
presented wholly as his partner and counterpart; nothing is yet said of her 
as childbearer. She is valued for herself alone. (Genesis, p. 65)
The LORD God promises a “helper suitable for him”. This means 

“corresponding to him”. Like the man she would have the divine “breath of 
life” and be “a living being”. They would be like one another in a 
complementary sense. What he lacked she would supply and what she lacked 
he would supply.

The naming of the animals and birds was man’s first “scientific” task, but 
the needed “suitable helper” was nowhere to be found.

“So the LORD God caused the man to fall into a deep sleep; and while he 
was sleeping, he took one of the man’s ribs and closed up the place with 
flesh. Then the LORD God made a woman from the rib he had taken out of 
the man, and he brought her to the man” (vv. 21-22).

In a real sense, man and woman are incomplete apart from one another. 
God didn’t create a female being out of the dust to bring to the man, but took 
part of him to create the woman – “bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh” 
(v. 23). “For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united 
to his wife, and they will become one flesh” (v. 24). The union of marriage 
brings completeness. There was no shame in their nakedness because there 
was no sin.
Reflect:
• In what ways does Genesis 2 change the ways we regard men and 

women and marriage?
• Gen. 2.24 is quoted by Jesus in Matt. 19.5 (Mark 10.8) and by Paul in 

Eph. 5.21. Paul also alludes to it in 1 Cor. 6.16. What are we to say to 
the use and abuse of sex in our age?

• Why are we to see uncommitted sex and homosexual acts outside the 
creative plan of God?`
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Studies in Genesis chapters 1-11
by Peter J Blackburn

2. In the Garden
Reading: Genesis 2.4-25

The other day on TV I heard reference to “our closest relative, the 
orangutan”. Sounds like it’s changed. Wasn’t it the chimpanzee? Here’s my 
note from a visit to Taronga Zoo in Sydney.

8.12.83 In Taronga Park Zoo we were fascinated by the great variety of 
creatures – both from Australia and from overseas.
I spent some time looking at the chimpanzee, listed as “man’s closest 
relative”. What quaint animals they are!
I couldn’t help reflecting, however, on the recent scientific writer who 
claimed that evolutionists spent too much time looking for (and drawing 
attention to) likenesses and ignoring differences. Thinking of the 
chimpanzee and man, I regard the likenesses as “cute” and the differences 
as vast!
Then what of the comparisons that seem obvious? Do they suggest that 
man and chimp have a common ancestor or a common Creator?
In study 1 we noted, “What we affirm strongly is that we share with the 

animal world a common Creator (rather than ancestor), that we are unique in 
all creation in being made “in the image of God”, that we are meant to know 
and respond to God and that we have responsibility over the creation”.

A few years ago I saw a series of sketches someone had done to suggest 
how much some dog-owners look like their pets. I don’t think the artist was 
trying to make any serious point. For me it highlighted the variety of shapes 
in “modern” human skulls. We don’t have to go back in human history to get 
a suitable gradation of skull shapes  to “prove” some evolutionary point!

Today we are aware of the genetic diversity within even one  family with 
the same parents. Yet globally we are all part of the one human race – able 
to intermarry and to donate blood to one another. Surely our original 
ancestors possessed a sufficient gene pool to account for this diversity!
Reflect:
• Common ancestor or common Creator – how do the orangutan and 

chimpanzee strike you? What should be our attitude to the animal world?



The Man
Read: Genesis 2.4-17.

At first glance, Genesis 2 appears to contradict the order of things in 
chapter 1. Derek Kidner’s comment is helpful –

Man is now the pivot of the story, as in chapter 1 he was the climax. 
Everything is told in terms of him: even the primeval waste is shown 
awaiting him (2.5b), and the narrative works outwards from man himself 
to man’s environment (garden, trees, river, beasts and birds) in logical as 
against chronological order, to reveal the world as we are meant to see it: 
a place expressly prepared for our delight and discipline. It is misleading 
to call this a second creation account, for it hastens to localise the scene, 
passing straight from the world at large to ‘a garden… in the east’; all that 
follows is played out on this narrow stage. (Genesis, p. 58)
“The man” is “the adam” – formed from “the dust of the ground” 

(adamah). The LORD God “breathed into his nostrils the breath of life and 
the man became a living being” (v. 7). This is part of the uniqueness of 
humanity – not only fashioned by the Creator, but receiving God’s animating 
breath, making him a spiritual being capable of fellowship with God.

The references to “LORD God” throughout this chapter (2.4-5,7-9,15-
16,18-19,21-22) are significant. The sovereign Creator (Elohim = “God”) of 
chapter 1 is also the covenant-making Yahweh (LORD).
Reflect:
• The LORD God “breathed into his nostrils the breath of life and the man 

became a living being”. What does God’s “breath of life” signify for us? 
In what sense does a “living being” mean more than being part of the 
animal world?

• Before the Flood we hear the Lord say, “My Spirit will not contend with 
(margin or, My spirit will not remain in) man forever, for he is mortal” 
(6.3). What do we become without the Spirit of God? To what extent 
does our true humanity depend on the indwelling Spirit of God?

The Garden
The garden, planted to become the man’s home, was “in the east, in Eden” 

(v. 8). The name “Eden” may come from a Sumerian word meaning “plain 
or steppe”, suggesting a fairly level open space. The equivalent Hebrew root 
means “delight”, leading to the idea of “Paradise” (a word used in the LXX 
Greek for “garden” in 2.8ff and for “Eden” itself in Is. 51.3).

Certainly it was a paradise. To quote Derek Kidner, “The fledgling is 
sheltered but not smothered: on all sides discoveries and encounters await 
him to draw out his powers of discernment and choice, and there is ample 
nourishment (as v. 9 alone displays) for his aesthetic, physical and spiritual 
appetites; further, there is a man’s work before him for body and mind (vv. 
15,19)”.

“In the middle of the garden were the tree of life and the tree of the 
knowledge of good and evil” (v. 9b). Man was created innocent. He would 
become a moral being by exercising his choice. “You are free to eat from any 
tree in the garden; but you must not eat from the tree of the knowledge of 
good and evil, for when you eat of it you will surely die” (vv. 16,17). It is 
sometimes suggested that they had to eat the forbidden fruit to become moral 
beings. This is not so. But they had to make a moral choice – a choice that 
could equally have been to refuse to disobey the divine command.

Since two of the four rivers bear familiar names (the Tigris and 
Euphrates), Eden may well have been in south-east Mesopotamia. However, 
it is impossible to be sure the extent to which the Great Flood changed the 
geography of the area. Certainly, archaeology points strongly to that area as 
the cradle of civilisation.
Reflect:
• “Man was created innocent. He would become a moral being by 

exercising his choice”. What is the difference between innocence and 
moral purity? In what ways did our first parents have the best possible 
opportunity to make the right choice?

The Woman
Read: Genesis 2.18-25.

Man was given dominion, but wasn’t made for isolation. Just as man had 
been made for fellowship with the Creator, so he needed fellowship at his 
own level of creation. To quote again from Derek Kidner –

The New Testament draws much of its teaching on the sexes from this 
crowning paragraph of the chapter, which is the dynamic, or dramatic, 
counterpart of 1.27,28. The naming of the animals, a scene which portrays 
man as monarch of all he surveys, poignantly reveals him as a social 
being, made for fellowship, not power: he will not live until he loves, 
giving himself away (v. 24) to another on his own level. So the woman is 


