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THE CREATION NARRATIVE AND THE STATUS OF WOMEN 

1.1 The Biblical Text: Problems and Interpretations
1.1.1 
 Key textual differences between the Creation narratives of Genesis 1 and 2

Chapters 1 and 2 of Genesis present drastically different narratives of the creation of humans. 
We read in Gen 1:26–31:

כו) וַיֹּאמֶר אֱלֹהִים נַעֲשֶׂה אָדָם בְּצַלְמֵנוּ כִּדְמוּתֵנוּ וְיִרְדּוּ בִדְגַת הַיָּם וּבְעוֹף הַשָּׁמַיִם וּבַבְּהֵמָה וּבְכָל הָאָרֶץ וּבְכָל הָרֶמֶשׂ הָרֹמֵשׂ עַל הָאָרֶץ:

כז) וַיִּבְרָא אֱלֹהִים אֶת הָאָדָם בְּצַלְמוֹ בְּצֶלֶם אֱלֹהִים בָּרָא אֹתוֹ זָכָר וּנְקֵבָה בָּרָא אֹתָם:

כח) וַיְבָרֶךְ אֹתָם אֱלֹהִים וַיֹּאמֶר לָהֶם אֱלֹהִים פְּרוּ וּרְבוּ וּמִלְאוּ אֶת הָאָרֶץ וְכִבְשֻׁהָ וּרְדוּ בִּדְגַת הַיָּם וּבְעוֹף הַשָּׁמַיִם וּבְכָל חַיָּה הָרֹמֶשֶׂת עַל הָאָרֶץ:

כט) וַיֹּאמֶר אֱלֹהִים הִנֵּה נָתַתִּי לָכֶם אֶת כָּל עֵשֶׂב זֹרֵעַ זֶרַע אֲשֶׁר עַל פְּנֵי כָל הָאָרֶץ וְאֶת כָּל הָעֵץ אֲשֶׁר בּוֹ פְרִי עֵץ זֹרֵעַ זָרַע לָכֶם יִהְיֶה לְאָכְלָה:

ל) וּלְכָל חַיַּת הָאָרֶץ וּלְכָל עוֹף הַשָּׁמַיִם וּלְכֹל רוֹמֵשׂ עַל הָאָרֶץ אֲשֶׁר בּוֹ נֶפֶשׁ חַיָּה אֶת כָּל יֶרֶק עֵשֶׂב לְאָכְלָה וַיְהִי כֵן:
26Then God said, “Let us make mankind in our image, in our likeness, so that they may rule over the fish in the sea and the birds in the sky, over the livestock and all the wild animals, and over all the creatures that move along the ground.” 27So God created mankind in his own image, in the image of God he created them; male and female he created them. 28God blessed them and said to them, “Be fruitful and increase in number; fill the earth and subdue it. Rule over the fish in the sea and the birds in the sky and over every living creature that moves on the ground.” 29Then God said, “I give you (plural) every seed-bearing plant on the face of the whole earth and every tree that has fruit with seed in it. They will be yours (plural) for food. 30And to all the beasts of the earth and all the birds in the sky and all the creatures that move along the ground – everything that has the breath of life in it – I give every green plant for food.” And it was so.

In this narrative, as we can observe, there is no difference in any respect between man and woman. The term Adam is genderless and refers to “human,” not to “man.” Both man and woman were created at the same time, both are in God’s image, and their joint purpose is to multiply and subdue all other inferior creatures of the universe. God has granted to man and woman equally the right to enjoy all the products of the earth, and both are superior to all other creatures, whose right for food is restricted to specified types. 

The narrative in Gen 2 is in stark contrast to this thoroughly egalitarian portrayal of man and woman with respect to their creation, purpose, function, and place in the universe. This second narrative became crucial to the conventional interpretation of the Creation story, together with its repercussions for women’s status in Jewish and Christian societies. We 
read in Gen 2:7, 2:18, and 2:20–24:
 ז) וייצר ה’ אלהים את האדם עפר מן האדמה ויפח באפיו נשמת חיים ויהי האדם לנפש חיה

יח) ויאמר ה’ אלהים לא טוב היות האדם לבדו אעשה לו עזר כנגדו:

כ) ויקרא האדם שמות לכל הבהמה ולעוף השמים ולכל חית השדה ולאדם לא מצא עזר כנגדו:

כא) ויפל ה’ אלהים תרדמה על האדם ויישן ויקח אחת מצלעתיו ויסגר בשר תחתנה:

כב) ויבן ה’ אלהים את הצלע אשר לקח מן האדם לאשה ויבאה אל האדם:

כג) ויאמר האדם זאת הפעם עצם מעצמי ובשר מבשרי לזאת יקרא אשה כי מאיש לקחה זאת:

כד) על כן יעזב איש את אביו ואת אמו ודבק באשתו והיו לבשר אחד
7Then the Lord God formed a man from the dust of the ground and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and the man became a living being. 
18The Lord God said, “It is not good for the man to be alone. I will make a helper suitable for him.” 
20So the man gave names to all the livestock, the birds of the air and all the beasts of the field. But for Adam no suitable helper was found. 21So the Lord God caused the man to fall into a deep sleep; and while he was sleeping, he took one of the man’s ribs and closed up the place with flesh. 22Then the Lord God made a woman from the rib he had taken out of the man, and he brought her to the man. 23The man said, “This is now bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called ‘woman,’ for she was taken out of man.” 24For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united to his wife, and they will become one flesh.
Unlike the clear and unambiguous Creation narrative in Gen 1, this portrayal of the creation of humankind – and particularly the creation of woman; God’s rationale for her purpose and function before her creation; the mode of her creation; and the events immediately after her creation – raises many questions, divergent interpretations, and assumptions. Whereas Gen 1 describes the simultaneous creation of man and woman, Gen 2:7 records only the creation of man; the NIV, whose translation is quoted above, correctly translates the term אדם in Gen 1:27 as “mankind” (in the modern sense of humankind) and in 2:7 as “man” (the KJV, like the LXX, has “man” in both cases
). Moreover, whereas Gen 1 emphasizes humankind’s creation in God’s image, Gen 2 does not mention this; though recording that God breathed into man’s nostrils the breath of life, it emphasizes his creation from the dust of the ground. Scholars have noticed these and other inconsistencies and concluded that the two narratives come from two different sources, amalgamated by the redactor.
 I will therefore not consider this matter further. 
1.1.2  Textual issues in the Creation narrative of Gen 2

Gen 2:18, recording God’s prior consideration that “it is not good for the man to be alone,” calls into question Scripture’s general assumption of divine omniscience
.
 It is also remarkable that the narrative in Gen 2 omits God’s conversation/consultation 
with the angels, recorded in Gen 1:26.
 Further, the literary structure of the narrative seems incongruous; the divine consideration of man’s situation and consequent decision to create the woman (2:18) would logically have appeared after the man’s naming of all the creatures and the realization that man is the only living creature without a partner. While it is evident that the phrase “I will make him a help meet for him” (2:18b) is uttered by God, it is not clear who is the subject of the phrase 
ולאדם לא מצא עזר כנגדו (lit. “and for the man
 he did did not find a helper ‘against’ him”) in 2:20b. Is it God or Adam? And, indeed, in order to circumvent the dilemma, the NIV, like the KJV and the LXX, interprets this phrase in an undefined manner and translates it in the passive voice – “no suitable helper was found” – although the biblical text is in the active voice. The traditional commentators Rashi and Ibn Ezra interpreted it as referring to Adam, as does Cassuto,
 following the interpretation of Abot R. Nat.;
 likewise Hartley and Westermann.
 Regarding the ramifications for the woman’s status of her creation from Adam’s rib, Hartley states, “just as the rib is found at the side of the man and is attached to him, even so the good wife, the rib of her husband, stands at his side to be his helper-counterpart, and her soul is bound up with his.”
 Cassuto continues his portrayal of the Creation event with superlatives to demonstrate Adam’s joy at meeting the woman, a valuable gift from God, and his realization that he now has a helper corresponding to him.
 Cassuto depicts a fully positive ambiance created by all involved – God, Adam, and the woman – and perceives no inequality between man and woman, nor a loss of woman’s individual identity by virtue of her status as a part of man rather than his unequal partner, as is evident 
from Scripture’s legal rules regarding women. 
1.1.3  Interpreting the phrase עזר כנגדו
However, the scriptural phrase עזר כנגדו (Gen 2:18 and 2:20) – translated/interpreted by the NIV as “a suitable helper for him” – is in fact an ambiguous expression that cannot serve as hard evidence as to the intent of its author. The word עזר “helper” does not indicate that the helper is inferior to the person helped; a helper, or “help meet” (as the KJV translates the phrase עזר כנגדו), could be a subordinate assistant or an equal partner. And, indeed, this term has been interpreted with different allusions, as intending an equal or lower rank, according to the preconceptions of the translators/interpreters.
 Noort disputes the interpretation of “helper” as implying a lower rank: “the word ‘help’ implies neither superiority nor inferiority on the part of the person giving or receiving the aid.”
 He does not, however, give adequate significance to Adam’s powerful pronouncement that the woman is part of him, of his bone and flesh. Adam emphasizes the importance of this by naming her on this basis (Gen 2:23), hinting at her lack of individual identity (as is clear in Gen 3:16b). To avoid an interpretation contrary to this assumptions of equality between male and female, Noort declares that Gen 3:16b describes the actual state of the relationship between them, rather than describing what ought to be according to the Creation narratives in Gen 1 and 2. I do not dispute that these narratives can be interpreted as Noort suggests, but I cannot agree with his argument that this was the intent of the ancient priestly and Yahvist writers.
The term כנגדו (the adverb נגד, usually “opposite/in front” in Scripture, with the conjunction כ “as,” appears only twice in Scripture, in Gen 2:18 and 2:20, and hence we have no basis of comparison to ascertain its exact meaning. In fact, we find different interpretations of this phrase. Tg. Onq. translates it literally: סמך כקבליה “help opposite/against.” Tg. Ps.-J., adding some words for a better understanding, interprets it as אתא דתהי סמיך כקבליה “a woman which will be a help against you,” but translates literally the ambiguous כנגדו. The KJV and NIV use “a helper suitable for him,” whereas the NRSV gives “a helper as his partner.” The LXX and the Greek Tobit 8:6, which records the text of Gen 2:18, use the preposition κατά, which has an almost infinite number of meanings;
 the LXX uses the accusative case, and Tobit the dative. The LXX and Tobit 8:6 interpret differently the phrase עזר כנגדו, which occurs in Gen 2:18 and 2:20. The LXX uses in 2:18 the adverb κατά and the accusative, but in 2:20 the dative with the addition of ὅμοιος “like to him.” Tobit, which combines Gen 2:18 and 2:20 in one verse, also interprets the same phrase differently at its first and second occurrences. The KJV translates, “Thou madest Adam, and gavest him Eve his wife for an helper and stay: of them came mankind: thou hast said, It is not good that man should be alone; let us make unto him an aid like unto himself,” adding “like unto himself” in the second instance. Wevers translates/interprets the Greek translation in 2:18 as “according what is before him” and in 2:20 as “similar to him.”
 This is simply a stylistic philological adjustment, appropriate for distinguishing God’s perception in v. 18 from Adam’s in v. 20 (if indeed v. 20 refers to him). We should not assume, however, that the author of these two verses, in using the same term (unique in Scripture) in both, intended it to have different meanings in two adjacent verses relating to the same subject (man). Therefore, just as the helper “for” or “like” the man is compared in 2:20 to female animals, for which there are divisions of tasks but no differences in rank, the same applies in v. 2:18, which represents the divine view of human gender. 
Van 
Ruiten analyses this problem in depth and demonstrates that according to the LXX, עזר כנגדו would mean “a helper matching him,” and according to Tobit, “a helper fit for him.”
 Having analyzed and comparied the Creation narratives in Jubilees, the Sibylline Oracles and 2 Enoch (Slavonic Apocalypse), he states, “The investigation has shown that the reception of the narrative of the creation of man and woman in Early Jewish literature has been diverse.”
 L. Teugels translates כנגדו as “corresponding to him,” which makes it impossible to deduce from this phrase that man and woman have different ranks.
 Westermann’s interpretation is most auspicious: “The phrase ‘a helper for him’ refers neither to the sexual nature of woman (so Augustine) nor to the help which she could offer to the farmer. Any such limitation destroys the meaning of the passage. What it means is the personal community of man and woman in the broadest sense, bodily and spiritual community.” Regarding the relationship between man and woman, he concludes that “the narrative in Gen 2 reflects a stage in civilization which was aware of the great importance of the role of a woman in the existence of humankind.”

The rabbis were likewise aware of the ambiguity of כנגדו, and indeed interpreted it in a double sense in b. Yeb. 63a: זכה עוזרתו לא זכה כנגדו “If he [the husband] deserves [by behaving well,] she [the wife] will be his help [or will help him;] if he does not deserve, she will be against him.” In fact, they interpret כנגדו as “opposite/against” in the literal sense of opposition. It is noteworthy that the rabbis, who used biblical verses or phrases in farfetched ways to create midrashim justifying woman’s inferiority or wickedness, do not use the phrase עזר כנגדו to substantiate their theory;
 this demonstrates that, in their learned opinion, the purpose of woman’s creation and her function as helper do not, in themselves, indicate inequality between man and woman or woman’s subservient status, as some scholars argue. Indeed, the pragmatic rabbis appreciated woman’s importance for man’s benefit, understanding woman’s function as man’s helper. We can observe this in an aggadah in b. Yeb. 63a: אשכחיה רבי יוסי לאליהו, א”ל כתיב אעשה לו עזר, במה אשה עוזרתו לאדם? א”ל: אדם מביא חיטין, חיטין כוסס? פשתן, פשתן לובש? לא נמצאת מאירה עיניו ומעמידתו על רגליו? “Rabbi Yose met Elijah and said to him: ‘It is written [in Gen 2:18] “I will make for him a helper,” in consists the woman’s help to man?’ He replied: ‘A man brings [home grains of] wheat, does he chew it? [He brings home flax,] does he wear it? Isn’t the woman lightening his eyes and stabilizing his position?’” The rabbis do not conjecture about the abstract issue of woman’s inferiority, reflecting instead on the relationship between man and woman in practice and on her function as man’s helper. From other rabbinic halakhot and delibarations we can again deduce a concept of equality in their interpretation of the woman’s function as a helper. M. Ket. 5: 5 enumerates the wife’s obligatory functions for her husband, but if she brought with her maiden slaves in her dowry, they can do the work for her, and she can sit on her throne.
 Hence, her functions for or services to her husband are not perceived as low-grade domestic, but as equivalent and complementary to the husband’s obligations for his wife’s benefit, as we read in m. Ket. 4:4, supplementd in b. Ket. 47b 
 and edited by Maimonides in Mishne Torah Hil. Ishut 12:1–2.
   

1.1.4  Implications of man’s prior creation

Scholars have considered the difference between Gen 1:27, which announces the simultaneous creation of man and woman, and Gen 2:20–22, which records woman’s later creation as a divine afterthought, thus arguably demonstrating her inferiority. Various interpretations are employed to repudiate this interpretation and offer other conclusions, among them the contrary deduction that only after the creation of woman was the divine creation finally accomplished, making her the pinnacle of creation.
 Noort writes that Gen 1:27 “aims at the credo that the separation in male and female belongs to creation from the beginning. There is no priority.”
 He disputes the rabbinic midrash of Gen. Rab. parsha 8:1
 that man was initially created androgynous,
 but at the same time declares, “it is unlikely that the priestly writer [of Gen 1] should correct the older story of creation [of Gen 2] in aiming at an equal position for males and females.”
 Thus, like the traditional commentators, Noort does not perceive a contrast between the Creation narratives in Gen 1 and Gen 2,
 although other scholars do not accept this explanation.
 He alleges that the male and female are differentiated in Gen 1:27 “because it foreshadows the blessing of fertility of Gen 1:28.”
 It seems to me that there is some contradiction between Noort’s comments on Gen 1 and 2 and the concluding sentence of his study. Debating Carol Myers
, he says of the differentiation between male and female in the payments for the commutation of vows in Lev 27:2–7 that “it must be that the Priestly Code [Gen 1] is written in a social context where a male is worth more.”
 Hence, if I understand him correctly, even the priestly Creation narrative in Gen 1 considers the woman inferior to man. On the other hand, he concludes the chapter by stating that “In the real world of the narrator man and woman are not equal. The narrator of the poetic scene of Gen 2 shows, however, that this [inequality]
 is not the original plan of Yahwe Elohim.”
 Here Noort seems to be asserting that the texts of Gen 1 and 2 indicate that man and woman are equal. 

Some scholars have attempted to dismiss the suggested significance of man’s prior creation by appealing to the midrash of Gen. Rab. 8:1, cited above, which argues for an androgynous creation (as recorded in Gen 1:27), subsequently divided by God into man and woman (as recorded in Gen 2:21–22); thus, they assert a simultaneous creation of both genders.
 However, this interpretation does not resolve the claim that man holds favoured status because of his prior creation, if indeed this implies superiority over the later-created woman. The 
midrash, stating בשעה שברא הקב”ה את אדם הראשון
, asserts that the man – using the specific name and sobriquet “Adam the First,” not the neutral “mankind” – was created androgynous. Hence there is no contradiction between this mode of creation and the later divine pronouncement in 2:18: אעשה לו עזר כנגדו
;
 thus, according to this midrash, the woman was later divided from him, meaning, in essence, that man was created first and woman was subsequently shaped from man and a part of him. Further, because this is only one of the rabbis’ various imaginative explanations of the apparently simultaneous creation of man and woman, it cannot serve as evidence for an interpretation of the scriptural narrative implying that woman was a later creation. I dispute Susan Niditch’s assertion that the rabbinic midrash of the androgynous creation was intended to resolve “the tension between male and female, the tempted and the temptress, by insisting that maleness and femaleness were characteristic of the first man himself.”
 Rather, as is evident from Rabbi Jeremiah’s dictum (quoted in note 22), the purpose of this midrash is to explain the phrase זכר ונקבה בראם, or possibly to resolve the contradiction that confronted him 
between the simultaneous creation of man and woman in Gen 1:27 (“male and female he created them”) and the separate creation of the woman from Adam’s rib in Gen 2:21–22.
 Rabbi Samuel complements and elucidates Rabbi Jeremiah’s statement, which does not explain either the physical character of the androgynous creation or how it later became separated
. The editor 
then resolves the contradiction between R. Samuel’s assertion that God divided the two sides of the first human creature and Gen 2:21–22, which states that woman was created from man’s rib: the answer is that צלע in Gen 2:21, commonly translated as “rib,” also has other meanings, such as “side/along,” as for example צלע המשכן “side of the tabernacle” in Exod 36:31 and בצלע ההר “along the hillside” in 2 Sam 16:13; thus, in this argument, Gen 2:21 also records the separation of the androgynous creation.

Further, Niditch’s assertion does not accord with the overwhelming number of rabbinic midrashim in which woman, the temptress, is to blame for Adam’s transgression and consequently for the miseries of humankind. Rabbi Jeremiah is not concerned with the philosophical issue of a tension between the sexes, as Niditch believes, any more than the subsequent midrash by Rabbi Berahia under the name of Rabbi Eliezer is concerned with a philosophical/theological issue
. He 
declares:בשעה שברא הקב"ה את אדם הראשון גולם בראו והיה מוטל מסוף העולם ועד סופו “When the Holy One, blessed be He, created Adam the First, he created him an amorphous entity, lying from the end [one side] of the world to its [other] end [of the world].” The midrash is supported by Ps 139:16a: גלמי ראו עיניך “Your eyes saw my unformed body.” This midrash is followed by similar assertions about Adam’s enormous proportions – from East to West, from North to South, and the entire space of the world. The 
commentators connect Rabbi Berahia’s midrash to the preceding midrashim of Rabbi Jeremiah and Rabbi Samuel as another solution to the apparent contradiction between humankind’s creation as androgynous, subsequently separated, and the biblical assertion that woman was created from man’s rib. The 
answer is that Adam was not yet formed – he was still an amorphous creation, without members – and thus the term צלע cannot be attributed to any specific element of his body. The same midrashim appear in b. Hag. 14:9 and b. Sanh. 28b, but conclude that although this was Adam’s initial size: כיון שסרח - הניח הקדוש ברוך הוא ידו עליו ומיעטו “after he sinned, the Holy One, blessed be He, put His hand on him and reduced him [to his current dimensions].” These original midrashim were hortatory in intention, indicating the consequences of sin; in the later Gen. Rab. the redactor, by deleting this last segment, changed their initial purpose, instead using them to resolve the apparent contradiction between the two biblical narratives of human creation. We are obviously justified in interpreting ancient writings in accordance with our contemporary thoughts, but to impose modern views on ancient writers is inappropriate. Niditch’s claim that the author of this midrash intended to address a tension between the sexes is untenable for two reasons. First, such tension is a modern concept, inconceivable in the society in which the author lived, since the overwhelmingly dominant position held by men excluded gender-based tension between husband and wife. Second, the redactor’s precisely targeted use of the midrash indicates its intent, as he understood it. Thus, there is no way to impose on this midrash a philosophical background of gender politics
. 
In my opinion, the simultaneous creation of woman does not indicate equality, nor does her later creation imply inferiority. Other circumstances may influence such conjectures. According to the biblical narrative, the creation of woman is prompted by God’s own conclusion that she was indeed missing in his previous creation of man. Further, she is created personally by God – not by intermediate powers such as angels or other messengers, which might hint at an inferior rank of creation.
 Woman’s later creation may instead denote her significance: without her, God’s creation was not fully and perfectly accomplished.
 Further, there is no doubt that according to the Creation narrative the creation of humans constitutes the pinnacle of God’s creation, to “fill the earth and subdue it” – to rule over all that was created before. This paradigm and the sequence of the ascending order of creation demonstrate that the latest creation was the most important.
 Thus, it is illogical to argue that woman is inferior because of her later creation. It seems to me that scholarly efforts to minimize the significance of man’s prior creation were intended to debunk Paul’s justification of his decree that woman must be submissive because of her later creation: “For Adam was formed first, then Eve” (1 Tim 2:13).

1.1.5  The creation of woman from man (Gen 2:21–24)

The Hebrew תרדמה in Gen 2:21–24 is translated by the KJV and NIV as “deep sleep”; the LXX goes a step further, translating it as ἔκστασις “trance.” Tg. Neof. and Tg. Ps. J. also interpret it as שינתא עמיקתא “deep sleep,” but the latter adds to the end of the verse the exact identification of the rib: הוא עלעה תליסרית דמן סטר ימינא “it [was] the thirteenth rib of the right side.” Both ancient commentators and modern scholars have probed why Adam had to be sleeping during the creation of the woman. The JPS Commentary suggests that the sleep had the “dual function of rendering the man insensible to the pain of the surgery, and oblivious to God at work.”
 I do not find this explanation satisfactory; if the reader believes that God can create the entire world, and specifically a woman from one of man’s ribs, then he could have done so without causing pain to Adam.
 As we shall see, the rabbis do not use this expedient to resolve the same question. Modern scholars have argued that “man ought not to be a witness of the work of creation,” but Westermann disputes this, arguing that “it is too rational an explanation for this ancient motif.”
 Likewise, Cassuto perceives it as introducing into the biblical passage “a philosophical concept that is completely foreign to it.”
B. Sanh. 39a offers a different solution to this conundrum while discussing another aspect of woman’s creation from man (paraphrased and condensed): Caesar said to Rabban Gamaliel, “Your God is a thief, since he took a rib from Adam in his sleep.” Gamaliel’s daughter said, “Leave it; I will answer him.” She said to Caesar, “Procure for me an official.” He asked her, “Why do you need one?” and she answered, “Robbers raided us last night and took from us a silver cup and left us instead a golden cup.” Caesar told her, “We would like such a robber to come to us every day,” but she replied, “Wasn’t it advantageous to Adam the First, from whom one rib was taken, that he was given instead a handmaiden to serve him?” Caesar replied, “I meant to say that God could have taken the rib overtly – not in his sleep.” Then she said, “Bring me a plate with raw meat”; they brought it to her, and she put it under her armpit and took it out, saying to him, “Eat it,” but he said, “It is repulsive.” She said to him, “The same would have happened to Adam; if he had seen the creation process, she would have been loathsome to him.” 
A similar 
narrative appears in Abot R. Nat. Recension 2, 8, in which Rabbi Joshua is questioned by a woman who accuses God of theft and answers her with a parable in which he compares God’s act to the replacement of an earthen brick in a wall with a golden brick. However, although in both narratives the woman is deemed important for the benefit of man, the first compares her to a servant, whereas the second compares her to a precious golden brick. However, I am not convinced that the authors of these narratives consciously chose particular objects of comparison because they differed in their attitudes toward women in general.
The Gen 2 narrative in which woman is created from man’s rib and he pronounces her a part of him – “bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh” (Gen 2:23)
 עצם מעצמי ובשר מבשרי – seems to be validated by the author of the passage.
 As I will argue below, the phrase (Gen 2:22b) acknowledging that God created the woman from the rib that “he has taken from the man” seems superfluous, since the preceding verse 21 describes the procedure of God taking one of man’s ribs, and closing up the resulting hole with flesh. The repetition therefore seems to emphasize the author’s agreement with Adam’s utterance in the succeeding verse 23 and its implications. Thus, women’s subordinate legal status is derived from the Creation narrative, while the idea that women are generally inferior to men is derived from an erroneous interpretation of the Fall narrative (as I shall demonstrate in the next chapter), which various subsequent biblical interpreters have exploited to create this negative image of women.

What scholars have generally overlooked or granted too little significance with respect to women’s legal status, as implied in the Gen 2 narrative, is woman’s creation from man’s rib.
 Likewise, they do not accord enough importance to Adam’s outright statement that the woman is part of him, bone of his bones and flesh of his flesh, and the fact that he names her,
 whereas his own name, Adam, was given by God (Gen 2:16).
 These details of woman’s creation seem to me significant as a guideline for perceiving the biblical point of view on woman’s legal status. I suggest that the narrative of the woman’s creation, rather than that of the Fall, was the primary basis for woman’s subordinate legal status, which developed into submissiveness to her husband, as implied in the Fall narrative.
 The text of the divine verdict and the woman’s specific position, which is to desire her husband and to be ruled by him, would be utterly unreasonable, as I will show, if not for her standing as a part of the man. I would not exclude the possibility that God’s announcement to the woman in Gen 3:16 is a later interjection in the Fall narrative, as I shall discuss in Chapter 2. 
1.5.1. The creation of woman and her introduction to man

Gen 2:22, exceptionally, uses the verb בנה, which normally refers to building a house, in contrast to the neutral verbs used elsewhere in the Creation narrative: עשה, ברא and יצר. The traditional Targumim, Tg. Onq. and Tg. Ps.-J., usually translate עשה as עבד ברא, יצר as ברא, and בנה as בנה. The Sam.Tg. is more precise, translating יצר in Gen 2:7, 8, and 19 with צור “to form, shape, paint,” an expression that emphasizes the specific shaping of man and animals in the relevant biblical contexts, in contrast to the generic, undefined עבד. The LXX also translates ברא and עשה with the generic ποιέω “to make/create/etc.,” but translates יצר with the more specific πλάσσω “to form/mould/shape.” The term בנה, however, is translated with the generic οἰκοδομέω “to build a home.” Only Tg. Neof. makes an exception, translating עשה, ברא, and יצר as ברא (with one exception: עבד in Gen 1:31) but interpreting בנה in Gen 2:22 as שכלל “to form/adorn/complete.”
 The use בנה for the woman’s creation alone induced the rabbis, the authors of ancient Targumim, traditional commentators, and modern scholars to seek a motive for this exception. 

The rabbis, as usual, offer a great array of midrashim explaining this apparent oddity; some are neutral towards women and seem only to relate to the rationale for the term used, while others are inspired by positive or negative preconceptions about the character of women. We read in b. Ber. 61a that God built Eve like a granary, which is narrow at its top and wide at its bottom to receive the fruits; so is the woman slim in her upper body and stocky in her lower part to bear a child. B. Ber 61a states, slightly more kindly, that God braided Eve’s hair and brought her to Adam, since in some cities by the sea they call a hairdresser binyatta
. We can assume that the Tg. Neof. interpretation שכלל, quoted above, has an affinity with this and other similar rabbinic midrashim that accentuate God’s “personal” effort to make the encounter of man and woman as pleasant and effective as possible, indicating the importance of a harmonious family life.
 Further rabbinic midrashim on the term בנה, some favourable to women and others most denigrating, are quoted on p. 39XXX.
The modern but traditionally minded commentator Cassuto generally prefers the favourable rabbinic midrashim and perceives the use of the verb to build as “suited to the theme; just as a builder builds, with the raw materials of stones and dust, an edifice of grace and perfection, so from an ordinary piece of bone and flesh the Lord God fashioned the most comely of his creatures.”
 Modern scholars consider the use of “built” a remnant of ancient Near Eastern mythologies, such as the Akkadian and Ugaritic, which used this term to describe how the gods created human beings. The next phrase, “and he brought her unto the man,” is used in rabbinic midrashim to emphasize that God adorned her and acted as her bridal attendant; he led her to the wedding ceremony, as parents lead their daughter to the wedding canopy, according to Jewish custom. We read in Gen. Rab. 18: משקישטה בכ”ד תכשיטין ואחר כך הביאה לו “he brought her to Adam after adorning her with twenty-four jewels.” B. Ber. 61a interprets the phrase “and he brought her unto the man” (v. 22b) as showing that God acted as Adam’s best man.
1.1.6  Adam’s reaction on taking hold of the woman 
The odd text of Gen 2:23, ויאמר האדם זאת הפעם עצם מעצמי ובשר מבשרי לזאת יקרא אשה כי מאיש לקחה זאת, has inspired many interpretations aimed at resolving its oddities. The literal translation of the first part of this verse, “this time a bone from my bones and flesh from my flesh,” sounds awkward; it does not have a verb, and it is not clear who or what is the subject of the demonstrative pronoun “this.” The NIV/KJV translation, “This is now bone of my bones,” suggests that “this” refers to the woman, but the adverb “now” makes little sense
, since it seems to allude to some unknown thing that occurred before. The LXX, as Wevers comments, translates “this” in neutral form, agreeing with “bones” (a neutral noun), rather than in feminine form, as one would expect if it refers to the woman. Wevers conjectures that the LXX “probably means ‘now’ in the sense of ‘at last, finally’”;
 this raises the same problem as the NIV translation, which probably follows the LXX. The JPS translation gives “This one at last,” relating the pronoun to the woman, and explains that Adam is contrasting the woman with the animals,
 as Wevers also suggests. However, two sentences divide the naming of the animals from Adam’s exclamation in the text, and a great many events take place, including Adam’s deep sleep and the surgical operation; this interpretation, therefore, does not offer an adequate solution. Cassuto relates the pronoun “This” to the woman and explains the sense as follows: “this creature, this time [that is, at last], is in truth a helper corresponding to me.”
 He connects Adam’s exclamation to Gen 2:20, arguing that whereas in v. 20 Adam did not find a helper among the animals, now he proclaims that he has finally found a suitable helper. 
This 
last interpretation 
follows rabbinic midrashim. 
We read in Abot R. Nat Recension b, Chapter 8 (paraphrased):התחיל אדם הראשון מתרעם (בו) לפני הקב”ה ואומר לפניו רבונו של עולם לכל הבריות שבראת בעולמך בראתה זוג (זוג) ולי אין זוג שנאמר ולאדם לא מצא עזר כנגדו (בראשית ב’ כ’). כיון שראה אדה”ר את חוה אמר זאת זוגי שנאמר ויאמר האדם זאת הפעם עצם מעצמי Adam complained to God, “Master of the World, for all the creatures you created in the world you created a mate, yet I don’t have a mate” (see Gen 2:20); hence, when Adam saw Eve, he said, “This is my mate.” Gen. Rab. 18:4
 offers another explanation for what happened before, namely that  בתחלה בראה לו וראה אותה מליאה רירין ודם והפליגה ממנו וחזר ובראה לו פעם שנייה God had previously created a mate for Adam, but he saw her full of slime and blood, so God took her away from him and created her the second time; this would explain why Adam says that “this time” he is happy. Commentators and scholars agree that Adam’s announcement indicates his happiness at having a mate, describing his utterance as, for example, “a cry of ecstatic elation,” “a jubilant welcome,” and “enthusiasm and heart’s joy.”
 Since many midrashim, commentators, and scholars interpret the entire verse as a whole, I will discuss them after elucidating some textual problems. 
Some rabbinic midrashim interpret the phrase “This time” differently, simply as “time,” intending to emphasize “this time and no more.” Abot R. Nat Recension b, Chapter 8, states: ]הפעם הזאת] נבראת אשה מאיש מכאן ואילך אדם נושא את בת חבירו ומצוה על פריה ורביה הפעם הזה נעשה המקום שושבין לאדם מכאן ואילך אדם קונה לו שושבין לעצמו “[This 
time] was the woman created from man, [but] from now on a man marries the daughter of his friend and is obligated to fulfil the precept of procreation; [another interpretation is that] this time God was the best man, [but] from now on a man has to provide a best man for himself.” Tg. Ps. J. interprets as follows:אמר אדם הדא זמנא ולא תוב תתברי אתתא מן גבר היכמא דאתבריאת דא מני גרמא מגרמיי ובשרא מבשרי “The 
man said: this time and no more will the woman be created from the man as this one [Eve] was created bone from my bones and flesh from my flesh.” Tg. Neof. interprets this verse similarly, using בר נש instead of גבר
. We observe that both translators/interpreters distinguish between Adam, the first subject, and the man from whom the woman was created in the second part of the verse; Adam after Eve’s creation is not the same entity
 as beforehand. Thus, they emphasize that woman was created from man, like the LXX, which interprets איש as ἀνδρός (ἀνήρ) “man” and אשה as γυνή “woman” to emphasize the different genders. Both Westermann and Cassuto note the affinity of the expression that associates bones and flesh with other biblical similar expressions, as for example in Gen 29:14, that imply a permanent relationship between man and woman.
 The traditional commentator Rashbam 
interprets the verse as follows:זאת הפעם עצם מעצמי דווקא, אבל מכאן ואילך אינו כן אלא (אדרבה איפכא) האיש יוצא מן האשה “Only 
this time the woman is a bone of my bones, but from now on it is not so, but (the opposite:) the man comes forth from the woman.” Ibn Ezra links this verse to v. 20 and to Adam’s complaint about not having a suitable helper: אז אמר זאת הפעם מצאתי עזר כנגדי, כמוני, כי ממנו היה “After 
[the woman was brought to Adam,] he said, ‘This time I have found a suitable helper like myself,’ since she was taken from him.”
Adam says that the woman is bone of his bones and flesh of his flesh, but how does he know this? He was in a deep sleep when God carried out his surgery and closed up the hole with flesh, as is emphasized in Gen 2:21.
 Perhaps he sees that she is similar to him, more similar than any of the other animals that God brought to him for naming, but he cannot know that she was taken from him. Westermann writes that one should not understand the creation of the woman from the rib of man “as a description of an actual event accessible to us”; he likewise perceives the creation of Adam from earth as a transmission of ancient mythologies in which humans were created from different materials.
 Behind man’s creation from earth lies the ancient technique of producing human figures out of clay; woman’s creation from man’s body, he argues, is meant to explain how man and woman belong together. I would suggest, by contrast, that the purpose of this narrative is aetiological: it is intended to justify woman’s lack of individual legal status by explaining that she is part of man.
 We observe in a collection of English laws published in 1632, The Lawes Resolutions of Womens Rights, a vivid concrete portrayal of how a woman loses her own personality when she marries, an idea deduced from Gen 2:23. We read there: 
In this consolidation which we call wedlock is a locking together. It is true, that man and wife are one person (bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh) but understand in what manner. When a small brooke or a little river incorporateth with Rhodanus, Humber, or the Thames, the poor rivulet looseth her name … A woman as soon as she is married, is called covert … that is, veiled, as it were, clouded and overshadowed; she hath lost her streame. I may more truly, farre away, say to a married woman, Her new self is her superior; her companion, her master …
 

The last element of the verse, Adam’s naming of the woman, is tightly linked to her creation from man; translators, commentators and scholars therefore interpret it differently according to their attitudes regarding the resulting relationship between man and woman. In his commentary, Sarna asserts that the text voices the social reality of the Ancient Near East that “naming implies authority,” and hence a subordinate status for the woman; on the other hand, he asserts that “in naming her ‘ishah, he simultaneously names himself … ish … thus he discovers his own manhood and fulfillment only when he faces the woman, the human being who is his partner in life.” The assumption that ish and ishah are personal nouns is the basis of Sarna’s argument, but these nouns seem to me to be generic. Furthermore, there appears to be an inconsistency between the degrading consequences of man’s authority to name the woman and his assertion of equality in naming her ishah.
 Westermann, in contrast, perceives that “the narrative in Gen 2 reflects a stage in civilization which was aware of the great importance of the role of woman in the existence of humankind.”
 However, he attempts to resolve the contradiction with Adam’s naming of the woman, which implies his authority over her, by arguing that “the name aetiology of v. 23b, though certainly belonging to the narrative and firmly fixed in it, is a secondary trait, not a goal” of the narrative.
 Cassuto, citing a traditional commentator, perceives the similarity of the names of man and woman (איש and אשה) to mean “she is worthy of being called by the same name as myself.”
 The repetition of זאת in the last phrase of the verse כי מאיש לקחה זאת is redundant; the LXX omits it; Tg. Ps. J. and Tg. Neof. emphasize the aetiology or justification of the woman’s name, אשה, and at the same time validate the repetition of the pronoun זאת. They add in their interpretations that “it is appropriate” for her to be called “woman” because she was created from man. 
Adam’s declaration indicates that the woman is part of him, being “flesh of my flesh.” Tg. Onq. translates כי מאיש לקחה זאת as ארי מבעלה נסיבא דא “since she was taken from her husband,” emphasizing her nature as part of her husband and thus establishing it as the foundation of biblical and rabbinic legislation regarding women’s legal status. A midrash in b. Nid. 31b acknowledges this as representing the reality of life, stating that a man courts a woman, rather than the other way around, because he is looking for what he has lost, namely his lost rib from which the woman was created. In fact, Gen 2:23 emphasizes this through Adam’s pronouncement, which changes the appellation of the same subject within the one verse. At the beginning, the speaker is called האדם Adam – still a generic name, denoting humankind – whereas at the end of the verse he calls himself  איש“man,” emphasizing the reality that woman was created from man, and is part of him.
 

Gen 2:24, which explicitly refers to the preceding verse through the use of the adverb על כן “therefore” by the narrator (God), seems to conflict logically with Adam’s utterance in v. 23. If the woman was taken from him, the man, and is bone of his bones and flesh of his flesh, one would expect that through their reunification (i.e., marriage) and redress of the encroachment upon his body, the woman should cling to him to become again “one flesh,” not the opposite, as is written: ודבק באשתו “he will cling to his wife.”
 It seems that the Targumim were aware of this issue and attempted to resolve it as follows: Tg. Onq. interprets it thus: : על כן ישבוק גבר בית משכבי אבוהי ואמיה וידבוק באתתיה ויהון לבסרא חד “therefore a man will leave the dwelling of his father and mother and adhere to his wife, and they will become one flesh,” suggesting that the core and main emphasisis of this circumstance is the man’s leaving his parents’ dwelling in order to join his wife in creating a new family.
 Tg. Ps.-J. has a similar interpretation:בגין כן ישבוק גבר ומתפרש מן בית מדמכיה דאבוהי ודאימיה ויתחבר באינתתיה ויהון תרוויהון לבישרא חד “Therefore, a man wll separate from his father’s and mother’s dwelling and will associate/unite with his wife, and both will be one flesh.” Tg. Neof. uses two different terms in its interpretation, but in essence corresponds with the interpretation of Tg. Ps.-J. All three Targumim, that is, interpret the first part of Gen 2:24 as relating to the man’s leaving the parental home in which he lived, as was the custom,
 and creating a new home.
 In fact, it is plausible that the narrator intended to emphasize the man’s leaving his family, considered to be his “bone and flesh,” עצמי ובשרי – the common expression for relatives, as in Gen 29:14, 2 Sam 19:13–14, and Adam’s declaration in the preceding verse.
The addition of “and both will be one flesh” in Tg. Ps.-J, Tg. Neof. and the Samaritan Bible seems superfluous, since in the MT, “both” is implicit from the context. The NIV translates “and they become one flesh.” English grammar requires “they,” but Hebrew grammar does not; the authors 
must therefore have intended readers to infer some specific connotation, but I can envisage more than one possibility. It is plausible that the additional emphasis on the union of male and female refers to their concrete sexual union, implicit in God’s first blessing of the primary couple and his command to them to multiply (Gen 1:28). This interpretation is supported by Sam. Tg.’s translation of the biblical term דבק as ויתעלץ באתתה “he will enjoy with his wife,” as in 1 Sam 2:1: עלץ לבי “My heart rejoices.” It seems to me that both the Samuel text and Sam. Tg. unequivocally and explicitly accentuate sexual desire and joy as crucial elements of the union of man and woman; the Samuel
 text uses והיה משניהם לבשר אחד to express this reality, and Sam. Tg. translates accordingly. The LXX translates οἱ δύο “the two,” as also appears in the Peshitta and Vg. Rashi, for example, also associates the phrase והיו לבשר חד with sexual intercourse, explaining that הולד נוצר על ידי שניהם ושם נעשה בשרם אחד “the child is created by both, and there their flesh becomes one.” Thus Rashi, too, links becoming one flesh to the divine command to to multiply in Gen 1:28, which is accomplished by means of concrete sexual activity; it is the child who becomes the one body of his two parents – not, as is commonly understood, the couple themselves. On the other hand, one cannot exclude the possibility that the authors of Tg. Ps. J, and Tg. Neof. intended, by adding “both,” to emphasize the equality of husband and wife as two entities, male and female, that become one, without establishing the precise aspect and extent of this equality; I discuss this subtle issue later in the study
. 

1.1.6  Scholarly opinions and interpretations

Thomas Brodie offers a most positive portrayal of woman in terms of her creation from man’s rib, stating that “the creation of woman from man does not imply subordination”; rather, she is “equal to man.”
 He supports this assertion by stating, for example, that they are “appropriate co-workers” (Gen 1:28); that “God describes both man and woman as very good” (Gen 1:31); and that marriage “is essentially positive and joyful” (Gen 2:23–24).
 To reconcile his assertion with its logical opposite, that man will rule over woman (Gen 3:16), he states that “inequality will come only with sin.”
 However, he does not explain why woman was punished 
with subordination to man as a result of the sin of transgressing God’s prohibition, which God attributes to Adam, not to her (Gen 3:17), as I shall argue in the next chapter. Does he follow the conventional interpretation that the woman is the main guilty party in the Fall narrative, and thus loses her original equality with man because of her sin? In his further consideration of the Fall narrative as the first sin, however, Brodie quotes Paul’s statement that “sin came into the world through one man, and death came through sin” (Rom 5:12).
 Though this mention of “man” could be perceived as relating to a human, male or female, as in the original Greek ἀνθρώπος, Rom 5:14 goes on to specifically single out “Adam’s transgressions” (KJV). Here, then, Paul perceives man, not woman, as the main sinner; the woman is, at most, equally responsible.
Cassuto perceives the creation of woman from man as underlining “the affinity between the man and his spouse.” Further, comparing man’s creation from dust (Gen 2:7) and his return to dust (Gen 3:19) with woman’s return to man in marriage, since she was taken from him, leads Cassuto to conclude that women must associate constantly with men.
 These utterances do not relate 
to the legal and practical relationship between woman and man as a result of her being taken from him. 
Nahum Sarna, author of the JPS commentary on Genesis, for example, 
sees in the symbolic creation of woman from man’s rib an explanation of “the mystery of the intimacy between husband and wife”; it “connotes physical union and signifies that she is a companion and partner, ever at his side.”
 He does not perceive any disadvantage to the woman due to being part of the man’s body. He writes of Gen 3:16, which states that man shall rule over woman, that “It is quite clear from the description of woman in 2:18, 23 that the ideal situation, which hitherto existed, was the absolute equality of sexes. The new state of male dominance is regarded as an aspect of the deterioration in the human condition that resulted from defiance of the divine will.”
 This interpretation, which disregards the significance of woman’s being part of man, has many drawbacks. The term “helper,” used to describe the woman in Gen 2:18, has been perceived, rightly or wrongly, as indicating her subservient status, and her later creation as an additional sign that she takes second place to man;
 Sarna’s notion of equality at the time of Creation, therefore, seems not to be unequivocally based on the biblical description, as he asserts. His idea that man’s dominance over woman, in contrast to a prior absolute equality of the sexes, constitutes the woman’s punishment 
raises similarly serious questions. He perceives this as a “deterioration in the human condition,” one that apparently affects both sexes; I understand it as creating tension between them, in contrast to the previous peaceful equilibrium. In either case, it is not a punishment of the woman alone, but of both man and woman, despite its being included by God in his communication with the woman. Further – as I discuss elsewhere in this book – why should the man, the primary sinner,
 be rewarded by becoming superior to the woman? We have seen that English legislators of the early modern era, for example, understood the consequences of woman’s creation from man’s body quite differently. 
Modern commentators have attempted to diminish the sexual element of the reunification of man and woman and bolster the spiritual values of love and fidelity. With respect to the statement in Gen 2:24 that “the man leaves father and mother, loosing the strongest bodily and spiritual bonds” for the sake of the wife he has chosen, Westermann writes, “The love of man and woman receives here a unique evaluation.”
 Sarna conjectures that, in Gen 2:24, the narrator traces the existing custom of the man leaving his parents for the sake of his wife to God’s original creative act; it is perceived “as part of the divinely ordained natural order.”

Sarna  writes that דבק is used “to describe human yearning for God,” and, by analogy, that “sexual relations between husband and wife do not rise above the level of animalism, unless they be informed by and imbued with spiritual, emotional and mental affinity.”
 Cassuto, too, attempts to promote the idea that Scripture minimizes the significance of the physical sexual relation and exalts the spiritual union, writing that “the reference [of the phrase ‘he cleaves to his wife’] is not solely to sexual relations …, but also – and more especially – to the spiritual relationship.”
 It is certainly legitimate for Cassuto to interpret Scripture according to his modern views, and to adduce scriptural support for them, but it should not be assumed that the ancient authors and their contemporary audiences interpreted Scripture, and specifically the Creation and Fall narratives, in ways that Cassuto and other scholarly commentators would prefer. In fact, Wevers presumes that the final clause of the Creation narrative in the LXX – “the two shall become one flesh” – refers to “the sexual union of man and wife.”
 On the other hand, David Brewer 
writes that the addition of the phrase “the two” in the LXX’s translation of Gen 2:24, “so that it read ‘they two shall become one flesh … became the basis for the New Testament teaching of monogamy by Jesus and Paul.”
 While I cannot exclude such a possibility, I am not entirely convinced that the addition of this phrase was the crucial factor leading to the establishment of monogamy in Egypt and by the authors or compilers of the New Testament. In fact, even without this addition, the biblical text describing the unity of one man with one woman can be understood as promoting monogamy. On the other hand, even with the addition of “out of the two” (meaning that the two will become one flesh), as in the Sam. 
text, Gen 2:24 does not absolutely convey a divine prohibition of polygamy. The phrase could be understood as stating that at every union of a man with a woman, they become one flesh.
Before concluding this scrutiny of the biblical Creation narrative and its interpreters, I would like to discuss an interpretation of the phrase “and they will become one flesh” by Ramban, a traditional Jewish commentator of the Middle Ages, that can be perceived as having an affinity with modern scholarly interpretations emphasizing the spiritual bond of man and woman. He focuses his interpretation on the phrase ודבק באשתו “and he clings/sticks to his wife” as the key to understanding the verse. The human male leaves his family, sticks to his chosen wife, and creates a new family – a lasting partnership – whereas animals do not create lasting partnerships, but have sexual intercourse for procreative purposes with occasional females. Irrespective of the scientific correctness of Ramban’s assumptions about animals’ social life, his interpretation is remarkable for demonstrating a modern attitude on the part of a traditional medieval commentator. 

1.1.7  Male-female equality or inequality as a consequence of the Creation narrative
We have observed how the wide variety of interpretations of the narrative of the woman’s creation represent the differing conceptions of their authors, rather than what the primary author of the narrative intended and its original audience understood. It seems plausible to assume that the various translators, who lived closer than modern scholars to the period of the primordial Torah’s redaction, may have understood the intent of the apparently superfluous phrase “and the two will become one flesh,” as pointing to the concrete sexual union of man and woman, rather than to their spiritual union. The woman’s name denoting her creation from man, given her by Adam, demonstrates his dominant legal status, just as his naming of the animals (Gen 2:20) is a function of his God-granted dominion over them (Gen 1:28). This narrative is, in my opinion, the theological foundation of women’s dependent legal status;
 she is not inferior to man, but she has no individual legal status.
 The narrative in Gen 2 thus overthrows the legal equality of man and woman as recorded in God’s blessing and in their function and prerogatives in the world (Gen 1:28–31).
 The biblical texts, like classical writings, can be interpreted in different ways, as the rabbis acknowledged.
 Hence, in order to grasp the philosophy and intent of a biblical text – in our case, a narrative – we must analyse the biblical 
rules related to it, which may offer us the key to unlock the underlying conceptions. Indeed, the biblical narratives involving women in various circumstances and the relevant legal rules in Scripture demonstrate the subordinate legal status of women, and thus reveal the original intent of the author of the Creation narrative.
 In Jewish doctrine, everything is created by God. The life cycle and behaviour of every living being, like the constant operation of the whole of nature, is regulated by the divine rules of creation. According to a rabbinic midrash, the Torah was the divine master plan for Creation.
 An analysis of the biblical rules and narratives concerning women demonstrates women’s legal dependence on their husbands in many instances, as I will elaborate in this book
. The wife obeys her husband, like one of his members, but that does not stigmatize her as inferior; in fact, a divorced or widowed woman becomes an individual legal personality – in the terminology of Roman law, sui juris “legally independent” – and her vows and obligations cannot be voided in her new circumstances (Num 30:10).
The differentiation of the commutation payments for vows in Lev 27:2–7, which establishes higher amounts for men than for women, does not imply that a man is worth more than a woman;
 according to both traditional commentators and modern scholars, the different amounts are not based on an assessment of people’s intrinsic value. Rabbinic halakhah discerns between ערך and דמים.
 The first is a fixed rate established by Scripture, regardless of any valuation, whereas the second, meaning money, relates to assessments of values. The use of one term or the other in a vow has legal consequences: if ערך is used, the one who makes the vow is assumed to refer to the scriptural fixed amounts, whereas the use of דמים is assumed to refer to the payment of the amount established by assessment. Therefore, if a man died before having fulfilled his vow, his heirs must pay it, like any other debts owed by their father, since his obligation was valid immediately after his pronouncement of a vow using ערך. If he had used דמים in his vow, his heirs would not have to pay: at the time of their father’s death he had not yet incurred the obligation, since the assessment was not yet made.
 According to the rabbis, Scripture decrees fines based on assessments in some circumstances, but in others sets fixed amounts unrelated to the different monetary values. For example, if an ox kills a slave, whether male or female, its owner pays a fine of thirty shekels, although a male slave was probably more worth than a female slave.

The orthodox scholar David Hoffmann follows the rabbinic interpretation and asserts that the worth of something dedicated to God is different from the value of a person according to his physical strength and age. He notes that in a regular assessment one discerns between the value of a man in his early twenties and that of a man in his late fifties, as well as evaluating them on the basis of other criteria, whereas Scripture does not differentiate the amounts to be paid for commutation of a man’s dedication to God or the Temple on that basis.
 Martin Noth understands the payments as a late provision enacted to release the person from the previous custom whereby someone dedicated to the sanctuary was set apart for auxiliary service, as in 1 Sam 1.
 The different assessments represent the value of the person’s work, and a woman’s work was worth less than a man’s. He notes, however, that on this theory the assessed value of a child should be higher than that of an adult, since the child will ultimately work longer than a mature person – unless one assumes, as Noth suggests, that the amounts indicated in Scripture are yearly payments and represent the value of the person’s current work capacity. Karl Elliger offers a similar explanation of the various assessments and also assumes that the amounts represent yearly payments, which introduces a logical motive into the biblical rule.
 Therefore, a boy’s work from the ages of five to twenty is worth more than that of a man over sixty, and that of an infant is the lowest. Thus, we observe that according to a broad range of commentators from a variety of periods and cultures, Lev 27’s establishment of lower payments for the commutation of women’s vows than for men’s does not indicate man’s superiority or woman’s inferiority but, rather, relates to the values of their respective capacities for work.

The real value of a person, which has no association with money, is his or her life, and in this case Scripture equalizes man and woman, old and young: a murderer is executed regardless of whether the victim is man, woman, boy, or girl (Lev 24:17). This seems normal and logical to us, but it was not so in the surrounding cultures in ancient times. For example, the relevant rules from the Code of Hammurabi, from which Scripture has definitely appropriated
, goes in an opposite direction in this respect. According to the Code of Hammurabi §210, if a pregnant woman dies as a result of being struck by a man, the man’s daughter is killed. This rule and the antecedent §209, which imposes a fine if the woman miscarries, have their parallel in Exod 21:22–23; whereas v. 22 also imposes a fine for the death of the fetus, v. 23 commands נפש תחת נפש “a soul for a soul”: the death of the perpetrator, not of his wife or daughter. In the Code of Hammurabi, then, a woman is worth less than a man, but not so in Scripture. Similarly, according to §228–29, if a builder constructs a house in a unsatisfactory way, and in collapsing it kills the owner, the builder is executed; but if the owner’s son is killed, the builder’s son is executed, since he is worth less than the father. The Creation narrative makes no discrimination; all humanity was created in “the image of God” (Gen 1:27), and as their creation is equal, their inherent value is equal. Lev 24:17 explicitly states that וְאִישׁ כִּי יַכֶּה כָּל נֶפֶשׁ אָדָם מוֹת יוּמָת anyone who takes a human life is to be put to death, with no exceptions; all are equal when it comes to the appreciation of life.
1.2  Qumran’s Possible Understanding of the Creation Narrative and Its Legal Ramifications
The Qumran literature does not continually interpret biblical texts, as the rabbis do; we can only attempt to deduce Qumranic interpretations of these texts from their relevant writings, sometimes from explicit dicta but mostly by conjecture from implicit texts. I attempt in this section to discern which rules and decrees pertaining to the status of women are drawn from the Creation narrative.
The text of 4Q‎416 (4QInstrb) 2iii:21–2iv:10‎ offers an explicit interpretation of the relevant biblical verses, leading to the halakhah of woman’s submissiveness to man.
 As we observe, particularly from the phrase עזר בשרכה “the helper of your flesh,” a logical variant on the biblical עזר כנגדו that emphasizes the carnal aspect of woman’s creation from man, Qumran scholars considered that Gen 2:23–24, which asserts that woman was created from man, acknowledges that she becomes one flesh with the man at their marriage;
 thus, in becoming part of man’s flesh, she loses her identity. The mandatory character of 4Q416 indicates the legal relationship between man and woman and the man’s dominion over his wife after their union. It is notable that Qumran scholars seem to have understood the divine guideline of woman’s submission to her husband, and her desire for him, not as punishment for her eating the prohibited fruit or for taking the initiative to make Adam eat it, as is commonly alleged, but simply as the consequence of her creation from man’s rib, even though this utterance appears in Scripture as part of the Fall narrative; I shall 
devote further attention to this issue in the next chapter.
 Marriage fulfils woman’s inborn urge for reunion with man, from whom she was separated at her creation; she becomes bone of his bone and flesh of his flesh, as Adam declares on first seeing her.
 This is the mirror image of a rabbinic midrash explaining that man searches for what he lost at the creation of woman, the text of which appears later in the study
. XXX
Consequently, when a woman marries, she becomes part of her husband: she has no power of decision, not even over herself, and no responsibility
. A person who lacks the right to carry out her own will has no responsibility, since she cannot carry out her wishes and obligations; her legal status, lacking the freedom to act, is like that of a slave, whose deeds are the responsibility of his owner. Hanna Cotton draws our attention to the fact that the Qumran rules give no indication of an age requirement for a woman to marry,
 whereas a minimum age of twenty is required for a man.
 This rule is the natural consequence of man’s exclusive decision-making authority. The woman has no personal individual will and cannot determine anything, and her knowledge and wisdom as to what is right and wrong are therefore unnecessary for marriage and married life; since the man decides everything, he is responsible for his family and its behaviour in all respects. The complete integration of the woman’s personality into her husband’s is evident from various biblical texts, which I quote and discuss later in the study 
XXX. The daughter of a priest, if she marries an Israelite
, loses her hereditary right to eat the holy priestly tithes (terumah), because she becomes part of her Israelite husband.
 If she is divorced or widowed and has no children by her Israelite husband, and returns to her father’s house, her right to eat the tithes is revalidated, since she is permanently detached from her husband’s family.
 If, however, she has a son by her Israelite husband, she is apparently deemed to remain part of his family and is not permitted to eat the holy tithe. The complete integration of a woman into her husband and his family is thus evident. The biblical rule from Numbers 
establishes that a woman’s father or husband can invalidate a vow or pledge made by her, even when it relates to her own person (Num 30:8; 11Q19 (11QTa)‎ ‎LIII‎:‎16–‎LIV‎:‎5‎ and parallels 4Q524 and 11Q20 XVI).
 She 
becomes an independent legal entity only when divorced or widowed (11Q19 (11QTa)‎ ‎LIV:4–5; Num 30:10).
 Likewise, other legal limitations on women are ramifications of their lack of an independent legal identity, the result of woman’s creation from man
. J. E. Lapsley draws our attention to the fact that Rachel and Leah do not, and cannot, address their complaints directly to the offending party – their father, Laban – and must instead 
empower Jacob to defend their legal interests (Gen 31:14–16).
 On the other hand, Zelophehad’s daughters bring their case before Moses (Num 27), and the two prostitutes dispute their conflict before Solomon (1 Kgs 3). The distinction here is that these latter women are not married – that is, not legally attached to men – whereas Rachel’s and Leah’s interests are understood to be equated with those of Jacob, their husband, who represents them in his quarrel with Laban. 
1.3  Rabbinic Interpretation of the Creation Narrative
1.3.1  
Positive and negative attitudes toward women in midrashim
Since I have already cited rabbinic interpretations and legal repercussions, and will more extensively discuss rabbinic viewpoints on and legal ramifications of the Fall narrative in Chapter 2 and in a special concluding segment 
on rabbinic texts and deductions, at this stage I will simply quote a number of rabbinic midrashim on the Creation narrative, as a background for their later evaluation from a number of perspectives.
My first example demonstrates contrasting attitudes regarding the presumed intention and implementation of God’s creation of woman, as an indication of her character. I refer to two consecutive midrashim in Gen. Rab. parsha 18:1 and 2. We read in parsha 18:1, 
ויבן ה’ אלהים את הצלע ר”א בשם רבי יוסי בן זמרא אמר ניתן בה בינה יותר מן האיש “[It is written]: ‘And God built [from] the rib (Gen 2:22).’ Rabbi Eleazar in the name of Rabbi Jose son of Zimra said: ‘It was implanted into her more wisdom than into the man.’”
 The midrash is inspired by the likeness of the verb בנה “to build,” used in Gen 2:22, and the verb בון, the root of בינה “understanding, wisdom, intelligence,” used by Rabbi Eleazar in his homily. This extremely flattering portrayal of woman is immediately mitigated somewhat by Rabbi Jeremiah, who, while not contradicting the facts of the case, explains away the woman’s apparent advantage in terms of its divine motive
:דרכה של אשה להיות יושבת בתוך ביתה ודרכו של איש להיות יוצא לשוק ולמד בינה מבני אדם “Habitually the woman sits at home and the man goes to the marketplace and gains wisdom from [social intercourse] with people.” As I understand Rabbi Jeremiah’s pronouncement, God considered it necessary to give more wisdom to the woman because she will have no chance to develop it further, whereas the man will gain more wisdom later in life; hence, in reality, both will be equal
. Rabbi Jeremiah avoids directly denying that woman has more wisdom than man, as Rabbi Jose’s dictum would indicate, but in essence grants an equal degree of wisdom to both sexes.

On the other hand, Gen. Rab. parsha 18:2 offers us a contrasting view of woman’s character, based on the same biblical verse and the same use of ויבן, from the root בון “understanding” (in this case, “contemplating”):ויבן י”י אלהים את הצלע (בראשית ב כב) ויבן כת’ התבונן מאיכן לברותה, אמר לא אברא אותה מן הראש שלא תהא מיקלת ראשה [ולא מן העין שלא תהא סוקרנית, ולא מן האוזן שלא תהא צייתנית, ולא מן הפה שלא תהא דברנית, ולא מן הלב שלא תהא קונתנית, ולא מן היד שלא תהא משמשנית, ולא מן הרגל שלא תהא פורסנית אלא ממקום צנוע באדם אפילו בשעה שאדם עומד ערום אותו מקום מכוסה, ועל כל אבר ואבר שהיה בורא היה אומר לה אשה צנועה אשה צנועה, “Rabbi Joshua of Sakhanin said: ‘And God built [from] the rib (Gen 2:22).’ the term ויבן [means] God considered from which [part of Adam] he should create her [the woman], saying: ‘I will not create her from the head, so that she should not be frivolous, and not from the eye, so she should not be flirting, and not from the ear, so she should not be an eavesdropper, and not from the mouth, so she should not be gossiping; not from the heart, so she should not be jealous, and not from the hand, so she should not be touching everything, and not from the leg, so she should not [lightly] spread her legs [for sexual intercourse], but from a covered place that on a man, even when standing naked, this spot is covered’; and at the creation of every [woman’s] member [God] was saying to her: ‘[be] a chaste woman, a chaste woman.’”
 He proceeds to explain that notwithstanding God’s intent, woman has all of the above defects. This extremely negative view of woman’s character seems so ingrained in the author’s mind that he overlooks his implicit affirmation that the omnipotent God did not succeed in accomplishing his creation as intended – a statement bordering on heresy. 

As another example of a contrasting view, we read in b. Ber. 61a:ויבן ה’ אלהים את הצלע רב ושמואל חד אמר פרצוף וחד אמר זנב “[It is written] ‘And God built [from] the rib’[ the common interpretation of צלע
]; Rav and Samuel [dispute from which part of Adam the woman was built:] one said from the face and the other said from the tail [hinting that Adam was created with a tail, like the animals].” The subsequent deliberations do not debate the deeper meaning of these opinions; they simply attempt to reconcile the dicta with the relevant biblical verses, with which they do not accord. I believe nevertheless that a different philosophical background underlay these pronouncements; I cannot see any other motive for the authors’ interpretation, which disagrees with the common meanings of צלע, except to express their opinions about woman’s characteristics as a result of her primeval source: one positive, the other negative. As I have noted above, many interpretations of the same verse are legitimate, including the two rabbinic assertions cited above
, one of which praises women for their inherent superior qualities while the other stigmatizes them. 

On the other hand, many rabbinic texts express more positive views of women. For example, in b. Yeb. 62b we read thatכל אדם שאין לו אשה שרוי בלא שמחה, בלא ברכה, בלא טובה every man without a wife lives without joy, blessing, or goodness. The author of this maxim cites the biblical verses that are the source of his assertion.
 Another rabbi says that in the west (that is, in Israel, which is west of Babylon) they say that a man who has no wife is בלא תורה, בלא חומה “without Torah, without a wall (a barrier that defends him from fornicating)”; he too supports his assertion with biblical citations.
 The rabbis do not claim that their assertions, even with respect to physical facts and occurrences, have been reached by empirical observation as in the modern physical sciences; rather, they derive from study of the Bible, the fountain of all knowledge, in keeping with the rabbinic aphorism הפוך בה והפוך בה דכולה בה “turn (search in) it [the Torah] and turn it, since everything is in it” (m. Abot 5:22).

B. Yeb. 63a likewise stresses woman’s significance for man: כל אדם שאין לו אשה אינו אדם, שנאמר זכר ונקבה בראם … ויקרא את שמם אדם “Every man who has no wife is not a perfect Adam (human), as is written: ‘He created them male and female … [and when they were created] he called them ‘Adam/humans.’” This dictum raises some interpretational problems: it is not evident what this instance of “Adam” represents; I assume that it means “human.” The emphasis on the fact that God called them both “Adam,” ignoring the name, Eve, given to the woman by Adam, seems to support my supposition. B. Yeb. 63a offers us a different and striking 
angle on woman’s purpose and significant functions: 
אשכחיה רבי יוסי לאליהו א”ל כתיב אעשה לו עזר, במה אשה עוזרתו לאדם? א”ל אדם מביא חיטין, חיטין כוסס? פשתן, פשתן לובש? לא נמצאת מאירה עיניו ומעמידתו על רגליו? וא”ר אלעזר, מאי דכתיב :זאת הפעם עצם מעצמי ובשר מבשרי? מלמד, שבא אדם על כל בהמה וחיה, ולא נתקררה דעתו עד שבא על חוה
 Rabbi 
Jose met Elijah and asked him: “It is written: ‘I will make a helper [for him]’ (Gen 2:18); in what consists her help?” He replied: “A man brings [home] wheat (unground grain), does he chew it? [He brings] flax, does he wear it? [No! His wife makes them useful. Thus,] doesn’t she enlighten his eyes (life) and keep him going?” And Rabbi Eleazar said, “What is [meant] in the [phrase] ‘this is now’ written [in Adam’s pronouncement] ‘bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh’ (Gen 2:23)?” It comes to teach that Adam had intercourse with every animal (wild and tame), but did not attain satisfaction until he copulated with Eve.

Another imaginative story with two different versions attests to woman’s valuable function; one version (Abot. R. Nat. Recension 2, 8) emphasizes her eminent intrinsic value, while the other (b. Sanh. 39a), the utility of her subservient status. In both anecdotes God is absolved of the accusation of theft for taking Adam’s rib to create the woman during his sleep and without his permission, like a thief. (See translation of the midrashim on p. 18 XXX.) However, though both versions deem woman important for the benefit of man, the first compares her to a housemaid/servant,
 whereas the second likens her to a precious golden brick. Since both stories are obviously the product of a creative imagination, we may conjecture that the different comparisons represent the authors’ differing opinions on woman’s rank in society – as a mere 
servant or as a most precious element.
A notably favourable portrayal of woman’s significance emerges from the passages quoted above, but we should not ignore what they all have in common: in each case, woman’s importance is defined by her relationship to man; her dedication for the benefit of man is her function in life and the purpose of her creation as man’s helper (Gen 2:18).
 According to Abot R. Nat. Recension b, Chapter 8 (quoted in note 6), woman was created by God at Adam’s request; thus, satisfying his needs was the purpose of her creation. Like the Qumran authors, as noted above, the Rabbis deduced from the Creation narrative both woman’s dependence on man and, moreover, her purpose as being to please him. On the other hand, they do not deduce negative attributes of woman from the Creation narrative, with the exception of the midrash in Gen. Rab. parsha 18:2 (quoted above), which is influenced, I believe, by vilifying deductions from the rabbinic interpretation of the Fall narrative.

� However, the LXX uses ἄνθρωπον, which has both meanings: “man” as a specific gender and the genderless “humankind.” 


� It has generally been assumed that Gen 1 is from source P and Gen 2–3 from source J. However, this presumption creates some problems: How can one explain that the later P authors contradicted the earlier J authors?


� Scripture does not indicate how long Adam was alone between his creation and that of Eve. A midrash in Lev. Rab. 29 records that the entire event, from Adam’s creation until his expulsion from the Garden, occurred in one day, that is, the sixth day: שעה ראשונה עלה במחשבה, שנייה נמלך במלאכי השרת, שלישית גיבלו, רביעית ריקמו, חמישית עשאו גולם, ששית נפח בו נשמה, שביעית העמידו על רגליו, שמינית הכניסו לגן עדן, תשיעית צוהו, עשירית עבר על ציויו, אחת עשרה דנו, שתים עשרה נתן לו דימיס “In the first hour God considered the creation of humans, in the second he consulted with the angels, in the third he molded him, in the fourth he formed him, in the fifth he made his entire lifeless body, in the sixth he breathed the soul in him, in the seventh he raised him up, in the eighth he put him in the Garden of Eden, in the ninth he commanded him which fruit not to eat, in the tenth he sinned (he ate the prohibited fruit), in the eleventh he judged him and in the twelfth he dismissed him from the Garden.” Strangely, the time of Eve’s creation is not mentioned, nor her role in the Fall. Jubilees, however, has another timeline. Although Jub. 2:14 follows Gen 1:27 (“He created man, a man and a woman created He them”), 3:8 indicates a different date: “In the first week was Adam created, and the rib— – his wife: in the second week.” At any rate, the result is that God creates the woman as an afterthought, having realized that “it is not good that a man should be alone.”
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� Werner H. Schmidt, Die Schöpfungsgeschichte der Priesterschrift; Zur Überlieferungsgeschichte von Genesis 1, 1-1-2,4a und 2,4b-3,24 9 (Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag, 1973) 199, clarifies that in Gen2:7 and 2:18, אדם refers to the specific singular man, not to mankind, as in previous instances. At 200, interestingly, Schmidt argues that עזר, particularly when expressed in the masculine, does not specify the purpose and gender of the helper, nor does the text of Gen 2:18 clarify what type of helper the man needs. In fact, a midrash in Abot R. Nat. Recension b, ch.Chapter 8, quoted in n. 7, asserts that Adam, having seen all the living creatures and given them names (Gen 2:19–20), complained to God of being the only creature without a female companion. Hence, the type and gender of the helper in 2:18 is not yet specified.


� Umberto Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis (trans. Israel Abrahams; Jerusalem: Magness Press, 1961) 132–33.
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� Westermann, Genesis 1–11, 228, quotes and disputes the theory of Johannes Hempel, Apoxysmata: Vorarbeiten zu einer Religionsgeschichte und Theologie des Alten Testaments: Festgabe zum 30. Juli 1961 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1961), 198–229, that “God really meant the animals to be human companions, however, the man misused them and so God gave him as a punishment the woman who brought distress [of the Fall].” Westermann perceives the thrust of the narrative as leading “from the divine reflection, v. 18, to the accomplishment of the intent, v. 22, and its acknowledgment by the man, v. 23.” We observe the extent of the blunders that scholarly preconceptions can generate: Hempel devised a theory that has no textual basis, and ignored the favourable attitude Adam displays toward Eve by naming her as the mother of all the living (Gen 3:20). This occurs after the Fall and Adam’s awareness of God’s punishment, demonstrating that he does not perceive Eve as the cause of their calamities. Robert D. Sacks, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen, 1990) 36–37, writes that Adam understands that the banishment from the Garden is not a punishment in the simple sense of the word; rather, he must leave it because “he is not longer fit to eat from the Tree of Life.” He realizes, however, that “procreation must replace immortality” and that Eve “is the one who will care for the continuation of life.” By naming Eve as the mother of all the living, Adam indicates his acceptance of this reality. 
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� L. Teugels, “The Creation of the Human in Rabbinic Interpretation,” in The Creation of Man and Woman: Interpretation of the Biblical Narratives in Jewish and Christian Traditions (ed. Gerard P. Luttikhuizen; Leiden: Brill, 2000) 107–27 at 120. Teugels claims in n. 40 that his “translation is more literal and fits better with the midrashic interpretation in b. Yeb.,” cited below.


� Westermann, Genesis 1–11, 232. See the next paragraph for a similar rabbinic opinion.


� For example, Rabbi Joshua of Sakhnin builds a midrash indicating woman’s faults on the term ויבן in Gen 2:22: ויבן ה’ אלהים את הצלע. See text and translation on pp. 14 XXX. 


� We read there: אלו מלאכות שהאשה עושה לבעלה טוחנת ואופה ומכבסת מבשלת ומניקה את בנה מצעת לו המטה ועושה בצמר הכניסה לו שפחה אחת לא טוחנת ולא אופה ולא מכבסת שתים אינה מבשלת ואינה מניקה את בנה שלש אינה מצעת לו המטה ואינה עושה בצמר ארבעה יושבת בקתדרא רבי אליעזר אומר אפילו הכניסה לו מאה שפחות כופה לעשות בצמר שהבטלה מביאה לידי זימה  “These are the functions, which the woman accomplishes for her husband: she mill [the flour] bakes, launders, cooks, nurses her son, makes his bed, and works with wool;  [if[ she brought with her one maidservant she does not mill, does not bake and does not launder; [if she brought] two [maidservants] she does not cook and does not nurse her son; if [she brought] three [maidservants] she does not make his bed and does not work with wool; if [she brought] four [maidservants] she sits on her throne. Rabbi Eleazar says:  Even if she brought hundred maid servants, he compels her to work with wool, because idleness generates libidinousness.” B. Ket. 61a qualifies somewhat  the wife’s obligations, stating: אע"פ שאמרו יושבת בקתדרא, אבל מוזגת לו כוס, ומצעת לו את המטה, ומרחצת לו פניו ידיו ורגליו “Although the said [in the above mishna] that she sits on her throne [if she brought four maidservants] she must pour his cup [with wine] prepares his bed, and washes his face, hands and feet [because these are intimate functions that only a wife may accomplish for her husband].”


� We read there: וחייב במזונותיה בפרקונה ובקבורתה “[the husband] is obligated to provide [his wife] with her food, pay ransom for freeing her from captivity, and provide for her burial.” B. Ket. 47b explains and justifies this halakhah, stating: תיקנו מזונותיה תחת מעשה ידיה, ופירקונה תחת פירות, וקבורתה תחת כתובתה “[The rabbis] instituted [the husband’s obligation]to provide] her food as a compensation of his [appropriation] of [the income] of her work, [his payment of the ransom for] her freedom from captivity as a compensation for [his appropriation] of the income [from the wealth she brought at her wedding] and [the expenses] for her burial [paid by her husband] as a compensation for her ketubah [which would have to be paid from his wealth, if he would die before her].” We observe here again an equalizing concept of the mutual obligations between husband and wife. The biblical decree of the husband’s obligations toward his wife in Exod 21: 10: שארה כסותה וענתה לא יגרע “she should not be deprived of her food,  clothing and marital rights,” the foundation of the rabbinic ordinances is quoted and interpreted relying on the interpretation of other biblical verses. 


� We read:יתחייב לה בעשרה דברים ויזכה בארבעה דברים והעשרה שלשה מהן מן התורה ואלו הן שארה כסותה ועונתה, שארה אלו מזונותיה, כסותה כמשמעה, עונתה לבא עליה כדרך כל הארץ “[At his wedding, the husband] will incur ten obligations to her [his wife] and will obtain ten entitlements; and of the ten [obligations, the Torah is the source of three, and they are: her food, clothing and marital rights, [the term]  שארה are her alimentation, כסותה, as its common meaning, and עונתה is obligation to have sexual relations with her as is the common custom.” 


� See on p. 15 XXX the rabbinic midrash in b. Yeb. 63a on the phrase זכר ונקבה בראם (Gen 5:2). 


� Noort, “The Creation,” 9.


� We read there:אמר רבי ירמיה בן אלעזר בשעה שברא הקב”ה את אדם הראשון אנדרוגינוס בראו הדא הוא דכתיב זכר ונקבה בראם, א”ר שמואל בר נחמן בשעה שברא הקב”ה את אדם הראשון דיו פרצופים בראו, ונסרו ועשאו גביים גב לכאן וגב לכאן “Said Rabbi Jeremiah son of Eleazar: ‘When God created the first man, he created him an androgyne; that is the meaning of the written phrase “male and female he created them” (Gen 1:27); Rabbi Samuel son of Nahman said: ‘When God created the first man, he created him with two faces, and [then] he sawed him and made of him two backsides, one to one side and one to another side.’”


� Noort, “The Creation,” 8. 


� Ibid., 7. The common opinion that the later P version is the source of Gen 1 has lately been questioned by computer scientists from Bar Ilan University in Ramat Gan who built a program that detects joint or distinct sources of given texts and have concluded that Gen 1 is not a priestly document. A possible validation of this allegation might greatly influence scholarly conjectures regarding the two creation narratives. 


� Ibid., 3: “In the final text, we have the sequence that man is created first as male and female and afterwards a detailed account tells us man is created first and woman after him.” Noort’s explanation concords exactly with the traditional elucidation expressed in Rashi’s comment on Gen 1:27: כאן הודיעך שנבראו שניהם בששי ולא פירש לך כיצד ברייתן ופירש לך במקום אחר “Here, he informs you that both [man and woman] were created on the sixth day, and did not explain to you how their creation proceeded; that he explained in another site.” 


� It is not within the scope of this study to elaborate about the reasons for this.


� Ibid., 8.


� Ibid., 7.


� Ibid., 18.


� Phyllis Trible, God and the Rhetoric of Sexuality, (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress Press, 1978) 140  offers a similar, but different concept. Before the creation of the woman, the divine earth creature was still sexually undifferentiated; it was “not androgynous or bisexual, since sexuality was still to be created.” 


� See entire text and translation in n. 28 XXX.


� Susan Niditch, “The Cosmic Adam: Man as Mediator in Rabbinic Literature,” JSJ 34, 2 (1983): 137–46 at 140–41.


� We read in Gen. Rab. 8:1: והכתיב ויקח אחת מצלעותיו “[How can you say that? It contradicts] what is written: ‘And he took one of his ribs (Gen 2:21)’ [to create the woman, not to separate a previously two-gendered person].” Although the question may seem to refer to Rabbi Samuel’s immediately preceding declaration (see note � NOTEREF _Ref337360296 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �22�), as I acknowledge in the text, I believe that, in essence, it is pertinent to the assertions of both rabbis. Rabbi Jeremiah does not explicitly affirm that the first creation of Adam was then separated, and he does not portray the manner of separation; but we must assume that he had this in mind, as it is evident from the text that man and woman were ultimately created. Hence, his assertion equally contradicts the biblical record of Gen 2:22, in which the woman is a new creation from man’s rib, not the result of separating a previous unified creation.. See also Teugels, “Creation of the Human,” 112–13.


� Victor P. Hamilton, The Book of Genesis Chapters 1–17 (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1990) 178, suggests translating צלע as “side,” supporting his argument with further appropriate quotations. He disputes the idea of an androgynous creation, arguing that “such teaching goes beyond the statements of Genesis,” since the text states that Eve was formed from the side of Adam.


� We see the consideration and significance given to God’s “personal” intervention in the rabbinic literature in Mek. Bo, Mas. D’Piska, parsha 7:והכתי כל בכור שומע אני על ידי מלאך או על ידי שליח. תלמוד לומר ויי’ הכה כל בכור בארץ מצרים לא על ידי מלאך ולא על ידי שליח “[It is written in Exod 12:12]: ‘and [ I will] strike down every firstborn.’ I might understand [that it will be performed by an angel or by a messenger, [but then] comes [verse 12:29] ‘the Lord struck down all the firstborn in Egypt’ to teach us that it was not [performed] by an angel, nor by a messenger, [but by the Lord himself].” Similarly in Exod 33:3, when God is angry with the Israelites because of the sin of the golden calf, he says, “But I will not go with you, because you are a stiff-necked people and I might destroy you on the way.” Genesis/בראשית: The Traditional Hebrew Text with the New JPS Translation, commentary by Nahum M. Sarna (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1989) 21, draws the attention to the fact that whereas “the creation of man is told briefly, in a single verse, the creation of woman is described in six verses,” which demonstrates the significance of the woman’s creation. 


� Thomas L. Brodie, Genesis as Dialogue: A Literary, Historical, and Theological Commentary (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001) 141, writes: “Human aloneness leads God to say— – for the first time— – that something ‘is not good’ (Gen 2:18).” Brodie further notes that the woman is “the high point of creation.” Hamilton, Book of Genesis, 177, calls our attention to the fact that “None of Israel’s neighbours had a tradition involving a separate account of the creation of the female.” Whereas these mythologies subsume the creation of woman under that of her male counterpart, the Israelite Creation narrative records a distinct individual creation of the woman.


� Swidler, Biblical Affirmations, 76, draws attention to the fact that the unchallenged creation sequence recorded in Gen 1 indicates that humankind, the highest point of creation of living beings, was created last; hence prior creation indicates not superiority but inferiority. Joseph Blenkinsopp, Creation, Un-Creation, Re-Creation: A Discursive Commentary on Genesis 1–11 (London: T & T Clark International, 2011) 60, comments that in the second Creation narrative, in Gen 2, the order of creation is reversed: the “human being is created before the wild animals and birds— – and presumably also before aquatic creatures, which are not mentioned.” This would imply that the most important is created first. However, we are concerned not with the opinion of the primeval author of this version or its original source but, rather, with how the ancient Israelites perceived the order of creation in light of the scriptural text before them. And what they read must have induced them to assume that indeed Gen 2 is not another version of the Creation narrative but a detailed supplementary portrayal of the concise narrative given in Gen 1, recast in an order that serves its narrative purpose. Since Gen 1:1–3 records that God completed heavens and the earth and all their vast arrays by the seventh (sixth) day, the subsequent text could not constitute a record of creation but, rather, is a detailed portrayal of it. 


� Sarna, Genesis/בראשית.


� Mieke Bal, “Sexuality, Sin and Sorrow; The Emergence of the Female Character  (A reading of Genesis 1-3),” Poetics Today 6,1-2 (1985) 21-42, at 26, following Ph. Trible’s theory that man was asexual before the woman’s creation, interprets the phrase עזר כנגדו in neutral “corresponding to it” instead of in masculine as is written. She states further that the man’s sleep signifies “the death of the undifferentiated earth creature.” Consequently, the woman was created from the amorphous asexual creature, and hence there is no contradiction between the narratives in Gen 1 and 2. The two sexual humans were created only at their separation.   


� Westermann, Genesis, 230.


� Cassuto, Commentary on Genesis, 133. On this issue see my extended study on the topic of imposing modern thoughts on ancient authors and readers in Paul Heger, Challenges to Conventional Opinions on Qumran and Enoch Issues (STDJ 100; Leiden: Brill, 2011) 103–58, particularly at 104–8.


� Hamilton, Book of Genesis, 179, perceives Gen 2:23 as significant because “for the first time in Scripture the words of a human being are recorded in direct discourse.” He also suggests that flesh symbolizes weakness and frailty, while bones represents the opposite, the symbol of individual strength, hence the human character. Walter Brueggemann, “Of the Same Flesh and Bone (Gen 2.23a),” CBQ 32 (1970): 532–42, writes that the phrase “my/your flesh and bone” represents a covenant formula, that is, a reciprocal loyalty between man and woman.


� I dispute the opinion of Sarna, Genesis/ בראשית, 47, in his comments on Gen 3:16: “It is quite clear from the description of woman in 2:18, 23 [the Creation narrative] that the ideal situation, which hitherto existed, was the absolute equality of the sexes.” In my opinion, the creation of the woman from Adam’s rib, recorded in Gen 21–23, created the inequality between the sexes: equality of the sexes existed in the Creation narrative in Gen 1, as I will demonstrate below (p. 17 XXX), but was overturned by the second Creation narrative in Gen 2. Because Sarna denies the significance of woman’s creation from man’s rib and its consequences for the woman’s physical and legal status, he does not grasp the essence of the phrase “your urge for your husband” (Gen 3:16b), and writes at 28, “The import of this phrase is unclear.” Indeed, as I note above, if the text of 3:16 were not associated with the narrative of woman’s creation from man’s rib, it would be utterly unreasonable. I resolve this question in my extended discussion of the divine communication with woman on p. 17 XXX below. Roslyn Lacks, Women and Judaism: Myth, History, and Struggle (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980) 14, writes that Adam’s naming of the woman, the final creation, “served to define the status relationship between man and woman for generations to come.”


� Carol A. Newsom and Sharon H. Ringe, eds., The Women’s Bible Commentary (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 1998) 16, state that “Jewish and Christian traditions postdating the Hebrew Bible and a long history of Western scholarship have viewed woman’s creation in Genesis 2 as secondary and derivative— – evidence of her lower status.” As I understand this statement, it relates to woman’s lower social status as an immoral creature, as a consequence of her alleged instigation of and active participation in the Fall event; it does not, however, distinguish this from woman’s dependent legal status as a consequence of her creation from man, as I do.


� John J. Collins, Genesis 1–4: A Linguistic, Literary, and Theological Commentary (Phillipsburg, N.J.: P&R Publishing, 2006) 138, writes, “Naming seems also to be an exercise of authority.” He deduces this from the fact that Adam, who named the creatures, was given dominion over them (Gen 1:28). Trible, God and the Rhetoric of Sexuality, 99–100, states that Adam did not name the woman in 2:23; instead, he was identifying their commonality in difference. The terms “man and woman,” Trible writes, “convey the respective sexuality of each of them.” 


� The LXX here interprets האדם as a proper name, τῶ Αδαμ, instead of the generic ἄνθρωπος “mankind.” See Wevers, Notes on Genesis, on this verse. 


� I dispute the assertion of Brodie, Genesis as Dialogue, 141, that “the creation of the woman from man, [as depicted in Gen:18–23] does not imply subordination” and that “inequality will come only with sin.” I present the substantiation of my thesis below.


� Marcus Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi and the Midrashic Literature (Leipzig, 1903; Jerusalem: Horeb, n.d.); Michael Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic (Jerusalem: Bar Ilan University, 1990).


� Newsom and Ringe, Women’s Bible Commentary, 16, state: “The conjugal couple is the foundation of social and cultural relationships for the writers of Genesis.”


� Cassuto, Commentary on Genesis, 135. 


� Wevers, Notes on Genesis.


� Sarna, Genesis/בראשית.


� Cassuto, Commentary on Genesis, 135.


� On this foundation, it seems, John Milton, in Paradise Lost, changed the biblical story, such that when Adam finds out that Eve has broken God’s commandment and is going to die, he decides of his own will to eat the fruit also, and die with her, rather than survive without her— – thereby losing Paradise and eternal happiness for himself and the world for love of Eve. Milton’s Adam uses the biblical language of Gen 2:23: “The link of Nature draw me: flesh of flesh,/ Bone of my bone thou art, and from thy state/ Mine never shall be parted, bliss or woe.”
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� Westermann, Genesis 1–11, 230.


� Frymer-Kensky, In the Wake of the Goddesses, 120, writes, “The social system reflected in the Bible did not originate in Israel, nor is it substantially different in the Bible than elsewhere in the Ancient Near East.” This is true to a certain extent, but the Israelites also made crucial changes to many laws in general, and to laws relating to women in particular, that demonstrate an utterly different ethical approach to human relations. For example, men and women were equal with respect to Scripture’s prohibition on spilling blood, a principle of utmost significance that differed from parallel rules in the surrounding cultures. 


� The Lawes Resolutions of Womens Rights. A Methodical Collection of Such Statutes and Customes, with the Cases, Opinions, Arguments and Points of Learning in the Law, as do Properly Concerne Women, quoted in Howard Zinn, A People’s History of the United States (New York: Harper Perennial, 1980; reprint, 2009) 106. Martha T. Roth, “Gender and Law: A Case Study from Ancient Mesopotamia,” in Gender and Law in the Hebrew Bible and the Ancient Near East (ed. Bernard M. Levinson et al.; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998) 173–84 at 181, quotes William Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws of England. I. Of the Rights of Persons (1765) (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) at 430: “By marriage, the husband and wife are one person in law.”


� Sarna, Genesis/ בראשית, 23.
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� The feminist scholar Mieke Bal, “Sexuality,” 29 states indeed that “it is man who will search for the unity rather than the woman.”


� Tg. Onq. uses the original Hebrew דבק “stick/cling/adhere/hold fast,” which appears only once in Scripture in relation to married women (in 1 Kgs 11:2, describing Solomon’s adherence to foreign women), translated as “hold fast.” �


� When Terah left Ur to go to Canaan, he took with him Abram and his grandson Lot (Gen 11:31). Reading Gen 37, one has the impression that Jacob’s sons lived together in his household, and Scripture indicates that when Judah intends to marry, he leaves his brothers (Gen 38:1).


� Cassuto, Commentary on Genesis, 137, similarly writes that “whilst a man is single, he forms part of his father’s family, but when he takes a wife he founds a new family.”


� Brodie, Genesis as Dialogue, 141.


� Ibid.
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� Ibid., 145.


� Cassuto, Commentary on Genesis, 136.


� Sarna, Genesis/ בראשית, 22.


� Ibid., 28.


� See also 1 Tim 2:13–14: “For Adam was formed first, then Eve.”


� Sarna, Genesis/בראשית, 28, states in his comments on Gen 2:17: “his [Adam’s] is the greatest share of culpability.” 


� Westermann, Genesis, 234.


� Sarna, Genesis/בראשית, 23.


� Ibid.


� Cassuto, Commentary on Genesis, 137.


� Wevers, Notes on Genesis, 35.


� David Instone Brewer, “Jewish Women Divorcing Their Husbands in Early Judaism: The Background to Papyrus Se’elim 13,” HTR 92:3 (1999): 349–57 at 355.


� Ronald A. Simkins, “Gender Construction in the Yahwist Creation Myth,” in The Feminist Companion to the Bible (2nd ser.; ed. Athalya Brenner; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998) 32–51 at 45, writes that “the woman is taken me’iš ‘from the man,’ just as the rib is taken min ha adam ‘from the man,’ suggesting that the woman has her origin from the man and is thus dependent on the man. Yet the word play between ‘iš and ‘išša aso suggests a complementary relationship between the man and the woman.”


� This conclusion is not the only possible one that may be deduced from this narrative, and many others have been offered. It is not in the scope of this study to debate them and draw conclusions on their priority or plausibility. 


� Man and woman are equally commanded to fulfil the precept of procreation and equally have dominion over all other creatures and the privilege of enjoying the entire world’s bounty, in contrast to all the other creatures, whose food supply is restricted. The Rabbis contend that the procreation decree obligates only men (b. Yeb. 65b).


� We read in b. Qidd. 20a:מכדי הני קראי איכא למידרשינהו לקולא ואיכא למידרשינהו לחומרא מאי חזית דדרשינהו לקולא נידרשינהו לחומרא “Since these [biblical] verses can be interpreted both in a lenient and a strict way, why have you chosen to interpret them in a lenient way? Let us interpret them in a strict way.”


� Frymer-Kensky, In the Wake of the Goddesses, 128, writes that “Male dominance was assumed: it was part of the social order of the world that the Bible did not question.” We agree that this was the real situation; however, I argue that the Bible’s Creation narrative offers an explanation or justification for the existing male dominance, and confirms it as the God-given world order communicated to the woman in Gen 3:16: “and he will rule over you.” Frymer-Kensky subsequently asserts, at 129, that God’s communication to the woman is “part of the divine legitimation of the difficult but unquestioned condition of human existence,” a statement somewhat similar to my own proposition.


� We read in Gen. Rab. parsha 1: הקב”ה מביט בתורה ובורא את העולם “The Holy One, blessed be He, looks up in the Torah and creates the world.”


� We read there ב) דבר אל בני ישראל ואמרת אלהם איש כי יפלא נדר בערכך נפשת לה’ 


ג) והיה ערכך הזכר מבן עשרים שנה ועד בן ששים שנה והיה ערכך חמשים שקל כסף בשקל הקדש:


ד) ואם נקבה הוא והיה ערכך שלשים שקל:


ה) ואם מבן חמש שנים ועד בן עשרים שנה והיה ערכך הזכר עשרים שקלים ולנקבה עשרת שקלים:


ו) ואם מבן חדש ועד בן חמש שנים והיה ערכך הזכר חמשה שקלים כסף ולנקבה ערכך שלשת שקלים כסף:


ז) ואם מבן ששים שנה ומעלה אם זכר והיה ערכך חמשה עשר שקל ולנקבה עשרה שקלים:


2“Speak to the Israelites and say to them: ‘If anyone makes a special vow to dedicate a person to the Lord by giving the equivalent value, 3set the value of a male between the ages of twenty and sixty at fifty shekels of silver, according to the sanctuary shekel; 4for a female, set her value at thirty shekels; 5for a person between the ages of five and twenty, set the value of a male at twenty shekels and of a female at ten shekels; 6for a person between one month and five years, set the value of a male at five shekels of silver and that of a female at three shekels of silver; 7for a person sixty years old or more, set the value of a male at fifteen shekels and of a female at ten shekels.” See also Noort, “The Creation,” 6–7, for scholarly opinions on this topic.


� The use of דמים to mean “money” is not biblical; the word is used as such in the rabbinic literature and in modern Hebrew. Its root is דמי “similar/equivalent”; by association, דמים became “money,” the equivalent paid for goods. 


� We read in m. Arak. 5:2: האומר ערכי עלי ומת - יתנו היורשים, דמי עלי ומת - לא יתנו היורשים “The one who said ‘[I will dedicate my “equivalent” (for lack of a better term)’ and he died, the heirs will pay; if he used my ‘equivalent in money’ and died, the heirs will not pay.” The commentators elucidate the different underlying legal circumstances, as explained in the text. 


� It is remarkable that the Code of Hammurabi also distinguishes between a person who causes the death of another man’s slave, who must compensate him with a slave of comparable value (§231), and the one whose ox gores and kills another man’s slave, who must pay a fixed fine of twenty shekels of silver (§252). 


� David Z. Hoffmann, Das Buch Leviticus (Hebrew trans. by Zvi HarShefer and Ahron Lieberman; Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1953 [Hebrew]). 


� Martin Noth, Leviticus: A Commentary (trans. J.E. Anderson; London: SCM Press, 1965).


� Karl Elliger, Leviticus (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1966 [German]).


� Phyllis Bird, “Images of Women in the Old Testament,” in Religion and Sexism (ed. Rosemary Redford Ruether; New York: Simon and Schuster, 1974) 41–88 at 55, states that the differential payments for the commutation of vows in Lev 27 “must have been in large part economic, though a psychological factor is also evident.”


� We read there:בהתחברכה יחד התהלך עם עזר בשרכה […] את אביו ואת אמו ודבק באשתו והיו לבשר אחד אותכה המשיל בה ותש אביה לא המשיל‏   ב֯ה‏   מאמה֯‏   הפרידה‏   ואליכה‏   [תשוקתה‏   ותהיה לך לב̇ש̇ר אחד בתכה לאחר̇ יפריד ובניכה ̇ואתה ליֿחד עם אשת חיֿקכה כי היֿא שאר ער֯[ותכה [ואשר‏  ימשוֿל‏  בה‏  זולתכה‏  הסיג‏  גבול̇ חייהו ב֯[רוחה ה̇משילך להתהלך ברצ֯ו֯נ֯כ֯ה ולא להוסיף נדר ונדב[ה השב רוחכה לרצונכה וכל שבועת אסרה לנ֯ד֯ר̇ נ֯ד֯[ר‏ ‏ ה̇פר על מוצא פיכה וברצונכה הניא‏[ה מב]ל̇[י עשות מוצא שפתיכה סלח̇ לה[‏ ]למענכה “while thou keepest company together (with her). Walk together with the helpmeet of thy flesh [According to the statute of God that a man should leave] his father [and] his mother And should cl[eave to his wife, So that they (…?) should become one flesh].Thee has He set in authority over her, And she shall o[bey thy voice and Her father (?)] He has not set in authority over her; From her mother He has separated her, But towards thee [shall be her desire, And she shall become] for thee one flesh. Thy daughter He will separate unto another man And thy sons [ ] But thou shalt be made into a unity with the wife of thy bosom, For she is flesh of [‘thy] nak[edness’] .And whoever, apart from thee, tries to rule over her has ‘displaced the frontier marker of his life.’ Over [her spirit] hath He set thee in authority, So that she should walk in/ according to thy good pleasure. And let her not make numerous vows and votive offering[s;] Turn her (?) spirit to thy good pleasure. And every oath binding on her, that she would vow a v[ow,] Thou shalt annul it by/according to the mere utterance of they mouth, And at thy good pleasure restrain [her] fr[om performing the rash utterance] of her (?) lips. Forgive (it) her [ ] for thine own sake.” Text according to The Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic Library (ed. and trans. J. Strugnell and D. Harrington, S.J.; DJD XXXIV; Leiden: Brill, 2006).


� We do not know the precise text of Gen 2:24, one of the sources of the quoted lemma. It is plausible that the authors may have had a slightly different version from the MT, since the Samaritan Bible reads והיה משניהם לבשר אחד “And there became one flesh out of the two of them.” It is evident that the one remaining is the man, not the woman. As noted, the LXX has a similar text: “the two will become one flesh.”


� We read in Gen 3:16, ואל אישך תשוקתך והוא ימשל בך “Your desire will be for your husband, and he will rule over you.” 


� In contrast to my understanding of the biblical expression “and they will become one flesh” as an abstract legal principle, Aharon Shemesh, “Women and Their Status in Society and Halakhah According to Qumran Literature,” Yearbook of Bar Ilan University 30/31 (2006): 533–46 at 538–39 [Hebrew], seems to perceive it as a type of physiological fact— – that is, there is no way to divide between man and woman, due to the creation principle (see n. XXX), as long as both live. The physiological separation after one partner’s death, he argues, utterly rescinds any prior relationship between them. Consequently, he conjectures that the biblical prohibition of sexual intercourse with one’s father’s wife does not apply after the father’s death. Shemesh substantiates his viewpoint by means of an apparently odd dictum in Jub. 33:15–16: “to Reuben was granted life and forgiveness after he had lain with his father’s concubine, and to her also though she had a husband, and her husband Jacob, his father, was still alive.” (The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament (trans. R.H. Charles; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913). From the phrase “his father … was still alive,” Shemesh— – in common with Michael Segal, The Book of Jubilees: Rewritten Bible, Redaction, Ideology and Theology (Leiden: Brill, 2007) XXX— – deduces that according to Jub. a son may have intercourse with his father’s widow. Shemesh assumes that Qumran acknowledged this halakhah. I dispute this assumption, however: I doubt that the Torah-centred Qumran scholars would have accepted such a halakhah, which does not correspond to the simple meaning of the relevant text (Lev 18:7–8: ערות אביך וערות אמך לא תגלה אמך הוא לא תגלה ערותה ערות אשת אביך לא תגלה ערות אביך הוא: “Do not dishonour your father by having sexual relations with your mother. She is your mother; do not have relations with her. Do not have sexual relations with your father’s wife; that would dishonour your father”). We must interpret these verses as also relating to cases occurring after one’s father’s death, as the rabbis declare (m. Sanh. 7:4) and as is evident from the text, which gives no hint of any limitation on this command; such intercourse, that is, as long as the father lives, would in any case be prohibited, either because she would be a married woman or, if divorced, because, as is commonly accepted (and accepted also by Shemesh, but I dispute it), Qumran’s rules do not permit the remarriage of a divorcee. Further, the preceding v. 6, which introduces the sexual prohibitions, reads: “No one is to approach any close relative to have sexual relations. I am the Lord.” The verse stresses the character of the close relationship between the partners, irrespective of whether the relative is living or not. In the one case in which such a distinction is made— – that of marrying one’s wife’s sister— – Lev 18:18 specifies the distinction explicitly: ואשה אל אחתה לא תקח לצרר לגלות ערותה עליה בחייה “Do not take your wife’s sister as a rival wife and have sexual relations with her while your wife is living”; death does not affect the other prohibitions. I also doubt whether Jub.’s author indeed intended to pronounce a halakhah permitting sexual intercourse with one’s father’s widow. Jub. does not contain halakhot contradicting the scriptural law, and its interpretations of scriptural commands are stringent rather than promoting leniency. Therefore, I think it is not absolutely imperative that we use in our exegesis the logical principle that if something is specified as prohibited, something else must, by default, be assumed to be permitted. To assume a mental lapse by the author of Jub. seems to me appropriate in these circumstances, but another consideration may explain this apparently odd detail in Jub. Reuben slept with Bilhah— – Jacob’s concubine, not his wife— – and it is plausible that Jub. distinguishes between a concubine, who is not prohibited to a son after his father’s death, and a wife, who is prohibited forever. We observe that there was no concern about Adonijah’s marrying Abishag the Shunammite, his father David’s concubine, after the death of King David (1 Kgs 2:15–25); rather, he was executed, by Solomon’s order, for fear that he might try to regain the kingship, as is evident from his reply to his mother Batsheva (1 Kgs 2:22). Although 1 Kgs 1:4 declares that David did not have intercourse with Abishag, her legal staus was that of a concubine, and therefore Adonjiah could marry her. At any rate, even if Qumran indeed interpreted Jub.’s dictum as Segal asserts, we have no evidence that Qumran acknowledged all of Jub.’s halakhot, as Shemesh assumes. Though many Qumran halakhot concur with those of Jub., the Qumran texts never mention Jub. as a source of or support for their halakhic interpretations or decisions. For more on this issue see Paul Heger, Challenges to Conventional Opinions on Qumran and Enoch Issues (Leiden: Brill, 2012) 224–25.


� Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. Lawrence H. Schiffman; New York: Oxford University Press, 2000)  981.


� We read in 1Q‎28a (1QSa)‎ ‎I‎:‎9–‎11: ולוא יקרב למשכבי זכר כיאם לפי לו עש[רי]ם֯ שנה] בדעתו [טוב] ורע ]‭ “He must not app[roach] a woman for sexual intercourse before he is fully tw[en]ty years old, when he knows [right]from wrong.”


� We read in Lev 22:12: ובת כהן כי תהיה לאיש זר הוא בתרומת הקדשים לא תאכל “If a priest’s daughter marries anyone other than a priest, she may not eat any of the sacred contributions.”


� We read in Lev 22:13:ובת כהן כי תהיה אלמנה וגרושה וזרע אין לה ושבה אל בית אביה כנעוריה מלחם אביה תאכל וכל זר לא יאכל בו “But if a priest’s daughter becomes a widow or is divorced, yet has no children, and she returns to live in her father’s household as in her youth, she may eat her father’s food. No unauthorized person, however, may eat it.”


� It is not within the scope of my discussion here to elaborate on what type of vows these rules refer to, since some seem to limit man’s authority to specific types of vows while others seem not to envisage any limitations on man’s authority to annul all vows; I discuss this issue separately. For our present purposes, it suffices to demonstrate woman’s lack of power to accomplish her vows against her husband’s will. At any rate, the presumed limitations are the result of the clash between the general obligation to fulfil one’s vows, even those made by a woman, and man’s authority over his wife; they are not a result of of the wife’s original limited authority to accomplish her obligations.


� The biblical text of Num 30:3 repeats the condition on the father’s right to annul his daughter’s vows: בנעוריה “being in her early youth,” that is, while she is a minor. This verse does not make clear that the father’s right is not restored if she returns to his home as a minor widow or divorcee; however, it seems to me that this is evident from v. 10 (v. 9 in KJV): ונדר אלמנה וגרושה כל אשר אסרה על נפשה יקום עליה “Any vow or obligation taken by a widow or divorced woman will be binding on her,” with no limitation based on her age or where she lives. In fact, b. Yeb. 87a declares, כיון שיצאה שעה אחת מרשות האב - שוב אינו יכול להפר “since he lost once his authority over her [by transferring this privilege to her husband, he cannot regain it] and cannot annul her vows.” This rule applies, by its nature, to both minor and adult daughters. The right to eat from the priestly tithes (terumah) is revalidated for a priest’s daughter who has lost it by marrying an Israelite, if she returns to her father’s house as a divorcee or widow without children, as we read in Lev 22:13: ושבה אל בית אביה כנעוריה “and she returns to live in her father’s house as in her youth,” but there is no indication that the same criterion should apply to her father’s authority to annul her vows. The right to eat from the tithes has nothing to do with the father’s authority, from which is derived his right to annul her vows; the rules about eating the holy food are associated with ritual and genealogical concepts and are distinct in their ramifications from other issues of the legal status of minors or of married women. 


� J. E. Lapsley, “The Voice of Rachel: Resistance and Polyphony in Genesis 31:14–35,” in The Feminist Companion to the Bible (2nd ser.; ed. Athalya Brenner; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998) 233–48 at 236–7.


� A renowned late traditional commentator, known as Hatam Sofer for the title of his most revered work, comments on this dictum that it is amazing, since it is an obvious distortion of reality. He attempts to reconcile it with his views by means of psychological discourse and a classification of the different types of human wisdom.


� I have translated the Hebrew צנע as “chaste,” the common translation; not in the sense of abstaining from all sexual intercourse, however, but as morally pure in thought or conduct— – decent, modest, and abstaining from unlawful sexual intercourse. The term צנע appears only twice in Scripture (Prov 11:2; Mic 6:8), and in both cases it means humility or restraint, with no association with abstention from sex. The NIV translates one as “humbly” and the other as “humility,” appropriate to the context. The LXX uses ταπεινός “humble” in Prov, corresponding to the Hebrew צנועים, but not interpreted literally; and in Mic, καὶ ἕτοιμον εἶναι τοῦ πορεύεσθαι μετὰ Κυρίου Θεοῦ σου “be ready to walk with the Lord thy God,” corresponding to the Hebrew  והצנע לכת עם אלהיך. Both, however, are correct in their contexts. In rabbinic language, the subject of our study, צנע has acquired by extension many more meanings, including “putting aside/hiding” and “retire or withdraw,” used metaphorically to portray modest behaviour, not showing off, in its various aspects. In consequence, it is used in some indirect associations with sex, as in our case צנועה, meaning the behaviour of a woman who is modest, who does not show off her body parts but hides them under her garments, and who lives a retired life in her house, avoiding mingling with other men. צנועה is used in a similar way  in the midrash stating that God created her ממקום צנוע באדם “from the man’s hidden side,” withdrawn from view— – a concept associated with modesty, humility, and decency. However, it is never associated with total abstention from sexual intercourse, which the rabbis opposed, as I argue elsewhere (see XXX).  


� In Scripture, צלע means “side”; in the rabbinic literature, it primarily means “rib.” In fact, the midrash in Gen. Rab. parsha 8:1 (quoted in n. � NOTEREF _Ref337360296 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �22� above), which asserts that the first human was created androgynous or with two conjoined faces and bodies, asks, “How can you pretend this, since Scripture says that God created the woman from man’s rib?” The same applies to the translation of צלע as rib in Gen. Rab. parsha 18:2.


� Deut 14:26; Ezek 44:30; Gen 2:18.


� In this case, Job 6:13; Jer 31:21.


� The author uses a downgrading expression, depicting the married woman’s status: שפחה לשמשו “a maidservant/female slave to serve him.” The term  לשמשוis often used in rabbinic literature as a euphemism for sexual relations, but in this context associate with the term שפחה it must be interpreted as maidservant or female slave.


� 1 Cor 11:9: “Neither was the man created for the woman; but the woman for the man.”





�Intro to be inserted – could be based on long version of Ch 1 summary within book intro - you or me to draft?


�My inclination here is to delete the Hebrew but leave the translation intact, since you go on to discuss the narrative as a whole


�Same commont as above applies here


�I can fill in the argument – if God is omniscient, why didn’t He realize that Adam needed a wife? – but will all readers do so without making it more explicit?  I think, if this is a familiar and frequently made point around this verse, we don’t need to spell it out, but if not, we do. Which do you favour?


�I’d pick one of these words rather than using boht – which one?


�Here I think we keep the Hebrew


�what precisely is evident – that woman has no loss of identity, that there is no inequality, or that her status is a part of man rather than an unequal partner?


�This paragraph could easily become a note, in keeping with the typical approach in Fall to footnote additional citations once the main point (here, the equality in rank of the genders) has been made – what do you think?


�could we add a very brief phrase to describe the specific point or claim on which he debates Myers?


�could we add this for clarity, i.e. to avoid the sentence being read in the opposite sense, that equality is not the plan of Y?


�This seems like a repretition, so could be deleted, with the next sentence starting “There is no contradiction between an androgynous mode of creation and the later…”


�replace Hebrew with English translation?


�again, replace by translation?


�whom? Rabbi Jeremiah or the author of the midrash? Or could delete “that confronted him” entirely?


�I think there is a myth of humanity created androgynous in one of Plato’s dialogues, either the Timaeus or the Theaetetus – could such a Greek myth have influence the midrash in question? Also as I dimly remember, the Plato version is a bit more explicit (though not much) about how it worked physically – interesting to compare with R. Samuel’s version?


�“The editor” = who?


�R. Jeremiah or R. Berahia? I would think the first, but we need to fix the ambiguity to avoid the reader stumbling


�which commentators?


�Whose answer?


�OK, as avoiding repetition and making it sound thoroughly contemporary? 


�This para would work well as a footnote, with essentially no editing needed – convert it ?


�added since a few lines later you refer to v. 23 again


�I’m not sure about including this low level of head – we may not need it  – we didn’t have subheads at this level for this sort of function in Ch 2 Fall. [I did keep 1.5.2 a bit later, as it heads a more substantial section, but renumbered it (1.)1.6 to be a separate subsection from (1.)1.5, rather than subordinate]


�I’d need a translation to get the significance of this term, and indeed the sidnificance of the midrash


�I would guess that “now” was a way of interpreting the Hebrew for “time”, so not completely nonsensical – hence my edit.  I mention this in part because the KJV is so thoughtful as a translation that at least some logic is generally involved!


�I think this phrase connects more naturally to the following para, so I moved it along to there


�It might be helpful to the reader if you express at the beginning any opinion you have on Cassuto’s interpretation: it seems like you might at least partially agree with it, but it’s not clear, and so I as a reader don’t quite know whether you are about to gather evidence for or against it.


�colon rather than comma correct?


�I’d suggest not paraphrasing here, as you’re dealling with a textual issue


�again, better not to paraphrase?


�Possible to offer translations of these words, as we’ve dropped the full Hebrew texts?


�Is this addition accurate? If so, it’s perhaps helpful to spell out what the grammatical distinction implies


�Paul, I think you’ll have to help me out as to which of these “traditional commentators” should be italic!


�no paraphrase? Although in this case it could be, eg “Only this time did the womon come from the man, but now the man comes from the woman (at birth)”


�This one I’d be inclined not to paraphrase, less for textual reasons than because it’s farily brief and clear already


�which authors? I suspect it needs clarifying


�


�in which chapter?


�What if he agrees with you that Eve is not actually punished?


�This needs some clarification: Do you mean Cassuto’s utterances, in which case “opinions” would be better and would identify them more positively with Cassuto?  Also, by relate, do you mean that Cassuto is not discussing “the legal and practical relationship” or that his opinions are at variance with them, i.e. somewhat in error? If the former, “not stated in terms of”, while if the latter, “do not correspond to” would perhaps be better


�do you mean a) author, for example, of the JPS commentary [among other of Sarna’s writings], or b) Nahum Sarna, for example [among other scholars]?


�Is this really what Sarna is saying? He seems less specific in the quote: “the deterioration in the human condition that resulted from defiance of the divine will”. I think you could trim down to “His perception of man’s dominance over woman as a “deterioration…”” and still keep the sense of your argument


On the other hand, if Sarna explicitly says (in material you didn’t quote) that this change is a punishment specifically of the woman, I think it would be good to make that clear with a further quote


�to self: citation check


�Is this 1 Sam 2:1 again?


�italicized for emphasis: biblical rather than, eg, halakhot


�correct to say book rather than “this chapter”


�“appropriated” doesn’t necessarily have to take an object, and this way I can avoid an awkward repetition of “rules”


�OK to add?


�this chapter or a later one? Also, which midrash specifically? I think we should name it to help the reader a bit


�This si a pretty sweeping statement: maybe I’m picking nits, but she does have power of decision over, say, what she happens to say to a neighbouring woman, or how she cooks dinner… whereas this reads a bit as though the woman is a robot programmed by the man. Is there a way to tone it down a bit?


�in this chapter or a later one?


�It’d ne helpful to me in going forward if you could explain when “Israelite” can mean any member of the Jewish people, and when it specifically means a non-priest.


�ok to add? This makes it clearer that the rule in question is at Num 30:8, info which is given at the end of the sentence rather than right here (I can see why – you wanted to keep it with the Qumran writings)


�to avoid a sense of repetition, it might be helpful here to add “In Qumran as in the rest of Jewish society at this time” or something similar


�I think we could delete this – already said


�ok to add? Could perhaps be misread “they cannot… empower Jacob” otherwise


�1.3.1 looks to be the only subsection of 1.3; if so, I would advise combining these two subheads, as “1.3 Rabbinic Interpretation of the Creation Narrative: Positive and Negative Attitudes towards Women”


�where in the book is this special segment?


�I’ll mostly leave it up to you as to which, if any, of these midrashim you decide to paraphrase


�actually it may be cleaner to drop the reference to divine motive, as you address this adequately after the quote in the phrase “God considered it necessary” – whereas the quote itself doen’t mention God or His intention


�perhaps “the woman will be at best equal to the man in wisdom”?


�would this be Gen Rab parsha 18 again? If so, let’s say so


�ok to add?


�This one should probably be paraphrased as we could reduce it a lot


�added to emphasize the contrast – ok?


�Maybe we need a short (two paras?) conclusion to the whole chapter? (it’d be section “1.4  Conclusion”) – but your call – it’s not essential, just a suggestion


Also, could I just double check at this point that we’re not missing any material?





