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Introduction

A superficial glance may give the impression that there are no points of cor-
respondence between Genesis 1 and 3. However, a deeper and more exhaustive
analysis from linguistic, literary, and thematic perspectives reveals that there are
indeed significant similarities between these two chapters. Generally, scholars
have attributed Genesis 1 and 3 to two different literary sources: the Priestly (P)
source for the redaction of Genesis 1 and the Jahvist (J) source for the redaction
of Genesis 3. The immense majority of the studies on Genesis 1 and 3 sustain
this view.'

Scholars have analyzed the linguistic and thematic parallels between Gene-
sis 1 and 2, but there are no systematic and deep studies of the linguistic, liter-
ary, and thematic correspondences between Genesis 1 and 3.> This article will
establish that such linguistic and thematic parallels between Genesis 1 and 3 do
indeed exist.’

1See, for example, C. Westermann, Genesis I1-11: A Commentary, trans. J. J. Scullion (Min-
neapolis: Augsburg, 1984), 74-76, 80-93, 178-81, 186-97; G. J. Wenham, Genesis 1-15, WBC
(Waco: Word Books, 1987), 1-2, 41-44; Ch. Cohen, “Jewish Medieval Commentary on the Book of
Genesis and Modern Biblical Philology. Part I: Gen 1-18,” JOR 81 (1991): 1-11; J. Kselman, “The
Book of Genesis: A Decade of Scholarly Research,” Int 45 (1991): 38-92.

*See, for example, J. B. Doukhan, The Genesis Creation Story (Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews
UP, 1978); W. H. Shea, “The Unity of the Creation Account,” Origins 5 (1978): 9-38; idem., “Liter-
ary Structural Parallels between Genesis 1 and 2,” Origins 16 (1989): 49-68; H. P. Santmire, “The
Genesis Creation Narratives Revisited: Themes for a Global Age,” Int 45 (1991): 366-79.

*For a detailed study of Genesis 2-3 and its linguistic relationship with Genesis 1, see R. Ouro,
The Garden of Eden Account: The Literary Structure of Genesis 2-3 and its Linguistic Relationship
with Genesis 1 (Entre Rios, Argentina: River Plate Adventist UP, 1997) (Spanish); idem., “The
Garden of Eden Account: The Chiastic Structure of Genesis 2-3,” AUSS 40 (2002) (forthcoming).
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The thesis of this article is that there are nine texts within these two narra-
tives that are parallel in form and content.* This suggests that both accounts
were written by the same author, resulting in a similar linguistic, literary, and
thematic model and establishing a common literary design.

We will analyze what it is objectively fixed and observed (the current Ma-
soretic Text [MT]), rather than what is subjectively supposed and proposed (the
Documentary hypothesis). As D. W. Baker urges, we should study the text as a
literary unity to find where it is divided into smaller sections, using the mecha-
nisms used to mark the divisions to indicate the unity.’

On the other hand, as M. Kessler points out, each passage must be studied
in its objective context, its Sitzz im Text (“text setting”) before it can fairly be
studied in its vague and subjective Sitz im Leben (“vital setting™).®

Using these considerations and positions, our investigation will proceed as
follows. We will analyze the Masoretic Text in its objective Sitz im Text, which
is the fundamental principle for a sound and rigorous scientific methodology of
exegesis. We will observe the linguistic and literary dependence of Genesis 3 on
Genesis 1, noticing how different antithetical and synonymous parallels corre-
late both accounts. We will observe the thematic dependence of Genesis 3 on
Genesis 1 at certain levels, based on the linguistic and literary dependence noted
in the previous point. Finally, the presence of coherences, consistencies, corre-
spondences, and intertextual parallels between the two accounts will allow us to
verify the homogeneity and internal unity of both accounts. This will falsify the
presupposition of heterogeneity and internal incoherence based on the subjec-
tivity of Sitz im Leben studies.

Taking into account all of the above, we begin our analysis of the corre-
spondences and parallels between Genesis 1 and 3.

1. Gen 1:10 || Gen 3:17: Antithetical Parallelism

Gen 1:10 wayyigra’ *lohim layyabasa ‘eres iil’'miq‘weh hammayim
qara’ yammim wayyar® *lohim ki-tob. And God called the dry land
earth, and the gathering together of the waters He called seas. And
God saw that it was good.

Gen 3:17 °“rird ha*damad ba‘bireka b“issabon to’k“lennd kol y‘mé
hayyeyka. “Cursed is the ground for your sake; in toil you shall eat of
it all the days of your life.”’

“For a study of biblical parallelism, see, for instance, A. Berlin, The Dynamics of Biblical Par-
allelism (Bloomington, IN: Indiana UP, 1985), 31-102.

°D. W. Baker, “Diversity and Unity in the Literary Structure of Genesis,” in A. R. Millard &
D. J. Wiseman (eds.) Essays on the Patriarchal Narratives (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1983),
197.

°M. Kessler, “A Methodological Setting for Rhetorical Criticism,” Semitics 4 (1974), 22-36.

"Scriptural texts are taken from the NKJV.
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In this first antithetical parallelism® between Genesis 1 and 3, we can see
that “the dry land (ground)” [layyabasd]’ appears in Gen 1:10. This Hebrew
term is a noun feminine singular. God called “the dry land (ground)” “earth”
[Peres] and saw “that it was good.”m In Gen 3:17, an antithetical linguistic and
thematic parallelism appears with the curse of “the ground” [ha@*dama]"’ on
account of the man. Where before God, seeing the land/ground, thought “How
good!” [ki-tob], He now said it would be “cursed” [*¥drd]. The Hebrew word
ha”*dama is also a noun feminine singular, like layyabasd. There is a synony-
mous parallelism between layyabasd [“the dry land (ground)”] (Gen 1:10) and

ha*dama [“the ground”] (Gen 3:17).

2. Gen 1:12 || Gen 3:18: Antithetical Parallelism
Gen 1:12 watése’ ha’ares dele’ ‘eSeb maz‘ria‘ zera [‘minehii we‘es
@Seh-pri *Ser zar®o-bé I‘minehii wayyar® *lohim ki-tob. And the
earth brought forth grass, the herb that yields seed according to its

¥As Watson points out when referring to the parallel types of words: “antonymic word-pairs
are made up of words opposite in meaning and are normally used in antithetic parallelism” see W. G.
E. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, JSOT Supplement Series 26 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986),
131.

°The Hebrew term yabasd means “the dry land,” “the dry ground.” It appears in Exod 4:9 to re-
fer to “dry land/ground” (close to water): “And it shall be, if they do not believe even these two
signs, or listen to your voice, that you shall take water from the river and pour it on the dry land.
And the water which you take from the river will become blood on the dry land (NKJV).” Exodus
14:16, 22, 29; 15:19 refer to the crossing of Israel on the “dry land/ground” of the Red Sea: “But lift
up your rod, and stretch out your hand over the sea and divide it. And the children of Israel shall go
on dry ground through the midst of the sea. . . . So the children of Israel went into the midst of the
sea on the dry ground, and the waters were a wall to them on their right hand and on their left. . . .
But the children of Israel had walked on dry land in the midst of the sea, and the waters were a wall
to them on their right hand and on their left. . . . For the horses of Pharaoh went with his chariots and
his horsemen into the sea, and the Lord brought back the waters of the sea upon them. But the chil-
dren of Israel went on dry land in the midst of the sea (NKJV).” In Josh 4:22 the word refers to
crossing of Israel on the “dry land/ground” of the Jordan River: “Then you shall let your children
know, saying, ‘Israel crossed over this Jordan on dry land (NKJV).”” See also Neh 9:11; Ps 66:6 (F.
Brown, S. R. Driver & C. A. Briggs, A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament [Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1951], 387; cf. W. L. Holladay, A Concise Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old
Testament [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1971], 127).

' Literally, in Hebrew ki-fob is a preposition + adjective in exclamative form, giving God’s
thought on “seeing” the excellence of His work and its fidelity to his intentions, perhaps most
adequately translated in Spanish as “Que bueno!” and in English as “How good!” though the for-
mula “and God said” does not occur, so the thought was unspoken.

""The “ground” ha*dama is the area of the arable ground/land that one can work for food pro-
duction (E. Jenni and C. Westermann (eds.) Diccionario Teologico del Antiguo Testamento [Madrid:
Cristiandad, 1978], 1:110-15). Originally this word meant the arable red ground/land. Starting from
this meaning, it ended up denoting any ground to plant or cultivate and/or goods (R. L. Harris, G. L.
Archer and B. K. Waltke (eds.) Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament [TWOT] [Chicago:
Moody, 19801, 1:10).
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kind, and the tree that yields fruit, whose seed is in itself according to
its kind. And God saw that it was good.

Gen 3:18 wqdés wedardar tasmiha. “Both thorns and thistles it shall
bring forth for you.”'?

In this second antithetical parallelism between Genesis 1 and 3, we can see
that “grass” deSe’ (noun masculine singular) and “herb” ‘e§eb (noun masculine
singular) appear in Gen 1:12. God looked at them and thought, as we have pre-
viously indicated “How good!” [ki-f6b]. Then, in Gen 3:18, God saw that to
these “good” things would by added harmful “plants,” such as “thorns and this-
tles” [wqds w°dardar] (noun masculine singular + noun masculine singular),
harmful to those now doomed to cultivate the land/ground and to the other
plants God found to be “good” in the Creation account. This is an antithetical
thematic parallelism, because it pertains to the same topic, but with conse-
quences opposite to what had been intended.

3. Gen 1:25 || Gen 3:14: Antithetical Parallelism

Gen 1:25 wayya‘as lohim ‘et-hayyat ha’ares [‘minah w®et-
hab‘hémd [°‘minah w®et kol-reme§ ha’‘damd [‘minéhii wayyar®
>lohim ki-tob. And God made the beast of the earth according to its
kind, cattle according to its kind, and everything that creeps on the
earth according to its kind. And God saw that it was good.

Gen 3:14 wayyo’mer yhwh *“lohim ’el-hannahas ki ‘asita zzo’t *arir
’atd mikol-hab‘hemd iimikol hayyat hassadeh. So the Lord God said
to the serpent: “Because you have done this, you are cursed more
than all cattle, and more than every beast of the field."

In this third antithetical parallelism between Genesis 1 and 3, God again
saw “How good!” [ki-tob] as He viewed “the beast of the earth” [’et-hayyat
ha’ares), “the cattle” [hab‘hemd], and especially “everything that creeps on the
earth according to its kind” [kol-remes ha**damd [“minehii] that He made in Gen
1:25. Look at the use of the noun masculine singular in the construct
state—"‘everything that creeps” [kol-reme§]—referring to all the reptiles in ab-
solute terms.'* By contrast, in Gen 3:14, God curses one reptile, “the serpent”
[hannahas], saying to it: “you are cursed more than all cattle, and more than
every beast of the field” [’ariir atd mikol-hab‘hemad iimikol hayyat hassadeh].
This is linguistic and thematic parallelism between these texts of Genesis 1 and
3. (There is also reverse parallelism in the order of presentation: beast, cattle,
creepers in 1:25, then serpent, cattle, beast in 3:14.) These texts constitute the
narrative nucleus of the antithetical parallelism between Genesis 1 and 3.

PNKJV.

PNKIV.

' There is debate over whether kol-remes means reptiles or might include small animals or
insects, but the parallel between these two verses suggests at the least that the serpent was among
kol-remes, and may even mean that the author understood kol-remes to mean serpent-like reptiles.
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4. Gen 1:12 || Gen 3:6: Synonymous Parallelism

Gen 1:12 watdse’ ha’ares deSe’ ‘eseb mazria‘ zera“ [‘'minehii we‘es
0Seh-pri *Ser zar“6-bé I‘minehi wayyar® *lohim ki-tob. And the
earth brought forth grass, the herb that yields seed according to its
kind, and the tree that yields fruit, whose seed is in itself according to
its kind. And God saw that it was good.

Gen 3:6 watere’ haissa ki tob ha‘es ‘ma’kol weki ta’*wd-hi’
la‘énayim wneh‘mad ha‘es [‘has‘kil watiqggah mipiryé wato’kal
watiten gam-1“isah immah wayyo’kal. So when the woman saw that
the tree was good for food, that it was pleasant to the eyes, and a tree
desirable to make one wise, she took of its fruit and ate. She also
gave to her husband with her, and he ate.”

Another linguistic and thematic parallelism between Genesis 1 and 3 ap-
pears in these texts.'® In Gen 1:12 we find the Hebrew formula “How good!” [ki-
tob]." The phrase “and God saw that it was good” [wayyar® *lohim ki-tob] re-
fers here to all the vegetation He has created. This same formula appears in Gen
3:6, used by the woman to refer to “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil”:
“So when the woman saw that the tree was good [lit. ‘How good!’—watére’
haissa ki tob] for food.” The woman saw “the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil” as good, beautiful, pleasant, and desirable much as “God saw that it was
good” when He viewed in Gen 1:12 the grass, plants, and trees He had created.'®
Consequently, the woman was in effect pronouncing her judgment on the quality
of “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil,” just as God had judged the
quality of the vegetation He had made.

5. Gen 1:25 || Gen 3:1: Synonymous Parallelism

Gen 1:25 wayya‘as lohim ‘et-hayyat ha’ares [‘minah w®et-
hab‘hémd [°‘minah w®et kol-remes§ ha’‘damd [‘minéhii wayyar®
>lohim ki-tob. And God made the beast of the earth according to its
kind, cattle according to its kind, and everything that creeps on the
earth according to its kind. And God saw that it was good.

Gen 3:1 whannahas hayd ‘ariim mikol hayyat hassadeh *Ser ‘asd
yhwh *lohim. Now the serpent was more cunning than any beast of
the field which the Lord God had made."

Again we consider Gen 1:25, but this time in synonymous parallel with an-
other verse, Gen 3:1. This parallelism between Genesis 1 and 3 is highly signifi-

“NKIV.

'«Synonymous word-pairs comprise a large class with a broad spectrun . . . Its components are
synonyms or near-synonyms and therefore almost interchangeable in character” (Watson, 131).

""Preposition + adjective masculine singular.

%<And God saw that it was good” [wayyar® *Iohim ki-tob] || “So when the woman saw that
[it] was good” [watere’ haissa ki t6b]

PNKIV.
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cant because of the verb used in both passages. In Gen 1:25, the verb “to do
(make)” [‘@sd] appears in the Qal imperfect form wayya‘as. The same verb ap-
pears in Gen 3:1 in the same Qal form, but in the perfect, pointing toward an
action concluded. This linguistic parallelism (and as we will also see it is also
thematic) is very important, because when the Documentary theory distinguishes
between Genesis 1 and 2-3 as being from two separate literary sources (P for the
redaction of Genesis 1 and J for the redaction of Genesis 2-3), one of the funda-
mental arguments is the difference between the two verbs used to describe the
divine activity. This difference has been based on the use of the verb bara’ [“to
create”] in Genesis 1 and the verb @sa [“to do (make)”’] in Genesis 2-3. But here
it is evident that there is a linguistic unity, for the same verb is used in both pas-
sages and so in both accounts. There is also a thematic unity marked by the use
of the same Hebrew terminology and expressions:

A wayya‘as$ *lohim [God made]

B ’et-hayyat ha’ares [‘minah w®et-hab‘hemd I‘minah w®et kol-
reme§ ha*damad I‘minehi [the beast of the earth according to its
kind, cattle according to its kind, and everything that creeps on
the earth according to its kind.] (1:25)

B’ whannahas hayd <‘ariim mikol hayyat hassadeh [Now the
serpent was more cunning than any beast of the field]

A’ Ber asd yhwh *lohim. [which the Lord God had made.] (3:1)

Besides the linguistic relationship already signaled, B||B” establishes a liter-
ary and thematic correspondence by means of the use in B of “beast of the
earth” [hayyat ha’ares], “cattle” [habhemd], and “everything that creeps on the
earth” [kol-remes ha’*damd] and in B" of “the serpent” [hannahas], as repre-
sentative of the reptiles of the land/ground, and “any beast of the field” [kol
hayyat hassadeh]. By means of the use of the Hebrew term kol
[“all/everything”] the author includes both “beast of the earth” and “cattle.” Re-
member that for these animals B does not use the word kol. This way, a precise
correspondence and parallelism on all levels between both accounts is estab-
lished.

6. Gen 1:26-27 || Gen 3:8-9, 12, 17, 20-22, 24: Synonymous Parallelism

Gen 1:26-27 wayyo’mer *“lohim na“Seh ‘adam b‘sal‘meni . . .
wayyibra’ *lohim ’et-ha’adam b‘sal‘mé. Then God said, “Let us
make man in our image” . . . So God created man in His own image.

Gen 3:8-9, 12, 17, 20-22, 24 wayyithabé’ ha’adam w*®i3t6. And
Adam and his wife hid themselves . . . wayyigra’ yhwh *“lohim ’el-
ha’adam. Then the Lord God called to Adam . . . wayyo’mer
ha’adam. Then the man said . . . @l/”adam *amar. Then to Adam He
said . . . wayyigra’ ha’adam. And Adam called . . . wayya‘as yhwh
*lohim [“adam il®isté. Also for Adam and his wife the Lord God
made . . . wayyo’mer yhwh *lohim hen ha’adam. Then the Lord God
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said, “behold, the man . . . waygares ’et-ha’adam. So He drove out
the man.?’

In this correspondence and parallelism between Genesis 1 and 3, the noun
masculine singular “man” [’adam] is often used.”' The same term is used both in
Genesis 1 to refer to God’s creation of the man (male and female), and in Gene-
sis 3 to refer, in many verses, to the “man” in relationship to God or to the action
of “individual man.”

7. Gen 1:28 || Gen 3:16: Synonymous Parallelism

Gen 1:28 way‘barek ’otam *lohim wayyo’mer lahem *lohim p°rii
ureb imil’d et-ha’ares w°kibSuha ir‘dii bidgat hayyam 1ib*“op
hassamayim 1ib%kol-hayyd haromeset ‘al-ha’ares. Then God blessed
them, and God said to them, “Be fruitful and multiply; fill the earth
and subdue it; have dominion over the fish of the sea, over the birds
of the air, and over every living thing that moves on the earth.”

Gen 3:16 ’el-ha’is3d ’amar harbd ’arbeh issbonek wheronek b“eseb
teldi banim w*el-’iSek t°Siqgatek whii’ yimSal-bak. To the woman He
said: “T will greatly multiply your sorrow and your conception; in
pain you shall bring forth children; your desire shall be for your hus-
band, and he shall rule over you.”22

These texts reveal another very significant synonymous parallel between
Genesis 1 and 3. In Gen 1:28 the verb rabd [“to multiply, increase”]” appears in
Qal imperative form, while in Gen 3:16 it appears in Hiphil infinitive abso-
lute—Hiphil imperfect harbd, in a very characteristic form found in Genesis 2-
3.2* But, while in Genesis 1 it is a simple Qal action in imperative form, in
Genesis 3 it is a causative verbal form expressing the simple action caused by
another.

Consequently, in Genesis 1, God blesses the couple and tells them by means
of three Qal imperatives “be fruitful; multiply; fill the earth.” Therefore, they
have children in abundance. However, in Genesis 3, He tells the woman He

NKJV.

*'The Hebrew word >adam appears 554 times in the OT. It has the collective meaning of man
(as gender), mankind, and men, and it is only used in singular and absolute state, and never with
suffixes. The “individual man” is expressed with ben ’adam, and the plural “men” with b‘ne/bnot
(haj’adam. The meaning of the word continues unchanged throughout the OT (Jenni and Wester-
mann, 1:92).

*NKJV.

“This is a very common form in northwestern Semitic, similar to the Ugaritic 7b and the Ak-
kadian rabi. This is the common suffix of many Assyrian-Babylonian names, e.g. “Hammurabi”:
“the god Ham (maybe ’ammu) is big.” The root appears about 200 times in the OT. Two more im-
portant differences with relationship to the meaning are related with the appearance in Qal form (60
times) and in Hiphil form (155 times). The first time it appears is in Gen 1:22, where it translates as
“to multiply,” but other varied translations appear in later texts. In Hiphil, the most common transla-
tion is “multiply,” but many other translations are also given (TWOT, 2:828).

*See, for example, Gen 2:16-17 (Qal verbal form) and Gen 3:16.
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“will greatly multiply”” not only her conception but her sorrow, and He reiterates
it when He tells her “in pain you shall bring forth children.” Thus, these verses
directly correspond linguistically and thematically with Genesis 1, showing that
at the beginning it was not this way. That is to say, bearing children was not
meant to be painful (the expression “in pain you shall bring forth children” im-
plies that this had not been so in the past).

8. Gen 1:29-30 || Gen 3:2-3, 6: Synonymous Parallelism

Gen 1:29-30 wayyo’mer *“lohim hinnéh natati lakem ‘et-hol-‘eSeb
zoré‘a zera® *Ser ‘al-p‘né kol-ha’ares *Ser-bo p‘ri‘es zore‘a zara“
lakem yihyeh 1°ak‘la. Ul¢ kol-hayyat ha’ares iilkol-Op has$amayim
ilkol romes ‘al-ha’ares *“Ser-bo nepe$ hayyd ‘et-kol-yereq ‘eSeb
[®ak‘ld way‘hi-ken. And God said, “See, I have given you every herb
that yields seed which is on the face of all the earth, and every tree
whose fruit yields seed; to you it shall be for food. Also, to every
beast of the earth, to every bird of the air, and to everything that
creeps on the earth, in which there is life, I have given every green
herb for food.” And it was so.

Gen 3:2-3, 6 wato’mer ha@’issa ’el-hannahas mipri es-hagan no’kel
limipri ha‘es *Ser b‘tok-hagan ’amar *“lohim 10° t0°k‘lii mimmennii
welo’ tinnd bo pen-t‘mutin . . . watere’ ha’issa ki tob ha‘es I‘'ma’*kol
weki ta’*wd-hi’ laénayim wneh‘mad ha‘es [‘has‘kil watigqah
mipiryé wato’kal watiten gam-1”i5ah Gimmah wayyo’kal. And the
woman said to the serpent, “We may eat the fruit of the trees of the
garden; but of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of the garden,
God has said, ‘You shall not eat it, nor shall you touch it, lest you
die.”” . . . So when the woman saw that the tree was good for food,
that it was pleasant to the eyes, and a tree desirable to make one wise,
she took of its fruit and ate. She also gave to her husband with her,
and he ate.”’

In these passages, we have several linguistic, literary, and thematic corre-
spondences. The most significant parallels between Genesis 1 and 3 are the use
of three similar Hebrew words: “tree” [‘es], “fruit” [prf], and “to eat” [’ak‘ld]
(the antecedent of Gen 1:29-30 is found in Gen 1:11-12, where the terms “tree”
and “fruit” appear twice). These are repeated several times in Gen 3:2-3, 6: “We
may ‘eat’ [no’kel] the ‘fruit’ [mipri]of the ‘trees’ [‘@s] of the garden; but of the
“fruit’ [dmiprf] of the ‘tree’ [‘@s] which is in the midst of the garden, God has
said ““You shall not ‘eat’ [r0°k“lid] it’” . . . So when the woman saw that the
‘tree’ [‘es] was good for ‘food’ [ma’kol], . . . and a ‘tree’ [‘és] desirable to make
one wise, she took of its ‘fruit’ [mipiryd] and ‘ate’ [t0’kal]. She also gave to her
husband with her, and he ‘ate’ [yo°kal].” Therefore, we can see that there is a
linguistic, literary, and thematic unity, because both chapters take into account

PNKIJV.
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vegetation, food/diet, and human attitude regarding the divine command of not
eating of the fruit of a tree.

9. Gen 1:29-30 || Gen 3:18: Synonymous Parallelism
Gen 1:29-30 wayyo’mer *“lohim hinnéh natati lakem ‘et-hol-‘eSeb
zoré‘a zera® *Ser ‘al-p‘né kol-ha’ares *Ser-bo p‘ri‘es zore‘a zara©
lakem yihyeh 1°ak‘la. Ul¢ kol-hayyat ha’ares iilkol-Op hassamayim
ilkol romes ‘al-ha’ares *“Ser-bo nepe$ hayyd ‘et-kol-yereq ‘eSeb
[®ak‘ld way‘hi-ken. And God said, “See, I have given you every herb
that yields seed which is on the face of all the earth, and every tree
whose fruit yields seed; to you it shall be for food. Also, to every
beast of the earth, to every bird of the air, and to everything that
creeps on the earth, in which there is life, I have given every green
herb for food.” And it was so.

Gen 3:18 w'qos w'dardar tasmiha lak w®akalta ‘et-eSeb hassadeh.
“Both thorns and thistles it shall bring forth for you, and you shall eat
the herb of the field.”?

In this synonymous parallelism, we find both linguistic and thematic levels,
marked by the appearance of the Hebrew words “herb” [‘@Seb; twice] and “for
‘food’” [’ak‘la; twice] in Gen 1:29-30. We find the same Hebrew words in Gen
3:18: “you shall ‘eat’ the ‘herb’” [’akalta ‘eseb], with the added term “of the
‘field”” [has$adeh]. This points to an alteration of the diet specified in Gen 1:29,
adding the “[wild and cultivated] herb of the field” for the man as a consequence
of his disobeying the divine command to not eat from “the tree of the knowledge
of good and evil.” Now “the ground” [ha*damd; Gen 3:17] will provide him
with other plants God had not included in his original diet, establishing a precise
and exact correspondence between Genesis 1 and 3.

Summary
A detailed outline of the linguistic and thematic parallels between Genesis 1
and 3 may now be presented:

NKIV.
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LINGUISTIC AND THEMATIC PARALLELS BETWEEN GENESIS 1 AND 3 (1)

1. Gen 1:10

1. Gen 3:17

- “the dry land (ground)” layya- Antithetical - “the ground” ha*damad
basa Parallelism
- “that it was good” ki-t6b - “cursed” »rira
2. Gen 1:12 2. Gen 3:18
- “grass” deSe’ Antithetical - “thorns” wqds
- “herb” ‘eseb Parallelism | - “thistles” wdardar
- “that it was good” ki-tob
3. Gen 1:25 3. Gen 3:14
- “everything that creeps” kol- Antithetical - “the serpent” hannahas
remes Parallelism
- “the beast of the earth” hayyat - “beast of the field” hayyat
ha’ares hassadeh
- “cattle” hab‘hema - “cattle” hab‘hema
- “that it was good” ki-tob - “cursed” “arir
4. Gen 1:12 4. Gen 3:6
- “the tree” wees Synonymous | - “the tree” ha‘es
- “fruit” pri Parallelism - “fruit” piryo
- “And God saw that it was - “So the woman saw that [it]
good” wayyar® elohim ki-t6b was good” watere’ ha’issa ki
1ob
5. Gen 1:25 5. Gen 3:1
- “made” wayya‘as Synonymous | - “had made” ‘Gsd
- “beast of the earth” hayyat Parallelism - “beast of the field” hayyat
ha’ares hassadeh
- “everything that creeps” kol- - “the serpent” hannahas
remes
6. Gen 1:26-27 6. Gen 3:8-9, 12, 17, 20-22, 24
- “man” ‘adam Synonymous - “man” ‘adam
Parallelism
7. Gen 1:28 7. Gen 3:16
- “multiply” drbii Synonymous - “multiply” harbd
Parallelism
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8. Gen 1:29-30 8. Gen 3:2-3,6
- “tree” ‘es Synonymous - “tree” ‘es (4 times)
- “fruit” pri Parallelism - “fruit” mipri, dmipri, mipiryd
- “eat” ’ak‘ld - “eat” no’kel, t0’k‘li, ma’%kol,

to’kal, yo’kal

9. Gen 1:29-30 9. Gen 3:18
- “herb” ‘eseb Synonymous - “herb” ‘eseb
- “eat” ’akld Parallelism - “eat” ’akalta
Conclusion

This analysis, we think, has shown clearly that there are linguistic, literary,
and thematic similarities between Genesis 1 and 3. Baker claims that nothing in
the structure of the book of Genesis indicates that it was originally a heteroge-
neous amalgam of separate sources as has been announced, apart from the evi-
dence of rough unions some have proposed. In support of the ideas discussed in
his article, this article shows that Genesis [or at the least, Genesis 1 and 3] seems
to be a well-structured literary document.”’

At least nine fundamental Hebrew texts of contact exist between the two
narratives. These texts present very similar linguistic, literary, and thematic
forms in many aspects. These contact points suggest that Genesis 3 was modeled
after Genesis 1. The comparison of linguistic and thematic parallels provides
strong evidence of intentional design in the forms found in the passages ana-
lyzed previously and suggests that both accounts were written by the same hand,
for the same author, following a similar linguistic, literary, and thematic model,
and establishing a common literary design. It is difficult to exclude the possibil-
ity that there could have been two authors, with the second author deliberately
paralleling the first, but it seems unlikely that P would try to parallel J in these
ways, or vice versa. There are enough details in common between Genesis 1 and
3 to point toward both chapters being written by the same author.
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