesis, 52.

2 \Wenham notes that the scene in vv. 6-8 comes to a central point “and he ate.” Before this the expectations
are mentioned, and after, the actual consequences are shown. Wenham, Genesis, 75.

3 The role of Adam in the fall narrative was recently discussed by David Stein. Jewish tradition uses the term
‘Adam’s sin’ pointing to him as the participant of the drama. Although Eve was denoted as the leader in making the
decision, Adam was accused “not for failing to stop Eve but for eating the fruit (v. 17)”. David E. Stein, “A
Rejoinder Concerning Genesis 3:6 and the NJPS Translation,” in JBL, ed. Adele Reinhartz (Ottawa: SBL Press,
2015), 51-52. Also, Sarna believes that Adam was “a full participant in the sin.” Speaking to the woman the serpent
uses a plural form, pdaynte and £cecbe mc Beot, and refers to them both in the phrase ot 6@0oApoi (Gen 3:5). Sarna
concludes that “the man was all the time withing ear’s reach of the conversation and was equally seduced by its
persuasiviness.” Sarna, Genesis, 25.



206
decision of his wife, who was a created being, and who followed the persuasion of another
created being.

Acting in this manner, Adam neglected relying on the word of the Creator himself. That
Is why throughout the whole biblical revelation, an ability to trust the word of God becomes
central to true worship.” On the contrary, attempts to serve mystical sources of knowledge,
which claim to exist apart from God, become the subject of idolatry. Food eaten for the purpose
of becoming like B¢oi could be considered the first eidwAob0TOV.

Part B of Unit six (3:7-8) reveals those consequences that were overlooked by people at
the time of their idolatry. The first result of sin was guilt, expressed by shame (or feeling of self-
abhorrence) and fear of God. This part of the narrative pictures the ineffective attempts of people
to deal with their guilt, at the level of removal of its external signs.

The second statment reveals the spiritual, rather than physical nature of the event, when it
says, &yvooav 8Tt youvoi fjoav, meaning, “they perceived that they were naked”, which
presumed their acquiring of knowledge.” Here, the subordinated clause shows what kind of
knowledge the people received.’® Their perception of themselves as yopvoi reflects the negative
experience of shame caused by a defiled nature.”” Although people covered their nakedness by

leaves (émoinoav £avtoic mepilldpara), they could not remove the internal/spiritual consequences

4 This has support from Matt 4:1-10, which describes the testing of Jesus by Satan. There, Satan began his
temptation with a question concerning bread, but finished with questions about the center of true worship. Jesus,
unlike Adam, withstood Satan by relying on the word of God. Also, Jesus’ call for faith addressed to his
contemporaries when he miraculously saves one, becomes explicable in view of the original lack of faith of that led
to the fall.

5 Waltke believes that not only physical nakedness is presumed here, but also “describes someone in terms
of being defenseless, weak, or humiliated (Deut 28:48; Job 1:21; Isa 58:7).” Waltke, Genesis, 92.

" Russell Reno supposes the situation when the eye “becomes carnal, taking the physical and finite as the
measure of all things”. Reno, Genesis, 92.

" Ronald Youngblood, The Book of Genesis: An Introductory Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker
Books, 1991), 54. He shows that the shameful perception revealed a spiritual harm, which was lack of faith.



