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Abstract

Buchanan’s constitutional economics takes social conflict (the ‘Hobbesian jungle’, ‘Hobbesian anarchy’) as the starting point for the analysis of social contract. Buchanan argues that in the presence of social conflict either some social contract (e.g. some system of formal laws) or some generally shared moral precepts are needed to resolve the predicament that social conflict presents. The present paper argues that a social conflict model also served the Old Testament as an analytical starting point. However, contrary to both standard theological interpretation and Buchanan’s explicit claims, I argue that the Old Testament had already made an attempt to model ‘Hobbesian anarchy’ in order to approach social conflict in an essentially modern, non-metaphysical manner. I argue that figures like Adam and Eve or Jacob, in the tradition of Hobbesian anarchists, questioned godly authority and the associated imposed, authoritarian, metaphysical social contract. In this way, one can detect a modern, contractarian constitutional economics in pre-Enlightenment literature (and in Genesis, specifically) in direct contrast to Buchanan’s claims.  

Out of a slave contract: The analysis of pre-Hobbesian anarchists in the Old Testament 

Althusius, Spinoza, Locke, and, even more emphatically, Rousseau, commenced and continued to talk about a social contract among independent men, not a Hobbesian slave contract between men and a sovereign master. From contract among free men, all things might emerge, including basic law itself. For the first time, man seemed to be offered a prospect for jumping out of his evolutionary history. Man, in concert with his fellows, might change the very structure of social order.

Buchanan (1975, pp. 147-8, emphasis added)
1 Introduction

There have been many different kinds of interpretations of Old Testament stories – theological ones, psychological ones, postmodern ones, etc. The present paper advances a constitutional economic perspective, arguing that this perspective adds fundamentally new insights to Old Testament interpretation. The paper suggests that the idea of replacing a Hobbesian ‘slave contract’ by economic contractarian, democratic structures, as conceptualized in Buchanan’s constitutional economics, can already be found in the Old Testament. 


Comparatively authoritarian social contracts, mirroring a Hobbesian ‘slave contract’, were initially imposed on Adam and Eve at the beginning of the paradise story; and on Noah, Abraham and Isaac in subsequent stories in Genesis. I argue that this form of social contract is fundamentally questioned at the conclusion of the paradise and the Jacob stories. Similarly, the Joseph stories culminate with humans pioneering a totally new, proto-democratic system of social order, largely independent of godly authority: In one of the longest and richest stories of the Old Testament, social order is successfully created in a pluralistic setting to the mutual advantage of Egypt and Israel. The paper emphasizes that the generation of this new social order largely followed an enlightened, contractarian model rather than a Hobbesian ‘slave contract’ model. In this connection, Adam and Eve or Jacob can be identified as Hobbesian anarchists. The paper suggests that such models of Hobbesian anarchists were heuristically useful to an Old Testament project of developing a comparatively modern approach to social order (as especially found in the Joseph stories). The Old Testament in this respect prefigures the spirit of Buchanan’s constitutional economics. 
An important, associated thesis is that especially from the Jacob stories onwards Genesis is increasingly about man-man relations whereas earlier stories were essentially about God-man relations and a very different kind of social contract, which was grounded in religious, theological principles rather than contractarian economic ones. Thus, metaphysical guidance in societal contracting recedes as the stories of Genesis unfold. We observe a step-by-step backgrounding of divine intervention. With it came the replacement of a Hobbesian ‘slave contract’ with more enlightened, contractarian modes. 

The paper proceeds as follows. First, I briefly introduce and analyze Buchanan’s skepticism regarding the resolution of problems of social order in a modern, constitutional economic tradition prior to the Enlightenment. Second, I analyze the nature and heuristic role that concepts of anarchy played in Genesis. I concentrate on the paradise story and the Jacob stories regarding the replacement of a Hobbesian ‘slave contract’ with more enlightened, constitutional economic modes of societal contracting. Third, I outline how in the Joseph stories problems of anarchy were constructively resolved in a tradition that is redolent of modern, democratic advances in constitutional economics. A final section offers some brief conclusions.

2 Buchanan’s skepticism regarding the escape from a Hobbesian slave contract prior to the Enlightenment

Buchanan’s pioneering works in constitutional economics are widely acknowledged (e.g. Buchanan 1975, 1977, 1987a, 1987b; and the literature quoted therein). Analytically, Buchanan takes as his heuristic starting point a social conflict model with a ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ structure in order to explain the generation of political and institutional structures (Buchanan 1975, pp. 26-9, 67, 117, 130-46, 167, 180; Brennan and Buchanan 1985; see also Wagner-Tsukamoto 2003, pp. 34-9). Constitutional and institutional order is thus analyzed as a ‘public good’, and disorder (or ‘Hobbesian anarchy’, the ‘Hobbesian jungle’, ‘war of all’) as a ‘public bad’ (Buchanan 1975; Buchanan and Tullock 1962). The approach is an essentially contractarian economic one insofar as the emergence of social order (or changes to social arrangements) is related to rational, individual, economic decisions of self-interested actors. 

A key criterion for analyzing emerging social order is the idea of ‘pareto-superior’ rules (Buchanan 1975, p. 39; see also Buchanan and Tullock 1962, pp. 122, 172-4), that is, rules which are to the mutual advantage of interacting decision-makers. A breakdown of social order is related to rules which have lost or which never had the ability to assure maximal mutual gains for rationally acting, individual, economic actors. Constitutional contractarian (re-)negotiations of social order become possible, as Buchanan stressed, only when mutual gains (‘pareto-superior results’) are feasible. 


For further analyzing the breakdown of social order, Buchanan (1975, pp. 23-6, 31) introduces the idea of the ‘natural distributions state.’ This state resembles the scenario of Hobbes’s ‘war of all’, where anarchy rules in a very destructive way. In this sour state of affairs, disorder is commonplace; no cooperative, mutually advantageous social contract has been negotiated; interacting parties have to make their own costly, predatory attack-and-defense investments in order to either steal from others (‘to better their welfare position’) or to defend what they claim as their own. Negative-sum games are played; and no political-legal order exists that could help interacting parties to reduce attack-and-defense investments and to reap thereby cooperative gains from avoiding negative-sum interactions. 
Buchanan discussed the emergence of social order out of the natural distribution state in essentially economic terms: Interacting parties can respectively better their welfare positions through negotiating some kind of social contract that allows them to reduce their respective investments into attack and defense. In this way, Buchanan economically ‘explains’ and justifies the emergence of the modern, democratic state and the political, legal institutions that come with it. As Buchanan stressed, this process only comes underway if mutual gains are generated for all agents involved in social contract (but equal gains or ‘equality’ in some idealistic sense is not required). Buchanan’s exposition is not always clear at this point as to whether his account is essentially an explanatory or a justificatory one.  I do not seek to resolve this ambiguity here. As Hume famously noted, the ‘social contract’ tradition as an explanatory account has very significant problems and my guess is that the most satisfactory interpretation of Buchanan’s scheme is as an exercise in ‘constitutional contractarianism’ and hence as essentially justificatory.  

Buchanan understands this approach to constitutional economic order as an essentially modern, contractarian, enlightened one. This supposedly normative and justificatory rather than explanatory claim is made in various respects. As much as Buchanan shares the analytical starting point of Hobbes – the ‘war of all’ (‘Hobbesian anarchy’, the ‘Hobbesian jungle’) – he fundamentally departs from Hobbes regarding how this undesirable state of affairs should be analyzed and conceptually be resolved. In Buchanan’s (1975, p. 147) terms, Hobbes favored a ‘slave contract’ – the model of the Leviathan, of imposed social order through an authoritarian despot who forced subjects ‘… surrendering all rights to the sovereign.’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 51) This model is far away from any democratic model of society, e.g. a constitutional monarchy that is held accountable by the people. Rather, under Hobbes’s slave contract, we see ‘… the subjugation of individual men to a sovereign master, with the latter empowered to enforce “law” as he sees fit.’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 130) Hobbes could only visualize the Leviathan in order to resolve the problem of anarchy and the war of all breaking out that would destroy society.

In contrast to Hobbes, Buchanan favored a contractarian process through which social order and the coming of state structures can be explained. The key questions are: How can state functions, especially regarding the enforcement of basic law, ‘… be organized by those who are themselves to be protected? … How is it possible to delegate enforcement power to an internal agent [who has interests comparable to the ones who are to be controlled], and, once the power is delegated, to treat this agent as if it were external?’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 130) The sovereign is in this conception, unlike in the Hobbesian one, no longer external to the contracting parties. In this connection, Lockean ideals of societal ordering shine through in Buchanan’s work. From contracting among free humans, state structures emerge, as Locke similarly expected (Buchanan 1975, pp. 83, 147-8). No ‘centralized direction of man over man’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 180) is needed in order to overcome problems of destructive anarchy (the ‘natural distribution state’). Rather, humans negotiate and define rights of persons to do certain things and thus escape from the natural distribution state (Buchanan 1975: 9). 

Buchanan thus conceptualized social order through a social contract model that sees (economic) agents as freely participating in the set-up of institutional structures without the absolute interference of a (human or metaphysical) entity. The key organizing principle is: ‘Free relations among free men – this precept of ordered anarchy can emerge as principle when successfully renegotiated social contracts puts “mine and thine” in a newly defined structural arrangement’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 180). The fair allocation of property rights is a central issue for establishing whether anarchy has been resolved in a contractarian way. This, again, mirrors Locke’s conception of ways out of the natural distribution state (Buchanan 1975, p. 61). 

In another respect, Buchanan can be said to be a contractarian modernist, too. His approach to social order basically follows the tradition of the non-metaphysical, political economy of Adam Smith, in particular the Wealth of Nations, and philosophically he shares certain sympathies with writers of the Enlightenment, such as Locke or Rousseau (Buchanan 1975: 147-8, as more fully quoted above in the motto before the Introduction). Humans are called upon to set up a social contract that helps them to escape from the natural distribution state without relying on God: ‘Shivering man must rely on his own resources to pull himself from and stay out of the Hobbesian war.’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 130)

Buchanan voiced in these respects considerable skepticism that, prior to the Enlightenment, issues of social order were analyzed in terms of the quasi-contractual interactions among rationally acting, economic actors. He basically implied that the analysis and generation of social order prior to Locke, Rousseau, etc. followed some highly authoritarian, possibly even dictatorial mode, involving an absolute, worldly leader – even a Hobbesian despot – or (possibly combined with the first mode) followed some metaphysical route to establishing social order, involving God, similar to a Hobbesian authority (Buchanan 1975, pp. 130-1). As he puts it, with an air of incredulity: ‘Can we conceive of pre-Hobbesian anarchists?’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 147) 

In short, Buchanan seems to deny that there was any serious pre-Enlightenment analysis either of economic man in a state of nature or of the quasi-contractarian approach to institutional design/reform. I seek to dispute both claims by appeal to the Old Testament and to the Book of Genesis specifically. For the text ‘Old Testament’, I examine the presence of economic man in his worst appearance, what Buchanan referred to as ‘anarchic’ predation, or Williamson’s (1985, 1975) institutional economics more mildly conceptualized as ‘opportunism’ or ‘self-seeking with guile’. My key thesis is that economic man as predator or ‘Hobbesian anarchist’ and related concepts of destructive anarchy are widely present in Genesis, and that they are partly developed there precisely in order to play a heuristically useful role in the analysis of destructive anarchy. Further, I suggest that Genesis argues for the establishment of a somewhat secularized social order, in a manner that Buchanan treats more formally in his constitutional economics when talking about the resolution of problems of predation (For a more general review of this line of argumentation, see Wagner-Tsukamoto 2003; 2009). The ‘type’ of social order I examine for the Old Testament relates to modern modes of social contracting which question authoritarian or even despotic Hobbesian leaders, both worldly and metaphysical ones. I argue that enlightened, non-metaphysically organized social contracts appear in the Jacob stories, with humans taking the initiative to set out new constitutional and institutional structures. And the Joseph stories further develop a contractually negotiated, proto-contractarian governance approach, in particular regarding a constitutional monarchy that is held accountable by the people. The Old Testament shows in these stories how humans can escape from a ‘slave contract.’ In this sense, the key contribution of the present paper lies in showing how the basic concepts of constitutional economics can be projected onto the Old Testament, by taking core Genesis stories as an illustration. 

3 The rise of Hobbesian anarchists in Old Testament storytelling
In the following, I examine the paradise story and the Jacob story in more detail using concepts such as ‘slave contract’, economic man as predator, natural distribution state, the prisoner’s dilemma predicament, and the ultimate, mutually advantageous negotiation of comparatively democratic modes of social contracting.

At first glance, it appears implausible to argue that the paradise story did reflect a ‘slave contract’: Did Adam and Eve not live in a place of abundance and did they not enjoy freedom in paradise? A closer look, however, reveals that abundance was severely constrained; for instance, God requested Adam and Eve to keep paradise cultivated. Following God’s work pattern when he created the world, Adam and Eve were expected to work six days a week before a day of rest would come (Genesis 1: 1-31, 2: 2-3). This curtailed their time capital (free time). Capital distribution arrangements in paradise limited abundance for Adam and Eve, too. They were not allowed to consume the most precious goods in paradise: They were banned to eat from the tree of knowledge and the tree of life. The tree of knowledge can be said to reflect a very special type of knowledge capital, such as ultimate wisdom and knowledge of ‘good and evil’, which is necessary to develop an own code of ethical conduct and engage in social contracting as such. The tree of life reflected severe constraints in time capital, specifically longevity, even eternal life. God exclusively reserved these goods for himself. In Buchanan speak (1975, pp. 23-5, 79), these goods can be interpreted as scarce ‘x-goods.’ An excessively one-sided distribution of ‘x- goods’ characterizes the natural state: In the paradise scenario, ‘x-goods’ were even more one-sidedly distributed than suggested by Buchanan for typical set-ups of the natural state. In paradise, God exclusively owned ‘x-goods’ and he was not prepared to share these goods with Adam and Eve. 
In paradise, unquestioned belief and faith in the metaphysical authority was initially meant to prevent the breakdown of social order. In this connection, a prisoner’s dilemma scenario similar to the one depicted by Buchanan (1975, pp. 26-8) can be identified for the initial interactions between God and Adam & Eve and even more so when we look at the outcomes of Adam and Eve’s defection. God’s initial role is a confused one: He is player and rule-maker at the same time. Regarding his private ownership of the divine trees, he acts as an unwilling, non-cooperative trader in ‘x-goods.’ Post-constitutional ordering is visible in this respect. However, as rule-maker who had imposed the initial arrangements for the paradise scenario, God was also involved in constitutional ordering. In this later respect, his role compares to the prosecutor of the prisoner’s dilemma rather than one of the players ‘prisoner.’ 
In the initial set-up of rules for interactions in the paradise scenario, Adam and Eve faced huge incentives to be non-cooperative and defect. Eating from the tree of life promised the godly privilege of wisdom and knowledge of ‘good and evil.’ The Old Testament here ultimately modeled Adam and Eve as thieves, who stole God’s goods. Such predation is predicted by Buchanan (1975, p. 24) to be rife in natural states in which ‘x-goods’ are too unequally distributed among interacting agents. A model of predation was further elaborated on in the paradise story through introducing the cunning, crafty snake. The snake can be interpreted as a rather explicit, metaphorical reference to the model of economic man, even a model of extreme predation. I strictly interpret the snake as a heuristic reference of Genesis to the model of economic man, the snake facilitating the escalation of prisoner’s dilemma interactions between God and Adam & Eve (In detail, Wagner-Tsukamoto 2009, pp. 65-70). 

Adam and Eve may have safely discounted the sanction to be killed for a transgression regarding the divine trees. With hindsight this becomes clear, once God reacted to their defection, expelling Adam and Eve from paradise and allocating other punishments to them (e.g. pains in childbirth, etc.). God then gave up the killing threat. But already from the outset, Adam and Eve could expect that killing was not a credible sanction since it would have devalued God’s creation, Earth being left without humans who could look after Earth; killing would also have left God without a competitor for time capital, as reflected by the other divine tree (the tree of life). 
Whether we ultimately find in the paradise scenario a ‘rational fool’ outcome in strict game-theoretical terms of the prisoner’s dilemma for both God and Adam & Eve, with both parties losing more than they could have gained through cooperation, depends how Adam and Eve valued gains from defection (ultimate knowledge) in relation to the losses occurred (expulsion from paradise, pains in childbirth, etc.). God lost as a result of the initial interactions anyway, namely his sole ownership of ultimate knowledge and in addition he faced new armament costs as a result of Adam and Eve’s defection. The latter is visible when he protected the tree of life through ‘cherubim and a flaming sword’ (Genesis 3: 24) once defection had occurred. Buchanan (1975, pp. 24-6, 56-8) predicts such costly defense investments for natural distribution states in which ‘Hobbesian anarchists’ interact and the Hobbesian ‘war of all’ has broken out. Through this armament investment, God anticipated the threat of new defection, stalling a further defection process of Adam and Eve. ‘Cherubim and a flaming sword’ transformed a mere threat to be killed into an actual ‘killing mechanism’: If Adam and Eve had dared to transgress again, the new protective structures, which then guarded the tree of life, would have instantly killed them without God having to make any further sanctioning decisions. This radically changed, on grounds of rational self-interested choice, the decision calculus for Adam and Eve regarding further defection. 
In these respects, we find clear parallels between the initial set-up of interactions in paradise and the prisoner’s dilemma game. A worsening of the natural distribution state very much prevails as outcome of Adam and Eve’s defection. Future research will have to demonstrate how the points made above regarding a prisoner’s dilemma plot in the paradise story can be translated into numerical, game theoretical matrices of the prisoner’s dilemma: A two-stage, even a three-stage natural distribution state model, with interlinking prisoner’s dilemma matrices, can in this respect be identified for the paradise of Genesis (Wagner-Tsukamoto Forthcoming).
In addition to these lurking contribution and distribution conflicts, God had imposed the initial set-up of contribution and distribution arrangements in paradise. Adam and Eve had not been consulted in any way when God had made these arrangements. So, we can identify in the paradise story both extreme, distributional inequalities in certain types of highly valuable, contested goods and imposed social order. This mirrors the Hobbesian model of a ‘slave contract.’ 
To sum up, what is particularly interesting about the paradise story from a constitutional economic point of view is that not only we can identify a Hobbesian ‘slave contract’ but also the undermining and breakdown of this contract, when Adam and Eve reveal rather anarchic, predatory propensities regarding God’s goods. However, as it turns out, Old Testament storytelling does not end at this point. Rather, this is where the story begins, and from here more modern ideas and principles of social ordering begin to emerge in the Old Testament: The Old Testament prominently models social conflict from the outset through ideas that compare to the natural state and the prisoner’s dilemma (‘war of all’, ‘Hobbesian jungle’); God is initially depicted as an authoritarian, Hobbesian ruler (and as a metaphysical entity, too) who imposed a ‘slave contract’ on Adam and Eve; the initial ‘contract’ is subsequently questioned by Adam and Eve, God being raided, and Adam and Eve opting out of the imposed ‘social contract’; God had to make costly rearmament investments for protecting the tree of life in order to prevent further defection; the model of economic man drives the analysis of social order – in this specific instance: the analysis of the breakdown of social order; and looking ahead, new fairer modes of social contracting between God and humans begin to emerge in Genesis after the paradise story. In this respect, it can be suggested that the paradise story functions as a meta-heuristic in the Old Testament for the analysis of subsequently emerging social order. From a meta-theoretical point of view, Genesis seemed to share the view with modern constitutional economics that it does not make good sense to model, at the outset of an analysis of social order, a scenario in which mutual agreement or cooperation already existed. For instance, Brennan (1996, pp. 256-7) argued in this way for constitutional economics: ‘To assume at the outset that the actor is motivated directly by a desire to promote the collective interest simply subverts the analytical exercise.’
After the paradise story, the condition of the frailty of social order was most dramatically raised when Cain killed Abel in a nearly motiveless fashion. Right at the core of the family, where traditionally, in socially tightly knit religious communities we would expect socio-psychological or sociological bonding to work at its best and prevent the breakdown of social order, we can observe anarchy and the ‘war of all’ at its worst. As much as the Cain-and-Abel story further introduced conditions of extreme anarchy into Old Testament storytelling, they were not resolved in this story, in either economic or non-economic, theological–religious terms. (See also Wagner-Tsukamoto 2009, pp. 41, 77, 99-100, 11, 119, 136, 187, 240). Only subsequent stories, involving in Genesis the figures of Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob and Joseph, begin to address this issue.

A critical question now is whether and if so how the Old Testament conceptualized social contracting between God and humans after the paradise story. As it turned out, after their eviction from paradise, humans did not lose God’s interest in social contracting with them. Through the new covenants with Abraham and Isaac, social order was to be re-established.
 These stories in the immediate aftermath of the paradise story still reveal a comparatively Hobbesian approach to societal contracting. We encounter authoritarian, even absolute ‘slave contracts’, grounded in a moral precepts model and the firm obedience to godly, metaphysical authority by the patriarch. A Hobbesian ‘slave contract’ approach is, for example, reflected by God’s request to Abraham to sacrifice his only son Isaac to him in order to prove his absolute faith to God. Abraham and Isaac set, as religious, quasi-holy figures, a stern, moral behavioral example for their people to follow. Through unquestioned obedience to and faith into God, social order was to be recreated, as theology might expect. Nevertheless, certain elements of behavioral economics are visible even for these early covenants between God and humans. For instance, God rewards Abraham with earthly riches for being a faithful and God-fearing person. God even shares out with Abraham, in degrees, the one ‘x-good’ (eternal life) that had remained God’s after the paradise incident, rewarding Abraham (and many of the other patriarchs in the Old Testament, too) with longevity.

However, as much as Genesis sought a religious, behavioral orientation to social contracting in the stories of Abraham and Isaac, these moral behavioral contracts were not the final answer in Genesis as to how the problem of social order and anarchy could and should be addressed. In subsequent stories, such as the Jacob stories and the Joseph stories, the religious authoritarian, Hobbesian ‘slave contract’, characteristic of the Abraham and Isaac stories was fundamentally questioned: anarchy and the ‘prisoner’s dilemma predicament’ (heuristically, directly or by inverse observation) show up again – but this time are resolved in a more democratic, contractarian tradition. Concepts and ideals of Buchanan’s constitutional economics regarding the resolution of anarchy then shine through – hence the key thesis of this paper.

The Jacob stories mark a turning point. Jacob was anything other than a God-fearing, quasi-holy figure in the mould of Noah, Abraham, Lot or Isaac. Old Testament theology correctly assessed Jacob as ‘driving a hard bargain’ (Davidson 1979, p. 124) or setting up ‘astute schemes for acquiring wealth’ (Pfeiffer 1948, p. 144). Standard biblical interpretation depicts Jacob even less favorably as cheating, deceiving, and thieving, when it came to interactions with Esau, Isaac, and Laban. Davidson (1979, p. 140) notes that ‘Jacob’s name became synonymous in Israel with supplanter and cheat’; Bloom (1982, p. xviii) suggests that ‘Jacob was the most agonistic of characters.’ What Buchanan refers to as predatory behavior and economic man behavior at its most extreme can be attributed to Jacob. In contrast to the stories involving Noah, Abraham, Lot or Isaac, suddenly in the Jacob stories, the patriarch himself is at the centre of opportunistically instigating destructive anarchy.

In general, Jacob shows a rather independent character, with little consideration for his fellow human beings or for God’s wishes regarding faithful and obedient behavior. Buchanan appears too skeptical in this respect that independent ‘pre-Hobbesian’ anarchists did not exist in literature on social order prior to the Enlightenment:

Only in the full emergence from the Middle Ages, only with Hobbes, Spinoza, and their contemporaries does man become possible independently of other men, of God, of state and city. … In Hobbes’s ability to visualize, to conceptualize, such an existence at all lies the critical difference with earlier philosophers. Can we conceive of pre-Hobbesian anarchists? (Buchanan 1975, p. 147)

Adam and Eve have already been discussed; but Jacob is here the key example in the Old Testament of how a ‘Hobbesian anarchist’ exploited and destabilized existing social order.

 I now want to spell out in more detail how anarchy – a prisoner’s dilemma predicament, in more abstract terms – entered the Jacob stories and how ultimately the Old Testament resolved problems of anarchy in the Jacob stories. I begin by looking at the Laban stories.


Jacob was the shepherd of Laban’s flocks (Genesis 31: 31-43). As part of their shepherding arrangement, they had agreed that besides a fixed wage, Jacob could keep all newly born, speckled goats and sheep. However, since Jacob was the shepherd he could considerably influence through breeding tactics how many speckled animals were born. The initial contract between Laban and Jacob did not explicitly forbid Jacob to undertake such tactics. Williamson (1985, pp. 71-9) may speak of a problem of so-called ‘incomplete contracting.’ We meet an unresolved dilemma structure, which compares to the prisoner’s dilemma or the commons dilemma. In this specific instance, God as umpire forbade Laban to hurt Jacob once Laban had discovered Jacob’s tactics (Genesis 31: 24, 42). Rather, Laban was forced to negotiate a new agreement with Jacob which settled the breeding dispute. Only by virtue of God’s intervention as a state-like, judicial umpire, was it possible to resolve the conflict in a contractarian fashion. Importantly, the social contract itself was renegotiated among humans but not by God interfering with actual contract arbitration. This prevented the further escalation of a potentially anarchic, destructive situation, in which both sides could have easily lost if war had broken out between them. 

As much as Jacob possibly won in this instance, overall, when looking at all interactions that involved Jacob and his counterparts, it is difficult to suggest that Jacob’s anarchic, unscrupulous, economic man-like tendencies went ‘unpunished.’ For instance, Isaac, who had been deceived by Jacob in Genesis (27: 24-5), got revenge on Jacob by sending him to Laban as employee. Laban’s slippery, opportunistic character has been well researched in the biblical criticism literature. It can even be suggested that ‘deceit was here matched against deceit’ when Jacob and Laban began to interact (Graves and Patei 1964, p. 224; see also Kugel 1997, pp. 222, 229). For example, Jacob found ‘his match’ in Laban when he wanted to marry one of Laban’s daughters, Rachel, but was deceived by Laban and his other daughter Leah (Genesis 29: 16-30), and ‘accidentally’ married Leah. Laban then made Jacob work for him for fourteen years before he finally could marry Rachel. 
Genesis at this point spins a rather complex net and lengthy sequence of tit-for-tat interactions and revenge games. Those who came with anarchic propensities, guile and predation were ultimately visited on in same terms. We can observe compensation payments in this respect. For instance, Jacob repays Isaac through his work relationship with Laban; Jacob repays Laban through various new contracts that were renegotiated between them; or Jacob compensates Esau through a peace treaty and various payments for the earlier theft of his birthright (Wagner-Tsukamoto 2009, pp. 90-1). As much as an evolutionary, ‘tit-for-tat’ interaction economics is at this point visible in Genesis, possibly even in the tradition of Axelrod (1984, 1986), this kind of tit-for-tat approach came with a larger purpose: Issues of emerging constitutional economic order already loom at this stage of storytelling in Genesis. In particular, we can identify (1) anarchy, the ‘natural distribution state’ and related tit-for-tat strategies as a means to economic ordering. (2) ‘Disarmament payments’ and ‘primal disarmament contracts’ were made in the Jacob stories to overcome natural states, as Buchanan (1975, pp. 70-1, 94, 109-10) may call compensation payments. (3) Humans (Jacob, Laban, Isaac, Esau) re-negotiated and re-defined (property) rights, setting out new rules that constrained contractual behavior, as Buchanan (1975, pp. 9, 61, 67-8) might expect. (4) Conflict was resolved without the absolute interference of worldly or metaphysical authority and without the ‘centralized direction of man over man’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 180; see also Buchanan 1975, pp. 147-8, 180), God, at best, only taking on the role of an umpire. (5) State institutions, such as a judicial system emerge, at least in degrees. This happened, for example, through God’s umpire-like involvement in contracting among humans. (6) Mutual gains were ultimately realized. 
These ideas reflect neither a mere ‘tit-for-tat’ economics nor the resolution of social conflict through a ‘slave contract’ approach, which saw Hobbesian ‘subjugation’ to an absolute worldly or godly authority. Rather, issues of central authority and contracting over rights at the constitutional stage entered the Jacob stories. Such issues, in distinction to Axelrod’s (1986, 1984) evolutionary, ‘tit-for-tat’ economics, play a crucial role in normative, institutional and constitutional economics. Contracting over constitutional rights and governance, and managing central authority in a democratic manner then took a dramatic leap forward in the Joseph stories (See below). Nevertheless, already in the Jacob stories, godly influence in social contracting, as compared to the earlier stories of Genesis is clearly receding. 
Also, from the Jacob stories it becomes apparent that it was heuristically advantageous to invoke destructive anarchy, through depicting various theft and deceit scenarios, in order to develop ways out of such dilemmas. The Hobbesian anarchist shows up through the opportunistic, predatory figure of Jacob, which so closely resembles ‘economic man’ in Buchanan’s or Williamson’s studies. This figure serves Genesis as a heuristic tool to engineer, without the direct intervention of God, governance rules which can resolve interaction problems in economic terms. New institutions are thus not undermined if an agent is encountered who merely acts on grounds of self-interest (even: opportunism, guile, predation, etc.). Various contractual examples were mentioned above through which new, mutually advantageous constitutional and institutional structures were set up.

Theology openly admits puzzlement not only regarding Jacob’s deceitful character but also regarding Jacob’s final elevation and blessing by God to become ‘Israel’ (See below when Jacob’s fight with God is analyzed). Some biblical commentary even tries to resolve such puzzles by attributing virtuous character traits to Jacob (Kugel 1997, p. 202). I find such evaluation strategies regarding Jacob’s character unconvincing, especially when looking at the antagonistic, opportunistic depiction of Jacob in Genesis. Rather, I suggest that such puzzles can be better resolved by looking at a conceptual reorientation of storytelling in the Old Testament, with problems of incomplete social contracting among humans being addressed in the Jacob stories, issues of anarchy, pluralism and even value decay being raised, and economic principles of social ordering emerging (drawing on the model of economic man and the resolution of conflict in economic terms, especially in relation to the normative ideal of mutual gains).


A final question I want to discuss for the Jacob stories is the nature of a covenant that was ultimately closed between God and Jacob. As noted above, God’s influence was receding in the organization of social contracts between Jacob and his counterparts, humans themselves negotiating new social order (through making ‘disarmament contracts’). The previous discussion here stressed that social contracting increasingly turned away from behavioral, religious modes. This claim has to be re-examined: Was anarchic, opportunistic Jacob ultimately tamed through a moral behavioral, religious, and possibly even Hobbesian ‘slave’ covenant with God? This question arises when we look at the final episode of the Jacob stories – when Jacob fights with God: 

So Jacob was left alone [by his servants], and a man wrestled with him till daybreak. … Then the man said, ‘Let me go, for it is daybreak.’ But Jacob replied, ‘I will not let you go unless you bless me.’ The man asked him, ‘What is your name?’ ‘Jacob’, he answered. Then the man said, ‘Your name will no longer be Jacob, but Israel, because you have struggled with God and with men [Esau, Isaac, Laban] and have overcome.’ (Genesis 32: 24-8)

The fight signals that the ‘war of all’ now again invades the God-humans relationship (with ‘God’ even turning ‘human’ in the fight). An era of storytelling in the Old Testament comes to an end. Instead of the earlier, religious, value-based and comparatively authoritarian ‘slave’ covenant, as found for Noah, Abraham and Isaac, a new type of covenant relationship emerges when Jacob wins over God: Not only is Jacob’s life spared by God, but Jacob requests God to bless him, Jacob thus stating his own terms and demands for ending the fight. Also, the patriarchal blessing was predominantly economically interpreted throughout the Old Testament in relation to gains, such as gold, land, fertility, longevity, etc., being given by God to the patriarch (Wagner-Tsukamoto 2009, pp. 80, 103, 109-10, 132, 176, 209-10, 220). In Jacob’s case, the blessing was even further elevated when God renamed Jacob as ‘Israel’.
Theology acknowledges in this connection that there is no more perplexing instance in the Old Testament than this story (e.g. Davidson 1979, p. 184). Theology is particularly astonished by the unscrupulous manner in which Jacob extracts the blessing from God. Theology tries to argue in this connection that this fight ‘healed the conflict in his [Jacob’s] soul and [made him] experience the healing power of the divine.’ (Armstrong 1996, p. 90) I find such interpretations with religious, metaphysical connotations unconvincing. First, a break in the relationship between God and Jacob is apparent after the fight rather than some kind of reconciliation and healing. This is reflected by God leaving Jacob alone in the further cause of Genesis. This in turn allowed humans to get involved in independent, freer contracting among each other, especially so in the Joseph stories. God turning ‘human’ in the fight further underlines this message that social contracting is increasingly relinquished to humans. Second, Jacob forcefully extracted the blessing from God. This, again, does not hint at some kind of healing or reconciliation. Third, the explicit mentioning of the ‘blessing’ reflects on economic contracting, especially since the Old Testament interpreted, even for the earlier patriarchs, the blessing in a largely economic manner. Finally, pluralism or the ‘condition of modernity’ stresses in my view the very special meaning of the story of the fight, which is not seen by theology. Genesis (33: 18) locates Jacob’s fight with God ‘within sight of the city.’ Ever since the Tower-of-Babel story and the Sodom-and-Gomorrah incident, the city metaphor has been a key reference in Genesis to depict value pluralism, moral disagreement, even value decay and the failure of religious, value-based contracting, which focused on a moral/behavioral-precepts model for social ordering. This special reference to the city is explicitly picked up at the end of the story of the fight. 

The identification of the city metaphor in Genesis, not only at the end of the Jacob stories but also in the stories of Babel and Sodom/Gomorrah, allows us to question a further aspect of Buchanan’s skepticism regarding pre-Enlightenment literature. Buchanan doubted that prior to the Enlightenment the human being was conceptualized as independent of ‘other humans, of God, of state and city’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 147). As noted, the ‘city’ stood in Genesis for a ‘modern’ city: for pluralism, even value decay (Babel, Sodom and Gomorrah). It implied anything but a tight value consensus and a traditionally controlled society, as Buchanan (1975, p. 147) seemed to understand the ‘city’ concept. Indeed, Buchanan may refer to the interaction condition that is implied by the city metaphor in Genesis as ‘free relations among free men’ or the ‘independence of the human being from other humans, God, the state and city’.

Theology may lament the waning of divine authority as a result of the Jacob stories but some comforting comments can be made. For one thing, to let God lose to cheating, anarchic Jacob may have been a necessity in order to prevent God from taking on the role of a destructive, value-driven force that could only solve the problem of anarchy and value decay in a radical, annihilating manner which basically wiped out humans. The latter was reflected in the Noah story when the great flood occurred or in the Sodom-and-Gomorrah story when eradicating these cities punished the behavior of their citizens. To let God lose as final outcome of the Jacob stories preserved the integrity of the God-concept, the idea of God then reflecting moral precepts or ‘humanity’ in a very noble, behavioral religious sense. For another thing, God’s loss to Jacob contains an enlightened, coming-of-age message of Genesis: It implies the backgrounding of divine influence and guidance, Genesis calling upon humans to solve problems of social ordering themselves. The Joseph stories are here the key illustration for a further switch from a Hobbesian ‘slave contract’ to an enlightened, contractarian approach.


To sum up, we can question not only theology’s unconvincing, partly romantic, partly nostalgic, moral-behavioral attempts to come to term with the ‘perplexities’ of the Jacob stories, but also Buchanan’s skepticism that prior to the Enlightenment no social contract was conceptualized that held rulers accountable or that even questioned the authority relationship with rulers: humans ‘jumping out of their evolutionary history [of being bound by a tight, quasi-Hobbesian slave contract],’ as Buchanan (1975, p. 148; see also the motto before the Introduction above) put it. I have argued that the Jacob stories stand as a metaphor for the emergence of a fundamentally new social contract, which resembles constitutional economic ideas and principles, as pioneered by Buchanan’s theoretical work on constitutional economics. Apparently, under certain circumstances – when a destructive anarchist in the mould of Jacob was met, or more abstractly put, when pluralism or ‘modernity’ reign as interaction conditions (Adam and Eve’s theft, or Cain’s murder should not be forgotten here, too) – social ordering through value-based, religious contracting was pareto-inferior to economic, social ordering. 

4 Constitutional economic governance in the Joseph stories
I move now to the Joseph saga. My central thesis is that Joseph’s economic policies and structural governance changes mirror an enlightened, contractarian approach rather than a Hobbesian ‘slave contract.’ I argue that under Joseph’s leadership, the Egyptians and the Israelites were not ‘subjugated’ to a worldly or metaphysical leader, being deprived of all their rights, as Buchanan (1975, p. 130) characterized the ‘slave contract.’ Rather under Joseph’s leadership, mutual gains resulted for all members of his society, both Egyptians and Israelites (and other nationalities, too). Implicitly, we also find concepts of resolved anarchy and tamed anarchists in this story.

After Joseph’s brothers had sold Joseph as a slave and he was taken into Egypt, he was after a time freed by the pharaoh and ascended to the very top of Egypt’s industrial hierarchy (Genesis 39: 4-6, 22-3, 41: 40-5). Joseph’s ascent tells the story that there was not a Hobbesian ‘centralized direction of man over man’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 180) or even the Hobbesian ‘subjugation’ (Buchanan 1975, p. 130) of Joseph to the pharaoh. I make this claim in various respects. First, Joseph’s rise to the top of Egypt’s industrial hierarchy reflects the fact that Egypt was an open society. Joseph’s success was not due to the absolute interference of a worldly or godly leader that got Joseph promoted on grounds of favoritism, nepotism, unquestioned loyalty, etc. Rather, his dramatic rise was due to his economic wits and the skills he commanded; and the kind of innovative governance policies he pioneered. This alone determined personal success in Egypt’s economic system. Second, Joseph held a wide scope of decision-making rights regarding the running and changing of political-economic governance systems. For instance, he changed Egyptian industrial society regarding its taxation system and its property rights system for farming. These examples are discussed in more detail below. Thirdly, Joseph was amply rewarded for the economic success he masterminded for Egypt. He held substantial personal property rights, owning various riches, such as land, a mansion, jewellery, etc. (Genesis 41: 41-51; 47: 6).

I now discuss in more detail the economic governance changes introduced by Joseph and how these reflect on democratic, contractarian principles. One specific, structural governance change introduced by Joseph relates to a new barter tax system. The new tax system was meant to buffer the economically highly developed Egypt against economic cycles of upturns and downturns (Genesis 41: 34, 47: 24, 26). Principles of modern fiscal policy, as for instance outlined by Buchanan (1960, p. 29), are visible in this story and they were pioneered and implemented by Joseph. Mutual gains were realized in this way, the entire society of Egyptians and Israelites benefiting from the new tax. In this sense, the populace legitimated governance change. God only very indirectly ‘interfered’: Merely through ‘dreams’ and ‘visions’, God revealed economic knowledge to Joseph, especially how to set-up the barter tax on crop production. Metaphysical influence in social contracting and in the running of human affairs is here further receding, as compared to the Jacob stories. It was not godly authority that guided humans to resolve interaction problems but humans ultimately resolved such problems themselves. 

Besides governance changes relating to the tax system, Joseph changed property rights structures regarding farmland in Egypt. He introduced state ownership of land which, in turn, encouraged economics of scale. (Genesis 47: 13-19). This system did not abandon private property rights regarding ‘fruits’ from farming: Apart from the aforementioned barter tax on crop production, fruits from farming were owned individually by farmers. This again implies that we do not see the total ‘subjugation’ of all rights to a sovereign, as we would expect under a Hobbesian ‘slave contract.’ Also, the change in property arrangements made economics of scale feasible and hence mutual gains resulted for all living in this society. In this sense, the populace again legitimated governance change. Godly influence is not even visible at all. 

When discussing the question whether the Joseph stories possibly reflected a Hobbesian ‘slave contract’, the treatment of the Israelites by Joseph, the pharaoh and the Egyptians needs to be examined. In particular, were the Israelites treated as ‘slaves’? Various comments apply: First, when Joseph brought the Israelites to Egypt to work under the pharaoh – because famine and droughts had devastated Israel’s homeland – this happened ‘voluntarily’: No one forced the Israelites to emigrate to Egypt. Slave-like ‘subjugation’ is not evident in this respect.

Second, once the Israelites had relocated to Egypt, Joseph managed to integrate the Israelites into the existing system of social order in Egypt without upsetting this order. Israel’s successful integration was institutionally helped not only by moving into a well-established system of social order as such but also by being already internally represented in that system. Through the Israelite ‘Joseph’ at the top of Egypt’s political-economic system, Israel was involved in initial (re-)negotiations over how to join and how to align itself with existing state structures in Egypt. Joseph, being an Israelite, injected an element of democratic interest equilibration and power sharing into interactions between Egypt and Israel. The Israelites were not ‘subjugated’ in these respects, rights somehow being taken away by an Egyptian despot. Rather, a ‘de facto’ power sharing arrangement considerably stabilized the multi-cultural society the Egyptians and the Israelites found themselves in. 
Third, the Israelites held various rights in Egypt which imply that they were not ‘subjugated.’ In particular, the Israelites could move freely around both inside Egypt and outside Egypt (Genesis 42: 1-2; 50: 7-11); and they held property rights, e.g. regarding fruits from farming. Their set of rights was clearly not constrained in these respects. Genesis (47: 27) even states that the Israelites held land property after Joseph’s farmland reform (supposedly the type of land they retained was not being used for crop production). Again, this does not reflect ‘total subjugation’ to an absolute sovereign, as expected under a Hobbesian ‘slave’ approach.

Fourth, the relocation of the Israelites to Egypt yielded mutual gains for both Egypt and Israel: Egypt widened its pool of human capital, i.e. regarding farming skills or supervisory skills, as noted by Plaut (1981, p. 298), and Israel enjoyed the benefits from living in a land that ‘flew with honey’, being given by Joseph the ‘best land’ in Egypt (Genesis 47: 6), enjoying the fruits from their farming projects, and being institutionally protected through the pharaoh’s economic, judicial and military structures. The latter prevented internal, civil unrests (among the Israelites) and it prevented the Israelites from being attacked by foreign armies. 

In the course of the Exodus, the economic advantages and the mutually beneficial relationship that had emerged at the end of Genesis between Egypt and Israel were forsaken (Wagner-Tsukamoto 2008; see also Chapter 4 of Wagner-Tsukamoto 2009). In this respect, it becomes also apparent that in the Joseph stories we are dealing, indeed, with an – implicit – ‘prisoner’s dilemma predicament’ and the associated analysis of anarchic, predatory economic man behavior. As Brennan and Buchanan (1985) outlined for constitutional economics, heuristically a prisoner’s dilemma scenario even drives the analysis of merely ‘potential’ social conflict. Heuristically, methodically, the natural distribution state condition of ‘If war breaks out’, as Exodus (1: 10) bluntly put it for interactions between Egypt and Israel, was also already prevalent in Genesis when Egypt and Israel interacted. However, in the Joseph stories, an underlying, potential prisoner’s dilemma predicament was anticipated, mutual gains being created through constitutional reform. Dilemmas were resolved (through Joseph’s clever rule changes), and hence we cannot explicitly observe dilemmas, as we can in the Jacob stories, in the paradise story, or in the Exodus stories. As hinted, the Exodus stories are here especially telling since Israel and Egypt basically faced the same interaction problems as in the Joseph stories. In stark contrast to the Joseph stories, however, in the Book of Exodus, we encounter anarchy and unresolved prisoner’s dilemma situations. The natural distribution state at the worst then reappears. Predatory, anarchic economic men escalate interactions and cooperation breaks down. In the first place, we do not have to blame economic man for this to happen but Hobbesian-like approaches to social contracting that (re-)emerged both through the pharaoh and through Moses and the God of Exodus (Wagner-Tsukamoto 2008; 2009, Chapter 4).

To sum up, in the Joseph stories, we see a new type of social contract emerge, even for ‘multi-cultural’, pluralistic interaction settings, in which Egypt and Israel found themselves in this story. We encounter a modern, enlightened approach to social ordering that followed economic, contractarian principles of granting and protecting rights, establishing power sharing arrangements, maintaining proto-democratic representation in government, and of ensuring mutual gains. An absolute, metaphysical sovereign (God) and absolute worldly leaders (the pharaoh of the Joseph stories; Joseph), were held accountable within the political institutional structures that set up social order, as envisaged by Buchanan (1975, p. 83) for such societal contracts (and as similarly quoted in the motto before the Introduction). Furthermore, the interaction condition of pluralism was respected. It implies that social integration (in any sociological, religious, or moral-behavioral sense) is not required for successful societal contracting.
Jacob, who in the wake of the Israelites’ emigration came to Egypt, clearly realized these wide-ranging successes of Joseph: Jacob, at the end of Genesis, blessed Joseph as the ‘fruitful vine of Israel’ (Genesis 49: 22-6). Godly influence is here further retreating: It is revealing that it was not God that blessed Joseph, as it had been the case for Joseph’s forefathers, but rather Jacob that gave the blessing. Even the ‘blessing function’ was in this respect delegated to humans by the time Genesis concludes.

When blessing his sons, Jacob warned against bestowing leadership functions on the Levites because of their violent inclinations in handling conflict. This is significant since Moses belonged to the Levites and he emerged in the Book of Exodus as leader of the Israelites. Jacob’s reference to ‘My soul shall not enter their [the Levites’] council’ (Genesis 49: 5-7) is the more telling because of constitutional economic connotations. In effect, Jacob at this point refused to bless the Levites. Exodus then demonstrated how easily a social contract could be derailed from either side, by the pharaoh (Egyptians) and/or the Israelites (under Moses’ leadership and a God, who had by then become hugely antagonistic) once principles of economic contracting and ensuring mutual gains were given up. Hobbesian anarchy at its worst followed (See Wagner-Tsukamoto 2008). The writer of Exodus (1: 8) pessimistically forewarned of these grave events by laconically but poignantly stating right at the outset: ‘A new king, who did not know about Joseph, came to power in Egypt.’ 

5 Conclusions
This paper has argued that the Book of Genesis, understood as a treatise of social contract, has much to offer. We find, as theology might expect, religious contracts – 

the ‘covenants’, in some of the early stories of Genesis, involving Abraham and Isaac, for instance. However, they address the resolution of social conflict in a rather authoritarian manner, which is more redolent of Hobbesian ‘slave contracts’ than of modern ‘democratic’ ones. Still, alongside these religious contracts, we find in Genesis a line of contracting that follows comparatively modern, constitutional economic lines. Concepts of anarchy and anarchic persons – even economic men as predators, as Buchanan might put it – are widely present. This is explicitly reflected by Adam and Eve’s theft or Jacob’s behavior. Economic institutions are increasingly discussed as means to resolve social conflict, especially from the Jacob stories onwards. And a rather liberal, economic, Lockean social contract finally emerges in the Joseph stories, with God, at best, taking a ‘backseat’ role in societal contracting among humans.

Initially, the paradise story set up the analysis of Hobbesian anarchy in the Old Testament – by heuristically generating this sour state of affair as its final outcome. What Buchanan terms the ‘natural distribution state’ and the prisoner’s dilemma are visible. Subsequent stories then seek ways out of this state. This happens first in a comparatively moral-behavioral tradition, through religious covenants. In the aftermath of the paradise story, God and humans basically closed a new type of ‘slave contract’, characterized by ‘metaphysical subjugation’: God required absolute obedience and faith from humans in order to give them protection from each other. In this way, problems of Hobbesian anarchy were remedied.
 However, this approach began to show weaknesses once pluralism or ‘modernity’ began to arise as interaction conditions.
 Religion was then no longer sufficient to ensure social order. New types of social contracts were needed. Storytelling in Genesis then takes a turn away from the religious ‘slave contract’ once the Jacob stories unfold and even more so in the Joseph stories. 

In the Jacob stories, we encounter anarchy and predatory economic men as central figures. Still, we only re-encounter anarchy and economic man there. These concepts prominently showed up already in the paradise story when an imposed, rather authoritarian societal contract collapsed on a grand scale. In the Jacob stories, the Old Testament shows the patriarch as economic man at his worst. This implied that problems of Hobbesian anarchy had to be resolved given the presence of economic man (but not by somehow behaviorally taming or entirely disposing of economic man, as it happened in the case of religious covenants). Jacob’s anarchic propensities were ultimately handled through new sets of governance and contractual structures that satisfied the economic interests of all those whom he previously had disadvantaged. A comparatively economic reorientation of the social contract emerges, with godly influence waning and humans themselves negotiating social order. The Jacob stories highlighted this message when God ultimately fights with Jacob – and Jacob survives on terms of equality with God, even extracting the blessing from God. Metaphorically, this spells the end of the religious covenant in Genesis and of the comparatively authoritarian, metaphysical ‘slave contract’ that came with it.


The Joseph stories then demonstrated more fully how the condition of Hobbesian anarchy could be constructively resolved through clever economic policies that followed democratic, social contracting. Joseph’s policies effectively appealed to concepts, such as ‘economic man’, ‘mutual gains’ and ‘economic governance’, more or less analogously to the use of such concepts in institutional and constitutional economics. Implicitly, nevertheless, Hobbesian anarchy is still a smoldering interaction condition even in the Joseph stories. This is especially underlined by what follows after this story: As Exodus (1: 8) succinctly put it: ‘A new king, who did not know about Joseph, came to power in Egypt.’ In the book of Exodus, the new pharaoh and also the new leader of the Israelites (Moses) forgot about Joseph’s skilful, economic approach to social contracting. Grave stories of Hobbesian anarchy, dislocation and constant warfare follow. This was then accompanied by strongly authoritarian, religious covenants, which, once again, can be compared to the Hobbesian ‘slave contract.’

 
In a final assessment, we can thus conclude that the Jacob stories and the Joseph stories develop comparatively modern answers to the question of social contracting, favoring routes to establishing social order that showed interacting parties how to escape from a Hobbesian ‘slave contract.’ In this respect, we can question Buchanan’s skepticism regarding the presence of ‘modern’, constitutional economic concepts in pre-Enlightenment literature in various ways: Firstly, the article identified for Genesis stories concepts of Hobbesian anarchy (the ‘natural distribution state’, a prisoner’s dilemma predicament); secondly, I traced Hobbesian anarchists (economic men at their worst, ‘predators’ and extreme ‘opportunists’); thirdly, I showed that Genesis recognized the possibility of resolution of anarchic problems following, a modern, economic contractarian, democratic approach, especially in the Jacob stories and the Joseph stories; which ensured, fourthly, mutual gains for interacting parties; and finally, we found as Genesis stories unfolded the gradual receding of metaphysical influence in the organization of social contracting. 


As noted, Buchanan was rather skeptical when he talked about pre-Enlightenment literature and concepts of anarchy as well as the resolution of anarchy through modern, enlightened approaches. Still, he may not be the only one who was too doubtful in these respects. Future research has to assess whether the critique developed in the present paper can be broadened and transferred to other treatises of social and economic order. For instance, studies in ancient economy have claimed that ancient societies were pre-modern and lacked essential features of modern economies, such as self-interested behavior (e.g. Finley 1973, 1999). I do not want to make any claims regarding the actual historicity of the Old Testament in this respect and how the Old Testament possibly reflected on ancient economies, but the very existence of the text ‘Old Testament’ raises questions regarding its ‘real world’ purpose and its practical relevance. We can speculate that, as far back as 2000-3000 years B.C., when the earliest parts of the Old Testament were written (including most of the Genesis stories), the Old Testament already aimed to advise societal leaders in a comparatively modern way by drawing on concepts of anarchy, economic man, mutual gains, and economic proposals on societal contracts. In this way, claims regarding ancient economies can be fundamentally re-assessed. 
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� I question in this respect that Buchanan would share much sympathy with attempts to read ‘benign deity’ references and other metaphysical categories into Adam Smith’s work, especially the Wealth of Nations, as some recent literature has attempted (e.g. Hill 2001).


� A similar interpretation is available in the Noah story, but for reasons of space we cannot entertain it in this paper.


� Most stories from the Book of Exodus onwards belong into this category, too. The Solomon stories are an exception.





� The Tower-of-Babel story and the Sodom-and-Gomorrah story are telling examples in Genesis regarding the rise of pluralism as an interaction condition (and the Cain-and-Abel story or Noah story may have already implied this, too)�.
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