A Fresh Look at Gender in the Bible
Carl Gordon

Note: this piece from Carl was originally drafted as a response to a pen pal of hirs. S’he refers to each of hir pen pals as “Soul.” So when you read “Soul” this can be addressed directly to you, since we are all Soul.
I must say that I am not convinced that transsexualism or transgenderism are “disorders.” Consider how God is both male and female in ONE. How can it be a “disorder” to find this same female-male principle combined in the same human soul – unless God has the same “disorder”? Either God is also “disordered” or the innate integration of masculine and feminine energies in the same being is not a disorder at all. 

Seems to me that the only disorder is the lack of proper understanding of transsexualism/transgenderism, and the many “disordered” ideas about those realities. The combination of male (positive) and female (negative) is the bedrock of existence, nature and reality – physically and metaphysically. It is the primordial nature of existence to have both masculine and feminine energies integrated into an original wholeness.

PART ONE

Genesis of gender

We can find such a combination between spirit  (male) and matter  (female)  manifested in the very first verse of the Bible. Genesis 1:1 reveals the foundation of manifested reality, stated as Heaven  (positive/male) and Earth  (negative/female) . This correlates with the polarity of Day and Night  in Genesis 1:5. Which is also of course negative-female and positive-male. These manifested polarities emanate from the original male-female oneness of Creator God. Humanity tends to emphasize these later polarities in their social structures, missing the divine essence of male-female coexistence within the same entity.

 Just because humanity has become accustomed to much of a polarized existence doesn’t make it the only legitimate social order. In fact, it is a popular illusion to think of human beings as absolutely male or female. Human beings always manifest in the womb first as female, and then for a time are both male and female, until maleness or femaleness begins to predominate over the other. Echoing the divisions of the original creative energies, the fetus (typically) emerges biologically as male or female, while the other gender characteristics remains in abeyance. Each person continues to have the opposite sex organs in a rudimentary form and therefore is really bi-sexual, as was primitive man.

The King James Bible¹ tells us specifically in Genesis 5:2 that Adam was first created an androgyne/hermaphrodite before the physical separation of the female from the male in Genesis 2:21-22. Genesis 5:2 states that the male and female were both named “Adam” by God when he first created them. Genesis 5:2 clearly tells us that God first created Adam as both male and female physically together as one, which is why God called their name Adam. Proof that God created Adam as an androgynous (hermaphrodite) being before dividing into male and female individual beings is in Genesis 2:21-22, as Adam himself informs us in Genesis 2:23. In Genesis 2:24 Adam tells us it is through marriage that man (male) and woman (female) can approximate the original androgynous being he initially was when God first created him. 

Elohim

As I’ve said, Soul, you are correct that Genesis 1:27 defines God (and man) as being both female and male combined together in/as ONE. Especially in conjunction with Genesis 5:1-2. In addition to what those particular verses clearly states is the fact the word “God” in the first chapter of Genesis was translated from the Hebrew word ELOHIM. This word is highly significant and very revealing. Though I am not trained in the Hebrew language, I have learned that the first part of the word “Elohim” is “Eloh,” which is a feminine noun. The letter “h” indicates a feminine gender. If a single feminine Being were meant, the word “Eloh” would have been used. The feminine plural is “oth.” So if the intention had been to indicate a Dual composite God of feminine genders the correct word to use would have been “Elooth.” Instead of either of those forms, however, we find the masculine plural ending “im” added to the feminine noun “Eloh,” indicating a female-male, double-sexed Being, expressions of the Dual, Positive-Negative Supreme Creative Energy.

Therefore, the “Elohim” used exclusively in the first chapter of Genesis during creation is itself denoting both male and female potencies combined together as ONE Supreme Absolute Being. This is not lost in the translation of “Elohim” to the English “God” simply because in the English language that word is seen as singular. It is still plural because it represents “Elohim” in its plural meaning. This is why in Genesis 1:26 that word “God” becomes “Us.” So the words Elohim/God/Us are all clearly telling us the exact same thing.

Elohim exemplified

Genesis 1:26-27 does not stand alone in informing us that God is male-female in ONE. The New Testament also speaks to this sacred integration of gender traits. In Matthew 19:11-12, Jesus tells us there are three kinds and levels of eunuchs. Obviously the eunuchs you mean are the ones Jesus said are born eunuchs. The lack of testosterone and other male hormones definitely makes such males feminine in many ways: physically, mentally, and emotionally. Even though they are considered “male” because they possess male genitalia. 

And yes, a transgendered male who has male genitals but is femininely wired mentally and emotionally – with feminine mannerisms, expressions and desires – would also be a secondary-eunuch. This kind is on the level Jesus speaks of in Matthew 19:12, “which were so born from their mother’s womb.” So yes, there is no doubt that in Matthew 19:12 Jesus was including transsexuals and especially transgendered male-girls as eunuchs. 

Transgendered is the modern equivalent to this ancient tradition of gender transcend-dence. Isaiah 56:4-5 refers to the honor these ancient transgendered male-girls were due in the eyes of God.

Applied today

Soul, I wonder what the First Human – the transsexual/androgynous Adam – Jesus the Christ, and His Apostle John, would say about the transsexuals and transgirls of this technological Age of Ignorance? What would they think about this latter day belief that their primary natures, which is more a mirror of God’s (Elohim) Nature than most peoples’, is a “disorder.” That belief never ceases to amaze me! It is my hope that the word “Elohim,” as used in the first chapter of Genesis, is eventually fully understood by everyone. Then more people can begin to realize the truth. Which is, if GOD is the transcendent “ELOHIM” then transsexuals/transgendered souls are most definitely “elohim” (Psalm 82:6). They are indeed the natural highest degrees of the gender-dichotomy transcendent image of God, as stated in Genesis 1:26-27.

PART TWO
The da Vinci Code Decoded

Perhaps you have heard about the fictional book and movie “The da Vinci Code.” Author Dan Brown lays out a fascinating if not contorted scenario that has Jesus the Christ married to Mary Magdalene, and siring a child by her. To help support this claim the author points to a peculiar image in Leonardo da Vinci’s painting of the Last Supper – who is said to have special knowledge of Jesus’ true legacy at odds with the Church’s agenda. 

On Jesus’ right is an image of a feminine appearing person, and author Dan Brown asserts this is a depiction of Mary Magdalene, “wife” of Jesus. But as opponents to this theory point out, if that is Mary then where is John? If that is Mary Magdalene then John would not have been at the Last Supper among the twelve disciples surrounding Jesus, as the Bible (especially the Gospel of John) repeatedly states. So who was at the Last Supper? Was it Jesus and the twelve apostles as the Bible states in Matthew 26:20 and Luke 22:14? Or was it Jesus with only eleven of the apostles along with Mary Magdalene, as Dan Brown implies? Let’s see which of the two the King James Bible points to the most.

Transcending Sex

According to the Bible, Jesus is the highest manifestation of the Holy and Divine that has ever physically manifested in this world. Also according to the Bible the highest principle of divinity is absent of and beyond sex with women, for a man, due to male’s physical and metaphysical makeup. Which means that for a male to reach and maintain the highest states of holiness/divinity he must continuously abstain from sex with women. 

We begin to see a direct indication of that fact in 1 Samuel 21:4-6. In verse 4 we see that the priest would not give them hollowed (holy) bread unless they had “kept themselves at least from women.” The key words being “at least,” which demonstrates that sex with women is the worse indulgence for males’ spiritually. Becoming attached to women sexually, emotionally, metaphysically, infringes on the male’s capacity to achieve the highest manifestation of divinity/holiness, which in that case was the hallowed (holy) bread. It’s as if to lean on women to tap into their feminine energies undermines the spiritual responsibility to tap into one’s own innate feminine energies. And this could lead to a loss of spiritual freedom and integrity.

According to that verse and the usage of “at least,” other things (sex?) may slow males’ spiritual progress. But they do not prevent males from attaining the highest degree of holiness/divinity like sex with women, because sexual attachment with women does prevent males from the uppermost liberty of divinity/holiness/ heaven. That is, males having sex with females. Verse 5 drives the point home even more directly when David says their bodies were holy because they had been kept from women for three days. Meaning a male’s body is not holy/sanctified when he has sex with women. Interesting.

Need more examples?

In Revelations 14:1-5, 144,000 male souls will be eternal companions and devotees of Jesus after achieving the highest state of divinity/holiness possible. And verse 4 plainly states that the 144,000 have not been “defiled with women for they are virgins.” Again, meaning sex with women undermines males’ potential for reaching the highest state of divinity/holiness. 

Most preachers preach Jesus and the Apostle Paul when preaching from the New Testament. And Paul is usually held in higher esteem than the other apostles. Let’s examine what Paul says in I Corinthians chapter 7. In verse one he specifically states that, “It is good for a man not to touch a woman.” In verse 7 he says he wished all men were like him in not touching (i.e., having sex with) women. 

In verse 8 he says it is good if the unmarried men and widows did not have sex at all, as he didn’t. In verse 32 he points out why. Freedom from sexual attachment equates with spiritual liberty. Just as the undefiled 144,000 (Rev. 14:4): “These are they which follow the Lamb whithersoever he goeth.” Isn’t this Paul’s point?

But if they weren’t ready for that level of spiritual commitment, he says in verse 9, then it is better for them to marry and have sex in marriage (exclusively with one’s spouse/mate) rather than to be consumed with lust (burn). This is understandably worse and keeps one from reaching as high of a state of divinity/ holiness as those with sex in a loving marriage. 

So the question is, would the Bible hold Jesus’ 144,000 pure devotees to a higher standard than Jesus himself attained and maintained? And would Paul hold himself to a higher standard than Christ Jesus achieved? Or is Dan Brown somehow correct in portraying Mary as being impregnated by Jesus? According to the King James scripture the answer is an emphatic “no”!

In Jesus’ own words

But let’s see what Jesus himself said on the matter of sex with women. According to biblical scripture, Jesus descended into this material world from the kingdom of heaven and then ascended back to the kingdom of heaven from whence he came. Jesus constantly preached that reaching the kingdom of heaven is the ultimate and supreme goal. And Jesus, being the greatest physical manifestation of holiness/divinity, came from and returned to the Highest Goal, which according to biblical scripture is the kingdom of heaven. 

But look at what Jesus said about the highest level of the kingdom of heaven in Matthew 19:11-12. Correlating with what not all men are able to achieve, the highest level of divinity/holiness, verse 11 states, “All men cannot receive (understand) this saying, save they to whom it is given.” To that statement Jesus adds, in verse 12, “He that is able to receive it, let him receive it.”

These passages point to how not all males can understand or achieve the highest teachings of attaining the highest levels of the kingdom of heaven. And Jesus did say there are many levels in the kingdom of heaven. “In my Father’s house,” Jesus states in Luke 14:2, “are many mansions.” Paul later speaks of the third heaven, in Corinthians 12:3, further attesting to heaven consisting of multiple levels. Among the difficult-to-receive/achieve-teachings for finding these higher levels is the making of oneself into a eunuch.

Jesus and his disciples were discussing men marrying women when Jesus took it to a higher level by saying how some men make themselves “eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven’s sake.” This doesn’t mean that such males are actually removing their testicles, but retain their seed (sperm) within their bodies, especially from women, as John also said in 1 John 3:9. As the 144,000 devotees also did in Revelations 14:4, the virgins that “were not defiled with women; for they are virgins.”

Therefore, according to numerous scripture, the answer again to whether Jesus could have impregnated Mary (or had sex with any other woman) is a definite no! Jesus is the highest manifestation of holiness/divinity in human form, which transcends the sexual experience. As One who achieved the most supreme level of heaven, Jesus didn’t need sex to feel complete. He already possessed within himself all the divine qualities the male typically seeks in a female. Jesus was already whole, and didn’t feel the need for a woman to complement, through sexual desire, his socially ascribed male attributes.

Another example

A final proof is John 20:17. In that passage, following Jesus’ death and resurrection, Jesus told Mary Magdalene not to touch him because he had not yet ascended to his Father. This means he had not yet reached the highest level/degree of divinity, which is God-the-Father in heaven. Her touching him at this point would impede his ascension to God-the-Father, the Highest level of Holiness-Divinity and heaven. 

However, he still had not ascended to God-the-Father in verse 27 of that same chapter 20 of John, when Jesus told the male Thomas to touch him by thrusting his had into the wound in Jesus’ side. Males apparently could touch Jesus before his ascension to God-the-Father, the highest holiness/divinity, because males do not prevent the ascension to or attainment of the supreme level of divinity/holiness/ heaven as women can.  

PART THREE
Disciple whom Jesus loved

Now that scripture rules out the notion of Jesus having sex with Mary (or any female) the question remains: Why did Leonardo da Vinci paint John’s features so feminine and womanly? What reason did da Vinci have for painting John with such womanly features? 

The Bible does not describe John’s facial features. However, there are a series of verses concerning John in relation to Jesus. Upon examination, many of these stand out as being distinctly different from Jesus’ relationships with his other disciples, including his chief disciple Simon Peter. 

Now, in the Bible there is only one disciple who is repeatedly singled out and repeatedly referred to as “that disciple whom Jesus loved.” John as the gospel writer humbly identifies this as himself. And he is present at the Last Supper.

At one point during the Last Supper, in John 13:23, John the disciple whom Jesus loved was leaning against Jesus’ chest. Much as a woman would lean against a man. Because John acts in some feminine ways, does Dan Brown impose the mainstream gender stereotype and concludes this must be Mary Magdalene? Did da Vinci really portray Mary Magdalene in his famous portrait?

In contrast to Peter

There are other examples of John’s apparent femininity cited in the gospels. These often contrast with the masculine bravado of Peter. It is interesting that Peter, who was Jesus’ chief disciple upon whom Jesus said he would establish his church (Matthew 16:18), did not himself ask Jesus at the Last Supper who would betray him (John 13:24). Instead, Peter directed “that disciple whom Jesus loved” to ask Jesus who would betray him. It’s as if Peter knew John was a more intimate confident at Jesus’ side than Peter himself. Interesting.

At the cross it was John who Jesus entrusted with the welfare of his bereaved mother, not Peter or Mary Magdalene. The gospels acknowledge that Mary Magdalene was at the crucifixion, but there is no account of Jesus ever speaking to Mary Magdalene while on the cross. If she was his wife, and the sanctity of marriage was held in such high esteem in this Jewish culture, wouldn’t the gospel writers have made mention of it as a worthy example for the rest of us to follow?

This is the same John that Peter was always hanging around. When Mary Magdalene told them that Jesus’ crucified body was missing, in John 20:2-8, Peter was with John. I find it revealing that in verses 2, 3, 4, and 8, John is repeatedly referred to as that “other” disciple, as if he was in some way an outsider among the disciples, despite being in Jesus inner circle. Sound familiar?

Though John outran Peter to the opened tomb, he let Peter enter first as if it was his right. Why? 

Later, in John 21:7, we again find Peter with “that disciple whom Jesus loved.” When John tells Peter that Jesus is coming that way, Peter did something that strikes me as quite strange. He put his fisher’s coat on because he had been naked, and then jumped into the sea. Why? Was Peter doing (or trying to do) something that he didn’t want Jesus to see?

Disciple whom Jesus loved must be John

I understand that The da Vinci Code basically agrees with these dynamics, but alleges that the one whom Jesus really loved was somehow Mary Magdalene. When you think about it, this does make some sense, in a biased conventional point of view. 

If you cannot accept femininity expressed by a male because you are so attached to this polarized world and its passing ways, then it must be easy to conclude only a women could be the “disciple whom Jesus loved.” But an abundance of scripture – that doesn’t cater to worldly gender constructs – informs us that “the disciple whom Jesus loved” is none other than John, the humble writer of these intimate words.

One thing is certain. John – or whoever wrote the Gospel of John – wanted all of us to know that he was “the disciple whom Jesus loved” and that Peter was always around him. The writer also wanted us to know that when Peter was naked with him that Peter jumped into the sea when warned Jesus was approaching. Seems Peter didn’t care if the other disciples knew he was naked with that disciple whom Jesus loved. It was the presence of “the Lord” that prompted his covering up. Very interesting.

Again, in John 21:20-22, it seems that John, the “disciple whom Jesus loved,” was singled out as being different from the rest. In verse 22, Jesus asked Peter what business was it of his if Jesus willed that John (“whom he loved”) remained alive until Jesus’ return. Many passages like this seem to paint John as being different, and yet setting him apart and above all the other followers of Jesus. For example, note how in John 21:21 that Peter finds John following some steps behind Jesus, as if to keep his “proper” place.

Da Vinci’s John
So why did Leonardo da Vinci paint John as very feminine looking, if that was not Mary Magdalene or any other female at the Last Supper table? Was there any legitimate reason for da Vinci to portray John in this way? Was da Vinci really the recipient of some mystic knowledge about this Gospel scene?

It makes sense to me that codes were passed down to reveal a mystery about an original follower of Jesus. I agree such secrets are not readily received by profane, biased or ignorant folk. Most people still cannot accept the truth, even if they can conceive of the possibility. 

A possibility to consider is why John was portrayed in such a feminine manner, not only in da Vinci’s painting but also in the gospel descriptions themselves. Perhaps the “disciple whom Jesus loved” was not merely an effeminate person but was actually transgendered. This could help explain why among all the disciples it was a transgendered John that Jesus loved best, and felt most intimate with, reflecting Jesus own innate integration of gender energies in the manifested Elohim. 

Primordial gender of humanity

Look back at Adam’s nature, passed down to us all. Genesis clearly defines Adam as being initially created as two (male-female) in one, which is three when including the fully gendered integrated image of God – the Holy Trinity manifested materially, before God separated Adam into an individual male and female. 

It is this primordial full-gendered existence that is more pure and above the felt need for sex. It is the gender-polarized souls that struggle the most with issues of sex and gender, as they constantly look outside of themselves for the complement-ary opposite they feel missing in them-selves. 

When humanity was created through Adam there was never an absolute separation between the genders, which is why all human beings have both a male and female psyche polarity. All human beings possess genes from both their mother (female) and father (male). Males, of course, possess both X and Y chromosomes, which is another reason why male transgenderism is so understandable, and more prevalent than today’s society realizes. 

It is also understandable why Jesus so loved the transgendered John who was obviously so similar in nature to God the Creator – in Whom resides both male and female qualities combined into a fully integrated Oneness. The ancient sages and mystery schools called this the Cosmic Androgyne. Jesus obviously recognized the transgendered John as more potentially God-natured than the other disciples.

Though all human beings are in varying aspects and degrees both feminine and masculine, with the potential to encounter the divine Elohim in the full spectrum of their own buried gendered traits.
Back to you

Again I say check all of the verses I’ve cited herein in the original authorized King James Version, because so many of the so-called “new” and “modern” translations have drastically changed so many words solely to fit the views of biased schools of thought.

Soul, you say you are “not quite a girl, nor quite a man,” as if you are somehow less than both. However, the proof is that you either are, or have the natural potential to be, “more” than the sum of “girl” and “man.” You have within you the gifted soul that is a closer reflection to the Elohim, God the Supreme Personality of Godhead, who has all gender energies within. As Jesus most definitely knew…
Ed.- I look forward to seeing plenty of feedback to this evocative piece. As you respond to these themes please keep in mind it was originally drafted as a letter. To edit it for continuity your editor introduced an inevitable degree of hir own voice. I trust I stayed true to its message.































