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[bookmark: _GoBack]Encyclopaedia: The serpent and the woman in Genesis 3
[bookmark: _Hlk507250412]When reading the Old Testament (in English) the reader must recognise that some specific phrases, practices and linguistic devices are difficult to translate to an audience who are not accustomed to them. These translations are subject to individual interpretations, which can lead to the text being influenced by outside sources or concepts difficult to describe. Translators might confuse one word for another due to similarity with other words, ‘…scholars have pointed to the similarity of the name hawwa to the Aramaic word Hewya, “serpent”. In early Aramaic the word for “serpent” appears to be hwh… in an earlier version of Genesis 3 Eve and the Serpent were identical’ (Freedman 1992: 667). Since Genesis 3 is the creation story for both Jews and Christians it has been interpreted differently by both groups throughout the centuries, as they debate the significance of each character in relation to God and the fall of mankind. These traditional interpretations have been disputed since the second Feminist Wave of the 1960s and 70s with scholars like Alice Bach, James G. Williams, Athalya Brenner and Carol Meyers, as they re-examine these traditional interpretations of women within the Old Testament. Their resulting conclusions have developed how Feminists, academics and society understand and interpret the women of the Old Testament. 
The Cunning Serpent:
[bookmark: _Hlk507094864][bookmark: _Hlk507250683]The Serpent first appears in Genesis 3:1 with the author declaring, ‘Now the Serpent was more crafty than any other wild animal that the Lord God had made’ (Gen. 3:1). The intent is to suggest to the reader that the Serpent is different to the other animals and not to be trusted. The Serpent must be clever, and master manipulate the situation so that Adam or Eve eat from the forbidden tree. The Serpent understands that God and Adam have a unique bond which is unbreakable and confide in each other. It would be impossible to secretly persuade Adam to eat from the tree without Adam telling God. God and Eve did not have the same kind of relationship as God and Adam, as she relied on Adam for her company because she was part of his flesh (Gen. 3:21-22). As Eve was Adam’s helper, partner and wife (Gen. 2:18-25) a relationship grew between the two, leading Eve to have influence over her husband. The Serpent manipulated this power struggle so that it was easier to artfully manage Eve rather than Adam. Some authors suggest that Adam did not have the courage to sin, ‘[P]erhaps the reason why the serpent did not go straight to Adam with his temptation…was because he knew perfectly well that Adam would never have had the courage to sin’ (Morton 1941: 11). These suggestions should be considered hypothetical as nothing in the text expressly states Adam had reservations about eating the fruit, ‘…she also gave some to her husband, who was with her, and he ate’ (Gen. 3:6) but their feminist interpretations must be considered when discussing the Serpent, Eve and Genesis 3. However, it is obvious that, ‘[T]he serpent’s approach to Eve is a masterpiece of subtle suggestion. [H]e does not tell her to sin [Gen. 3:2-6] ... It is the germ of all temptation’ (Morton 1941: 11). This interpretation gives Eve the benefit of the doubt, redirecting the responsibility of the fall of man to the master manipulator, the Serpent. The suggestion being that the power structure surrounding God, Adam, Eve and the Serpent made it easier for the Serpent to complete his wicked schemes. 
Eve’s foolishness? 
[bookmark: _Hlk507078198]The interpretation of Genesis 3 is subjective, with some disagreement about the Serpent being a master manipulator but instead Eve may be shown as naïve fool who is too easily coerced by false promises. The promise of knowledge (Gen. 3: 4-5) is accepted with little resistance, ‘[B]y linking the knowing of good and evil with becoming like God… With eyes fixed on the tree, she is not able to banish the snake-implanted thought of being but a bite away from divinity’ (Bach 1999: 245). Eve is very foolish to trust the Serpent as it is stated at the start of Genesis 3, ‘Now the serpent was more crafty than any other wild animal that the Lord God had made’ (Gen. 3:1). It is likely that the author wants us to assume Adam and Eve have the same information about the Serpent and should be cautious of him. This leads to the conclusion that Eve should have had the intelligence to refuse the Serpent’s false promises. Should she not enquire further before simply accepting false promises? Should she not discuss it further with Adam, her husband and flesh? Should she not discuss it with God, her creator and sustainer of the universe? Should she not have trusted the word of God over the crafty serpent? These are just some of many questions Theologians, Rabbis and academics have been discussing throughout the centuries ‘…post-biblical paronomastic Hebrews comment that “the serpent is Eve’s serpent and that Eve was Adam’s serpent,” which was taken to mean that “the serpent was the Satan of Eve and Eve was the Satan of Adam”’ (Bach 1999: 257). These interpretations have been debated and scrutinised since the second Feminist Wave but their interpretations of Eve must be recognised as a legitimate way of understanding Genesis 3. 
A justified punishment? 
Once Adam and Eve had eaten from the tree of knowledge God called to Adam, but he did not answer (Gen. 3: 8-10). When Adam finally appeared before God he started a shifting of responsibility between himself, Eve and the Serpent (Gen. 3: 12-14). God was disappointed with his creation and needed to punish them for disobeying him. To the Serpent he said, ‘upon your belly shall you go, and dust shall eat all the days of your life’ (Gen. 3: 14-15). To Eve, ‘I will greatly increase your pangs in childbearing; in pain you shall bring forth children, yet your desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule over you’ (Gen. 3:16) and to Adam, ‘…in toil you shall eat of it all the days of your life; thorns and thistles it shall bring… by the sweat of your face you shall eat bread until you return to the ground’ (Gen. 3:17-19). The punishment given to Eve is much more severe than that given to Adam. Eve must endure the suffering of childbirth, being submissive to her husband and forever be tormented by the Serpent (Gen. 3:14-19). Eve’s punishment is directly referenced to a woman’s identity as the pain caused by childbirth shows, ‘…the greatest fulfilment of womanhood will be the greatest experience of pain. Tragically, it takes the pain of near death to bring about life. Precisely in the act of establishing social immortality, the fragility…of human continuity is highlighted’ (Bach 1999: 249). The punishment shows the weakness of mankind compared to the omnipotence of God. The punishments at first look extremely unfair, but some authors have commented on the need to look beyond the literal interpretations of the text. One interpretation is that the punishment of childbirth transforms the act from being earthly (a continuation of the flesh) to that of Godly, ‘Eve realized that her child came not merely from her flesh but from God himself. Her positive assertion of this makes us certain that God, and not the serpent, now ruled over her’ (Deen 1959: 6). Eve’s punishment and representation in Genesis can be either interpreted as, ‘[R]ather than productivity and fertility, the outcome in the story in Genesis is death, sterility, and hardship... Even the “mother of all living” is to suffer in Childbirth’ (Freedman 1992: 667) or as, ‘The streets of London or Paris might surround her, for, in the knowledge of good and evil, she is all the women who have ever lived’ (Morton 1941: 14). Possible concluding Sentence.  
Genesis 3 in art
As Genesis covers many iconic tales such as creation, the Fall, Cain and Able, Noah, Abraham and the rest it has always been valued by artists throughout the centuries. Some of this art is the most popular and recognisable in Christianity but every artist depicts different verses in different ways. The depiction of Adam, Eve and the Serpent has changed throughout history, with different artist representing Genesis 3 in different art forms. These artistic interpretations are important as they often shape what we picture when we think of Genesis 3, ‘Not only will our knowledge of the biblical text influence the way we view, say, a painting of a biblical scene, our reading of the biblical text is also likely to be shaped by our recollection of that painting' (Exum 1996: 8). It is important to consider what the artist wants the interpreter to feel when they look at their art and what subliminal messages they are suggesting. Lucas Cranach (1472-1553) was a German artist living during Martin Luther’s Reformation, creating the famous portrait of Luther and his wife (Doppelporträt Martin Luther u. Katharina Bora) but he also created eleven different artistic interpretation of Adam and Eve, all with a familiar artistic style. His interpretation of Eve is one of seduction and temptation, ‘Eve’s intention to eat the apple is deliberate and defiant. Even before it is eaten, the apple is less an object of temptation than Eve herself’ (Homan 2006: 4). Cranach purposely makes Eve look directly at Adam, making [image: ]his (and the interpreter’s) attention focus on her, suggesting she is tempting and teasing him into accepting her sexual advance through eating the forbidden fruit. Cranach demonstrates, ‘…the persistent experience of temptation and with human frailty and unease’ (Homan 2006: 6). This is achieved and its effect on the audience is one of empathy and pity for Adam [image: ]who is easily manipulated by Eve’s sexual advance. The 20th-century sculptor and Roman Catholic Eric Gill created this interpretation of Eve and the Serpent. His representation of Eve is very different to the traditional artistic interpretation, as Gill represents the women’s figure differently, emphasising the purely sexual aspects of the women’s body. This shows the Serpent passing through Eve’s thigh, looking upon her body with malice and opportunity. The absence of Eve’s face is important as it makes the interpreter focus on the body as an object, not simply using the forbidden fruit as a symbol of women’s sexuality. Gill is suggesting, ‘these are days in which the serpent appeals more often through the prospect of sexual pleasure than in the irresistible desire to eat apples’ (Homan 2006: 6). Figure 1: Lucas Cranach – Sündenfall (1533) 
Figure 2: Eric Gill - Eve (1929)
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