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About the Book

A Commentary on Marriage in the Bible is a multi-volume work analyzing the
treatment of marriage and family in the Bible. It begins with Genesis 1:1 and
progresses to Revelation 22:21, picking out nearly every pertinent verse along the
way. It is the result of a layman’s research project that has spanned more than ten
years so far, including countless hours of study and prayer. Although the author has
attempted to set aside bias—whether religious, cultural, or merely personal—in order
to convey accurately what the prophets of God actually recorded and what their words
mean for us today, his Messianic Jewish theology and devout evangelical Christian
upbringing has infused this work with a unique perspective. The contents are
controversial, and every single reader is certain to find something with which to
disagree vehemently. Conversely, readers of every theological persuasion, Jewish,
Christian, or other, are also certain to find much of value as they read with an open
mind and heart.

Volume I comments on the Torah, the first five books of the Bible, and provides an
essential foundation to the information in later volumes.

Although this ebook is provided for free, the server bandwidth used
to download it and the time it took to create it are not free. Please
consider donating $5 or $10 via Paypal to jc@historycarper.com or
via postal mail to PO Box 1045, Brenham, TX 77834. Thank you,
and may God bless you in every way!
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Introduction

I began this work in 1997 when I read something by James Stivers—I cannot even
remember what that was now—in which he asserted that God approves of polygyny.
My own feeling had always been that God disapproves, but tolerates (tolerated?) it
among those converted from a polygamous culture. I probably adopted that sense from
the many Sunday sermons and Wednesday night Bible studies I attended as a child.
My opinion was also likely affected by my incessant reading (sometimes during
church) of science fiction, fantasy, and historical novels. Robert Heinlein deserves a
mention here somewhere, I am sure. In any case, Stivers’ reasoning appeared sound,
but I was certain that he must have overlooked some important point. I checked his
Scripture references in context and checked cross-references. Since he has a penchant
for pushing the boundaries of orthodoxy, I researched opposing views and checked
their Scriptural references as well. By the time I had accumulated more than one
hundred pages of Bible passages (paraphrased to aid my own understanding) and
typed notes, I was convinced: Stivers was correct. Not only is most of today’s church
incorrect about polygyny, but they are dead wrong about a whole host of issues related
to marriage and family.

This is big news! I thought. People need to know about this! The problem, as I
soon discovered, was that people did not want to know about it. We have built so
much of our culture around the dogma of monogamy that any challenge to the status
quo is met with the fiercest opposition. Men become incredulous and sidle furtively
away as if afraid of being seen even standing too near such a heresy. Women become
violently angry or break down in tears. I pulled my hand back from the fire and
reassessed what I ought to do with this newfound knowledge. The implications went
far beyond whether a man might have one or two wives. The very structure of modern
civilization was at odds with what the Bible seemed to be saying. I could not simply
shrug my shoulders and move on to something else. The ensuing search for truth and
the path that unfolded over the next eleven years lit a fire in my bones that, like
Jeremiah’s, simply will not allow me to keep silent.

My writing was fitful. For weeks, I might research and write for more than eight
hours per day while also working a full time job. For months, I might write just a few
words here and there. I was always writing in the back of my mind, however, ideas
and arguments brewing and stewing incessantly while I pulled network cables or
installed software. I spent hundreds of hours in online forums, forced constantly to
question my conclusions and myself. The intensive Bible studies pulled me ever
further from my religious roots with the Assemblies of God into...something. I had no
name for the theology that was developing.

At a gathering of polygamy-friendly believers in Utah, I met a very intelligent
individual (and his two wives) who seemed to be saying the same things I had been
thinking. I learned that he lived within a half-hour’s drive of my home in Colorado
and that he attended a congregation made up of people with very similar beliefs,
which he referred to as Messianic Judaism. They were merely poly-tolerant, though,
he informed me, not necessarily poly-friendly. My wife and I visited his congregation
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for midrash, a weekly Bible study focused on the Torah. We were immediately
enthralled by the depth of instruction and the many facets of the Scriptures to which
we had never been exposed growing up in evangelical, protestant churches. There is
so much more in those first five books than the Ten Commandments and a collection
of genealogies! I spent the next seven years absorbing whatever I could from the
teachers there. (They most certainly do not agree with everything I have written in this
book!) They fleshed out my inklings into full-fledged theology and sometimes even
understanding. So many loose ends from my earlier religious instruction began
coming together, untangling a mass of inconsistencies and answering a host of Whys,
even while posing even more. My writing took on a new tenor and wholeness as the
Torah opened up. The result is that I produced a book with a distinctly messianic
perspective. I do not consider myself a Messianic Jew because, as far as [ am aware, I
am not Jewish. For now, I have settled on the label of messianic believer. (Labels do
not define us, but they help us sort out a very complex world.) I am a believer in
Yeshua, also known as Jesus. He is the one and only path to eternal salvation. You
cannot earn your way to Heaven by doing good works or by obeying a set of rules.
However, 1 also believe that the Torah contains God’s instructions to all people
concerning how we are to live and worship. Israel was merely a vehicle for those
instructions.

Do not take all of this to mean that one must subscribe to Messianic Jewish
theology to understand this book or find value in it. Some things will sound more
natural or make more immediate sense to the Messianic, but I have struggled to write
artfully, clearly, and accessibly for all readers of whatever persuasion.

I have no outstanding qualifications for this work. In fact, I have barely any
qualifications at all. I have no degree in theology. I have very little formal training. 1
am not a pastor or a rabbi. I am only an occasional teacher. I do not claim to be a
prophet or a great man of God. I studied and prayed and wrote, and I am certain that I
made mistakes. Whatever truth I have written, I have done so by God’s grace.
Whatever error, I have done so because of my own inadequacies and interference in
God’s attempts at communicating through me.

Throughout these years, I have had the support of many friends, some of whom did
not even agree with many of the things I wrote. In fact, virtually everyone who picks
up this volume will find something with which to dislike intensely, myself included. I
have also gained some enemies, which was a fairly new experience for me. There are
some hard truths on these pages, and some people will not accept them easily or at all.
I have lost family, friends, and finances over this work, including my wife of
seventeen years. | realize the irony of a divorced man writing a book on marriage. My
only defense is that I was once much more a fool than I am today, and change did not
come easily. I learned much about human nature, about God’s design for marriage and
family, and the relationship between man and woman, but it was too little, too late. Or
too much, too quickly. Fortunately, this is not a book on how to be married or how to
solve your marital problems. My only purpose in writing was to discover what God
actually says about marriage and family and to present it to the world at large. Accept
it or not. Do with it what you will.

I have organized this volume according to the books of the Bible first, and
according to the traditional weekly Torah readings second. For thousands of years,
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Jewish synagogues have kept roughly the same annual schedule, all reading the same
section or parsha each Shabbat. For the most part, Messianic congregations have
continued that tradition. I believe that this division was divinely inspired as the
salvation message can be found in some form in every single portion, although many
rabbis today would fail to recognize it as such or admit it if they did. I list each parsha
by its Hebrew name and corresponding verses.

You might notice that the first chapter, on Genesis, is the longest and contains the
most detailed comments and footnotes. Genesis is the foundation for all that comes
after. Everything in Scripture is based on what came before. The New Testament
letters build on The Acts of the Apostles, which builds on the Gospels, which build on
the Prophets and Writings, which build on the Torah, which builds on Genesis. Each
layer expands, rather than replaces, the layer beneath. The first and second comings of
the Messiah, the salvation message, the history of Israel...they are all covered in some
form in Genesis. Yeshua and Paul both based their fundamental teachings concerning
marriage on Genesis, and so have 1.

This book is the first volume in what I intend to be a two or three volume set. It is
a verse-by-verse commentary, and I did not write it to be read from cover to cover,
though you may do so if you wish. The second volume will comment on the remaining
Old Testament writings and prophets. It might contain comments on the New
Testament as well, or those might find their way into a third volume. After that, I
might go on to discuss marriage as it appears in other ancient Christian and Jewish
writings.

A final note...

One hard lesson I learned while writing this book was that people do not learn hard
lessons easily. It takes time and patience, and people, if pushed too far or fast, will
reliably rebel. Be very cautious with these ideas and do not force them on others. Be
even more cautious with incorporating these ideas into your family life. Our western
cultures have drifted very far from God’s original plan, and restoration will be
difficult. Families will be destroyed. People will be hurt. I wish to God that was not
the case, but it always is with profound truths. I want you to understand that excising
evil is painful. People do not readily change. The return will not be pleasant, but return
we will.

-Jay Carper
February 24, 2009

May you proceed prayerfully in full understanding that
we—1Jew and Gentile, slave and free, male and female—
are a part of the same body under the Messiah, having been
joined to it solely through the grace of God, and may each
be convinced or not as the Spirit leads him.
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Bereishit: Genesis 1:1-6:8

Genesis 1:22
(See Genesis 1:28.)

Genesis 1:26

Let us make man in our image... Since Yeshua said, “God is a Spirit” and not
flesh, we are a spiritual likeness of God and only allegorically a physical likeness.
Our physical bodies are analogs of our spirits, designed to work solely within the
physical realm, while God designed our spirits to work in the spiritual realm. The
two realms are united in mankind.

Genesis 1:27

In the image of God created he him. Adam was created first, and was the only
human being besides Yeshua to have been created in God’s image.' All others bear
God’s image, but are created in Adam’s. Moses made no mistakes in his choice of
words. He did not write, “In the image of God created he them,” but he wrote, “In
the image of God created he him,” adding the creation of them (plural) as male and
female as a distinct thought.

So God created man in his [own] image, in the image of God
created he him; male and female created he them.

Tom Shipley points out that, while mankind may be collectively referred to as
Adam, only the first man is ever called Adam as an individual.” Throughout Genesis
1 and 2, when Moses referred to the individual characters, he referred to the man as
Adam and to the woman as Ishshaw.

While all of mankind bears the image of God, woman is the image of man in the
same way that a child is the image of his parents. Together, in their procreative
capacity they image the creative nature of God.> Both together and separately, in
their spiritual and familial roles they image other aspects of God. In 1 Corinthians
11:7-9 Paul told us that, although God is the source of us all and that mankind as a
whole bears the image of God, men more specifically are that image: “...he is the

'T do not mean to imply that Yeshua is a mere created being. However, his physical body was
unquestionably created. He did not materialize in Mary's womb as a fully grown man, but grew from a
few cells to a fully formed infant, just as all other men do.

2 Tom Shipley, Man and Woman in Biblical Law (Baltimore, Maryland: Institute for Christian Patriarchy,
2001, 2004.) 19.

* James Stivers wrote, ‘The glory of God is His creative power. The glory of God, as it is manifested in
the man, is his procreative power. God surrounds Himself with a Host (“LORD of Hosts™)....A man may
image his Creator all of his life, but he does not begin to manifest the Creator’s glory until he enters into
fatherhood.” James Wesley Stivers, Hierogamy and the Married Messiah. (Moscow, Idaho: Stivers
Publications, 2004.)
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image and glory of God: but the woman is the glory of the man. For the man is not
of the woman; but the woman of the man. Neither was the man created for the
woman; but the woman for the man.”

The Hebrew words used for male and female in v27 are somewhat illustrative.
According to Strong’s, zakar, the Hebrew for male, means “remembered,” which
one could suppose might stem from Adam’s being reminiscent of God. Nekebah, the
Hebrew for female, is derived from nekeb or nakab, and is a more functionally
oriented word and describes more of who the woman is rather than who she
resembles.

God has no physical gender other than that of the Messiah’s human form, but his
superior authority requires that he almost always be referred to in the masculine. He
promised the Messiah and se gave the Torah. He died and /e rose again. He guides
us and he comforts us. God is neither female nor feminine, yet he still has something
of the feminine within him; else how could Eve have been created from Adam, who
was created in the image of God? While God has no sex and it is certainly incorrect
to refer to him as “she,” the roles of wife and mother can be discerned in certain
aspects of God. When the first part of the substance of Eve was extracted from
Adam, most of the feminine and something of the masculine, both of which he had
inherited from God, were put into Eve. Both men and women have masculine and
feminine attributes, and in this they both bear God’s image, but men more directly.

This is not a statement of the intrinsic worth of men over women or of women
over men.* They both created in the image of God, and they are both essential to
God’s plan. Would it make any sense to ask whether the sergeant or the lieutenant is
more important to the plans of the general? Of course not. One has authority over the
other, but they are both essential to victory. The licutenant who believes he can
effectively perform the sergeant’s duties in addition to his own is a fool, and so is
the sergeant who believes that he can do the same. The woman is subordinate to the
man the way the heart and lungs are subordinate to the head. Without heart and
lungs, the head is of very little use. The subordination of one to the other is
functional and not a matter derived from worth or importance.

Genesis 1:28

And God blessed them, and God said unto them... The foremost question I
want to answer concerning this verse is: “To what extent are we required by God to
‘be fruitful and multiply’?” I see three ways to argue the point:

1. God blessed us with fruitfulness, but did not necessarily command us to
multiply.

The proximity of “God blessed” and “God said” (“And God blessed them, and
God said unto them...”) appear to make the two clauses parts of a single act. God
said “Be fruitful and multiply” two other times, once to the animals in v22 and once
to Noah and his family in 9:1. All three times the statement was intimately linked to

* Stephen B. Clark points out that subordinates are very often more valuable to the success of a venture
than are their superiors. Stephen B. Clark, Man and Woman in Christ. (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Servant
Books, 1980.) 23-24.
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a blessing. Therefore, the phrase “Be fruitful and multiply” is merely a blessing
much as we might say, “Get well soon,” to a sick friend. The problem with this
argument is that there is a vital difference between the way that God blessed the fish
and birds and the way that he blessed mankind. In v22, he does not appear to be
speaking o the animals so much as over the animals: “God blessed them, saying, Be
fruitful, and multiply...” which could be reworded as “God blessed them by
saying...” However, in the verse currently under consideration, Moses wrote “God
blessed them, and God said unto them...” implying a qualitative difference in the
nature of the blessing,’ as well as a logical division between the blessing and the
“command.” But is this difference enough to make a command? In Genesis 14:19-
20, Melchizedek blessed Abram in very similar words, but gave no command,
following the pattern of v22 and strengthening the idea that this instance in v28 is
also only a blessing and no command at all.

2. God categorically commanded mankind to be fruitful and multiply.

The qualitative difference demonstrated above, namely that God spoke directly
to mankind and that the name “Elohim” is repeated as the subject of both clauses,
certainly seems to support this interpretation. Elohim is Hebrew for “judges” or
“rulers” and so it appears that, by repeating the name of the Creator, Moses was
emphasizing the authority with which God spoke. The command is valid until the
Kingdom in which men will become like the angels and no longer lawfully
procreate. (At least that is the commonly accepted interpretation of Matthew 22:30.)
However, it must still be understood that this is a command to mankind in general
and not to each and every individual. Obviously, we cannot ascribe guilt to those
whom Yeshua and Paul commended for their celibacy, nor to those whom God has
made barren for his own purposes.

3. God commanded mankind to be fruitful and multiply, but only to a certain
point.

God commanded us to multiply, but if the purpose of the command was to
enable mankind to effectively govern the earth®, a point might come (or might have
already come) at which further multiplication becomes unfruitful. “Replenish the
earth” is an integral part of the command to multiply, so once we have populated the
earth, the command may be considered fulfilled. This is the argument of the
environmentalist who favors zero or negative population growth (and commonly

* The same Hebrew word, amar, is used in v22 for “saying” and in v28 for “said unto them.” The King
James Version does not have “unto them” italicized, so it does not appear to be an insertion by the
translators. I have assumed that the difference may be one of declension or case that cannot be directly
translated into English. To the contrary, two Hebrew scholars have told me that there is no difference in
the Hebrew, and “unto them” was an extrapolation on the part of the KJV translators. Brenton’s
translation from the Septuagint agrees that the English should read “God blessed them, saying...” This
lends more weight to the idea that God was blessing mankind with fertility rather than commanding them
to be fruitful.

¢ Although I doubt that he would have openly supported the idea which I wrote next, this is the view
promoted by Rushdoony: “The meaning of the family is thus not to be sought in procreation but in a God-
centered authority and responsibility in terms of man’s calling to subdue the earth and to exercise
dominion over it.” Rousas John Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law. (The Presbyterian and
Reformed Publishing Company, 1973.) 164.
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also favors abortion and coercive measures to discourage growth, but these negative
and ungodly attitudes are not inherent in the argument). Although most theologians
and men of God whom I respect believe this is not the case, I am not convinced
either way. As will be seen in the next section on “subdue it” and in the comments
for Genesis 2, governance of the earth is at least a major part of the purpose for
man’s creation, so this argument cannot be easily dismissed.

Deciding that “be fruitful” is a blessing and not a command might or might not
change how we affect family planning.” Rejecting a blessing from God seems too
presumptuous and might actually invite curse in its stead, so the course most people
choose should not be affected at all, whether command or blessing. We should
graciously accept what God chooses to give to us, realizing that he knows our needs
and capabilities better than we do. However, no one should be ostracized or harassed
because they choose not to have a large family or perhaps choose not to have
children at all. I believe economic reasons for not having children to be petty and
faithless, but there are many other reasons that I am not capable of judging, such as
precarious health of the potential mother, genetic disorders in either parent, or any
number of other reasons. Paul wrote that under certain circumstances it is better to
remain unmarried, and it might be that under certain circumstances it is better to
remain childless or to stop conceiving children. I cannot say for certain what those
circumstances are, but I am not willing to judge the hearts of other men and women
based solely on how many children they have. God knows and judges the heart in
such situations.

A divine command (or even a bit of divine advice) to multiply is a divine
command to have sexual intercourse. The misogynist, anti-sex tendencies of a great
number of Christians are proved in the very first chapter of Genesis to be
perversions. These tendencies were no doubt inherited at least in part from the pagan
philosophies that were popular in the early centuries of the Church. The Manicheans
of Augustine’s day believed the whole physical universe to be the product of the
Evil Kingdom’s invasion of the good. They believed that sex, by causing the
continuation of the physical and by being surrender to physical pleasures, is the
ultimate evil.® Many prominent Christian teachers of that day, Augustine included,
were never able to completely purge this heretical taint from their doctrines, and it
has infected the Church to varying degrees ever since.’

...and subdue it: and have dominion... If “be fruitful” is a command then so is
“subdue it.” To subdue means to forcibly subjugate, but I do not believe that any
kind of brutality is intended. In fact, the requirement of a Sabbath for the earth
points in the opposite direction. The point of the command was not to grant
permission to conquer, but to grant the authority over nature which we require to

"1 do not mean abortion, abortifacients, oral contraceptives, or the self-centeredness which our society
calls “family planning.”

# Augustine of Hippo, The Confessions of St. Augustine, Books I-X. Trans. F. J. Sheed. (New York: Sheed
& Ward, 1942.)

° Many Christian and Jewish writings from the period extending several centuries in either direction of the
Incarnation feature this heresy. The Books of Adam and Eve and the Shepherd of Hermas are notable
examples.
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effectively govern it and to use it to our livelihood. We were not commanded to go
out and conquer all of nature for the sake of the conquest itself, but we were blessed
with the ability and the authority to reshape it and redirect it as necessary.
Possession of the authority to do something when necessary is not a requirement to
do it whenever possible. Environmental extremism and pseudo-scientific theories of
anthropogenic climate change aside, it is impossible to witness the methods and
abuse heaped by some men upon nature and call it righteous. Excessive abuse of
authority is justification for rebellion. If we continue to abuse our authority over the
land, we will eventually be thrown off by it. There are many examples all over the
world of exactly that happening. But we are not to simply ignore all of nature either.
Adam was placed in the Garden in order to tend it and protect it; the maintenance of
the Garden—and by extension the whole earth—was a central purpose of his
creation. Mankind, men in particular, can rarely be truly fulfilled living in the
concrete hives we call cities nor in a scarred, oily wasteland of pure industry. We
will be most happy living close to the earth, earning at least a part of our living
through work with our hands. I have experienced few sensations as gratifying as
burying my bare hands in rich soil and shaping and encouraging the growth of new
life. The personal anecdotes of many others testify to the same phenomenon in their
own lives.

God gave mankind, both male and female, authority over the earth so that we
might be able to support ourselves through it and effectively tend it and protect it.
Like the ox treading the grain, we may extract comfort and sustenance from the
earth, but to take from the land more than we can use simply for the accumulation of
wealth is an abuse of our authority. The authority which a husband has over his wife
is similar to the authority mankind has over nature in that his authority does not exist
for its own sake and must not be abused. Men were given that authority for a
purpose: in order to effectively guide and protect their wives. If mankind abuses its
authority over the land, the land will reject him; this is justice. If a husband abuses
his authority over his wife, she will reject him; this too is justice. Dominion over the
land does not mean that the land exists solely for mankind’s benefit, nor does
headship'® mean that the woman exists solely for the man’s benefit. She exists to be
a support to her husband in whatever task God has given him and to be a mother to
her children, but not to be a slave to either one. I absolutely do not mean to excuse
the wife from submitting herself to her husband in matters where he is not terribly
abusive or where he does not demand immoral behavior of her, but a man who
mistreats his wife for his own purposes is in rebellion against God’s purposes and
has rejected the headship of Messiah over him. He has no right to demand
submission of his wife when he refuses to submit to his own head.

Genesis 2:7

And the LORD God formed man of the dust of the ground... Thus
establishing man’s role as a servant of the Earth. It is not an ironclad rule that one

1 “Headship” is shorthand for the relationship between the Father and the Messiah, between the Messiah
and the man, and between the man and the woman. See 1 Corinthians 11:3-16.
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thing must necessarily serve that from which it was created, however it is one
evidence. Mankind was created from the dust and from God’s breath, and we know
that he was created to serve God through tending the Garden. Eve was created from
the same ingredients channeled through Adam. She was also created to serve God
and tend the Garden by tending first to her husband’s needs. If it were not for God’s
command to have dominion over the earth, these examples could lead one to
conclude that man is to be subservient to it.

...and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life... Thus establishing man’s
role as a servant of God. Adam was the only creature directly endowed with the
spirit of God from the moment of Creation. All other human beings, including Eve
(but excepting Yeshua) derive the substance of both body and spirit from Adam.

Genesis 2:15

...put him into the garden of Eden... At the close of the sixth day, on which
God created Adam, he called his new creations “very good” (1:31). Then he put
Adam into the Garden—a perfect man placed into a perfect Garden. God, seeing the
end from the beginning, knew that the maintenance of the Garden was to be Adam’s
first assignment, so he designed into the perfect man the skills and temperament
necessary for a gardener, skills which you and I have inherited, albeit in corrupt
form. Our families will be happier and all areas of our lives will be more fulfilling if
some kind of husbandry has a place in them.

...to dress it and to keep it... Adam was not placed in the Garden merely to
water plants. The King James translators rendered the Hebrew word awbad as some
variant of “to serve” 240 times.'" The same word can be translated “to till” or “to
dress,” but usually in the sense of serving the land or the landowner, and never in the
sense of furrowing the soil. Adam was given authority over the Garden, but never as
its absolute ruler. He was given authority over it so that he might serve it. “To keep
it” follows in the same vein. It was translated from the Hebrew shawmar which
means to guard and protect. The urge to maintain and protect is built into the genetic
code of mankind, especially of men, having been given a greater portion of physical
strength and martial capacity. We will live more fulfilling lives if we live close to
the soil; we will live even more fulfilled lives with family and land of our own to
protect and nurture.

There is a chicken and egg question here. The Creation narrative implies that the
Garden was created before the man. The question is, was Adam given authority over
the Garden because he was to keep it, or was he told to keep it because he had
authority over it? The question is relevant to the authority of the father over his
family. Does he have authority over his family because he has been given
responsibility for their security and maintenance, or does he have responsibility
because he has been given authority? Modern feminism would say that the former is
true, and if women take responsibility for themselves then men no longer have
legitimate authority over them. Unfortunately, their practice results in the exact

' “H5647.” King James Concordance. Ed. Rick Meyers. (e-Sword v7.0.5, copyright 2000-2003, Rick
Meyers.)



A Commentary on Marriage in the Bible, vol 1: the Torah (free e-book v10.01.07) Jay Carper

opposite of what they preach. The more independence they claim from their
husbands, the more dependent they become on other men even to the point of selling
their husbands into slavery to support their newfound “freedom.”"

Genesis 2:16-17

The command not to eat of the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil was given
to Adam before the creation of Eve.

...thou mayest freely eat... It is right that the laborer obtains his sustenance
from his labors. Everything that God entrusts to a man, including his own family,
can be used to a certain extent to his own benefit. He must be careful, however, not
to allow his liberty to become too cumbersome or inequitable to those under his
authority. It is also right that those with the highest degree of authority—and
therefore responsibility—over any thing may expect the greatest degree of reward
from it, although they are certainly not under an obligation to take the full reward. In
the military and mercantile worlds, this concept is called RHIP or “Rank Has Its
Privileges.”

...thou shalt not eat of it... All created things belong ultimately to God, the
creator, and authority over them is delegated from him to mankind in varying
degrees. Since all men will be held responsible for how faithful they are in their
stewardship over God’s creation, property ownership can never be absolute. No man
has the right to do whatever he wishes with anything he owns because everything he
owns belongs first to God. He has a responsibility to see that his stewardship is both
profitable and just, and he must not rule with too heavy a hand. Wisdom, justice,
consistency, and mercy should be every man’s rules.

Genesis 2:18

It is not good that the man should be alone. God did not discover this fact only
after creating Adam, but he waited so that Adam could be involved in the process of
creating his helper and thus have a greater appreciation for her unique properties and
special suitability. There was much that God intended mankind to accomplish, and it
could not be done by Adam alone. The man, being made in the image of God,
required companionship for physical, mental, and spiritual reasons: physical because

'2 The welfare state and the strongly misandric nature of our family courts reward women for
irresponsibility by encouraging them to believe that the wealth and labor of men is theirs by right, and
that they owe nothing at all to men in return. The promotion of sexual promiscuity by way of “free love,”
abortion, and contraceptives has had similar results, but for a different reason. Free love teaches women
that there is no value in being a woman; the man has all the privileges, therefore every woman should
strive to be just like a man. Men and women who embrace this philosophy begin to devalue children.
They each forget the roles for which God designed them and so forget their purpose in life. Women who
have rejected the covering and protection of men become targets for men who have rejected their own
roles of authority and responsibility in favor of promiscuity and irresponsibility. Men who support these
feminist ideals are either deceived into feeling guilty for supposedly having oppressed women throughout
all history or they are consciously relieved that they can now take sexual advantage of whomever among
women is willing, without giving a thought to the consequences. The end result is that everyone loses.
Women are treated worse than ever, and men are alternately abusive hedonists or treated as slaves.
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delegation and division of labor are effective means to address large tasks; mental
because, as they say, “Two heads are better than one;” spiritual because there are
emotional burdens to be borne alongside the physical, and companionship,
especially such as can be provided to a man by a woman makes all burdens seem
lighter.

Some have said that this verse proves that celibacy is not of God, but they are
contradicted by the clear statements of Yeshua and Paul. The various abilities of all
men and women fall somewhere within a wide range. Men tend to have a greater
share of some abilities and women tend to have a greater share of others. The two
compliment each other, so that a man functions better if he has a woman at his side,
and vice versa. There is a small subgroup of individuals, however, who are designed
by God to function well on their own apart from the opposite sex. They are endowed
with a greater range of talents—not that they possess a greater amount of some
particular talent necessarily, but they possess a greater number of distinct talents
than most people of either sex. The great weight of Scripture suggests—but does not
categorically state—that such individuals are overwhelmingly male. Yeshua
suggested that such men are specially gifted with celibacy for specific tasks in the
furtherance of the Kingdom of God. There is some suggestion that Paul was a
widower during his ministry, but there is no doubt that he was celibate, and that he
believed this state to be of great benefit in his calling.

I will make him an help meet for him. According to Adam Clarke, the Hebrew
for “help meet for him,” ezer kenegdo, “implies that the woman was to be a perfect
resemblance of the man, possessing neither inferiority nor superiority, but being in
all things like and equal to himself.”"* He was right to a certain extent. Eve was like
Adam in that she was of mankind, and not animal kind, and in that she possessed
both body and spirit while the animals have only body, but was not quite “a perfect
resemblance of the man.” The physical differences between men and women are
obvious. The spiritual differences are not so obvious, but they are evident in the
Creation story, in many other scriptural references to the differently ordained roles
of men and women, and in the practical roles into which men and women have
almost universally organized themselves."

Ezer implies more of an ally than a servant. In fact, David used that word several
times to refer to God. In Psalm 33, he wrote, “Our soul waiteth for the LORD: he is
our help and our shield.” And in Psalm 70, he wrote, “O God: thou art my help and
my deliverer.” The term implies an indispensable supporter, a rescuer, and a man’s
wife is certainly all of these things. There is nothing in the word to imply inferiority,
but there is really nothing in the word that implies any kind of hierarchy at all except
one of crucial support. The fact that the woman was made specifically for the man’s

'3 Adam Clarke, Commentary on the Bible. (e-Sword v7.0.5, copyright 2000-2003, Rick Meyers.)
“Stephen Goldberg, The Inevitability of Patriarchy. (New York: William Morrow & Company, Inc.,
1974.) 228. “...the central fact is that men and women are different from each other from the gene to the
thought to the act and that emotions that underpin masculinity and femininity, that make reality as
experienced by the male eternally different from that experienced by the female, flow from the biological
natures of man and woman...the women of every society have taken the paths they have not because they
were forced by men but because they have followed their own imperatives.”
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purposes, and not for her own, however, demonstrates God’s intended purpose for
her, which is to actively serve the man, just as man’s purpose is to actively serve
God. Stephen B. Clark wrote, “The description of the woman as a ‘helper fit for
him’ implies that the woman was not simply to be, but to do. Her role is to be an
active one in the support of her husband.”'* Eve was not created just to keep Adam
company, and both men and women will live happier lives if they focus on their God
ordained tasks.

There is also no reason to suppose that women have no other purpose but to
serve their husbands and bear their children. God has often used women as
prophetesses to convey his words to mankind, and he has also given women the
ability to take over leadership roles when men fail either through inability or
abdication. Women might have their own missions assigned directly by God, but the
vast majority of women will be happier and more fulfilled as wives and mothers, just
as the majority of men will be happier as husbands and fathers. Part of being a godly
wife and mother involves willingly submitting to her husband in her role as his
subordinate ally.'®

Genesis 2:19-20

...to see what he would call them. A name is more than just an assemblage of
sounds. The names that we write on birth certificates and contracts do nothing more
than identify us as separate individuals; they distinguish Joe from Frank, but little
else. They tell nothing of who or what we really are. When “name” is used in the
Scriptures, it often refers more to one’s reputation, office, and characteristics than to
the vocalization that separates one anonymous face from another. But in both of
these senses, there is a requirement of authority in the one who gives the name.
When the Egyptian king defeated Judah he renamed King Eliakim to Jehoiakim (2
Chronicles 36:4). When the Babylonians captured Judah and took some of their
young men to serve him, their governor gave them new names (Daniel 1:7). When
Moses asked God for his name, God said simply “I Am Who I Am” (Exodus 3:14).
Essentially, God said “Who is there above or before me to give me a name?” The
ability to give a name to someone extends from having authority over the one
named.

There were several purposes to this naming exercise:

1. To demonstrate Adam’s authority over the animals.

2. Superficially, to identify any animals that could serve as special
assistants to Adam in his managing of the Garden.

3. Ultimately, to demonstrate to Adam that no animal could ever be
sufficient to his needs.

15 Clark, Man and Woman in Christ. 20.

' “Genesis 2:18 defines the man’s problem as his aloneness, but it defines the solution as ‘a helper fit for
him’....Genesis does not describe woman as a companion to man but as a helper. Von Rad points out, the
phrase is not a romantic evaluation of woman. Rather it presents woman as ‘useful’ to man....A man’s
wife is supposed to ‘do something’ for him, just as he is supposed to ‘do something’ for her. If she does
not do what she is supposed to do for him (and if he does not do what he is supposed to do for her) deep
interpersonal sharing will not make the marriage a good marriage.” Ibid. 22.
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But for Adam there was not found an help meet for him. After having seen
and named all the animals of land and air, Adam knew that none of these would be
able to provide him with true companionship or be the “help meet” that God
intended. Adam required a more exact counterpart to himself, someone who could
commune with him on a more equal basis.

Genesis 2:21
...and he took one of his ribs... Tom Shipley wrote,

Everything about Adam’s creation stressed God’s authority over
him, including the derivation of his soul from Him. Now Genesis
2:21-23 informs us that Eve’s creation was not ex nihilo, but from
the man, as a result of Divine action, even as the man was from
God. Obviously God is primary in all of this. Yet it is also clear
that this mode of creation, being an analog of Adam’s own
creation from God, stresses Eve’s subordination to Adam, her own
immediate source of existence, as Adam’s mode of creation
stresses his subordination to God."!

In Scripture God variously appeals to his authorship of Creation and to his prior
existence to it as bases of his own authority over it. Since man existed first, and
woman was created out of man and for man, then his authority over her was
established in the Garden before the Fall through both precedence and descent. The
same cannot be said for the animals having authority over man because man was not
derived from the animals, but directly from the earth and from God, both of whom
preceded the animals. Adam’s temporal place in Creation (1:26) implies a service
relationship to the animals, his physical derivation from the earth (2:7) implies a
fraternal relationship to them, and his spiritual derivation from God (2:7) implies a
superior relationship to them. Eve’s temporal place in Creation and her physical and
spiritual derivation from Adam (2:22) imply a service relationship to him, as
explicitly stated by Paul in 1 Corinthians 11:9. The fact that Eve was not created
through any act of Adam demonstrates that he does not have absolute authority over
her, and, in fact, he has no inherent authority over her at all except what God has
granted him. She was created by God out of the substance of another of God’s
creations, placing her absolutely under God’s authority. The fact that she was
created out of the substance of Adam, solely for the purposes of Adam, and was then
given to Adam by God places her firmly—though still not absolutely—under
Adam’s authority. For a man to treat a woman with contempt is to show contempt
for God. It should also be noted that Eve was not half of Adam, nor was she created
from his head or his foot, but from his side: below his head, but not so far below that
she could be put under his foot.'®

' Shipley. “Article 3: Patriarchy Before the Fall, Part 2,” Man and Woman. 10-11.
'8 Rabbis and others have variously taught that Adam had two heads or had a tail and that one of these
appendages had been removed to create Eve. That does not seem to be the sense of this verse, and I see no
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I should make it clear that I do not believe that Adam was a hermaphrodite.
Adam was not split into two new creatures, but a small part of Adam was removed
as source material from which Eve was then created. I admit that the difference
between these two views is slight, but it is important in understanding the respective
roles which men and women were created to fill. Paul wrote that the woman was
created of the man and for the man. The Hebrew word used in Genesis, awdam, can
be used of mankind in general as well as of the first man, but not so the Greek word
used in 1 Corinthians, aner, which is almost exclusively used of the male gender.

Genesis 2:22

...and brought her unto the man. God presented Eve to Adam as if she were a
gift to a favored child or laborer for that is exactly what she was, once more
demonstrating Adam’s authority over Eve. Shipley pointed out the resemblance
between God’s actions and those of a father giving away his daughter, and how this
tradition is a ceremonial acknowledgment that when a woman marries, her father
surrenders his authority over her to her new husband. It is worth pointing out that
traditional Jewish marriages include a ketubah, which is partly a promise from the
groom to the bride and her father (and sometimes her eldest brother or others of her
family) that her husband will treat her according to certain minimum standards.

Genesis 2:23

...bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh... Adam restated the source of
Eve’s substance, acknowledging his relationship to her and responsibility for her.

She shall be called Woman... This is the culmination of the naming exercise
that began in v18; the whole sequence from v18 through v24 is really one event:
Adam’s need for the woman and God’s creation of her. Adam’s naming of the
animals in v20 demonstrated his authority over them, as his naming of Eve
demonstrated his authority over her. The fruitlessness of Adam’s search in v20
showed him the inadequacy of any of the animals as a help meet for him, while his
description of Eve in v23 demonstrated her perfect suitability. When he saw her, he
recognized that she was what he had needed all along. He understood the point of his
previous exertions, and thereby gained a greater appreciation for how much Eve was
like himself and how much higher she was than all the rest of God’s creatures.

Genesis 2:24

Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother... When a young man
marries, he establishes himself and his household as an entity apart from his father’s
and mother’s. He does not completely leave their house or authority and must
always respect them as the source of his life, but he becomes an independent agent
able to deal with the world in his own right. He takes the mantle of his own house

reason for giving such speculations any credence. “Tract Erubin,” Babylonian Talmud, Book 2. Trans.
Michael L. Rodkinson. (Internet Sacred Text Archive, 1918, http://www.sacred-texts.com/index.htm.
Accessed 23 November 2005.) 41.
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onto his shoulders and becomes answerable directly to God and no one else for how
he manages his charge." This is not a mandate for matrilocal society, only for the
clear division of authority and responsibility.

...shall cleave unto his wife... “Cleave” does not mean to split apart. The
Hebrew is dabak, which means to cling or stay close, and has no alternate meaning
of splitting as does the English word. “Cleave” describes a union, not a division.

The Creation narrative gives almost no information on the specific dynamics
God intended for the relationship between husband and wife, only some generalities.
Perhaps this is because, as the human race expanded, there could be no single set of
rules for every marriage. Every individual human being possesses a different set of
physical, spiritual, and psychological characteristics.

...they shall be one flesh. The idea of two becoming one does not only refer to a
metaphysical unity of spirit, but also to an actual physical union. In other words, a
man and woman become one flesh through the physical act of sexual intercourse and
no marriage is complete until this is accomplished. They become one through the
exchange of bodily fluids, in which each party (although primarily the woman)
absorbs something from the other into their own blood, and they become one
through the unification of the male and female gametes in a child. This “one flesh”
unity, however, is still not completely literal. A husband and wife obviously do not
become permanently joined at the pelvis. Neither is this unity inherently exclusive.
Paul wrote of how a man, regardless of marital status, can become one with a harlot
who has already been one with many other men. Moses, the recorder of the Creation
account, wrote nothing against polygyny, which he surely would have done if he had
understood “one flesh” to be an exclusive relationship. Those who insist that the
creation of a single woman instead of several women is a monogamous mandate fail
to apply their reasoning consistently. Samuel Chapman wrote, “They insist that this
text means we should each have only one wife because Adam did, but they do not
insist that she be made from our ribs, that she should be directly and miraculously
given by God, or that she should be naked.”® In a review of Hitchens’ and
Gambrell’s Multiple Marriage: A Study of Polygamy in Light of the Bible Chapman
adds

Presumably Dr. Hitchens walks round his house naked, for Adam
was created naked. Actually, I presume he sleeps in the open and
doesn’t have a house, because God only made Adam a garden and
no house. I presume Dr Hitchens calls the animals names, doesn’t
drive a car and only eats fruit and vegetables, just like Adam.

' There are some checks placed on intrafamilial relationships by society and Torah. For example, a child
is somewhat answerable to his parents as long as they live, but there is a very real boundary around a
man’s family, which a parent must not lightly cross. For another example, the Jewish ketubah has at times
included provisions for a wife’s protection, including the right of her father or brother to intervene in
matters between her and her husband.

* Samuel Chapman, “Scripture Index.” (PolygamyPage.info,
http://polygamypage.wordpress.com/2008/12/16/polygamy-scripture-index/. Accessed 25 February
2009.)
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Maybe Dr Hitchens doesn’t read his Bible (which would explain a
lot) because Adam didn’t have one. Or maybe....just maybe, in the
rest of his life he realises that when God wanted us to follow what
was in the beginning, he told us to follow it. That means, as he
conspicuously failed to tell us to be monogamous, we don’t have
to be monogamous.?'

God creates eunuchs, but there were none created at the beginning.

The Talmud says that God only formed one woman by his own hands because
her betrothal to Adam was an exception to the normal course of things. After Eve
was created, God’s method of creating the rest of humanity was in place, and all
other men are to find their wives from among the daughters of men.?* There was
only one woman not because one is all that is allowed, but because one is all that is
required. What would be the conclusion if God /ad created two or three women for
Adam? That all men must therefore have two or three wives? A polygyny mandate
would be just as erroneous as a monogamy mandate.

Adonai elochenu, Adonai echad. “The Lord our God, the Lord is one.” Husband
and wife must present a united front to the world, acting as a single unit. They must
be echad as Father, Son, and Spirit are echad, and as Yeshua and the Church are
echad: one in purpose, one in spirit, and one in mind. A husband does not live for his
own purposes, but for God’s. He is the ruler of his house, and must live for his wife
as Yeshua lived for the Church, willing to give up his very life for her benefit.
Likewise, a wife does not live for her own purposes. The woman was created for the
specific purpose of supporting her husband. She must exist for his purposes and for
the purposes of his house, just as the Church exists for Yeshua’s and his Kingdom’s
purposes. Neither husband nor wife has any interest completely independently of the
other.” To live in any other way is to invite further separation.

Genesis 2:25

[They] were not ashamed. There is no shame in simply being unclothed. It is
our fallen nature which brings shame with nakedness and necessitates a physical
covering in almost all situations.

2! Samuel Chapman, “Multiple Marriage: A Study of Polygamy in Light of the Bible An extended review
and rebuttal”. (The Polygamy Page, http://www.polygamy.com/Reviews/Multiple-Marriage.htm.
Accessed 17 November 2005.)

2 “Tract Aboth,” Babylonian Talmud, Book Five. Trans. Michael L. Rodkinson. (Internet Sacred Text
Archive, 1918, http://www.sacred-texts.com/jud/t05/abo05.htm. Accessed 05 February 2009.) 22-23

# Derek Prince made the argument that both husband and wife cease to exist for themselves and begin to
exist for each other. (The Marriage Covenant. (New Kensington, Pennsylvania: Whitaker House, 1978.)
44) As much as I appreciate his insights on marriage and many other things, that approach is incorrect if
taken too literally. No person, married or unmarried, should ever be living for themselves. The point of all
our existences is to serve God, and he must be the focus of our lives. This means that a man’s life and
responsibilities change somewhat to include the needs of his wife and children, but his focus must remain
essentially the same: to serve God. On the other hand, when a woman marries, the focus of her service to
God changes more profoundly in that she begins to serve God through serving her husband.
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Genesis 3:3-6

...neither shall ye touch it... The prohibition against touching the Tree of
Knowledge of Good and Evil might have been an invention of Eve, but it is just as
likely that Adam, over-stressing the importance of not eating from the tree, told her
not to even touch it. Satan was then able to use the fallacy of Adam’s unauthorized
supplement to plant a seed of doubt against the rest of what Adam had told her.
“God told you not to touch it. I have already shown you that he was wrong about
that, so why should you believe what he told you about eating it?” It is important not
to confuse the commands of men with the commands of God. Men taught that it was
wrong to heal or to pick a head of grain when in need on the Sabbath. Yeshua
corrected their understanding through the actual commandments of God. There are
other examples that might be more immediate to some readers: prohibiting all
alcohol because drunkenness is wrong, prohibiting all medicine because an over-
reliance on men is wrong; condemning all sexual pleasure because licentiousness is
wrong; prohibiting polygyny because adultery is wrong. There might be times when
it is appropriate to put “fences around fences” as the rabbis say, but make sure that
the student knows the true nature of each fence: which one is the precautionary,
circumstantial boundary and which is the real, theogenic boundary.*

Some people doubt the intelligence of everyone but themselves and routinely
practice this kind of double-fencing against others—politicians come immediately to
mind—but there are two classes of people who are routinely objects of double-
fencing: women and children. Children are often too inexperienced to understand the
nuances of every prohibition and so it is appropriate, in order to protect them from
themselves, to erect precautionary boundaries, which should be removed as they
grow in their understanding. Adult women, however, should not often be so
restricted. Eve might not have been so easily deceived if she had been made aware
of God’s actual words. Women might be more easily deceived than men (in
general), but they are perfectly capable of thinking for themselves and making moral
judgments when given all the facts.

...her husband with her... On the other hand, it is sometimes quite appropriate
to place precautionary boundaries to protect women from malevolent, outside
influences. Some people believe that Adam was not only present in the Garden, but
right beside her observing her exchange with the serpent. I do not believe that to be
correct, though it is a perfectly reasonable conclusion. Adam could have been “with
her” in the Garden, yet miles away. We are not told how large the Garden was, only
that it lay in the midst of four rivers. If Adam was near enough to hear the exchange,

 The rabbis admit as much in “Tract Aboth” of the Talmud, Book Five. (Rodkinson. 8-9): ‘R. Simeon b.
Elazar said: Adam can be likened to an Israelite who married a proselyte woman, and he constantly
sought to impress upon her mind the following regulations: “My daughter, eat not bread when thy hands
are unclean, eat not of fruits which were not tithed, do not violate the Sabbath, do not get into the habit of
making vows, and walk not with another man. If thou shouldst violate any of the commands, thou wilt
die.” Another one, who wished to mislead her, did those very things before her that she had been told
were sinful: he ate bread when his hands were unclean, partook of fruits which were not tithed, violated
the Sabbath, etc., and thereby caused this proselyte to think that everything that her husband told her was
entirely false, so she violated all his commandments.’
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then he failed to provide Eve with the protection she deserved as one under his
authority. If the prohibition against touching the tree was Eve’s invention then he
should have corrected her when he heard it; if it was his own invention then he
should have clarified it.

Authority always comes with responsibility and accountability. Adam was
responsible for the security and provision of everything under his authority,
including Eve, and accountable to God for that responsibility.

I have also heard speculation that Adam might have eaten because he was
responsible for Eve. Once she had eaten, he might have realized that she would be
expelled from the Garden. He might have eaten in order to join her in exile rather
than fail so completely in his responsibility for her safety. It is a compelling thought,
but without solid scriptural support. In either case, Adam’s choice to die enabled
Eve’s redemption. Although Eve was the first to sin, Adam caused the whole world
to fall into sin and thereby made a Savior necessary. A more compelling spin on that
theory is that Adam sinned because he knew that his fall would create the need for a
Savior and hence the possibility of Eve’s future redemption. I do not know what
Eve’s status would have been without a future Messiah. Perhaps her husband’s
covering would have been sufficient for her restoration to God.

Genesis 3:7

And the eyes of them both were opened... They did not suddenly realize that
they were naked; they were neither stupid nor ignorant before eating the fruit. Their
eyes were opened to new dimensions of nakedness: the power of the physical to
corrupt the spiritual and their newly acquired state of spiritual undress.

As I stated earlier, there is no inherent shame in nakedness. It is only what we do
with that nakedness that brings actual guilt. Albert Barnes wrote that the onset of
shame from their eating of the fruit brought on a general sense of shame and a desire
to hide as much of themselves from each other and the world as possible.” I believe
that to be true, but their own shame was probably augmented by the instigator of
their crime, who is not only the tempter, but also the accuser. A part of his function
in the universe is to accuse both the guilty and the innocent. While Adam and Eve
assumed no guilt in their nakedness or in their physical desire for each other, they
realized the power of sensuality to corrupt the spirit to lasciviousness, and the
sudden imbalance of the internal power struggle between the physical and the
spiritual made them easy targets for the accuser. A little push and he is able to deny
us pleasurable things because we instinctively realize that pleasure is seductive. The
pursuit of pleasure can easily become a prime motivator. Although pleasure—or
even the pursuit of pleasure—is not in itself sinful, if it is allowed to dictate our
actions it will become our master. I believe Adam and Eve sensed this power of
sensuality and recoiled from it, feeling guilt that was not even theirs.

» Albert Barnes, Notes on the Bible. (e-Sword v7.0.5, copyright 2000-2003, Rick Meyers.)
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Genesis 3:9

And the LORD God called unto Adam... God knew exactly where Adam and
Eve were hiding and all that had transpired. He was not really asking for Adam’s
location; he was calling Adam to account for his sins. What is most important for
our purposes is that God did not call Eve, but only Adam. This is because the man
was the responsible authority. Eve was certainly responsible for her actions, as her
punishment testifies, but ultimate accountability lay with Adam. It was Adam’s sin,
and not Eve’s which brought death into the world.

Genesis 3:11-13

Adam might have been the primary authority on earth, but everyone will be held
accountable for their own actions. God began judging guilt from the top of the chain
of command, but meted out punishment beginning from the bottom.

And the man said... Most commentators believe that Adam tried to blame
God’s gift of Eve for his fall, as if what he was really saying was, “Well, if you
hadn’t given me that woman in the first place....” That does not seem likely to me
considering the circumstances. Imagine Adam hiding in the bushes with only his fig-
leaf covering, terrified that God’s wrath might strike him down at any moment. Then
God, the source and focus of all power in the universe appears in the Garden and
says, “Adam, what have you done?” Can you imagine Adam responding through all
his shame and terror, “It’s your fault, God!” I do not believe that. Instead, I imagine
Adam’s response to have been more humble: “The woman, your beautiful gift to me,
gave me the fruit. I was weak, and I failed to protect her. So I took it from her, and I
ate it too.” Adam accepted responsibility for his own actions. He did not say that
Eve tricked him or that God set him up. He simply said, “She gave it to me, and I ate
it.” The exact truth could lie in either direction.

And the woman said... Eve’s response to God’s query can also be understood
as an attempt to pass the blame for her actions, but I believe she was as forthright as
Adam. She told the truth, that the serpent had deceived her, but, in the end, she
simply said, “I did eat.”

Genesis 3:14-19

The original purposes of man and woman were given in previous verses, but they
can be secondarily discerned in the punishments given here. God gave Adam the
task of overseeing and tending to Creation, and he punished him by making his work
more difficult, forcing him to occupy more of his time in making the earth
productive and less in getting himself into trouble. God gave Eve the task of
supporting her husband as his functional subordinate and as the mother of his
children, and he punished her by making both of these tasks more difficult.
Submission to her husband and childbearing both became a struggle for Eve just as
the provision and protection of his family became a struggle for Adam. It is
important to realize that these punishments were not given vindictively or
sadistically. They were the natural consequences of their actions and also provided a
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means through which we might be drawn closer to our Creator. Sowing crops and
children cannot save us completely, of course, but they can serve to focus our
attention on what is important, that is, on our service to God and Creation.

(See also 1 Timothy 2:15.)

v14 - God said to the serpent... God gave Adam and Eve a chance to explain
themselves and admit their guilt, opening the door to forgiveness and redemption.
He gave the serpent no such courtesy. Already judged and condemned, the serpent
was simply sentenced. Not being of Adam’s seed, as Eve was, he could not share in
mankind’s redemption. He was, is, and will be punished solely for his own sins,
apparently with no chance for repentance or mercy.

v15 - ...her seed... In the natural a woman does not have seed in the same way
that a man does. This was either an indication that the Messiah would be born of a
virgin with no seed contributed by a man or it is an artifact of the language which
might have had no specific word or concept for a woman’s ova.

v16 - ...thy sorrow and thy conception... Conception, childbearing, and child-
rearing bring pain to women: physical, emotional, and spiritual. But there is also joy
and purpose. Eve was created to be Adam’s companion and support. One way in
which she was to support him was in the bearing of children. In the Garden this
might have been a secondary task to supporting Adam in his work, but with the Fall
her labor in child-rearing became her new focus so that she would have little time or
strength for anything else. Her children, who should have only been a source of joy,
additionally became a source of pain and struggle.

v16 (cont.) - Thy desire shall be to thy husband... There is a Jewish tradition
that this desire refers to a woman longing for her husband who must often be away
from the home in order to make his living.® 1 believe that God meant a different
kind of desire. Perhaps because Adam’s leadership had failed her in the Garden or
perhaps because of the new power imbalance between the flesh and the spirit within
the woman, she would resent her husband’s headship and seek control for herself
even while desiring her husband’s rule over her.”’” But the nature of creation and of
God’s irresistible plan meant that her husband must still rule over her. Competent
sociologists and anthropologists tell us that there has never been a truly matriarchal
society.” When a society becomes dominated by women, collapse will quickly
follow. In fact, even before a society can become matriarchal, it must already be
degraded by immorality and godlessness. Isaiah 3:12 characterizes Israel in her
darkest moment as being ruled by women and fools (or children, depending on the

26 “Tract Aboth,” Talmud, Book Five. Rodkinson. 6.

¥ Goldberg, Patriarchy. On page 104 he wrote, “...there may even be a female desire for men to
dominate...that is a secondary manifestation of the neural factors directly relevant to female sexuality.
Biological evidence indicates that there is a strong possibility that such dominance and submission factors
exist in male and female physiologies...”

* Robert Sheaffer, “‘The Goddess Remembered’ - A Case of ‘False Memory Syndrome.”” (Combating
Feminist Ms-Information, December 1993, http://www.debunker.com/texts/goddess_rem.html. Accessed
05 February 2009.) In part, he wrote, “The idea of a vanished ‘matriarchal’ or ‘woman-centered’ stage of
history became part of Marxist theory, and was widely taught. However, modern anthropology absolutely
rejects the idea that civilization or history progresses in ‘stages’ because the immense data now available
from societies all around the world fails to support it.”
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translation). Matriarchy was not the cause of Israel’s demise, only a symptom. When
a people obey God and listen to his words they will be ruled by just and righteous
men. When they are wicked and given to pride and licentiousness, they will be ruled
by women and fools.

God was not commanding the woman to submit to her husband’s rule, although
it was certainly proper for her to do so. It was not necessary for him to tell her what
she already knew. He was simply informing Eve of what would be, whether she or
anyone else approved or not. The parallel with God’s warning to Cain in Genesis 4:7
is inescapable:

Table 1: Comparison between Gen 3:16 and 4:7.
Genesis 3:16 your desire =» your husband | He shall rule over you

Genesis 4:7 its desire = you You shall rule over it

This was a warning to Eve that her nature would at times lead her to try to
control her husband, but she should resist that tendency, and that her husband must
not allow it to happen. It takes active effort on the part of both husband and wife to
fight off the natural entropy that pulls them into a cycle of disrespect and
dominance. A successful marriage does not just happen, but is the result of struggle
and determination. Men must struggle to love their wives and to rule with gentleness
and meekness. Women must struggle to overcome their natural inclination to follow
their own will in opposition to their husbands.

On the other hand, the only other time that this word for desire, feshugah, is used
is in Song of Songs 7:10 in reference to a healthy relationship in which the husband
desires his wife. The great difference is that the two instances in Genesis involve
desire and conquest, while the instance in the Song involves desire and submission.

An alternative interpretation, such as that offered by Joseph Coleson, is that
Eve’s desire would be for a husband, but she would receive a master instead.?”’ While
this might be an accurate description of what happens in some marriages and it
might have much anecdotal support, I do not believe it to be God’s intended
meaning.

v17 - ...the voice of thy wife... Because Adam allowed his wife, whom he was
supposed to be ruling, to influence him to sin,*® because he allowed one element
under his authority to control his actions, now the rest of his domain would also
rebel against him. The ground and the plants and the animals would all fight for
control of their own destinies, just as the woman would fight for control of hers. The
earth would not yield its fruit willingly, and much of what it did yield would be
taken by disease or eaten by animals.

...all the days of thy life. Like the woman, the man would experience both great
joy and pain in fulfilling his calling. In the Garden procuring food had been easy; his

¥Joseph E. Coleson, Ezer Cenegdo: A Power Like Him, Facing Him as Equal. (Grantham, Pennsylvania:
Wesleyan/Holiness Women Clergy, 1996.)

T am absolutely not saying that a man should never ask his wife’s opinion or that he should not take it
when given. I am saying that he should never put his wife’s opinion above God’s.
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primary purpose had been only to maintain. After the Fall, extracting sustenance
from the earth became the focus of all his efforts. The psychological, physical, and
spiritual rewards are great, but so are the pains. The Talmud points out that the
woman’s curse of sorrow is limited to childbearing, while the man’s is extended to
“all the days of thy life.”*' The generally higher mortality rates of men in almost all
societies bears this out, although it is probably not as true in the more technological
and industrial societies.

Genesis 3:20

Adam called his wife’s name Eve... Adam again gave a name to Eve, thus re-
affirming two foundational principles of the role and purpose of womankind. The
fact that he gave her a new name, post-Fall, re-affirmed his authority over her, and
the name he chose re-affirmed her role as the mother of all mankind. Her name in
the Garden had simply been “Woman” signifying her primary role as man’s support.
Her new name was “Khavvah,” which means “life giver,” signifying a change in her
focus from help-meet to mother. The role of help-meet had not been abandoned, but
would be primarily fulfilled through bringing up her children.

Genesis 3:21

...God made coats of skin... He made coats not only to cover their nakedness,
but to foreshadow the blood that must eventually be shed to cover their sins. I have
heard it taught that the animal killed for its skin was a lamb. I do not know if this is
true, but it seems appropriate.

Genesis 4:7

...thou shalt rule over him. The King James use of “him” instead of “it” can be
a little misleading, although it was probably intended to maintain the
anthropomorphic depiction of sin as a physical assailant “crouching at the door.”
The Modern King James Version reads, “If you do well, shall you not be accepted?
And if you do not do well, sin crouches at the door; and its desire is for you, and you
shall rule over it.” Some commentators and translators believe that khatawth
(translated as “sin” in the KJV) should be translated “sin-offering,” and that the
“him” of the second half of the verse refers to Abel. I do not believe that to be
correct. Strong’s Hebrew Definitions defines khatawth this way:

An offence (sometimes habitual sinfulness), and its penalty,
occasion, sacrifice, or expiation; also (concretely) an offender: -
punishment (of sin), purifying (-fication for sin), sin (-ner,
offering).

3! “Chapter X.” Talmud, Book Three. Rodkinson, 250.
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I believe the first definition, with its connotation of habitual sin, applies, and that
God was warning Cain not to let it gain control. Echoing his earlier words to Eve,
God warned Cain that his fleshly nature, once given a foothold, would always
struggle to master him. But God also promised Cain that he could be the master of it
if he so chose. This is not a curse against Cain so much as it is an observation on
fallen human nature.

Genesis 4:17

And Cain knew his wife. If Adam and Eve were the first and only two humans
to have been directly created by God at this time, who was Cain’s wife? The credible
commentators unanimously point to Cain’s sister. The Biblical account really leaves
no other option. God obviously planned from the very beginning to populate the
earth through consanguinogamy, although the idea seems repulsive to us, and
understandably so. Leviticus 18:29 says that such things are an abomination and that
people who do them should be “cut off from among their people.” Prohibitions
against sibling incest are so deeply entrenched in our culture that the mere
suggestion is repulsive. Our objections are real, and they are valid, but they were not
always so.

I do not believe that the Supreme Law of God—being the reality behind the
reflection that we call the Mosaic Law—ever changes, but the way in which the Law
is expressed in practice might change with specific circumstances. Yeshua said that
all of the Mosaic Law is based on the love of God and neighbor. It is easy to see how
the law against sibling marriage demonstrates a love for neighbor because of the
increased risk of birth defects in the offspring from such marriages. The question to
answer is how sibling marriage might not have been contrary to neighborly love at
the time of Creation. Before the Fall there was no sickness and therefore there were
no inheritable genetic disorders. Until the discoveries of modern genetics concerning
the nature of mutation and inheritance, this question was impossible to answer; we
could only trust God that he had his reasons (which trust is not at all a bad thing).
After the Fall there was death, but the extremely long life-spans testify to the rarity
of disease and some mechanism which postponed or prevented aging altogether.™
After the Flood, however, the genes of all living things endured an extended period
of deterioration. Our life-spans decreased, our diseases increased, and we developed
diabetes, anemia, and other inheritable genetic disorders.*® Until that time, there was
no reason to prohibit sibling marriage because there was nothing about it that
demonstrated non-love for God or neighbor.

*2 Carl Weiland, “Living for 900 Years?” Creation Ex Nihilo 20(4):10-13. (Answers in Genesis, Sept-
Nov 1998, http://answersingenesis.org/docs/4082.asp. Accessed 7 February 2004.)

* Carl Weiland, “Decreased Lifespans: Have We Been Looking in the Right Place?”. 7. 8 (2, 1994):138—
141. (Answers in Genesis,
http://answersingenesis.org/home/area/magazines/tj/docs/v8n2_decreased _life.asp. 7 February 2004.)
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Genesis 4:19-24

Lamech took unto him two wives. The Law of First Mention is a method of
hermeneutics in which the student interprets all scriptural references to a given
concept primarily in light of its very first mention. This is a very subjective method
of Biblical interpretation, and a dangerous one because it very quickly breaks down
into nonsense. While it is often asserted that polygyny must be wrong because the
first polygynist was a murderer, we could as easily assert that polygyny must be
right because it led to the invention of all wind and string instruments. (See Genesis
4:21.) In fact, the sequence of the narrative would render that case even stronger
than the former: Moses told of Lamech’s polygyny, then of his descendants’
inventions, and only then does he tell of Lamech killing another man. The absurdity
of this train of logic is evident, but many people have no difficulty using the same
method to declare all forms of polygamy to be perversions on the basis of Lamech.
First Mention can be useful because, in order to understand what came after, one
must know that which came before, but exegesis by inference alone is always
dangerous. Whenever an inference leads to a conclusion in direct opposition to more
clear passages of Scripture, we can know that the inference is false.™

Matthew Henry wrote, “One of Cain’s wicked race is the first recorded as having
broken the law of marriage. Hitherto, one man had but one wife at a time; but
Lamech took two...He seems to abuse the patience of God in sparing Cain, into an
encouragement to expect that he may sin unpunished.”” He made four common
assertions not supported by Scripture:

1. There was a law against polygyny.

2. Lamech was the first polygynist.

3. Lamech was a murderer.

4. The descendants of Seth were somehow more righteous than the
descendants of Cain.

Neither Genesis nor any other book of the canon says these things. It says that
Lamech was a polygynist and that he killed a man. Henry’s assertions concerning
Lamech might or might not be accurate—there is not enough information recorded
to say—but his assertion concerning polygyny is an addition to the Law of God, an
addition which God commanded us not to make. Even if it could be determined
beyond any doubt that Lamech was an evil man, that determination would have no
bearing at all on the rightness or wrongness of polygyny. Is kindness evil if
performed by an evil man?*® Moses, the man who recorded Lamech’s actions, was
the same who recorded the many laws against marital deviance that were dictated by
God and found in Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy, yet he wrote nothing at all
against polygyny. In fact, Moses appears to have been a polygynist, himself.

** Some other erroneous conclusions that could be drawn using the Law of First Mention:
a. Celibacy is immoral because the very first humans were commanded to procreate.
b. Metallurgists, musicians, and tent-makers are evil because the first of such were Cainites.
c. Farmers are irresponsible and violent because the first farmer was a murderer.
* Matthew Henry, Concise Commentary. (e-Sword v7.0.5, copyright 2000-2003, Rick Meyers.)
*¢ The unrighteous judge of Yeshua’s sermon at Luke 18:1-8 comes to mind. If an unrighteous judge
grants justice, is God unrighteous for doing the same?
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Henry’s claim against the descendants of Cain is probably based on one possible
interpretation of Genesis 6:2 and on the dualistic heresies of the Zoroastrians,
Manicheans, and others. The Books of Adam and Eve are of the same tradition.
Genesis 6:12 plainly contradicts them, however, when it says that “all flesh had
corrupted his way upon the earth.” The line of Seth was just as corrupt as the line of
Cain. There was nothing especially pure about the Sethites, and there was nothing
especially corrupt about the Cainites.

I believe the key to understanding this passage is in its context and in the
meaning of the names of Lamech’s two wives. The reasons for the destruction of
antediluvian man are two-fold: violence and sexual immorality. In the Nephilim of
chapter six we see an extreme example of the latter. In Lamech we see an example
of the former. Lamech married for wealth and power, and when he had those things,
he abused them, thinking that he was beyond other men’s reach. Lamech’s wives
were Adah and Zillah. Adah, according to Strong’s, means “ornament.” She could
have been a trophy wife with physical beauty, but I suspect that her name represents
pride, possibly a pride of wealth.

Zillah comes from the root tse/ which, also according to Strong’s, means
“shadow” or “shade,” and which was sometimes used as an allusion to hospitality,
authority, and protection. In Genesis 19:8, Lot refers to the visiting angels under his
protection as being “under the shadow of [his] roof.” In Judges 9:15, the shadow of a
bramble is used to represent the authority and protection of a king: ‘And the bramble
said unto the trees, “If in truth ye anoint me king over you, then come and put your
trust in my shadow.”* Throughout the Bible, authority is referred to as a covering.
God covers us with his wings. We are covered by Yeshua’s blood. We are covered
by the Messiah. Wives are covered by their husbands, and so on. Zillah represents
the authority of some worldly power, whether that of Lamech or of some other
person under whose shadow Lamech lived.

Whether Lamech married into these things or whether his wives only represent
them allegorically, we cannot know for certain, but I assert’ that the lesson of
Lamech is that he believed himself to be impunable. He killed a man for light cause,
and then spoke as if there was no God in Heaven: “If Cain killed his brother and
went unpunished though he had neither wealth nor power, how much more will I go
unpunished when I have both wealth and power?” The point of mentioning
Lamech’s polygyny was not the polygyny per se, but pride and the abuse of power,
which is the same point of the law against multiplying wives in Deuteronomy 17.

Genesis 5:3

...begat a son in his own likeness, after his image... In the most precise sense,
only Adam was created in God’s image. All of Adam’s and Eve’s descendants were
born in the image of Adam and Eve, and not exactly in the image of God. Men

371 realize the irony of warning against exegesis by inference and then proceeding to do exactly what I
warned against. The inferences that I have drawn from this passage are tenuous, however, they remain
true in principle even if they are not the actual point of Lamech’s story. They are supported rather than
contradicted by the whole witness of Scripture.
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inherit Adam’s quality of being the image of God, although in a corrupt, fallen form,
and women inherit Eve’s quality of being the image of Adam, bearing the image of
God.

(See also 1 Corinthians 11:3-16.)

Genesis 6:1-7

...when the sons of God came in unto the daughters of men... I have heard
many speculations about the meanings of the phrases “sons of God” and “daughters
of men,” but they all come down to three possibilities:

1. Sons of rulers, i.e. princes
2. Descendants of Seth
3. Fallen angels, i.e. demons

Sons of rulers. The word translated in the KJV as “God” is elohim, which is a
plural word used to refer either to the singular God or to plural rulers or judges. This
interpretation does not have a wide following, but it is reasonable if one considers
the Hebrew word translated as “giants” in v4. The word is nephilim, which is
translated by Strong’s as “fellers” or “tyrants.”*® If the sons of rulers were abusing
their position and taking whatever women they chose, their children might very well
be even worse than they. I doubt this interpretation, however because I do not see
how there was anything significantly different between these nephilim and the
tyrannical rulers of many other peoples throughout history.

Descendants of Seth. The phrase “the sons of God” appears often in the New
Testament to describe believers. This has been one of the most common
interpretations throughout Church history, but it depends on the idea that the line of
Seth was orders of magnitude more godly than the line of Cain. Genesis 4:26
mentions that men began “to call upon the name of the LORD” after the birth of
Enos, the son of Seth.*” It does not say that only the descendants of Seth called on
the name of the LORD, only that “men” began to do so sometime after this.
Certainly the Cainites were men. I see nothing in the Scriptures to support the idea
that the Sethites were very much better than the Cainites, although that theme
reoccurs in Judeo-Christian myth. This argument depends on interpreting Noah’s
“generations” two different ways in one verse, Genesis 6:9. The first “generations”
must refer to Noah’s sons and the second to his ancestry. That seems highly
doubtful. On the other hand this interpretation is reasonable so far as there is a
common theme in the Scriptures prohibiting intermarriage with the ungodly.

Fallen angels. This interpretation is based on the same data as are the previous
interpretations, but takes a slightly broader—and better defined—definition of “the
sons of God” plus the more traditional definition of nephilim as “giants.” The phrase

% 1 suspect that nephilim should be translated “fallen ones” rather than “fellers” or “tyrants.”

* There is some question as to whether the KJV translation of Genesis 4:26 is accurate. Brenton’s English
Septuagint reads, “And Seth had a son, and he called his name Enos: he hoped to call on the name of the
Lord God.” Others have suggested that it should be translated to read that men began to call themselves
gods or that they began to use God’s name in vain. It seems more than a little odd that men first began to
worship and pray even as they became more corrupt, especially when the very same chapter contains an
example of two men calling on God long before the birth of Enos.
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“sons of God” is used eight other times in the KJV: three times in Job and five times
in the New Testament.

e Job 1:6 — “...the sons of God came to present themselves before the
LORD, and Satan came also among them.”
e Job 2:1 — “...the sons of God came to present themselves before the

LORD, and Satan came also among them...”

e Job 38:7 — “When the morning stars sang together, and all the sons of
God shouted for joy?”

e John 1:12 — “But as many as received him, to them gave he power to
become the sons of God, even to them that believe on his name:”

¢ Romans 8:14 — “But as many as are led by the Spirit of God, they are
the sons of God.”

¢ Romans 8:19 — “For the earnest expectation of the creature waiteth for
the manifestation of the sons of God.”

e Philemon 2:15 — “That ye may be blameless and harmless, the sons of
God, without rebuke...”

e 1 John 3:1-2 — “Behold, what manner of love the Father hath bestowed
upon us, that we should be called the sons of God: therefore the world
knoweth us not because it knew him not. Beloved, now are we the sons
of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall be: but we know that,
when he shall appear, we shall be like him; for we shall see him as he
18.”

In Job, each use is obviously referring to angels, one of whom is Satan.** All of
the New Testament uses, although using the Greek word theos instead of the Hebrew
word elohim, refer to believers reborn by the action of the Holy Spirit. The
implication is that a “son of God” is one whose creation can be directly attributable
to God. With this understanding Adam, Yeshua, and the angels can all be called
“sons of God” in a literal sense,*' while all believers can be called “sons of God”
only in a spiritual sense until after the resurrection when our bodies too will be made
new. The phrase “daughters of men” would therefore mean “daughters born through
natural human processes.”

Because the use of the phrase “sons of God” seems to support it, and because the
word nephilim is used also in Numbers 13:33 in the evident sense of “giants,” 1
believe this third interpretation to be the correct one. The sons of God were beings
created directly by God who became corrupted and laid with human women who
then gave birth to half-human, half-demon giants. As bizarre as this explanation

“ Apparently all angels, upright or fallen, are periodically called before God for some purpose. The
implications are startling for many Christians. Most understand that Satan can do nothing that God does
not allow him to do, but the actual details are rather sketchy in their minds. The opening chapters of Job
show that Satan and his demons still have direct access to the throne room of God, and remain
accountable to God for their actions to the point of requiring his permission before mounting any kind of
concerted attack on a believer.

' Yeshua, of course, can also be called a “son of man,” because he was born of a woman even though his
conception was through direct divine action. “Son of man” is nearly synonymous with “human being,”
but may imply a closer affinity to Adam than what other men might have.
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sounds, it seems to fit best with the rest of Scripture, and is supported by the stories
of the giants that lived in Canaan even through King David’s reign.

(See also 1 Corinthians 11:2-16.)

I will destroy man whom I have created... In light of the preceding, we can
better understand why God chose to completely wipe out the Canaanites rather than
converting or displacing them. They evidently had gone as far down the path of
immorality as God would allow. They were actively fornicating with demons, the
very same practice for which God here decided to wipe out nearly every living thing
on the planet. Our procreative capacity is the one way in which we most intimately
carry out the image of God, and God has punished its abuse more harshly than any
other.
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