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Noah’'s Ark and the Ark of the Covenant

Abstract: The similarities between Noah's ark and the saving boat in Mesopotamian
flood accounts are widely known. Likewise known are the links between Noah's ark
and the chest of Moses (Exod 2:3). However, the connections between the “chest” of
Noah and the “chest” of the testimony have not hitherto drawn adequate scholarly
attention. The article explores these connections on both the linguistic and the
conceptual level. Moreover, it investigates their function in hypertextual links of
the Genesis flood account to earlier Israelite literary works, especially the book of
Deuteronomy and the book of Joshua.
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1. Noah'’s Ark, the Mesopotamian Flood Boat,
and the Chest of Moses

he discovery of Mesopotamian flood accounts and their similarities

to the Genesis flood account paved the way to critical analyses
of the biblical flood story against the background of Ancient Near
Eastern literature. Numerous scholars have explored the connections
between the Genesis flood story and the Mesopotamian flood
accounts.' Therefore, there is no need to reiterate their conclusions
here. What has not hitherto been sufficiently explained is the reason
for the significant differences which can be observed between
the biblical description of the saving boat and its Mesopotamian
parallels. If the biblical author knew and used some versions of the

' See, e.g., H.S. Kvanvig, Primeval History, 209-233; J. Day, “Genesis Flood
Narrative,” 104—112; A. Norsker, “Genesis 6,5-9,17.”
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Mesopotamian flood story, which seems undeniable, then why did
he change so many details in it?

Another, this time biblical parallel to the Genesis flood story can
be found in the Exodus story of saving the little Moses in a chest on
the water of the Nile (Exod 2:3-5), which on its part reflects the Birth
Legend of Sargon of Akkad.? The conceptual connections between
these texts, which describe saving the main hero from impending
death in a pitched container on the water, are fairly evident. Even
more evident is the linguistic connection between the Genesis account
and the Exodus account, provided by the common and, moreover,
distinctive in the Bible use of the key term 72n, in both texts referring
to the saving chest (Gen 6:14-9:18; Exod 2:3.5).> However, also in
this case the differences between the Genesis and Exodus stories, on
both conceptual and linguistic levels, are numerous and significant.
If these stories are somehow related to each other, which seems
undeniable at least on the linguistic level,* why did the author of the
Genesis flood account not make it more similar to the Exodus story?

These intriguing questions can be answered if another biblical
story, namely, that of the construction of the ark of the covenant is also
taken into consideration in the analysis of the Genesis flood account.

2. Striking Similarities Between Noah's Chest
and the Chest of the Testimony

The saving boat in the Epic of Gilgamesh was a perfect cube, with
equal width, length, and height (cf. Epic of Gilgamesh XI 29-30,
58-59).5 This surprising shape of the Mesopotamian flood vessel can
be explained as reflecting its perfection. It is true that the version

2 Cf. M. Gerhards, Aussetzungsgeschichte, 234-249; D. Mathews, Royal Motifs,
87-90; C. Dohmen, Exodus 1-18, 114-116.

3 Cf. PN. Tarazi, Genesis, 97-98.

4 Cf. W.H. Schmidt, Exodus, vol. 1, 68—69; J. Lemanski, Ksiegga Wyjscia, 118,;
C. Dohmen, Exodus 1-18, 113.

5 Cf. A.R. George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, vol. 1, 510, 512; J. Lemanski,
Ksigga Rodzaju, vol. 1,363, 365. Cf. also A.J. Obidowicz, “Arka Noego,” 229-235.



Noah's Ark and the Ark of the Covenant

of Berossus refers to a prolonged raft.®* However, the relationship
between this version and the Genesis story is unclear: it is possible that
it is dependent on the Genesis account.” Accordingly, the difference
between the Genesis prolonged “chest” and the Mesopotamian perfect
cube is striking.

On the other hand, the Genesis image of a rectangular, prolonged
chest (Gen 6:14—15)3 closely corresponds to the Exodus image of the
rectangular, prolonged chest’ (traditionally: “ark”) of the covenant
(Exod 25:10). In addition to this basic conceptual correspondence,
there are numerous linguistic connections between the two accounts.

In the Genesis account, God commands Noah to make (7w¥y) a chest
(Gen 6:14). Likewise in the Exodus account, Yahweh commands the
Israelites to make (7wy) a chest (Exod 25:10). The noun referring
to the chest is in both accounts syntagmatically followed by the
same noun in status constructus, pointing to the material of which
it should be made, namely, wood (*¢v), and then by a noun referring
to a particular kind of wood.'® In Genesis, it is “gopher” wood (Gen
6:14); in Exodus, it is acacia wood (Exod 25:10). This particular chain
of four words and concepts (7wy + chest + *x¥ + kind of wood) is
common to both Gen 6:14 and Exod 25:10, but it is absent in the Epic
of Gilgamesh, which quite naturally refers to building a boat (Epic
of Gilgamesh XI 24, 28).

In both stories, the command to make a chest is supplemented
with a description of its prescribed dimensions. In Genesis, God’s
command concerning the chest states that a certain number of
cubits (7nXR) should be its length (77R), a certain number of cubits
(7nR) should be its width (2r7), and a certain number of cubits (57K)
should be its height (7mp: Gen 6:15). Likewise in Exodus, Yahweh’s

¢ Cf.J. Day, “The Flood and the Ten Antediluvian,” 67; J. Lemanski, Ksigga
Rodzaju, vol. 1, 363.

" Pace R.E. Gmirkin, Berossus and Genesis, 89—139, 240-249, who argues
that Genesis was dependent on Berossus’ Babyloniaca, which forces him to date
Genesis very late, to ¢. 273-272 Bc.

8 Cf.J. Lemanski, Ksigga Rodzaju, vol. 1,365, 379; M. Majewski, Pigcioksigg,
189.

9

Cf. J. Lemanski, Ksiega Wyjscia, 534.
10 Cf. M. Majewski, Pigcioksigg, 192.
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command concerning the chest states that a certain number of cubits
(7nR) should be its length (77R), a certain number of cubits (7aK)
should be its width (2r17), and a certain number of cubits (7172&) should
be its height (7np: Exod 25:10)."! Again, this motif of counting the
dimensions of the chest in cubits, common to both Gen 6:15 and Exod
25:10, is absent in Epic of Gilgamesh XI 58-59.

Moreover, both accounts contain similar commands concerning
overlaying the wooden chest with a certain impermeable material “on
the inside and on the outside” (Y121 n°an).'2 In Genesis, it is pitch (Gen
6:14); in Exodus, it is pure gold (Exod 25:11). This particular linguistic
motif is again absent in Epic of Gilgamesh XI 66—76. Moreover, in
this Mesopotamian account, unlike the Genesis story, the material
used for waterproofing the boat outside (bitumen) is quite naturally
different from that used inside (oil). In fact, it is rather strange that
Noah’s chest is covered with pitch also on the inside, so that humans
and animals which live in it must have constant direct contact with
pitch. Accordingly, the Genesis account is here strikingly similar to
the Exodus account, and it notably differs from its Mesopotamian
background.

Likewise, both accounts contain similar commands to make (7wy)
a covering for the chest, which should have a certain number of cubits
(7nR) of dimension, and which should be placed above the chest
(72ynon). In Genesis, it is probably a roof (Gen 6:16); in Exodus, it is
the atonement (Exod 25:17.21).3

At this point, there is a striking linguistic and possibly also
conceptual similarity between the two accounts. In the Genesis
story, Noah is told to cover the chest with pitch (Gen 6:14). However,
in contrast to the conceptually similar account of making a chest
for Moses, this impermeable covering material is not called =
(“bitumen”) or not (“pitch™: Exod 2:3) but 795 (“pitch”: Gen 6:14),
similarly to Epic of Gilgamesh XI 55, 66 (kupru). Moreover,
apparently in order to make this linguistic feature more striking to
the audience, the same root 192 is also used in the same sentence in the

" Cf. G.J. Wenham, Genesis 1-15, 173; M. Majewski, Pigcioksigg, 192.
12 Cf. G.J. Wenham, Genesis 1-15, 173.
13 Cf. J. Lemanski, Ksigga Wyjscia, 535-536.
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qal form of the denominative verb 793 (“to pitch”: Gen 6:14), which
is a hapax legomenon in the Hebrew Bible." The resulting phrase
is striking: “pitch it with pitch” (793 + 993: Gen 6:14). Moreover, it
clearly differs from the quite natural expression in Epic of Gilgamesh
X166 (“I poured pitch”). In this striking way, the Genesis command
linguistically corresponds to the Exodus command concerning
making the atonement (n193), made of the material covering the
chest on the inside and on the outside (cf. Exod 25:11), that is, pure
gold (Exod 25:17), and placing it above the chest (Exod 21:21).

This connection is probably not merely linguistic but also
conceptual. In contrast to the natural expectations of the reader (cf.
Epic of Gilgamesh XI 66), the pitch (793: Gen 6:14) makes Noah’s
chest impermeable not merely to water, which is referred to only later
in the story (Gen 6:17; 7:4.10). The immediately preceding context
suggests that it rather makes the chest impermeable to the corruption/
destruction of the earth, which is described immediately before the
command to make the chest (Gen 6:11-13). In the same way, pure
gold (Exod 25:11) and the atonement (Exod 25:17.21) make the chest
of the testimony impermeable to moral-ritual impurity and sin.

Another striking, this time purely conceptual connection between
the two accounts is provided in the description of the contents of the
chest. The Genesis account is very enigmatic at this point. The initial
command refers to making “nests,”'® so presumably compartments
in the chest (Gen 6:14). They are later described as the lowest ones,
the second ones, and the third ones (Gen 6:16).

The number of the levels of compartments is surprising. In the
saving boat from the Epic of Gilgamesh, there were seven storeys
(Epic of Gilgamesh XI 62). Seven is a perfect number, which
corresponds to the perfect cuboid form of the boat and to the number
of the storeys of a Mesopotamian zikkurat.'® In the Genesis account,
there are only three storeys (Gen 6:16),'” although the number seven

4 Cf. J. Lemanski, Ksigga Rodzaju, vol. 1, 379.

5 Cf. L. Laskowski, Motyw potopu, 27, 98.

1 Cf. A.R. George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, vol. 1, 513; J. Lemanski, Ksigga
Rodzaju, vol. 1, 379.

7 Cf. G.J. Wenham, Genesis 1-15, 174; E. Zajac, Potop, 42; L. Laskowski,
Motyw potopu, 98.
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is evidently important in the following parts of the story: seven pairs
of all clean animals (Gen 7:2), seven pairs of birds (Gen 7:3), seven
days of waiting for the flood (Gen 7:4.10), and seven days between
the instances of sending the dove (Gen 8:10.12).'® The Genesis account
suggests that the three storeys in the chest are separated from each
other by two horizontally laid decks, and not by six decks, as was
the case in Epic of Gilgamesh XI 61.

Moreover, the way of counting the three storeys in the Genesis
account is also striking. First of all, in Epic of Gilgamesh XI 62, quite
naturally, only the total number of storeys was given, whereas in Gen
6:16 the storeys are individually counted one after another. Besides,
the decks on a ship, presumably partly located under the waterline
(cf. Epic of Gilgamesh XI 80), are normally counted downwards
from the main deck, which is above the waterline: the main deck,
the middle deck, and the lower deck. In Gen 6:16 the compartments
are not explicitly named, but only referred to as “the lowest ones, the
second ones, and the third ones.”"® Accordingly, they are surprisingly
counted as storeys upwards, although the description of the chest
in the immediately preceding context runs from above downwards
(Gen 6:16).

This enigmatic and striking way of counting the storeys, which are
separated from each other by two horizontally laid decks, from the
lowest one upwards (Gen 6:16), corresponds to the Exodus account of
making the chest of the testimony (Exod 25:10-22), with the testimony
placed in it (Exod 25:16.21). In particular, the two horizontally laid
decks within the chest, described from the lower one upwards (Gen
6:16), correspond to the two tablets of the testimony (Exod 31:18),
which were presumably put within the portable chest (Exod 25:14)
in a horizontal way, one above the other (like shirts in a suitcase),*
so from the lower one upwards. In this way, they divided the interior

18 Cf. J. Lemanski, Ksigga Rodzaju, vol. 1, 366.

19 Cf. V.P. Hamilton, Genesis, vol. 1, 282.

20Tt should be noted that the texts Deut 4:13; 10:4 do not imply that the ten
words were somehow divided between the two tablets. They rather suggest that
the ten words were written twice, on each of the two tablets. Therefore, the tablets
should be imagined as placed not one beside the other (oo) but rather one above
the other (=). Cf. B. Adamczewski, Deuteronomy—Judges, 77 n. 88.



Noah's Ark and the Ark of the Covenant

of the chest into three spaces, naturally counted from the lowest one
upwards.

All these linguistic and conceptual correspondences between the
Genesis description of Noah’s chest (Gen 6:14—16) and the Exodus
description of the chest of the testimony (Exod 25:10-22; cf. 31:18),
together with the significant differences between the Genesis account
and its parallels in Mesopotamian flood accounts as well as the birth
story of Moses, strongly suggest that Noah’s chest should be regarded
as reflecting important features of the chest of the testimony.

3. The Function of the Allusions to the Ark of the
Covenant in the Genesis Flood Account

The book of Genesis is a result of continuous, sequentially arranged,
hypertextual, that is, highly creative reworking of the book of Deu-
teronomy. In fact, there are around 1000 conceptual and times also
linguistic correspondences between both works, which follow the
same sequential pattern.

These sequentially arranged correspondences begin with the
opening account of dividing the world into two realms of unequal
cultic value, the land being wilderness, counting one and more days,
being in a sanctuary, the humans being numerous, commanding the
humans, bringing a bipartite army to an end, enacting the (Sabbath)
law, the land being dry, making the humans move, making the humans
enter the paradisiacal land which reached the River Euphrates, finding
a helper to the man, the humans being tempted to know themselves
the good and the bad features of the land, taking the fruit of the land
and giving it to others, hiding themselves before Yahweh, being weak
and afraid of Yahweh, Yahweh being angry with the sinful humans
and cursing them, turning back to the wilderness, being expelled
from the paradisiacal land, remaining in a sanctuary, dealing with
a weaker brother, etc.

They culminate in the final blessings for the twelve tribes/sons
of Israel (with the repeated, most elaborate blessing for Joseph),
longing for the land of Canaan, the land belonging to Abraham and
his descendants, the main hero dying in the exile, preserving the
main hero’s body as alive, weeping for the main hero, the main hero

1M
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(now Joseph) resembling the merciful and comforting Yahweh, being
active in Egypt, God doing wonders in Egypt, the main hero having
a bony hand, and the terrifying might of the main hero being visible.”!

Accordingly, the modern scholarly division of the contents of the
book of Genesis into Priestly and non-Priestly documents, traditions,
materials, or layers is misleading.?? For example, the set of evidently
mutually correlated yet different genealogies contained in Gen 4:17—
5:32 does not reflect the use of any sources, but sequentially illustrates
the set of ideas of Deut 2:9—-18, especially the idea of a new, obedient
generation of the Israelites replacing the old generation of the sinful

“men of war,” who lived for a limited number of years.?

Likewise, after the subsequent sections concerning forbidden
unions (Gen 6:1-3; Deut 2:19) and prehistoric giants (Gen 6:4; Deut
2:20-23), the flood account (Gen 6:5-8:19) sequentially illustrates
the Deuteronomic account of the Israelite invasion and conquest of
Transjordan (Deut 2:24-3:12b). In fact, the metaphor of the flood
is an old military metaphor. It was repeatedly used in the Hebrew
Bible to present an army invading a certain territory as a destroying
flood (Isa 8:7-8; Jer 46:7-8; 47:2-3; Dan 9:26; 11:10.40; etc.). In
Gen 6:5-8:19 this military metaphor was conflated with the widely
known Mesopotamian motif of a destructive flood of waters and with
the Deutero-Isaianic motif of the water of Noah, related to Yahweh
swearing that the water of Noah will never again pass over the earth
(MY + ORIy + m1+ oon: Gen 6:17; 7:6; 8:21-22; etc.; cf. Isa 54:9).24

The reworking of the Deuteronomic account of the Israelite invasion
and conquest of Transjordan (Deut 2:24-3:12b) in the Genesis flood
account (Gen 6:5-8:19) caused several important changes that the
author of Genesis introduced to the Mesopotamian flood account,
which was evidently used in Gen 6:5-8:19. For example, in contrast
to the quite natural Mesopotamian description of the six days and
seven nights of the wind, the downpour, the gale, and the deluge

2 See B. Adamczewski, Genesis, 37-2209.

22 Cf. B. Adamczewski, Genesis, 229. Cf. also G. Fischer, “Time for a Change,”
15: “It [‘P’] is a chimera leading scholars in a false direction.”

3 Cf. B. Adamczewski, Genesis, 61-67. Cf. earlier, somewhat differently,
B. Adamczewski, “End of Source Theories,” 34-52.

2 Cf. B. Adamczewski, Genesis, 67-76.
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(Epic of Gilgamesh XI 128—129), the Genesis account surprisingly
first describes forty days and forty nights of rain and flood, and Noah
and his relatives passively watching it and entering the chest (Gen
7:4—17a). Only thereafter, it describes Noah’s chest rising high above
the land and “riding” on the surface of the greatly increasing and
apparently militarily triumphing (123: cf. Exod 17:11)*° water (Gen
7:17b—18). In this surprising, narratively somewhat inconsistent way,
it illustrates the Deuteronomic idea of the Israelites first passively
watching the coming out of Sihon and all his people against them
for battle at Jahaz (Deut 2:32-33a), and only thereafter militarily
defeating him, his sons, and all his people (Deut 2:33b).

Likewise, in contrast to the Mesopotamian account which
quite understandably describes some elevated parts of the land as
not covered by the flood (Epic of Gilgamesh XI 140-146),* the
subsequent fragment of the Genesis account describes the waters
as apparently militarily exceedingly greatly triumphing (723: cf.
Exod 17:11)*" over all the high (723) mountains (Gen 7:19-20). In
this surprising way, it illustrates the subsequent Deuteronomic idea
of the Israelites capturing all Sihon’s cities (Deut 2:34a), which were
presumably fortified with high (723) walls (cf. Deut 3:5).

Similarly, in contrast to the Mesopotamian flood account, which
quite naturally describes the main hero as sending three birds (a dove,
a swallow, and a raven: Epic of Gilgamesh XI 148—156), the Genesis
flood account describes the sending of only two birds and, moreover,
in a surprisingly changed order. The Israelite hero first sent a raven,
so an unclean carrion bird (cf. Deut 14:14; Lev 11:13.15; Prov 30:17),
which kept going to and fro, and then more and more successfully
sent a dove, so a clean, peaceful bird (Gen 8:7-12).%° In this way,
the fragment Gen 8:7-12 illustrates the Deuteronomic idea of the
Israelites militarily taking all the cities in the plain, all Gilead, and

2 Cf. G.J. Wenham, Genesis 115, 182.

% Cf. A.R. George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, vol. 2, 889.

27 Cf. G.J. Wenham, Genesis 1-15, 183.

Cf. A. Marczewski, “Interpretacja motywu kruka,” 60—61.

¥ Cf. G. Fischer, Genesis 1-11,468—469; M. Majewski, “Zwierzgta czyste,” 29.

13
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all Bashan, and then ending the war by subduing all the territory as
far as Salcah and Edrei (Deut 3:10).*°

Accordingly, the sequentially organized reworking of the
Deuteronomic account of the Israelite invasion and conquest
of Transjordan (Deut 2:24-3:12b) caused several significant
modifications of the Mesopotamian flood account in the Genesis
story of the flood (Gen 6:5-8:19). The narrative tensions and
inconsistencies in this story, together with the changes introduced to
the traditional Mesopotamian flood account, should be explained not
by recourse to purely hypothetical, otherwise unattested documents,
sources, traditions, materials, or layers (P, non-P, etc.), but by tracing
the narratively somewhat imperfect, but sequentially organized
illustration of the flow of the Deuteronomic ideas which are contained
in Deut 2:24-3:12b.

In this sequentially arranged reworking of the Deuteronomic
account of the Israelite invasion and conquest of Transjordan
(Deut 2:24-3:12b) in the Genesis flood account (Gen 6:5-8:19), the
idea of God commanding Noah to make an ark like the ark of the
covenant (Gen 6:14-16) illustrates the Deuteronomic idea of Yahweh
commanding Moses to begin (?r7: Deut 2:31e).

The subsequent idea of God predicting the future destruction of
all flesh in the land and the establishment of a covenant with Noah,
presumably in the land, and telling Noah to enter the ark with sons and
wives, male and female animals, to let them multiply and live (Gen
6:17-22),% illustrates the subsequent Deuteronomic idea of Yahweh
commanding Moses to inherit, presumably the land (w1: Deut 2:31f).%

30 See B. Adamczewski, Genesis, 74-76.

I The final statement concerning Noah doing all these things (Gen 6:22) in fact
refers to Noah beginning to do them because almost exactly the same formula as in
Gen 6:22 (WY 12 + IR + MY WK 920 + wy; cf. also Gen 7:5) is used in Exod 40:16
after the divine instructions (Exod 40:1-15) and before the statements concerning
the actual realization of the work (Exod 40:17-33). In this way, the final statement
Gen 6:22 again illustrates the Deuteronomic idea of Moses beginning (Deut 2:31¢).

2 Cf., alas without the division of Gen 6:14-22 (cf. Deut 2:31ef) into two
sequentially arranged sections: Gen 6:14—16 (cf. Deut 2:31e) and Gen 6:17-22 (cf.
Deut 2:31f), B. Adamczewski, Genesis, 71-72.
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The invasion and conquest of the land of Canaan was described in
the book of Joshua as beginning with the Israelites following the ark
of the covenant, which saved them from the waters of the Jordan (cf.
Josh 3:3—4:18) and enabled them to conquer the first city in Canaan,
namely, Jericho (Josh 6:4—13). The author of the book of Genesis used
the earlier book of Joshua in his literary work.*

Therefore, knowing the Deuteronomic idea that the invasion and
conquest of Transjordan began with crossing over the Wadi Arnon
(Deut 2:24), defeating Sihon (Deut 2:32-33), and capturing and utterly
destroying all his cities (Deut 2:34) as well as the idea of the book of
Joshua that the invasion and conquest of the land of Canaan began
in a similar way, namely, by crossing over the Jordan (Josh 3—4) and
capturing and utterly destroying the city of Jericho (Josh 6), the author
of the book of Genesis supposed that both “beginnings” occurred
by following the ark of the covenant and being accompanied by it
(cf. Josh 3:3-4:18; 6:4—13). Accordingly, he combined both stories
and deduced from them that if Yahweh commanded Moses to begin
(Deut 2:31e), presumably to inherit Transjordan (cf. Deut 2:31fg), it
must have meant that Moses and the Israelites followed the ark of the
covenant, which saved them while crossing over the Wadi Arnon (cf.
Deut 2:24) and enabled them to capture and utterly destroy the cities
of Sihon (cf. Deut 2:34). For this reason, the author of the book of
Genesis adapted the Mesopotamic motif of a boat saving humans and
animals during the flood and modified it to make it correspond more
closely to the image of the “chest” of the covenant, which enabled
the Israelites to begin to inherit Transjordan.

4. Theological Implications

The theological implications of this analysis are very interesting. First
of all, the reworking of the motif of the ark of the covenant into that

3 Cf. G. Hepner, Legal Friction, 8; R.K. Gnuse, “Seven Gay Texts,” 72. It is
quite natural in expansions of a given story (see, for example, the saga of the Star
Wars) that the original story (in this case, Deuteronomy) is first supplemented with
a sequel (in this case, Joshua and Judges), and only thereafter with a prequel (in
this case, Genesis followed by Exodus—Leviticus—Numbers). Cf. B. Adamczewski,
Genesis, 30 et passim.
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of Noah’s ark has a consciously irenic character. Whereas in Deut
2:31e—g the idea of inheriting / taking possession of the land of Sihon
has a clearly military character, and in Josh 6:4—13 this military idea
of conquering the land given to the Israelites by Yahweh is combined
with the motif of the ark of the covenant, in Gen 6:14—-16 Noah’s ark
has nothing in common with any military activity on the part of the
Israelite ancestor.

It is true that some traces of the military connotations of the motifs
of the conquest of Transjordan and of the ark of the covenant are left
in the Genesis description of Noah’s ark as being carried (Xw1) by
the water, rising high above the land, and “riding” on the surface of
the greatly increasing and apparently militarily triumphing water
(Gen 7:17b—18). In a similar way, the ark of the covenant was carried
(xw1) by the priests during the Israelites’ conquest of Jericho (Josh
6:12), so presumably also during the Israelites’ defeat of Sihon’s army
(Deut 2:33b).

However, in the narrative logic of the Genesis flood account all
that Noah was called to do, facing the evil of the world around him
(Gen 6:11-13), was not destroying the evil or conquering its territory,
but withdrawing into the ark, as though into a self-imposed “ghetto,”
and surviving the catastrophe, saving just humans and the animals as
well. The evil in the world was therefore destroyed not by an Israelite
ancestor and his Israelite people (cf. Deut 2:30-3:10), possibly with
the help of the ark of the covenant (cf. Josh 6:4—13), but by the flood,
which was a God-ordered natural disaster (Gen 6:17), during which
the ark served as the realm of salvation and peace (Gen 6:14—16).

Similar irenic reworking of the military ideas of Deuteronomy can
also be found in other parts of Genesis (Gen 18:16-33 etc.),* so that
this irenic programme can be attributed to the book of Genesis as
a whole, and not just to some fragments of the primeval flood story
(Gen 6:14-16 etc.). This fact additionally demonstrates the internal
theological coherence of the book of Genesis, which should not be
divided artificially into purely hypothetical, otherwise unattested
sources, materials, traditions, or layers (P, non-P, etc.).

3 Cf. B. Adamczewski, Genesis, 230.
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Other, more contemporary implications of this issue should also
be considered. Noah is often presented today in biblical theology as
the first ecologist, who saved endangered species from destruction
and extinction. This image of Noah and his ark is certainly relevant
to humankind facing the ecological crisis.*® However, it does not
exhaust the semantic potential of the motif of Noah’s ark.

When the sequentially arranged hypertextual connections
between the books of Genesis and Deuteronomy are taken into due
consideration, then the image of Noah’s ark as resembling the ark of
the covenant takes on further important levels of meaning. In line
with these hypertextual connections, what is taken into Noah’s
ark, saving humankind during the time of danger, are not merely
humans and animal species, but also, and maybe foremost, the two
horizontally laid tablets of the covenant.

This idea has important consequences for our present situation.
Especially now, when human lives are endangered by the destructive
pandemic, we should take into the saving “ark” not simply ourselves
and endangered animals, but also the fundamental points of reference
for our spiritual lives, namely, the tablets of the Decalogue. Without
them, even if a saving “ark” (vaccines, medicines, etc.) will enable us
to survive the destructive flood, we will not be fully saved humans.

Moreover, if we take into consideration the close linguistic and
conceptual link between the ark (72n) of Noah (Gen 6:14-9:18), and
indirectly the ark of the testimony (Exod 25:10-22), and the “ark”
(72n) of Moses (Exod 2:3.5), then their contents also correspond
to each other. In place of the tablets of stone, which are contained
in the ark, the chest of Moses contains the living person of Moses,
who somehow embodies the law in himself.3¢ From the point of view
of Christian theology, if we go one step farther, the contents of the
revealed law can be found not merely on the tablets of stone, but in
the living and saving person of Christ (cf. 2 Cor 3:3—18; Rom 10:4;
Gal 2:16-21).

3% Cf. B. Adamczewski [et al.], “Land and soil,” 231.

3¢ For the idea of the “protruding” and covered face of Moses in Exod 34:29-35
as making him a personified ark of the covenant (cf. Deut 10:5d—f), see B. Adam-
czewski, Exodus—Numbers, 114.
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Arka Noego i Arka Przymierza

Abstrakt: Podobienstwa pomiedzy arka Noego a ratujaca todzig w mezopotamskich
opowiadaniach o potopie sg szeroko znane. Podobnie znane sg powigzania miedzy
arka Noego a szkatutag Mojzesza (Wj 2,3). Jednakze powigzania miedzy ,skrzynia”
Noego a ,skrzynig” Swiadectwa nie przyciagnety dotad adekwatnej uwagi badaczy.
Artykut analizuje te powigzania na poziomach lingwistycznym i konceptualnym. Stara
sie ponadto przesledzi¢ ich funkcje w hipertekstualnych powigzaniach opowiadania
o potopie z Ksiegi Rodzaju z wczesniejszymi izraelskimi dzietami literackimi, szcze-
golnie z Ksiegg Powtorzonego Prawa i Ksiega Jozuego.

Stowa kluczowe: arka Noego, Arka Przymierza, opowiadanie o potopie (Rdz 6-9),
Ksiega Rodzaju, Ksiega Powtdérzonego Prawa, hipertekstualizm
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