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Commentary on The Book of Genesis (-

Man’s Establishment and Fall (Genesis 2.4 to 3.24) TABLET II

Chapters 2 and 3 of Genesis form a unit distinguished by thact that God is called Yahweh
Elohim (Lord God), repeated and constantly all the way througha phrase which occurs
elsewhere in the Pentateuch only once, in Exodus 9.30 whéris connected with the thought
that the earth is Yahweh's, and thus with creation. Thiglistinctive use sets the account off
from the rest of Genesis as standing by itself.

The use may be in order to stress the closeness of marésationship with the Creator at that
stage, or it may be in order to link Elohim the Creator of chaper 1 with Yahweh the covenant
God of chapter 4 onwards. (In general we must beware of laying® great a stress on the use
particular divine names in the Pentateuch as other Hebrewexts and the versions such as the
Septuagint and the Syriac often differ with the Massoretid@ext in the use of such names.
However there can be no doubt that in the Massoretic Text th passage has a distinctive use of
Yahweh Elohim, although the versions sometimes have simply tleguivalent of Elohim).

The use of a dual name for a god was not unusual in the AncteNear East. We can compare
in Egypt ‘lir-Sedjmy’, ‘Amen-Re’, ‘Mentu-Re’, ‘Sobek-R e’ and at Ugarit ‘Aleyan Baal'. Baal
was also known for example as ‘Baal Melkart'. It is true that Baal meant ‘Lord’ and that in
one sense this is saying ‘Lord Melkart’, but Baal, like M&art, is a god in his own right and
would be acknowledged as such by the Phoenicians. Indeed Yah Elohim - where El is the
name of a god but was also used to depict ‘God’ - is a very slaricombination. C H Gordon
cites a number of further examples of the use of compoundames for gods in Ugaritic and
other literature.

The focus of the account is found in the words of God in 3.4¥. These words are based on a
theophany (manifestation of God in some way) in which God decles His covenants with the
man, the woman and the snake, the background to which is givemthese chapters. This
passage is therefore in ‘covenant form’ and once probably stood ais own as originally an
oral ‘record’ of the above covenants, before being incorporated to the wider framework,
initially possibly the framework of Genesis 1-11. While generdlistory was not always put in
writing in smaller tribes, covenants were put in writtenform from the start, and once writing
was known covenants like this would be recorded because bktimportance they had with
regard to their relationship with God.

It is even possible that it was first incorporated into a lager record from 2.4 to 5.1, along with
the two smaller covenants with Cain and Lamech, this wholecord bearing the colophon ‘this
is the history of Adam’ (5.1), before that was incorporated it Genesis 1-11.

The continually recurring phrase in Genesis ‘this is thénistory (toledoth) of --" demonstrates
that much of the material, if not all, is taken from tablets as ‘this is the history of’ is typical of
the colophon (heading or footnote) found on tablets to identifynem. Mention should also be
made of certain repetitive phrases typical of links betwaesuch tablets.

It is extremely probable that at some stage these early ‘covenatdblets were incorporated
into a series of tablets making up Genesis 1 - 11, which almasgrtainly once formed a unit,
paralleling a similar ‘history’ of Atrahasis from creation through the flood and beyond found
elsewhere. Although the similarity is only in structure an basic form, the parallel does serve
to demonstrate the existence of such epics around the timéAbraham. Thus it may have beet
at this latter stage that this initial group of covenants was lwught together to form a *history
of Adam’, possibly attaching the colophon at the end from one dle tablets from which they
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were taken.

The account is remarkable both for its simplicity and theabsence from it of mythical material.
The seeming naivete of it is deceptive. It is a work of bliant insight and understanding, and
while the story appears straightforward enough to the casual rea, the writer deliberately
introduces undercurrents which the discerning reader annot ignore.

The Tree-covered Plain in Eden (Genesis 2.4 to 2.24)

2.4-6 ‘In the day that the Lord God made earth and heavens, wheno plant (siach) of the field
was yet in the earth, and no herb (‘eseb) of the field hagkt sprung up, for the Lord God had

not caused it to rain upon the earth, and there was no man &erve the ground, there used to
come up a mist from the earth which watered the whole facaf the ground, and the Lord God
formed man from the dust of the ground, and breathed into ts nostrils the breath of life, and
man became a living being.’

Note carefully that this is not another account of creation,ather it proceeds on the basis that
creation has already taken place. What is now lacking is cultivateplants, (because there is no
one to cultivate them), and rain. Thses are missing togetherith the creation of the one who is
to be the cultivator and general controller of His creation. S@&od now acts to create a
cultivator, Man, and set him over all His creation.

The word ‘yom’ translated ‘day’ can also mean an appointed timer a period of time. This
activity is not therefore restricted to a day. The plants andherbs ‘of the field’ refer to
‘cultivated plants’ (see 3.18 where fallen man will eat ‘thderb (‘eseb) of the field’ grown
amidst thorns and thistles, thus defining in context theneaning of the phrase), and the point is
that at this stage there were no such cultivated plants, titivated’ here meaning simply that
man’s labour contributed something towards their growth.

‘Earth and heavens.’Note the order here, which contrasts with 1.1 and 2.4a, and coacts with
what immediately follows - ‘no plant -- in the earth’ and ‘rot caused it to rain’ (from the
heavens).

There is probably intended to be little difference betwen the two descriptions ‘plant’ and
‘herb’, which are really mainly interchangeable, and the meaimg here may well be ‘cultivated
plants of different types’.

Others, however, see it as referring to ‘weeds and cultivatl plants’, both of which are largely
dependent on rain (the word siach is rare occurring elsevdre in Genesis 21.15; Job 30.4,7
where it means desert scrub). In that case we have a sition where there were neither weeds
nor cultivated plants. This then has in mind the fact thathe account will end with both
present as a result of man’s fall. This introductory statemet is then preparing for all that is to
follow.

The twofold description of plant and herb is intended to prallel the twofold answer of rain
and man for rhythmic reasons. The reasons that there are no ltivated plants are stated to be
firstly because there was no rain, and secondly because teawas no man to ‘work’ or
‘cultivate’ the ground. This may be a glance forward to after he fall, for the main meaning of
the verb is to ‘serve’, and it is only when man has fallerhat he has to ‘serve’ the ground. The
idea here may alternatively be that man serves the ground byrigating it.

It should be noted that this is not a creation story. Therés no mention of the creation of the

heavens, of the heavenly bodies, of fish or of general vegetatitins concerned rather with
God'’s specific provision for the first man. Man is centralto the account.
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The first sentence refers back to Genesis 1- 2.4a and may be a connecting link at the top «
the tablet, but in the narrative as a whole it is an integrapart of the phrase ‘these are the
histories of the heavens and the earth in the day that YahwdEohim created the earth and the
heavens’ (compare the similarity with 5.1) making the two accoua one whole.

The passage goes on to point out that there is a lack of cultivdtplants (not a lack of
vegetation), having very much in mind what is to happen. This ages with the former passage
where all vegetation was previously self producing. The lack elltivated plants is mentioned
here because the writer is introducing a situation whichs looking ahead to the later covenant,
which is the main reason for the account in the first plae. Then man will have to work the
ground and produce ‘the herb of the field’, plants he haso labour over, because he has been
sentenced by God. The writer is at this stage very much awaof the consequences of the fall.

This lack of rain would then naturally raise the question aso how, if there was no rain, any
vegetation at all was able to grow. His reply is that it was becaa a ‘mist’ or ‘ground water’ or
‘rising river’ or some other water source arises constantly fom the earth and waters the
ground. The meaning of the word ‘ed’ is uncertain and LXX tanslates ‘fountain’, for it is
clearly some water source. The Akkadian edu means a flood ordloverflow of a river.
Sumerian ‘id’ means a subterranean, fresh-water river. ltoccurs in Job 36.27 where it
probably means cloud, vapour or mist (‘He draws up the drops ofvater which distil in rain
from his ed’).

Thus, contrary to some, the earth was not a dry and barren wast this stage. The coming of
rain would, in fact, be a mixed blessing. Man would then bdependent on the vagaries of the
weather rather than on a constant supply. Note that the idea o&in watering the ground looks
beyond Eden. In Eden there is plentiful water from thegreat River.

The writer now immediately moves on to the focus of his wholeccount, which is the creation
of man, and God’s provision for him. Thus he will go on to deipt God’s provision for him of
fruitful trees in a chosen place, of abounding water, of amals to provide companionship of a
kind, and, finally, of the one who was to be his suitable cgmanion, and the precursor of the
fall. Each is introduced as it becomes necessary for higsy, but the ideas are not
chronological. See as evidence of this verses 8 and 9 where Gubahts a garden’, ‘puts man in
it’, then ‘causes to grow’the abundant trees, then verse 15 where it is again statduat He puts
man in it (v.15). This kind of repetition is found continualy in Genesis. It was intended to
reinforce the basic ideas to the listener. Clearly the ausing to grow’ parallels ‘planted’, and
the writer hardly conceives of the man as having to wait for thé&rees to grow. The trees were
‘caused to grow’ before the man was placed there.

Note that there is no mention of God producing general vegetatipor indeed as producing
plants of the field. The concern is not with the creatin of the world, but with the place and
provision provided for the man.

2.7 ‘And the Lord God formed man from the dust of the groundand breathed into his nostrils
the breath of life, and man became a living being.’

The word for ‘formed’ is, among other uses, used of the patt shaping his material, and the
writer, who by a quick reading of the rest of the narrative § shown to be a master of
presenting his content in folksy fashion, is using it antlepomorphically to depict God’s
creative work as skilful and creative. But he carefully avoidsnaking the thought too literal.
There is no detailed description of how God did it. Hisdnguage is illustrative not literal. His
aim is rather to show the twofold side to man’s creation, thaspect which ties him firmly to
earth and the aspect which brings him in touch with heaverin one sense man is of the earth,
earthy. He is of the dust of the ground, made up of the saneenstituents as the animals. In the
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other his life is inbreathed by the breath of God. He hakfe from God.

Man (adam) is made ‘of the dust of the ground (adamah)’. He isutwardly made of earthly
materials. His name Adam will ever remind us of his earthy (adamah) source. He is made of
common materials, like the rest of the world, of the ‘adamah’But where he is unique is in
receiving the breath of God in the way that he does. How thiforming’ took place then is not
described or limited. It merely tells us that there wasnan and his final origin was the dust of
the ground. It is the end product that concerns the wrigr, not the process.

The fact that this is breathed ‘into his nostrils’ warnsus against seeing this as an imparting of
the divine spark, but the fact that God breathes into himat all, something that He does not do
with the animals, demonstrates that this new life is irdnded to be seen as something unique, a
‘something other’, that makes him distinctive from the res of creation. He is not just an

animal, he possesses something extra, something that comegdlly from God. This confirms
what Genesis 1.26 means by ‘the image of God’. He has receivguirit’ (neshamah - breath,
spirit). Compare Isaiah 42.5 where both neshamah and ruach (sf) are used in parallel when
connected with man; and see also Job 27.3. He is uniquely aitlig being’ in a sense that no
other is.

Later the animals are said to be made ‘out of the ground (adamah}hus the writer possibly
introduces the term ‘the dust’ here to keep some form adlistinction between man and animals
and to warn against too close a connection between ‘adam’ and ‘adamiah is a reminder that
while man is a receiver from the ground he is also a receivef the divine breath. He is not
quite so closely identified with ‘the ground’ as the resof creation. Or it may simply be in
preparation for the fact that dust he is and to dust he wilreturn (3.19).

While it is true that in Genesis 7.22 neshamabh is used dfienal life and they also are describet
as ‘living beings’ (nephesh chayyah - Genesis 1.24), here thee contrasts with the forming of
the animals in v.19 and is thus distinctive, and nowhere issaid that God directly breathed
into the animals (the use of ‘breath’ in Ecclesiastes 3.19 fotally different. The emphasis there
is on earthly life). In one sense the relationship betwaenan and animals is close, in another it
is distinctive.

‘The Lord God’ (Yahweh Elohim). This use of the dual names rare outside chapter 2 and 3,
and is only found elsewhere in the Pentateuch in Exodus 9.@Bere it is connected with
Yahweh as creator. The combining of divine names for a god is nohusual in ancient
literature (see above). The writer wishes to stress th#te Elohim of creation is Yahweh (‘the
one who is’, or ‘the one who causes to be’ - see Exodus 3.]Np.other is involved. It has also
been suggested that here we have the combination of the Godcafation (Elohim) with the
God of history (Yahweh) as creation moves into ‘history’. See fahis Psalm 100.3 where
Yahweh is Elohim, Who has made us (creation) and is our shegid (history)).

2.8 ‘And the Lord God planted a tree-covered area (gan - possipba ‘place shaded over’ i.e. by
trees) in Eden, eastward, and there he put the man whohe had formed.’

The word ‘planted’ is a vivid anthropomorphism. God caused ito grow.

The word ‘gan’ signifies a protected place of fruitfulnessThe use of ‘garden’ is fine as long as
we do not over-press the word, and rather recognise that itag not a cultivated, enwalled
garden, but a fruitful, tree-covered area of land set apart byzod for man’s use. Ezekiel 31.8-9
brings out something of the nature of the trees in the ‘ganh its exaggerated praise of
Pharaoh.

Note that it is a tree-covered plain ‘in Eden’. Eden ishie country in which it is found, not the
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name of the‘gan’. The name may be taken from the Sumeria‘edin’ meaning plain. Later,
because itis in Eden or in ‘the plain’, it will be cded ‘the gan of Eden’ v.15. ‘Eastward’ may
signify that it was in the east of Eden, or that it was eastavd from where the writer was.

Again we remember that Hebrew verbs are not exact as to tensenhey indicate rather
completed or incompleted action without indicating when thectivity took place. Thus it is not
necessary for us to assume that man was made before the ‘garddrhe writer is not
describing the order in which things were made, but ibringing them in as they apply, and
stressing that God had made them too. He is saying ‘God didigh and ‘God did that’ without
meaning they happened in sequence. We who are more chronologigariented could
translate, ‘now God had planted a tree-covered plain in Edeand there he put the man whom
he had formed'.

So God has made good provision for man. Unlike later, man does rwdve to search out his
food or work for it. The place where he first becomes mais fruitful and plenteous, self-
producing, and provides plenty of shade. (LXX will describet as ‘Paradise’).

2.9 ‘And out of the ground the Lord God made to grow every treeltat is pleasant to the sight
and good for food, also the tree of life in the midst of the gden, and the tree of knowing good
and evil.’

Here we have ‘made to grow’ instead of ‘planted’confirming what we have said above. He nc
only put them there but made them grow. God is sovereign ovewery part of His creation. No
labour was required from man, they grew of their own accord uder God’s hand. Indeed we
need not doubt that the Garden was ‘made to grow’ before manas formed so that his home
was already ready for him.

The verse brings out God’s concern for man. The trees not gnprovide sustenance, but they
are also pleasant to look at. God is concerned not only for man’slate but for his aesthetic
enjoyment. This is one question atheistic evolution has nevekplained. Why is the world on
the whole so beautiful? The writer gives us the answer. i$ for man’s good pleasure. (The
principle still applies even if the beauty is in the eyef the beholder). Again we note that the
concern is not with the creation of vegetation, but specifatly with God’s provision for man.
The trees are specially chosen for their usefulness to man

Note that it is not speaking of all trees but of those suitdé for man’s dwelling place. This is
not general creation, but specific to man’s own needs.

The trees of ‘life’ and of ‘knowing good and evil’ are mentioed at this point to stress that they
are two among the trees of the garden. In themselves, aparbfn their function, they are
nothing special. The tree of life is mentioned in many aties elsewhere, but always as
inaccessible to man. Itis only the Lord God Who wants man todve everlasting life. In those
accounts it regularly provides life by its fruit being contirually eaten. The fact that man has to
be excluded from the tree to prevent him living for ever sggests it had a similar continuing
function. Thus it would appear that its fruit is seen asontaining some element which prolongs
life to a great extent. This is not scientifically impossilg, although we may regret that it is no
longer obtainable. In other stories it conveys immortality once ashfor all.

This tree is stated to be ‘central to the garden’ becaude God and the writer it is the all-
important one, although the phraseology includes the tree of kiwing good and evil as also
being in the midst of the garden. Later the tree of knowig good and evil will be seen by the
woman to be the central one because it is the one that posses her mind.

Note how ‘and the tree of knowing good and evil’ is almost tackedn to the sentence. It is
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added like this as a means of stressing it. This is doneltdberately to bring out the sombre note
lying behind the reference, for the writer knows what igo come. One can almost hear his voi
changing as he pauses and then adds AND THE TREE OF KNOWINGOOD AND EVIL'.

Later it is confirmed that this tree is also ‘in the midst of the garden’,but the writer here wants
the bare statement to be pregnant with meaning. This treéoes not offer men special
knowledge. It offers knowledge of a unique kind, indeed & kind that man does not want, the
knowledge by experience of what is good and what is evil. Sukhowledge can only be found
by committing evil. Then and then alone can the distinctiotbe fully clear. The eating of the
fruit would be a specific, open and deliberate act of dednce.

While ‘knowing good and evil’ can in some contexts be a way of sagrhaving wide

knowledge’ (2 Samuel 14.17), it is clear that it means moredh that in this passage because of
the context which is all about learning about evil. Compare Ddaronomy 1.39; 30.15 - the
latter being especially appropriate as linking good with life ad evil with death. (Indeed the
wider meaning may suggest the knowledge of this story misinfareted). As we shall see later
the tree was not put there as a temptation. It was theras a reminder to man of God’s
supremacy. Both trees were intended as a blessing.

Thus in the ‘centre’ of the garden is the tree whichg the source of everlasting life and the tree
which is a reminder of God’s sovereignty, a kind of sacred growwhere man can commune
with God and be reminded of His goodness.

The plain of Eden is now put in a more specific historicasetting, to bring out both its
fruitfulness and its riches.

2.10 ‘And a river flowed out of Eden to water the plain, and fom there it divided and became
four rivers. The name of the first is Pishon, it is theone which flows round the whole land of
Havilah where there is gold, and the gold of that land is good, draromatic resin and onyx
stone are there. The name of the second river is Gihon,i& the one which flows around (or
meanders through) the whole land of Cush, the name of thaitd river is Hiddekel (Hiddekel is
the Tigris), which flows out of Assyria, and the fourth rive is the Euphrates.’

The descriptions show that the author intended the plac® be approximately identifiable, if
not certain, and his description of Havilah suggests that heald a good knowledge of it. Gold
was plentiful in the mountains of Armenia, and in BabylonBdellium (bedolach - aromatic
resin?) and onyx stone (?) are not clearly identifiable. In Nufmers 11.7 manna is said to look
like bdellium and this has made some suggest it means pesarl

Havilah is elsewhere mentioned in connection with Arabia (énesis 25.18; 1 Samuel 15.7),
which is associated with aromatic resins, but this may welle a different Havilah. In Genesis
10 Havilah is related to both Ham, through Cush (v.7) and Shemhtough Yoktan (v.29). The
name may thus be connected with two differing tribes.

The river that waters the plain splits into four after it leaves the plain. The last two rivers are
well known. They were the lifeblood of Mesopotamia. Thus aWill know that the river that
flows through the plain is a fruitful river. The other two rivers are unidentifiable to us. Rivers
change their courses, and many cataclysms and floods have takeaqd which have changed
the courses of rivers.

The attempts to make them rivers that encompass the world @vmore to speculation than to
exegesis. We have no reason to think that at this stage the rareised number four (unlike

three, seven and ten) meant anything other than that. The Gt mentioned in connection with
the Gihon is not necessarily the Sudan or Ethiopia. It may fer to Kassite territory (Akkadian
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kassu), East of the Tigris, or indeed to a Cush unknown tosuat all. In Genesis 10 Cush is th
‘father’ of Nimrod, who was connected with Babel, Erech andirchad in the land of Shinar

(the Babylon area), and who built Nineveh (vv.8-12). Havilah also tee name of a son of Cush,
but we know nothing further about him, and it may be a coinalence and not significant. The
place was, however, clearly significant to the writer. What iprobable is that the descriptions
indicate to us that Eden was in the Mesopotamian region, pob$y in the Armenian mountains,
which are the source of the great rivers.

The reference to gold and precious things demonstrated thatan had every good thing
available to him (he is not restricted to the garden). The gthical Eden mentioned by Ezekiel
(Ezekiel 28.13) had jewels in the trees, but here they afiemly rooted in nature and real. This
is a real place.

v.15 ‘And the Lord God took the man and put him in the Treeeovered Plain of Eden to serve
and to guard.’

Notice that the man has already been ‘put’ in the Plain iverse 8. This stresses again that the
writer is not thinking chronologically. One event does not neessarily follow another. While he
is telling us what happened it is not in sequence. In k& 8 his being placed there is mentioned
so as to show how God has provided for him. Here it is mentied to stress God’s purpose in
putting him there. We would translate, ‘the Lord God had taken the man ---". This is a clear
example of how Hebrew tenses express either completed ncomplete action and are not
showing chronological sequence. It is also a clear example of @helight in repetition of early
Hebrew narratives. When men had to remember narratives witmo library to hand such
repetition was invaluable.

The man is placed there ‘to serve and to guard’. Trees do naeed to be tilled, and it is
doubtful if there is here any thought of pruning. The purpse in putting man here was to act ¢
priest and king. ‘Serving’ God is later the task of priess, and the ‘guarding’ connects with his
having dominion over the wild beasts in 1.28. It is the lattewwho may cause depredations in th
Plain. So the man is there to maintain worship of, and obeéince to, God and to protect God’s
handiwork on His behalf.

It is true that the word for ‘serve’ is the same as thatn verse 5, but there it refers to ‘working’
the ground whereas here that idea cannot be in mind. Herge are dealing with trees, not
cultivated plants. It is of course possible that we are tes ‘to serve and to guard’ as almost
synonymous, service to God seen as indicating guarding the Plabut leaders of family tribes
were regularly priest and king, and it is probable that thisverse is looking forward to his
establishing his family tribe.

2.16-17 ‘And the Lord God commanded the man saying, “You may fregleat of every tree in
the Plain, but concerning the tree of knowing good and evil yoshall not eat of it, for in the day

that you eat of it you will surely die”.

God'’s provision is wide and generous. The man may eat of anytlgrgrown in the Plain,
including the Tree of Life. One tree only is forbidden ¢ him, the tree of knowing good and evi
This tree is a symbol to him of God’s over-lordship. It isike a sacrament. Every time he sees
the tree it will remind him that there is One Whom hemust obey, One Who is his Lord.
Though man is lord of the earth, he will recognise that hes subject to the Lord of Heaven.

Indeed he can come to the tree and ponder on the goodnessisfCreator. From this point of
view it was a gift of grace. By continuing in obedience man waligradually grow in an
understanding of goodness, which would be a great blessingutBo eat of it would be an act of
rebellion, and the man would then experience evil, and tllubecome experimentally aware of
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good and evil in a catastrophic way. The ver/'to know’ never for the Israelite means to know
intellectually. It means to know by experience. The man wad know evil in contrast with good
because he would experience it.

We need not see it as meaning that there was anything magicaliig fruit. It was simply that it
was the test of man’s willingness to obey God. The consequaerof disobedience would be
death, for it would signify that he had rebelled against Godand in such a state he could not be
allowed to live for ever.

2.18-20. ‘And the Lord God said, “It is not good that man should & alone. | will make him a
helper who is suitable for him (literally ‘as in front of him’)”. And out of the ground the Lord
God formed (or had formed) every beast of the field, and evegrbird of the air, and brought
them to the man to see what he would call them, and whatevtte man called every living
creature, that was its name. The man gave names to all catténd to the birds of the air, and tc
every beast of the field, but for the man was not found a hatr who was suitable for him.’

The context now brings out that all God’s intentions towardshe man are good. First we note
God'’s concern that the man should not be alone, and not only dayt that he should be fully
provided for with someone suitable for him and worthy of him ie. on a level with him. Then w
are informed that God, Who had formed the living creatures oubf the ground, now brought
them to the man so the man could name them. Notice thatealdomestic animals, the cattle, are
not said to have been brought. They are already there. This cbhrms that we are to see
‘formed’ as pluperfect, and only mentioned as secondary inomnection with the bringing (as
otherwise the ‘forming’ of the domestic animals would have Bn mentioned as well).

But we notice here immediately what is not said. It isot said that the animals are brought to
find out if they are suitable. Indeed it is impossibled conceive that the writer suggests that
God keeps trying to achieve a suitable companion and failing. Heas far to high a view of God
The idea is rather that the animals are ‘brought’ to be namednd that, in the course of that,
their unsuitability is incidentally emphasised. (Note thandirect form of ‘there was not found a
suitable helper’).

By naming the living creatures the man is shown to have rule ovéhem. At the same time he i
entering into some kind of relationship with them so thathey would provide him with some
kind of companionship. But, of course, none was suitable teelhis life companion, as everyone
had known would be the case from the start. It was not expesal that a suitable helpmeet
would be found, for this is just the writer’'s way of emplasising the fact that the animals with
which the man came in contact were not in fact suitable amplete companions. We note that
the creeping things are not included. They would not be $ject to man’s dominion.

We are not necessarily to see in this that the man stood tleewhile God literally brought the
animals to him. This could have occurred through the course ahany days in the pursuit of his
activities, with God causing him to come in contact with thanimals one by one. The writer’'s
style is simple and homely which would appeal to his reader§he verbs in this verse are all in
the ‘imperfect’ signifying incomplete action and suggestinghis occurred over time.

Note that while the verbs in this verse are ‘imperfectfollowing a waw consecutive, which sorr
scholars have tried to suggest can only be rendered in theuperfect when connected with a
pluperfect, there are other examples where this constrtion is clearly used in a pluperfect
sense. The waw consecutive can refer backwards as well asmMards when this is clear from
the context. Thus in the light of the context of Genesisvie must see ‘formed’ as referring
backwards to when they were made before man. The verse doest say here when the animals
were formed, only that they were at some stage formed prepam@ty to bringing them to man.
The emphasis here is on the bringing, the making is justackground to stress that they were
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also made by God. Hebrew verbs are not necessarily chronologicéllote again that no
mention is made of the ‘forming’ of the domestic animals, its the bringing and naming that is
primary).

‘Was not found.’ - ‘matsa’. Note that there is no subjectlt is therefore indefinite - ‘there was
not found'. It is not God who was looking for the suitable comanion.

2.21-22 ‘So the Lord God caused a deep sleep to fall upon thamand he slept, and he took
one of his sides and closed up its place with flesh. Atlake side that he had taken from the man
he made into a woman and brought her to the man.’

The deep sleep, when God will do something exceptional aadnystery is about to be revealec
is paralleled elsewhere (compare Genesis 15.12) although theradlel is not exact as Abraham
was conscious. The stress is on the fact that the creatiohthe woman is a mystery.

Note that the word translated ‘rib’ in most versions, is alnost without exception translated
‘side’ in the Old Testament. It was later tradition thatinaccurately turned it into a rib. The
description, which avoids detail, is of some remarkable pross by which the woman devolved
out of the man. The process and the method are not revealed.

The writer is always careful to avoid the excesses of mythologyhi§ is ancient philosophy.
What he is trying to demonstrate is not the method of her prodction but that the woman is
seen to be man’s equal, for she is one half of him, hishatr half’. So the woman is both his
helper and his equal. In New Testament terms the man tee head of the woman as Christ is
the head of the church, and we cannot avoid here in Gensghe idea that the man has some
kind of extra status, for he is the one made by God to act ond@’s behalf on earth, and she is
the helper. But the woman is his close helper, and equial all except that status.

2.23 ‘Then the man said, “This one at this time now is bone afy bones and flesh of my flesh,
this one shall be called Woman (isha) because this one wasdalout of Man (ish)”.’

The woman is not just produced from one of his ribs, buts made up of his flesh and bones.
The man names the woman, thus once more establishing his o over her, but this time the
‘woman’ is given a name similar to his own. The naming is an acementing a close
relationship as well as revealing his special status. Whilées too is subject to him, she is also
his close companion. (Ish and isha do not have the same etymolofyeir connection is in
sound. The original word play would be in anothe language than Hebw). Note the threefold
repetition of ‘this one’ (zoth) signifying completeness.

‘At this time now’ - RSV translates ‘at last’. Here was o at last who could stand on a par
with man as his helpmeet.

2.24 ‘Therefore will a man leave his father and mother and cleave his wife, and they will
become one flesh.’

It is because of this close relationship between a man ahi mate that that relationship
supersedes that of his parents. When they enter into sexuation they become one, bound in a
relationship closer than any other. Family loyalties still holdput the loyalty between a man
and his wife is primary. Notice that sexual relations are trated as normal and good (in spite of
the euphemism ‘cleaves’)There is no suggestion anywhere in this account that sex sle see
as somehow sinful.

The fact that the man is said to leave his father and mothéndicates that here a new unit is
forming. There will, of course, still be family ties and esponsibilities, but essentially by
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marriage the man is stepping out to form a new unit with 8 wife which is unbreakable, anc
complete in itself. The impression given is that a man wihave one wife.

2.25 ‘And the man and his wife were both naked and were naesshamed.’

This does not primarily mean naked before each other, but nad before God. Their state of
total innocence meant that they were unashamed of who and whisiey were. They had
nothing to hide from, and no need to fear God scrutiny. They were totally open to God and t
each other in body and soul. It was an indication that all was @l with them.

Later being ‘naked’ before God would be seen as a terriblsituation, for it meant that all their
sins were revealed, but there was no fear of this heree&lsaiah 47.3; Lamentations 1.8;
Ezekiel 16.36; 23.18; 2 Corinthians 5.3; Hebrews 4.13.

3.1a ‘Now the snake was wiser than any creature that the Lord @l had made.’

The word for snake always refers to ordinary snakes in the Ol@estament, with the exception
of Isaiah 27.1 and possibly Amos 9.3. However these exceptions dovglthat the Israelites
were familiar with the myths of surrounding peoples relatirg to ‘snakes’ and ‘serpents’, which
were often looked on as semi-divine creatures involved in evdlthough also often in good. It is
the behaviour of this snake that reveals its innate evil. Tehfact that the writer also calls him
‘wiser’, (a word usually translated ‘more prudent’), ‘than any creature that the Lord God had
made’ demonstrates that he is indicating that this snake is unusl. Given the fact that the root
of the word used for snake (nachash) is also used for ‘encharent’, it is difficult to avoid the
thought that the writer intends it to be seen as somehowdowed with some sinister power.
But he does not dwell on the question because he doeswant to be seen to take away the
responsibility for failure from the man and woman.

The word for ‘wiser’ comes from the same root as the word fomaked’ in the previous verse.
This is written in a way that shows that there is an intetional connection. There is an ironic
contrast between their nakedness, a proof of their innocea@and what they are revealed to be,
and his ‘wisdom’ which is the proof of his devilishness and what he is reaked to be, which will
later result in their ‘nakedness’ being revealed.

3.1b * And he said to the woman, “Yes. Has God said that you shalt eat of any tree of the
garden?”’

This immediately raises the question as to how the snake walsle to speak. Does the author
really see it as chatting with the woman, or are we to seedltonversation as going on in her
mind? Or was there a Satanic voice which spoke through it? Th&nuous beauty of the snake,
curled round a branch of the tree, (possibly the very tredself, with its fruit clearly visible),
and gazing at her with an hypnotic stare, might certainly have ahypnotic effect, on a hot day
on a languid and slightly resentful woman. Possibly what happedavas the result of the
woman'’s reverie combined with a growing sense of unhappineasad discontent which had
arisen within her, influenced by suggestions placed in henind by the one behind ‘the snake’.
The writer may well have imagined such a scene.

In other words did the snake in fact ‘speak’through his silent gaze? Did the woman look at th
fruit and think of that fruit which was forbidden, and th en sense words which she felt came
from the hypnotic influence of the snake? The Bible is tlof places where we are told that
‘God said’ when that word was probably expressed in other way$or example through use of
the Urim and Thummim. Indeed the usage is common today wheme say, ‘God told me to ---’
or ‘the Devil persuaded me ---". Such anthropomorphic languaghas been common in all ages.
Thus we might be justified in seeing here a conversation gwj on in her mind, induced by
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some evil power, for which the snake takes the blam

If we ask, why then would God blame the snake, we mustaegnise that it is not really the
snake that God is blaming, but the shadowy figure behind thenake. Just as Jesus would curse
a fig tree to teach a lesson about a nation (Mark 11.14,21), so Godrses’ a snake to teach a
lesson about this shadowy figure from the spiritual realm.

Otherwise we are left with a choice between a talking ske and a demon possessed one. Or
rather not a choice, for while we may see the latter, theaman sees the former. She sees only a
creature who comes below her in the order of things, one whs not to be feared, unaware of
dangerous undercurrents. The reader, on the other hand, sware of a power at work that is
both subtle and dangerous. To her a talking snake is an inteseng phenomenon. To the reade

it is indicative of sinister undertones. Suddenly into tis idealistic world something ‘foreign’

has introduced itself. EIsewhere God will speak through aass (Numbers 22.28). Here some
evil presence could well literally speak through the snake.

Whatever way it was the idea sown by the snake was effectivéhelquestion was ambiguous,
suggesting a God Who somehow was a little unreasonable without aglly saying so. The
implication was, was God really being behaving as He should?

3.2-3 ‘And the woman said to the snake, “We may eat of the frudf the trees of the garden.
But God has said ‘you shall not eat of the fruit of the tresvhich is in the midst of the garden,
nor shall you touch it, lest you die’.”.’

The woman’s conscience is struggling to be fair to God. Buhe cannot help but think of

THAT tree, and she slightly ameliorates God’s warning and gjhtly exaggerates His demands.
God had not said ‘lest you die’, He had said ‘you shall surelgie’. Dangerously she has in min
the possibility that it might not be true. It is always unwse to ‘improve’ the word of God. Nor
had He said, ‘you shall not touch it'. But in the latter sle was interpreting God perfectly
correctly. To touch it was to be half way to eating it. Possiblghe is also trying to build up her
protection against the temptation she is now experiencing.

Some have tried to see in the reference to this tree ‘#ise tree which is in the midst of the
garden’ (which was how the tree of life was previously dested by the writer) an indication
that the story originally only contained one tree, the tree ofife. Others have suggested that the
woman only knew of one tree, because the tree of life had nadt been revealed to man. But
neither is necessary. To the woman in her condition then@as only ONE tree, that which was
forbidden to her. Her concentration on that tree is inteneéd by the writer to demonstrate the
seeds of doubt in her mind. Whereas the most important teeto the writer and to God was the
tree of life, which offered continuing life and was thertore central, to the woman the most
important tree was the one which was she was unable to partalof, and in her thinking that
was central.

3.4-5. ‘And the snake said to the woman, “You shall not surgldie, for God knows that in the
day you eat of it then your eyes will be opened, and you will b&ke God knowing good and

evil”.

The snake knows he has won. He now drops his mask. He noden prevaricates but blatantly
and with stress reveals his true nature. No ordinary snakeotild be seen as speaking like this,
for he is forcefully claiming to know better than God. The eader has his suspicions confirmed
that something dreadfully sinister lies behind the snakgSupernatural beings are ever in the
background in these passages without being mentioned e.g. @sis 1.26; 3.22; 3.24. They are
the background to all that happens).
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‘But the snake said to the womar* You will not die. For God knows that when you eat of i
you will be like God, knowing good and evil”. How subtle the szke is. He is suggesting that
knowing good and evil is a good thing for the woman, and that God anly pretending when

He makes His threats so as to prevent them getting on equaglivith Himself. Indeed he makes
God look mean-spirited and he makes a curse look like a blésg. Why, do they not realise
that they can be ‘like God’ (or ‘like the elohim’, like siritual beings)? Of course, the truth is
that had they continued in obedience they would have known ¢hdifference between good and
evil through persevering in goodness, and would then indeeate been more Godlike. On the
other hand the snake’s way was a much quicker route, learngnby experience rather than by
obedience, but it was a way that led to disaster.

Note that the snake uses simply the term God. This, alongttvthe woman'’s reply (v.3), is the
only place where the term ‘the Lord God’ (Yahweh Elohim) s not used in chapters 2.5 to 3.25.
It is probably intended to be seen as the snake ‘wateringovn’ the authority and closeness of
God in the woman’s mind, and an indication of the woman respating.

3.6 ‘So when the woman saw that the tree was good for food, thatuas a delight to the eyes
and that the tree was to be desired to make one wise, dbek of its fruit and ate, and she also
gave some to her husband, and he ate.’

The woman clearly did not give way immediately. She contemplatetie tree and the fruit
carefully, and no doubt she wrestled with her conscienceélow wonderful the fruit looked, so
much to be desired, and how beautiful the tree was, suyesomething so beautiful could not
cause her any harm? Had not God made them? And to be made wiseknowing good and evil
like God. How wonderful that must be. She was not aware ofd@l’'s words to Timothy, ‘flee
youthful desires’. For that is what she should have done. ®tiory over desires like this is only
found through flight, not by trying to fight them. Had she fled all would have been well. But
she lingered on, and in the end she inevitably gave way. Sloek of its fruit and ate.

Of course the man and the woman had a conscience and knewe ttlifference between right an
wrong in a semi-theoretical way (having never experienced evibut she saw the snake as
offering something more, a God-like knowledge of good and evil.

But she did worse. She went to her mate and took him wither, for she gave the fruit to him,
and he ate as well. Seemingly he ate because the woman adkedto. There was no thought
for him that it would make him wise like God. He allowed he woman to be more important to
him than God. That is why Paul can say, the woman was deceivéd Timothy 2.14), but the
man was not deceived. He was flagrantly disobedient becausehaf wife. How often when we
fall we drag others down with us.

So the one who was ‘a helper suitable for him’ has proved m&ndownfall. Perhaps because
she was only a helper she did not consider her privilege amdsponsibility as God’s
representative on earth. (How easy it is for us to think tat we are unimportant and therefore
that what we do ‘doesn’t really matter’). Thus instead of seing the tree as a proof of her
exalted position she saw it only as a way of getting satisfactiondastatus.

We are constantly brought into positions where we too, as Galrepresentatives on earth, hay
to make choices. When something alluring comes before us meed to ‘flee’. That is the only
way to fight such things. Otherwise we too will fail, and dag others down with us. On the
other hand, if someone important to us begins to suggest wesdigard the Lordship of God, we
need to be stern with them, and if necessary even be Wig to turn away from them. For
otherwise we too will fall.

Notice how the temptation is a basis for the words of John it John 2.16. She saw that it was
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good for food (the lust of the flesh), a delight to the eyeth¢ lust of the eyes), and to be desire
to make one wise (the pride of life). Herein lies theoot of most sin.

3.7 ‘Then the eyes of both of them were opened and they knéwat they were naked, and they
joined fig leaves together and made themselves apro’

What a dreadful moment. They suddenly became aware of their puness, and their
inadequacy, and that they could no longer face God because thegne defiled. ‘They knew
that they were naked'. It was true that they had indeed reeived a form of knowledge, but it
was a knowledge of what they had lost, a knowledge that they could longer be His
representatives, a knowledge that they no longer enjoyed the ajgval of God, a knowledge
that they lay bare before Him, a knowledge that they could no Iagyer face Him. They had
become aware that they had forfeited their position totally, awae that all that awaited them
was death.

Their response to their nakedness is not said to have had ahytg to do with sexual awarenes:
and the fig leaves were not said to be placed delicately ovéetr private parts. Rather what
they wanted to do was to hide themselves, to cover themseltw@silly, for they were afraid of
God. ‘They joined fig leaves together’They had never had clothes and now they had to make
pathetic attempt to find something which would cover themThey could not, of course, sew. A
they could do was take the feeble fig leaves and try somehowjam them together into
coverings, something for which the fig leaves were really notigable.

What a pass this couple have now come to. From proudly walking vitGod and having
dominion over their world, they have come to scrabbling around tying pathetically to tie fig
leaves together to make some kind of covering. Truly they have mged knowledge, the
knowledge of what good was, and what evil is, the knowledge oktlconsequences of sin and
disobedience.

The idea of nakedness here is that of inadequacy before Gad,being seen for what they are.
‘All things are naked and open before the eyes of Him withVvhom we have to do’ (Hebrews
4.13). We can compare with this how Paul does not want to be falifmnaked’ before God when
he goes to meet Him (2 Corinthians 5.3). Nakedness was now mghof shame (compare Isaiah
20.2-4; Ezekiel 16.7; Revelation 3.17). There is no reason at thtage to equate it with sexual
awareness. That will come later.

3.8a ‘And they heard the sound of the Lord God walking in thegarden at the time of the
evening breeze (ruach - literally ‘in the wind of the dayy'.

It may well be that they had communed with God each eveningnd that the sound in the trees
had indicated to them His presence, but now the overtonese different. Now it is to them the
approach of a vengeful God which is made known to them by thewsnd of the wind in the
trees. Compare 2 Samuel 5.24 where God is known bihé sound of marching in the tops of th
balsam trees’. (See also 2 Samuel 22.11, ‘*he was seen upomihgs of the wind’; Job 38.1,
‘the Lord answered Job out of the whirlwind’; Psalm 18.10, ‘hecame swiftly on the wings of
the wind’; also Psalm 104.3; Ezekiel 1.4; John 3.8; Acts 2.2). iBhis no stroll. To their guilty
consciences it is the sound of the approach of God to tackleem over what they have done.

3.8b ‘And the man and his wife hid themselves from the gsence of the Lord God among the
trees of the garden.’

Like the scrabbling together of coverings from fig leaves, thisras another desperate and

foolish attempt to hide from the all-seeing eyes of God. Theypught out the darkest place they
could find among the trees of the garden, the trees whicBod had provided as a blessing and
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which had now become their only hope of hiding from Him. Podsly they hoped that if they
could not be seen God would pass them by. How foolish we avben we think that we can hide
anything from God or avoid facing up to Him.

3.9 ‘And the Lord God called to the man, and said to him, “Whee are you?”’

God speaks directly to the man. This is no vague call but a webspoken directly to the heart.
God, of course, knew where he was, but He was making hirade up to his present situation.
He was giving him a chance to express his deep sorrow and refnce.

3.10 ‘And he said, “I heard the sound of your presence in thgarden, and | was afraid because
| was naked, and | hid myself .”’

How quickly the man gives himself away. The futile coveringsat they had made had proved
useless, as do all man’s attempts to make himself acceptatdeGod. (‘Our righteousnesses are
as filthy rags’ declares the prophet in Isaiah 64.6) Now he has to recognisetfolly of his ways

‘I was afraid because | was naked'’. The knowledge of God’s psence had intensified his sense
of shame. Now he knew himself for what he now was, and @&@sed him to give himself away
completely. ‘And | hid myself ". The frank admission thatalone could give him hope. He does
not try to brazen it out before God. He admits his unworthiress, his shame, that he is not fit to
meet God.

3.11 ‘And he (God) said, “Who has made you aware that you were nake#iave you eaten of
the tree of which | commanded you that you should not eat?”’

The man, of course, had always known that he was physically nakdalt that had been
unimportant. This question goes deeper. There is sometig in the man that has filled him with
conscious shame, that has made him afraid to be looked at by& The man is ashamed of his
inner nakedness, which reveals him as one who has failed Ga@s one who has rebelled again
God, as one who has weakly given way to the one for whom he wasidhesponsible.

God is aware of what the man means, He knows that there islg one thing that could have
filled him with this sense of shame and He determinde pin him down and to make him admit
the whole truth. ‘Have you eaten of the tree of which | com@nded you not to eat?’ If there is
to be a remedy the lesson must first be brought fully home.

3.12 ‘And the man said, The woman whom you gave to be with me, she gave me fruit fromd
tree, and | ate.”’

What an accurate picture of a man suffused in guilt. He sesko place the blame anywhere but
on himself. ‘The woman --. She is the one who is to blam8he gave it to me. ‘Whom you gave
to be with me.’ It was really your fault, God, it was you who gavéer to me. ‘She gave me fruit
from the tree.” What else could | do? It would not have beenice to refuse. ‘And | ate.” In the
end he has to admit a tiny bit of blame for himself.

So it is clear that the real culprits are the woman, and tsome extent God. The fact, of course,
was that the man himself was largely to blame. He was not déwed. He had been appointed b
God and told that the fruit of the tree was banned. The e was holy to the Lord. Had he stoc
firm, how the course of history would have changed. But he wateliberately disobedient.
Possibly his only real excuse was that the woman was very beauli&nd persuasive. But like
the woman, he should have run away with his fingers in hisaes.

3.13a ‘Then the Lord God said to the woman, “What is this that yolnave done?”’
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Only God really knew the answer to that question as He lookedbwn the suffering of the ages
and saw finally the suffering of His own Son. He knew whath& had done. But, although the
woman may have been aware of some of the consequences for Herske could have no idea
what she had done. Sin is like that. It reaches furthethan we can ever know.

3.13b ‘And the woman said, “The snake beguiled me, and | ate”.’

She did not blame God. It was the snake’s fault. She adrtetd she had been deceived, but it
was only because he was so beguiling. She could not accept 8ta was really to blame. But
earlier she had told the snake quite clearly what the positn was. She too was without excuse.
And in the end she admits ‘I ate’.

“The snake beguiled me.” How feeble her excuse is. Her®this subordinate creature and yet
she puts the blame on him. She is not yet aware of the pavieehind the snake.

It is now noteworthy that God does not question the snake. This not an omission. The writer
wants us to know that God is well aware that the snake is nogally to blame. There is another
who is yet nameless, who must bear the blame, and it ishion that the sentence on the snake
really addressed.

3.14-15 ‘And the Lord God said to the snake, “Because you have datmés, cursed are you
beyond all cattle, and beyond all wild animals. On your belly yowill go, and dust will you eat
all the days of your life. And | will put enmity between youand the woman, and between your
seed and her seed. He will bruise your head, and you wiltuise his heel.””’

Did the author really think that the snake had once had legsyhich were now removed? Of
course not. He is now turning the snake into a symbol of whatould happen to the one who
had used the snake as a tool. We notice here that of all thelrits it is only the snake which is
cursed. If it had only been a misguided creature, lower #n man, this would be inconceivable.
It can only be that, at this stage, for reasons we cannot fathorthe master is seen for the
present as out of reach, so the curse is pronounced on tioel. (Just as it will be the ground
from which man was taken that will be cursed and not the @an).

‘Beyond all cattle.” ‘Micol - ‘from all’, therefore as disti nctive from, compare verse 1 where he
was wise beyond all. Because he was wise beyond all heaw rcursed beyond all. The wisdom
and the curse belong to another.

The majestic movements of the snake are now depicted inrtes which demonstrate his
master’s fate. ‘On your belly you will go, and dust will you etl. How different things can look
from a different perspective. It is not the snake’s movens that have changed, it is the
interpretation of them. The author knows that the snake dog not actually eat dust. The éating
of dust’ is a symbol of defeat and humiliation (Psalm 72.9; Micafi.17; Isaiah 47.1; 49.23) and
crawling on the belly was widely known as something expected kings of their humbled foes
(see also Psalm 44.25 where it symbolises affliction and opsies).

So from now on the snake will be humbled and defeated. Oadie was seen as moving
gracefully along the ground, but now he is seen as ‘crawling dmis belly’, and man will attack
the snake wherever he sees it, and the snake will eqyalétaliate. But it is the man who,
though grievously hurt, will finally come out on top. And from now on the ‘unseen enemy’ will
also attack man, and with the help of God will be fought againshumiliated and defeated, and
be made to crawl and bite the dust.

The symbolism is significant. Every time man sees a snake Wwél be reminded of the subtlety
of sin, and how it creeps up and strikes suddenly. He rstitake as much care in watching out
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for sin as he does in watching out for snake

‘I will put enmity between you and the woman, and betweegour seed and her seed. He will
snap at your head, and you will bruise his heel.’

Man'’s future constant battle with snakes, which is a tota§t new departure in that almost
perfect world, is also seen as a picture of man’s constanatble with evil, the evil that will meet
him at every turn and constantly snap at his heels. But isisignificant that that battle is seen ii
terms of final, though hard won, victory for man, for that is surely what the bruising of the
head must signify. The head is the major part, the heel ¢htail end. It will be a hard and
difficult time but in the end it is man who will gain the victory. But only God knew Who the
Man would be, and what He would have to go through, to achieve th&nhal victory. Note that
the battle is between snake and man, and the unseen eneamd man. God is sovereign above
all, until He steps down and becomes man.

The words for ‘snap at’ and ‘bruise’ are only slightly different. The first comes from a root
shuph as a variant of sha’aph, ‘to snap at, snatch’. The otherdm shuph (Akkadian sapu) ‘to
trample on, bruise’. Thus there is a deliberate play on wats.

Are we to see here a reference to the coming of One Who lvdéfeat the Serpent? The answer
is ‘yes’ and ‘no’. What is declared is that man will finaly triumph, and the implication is of
triumph over the unseen evil behind the snake. It is dn later that it will become apparent that
this must be by some Special Man. But it is implicitdr otherwise why will it take so long? A
special, uniqgue man, the seed of Adam, must be in mirid achieve the final victory. The
Serpent will be defeated by the ultimate Man.

3.16 ‘To the woman he said, “I will greatly multiply your pain, epecially in childbearing, in
pain you will produce children, and your desire shall be foryour husband, and he will rule
over you.”’

In Genesis 1 the producing of children is a duty, a privilge and a blessing, but now that duty,
privilege and blessing will be accompanied by intense paitt.is in the mercy of God that, in
spite of what she has done, she will still be allowed thdessing of producing children. It is the
punishment of God that this will be achieved through muclpain.

But she will not be able to avoid it even if she wants toYbur desire will be for your husband
and he will rule over you’. She will not be able to avoid her punishment, for her cravig for her
husband will ensure that she seeks him out and his awhty over her will guarantee her part
in procreation. There is here a clear loss of status. Thean’s authority is now seen as more
emphatic and overbearing.

‘Your pain, especially in childbearing’ is literally ‘your pain and your childbearing’. The word
for ‘pain’ (atsab) is not the usual one for pain in childbeaing and is used in the next verse for
man’s punishment in toil. Thus it refers to the more gearal misery of life. It may, however, be
deliberately used because two of its consonants connectéts’® (tree), thus pain and suffering
arising from the tree.

3.17-19 ‘And to the man he said, “Because you have listened to yaufe’s voice, and have
eaten of the tree of which | commanded you ‘you shall not eat @f, cursed is the ground
because of you; in toil (pain) you shall eat of it all the days gbur life, thorns and thistles it
will produce for you, and you will eat the herb of the field In the sweat of your face you will
eat food until you return to the ground, for out of it you weretaken; you are dust and to dust

you will return”.
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It is noteworthy that God does not curse the man, as He cled the snake. Unlike the snake, tf
man is ‘on his own’, a weak earth creature. There is no orteehind him deserving to be cursed.
But from now on it is his daily provision that is cursed, sorathing that will constantly remind
him of his position and what he has done. Thus as with tlemake the curse is one step removed
from the guilty party. The snake is cursed as representinthe evil power behind it, the ground

is cursed as representing the man.

From now on man will have to toil in pain for his food against eveincreasing difficulties. He
will have to contend with thorns and thistles, which willbe ever ready to prevent the growth of
what he will eat. It is the vegetation that tears at his hargland prevents him having food that
will grow on its own, as once, in contrast, the trees of thgarden had grown on their own to
provide him with food. Seeking his food will be a constant giggle. The place to which he will
be sent will not have sufficient trees to provide his foodt must now be sought amidst thorns
and thistles, which will tear not only his hands, but hideart.

‘Cursed is the ground because of you.” Compare the descriph of the land that is blessed in
Deuteronomy 33.13-15, it is well-watered and fruitful, full ofprecious things. The thought here
is of land unwatered and unfruitful except as a result of &rd labour.

‘In the sweat of your face you will eat food’.The water of the river in the garden is replaced b
the sweat of his brow. Now he will be dependent on the vages of rain and weather, and life
will be a constant and almost unendurable struggle.

Then, in the end, the ground that has been cursed wileceive him, and he will become once
more part of the ground. He will return to the dust. Thusthe curse will fully attach to him in
the end. But the cursing of the ground and not the man iGod’s indication that in mercy He is
delaying punishment. The man will die, but not yet.

It will be noted that the warning ‘in the day that you eat ofit you will surely die’ has not been
carried into literal fruition. Neither the man nor the power behind the snake will receive their
deserts as yet. The writer indeed wants us to see thahaw phase is beginning in God’s
purposes. He is acknowledging that the man has not fallen kmese he independently chose to
rebel against God, but because another more sinister powerayged him down. Thus God will
show mercy to him so that he in his turn, along with his d&eendants, can reverse the situation
and bring down that evil power. He will yet bruise the had of ‘the snake’. Yet the sentence is
only delayed, for, as God has already declared, one day the grourttht has been cursed will
receive him. He is but dust, and dust he will become.

3.20 ‘And the man called his wife’s name Eve, because shasthe mother of all living.’

The man recognises that God has shown mercy to him and tham, $pite of all, life will
therefore go on. And by revealing his willingness to carry out @d’s command to ‘be fruitful
and multiply’ (1.28), he is making a statement of faith. ‘Theman called his wife’s name
‘Chawwa’ (‘life’ - ch as in loch) because she is to be ¢hmother of all who will live’ (‘chay’).
Suddenly tragedy has been tempered by hope. All is not yeist. Although they have lost
everlasting life, they will live on in their children.

But the change of name also reflects the change in situatiddhe has previously been ‘woman’
in relation to ‘man’, the suggestion of an idyllic relationshp, now she becomes the ‘life’ bearer
who through pain and anguish will produce children. The remming further stresses the
woman’s new relationship to the man, ‘your desire will bed your husband and he will rule
over you’. By renaming her the man is exerting his new authont She is now not just
subordinate, but in subjection.
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3.21'And the Lord God made for Adam and his wife clothing made fom skins and coverec
them.’

God now makes clear their new position. They can no longer walkaked before him, for they
have made themselves feel vulnerable, inadequate and ashamiEdus they must be covered to
give them a feeling of security and acceptance. The clotheglwver be a reminder of the
wonderful relationship with God that they have lost.

Yet with some surprise we learn that the clothes weref skins’. Here we have the first hint of
actual deaths. No reader could fail to relate the provision ofkins with the deaths of animals.
And in this story it stands out dramatically, for death has ben totally absent. Man receives his
first lesson that his disobedience has brought death. Alagly a substitute is required. Others
die that he might be able to face God. Here we have the pritive beginnings of the idea of
sacrifice, which will lead on to the final sacrifice.

5.22 ‘Then the Lord God said, “Look, the man has become like ored us knowing good and
evil, and now, to prevent him from reaching out and taking also othe tree of life so that he
might eat and live for ever ----"therefore the Lord God expelled him from the plain of Edento
serve the ground from which he was taken.’

Once again, as in 1.26, we have the introduction of ‘us’ - ‘l&kone of us’. God again reveals
Himself as surrounded by His heavenly court. But they remaim the background. The hint is
there and nothing else. They have no place in creation and terking out of man’s destiny.
Yet they are a reminder that ‘behind the scenes’ therare other beings who have not directly
entered into the account. There is too the further hinthat among ‘us’ both good and evil have
been experienced - ‘like us knowing good and evil’. Again ware made aware of the sinister
power behind the snake, an evil heavenly being.

The sentence for man, although reduced, is again emphasis@&akath will now become his
destiny because the means of ‘life unto the ages’ will bemoved. He will no longer be able to
eat of the tree of life, the tree whose fruit has the sgial quality that it can renew life and
prevent old age. By this man is sentenced to a lingering deaffihe idea of a food of life which
can give immortality was widespread in the ancient world, takig many forms, but it
demonstrates that the idea was writ large in man’s ancient amory.

3.23 ‘Therefore the Lord God expelled him from the plain of Een to serve the ground from
which he was taken.’

Man not only loses the tree of life, but all the trees ithe plain of Eden. He is sent out into a
place where he must eat ‘herbs of the field’, scrabblotpamong the weeds to obtain his food,
and scratching at the surface of the ground in hope that will increase its production. He had
been raised above it by God, but now he returns to it, a reimder of his new situation.

3.24 'So he drove out the man, and at the east of the plain of Edae placed the cherubim, anc
a flaming sword which turned every way, to guard the way to therée of life.’

The verb is forceful - ‘He drove out’. This suggests someopverful catastrophe that made it
impossible for man to stay where he was. The mention of tleberubim takes us by surprise,
and indeed this is the first time that heavenly beings arseuggested as playing any part in God’
activity. The fact that they do so is a further indication of he barriers that have grown
between man and God. What tragedy. The guardians of God are detkeep out the one who
had been set to guard. reaching out’ --- and ‘hdrove him out’.

In Psalm 18.10 the idea of the cherub is paralleled with thevings of the wind’, and in Ezekiel
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1.4-5 with a stormy wind, and it may thus be that originally thecherubim were seen as directl
connected with powerful, stormy winds. The cherubim andheir parallels are regularly seen a:
the guardians of sacred places, and even, as an escort, of Gdthkklf.

‘The flaming sword’ almost certainly refers to lightning, continually flashing down and hitting
the ground. Certainly in Ezekiel the cherubim are associatewith both stormy wind and
lightning (Ezekiel 1.4-5). So we have here the idea of storrmgnds and the continual flash of
lightning. We are thus left to visualise for ourselves the d#ructive forces which forced man to
leave and ‘guarded the way to the tree of life’. Heavenly powerombine with earthly powers
to exclude man from what was once his hope and delight. No ddudit some later stage the
plain of Eden was so devastated that neither guard was furtherecessary.

But we note that God did not there and then destroy ther¢e of life. The fact of its continued
existence left hope for the future.

The Facts behind the Story.

In dealing with the above account we have deliberately stuck the plan and pattern of the
writer. We have thus avoided reading in what later teaching woul reveal. His account was
written so as to lay the emphasis where it belonged, on thean, his failure and his destiny. Bu
we, of course, are aware of the background which would pushé& man into the background,
the activities of ‘that old snake, the Devil and Satan’ (Revation 12.9), the coming of Jesus
Christ, the Messiah, to defeat him, the final victory of @d. But this was the beginning, the low
point, and we must not lose its impact. The remainder ohe story will be revealed later.

The Mythological ‘Background’

Much has been made of the myths that are said to lie behintle stories of Creation, the
Garden of Eden and the Fall and for the sake of completenes& attach details of some of
these myths and our view of them. But Genesis 1 to 3 are rarkably free of mythical
elements, and, although briefly mentioning such myths as weent on, we were loath to clutter
up the narrative with detailed discussion. Those, howevewho may be interested should go to

Mythology
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REVELATION e was holy to the Lord. Had he stood firm, how the course bistory would
have changed. But he was deliberately disobedient. Possiblg lonly real excuse was that the
woman was very beautiful and persuasive. But like the womanghshould have run away with
his fingers in his ears.

3.13a ‘Then the Lord God said to the woman, “What is this that yolnave done?”’

Only God really knew the answer to that question as He lookedbwn the suffering of the ages,
and saw finally the suffering of His own Son. He knew whathe had done. But, although the
woman may have been aware of some of the consequences for Herske could have no idea
what she had done. Sin is like that. It reaches furthethan we can ever know.

3.13b ‘And the woman said, “The snake beguiled me, and | ate”.’

She did not blame God. It was the snake’s fault. She adrtetd she had been deceived, but it
was only because he was so beguiling. She could not accept 8ra was really to blame. But
earlier she had told the snake quite clearly what the positn was. She too was without excuse.
And in the end she admits ‘I ate’.

“The snake beguiled me.” How feeble her excuse is. Her®this subordinate creature and yet
she puts the blame on him. She is not yet aware of the pavieehind the snake.

It is now noteworthy that God does not question the snake. This not an omission. The writer

wants us to know that God is well aware that the snake is no¢ally to blame. There is another
who is yet nameless, who must bear the blame, and it ishion that the sentence on the snake
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really addressed.

3.14-15 ‘And the Lord God said to the snake, “Because you have datés, cursed are you
beyond all cattle, and beyond all wild animals. On your belly yowill go, and dust will you eat
all the days of your life. And | will put enmity between youand the woman, and between your
seed and her seed. He will bruise your head, and you wiltuise his heel.””’

Did the author really think that the snake had once had legsyhich were now removed? Of
course not. He is now turning the snake into a symbol of whatould happen to the one who
had used the snake as a tool. We notice here that of all thelrits it is only the snake which is
cursed. If it had only been a misguided creature, lower #n man, this would be inconceivable.
It can only be that, at this stage, for reasons we cannot fathorthe master is seen for the
present as out of reach, so the curse is pronounced on tioel. (Just as it will be the ground
from which man was taken that will be cursed and not the @an).

‘Beyond all cattle.” ‘Micol - ‘from all’, therefore as disti nctive from, compare verse 1 where he
was wise beyond all. Because he was wise beyond all heaw rcursed beyond all. The wisdom
and the curse belong to another.

The majestic movements of the snake are now depicted inrtes which demonstrate his
master’s fate. ‘On your belly you will go, and dust will you etl. How different things can look
from a different perspective. It is not the snake’s movengs that have changed, it is the
interpretation of them. The author knows that the snake dog not actually eat dust. The éating
of dust’ is a symbol of defeat and humiliation (Psalm 72.9; Micali.17; Isaiah 47.1; 49.23) and
crawling on the belly was widely known as something expected kings of their humbled foes
(see also Psalm 44.25 where it symbolises affliction and opsies).

So from now on the snake will be humbled and defeated. Oadie was seen as moving
gracefully along the ground, but now he is seen as ‘crawling dmis belly’, and man will attack
the snake wherever he sees it, and the snake will eqyalétaliate. But it is the man who,
though grievously hurt, will finally come out on top. And from now on the ‘unseen enemy’ will
also attack man, and with the help of God will be fought againshumiliated and defeated, and
be made to crawl and bite the dust.

The symbolism is significant. Every time man sees a snake Wwél be reminded of the subtlety
of sin, and how it creeps up and strikes suddenly. He rstitake as much care in watching out
for sin as he does in watching out for snakes.

‘I will put enmity between you and the woman, and betweegour seed and her seed. He will
snap at your head, and you will bruise his heel.’

Man'’s future constant battle with snakes, which is a tota§t new departure in that almost
perfect world, is also seen as a picture of man’s constanatble with evil, the evil that will meet
him at every turn and constantly snap at his heels. But isisignificant that that battle is seen ii
terms of final, though hard won, victory for man, for that is surely what the bruising of the
head must signify. The head is the major part, the heel ¢htail end. It will be a hard and
difficult time but in the end it is man who will gain the victory. But only God knew Who the
Man would be, and what He would have to go through, to achieve th&nhal victory. Note that
the battle is between snake and man, and the unseen eneamd man. God is sovereign above
all, until He steps down and becomes man.

The words for ‘snap at’ and ‘bruise’ are only slightly different. The first comes from a root

shuph as a variant of sha’aph, ‘to snap at, snatch’. The otherdm shuph (Akkadian sapu) ‘to
trample on, bruise’. Thus there is a deliberate play on wats.
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Are we to see here a reference to the coming of One Who lvdéfeat the Serpent? The answe
is ‘yes’ and ‘no’. What is declared is that man will finaly triumph, and the implication is of
triumph over the unseen evil behind the snake. It is dn later that it will become apparent that
this must be some Special Man. But it is implicit for dierwise why will it take so long? A
special, uniqgue man, the seed of Adam, must be in mirid achieve the final victory. The
Serpent will be defeated by the ultimate man.

3.16 ‘To the woman he said, “I will greatly multiply your pain, epecially in childbearing, in
pain you will produce children, and your desire shall be foryour husband, and he will rule
over you.”’

In Genesis 1 the producing of children is a duty, a privilge and a blessing, but now that duty,
privilege and blessing will be accompanied by intense paitt.is in the mercy of God that, in
spite of what she has done, she will still be allowed théessing of producing children. It is the
punishment of God that this will be achieved through muclpain.

But she will not be able to avoid it even if she wants toYbur desire will be for your husband
and he will rule over you’. She will not be able to avoid her punishment, for her cravig for her
husband will ensure that she seeks him out and his awhty over her will guarantee her part
in procreation. There is here a clear loss of status. Thean’s authority is now seen as more
emphatic and overbearing.

‘Your pain, especially in childbearing’ is literally ‘your pain and your childbearing’. The word
for ‘pain’ (atsab) is not the usual one for pain in childbeaing and is used in the next verse for
man’s punishment in toil. Thus it refers to the more gearal misery of life. It may, however, be
deliberately used because two of its consonants connectéts’® (tree), thus pain and suffering
arising from the tree.

3.17-19 ‘And to the man he said, “Because you have listened to yaufe’s voice, and have
eaten of the tree of which | commanded you ‘you shall not eat @f, cursed is the ground
because of you; in toil (pain) you shall eat of it all the days @bur life, thorns and thistles it
will produce for you, and you will eat the herb of the field In the sweat of your face you will
eat food until you return to the ground, for out of it you weretaken; you are dust and to dust

you will return”.

It is noteworthy that God does not curse the man, as He cled the snake. Unlike the snake, tf
man is ‘on his own’, a weak earth creature. There is no orteehind him deserving to be cursed.
But from now on it is his daily provision that is cursed, sorathing that will constantly remind
him of his position and what he has done. Thus as with tlemake the curse is one step removed
from the guilty party. The snake is cursed as representinthe evil power behind it, the ground

is cursed as representing the man.

From now on man will have to toil in pain for his food against eveincreasing difficulties. He
will have to contend with thorns and thistles, which willbe ever ready to prevent the growth of
what he will eat. It is the vegetation that tears at his harsland prevents him having food that
will grow on its own, as once, in contrast, the trees of thggarden had grown on their own to
provide him with food. Seeking his food will be a constant siggle. The place to which he will
be sent will not have sufficient trees to provide his foodt must now be sought amidst thorns
and thistles, which will tear not only his hands, but hideart.

‘Cursed is the ground because of you.” Compare the descriph of the land that is blessed in

Deuteronomy 33.13-15, it is well-watered and fruitful, full ofprecious things. The thought here
is of land unwatered and unfruitful except as a result of &rd labour.
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‘In the sweat of your face you will eat foo’. The water of the river in the garden is replaced b
the sweat of his brow. Now he will be dependent on the vages of rain and weather, and life
will be a constant and almost unendurable struggle.

Then, in the end, the ground that has been cursed wileceive him, and he will become once
more part of the ground. He will return to the dust. Thusthe curse will fully attach to him in
the end. But the cursing of the ground and not the man iGod’s indication that in mercy He is
delaying punishment. The man will die, but not yet.

It will be noted that the warning ‘in the day that you eat ofit you will surely die’ has not been
carried into literal fruition. Neither the man nor the power behind the snake will receive their
deserts as yet. The writer indeed wants us to see thahaw phase is beginning in God’s
purposes. He is acknowledging that the man has not fallen ke he independently chose to
rebel against God, but because another more sinister powerayged him down. Thus God will
show mercy to him so that he in his turn, along with his d&eendants, can reverse the situation
and bring down that evil power. He will yet bruise the had of ‘the snake’. Yet the sentence is
only delayed, for, as God has already declared, one day the grourttht has been cursed will
receive him. He is but dust, and dust he will become.

3.20 ‘And the man called his wife’s name Eve, because shasthe mother of all living.’

The man recognises that God has shown mercy to him and tham, $pite of all, life will
therefore go on. And by revealing his willingness to carry out @d’s command to ‘be fruitful
and multiply’ (1.28), he is making a statement of faith. ‘Theman called his wife’s name
‘Chawwa’ (‘life’ - ch as in loch) because she is to be ¢hmother of all who will live’ (‘chay’).
Suddenly tragedy has been tempered by hope. All is not yeist. Although they have lost
everlasting life, they will live on in their children.

But the change of name also reflects the change in situatiddhe has previously been ‘woman’
in relation to ‘man’, the suggestion of an idyllic relationshp, now she becomes the ‘life’ bearer
who through pain and anguish will produce children. The remming further stresses the
woman’s new relationship to the man, ‘your desire will bed your husband and he will rule
over you’. By renaming her the man is exerting his new authont She is now not just
subordinate, but in subjection.

3.21 ‘And the Lord God made for Adam and his wife clothing maddérom skins and covered
them.’

God now makes clear their new position. They can no longer walkaked before him, for they
have made themselves feel vulnerable, inadequate and ashamiEdus they must be covered to
give them a feeling of security and acceptance. The clotheglwver be a reminder of the
wonderful relationship with God that they have lost.

Yet with some surprise we learn that the clothes weref skins’. Here we have the first hint of
actual deaths. No reader could fail to relate the provision ofkins with the deaths of animals.
And in this story it stands out dramatically, for death has ben totally absent. Man receives his
first lesson that his disobedience has brought death. Alagly a substitute is required. Others
die that he might be able to face God. Here we have the pritive beginnings of the idea of
sacrifice, which will lead on to the final sacrifice.

5.22 ‘Then the Lord God said, “Look, the man has become like ored us knowing good and
evil, and now, to prevent him from reaching out and taking also othe tree of life so that he
might eat and live for ever ----"therefore the Lord God expelled him from the plain of Edento
serve the ground from which he was taken.’
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Once again, as in 1.26, we have the introduction ‘us’ - ‘like one of u¢. God again reveals
Himself as surrounded by His heavenly court. But they remaim the background. The hint is
there and nothing else. They have no place in creation and terking out of man’s destiny.
Yet they are a reminder that ‘behind the scenes’ therare other beings who have not directly
entered into the account. There is too the further hinthat among ‘us’ both good and evil have
been experienced - ‘like us knowing good and evil’. Again ware made aware of the sinister
power behind the snake, an evil heavenly being.

The sentence for man, although reduced, is again emphasis&akath will now become his
destiny because the means of ‘life unto the ages’ will bemoved. He will no longer be able to
eat of the tree of life, the tree whose fruit has the sgial quality that it can renew life and
prevent old age. By this man is sentenced to a lingering deaffihe idea of a food of life which
can give immortality was widespread in the ancient world, takig many forms, but it
demonstrates that the idea was writ large in man’s ancient amory.

3.23 ‘Therefore the Lord God expelled him from the plain of Een to serve the ground from
which he was taken.’

Man not only loses the tree of life, but all the trees ithe plain of Eden. He is sent out into a
place where he must eat ‘herbs of the field’, scrabblotpamong the weeds to obtain his food,
and scratching at the surface of the ground in hope that will increase its production. He had
been raised above it by God, but now he returns to it, a reimder of his new situation.

3.24 'So he drove out the man, and at the east of the plain of Edae placed the cherubim, anc
a flaming sword which turned every way, to guard the way to therée of life.’

The verb is forceful - ‘He drove out’. This suggests someopverful catastrophe that made it
impossible for man to stay where he was. The mention of tleberubim takes us by surprise,
and indeed this is the first time that heavenly beings arseuggested as playing any part in God’
activity. The fact that they do so is a further indication of he barriers that have grown
between man and God. What tragedy. The guardians of God are detkeep out the one who
had been set to guard. reaching out’ --- and ‘hdrove him out’.

In Psalm 18.10 the idea of the cherub is paralleled with thevings of the wind’, and in Ezekiel
1.4-5 with a stormy wind, and it may thus be that originally he cherubim were seen as directly
connected with powerful, stormy winds. The cherubim andheir parallels are regularly seen a:
the guardians of sacred places, and even, as an escort, of Gdthkklf.

‘The flaming sword’ almost certainly refers to lightning, continually flashing down and hitting
the ground. Certainly in Ezekiel the cherubim are associatewith both stormy wind and
lightning (Ezekiel 1.4-5). So we have here the idea of storrmgnds and the continual flash of
lightning. We are thus left to visualise for ourselves the d#ructive forces which forced man to
leave and ‘guarded the way to the tree of life’. Heavenly powerombine with earthly powers
to exclude man from what was once his hope and delight. No ddudit some later stage the
plain of Eden was so devastated that neither guard was furtherecessary.

But we note that God did not there and then destroy ther¢e of life. The fact of its continued
existence left hope for the future.

The Facts behind the Story.
In dealing with the above account we have deliberately stuck the plan and pattern of the

writer. We have thus avoided reading in what later teaching woul reveal. His account was
written so as to lay the emphasis where it belonged, on th&an, his failure and his destiny. Bu
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we, of course, are aware of the background which would pushé& man into the background,
the activities of ‘that old snake, the Devil and Satan’ (Revation 12.9), the coming of Jesus
Christ, the Messiah, to defeat him, the final victory of &d. But this was the beginning, the low
point, and we must not lose its impact. The remainder ohe story will be revealed later.

The Mythological ‘Background’

Much has been made of the myths that are said to lie behintle stories of Creation, the
Garden of Eden and the Fall and for the sake of completenes& attach details of some of
these myths and our view of them. But Genesis 1 to 3 are rarkably free of mythical
elements, and, although briefly mentioning such myths as weent on, we were loath to clutter
up the narrative with detailed discussion. Those, howevewho may be interested should go to
Mythology
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