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Summary

If Adam and Eve had experienced the fulfillment of the command to “be fruitful and
multiply” before the events of Genesis 3, we would have seen a sequence of events in the gender
roles that would have paralleled and foreshadowed the emptying and exaltation of Messiah that
Paul outlined in Philippians 2:7-9. In contrast, we can trace in the sex-specific choices and
consequences a background necessary to understand the commands God has given to women and
men, in all of their social relations, from Genesis 3 to our day. We cannot understand the original
plan, the failure, or the divine counsels on this theme without the lens of genuine agape love.
Introduction

In the battle between the proud puffing up of knowledge and the ego-erasing edification of
agape,! we are challenged, this side of the fall into the knowledge of evil mingled with good, to
picture what God’s ideal in its purity of unselfish love would have been, and still will be, in the
relational roles and dynamics of male and female. We will begin our attempt to perceive what
God planned by reflecting on the origin of this love.

Particularly when seen in the light of its faith function,? this love is what Scripture calls

righteousness.3 As sinners, we have none.4 God Himself is our source.5 Jesus as Messiah brought

1] Corinthians 8:1

2 1 Corinthians 13:7 “believeth all things”

3 See the author’s study, “Brief Reflections on Righteousness as Faith and Love”
4 Romans 3:10; Isaiah 64:6

5 Isaiah 54:17; Jeremiah 23:6; 33:16



this gift to us in Himself.¢ Saving righteousness is “from [His] faith to [our] faith.”7 Thus in this
study we desire “Christ our Righteousness” to swallow up our inquiries, digesting the essential
elements and incorporating them into the body, and eliminating the non-essentials.
Love at Its Source

One of the chief characteristics of agape love, if not its core, is that it “’seeketh not her own.”8
This other-focused, self-giving love is the essence of God’s character, for “God is love.” It finds
its source in God, “the great Source of all,”!0 for love is the principle and motive of all of God’s
gifts to us. This type of love is the one we will be exploring in the rest of this study.!1

Let us consider briefly this character quality in the light of the history we have of the eternal
Godhead,!2 and Their created works, particularly the intelligent, volitional creatures. We must
note at the outset that this unselfishness They embody produces relational dynamics that have the
potential to cause confusion in the understanding of ontological realities regarding Them.!13

Since God’s chief character quality is that of other-centered love, He is a God of intimate,

unselfish relationships. This points to the fact that He was never numerically one (ontologically

6 Matthew 3:15; Romans 3:22, 26; 5:17, 21; 1 Corinthians 1:30; Philippians 1:11; 2 Peter 1:1
7Romans 1:17

8 1 Corinthians 13:5

91 John 4:8, 16

10 Ellen White, The Desire of Ages, page 21.2

1 There are other forms of “love” that Scripture refers to, but this study will not probe the similarities and
dissimilarities between them and the love that God is. The most nefarious counterfeit has been labeled
“free-love.” (See “Free-Lovism, Free-Love, Unholy Spiritual Love” for a review of these terms in the
writings of Ellen White, at http://www.fredbischoff.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Free-Lovism.pdf.)

12 See ““The Eternal Godhead’ in Light of the Trinity and SDA History” presented November 3, 2012 at
the Gospel Study Group (http://www.gospelstudygroup.org/?page id=418), for other relational and
ontological considerations.

13 The nature of God’s character can lead to confusion over the nature of His being.
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self all alone), but was one (relationally) in fellowship with equals. This is evident from various
Bible passages, the sum of which reveal not one or two, but three in the Godhead. !4 This three-
fold relationship, and what They reveal from it, is what Jesus apparently alluded to in this
comment to Nicodemus:
Verily, verily, I say unto thee,
We speak that we do know,
and testify that we have seen;
and ye receive not our witness.!3
The evidence indicates that the first created being, the “son of the morning,” was Lucifer,
named to indicate his function of reflecting as “the shining one” the glory of God’s giving love.16
He was “the anointed cherub that covereth,”!7 not just the first but the highest of the angelic
creatures. But there was a higher angel, as contradictory as that may seem at first. Above Lucifer
was “Michael the archangel.”!® The Bible reveals that Michael was the pre-incarnate Son of God,
not a creature but the Creator. Why, we must ask, was He in the position of an angel?
God does not only exist in an other-centered relationship within the Godhead, but engages in
the same with all His intelligent creatures. However, there is an infinite distance between the
Creator and the created in their nature of being. For a God of intimate love to connect with any

creature would involve a “going down” that would manifest the humility of that love. It appears

that when God created the angels, the question They faced was, Who will connect Us with them?

14 See for example Philippians 2:6; Deuteronomy 6:4; John 10:30; 1 John 5:6; Matthew 3:16, 17; 28:19.
(For a summary of Ellen White’s references to three, see “Ellen White on Three in Godhead” at http://
www.fredbischoff.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/EGW-Godhead-Three.pdf.)

15 John 3:11

16 Isaiah 14:12
17 Ezekiel 28:14
18 Jude 9



And the Being we know now as the Son of God volunteered to do so, becoming “the Word”—
Their expression and connection with the creatures. This expressive title is how John introduced
Him.!” His message, His witness, would be a modeling of that very love, and its willingness to
be meek and lowly, to be subservient (serve under the Father). Thus the Son became Michael—
the One who is like God—to the angels, as the first or archangel.? This appears to be the first
step of self-emptying that Paul described Messiah Jesus took in His relationships beyond those
“in the form of God.” He “made Himself of no reputation, and took upon Him the form of a
servant”—a form that those “ministering spirits” have, of whom was the angel who identified
himself to John as “thy fellowservant.”2!
This Love Contested and Vindicated

It was in this context, seeing the unique privileges that archangel Michael had in oneness
with the Father, that the self-exalting aspirations of Lucifer were first birthed.22 This contrary
spirit that abandoned “the truth” about God’s love, and began speaking “the lie” about Him,?? led
to the “war in heaven” between Michael—the One who is really “like God”—and the fallen

Lucifer—*“that old serpent, called the Devil, and Satan.”?* Thus we begin to understand the

19 John 1:1-3

20 Comparing “the voice of the archangel” in 1 Thessalonians 4:16 with “the voice of the Son of God” in
John 5:25, we see clear evidence that they are one and the same Being. Other evidences exist, such as the
story in Joshua 5:13-15, compared with Daniel 8:25 and 12:1, connecting the identity of Michael to
“captain” or “prince” (sar in Hebrew).

21 Philippians 2:6, 7 “made of no reputation” is kenoo, from which we derive “kenosis”; Hebrews 1:14;
Revelation 19:10; 22:9

22 Tsaiah 14:12-14

23 John 8:44; Ellen White wrote, “Satan represents God’s law of love as a law of selfishness.” (The Desire
of Ages, page 24.3)

24 Revelation 12:7-9



animosity between these two beings, one the divine Creator speaking “the truth,” and the other
His first created intelligence speaking “the lie.”25 This conflict has extended through the years
that the fallen human race (fallen by accepting “the lie”) has been served first by the pre-
incarnate Michael, frequently called “the angel of the LORD” in the Old Testament,26 and then
by the incarnate Jesus of Nazareth. The contention has always been over the issues of sin and
death, as these flow out of “the lie.”27 Before we explore how the human race became caught up
in this battle, with its implication for the genders, we must summarize where this humble love
took the man Jesus, and the outcome.

As the Son first “was brought forth” before earth’s creation,?® when Lucifer was created
along with the angelic hosts, so He was again “brought forth” of a woman, to connect with fallen
humanity.?® His ultimate “going down” occurred after His incarnation. He was born to be
tempted to sin, and to die from and for sin. This sin and death were ours, not His, and in
identifying with both, He overcame them. Both of these were called “suffering”— “suffered
being tempted”30 and “the suffering of death.”3!

Paul summarized this path of humility of Messiah Jesus in these words:

25 The verb (laleo) Jesus used for Himself (past tense; John 8:40) and the Spirit (future tense; John 16:13)
in their witness to “the truth” is the same one that He used for the devil (present tense; John 8:44) in his
witness to “the lie.”

26 See for example, Genesis 22:11-18; Exodus 3:2-6; Judges 2:1-5.

27 See Jude 9; Luke 4:1-13; see also Job 1:6-12.

28 Proverbs 8:24, 25 (describing His nature of character, of relating, not His nature of being)
29 Luke 2:7; Galatians 4:4, 5

30 Hebrews 2:18

31 Hebrews 2:9



Being in the form of God, [He] thought it not robbery to be equal with God:
but made Himself of no reputation,
and took upon Him the form of a servant,
and was made in the likeness of men: and being found in fashion as a man,
He humbled Himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross.32
As He was victorious over sin even “unto death,” death could not hold him, and so He gained
the victory over death also.33 Paul called this another “coming forth” of the Son that fulfilled
again the cryptic statement, “Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.”3* We must note
here that the title “Son,” somewhat like the term “one,”35 is an accurate relational word,
describing the nature of Their characters in relating, but not addressing any ontological truth
about the nature of Their beings. Thus the “begetting” of the Son addressed the times in which
One equal with the Father (yet another relational term), “came forth” to represent and reflect
Him, subservient to Him. As long as there will be intelligent creatures to serve in this way,
modeling the submission of humble love, the Son will be subordinate to the Father.3¢
Jesus’ resurrection might appear to be the reversal of His “going down,” as His raising from

the dead preceded only by a few days His being raised to the right hand of the Father.37 Consider

how Paul continued his summary of Jesus’ path:

32 Philippians 2:6-8
33 See Paul’s connection of sin and death in his passage on Jesus’ resurrection, 1 Corinthians 15:54-57.
34 Acts 13:33, quoting Psalm 2:7

35 John 10:30 (It is apparently ontologically true They are of “one” substance, but They are not “one”
being. See Ellen White, Signs of the Times, November 27, 1893, paragraph 5; Testimonies for the Church,
Volume 8§, page 269.4.)

36 1 Corinthians 15:24-28 speaks of eternal, voluntary subjecting (hupotasso) of “the Son” to “God, even
the Father.” In a post-sin environment, redeemed sinners along with all unfallen creatures need the
security against another rebellion provided by “the Lamb of God.” (See “What Was Secured by the Death
of Christ,” Ellen White, Signs of the Times, December 30, 1889.)

37 Acts 1:3; 2:33



Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him,

and given him a name which is above every name:

that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow,

of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth;
and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord,

to the glory of God the Father.38

In such an exaltation had not His fortunes totally changed? We must answer with an
emphatic, No! His exaltation was not the end of His humility, but the exaltation of His humility.
John’s vision makes this most important of all points about the resurrected Messiah. When told
the only Being in the universe found worthy to open the book in the hands of “Him that sat on
the throne” was “the Lion of the tribe of Judah, the Root of David,” John looked and discovered
in the midst of the throne of God the secret to the eternal security and longevity of His kingdom.

In the midst of the throne and of the four beasts,
and in the midst of the elders,
stood a Lamb as it had been slain.3°

Thus was fulfilled the government portions of Isaiah’s prophecy of the humility and exaltation of

Messiah.

For unto us a child is born,
unto us a son is given:
and the government shall be upon his shoulder:
and his name shall be called

Wonderful,

Counsellor,

The mighty God,

The everlasting Father,

The Prince of Peace.
Of the increase of his government and peace there shall be no end,
upon the throne of David, and upon his kingdom,

38 Philippians 2:9-11
39 Revelation 5:6 (All occurrences of “lamb” in Revelation are the diminutive form of the noun! The

resurrected, slain Lamb still identifies with sinners “as if He Himself were the guilty one.” Ellen White,
Letter 100, 1911, paragraph 10; in Manuscript Releases, Volume 13, page 369.3)
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to order it, and to establish it
with judgment and with justice from henceforth even for ever.40

Now perhaps we are ready to consider how the image of this humble love was incorporated
into humanity in the beginning, what it would have looked like in its unseen gender expressions,
and what are the implications for us.

Love in Eden

In the creation story of man in Genesis 1, we see two phases, verbal and actual, both
addressing two aspects of this new creation: (1) image, and (2) dominion.

Verbal: “God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them
have dominion...”*

Actual: “So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him;
male and female created he them. And God blessed them, and God said unto
them, Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it: and have
dominion....”*2

From this account, we see that the image of God spoken in the first verse was expanded in
the actual creation verses to include male and female differentiation, blessing, and a fruitfulness
to multiply. The further details of the creation and dynamics of this male/female relationship in

the second creation account wove a gender order of origin within kind, with a relational oneness.

The order was reflected in a sequence of events that started with the creation of Adam,*

40 Jsaiah 9:6, 7
41 Genesis 1:26 (emphasis supplied)
42 Genesis 1:27, 28 (emphasis supplied)

43 Genesis 2:7



followed by a series of duties, commands, and opportunities given him,* during which Adam’s
unfavorable aloneness and need of “an help meet for him” was noted twice.45

Then God created Eve from Adam and brought her to him, and Adam verbalized the oneness
of the nature of their being, based on her origin in him.46 This unity foreshadowed the oneness to
be realized that should encompass the duality of all future male/female marriages.#” This account
ended with a simple statement of the lack of self-focus that unselfish love brings—*“they were
both naked, ... and were not ashamed.”4$

At this point we must use sanctified imagination to picture what the fulfillment of the
command to “be fruitful and multiply” would have looked like at this point in the narrative. In
God’s plan, humans would not reproduce by cloning adult humans, but by bearing infants who
are in many ways, for a time, a lower order of beings. Who would “go down” and connect with
them? The choice is not entirely voluntary on mankind’s side, but absent the fear and pain sin
brought, the role of the female in this process would be one of intense joy. As she bore,
delivered, and nursed the infant, she would experience the rewards of unselfish love of which we
only see glimpses.

The male’s role could be described as one of supportive wonder as he beheld the service of
humility that he could not fully enter into. Along the way his sentiments could well be described

in the words, “This is my beloved wife, in whom I am well pleased.” And as the work of selfless

44 Genesis 2:8, 15-17, 19, 20
45 Genesis 2:18, 20

46 Genesis 2:21-23

47 Genesis 2:24

48 Genesis 2:25



service reached its goal, the natural response of godly love on his part would lead him to highly
exalt his wife. It appears King Lemuel caught a faint echo of what might have been, as he penned
his words praising “a virtuous woman.”4?

The parallels with the role of the members of the Godhead in relating to Their lesser
intelligences should be obvious. The point of this exercise has been to show, as noted at the first,
we can grasp the gender roles adequately only in the light of the love that the Godhead
Themselves manifest.

Eden’s Love Lost

The story of the serpent’s work in Genesis 3 is a heart-breaking one. The lie was spun with
diabolical ingenuity. It worked first on Eve. Echoing the first expression of the lie,50 he
persuaded Eve on three points. His subtlety worked to persuade her that:

1. She should take for herself that which God was withholding from her, in contrast to
the verdict at the end of the sixth day, that “every thing that He had made ... was
very good.”5! No negative lack or incompleteness existed in the finished
creation. Adam and Eve’s lack of the fruit of the forbidden tree was good, not

bad. To take it would not be good.

49 Proverbs 31:10-31

50 [saiah 14:14 “I will be like the Most High” is the clearest statement of “the lie” in the beginning—
Lucifer’s summary assertion of where his self-exaltation both originated and led. Ellen White echoes this
in The Desire of Ages, page 21.3: “Sin originated in self-seeking.” Jesus said “the lie” had no source but
the devil (John 8:44, “he speaketh of his own”). But in his selfishness the devil claimed simply to be
copying God. “Unselfishness, the principle of God's kingdom, is the principle that Satan hates; its very
existence he denies. From the beginning of the great controversy he has endeavored to prove God's
principles of action to be selfish....” (Ellen White, Education, page 154.3). That lie masked what his plan
really was—he wanted God’s position and power, but not His character of humble love. The insanity of
Lucifer’s rebellion was in ignoring that God’s position and power flowed primarily from His ontological
reality which Lucifer could never attain, and secondarily from God’s very character that Lucifer was
denying.

51 Genesis 1:31
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2. She would be like God if she were to do this, implying that God Himself has this
characteristic, in contrast to the observation when Adam and she were created,
that they were already in God’s image.>? So this new motivation would be a loss
of that image.

3. She would experience a higher level of living, because the fruit was “good for food,”
was “pleasant to the eyes,” and would “make one wise,”s3 in contrast to God’s
warning, “in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die.””>* He had not
designed them (nor anything else) to function with selfishness.

Note that all of these “lie-truth” contrasts were in regard to God’s word, with two of them
dealing with His statements of the positive nature of His finished creation, and with the
remaining one touching on His warning of negative consequences of violating His command on
the testing tree. Would Eve continue in “the truth” in which she was created, or like Lucifer
before, abide “not in the truth”?

In the exercise of free will that true love always grants, Eve made the fatal choice to
disbelieve God’s three-fold witness,> and to eat. The story moved to her male companion in the
simple words, she “gave also unto her husband with her; and he did eat.”s6 The immediate

consequences that are described set the stage onto which each of us have been born.

52 Genesis 1:26, 27
53 Genesis 3:6
54 Genesis 2:17

55 At least a portion of God’s word Eve would have heard through Adam, and not directly. This also is
evidence for creation order as well as corporate oneness of love.

56 Genesis 3:6
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A self-focus immediately took over their perspective. The shame that was absent with their
nakedness before sin now so consumed them that the story seems to rush to a self-sewing
emergency. There is no hint that Adam made Eve’s clothing and she his. Rather, each quickly
worked to cover self—"“made themselves” coverings.57 Each had a self-shame that we all have
inherited.

Next, they heard God coming, and in another apparent rush “hid themselves.”s8 Again, the
picture seems clearly that Adam is hiding himself, and Eve herself, with no thought of hiding the
other. So whether it was the bodily covering of clothing or the personal covering of hiding, self
was now their major concern and motivation, and it was a shameful self, something to hide.>®

In response to God's probing, drawing query of love, “Where art thou?”,60 Adam gave voice
to the new emotion that accompanied their deep and new insecurity which was now part of the
story line. “I heard thy voice in the garden, and I was afraid, because I was naked; and I hid
myself.”¢! His fig leaves had failed! A self-focus made it impossible to hear the language of love,
and instead Adam heard only something that sounded threatening. Fear became the major label
for this insecurity, fear of the God of love! Adam returned to the shame of self in his four-fold

“I” capped by a first-person singular reflexive pronoun: “I heard ..., I was ..., I was ..., [ hid

57 Genesis 3:7
58 Genesis 3:8

59 This hiding remains the major action to the end of Scripture to describe a self-focused sinner’s response
to God’s presence. See Revelation 6:15, 16. In the atonement, in an opposite sense, hiding also was seen
when “the wages of sin” was experienced by our Substitute. He was nailed to a cross fully exposed in His
nakedness, “despising the shame” in His unselfish love, focused on saving others, not Himself. (See John
19:23; Hebrews 12:2; Matthew 27:42.) In contrast, the Father hid Himself as well as His Son in darkness
(Matthew 27:45, 46).

60 Genesis 3:9

61 Genesis 3:10
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myself.”” Can you hear him, and feel the new and negative, selfish emotion? “Forget Eve; I had to

hide myself!”

Adam and Eve had embraced what was true danger, and fled with fear from Him
who was their only hope! The phobia of sin is never realistic, but rooted in the
nonsense of the lie. Thank God that “perfect love casteth out fear.”’6? The maturing
to “perfect love” may be a drawn-out process of recovery, in contrast to the

sudden fall into phobia, but its results will be eternal.

In response to Adam, Love probed with more questions that led to painful self-disclosure.
“Who told thee that thou wast naked? Hast thou eaten of the tree, whereof I commanded thee that
thou shouldest not eat?”’63 Adam added another, new defensive form of denial that the self-focus
produces—blame, and a double blame entered the story. “The woman whom thou gavest to be
with me, she gave me of the tree, and I did eat.”64

The querying of Love turned to the woman, and she echoed the blame in her part of the
narrative. “The serpent beguiled me, and I did eat.” Do we wonder why repentance and
confession are no longer inherent in a sinful, self-focused nature? Their absence in this first sin
story should shout volumes to us!

Adam and Eve almost totally lost the divine image of unselfish love in which they had been
created. Just as it took some sanctified imagination for us to picture what would have happened

if the births of Genesis 4 had occurred before the events of Genesis 3, so we must picture with

621 John 4:18
63 Genesis 3:11

64 Genesis 3:12 (emphasis supplied)
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the eyes of love what Genesis 3 would have been had the God of love not come to them. But
before we do that, consider why He came.

The lost needed to be found, and the seeking Shepherd came. The sinners needed a Savior,
and they had One as soon as they sinned.65 He came not just to ask questions, but to explain the
consequences of their actions. His investigative questions only addressed Adam and Eve, but His
“sentences” flowing from their guilty verdict and springing from the wisdom and judgment of
infinite love included the serpent. And His words to that creature embodied a promise for the
man and woman.

In Genesis 3 the serpent became another name for fallen angel fighting Michael. In
documenting the beginning of the war, John would millennia later give four names for him, with
“that old serpent” being one of them, rooted in this chapter. “The great dragon” was his prophetic
name. “Devil” was a legal name (bringing “accusations,” especially against anyone claiming to
be unselfish). And “Satan” was his warfare name (the “adversary” of all who witness to the love
he denies).66 In His words to the serpent, God promised the human race in the hearing of Adam
and Eve that He would “put enmity between” the serpent and his “seed,” and the woman and her
“seed.”67

This enmity was God’s supernatural intervention, limiting the devastating effects of Eve’s

and Adam’s choice. This act of grace would enable recovery from what otherwise was a hopeless

65 Ellen White described the immediacy of the solution in these words: “As soon as there was sin, there
was a Saviour. Christ knew what He would have to suffer, yet He became man's substitute. As soon as
Adam sinned, the Son of God presented himself as surety for the human race, with just as much power to
avert the doom pronounced upon the guilty as when He died upon the cross of Calvary.” Review and
Herald, March 12, 1901 paragraph 4.

66 Revelation 12:9

67 Genesis 3:15; Jesus identified the “seed” or offspring of the Devil in John 8:37-44
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failure and loss. Included in this gift was “the true Light, which lighteth every man that cometh
into the world”—embodied in a Person.68 Sinners caught in the darkness of selfishness (no
giving) needed the light of unselfish, giving love—His love. This Gift also contained “the
measure of faith” He “dealt to every man,” for in continuing to love lost sinners, starting right
there at the beginning of the need, He imparted His faith. Unbelieving, faithless sinners needed
Someone to believe in them, while He remained true to His own faithful love.6 The personified
Gift, God said, would bruise the serpent’s “head”—the source of “the lie”—in a final, deadly
wound, while suffering a “heel” wound in His process of witnessing to “the truth.”70

Thus we can see what Genesis 3 would have been if God had not come—only darkness and
faithlessness, no ability to see or to trust, to grasp unselfishness or to choose it. God brought
hope to the hopeless. There would be consequences, but they would be limited and redemptive.
And He replaced the inadequate self-coverings with a blood covering that prefigured the extent
of the wounded heel.”! In describing the limited results, God was gender specific, though neither
gender is an island. We will not consider here the details of those outcomes. Instead we will look
back at the original gender sins themselves, and some effects that are not often considered.
Gender Sins and Counsels

Let’s begin by considering the gender-specific, human-to-human dimensions of Eve’s choice.

She made a life-altering choice all on her own, violating the “one flesh” design of their corporate

68 John 1:4, 5, 9; 8:12

% Paul described the integrity of His faith in these words: “If we believe not, yet he abideth faithful: he
cannot deny himself.” (2 Timothy 2:13)

70 John 8:44, compared with 18:37. (While the “head” of Genesis 3:15 might appear to be different from
the “heart” of Isaiah 12:13, Isaiah 1:5 mentions both words in a parallel structure.)

71 Genesis 3:21
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existence. She should have discussed the very thought of doing so with Adam before she ate. She
exercised a selfish independence. Could this female choice of the mother of all living have
transmitted especially to her female descendants the propensity to act independently, to run
ahead of the male? Can we hear the female say, “We are, after all, more intuitive and a better
judge of character, are we not? Why wait for the man? He is so slow.”

Think about next the gender-specificity of Adam’s choice. At some level he did not believe
the lie as Eve did. Paul observed, “Adam was not deceived.”’2 If he saw clearly all three points
we considered that comprised Eve’s deception about God’s words, Adam’s choice to eat meant
simply he knowingly put Eve above God. However, this is not gender specific, as she had put the
serpent above God. Both were choices of idolatry, and sprung from unbelief. But Adam’s
accepting Eve’s “gift” meant the head of the human race became a follower, not of God, but of
another member of the race.’3 While he did not trust her judgment (else he would have been
deceived), he valued her presence as he decided to follow her lead. His action said to her, “You
lead; I will follow.” Could this male choice of the father of all living have transmitted especially
to his male descendants the propensity to abandon his responsibilities, and turn them over to the
female? Can we hear the male say, “She is, after all, more spiritual and in touch biologically with

self-sacrifice.”* Why try to do what one’s not good at? The woman can be the spiritual leader.”

21 Timothy 2:14

73 I base the “head” position of Adam on Paul’s noting the gender order of creation (2 Timothy 2:13); on
the events that occurred on the sixth day of creation after God created Adam and before He created Eve;
and on Paul’s contrasting the position of Adam with that of Jesus (Romans 5:12-19; 1 Corinthians 15:21,
22, 45).

74 This appears to be the basic paradigm, at least in some regards, that Carsten Johnsen addresses in The
Part of the Story You Were Never Told About Women (c. 1986).
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In the loss of the image of divine love, the genders do not struggle only with these apparently
fundamental propensities. The loss of identity and security has also caused the female at times to
submerge her personality in another, usually in fear, and often to a strong, domineering spouse.
And the same loss had led the male to disconnect from agape s skills as a spiritual leader, and
often still attempt to be in charge but in a dictatorial manner, not grasping that a person’s spirit
cannot be driven but must be led. He can then become that domineering spouse, demanding
unquestioning obedience.

But returning to the main consequences of the original sins, would it not make sense in their
light that God’s instruction to the female would be to submit, restraining the selfish
independence, and to the male, to take charge, warning him away from the selfish
irresponsibility. One does not have to look long to see families especially being led only by
women, doing the best they can alone, and to see men fathering children with no knowledge of
or desire to model, especially for the male offspring, that which the child can only learn best in
the practical lessons of life with the male head of the family.7s

One can quickly see that the children who suffer the most in the outworking of the above
failures are, as noted, the young males. Most little boys will grow up and have families of their
own. How will they be mentored if the man God has given that responsibility is in some way
absent?

God has ways to work around such deficiencies, such as a Paul “adopting” a Timothy, who
had been raised by godly women but lacking a male spiritual role model. Would it not make

sense that Paul mentored Timothy, not only in the male responsibilities, but in discipling other

75 If any reading material should make every male family leader “quake in his boots”, it is Chapter 34 of
Ellen White’s Adventist Home, entitled “Father’s Position and Responsibilities” (pages 211-215).
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men in those very necessary roles as well, and holding the local church bodies to God’s purposes
in these matters. As Jesus noted in Matthew 19 on marriage, exceptions actually prove the rule,
rather than destroying it, if we keep the Genesis “beginning” clearly in mind through the eyes of
unselfish love.

Thus in our attempt to bring understanding to gender roles, and to correct abuses, neglects,
and injustices, we must be very careful to avoid making the fundamental gender and societal
weaknesses worse. The young males who need role models will someday thank us for that. And
the young females when grown will thank us for helping to mature spiritual males.

We must note here again that no gender is an island. The spiritual lessons that may be
especially pertinent to one gender will bless and educate the other also. This was illustrated in
what a husband once asked his wife. “What is it like to be a bride? We are all the bride of Christ.
From a woman’s viewpoint, tell me what that means.” The degree to which she could help him
enter into that reality would be the degree she had repented of any selfish independence, and
could model godly submission. Likewise a male who in submission to God has learned to be a
spiritual leader can share with females, especially a wife, how to be a strong, non-indulgent
servant leader in whatever responsibilities come to her.

The only way the narrow path can be found is through the way of deep repentance, and the
reception of a love of “the truth” which alone can bring full harmony in a broken world. I sense
God is waiting to lead us there, if we will follow.

The spirit of Christ's self-sacrificing love is the spirit that pervades heaven
and is the very essence of its bliss. This is the spirit that Christ's followers

will possess, the work that they will do. —Ellen White, Steps to Christ, page
77.2
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