In this essay I will be conducting a textual analysis of two biblical passages, using two different contemporary perspectives. The first biblical passage that I have chosen to analyse is Genesis 1-3. The version of the text that I have decided to use for the analysis is the New Revised Standard Version Updated Edition (NRSVUE), which is accessible online through Bible Gateway. 
For my textual analysis of Genesis 1-3, the perspective that I have chosen to focus on is feminism. Feminism is described as “an interdisciplinary approach to issues of equality and equity based on gender, gender expression, gender identity, sex, and sexuality as understood through social theories and political activism” (Day, 2016). The aim of the feminist critique is to identify gender disparities in order to fight against sexism and the patriarchy, with hopes that from this, a society can be created in which men and women are patently one and the same. Many biblical feminists would argue that this aim is hindered in modern day Western society due to our entrenched values of androcentrism which are believed to have stemmed from teachings in the Old Testament (OT). My goal is to determine whether or not this argument has any validity in the modern world by delving into Genesis and deconstructing the creation of man and woman as well as the fall of humanity.
The Hebrew word for Genesis, ‘Bereshit,’ translates to “In the Beginning” (Britannica, 2022), thus the Book of Genesis is the first book of the Torah which tells the primeval account of the creation of the world. Genesis conceptualises the role of Adam (man) and the role of Eve (woman) from the beginning of time whilst simultaneously highlighting the underlying, contrasting, and innate gender roles assigned to them, making us question if men and women were really created equally or if there is a clear divide between the two genders.
The opening chapter of Genesis does not show any immediate partiality of men. It introduces to the readers that men and women were created at the same time both “according to our (God’s) likeness” and endowed with “dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the air and over the cattle and over all the wild animals of the earth” (Genesis 1:26). On the surface, God blessed both man and woman, assigning them the same role to “be fruitful and multiply and fill the earth and subdue it” (Genesis 1:28) with the same responsibility, not outwardly placing one above the other. As Stitzinger states, in this chapter, “there is nothing to suggest hierarchical relationship, but there is also nothing to deny it. These details remain incomplete without the further revelation given in Genesis 2” (Stitzinger, 2012).
Biblical scholar David Clines denotes in the article ‘What Does Eve Do to Help? and Other Irredeemably Androcentric Orientations in Genesis 1–3’ that the teachings of the OT could be problematic for feminists. In Genesis 2, where Eve is introduced as a helper, it is evident that men are assumed to play a much more important role in society than women. He states that:
 “Before feminism, everyone in the garden of Eden knew their place. At the top of the pyramid, even though the garden was not in Egypt, was God. Under him was his under-gardener Adam, created to carry on the maintenance of the garden that the master-gardener had planted. On the next rung down, the pyramid having mutated to a ladder, came Eve, who had not originally been thought of but had been created out of Adam as a ‘helper’ once all the animals had been paraded before Adam without a single helper being found among them. Beneath Eve were the animals, obviously unsatisfactory as helpers, but not in every respect inferior to her; for the cleverest of them has theological insight that Eve lacks”. (Clines, 1992).
The Book of Genesis instils the notion that women were created by men and are therefore under their ownership. As Eve was created by a God who is male, as a part of Adam, who is also known to be male, the precept of masculine power and control is subconsciously indoctrinated into the readers of the OT. Eve, who is not delegated any particular purpose in the world by these men, other than to act as Adam’s helper and a remedy for his loneliness is essentially deemed as worthless, subjected to a life constricted to the wants and needs of her superiors. 
Renowned theologian Augustine has also highlighted Eve’s demonisation in the OT and further demonstrates the lack of importance of women by proclaiming:
"What is the difference whether it is in a wife or a mother, it is still Eve the temptress that we must beware of in any woman......I fail to see what use woman can be to man, if one excludes the function of bearing children." (Dale, 2013).
In Genesis 2:23, when woman was created, Adam took on the role as the superior. He declares that “this is now bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh. She shall be called ‘woman’, for she was taken out of man”. We are told that in this passage, Adam holds all the power and authority to name not just Eve, but all of the women of the Earth. This alludes to the idea that he has complete ownership over women, almost as if they are barred from possessing any independence of their own. Adam also uses this power to ensure that the woman’s identity does not stray too far away from their keeper, by creating their name almost identical to man. It can be argued that the lack of freedom and control women hold in comparison to the sovereignty and leverage of a man manages to create a gateway to harmful gender stereotypes in the modern world where it is almost natural to believe that the man should hold the highest positions in the workplace and the home.
Women are also blamed for the ultimate sin and the fall of man in Genesis 3. When the fruit is eaten from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, God turns to Eve and directs the blame on to her. He asks her “what is this you have done?” (Genesis 3:13). Despite Adam also eating from the tree, he is insistent that he has not committed a sin, instead he was tempted by the sinful temptress that God had put there with him. Rooke argues that this focus on women distracts us from the two real questions of this chapter, these questions being “why does God lie to the (hu)man, and why is the snake punished for telling the truth?”. (Rooke, 2007).  It is interesting to note that we never question God’s righteousness even if it does not necessarily make sense. Perhaps this could be interpreted as another instance of androcentrism. Does the blame lie on the woman because the man with authority has said so? 
The feminist argument that Genesis is responsible for gender inequality today because it delegates 
patriarchal gender roles, where men are portrayed as the superiors and women their subordinates is a convincing one, but it lacks validity. I agree that the OT does have controversial teachings about gender, but there is no convincing evidence to prove that this is carried into modern day society. The reason for this is that the OT is not only a product of its time, meaning that it should not be applied to a quick developing society, but is also open to interpretation. Interpretations of passages will differ from person to person.

 An example of different interpretations of the OT is shown through the perspective of feminist Phyllis Trible’s which differs from Clines’. As mentioned, Clines points out that Genesis 1-3 seems to promote toxic gender inequalities, however in ‘Eve and Adam: Genesis 2-3 Reread’, Trible urges readers of the OT to examine the text in a different way, “attempting to free it of the historical accretion of male exegetical work and extract a core message that recognizes the original role of woman as the peer of man” (Rich, 2006).

The second text that I have chosen to analyse in this essay is 1 Samuel 18:1-9. The book of 1 Samuel focuses on the fall of King Saul and David’s rise to power. The book contains five key themes which include “God’s opposition to the proud, exultation of the humble, faithfulness in spite of evil, and the promise of a messianic king” (BibleProject, 2022).
 I will conduct this analysis through the use of the masculinity studies perspective. Masculinity studies is described as “a vibrant, interdisciplinary field of study broadly concerned with the social construction of what it means to “be a man.” (Kimmel and Bridges, 2011). The perspective of masculinity studies is a relativity new one and “in the early development of the field, the emphasis has been on gathering data and examining the constructs of particular men in specific books. From these studies, several common traits have emerged as representative of biblical masculinity” (Haddox, 2016)
 I aim to apply a masculinist interpretation to 1 Samuel 18-19 in order to analyse the way in which David, Jonathan and Saul demonstrate hegemonic masculinity, as well as to explore whether or not toxic masculinity is firmly established within the OT if so, as Haddox explains, this text could act as “a complement to feminist criticism” (Haddox, 2016) and contribute towards the feminist argument in my analysis of Genesis 1-3.
A defining aspect of what it means to be a ‘man’ in Western society starts with the assumption that men must be successful at all costs. Men are inculcated to become “success objects” (Davis, 1990) and according to this assumption, they must surpass everyone that they compete with because order to obtain the best, they must be the best. We can see this ideology emerging through Saul’s jealousy of David. Although Saul excelled in the battle, he was still discontent by his performance because he measured his success against David who had killed more than him which is pointed out by the women of the town. As they made merry, they promulgated “Saul has killed his thousands and David his ten thousands.” (1 Samuel 18:7)
Another condition of being a man is to be aggressive, “competitive sport emphasizes these values, and in many cultures military training reinforces them” (Clines, 1995). The social construction of what it means to be masculine is perfectly exemplified through Saul, who after feeling insignificant in comparison to David, becomes exasperated. With the aim of redeeming his masculinity and as a result of his ongoing anger, Saul attempts to “pin David to the wall” (1 Samuel 18:11). Despite his retaliation, David manages to block his attacks, not once but twice. The emphasis on twice demonstrates not only how skilful David is, but how fervid Saul was to defeat David, despite David proving to be nonpareil in battle. Here, it is clear to see that Saul is consumed with the ideals of masculinity, choosing aggression over rationality.
Saul is left no choice but to resign from his efforts to become the alpha male once he comprehends the full extent of David’s capability, and instead of turning against him, this time Saul uses David to his advantage. This indicates that Saul is a calculated being in pursuit of all that he can gain for “when Saul saw that he had great success, he stood in awe of him”. (1 Samuel 18:15) Here, following the assumption that men aim to become objects, it is noticeable that when a man fails to dominate and become the success object, the next best thing is to ensure that the most powerful man is used as a benefit.  It is transparent in the text that David’s power and authority was loved by all of Israel and Judah “for it was he who marched out and came in leading them” (1 Samuel 18:16) and this, alongside the power of David himself and the lord, made it impossible for Saul to overthrow. So instead of competing with David, Saul offers his eldest daughter as a wife for David.
The concept of masculinity in the OT differs to the one that we know in Western society today. Bower acknowledges that “rather than being tough, stern, and rash, the biblical man should walk in love (Eph. 5:2). He should be a prime example of gentleness, patience, and self-control” (Bower, 2021).  There are definitely examples of hegemony and toxic masculinity in the Bible, with Saul presenting himself as a perfect example of this. However, there are also definitely many examples that deviate from the masculine norm, perhaps one of the biggest examples being Jesus.
 It is argued by many that David, much like Jesus, diverges from the principles of masculinity. He presents himself as humble through the entirety of text, never bragging and even going as far as to ask, “who am I, and who are my kinsfolk, my father’s family in Israel, that I should be son in-law to the king?” (1 Samuel 18:18), unsure why he is chosen by Saul to marry his daughter, regardless of his achievements being blatantly clear to everyone around him. David does not retaliate to Saul’s attempt to harm him; he shows no sign of aggression or arrogance in this passage. Wolpe describes David as “a poet who created beautiful, sensitive verse” which is quite often considered a very feminine trait, something that the toxic man would aim to avoid at all costs. Wolfe explains that David, “despite his many flaws, was truly beloved by God” (Wolpe, 2014). 
Wolpe’s description of David argues against the theory that the OT favours it is not machismo that is being praised by God in this passage, but rather David’s ability to be strong yet tender and talented yet humble. God, or the people of Israel are favouring the bellicose, reckless man but the man who plays the lyre and remains tranquil in the most perilous of situations. 
 The OT does not preach pernicious traits of masculinity even though it is evident that hegemony what many men in the OT desire. Instead, after much deliberation, it seems to me that it highlights these traits in a negative way, favouring qualities such as kindness and compassion over aggression and virility which is revealed in many passages of the Hebrew Bible. For example, in Proverbs 22:24-25, we are specifically told to not “associate with a man given to anger; or go with a hot-tempered man, or you will learn his ways and find a snare for yourself”. 
Much like the feminist critique, there are aspects of the OT that could be deemed as problematic to our society today, the teachings of patriarchy and toxic masculinity being some key examples. Although it is important to remember that religious texts are equivocal and because of this ambiguity, we will never truly be able to completely approve or disprove a theory. We can use our interpretations to strengthen or weaken a contention, but we can only speculate whether the OT is responsible for contemporary societal issues.
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