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PREFACE

A controversy of major proportions has spread through the church.

It began over 20 years ago in society at large. Since then an avalanche of feminist
literature has argued that there need be no difference between men’s and women'’ s roles-
indeed, that to support gender-based role differences is unjust discrimination. Within
evangelical Christianity, the counterpart to this movement has been the increasing
tendency to oppose any unique leadership role for men in the family and in the church.
“Manhood” and “womanhood” as such are now often seen asirrelevant factorsin
determining fitness for leadership.

Many evangelical Christians have defended this position in writing. They include
L etha Scanzoni and Nancy Hardesty (1974), Paul Jewett of Fuller Seminary (1975),
Richard and Joyce Boldrey of North Park College (1976), Patricia Gundry (1977),
Berkeley and Alvera Mickelsen of Bethel College and Seminary (1979), Catherine Clark
Kroeger (1979), E. Margaret Howe of Western Kentucky University (1982), Gilbert
Bilezikian of Wheaton College (1985), Aida Spencer of Gordon-Conwell Seminary
(1985), Gretchen Gaebelein Hull (1987), and many others, in articles, lectures, and
classroom teaching. Although they have disagreed on details, their common theme has
been the regjection of a unique leadership role for men in marriage and in the church.

Y et these authors differ from secular feminists because they do not reject the Bible's
authority or truthfulness, but rather give new interpretations of the Bible to support their
claims. We may call them “evangelical feminists’ because by personal commitment to
Jesus Christ and by profession of belief in the total truthfulness of Scripture they still
identify themselves very clearly with evangelicalism. Their arguments have been
detailed, earnest, and persuasive to many Christians.

What has been the result? Great uncertainty among evangelicals. Men and women
simply are not sure what their roles should be. Traditional positions have not been totally
satisfactory, because they have not fully answered the recent evangelical feminist
arguments. Moreover, most Christians will admit that selfishness, irresponsibility,
passivity, and abuse have often contaminated “traditional” patterns of how men and
women relate to each other.

But the vast majority of evangelicals have not endorsed the evangelical feminist
position, sensing that it does not really reflect the pattern of Biblical truth. Within our
churches, we have had long discussions and debates, and still the controversy shows
signs of intensifying, not subsiding. Before the struggle ends, probably no Christian
family and no evangelical church will remain untouched.

We have edited this book in the hope that it might lead to a constructive solution to
this controversy. Our secondary purpose is to respond to evangelical feminist writings
like those mentioned above-hence the subtitle, A Response to Evangelical Feminism. We
consider these authors to be brothers and sistersin Christ, and we have endeavored to
respond to them in sincerity and love. Y et we also consider their essential position to be
wrong in the light of Scripture, and ultimately harmful to the family and the church.
Therefore we have tried to respond to them in detail and with clarity, and we havein
many cases attempted to show that their interpretations of Scripture are ssmply not
persuasive, and should not be accepted by Christians.

But our primary purpose is broader than that: We want to help Christians recover a
noble vision of manhood and womanhood as God created them to be -hence the main
title, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood. Our vision is not entirely the same
as“atraditional view.” We affirm that the evangelical feminist movement has pointed out
many selfish and hurtful practices that have previously gone unquestioned. But we hope
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that this new vision-avision of Biblical “complementarity”-will both correct the previous
mistakes and avoid the opposite mistakes that come from the feminist blurring of God-
given sexual distinctions.

We hope that thousands of Christian women who read this book will come away
feeling affirmed and encouraged to participate much more actively in many ministries,
and to contribute their wisdom and insight to the family and the church. We hope they
will feel fully equal to men in status before God, and in importance to the family and the
church. We pray that, at the same time, this vision of equality and complementarity will
enable Christian women to give wholehearted affirmation to Biblically balanced male
leadership in the home and in the church.

Similarly, we desire that every Christian man who reads this book will come away
feeling in his heart that women are indeed fully equal to men in personhood, in
importance, and in status before God, and, moreover, that he can eagerly endorse
countless women’s ministries and can freely encourage the contribution of wisdom and
insight from women in the home and church, without feeling that thiswill jeopardize his
own unique leadership role as given by God.

On an even deeper level, we hope that every woman reading this book will come
away saying, “| understand much more fully what it means to be awoman, and | am
thankful that God made me a woman, remarkably different from a man, yet
immeasurably valuable in God' s sight and in His plan for the world.” And we hope that
every man reading this book will come away saying, “| understand much more fully what
it means to be aman, and | am thankful that God made me to be a man, remarkably
different from a woman, yet immeasurably valuable in God’ s sight and in His plan for the
world.”

If that happens, then perhaps the path will be opened for clearing away much
confusion, for diffusing much frustration over male-female relationships, and for healing
many of the heartaches that smolder deep within millions of men and women who have
been the victims of a society without direction on how to understand our wonderful gift
of sexual complementarity.

A brief note about terms: If one word must be used to describe our position, we prefer
the term complementarian, since it suggests both equality and beneficial differences
between men and women. We are uncomfortable with the term “traditionalist” because it
implies an unwillingness to let Scripture challenge traditional patterns of behavior, and
we certainly reject the term “hierarchicalist” because it overemphasizes structured
authority while giving no suggestion of equality or the beauty of mutual interdependence.

Twenty-two authors from many denominational backgrounds contributed to this
book, and it isinevitable that not every author would agree with every detail in the
chapters written by the other authors or by the editors. Where there are occasional
differencesin details, we have attempted to call attention to that fact in the notes, and we
must say here that the positions advocated in the chapters are those of the individual
authors. Y et the authors share a common commitment to the overall viewpoint
represented in the book, and in every case the editors felt that the chapters were
consistent with the position endorsed by the Danvers Statement published by the Council
on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood in 1988 (see Appendix 2). It is commitment to
that position that has guided the inclusion of articlesin the book.

Many people have helped in correspondence, typing and editing, and compiling the
indexes and we wish especially to thank Debbie Rumpel, Carol Steinbach, Mary Morris,
Tammy Thomas, Noél Piper, John O. Stevenson, Eric Hoehn, Caren Hoehn, and E.
Calvin Beisner for their accurate and tireless help. Lane Dennis of Crossway Books has
been an eager supporter of this project from the start, and Fieldstead and Company
provided an early and generous grant that enabled the project to get off the ground. We
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also acknowledge with appreciation the responsible, solidly Biblical work of several
evangelical scholars whose earlier books defended a view compatible with the one
represented here, especially George W. Knight 111 (1977, 1985), Susan T. Foh (1979),
Stephen B. Clark (1980), and James Hurley (1982).

The Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood has sponsored and endorsed this
asitsfirst book project, and we are grateful for the support of the Council in this work.
(A list of Council members appearsin Appendix 2.)

Most of al, we want to thank our wives, Noé Piper and Margaret Grudem, who have
faithfully supported usin thiswork and in their prayers, and who have for many years of
marriage (22 and 21 years, respectively) been partners with usin the exciting task of
discovering more and more the true nature of Biblical manhood and womanhood, in all
its fullness and joy. For this we thank God, the giver of every perfect gift, to whom alone
be glory.

John Piper and Wayne Grudem
January, 1991
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Foreword

FOR SINGLE MEN AND WOMEN

(AND THE REST OF US)
John Piper

We know you are there-almost sixty million of you in America. And we are listening.
One of the most important things we have learned is that we do not know what it is like
to be single in Americatoday-at |east not the way you know it. Margaret Clarkson made
thisvery plain to us.

Because married people were all single once, they tend to think that
they know all there isto know about singleness. | suggest that thisis
not so; that there is a vast difference between being single at 25 or
30, with marriage still aviable possibility, and being single at 45 or
50 or 60, with little or no prospect of ever being anything else.
Singleness has a cumulative effect on the human spirit which is
entirely different at 50 than at 30.

What | would like to do in thisforeword istry to let single people do as much of the
talking as possible-people like Jesus and the A postle Paul and some contemporary men
and women who serve in the single life. Thisway we will be listening and speaking at the
sametime. | realize | am going to filter al of thisthrough my happily married lens. It is
futile in one sense for me to write this chapter, except that | do not put it forward as
something definitive about the single experience today, but as a call to married folks to
listen and a statement to single folks that this book and this issue have to do with you,
even though many of its chapters deal with marriage. Enough singles have read this
foreword already to let me know that some things | say hit the nail on the head and some
things do not fit their experience at al. My hopeisto listen closely enough and speak
truly enough that married and single people will be helped aong in the conversation.

We also pray that in the process there will be tremendous encouragement and
challenge for your faith and ministry. We believe the vision of manhood and womanhood
in this book is utterly relevant for single people. Why thisis so will become clear before
we come to the end of this foreword.

We hear at |east eight important theses on singleness when we tunein to Jesus and
His contemporary single followers.?

I. Marriage, as we know it in this age, is not the final destiny of any human.

My mother was killed in abus collision near Bethlehem in Israel in 1974. She was
fifty-six years old and had been married to my father for thirty-seven years. Asthe grief
began to heal, God gave my father another wonderful wife. | rgjoicein this. But it has
caused me to take much more seriously the words of Jesus to the Sadducees concerning
marriage in the resurrection. They told Jesus about a woman who was widowed seven
times. “ At the resurrection,” they asked, “whose wife will she be?’” Jesus answered,
“When the dead rise, they will neither marry nor be given in marriage; they will be like
the angelsin heaven” (Mark 12:25).

Thisisimportant to me because it means my father will not be a bigamist in the age
to come. Why? Because in the resurrection, marriage as we know it will not exist. This
has profound significance for singlenessin thislife. It means that if two wives will not be
one too many, then no wives will not be one too few. If love in the age to comeis
transposed into a key above and beyond the melody of marriage in thislife, then
singleness here will prove to be no disadvantage in eternity.

In fact, there is some warrant for thinking that the kinds of self-denial involved in
singleness could make one a candidate for greater capacities for love in the age to come.
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No one has left anything for the sake of the kingdom, says the Lord Jesus, who will not
receive back far more (Matthew 19:27-30). Many unmarried people have strengthened
their hands with this truth. For example, Trevor Douglas, a single missionary with
Regions Beyond Missionary Union, working in the Philippines among the Ifugao people,
wrote in 1988:

In the end, however, Christians know that Jesus will more than make
up for every cost incurred by being asingle male missionary. Asl
have applied his promises in Matthew 19:27-30 to myself, | seea
tremendous exchange taking place in eternity. The social cost of not
fitting in a couple sworld will be exchanged for sociaizing with
Jesus around his throne. I'll trade the emotional cost of loneliness
and the family hurt for companionship with new fathers, mothers,
and families. I’ll exchange the physical cost for spiritual children.
And when I'm snubbed, | love to think of eternity and the privilege
of going from the last of the gospel preachers to the head of the line.
The rewards are worth everything.®

Il. Jesus Christ, the most fully human person who ever lived, was not

married.

In 1987, | wrote an editorial for the Mlnneapolls Star-Tribune during avolatile
controversy over advertising condoms on television.” The concern of the networks was to
help curb the spread of AIDS. My basic point was: “In the act of endorsing protection
from disease, the ads also endorse its cause, namely, sexual promiscuity.” | said that the
claim that condoms make for “safe” sex betrayed an incredible naiveté about human
nature.

My argument went like this: “Personhood is deeper and more significant than what is
physical. Only a superficial view of personhood sayswe will be ‘safe’ if we can avoid a
disease while pursuing acts that Western civilization has overwhelmingly called immoral
and that the Bible indicts as dishonoring to our creator. . . . Not only the Biblical teaching
but also the testimony of human conscience in varied cultures around the world have said
for centuries that extramarital sex and homosexual activity are destructive to personhood,
to relationships and to the honor of God, who made our sexuality to deepen and gladden
the union of man and woman in marriage.”

Y ou can imagine that this did not go unchallenged. | got aletter from one young man
who spoke for a certain group of single people when he said, “My girlfriend and | have
lots of good sex together. We think your ideas are repressive leftovers from the Victorian
erathat make people neurotic and miserable. We think our sexuality is part of our
personhood, and not to enjoy it isto be incomplete people. We have no intention of
getting married to meet the expectations of any puritans. And we think alife of slavery to
virginity would mean being only half human.”®

When | wrote back to this man, the centerpiece of my response was this. The most
fully human person who has ever lived, or ever will live, is Jesus Christ, and He never
once had sexua intercourse.

This can be powerfully liberating to single people who may think at times, “Thisone
thing | will never have, sexual relations, and in not having it | will not be all | was meant
to be.” To thisthought Jesus, the virgin, says, “A student is not above his teacher, but
everyone who is fully trained will be like his teacher” (Luke 6:40). We will always have
mountains of truly human Christ-likeness yet to climb, but sexual intercourseis not one
of them. For He never knew it. And He isinfinitely whole.

The paradox we may feel in thisis captured in the title of Luci Swindoll’ s book on
singleness. Wide My World, Narrow My Bed. Single by choice at forty-nine (when she
wrote the book), she shows that the narrow path of the Son of Man, who had no place to
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lay his head (not even on awoman’s shoulder), leads into awide world of wonder and
freedom and joy and love.®

Cheryl Forbesillustrates how she and other single women and men have been

inspired by the “wideness’ of Jesus’ single life:

Jesus is the example to follow. He was single. He was born to serve.

... He had deep friendships among all sorts of people-men, women,

single, married. That was hiswork, an intimate part of his ultimate

mission of dying on the crossfor our sins. . .. Hisrelationships with

Mary, Martha, Peter, and the other disciples helped prepare him for

his death. No one can love in the abstract. He allowed himself to be

interrupted by needy children, distraught fathers, hungry men and

sick women. . . . Jesus sought to make himself vulnerable.’

lll. The Bible celebrates celibacy because it gives extraordinary opportunity
for single-minded investment in ministry for Christ.

Paul said that he wished everyone could know the freedom for ministry that he
enjoyed as asingle person (1 Corinthians 7:7). He went on to explain,

| would like you to be free from concern. An unmarried man is

concerned about the Lord’ s affairs-how he can please the Lord. But a

married man is concerned about the affairs of this world-how he can

please hiswife-and hisinterests are divided. An unmarried woman

or virgin is concerned about the Lord' s affairs: Her aim isto be

devoted to the Lord in both body and spirit. But amarried woman is

concerned about the affairs of this world-how she can please her

husband. | am saying this for your own good, not to restrict you, but

that you may livein aright way in undivided devotion to the Lord.

(1 Corinthians 7:32-35).

Many single people give thanks for thistruth in their own lives. It seemsto come out

most often in a cherished freedom for flexible scheduling and for risk-taking. Asasingle
missionary in Kenya, Rhena Taylor wrote:

Being single has meant that | am free to take risks that | might not
take were | amother of afamily dependent on me. Being single has
given me freedom to move around the world without having to pack
up ahousehold first. And this freedom has brought to me moments
that | would not trade for anything else this side of eternity.®

Trevor Douglas similarly describes the freedom for risk that he has experienced:

Thefirst advantage [of being single] isthat it’'s best adapted to
perilous situations. . . . Inrugged life among primitive tribes, in
guerrilla-infested areas, or in disease and famine, the single man has
only himself to worry about. . . . Paul clams that being single and
male best fits the “shortness’ of the time. Doing God’ swork isa
momentary thing. Advantages and opportunities come and go very
quickly. The single lifestyle enables one to get the most out of the
time God givesfor hiswork. . .. One of my chief delightsisthat |
don’t haveto fit my ministry around afamily schedule. | don’t have
to beghome at a certain time each night. My time is the Filipinos
time.
Douglas quotes one of his heroes, another single missionary with radical single-
mindedness, David Brainerd:

| cared not where or how | lived, or what hardships | went through,
so that | could but gain souls for Christ. While | was asleep |
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dreamed of these things, and when | awoke the first thing | thought
of was this great work. All my desire was for the conversion of the
heathen, and all my hope wasin God.™
A single friend at our church read this third point and responded like thisto balance
the scales:

| believe that singles have flexibility in scheduling but are not totally
free from anxiety. While I’m happy to be free from balancing
husband and family needs and ministry, | must face other “practical”
needs should Jesus tarry-retirement, housing, finances, etc. The
reality isthat single women have to plan for the future as singles. We
must be good stewards with the resources we have, but studies show
that women don’'t earn the same salaries that men do for the same
tasks. And in ministry everyone earns less than in the secular world,
but it’s a choice that has been made, but that doesn’t mean | don’t
feel the tension.

How do singles balance a career that requires more than forty hours
aweek plus other outside commitments (continuing education, etc.)
with the “extraordinary opportunity for single-minded investment in
ministry”? | think there will be those singles who interpret thisto
mean that because they are not married they are “expected” to devote
every non-working hour to ministry- something not expected from
those who are married. | don’t think that is what you are saying.

Unfortunately there are many in the church who reinforce this error
in thinking. This thinking can turn into an abusive situation. Singles
can be guilted and shamed into doing too much. | believe there must
be a caution to singles not to become “over-invested.” Singles must
protect their spiritual, physical, and emotional health aswell as those
who are married. Singles need to be affirmed to take time to develop
nurturing relationships (“family”).
IV. The Apostle Paul and a lot of great missionaries after him have
renounced marriage for the sake of the kingdom of God.

“Don’t we have the right to take a believing wife along with us, as do the other
apostles and the Lord’ s brothers and Cephas?’ (1 Corinthians 9:5). With these words Paull
shows that it was normal and permissible for him as an apostle to have awife. But he
chose not to use this legitimate right (cf. 1 Corinthians 9:15). He was the first of along
line of single men and women who have renounced marriage for the sake of the gospel,
as Jesus said some would: “For some. . . have renounced marriage because of the
kingdom of heaven” (Matthew 19:12).

This renunciation has, in most cases, required immense courage and devotion to
Christ. Ada Lum, a single woman working with International Fellowship of Evangelical
Studentsin Southeast Asia, told this moving story of devotion:

Flying from Rome to Munich | had warm fellowship with an
attractive and spirited nun. | learned thiswas her first visit home to
Germany after thirty years as amissionary. No wonder she was
excited! | could also tell that she loved Christ and had served him
happily even through the war in the Philippines, where she had been
imprisoned in an enemy camp. We talked about our faith in Jesus
Christ and our walk with him. Then she showed me her plain gold
ring on the inside of which was inscribed, “Wed to Christ.” But there
certa nI;l/lwas nothing neurotic about her. She was refreshingly
human!
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Mary Slessor was doing work in the interior of Calabar, West Africa, at the end of the
nineteenth century and was deeply desirous of a companion. Her hope centered on
Charles Morrison, a man who was working with the mission on the coast. They were
engaged, but the mission would not allow him to transfer to the interior because of his
poor health. She would have to move to Duke Town. She wrote:

It isout of the question. | would never take the idea into

consideration. | could not leave my work for such areason. To leave

afield like Okoyong without a worker and go to one of ten or a

dozen where the people have an open Bible and plenty of privilege!

It isabsurd. If God does not send him up here then he must do his

work and | must do mine where we have been placed. If he does not

come | must ask the Committee to give me someone elsefor it is

impossible for me to work the station alone.™

With similar single-minded devotion to her calling, Lottie Moon broke an

engagement with a brilliant young scholar because he “adopted the Darwinian theory of
evolution.” Years |later she said, “God had first claim on my life, and since the two
conflicted, there could be no question about the result.”*3

Elisabeth Elliot tells of a conversation she had with Gladys Aylward, missionary to
China:
She had been amissionary in Chinafor six or seven years before she
ever thought of wanting a husband. When a British couple came to
work near her, she began to watch the wonderful thing they had in
marriage, and to desire it for herself. Being awoman of prayer she
prayed-a straightforward request that God would call a man from
England, send him straight out to China, and have him propose. She
leaned toward me on the sofa on which we were sitting, her black
eyes snapping, her bony little forefinger jabbing at my face.
“Elisabeth,” she said, “I believe God answers prayer! He called
him.” Then, in awhisper of keen intensity, “but he never came.

One of the reasons the choice to be single can be courageous is that for some it isthe
choice of very painful loneliness. Trevor Douglas illustrates this with a story from one of
his friends:

Perhaps loneliness takes the heaviest toll. At creation, God knew that
man needed companionship. The single male missionary forfeits that
legitimate need and embraces loneliness. | well remember how a
fellow single missionary brother poured out his heart to me.
“Christmasis especially bad,” he said. “ That’s the hardest. Once |
was invited to spend Christmas with afamily, but after | got there |
wished | had never gone. | felt like they were just trying to do me a
favor. | felt like an intruder. Next Christmas, | drove off in my car
far away, rented amotel room, and sat there and cried.”™

The courage to be single (and | realize that marriage requiresits kind of courage too)
is not just found among missionaries. Many young men and women in more ordinary
circumstances have made incredibly hard decisions to avoid a marriage they at first
thought was right. Elva McAllaster writes a whole chapter on such stories under the title
“The Courage to Stay Single.” For example:

Mara had the courage. She was already wearing a diamond when she
began to realize that Larry’s moods were so unpredictable that, in
spite of all the qualities for which she adored him, he was not good
husband material. Nor was he ready to be a father. She thought of his

» 14
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moods-those black moods-and she shuddered, and stood by her
courage.’®

Mervin had courage, too. He was already engaged, as a matter of
fact, when he began to feel ominous intensities of penned-in and
nailed-down limitation. He knew it would make him feel like sixteen
varieties of a hedl to break the engagement, but he knew increasingly
that Ermawas wrong for him. Wrong, wrong, wrong. When Erma
nervously wanted the wedding to be sooner than they had first
planned, her insecurity liberated Mervin's emotions, and his
emotions liberated his whole future-as he would now describeit.”

The point is this: singleness has been a noble and courageous path for ministry ever
since Jesus and the Apostle Paul chose it * because of the kingdom of heaven.” It isno
sign of weakness to want to be married. It isnormal, and it is good. The courage comes
when you sense God calling you to singleness (for this chapter of your life) and you
accept the call with zeal and creative planning for His glory.

V. The Apostle Paul calls singleness a gift from God.

“1 wish that all men were [single] as| am. But each man has his own gift from God;
one has this gift, another hasthat” (1 Corinthians 7:7). In essence, Jesus pointed to the
same thing in Matthew 19:12 when He said, “ The one who can accept this should accept
it.”

With the gift comes the grace to be chaste. Margaret Clarkson isright: “His
commands are his enablings.” She reminds the single person, after dealing with her own
single sexuality for more than forty years, that chastity is not only commanded but
possible, year after year, as a gift from God. She quotes John White's Eros Defiled to
make the point:

Just as the fasting person finds he no longer wishes for food while
the starving person is tortured by mental visions of it, so some are
able to experience the peace of sexual abstinence when they need to.
Others are tormented. Everything depends upon their mindset or
attitude. The slightest degree of ambivalence or double-mindedness
spellsruin.

| cannot stress this principle enough. Neither hunger for food nor
hunger for sex increases automatically until we explode into
uncontrollable behavior. Rather, it is as though a spring is wound up,
locked in place, ready to be released when the occasion arises. And
should that occasion not arise (and here | refer especially to sex), |
need experience no discomfort.”*®

Single people do not always discover singleness as a gift at the beginning of their
journey. Ada Lum admits that it was a process for her to come to this place:

For along time | did not consider that my single status was a gift

from the Lord. | did not resent it-to be frank, in my earlier idealistic

period | thought that because | had chosen singleness | was doing

God afavor! But in later years | was severely tested again and again

on that choice. Then, through Paul’ s words and life and my

subsequent experiences, it gently dawned on me that God had given

me a superb gift!*®

But single people are not generally treated as the bearers of a superb and special gift

from God. They are sometimes treated as abnormal in the church. Perhaps the only text
people can think of is Genesis 2:18, “It is not good for the man to be alone.” Conclusion:
singlenessis not good. Trevor Douglas candidly describes the cost of being a single man
in thiskind of atmosphere:
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Jesus admitted that singlenessis costly, so much so that not everyone
can endure it. The obvious cost is the attitude that single men might
be gay, or at least dightly strange, and perhaps anti-female. Our
North American society is structured definitely for couples. Not so
the tribe of Ayangan Ifugaos among whom | work. Although 99
percent of the men are married, they don’'t look at the one percent as
weird. The social cost only hits me when | return home-in the
churck;g:s, among Christians, who, of all people, should know

better.

WEell, isit good or not good to be alone? If it is not good-not God’' s will-how can it be
called a“gift from God”? How could Jesus, who never sinned, have chosen it for
Himself? How could Paul say it was a great asset for ministry?

Two answers: First, Genesis 2:18 was a statement about man before the fall. Perhaps,
if there had been no fall, there would have been no singleness.?* Everyone would have
had a perfectly compatible personality type for someone; people and situations would
have matched up perfectly; no sin would have made us blind or gullible or hasty; and no
great commission-no lostness, no famine, no sickness, no misery-would call for
extraordinary measures of sacrifice in marriage and singleness. But that is not our world.
So sometimes-many times-it is good for a person to be alone.

But second, almost no one hasto be really alone. That’s the point of the next thesis.
But let me include here another insight from another single person who read this
foreword:

| believe that Genesis 2:18 extends beyond the principle of marriage.
Asagenerd rule, it is definitely not good for man (or woman) to be
alone. God created us to function within relationships. Most of the
time, it will not be necessary for the single person to be alone, even
though the marriage relationship does not exist. Many married
people are very much alone emotionally. Sometimes marriage keeps
one from being aone, but not always.

VI. Jesus promises that forsaking family for the sake of the kingdom will be
repaid with a new family, the church.

“1 tell you the truth, no one who has left home or brothers or sisters or mother or
father or children or fields for me and the gospel will fail to receive a hundred times as
much in this present age (homes, brothers, sisters, mothers, children and fields-and with
them, persecutions) and in the age to come, eternal life” (Mark 10:29-30). Many singles
have discovered these hundreds of family membersin the body of Christ. It is often not
their fault when they haven’t. But many have. Margaret Clarkson’ s large-hearted book,
So You're Single, is even dedicated “TO MY MARRIED FRIENDS whose love and
friendship have so enriched my life.” She obviously found a*“family” in many of the
familiesin her life.

Dietrich Bonhoeffer, the German pastor who was hanged for conspiring to assassinate
Hitler, was single. He knew the needs of single people for family, and was moved, in
large measure for this reason, to write hislittle book, Life Together. He said simply, the
single person “needs another Christian who speaks God’s Word to him.”# That is what
the churchisfor.

Elisabeth Elliot comes at this need for family from another side, and asks, “How may
a single woman enter into the meaning of motherhood if she can have no children?’ She
answers.

She can have children! She may be a spiritual mother, as was Amy
Carmichael, by the very offering of her singleness, transformed for
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the good of far more children than a natural mother may produce. All
is received and made holy by the Oneto whom it is offered.?

Thisideal isnot areadlity for many singles. But Jesus had a great vision of hundreds
of wonderful relationships growing up in the lives of single people who choose the
kingdom road of obedient singleness rather than accepting marriage from an unbeliever.
We who are leaders in the churches should open our eyes to make the same discovery
that Frank Schneider made:

For thefirst timein years of Christian service, we were aware of an
affluence of intelligent, capable, loyal, energetic, talented single
adults who only wanted someone to care enough to recognize they
exist. Some lonely, some deeply hurt, others very self-sufficient and
quitein control, but al desiring fellowship in a Christian atmosphere
where they can feel they belong.*

VII. God is sovereign over who gets married and who doesn’t. And He can
be trusted to do what is good for those who hope in Him.

Job speaks not just for those who had and lost, but also for those who never had,
when he says, “Naked | came from my mother’s womb, and naked | will depart. The
Lord gave and the Lord has taken away; may the name of the Lord be praised” (Job
1:21). God rulesin these affairs, and we will be the happier when we bow before His
inscrutable ways and confess, “. . . no good thing does he withhold from those whose
walk isblameless’ (Psalm 84:11). “He who did not spare his own Son, but gave him up
for us al-how will he not also, along with him, graciously give us all things?’ (Romans
8:32).

Margaret Clarkson’s personal statement of submission rings with the strength that
comes from bowing before the sovereignty of God:

Through no fault or choice of my own, | am unable to express my
sexuality in the beauty and intimacy of Christian marriage, as God
intended when he created me a sexual being in hisown image. To
seek to do this outside of marriage is, by the clear teaching of
Scripture, to sin against God and against my own nature. Asa
committed Christian, then, | have no alternative but to live alife of
voluntary celibacy. | must be chaste not only in body, but in mind
and spirit aswell. Since | am now in my 60’s | think that my
experience of what this meansisvalid. | want to go on record as
having proved that for those who are committed to do God' swill, his
commands are hisenablings. . . .

My whole being cries out continually for something | may not have.
My whole life must be lived in the context of this never-ceasing
tension. My professional life, my social life, my personal life, my
Chrigtian life-all are subject to its constant and powerful pull. Asa
Christian | have no choice but to obey God, cost what it may. | must
trust him to make it possible for me to honor him in my singleness.

That thisis possible, amighty cloud of witnesses will join meto
attest. Multitudes of single Christiansin every age and circumstance
have proved God' s sufficiency in this matter. He has promised to
meet our needs and he honors hisword. If we seek fulfillment in
him, we shall find it. It may not be easy, but whoever said that
Christian life was easy? The badge of Christ’s discipleship was a
Cross.

Why must | live my life alone? | do not know. But Jesus Christ is
Lord of my life. | believe in the sovereignty of God, and | accept my
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singleness from his hand. He could have ordered my life otherwise,
but he hasz5not chosen to do so. As his child, | must trust hislove and
wisdom.”

Ann Kiemel Anderson gave poetic expression to what thousands of Christian singles
have discovered about the relationship of desire for marriage and devotion to a sovereign
God:

Jesus, if thisis Your will,

then YES to being single.
In my deepest heart, i want to marry,

to belong to a great man;

to know that i am linked to hislife. ..
and hetomine. ..

following Christ and our dreams together . . .
but Y ou know what i need.

if i never marry, itis YESto You.®

VIll. Mature manhood and womanhood are not dependent on being married.

Thisiswhy the rest of thisbook is relevant for single people, even when it is dealing
with marriage. The question every man and woman should ask earnestly isthis: “What
does it mean to be awoman and not aman?’ Or: “What does it mean to be a man and not
awoman? What is my masculine or feminine personhood (not just anatomy and
physiology)?’ We are persuaded from Scripture that masculinity and femininity are
rooted in who we are by nature. They are not simply reflexes of a marriage relationship.
Man does not become man by getting married. WWoman does not become woman by
getting married.

But it is clear that the form that a man’ s leadership, provision, and protection take
varies with the kind of relationship a man has with awoman-from the most intimate
relationship of marriage to the most casual relationship with a stranger on the street. And
the form that awoman'’s affirmation of that leadership takes will also vary according to
the relationship. Mature femininity does not expressitself in the same way toward every
man. A mature woman who is not married, for example, does not welcome the same kind
of strength and leadership from other men that she would welcome from her husband.
But she will affirm the strength and leadership of men in some formin all her
relationships with worthy men. | know thiswill need alot of explanation. That iswhat |
try to do in Chapter 1.

The point hereis simply to stress that for single people sexual personhood counts. It
does not first emerge in marriage. No one is ready for marriage who has not discovered in
practical ways how to live out his mature masculinity or her mature femininity. Paul
Jewett is right:

Sexuality permeates one’sindividual being to its very depth; it
conditions every facet of one’s life as aperson. Asthe self isaways
aware of itself asan “I,” sothis“l” isaways aware of itself as
himself or herself. Our self-knowledge is indissolubly bound up not
simply with our human being but with our sexual being. At the
human level thereisno “I and thou” per se, but only the“I” who is
male or female confronting the “thou,” the “other,” who isalso male
or female.27

Thisis not dependent on marriage. Ada Lum illustrates this for single women:
At any age the single woman needs to respect herself as a sexual
being whom God created. Sheis not less sexual for not being

married. Sex hasto do with biological drive for union with one of
the opposite sex. Sexuality hasto do with our whole personhood as a
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woman or aman. It has to do with the ways we express ourselvesin
relation to others. It has to do with being warm, understanding,
receptive sexual beings when we relate to another female or to a
child or to aman who is the least prospect for ahusband! . . . I try to
treat him as | do my two brothers. | enjoy Leon and Dick. | respect
them. | like to hear them talk about masculine things in masculine
ways. | am pleased when they treat me thoughtfully. . .. With care
and discretion a single woman can and should be areal woman to the
men around her.?

Cheryl Forbes gives another illustration of one kind of feminine expression as a
single person:

To be singleis not to forego the traditional “womanly” pursuits.
Whether you live alone or with a husband and children, a house or
apartment is still ahome that requires “homemaking.” And marital
status has nothing to do with the desire for warm, comfortable,
aesthetically pleasing surroundings. God gave each of us adesire for
beauty; it is part of our desire for him, who is loveliness incarnate.
Why should a single woman reject that part of her image asa
creature of God?. . . | am abetter and more imaginative cook now
than | was five years ago. | am free to experiment on myself and my
friends. | have the time and the money to entertain people around the
dinner table, something | might not want or be able to do if | cooked
for afamily three times a day every day.”

The point isthat, married or single, your manhood or your womanhood matters. Y ou
dishonor yourself and your Maker if you disregard this profound dimension of your
personhood. Our cultureis pressing us on amost every side to discount this reality and
think of ourselves and each other merely in terms of a set of impersonal competencies
and gender-blind personality traits. It has the appearance of promoting justice. But the
failure to take into account the profound and complementary differences of masculine
and feminine personhood islike assigning atruck driver the task of writing the
choreography for two ballet artists.

Our prayer isthat God will give to millions of single Christians in our day a deep
understanding and appreciation for their own distinct sexual personhood, that Christ will
be magnified more and more in you as you offer His gift of singleness back to Himin
radical freedom from the way of the world, and that you will grow deeper and deeper in
joyful devotion (on the Calvary road) to the triumphant cause of Jesus Christ.

| close this foreword with afinal word of hope from awoman of deep insight and
long singleness. Margaret Clarkson looks back over alifetime of singleness and extends a
hand to those just starting:

When Christian was crossing the River at the close of Pilgrim’'s
Progress, his heart failed him for fear. He began to sink in the cold,
dark waters. But Hopeful, his companion, helped him to stand,
calling out loudly, “Be of good cheer, my brother; | feel the bottom,
and it isgood.” Then Christian recovered his faith, and passed safely
through the waters to the Celestial City.

If there are singles who find the waters of singleness dark and deep,
who feel, “I sink in deep waters; the billows go over my head; all his
waves go over me,” thisis my message to you concerning
singleness:. “Be of good cheer, my brother, my sister; | feel the
bottom, and it is good.”*
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Chapter 1

A VISION OF BIBLICAL COMPLEMENTARITY
MANHOOD AND WOMANHOOD DEFINED ACCORDING TO THE BIBLE
John Piper

When | was aboy growing up in Greenville, South Carolina, my father was away
from home about two-thirds of every year. And while he preached across the country, we
prayed--my mother and my older sister and |. What | learned in those days was that my
mother was omni-competent.

She handled the finances, paying al the bills and dealing with the bank and creditors.
She once ran alittle laundry business on the side. She was active on the park board,
served as the superintendent of the Intermediate Department of our Southern Baptist
church, and managed some real estate holdings.

She taught me how to cut the grass and splice electric cord and pull Bermuda grass by
the roots and paint the eaves and shine the dining-room table with a shammy and drive a
car and keep French fries from getting soggy in the cooking oil. She helped me with the
maps in geography and showed me how to do a bibliography and work up a science
project on static electricity and believe that Algebrall was possible. She dealt with the
contractors when we added a basement and, more than once, put her hand to the shovel. It
never occurred to me that there was anything she couldn’t do.

| heard one time that women don’t sweat, they glow. Not true. My mother sweated. It
would drip off the end of her long, sharp nose. Sometimes she would blow it off when
her hands were pushing the wheelbarrow full of peat moss. Or she would wipe it with her
sleeve between the strokes of a swingblade. Mother was strong. | can remember her arms
even today thirty years later. They were big, and in the summertime they were bronze.

But it never occurred to me to think of my mother and my father in the same
category. Both were strong. Both were bright. Both were kind. Both would kiss me and
both would spank me. Both were good with words. Both prayed with fervor and loved the
Bible. But unmistakably my father was a man and my mother was awoman. They knew
itand | knew it. And it was not mainly abiological fact. It was mainly a matter of
personhood and relational dynamics.

When my father came home he was clearly the head of the house. He led in prayer at
the table. He called the family together for devotions. He got us to Sunday School and
worship. He drove the car. He guided the family to where we would sit. He made the
decision to go to Howard Johnson’s for lunch. He led us to the table. He called for the
waitress. He paid the check. He was the one we knew we would reckon with if we broke
afamily rule or were disrespectful to Mother. These were the happiest times for Mother.
Oh, how she rejoiced to have Daddy home! She loved his leadership. Later | learned that
the Bible calls this “ submission.”

But since my father was gone most of the time, Mother used to do most of those
leadership things too. So it never occurred to me that |eadership and submission had
anything to do with superiority and inferiority. And it didn’t have to do with muscles and
skills either. It was not a matter of capabilities and competencies. It had to do with
something | could never have explained as achild. And | have been along timein
coming to understand it as part of God’' s great goodness in creating us male and female. It
had to do with something very deep. | know that the specific rhythm of life that wasin
our home s not the only good one. But there were dimensions of reality and goodnessin
it that ought to be there in every home. Indeed they ought to be there in varying waysin
all mature relationships between men and women.
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| say “ought to be there” because | now see that they were rooted in God. Over the
years | have come to see from Scripture and from life that manhood and womanhood are
the beautiful handiwork of a good and loving God. He designed our differences and they
are profound. They are not mere physiological prerequisites for sexual union. They go to
the root of our personhood. This chapter is an attempt to define some of those differences
as God wills them to be according to the Bible.

* %k * % %

Let me say aword about that phrase, “according to the Bible.” The subtitle of this
chapter is“Manhood and Womanhood Defined According to the Bible.” What that
meansisthat | have made every effort to bring the thinking of this chapter into accord
with what the Bible teaches. At the same time, however, | have not tried to include a
detailed exegetical argument for every assertion.

There are three main reasons that seem to justify this approach:

First, for the purposes of this chapter, it seemed best to present the Biblical vision of
manhood and womanhood as clearly and concisely as possible, and to leave the
comprehensive technical discussion for the following chapters. | have also tried in
articles,* sermons,” and unpublished papers to give credible account of the Biblical
foundations of what | say here.

Second, | have tried to include enough Biblical argumentation in this essay, especialy
in the footnotes, to show why | believe this vision of manhood and womanhood isin fact
“according to the Bible.” | hope it will be obvious that my reflections are not the creation
of an independent mind, but the fruit of atree planted firmly in the soil of constant
meditation on the Word of God.

Third, experience has taught me that there are two ways to commend a vision of
manhood and womanhood. One way has to do with rational argumentation concerning
factual evidences. For example, an evangelical Christian wantsto know, Does the Bible
really teach this vision of manhood and womanhood? So one way of commending the
vision is by patient, detailed, careful exegetical argumentation.

But there is another way to commend the vision. A person also wants to know, Isthe
vision beautiful and satisfying and fulfilling? Can | live with it? Thisis not a bad
question. Commending Biblical truth involves more than saying, “Do it because the Bible
says s0.” That sort of commendation may result in akind of obedience that is so
begrudging and so empty of delight and hearty affirmation that the Lord is not pleased
with it at all.

So thereis a second task needed in winning people over to a vision of manhood and
womanhood. Not only must there be thorough exegesis, there must also be a portrayal of
the vision that satisfies the heart as well as the head. Or to put it another way: we must
commend the beauty as well as the truth of the vision. We must show that something is
not only right but also good. It is not only valid but also valuable, not only accurate but
also admirable.

This chapter is meant to fit mainly into the second category. Not merely, but mainly.
It is designed to show that our vision of manhood and womanhood is a deeply satisfying
gift of grace from aloving God who has the best interests of his creatures at heart. The
vision is not onerous or oppressive. It does not promote pride or self-exaltation. It
conforms to who we are by God’ s good design. Therefore it isfulfilling in the deepest
sense of that word.

* % * % %

The tendency today isto stress the equality of men and women by minimizing the
unique significance of our maleness or femaleness. But this depreciation of male and
female personhood is a great loss. It istaking atremendous toll on generations of young
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men and women who do not know what it means to be a man or awoman. Confusion
over the meaning of sexual personhood today is epidemic. The consequence of this
confusion is not a free and happy harmony among gender-free persons relating on the
basis of abstract competencies. The consequence rather is more divorce, more
homosexuality, more sexual abuse, more promiscuity, more social awkwardness, and
more emotional distress and suicide that come with the loss of God-given identity.

It isaremarkable and telling observation that contemporary Christian feminists
devote little attention to the definition of femininity and masculinity. Little help is being
given to ason’s question, “Dad, what does it mean to be aman and not awoman?’ Or a
daughter’ s question, “Mom, what does it mean to be awoman and not aman?’ A lot of
energy is being expended today minimizing the distinctions of manhood and
womanhood. But we do not hear very often what manhood and womanhood should
incline usto do. We are adrift in a sea of confusion over sexual roles. And lifeis not the
better for it.

Ironically the most perceptive thinkers recognize how essential manhood and
womanhood are to our personhood. Y et the meaning of manhood and womanhood is seen
as unattainable. For example, Paul Jewett, in hisvery insightful book, Man as Male and
Female, argues persuasively that maleness and femaleness are essential, not peripheral, to
our personhood:

Sexuality permeates on€’sindividual being to its very depth; it
conditions every facet of one’s life as aperson. Asthe self isaways
aware of itself asan ‘I, sothis‘l’ isaways aware of itself as
himself or herself. Our self-knowledge is indissolubly bound up not
simply with our human being but with our sexual being. At the
human level thereisno ‘1 and thou per se, but only the ‘I’ whois
male or female confronting the ‘thou,” the ‘ other,” who is also male
or female.3

He cites Emil Brunner to the same effect: “ Our sexuality penetrates to the deepest
metaphysical ground of our personality. As aresult, the physical differences between the
man and the woman are a parable of psychical and spiritual differences of amore
ultimate nature.”

After reading these amazing statements concerning how essential manhood and
womanhood are to our personhood and how sexuality “conditions every facet of one’s
life,” it is stunning to read that Jewett does not know what manhood and womanhood are.
He says,

Some, at least, among contemporary theologians are not so sure that
they know what it means to be a man in distinction to awoman or a
woman in distinction to aman. It is because the writer sharesthis
uncertainty that he has skirted the question of ontology in this
study.5

All human activity reflects a qualitative distinction which is sexual
in nature. But in my opinion, such an observation offers no clue to
the ultimate meaning of that distinction. It may be that we shall
never know what that distinction ultimately means. But this much, at
least, seems clear: we will understand the difference-what it means
to be created as man or woman-only as we learn to live as man and
woman in atrue partnership of life.6

Surely thisis agreat sadness. We know that “sexuality permeates one’ s individual
being to its very depth.” We know that “it conditions every facet of one’'slifeasa
person.” We know that every I-thou encounter is an encounter not of abstract persons but
of male or female persons. We know that physical differences are but a parable of male
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and femal e personhood. But, alas, we do not know who we are as male and female. We
are ignorant of this all-pervasive dimension of our identity.

But what about Jewett’ s prescription for hope in the face of this stunning ignorance of
who we are? He suggests that we discover who we are “as man or woman” by
experiencing a “true partnership” as man and woman. The problem with thisis that we
cannot know what a “true partnership” is until we know the nature of the partners. A true
partnership must be true to who the partners are. A true partnership must take into
account the sexual reality “that conditions every facet of their life.” We simply cannot
know what a“true” partnership is until we know what truly “permeates [our] personhood
to the very depths.” If we arereally ignorant of what true manhood and womanhood are,
we have no warrant to prescribe the nature of what true partnership will look like.

The sexual turmoil of our culture is not surprising when we discover that our best
Christian thinkers claim not to know what masculinity and femininity are, and yet
acknowledge that these are among the most profound aspects of personhood that
“condition every facet of one’slife’! How shall parents rear daughters to be women and
sons to be men when even the leading teachers of the church do not know what manhood
and womanhood are?

The conviction behind this chapter is that the Bible does not leave usin ignorance
about the meaning of masculine and feminine personhood. God has not placed in usan
all-pervasive and al-conditioning dimension of personhood and then hidden the meaning
of our identity from us. He has shown usin Scripture the beauty of manhood and
womanhood in complementary harmony. He has shown us the distortions and even
horrors that sin has made of fallen manhood and womanhood. And he has shown us the
way of redemption and healing through Christ.

To be sure, we see “through a glass dimly.” Our knowledge is not perfect. We must
be ever open to new light. But we are not so adrift as to have nothing to say to our
generation about the meaning of manhood and womanhood and its implications for our
relationships. Our understanding is that the Bible reveals the nature of masculinity and
femininity by describing diverse responsibilities for man and woman while rooting these
differing responsibilitiesin creation, not convention.

When the Bible teaches that men and women fulfil different rolesin relation to each
other, charging man with a unique leadership role, it bases this differentiation not on
temporary cultural norms but on permanent facts of creation. Thisisseenin 1
Corinthians 11:3-16 (especialy vv. 8-9, 14); E7phe£i ans 5:21-33 (especialy vv. 31-32);
and 1 Timothy 2:11-14 (especialy vv. 13-14).” In the Bible, differentiated roles for men
and women are never traced back to the fall of man and woman into sin. Rather, the
foundation of this differentiation is traced back to the way things were in Eden before sin
warped our relationships. Differentiated roles were corrupted, not created, by the fall .2
They were created by God.

* % * % %

This leads me then to attempt at least a partial definition of manhood and
womanhood. Thisisrisky business. Every word we choose could be misunderstood.
Unsympathetic readers could jump to conclusions about practical implications that are
not implied. | would ssimply plead for the application of that great principle of good
criticism: Before assessing an author’ s position, express an understanding of it in away
the author would approve.

| would commend the following descriptions of masculinity and femininity for
consideration. It will be very important to read them in the light of the subsequent
comments. These are not exhaustive descriptions of all that masculinity or femininity
mean. But they are intended to embrace both married people and single people. Even
where | illustrate manhood and womanhood in the dynamics of a marriage relationship, |
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hope single people will see an application to other relationships as well. The definitions
are not exhaustive, but they touch all of us. They are an attempt to get at the heart, or at
least an indispensable aspect, of manhood and womanhood.®

AT THE HEART OF MATURE MASCULINITY ISA SENSE OF
BENEVOLENT RESPONSIBILITY TO LEAD, PROVIDE FOR AND
PROTECT WOMEN IN WAY SAPPROPRIATE TO A MAN’S
DIFFERING RELATIONSHIPS.

AT THE HEART OF MATURE FEMININITY ISA FREEING
DISPOSITION TO AFFIRM, RECEIVE AND NURTURE STRENGTH
AND LEADERSHIP FROM WORTHY MEN IN WAY S
APPROPRIATE TO A WOMAN'S DIFFERING RELATIONSHIPS.

The Meaning of Masculinity

Here we take the definition of masculinity a phrase at atime and unfold its meaning
and implications.

AT THE HEART OF MATURE MASCULINITY ISA SENSE OF
BENEVOLENT RESPONSIBILITY TO LEAD, PROVIDE FOR AND
PROTECT WOMEN IN WAY SAPPROPRIATE TO A MAN’S
DIFFERING RELATIONSHIPS.

“AT THEHEART OF ...

This phrase signals that the definitions are not exhaustive. There is more to
masculinity and femininity, but there is not less. We believe thisis at the heart of what
true manhood means, even if there isamystery to our complementary existence that we
will never exhaust.

‘. ..MATURE MASCULINITY ...

A man might say, “I am aman and | do not feel this sense of responsibility that you
say makes me masculine.” He may feel strong and sexually competent and forceful and
rational. But we would say to him that if he does not feel this sense of benevolent
responsibility toward women to lead, provide and protect, his masculinity isimmature. It
isincomplete and perhaps distorted.

“Mature’” means that a man’s sense of responsibility isin the process of growing out
of itssinful distortions and limitations, and finding its true nature as aform of love, not a
form of self-assertion.

‘. ..ASENSEOF.."

| use the word “sense” because to be masculine a man must not only be responsible,
but sense or feel that heis. If he does not “sense” or “feel” and “affirm” his
responsibility, heis not mature in his masculinity.

Theword “sense” also implies the fact that a man can be mature in his masculinity
when his circumstances do not put him in any relationship where he actually has the
possibility to relate to any woman. He may be in combat or out to sea away from women.
He may bein prison. He may have ajob on an oil rig in the North Atlantic. He may be a
monk. Or his style of life may simply make interaction with women very limited.

A man can be properly masculine in those circumstances if he has the sense of
benevolent responsibility to lead, provide for and protect women. This sense need not be
actualized directly in order to qualify for mature masculinity. For example, his“sense” of
responsibility will affect how he talks about women and the way he relates to
pornography and the kind of concern he shows for the marriages of the men around him.

Theword “sense” also implies that a man may not be physically able to provide for or
protect hisfamily and yet be mature in his masculinity. He may be paralyzed. He may
have a disabling disease. His wife may be the main breadwinner in such a circumstance.
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And she may be the one who must get up at night to investigate a frightening noise in the
house. Thisis not easy for the man. But if he till has a sense of his own benevolent
responsibility under God he will not lose his masculinity.

His sense of responsibility will find expression in the ways he conquers self-pity, and
gives moral and spiritual leadership for his family, and takes the initiative to provide
them with the bread of life, and protect them from the greatest enemies of al, Satan and
sin.

Someone might ask: So is awoman masculine if sheisasingle parent and provides
these same things for her children? Are these only for men to do? | would answer: A
woman is not unduly masculine in performing these things for her children if she hasthe
sense that this would be properly done by her husband if she had one, and if she performs
them with a uniquely feminine demeanor.

However, if awoman undertakes to give this kind of |eadership toward her husband
she would not be acting in a properly feminine way, but would be taking up the
masculine calling in that relationship. If the husband is there but neglects his
responsibility and does not provide leadership for the children, then the mature, feminine
mother will make every effort to do so, yet in away that says to the husband, “I do not
defy you, | love you and long with al my heart that you were with mein this spiritual and
mora commitment, leading me and the family to God.”

‘. ..BENEVOLENT...

Thisword isintended to show that the responsibility of manhood is for the good of
woman. Benevolent responsibility is meant to rule out all self-aggrandizing
authoritarianism (cf. Luke 22:26). It is meant to rule out all disdaining condescension and
any act that makes a mature woman feel patronized rather than honored and prized (cf. 1
Peter 3:7). The word “benevolent” is meant to signal that mature masculinity gives
appropriate expression to the Golden Rule in male-femal e relationships (Matthew 7:12).

‘. .. RESPONSIBILITY ...

The burden of thisword isto stress that masculinity is a God-given trust for the good
of all hiscreatures, not aright for men to exercise for their own self-exaltation or ego-
satisfaction. It isless a prerogative than acalling. It isaduty and obligation and charge.
Like all God'srequirementsit is not meant to be onerous or burdensome (1 John 5:3).
But it is nevertheless a burden to be borne, and which in Christ can be borne lightly
(Matthew 11:30).

The word “responsibility” is chosen to imply that man will be uniquely called to
account for his leadership, provision and protection in relation to women. Thisis
illustrated in Genesis 3:9 when God saysto Adam first, “Where are you?’ Eve had sinned
first, but God does not seek her out first. Adam must give the first account to God for the
moral life of the family in the garden of Eden. This does not mean the woman has no
responsibility, as we will see. It ssimply means that man bears a unique and primary one.

“..TOLEAD..”

One problem with language is that words tend to carry very different connotations for
different people. Hence the word “lead” will sound strong and domineering to some, but
moderate and servant-like to others.

Another problem is that one word carries many different nuances and implications for
different contexts and situations. For example, the word “lead” could refer to what people
do when they direct an orchestra, or persuade a friend to go to the zoo, or inspire a group
for acause, or command a military platoon, or make the first suggestion about where to
eat, or take the driver’ s seat when agroup getsin the car, or take theinitiative in agroup
to push the button in an elevator, or choose a door and open it for another to go through,
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or chair acommittee, or sing loud enough to help others, or point alost motorist to the
freeway entrance, or call the plays on afootball team, or call people together for prayer.

Therefore, | need to explain in some detail what | have in mind by the mature
masculine responsibility to lead. Otherwise false ideas could easily come into people's
minds that | do not intend. Following are nine clarifying statements about the meaning of
mature masculine leadership.

1. Mature masculinity expressesitself not in the demand to be served, but in the
strength to serve and to sacrifice for the good of woman.

Jesus said, “Let the greatest among you become as the youngest and the leader as one
who serves’ (Luke 22:26). Leadership is hot a demanding demeanor. It is moving things
forward to agoal. If the goal is holiness and Heaven, the leading will have the holy
aroma of Heaven about it - the demeanor of Christ.

Thus after saying that “the husband is the head of the wife as Christ isthe head of the
church,” Paul said, “Husbands, love your wives as Christ loved the church and gave
himself up for her, that he might sanctify her” (Ephesians 5:23, 25). Jesus led his bride to
holiness and heaven on the Calvary road. He looked wesak, but he was infinitely strong in
saying NO to the way of the world. So it will be again and again for mature men as they
take up the responsibility to lead.

2. Mature masculinity does not assume the authority of Christ over woman, but
advocatesit.

The leadership implied in the statement, “ The husband is the head of the wife as
Christ isthe head of the church” (Ephesians 5:23), is not aleadership that givesto the
man all the rights and authority that Christ has. The analogy between Christ and the
husband breaks down if pressed too far, first because, unlike Christ, al men sin. Christ
never has to apologize to his church. But husbands must do this often.

Moreover, unlike Christ, a husband is not preparing a bride merely for himself but for
another, namely Christ. He does not merely act as Christ, but also for Christ. At this point
he must not be Christ to hiswife lest he be atraitor to Christ. Standing in the place of
Christ must include a renunciation of the temptation to be Christ. And that means leading
hiswife forward to depend not on him but on Christ. And practically, that rules out
belittling supervision and fastidious oversight. She also stands or falls before her own
master, Jesus Christ.

3. Mature masculinity does not presume superiority, but mobilizes the strengths of
others.

No human leader isinfallible. Nor is any man superior to those he leadsin every
respect. Therefore agood leader will always take into account the ideas of those he |leads,
and may often adopt those ideas as better than his own. This applies to husbands at home
and eldersin the church and all the other places where leadership is critical.10 A man’'s
leadership is not measured by his obliviousness to the ideas and desires of others. A
leader of peers may be surrounded by much brighter people than himself. He will listen
and respond. And if heis agood |leader, they will appreciate his initiative and guidance
through the ups and downs of decision-making. The aim of leadership is not to
demonstrate the superiority of the leader, but to bring out all the strengths of people that
will move them forward to the desired goal.

In Ephesians 5:28-29 the wife is pictured as part of the man’s body as the church is
part of Christ’s body. So in loving hiswife aman isloving himself. Thisisclearly an
application to marriage of Jesus command, “Love your neighbor as yourself.” Thisrules
out aleadership that treats awife like a child. A husband does not want to be treated that
way himself.
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Moreover Christ does not lead the church as his daughter but as hiswife. Heis
preparing her to be a*“fellow-heir” (Romans 8:17), not a servant girl. Any kind of
leadership that in the name of Christlike headship tends to produce in awife personal
immaturity or spiritual weakness or insecurity through excessive control or picky
supervision or oppressive domination has missed the point of the analogy in Ephesians 5.
Christ does not create that kind of wife.

4. Mature masculinity does not have to initiate every action, but feels the
responsibility to provide a general pattern of initiative.

In afamily the husband does not do all the thinking and planning. His leadership isto
take responsibility in general to initiate and carry through the spiritual and moral
planning for family life. | say “in general” because “in specifics’ there will be many
times and many areas of daily life where the wife will do all kinds of planning and
initiating. But there is a general tone and pattern of initiative that should develop whichis
sustained by the husband.

For example, the leadership pattern would be less than Biblical if the wife in general
was having to take the initiative in prayer at mealtime, and get the family out of bed for
worship on Sunday morning, and gather the family for devotions, and discuss what moral
standards will be required of the children, and confer about financial priorities, and talk
over some neighborhood ministry possibilities, etc. A wife may initiate the discussion
and planning of any one of these, but if she becomes the one who senses the general
responsibility for this pattern of initiative while her husband is Passive, something
contrary to Biblical masculinity and femininity isin the offing.™

Psychologist James Dobson is so concerned about the recovery of the leadership of
husbands at home that he callsit “ America s greatest need.”

A Christian man is obligated to lead his family to the best of his
ability. . . . If hisfamily has purchased too many items on credit,
then the financia crunch is ultimately hisfault. If the family never
reads the Bible or seldom goes to church on Sunday, God holds the
man to blame. If the children are disrespectful and disobedient, the
primary responsibility lieswith the father . . . not hiswife. ... Inmy
view, America’'s greatest need is for husbands to begin guiding their
families, rather than pouring every physical and emotional resource
into the mere acquisition of money.12

5. Mature masculinity accepts the burden of the final say in disagreements between
husband and wife, but does not presume to use it in every instance.

In agood marriage decision-making is focussed on the husband, but is not unilateral.
He seeks input from his wife and often adopts her ideas. Thisisimplied in the love that
governs the relationship (Ephesians 5:25), in the equality of personhood implied in being
created in the image of God (Genesis 1:27), and in the status of being fellow-heirs of the
grace of life (1 Peter 3:7). Unilateral decision-making is not usually a mark of good
leadership. It generally comes from laziness or insecurity or inconsiderate disregard.

On the other hand dependence on team input should not go to the point where the
family perceives a weakness of indecision in the husband. And both husband and wife
should agree on the principle that the husband’ s decision should rightly hold sway if it
does not involve sin. However, this conviction does not mean that a husband will often
use the prerogative of “veto” over the wishes of hiswife or family. He may, in fact, very
often surrender his own preference for hiswife's where no moral issueis at stake. His
awareness of his sin and imperfection will guard him from thinking that following Christ
gives him the ability of Christ to know what’s best in every detail. Nevertheless, in a
well-ordered Biblical marriage both husband and wife acknowledge in principle that, if
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necessary in some disagreement, the husband will accept the burden of making the final
choice.

6. Mature masculinity expresses its leadership in romantic sexual relations by
communicating an aura of strong and tender pursuit.

Thisisvery difficult to put into words. But sexual relations are so basic to human life
we would be delinquent not to at least try to say how masculinity expresses itself here.

It isthe mingling of tenderness with strength that makes the unique masculine quality
of leadership in sexua relations. There is an aura of masculine leadership which rises
from the mingling of power and tenderness, forcefulness and affection, potency and
sengitivity, virility and delicateness. It finds expression in the firmness of his grasp, the
strength of taking her in his arms, the sustaining of verbal adoration, etc. And there are a
hundred nuances of masculine pursuit that distinguish it from feminine pursuit.

It isimportant to say that thereis, of course, afeminine pursuit in sexual relations.
Thisiswhy the word “initiate” is not an exact way of describing masculine leadership in
sexual relations. The wife may initiate an interest in romance and may keep on initiating
different steps along the way. But thereis adifference. A feminine initiation isin effect
an invitation for the man to do hiskind of initiating. In one sense then you could say that
in those times the man is responding. But in fact the wifeisinviting him to lead in away
as only aman can, so that she can respond to him.

It will not do to say that, since the woman can rightly initiate, therefore there is no
special leadership that the man should fulfil. When a wife wants sexual relations with her
husband she wants him to seek her and take her and bring her into his arms and up to the
pleasures that hisinitiatives give her.

Consider what is lost when women attempt to assume a more masculine role by
appearing physically muscular and aggressive. It istrue that there is something sexually
stimulating about a muscular, scantily clad young woman pumping iron in a health club.
But no woman should be encouraged by this fact. For it probably means the sexual
encounter that such an image would lead to is something very hasty and volatile, and in
the long run unsatisfying. The image of a masculine musculature may beget arousal in a
man, but it does not beget several hours of moonlight walking with significant, caring
conversation. The more women can arouse men by doing typically masculine things, the
less they can count on receiving from men a sensitivity to typically feminine needs.
Mature masculinity will not be reduced to raw desire in sexual relations. It remains alert
to the deeper personal needs of a woman and mingles strength and tenderness to make
her joy complete.

7. Mature masculinity expresses itself in a family by taking the initiative in
disciplining the children when both parents are present and a family standard has been
broken.

Mothers and fathers are both to be obeyed by their children (Ephesians 6:1). Mothers
aswell asfathers are esteemed teachers in the home (Proverbs 1:8; 6:20; 31:1). They
carry rights of authority and leadership toward their children, as do their husbands. They
do not need to wait till Dad gets home from work to spank a disobedient child.

But children need to see a dynamic between Mom and Dad that says, Dad takes
charge to discipline me when Mom and Dad are both present.13 No woman should have
to take the initiative to set a disobedient child right while her husband sits obliviously by,
as though nothing were at stake. Few things will help children understand the meaning of
responsible, loving masculinity better than watching who takes the responsibility to set
them right when Mom and Dad are both present.

8. Mature masculinity is sensitive to cultural expressions of masculinity and adapts to
them (where no sinisinvolved) in order to communicate to a woman that a man would
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like to relate not in any aggressive or perverted way, but with maturity and dignity asa
man.

This would mean dressing in ways that are neither effeminate nor harsh and
aggressive. It would mean learning manners and customs. Who speaks for the couple at
the restaurant? Who seats the other? Who drives the car? Who opens the door? Who
walks in front down the concert hall aisle? Who stands and who sits, and when? Who
extends the hand at a greeting? Who walks on the street side? How do you handle a
woman’s purse? Etc. Etc. These things change from culture to culture and from erato era.
The point is that masculine leadership will not scorn them or ignore them, but seek to use
them to cultivate and communicate a healthy pattern of complementarity in the
relationships between men and women.14 Mature masculinity will not try to
communicate that such things don’t matter. Mature masculinity recognizes the pervasive
implications of manhood and womanhood, and seeks to preserve the patterns of
interaction that give free and natural expression to that reality. A danceisall the more
beautiful when the assigned steps are natural and unself-conscious.

9. Mature masculinity recognizes that the call to leadership is a call to repentance
and humility and risk-taking.

We are all sinners. Masculinity and femininity have been distorted by our sin. Taking
up the responsibility to lead must therefore be a careful and humble task. We must admit
as men that historically there have been grave abuses. In each of our lives we have ample
cause for contrition at our passivity or our domination. Some have neglected their wives
and squandered their time in front of the television or putzing around in the garage or
going away too often with the guysto hunt or fish or bowl. Others have been too
possessive, harsh, domineering, and belittling, giving the impression through act and
innuendo that wives are irresponsible or foolish.

We should humble ourselves before God for our failures and for the remaining
tendency to shirk or overstep our responsibilities. The call to leadership is not acall to
exalt ourselves over any woman. It isnot acall to domineer, or belittle or put woman in
her place. Sheis, after al, afellow-heir of God and destined for a glory that will one day
blind the natural eyes of every man (Matthew 13:43). The call to leadershipisacall to
humble oneself and take the responsibility to be a servant-leader in ways that are
appropriate to every differing relationship to women.

Itisacall to risk getting egg on our faces; to pray as we have never prayed before; to
be constantly in the Word; to be more given to planning, more intentional, more
thoughtful, less carried along by the mood of the moment; to be disciplined and ordered
in our lives; to be tenderhearted and sensitive; to take the initiative to make sure thereis a
time and a place to talk to her about what needs to be talked about; and to be ready to lay
down our lives the way Christ did if that is necessary.

‘. ..PROVIDEFOR..."

“At the heart of mature masculinity is a sense of benevolent responsibility to lead,
providefor..."

The point of saying that man should feel aresponsibility to provide for woman is not
that the woman should not assist in maintaining support for the family or for society in
general. She aways has done this historically because so much of the domestic life
required extraordinary labors on her part just to maintain the life of the family. Today in
many cultures women carry atremendous breadwinning role in the field, often while the
men do far less strenuous tasks. It is possible to be excessively demanding or excessively
restrictive on awoman’s role in sustaining the life of the family. Proverbs 31 pictures a
wife with great ability in the business affairs of the family.

What | mean when | say that a man should feel a benevolent responsibility to provide
isthis: when there is no bread on the table it is the man who should feel the main pressure
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to do something to get it there. It does not mean hiswife can’t help - side by sidein a
family enterprise or working in adifferent job. In fact, it is possible to imagine cases
where she may havetodoit al - say, if heissick or injured. But a man will feel his
personhood compromised if he, through sloth or folly or lack of discipline, becomes
dependent over the long haul (not just during graduate school!) on his wife’sincome.

Thisisimplied in Genesis 3 where the curse touches man and woman in their natural
places of life. It is not a curse that man must work in the field to get bread for the family
or that woman bears children. The curse is that these spheres of life are made difficult
and frustrating. In appointing the curse for his rebellious creatures God aims at the
natural sphere of life peculiar to each. Evidently God had in mind from the beginning that
the man would take special responsibility for sustaining the family through bread-
winning labor, while the wife would take special responsibility for sustaining the family
through childbearing and nurturing labor. Both are life-sustaining and essential .

The point of this Genesistext is not to define limits for what el se the man and the
woman might do. But it does suggest that any role reversal at these basic levels of
childcare and breadwinning labor will be contrary to the original intention of God, and
contrary to the way he made us as male and female for our ordained roles.15 Supporting
the family is primarily the responsibility of the husband. Caring for the childrenis
primarily the responsibility of the wife.

Again | stress that the point here is not to dictate the details of any particular pattern
of labor in the home. The point is that mature manhood senses a benevolent responsibility
before God to be the primary provider for hisfamily. He senses that if God were to come
and call someone to account for not meeting the family’ s needs God would come to the
husband first (Genesis 3:9).

The sameistrue for asocial grouping of men and women who are not married.
Mature men sense that it is primarily (not solely) their responsibility to seeto it that there
is provision and protection. The covenant of marriage does not create a man’s sense of
benevolent responsibility to provide the basic necessities of food and shelter. In marriage
the sense of responsibility is more intense and personal. But this dimension of mature
manhood is there in aman apart from marriage.

‘. ..PROTECTION..."

“At the heart of mature masculinity is a sense of benevolent responsibility to lead,
provide for and protect . . .”

Suppose a man and awoman (it may be hiswife or sister or friend or atotal stranger)
are walking along the street when an assailant threatens the two of them with alead pipe.
Mature masculinity senses a natural, God-given responsibility to step forward and put
himself between the assailant and the woman. In doing this he becomes her servant. Heis
willing to suffer for her safety. He bestows honor on her. Hisinner sense is one of
responsibility to protect her because he is a man and she is awoman.

Thereis adistorted and sinful masculinity that might claim an authority and
leadership that has the right to tell the woman to step in front of him and shield him from
the blows and let him escape. But every man knows thisis a perversion of what it means
to be aman and aleader. And every wife knows that something isamissinaman’s
manhood if he suggests that she get out of bed 50% of the time to see what the strange
noise is downstairs.

Sheis not condemned as a coward because she feels a natural fitness in receiving this
manly service. And she may well be more courageous than he at the moment. She may be
ready to do some fearless deed of her own. A man’sfirst thought is not that the woman at
his side isweak, but simply that he is a man and she is awoman. Women and children
are put into the lifeboats first, not because the men are necessarily better swimmers, but
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because of a deep sense of honorable fitness. It belongs to masculinity to accept danger to
protect women.

It may be that in any given instance of danger the woman will have the strength to
strike the saving blow. It may be too that she will have the presence of mind to think of
the best way of escape. It may be that she will fight with tooth and claw to save a crippled
man and lay down her life for him if necessary. But this does not at all diminish the
unique call of manhood when he and his female companion are confronted by a danger
together. The dynamics of mature masculinity and femininity begin the dramawith him
in front and her at his back protected - however they may together overcome the foe or
suffer courageously together in persecution. A mature man senses instinctively that as a
man heis called to take the lead in guarding the woman he iswith.16

‘. ..WOMEN...

“At the heart of mature masculinity is a sense of benevolent responsibility to lead,
provide for and protect women . . .”

| do not say “wives’ because there is a sense in which masculinity inclines aman to
feel aresponsibility for leadership and provision and protection toward women in
general, not just toward wives or relatives. Masculinity and femininity are rooted in who
we are by nature. They are not simply reflexes of a marriage relationship. Man does not
become man by getting married. But it is clear that the form which |eadership, provision
and protection take will vary with the kind of relationship a man has with awoman -
from the most intimate relationship of marriage to the most casual relationship with a
stranger on the street. Thisiswhy the description of masculinity must conclude with the
following phrase.

“...INWAYSAPPROPRIATE TO A MAN’S DIFFERING RELATIONSHIPS’

Ephesians 5:22, Titus 2:5 and 1 Peter 3:1, 5 exhort wives to be subject to “your own”
(idiois) husbands. Thisterm “your own” shows that the relationship of leadership and
submission between a woman and her husband should be different from the relationship
of leadership and submission which she may have with men in general. Husbands and
wives have responsibilities to each other in marriage that they do not have to other men
and women.

But this does not mean that there is no way that maleness and femal eness affect the
relationship of men and women in general. That a man has a unique responsibility for
leadership in his own home does not mean that his manhood is negligible in other
settings. It is not negligible. But it is very diverse. The responsibility of men toward
women will vary according to the kind of relationship they have. Husband and wife will
have different responsibilities than a pastor and female parishioner will have. And those
responsibilities will in turn be different from the differing responsibilities of men and
women in business, recreation, government, neighborhood, courtship, engagement, etc.
The possibilities of women and men meeting each other and having dealings with each
other are extremely diverse and beyond counting. And my persuasion is that mature
masculinity will seek appropriate expressions of manhood in each of these relationships.

These expressions of manhood will include acts of defense and protection, a readiness
to serve with strength, and a pattern of initiative. | have touched on all three of these. But
it may be helpful to focus once more on thisidea of a pattern of initiative that is
appropriate for differing relationships. The point here is that even though a man will not
take initiating steps of leadership with a stranger or with a colleague the same way he will
with hiswife, his mature manhood will seek a pattern of initiative appropriate for the
relationship.

For example, if aman works as alawyer in alaw firm with other lawyers, some of
whom are women, he will of course not initiate many of the kinds of discussion that he
might with hiswife. In fact one of the specia initiatives mature masculinity will takeisto
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build protections against the devel opment of any kind of inappropriate intimacy with his
female colleagues. It is not primarily the responsibility of women to build procedural and
relational guidelines to protect themselves from the advances of ill-behaved men.
Primarily it is the responsibility of mature manhood to establish a pattern of behaviors
and attitudes-a kind of collegial choreography-that enable men and women to move with
freedom and ease and moral security among each other.

If, in the course of the day, awoman in the law firm calls a meeting of the attorneys,
and thus takes that kind of initiative, there are still ways that a man, coming to that
meeting, can express his manhood through culturally appropriate courtesies shown to the
women in the firm. He may open the door; he may offer his chair; he may speak in a
voice that is gentler.17

It istrue that this becomes increasingly difficult where a unisex mentality converts
such gentlemanly courtesies into offenses and thus attempts to shut out every means of
expressing the realities of manhood and womanhood. It will be a strain for mature
Christian men and women to work in that atmosphere. But it may be that through
intelligent discussion and courteous, caring behaviors they may have aredeeming effect
even on what their colleagues think and feel about manhood and womanhood.

We must reckon with the possibility that in the various spheres of lifeit is possible
that role relationships emerge for men and women that so deeply compromise what a man
or woman senses is appropriate for their masculine or feminine personhood that they
have to seek a different position. Thisiswhat J. I. Packer implies when he makes the
following perceptive observation:

While | am not keen on hierarchy and patriarchy as terms describing
the man-woman relationship in Scripture, Genesis 2:18-23 . . . and
Ephesians 5:21-33.. . . continue to convince me that the man-woman
relationship isintrinsically nonreversible. By this| mean that, other
things being equal, a situation in which afemale boss hasamale
secretary, or amarriage in which the woman (as we say) wears the
trousers, will put more strain on the humanity of both parties than if
it were the other way around. Thisis part of the reality of the
creation, a given fact that nothing will change.18

This brings us back to the basic insight of Paul Jewett, namely, that

Our self-knowledge is indissolubly bound up not simply with our
human being but with our sexual being. At the human level thereis
no ‘I and thou’ per se, but only the ‘I’ who is male or female
confronting the ‘thou,” the ‘other,” who is also male or female.
| believe thisistrue and that God has not left us without a witness to the meaning of
our masculine and feminine personhood. | have tried to unfold at least some of what that
masculine personhood involves. Now we turn to the meaning of mature femininity.

The Meaning of Femininity

A significant aspect of femininity is how awoman responds to the pattern of
initiatives established by mature masculinity. Thisiswhy | have discussed masculinity
first. Much of the meaning of womanhood is clearly implied in what | have said already
about manhood-in the same way that the moves of one ballet dancer would be implied if
you described the moves of the other. Nevertheless it isimportant now to focus on the
description of womanhood given earlier and unfold its meaning for the sake of a balanced
and attractive portrait of manhood and womanhood.

AT THE HEART OF MATURE FEMININITY ISA FREEING DISPOSITION TO
AFFIRM, RECEIVE AND NURTURE STRENGTH AND LEADERSHIP FROM
WORTHY MEN IN WAY S APPROPRIATE TO A WOMAN’S DIFFERING
RELATIONSHIPS.®
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“AT THEHEART OF ...

Again, this phrase signals that the definition of femininity is not exhaustive. Thereis
more to femininity, but not less. | believe thisis at the heart of what true womanhood
means, even if there is amystery to our complementary existence that we will never
exhaust.

‘. ..MATURE FEMININITY ..."

The word “mature” implies that there are distortions of femininity. False or immature
stereotypes are sometimes identified as the essence of femininity. Ronda Chervin, in her
book Feminine, Free and Faithful, gives alist of what people commonly consider
“positive feminine traits’” and “ negative feminine traits.” The participantsin her
workshops say positively that women are

responsive, compassionate, empathetic, enduring, gentle, warm, tender, hospitable,
receptive, diplomatic, considerate, polite, supportive, intuitive, wise, perceptive,
sensitive, spiritual, sincere, vulnerable (in the sense of emotionally open), obedient,
trusting, graceful, sweet, expressive, charming, delicate, quiet, sensually receptive (vs.
prudish), faithful, pure.

Chervin lists the following women who exhibit many of these traits. Ruth, Naomi,
Sarah, Mary (Jesus mother), Cordelia of King Lear, Melanie in Gone with the Wind,
Grace Kélly, and Mother Teresa of Calcutta. On the other hand people often stereotype
women with negative traits:

weak, passive, slavish, weepy, wishy-washy, seductive, flirtatious, vain, chatter-box,
silly, sentimental, naive, moody, petty, catty, prudish, manipulative, complaining,
nagging, pouty, smothering, spiteful.20

It is plain then that when we talk of femininity we must make careful distinctions
between distortions and God' s original design. “Mature femininity” refers not to what sin
has made of womanhood or what popular opinion makes of it, but what God willed for it
to be at its best.

“...ISA FREEING DISPOSITION .. .”

| focus on mature femininity as a disposition rather than a set of behaviors or roles
because mature femininity will expressitself in so many different ways depending on the
situation. Hundreds of behaviors may be feminine in one situation and not in another.
And the specific acts that grow out of the disposition of womanhood vary considerably
from relationship to relationship, not to mention from culture to culture.

For example, the Biblical reality of awife's submission would take different forms
depending on the quality of a husband’s leadership. This can be seen best if we define
submission not in terms of specific behaviors, but as a disposition to yield to the
husband’ s authority and an inclination to follow his leadership.” Thisisimportant to do
because no submission of one human being to another is absolute. The husband does not
replace Christ as the woman’ s supreme authority. She must never follow her husband’s
leadership into sin. She will not steal with him or get drunk with him or savor
pornography with him or devel op deceptive schemes with him.

But even where a Christian wife may have to stand with Christ against the sinful will
of her husband, she can still have a spirit of submission-a disposition to yield. She can
show by her attitude and behavior that she does not like resisting hiswill and that she
longs for him to forsake sin and lead in righteousness so that her disposition to honor him
as head can again produce harmony.?

The disposition of mature femininity is experienced as freeing. Thisis because it
accords with the truth of God’ s purpose in creation. It is the truth that frees (John 8:32).
There are sensations of unbounded independence that are not true freedom because they
deny truth and are destined for calamity. For example, two women may jump from an
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airplane and experience the thrilling freedom of free-falling. But there is a difference: one
is encumbered by a parachute on her back and the other is free from this burden. Which
person is most free? The one without the parachute feels free-even freer, since she does
not feel the constraints of the parachute straps. But she is not truly free. Sheisin bondage
to the force of gravity and to the deception that all iswell because she feels
unencumbered. This false sense of freedom isin fact bondage to calamity which is sureto
happen after a fleeting moment of pleasure.

That is the way many women (and men) today think of freedom. They judge it on the
basis of immediate sensations of unrestrained license or independence. But true freedom
takes God' sreality and God' s purpose for creation into account and seeks to fit smoothly
into God' s good design. Freedom does include doing what we want to do. But the mature
and wise woman does not seek this freedom by bending reality to fit her desires. She
seeksit by being transformed in the renewal of her desiresto fit in with God' s perfect
will (Romans 12:2). The greatest freedom is found in being so changed by God' s Spirit
that you can do what you love to do and know that it conforms to the design of God and
leads to life and glory.

God does not intend for women to be squelched or cramped or frustrated. But neither
does he intend for women to do whatever seems to remove these feelings without regard
to the appropriateness of the action. Sometimes freedom comes from outward changesin
circumstances. Sometimes it comes from inward changes of the heart and mind. Many
today say, for example, that true freedom for alesbian would be the liberty to act
according to her sexual preference. But | would say that true freedom cannot ignore
God'’ s judgment on homosexual activity and God’ s will for men and women to be
heterosexual in their sexual relations. Therefore true freedom is not giving in to our every
impulse. It is the sometimes painful and exhilarating discovery of God's power to fight
free from the bondage of our sinful selves.®

| believe that the femininity to which God calls women is the path of freedom for
every woman. It will not look the same in every woman. But it will lay responsibilities on
all women in the same way that mature masculinity lays responsibilities on all men.
Some of these we express very naturally. Others of them we must grow into by prayer
and faith and practice. But this process of growth is no more confining than the growth of
ayoung woman toward patterns of mature behavior that enable her to act with natural
freedom in the company of adults.

“... TO AFFIRM, RECEIVE AND NURTURE STRENGTH AND
LEADERSHIP FROM WORTHY MEN . .."

“At the heart of mature femininity is afreeing disposition to affirm, receive and
nurture strength and leadership from worthy men in ways appropriate to awoman’s
differing relationships.”

The “ strength and leadership” referred to here is what was described above
concerning the responsibility of mature masculinity to lead, provide and protect. The
quality of that strength and leadership is captured in the phrase, “from worthy men.” |
recognize that there is strength and leadership that is unworthy of awoman’s affirmation.
| do not mean to define femininity merely as a response to whatever sinful men may
happen to offer up. Mature femininity is rooted in acommitment to Christ asLord and is
discerning in what it approves. Mature femininity has aclear, Biblical vision of mature
masculinity. Woman delightsin it as man delights in mature femininity. Each gives the
other the greatest scope for natural, pure, mature expression. But when a man does not
possess mature masculinity the response of a mature woman is not to abandon her
femininity. Rather, her femininity remainsintact as adesire for things to be as God
intended them to be. But she also recognizes that the natural expression of her
womanhood will be hindered by the immaturity of the man in her presence.
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My definition of the heart of femininity includes three words to describe the response
of awoman to the strength and leadership of worthy men: affirm, receive and nurture.

“Affirm” means that mature women advocate the kind of masculine-feminine
complementarity that we are describing here. Thisisimportant to stress because there
may be occasions when women have no interaction with men and yet are still maturein
their femininity. Thisis because femininity is adisposition to affirm the strength and
leadership of worthy men, not just to experience it firsthand. It is aso true, as we will see
below, because there are unique feminine strengths and insights that women embody
even before they can be given to any man.

“Receive’” means that mature femininity feels natural and glad to accept the strength
and leadership of worthy men.”® A mature woman is glad when a respectful, caring,
upright man offers sensitive strength and provides a pattern of appropriate initiativesin
their relationship. She does not want to reverse these roles. Sheis glad when heis not
passive. She feels herself enhanced and honored and freed by his caring strength and
servant-leadership.

“Nurture” means that a mature woman senses a responsibility not merely to receive,
but to nurture and strengthen the resources of masculinity. Sheisto be his partner and
assistant. Shejoinsin the act of strength and sharesin the process of leadership. Sheis, as
Genesis 2:18 says, “a helper suitable for him.”

This may sound paradoxical-that she strengthens the strength she receives, and that
she refines and extends the leadership she looks for. But it is not contradictory or
unintelligible. There are strengths and insights that women bring to arelationship that are
not brought by men. | do not mean to imply by my definition of femininity that women
are merely recipients in relation to men. Mature women bring nurturing strengths and
insights that make men stronger and wiser and that make the relationship richer.

Note: We need to heed a caution here about the differing strengths of men and
women. Whenever anyone asks if we think women are, say, weaker than men, or smarter
than men, or more easily frightened than men or something like that, a good answer
would go like this: women are weaker in some ways and men are weaker in some way’s,
women are smarter in some ways and men are smarter in some ways; women are more
easily frightened in some kinds of circumstances and men are more easily frightened in
other kinds of circumstances.

It is very misleading to put negative values on the so-called weaknesses that each of
us has by virtue of our sexuality. God intends for al the “weaknesses’ that are
characteristically masculine to call forth and highlight woman’ s strengths. And God
intends for all the “weaknesses” that are characteristically feminine to call forth and
highlight man’ s strengths.

A person who naively assumes that men are superior because of their kind of strength
might consider these statistics from 1983: six times more men than women are arrested
for drug abuse. Ten times more men than women are arrested for drunkenness. Eighty-
three percent of serious crimesin America are committed by men. Twenty-five times
more men than women arein jail. Virtualy all rape is committed by men.?’

| point that out to show that boasting in either sex as superior to the other isafolly.
Men and women as God created them are different in hundreds of ways. One helpful way
to describe our equality and differencesisthis. Picture the so-called weaknesses and
strengths of man and woman listed in two columns. If you could give a numerical value
to each one the sum at the bottom of both columnsis going to be the same. Whatever
different minuses and pluses are on each side of masculinity and femininity are going to
balance out. And when you take those two columns from each side and lay them, asiit
were, on top of each other, God intends them to be the perfect complement to each other,
so that when life together is considered (and | don’t just mean married life) the
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weaknesses of manhood are not weaknesses and the weaknesses of woman are not
weaknesses. They are the complements that call forth different strengths in each other.?

If it is true that manhood and womanhood are to complement rather than duplicate
each other, and if it is true that the way God made us is good, then we should be very
slow to gather alist of typical male weaknesses or alist of typical female weaknesses and
draw a conclusion that either is of less value than the other. Men and women are of equal
value and dignitg/ in the eyes of God-both created in the image of God and utterly unique
in the universe.?

“...INWAYSAPPROPRIATETO A
WOMAN'S DIFFERING RELATIONSHIPS. . .”

“At the heart of mature femininity is afreeing disposition to affirm, receive and
nurture strength and leadership from worthy men in ways appropriate to awoman’s
differing relationships.”

Mature femininity does not express itself in the same way toward every man. A
mature woman who is married, for example, does not welcome the same kind of strength
and leadership from other men that she welcomes from her husband. But she will affirm
and receive and nurture the strength and leadership of men in some formin all her
relationships with men. Thisistrue even though she may find herself in roles that put
some men in a subordinate role to her. Without passing any judgment on the
appropriateness of any of these roles one thinks of the following possible instances:

Prime Minister and her counsellors and advisors.
Principal and the teachersin her school.

College teacher and her students.

Bus driver and her passengers.

Bookstore manager and her clerks and stock help.
Staff doctor and her interns.

Lawyer and her aides.

Judge and the court personnel.

Police officer and citizensin her precinct.
Legislator and her assistants.

T.V. newscaster and her editors.

Counsellor and her clients.

One or more of these roles might stretch appropriate expressions of femininity
beyond the breaking point. But in any case, regardless of the relationshipsin which a
woman finds hersalf, mature femininity will seek to expressitself in appropriate ways.
There are ways for awoman to interact even with a male subordinate that signal to him
and others her endorsement of his mature manhood in relationship to her as awoman. |
do not have in mind anything like sexual suggestiveness or innuendo. Rather, | havein
mind culturally appropriate expressions of respect for his kind of strength, and glad
acceptance of his gentlemanly courtesies. Her demeanor-the tone and style and
disposition and discourse of her ranking position-can signal clearly her affirmation of the
unique role that men should play in relationship to women owing to their sense of
responsibility to protect and lead.

It is obvious at this point that we are on the brink of contradiction-suggesting that a
woman may hold a position of leadership and fulfill it in away that signals to men her
endorsement of their sense of responsibility to lead. But the complexities of life require
of usthisrisk. Toillustrate: it is simply impossible that from time to time a woman not be
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put in a position of influencing or guiding men. For example, a housewife in her
backyard may be asked by a man how to get to the freeway. At that point sheisgiving a
kind of leadership. She has superior knowledge that the man needs and he submits
himself to her guidance. But we all know that there is away for that housewife to direct
the man that neither of them feels their mature femininity or masculinity compromised. It
is not a contradiction to speak of certain kinds of influence coming from women to men
in ways that affirm the responsibility of men to provide a pattern of strength and
initiative.

But as| said earlier, there are roles that strain the personhood of man and woman too
far to be appropriate, productive and healthy for the overal structure of home and
society. Some roles would involve kinds of |eadership and expectations of authority and
forms of strength as to make it unfitting for awoman to fill the role. However, instead of
trying to list what jobs might be fitting expressions for mature femininity or mature
masculinity, it will probably be wiser to provide several guidelines.

It is obvious that we cannot and should not prohibit women from influencing men.
For example, prayer is certainly a God-appointed means women should use to get men to
where God wants them to be. Praying women exert far more power in this world than all
political leaders put together. This kind of powerful influence is compounded immensely
when one considers the degree to which the world is shaped and guided by the effects of
how men and women are formed by their mothers. Thisinfluence is perhaps more
effective than al the leadership of men put together.

So the question should be put: what kind of influence would be inappropriate for
mature women to exercise toward men? It would be hopeless to try to define thison a
case-by-case basis. There are thousands of different jobs in the church and in the world
with an innumerable variety of relationships between men and women. More appropriate
than a black-and-white list of “man’swork” and “woman’swork” isaset of criteriato
help awoman think through whether the responsibilities of any given job allow her to
uphold God' s created order of mature masculinity and femininity.

Hereisone possible set of criteria. All acts of influence and guidance can be
described along these two continuums:

Personal Non-personal
Directive Non-directive

To the degree that awoman’ s influence over man is personal and directive it will
generally offend aman’s good, God-given sense of responsibility and leadership, and
thus controvert God's created order.

A woman may design the traffic pattern of a city’s streets and thus exert akind of
influence over al male drivers. But thisinfluence will be non-persona and therefore not
necessarily an offense against God' s order. Similarly, the drawings and specifications of
awoman architect may guide the behavior of contractors and laborers, but it may be so
non-personal that the feminine-masculine dynamic of the relationship is negligible.

On the other hand, the relationship between husband and wife is very personal. All
acts of influence lie on the continuum between personal and non-personal. The closer
they get to the personal side, the more inappropriate it becomes for women to exert
directive influence.

But the second continuum may qualify the first. Some influenceis very directive,
some is non-directive. For example, adrill sergeant would epitomize directive influence.
It would be hard to see how awoman could be adrill sergeant over men without violating
their sense of masculinity and her sense of femininity.

Non-directive influence proceeds with petition and persuasion instead of directives. A
beautiful example of non-directive leadership is when Abigail talked David out of killing
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Nabal (I Samuel 25:23-35). She exerted great influence over David and changed the
course of hislife; but she did it with amazing restraint and submissiveness and discretion.

When you combine these two continuums, what emerges is this: If awoman’s job
involves agood deal of directives toward men, they will, in general, need it to be non-
personal.

The God-given sense of responsibility for leadership in a mature man will not
generally allow him to flourish long under personal, directive leadership of afemale
superior. J. |. Packer suggested that “a situation in which afemale boss hasamale
secretary” puts strain on the humanity of both (see note 18). | think thiswould be truein
other situations as well. Some of the more obvious ones would be in military combat
settings if women were positioned so as to deploy and command men; or in professional
baseball if awoman is made the umpire to call balls and strikes and frequently to settle
heated disputes among men. And | would stress that this is not necessarily owing to male
egotism, but to a natural and good penchant given by God.

Conversdly, if awoman’srelation to man is very personal, then the way she offers
guidance will need to be non-directive. The clearest example here isthe marriage
relationship. The Apostle Peter speaks of a good wife’'s meek and tranquil spirit that can
be very winsome to her husband (1 Peter 3:4). A wife who “comes on strong” with her
advice will probably drive a husband into passive silence, or into active anger.

It is not nonsense to say that a woman who believes she should guide a man into new
behavior should do that in away that signals her support of hisleadership. Thisis
precisely what the Apostle Peter commendsin | Peter 3:Iff. Similarly in the workplace it
may not be nonsense in any given circumstance for awoman to provide a certain kind of
direction for aman, but to do it in such away that she signals her endorsement of his
unique duty as aman to feel aresponsibility of strength and protection and leadership
toward her as awoman and toward women in general.

The Biblical Vision of Complementarity

In the following chapters we hope to show, with more detailed exegetical
argumentation, that the vision of masculine and feminine complementarity sketched in
thisessay isaBiblical vision - not a perfect portrayal of it, no doubt, but a faithful one.
Thisisthe way God meant it to be before there was any sin in the world: sinless man, full
of love, in histender, strong leadership in relation to woman; and sinless woman, full of
love, in her joyful, responsive support for man’s leadership. No belittling from the man,
no groveling from the woman. Two intelligent, humble, God-entranced beings living out,
in beautiful harmony, their unique and different responsibilities. Sin has distorted this
purpose at every level. We are not sinless any more. But we believe that recovery of
mature manhood and womanhood is possible by the power of God's Spirit through faith
in his promises and in obedience to his Word.

In the home when a husband leads like Christ and a wife responds like the bride of
Christ, thereis a harmony and mutuality that is more beautiful and more satisfying than
any pattern of marriage created by man. Biblical headship for the husband is the divine
calling to take primary responsibility for Christlike, servant-leadership, protection and
provision in the home. Biblical submission for the wife isthe divine calling to honor and
affirm her husband’ s leadership and help carry it through according to her gifts.® Thisis
the way of joy. For God loves his people and he loves his glory. And therefore when we
follow hisidea of marriage (sketched in texts like Genesis 2:18-24; Proverbs 5:15-19;
31:10-31; Mark 10:2-12; Ephesians 5:21-33; Colossians 3:18-19; and 1 Peter 3:1-7) we
are most satisfied and heis most glorified.

The sameis true of God' s design for the leadership of the church.® The realities of
headship and submission in marriage have their counterparts in the church. Thus Paul
speaks of authority and submission in 1 Timothy 2:11-12. We will try to show that
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“authority” refersto the divine calling of spiritual, gifted men to take primary
responsibility as eldersfor Christlike, servant-leadership and teaching in the church. And
“submission” refers to the divine calling of the rest of the church, both men and women,
to honor and affirm the leadership and teaching of the elders and to be equipped by them
for the hundreds and hundreds of various ministries available to men and women in the
service of Christ.

That last point is very important. For men and women who have a heart to minister-to
save souls and heal broken lives and resist evil and meet needs-there are fields of
opportunity that are smply endless. God intends for the entire church to be mobilized in
ministry, male and female. Nobody isto be at home watching soaps and ballgames while
the world burns. And God intends to equip and mobilize the saints through a company of
spiritual men who take primary responsibility for leadership and teaching in the church.

Theword “primary” isvery important. It signals that there are different kinds and
levels of teaching and leading that will not be the sole responsibility of men (Titus 2:3;
Proverbs 1:8; 31:26; Acts 18:26). Mature masculinity will seek by prayer and study and
humbl e obedience to discover the pattern of ministry involvement for men and women
that taps the gifts of every Christian and honors the God-given order of leadership by
spiritual men.

There are many voices today who claim to know a better way to equip and mobilize
men and women for the mission of the church. But we believe that manhood and
womanhood mesh better in ministry when men take primary responsibility for leadership
and teaching in the church; and that mature manhood and womanhood are better
preserved, better nurtured, more fulfilled and more fruitful in this church order than in
any other.

If | wereto put my finger on one devastating sin today, it would not be the so-called
women’s movement, but the lack of spiritual leadership by men at home and in the
church. Satan has achieved an amazing tactical victory by disseminating the notion that
the summons for male leadership is born of pride and fallenness, when in fact pride is
precisely what prevents spiritual leadership. The spiritual aimlessness and weakness and
lethargy and loss of nerve among men is the major issue, not the upsurge of interest in
women’s ministries.

Pride and self-pity and fear and laziness and confusion are luring many men into self-
protecting, self-exalting cocoons of silence. And to the degree that this makes room for
women to take more leadership it is sometimes even endorsed as avirtue. But | believe
that deep down the men-and the women-know better.

Where are the men with amoral vision for their families, a zeal for the house of the
Lord, a magnificent commitment to the advancement of the kingdom, an articulate dream
for the mission of the church and a tenderhearted tenacity to make it real?

When the Lord visits us from on high and creates a mighty army of deeply spiritual
men committed to the Word of God and global mission, the vast mgjority of women will
rgjoice over the leadership of these men and enter into ajoyful partnership that upholds
and honors the beautiful Biblical pattern of mature manhood and mature womanhood.

A Closing Challenge to Men and Women

Several years ago the women of our church asked for amorning seminar in which |
would lay out my vision of manhood and womanhood and discuss it with them. | was
eager for this opportunity. We spent all of Saturday morning together. It was very
encouraging for me. They had many hard questions, but as a whole were wonderfully
supportive of the vision | shared. Not all the women of our church see things exactly the
same way; but those who came out that Saturday morning were enthusiastic about the
kind of manhood and womanhood portrayed in this book.



| closed the seminar with a personal (fifteen-point) challenge to the women of our
church. It has some parts that show the special emphases of our fellowship, but | thought
it would be a helpful and practical way to conclude this essay. To balance the ledger |
have written a corresponding challenge to men. Ten of the points are virtually identical
for men and women (1-8, 12-13). | realize that these challenges are weighted heavily
toward the relational dynamics of married men and women. But | want to emphasi ze that
| regard singleness as an excellent calling, followed by no less than Jesus and the Apostle
Paul. The definitions of masculinity and feminity spelled out in this book and the
challenges that follow do not assume the necessity to be married in order to be fully man
or fully woman.

My earnest challenge and prayer for you is. . .
Women
1. That al of your life-in whatever calling-be devoted to the glory of God.

2. That the promises of Christ be trusted so fully that peace and joy and strength fill
your soul to overflowing.

3. That this fullness of God overflow in daily acts of love so that people might see
your good deeds and give glory to your Father in Heaven.

4. That you be women of the Book, who love and study and obey the Biblein every
area of its teaching; that meditation on Biblical truth be the source of hope and faith; that
you continue to grow in understanding through all the chapters of your life, never
thinking that study and growth are only for others.

5. That you be women of prayer, so that the Word of God will be opened to you, and
so the power of faith and holiness will descend upon you; that your spiritual influence
may increase at home and at church and in the world.

6. That you be women who have a deep grasp of the sovereign grace of God which
undergirds all these spiritual processes; and that you be deep thinkers about the doctrines
of grace, and even deeper lovers of these things.

7. That you be totally committed to ministry, whatever your specific calling; that you
not fritter away your time on soaps or women’s magazines or unimportant hobbies or
shopping; that you redeem the time for Christ and his Kingdom.

8. That, if you are single, you exploit your singlenessto the full in devotion to God
(the way Jesus and Paul and Mary Slessor and Amy Carmichael did) and not be
paralyzed by the desire to be married.

9. That, if you are married, you creatively and intelligently and sincerely support the
leadership of your husband as deeply as obedience to Christ will alow; that you
encourage him in his God-appointed role as head; that you influence him spiritually
primarily through your fearless tranquillity and holiness and prayer.

10. That, if you have children, you accept responsibility with your husband (or alone
if necessary) to raise up children in the discipline and instruction of the Lord-children
who hope in the triumph of God-sharing with your husband the teaching and discipline
they need, and giving them the special attachment they crave from you, as well as that
specia nurturing touch and care that you alone are fitted to give.

11. That you not assume that secular employment is a greater challenge or a better use
of your life than the countless opportunities of service and witness in the home, the
neighborhood, the community, the church, and the world; that you not only pose the
guestion: career or full-time homemaker?, but that you ask just as serioudly: full-time
career or freedom for ministry? That you ask: Which would be greater for the Kingdom-
to work for someone who tells you what to do to make his or her business prosper, or to
be God'’ s free agent dreaming your own dream about how your time and your home and
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your creativity could make God' s business prosper? And that in al this you make your
choices not on the basis of secular trends or upward lifestyle expectations, but on the
basis of what will strengthen the faith of the family and advance the cause of Christ.

12. That you step back and (with your husband, if you are married) plan the various
forms of your life's ministry in chapters. Chapters are divided by various things-age,
strength, singleness, marriage, employment, children at home, children in college,
grandchildren, retirement, etc. No chapter has all the joys. Finitelifeisa series of
tradeoffs. Finding God’ swill, and living for the glory of Christ to the full in every
chapter iswhat makes it a success, not whether it reads like somebody else’s chapter or
whether it hasin it what only another chapter will bring.

13. That you develop awartime mentality and lifestyle; that you never forget that life
is short, that billions of people hang in the balance of heaven and hell every day, that the
love of money is spiritual suicide, that the goals of upward mobility (nicer clothes, cars,
houses, vacations, food, hobbies) are a poor and dangerous substitute for the goals of
living for Christ with all your might and maximizing your joy in ministry to people’s
needs.

14. That in all your relationships with men (not just in marriage) you seek the
guidance of the Holy Spirit in applying the Biblical vision of manhood and womanhood,;
that you develop a style and demeanor that does justice to the unique role God has given
to man to feel responsible for gracious leadership in relation to women-a leadership
which involves elements of protection and provision and a pattern of initiative; that you
think creatively and with cultural sensitivity (just as he must do) in shaping the style and
setting the tone of your interaction with men.

15. That you see the Biblical guidelines for what is appropriate and inappropriate for
men and women not as arbitrary constraints on freedom, but as wise and gracious
prescriptions for how to discover the true freedom of God’ s ideal of complementarity;
that you not measure your potential by the few roles withheld, but by the countless roles
offered; that you look to the loving God of Scripture and dream about the possibilities of
your service to him, with the following list as possibilities for starters:

Men
1. That al of your life-in whatever calling-be devoted to the glory of God.

2. That the promises of Christ be trusted so fully that peace and joy and strength fill
your soul to overflowing.

3. That this fullness of God overflow in daily acts of love so that people might see
your good deeds and give glory to your Father in Heaven.

4. That you be men of the Book, who love and study and obey the Bible in every area
of itsteaching; that meditation on Biblical truth be the source of hope and faith; that you
continue to grow in understanding through al the chapters of your life, never thinking
that study and growth are only for others.

5. That you be men of prayer, so that the Word of God will be opened to you, so the
power of faith and holiness will descend upon you; that your spiritual influence may
increase at home and at church and in the world.

6. That you be men who have a deep grasp of the sovereign grace of God which
undergirds all these spiritual processes; and that you be deep thinkers about the doctrines
of grace, and even deeper lovers of these things.

7. That you be totally committed to ministry, whatever your specific calling; that you
not fritter away your time on excessive sports and recreation or unimportant hobbies or
aimless diddling in the garage; but that you redeem the time for Christ and his Kingdom.
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8. That, if you are single, you exploit your singlenessto the full in devotion to God
(the way Jesus and Paul and Mary Slessor and Amy Carmichael did) and not be
paralyzed by the desire to be married.

9. That, if you are married, you love your wife the way Christ loved the church and
gave himself for her; that you be a humble, self-denying, upbuilding, happy spiritual
leader; that you consistently grow in grace and knowledge so as never to quench the
aspirations of your wife for spiritual advancement; that you cultivate tenderness and
strength, a pattern of initiative and a listening ear; and that you accept the responsibility
of provision and protection in the family, however you and your wife share the labor.

10. That, if you have children, you accept primary responsibility, in partnership with
your wife (or as asingle parent), to raise up children in the discipline and instruction of
the Lord-children who hope in the triumph of God; that you establish a pattern of
teaching and discipline that is not solely dependent on the church or school to impart
Bible knowledge and spiritual values to the children; and that you give your children the
time and attention and affection that communicates the true nature of our Father in
Heaven.

11. That you not assume advancement and peer approval in your gainful employment
are the highest valuesin life; but that you ponder the eternal significance of faithful
fatherhood and time spent with your wife; that you repeatedly consider the new
possibilities at each stage of your life for maximizing your energies for the glory of God
in ministry; that you pose the question often: Is our family molded by the culture, or do
we embody the values of the Kingdom of God? That you lead the family in making
choices not on the basis of secular trends or upward lifestyle expectations, but on the
basis of what will strengthen the faith of the family and advance the cause of Christ.

12. That you step back and (with your wife, if you are married) plan the various forms
of your life'sministry in chapters. Chapters are divided by various things-age, strength,
singleness, marriage, employment, children at home, children in college, grandchildren,
retirement, etc. No chapter has all the joys. Finitelife is a series of tradeoffs. Finding
God'swill and living for the glory of Christ to the full in every chapter iswhat makesit a
success, not whether it reads like somebody else’s chapter or whether it hasin it what
only another chapter will bring.

13. That you develop awartime mentality and lifestyle; that you never forget that life
is short, that billions of people hang in the balance of heaven and hell every day, that the
love of money is spiritual suicide, that the goals of upward mobility (nicer clothes, cars,
houses, vacations, food, hobbies) are a poor and dangerous substitute for the goals of
living for Christ with all your might and maximizing your joy in ministry to people's
needs.

14. That in all your relationships with women (not just in marriage) you seek the
guidance of the Holy Spirit in applying the Biblical vision of manhood and womanhood,;
that you develop a style and demeanor that expresses your God-given responsibility for
humble strength and leadership, and for self-sacrificing provision and protection; that you
think creatively and with cultural sensitivity (just as she must do) in shaping the style and
setting the tone of your interaction with women.

15. That you see the Biblical guidelines for what is appropriate and inappropriate for
men and women not as license for domination or bossy passivity, but asa call to servant
leadership that thinks in terms of responsibilities not rights; that you see these principles
aswise and gracious prescriptions for how to discover the true freedom of God' sideal of
complementarity; that you encourage the fruitful engagement of women in the countless
ministry rolesthat are Biblically appropriate and deeply needed. For example:

OPPORTUNITIES FOR MINISTRY
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Ministries to the handicapped
Hearing impaired

Blind

Lame

Retarded

Ministriesto the sick
Nursing

Physician

Hospice care-cancer, AIDS, etc.
Community health
Ministries to the socially estranged
Emotionally impaired
Recovering alcoholics
Recovering drug-users
Escaping prostitutes
Abused children, women
Runaways, problem children
Orphans

Prison ministries

Women’s prisons

Families of prisoners
Rehabilitation to society
Ministries to youth
Teaching

Sponsoring

Open houses and recreation
Outings and trips
Counseling

Academic assistance

Sports ministries
Neighborhood teams
Church teams

Therapeutic counseling
Independent

Church-based

Institutional

Audiovisual ministries
Composition

Design

Production
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Distribution

Writing ministries
Free-lance

Curriculum devel opment
Fiction

Non-fiction

Editing

Institutional communications
Journalistic skills for publications
Teaching ministries

Sunday school: children, youth, students, women
Grade school

High school

College

Music ministries
Composition

Training

Performance

Voice

Choir

Instrumentalist

Evangelistic ministries
Personal witnessing
Parachurch groups

Home Bible studies
Outreach to children
Visitation teams

Counseling at meetings
Telephone counseling

Radio and television ministries
Technical assistance
Writing

Announcing

Producing

Theater and drama ministries
Acting

Directing

Writing

Scheduling

Social ministries
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Literacy

Pro-life

Pro-decency

Housing

Safety

Beautification

Drug rehabilitation

Pastoral care assistance

Visitation

Newcomer welcoming and assistance

Hospitality

Food and clothing and transportation

Prayer ministries

Praying

Mobilizing for prayer events

Helping with small groups of prayer

Coordinating prayer chains

Promoting prayer days and weeks
and vigils

Missions

All of the above across cultures

Support ministries

Countless “secular” jobs that under-
gird other ministries

The awesome significance of motherhood

Making a home as afull-time wife

| realize thislist isincomplete and reflects my own culture and limitations. But it is
worth the risk, | think, to make clear that that the vision of manhood and womanhood
presented in this book is not meant to hinder ministry but to purify and empower it in a
pattern of Biblical obedience.

The ninth affirmation of the Danvers Statement® is perhaps the crucial final thing to
say so that the aim of this book is not misunderstood.

With half the world’ s population outside the reach of indigenous evangelism; with
countless other lost people in those societies that have heard the gospel; with the stresses
and miseries of sickness, malnutrition, homelessness, illiteracy, ignorance, aging,
addiction, crime, incarceration, neuroses, and loneliness, no man or woman who feelsa
passion from God to make His grace known in word and deed need ever live without a
fulfilling ministry for the glory of Christ and the good of this fallen world.

Endnotes to Chapter One

1. Between November 1983 and May 1984 | carried on a debate concerning this
issue with my friends and former colleagues Alvera and Berkeley Mickelsen in our
denominational periodical, The Standard (of the Baptist General Conference). In these
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monthly articles| tried to lay the exegetical foundations for how men and women are
called by God to relate to each other. The names of the articles are: “Male, Female and
Morality” (November, 1983), pp. 26-28; “Satan’s Design in Reversing Male L eadership
Role” (December, 1983), pp. 33-35; “Jesus Teaching on Men and Women: Dismantling
the Fall, Not the Creation” (January, 1984), pp. 32-34; “A Metaphor of Christ and the
Church” (February, 1984), pp. 27-29; “ Creation, Culture and Corinthian Prophetesses”
(March, 1984), pp. 30-32; “The Order of Creation” (April, 1984), pp. 35-38; “How
Should aWoman Lead?’ (May, 1984), pp. 34-36.

2. The cassette tapes of seven sermons on manhood and womanhood can be ordered
by writing to Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, P.O. Box 1173, Wheaton,
IL 60189.

3. Paul K. Jewett, Man as Male and Female (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans
Pub. Co., 1975), p. 172.

4. Man as Male and Female, p. 173. The reference isto Emil Brunner, Das Gebot
und die Ordnungen (Tuebingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1933), p. 358.

5. Man as Male and Female, p. 178.
6. Man as Male and Female, p. 187f.

7. Theteaching in 1 Peter 3:1-7 concerning the differentiation of rolesis not based
explicitly on the order of creation, but neither isit based on convention. Rather it is
rooted in the example of “holy women who hoped in God” (v. 5). Sarah is cited asan
example of submission, not because she complied with Abraham’s wish that she pose as
his sister (Genesis 20), which is the amazing example of submission we might have
expected Peter to use, but rather because she said “my lord” when speaking offhandedly
to herself about her husband. This seemsto suggest that the root of Sarah’s submission
was a deep allegiance to Abraham’ s leadership that expressed itself without coercion or
public pressure.

8. Thisis developed and defended exegetically by Ray Ortlund, Jr. in Chapter 3.

9. The limitation of this chapter is seen, for example, inthat | will say very little
about the capacity of awoman to bear children, and the special role that she hasin
nursing and nurturing them. Nor do | say anything about the man’s crucial rolein
nurturing healthy, secure children. My focus is on the significance that manhood and
womanhood have for the relational dynamics between men and women and the
implications of these dynamics for the roles appropriate for each.

10. The fact that a Christian wife and church member, according to Acts 2:17, may
“prophesy” implies, at least, that she may often have ideas and insights that a wise and
humble husband and pastor will listen to and adopt. On women and prophecy see Wayne
Grudem, The Gift of Prophecy: In the New Testament and Today (Westchester:
Crossway Books, 1988), pp. 215-225.

11. This understanding of masculine responsibility will be developed, for example,
from the way God comes to Adam first after the fall, implying his special responsibility
in the failure even though Eve had sinned first. This accords with other pointersin the
early chapters of Genesis before the fall that God meant for Adam to have a special
responsibility for leadership (establishing a pattern of initiative) in relation to Eve. The
sharing of initiatives within that general pattern isimplied in the image of Christ and the
church as the model for marriage (Ephesians 5:21-33). Christ means for his bride to look
to him for leadership, but not to the exclusion of her own thoughtful choices and
initiatives in communication and in shared mission.

12. James Dobson, Straight Talk to Men and Their Wives (Waco: Word Books,
1980), pp. 64f.
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13. Notice the move from “ Children, obey your parents’ in Ephesians 6:1 to “Fathers
... bring them up in the nurture and discipline of the Lord” (v. 4). Both have
responsibility to discipline, and children should hold both in high regard. But thereisa
special responsibility on fathers for the moral life and discipline of the home.

14. The Biblical teaching on nature’ s voice urging men and women not to exchange
or confuse the cultural symbols of masculinity and femininity is very relevant here. When
Paul saysin 1 Corinthians 11:14, “Does not nature teach you that for a man to wear long
hair is degrading to him?’ he means that there isin man a native sense of repugnance
against taking on cultural symbols of femininity. We would say, “Does not nature teach
you that it is degrading to a man to wear a dress to church?’ This voice of “nature” has
great social benefits even in cultures untouched by special revelation from Scripture. But
Romans 1:18-32 shows that a culture can become so corrupted that the native senseis
ignored (vv. 26-27) and suppressed so that unnatural practices are even approved (v. 32).
At such apoint the call for Biblical repentance is not only a call to believe what the Bible
teaches, but also to be transformed so deeply that the natural inclinations of mature
manhood and womanhood are recovered, and society conforms once again not merely to
what the Scriptures teach, but to “what nature teaches’ among those who are now under
the sway of Biblical truth and, more widely, under the rectifying social power of common
grace. Alongside this teaching on the voice of nature should be put the teaching of 1
Corinthians 13:5 that love does not act in an “unseemly” way; it does not offend against
good manners.

15. Another pointer from Scripture that thisis the way God intends the relationship
of husband and wife to be is the image of Christ as head of the church with man playing
that role toward his wife according to Ephesians 5:23. The image of head implies that
Christ isthe provider aswell as aleader. “Hold fast to the Head, from whom the whole
body, nourished and knit together through its joints and ligaments, grows with a growth
that isfrom God” (Colossians 2:19; cf. Ephesians 4:16).

This does not at all contradict the idea of leadership implied in “headship.” On the
contrary it strengthens it. The thought in Colossians 2:19 begins in verse 18 with a
reference to people who are puffed up, “not holding fast to the Head, from whom the
whole body, nourished and knit together through its joints and ligaments, grows with a
growth that is from God.” What is especially significant here for usis the implication that
since Christ as head is supplier, the church must “hold fast” to him. The opposite of
holding fast is being puffed up in mind and independent of Christ. So the implication is
that headship isarole to be depended on and followed. There isto be an alegiance to the
head as provider. Thisin essence implies akind of leadership role for the head, as one to
whom the body should ever look for what it needs. Thisis all the more evident when we
note how Christ in fact does provide for his wife, the church. Asthe head he provides the
body with truth (Ephesians 4:15, 21) and strength (Colossians 1:11) and wisdom
(Colossians 2:3) and love (Ephesians 3:17-18; 4:16; Colossians 2:2). This means that the
idea of provider impliesloving leader because Christ leads with his truth and wisdom and
he does this with love that lives out his teaching before us and for us.

There are numerous other Biblical evidences of the father’s specia responsibility to
provide for his family. Consider, for example, 1 Timothy 3:5, “For if a someone (an
elder) does not know how to manage (proistenai) his own household, how shall he take
care of (epimelesetai) the church of God?’ Thisidea of managing his own home well
may have more than provision in mind (leadership for sure; see the use of proistemi in 1
Thessalonians 5:12), but | doubt that it has |less. Elders/overseers are responsible to feed
(1 Peter 5:2; Acts 20:28; Jeremiah 3:15) and protect (Acts 20:28-31) the flock.

Other evidences of the father’s special responsibility to provide for hisfamily portray
the husband and father as the protector too. For example, Deuteronomy 10:18, “[God]
executes justice for the fatherless and the widow, and loves the stranger giving him food
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and raiment.” In other words, when the natural protector and provider is not there God
stepsin to take his place for the orphan and widow. Jeremiah 31:32 pointsin this same
direction. God says concerning Israel, “My covenant which they broke, though | was
their husband, saysthe Lord.” How was he their husband? The context suggests that he
was their husband in giving them protection at the sea and the provision in the
wilderness.

16. The Biblical support for thisis seen first in the texts like the ones cited above in
note 15 (Deuteronomy 10:18 and Jeremiah 31:32). It isalso implied in Ephesians 5:25,
“Husbands, love your wives as Christ loved the church and gave himself up for her.”
Christ is here sacrificing himself to protect his wife, the church, from the ravages of sin
and hell. Christ gives himself as the model for the husband in this regard because the
husband is the man. Thisis not an arbitrary assignment. It isfitting because men were
created for this. The “mystery” of marriage (Ephesians 5:32) is the truth that God
designed male and female from the beginning to carry different responsibilities on the
analogy of Christ and his church. The sense of responsibility to protect is there in man by
virtue of thisdesign of creation, not by virtue of the marriage covenant. Marriage makes
the burden more personal and more intense, but it does not create it.

Additional support for man’s primary responsibility to protect women is found in the
Old Testament pattern of men, rather than women, being given the duty to go to war. And
nature itself seems to teach this duty of protection by endowing men, by and large, with
greater brute strength.

17. Such customs, like all manners, are easily caricatured and satirized. But that isa
mark of immaturity. Just as men and women know that some rough contact sports are not
natural for women to play, so we know that there is a verbal rough-and-tumble among
men, akind of tough and rugged argumentation that is less appropriate when speaking to
awoman than to aman.

18. J. I. Packer, “Understanding the Differences,” in Women, Authority and the
Bible, ed. by Alvera Mickelsen (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1986), p. 298-299.

19. One way of relating this definition to Scripture isto seeit as an attempt to unfold
some of what isimplied in the old-fashioned phrase “help meet” in Genesis 2:18—"And
the Lord God said, It is not good that the man should be alone; | will make him a help
meet for him” (KJV). It may well be that the feminine inclination to help amanin hislife
and work signifies far more than | have been able to spell out in the phrases “ affirm,
receive, and nurture.” But | have chosen to focus on what seems to me to be the heart of
woman’ s feminine suitableness to man as a helper. The animals were helpful in some
ways (Genesis 2:19). But the helpfulness of the woman is radically different. That unique
human element iswhat | am interested in.

20. Ronda Chervin, Feminine, Free and Faithful (San Francisco: Ignatius Press,
1986), p. 15.

21. The Biblical warrant for this definition is 1 Peter 3:1-6, where a believing wifeis
married to an unbelieving husband. The text clearly teaches that she is to be submissive,
but not in such away that follows him in his unbelief. In fact, sheisinstructed how to get
him to change, and be converted. The implication hereisthat her submission is not ade
facto yielding to all that he says (since she has a higher allegiance to Jesus), but a
disposition to yield and an inclination to follow. Her submission is a readiness to support
his leadership wherever it does not lead to sin.

22. This paragraph is taken largely from my wider discussion of thisissuein
Desiring God (Portland: Multnomah Press, 1986), pp. 177-184.

23. For example, Gerald Sheppard, a professor of Old Testament at the University of
Toronto, said in 1986, “| believe that the Gospel — as Evangelicals Concerned
recognizes — should lead us at |east to an affirmation of gay and lesbian partnerships
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ruled by abiblical ethic analogous to that offered for heterosexual relationships.” “A
Response to Anderson (11),” TSF Bulletin, Vol. 9, No. 4, (March-April, 1986), p. 21.
Similarly in July of 1986 the Evangelical Women’s Caucus International under the
influence of Virginia Mollenkott and Nancy Hardesty took a stand affirming the
legitimacy of lesbianism to such an extent that members like Katherine Croeger and
Gretchen Hull withdrew their membership. See “ Gay Rights Resolution Divides
Membership of Evangelical Women's Caucus,” in: Christianity Today (October 3, 1986),
pp. 40-44. Ralph Blair, the founder of Evangelicals Concerned, continues to debunk the
claim that homosexuals can or should change their sexual orientation. He promotes
monogamous homosexual relationships and claims Biblical support for it, arguing that
the Bible is opposed to promiscuous homosexuality, not homosexuality itself. His views
are cited by Tim Stafford, “Coming Out,” Christianity Today (August 18, 1989), p. 19.

24. For adiscussion of contemporary ministries that believe in the real possibilities
of homosexuals to experience significant changes in the focus and power of their sexual
preference see Christianity Today, August 18, 1989. See also George Rekers, Shaping
Your Child' s Sexual Identity (Grand Rapids. Baker Book House, 1982).

25. Thisisimplied in the goodness and gladness of creation before the fall (Genesis
2) when man, created first, was called to the primary responsibility of leadership, and
woman, created to be “a helper suitable for him,” was called to use her giftsin helping
carry that leadership through. Thiswas all “very good” (Genesis 1:31) and therefore must
have given man and woman great gladness. The same glad responsiveness to this order of
thingsisimplied in Ephesians 5:21-33 where man and wife are to model their
relationship after that of Christ and the church. The church delights to accept strength and
leadership from Christ. The delight that awoman takes in the strength and |eadership of
her husband is not merely owing to the marriage covenant. Just as man was created with
a native sense of responsibility to lead and provide and protect in ways appropriate to his
varying relationships, so woman was created as a suitable complement to honor this
responsibility with gladness and satisfaction.

26. See page 46 for some examples of feminine strengths that enrich men.

27. Weldom M. Hardenbrook, Missing from Action: Vanishing Manhood in America
(Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1987), pp. 9-10.

28. Experience and psychology teach us that there are significant differences of many
kinds between men and women. In each case one could establish a standard that would
make one sex stronger and the other weaker. But Paul’ s teaching on the body of Christ
warns us against demeaning those that have traits of weakness— male or female (1
Corinthians 12:21-26). The creation of male and female in the image of God (Genesis
1:27) forbids that we make our diversity aground for variable worth as personsin God's
eyes. And the Biblical declaration that all was “very good” when God created us with our
differences meansthat a“weakness’ by one narrow standard is a“ strength” inits
contribution to the total fabric of man as male and female in God’ s image.

29. When 1 Peter 3:7 refersto the wife as a “weaker feminine vessal,” it is probably
focussing on the most obvious fact, especialy in that more rugged culture, that awoman
has lesser brute strength. That is, she ismorein need of protection and provision from the
man than heisfrom her. Heisto “recognize” this and honor her by supplying all she
needs as afellow-heir of grace. The verse does not contemplate the question | have
raised, namely whether there are some other things about man that can aso be described
as weaker than woman.

30. I am assuming implicitly here what | said about submission on p. 47.

31. The elders are charged with the primary responsibility of leadership (Acts 20:28;
1 Timothy 5:17; 1 Peter 5:3) and Biblical instruction (Titus 1:9; 1 Timothy 3:2; 5:17) in
the church. That’s a summary of their job. So when Paul puts those two things together
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and says, “| do not permit awoman to teach or exercise authority,” one very natural
implication is, “1 do not permit awoman to assume the office of elder in the church.”

So the authority Paul hasin mind in 1 Timothy 2:12 at least includes the authority of
elders. We saw aready from Jesus in Luke 22:26 what that is supposed to look like: “Let
the greatest among you become as the youngest, and the leader as one who serves.” Paul
said in 2 Corinthians 10:8 and 13:10 that God gave him authority in the church not for
tearing down or destroying, but for building up. And Peter said to the elders of the
churches (1 Peter 5:3), “Do not domineer over the those in your charge, but be examples
to the flock.”

In other words elder-authority is servant-authority. Elder-leadership is servant-
leadership. That’s why teaching is at the heart of this calling. Biblical authority leads by
persuasion — by teaching — not by coercion or political maneuvering. Elder-authority is
always subordinate to Biblical truth. Therefore teaching is the primary instrument of
leadership in the church. And authority refersto the divine calling of spiritual, gifted men
to take primary responsibility as elders for Christlike, servant-leadership and teaching in
the church. Their goal is not their own status or honor. Their goal is the equipping of the
saints — women and men — to do the work of the ministry.

32. The Danvers Statement is the charter statement (Rationale, Purposes and
Affirmations) of the Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood. Copies may be
ordered from the Council at P. O. Box 317, Wheaton, IL 60189. It is presented in
Appendix 2.
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Chapter 2

AN OVERVIEW OF CENTRAL CONCERNS.
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
John Piper and Wayne Grudem

This chapter offers an overview of the vision of manhood and womanhood presented
in this book with cogent summary responses to the most common objections. Because
every effort to answer one question (on this or any important issue) begets new questions,
the list of questions here is not exhaustive. Nonethel ess, we hope to give enough
trajectories that readers can track the flight of our intention to its appointed target: the
good of the church, global mission, and the glory of God.

1. Why do you regard the issue of male and female roles as so important?

We are concerned not merely with the behavioral roles of men and women but also
with the underlying nature of manhood and womanhood themselves. Biblical truth and
clarity in this matter are important because error and confusion over sexual identity leads
to: (1) marriage patterns that do not portray the relationship between Christ and the
church® (Ephesians 5:31-32); (2) parenting practices that do not train boys to be
masculine or girlsto be feminine; (3) homosexual tendencies and increasing attempts to
justify homosexual alliances (see question 41); (4) patterns of unbiblical female
leadership in the church that reflect and promote the confusion over the true meaning of
manhood and womanhood.

God'’ s gift of complementary manhood and womanhood was exhilarating from the
beginning (Genesis 2:23). It is precious beyond estimation. But today it is esteemed
lightly and is vanishing like the rain forests we need but don’t love. We believe that what
is at stake in human sexuality isthe very fabric of life as God willsit to be for the
holiness of His people and for their saving mission to the world. (See the “Rationae’ of
the Danvers Statement in Appendix Two.)

2. What do you mean (in question 1) by “unbiblical female leadership in the church”?

We are persuaded that the Bible teaches that only men should be pastors and elders.
That is, men should bear primary responsibility for Christlike leadership and teaching in
the church. So it isunbiblical, we believe, and therefore detrimental, for women to
assume thisrole. (See question 13.)

3. Where in the Bible do you get the idea that only men should be the pastors and
elders of the church?

The most explicit texts relating directly to the leadership of men in the church are 1
Timothy 2:11-15; 1 Corinthians 14:34-36; 11:2-16. The chapters in this book on these
texts will give the detailed exegetical support for why we believe these texts give abiding
sanction to an eldership of spiritual men. Moreover, the Biblical connection between
family and church strongly suggests that the headship of the husband at home leads
naturally to the primary leadership of spiritual men in the church. (See Chapter 13.)

4. What about marriage? What did you mean (in question 1) by “marriage patterns
that do not portray the relationship between Christ and the church”?

We believe the Bible teaches that God means the relationship between husband and
wife to portray the relationship between Christ and His church. The husband is to model
the loving, sacrificial leadership of Christ, and the wife isto model the glad submission
offered freely by the church.

5. What do you mean by submission (in question 4)?

Submission refers to awife' s divine calling to honor and affirm her husband’ s
leadership and help carry it through according to her gifts. It is not an absolute surrender
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of her will. Rather, we speak of her disposition to yield to her husband’ s guidance and her
inclination to follow hisleadership. (See pages 46-49) Christ is her absolute authority,

not the husband. She submits “out of reverence for Christ” (Ephesians 5:21). The
supreme authority of Christ qualifies the authority of her husband. She should never
follow her husband into sin. Nevertheless, even when she may have to stand with Christ
against the sinful will of her husband (e.g., 1 Peter 3:1, where she does not yield to her
husband’ s unbelief), she can still have a spirit of submission-a disposition to yield. She
can show by her attitude and behavior that she does not like resisting his will and that she
longs for him to forsake sin and lead in righteousness so that her disposition to honor him
as head can again produce harmony.

6. What do you mean when you call the husband “head” (in question 5)?

In the home, Biblical headship is the husband’ s divine calling to take primary
responsibility for Christlike leadership, protection, and provision. (See pages 36-45 on
the meaning of mature manhood, and question 13 on the meaning of “primary.”)

7. Where in the Bible do you get the idea that husbands should be the leadersin their
homes?

The most explicit texts relating directly to headship and submission in marriage are
Ephesians 5:21-33; Colossians 3:18-19; 1 Peter 3:1-7; Titus 2:5; 1 Timothy 3:4, 12;
Genesis 1-3. The chapters of this book relating to these texts give the detailed exegetical
support for why we believe they teach that headship includes primary leadership and that
thisisthe responsibility of the man. Moreover, in view of these teaching passages, the
pattern of male leadership that pervades the Biblical portrait of family lifeis probably not
amere cultural phenomenon over thousands of years but reflects God' s original design,
even though corrupted by sin.

8. When you say awife should not follow her husband into sin (question 5), what’s
left of headship? Who isto say what act of hisleadership is sinful enough to justify her
refusal to follow?

We are not claiming to live without ambiguities. Neither are we saying that headship
consists in aseries of directivesto the wife. Leadership is not synonymous with unilateral
decision making. In fact, in agood marriage, leadership consists mainly in taking
responsibility to establish a pattern of interaction that honors both husband and wife (and
children) as a store of varied wisdom for family life. Headship bears the primary
responsibility for the moral design and planning in the home, but the development of that
design and plan will include the wife (who may be wiser and more intelligent). None of
thisis nullified by some ambiguitiesin the borderline cases of conflict.

The leadership structures of state, church, and home do not become meaningless even
though Christ aone is the absolute authority over each one. The New Testament
command for us to submit to church leaders (Hebrews 13:17) is not meaningless even
though we are told that elders will arise speaking perverse things (Acts 20:30) and should
be rebuked (1 Timothy 5:20) rather than followed when they do so. The command to
submit to civil authorities (Romans 13:1) is not meaningless, even though there is such a
thing as conscientious objection (Acts 5:29). Nor isthe reality of aman’s gentle, strong
leadership at home nullified just because his authority is not above Christ’s in the heart of
hiswife. In the cases where his leadership fails to win her glad response, we will entrust
ourselves to the grace of God and seek the path of Biblical wisdom through prayer and
counsel. None of us escapes the (sometimes agonizing) ambiguities of real life.

9. Don't you think that stressing headship and submission gives impetus to the
epidemic of wife abuse?

No. First, because we stress Christlike, sacrificial headship that keeps the good of the
wifein view and regards her as ajoint heir of the grace of life (1 Peter 3:7); and we stress
thoughtful submission that does not make the husband an absolute lord (see question 5).
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Second, we believe that wife abuse (and husband abuse) have some deep roots in the
failure of parentsto impart to their sons and daughters the meaning of true masculinity
and true femininity. The confusions and frustrations of sexual identity often explodein
harmful behaviors. The solution to thisis not to minimize gender differences (which will
then break out in menacing ways), but to teach in the home and the church how true
manhood and womanhood express themselves in the loving and complementary roles of
marriage.

10. But don’t you believe in “mutual submission” the way Paul teaches in Ephesians
5:21, “Submit to one another”?

Y es, we do. But “the way Paul teaches” mutual submission is not the way everyone
today teachesit. Everything depends on what you mean by “mutual submission.” Some
of us put more stress on reciprocity here than others (see note 6 on page 493 in Chapter 8,
and the discussion in Chapter 10, pages 198-201). But even if Paul means complete
reciprocity (wives submit to husbands and husbands submit to wives), this does not mean
that husbands and wives should submit to each other in the same way. The key isto
remember that the relationship between Christ and the church is the pattern for the
relationship between husband and wife. Are Christ and the church mutually submitted?
They aren’t if submission means Christ yields to the authority of the church. But they are
if submission means that Christ submitted Himself to suffering and death for the good of
the church. That, however, is not how the church submits to Christ. The church submits
to Christ by affirming His authority and following His lead. So mutual submission does
not mean submitting to each other in the same ways. Therefore, mutual submission does
not compromise Christ’ s headship over the church and it should not compromise the
headship of agodly husband.

11. If head means “source” in Ephesians 5:23 (“the husband is the head of the wife"),
as some scholars say it does, wouldn't that change your whole way of seeing this passage
and eliminate the idea of the husband’ s leadership in the home?

No. But before we deal with this hypothetical possibility we should say that the
meaning “source” in Ephesians 5:23 is very unlikely. Scholars will want to read the
extensive treatment of thisword in Appendix One. But realistically, lay people will make
their choice on the basis of what makes sense here in Ephesians. Verse 23 is the ground,
or argument, for verse 22; thus it begins with the word for. “Wives, submit to your
husbands as to the Lord. For the husband is the head of the wife. . . .” When the headship
of the husband is given as the ground for the submission of the wife, the most natural
understanding is that headship signifies some kind of leadership.

Moreover, Paul has a picture in his mind when he says that the husband is the head of
the wife. The word head does not dangle in space waiting for any meaning to be assigned
to it. Paul says, “For the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the
church, Hisbody” (Ephesians 5:23). The picture in Paul’s mind is of a body with a head.
Thisisvery important because it leads to the “one flesh” unity of husband and wife in the
following verses. A head and its body are “one flesh.” Thus Paul goes on to say in verses
28-30, “In this same way, husbands ought to love their wives as their own bodies. He
who loves his wife loves himself. After all, no one ever hated his own body, but he feeds
and caresfor it, just as Christ does the church-for we are members of his body.” Paul
carries through the image of Christ the Head and the church His body. Christ nourishes
and cherishes the church because we are limbs of His body. So the husband is like a head
to hiswife, so that when he nourishes and cherishes her, heisreally nourishing and
cherishing himself, as the head who is “one flesh” with this body.

Now, if head means “ source,” what is the husband the source of ? What does the body
get from the head? It gets nourishment (that’s mentioned in verse 29). And we can
understand that, because the mouth is in the head, and nourishment comes through the
mouith to the body. But that’ s not all the body gets from the head. It gets guidance,
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because the eyes are in the head. And it gets alertness and protection, because the ears are
in the head.

In other words if the husband as head is one flesh with his wife, his body, and if heis
therefore a source of guidance, food, and aertness, then the natural conclusion is that the
head, the husband, has a primary responsibility for leadership, provision, and protection.
So even if you give head the meaning “source,” the most natural interpretation of these
versesisthat husbands are called by God to take primary responsibility for Christlike
servant-leadership, protection, and provision in the home, and wives are called to honor
and affirm their husbands’ leadership and help carry it through according to their gifts.?

12. Isn’t your stress on leadership in the church and headship in the home contrary to
the emphasis of Christ in Luke 22:26, “. . . the greatest among you should be like the
youngest, and the one who rules like the one who serves’?

No. We are trying to hold precisely these two thingsin Biblical balance, namely,
leadership and servanthood. It would be contrary to Christ if we said that servanthood
cancels out leadership. Jesusis not dismantling leadership, He is defining it. The very
word He uses for “leader” in Luke 22:26 is used in Hebrews 13:17, which says, “ Obey
your leaders and submit to them, for they are keeping watch over your souls, as ones who
will have to give an account.” Leaders are to be servantsin sacrificially caring for the
souls of the people. But this does not make them less than |eaders, as we see in the words
obey and submit. Jesus was no less leader of the disciples when He was on His knees
washing their feet than when He was giving them the Great Commission.

13. In questions 2 and 6, you said that the calling of the man isto bear “primary
responsibility” for leadership in the church and the home. What do you mean by
“primary”?

We mean that there are levels and kinds of |eadership for which women may and
often should take responsibility. There are kinds of teaching, administration,
organization, ministry, influence, and initiative that wives should undertake at home and
women should undertake at church. Male headship at home and eldership at church mean
that men bear the responsibility for the overall pattern of life. Headship does not
prescribe the details of who does precisely what activity. After the fall, God called Adam
to account first (Genesis 3:9). This was not because the woman bore no responsibility for
sin, but because the man bore primary responsibility for life in the garden-including sin.

14. If the husband is to treat his wife as Christ does the church, does that mean he
should govern all the details of her life and that she should clear all her actions with him?

No. We may not press the analogy between Christ and the husband that far. Unlike
Christ, all husbands sin. They are finite and fallible in their wisdom. Not only that, but
also, unlike Christ, a husband is not preparing a bride merely for himself, but also for
another, namely, Christ. He does not merely act as Christ, he also acts for Christ. At this
point he must not be Christ to hiswife, lest he be atraitor to Christ. He must lead in such
away that hiswife is encouraged to depend on Christ and not on himself. Practically, that
rules out belittling supervision and fastidious oversight.

Even when acting as Christ, the husband must remember that Christ does not lead the
church as His daughter, but as Hiswife. He is preparing her to be a“fellow-heir,” not a
servant girl (Romans 8:17). Any kind of leadership that, in the name of Christlike
headship, tendsto foster in awife personal immaturity or spiritual weakness or insecurity
through excessive control, picky supervision, or oppressive domination has missed the
point of the analogy in Ephesians 5. Christ does not create that kind of wife.

15. Don't you think that these texts are examples of temporary compromise with the
patriarchal status quo, while the main thrust of Scripture istoward the leveling of gender-
based role differences?

59



We recognize that Scripture sometimes regul ates undesirabl e rel ationships without
condoning them as permanent ideals. For example, Jesus said to the Pharisees, “Moses
permitted you to divorce your wives because your hearts were hard. But it was not this
way from the beginning” (Matthew 19:8). Another example is Paul’ s regulation of how
Christians sue each other, even though “[t]he very fact that you have lawsuits among you
means you have been completely defeated already” (1 Corinthians 6:1-8). Another
exampleisthe regulation of how Christian slaves were to relate to their masters, even
though Paul longed for every slave to be received by his master “no longer as a slave, but
better than a slave, as a dear brother” (Philemon 16).

But we do not put the loving headship of husbands or the godly eldership of menin
the same category with divorce, lawsuits, or slavery. The reason we don't is threefold:

(1) Male and femal e personhood, with some corresponding role distinctions, is rooted
in God's act of creation before the sinful distortions of the status quo were established.
(See Chapters 3 and 10.) This argument is the same one, we believe, that evangelical
feminists would use to defend heterosexua marriage against the (increasingly prevalent)
argument that the “leveling thrust” of the Bible leads properly to homosexual alliances.
They would say No, because the leveling thrust of the Bible is not meant to dismantle the
created order of nature. That is our fundamental argument as well. (2) The redemptive
thrust of the Bible does not aim at abolishing headship and submission but at
transforming them for their original purposesin the created order. (3) The Bible contains
no indictments of loving headship and gives no encouragements to forsake it. Therefore it
iswrong to portray the Bible as overwhelmingly egalitarian with afew contextually
relativized patriarchal texts. The contra-headship thrust of Scripture simply does not
exist. It seemsto exist only when Scripture’ s aim to redeem headship and submission is
portrayed as undermining them. (See Question 50, for an example of this hermeneutical
flaw.)

16. Aren’t the arguments made to defend the exclusion of women from the pastorate
today parallel to the arguments Christians made to defend slavery in the nineteenth
century?

See the beginning of our answer to this problem in question 15. The preservation of
marriageis not parallel with the preservation of slavery. The existence of Slavery is not
rooted in any creation ordinance, but the existence of marriage is. Paul’ s regulations for
how slaves and masters related to each other do not assume the goodness of the
institution of slavery. Rather, seeds for davery’s dissolution were sown in Philemon 16
(“no longer as aslave, but better than a slave, as a dear brother”), Ephesians 6:9
(“Masters. . . do not threaten [your slaves]”), Colossians 4:1 (“Masters, provide your
saveswhat isright and fair”), and 1 Timothy 6:1-2 (masters are “brothers’). Where these
seeds of equality cameto full flower, the very institution of slavery would no longer be
davery.

But Paul’ s regulations for how husbands and wives relate to each other in marriage do
assume the goodness of the institution of marriage-and not only its goodness but also its
foundation in the will of the Creator from the beginning of time (Ephesians 5:31-32).
Moreover, in locating the foundation of marriage in the will of God at creation, Paul does
so in away that shows that his regulations for marriage also flow from this order of
creation. He quotes Genesis 2:24, “they will become one flesh,” and says, “I am talking
about Christ and the church.” From this“mystery” he draws out the pattern of the
relationship between the husband as head (on the analogy of Christ) and the wife as his
body or flesh (on the analogy of the church) and derives the appropriateness of the
husband’ s leadership and the wife's submission. Thus Paul’ s regulations concerning
marriage are just as rooted in the created order asisthe institution itself. Thisis not true
of davery. Therefore, while it is true that some slave owners in the nineteenth century
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argued in ways parallel with our defense of distinct rolesin marriage, the parallel was
superficial and misguided.

Mary Stewart Van Leeuwen points out, from 1 Timothy 6:1-6, that, according to the
nineteenth-century Christian supporters of slavery, “even though the institution of slavery
did not go back to creation . . . the fact that Paul based its maintenance on arevelation
from Jesus himself meant that anyone wishing to abolish slavery (or even improve the
saves working conditions) was defying timeless Biblical norms for society.”® The
problem with this argument is that Paul does not use the teachings of Jesusto “maintain”
the institution of slavery, but to regulate the behavior of Christian slaves and mastersin
an institution that already existed in part because of sin. What Jesus endorses is the kind
of inner freedom and love that iswilling to go the extramile in service, even when the
demand is unjust (Matthew 5:41). Therefore, it iswrong to say that the words of Jesus
give afoundation for savery in the same way that creation gives afoundation for
marriage. Jesus does not give any foundation for slavery, but creation gives an
unshakeable foundation for marriage and its complementary roles for husband and wife.

Finaly, if those who ask this question are concerned to avoid the mistakes of
Christians who defended slavery, we must remember the real possibility that it is not we
but evangelical feminists today who resemble nineteenth century defenders of slavery in
the most significant way: using arguments from the Bible to justify conformity to some
very strong pressures in contemporary society (in favor of slavery then, and feminism
now).

17. Since the New Testament teaching on the submission of wivesin marriageis
found in the part of Scripture known as the “household codes’ (Haustafeln), which were
taken over in part from first-century culture, shouldn’t we recognize that what Scripture
isteaching usis not to offend against current culture but to fit in with it up to a point and
thus be willing to change our practices of how men and women relate, rather than hold
fast to atemporary first-century pattern?

Thisisamore sophisticated form of the kind of questions already asked in questions
15 and 16. A few additional comments may be helpful. First of all, by way of
explanation, the “household codes” refer to Ephesians 5:22-6:9, Colossians 3:18-4:1, and
less exactly 1 Peter 2:13-3:7, which include instructions for pairs of household members:
wives'husbands, children/parents, and slaves/masters.

Our first problem with this argument is that the parallels to these “ household codes”
in the surrounding world are not very close to what we have in the New Testament. It is
not at all asthough Paul simply took over either content or form from his culture. Both
are very different from the nonbiblical “parallels’ that we know of .*

Our second problem with this argument is that it maximizes what isincidental (the
little that Paul’ s teaching has in common with the surrounding world) and minimizes
what is utterly crucial (the radically Christian nature and foundation of what Paul teaches
concerning marriage in the “household codes’). We have shown in questions 15 and 16
that Paul is hardly unreflective in saying some things that are superficialy similar to the
surrounding culture. He bases his teaching of headship on the nature of Christ’ s relation
to the church, which he sees “mysteriously” revealed in Genesis 2:24 and, thus, in
creation itself.

We do not think that it honors the integrity of Paul or the inspiration of Scripture to
claim that Paul resorted to arguing that his exhortations were rooted in the very order of
creation and in the work of Christ in order to justify his sanctioning temporary
accommodations to his culture. It isfar more likely that the theological depth and divine
inspiration of the apostle led him not only to be very discriminating in what he took over
from the world but also to sanction his ethical commands with creation only where they
had abiding validity. Thus we believe that there is good reason to affirm the enduring
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validity of Paul’s pattern for marriage: Let the husband, as head of the home, love and
lead as Christ does the church, and let the wife affirm that loving leadership as the church
honors Christ.

18. But what about the liberating way Jesus treated women? Doesn’'t He explode our
hierarchical traditions and open the way for women to be given access to all ministry
roles?

We believe the ministry of Jesus has revolutionary implications for the way sinful
men and women treat each other. “[S]hould not this woman, a daughter of Abraham,
whom Satan has kept bound for eighteen long years, be set free. . .7’ (Luke 13:16).
Everything Jesus taught and did was an attack on the pride that makes men and women
belittle each other. Everything He taught and did was a summons to the humility and love
that purge self-exaltation out of leadership and servility out of submission. He put man’'s
lustful look in the category of adultery and threatened it with hell (Matthew 5:28-29). He
condemned the whimsical disposing of women in divorce (Matthew 19:8). He called us
to account for every careless word we utter (Matthew 12:36). He commanded that we
treat each other the way we would like to be treated (Matthew 7:12). He said to the
callous chief priests, “. . . prostitutes are entering the kingdom of God ahead of you”
(Matthew 21:31). He was accompanied by women, He taught women, and women bore
witness to His resurrection life. Against every social custom that demeans or abuses men
and women the words of Jesus can be applied: “And why do you break the command of
God for the sake of your tradition?’ (Matthew 15:3).

But where does Jesus say or do anything that criticizes the order of creation in which
men bear a primary responsibility to lead, protect, and sustain? Nothing He did calls this
good order into question. It simply does not follow to say that since women ministered to
Jesus and learned from Jesus and ran to tell the disciples that Jesus was risen, this must
mean that Jesus opposed the loving headship of husbands or the limitation of eldership to
spiritual men. We would not argue that merely because Jesus chose twelve men to be His
authoritative apostles, Jesus must have favored an eldership of only men in the church.
But this argument would be at least as valid as arguing that anything else Jesus did means
He would oppose an eldership of all men or the headship of husbands. The effort to show
that the ministry of Jesusis part of amgjor Biblical thrust against gender-based roles can
only be sustained by assuming (rather than demonstrating) that He meant to nullify
headship and submission rather than rectify them. What is clear is that Jesus radically
purged leadership of pride and fear and self-exaltation and that He also radically honored
women as persons worthy of the highest respect under God.

19. Doesn't the significant role women had with Paul in ministry show that his
teachings do not mean that women should be excluded from ministry?

Y es. But the issue is not whether women should be excluded from ministry. They
shouldn’t be. There are hundreds of ministries open to men and women. We must be
more careful in how we pose our guestions. Otherwise the truth is obscured from the
start.

The issue here is whether any of the women serving with Paul in ministry fulfilled
roles that would be inconsistent with alimitation of the eldership to men. We believe the
answer to that is No. Tom Schreiner has dealt with this matter more fully in Chapter 11.
But we can perhaps illustrate with two significant women in Paul’ s ministry.

Paul said that Euodia and Syntyche “contended at my side in the cause of the gospel,
along with Clement and the rest of my fellow workers® (Philippians 4:2-3). Thereis
wonderful honor given to Euodia and Syntyche here for their ministry with Paul. But
there are no compelling grounds for affirming that the nature of the ministry was contrary
to the limitations that we argue are set forth in 1 Timothy 2:12. One must assume thisin
order to make a case against these limitations. Paul would surely say that the “deacons”
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mentioned in Philippians 1:1 along with the “ overseers’ were fellow workers with him
when he was there. But if so, then one can be a*“fellow worker” with Paul without being
in a position of authority over men. (We are assuming from 1 Timothy 3:2 and 5:17 that
what distinguishes an elder from a deacon is that the responsibility for teaching and
governance was the elder’ s and not the deacon’s.)

Phoebe is praised as a“servant” or “deacon” of the church at Cenchreeawho “has
been agreat help [or “patroness’] to many people, including me” (Romans 16:1-2). Some
have tried to argue that the Greek word behind “help” really means “leader.” Thisis
doubtful, since it is hard to imagine, on any count, what Paul would mean by saying that
Phoebe became his leader.” He could of course mean that she was an influential patroness
who gave sanctuary to him and his band or that she used her community influence for the
cause of the gospel and for Paul in particular. She was a very significant person and
played a crucia rolein the ministry. But to derive anything from thisthat is contrary to
our understanding of 1 Timothy 2:12, one would have to assume authority over men here
since it cannot be shown.

20. But Priscillataught Apollos didn’t she (Acts 18:2°)? And she is even mentioned
before her husband Aquila. Doesn’t that show that the practice of the early church did not
exclude women from the teaching office of the church?

We are eager to affirm Priscillaas afellow worker with Paul in Christ (Romans
16:3)! She and her husband were very influential in the church in Corinth (1 Corinthians
16:19) aswell as Ephesus. We can think of many women in our churches today who are
like Priscilla. Nothing in our understanding of Scripture says that when a husband and
wife visit an unbeliever (or a confused believer-or anyone else) the wife must be silent. It
is easy for usto imagine the dynamics of such a discussion in which Priscilla contributes
to the explanation and illustration of baptism in Jesus name and the work of the Holy
Spirit.

Our understanding of what isfitting for men and women in that kind of setting is not
an oversmplified or artificial list of rules for what the woman and man can say and do. It
israther acall for the delicate and sensitive preservation of personal dynamics that honor
the headship of Aquilawithout squelching the wisdom and insight of Priscilla. Thereis
nothing in this text that cannot be explained on this understanding of what happened. We
do not claim to know the spirit and balance of how Priscillaand Aquilaand Apollos
related to each other. We only claim that a feminist reconstruction of the relationship has
no more warrant than ours. Theright of Priscillato hold an authoritative teaching office
cannot be built on an event about which we know so little. It is only a guess to suggest
that the order of their names signifies Priscilla s leadership. Luke may smply have
wanted to give greater honor to the woman by putting her name first (1 Peter 3:7), or may
have had another reason unknown to us. Saying that Priscillaillustrates the authoritative
teaching of women in the New Testament is the kind of precarious and unwarranted
inference that is made again and again by evangelical feminists and then called a major
Biblical thrust against gender-based role distinctions. But many invalid inferences do not
make a major thrust.

21. Areyou saying that it isal right for women to teach men under some
circumstances?

When Paul saysin 1 Timothy 2:12, “I do not permit awoman to teach or to have
authority over aman; she must be silent,” we do not understand him to mean an absolute
prohibition of al teaching by women. Paul instructs the older women to “teach what is
good. Then they can train the younger women” (Titus 2:3-4), and he commends the
teaching that Eunice and Lois gave to their son and grandson Timothy (2 Timothy 1:5;
3:14). Proverbs praises the ideal wife because “ She speaks with wisdom, and faithful
instruction is on her tongue” (Proverbs 31:26). Paul endorses women prophesying in
church (1 Corinthians 11:5) and says that men “learn” by such prophesying (1
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Corinthians 14:31) and that the members (presumably men and women) should “teach
and admonish one another with al wisdom, as you sing psalms, hymns and spiritual
songs” (Colossians 3:16). Then, of course, thereis Priscillaat Aquila’ s side correcting
Apollos (Acts 18:26).

It isarbitrary to think that Paul had every form of teaching in mind in 1 Timothy 2:12.
Teaching and learning are such broad terms that it isimpossible that women not teach
men and men not learn from women in some sense. Thereis away that nature teaches (1
Corinthians 11:14) and afig tree teaches (Matthew 24:32) and suffering teaches
(Hebrews 5:8) and human behavior teaches (1 Corinthians 4.6; 1 Peter 3:1).

If Paul did not have every conceivable form of teaching and learning in mind, what
did he mean? Along with the fact that the setting here is the church assembled for prayer
and teaching (1 Timothy 2:8-10; 3:15), the best clue is the coupling of “teaching” with
“having authority over men.” We would say that the teaching inappropriate for a woman
is the teaching of men in settings or ways that dishonor the calling of men to bear the
primary responsibility for teaching and leadership. This primary repsonsibility isto be
carried by the pastors or elders. Therefore we think it is God’ s will that only men bear the
responsibility for this office.

22. Can't apastor give authorization for awoman to teach Scripture to the
congregation, and then continue to exercise oversight while she teaches?

Itisright for all the teaching ministries of the church to meet with the approval of the
guardians and overseers (=elders) of the church. However, it would be wrong for the
leadership of the church to use its authority to sanction the de facto functioning of a
woman as a teaching elder in the church, only without the name. In other words, there are
two kinds of criteriathat should be met in order for the teaching of awoman to be
biblically affirmed. Oneisto have the endorsement of the spiritual overseers of the
church (=elders). The other isto avoid contexts and kinds of teaching that put awoman in
the position of functioning as the de facto spiritual shepherd of a group of men or to
avoid the kind of teaching that by its very nature calls for strong, forceful pressing of
men’ s consciences on the basis of divine authority.

23. How can you be in favor of women prophesying in church but not in favor of
women being pastors and elders? Isn’t prophecy at the very heart of those roles?

No. Therole of pastor/elder is primarily governance and teaching (1 Timothy 5:17).
In the list of qualifications for elders the prophetic gift is not mentioned, but the ability to
teach is (1 Timothy 3:2). In Ephesians 4:11, prophets are distinguished from pastor-
teachers. And even though men learn from prophecies that women give, Paul
distinguishes the gift of prophecy from the gift of teaching (Romans 12:6-7; 1
Corinthians 12:28). Women are nowhere forbidden to prophesy. Paul simply regulates
the demeanor in which they prophesy so as not to compromise the principle of the
spiritual leadership of men (1 Corinthians 11:5-10).

Prophecy in the worship of the early church was not the kind of authoritative,
infallible revelation we associate with the written prophecies of the Old Testament.® It
was areport in human words based on a spontaneous, personal revelation from the Holy
Spirit (1 Corinthians 14:30) for the purpose of edification, encouragement, consolation,
conviction, and guidance (1 Corinthians 14:3, 24-25; Acts 21:4; 16:6-10). It was not
necessarily free from a mixture of human error, and thus needed assessment (1
Thessalonians 5:19-20; 1 Corinthians 14:29) on the basis of the apostolic (Biblical)
teaching (1 Corinthians 14:36-38; 2 Thessalonians 2:1-3). Prophecy in the early church
did not correspond to the sermon today or to aformal exposition of Scripture. Both
women and men could stand and share what they believed God had brought to mind for
the good of the church. The testing of thisword and the regular teaching ministry was the
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resp07n5i bility of the elder-teachers. This latter role is the one Paul assigns uniquely to
men.

24. Are you saying then that you accept the freedom of women to publicly prophesy
asdescribed in Acts 2:17, 1 Corinthians 11:5, and Acts 21:9?

Yes®

25. Since it saysin 1 Corinthians 14:34 that “women should remain silent in the
churches,” it doesn’t seem like your position isreally Biblical because of how much
speaking you really do allow to women. How do you account for this straightforward
prohibition of women speaking?

The reason we believe Paul does not mean for women to be totally silent in the
church isthat in 1 Corinthians 11:5 he permits women to pray and prophesy in church:
“[E]very woman who prays or prophesies with her head uncovered dishonors her head.”
But someone may ask, “Why do you choose to let 1 Corinthians 11:5 limit the meaning
of 1 Corinthians 14:34 rather than the other way around?’

To begin our answer, we notice in both 1 Corinthians 14:35 and 1 Corinthians 11.6
that Paul’s concern is for what is “shameful” or “disgraceful” for women (aischronin
both verses and only herein 1 Corinthians). The issue is not whether women are
competent or intelligent or wise or well-taught. The issue is how they relate to the men of
the church. In 1 Corinthians 14:34 Paul speaks of submission, and in 1 Corinthians 11:3
he speaks of man as head. So the issue of shamefulnessis at root an issue of doing
something that would dishonor the role of the men as leaders of the congregation. If all
speaking were shameful in this way, then Paul could not have condoned awoman’s
praying and prophesying, as he doesin 1 Corinthians 11:5 precisely when the issue of
shamefulnessiswhat is at stake. But Paul showsin 1 Corinthians 11:5-16 that what is at
stake is not that women are praying and prophesying in public but how they are doing it.
That is, are they doing it with the dress and demeanor that signify their affirmation of the
headship of the men who are called to lead the church?

In asimilar way we look into the context of 1 Corinthians 14:33-36 to find similar
cluesfor the kind of speaking Paul may have in mind when he saysit is“shameful” for a
woman to speak. We notice again that the issue is not the ability or the wisdom of women
to speak intelligently but how women are relating to men (hypotassestho son-"let them be
in submission”). Some kind of interaction istaking place that Paul thinks compromises
the calling of the men to be the primary leaders of the church. Chapter 6 of this book
argues in detail that the inappropriate interaction relates to the testing of prophecies
referred to in 1 Corinthians 14:29. Women are taking arole here that Paul thinksis
inappropriate. Thisisthe activity in which they are to be silent.9 In other words, what
Paul is calling for is not the total silence of women but akind of involvement that
signifies, in various ways, their glad affirmation of the leadership of the men God has
called to be the guardians and overseers of the flock.

26. Doesn’'t Paul’ s statement that “ Thereis. . . neither male nor female. . . for you
areall onein Christ Jesus’ (Galatians 3:28) take away gender as abasis for distinction of
rolesin the church?

No. Most evangelicals still agree that this text is not awarrant for homosexuality. In
other words, most of us do not force Paul’ s “neither male nor female” beyond what we
know from other passages he would approve. For example, we know from Romans 1:24-
32 that Paul does not mean for the created order of different male and female rolesto be

overthrown by Galatians 3:28.

The context of Galatians 3:28 makes abundantly clear the sense in which men and
women are equal in Christ: they are equally justified by faith (v. 24), equally free from
the bondage of legalism (v. 25), equally children of God (v. 26), equally clothed with
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Christ (v. 27), equally possessed by Christ (v. 29), and equally heirs of the promises to
Abraham (v. 29).

Thislast blessing is especially significant, namely, the equality of being a fellow-heir
with men of the promises. In 1 Peter 3:1-7, the blessing of being joint heirs “of the
gracious gift of life” is connected with the exhortation for women to submit to their
husbands (v. 1) and for their husbands to treat their wives “with respect as the weaker
partner.” In other words, Peter saw no conflict between the “neither-male-nor-female”
principle regarding our inheritance and the headship-submission principle regarding our
roles. Galatians 3:28 does not abolish gender-based roles established by God and
redeemed by Christ.

27. How do you explain God' s apparent endorsement of women in the Old Testament
who had prophetic or leadership roles?

First, we keep in mind that God has no antipathy toward revealing His will to women.
Nor does He pronounce them unreliable messengers. The differentiation of roles for men
and women in ministry is rooted not in women’s incompetence to receive or transmit
truth, but in the primary responsibility of men in God’s order to lead and teach. The
instances of women who prophesied and led do not call this order into question. Rather,
there are pointers in each case that the women followed their unusual pathsin away that
endorsed and honored the usual leadership of men, or indicted their faillures to lead.

For example, Miriam, the prophetess, focused her ministry, as far as we can tell, on
the women of Israel (Exodus 15:20). Deborah, a prophetess, judge, and mother in I srael
(Judges 4:4; 5:7), dong with Jael (Judges 5:24-27), was a living indictment of the
weakness of Barak and other men in Israel who should have been more courageous
leaders (Judges 4:9). (The period of the judgesis an especially precarious foundation for
building avision of God'sideal for leadership. In those days God was not averse to
bringing about states of affairs that did not conform to His revealed will in order to
achieve some wise purpose [cf. Judges 14:4].) Huldah evidently exercised her prophetic
gift not in a public preaching ministry but by means of private consultation (2 Kings
22:14-20). And Annathe prophetess filled her days with fasting and prayer in the temple
(Luke 2:36-37).

We must also keep in mind that God’ s granting power or revelation to a person is no
sure sign that this person is an ideal model for usto follow in every respect. Thisis
evident, for example, from the fact that some of those God blessed in the Old Testament
were polygamists (e.g. Abraham and David). Not even the gift of prophecy is proof of a
person’ s obedience and endorsement by God. As strange as this sounds, Matthew 7:22, 1
Corinthians 13:2, and 1 Samuel 19:23-24 show that thisis so. Moreover, in the case of
each woman referred to above we have an instance of a charismatic emergence on the
scene, not an installation to the ordinary Old Testament office of priest, which was the
responsibility of men.

28. Do you think women are more gullible than men?

First Timothy 2:14 says, “ Adam was not the one deceived; it was the woman who
was deceived and became asinner.” Paul gives this as one of the reasons why he does not
permit women “to teach or have authority over aman.” Historically this has usually been
taken to mean that women are more gullible or deceivable than men and therefore lessfit
for the doctrinal oversight of the church. This may be true (see question 29). However,
we are attracted to another understanding of Paul’ s argument.

We think that Satan’s main target was not Eve's peculiar gullibility (if she had one),
but rather Adam’ s headship as the one ordained by God to be responsible for the life of
the garden. Satan’ s subtlety is that he knew the created order God had ordained for the
good of the family, and he deliberately defied it by ignoring the man and taking up his
dealings with the woman. Satan put her in the position of spokesman, leader, and
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defender. At that moment both the man and the woman slipped from their innocence and
let themselves be drawn into a pattern of relating that to this day has proved destructive.

If thisis the proper understanding, then what Paul meant in 1 Timothy 2:14 was this:
“ Adam was not deceived (that is, Adam was not approached by the deceiver and did not
carry on direct dealings with the deceiver), but the woman was deceived and became a
transgressor (that is, she was the one who took up dealings with the deceiver and was led
through her direct interaction with him into deception and transgression).”

In this case, the main point is not that the man is undeceivable or that the woman is
more deceivable; the point is that when God’ s order of leadership is repudiated it brings
damage and ruin. Men and women are both more vulnerable to error and sin when they
forsake the order that God has intended.

29. But it doeslook as if Paul really thought Eve was somehow more vulnerable to
deception than Adam. Wouldn't this make Paul a culpable chauvinist?

No. When someone asks if women are weaker than men, or smarter than men, or
more easily frightened than men, or something like that, perhaps the best way to answer
isthis: women are weaker in some ways and men are weaker in some ways; women are
smarter in some ways and men are smarter in some ways; women are more easily
frightened in some circumstances and men are more easily frightened in others. Itis
dangerous to put negative values on the so-called weaknesses that each of us has. God
intends for all the “weaknesses” that characteristically belong to man to call forth and
highlight woman’ s strengths. And God intends for all the “weaknesses” that
characteristically belong to woman to call forth and highlight man’s strengths.

Evenif 1 Timothy 2:14 meant that in some circumstances women are
characteristically more vulnerable to deception, that would not settle anything about the
equality or worth of manhood and womanhood. Boasting in either sex as superior to the
other isfolly. Men and women, as God created us, are different in hundreds of ways.
Being created equally in the image of God means at |east this: that when the so-called
weakness and strength columns for manhood and for womanhood are added up, the value
at the bottom is going to be the same for each. And when you take those two columns and
put them on top of each other, God intends them to be the perfect complement to each
other.

30. If awoman is not alowed to teach men in aregular, official way, why isit
permissible for her to teach children, who are far more impressionable and defensel ess?

This question assumes something that we do not believe. Aswe said in question 21,
we do not build our vision on the assumption that the Bible assigns women their role
because of doctrinal or moral incompetence. The differentiation of roles for men and
women in ministry isrooted not in any supposed incompetence, but in God’ s created
order for manhood and womanhood. Since little boys do not relate to their women
teachers as man to woman, the leadership dynamic ordained by God is not injured.
(However, that dynamic would be injured if the pattern of our staffing and teaching
communicated that Bible teaching is only women’s work and not the primary
responsibility of the fathers and spiritual men of the church.)

31. Aren't you guilty of a selective literalism when you say some commandsin atext
are permanently valid and others, like, “Don’t wear braided hair” or “Do wear a head
covering,” are culturally conditioned and not absolute?

All of life and language is culturally conditioned. We share with all interpreters the
challenge of discerning how Biblical teaching should be applied today in avery different
culture. In demonstrating the permanent validity of a command, we would try to show
from its context that it has roots in the nature of God, the gospel, or creation as God
ordered it. We would study these things as they are unfolded throughout Scripture. In
contrast, to show that the specific forms of some commands are limited to one kind of
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situation or culture, 1) we seek for cluesin the context that thisis so; 2) we compare
other Scriptures relating to the same subject to see if we are dealing with limited
application or with an abiding requirement; and 3) we try to show that the cultural
specificity of the command is not rooted in the nature of God, the gospel, or the created
order.

In the context of Paul’ s and Peter’ s teaching about how men and women relate in the
church and the home, there are instructions not only about submission and leadership, but
also about forms of feminine adornment. Here are the relevant verses with our literal
tranglation:

1 Timothy 2:9-10, “Likewise the women are to adorn themselves in respectable
apparel with modesty and sensibleness, not in braids and gold or pearls or expensive
clothing, but, asisfitting for women who profess godliness, through good works.”

1 Peter 3:3-5, “Let not yours be the external adorning of braiding hair and putting on
gold or wearing clothes, but the hidden person of the heart by the imperishable (jewel) of
ameek and quiet spirit, which is precious before God.”

It would be wrong to say these commands are not relevant today. One clear, abiding
teaching in them is that the focus of effort at adornment should be on “good works” and
on “the hidden person” rather than on the externals of clothing and hair and jewelry.
Neither is there any reason to nullify the general command to be modest and sensible, or
the warning against ostentation. The only question is whether wearing braids, gold, and
pearlsisintrinsically sinful then and now.

There is one clear indication from the context that this was not the point. Peter says,
“Let not yours be the external adorning of . . . wearing clothes.” The Greek does not say
“fine” clothes (NIV and RSV), but just “wearing clothes’ or, asthe NASB says, “putting
on dresses.” Now we know Peter is not condemning the use of clothes. He is condemning
the misuse of clothes. This suggests, then, that the same thing could be said about gold
and braids. The point is not to warn against something intrinsically evil, but to warn
against its misuse as an expression of self-exaltation or worldly-mindedness. Add to this
that the commands concerning headship and submission are rooted in the created order
(in 1 Timothy 2:13-14) while the specific forms of modesty are not. Thisiswhy we plead
innocent of the charge of selective literalism.

32. But doesn’'t Paul argue for a head covering for women in worship by appealing to
the created order in 1 Corinthians 11:13-15? Why is the head covering not binding today
while the teaching concerning submission and headship is?

The key question here is whether Paul is saying that creation dictates a head covering
or that creation dictates that we use culturally appropriate expressions of masculinity and
femininity, which just happened to be a head covering for women in that setting. We
think the latter isthe case. The key verses are: “Judge for yourselves: Isit proper for a
woman to pray to God with her head uncovered? Does not nature itself teach you that if a
man has long hair, it isadisgrace to him, but that if awoman haslong hair, it is her
glory? For long hair is given to her asacovering” (1 Corinthians 11:13-15).

How did nature teach that long hair dishonored a man and gave women a covering?
Nature has not endowed women with more hair than men. In fact, if nature takes its
course, men will have more hair than women because it will cover their face aswell as
their head. There must be another way that nature teaches on this subject! We believe
custom and nature conspire in this pedagogy. On the one hand, custom dictates what hair
arrangements are generally masculine or feminine. On the other hand, nature dictates that
men feel ashamed when they wear symbols of femininity. We could feel the force of this
by asking the men of our churches, “Does not nature teach you not to wear a dressto
church?’ The teaching of nature is the natural inclination of men and women to feel
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shame when they abandon the culturally established symbols of masculinity or
femininity. Nature does not teach what the symbols should be.

When Paul saysthat awoman’s hair “is given to her for acovering” (v. 15), he means
that nature has given woman the hair and the inclination to follow prevailing customs of
displaying her femininity, which in this case included letting her hair grow long and
drawing it up into a covering for her head. So Paul’ s point in this passage is that the
relationships of manhood and womanhood, which are rooted in the created order (1
Corinthians 11:7-9), should find appropriate cultural expression in the worship service.
Nature teaches this by giving men and women deep and differing inclinations about the
use of masculine and feminine symbols.

33. How isit consistent to forbid the eldership to women in our churches and then
send them out as missionaries to do things forbidden at home?

We stand in awe of the faith, love, courage, and dedication that have moved
thousands of single and married women into missions. The story told by Ruth Tucker in
Guardians of the Great Commission: The Story of Women in Modern Missions” is great.
Our prayer isthat it will inspire thousands more women-and men!-to give themselves to
the great work of world evangelization.

Isthisinconsistent of us? Isit true that we are sending women as missionaries to do
“things forbidden” at home? If so, it is aremarkable fact that the vast majority of the
women who over the centuries have become missionaries also endorsed the responsibility
of men in leadership the way we do (Tucker, p. 38). And the men who have most
vigorously recruited and defended women for missions have done so, not because they
disagreed with our vision of manhood and womanhood, but because they saw boundless
work available in evangelism-some that women could do better than men.

For example, Hudson Taylor saw that when a Chinese catechist worked with a
“missionary-sister” instead of a European male missionary, “the whole work of teaching
and preaching and representing the mission to outsiders devolves upon him; he counts as
the head of the mission, and must act independently.”** The paradoxical missionary
strength of being “weak” was recognized again and again. Mary Slessor, in an incredible
display of strength, argued that she should be allowed to go alone to unexplored territory
in Africa because “as a woman she would be less of athreat to native tribesmen than a
male missionary would be, and therefore safer.” *2

Another exampleis A. J. Gordon, the Boston pastor, missionary, statesman, and
founder (in 1889) of Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary. He strongly promoted
women in missions, appealing especialy to the prophesying daughters of Acts 2:17. But
for al his exuberance for the widest ministry of women in mission he took aview of 1
Timothy 2:12 similar to ours:

Admit, however, that the prohibition is against public teaching; what

may it mean? To teach and to govern are the special functions of the

presbyter. The teacher and the pastor, named in the gifts to the

Church (Eph. 4:11), Alford considersto be the same; and the pastor

isgenerally regarded as identical with the bishop. Now thereis no

instance in the New Testament of awoman being set over a church

as bishop and teacher. The lack of such example would lead us to

refrain from ordaining a woman as pastor of a Christian

congregation. But if the Lord has fixed this limitation, we believe it

to be grounded, not on her less favored position in the privileges of

_grsaelcfe,l 3but in the impediments to such service existing in nature

Itself.

We admit that there are ambiguities in applying Paul’ s instructions about an

established church to an emerging church. We admit that there are ambiguitiesin
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separating the Priscilla-type counsel from the official teaching role of 1 Timothy 2:12.
We could imagine ourselves struggling for Biblical and cultural faithfulness the way
Hudson Taylor did in aletter to Miss Faulding in 1868:

I do not know when | may be able to return, and it will not do for

Church affairs to wait for me. Y ou cannot take a Pastor’ s placein

name, but you must help (Wang) Lae-djun to act in matters of

receiving and excluding as far as you can. Y ou can speak privately to

candidates, and can be present at Church meetings, and might even,

through others, suggest questions to be asked of those desiring

baptism. Then after the meeting you can talk privately with Lae-djun

about them, and suggest who you think he might receive next time

they meet. Thus he may have the help he needs, and there will be

nothing that any one could regard as unseemly.™

We do not wish to impede the great cause of world evangelization by quibbling over

which of the hundreds of roles might correspond so closely to pastor/elder asto be
inappropriate for awoman to fill. It is manifest to us that women are fellow workersin
the gospel and should strive side by side with men (Philippians 4:3; Romans 16:3,12).
For the sake of finishing the Great Commission in our day, we are willing to risk some
less-than-ideal role assignments.

We hope that we are not sending men or women to do things that are forbidden at
home. We are not sending women to become the pastors or elders of churches. Neither
has the vast majority of women evangelists and church planters sought this for
themselves. We do not think it is forbidden for women to tell the gospel story and win
men and women to Christ. We do not think God forbids women to work among the
millions of lost women in the world, which according to Ruth Tucker “was the mgor
justification of the Women’ s Missionary Movement.”*> Even if awoman held amore
restrictive view than ours, the fact that over two-thirds of the world' s precious lost people
are women and children means that there are more opportunitiesin evangelism and
teaching than could ever be exhausted. Our passion is not to become the watchdogs of
where women serve. Our passion isto join hands with al God' s people, in God' s way, to
“declare his glory among the nations’ (Psalm 96:3).

34. Do you deny to women the right to use the gifts God has given them? Does not
God' s giving a spiritual gift imply that He endorses its use for the edification of the
church.

Having a spiritual gift is not awarrant to use it however we please. John White is
right when he writes, “ Some people believe it to be impossible that the power of the Holy
Spirit could have unholy consequencesin an individual’s life. But it can.”*® Spiritual gifts
are not only given by the Holy Spirit, they are also regulated by the Holy Scriptures. This
isclear from 1 Corinthians, where people with the gift of tongues were told not to use it
in public when there was no gift of interpretation, and prophets were told to stop
prophesying when someone else had a revelation (14:28-30). We do not deny to women
the right to use the gifts God has given them. If they have gifts of teaching or
administration or evangelism, God does want those gifts used, and He will honor the
commitment to use them within the guidelines given in Scripture.

35. If God has genuinely called awoman to be a pastor, then how can you say she
should not be one?

We do not believe God genuinely calls women to be pastors. We say this not because
we can read the private experience of anyone, but because we believe private experience
must always be assessed by the public criterion of God's Word, the Bible. If the Bible
teaches that God wills for men alone to bear the primary teaching and governing
responsibilities of the pastorate, then by implication the Bible also teaches that God does
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not call women to be pastors. The church has known from its earliest days that a person’s
personal sense of divine leading is not by itself an adequate criterion for discerning God's
call. Surely there isadivine sending of chosen ministers (Romans 10:15); but there is
also the divine warning concerning those who thought they were called and were not: “|
did not send or appoint them” (Jeremiah 23:32).

Probably what is discerned as a divine call to the pastorate in some earnest Christian
women isindeed a call to ministry, but not to the pastorate. Very often the divine
compulsion to serve comes upon Christians without the precise avenue of service being
specified by the Holy Spirit. At this point we should look not only at our gifts but also at
the teaching of Scripture regarding what is appropriate for us as men and women.

36. What is the meaning of authority when you talk about it in relation to the home
and the church?

This question is crucial because the New Testament shows that the basic relationships
of lifefit together in terms of authority and compliance. For example, the relationship
between parents and children works on the basis of the right of the parentsto require
obedience (Ephesians 6:1-2). The civil government has authority to make laws that
regulate the behavior of citizens (Romans 13:1-7; Titus 3:1; 1 Peter 2:13-17). Most social
ingtitutions have structures that give to some members the right to direct the actions of
others. The military and business come most readily to mind (Matthew 8:9; 1 Peter 3:18-
20). The church, while made up of a priesthood of believers, is governed in the New
Testament by servant-leaders whom the people are called to follow (1 Thessalonians
5:12; Hebrews 13:7, 17; 1 Timothy 3:5; 5:17). And in marriage the wife is called to
submit to the sacrificial headship of her husband (Ephesians 5:22-33; Colossians 3:18-19;
1 Peter 3:1-7). Finally, the source of all this authority is God’ s authority, which is
absolute.

What becomes clear as soon as we try to give adefinition to this authority is that its
form changes from one relationship to another. We would define authority in general as
the right (Matthew 8:9) and power (Mark 1:27; 1 Corinthians 7:37) and responsibility (2
Corinthians 10:8; 13:10) to give direction to another. This applies perfectly to God in all
His relationships. But it appliesin very different ways to the different human
relationships.

For example, with regard to the power to direct others, the state is invested with the
sword (Romans 13:4); parents are given the rod (Proverbs 13:24); businesses can
terminate an employee (Luke 16:2); and elders can, with the church, excommunicate
(Matthew 18:17; 1 Corinthians 5:1-8). Similarly, the extent of the right to direct others
varies with each relationship. For example, parents have the right to be directly involved
in the minutest details of their children, teaching them to hold their forks correctly and sit
up straight. But the government and the church would not have such extensive rights.

For Christians, right and power recede and responsibility predominates. “ Jesus called
them together and said, ‘Y ou know that the rulers of the Gentileslord it over them, and
their high officials exercise authority over them. Not so with you. Instead, whoever wants
to become great among you must be your servant’” (Matthew 20:25-26). Authority
becomes a burden to bear, not aright to assert. It is a sacred duty to discharge for the
good of others. Excommunicating a church member is apainful last resort. A spanked
child is enfolded in affection. Employers show mercy. But none of thisis the abolition of
authority structures, only their transformation as loving responsibility seeksto outrun
rights and power.

The transformation of authority is most thorough in marriage. Thisiswhy we prefer
to speak of leadership and headship rather than authority. The Bible does not give
warrant to husbands to use physical power to bring wives into submission. When
Ephesians 5:25-27 shows Christ bringing His bride toward holiness, it shows Him
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suffering for her, not making her suffer for Him. The husband’ s authority is a God-given
burden to be carried in humility, not a natural right to flaunt with pride. At least three
things hinder a husband from using his authority (leadership!) to justify force: 1) the
unique intimacy and union implied in the phrase “one flesh”-". . . no one ever hated his
own body, but he feeds and caresfor it...” (Ephesians 5:29-31); 2) the specia honor
commanded in 1 Peter 3:7 asto ajoint heir of the grace of life; 3) the aim to cultivate
shared maturity in Christ, not childish dependence.

Thus authority in general isthe right, power, and responsibility to direct others. But
the form and balance of these elements will vary in the different relationships of life
according to the teachings of Scripture.

37. If achurch embraces a congregational form of governance in which the
congregation, and not the elders, is the highest authority under Christ and Scripture,
should the women be allowed to vote?

Yes. Acts 15:22 says, “Then it seemed good to the apostles and the elders, with the
whole church, to choose men from among them and send them to Antioch.” This seems
to be aBiblical expression of the priesthood of all believers (1 Peter 2:9; Revelation 1:6;
5:10; cf. Matthew 18:17). The reason we do not think thisisinconsistent with 1 Timothy
2:12 isthat the authority of the church is not the same as the authority of the individuals
who make up the church. When we say the congregation has authority, we do not mean
that each man and each woman has that authority. Therefore, gender, as a part of
individual personhood, is not significantly in view in corporate congregational decisions.

38. In Romans 16:7, Paul wrote, “Greet Andronicus and Junias, my relatives who
have been in prison with me. They are outstanding among the apostles, and they werein
Christ before | was.” Isn’t Junias awoman? And wasn't she an apostle? And doesn't that
mean that Paul was willing to acknowledge that a woman held a very authoritative
position over men in the early church?

Let’ s take these three questions one at atime.

1. Was Junias a woman? We cannot know. The evidence isindecisive. We did a
complete search of all the Greek writings from Homer (b.c. ninth century?) into the fifth
century a.d. available now on computer through the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (Pilot
CD ROM #C, University of Californiaat Irvine, 1987), which contains 2,889 authors and
8,203 works. We asked the computer for all forms of lounia- so that we would pick up all
the possible cases. (We did not search for the possible first declension masculine genitive
louniou, which morphologically could come from a masculine lounias, because thereis
no way to tell if louniou might come from the man’s name lounios; so that all these
genitive forms would be useless in establishing a masculine lounias.)

The result of our computer search isthis: Besides the one instance in Romans 16:7
there were three others.

1. Plutarch (ca. a.d. 50-ca. 120), in his Life of Marcus Brutus, wrote about the tension
between Brutus and Cassius, “. . . though they were connected in their families, Cassius
having married Junia, the sister of Brutus (lounia gar adelphe Broutou sunoikei
Kassios).” "

2. Epiphanius (a.d. 315-403), the bishop of Salamisin Cyprus, wrote an Index of
Disciples, in which he includes thisline: “lounias, of whom Paul makes mention, became
bishop of Apameia of Syria’ (Index disciplulorum, 125.19-20). In Greek, the phrase “of
whom” is amasculine relative pronoun (hou) and shows that Epiphanius thought lounias
was aman.

3. John Chrysostom (a.d. 347-407), in preaching on Romans 16:7, said in reference to
Junias, “Oh! how great is the devotion of this woman, that she should be even counted
worthy of the appellation of apostle!”*®
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What we may learn from these three usesis that Junias was used as awoman’s name
in the time around the New Testament (Plutarch). The Church Fathers were evidently
divided as to whether Paul was using Junias that way, Epiphanius assuming it is
masculine, Chrysostom assuming it is feminine. Perhaps somewhat more weight may be
given to the statement by Epiphanius, since he appears to know more specific information
about Junias (that he became bishop of Apameia), while Chrgsostom gives no more
information than what he could deduce from Romans 16:7)."

Perhaps more significant than either of these, however, is a Latin quotation from
Origen (died 252 a.d.), in the earliest extant commentary on Romans. He says that Paul
refers to “ Andronicus and Junias and Herodian, all of whom he calls relatives and fellow
captives (Andronicus, et Junias, et Herodion, quos omnes et cognatos suos, et
concaptivos appellat)” (Origen’s commentary on Romas, preserved in a Latin tranglation
by Rufinus, c. 345-c.410 a.d., in J. P. Migne, Patrologia Graeca, vol. 14, col. 1289). The
name Junias here is a Latin masculine singular nominative, implying-if this ancient
tranglation is reliable-that Origin (who was one of the ancient world’s most proficient
scholars) thought Junias was a man. Coupled with the quotation from Epiphanias, this
guotation makes the weight of ancient evidence support this view.

Masculine names ending in -as are not unusual even in the New Testament: Andrew
(Andreas, Matthew 10:2), Elijah (Elias, Matthew 11:14), Isaiah (Esaias, John 1:23),
Zacharias (Luke 1:5). A. T. Robertson (Grammar of the Greek New Testament [New
Y ork: Hodder and Stoughton, 1914], pp. 171-173) shows that numerous names ending in
-as are shortened forms for clearly masculine forms. The clearest example in the New
Testament is Silas (Acts 15:22) from Silvanus (1 Thessalonians 1:1; 1 Peter 5:12).

So there is no way to be dogmatic about what the form of the name signifies. It could
be feminine or it could be masculine. Certainly no one should claim that Juniawas a
common woman'’s name in the Greek speaking world, since there are only these three
known examplesin all of ancient Greek literature. Moreover the fact that Andronicus and
Junias, like Priscaand Aquila (16:3), are given as a pair does not demand that they be
husband and wife, because in 16:12 two women are greeted as a pair: “Greet Tryphena
and Tryphosa, those women who work hard in the Lord.” Andronicus and Junias could be
addressed as two men, since Tryphena and Tryphosa are addressed as two women.

2. Was Junias an apostle? Possibly so, but thisis not certain. Grammatically “ of note
among the apostles’ could mean that the apostles held Andronicus and Juniasin high
regard. Thus they would not be themselves apostles. But thisis unlikely because Paul
himself is an apostle and would probably not refer to them in the third person. On the
other hand, since Andronicus and Junias were Christians before Paul was, it may be that
their longstanding ministry (reaching back before Paul’s) is precisely what Paul might
have in mind when he says “ of note among the apostles.” They may well have been
known among the apostles before Paul was even converted. Here again we cannot be
certain.

3. Did Junias have a very authoritative position in the early church? Probably not. The
word apostle is used for servants of Christ at different levels of authority in the New
Testament. Revelation 21:14 refers to “the twelve apostles of the Lamb” (cf. Matthew
19:28; Acts 1:15-26). The twelve had a unique role in bearing witness to the resurrection
of Jesus. Paul counted himself among the privileged group by insisting on having seen
and been called by the risen Christ (Galatians 1:1, 12; 1 Corinthians 9:1-2). Very closely
related with this unique inner ring were the missionary partners of Paul, Barnabas (Acts
14:14) and Silvanus and Timothy (1 Thessalonians 2:6), as well as James, the Lord’s
brother (Galatians 1:19) and perhaps others (1 Corinthians 15:7).

Finally, the word apostle is used in a broad sense as “messenger,” for example, of
Epaphroditus in Philippians 2:25, and of severa “messengers of the churches’ in 2
Corinthians 8:23. Therefore, if Andronicus and Junias were apostles, they were probably
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among the third group serving in some kind of itinerant ministry. If Juniasis awoman,
this would seem to put her in the same category with Priscilla, who with her husband
seemed to do at least alittle travelling with the Apostle Paul (Acts 18:18). The ministry
would be significant but not necessarily in the category of an authoritative governor of
the churches like Paul (2 Corinthians 10:8; 13:10).

39. Paul seemsto base the primary responsibility of man to lead and teach on the fact
that he was created first, before woman (1 Timothy 2:13). How isthisavalid argument
when the animals were created before man, but don’t have primary responsibility for
leading him?

The contextual basis for this argument in the book of Genesisis the assumption
throughout the book that the “firstborn” in a human family has the special right and
responsibility of leadership in the family. When the Hebrews gave a special responsibility
to the “firstborn,” it never entered their minds that this responsibility would be nullified if
the father happened to own cattle before he had sons. In other words, when Moses wrote
this, he knew that the first readers would not lump animals and humans together as equal
candidates for the responsibilities of the “firstborn.” We shouldn’t either.

Once this concern with the priority of animalsis out of the way, the question that
evangelical feminists must come to terms with is why God should choose to create man
and woman sequentially. It won’t do just to say, “ Sequence doesn’'t have to mean
leadership priority.” The question is: “What does this sequence mean?’ Why didn’t God
create them simultaneously out of the same dust? In the context of all the textual pointers
assembled by Ray Ortlund Jr. in his chapter on Genesis 1-3, we think the most natural
implication of God’s decision to bring Adam onto the scene ahead of Eveisthat heis
called to bear the responsibility of headship. That fact is validated by the New Testament
when Paul uses the fact that “ Adam was formed first, then Eve’ (1 Timothy 2:13) to draw
a conclusion about male leadership in the church.

40. Isn't it true that the reason Paul did not permit women to teach was that women
were not well-educated in the first century? But that reason does not apply today. In fact,
since women are as well-educated as men today, shouldn’t we allow both women and
men to be pastors?

This objection does not match the datain the Biblical text, for at least three reasons:
(1) Paul does not give lack of education as areason for saying that women cannot “teach
or have authority over aman” (1 Timothy 2:12), but rather points back to creation (1
Timothy 2:13-14). It is precarious to build an argument on areason Paul did not give,
instead of the reason he did give.

(2) Formal training in Scripture was not required for church leadership in the New
Testament church-even several of the apostles did not have formal Biblical training (Acts
4:13), while the skills of basic literacy and therefore the ability to read and study
Scripture were available to men and women alike (note Acts 18:26; Romans 16:1; 1
Timothy 2:11; Titus 2:3-4). The papyri show “widespread literacy” among Greak-
speaking women in Egypt, and, in Roman society, “many women were educated and
witty” (Oxford Classical Dictionary, ed. N. Hammond and H. Scullard [second edition;
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970], p. 1139).

(3) If any woman in the New Testament church was well-educated, it would have
been Priscilla, yet Paul was writing 1 Timothy 2:12 to Ephesus (1Timothy 1:3), the home
church of Priscillaand Aquila. Beginnning in 50 a.d., Paul had stayed at the home of
Priscillaand Aquilain Corinth for eighteen months (Acts 18:2, 11), then they had gone
with Paul to Ephesusin 51 a.d. (Acts 18:18-19, 21). Even by that time Priscilla knew
Scripture well enough to help instruct Apollos (Acts 18:26). Then she had probably
learned from Paul himself for another three years, while he stayed at Ephesus teaching
“the whole counsel of God” (Acts 20:27, rsv; cf. v. 31; aso 1 Corinthians 16:19), and no
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doubt many other women in Ephesus followed her example and also learned from Paul.
Aquilaand Priscilla had gone to Rome sometime later (Romans 16:3), about 58 a.d., but
apparently had returned, for they were in Ephesus again at the end of Paul’slife (2
Timothy 4:19), about 67 a.d. Thereforeit islikely that they were back in Ephesusin 65
a.d., about the time Paul wrote 1 Timothy (persecution of Christians began in Romein 64
a.d.). Yet not even well-educated Priscilla, nor any other well-educated women in
Ephesus, were allowed to teach men in the public assembly of the church: writing to
Ephesus, Paul said, “I do not permit a woman to teach or to have authority over aman” (1
Timothy 2:12). The reason was not lack of education, but creation order.

41. Why do you bring up homosexuality when discussing male and female role
distinctions in the home and the church (asin question 1)? Most evangelical feminists are
just as opposed as you are to the practice of homosexuality.

We bring up homosexuality because we believe that the feminist minimization of
sexual role differentiation contributes to the confusion of sexual identity that, especially
in second and third generations, gives rise to more homosexuality in society.

Some evangelicals who once disapproved of homosexuality have been carried by
their feminist argumentsinto approving of faithful homosexual alliances. For example,
Gerald Sheppard, a professor of Old Testament Literature at Emmanuel Collegein the
University of Toronto, was nurtured in a conservative evangelical tradition and attended
an evangelical seminary. In recent years he has argued for the ordination of women to the
pastorate. He has also moved on to say, “On a much more controversia matter, the
presence of gay and lesbian Christians and ministersin our churchesisfor me asimilar
issue. . . . | believe that the Gospel-as Evangelicals Concerned recognizes-should lead us
at least to an affirmation of gay and lesbian partnerships ruled by aBiblical ethic
analogous to that offered for heterosexual relationships.”®

Another exampleis Karen J. Torjesen, who argues that removing hierarchy in sexual
relations will probably mean that the primacy of heterosexual marriage will have to go:

It would appear that, in Paul, issues of sexuality are theologically
related to hierarchy, and therefore the issues of Biblical feminism
and lesbianism are irrefutably intertwined. We need to grapple with
the possibility that our conflicts over the appropriate use of human
sexuality may rather be conflicts rooted in a need to legitimate the
traditional social structure which assigns men and women specific
and unequal positions. Could it be that the continued affirmation of
the primacy of heterosexual marriage is possibly also the affirmation
of the necessity for the sexesto remain in a hierarchically structured
relationship? Is the threat to the “sanctity of marriage” really athreat
to hierarchy? Is that what makes same-sex relations so threatening,
so frightening?*

The Evangelical Women's Caucus was split in 1986 over whether there should be
“recognition of the presence of the lesbian minority in EWCI.” % We are glad that many
evangelical women distanced themselves from the endorsement of |esbianism. But what
issignificant is how many evangelical feminists considered the endorsement “a step of
maturity within the organization” (e.g., Nancy Hardesty and Virginia Mollenkott). In
other words, they view the movement away from role distinctions grounded in the natural
created order as leading inevitably to the overthrow of normative heterosexuality. It
seemsto us that the evangelical feminists who do not embrace homosexuality will be
increasingly hard put to escape thislogic.

Paul Jewett, too, seemsto illustrate a move from Biblical feminism toward endorsing
certain expressions of homosexuality. In his defense of equal roles for men and womenin
Man as Male and Female in 1975, he said that he was uncertain “what it meansto be a
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man in distinction to awoman or awoman in distinction to a man.”* That seemed to us
to bode ill for preserving the primacy of heterosexuality. In 1983, he reviewed the
historical defense of homosexuality by John Boswell, who argued that Paul’ s meaning in
Romans 1:26-27 was that the only thing condemned was homosexual behavior by
heterosexuals, not by homosexuals who acted according to their “nature.” Jewett rejected
this interpretation with the words, “For [Paul] the ‘nature’ against which a homosexual
actsisnot ssimply hisindividual nature, but the generic human nature in which he shares
asan individual.”*

Thiswas gratifying, but it seemed strange again to us that he would say homosexual
behavior isasin against “generic human nature” rather than masculine or feminine
nature. Then, in 1985, Jewett seemed to give away the Biblical case for heterosexuality in
areview of Robin Scroggs book, The New Testament and Homosexuality. Scroggs
argues that the passages that relate to homosexual behavior in the New Testament “are
irrelevant and provide no help in the heated debate today” because they do not refer to
homosexual “inversion,” which is a natural orientation, but to homosexual “perversion.”*
Jewett says, “If thisis the meaning of the original sources-and the scholarship is
competent, the argument is careful and, therefore, the conclusion is rather convincing-
then what the New Testament is against is something significantly different from a
homosexual orientation which some people have from their earliest days.” *®

Not only have we seen evangelical feminists carried by the logic of their position
toward endorsing homosexuality, but we also see the clinical evidence that thereis no
such thing as a“homosexual child.” George Rekers, Professor in the Department of
Neuropsychiatry and Behavioral Sciences at the Medical School of the University of
South Carolina, has argued this in many technical journals and some popular works. (For
example, Shaping Y our Child’'s Sexual Identity [Grand Rapids. Baker Book House,
1982]; The Christian in an Age of Sexual Eclipse [Wheaton: Tyndale House, 1981]. See
also Chapter 17.) What Rekers means is that there are dynamics in the home that direct
the sexual preferences of the child. Especialy crucial isafather’s firm and loving
affirmation of a son’s masculinity or a daughter’ s femininity.” But, we ask, how can this
kind of affirmation be cultivated in an atmosphere where role differences between
masculinity and femininity are constantly denied or minimized? If the only significant
role differentiation is based on competency and has no root in nature, what will parents
do to shape the sexual identity of their tiny children? If they say that they will do nothing,
common sense and many psychological studiestell us that the children will be confused
about who they are and will therefore be far more likely to develop a homosexual
orientation.

Tousitisincreasingly and painfully clear that Biblical feminism is an unwitting
partner in unravelling the fabric of complementary manhood and womanhood that
provides the foundation not only for Biblical marriage and Biblical church order, but also
for heterosexuality itself.

42. How do you know that your interpretation of Scripture isnot more influenced by
your background and culture than by what the authors of Scripture actually intended?

We are keenly aware of our fallibility. We fedl the forces of culture, tradition, and
personal inclination, as well as the deceitful darts of the devil. We have our personal
predispositions, and have no doubt been influenced by all the genetic and environmental
constraints of our past and present. The history of exegesis does not encourage us that we
will have the final word on thisissue, and we hope we are not above correction. But we
take heart that some measure of freedom from falsehood is possible, because the Bible
encourages us not to be conformed to this age but to be transformed by the renewing of
our minds (Romans 12:1-2).

Whether feminists are more influenced by the immense cultural pressure of
contemporary egalitarian assumptions, or we are more influenced by centuries of
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patriarchalism and by our own masculine drivesis hard to say. It does little good for usto
impugn each other on the basis of these partially subconscious influences. It is clear from
the literature that we all have our suspicions.

Nonetheless, our confidence in the convictions we hold is based on five facts: 1) We
regularly search our motives and seek to empty ourselves of al that would tarnish true
perception of reality. 2) We pray that God would give us humility, teachability, wisdom,
insight, fairness, and honesty. 3) We make every effort to submit our minds to the
unbending and unchanging grammatical and historical reality of the Biblical textsin
Greek and Hebrew, using the best methods of study available to get as close as possible
to the intentions of the Biblical writers. 4) We test our conclusions by the history of
exegesisto revea any chronological snobbery or cultural myopia. 5) We test our
conclusions in the real world of contemporary ministry and look for resonance from
mature and godly people. In humble confidence that we are handling the Scriptures with
care, we lay our vision now before the public for all to see and debate in public forum.

43. Why isit acceptable to sing hymns written by women and recommend books
written by women but not to permit them to say the same things audibly?

We do not say that awoman cannot say the same things audibly. When Paul says, “. .
. be filled with the Spirit. Speak to one another with psalms, hymns and spiritual songs,”
(Ephesians 5:18-19), we imagine women in the congregation reciting or singing for the
church what God had given them (perhaps, in some cases, as a kind of “prophecy”
mentioned in 1 Corinthians 11:5). Moreover, we rgjoice in the inevitable fact that the men
aswell asthe women will learn and be built up and encouraged by this poetic ministry.

Nor would we say that what a woman writes in books and articles cannot be spoken
audibly. Theissue for us is whether she should function as part of the primary teaching
leadership (=eldership) in afellowship of women and men. We have not, of course, ruled
out either small or worldwide ministries of teaching other women. Neither have we ruled
out occasional lectureships and periodic addresses (as distinct from recognized Bible
teaching in the church) in which women address men as well as women, for example, at
the Urbana Missions Conference or any number of local and national conferences and
convocations.

We use the qualifiers occasional and periodic because the regularity of teaching one
group of peopleis part of what constitutes the difference between official teaching
leadership, which is withheld from women in 1 Timothy 2:12, and the unofficial
guidance given by Priscillaand Aquilain Acts 18:26. We recognize that these lectures
and addresses could be delivered in a spirit and demeanor that would assault the principle
of male leadership. But it is not necessary that they do so. Thisis most obvious when the
woman publicly affirms that principle with intelligence and gladness. We also recognize
the ambiguities involved in making these distinctions between the kinds of public
speaking that are appropriate and inappropriate. Our expectation is not that we will all
arrive at exactly the same sense of where to draw these lines, but that we might come to
affirm together the underlying principles. Obedient, contemporary application of ethical
teachings (e.g., the teachings of Jesus on poverty and wealth, anger and forgiveness,
justice and non-retaliation) has always been laden with difficult choices.

44. 1sn’'t giving women access to all offices and roles a simple matter of justice that
even our society recognizes?

We are aware that increasingly the question is being posed in terms of justice. For
example, Nicholas Wolterstorff says, “The question that women in the church are raising
isaquestion of justice. . . . Women are not asking for handouts of charity from us men.
They are asking that in the church-in the church of all places-they receive their due. They
are asking why gender is relevant for assigning tasks and roles and offices and
responsibilities and opportunities in the church.”*

77



Clearly, we think gender is relevant for determining the justice of roles and
responsibilities. Perhaps the best way to show why isto cite an article from the
Minneapolis Star-Tribune from March 7, 1989 (p. 11A), entitled, “ Gay Adults Should
Not be Denied the Benefits of Marriage.” The author, Thomas B. Stoddard, told the story
of two leshians, Karen Thompson and Sharon Kowalski, of Minnesota. “Thompson and
Kowalski are spouses in every respect,” he writes, “except the legal.” (Every jurisdiction
in the United States refuses to permit two individuals of the same sex to marry.) “They
exchanged vows and rings; they lived together until Nov. 13, 1983-when Kowalski was
severely injured when her car was struck by adrunk driver. She lost the capacity to walk
or to speak more than several words at a time, and needs constant care. Thompson sought
acourt ruling granting her guardianship over her partner, but Kowalski’ s parents opposed
the petition and obtained sole guardianship. They moved Kowalski to a nursing home 300
miles away from Thompson and forbade all visits.”

Stoddard uses this story to illustrate the painful effects of the “monstrous injustice” of
“depriving millions of gay American adults the marriages of their choice.” His argument
isthat gay marriages “create families and promote social stability. In an increasingly
loveless world, those who wish to commit themselves to a relationship founded upon
devotion should be encouraged, not scorned. Government has no legitimate interest in
how that love is expressed.”

Thisraises avery fundamental question: How does natural existence relate to moral
duty? Or: What moral constraints does our birth as male or female put upon us? Does
God intend that our maleness confront us with any moral demands that are different from
the moral demands with which God confronts awoman by virtue of her femaleness?

The answer is not simple. On the one hand we would cry, No! The Ten
Commandments apply equally to man and woman with no distinctions. But on the other
hand, most of uswould aso cry, Yes! Itisasin for aman to marry aman. But itisnot a
sin for awoman to marry a man (Romans 1:26-27). If thisis so, we cannot say that what
we are by nature (gender) is unimportant in determining our moral duty in relation to
other people.

When a man stands before a woman, the moral duty that confronts him is not
identical with his duty when he stands before a man. God has ordained that the natural
and moral world intersect, among other places, at the point of our sexuality.

Until the recent emergence of gay pride, scarcely anyone would have accused God of
discriminating against woman by giving only to men the right to marry women.
Historically, it did not seem unjust that solely on the basis of gender God would exclude
half the human race as lawful spouses for women. It seemed “fitting” and “natural” and
“right” (“just”) that alarge array of marital feelings and actions should be denied to
women and men in their relations to half the human race.

The reason there was no worldwide revolt against this enormous limitation of our
freedom was probably that it squared with what most of us felt was appropriate and
desirable anyway. In His mercy God has not alowed the inner voice of nature to be so
distorted as to leave the world with no sense of moral fitnessin this affair.

It may be that evangelical feminists would say that gender is relevant in defining
justice in regard to marriage because nature teaches by the anatomy and physiology of
man and woman what isjust and right. But we ask, Isthat really the only basisin nature
for marriage? Are we left only with anatomical differences as the ground of heterosexual
marriage? One of the theses of this book is that the natural fitness of man and woman for
each other in marriage is rooted in something more than anatomy. Thereis a profound
female or male personhood portrayed in our differing bodies. As Emil Brunner put it:
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Our sexuality penetrates to the deepest metaphysical ground of our personality. Asa
result, the physical differences between the man and the woman are a parable of
psychical and spiritual differences of amore ultimate nature.”

Or as Otto Piper said, “Though [the difference between the sexes] has a sexual basis,
its actuality covers all aspects of personal life.”*

Perhaps, if evangelical feminists, who do not endorse the justice of homosexual
marriages, would agree that the basis of their position is not mere anatomy but also the
deeper differences of manhood and womanhood, then they could at least understand why
we are hesitant to jettison such deeper differences when thinking through the nature of
justice in other relational issues besides who may marry whom. The point of our book is
that Scripture and nature teach that personal manhood and womanhood are indeed
relevant in deciding not only whom to marry but also who gives primary leadership in the
relationship.

45. Isn't it true that God is called our “helper” numerous times in the Bible with the
same word used to describe Eve when she was called a“helper” suitable for man?
Doesn’'t that rule out any notion of a uniquely submissive role for her, or even make her
more authoritative than the man?

It istrue that God is often called our “helper,” but the word itself does not imply
anything about rank or authority. The context must decide whether Eveisto “help” asa
strong person who aids aweaker one, or as one who assists aloving leader. The context
makes it very unlikely that helper should be read on the analogy of God'’ s help, because
in Genesis 2:19-20 Adam is caused to seek his*helper” first among the animals. But the
animals will not do, because they are not “fit for him.” So God makes woman “from
man.” Now thereisabeing who is“fit for him,” sharing his human nature, equal to him
in Godlike personhood. Sheisinfinitely different from an animal, and God highlights her
value to man by showing how no animal can fill her role. Y et in passing through
“helpful” animals to woman, God teaches us that the woman isaman’s “helper” in the
sense of aloyal and suitable assistant in the life of the garden. The question seemsto
assume that because aword (like helper) has certain connotations (“ Godlikeness’)in
some places it must have them in every place. Thiswould be like saying that because
God is described as one who “works’ for us, therefore no human who “works’ is
responsible to his boss, since the word couldn’t have that meaning when used of God.

46. Literally, 1 Corinthians 7:3-4 says, “Let the husband render to the wife the debt,
likewise also the wife to the husband. The wife does not have authority over her own
body, but the husband (does); and likewise also the husband does not have authority over
his own body but the wife (does). Do not deprive each other except perhaps by agreement
for a season that you might give time to prayer. . . .” Doesn’t this show that unilateral
authority from the husband is wrong?

~ Yes. But let’s broaden our answer to get the most from this text and guard it from
misuse.

Thistext could be terribly misused by unloving men who take it as alicense for
thoughtless sexual demands, or even lewd and humiliating erotic activity. One can
imagine aman’s sarcastic jab: “The Bible says that you do not have authority over your
body, but | do. And it says, you owe me what | want.” The reason we say thiswould be a
misuse is because the text also gives to the wife the authority to say, “The Bible says that
you do not have authority over your body, but | do, and | tell you that | do not want you
to use your body to do that to me” (v. 4b). Another reason we know thiswould be a
misuse is that Paul says decisions in this sensitive area should be made “by agreement”
(v.5).

Thistext isnot alicense for sexual exploitation. It is an application to the sexual life
of the command, “Honor one another above yourselves’ (Romans 12:10). Or: “In
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humility consider others better than yourselves’ (Philippians 2:3). Or: “[D]o not use your
freedom to indulge the sinful nature; rather, serve one another in love” (Galatians 5:13).
The focus is not on what we have aright to take, but on the debt we have to pay. Paul
does not say, “ Take what you want.” He says, “Do not deprive each other.” In other
words, when it lies within your power to meet your spouse’ s needs, do it.

There is awonderful mutuality and reciprocity running through this text from verse 2
to verse 5. Neither husband nor wife is given more rights over the body of the other. And
when some suspension of sexual activity is contemplated, Paul repudiates unilateral
decision making by the wife or the husband. “Do not deprive each other except by mutual
consent and for atime” (v. 5).

What are the implications of thistext for the leadership of the husband? Do the call
for mutual yielding to sexua need and the renunciation of unilateral planning nullify the
husband’ s responsibility for general leadership in the marriage? We don’t think so. But
this text definitely shapes that |eadership and gives added Biblical guidance for how to
work it out. It makes clear that hisleadership will not involve selfish, unilateral choices.
He will always strive for the ideal of agreement. He will take into account the truth that
her sexual needs and desires carry the same weight as his own in developing the pattern
of their intimacy.

Thistext makesit crystal clear that leadership is not synonymous with having to get
one' sway. Thistext is one of the main reasons we prefer to use the term leadership for
the man’s special responsibility rather than authority. (See question 36.) Textslike this
transform the concept of authority so deeply as to make the word, with its authoritarian
connotations, easily misunderstood. The difference between us and the evangelical
feministsisthat they think the concept disappears into mutuality, while we think the
concept is shaped by mutuality.

47. If you believe that role distinctions for men and women in the home and the
church arerooted in God' s created order, why are you not as insistent about applying the
rules everywhere in secular life as you are in the home and the church?

Aswe move out from the church and the home we move further from what isfairly
clear and explicit to what is more ambiguous and inferential. Therefore our emphasis
moves more and more away from specific role recommendations (like the ones made in
Scripture), and instead focuses on the realization of male and femal e personhood through
the more subjective dimensions of relationship like demeanor, bearing, attitudes,
courtesies, initiatives, and numerous spoken and unspoken expectations.

We believe the Bible makes clear that men should take primary responsibility for
leadership in the home and that, in the church, the primary teaching and governing
leadership should be given by spiritual men. We take thisto be a Biblical expression of
the goodness and the wisdom of God concerning the nature of |eadership in these roles
and the nature of manhood and womanhood. That is, rather than leaving to usto judge for
ourselves whether mature manhood and womanhood would be preserved and enhanced
through the primary leadership of men or women in these spheres, God was explicit
about what would be good for us. However, when it comes to all the thousands of
occupations and professions, with their endlessly varied structures of management, God
has chosen not to be specific about which roles men and women should fill. Therefore we
are not as sure in this wider sphere which roles can be carried out by men or women in
ways that honor the unique worth of male and female personhood. For this reason we
focus (within some limits) on how these roles are carried out rather than which ones are
appropriate. (See Chapter 1, pp. 44-45, 50-52.)

48. How can a Christian single woman enter into the mystery of Christ and the church
if she never experiences marriage?
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Elisabeth Elliot has given an answer to this that we prefer to quote rather than try (in
vain) to improve:

The gift of virginity, given to every one to offer back to God for His use, isa priceless
and irreplaceable gift. It can be offered in the pure sacrifice of marriage, or it can be
offered in the sacrifice of alife's celibacy. Does this sound just too, too high and holy?
But think for a moment-because the virgin has never known a man, sheis free to concern
herself wholly with the Lord’ s affairs, as Paul said in 1 Corinthians 7, “and her aim in life
isto make herself holy, in body and spirit.” She keeps her heart as the Bride of Christina
very special sense, and offers to the Heavenly Bridegroom alone all that sheisand has.
When she gives herself willingly to Him in love she has no need to justify herself to the
world or to Christians who plague her with questions and suggestions. In away not open
to the married woman her daily “living sacrifice” isa powerful and humble witness,
rad?! lating love. | believe she may enter into the “ mystery” more deeply than the rest of
us.

49. Since many leading evangelical scholars disagree on the questions of manhood
and womanhood, how can any lay person even hope to come to a clear conviction on
these questions?

Two of the concerns that prompted us to form the Council on Biblical Manhood and
Womanhood were: 1) “the increasing preval ence and acceptance of hermeneutical
oddities devised to reinterpret apparently plain meanings of Biblical texts;” and 2) “the
consequent threat to Biblical authority asthe clarity of Scriptureisjeopardized and the
accessibility of its meaning to ordinary people is withdrawn into the restricted realm of
technical ingenuity.”*

Serious students of the Bible must walk afine line between two dangers. On the one
side there is the oversimplification of the process of interpretation that neglects the
disciplines of historical and grammatical study. On the other side there is the temptation
to pull rank on lay people and emphasize inaccessible data and complicated contextual
problems so much that they despair of confident understanding. We realize that there are
“some things that are hard to understand [in Paul’ s letters], which ignorant and unstable
people distort, as they do the other Scriptures, to their own destruction” (2 Peter 3:16).
Thiswill guard us from overstating the simplicity of Scripture.

But we believe the emphasis should fall on the usefulness of all Scripture. “All
Scripture is God-breathed and useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in
righteousness, so that the man of God may be thoroughly equipped for every good work”
(2 Timothy 3:16). We do not want to discourage any serious lay person that the
usefulness of Scriptureisout of his or her reach. We also want to stress that under divine
inspiration the Apostle Paul was committed to clarity and forthrightnessin hiswriting: “.
.. we have renounced secret and shameful ways, we do not use deception, nor do we
distort the word of God. On the contrary, by setting forth the truth plainly we commend
ourselvesto every man’s conscience in the sight of God” (2 Corinthians 4:2).

We would also encourage lay people to view controversies over important issues not
only as evidence of our sin and ignorance but also as evidence that truth matters, that it is
worth striving for, and that harmful error is not carrying the day unopposed. Paul said to
the Corinthians, “I hear that when you come together as a church, there are divisions
among you, and to some extent | believe it. No doubt there have to be differences among
you to show which of you have God’ s approval” (1 Corinthians 11:18-19). We are far
from doubting the genuine Christian standing of evangelical feminists. Thiswill be made
very clear in Chapter 26. The point hereis that controversy is necessary where truth
matters and serious error is spreading. Lay people should therefore take heart that the
battle for truth is being fought. They should realize that many of the plain things they
virtually take for granted in their faith today were once hotly disputed and were preserved
for them through controversy.
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On thisissue of manhood and womanhood we encourage lay people to consider the
arguments available to them, think for themselves, saturate themselvesin Scripture, and
pray earnestly for what Paul promised in Philippians 3:15: “[I]f on some point you think
differently, that too God will make clear to you.” For more guidance in this process we
refer you to what is said above in question 42 and to Chapter 26, pp. 418-420, where we
discuss the guidance of the Spirit in this matter.

50. If agroup of textsis hotly disputed, wouldn’t it be a good principle of
interpretation not to allow them any significant influence over our view of manhood and
womanhood?

No, thiswould not be agood principle of interpretation. First, because ailmost every
text about precious and important things is disputed in some way and by some Christians.
Never in history has there been so much pluralism under the banner of the Bible as there
istoday. Second, imagine what it would mean if we took no stand on things because they
were disputed. It would mean that Satan’s aim to mislead us would be made much easier.
He would not have to overthrow the truth of Biblical texts; he would only have to create
enough confusion that we would put the important ones aside. Third, leaving Satan out
for amoment, we are all biased and would very likely use this principle of interpretation
to justify neglecting the texts that do not suit our bias while insisting that the ones that
suit our bias are crystal clear.

This, it seemsto us, isthe Achilles hedl of the hermeneutical approach adopted by
Gretchen Gaebelein Hull in her book Equal to Serve. She takes one set of texts to be clear
and undisputed, then takes another set to be obscure and disputed, and then says that the
obscure ones should not have a crucia say in shaping our understanding of the issue.
Specifically, she takes Genesis 1-2, the examples of Deborah, Huldah, Miriam, Abigail,
etc., the ministry of Jesus to women, the examples of ministering women in the New
Testament, plus texts on the redemptive equality of women (like 2 Corinthians 5:14-21),
and infers that they clearly teach that male headship, in any distinctive form, iswrong.
But all the textsin the New Testament that seem to teach an abiding role distinction for
women and men she says are obscure and cannot make their contribution to the shape of
our vision of manhood and womanhood. In the following lines she illustrates her method
visavisthe love of God and then appliesit to the issue at hand:

Everything | know about God indicates that He isindeed love, so

loving that He came Himself to die for me. Therefore | put to one

side passages like the Imprecatory Psalms or the Canaanite Wars that

| do not understand. But | do not throw out the known truth “God is

love,” ssimply because some passages about the nature of God puzzle

me.

So we should also treat the three “ hard passages’ about women [1

Corinthians 11:2-16; 14:33b-36; 1 Timothy 2:8-15], which we find

in the New Testament and which appear to place specific restrictions

on women only. To these we could add Colossians 3:18; Ephesians

5:22-24; and 1 Peter 3:1-6. . . . Therefore we may legitimately put

these Scripture portions aside for the very reason that they remain

“hard passages’-hard exegetically, hard hermeneutically, and hard

theologically.®

In thisway, very crucial texts are silenced by the governing theme of “sex-blind”

egalitarianism which isitself built on texts the meanings of which are also disputed. This
illustrates the danger of a principle that says, if atext isdisputed, don’'t use it. Our
procedure should be rather to continue to read Scripture carefully and prayerfully,
seeking a position that dismisses no texts but interprets all the relevant texts of Scripture
in acoherent way. And then we are to obey that consistent teaching.
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51. Since there is significant disagreement in the church over the issues of men’s and
women’ s roles, should we not view this issue as having avery low level of importance in
defining denominational, institutional and congregational standards of belief and
practice?

We need to realize first that significant disagreement in the church does not mean that
the issue at stake is unimportant. The history of doctrinal controversy teaches us that very
important matters (as well as lessimportant ones) have been the subject of serious
controversy. In fact the length and intensity of a controversy may be evidence of the
importance of the issue, not of its unimportance.

If we examine the lists of expected standards for most denominations, institutions,
and congregations, we discover that some articles (perhaps most) were included because
acontroversy swirled around that truth and a stand needed to be taken for the health of
the church and the cause of the kingdom of Christ. This means that many precious truths
may not be included in our doctrinal and ethical standards at any given point in history
because they were simply taken for granted in the absence of controversy. For example,
until recently, standards have not generally included explicit statements on homosexual
practice or certain kinds of drug abuse.

Today most Christian denominations, institutions, and congregations have long taken
for granted the primary responsiblity of a husband to lead his family and the primary
responsibility of spiritual men to lead the church. Therefore, these Biblical truths have
not received explicit statement in the formal standards. Their absense is not asign of their
relative unimportance but (almost the exact opposite) of their deep, pervasive, and long-
standing worth in the Christian community.

Thus we have the anomal ous situation today that institutional affirmations of faith
and practice include things far less important, we believe, than what is at stake in the
heart of thisissue. For example, we would say that the health and mission of the church
are less at stake in the issues of infant and believer’s baptism, premillenialism, and the
divisions over presbyterian, congregational, or episcopal polity.

Moreover, not to take a stand on thisissue in our culture isto take a very decisive
stand because of the relentless pressure for change being applied on many sides by
feminists. Public advocacy on thisissue results in so much criticism that many Christian
leaders strive to avoid it. But thereisno avoiding it. It is a massive issue that goes to the
depths of who we are as persons and therefore touches all of life. Our counsel here is not
to set out a specific strategy to preserve God' s gift of sexual complementarity. Rather, we
simply plead for Christian leaders to awaken to the importance of what is at stake and
seek the wisdom from above for how to act for the good of the church and the glory of
God.

Endnotes to Chapter Two

1. Thisincludes patterns stemming from negligence and abuses by both husband and
wife. Asthe Danvers Statement (see Appendix 2) says, “In the home, the husband’s
loving, humble headship tends to be replaced by domination or passivity; the wife's
intelligent, willing submission tends to be replaced by usurpation or servility.” Our
concern isto work from both sides for what Christ really intended His relationship to the
church to look like.

2. One of the most pertinent Greek witnesses for the meaning of head in Paul’ stime
describes an image of the head on the body as having arole of leadership. Philo of
Alexandria said, “ Just as nature conferred the sovereignty (he gemo nian) of the body on
the head when she granted it also possession of the citadel as the most suitable for its
kingly rank, conducted it thither to take command and established it on high with the
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Chapter 3

MALE-FEMALE EQUALITY AND
MALE HEADSHIP
GENESIS 1-3
Raymond C. Ortlund, Jr.

Why go all the way back to the first three chapters of the Bible, if our concern iswith
manhood and womanhood today? Because as Genesis 1-3 go, so goes the whole Biblical
debate. One way or the other, all the additional Biblical texts on manhood and
womanhood must be interpreted consistently with these chapters. They lay the very
foundation of Biblical manhood and womanhood.

My purposein this essay isto demonstrate from Genesis 1-3 that both male-female
equality and male headship, properly defined, were instituted by God at creation and
remain permanent, beneficent aspects of human existence.

Let me define male-female equality:

Man and woman are equal in the sense that they bear God’ simage
equally.
Let me also define male headship:

In the partnership of two spiritually equal human beings, man and
woman, the man bears the primary responsibility to lead the
partnership in a God-glorifying direction.

The model of headship is our Lord, the Head of the church, who gave Himself for us.*
The antithesis to male headship is male domination. By male domination | mean the
assertion of the man’swill over the woman’swill, heedless of her spiritual equality, her
rights, and her value. My essay will be completely misunderstood if the distinction
between male headship and male domination is not kept in mind throughout.

Evangelical feminism argues that God created man and woman as equalsin a sense
that excludes male headship. Male headship/domination (feminism acknowledges no
distinction) was imposed upon Eve as a penalty for her part in the fall. It follows, in this
view, that awoman’s redemption in Christ releases her from the punishment of male
headship.?

What, then, did God intend for our manhood and womanhood at the creation? And
what did God decree as our punishment at the fall? The first two chapters of Genesis
answer the first question and the third chapter answers the second.

What God Intended at Creation
Genesis 1:26-28

26Then God said, “L et us make man in our image, after our likeness;
and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the
birds of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over
every creeping thing that creeps upon the earth.”
27S0 God created man in his own image,

in theimage of God he created him;

male and female he created them.

28And God blessed them, and God said to them, “Be fruitful and
multiply, and fill the earth and subdue it; and have dominion over the
fish of the sea and over the birds of the air and over every living
thing that moves upon the earth.” [RSV]?

86



In verse 26, God announces His intention to make man. This divine fanfare,
unparalleled in the creation account, sets the making of man apart as a specia event. God
seems almost to jeopardize His unique glory by sharing His image and rule with amere
creature. Nevertheless, such a one God now intends to create. Verse 26, then, has the
force of riveting our attention on God’ s next creative work, the zenith of His genius and
benevolence.

Verse 26 teaches the glory of man in three ways. First, God says, “Let us make man. .
.." Inverse 24 God had said, “Let the earth bring forth living creatures. . . .” By the sheer
power of His spoken will, God had caused the living creatures to emerge from the earth
“by remote control asit were.”* In the creation of man, however, God Himself acted
directly and personally.

Second, man was created to bear the image or likeness of God. Taking in the whole of
Scripture, | think it probable that the image of God in man is the soul’ s persona
reflection of God's righteous character. To image God is to mirror His holiness.” Other
interpreters construe the image of God in amore general sense, including human
rationality, conscience, creativity, relationships, and everything we are as man.® But
however one interprets the imago Dei, God shared it with man alone. Man is unique,
finding hisidentity upward in God and not downward in the animals.

The third indication of man’s greatness in verse 26 is his specia calling under God: “.
.. and let them have dominion. . . .” Man stands between God above and the animals
below as God' s ruling representative. Man is the crown of creation.

In verse 27, God fulfills His purpose as declared in verse 26. In describing God' s
supreme creative act, Moses shifts from prose to poetry:

So God created man in his own image,
in the image of God he created him;
male and femal e he created them.”

Each of these three lines makes a point. Line one asserts the divine creation of man.
We came from God. Line two overlaps with line one, except that it highlights the divine
image in man. We bear aresemblance to God. Line three boldly affirms the dual
sexuality of man. We are male and female. Nowhere elsein Genesis 1 is sexuality
referred to;® but human sexuality, superior to animal sexuality, merits the simple dignity
given it here. Further, Moses doubtless intends to imply the equality of the sexes, for both
male and femal e display the glory of God’'simage with equal brilliance: “. . . in the image
of God he created him; male and female he created them.” Thisis consistent with God's
intention, stated in verse 26, that both sexes should rule: “. . . and let themrule. . . .”

Finally, in verse 28, God pronounces His benediction on man. In verse 22, God spoke
His blessing out over the mass of the lower creatures. But herein verse 28 we read, “God
blessed them and said to them. . . .” With man alone, male and female alike without
distinction, God shares an |-thou relationship. In His benediction the Creator also
authorizes male and female together to carry out their mission to rule the lower creation.

To sum up: Man was created as royalty in God’ sworld, male and female alike
bearing the divine glory equally.

Most evangelical feminists would heartily agree with this interpretation of the text.
Genesis 2 and 3 are more controversial. But | must challenge two points of feminist
interpretation before moving on to chapter two.

First, in commenting on verse 26, Gilbert Bilezikian notes that God refersto “them,”
both male and female, as“man.” He writes:

... the designation “man” is a generic term for “human beings’ and .
.. encompasses both male and female. This fact is made especially
clear in Genesis 5:2 where the word man designates both male and
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female: “He created them male and female; at the time they were
created, he blessed them and called them ‘man.’” (niv)®

Thisisastriking fact, indeed. It demands explanation. After all, if any of us modern
people were to create aworld, placing at its apex our highest creature in the dua
modality of man and woman, would we use the name of only one sex as a generic term
for both? | expect not. Our modern prejudices would detect awhiff of “discrimination” a
mile away. But God cuts right across the grain of our Peculiar sensitivities when He
names the human race, both man and woman, “man.”

Why would God do such athing? Why would Moses carefully record the fact? Surely
God was wise and purposeful in this decision, as Heisin every other. Surely His
referring to the race as “man” tells us something about ourselves. What aspect of redlity,
then, might God have been pointing to by this means? Bilezikian continues:

Thus, when God declares, “Let us make man in our image. . “ the
term man refers to both male and female. Both man and woman are
God' simage-bearers. Thereis no basisin Genesis 1 for confining
the image of God to males alone.11
Who, | wonder, is teaching that men only bear God'simage? No contributor to this
volume will be found saying that. But not only is Bilezikian’s argument diverted by a
non-issue, it also failsto explain what the text of verse 26 does say.

How may we understand the logic of God’ s decision to describe the human race as
“man” ? Let me suggest that it makes sense against the backdrop of male headship. Moses
does not explicitly teach male headship in chapter 1; but, for that matter, neither does he
explicitly teach male-female equality. We see neither the words “ male-femal e equality”
nor “male headship” here or anywherein Genesis 1-3. What Moses does provideisa
series of more or less obvious hints as to his doctrine of manhood and womanhood. The
burden of Genesis 1:26-28 is male-female equality. That seems obvious-wonderfully
obvious! But God' s naming of the race “man” whispers male headship, which Moses will
bring forward boldly in chapter two.

God did not name the human race “woman.” If “woman” had been the more
appropriate and illuminating designation, no doubt God would have used it. He does not
even devise aneutral term like “persons.” He called us “man,” which anticipates the male
headship brought out clearly in chapter two, just as “male and female” in verse 27
foreshadows marriage in chapter two. Male headship may be personally repugnant to
feminists, but it does have the virtue of explaining the sacred text.

Some contend that, in principle, one ought not to refer to the human race as “man.”
Such terminology is unfair to half the population, they insist. | am not arguing that one
must always use “man” in social and theological discourse to avoid misrepresenting the
truth. | am arguing, however, that, in light of Genesis 1:26-27 and 5:1-2, one may not call
this linguistic practice unjust or insensitive without impugning the wisdom and goodness
of God.

My second challenge is directed at the concept of the image of God found in feminist
interpretation. Aida Bensangon Spencer writes, “Male and female are together needed to
reflect God' simage.” ** That is, man and woman together as collective man, rather than
the man and the woman separately as individuals, reflect the image of God. Leaving usin
no doubt about her meaning, Spencer makes this claim:

Thereisno possibility, according to [Genesis 1:26-27], that Adam,
the male, could by himself reflect the nature of God. Neither isit
possible for Adam, the female, by herself to reflect God' s nature.
Male and female are needed to reflect God' s nature.13

Thereisno possibility, in light of Genesis 1:26-27, that either the man or the woman
alone could display the image of God? What, then, of Genesis 5:1 and 3?
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When God created man, he made him in the likeness of God. . . .
When Adam had lived 130 years, he had a son in his own likeness,
in his own image; and he named him Seth.14

God created man in Hisimage. Later, Adam had a son in hisimage. Implication?
Adam, who was in God’ simage, passed the divine image (albeit flawed by sin) on to his
son Seth. The divine image resided in the individuals Adam and Seth. So Spencer’s
insistence on a collective divine image in man-plus-woman is unwarranted. Genesis 1:26-
27 can and should be construed to say that each individual created by God bore His
image, male and female adlike.

For this reason, Spencer’s practical application of the imago Dei to church leadership
lacks force. She writes:

Females as well as males are needed in positions of authority in the
church to help people better to comprehend God' s nature. God's
Image needs male and female to reflect God more fully.15

Evenif it were true that the imago Del would necessarily be incompletein asingle
individual, it would still not follow that both men and women are needed in positions of
church authority “to help people better to comprehend God' s nature.”

Genesis 2:18-25

Thereis aparadox™ in the creation account. While Genesis 1 teaches the equality of
the sexes as God’ s image-bearers and vice-rulers on the earth, Genesis 2 adds another,
complex dimension to Biblical manhood and womanhood. The paradox is this. God
created male and female in Hisimage equally, but He a'so made the male the head and
the female the helper.

For clarity’ s sake, let me restate my definition of male headship (not male
domination):

In the partnership of two spiritually equal human beings, man and
woman, the man bear s the primary responsibility to lead the
partnership in a God-glorifying direction.
That is, God calls the man, with the counsel and help of the woman, to see that the
male-femal e partnership serves the purposes of God, not the sinful urges of either
member of the partnership.

What will now emerge clearly from Genesis 2 is that male-female equality does not
constitute an undifferentiated sameness. Male and female are equal as God’ simage-
bearers. They are spiritually equal, which is quite sufficient a basis for mutual respect
between the sexes. But the very fact that God created human beings in the dual modality
of male and femal e cautions us against an unqualified equation of the two sexes. This
profound and beautiful distinction, which some belittle as “a matter of mere anatomy,” is
not a biological triviality or accident. It is God who wants men to be men and women to
be women; and He can teach us the meaning of each, if we want to be taught. We
ourselves can feel intuitively the importance of distinct sexual identity when we see, for
example, atransvestite. A man trying to be awoman repulses us, and rightly so. We
know that thisis perverse. Sexua confusion isasignificant, not a slight, personal
problem, because our distinct sexual identity defines who we are and why we are here
and how God calls usto serve Him.

God has no intention of blurring sexual distinctness in the interests of equality in an
unqualified sense. In fact, there are many areas of life in which God has no intention of
levelling out the distinctions between us. Consider the obvious: God does not value
intellectual or aesthetic equality among people. He does not value equality in finances,
talents, and opportunity. It is God who deliberately ordains inequalities in many aspects
of our lives. When | came from the womb, | had only so much potential for physical,
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intellectual, and aesthetic development. Some are born with less than | was, others with
more. Because God is ultimately the One who shapes our lives, | have to conclude that
God is not interested in unlimited equality among us. And because God is also wise, |
further conclude that unlimited equality must be afalse ideal. But the Bible does teach
the equal personhood and value and dignity of all the human race-men, women, and
children-and that must be the only equality that matters to God. One measure of our
wisdom as God' s image-bearers is whether we share this perspective with God. One
measure of our reconciliation with God is whether His sovereign decrees draw from us a
response of worship or resentment.

How, then, does Genesis 2 teach the paradoxical truths of male-female equality and
male headship? The crucial verses are 18-25, but we should first establish the context.

God created the man first (2:7) and stationed him in the Garden of Eden to develop it
and to guard it (2:15). God laid adual command on the man. First, the man was
commanded to partake freely and joyfully of the trees God had provided (2:16). Second,
the man was commanded not to eat of onetree, lest he die (2:17). Here we see both God' s
abundant generosity and man’s moral responsibility to live within the large, but not
unrestricted, circle of his God-ordained existence. For the man to step outside that circle,
to attempt an autonomous existence, freed from God, would be his ruin.

That is the scene as we come to verse 18, which hits us from the blind side:

The Lord God said, “It is not good for the man to be alone. | will
make him a helper suitable for him.”
Amid all this stunning perfection in the Garden of Eden, God said, “ Thereis
something wrong here. The man ought not to be alone.” God put His finger on the one
deficiency in Paradise. The man needed “a helper suitable for him.”

Surprisingly, however, God did not immediately create this helper. Instead, God
paraded the animals before the man for him to name them (2:19-20). Why? Because the
man did not yet see the problem of his aoneness. And so God trandated the man's
objective aloneness into afeeling of personal loneliness by setting him to thistask. In
serving God, the man encountered his own need.

Thisis so, because the task of naming the animals entailed more than slapping an
arbitrary label on each beast. The task required the man to consider each animal
thoughtfully, so that its name was appropriate to its particular nature. Out of this exercise,
it began to dawn on the man that there was no creature in the garden that shared his
nature. He discovered not only his own unique superiority over the beasts, which the
privilege of naming them in itself implied; he also discovered his own solitude in the
world.”” We may surmise that an aching longing welled up within the man for the
companionship of another creature on hislevel.

And so God performs the first surgical operation (2:21-22). Imagine the scene: Asthe
last of the beasts plods off with its new name, the man turns away with a trace of
perplexity and sorrow in his eyes. God says, “ Son, | want you to lie down. Now close
your eyes and sleep.” The man fallsinto a deep slumber. The Creator goes to work,
opening the man’s side, removing arib, closing the wound, and building the woman.
There she stands, perfectly gorgeous and uniquely suited to the man’s need. The Lord
saysto her, “Daughter, | want you to go stand over there. I' [l come for you in a moment.”
She obeys. Then God touches the man and says, “Wake up now, son. | have one last
creature for you to name. I'd like to know what you think of thisone.” And God leads
Eve out to Adam, who greets her with rhapsodic relief:

Thisis now bone of my bones
and flesh of my flesh;
she shall be called woman,
because she was taken out of man. (2:23)
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These are the first recorded human words, and they are poetry. What do they express?
The joy of the first man in receiving the gift of the first woman: “ This creature alone,
Father, out of all the others-this one at last meets my need for a companion. She aloneis
my equal, my very flesh. | identify with her. | love her. | will call her Woman, for she
came out of Man.” The man perceives the woman not as hisrival but as his partner, not
as athreat because of her equality with himself but as the only one capable of fulfilling
his longing within.

This primal event explains why we see men and women pairing off today, as Moses
teaches in verse 24: “For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united
to hiswife, and they will become one flesh.” The Garden of Eden iswhereit al started-
not in the social evolution of mankind but in the original, pre-fall creation by God. At its
very heart, marriage is not a human custom, variable according to changing times; itisa
divinely created institution, defined for all ages and al culturesin our shared, primeval,
perfect existence.

And what does marriage mean? What distinguishes this particular socia institution?
M oses reasons that marriage is the re-union of what was originally and literally one flesh-
only now in a much more satisfying form, we would all agree. Thisiswhy “He who
loves his wife loves himself. For no man ever hates his own flesh.”*® Becoming “one
flesh” as husband and wife is symbolized and sealed by sexual union, it istrue. But the
“one flesh” relationship entails more than sex. It is the profound fusion of two livesinto
one, shared life together, by the mutual consent and covenant of marriage. It isthe
complete and permanent giving over of oneself into anew circle of shared existence with
one’'s partner.

Lastly, verse 25 seals the creation account with areminder of the perfection in which
Adam and Eve"” first came together: “The man and his wife were both naked, and they
felt no shame.” They felt no shame because they had nothing to hide. They lived in
perfect integrity together.

In the conspicuous phrase, “a hel per suitable for him” (2:18, 20),° we encounter the
paradox of manhood and womanhood. On the one hand, the woman alone, out of all the
creatures, was “suitable for him.” She alone was Adam'’s equal. A man may enjoy aform
of companionship with adog, but only on the dog’s level. With awife, aman finds
companionship on hisown level, for sheishisequal.

On the other side of the paradox, the woman is the man’ s helper. The man was not
created to help the woman, but the reverse. Doesn't this striking fact suggest that
manhood and womanhood are distinct and non-reversible? Doesn’t this make sense if we
alow that, while the man and the woman are to love each other as equals, they are not to
love each other in the same way?* The man isto love his wife by accepting the primary
responsibility for making their partnership a platform displaying God’s glory, and the
woman is to love her husband by supporting him in that godly undertaking.

So, was Eve Adam’ s equal ? Y es and no. She was his spiritual equal and, unlike the
animals, “suitable for him.” But she was not his equal in that she was his “helper.” God
did not create man and woman in an undifferentiated way, and their mere maleness and
femaleness identify their respective roles. A man, just by virtue of his manhood, is called
to lead for God. A woman, just by virtue of her womanhood, is called to help for God.

Must the male headship side of the paradox be construed as an insult or threat to
women? Not at all, because Eve was Adam’ s equal in the only sense in which equality is
significant for personal worth. Woman isjust as gifted as man “with all the attributes
requisite to attaining wisdom, righteousness and life.”# In a parallel sense, achurch
member has as much freedom and opportunity to achieve real significance as does a
church elder; but the elder isto lead, and the member is to support. Thereis no cause for
offense.
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Why then do some godly people resist this teaching so energetically? Onereasonisa
smothering male domination asserted in the name of male headship. When truth is
abused, arival position (in this case, feminism) that lacks logically compelling power can
take on psychologically compelling power. But male domination is a personal moral
failure, not aBiblical doctrine.

If we define ourselves out of areaction to bad experiences, we will be forever
translating our pain in the past into new pain for ourselves and othersin the present. We
must define ourselves not by personal injury, not by fashionable hysteria, not even by
personal variation and diversity, but by the suprapersonal pattern of sexual understanding
taught herein Holy Scripture.

The paradox of Genesis 2 is also seen in the fact that the woman was made from the
man (her equality) and for the man (her inequality). God did not make Adam and Eve
from the ground at the same time and for one another without distinction. Neither did
God make the woman first, and then the man from the woman for the woman. He could
have created them in either of these ways so easily, but He didn’t. Why? Because,
presumably, that would have obscured the very nature of manhood and womanhood that
He intended to make clear.”®

Another indication of the paradox is that Adam welcomes Eve as his equal (“bone of
my bones and flesh of my flesh”), yet he also names her (“she shall be called Woman”).
God charged the man with naming the creatures and gave him the freedom to exercise his
own judgment in each case. In doing so, Adam brought the earthly creation under his
dominion. Thisroyal prerogative extended to Adam’s naming of his helper.
Nevertheless, the name he gives her, “Woman,” springs from his instantaneous
recognition of her as the counterpart to “Man.” %

Let us note this carefully. In designating her “Woman” the man interprets her identity
in relation to himself. Out of his own intuitive comprehension of who sheis, he interprets
her as feminine, unlike himself, and yet as his counterpart and equal. Indeed, he seesin
her his very own flesh. And he interprets the woman not only for his own understanding
of her, but also for her self-understanding. God did not explain to the woman who she
was in relation to the man, although He could have done so. He allowed Adam to define
the woman, in keeping with Adam’s headship. Adam’ s sovereign act not only arose out
of hisown sense of headship, it also made his headship clear to Eve. She found her own
identity in relation to the man as his equal and helper by the man’ s definition. Both Adam
and Eve understood the paradox of their relationship from the start.

Still another signal of the paradox is detected in verse 24. Because the woman aone
isthe man’svery flesh, their re-union in marriage is a“one flesh” relationship. Adam
could not have joined himself to alesser creature without degrading himself. But it isthe
man who leaves his parents to found a new household with his new wife at his side. His
wife does not leave her family to initiate the new household; this is the responsibility of
the head.

Genesis 2 supplements Genesis 1 by showing that God’s commission that we “have
dominion over the earth” (1:26, 28) as male and female works out practically through
marriage. And in marriage the man heads the home for God and the wife helps him to
fulfill the divine calling.

We ought to be sufficiently agile intellectually and emotionally to accept this
paradoxical truth. Christians, of all people, have areason to live with paradox. After all,
God exists as one Godhead in three Persons, equal in glory but unequal in role. Within
the Holy Trinity the Father leads, the Son submits to Him, and the Spirit submitsto both
(the Economic Trinity). But it is also true that the three Persons are fully equal in
divinity, power, and glory (the Ontological Trinity). The Son submits, but not because He
iIsGod, Jr., an inferior deity. The ranking within the Godhead is a part of the sublime
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beauty and logic of true deity. And if our Creator existsin this manner, should we be
surprised and offended if His creaturely analog on earth exists in paradoxical form?

But what does evangelical feminism have to say about Genesis 2? Spencer adopts a
most eccentric view of “a helper suitable for him.”* She dissects the Hebrew word
translated “ suitable for him” (kenegdd) into its three constituent parts. ke + neged + 0,
that is (very roughly), “as + before + him.” Spencer then paraphrases the sense as“a
helper *asif in front of him.”” Thisis not strictly incorrect, but it would be more
effectively paraphrased, “a helper corresponding to him.” That is, the woman is a hel per
suitable for the man, on hislevel, in contrast to the animals. But Spencer goes further in
interpreting the neged element in the construction: “*Front’ or ‘visible’ seems to suggest
superiority or equality.”?® A helper superior to Adam? Spencer cites as evidence favoring
her view the fact that the noun nagid means “leader,” which it does. She reasons as
follows:

The same preposition [neged] when converted into a noun (nagid)
signifies “aleader, ruler, prince or king,” an “overseer.” Literaly it
signifiesthe “onein front.”*

There is no evidence, however, that neged is “converted into a noun” to become
nagid.* By Spencer’s line of reasoning we could argue that the English adjective “front”
convertsinto the noun “frontier,” suggesting that the word “front” connotes sparse
habitation and primitive living conditions. Thisis simply invalid reasoning. Moreover, if
neged means “superior to,” then what are we to make of, say, Psalm 119:168? “All my
ways are before (neged) you.” Isthe psalmist saying, “All my ways are superior to you,
O Lord”? Not only isthat an unbiblical notion, the whole burden of Psalm 119 isthe
excellency and authority of the law over the psalmist. The neged element in kenegdd
merely conveys theidea of direct proximity or anteposition.** The woman, therefore, is a
helper corresponding to the man, as his counterpart and equal.

It istheword “helper” that suggests the woman’s supportive role. Spencer argues,
however, that this description of Eve “does not at all imply inherent subordination.” * She
adduces the fact that God Himself is portrayed in Scripture as our “Helper,” which Heis.
She then interprets this fact: “If being ‘one who helps' inherently implies subordination,
then, in that case, God would be subordinate to humans!” * This reasoning is not really
fallacious. The fallacy liesin the implication of what she says, namely, that God cannot
be subordinate to human beings. It is entirely possible for God to subordinate Himself, in
acertain sense, to human beings. He does so whenever He undertakes to help us. He does
not “un-God” Himself in helping us; but He does stoop to our needs, according to His
gracious and sovereign will.

Similarly, | subordinate myself to my children when | help them with their
homework. | do not empty my mind of my own knowledge; but I do come down to their
level to see their questions from their perspective and to point them toward solutions they
can understand. Their needs set my agenda. In this sense | subordinate myself to my
children whenever | help them with their homework.

So it iswith God. When He helps His people, He retains His glorious deity but
(amazingly!) steps into the servant role, under us, to lift us up. He is the God who
emptied Himself and came down to our level-below us, to the level of davery-to help us
supremely at the Cross. Therefore, the fact that the Old Testament portrays God as our
Helper proves only that the helper role is aglorious one, worthy even of the Almighty.
ThisBiblical fact does not prove that the concept of helper excludes subordination.
Subordination is entailed in the very nature of a helping role.

| see thisfallacy again and again in feminist argumentation. “ Subordination =
denigration” and “equality = indistinguishability.” Whence thisinsight into reality? Isthe
Son of God dlighted because He came to do the will of the Father? |s the church
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denigrated by her subordination to her Lord? Are church members less than “fully
redeemed” on account of their submission to their pastors and elders? Are children less
than “fully human” by virtue of their submission to their parents?*

“But,” someone will say, “doesn’t hierarchy in marriage reduce a woman to the status
of aslave?’ Not at all. The fact that aline of authority exists from one person to another
in both slavery and marriage, and, for that matter, in the Holy Trinity, in the Body of
Christ, in the local church, in the parent-child relationship-the fact that aline of authority
exists from one person to another in all of these relationships does not reduce them all to
the logic of davery. Feminists seem to be reasoning that, because some subordination is
degrading, all subordination must necessarily be degrading. On the contrary, what
Biblical headship requires and what slave-holding forbidsis that the head respect the
helper as an equally significant person in the image of God.

Why then this arbitrary equation of submission with dehumanization in manhood and
womanhood? For what logical reason must equality be defined in terms of position and
role? This thinking did not spring up out of evangelical soil. It grew up out of worldly
soil, and it has been transplanted into evangelical soil and is sustained there artificially by
the potent fertilizers of the worldliness and doctrinal confusion widespread in the
evangelica movement.

Bilezikian concludes his discussion of Genesis 2 with the following statement:

Whenever the principle of equal rightsis denied and one sex is
subjected to another, a natural outcome is the denial of the right of
privacy for the subordinated party. Violation and exploitation ensue.
The obscenities of rape, prostitution and pornography are the sinful
results of male dominance. To strip awoman naked and hold her
down under the power of aknife, afistful of money, or the glare of a
camerais the supreme expression of man’s rule over woman. Such
rulership was not a part of God' s creation ideal.*

| challenge this intemperate statement at several levels. First, theissueis framed in
terms of “equal rights.” That sounds noble, but does God really grant husbands and wives
equal rightsin an unqualified sense? Surely God confers upon them equal worth as His
image-bearers. But does a wife possess under God all the rights that her husband hasin
an unqualified sense? As the head, the husband bears the primary responsibility to lead
their partnership in a God-glorifying direction. Under God, a wife may not compete for
that primary responsibility. It is her husband’ s just because he is the husband, by the wise
decree of God. Theideal of “equal rights” in an unqualified senseis not Biblical.

Second, the “natural outcome” of godly male headship is female fulfillment, not a
denial of female rights. And anyway, in a one-flesh relationship, who has a“right of
privacy”? 1 am an open book to my wife-not that | always enjoy that, but it is true. After
nineteen years of marital intimacy with her in every sense, privacy is more than a moot
poi nt;etdh%very ideaisinane. If you wish to preserve your right to privacy, don’t get
married!

Third, how isit that in the last twenty years or so, as we have increasingly lost our
understanding of male headship and as feminist ideals have been aggressively pursued
throughout our society-how is it that, under these conditions, sexual exploitation and
confusion and perversity have exploded in incidence? Male headship is not to blame.
Male domination and feminism are the two viruses attacking our sexuality today. They
vandalize God' s creation and multiply human misery. How can anyone who loves God's
glory, who feels for people, and who cherishes the gift of our sexuality not be inflamed at
the enormities being committed by these two monsters, male domination and feminism?

Finally, Bilezikian asserts that such perversities as rape, prostitution and pornography
are “the supreme expression of man’s rule over woman.” But if we define “man’srule”
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from Holy Scripture as godly male headship, then the supreme expression of it isthe
woman’ s nobility, fulfillment, and joy.

Bilezikian’ s incautious paragraph simply asserts the feminist perspective without
evidence or argumentation. Neither does he show any awareness of the nuances of the
position he earlier claimed to be answering-a position, like ours, which advocates male
headship without male domination.*’

What God Decreed at the Fall

How did our fall into sin affect God' s original, perfect, and paradoxical ordering of
the sexes? What did He decree as our punishment at the fall?

Those who deny the creation of male headship in Genesis 1-2 often argue that, in
Genesis 3, God imposed male headship/domination (no distinction is alowed) upon the
woman after the fall. Asthe corollary to this interpretation, they go on to argue that
redemption in Christ reverses this decree and reinstates the woman to “full equality” with
the man. We have seen, however, that God built male headship (not male domination)
into the glorious, pre-fall order of creation. Our purpose here is to summarize the doctrine
of manhood and womanhood taught in Genesis 3, especially in verses 16-19, and then to
challenge feminist interpretation of this passage.

Genesis 3 isone of the crucial chapters of Holy Scripture. If it were suddenly
removed from the Bible, the Bible would no longer make sense. Life would no longer
make sense. If we all started out in Edenic bliss, why islife so painful now? Genesis 3
explainswhy. And if something has gone terribly wrong, do we have any hope of
restoration? Genesis 3 gives us hope.

Because Paul in 1 Timothy 2:14 cites the woman’s deception as warrant for male
headship to be translated from the home into the church,® we will survey the narrative of
that deception on our way to verses 16-19.

In verses 1-5, Satan, masquerading in the guise of the serpent, draws Eveinto a
reconsideration of her whole life. To paraphrase and amplify his reasoning,

“Queen Eve,” the serpent inquires in astonishment and disbelief,
“something is bothering me. Isit really true that God forbade you
two to eat of any of these trees? That perplexes me. After al, didn’'t
He pronounce everything ‘very good’ ? And hasn’t He put both you
and King Adam in charge of it al? Our loving Creator wouldn’t
impose so severe alimitation on you, would He? | don’t understand,
Eve. Would you please explain this problem to me?’

Eve hadn’t even known there was a*“ problem.” But the Serpent’ s prejudiced question
unsettles her. 1t knocks her back on her heels. And so the Serpent engages Evein a
reevaluation of her life on histerms. She begins to feel that God’ s command, which
Adam had shared with her,* has to be defended: “We are allowed to eat of these trees,
serpent. But there is this one tree here in the center of the Garden-God said, ‘Don't eat of
it; don’'t even touchit, lest you die’.” God had actually said, “Y ou shall freely eat from
any tree, with only one exception.” But Eve's misquote reduces the lavish generosity of
God' sword to the level of mere, perhaps grudging, permission: “We may eat from the
trees.” Already the Garden doesn’'t look quite the same to Eve. No longer isthe Tree of
Life at the center of things (cf. 2:9). She doesn’'t even mention it. Now, in her perception
of reality, the forbidden tree is at the center. Life istaking on anew, ominousfeel. Eve
also enlarges God' s prohibition with her own addition, “you may not touch it.” In her
mind, the limitation is growing in significance. At the same time, she tones down God's
threat of punishment: “you shall surely die” becomes the weaker “lest you die.”

With Eve' s view of the consequences of sin weakened, the Serpent springs on that
point: “You will not surely die.” Now we see that he hasn’t been seeking information at
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all. He knows exactly what God had said. And then the Serpent pretendsto let Evein on
an important secret:

“Eve, I'm going to do you afavor. | hate to be the one to break this
to you, but you deserve to know. God has a motive other than love
for this restriction. The truth is that God wants to hold you back, to
frustrate your potential. Don’t you realize that God Himself has this
knowledge of good and evil? He knows what will enrich life and
what will ruin life. And He knows that this fruit will give you two
that same knowledge, so that you will riseto Hislevel of
understanding and control. Eve, it may come as a shock to you, but
God is holding out on you. Heis not your friend; Heisyour rival.
“Now, Eve, you have to outwit Him. | know this Garden seems
pleasant enough; but, really, it isagigantic ploy, to keep you in your
place, because God feels threatened by what the two of you could
become. Thistree, Eve, isyour only chance to reach your potential.
Infact, Eve, if you don't eat of thistree, you will surely die!”

It was alie big enough to reinterpret al of life and attractive enough to redirect Eve’'s
loyalty from God to Self. Thelie told her that obedience isasuicidal plunge, that
humility is demeaning, and that service is servility. And so Eve beginsto fedl the
aggravation of an injustice which, in reality, does not exist.

Having planted the lie in her mind, the serpent now falls silent and allows Eve’'s new
perception of reality to take its own course (3:6). With Moses enablement, we can
imagine what her thoughts might have been:

“It doesn’t look deadly, does it? In fact, it makes my mouth water!
How could a good God prohibit such a good thing? How could a just
God put it right herein front of us and then expect usto deny
ourselves its pleasures? It’ s intriguingly beautiful, too. And with the
insight it affords, | can liberate us from dependence upon our
Creator. And who knows? If He finds out we' ve caught on to Him,
He'll take thistree away and we'll be stuck in this prison forever!
Let’s eat it now while we have the chance!”

After his careful, detailed description of Eve’ s deception, Moses describes the actual
act of Adam and Eve' s sin very simply, as a matter of fact, without a hint of shock: “. . .
she took some and ate it. She also gave some to her husband, who was with her, and he
ateit” (3:6b).%

Mark well what the text says and what it does not say. The text does not say, “. . . she
took some and ate it. Her husband, who was with her, also took some and ate it.” What
actually happened is full of meaning. Eve usurped Adam'’s headship and led the way into
sin. And Adam, who (it seems) had stood by passively, allowing the deception to
progress without decisive intervention-Adam, for his part, abandoned his post as head.
Eve was deceived; Adam forsook his responsibility. Both were wrong and together they
pulled the human race down into sin and desath.

Isn’t it striking that we fell upon an occasion of sex role reversal? Are we to repeat
this confusion forever? Are we to institutionalize it in evangelicalism in the name of the
God who condemned it in the beginning?

But if Adam and Eve fell into sin together, why does Paul blame Adam for our fall in
Romans 5:12-21? Why doesn’t Paul blame both Adam and Eve? Why does Genesis 3.7
say that it was only after Adam joined in the rebellion that the eyes of both of them were
opened to their condition? Why does God call out to Adam, “Where are you?’ (Genesis
3:9)?"" Why doesn’t God summon both Adam and Eve to account together? Because, as
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the God-appointed head, Adam bore the primary responsibility to lead their partnership in
a God-glorifying direction.

This may explain why Satan addressed Eve, rather than Adam, to begin with. Her
calling was to help Adam as second-in-command in world rulership. If the roles had been
reversed, if Eve had been created first and then Adam as her helper, the Serpent would
doubtless have approached Adam. So Eve was not morally weaker than Adam. But Satan
struck at Adam’ s headship. His words had the effect of inviting Eve to assume primary
responsibility at the moment of temptation: “Y ou decide, Eve. You lead the way.
Wouldn’t you rather be exercising headship?’ Just as Satan himself fell through this very
kind of reasoning, so he used it to great effect with Eve. Presumably, she really believed
she could manage the partnership to both Adam’s and her own advantage, if she would
only assert herself. Adam, by contrast, defied God with eyes wide open.*

When confronted by God, Adam does not actually lie. He just shifts the blame to Eve:
“The man said, ‘ The woman you put here with me-she gave me some fruit from the tree,
and | ateit’” (3:12). Why isit that we all feel Adam’ s face-saving, despicable hypocrisy
in hisfactual, but evasive, reply to God? Because we recognize, if only intuitively, that
Adam bears the final responsibility for what happened. Eve, when challenged, can only
hang her head and admit, “ The serpent deceived me” (3:13).

In 3:14-15, God curses the Serpent, condemning him to humiliation and to ultimate
defeat under the victorious offspring of the woman.* Our only hope as afalenraceis
God's merciful promise to defeat our enemy, which He will accomplish through human
instrumentality.

In verse 16 God decrees ajust settlement with the woman:

| will greatly increase your painsin childbearing;
with pain you will give birth to children.
Y our desire will be for your husband,
and he will rule over you.

God' s decreeis two-fold. First, as a mother, the woman will suffer in relation to her
children. She will still be able to bear children. Thisis God’s mercy providing the means
by which He will carry out His death sentence on the Serpent. But now the woman will
suffer in childbirth. Thisis God' s severity for her sin. The new element in her experience,
then, is not childbirth but the pain of childbirth.

Second, as awife, the woman will suffer in relation to her husband. The exact content
of her marital suffering could be defined in either of two ways. Either she will suffer
conflict with her husband, or she will suffer domination by him.* The form and logic of
Genesis 4:7b bear amost striking resemblance to our passage:®

3:16h: we' el-'19e k tesfliga te k' weh{’ yimsol-ba k
4:7b: we' e [éka tesliga t6 we' atta h timsol-bd
And 4:7b reads, “[Sin’ ] desireisfor you, but you must master it.” To paraphrase and

amplify the sense: “Sin has adesire, Cain. It wants to control you. But you must not
allow sin to have its way with you. Y ou must rule over it.”

How does this parallel statement illuminate the interpretation of 3:16? Most
importantly, it clarifies the meaning of the woman’s“desire.” Just assin’sdesireisto
have its way with Cain, God gives the woman up to adesire to have her way with her
husband. Because she usurped his headship in the temptation, God hands her over to the
misery of competition with her rightful head. Thisisjustice, a measure-for-measure
response to her sin.*

The ambiguous element in the equation is the interpretation of the words trandated in
the niv, “and he will rule over you.” We could draw one of two conclusions. First, God
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may be saying, “You will have adesire, Eve. Y ou will want to control your husband. But
he must not allow you to have your way with him. He must rule over you.”

If thisisthe sense, then God is requiring the man to act as the head God made him to
be, rather than knuckle under to ungodly pressure from his wife. Accordingly, 3:16b
should be rendered: “Y our desire will be for your husband, but he must rule over you.
In this case, we would take “rule” as the exercise of godly headship. This interpretation
matches the reasoning in 4:7 more nearly, but another view is possible.

Second, God may be saying, “Y ou will have adesire, Eve. Y ou will want to control
your husband. But he will not allow you to have your way with him. He will rule over
you.” If thisisthe true sense, then, in giving the woman up to her insubordinate desire,
God is penalizing her with domination by her husband. Accordingly, 3:16b should be
rendered: “Y our desire will be for your husband, and he will rule over you.”® The word
“rule” would now be construed as the exercise of ungodly domination. As the woman
competes with the man, the man, for his part, always holds the trump card of male
domination to “put her in her place.”

But however 3:16 should be interpreted, nothing can change the fact that God created
mal e headship as one aspect of our pre-fall perfection. Therefore, while many women
today need release from male domination, the liberating alternative is not female rivalry
or autonomy but male headship wedded to female help.*® Christian redemption does not
redefine creation; it restores creation, so that wives learn godly submission and husbands
learn godly headship.

In 3:17-19, God decrees His judgment upon Adam:

“Because you listened to your wife and ate from the tree about which
| commanded you, ‘Y ou must not eat of it,’

“Cursed is the ground because of you;
through painful toil you will eat of it al the days of your life.
“It will produce thorns and thistles for you,
and you will eat the plants of the field.
“By the swest of your brow you will eat your food
until you return to the ground,
since from it you were taken;
for dust you are and to dust you will return.”

God gives Adam up to the painful and ultimately futile attempt to eke out aliving
from the cursed ground. Notice four thingsin the text. First, work is not Adam’s
punishment, just as childbearing was not Eve’s punishment. The new punitive element is
his pain in working the ground and his ultimate defeat in it. After alifetime of survival by
the sweat of his brow, the ground from which he was first taken will swallow himupin
death.

The second important point here is God' s rationale for this punishment. God does not
say, “Because you have eaten of the tree which | commanded you, ‘Y ou shall not eat of
it"....” God does say, “Because you listened to your wife and ate from thetree. . . .”
Adam sinned at two levels. At one level, he defied the plain and simple command of
2:17. That is obvious. But God goes deeper. At another level, Adam sinned by “listening
to hiswife.”* He abandoned his headship. According to God’ s assessment, this moral
failure in Adam led to hisruination.*

The third interesting point is the very fact that God addresses Adam with this
introductory statement, “ Because you have listened. . . .” God does not address Evein
thisway, but God does issue aformal indictment to Adam before his sentencing. Why?
Because Adam was the head, the finally responsible member of the partnership. His
disobedience, not Eve's, was the pivotal factor in thefall. Notice this. God says, “It is
because of you, Adam, that the ground is cursed” (verse 17). God does not say, “It is
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because of you both, Adam and Eve,” asif they shared equal responsibility in an
unqualified sense.

The fourth point here is that God told Adam alone that he would die. But Eve died,
too. Why then did God pronounce the death sentence on Adam alone? Because, as the
head goes, so goes the member.

By these dreadful, and yet hopeful, oracles of destiny, God shapes for us the existence
we all share today. Under these conditions, our pain alertsusto agreat truth: Thislifeis
not our fulfillment. Thislifeis not meant to be afinal experience. Our pain and
limitations point us to God, to the eternal, to the transcendent, where our true fulfillment
lies.

Adam understood this truth, | think. Instead of turning away from the bar of God's
justice in bitterness and despair, Adam turns to hiswife and says, “| believe God's
promise. He has not cast us adrift completely. He will give us the final victory over our
enemy and we will again enjoy the richness and fullness of lifein God. And because you
are the mother of al those who will truly live, | give you a new name-Eve, Living One. |
believe God, and | honor you.”*? In contrast to the cruel, cutting words of verse 12, Adam
reaches out in love to Eve and they are reunited in faith and hope.

| personally find that, after studying this profound and moving passage on its own
terms, it is depressing to read feminist commentary. A work of truth and beauty is being
defaced. For example, Bilezikian writes:

The fall had spawned the twin evils of woman’s suffering in labor

and of man’slaboring in suffering. As aresult of Satan’swork, man

was now master over woman, just as the mother-ground was now

master over man. For these reasons, it is proper to regard both male

dominance and death as being antithetical to God' s original intent in

creation. Both are the result of sin, itself instigated by Satan. Their

originis satanic.>

| respond in two ways. First, Bilezikian misrepresents the opposing view. Responsible

interpreters do not advocate demeaning, oppressive “male dominance.” They advocate
selfless male headship, in which the man undertakes to serve his wife and family by
providing the leadership that will glorify God and benefit them without regard for the
price the man must pay to fulfill that responsibility. Headship calls us men to lay down
our livesfor our families.

Second, if Bilezikian would still argue that the exercise of male headship is satanic,
then | must conclude that he is profoundly misguided. In his Conclusion he refersto “the
repulsive pagan practice whereby one spouse exercises power over the other.”** If the
mere exercise of headship power is repulsive and pagan (and, presumably, satanic as
well), then isit repulsive when a parent exercises power over his child? It can be. But
must it be? Isit pagan when a church elder exercises power over achurch member? It
can be. But must it be?® Isit satanic when Christ exercises power over His church? That
cannot be! His headship over usis our salvation. It follows, therefore, that the ugliness
and paganism evident in other relationships must be blamed not on the exercise of power
itself but on sinful abuses of the exercise of rightful power. The origin of marital misery
lies not in male headship, which God created for our blessing, but in a multitude of other,
personal factors.

Bilezikian also labors to mitigate the moral repugnance of Eve' srolein the
conspiracy of Genesis 3. He seemsto wish for Eve a sort of victim status in the affair.
One must read his entire presentation to appreciate this unusual moral perspective, but let
me quote him at one point:
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The only ray of hope in the statement of the curse appearsin relation
to the woman. In Adam all die, but Eve, as the mother of the living,
shall bring forth life-and from her seed will issue redemption.57

But does the Bible set Adam and Eve off as death over against life? Paul, in Romans
5, sets Adam and Christ off as death over against life. Bilezikian’s feminism seems to
have swept him away into an anti-male prejudice that completely misses the point of
Genesis 3.

Concluding Appeal

Male-female equality and male headship, properly defined, are woven into the very
fabric of Genesis 1-3. Non-evangelical feminists recognize this. To quote one such
writer, “Feminist theology must create a new textual base, anew canon. . . . Feminist
theology cannot be done from the existing base of the Christian Bible.”*® Evangelical
feminists, however, cannot create a new feminist canon without losing their evangelical
credentials. So they reinterpret the sacred canon that exists to suit their purposes. | do not
charge that they do so consciously. God alone knows our secret thoughts. But all of us
know the stripping experience of discovering, to our dismay, that we have been making
the Bible say things it does not really say. To make such a discovery and then to change
issimply to grow in grace.

What might be the principial source of evangelical feminist blindness to the Biblical
text? Consider the following. There is no necessary relation between personal role and
personal worth. Feminism denies this principle. Feminism insists that personal role and
personal worth must go together, so that alimitation in role reduces or threatens persona
worth. But why? What logic is there in such a claim? Why must my position dictate my
significance? The world may reason that way. But doesn’t the gospel teach us that our
glory, our worth, is measured by our personal conformity to Christ? Or have we lost
confidence in the gospel’ s perspective on reality? The absurdity of feminism liesin its
irrational demand that a woman cannot be “a serious person” unless she occupies a
position of headship.

Fortunately, thistype of reasoning has aready been put to thetest inreal life, so we
can seeits practical consequences. Look at the world. Isit any wonder that we see all
around us a mass stampede for power, recognition, status, prestige, and so on? But the
world’ sreasoning isinvalid. Authority does not authenticate my person. Authority is not
aprivilege to be exploited to build up my ego. Authority is aresponsibility to be borne
for the benefit of others without regard for oneself. This aloneis the Christian view.

Ironically, feminism shares the very premise upon which male domination is founded,
namely, that my personal significance is measured according to my rung on the ladder,
and my opportunity for personal fulfillment enlarges or contracts according to my role.
By thisline of reasoning, the goal of life degenerates into competition for power, and no
one hungers and thirsts for true fulfillment in righteousness. No wonder both male
domination and feminism are tearing people apart!

| appeal to my readers in the name of God, | appeal to you on the ground of Genesis
1-3, to reconsider rationally the basis of your personal significance. Y our glory isfound
only in the image of God within you, as you resemble His holy character, whatever niche
you may occupy in His larger scheme of things.

Endnotes to Chapter Three
1. Ephesians 5:23, 25.

2. Inthisessay | will beinteracting primarily with the evangelical feminist
interpretation of Genesis 1-3 in Gilbert Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles: A Guide for the
Study of Female Rolesin the Bible (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1985) and Aida
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Bensancon Spencer, Beyond the Curse: Women Called to Ministry (Nashville: Thomas
Nelson, 1985).

3. | have put the RSV’ s prose of verse 27 into its proper poetic form. Compare the
New International Version.

4. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, p. 22.

5. Follow the reasoning in Calvin, Institutes, I, XV, 4. By contrast with original
man, fallen man today is more like an image in a carnival house of mirrors—distorted,
but not beyond repair.

6. See John Frame' sinteresting essay on this subject in Chapter 12 of this volume,
pages 225-232.

7. The climactic power of verse 27 is underscored by the three-fold repetition of the
verb “create,” the great verb of verse 1. Thisfeature of verse 27 impliesthat God’s entire
creative work reached its fulfillment in man.

8. Sexuality isassumed in verse 22: “Be fruitful and multiply. . .."
9. Bilezikian, page 22. Italics his.

10. This usage should not be viewed as a mere accident of English trandation,
because God uses the one word ‘adam, “man,” to refer to the first man Adam specifically
(e.g., 3:17) and to the human race generdly (e.g., 1:26-27; 5:1-2).

11. Bilezikian, p. 22. Italics his.

12. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, p. 39.

13. Spencer, page 21.

14. Note that the words likeness and image in 5:3 echo the wording of 1:26.
15. Spencer, p. 29.

16. By “Paradox” | do not mean alogical inconsistency or an absurdity. | mean a
truth that bears an appearance of self-contradiction because it consists of two principles
that seem to clash but, in reality, are mutually compatible. An illustration of a paradox
would be the truth that one must lose one’slife to find it (Matthew 10:39). Indeed, true
Christian living is paradoxical to the core. Cf. 2 Corinthians 6:8b-10. This should be
expected of alife lived for the God “whose service is perfect freedom” (Book of
Common Prayer). Cf. New Dictionary of Theology (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 1988), s.v. “Paradox in Theology,” by J. |. Packer.

17. The RSV of 2:20 reads, “but for the man there was not found a helper fit for
him.” But the Hebrew verb there is active, not passive. It should be construed to say,
“but, as for the man, he did not find a helper fit for him.” Adam now saw what God had
known all along. For awell-reasoned argument advocating this interpretation, see U.
Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1972),
1:132ff.

18. Ephesians 5:28-29, rsv.

19. The reader will forgive me for using “Adam” and “Eve” from now on, for the
sake of convenience, even though this usage does not appear until later in the Biblical
text.

20. It has been argued that “a helper suitable for him” misinterprets the Hebrew.
Instead, it is claimed, the true interpretation is“apower equal to him.” Cf. R. David
Freedman, “Woman, A Power Equal to Man,” Biblical Archaeology Review, January-
February 1983, pp. 56-58. Freedman reasons that, because the Hebrew word traditionally
rendered “help(er)” can be construed in afew passages as “power,” this latter sense must
be accepted as a correction of the Hebrew lexicon. But he is assuming the very point
which he must prove, because “help(er)” also functions meaningfully in every passage he
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cites. And even if he could demonstrate that the Hebrew may mean “power” in some
contexts—although | very much doubt that it does—still, Freedman would have to prove
further that “power” isthe most meaningful interpretation of the word here in Genesis
2:18 and 20. That is most improbable. If an interpreter wishes his proposal to impress
others as more than his own whimsical brainstorm, he must prove that hisview is more
than a merely possible construction of the sense; to be compelling, his interpretation must
move toward its conclusion with inexorable, necessary logical force. Furthermore, a
popularly-written, three-page article ssimply cannot treat alexical question with sufficient
depth to be convincing. For a more satisfactory approach to lexical argumentation see
James Barr, “ Semitic Philology and the Interpretation of the Old Testament,” in Tradition
and Interpretation: Essays by Members of the Society for Old Testament Study (Oxford,
1979), especiadly pp. 48ff.

21. By analogy, the dean of Trinity Evangelical Divinity School and | are equals
before God. We both approach the throne of grace with the same boldness through the
merit of Christ. Nevertheless, he is the dean of the Divinity School and | am an assistant
professor. This fact requires that we love one another in different ways. He loves me by
pursuing God's glory and my fulfillment through his leadership, and | love him by
supporting his leadership and doing what | can to make him a successful dean.

22. Jack Crabtree, Philosophy 324, the University of Oregon, Spring 1989. | am
indebted to Mr. Crabtree for allowing me to read his lecture notes, which contained a
number of interesting insights.

23. Paul follows this same reasoning in 1 Corinthians 11:8-9 in arguing for sexual
distinctions in dress and conduct.

24. That a*bone-and-flesh” relationship between people need not exclude
hierarchical ranking is clearly evident in the logic of Judges 9:1-3 and 2 Samuel 5:1-3;
19:11-12.

25. George W. Ramsey, in “Is Name-Giving an Act of Domination in Genesis 2:23
and Elsewhere?’ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 50 (1988): 24-35, argues that “it is very
difficult to identify a[Biblical] passage where the narrator suggests that the name givenis
intended to shape the character of the recipient” (p. 34). From this he concludes that
Adam'’s naming of Evein Genesis 2 is an act of discernment, not domination. The
argument is misplaced, as far as my interpretation is concerned, because: (1) | agree with
Ramsey that naming does not “ shape the character of the recipient” by a power-laden
word; and (2) | agree with Ramsey that Adam’s naming of Eve is not an assertion of
domination. | do contend, however, that his naming of the woman makes sense as an act
of his headship and that it does not make sense in any other way.

26. Strictly speaking, Adam names Eve in 3:20. By his act herein 2:23 Adam
identifieswho sheisin relation to himself. But because this act was the climax of his
naming of other creatures (vv. 19-20), it too may be referred to as naming.

27. Spencer, pp. 23ff.

28. lbid., p. 24. On page 26 she states, “The Hebrew text even literally signifies that
thewoman is‘in front of’ the man or ‘over’ him!”

29. Ibid. English italics added,

30. The historical relationship between the preposition neged and the noun nagid is
unclear. What is obvious, but also semantically ambiguous, is the fact that the two words
are etymologically related to one another.

31. neged in Psalm 119:168, then, suggests that the psalmist’s whole life and soul are
laid bare before the searching ministry of the law.

32. Spencer, p. 26. It would have been helpful if Spencer had stated clearly whether
she believes the subordination in view is“inherent” to the woman’s person or position.
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Presumably, however, Spencer would not acknowledge the validity of such a distinction.
Feminism losesitslogical power and moral attractivenessif one’s persona worth and
one' srole are allowed to be registered independently of one another.

33. 1bid., p. 27. Bilezikian argues along the same line in Beyond Sex Roles, only he
goes further by misrepresenting our view. He states on page 28: “ According to them [that
is, “uninformed teachers of the Bible” in Bilezikian's preceding sentence], hel per meant
that man was boss and woman his domestic” (italics his). The male-boss/female-domestic
relational model matches male domination, not male headship.

34. Patricia Gundry locates the heart of the evangelical feminist cause at this point:
“Thereis but one central and watershed question in this conflicted issue: Are women
fully human?’ (A. Mickelsen, ed., Women, Authority & the Bible [Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 1986], page 20).

Gretchen Gaebelein Hull ups the ante with this challenge: “. . . | suggest we go
further than Gundry did and ask the question: * Are women fully redeemed?” (Ibid., p.
24).

35. Bilezikian, p. 36.

36. This should not be construed as a serious warning against marriage, as no doubt
the reader detects. One gladly surrenders privacy to one’ s wife, and vice versa, in
exchange for the satisfaction of marital intimacy and acceptance.

37. Cf. page 13, where Bilezikian explains that heis replying to James B. Hurley,
Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1981).

38. Please note that | am not interpreting the logic of the apostle in his making this
connection, which logic | am not satisfied that | clearly understand. | merely observe the
fact that Paul makes the connection, confident that hislogic in doing so was compelling.

39. Eve'sreply in verses 2-3 shows that she has been instructed in the command of
2:16-17, although she misgquotes God. The inaccuraciesin her quote are to be explained
in terms of sin’s operations in her mind, not in terms of “limited knowledge,” as
Bilezikian argues in Beyond Sex Roles, pp. 43-48. The latter interpretation trivializes
Eve’ s moral dignity and misses the moral insight and power of the text. Moses’ whole
point is that we wickedly rebelled against the clear light of God’ s holy law. This alone
can explain the ugly realities of life as we know it now.

40. The RSV does not include the words “with her,” but their equivalent doesliein
the Hebrew text.

41. Thetext literally reads, “But the Lord God called to the man and said to him,
‘“Where are you [second person singular masculine pronoun]?”

42. Cf. 1 Timothy 2:14.

43. Derek Kidner, in his Genesis: An Introduction and Commentary (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1972), p. 71, describes verses 14-19 as “oracles of
destiny.” Thisis an astute categorization of these three divine dicta. Cf. Genesis 27:28-
29, 39-40; 49:1-27 as other “oracles of destiny.”

44. At issue is not whether wives suffer either conflict with their husbands or

domination by their husbands. Wives suffer both to one degree or another, being married
to sinful men. At issue here is what God means by this particular utterance.

45. | am indebted here to the perceptive study by Susan T. Foh, “What Is the
Woman's Desire?” Westminster Theological Journal 37 (1975): 376-383.

46. Paul uses the same moral reasoning in Romans 1:18-32, with histhree-fold “ God
gavethem up” (vv. 24, 26, and 28).
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47. In thisinterpretation, the waw in weh(’ is adversative and the yqtl form in
yimsol is obligatory.

48. Here the waw in weh(' is coordinative and the yqtl verb form in yimssol is
future.

49. This prescription for God-glorifying human fulfillment is precisely what we find
in the gospel. Cf. Ephesians 5:22-33; 1 Peter 3:1-7.

50. God is not implying that husbands should disregard the counsel of their wives.
Our natural limitations suggest that we husbands very much need our wives
perspectives, aslong as their opinions help usto keep moving in a God-glorifying
direction. And it is primarily our responsibility, as the heads of our households, to decide,
in the light of Holy Scripture, what courses of action will most glorify God.

51. Spencer comments:

It was the nature of Eve's command which was wrong, not the command in itself.
(Beyond the Curse, p. 37)

So, Spencer reasons, Eve could have assumed headship, urged obedience upon Adam,
and that would not have clashed with the Creator’ s design. But if her leadership wasin
itself amatter of moral indifference, why does God mention it at all? God’slogic s,
“Becauseof X and Y, | curse the ground.” Adam’s submission to Eveisfactor X and his
eating of the forbidden fruit isfactor Y.

52. My paraphrase and amplification of the import of verse 20.
53. Bilezikian, p. 56. On page 58 he writes:

The ruler/subject relationship between Adam and Eve began after the fall. It was for
Eve the application of the same death principle that made Adam slave to the soil. Because
it resulted from the fall, the rule of Adam over Eveisviewed as satanic in origin, no less
than death itself.

54. 1bid., page 214. In “A Critique of Wayne Grudem’s Treatment of Kephale in
Ancient Greek Texts,” a paper read to the Evangelical Theological Society, Atlanta,
1986, Bilezikian states:

The imposition of an authority structure upon this exquisite balance of [marital]
reciprocity would paganize the marriage relationship and make the Christ/church
paradigm irrelevant to it. (p. 33; emphasis added)

55. Cf. Ephesians 6:1-4; Colossians 3:20-21.
56. Cf. 1 Thessalonians 5:12-13; Hebrews 13:17.
57. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, p. 57.

58. Rosemary Radford Ruether, Womanguides: Readings toward a Feminist
Theology (Boston: Beacon Press, 1985), page ix.

59. Cf. Romans 8:29-30; 2 Corinthians 3:18.
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Chapter 4

WOMEN IN THE LIFE AND

TEACHINGSOF JESUS
James A. Borland

This chapter has two goals. (1) to show that Jesus placed a high value on women, and
(2) to show that Jesus recognized role distinctions for men and women. Jesus’ high
regard for women is seen in how He recognized their intrinsic equality with men, in how
He ministered to women, and in the dignity He accorded to women during his ministry.
Jesus’ recognition of role distinctions for men and women is demonstrated by His
choosing only men to serve as His apostles with their primary tasks of preaching,
teaching, and governing. Women, however, served in other important capacities, such as
praying, providing financial assistance, ministering to physical needs, voicing their
theological understanding, and witnessing to the resurrection.

Some may question whether Jesus’ teaching and practice regarding the status of
women harmonize with the rest of Biblical truth. Was His teaching radically different
from Old Testament revelation? Are Jesus and Paul contradictory? Is awife’ s submission
to her husband a one-way street, or are there mutual aspects involved in the teaching
about submission?*

Different positions have been taken relative to these questions, ranging from that of
radical feminists® to more traditional evangelical views. The evangelical community
seeks to interpret the text as inspired and authoritative. Such is the case with a number of
evangelical feminists who are discarding the more traditional viewpoints.® For Hull,
Bilezikian, and others, sex roles are essentially unimportant. They see no “subordination
of women to men” in home, church, or society, but rather a“mutual submission and
therefore equal opportunity for men and women to serve in both church and society.
Equal opportunity to serve as an ordained elder, bishop, pastor, or teacher is one of their
primary concerns.

One starting place for the evidence in the New Testament is to examine the position
of women in the life and teachings of our Lord Jesus Christ. The evidence in the four
Gospels demonstrates that our Lord placed a high value on women, while He continued
to recognize role distinctions for men and women.

I. Christ Placed a High Value on Women.

The place of women in the first-century Roman world and in Judaism has been well-
documented and set forth in several recent books.> Most frequently, women were
regarded as second-class citizens. Even the Old Testament presents situations where
women were depersonalized. But such indications do not equal endorsement. God never
authorized or approved behavior that depersonalized women. There are other things
recorded in Scripture such as child sacrifice, polygamy, ritualistic sex in religion, and
wife abuse that have never been sanctioned by God.

The cultural mores and the historical setting into which God spoke His revelation
must be distinguished from that revelation itself. Only God’s Word isinspired, not
human folkways and customs.® Moreover, later cultural developments and deviations
from God'’ s truth must not be confused with revelation from God.

Jesus' regard for women was much different from that of His contemporaries. Evans
terms Jesus’ approach to women as “revolutionary” for His era.” But was His treatment of
women out of character with Old Testament revelation, or with later New Testament
practice? Other chaptersin this volume will show that it was not.

A. Jesus Demonstrated the High Value He Placed on Women by Recognizing Their
Intrinsic Value as Persons.

nd
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For Christ, women have an intrinsic value equal to that of men. Jesus said, “. . . at the
beginning the Creator ‘ made them male and female’” (Matthew 19:4; cf. Genesis 1:27).
Women are created in the image of God just as men are. Like men, they have self-
awareness, personal freedom, a measure of self-determination, and personal
responsibility for their actions.

Scanzoni and Hardesty point out that “ Jesus came to earth not primarily as a male but
as a person. He treated women not primarily as females but as human beings.”® Jesus
recognized women as fellow human beings. Disciples come in two sexes, male and
female. Females are seen by Jesus as genuine persons, not ssimply as the objects of male
desire.® Hurley believes “the foundation-stone of Jesus' attitude toward women was his
vision of them as persons to whom and for whom he had come. He did not perceive them
primarily in terms of their sex, age or marital status; he seems to have considered them in
terms of their relation (or lack of one) to God.”*°

Examples of this even-handed treatment of women by Jesus are found in the four
Gospels. First, Jesus regularly addressed women directly whilein public. Thiswas
unusual for aman to do (John 4:27). The disciples were amazed to see Jesus talking with
the Samaritan woman at the well of Sychar (John 4:7-26). He also spoke freely with the
woman taken in adultery (John 8:10-11)."* Luke, who gives ample attention to women in
his Gospel, notes that Jesus spoke publicly with the widow of Nain (Luke 7:12-13), the
woman with the bleeding disorder (Luke 8:48; cf. Matthew 9:22; Mark 5:34), and a
woman who called to Him from a crowd (Luke *:27-28). Similarly, Jesus addressed a
woman bent over for eighteen years (Luke 13:12) and a group of women on the route to
the cross (Luke 23:27-31).

A second aspect of Jesus' regard for the full intrinsic value of women is seen in how
He spoke to the women He addressed. He spoke in a thoughtful, caring manner. Each
synoptic writer records Jesus addressing the woman with the bleeding disorder tenderly
as “daughter” (references above) and referring to the bent woman as a * daughter of
Abraham” (Luke 13:16). Bloesch infers that “ Jesus called the Jewish women ‘ daughters
of Abrlgham’ (Luke 13:16), thereby according them a spiritual status equal to that of
men.”

Third, Jesus did not gloss over sin in the lives of the women He met. He held women
personally responsible for their own sin as seen in His dealings with the woman at the
well (John 4:16-18), the woman taken in adultery (John 8:10-11), and the sinful woman
who anointed His feet (Luke 7:44-50). Their sin was not condoned, but confronted. Each
had the personal freedom and a measure of self-determination to deal with the issues of
sin, repentance, and forgiveness.

Jesus’ regard for the intrinsic equality of women and men is also exhibited in his view
of divorce and lust. In Histreatment of divorce (Matthew 5:32; 19:9; Mark 10:11-12;
Luke 16:18), Jesus clearly regards women not as property but as persons. They have
legitimate rights and should be respected. Evans succinctly notes, “\Women are not
objects to be dismissed at will.”*

Jesus' condemnation of the sin of lust was crucia in allowing Him and His followers
to enjoy social contact as male and female, something nearly foreign to the Jewish mores
of His age. Jesus said that “anyone who look sat awoman lustfully has aready
committed adultery with her in his heart” (Matthew 5:28). Why not separate men and
women to avoid temptation as the rabbis practiced? Because Jesus came to seek and to
save, to teach and to reach (Luke 19:10). That included women as well as men. Jesus
disciples were to have a righteousness that “ surpasses that of the Pharisees’ (Matthew
5:20).

Jesus “called upon his disciples to discipline their thoughts rather than to avoid
women.” ** Lust does not have to be fed but can be controlled. Jesus demanded such
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control from His disciples, allowing males and femal es to associate together and to work
in harmony with one another. Although such socia contact between the sexes would be
unthinkable to first-century rabbis, Jesus' teaching about the sinfulness of lust helpsto
explain the relationship men and women sustain both in His earthly ministry and in the
apostolic church.” In the early church, women frequently labored together with men
(Acts 16:14-15; Romans 16:3, 12; Philippians 4:3).

B. Jesus Demonstrated the High Value He Placed on Women by Ministering to
Women.

Another way in which Jesus showed the high value He placed on women wasin
ministering to them in avital and practical manner-both physically and spiritually.
Numerous healings and the casting out of demons from women display Jesus' care and
concern for women. Several such incidents are only briefly recorded. Jesus healed Peter’'s
mother-in-law and allowed her in return to minister to Him (Mark 1:30-31; Matthew
8:14-15; Luke 4:38-39). Jesus also was concerned for awidow in Nain (Luke 7:11-15).
He met her as she was weeping just before burying her only son. With compassion, He
spoke to her and raised her son to life. Later, Christ healed a woman who was hopelessly
bent over for eighteen years (Luke 13:10-17). Courageously, on the sabbath and inside
the synagogue before hostile religious leaders, Jesus helped and defended this poor
woman. He spoke to her, tenderly placed His hands on her, and caused her to stand erect,
for which she glorified God. He then acknowledged her equal standing with menin
Israel’ sreligious heritage by referring to her as a daughter of Abraham (cf. John 8:33,
39).

Mentioned in all three Synoptic Gospels are two additional interwoven stories.
[llustrating great faith while breaking religious and social customs, a poor woman,
rendered ceremonially unclean for twelve years by a bleeding disorder, touched Jesusin a
large crowd (Matthew 9:20-22; Mark 5:25-34; Luke 8:43-48). Instead of rebuking her,
Jesus addressed her tenderly as * daughter,” publicly strengthened her faith, and bid her
go in God' s peace.’® Jesus then proceeded to the house of Jairus, who, with his wife, had
just lost atwelve-year-old daughter. In addition to being rendered ceremonially unclean
by the woman’ s touch in the crowd (Leviticus 15:19-22), Jesus al so touched the dead girl
and restored her to her parents (Matthew 9:23-25; Mark 5:35-43; Luke 8:49-56). Jesus
ministry to needy and hurting women is clearly seen in these events. From the bottom of
the social order to the top (the girl’ s father was aruler of the synagogue), Jesus aided
women just as He did men.

Another woman, aforeigner, a Canaanite of Syrophoenicia, whose daughter was
demon-possessed, asked Jesus' help (Matthew 15:21-28; Mark 7:24-30). She was
persistent, intelligent, and witty, and exemplified great faith, a phrase elsewhere applied
only to a centurion (Matthew 8:10; Luke 7:9). In rabbinic writings women are seldom
presented positively and rarely illustrate faith or theological acumen.” But Jesus used her
asan illustration of His previous teaching about defilement (Matthew 15:10-20; Mark
7:14-23). Jesus' disciples considered this Gentile woman unclean (cf. Acts 10:28). Jesus
tested her spiritual tenacity, enlarged her understanding of spiritual truth, then granted her
request, complimenting her for her faith.

The fourth Gospel records Jesus' concern for His mother’ s welfare as voiced in His
dying words to John (19:26-27). Jesus wanted His mother to be cared for properly after
His death.

Besides ministering to physical needs, Jesus dealt with women spiritually. The
foremost example of thisisfound in John 4. Jesus spoke with the Samaritan woman as an
individual and met her specific needs. Jesus apparently showed her the same attention,
care and interest He showed to men. In fact, an interesting contrast is evident between
Nicodemus (chapter 3) and the Samaritan woman (chapter 4). He was secretive; she was
open. He doubted; she accepted. Jesus also taught her specific religious truths about God,
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worship, and the Messiah. As great as these particulars are, some feminists have
exaggerated the details and surmised additional concepts to enhance the role of women.*®
However, three aspects of this occasion do stand out. (1) Jesus spoke to awoman (v. 27),
which amazed the disciples. (2) She was a Samaritan (v. 9). (3) He taught her religious
truth in contrast to the current rabbinic practices. This point is more fully developed in a
later section of this chapter. Two other passages (John 7:53-8:11 and Luke 7:37-50),
commented on above, show Christ meeting similar spiritual needs in other women.

Two additional incidents deserve mention. On one occasion a woman spoke up from
the crowd saying how blessed Jesus' mother was to bear and nurse Him (Luke 11:27-28).
Jesus did two important things. He gave her His undivided attention by listening to her
comment, and He mildly corrected her and pointed her toward further spiritual
understanding. He said that hearing and keeping the Word of God are the primary
spiritual tasks. Jesus does not deny His mother’ s place of importance, but goes beyond it
to awider spiritual truth.

An additional story concerns Salome, Zebedee' s wife (cf. Matthew 27:56; Mark
15:40; 16:1), ambitiously seeking positions of utmost power and honor for her two sons,
James and John. She seemsto have “worshiped” with a selfish motive (Matthew 20:20-
22). Thisincident comes only shortly after Jesus’ promise of thrones to the twelve
(Matthew 19:28). In fact, the disciples “thought that the kingdom of God was going to
appear at once” (Luke 19:11). They were anxious to secure their positions of authority.
James and John may have asked through their mother, not desiring a further rebuke from
Christ for seeking preeminence (Mark 9:34-37; Luke 9:46-48). Again, Jesus mild rebuff
isturned into a spiritual lesson on humility and self-sacrifice. Jesus was consistently
willing to dialogue and interact with women.

Thus, Jesus showed how highly He valued women by ministering to them and
meeting their needs-even the need to be heard. He healed women, dialogued with them,
and showed women the same care and concern He showed to men.

C. Jesus Demonstrated the High Value He Placed on Women by According Them
Dignity in His Ministry.

Jesus accorded dignity to women in His ministry in three ways: (1) by employing
women asillustrations in His teaching, (2) by teaching women theological truths, and (3)
by having women participate in His life and ministry. Asindicated above in Section A
(and also note 5), women were not always held in high repute by many of Jesus
contemporaries. Jesus ministry gave a renewed respect to the place of women in His
society.

First, women were employed by Jesus quite freely asillustrationsin His teaching.
Mention of the queen of the south (Matthew 12:42; cf. Luke 11:31) reminded His
audience how aforeign queen travelled far to find the truth, but it was also used to warn
of coming judgment for those who reject Christ. Jesus likened the kingdom of heaven to
the leaven worked into bread dough by a woman (Matthew 13:33). Some debate whether
the leaven represents the rapid expansion of God' s kingdom or rather the spread of evil
(cf. Matthew 16:6, 12). In either case, Jesus chose to use an illustration that would no
doubt awaken the interest of Hisfemale listeners.

Jesus also taught (Matthew 24:41; cf. Luke 17:34-37) that at the time of His second
coming (in power and glory) women would be about their daily tasks, in this case
grinding grain on a hand-mill. These women as well as men will be divided and judged
over their relationship to Christ. One goes to judgment (Luke 17:37), while the other
enters into the kingdom. Another parable Jesus taught mentioning women almost
exclusively isthat of the ten virgins (Matthew 25:1-10). Jesus used them as examples of
readiness (or lack of the same) for Christ’s kingdom.
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Jesus mentioned the widow of Zarephath (Luke 4:26) as an example of those outside
Israel who receive God'’ s blessings. The healing of the leper Naaman (Luke 4:27; cf. 2
Kings 5:2-4) illustrated the same point one verse later, but brought thoughts to mind of
the faithful witness of the Israglite maid.

Jesus' parable of lost things (sheep, shekel, and son) in Luke 15 presents some
interesting parallels between the shepherd and the woman. Jesus uses male and female,
each with different roles, with neither elevated or depreciated." Both serve to illustrate
God' s seeking the lost and rejoicing over their salvation.

The need for steadfast prayer was illustrated by awidow’ s persistence before a
corrupt judge (Luke 18:1-5). Female hearers must have taken heart to hear Jesus praise a
woman'’s persistence in their male-dominated culture. Jesus also commented on a poor
widow who gave all she had to God in the women'’s court of the temple (Luke 21:1-4; cf.
20:1; Mark 12:41-44). Her heart attitude allowed her to give amuch larger percentage
(she gave 100 percent) than all the others because she must have trusted God to fully
meet her needs.

Jesus not only chose women to illustrate His teaching, but also was concerned that
women should be allowed to sit under His teaching as well. This may not seem surprising
to those ready to enter the twenty-first century, but it was unusual in Jesus' day.

Feminists see Luke 10:38-42 as crucial in showing women being taught by Christ.
Hull callsit “the most significant encounter . . . because it taught that women should
prefer studying theology over a preoccupation with domestic chores.”* Unfortunately,
Hull misrepresents “traditionalists” when she reports them as saying women should not
study theology.* Certainly, women are to learn and apply the Word of God. Thisis
vitally important. But actually, the application is much broader than Hull implies. Every
believer must make countless decisions throughout life, constantly choosing to act as a
pupil with Jesus as the teacher. It does not mean that other duties or Christian graces are
to beignored, but it does imply that some things (“what is better,” v. 42) are more
important than other things. There are no role distinctions for learning from Christ.

On alater visit of Jesusto Bethany, it was Martha who was taught by Jesus while
Mary sat in the house (John 11:20). For Martha, “Her growth is hisgoal, even in the
midst of her tears of mourning for her brother” (Lazarus).? Jesus instructed her about the
resurrection, and even that He was the resurrection and the life (John 11:25-26).
Thereupon, Martha gave a superb confession about Christ, saying, “Yes, Lord, | believe
that Y ou are the Christ, the Son of God, who is to come into the world” (John 11:27,
nkjv). On two other occasions Christ personally taught female disciples, even if in non-
traditional teaching settings. On His way to the crucifixion, Jesus gave an extended
proverb to agroup of wailing women (Luke 23:27-31). He said, “ Daughters of Jerusalem,
do not weep for me; weep for yourselves and for your children. For the time will come
when you will say, ‘Blessed are the barren women, the wombs that never bore and the
breasts that never nursed!’” He was saying that the future would see a worse judgment,
probably using an afortiori argument. If Christ, whom Pilate declared to be an innocent
man, could be crucified, what will happen to those whom Rome judges to be guilty?
Christ’s final teaching to awoman is contained in His post-resurrection words to Mary
Magdalene concerning His ascension (John 20:17). Jesus asks Mary to convey Hiswords
to the others, which she does (20:18).

An additional way that Jesus accorded dignity to women during His ministry wasin
having women participate in His life and ministry. Luke 2 mentions both the briefest and
the most extensive of female associations in the life of Jesus. Anna of Asher was agodly,
aged prophetess who resided in the temple area (L uke 2:36-38). She gave thanks for
Jesus, whom she recognized as Messiah, when His parents presented him to God at six
weeks of age (Luke 2:22; cf. Exodus 13:12, 15; Leviticus 12:2-6). Luke purposely pairs
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her actions with those of Simeon, just as he balances Zachariah's story with that of
Mary’s. Care istaken to show female participation.

The woman whom God chose to have the most extensive association with Jesus was
His mother, Mary. But apart from the annunciation and birth narratives of Matthew and
Luke, sheis mentioned only five timesin the Gospels-the trip to Jerusalem (Luke 2:41-
51); the Cana wedding (John 2:1-11); accompanying Jesus to Capernaum (John 2:12);
asking for Jesus (Matthew 12:46-50; Mark 3:31-35; Luke 8:19-21); and at the cross
(Matthew 27:56; Mark 15:40; John 19:25-27). Mary’s life was significant for at least
three reasons. (1) She was afirst-hand witness of Jesus' divine origin and true humanity.
(2) She was atremendous model of godliness, faith, dedication, and patience, among
other good qualities. (3) She, along with other women, was incorporated into the new life
of the church at Pentecost.”®

Other women who participated in Christ’s life fit into one of two groups-(1) those
who served Him in some way, and (2) those who witnessed to His resurrection.

In the first category were two one-time participants as well as a group of women who
served more frequently. Two women served Christ by anointing Him. Luke records an
anointing of His feet by anotoriously sinful woman (7:36-50). The other Gospels tell of
Mary’ s anointing of His head and feet with a pound of precious spikenard (Matthew
26:6-13; Mark 14:3-9; John 12:2-8). These women served Christ out of love and
appreciation, but Mary’ s anointing was even more significant because she did it with a
view to His approaching death (Matthew 26:12; Mark 14:8; John 12:7). Mary had true
spiritual insight, no doubt gained from Jesus’ teaching. They both were truly thankful,
and Christ accepted their thanks while healing, forgiving, and liberating as the different
cases called for.

Those who ministered to Christ more frequently included Marthain Judeaand a
group of women in Galilee. Luke 10:40 records Martha attempting to get a meal ready for
about fifteen persons. Jesus did not order her to stop serving but gently corrected her
attitude about Mary. Martha served at another supper just aweek before Christ’s death
(John 12:2), suggesting that her service was more than just occasional.

L uke 8:2-3 recounts another group of women who ministered to Jesus and His
disciples financially.* They may have served Jesus in other general ways as well, since
the term is used of these women twice elsewhere without any reference to money
(Matthew 27:56; Mark 15:41).% Their labor was important and some of their names are
recorded-Mary Magdalene, Joanna, Susanna, Mary the mother of James and Joses, and
Salome. There were also many others (Luke 8:3). We are not told how often these
women travelled with Christ and the apostles. Hurley has suggested that they were more
active while Jesus was in the Galilee region near their homes,* but Matthew 27:56
mentions their travel with Christ all the way to Jerusalem. Apparently when Jesus
travelled in Judea (most of John’s Gospel) and Samaria, He may sometimes have had the
apostles make other arrangements for food and other provisions (Luke 9:52).

A final indication of the dignity accorded women in the ministry of Jesusisseenin
the importance given to women in the resurrection accounts. In Christ’s day, women
were not considered reliable witnesses. Josephus warns, for example, “But let not the
testimony of women be admitted, on account of the levity and boldness of their sex.”
Still, God chose to use women as Hisinitial witnesses to His disciples.

It may be an overstatement to say that the women sent from the tomb were “certainly
... given a‘quasi-apostolic role.”” ® To invent the role of a quasi-apostle seems foreign
to the intent of these passages. The uniqueness of the role of an apostle will be discussed
in the next major section of this chapter.
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The question remains, why were the women chosen as witnesses of the resurrection?
Was God bestowing a specia honor on these women? Was God trying to indicate larger
roles for women in His new community of believers? | believe both were intended.

All four Gospel writers bestow a great honor on the women who lovingly and with
servant hearts came early to the tomb to anoint Jesus’ body, thus paying their last
respects. What if they were frightened and surprised by what they saw and heard
(Matthew 28:5-8; Mark 16:5-8; Luke 24:2-9; John 20:1-2)? They till faithfully bore
witness of Jesus’' resurrection to His disciples and, no doubt, to countless othersin the
months and years that followed.

Some have contrasted the faith of the women witnesses with the unbelief of the
apostles, but as Hurley notes, “Neither the women nor the disciples were really ready for
the resurrection. The women had to be convinced by the angel.”* The important point is
that God did use women along with men at this strategic juncture in human history.

These women not only were the first witnesses to Jesus’ resurrection, but also stand
perpetually as examples for all believers. These women led the way in proclaiming the
gospel-that Christ died for our sins, was buried, but rose again for our justification the
third day. The duty and high privilege of witnessing for Christ is still open to every
believer, without distinction as to gender.

Il. Christ Recognized Role Distinctions for Men and Women.

Christ not only valued women very highly, but also demonstrated a clear role
distinction between men and women. Nowhere is this issue seen more clearly than in
Jesus’ selection of only men for the role of apostle. Many Biblical feminists question the
significance of this obvious role distinction, or explain it as cultural or as temporary.
Siddons's brief comment is that dangersin travel and the “male-dominated” social
structure of the time were reasons for the apostles’ being only men.*

But Jesus was not averse to breaking social customs when He felt it necessary. He
criticized Pharisees to their face in public (Matthew 23:13-36), healed on the sabbath
(Mark 1:21-27; Luke 13:14; John 5:8-10), and cleansed the temple (John 2:14-17;
Matthew 21:12-13). Against custom, Jesus spoke to the Samaritan woman (John 4:7-9),
ate with tax collectors and sinners (Matthew 9:11), and even ate with unwashed hands
(Mark 7:1-23)! The point is that when moral issues were at stake, Jesus did not bend to
cultural pressure. No, it was not social custom or cultural pressure that caused Jesus to
appoint an all-male group of apostles. Had He so desired, He could easily have appointed
six men and their wives as apostles, since the wives of the apostles frequently
accompanied them (1 Corinthians 9:5). But no such arrangement was initiated.

In fact, Jewish culture did accept women into positions of leadership. Just three
decades before Herod the Great took over as king, Isragl was ruled for years by Queen
Alexandra. The fact that an occasional judge (Deborah, Judges 4-5), or ruler (Athaliah, 2
Kings 11:3) was a woman also demonstrates that female leadership was possible. Even
though many women have excellent |eadership qualities, God still has clear role
distinctions in mind when apostleship and eldership are considered.

After spending al night in prayer (Luke 6:12), Jesus chose His twelve apostles
(Matthew 10:2-4; Mark 3:13-19). Apostleship was to involve leadership, rulership, and
the reception of specia revelation. Severa functions of the apostles were immediately
discernible: (1) The apostles were to be with Christ, undoubtedly to learn extensively and
to be trained firsthand (Mark 3:14-15). (2) The apostles were the obvious official leaders
in the early church. See Acts 2:14; 5:12, 18, 40, 42; 6:2-4; 9:29; 15:2, and Galatians 1.:17.
(3) Special rulership was committed to the apostles. Christ promised that the apostles
would sit on twelve thrones ruling over the twelve tribes of Israel (Matthew 19:28; Luke
22:30). (4) Christ promised the apostles reception of special revelation (John 16:13-15)
and a specia teaching ministry of the Holy Spirit (John 14:26). (5) As atestimony of the
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fact that male leadership in the church has been permanently established by Christ, the
names of the twelve apostles are forever inscribed on the very foundations of heaven
itself. “Now the wall of the city had twelve foundations, and on them were the names of
the twelve apostles of the Lamb” (Revelation 21:14, nkjv).

None of the above roles was performed by the women who followed Christ or
ministered to Him. Though highly valued and given a new dignity by Christ, their roles
were different from those of the men Christ selected for His top |eadership positions.
Women gave to Christ, served Him, fellowshipped with Him, accompanied Him, learned
from Him, prayed, and testified of their salvation® or of Christ’s resurrection. But no
woman in Christ’s ministry was called, commissioned, or named as an apostle, or even
performed in the role of an apostle. These roles and functions Christ reserved for men.*

Spencer discounts these distinctions implied in Christ’s choice of men as His
apostles. Shereasons, “If Jesus' choice of twelve male disciples signifies that females
should not be leaders in the church, then, consistently his choice aso signifies that
Gentiles should not be leaders in the church.” * In another setting Spencer voiced the
same argument. “If the twelve included only Jews, why should we not say that only Jews
can be pastors/elders?’ *

Her logic can be seen in the following syllogism:

A. Jesus chose only male apostles.

B. Jesus chose only Jewish apostles.

C. Therefore, church elders must be male and Jewish.

Of course, the argument isinvalid, so the conclusion is unproven. Historically, we
know it to be false. Spencer wants us to see that Gentiles did occupy eldership positions
in scores of “Gentile” churches founded by Paul. She would like us to conclude that if
Jewishnessis not required for eldership, neither should maleness be required.

But even a superficial analysis of the New Testament reveals that the Jews occupied a
unique position during Christ’s earthly ministry. Jesus was born to be a*“ruler who will
be the shepherd of my people Isragl” (Matthew 2:6). Jesus was termed “the consol ation
of Israel” (Luke 2:25), and He proclaimed, “1 was not sent except to the lost sheep of the
house of Israel” (Matthew 15:24). He announced a soon-coming kingdom (Mark 1:15)
and sent His apostles at first only to the Jews (Matthew 10:6), promising them eventual
rulership over the twelve tribes of Israel (Matthew 19:28; Luke 22:30; cf. Acts 1:6).
Considering the Jewishness of Christ’s mission to redeem Israel (Luke 24:21), it is not
surprising to find all Jews on the initial list of apostles. It was not cultural pressure but
God'’ s plan to bring salvation through the Jews that led to twelve Jewish apostles.

With the resurrection, Christ’s mission expanded to include Gentiles (M atthew 28:19)
“in thisone body” (Ephesians 2:16), the church. Gentiles were not only saved, but
became eldersin the new organizational units of local churches. A Gentile (Luke) wrote
two books of the New Testament (Luke and Acts), and several Gentiles such as Titus and
Epaphroditus were Paul’ s apostolic assistants and coworkers. Thus, Jewish apostles were
unique and foundational, but Gentiles rapidly came to assume leadership in the church.

But was maleness, like Jewishness, to be discarded as a requirement for apostle or
elder? Was maleness only foundational aswell? Thereis clearly adifferencein this case.
First, the church did not start as all male and then later become both male and female.
Christ’s followers were male and female from the beginning, and both men and women
were present at the beginning of the church at Pentecost (Acts 1:14). Second, from all we
can tell, male leadership was perpetuated by those whom Christ initially taught, trained,
and to whom He committed the future leadership of His church. Since Acts continually
reminds us of the leading of Christ and of the Holy Spirit in the work of the church and
its leaders, the assumption is that |eadership choices were a'so made in that manner.
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That male leadership is to continue as the norm is borne out almost immediately once
the church begins. In Acts 1:15-26, the first and only replacement apostle was selected.
Evans asserts that women no doubt met the requirements to be an apostle “as set out in
Acts 1:21-22." % She overlooks, however, that one of the very conditions listed isto be a
male-". . . it is necessary to choose one of the men [Greek andron] who have been with us
..." (Acts 1:21, emphasis added).*

A further exampleis not the direct teaching of Jesus, but additionally strongly
suggests that male leadership in the church was Jesus’ intention. This comes out of the
selection instructions and results in Acts 6, where the first |eaders besides the apostles
were appointed. Plenty of women were numbered among the believers according to Acts
1:14; 5:1 and 5:14. A problem arose regarding the neglect of certain women (Acts 6:1).
The church was told to select seven qualified men (andras, Acts 6:3). If the instruction
had been to look for seven “human beings’ (anthropous), and then only men had been
selected, we might say their choice was cultural or perhaps happenstance. Instead, the
choice of men was deliberate.

Therefore, we can conclude that in the choice of the twelve apostles, in the choice of
only men to write the New Testament Scriptures, in the other |eadership tasks given
uniguely to the apostles, in the pattern of male leadership followed by those whom Jesus
taught most closely, and even in the twelve names inscribed on the foundations of the
heavenly city, Jesus clearly affirmed an abiding role distinction between men and women
and an abiding leadership role for men.

But even though clear role distinction is seen in Christ’s choice of the apostlesand in
the exclusive type of work they were given to perform, no barriers need exist between a
believer and the Lord Jesus Christ, regardless of gender. Jesus demonstrated only the
highest regard for women, in both Hislife and teaching. He recognized the intrinsic
equality of men and women, and continually showed the worth and dignity of women as
persons. Jesus valued their fellowship, prayers, service, financia support, testimony and
witness. He honored women, taught women, and ministered to women in thoughtful
ways.

As aresult, women responded warmly to Jesus' ministry. Have things changed too
drastically today for usto see this same Jesus? Not at all. Modern women can find the
same rich fulfillment in serving Christ as did the Marys and Marthas of Judea, or the
Joannas and Susannas of Galilee.
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Chapter 5

HEAD COVERINGS, PROPHECIES
AND THE TRINITY
1 CORINTHIANS 11:2-16
Thomas R. Schreiner

Introduction

2l praise you for remembering me in everything and for holding to
the teachings, just as | passed them on to you. 3Now | want you to
realize that the head of every man is Christ, and the head of the
woman is man, and the head of Christ is God. 4 Every man who
prays or prophesies with his head covered dishonors his head. 5And
every woman who prays or prophesies with her head uncovered
dishonors her head-it is just as though her head were shaved. 61f a
woman does not cover her head, she should have her hair cut off;
and if it isadisgrace for awoman to have her hair cut or shaved off,
she should cover her head. 7A man ought not to cover his head, since
he is the image and glory of God; but the woman is the glory of man.
8For man did not come from woman, but woman from man; 9neither
was man created for woman, but woman for man. 10For this reason,
and because of the angels, the woman ought to have a sign of
authority on her head. 11In the Lord, however, woman is not
independent of man, nor is man independent of woman. 12For as
woman came from man, so aso man is born of woman. But
everything comes from God. 13Judge for yourselves: Isit proper for
awoman to pray to God with her head uncovered? 14Does not the
very nature of things teach you that if aman haslong hair, itisa
disgrace to him, 15but that if awoman haslong hair, it is her glory?
For long hair is given to her as a covering. 161f anyone wants to be
contentious about this, we have no other practice-nor do the churches
of God.

First Corinthians 11:2-16 has some features that make it one of the most difficult and
controversial passagesin the Bible.! For instance: How does verse 2 relate to verses 3-
16? What does Paul mean by the word head in verse 3? Can we identify the custom
regarding the adornment of women in the passage? In what sense is woman the glory of
man (verse 7)? What does Paul mean when he says that the woman is to have authority
on her head (verse 10)? Can we comprehend the reason why a woman is to have authority
on her head, namely, because of the angels (verse 10)? And finally, what does the word
nature mean in verse 14?

The difficulties with this text could lead one to say that it should not be used to
establish any doctrine or teaching on the role relationship of men and women. Indeed,
one might claim that only clear passages should be used to form a doctrine, and this
passage is too obscure. No one, or at least few people, would argue that women should be
adorned with veils today, leading some to say that this passage is culturally bound and no
longer viable in the twentieth century.

In contrast to this position, | will argue that the central thrust of the passageis clear.
There are difficulties, but some of the key issues are not as difficult asit has been
claimed, and the issues that remain obscure do not affect the central teaching of the
passage. Also, while wearing head coverings no longer speaksto our culture, thereis an
abiding principle in thistext that is applicable to the twentieth century.
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The Relation of 11:2 to 11:3-16

How does verse 2 relate to the following verses? Verse 2 says, “Now | praise you
because you remember me in everything, and hold firmly to the traditions, just as|
delivered them to you.” The following verses (11:3-16), however, do not seem to be an
example of the Corinthians holding fast to the Pauline traditions. The behavior of the
Corinthian women is contrary to the custom of Paul and the other churches, according to
verse 16. Presumably, Paul would not instruct the Corinthians regarding proper
adornment for women if they were aready following hisinstructions in this matter. It is
probably the case, then, that 11:2 functions as a complimentary introduction before Paul
begins to criticize the Corinthians on certain practices. Indeed, 11:2 ismost likely the
introductory statement for all of chapters eleven through fourteen. Even though the
Corinthians are not following the traditions regarding women (11:3-16), the Lord's
Supper (11:17-34), and spiritua gifts (12:1-14:40), the situation of the church is not bleak
in every respect.

What is the Adornment for Women in this Passage?

One of the perplexing questions in this passage is this: What custom regarding
adornment is referred to here? We cannot treat this complex question in detail, but the
two most probable suggestions can be set forth: (1) The custom Paul recommendsis for
women to wear shawls. (2) Paul objectsto long, loose hair that falls down the back; he
wants women to follow the usual custom of piling their hair up on top of their heads.

In favor of the view that Paul is speaking against women wearing their hair loose and
falling down the back are the following arguments:® (1) There is no extant evidence that
full veiling, familiar in Islam, was current in Paul’ s time. Therefore, the custom described
cannot be veiling. (2) The same Greek word that describes the practice of the Corinthian
women in 11:5 (akatakalyptos ) [“unveiled,” according to rsv] is used in Leviticus 13:45
(LXX)? about aleper’s hair, which is to hang unloosed. The problem with the Corinthian
women, then, is that they were wearing their hair loose and flowing down their backs. (3)
The word apokalypto , which is somewhat related to akatakalyptos, is used in Numbers
5:18, where a woman suspected of adultery had to unbind her hair and wear it loosely.
The wearing of long, loose hair by an adulteress would support the idea that wearing
one's hair loose was considered shameful. (4) Respectable women in Paul’ stime did not
appear in public with their hair long and flowing down their backs. They wore their hair
piled up on their heads in a bun. Paul wants the Corinthian women to adhere to this
custom.

Despite these arguments in favor of the view that Paul is commanding the wearing of
hair on top of the head by women, it is probable that Paul is speaking of wearing a head
covering of some kind, such as a shawl.” That a shawl rather than afull veil isin Paul’s
mind isindicated by the word covering (peribolaios) in 11:15, which is not the usual
word for veil but probably refersto awrap-around. The evidence in favor of this position
isasfollows: (1) The verb trandated as “cover” in the niv (katakalypto ) occursthree
timesin verses 6-7, and related cognate words occur in verses 5 and 13. These words
most often refer to a covering of some kind. For example, the angels who saw the glory
of Y ahweh in the temple covered their faces (Isaiah 6:2). Judah thought Tamar, his
daughter-in-law, was a harlot because she covered her face (Genesis 38:15). Since the
word almost universally means “to cover” or “to hide,” the text is probably referring to a
hair covering of some kind.?

(2) Philo (30 b.c. - a.d. 45) uses the same words Paul doesin 1 Corinthians 11:5,
“head uncovered” (akatakalypto te kephale ), and it is clear that Philo is speaking of a
head covering being removed because the priest had just removed her kerchief (Special
Laws, 3:60). Akatakalyptos also means “uncovered” in Philo, Allegorical Interpretation
11,29, and in Polybius 15,27.2 (second century b.c.). Moreover, it is sSimply anegative
adjective based on the verb katakalypto , which commonly means “ cover, veil.” (3)

118



Esther 6:12 (LXX) employs the same expression found in verse four, kata kephale s, of
Haman, who hurried home mourning, covering his head in shame. He probably used part
of his garment to do this. (4) A similar expression occursin Plutarch (46-120 a.d.), where
it is specifically stated that the head is covered with part of the toga (himation).®

Verse 15 seemsto create adifficulty if Paul is speaking of a head covering. Verse 15
saysthat her “long hair is given to her for acovering.” But if her hair is given to her for a
covering, then awoman would not need to wear another covering over her hair.
However, it isimprobable that the only covering that Paul requiresis awoman’s hair, for
we have already seen that the words for covering that Paul usesin verses 4-6 and verse
13 point to aveil or ashawl. Indeed, if all Paul has been requiring islong hair, then his
explanation of the situation in verses 4-6 is awkward and even misleading. Verse 15 can
be explained in such away that Paul is not rejecting his earlier call for a shawl. The word
for (anti) in verse 15 probably indicates not substitution but equivalence.” In other words,
Paul is not saying that awoman has been given long hair instead of a covering. Rather, he
is saying that awoman has been given long hair as a covering. His point seems to be that
awoman’s long hair is an indication that she needs to wear a covering.?

To sum up: the custom recommended here is a head covering of some kind, probably
a shawl. The importance of identifying this custom can be exaggerated, unless one
believes that the custom of the day should be applied to our culture. The major point of
the text is clear: women are to adorn themselves in a certain way. The precise kind of
head covering Paul had in mind is no longer clear. What is more important, and we turn
to this next, is: Why does Paul want the women to adorn themselvesin a certain way?

The Function of 11:3 in the Argument and the Meaning of Head

Probably the most crucial question in this passage is what Paul means by the word
head (kephale) in verse 3: “Now | want you to realize that the head of every manis
Christ, and the head of the woman is man, and the head of Christ is God.” Two answers
are being suggested today: source and authority.® The meaning of this word has been
extensively debated in the literature, and we will not cover all the ground again. Instead,
three reasons will be given to defend authority as the best understanding of the word
head.

(1) Even if we wereto grant that the word head can mean “source” in afew instances,
Wayne Grudem has shown that the meaning “authority” isindisputable in a number of
passages, while the meaning “source” is never certainly attested. Grudem is correct in
saying that those who oppose the meaning “authority” demand more examples of this
meaning than they would with ailmost any other word. Usually, three or four clear
examples are of great value, and Grudem provides a number that are decisive.

(2) Even if it were demonstrated that head does mean “ source” in afew passages, it
never bears that meaning in the Septuagint, and that is the relevant piece of literature with
which Paul would have been most familiar. The use of head in the Septuagint is
minimized by the Mickelsens because Paul was writing to Greeks who did not know the
Old Testament well.* But this is an unconvincing argument. Paul appeals to the Old
Testament either allusively or by quotation often when writing to Gentile converts. Most
evangelicals agree that the Greek Old Testament is the most important source for Paul’s
theology, and of course this would apply to his use of words as well.

(3) A crucia usage, of course, isin Paul’s own writings. It is precisely here that the
evidence for “source’ is weakest. Compare, for example, a passage on the same basic
topic, men and women, in Ephesians 5:22ff. Paul says that “the husband is the head of the
wife as Christ isthe head of the church” (verse 23). In what meaningful sense can one say
that a husband is the source of hiswife? Wives do not exist by virtue of their husband's
existence. Wives do not derive their life from their husbands. The meaning “source” here
makes Paul’ s statement hard to comprehend since it is difficult to see how husbands are
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the source of their wives. Some have said that Paul is speaking of Adam as the source of
Eve. But what is the evidence for this? Paul clearly speaks of husbands and wivesin
genera in verses 22 and 24, and it would be strained and unusual to see a sudden
reference to Adam and Eve in 5:23. Further support for head meaning “ authority” is
found in 5:22 and 5:24, for there Paul calls on women to submit to their husbands, which
accords nicely with the notion that head denotes authority.

Paul uses the word head with the meaning “authority” in Ephesians 1:22 as well.
Beginning with 1:20ff, he says that God raised Christ from the dead, seated Him at His
right hand far above al other authorities and powers, subjected al things under His feet,
and gave Him as head over all things to the church. The entire context focuses on the
enthronement of Christ and His exaltation. The focus on the exaltation of Christ in the
context suggests that the meaning of head is “authority.”

Such an interpretation is confirmed by a parallel passage in Colossians 2:10. There
Christ issaid to be “the head over every power and authority.” Here head must mean
“authority,” not “source,” because the same rulers and authorities are also spoken of in
Colossians 2:15, and there they clearly refer to the demonic powers that were publicly
humiliated and led in atriumphal procession through Jesus’ death and resurrection. Paul
isnot saying to the Colossiansin 2:10 that Jesus is “the source” of these demonic powers,
his point is that Jesusis sovereign over them, that He rules over them.

The texts that are sometimes used to argue that Paul could use the word head to mean
“source’ are Colossians 1:18; 2:19; Ephesians 4:15. In each case, the asserted meaning is
possible but doubtful, since the meaning “source” for thisword is not clearly found in the
Septuagint, elsewhere in Paul, or in the rest of the New Testament. In Colossians 1:18,
Christ is said to be the head over the church, and the concept of authority accords well
with the context (Colossians 1:15-20). Colossians 2:19 and Ephesians 4:15 could be
tranglated as “source,” but Paul is probably saying in these two passages that the
Sovereign of the church is also the One who sustains and strengthens the church.

Now wereturn to 1 Corinthians 11:3. If our interpretation is correct, then Paul is
saying that Christ is the authority over every man, man is the authority over woman, and
God is the authority over Christ. Since Paul appeals to the relation between members of
the Trinity, it is clear that he does not view the relations described here as merely
cultural, or the result of thefall.

C. Kroeger objects that to make God the head over Christ isto fal into the
christological heresy of making Christ subordinate to God.** But this would only be a
heresy if one asserted that there was an ontological difference (adifference in nature or
being) between Father and Son. The point is not that the Son is essentially inferior to the
Father. Rather, the Son willingly submits Himself to the Father’ s authority. The
difference between the members of the Trinity isafunctional one, not an essential one.

Such an interpretation is confirmed by 1 Corinthians 15:28: “When [Christ has
subjected all things to Himself], then the Son himself will be made subject to him who
put everything under him, so that God may be all in al.” Paul did not see such subjection
of the Son to the Father as heretical because the Son was not essentially inferior to the
Father. Instead, He will subject Himself voluntarily to the Father’ s authority. The Son has
adifferent function or role from the Father, not an inferior being or essence.

This point is often missed by evangelical feminists. They conclude that a differencein
function necessarily involves a difference in essence; i.e., if men are in authority over
women, then women must be inferior. The relationship between Christ and the Father
shows us that this reasoning is flawed. One can possess a different function and still be
equal in essence and worth. Women are equal to men in essence and in being; thereisno
ontological distinction, and yet they have a different function or role in church and home.
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Such differences do not logically imply inequality or inferiority, just as Christ’s
subjection to the Father does not imply Hisinferiority.

In fact, some evangelical feminists recently have made misleading statements
regarding the issue of subordinationism in the doctrine of the Trinity. R. C. and C.
Kroeger define subordinationism as A doctrine that assigns an inferiority of being,
status, or role to the Son or Holy Spirit within the Trinity” (italics mine).”” They also say,
“Some apply a doctrine of subordination of woman to man on the basis of asimilar
relationship within the Trinity (1 Corinthians 11:3).”*® G. Bilezikian says, “Nowhere in
the Bible isthere areference to a chain of command within the Trinity. Such
‘subordi natioHi st’ theories were propounded during the fourth century and were rejected
as heretica .”

Such statements reflect a serious misunderstanding of both the doctrine of the Trinity
and the nature of subordinationism. The Kroegers' definition of subordinationism failsto
make the historic and crucial distinction between essence and role. What the church
condemned was a subordinationism that predicated a difference of essence or being
among Father, Son, and Spirit. The distinct role of the Son does not imply that Heis
essentially inferior to the Father. The addition of the word inferiority before the word role
in the Kroegers' definition is especially distorting because a distinct role does not
logically imply inferiority. That the Kroegers are inconsistent regarding the definition of
subordinationism is evident in that elsewhere in their article they define it correctly: “The
Nicene fathers ascribed to the Son and Spirit an equality of being or essence, but a
subordination of order.” ™ What the Nicene fathers called a subordination of order is
another way of saying that they saw a subordination in role, or a subordination in the
economic Trinity. The Nicene fathers rightly saw that this did not imply that the Son and
the Spirit were inferior in nature to the Father. The Kroegers' earlier definition of
subordinationism, then, makes sense only if they conclude that the Nicene fathers were
heretical.

Bilezikian is even less careful. He says that there is not the slightest evidence in the
Bible for “achain of command within the Trinity.” | would not use the phrase “ chain of
command,” but that the Son submits to the Father is clear from 1 Corinthians 15:28. It is
clear that this subjection of the Son to the Father is after His earthly ministry, so how
anyone can say that there is no hint of a difference of order or role within the Trinity is
difficult to see. Whenever Scripture says that God sent the Son into the world (e.g., John
3:17), we see subordination in role: the Father commands and sends; the Son obeys and
comes into the world to die for our sins.

The notion that there is a subordination in function or in the economic Trinity but an
equality of essenceisalso part of the historic heritage of evangelical theology. John
Calvin says of Tertullian’s understanding of the Trinity, “Nor am | displeased with
Tertullian’ s definition, provided it be taken in the right sense, that there is akind of
distribution or economy in God which has no effect on the unity of essence.”*® What
Calvin means by “distribution or economy” is a difference of role, and thus he concludes
that a different role does not rule out equality of being or essence.

Charles Hodge says about the Nicene Creed:

The creeds are nothing more than a well-ordered arrangement of the
facts of Scripture which concern the doctrine of the Trinity. They
assert the distinct personality of the Father, Son and Spirit; their
mutual relation as expressed by those terms; their absolute unity as
to substance or essence, and their consequent perfect equality; and
the subordination of the Son to the Father, and of the Spirit to the
Father and the Son, as the mode of subsistence and operation. These
are Scriptural facts, to which the creeds in question add nothing; and
it isin this sense they have been accepted by the Church universal.”
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The distinction between being and role is also reflected in Louis Berkhof. He says,
“There can be no subordination as to essential being of the one person of the Godhead to
the other, and therefore no difference in personal dignity. . . . The only subordination of
which we can speak, is a subordination in respect to order and relationship.”*®

To sum up, both Bilezikian and the Kroegers have wrongly defined subordinationism,
thereby misleading readers with regard to the historic and evangelical doctrine of the
Trinity.

Another argument used for the translation “source” in 1 Corinthians 11:3 is that Paul
says woman came from man in verse 11:8, and this obviously suggests the idea of source.
Surely this understanding of verse 8 is correct, but verse 8 does not explicate the meaning
of head in verse 3. Instead, Paul uses this argument from source to prove that woman is
the glory of man.

The order of Paul’s statement in 1 Corinthians 11:3 has caused some question. If Paul
isteaching hierarchy here, why does he not write (1) “the head of Christ is God,” (2) “the
head of every man is Christ,” and (3) “the head of the woman is man”? Instead, Paul
places “the head of Christ is God” asthe last statement in the verse. Some suggest that
thisrules out any hierarchical understanding. But we have aready seen that the clear
meaning of head is “authority,” and thus a hierarchy is definitely established. Why, then,
does Paul place “the head of Christ is God” last? | think Paul added the headship of God
over Christ right after asserting the headship of man over woman in order to teach that
the authority of man over woman does not imply the inferiority of women or the
superiority of men. Some Corinthians may have concluded that the headship of man over
woman diminished woman’s worth. Paul anticipates this objection and adds that God is
the head over Christ. And even though God (i.e., the Father) isthe head over Christ, Heis
not essentially greater than Christ. So too, even though women are under men’ s authority,
they are not essentially inferior. Paul follows this same patternin 11:7-12. In 11:7-10, he
says women were created for man’s glory and sake. But in 11:11-12, he shows that this
does not involve the inferiority of women.

The Relation of 11:4-6 to 11:3

We have spent considerable time on 11:3 because it is fundamental to the whole
passage. Verses 4-6 flow from the theological principle enunciated in 11:3. Since Christ
is the authority over men, and since men are the authority over women, it follows that no
man should wear a head covering when he prays and prophesies, while a woman should.

Paul objects to men wearing head coverings in verse 4 because such adornment
would be disgraceful. Why? Because that is what women wore (11:5-6), and thus a man
who wore such a head covering would be shamefully depicting himself as a woman.
Conversdly, if women do not wear head coverings, their failure to be adorned properly
would be shameful (11:5) because they would be dressing like men. That the shame
involved is due to appearing like aman is confirmed by Paul’s explanation in 11:5b-6. A
woman’ s failure to wear a head covering is analogous to her having her hair cut short or
shaved. Every woman in the culture of that day would have been ashamed of appearing in
public with her head shaved or her hair cut short, because then she would have looked
like aman.

Paul explicitly saysin 11:15 that awoman’'s “long hair” is her “glory.” And if aman
has long hair, it is adishonor to him (11:14). If we compare verse 14 with verse 15, it is
clear that for aman to wear long hair is a dishonor to him because such long hair is the
particular glory of awoman, i.e., because if a man wears long hair, he looks like a
woman. If we examine verses 5 and 6 in light of verses 14-15, we see that for awoman to
wear her hair short or to shave her hair is contrary to what brings her glory, namely, long
hair. Indeed, to keep her hair short isto wear it the way a man does (cf. 11:14). Thus, we
can conclude that Paul wants women to wear head coverings while praying and
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prophesying because to do otherwise would be to confuse the sexes and give the
shameful impression that women are behaving like men.

On whom or what is the man or woman bringing shame if he or she is not adorned
properly? In verse 4, Paul says that the man who has a head covering “dishonors his
head.” In verse 5 he says that the woman without a head covering “dishonors her head.”
What does he mean by the word head in these verses? The word clearly refersto
authority in 11:3, as we have seen above. It refersto one' s physical head in verses 4 (first
use), 5 (first use), 7, and 10. Two interpretations are possible in our context, and they are
not necessarily incompatible.

On the one hand, to disgrace one’'s head may mean that one disgraces oneself. Three
arguments can be used to defend thisinterpretation. (1) The word head can simply refer
to one’'s self. In Acts 18:6, Paul saysto the resistant Jews in Corinth, “Y our blood be on
your own heads!” He clearly means that the responsibility for rejecting the gospel
message lies only with themselves. (2) The parallel with verses 14 and 15 suggests that
head means “oneself.” In verse 14, Paul says“if aman haslong hair, it isadisgrace to
him” (my italics). Now thisthought in verse 14 is remarkably close to the idea that a man
who wears a head covering “dishonors his head” (11:4). In the same way, if awoman’s
wearing long hair “is her glory” (verse 15, my italics), then the disgrace and shame
described in verses 5 and 6 must refer to the disgrace she brings on herself. (3) Verses 4-6
forge a close relationship between one’s physical head and disgracing the head. It is
legitimate to infer that those who do not adorn their physical heads in a proper way bring
shame on their heads, i.e., their own selves.

On the other hand, dishonoring the head in verses 4 and 5 may refer to the head
described above in verse 3. Thus, aman who wears a head covering brings dishonor on
his head, Christ. The woman who fails to wear a head covering brings dishonor on her
head, man. Three arguments support this interpretation. (1) Verses 4-6 are an inference or
conclusion drawn from the fundamental proposition in verse 3. Why does Paul want
women to wear head coverings? Because such head coverings reflect the role relationship
intended between man and woman. Since man is the head of woman, woman ought to
adorn herself with a head covering. Failure to do so is to bring shame on one’s head,
namely, man. Such an understanding of head accords well with the intended connection
between verse 3 and verses 4-6. (2) If Paul only wanted to say that one was disgracing
oneself, he could have used areflexive pronoun in verses 4 and 5. By using the word
head in an obviously metaphorical way, Paul suggests a connection with the metaphorical
use of that word in verse 3. (3) Paul saysin verse 7 that “woman isthe glory of man.” He
probably means by glory that the woman is intended to bring honor to the man. She
should honor him because he isthe head, i.e., the authority (11:3). This suggests that a
woman disgraces her head, i.e., man, by not wearing a head covering (11:5), and man
disgraces his head, Christ, by wearing a head covering (11:4).

Paul might have intended both senses here. They are not mutually exclusive. A
woman who does not wear a head covering both disgraces herself and brings dishonor on
her authority, who is man. A man who wears a head covering dishonors himself and his
authority, Jesus Christ. If one does not conform to the role God intended, one brings
dishonor on oneself and on one’ s authority. A child who rebels against a parent brings
grief on himself and his parents (Proverbs 10:1; 17:25). We can conclude, then, that if a
woman failed to wear a head covering and so dressed like a man, she brought shame both
on herself and-because her behavior was a symbol of her rebellion against the created
order, i.e., the intended relation between man and woman-on the man. Her failure to wear
ahead c%/eri ng communicated rebellion and independence to everyone present in
worship.

We should pause to note here that Paul allows women to pray and prophesy in public
assembly, according to 11:5. Some scholars have thought that women'’s prayer and
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prophecy were permitted only in private, since Paul says women should keep silent in
church (1 Corinthians 14:34). But the praying and prophesying were probably in the
public assembly for the following reasons: (1) The context favors the idea these chapters
describe public worship. The subsequent topics focus on the Lord’ s Supper (11:17-34)
and spiritual gifts (12:1-14:40), and these relate to public worship. (2) Prophecy was
given to edify the community when gathered (1 Corinthians 14:1-5, 29-33a); it was not a
private gift to be exercised alone. (3) Even if the meetings were in a home, such meetings
would have been considered public assemblies, since many churches met in houses (cf.
Romans 16:5; Philemon 2). (4) First Corinthians 14:33b-36 is best understood not to
forbid al speaking by women in public, but only their speaking in the course of the
congregation’s judging prophesies (cf. 14:29-33a). Understood in this way, it does not
contradict 11:5. It ssimply prohibits an abuse (women speaking up and judging prophecies
in church) that Paul wanted to prevent in the church at Corinth.

So, Paul thinks women should pray and prophesy in public. Y et he wants them to do
so with ahead covering. | understand the major burden of 11:3-6, then, to be as follows:
Women can pray and prophesy in public, but they must do so with a demeanor and
attitude that supports male headship because in that culture wearing a head covering
communicated a submissive demeanor and feminine adornment.® Thus, Paul does not
forbid women to participate in public worship, yet he doesinsist that in their participation
they should evidence a demeanor that is humble and submissive to male leadership.

The Function of 11:7-10 in the Argument

In verses 7-10, Paul explains further why he wants the women to wear head coverings
and why the men should not wear them. A man (verse 7a) should not wear a covering
“since heisthe image and glory of God.” But a woman should wear a covering because
she “isthe glory of man” (verse 7b). Paul is not denying that women are created in God’'s
image, for heisreferring to the creation accounts here and was well aware that Genesis
teaches that both men and women are created in God’ simage (Genesis 1:26-27). The
focus here is on the word glory, which is used in both parts of the sentence. What does
Paul mean when he says that man is the glory of God, while woman is the glory of man?
Both the subsequent and preceding verses give us some clue. We will investigate the
succeeding versesfirst.

In verses 8-9, two reasons are given why women are the glory of men. First, in verse
8, Paul writes that women are the glory of men because “man did not come from woman,
but woman from man.” Paul is obvioudly thinking of Genesis 2:21-23, where woman is
made out of man’srib. What is Paul’ s point here? Since woman came from man, she was
meant to be hisglory, i.e., she should honor him. That “honor” is the meaning of the
glory is suggested also by verses 14-15. Paul saysthat long hair isawoman’s“glory” in
verse 15. Conversely, he says that “if aman haslong hair, it isadishonor to him.” Itis
clear that these two verses function as a contrast. It is glorious for awoman to have long
hair, but dishonorable for a man. From the contrast between the words dishonor and
glory, we can conclude that another way of translating glory in verse 15 would be with
the word honor. Paul’s point is that one should always honor and respect the source from
which one came. And woman honors man by wearing a head covering, thereby showing
that man isthe head, i.e., the authority.

Second, verse 9 explains that woman is man’s glory since man was not created
because of woman, but woman because of man. Paul once again alludesto Genesis 2.
Woman was created to accompany man (Genesis 2:18) and in order to be a helper for him
(2:20). If woman was created for man’s sake, i.e., to help him in the tasks God gave him,
then it follows that woman should honor man.

Thethrust of 11:7b-9 is that women should wear a head covering because sheis
man’s glory, i.e., she was created to honor him. Now we have already seen that if she
does not wear a head covering (11:5-6), she dishonors her head, i.e., she does not honor
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him and she brings dishonor on herself. Thus, the use of the word dishonor in 11:4-6
supports the notion that glory in verse 7 has the meaning honor. But how do we know
that woman was created to bring honor to man? Paul provesthisin 11:8-9. Woman was
created to bring honor to man because (1) the source of woman is man (this should not be
confused with saying that the source of awife is her husband, awrong view of Ephesians
5:23 with which we have already dealt), and such an origin indicates a different rolein
the created order, and (2) woman was created because of man, i.e., in order help himin
his tasks.

We ought to note in particular the significance of 11:8-9 in the argument. Evangelical
feminists often claim that any role distinctions between males and females are due only to
the fall. But their argument fails for two reasons.

First, Paul argues from creation, not from the fall. The distinctions between male and
female are part of the created order, and Paul apparently did not think redemption in
Christ negated creation. Feminists also often contend that the creation accountsin
Genesis 1-2 do not support any role distinctions between the sexes. They think the
creation accounts prove egalitarianism.” Nevertheless, Paul obviously interpreted
Genesis 2 as revedling adistinction in roles between men and women. Thisis clear not
only in 1 Corinthians 11, but aso in 1 Timothy 2:8-15. The burden of proof lies squarely
on the evangelical feminists, for they need to demonstrate clearly that Paul was not
appealing to creation in order to justify role distinctions between men and women. Thus
far they have not argued their case satisfactorily.

Second, Paul explicitly uses the argument from source in 11:8 to argue for the
wearing of coverings by women. Thus, contrary to evangelical feminists, Paul uses an
argument from source, which is rooted in the order of creation, to support the idea of a
difference in roles between men and women. We have already argued that Paul means
“authority” by the word head in verse 3, and here Paul even employs an argument from
source to defend a distinction between the roles of men and women.

How does verse 10 fit into the structure of the argument? Paul says, “ Therefore the
woman ought to have a symbol of authority on her head, because of the angels’ (nasb).
The verseis controversial, but it seemsto be another argument in favor of women
wearing head coverings. The word therefore (nasb) (diatouto) points back to verses 8-9.
We should note the structure of verses 7-10. Paul begins (11:7) by saying that man should
not wear a head covering “since heis the image and glory of God.” Woman, though, “is
the glory of man.” Then, in verses 8-9, Paul explains why men should not wear head
coverings and why women are the glory of men. We have already seen that he grounds
the distinction between men and women in creation. Finally, in verse 10 he draws an
inference from verses 8-9: that women should wear head coverings. It would be easy to
miss the structure of these verses because verses 8-9 function as a parenthesis and support
the commands in both verse 7 and verse 10. It might help to show the structure of the
verses as follows: (1) Men ought not to wear head coverings (11:7). (2) Support for this
command (11:8-9). (3) Therefore, women ought to wear head coverings (11:10). Verses 7
and 10 are substantially parallel. Paul begins the passage by saying that men “ought not”
(ouk opheilel) to wear head coverings (11:7), and he concludes it by saying that women
“ought” (opheilei) to wear head coverings (verse 10). The reasons given in verses 8-9
support both commands.

But what does Paul mean when he speaks of a woman having authority on her head?
English versions often have added a word to the Greek text in order to make the meaning
plainer. Thus, the nasb trandates verse 10 to say that “the woman ought to have a symbol
of authority on her head.” The rsv says that a woman should “have aveil on her head,”
and the niv says awoman should have “a sign of authority on her head.” But the Greek
text literally says “the woman ought to have authority on her head.” The words symbol
(nash), veil (rsv), and sign (niv) are not in the Greek text. All the text saysisthat a
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woman should have authority (exousia) on her head. The word authority has been
trandated by the English versions in a passive sense so that Paul seemsto be saying that a
woman should have asign or symbol of aman’s authority on her head, namely, a head
covering or veil.

But M. Hooker has contended that such trandlations are misguided. She says that the
word authority nowhere else has a passive meaning; it is always active.”? What she means
isthat the word must refer to awoman’s own authority over her head: she has the right
and authority to prophesy. Thus, according to Hooker, the verseis not saying that a
woman must wear a head covering to show her submission to a man’s authority. Instead,
wearing a head covering indicates that awoman has the right to prophecy. If Hooker is
correct, Paul here is trumpeting the authority of women, not requiring their submission to
men.

Hooker’ s view, however, should be rejected for seven reasons. (1) As we pointed out
above, the structure of the text is such that verses 7 and 10 are parallel. A man should not
wear a head covering (11:7), but awoman should (11:10). The thereforein verse 10
refers back to verses 8-9, which explain why a woman should have a sign of authority:
because woman came from man and was created for man. The reasons given in verses 8-
9 for wearing a head covering, which isrequired in verse 10, clearly show that the issue
isawoman’s proper role relationship to aman. (2) Hooker’ s view focuses on the
authority or right, i.e., the freedom of awoman to prophesy, but the focus of the verseis
not on freedom. Instead, the text says “the woman ought (opheilei) to have authority on
her head.” The word ought shows that a command is being given here to women as to
how they ought to adorn themselves when they prophesy (cf. 11:5); it communicates an
obligation, not afreedom.

(3) Understanding Paul as commanding women to wear a head covering as a sign of
submitting to male authority fits best with the preceding versesin the passage. Nothing is
clearer in verses 3-9 than that Paul wants the woman to wear a head covering because
such adornment appropriately distinguishes women from men. Indeed, the focus on male
headship over women in verse 3 shows that Paul wants women to wear a head covering
in order to show that they are submissive to male headship. If Paul were suddenly
focusing on the “right” and “authority” of women, as Hooker thinks, he would be
contradicting what he has said in the preceding verses.” (4) The qualification givenin
verse 11 (see explanation below) fits best with a command for women to have a head
covering as a symbol of submission to men. Paul begins verse 11 with However. In
verses 11-12, he guards against the misunderstanding that women are somehow inferior
to men. But he would not need to say thisif he had just affirmed women'’s authority and
right to prophesy in such strong termsin verse 10. But since, in verse 10, Paul really
concludes his argument as to why women should wear head coverings as a sign of
submission to male headship, he senses a need to qualify hispoint in verses 11-12.

(5) Furthermore, it isnot at all strained to see exousiain verse 10 as “sign of
authority” or “symbol of authority.” The standard lexicon for New Testament literature
sees such a symbolic understanding of exousia as a viable possibility.* One can easily
see why something worn on the head can become a sign or symbol of something. The
dragon, in Revelation 12:3, has seven heads on which are seven crowns. Clearly, these
crowns symbolize the dragon’ s authority and power. When Jesus returns on a white horse
(Revelation 19:11-12) “on his head are many crowns,” symbolizing His kingly authority.
In an example very similar to 1 Corinthians 11:10, Diodorus of Sicily (1.47.5, written ca.
b.c. 60-30) refers to a stone statue that has “three kingdoms on its head (echonto n treis
basileias epi te skephale s),” but it clearly meansin the context that the statue has three
crowns, which are symbols of governing kingdoms. We can conclude, then, that it is not
at all unusual for something on the head to be a symbol of something else.
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(6) Hooker, however, saysthat the word authority always refersto a person’s own
authority, not the authority of someone else. The problem with Hooker’ s analysisis that
exousiain most other contexts does not refer to aphysical symbol of some authority. It is
the particular context of this paragraph, as verses 4-9 show, that makes it clear that Paul
is speaking of asymbol of authority.? To say there are no other examples of exousia
being used thisway is not decisive, since there are not many other parallel examples of
authority even being used symbolically. Moreover, the example from Diodorus is also
helpful here. The text describes a statue of the mother of King Osymandias, and reads as
follows:

There is also another statue of his mother standing alone, a monolith twenty cubits
high, and it has three kingdoms on its head, signifying that she was both daughter and
wife and mother of aking (1.47.5).

Here the three crowns (which Diodorus calls kingdoms) all represent someone else’s
authority-the authority of the woman'’s father (who was a king), husband (who was a
king), and son (who was aking). In no case is the woman’'s own authority symbolized by
the crowns she wears. Similarly, the head covering of the woman in 1 Corinthians 11
may well represent the authority of the man to whom she is subject in authority.

(7) Even if authority has an active meaning here, it refers to the man’ s authority, not
the woman'’s, in this context. Paul explicitly says the woman “ought” to have “authority”
on her head, and the most sensible explanation is that she ought to wear a head covering
asasymbol of man’s authority over her.

In verse 10, Paul also gives a new reason for wearing the coverings: “because of the
angels.” What does he mean? We don’t know for sure. The best solution is probably that
the angels are good angels who assist in worship and desire to see the order of creation
maintai ned.

The Qualification in 11:11-12

First Corinthians 11:3-10 is a sustained argument in favor of male headship and
female submission, yet with full participation in worship for women (something
Christians today need to remember more often). Verses 11-12 function as a qualification
so that the Corinthians will not misunderstand Paul’ s argument. Woman and man stand in
interdependence in the Lord (11:11). Paul proves this statement in verse 12. Manisthe
source of woman, but all men ever since Adam have come into the world through
women. Paul anticipates the problem that could arise if one stressed his argument in
verses 3-10 too rigidly. Male and female could almost be construed as different species,
and men as more valuable than women. That is not Paul’spoint at al. Thereisa
profound interdependence and mutuality present in the male-female relationship, and
neither sex can boast over the other because the sexes are interdependent. Ultimately
“everything comes from God.”

Verses 11-12 demonstrate that Paul would utterly reject the notion that women are
inferior or lesser human beings. Sad to say, some traditionalists have treated women in
thisway. Mutuality is also an element of the relationship between men and women.
Women are created in the image of God, and men have no greater worth because of their
God-given responsibility to lead.

At the opposite extreme, some evangelical feminists have drawn awrong deduction
from verses 11-12. For example, Bilezikian asserts that if Paul sees men and women as
egual and both created in God’ simage, then any role distinctions must be eliminated
because they would contradict the affirmation of equality.” Such a distinctively modern
way of thinking has little to do with how Paul thought. The text before us makesit plain
that Paul thought role distinctions and equality were not contradictory. People can be
egual in essence and yet have different functions. The fairest way to read Paul isto let his
own writings strike the balance. Verses 3-10 make it clear that he believed in role
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distinctions; verses 11-12 show that he did not thereby believe women were inferior or
less important. Those who focus only on verses 11-12 effectively shut out verses 3-10. It
isamistake to exclude either teaching; we must hold them together as Paul did.

The Concluding Argument for Head Coverings in 11:13-16

Paul returnsin the final paragraph (verses 13-16) to the main burden of the text:
women’ s wearing head coverings. Thisis another indication that verses 11-12 do not
cancel out the commands given in verses 4-9. Here Paul appeals to the Corinthians' own
judgment (11:13), confident that “the very nature of things’ will instruct them with
respect to what isfitting or proper. What is the content of the instruction given by nature?
Nature teaches that “if aman has long hair, it isadisgrace to him,” while “if awoman
haslong hair, it is her glory.”

What is the meaning of the word nature (physis) here? |s Paul simply saying that
human tradition and customs have made a distinction between the hair length of men and
women? The use of the word practice (sune theia) in 11:16 could support this
interpretation. But Paul’ s use of nature elsewhere and the use of teach suggest that heis
referring to the natural and instinctive sense of right and wrong that God has planted in
us, especially with respect to sexuality. This sense of what is appropriate or fitting has
been implanted in human beings from creation.”® Romans 1:26-27 is an illuminating
parallel because the same word is used. Women and men involved in a homosexual
relationship have exchanged the natural function of sexuality for what is contrary to
nature, i.e., they have violated the God-given created order and natural instinct, and
therefore are engaging in sexual relations with others of the same sex.

Nature teaches, then, in the sense that the natural instincts and psychological
perceptions of masculinity and femininity are manifested in particular cultural situations.
Thus, amale instinctively and naturally shrinks away from doing anything that his culture
labels as feminine. So, too, females have a natural inclination to dress like women rather
than men. Paul’ s point, then, is that how men and women wear their hair is a significant
indication of whether they are abiding by the created order. Of course, what constitutes
long hair is often debated-what is apEropriater masculine or feminine in hairstyle may
vary widely from culture to culture.

The function of verses 13-15 in the argument is to show that the wearing of a head
covering by awoman isin accord with the God-given sense that women and men are
different. For awoman to dress like a man isinappropriate because it violates the
distinction God has ordained between the sexes. And, according to Paul, if awoman
prophesies in church without wearing the symbol of being under male authority-i.e., if
she prophesies while dressed like a man-she is in effect negating the distinction between
men and women that God has ordained from creation.

In verse 16, Paul concludes his argument by saying, “But if oneisinclined to be
contentious, we have no other practice, nor have the churches of God.” Now, some have
said that Paul actually rejects the wearing of head coverings by women with these words
because the Greek literally says “we have no such practice” (toiaute n sune theian), and
thus they conclude that the practice of wearing head coverings is renounced here by Paul.
But such an understanding is surely wrong. Paul in this verseis addressing the
contentious, who, the previous context makes clear, do not want to wear a head covering.
The practice of certain Corinthian women who refuse to wear a head covering is what
Paul refers to when he says “we have no such practice.” Thus, he saysto the contentious
that both the apostolic circle (“we”) and the rest of the churches adhere to the custom of
head coverings. The instructions Paul has given reflect his own view of the matter and the
practice of the other churches. Those who see this advice as limited only to the
Corinthian situation have failed to take this verse seriously enough. Paul perceives his
instructions here as binding for all churches in the Greco-Roman world. Indeed, the other
churches already adhere to the practice Paul recommends here. Such a universal word at
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the conclusion of the text is a strong indication that the principle that underlies this
passage cannot simply be dismissed as cultural.

Significance of This Text for Today’s World

The significance of thistext for the twentieth century must be examined briefly. Am |
suggesting that women return to wearing coverings or veils? No.* We must distinguish
between the fundamental principle that underlies atext and the application of that
principle in aspecific culture. The fundamental principleisthat the sexes, although equal,
are also different. God has ordained that men have the responsibility to lead, while
women have a complementary and supportive role. More specifically, if women pray and
prophesy in church, they should do so under the authority of male headship. Now, in the
first century, failure to wear a covering sent asignal to the congregation that a woman
was rejecting the authority of male leadership. Paul was concerned about head coverings
only because of the message they sent to people in that culture.

Today, except in certain religious groups, if awoman fails to wear a head covering
while praying or prophesying, no one thinks sheisin rebellion. Lack of head coverings
sends no message at all in our culture. Nevertheless, that does not mean that this text does
not apply to our culture. The principle still stands that women should pray and prophesy
in amanner that makes it clear that they submit to male leadership. Clearly the attitude
and the demeanor with which awoman prays and prophesies will be one indication of
whether she is humble and submissive. The principle enunciated here should be applied
in avariety of ways given the diversity of the human situation.

Moreover, both men and women today should dress so that they do not look like the
opposite sex. Confusion of the sexesis contrary to the God-given sense that the sexes are
distinct. For example, it would be wrong for a twentieth-century American male to wear a
dressin public. It would violate his masculinity. Everything within a man would cry out
against doing this because it would violate his appropriate sense of what it meansto be a
man. The point is not that women should not wear jeans or pants, but that in every culture
there are certain kinds of adornment which become culturally acceptable norms of dress
for men and women.

Finally, we should note that there is a connection forged in this passage between
femininity and the proper submission of women to men. The women in Corinth, by
prophesying without a head covering, were sending asignal that they were no longer
submitting to male authority. Paul sees this problem as severe because the arrogation of
male leadership roles by women ultimately dissolves the distinction between men and
women. Thus, thistext speaks volumes to our culture today, because one of the problems
with women taking full leadership isthat it inevitably involves a collapsing of the
distinctions between the sexes. It is hardly surprising, as the example of the Evangel ical
Woman' s Caucus demonstrates, that one of the next steps is to accept |esbianism.* Paul
rightly saw, as he showsin this text, that there isa direct link between women
appropriating leadership and the loss of femininity. It isno accident that Paul addresses
the issues of feminine adornment and submission to male leadership in the same passage.

In conclusion, we should affirm the participation of women in prayer and prophecy in
the church. Their contribution should not be slighted or ignored. Nevertheless, women
should participate in these activities with hearts that are submissive to male |eadership,
and they should dress so that they retain their femininity.

Endnotes to Chapter Five

1. Against Pauline authorship it has become quite common to regard this passage as
an interpolation—a later insertion by a scribe—rather than an original Pauline passage.
But this passage should be viewed as an interpolation only if there are convincing textual
arguments, and thisis hardly the case here. For bibliographical data on this question, see
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Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (NICNT; Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1987), p. 492, n. 3. Some scholars believe thefirst part of the passage (11:3-
7b, Padgett; 11:2-9, Shoemaker) reflects the Corinthian position, and the last section of
the passage (11:7¢-16 and 11:10-16, respectively) is Paul’ s response to the Corinthians.
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See A. Padgett, “Paul on Women in the Church: The Contradictions of Coiffurein 1
Corinthians 11:2-16,” Journal for the Study of the New Testament 20 (1984): 69-86; T. P.
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Theological Journal 35 (1973): 193-200; cf. also James B. Hurley, Man and Woman in
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authority. In other words, just because the man as head deserves honor, it does not follow
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ingtinctively, i.e., by nature. Romans 2:27 refers to Gentiles who are uncircumcised by
nature, i.e., physically. Galatians 4.8 speaks of those who are not gods by nature, i.e.,
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situation and today’ s church leads some to the conclusion that women should wear
coveringsin church today. Cf. Bruce Waltke, “1 Corinthians 11:2-16: An Interpretation,”
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Chapter 6

“SILENT IN THE CHURCHES”:
ON THE ROLE OF WOMEN IN

1 CORINTHIANS 14:33B-36"
D. A. Carson

33bAsin all the congregations of the saints, 34women should remain
silent in the churches. They are not allowed to speak, but must be in
submission, asthe Law says. 35If they want to inquire about
something, they should ask their own husbands at home; for it is
disgraceful for awoman to speak in the church.

l. Introduction

The interpretation of 1 Corinthians 14:33b-36 is by no means easy. The nub of the
difficulty isthat in 1 Corinthians 11:2-16, Paul is quite prepared for women to pray and
prophesy, albeit with certain restrictions; but here, afirst reading of the text seemsto
make the silence he enjoins absolute. The solutions that have been advanced are, like
devilsin certain instances of demon possession, legion. | can do no more than list afew
and mention one or two of my hesitations about them before turning to the interpretation
| find most contextually and exegetically secure.

The demarcation of the passage to be studied deserves some comment, since the
precise link between verse 33a and verse 33b, and therefore between verses 33b and
verse 34, is disputed. Do we read, “For God isnot a God of disorder but of peace, asin
all the congregation of the saints’; or “Asin al the congregations of the saints, women
should remain silent in the churches’? The latter is stylistically inelegant, for in Greek the
words rendered “ congregations” and “churches’ by the niv are the sameword: i.e., “Asin
all the churches of the saints, women should remain silent in the churches.” But what
some see as stylistic inelegance, others see as powerful emphasis achieved by repetition.
Moreover, if verse 33b is linked with what precedes, it is uncertain just what the line of
thought is. In the sentence, “For God is not a God of disorder but of peace, asin all the
congregations of the saints,” what is being compared? God and the congregations of the
saints? God' s peaceful order with what isin all the congregations of the saints? The
sentence can be salvaged only by understanding an additional phrase, such as: “and this
principle must be operative in your church, asin al the congregations of the saints.”

On the whole, it seems best to take verse 33b with what follows. But even if someone
prefers the other option, little is changed in the interpretation of verses 34-36, since the
phrase “in the churches” (in the plural) isfound in verse 34.

Il. The Text-Critical Question

A number of scholars have noted the complexities of the textual evidence supporting
the authenticity of these verses and have dismissed verses 34-36, or some part of them, as
alate gloss of no relevance in establishing Pauline theology.? Not afew of these writers
exercise asimilar source-critical skill with all the other passages in the Pauline corpus
that seem to restrict women in any way. The authentic Paul, they argue, is the Paul of
passages like 1 Corinthians 11:2-16 and Galatians 3:27ff. | confess | am always surprised
by the amount of energy and ingenuity expended to rescue Paul from himself and
conform him to our image. In any case, the view that verses 34-36 contain a major gloss
IS so much aminority report, especially since all manuscripts include the passage, that
until recently most discussions and refutations could afford to be cursory. In short, most
were satisfied that, whatever the textual complexities, the evidence that these verses are
original and in their original location (and not, as in some manuscripts, with verses 34-35
placed after 14:40), is substantial .
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With the publication of the recent and generally excellent commentary by Fee,’*
however, the view that verses 34-35 constitute a non-Pauline interpolation has gained
wider credence. Before turning to interpretations of the text asit stands, it has become
important to think through the reasoning of those who omit it.

The relevant textual evidence is quickly stated. Verses 34-35 appear in all known
manuscripts, either in their present location, or, in the case of al Western witnesses, after
verse 40 (D F G 88* ab df g Ambrosiaster Sedulius-Scotus). In addition, Codex
Fuldensis (a Latin manuscript written between a.d. 541 and a.d. 546 by order of Bishop
Victor of Capua) places the verses after verse 40, but aso inserts them in the margin after
verse 33. It appears that, despite the uniformity of the Western tradition, Victor, or those
who worked at his bidding, became aware of the placement of the verses outside their
own tradition and signalled their hesitation in this way.

Thus, although the overwhelming majority of manuscripts support the placing of
verses 34-35 after verse 33, one must offer an explanation of the Western textual
tradition. Fee' s solution is that when the epistle came from Paul’ s hand the verses were
not there, but were added later. His argument is essentially twofold. First, he appealsto
transcriptional probability. In particular, he refers to Bengel’ s first principle, perhaps the
most important single text-critical principle: the form of the text that best explains the
origin of all other formsis most likely the original. As a matter of mere logical
possibility, one must opt, Fee says, for one of the following: (1) Paul wrote the words
after verse 33 and someone later deliberately transposed them to a position after verse 40;
(2) Paul wrote the words after verse 40 and someone deliberately transposed them to a
position after verse 33; (3) Paul did not write the words at al; rather, they were an early
marginal gloss (that is, alater editor’ s addition written in the margin) subsequently
inserted into the text at two different places.” Fee judges that good historical reasons are
available to support the third option, but none for either of the first two. The gloss itself,
guite apart from the location of itsinsertion, may well have been created toward the end
of thefirst century to achieve areconciliation between 1 Timothy 2 and 1 Corinthians 14
or to thwart arising feminist movement (the existence of which some find attested in 1
Timothy 2). This means, of course, that verse 33b must be read with verse 33a (cf.
discussion above) and that verse 36 follows immediately (as the letter came from Paul).

If Fee'sreconstruction of eventsis correct, the gloss must have been extraordinarily
early to have managed to find its way into every manuscript. This becomes rather
unlikely under the assumption that the gloss was inserted at the end of the first century,
by which time this epistle had been circulating for four decades. It is hard to believe that
none of the earliest copies had any influence on the second- and third-century textual
traditions to which we have access. Most commentators are rightly reluctant, therefore, to
postulate an original omission where no manuscript that has come down to us attests the
omission. Moreover, most glosses of substantial size, like this one, seek to explain the
text, or clarify the text, or elucidate the text (e.g. John 5:4; Acts 8:37; 1 John 5:7b-8);
they do not introduce major problems of flow into the text. The difficulty isso great in
this case that we are asked to believe in a glossator who is Biblically informed enough to
worry about harmonization with 1 Timothy 2 but who is so thick he cannot see that heis
introducing a clash between 1 Corinthians 14 and 1 Corinthians 11. In short, unless there
are overwhelming reasons for rejecting both of the other two options, this third choice
should be dismissed as both weak and speculative. Bengel’ sfirst principle is convincing;
Fee s application of it is not.

It is not widely argued that Paul originally wrote the disputed words after verse 40.
That leaves us with the first option, namely, that Paul wrote verses 34-35 after verse 33,
but that someone later deliberately transposed them to follow verse 40. Thisisthe
majority view. Fee rgjectsit on the ground that no historical reason has been advanced to
justify such transposition. In particular, he says, “(a) displacements of this kind do not
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occur elsewhere in the New Testament; and (b) no adequate [emphasis his] reason can be
found for such a displacement were these words originally in the text after verse 33.”°

Neither objection is weighty. On the first point, Fee himself concedes, in afootnote,’
that the adulterous woman pericope (John 7:53-8:11 in English Bibles) is aremarkable
exception: it found its way into no fewer than five locations in our manuscripts. As for
his argument that “no adequate reason can be found for such atransposition,” | am
doubtful that Fee will find the reason | shall advance “adequate,” but adequacy isin part
in the eye of the beholder. Customarily it is suggested that some scribe transposed it to a
position after verse 40 because that produces less strain in the flow of the passage than its
location after verse 33. Fee does not find this suggestion “ adequate” because (1) the
position after verse 40 is scarcely an improvement, and if there is no improvement there
is no motive for transposition; and (2) judging by the stability of the textual tradition in
the Eastern church, it was not common for copyists to mess around with the order of
Paul’ s epistles. Again, however, a different reading of the evidenceis possible. (i)
Although alocation for verses 34-35 after verse 40 is not without difficulties, it does
have, on a superficia reading, one marked advantage over that attested by the majority of
the manuscript evidence. The position after verse 33 (again, on a superficial reading)
breaks up the flow of the argument. Verses 37-40 are still demonstrably talking about
tongues, prophecy, spiritual gifts, authority in the church-the very topics that have
dominated chapter 14. True, to put verses 34-35 after verse 40 is still to leave some
awkwardness, but at |east the awkwardness of breaking up what appears to be a cohesive
unit of thought is alleviated. Thus, when verse 40 ends up by insisting that everything be
done “in afitting and orderly way,” it is easy to imagine some copyist thinking that what
appear to be regulations governing the conduct of women in the assembly could be
subsumed fairly easily under that principle. The role of women isthen nicely tucked in
between two major topics: spiritual gifts (chapters 12-14) and the resurrection (chapter
15). (ii) Asfor the stability of the textual tradition in the Eastern church, most textual
critics acknowledge that the majority of the most “creative” glosses and emendations
occurred early in the transmission of the text. Certainly in the West, by the time of
Jerome there were protests about the sloppy quality of many copies and translations (as
witness the well-known protest of “Pope” Damasus). All it would take to introduce the
transposition was one copyist, presumably early enough to capture the Western tradition,
making what he felt was an improvement. That the history of the Eastern textual tradition
isremarkably stableis scarcely relevant, since most of that “history” is much later.

If we set aside Fee' s view of the transcriptional probabilities, we must still evaluate
his second text-critical appeal, namely, intrinsic probability. Fee makes three points:

(1) He strongly argues that one can make the best sense of the structure of Paul’s
argument “without these intruding sentences,”® i.e., by omitting these two verses. Of
course, appealsto “intrinsic probability” are amongst the weakest, against the principle of
lectio difficilior potior (“the more difficult reading is preferable,” a principle that,
strangely, Fee does not mention): al things being equal, the most difficult reading has the
greatest claim to authenticity, since it can be demonstrated that scribes tended to smooth
out perceived rough spots, not invent difficulties. Clearly, on intrinsic grounds inclusion
of verses 34-35 after verse 33 isthe lectio difficilior, the “harder reading.”
Methodologically, the only time the lectio difficilior should be overthrown by appealing
to “intrinsic probability” occurs when the external evidence is strongly against the lectio
difficilior. Despite Fee' s treatment of the transcriptional probabilities, thisis simply not
the case.

But what Fee unwittingly accomplishesisto set out one important criterion for an
acceptable interpretation of the passage: it must make sense of the flow of the passage, or
it should be dismissed as unlikely. In other words, while it may be freely admitted that
the passage makes sense if verses 34-35 are excised, both the transcriptional probabilities
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and the principle of lectio difficilior argue that these two verses are original; and if so,
then the most credible interpretation is the one that shows how a thoughtful reading of the
last half of the chapter makes ample sense of the flow of Paul’ s thought, with verses 34-
35included after verse 33.

(2) Fee sees“even greater difficulty” in “the fact that these verses stand in obvious
contradiction to 11:2-16, where it is assumed without reproof that women pray and
prophesy in the assembly.”® All sides in the debate understand that thisis the nub of the
problem. Even so, it may be doubted whether this makes the shorter text “intrinsically”
more “probable.” It may instead be further fodder for the lectio difficilior. And again,
Fee' s concern points the way to another criterion of an adequate interpretation: it must
explain how the two passages, 11:2-16 and 14:33b-36, can stand consistently in the same
letter, each within its own context.

Fee forcefully regjects this approach, because he insists on taking “They are not
allowed to speak” as an absolute statement that cannot be reconciled with 11:2-16. At the
merely formal level, of course, he isright: the statement is absolute. But qualifications to
a statement can be present even when they are not part of the syntactical unit in question.
The qualifications may be part of the larger context or the flow of the argument: in other
words, there may be discourse considerations. Consider, for example, 1 John 3:9: “No
one who is born of God will continue to sin, because God’ s seed remainsin him; he
cannot go on sinning, because he has been born of God.” We may agree that the meaning
of “God’' s seed” could be taken a couple of different ways, and that the niv rendering, just
cited, exaggerates the force of the present tense verbs, but after all our caveats arein, this
is an extraordinarily strong statement. Even so, responsible exegesis must not only fit it
into the flow of 1 John 3 but also take note of 1 John 1:6, 8, 10, where all pretensions to
sinless perfection are specifically denied.

So aso here: the prohibition in 1 Corinthians 14:34 is strong, but, as we shall see, the
context arguesit is not as strong as Fee thinks. Moreover the sanction granted to women
to pray and prophesy (in 1 Corinthians 11:2-16) has one or two more curbs on it than Fee
thinks. In the last analysis, Fee' s judgments based on “intrinsic probability” are in part
the result of hisinsistence on an absolute disjunction between two texts where more
sympathetic exegesis sees away forward. The digunction he draws is not demanded by
the text; it is self-generated.

(3) Finally, Feejoins other scholars who have noted that there are some usagesin
these two verses that are not typically Pauline- though it must be said that he prejudges
thisissue by saying, rather more strongly, that they “seem quite foreign to Paul.”*° Of
course, many passages that all concede are Pauline contain one or more hapax legomena
(expressions that occur only once, whether once in the Pauline corpus, or once in the
New Testament). In light of this, we ought to be very careful about relegating any
passage to the level of redactional addition where part of the argument turns on odd
usage. Thisis not to say that such arguments are never valid: | myself have argued
against the authenticity of John 7:53-8:11, in part by appealing to usage. But even there,
where the usage arguments are considerably stronger than here (in part because the text is
much longer), the usage arguments would not be judged very powerful wereit not for the
very strong manuscript evidence favoring omission-evidence entirely lacking in this
instance.

In any case, the atypical usagesin this passage are not al of a piece. Severa of the
ones commonly listed (but not, thankfully, by Fee) occur in Ephesians, Colossians, or the
Pastorals, but so convinced are some scholars that these epistles are deutero-Pauline that
they conclude 1 Corinthians 14:34-35 must be deutero-Pauline as well. | refer to such
items as the verbs to permit (epitrepo ), which occursin 1 Timothy 2:12, also dealing
with women, and to subordinate [oneself] (hypotasso ), which isfound in Ephesians and
Colossians. Although “churches [niv ‘ congregations'] of the saints’ is not found
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elsewhere in Paul, neither isit part of the disputed text: it occurs at the end of verse 33-
which of course does not bother Conzelmann, since he, without any text-critical warrant,
assigns all of verses 33b-36 to alater redactor." Fee carefully distances himself from this
kind of speculation and suggests that 1.2 offers adequate reason for this form of
expression.™” This rather goes to show that reasons can usually be found to explain unique
usages. But when it comes to verses 34-35, Fee magnifies several aleged peculiarities. In
particular, he thinks that the use of “the Law” in verse 34 is un-Pauline.”® | shall comment
on that expression below.

In brief, neither Fee's appeal to transcriptional probability nor his appeal to intrinsic
probability is very convincing. With all respect to a brother whose text-critical prowessis
far greater than my own, his arguments in this case sound a bit like the application of a
first-class mind to the defense of aremarkably weak position.

lll. Unsatisfying Interpretations

If we grant that verses 34-35 are authentic and were included after verse 33 when the
epistle left Paul’ s hand, it is all the more important to weigh the various interpretations
that have been offered. The following list is not exhaustive. It is broadly comprehensive,
and not in any particular order.

(1) Some continue to see the demand for silence as an absolute rule. Thisisdonein
one of two ways. First, several seek to escape the tension between 11:2-16 and 14:33b-36
by arguing that only the latter passage has reference to the public assembly; the former
deals only with the home or with small group gatherings.* In that case, nothing in 1
Corinthians prevents the interpreter’ s taking the prohibition of chapter 14 absolutely, so
far asthe church assembly is concerned.

This interpretation does not seem very likely, for: (a) Paul thinks of prophecy
primarily as revelation from God delivered through believersin the context of the church,
where the prophecy may be evaluated (14:23-29). (b) Distinctions between “smaller
house groups’ and “church” may not have been al that intelligible to the first Christians,
who commonly met in private homes. When the “church” in a city was large enough (as
certainly in Jerusalem, Antioch, Ephesus, and possibly Corinth) to overflow the largest
private accommodation, it must have been rather difficult, once opposition was
established, to find a public venue large enough to accommodate all the believers of that
city; i.e., the house groups in such instances constituted the assembly of the church. (c)
The language of 11:16 (“If anyone wants to be contentious about this, we have no other
practice-nor do the churches of God.”) seems to suggest a church concern, not merely the
concern of private or small-group piety. The “we”/” church of God” parallel either means
that Paul has never allowed the practice, and the churches have followed his lead; or that
Paul and the church in Ephesus (from which he is writing) constitute the “we” that have
not followed the practice, and again the other churches have adopted the same stance.
Either way, when Paul adopts the same tone el sewhere (see especially 14:33Db, 36), heis
talking about conduct in an assembly. (d) The immediately succeeding verses (11:17-34)
are certainly devoted to an ordinance designed for the assembly. (e) If someone points
out that 11:2-16, unlike 14:33b-36, does not include the phrase “in the church,” it must
also be observed that 11:2-16 does not restrict the venue to the private home or small
group. (f) Whether the restriction in 11:2-16 requires some kind of hat or adistinctive
coiffure, it becomes faintly ridiculous in proportion to the degree of privateness
envisaged. If the restriction pertains to every venue except the church assembly, does this
mean the Christian wife must postpone her private prayer until she has hurried to her
chambers and donned her headpiece? The restriction is coherent only in a public setting.
(g9) Above dll, the universality of the promise of Joel, cited at Pentecost, that the Holy
Spirit would be poured out on men and women such that both would prophesy as
constituent members of the community of the new covenant, seems somehow less than
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transparent if the women may display their inheritance only outside the gathered
messianic community.

The second way in which some understand the prohibition in 14:33b-36 as an
absolute rule, thereby requiring creative measures in the exegesis of 11:2-16, is by taking
the permission granted in the latter passage to be mere concession: women may indeed
pray and prophesy (under the restriction of the head covering, whatever that is); but this
is conceded with extreme reluctance to those who cannot manage to submit to the rule of
chapter 14.™ But the praying and prophesying exercised by women in chapter 11 is not
cast as a concession. Moreover, the church enjoyed the heritage of Pentecost and the
fulfillment of the Joel prophecy, as we have seen, which promised that both men and
women would have the Spirit poured out on them and that in consequence they would
prophesy (Acts 2:16).

(2) Some are willing to leave a contradiction, and say no more.*® But apart from any
bearing this might have on the doctrine of Scripture, it is hard to believe that Paul could
contradict himself as boldly as some think he has within the space of afew pages.

(3) Equally unlikely isthe view of Kahler, to the effect that the subordination Paul
had in mind is not of women to men, but of women to the order of worship heis
establishing.” But we must ponder why women are singled out. Do not men also have to
submit to the ecclesiastical structures Paul is setting forth? Moreover, the verb for
“submit” or “subordinate” normally involves subordination of a person or personsto a
pperson or persons, not to an order, procedure, or institution.

(4) To her credit, Fiorenza suggests' that the reasoning behind many such judgments
is based on theological bias; so sheis prepared to let Paul be Paul. Whatever the
restriction, she thinksit is placed on wives only. After al, 1 Corinthians 7 displays Paul’s
“ascetic preference for the unmarried state” ;™ thus it is “ apparent that Paul hereis ‘taking
over bourgeois moral concepts which denote not absolute but conventional values.’”
Fiorenza finds Paul’ s attitude surprising since we know of missionary couplesin the New
Testament. Paul derives his stance from “the Jewish Hellenistic propaganda tradition”
that “places the demand for subordination of wivesin the context of the Law.”* Verse 36
betrays the fact that Paul expects strong response from the church against these
restrictions; for indeed, Paul himself recognizes that his argument “ sounds preposterous”
and “ goes against the accepted practice of the missionary churchesin the Hellenistic
urt);ar;zcenters He therefore claims for his regulations the authority of the Lord (verse
37).”

Here we have Paul not only strapped into a bourgeois mentality but also guilty of the
worst sort of religious jingoism: knowing what he saysis preposterous and preparing for
the backlash by appealing to the Lord’ s authority! | confess | cannot help entertaining the
suspicion that Fiorenza' s exegesis tells us more of her than it does of Paul.

(5) Another cluster of interpretations argues that the problems behind Paul’ s demand
for silence are local, probably doctrinal or cultural.®® These positions are defended with
varying degrees of sophistication. The argument that some of the women were too noisy*
cannot be taken very serioudly, for we must ask why Paul then bans all women from
talking. And were there no noisy men? Nor isit plausible that the women are silenced
because they were uneducated; for again, we must ask why Paul doesn’t silence
uneducated people, not just women. And since Paul’ s rule operates in all the churches
(verses 33b-34), it would be necessary to hold that al first-century Christian women were
uneducated-which is pal pable nonsense.?

A more sophisticated version of this approach argues that women were exploiting
their emancipation, refusing the ruling of verse 29, and falling into various heresies. The
“Law” to which Paul appealsin verse 34 is his own prior ruling, alluded to again in verse
37. Moreover, verse 36 makes it clear that the crucial issue at stake was the Word of God:

138



“The Corinthians were claiming to have originated the divine message, with their women
giving the lead.” ® The doctrinal error may have been related to 15:12-a claim to have
already been raised; and this claim “may well have carried with it-on the part of the
women-atacit denial of their married state on the ground that as ‘risen ones' they no
longer owed marital allegiance.”#

But none of thisis convincing, and some of it is misleading. Thereis no evidence that
Paul ever uses the word law to refer to his own ruling. Thereis, as we shall see, amuch
more natural interpretation of that word. Surely the thrust of verse 36 is the charge that
the Corinthians were trying to stand apart from the other churches (cf. 14:33b). In other
words, verse 36 does not define the problem but describes the attitude that supportsiit.
And what evidence is there here that the women “ gave the lead” ? Moreover, the attempt
to link this situation with asimilar onein 1 Timothy arouses all the same kinds of
objections about the exegesis of 1 Timothy.

Thereis amore foundational objection: These approaches are unbearably sexist. They
presuppose that there was a major heresy in which one of the following wastrue: (a) only
women were duped, yet Paul arbitrarily silences all the women, regardless of whether
they were heretics or not; (b) both some men and some women were duped, but Paul
silences only the latter, thus proving to be a chauvinist; or (c) Paul was entirely right in
his ruling, because al the women and only women in al of the Pauline churches were
duped-which perhaps | may be excused for finding hard to believe. Has that ever
happened in the history of the church? The truth of the matter is that this passage raises
no question of heresy, but if it did, some explanation would still have to be given for the
fact that Paul’ s response silences women, not heretics.

(6) Yet another cluster of interpretations attempts to resolve the difficulty by
ascribing verses 34-35, or some E)arts of them, to the position of the Corinthians, perhaps
even to a quote from their |etter.”® There are many variations to this cluster, but the
central purpose of these approaches is to assign the parts that do not seem to cohere with
Paul’ s thought as enunciated el sewhere to the Corinthian position Paul is setting out to
refute. If the law (verse 34) means the Old Testament, one must find some place where
women are told to be silent, and (we are told) there isn’t one. Therefore law must refer to
something else. One common view is that it represents Torah, which in the first instance
means “teaching,” but was commonly used to cover both Scripture and associated Jewish
traditions. So the law, here, refers to Jewish tradition that the Corinthians have unwisely
adopted. Verses 34-35 summarize that position. Paul’ s horrified responseis givenin
verse 36, and the fact that the word “only” (monous) is masculine may suggest that Paul
issaying, in effect, “Did the word of God originate with you men only?’ Moreover, it has
been argued that the first word of verse 36 must not be taken here as a comparative
particle (“Or”) but as a digunctive particle, expressing shock and overturning what
immediately precedes (“What! Did the word of God originate with you men only?’).?

Again, however, the arguments are not as convincing as they first seem. We may
conveniently divide aresponse into four parts:

(a) That the word for “only” is masculine isirrelevant: people considered generically
are regularly found in the masculine gender in Greek.® It is more natural to read verse 36
as addressed to the church, not just to the men in the church.

(b) It isvery doubtful that verses 34-35 constitute a quotation, perhaps from the
Corinthians’ letter. During the last decade and a half, one notable trend in Corinthian
studies has been to postulate that Paul is quoting the Corinthians in more and more
places-usually in places where the commentator does not like what Paul is saying! That
Paul does quote from the Corinthians' |etter no one disputes. But the instances that are
almost universally recognized as quotations (e.g., 6:12; 7:1b; 8:1b) enjoy certain common
characteristics: (i) they are short (e.g., “Everything is permissible for me,” 6:12); (ii) they
are usually followed by sustained qualification (e.g., in 6:12 Paul goes on to add “but not
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everything is beneficia . . . but | will not be mastered by anything”-and then, following
one more brief quotation from their letter, he devotes severa versesto the principle heis
expounding); (iii) Paul’ s response is unambiguous, even sharp. Thefirst two criteria
utterly fail istNe assume verses 34-35 are a quotation from the letter sent by the
Corinthians.

(c) Moreover, although Paul uses the word law in severa ways, he never usesit to
refer to Jewish tradition, and the full expression found here, “the law says,” occurs only
twice elsewherein Paul (Romans 3:19; 1 Corinthians 9:8), both with reference to the
Mosaic law, and the former, judging by the wealth of quotations that immediately
precede it, to the Scriptures, to what we would refer to as the Old Testament (cf. verse
21). Fee argues that the usage of “the law” hereis probably not Pauline, since no passage
isexplicitly cited, and it is Paul’ s practice to provide atext.* But the number of passages
where this thesis can be tested is small. More importantly, | shall argue below that the
reason Paul does not cite atext isthat he has already refereed to the text he hasin mind,
specifically when he was earlier dealing with the roles of women. When Fee adds,
“Nowhere else does he appeal to the Law in this absolute way as binding on Christian
behavior,”* he seemsto be confusing two issues. It is true that Paul does not make
simple appeals to the Mosaic covenant, “the law” in that sense, as abasis for Christian
conduct. When he appears to do so, there are usually mitigating factors: e.g., in Romans
13:8-10, Christian love is the fulfillment of the law, where “fulfillment” must be
understood in a salvation-historical sense. But Paul can appeal to Scripture, “the law” in
that sense, as a basis for Christian conduct, and where he does so, the appeal, as here, is
usually correlative (asin 1 Corinthians 9:8 and 14:21). In short, neither the suggestion
that “the law says’ here refersto extra-biblical oral tradition, nor the view that it is here
used in an un-Pauline way, can be reasonably substantiated.

(d) Although it istrue that the first word in verse 36 is probably a digunctive particle,
nevertheless the proffered explanation does not follow. Odell-Scott and Manus
understand verses 33b-35 as the proposition against which the digunctive “What!”
responds. In other words, Paul allegedly cites the Corinthian view that women must be
silent, and then replies with some exasperation, “What! Did the word of God originate
with you?’ He thereby dismisses the content of verses 34-35. Bilezikian wants to render
the word by “Nonsense!” ** Kaiser specifically appealsto Thayer’'s Lexicon, which lists 1
Corinthians 14:36 as an instance of the principle that this digunctive particle may appear
(in Kaiser’ s citation of Thayer) “before a sentence contrary to the one preceding [it]. . . .
“3 However, Kaiser has not quoted enough of Thayer’s context to convey his meaning
accurately. To quotein full, Thayer says that the digunctive may appear “before a
sentence contrary to the one just preceding, to indicate that if one be denied or refuted the
other must stand: Mt. xx.15 (i.e., or, if thou wilt not grant this, isthine eye etc.).” In other
words, Thayer does not say that the digunctive particle in question is here used to
contradict the preceding clause, and thus dismissit, but that it is used to introduce a
“sentence contrary to the one just preceding,” not in order to dismiss the preceding, but in
order “to indicate that if one be denied or refuted the other must stand.” To put the matter
another way, heis saying that the construction is aform of logical argument that is used
to reinforce the preceding clause, as Thayer’ s example from Matthew 20:15 shows.
There, the first part finds the landowner saying to the grumbling workers, “Don’t | have
the right to do what | want with my own money?’ As Jesus proceeds, He certainly does
not want to overturn the principle articulated by this rhetorical question; of course the
landowner has that right. But since the workers have not accepted this principle, Jesus
introduces a “ sentence contrary to [this one]” to force the workers to see the preposterous
nature of their criticism. To use the language of Thayer (who is quoting the King James
Version initalics and inserting ordinary lettering to show the true force of the digunctive
particle), and filling in the words hidden behind his“etc.”: “or, if thou wilt not grant this,
isthine eye evil, because | am good?’ In the niv, using the same change of typefacesto
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make the point, we obtain “Or, if you are not willing to admit the truth | am affirming,
are you envious because | am generous?’ In other words, if the workers “deny or refute”
the first clause (which both the landowner and Jesus affirm), then at least they had better
face up to the second (to use Thayer’s expression, “to indicate that if [the first] one be
denied or refuted the other must stand”).

Thayer then goes on to list several other exemplary passages. Romans 3:29; 1
Corinthians 9:6; 10:22; 11:14 (he points out that there is atextual variant there); 14:36
(the passage at hand). Consider Romans 3:29. In the preceding verse, Paul insists, “ For
we maintain that aman isjustified by faith apart from observing the law.” The next word,
at the beginning of verse 29, isthe disjunctive particle in question: “Or [is]| God the God
of Jews only? Is he not the God of Gentiles too? Y es, of Gentiles too, since thereisonly
one God. . . . “ Certainly neither Paul nor Thayer (and presumably not Kaiser) wants to
overturn what Paul wrote in verse 28. Rather, using arhetorical device, Paul goes on to
say, in effect, “If you want to deny or refute this truth, then at least face up to this:
monotheism itself demands that God is not the God of Jews only, but of all.”

Exactly the same sort of reasoning occurs in the other passages Thayer quotes. He
then adds, as part of the same article in hislexicon, two extrapolations of this usage of the
disunctive particle : (a) e agnoiete, “or don’t you know,” citing Romans 6:3; 7:1 [cf.
6:14]; (b) e ouk oidate, “or don't you know,” citing Romans 11:2; 1 Corinthians 6:9, 16,
19. In each case the flow of the argument demands that the words that succeed the
expression are used to enforce, rather emphatically, what some among the readers arein
danger of trying to deny or refute: the clause that precedesit. In short, Kaiser has not
understood Thayer’ s point.

Worse yet is Bilezikian’ s discussion of some of the relevant passagesin Paul. For
example, hewrites: “In [1 Corinthians] 6:1-2, Paul challenges the Corinthians for their
propensity to go into litigations against each other before pagan courts, rather than to
submit their contentions to fellow believers. He counters this situation with ‘ (nonsense!)
do you not know that the saints will judge the world? ”* Again, however, it isimportant
to listen to the text itself. In verse 1, Paul writes, “1f any of you has a dispute with
another, dare he take it before the ungodly for judgment instead of before the saints?’
The verb darein this rhetorical question proves beyond contradiction that in this context
the assumed answer is“No!” In other words, the question itself isarhetorical device for
forbidding such litigation. Verse 2 then begins with the disunctive particle: “Or [do] you
not know that the saints will judge the world?’ Thus, using exactly the same reasoning
that Thayer employs, we conclude that verse 2 reinforces the truth of verse 1, the truth
that Christians should not enter into the litigation in question. Bilezikian has ssmply not
understood what is being affirmed under the force of the rhetorical question.

Thereiseven less excuse for this failure in understanding when he turnsto 1
Corinthians 6:15-16, for Paul himself inserts, after the rhetorical question but before the
disunctive particle, the words me genoito: “Never” (niv), “God forbid” (kjv). Once
again, verse 16 emphatically reinforces the truth of verse 15, if the rhetorical questionis
read in any sort of responsible way.

Bilezikian does not even have arhetorical question to fall back on when he treats 1
Corinthians 6:8-9. To quote him again: “In 6:9, having exposed the misbehavior of
brethren who wrong and defraud each other, [Paul] counters with ‘ (nonsense!) do you not
know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? "% Again, let Paul speak.
In verses 7-8, as part of his denunciation of the same Corinthian practices, he writes:
“Why not rather be wronged? Why not rather be cheated? Instead, you yourselves cheat
and do wrong, and you do thisto your brothers.” Paul does not now want to turn around
and say that they have not been acting thisway: clearly, they have been, and the burden
of hisremark isthat they should not be. Equally clearly, however, some Corinthians are
slow to accept his denunciation. They would prefer to “deny or refute” (Thayer’ s terms)
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Paul’ s contention. So Paul goes on: “Or [do] you not know that the wicked will not
inherit the kingdom of God?’ In other words, if you want to buck at what | am writing in
verses 7-8, at least you had better swallow what | say now in verse 9-and of course the
effect isto reinforce, emphatically so, the burden of verses 7-8.

In every passage he treats on this matter, Bilezikian demonstrates, quite remarkably,
that he does not understand what he has cited. In one instance (1 Corinthians 11:13), he
refers tosghe particle e even though no Greek edition known to me includes that
particle.

All scholars make mistakes, | no less than others. But the sheer vehemence that has
surrounded the treatment of this particle in recent years attests that we are facing more
than an occasional lapse of exegetical judgment. We are facing an ideology that is so
certain of itself that in the hands of some, at least, the text is not allowed to speak for
itself.* The brute fact is this: in every instance in the New Testament where the
digunctive particle in question is used in a construction analogous to the passage at hand,
its effect is to reinforce the truth of the clause or verse that precedesit. Paul’s point in
14:36 is that some Corinthians want to “deny or refute” what Paul has been saying in
verses 34-35. So he continues, “Or [if you find it so hard to grant this, then consider:] did
the word of God originate with you? Or are you the only people it has reached?’ Thisis
part and parcel of Paul’ s frequent insistence in this letter that the Corinthian church return
to the common practice and perspective of the other churches (1:2; 4:17; 7:17; 11:16;
14:33) and to wholehearted submission to apostolic authority (14:37-38).%

(7) Thereisin addition a variety of interpretations that cut more or less independent
swathes. For instance, Ellis™ sees the restriction applied to wives only, in the light of the
distinctions in roles he thinks Paul does expect to be maintained in the Christian home.
Perhaps these women were even questioning their own husbands prophecies, provoking
some very embarrassing situations. But in much of the ancient world, marriage meant an
improvement to women in freedom and social status. Even if these verses deal primarily
with the married woman, | suspect both Paul and his readers would assume the afortiori
argument: if married women are enjoined to be silent, then how much more the single
ones? Besides, does Ellis really think that Christian women enjoyed full freedom and
perfect egalitarianism in function in the church as long as they were single, and then from
the day of their marriage onward became silent for fear of offending the husbands to
whom they were to submit? These considerations effectively dismiss those interpretations
that admit that Paul insists on certain role distinctions between the sexes but limit such
distinctions to the home, denying that they have any bearing on the church.

All of these interpretations share another quite decisive weakness. They do not
adequately explain why these words should be found here, in this context, dealing with
prophecy and tongues. After all, Paul has not yet abandoned the subject (asis clear from
verses 37-40). If we accept the text asit stands, we must ask why Paul seems to interrupt
the flow of histhought to add this little unrelated section into his chapter.

IV. An Interpretation Constrained by the Context

Another interpretation has been set out by various writers and meets the objections
put to it. The view has been ably defended elsewhere;* | can merely sketch it here. Paul
has just been requiring that the church in Corinth carefully weigh the prophecies
presented to it. Women, of course, may participate in such prophesying; that was
established in chapter 11. Paul’ s point here, however, is that they may not participatein
the oral weighing of such prophecies. That is not permitted in any of the churches. In that
connection, they are not alowed to speak-"as the law says.” Apparently in sympathy with
the view that makes this appeal to “law” afeature of the Corinthian position, Evans
suggests that to take this as Paul’s appeal to law sounds “ strangely unlike” him.® That is
arather strange assessment, since Paul in this chapter has already appealed once to “the
law” (cf. 14:28), by which he means the Old Testament Scriptures. By this clause, Paul is
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probably not referring to Genesis 3:16, as many suggest,” but to the creation order in
Genesis 2:20b-24,” for it isto that Scripture that Paul explicitly turns on two other
occasions when he discusses female roles (1 Corinthians 11:8, 9; 2 Timothy 2:13). The
passage from Genesis 2 does not enjoin silence, of course, but it does suggest that
because man was made first and woman was made for man, some kind of pattern has
been laid down regarding the roles the two play. Paul understands from this creation
order that woman isto be subject to man-or at least that wife is to be subject to husband.
In the context of the Corinthian weighing of prophecies, such submission could not be
preserved if the wives participated: the first husband who uttered a prophecy would
precipitate the problem.

More broadly, a strong case can be made for the view that Paul refused to permit any
woman to enjoy a church-recognized teaching authority over men (1 Timothy 2:11ff.),*
and the careful weighing of prophecies falls under that magisterial function. This does not
mean that women should not learn: let them ask their husbands about various aspects of
these prophecies, once they return home. Why should the Corinthians buck not only the
practice of all the churches (verse 33b) but also the Scriptures themselves (verse 36)? Are
they so enamored with the revelations that they have received that they dare to pit them
against the authentic deposit found in Scripture and in the apostolic tradition? And if they
feel they are merely interpreting that tradition under the promptings of the Spirit, are they
not troubled to see that al the churches have translated the same texts, and the same
Gospel, into quite different ecclesiastical practices? Are you the only people the word of
God has reached (cf. verse 36b)?"

Severa final observations on this interpretation may prove helpful. Firgt, this
interpretation fits the flow of chapter 14. Although the focus in the second part of the
chapter is still on tongues and prophecy, it is still more closely related to the order the
church must maintain in the enjoyment of those grace gifts. Verses 33b-36 fall happily
under the description. The immediately preceding verses deal with the evaluation of
prophets; these verses (verses 33b-36) further refine that discussion. The general topic of
1 Corinthians 12-14 has not been abandoned, as the closing verses of chapter 14
demonstrate. Thereis no other interpretation of these disputed verses that so neatly fits
the flow of the argument.

Second, this interpretation makes sense not only of the flow but also of the structure
of the passage. Chapter 14 is dominated by a discussion of the relative places of tongues
and prophecy. Most of the chapter does not here concern us. Verses 26 and following,
however, clearly deal with practical guidelines for the ordering of these two giftsin the
assembly. Verse 26 isfairly general. Verses 27-28 deal with practical constraints on
tongues speakers. In verse 29, Paul turns to prophecy and writes, “ Two or three prophets
should speak, and the others should weigh carefully what is said.” The two parts of this
verse are then separately expanded upon: the first part (“ Two or three prophets should
speak”) istreated in verses 30-33a, where constraints are imposed on the uttering of
prophecies; the second part (“and the others should weigh carefully what issaid”) is
treated in verses 33b-36, where constraints are imposed on the evaluation of prophecies.*®

Third, the major objection that has been set against it is that it seems inconsistent for
Paul to permit women to prophesy and then to forbid them to weigh prophecies. But the
objection carries little weight provided that such prophecy does not have the same
authority status that the great writing prophets of the Old Testament enjoyed (whether or
not such authority was immediately recognized). Elsewhere | have argued at length that
“prophecy” in the New Testament is an extraordinarily broad category, extending all the
way from the product of the pagan Muse (Titus 1:12) to Old Testament canonical
prophecy. In common church life, it was recognized to be Spirit-prompted utterance, but
with no guarantee of divine authority in every detail, and therefore not only in need of
evaluation (1 Corinthians 14:29) but necessarily inferior in authority to the deposit of
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truth represented by the Apostle Paul (14:37-38).% In certain respects, then, it is perfectly
proper for Paul to elevate teaching above prophecy, especialy if the teaching is
considered part of the non-negotiable apostolic deposit that serves in part as one of the
touchstones enabling the congregation to weigh the prophecies that are granted to the
church, and especially if the prophecies themselves, unlike the apostolic deposit, are
subject to ecclesiastical appraisal. It does not mean, of course, that the utterances of any
particular teacher need not be verified; | am not saying that prophecy must be evaluated,
but teaching need not be. The New Testament includes too many passages that encourage
the church to take responsibility for evaluating teachers and teaching (1 Timothy 1:3; 6:3-
5; Titus 1:9-14; Hebrews 13:9; 2 Peter 2:1, etc.). But it does mean that prophecy cannot
escape such evaluation, and it presupposes that there is a deposit of apostolic teaching, a
given content, that is non-negotiable and that can serve as the criterion both of further
teaching and of prophecy.

Fourth, thisis not al that the Bible has to say about relationships between men and
women in Christ. | have said nothing, for instance, about the command for men to love
their wives even as Christ loved the church-an exquisitely high standard characterized by
unqualified self-giving. Nor have | listed the many things Paul expects Christian women
to do. Above dl, | have not devoted space to the fact that in a Greek ekkle sia, i.e., a
public meeting, women were not allowed to speak at all.* By contrast, women in the
Christian ekkle sia, borne along by the Spirit, were encouraged to do so. In that sense,
Paul was not trapped by the social customs of Corinth: the gospel, in hisview, truly freed
women from certain cultural restrictions. But that does not mean that all distinctionsin
roles are thereby abolished. | would be prepared to argue, on broader New Testament
grounds, that the distinctive roles that remain are in Paul’ s view part and parcel of living
in this created order, in the tension between the “aready” and the “not yet”-in the period
between the bestowal of the eschatological Spirit and the consummation of all things,
when thereis neither marriage nor giving in marriage.

And fifth, if thisinterpretation is correct, and there are some role distinctions between
men and women to be observed, it is essential to recognize that this teaching is for our
good, not for our endavement. That isatheme | would dearly love to enlarge upon; but |
shall passit by.
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Chapter 7

ROLE DISTINCTIONSIN THE CHURCH
GALATIANS 3:28
S. Lewis Johnson, Jr.

26Y ou are al sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus, 27for all of
you who were baptized into Christ have clothed yourselves with
Christ. 28There is neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free, male nor
female, for you are al one in Christ Jesus. 291f you belong to Christ,
then you are Abraham’ s seed, and heirs according to the promise.
(Galatians 3:26-29)

Introduction

Never could the Apostle Paul have envisioned the place of Galatians 3:28 in
contemporary evangelical literature. The issues of sexual equality and societal rolesin
modern society, however, have done what Paul could not have imagined.

In fact, the text has taken on alarge and, for some, a crucial place in the discussion of
the roles of the sexesin the Church of Jesus Christ. While traditionally commentators
have discussed Paul’ s words in the context of the Biblical doctrine of justification by
faith, that has become a secondary matter. One can understand this to some extent, since
the vigorous debate over sex roles has, in effect, lifted it from its exegetical
underpinnings and set it asalonely text, akind of proof text, in the midst of swirling
theological debate. Thisis not without justification, but it also is not without peril. | am
referring to the human tendency to forget sound hermeneutics and find things that are not
really in the text. Listen to some of the comments about the text from both sides of the
debate. Ronald and Beverly Allen call Galatians 3:28 “the feminist Credo of equality.”*
In arecent book, Mary Hayter refersto the text as “a crux” and “the locus classicus’ for
those who believe Scripture does not discriminate between male and female.? George
Knight, along-time defender of the historic orthodox interpretation of the text,
nevertheless refers to Paul’ s statement as containing “momentous words.” 3

Paul King Jewett, professor of systematic theology at Fuller Theological Seminary, in
awell-written, careful, and scholarly book, begins his discussion of the text by entitling
it, “The Magna Carta of Humanity.”* Jewett does not believe that Paul fully implemented
his “magnificent affirmation,” but at |east he made abeginningin carrg/i ng it out by
advancing beyond the rabbis and associating with women in hiswork.”> In this Paul Jewett
is not as bold as Robert Jewett, who speaks of the text as providing grounds for a Pauline
breakthrough. He entitles a paper regarding the text, “The Sexual Liberation of the
Apostle Paul.”®

Both sides of the debate have admitted that Galatians 3:28 has not always been
handled well. Klyne R. Snodgrass, in his significant article, has said, “ This text, like
some others, has become a hermeneutical skeleton key by which we may go through any
door we choose. More often than not, Galatians 3:28 has become a piece of plastic that
people have molded to their preconceived ideas.”” James B. Hurley, holding a different
view of the text, agrees, contending that much of the debate has arisen over “an abuse of
Galatians 3:28.”°

A fresh attempt to resolve some of the questions may arise from an overly ambitious
expectation, but | believe it isaworthy aim. My method will be simple. After a brief
survey of ancient interpretations, the apostle’ s argument in Galatians 3:26-29 will be
summarized. The remainder of the paper will be devoted to the more important
interpretations of the phrase “male nor female’ (niv).

. Some Ancient Interpretations of Galatians 3:28
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The following comments represent no claim to compl eteness or profundity, being
merely a survey of some of the ways in which Galatians 3:28 was interpreted or handled
in the ancient Christian world. As a matter of fact, the text did not loom large in that
world and, while acknowledging my limited knowledge of that time, | have not yet found
one extensive treatment of the text. | can only conclude that the early church regarded
Galatians 3:28 as atext that was pellucidly clear.

Ignatius (d. 98-117), the Bishop of Antioch, wrote from Troas a letter to the
Philadel phians on his way to martyrdom in Rome during Trajan’sreign. Thereisno
allusion to Galatians 3:28 in the shorter version of the letter, generally regarded as
genuine. In the longer recension, however, thereis an allusion to it. After exhorting wives
to be “ subject to your husbands in the fear of God” (cf. Ephesians 5:22), there occur the
words, “Masters, be gentle towards your servants, as holy Job has taught you; for thereis
one nature, and one family of mankind. For ‘in Christ there is neither bond nor free.’”®
The new relation to Christ has its application to everyday life.

Justin Martyr (c. 100-165), Christian apologist, in his Dialogue with Trypho, likens
his conversion to the symbolic picture of the high priest Joshuain Zechariah 3:1-10. He
writes, in atext thought by some to be an alusion to Galatians 3:28, “Even so we, who
through the name of Jesus have believed as one man in God the Maker of al,” but Justin
offers no expansion of the words, “as one man.” *°

Clement of Alexandria (c. 155-c. 220), the first known Christian scholar, in his
Protrepticos, or Exhortation to the Heathen, xi, speaking of the great benefits conferred
on man by Christ’s coming, refersto Galatians 3:28 as support for the unity of those who
have received wisdom in Christ. Thereis anew man, in whom thereis neither barbarian,
_né)r JEW nor Greek, nor male, nor female. The status of believersin Christ isthe leading
idea.

Hippolytus (d. 236), an elder and teacher of the Church in Rome, in The Refutation of
All Heresies, refers to the text in discussion of the claims of the Naassenes, who had used
it in support of their claims of an everlasting substance above, which is hermaphrodite,
possessing both male and female natures.™

Gregory of Nyssa (330-c. 395), the Cappadocian father and bishop of Nyssa, in “On
Virginity,” aludesto the text to show that both male and female are candidates for
marriage to the true wisdom, Christ, in spiritual virginity, or disengagedness of heart
from the worldly to the spiritual .*®

John Chrysostom (c. 344/354-407), bishop of Constantinople, in his commentary on
Galatians, discusses the text in some detail, asserting that the apostle ardently desiresto
convey the depth of our union with Christ. We “have al one form and one mold, even
Christ’s,” he says. “He that was a Greek, or Jew, or bond-man yesterday, carries about
with him the form, not of an Angel or Archangel, but of the Lord of all, yeadisplaysin
his own person the Christ.”** He makes no reference to the clause “ male nor female,”
evidently not finding that as pertinent as the two other antitheses.

Surprisingly, Augustine (354-430), the Bishop of Hippo, the greatest of the Latin
fathers, rarely alluded to Galatians 3:28 in hiswritings. In his Second Discourse on Psalm
Twenty-six there is one alusion. Speaking of waiting on the Lord, he writes, “He who
has |ost endurance has become weak and womanish. Let both men and women take heed
of this, for man and woman are one in the one Man. He is no longer man or woman who
livesin Christ.”* The allusionis clear, and it is plain that he has in mind a oneness, a
unity, of statusin Christ. He says nothing of how this status relates to function in the
church.

Martin Luther (1483-1546), the great German Reformer, in his important commentary
on Galatians, devotes three pages to Galatians 3:28. He reminds the woman to “obey her
husband,” and warns that, “if the woman would be the man,” that would be nothing but
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“confusion.” All the faithful have “the same Christ” that all the saints had. Clearly,
Luther sees the text as meaning that all believers have the same status in Christ, but in
other queeres, such as the family, a submission within the equality all have in Christ is
Biblical.

John Calvin (1509-1564), Biblical theologian and commentator that he was, aludes
or refers to Galatians 3:28 many times. In his commentary on Galatians he stresses the
unity of believersin the one Christ. In his Institutes he, while again acknowledging the
liberty believers have in Christ, nevertheless points out that the liberty of al in Christ has
its limits, for “the same apostle who bids us stand and not submit to the ‘ yoke of
bondage’ [Galatians 5:1] elsewhere forbids slaves to be anxious about their state [1
Corinthians 7:21], unlessit be that spiritual freedom can perfectly well exist along with
civil bondage.”*" In other words, the master teacher from Geneva taught that freedom
truly exists within limits and restrictions of a different order.

From this brief survey it appears that none of the major teachers in the history of the
church thought Galatians 3:28 abolished the male-female role distinction in marriage or
the church.

Il. The Pauline Argument in Galatians 3:26-29
The Genera Context

The Epistle to the Galatians, most likely the first of Paul’ s |etters, centers the attention
of the reader on two dominant themes: (1) the justification of the believer in the Lord
Jesus Christ apart from legal works, and (2) the ministry of the Holy Spirit asthe
indwelling energizer of the spiritual lifein Christ.

The close affinity of Galatians with Romans is universally acknowledged. “The
Epistle to the Galatians,” Bishop Lightfoot said many years ago, “stands in relation to the
Roman letter as the rough model to the finished statue; or rather, if | may pressthe
metaphor without misapprehension, it isthe first study of asingle figure, which is worked
into agroup in the later writing.”*® One is written out of first indignant reaction to heresy,
while the other is written calmly and at leisure.” That is probably ultimately the source of
the remark of my old New Testament teacher, Professor Everett Harrison, “Romanstells
us what the gospel is; Galatians tells us what it is not.”

Commentators on the letter have generally agreed that it fallsinto three sections. The
opening two chapters are largely personal, containing a defense of his gospel and
apostleship. The following section, also of two chapters, contains the exposition, in
strongly argumentative form, of the heart of his gospel, the doctrine of justification by
faith alone apart from legal works. The letter’ s fina two chapters conclude with a
hortatory appeal to practice the principles and responsibilities of the Christian life
through the energy of the indwelling Spirit of God.

The Immediate Context

Galatians 3:28 falls within Paul’ s exposition of the purpose of the law, that is, to be a
slave-guardian on the path toward maturity and unrestricted enjoyment of sonship (cf.
3:24; 4:1-7).2 With the sonship has come a glorious freedom before God releasing all the
faithful, whether Gentiles, slaves, or women, from life under the Old Covenant’s
bondage. The saints, enriched by the enjoyment of Abrahamic promises, are clothed with
Christ in garments of freedom, family membership with heirship. This Paul now
develops, negating any claim by the Judaizers that the Old Covenant life is a better life.

The Exegetical Analysis

Verse twenty-six, beginning with its explanatory “for” (see nasb; niv leaves this out)
justifies the new status. The apostle writes, “For you are all sons of God through faith in
Christ Jesus’ (nasb). The children have attained their majority and are sons, freemen of
God, through afaith that has brought them into union with Christ.?? The second person
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plural of the subject, “you are,” with the modifying adjective, “all,” underlines the
participation of the Galatians in the new status. The universal privilege of sonship in the
present age through union with Christ is Paul’ s point, and it sets the tone of the context
for interpreting verse twenty-eight. Paul’s emg)hasis ison spiritua statusin Christ, “the
spiritual privilege of being the sons of God.”?

In verse twenty-seven Paul continues his exposition, explaining how the relation of
sonship came into being. He writes, “For al of you who were baptized into Christ have
clothed yourselves with Christ” (nash). “For” declares that through baptism, a unifying
incorporation into Him, the Galatians have put on Christ (cf. Romans 6:3-5; 1
Corinthians 12:13).

The discussion of the relation of faith and baptism, raised here because of the
juxtaposition of faith with baptism, as well as the fact that union with Christ istraced to
both, cannot be handled here due to the limitations of space. The discussions of Calvin,?
Ridderbos,® Fung,? Betz,* Bruce,”® and Dunn® provide a wide range of views. | would
only echo Bruce's point that the apostle, who had learned so clearly and pointedly in his
conversion experience the insufficiency of trust in the Old Covenant rite of circumcision,
could never have ascribed a saving efficacy, a conveyance of grace by the performance of
the rite, to water baptism, the New Covenant ordinance.®* “It is absurd to say,” Calvin
comments, in harmon}/ with Bruce, “that the grace of the Holy Spirit should be so bound
to the external sign.”*

If the apostle were thinking of the reality lying behind water baptism, that is, the
baptism of the Holy Spirit by which believers are through faith united to Christ (cf. 1
Corinthians 12:13), then the text makes good sense. In Calvin’'sterms, he would be using
the sign to signify the sense connected with the truth that the sign signifies, that is, the
spiritual reality behind the sign. That, he contends, is the sense he uses when speaking of
believers.

The final words, “have put on Christ,” represent a metaphor probably derived from
Hebrew tradition (cf. Isaiah 61:10; 64:6; Zechariah 3:3-4) and may have come to be
associated with the taking off of one’s clothes before baptism and the putting of them on
again afterwards.* If the apostle were thinking of a Roman metaphor, he may have had in
mind the Roman custom by which a youth, on attaining manhood, removed the crimson-
bordered toga praetexta, the garment of childhood, and put on the toga virilis, the
garment of manhood. At that time the young man would take his place in the family
councils, taking on the responsibilities of maturity and enjoying the freedom that went
with his new position. Since the apostle has just said that the Galatians have attained the
position of adult sonship and will add heirship in a moment (v. 29), that “pagan” custom
(Bruce' sword) should not be dismissed lightly.

Verse twenty-eight points to a second issue of the universal sonship of believers:
“Thereis neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free man, thereis neither male
nor female; for you are all onein Christ Jesus’ (nash). The human distinctions of race,
social rank, and sex are in some sense nullified in Christ. The crucial question is: In what
sense? Betz contends, “There can be no doubt that Paul’ s statements have social and
political implications of even arevolutionary dimension.”* When a New Testament
exegete uses the expression, “There can be no doubt,” it often is aflag to the exegetical
community that there is very good reason to doubt the statement. Let us seeif that istrue
here.

The three antitheses are chosen with a view to fundamental distinctionsin ancient
society. In fact, as often noted, the apostle seems to have in mind the morning prayer of
Jewish men, which can be traced back as far as about a.d. 150, in which the men thanked
God that they were not born a Gentile, aslave, or awoman. Apparently the Jewish men
intended no belittling of Gentiles, slaves, or women, so both Bruce and Snodgrass
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explain. Those classes were simply limited in certain spiritua J)rivileges open to Jewish
males.® In fact, similar formulas existed among the Gentiles.?

The three distinctions, important for Jewish life, are declared by Paul to be invalid in
Christ. Thefirst distinction, that between Jew and Greek, should be understood in a
religious sense primarily, centering in the Abrahamic Covenant’ s rite of circumcision.
Without circumcision a Gentile could not inherit the promises, being spiritually depraved
and lost, without God in the world (cf. Ephesians 2:11-13), but now by the blood of the
Messiah the Gentiles have been brought nigh by sovereign pardoning grace and have
become heirs of the Abrahamic promises. It is, of course, quite clear from the apostle’s
literature that the national distinction between Israel and the Gentiles still exists both in
the world (cf. 1 Corinthians 10:32) and in the believing community (cf. Romans 9:1-
11:%; Galatians 6:16). In Christ, however, both are heirs of the promised blessings, as
Paul has indicated already (cf. 3:14) and will underline shortly (verse 29).

The second antithesis touches the inferiority of slaves, so marked in the ancient world
and in Israglitish society. For Paul a Christian slave, too, inherits the promises equaly,
being “the Lord s freedman” (1 Corinthians 7:22). The Epistle to Philemon provides a
vivid illustration of this (Philemon 8-20; cf. Colossians 4:9), and also in principle
provides just grounds for the abolition of davery itself. Y et here again, the distinction of
dave and freedman still existed within the church (cf. 1 Corinthians 7:17-24). In fact, the
vast mgjority of the New Testament commentators have taken the position that the
apostle, while affirming the irrelevancy of the institution of slavery for status and
relationship within the church, nevertheless did not feel it necessary to raise the issue of
its retention in the society of thetime (cf. 1 Corinthians 7:21-24; Colossians 3:22-25). It
isdifficult to see the “revolutionary dimension” of Paul’s statement here.

The third antithesis, “there is not male and female” (Greek text; see nasb margin)
contains a slight change of construction, probably due to influence from Genesis 1:27.36
The distinction in sex also has no relevance to the status of believersin Christ Jesus. The
reason Paul gives, introduced by the “for” of the last clause, isthat Jew and Greek, slave
and freedman, male and female are “one person in Christ Jesus’ (neb; cf. verse 29).

Concerning this last antithesis, Bruce comments, “It is not their distinctiveness, but
their inequality of religiousrole, that is abolished ‘in Christ Jesus.’”* Professor Bruce
complains that Paul’ s other bans of discrimination on racial and social grounds have been
accepted “au pied de lalettre” (literally), or litteratim ac verbatim, to use a L atin phrase,
while this one has met with restrictions, since people have related it only to “the common
access of men and women to baptism, with itsintroduction to their new existence ‘in
Christ.’”*® He insists that the denial of discrimination holds good for the new existence
““in Christ’ initsentirety,” although he admits that circumcision involved aform of
discrimination against women that was removed in its demotion from the position of
religious law. Other inequities anong Jewish and particularly among Gentile women
existed.

Bruce argues that, if leadership may be given to Gentiles and to slavesin the church
fellowship, then why not to women? Can superiority and inferiority of status have place
in the society of which our Lord said, “whoever wantsto be first must be slave of al” (cf.
Mark 10:44)?* Certainly Paul welcomed the service of women in the Gentile mission (cf.
Philippians 4.3, etc.) and permitted, many believe, their exercise of prayer and prophecy
in church gatherings. Does this mean that the apostle affirmed women in the church
offices and permitted their teaching in the church meetings? Professor Bruce does appear
to admit that other Pauline passages may provide restrictions on female activities, but he
contends that such passages “ are to be understood in relation to Gal. 3:28, and not vice-
versa.” *° We are reserving a fuller discussion of the questions surrounding the third
antithesis for the third division of this paper, but perhaps three points ought to be noted
here. First, the antitheses are not parallel, for the distinction between male and femaeisa
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distinction arising out of creation, a distinction still maintained in family and church life
in the New Testament. Second, it must also be remembered that in this context Paul is not
speaking of relationships in the family and church, but of standing before God in
righteousness by faith. And, third, the apostle in his later letters, such as 1 Corinthians
and 1 Timothy, does set forth just such restrictions as Bruce mentions.

Verse 29, “If you belong to Christ, then you are Abraham’s seed, and heirs according
to the promise,” forms a triumphant conclusion to the apostle’ s argument. Christ’s people
are God' s sons, baptized by the Spirit into spiritual union with Him, the Son, Abraham’s
Seed. And if believers belong to Abraham’s Seed, then they are heirs to the unconditional
covenantal promisesin their Representative. Thus, heirship is grounded in faith apart
from the works of the Law. Those who would seek to be justified by the works of the
Law arerejected. What atelling refutation of the Judaizers and their doctrine of
justification and heirship by legal works! The full and complete equality that all possess
in Christ is amagnificent thing to behold, and the reference to the discussion over
mal e/femal e relationships must not be missed. The richness of the oneness, without any
denial at all of role distinctions, is the preeminent thrust of the section we have been
considering. Justified by faith in Christ, both male and female are “ sons of God” (verse
26), both are “in Christ Jesus’ (verse 26), united to Him in eternal union through the
baptism of the Holy Spirit (verse 27), both have clothed themselves with Christ and are
onein Him (verse 28). We belong to Christ and, asif that were not enough, the apostle
adds that we all, both male and female, are the patriarch’s believing offspring and heirs of
the stunning promises made to him (verse 29). The context contains no denial at all of
role distinctions and, in fact, to inject the feminist agenda at this point dims the splendor
of these grand truths.

lll. Modern Interpretations of Galatians 3:28
A. The Feminist Argument

To interact with modern interpretations of Galatians 3:28 has been made a daunting
task by the plethora of written materials, books, and articles, both popular and scholarly,
that has emerged in recent years. To limit my comments, | will concentrate attention on
the position of Paul King Jewett and Klyne R. Snodgrass, scholars who have given two
extensive and widely accepted statements of the meaning of Galatians 3:28 from the
perspective that would see no limitation on women’s roles in the church.

Jewett’ s basic position in his well-written, thoughtful, and scholarly work, Man as
Male and Female: A Study in Sexual Relationships from a Theological Point of View, is
that the Bible is basically contradictory on the question of the relation of men and women
in Christ and the church. The Biblical narratives and Jesus' attitude to women are
incompatible with female subordination, but Paul, following rabbinic exegesis, teaches
subordination in certain New Testament passages, such as 1 Corinthians 11 and 1
Timothy 2.* The apostle manifests a bit of an “uneasy conscience” in his exegesis of the
Old Testament, but he still affirms female subordination.*

To some extent the apostle redeems himself, for he is the author of a brilliant piece of
Biblical insight in his remarkable statement of Galatians 3:28. That isreally the last word
on the subject of female equality, and Jesus Himself neither said nor did anything beyond
Paul’ s word here.”® Paul, however, did not implement his Christian insight thoroughly,
which has left us with the problem of the man/woman question. The church must press on
to the full implementation of his Galatians 3:28 insight, abandoning, of course, his
shortcomings in his other epistles.

Critique: What can we say in response to Jewett? First, Jewett acknowledges that
Paul, in the three pairs of antitheses-Jew/Greek, bond/free male/female-"thinks
preemmently coram Deo,” that is, of men before God.* Further, he later admits that this
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should be, “beyond all doubt,” the principal concern of the church. Historic orthodoxy
would certainly agree with this, and | am grateful for his clear enunciation of the point.

On thefirst antithesis, that of Jew/Greek, Jewett states that Paul saw the “social
implications’ of the text clearly enough. He illustrates this from Paul’ s withstanding of
Peter in Antioch over Peter’ s actions when the men came from James in Jerusalem, and
Peter returned to the teaching of Judaism about eating with the Gentiles (cf. Galatians
2:11-14). Jewett’ s point is that Paul did not say, as the men from Jerusalem must have
said, “Jews and Greeks are one in Christ, but in other respects, such asin the table
fellowship traditions, they are different and must follow the discriminatory traditions. We
may enjoy spiritual fellowship with the Gentiles, but the social traditions still obtain.”

Thisis not quite the point of the apostle. As he goes on to say, he does not rebuke
Peter because he has failed to see the “socia implications’ of the onenessin Christ, but
because he had seen them and was now returning to “the weak and worthless elemental
things’ (cf. 4:9). As Paul saw it, Peter’s actions were a clear attack on the doctrine of
justification by faith alone. To observe the Jewish food laws was ssimply a step along the
way to circumcision as necessary to salvation, a step along the way to the view that, if
Gentile believers were not able to have table fellowship with Jewish believers as Gentile
believers, then their Christianity was second class.®

We may grant Jewett’s claim that the essence of the gospel’ s proclamation of oneness
or equality in Christ demanded awalk in harmony with that position. We may
legitimately ask, however, if distinction of roles of believers within that equality
necessarily violates that equality, especialy since the apostle later in some detail sets out
the distinctions of roles, offices, and gifts within the family (cf. Ephesians 5:22-6:9;
Colossians 3:18-4:1) and the church (cf. 1 Corinthians 11:2-16; 12:1-31; 1 Timothy 2:9-
15) with no suggestion of aloss of equality in Christ.

Jewett finds Paul’ s vision not so clear in the second antithesis, slave/free. While
Philemon contains a hint that he would have had Onesimus freed by his master, the
apostle does not confront Philemon with a demand for freedom. Paul is relegated by
Jewett to the ignominious attitude of the churchmen in the time of the Civil War who
played the wimp and did not fight for abolition.

In the antithesis of male/female, the apostle was still more cautious. Jewett contends
that Paul spoke of women as being subordinate and unequal. However, for aformer rabbi
he did in aremarkable way act out the truth of no male and female. He greeted women by
name (cf. Romans 16:6, 12, 15), and he named Priscilla before her husband (cf. Romans
16:3), after having commended Phoebe as a servant of the church at Cenchraea (16:1-2).%

Jewett’ s contention that these things constitute a remarkable acting out of the truth of
male/female oneness is overdrawn. Sufficiently explanatory of all of thisisthe fact that
all believers have become one in Christ Jesus, sharing equally the redemption that Christ
has won by His atoning sacrifice. In other words, the implications of redemption, the
joint blessings of covenantal union with our Lord, account for Paul’ s actions. As Jewett
says, “How many rabbis had ever said that a man should love hiswife as Y ahweh loved
Israel 7% The response of prominent women to Paul’s preaching in Thessalonica and
Berea may have included appreciation of “the profound worth which they perceived they
had, as persons, to the Savior he preached,”*® but it is more likely that they responded
first and foremost because they sensed their sin and rejoiced in redemption by sovereign
grace.

One final question interests me. Professor Jewett lays great stress on the fact that
males and females must learn to live in partnership rather than in any form of hierarchy.
He does not, however, spell out in detail what this means specifically and how sexual
egalitarianism will work. Does this mean that he iswilling to leave this to each body of
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Christians to decide for themsel ves? Does Scripture then leave us with no clear,
normative guidance beyond the principle of Galatians 3:287%

The position of Klyne Snodgrass, professor of Biblical literature at North Park
Theological Seminary, isnot dissimilar to Jewett’s, although his approach to the
guestionsis different.

Snodgrass affirms “the unity and equality that all persons experiencein Christ,” and
surprisingly he admits that equality and hierarchy are “not necessarily antithetical
ideas.”* But this concession turns out to rest on an unusual definition of hierarchy.>

Snodgrass aso appeals, like Jewett, to Galatians 2:11-14 and contends that Galatians
3:28 has “social implications.” To Snodgrass, the social implications of Galatians lead to
the ministry of women asthey did in the New Testament. This, as he indicates |ater,
means “ ecclesiastical equality,” aterm, however, which he does not carefully define.®

With refreshing candor, Snodgrass admits that Galatians 3:28 does not answer all our
guestions about the role of women in society. He sees 1 Corinthians 14:33b-36 and 1
Timothy 2:11-15 as strong challenges to his views on ecclesiastical equality, as
statements “ necessitated by specific problemsin Corinth and Ephesus.” They are texts
“less direct in their application.”>

Snodgrass contends that the prophesying of women in 1 Corinthians 11:5 cannot be
separated from “authoritative teaching and preaching.”* This view explains aspects of his
stand for “ecclesiastical equality,” but unfortunately it cannot stand the test of Biblical
exegesis.”

Critique: We might mention incidentally that Snodgrass deplores the “ironhanded” *°
view of traditionalists regarding Scripture, namely, that Scripture cannot contradict
Scripture, but surely commitment to the non-contradictory unity of Scripture cannot
legitimately be called “ironhandedness.” It isthe view of our Lord and His apostles. It
would seem to be more perilous to me to pick and choose subjectively among competing
texts by less reliable norms.

First, Snodgrass considers five passages parallel to Galatians 3:26-28 in the Pauline
corpus. 1 Corinthians 7:17-27; 11:11-12; 12:13; Colossians 3:9-11; and Romans 10:12-
13, to be “of major significance” for his position.>” Only one of the five, however,
mentions explicitly the male/female antithesis. Perhaps Paul did not give it the
“explosive’ force that Snodgrass seesin it. The other two antitheses seem of more
importance for him, and Snodgrass calls the Jew/Gentile issue the (italics his) issue
dominating Paul’ s concerns throughout his ministry.

Second, Snodgrass thinks that hierarchy arises only from the time of Genesis 3, but a
more thoughtful exegesis|ocates the principle earlier, just as 1 Corinthians 11 and 14,
Ephesians 5, and 1 Timothy 2 indicate.”® What Genesis 3 sets forth is the effect of the fall
on an aready determined relationship (see Genesis 2:7, 18-25 and the apostle’ s use of the
passage in his letters).

Third, Snodgrass stresses the conflict between Paul and Peter in Antioch as indicating
how far-reaching the social implications of his statement in Galatians are (cf. Galatians
2:11-14). We have dealt with thisin the critique of Jewett’s claims.

Fourth, Snodgrass tends to think that, because women performed certain legitimate
forms of ministry in the New Testament, such as ministering to our Lord and to Paul in
personal ways and ministering to the church in Christian service, as every reader of the
Bible acknowledges, the church must grant women, who have full equality in Christ, the
office of elder, the oversight of the body, and the freedom to teach the gathered church.
That does not follow. Christian serviceis the responsibility of al believers, but that does
not prove that the office of elder is open to all. Christian teaching is a sovereign gift of
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the %oi rit that not all have (cf. Romans 12:6-8; 1 Corinthians 12:6, 11, 29; 1 Peter 4:10-
11).

In other words, and to conclude this section, one must not try to answer all questions
of Chziostian office and ministry from Galatians 3:28, as Snodgrass acknowledges in one
place.

“It seems precarious,” Fung wisely declares, “to appeal to thisverse in support of any
view of the role of women in the Church, for two reasons: (a) Paul’ s statement is not
concerned with the role relationships of men and women within the Body of Christ but
rather with their common initiation into it through (faith and) baptism; (b) the
male/female distinction, unlike the other two, has its roots in creation, so that the
parallelism between the male/female pair and the other pairs may not be unduly
pressed.”® | find that eminently Biblical and reasonable.

B. The Historic Orthodox Argument

Historic orthodoxy, as noted in the brief survey of the Fathers' views, has contended
that Galatians 3:28 affirms the full equality of males and females “in Christ,” as Paul
says. All are equal in Christ, the church, and family, but the phrase, “in Christ,” refersto
the mystical and universal, the representative and covenantal union of all believersin the
Lord. In the context of Galatians, the apostle simply affirms that every believer in Christ
inherits fully the Abrahamic promises by grace apart from legal works.

The phrase, “in the church,” when the subject of office and functionisin view, refers
to the visible body of believers. In the visible body, equality coexists with divinely
mandated |eadership and submission, just asit doesin the family (cf. Ephesians 5:22-
6:9). Thisis not to lead to abuse, offense, or exploitation, for all of us are essential and
equally important in our positions and functions within the body, as Paul points out (cf. 1
Corinthians 12:12-30). The existence of eldersin the church, appointed by the Holy Spirit
to rule in the body, does not destroy our equality in Christ (cf. Acts 20:28; 1
Thessalonians 5:12-13; 1 Timothy 5:17; Hebrews 13:7, 17, 24).

The ultimate and telling proof that equality and submission may coexist in glorious
harmony is found in the mediatorial mission of the Son of God, “God from God, Light
from Light, true God from true God” (Nicaea), who completed it in the true liberation of
submission to His Father (cf. John 8:21-47; 1 Corinthians 15:24-28; cf. 11:3).

Thereislittle need to multiply footnotes to document that this has been the view of
historic orthodoxy to the present and, in fact, is still the majority view, although presently
under vigorous attack. The very fact that its opponents call the view of historic orthodoxy
“the traditional view” acknowledges its historical primacy.

There arises at this point, however, a matter worthy of serious consideration: If the
Christian church has held this view for centuries with Bible in hand, then we may
presume that there exists some good reason for that fact. The Lord Jesus Christ promised
the church the gift of the permanently indwelling Spirit to provide understanding of the
Scriptures (cf. John 16:12-15; Psalm 36:9). We have reason to believe that His promise
has been kept, and that the church has received that light in understanding the Word of
God. Widespread agreement in such understanding by orthodox believers should not be
abandoned without the most careful consideration of objections, both exegetical and
theological.

To treat the church’s historical understanding of Scripture lightly isto forget that it is
the believing body that, through the centuries, carries on the theological enterprise with
the Word in hand and accompanied by the enlightening Spirit. Thus, the largest part of
any theologian’s work comes from reverent consideration and response to the Christian
theological tradition. The creeds of the church, the results of serious spiritual and
theological strife, are more important than the views of individuals. We should begin our
discussions with the assumption that the church is probably right, unless exegetical and
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theological study compel us otherwise. “The proclamation of new discoveries,” Abraham
Kuyper, the famed founder of the Free University of Amsterdam, wrote, “is not always a
proof of devotion to the truth, it is sometimes a tribute to self-esteem.” &

Conclusion

Thereisno reason to claim that Galatians 3:28 supports an egalitarianism of function
in the church. It does plainly teach an egalitarianism of privilege in the covenantal union
of believersin Christ. The Abrahamic promises, in their flowering by the Redeemer’s
saving work, belong universally to the family of God. Questions of roles and functionsin
that body can only be answered by a consideration of other and later New Testament
teaching.
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Chapter 8

HUSBANDS AND WIVES AS ANALOGUES OF CHRIST
AND THE CHURCH
EPHESIANS 5:21-33 AND COLOSSIANS 3:18-19
George W. Knight 111

The longest statement in the New Testament on the relationship of husbands and
wivesis Ephesians 5:21-33. The parallel account, Colossians 3:18-19, succinctly states
the main points of Paul’ s teaching. We shall use the Ephesians account as the basis for
this chapter and relate the Colossians material to it.

Before we inquire into the particular truths the apostle articulates in Ephesians 5:22-
33, we should determine the flow of his presentation. Paul ties his previous discussion to
his treatment of husbands and wives with a summary preview: “submit to one another out
of reverence for Christ” (verse 21)." Then he addresses the respective parties; wives
(verses 22-24) and husbands (verses 25-31). He asks wives to submit to their husbands as
their heads as the church submitsto Christ as her head. He asks husbands to love their
wives as Christ loved the church. Paul compares the relationship of husband and wife to
that between Christ and the church (notice the comparatives “as’ and “just as” in verses
22,23, 24, 25).

Paul not only compares marriage to the relationship between Christ and His church
but also expands on the latter. Thus, some verses focus almost exclusively on Christ and
the church (e.g., verses 26, 27). After these instructions and comparisons, Paul cites
Genesis 2:24 in verse 31 and makes afinal reference to the relationship of Christ and His
church in verse 32. He concludes by summarizing hisinstructionsin verse 33 with two
key concepts: a husband isto love hiswife and awife is to respect her husband.

This passage abounds with instructions for marriage. The key ideas appear in the flow
of the argument: submission to one another in the fear of the Lord (verse 21); submission
by the wife to her husband as her head, as the church submitsto Christ its head (verses
22-24); love by the husband for hiswife, as Christ loves the church (verses 25-30); the
appeal to Genesis 2:24 (verse 31); and the concluding summary (verse 33) with its
emphasis on the husband’ s love and the wife' s respect.

We will examine each of thesein turn to ascertain its particular importance both in
isolation and in its contribution to the whole passage. Limitations of space and the focus
of our study demand that details about Christ and the church outside the comparison with
marriage be omitted from consideration here.

Submit to One Another in the Fear of Christ

Verse 21 provides atransition from the verses that precede to those that follow. Even
though the verb “submit to” is appropriately rendered as an imperative, as are others that
precedeit (“speak,” verse 19; “sing and make music,” verse 19), it (like them) isa
participle that concludes the string of exhortations begun by Paul in verse 18 with the true
imperative “be filled with the Spirit.” “ Submit to one another” thus concludes the list of
things that should characterize Spirit-filled living by the redeemed. Furthermore, in a
couple of important manuscripts, no verb appearsin verse 22, so that “submit to” from
verse 21 hasto be understood as functioning in verse 22 as well. In other important
manuscripts, the verb appears in verse 22 as well.? Both readings tie the two verses
together, since the same verb is either understood or repeated. Hence verse 21 needs to be
considered in its transitional role.

Three ideas are so inherent to the thought of this verse that we must consider them in
order properly understand this verse and its relevance for the passage as a whole. They
are (1) the meaning of “submit to one another,” (2) the significance of the qualifier “out
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of reverence for Christ,” and (3) how this call for submission to one another relates to the
specific instructions to wives and husbands.

What is Meant by “Submit to One Another”?

In the admonition “submit to one another,”® the verb (hupotasso ) has as its basic
meaning “to subject or subordinate.” Here Paul’ s use of the middle voice focuses on what
one does to oneself: one submits oneself to others. The Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich-Danker
Greek-English Lexicon rightly describes this as “submission in the sense of voluntary
yielding in love’ (p. 848, section 1bb). This voluntary yielding to othersisa
characteristic of the Christian community and is urged elsewhere in the New Testament.
Compare, e.g., “In humility consider others[alle Tous, the same word as in Ephesians]
better than yourselves’ (Philippians 2:3).* This admonition is based on the example of
Jesus (Philippians 2:5), who insisted on a servant mentality in imitation of Him: “. . .
whoever wants to become great among you must be your servant, and whoever wants to
be first must be your slave-just as the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to
serve’ (Matthew 20:26-28; cf. Mark 10:43-45; cf. also Luke 22:26, 27).

Furthermore, the Apostle Peter, like the Apostle Paul, both urges particular people
(younger men) to submit to particular people (elders) and all to submit to one another:
“Young men . . . be submissive to (hupotage te) those who are older. All of you, clothe
yourselves with humility toward one another (allefo nagain) ... "“ (1 Peter 5:4-5).
Similarly, Paul urges mastersto “Treat your slavesin the same way” (ta auta, Ephesians
6:9) astheir laves were to treat them, i.e., “with respect and fear, and with sincerity of
heart” (verse 5). Thisimplies reciprocity between masters and slaves. The exhortation to
Christians in Ephesians 5:21 is thus, like these other passages, a genera exhortation to
mutual submission to “one another.”

Submission in Reverence for Christ

The motivation for submission to one another isto be “reverence (phobo ) for Christ”
(5:21). Reverence, or fear (phobos), hereis not dread, because Scripture el sewhere
teaches that God’ s love in us casts out such fear (1 John 4:18; cf. also Romans 8:15).
Rather, it is respectful reverence for Christ that recognizes who has asked this of us and
that He will hold us accountable for our actions (cf., for this sensein Paul, 2 Corinthians
5:11; 7:1). This statement reminds us that-because in our sinful rebellion we would not
obey our Lord-we will only submit to others when Christ has made us subject to Himself,
and then we will submit to one another because He insists that we do so. Paul makes this
point elsewhere when, in writing about interpersonal relationships-including those of men
and women-he says forcefully, “What | am writing to you isthe Lord’s command” (1
Corinthians 14:37). Thus verse 21, explicitly insisting that believers submit to one
another, sets the tone for the entire section.

How Verse 21 Isa Transition

But then the question naturally arises, how is the content of verse 21 related to verses
22-33? At least two answers have been given. First, one might answer that thisverseisa
general statement of the specifics spelled out for wives, children, and servants. That is,
certain ways in which Christians are to submit to others are then specified.® It is argued
that the key word submit is picked up with reference to wivesin verses 22 and 24 and for
children and servants by the concept of obedience (6:1, 5). Furthermore, this would seem
to parallel Peter’ s approach when he urges Christians, “ Submit yourselves for the Lord's
sake to every authority instituted among men . . .” (1 Peter 2:13) and spellsthisout in
terms of the submission servants (2:18ff.) and wives are to give (3:1ff.). Even if the
following answer is more adequate, this suggestion need not be rejected so long as it does
not exclude the more comprehensive understanding.

Second, one might answer that the relationship of verse 21 to verses 22-23 is that
verse 21 states a general and comprehensive principle before Paul moves to the specific
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roles of husbands and wives, parents and children, and masters and slaves, so that the
specific is considered in the light of the general. On this view, Paul reminds all in the
congregation of their need for mutual submission in the Body of Christ before writing of
the specific duties each hasin his particular situation. This seemsto do more justice to
the explicit reciprocal pronoun used, “one another” (aleTo n). Furthermore, itisinline
with the contextual understanding found elsewhere in Paul and Peter where asimilar
exhortation is given (Philippians 2:3, “let each of you regard one another . . .” [nasb]; 1
Peter 5:5, “all of you clothe yourselves with humility toward one another” [nasb).®

First Peter 5:5 is particularly instructive, because there Peter urges “al of you” to be
humble toward one another immediately after urging the younger ones to be subject to
their elders. Thus Peter calls on the elders among “al of you” to be humble toward
younger men at the same time as he calls on younger men to submit to those same elders.
Just as Peter expresses both ideas in one verse (1 Peter 5:5), so also Paul expresses the
general note of mutual submission in verse 21, followed by the specific submission of
wives to husbands, for example, in verses 22ff. So Paul wants to remind all Christians,
men and women, of their duty to be submissive to one another before reminding wives of
their particular responsibility to their husbands in marriage. This puts particular,
unidirectional submission in the context of general, mutual submission and relates
specific duties, roles, and responsibilities to the general Christian concept of mutual
submission.

It is sometimes urged that mutual submission aloneisin view in the section on wives
and husbands, and that therefore wives are not being called to a unique or distinct
submission to their husbands.” Since, however, verse 21 is atransition verse to the
entirety of the section on household responsibilities, consistency would demand that the
sections on children and parents and on servants and masters also speak only of mutual
submissiveness and not of different roles. Since thisis self-evidently not so for the
section on children and parents, on the one hand, and masters and servants, on the other,
theimplication is that distinguishable roles and specific submission are also taught in the
section on husbands and wives. Of coursg, it could be argued that the command given
husbands to love their wivesis but another way of calling them to mutual submission.
But even if that were so, Paul still calls the husband “the head” of the wife and therefore
the one to whom she should submit in everything (verses 22-24). Thus this section cannot
be teaching only mutual submission rather than the specific submission of wivesto
husbands in the overall context of mutual submission. The mutual submission to which
al are called and that defines the larger context and sets the tone does not, therefore, rule
out the specific and different roles and relationships to which husbands and wives are
called in the verses addressed to them.

Submission and Headship

In the main portion of the section addressed to wives and husbands (verses 22-30) and
the concluding summary (verse 33), Paul delineates his teaching along three lines: (1) the
role each has (submission, headship), (2) the attitude with which each fulfills his or her
role (love, respect), and (3) the analogy of marriage to the relationship of Christ and His
church.

The Roles of Wives and Husbands

Paul commands wivesto “be subject to your own husbands, asto the Lord” (verse 22,
nash). The operative verb “be subject to” or “submit to” (hupotasso ) reappearsin verse
24, where Paul writes that wives should submit “to their husbandsin everything” “asthe
church submitsto Christ.” Thisisthe essence of the apostle’ s teaching to wives, sincein
Colossians 3:18 it is the entirety of his charge: “Wives, submit (hupotasso ) to your
husbands, asisfitting in the Lord.” 8 Furthermore, this particular exhortation to the wife
to submit to her husband is the universal teaching of the New Testament. Every passage
that deals with the relationship of the wife to her husband tells her to “submit to” him,
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usi ng this same verb (hupotasso ): Ephesians 5:22; Colossians 3:18; 1 Peter 3:1; Titus
2:4f.° Sampley summarizes the matter when he says concerning the household
instructions for wives that the form “reduced to its barest details would include: Wives,
be submissive to (possibly ‘your own’) husbands.” *°

The meaning of hupotasso , used consistently in the charge to wives, is the same as
itsmeaning in verse 21, that is, “ submission in the sense of voluntary yielding in love.” !
Thisis no abandonment of the great New Testament truth also taught by the Apostle Paul
that “thereis neither . . . male nor female, for you are all onein Christ Jesus’ (Galatians
3:28). Rather, it is an appeal to one who is equal by creation and redemption to submit to
the authority God has ordained. Her equality is evident in the verb form alwaysused in
this admonition and in the fact that it is wives who are addressed, not husbands. (The
New Testament never commands husbands to subordinate their wives, i.e., to force them
to submit.) The voice of the verb is not active but middle/passive, with the meaning either
of subjecting oneself (middle) or of alowing oneself to be in subjection (passive), with
the middle voice most likely here. Thus the admonition is similar to the request in
Hebrews that Christians (who are equal in creation and redemption to one another and
therefore also equal to elders) are to “Obey your leaders and submit to their authority”
(Hebrews 13:17) and Peter’ sinstruction that young men *be submissive (hupotage te) to
those who are older” (1 Peter 5:5). Just as certain men can be given authority in the
church, implying no superiority for them or inferiority for those subject to them, so also
wives may be asked to subject themselves to their husbands without any suggestion of
inferiority/superiority. The Apostle Peter makes this clear when he insists that husbands,
to whom he has asked wives to submit (1 Peter 3:1ff.), “treat them with respect as the
weaker partner and as heirs with you of the gracious gift of life” (1 Peter 3:7).

The Nature of Wives Submission

The submission wives are to render is delineated by four key concepts: (1) “to your
own husbands” (in the Greek text, left out of the niv; see nash), (2) “asto the Lord” (both
of these first two concepts appear in verse 22; for the second cf. also Colossians 3:18, “as
isfitting in the Lord”), (3) “for the husband is the head of the wife” (verse 23), and (4)
“as the church submits to Christ” (verse 24)." Paul does not ask every woman to submit
to every man, but rather asks wives to submit to their own (idiois) husbands. Paul is not
insisting that every relationship between awoman and a man is one of submission and
headship, but that where leadership is an ingredient of the situation, asin marriage, the
woman should submit to that leadership (headship) of the man. Similarly, for example, in
the family of God, the church, where leadership isinvolved, Paul insists that women not
take on that role but submit to the leadership of men (cf. 1 Timothy 2:11, 12; 1
Corinthians 14:34ff. and the chaptersin this volume dealing with these passages). Here
specifically he commands each wife to submit to the headship of her own husband.

The Nature of Husbands' Headship

Paul givesthe basis for his charge to wivesin verse 23: “For (“because,” hoti) the
husband is the head (kephale ) of the wife.” It has been assumed aready that this word
head (kephale ) implies authority. Not all agree. Some say that it means “source.” | refer
the reader to the chapter by Wayne Grudem on this subject as well as the standard Greek
lexicons for the data. Suffice it to say here that Paul indicates the significance of “head”
(kephale ) by saying that “the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is head of the
church” (verse 23). It isevident that Christ is the head of the church as the authority over
it because the following verse speaks of the church as submitting to Christ. The two
concepts mutually explain one another: the church submits to Christ’ s authority because
He isthe head or authority over it.

Thisreference to Christ as head follows two previous references to Him as head
where the note of authority is equally present. In the first, Ephesians 1:22, Paul writes
that Christ is head over “everything” and that God has “ placed al things under

164



(hupotasso ) hisfeet.” In the second, Ephesians 4:15, Christ is designated the head of the
church, Hisbody, and it is His authority and power that cause the growth of the body for
the building up of itself in love. It isvirtually certain that in comparing the headship of
the husband over the wife to the headship of Christ over the church, the apostle is using
the term kephale for the husband as he does for Christ, namely, as one who has authority
and isthe leader.

When we ask how that headship was established, we are aided by Paul’ s treatment of
this question in 1 Corinthians 11:1ff., where he explicitly relates the headship of a man
over awoman to that of Christ over every man and of God over Christ. In this context,
Paul refers to Genesis 2:21-24 and states that the order of creation of man and woman
and the fact that woman was created to help the man (and not vice versa) demonstrate
that God had established man as the head over the woman by this divine action and its
inherent intent (1 Corinthians 11:8-9). Paul thus affirms that male headship isadivine
appointment. This understanding certainly informs his use of the same term kephale in
Ephesians and is therefore the basis on which he commands the wife to submit to the
husband as her head. It isevident in Ephesians 5 itself that Paul has Genesis 2 and its
principlesin mind, because he quotes Genesis 2:24 at Ephesians 5:31. What he has
explicitly said in 1 Corinthians 11:8, 9 informs his statement in Ephesians 5:23, and his
quotation of Genesis 2:24 in Ephesians 5:31 demonstrates that the principles of Genesis 2
inform his statements in Ephesians.

The Extent of Wives Submission

Paul concludes this section to wives, verses 22-24, by indicating that wives should
submit to their husbands “in everything” (en panti). The phraseis all-encompassing:
submission must encompass all aspects of life. This removes the misunderstanding that
some may have had, or others may still have, that Paul is speaking simply about
submission in sex or some other narrow realm. Since by God’ s decree marriage partners
are “one flesh,” God wants them to function together under one head, not as two
autonomous individuals living together. Since Paul is concerned about that unity, we
should be concerned about it too.

Paul does not feel it necessary to add to the phrase in everything that all disobedience
to God is excepted (cf. Acts 5:29, “We must obey God rather than men!”; cf. also Acts
4:19, 20)."” This goes without saying. Nor does he mean by thisto stifle the wife's
thinking and acting. Rather, he wants that thinking and acting to be shared with her
husband (as hisisto be shared with her) and for her to be willing to submit to his
leadership “in everything.” The wife should not act unilaterally. Just as the church should
willingly submit to Christ in all things and, if it does so, will not find that stifling,
demeaning, or stultifying of growth and freedom, so also wives should willingly submit
to their husbands in all things and, if they do so, will not find that stifling, demeaning, or
stultifying.

But does this mean husbands can rule their wives insensitively? Of course not! Paul
rules out elsewhere the idea that anyone in authority should “lord it over” those he leads
(2 Corinthians 1:24), just as Peter insists that the elders to whom young men submit must
not lord it over those under them (1 Peter 5:3). Paul takes this for granted here. He
handles the question of the use (or misuse) of the husband’ s authority shortly in hiswords
to the husband. To that we will turn momentarily. The important thing for the wife to
know isthat she should submit to her husband “in everything,” that is, that her
submission is coextensive with all aspects of their relationship.

With the words submit to and head, the apostle states the basic roles of wives and
husbands, respectively. God established those roles at creation, and they have astheir
analogue the roles of Christ and His church. Thus Paul can urge this special relationship
of wife and husband because God in creation established it and Christ in His redeeming
love to the church models and substantiates it for the redeemed community. W. J. Larkin
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puts this consideration adeptly when he says that “the instruction for conduct in marriage
in Ephesians 5:22-33 becomes unquestionably binding when seen as areflection of
Christ’srelation to the church.” **

Instructions to husbands and wives in the New Testament always focus first on wives
and their responsibility to submit to their husbands (Ephesians 5:22-24; Colossians 3:18;
1 Peter 3:1ff.). Both Peter and Paul reaffirm the role relationship God established by
creation before they deal with how men and women should conduct themselves in that
relationship. The divinely instituted form must come first, before one talks about how to
live within it. Thisis a permanently significant lesson.

Furthermore, Paul always addresses those under authority before those in authority:
wives before husbands, children before parents, servants before masters (Ephesians 5:22-
6:9; Colossians 3:18-4:1). The rationale for the first two of these relationships™ would
seem to be that the divinely instituted relationship is best preserved when the divine order
inherent in it is made plain by urging compliance on those under authority first, before
addressing those in authority. The apostle may then command those in authority to
exercise their authority with loving concern that does not run roughshod over those under
authority, tempting them to challenge the divinely established relationship. Having
established the divinely given character of the institution and the divinely given roles, the
apostle now spells out the attitudes with which those in that institution should fulfill their
respective roles.

The Attitudes of Love and Respect

On this backdrop Paul addresses husbands: “Husbands, love your wives. . .”
(Ephesians 5:25; Colossians 3:19). The key word, love, appears six times in Ephesians
5:25-33. It denotes the husband’ s duty to his wife. Interestingly enough hisrole,
headship, was stated in the section addressed to his wife (verse 23), not in the section
addressed to him. Paul does not say to husbands, “Be head over your wife!” Instead he
commands them, twice, to love their wives (verses 25 and 28): “Husbands, love your
wives,” and, “husbands ought to love their wives as their own bodies.” The command is
explicated by reference to the analogy of Christ’slove for the church (verses 25ff.) and
by the way one loves one' s own body (verse 28): by nourishing and cherishing it (verse
29). In the comparison made with Christ’slove for the church, Paul emphasizes the self-
giving character of that love (verse 25) and its concern to benefit the other so that life
together will be wonderful (verses 26, 27).

Loving as Christ Loved

Paul’ s direct command to husbandsisto “love your wives, just as Christ loved the
church and gave himself up for her . ..” (verse 25). Thisis clearly how the apostle
demands that the husband exercise his |leadership in everything as the head over hiswife.
Heistolove her “just as’ (katho s) Christ loved the church. Just as the church, in
submitting to Christ, was the model for the wife in submitting to her husband as her head
(verses 23, 24), so now Christ, in Hislove for the Church, is the model for the husband in
loving hiswife. The character and description of that love are stated in the words * and
gave himself up for her” (verse 25). In these few key words are contained the description
of what the love of a husband for hiswife should be.

First, the loving husband gives of himself. In hisleadership role as head, he seeksto
lead by giving of himself to hiswife in ways analogous to how Christ gave Himself to
His bride. Christ’s giving of Himself was personal and sacrificial. This great principle of
self-giving sets the tone and points toward the many ways in which thislove can be
manifested and realized.

Second, Christ’s giving of Himself was for the benefit of His bride-He gave Himself
up “for her.” Just so, the husband’ s self-giving should be for his wife's benefit. In short,
we may speak of thislove asagiving of oneself for the benefit of the other.
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Paul specifies the intended result of Christ’s giving up of Himself for the churchin
verses 26 and 27: “to make her holy, cleansing her by the washing with water through the
word, and to present her to himself as a radiant church, without stain or wrinkle or any
other blemish, but holy and blameless.” Here we see two forces at work. First, Paul
writes of Christ’s redeeming work for us. Paul aways delights in explicating this, and so
he seizes on this opportunity to develop these ideas. Y et the uniqueness of the redemptive
work of Christ means that these aspects cannot be imitated precisely by the husband.
Nonetheless, second, Paul uses the imagery of marriage to tell of Christ and the church:
Christ serves her “to present her to himself as aradiant church” (verse 27). Isit not likely,
therefore, that he intended to teach that the husband’ s love, like Christ’s, was to be
beneficial to the wife, just as Christ’s love was to the church?'® Just as Christ works to
present His church to Himself as a glorious bride in a glorious marriage, should not the
husband work to make his wife glorious and their marriage glorious?

The Implications of Being One Flesh

The apostle continues with his insistence on the husband’ s loving his wife by
restating the chargein verse 28. Thistime he statesit in terms of a husband’ sloving his
wife as he loves his own body and thus as he loves himself. Thus he not only introduces a
new dimension to that love but also intertwines it again with the imagery of Christ’slove
for the church, His beloved, His body.

The new element is that the husband “who loves his wife loves himself” (verse 28b).
Many commentators have suggested that this reflects the command to love one's
neighbor as oneself (Leviticus 19:18; compare the reflexive “himself” in Ephesians
5:33)." More importantly, Paul first states the command by speaking of husbands' loving
“their own bodies’ (verse 28a). This use of “bodies’ instead of “themselves’ may have
come about by the influence of Genesis 2:24, quoted in verse 31, which speaks of the
couple as “one flesh.” The analogy of Christ and the church may also have influenced the
choice of words, sinceit is body (so ma) rather than flesh that Paul has already used in
Ephesians to denote the church (1:23; 2:16; 4:4, 12, 16, and, most importantly, in the
beginning of this account in 5:23) and that he reiterates shortly (5:30). Thus the command
to “love their wives as their own bodies” reflects the love of Christ for the church, His
body (verse 30). At the same time, the word body provides alink to the one-flesh concept
of Genesis 2:24, averse Paul quotesin verse 31.

Paul does all this while applying the general commandment of Leviticus 19:18, “love
your neighbor as yourself,” in avery direct way to the love the husband should have for
his nearest and dearest neighbor, hiswife. In so doing, Paul ties together the creation
ordinance about marriage (Genesis 2:24), the great commandment about loving one's
neighbor (Leviticus 19:18), and the sublime pattern of Christ’s love for His bride, the
church. No greater combination could be conceived of than the combination of God's
sanctions in creation, commandment, and redemption.

Having joined these concepts together, the apostle shows how thisloveisto be
expressed by reminding the husband that he “feeds and cares’ for his own flesh (verse
29). With these two verbs, ektrephei and thalpei, Paul uses the emotionally evocative
language of nurturing care to communicate what it meansto love one' swife. The word
thalpo literally means “to keep warm” and, figuratively, “to cherish” and “to comfort.”
Paul’ s only other use of thisverb isin 1 Thessalonians 2:7, where, in powerful imagery,
he speaks of hislove for the Thessalonians: “we proved to be gentle among you, as a
nursing mother tenderly cares (thalpo ) for her own children” (nash). He develops his
thought in the next verse by saying: “Having thus afond affection for you, we were well-
pleased to impart® to you not onlg}/ the gospel of God but also our own lives, because you
had become very dear [beloved]* to us’ (1 Thessalonians 2:8, nash). In Thessalonians we
see again the same elements we find in Ephesians, athough in adifferent but smilar
setting. The one “cherished” is the one to whom one gives not only the highest good, the
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gospel, but also one’ s very own life because that oneis “beloved.” Ephesians says that
because a husband loves hiswife, he will give hislife for her good and will express his
love by nourishing and cherishing her, the beloved. The terms feed and care
communicate these truths with a delightful fragrance that must be worked out and applied
in the numerous, variegated, nitty-gritty situations of life.

The Tenderness of Godly Headship

Paul also addresses the danger of husbands' being overbearing toward their wives, or
“harsh with them” (Colossians 3:19). Paul aludesto that attitude in Ephesiansin his
remark that “no one ever hated his own body” (Ephesians 5:29), and in the Colossians
account (where he does not devel op the concept of love as he doesin Ephesians) he
explicitly demands as a corollary to the command, “Husbands, love your wives,” the
parallel command, “do not be harsh with them.”

In so doing Paul emphasizes that the headship of the husband over his wife must not
be negative, oppressive, or reactionary. Instead, it must be a headship of love in which
the husband gives of himself for hiswife’ s good, nourishing and cherishing the beloved
one who, as his equal, voluntarily submits to his headship. Paul has thus given two great
truths with respect to the husband: first, that he is the head of hiswife, and second, that
he must exercise his headship in love.

Submitting as the Church Submits

Similarly, Paul has given two great truths with respect to the wife' s role and how she
should carry it out. The introductory verses of this section, with which we have already
dealt in part, insisted that her role is to submit (as an equal) to her husband as her head
(verses 22-24). We have left aside for the time being Paul’ s instructions about how this
should be done, except to note the helpful analogy of the church’s submission to Christ.
Now we need to return to this matter.

The key phrasesin this portion of Paul’sinstructions to wives are “as to the Lord”
(Ephesians 5:22), “asisfitting in the Lord” (Colossians 3:18), “in everything” (Ephesians
5:24, which we considered above under the role itself), and “the wife must respect her
husband” (Ephesians 5:33).

Because the headship of the husband is established by God, the husband who fulfills
that role does so as a servant of God, and the leadership given to himin thisrole
expresses God' s authority in the marriage. Hence Paul finds it appropriate to appeal to
the wife to submit to her husband “asto the Lord” (Ephesians 5:22). “As’ (ho s) indicates
the manner of her submission. She should submit to her husband as she submitsto the
Lord. The comparative “as to the Lord” conjures up what should and does characterize
the godly submission a Christian rendersto the Lord Jesus. This one qualification saysit
all, even though Paul goes on to explicateit in the verses that follow. (In view of Paul’s
calling for submission “asto the Lord,” we gain a better appreciation of Peter’s
commendation of Sarah’s calling Abraham “lord” and, particularly, of the fact that, as
evidence of her submission to her husband, Sarah “obeyed Abraham” [1 Peter 3:6.])

The phrase “in everything” (Ephesians 5:24)% denotes the comprehensiveness of her
submission. In view of the previous use of the word Lord with specific reference to Christ
(verse 20), “the Lord” in view in Ephesians 5:22 is undoubtedly Jesus Christ, afact
reinforced by Paul’ s writing next of Christ’s Lordship over the church and the church’s
submission to His headship as the model for how the woman is to submit to her husband.

The words in Colossians 3:18, “Wives, submit to your husbands,” are qualified by the
words “asisfitting in the Lord” (the Greek for “in the Lord” isen kurio #). Here again
“as’ (ho s) is used. Therefore to say that such submission “isfitting’? “as. . . inthe
Lord” meansthat it is appropriate to being under the Lordship of Christ® or, to
paraphrase, of being a Christian.?* The apostle thus asserts that such submission is proper
for Christian wives because it iswhat our Lord expects. The best illustration of thisis
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another passage commanding this submission, Titus 2:4, 5. There also wives are urged to
“be subject to their husbands’® (verse 5). Paul insists that this exhortation is “in accord
with sound doctrine” (Titus 2:1). Thus the submission of wivesto their husbandsis not
some concession to contemporary mores but is that which abides by scriptural teachings
of Chrigtianity (including the doctrine that in Christ there is neither male nor female,
which Paul taught in Galatians 3:28).

To return to Colossians 3:18, to “ submit to your husbands’ is “fitting” or appropriate
to the standing wives have “in the Lord.” To put it theologically, redemption in Christ
undergirds and commends the wife' s submission to her husband according to God's
design at creation rather than, as some feminists claim, overturning a submission rooted
only in the fall. Since Paul warns husbands against sinful abuse of their headship through
harshness (Colossians 3:10), perhaps this admonition to wives to submit “asisfitting in
the Lord” is not only an encouragement to them to render voluntary submission but also a
warning lest they presume that their standing in the Lord justifies their acting asif there
were no distinguishable roles for wives and husbands “in the Lord.”

Showing Respect for the Husband’ s Headship

The last exhortation to wives about how they should submit to their husbands is found
in Ephesians 5:33: “. . . the wife must respect her husband.” The key word here isthe
verb respect (so rendered by a number of modern English trandations, e.g., rsv, nasb, niv,
neb).?” This rendering of the Greek phobeo is proper. Paul uses respect here in the sense
of treating the husband’ s |eadership with dutiful regard and deference. The Greek verbis
used similarly in an analogous situation where one human is urged to render respect (or
reverence) to another (Leviticus 19:3, LXX: “Let every one of you reverence his father
and hismother”). There, as here in Ephesians, the respect called for is primarily to the
role the person occupies and not to the particular merits of the person.

Probably Paul chose phobeo in hisfinal charge to wives to correlate his exhortation
to them with his exhortation to al Christians, “Submit to one another out of reverence
(phobo ) for Christ” (Ephesians 5:21). By using a concept he had previously used of the
Lord Jesus Christ, he aso correlates this concluding exhortation to wives with hisinitial
one (verse 22), which said that they should be subject to their own husbands “asto the
Lord.”

The respect asked of awife recognizes the God-given character of the headship of her
husband and thus treats him with dutiful regard and deference. Just as husbands have
been asked to display their headship through likeness to Christ’ s headship over His
church, that is, through alove that cherishes and nourishes (verse 25, 28, 29), so now
wives are asked to render their submission in away that is most like that of the
submission of the church to Chrigt, that is, atruly respectful submission becauseit is
rendered voluntarily from the heart. A wife's respecting her husband and his headship
therefore implies that her submission involves not only what she does but also her
attitude in doing it. Aswith the husband, so with the wife, it isthe heart’ s attitude of
grateful acceptance of the role God assigns to each and the determination to fulfill the
particular role with all the graciousness God gives that Paul is urging on both wives and
husbands in this last verse of hisinstruction.

The Analogy of Christ and the Church

Before concluding this discussion, we need to call attention to one more remarkable
aspect of this passage. After quoting Genesis 2:24, “For this reason aman will leave his
father and mother and be united to hiswife, and the two will become one flesh”
(Ephesians 5:31), Paul gives an interpretation that shows God' s purpose in marriage:
“Thisis aprofound mystery-but | am talking about Christ and the church” (verse 32).

Unbeknownst to the people of Moses' day (it was a“mystery”), marriage was
designed by God from the beginning to be a picture or parable of the relationship

169



between Christ and the church. Back when God was planning what marriage would be
like, He planned it for this great purpose: it would give a beautiful earthly picture of the
relationship that would someday come about between Christ and His church. Thiswas
not known to people for many generations, and that iswhy Paul can call it a“mystery.”
But now in the New Testament age Paul reveals this mystery, and it is amazing.

This means that when Paul wanted to tell the Ephesians about marriage, he did not
just hunt around for a helpful analogy and suddenly think that “Christ and the church”
might be a good teaching illustration. No, it was much more fundamental than that: Paul
saw that when God designed the original marriage He already had Christ and the church
inmind. Thisisone of God's great purposes in marriage: to picture the relationship
between Christ and His redeemed people forever!

But if thisis so, then the order Paul is speaking of here (submission and love) is not
accidental or temporary or culturally determined: it is part of the essence of marriage,
part of God' s original plan for a perfect, sinless, harmonious marriage. Thisis a powerful
argument for the fact that Christlike, loving headship and church-like, willing submission
are rooted in creation and in God’ s eternal purposes, not just in the passing trends of
culture.

Wives, Children, and Slaves?

It is argued sometimes that this list of duties and responsibilities simply reflects the
cultural approach to these matters found in the New Testament period and that the apostle
issimply asking for conformity to the practices of the day so that the gospel itself will not
be hurt by Christians' violating contemporary mores. The argument is then pressed by
saying that if we today do not maintain slavery on the basis of Ephesians 6:5-9, we
should also not argue from this passage about the differentiating roles of wives and
husbands, because we now know (better than the first-century Christians, and Paul) that
they areon apar. That is, the existence of slavery and slaves’ submission to their masters
and the submission of wivesto their husbands stand or fall together.?®

Space does not permit a full response to this argument here, but certain remarks are
necessary. It istrue that these three relationships (husbands and wives, parents and
children, masters and slaves) are dealt with here as akind of unit. They are treated one
after another as different relationships within the larger household moving from the most
central (husbands and wives) to the next most crucial (parents and children) to the
extended relationship that might exist in some households (masters and slaves). But if the
argument advanced above istrue, then it cuts all the way across the board. Not only
would the teaching about husbands and wives cease to be normative and fall away with
davery, but so would the teaching about parents and children, which is positioned
between the other two relationships! The argument would have this effect by insisting
that these three are on a complete par. But that aspect of the argument is flawed. It
assumes that these relationships treated one after another in this section are thereby
placed on the same level and are presumably handled by Paul with the same kind of
considerations. Further reflection on these different relationships shows that thisis not so.

Take, for example, parents and children. Paul appealsto the Fifth Commandment,
“Honor your father and mother” (Exodus 20:12, cited in Ephesians 6:2) to substantiate
his command, “ Children, obey your parentsin the Lord, for thisisright” (Ephesians 6:1).
Thus Paul reaches back to a permanent moral command from God (given in atime and
place much earlier than and quite different from that of Ephesians) as the linchpin for his
instruction to children. Thus the demise of slavery does not sweep this permanent moral
command for children away, for the two relationships are not inseparably connected asto
their essence, but only exist side-by-side because davery fit into the larger household
setting of that day.
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The inherent differences are seen aso by noticing that no permanent moral command
or any other moral absolute with reference to slavery is used in Paul’ sinstructions to
slaves. He simply gives them instructions on how to carry out appropriate work duties
and rel ationships with appropriate Christian attitudes as they fiind themselves in the then
existing institution of slavery. Thisis analogous to the way Moses is represented by Jesus
as having given instruction about what a man must do when he divorces hiswife
(“because of your hardness of heart”) without thereby indicating (as some then and there
implied to Jesus) that Moses approved of or encouraged divorce (see Matthew 19:7-8).
Furthermore, Paul elsewhere indicates that a slave could properly become free (1
Corinthians 7:21) and therefore he does not treat davery as adivinely ordained institution
as he does that of parents and children-and as he does that of husbands and wives. For
both the existence of the marriage relationship and the roles required of each oneinit are
in the Ephesians passage (and elsewhere) related by Paul to the creation account and
God' s decisive actions and instructions in that most basic and foundational event. Thus
thereisagreat divide between husband and wives, and parents and children on one side
of thislist of household relationships, and masters and slaves on the other side.

So we see that the appeal to the fact that slavery is handled alongside the relationships
of husbands and wives and parents and children and that therefore they must be regarded
in the same way is an error which is popularly referred to “as comparing apples with
oranges’ and also as the error of “guilt by association.” Each relationship must be
evaluated in terms of the degree of absoluteness and permanence the apostle inteded for
it. It certainly is evident that he was both treating marriage as a permanent and absolute
institution ordained by God and teaching respectively a specific role for the wife and a
specific role for the husband as a divinely prescribed duty for each.

Conclusion

The instruction about wives and husbands found in Ephesians and Colossians,
expressed in the key terms * be subject” for wives and “head” for husbands, teaches
distinctive roles for wives and husbands. That instruction may be summarized both as a
divinely mandated |eadership role for husbands in the marriage relationship and a
divinely mandated submission to that leadership for wives. The fact that Paul appeals to
the creation activity of God with reference to husbands and wives in Ephesians and that
in 1 Corinthians 11 he grounds the headship of men in that creation activity of God shows
that the apostle regards these roles and the pattern of the role relationship itself as
divinely given. Hisinstruction also demands that the respective roles be expressed and
fulfilled according to the analogue of the relationship between Christ the head and the
church his body. Thus the roles should reflect the actions and attitudes appropriate to that
wonderful relationship between Christ and His church. Husbands must therefore exercise
their headship with a“love” that “ nourishes and cherishes’” and that puts aside all
“bitterness.” Wives must voluntarily submit themselves to their husbands “as to the
Lord” with “all respect” because thisisin accord with their standing “in the Lord.”

The apostle has expressed in Ephesians (5:21-33) and Colossians (3:18-19) the same
pattern as that which is found elsewhere in the New Testament (1 Corinthians 11:1-3, 8-
9; Titus 2:4-5; 1 Timothy 2:11-14; 1 Peter 3:1-7). And he has aso demanded, as was
done similarly by the Apostle Peter (1 Peter 3:1-7), that the respective roles be carried out
with al the graciousness that the redeeming grace of Christ has brought to each and
continues to accomplish in each in their respective roles as awife and as a husband. In
short, as analogues of Christ and His church, the husband is asked to exercise, with love,
a headship over hiswife and the wife is asked to submit, with respect, to her husband.

Endnotes to Chapter Eight
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1. The summary statement of verse 21 is of course also atransition to his treatment
of other groups found in the enlarged household, children and parents, 6:1-4, and slaves
and masters, 6:5-9.

2. For the manuscript evidence, see the textual apparatus of The Greek New
Testament of the United Bible Societies.

3. The other occurrences of alle To nin Ephesians are 4:2, 25, 35.

4. Noted by F. F. Bruce, The Epistlesto the Colossians, to Philemon, and to the
Ephesians (NICNT, Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1984), p. 382.

5. For example, James B. Hurley, Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective (Grand
Rapids, MI: Zondervan, and Leicester, England: InterVarsity Press, 1981), pp. 140ff.,
with the qualification that it is “appropriate if it is addressed to the congregation at large
and exemplified in these three relations in which one member must yield to another” (p.
141). Thefirst part of this qualification (“addressed to the congregation at large”) seems
almost the same as the mutual submission position that is suggested above. The second
part of this qualification, however, moves away from the idea of mutual submission by
indicating that the submission called for isin specific relationships, i.e., “exemplified in
these three relations in which one member must yield to another.”

6. Editor’ s note: Dr. Knight presents a clear argument for the view that verse 21
teaches mutual submission of all Christians to one another and that verses 22ff. teach
specific kinds of submission. Thisinterpretation iswidely held and itsimplications are
consistent with the overall argument of Dr. Knight's chapter and of this book. It isaso
consistent with the overall ethical teaching of Scripture that we should submit to one
another in the way Dr. Knight defines submission, that is, to act in aloving, considerate,
self-giving way toward one another.

However, within the broad range of agreement in this book, there is room for another
interpretation of Ephesians 5:21.: that it does not teach mutual submission at al, but rather
teaches that we should all be subject to those whom God has put in authority over us—
such as husbands, parents, or employers. In thisway, Ephesians 5:21 would be
paraphrased, “being subject to one another (that is, to some others), in the fear of Christ.”

The primary argument for this alternative view is the word hupotasso itself.
Although many people have claimed that the word can mean “be thoughtful and
considerate; act in love” (toward another), it is doubtful if afirst-century Greek speaker
would have understood it that way, for the term always implies a relationship of
submission to an authority. It is used elsewhere in the New Testament of the submission
of Jesus to the authority of His parents (Luke 2:51); of demons being subject to the
disciples (Luke 10-17—(clearly the meaning “act in love, be considerate” cannot fit
here); of citizens being subject to government authorities (Romans 13:1, 5; Titus 3:1, 1
Peter 2:13); of the universe being subject to Christ (1 Corinthians 15:27; Ephesians 1:22);
of unseen spiritual powers being subject to Christ (1 Peter 3:22); of Christ being subject
to God the Father (1 Corinthians 15:28); of church members being subject to church
leaders (1 Corinthians 16:15-16 [with 1 Clement 42:4]; 1 Peter 5:5); of wives being
subject to their husbands (Colossians 3:18; Titus 2:5; 1 Peter 3:5; cf. Ephesians 5:22, 24);
of the church being subject to Christ (Ephesians 5:24); of servants being subject to their
masters (Titus 2:9; 1 Peter 2:18); and of Christians being subject to God (Hebrews 12:9;
James 4:7). None of these relationshipsis ever reversed; that is, husbands are never told
to be subject (hupotasso ) to wives, the government to citizens, masters to servants, or the
disciplesto demons, etc. (In fact, the term is used outside the New Testament to describe
the submission and obedience of soldiersin an army to those of superior rank; see
Josephus, War 2,566, 578; 5.309; cf. the adverb in 1 Clement 37:2. Cf. aso Henry
George Liddell and Robert Scott, A Greek- English Lexicon, rev. Henry Stuart Jones and
Roderick McKenzie, suppl. E. A. Barber, et al. [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968], p. 1897,
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which defined hupotasso [passive] to mean “be obedient.”) The word is never “mutual”
initsforce; it is always one-directional in its reference to submission to an authority. This
does not seem to be contradicted by the passages cited by Dr. Knight, because in none of
those passages is the person in authority told to “submit” (hupotasso ) to the person under
that authority—rather, other words are used to encourage love, thoughtfulness, etc. So we
may ask, why should we assign hupotasso ameaning in Ephesians 5:21 that it is
nowhere else shown to have?

Therefore it seems to be a misunderstanding of Ephesians 5:21 to say that it implies
mutual submission. Even in Ephesians 5:22-24, wives are not to be subject to everyone or
to all husbands, but to “their own husbands’—the * submission” Paul hasin mind is not a
genera kind of thoughtfulness toward others, but a specific submission to a higher
authority. But should not the verb hupotasso in verse 22 (whether implicit or explicit)
take the same sense it does in verse 217?

The reason the mutual submission interpretation is so common is that interpreters
assume that the Greek pronoun alle Tous (“one another”) must be completely reciprocal
(that it must mean “everyone to everyone”). Dr. Knight has cited some texts where
alle Tous does mean “everyone to everyone,” but that is not the casein all of its uses, and
it certainly does not have to take that meaning. There are many cases where it rather
means “some to others;” for example, in Revelation 6:4, “so that men should slay one
another” means “so that some would kill others’ (not “so that every person would kill
every other person,” or “so that those people being killed would mutually kill those who
were killing them,” which would make no sense); in Galatians 6:2, “Bear one another’s
burdens’ means not “everyone should exchange burdens with everyone else,” but “some
who are more able should help bear the burdens of others who are less able’; 1
Corinthians 11:33, “when you come together to eat, wait for one another” means “some
who are ready early should wait for otherswho are late’; etc. (cf. Luke 2:15; 21.1;
24.32—there are many examples where the word is not exhaustively reciprocal).
Similarly, in Ephesians 5:21, both the following context and the meaning of hupotasso
require alle Tous here to mean “some to others,” so that the verse could be paraphrased,
“those who are under authority should be subject to others among you who have authority
over them.”

Therefore, according to this (alternative) interpretation, it would seem best to say that
it is not mutual submission but submission to appropriate authorities that Paul is
commanding in Ephesians 5:21. (This view of Ephesians 5:21 would be consistent with
how James Hurley views the structure of the passage, as noted in footnote 5 above.)

7. Cf., eg., Gilbert Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles (Grand Rapids, M1: Baker Book
House, 1985), pages 153ff. There is much to commend and agree with in Bilezikian's
expression of his understanding of the New Testament teaching about mutual submission.
What isterribly erroneous is that he plays this off against distinguishable roles so that, in
effect, it servesfor him to negate the distinguishable and different roles that Paul sets
forth for the husband and the wife. Although one might not choose to use the word
hierarchical, it seems evident that Bilezikian is attempting to use mutual submission to
rule out role differences in the following quotes. “ By definition, mutual submission rules
out hierarchical differences’ (p. 154), and, “We conclude that mutual subjection . . .
renders hierarchical distinctions irrelevant within the Christian communities of church
and family” (p. 156; cf. also histitle Beyond Sex Roles).

8. Cf. J. E. Crough, The Origin and Intention of the Colossian Haustafel (FRLANT
109, Gottingen: Vanderhoeck und Ruprecht, 1972), p. 110, who indicates that thisisa
voluntary submission based on one’s own recognition of God’s order.

9. The respective passages in abbreviated form read as follows: “Wives, be subject
to your own husbands’; “Wives, be subject (hupotassesthe) to your husbands’; “wives be
submissive (hupotassamena) to your own husbands’; “the young women . . . subject
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(hupotassamenas) to their own husbands.” When Paul deals with role relationships and
leadership in the family of God, the church, he uses the related noun and expresses the
same principle: “Let awoman quietly receive instruction with entire submissiveness
(hupotage). But | do not allow awoman to teach or exercise authority over aman” (1
Timothy 2:11-12).

10. J. P. Sampley, “And the Two Shall Become One Flesh”: A Study of Traditionsin
Ephesians 5:21-23 (NTSM 16, Cambridge: University Press, 1971), p. 29.

11. Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early
Christian Literature, 2nd ed., trans. William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, rev. F.
Wilbur Gingrich and Frederick W. Danker (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979),
p. 848, section 1bb.

12. Verse 24 begins with the word but (alla), which has caused some difficulty to
commentators and has been omitted by various trandations. F. F. Bruce's handling of the
significance of thisis so helpful that it merits quoting at length. His treatment
incorporates statements of J. A. Robinson in St. Paul’ s Epistle to the Ephesians (L ondon:
James Clarke & Co., n.d.), pp. 124, 205, and they are indicated by quotation marks within
the block quote that follows:

J. A. Robinson points out that the conjunction need not have adversative force. It is
used here rather “to fix the attention on the specia point of immediate interest.” The
apostle, having made the general point that “it is the function of the head to plan for the
safety of the body, to secure it from danger and to provide for its welfare,” checks
himself from afuller exposition of this and resumes his main line of thought: “ but—for
thisisthe matter in hand—as the church is subject to Christ, so let wives be to their
husbands in everything.” Thisisthe most satisfactory account of the connection between
vv. 23 and 24, sincev. 24 islargely resumptive of v. 22, adding a reference to the
church’s submission to Christ as the pattern for the wife’s submission to her husband.

13. The principle that God expects His people to disobey when a human authority
commands them to sin is affirmed in several passages of Scripture: see Exodus 1:17-21;
Daniel 3:12-18; 6:10; Hebrews 11:23.

14. W. J. Larkin, Jr., Culture and Biblical Hermeneutics (Grand Rapids, M1: Baker
Book House, 1988), p. 109.

15. Some people argue that because the submission involved in slavery has been
done away with slavery itself, so also the submission of wivesto husbands should be
done away, since the two relationships are both treated in the same extended passage
(Ephesians 5:21-6:9). Later in this chapter we will discuss the nature of the institution of
slavery and how our understanding of it relates to and may or may not impinge on our
understanding of the relationship of wives and husbands.

16. Cf. P. T. O’'Brien’s comment on what is entailed in the command to husbands to
love their wives in Colossians 3:18. He says that the husband’ s love “involves his
unceasing care and loving service for her entire well-being.” (Colossians, Philemon
[Word Bible Commentary, Waco, TX: Word, 1982], p. 223). His whole treatment of
Colossians 3:18-19 (pp. 214-224) merits reading.

17. Bruce, Colossians, Philemon, and Ephesians, p. 391.

18. The Greek word is metadounai (from metadido mi), which is akin to the Greek
paredoken (from paradido mi), used as the key word in Ephesians 5:25.

19. The Greek word agapetoi, “beloved,” is a cognate noun to the Greek verb
agapao used throughout the Ephesians 5 passage in verses 25 (twice), 28 (three times),
and verse 33.

20. For the phrase “in everything” see the discussion above.
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21. The phrase is used forty-seven times by Paul. The occurrencesin Colossians are
3:18, 20; 4.7, 17, with the closest use being the next occurrence, Colossians 3:20.

22. The Greek word is ane ken, from aneko . For the question whether this
“fittingness’ refers rather to cultural non-offense, see the following section “Wives,
Children, and Slaves?’

23. Cf., e.g., 1 Thessalonians 5:12, in which Paul reminds the Thessalonian
Christians that their spiritual leaders “are over you in the Lord.”

24. Cf., e.q., the expression of Romans 16:11, “ Greet those . . . who arein the Lord.”

25. This statement is almost identical to that in Colossians 3:18 using the same Greek
verb, hupotasso , in the sense of “submit to.”

26. Notice how Paul must resist that very misunderstanding in the early church
(whichisvirtually identical to the argument among the feminists within the Christian
church today) with histeaching in 1 Corinthians 11:1-16, which reminded them that the
headship of the man (1 Corinthians 11:3) goes back to God’ s determinative action at
creation (1 Corinthians 11:8-9).

27. Compare the word to wivesin 1 Peter 3:2: “as they observe her chaste and
respectful (Greek, en phobo ) behavior.”

28. Cf., e.g., VirginiaR. Mollenkott, Women, Men and the Bible (Nashville:
Abingdon, 1977), pp. 92ff., joining to slavery the government by kings. Cf. also Paul
King Jewett, Man as Mae and Female (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1975), pp. 137ff.;
L etha Scanzoni and Nancy Hardesty, All We're Meant To Be (Waco, TX: Word, 1974),
pp. 91, 107, 202-205.

29. See the author’ s Role Relationship of Men and Women (1985; reprinted
Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1989), pp. 9-15, for afuller treatment of this
guestion, including the matter of kings and civil government.
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Chapter 9

WHAT DOESIT MEAN
NOT TO TEACH OR HAVE AUTHORITY OVER MEN?
1 Timothy 2:11-15
Douglas Moo

The New Testament makes it plain that Christian women, like men, have been given
gpiritua gifts (1 Corinthians 12:7-11). Women, like men, are to use these gifts to minister
to the body of Christ (1 Peter 4:10); their ministries are indispensable to the life and
growth of the church (1 Corinthians 12:12-26). There are many examplesin the New
Testament of just such ministries on the part of gifted Christian women (see Chapter 5in
thisvolume). To be true to the New Testament, then, the contemporary church needs to
honor those varied ministries of women and to encourage women to pursue them.

But does the New Testament place any restrictions on the ministry of women? From
the earliest days of the apostolic church, most orthodox Christians have thought so. One
important reason they have thought so is the teaching of 1 Timothy 2:8-15:

8l want men everywhereto lift up holy hands in prayer, without
anger or disputing. 9l aso want women to dress modestly, with
decency and propriety, not with braided hair or gold or pearls or
expensive clothes, 10but with good deeds, appropriate for women
who profess to worship God. 11A woman should learn in quietness
and full submission. 121 do not permit awoman to teach or to have
authority over aman; she must be silent. 13For Adam was formed
first, then Eve. 14And Adam was not the one deceived; it was the
woman who was deceived and became a sinner. 15But women will
be kept safe through childbirth, if they continue in faith, love and
holiness with propriety.

Has the church been right to think that this passage imposes certain permanent
restrictions on the ministry of women? Certainly thisis what the passage, as transated
above, seemsto say. Women are not to teach or to have authority over men. They are not
to do so because of the order in which God created man and woman and because of how
man and woman fell into sin. However, many in our day think this passage does not
require the contemporary church to limit the ministry of women. Othersthink it may limit
only certain women from certain ministriesin certain circumstances.

Many people refuse to apply this passage to the church today because they question
whether it has authority over us. For example, non-evangelical New Testament scholars
generaly believe that all three pastoral epistles (1 Timothy, 2 Timothy, and Titus) were
written by an unknown person in Paul’ s name long after he was dead. While this
unknown author admired Paul and wanted to use his authority, he also contradicted Paul.
In such cases, if anyoneisto be able to speak to the church today with authority, it isthe
“true Paul,” not the “pseudo-Paul” of the pastoral epistles. And the “true Paul” taught that
in Christ there is neither male nor female (Galatians 3:28).

We are not, however, concerned here with those who hold this view, or otherslikeit.*
For such a viewpoint can only be refuted at a basic critical and theological level. We
would want to show why Paul should be considered the author of the pastoral epistles;
how the teaching of these epistles, although different in tone and emphasis from other
letters of Paul, is nevertheless compatible with their teaching; and, most basically, why
Christians should accept whatever Scripture says as holding unguestioned authority for
the church today.
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Y et there are many sincere Christians who agree with everything we have just said
but still do not think that 1 Timothy 2:8-15 puts any general restriction on the ministry of
women in the contemporary church. Are they right? Has the position of the Christian
church on thisissue for twenty centuries been the product of cultural conditioning from
which we finally are able to free ourselves?

We do not think so. Wethink 1 Timothy 2:8-15 imposes two restrictions on the
ministry of women: they are not to teach Christian doctrine to men and they are not to
exercise authority directly over men in the church. These restrictions are permanent,
authoritative for the church in all times and places and circumstances as long as men and
women are descended from Adam and Eve. In this essay, we will attempt to justify these
conclusions. In doing so, we will be concerned particularly to show why the arguments
for alternative interpretations are not convincing.

The Setting

Paul writes thisfirst letter to his disciple and coworker Timothy to remind him *how
people ought to conduct themselves in God’ s household, which is the church of the living
God” (1 Timothy 3:15). Paul must send this reminder because the church at Ephesus,
where Timothy has been left to continue the work of ministry, is beset by false teaching
(see 1:3). Certain people from within the church have departed from the true teaching of
the gospel, have become quarrelsome and argumentative, and are propagating doctrines
that are erroneous. Many interpretations of 1 Timothy 2:11-15 rely heavily on the nature
of thisfalse teaching at Ephesus in explaining what Paul meansin these verses. Thereis
nothing wrong with thisin principle; good exegesis always takes into consideration the
larger context in which atext appears. However, Paul tells us remarkably little about the
specifics of thisfalse teaching, presumably because he knows that Timothy iswell
acquainted with the problem. This means that we cannot be at al sure about the precise
nature of this false teaching and, particularly, about itsimpact on the women in the
church-witness the many, often contradictory, scholarly reconstructions of this false
teaching.? But this means that we must be very careful about allowing any specific
reconstruction-tentative and uncertain as it must be-to play too large arolein our
exegesis.

We will, then, take a cautious approach to this matter. In our exegesis, we will use
only those aspects of the false teaching that may be clearly inferred from the pastoral
epistles and related New Testament passages to shed light on the text. Some of the
aspects specificaly relevant to 1 Timothy 2:11-15 are:

1. The false teachers sowed dissension and were preoccupied with trivialities (1
Timothy 1:4-6; 6:4-5; cf. 2 Timothy 2:14, 16-17, 23-24; Titus 1:10; 3:9-11).

2. The false teachers stressed asceticism as a means of spirituality. They taught
abstinence from certain foods, from marriage, and probably sex generaly (1 Timothy
4:1-3). In keeping with these ascetic tendencies, they may also have stressed physical
training as a means of spirituality (4:8).

3. The false teachers had persuaded many women to follow them in their doctrines (1
Timothy 5:15; 2 Timothy 3:6-7).

4. The false teachers were encouraging women to discard what we might call
traditional female roles in favor of a more egalitarian approach to the role relationships of
men and women. Thisis not stated explicitly as a plank in the false teachers' platform
anywhere in the pastoral epistles. Nevertheless, it is an inference with a high degree of
probability for the following reasons:

First, an encouragement to abstain from marriage, which we know was part of the
false teachers program, islikely to include a more general denigration of traditional
female roles. Second, the counsel in 1 Timothy 5:14 to young widows “to marry, to have
children, to manage their homes’-i.e., to occupy themselves in traditional female roles-is
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issued because some “have. . . turned away to follow Satan” (verse 15). Since Paul labels
the false teaching as demonic (1 Timothy 4:1), it islikely that this turning away to follow
Satan means following the fal se teachers and that they were teaching the opposite of what
Paul commandsin 5:14.

Third, the false teaching that is besetting the church at Ephesus sounds very similar to
the general problem that seems to lurk behind 1 Corinthians. In both situations, the
problem arose from within the church, involved the denia of afuture, physical
resurrection in favor of apresent, “spiritual” resurrection (see 2 Timothy 2:18; 1
Corinthians 15, coupled with 4:8), and led to incorrect attitudes toward marriage and sex
(1 Corinthians 7; 1 Timothy 4:3), toward food (1 Corinthians 8:1-13; 1 Timothy 4:3,
although the specific issues are a bit different), and, most importantly, to atendency on
the part of the women to disregard their appropriate roles, especially vis-a-vistheir
husbands (see 1 Corinthians 11:2-18; 14:33b-36; 1 Timothy 2:9-15; 5:13-14; Titus 2:3-5).

While we cannot be sure about this, there is good reason to think that the problem in
both situations was rooted in afalse belief that Christians were aready in the full form of
God' s kingdom and that they had accordingly been spiritually taken “out of” the world so
that aspects of this creation, like sex, food, and male/female distinctions, were no longer
relevant to them.® It may well be that these beliefs arose from an unbalanced emphasis on
Paul’ s own teaching that Christians were “raised with Christ” (Ephesians 2:6; Colossians
2:12; 3:1) and that in Christ there is neither “male nor female” (Galatians 3:28). What
Paul would be doing in both 1 Corinthians and the pastoral epistlesis seeking to right the
balance by reasserting the importance of the created order and the ongoing significance
of those role distinctions between men and women that he saw rooted in creation.
Whether this specific interpretation of the data of 1 Corinthians and the pastoralsis
correct or not, the similarity between the battery of problemsin the two situations
strongly suggests that in Ephesus, as in Corinth, atendency to remove role distinctions
between men and women was part of the false teaching.* Very likely, then, Paul’s
teaching about the roles of men and women in church ministry in 1 Timothy 2:11-15is
occasioned by the need to counter the false teachers on this point.

Appropriate Behavior for Christian Women-Verses 5-11

In order to understand 1 Timothy 2:11-15, we need to back up and begin with verse 8,
where Paul requests that “men everywhere . . . lift up holy hands in prayer, without anger
or disputing.” The word everywhere would be translated better “in every place” (en panti
topo ). Paul is probably referring to the various “places’ (house-churches) in which
Christians at Ephesus met for worship. With the word likewise (ho sauto s, verse 9), Paul
connects this verse with his admonitions regarding the deportment of Christian women.
This may suggest that Paul wants the reader to carry over from verse 8 both the verb want
(boulomai) and the verb pray; hence: “Likewise, [| want] women [to pray], in modest
dress. . ..” Butitismore likely that we should carry over only the verb want, making
verse 9 an independent exhortation directed to women: “Likewise, | want women to dress
modestly . . ."” (seetheniv). Thisreading isto be preferred both because of syntax-since
both pray (verse 8) and adorn (verse 9) areinfinitives, it is natural to think they both
depend on the verb want-and context-at the end of verse 8 Paul’ s focus has shifted to
appropriate behavior (“without anger or disputing”), and he does not come back to the
topic of prayer.

This caution about anger and quarreling during prayer is amost surely occasioned by
the impact of the false teaching on the church, for one of the most obvious results of that
false teaching was divisiveness and discord (see 1 Timothy 6:4-5). The exhortation of
verses 9-10, in which Paul encourages Christian women to “dress modestly, with decency
and propriety,” with “good deeds’ rather than with elaborate hair styles and ostentatious
clothes, might also be directed against the impact of the false teaching in Ephesus. For
ostentatious dress, in the ancient world, sometimes could signal awoman'’s loose morals
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and independence from her husband. These connections are clear in a passage from the
intertestamental Jewish book,” The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Reuben 5:
“Women are evil, my children, and by reason of their lacking authority or power over
man, they scheme treacherously how they might entice him to themselves by means of
their looks. . . . They contrive in their hearts against men, then by decking themselves out
they lead men’s minds astray. . . . Accordingly, my children, flee from sexual
promiscuity, and order your wives and your daughters not to adorn their heads and their
appearances so as to deceive men’ s sound minds.”® The problem addressed in 1
Corinthians 11:2-16 is of the same general nature, in which the Christian women were
adopting a style of dress (or hairstyle) that implicitly proclaimed their independence from
their husbands. And, as we have seen, the situation at Ephesusis very similar to that at
Corinth some years earlier.

Having reminded Timothy that Christian women are to adorn themselves with “good
deeds,” Paul now warns them about certain activities that do not fall into this category. In
verse 11, he commands them to “learn in quietness and full submission.” That Paul wants
Christian women to learn is an important point, for such a practice was not generally
encouraged by the Jews. But this does not mean that Paul’s desire for women to learn is
the main point being made here. For it is not the fact that they are to learn, but the manner
in which they are to learn that concerns Paul: “in quietness’ and “with full submission.”
The situation may be compared to my saying to my wife: “Please have the children watch
TV quietly and without fighting.” My wife or | might or might not already have given
permission for the children to watch television, but in this sentence, the stress falls not on
the command to watch it, but on the manner in which it is to be done.

How, then, were the women to learn? First, Paul says, “in quietness.” The word Paul
uses (he suchia) can mean “silence,” in an absolute sense, or “quietness,” in the sense of
“peacableness’ (a cognate word, he suchion, isused in 1 Timothy 2:2: “. . . that we may
live peaceful and quiet lives. . .”).” Although the point is much the same in either case,
there is good reason to think that the word should be translated “ silence” in this context,
sinceits oppositeis “teaching.” Clearly, Paul is concerned that the women accept the
teaching of the church “peaceably” -without criticism and without dispute. Certainly, as
Aida Besancon Spencer argues, Paul is encouraging the women at Ephesusto be “wise
learners.”® But the encouragement does not come in a vacuum-almost certainly it is
necessary because at least some women were not learning “in quietness.” These women
had probably picked up the disputatious habits of the false teachers, and Paul must
therefore warn them to accept without criticism the teaching of the properly appointed
church leaders. But there is probably more to the problem than this. There is good reason
to think that the underlying issue in verse 11 is not just submission to the teaching of the
church but the submission of women to their husbands and, perhaps, to the male
leadership of the church. Thisis suggested by Paul’ s use of the word submission
(hypotage ). Submission is the appropriate response of Christians to those who arein
authority over them (e.g., to government [Titus 3:1] and, for those who were slaves, to
masters [Titus 2:9; the intention of Ephesians 5:21 is debated-see Chapter 8 of this
volume]). Theword (or its related verb) is a consistent feature in passages dealing with
the appropriate response of wives to husbands (see Ephesians 5:24; Colossians 3:18;
Titus 2:5; 1 Peter 3:1, 5; perhaps 1 Corinthians 14:34). The facts that this verse is directed
only to women and that verses 12-14 (and perhaps also 9-10) focus on the relationship of
men to women incline us to think that the submission in view here is also this submission
of women to male leadership. (Reasons for thinking that this submission in this context is
not just to husbands but to male leaders in the church generally are given below.) In light
of our suggestions about the nature of the false teaching at Ephesus, we may surmise that
women at Ephesus were expressing their “liberation” from their husbands, or from other
men in the church, by criticizing and speaking out against male leaders. (The basic issue
may, then, be roughly the same asin 1 Corinthians 14:33b-36.) This tendency Paul
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encourages Timothy to counter by enforcing the principle of submission of the women to
the appropriate male |eadership.

Spencer further argues that the very fact that women were to learn implies that they
should eventually teach, since many ancient texts emphasize that the purpose of learning
isto prepare one to teach.? But two replies may be made to this reasoning. First, we can
grant the point without damage to our interpretation of the text, since we think Paul is
only prohibiting women from teaching men. For women to be prepared to teach other
women (see Titus 2:3-4), they would naturally need to learn and learn well. But, second,
can we really conclude that learning must lead to teaching? Certainly if we mean by
teaching an officially recognized activity of expositing and applying a section of
Scripture, thisis not the case. Neither do the texts cited by Spencer prove this. All Jewish
men were encouraged to study the law; did they all become rabbis? Similarly, all
Christians are encouraged to study the Scriptures; but Paul expressly limits “teaching” to
arestricted number who have the gift of teaching (cf. 1 Corinthians 12:28-30). Of course,
if we define teach in a broader sense-the communication of Christian truth through
private conversation, family devotions, etc.-we may conclude that all Christians do
indeed “teach.”

But thisis not the kind of teaching Paul is talking about in this context. Neither does
it seem to be what Spencer means, for her point is that this verse validates women as
teachers even in positions of authority in the church. It is manifest, then, that the
encouragement to women to learn gives no reason to think that they were also to be
engaged in expositing and applying Biblical truth to men.

Prohibitions on the Ministry of Women-Verse 12

The phrase full submission is the hinge between the command in verse 11-" A woman
should learn in quietness and full submission”-and the prohibitionsin verse 12-"1 do not
permit awoman to teach or to have authority over aman.” The word that connects these
versesisaparticle (de) that usually has amild adversative (“but”) force. But, as so often
with thisword, its mild adversative force arises from the transition from one point to
another rather than from a contrast in content.' In this case, the transition is from one
activity that women are to carry out in submission (learning) to two othersthat are
prohibited in order to maintain their submission (teaching and having authority). We
may, therefore, paraphrase the transition in thisway: “Let the women learn . . . with full
submission; but [de] ‘full submission” means also that | do not permit a woman to teach
or to exercise authority over aman.”

Verse 12 isthe focus of discussion in this passage, for it is here that Paul prohibits the
women at Ephesus from engaging in certain ministries with reference to men. There are
six distinguishable issues that must be decided at the exegetical level: (1) the significance
of the verb permit (epitrepo ), which isin the present tense; (2) the meaning of teach
(didaskein); (3) whether the word man (andros) is the object of the verb teach; (4) the
meaning of the verb tranglated in the niv “to have authority” (authentein); (5) the
syntactical and logical relationship between the two words teach and have authority (they
are connected by oude, “neither”); and (6) whether the Greek words gyne and ane r
mean, respectively, “woman” and “man” or “wife’ and “husband.”

A. The Word Permit

Paul’ s use of the word permit-instead of, for instance, an imperative-and his putting it
in the present tense are often taken as indications that Paul views the injunction that
follows as limited and temporary.'* The fact is, however, that nothing definite can be
concluded from this word. No doubt Paul viewed his own teaching as authoritative for
the churches to whom he wrote. Paul’s “advice” to Timothy is the word of an apostle,
accredited by God, and included in the inspired Scriptures. Asfar as the present tense of
the verb goes, this allows us to conclude only that Paul was at the time of writing
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insisting on these prohibitions. Whether he means these prohibitions to be in force only at
the time of writing, because of a specific situation, or-asin Romans 12:1: “1 urge [present
tense] you, brothers, in view of God’s mercy, to offer your bodies asliving sacrifices. .
."-to be applied to any church at any time cannot be known from the verb permit, but
must be decided by the context in which it occurs.™? It certainly is not correct to say that
the present tense in and of itself shows that the command is temporary; it does not.

B. The Meaning of Teach

In prohibiting women from teaching, what exactly is Paul prohibiting? Andis he
restricting them from all teaching or only from teaching men? The word teach and its
cognate nouns teaching (didaskalia) and teacher (didaskalos) are used in the New
Testament mainly to denote the careful transmission of the tradition concerning Jesus
Christ and the authoritative proclamation of God’swill to believersin light of that
tradition (see especialy 1 Timothy 4:11: “Command and teach these things;” 2 Timothy
2:2; Acts 2:42; Romans 12:7). While the word can be used more broadly to describe the
general ministry of edification that takes place in various ways (e.g., through teaching,
singing, praying, reading Scripture [Colossians 3:16]), the activity usually designated by
teach is plainly restricted to certain individuals who have the gift of teaching (see 1
Corinthians 12:28-30; Ephesians 4:11). Thismakesit clear that not all Christians engaged
in teaching.” In the pastoral epistles, teaching always has this restricted sense of
authoritative doctrinal instruction. As Paul’sown life drawsto a close, and in response to
the false teaching, Paul is deeply concerned to insure that sound, healthful teaching be
maintained in the churches. One of Timothy’s main tasksis to teach (1 Timothy 4:11-16;
2 Timothy 4:2) and to prepare others to carry on thisvital ministry (2 Timothy 2:2).
While perhaps not restricted to the elder-overseer, “teaching” in this sense was an
important activity of these people (see 1 Timothy 3:2; 5:17; Titus 1.9).

At this point the question of application cannot be evaded. What functionsin the
modern church would be considered teaching in this sense? Some have suggested that we
have no modern parallel to it since, as the argument goes, the New Testament canon
replaces the first-century teacher as the locus of authority.* However, it does seem right
to claim that we have teaching that is substantially the same as what Paul had in mind
here as he advised the first-century church. The addition of an authoritative, written norm
isunlikely to have significantly altered the nature of Christian teaching. Certainly the
Jewish activity of teaching that probably serves as a model for the early Christian
teaching was al along much dependent on the transmission and application of a body of
truth, the Old Testament Scriptures, and the devel oping Jewish tradition.'” Before the
New Testament Scriptures, early Christian teachers also had authoritative Christian
traditions on which to base their ministries, and the implication of passages such as 2
Timothy 2:2 is that teaching, in the sense depicted in the New Testament, would continue
to be very important for the church. Moreover, the Scriptures should be regarded as
replacing the apostles, who wrote Scripture, not the teachers who exposited and applied
it. Certainly, any authority that the teacher hasis derived, inherent in the Christian truth
being proclaimed rather than in the person of the teacher. But the activity of teaching,
precisely because it does come to God' s people with the authority of God and His Word,
is authoritative.

In light of these considerations, we argue that the teaching prohibited to women here
includes what we would call preaching (note 2 Timothy 4:2: “Preach theword . . . with
careful instruction” [teaching, didache 1), and the teaching of Bible and doctrinein the
church, in colleges, and in seminaries. Other activities-leading Bible studies, for instance-
may be included, depending on how they are done. Still others-evangelistic witnessing,
counseling, teaching subjects other than Bible or doctrine-are not, in our opinion,
teaching in the sense Paul intends here.

C. IsEvery Kind of Teaching Prohibited, Or Only Teaching of Men?
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Is Paul prohibiting women from all teaching? We do not think so. The word man
(andros), which is plainly the object of the verb have authority (authentein), should be
construed as the object of the verb teach also. This construction is grammatically
unobjectionable,™ and it alone suits the context, in which Paul bases the prohibitions of
verse 12 on the created differences between men and women (verse 13). Indeed, aswe
have argued, this male/female differentiation pervades this passage and comes to direct
expression in the word that immediately precedes verse 12, submission. Paul’ s positionin
the pastoral epistlesis, then, consistent: he allows women to teach other women (Titus
2:3-4)," but prohibits them to teach men.

D. The Meaning of Have Authority

The verb trandlated in the niv “have authority” (authentein) has generated a great deal
of discussion. We will confine ourselves to three points that we think are most important.
First, the frequent appeal to etymology-the roots that make up the word-in explaining this
word is understandable, given the limited number of relevant occurrences, but must
always remain a precarious basis for conclusions. Not only is the etymology of the word
debated, but also the usage of words often departs, in unpredictable ways, from their
etymological meaning (e.g., the word butterfly). Second, the occurrences of this word-the
verb-that are closest in time and nature to 1 Timothy mean *have authority over” or
“dominate’ (in the neutral sense of “have dominion over,” not in the negative sense “lord
it over”).” Third, the objection that, had Paul wanted to say “exercise authority,” he
would have used the word exousiazo *° does not bear up under scrutiny. Paul’s three
other uses of that verb hardly put it in the category of his standard vocabulary, and the
vocabulary of the pastoral epistlesiswell known to be distinct from Paul’ s vocabulary
elsewhere. For these reasons, we think the translation “have authority over” is the best
English rendering of thisword.

Again, we must ask the question of application. What kind of modern church practice
would Paul be prohibiting to women in saying they are not to have authority over a man?
First, we must, of course, recognize that it is not a question of awoman (in the New
Testament or in our day) exercising ultimate authority over aman; God and the
Scriptures stand over any Christian in away no minister or human authority ever could.
But, within these spheres of authority, we may nevertheless speak legitimately of a
governing or ruling function exercised under God by some Christians over others (see 1
Thessalonians 5:12; Hebrews 13:17). In the pastoral epistles, this governing activity is
ascribed to the elders (see 1 Timothy 3:5; 5:17). Clearly, then, Paul’ s prohibition of
women’ s having authority over aman would exclude awoman from becoming an elder
in the way this office is described in the pastoral epistles. By extension, then, women
would be debarred from occupying whatever position in agiven local church would be
equivalent to the pastoral epistles governing elder (many churches, for instance, call
these people deacons). Thiswould be the case even if awoman’s husband were to give
her permission to occupy such a position, for Paul’ s concern is not with awoman’ s acting
independently of her husband or usurping his authority but with the woman’s exercising
authority in the church over any man.

On the other hand, we do not think Paul’ s prohibition should restrict women from
voting, with other men and women, in a congregational meeting, for, while the
congregation as a whole can be said to be the final authority, thisis not the same thing as
the exercise of authority ascribed, e.g., to the elders. Nor do we think Paul would intend
to prohibit women from most church administrative activities. But what about women
teaching or having authority over men in other activitiesin society generaly (for
example, in government, business, or education)? While this broader issue is addressed in
another essay in this volume (see pages 50-52, 88-89, and 388-393), it is appropriate to
note here that Paul’ s concern in 1 Timothy 2:11-15 is specifically the role of men and
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women in activities within the Christian community, and we question whether the
prohibitions in this text can rightly be applied outside that framework.

E. Are Teaching and Having Authority Two Activities or One?

Thus far we have spoken of Paul’ s prohibiting women from two specific activities:
“teaching” men and “having authority over” men. It has been argued, however, that the
two verbs should be taken together, in agrammatical relationship called hendiadys, such
that only one activity is prohibited: teaching in an authoritative (authentein) way.” If the
meaning of authentein is “exercise authority,” this interpretation would not materially
change the first prohibition identified above-for the teaching Paul has in mind here has,
as we have argued, some authority in itself-but it would eliminate entirely the second
prohibition (against having authority over a man). We do not, however, think this
interpretation is likely. While the word in question, oude (“and not,” “neither,” “nor”),
certainly usually joins “two closely related items,”# it does not usually join together
words that restate the same thing or that are mutually interpreting, and sometimesit joins
opposites (e.g., Gentile and Jew, slave and free; Galatians 3:28).% Although teaching in
Paul’ s sense here is authoritative in and of itself, not all exercising of authority in the
church is through teaching, and Paul treats the two tasks as distinct elsewherein 1
Timothy when discussing the work of eldersin the church (3:2, 4-5; 5:17). That teaching
and having authority are “closely related” is, of course, true, asit istrue that both
ministries often are carried out by the same individuals, but here and elsewhere they are
nonetheless distinct, and in 1 Timothy 2:12, Paul prohibits women from conducting either
activity, whether jointly or inisolation, in relation to men.

F. Are Only Husbands and Wivesin View?

Thefinal item on our list of exegetically significant issuesin verse 12 isthe
relationship intended by the words gyne and aner. The difficulty arises from the fact that
these words are used to describe both the marital relationship (wife/husband) and the
larger gender relationship (woman/man). If, as many think,* Paul is here using the words
in the former sense, then what he is prohibiting is not the teaching or exercising of
authority of women in general over men in general, but only of wives over their own
husbands. However, the wording and the context both favor the broader reference. If Paul
had wanted to confine his prohibition in verse 12 to wives in relationship to their
husbands, we would have expected him to use a definite article or possessive pronoun
with man: “1 am not permitting a woman to teach or to exercise authority over her man.”
(Paul readily made a similar distinction elsewhere in writing of male/female
relationships. Women, he said, are to submit to “their own [idiois] husbands’ [Ephesians
5:22, nasb; cf. Colossians 3:18.) And the context (verses 8-9) clearly addresses men and
women generally as members of the church, not (as in Ephesians 5:22-33; Colossians
3:18-19) as husbands and wives, as members of family units; it is not only husbands who
areto lift holy hands in prayer, but all the men, and not only wives who are to dress
modestly, but all the women (verses 9-10). Therefore, the prohibitions of verse 12 are
applicable to al women in the church in their relationships with all men in the church.

The Basis of the Instruction: Creation and the Fall-Verses 13-14

In verse 12 Paul prohibits women in the church at Ephesus from teaching men and
having authority over them. But we now face the crucial question: Does this prohibition
apply to the Christian church today?

We cannot simply assume that it does. The New Testament contains many injunctions
that are intended only for a specific situation, and when the situation changes, the
injunction may change its form or lose its validity. For instance, most Christians agree
that we are no longer required to “ Greet one another with aholy kiss’ (1 Corinthians
16:20); forms of greeting have changed, and in our day, to obey thisinjunction, we may,
as J. B. Phillips puts it, “shake hands all round as asign of Christian love.”
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On the other hand, it is not a matter ssmply of identifying alocal or temporary
circumstance to which atext is directed and concluding that the text is therefore limited
in its application. Almost the entire New Testament is written to specific circumstances-
correcting certain false teachings, answering specific questions, seeking to unify specific
church factions, etc.-but this does not necessarily mean that what is written applies only
to those circumstances. For instance, Paul develops his doctrine of justification by faith in
Galatians in response to specific, Judaizing teachers for a specific group of first-century
Christians. But the specific nature of these circumstances in no way limits the
applicability of histeaching. We might say that the circumstances giveriseto his
teaching but do not limit it. This point is particularly important, because some studies of
1 Timothy 2:12 imply that if one can identify local or temporary circumstances against
which the passage is written then one can conclude that the text has only limited
application. Thisis manifestly not true. Therefore, the question to be asked of 1 Timothy
2:12 is, Can we identify circumstances that limit its application to certain times and
places?

Many think so, and the suggestions about local circumstances that have been
proposed are legion. Lacking space to deal with all of them, we will focus on the two that
are both the most popular in recent literature and that we think have the best claim to be
accepted: that Paul is addressing only women who have succumbed to the fal se teaching
at Ephesus, and that he is requiring only conformity to existing cultural conceptions of
the woman’srole.

The first suggestion emphasizes that 1 Timothy is directed throughout to the false
teaching at Ephesus and that 1 Timothy 2:9-15 must, therefore be interpreted against this
background. While we think the claim that “the whole of 1 Timothy . . . is dominated by
this singular concern [that is, the false teaching]”* is exaggerated, we may grant the point
without being any further along on the issue at hand. In fact, it islikely that the false
teaching does give rise to Paul’ sinstruction in 2:9-15;% but the crucial question is, How
doesit affect hisinstructions? As we have suggested above, we think Paul is correcting
the erroneous views of the place of women vis-a-vis men taught by the false teachers
(although our conclusions do not depend on this) and that verse 12 restates Paul’ s
customary position on thisissue in response to the false teaching. In other words, it was
Paul’ s position in every church that women should not teach or have authority over men.
He must give explicit teaching on the subject here ssmply because it has surfaced as a
problem in this church. Yet thiswould be his position in any church, whether or not some
false teaching required him to write about it. We think this reading of the situation is
well-grounded in the actual evidence of 1 Timothy and that any other reading must
import ideas that are not plainly present.

But the advocates of the view we are now examining go further, insisting that verse
12 isdirected only against women who had fallen prey to the false teaching. Paul’s
purpose, then, isnot to debar all women at all times from teaching or “domineering over”
men, but to prohibit women who have succumbed to fal se teaching from teaching and
propagating these doctrines. In our day, we obey Paul’ s injunction by preventing women
who are |2I6I -trained and under the influence of false teaching from teaching such
doctrine.

What are the reasons for accepting this specific interpretation of the situation Paul
addresses? The advocates of this view, which has become by far the most popular
approach among those who do not think that 1 Timothy 2:12 has general application,
point particularly to verse 14. Here, they argue, Paul cites Eve astypical of what the
women at Ephesus were doing: teaching false doctrine and doing so without adequate
preparation. Eve taught the man to eat of the tree, bringing the ruin of falling into
transgression; the women at Ephesus must not repeat her mistake by propagating false
teaching and bringing ruin to the church.
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But this argument falls completely short of being convincing. Paul’ s reference to Eve
inverse 14 isdifficult, but there are two emphases in the verse that must be factored into
any adequate interpretation: the focus on the relationship between man and woman
(“Adam was not the one deceived; it was the woman . . .”) and the focus on deception.
This latter point suggests that Eve stands not as a“type” of Ephesian women who were
teaching false doctrine, but as atype of Ephesian women who were being deceived by
false doctrine-hence the need to warn them about learning “in quietness and full
submission” (verse 11). Paul says nothing here about Eve' s teaching of Adam, which,
had this been his point, he could easily have done. Moreover, thereis no evidence in the
pastoral epistles that the women were teaching these false doctrines.?’ If the issue, then, is
deception, it may be that Paul wants to imply that all women are, like Eve, more
susceptible to being deceived than are men, and that thisis why they should not be
teaching men! While this interpretation is not impossible, we think it unlikely. For one
thing, there is nothing in the Genesis accounts or in Scripture el sewhere to suggest that
Eve' s deception is representative of women in general. But second, and more important,
this interpretation does not mesh with the context. Paul, as we have seen, is concerned to
prohibit women from teaching men; the focus is on the role relationship of men and
women. But a statement about the nature of women per se would move the discussion
away from this central issue, and it would have a serious and strange implication. After
all, does Paul care only that the women not teach men false doctrines? Does he not care
that they not teach them to other women? More likely, then, verse 14, in conjunction with
verse 13, isintended to remind the women at Ephesus that Eve was deceived by the
serpent in the Garden (Genesis 3:13) precisely in taking the initiative over the man whom
God had given to be with her and to care for her. In the same way, if the women at the
church at Ephesus proclaim their independence from the men of the church, refusing to
learn “in quietness and full submission” (verse 11), seeking roles that have been given to
men in the church (verse 12), they will make the same mistake Eve made and bring
similar disaster on themselves and the church.?® This explanation of the function of verse
14 in the paragraph fits what we know to be the general insubordination of some of the
women at Ephesus and explains Paul’ s emphasis in the verse better than any other
alternative.

There is amore serious problem with the viewpoint according to which verse 12 may
be applied only to women who are seeking to teach falsely: verse 13. It istelling that
most of the advocates of this general approach pass over verse 13 very quickly,
explaining it as simply an “introduction” to verse 14, or ignoring it entirely. Y et this
verse provides the first reason (“for” [gar]*) for the prohibitionsin verse 12. Paul
emphasizes that man was created “first, then” Eve; the temporal sequence is strongly
marked (protos, “first,” and eita, “then”). What is the point of this statement? Both the
logic of this passage and the parallel in 1 Corinthians 11:3-10 make this clear: for Paul,
the man’ s priority in the order of creation is indicative of the headship that man isto have
over woman. The woman’s being created after man, as his helper, shows the position of
submission that God intended as inherent in the woman'’ s relation to the man, a
submission that is violated if a woman teaches doctrine or exercises authority over a man.
Some accuse Paul, or the “unknown author” of the pastorals, of using the Genesis
accounts of creation unfairly for these purposes.® But Paul’ s interpretation can be shown
to be afair extrapolation from Genesis 2 (see Chapter 3 of this volume).* Thisisan
extremely important indicator of how Paul understood the prohibitions in verse 12. For
by rooting these prohibitions in the circumstances of creation rather than in the
circumstances of the fall, Paul shows that he does not consider these restrictions to be the
product of the curse and presumably, therefore, to be phased out by redemption.® And by
citing creation rather than alocal situation or cultural circumstance as his basis for the
prohibitions, Paul makesit clear that, while these local or cultural issues may have
provided the context of the issue, they do not provide the reason for his advice. His
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reason for the prohibitions of verse 12 is the created role relationship of man and woman,
and we may justly conclude that these prohibitions are applicable as long as this reason
remains true.

It is sometimes said in opposition to this line of reasoning that even an appeal to
creation does not demand that the prohibition involved be permanent.* This may be
granted, in the sense that New Testament authors will sometimes appeal to creation, or to
the Old Testament generally, to establish a principle on which a specific form of behavior
is demanded. In these cases, while the principle always remains in effect, the specific
form of behavior will not. This seems to be the situation, for instance, in 1 Corinthians
11:2-16, where the appeal to creation grounds the headship of man, a theol ogical
principle, which isin turn applied to the specific issue of women’'s head coverings.* But
the difference between thisand 1 Timothy 2:12-13 issimply this: in 1 Timothy 2:12-18,
the principle cannot be separated from the form of behavior. In other words, for awoman
to teach aman or to have authority over aman is, by definition, to void the principle for
which Paul quotes the creation account. Granted this and granted the compl ete absence of
explicit temporal or cultural references in the whole paragraph, the prohibitions of verse
12 can be ignored only by dismissing the theological principle itself.

Thislast point aso callsinto question the other main attempt to confine the teaching
of verse 12 to alocal or limited situation. On this view, Paul wants the women to refrain
from teaching or exercising authority over men because such activities would have been
considered offensive to the great majority of people in Ephesus.®* Now, the concern about
Christians avoiding behavior that would bring the gospel into ill repute is mentioned in
the pastoral epistles (see 1 Timothy 6:1; Titus 2:5), and, as we have seen, the false
teachers were propagating an anti-traditional view of the role of women. But, in reacting
against such false teaching in 2:9-18, we must ask a crucia question: does Paul restrict
womens' activities only because such activities would be offensive in that culture?
Certainly it is clear that Paul requires many forms of behavior in the pastoral epistles that
are both in keeping with the culture of the day and are part of God's eternal will for His
people. That the behavior required in 1 Timothy 2:11-12 fallsinto this category is clear
from (1) the lack of any reference in this context to a concern for cultural
accommodation, and (2) the appeal to the order of creation-a manifestly transcultural
consideration-as the explicit basis for the behavior.

A further variant of thislast interpretation holds that Paul does require submission of
women to men as a permanent fixture of Christian life and that the Old Testament
references in verses 12-14 ground this general demand only. The principle of submission
would have been violated in the first century if women had taught men or exercised
authority over them, but it would not be in our day because of our different conceptions
of what constitutes submission.*” However, not only is the requirement of submission a
little further away (verse 11) than we might expect if verses 13-14 give the basis for it,
but we must question whether changing conceptions of men’s and women' s roles affect
the nature of the activities Paul prohibits here. However a society might view these
matters, the person who teaches in the sense Paul hasin mind here and, obvioudly, the
person who exercises authority over someone else is by definition in a position of
authority with respect to that other person. For any woman in any culture to engagein
these activities with respect to men means that she is violating the Biblical principle of
submission.

Women'’s Role in a Positive Light-Verse 15

Before concluding, we must say something about the notoriously difficult verse 15.
While we do not think that the interpretation of this verse is decisive for the meaning of
the verses that precede it, the verse does conclude the paragraph and may shed some light
on the whole.
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One view of verse 15 holds that Paul is promising that women will be kept physically
safe during childbirth, and this interpretation appears to be reflected in the niv rendering:
“women will be kept safe through childbirth. . . .” However, thisis an unusual meaning
for save (so zo ), which elsewhere always refers to salvation, in the theological sense, in
Paul, and does not fit well with the qualifications that follow: “if they continue in faith,
love and holiness with propriety.” A second interpretation links this verse closely with
the material about Eve that immediately precedes. Just as the curse that came upon Eveis
mentioned in verse 14, so verse 15 alludes to the salvation that Eve (and other women)
experience “through the childbirth,” that is, the birth of the “seed” promised to the
woman in Genesis 3.% This interpretation does more justice to Paul’ s language and to the
context, but we must question whether areference to the birth of Christ is naturally
denoted by the word childbirth, or bearing of children (teknogonia), even wheniit is
preceded by the article. The verbal form of thisword (infinitive) is used in 1 Timothy
5:14 (albeit without the article) to denote bearing or raising children generally, and thisis
the meaning we would expect it to havein 2:15 also.

Another interpretation of verse 15 that depends on the reference to Evein verse 14 is
that the “bearing of children” isthetrial, or hindrance through (dia) which women will
experience salvation.* However, we must question whether childbearing can be
considered a hindrance to the salvation of women. Wethink it is preferable to view verse
15 as designating the circumstances® in which Christian women will experience (work
out; cf. Philippians 2:12) their salvation-in maintaining as priorities those key roles that
Paul, in keeping with Scripture elsewhere, highlights: being faithful, helpful wives,
raising children to love and reverence God, managing the household (cf. 1 Timothy 5:14;
Titus 2:3-5).* Thisis not to say, of course, that women cannot be saved unless they bear
children. The women with whom Paul is concerned in this paragraph are al almost
certainly married, so that he can mention one central role-bearing and raising children-as
away of designating appropriate female roles generally. Probably Paul makes this point
because the fal se teachers were claiming that women could really experience what God
had for them only if they abandoned the home and became actively involved in teaching
and leadership roles in the church. If thisinterpretation is correct, then verse 15 fits
perfectly with the emphasis we have seen in this text throughout. Against the attempt of
the false teachers to get the women in Ephesus to adopt “libertarian,” unbiblical attitudes
and behavior, Paul reaffirms the Biblical model of the Christian woman adorned with
good works rather than with outward, seductive trappings, learning quietly and
submissively, refraining from taking positions of authority over men, giving attention to
those roles to which God has especially called women.

Conclusion

We want to make afinal, very important point about all attemptsto limit the
application of 1 Timothy 2:12. The interpreter of Scripture may validly question whether
any given command or teaching is to be applied beyond the situation for which it was
first given. But the criteria used to answer that question must be carefully formulated. It
is surely not enough simply to suggest local or cultural factors that may restrict the
application of atext, for with such a methodology any teaching in Scripture could be
dismissed. In the case of 1 Timothy 2:12, none of the factors that we have considered
above, nor any of the many others that have been proposed (women were not educated
enough to teach; Jews would have been offended by it; etc.) is stated, or even hinted at, in
the text. Isit not a dangerous procedure to import such factors without clear warrant in
the text? To be sure, there are commands of Scripture that we do not consider applicable
today without any explicit restriction in the context; 1 Corinthians 16:20 (“greet one
another with aholy kiss’), cited earlier, is an example. And we obey Titus 2:9-10 today
in principle rather than literally. But the difference between such texts and 1 Timothy
2:12 istwofold. The activitiesinvolved in 1 Timothy 2:12 are, by definition, transcultural
in the sense that they are permanent ministries of the Christian church, and the
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prohibitions of 1 Timothy 2:12 are grounded in theology. When we add to these factors
the fact that the New Testament teaching on these matters is consistent (see other essays
in thisvolume), we are justified in requiring very good reasons from the text itself to
limit the application of thistext in any way. We find no such reasons. Therefore, we must
conclude that the restrictions imposed by Paul in 1 Timothy 2:12 are valid for Christians
in all placesand all times.
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Chapter 10

WIVESLIKE SARAH, AND THE HUSBANDS WHO HONOR THEM
1PETER 3:1-71
Wayne Grudem

1Wives, in the same way be submissive to your husbands so that, if

any of them do not believe the word, they may be won over without

words by the behavior of their wives, 2 when they see the purity and

reverence of your lives. 3Y our beauty should not come from outward

adornment, such as braided hair and the wearing of gold jewelry and

fine clothes. 4Instead, it should be that of your inner self, the

unfading beauty of agentle and quiet spirit, which is of great worth

in God' s sight. 5For thisisthe way the holy women of the past who

put their hope in God used to make themselves beautiful. They were

submissive to their own husbands, 6like Sarah, who obeyed

Abraham and called him her master. Y ou are her daughtersif you do

what is right and do not give way to fear.

7Husbands, in the same way be considerate as you live with your

wives, and treat them with respect as the weaker partner and as heirs

with you of the gracious gift of life, so that nothing will hinder your

prayers. [1 Peter 3:1-7, niv]

Thisisamagnificent text for understanding God' s plan for an ideal marriage. In a

few verses Peter describes the complementary responsibilities of husbands and wives and
guards against common abuses.

l. Directions to Wives
A. What Submission Does Not Mean

Because there is much misunderstanding today about what the Bible means when it
says that wives are to “be submissive’ to their husbands, thistext is very helpful for
correcting wrong understandings and practices. While Peter tellswivesto “be
submissive’ to their husbands, the text also gives several indications of what such
submission does not mean.

1. Submission does not mean putting a husband in the place of Christ.

The whole context assumes that allegiance to Christ takes priority over al human
alegiance. The larger section begins, “ Submit yourselves for the Lord’ s sake to every
authority instituted among men” (1 Peter 2:13), and affirms that the Christian life above
al means that we should look to Christ and “follow in his steps’ (2:21).

2. Submission does not mean giving up independent thought.

Peter speaks directly to wives, not to the husbands so that they can tell their wives
what he says. Peter assumes that they will hear, ponder, understand, and respond to God's
Word themselves. Moreover, Peter knows that some wives have chosen Christ even
though their husbands have not, and this was good for them to do. They have thought the
matter through and departed from their husbands way of thinking on thisissue of
supreme importancein life.

3. Submission does not mean a wife should give up efforts to influence and guide her
husband.

The Christian wife should try to influence her husband to become a Christian. Peter
helps her to do this; he does not tell her not to.

4. Submission does not mean a wife should give in to every demand of her husband.
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If he should say, “ Stop being a Christian, be like me,” she will have to humbly say, “I
cannot. My conscience must answer to a higher authority.” If he should tell her to steal,
or lie, or do something else contrary to the clear moral teachings of Scripture, she must
refuse, thereby following Peter’ s command to maintain good conduct among the Gentiles
(1 Peter 2:12). Moreover, the word hagnos, “chaste” (rsv, nasb; the niv has “purity”)
means “ pure, free from moral defilement,” and serves as another reminder that the
submission Peter commands must never go so far as to include obedience to demands to
do something that is morally wrong.

Thisis consistent with other parts of Scripture where God’ s people have disobeyed
some human authority and have been approved by God for so doing. Consider, for
example, the Hebrew midwives in Egypt (Exodus 1:17), Esther before King Xerxes
(Esther 4:16), Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego (Daniel 3:13-18), the prophet Daniel
(Daniel 6:10-14), the apostles (Acts 4:18-20; 5:27-29), and Moses' parents (Hebrews
11:23). The principle to be drawn from all these passagesisto obey except when it would
be sin to obey, which is consistent with Peter’ s general statement that it is“for the Lord's
sake” (2:13) that all our submission to lesser authority isto be given.

5. Submission is not based on lesser intelligence or competence.

In fact, where there is a Christian wife with a non-Christian husband, she is shown to
have greater spiritual insight than he does-she has seen the truth of Christianity, and he
has not.

6. Submission does not mean being fearful or timid.

Peter tellswivesto “not give way to fear” (verse 6). Thus the reference to the wife as
“the weaker partner” (verse 7) cannot be due to any inherent lack of inner strength or
courage in the face of danger or threat.

7. Submission is not inconsistent with equality in Christ.

We must remember that submission in regard to authority is often consistent with
equality in importance, dignity, and honor-Jesus was subject both to His parents and to
God the Father, and Christians who are highly honored in God' s sight are still
commanded to be subject to unbelieving government authorities and masters. Thus the
command to wives to be subject to their husbands should never be taken to imply inferior
personhood or spirituality, or lesser importance. Indeed, Peter affirms just the opposite:
wives are “heirs with you of the gracious gift of life” (verse 7).

It isimportant to note the relationship between this passage and Galatians 3:28-29:

Thereis neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free, male nor female, for you are all onein
Christ Jesus. If you belong to Christ, then you are Abraham’s seed and heirs according to
the promise.

Thistext is often played off against submission asif the “neither . . . male nor female’
in Galatians 3:28 ruled out any commands for submission within marriage. But 1 Peter
3:1-7 shows that the apostolic pattern of thought in Scripture did not feel any tension
between a call for wives to submit to their husbands (verse 1) and a clear declaration that
husbands and wives are joint heirs of the grace of life (verse 7). Thisis Peter’ sway of
saying, “Thereis neither male nor female. . . you are all onein Christ Jesus,” and the
context shows that it is not inconsistent with female submission and male headship in
marriage. Submission in role and equality in dignity and importance stand side-by-side in
apostolic thought. In fact, the parallel between Galatians 3:28-29 and 1 Peter 3:1-7 is
even closer when we see the theme of being “ Abraham’ s seed, heirs according to the
prorznise” (Galatians 3:29) compared to the theme of being daughters of Sarah in 1 Peter
3:6.
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A wife' s submission to her husband therefore is more like the submission of Christ to
God the Father (1 Corinthians 15:28), the submission of one to another who isequal in
importance and essence.

B. What Submission Does Mean

1. Submission is an inner quality of gentleness that affirms the leader ship of the
husband.

“Be submissive to your husbands’ means that awife will willingly submit to her
husband’ s authority and leadership in the marriage. It means making a choice to affirm
her husband as leader within the limits of obedience to Christ. It includes a demeanor that
honors him as leader even when she dissents. Of coursg, it is an attitude that goes much
deeper than mere obedience,® but the idea of willing obedience to a husband’ s authority is
certainly part of this submission, asis clear from verses 5-6. There Peter illustrates being
“submissive to their own husbands’ with the example of Sarah, “who obeyed Abraham,”
thus showing that obeying (hypakouo ) is the means by which Sarah was being
submissive (hupotasso , the same word used in verse 1). Moreover, this submissionisa
respectful affirmation, for Peter recalls that Sarah obeyed Abraham “and called him
master” (verse 6).

Further understanding of the nature of this submission is gained from Peter’s
description of the beauty that accompaniesit, the beauty of “a gentle and quiet spirit,
which is of great worth in God s sight” (verse 4). The adjective gentle (praus) only occurs
three other times in the New Testament, twice referring to Christ (Matthew 11:29; 21:5;
also 5:5), but its related noun, transated “gentleness’ or “meekness,” is more frequent
(Galatians 5:23; 6:1; James 3:13; etc.). It means “not insistent on one' s own rights,” or
“not pushy, not selfishly assertive,” “not demanding one’s own way.” Such a gentle and
quiet spirit will be beautiful before other human beings, even unbelieving husbands
(verses 1-2), but even more important, it “is of great worth in God’' s sight.” Why? No
doubt because such a spirit is the result of quiet and continual trust in God to supply
one’ s needs, and God delightsin being trusted (cf. 1 Peter 1.5, 7-9, 21; 2:6-7, 23; 5:7).

In describing the things that accompany this submission, Peter focuses on the inward
attitudes of the heart. When he says that awife's source of beauty should be “the inner
self” (verse 4), heis speaking of her inward nature, her true persondlity. It isnot visiblein
itself, but it is made known quickly through words and actions that reveal inner attitudes.
Unfading (Greek aphthartos) is an adjective that the New Testament uses consistently to
speak of heavenly redlities, things that are not subject to aging or decay, things that will
not fade away with the passing of this present world.* Peter uses this adjective without a
noun following it, so the noun he intends must be supplied by the reader from the context.
Various suggestions have been made (rsv, “imperishable jewel;” niv, “unfading beauty;”
nash, “imperishable quality”), but the sense is roughly the samein all of them: agentle
and quiet spirit is something that has beauty that will last for eternity, in contrast to the
fleeting beauty of jewelry or clothing.

2. Submission involves obedience like Sarah’s.

There have been several attempts to avoid the conclusion that Christian wives today
areto imitate Sarah’s obedience to Abraham, which Peter gives here as an example of the
“holy women of the past who put their hope in God” (verse 5). One prominent approach
istaken by Gilbert Bilezikian, who attempts to deny the force of Sarah’s example of
obedience in two ways:. (1) He apparently takes Peter’ s statement as ajoke, for he says,
“The use of Sarah as an example of obedience shows that Peter was not devoid of a sense
of humor. In Genesis, Abraham is shown as obeying Sarah as often as Sarah obeyed
Abraham,” and he pointsto Genesis 16:2, 6; 21:11-12.°

(2) Bilezikian also denies that Sarah isamode for Christian wivesto follow, for “the
point of Peter’s reference to Sarah is that wivesin the new covenant can learn from their
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spiritual ancestress.. . . who lived in the ‘dark side’ of the old-covenant compromise,
when she had to ‘obey’ her husband. . . . Sarah obeyed Abraham, but Christian wives. . .
are never told to ‘obey’ their husbands neither here nor anywhere else in the Bible.”®

These statements are very troubling. (1) To say that a straightforward Biblical
statement is an example of humor is simply an easy way to avoid the force of averse
whose plain meaning contradicts on€e' s position. But is this the kind of argument that
reflects submission to Scripture? Asfor Abraham’s*obeying” Sarah, Genesis 16:2 isa
classic example of role reversal leading to disobedience to God, for in this verse
Abraham givesin to Sarah’s urging and has a son by Hagar. In Genesis 16:6, Abraham
does not obey Sarah but is clearly the family authority who (again wrongfully) givesinto
Sarah’ s recriminations and allows her to mistreat Hagar and Ishmael. Why does
Bilezikian refer to these examples of sin as positive examples of a husband’ s obeying his
wife? To use such a procedure is to contradict the force of these passages.

In Genesis 21:11-12, God tells Abraham, “Listen to whatever Sarah tells you,” but
this was specifically with regard to casting out Hagar and Ishmael. It was not because of
any genera principle that husbands should obey their wives, but because of God's
specific purpose for Isaac, for the verse continues, “. . . because it is through Isaac that
your offspring will be reckoned” (Genesis 21:12). Abraham did what Sarah asked here
not because he was being an example of a husband obeying his wife but because at this
specific point God told him to do what Sarah said. God here used Sarah to convey His
will to Abraham, but no pattern of husbands obeying their wivesis established here.
(Note, for example, that a child can call his or her father to supper without any
implication of authority over the father.) In fact, the exceptional intervention of God here
suggests that Abraham would not ordinarily accede to such arequest from his wife.

(2) Although Sarah was not always a model wife, Peter does not choose to exploit
that fact. However, whereas Peter uses Sarah as a positive example for Christian wives to
imitate, Bilezikian uses her as a hegative example showing what Christian wives are not
supposed to do. Peter tells wives to act like the “holy women of the past who put their
hopein God” and “were submissive to their own husbands’ (verse 5), but Bilezikian says
thiswas on the “dark side” of the “old-covenant compromise” (p. 191). Peter tells wives
to act like Sarah, who “obeyed Abraham” (verse 6), but Bilezikian says that this verse
does not tell wives to obey their husbands.

Readers should note carefully the result of Bilezikian’s analysis of 1 Peter 3:1-7,
because at several points he ends up denying what the text does say and affirming an
opposite concept that the text does not say. Peter says that wives should be submissive to
their husbands, but Bilezikian says that the motivations for a Christian wife' s behavior
should “have nothing in common with submission defined as obedience to authority” (p.
190). Peter does not say that husbands should be submissive to their wives, but Bilezikian
says that husbands should be submissive to their wives and undergo a“traumatic role
reversal” whereby they bestow honor on their wives “much like a servant to his master”
(p. 192). Peter saysthat Sarah obeyed Abraham, but Bilezikian emphasizes his own clam
that Abraham obeyed Sarah. Peter says that wives should follow the example of Sarah
who obeyed her husband, but Bilezikian says that wives are nowhere told to be obedient
to their husbands. We may well wonder if this can any longer be called smply a
difference in interpretation of Scripture, or if it isn’t rather arefusal to submit to the
authority of Scripture at all, hidden under the smoke screen of “alternative
interpretations’-which turn out on closer inspection to have no legitimate basisin the
actual data of the text.

3. Submission acknowledges an authority that is not totally mutual.

Although Peter is speaking specifically to wivesin this section, many people today
object to any kind of submission that isrequired of wives and not of husbands. In order to
avoid the force of any command that would tell wivesto be submissive to their husbands
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authority, evangelical feminists frequently talk about “mutual submission” within
marriage. The phrase itself is dippery, because it can mean different things. On the one
hand, it can mean simply that husbands and wives are to be thoughtful and considerate
toward one another and put each other’ s interests and preferences before their own. If
people use the phrase to apply to such mutual consideration and deference, then they are
speaking of an ideathat isfully consistent with the teachings of the New Testament and
that till allows for a unique leadership role for the husband and a unique responsibility
for the wife to submit to his authority or leadership. “Mutual submission” would then
mean that the husband is to be unselfish in his exercise of leadership in the family and the
wifeisto be unselfish in her submission to and support of that leadership. Although we
might think that thisis using the word submission in arather unusual way, we would
probably agree that this is a possible sense of “mutua submission.” We would then say
that there is“mutual submission” in some senses in marriage, but not in all senses,
because the wife till has to submit to her husband’ s authority and leadership in away
that the husband does not have to-indeed, should not-submit to his wife' s authority or
leadership. He has a unique leadership role in the family that he should not abdicate.

But the standard claim of evangelical feminists today is that “mutual submission” in
marriage means something far different. They apply this slippery phraseto all the texts
that say wives should submit to their husbands and deny that any submission to authority
isinview. Thisis how they avoid the force of Peter’s command, “Wives. . . be
submissive to your husbands” (verse 1), if they discussit at all. They say that mutual
submission in marriage means that wwes are to submit to husbands and husbands are to

submit to wivesin exactly the same way. ’ According to this view, the husband has no
unique authority or leadership responsibility in the marriage. Usually Ephesians 5: 21
“Submit to one another out of reverence for Christ,” is claimed to support this view.®

But in order to make this argument, evangelical feminists must take two stepsin the
interpretation of Scripture that are simply incorrect and that show their position to be
contrary to Scripture. First, they fail to account for the fact that, while wives are told
several timesin the New Testament to submit to their husbands, the situation is never
reversed: husbands are never told to submit to their wives. Why? In fact, it is very
significant that the New Testament authors never explicitly tell husbands to submit to
their wives. The command that a husband should submit to his wife would have been
highly unusual in that male-dominated culture, and if the New Testament writers had
thought Christian marriage required husbands to submit to their wives, they certainly
would have had to say so very clearly in their writings-otherwise, no early Christians ever
would have known that that was what they should do. It is surprising that evangelical
feminists can find this requirement in the New Testament when it is nowhere explicitly
stated (with the possible exception of Ephesians 5:21, to which we now turn).

Asfor Ephesians 5:21, the misunderstanding comes when the verseis read apart from
its context, which shows what Paul intends. He goes on to explain that he means that
wives are to be subject to the authority of their husbands (verses 22-24), children to
parents (6:1-3), and servants to masters (6:4-8). In each case Paul tells those in authority
how they areto act, in love and thoughtfulness and fairness (Ephesians 5:25-33; 6: 4 9),
but he does not tell them to submit to their wives, children, or servants respectlvely

Second, evangelical feminists take another illegitimate step in Bible interpretation
when they change the meaning of the word hupotasso (“submit to,” “be subject to”),
giving it ameaning that it nowhere requires, something like “be thoughtful and
considerate; act in love” (toward another), without any sense of obedience to an

authority.*® Thisis not alegitimate meanlngﬂ for the term, which alwaysimpliesa
relationship of submission to an authority.™ It is used elsewhere in the New Testament of
the submission of Jesus to the authority of His parents (Luke 2:51); of demons being
subject to the disciples (Luke 10:17-clearly the meaning “act in love, be considerate’
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cannot fit here); of citizens being subject to governing authorities (Romans 13:1, 5; Titus
3:1; 1 Peter 2:13); of the universe being subject to Christ (1 Corinthians 15:27; Ephesians
1:22); of unseen spiritual powers being subject to Christ (1 Peter 3:22); of Christ being
subject to God the Father (1 Corinthians 15:28); of church members being subject to
church leaders (1 Corinthians 16:15-16 [with 1 Clement 42:4]; 1 Peter 5:5); of wives
being subject to their husbands (Colossians 3:18; Titus 2:5; 1 Peter 3:5; cf. Ephesians
5:22-24); of the church being subject to Christ (Ephesians 5:24); of servants being subject
to their masters (Titus 2:9; 1 Peter 2:18); and of Christians being subject to God
(Hebrews 12:9; James 4.7).

Note that none of these relationshipsis ever reversed; that is, husbands are never told
to be subject to wives, nor government to citizens, masters to servants, disciplesto
demons, etc. In fact, the term is used outside the New Testament to describe the
submission and obedience of soldiersin an army to those of superior rank (Josephus,
Jewish War 2:566, 578; 5:309; cf. the adverb in 1 Clement 37:2; also Liddell & Scott’s
Greek-English Lexicon, rev. Jones, p. 1897, which defines hupotasso [passive] as*“be
obedient”).

Now we must recognize that submission to different kinds of authority may take
many different forms. Members submission to church leadersis far different from
soldiers’ submission to a genera in the army, and both are far different from the
submission of children to parents or of employees to employers. Within a healthy
Christian marriage, as we explain elsewhere in this book, there will be large elements of
mutual consultation and seeking of wisdom, and most decisions will come by consensus
between husband and wife. For awife to be submissive to her husband will probably not
often involve obeying actual commands or directives' (though it will sometimesinclude
this), for a husband may rather give requests and seek advice and discussion about the
course of action to be followed (cf. 2 Corinthians 8:8; Philemon 8-9). Nevertheless, a
wife' s attitude of submission to her husband’ s authority will be reflected in numerous
words and actions each day that reflect deference to his leadership and acknowledgment
of hisfinal responsibility-after discussion, whenever possible-to make decisions affecting
the whole family.

What does Peter mean by the word likewise (rsv) in verse 1 (nasb, niv, “in the same
way”)? Some have objected to Peter’ s teaching here, saying that heis viewing wivesin
the same category as servants and saying that wives should act toward their husbands as
servants act toward their masters. But this is to misunderstand Peter’ s words. The word
likewise (homoio s) usually means “in asimilar way,” but the degree of similarity
intended can vary greatly (cf. Luke 10:32, 37; 16:25; 1 Corinthians 7:22; James 2:25).
Here the word might mean (a) similar to the example of Christ (2:21-25), or (b) similar to
the way in which servants are to be submissive (2:18). A third possibility is (c) that
homoio s simply means “also,” introducing a new subject in the same general area of
discussion (relationships to authority), without implying similarity of conduct (see Bauer-
Arndt-Gingrich/Danker, Greek-English Lexicon, rev. Danker, p. 568, and 1 Peter 3.7,
5:5).

The second option is best here. Likewise modifies “be submissive,” and the reader
would naturally make the connection with 2:18, the last time Peter used the verb “be
submissive” (hupotasso ): “ Slaves, submit yourselves. . . . similarly, wives be
submissive” (2:18; 3:1). (The form of expression is exactly the same in the Greek text,
with the unusual use of a participle to express acommand in both cases.) The point of
comparison with Christ would be imitation of His patient endurance of suffering, but that
is not what Peter commands in this sentence. And homoio s never seems to mean merely
“aso” when asuitable referent for actual similarity isnear at hand (as there is here), for
then the idea of comparison can hardly be kept from the reader’ s mind.
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Nevertheless, Peter does not use the stronger term katho s, “even as, in the same way
as,” nor does he say “in every way (kata panta, Hebrews 4:15) be similar to servantsin
your submission.” The similarity intended is apparently in motive (“for the Lord’ s sake,”
2:13), in extent of application (to good or harsh masters [2:18] or husbands' [3:1]), and
in attitude (with proper resPect, 2:18; 3:2), aswell asin the main concept of submission
to an authority (2:18; 3:1)."

C. The Old Testament Examples of Submission

Peter illustrates what he means by submission by referring to the lives of holy women
who hoped in God. Although he specifically mentions Sarah in verse 6, the plural
“women” refersto godly women generally in the Old Testament. The pattern of their
lives was that those who were hoping in God (the present participle suggests continuing
in hope over time) used to adorn themselves “in thisway,” or “so” (houto s, “thus,”
referring to adorning with a gentle and quiet spirit). The word “adorn” (rsv; kosmeo ) is
the verb related to the noun “adorning” in verse 3, and its imperfect tense indicates
continuing or repeated action over timein the past, “they were repeatedly or continually
adorning themselves’ in this way.

“They were submissive to their husbands’ (verse 5) brings us back to the theme of
verses 1-2 and indicates the relationship between such submission and the inward beauty
of verses 3-4. Quiet confidence in God produces in a woman the imperishable beauty of a
gentle and quiet spirit, but it al'so enables her to submit to her husband’ s authority without
fear that it will ultimately be harmful to her well-being or her personhood.

Peter uses Sarah’ s submission to Abraham as an example of such submissivenessto a
husband. Wives are to be submissive to their husbands (verse 5) as Sarah obeyed
Abraham, calling him her master (or “lord”). Peter does not seem to be referring to any
one specific incident here, for the main verb and both partici EIpl&s inverse5 al indicate a
continuing pattern of conduct during one’s life (see above).*

The example of Sarah’s obedience would be an appropriate encouragement to the
wives to whom Peter was writing, for Sarah became the mother of all God’s peoplein the
old covenant (Isaiah 51:2; cf. Galatians 4:22-26), even though there had been many times
in which following Abraham had meant trusting God in uncertain, unpleasant, and even
dangerous situations (Genesis 12:1, 5, 10-15; 13:1; 20:2-6 [cf. verse 12]; 22:3). Yet Peter
says believing women are now her children (or “daughters’), the true members of her
spiritual family.'® To be Sarah’s daughter is to be ajoint heir of the promises and the
honor given to her and to Abraham.

The condition for being Sarah’s “ daughters” is“if you do what is right and do not
giveway to fear” (verse 6). Both verbs are again present participles indicating a pattern
of life continued over time: “1f you are doing what is right and not giving way to fear,”
then you are (more accurately, “you have become”) Sarah’s daughters. Peter’ sinsistence
on doing what isright is areminder that no acts of disobedience in Sarah’slife areto be
imitated by Christian wives (cf. Genesis 16:2, 6; 18:15; perhaps 20:5); it is her
submission to her husband and her trust in God that Peter commends. The condition “if
you . . . do not give way to fear” is another way in which faith finds expression. A
woman with a gentle and quiet spirit who continues hoping in God will not be terrified by
circumstances or by an unbelieving or disobedient husband (cf. Genesis 20:6).

D. The Rewards of Submission

Peter holds out one reward that wives are ordinarily to expect from this submission to
their husbands: the unbelieving husband may be won to Christ.'” Those who “do not
believe the word” are husbands who are unbelievers; the present tense verb (apeithousin)
suggests a pattern of life characterized by unbelief or rejection not only of the gospel but
also of God'’s standards in other areas of life. The word does not mean just that they “do
not believe the word” (niv); it has a much stronger sense of active disobedience to the

199



standards of Scripture and even rebellion against them. Note the use of this same word
(apeitheo ) in Acts 14:2; 19:9; Romans 2:8; 10:21; 11:30, 31; 15:31; Hebrews 3:18; 1
Peter 3:20; 4:17."® Some of these unbelieving, disobedient husbands (not all) would have
been harsh and unkind to their Christian wives, but Peter says that even such husbands
can be won for God' s kingdom (note the same word for “won” in 1 Corinthians 9:19-22
(five times) ] 9also Matthew 18:15, and in acommercia sense, Matthew 16:26; 25:20, 22;
James 4:13.

These unbelieving husbands can be won without aword-that is, not by continually
preaching or talking about the gospel, but rather simply by the behavior of their®® wives,
their Christian pattern of life. The word behavior (anastrophe) is frequent in Peter’s
writings (eight of the thirteen New Testament occurrences arein 1 and 2 Peter). He uses
it to refer to the evil pattern of life of unbelievers (1 Peter 1:18; 2 Peter 2:7) and the good
pattern of life of believersthat isintended to lead to the salvation of others who observe
it. Peter does not exactly say that Christian wives should never talk about the gospel
message to their unbelieving husbands (indeed, it is hard to imagine that the Christian
wives among Peter’ s readers would never have explained to their husbands what it meant
to become a Christian), but he does say that the means God will use to win their husbands
generally will not be the wives' words but their behavior. This knowledge should
increase prayer both for grace to live rightly and for God' s silent working in the
husband’ s heart.

Another reward is to be daughters of Sarah (verse 6). As explained above, this
certainly means being a member of the people of God, an heir of all the blessings of
salvation. But it probably also includes a suggestion of sharing in Sarah’s special dignity
and honor, imitating the pattern of submission and trust in God that Sarah exemplified,
and similarly receiving God’' s special approval as aresult.

Finally, the greatest reward will be the combined joy of honoring God and receiving
Hisfavor. Dorothy Patterson rightly says of this passage, “ Submission primarily honors
the Lord who established the relationship.”# Y et in honoring the Lord a Christian wife
will also know His special favor. Peter says that the gentle and quiet spirit that
accompanies such submissive behavior “is of great worth in God' s sight” (verse 4). God
will look on this behavior, which springs from a heart of faith, and will delight in this
daughter of Sarah and show her His favor.

E. The Universa Rightness of a Wife's Submission to Her Husband

When Peter says that unbelieving husbands may be “won over” for Christ “by the
behavior of their wives’ when they are submissive to their husbands, there is a significant
implication for the question of whether such submission is appropriate for al cultures and
al times. The attractiveness of awife' s submissive behavior even to an unbelieving
husband suggests that God has inscribed on the hearts of all mankind the rightness and
beauty of role distinctions in marriage (including male leadership or headship in the
family and femal e acceptance of and responsiveness to that |eadership). Someone might
object that female submissiveness is attractive to the unbelieving husband only because
heis selfishly interested in gaining power for himself or because it fits his culture's
current (and presumably wrong) perception of appropriate male-female relationships, and
in either case-this position would argue-such role distinctions are still wrong or still
incongruent with God' sideal plan for marriage. A similar objection would be made by
those who say that this command was only a missionary strategy for that culture, to make
the gospel inoffensive to non-Christians, but that it is not universally binding today.? In
fact, those who make this objection would often say it would be wrong today to require
al Christian wives to be subject to their husbands-it would fall short of God’ sideal for
marriage.

However, this position is unpersuasive because Peter would not encourage a morally
objectionable behavior pattern (whether in the culture or in the husband himself) to
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continue in order to bring someone to faith. It is pure behavior, not behavior that falls
short of God'sideal, that attracts unbelieversto Christ (1 Peter 3:2). And this pure
behavior (verse 2), Peter says, especially involves wives being subject to their own
husbands. The unbelieving husband sees this behavior and deep within perceives the
beauty of it. Within his heart there is awitness that thisisright, thisis how God intended
men and women to relate as husband and wife. He concludes, therefore, that the gospel
that his wife believes must be true as well.”® Perhaps, indeed, he sees hiswife's
submission to him in contrast with his own refusal to submit to God, who isinfinitely
more worthy of his submission, and is convicted of his own sinfulness by it.

Two other approaches that evade the implication that wives should submit to the
authority of their husbands today are represented by Ruth Tucker and Walter Liefeld,
who suggest that Peter’ s directions here are culture-specific and therefore need not apply
today. They note that some maintain that “although Sarah is said to have expressed her
submission to Abraham by obeying him and calling him ‘lord’ (or ‘master’), that
certainly does not mean that submission is expressed in every culture by obedience and
calling one' s husband ‘lord.” Few would insist on the second part of Sarah’s
submission.”* They also note that another way some argue that these injunctions are not
binding on Christians today is to realize that they belong to aform of instruction known
as a“household code” that was common in the ancient world and was included by the
New Testament authors as areminder that Christians should act in ways that would not
give offense to unbelievers, but that the New Testament does not imply that these
“household codes’ were to be followed by all Christiansin all cultures.® Although both
of these approaches are simply presented as possible interpretations on pp. 81, 83, Tucker
and Liefeld seem to adopt them as their own in the discussion of exegetical issuesin
Appendix B (pp. 462, 463).

The problem with the first argument is that it fails to recognize that Peter is requiring
ageneral pattern of behavior (submission that results in obedience) rather than a carbon
copy imitation of every word Sarah said (such as calling Abraham “lord” or “master”).
The point is that Sarah gave respectful obedience to Abraham even in the words she used
to refer to him, and so should Christian wives today be respectful (whatever words may
be used from culture to culture to signify that respect). To say instead that submission
itself isthe general pattern and obedience to a husband’ s authority is the specific form
that may vary from culture to culture (as Tucker and Liefeld do on p. 463) isto neglect
the fact that submission in the New Testament (expressed by the word hupotasso ) is
aways submission to an authority, and, therefore, the idea of obedience to authority
seems inherent in this type of submission. Moreover, they neglect that it isnot Sarah’s
specific words but her general obedience itself that Peter refers to when he says that Old
Testament women who hoped in God were submissive to their husbands, as Sarah obeyed
Abraham (verses 5-6). Obedience is one form that submission took for all of those
referred to, but the mention of Sarah’swordsis simply areminder of a specific example
in Sarah’slife.

Asfor the “household codes,” there were lists of expected behavior for husbands and
wives, parents and children, and servants and masters in the ancient world, but close
comparison of ancient lists with those in the New Testament shows very few exact
parallels except that these various groups are named.? The “form” (if the New Testament
authors were even conscious of using such aform) was extensively “Christianized,” so
that few similaritiesremain. And at any rate, what we have in Scripture now isthe
morally binding authority of God's own words. If we say that no unique authority or
leadership for husbands in marriage was the ideal, but that Peter gave in to cultural
expectations and failed to teach that ideal, this would seem to impugn Peter’ s courage
and integrity, because it implies that Peter was willing (and Paul, too!) to command
Christiansto follow a sinful, sub-Christian pattern of behavior in their homes-a most
unlikely course of action for those accustomed to running against the tide! Moreover, it
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implies that God would command Christians to follow a sinful pattern of marriage just to
attract unbelievers to the gospel-something inconsistent with God’ s own pattern of telling
His people to use morally righteous means to achieve righteous ends. We may conclude
that both of these attempts to avoid the force of Peter’s directions today fail to be
persuasive.

Another way that people sometimes have tried to avoid the permanence of these
commandsisto look at the commands about hair and jewelry and say that those are no
longer binding today. This view says that Peter is forbidding the wearing of gold or
braiding of hair when he writes, “Y our beauty should not come from outward adornment,
such as braided hair and the wearing of gold jewelry and fine clothes’ (verse 3). This
view reasons: (a) these commands are for that culture only, and cannot apply today; (b)
therefore the other command in this paragraph, that a wife should be subject to her
husband, does not apply today either.

But this view is certainly incorrect, because it misunderstands Peter. In this section
Peter emphasizes not external, visible things that perish but unseen spiritual realities that
are eterna, just as he has done frequently in the letter to this point (see 1 Peter 1:1
[“strangers’], 4, 7-9, 18-19, 23-25; 2:2, 5, 9, 11). “Let not yours be the outward
adorning” (rsv) gives the sense of the phrase quite well and prepares the reader for the
contrast with “inward adorning” (rsv) in verse 4. “Adorning” refers to what one usesto
make oneself beautiful to others. The point isthat Christian wives should depend for their
own attractiveness not on outward things like braiding their hair, decorations of gold, and
wearing fine clothing, but on inward qualities of life, especially agentle and quiet spirit
(verse 4). Furthermore, athough the rsv and niv speak of “fine clothing,” the Greek text
does not include an adjective modifying himatio n, “clothing,” and the text literally says,
“Let not your adorning be the outward adorning of braiding of hair and wearing of gold
or putting on of clothing.” It isincorrect, therefore, to say that this text prohibits women
from braiding their hair or wearing gold jewelry, for by the same reasoning one would
have to prohibit “putting on of clothing.” Peter’s point is not that any of theseis
forbidden, but that these should not be awoman’s “adorning,” her source of beauty.

In fact, we should rather note that Peter in this very text is opposing dominant ideasin
that culture. When he regjects the use of hairstyle, jewelry, or clothing as a means of
winning the unbelieving husband, Peter writes counterculturally.?” He commends not just
any behavior or dress that would be approved by the culture, but a gentle and quiet spirit,
which in God’ s sight is very precious (verse 4). Peter goes right to the heart of the
Christian faith-hope in God (verse 5) and the gentle and quiet spirit that stems from faith
and “is of great worth in God’ s sight” (verse 4). Peter is functioning from the center of
the Christian faith here; he is not merely adapting to culture.

F. The Beauty of Submission

In an age when submission to authority is frequently denigrated and thought to be
degrading and dehumanizing, Peter’ s words remind us that submission to rightful
authority is beautiful and right in God’ sworld. It is“for the Lord' s sake” (2:13) that
Christians are to be subject to God-ordained authorities, whether in civil government
(2:13-17), in employment (2:18-20), in the family (3:1-6), or in the church (5:5).
Specifically within marriage, the beauty of awife' s submission to her husband is evident
to unbelievers, who are attracted to Christ through it (verses 1-2). Peter also expects this
beauty to be evident to believing husbands and to other people generally, for thisisthe
beauty that he tells Christian women to make their “adorning”-their source of beauty
(verse 4). Thisisthe beauty that adorned women of the Old Testament “who put their
hope in God” and “were submissive to their own husbands’ (verse 5). This beauty also
ought to be seen and felt by the Christian wife herself, for it is not accompanied by fear
(verse 6), but by reverence, purity (verse 2), moral uprightness (verse 6), quietness of
spirit (verse 4), and hopein God (verse 5). Finaly, the beauty of this submission is
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evident to God, for the gentle and quiet spirit that accompanies this submission in God’'s
sight is“of great worth” (verse 4).

Il. Directions to Husbands
A. What Considerate L eadership Is Not

Peter tells husbands, “Live considerately with your wives’ (verse 7, rsv; similarly,
niv), or, more literally, “Live with your wives in an understanding way” (nasb). Thisis
the husband’ s counterpart to his wife’'s submissive attitude, and Peter here warns
husbands against some potential abuses of their leadership role within the marriage.
Because this section is the counterpart to Peter’ s command to wives to be submissive to
their husband’ s leadership, we can speak of “considerate leadership” as a summary of the
husband’ s responsibility.

1. Considerate leadership does not mean harsh or domineering use of authority.

Peter tells husbands to “be considerate” to their wives and says they should “treat
them with respect as the weaker partner” (verse 7).2 Peter does not specify how he
understands the woman to be the “weaker partner,” but the context would make it
appropriate for him to have in mind any kind of weakness that husbands would need to be
cautioned not to take advantage of. Thiswould certainly include physical strength (most
men, if they tried, could overpower their wives physically). But the context also shows
that women are weaker in terms of authority in the marriage (verses 1, 5, 6), and Peter
therefore tells husbands that, instead of misusing their authority for selfish ends, they
should use it to treat their wives with respect. Y et there may also be a third sense of
weakness that would fit the context (because it is something husbands should not take
advantage of), namely, a greater emotional sensitivity (perhaps hinted at in Peter’s
admonition to godly wives, “do not give way to fear,” verse 6). While thisis something
that is also agreat strength, it nonetheless means that wives are often more likely to be
hurt deeply by conflict within amarriage or by inconsiderate behavior. Knowing this,
Christian husbands should not be “harsh” (Colossians 3:19) or fill their marriage
relationship with criticism and conflict, but should rather be positive and affirming, living
together in an understanding way and bestowing honor on their wives.

The word tranglated partner in “the weaker partner” is skeuos, which often means
“vessdl, jar, container,” but is aso used in the New Testament to speak of human beings
as“vessels’ created by God and intended for His use (Acts 9:15; Romans 9:21; 2
Corinthians 4.7; 2 Timothy 2:21). There is no derogatory or misogynistic nuance here,
since the fact that the woman is called the “weaker vessel” (that is, the weaker of the two)
implies that the man is also viewed as a*“vessel.” The term recalls God' s creation of all
people, both men and women, and is areminder both of human frailty and of obligation
to God our Creator.

2. Considerate leadership does not imply equal sharing of leadership in the family.

Although Peter tells husbands to act in a thoughtful and understanding way toward
their wives, he never tells husbands to submit to their wives or suggests that rolesin
marriage are interchangeable. Considerate |eadership is how the husband exercises
leadership in the family; it does not contradict his headship.

The phrase “in the same way” in verse 7 has the sense “also” or “continuing in the
same area of discussion” (see note above on the word at 3:1; aso, Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich-
Danker, p. 568, and 1 Peter 5:7), for the idea of similarity in submission is excluded by
the fact that here (unlike 2:18; 3:1) Peter does not command submission to any authority
but rather the considerate use of that authority.

3. Considerate leadership does not imply lesser importance for a wife.

The fact that husbands are to treat their wives with “respect” does not mean that the
wife, who has less authority, islessimportant. Peter’ s telling husbands that their wives
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arejoint heirs of the grace of life reminds them that, even though they have been given
greater authority within marriage, their wives are still equal to them in spiritual privilege
and eternal importance. Here as elsewhere the New Testament authors couple their
treatment of differencesin roles of husband and wife with an implicit or explicit
affirmation of their equality in status and importance (cf. 1 Corinthians 11:3, 7, 12;
Ephesians 5:22, 33; Colossians 3:18, 19).

4. Considerate |eader ship does not mean always giving in to a wife' s wishes.

Just as wives are not to obey their husbands when commanded to disobey God, so
husbands must never allow love for their wives to become an excuse for sin-a principle
tragically ignored by Abraham himself when he followed Sarah’s urging and decided to
have achild by Sarah’s maid Hagar (Genesis 16:2, 5). The principle was also ignored by
Solomon (1 Kings 11:1-3, 8), Ahab (1 Kings 21:25), and perhaps even Adam (Genesis
3:6). The mere fact that one’ s wife-even a godly, believing wife-wants to do something
morally wrong does not mean that a husband is free before God to endorse or participate
in that wrong. To do so would be to abdicate the |eadership God has given the husband
and would be the opposite of the righteous leadership God requires him to exercise. In
actual practice, it will often take much prayer and knowledge of Scripture for a husband
to be able to tell the difference between a morally wrong choice being urged on him by
hiswife and amorally right choice that just differs from his personal preference or
judgment of how things should be done. But there will be times in every marriage when a
godly husband simply will have to make decisions that affect the whole family, that go
against hiswife's desires and preferences and that he nonetheless is convinced, before
God, areright.

5. Considerate leadership is not optional for husbands.

Just as submission to one’s husband is not optional for Christian wives, so the
considerate leadership that Peter commands is not optional for Christian husbands.
Husbands cannot rightly opt out of family leadership and become passive non-
participants in decisions and activities. Neither can they rightly make the opposite
mistake and exercise harsh, selfish, domineering authority in their families. They are
rather to live considerately and bestow honor. Y et in doing this they cannot escape the
responsibility to lead that isimplicit in the command for their wives to submit to them.

B. What Considerate Leadership Is

“[B]e considerate as you live with your wives’ isliterally, “living together according
to knowledge.”* Peter does not specify what kind of knowledge he means by “according
to knowledge,” so some general phrase like “in an understanding way” (nasb) is a good
trandation. Thersv’'s“considerately” (similarly, niv) is generally acceptable, but it
probably gives too much emphasis to a considerate attitude while neglecting the focus on
actual “knowledge” or information that isimplied by Peter’s word. The knowledge Peter
intends here may include any knowledge that would be beneficial to the husband-wife
relationship: of God’s purposes and principles for marriage; of the wife' s desires, goals,
and frustrations; of her strengths and weaknesses in the physical, emotional and spiritual
realms, etc. A husband who lives according to such knowledge will greatly enrich his
marriage-yet such knowledge can only be gained through regular study of God’'s Word
and regular, unhurried times of private fellowship together as husband and wife.*

“[G]rant her honor” as “aweaker vessal” (nasb) affirms atheme found frequently in
the New Testament. God is often pleased to honor those who are weaker or less honored
in the eyes of the world (cf. Matthew 5:3-12; 1 Corinthians 1:26-30; 12:22-25; James 2:5;
4:6; 1 Peter 5:5).*" In this case, such honor may include kind and affirming words both in
private and in public, as well as the highest human priority in allocation of time and
money. (The niv’s “treat them with respect” is too weak-one can treat another person
with detached, formal respect and yet give no special honor.)
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In the phrase, “Bestowing honor on the woman” (rsv), the word “woman” translates
to gunaikeio , arare word that is used only here in the New Testament. It means more
literally “the feminine one,” and suggests that Peter is looking to the characteristic nature
of womanhood or femininity and seeing in it an appropriateness for receiving honor. It is
appropriate that those who are “feminine,” those who give characteristic expression to
“womanhood,” should receive specia honor, for thisis what God has directed.

C. The Reasons for Considerate L eadership

Thefirst reason for such considerate leadership is that there are differences between
husband and wife: the wifeis the “weaker vessel” (nasb) or “weaker partner” (niv) and
thus more vulnerable to being hurt by a selfish, domineering husband.

The second reason for considerate leadership is the egual ity between husband and
wife: “since you are joint heirs of the grace of life” (rsv).* One who has equal standing in
God' s kingdom is certainly worthy of equal honor and thoughtful, loving attention.

D. The Rewards of Considerate Leadership

At the end of this passage Peter indicates areward for husbands who live
considerately with their wives, but he does so by giving awarning of what will happen if
they do not live thisway: “so that nothing will hinder your prayers.” Theimplicationis
that if they do livein a considerate way with their wives, their prayers will not be
hindered but helped, and God will answer them (compare 1 Peter 3:12, where Peter says,
“...theeyesof the Lord are on the righteous and his ears are attentive to their prayer”).

Some think that “your prayers’ in this verse refers only to times when the husband
and wife pray together, but this view is unpersuasive because Peter is addressing this
sentence to husbands only, not to both husbands and wives. “Y our” must refer to the
“you” to whom Peter iswriting: the husbands. The reference therefore is to the husbands
prayers generally. This hindering of prayersisaform of God's fatherly discipline, which
Hebrews 12:3-11 reminds usis for our good and is given to those whom God loves. So
concerned is God that Christian husbands live in an understanding and loving way with
their wives that He interrupts His relationship with them when they do not do so! No
Christian husband should presume to think that any spiritual good will be accomplished
by hislife without an effective ministry of prayer. And no husband may expect an
effective prayer life unless he lives with hiswife “in an understanding way, bestowing
honor” on her. To take the time to maintain a good marriage is God’ swill; it is serving
God; it isaspiritual activity pleasing in His sight.

Endnotes to Chapter Ten

1. Several sectionsin this chapter are adapted from Wayne Grudem, The First
Epistle of Peter: An Introduction and Commentary (Leicester, England: InterVarsity
Press, and Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1988), pp. 134-146, and are used by permission.

2. Note also in this regard Colossians 3:18, “Wives, submit to your husbands, asis
fitting in the Lord.” How can it befitting “in the Lord” if thereis “neither male nor
femalein Christ”? Only if we understand Galatians 3:28 to be talking about spiritual
benefits and blessings of salvation, not about all created sexual differences and God-
ordained differencesin roles.

3. Dorothy Patterson says of this passage, “ Submission actually is above and beyond
obedience, which in itself could be the forcing and coercion to outward conformity.”
“Rolesin Marriage: A Study in Submission: 1 Peter 3:1-7” in The Theological Educator
(New Orleans, LA) 13:2 (Spring, 1983), p. 71. Thisentire article provides an
exegetically-based perspective on submission as seen through the eyes of awife who
delightsin her calling.
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4. The New Testament uses aphthartos only of eternal heavenly realities, such as
God Himself (Romans 1:23; 1 Timothy 1:17), God’s Word (1 Peter 1:23), and our
resurrection bodies (1 Corinthians 15:52; compare 9:25; 1 Peter 3:4).

5. Gilbert Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House,
19902), p. 191. Patricia Gundry, Woman Be Free! (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1977),
also says of this passage, “ The point is, Sarah and Abraham responded in the same way to
each other. Abraham did what Sarah requested, and she did the same for him” (p. 83).

6. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, p. 191.

7. See, for example, Bilezikian, pp. 189. His section on 1 Peter 3:1-8 istitled,
“Again, Mutual Submission—1 Peter 3:1-8.”

On page 190, Bilezikian sets up a dichotomy between what he calls “submission that
is mere obedience” and “ servant submission that walks the extra mile and turns the other
cheek.” He approves only the second kind and says of this “servant submission” that “the
motivations for such submission have nothing in common with submission defined as
obedience to authority” (p. 190). Such opposition to any idea of “obedience to authority”
runs throughout Bilezikian’s book and is a fundamental theme in hiswritings. (On p. 249
he says that the introduction of any authority into marriage “would paganize the marriage
relationship and make the Christ/church paradigm irrelevant to it.”)

Bilezikian seems unable to understand that it is possible to have obedience to
authority together with an attitude of love and concern for the one in authority. How does
he think Jesus was subject to the authority of His parents, for example (Luke 2:51), or
how should Christian children today be subject to their parents’ authority, or how should
we all be subject to God (James 4:7)? An attitude of love and willing submission
characterizes al of these kinds of obedience to an authority. Further, Bilezikian seems
unable to understand that someone in authority can act with love and consideration
toward another who is under that authority (as God does with us, Christ does with the
church, and Christian parents often do with their children).

Moreover, Bilezikian's argument on 1 Peter 3:1 isinconsistent with an earlier
statement in his book. On p. 154 he says that the word for “submit” (hupotasso ) means
“to make oneself subordinate to the authority of a higher power. . . . [w]herever the word
appearsin the NT, except where its meaning is deliberately changed by a modifier such
asin [Ephesians 5:21].” But herein 1 Peter 3:1 thereis no such modifier (such as “to one
another”), yet he still says that “mutual submission” isin view.

Finally, the fact that his definition of “mutual submission” without any obedience to
authority is unworkable in the real world is seen in a self-contradiction on p. 155. He
says, “The church thrives on mutual subjection.” But then he says, “In a Spirit-led
church, the elders submit to the congregation in being accountable for their watch-care,
and the congregation submits to the elders in accepting their guidance.” In afootnote to
this sentence, he says, “ The congregations submit to their leaders by obeying and
accepting their guidance” (p. 289, emphasis mine). He wants to speak of “mutual
submission” without obedience to authority, but he knows the church will not work
without obedience to the authority of those in leadership. We must ask, if obedience to
leadersisrequired in a Spirit-led church, then why not also in a Spirit-led marriage?

8. So Bilezikian, pp. 153-173.

9. The unsupported assumption in the feminist view of Ephesians 5:21 is that the
word alle Tous, “one another,” must always mean “everyone to everyone.” Of course, the
word often takes that meaning, asin Ephesians 4:32, “Be kind and compassionate to one
another,” or John 15:12, “Love each other as| have loved you.” In these cases the sense
of the sentence shows that “everyone to everyone” is meant by “one another.” But in
other verses the word simply cannot take that meaning, and the sense “ some to others” is
required instead. For example, in Revelation 6:4, “men slay each other” means “some

206



men slay others’ (not “every man slays every other man,” or “those people being slain
‘mutually’ slay those who are slaying them,” which would make no sense); in Galatians
6:2, “Carry each other’s burdens’ means not “everyone should exchange burdens with
everyone else,” but “some who are more able should help bear the burdens of others who
arelessable’; 1 Corinthians 11:33, “when you come together to eat, wait for each other,”
means “ some who are ready early should wait for others who are late”; etc. (cf. Luke
2:15; 12:1; 24:32; there are many examples where the word is not exhaustively
reciprocal). Similarly, in Ephesians 5:21, both the following context and the meaning of
hupotasso seem to require alle Tous to mean “some to others,” so that the verse could be
paraphrased, “those who are under authority should be subject to others among you who
have authority over them.”

Therefore, according to this interpretation, it would seem best to say that it is not
“mutual submission” but submission to appropriate authorities that Paul is commanding
in Ephesians 5:21.

10. Bilezikian, pp. 154-155, clearly opposes the existence of any obedience to
authority in Ephesians 5:21-24.

11. Interestingly, Bilezikian admits that hupotasso in the New Testament “means to
make oneself subordinate to the authority of a higher power . . . to yield to rulership” (p.
154). He says, “Thisis the natural meaning of ‘submit’ wherever the word appearsin the
New Testament, except where its meaning is deliberately changed by a modifier such as
in verse 21 of [Ephesians 5]. The addition . . . of the reciprocal pronoun ‘to each other’
changes its meaning entirely. . . . By definition, mutual submission rules out hierarchical
differences.”

Bilezikian sees the issue clearly: if “submit” (hupotasso ) means to submit to a higher
authority, then in that sense there can be no mutual submission. He also recognizes that
thisis the usual meaning for hupotasso in the New Testament. But his error is to assume
that the meaning of the word must be changed when the expression “to one another”
(aleTous) followsit. Thisis certainly not necessary, since alle Tous can often mean
“some to others,” as explained in note 9. Then Ephesians 5:21 would be paraphrased,
“Submit to one another (that is, some to others), out of reverence for Christ.”

It isincorrect exegesis for Bilezikian to say that in Ephesians 5:21 aword must take a
new meaning that has been nowhere el se attested when a perfectly good sense for both
words fits well in the context. Why should we assign hupotasso a meaning herethat it is
nowhere else shown to have? Even in Ephesians 5:22-24, wives are not to be subject to
everyone or to all husbands, but to “their own husbands’—the submission Paul hasin
mind is not general thoughtfulness toward others but specific submission to a higher
authority. But should not the verb hupotasso in verse 22 (whether implicit or explicit; it
appears in some Greek manuscripts but not in others—in the latter, it clearly is
understood as to be inferred by the reader) take the same sense it doesin verse 217?

Therefore it seems to be a misunderstanding of Ephesians 5:21 to say that it implies
mutual submission. And it is certainly incorrect to use Bilezikian's doubtful interpretation
of Ephesians 5:21 to contradict the other four textsin the New Testament (Ephesians
5:22-24; Colossians 3:18; Titus 2:5; 1 Peter 3:1, 5-6) that speak clearly and explicitly of a
wife' s obligation to submit to her husband.

12. Thisis probably why the New Testament authors use the broader term submit
when referring to wives in relation to husbands, rather than the specific term obey as they
do with children and servants. The absence of the term obey (except in 1 Peter 3:6) with
respect to wives does not mean that the ideais not there, only that the ideaisincluded in
a broader attitude of support for the husband’ s leadership.

13. However, nowhere does Scripture condone or support the abuse of wives by
husbands, but explicitly forbids even harsh attitudes (Colossians 3:19; 1 Peter 3:7), and
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therefore certainly condemns any physical violence used by husbands against wives.
Evangelical churches have a strong responsibility to prevent such abuse and to protect
those threatened or harmed by it.

14. At this point Bilezikian apparently agrees, for he says about thisword, “The
servant attitude modeled by Christ and required of slavesis also the example for wives’
(p. 189).

15. The aorist tense here for “obeyed” need not refer only to one incident, for the
aorist indicative is used frequently in a constative sense ssmply to say that something
“happened,” with no implication of whether it happened at one point in time or over a
very long period of time (cf. the aorist indicatives in Ephesians 5:25, “ Christ loved the
church”; Romans 5:14, “death reigned from the time of Adam to the time of Moses’;
Revelation 20:4, they “reigned with Christ athousand years’; also Blass-Debrunner-
Funk, Grammar, sec. 332).

E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St. Peter (London: Macmillan, 1949), p. 185, and J.
N. D. Kelly A Commentary on the Epistles of Peter and Jude (London: Black, 1969), p.
131, together with several other writers, say that Peter isreferring to Genesis 18:12, the
only placein the Old Testament where Sarah is reported as using the title kurios, “lord”
(or “master,” “sir'—it isapolite term of address when used of human beingsin a
position of leadership or authority, asis the Hebrew term ‘adoni behind it). It is possible
that Peter isreferring to this passage, but the difficulty is that no obedience to Abraham is
mentioned in that immediate context. It is more likely that Peter deduces from this one
example that Sarah ordinarily referred to Abraham as her “master” or “lord,” and that this
indicated her attitude of submission and respect for Abraham. This understanding would
still mean that Peter isreferring to Sarah’ s whole pattern of life, not only to one incident
of obedience.

16. Thisis consistent with Peter’ s practice throughout the epistle of seeing the
church, not those descended physically from Abraham and Sarah, as the new Israel, the
true people of God (see, for example, 1:1 and 2:4-10).

17. Some commentators affirm that many or most of the wives to whom Peter was
writing had unbelieving husbands. For example, Mary J. Evans, Woman in the Bible
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1983), p. 118, suggests that “ Peter’ s primary
concern is for those whose husbands are not believers’ (p. 118). Similarly, E. Margaret
Howe says of 1 Peter 3:1, 6, “Hereit isimplied that the wives addressed are those whose
husbands are not Christians” (Women and Church Leadership [Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 1982], pp. 55-56). But the Greek text implies just the opposite: “ So that even
if some do not obey the word,” and the phrase “even if” (kai i) suggests that this would
be an unexpected or uncommon occurrence. It implies that Peter expected that most
Christian wives among his readers had Christian husbands.

18. F. J. A. Hort, The First Epistle of St. Peter 1:1-2:17 (London: Macmillan, 1898),
says, “On thewhole. . . the biblical useis best expressed by ‘rebel’ or ‘be rebellious™” (p.
122). Although some have argued that this term can mean simply “disbelieve, be an
unbeliever” (especially in John 3:36), such a sense is not required in any of the word's
occurrences.

Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early
Christian Literature, 2nd ed., trans. William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, rev. F.
Wilbur Gingrich and Frederick W. Danker (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979),
accepts the sense “disbelieve’ in John 3:36; Acts 14:2; 19:9; Romans 15:31, but adds that
thismeaning is “greatly disputed” and “is not found outside our literature” (p. 82).
Moreover, it must be noted that to “disobey the gospel” in the New Testament can mean
not just to “disbelieve” it but actually to “disobey” it: to refuse to respond to its command
to repent and believe in Christ.
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19. See note 13 on wife abuse.

20. The Greek text includes no word for “their” (Peter could have made it clear with
auto n), leaving open the possibility that Peter intends to say that unbelieving husbands
will be won not simply by seeing the submissive behavior of their own wives but by
observing the pattern of Christian marriage exemplified by wives generally within the
Christian community. But we cannot be certain of this, for Greek often omits possessive
pronouns when the author thinks the meaning will be clear to the reader.

21. Patterson, “Rolesin Marriage,” p. 73.

22. Ruth A. Tucker and Walter Liefeld, Daughters of the Church: Womenin
Ministry from New Testament Times to the Present (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
1987), say, “ This passage seems to present fewer problems, because the submissive
attitude required of the woman has a clear purpose. The believing wife of an unconverted
man is to fulfill the expectations of submission in order that she might win him to the
Lord” (p. 462).

But it is certainly incorrect to say that thisis Peter’s only purpose (if they are
implying that), for Peter is addressing al the Christian wivesin all the churchesin four
Roman provinces (see 1 Peter 1:1), not just the wives of unbelieving husbands. (See note
17 on the fact that Peter expected most of the wives to have believing husbands.)
Moreover, the fact that such behavior would win the unbelieving husband does not imply
that it was less than God' sideal, but quite the opposite. Finally, Peter’ s reference to Sarah
(whose husband was hardly in need of saving) would ill suit acommand to submission
that was only atemporary expedient because it would help missionary work in that
culture.

23. Someone might respond that a wife's submission was not exactly sinful but just
morally neutral, something that might be adopted in one culture and not in another. But
thisis hardly persuasive, because it is not morally neutral behavior that wins the
unbelieving husband, but morally “pure’ (Greek hagnos) behavior—it is the positive
moral beauty of Christian behavior that attracts the unbeliever. Moreover, if it were
simply the fact that the believer was unselfish that would win the unbelieving spouse, it
would not explain why Peter does not say the same to husbands as well. There seemsto
be something morally beautiful—not just neutral—in awife's submission to her husband.

24. Page 82.

25. Pages 82, 83. This “household code” argument was extensively devel oped by
David L. Balch, Let Wives Be Submissive: The Domestic Codein 1 Peter (Chico, CA:
Scholars Press, 1981). Balch sees these New Testament teachings entirely in sociological
terms, analyzing the possible motives for them as Christians attempted to avoid offending
secular society. He does not consider the possibility that these New Testament standards
arein fact divine commands with absolute divine authority attaching to them.

26. See further the discussion of thisissue in chapter 2 of this volume, Question 17.
Balch, Let Wives Be Submissive, especially pp. 96ff., lists several significant differences,
even in form, with many pagan codes. He also adduces several paralel ideas (pp. 98-
109), if not in actual household codes, at least in some ancient Platonic and
neopythagorean literature, as well asin Jewish literature. Of course, thisis what we
would expect even from pagan Greek culture because of the influence of conscience and
common grace. But direct borrowing of pagan Greek “household codes’ simply did not
occur.

27. Though afew ancient philosophers can be found with views similar to Peter’s;
see Balch, p. 101.

28. It should be noted that it is also possible to understand the two phrases “the
woman” and “the weaker partner” asrelating to the command “live together” rather than
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to “bestowing honor.” Thiswould give the sense, “live together with your wife according
to knowledge, as with the weaker sex, the feminine one” (cf. nasb, tev). It is not possible
to decide between this reading and that of the rsv (and niv, av) on grammatical grounds
alone; neither do the arguments from context seem to be conclusive on either side. But
there is not much difference in the end since the commands to live together and to bestow
honor are both part of one large command, and the husband’ s knowledge of the fact that
Peter callsthe wife “the feminine one” and “the weaker vessel” should in any case
modify the whole complex of actionsincluded in “living together in an understanding
way” and “bestowing honor.”

29. For the use of the participle as an imperative see 1 Peter 2:18; 3:1, 7; 4:8, 10; also
David Daube, “Participle and Imperative in 1 Peter,” in Selwyn, First Epistle of St. Peter,
pp. 467-488.

30. One book that deserves mention here (ssmply because it contains so much
practical wisdom on this subject) is James Dobson’s What Wives Wish Their Husbands
Knew About Women (Wheaton, IL: Tyndale, 1977).

31. Bilezikian states that the command for husbands to “bestow honor” on their
wives indicated that Peter was commanding a “traumatic role reversal,” since bestowing
honor meant acting “much like a servant to his master” (p. 192). But thisis simply false:
when God bestows honor on His people, it does not indicate a “traumatic role reversal”
whereby He becomes subject to our authority. Again Bilezikian refuses to admit that
those in authority can act unselfishly and with love toward those under their authority,
and this refusal skews his entire discussion.

32. Thersv's“since” expresses a possible relationship between this statement and the
rest of the verse, but it could also be translated, “bestowing honor . . . asto those who are
joint heirs. ..” (compare nasb). Thiswould give slightly more emphasis to theway in
which honor is bestowed instead of the reason for bestowing it, but the differencein
meaning is not great.
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Chapter 11

THE VALUABLE MINISTRIES
OF WOMEN IN THE CONTEXT
OF MALE LEADERSHIP:
A SURVEY OF OLD AND NEW TESTAMENT EXAMPLES AND TEACHING
Thomas R. Schreiner

This chapter focuses on the valuable ministries of women in the Scriptures. Thisisa
crucial topic for at least three reasons. First, men often have hurt women. They have
treated them as lesser citizens of the kingdom, and some men have denigrated or
overlooked their contribution in ministry. An examination of the Scriptures will show
that women have played a vital role in ministry. One reason for the current feminist
movement, although not the only one, is that some women are responding to men who
have oppressed them and treated them poorly.

Second, contemporary women should be encouraged by the women in the Scriptures
who have contributed to the spread of God’ s kingdom message. God does not use men
alone to accomplish His purposes. Both sexes are created in God’ s image, and both men
and women have been used mightily by God. No woman who has a desire to please God
should feel that there is no place for her ministry in the church.

Third, some contemporary evangelical writers appeal to the ministries of womenin
the Scriptures to support the notion that there should be no limits on women’'srolesin
ministry today. They maintain that women and men should have equal accessto every
ministry function and that any limits on women derive from culture and tradition, not
from the Bible, which they believe supports the full inclusion of women in any ministry.

Thisthird areais particularly important. We will examine it carefully in this chapter,
for if the examples of ministry by women in the Bible indicate that there should be no
[imits on women in ministry, then the church should open the doors of every ministry to
women. We should be open to the possibility that we have misread the Scriptures by
imposing some restrictions on women in ministry. Perhaps our culture and tradition have
drawn lines and distinctions that cannot be supported from the Bible. Thus, we should
listen to and evaluate carefully the arguments of those who contend that the ministries of
women portrayed in the Bible demonstrate that every ministry that is open to men isalso
open to women.

I. Ministry in a General Sense

This chapter will focus on the third issue since that is a matter of particular debate
today. Nevertheless, we should remind ourselves that ministry is avery broad word,
stemming from the Greek words diakonia, diakonos, and diakoneo , and these words
often convey theidea of “service” and “ministry” in the broadest sense. For example,
Martha was distracted because of her “service” or “ministry” (diakonia), and the
“service” being described is preparation of ameal (Luke 10:40). In Luke 22:27, one “one
who serves’ is contrasted to “one who reclines’ (nasb) during the meal. The “ministry” in
view issimply serving tables. Luke 8:1-3 tells of a number of women who were
ministering (diakoneo ) to Jesus and the apostles. The specific ministry they engaged in
was hot preaching the gospel but providing financial resources so that Jesus could carry
on His ministry. First Peter 4:10 saysthat all spiritua gifts are to be used to “minister”
(diakoneo ) to one another in the church. And Paul says, “There are different kinds of
service (diakonia), but the same Lord” (1 Corinthians 12:5). So in this broad sense,
anything any Christian does to help the work of the church isaministry.
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Other examples of the use of the words ministry and service in this general sense
could be cited, but the point to be made is this. Not all ministries that are valuable are
public or official ministries. Providing food and support for othersis crucial, and this
ministry should not be scorned, even if one does not get public recognition for it. Many
unnamed men and women of God have quietly and humbly worked behind the scenesin
thisway, and they have found great joy and blessing in doing so. | am not suggesting that
thisisthe only ministry role for women. Nevertheless, it isacrucia one that should not
be overlooked. Those who denigrate such arole are downplaying the function of many
men and women who have labored with love.

Women, then, have engaged in significant ministries, even if those ministries were
unofficial. One thinks of Abigail in 1 Samuel 25. Abigail was not a prophetess and had
no other official ministry that we know of. Nevertheless, her humble and gentle advice to
David persuaded him not to kill Nabal. How many unrecorded events there must be of
women persuading men, humbly and gently, to pursue a more righteous course! What a
good model this story isfor traditionalists who think being a leader means they must
always know the truth and that their opinion is always right. David was certainly the
leader in this account, but his humility is evident in that he listened to Abigail and was
persuaded. For women, Abigail isamodel of gentle and humble persuasion. There was
no stridency or imperiousness about her manner. She was winsome, yet bold.

The “unofficial” ministries of women, therefore, are of great importance, and some
men, by desiring leadership for its status and power as the Gentiles do (Mark 10:42ff.),
have contributed to the idea that these ministries are insignificant. Such a secular concept
of ministry has done great damage in Christ’s church.

Il. The Argument for Full Inclusion of Women in All Ministries

The rest of the chapter will focus on the “officia” or publicly recognized ministries of
women in the Bible. What ministries did they have, and what are the implications of
these ministries for today? We will begin by considering the evidence and arguments of
those who think there are no limits on women in ministry.* We will not evaluate these
arguments until al the evidence for the full inclusion of women in ministry is presented.
Otherwise, we may be guilty of not giving both sides of the debate afull and fair hearing.

A. Prophetesses

Those who see no restrictions on women in ministry argue that the prophets of both
the Old Testament and the New Testament were authoritative messengers of God.
Women clearly functioned as prophetesses in both the Old Testament and the New
Testament. Miriam is explicitly called a prophetess in Exodus 15:20, and she led the
women in singing for Y ahweh'’ s triumph over Egypt (Exodus 15:21). The prophetess
Huldah was consulted by the messengers of Josiah in 2 Kings 22:14-20. Other women
probably functioned as prophetesses in the Old Testament but are unmentioned (cf. Isaiah
8:3), and Ezekiel pronounces judgment against daughters who prophesy falsely (Ezekiel
13:17-24). Compare also Nehemiah's words against the prophetess Noadiah (Nehemiah
6:14). The problem here was not that these women prophesied, but that they did not
prophesy according to the word of the Lord.

For our purposes, the most significant example of a prophetess is Deborah (Judges
4:4-5). Evangelical feminists consider Deborah particularly significant because she
functioned as ajudge over Israel, which would include judging men, and she exercised
authority over the man Barak, who was a commander of the Israelite troops.

In the New Testament, too, women prophesy, and there may even be some indication
that it was more common for them to do so. The prophetess Annathanked God and spoke
of Him when Jesus was brought to the temple (Luke 2:36-38). Peter cites Joel’ s prophecy
that when the Spirit is poured out both “ sons and daughters will prophesy. ... Evenon
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my servants, both men and women, | will pour out my Spirit in those days, and they will
prophesy” (Acts 2:17-18; cf. Joel 2:28-32).

Philip’s four daughters are one indication that this promise was fulfilled, for they all
prophesied (Acts 21:9). Paul also encourages women to prophesy, with proper adornment
(1 Corinthians 11:5). Those who argue for full inclusion of women in every ministry
point out that if Paul thought such prayer and prophecy were wrong, he certainly would
not bother to explain in such detail how they should be adorned while they were sinning!

It is concluded, then, from both the Old Testament and the New, that women
functioned as prophets, and they used this gift for the edification of the people of God. In
addition, prophecy, according to those who argue for no limits on women’s ministries, is
defined as an authoritative declaration of God’'s Word; thus, if women can prophesy, they
can perform any ministry. They argue that prophecy isjust asimportant and as
authoritative as teaching. In fact, in 1 Corinthians 12:28, the gift of prophecy is ranked
above teaching. Now, nearly everyone agrees that women can function as prophets, for
the evidence hereis clear, but if women can function as prophets, it would seem that they
can also function as teachers today, because prophecy isjust as authoritative as teaching.

B. Women Teachers and Spiritual Gifts

Moreover, those who contend for no restrictions on women in ministry argue that
women function as teachers. When Priscillaand Aquila heard Apollos teach, they took
him aside and explained the gospel more accurately to him (Acts 18:26). The inclusion of
Priscillaindicates that she must have taught Apollos aswell. In fact, Luke mentions her
first, and some suggest this implies that she did more of the teaching. Such ministry by
Priscilla does not seem to be a one-time affair. In Romans 16:3, Paul greets both Priscilla
and Aquila. He labels them his fellow-workersin the gospel, which implies that they
shared in the gospel ministry with him. Their involvement in ministry is also confirmed
by 1 Corinthians 16:19, for there Paul saysthat a church isin their house.

The argument for women teachersis also set forth from spiritual gifts. Teaching isa
spiritual gift (1 Corinthians 12:28-29; Ephesians 4:12; Romans 12:7), and yet thereisno
indication that women are excluded from this gift. All Christians are told to teach one
another (Colossians 3:16) and to share with the community what they have learned (1
Corinthians 14:26). Surely this must include women. Indeed, Priscilla, as we have seen
above, seemsto use the gift in instructing Apollos. Paul also mentions women in the role
of teaching in Titus 2:3.

Those who advocate no restrictions on women in ministry say that passages like 1
Timothy 2:11-15 and 1 Corinthians 14:33b-36 should not be used to impose limitations
on women today. First Timothy 2:11-15, they say, was not written to forbid all teaching
of men by women. Paul hereis only forbidding fal se teaching by women, or (according
to others) preventing women who were uneducated from teaching men. First Corinthians
14:33b-36 was probably written to resolve a problem in the congregation where women
were disrupting the assembly by speaking in tongues or by interrupting the service with
guestions. Or perhaps the passage quotes a Corinthian slogan or question that Paul
rejects. Some also think that verses 34-35 were not part of the original text of 1
Corinthians and that they were added by alater scribe. These two passages, therefore, are
designed to correct abuses by women in teaching, it is argued, not to forbid any teaching
of men whatsoever. The fact that women could prophesy, which, it is claimed, cannot be
distinguished from authoritative teaching, and that Priscilla engages in teaching, shows
that the prohibitions in these two passages are not absolute.

C. Women as Fellow-workers and Laborers

It has already been noted that in Romans 16:3 Paul calls Priscillaa“fellow worker”
(sunergos). It isinstructive to note others who are called Paul’ s fellow workers: Timothy
(Romans 16:21; 1 Thessalonians 3:2; Philemon 1), Apollos (1 Corinthians 3:9), Urbanus
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(Romans 16:9), Titus (2 Corinthians 8:23), Epaphroditus (Philippians 2:25), Aristarchus
(Colossians 4:10; Philemon 24), Mark (Colossians 4:10; Philemon 24), Jesus Justus
(Colossians 4:10), Epaphras (Philemon 24), Demas (Philemon 24), and L uke (Philemon
24). Some of those listed here we know very little about, but we know that Timothy,
Apollos, Titus, Epaphroditus, Mark, Epaphras, and L uke proclaimed the gospel. Does it
not follow, then, say those who espouse full inclusion of women in every ministry, that
Priscillaas afellow worker did the same? Moreover, Priscillais not the only woman
whom Paul calls afellow-worker. In Philippians 4:2, he exhorts two women, Euodia and
Syntyche, to agreein the Lord. In 4:3, he says that they struggled together with him in the
gospel along with Clement and the rest of the fellow-workers. The implication is that
Euodia and Syntyche were fellow-workers. They struggled together in the gospel by
helping Paul spread the good news of salvation.

The point can even be made more specific. In 1 Corinthians 16:16, Paul exhorts the
Corinthians to be subject to the house of Stephanas and to “every fellow worker (panti
sunergounti) and laborer (kopio nti).” We have already seen that three women are called
fellow workers: Priscilla, Euodia, and Syntyche. Paul says that the Corinthians are to be
subject to all fellow-workers and laborers. It would seem to follow, according to those
who reject any limits on women today, that since Priscilla, Euodia, and Syntyche were
fellow-workers, these women held leadership positionsin the church and, therefore, men
were subject to them.

It is also noted that Paul says to be subject to “every laborer” (panti . . . kopio nti) as
well as every fellow worker (1 Corinthians 16:16). Paul often describes his ministry using
this same word for labor (1 Corinthians 4:12; 15:10; Galatians 4:11; Philippians 2:16;
Colossians 1:29; 1 Timothy 4:10). Indeed, the work of other leadersis also described in
terms of laboring. The Corinthians are to submit to the house of Stephanas, which labors
for them (1 Corinthians 16:16). The Thessalonians are exhorted “to respect those who
work hard [or labor] among you” (1 Thessalonians 5:12), and these are clearly the
leaders, because Paul goes on to say that they are “over you in the Lord and admonish
you.” The elders who rule well should receive double honor, according to 1 Timothy
5:17, “especially those whose work is preaching and teaching.” Clearly, then, Paul often
uses the verb labor to denote authoritative ministry and instruction. But Paul also
mentions women who have labored. In Romans 16:6, he instructs the Romans to greet
Mary, who labored much for them. And in Romans 16:12, three women, Tryphaena,
Tryphosa, and Persis, are said to have labored much in the Lord. Some conclude,
therefore, that women were leadersin the congregations, for the word labor is clearly
used in thissensein 1 Corinthians 16:16, 1 Thessalonians 5:12, and 1 Timothy 5:17.

D. Women Deacons

It is also argued that women functioned in official positionsin the church because
they held the office of deacon. Many scholars have argued that thisis the most probable
interpretation of 1 Timothy 3:11. In 1 Timothy 3:8-10 and 12, the qualifications are given
for men who are to serve as deacons. In 3:11, Paul says. “Women must likewise be
dignified, not malicious gossips, but temperate, faithful in all things’ (nasb). The word
for “women” here (gunaikas) could be translated “wives’ (asin niv), and that is the view
of some commentators. The following reasons are given to support the idea that Paul is
speaking of women deacons: (1) Paul introduces the women mentioned here in the same
fashion he introduced the men in 1 Timothy 3:8, i.e., he uses the word likewise. In 3:1-7,
Paul lays out the qualifications for elders, and in 3:8 Paul says likewise there are similar
qualifications for deacons. The likewise in 3:11 suggests that the qualifications for men
who are deacons also apply to women deacons.

(2) If Paul were speaking of wives of deacons, he could have made this very clear by
adding of deacons (diakono n or auto n). By leaving the word women without any
modifier, he implied that he was speaking of women in general, not just of the wives of
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deacons. (3) The qualifications Paul mentionsin 3:12 are identical with or similar to
those required of deacons, and this suggests that an officeisin view.?

Further evidence that women functioned as deacons is found in the case of Phoebe. In
Romans 16:1, Paul says that she was “a deaconess of the church at Cenchreag” (rsv).
Actually, the word deaconess here is the same as the one used in 1 Timothy 3:8 and
Philippians 1:1, where Paul writes of deacons. Thus, Paul is not calling Phoebe a
“deaconess,” but a“deacon,” some have claimed. In addition, Phoebe is called a leader
(prostatis) in Romans 16:2. The most commonly used translations (rsv, nasb, niv) use the
word help or helper here, but it has been claimed that this term is atechnical one used for
alegal protector or leader. If such an interpretation is correct, Paul here recommends
Phoebe as a deacon and as a leader of many.

E. Women Elders

Evidence is also adduced that women could function as elders. The letter of 2 Johnis
addressed to “the chosen lady,” and it is claimed that this does not refer to the church as a
whole because the chosen lady is distinguished from her children (2 John 1, 4). The
“chosen lady” refersto awoman who had authority over her children. Such authority is
similar to the office of elder. Moreover, some suggest that Paul speaks of women elders
in Titus 2:3. Although thisis obscured by trans ations that render presbytidas by “older
women,” it is clear that thisword is afeminine rendering of the term presbyteros (elder)
that Paul usesin Titus 1.5 to refer to church office.

F. Women Apostles

Most significantly, it is frequently claimed that women also functioned as apostles. In
Romans 16:7, Paul writes, “Greet Andronicus and Junias, my relatives who have been in
prison with me. They are outstanding among the apostles. . . . “ Some commentators have
thought that Junias was a man, and that the name here is a contracted form of the word
Junianus. Nevertheless, thisis said to be an unpersuasive argument, for thereisno
examplein Greek literature of this name being contracted. Thus, some have said that the
name should be tranglated “Junia’ (feminine) rather than “Junias’ (masculine), showing
that awoman is amost certainly included among the apostles here. Others have
contended that the Greek (en tois apostolois) means “ outstanding in the eyes of the
apostles,” not “outstanding among the apostles.” Of course, such arendering would
exclude Andronicus and Junia(s) from the apostolic circle. The text would simply say that
the apostles held them in high esteem. But it is claimed that thisis an unnatural way to
understand the Greek, and the most probable rendering is “ outstanding among the
apostles.” To sum up: there seemsto be evidence here that a woman was an apostle, and
this raises a serious question against those who want to deny women full participation in
leadership positionsin the church.

G. Conclusion

To sum up, the argument often given for full inclusion in ministry is cumulative.
Women functioned as prophets, and such a ministry isjust as authoritative as teaching.
Women possess all the spiritual gifts, and thisincludes the gifts of teaching and
leadership. Indeed, there is evidence in the New Testament that women held the offices
of deacon, elder, and apostle. All of this evidence isin accord with Paul’ s designation of
women as fellow-workers in the gospel. The passages that seem to limit women in
ministry can be explained from the situation that Paul addresses and thus should not be
used to impose restrictions on women. The burden of proof, then, is said to be on those
who want to impose restrictions on women in ministry.

lll. The Argument for Some Restrictions on Women in Ministry

The preceding section has rightly shown that women participated in various forms of
ministry in both the Old Testament and the New Testament. The question is whether its
argument establishes the case that no restrictions are to be placed on women in ministry. |
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think not. | propose to prove below that women participated in ministry in the Scriptures,
but their ministry was a complementary and supportive ministry, a ministry that fostered
and preserved male leadership in the church. Thus, the ministry of women in the church
was notable and significant, but it never supplanted male leadership; instead, it
functioned as a support to male leadership. This view does not rule out al ministry for
women. Instead, it sees the ministry of women as complementary and supportive.

A. Prophetesses

One of the strongest arguments for full inclusion of women in authoritative positions
of leadership stems from the prophetic role women played in the Scriptures. Deborah, as
we have seen, stands out as an authoritative messenger of Y ahweh. Nevertheless, the
evidence from prophecy actually indicates a supportive and complementary role for
women. It buttresses the point that role distinctions between men and women are
maintained. An examination of the evidence will indicate how thisis so.

That women prophesied to men is clear in the case of Deborah, other women cited
above, and 1 Corinthians 11:2-16. The last passage cited, however, is absolutely crucial
for rightly understanding a woman’ s relationship to man as she prophecies. What is
Paul’s concernin 1 Corinthians 11:2-167? It is that women who prophesy do so with
proper adornment. Why is Paul concerned about how they are adorned? Because a
woman’ s adornment says something about her relationship with men (11:3-10). Indeed,
as | show in Chapter 5 of thisvolume, 11:3 isthe key to the passage: “Now | want you to
realize that the head of every man is Christ, and the head of the woman is man, and the
head of Christis God” (niv). Thus, the reason Paul wants women to be adorned properly
isthat this adornment shows that awoman is submissive to male headship, even while
prophesying. The way she is adorned indicates whether the man isthe head, i.e., the
authority.

The implications for our study are clear. Paul affirms that women can prophesy, but
even in the process of prophesying they are to do so in a manner and with a demeanor
that will not violate male headship. Paul does not place the same limits on men, and thus
upholds and preserves the notion that male leadership is God’ s ordained pattern in the
church. Note carefully that this does not mean that women will not prophesy in church.
Paul affirms that women have prophetic gifts, and he wants them to exercise those giftsin
church, but he does not want them to overturn male leadership.

The only passage that creates any difficulty for such a supportive and complementary
view of prophecy is Judges 4, where Deborah commands Barak what to do and is ajudge
in Israel. But there are several reasons why thisisin harmony with the notion of male
headship explained in 1 Corinthians 11:2-16: (1) Deborah is a special case because she
seems to be the only judge in Judges who has no military function. The other judges also
lead Isragl into victory in battle, but Deborah receives aword from the Lord that Barak is
to do this (Judges 4:6-7). Deborah is not asserting leadership for herself; she gives
priority to aman. (2) Thereisan implied rebuke of Barak because he is not willing to go
to battle without Deborah (Judges 4:8). Because of his reluctance, the glory that day will
go to awoman (Judges 4:9), but note that the woman is not Deborah but Jael (Judges
4:17ff.). In other words, Deborah did speak the word of God, but her attitude and
demeanor were such that she was not asserting her leadership. Instead, she handed over
the leadership, contrary to the pattern of all the other judges, to a man.

(3) Both Deborah and Huldah (2 Kings 22:14-20) exercised their gift of prophecy
differently from the men who possessed the gift. Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and other
male prophets exercised a public ministry where they proclaimed the word of the Lord.
But note that Deborah did not prophecy in public.?® Instead, her prophetic role seemsto be
limited to private and individual instruction. Judges 4:5 says, “And she used to sit under
the palm tree of Deborah between Ramah and Bethel in the hill country of Ephraim; and
the sons of Israel came up to her for judgment” (nasb). Note that Deborah did not go out
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and publicly proclaim the word of the Lord. Instead, individuals came to her in private
for aword from the Lord. The difference between Deborah’ s prophetic ministry and that
of male Old Testament prophetsis clear. She did not exercise her ministry in apublic
forum asthey did. Note that even when she speaks to Barak she calls him and speaks to
him individually (Judges 4:6,14). And the song of praise in Judges 5:1 was sung by both
Deborah and Barak together. A confirming argument for this view is found in the case of
Huldah (2 Kings 22:14-20). She did not publicly proclaim God’ s word. Rather, she
explained in private the word of the Lord when Josiah sent messengersto her. She
exercised her prophetic ministry in away that did not obstruct male headship. The
prophetic ministry of Miriam is no exception to this, because she ministered only to
women. “Then Miriam, the prophetess, Aaron’s sister, took a tambourine in her hand, and
all the women followed her, with tambourines and dancing. Miriam sang to them . . .”
(Exodus 15:20, my italics).

(4) It is perhaps also significant that most of the other prominent judges in the book of
Judges are explicitly said to have been raised up by the Lord:* Othniel (3:9), Ehud (3:15),
Gideon (6:14), Jephthah (11:29), and Samson (13:25; 14:6). But in the case of Deborah,
there is no explicit statement that the Lord raised her up: we simply read, “Now Deborah,
aprophetess, the wife of Lappidoth, was judging Israel at that time” (Judges 4:4). | am
not suggesting that the Lord did not raise her up, for He did bring evident blessing to
Israel through her, but it may indicate that the nature of her role as a prophet and ajudge
was different from that of the other judgesin that she did not exercise leadership over
;nben as the other judges did. Such an observation harmonizes with the three points

ove.

Also, prophecy differs from teaching. Prophecy is based on spontaneous revelation (1
Corinthians 14:29-334), while teaching is an exposition of received revelation. A prophet,
therefore, does not hold the same office as a teacher. Prophets speak forth God's
revelation to the people, but the people go to the priestsin the Old Testament to receive
authoritative instruction based on tradition (Leviticus 10:11; Deuteronomy 21:5; Malachi
2:6-7). It isinstructive to note in the Old Testament that some women were prophets, but
never priests. It isthe priests who had the more settled and established positions of
leadership in Israel. Thisis not to deny that the Old Testament prophets spoke with great
authority. Indeed, they criticized priests who abused their authority. The point is that
prophecy isadifferent kind of gift from teaching, and when women functioned as
prophets they did so with a demeanor and attitude that supported male leadership.

In addition, Wayne Grudem has argued that the gift of prophecy in the New
Testament is not the same as the prophetic gift in the Old Testament.® Old Testament
prophets spoke the word of the Lord, and what they said was absolutely authoritative-no
part of it could be questioned or challenged. Every word was to be received as God's
very word. But the words of New Testament prophets do not have this kind of absolute
authority. Paul calls on the church to sort and sift the good from the bad in prophetic
utterances: “ Do not despise prophesying, but test everything; hold fast what is good” (1
Thessalonians 5:20-21, rsv; cf. 1 Corinthians 14:29-33a). When Paul says, “Two or three
prophets should speak, and the others should weigh carefully what is said” (1 Corinthians
14:29), he uses averb for “weigh carefully” (diakrino ) that means “to sort or sift some
things from others.” Thisimpliesthat in New Testament prophecies, not every word
would be understood to be the word of God. By contrast, in the Old Testament, a prophet
who spoke anything untrue was to be put to death (Deuteronomy 13:1-5; 18:20-22).
Instead, New Testament prophecies are handled not as authoritative words from God but
as spontaneous impressions or insights that may or may not be, either in whole or in part,
from God. Thus, the church must judge and evaluate propheciesin order to determine
whether they, either in whole or in part, are sound.
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Why is this distinction relevant to our discussion? It provides further evidence,
particularly with regard to New Testament prophecy, that the gift of prophecy is not as
authoritative as the gift of teaching.” Teaching involves a sustained and orderly
exposition of divine revelation already given, while prophecy in the New Testament
occurs when someone has a spontaneous revelation or impression, the whole or parts of
which may or may not be from the Lord. The church does not accept such “revelations’
uncritically, but weighs them carefully. Thus, the fact that women utter propheciesin
church does not logically imply that they can exercise ateaching gift over men, for the
two gifts are quite different.

To sum up, those women who had the authoritative gift of prophecy in the Old
Testament did not exerciseit in a public forum as male Old Testament prophets did. The
reason for thisisthat such a public exercise of authority would contradict male headship.
In the New Testament, women could prophecy in a public forum, but Grudem has shown
that prophecy in the New Testament is not as authoritative as either prophecy in the Old
Testament or teaching in the New Testament. And even if one were to reject Grudem’s
interpretation, 1 Corinthians 11:2-16 makes it clear that women who prophesied in the
New Testament were to do so in such away that they acknowledged and supported male
headship. Thus, the Biblical teaching on women prophets does not contradict male
headship; instead, it supports male leadership in the church.

B. Teaching and Spiritual Gifts

We noted above, however, that Priscillataught Apollos (Acts 18:26), and women
have all the spiritual gifts, including teaching (Titus 2:3-4) and leadership. Severa things
can be said in response to this: (1) It ishard to tell from the Acts account to what extent
Priscillataught Apollos, since both Priscillaand Aquila are named. It is precarious to
base much on thistext, sinceit is an argument from silence to say that Priscillawas the
primary teacher. (2) Evenif Priscilladid al the teaching, thisis not the same thing as
teaching publicly in an authoritative position of leadership. Surely, Abigail “taught”
David in the passage we looked at in 1 Samuel 25, but no one would say she had a
position of leadership over men. More is often established from the example of Priscilla
and Aquilathan is warranted from the text.? (3) The word Paul uses for teaching in Titus
2:4 is not the usual one, but derives from so phronizo , which means “to advise,
encourage, or urge.” In any case, this passage does not support women teaching men,
because the verses say that the older women are to teach the younger women. If anything,
this text supports the traditional view that sees a complementary but distinct role for
women.

(4) The argument from spiritual giftsis not phrased carefully enough. Women surely
have al the spiritual gifts, but does that mean that there are no restrictions regarding the
exercising of those gifts? If our interpretation of passages like 1 Timothy 2:11-15is
correct, then women cannot publicly exercise their spiritual gift of teaching over men.
Thisis not to deny that women have the gift of teaching or leadership. The point is that
they are primarily to exercise those gifts among women. The idea that women are to
exercise their gifts of leadership and teaching with other women harmonizes beautifully
with Paul’ sinstructions to older women in Titus 2:3ff. It isinappropriate hermeneutically
to conclude from Paul’ s teaching on spiritual gifts that there is no limitation on women in
ministry. One must consider all of Paul’ s teaching on the subject, and then what he says
about spiritual gifts should be integrated with his instructions elsewhere.

C. Women as Fellow-workers and Laborers

Several texts were cited above that spoke of women being fellow-workers and
laborers. Since these terms are often used of men who exercised leadership, and sincein
1 Corinthians 16:16 the church is called to submit to such, it was inferred that women had

leadership positionsin the church. But this argument is only convincing if these words
are technical termsfor positions of leadership, and it is not clear that the terms are
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technical. That women played a significant role in gospel ministry is clear from the use of
these terms, but it is unwarranted to derive from these terms alone the nature of their
ministry. The terms fellow-worker and laborer are vague. There are many ways that
women could have been fellow-workers and laborers without holding leadership
positions over men. The clear teaching of Paul elsewhere (1 Corinthians 11:2-16; 14:33b-
36; 1 Timothy 2:11-15) must be the guide for understanding the role of women rather
than the appeal to terms that are too vague to support the idea of women sharing full
leadership with men. Women could, for example, be prophets and probably deacons (see
below) without violating male leadership, and yet surely such women would be fellow-
workers and laborers.

It could still be objected that Paul says to be subject to every fellow-worker and
fellow laborer (1 Corinthians 16:16). Paul saysin verses 15-16, “Now, brethren, you
know that the household of Stephanas were the first convertsin Achaia, and they have
devoted themselves to the service of the saints. | urge you to be subject to such men and
to every fellow worker and laborer” (rsv). What is crucial to seeisthat the command to
be subject (hypotasso ) to every fellow-worker and laborer isfound in a particular
context, and thus it cannot be generalized to prove that women were church leaders.
Verses 15-16 make it clear that the household of Stephanas and others who worked with
them were the leaders in the Corinthian church.® There is no evidence in the context that
any of these fellow workers and laborers in Corinth were women. In fact, the only leader
mentioned, Stephanas, is clearly a man. Since the words fellow-worker and |aborer are
vague and can refer to men or women, there needs to be indisputable evidence that
women are included here as leadersin the church, especially since such leadership is not
stated elsewhere. Let me put the same argument another way: The words fellow-worker
and laborer do not indicate that someone is a church leader, although that does not mean
that these terms are never used of church leaders. All church leaders would be fellow-
}/(\;gékersi 55\nd laborers, but not all fellow-workers and laborers are necessarily church

ers

One other objection should be handled. Some may conclude that the reference to the
“household of Stephanas’ shows that women must be included. This argument, however,
proves too much. Surely, no one would say that the children in Stephanas’ s house were
church leaders, and yet they were part of his house. Those who want to prove that women
held positions of authority over men must prove their case with arguments from
indisputable examples rather than from the vague wording that Paul uses here.

D. and E. Women Deacons and Elders

Does not the inclusion of women as deacons, however, prove that they can hold an
authoritative office? We have seen that many think that Phoebe is called a deacon in
Romans 16:1. It should be noted, however, that the word diakonos, as we pointed out
above, is often ageneral term, and thus one cannot be sure that Phoebe was a deacon. ™
Anditisvery unlikely that the word prostatis (Romans 16:2) is being used to say that
Phoebe was a leader, as an examination of that verse shows. Paul commends Phoebe to
the Romans and says “help her in whatever matter she may have need of you; for she
herself has also been a helper [thisis the word some think should be translated “leader”]
of many, and of myself aswell (nasb).” That Phoebeis being called aleader hereis
improbable for three reasons. (1) It is highly improbable that Paul would say that Phoebe
held a position of authority over him. He says that about no one except Christ, not even
the Jerusalem apostles (Galatians 1:6-7, 11), so confident is he of his high authority as an
apostle (cf. 1 Corinthians 14:37-38; Galatians 1: 8-9; 2 Thessalonians 3:14). (2) There
seems to be a play on words between the word prostatis and the previous verb, pariste mi,
in 16:2. Paul saysto help (pariste mi) Phoebe because she has been ahelp (prostatls) to
many, including to Paul himself. It fits the context better to understand Paul as saying
“help Phoebe because she has been such a help to others and to me.” (3) Although the
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related masculine noun prostate s can mean “leader,” the actual feminine noun (prostatis)
does not take the meaning “leader” but is defined as “ protectress, patroness, hel per.”*?

With respect to women deacons, we need not come to afirm decision, for even if
women were deacons this does not refute our thesis regarding male governance in the
church.®® Even if women were appointed as deacons, they were not appointed as elders (1
Timothy 3:1-7; Titus 1:5-9). Two qualities demanded of elders-being apt to teach (1
Timothy 3:2) and governing of the church (1 Timothy 3:5)-are not part of the
responsibility of deacons (cf. also 1 Timothy 5:17; Titus 1:9; Acts 20:17, 28ff.). The
deacon’ stask consisted mainly in practical service to the needs of the congregation. This
is suggested by Acts 6:1-6, where the apostles devote themselves to prayer and the
ministry of the Word (6:4), while the seven are selected to care for the practical concern
of the daily distribution to widows.* Elders were given the responsibility to lead and
teach the congregation. Thus, women being appointed to the supportive and
complementary role of deacons supports the major thesis of this chapter, as does the
exclusion of women from the office of elder. So far, what we have seen is consistent with
the Old Testament pattern. Women in the Old Testament functioned occasionally as
prophets but not as priests. In the New Testament, women functioned as prophets and
probably deacons but not as elders.™

Some have argued for women elders, as we have seen above, from the “chosen lady”
in 2 John and Paul’ s reference to women who teach in Titus 2:3ff. The “chosen lady” in 2
John is almost certainly not an individual woman but a reference to the church.™ (1) John
uses the second person plural in verses 6, 8, 10, and 12. The plural demonstratesthat heis
not writing to one person only; he iswriting to an entire church. (2) Second John is much
more general and less specific than 3 John. Third John was clearly written to an
individual, Gaius, but the lack of specificity in 2 John suggests that a community is being
addressed rather than an individual. (3) The description of the church asa“lady” accords
well with the rest of Scripture. Paul and John both portray the church as Christ’s bride
(Ephesians 5:22-33; Revelation 19:7). The new Jerusalem is described as a bride
(Revelation 21:2). In the Old Testament, Israel is often portrayed as awoman (Isaiah
54:1; Jeremiah 6:23; 31:21; Lamentations 4.3, 22). (4) The distinction between the “lady”
and “her children” in 2 John does not suggest that she is distinct from her children. The
“lady” isthe church as awhole; the “children” are simply the individual members of the
church.

Those who find a reference to women elders in Titus 2:3 are clearly mistaken. Paul
uses the word presbytidas here, which means “older women.” The usual word for
“elders” who served in church office in the Bibleisrelated but different: presbyteros
(Acts11:30; 14:23; 15:2, 4, 6, 22ff.; 16:4; 20:17; 21:18; 1 Timothy 5:17, 19; Titus 1:5;
James 5:14; 1 Peter 5:1, 5). Now, someone might say that Paul uses this different word
because in Titus 2:3 he is referring to women elders. The problem with thisisthat the
usual word for “elders,” presbyteros, could easily have been made feminine (presbytera)
if Paul wanted to refer to women elders. Paul did not use afeminine form of the word
presbyteros here; he used a distinct word that never refersto elders.

Titus 2:2 demonstrates clearly that Paul was not speaking of women eldersin Titus
2:3. In verse 2, Paul addresses the “older men.” Now it is clear that Paul is not referring
to elders here who hold a church office of authority, for he does not use the word that
indicates such an office, presbyteros. Instead, Paul uses aword that always refersto
“older men,” presbytas (cf. Luke 1:18; Philemon 9). Paul could have used the word for
eldersthat conveys church officein Titus 2:2, but instead he used a distinct word that
refers to older men. He uses the related word that refers to older women in Titus 2:3.
Thus, there is no doubt that Paul is speaking of older women in Titus 2:3, not of women
elders.

F. Women Apostles
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Of course, if Junias was a woman apostle (Romans 16:7), then atension is created
between the apostleship of Junias (if Junias was a woman) and the other arguments
adduced in this chapter, for apostles were certainly the most authoritative messengers of
God in the New Testament. But it should be said from the outset that this passageis
unclear. Now, some scholars contend that lack of clarity isalso aproblem in texts like 1
Corinthians 11:2-16 and 1 Timothy 2:11-15, but the passages are not analogous in one
respect. Thetextsin First Corinthians and Timothy, although they have their difficulties,
contain a sustained argument, and the basic thrust of the passagesis clear. Here, however,
we have a single verse, and the meaning of that verseis not altogether clear. The passage
isunclear in three ways. (1) It cannot be definitely established that Junias was a woman.
The name may be a contraction of aman’s name, Junianus.'” Of course, if thisistrue,
then the text isirrelevant for the question before us. (2) Even though some scholars claim
confidently that the verse means that Andronicus and Junias are outstanding apostles, it is
also possible that the text is saying that they are “outstanding in the eyes of the apostles.”
(3) Even if we grant that Paul is speaking of awoman and he designates her as a
distinguished apostle, what does he mean by the word apostle here? It is by no means
clear that he is assigning Junias the same position that he assigns to himself, the twelve,
and James (1 Corinthians 15:7; Galatians 1:19). The word apostle in Paul could be used
in anon-technical way refer to “messengers’ or “representatives’ (2 Corinthians 8:23;
Philippians 2:25). In any case, the verse is too ambiguous to be used to establish the
notion that there were female apostles in the technical sense. (See also Chapter 2,
Question 38 in this volume.)

In contrast, it is remarkable that Jesus did not select a single female apostle, and the
other clearly apostolic figures in the New Testament are men: Paul, James, and Barnabas.
Not one indisputable example of afemale apostle can be given in the New Testament. G.
Bilezikian says that Jesus chose twelve men to be His apostles because of the “ cultural
constraints’ that would have made the ministry of women “unacceptable.”*® There are at
least two problems with this view. (1) Nowhere else does Jesus give in to cultural
pressures when amoral issueis at stake. To imply that He gave in for this reason
impugns His courage and integrity. Jesus associated with tax-collectors and sinners,
healed on the sabbath, commended Gentiles who had great faith, and rebuked the scribes
and Pharisees. All of these actions brought considerable cultural pressure on Jesus, and
yet He continued to do what He thought was right. Thus, it is unlikely that Jesus did not
appoint afemale apostle because of merely cultural reasons. (2) If, as Bilezikian asserts,
Junias was an apostle, then Jesus' reluctance to appoint a woman apostle becomes even
more blameworthy. For just afew years after Jesus' resurrection, the church (according
to Bilezikian) is willing to appoint female apostles. Had the culture changed so
dramatically in the few years since Jesus' ministry that now such appointments were
feasible? Bilezikian's view suggests that the early church was even more courageous than
Jesus, and thisis surely incorrect!

It should also be said that some who argue for no restrictions on women in ministry
argue from isolated and ambiguous verses, such as Romans 16:7 or Priscilla s teaching of
Apollosin Acts 18:26. Others have appeal ed to the fact that there were churchesin a
woman'’ s house, but that says nothing about who the leaders of the church were. The
church met in Mary’ s house in Acts 12:12, but there is no reason to think Mary was the
leader of the church in that situation. If awoman has a Bible study in her house today,
that is no indication that she is the leader of that study. It isalso irrelevant to appeal to the
fact that Jesus spoke to the Samaritan woman, treated women with dignity, and appeared
to them first after His resurrection. Of course, Jesus treated women with dignity and
respect, and we should learn from His example. But such examples are not directly
relevant in discussing women in leadership roles.

G. Conclusion
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In conclusion, men sometimes have gone farther than Scripture and suppressed the
valuable ministry contributions of women. There are innumerable ministries with which a
woman can become involved in order to further God' s kingdom on earth. The ministries
women do become involved in, however, should be complementary and supportive of the
male leadership in the church. Such a supportive ministry does not rule out every public
ministry of women when men are Eresent. Many borderline cases depend on the
demeanor and attitude of women.™ There are inevitably some gray areas in applying any
basic principle of Scripture. Nevertheless, in my opinion, it is clear that Biblical writers
consistently ascribe ultimate responsibility to men for the leadership of the church.

IV. Valuable Ministries of Women

This chapter should not end on a negative note, for even though there are some
restrictions on women in ministry, we want to highlight the valuable ministries of women
in the church today. One could get the impression from this chapter that the main burden
of Scriptureisto limit women in ministry. Actually, Scripture lays only afew restrictions
upon women. Indeed, the possibilities for ministry for women are myriad. It is not the
case that there is nothing for women to do and so they might as well while away their
time watching television.

No woman could possibly say that if there are some restrictions on women in
ministry, then there is nothing valuable for her to do. Surely there is more work to do
than can possibly be accomplished by men alone. Billions of people need to hear the
gospel (most of them women and children), many people in our culture are without
Christ, or they are hurting in innumerable ways. There is so much to do to advance the
gospel of Christ that no woman should fear that there is no place for her ministry.

One of the most significant ministries for women (and men too!) is prayer. Without
prayer, God’ s kingdom work on earth will not advance. If in practice we put prayer low
on the list of our priorities, then we are actually saying that it is not crucial. How we need
arevival of prayer in the church today, and a seeking after God that is intense and full of
faith! What a significant ministry women can have in prayer for the work of God on
earth!® Both women and men should ask God to pour out His Spirit on us so that the
message of the gospel will go forth in power.

Women have advanced the gospel in missions, are advancing it, and will continue to
advanceit. A wife can aid her husband in innumerable ways in setting up amission
station. And as awife she can exert, by word and quiet example, a remarkable impact on
agodless culture, especially since so many peoplein that culture will be women and
children. And | think women can proclaim the gospel to men in those cultures, for 1
Timothy 2:11-15 prohibits only authoritative teaching to a group of Christians within the
church, not evangelism to those outside the church. Such proclamation of the gospel is
not limited to men. She should clearly explain, however (as many missionary women
have done in history), that men should assume leadership rolesin the governance and
teaching ministry of the church as soon asiit is established.

Titus 2:3-5 indicates that mature women have the responsibility of instructing
younger women regarding alife of godliness. There are more women in evangelical
churches today than men, and how the church needs godly women who will instruct
younger women in the Christian lifel Any woman who has a gift for teaching will find
great fulfillment in instructing other women in thisway. The church isin great need of
women who are theologically and Biblically sound to instruct younger women in the
matters of the faith.

There are aso some ways in which women can instruct both men and women, in my
opinion, if the function of authoritative teaching to men isnot involved. Thus, itis
appropriate for women who travel as speakers to address a mixed audience as articulate
and thoughtful representatives of afeminine perspective on many experiences of life.
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One thinks here of the ministry of Elisabeth Elliot, whom God has used significantly.
Moreover, women can exercise their creative gifts through writing, including the writing
of curriculum, fiction, non-fiction, scholarly writing about Scripture, and editing. Severa
of today’s most widely read Christian books have been written by women.

There are so many ministries today in which awoman can advance the cause of
Christ and righteousness! | will list afew here so that one can get some idea of the wide
scope available: engaging in persona witnessing and joining campus organizations
committed to spreading the gospel, ministering to the sick and elderly, fighting against
abortion, fighting against pornography, helping with literacy, writing to government
leaders to support the cause of righteousness, helping the disabled, aiding the poor,
ministering in prisons, counseling and praying with the troubled and confused, supporting
missionaries and the church financially, visiting newcomers to the church, extending
hospitality to the lonely, using artistic gifts by ministering in music, the visua arts,
drama, and theater, helping in youth ministry, etc.

Probably one of the most significant ministry roles for women, although it is not their
only role, istheir role as wives and mothers. Paul says that mature women are to “train
the younger women to love their husbands and children” (Titus 2:4). One thinks of the
godly mothersin Scripture like Sarah, Hannah, Ruth, and Mary. What a significant role
they played in the history of redemption as wives and mothers! Their influence on their
husbands and children is still not fully known to us. Countless unknown wives and
mothers have had a tremendous impact on their husbands and children, and the influence
of these women will only be revealed on the day of redemption. What atragedy it is that
women'’ srole as wives and mothers is often viewed as second best today! God has
ordained that most women will find the greatest fulfillment in these very callings, and
those who do should also realize that the example of their lives, lived faithfully with “the
unfading beauty of agentle and quiet spirit” (1 Peter 3:4), will have alasting effect on
many others around them.

Another areain which women can have a powerful ministry iswith children in the
church. Of course, not all women are intended to work with children. But churches are
crying out today for women to work with children, and it is harder and harder to find
women who are available. | think part of the reason isthat our culture, even in the church,
does not think such aministry is very honorable or significant. Now, we need men to
work with children as well, but, as other parts of this book show, women are particularly
fitted by God to work with children. How we need women who love children to help
mold our children in churches and schools by teaching and example!

Of course, other examples of significant ministry by women could be mentioned, but
as we noted, the possibilitiesin a hurting and lost world are endless. God has fitted
women for particular ministries for their own fulfillment and satisfaction and for His
glory. Such ministry builds up the body of Christ so that the church can truly accomplish
itswork in the world.

Endnotes to Chapter Eleven

1. The argument for full inclusion of women in ministry presented here has been set
forth by many authors, although there are differences among them. For a defense of full
inclusion of women in every ministry similar to the position sketched here, see the
following: A. J. Gordon, “The Ministry of Women,” Missionary Review of the World 7
(1894): 910-921; A. H. Stouffer, “The Ordination of Women: Yes,” Christianity Today
20 (February 1981): 256-259; S. S. Bartchy, “Power, Submission, and Sexual Identity
Among the Early Christians,” in Essays on New Testament Christianity, ed. C. R. Wetzel
(Cincinnati: Standard Publishing, 1978), pp. 64-67 and 70-74; L. Scanzoni and N.
Hardesty, All We're Meant to Be, rev. ed. (Nashville: Abingdon, 1986) pp. 78-81 and 85-
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90; Patricia Gundry, Woman Be Free (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1977), pp. 89-104;
E. Margaret Howe, Women and Church Leadership (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
1982) 30-36; Gilbert Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles: A Guide for the Study of Female
Rolesin the Bible (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1985), pp. 193-206; P. B.
Payne, “Libertarian Women in Ephesus. A Response to Douglas J. Moo’ s Article, ‘1
Timothy 2:11-15: Meaning and Significance,’” Trinity Journal 2 (1981): 173-175, 183-
185, and 190-197; J. Sigountos and M. Shank, “Public Roles for Women in the Pauline
Church: A Reappraisal of the Evidence,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society
26 (1983): 283-295; K. Snodgrass, “Paul and Women,” Covenant Quarterly 34 (1976): 3-
13; A. B. Spencer, Beyond the Curse: Women Called to Ministry (Nashville: Thomas
Nelson, 1985), pp. 64-120.

2. Another argument in favor of woman deacons s that Paul says nothing about the
wives of eldersin 1 Timothy 3:1-7. Such an omission is hard to explain if heis speaking
of the wives of deaconsin 1 Timothy 3:11. One would expect that higher qualifications
would be demanded of wives of elders than of wives of deacons. But if Paul isreferring
to women who were deacons, then the omission of women among eldersis because
women could not be elders, although they could be deacons. Of course, those who argue
for full inclusion of women do not use this particular argument because it would exclude
women from being elders, even though they could be deacons.

3. That prophetesses in the Old Testament did not proclaim the word of the Lord
publicly is aso argued by Origen. He thinks the same pattern was followed in the New
Testament, but 1 Corinthians 11:5 and 14:29-33a make this | atter assertion questionable.
For the original text of Origen’s comments, see “Origen on 1 Corinthians,” Journal of
Theological Studies 10 (1908-09): 41-42, LXX1V.279-280. For an English trandation,
see R. Gryson, The Ministry of Women in the Early Church (Collegeville, MN:
Liturgical Press, 1976), pp. 28-29.

4. Less prominent judges are only treated with a summary of one to three verses:
Shamgar (3:31), Tola(10:1-2), Jair (10:3-5), Ibzan (12:8-10), Elon (12:11-12), and
Abdon (12:13-15). The author devotes more attention to Abimelech (9:1-57), but he was
clearly wicked and there is no indication that the Lord empowered or called him. All
citations from Scripture in this paragraph are from the nasb.

5. Isaiah 3:12 should also be noted, where | saiah asserts that women ruling over men
isasign of God’sjudgment: “O My people! Their oppressors are children, and women
rule over them. O My people! Those who guide you lead you astray, and confuse the
direction of your paths’ (nasb). Note the theme of judgment in Isaiah 3:1-4. Surely
Deborah’srole as ajudge was not the same as what |saiah condemns here. Thus, we can
conclude that Deborah’ s role as prophet and judge was not exercised in such away that
sheruled over men.

6. Such adistinction, of course, raises many questions. For a careful explanation of
all theissuesinvolved, see Wayne Grudem, “ Prophecy—Y es, But Teaching—No: Paul’s
Consistent Advocacy of Women's Participation Without Governing Authority,” Journal
of the Evangelical Theological Society 30 (1987): 11-23. For a more extensive treatment
of the same issue, see Grudem, The Gift of Prophecy in the New Testament and Today
(Westchester, IL; Crossway, 1988).

7. Tertullian also made a distinction between prophecy and teaching, allowing
prophetic utterances by women but not teaching. See On the Veiling of Virgins, 9,1;
Against Marcion, 5, 8, 11.

8. The same point could be made regarding Colossians 3:16. That text refers not to
public authoritative teaching by believers but to the mutual instruction and
encouragement that occur when the community is gathered.
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suggested by 1 Clement 42:4 (95 a.d.), which reminds the Corinthians that the apostles
appointed their “first fruits’ (aparche ) as overseers and deacons, an apparent reference to
the household of Stephanas, which is called the “first fruits (trandlated “first converts’ by
rsv) of Achaia’ in 1 Corinthians 16:15.

10. Moreover, the word fellow worker in 1 Corinthians 16:16 is not from the noun
form (sunergos), which occurs thirteen times elsewhere in the New Testament. Instead,
Paul uses the participia form of the verb sunergeeo . This verbal form is not necessarily a
technical term for those who possess governing authority in the church, because in other
contexts in the New Testament the verb isused in a general and non-technical way (cf.
Romans 8:28; James 2:22). It is also most likely in the context that the fellow workers of
Paul are described as “my fellow worker(s)” or “our fellow worker” (cf. Romans 16:3, 9,
21; 2 Corinthians 8:23; Philippians 4:3; 1 Thessalonians 3:2; Philemon 1, 24).

11. One of the problems with the otherwise fine study of E. E. Ellis (*Paul and His
Co-Workers,” Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Early Christianity [Grand Rapids, M :
Eerdmans, 1978], pp. 3-22) isthat he interprets the terms diakonos and adel phos more
technically than the evidence warrants. Both terms are often used in avery general way
and often do not refer to specific ministry roles. Since diakonosis particularly relevant
for our discussion, | list the texts where it occurs so that the evidence can be examined:
Matthew 20:26; 22:13; 23:11; Mark 9:35; 10:43; John 2.5, 9; 12:26; Romans 13:4(2);
15:8; 16:1; 1 Corinthians 3:5; 2 Corinthians 3:6; 6:4; 11:15(2), 23; Galatians 2:17;
Ephesians 3:7; 6:21; Philippians 1:1; Colossians 1.7, 23, 25; 4.7; 1 Timothy 3:8, 12; 4.6.

12. Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early
Christian Literature, 2nd ed., trans. William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, rev. F.
Wilbur Gingrich and Frederick W. Danker (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979;
henceforward cited as BAGD), p. 718.

13. Although I incline to the opposite view for the reasons mentioned earlier in this
chapter, there are several good arguments to the effect that women could not be deacons.
We have noted previously that the use of the word diakonos (Romans 16:1) with
reference to Phoebe does not establish that she was a deacon since the word is most often
used of ministry in ageneral sense without any clear implication of church office. And a
number of arguments can be adduced for the view that the women referred toin 1
Timothy 3:11 should be understood to be the wives of deacons rather than deacons:

(1) The qualification “husband of but onewife” in 1 Timothy 3:12 would naturally
exclude women.

(2) Since the subject in verses 8-10 and 12-13 is male deacons, it would be unusual to
switch the subject to female deacons in the middle of the discussion (verse 11) without
giving explicit indication of that fact by some phrase such as “the women who serve as
deacons likewise must be serious. . . . ©

(3) A requirement for the wives of deacons would be appropriate in this context, since
Paul sees the status and conduct of aman’s family as an essential qualification for church
office (1 Timothy 3:2, 4-5, 12).

(4) The word likewise (ho sauto s) in verse 11 does not necessarily prove that women
were deacons, because Paul may be commanding the wives to have the same virtues as
the male deacons without implying that they shared the same office. For example, in 1
Timothy 5:25 Paul uses the same word likewise to compare good deeds with the sins
described in verse 24, but no one would claim from this comparison that sins and good
deeds are the same thing. Similarly, the injunction to the older women in Titus 2:3, which
isintroduced with likewise, does not imply that the older women are the same as the
older men of Titus 2:2.
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(5) Furthermore, the lack of a possessive genitive with gunaikas does not rule out the
possibility that these women are wives of deacons, since elsewhere in the New Testament
the possessive genitive is not used when it is clearly the case that the women or men
being described are wives and husbands (cf. Colossians 3:18-19; Ephesians 5:22-25; 1
Corinthians 7:2-4, 11, 14, 33; Matthew 18:25; Mark 10:2).

In conclusion, it cannot be established with certainty that women were deacons,
although for the reasons stated earlier | am inclined to think they were.

14. Actually, the seven in Acts 6 are not called deacons, but they seem to carry out
the function of deacons, and the verb related to the noun deacon isused in 6:2.

15. G. D. Fee, however, in 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus (NIBC; Peabody, MA;
Hendrickson, 1988), p. 22, argues that the term elders was used as “a covering term for
both overseers and deacons.” He sayson p. 78, “It is altogether likely that both
‘overseers’ and ‘deacons come under the larger category presbyteroi (‘elders’).” If Feeis
correct, then it would be wrong to distinguish between elders and deacons as | have done
above, athough one could still legitimately distinguish between overseers and deacons.
But Fee's claim that both overseers and deacons belong to the larger category called
“elders’ is hard to sustain and should be rejected for the following reasons. (1) The New
Testament nowhere identifies “elders’ and “deacons’ so that the latter would be
construed as a subcategory of the former. (2) Thereisaclear and indisputable distinction
between “overseers’ (episkopoi) and “deacons’ (Philippians 1:1; 1 Timothy 3:1-13). (3)
But it isalso clear that overseers and elders are two terms used to describe the same
office. In Titus 1.5, Titusis charged to appoint “elders’ in every city, and yet when Paul
speaks of qualifications for this office he refersto an “overseer” in Titus 1:7. The singular
episkopos (“overseer”) in Titus 1.7 (and 1 Timothy 3:1-2) is generic and there is no
indication that only one overseer isin view. Thus, these two terms describe the same
office. Such an identification is confirmed by Acts 20:17-38. In verse 17 Paul summons
the “elders’ of the Ephesian church in order to address them. However, in verse 28 these
same “elders’ are called “overseers.” So once again we see that “elders’ and “ overseers’
are two different terms for the same office. (4) Fee does not give any evidence to support
his claim that eldersis a covering term for both overseers and deacons, and the evidence
we have adduced above points in the opposite direction. Thus, Fee' s unsubstantiated
assertion has no clear evidence to support it.

16. For adefense of thisinterpretation, see: R. E. Brown, The Epistles of John
(Anchor Bible; Garden City: Doubleday, 1982), pp. 651-655; S. S. Smalley, 1, 2, 3 John
(Word Bible Commentary; Waco, TX: Word, 1984), p. 318; J. R. W. Stott, The Epistles
of John (Tyndale New Testament Commentary; Grand Rapids, M1: Eerdmans, 1964), pp.
200-202.

17. A. T. Robertson, in A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of
Historical Research (Nashville: Broadman, 1934), pp. 171-173, shows that such
contraction of names was common in Greek and lists numerous examples in the Greek
New Testament; cf. F. Blassand A. Debrunner, A Grammar of the New Testament and
Other Early Christian Literature, trans. R. W. Funk (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1961), henceforward cited as BDF], sec. 125). A. Spencer (Beyond the Curse, 101)
responds that lounian in Romans 16:7 could not be a shortened form of the common
man’ s name Junianus because Latin names formed diminutives (or “nicknames’) by
lengthening, not shortening the name. But Spencer either misunderstands or inaccurately
misrepresents the data here, for Paul iswriting in Greek, not Latin, and Robertson (p.
171; similarly, BDF, sec. 125[2]) notes that “this custom of giving short pet-names. . .
was used not merely with Greek names, but also with foreign names brought into the
Greek.” While Spencer cites James Hope Moulton and George Milligan, The VVocabulary
of the Greek New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, [1930] 1976), p. 306, to
show that “Junias’ as aman’s name has yet to be found in extra-Biblical sources, she
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failsto mention that in that same entry (p. 306) they say that lounian in Romans 16:7 “is
probably a contracted form of lunianus, which is common in the inscriptions.” In sum, no
lexicon or grammar takes Spencer’s view that lounias in Romans 16:7 could not be a
shortened form of the man’s name Junianus, and all who comment on it (Robertson,

BDF, BAGD, Thayer, and Moulton & Milligan) say not only that it could be but that it
probably or possibly isaman’s name. See further the discussion of thisissue in Chapter 2
of this volume, Question 38.

18. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, p. 236.

19. Thisis not to deny, of course, that the demeanor and attitude of men are
important as well. The point is that Scripture teaches that women should support male
headship by their demeanor and attitude; men are also to be humble and servants, but
their demeanor and attitude is not intended to support women in authority.

20. See E. Christenson with V. Blake, What Happens When Women Pray (Wheaton,
IL: Victor Books, 1975).
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Chapter 12

MEN AND WOMEN

INTHE IMAGE OF GOD
John M. Frame

The ideathat we are made in the image of God has given comfort and moral stimulus
to many. But what does it mean? The basic ideais simple.! An “image” is a picture or
statue. Israel was forbidden to worship images, but, perhaps surprisingly, Scripture
teaches that there is atrue image of God, ourselves.

An image resembles and represents the one it pictures.? Let uslook at each of these
functionsin turn.

l. Resemblance

To say that we are God’ simage isto say that we are like God. To be sure, in many
ways God is very different from us (Isaiah 46:5; 55:8ff.). But Scripture often compares
God to human beings, even deducing from our physical make-up what God must be like
(Psalm 94:9). How are we like God?

A. Human Nature As Such

First, everything we are islike God. We are the image of God (1 Corinthians 11:7).
To say weare“in” God'simageisto say that we are made “to be’ the image of God.

| would infer that everything we are reflects God in some way, though of course
everything we areis aso different from God! Our souls, bodies, reason, will, goodness
are like God, but also unlike Him, for He is the Creator, paradigm and infinite exemplar
of these qualities. Even sin images God in perverse sorts of ways. In sinning, Eve sought
to be like God (Genesis 3:5), not by imitating His goodness, but by coveting His
prerogatives. And all sinismoral decision, afaculty that we share uniquely with God and
the angels.

So human nature itself is the image of God. But more must be said. The fact that we
image God in the totality of our being does not discourage but rather encourages us to
find more specific kinds of correspondence.* So we move ahead.

B. Mora Excellence

When Scripture mentions specific ways in which people resemble God or Jesus
Christ, it usually focuses on moral qualities like righteousness (Ephesians 4:24), ethical
perfection (Matthew 5:48), purity (1 John 3:2ff., 9), love (John 13:14, 35ff.; Titus 3:4; 1
John 3:10, 16-18; 4:7-20), forgiveness (Matthew 6:14ff.; Colossians 3:13), humility
(Philippians 2:3-11), holiness (Ephesians 4:24; Leviticus 19:1), and knowledge
(Colossians 3:10).° Following John Murray, | call these qualities of “moral excellence,”
thereby distinguishing them from the mere fact (see below, C) that we are capable of
making moral decisions.® Moral qualities are important in Scripture, because Scriptureis
the story of how God restores His righteousness in the world.

God renews His people. And that renewal is arenewal in theimage of Jesus Christ (1
Corinthians 15:49; 1 John 3:2ff.). Christian love is defined as the imitation of Jesus,
especialy His atonement (John 13:34ff.; 15:12; 2 Corinthians 3:18; Ephesians 5:2;
Philippians 2:5-11; 3:21; 1 John 3:11-16; 4:10ff.). Christ is the image of God (2
Corinthians 4:4; Colossians 1:15; Hebrews 1:3, cf. John 1:18; 12:45; 14:9). Adam
defaced the image of God in which he was made, but Jesus honored and glorified the God
whom He supremely pictured and represented. Salvation transfers us from the old
humanity dead in Adam to a new humanity alive in Christ (Romans 5:12-19; 1
Corinthians 15:22, 45-49). As Adam begat sonsin his defaced image of God (Genesis
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5:1ff.), so Christ’s children bear His pure image.” Thus the Lord removes from us the
distortions of the image due to sin and leads us toward a perfect likeness to God.

[llustration: In photocopying, you can make copies from another copy aslong as the
latter is perfect. If you try to copy from adefaced copy, you will get defaced images. The
only recourse isto go back to the original or to a perfect copy. To be restored in God's
image, God must turn us away from our fallen nature in Adam and re-create us in Jesus
Christ, who is both the original (John 1:1) and a perfect copy (Hebrews 1:3).

The Old Testament writers never said explicitly that the image of God was defaced by
sin and required divine renewal. That theme emerges clearly for the first time in the New
Testament, for the New Testament writers saw in Jesus what the image of God was really
supposed to be.®

C. Mora Agency

Some theol ogians have argued that since God’ s image involves righteousness and
holiness, Adam must have lost the image altogether when he fell into sin.® The
unredeemed sinner, surely, is bereft of ethical knowledge,™ righteousness and holiness
(Genesis 6:5; 8:21; Romans 3:10-18; 8:5-8)."" Scripture, however, does speak of man
after the fall as bearing the image o