‘To what extent does the source provided [Option 2] inform the view, spread, and attitude of early Christianity of and to women as compared to the First Epistle to the Corinthians?’
While both texts are key to the development of Christianity as regards women and its patriarchal tendencies, this essay proposes that the source provided (Genesis 2:15-3.7) more greatly shaped early Christianity’s conceptual and philosophical attitude towards women, whereas the First Epistle to the Corinthians had greater bearing on the practical treatment of women by Christian individuals and communities in the period. 
[bookmark: _Int_FZmrgu6R][bookmark: _Int_vlaKhuJK][bookmark: _Int_UDWrKO4Y]The most immediately obvious grounds for this conclusion are found by examination and comparison of the two sources – namely, their nature, provenance, and purpose. The Book of Genesis, of which the source provided is an extract thereof, is widely believed to have been compiled from pre-existing beliefs in either the sixth or fifth century BCE as part of a broader effort to maintain Jewish cultural distinctiveness and identity during a period of sustained foreign rule – evidenced in part by the shift in reference to God as “Elohim”[footnoteRef:6024] (a plural form of the word “Eloah”, or God) in Genesis 1 to “Yahweh Elohim”[footnoteRef:15755], or “the Lord God” in Genesis 2. Genesis 2:15-3.7 specifically is the second of two creation myths within the Book, concerning itself with the origins of humanity and an explanation of the current state of humanity (e.g., fallen) despite being created by God – which itself can be considered a stand-in for an explanation of the state of Israel (under occupation by foreign empires) during the compilation of the Book.  [6024:  Torah: Genesis. 1:1.]  [15755:  Torah: Genesis. 2:1.] 

[bookmark: _Int_0kTfg9rK]As a creation myth, the extract fulfils two functions – first, to explain the creation and circumstances of its subject; second, to legitimise sociocultural norms at the time of writing or compilation through the implicit blessing of a higher power. The ‘moral’ (as it were) of Genesis 2:15-3:7 is clear – obedience to God is both natural and the most profitable course of action, while rebellion against him (no matter how appealing in the moment) is at once futile, unnatural, and sinful. For as long as the man (Adam) and the woman (Eve) do not eat the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil – and thereby acknowledge and obey the authority of God, the patriarch of Eden and all of creation - they are immortal, unaware of shame and have their needs met by God, whether simply hungry (the license to “eat freely of every tree in the garden”[footnoteRef:32401] bar that of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil), or in need of companionship (God’s pledge to “make him a helper as his partner”[footnoteRef:19307]), often without even a request.  [32401:  Torah: Genesis. 2:16.]  [19307:  Torah: Genesis. 2:18.] 

[bookmark: _Int_cwdpwEus][bookmark: _Int_WKQ1P4b0]This enshrines a patriarchal model of social relations as both the natural norm (predating even the concept of sin) and legitimises the authority of patriarchs over women as a social norm via the implicit blessing of God. Crucially, even discounting the practice of many Christian translators of omitting the man’s presence by the woman’s side while she conversed with the Serpent, the woman, of the two original humans, has been framed throughout most of history as bearing greater fault than the man – particularly in Christian interpretations. The extract and the broader story of the Garden of Eden were traditionally de-emphasised by Jewish sources, receiving little attention from rabbinical scholarship relative to the process of creation detailed in Genesis 1. 
[bookmark: _Int_C9pOhEdR]However, it rapidly became key to early Christianity’s philosophical and conceptual understanding of women and their role in both society and the Christian faith via the doctrine of original sin, first developed by Paul in his Epistle to the Romans (“Therefore, just as sin came into the world through one man, and death came through sin, and so death spread to all because all have sinned”) but formally coined as a term and formulated by Augustine of Hippo. This doctrine, teaching that through the first sin of eating the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, sin was encoded into human nature as a sort of default setting and transmitted via reproduction: “It is called sin because it was produced by sin, and it longs to commit sin. Its guilt is removed by rebirth; the conflict with it is left for our testing”[footnoteRef:31341]. [31341:  Augustine of Hippo, Answer to the Pelagians, III: Unfinished Work in Answer to Julian
] 

[bookmark: _Int_dHJusroa][bookmark: _Int_DFpfZZCR][bookmark: _Int_qFw7mEeg] While Augustine himself, citing Job 14:4 (“Who can make him clean that is conceived of unclean seed? is it not thou who only art?”[footnoteRef:17260])  identified Adam as the root of original sin (his soul being the first created by God, and his body the genetic template for all of humankind as the first human) and his seed as the principal vector of the ‘contagion’ of sin, misogynistic elements were able to reassign ultimate blame to Eve on the basis of her being seen as having initiated contact with the serpent first, with Adam being persuaded into joining her afterwards (itself an assumption rooted largely in the aforementioned mistranslation). Accordingly, the net impact of the events detailed in the source provided on early Christianity was to foster a philosophical and intellectual conception of women as, while theoretically equally damned and/or saved by original sin and Christ’s suffering on the Cross to men, a) bearing a greater responsibility for the existence of sin than men on the grounds of the first woman, Eve, having been “tempted first” and b) inherently lesser on the grounds of being created from Adam’s rib (rather than his side, as the original text had it).  [17260:  Torah: Job. 14:4.] 

This, coupled with God’s punishment of Eve in Genesis 3:16 (“I will greatly multiply your pain in childbearing; in pain you shall bring forth children, yet your desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule over you.”)[footnoteRef:30897], intersected with pre-existing Jewish, Greek, and Roman patriarchal traditions to undermine more egalitarian elements in Christian philosophy (“there is neither male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ Jesus”[footnoteRef:26529]). Accordingly, the net impact of the extract and the story of the Garden of Eden as a whole on early Christianity, while reinforcing the extant doctrine of ‘Patria Potestas’ (or ‘power of the father’) common in Mediterranean civilisation and the Roman Empire at large at that time, philosophically and intellectually predisposed Christian communities against a more egalitarian interpretation of scripture in its own right. [30897:  Torah: Genesis. 3:16.]  [26529:  King James Version Bible, Galatians. 3:28.] 

However, while the First Epistle to the Corinthians bears significant similarities to Genesis 2:15-3.7 in both tone, content and impact, it remains a study in contrasts relative to the story of Eden in stark fashion. This contrast can be discerned easily by simple comparison of their origins and purposes as texts. Whereas the Book of Genesis was most likely written and/or compiled as part of an effort to preserve and promote Jewish identity in the face of foreign occupation, the Epistle was part of a broader effort by Paul, the promoter of a universalising creed synthesised from Greek philosophy, Jewish identity and daily life in the Roman Empire, to turn the cosmopolitan and multi-national nature of the pagan Roman state to his advantage in disseminating Christianity as a popular religion. While the creation myth of Genesis concerned itself with basic questions – the origin of man, the existence of suffering, the divine plan for creation – and was couched as a story, the Epistle concerned itself with day-to-day realities as well as the particulars of belief, and was principally intended as a corrective and practical guide to correct worship that had, in the eyes of Paul, ‘gone astray’ rather than foster general belief. Where Genesis 2:15-3.7 began with a lofty narrative description of God “tak[ing] the man and put[ting] him in the garden of Eden to till and keep it”[footnoteRef:19161], the Epistle begins humbly, and firmly couched in the present tense: “From Paul”[footnoteRef:9965] - as an informal letter from a friend might. In short, where Genesis 2:15-3.7 is concerned with the philosophical and, for lack of a better word, Platonic metaphysics of sin and creation, the First Epistle to the Corinthians is perhaps best compared to an advice column – an itemised list of moral problems posed by the Corinthian church answered by Paul’s advice and proposed solutions.  [19161:  Torah: Genesis. 2:15.]  [9965:  King James Version Bible, 1 Corinthians. 1:1.] 

This root – or fundamental - difference informs much of their respective impact on early Christianity and its attitude towards women. Whereas much of the misogynistic thinking of Genesis 2:15-3.7 is either implicit or the product of mistranslation and the prejudices of the Mediterranean world’s pre-existent ‘Patria Potestas’, that present in the First Epistle to the Corinthians is explicit and the reasoning behind it discussed. Take, for example, the discussion of the veiling of women’s heads in prayer. While Paul praises the Corinthians for maintenace of pre-existing traditions in this regard, he takes the time to explicitly outline the reasoning behind this: “I want you to know that Christ is the head of every man, and the man is the head of a woman, and God is the head of Christ. Any man who prays or prophesies with his head covered disgraces his head. But any woman who prays or prophesies with her head uncovered disgraces her head, for it is one and the same thing as having a shaved head. For if a woman will not cover
her head, she should cut off her hair. But if it is disgraceful for a woman to have her hair cut off or her head shaved, she should cover her head.” 
As Bruce Winter argues in his Roman Wives, Roman Widows, this advice can be considered both transgressive and stonily patriarchal – by the dissemination of Roman cultural norms across the Mediterranean via both hard and soft power (military force, trade, cultural imperialism and so on), the Roman view that “the veil was the most symbolic feature of the bride’s dress in Roman culture”[footnoteRef:6447] would be prevalent within Corinth (perhaps especially, owing to the city’s status as a seaport and model colony rebuilt by Rome after the sacking of the original Greek city of Corinth and its resulting strong Roman socio-cultural influence).  [6447:  Bruce Winter, Roman Wives, Roman Widows] 

Within this context, that Paul was willing to sanction a lack of a veil in a publicly praying woman under any circumstances can be interpreted as fairly transgressive and in-keeping with more egalitarian strains of Christian thought – however, his advice remained in large part an endorsement of pre-existing traditions of a clearly oppressive bent, and he remained largely pleased by the Corinthian church ”maintain[ing] the traditions just as I passed them on to you”. In essence, while Pauline logic takes a different route to the conclusion that it is largely improper for women not to wear veils while praying (the descending precedence of the authority and glories of God, Christ, man and finally woman versus the shame brought to a Roman man by an ‘immodest’ wife), the Epistle still couches the question “Judge for yourselves: Is it proper for a woman to pray to God with her head uncovered?”[footnoteRef:14177] as a fundamentally dismissive rhetorical exercise in treating the possibility of female equality beyond basic salvation and the metaphysics of theology as one not worth considering.  [14177:  King James Version Bible, 1 Corinthians. 11:7] 

All in all, it must be conceded that the two texts - despite their self-evident differences in origin, tone, form and ambiguity – had much the same basic impact on the early Christian faith: that is, to incline it towards the misogynistic. However, while the basic effect is essentially the same, the more advanced conclusion points to gradations and subleties in the ultimate result, ones basically grounded in the shape of either text. The ambiguities, cosmic focus and mistranslation of the source provided ensured its impact was largely to shape the philosophy, conceptualisation and intellectual outlook of early Christianity towards women. By contrast, the Pauline First Epistle, couched as a practical itemisation of problems and solutions toward the beliefs and malpractices of the Corinthian church, enshrined a brute rationalisation of a refusal to extend full equality in Christ to women as a precedent for both the Church and early Christians to follow. In conclusion, therefore, while both ultimately fostered misogyny in the Christian faith, the source provided did so on the philosophical and intellectual scale and almost certainly unwittingly, whereas the First Epistle did so consciously, dismissively, and practically.
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