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Ihé following facts are basic: God ereated man in his
owm image, meaning th&E man had mind, soul, and will. The soul
belonged completely to God since it was Ood that breated into man
a livinz soul. Put the mind and the will was left at man's
dEapondls, Bat since he vas & pavfect man, the first usuts mind
and will were in harmony with God. Wher it is mentipned that
God created man, it is meant both man and his counterpart, woman.

Wow, it is recorded that Cod blessed man and said unteo hims:
"Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the esrth, and subdue it."
As to how this wasg fulfilied in the Garden of ®den, it 15 rot
cartaing but 1t is most evident that throughout their 1ife in Eden

" there was not one child born unto them. OCould it have been that
 God 4@ not ereate man in the first place for procreation? because
ithia written that Jod created men to have dominion over all of
Gﬁﬁ'a ereation. YNothing 1= mentlioned ef btringing more men into

the world. But for the sake of Adam, God created him an help
answering to Bim or assistant for company. Therefore, there is
no sign of it beingz fod's purpose for ;an to génur;&ta himselfl,

'i sinca God creafed man for dominion and for fellowship with God,
also,

The seripture aiso reeords: "And they were both naked, the
man and his wife, and were not ashamed." When both sexés were in
this state they had not as yet been initiated ints the relationship
that oceurs between the opposite sexes. The Teason why it is sald
that man ard womsn were made one flagh is precisely because woman

- was made from man, bone of his bone and fiesh of his flesh, and not
because of the sexusl relstionship.

Furthermore, after the forbidden act was committed the sub-



seqnent ineident oceured: "And the eyes of them both were opened,
and they knew that they were naked; and they sewed fig leaves together,
and made themselves aprons.

It the former verse where neither were ashamed of their
ralktedness, their innocense is gquite evident. Since as of yet
they had not experienced the meaning of lLove through intimate
relationship, whiech at that time was unimown, they also did not
guite comprehend the meaning of each other. Enowing himself
could only be a@ccompnlished by knowing that which was made of
hims and this could be done only through penetration into the
other's innermost being, or into the soul. Usually, understanding
of the soul can come solely throush carnal experiences. What a
man actually wants to find in a woman is himself. and the same
is true with the woman. Therefore, this must be an intimate
and a mutual relationship. And nakedness brings shame only after
the man has found himself in the woman and viea versa. Did God
intend to keep this secret hidden from mant Was man to remain
an individusl or weas he to cohere to womenty

As seen before it is most probably that man was to remain
an individual character. This would mean that there would net
be any future generations. Yet we would wart to deny that we
were not meant to exist on this earth, even thougn we of'ten
ery in agony., "Why was 1 born"

The setual nature of the fruit of the t¥ee which was in the midst
of the garden is not known. Stili it ean rot be denied any
siznifiecance, since the Bible places extreme emphasis on the
fact that through the eating of the f£ruit wouid man come in
-=--contact not oniy with the concept and reaiity of death, but
---also with the position of being as God, knowine zood and evii.
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Most neople stress the point that it was not the actual eating

of the frult that ceused the downiall of manm, buti 1t was the
rebellion with antagonistiec spirit sgainst the command of GCod.

But the Bible sccount does not project man's rebellion, but
rather indiecates the ecuricgity that enpendered within the mind

of man. Curiosity does not evolve just for the mysterious and

the forbidden and unknown, but also for the lovely and desireable.

The Bible often states that the desire of the eyes is
ususlly the opposite sex. Put in the inegident of the garden
episode it cannot be authentiecally endorsed that the fruit was
a symbol for the opposite sex, and that when Eve desired Adam
then Adam smlse desired Eve.

But doesn't all knowledge stem from Cod for ané through
man? Therefore, how could kmowledge come from 2 fruit, instead
of coming through the means of man and woman? It should also
be remembered that this kmowledge was of good and evil. Man
knows that whiech iz pood and evil only by coming in contaet with
it, But as of that tine both the woman and man were perfect,
Without any blemish of sin and impeccabls. Yet the capacity
to sin was present but not evident, else there would have been
nog serpent er devil to tempt them.

When the Bible further records the result of the eating of
the fruit by saying: "And the eyes of them both wers opened, and
they knew trat they were naked," it could only mean that they had
committed some mutual act. It would be important to notice that
"the erotie experiences of a young woman are not simply an extension
of her former semual activities; very often they are unexpected

ard dizagreeable; and they are aiways in the nature of & new event
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that makes a break with the past." BSo says Mme. de Beauvoir.

Furthermore she saye: "Paychiatrists all agree on the extreme
importance of a woman's first erotie sxperiences: their raper-
eussions are felt throughout the rest of her life. The truth
is that wirginsl desire is not expressed as a precisze need: the
virgin does not know exactly what she wants. ©OBhe 43 divided against
herself; she longs for & strong embrace that will make of her a
quivering thing, but rouchness and foree are also disagreeabis
deterrents that offend her. Still, the young woman needs a.man
to reveal her own body to her: she is much more deeply dependent.

"Men and women all feel the shame of their flesh; in its
rure, insctive presence, 1ts unjustified immamence, the flesh
exists, under the zaze of others, in its ahsurd contingence, and
yet it is oneself: oh, to prevent it from existing for othars,
oh, to deny iti"

Conc¢erning their relationship she says: "To make the other
feel pleasure means to dominate the othar: to give oneselif to
someone is to abdicate one's will.. The eroiic sxperience is one
that most poignantiy discloses to human beinzs the ambipguity of their
condition; in it they are aware of themseives as flesh and as
spirit, as the cther and as subject."

Thus the relationship is both at once very intimate and also
very revealing. Both natures are revealed to ezch other at the
same time. This is only because they revealed sach other and
thus produced 2 union of mind, soul and spirit. Man always sees
himself more clearly and lucidly through the eyes or porception
of another personslity. One's own opinion of himsslf is not always
{rank, since there will aiwasys be a portion of prejudice within
2 person's decision. But the greatest problem exists in the

nuesgtionable reaseon for man'sg attempt for such a2 relstionship.



The guestion germane to man's desife for a relationship
is: What is God's role or position in such a relationshipy Eefore
this gquestion can be solved thers must be a basic explaination of
the sssence of Sod. Firast, God is a spirit, infinite, eternsal,
and unchangeable. Second, God is the uitimate reality, heyond
whieh there is no other Being or existence. Third, that which may
be nown about God is revealed in humanity. As the Bible says:

"For the invisible things of him from the creation of the world are
clearly seen, being understood by the things that are mace, even
hls eternal power and GCodhbad." These attributes were limited

to Cod and were in no manner transmitted to man. The oniy attribute
that man possessed was the result of God's creation of man: "And

the Lord Cod formed man of the dust of the ground, and brestned
dinto Bis nostrils the breath of Life; and man became a iiving soul."
But fourth and most important, God is & ereative being.

When God told man to "be fruitful, and muitiply, and replenish
the earth, and subdue ity" thers certainiy must have been a creative
attribute within man's power, this making him iike God. But in
examining the meaning of the words, it is discovered tuau the
meaning is quite shaded. The word fruitful is an adjective, which
means that a modified noun or pronoun is necessary to compiete the
sentence. The Bible provides both a noun, earth, and a pronoun, it.
Another similar word is consequence or result; the word fruit means
"to profit, to enjoy and have the use off: 1f the word fruit was used
as a verb it would mesn "to bear or catse to besr fruit." The word
multiply, used as a verb, means "to inerease in number(as by breeding

or propagating)." The word renlenish, also used as a verb, means



"to £ill or build up again" And then the word subdue, enother
werh, means "to bring intalsuhjaetion; to bring under control;
to vanquish or conguer; and to reduce the intenmsity of."™ BSo
without overemphasizing the meaning of the words, but also not
under-estimating their wvelue, it can be unsacreligiounsiy stated
that Ged did not command man to proliferate or to multiply himself,
tut to progenerate or to bring into existence the production of
the earth. Actually God was explaining to man: "Take a look at
all that I have created. I have not created it for myself, tut
especially for you. BSee all the birds, the fish, and the animalsv
You are to govern with authority the entire cresation, sg that
everything will be in erder. Make use of that which is given
to you, and don't waste any of it, but systematize each unit and
give each particular object an objective to perform. 4nd don't
wvrryaahouy Teading the arimale for there is plenty of fruit ang
herbs for them and also for you. So it's all yours; take good
care of it." That's exaetly what Adam did: "And Adam geve names
to ail cattle, and to the fowl of the air, and to every besst of
the field."

Yot in spite of this explaration the question still remsins:
"Did Adam hawve the power to create?" If he did have this nltimate
creative ability, then he would have tre power of a Gody thus
making him agual with God. This was exactly what Cod wanted to
prevent from occurring. Thereiore Ye proseribed man from the process
of creation, nemely knowing good and evil, thus differentiating what
is useful and not useful for existence; the process of ereation has
perpatually been "each after his kind." Enowing the process of
ereation naturally results in continual exercise of it.



If man had the infinite end unerding power to creste end perpe-
tuste his own production, then there would be ne corelusive
impetus to restrain him from totalitarian control of that which
he had ereated, thus piacing man's puperiority over (od. This
would have happened had man been permitted to partake and
assimilate the nature of the tree of 1ife as he had done with
the tree of knowledge of good and evil.

So lest man stould create and rule forever, God proscribed
any future attempt at an immortal existence by barring msn's
Tight to access of the ree of life. Thus this signified the
end of man's work in that he would not indefinitely control that
which was rightfully his. From the sntrance inte the world until
his death there iz a continual decadence in the body of man that
absolutely no energy can eliminate from total devastation. Hven
though man Eains more knowlege, strength, 1ife, and power es his
existerce progresses, yest he is dying a slow death as 1T thers vas
& slow poison wilhin the very nature of man that inevitably #n-
nihilates the existence of man from off the earth.

Everything is lost just becsuse man gaine everything. Sa
that because man lives, he zlso has to die. Because he can ereste,
he has to be destroyed. Thersfore the Bible saying comes to pass:
"It is appointed unto men once to die." Since man brought sbout
a creatlon of his ewn, his own blood and flesh, so also man brought
about his own death by intruding upon forbidden territory. And so
the Bible seys: YThe wages (or the consaguemce) of sin is death."
Of this torturous consequence Paul, the apostle, eried: "0 wretched
man that 1 ami who shall deiiver-me from the body of this deathi®



God had forewarned man: "But of the tree of the knowledsze
of good and evili, thou stait not eat of it: for in the day that
thou satest thereof thou shalt surely die." BGod had fui‘h‘[ﬁﬂ&__n
the eating of the tree of the kmowledge of good and evil, but
tha scripture does not record any prohibitien of the tree of
life, which was in the midst of the garden. When the woman
reported the case to the tempter she shyly stated: "We may eat of
the frult of the treses of the garden: But of the fruit of the
tree which is in the midst of the garden, Cod hath said, Ye shall
not éat of it, neither shall ye touch it, lest ve die." Was
she lying when she sesid that the tree wes in the midst of the
garden, for that position was inherent to the tree of iife? The
woman is also condemned by arbitrary decision for adding to God's
original words by adding the phrase 'meither shall ye touech 1t.°
Was she confusing the trees or was she trying to argue her way
out of the precarious position? Was she only having an internal
BpEychological confusion whieh she was belligerentliy determining
By mobilization"the tWHEE meertain to her? Could the hardly notice-
able, delicate, rafined, clevar 'serpent! have pertinance to
the Intricate conscience of the mind of men? This simijer battle
continues within the minds of all mankind as it is faced with
jeopardy as to the uitimate deeision that iz enforced.

But what significance did tne tree of Life have as to its
reiationship with the tree of imowledze of good and evil, and as
to whether it would be partaken of before or after the invoivement
With the tree of the imowiedgze of good and evil? Whereas man's
eonvact with men produced imovlddge of good and evil, contaet with



the source of life, God Himself, produced constant life. Therefore,
man Wasg not probibited eontmet with Life, since that Life sustainaed
man's Life. So vhen God drivesd and exeiudes man from Paradise,
He does it in visw of the Biblical principle: 'What agreement
‘hath evil with goody! ZEvil conld not parteke :z:r thaet which was
good. That is why Cod attempted to resconcile man to man, through
the proper relationship, by sending the God-man Christ Jesus. Thus
when thers is a proper adherence to the man Jesus, there is also
a reciprocai contact with God simulitaneousiy.

Purthsr the Eible states: "Let no man say when he is tempted,
I am tempted of God: for Cod canmot be tempted with evil, neither
‘tempteth he any man: Dut every man is tempted. wienViIs drawn away
of his own lust, and eanticed. Then when lust hath congeived, i%
bringeth forth sin; and sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth
deatn." Could Apostie James (Js. 1:13-15) have specificaiiy meant
that it was soleiy the delusive Tault of man's erronecus disviay
of #setion by aberrating from the trutht 8in has & drestie effect
both on the producer and the consumer,

But who is ©o blame for the perpetuation of sin¥ Cowid some.
viliain whe runely interrupts s peseefui relationsnip without any
permigsion from the Almighty Creator be indicted with the famlt
oI bringing condemnation upon man and also even on the seed of man?
The traditional morai code damns man as an evil creature, but
simultansously demands that he produce a good which the code argnes
is impossible Tor man to preduce. Without any ample proof, man
iz to =zecapt his own depravity as that which he is to 1ive with.
Men ean desperately hope for the good but is unable tﬁ reach it.



Original sin is defined ag that act which man could but
é¢idn't prevent because it was foreed uoon him from some extrinsice
power that man ¢ouldn't overcome. But thet sin which sllows no
yvolition Iliterally cordemns moralifty: that whieh provides no
choice has no moral prineiple in it. Whether soreone preaches
that a human will is free and he has = choice, that evident faet
is that his birth is not of choice, neither is his death. There
is no choiee in that which is inevitable.

The first zspeet of externzl nature that viwvidly depicts
men's Qrang doing 1s guilt. Guilt is thet pricking contortion
that paralyres the moral veraeity of man. It ruins any honesty
or integrity of a logically sound mind; it perverts any good
that he has and makes it mysterious so that he is always con-
fuged 45 to the exaect reality of anything. OGuilt is not passed
on from generation: it ic individually recognized when a person
differentiates between good and evil and his reaction %o either.
i negative reaction to good, that which is moet walued in lLife,
namely life itself, produces guilt: a positive resction to good
produces happiness. A negative resction to evil reflects upon
the abllity the choose that which is most beneficial to Llife,
whieh ig life itseif; a posifive remction to evil, which is the
actual decisive performance, produces a derogatory evil, depravipy.
No person is depraved becanse of parsonal commitment; depravity
is mlways the preduct thet adheres to the product of a previocus
commitment, a2 commitment by mutual consent.

The Psaimist David earnestly eried: "Against thee, thee oniy,
heve I sinned, and done this evil in thy sight." (Bs. 51i4) He
propounded this statement pfter he had willingly pone in te



Bathsheba. His sin was not against himseif nor against the
doeile fair lady that he desired; through this act heYio elevate
his own superiority. Within this act he discovered thne ereation
of all that is evil. He affirms this by saying: "Behold, I was
shapen in inigquity; and in sin did my mother conceive me."

(Ps. 51:5). He was referring to the bloody, nauseating affair
that was concealed under nocturmal activities. Even his own
mother was accused of the obnoxious deed. The despairing Job
exclaimed: “Yet man is borm unto trouble." (Job 5:7). From
trouble proceeds trouble. Evil begets evil.

There is no wvaiid justification of an evil that produces
another evil. God himself did not justify the act but cursed
it: "Unto the woman he said, I will greatly multiply thy sorrow
&nd thy comecention; in sorrow thow s:alt bring forth chiidren."
Sin would be paid by more sin. Tragedy wouid be replaced by
more tragedy. God did not prevent the reaping of that which
was sowms "And Adam knew Eve nis wife: and she eonceived, and
bara Cain, and said, 7 have gotten a man from the Lord." fThis
was the Tesult of that trescherous transgression, and it was
Tulfilisd according to the word of the Lord.

Is there any copclusion to this which man drsads, abhars,
and yet indulges in? Jesus said: "In the resurrection thay neithsr
marry, nor are givem in maPriage, but are as the angels of God
in heaven.® Though sarth may vring misery, Tear, shame, and sin,
nothing of the kind will exist in heaven.

But as for this life the common thing for man and woman to

do is to marry. Harriage is as archaie as existence itself, and



te forbid an archeie and fraditicpal institution would be far
more then absurd. Gof him=dgf did pot prohibilt man from having
a wite, but neither did He sanction the ides of marrisnge in the
sense thet it isz used today. By merriage is meant to become
one flesh man with woman threush =exisl intercourss. Even
though God meant it in the beginning for marriage to be oniy
for compapionship, man perverted the idea and has not chanped
it since then. What 0Ood does sanctien is the right kind of
marrisge: mot to commit adultery nor formicstion mor to put
a wife away by divorece except for thoge thinss. Oreat men like
Christ and Paul, who remained unmerried, knew the conseguences
of merriage. They lmew that perfect purity would mean ecowplete
abstinence from marriage. Paul knew that theidesiras for sex
was. prevalent within a human bedy. He arbitrarily stated:
"it is pood for a man not to touch a woman'(Is this what Eve
was thinking of when she said 'nmeither shall yve touch 1i%t'%).
Being aware of this evil Punl further advised: "Meverthaless,
to avoid fermication, let every man have his own wife, and let
EVery woman have her own husband." Paul even wished Ythet all
men were even as I myself. But every man heth his proper gif't of
God, one after this menper, and another after that." But he
did coneimde: "if they cannot contain, let them marry: for it
is better to marry than %o burn.” Paul wented Souls o be
seved, and he knew that "every sin that = man doeth is without
the body; but he that committeth fornication simmeth asainst
his own body."

Christ Jesus was alsoc faced with this probiem. His enemies



. S,
eften ridiented him concersing marriscs and divorce by asking
such foolish ouestions as: "Iz it lawiul for s man fo put away
hiz wife for every canse?" Jesus would snswer: "What therefore
god hath jeinmed ftogether, let not mean put ssunder." Buat one
day the discipies themselves were perplexed concerning the
embiguous dsaue of marriace and divorce. (Matt. 19:10-12).

"His disciples say unto him, If the case of the man be so with his
wife, it 13 not gocd to merry. But he ssid unto them, A1)l men
cannot recelve this saying, save they to whom it iz given.
For there are some eunuchs, which were so born from their
mother's womb: and there are some eunuchs, which were made
eunuchs of men: and thers be eunuchs, which have made them-
selves eunuchs for the kingdom of hesvenls sake. He that is
able to receive it, let him receive it."

The eonclusion, therafore, is: “"He that is able to receive

it, let him receive it."
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