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Male and female be created them....

And behold, it was very good.
GENESIS 1:27, 31
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n 1991, John Piper and I published a collection of essays by twenty-two authors titled
Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood: A Response to Evangelical Feminism
(Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 1991). We are grateful to God for the positive response it
received: It was named Christianity Today’s “Book of the Year” in 1992 and it continues to be
widely read. It remains the standard defense of the complementarian! position on manhood and

Preface

womanhood.

Yet for some time I have thought that another book was needed to supplement Recovering

Biblical Manhood and Womanhood in several ways:

1.
2.

to answer new arguments made by evangelical feminists since 1991;

to summarize the results of new scholarly research in one place and in a form that
can be understood by non-specialists;

to adopt a user-friendly format that would enable readers quickly to find a fair
summary of egalitarian? arguments from the last thirty years, references to the
best egalitarian literature supporting each argument, and clearly written answers
to each of those arguments;

to provide an updated assessment of where the evangelical world is heading on
this issue, along with actual policy statements about men and women in leader-
ship from dozens of denominations and parachurch groups; and

to warn about troubling trends in the evangelical feminist camp that indicate
increasing movement toward theological liberalism through various types of
interpretation that imply a rejection of the effective authority of Scripture in
our lives.

For these reasons, I have written this book.

The first two chapters contain a positive view of men and women in our similarities and dif-
ferences as created by God. They can be read on their own, even if someone does not read the rest

1. We chose complementarian to stand for our view that men and women are equal and different—equal in value

and personhood, but different in roles in marriage and the church. (See also 639—40.)

2. Throughout this book I use egalitarian and evangelical feminist as synonyms that both refer to the view that
the Bible does not teach different roles for men and women in marriage or the church that are based on gender
alone (apart from our obvious physical differences). An egalitarian would say that there is no unique leadership
role that belongs to the husband in a marriage, and that all governing and teaching roles in the church should

be open to both men and women alike.
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of the book. Chapters 3—12 then answer 118 arguments that evangelical feminists have made in an
attempt to deny that any unique leadership role is reserved for men in marriage or in the church.

In chapter 13 I argue that many of these egalitarian arguments reveal a dismaying trend to
deny the full authority of the Bible. This makes evangelical feminism a new path into liberalism
as it leads to an increasing rejection of the authority of Scripture in our lives. I am troubled that
even those egalitarian authors who do not explicitly deny the Bible’s authority still refrain from
renouncing the approaches of those who do, and that the influential egalitarian organization
Christians for Biblical Equality promotes on its website all of the authors that I quote who deny
the authority of Scripture in the ways I list in that chapter.

In chapter 14 I survey the current positions of many evangelical denominations and para-
church organizations on this issue and attempt to explain why many have adopted an
egalitarian position. My conclusion at the end of the discussion is that evangelicals who believe
the Bible will ultimately have to choose between evangelical feminism and biblical truth.

The appendices contain important material that cannot easily be found elsewhere, such as a
collection of policy statements on women in ministry from several dozen denominations and para-
church groups, a list of over fifty ancient texts where the Greek word kephale (“head”) means
“person in authority,” and a complete list of quotations of all eighty-two examples of the word
authenteo (“to exercise authority”) from ancient literature (in English translation). I
included these lists of actual examples of disputed words because they give all readers fair
access to the original data upon which to base a decision about the meanings of those words.

The appendices also include a recent review I wrote of the influential book by William
Webb, Slaves, Women, and Homosexuals (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001),
three reviews of the book 7 Suffer Not @ Woman by Richard and Catherine Kroeger (Grand
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1992), a recounting of procedures used by egalitarians to gain
approval of women’s ordination in the church of England (written by a bishop who opposed
that action), and a reprint of a detailed scholarly article I wrote in 2001 on the meaning of
the much-disputed Greek word kegphale (“head”) in ancient literature.

Lintend this book to be useful for all Christians who are wondering what to believe about
biblical manhood and womanhood. It should especially be useful for college and seminary stu-
dents, church study committees, and pastors and Bible study leaders looking for a summary of
arguments on both sides of this issue. It will also provide a useful handbook for Christians to
consult when they seek answers to arguments from their egalitarian friends.

But I think the book will also be useful for those who are not engaged in any controversy
but who simply want to understand more deeply what the Bible teaches about men and women
and about our similarities and differences as created by God in His infinite wisdom.

Controversy is never easy, but God in His grace often allows controversies to bring us to
deeper understanding of His Word and deeper love and trust for Him. This has been true
throughout history as Christians have grown in their understanding of the Bible when they had
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to ponder and seek to answer controversial viewpoints on topics such as the Trinity, the person
of Christ, justification by faith, the inerrancy of the Bible, and so forth. And so it has been in this
controversy as well. As I have taught and written and debated about this topic for the past twenty-
seven years, I know that God has given me a deeper love and appreciation for my wife, Margaret,
a deeper respect for the wisdom that God gives to both women and men, a deeper desire to see
women as well as men using all the gifts God has given them for the good of the church, and a
deeper appreciation for the amazing wisdom of God in creating men and women so wonderfully
equal in many ways, vet so delightfully different in many other ways.

One danger of controversy is that it can overwhelm us to the point that we lose our joy. With
regard to this issue, there is a risk of being so entangled in controversy that we lose the joy of
being men and women. I hope this book will enable women to rejoice once again that God has
made them women, and men to rejoice once again that God has made them men. I hope that
we will be able to look at each other once again as brothers and sisters in God’s family and feel
something of the joy that God felt just after He first created us male and female: “And God saw
everything that he had made, and behold, it was very good” (Genesis 1:31).

Another danger of controversy is that we can lose our tempers or lash out in anger at those
with whom we disagree. When we do this we forget what the New Testament teaches us about
how we are to disagree with others:

And the Lord’s servant must not be quarrelsome but kind to everyone, able to teach,
patiently enduring evil, correcting his opponents with gentleness. God may perhaps
grant them repentance leading to a knowledge of the truth.

(2 Timothy 2:24-25)

Who is wise and understanding among you? By his good conduct let him show his
works in the meekness of wisdom.... But the wisdom from above is first pure, then
peaceable, gentle, open to reason, full of mercy and good fruits, impartial and sin-
cere. And a harvest of righteousness is sown in peace by those who make peace
(James 3:13, 17-18).

I have tried to follow these principles even when I disagree very directly with my egalitarian
brothers and sisters in this book. I hope others who read this book will seek to obey these verses
as well, and T hope readers will call it to my attention if I have been unfaithful to these verses in
anything I wrote in this book.

Another danger of controversy is the temptation to passivity and to avoidance of an impor-
tant issue that the Lord is asking us to deal with in our generation. I have been saddened to hear
of churches and institutions that decide not to take any position regarding roles of men and
women in marriage and the church. “It’s too controversial,” people have told me.

But this was not the practice of the apostle Paul. He was the greatest evangelist in the
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history of the world, but his concern to reach the lost did not lead him to shrink back from
declaring unpopular doctrines if they were part of the Word of God. He told the elders of the
church at Ephesus: “I testify to you this day that I am innocent of the blood of all of you, for I
did not shrink from declaring to you the whole counsel of God” (Acts 20:26-27).

The implication is that if he had avoided some unpopular teachings in the Word of God, he
would have to answer to the Lord for his negligence on the Last Day (see 2 Corinthians 5:10).

There is a parallel today. If a pastor or other ministry leader decides not to teach about
male headship in the home, and if marriages in his church begin to experience the conflict and
disintegration that result from the dominant feminist mindset of our secular culture, then he
cannot say like Paul, “I am innocent of the blood of all of you.” He cannot say at the end of his
life that he has been a faithful steward of the responsibility entrusted to him (1 Corinthians
4:1-5). Those who avoid teaching on unpopular topics that are taught in God’s Word have for-
gotten their accountability before God for their congregations: “They are keeping watch over
your souls, as those who will have to give account” (Hebrews 13:17).

Churches and institutions that decide not to take any position on this issue are in fact tak-
ing a position anyway. They are setting themselves up for continual leftward movement and
continual erosion of their obedience to Scripture (see chapters 13 and 14 for several examples).
A church or organization that decides to have no policy on this issue will keep ratcheting left
one cog at a time, in the direction of the main pressures of the culture. I hope this book will
keep that process from happening in many churches and parachurch organizations.

I have dedicated this book to Austin Chapman, a retired businessman from Minneapolis,
Minnesota, who has been a trusted board member and supporter of the Council on Biblical
Manhood and Womanhood for many years, and has also been a wise mentor, advisor, and friend
for me personally.

I have also dedicated this book to Robert Lewis, pastor-at-large of Fellowship Bible Church
in Little Rock, Arkansas, who first encouraged me to write this book during a conversation at a
restaurant in Dallas, Texas, in 1999. Robert has been a friend, advisor, example, and encourage-
ment to me for many years. I am grateful to Robert’s church, Fellowship Bible Church, for
providing a grant that enabled me to take a leave of absence for one term from Trinity
Evangelical Divinity School in order to work on this book.

And I have dedicated this book to C. J. Mahaney, president of Sovereign Grace Ministries in
Gaithersburg, Maryland, who has been a friend, example, and wise counselor for me for several
years. I am also grateful to Sovereign Grace Ministries for providing me with an excellent com-
puter and with additional funding for research support in this project.

I wish to thank the Board of Regents of Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, Deerfield,
Hlinois, for granting me a sabbatical and a leave of absence in the spring and fall of 2000 to
work on this book. I also wish to thank the Board of Directors of Phoenix Seminary for grant-
ing me a sabbatical in the fall of 2003, during which I completed this manuscript.
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Many others have had a significant role. My parents, Arden and Jean Grudem, provided
additional funding for my leave of absence in 2000, and they have continued to pray for me and
give me wise counsel for my entire fifty-five years. Stu Weber first put me in touch with
Multnomah Publishers to inquire if they would publish this book. David Jones and Jeff Purswell,
friends and former students from Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, helped me write the first
proposal and outline for the book and then worked many hours summarizing, classifying, and
providing initial answers to the arguments in several influential egalitarian books.

At Phoenix Seminary, Travis Buchanan, my administrative assistant, and Steve Eriksson, my
teaching assistant, gave excellent help in research and manuscript preparation, in proofreading,
and in compiling the indices. Travis also spent many hours compiling the appendix with policy
statements from various denominations. David Dickerson also helped with research, organiza-
tion of information, and indexing and proofreading. Paul Wegner helped me with some details
of Hebrew grammar, and Paul Wegner and Fred Chay (who are Phoenix Seminary colleagues
and good friends) interacted with my critique of William Webb’s writings. David Instone-Brewer
at the Tyndale House Library in Cambridge, England, helped set up my computer when I spent
research time there in 2002 and 2004. Chris Cowan at the Southern Baptist Theological
Seminary in Louisville and Justin Taylor at Bethlehem Baptist Church in Minneapolis helped
track down obscure library materials not available to me in Arizona, and Chris Cowan also com-
piled the list of examples of kephale in Appendix 3. Gary C. Johnson called my attention to
additional denominational policy material. Sarah Affleck and Heidi Frye compiled the bibliog-
raphy. Tracey Miller, Sharon Sullivan, Travis Buchanan, and Susanne Henry typed various
portions of the manuscript at different times, and Sarah Walker photocopied and mailed copies
several times. Ron Dickison fixed my computer several times, including helping me recover
from two crashed hard drives. Steve and Barb Uhlmann gave me a backup computer that pro-
tected my work and saved me countless hours.

Several longtime friends gave me advice on specific parts of the manuscript from time to
time, including Vern Poythress, John Piper, Bruce Ware, Randy Stinson, and Tom Schreiner
(who read the whole manuscript and made helpful suggestions at a number of points).

Rod Morris of Multnomah Publishers did an excellent job of shortening the manuscript
and editing it for consistency and clarity.

As with all my other books, my wife, Margaret, has been my greatest encouragement and
support as she prays for me, talks with me, keeps me from distractions, sacrifices some of her
time so that I can write, and continues to remind me that I have to finish the book! I thank God

for giving me such a wonderful wife.
—WAYNE GRUDEM

Phoenix Seminary, Scottsdale, Arizona
January 2004

“Male and female he created them...and behold, it was very good” (Genesis 1:27, 31).



How to Use This Book

hapters 1 and 2 give a positive picture of men and women in creation, marriage, and

the church, and they should be read first. Many readers may then wish to skim the

118 arguments found in chapters 3—12 and read only those sections that they find
of interest. These chapters contain detailed section headings to enable readers to see the argu-
ment quickly and skip over the details if they wish. Chapters 13 and 14 contain my conclusions
about the state of evangelicalism on this subject, and they assume the conclusions I reached in
chapters 112, but they may be read at any time.

However, some readers may just want to find an answer to a specific egalitarian book or
argument, and this book is written in such a way that they can find the specific argument or
author in the table of contents or indices. In every section of the book, I have provided frequent
cross-references to other sections where appropriate.

Note regarding references in the footnotes: In order to save some space in what were
already lengthy footnotes, the publisher decided to use an abbreviated form of references for the
books I cite in the footnotes (giving only the author, a short form of the title, and, for the first
instance in each chapter, the date). Full bibliographic information in each case can be found in
the bibliography (pp. 767-81).

Note on future arguments, additions, and corrections: I have attempted to include in this
book every major claim made in every influential evangelical feminist book up to 2003.
However, it is possible that I will discover, after this book is published, that I have missed some
claims. It is also possible that evangelical feminists will make additional claims in new books
after 2003. Therefore I intend from time to time to post additional claims and answers, addi-
tional arguments, and any needed corrections to this book at a special web site that has been
established for this book, www.EFBT100.com.

22



Abbreviations

ANF: Ante-Nicene Fathers, 5th ed., ed. Alexander Roberts, James Donaldson, et. al.,
10 vols. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1969; first published 1885).

BDAG: A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian
Literature, 3rd ed., rev. and ed. Frederick William Danker, based on Walter
Bauer’s Griechisch-deutsches Worterbuch. .., 6th ed., and on previous English
editions by W. E Arndt, E W. Gingrich, and E W. Danker (Chicago and London:
University of Chicago Press, 2000).

BDB: Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, A Hebrew and English
Lexicon of the Old Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968).

DNTB: Dictionary of New Testament Background, ed. Craig A. Evans and Stanley E.
Porter (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000).

DPL: Dictionary of Paul and His Letters, ed. Gerald E Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin,
and Daniel G. Reid (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1993).

EDT: Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, ed. Walter Elwell (Grand Rapids: Baker
Book House, 1984).

HALOT: The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament, Ludwig Koehler and
Walter Baumgartner, rev. and ed. Walter Baumgartner and Johann Stamm, 2 vols.
(Leiden: Brill, 2001).

ICC: The International Critical Commentary, ed. J. A. Emerton, C. E. B. Cranfield,
and G.N. Stanton (Edinburgh: T & T Clark).

JBMW: Journal for Biblical Manhood and Womanhood.

JETS: Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society.

LS: Greek-English Lexicon with a Revised Supplement, ed. Liddell, H. G. and R. Scott
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996).

NIGIC: The New International Greek Testament Commentary, ed. 1. Howard
Marshall, W. Ward Gasque, and Donald Hagner (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans).

NIDOTTE: The New International Dictionary of Old Testament Theology and
Exegesis, ed. Willem A. VanGemeren, 10 vols. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1997).

NPNF: The Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Series 1 and 2, ed. Philip Schaff, et. al.,
26 vols. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1974).

23



24 Evangelical Feminism and Biblical Truth
TDNT: Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. Gerhard Kittel and Gerhard
Freidrich, trans. and ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley, 9 vols. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1964-1974).
Trinf: Trinity Journal.
WIJ. Westminster Theological Journal.



CHAPTER ONE

A Biblical Vision of Manhood and
Womanhood as Created by God'

ost of this book contains answers to 118 claims that have come from evangeli-
cal feminism. But before I can interact with those claims, I must first present
a clear statement of what I stand for. Just what is a “complementarian” view of
biblical manhood and womanhood? How does it work in the home and in the church?
In this chapter, I consider six key issues related to a complementarian view of men and
women in creation and in marriage. In the next chapter, I present a complementarian view of
men and women in the church.

KEY ISSUE #1: MEN AND WOMEN ARE EQUAL IN VALUE AND DIGNITY

On the first page of the Bible we read that both men and women are “in the image of God.” In
fact, the very first verse that tells us that God created human beings also tells us that both “male
and female” are in the image of God:

So God created man in his own image, in the image of God he created him; male and
female be created them. (Genesis 1:27)

To be in the image of God is an incredible privilege. It means to be like God and to rep-
resent God.2 No other creatures in all of creation, not even the powerful angels, are said to be
in the image of God. It is a privilege given only to us as men and women.’

1. This chapter is taken and modified from Biblical Foundations for Manhood and Womanhood ed. Wayne
Grudem, © 2002. Used by permission of Crossway Books, a division of Good News Publishers, Wheaton, IL.

2. For further discussion, see Grudem, Systematic Theology (1994), 442-50.

3. God created us so that our likeness to Him would be seen in our moral judgment and actions; in our spiritual
life and ability to relate to God, who is spirit; in our reasoning ability; in our use of language; in our awareness
of the distant past and future; in our creativity; in the complexity and variety of our emotions; in the depth of our
interpersonal relationships; in our equality and differences in marriage and other interpersonal relationships;
in our rule over the rest of creation; and in other ways. All of these aspects are distorted by sin and manifest
themselves in ways that are unlike God and are displeasing to Him, but all of these areas of our lives are also

25



26 Evangelical Feminism and Biblical Truth

Any discussion of manhood and womanhood in the Bible must start here. Every time we
talk to each other as men and women, we should remember that the person we are talking to
is a creature of God who is more like God than anything else in the universe, and men and
women share that status equally. Therefore we should treat men and women with equal dignity
and we should think of men and women as having equal value. We are both in the image of God,
and we have been so since the very first day that God created us. “In the image of God he
created him; male and female he created them” (Genesis 1:27). Nowhere does the Bible say
that men are more in God’s image than women.* Men and women share equally in the tremen-
dous privilege of being in the image of God.

The Bible thus corrects the errors of male dominance and male superiority that have come
as the result of sin and that have been seen in nearly all cultures in the history of the world.
Wherever men are thought to be better than women, wherever husbands act as selfish “dicta-
tors,” wherever wives are forbidden to have their own jobs outside the home or to vote or to
own property or to be educated, wherever women are treated as inferior, wherever there is
abuse or violence against women or rape or female infanticide or polygamy or harems, the bib-
lical truth of equality in the image of God is being denied. To all societies and cultures where
these things occur, we must proclaim that the very first page of God’s Word bears a fundamen-
tal and irrefutable witness against these evils.>

being progressively restored to greater Godlikeness through the salvation that is ours in Christ, and they will be
completely restored in us when Christ returns.

For a fuller discussion on what it means to be in the image of God, see Bruce Ware, “Male and Female
Complementarity and the Image of God” in Grudem, Biblical Foundations for Manhood and Womanhood,
(2002), 71-92.

4. In 1 Corinthians 11:7, Paul says, “For a man ought not to cover his head, since he is the image and glory of God,
but woman is the glory of man.” He is not denying here that woman was created in the image of God, for that is
clearly affirmed in Genesis 1:27. Nor does he say that woman is the image of man. Rather, Paul is simply saying
that in the relationship between man and woman, man in particular reflects something of the excellence of
the God who created him, and woman in that relationship reflects something of the excellence of the man from
whom she was created. Yet Paul goes on almost immediately to say that men and women are interdependent
(see w. 11-12) and that we could not exist without each other. He does not say in this passage that man is more
in the image of God than woman is, nor should we derive any such idea from this passage.

5. A tragic example of male dominance was reported on the front page of USA Today: International Edition
(September 6, 1994). “No girls allowed: abortion for sex selection raises moral questions” was the caption on
a photo of a doctor performing an ultrasound on a pregnant woman in India. The cover story, “Asians’ Desire
for Boys Leaves a Deadly Choice,” reported that according to Dr. Datta Pai, a Bombay obstetrician, “Ninety-nine
percent of those found to be carrying female fetuses aborted their unborn children” (2A). The story explained
that “modern technology, the strong cultural desire for boys and pressure to reduce population have joined
forces in a deadly combination in India, China and much of Asia to produce a booming business in sex selec-
tion.... The practice of aborting female fetuses appears common judging by emerging statistics that show
lopsided sex ratios throughout Asia and into North Africa. Nor is the practice of sex selection limited to abor-
tion. Female infanticide, the abandonment of baby girls, and the preferential feeding and health care of boys
contribute greatly to the imbalanced ratios” (1A—2A). The story goes on to quote Harvard professor Amartya
Sen as saying that there are now more than 100 million women “missing” in the population of the world, includ-
ing 44 million fewer women in China and 37 million fewer in India than should be alive, according to normal
sex ratios at birth (2A).

This is a tragedy of unspeakable proportions. In addition to the harm of these lost lives, we must think of
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Yet we can say even more. If men and women are equally in the image of God, then we
are equally important and equally valuable fo God. We have equal worth before Him for all
eternity, for this is how we were created. This truth should exclude all our feelings of pride or
inferiority, and should exclude any idea that one sex is better or worse than the other. In con-
trast to many non-Christian cultures and religions, no one should feel proud or superior
because he is 2 man, and no one should feel disappointed or inferior because she is 2 woman.
If God thinks us to be equal in value, then that settles forever the question of personal worth,
for God’s evaluation is the true standard of personal value for all eternity.

Further evidence of our equality in the image of God is seen in the New Testament church,
where the Holy Spirit is given in new fullness to both men and women (Acts 2:17-18), where
both men and women are baptized into membership in the body of Christ (Acts 2:41),° and
where both men and women receive spiritual gifts for use in the life of the church (1 Corinthians
12:7, 11; 1 Peter 4:10). The apostle Paul reminds us that we are not to be divided into factions
that think of themselves as superior and inferior (such as Jew and Greek, or slave and free, or
male and female), but rather that we should think of ourselves as united because we “are all
one in Christ Jesus” (Galatians 3:28).

Whenever husbands and wives do not listen respectfully and thoughtfully to each other’s
viewpoints, do not value the wisdom that might be arrived at differently and expressed differently
from the other person, or do not value the other person’s different gifts and preferences as much
as their own, they neglect this teaching on equality in the image of God.

Speaking personally for a moment, I do not think I listened very well to my wife,
Margaret, early in our marriage. I did not value her different gifts and preferences as much
as my own, or her wisdom that was arrived at differently (often, it seemed, quickly and
instinctively) and that she expressed differently from how I expressed things. Later we made
much progress in this area, but, looking back, Margaret told me that early in our marriage it
felt as though her voice was taken away, and as though my ears were closed. I wonder if there
are other couples where God needs to open the husband’s ears to listen, and needs to restore
the wife’s voice to speak.”

the destructive consequences in the lives of those women who survive. From their earliest age, they receive the
message from their families and indeed from their whole society that “boys are better than girls” and “I wish
you were a boy.” The devastation to their own sense of self-worth must be immense. Yet all of this comes about
as the result of a failure to realize that men and women, boys and girls, have equal value in God’s sight and
should have equal value in our sight as well. The first chapter of the Bible corrects this practice, and corrects
any lurking sense in our own hearts that boys are more valuable than girls, when it says we are both created
in the image of God.

6. The fact that both men and women are baptized stands in contrast to the Old Testament, where the outward sign
of inclusion in the community of God’s people was circumcision. But circumcision by its nature was adminis-
tered only to men. By contrast, both men and women are baptized in the New Testament church. In this way,
every baptism should remind us of our equality in the image of God.

7. Irealize that there is an opposite mistake in which the husband listens so much and the wife has so great a voice
that she becomes the governing partner in the relationship. I am not advocating that mistake either, and in what
follows I will argue for the necessity of a male leadership role in decision-making within marriage.
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A healthy perspective on the way that equality manifests itself in marriage was summarized
as part of a “Marriage and Family Statement” issued by Campus Crusade for Christ in July of
1999. After three paragraphs discussing both equality and differences between men and women,
the statement says:

In a marriage lived according to these truths, the love between husband and wife will
show itself in listening to each other’s viewpoints, valuing each other’s gifts, wisdom,
and desires, honoring one another in public and in private, and always seeking to
bring benefit, not harm, to one another.

Why do I list this as a key issue in the manhood—womanhood controversy? Not because we
differ with egalitarians? on this question, but because we differ at this point with sinful ten-
dencies in our own hearts and with the oppressive male chauvinism and male dominance that
has marred most cultures throughout most of history.

Anyone preaching or teaching on manhood and womanhood has to start here—where
the Bible starts—not with our differences, but with our equality in the image of God.

If you're a pastor and you don’t start here in your preaching on biblical manhood and
womanhood, affirming our equality in the image of God, you simply will not get a hearing
from many people in your church. And if you don't start here, your heart won'’t be right on
this issue.

There is yet one more reason why I think this is a key issue, one that speaks espe-
cially to men. I personally think that one reason God has allowed this controversy on
manhood and womanhood to come into the church at this time is so that we could cor-
rect some mistakes, change some wrongful traditions, and become more faithful to
Scripture in treating our wives and all women with dignity and respect. The first step in
correcting these mistakes is to be fully convinced in our hearts that women share equally
with us men in the value and dignity that belongs to being made in the image of God.

8. Policy statement announced and distributed to Campus Crusade staff members at a biannual staff conference on
July 28, 1999, at Colorado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado. The statement was reported in a Religion News
Service dispatch July 30, 1999; a Baptist Press story by Art Toalston on July 29, 1999 (www.baptistpress.com);
an article in World, September 11, 1999, p. 32; and it was also quoted in full in James Dobson’s monthly
newsletter Family News from Dr. James Dobson, September 1999, 1-2. The statement is also reproduced and
discussed in Rainey, Ministering to Twenty-First Century Families (2001), 39-56.

Carolyn Custis James misrepresents my position when she attributes to John Piper and me the view that “a
man is abdicating his headship when he listens to his wife” (James, When Life and Beliefs Collide [2001],
192). The book she quotes, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, refutes that view on pp. 62, 195,
482, n. 50 and elsewhere. (Carolyn James assures me this will be corrected in future printings.)

9. Throughout this chapter, I use the word egalitarian to refer to those within the evangelical world who say
that no differences in the roles of men and women should be based on their gender alone. In particular, egali-
tarians deny that there is any unique male leadership role in marriage or in the church. Sometimes I use
evangelical feminist to mean the same thing as egalitarian.
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KEY ISSUE #2: MEN AND WOMEN HAVE DIFFERENT ROLES
IN MARRIAGE AS PART OF THE CREATED ORDER

When the members of the Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood wrote the “Danvers
Statement” in 1987, we included the following affirmations:

1. Both Adam and Eve were created in God’s image, equal before God as persons
and distinct in their manhood and womanhood.

2. Distinctions in masculine and feminine roles are ordained by God as part of the
created order, and should find an echo in every human heart.

3. Adam’s headship in marriage was established by God before the Fall, and was not
a result of sin. !

The statement adopted by the Southern Baptist Convention in June 1998 and affirmed (with
one additional paragraph) by Campus Crusade in July 1999 also acknowledges God-given
differences:

The husband and wife are of equal worth before God, since both are created in God’s
image. The marriage relationship models the way God relates to his people. A hus-
band is to love his wife as Christ loved the church. He has the God-given responsibility
to provide for, to protect, and to lead his family. A wife is to submit herself gra-
ciously to the servant leadership of her husband even as the church willingly submits
to the headship of Christ. She, being in the image of God as is her husband and thus
equal to him, has the God-given responsibility o respect her busband and serve as
his helper in managing the household and nurturing the next generation.!!

By contrast, egalitarians do not affirm such created differences. In fact, the statement on
“Men, Women and Biblical Equality” published by Christians for Biblical Equality (CBE) says:

1. The Bible teaches that both man and woman were created in God’s image, had a
direct relationship with God, and shared jointly the responsibilities of bearing and
rearing children and having dominion over the created order (Gen. 1:26-28).

5. The Bible teaches that the rulership of Adam over Eve resulted from the Fall and
was, therefore, not a part of the original created order....

10. The Bible defines the function of leadership as the empowerment of others for
service rather than as the exercise of power over them (Matt. 20:25-28, 23:8;
Mark 10:42—45; John 13:13-17; Gal. 5:13; 1 Pet. 5:2-3).

10. The Danvers Statement was prepared by several evangelical leaders at a CBMW meeting in Danvers,
Massachusetts, in December 1987. It was first published in final form by the CBMW in Wheaton, IL, in
November 1988. See Appendix 1 for the full text of this statement.

11. The entire statement in the form adopted by Campus Crusade for Christ is available at www.baptistpress.com,
in the archives for July 29, 1999 (italics added).
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11. The Bible teaches that husbands and wives are heirs together of the grace of life
and that they are bound together in a relationship of mutual submission and
responsibility (1 Cor. 7:3-5; Eph. 5:21; 1 Pet. 3:1-7; Gen. 21:12). The hus-
band’s function as “head” (kephalé) is to be understood as self-giving love and
service within this relationship of mutual submission (Eph. 5:21-33; Col. 3:19;
1 Pet. 3:7).12

So which position is right? Does the Bible really teach that men and women had different
roles from the beginning of Creation?

When we look carefully at Scripture, we can see at least ten arguments indicating that God
gave men and women distinct roles before the Fall, and particularly, that there was male head-
ship in marriage before the Fall.

A. Ten arguments showing male headship in marriage before the Fall

1. The order: Adam was created first, then Eve (note the sequence in Genesis 2:7 and
Genesis 2:18-23). We may not think of this as very important today, but it was important to the
original readers of this text, and the apostle Paul sees it as important: he bases his argument for
different roles in the assembled New Testament church on the fact that Adam was created prior
to Eve. He says, “I do not permit 2 woman to teach or to exercise authority over a man.... For
Adam was formed first, then Eve” (1 Timothy 2:12—-13).

According to Scripture itself, then, the fact that Adam was created first and then Eve has
implications not just for Adam and Eve, but for the relationships between men and women
throughout the church age.!3

2. The representation: Adam, not Eve, had a special role in representing the human race.

Looking at the Genesis narrative, we find that Eve sinned first, and then Adam sinned: “She
took of its fruit and ate, and she also gave some to her husband who was with her, and he ate”
(Genesis 3:6). Since Eve sinned first, we might expect that the New Testament would tell us that
we inherit a sinful nature because of Eve’s sin, or that we are counted guilty because of Eve’s sin.
But this is not the case. The New Testament does not say, “as iz Eve all die,” but rather, “For as
in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all be made alive” (1 Corinthians 15:22).

This is further seen in the parallel between Adam and Christ, where Paul views Christ as the
“last Adam”:

12. The entire statement is available from the website of Christians for Biblical Equality (CBE), www.cbeinternational.org
(italics added to the statement as quoted above). The CBE statement regularly portrays a non-egalitarian posi-
tion in pejorative language such as “the rulership of Adam over Eve” and fails to even mention a third
alternative, namely, loving, humble headship. (For a discussion of repeated ambiguities in the CBE statement,
see Piper and Grudem, “Charity, Clarity, and Hope,” in Piper and Grudem, Recovering Biblical Manhood and
Womanhood [1991], 403-22.)

13. Bruce Ware adds yet another reason related to this temporal priority in creation, namely, that woman was created
“from” or “out of” man. See his discussion in Grudem, Biblical Foundations for Manhood and Womanhood, 82—84.
Although I have not listed it separately here, it could be counted as an eleventh reason along with the ten I list.
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Thus it is written, “The first man Adam became a living being”; the last Adam became
a life-giving spirit.... The first man was from the earth, a2 man of dust; the second man
is from heaven.... Just as we have borne the image of the man of dust, we shall also
bear the image of the man of heaven. (1 Corinthians 15:45—49; see also Romans
5:12-21, where another relationship between Adam and Christ is developed.)

It is unmistakable then that Adam had a leadership role in representing the entire human
race, a leadership role that Eve did not have. Nor did Adam and Eve fogether represent the
human race. Adam alone represented the human race, because he had a particular leadership
role that God had given him, a role Eve did not share.

3. The naming of woman: When God made the first woman and “brought her to the man,”
the Bible tells us, “Then the man said,

““This at last is bone of my bones

and flesh of my flesh;

she shall be called Woman,

because she was taken out of Man.”” (Genesis 2:23)

When Adam says, “she shall be called Woman,” he is giving a name to her. This is important
because in the context of Genesis 1-2, the original readers would have recognized that the person
doing the “naming” of created things is always the person who has authority over those things.

Some egalitarians (such as Gilbert Bilezikian and Stanley Grenz) deny that Adam gives a
name to his wife in Genesis 2:23.!4 But this objection is hardly convincing when we see how
Genesis 2:23 fits into the pattern of naming activities throughout these first two chapters of
Genesis. We see this when we examine the places where the same verb (the Hebrew verb gara
“to call”) is used in contexts of naming in Genesis 1—2:

14. See Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles (1985), 259, where he says, “No mention of ‘giving 2 name’ is made in refer-
ence to the woman in verse 23.” He also says, “The contrast between Genesis 2:23 and 3:20 bears out the fact
that there was no act of naming in the first instance. When Eve actually receives her name, the text uses that
very word, ‘The man called his wife’s name Eve’” (261).

Bilezikian apparently thinks that where name (the Hebrew noun shém) is not used, no act of naming occurs.
But he takes no account of the fact that the noun shén is not used in Genesis 1:5, 8, or 10 either, where God
names the Day and the Night and Heaven and Earth and Seas. The idea of naming can be indicated by the verb
gara’ without the noun shém being used.

Grenz, Women in the Church (1995), 163, says, “The usual Hebrew construction for the act of naming is
not present in the Genesis 2:23 text. Phyllis Trible points out that in order to denote naming, the Hebrew verb
‘call’ must be followed by an actual name.. .. In the Genesis 2:23 text, however, no actual name is present, only
the designation woman.... The narrator does not state that the man did in fact name his wife when God
brought her to him.... It is not until after the Fall that Adam calls her Eve.”

But Grenz (and Trible) are incorrect in this because they wrongly assume that woman (Hebrew ‘ishshab) is
not a name—it is surely taken as a name here in Genesis, and is parallel to the other naming verses in this con-
text, and with Genesis 5:2 where it is said that “God blessed them and named (gara’) them Man when [literally
(“on the day”)] they were created.” Grenz and Trible fail to account for the special nature of Genesis 1-2,
where this same naming pattern is used of whole broad categories of the created order and an individual per-
sonal name (like Eve) would not yet be expected.
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e Genesis 1:5: “God called the light Day, and the darkness he called Night.”

e Genesis 1:8: “And God called the expanse Heaven.”

e Genesis 1:10: “God called the dry land Earth, and the waters that were gathered
together he called Seas.”

e Genesis 2:19: “So out of the ground the Lorp God formed every beast of the field
and every bird of the heavens and brought them to the man to see what he would
call them. And whatever the man called every living creature, that was its name.”

e Genesis 2:20: “The man gave names to all livestock and to the birds of the
heavens and to every beast of the field.”

In each of these verses prior to Genesis 2:23, the same verb, the Hebrew verb gcara’, had
been used. Just as God demonstrated His sovereignty over day and night, heavens, earth, and
seas by assigning them names, so Adam demonstrated his authority over the animal kingdom by
assigning every living creature its name. The original readers would have easily recognized the
pattern and they would have seen a continuation of the pattern when Adam said, “she shall be
called Woman.”

The original readers of Genesis and of the rest of the Old Testament would have been
familiar with this pattern, a pattern whereby people who have authority over another person or
thing have the ability to assign 2 name to that person or thing, 2 name that often indicates some-
thing of the character or quality of the person. Thus, parents give names to their children (see
Genesis 4:25, 26; 5:3, 29; 16:15; 19:37, 38; 21:3). And God is able to change the names of people
when He wishes to indicate a change in their character or role (see Genesis 17:5, 15, where
God changes Abram’s name to Abraham and Sarai’s name to Sarah). In each of these passages
we have the same verb (gdara’) as is used in Genesis 2:23, and in each case the person who
gives the name has authority over the person who receives the name. Therefore when Adam
gives to his wife the name “Woman,” this indicates a kind of authority that God gave to Adam, a
leadership function that Eve did not have with respect to her husband."

George W. Ramsey, “Is Name-Giving an Act of Domination in Genesis 2:23 and Elsewhere?” (Catholic Biblical
Quarterly 50, 1988), argues against Trible’s claim, saying, “It is an error to argue that Genesis 2:23 is not an instance
of name-giving. ... . The use of the noun shém is not absolutely essential to the naming formula. Qara’ plus lamed
with an object indicates naming just as well as gara plus shem” (29). Ramsey points out similar examples, such
as the naming of Ichabod in 1 Samuel 4:21, “And she named the child Ichabod,” where the word shém (“name”)
is not used, but the verb gara’ is used plus lamed with an object, as in Genesis 2:23.

15. William Webb claims that when Adam calls the woman ( ‘ishshah) in Genesis 2:23, it shows her role as an equal
partner with Adam, because her name is similar to the name for man ('7sh) (Webb, Slaves, Women and
Homosexuals [2001], 116). This argument is not convincing because the names for “man” and “woman” are
similar but they are not identical ( '%sh and ’ishshah), so they are somewhat the same and somewhat different.

The words mean different things: '7sh means “man” or “husband” (BDB, 35), and ‘ishshah means
“woman, wife, female” (BDB, 61), and though the words look similar they are related to different roots (the
BDB Lexicon speaks of “the impossibility of deriving *#sh and ’ishshab from the same root,” 35).

For Webb to say that this name only indicates equality is simply reductionistic—it is taking part of the truth
and making it the whole truth. The names signify both similarity and difference.
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Linda Belleville objects that naming in the Old Testament “was not an act of control or
power.”10 But this misses the point. The point is not that in the act of naming the person con-
trols or exercises power over someone else (in a sort of magical way). The point is that the
authority to give a name in itself assumes that the person giving the name already bas authority
over the person or thing receiving that name.!”

We should notice here that Adam does not give the personal name Eve to his wife until
Genesis 3:20 (“the man called [ gara’ his wife’s name Eve, because she was the mother of all
living”). This is because in the creation story in Genesis 2, Adam is giving a broad category
name to his wife, indicating the name that would be given to women generally; he is not giving
specific personal names designating the character of the individual person.!8

16. Linda Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” in Two Views on Women in Ministry [2001], 143. Belleville refers to
Anthony Thiselton, “Supposed Power of Words in the Biblical Writings,” Journal of Theological Studies, N.S.,
vol. XXV, pt. 2 (October 1974) 283-99, and also to an article by Ramsey (see footnotes 14 and 17 for a discus-
sion of Ramsey’s article).

Thiselton’s article does not really address the question under discussion here in Genesis 2:23, however,
because his concern is to show that name-giving does not have some sort of automatic or magical power in the
biblical writings. That of course is not what I am claiming here, but rather that the right to give someone a name
implies that the name-giver has authority over that person or thing.

17. Ramsey, “Name-Giving?” 24—35, provides evidence that enables us to make a helpful qualification, however,
between what we may term “private” and “public” names (this is my distinction, not his). Ramsey points out that
Hagar gave a name to God in Genesis 16:13: “So she called the name of the Lorp who spoke to her, ‘You are a
God of seeing.”” He rightly says, “It is difficult to imagine that the narrator intended us to understand that this
woman. ..is exercising some sort of control over God” (34). I agree, but what this verse demonstrates is simply
a common human activity whereby people can make up all sorts of “private names” by which they refer to some-
one else, even someone great or famous (for example, someone who admires a current president of the United
States might often refer to him as “our great president,” while someone who opposes his policies might fre-
quently refer to “that dummy in the White House™). Such private names do not change the public or official or
widely used name of that person, and Ramsey is right to see that in a case such as this there is no indication of
authority over the person named. Ramsey is wrong, however, to take this unusual example and from it derive a
general conclusion that name-giving does not indicate power or authority over the person or thing named.

The example of Hagar is not like the many other biblical examples of giving a public or official name to some-
one, 2 name commonly used by other people and a name by which the recipient of the name henceforth
identifies himself or herself. In the Old Testament, that kind of bestowal of a public or official name is regularly
done by those in authority over the person or thing named (as the many Genesis passages cited in my earlier
paragraphs clearly demonstrate, as do the passages Ramsey cites [32] in which kings bestow names, and war-
riors who conquer territories bestow names). God gives public and official names frequently in Genesis, and
parents also give such names, and they are able to do so because of their authority over the person named.

Ramsey’s citation of Genesis 26:17-21 as a counterexample is hardly persuasive, for in that very context there
is significant evidence that the act of bestowing a name on a well is an act of asserting dominion over that well.
Note Genesis 26:18: “And Isaac dug again the wells of water that had been dug in the days of Abraham his father,
which the Philistines had stopped after the death of Abraham. And he gave them the names that his father had
given them.” The fact that Isaac names two more wells Esek (“contention”) and Sitnah (“enmity”) before he
leaves them for a third well (which he names!) shows that he is still asserting an inherent right to dominion
over them, though he is temporarily relinquishing the exercise of that right for the sake of peace. Note that all
of this contention over wells is carried out in the light of Genesis 26:3, where God had promised him, “To you
and to your offspring I will give all these lands.”

18. Similarly, because God is having Adam examine and name the entire animal kingdom, it is likely that Adam gave
names to one representative of each broad category or type of animal in Genesis 2:19-20 (such as dog, cat,
deer, or lion, to use English equivalents). We hardly expect that he would have given individual, personal names
(such as Rover, Tabby, Bambi, or Leo), because those names would not have applied to others of the same kind.
This distinction is missed by Bilezikian (Beyond Sex Roles, 259—61), and Grenz (Women in the Church
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4. The naming of the human race: God named the human race “Man,” not “Woman.”
Because the idea of naming is so important in the Old Testament, it is significant to notice what
name God chose for the human race as a whole. We read,

When God created man, he made him in the likeness of God. Male and female he
created them, and he blessed them and named them Man when they were created.
(Genesis 5:1-2)

The word that is translated “Man” is the Hebrew word ‘cddm. But this is by no means a
gender-neutral term in the eyes of the Hebrew reader, because in the four chapters prior to
Genesis 5:2, ‘dddm has been used many times to speak of a male human being in distinction
from a female human being, In the following list, the italicized word man represents the Hebrew
word ‘dddam in every case:

e Genesis 2:22: “And the rib that the Lorp God had taken from the man he made
into a woman and brought her to the man.” (It does not say that God made the
rib into another ‘dGdcm, another “man,” but that he made the rib into a woman,
which is a different Hebrew word.)

e Genesis 2:23: “Then the man said, ‘This at last is bone of my bone and flesh of
my flesh; she shall be called Woman.””

o Genesis 2:25: “And the man and his wife were both naked and were not ashamed.”

*  Genesis 3:8: “And the man and his wife hid themselves from the presence of the
Lorp God.”

¢ Genesis 3:9: “But the Lorp God called to the 7an and said to him, ‘Where are you?”

e Genesis 3:12: “The man said, ‘The woman whom you gave to be with me, she
gave me fruit of the tree, and I ate.””

*  Genesis 3:20: “The man called his wife’s name Eve.”

When we come, then, to the naming of the human race in Genesis 5:2 (reporting an event
before the Fall), it was evident to the original readers that God was using a name that had clear
male overtones or nuances. In the first four chapters of Genesis the word Ziclcm was used thirteen
times to refer not to 2 human being in general but to 2 male human being. In addition to the
eight examples mentioned above, it was used an additional five times as a proper name for Adam
in distinction from Eve (Genesis 3:17, 21; 4:1, 25; 5:1).19

[1995], 163) when they object that Adam did not name Eve until Genesis 3:20, after the Fall. (See also Brown,
Women Ministers According to Scripture [1996], 31.) He did give her a specific personal name (“Eve”) after
the Fall, but he also gave her the general category name “woman” before the Fall. The one does not exclude
the other, for the Bible reports both events.

19. There are actually more than thirteen instances where the Hebrew word ‘gdam refers to a male human being,
because prior to the creation of Eve there are twelve additional instances where references to “the man” spoke
only of a male person God had created (see Genesis 2:5, 7 [twice], 8, 15, 16, 18, 19 [twice], 20 [twice], 21).
If we add these instances, there are twenty-five examples of ‘cdldm used to refer to a male human being prior
to Genesis 5:2. The male connotations of the word could not have been missed by the original readers.




A Biblical Vision of Manhood and Womanhood as Created by God 35

I am not saying that ‘Gdcdm in the Hebrew Bible always refers to a male human being, for
sometimes it has a broader sense, and means something like “person.” But in the early chap-
ters of Genesis, the connection with the man in distinction from the woman is a very clear
pattern. God gave the human race a name which, like the English word man, can either mean
a male human being or can refer to the human race in general.2

Does this make any difference? It does give a hint of male leadership, which God suggested
in choosing this name. It is significant that God did not call the human race “Woman.” (I am
speaking of Hebrew equivalents to these English words.) Nor did He give the human race a name
such as “humanity,” which would have no male connotations and no connection with the man in
distinction from the woman. Rather, He called the race “man.” Raymond C. Ortlund rightly says,
“God’s naming of the race ‘man’ whispers male headship.”2!

When Genesis 5:2 reports this naming process, it refers to an event prior to sin and the Fall:

When God created man, he made him in the likeness of God. Male and female he
created them, and he blessed them and named them Man when they were created.
(Genesis 5:1-2)

And, in fact, the name is already indicated in Genesis 1:27, “So God created man in his
own image, in the image of God he created him; male and female he created them.”
If the name “man” in English (as in Hebrew) did not suggest male leadership or headship

20. Linda Belleville denies that God’s use of ‘adam indicates male headship, because there were other male-
oriented words available. She says, “dddam is not a term that denotes gender. It...is properly translated
with a generic term like human or humankind. When gender comes into play, the Hebrew terms zdakar
(‘male’) and negebab (‘female’) are used.... That ‘ddam is a gender-inclusive term is clear from the
repeated reference to ‘Geam as ‘them’ (Genesis 1:26-27; 5:2). The Septuagint’s consistent choice of the
generic term anthropos (‘person,” ‘human’) to translate ‘addam points to the same thing” (Women
Leaders and the Church [2000], 102).

Belleville here misses the point: The Hebrew word ‘ddam is not exclusively male-oriented (as zakaris),
but can be used in four senses: (1. to refer to the human race as a whole, (2. to refer to a human being or a
person, (3. to refer to a man in distinction from a woman (especially in the early chapters of Genesis), and (4.
as a proper name for Adam (see Brown, Driver, and Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament
[BDB], 9). The Septuagint’s term aznthropos is therefore a useful translation of ‘zddam, because it can mean
either person or man, depending on context. Belleville surprisingly gives readers only half the relevant evidence
at this point, neglecting to mention that anthropos can also mean “a male person; man” (see BDAG, 81).

Belleville says nothing about the most significant evidence in these chapters: the male connotations that
readers would pick up from the use of ‘addam twenty-five times in the early chapters of Genesis to refer to Adam
or to a male human being in distinction from a woman.

Aida Spencer, on the other hand, tries to deny the male nuance in ‘ddcdm by making it always collective, say-
ing, ““The Adam’ is a ‘they’. ... ‘The Adam’ is a ‘male and female.” Thus ‘the Adam’ could be translated ‘human’
or ‘humanity.’” She even goes so far as to speak of “Adam, the female” (Beyond the Curse [1985], 21). But
her argument will not work, because it is contradicted by many verses in Genesis 2—3, where ‘dddm has to
refer to Adam alone, not Adam and Eve together (and it is never used of Eve alone). Spencer’s attempt to
squeeze all examples of the word into one meaning would yield absurd sentences like, “And the humanity and
his wife were both naked and were not ashamed” (Genesis 2:25) and “The humanity and his wife hid them-
selves from the presence of the Lorp God™ (Genesis 3:8).

21. Raymond C. Ortlund Jr., “Male-Female Equality and Male Headship,” in Piper and Grudem, Recovering
Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, 98.
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in the human race, there would be no objection to using man to refer to the human race today.
But it is precisely the hint of male leadership in the word that has led some people to object to
this use of man and to attempt to substitute other terms instead.?2 Yet it is that same hint of male
leadership that makes this precisely the best translation of Genesis 1:27 and 5:2.

5. The primary accountability: God spoke to Adam first after the Fall.

After Adam and Eve sinned, they hid from the Lord among the trees of the Garden. Then we
read, “But the Lorp God called to the man and said to him, ‘Where are you?’” (Genesis 3:9).

In the Hebrew text, the expression “the man” and the pronouns “him” and “you” are all
singular. Even though Eve had sinned first, God first summoned Adam to give account for what
had happened in his family. Adam was the one primarily accountable.

An analogy to this is seen in the life of a contemporary human family. When a parent comes
into a room where several children have been misbehaving and have left the room in chaos, the
parent will probably summon the oldest and say, “What happened here?” Though all are respon-
sible for their behavior, the oldest child bears the primary responsibility.

In a similar way, when God summoned Adam to give an account, it indicated a primary
responsibility for Adam in the conduct of his family. This is similar to the situation in Genesis
2:15-17, where God gave commands to Adam alone before the Fall, indicating there also a pri-
mary responsibility that belonged to Adam.23 By contrast, the serpent spoke to Eve first (Genesis
3:1), trying to get her to take responsibility for leading the family into sin, and inverting the order
that God had established at Creation.

6. The purpose: Eve was created as a helper for Adam, not Adam as a helper for Eve.

After God had created Adam and given him directions concerning his life in the Garden of
Eden, we read, “Then the Lorp God said, ‘It is not good that the man should be alone; I will
make him a helper fit for him’” (Genesis 2:18).

It is true that the Hebrew word here translated “helper” (‘ezer) is often used elsewhere in
the Bible of God who is our helper. (See for example Psalm 33:20; 70:5; 115:9.) But helper does

22. Several gender-neutral Bible translations have changed the word man, which was standard in earlier English
translations. Humankind is used in the New Revised Standard Version of Genesis 1:26-27. The New Living
Translation uses people, while the inclusive language edition of the New International Version uses human
beings. In Genesis 5:2, various gender-neutral substitutes replace the name man: humankind (Nrsv), human
(Ni1), or human beings (Niv—Inclusive Language Edition, cEv, Ncv).

23. Gilbert Bilezikian claims that when God approached Adam first, it did not indicate any greater accountability
for Adam as leader, but was only because God had earlier spoken to Adam alone: “As the sole recipient of God’s
original order prohibiting consumption from the tree, God asked Adam to give an account of himself. That
order had been given to Adam as a personal prohibition (2:17 is also in the second-person singular) when Eve
was not yet formed. ... . God did not ask him any questions about Eve. Her turn would come” (Beyond Sex Roles
(1985), 51).

I agree with Bilezikian that God had earlier commanded Adam alone regarding the forbidden tree, but this
just reinforces the point that God’s actions in both cases imply a leadership role for Adam with respect to Eve.
Just as God gave the command first to Adam alone, but Eve was also responsible to obey as soon as Adam told
her of the command, so now God speaks to Adam first and holds him primarily accountable for disobeying the
command he had received directly from God. This does not deny Eve’s personal accountability (God also speaks
to her), but it does assume Adam’s leadership.
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not by itself decide what God intended the relationship to be between Adam and Eve. The activity
of helping is so broad that it can be done by someone who has greater authority, someone who
has equal authority, or someone who has lesser authority than the person being helped. For
example, I can help my son do his homework.24 Or I can help my neighbor to move his sofa.
Or my son can help me clean the garage. Yet the fact remains that i the situation under con-
sideration, the person doing the helping puts himself in a subordinate role to the person who
has primary responsibility for carrying out the activity. Even if I help my son with his homework,
the primary responsibility for the homework remains his and not mine. I am the helper. And
even when God helps us, He still holds us primarily responsible for the activity, and He holds us
accountable for what we do.

But Genesis 2 does not merely say that Eve functions as Adam’s helper in one or two spe-
cific events. Rather, it says that God made Eve to provide Adam with a helper, one who by virtue
of creation would function as Adam’s helper.

Then the Lorp God said, “Tt is not good that the man should be alone; I will make him
a helper fit for him.” (v. 18)

The Hebrew text can be translated literally as, “I will make for him (Hebrew, /6) a helper
fit for him.” The apostle Paul understands this accurately, because in 1 Corinthians 11 he writes,
“for indeed man was not created for the woman’s sake, but woman for the man’s sake” (v. 9,
NasB). Eve’s role, and the purpose that God had in mind when He created her, was that she would
be “for him...a helper.”

Yet in the same sentence God emphasizes that she is not to help him as one who is inferior
to him. Rather, she is to be a helper “fit for him” and here the Hebrew word kernegd6 means “a
help corresponding to him,” that is “equal and adequate to himself.”2> So Eve was created as a
helper, but as a helper who was Adam’s equal. She was created as one who differed from him,
but who differed from him in ways that exactly complemented who Adam was.

7. The conflict: The curse brought a distortion of previous roles, not the introduction of
new roles. After Adam and Eve sinned, God spoke the following words of judgment to Eve:

To the woman he said,

“I will surely multiply your pain in childbearing;
in pain you shall bring forth children.

Your desire shall be for your husband,

and he shall rule over you.” (Genesis 3:16)

The word translated “desire” is an unusual Hebrew word, teshiigab. In this context and iz
this specific construction it probably implies an aggressive desire, perhaps a desire to conquer

24. T am taking this analogy from Ortlund, “Male-Female Equality,” 104.
25. This is the definition given in BDB, 617.
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or rule over, or else an urge or impulse the woman has to oppose her husband, an impulse to
act against him. This sense is seen in the only other occurrence of teshilgchb in all the books
of Moses and the only other occurrence of teshiiqab plus the preposition ‘e/ in the whole Bible.
That occurrence is in the very next chapter of Genesis, in Genesis 4:7. God says to Cain, “Sin is
crouching at the door. Its desire is for you, but you must rule over it.”

Here the sense is very clear. God pictures sin like a wild animal waiting outside Cain’s door,
waiting to pounce on him and overpower him. In that sense, sin’s “desire” or “instinctive urge”
is “against” him.20

What a remarkable parallel this is to Genesis 3:16! In the Hebrew text, six words are the
same words and found in the same order in both verses. It is almost as if this other usage is put
here by the author so that we would know how to understand the meaning of the term in Genesis
3:16. The expression in 4:7 has the sense, “desire, urge, impulse against” (or perhaps “desire
to conquer, desire to rule over”). And that sense fits very well in Genesis 3:16 also.2’

26. The Esv provides an alternative translation “against” for teshilqab + el in Genesis 3:16 and 4:7. This seems
to be the most accurate rendering. The preposition e/ can take the meaning “against,” as is clear from the next
verse, Genesis 4:8, where “Cain rose up against ("el) his brother Abel, and killed him.” BDB give sense 4 for
‘el as: “Where the motion or direction implied appears from the context to be of a hostile character, e/ =
against.” They cite Genesis 4:8 and several other verses.

27. The only other occurrence of teshiigcah in the entire Hebrew Old Testament (apart from Genesis 3:16 and 4:7)
is found in Song of Solomon 7:10 (v. 11 in Hebrew), “T am my beloved’s, and his desire is for me.” In this con-
text the word does not indicate a hostile or aggressive desire, but indicates the man’s sexual desire for his wife.

I had previously argued that a positive kind of “desire to conquer” could be understood in Song of Solomon
7:10, indicating the man’s desire to have a kind of influence over his beloved that is appropriate to initiating
and consummating the sexual relationship, an influence such that she would receive and yield to his amorous
advances. This sense would be represented by the paraphrase, “His desire is to have me yield to him.”

However, I am now inclined to think that zeshiigab itself does not signify anything so specific as “desire to
conquer” but rather something more general such as “urge, impulse.” (The word takes that sense in Mishnaic
Hebrew, as indicated by David Talley in footnote 30 below.) In that case, Genesis 3:16 and 4:7 have the sense
“desire, urge, impulse against” and Song of Solomon 7:10 has the sense “desire, urge, impulse for.” This seems
to me to fit better with the context of Song of Solomon 7:10.

The difference in meaning may also be signaled by a different construction. The Genesis and Song of Solomon
examples are not exactly parallel linguistically, because a different preposition follows the verb in Song of Solomon,
and therefore the sense may be somewhat different. In Song of Solomon 7:11 (Hebrew), teshiigab is followed by
‘al, but it is followed by ‘e/in Genesis 3:16 and 4:7.

(The preposition ‘a/is misprinted as ‘e/ in Song of Solomon 7:11 as cited in BDB, 1003. BDB apparently
do this because they follow the Biblia Hebraica Stutigartensia editors [1334] who in the margin suggest
changing the Hebrew text to ‘e/ but this is mere conjecture with no manuscript support. The LXX confirms the
difference, translating with pros for ‘el in Genesis 3:16 and 4:7, but with epi for ‘al in Song of Solomon 7:11,
which is what we would expect with a literal translation.)

In any case, while the sense in Song of Solomon 7:10 (11) is different, both the context and the construc-
tion are different, and this example is removed in time and authorship from Genesis 3:16 and must be given
lower importance in understanding the meaning of the word in Genesis. Surely the sense cannot be “sexual
desire” in Genesis 4:7, and it seems very unlikely in the context of Genesis 3:16 as well.

Kaiser, Hard Sayings of the Old Testament (1988), 34—35, argues that feshilgah in Genesis 3:16 means
“turning” and the passage means that Eve’s “turning” would be away from God and toward her husband. The
problem is that the text has no hint of any sense of “away from God,” and Kaiser has to import that idea into
the verse. In addition, the lexicons show no support for even considering Kaiser’s meaning for tesbiigab as a
possibility (see BDB and Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon [HALOT], as well as New International Dictionary
of Old Testament Theology [NIDOTTE], under teshilgab). However, Kaiser rightly argues that the meaning
“sexual desire” is contrary both to the context in Genesis 3:16 and to the rest of the Old Testament.
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Some have assumed that the “desire” in Genesis 3:16 refers to sexual desire.?8 But that is
highly unlikely because (1) the entire Bible views sexual desire within marriage as something
positive, not as something evil or something that God imposed as a judgment; and (2) surely
Adam and Eve had sexual desire for one another prior to their sin, for God had told them to “be
fruitful and multiply” (Genesis 1:28), and certainly He would have given the desire that corre-
sponded to the command. So “your desire shall be for your husband” cannot refer to sexual
desire. It is much more appropriate to the context of a curse to understand this as an aggres-
sive desire against her husband, one that would bring her into conflict with him.

Then God says that Adam, “shall rule over you” (Genesis 3:16).2 The word here—trans-
lated “rule”—is the Hebrew term mcishal, a common term in the Old Testament that regularly
if not always refers to ruling by greater power or force or strength. It is used of human military
or political rulers, such as Joseph ruling over the land of Egypt (Genesis 45:26), or the
Philistines ruling over Israel (Judges 14:4; 15:11), or Solomon ruling over all the kingdoms he
had conquered (1 Kings 4:21). It is also used to speak of God ruling over the sea (Psalm 89:9)
or God ruling over the earth generally (Psalm 66:7). Sometimes it refers to oppressive rulers
who cause the people under them to suffer (Nehemiah 9:37; Isaiah 19:4). In any case, the word
does not signify one who leads among equals, but rather one who rules by virtue of power and
strength, and sometimes even rules harshly and selfishly.

Once we understand these two terms, we can see much more clearly what was involved in
the curse that God brought to Adam and Eve as punishment for their sins. One aspect of the curse
was imposing pain on Adam’s particular area of responsibility, raising food from the ground:

Cursed is the ground because of you,

in pain you shall eat of it all the days of your life;
thorns and thistles it shall bring forth for you;
and you shall eat the plants of the field.

By the sweat of your face

you shall eat bread,

till you return to the ground. (Genesis 3:17-19)

Another aspect of the curse was to impose pain on Eve’s particular area of responsi-
bility, the bearing of children:

28. See, for example, Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church, 106. She claims the use of zeshiigab in Song of
Solomon 7:10 (11), but she fails to discuss the different construction in that distant context, where zeshiigah
is followed by ‘a/ rather than by e/ as in Genesis 3:16 and 4:7.

29. Belleville says a “plausible” suggestion that “nicely fits the context” is “to read the pronoun b2’ as it (neuter),
rather than he (masculine). The wife’s desire will be for her husband, and é# (the desire) will rule her” (107).
Belleville shows no awareness that the word for “desire” (zeshilgahb) is not masculine or neuter but feminine,
and it would ordinarily require a feminine pronoun (57) for such a meaning. The pronoun A’ and the verb
yimshal (“he shall rule”) are both masculine, and there is a corresponding masculine noun (“your husband”)
that makes good sense in the immediate context. Belleville’s suggestion simply does not match the Hebrew
grammar of the verse.
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“I will surely multiply your pain in childbearing;
in pain you shall bring forth children.” (Genesis 3:16)

And a third aspect of the curse was to introduce pain and conflict into the relationship
between Adam and Eve. Prior to their sin, they had lived in the Garden of Eden in perfect har-
mony, et with a leadership role belonging to Adam as the head of his family. But after the Fall,
God introduced conflict in that Eve would have an inward urging and impulse to oppose Adam,
to resist Adam’s leadership (the verb teshiigab + el). “Your impulse, desire will be against
your husband.” And Adam would respond with a rule over Eve that came from his greater
strength and aggressiveness, a rule that was forceful and at times harsh (the verb mdshal).
“And he, because of his greater strength, will 7ze over you.” There would be pain in tilling the
ground, pain in bearing children, and pain and conflict in their relationship.

It is crucial at this point for us to realize that we are never to try to increase or perpetuate
the results of the curse. We should never try to promote Genesis 3:16 as something good! In
fact, the entire Bible after Genesis 3 is the story of God’s working to overcome the effects of the
curse that He in His justice imposed. Eventually God will bring in 2 new heaven and a new earth
in which crops come forth abundantly from the ground (Isaiah 35:1-2; Amos 9:13; Romans
8:20-21) and in which there is no more pain or suffering (Revelation 21:4).

So we should never try to perpetuate the elements of the curse! We should not plant thorns
and weeds in our garden, but rather overcome them. We should do everything we can to allevi-
ate the pain of childbirth for women. And we should do everything we can to undo the conflict
that comes about through women desiring to oppose or even control their husbands, and hus-
bands ruling harshly over them.

Therefore Genesis 3:16 should never be used as a direct argument for male headship in
marriage. But it does show us that the Fall brought about a distortion of previous roles, not the
introduction of new roles. The distortion was that Eve would now rebel against her husband’s
authority and Adam would misuse that authority to rule forcefully and even harshly over Eve.3

8. The restoration: When we come to the New Testament, salvation in Christ reaffirms the
creation order.

If the previous understanding of Genesis 3:16 is correct, as I believe it is, then what we would
expect to find in the New Testament is a reversal of this curse. We would expect to find an undoing
of the wife’s hostile or aggressive impulses against her husband and the husband’s response of
harsh rule over his wife. In fact, that is exactly what we find. We read in the New Testament,

30. The understanding of Genesis 3:16 as a hostile desire, or even a desire to rule over, has gained significant sup-
port among Old Testament commentators. It was first suggested by Susan T. Foh, “What Is the Woman'’s Desire?”
WIJ, 37 (1975): 376-83. David Talley says the word is attested in Samaritan and Mishnaic Hebrew “with the
meaning urge, craving, impulse,” and says of Foh, “Her contention that the desire is a contention for leader-
ship, a negative usage, seems probable for Genesis 3:16” (NIDOTTE, 4:341, with reference to various
commentators).
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Wives, submit to your husbands, as is fitting in the Lord. Husbands, love your wives,
and do not be harsh with them. (Colossians 3:18—-19)

This command is an undoing of the impulse to oppose (Hebrew feshiigab + ‘el) and the
harsh rule (Hebrew mdashal) that God imposed at the curse.

God reestablishes in the New Testament the beauty of the relationship between Adam and
Eve that existed from the moment they were created. Eve was subject to Adam as the head of the
family. Adam loved his wife and was not harsh with her in his leadership. That is the pattern that
Paul commands husbands and wives to follow.3!

9. The mystery: Marriage from the beginning of Creation was a picture of the relationship
between Christ and the church.

When the apostle Paul discusses marriage and wishes to speak of the relationship between
husband and wife, he does not look back to any sections of the Old Testament telling about the
situation after sin came into the world. Rather, he looks all the way back to Genesis 2, prior to
the Fall, and uses that creation order to speak of marriage:

“Therefore a man shall leave his father and mother and hold fast to his wife, and the
two shall become one flesh.” This mystery is profound, and I am saying that i refers
to Christ and the church. (Ephesians 5:31-32)

Now a “mystery” in Paul’s writing is something that was understood only faintly if at all in
the Old Testament, but which is now made clearer in the New Testament. Here Paul makes clear
the meaning of the “mystery” of marriage as God created it in the Garden of Eden. Paul is say-
ing that the “mystery” of Adam and Eve, the meaning that was not previously understood, was
that marriage “refers to Christ and the church.”

Although Adam and Eve did not know it, their relationship represented the relationship
between Christ and the church. They were created to represent that relationship, and that is
what all marriages are supposed to do. In that relationship, Adam represents Christ and Eve
represents the church, because Paul says, “for the husband is the head of the wife even as Christ
is the bead of the church” (Ephesians 5:23).

Now the relationship between Christ and the church is not culturally variable. It is the same
for all generations. And it is not reversible. There is a leadership or headship role that belongs
to Christ and that the church does not have. Similarly, in marriage as God created it to be, there
is a leadership role for the husband that the wife does not have. This relationship was there from
the beginning of Creation, in the beautiful marriage between Adam and Eve in the Garden.

31. There was a foreshadowing of these New Testament commands in several godly marriages found in the Old
Testament and the honor given to women in passages such as Ruth, Esther, and Proverbs 31. But in the unfold-
ing of God’s plan of redemption, He waited until the New Testament to give the full and explicit directions for
the marriage relationship that we find in Ephesians 5, Colossians 3, and 1 Peter 3.
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10. The parallel with the Trinity: The equality, differences, and unity between men and
women reflect the equality, differences, and unity in the Trinity.

Though I list this here as the tenth argument why there were differences in roles between
men and women from Creation, I will not explain it at this point because it constitutes “Key Issue
#3” that I discuss further on.

Conclusion: Here then are ten arguments showing differences in the roles of men and
women before the Fall. Some arguments are not as forceful as others, though all have some
force. Some of them whisper male headship and some shout it clearly. But they form a cumula-
tive case showing that Adam and Eve had distinct roles before the Fall, and this was God’s
purpose in creating them.

B. But how does it work in practice?

I would like to say something at this point about how male-female equality together with male
headship work out in actual practice. The situation I know best is my own marriage, so I will
speak about that briefly.

In our marriage, Margaret and I talk frequently and at length about many decisions.
Sometimes these are large decisions (such as buying a house or a car), and sometimes they are
small decisions (such as where we should go for a walk together). I often defer to her wishes,
and she often defers to mine, because we love each other. In almost every case, each of us has
some wisdom and insight that the other does not have, and we have learned to listen to each
other and to place much trust in each other’s judgment. Usually we reach agreement on the deci-
sion. Very seldom will I do something that she does not think to be wise. She prays, she loves
God, she is sensitive to the Lord’s leading and direction, and I greatly respect her and the wis-
dom God gives her.

But in every decision, whether large or small, and whether we have reached agreement or
not, the responsibility to make the decision still rests with me. (I am speaking here of the deci-
sions that involve the both of us, not the individual decisions we each make about our personal
spheres of responsibility.) I do not agree with those who say that male headship only makes a dif-
ference once in ten years or so when a husband and wife can’t reach agreement. I think that male
headship makes a difference in every decision that the couple makes every day of their married
life. If there is genuine male headship, there is a quiet, subtle acknowledgment that the focus of
the decision-making process is the husband, not the wife. And even though there will often be
much discussion, and there should be much mutual respect and consideration of each other, yet
ultimately the responsibility to make the decision rests with the husband. And so in our marriage,
the responsibility to make the decision rests with me.

This is not because I am wiser or a more gifted leader. It is because I am the husband, and
God has given me that responsibility. In the face of cultural pressures to the contrary, I will not
forsake this male headship; I will not deny this male headship; I will not be embarrassed by it.
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This is God-given. It is very good. It brings peace and joy to our marriage, and both
Margaret and I are thankful for it.

Yet there are dangers of distortion. Putting this biblical pattern into practice is a challenge,
because we can err in one direction or the other. There are errors of passivity, and there are
errors of aggressiveness. This can be seen in the following chart:

Errors of passivity | Biblical ideal Errors of
aggressiveness
Husband Wimp Loving, humble Tyrant
headship
Wife Doormat Joyful, intelligent Usurper
submission

The biblical ideal, in the center column, is loving, humble headship on the part of the hus-
band, following Ephesians 5:23—33. The biblical ideal on the part of the wife is joyful, intelligent
submission to and support of her husband’s leadership, in accordance with Ephesians 5:22—24
and 31-33.

On the right side of the chart, the errors of aggressiveness are those that had their begin-
ning, as we saw, in Genesis 3:16. The husband can become selfish, harsh, and domineering and
act like a “tyrant.” This is not biblical headship, but a tragic distortion of it. A wife can also
demonstrate errors of aggressiveness when she resists her husband’s leadership, not supporting
it but fighting against it and creating conflict every step of the way. She can become a “usurper,”
something that is a tragic distortion of the biblical pattern of equality in the image of God.

On the left side of the chart are the opposite errors, the errors of passivity. A husband can
abdicate his leadership and neglect his responsibilities. The children are not disciplined and he
sits and watches TV and does nothing. The family is not going to church regularly and he is pas-
sive and does nothing. The family keeps going further in debt and he closes his eyes to it and
does nothing. Some relative or friend is verbally harassing his wife and he does nothing. This
also is a tragic distortion of the biblical pattern. He has become a “wimp.”

A wife can also commit errors of passivity. Rather than participating actively in family deci-
sions, rather than contributing her wisdom and insight that is so much needed, her only
response to every question is, “Yes, dear, whatever you say.” She knows her husband and her
children are doing wrong and she says nothing. Or her husband becomes verbally or physically
abusive, and she never objects to him, never seeks church discipline or civil intervention to
bring about an end to the abuse. Or she never expresses her preferences about friendships or
family vacations, or her opinions about people or events. She thinks what is required of her is
to be “submissive” to her husband. But this also is a tragic distortion of biblical patterns. She
has become a “doormat.”
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Now we all have different backgrounds, personalities, and temperaments. We also have dif-
ferent areas of life in which sanctification is less complete. Some of us are more prone toward
errors of aggressiveness, and others are more prone toward errors of passivity. We can even fall
into errors of aggressiveness in our homes and errors of passivity when we visit our in-laws. Or it
can be just the other way around. In order to maintain a healthy, biblical balance, we need to keep
reading God’s Word each day and continue to pray for God’s help to obey His Word as best we can.

C. The man’s responsibility to provide for and protect, and the woman’s
responsibility to care for the home and to nurture children

There are other differences in roles in addition to headship and submission. Two other aspects
of a husband’s headship in marriage are the responsibility to provide for and to protect his wife
and family. A corresponding responsibility for the wife is to have primary responsibility to care
for home and children. Each can help the other, but there remains a primary responsibility that
is not shared equally.

These responsibilities are mentioned in both the Danvers Statement and the Southern
Baptist Convention/Campus Crusade for Christ statement. I will not discuss these in detail at this
point, but simply note that these additional aspects of differing roles are established in Scripture.
Biblical support for the husband having the primary responsibility to provide for his family and
the wife having primary responsibility to care for the household and children is found in Genesis
2:15, along with 2:18-23; 3:16—19 (Eve is assumed to have the primary responsibility for child-
bearing, but Adam for tilling the ground to raise food, and pain is introduced into both of their
areas of responsibility); Proverbs 31:10-31, especially verses 15, 21, 27; Isaiah 4:1 (shame at
the tragic undoing of the normal order); 1 Timothy 5:8 (the Greek text does not specify “any
man,” but in the historical context that would have been the assumed referent except for unusual
situations like a household with no father); 1 Timothy 5:10; 1 Timothy 5:3—16 (widows, not wid-
owers, are to be supported by the church); Titus 2:5.

Biblical support for the idea that the man has the primary responsibility to protect his
family is found in Deuteronomy 20:7-8 (men go forth to war, not women, here and in many Old
Testament passages); 24:5; Joshua 1:14; Judges 4:8—10 (Barak does not get the glory because
he insisted that 2 woman accompany him into battle); Nehemiah 4:13—14 (the people are to
fight for their brothers, homes, wives, and children, but it does not say they are to fight for their
husbands!); Jeremiah 50:37 (it is the disgrace of a nation when its warriors become women);
Nahum 3:13 (“Behold, your troops are women in your midst” is a taunt of derision); Matthew
2:13—14 (Joseph is told to protect Mary and baby Jesus by taking them to Egypt) ; Ephesians 5:25
(a husband’s love should extend even to a willingness to lay down his life for his wife, something
many soldiers in battle have done throughout history to protect their families and homelands);
1 Peter 3:7 (a wife is a “weaker vessel,” and therefore the husband, as generally stronger, has
a greater responsibility to use his strength to protect his wife).
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In addition, there is the complete absence of evidence from the other side. Nowhere can
we find Scripture encouraging women to be the primary means of support while their hus-
bands care for the house and children. Nowhere can we find Scripture encouraging women
to be the primary protectors of their husbands. Certainly women can help in these roles as
time and circumstances allow (see Genesis 2:18-23), but they are not the ones primarily
responsible for them.

Finally, there is the internal testimony from both men’s and women’s hearts. There is some-
thing in a man that says, “I don’t want to be dependent on a woman to provide for me in the
long term. I want to be the one responsible to provide for the family, the one my wife looks to
and depends on for support.” T have never met a man who does not feel some measure of shame
at the idea of being supported by his wife in the long term.

I recognize that in many families there is a temporary reversal of roles due to involuntary
unemployment or while the husband is getting further education, and in those circumstances these
are entirely appropriate arrangements; yet the longer they go on, the more strain they put on a mar-
riage. I also recognize that a husband’s permanent disability, or the absence of a husband in the
home, can create a necessity for the wife to be the primary provider, but families in which that hap-
pens often testify to the unusual stress it brings and that they wish it did not have to be so.

On the other hand, there is something in a2 woman that says, “I want my husband to pro-
vide for me, to give me the security of knowing that we will have enough to buy groceries and
pay the bills. It feels right to me to look to him and depend on him for that responsibility.” I have
never met 2 woman who did not want her husband to provide that sense of security for her.32

KEY ISSUE #3: THE EQUALITY AND DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
MEN AND WOMEN REFLECT THE EQUALITY AND DIFFERENCES
IN THE TRINITY

This point is at the heart of the controversy, and it shows why much more is at stake than the
meaning of one or two words or one or two verses in the Bible. Much more is at stake even than
how we live in our marriages. Here we are talking about the nature of God Himself.

In 1 Corinthians 11, Paul writes,

But I want you to understand that the head of every man is Christ, the head of a wife
is her husband, and the head of Christ is God. (v. 3)

In this verse, “head” refers to one who is in a position of authority over the other, as this
Greek word (kephaie) uniformly does whenever it is used in ancient literature to say that one

32. For some further discussion, see Piper, “A Vision of Biblical Complementarity,” in Recovering Biblical
Manhood and Womanhood, 31-59. See also Dorothy Patterson, “The High Calling of Wife and Mother in
Biblical Perspective,” 364—77, in the same volume.
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person is “head of” another person or group.33 So Paul is here referring to a relationship of
authority between God the Father and God the Son, and he is making a parallel between that
relationship in the Trinity and the relationship between the husband and wife in marriage.
This is an important parallel because it shows that there can be equality and differences
between persons at the same time. We can illustrate that in the following diagram, where the
arrows indicate authority over the person to whom the arrow points:

DIAGRAM 1A

Just as the Father and Son are equal in deity and equal in all their attributes, but different
in role, so husband and wife are equal in personhood and value, but they are different in the
roles God has given them. Just as God the Son is eternally subject to the authority of God the
Father, so God has planned that wives be subject to the authority of their husbands.

Scripture frequently speaks of the Father—Son relationship within the Trinity, a relationship
in which the Father “gave” His only Son (John 3:16) and “sent” the Son into the world (John
3:17, 34; 4:34; 8:42; Galatians 4:4), a relationship in which the Father “predestined us” to be
conformed to the image of His Son (Romans 8:29; cf. 1 Peter 1:2) and “chose us” in the Son
“before the foundation of the world” (Ephesians 1:4). The Son is obedient to the commands of
the Father (John 12:49), and says that He comes to do “the will of him who sent me” (John
4:34; 6:38).

These relationships are never reversed. Never does Scripture say that the Son sends the
Father into the world, or that the Holy Spirit sends the Father or the Son into the world, or that
the Father obeys the commands of the Son or of the Holy Spirit. Never does Scripture say that
the Son predestined us to be conformed to the image of the Father. The role of planning, direct-
ing, sending, and commanding the Son belongs to the Father only.

And these relationships are eternal, for the Father predestined us in the Son “before the
foundation of the world” (Ephesians 1:4), requiring that the Father has eternally been Father,
and the Son has eternally been Son. If the Father’s love is seen in that He “gave his only Son”
(John 3:16), then the Father had to be Father and the Son had to be Son before He came into

33. See my extended discussion of the meaning of kephalein Appendix 4, pp. 552-99.
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the world. The Father did not give someone who was just another divine person in the Trinity,
but He gave the one who was His only Son, one who eternally had been His Son.

It was also this way in the Creation of the world, where the Father initiated and commanded
and created “through” the Son. The Son was the powerful Word of God who carried out the
commands of the Father, for “all things were made through him” (John 1:3). The Son is the one
“through whom” God created the world (Hebrews 1:2). All things were created by the Father
working through the Son, for “there is one God, the Father, fiom whom are all things...and one
Lord, Jesus Christ, #hrough whom are all things” (1 Corinthians 8:6). Nowhere does Scripture
reverse this and say that the Son created “through” the Father.

The Son sits at the Father’s right hand (Romans 8:34; Hebrews 1:3, 13; 1 Peter 3:22); the
Father does not sit at the Son’s right hand. And for all eternity, the Son will be subject to the Father,
for after the last enemy, death, is destroyed, “the Son himself will also be subjected to him who
put all things in subjection under him, that God may be all in all” (1 Corinthians 15:28).

We see from these passages then that the idea of headship and submission within a per-
sonal relationship did not begin with the Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood in 1987.
Nor did it begin with some writings of the apostle Paul in the first century. Nor did it begin with a
few patriarchal men in a patriarchal society in the Old Testament. Nor did the idea of headship and
submission begin with Adam and Eve’s fall into sin in Genesis 3. In fact, the idea of headship and
submission did not even begin with the creation of Adam and Eve in Genesis 1 and 2.

No, the idea of headship and submission existed before Creation. It began in the relation-
ship between the Father and Son in the Trinity. The Father has eternally had a leadership role,
an authority to initiate and direct, that the Son does not have. Similarly, the Holy Spirit is subject
to both the Father and Son and plays yet a different role in Creation and in the work of salvation.

When did the idea of headship and submission begin, then? The idea of headship and sub-
mission never began! It has always existed in the eternal nature of God Himself. And in this
most basic of all authority relationships, authority is not based on gifts or ability (for the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit are equal in attributes and perfections). It is just there. Authority belongs
to the Father, not because He is wiser or because He is a more skillful leader, but just because
He is the Father.

Authority and submission between the Father and the Son, and between Father and Son and
the Holy Spirit, is a fundamental difference (or probably #he fundamental difference) between
the persons of the Trinity. They don’t differ in any attributes, but only in how they relate to each
other. And that relationship is one of leadership and authority on the one hand and voluntary,
willing, joyful submission to that authority on the other hand.

We can learn from this relationship among the members of the Trinity that submission to
a rightful authority is a noble virtue. It is a privilege. It is something good and desirable. It is the
virtue that the eternal Son of God has demonstrated forever. It is His glory, the glory of the Son
as He relates to His Father.
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In modern society, we tend to think if you are a person who has authority over another, that's
a good thing. If you are someone who has to submit to an authority, that's a bad thing. But that is
the world’s viewpoint, and it is not true. Submission to a rightful authority is a good and noble
and wonderful thing, because it reflects the interpersonal relationships within God Himself.

We can say then that a relationship of authority and submission between equals, with
mutual giving of honor, is the most fundamental and most glorious interpersonal relationship in
the universe. Such a relationship allows there to be interpersonal differences without “better”
or “worse,” without “more important” and “less important.”

And when we begin to dislike the very idea of authority and submission—not distortions and
abuses, but the very idea—we are tampering with something very deep. We are beginning to
dislike God Himself.

Now this truth about the Trinity creates a problem for egalitarians. They try to force people
to choose between equality and authority. They say, “If you have male headship, then you can’t
be equal. Or if you are equal, then you can’t have male headship.” And our response is that you
can have both: just look at the Trinity. Within the being of God, you have both equality and
authority.

In reply to this, egalitarians should have said, “Okay, we agree on this much. In God you
can have equality and differences at the same time.” In fact, some egalitarians have said this
very thing.34 But some prominent egalitarians have taken a different direction, one that is very
troubling. Both Gilbert Bilezikian and Stanley Grenz have now written that they think there is
“mutual submission” within the Trinity. They say that the Father also submits to the Son.3> This
is their affirmation even though no passage of Scripture affirms such a relationship, and even
though this has never been the orthodox teaching of the church throughout two thousand
years. But so deep is their commitment to an egalitarian view of men and women within mar-
riage, that they will modify the doctrine of the Trinity, and remake the Trinity in the image of
egalitarian marriage, if it seems necessary to maintain their position.

34. See Craig Keener’s affirmation of an eternal subordination of the Son to the Father in “Is Subordination Within
the Trinity Really Heresy? A Study of John 5:18 in Context,” TrinJ 20 NS (1999): 39-51.

35. For a fuller discussion of egalitarian tampering with the doctrine of the Trinity, see Ware, “Tampering with the
Trinity: Does the Son Submit to His Father?” in Grudem, Biblical Foundations for Manhood and Womanhood
(2002), 233-53. The primary statements by Bilezikian and Grenz are found in Bilezikian, “Hermeneutical
Bungee-Jumping: Subordination in the Godhead,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society, 40/1
(March 1997): 57—68; and Grenz, “Theological Foundations for Male-Female Relationships,” Journal of the
Evangelical Theological Society, 41/4 (December 1998): 615-30.

A survey of historical evidence showing affirmation of the eternal subordination of the Son to the authority of
the Father is found in Stephen D. Kovach and Peter R. Schemm Jr., “A Defense of the Doctrine of the Eternal
Subordination of the Son,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society, 42/3 (September 1999): 461-76. See
also Grudem, Systematic Theology, 248-52.

See also my discussion of egalitarian claim 10.3, “mutual submission in the Trinity,” in chapter 10(429-33;
see also 405-29).



A Biblical Vision of Manhood and Womanhood as Created by God 49

KEY ISSUE #4: THE EQUALITY AND DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
MEN AND WOMEN ARE VERY GOOD

In today’s hostile culture, we might be embarrassed to talk about God-given differences between
men and women. We don’t want to be attacked or laughed at by others. Perhaps we fear that
someone will take offense if we talk clearly about God-given differences between men and
women. (However, there is more acknowledgment of male/female differences in the general
culture today than there was a few years ago. A number of secular books, such as John Gray’s
Men Are from Mars, Women Are from Venus, have once again made it acceptable to talk about
at least some differences between men and women, though the idea of the husband’s authority
and the wife’s submission within marriage still seems to be taboo in the general culture.)30

The fundamental statement of the excellence of the way God made us as men and women
is found in Genesis 1:31: “And God saw everything that he had made, and behold, i was very
good.” Just four verses after the Bible tells us that God made us “male and female,” it tells us
that God looked at everything He had made, including Adam and Eve created in His image,
and His evaluation of what He saw was that it was “very good.” The way God created us as men
and women, equal in His image and different in roles, was very good. And if it is very good, then
we can make some other observations about the created order.

This created order is fair. Our egalitarian friends argue that it's “not fair” for men to have
a leadership role in the family simply because they are men. But if this difference is based on
God’s assignment of roles from the beginning, then it is fair. Does the Son say to the Father, “It's
not fair for You to be in charge simply because You are the Father”? Does the Son say to the
Father, “You've been in charge for fifteen billion years, and now it's My turn for the next fifteen
billion”? No! Absolutely not! Rather, He fulfilled the psalm that said, “I desire to do your will,
0 my God; your law is within my heart” (Psalm 40:8; compare Hebrews 10:7). And of His rela-
tionship with the Father, He said, “I always do the things that are pleasing to him” (John 8:29).
He said, “I have come down from heaven, not to do my own will but the will of him who sent
me” (John 6:38). The order of relationships within the Trinity is fair. And the order of relation-
ships established by God for marriage is fair.

This created order is also best for us, because it comes from an all-wise Creator. This
created order truly honors men and women. It does not lead to abuse, but guards against
it, because both men and women are equal in value before God. It does not suppress
women’s gifts and wisdom and insight, as people sometimes have done in the past, but it
encourages them.

36. See Gray, Men Are from Mars, Women Are from Venus (1992), and several other books written by Gray on a
similar theme; see also Tannen, You Just Don’t Understand (1990). I am not, of course, endorsing everything
in these books.
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This created order is also a mystery. I have been married to one very wonderful woman
for thirty-four years. I cannot understand her. Just when I think I understand her, she surprises
me again. Marriage is a challenge! And it’s also very fun. But in our relationships with each other
as men and women, there will always be elements of surprise, always elements of mystery, always
aspects of difference that we cannot fully understand but simply enjoy.

This created order is also beautifil. God took delight in it and thought it was “very good.”
When it is functioning in the way that God intended, we will enjoy this relationship and delight in
it, because there is a Godlike quality about it. And though some elements of society have been
pushing in the opposite direction for several decades, there is much evidence from “natural
law”—from our observation of the world and our inner sense of right and wrong—that different
roles within marriage are right. This is what we meant when we said in the Danvers Statement,
“Distinctions in masculine and feminine roles are ordained by God and should find an echo in
every human heart” (Affirmation 2). God’s created order for marriage is beautiful because it is
God’s way to bring amazing #nity to people who are as different as men and women are.

The beauty of God's created order for marriage finds expression in our sexuality within
marriage. “Therefore a man shall leave his father and his mother and hold fast to his wife, and
they shall become one flesh” (Genesis 2:24). From the beginning, God designed our sexuality
so that it reflects unity and differences and beauty all at the same time. As husband and wife, we
are most attracted to the parts of each other that are the most different. Our deepest unity—
including a physical and emotional and spiritual unit;—comes at the point where we are most
different. In our physical union as God intended it, there is no dehumanization of women and
no emasculation of men, but there is equality and honor for both the husband and the wife. And
there is our deepest human joy, and our deepest expression of unity.

This means that sexuality within marriage is precious to God. It is designed by Him to show
equality and difference and unity all at the same time. It is a great mystery how this can be so, and
itis also a great blessing and joy. Moreover, God has ordained that from that sexual union comes the
most amazing, the most astounding event—the creation of 2 new human being in the image of God!

Within this most intimate of human relationships, we show equality and difference and
unity and much Godlikeness all at once. Glory be to God!

KEY ISSUE #5: THIS IS A MATTER OF OBEDIENCE TO THE BIBLE

Why did the Southern Baptist Convention in June 1998, for the first time since 1963, add to their
statement of faith that men and women are equal in God’s image but different in their roles in
marriage?3’ Why, shortly after that, did over one hundred Christian leaders sign a full-page ad

37. This is the text of the June 1998 addition to the Southern Baptist Convention’s statement, “The Baptist Faith and
Message™: XVIIL The Family
God has ordained the family as the foundational institution of human society. It is composed of persons
related to one another by marriage, blood, or adoption.
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in USA Today saying, “Southern Baptists, you are right. We stand with you.”3® Why did Campus
Crusade for Christ, after forty years of no change in their doctrinal policies, endorse a similar
statement as the policy of their organization in 1999?39

I think these things indicate that many Christian leaders are beginning to say, “The egali-
tarian view just cannot be proven from Scripture.”

Thirty years ago there were many questions about differences in interpretation, and both
the egalitarian position and the complementarian position were found within evangelical
groups. Over the last thirty years, we have seen extensive discussion and argument, and we have
seen hundreds of articles and books published.

But now people are beginning to look at the situation differently. The egalitarian viewpoint,
which was novel within evangelicalism twenty-five years ago, has had great opportunity to defend
itself. The arguments are all out on the table, and the detailed word studies, the technical ques-
tions of grammar, and the extensive studies of background literature and history have been
carried out. There are dozens and dozens of egalitarian books denying differences in male and
female roles within marriage, but they now seem to be repeating the same arguments over and
over. The egalitarians have not had any new breakthroughs, any new discoveries that lend sub-
stantial strength to their position.

So now many people in leadership are deciding that the egalitarian view is just not what the
Bible teaches. And they are deciding that it will not be taught in their churches. Then they add
to their statements of faith, and the controversy is essentially over, for that group at least, for the
next ten or twenty years.

Marriage is the uniting of one man and one woman in covenant commitment for a lifetime. It is God’s unique
gift to reveal the union between Christ and His church and to provide for the man and the woman in marriage the
framework for intimate companionship, the channel of sexual expression according to biblical standards, and the
means for procreation of the human race.

The husband and wife are of equal worth before God since both are created in God’s image. The marriage
relationship models the way God relates to His people. A husband is to love his wife as Christ loved the church.
He has the God-given responsibility to provide for, to protect, and to lead his family. A wife is to submit herself
graciously to the servant leadership of her husband even as the church willingly submits to the headship of
Christ. She, being in the image of God as is her husband and thus equal to him, has the God-given responsi-
bility to respect her husband and to serve as his helper in managing the household and nurturing the next
generation.

Children, from the moment of conception, are a blessing and heritage from the Lord. Parents are to demonstrate
to their children God’s pattern for marriage. Parents are to teach their children spiritual and moral values and to
lead them, through consistent lifestyle example and loving discipline, to make choices based on biblical truth.
Children are to honor and obey their parents.

Genesis 1:26-28; 2:15-25; 3:1-20; Exodus 20:12; Deuteronomy 6:4-9; Joshua 24:15; 1 Samuel 1:26-28;
Psalms 51:5; 78:1-8; 127—128; 139:13—16; Proverbs 1:8; 5:15-20; 6:20—22; 12:4; 13:24; 14:1; 17:6; 18:22;
22:6, 15; 23:13—14; 24:3; 29:15, 17; 31:10-31; Ecclesiastes 4:9—12; 9:9; Malachi 2:14—16; Matthew 5:31-32;
18:2-5; 19:3-9; Mark 10:6-12; Romans 1:18-32; 1 Corinthians 7:1-16; Ephesians 5:21-33; 6:1-4;
Colossians 3:18-21; 1 Timothy 5:8, 14; 2 Timothy 1:3-5; Titus 2:3-5; Hebrews 13:4; 1 Peter 3:1-7.

In June 2000, the SBC added the following sentence to Article VI, “The Church”: “While both men and women
are gifted for service in the church, the office of pastor is limited to men as qualified by Scripture.”

38. USA Today, August 26, 1998.
39. See above, 28-29, for a discussion of the Campus Crusade policy statement.
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James Dobson saw the wisdom of this. After Campus Crusade announced its policy in June
1999, in affirming and adding to the Southern Baptist statement, Dr. Dobson said on the front
page of his September 1999 newsletter, “We applaud our friends at Campus Crusade for taking
this courageous stance.” Then he quoted the statement in full and added,

It is our prayer that additional denominations and parachurch organizations will join
with SBC in adopting this statement on marriage and the family. Now is the time for
Christian people to identify themselves unreservedly with the truths of the Bible,
whether popular or not.*0

Our egalitarian friends were greatly troubled by Dr. Dobson’s statement. In the Spring 2000
issue of their newsletter, Mutuality, Kim Pettit objected that “endorsement of the SBC statement
by an increasing number of Christian organizations means dissenters are excluded as this
becomes a confessional issue.”*!

I do not think that the SBC statement or others like it will mean that people who hold
another view will be excluded from fellowship in the church. But I do think that people who
hold an egalitarian view will be excluded from many teaching and governing positions. Because
I think that the egalitarian view is both harmful and contrary to Scripture, I think this is an
appropriate result, and I think it is the one that was intended by those who added this statement
to the “Baptist Faith and Message” in 1998.

People in the middle of turning points in history do not always realize it. I believe that today
we are right in the middle of a turning point in the history of the Church. Christian organizations
right now are deciding these issues. They are making commitments and establishing those com-
mitments in their policies. Some organizations are affirming biblical principles, as the Southern
Baptists did. Others are establishing egalitarian principles as part of their policies, as Willow
Creek Community Church has done. 2 There is a sifting, a sorting, a dividing going on within the
evangelical world, and I believe that institutions that adopt an egalitarian position will drift fur-
ther and further from faithfulness to the Bible on other issues as well.

What is “the way forward” for biblical manhood and womanhood? I believe the way for-
ward is to add a clear statement to the governing document of your church, your denomination,
or your parachurch organization.

Why should we do this? First, because it affects so much of life. As Christians, we can differ
over the tribulation or the millennium and still live largely the same way. But differences over
this issue affect people’s lives and result in “increasingly destructive consequences in our fami-
lies, our churches, and the culture at large,” to use the words of the Danvers Statement
(Affirmation 10). Where biblical patterns are not followed, husbands and wives have no clear

40. Family News from Dr. James Dobson, September 1999, 1-2.
41. Kim Pettit, “Why I Disagree with Dobson and the SBC,” Mutuality (Spring 2000), 17.
42. See Grudem, “Willow Creek Enforces Egalitarianism,” in CBMW News 1, 3—6 (available at www.cbmw.org).
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guidance on how to act within their marriages, and there is increasing stress that brings harm-
ful and even destructive consequences to families.

Second, egalitarians have run out of new exegetical arguments, and they simply are not
winning the arguments on the basis of the biblical text (for details see chapters 3—12). Their
books increasingly deal not with detailed analyses of biblical texts, but with broad generalizations
about Scripture, then with arguments from experience or arguments from philosophical con-
cepts like fairness, or from the supposed negative results of a complementarian position (such
as spousal abuse, which we strongly oppose and condemn as well). 3 But it seems to me, and
increasingly it seems to many others, that egalitarians have simply lost the key arguments on the
meaning of the biblical text, and they have no more arguments to make.

A third reason why I think organizations should add a statement on biblical manhood and
womanhood to their governing documents is that I believe this is a watershed issue. Many years
ago Francis Schaeffer called the doctrine of biblical inerrancy a watershed issue because the
position that people took on inerrancy determined where their teachings would lead in suc-
ceeding years. Schaeffer said that the first people who make a mistake on a watershed issue
take only a very small step, and in all other areas of life they are godly and orthodox. This was
the case with a number of scholars who denied inerrancy in principle but did not change their
beliefs on much of anything else. However, the next generation of leaders and scholars who
come after them take the error much further. They see the implications of the change, and they
are consistent in working it out in other matters of doctrine and practice, and they fall into
greater and greater deviation from the teachings of the Bible.

I believe it is the same with this issue today. This controversy is the key to deeper issues
and deeper commitments that touch every part of life (a number of these will be discussed
later in this book). Though many of our egalitarian friends today do not adopt the other impli-
cations of their view, their followers will, and the next generation of leaders will go much
further in the denial of the truths of Scripture or in their failure to be subject to Scripture in
other parts of life.

I said earlier that I believe one reason God allowed this controversy into the church at this
time is so that we could correct wrongful male chauvinism in our churches and families. I think
another reason God has allowed this controversy into the church is to test our hearts. Will we
be faithful to Him and obey His Word or not? God often allows false teaching to spread among
His people as a means of testing us, to see what our response will be.

In the Old Testament, God allowed false prophets to come among the people, but He had
told them, “you shall not listen to the words of that prophet or that dreamer of dreams. For the

43. T still regret, and still cannot understand, why the board of directors of CBE declined to issue a joint statement
with the CBMW on the issue of abuse. CBMW adopted the statement in November 1994 and has continued to
distribute it widely through its literature and on its website. The letter from CBE in which they declined to issue
a statement jointly with us can be found in CBMW News 1:1 (August 1995), 3, and is available at
www.cbmw.org.



THE EFFEMINATE LEFT

No Differences: Egalitarianism:

“all is one” removing or denying many differences
between men and women

God God equals creation, God as mother, | mutual submission
Sophia worship, New Age worship in the Trinity

Man, Woman emasculation of men, no gender-based role differences
defeminization of women in marriage
Marriage same-sex marriages approved mutual submission,

often husband as wimp
and wife as usurper

Children children murdered, abortion children raised with too little discipline,
supported by women who reject little respect for authority
feminine roles

Family Responsibilities no family—just “society” all responsibilities shared equally between
husband and wife or divided according
to gifts and interests

Sex homosexuality, lesbianism; men become unmasculine, unattractive
to women; women become unfeminine,
unattractive to men;

violent opposition to God’s plan for sex | ambivalence toward sex
as only between 2 man and woman

Natural Desires temptation: unlimited moving “contrary to nature” (Romans 1:26)

same-sex activity
(7

Religion feminized religion in churches; no governing or teaching roles in church
pantheism reserved for men

Authority hatred of authority suspicion of authority

Sports no competition: “everybody wins” anticompetition

Crime no respect for authority, rampant crime, | criminal seen as victim to be helped,

especially by frustrated, angry men not punished; punishment long delayed

Property no private property: no one is allowed to be very rich; large-scale
all possessions equalized dependence on welfare state and government

Education all-male schools prohibited by law; systematic pressure to make boys and girls
prohibitions against educating do equally well in all subjects

boys and girls separately

Please note: This chart contains many generalizations and is only meant to show broad tendencies. Most people and many religious
from adopting all aspects of non-biblical views. Therefore this chart certainly does not imply that every person or religious



THE COMPLEMENTARIAN MIDDLE

THE VIOLENT RIGHT

Equality and Differences and Unity:

emphasizing both equality and differences
between men and women

Male Dominance:

overemphasizing the differences
between men and women

No Equality:
“might makes right”

God as Trinity
Father, Son, Holy Spirit are of
equal value with different roles

-\ | Arianism: Son and Holy Spirit

are not fully God

God as one person, not a Trinity,
not three persons; harsh,
unloving warrior-god (Allah)

husband and wife have

/H—> W
equal value but
different roles N

men are better than women;
excessive competitiveness
to show women are inferior

men as brutes; women as objects;
dehumanization of women

husband: loving, humble headship;
wife: intelligent, joyful submission
to husband

husband as harsh, selfish dictator;
wife as doormat

polygamy, harems,
female infanticide

children loved, cared for, valued,
raised with discipline and love

children raised with harsh
discipline, little love or compassion

children murdered, abortion
supported by men who reject
masculine responsibility for family

husband: responsible to lead,

provide for, protect; wife: responsible to
help husband by managing household
and nurturing children

wives forbidden to have a job
outside the home or to vote
or own property

men have all power; women
and children are to serve them

monogamous, equally fulfilling intercourse
as the deepest expression of a great
“mystery”: equality and differences and unity!

pornography, lust, adultery

violence against women, rape

positive delight in sex as a gift from God

excessive attention to sex

violent opposition to God’s plan
for sex as only within marriage

natural desires fulfilled;
men and women have deep sense of
acting as God made them to act

moving in exaggeration
and distortion of nature

temptation: unlimited,
unequal sexual activity

some governing and teaching roles
in church restricted to men

all ministry don_e)by men;
women’s gifts squelched; Crusades

militant forms of Islam;
religion advanced by violence

authority exercised within boundaries

overuse of authority

abuse of authority

competition with fairness and rules:
winners honored, losers respected

excessive competition:
losers humiliated

violent harm to opponents;
gladiators fight to the death

punishment is speedy, fair; aims at justice
plus restoration of criminal

repressive government, little
freedom, debtor’s prisons

excessive punishment, dehumani-
zation of criminals (cut off hand of
thief); little crime, but no freedom

laws protect private property and care
for poor; more work and skill earns
more wealth; equal opportunity for all

women cannot own property

slavery; dehumanization of the
poor and weak; all property in the
hands of few

boys and girls both educated, but different
preferences, abilities, and sense of
calling respected

boys given preferential treatment
in schools

girls not allowed to be educated

systems hold mixed views and have inconsistencies in thinking. Moreover, conscience, social pressure, and the Bible often restrain people
system within each column holds to everything in that column. This chart may be duplicated for teaching purposes without charge.



56 Evangelical Feminism and Biblical Truth

Lorp your God is testing you, to know whether you love the Lorp your God with all your heart
and with all your soul” (Deuteronomy 13:3). Now I am certainly not saying that egalitarians are
the same as those who advocated the serving of other gods in the Old Testament, for egali-
tarians within evangelicalism do worship Jesus Christ as their Savior. But I am saying that there
is a principle of God’s actions in history that we can see in Deuteronomy 13:3, and that is that
God often allows various kinds of false teaching to exist in the church, probably in every genera-
tion, and by these false teachings God tests His people to see whether they will be faithful to His
Word or not. In this generation, one of those tests is whether we will be faithful to God in the
teaching of His Word on matters of manhood and womanhood.

A similar idea is found in 1 Corinthians 11:19: “For there must be factions among you in
order that those who are genuine among you may be recognized.” When divisions and contro-
versies arise in the church, people who make the right choices about the division eventually
become “recognized” or are made “evident” (NasB). Others make wrong choices and thereby
disqualify themselves from leadership. Charles Hodge wrote about this verse, “By the prevalence
of disorders and other evils in the church, God puts his people to the test. They are tried as gold
in the furnace, and their genuineness is made to appear.”#4

Today, by the controversy over manhood and womanhood, God is testing all of His people,
all of His churches. The egalitarian alternative would be so easy to adopt in today’s culture, and
it can appear on the surface to make so little difference. But will we remain faithful to the Word
of God?

Key ISSUE #6: Tuis CONTROVERSY IS MucH BIGGER
THAN WE REALIZE, BECAUSE IT TOUCHES ALL OF LIFE

The question of biblical manhood and womanhood is the focal point in a tremendous battle
of worldviews. In that battle, biblical Christianity is being attacked simultaneously by two
opponents representing the dominant ideas in the cultures of the world. The opponent on
the “Effeminate Left” may be called “No Differences,” and its slogan is, “all is one.” The
opponent on the “Violent Right,” may be called “No Equality,” and its slogan is, “might
makes right.”%>

The chart on pages 54-55 shows how a biblical view of men and women, the
“Complementarian Middle,” stands in contrast to these opponents. For example, a biblical view of
God includes equality and differences and unity. God is a Trinity where the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit have equal value and djfferent roles, and they have absolute z#ity in the one being of God.

44. Hodge, An Exposition of 1 and 2 Corinthians (1972), 125.

45. The groundbreaking ideas of Peter Jones and Dan Heimbach, fellow members of the CBMW, provided the fun-
damental concepts that led to this material. I am grateful for their contributions, though the specific
applications that follow are my own. See the chapters by Jones and Heimbach in Grudem, Biblical Foundations
Jfor Manhood and Womanhood.



A Biblical Vision of Manhood and Womanhood as Created by God 57

The Effeminate Left Column: On the far left, the differences in the persons of God are
abolished and the differences between God and the Creation are abolished because “all is one.”
God then is viewed as equal to the Creation, and people will worship the earth or parts of the
earth as God (or as our “Mother”). Much New Age worship takes this form, as does much
eastern religion, where the goal is to seek unity with the universe.

When we follow the theme that there are “No Differences” into the area of manhood and
womanhood, the attempt to obliterate differences leads to the emasculation of men and the
defeminization of women. Men become more like women and women become more like men,
because “all is one.”

Within marriage, if there are no differences, then same sex “marriages” are approved.
Women who reject feminine roles will support abortion. Since there are no distinct roles for a
child’s father and mother, there’s no longer any need to have children raised by the family, but
rather “society” can take care of raising children. Within the realm of sexuality, homosexuality
and lesbianism are approved. The chart details how the idea that there should be “No
Differences” but that “all is one” will also work out in feminized religion within churches, in
hatred of authority (for if someone has more authority, then all is not one), in no competition
in sports (for if we have “winners” and “losers” then all is not one), in no respect for authority
in the civil realm (with an increase in rampant crime), with attempts to abolish private property
and equalize possessions (for no one can be different, but all should be one), and with attempts
to prohibit all-male schools or prohibit educating boys and girls separately. These are the ten-
dencies that follow once we adopt the conviction that “all is one.” From this perspective, there
are no differences between persons in the being of God, and there should be no differences
between men and women either.

The Egalitarianism Column: The egalitarian viewpoint within evangelicalism tends toward
this direction in many areas. It tends to remove or deny many differences between men and
women. Egalitarians have begun to deny eternal personal distinctions among the Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit, and to argue rather for “mutual submission” within the Trinity. They deny that there
are any gender-based role differences in marriage.%¢ Within marriage, an egalitarian view tends
toward abolishing differences and advocates “mutual submission,” which often results in the hus-
band acting as a wimp and the wife as a usurper. Because this perspective tends in the direction of
a deep-seated opposition to most authority, the drive toward “sameness” often results in children

46. There was an amusing, but very revealing, suggestion for a new title to the book Men Are from Mars, Women
Are from Venus in the CBE publication Mutuality: In an imaginary conversation in a bookstore, the writer sug-
gested that a better title for a book about men and women would be, Men Are from Mars, Women Are from
Venus, But Some Men Are from Venus and Some Women Are from Mars, and All of God'’s Children Have
Both Mars and Venus Qualities Within Them So Why Not Just Say that Men and Women Are from the Earth,
and Let’s Get About the Business of Developing the Unique God-given Mars/Venus Qualities That God Has
Given All of Us for the Sake of the Kingdom (Jim Banks, Mutuality [May 1998], 3). What was so revealing
about this humorous suggestion was the way it showed that egalitarians seem compelled to oppose any differ-
ences between men and women other than those that are purely physical.
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being raised with too little discipline and too little respect for authority. Within the family; there will
be a tendency toward sharing all responsibilities equally between husband and wife, or toward
dividing responsibilities according to gifts and interests, not according to roles as specified by
Scripture. Within the realm of human sexuality, tendencies to deny the differences between men
and women will often result in men becoming unmasculine and unattractive to women and women
becoming unfeminine and unattractive to men. There will often be ambivalence toward sex.

The chart shows how within the realm of religion the egalitarian view supports the idea that
no governing or teaching roles within the church should be reserved for men (for there should
be “No Differences”). Within sports, this viewpoint that attempts to deny differences would tend
to oppose competition and think of it as evil rather than good. With respect to crime, the criminal
is seen as a victim to be helped and not punished, and punishment is long delayed. As far as pri-
vate property is concerned, because there are tendencies to abolish differences, no one would
be allowed to be very rich, and there would be large-scale dependence on the welfare state and
on government. Within education, there would be systematic pressure to make boys and girls
participate equally and do equally well in all subjects and all activities, attempting to forcibly
eradicate any patterns of natural preferences and aptitudes for some kinds of activities by boys,
and some kinds by girls. All of this tends to deny differences between men and women.

The Violent Right Column: But there are opposite errors as well. The opponent on the far
right side of the chart is “No Equality,” and the dominant idea from this perspective is that there
is no equality between persons who are different. Rather, the stronger person is more valuable,
and the weaker person is devalued, for “might makes right.” In this view, God is not viewed as
a Trinity but as one person who is all-powerful. Often God is viewed as a harsh, unloving war-
rior God, as in a common Islamic view of Allah. Since “might makes right” and the weaker
person is considered inferior, the relationships between men and women are distorted as well.
Men begin to act as brutes and they treat women as objects. This view results in a dehumaniz-
ing of women. Whereas the “No Differences” error on the far left results in the destruction of
men, this “No Equality” error on the far right results in the destruction of women.

Within marriage, the idea that there is no equality in value between men and women will
lead to polygamy and harems in which one man will have many wives. There is no concern to
value women equally, for “might makes right,” and men are stronger. This view will also lead to
female infanticide in which girls are put to death because people prefer to have boys. With
regard to children, in this “No Equality” viewpoint, men who reject masculine responsibility to
care for their families will support abortion and encourage the murder of unborn children.
Within the family, if there is no equality in value before God, men will have all the power, and
women and children will simply exist to serve them. Within the realm of sexuality, the “No
Equality” error results in violence against women and rape.

The chart explains how this viewpoint also works out in religion, where religion is advanced
by violence and force (as in militant forms of Islam). The view that there need be no equality of
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value between persons results in the destruction of people who have less power or less authority,
so authority is abused as a result. Within sports, this viewpoint leads to violent harm to opponents,
and even to gladiators fighting to the death. (The increasing popularity of violent and harmful inter-
personal combat programs on television is a manifestation of this tendency.) As for criminal
justice, this viewpoint will lead to excessive punishment and dehumanization of criminals (such as
cutting off the hand of a thief, or putting people to death for expressing different religious beliefs).
There will often be little outward crime in the society, but there will be little freedom for people as
well. As far as private property is concerned, there will be slavery and dehumanization of the poor
and weak, while all property is held in the hands of a powerful few. In education, the “No Equality”
viewpoint would result in girls not being allowed to obtain an education.

The Male Dominance Column: Whenever a “Male Dominance” view is expressed within
the church or society, there are disturbing tendencies leading in the direction of “No Equality,”
and advocating that “might makes right.” This viewpoint overemphasizes the differences
between men and women and does not treat women as having equal value to men, nor does it
treat those under authority as having equal value to those who have authority. With respect to a
view of God, this view, that might be called the “domineering right,” would be parallel to
Arianism (the view that the Son and Holy Spirit are not fully God in the sense that the Father is
God, but are lesser beings that were created at one time). In relationships between men and
women, this viewpoint would have an attitude that men are better than women and it would
result in excessive competitiveness in which a man feels he always has to win in any sport or any
argument, in order to show that women are inferior.

Within marriage, this “Male Dominance” error would result in a husband being harsh and
selfish and acting as a dictator or a tyrant, and the wife acting as a doormat.

Because there is too great an emphasis on authority, this viewpoint would tend toward a
system where children are raised with harsh discipline but with little love or compassion. As far
as family responsibilities, wives would be forbidden to have jobs outside the home, or to vote,
or to own property, for there is no thought of treating them as equal.

Within the realm of sexuality, 2 male dominance view would result in pornography and
adultery and hearts filled with lust. There would be too much attention given to sex, with men
focusing excessively on their own sexual desires. People may wonder why involvement with
pornography often leads to violence against women, but this chart makes the connection clear:
Pornography encourages men to look at women as objects for sexual gratification, not as per-
sons equal in God’s sight; violence against women just takes that idea one step further as men
begin to treat women as objects unworthy of dignity and respect.

The chart goes on to point out how “Male Dominance,” the view that overemphasizes dif-
ferences between men and women, would work out in a religious system where all ministry is
done by men, and women’s gifts are suppressed and squelched. This view would also lead to
things like the Crusades, the mistaken military expeditions in the eleventh, twelfth, and thirteenth
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centuries to regain control of the Holy Land from the Muslims by force. Within sports, there
would be excessive competition, and losers would be humiliated. Within crime, there would be
a repressive government with little freedom, and things like debtors’ prisons would dehuman-
ize the poor. Within such a viewpoint, women would not be permitted to own property, and boys
would be given preferential treatment in schools.

The Complementarian Middle: In contrast to these errors in both directions, the biblical
picture is one that emphasizes “Equality and Differences and Unity” at the same time. In parallel
to the equality and differences among the members of the Trinity, within a complementarian view,
men and women are equal in value but have different roles. Within marriage, a husband mani-
fests loving, humble headship, and a wife manifests intelligent, joyful submission to her husband’s
leadership. Children are cared for and valued, and raised with both discipline and love. Children
respect the authority of their parents, but their parents respect the children as having equal value
because they are persons created in the image of God. Within the family, the husband is prima-
rily responsible to lead, provide for, and protect his family, and the wife is primarily responsible
to help her husband by managing the household and nurturing the children. But both husband
and wife often willingly help the other person with his or her area of primary responsibility.

In the realm of sexuality, a complementarian view yields monogamous, lifelong marriage,
and equally fulfilling experiences of sex as the deepest expression of a great “mystery” created
by God: We are equal, and we are different, and we are one! There is a delight in God’s plan for
sexual expression, but it is restrained by the bonds of lifelong marriage and lifelong faithfulness
to one’s marriage partner. Men and women will then have a deep sense of acting in the way that
God created them to act in all these areas.

The lower rows of the chart explain how a complementarian viewpoint works out in reli-
gion, where some governing and teaching roles in the church are restricted to men, but
women'’s gifts are also honored and used fully in the ministries of the church. In all areas of life,
authority is exercised within boundaries so that the person under authority is treated with
respect and dignity, and treated as someone who shares equally in the image of God. Within
sports, there is an appreciation for competition with fairness and rules, and winners are hon-
ored while losers are respected. Equality. Differences. Unity.

As far as crime is concerned, punishment will be speedy and fair, and will aim at the satis-
faction of justice as well as the restoration of the criminal. As far as private property, laws will
protect private property but will also reflect care for the poor. People will be rewarded accord-
ing to their work and skill, and there will be a desire to have equal opportunity for all in the
economic realm. Within education, boys and girls will both be educated, but the different pref-
erences and abilities and senses of calling that boys and girls may have should be respected and
no quotas will be imposed to force an artificial equality in number of participants in every activ-
ity where that would not have resulted from allowing boys and girls to choose activities freely of
their own accord. Equality. Differences. Unity.
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I realize, of course, that any chart like this has generalizations. People who hold one view-
point within a particular column on the chart may not hold all the viewpoints represented within
that column. Nevertheless, the chart has significant value in showing that we continually face two
opposing challenges in trying to uphold a biblical viewpoint of manhood and womanhood. People
on the domineering right think of us as weak and yielding too much to the demands of feminism.
People on the egalitarian left see us as harsh and overemphasizing the differences between men
and women. We must steadfastly and patiently hold to the middle, with the help of God.

Now I think it is plain why I say that this controversy is much bigger than we realize. The
struggle to uphold equality and differences and unity between men and women has implications
for all areas of life.

Moreover, there are strong spiritual forces invisibly warring against us. I am not now focus-
ing on the egalitarian left or the domineering right, but on the far left column and the far right
column, the effeminate left and the violent right. We cannot look at those two columns for long
without realizing that behind the attempt to abolish all differences and make everything “one,”
and behind the attempt to destroy those who are weaker and make the stronger always “right,”
there is a deep spiritual evil. At both extremes we see the hand of the enemy seeking to destroy
God’s idea of sex, of marriage, and of manhood and womanhood. We see the hand of the enemy
seeking to destroy everything that glorifies God and especially seeking to destroy the beauty of
our sexual differences that wonderfully reflect God’s glory. We see the hand of the enemy who
hates everything that God created as good, and hates everything that brings glory to God Himself.

So in the end, this controversy is really about God and how His character is reflected in the
beauty and excellence of manhood and womanhood as He created it. Will we glorify God
through manhood and womanhood lived according to His Word? Or will we deny His Word and
give in to the pressures of modern culture? That is the choice we have to make.



CHAPTER TwoO

A Biblical Vision of Manhood
and Womanhood in the Church

n the previous chapter, I discussed a biblical vision of manhood and womanhood as they
were created by God from the beginning and as they should function in marriage, in obe-
dience to God’s Word today. But how will this picture of manhood and womanhood work
itself out in the life of the church? What does the Bible teach about the roles of men and women
in the church, and how should this teaching be applied in the practical details of church life?
This chapter will discuss the many ways churches can encourage women’s ministries, while
retaining male leadership in certain roles. The remainder of the book will interact with chal-
lenges and objections that egalitarians have brought against the views expressed in these first
two chapters.

2.1: EQUALITY IN VALUE AND DIGNITY

We must reaffirm that when God created us in His image, the Bible says, “male and female he
created them” (Genesis 1:27). Both men and women are in God’s image, and we share that
status equally. We are equally valuable to God and equally important to God’s work in the world
and in the church.

In the New Testament, the Holy Spirit is poured out in a new kind of fullness on both men
and women. On the day of Pentecost, Peter says that the prophecy of Joel is fulfilled,

“And in the last days it shall be, God declares,

that I will pour out my Spirit on all flesh,

and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy,

and your young men shall see visions,

and your old men shall dream dreams;

even on my male servants and female servants

in those days I will pour out my Spirit, and they shall prophesy.” (Acts 2:17—18)

62
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From Pentecost onward, this New Covenant work of the Holy Spirit would involve giving
spiritual gifts to both men and women, and to sons and daughters. All will have spiritual gifts
for various kinds of ministries.

When Paul discusses the work of the Holy Spirit in giving spiritual gifts, he says, “To each
is given the manifestation of the Spirit for the common good” (1 Corinthians 12:7). He repeats
this idea a few verses later, after listing several kinds of spiritual gifts: “All these are empowered
by one and the same Spirit, who apportions to each one individually as he wills” (v. 11).

The practical implication of this is that Paul expects every believer will have at least one
spiritual gift to be used for the benefit of others in the church. Therefore women as well as men
will have such gifts.

Peter has a similar emphasis when he says, “As each has received a gift, use it to serve one
another, as good stewards of God’s varied grace” (1 Peter 4:10).

Avery visible testimony to the equality of men and women in their importance to God is seen
in baptism. We read in Acts: “But when they believed Philip as he preached good news about the
kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both men and women” (8:12).

In the Old Covenant, the physical, outward sign of membership among God’s people was
circumcision. But circumcision by its very nature was received only by men. Now in the New
Covenant, the physical, outward sign of becoming a member of God’s people is baptism. And
baptism is administered to both men and women. Therefore every time we witness a baptism
today, it should be a reminder that both men and women are equally valuable to God, and
equally valuable as members of His people.

Yet another reminder of our equal value before God is Paul's affirmation of our unity in the
body of Christ, rather than being divided into groups who are “more important” and “less
important,” or who have higher or lower status. Paul says, “There is neither Jew nor Greek,
there is neither slave nor free, there is neither male nor female, for you are all one in Christ
Jesus” (Galatians 3:28).

These passages should cause us to ask whether our churches have rightly and fully utilized
the gifts and ministries of women in the past. I hope that many church leaders reading this chap-
ter will decide that they have not done enough to encourage various kinds of ministries by
women. Although I argue below that God restricts the office of elder or pastor to men, there are
many other activities in the church in which women should be actively involved.

I discuss a number of these activities under the heading “But What Should Women Do in
the Church?” in the last part of this chapter. But at this point, we can consider a couple of com-
mon examples.

To take one example, nothing in Scripture prohibits women from chairing various com-
mittees within the church, as long as that does not involve functioning as an elder with authority
over the whole church. And though I think that only men should be elders, elders will make bet-
ter decisions if they regularly seek their wives’ insight and wisdom.
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I was part of two different elder boards at different times in the past, and in each case we
agreed that everything discussed in the elders’ meeting was confidential, except that we could
share all of it with our wives to hear their viewpoints. In addition, every few months we sched-
uled a social evening with our wives and encouraged them to share with us their thoughts about
what was going on in the church. These meetings were always very helpful.

Now someone might object that our wives were actually functioning as elders. But they
were not functioning as elders, for they did not attend the elder board meetings and they did not
vote on the matters that we dealt with. Nevertheless, on the analogy of a wise husband who lis-
tens to his wife’s counsel and wisdom, though he remains the head of the household, we thought
it wise for us regularly to seek and give careful attention to the wisdom God had given our wives.
In both of the churches in which this procedure was in place, the expectations of confiden-
tiality were honored fully, so that no confidential information “leaked” out.

What about women serving communion? In some denominations, there is a strong tradi-
tion that only elders (or the equivalent to elders) help in serving the Lord’s supper. In such
churches, I understand that it would not be possible to have women serving communion unless
the policy that allows only elders to serve communion is changed. And that is a matter for an
individual church or denomination to decide.

But I see no persuasive reason why only church officers should serve communion. In
churches where there is no such restriction, surely it would be appropriate that both men and
women join in serving communion together, (as they do at Scottsdale Bible Church in Arizona,
where I am a member), though the pastor or some other elder should officiate. Where this is
done, it becomes a regular, highly visible testimony to our equal value and dignity before God.

There is also nothing in Scripture that prohibits 2 woman from being a paid full-time staff
member in a church. Many churches that restrict the office of pastor and elder to men are still
willing to have 2 woman in a paid staff position, such as a director of educational ministries, or
a women'’s ministry director, or in a youth ministry position, or in a role as a part-time or full-
time counselor. We should not make rules that the Bible does not support, and we should not
add restrictions to ministry positions when the Bible does not justify these restrictions.
Where the Bible allows freedom, we should encourage ministries by women as well by men.

In the current controversy, God has provided us with an excellent opportunity to reexamine
the Scriptures to see if they really do support all the restrictions we have inherited from tradition.!

1. Egalitarian literature contains many real-life stories of wrongful repression of women’s gifts and viewpoints, such
as Ruth Tucker’s carefully stated but evidently painful memory of trying to serve as a pastor’s wife when her hus-
band would repeatedly put her down by quoting “Women should be silent in the churches” whenever she said
something in a Bible study or church business meeting (Tucker, Women in the Maze [1992], 121-22). 1 appre-
ciated Ruth as a colleague when I was at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, and I know that God has gifted her
with wisdom and compassion and significant gifts for the benefit of the church. Though I differ with Ruth and
with other egalitarians at several places throughout this book, I hope that I and my fellow complementarians will
continually be mindful of the hurt that has been caused, and the damage that has been done, by harsh advocates
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2.2: BIBLICAL PASSAGES THAT RESTRICT SOME
GOVERNING AND TEACHING ROLES IN THE CHURCH TO MEN

In this section I examine a number of biblical passages that restrict some governing and teach-
ing roles in the church to men. The biblical passage that addresses this situation most directly
is 1 Timothy 2:11-15, so I examine that first and then treat several other passages as well.

1 Timothy 2:11-15

Let 2 woman learn quietly with all submissiveness. I do not permit a woman to teach
or to exercise authority over a man; rather, she is to remain quiet. For Adam was
formed first, then Eve; and Adam was not deceived, but the woman was deceived and
became a transgressor. Yet she will be saved through childbearing—if they continue
in faith and love and holiness, with self-control.

Overview

The setting for this passage is the assembled church. Just a few verses earlier, Paul says,

I desire then that in every place the men should pray, lifting holy hands without anger
or quarreling; likewise also that women should adorn themselves in respectable
apparel, with modesty and self-control, not with braided hair and gold or pearls or
costly attire, but with what is proper for women who profess godliness—with good
works. (1 Timothy 2:8-10)

This is a setting in which men lift “holy hands” to pray, and they do so “without anger or
quarreling,” which implies that Paul is thinking of them in a group, when they get together as
an assembled church. Similarly, the demand that women dress “with modesty” implies that Paul
is thinking about a time when other people are present, as when the church gathers together.
The phrase “in every place” in verse 8 indicates that it applies wherever groups of Christians
might meet for prayer, worship, and instruction.

In fact, Paul’s instructions in this section generally have to do with the church, because in
1 Timothy 3:1-7, he talks about the requirements for elders, and then in verses 8—13, he talks
about the requirements for deacons, and both of these offices pertain to the entire church. Then
immediately after that, Paul says he is writing these things to Timothy “so that, if I delay, you may
know how one ought to behave in the household of God, which is the church of the living God,
a pillar and buttress of truth” (v. 15).

Therefore, according to the context of this passage, the setting in which Paul does not allow

of male headship, people that do not hold to a balanced complementarian view but rather to a repressive “male
dominance” view. And I hope that we will resolve also to oppose such a harsh, repressive view whenever we
encounter it, and thus fully honor the wisdom and gifting that God has given to women in His church.
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awoman to teach and have authority over a man is the assembled church, where Bible teach-
ing would be done.2

What kind of “teaching” does Paul have in mind? Certainly this passage does not exclude
women from teaching men mathematics or geography or a foreign language or any hundreds of
other subjects. That is not what the verb “teach” (didasko) would have meant in this context
to the Christians who read Paul’s letter. Paul was talking about what should happen when the
whole church came together, and in such a setting, the kind of “teaching” that would be done
was Bible teaching. For example, when Paul and Barnabas were at Antioch, we read that they
were “teaching and preaching the word of the Lord” (Acts 15:35). Or when Paul was at Corinth,
“he stayed a year and six months, feaching the word of God among them” (Acts 18:11). In
other cases, Paul commands Timothy to “teach” what Paul himself has written or taught, since
such apostolic teachings had the same status as Scripture, and in fact Paul’s written words had
the authority of Scripture (see 1 Corinthians 14:37; 1 Timothy 4:11; 6:2; 2 Timothy 2:2). Using
the related noun didaskalia, “teaching, instruction,” Paul says that “all Scripture is breathed
out by God and profitable for teaching” (2 Timothy 3:16).

The conclusion is that Paul did not allow women to do Bible teaching or have governing
authority over the assembled church.

Detailed analysis

But does Paul’s command regarding women not preaching or having authority over a man apply
to Christians today as it did in the first century? Or was this just a temporary command given for
a specific local situation?

In chapter 8 of this book, I examine different arguments that this is just a temporary com-
mand, something given to a specific situation at Ephesus.5 But at this point we should realize
that Paul’s words do not at all give the appearance of a temporary command for a specific situa-
tion, for he grounds his instructions in the situation of Addam and Eve before the Fall:

Let a woman learn quietly with all submissiveness. I do not permit a woman to teach
or to exercise authority over a man; rather, she is to remain quiet. For Adam was

2. Sumner, Men and Women in the Church (2003), ignores the need to interpret verses of Scripture in their con-
text when she makes the astounding claim about 1 Timothy 2:12: “There’s no way to interpret this verse at face
value unless we're ready to say that it is sinful for a man to learn about God from a woman” (210). She appar-
ently assumes that “face value” does not include the immediate context of the verse. She goes on to say that those
who claim that this verse restricts women from teaching the Bible “publicly at the main church service in a pul-
pit on Sunday morning” are guilty of adding “extra phrases to the biblical text in order to make sense of the
verse.” She fails even to mention the complementarian literature on 1 Timothy 2:12 that argues fiom the imme-
diate context that Paul is talking about meetings of the assembled congregation. Though Sumner’s book is pro-
moted as an important academic study of this topic (the cover names the author as “Sarah Sumner, PhD” and an
InterVarsity Press advertisement for the book in World [July 16, 2003, p. 31] prominently claimed that it was writ-
ten by “the first woman to earn a PhD in systematic theology from Trinity Evangelical Divinity School”), such a
failure even to mention significant opposing arguments (which happens frequently in her book) seriously mars the
credibility of the book.

3. See 280—302; also 329—61.
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formed first, then Eve; and Adam was not deceived, but the woman was deceived
and became a transgressor. Yet she will be saved through childbearing—if they con-
tinue in faith and love and holiness, with self-control. (1 Timothy 2:11-15)

Paul’s first reason is the order of Creation: “For Adam was formed first, then Eve.” Paul
does not use some local situation in Ephesus for a reason, such as saying, “For women aren’t
as well educated there in Ephesus,” or “For you have some disruptive women teaching false doc-
trine there in Ephesus.” No, he points back to the original time of Creation, before there was any
sin in the world, and sees that there was a purpose of God indicated in the order of Creation:
“For Adam was formed first, then Eve.” Paul simply assumes that his readers will understand
that when God created Adam first, and then gave commands to him alone (Genesis 2:7, 15-17),
and then later created Eve (v. 22), that God was giving a leadership role to Adam.*

People in the ancient world, where the firstborn son had a leadership role in the family,
would have understood this. But we do not need to assume that Paul was endorsing the entire
system of “primogeniture,” at least not in all its details. It is enough simply to say that people
who were familiar with that system would have had no trouble understanding Paul’s reasoning:
The firstborn male in any family is assumed to be the leader in that family in his generation,
and Adam was the firstborn in his generation, so he was the leader.

It does not really matter whether we think such a system is right today, or whether we prac-
tice some elements of such a system in families today, in order for this text of Scripture to be true.
What matters is that Paul the apostle, writing under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, sees a leader-
ship function that God indicated by creating Adam first, and then Eve. This leadership function
had implications even for Christian churches in the first century, because Paul gives it as a rea-
son why a woman should not teach or have authority over a man in the assembled congregation.

We can understand Paul’s reasoning in an example from ordinary life: Suppose a man tells
his seventeen-year-old son that he would like him to trim and prune the trees behind their
house. Then he walks out with the son, gives him the necessary tools, and explains how he wants
each tree trimmed. An hour later, the father realizes that the job is bigger than he had expected,
so he sends his fifteen-year-old son out to help.

Who is in charge? The seventeen-year-old. He was put on the job first, he is older, and he
received instructions directly from the father, while the younger son was sent to be the older
son’s “helper.” The father will hold the older son responsible for completing the task, and will
hold the younger son responsible for helping in that task. If the fifteen-year-old tried to take over

4. Some have objected that 1 Timothy 2:13 does not give a reason for verse 12, but is simply an illustration. But
William Mounce argues convincingly that the conjunction “for” (Greek gar) is a reason or ground for Paul's
command in verse 12. See Mounce, Pastoral Epistles (2000), 131-32, where he shows that in more than 98
percent of Paul’s 454 uses of the word gar; he uses it to give a reason for his previous statement. Mounce quotes
Douglas Moo (in 7rinj 2 [1981], 203) as saying that in the Pastoral Epistles alone the word gar is found twenty-
one times following an imperative or an imperatival idea, and in every case garhas a “causal” sense, which is
the grammatical category for giving a reason for the command.
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and give orders to his older brother on how the job should be done, he would be usurping his
brother’s authority and acting outside the boundaries of the father’s expectations.

Or to use another analogy, suppose a plant manager tells a senior employee to drive across
town to get a part for a certain machine, and then, before the employee leaves, realizes that the
employee will need help loading and unloading the part. If he then sends a junior employee
along as a helper, it is evident who is in charge. The senior employee who was first given the task
has leadership authority in deciding how the task is to be done.

These analogies help us to understand Paul’s reasoning in 1 Timothy 2. By virtue of the order
of Creation, Paul sees that God gave to Adam a leadership role that Eve did not have. And he also
sees (under the guidance of the Holy Spirit in writing Scripture) that this pattern is fundamental
to manhood and womanhood in such a way that God wants it reflected in the leadership positions
He entrusts to people in the church. When men have governing and teaching authority over the
church, they reflect something of the character of manhood in the way God intended it to func-
tion, and this is right and appropriate and pleasing to God. When women support men in these
leadership positions, they reflect something of the excellence of their creation as women in the
image of God, and this is right and appropriate and pleasing in God’s sight as well. I this way,
the beauty of both manhood and womanhbood is reflected in the conduct of the church.

Sometimes egalitarians object, “If being created first means that one is a leader, then
the animals should have authority over human beings!” But that objection fails to understand
that authority relationships among human beings apply only to human beings. It would be
foolishness to think otherwise, because God gave to human beings the responsibility to rule
over the Creation and to subdue the earth for His glory (see Genesis 1:28). That egalitarian
objection is similar to saying, “If the older son is in charge of pruning trees because he was
there first, then squirrels and rabbits should have authority over him, because they were in
the backyard before he arrived!” Such a suggestion is foolish, of course, because we realize
that authority relationships among humans apply only to humans.

Another objection egalitarians make is to say, “If we say that Adam had authority because
he was created first, then we should say that the Old Testament concept of primogeniture, which
gave a greater inheritance and larger authority to the eldest son, should be followed by societies
today as well.” But Paul does not mention any Old Testament system of inheritance rights or any
developed system of primogeniture. His reasoning is much simpler than that: Adam was created
first, was put in the garden and given commands by God, and Eve was created as a helper for
Adam; in that sequence of events God gave to Adam a leadership role. This should be evident to
anyone whether he has heard of an Old Testament concept of primogeniture or not (though that
0Old Testament concept is consistent with this idea, and it may be an analogy that would help
readers understand it more readily).

The larger problem with both of these objections is that they imply that the apostle Paul was
wrong. Someone today may have the opinion that the statement, “Adam was formed first, then
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Eve,” is not a good reason to prohibit women from teaching or having authority over men in the
congregation. But the fact remains that Paul thought it was a good reason, and the Bible itself,
inspired by the Holy Spirit, says it is 2 good reason. Therefore we should not object that the rea-
soning is incorrect.

When Paul bases his argument on the order of creation of Adam and Eve, it indicates that
his command about women not teaching or having authority in the assembled congregation
transcends cultures and societies. It applies to men and women as they were created by God at
the beginning, and it is not due to any distortion brought on by sin or the Fall. It applies, then,
to all churches for all time, and it is a means by which the beauty of manhood and womanhood
as God created them to be can be manifested in the life of the church.

Paul gives a second reason in verse 14:“And Adam was not deceived, but the woman was
deceived and became a transgressor” (1 Timothy 2:14).

We should not understand this to mean that Paul was punishing women for something that
Eve did, as if Paul were saying, “Eve made a mistake and now all women forever have to suffer
the consequences and pay the penalty for it.” We should not think that, because the New
Testament authors do not try to perpetuate the punishments of the curse in Genesis 3, but work
to bring redemption and alleviate the punishments that came as a result of the Fall. The goal of
the gospel is redemption, not punishment. And life in the New Testament church is to be lived
as a life under God’s grace and a life that experiences God’s forgiveness, not as a life that sub-
jects people to continual punishment.

There is a better explanation for verse 14. When Paul says, “And Adam was not deceived,
but the woman was deceived and became a transgressor,” he must have in mind something
about the way the first sins of Adam and Eve came about, and he must be trying to avoid having
a similar kind of disobedience in the New Testament church. Therefore, Paul must be pointing
to something in the nature of Adam and Eve, or something in the roles in which God created
them, that was violated when “Adam was not deceived, but the woman was deceived and became
a transgressor.” What was that?

There are two main interpretations of 1 Timothy 2:14.> The first interpretation says that
verse 14 refers to a role reversal in the Fall. The idea is that Eve took the initiative and made the
decision to eat the forbidden fruit on her own, but in doing this she took a leadership role that
belonged to Adam. In this way, Paul is pointing out what happens when women take the leader-
ship role that God has reserved for men.

We could paraphrase this “role reversal” interpretation as follows: “Women should not
teach or have authority over men because Adam was not the first one deceived, but Eve was first

5. For further discussion, see especially the detailed studies by Mounce, Pastoral Epistles, 135—43, and Thomas
R. Schreiner, “An Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:9—15: A Dialogue with Scholarship,” in Kostenberger, Women
in the Church (1995), 140-46, and for a history of interpretation of the passage, see Doriani, “A History of the
Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2,” in Women in the Church, 213—67, and especially his summary on pp. 262—67.
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deceived by the serpent when she took leadership instead of deferring to the leadership of her
husband.” Paul is not saying anything about the natural abilities of men and women or about
their natural tendencies or preferences, but is simply saying that tragic results follow when people
abandon God’s plan for male leadership, and Eve is an example of that.

While this interpretation has some able defenders,® Paul does not specify that he is talking
about who was deceived first and who was deceived second. He does not say, “And Adam was
not deceived first, but the woman was deceived first.””” He says that Addam was not deceived at
all: “And Adam was not deceived.”8 If Paul simply meant that Eve was deceived first and then
Adam was deceived second, it seems unlikely that he would have started this clause by empha-
sizing that “Adam was not deceived.” Rather, Paul is saying that Eve was convinced to believe
something false, and she sinned as a result, but that Adam knew it was wrong, and went ahead
and sinned intentionally. Paul is not excusing either Adam or Eve, for both sinned, but he iden-
tifies a difference in the way their sins came about.

This “role reversal” interpretation would be more likely if the Genesis story were somewhat
different, so that Paul could argue that the Genesis story shows that “Women should not teach
or have authority over a man because Eve taught Adam to eat the forbidden fruit” or “because
Eve commanded Adam to eat the forbidden fruit,” but neither of those things is said, and we
have no reason to think that either one happened. Eve did not teach or govern Adam, but she
simply “gave some to her husband who was with her, and he ate” (Genesis 3:6). So this inter-
pretation does not seem to give enough weight to Paul’s emphasis on deception, and on the fact
that Eve was deceived and Adam was not.

The second major interpretation of verse 14 is that Paul is saying something about the
nature of men and women as God created them. This is by far the most common viewpoint in
the history of interpretation of this passage.” While some authors have wrongly understood this
text to be teaching the intellectual inferiority of women, that misunderstanding is certainly not
necessary to the passage, nor am I aware of any modern author who holds that view today.

Rather, this interpretation says that while God made men and women (in general) with
equal intellectual abilities, there are still differences in preferences and inclinations, and those
differences are consistent or “congruent” with God’s purposes in entrusting leadership in the
church to men. Daniel Doriani expresses this view in the following words:

6. See, for example, Moo, “What Does It Mean Not to Teach or Have Authority over Men?” in Piper and Grudem,
Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood (1991).

7. Unless the sense of “first” is carried over from the previous verse, as Paul Barnett argues in Evangelical
Quarterly 61 (1989), 234. This is possible, but I think it doubtful; it is not made explicit, and it is difficult to
see how readers would catch this sense.

8. Two related words are translated “deceived” in this passage. When Paul says Adam was not deceived he uses
the word apatac, which means “deceive, mislead” (4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament [BDAG],
98), and when he says “The woman was deceived,” he uses a compound form of the same word, exapatad,
which means “to cause someone to accept false ideas about something, deceive, cheat, lead astray” (BDAG,
345), and is probably in this context just a stronger or more emphatic form of the first word.

9. See Doriani, “A History of the Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2,” 213—68.
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Men lead in home and church because God desired and ordered creation. He sover-
eignly chose to order it through male headship, a headship given to them without a
view to any merit on their part. Yet God established a coherence or congruence
between his decree and his creation...God shaped the minds, proclivities and per-
haps even the bodies of humans to reflect his decree. !

Doriani notes that modern feminist analyses of differences between men’s and women's
behaviors converge in part with some traditionalist interpretations of 1 Timothy 2:14:

Both sides note that women tend toward enmeshment, which entails an unwillingness
to see and condemn harsh truths about loved ones. Mindful of many individual excep-
tions to the rule, they sometimes say that women generally have more interest in
persons and less interest in detached rational analysis of ideas. But the capacity for
detached, critical assessment is absolutely essential for discerning and rooting out
heresy, for carrying out discipline in the church. ... If, as analysts past and present
maintain, men can more easily “forget” that the heretic before them is their neighbor,
then we can see one reason why Paul said men should promulgate and guard doc-
trine. Their greater willingness to disagree openly, while no intrinsic virtue, does suit
them for the task of guarding doctrine and condemning error. . ..

We can also recognize variety in human nature, without labeling anything infe-
rior or superior. In this view, because women generally focus on relationships more
than abstract rational analysis, enmeshment in relationships could compromise a
woman'’s willingness to uproot heresy in the church. (264-265)

While agreeing that there are many individual exceptions, Doriani suggests that in general
God has “etched traces of his sovereign decree concerning male leadership into the nature of
men and women. These reflections of his decree allow men to seek leadership more readily and
allow women to follow them” (265).

Thomas Schreiner adopts a similar position in understanding 1 Timothy 2:14.

God’s order of creation is mirrored in the nature of men and women. Satan
approached the woman first not only because of the order of creation but also
because of the different inclinations present in Adam and Eve. Generally speaking,
women are more relational and nurturing and men are more given to rational
analysis and objectivity. ... Appointing women to the teaching office is prohibited
because they are less likely to draw a line on doctrinal non-negotiables, and thus
deception and false teaching will more easily enter the church. This is not to say
women are intellectually deficient or inferior to men.... Their kinder and gentler

10. Ibid., 263.
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nature inhibits them from excluding people for doctrinal error. There is the danger
of stereotyping here, for obviously some women are more inclined to objectivity and
are “tougher” and less nurturing than other women. But as a general rule women
are more relational and caring than men. This explains why most women have many
more close friends than men. The different inclinations of women (and men!) do
not imply that they are inferior or superior to men. It simply demonstrates that men
and women are profoundly different. Women have some strengths that men do not

have, and men have some strengths that are generally lacking in women.!!

This explanation seems to me to best suit the wording in 1 Timothy 2:14. Paul is saying that
women should not teach or have authority over men in the congregation of God’s people for two
reasons: (1) Because God gave Adam a leadership role when He created him first and Eve sec-
ond (v. 13), and (2) God gave men, in general, a disposition that is better suited to teaching and
governing in the church, a disposition that inclines more to rational, logical analysis of doctrine
and a desire to protect the doctrinal purity of the church, and God gave women, in general, a
disposition that inclines more toward a relational, nurturing emphasis that places a higher value
on unity and community in the church (v. 14). Both emphases are needed, of course, and both
men and women have some measure of both tendencies. But Paul understands the kinder, gen-
tler, more relational nature of women as something that made Eve less inclined to oppose the
deceptive serpent and more inclined to accept his words as something helpful and true.

To say this is not at all to say that men are better than women or that women are inferior
to men. That would be contrary to the entire biblical testimony. But if in fact God has created us
to be different, then it is inevitable that women will be better at some things (in general) and
men will be better at other things (in general).

To take an obvious example, women are better at bearing and nursing children than men (for
men cannot do these things!). This does not make women better than men, but it does make them
better than men af some things. Similarly, because of their size and strength, men (in general) are
better boxers and wrestlers and football players, for no women are able to compete against men
at a professional level in these sports. This does not mean that men are better than women, but
they are better at some things than women. Similarly, academic achievement tests regularly show
that women (in general) are better than men in verbal skills, while men (in general) are better
than women in mathematical skills and skills having to do with spatial concepts. While there are
numerous exceptions, these things are true of men and women in general, and they say something
about our nature. Similarly, men tend to be more aggressive and to gravitate toward positions of
leadership and dominance, and women tend to be more relational and to gravitate toward com-
munity and cooperation. These things are neither “better” nor “worse,” but they are different.

In the same way, it seems that 1 Timothy 2:14 is saying that men are better suited for the

11. Schreiner, “Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:9-15,” 145—46.
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task of governing and of safeguarding the doctrine of the church. This does not mean that
women could not do this task, and do it well, at least in certain cases. But it does mean that God
has both established men in that responsibility and has given inclinations and abilities that are
well suited to that responsibility.

Yet we must be cautious at this point. We should not say, “Since Paul’s reasoning is based
on different general tendencies in men and women, there will be some unusual women who can
be elders because they don't fit the generalizations but reason and relate more like men.” We
should not say that because Paul does not say that; he prohibits a// women from teaching and
governing the assembled congregation, not just those with certain abilities and tendencies.!?
And he does so first because of the order in which God created Adam and Eve (v. 13), and sec-
ond because he sees something in Eve that is representative of womanhood generally (v. 14) and
therefore applies broadly and in principle to all women as they are representatives of woman-
hood as well.

What then is the meaning of verse 15: “Yet she will be saved through childbearing—if they
continue in faith and love and holiness, with self-control””?

The general force of the sentence is clear, although people differ about the details. Paul has
just finished saying that “the woman was deceived and became a transgressor.” In this final com-
ment his purpose is to assure readers that Eve’s sin was not the final word regarding women!
Though Eve sinned, salvation is now possible through Christ.

The phrase “through childbearing” is probably best understood as an example of being obe-
dient to God’s calling on one’s life. Women are not to teach or govern the church, but God has
given them a special responsibility, the awesome responsibility of bearing and raising children.
Paul understands that not all women will be able to have children (for the Old Testament and life
experience both testify to that fact), and he also gives a long section on widows in 1 Timothy
5:3—16, so he knows there are many women in the church at Ephesus who do not have hus-
bands. But Paul is speaking of “childbearing” as a representative example of how a woman
should be obedient to God’s calling on her life and fulfill the role or roles God has called her to
do, whether that includes bearing and raising of children, or showing “hospitality” (1 Timothy
5:10), or caring for the afflicted (v. 10), or managing their households (v. 14), or ministering
through “supplications and prayers” (v. 5), or training younger women (Titus 2:4-5), or any
mixture of these or other callings. Paul takes “childbearing” as one obvious and representa-
tive example of a woman'’s distinctive role and calling from God.

What does it mean then to say that “she will be saved through childbearing”? It surely does
not mean that a woman is justified or forgiven of her sins because of childbearing or fulfilling
other tasks to which God calls her, for Paul clearly teaches that salvation in this sense is a “gift
of God, not a result of works, so that no one would boast” (Ephesians 2:8-9) and it comes

12. In the same way, all men have a responsibility for leadership in their marriages, even though some men are not
as naturally inclined or gifted for leadership.
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“through faith” (v. 8). “Salvation” in that sense is what Paul refers to when he says “the free gift
of God is eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord” (Romans 6:23), and when he says that we “are
justified by his grace as a gift, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus” (3:24).

But Paul can use salvation and related terms in another sense, to refer to the Christian life
from initial conversion until our death, a life in which we live in increasing obedience to God
and see more and more good works as a consequence and as an evidence of the change that
God has brought about in our lives. It is this sense of salvation that Paul uses when he tells
believers to “work out your own salvation with fear and trembling, for it is God who works in
you, both to will and to work for his good pleasure” (Philippians 2:12—-13). In theological
terms, this aspect of salvation is often called “perseverance.” After our initial conversion, we
continue or “persevere” in the Christian faith until the day of our death.!3

So Paul means that a woman will be “saved”—she will continue to work out the results of
her salvation—*“through childbearing,” that is, through being obedient to God in the various
tasks and roles that He calls her to, rather than attempting to teach or govern the church, a role
God has not called women to.

In the last part of the verse, Paul switches from a singular example of a woman who will
be saved (“yet she will be saved”) to a plural statement about all women who are Christians.
Though the sentence forms a rather irregular construction in Greek, and is therefore a bit diffi-
cult to translate due to the shift from singular to plural, Paul is making a general statement that
persevering in the Christian life and working out the results and implications of one’s “salvation”
(in the sense of perseverance) depends on continuing in faith and obedience. He says, “if they
continue in faith and love and holiness, with self-control” (1 Timothy 2:15). This is consistent
with Paul’s teaching elsewhere that Christians, if they are genuine Christians, must continue trust-
ing in Christ and being obedient to Him throughout their lives. For example, he says that Christ’s
purpose is to “present you holy and blameless and above reproach before him,” but he adds that
Christians must continue believing, for he says, “if indeed you continue in the faith, stable and
steadfast, not shifting from the hope of the gospel that you heard” (Colossians 1:22-23).

So the point of 1 Timothy 2:15 is that women are not eternally lost because of Eve’s sin, but
they will be saved and will experience the outworking of their salvation throughout their Christian
lives if they follow the roles God has given to them and continue in faith and obedience.!4

13. Another possible explanation of “saved” here is “kept safe from Satan’s deception.” See Andreas Kostenberger,
“Saved Through Childbearing: A Fresh Look at 1 Timothy 2:15 Points to Protection from Satan’s Deception,”
CBMW News 2:4 (September 1997): 1-5.

14. Some other interpretations of 1 Timothy 2:15 have been proposed, and it is beyond the purpose of this book to
analyze every one of them. One view is that “childbearing” refers to the birth of the Messiah, Jesus, who was the
descendent of Eve and who brought salvation to us. Another view is that “saved” means “kept safe from straying
after Satan’s deceptions” (see previous note). Although these interpretations are not impossible, I think them to
be less likely. For an explanation for these and other views of 1 Timothy 2:15, see Mounce, Pastoral Epistles,
143—47; also, on the whole of 1 Timothy 2:8-15, see the detailed exegesis of Knight, The Pastoral Epistles (1992),
130—49. However, on any of these interpretations, the main point of verse 15 is still clear: Though Eve sinned, sal-
vation for women is still possible, and thus Paul ends the chapter on a positive and reassuring note.
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Not all teaching is prohibited: Other kinds of teaching and speaking by
women that Scripture views positively

Acts 18:26: Explaining Scripture privately, outside the context of the
assembled congregation

It is important to understand 1 Timothy 2:12 in the light of other passages that view some kinds
of teaching by women in a positive way. For example, we read in Acts 18:26 concerning
Apollos, a man competent in the Scriptures but who did not understand fully the good news of
salvation in Christ (Acts 18:24-25), that both Aquila and Priscilla explained the way of God
more accurately to him:

He began to speak boldly in the synagogue, but when Priscilla and Aquila heard him,
they took him and explained to him the way of God more accurately. (Acts 18:26)

The word translated “explained” (Greek ektithémi) is plural and it indicates both Aquila
and Priscilla were involved in explaining the way of God more fully to Apollos.

This incident is viewed with approval in the book of Acts, for there is no indication that any-
thing was wrong with this conduct as it fits the ongoing narrative of the spread of the gospel to
many Gentile cities. Therefore this passage gives warrant for women and men to talk
together about the meaning of biblical passages and to “teach” one another in such set-
tings. A parallel example in modern church life would be a home Bible study where both men
and women contribute to the discussion of the meaning and application of Scripture. In such
discussions, everyone is able to “teach” everyone else in some sense, for such discussions of the
meaning of the Word of God are not the authoritative teaching that would be done by a pastor
or elder to an assembled congregation, as in 1 Timothy 2.1>

Another modern parallel to the private conversation between Priscilla and Aquila and
Apollos would be the writing of books on the Bible and theology by women. When I read a
Bible commentary written by a woman, for example, it is as if the author were talking privately
to me, explaining her interpretation of the Bible, much as Priscilla talked to Apollos in Acts
18:26. Reading a book by a woman author is much like having a private conversation with a
woman author. The woman author does not have teaching authority over an assembled congre-
gation or a group of men. 10

15. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 99—100, makes much of the fact that Priscilla “expounded” the way of God to
Apollos, but she fails to consider the single most important difference: Acts 18:26 records a private conversa-
tion, whereas 1 Timothy 2:12 and related passages talk about the responsibility of Bible teaching and govern-
ing over an assembled church.

16. There is another point of difference: Preaching to a church is generally endorsed by the church, while pub-
lishing a book is not. We can see this in the fact that churches carefully guard the responsibility of preaching
to the congregation, so that, in general, the congregation knows that those who preach from the pulpit have
the endorsement and approval of the church leadership. But we all read many things we disagree with, and
churches do not usually try to keep their members from reading a variety of viewpoints. Bible teaching to the
assembled congregation has the general endorsement of that church (and thus carries authority over that
church) in a way publishing a book does not.
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1 Corinthians 11:4-5: Praying and prophesying in the assembled congregation

Another example of an activity in the church that Scripture approves is praying and prophesy-
ing aloud before the assembled congregation, because Paul says,

Every man who prays or prophesies with his head covered dishonors his head, but
every wife who prays or prophesies with her head uncovered dishonors her head—
it is the same as if her head were shaven. (1 Corinthians 11:4-5)

Paul implies that it would be normal and natural in the church at Corinth for women to
pray and to prophesy aloud. If it were wrong for women to pray or prophesy in the church service,
Paul would not have said they should have their heads covered when they do so!

This passage also implies that giving prophecies aloud in the assembled congregation is
appropriate for women (in churches that allow this gift today). As I explain more fully later in
this book, giving prophecy is simply reporting something that God has spontaneously brought to
mind.!” Prophecy is always listed as a separate gift from teaching in the New Testament, and
prophecy is always to be subject to the governing authority of the elders and is to be tested for
its conformity to Scripture (see 1 Corinthians 14:29; 1 Thessalonians 5:20-21).

Titus 2:3-5: Women teaching women

Paul encourages another kind of teaching activity by women when he says:

Older women. . .are to teach what is good, and so rain the young women to love their
husbands and children, to be self-controlled, pure, working at home, kind, and sub-
missive to their own husbands, that the word of God may not be reviled. (Titus 2:3-5)

All kinds of Bible teaching ministries from women to other women are encouraged by this
passage. Organizations such as Bible Study Fellowship have outstanding ministries in training
women in the knowledge of the Word of God, and in the United States at least, some excellent
women Bible teachers will speak to conferences of several thousand women at one time. These
are valuable ministries that should be encouraged. They are not the kind of teaching or having
authority over men that Paul prohibits in 1 Timothy 2.

John 4:28-30 and Matthew 28:5—-10: Evangelism
Evangelism of all kinds is another activity not restricted to men alone but open to men and women

alike. For example, the woman at the well in Samaria went and told her village about Jesus:

So the woman left her water jar and went away into town and said to the people,
“Come, see 2 man who told me all that I ever did. Can this be the Christ?” They went
out of the town and were coming to him. (John 4:28-30)

17. See below, pp. 78-80 and 227-32, on the reasons why women can prophesy but not teach. See also Grudem,
The Gift of Prophecy in the New Testament and Today (2000).
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The women at the tomb became the first eyewitnesses of the resurrection, and Jesus sent
them to tell His disciples about the resurrection. This was an affirmation of the principle of
women as evangelists in the New Covenant age:

But the angel said to the women, “Do not be afraid, for I know that you seek Jesus who
was crucified. He is not here, for he has risen, as he said. Come, see the place where he
lay. Then go quickly and tell his disciples that he has risen from the dead, and behold,
he is going before you to Galilee; there you will see him. See, I have told you.” So they
departed quickly from the tomb with fear and great joy, and ran to tell his disciples. And
behold, Jesus met them and said, “Greetings!” And they came up and took hold of his
feet and worshiped him. Then Jesus said to them, “Do not be afraid; go and tell my
brothers to go to Galilee, and there they will see me.” (Matthew 28:5-10)

These passages seem to indicate that it would be appropriate for women to do evangelism
in any setting, whether privately or in large groups. In speaking to non-Christians, '8 they are
not having the kind of teaching or governing authority over the church that Paul prohibits in
1 Timothy 2, because the unbelievers who hear the gospel message are not a congregation of
assembled believers.

The history of missions has many stories of courageous women who went by themselves to
proclaim the gospel to unreached people. For example, Wycliffe Bible translator Joanne Shetler
tells a beautiful story of her work with the Balangao people in the Philippines, and her interac-
tion with a man in the village (her “daddy”) who had adopted her into his family and who was
reading pages of the New Testament for her as she produced it:

I continued translating in Timothy with my daddy. And we came to a verse where Paul
says to Timothy, “I don’t allow women to teach men.” My daddy didn’t bat an eyelash.
But that afternoon, after we’d finished work, he said to me, “Now what is that we’re
going to study on Sunday?” I thought he was just curious. I didn’t know what was on
his mind since fathers don’t report to their children. So I told him. Sunday morning
came, and before I could stand up to start, he stood up and said, “My daughter here
knows more about this than I do, but we found in the Bible that women aren’t sup-
posed to teach men. So I guess I have to be the one!” And that was the end of my
career, and the beginning of their teaching.!”

18. One qualification is necessary here: In some evangelical churches, an “evangelistic service” may have 1 per-
cent or fewer non-Christians and 99 percent Christians. Preaching to such an assembled group in the church
is exactly what Paul said not to do in 1 Timothy 2:12. What I have in mind in this section is an audience that is
primarily non-Christians (though some Christians may be in attendance), and the message is addressed to non-
Christians. There will no doubt be borderline cases where people in the situation will need wisdom to decide
what is right, but the distinction between evangelism and Bible teaching to the church s still a valid one and is
not disproved by the existence of mixed situations.

19. Joanne Shetler, “Faithful in Obedience,” can be found at www.urbana.org/_today.cfm (accessed January 28,
2004).
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It was a beautiful picture of a key turning point in the transition from an informal group of new
Christians to an established congregation with indigenous male leadership naturally taking charge.

Situations similar to this have probably occurred hundreds of times throughout the history
of the church, and no doubt God gives much grace as new Christians seek to be faithful to His
Word, even when it might be difficult to say exactly what point a transition should occur without
being present in the actual situation. The important point is that the transition does occur, and
male leadership is established in the church.

Other kinds of speech activities by women are also appropriate in the assembled church.
Examples include giving a personal testimony of God’s work in 2 woman’s own life or in the lives
of others (such as in youth work or in a mission activity), reading Scripture, singing a solo or
singing in a group, acting as part of a dramatic presentation—whatever goes on in the assem-
bled church other than what is explicitly prohibited by Scripture (Bible teaching and governing
over the congregation of God’s people).

1 Corinthians 14:33—-35: Women should remain silent
when prophecies are being judged

Paul writes:

As in all the churches of the saints, the women should keep silent in the churches. For
they are not permitted to speak, but should be in submission, as the Law also says. If
there is anything they desire to learn, let them ask their husbands at home. For it is
shameful for a woman to speak in church. (1 Corinthians 14:33b—35)

Paul cannot mean that women are to be completely silent at all times in church, for he had
just finished saying in 1 Corinthians 11:5 that they should not pray or prophesy unless they had
a head covering.20 And surely women along with men should join in congregational singing (see
Colossians 3:16), which is not exactly being silent! So then what kind of silence does Paul mean?

The best explanation is that Paul means “women should keep silent in the churches” with
respect to the topic under discussion in this context. This section begins at verse 29, where
Paul says, “Let two or three prophets speak, and let the others weigh what is said.” In verses
30-33a, Paul gives an explanation for the first half of verse 29 (“Let two or three prophets
speak”). But now in verses 33b21-36 Paul goes on to explain the judging of prophecies, some-

20. A few interpreters have tried to say that Paul is not speaking about the assembled church in 1 Corinthians 11:5,
but about private prayer of some kind. Such explanations have not been persuasive, however, because there is
no convincing indication in the context of 1 Corinthians 11 that Paul has any such restrictive meaning in mind.
He is dealing with the assembled congregation, and he goes on to talk about celebrating the Lord’s supper in
the verses immediately following (w. 17—-34), and then to talk about the functioning of spiritual gifts in the con-
gregation (chapters 12—14). See also p. 233, n.31.

21. Verse numbers were not in what Paul wrote, but were added for the first time in 1551 in the fourth edition of
the Greek text that was published by Stephanus (also referred to as Robert Estienne, 1503—1559). He inserted
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thing he had mentioned in the second half of verse 29: “And let the others weigh what is said.”

Paul says that when people are weighing and evaluating a prophetic message, the women
should be silent and not speak up to judge the prophecies. This understanding fits the context
well because it relates to the topic that is already under discussion, namely, prophesying and
judging prophecies.

This understanding of 1 Corinthians 14:33b—36 is consistent with the teachings of the rest
of the New Testament on appropriate roles for women in the church. Speaking out and judging
prophecies before the assembled congregation is a governing role over the assembled church,
and Paul reserves that role for men.

What then shall we say about verse 35, “If there is anything they desire to learn, let them
ask their husbands at home. For it is shameful for a woman to speak in church”? If we have
understood verse 34 correctly, then verse 35 is understandable. Suppose that some women in
Corinth had wanted to evade the force of Paul’s directive. The easy way to do this would be to
say, “We'll do just as Paul says. We won’t speak up and criticize prophecies. But surely no one
would mind if we asked a few questions! We just want to learn more about what these prophets
are saying.” Then such questioning could be used as a platform for expressing in none-too-
veiled form the very criticisms Paul forbids. If a “prophet” proclaimed that “Jesus is coming
back ten days from now,” rather than saying, “That is contrary to what Jesus taught,” a woman
could ask a question: “You said that Jesus is coming back in ten days, but didn’t Jesus say that
no one can know the day or the hour of His return?"22

Paul anticipates this possible evasion and writes, “If there is anything they desire to learn,
let them ask their husbands at home.” Of course, some women were unmarried and would not
have had a husband to ask. But there would have been other men within their family circles, or
within the fellowship of the church, with whom they could discuss the content of the prophe-
cies. Paul’s general guideline is clear, even though he did not make pedantic qualifications to
deal with each specific case.

To apply this to a hypothetical modern situation, if Fred stands up in a church service and
says, “I believe the Lord has said to me that He is coming back next Thursday,” then it would
not be right for a woman to stand up and say, “Fred’s prophecy is wrong, because Jesus says in
Matthew 25:13 that we can know neither the day nor the hour of His return.” Rather, it would
be the role of some man in the congregation to do this. In this way, Paul reserves for men the
function of governing and protecting doctrine in the church, and this is similar to what he says
in 1 Timothy 2:12. (See further discussion of 1 Corinthians 14:34—35 on pp. 227—46.)

the verse divisions while on a journey from Paris to Lyons. For discussion, see Metzger, Text of the New
Testament (1968), 104n270.
22. See Matthew 25:13.
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1 Timothy 3:2 and Titus 1:6: Elders are to be the husband of one wife*’

In two different places, Paul affirms that the office of elder (which he also calls the office of
“overseer” or “bishop”) should be filled by someone who is the “husband of one wife.”

Therefore an overseer must be above reproach, the husband of one wife. (1 Timothy 3:2)

This is why I left you in Crete, so that you might put what remained into order, and
appoint elders in every town as I directed you—if anyone is above reproach, the hus-
band of one wife. (Titus 1:5-0)

It is evident that only a man can be a “husband.” In fact, the Greek term here, anér, can
mean either “man” or “husband,” but with either meaning it is the Greek term that specifically
designates a male human being. This means elders had to be men.

This is important because Paul is not restricting the office of elder to men in the city of
Ephesus alone (assuming some kind of unique situation there), but elders were required to be
men also in Crete, and not just at one or two locations in Crete but “in every town.”

The phrase “husband of one wife” is best understood to mean that a polygamist could not
be an elder in a church. Therefore this expression is not intended to rule out a single man (such
as Jesus or Paul) from being an elder or to rule out someone who had been divorced and then
remarried. Though polygamy was not common in the first century, it was practiced, especially
among the Jews. The Jewish historian Josephus says, “For it is an ancestral custom of ours to
have several wives at the same time,” and several sections in rabbinic legislation regulated the
inheritance customs and other aspects that would apply in cases of polygamy.24

2.3: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FAMILY AND THE CHURCH

In addition to those Scripture passages above, there are other arguments in favor of restricting
the office of pastor and elder to men. One is that the New Testament sees a close relationship
between male leadership in the home and male leadership in the church. This is in part
because the church is viewed as a “family,” and patterns of church life are imitated in the family,
while patterns of family life are to be imitated in the church. Therefore Paul can say that a can-
didate for the office of elder (or overseer) “must manage his own household well, with all
dignity keeping his children submissive, for if someone does not know how to manage his own
household, how will he care for God’s church?” (1 Timothy 3:4-5).

Alittle later Paul tells Timothy to relate to people in the church as he would relate to people
in his own family:

23. For further discussion of the phrase “husband of one wife,” see Grudem, Systematic Theology (1994), 916—17.
24. See Josephus, Antiquities 17.14; Mishnah, Yebamoth 4:11; Ketuboth 10:1, 4-5; Sanhedrin 2:4; Kerithoth 3:7,
Kiddushin 2:7; Bechoroth 8:4.
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Do not rebuke an older man but encourage him as you would a father. Treat
younger men /ike brothers, older women /ike mothers, younger women like sisters,
in all purity. (1 Timothy 5:1-2)

This indicates that male leadership in the home and in the church are closely tied together,
and that in today’s controversy, male leadership in the home and in the church will likely stand
or fall together. If we begin to abandon the requirement for men to be pastors and elders in our
churches, and if we begin establishing women in positions of teaching and governing authority
over our churches, then we will likely see an erosion of male leadership in the home as well. For
how can a2 man come to church and sit under the teaching and authority of his wife—teaching
and authority that applies to all areas of life—and yet the minute he walks out the church door
expect that he will be the head of his household and she will be subject to his authority? And such
erosion of male leadership would affect not only the family of the woman doing the Bible teach-
ing, but also (by implication and example) all the other families in the church.

The close connection in the New Testament between church and family is, therefore, another
argument in favor of restricting to men some governing and teaching roles in the church.?>

2.4: THE EXAMPLE OF THE APOSTLES

If Jesus had wanted to establish a truly egalitarian church, He could easily have chosen six men
and six women to be apostles, and there would be no room for argument. While some people
object that it would have been culturally offensive for Him to do this, if it had been Christ’s inten-
tion for His church, then He would have done it, for He never hesitated to do culturally
unpopular things when they were morally right.

But Jesus did not choose six men and six women as apostles. He chose twelve men
(Matthew 10:2—4; see also Acts 1:24—26 where Matthias was chosen to replace Judas). These
twelve apostles, under Jesus Christ as the head of the church, have the positions of highest
authority in the church throughout its history. And they are all men. In fact, their authority will
continue into the age to come, because Jesus tells these twelve, “Truly I say to you, in the new
world, when the Son of Man will sit on his glorious throne, you who have followed me will also
sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel” (Matthew 19:28).

The highest positions of human authority in the age to come are not given to six men and
six women equally but to twelve men, the twelve apostles.

When we see the heavenly city, the book of Revelation tells us that we will see twelve men’s
names on the foundation of this city: “And the wall of the city had twelve foundations, and on
them were the twelve names of the twelve apostles of the Lamb” (21:14).

25. See also Vern Poythress, “The Church as Family,” in Piper and Grudem, Recovering Biblical Manhood and
Womanhood (1991), 233—47.
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Therefore, for all eternity, we will see that Jesus has called to Himself a great family of God's
people in which the highest leadership positions are not distributed equally to men and to women,
but are all held by men. From beginning to end, the Bible is simply not an egalitarian book.

2.5: THE HISTORY OF MALE TEACHING AND LEADERSHIP THROUGH-
OUT THE WHOLE BIBLE

In claiming that some governing and teaching roles in the church should be restricted to men,
we have looked at 1 Timothy 2:11-15, 1 Corinthians 14:33b—36, 1 Timothy 3:2, and Titus 1:6,
as well as the relationship between the family and the church and the example of the apostles.
But are there other passages than these?

Think of the Bible as a whole, from Genesis to Revelation. Where is there one example iz
the entire Bible of a woman publicly teaching an assembled group of God’s people? There is
none. Sometimes people mention Deborah in Judges 4, but she did not teach the people pub-
licly, for people came to her privately to hear her wise decisions in disputed cases: “She used to
sit under the palm of Deborah between Ramah and Bethel in the hill country of Ephraim, and
the people of Israel came up to her for judgment” (v. 5). (See pp. 131-36 on Deborah.) In the
0ld Testament the priests were responsible to teach the people, and the priests were all men.20

Therefore, there is a consistent pattern in Scripture: Men teach and lead God’s people. On
rare occasions where women gained power as queens in Israel or Judah (such as Jezebel in
1 Kings 16-21 or Athaliah in 2 Kings 11), they led the people into evil, so they can hardly be used
as positive examples of women having governing authority over the people of God.2” In its consis-
tant patterns of male governing and teaching, therefore, the entire Bible supports the idea of
restricting to men the role of teaching and governing the assembly of God’s people.

2.6: THE HISTORY OF THE CHURCH

Throughout the history of the church, women’s gifts and ministries have been valued and
affirmed, but the dominant view by far has been that only men should govern and teach God’s
people in the role of pastors or elders (or in the role of priests in the Roman Catholic and
Episcopal and Eastern Orthodox traditions). While this is not an argument directly from the
Bible, and thus does not carry the same authority, it is nevertheless useful.

William Weinrich says that up until the nineteenth century “the only significant group that
denied the continuing applicability of Paul’s prohibitions was the Society of Friends (Quakers)....

26. See Leviticus 10:11; Malachi 2:6-7. Women prophets did not teach God’s people: See the discussion in
chapter 4, pp. 136-38.
27. See further discussion on women as queens in chapter 4, pp. 138—40.
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George Fox (d. 1671), founder of the Quakers, and especially Margaret Fell (d. 1702) argued
that the authority of the indwelling Spirit gave women equal right and obligation to speak, even in
public assemblies.”?® He notes that John Wesley (d. 1791) expected that Methodists would fol-
low the ordinary rule of discipline and women would be in subjection in the congregation, but
he would allow from time to time for “an extraordinary impulse of the Spirit” that would allow a
woman to speak in public on rare occasions. Otherwise, Weinrich says, “The Anabaptists, the
Anglicans, the Puritans, and the Separatists all prohibited women from the public ministry of
preaching and teaching. While groups that emphasized religious experience and interior calling
did allow women to assume (more or less restricted) public preaching, not until the nineteenth
century did women begin to make significant strides toward a ready acceptance of any public
ministry. It has been only in the last half of the twentieth century that the major Protestant
church bodies have begun to accept women as regular preachers and pastors.”?” In many of
those cases, the leadership of those denominations was already in the hands of liberals who did
not accept the full authority of the Bible as the inerrant Word of God.3

This of course does not prove that the complementarian position is correct, but it does mean
that anyone who accepts the egalitarian position must conclude that the overwhelming majority
of interpreters throughout the history of the church have all been wrong on this matter.3! We
would be justified in expecting very strong and persuasive reasons why the nearly unanimous
understanding of the church throughout its history has been incorrect. Certainly this creates a
strong presumption in favor of the complementarian position, unless compelling evidence can be
produced on the other side.

28. William Weinrich, “Women in the History of the Church: Learned and Holy, but Not Pastors,” in Piper and

Grudem, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, 278.

29. For further discussion see Weinrich, “Women in the History of the Church,” 263-79. See also Tucker and

Liefeld, Daughters of the Church (1987), and see also chapter 11 for further discussion of the roles of women

in the history of the church. See also the extended comment from Richard John Neuhaus cited in chapter 11,

pp. 468—69.

30. See the discussion of the relationship between liberalism and an egalitarian view of women in the church in
chapter 13.

. Sumnetr, Men and Women in the Church, claims that the idea that women are of equal worth in God’s sight is
also a novel view in the history of the church (47; and see 40—48, 55). She supports this claim with a small
number of quotations from church history (Tertullian, Ambrose, Augustine, Aquinas), but even in these she fails
to understand that when ancient authors spoke of someone being “inferior” or “superior” it often was with ref-
erence to rank or authority, not with reference to personal worth or value. She does not consider historical
statements about the equal value of women, such as that of Chrysostom (ap 344/354—407), who wrote, “For
what if the wife be under subjection to us? It is as a wife, as free, as equal in honor” (John Chrysostom,
“Homilies on First Corinthians 26,” in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers [NPNF], ed. Philip Schaff, ser. 1,
12:150). Such statements about women deserving honor and respect are common in Chrysostom’s writings.
Sumner herself also quotes Jerome (ca. 345—ca. 419) as a counterexample who honored women (Men and
Women in the Church, 47n32).

Sumner also claims that earlier writers taught that “Women were assigned to subordinate roles because women
themselves were thought to be essentially inferior” (47). But her quotations do not prove this claim, and she fails
even to mention, far less to evaluate on the basis of detailed historical study, the much more likely possibility that
early writers taught that women should not lead men in the home or church primarily because that was what the
Bible taught. 1 do not doubt that some in the history of the church held a wrongful view of women as inferior to

3

—
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2.7: BUT WHAT SHOULD WOMEN DO IN THE CHURCH?

Probably the most frequent question I hear when I speak to Christian groups about this topic is
this: “Okay, I agree with you that only men should be pastors and elders. But what about other
activities in the church? What exactly do you think a woman should and should not do, accord-
ing to the Bible?”

Sometimes people say, “Just where do you draw the line? Can women ever preach on
Sunday morning? Can they teach adult Sunday school classes? What about serving communion?
We want to follow Scripture, but we can't find any verses that talk about these specific things.”

I think in most cases men and women who ask these questions genuinely want to encourage
more opportunities for women in the overall ministry of the church. They sense that many evan-
gelical churches have been too “traditional” and too restrictive on ministries available to
women. They want to question “the way we have always done things” in the light of Scripture.
But they also do not want to encourage anything that is contrary to Scripture.

In this section I will try to answer those questions, partly in the hope of encouraging
churches to examine their traditions to see if there are more areas of ministry they could open
to women as well as men. On the other hand, T also want to explain why I think certain kinds of
activities are restricted to men.

For the purposes of this final section of this chapter, I will assume that readers agree that
Scripture teaches some restriction on the roles women may fill in the church. Generally these
restrictions fall in three areas, and almost all the questions of application pertain to at least one
of these areas: (1) governing authority, (2) Bible teaching, and (3) public recognition or visi-
bility. This is because Paul says, “I do not permit a woman to teach or to exercise authority over
a man” and the other passages that speak of restrictions on women'’s roles in the church also
deal with questions of governing and teaching (for example, 1 Corinthians14:33—35; 1 Timothy
3:1-7; Titus 1:5-9; Matthew 10:2—4). I have included the third area, public recognition or visi-
bility, because it is a closely related question. There are some highly visible activities in the
church that do not include governing or teaching authority, and people easily combine and
maybe confuse these in their minds. If we keep this area distinct, it helps us think more clearly
about specific applications.

What follows here are three lists of activities. In List 1, I proceed from areas of greater govern-
ing authority to areas of lesser authority. In List 2, I proceed from areas of greater teaching

men in value or importance. But that alone does not establish Sumner’s claim that that was the premise on which
subordinate roles were based (it may instead have been the incorrect conclusion from those roles), nor does it
demonstrate that that was the dominant view in church history. Finally, the fact that complementarians are willing
to correct some errors of the past does not mean that our view is just as novel or just as ahistorical as the egali-
tarian view (see Sumner, Men and Women in the Church, 40—48), for in the most disputed question of exclusive
male leadership in home and church, church history is overwhelmingly on the complementarian side, and the
egalitarian view alone is novel.
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responsibility and influence on the beliefs of the church to areas of lesser teaching responsibil-
ity and lesser influence on the beliefs of the church. In List 3, I proceed from areas of greater
public recognition and visibility to areas of lesser visibility.

Before I give these lists, one word of caution is appropriate: These lists are no# rankings
of value or importance to the church! Paul tells us that a// the members of the body are needed
and that “the parts of the body that seem to be weaker are indispensable, and on those parts of
the body that we think less honorable we bestow the greater honor” (1 Corinthians 12:22-23).
And Jesus said, “Whoever would be great among you must be your servant” (Mark 10:43).

These statements remind us that when we talk about levels of governing authority, or levels
of Bible teaching responsibility, or levels of public recognition, we are not talking about great-
ness or importance.

Then why talk about such levels at all? We must do so because Scripture tells us that
some kinds of governing and teaching are inappropriate for women. In order to think clearly
about what those roles are, we first must list the activities we are talking about. Then we can
ask, in each case, if this was the kind of governing or teaching that Scripture intended us to
understand in these passages. In short, we need to make such a list for purposes of clearer
thinking on this issue.

Here then are the three lists. (The actual order of items on each list is approximate, and
churches may think that some items should be moved up or down on the list according to the
way they assess their own situations.)

List 1: Areas of Governing Authority:
Which Offices or Activities Should Be Restricted to Men?

(listed in order of greatest to least amount of authority over men)

1. President of a denomination
Member of the governing board of a denomination
Regional governing authority (such as, district superintendent, bishop, or similar
office)

Member of regional governing board

5. Senior pastor in local church (or associate pastor with many similar responsibilities
to the senior pastor)

6. Member of governing board with authority over whole church (this would be the
office of elder in many churches, while it would be the office of deacon or board
member or church council member in others)

7. Presiding over a baptism or communion service (but see List 3 for serving com-
munion or performing a baptism)
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10.
11.
12.

13.

14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
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Giving spoken judgment on a prophecy given to the congregation
(1 Corinthians 14:33—36)

Permanent leader of a fellowship group meeting in 2 home (both men and
women members)

Committee chairman (or chairperson)32
Director of Christian education33
Sunday school superintendent>*

Missionary responsibilities (many administrative responsibilities in missionary
work in other countries)

Moderating a Bible discussion in 2 home Bible study group
Choir director
Leading singing on Sunday morning®

Deacon (in churches where this does not involve governing authority over the
entire congregation) 36

Administrative assistant to senior pastor

Church treasurer

Church secretary

Member of advisory council to regional governing authority

Meeting periodically with church governing board to give counsel and advice

Regular conversations between elders and their wives over matters coming
before the elder board (with understanding that confidentiality is preserved)

32.

33.
34.
35.

36.

I have put this item here because this activity and the following two have some kind of authority in the church,
but it is less than the authority over the whole congregation that Paul has in mind in 1 Corinthians 14:33—36;
1 Timothy 2:12; 3; and Titus 1.

See footnote to item 10.

See footnote to item 10.

I understand that others may differ with me and may decide to list leading singing between 8 and 9. Such a deci-
sion would depend on how a church and the worship leader understand the degree of authority over the assembled
congregation that is involved in leading a singing or worship time.

But see item 6 when “deacons” are the primary governing board over the congregation.
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24. Formally counseling one man3’
25. Formally counseling a couple together3®
26. Formally counseling one woman3’
27. Speaking in congregational business meetings

28. Voting in congregational business meetings40

List 2: Areas of Bible Teaching:
Which Activities Should Be Restricted to Men?

(listed in order of greatest to least teaching influence over men in a group or congregation)

1. Teaching Bible or theology in a theological seminary
2. Teaching Bible or theology in a Christian college

3. Preaching (teaching the Bible) at a nationwide denominational meeting, or at a
nationwide Christian conference

4. Preaching (teaching the Bible) at a regional meeting of churches, or at a regional
Christian conference

5. Preaching (teaching the Bible) regularly to the whole church on Sunday mornings
6. Occasional preaching (teaching the Bible) to the whole church on Sunday mornings

7. Occasional Bible teaching at less formal meetings of the whole church (such as
Sunday evening or at a midweek service)

37.

38.
39.
40.

I put items 24, 25, and 26 in this “Governing Authority” column (List 1) and also in the “Bible Teaching”
column (List 2) because there is some amount of authority and some amount of Bible teaching involved in these
counseling activities. I am not here commenting on whether it is ordinarily wise or most effective for one
woman to counsel one man; I am just listing these activities according to the degree of governing or teaching
authority they exhibit over the congregation of a church. I also realize that others may decide to put these activi-
ties at different places on these lists, depending on the style of counseling and the degree of authority they think
attaches to it. It seems to me that these three items are quite similar to the positive example of Priscilla and
Aquila together explaining to Apollos the way of God more accurately in a private setting in Acts 18:20.

See footnote to item 24.

See footnote to item 24.

Some may argue that when a woman votes she “exercises authority” over the congregation. I disagree. I believe
she exercises some influence on the congregation, but so does everyone else who votes, and surely not every-
one who votes is able or even qualified to exercise governing authority over the congregation. There is a huge
difference between exercising influence through voting and exercising authority through governing the con-
gregation (as an elder or a senior pastor would do). To take an analogy, an eighteen-year-old American can
vote for the president of the United States, but cannot be president of the United States, and the authority resid-
ing in the office of president far exceeds the authority of any individual voter.
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8. Bible teaching to an adult Sunday school class (both men and women members)
9. Bible teaching at a home Bible study (both men and women members)
10. Bible teaching to a college-age Sunday school class
11. Bible teaching to a high school Sunday school class
12. Writing a book on Bible doctrines*!
13. Writing or editing a study Bible
14. Writing 2 commentary on a book of the Bible
15. Writing notes in a study Bible
16. Writing or editing other kinds of Christian books
17. Bible teaching to 2 women’s Sunday school class
18. Bible teaching to a women’s Bible study group during the week
19. Bible teaching to a junior high Sunday school class
20. Teaching as a Bible professor on a secular university campus*2

21. Evangelistic speaking to large groups of non-Christians (for example, an evan-
gelistic rally on a college campus)

22. Working as an evangelistic missionary in other cultures

23. Moderating a discussion in a small group Bible study (men and women members)
24. Reading Scripture aloud on Sunday morning

25. Reading Scripture to other, less formal meetings of the church

26. Giving a personal testimony before the congregation (a story of how God has
worked in one’s own or others’ lives)

41.

42.

I have put four examples of writing activities here on the list because the author of a book is doing some kind
of teaching, but it is different from the teaching of the assembled congregation that Paul prohibits in 1 Timothy 2.
The teaching relationship of an author to a reader is much more like the one-to-one kind of teaching that Priscilla
and Aquila did when they explained the way of God more accurately to Apollos in Acts 18:26. When I am read-
ing a book, it is similar to having a private conversation with the author of the book. And there is another
difference: Christians often read books they disagree with, but we do not expect the sermon on Sunday morn-
ing to be given by someone we fundamentally disagree with. One more difference is that authors of books do
not think of themselves as having any governing authority over their readers.

I have put this here on the list because I see this task as essentially a combination of evangelism and teaching
about the Bible as literature, mainly to non-Christians. Even though there may be Christians in some classes,
the professor has no church-authorized authority or doctrinal endorsement, as there would be with a Bible
teacher in a church or a professor in a Christian college or seminary. I realize that others would disagree with
me on this point, and would think that this activity should be considered the same as item 2 on the list.
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27. Participating in a discussion in 2 home Bible study (men and women members)
28. Formally counseling one man*3
29. Formally counseling a married couple
30. Formally counseling a woman
31. Teaching children’s Sunday school class

32. Teaching Vacation Bible School

33. Singing a solo on Sunday morning (a form of teaching since the lyrics often
have biblical content and exhortation)

34. Singing to the congregation as a member of the choir

35. Singing hymns with the congregation (in this activity, sometimes we teach and
exhort one another in some sense, see Colossians 3:16)

List 3: Areas of Public Visibility or Recognition:
Which Activities Should Be Restricted to Men?

(listed in order of greatest to least public visibility or recognition in a local congregation)
1. Ordination as pastor (member of the clergy) in a denomination
2. Being licensed to perform some ministerial functions within a denomination

3. Paid member of pastoral staff (such as youth worker, music director, counselor,
Christian education director)

4. Paid member of administrative church staff (such as church secretary or treasurer)

5. Performing a baptism (in churches where this is not exclusively the role of clergy
or elders)

6. Helping to serve the Lord’s Supper (in churches where this is not exclusively
the role of clergy or elders)

7. Giving announcements at the Sunday morning service
8. Taking the offering
9. Public reading of Scripture

10. Public prayer

43. See footnote to item 24 in List 1 (above) for an explanation of why I put this item and the next two at this point
in the list, and why I included these three items on both lists.
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11. Prophesying in public (according to 1 Corinthians 11:5 and 14:29, where this is not
understood as having authority equal to Scripture or Bible teaching)

12. Singing a solo on Sunday mornings
13. Giving a personal testimony in church
14. Giving a prayer request in church

15. Being a member of a prayer team that prays for people individually after the
service.

16. Welcoming people at the door (a greeter)

17. Editing the church newsletter

18. Singing in the choir

19. Singing of hymns with congregation on Sunday morning

20. Participating in the responsive reading of Scripture on Sunday morning

Even such long lists are, of course, incomplete. For one thing, there are specialized min-
istries (parachurch organizations such as Campus Crusade for Christ, InterVarsity Christian
Fellowship, the Navigators, Focus on the Family, or Prison Fellowship) that would have similar
lists of activities but often with different titles.

In addition, this /ist of activities cannot include the variation in attitudes that can make
a big difference in the actual level of governing authority in a specific situation. (Does a particu-
lar woman who chairs a committee have a domineering attitude or a gracious servant heart?)
This list also cannot take into account any variation in goals that a person is trying to attain.
(Is a woman seeking more and more authority over men, or is she genuinely seeking to use gifts
for the benefit of the church?) Where churches see a borderline situation, it may be hard to
decide the matter in advance, and the decision may well depend on variations in the attitudes
and goals of the people involved.

Moreover, these lists cannot take into account the widely varying situations that occur
in different churches. One church may have a college-age class of three students, while
another may have a college-age class of five hundred. Surely what it means to teach and have
authority over men applies differently in the two situations. In such borderline situations,
churches will need to use mature wisdom and sound judgment to make a correct evaluation
of what is appropriate in light of biblical principles. But I think these lists, though not exhaus-
tive, are still helpful.
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What is the solution?

These lists now present us with a dilemma: Everyone who agrees with the principles of the
Danvers Statement *4 will agree that some of these uses of authority are appropriate for women,
and some are not (List 1). They will also agree that some of these kinds of Bible teaching are
appropriate for women, and some are not (List 2). And I think that everyone who agrees with
the Danvers Statement will agree at least that ordination as a pastor is inappropriate for women,
while there may be differences on whether the other areas of public visibility are appropriate
(List 3). (Egalitarians, by contrast, would say a// of the items on all of the lists should be open
to gifted women as well as men.)

At this point I must state the obvious: The Bible does not give us a specific verse on each
of these situations. But that is true about the entire Christian life. Each day we face thousands
of decisions, very few of which are covered by a specific verse. We agree that it is wrong to steal,
but can we use the office phone to make a personal call? May we take an unused bar of soap or
a box of tissue from a hotel room? Surely not the towels or the table lamp! Between what is
clearly right and clearly wrong we make decisions every day, seeking to be faithful to Scripture
as we apply it to everyday life.

We must recognize that God in His wisdom has given us a Bible that specifies mamny prin-
ciples for conduct and gives some specific examples of application. But by its very nature the
Bible cannot speak directly to the thousands and even millions of real-life situations people will
encounter throughout the centuries.

What then should we do? First, we should understand the principles that allow certain
activities and understand the principles that prohibit other activities. Then between these
parameters, we should attempt to make a mature judgment based on the wisdom God gives
us and our knowledge of the situation. In many such situations, I have found the following
chart useful:

A Spectrum of Different Actions

NO requires mature wisdom YES
(action prohibited (action approved
by Scripture) by Scripture)

44. See Appendix 1, pp. 537—40, for the Danvers Statement, which contains the fundamental statement of comple-
mentarian principles regarding the roles of men and women in marriage and the church.
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Now regarding the question of women'’s activities in the church, what actions should we put
on this scale? On the left side of the scale we can put verses such as 1 Timothy 2:12, where Paul
does not permit 2 woman “to teach or exercise authority over a man,” in the specific context
that he is talking about. Since I think it is very evident from the context that Paul is talking about
the assembled congregation in this passage (see 1 Timothy 2:8-10; 3:15), and that he is giv-
ing principles that apply to the entire congregation (see 1 Timothy 3:1—16), I think that the left
end of the scale prohibits women from teaching or having governing authority over the
assembled congregation.

What shall we put on the right end of the scale? Here we would put verses such as Acts
18:26, where, in a less formal setting apart from an assembled congregation, we find that
Priscilla and Aquila were talking to Apollos, and “#hey took him and explained to him the way
of God more accurately.” This situation is similar to a small group Bible study in which both men
and women are all participating and in that way all are in some way “teaching” one another. It
is also similar to 2 woman talking to a man privately about the teaching of Scripture.

Another verse that we can put on the right end of the scale is Titus 2:4 which tells the older
women to “train the young women to love their husbands and children.”

Since Paul specifically prohibits women from teaching or having authority over men, we
may also put on the right end of the chart the activity of teaching children, for surely both
mothers and fathers teach their children, and it is appropriate that this family teaching activity
extend into the Sunday school where women function as “mothers” of the church and teach
other children as well as their own. So our scale would look like this:

NO requires mature wisdom YES
(action prohibited (action approved
by Scripture) by Scripture)
| |
governing and other kinds of governing informal Bible
Bible teaching and teaching activities instruction (as in a group
authority over the of two or three)

assembled congregation
teaching women,
teaching children

With such a scale in mind, we could place all the activities in the long lists above at one
point or another on the scale. Some activities, such as serving as senior pastor in the local
church, clearly fall on the “no” side of the scale, for the senior pastor teaches the Bible and
exercises authority over the assembled congregation. Other activities, such as performing a bap-
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tism or leading a2 home fellowship group or chairing a committee, fall somewhere in the middle
of the scale. And it is at those points that individuals and churches need to prayerfully consider
just where they will “draw the line” in saying what activities are encouraged and what activities
are prohibited for women in their local churches.

Application to List 1

Once we reach a conviction that Bible teaching and governing the assembled congregation are
restricted to men, we can look again at List 1 (areas of governing authority). It seems clear that
this principle would prohibit activities 1-8 for women, and probably also item 9: The office of
senior pastor, and the office of elder (or equivalent), together with activities specifically con-
nected to those positions, are not open to women. But all the other activities on the list, from
item 10 to the end, are open to women.*>

In my understanding, therefore, List 1 would look like this:

List 1: Areas of Governing Authority:
Which Offices or Activities Should Be Restricted to Men?

(listed in order of greatest to least amount of authorily over men)

Governing activities that should be restricted to men:

1. President of a denomination

2. Member of the governing board of a denomination

3. Regional governing authority (such as district superintendent, bishop, or
similar office)

4. Member of regional governing board

5. Senior pastor in local church(or associate pastor with many similar responsi-
bilities to the senior pastor)

6. Member of governing board with authority over whole church (this would be
the office of elder in many churches, while it would be the office of deacon or
board member or church council member in others)

7. Presiding over a baptism or communion service (but see List 3 for serving com-
munion or performing a baptism)

8. Giving spoken judgment on a prophecy given to the congregation (1 Corinthians
14:33-36)

9. Permanent leader of a fellowship group meeting in 2 home (both men and
women members)

45. See pp. 97-99 below for the somewhat broader perspective of the Danvers Statement.
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Governing activities that should be open to both men and women:

10. Committee chairman (or chailrpelrson)46

11. Director of Christian education

12. Sunday school superintendent

13. Missionary responsibilities (many administrative responsibilities in missionary
work in other countries

14. Moderating a Bible discussion in a home Bible study group

15. Choir director

16. Leading singing on Sunday morning

17. Deacon (in churches where this does not involve governing authority over the
entire congregation) 47

18. Administrative assistant to senior pastor

19. Church treasurer

20. Church secretary

21. Member of advisory council to regional governing authority

22. Meeting periodically with church governing board to give counsel and advice

23. Regular conversations between elders and their wives over matters coming before
the elder board (with understanding that confidentiality is preserved)

24. Formally counseling one man

25. Formally counseling a couple together

26. Formally counseling another woman

27. Speaking in congregational business meetings

28. Voting in congregational business meetings

I put item 9 in the first section because I do not think it appropriate for a woman to be a
permanent leader of 2 home fellowship group, especially if the group regularly carries out pas-
toral care of its members and functions as a minichurch within the church. The leader of such
a group carries a governing authority that is very similar to the authority over the assembled con-
gregation that Paul mentions in 1 Timothy 2. Given the small size of churches meeting in homes
in the first century, and given the pastoral nature of leading a home fellowship group, I think
Paul would have included this in 1 Timothy 2:12, “I do not permit a woman to teach or to exer-
cise authority over a man.”

But that is my personal judgment. At one time I was a member of a church that had some
women leading home fellowship groups. I disagreed with that decision, but I found that I could

46. See the footnotes to the first copy of each list earlier in this chapter for an explanation of why I have placed cer-
tain items (such as this one) where they are on the lists.
47. Some people may wish to restrict deacons to men based on 1 Timothy 3:12; see discussion on pp. 263—68.
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in good conscience continue as an active and supportive member of the church. However, I
don’t think that I could have participated in a fellowship group in which a woman functioned in
that pastoral role with regard to me and my wife.

So I'would draw the line between items 9 and 10. From item 10 onward, I think it is right
to encourage women to be involved in all the rest of the types of governing authority on the
list. For example, I would approve of a woman as director of Christian education (item 11)
or superintendent of the Sunday school (item 12), or as a committee chair (item 13). These
activities do not carry the sort of authority over the whole congregation that Paul has in view
in 1 Timothy 2, or when he specifies that elders should be men (1 Timothy 3; Titus 1).

Application to List 2

When we turn to areas of Bible teaching (List 2), my own personal judgment is that the line
should be drawn between items 10 and 11. That means the list would look like this:

List 2: Areas of Bible Teaching:
Which Activities Should Be Restricted to Men?

(listed in order of greatest to least teaching influence over men in a group or congregation)

Teaching activities that should be restricted to men:

1. Teaching Bible or theology in a theological seminary

2. Teaching Bible or theology in a Christian college

3. Preaching (teaching the Bible) at a nationwide denominational meeting, or at a
nationwide Christian conference

4. Preaching (teaching the Bible) at a regional meeting of churches, or at a
regional Christian conference

5. Preaching (teaching the Bible) regularly to the whole church on Sunday mornings

6. Occasional preaching (teaching the Bible) to the whole church on Sunday
mornings

7. Occasional Bible teaching at less formal meetings of the whole church (such as
Sunday evening or at a midweek service)

8. Bible teaching to an adult Sunday school class (both men and women mem-
bers)

9. Bible teaching at a home Bible study (both men and women members)

10. Bible teaching to a college-age Sunday school class
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Teaching activities that should be open to both men and women:

11. Bible teaching to a high school Sunday school class

12. Writing a2 book on Bible doctrines

13. Writing or editing a study Bible

14. Writing 2 commentary on a book of the Bible

15. Writing notes in a study Bible

16. Writing or editing other kinds of Christian books

17. Bible teaching to 2 women’s Sunday school class

18. Bible teaching to a women’s Bible study group during the week

19. Bible teaching to a junior high Sunday school class

20. Teaching as a Bible professor on a secular university campus

21. Evangelistic speaking to large groups of non-Christians (for example, an evangelistic
rally on a college campus)

22. Working as an evangelistic missionary in other cultures

23. Moderating a discussion in a small group Bible study (men and women members)

24. Reading Scripture aloud on Sunday morning

25. Reading Scripture to other, less formal meetings of the church

26. Giving a personal testimony before the congregation (a story of how God has
worked in one’s own or others’ lives)

27. Participating in a discussion in a home Bible study (men and women members)

28. Formally counseling one man

29. Formally counseling a married couple

30. Formally counseling a woman

31. Teaching children’s Sunday school class

32. Teaching Vacation Bible School

33. Singing a solo on Sunday morning (this is a form of teaching, since the lyrics often
have biblical content and exhortation)

34. Singing to the congregation as a member of the choir

35. Singing hymns with the congregation (in this activity, sometimes we teach and
exhort one another in some sense, see Colossians 3:16)

There are several considerations that weighed in my decision of where to draw a line in
List 2. As I mentioned when discussing List 1, there is a strong similarity between a home Bible
study taught by 2 woman (item 9) and a local church meeting in 2 home in the ancient world.
Therefore, I do not think it is appropriate for a woman to be the regular instructor in a home
Bible study. On the other hand, I believe that moderating a discussion in a small group Bible study
(item 23) is appropriate for women. The teaching and governing component is less than it would
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be if she were regularly teaching or had pastoral responsibility over the group, and does not re-
semble the teaching authority over the assembled congregation that Paul prohibits in 1 Timothy 2.

For similar reasons, I think it is inappropriate for a woman to be the Bible teacher in an
adult Sunday school class (item 8). This looks so much like what Paul prohibited in 1 Timothy 2
that I cannot endorse it. (I have heard many stories of women doing such teaching effectively,
but I don’t want to base my decision on people’s experiences. I am trying to decide how
Scripture applies, and then let Scripture govern our experiences, not our experiences govern
Scripture. It seems to me that teaching an adult Bible class is just what Paul is saying not to do—
though God may bless His Word with good fruit at times even if women are disobedient to
Scripture in teaching it to men.%8 The final question still must be what Scripture tells us to do
and not to do.)

When do children become adults, and when does teaching boys become teaching men?*?
This will vary from society to society and from culture to culture. It may even vary from subcul-
ture to subculture. In our own culture, if children graduate from high school, move away from
home, and begin to support themselves, then surely they are functioning as adults. A new house-
hold has been formed. In that case, the young men are adult men, and it would not be
appropriate for a woman to teach a class with them as members.

Many college students also live away from home, support themselves at least in part, and
function in our society in all other ways as independent adults. Most college students would be
insulted if you called them children! For these reasons, I believe that a college-age Sunday
school class (item 10) should have a male teacher.

The situation with a high school class is different, because high school students are still at
home and still under the instruction of their mothers. Sunday school class might be seen as an
extension of this home instruction, and therefore I do not think it is wrong for a woman to be a
Bible teacher in a high school Sunday school class. However, many churches may think it
preferable for a man to teach a high school class because of the modeling of male leadership
in the church that these young adults will grow to appreciate and imitate. But I do not think hav-
ing a woman teacher would be disobeying 1 Timothy 2:12.

The broad perspective of the Danvers Statement

When the founders of the Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood wrote the Danvers
Statement in 1987, we realized that no brief statement could possibly include all the varieties of
activities such as those in the list above. We wanted a brief statement that would apply broadly

48. See chapter 11, pp. 47480, for a discussion of how God can bring some blessing to women when they do Bible
teaching to groups of men and women, even though this is contrary to what Scripture directs.

49. A boy would not have been called an anér (“man”) in the ordinary use of Greek in Paul’s time. A male child
could be called a brephos (“infant”), a népios (“young child”), a pais (“child”), a paidarion (“youth”), a
teknon (“child”), or a huios (“son”), but not an anér (“man”). But in 1 Timothy 2:12, Paul speaks of not
teaching or exercising authority over an ¢72¢7; a man.
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across denominations and in all kinds of different churches. I think we came up with a helpful
statement, though it is also a broad statement:

In the church, redemption in Christ gives men and women an equal share in the bless-
ings of salvation; nevertheless, some governing and teaching roles within the
church are restricted to men. (Affirmation 6)

We intentionally wrote this statement to be somewhat broader in what it allowed than the
personal convictions of many of us on the council at that time. We did this because we recog-
nized that applying Scripture to specific situations not addressed by Scripture requires much
wisdom and mature judgment, and Christians may differ in decisions about specific applications.
Therefore we wanted to specify what we thought the Bible at the very least requires of us. In
areas of difficulty in application, it is right for Christians to talk with each other and attempt to
persuade one another about what God would have us do.

In saying that “some governing and teaching roles within the church are restricted to
men,” the Danvers Statement still draws a definite line and differs decisively with all egalitarians,
because they simply could not agree with this statement. They would insist that #zo governing or
teaching roles within the church should be restricted to men—that all should be open to
women and men alike.

In this way the Danvers Statement draws a very broad circle. It asks only for what seems to
so many evangelicals to be clearly affirmed in Scripture: that when the church assembles, there
is a teaching and governing authority reserved for men. Christians who agree with this founda-
tional principle agree with the Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood and agree with
the Danvers Statement. People who differ with this put themselves in the egalitarian camp.

In spite of the many varieties of ways in which churches will work out this principle in their
congregations and denominations, this phrase points to a decisive difference in understanding
Scripture and in understanding how a church will function. This brief phrase, then, defines a
foundational difference between egalitarians and complementarians over the role of women in
the church.

Yet I realize that someone can subscribe to the Danvers Statement and approve of more
activities for women than those I personally could endorse. For example, someone could sub-
scribe to the Danvers Statement and still think it appropriate for 2 woman to be the permanent
leader of a home fellowship group (List 1, item 9).

With regard to List 2 (areas of Bible teaching), the Danvers Statement draws a line that is
broader than my personal judgment about what decisions are most consistent with Scripture.
For example, a few evangelical leaders who identify themselves as complementarians have
decided that Scripture allows women to occasionally preach to the whole church on Sunday
morning (List 2, item 6). They argue that what Paul really has in mind in 1 Timothy 2:12 is the
office of elder. First Timothy 2:12 focuses on governing authority and teaching in the church,
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and these are activities done by elders. As long as a woman does not hold the office of elder or
regularly perform the functions that an elder performs, then 1 Timothy 2 does not prohibit
her from occasional preaching, according to this view.

I disagree with this because Paul is speaking of activities and not the office of elder in
1 Timothy 2:12. He does not say, “I do not permit a woman to have the teaching or governing
authority over men that belongs to elders,” but rather he mentions certain activities in the
assembled congregation that are prohibited to women: “I do not permit a woman to teach or to
exercise authority over a man.” For this reason, I cannot bring myself to think that Paul meant
that women could teach and have authority over the congregation occasionally, but that they
could not teach and have authority on a regular or permanent basis.

But I mention this difference because people who say women can do occasional Bible
teaching to the church still agree with the broad language of the Danvers Statement that “some
governing and teaching roles within the church are restricted to men.” These people still think
the office of elder is restricted to men, and the governing and teaching roles that belong to the
office of elder are restricted to men. They are still complementarians, though we differ on some
significant questions of application.

I hope that as we talk and pray and search Scripture more, we may come to greater agree-
ment. But this kind of difference in specific application is inevitable in a world in which
churches vary so widely in the nature of their church services and in their governing structures.
In all areas of church life, differences on specific applications can occur without great harm if
they occur within broader guidelines that we all agree on.

The same can be said with respect to items 7, 8,9, and 10 on List 2 above. In a broad sense,
people who say women can do these things are still within the broad parameters of the Danvers
Statement, because they do affirm that “some. . . teaching roles within the church are restricted
to men.” But to me this position does not seem consistent with Scripture, because in 1 Timothy
2:12, Paul is writing about teaching in the context of an assembled group of Christians, and that
is surely what these meetings are.

Application to List 3

As for List 3 (areas of public visibility or recognition), since Scripture indicates that the office of
pastor/elder should be restricted to men, I draw the line after item 1, the ordination to the
clergy, which in most or all denominations implies recognition of an ability to serve as senior
pastor, is restricted to men. But all other items, from item 2 to the end, are open to women as
well as men. So, for example, I think it is appropriate for women to hold other full-time posi-
tions on the “ministry staff” of the church (such as youth worker or music director or
professional counselor).

The Danvers Statement draws the line in the same place here in List 3. By saying that “some
governing and teaching roles within the church are restricted to men,” it implies that the office
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of pastor or elder is restricted to men. But it allows for women to serve in all capacities from
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item 2 to the end of the list.

List 3: Areas of Public Visibility or Recognition:
Which Activities Should be Restricted to Men?

(listed in order of greatest to least public visibility or recognition in a local congregation)

Public recognition that should be restricted to men:

1.

Ordination as pastor (member of the clergy) in a denomination*”

Public recognition that should be open to both men and women:

2.

Being licensed to perform some ministerial functions within a denomination

3. Paid member of pastoral staff (such as youth worker, music director, counselor,

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Christian education director)

Paid member of administrative church staff (church secretary or treasurer, for
example)

Performing a baptism (in churches where this is not exclusively the role of clergy
or elders)

Helping to serve the Lord’s Supper (in churches where this is not exclusively the
role of clergy or elders)

Giving announcements at the Sunday morning service

Taking the offering

Public reading of Scripture

Public prayer

. Prophesying in public (according to 1 Corinthians 11:5 and 14:29, where this is

not understood as having authority equal to Scripture or Bible teaching)

Singing a solo on Sunday mornings

Giving a personal testimony in church

Giving a prayer request in church

Being 2 member of a prayer team that prays for people individually after the service
Welcoming people at the door (a greeter)

Editing the church newsletter

Singing in the choir

Singing of hymns with the congregation on Sunday morning

Participating in the responsive reading of Scripture on Sunday morning

50. I think this also includes ordination as a military chaplain; see chapter 9, p. 389.
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CONCLUSION

I hope these guidelines will help many churches come to their own understanding of where to
draw the line on what is appropriate for women and what is inappropriate. I realize that many
churches will draw a more restrictive line than what I have proposed here, and others will be
less restrictive. I simply encourage churches to be careful not to prohibit what the Bible doesn’t
prohibit, while they also attempt to preserve male leadership in the way Scripture directs.

What should be evident is that on all three lists, many activities are fully open to women.
And these include a number of activities that have not traditionally been open to them.

In addition, I have not even mentioned hundreds of other kinds of ministries in a local
church that both women and men are already carrying out, but that do not occur on any of these
lists because they belong to other categories of activities.

I hope this controversy in the evangelical world will prompt churches to give earnest con-
sideration to the possibilities of many more ministries for women than have been open to them
in the past. It is the Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood’s sincere desire to open the
doors wide to all the areas of ministry that God intends for women to have. These areas of ministry
may indeed be more numerous, more visible, and more prominent in the life of the church than
we have previously thought. If that happens, this entire controversy will have served a wonder-
ful purpose, and the church will be far stronger and far more pleasing to God as it carries out
its ministry until Christ returns.



CHAPTER THREE

Evangelical Feminist
Claims from Genesis 1—3

Note to readers regarding format: Beginning with this chapter, most of the
rest of the book follows a “Claims and Answers” format. | will first state an egalitar-
ian (or evangelical feminist) claim, and then provide one or more responses to it. In
each case, the egalitarian claim is put in boldface type, and each answer is also sum-
marized in boldface. In this chapter, egalitarian claims are numbered 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and
so on. In chapter 4, egalitarian claims are numbered 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, etc. Answers to each
egalitarian claim are then identified with lowercase alphabetical desiwations, so that
the answers to claim 3.1 are listed as 3.1a, 3.1b, 3.Ic, and so forth. With this layout,
readers can choose to skim only the boldface headings to get a sense of the overall
argument, or else to read the supporting material for a more detailed explanation.

In almost every case, | have quoted from some of the most responsible and influ-
ential evangelical feminist advocates of that position, and | have often given footnotes
to additional egalitarians who take a similar position. In that way, readers who wish
to read the egalitarian arguments for themselves can easily find them.!

Some of the material in chapters 3—I2 overlaps with what | wrote in chapters
|-2. This is because | have tried to write so that each claim and answer can be read
on its own.

n the first two chapters of this book, we have seen a detailed portrait of the Bible’s teach-
ing regarding men and women. God created us equal in His sight, equal in value and
dignity, and equal in that we are both in the image of God. But He also created us with
differences in roles, differences that find expression in the way we relate to each other in mar-
riage and in the church. Therefore we have in Scripture a beautiful picture of both equality

and differences between men and women, reflecting the equality and differences among the

members of the Trinity.

1. If any egalitarian authors think I have not quoted or summarized their arguments accurately, I would appreci-

ate knowing this. Comments can be sent to: Wayne Grudem, Phoenix Seminary, 13402 N. Scottsdale Road, Suite

B-185, Scottsdale, AZ 85254, or by e-mail to office@cbmw.org.
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But this biblical teaching has been strongly challenged by evangelical feminists in the last
thirty years. Can we continue to hold to the view presented in chapters 1 and 2 after consider-
ing the counterclaims of evangelical feminists? The remainder of this book is devoted to 118
claims that evangelical feminists have made, claims in which they object to the idea that the Bible
affirms male headship in the home and in the church.

In this third chapter, we consider evangelical feminist (or “egalitarian”)? claims regarding
Genesis 1-3. If Addam and Eve were equal in God’s sight, how could there be any difference in
role or authority? And isn’t male headship a result of sin and the Fall, and therefore something
we should not perpetuate today? These and other egalitarian objections will be considered in
this chapter.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.1: CREATED EQUAL: IN GENESIS 1,
ADAM AND EVE WERE CREATED EQUAL; THEREFORE, THERE COULD
BE NO DIFFERENCE IN ROLE OR AUTHORITY BETWEEN THEM.

This is the fundamental egalitarian argument, and it is the unspoken assumption behind a large
number of specific egalitarian arguments. The assumption is that equality is incompatible with
difference in roles, and specifically with differences in authority. This argument was stated well
by Linda Belleville in commenting on Genesis 1-2:

Does being male and female distinguish who we are and what we can do in ways that
are non-interchangeable and divinely ordered—a biblical manhood and woman-
hood so to speak? Although some are quick to say yes, the creation accounts offer
no support. Instead, the note that is clearly sounded throughout Genesis 1 and 2 is that
of equality. For one, there is an equality of personhood. Both male and female are
created in the image of God.... There is also equality in the social realm....
There is likewise equality in the family realm. ... Finally, there is equality in the
spiritual realm.’

Aida Spencer also states this clearly, regarding Adam and Eve in Genesis 1-2:

Their similar tasks necessitate the work of equals. Addam and Eve are equal in rank,
equal in image. Genesis 2, like Genesis 1, declares and explains male and female
equality, joint rulership, and interrelationship.*

2. T use the terms evangelical feminist and egalitarian interchangeably throughout this book.

3. Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church (2000), 99—101 (italics added). See also Groothuis, Good News
Jfor Women (1997), 122-23; Brown, Women Ministers (1996), 23; and several of the arguments of Bilezikian,
Beyond Sex Roles (1985), 21-37.

4. Spencer, Beyond the Curse (1995), 29 (italics added).
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Answer 3.1a: We must distinguish different senses of “equal.” It is true that
Adam and Eve were created equal in several ways, but equal value does not
imply sameness in authority or roles.

I agree that Adam and Eve were created equal in many ways. They were equal in that both were
“in the image of God” (Genesis 1:27). To be in the image of God means that they were like God
and they represented God on the earth. This implies that men and women have equal value to
God, and men and women deserve equal honor and respect. They were also equal in their
personbood, their possession of the qualities that make a truly human person (though they no
doubt differed in many of their abilities and preferences, as all human beings do). And Adam
and Eve were equal in their importance to the human race, and importance to God. The
human race, and God’s plans for the human race, would not have gone very far if one of them
had been missing!

But equal value and equal honor and equal personhood and equal importance do not
require that people have the same roles or the same authority. A fundamental egalitarian error
is constantly to blur the distinctions and to assume that being equal in the image of God means
that people have to be equal (or the same) in authority. This assumption runs throughout Gilbert
Bilezikian's treatment of Genesis 1-2,> but it is merely an unproven assumption, and it simply
is not true.

Answer 3.1b: Many relationships among people involve equal value
but difference in roles and authority.

To take a modern example, think of the 2001 World Series, which was won by the Arizona
Diamondbacks while I was writing this chapter. Who was more valuable to the Diamondbacks,
the manager Bob Brenly or the winning pitchers Randy Johnson and Curt Schilling? Of course,
callers to a radio talk show could argue about that kind of question for hours. Some would say
that Johnson and Schilling were most valuable, since they shared the Most Valuable Player
award. Others would say that Brenly was most valuable, since he alone had the skill to coach a
young team to the world championship. The argument is pointless, since the Diamondbacks
needed both the coach and the pitchers, as well as many other players, to win. The truth is that
Brenly, Johnson, and Schilling were equally valuable, and deserved equal honor.

But one thing is not in question: Bob Brenly had far greater authority than any player. He
told Johnson and Schilling when they could play and when they had to come out of the game,
and even if they didn’t like it, they followed his instructions. Different roles, different authority,
but equal value and importance.

In fact, greater authority did not result in greater honor in this case. Even though the
manager had greater authority, the players got much more honor from fans. The players were

5. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 21-37.
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the true heroes in Arizona in 2001, and they were the ones who received the loudest cheers
from the crowds.

The same holds true in many other human activities. In a university, the president and the
board have greater authority than the faculty, but students come because of what they will learn
from the professors. Both the administration and the faculty are valuable, at least equal in value,
but they are not equal in authority or the same in their roles.

In a church, the elders (or other leaders) have greater authority, but all Christians are
equal in value before God. In a church committee, the head of the committee has greater
authority but no greater value as a person. In a family, the parents have authority over their
children, but the children are just as valuable to God. In a city, the mayor has greater authority
but no greater value to the city than many of the citizens.

So the fundamental egalitarian claim, “If men and women have different God-given roles
and authority, then we can’t be equal,” is an unproven assumption and it just does not hold true
in human experience.

Jesus taught the same thing:

You know that the rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them, and their great ones exer-
cise authority over them. It shall not be so among you. But whoever would be great
among you must be your servant, and whoever would be first among you must be your
slave, even as the Son of Man came not to be served but to serve, and to give his life
as a ransom for many. (Matthew 20:25-28)

To have greater authority does not necessarily mean being great in God’s sight. From the
Bible’s perspective, having authority over others and having value in God’s kingdom are com-
pletely separate things.®

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.2: AUTHORITY DENIES EQUALITY:
IF THERE WAS MALE AUTHORITY BEFORE THE FALL, THEN THE
MALE WOULD BE SUPERIOR TO THE FEMALE AND THEY COULD
NOT BE EQUAL.

This is the counterpart to the previous argument. If equality implies no difference in roles (from
an egalitarian standpoint), then male authority must imply male superiority, a denial of equal-
ity. Aida Spencer writes, “Male and female share in power and authority, even as they share in
dignity.”7 And immediately after Spencer says, “Adam and Eve are equal in rank, equal in

6. See chapter 10, sections 10.5—10.6, pp. 437—43, for a response to Rebecca Groothuis’s claim that it is wrong
to use analogies to other kinds of human subordination with equality, because the subordination of women to
men is different: It is not based on ability or choice, and it is based on a woman’s very being.

7. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 23.
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image,” she then claims equality in authority: “God’s original intention for women and men is
that in work and in marriage they share tasks and share authority.”8

Answer 3.2a: This blurs the discussion by using “equal” and “superior”
in a vague, undefined way.

Of course Adam and Eve were not equal if equal is made to mean “the same,” or if equal is made
to mean “equal in authority.” But the real question is whether they were equal in value, equal as
creatures made in the image of God. They were equal in that way, but not in authority. The same
is true of the word superior : if we are talking about superior authority, then Adam had superior
authority. But if we are talking about superior value, then they were the same.

Answer 3.2b: This argument assumes that difference in authority implies
difference in value, but we know that is not true in human relationships.

We already noticed above that many examples from everyday life show that people can have
greater authority but not have greater value or importance. This is true with a baseball team’s
manager and his players, with parents and their children, with a mayor and the citizens in a
town, and so forth. Adam had greater authority but not greater value.

Answer 3.2c: We also know that difference in authority does not imply
difference in value among the members of the Trinity.

The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are equal in value, in deity, and in all attributes. But the Father
has an authority that the Son does not have, an authority as Father that is seen, for example, in
the Father’s direction of the Son and the Holy Spirit in their tasks in the creation of the universe
and in saving human beings. Similarly, the Son has an authority greater than the Holy Spirit.
(I discuss this subject at length in claims 10.2-10.5, below.) In the Trinity, then, there is genuine
equality along with difference in role and authority.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.3: BotH ToLp TO RULE:
ADAM AND EVE WERE BOTH TOLD TO RULE OVER THE
CREATION. THEREFORE THERE WAS NO DIFFERENCE IN
ROLE OR AUTHORITY BETWEEN THEM.

Gilbert Bilezikian makes this common egalitarian claim:

Since both man and woman bear the image of God, they are both assigned the task of
ruling the earth, without any reference to differentiation on the basis of sex. The text
gives no hint of a division of responsibilities or of a distinction of rank in their adminis-

8. Ibid,, 29.
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tration of the natural realm. They are both equally entitled by God to act as His vice-
regents for the rulership of the earth. The lack of any restrictions or of any qualifications
in their participation in the task implies roles of equality for man and woman.”®

Bilezikian adds that it would be natural to expect some indication of male authority in
Genesis 1 if any existed, since Genesis 1 is a text that is “permeated with the concept of hierar-
chical organization” (p. 25).

Answer 3.3a: This claim takes something the Bible does say and adds to it
something the Bible does not say.

True, the Bible says Adam and Eve were both told to rule over Creation:

And God blessed them. And God said fo 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 heavens and over every living thing that moves on the earth.” (Genesis 1:28)

But it does not say that they were to rule in the same way. And it does not say that they had
the same authority.

This very verse tells both Adam and Eve to “Be fruitful and multiply and fill the earth,” but
that does not imply that they would act in the very same way in being fruitful and multiplying.
Eve would have a role in bearing and nursing children that Adam could not have.

Answer 3.3b: The Bible does not teach everything in Genesis 1.
The statements in Genesis 2 are also true.

This egalitarian claim wrongly assumes that something has to be taught in Genesis 1 in order to
be true. But Genesis 2 teaches many things that are not found in Genesis 1, such as God form-
ing the man “of dust from the ground” and breathing into man “the breath of life” (v. 7), and
then putting the man in the Garden “to work it and keep it” (v. 15), as well as the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil, Adam naming the animals, and God creating Eve from Adam’s side.
Therefore if Genesis 2 gives several indications of male authority or leadership, that is also part
of the Bible and part of what we are to accept as true.

Bilezikian's claim that Genesis 1 is “permeated with the concept of hierarchical organiza-
tion” is an exaggeration. The only mentions of authority or rule in Genesis 1 are statements
about the sun and moon ruling over the day and night (w. 16, 18) and about man having domin-
ion over the plants and animals (w. 26, 28—29). No details at all are given about the relationship
between man and woman, for that is left for Genesis 2. And in Genesis 2, as we have already
seen, we find that Adam and Eve were to relate to one another in different ways, with a leader-
ship role given to Adam (see pp. 29—45, and the summary on p. 109). In fact, to turn

9. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 24. See also Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church, 99-101; Groothuis,
Good News for Women, 123; Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 22—23; Brown, Women Ministers, 23.
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Bilezikian’s argument back on him, we would expect to find material about the way Adam and
Eve were to relate not in Genesis 1, but in Genesis 2, where their creation and their relationship
is explained in much more detail.

Answer 3.3c: In other parts of Scripture, commands given to groups do not
deny the authority and leadership patterns that exist within those groups.

The Great Commission, which commands us to “make disciples of all nations” (Matthew
28:19-20), is given to all Christians, but that does not deny the authority of elders in our
churches. We don’t say, “All Christians are told to proclaim the gospel, therefore there is no dif-
ference in role or authority between them.” Moses commanded the people of Israel, “Go in and
take possession of the land” (Deuteronomy 1:8), but that did not deny the authority of the leaders
of the twelve tribes, or of the elders among them.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.4: MALE HEADSHIP A RESULT OF THE FALL:
IN GENESIS 1—3, MALE HEADSHIP DID NOT COME ABOUT
UNTIL AFTER THE FALL AND IS THEREFORE A PRODUCT OF SIN.

This is a fundamental claim of every egalitarian writer I know, and is even represented in titles
like that of Aida Spencer’s book Beyond the Curse. Spencer writes of Eve:

Her curse was now to be ruled, perversely to long for her husband and he to rule over
her. She would want to be dominated by her husband and he would submit to this
desire. ... The ruling is a consequence of Eve’s longing and her fall. 1

Gilbert Bilezikian likewise writes of Adam and Eve:

Instead of meeting her desire and providing a mutually supportive and nurturing family
environment, he will rule over her.... The clearest implication of this statement [Gen.
3:16], conferring rulership to Adam as a result of the fall, is that he was not Eve’s ruler
prior to the fall.!1

And Rebecca Groothuis says,

In fact, there is no mention of either spouse ruling over the other—until after their

fall into sin, when God declares to the woman that “he will rule over you” (3:16). This

is stated by God not as a command, but as a consequence of their sin.!2

10. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 36.

11. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 55, and 264n12.

12. Groothuis, Good News for Women, 123. Many other egalitarian writers make similar statements. For example,
see Brown, Women Ministers, 51, 55.
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Answer 3.4a: There are at least ten arguments that prove there was male
headship before the Fall.

I have explained these ten in Chapter 1. In summary form, they are:

1

10.

The order: Adam was created first, then Eve (note the sequence in Genesis 2:7
and 2:18-23; 1 Timothy 2:13).

The representation: Adam, not Eve, had a special role in representing the
human race (1 Corinthians 15:22, 45—49; Romans 5:12-21).

The naming of woman: Adam named Eve; Eve did not name Adam (Genesis 2:23).

The naming of the human race: God named the human race “Man,” not
“Woman” (Genesis 5:2).
The primary accountability: God called Adam to account first after the Fall
(Genesis 3:9).
The purpose: Eve was created as a helper for Adam, not Adam as a helper for
Eve (Genesis 2:18; 1 Corinthians 11:9).
The conflict: The Curse brought a distortion of previous roles, not the introduc-
tion of new roles (Genesis 3:16).
The restoration: Salvation in Christ in the New Testament reaffirms the Creation
order (Colossians 3:18—19).
The mystery: Marriage from the beginning of Creation was a picture of the rela-
tionship between Christ and the church (Ephesians 5:32—33).

The parallel with the Trinity: The equality, differences, and unity between men and

women reflect the equality, differences, and unity in the Trinity (1 Corinthians 11:3).
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For further explanation of these points, see the discussion in chapter 1 (pp. 30—42). For
egalitarian objections to these points, with answers to those objections, see the discussion in the
rest of this chapter, and also chapter 10.

Answer 3.4b: It is true that oppressive male rule did not come about until

after the Fall, but male headship and unique male authority in marriage did
exist before the Fall.

As explained above (chapter 1, pp. 39—40), when God punished Adam and Eve after the Fall,
His statement “he shall rule over you” (Genesis 3:16) indicated a rule by means of greater
power, which among sinful human beings will often result in a harsh and oppressive rule. But
this is part of God’s curse following sin, and we should not support it or perpetuate it.

Instead of harsh, oppressive rule, the Bible restores the beauty of Adam and Eve’s situation
before the Fall when it says, “Wives, submit to your husbands, as is fitting in the Lord. Husbands,
love your wives, and do not be harsh with them” (Colossians 3:18-19).
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This is the beauty of the original relationship between Adam and Eve that the New Testament
is restoring in our new creation in Christ.

Answer 3.4c: Some egalitarians deny the truth and purity of the words of the
Bible in order to deny male leadership before there was sin in the world.

Some egalitarian writers go so far as to deny the truth or purity of God’s words in the Bible. For
example, Rebecca Groothuis denies that the meanings of the Hebrew words in Genesis 2 carry
authority for us today (see Egalitarian claim 3.5), William Webb denies the historical accuracy
of Genesis 2 (see Egalitarian claim 3.7), and Gilbert Bilezikian and Linda Belleville imply that
Paul was wrong to reason from Adam’s creation before Eve and make any application to the life
of the church (see Egalitarian claim 3.12).

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.5: PATRIARCHAL LANGUAGE:
THE HEBREW LANGUAGE OF THE OLD TESTAMENT WAS
“AN EXPRESSION OF PATRIARCHAL CULTURE.”

Rebecca Groothuis says,

We should note that the ancient Hebrew language was an expression of patriarchal
culture. We cannot conclude, simply because the Bible was written under divine inspi-
ration, that the languages in which the Bible was written were themselves created
under divine inspiration. These languages were as male centered as the cultures they
reflected and by which they were created. The fact that certain words in a language
can be used to refer either to 2 male human or to humans in general reflects cultural
concepts of gender; it says nothing about God's view of gender.!3

Groothuis uses this statement to answer Raymond C. Ortlund’s claim that male headship is
hinted at when God calls the human race by the Hebrew equivalent of our word man, rather

than by a Hebrew word that means woman or a word that would mean person.14

Answer 3.5a: All the meanings of the statements of Scripture are from God.

Groothuis uses this argument about language reflecting patriarchal culture in order to deny the
meaning of some of the words of Scripture. She talks about “the languages in which the Bible was
written” as if the debate were about words that occur ouiside of Scripture. But she glosses over
the fact that the story of God’s naming the human race man (Genesis 1:26-27; 5:2) is found in
the Hebrew language in the text of the Bible. To say that these words of the Bible have a patri-

13. Groothuis, Good News for Women, 124.
14. See Ortlund, “Male-Female Equality,” in Piper and Grudem, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood
(1991), 98; see also pp. 34—36 above.
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archal meaning that God did not intend, and in fact to say that these words of the Bible tell us
“nothing about God’s view of gender,” is simply to deny the authority of this part of Scripture.

This approach is not a legitimate evangelical option. It fits a pattern of several egalitarian
arguments that, upon examination, turn out to deny the authority of Scripture.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.6: ANDROGYNOUS ADAM: ADAM WAS
NOT MALE UNTIL EVE WAS CREATED, BUT WAS RATHER JUST
“A SEXUALLY UNDIFFERENTIATED HUMAN.”

Rebecca Groothuis writes,

Some have suggested that before the woman was created, Adam was not a specifically
male human, but was a sexually undifferentiated human. This idea seems to have
some plausibility, given that the biblical text does not refer to Adam as male until after
the woman is taken out of him.... [The text of Genesis 1:26-27 and 5:1-2] suggests
that before the woman was taken out of the man, Adam had in himself, somehow, a
capacity for both maleness and femaleness.!>

Answer 3.6a: If Adam was not male, then Eve would not have been created
as female.

Scripture says prior to the creation of Eve, there was not found for Adam “a helper fit for him”
(Genesis 2:20). Then it says that God made Eve for Adam as a “helper fit for him,” meaning one
corresponding to and opposite to him. This means that Adam had sexual differentiation prior to
the creation of Eve, and that Eve was created so that she would exactly complement Adam as he
existed prior to her creation. Therefore Adam had to be male prior to Eve’s creation. The egali-
tarian view represented here would destroy God’s whole plan in making a “helper fit for” Adam.

Thus Groothuis is not correct when she says that “the biblical text does not refer to Adam
as male until after the woman is taken out of him.” The Hebrew term ’cicdaim has the sense
“man as opposed to woman” in Genesis 2:22, 23, 25; 3:8, 12, 17, 20, 21, but it is the same word
used to refer to the man before Eve was created. 10

Answer 3.6b: If Adam was not male or female, he could not be human.

If this egalitarian claim were true, then Adam was not a male human being or a female human
being when he was first created, which means he was not truly human in the sense that any-
one is today. There is no such thing as “a sexually undifferentiated human.”

15. Groothuis, Good News for Women, 125.
16. BDB, 9.
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Answer 3.6¢: If Adam was not male, he could not have represented us.

Adam was alone when God gave him the command, “of the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil you shall not eat” (Genesis 2:17, but Eve was not created until Genesis 2:22). This means
that before Eve was created, Adam as first created has to be seen as our representative, and he
represented us for a time without sinning. But if, as Groothuis suggests, Adam was created as “a
sexually undifferentiated human,” then he could not have represented us at the beginning, for
he was not really like us “in every respect” (cf. Hebrews 2:17). This idea therefore contradicts
the whole parallel between Adam and Christ (Romans 5:12—21; 1 Corinthians 15:21-22, 45-49)
which Paul sees as essential to God’s plan of salvation.

By implication, Groothuis’s view also threatens Christ’s maleness, for if Adam repre-
sented us for a time as “a sexually undifferentiated human,” then why should Christ not also
be “a sexually undifferentiated human”?

Answer 3.6d: The Bible gives no support to this idea.

This egalitarian proposal simply reads into the biblical text something that is not there.
Groothuis says “the biblical text does not refer to Adam as male until after the woman is taken
out of him,” then adds, “In Genesis 1:26—27 and 5:1-2, we are told that God created Adam, that
Adam was created in God’s image, and that Adam was created male and female.”

But Groothuis fails to understand a fundamental fact about translation: A word can take
different senses in different contexts. The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon
of the Old Testament gives three main meanings for the Hebrew word ’adan:

1. “aman... = human being” (and then it gives the sense “man as opposed to
woman” for Genesis 2:22, 23, 25; 3:8, 12, 17, 20, 21).

2. “collective man, mankind” (and here it mentions Genesis 1:26, among
other verses)

3. “proper name, masculine: Adam, first man” (and here it mentions Genesis 2:20;
3:17,25,5:1,3,4,5).17

Groothuis has simply taken meaning 3 (“Adam” as a proper name) and imposed it on verses
where it says God created “man” as male and female (meaning 2). But Groothuis's meaning
“Adam” (as a proper name for a person) is impossible in Genesis 1:26-27 and Genesis 5:2, for
several times the text specifies that it is referring to “them,” to plural man and woman together:

Then God said, “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness. And let zhem have
dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the heavens and over the live-
stock and over all the earth and over every creeping thing that creeps on the earth.”

17. Ibid., 9. There is a fourth meaning, the proper name of a city in Joshua 3:16.
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So God created man in his own image, in the image of God he created him; male and
female he created them. (Genesis 1:26-27)

It does not say “male and female he created him,” which would be necessary for
Groothuis’s view. Similarly, we read:

Male and female he created them, and he blessed them and named them Man when
they were created. (Genesis 5:2)

Groothuis’s view would have this text read, “Male and female he created him [or it?], and he
blessed him [it?] and named him [it?] Man when be [it?] was created.” The Bible does not say this.

And the Bible does not say that God first created “a human being” and then later made him
into 2 male human being, but rather, “male and female he created them” (Genesis 1:27). Adam
was male from the moment of his creation.

Answer 3.6e: Is this view an indication of deeper egalitarian hostility toward
human sexuality?

When egalitarians labor to reject Adam’s maleness, and thus go against the clear sense of
Genesis 1-2 that people have understood for centuries, it makes me wonder if this doesn’t
reflect some deeper dislike of human sexuality in general, some hostility toward the very idea of
manhood and womanhood. Why is it objectionable that God created Adam as a man?

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.7: GENESIS 1-2 NOT HISTORICALLY ACCURATE:
THE ELEMENTS OF MALE LEADERSHIP OR PATRIARCHY SEEN IN
GENESIS 1—2 DO NOT ACTUALLY PORTRAY THE FACTS OF THE
ORIGINAL CREATION, BUT ARE A LITERARY DEVICE THAT THE
AUTHOR INSERTED INTO THE GENESIS STORY.

In a recent book that has had widespread influence, William Webb argues that the elements of
male leadership that are in Genesis 2 do not reflect the actual historical situation in the Garden
of Eden, but were inserted there as a literary device for possibly three reasons: (1) to anticipate
the Fall, (2) to allow for better understanding by readers in the society and culture of Moses’
time, or (3) to anticipate the agrarian society that would come into effect after the Fall.!8
Webb agrees that “the practice of primogeniture in which the first born is granted promi-
nence within the ‘creative order’ of a family unit"1? is found in the narrative in Genesis 2. He
sees this as support for male headship within the text of Genesis 2. He also thinks this is how it

18. See Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals (2001). The back cover includes endorsements from Darrell
Bock of Dallas Theological Seminary, Craig Evans of Trinity Western University, Craig Keener of Eastern
Seminary, and Stephen Spencer of Dallas Theological Seminary (but now of Wheaton College).

19. Ibid., 135.
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is understood by Paul when he says, “For Adam was formed first, then Eve” (1 Timothy 2:13).
But Webb sees this primogeniture theme in Genesis 2 as a “cultural component” in that text.

But how could there be changing cultural influence in the pre-Fall Garden of Eden? Webb
answers this question in three ways. First, he says these indications of male headship may be a
literary device that anticipates the Fall and God's subsequent curse, rather than accurately
recording what was in fact true in the Garden:

A...question is how cultural features could possibly be found in the garden before the
influence of culture. Several explanations exist. First, the whispers of patriarchy in the
garden may have been placed there in order to anticipate the curse.>

Webb then claims that the literary construction of Genesis 2—3 includes at least one other
example of “literary foreshadowing of the curse” in the pejorative description of the serpent as
“more crafty than any of the wild animals” (Genesis 3:1). Webb then asks, “If the garden is com-
pletely pristine, how could certain creatures in the just-created animal kingdom reflect craftiness?
Obviously, this Edenic material embraces an artistic foreshadowing of events to come.”*!

Webb’s analysis here assumes that there was no sin or evil in Genesis 3:1 in actual fact,
but that by a literary device the author described the serpent as “crafty” (and therefore deceit-
ful and therefore sinful), thus anticipating what he would be later, after the Fall. In the same way,
he thinks the elements of male headship in Genesis 2 were not there in the Garden in actual fact,
but were inserted as “an artistic foreshadowing of events to come.”

Webb says further that “patriarchy” in Genesis 2 may have been inserted because it was a
reflection of social categories familiar to readers at the time when Moses wrote Genesis, and that
would have kept readers in Moses’ time from being confused about the main point of the story
(namely, that God made everything).

Second, Eden’s quiet echoes of patriarchy may be a way of describing the past
through present categories. The Creation story may be using the social categories
that Moses’ audience would have been familiar with. God sometimes permits such
accommodation in order not to confuse the main point he wants to communicate with
factors that are secondary to that overall theme.2

Finally, Webb gives a third reason:

Third. . .the patriarchy of the garden may reflect God's anticipation of the social con-
text into which Adam and Eve were about to venture. An agrarian lifestyle. . .would

20. Ibid., 14243 (italics added).

21. Ibid., 143 (italics added).

22. Ibid., italics added. Webb explains in a footnote that the “main point” of the creation narrative “is that Yahweh
created the heavens and all that is in them, and Yahweh created the earth and all that is in it—God made
everything” (143n46).
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naturally produce some kind of hierarchy between men and women.. . . The presentation
of the male-female relationship in patriarchal forms may simply be a way of anticipating
this first (and major) life setting into which humankind would enter.23

Answer 3.7a: This argument assumes that several facts
reported in Genesis 2 are not true.

Even in his analysis of the statement that the serpent was “crafty,” Webb understands Genesis 3:1
to affirm something that he thinks was not true at that time, and thus Webb denies the truthful-
ness of a section of historical narrative in Scripture.

There is really no great difficulty in affirming that Genesis 3:1 is stating historical fact, and
taking it at face value. Webb fails even to consider the most likely explanation: that there was sin
in the angelic world sometime after the completion of the initial Creation (Genesis 1:31) but
prior to Genesis 3:1.24 Because of this rebellion in the angelic world (see 2 Peter 2:4; Jude 6),
Satan himself was already evil and was somehow speaking through the serpent.”> So Webb’s
claim that the crafty serpent in Genesis 3:1 must be “artistic foreshadowing of events to come”
is not persuasive. It is better to take Genesis 3:1 as historically accurate and affirm that the ser-
pent was in fact “crafty” and therefore deceptive and sinful.

Webb also denies the historical accuracy of Genesis 2 in all three of his explanations of why
the narrative indicates male leadership (what he calls “patriarchy” and “primogeniture”). In
reason (1), Webb claims that “the whispers of patriarchy in the garden may have been placed
there in order to anticipate the curse.”20 Webb is saying that patriarchy did not exist in the
garden in actual fact, but the author placed hints of it in the story as a way of anticipating the
situation that would come about after there was sin in the world. This then is also an explicit
denial of the historical accuracy of the Genesis 2 account.

In reason (2), Webb says that Moses, in the time he wrote, used “present categories” such
as patriarchy to describe the past, and this was simply an “accommodation” by God “in order
not to confuse the main point.” That is, patriarchy did not actually exist in the Garden of Eden,
but Moses inserted it there in Genesis 2 so as not to confuse his audience at a later time. Thus,
Moses inserted false information into Genesis 2.

The same is true of Webb’s reason (3). Webb believes that primogeniture (Adam being cre-

23. Ihid., 144.

24. This is a fairly standard view among evangelical scholars, but Webb does not even consider it. See Grudem,
Systematic Theology (1994), 412, and the relevant pages given for other systematic theologies on pp. 434—35.

25. The serpent, the act of deception, and Satan are connected in some New Testament contexts. Paul says, “I am
afraid that as the serpent deceived Eve by his cunning, your thoughts will be lead astray from a sincere and pure
devotion to Christ” (2 Corinthians 11:3, in a context opposing false apostles whom he categorizes as servants
of Satan who “disguise themselves as servants of righteousness,” v. 15). Revelation 12 describes Satan as “that
ancient serpent, who is called the devil and Satan, the deceiver of the whole world” (v. 9). See also John 8:44
and 1 John 3:8, with reference to the beginning stages of history.

26. Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals, 142—43.
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ated before Eve) occurs in Genesis 2, not because it reflected the actual situation in the Garden
of Eden, but because Adam and Eve afler they sinned would enter into a situation where
Adam bad leadership over bis wife. This again is an explicit denial of the historical accuracy
of the headship of Adam and his prior creation in Genesis 2. It was simply “a practical and gra-
cious anticipation of the agrarian setting into which Adam and Eve were headed.”%’

Answer 3.7b: This egalitarian argument has to deny the historical
truthfulness of a major section of Genesis 2.

It is important to realize how much Webb denies as historical fact in the Genesis narrative. He
is not just denying that there was a “crafty” serpent who spoke to Eve (Genesis 3:1). He also
denies the entire theme of primogeniture found in Genesis 2. That is, he denies the entire nar-
rative structure that shows the man as created before the woman, for this is the basis for the
primogeniture theme he sees Paul referring to in 1 Timothy 2:13, “For Adam was formed first,
then Eve.”

How much of Genesis 2 does that involve? How much inaccurate material has to be inserted
into Genesis 2 either as a literary device foreshadowing the Fall (reason 1), or as an accom-
modation to the situation familiar to readers at the time of Moses (reason 2), or as an
anticipation of an agrarian society that would be established after the Fall (reason 3)? It is no
small amount.

¢ God placing the man (singular) in the Garden (v. 8),

¢ God putting the man in the Garden “to work it and keep it” (v. 15),

¢ God commanding the man that he may eat of every tree of the Garden but not of
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil (w. 16-17),

¢ God saying, “It is not good that the man should be alone; I will make him a helper
fit for him” (v. 18),

¢ God bringing the beasts of the field and the birds of the heavens to the man to see
what he would call them (v. 19),

¢ the man giving names to every living creature (v. 20),

e there not being found a helper fit for man (v. 20),

¢ God causing a deep sleep to fall upon the man and taking one of his ribs and
forming it into 2 woman (v. 21-22).

This entire sequence, summarized by Paul in the statement “For Adam was formed first,
then Eve,” is merely a literary device that did not actually happen, according to Webb.

And all of this then enables Webb to say that Paul’s appeal to the creation of Adam prior to
Eve is not proof of a transcultural ethical standard.

27. 1bid., 145 (italics added); repeated on 151-55.
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But if a theological argument has to deny significant portions of Scripture for its support,
it should surely be rejected by evangelicals who are subject to the authority of the entire Bible
as the Word of God.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.8: HELPER IMPLIES EQUALITY:
THE WORD HELPER, WHICH IS APPLIED TO EVE, IMPLIES THAT
EVE 1S EQUAL IN STATUS OR EVEN SUPERIOR TO ADAM.

Rebecca Groothuis says,

If the term “helper” most frequently refers to God, whose status is clearly superior to
ours...then there is no justification for inferring a subordinate status from the

woman’s designation as “helper.”28

And Gilbert Bilezikian writes,

It is now a matter of general knowledge that this Hebrew word for “helper” is not used
in the Bible with reference to a subordinate person such as a servant or an underling.
It is generally attributed to God when He is engaged in activities of relief or rescue
among His people. Consequently, the word helper may not be used to draw inferences
about subordinate female roles. If anything, the word points to the inadequacy and the
helplessness of man when he was bereft of the woman in Eden. God provided him with
a “rescuer.”?

Stanley Grenz claims something similar:

The debate over Genesis 2 verses 18 and 20 hinges on the meaning of the phrase
‘ezer kenegdo (helper fit). Egalitarians not only dispute the complementarian claim
that helper means “subordinate,” but they also claim that the Hebrew designation
clearly indicates the equality of the sexes. Alvera Mickelsen, for example, notes that in
the Bible the word ‘ézer (translated “helper”) is never used of a subordinate.°

Answer 3.8a: The word helper (Hebrew ‘czer ) is used of God,
so the role of helper is an honorable one.

I agree with egalitarians that this Hebrew word is used most often to refer to God in the Old
Testament. For example, “Our soul waits for the Lorp; he is our help and our shield” (Psalm
33:20), or “My help comes from the Lorp, who made heaven and earth” (Psalm 121:2).

28. Groothuis, Good News for Women, 134.
29. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 28.
30. Grenz, Women in the Church (1995), 164. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 27.
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Though the word can also be used in other ways, the fact that God calls Himself our “helper”
imparts dignity and honor to this role and this title.

Answer 3.8b: The word helper (Hebrew ‘¢zcr ) cannot settle the question of
superior or inferior authority or rank.

A person who helps can be superior to, equal to, or inferior to the person being helped.
Sometimes God is called our helper (see above), and He is superior to us. On the other hand,
the “helper” can be one of lesser rank or authority, as when God says about the prince of
Jerusalem, “T will scatter toward every wind all who are around him, his helpers and all his
troops, and I will unsheathe the sword after them” (Ezekiel 12:14). (This means that egalitarians
are incorrect when they claim that this word is never used of someone of inferior status or
rank.)3! And the closely related feminine form of this noun can be used of an equal, as when
one army helps another. For example, God said to the king of Judah, “Behold, Pharaoh’s army
that came to belp you [literally, that came to you as a helper] is about to return to Egypt, to its
own land” (Jeremiah 37:7).3% If we expand our consideration to the related verb “to help”
(“azar), there are many more examples of someone with lesser rank or authority or power giv-
ing help (see for example 2 Samuel 21:17; 1 Chronicles 12:1).33 So helper (* ézer itself cannot
settle the issue for us; it has to be decided on other grounds.

Since the Old Testament deals almost entirely with various ways that God helps His people,
it is not surprising that this word often refers to God as our helper. But that does not by itself
imply that the helper is necessarily of greater authority or rank, any more than it implies that a
helper is divine, or is Godlike, or anything else. The word just means that the helper is a person
who helps, in whatever way the context specifies.

Answer 3.8c: Eve’s creation as a “helper...for him” indicates a created role
as helper who would bring benefit to Adam.

It is important to read the whole sentence in Genesis 2:18. As already noted in chapter 1, God made
Eve to provide Adam with a helper, one who by virtue of Creation would function as Adam’s helper.

Then the Lorp God said, “It is not good that the man should be alone; I will make him
a helper fit for him.” (Genesis 2:18)

31. Aida Spencer is incorrect when she says, “At no time does ‘ézerindicate a subordinate helper unless the two
references to ‘helper’ in Genesis 2:18, 20 are considered exceptions” (Beyond the Curse, 27). The statements
by Bilezikian and Grenz (quoting Mickelsen) cited above are also incorrect.

32. Jeremiah 37:7 has the feminine form ‘ezrdh, but the lexicons show no difference in meaning between ‘ézer
and ‘ezrab (see BDB, 740—41; NIDOTTE 3:378-79).

33. These verses were pointed out by Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals, 128. Webb’s own count indicates
that when both noun and verb forms are included, in 18 percent of the cases the “helper” is of equal status, and
in 10 percent, of lower status than the one being helped.
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The Hebrew text can be translated literally, “I will make for him (Hebrew Je-) a helper fit
for him.” The apostle Paul understands this accurately, because in 1 Corinthians 11 he writes,
“Neither was man created for woman, but woman for man” (1 Corinthians 11:9). Eve’s role,
and the purpose that God had in mind when He created her, was that she would be “for him. . .a
helper.” Egalitarians regularly focus on the word helper by itself, which decides nothing, and fail
to consider that the apostle Paul was emphasizing the relationship implied by the “for him” in
the phrase “I will make for him a helper.”

Yet, in the same sentence God emphasizes that the woman is not to help the man as one
who is inferior to him. Rather, she is to be a helper “fit for him” and here the Hebrew word
kenegdd means a help “corresponding to him,” that is “equal and adequate to himself.”3* So
Eve was created as a helper, but as a helper who was Adam’s equal, and one who differed from
him, but who differed from him in ways that would exactly complement who Adam was.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.9: SUITABLE IMPLIES SUPERIORITY:
THE WORD SUITABLE IN THE PHRASE “‘A HELPER SUITABLE FOR HIM”
(GENESIS 2:18) IMPLIES THAT EVE IS “IN FRONT OF” OR EVEN
SUPERIOR TO ADAM.

Aida Spencer makes this unusual claim when she says, “The verse literally reads: ‘And the Lord
God thought it was not good for the Adam to be by himself; I will make for him a helper as if in
front of him.””3

She then says that the Hebrew term kernegdl6, which is usually translated “suitable for” (xiv,
NasB) or “fit for” (gsv, with margin “Or corresponding t0”), actually means that God has made for
Adam a helper “as if in front of him.. .. ‘Front’ or ‘visible’ seem to suggest superiority or equality.. ..
The same preposition when converted into a noun (ndgid) signifies ‘a leader, ruler, prince,
or king.’.... “In front of . ..would symbolize equality (if not superiority!) in all respects.”3

Answer 3.9a: It is true that some kind of equality is implied in this expression.

Spencer is correct to say that the expression kenegdé is made of combining ke~ “accord-
ing to,” and neged, “in front of,” and the term is widely accepted to mean “according to what
is in front of” or “corresponding to”37 (the expression occurs only in Genesis 2:18 and 20).
Spencer is correct to see significant implications of equality in this expression, but there is no

34. BDB, 617.

35. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 23. She does not explain why she thinks “thought” is a “literal” translation of
wayyo’mer, which all standard English translations render as “said,” in “and the Lord God said.” Her trans-
lations of ha adcdm as “the Adam” rather than “the man” and her translation of kernegdd with the phrase “as
if in front of” are also translations unique to Spencer; they are found in no English translation of the Bible.

36. Tbid., 24-25.

37. BDB, 617.
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implication of superiority. The term simply means “corresponding to” or “suitable for,” and
it shows that Eve was a suitable helper for Adam, one that “corresponded to” him in ways that
the animals did not.

Answer 3.9b: But the word does not signify “equality...in all respects”
or superiority.

Spencer goes beyond the evidence when she says that this expression signifies “equality (if
not superiority!) in all respects.” Surely it does not mean that Adam and Eve were exactly the
same physically, for they were not—Eve “corresponded to” Adam in the exact way God
intended, but that included differences! In the same way, the term itself neither implies nor
excludes difference in roles in their relationship. It simply says that they would be “fit for”
each other, “suitable for” each other, in many ways. That is consistent with appropriate
differences in roles.

Spencer’s claim that the expression may imply superiority because “The same preposition
when converted into a noun (724gid) signifies ‘a leader, ruler, prince, or king’” is just careless.
The preposition 7eged does mean “in front of, in sight of, opposite to,”3® and the noun nagid
does mean “leader. . .ruler, prince.” But that does not mean that the preposition zeged means
“ruler,” for it has never been defined in this way. Spencer’s mistake is to assume that a word
takes all the meanings of other words related to it.3% Raymond Ortlund shows the folly of such
linguistic reasoning;

By Spencer’s line of reasoning we could argue that the English adjective “front”
converts into the noun “frontier,” suggesting that the word “front” connotes sparse
habitation and primitive living conditions. This is simply invalid reasoning.
Moreover, if 7eged means “superior to” then what are we to make of, say, Psalm
119:168? “All my ways are before (1neged) you.” Is the psalmist saying, “All my
ways are superior to you, O Lord”? Not only is that an unbiblical notion, the whole
burden of Psalm 119 is the excellency and authority of the law over the psalmist.
The neged element in kenegdd merely conveys the idea of direct proximity or
anteposition. 0

38. Ibid.

39. Spencer here has gone beyond the linguistic error of “illegitimate totality transfer” (wrongly assuming that all
possible meanings of a single word can be found in any one instance of that word) and has committed “illegiti-
mate totality-of-related-words transfer” (assuming that all the meanings of a related or cognate noun are found
in any one instance of a preposition).

40. Ortlund, “Male-Female Equality,” 103—4. Examples showing this procedure to result in foolishness could be
multiplied in English: If God creates Eve to “correspond to” Adam, does this mean that they write “correspon-
dence” to each other? If Eve is “suitable for” Adam, does this mean that she wears a business suit? Or that she
files a lawsuit against him?
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To conclude, God made Eve as a “helper fit for him” and that means that Eve was created
to “complement” or complete Adam in many ways. It does not mean that she would be the same
as Adam in every way, or that their roles would be exactly the same, or that their authority would
be equal. It surely does not mean that Eve would be superior to Adam. It just means that she
would complement him in exactly the ways that God intended.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.10: CREATION FROM ADAM’S SIDE:
EVE’S CREATION FROM ADAM’S SIDE IMPLIES THAT THEY WERE
EQUAL, AND THERE WAS NO UNIQUE AUTHORITY THAT ADAM HAD
OVER EVE.

Gilbert Bilezikian writes:

There is no justification for the derivation of Eve from the body of Adam to be viewed
as a sign of her subordination to him. Such a theory might have had a chance of being
true if she had been made out of the ground like the plants, the animals, and Adam
himself. But the story of Eve’s creation teaches precisely the opposite lesson.
Unlike Adam, she was made out of human flesh already in existence. Humanity twice
refined, she is at least his equal *!

Answer 3.10a: Paul thinks this is important.

In 1 Corinthians 11:8, the apostle Paul says, “For man was not made from woman, but woman
from man,” and he uses that to support his directions about wives wearing a head covering
(which in the church at Corinth was a sign of submission to their husbands). Paul’s reasoning
differs from Bilezikian’s at this point (see also p. 30, n. 13 above).

Answer 3.10b: Equality does not disprove differences.

Bilezikian’s argument implies the same old egalitarian assumption: If Adam and Eve were equal,
they could not be different in their roles.

Bilezikian is correct to see in Eve’s creation from Adam’s side an indication of equality in
human nature, in personhood, in importance, and in the image of God. But such equality does
not demand sameness in every respect. Adam and Eve were equal and different, and not only
physically different, but also different in the roles they filled in their relationship (as we have
seen from several other indications in Genesis). 42

41. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 29-30 (italics added). See also Brown, Women Ministers, 29.
42. See the discussion in chapter 1 about indications of Adam’s leadership role in marriage before there was sin
in the world, especially pp. 20—45.
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.11: PRIOR CREATION AND
ANIMAL RULE: IF PRIOR CREATION GAVE AUTHORITY TO
ADAM, THEN THE SAME LOGIC WOULD REQUIRE THAT THE ANIMALS
RULE OVER US, SINCE THEY WERE CREATED FIRST.

This is 2 common egalitarian claim. Gilbert Bilezikian writes,

As soon as primal origination becomes a norm that confers dominance to the first in line,
both Adam and Eve fall under the rulership of animals. According to Genesis 1, animals
were created before humans. Therefore, they should rule over humans. The absurdity of
such a theory is evident. Temporal primacy of itself does not confer superior rank.*3

Similarly, Linda Belleville says,

The account in Genesis 2 certainly attaches no significance to the order of male then
female. Indeed, the fact that the animals were created before the male should caution
us against drawing a conclusion of this kind. 44

Answer 3.11a: Authority relationships among human beings apply
only to human beings.

The Bible clearly gives human beings authority to rule over the animal kingdom: “fill the earth
and subdue it and have dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the heavens and
over every living thing that moves on the earth” (Genesis 1:28). So we see from Genesis itself
that authority belonging to things created first is not an absolute rule that applies to everything
ever created. It is a fimited principle that applied to the creation of Adam and Eve, and that is
clear because the Bible views it that way.

In fact, when the idea of primogeniture (the idea that leadership in a family belongs to the
firstborn son) is applied in later Old Testament narratives, it is not an absolute principle either.
It only applies to the oldest son, not to the firstborn daughter. It only applies within each family,
not to children born earlier in neighboring families. And it surely does not apply to animals born
in the household before the children! The concept is a limited principle that applies within
human families, and there is no inconsistency in limiting its application in that way in the story
of Adam and Eve. (See also pp. 67-69.)

Answer 3.11b: Paul views Adam’s prior creation as important for
the relationship between men and women.

Whether or not we think there is anything significant about the fact that Adam was created before
Eve, the apostle Paul thought it significant enough to influence the way men and women should

43. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 30.
44, Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church, 103. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 24-25.
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relate to each other in the New Testament church age: “I do not permit a woman to teach or to
exercise authority over a man.... For Adam was formed first, then Eve” (1 Timothy 2:11-12).
To object, “Well that can't be right because then animals would rule over us,” is to object to the
reasoning of the Word of God itself. If we are going to remain subject to the authority of
Scripture, then we should accept Paul’s reasoning as valid.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.12: ADAM’S FIRST CREATION
INSIGNIFICANT: THE FACT THAT ADAM WAS CREATED BEFORE
EVE IMPLIES NOTHING ABOUT MALE LEADERSHIP IN THE
HOME OR THE CHURCH.

Gilbert Bilezikian makes this surprising assertion: “There is no evidence in the creation text for
the temporal primacy of Adam to be interpreted as supremacy or rulership.> Such a concept
is present neither in the OT nor in the New.”*°

This is surprising because Paul explicitly makes this claim in 1 Timothy 2:12—13: “I do not per-
mit 2 woman to teach or to exercise authority over a man.. . . For Adam was formed first, then Eve.”

Bilezikian elsewhere explains that he thinks Paul is basing his reasoning in this passage not
on temporal order (Adam created first), but rather on the fact that Eve did not receive the com-
mand not to eat the forbidden fruit directly from God, and therefore she was not as well trained,
not as competent:

If verse 13 is to stand alone as a reason, Paul never explains why Adam’s having been
created first should constitute an advantage for man, nor does he draw any implica-
tions from it. The fact that Adam was created first is meaningless for the ministry of
teaching in the church.... Paul is establishing a principle based not on chronology
but on competency.... “Adam was not deceived” because, having been created first,
he had received God’s command in person.*’

45. As on almost every page of his book, Bilezikian here uses pejorative terms to describe the position he opposes.
I do not believe the Bible teaches male “supremacy” (which denies equality in the image of God) or male
“rulership” (which carries the connotation of the kind of harsh rule implied in Genesis 3:16), rather than the
loving headship taught in Ephesians 5:22—33. But I am responding to Bilezikian's argument here as if he were
arguing not against these distortions, but against any kind of male leadership or headship, which I believe is a
major intent of his book.

46. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 30 (italics added). Bilezikian makes no reference on p. 30 to the obvious con-
tradiction to his statement found in 1 Timothy 2:12—13, “I do not permit a woman to teach or to exercise
authority over a man.... For Adam was formed first, then Eve.” Finding his other statements on 1 Timothy
2:12-13 is a time-consuming task for the reader. On p. 30, Bilezikian refers to endnote 12 (found on p. 257),
in which he says to see the discussion of 1 Timothy 2:11—15 on pp. 173-84. On those pages his only discus-
sion of Adam’s prior creation is his statement that Eve was not as well trained as Adam: Since “Eve was not
created first or at the same time as Adam.... She was the one bereft of the firsthand experience of God’s giving
the prohibition relative to the tree” (180). However, a longer explanation of his position on 1 Timothy 2:12—13
is found in endnote 44 (pp. 296—98), which I have quoted in the following material.

47. Tbid., 296-97n44, to p. 180 (italics in original).
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Linda Belleville writes,

Although some have maintained that “Adam was formed first, then Eve” in 1 Timothy
2:13 denotes personal superiority (and so the male’s headship), first/then usage
elsewhere in the New Testament is clearly temporal in nature.. .. In fact, Paul uses it
in this very way just ten verses later. Deacons, he states, must be tested “first” (pro-
ton) and “then” (eita) let them serve (1 Tim. 3:10).48

Answer 3.12a: These objections assume in various ways that Paul was wrong.

For example, Belleville’s statement that “first/then” statements elsewhere in Paul are “temporal
in nature” contains this reasoning;

1. Paul uses “first/then” statements elsewhere to speak of a temporal sequence with
no implication of authority.

2. Therefore Paul’s “first/then” in 1 Timothy 2:12—13 cannot have any implication of
authority.

This reasoning is incorrect on several levels. (a) The main problem is that it says that Paul
is wrong. It says that if he did not use “first/then” as a reason for authority elsewhere, he can-
not use it as a reason for authority here either. But Paul’s “for” (Greek gar) shows that that is
exactly what he did. He used “Adam was formed first, then Eve” as a reason why he does not
permit 2 woman to teach or have authority over a man in the assembled church. Belleville’s
objection that he did not use “first/then” elsewhere to make such an argument should not be
used to say that such reasoning is incorrect.

In addition, (b) when Belleville says Paul’s other “first/then” statements are temporal, and
then offers that idea as an alternative to any teaching about authority, she simply misunderstands
the fact that of course Paul’s “first/then” statement in 1 Timothy 2:13 is also temporal. Paul is
talking about a temporal sequence of events: “Adam was formed first, then Eve.” But he is rea-
soning from that sequence to something else.

(c) Belleville fails to distinguish between the meaning of a phrase and the use an author
makes of that phrase in different contexts. Here Paul uses the words “first/then” to mean a tem-
poral sequence of events,* and then he applies that sequence to principles for male-female
conduct in the church. Elsewhere he applies the phrase to the resurrection (1 Thessalonians

48. Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church, 193-94, in footnote 55 to p. 103. She then refers the reader to p.
179 for further discussion, and there she gives other examples of one thing happening before another “with-
out any implication of superiority or authority.” She concludes, “So first/then language need do no more than
define a sequence of events or ideas.” See also Brown, Women Ministers, 25.

49. But “first/then” statements need not always be temporal: see Jas. 3:17; Heb. 7:2; and perhaps 1 Cor. 12:28.
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4:16-17), and to approving deacons (1 Timothy 3:10). He does not have to use “first/then”
everywhere to talk about approving deacons (as Belleville’s reasoning would have it), because
an author does not have to talk about the same subject every time he uses a common phrase!
But the main objection is that Belleville is saying that Paul’s reasoning is incorrect.

Bilezikian's argument that verse 13 is invalid without an explanation—"Paul never explains
why Adam’s having been created first should constitute an advantage for man”—assumes that
Paul has to explain his reasoning for it to be acceptable. But how dare we demand that the Bible
give more explanation than it does or else we will not accept the reasoning?

When Bilezikian says, “nor does he draw any implications from it [Adam’s being created
first],” he simply denies the force of the conjunction “for” (gar)in 1 Timothy 2:13. Paul does
draw an implication from Adam’s being created first, and the implication is, “I do not permit a
woman to teach or to exercise authority over a man.” Bilezikian may disagree with Paul’s impli-
cation, but it is not true to say that Paul does not draw any implication.

Answer 3.12b: This objection removes the reason Paul does give and
replaces it with a reason Paul does not give.

Bilezikian's claim—*The fact that Adam was created first is meaningless for the ministry of
teaching in the church.... Paul is establishing a principle based not on chronology but on
competency’—assumes that Paul is reasoning as follows:

I do not permit a woman to teach or to exercise authority over 2 man. For Adam heard
God’s command and was competent, but Eve did not hear the command, and was not
competent.

But that is not what the Bible says. Paul does not mention anything about hearing a command
from God or not hearing a command from God. He says, “For Adam was formed first, then Eve.”

Moreover, how much competence does it take to understand that “of the tree of the knowl-
edge of good and evil you shall not eat” (Genesis 2:17) means “of the tree of the knowledge of
good and evil you shall not eat”? Bilezikian’s argument assumes that Eve did not understand this
simple command (even as told to her by Adam), and this in turn would imply that Eve was not
responsible to obey it, and that she was not morally culpable for eating of the fruit! The argu-
ment is remarkably unpersuasive.

But most troubling of all is what Bilezikian’s argument does with Scripture. He claims
that what Paul says is not a good reason for what Paul commands; and then he substitutes a
different reason for the one Paul actually gives. Are we free to treat Scripture this way, to
change a verse we disagree with into something completely different, and then claim that that
is what the verse really says? Is this the kind of treatment of God’s Word that we want to allow
and endorse in our churches?
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.13: MAN LEAVES FATHER AND MOTHER:
THE FACT THAT A MAN LEAVES HIS FATHER AND MOTHER SHOWS
THERE IS NO PATRIARCHAL SYSTEM IN VIEW IN GENESIS 1-2.

Concerning the statement in Genesis 2:24, “Therefore a man shall leave his father and his
mother and hold fast to his wife, and they shall become one flesh,” Rebecca Groothuis writes
that this is a “very nonpatriarchal statement.”>? Similarly, Gilbert Bilezikian says,

The man'’s freedom of action in moving away and making his own choices does not
reflect a family organization dependent on a father-ruler. Under a strictly patriarchal
system, the father-ruler would be the one making those decisions; the new family would
be aggregated to the patriarch’s family, and it would remain under his authority.. ..

Singularly, nothing is said of the bride’s relationship with her own parents. She seems
to be a free agent, in command of her own life. In this verse [Genesis 2:24], the
woman represents the stable point of reference. It is the man who moves toward her
after leaving his parents. He attaches himself to the woman. She is not appended to
his life. He is the one who adds his life to hers as he “cleaves” to her. The proce-
dure of 2 man’s separating from his father and cleaving to his wife reflects anything
but a patriarch-dominated society.>!

Answer 3.13a: Arguments against an extended patriarchal clan are
“straw man” arguments.

When Groothuis and Bilezikian argue against an extended patriarchal clan with many adult sons
and daughters under the authority of a “father-ruler,” they are arguing against a position that no
complementarian holds today. This is simply a “straw man” argument—it gives the appearance
of defeating an opponent’s position, but it is an illusion, because no real opponent holds the view
they are arguing against.

These statements by Groothuis and Bilezikian have an appearance of persuasiveness
because they blur two different meanings of patriarchal so that when they reject one meaning,
readers think they have disproved the other meaning. The meaning they reject is the sense of
“an extended clan with many adult children subject to the authority of one patriarch.” The
meaning they have not disproved is “any system with male headship in marriage.”

50. Groothuis, Good News for Women, 123.
51. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 34. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 33.
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Answer 3.13b: This text shows that marriage establishes
a new household and a new family.

Genesis 2:24 establishes a perspective on marriage according to which a man “shall leave his
father and his mother,” and that leaving signifies an end to the previous pattern of family rela-
tionships. When a man gets married, he is no longer a part of his father and mother’s household,
and no longer under their authority. A new household is established, a new family unit. This does
disprove “patriarchy” in the first sense above, but not in the second sense.

Answer 3.13c: This text shows that man takes the initiative
in establishing a new family.

Bilezikian is right to say that “The man takes the initiative to remove himself from his parents.”>2
But this does nothing to deny male headship. In fact, it contains a hint of male headship, since
it specifies that the man takes the initiative in establishing a new family.

Answer 3.13d: This text says nothing that argues against male leadership
in marriage, unless foreign ideas are imported into the text.

In order to argue against male headship, Bilezikian imports several things into the text. The text says
nothing about the man’s bride being “a free agent, in command of her own life” (something
unthinkable in the world of the Old Testament); it says nothing about her being a “stable point of
reference”; and it says nothing about the man being the one who “adds his life to hers.” It just says
he shall “hold fast” to her and they will become “one flesh.” The connection with verse 23, where
the woman is taken from man’s flesh and bone, gives the primary sense of an actual physical embrace.

So the text just says a man will leave his father and mother and embrace his wife, and they
will become one flesh. That’s it. Bilezikian’s claims about her as a “free agent” and a “stable
point of reference” are just foreign ideas he has imported into the text, adding to Scripture
things that are not there.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 3.14: THE SERPENT’S STRATEGY:
THE FACT THAT THE SERPENT APPROACHED EVE FIRST RATHER THAN
ADAM IMPLIES THAT ADAM DID NOT HAVE AUTHORITY OVER EVE.

Gilbert Bilezikian claims that if Adam had a leadership role in the garden, the tempter would
have attacked him first:

If Adam was boss in the garden, it would have made more sense to go to him directly.
By addressing himself to the lesser in command, the tempter would be taking the risk
of Adam’s interference as the authority figure, or of wasting his efforts in case Adam

52. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 34.
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refused to participate in Eve’s downfall. On the other hand, if Adam was indeed in
command over Eve, the tempter would get both by obtaining his fall. If the tempter
was facing a hierarchical situation between Adam and Eve, he obviously addressed
himself to the wrong party.... Adam’s willingness to follow Eve’s example and to take
of the fruit she gave him confirms the absence of predetermined roles in the garden.
The alternative pattern of Adam’s directing Eve’s actions would have required the
temptation to begin with him.. .. The tempter, being the most clever among his kind,
rightly perceived that the greatest amount of resistance would come from the
woman. So, he concentrated his attack upon her in the expectation that if she fell,
Adam would follow suit.>3

Answer 3.14a: This argument wrongly assumes that Satan has to
attack the strongest person.

The false assumption running through Bilezikian’s argument is that Satan (speaking through the
serpent) would have attacked the strongest person, and thus would have attacked Adam if Adam
had been in authority.

But the pattern of Scripture does not confirm this assumption. Peter writes, “Be sober-
minded; be watchful. Your adversary the devil prowls around like a roaring lion, seeking
someone to devour” (1 Peter 5:8). Lions often attack stragglers, weak animals who lag behind
the herd. Similarly, people who have newly heard the gospel are objects of Satan’s attack, for
Jesus says, “And these are the ones along the path, where the word is sown: when they hear,
Satan immediately comes and takes away the word that is sown in them” (Mark 4:15). Satan’s
temptations of Jesus occurred when Jesus was physically at his weakest point, after fasting for
forty days (Matthew 4:2—3). And at the end of Jesus’ life, the disciple whom Satan entered was
Judas, not a strong, morally upright follower of Jesus, but one who “was a thief, and having
charge of the moneybag he used to help himself to what was put into it” (John 12:6). Anyone
with any pastoral experience knows that Satan does not always attack the strongest people in a
congregation. Many (not all) of his evil attacks are against the weaker members.

So Bilezikian's assumption that the tempter would have attacked the strongest person (if
Adam had been in authority) is incorrect. It makes Satan seem stronger and more courageous
than he really is.

Answer 3.14b: This argument wrongly assumes that Satan would respect
God’s Creation order.

The original rebellion of Satan and his demons was against God’s created order, against the
authority structures that God had established:

53. Ibid., 42.
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And the angels who did not stay within their own position of authority, but left their
proper dwelling, he has kept in eternal chains under gloomy darkness until the judg-
ment of the great day. (Jude 6)

“How you are fallen from heaven,
0 Day Star, son of Dawn!
How you are cut down to the ground,
you who laid the nations low!
You said in your heart,
‘I will ascend to heaven,
above the stars of God
I will set my throne on high;
I will sit on the mount of assembly
in the far reaches of the north;
I will ascend above the heights of the clouds;
I will make myself like the Most High.’
But you are brought down to Sheol,
to the far reaches of the pit.”
(Isaiah 14:12—15)

It is one of Satan’s characteristics to rebel, and to incite others to rebel, against the
authority of God (as he did in Genesis 3:1-5). It fits this pattern for Satan to first try to persuade
Eve to rebel against the authority structure God had established by deciding, independently of
Adam, to listen to the serpent and follow his suggestion. Thus, Satan’s activity elsewhere in
Scripture suggests just the opposite of Bilezikian’s claim that Satan would go to the strongest first
and follow the authority structure God had established. It is more likely that he would go to the
subordinate authority (Eve) and try to get her to undermine the male headship that God had
established. In fact, that is the most persuasive explanation of what he did. And God hints at this
when he judges Adam by saying, “Because you have listened to the voice of your wife and
have eaten of the tree...cursed is the ground because of you” (Genesis 3:17).

CONCLUSION

As explained more fully in chapter 1, there are at least ten arguments that male leadership
existed alongside male—female equality before there was any sin in the world. It is appropriate
to mention those ten reasons once again in summary form:
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10.

The egalitarian objections considered in this chapter have not been able to undermine
those ten arguments. Nor have they made a persuasive case for an egalitarian position in Genesis
1-3. These egalitarian claims have included incorrect reasoning, incorrect statements of facts,
incorrect claims for what the Bible says, incorrect procedures for interpretation, and incorrect
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The order: Adam was created first, then Eve (note the sequence in Genesis 2:7 and
Genesis 2:18-23; 1 Timothy 2:13).

The representation: Adam, not Eve, had a special role in representing the human
race (1 Corinthians 15:22, 45-49; Romans 5:12-21).

The naming of woman: Adam named Eve; Eve did not name Adam (Genesis 2:23).

The naming of the human race: God named the human race “Man,” not
“Woman” (Genesis 5:2).

The primary accountability: God called Adam to account first after the Fall
(Genesis 3:9).

The purpose: Eve was created as a helper for Adam, not Adam as a helper for Eve
(Genesis 2:18; 1 Corinthians 11:9).

The confflict: The curse brought a distortion of previous roles, not the introduc-
tion of new roles (Genesis 3:16).

The restoration: Salvation in Christ in the New Testament reaffirms the Creation
order (Colossians 3:18-19).

The mystery: Marriage from the beginning of Creation was a picture of the rela-
tionship between Christ and the church (Ephesians 5:32—33).

The parallel with the Trinity: The equality, differences, and unity between men and
women reflect the equality, differences, and unity in the Trinity (1 Corinthians 11:3).

denials of the truthfulness of the Bible.

It is best to conclude from Genesis 1-3 that God created Adam and Eve equal in person-
hood, importance, and dignity, but also different in role. As part of that difference in role God
gave Adam a responsibility for leadership in the marriage before there was any sin in the world.
Male leadership in marriage was not a result of the Fall, but was part of the original created

order of which God said, “Tt was very good” (Genesis 1:31).



CHAPTER FOUR

Evangelical Feminist Claims
from the Rest of the Old Testament

n the previous chapter we saw that egalitarian objections to a complementarian view of
manhood and womanhood based on Genesis 1-3 were not persuasive. But what about
the rest of the Old Testament? Doesn’t Deborah’s example show that women can assume
leadership over men? And what about other women who were prophets in the Old Testament?
Aren’t there examples of women exercising leadership roles and being blessed by God?
This chapter considers those questions.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 4.1: DEBORAH: DEBORAH’S LEADERSHIP
IN ISRAEL (JUDGES 4) SHOWS THAT GOD CAN CALL WOMEN TO
LEADERSHIP ROLES.

Egalitarian writers regularly appeal to the example of Deborah. Linda Belleville says:

Deborah is called “prophetess” (Judg. 4:4 NIV), “judge” (Judg. 4:5 NRSV), and
“mother in Israel” (Judg. 5:7). She held court in the hill country of Ephraim and all
of Israel (men and women alike) came to her to have their disputes settled (Judg.
4:5). So respected was Deborah that the commander of her troops refused to go into
battle without her (Judg. 4:8).!

Gilbert Bilezikian writes,

As prophet, [Deborah] assumed spiritual leadership; as “judge” she exercised judi-
cial and political power; and eventually she became involved in directing on the field
the strategy for a decisively victorious battle. Probably because she was a spokesper-
son for God as a prophet, Deborah served also as a political guide and as a
one-person supreme court (4:4-5).2

1. Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church (2000), 44.
2. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles (1985), 70~71.
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Stanley Grenz says,

Deborah served as the highest leader of her people. Although she was married, her
leadership role included the exercise of authority over men.... The example of
Deborah confirms that neither God nor the ancient Hebrews found female leadership
intrinsically abhorrent. On the contrary, a woman could—and did—exercise authority
over the entire community, including men.’

Answer 4.1a: We should be thankful for Deborah.

In Judges 45, Deborah is a “prophetess” who faithfully delivered God’s messages to Barak
(Judges 4:6-7), courageously accompanied Barak to the place where Barak was assem-
bling troops for battle (Judges 4:10), demonstrated strong faith by encouraging Barak that
the Lord would be with him (Judges 4:14), and joined Barak in a lengthy song of praise
and thanksgiving to God (Judges 5:1-31). She also must have spoken with much wisdom
from God, because we read,

Now Deborah, a prophetess, the wife of Lappidoth, was judging Israel at that time.
She used to sit under the palm of Deborah between Ramah and Bethel in the hill
country of Ephraim, and the people of Israel came up to her for judgment.
(Judges 4:4-5)

For all these things, we should be thankful to God. For all generations, Deborah will serve
as an example of faith, courage, worship, love for God, and godly wisdom. We must be careful
not to let the disputes over Deborah cloud our appreciation for her or diminish the honor that
Scripture accords to her.

Answer 4.1b: Deborah affirmed male leadership over God’s people.

Deborah did not summon the people of Israel to battle, but encouraged Barak to do this
(Judges 4:6-7, 14). Thus, rather than asserting leadership and authority for herself, she
affirmed the rightness of male leadership. Then when Barak hesitated and insisted that
Deborah accompany him to the battle (Judges 4:8), she announced a word of rebuke on
Barak, and a loss of honor: “I will surely go with you. Nevertheless, the road on which you are
going will not lead to your glory, for the Lorp will sell Sisera into the hand of a woman”
(Judges 4:9).% This implies that Barak should not have insisted that Deborah come with him.
He should have acted like a man and led on his own.

3. Grenz, Women in the Church (1998), 68, 70. Others who see much significance in Deborah’s leadership role
include Jacobs, Women of Destiny (1996), 179-80; Brown, Women Ministers (1995), 104; and Grady, Ten
Lies the Church Tells Women (2000), 37. Jacobs says, “Deborah ruled the nation as the senior judge of all the
judges” (179).

4. Sumner, Men and Women in the Church(2003), 98, incorrectly understands Barak’s insistence that Deborah
accompany him as something the Bible views positively.



Evangelical Feminist Claims from the Rest of the Old Testament 133

Answer 4.1c: The text does not say that Deborah ruled over God’s people or
taught them publicly or led them militarily.

It is important to examine the text of Judges 4 to see exactly what Deborah did and did not do:

1. She gave “judgment” (Hebrew mishpat) to the people privately when they came
to her. When the text says that “Deborah. . .was judging Israel at that time” (Judges
4:4), the Hebrew verb shaphar, “to judge,” in this context does not mean “to rule
or govern,” but rather has the sense “decide controversy, discriminate between
persons in civil, political, domestic and religious questions.”> That is evident
because the next verse tells how she was “judging”: she “used to sit...under the
palm tree of Deborah” and “the people of Israel came up to her for judgment.”
This is not a picture of public leadership like that of a king or queen, but private
settling of disputes through both arbitration and judicial decisions.® If we decide
to take this as an example for today, we might see it as justification for women to
serve as counselors and as civil judges. But the text of Scripture does not say that
Deborah ruled over God’s people.

2. Deborah is never said to have taught the people in any assembled group or con-
gregation. She gave private judgments when people came to her (Judges 4:5).

3. Deborah was never a priest, but in the Old Testament, it was the role of the priests
to teach Scripture to the people. God told Aaron, as instruction for himself and for
the priests to follow him, “and you are to teach the people of Israel all the statutes
that the Lorp has spoken to them by Moses” (Leviticus 10:11). And God spoke of
His covenant with Levi, from whom all the priests descended,

True instruction was in his mouth, and no wrong was found on
his lips. He walked with me in peace and uprightness, and he
turned many from iniquity. For the lips of a priest should guard
knowledge, and people should seek instruction from his mouth,
for he is the messenger of the Lorp of hosts. (Malachi 2:6—7)

4. Deborah refused to lead the people in military battle, but insisted that 2 man do
this (Judges 4:6-7, 14). In fact, Tom Schreiner points out that Deborah is the only
judge in the book of Judges who has no military function.”

5. BDB, 1047, 2.

6. The nwv is alone among standard translations in rendering Judges 4:4 as “Deborah. ..was leading Israel at that
time.” This is a rather loose paraphrase rather than lexically supported translation, since the meaning “lead” is
not given for shaphbat in BDB, 1047—48. Other standard translations all translate the verb shaphat in Judges
4:4 as “judging”: Esv, NASB, KJV, NKJV, RsV, and NRsv. The Septuagint agrees, translating with &rind, “to judge.”

7. Schreiner, “The Valuable Ministries of Women in the Context of Male Leadership,” in Piper and Grudem,
Recovering Biblical Manbood and Womanhood (1991), 216.
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When Linda Belleville claims that Deborah “united” the tribes of Israel and “led
them on to victory,”8 her assertions are contrary to the text of Judges 4, which says
that Deborah prophesied that God was commanding Barak to “gather your men”
(v. 6). The text says that Barak, not Deborah, “called out Zebulun and Naphtali,”
and that “10,000 men went up at his heels” (v. 10), not Deborah’s. It says that
“Barak went down from Mount Tabor with 10,000 men following hine” (v. 14),
not Deborah. It says that “the Lorp routed Sisera and all his chariots and all his
army before Barak by the edge of the sword” (v. 15). Belleville actually speaks of
the army of Israel as Deborah’s troops (“her troops”),” but the Bible contains no
such language. Belleville claims that Deborah “led them to victory,” but the Bible
says no such thing, Belleville is inserting into her reports of Scripture things that
are not there. Deborah encouraged the male leadership of Barak, and the Bible
says several times that he led Israel to victory. 10

5. Deborah functioned as a “prophetess” (Judges 4:4). In this role, she delivered
messages from God to the people, but this is a different role from the governing
role of a king or the teaching role of a priest. (See Egalitarian claim 4.2 on women
serving as prophets.)

Answer 4.1d: The Bible views Deborah’s judgeship as a rebuke against the
absence of male leadership.

Judges 4:4 suggests some amazement at the unusual nature of the situation in which a woman
actually has to judge Israel, because it piles up a string of redundant words to emphasize that
Deborah is 2 woman: translating the Hebrew text literally, the verse says, “And Deborah, a
woman, a prophetess, the wife of Lappidoth, she was judging Israel at that time.” Something is
abnormal, something is wrong—there are no men to function as judge! This impression is con-
firmed when we read of Barak’s timidity and the rebuke implied in his subsequent loss of glory:
“the road on which you are going will not lead to your glory, for the Lorp will sell Sisera into
the hand of a woman” (Judges 4:9). Then in “The Song of Deborah and Barak” in the next chap-
ter, Deborah expresses surprise that no man had stepped forward to initiate Israel’s rescue from
the oppressor, but that a mmother in Israel had to do this:

“The villagers ceased in Israel;
they ceased to be until I arose;
I, Deborah, arose as a mother in Israel.” (Judges 5:7)

8. Belleville, “Women in Ministry” (2001), 93.
9. Ibid.

10. Sarah Sumner similarly makes an inaccurate claim about what the Bible says when she writes, “Deborah is
commended for leading ten thousand men into a battle against King Jabin and his army” (Men and Women in
the Church, 109). Contrary to Sumner’s claim, the Bible says that Deborah spoke to Barak, and Barak led the
ten thousand men.
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And the book of Judges treats Deborah somewhat differently from the other judges used by
God to deliver Israel. In each case God or the Holy Spirit is specifically said to call or empower
the judge: Othniel: “the Lorp raised up a deliverer for the people of Israel, who saved them,
Othniel the son of Kenaz” (Judges 3:9); Ehud: “the Lorp raised up for them a deliverer, Ehud,
the son of Gera, the Benjaminite, a left-handed man” (3:15); Gideon: “And the Lorp turned to
him and said, ‘Go in this might of yours and save Israel from the hand of Midian; do not I send
you?” (6:14); Jephthah: “Then the Spirit of the Lorp was upon Jephthah, and he passed through
Gilead and Manasseh” (11:29); Samson: “And the woman bore a son and called his name
Samson. And the young man grew, and the Lorp blessed him. And the Spirit of the Lorp began
to stir him in Mahaneh-dan” (13:24-25). By contrast, we read of Deborah: “Now Deborah, a
prophetess, the wife of Lappidoth, was judging Israel at that time” (4:4). It is not that God does
not use her and speak through her, for He does. But something is not quite right: There is an
absence of male leadership in Israel.

Does the story of Deborah then show that women can lead the people of God in churches
where the men are passive and not leading? No, for Deborah did not do this. The story of
Deborab should motivate women in such situations to do what Deborah did: encourage
and exhort a man to take the leadership role to which God has called him, as Deborah
encouraged and exhorted Barak (Judges 4:6-9, 14). Richard Schultz says that Deborah delivers
the “divine declaration or decision” regarding the people’s “call for help” in 4:3, and that “The
divine response is indicated by her issuing the call to Barak to lead Israel into battle (4:6), thus
designating him as the next individual to lead Israel.”!!

Barak finally did lead, and defeated the Canaanites. Then in subsequent biblical passages
that speak of this period of the judges, Barak’s leadership alone is mentioned: Samuel tells the
people, “And the Lorp sent Jerubbaal and Barak and Jephthah and Samuel and delivered you
out of the hand of your enemies on every side” (1 Samuel 12:11). And the author of Hebrews
says, “And what more shall I say? For time would fail me to tell of Gideon, Barak, Samson,
Jephthah, of David and Samuel and the prophets” (Hebrews 11:32).

Answer 4.1e: We must use caution in drawing examples to imitate
from the book of Judges.

The book of Judges has many examples of people doing things that we are not to imitate, such
as Samson’s marriage to a Philistine woman (14:1-4), or his visiting a prostitute (16:1), or

11. Richard Schultz, NIDOTTE, 4:216. Schultz also sees “and the people of Israel came up to her for judgment”
in 4:5 as referring to a “a one-time act,” seeking God’s response to their cry for help in 4:3, and not to ongo-
ing settling of disputes. This is contrary to the free paraphrase of the Nv, which specifies plural disputes in its
translation, “the Israelites came to her fo have their disputes decided.” The Hebrew text literally reads, “And
the children of Israel came up to her for judgment,” and the word for “judgment” (mishpar) is singular,
which gives some support to Schultz’s view. The NIv's “she held court” (4:5; similarly, Nrr) is also an inter-
pretative paraphrase for the participle yoshebet, which simply means “she used to sit” (So ESV, NASB, RSV, NRSV,
and similarly, Ngjv; this very common verb ydshab simply means “sit, remain, dwell” [BDB, 442]).
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Jephthah’s foolish vow (11:30-31, 34—39), or the men of Benjamin lying in wait to snatch wives
from the women dancing in the feast at Shiloh (21:19-23). The situation at the end of the book
is summarized this way: “In those days there was no king in Israel. Everyone did what was right
in his own eyes” (21:25).

This is not to deny the grace of God in working through Deborah! Surely the narrative in
Judges shows God at work many times in spite of the failures and weaknesses of the people of
Israel, and it affirms Deborah as an example of faith, courage, worship, love for God, and godly
wisdom. But the unusual nature of Judges should also warn us that it is not a good source for
examples of how the New Testament church should be governed. We should be cautious about
drawing conclusions for leadership in the New Testament church from a book that primarily
describes a breakdown of leadership among the people of God in the Old Testament.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 4.2: WOMEN PROPHETS:

OLD TESTAMENT EXAMPLES OF WOMEN PROPHETS LIKE MIRIAM,
DEBORAH, AND HULDAH GIVE PRECEDENTS FOR WOMEN IN
LEADERSHIP ROLES TODAY.

Once again, egalitarians commonly use this argument. Gilbert Bilezikian says,

The prophetic ministry was the highest religious function in the Old Covenant....
Although statistically the majority of old-covenant prophets were male, the Bible
refers to several prophetesses and describes them as exercising the same kind of
authority in the religious sphere as their male counterparts (Miriam, Deborah,
Huldah, and so on).!2

After mentioning the prophetic ministries of Miriam and Deborah, Linda Belleville
writes,

Perhaps the best-known female prophet [during the period of monarchy] is
Huldah, who was active during the time of Jeremiah and Zephaniah. It was to her
that King Josiah sent a delegation to inquire about the Book of the Law that had been
discovered while the temple was being renovated, and it was Huldah’s warning to
obey everything written in this book that brought about the well-known religious
reforms of the seventh century B¢ (2 Kings 22; 2 Chron. 34:14-33).... There are
also references to 2 number of unnamed women prophets. The prophet Isaiah, for
example, was instructed to marry “the prophetess” (Isa. 8:3). And the prophet
Ezekiel pronounced judgment against the daughters of Judah, who prophesied “out

12. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 69.
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of their own imagination” (Ezek. 13:17; see also vwv. 18-24). These examples sug-
gest that women were routinely called and readily accepted as prophets of Israel.!3

Answer 4.2a: While there were women prophets in the Old Testament,
no women taught God’s people because there were no women priests.

The role of prophet is surely an honored role, and a vitally important one, for God speaks
through a prophet to His people. But prophets and teachers have different roles in the Bible. A
prophet is like a messenger who delivers a message but has no authority on his own to do more
than that, such as explaining or applying the message: “Then Haggai, the messenger of the Lorb,
spoke to the people with the Lorp’s message, ‘T am with you, declares the Lorn™ (Haggai 1:13).
A prophet could not add to the message anything of his own. Even Balaam admitted, “Must I not
take care to speak what the Lorp puts in my mouth?” (Numbers 23:12; see also 24:13, as well
as the description of false prophets as those who speak when the Lord has given them no mes-
sage in Jeremiah 14:14—15; 23:16-22; Ezekiel 13:1-3).

Why then could women prophesy but not teach the people? We may not be able to under-
stand all the reasons, but it is clear that the two roles were distinct, and that God allowed women
to be prophets but not teachers.

The priests, not the prophets, taught God’s laws to the people. God told Aaron, as instruc-
tion for himself and for the priests to follow him, “And you are to feach the people of Israel all
the statutes that the Lorp has spoken to them by Moses” (Leviticus 10:11). Later, God spoke of
His covenant with Levi, from whom all the priests descended,

True instruction was in his mouth, and no wrong was found on his lips. He walked
with me in peace and uprightness, and he turned many from iniquity. For the lips of
a priest should guard knowledge, and people should seek instruction from his
mouth, for he is the messenger of the Lorp of hosts. (Malachi 2:6—7)

The role of teaching the people was reserved for the priests.

There is a similar situation in the New Testament. Women were able to prophesy in both
the Old Testament and the New (see 1 Corinthians 11:5). They could deliver messages from God
to His people. But women could not assume the role of teacher over God’s people in either the
0ld or the New Testament (see 1 Timothy 2:12; 3:2; Titus 1:6 on New Testament teachers being
only men, including the elders who did most of the teaching).!4

13. Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church, 44—45. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 83, 93, 100; Grady,
Ten Lies, 37-38.

14. See also the longer discussion in chapter 7, pp. 227-32, on why women could prophesy but not teach in New
Testament churches.
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In conclusion, prophets did not teach or govern God’s people in either the Old Testament
or the New Testament, and the roles of teaching and governing God’s people were reserved for
men, both in the Old Testament and the New.

Answer 4.2b: Women prophets always prophesied privately
or prophesied to women.

It is significant that Miriam prophesied to the women of Israel:

Then Miriam the prophetess, the sister of Aaron, took a tambourine in her hand, and
all the women went out after her with tambourines and dancing. And Miriam sang
to them:

“Sing to the Lord, for he has triumphed gloriously;
the horse and his rider he has thrown into the sea.” (Exodus 15:20-21)

Rather than prophesying publicly, Deborah sent for Barak and gave a prophecy privately to
him: “She sent and summoned Barak the son of Abinoam from Kedesh-naphtali and said to him,
‘Has not the Lorp, the God of Israel, commanded you, “Go, gather your men at Mount Tabor.”"”
(Judges 4:6).

And Huldah the prophetess gave her prophecy privately to a small group of five messen-
gers from the king: “So Hilkiah the priest, and Ahikam, and Achbor, and Shaphan, and Asaiah
went to Huldah the prophetess. . .and they talked with her” (2 Kings 22:14).

Women were able to prophesy in the Old Testament (as well as in the New; see pages
227-32), but in the Old Testament they always prophesied privately or to women. And prophecy
consists of delivering messages from God to His people. It is different from teaching God's
people and different from ruling God’s people, neither of which women did with God’s blessing
in the Old or the New Testament.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 4.3: WOMEN AS GOVERNMENTAL LEADERS:
OLD TESTAMENT EXAMPLES OF WOMEN AS LEADERS OF THE
GOVERNMENT OVER GOD’S PEOPLE GIVE PRECEDENTS FOR
WOMEN IN ALL SORTS OF LEADERSHIP ROLES TODAY.

Linda Belleville writes, “Women in the ancient Near East provided political leadership. Some
were heads of state. Athaliah, for example, ruled Israel from 842836 Bc.”!>

15. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 94; see also her Women Leaders and the Church, 46. See also Brown, Women
Ministers, 93.
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Answer 4.3a: Instances where women seized ruling authority over
God’s people in the Old Testament are always viewed negatively.
Queens such as Jezebel (1 Kings 16:31; 18:4, 13; 19:1-2; 21:5-25) and Athaliah (2 Kings 11)
led the people into evil when they gained power. 1°

It is amazing that Linda Belleville uses Athaliah as an example of “Women Leaders in
0ld Testament Times.” She simply says that Athaliah “ruled Israel from 842—836 Bc,” but gives
readers no Bible references so they can examine Athaliah’s reign. Perhaps this is not so
surprising, since Athaliah first led her son King Ahaziah into evil (“He also walked in the
ways of the house of Ahab, for his mother was his counselor in doing wickedly” [2
Chronicles 22:3]), then, when Ahaziah was killed by Jehu, Athaliah “destroyed all the royal
family” and became queen (2 Chronicles 22:10). The author of Chronicles calls her “that
wicked woman” (2 Chronicles 24:7), and tells us that when she died, “all the people of the
land rejoiced” (2 Chronicles 23:21). She should hardly be used as a positive example of
women ruling over God’s people.!”

There were wise queens such as Esther, but she did not rule as a monarch, since the
authority rested with Ahasuerus the king, and she was not queen over Israel, but over Persia.

Answer 4.3b: The Old Testament views the absence of male headship as a
matter of shame and an indication of God’s judgment on a society.

For example, note Isaiah’s pronouncement of judgment against the people of Israel:

For behold, the Lord Gop of hosts

is taking away from Jerusalem and from Judah
support and supply,

all support of bread,

and all support of water;

the mighty man and the soldier,

the judge and the prophet

the diviner and the elder,

the captain of fifty

and the man of rank,

the counselor and the skillful magician

16. However, the queen of Sheba (1 Kings 10:1-13) is viewed positively. As a foreign queen, she did not rule over
God’s people. Another foreign queen, the queen to King Belshazzar, gives wise counsel in Daniel 5:10—12.

17. Belleville says that there were not more women in public leadership roles because “domestic needs (especially
the bearing and raising of children) left little time to pursue public roles” (Women Leaders and the Church,
46). But (1) this is inventing a reason the Bible nowhere gives; (2) this does not explain why there could be
women prophets, as Belleville herself emphasizes; and (3) there were women who did not have children for a
long time, such as Sarah and Hannah, and there were also many mature women whose children were grown,
but even they did not assume teaching or governing roles over God’s people.
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and the expert in charms.
And I will make boys their princes,
and infants shall rule over them. (Isaiah 3:1—4)

And a few verses later, with male leadership removed, God’s judgment brings this result:

My people—infants are their oppressors,

and women rule over them.

0 my people, your guides mislead you

and they have swallowed up the course of your paths. (Isaiah 3:12)

The absence of male leadership results in a desperate situation, with many women who
have no male leadership or protection:

And seven women shall take hold of one man in that day, saying, “We will eat our own
bread and wear our own clothes, only let us be called by your name; take away our
reproach.” (Isaiah 4:1)

On a related theme, the absence of male might and protection is another sign of judgment
against Nineveh:

Behold, your troops

are women in your midst.

The gates of your land

are wide open to your enemies;

fire has devoured your bars. (Nahum 3:13; compare Jeremiah 50:37; 51:30)

Answer 4.3c: These Old Testament examples should not be
used to discourage women from holding office in civil government today.

In the Old Testament, the civil government over the people of Israel was also the religious
government over God’s people. There was no distinction between civil government and church
government as we have in the New Testament age. All the people who lived in Israel were also
bound to obey all the religious laws about sacrifices and worship and serving the one true God.
Therefore we cannot assume that the general pattern of restricting civil government leader-
ship over the people of God to men would also apply to the New Testament age, where the civil
government is separate from the government of the church. '8 The positive examples of women
involved in civil leadership over nations other than Israel (such as Esther and the Queen of
Sheba) should prevent us from arguing that it is wrong for women to hold a governing office.

18. I realize that in some cases, such as with the Church of England, the civil government retains some authority
over the church. But the functions of governing the nation and governing the church can still be distinguished.
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 4.4: WOMEN PREACHERS: PsaLm 68:11
AND ISAIAH 40:9 TALK ABOUT WOMEN WHO WERE PREACHERS,
PROCLAIMING GOD’S GOOD NEWS.

Concerning these passages, Stanley Grenz writes,

The psalmist later spoke of these women as public heralds of the word of God....
“The Lord announced the word, and great was the company of those who proclaimed
it” (Ps 68:11 NIV). However, the feminine form of the Hebrew text is better translated,
“oreat was the company of the women that heralded it....”

Women could likewise be heralds of the word of God (Ps 68:11), a task asso-
ciated with the prophetic office. Consequently, as the Hebrew construction of Isaiah
40:9 indicates, the prophet could freely use the feminine form to designate the herald
who would one day announce the good tidings of God’s powerful arrival: “You
[feminine] who bring good tidings to Zion, go up on a high mountain.. ... Lift up your
voice with a shout” (NIV).!?

Answer 4.4a: Psalm 68:11 talks about women who announce
a victory in battle.

The next verse tells the content of what the women are announcing, as is evident when the two
verses are seen together:

The Lord gives the word;

the women who announce the news are a great host:
“The kings of the armies—they flee, they flee!”

The women at home divide the spoil. (Psalm 68:11—12)

Since these women who announce the good news2’ are “a great host,” it seems that mul-
titudes of women in various cities are joyfully proclaiming that God has intervened and their
armies have won the battle.2! There are echoes of the Song of Miriam (Exodus 15:20-21) and

19. Grenz, Women in the Church, 67-68, 70.

20. The proclamation of victory seems to be what was first announced by the “word” given by the Lord at the begin-
ning of the verse, although whether through a male or female prophet it does not say. But the “great host” who
subsequently announce the victory seem to be those who repeat the good news of victory throughout the cities
of Israel.

21. We should also note that not all translations render the feminine participle in verse 11 as “the women who
announce the news” (Esv). Grammatically feminine participles can be used to refer to “titles and designations
of office,” as gobelet (“the preacher”) in Ecclesiastes 1:1 (Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, 2nd English ed.,
sec. 122r, 4:393). Thus, while the Esv, NasB, and Nir specify “women,” and while this seems the more likely
translation, several translations do not (NIv, RSV, NRsV, KJv, and NkJv). The Septuagint actually has a masculine
plural dative participle, rois euaggelizomenois. Therefore, it is oversimplifying the situation to say, as Cindy
Jacobs does, that “Any good translator can tell that the Hebrew is referring to women by using the feminine
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the Song of Deborah and Barak (Judges 5), but the scene is also similar to 1 Samuel 18:6: “As
they were coming home, when David returned from striking down the Philistine, the women
came out of all the cities of Israel, singing and dancing, to meet King Saul, with tambourines,
with songs of joy, and with musical instruments.” Yes, women joyfully proclaimed the victories
of the armies of Israel, but this is hardly a justification for women teaching God’s Word to men
in the New Testament age. Grenz has taken this verse out of its context.

Answer 4.4b: Isaiah 40:9 has feminine verbs because cities (like Jerusalem)
are treated as grammatically feminine in Hebrew.

Most translations understand the feminine gender of the participle mebassereth (translated
“herald”) and the other feminine verbs in Isaiah 40:9 not to represent 2 woman who brings
good news, but to indicate that the city of Jerusalem, which is also called Zion in this verse,
is personified, and names of cities are regularly treated as grammatically feminine in Hebrew.22

Get you up to a high mountain,

0 Zion, herald of good news;

lift up your voice with strength,

0 Jerusalem, herald of good news;

lift it up, fear not;

say to the cities of Judah,

“Behold your God!” (Esv; similarly NASB, RSV, NRSV, KJV, NKJV, NET)

Grenz shows no awareness of this standard grammatical feature in Hebrew, which explains
why most English translations do not speak of a female herald here. At least two translations (the
v and Nix) speak of one who brings good news fo Zion (rather than speaking of Zion as the
herald who brings good news to other cities), but even these translations give no indication that
they think the feminine participle requires us to think of a female herald:

You who bring good tidings to Zion,

go up on a high mountain.

You who bring good tidings to Jerusalem,
lift up your voice with a shout,

gender.... The [Kv] translators simply could not believe that women could publish the good news, so they
‘doctored’ the passage according to their paradigm or worldview” (Women of Destiny, 195). She seems
unaware that in Hebrew, participles that are grammatically feminine do not necessarily imply that women are
being referred to, so the decision is not as simple as she indicates.

22. “The following classes of ideas are usually regarded as feminine.... (a) Names of countries and towns, since
they are regarded as the mothers and nurses of the inhabitants” (Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, 2nd English
ed., sec. 122h, 4:391). A footnote to the same section in Gesenius mentions 2 Samuel 20:19 (which refers to
the city of Abel as “a city that is a mother in Israel”) and adds, “The comparison of Jerusalem to a woman is
especially frequent in allegorical descriptions” (391n5, with reference to passages like Ezekiel 16:23 and
Lamentations 1:1).
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lift it up, do not be afraid;
say to the towns of Judah,
“Here is your God!” (w1v; similarly nur)23

If the verse is taken in this way, it indicates a woman who proclaims the good news of the
coming of the Lord, much as Miriam proclaimed victory (Exodus 15:20-21), as did Deborah
(Judges 5), and much as women were the first to announce Jesus’ resurrection (Matthew
28:1-10). It would be another example of women filling a prophetic office, but that is still dif-
ferent from the role of teaching which was reserved for the (male) priests, and different from
the role of governing God’s people. (See egalitarian claim 4.2 in this chapter (pp. 136-38) for
a discussion of the role of women as prophets.)

Yet the “personification” view is favored by most translations, and has good reasons to
support it.24 The verse in any case provides no support for seeing women as “preachers” in
the New Testament sense of those who teach the Word of God to an assembled congregation
of believers.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 4.5: MIRIAM AS LEADER: MIRIAM
SERVED AS A LEADER OVER ISRAEL.

Linda Belleville makes high claims for Miriam’s leadership role in Israel:

Miriam, for example, was sent by the Lord (along with her two brothers) to “lead”
(Masoretic text he elitika; Septuagint, anégagon) the people of Israel during the
wilderness years (Micah 6:4). She was held in such high regard as a leader that the
Israelites would not travel until she was at the helm (Num. 12:1-16).2>

Answer 4.5a: Miriam did not “lead” the people of Israel.

Belleville's statements sound persuasive until we check the Hebrew and Greek text and find that
this is not what Micah 6:4 says. Belleville has mistakenly applied to Miriam a Hebrew verb and
a Greek verb that the Bible applies to God. Here is what the verse actually says:

For I brought you up (Hebrew he ‘elitika; Septuagint, anéegagon; both verbs mean
“to bring up”) from the land of Egypt and redeemed you from the house of slavery,
and I sent before you Moses, Aaron, and Miriam.

23. This possible reading is also given as an alternative in the margins of several other versions.

24. See the discussion in Young, 7he Book of Isaiah (1992), 3:36-37. The footnote in the NET Bible says, “Isaiah
41:27 and 52:7 speak of a herald sent fo Zion, but the masculine singular form mbsr is used in these verses,
in contrast to the feminine singular form mbsrt employed in 40:9, where Zion is addressed as a herald”
(1293n3).

25. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 93. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 100-101.
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It says God brought them up from Egypt; it does not say that Miriam led them. Belleville has
claimed something the verse does not say.

But doesn’t the expression, “I sent before you Moses, Aaron, and Miriam,” show that Miriam
led Israel? Not really. The verse recalls that when Moses was leading the people of Israel, he was
accompanied by his brother Aaron and his sister Miriam, so the three of them went “before”
(Hebrew lepanéka; Septuagint pro prosopou sou) the people of Israel. But that does not
imply that Miriam had a leadership role (for nothing else in the Bible specifies this) or that
Belleville is justified in saying that Miriam was “sent by the Lord” to “lead” the people of Israel. 20

Answer 4.5b: The people of Israel did not insist that Miriam be “at the helm.”

Belleville’s claim that Miriam was “held in such high regard as a leader” that the Israelites would
not travel until she was “at the helm” is another example of claiming something the Bible does
not say. Readers who assume that Belleville is accurately reporting what is in Numbers 12:1-16
will be misled, for Numbers 12 is the story of God’s judgment on Miriam and Aaron when they
criticized Moses and attempted to intrude into the leadership role God had given him:

Miriam and Aaron spoke against Moses because of the Cushite woman whom he had
married.. .. And they said, “Has the Lorp indeed spoken only through Moses? Has he
not spoken through us also? And the Lorp heard it.... And suddenly the Lorp said to
Moses and to Aaron and Miriam, “Come out, you three, to the tent of meeting.”. .. And
the Lorp...called Aaron and Miriam, and they both came forward. And he
said. ..“Why then were you not afraid to speak against my servant Moses?” And the
anger of the Lorp was kindled against them, and he departed.

When the cloud removed from over the tent, behold, Miriam was leprous, like
snow.... And Aaron said to Moses, “Oh, my lord, do not punish us because we have
done foolishly and have sinned.... And Moses cried to the Lorp, “Oh God, please heal
her....” But the Lorp said to Moses. ..“Let her be shut outside the camp seven days,
and after that she may be brought in again.” So Miriam was shut outside the camp
seven days, and the people did not set out on the march till Miriam was brought in
again. (Numbers 12:1-15)

The most this narrative says about Miriam’s “leadership role” is that the Lord rebuked Miriam
and Aaron for attempting to claim an equal leadership role with Moses. In fact, only Miriam, not

26. The Nv, alone among translations, says, “I brought you up out of Egypt and redeemed you from the land of
slavery. I sent Moses fo lead you, also Aaron and Miriam.” But the translation “to lead you” is a very free inter-
pretative paraphrase of the Hebrew text, which literally says, “I sent before you Moses, Aaron, and Miriam”
(Esv; also NASB, RSV, NRsV, NKJV, KJv). Belleville’s mistake in this verse was probably made first because she fol-
lowed the niv without checking the Hebrew of the end of the verse, and second because she then took the
Hebrew and Greek verbs from the wrong part of the verse, leading her to attribute to Miriam what the Bible
attributes to God.
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Aaron, receives leprosy as a visible sign of God’s displeasure. Where then is the evidence for
Belleville’s claim that Miriam “was held in such high regard as a leader”? It is not there. Where
then is the evidence that the Israelites would not travel “until she was at the helm? It is not there
either. The Bible says that when Miriam tried to join Moses “at the helm” (to use Belleville’s
expression), God judged her with leprosy. The Bible says the opposite of what Belleville claims.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 4.6: GopLY WOMEN: THERE ARE MANY
GODLY WOMEN IN THE OLD TESTAMENT WHO SERVE AS EXAMPLES
OF GOD’S BLESSING ON THE LEADERSHIP OF WOMEN.

I list this as a separate claim because egalitarian writers sometimes mention the numerous
examples of godly women found in the Old Testament narratives, and from those examples they
claim that the Old Testament gives approval to women leaders in general 27

Answer 4.6a: The Old Testament provides many examples of faithful women
who received God’s approval and blessing.

The Old Testament frequently honors women who are faithful to God and portrays them very
favorably. Some examples are “Miriam the prophetess, the sister of Aaron” (Exodus 15:20; here
she exercises a positive leadership role leading the women of Israel, in contrast to her mistake
in Numbers 12), Deborah, who was “a prophetess” and a judge (Judges 4:4), and “Huldah the
prophetess” who faithfully delivered the words the Lord had given her concerning King Josiah
and the people of Judah (2 Kings 22:14-20; 2 Chronicles 34:22-28). In addition to these
prophetesses, many other faithful, godly women are found in the Old Testament, such as Sarah,
Rebekah, Ruth, Naomi, Abigail, Esther, and the godly wife of Proverbs 31.

Answer 4.6b: But the 0ld Testament never approves women taking
authority over their husbands.

The godly women portrayed in the Old Testament are always seen as submissive to the leader-
ship of their husbands. In fact, Peter sees a pattern in their behavior that Christian wives should
imitate, for he says, “For this is how the holy women who hoped in God used to adorn them-
selves, by submitting to their husbands, as Sarah obeyed Abraham, calling him lord. And you
are her children, if you do good and do not fear anything that is frightening” (1 Peter 3:5—6).28

27. See, for example, Brown, Women Ministers, 106.
28. For a discussion of Gilbert Bilezikian’s claim that Abraham obeyed Sarah, and that Abigail took leadership over
Nabal, see the discussion of egalitarian claims 4.8 and 4.9 (pp. 151-55).
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Answer 4.6c: Instances where women seized ruling authority over God’s
people in the Old Testament are always viewed negatively.

Queens such as Jezebel (1 Kings 16:31; 18:4, 13; 19:1-2; 21:5-25) and Athaliah (2 Kings 11)
led the people into evil when they gained power.

There were wise queens such as Esther, a wonderful example of a godly woman, but she
did not rule as a monarch, since the authority rested with Ahasuerus the king, and she was not
queen over Israel, but over Persia. The Queen of Sheba (1 Kings 10:1-13) is also viewed posi-
tively, but as a foreign queen she did not rule over God’s people.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 4.7: MALE LEADERSHIP CAUSED ABUSE:
OLD TESTAMENT EXAMPLES OF OPPRESSION AND MISTREATMENT
OF WOMEN WERE THE RESULT OF MALE HEADSHIP IN THE FAMILY
(OR PATRIARCHY), AND SHOW MALE HEADSHIP TO BE WRONG.

Ruth Tucker writes, “Following the Fall into sin in Genesis 3, 2 new patriarchal order began, with
the husband ruling over not only his wife but also the rest of his family.”30

Tucker then describes a long list of abusive, destructive events, claiming at each point that
they were the result of patriarchy (which to her is the entire system of male leadership in the
family). When Abraham allows Sarah to be taken into Pharaoh’s harem, it is an example of the
“evils of patriarchy.”>! When a man in Sodom allows his concubine to be repeatedly raped and
then killed (Judges 19:22-30), it “demonstrates the potential evil of the patriarchal system.”32
When David takes many wives, and then takes ten concubines and shuts them up under guard
until the day of their death (2 Samuel 20:3), Tucker says, “Such were the evils of patriarchal-
ism.”33 After noting that Solomon “made a game out of the custom [of polygamy], with his seven
hundred wives and three hundred concubines (1 Kings 11:3),” Tucker observes, “Like other
aspects of patriarchalism, polygamy had a very negative effect on women.”3% All these evils are
blamed on a system of male leadership (“patriarchy”) in the Old Testament.

But in the next chapter,3> Tucker takes many positive examples from the Old Testament
(such as Sarah, Ruth, Esther, and Deborah), and uses them not as positive examples of the patri-
archal system, but as examples of how God worked positively through women in spite of
“patriarchy.” She says, “Indeed, for all the patriarchy manifested throughout the pages of the Old
Testament, women are remarkably prominent.”30

29. See further discussion of Athaliah earlier in this chapter, p. 139. Regarding Deborah, see pp. 133-34.
30. Tucker, Women in the Maze (1992), 57.

31. Ibid., 58.

32. Ibid., 59.

33. Ibid., 61.

34. Tbid., 61-62.

35. Ibid., 64-70.

36. Ibid., 64.
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In a similar way, Gilbert Bilezikian takes something evil in the Old Testament, such as
polygamy, and says it was the result of male authority in marriage:

Evidently, the radical disruption of this family ordinance as it occurred at the fall
opened the door wide to the monstrosity of polygamy as husbands assumed the
position of rulers over their wives.5

He also claims that arbitrary divorces initiated by men were the result of male authority
in marriage:

The necessity for such a concession [divorce legislation in Deuteronomy 24:1-4] in
the Mosaic Law illustrates the vicious use to which the rulership principle was put
by men, as it gave them the power to dispose of their wives without concern for their
desires and without retribution for their own injustice.3

Answer 4.7a: These evils were the result of sin and the abuse of male head-
ship, not of male headship in itself.

If we read each of Ruth Tucker’s examples in context, we see that they were seen as evil in them-
selves. They are never viewed as the result of male beadship, but as a result of sinful human
beings abusing their power. The Old Testament often rebukes men for their sins, but it never
says, “You were wrong to think you should lead your family,” or “Repent of your idea of male
headship,” or any similar thing. This is what Tucker and Bilezikian need in order to establish
their claim that these evils were the result of patriarchy. But statements such as these are found
nowhere in the Bible.

It is not legitimate to blame these evils on the system of male leadership that was assumed
and affirmed in various ways in the Old Testament. Such an argument would be like saying,
“These evils were the result of monotheism,” since they all occurred among Israelites who held
to monotheism. Of course, that is not a legitimate argument, but the reasoning process is similar
to one of blaming all these sins on “patriarchy.”

Answer 4.7b. This approach imposes a biased filter that leads
to misinterpretation of the Old Testament.

This egalitarian filtering of the text may be summarized as follows:

37. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 62 (italics added).
38. Ibid., 67.
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If a text:

The egalitarian interpretation is:

How do we know this?

shows a positive example of
prominence for women (such as
Miriam, Deborah, Huldah)

God is gradually overcoming
patriarchy because He wants to establish
equal roles for men and women

because we know male leadership
is wrong (assumption used to filter
the text)

shows a negative example of
oppression of women (such as rape,
polygamy, adultery, arbitrary divorce)

God is showing the evil of patriarchy
because He wants to establish equal
roles for men and women

because we know male leadership
is wrong (assumption used to
filter the text)

A better approach is to stick to what the biblical text actually says:

If a text:

A better interpretation is:

How do we know this?

shows a positive example of
prominence for women (such as
Miriam, Deborah, Huldah)

God is affirming the valuable
ministries of women in the context
of male leadership

Scripture never says male leader-
ship is wrong but rather affirms
it (see | Peter 3:5—6 asa summary
of OT passages; see also the
uniform pattern that men should
be priests and kings).

shows a negative example of
oppression of women (such as rape,
polygamy, adultery, arbitrary divorce)

God is showing the evil of abuses of
male leadership

Scripture condemns rape
(Deuteronomy 22:25-27) and
adultery (Exodus 20:17), but
never condemns male leadership
itself. We should stick to what
the Bible actually says.

A relevant example is David’s abuse of power in committing adultery with Bathsheba
(2 Samuel 11). God rebuked David through Nathan the prophet (2 Samuel 12:1-15), and there
was trouble on David’s house in subsequent years (2 Samuel 12:15-18:33). But God never says
anything like, “This shows that it is wrong for a man to be king,” or “This shows the evil of male
leadership.” David continues as king, and God keeps His promise that David’s son (not his
daughter) will be king (2 Samuel 7:12—16; 1 Kings 1:39).

Answer 4.7c: Polygamy was tolerated but not commanded
by God in the Old Testament.

I agree with Bilezikian, Tucker, and others that polygamy was a departure from God’s ideal of
monogamous marriage established at Creation (Genesis 2:24). It was not commanded by God
in the Old Testament, but neither was it explicitly prohibited. In the New Testament, elders and
deacons in the church could not be polygamists (see “husband of one wife” in 1 Timothy 3:2,
12; Titus 1:6), and thus the practice was seen to be contrary to God’s ideal.
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But I disagree that Old Testament polygamy shows that male headship in marriage is wrong.
The New Testament shows male headship in a relationship of one husband and one wife
(Ephesians 5:22—33). Therefore polygamy is certainly not a necessary consequence of male
headship. Polygamy was an abuse of male headship, and a result of sin; it was not a result of
male headship.

Answer 4.7d: Gilbert Bilezikian maligns God’s Old Testament laws on adultery,
saying the laws were unfair.

In his zeal to show that male leadership in the Old Testament was an evil, Gilbert Bilezikian
makes several statements about the Old Testament that are untrue. His purpose is to show that
male leadership led to a “Double Standard on Adultery,” a double standard that favored men.
Consider Bilezikian’s statements compared to the actual teaching of the Bible:

The difference of status between men and women...would inevitably produce
inequities in the area of sexual behavior. Such inequities are indeed reflected in the
old-covenant legislation on adultery, which is summarized in Deuteronomy
22:13-30.%

Here Bilezikian says there were “inequities” in the Old Testament laws about adultery,
specifically in Deuteronomy 22. But these are not man-generated laws. These are the laws God
commanded Moses to teach the nation (see Deuteronomy 6:1). So Bilezikian is saying that there
are “inequities” in God’s laws given to Israel. He is saying that God's laws were unfair. But how
can someone say this and still hold that God is fair and just and His words are true?

Bilezikian comments further on Deuteronomy 22:

Since a married man was ruler over his wife, her unfaithfulness violated his property
rights. It was a crime punishable by death. Therefore, an adulterous wife was put to
death. (v. 22)

Since a married woman was not ruler over her husband, she had no rights over him.
Consequently, his adulterous behavior did not constitute a crime against her. As a
result, the old-covenant law prescribed no penalty against an unfaithful hus-
band. His extramarital relations were not considered an offense against his wife.40

But the very verse he cites says, “If 2 man is found lying with the wife of another man, both
of them shall die, the man who lay with the woman, and the woman. So you shall purge the evil

39. Ibid., 64.
40. Ibid., 64-65.
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from Israel” (Deuteronomy 22:22). How then can Bilezikian say, “The old-covenant law pre-
scribed no penalty against an unfaithful hushand”7*! His statement is untrue.
And in the Ten Commandments we read,

“You shall not commit adultery....

You shall not covet your neighbor’s house; you shall not covet your neighbor’s wife,
or his male servant, or his female servant, or his ox, or his donkey, or anything that is
your neighbor’s.” (Exodus 20:14, 17)

The Old Testament law prohibited adultery. It even prohibited the coveting of “your neigh-
bor’s wife” that would lead to adultery. When it says, “your neighbor’s wife,” instead of
“husband,” the law is addressed directly to 7zen (though it would have application also to a wife
coveting her neighbor’s husband).

Then Bilezikian says,

The one-sided definition of adultery gave enough latitude to male permissive practices
for prostitution to become a persistent affliction in the history of the old-covenant
people.... Nowbhere is the practice of prostitution explicitly condemned or
probibited.

But is this true? Consider these verses:
“Do not profane your daughter by making her a prostitute, lest the land fall into pros-

titution and the land become full of depravity.” (Leviticus 19:29)

“None of the daughters of Israel shall be a cult prostitute, and none of the sons of
Israel shall be a cult prostitute.” (Deuteronomy 23:17)

“You shall not bring the fee of a prostitute or the wages of a dog into the house of the
Lorp your God in payment for any vow, for both of these are an abomination to the
Lorp your God.” (Deuteronomy 23:18)

41. After saying there was “no penalty against an unfaithful husband,” Bilezikian goes on to say, “A man was sub-
ject to capital punishment if he had sexual relations with a married or betrothed woman” (p. 65). He does not
appear to be troubled, or even show awareness, that this statement directly contradicts his earlier sentence
about “no penalty against an unfaithful husband.” He adds that “the violation of a single woman was not pun-
ishable by death...” (w. 28-29), but fails to tell the reader that verses 28—29 do impose a penalty (a fine of
“fifty shekels of silver”) and require that he marry the woman, and that “He may not divorce her all his days.”
Bilezikian's statement that there was “no penalty against an unfaithful husband” is simply untrue.

42. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 65.
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And behold, the woman meets him,

dressed as a prostitute, wily of heart.. ..

All at once he follows her,

as an ox goes to the slaughter,

or as a stag is caught fast

till an arrow pierces its liver;

as a bird rushes into a snare;

he does not know that it will cost him his life.. ..

Let not your heart turn aside to her ways;

do not stray into ber paths. (Proverbs 7:10, 22-23, 25)

My son, give me your heart,

and let your eyes observe my ways.

For a prostitute is a deep pit;

an adulteress is a narrow well.

She lies in wait like a robber

and increases the traitors among mankind. (Proverbs 23:26-27)

These passages contradict Bilezikian's statement, “nowhere is the practice of prostitution
explicitly condemned or prohibited,” and show it to be untrue.*3 In addition, prostitution vio-
lates God’s fundamental command to guard sexual purity, “You shall not commit adultery”
(Exodus 20:14). Of course prostitution is prohibited. In his attempt to portray male leadership
in the Old Testament as evil, Bilezikian makes untrue statements about the Bible.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 4.8: ABRAHAM OBEYED SARAH: THE OLD
TESTAMENT SHOWS THAT ABRAHAM OBEYED SARAH SEVERAL TIMES.

Gilbert Bilezikian writes,

The Old Testament shows instances of wives who took over the leadership of their
households, so that their husbands followed their orders and advice. Thus, Abraham,
the man presented in Scripture as the model of faith for all believers, obeyed Sarah
several times (Gen. 16:2, 6; 21:10—12)—even as Sarah is cited in the New Testament
as an example of wifely obedience (1 Pet. 3:6).%4

43. Bilezikian goes on to mention the “warnings” and “the few restrictions” placed on prostitution, such as the
“prohibitions of...temple prostitutes,” and says these “only emphasize its prevalence in Old Testament times”
(Beyond Sex Roles, 65). But to say that “restrictions” proved the “prevalence” of prostitution is not the same
as saying there are no restrictions! Indeed, God can very well prohibit something immoral that is common or
prevalent (if it was common, which Bilezikian does not prove). Bilezikian seems unaware of the fact that to say
prostitution is “nowhere. . .prohibited” and then to say that there are “warnings concerning the evils of prosti-
tution” and “prohibitions of. ..temple prostitutes” is to affirm a contradiction.

44. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 72. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 97.
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Later Bilezikian writes,

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—once at God’s behest as he was told, “Whatever Sarah says to you,
do as she tells you” (Gen. 16:2, 6; 21:11-12).... Sarah obeyed Abraham, but
Christian wives, her spiritual daughters, are never told to “obey” their husbands nei-
ther here nor anywhere else in the Bible.*5

Answer 4.8a: Sarah never led her household or ruled over Abraham.

The texts Bilezikian cites do not show Sarah taking over leadership of her household or
Abraham obeying Sarah. Here are the verses he refers to:

And Sarai said to Abram, “Behold now, the Lorp has prevented me from bearing chil-
dren. Go in to my servant; it may be that I shall obtain children by her.” And Abram
listened to the voice of Sarai. (Genesis 16:2)

But Abram said to Sarai, “Behold, your servant is in your power; do to her as you
please.” Then Sarai dealt harshly with her, and she fled from her. (v. 6)

So she said to Abraham, “Cast out this slave woman with her son, for the son of this
slave woman shall not be heir with my son Isaac.” And the thing was very displeasing
to Abraham on account of his son. But God said to Abraham, “Be not displeased
because of the boy and because of your slave woman. Whatever Sarah says to you, do
as she tells you, for through Isaac shall your offspring be named.” (21:10-12)

These are not examples of Abraham “obeying” Sarah, as Bilezikian claims. Genesis 16:2 is
an example of a husband giving in to a wrongful request from his wife, resulting in disobedience
to God, for in this verse Abraham gives in to Sarah’s urging and soon he has a son by Hagar. For
a husband to grant his wife’s request surely does not prove that she has authority over him, any
more than it shows a reversal of authority when God grants one of our requests, or when a par-
ent grants a child’s request. And when Abraham grants Sarah’s wrongful request, with disastrous
consequences, it proves even less. Bilezikian shows no awareness that the Bible does not hold
up this incident of sin as a pattern for us to imitate.

In Genesis 16:6, Abraham does not obey Sarah but is clearly the family authority who
(again wrongfully) gives in to Sarah’s recriminations and allows her to mistreat Hagar and

45. Tbid., 191. Sarah Sumner takes a similar position, saying about Abraham that “God told him not to lead his wife
Sarah but rather to listen to her and cooperate with her wishes” (Men and Women in the Church, 98).
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Ishmael. Why does Bilezikian refer to these examples of sin as positive examples of a husband
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 about casting out Hagar and Ishmael. Abraham did what Sarah asked here not
because he was obeying his wife but because at this specific point God told him to do what Sarah
said. God used Sarah to convey His will to Abraham, but no pattern of husbands obeying their
wives is established here. In fact, the exceptional intervention of God suggests that Abraham
would not ordinarily have acceded to such a request from his wife.

Answer 4.8b: We are not free to take biblical
statements and commands as a joke.
Bilezikian apparently takes Peter’s statement as a joke, for he says, “The use of Sarah as an
example of obedience shows that Peter was not devoid of a sense of humor."40

But to say that a straightforward biblical statement is an example of humor is simply an easy
way to avoid the force of a verse whose plain meaning contradicts one’s position. This is not the

kind of argument that reflects submission to Scripture.

Answer 4.8c: We are not free to take Sarah’s obedience as a negative
example when Peter takes it as a positive example.

Bilezikian denies that Sarah is a model for Christian wives to follow, for he says:

The point of Peter’s reference to Sarah is that wives in the New Covenant can learn
from their 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, her spiritual daughters, are never told to “obey” their husbands neither
here nor anywhere else in the Bible.4”

Whereas Peter uses Sarah as a positive example for Christian wives to imitate, Bilezikian
uses her as a negative example, showing what Christian wives are not supposed to do.

Peter tells wives to act like “the holy women who hoped in God...by submitting to their
husbands™ (1 Peter 3:5), but Bilezikian says this was on the “dark side” of the “old-covenant
compromise,” implying that it should 7ot be a pattern for women today.

Peter tells wives to act like Sarah, who “obeyed Abraham” (v. 6), but Bilezikian says that
this verse does 7ot 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 says and affirming what the text does not
say. Peter says that wives should be submissive to their husbands, but Bilezikian says that the

46. Ibid.
47. Tbid.
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motivations for a Christian wife’s behavior should “have nothing in common with submission
defined as obedience to authority.” 43 Peter does not say that husbands should be submissive
to their wives, but Bilezikian says that husbands should undergo a “traumatic role reversal”
whereby “now it is husbands who must show consideration for their wives and bestow honor
upon them, much like a servant to his master.”49 Peter says that Sarah obeyed Abraham, but
Bilezikian claims that Abrabam obeyed Sarah. Peter says that wives should follow the example
of Sarah who obeyed her husband, but Bilezikian says that wives are nowbere told to be obe-
dient to their husbhands.

Bilezikian teaches just the opposite of what the Bible teaches regarding Sarah and
Abraham. Under the guise of an alternative interpretation, we find a position that is repeatedly
unwilling to submit to the authority of the actual words of Scripture, but simply changes the
teaching of Scripture again and again.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 4.9: ABIGAIL: THE STORY OF ABIGAIL
(1 SAMUEL 25) sHOWS GOD’S APPROVAL OF A WIFE WHO
ASSUMED AUTHORITY IN HER FAMILY.

After summarizing the story of David and Abigail, Gilbert Bilezikian writes:

Obviously, the narrator of this account did not find it objectionable for a wife to take
it upon herself to revoke her husband’s orders, to dispose of household supplies with-
out his permission.... David, as designated king (1 Sam. 16:1-13), commended
Abigail for having acted independently, in contradiction to her husband’s expressed
will, and told her, “T have hearkened to your voice” (v. 35). David recognized Abigail’s
independent behavior as being in conformity to God's will (w. 32—34). And when God
Himself intervened, He did not punish Abigail for disobedience to her husband.. ..
Such stories demonstrate that women were not always “subordinate authorities” in
old-covenant times. Men could also be subordinated to their decisions.>”

Answer 4.9a: Bilezikian reads into the text of Scripture
things that are not there.

Bilezikian makes it appear as if Abigail disobeyed her husband, Nabal, but when we read the
text, we find that nowhere in 1 Samuel 25 does Abigail disobey him, because nowhere does
Nabal say one word to Abigail about David! In the text of Scripture, Nabal does not give any
orders for Abigail to “revoke.” Nabal speaks to “David’s servants” (v. 10) and refuses their request

48. Thid., 190.
49. Ibid., 192.
50. Ibid., 73. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 97.



Ecangelical Feminist Claims from the Rest of the Old Testament 155

for food, and then one of Nabal’s servants goes and tells Abigail what has happened (v. 14).
Thus, Bilezikian is wrong to call Abigail’s action “disobedience to her husband,” and to imply
that God approved of such disobedience.

In fact, Abigail intervened with a gift of food to save her husband’s life from certain death
at the hands of David’s four hundred soldiers (v. 13). When he found out about David’s attack
that had been avoided, he was apparently so afraid that “his heart died within him, and he
became as a stone” (v. 37). Had he known of the impending attack, he very likely would have
approved Abigail’s action to save his life! T agree that Abigail in some sense acted contrary to the
hostile intent behind Nabal’s foolish words to David’s servants, but she never directly disobeys
Nabal, contrary to what Bilezikian says. And nothing in the text shows Nabal to be “subordinated
to” the authority of his wife, as Bilezikian claims (he died from God’s judgment in v. 38).

Yes, David says, “I have obeyed your voice” (1 Samuel 25:35), but he explains in the next
phrase what he means by that: “I have granted your petition.” This does not mean that David
was “subordinated to” Abigail’s decisions, for Abigail’s request is delivered after she “fell before
David on her face and bowed to the ground” (1 Samuel 25:23). This is hardly a picture of David
submitting to the authority of a woman! David granted her request, much as a king might grant
the request of one of his subjects.

As he has done with other passages, Bilezikian reads into the beautiful story of Abigail
much that is simply not there. Once we examine the actual text of 1 Samuel 25, it is evident that
this story cannot be rightly used as a model to encourage wives to disobey their husbands with
God’s approval, as Bilezikian’s portrayal would have it. Bilezikian’s claims are contrary to the
text of 1 Samuel 25, and contrary to the teaching of the rest of Scripture.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 4.10: THE PROVERBS 31 WIFE:
THE DESCRIPTION OF “A GOOD WIFE” IN PROVERBS 31 OVERTURNS
MALE LEADERSHIP IN THE FAMILY.

Gilbert Bilezikian says about Proverbs 31:

This text...accomplishes a verse-by-verse demolition of the male-rulership system
that issued from the fall, by showing God’s ideal for women—to share fully in the
responsibilities pertaining to the governance of community life in the family.>!

In support of this contention, Bilezikian argues from Proverbs 31 by mentioning the verse
reference but never quoting the whole verse.

51. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 78. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 107.
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Answer 4.10a: Bilezikian often inserts into the biblical text
things that are not there.

We can see this by quoting Bilezikian’s statements about several verses in Proverbs 31 and then
quoting the actual verses themselves. In each case, what Bilezikian claims about the verse is not
there. Here are some examples:

Bilezikian writes: “Verses 11—12. Her husband has confidence in her. He respects her judg-
ment and her independent decisions.”>* But the verses actually say:

The heart of her husband trusts in her,

and he will have no lack of gain.

She does him good, and not harm,

all the days of her life. (Proverbs 31:11-12)

These verses do say her husband trusts her, but they say nothing about “independent deci-
sions.” Probably he does respect her judgment and her decisions, but to talk of “independent
decisions” is to begin to drive a wedge into the harmony and interaction that God intends
between husband and wife.

Bilezikian writes: “Verse 15. She is diligent and competent in the management of
resources, personnel, and responsibilities in her house. She is the provider of food for the
household.”>3 But the verse actually says:

She rises while it is yet night
and provides food for her household
and portions for her maidens. (Proverbs 31:15)

The problem with Bilezikian’s statement is that calling her “zhe provider of food for the
household” can easily be understood to mean that she is the primary breadwinner or primary
provider of income for the household. This is the impression Bilezikian attempts to give,
because he later says, “She manages for herself an independent career”>* and “She is a ‘work-
ing wife’ as she combines career and housekeeping,”>> while his view of the husband is anything
but positive (see the next verse). The verse just means she puts out the food for the day.

Bilezikian writes: “Verse 23. This is the only reference to the ‘activities’ of the husband! The
implication is that he is well respected in the community because of his wife’s industry.”>® But
the verse actually says,

52. Tbid., 76 (italics added).
53. Ibid.

54. Ibid.

55. Ibid., 77.

56. Ibid.
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Her husband is known in the gates
when he sits among the elders of the land. (Proverbs 31:23)

In saying this verse describes the “activities” of the husband, Bilezikian portrays an idle
husband supported by a working wife who brings in all the income and manages the household
as well. But nothing in the text says that the husband does not work. To use a modern parallel,
members of a city council will usually have other jobs that occupy most of their time. An idle,
unproductive man would #ot have been respected among the elders in ancient Israel (see the
statements about “the sluggard” earlier in Proverbs, such as in Proverbs 6:6, 9; 10:26; 13:4;
15:19; 19:24; 20:4; 21:25; 24:30—31). And while he probably was respected iz part because of
his excellent wife and her industry, the implication that he is lazy and is respected only because
of her is inserting into the text ideas that are not there. To say that the Bible extols a picture of
an idle husband supported by an industrious wife is to misrepresent the teaching of the Bible.

Bilezikian writes: “Verse 27. She is the vigilant supervisor of her household. The total list
of her accomplishments indicates that she is the one responsible for making the managerial
decisions affecting the life of her home.”> But the verse actually says,

She looks well to the ways of her household
and does not eat the bread of idleness. (Proverbs 31:27)

The verse says she cares for her household and is not idle. But Bilezikian’s language makes
her sound like the head of the household (“the vigilant supervisor,” and “zhe one responsible
for making the managerial decisions”). The chapter praises the godly conduct of this wife, but
it does not make her the head of the household or say anything about usurping her husband’s
authority. Bilezikian inserts into the biblical text ideas that are not there, and thus claims the
Bible teaches things that it does not teach.

This is a wonderful chapter of the Bible but Bilezikian has made it out to be a sort of
feminist manifesto. When Bilezikian says that Proverbs 31 “accomplishes a verse-by-verse
demolition>8 of male leadership in the family, he is distorting this chapter into something it
never was and can never be.

57. Ibid.
58. Ibid., 78.



158 Evangelical Feminism and Biblical Truth

CONCLUSION

After Genesis 13, the rest of the Old Testament honors godly women in many ways, and shows
that they as well as men could prophesy and could be courageous in risking their very lives to
serve God by faith. But nothing in the Old Testament text indicates that women should be leaders
over their husbands or lead or teach God’s people. And several egalitarian claims to this effect
insert into the text of the Bible many things that are not there.



CHAPTER FIVE

Evangelical Feminist
Claims from the Gospels and Acts

ow we turn from the Old Testament to the New Testament. Jesus treated women with

great honor and dignity. He surprised the Jewish people of His day in the way He

interacted with and honored women as well as men, including several women
among the group of disciples who followed Him. He even chose women to be the first witnesses
to His resurrection. Don't Jesus’ example and teaching show that He is overturning the patriar-
chal bias against women that was found in the Old Testament and in the Judaism of His day?
Doesn’t His example show that we should allow women and men equal access to all positions
of leadership in the church?

And what about the early church? Perhaps Jesus appointed all male apostles because that
was the only thing that would have been acceptable in His day. But doesn’t Acts 2 show us that
both men and women alike have gifts for ministry in the New Covenant Age? And aren't there
examples of leading women, such as Priscilla, in the book of Acts?

It is questions like these that we consider in this chapter.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.1: JESUS’ TREATMENT OF WOMEN:
JESUS UNDERMINED THE PATRIARCHAL NATURE OF FIRST-CENTURY
JUDAISM THROUGH HIS POSITIVE TREATMENT OF WOMEN.

The Gospels give clear testimony that Jesus treated women with dignity and respect. Egalitarians
see in Jesus’ interactions with women a precedent for opening all ministry positions to women.
Stanley Grenz writes,

Jesus perhaps most notably departed from cultural norms by including women among
his followers.... In contrast to many rabbis who considered it inappropriate to
instruct women, Jesus readily taught them.. .. [By his response to Mary of Bethany in
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Luke 10:39] Jesus overturned the culturally determined priorities for women. He
rejected the Jewish notion that household maintenance constituted the only appro-
priate role for women in society. And he defied the practice of excluding women from
the study of the Torah. Our Lord set aside the customary prejudices of his day and
restored the Old Testament injunction that both men and women apply themselves to
learning God’s law (Lk 11:27-28).1

Gilbert Bilezikian is quite sweeping in his conclusions:

In multiple ways, Jesus established the principle of full access of both men and women
to the responsibilities attendant to the harmonious functioning of the new community.
Jesus taught his followers in word and deed to consider the gender difference irrele-
vant to the concerns and processes of the kingdom of God.

J. Lee Grady adds:

The strong church bias against women in leadership is peculiar when we examine
Jesus” own inclusive attitudes toward the women who followed Him. As we have noted
already, Jesus affirmed the equality of women in the midst of a culture that denied
them basic human rights. He called them to be His disciples during a time when reli-
gious leaders taught that it was disgraceful even to teach a woman.. .. These women
were not just stragglers who stayed at the back of Jesus’ entourage watching Him from
a distance while they cooked meals for the men. They were Jesus’ disciples in the
fullest sense, and we have every reason to believe that He commissioned them to min-
ister in His name.’

Answer 5.1a: It is true that Jesus undermined abuses of male leadership found in
some parts of Jewish society, and treated women with great respect and dignity.

There are numerous negative or demeaning statements about women in Rabbinic literature,
some of which stem (in oral form at least) from the time of Jesus. These are documented exten-
sively in several studies.* But the picture is not entirely negative. Ben Witherington notes,

. Grenz, Women in the Church (1995), 74-75.

. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles (1985), 118.

. Grady, Ten Lies (2000), 32-33.

. For further study see the materials in Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus (1969), 359—76; Witherington,
Women and the Genesis of Christianity (1990), 3-9, 251-53; Kittel and Freidrich, Theological Dictionary
of the New Testament (TDNT) 1:781-84; and the extensive index of references in Rabbinic literature found
in the index entry “Frau” in Strack and Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und
Midrasch (1926-1928), 4:2, 1226-27.
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It would be wrong to assume that a Jewish woman had no respect or #ights in Jesus’
day.... The Talmud instructs a man to love his wife as himself and to respect her more
than himself.... There are even cases of women being taught the oral law and being
consulted on its fine points.... Some women were able to become learned in both
oral and written law and tradition.>

The overall picture, however, is that Jesus treated women as equals in a way that was sur-
prising for first-century culture.

We should be thankful that Jesus honored women, and treated them as persons just as He
treated men. He talked openly with women, to the amazement of His disciples (John 4:1-27),
taught women (Luke 10:38-42), assumed that women as well as men could talk and reason
about theological truths (Luke 10:38—42; John 4:7-26; 11:21-27), had women among the
band of disciples who traveled with Him (Luke 8:1-3), accepted monetary support and ministry
from them (Mark 15:40—41; Luke 8:3), and used women as well as men as teaching examples
(Mark 12:41—44; Luke 15:8-10; 18:1-8). Jesus thus set a pattern that should forever challenge
all cultures that treat women as second-class citizens, as it no doubt challenged and rebuked the
culture of Jesus’ day.

Answer 5.1b: But Jesus did not overthrow all male leadership, because He
consistently called only men to the roles of governing and teaching God’s people.

Jesus appointed only men to be His twelve apostles (Matthew 10:1—4). The apostles had gov-
erning authority over the early church. When a replacement was chosen for Judas, Peter said it
had to be “one of the /en who have accompanied us” (Acts 1:21). Yes, Jesus undermined the
wrongful and abusive aspects of the patriarchal culture of that time, but he did not overturn a
God-given pattern of male leadership in the household and male leadership among God’s people.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.2: JESUS AND MARY: WHEN JESUS
PRAISED MARY AND CORRECTED MARTHA (LUKE 10:38—42),
HE OVERTURNED THE EXPECTATIONS THAT A PATRIARCHAL CULTURE
PLACED ON WOMEN.

Stanley Grenz writes,

In contrast to many rabbis who considered it inappropriate to instruct women, Jesus
readily taught them. Perhaps the most obvious example is Mary of Bethany, who sat at
Jesus’ feet (Lk 10:39).... By his response, Jesus overturned the culturally determined
priorities for women. He rejected the Jewish notion that household maintenance

5. Witherington, Women and the Genesis of Christianity, 4-5, 7.
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constituted the only appropriate role for women in society. And he defied the practice
of excluding women from the study of the Torah.

And Aida Spencer says about Mary and Martha,

Jesus has completely reversed the priorities and the consequences of those priorities
in Jewish life. Not only does Jesus not think women are exempt from learning the
Torah, but also they do best to learn God’s law.... In choosing between a woman’s
role in homemaking and a woman’s role in education, which Martha and Mary rep-
resent. ..Jesus has concluded that a woman’s role as homemaker is zot primary.. ..
Apparently, Jesus thought women received more merit from attending the School of
the Rabbis than sending men to the School of the Rabbis.”

Answer 5.2a: Jesus overturned some expectations,
but the text does not say He overturned all expectations.

I am thankful that Jesus taught women and conversed openly with them about theological ques-
tions (as in John 4). But that does not mean that Jesus overturned a// Jewish beliefs and customs
about the roles of women and men! To say that is like arguing:

1. Jesus overturned Jewish expectations that people should take revenge, such as “an
eye for an eye” (Matthew 5:38-42).
2. Therefore Jesus decreed that no criminals should ever be punished.

This argument is wrong because it takes a specific idea (no personal revenge) and broadens
it into a general principle (no punishment for criminals), a principle that Jesus did not teach.
This is adding to Jesus’ teaching.

Similarly, it is like arguing:

1. Jesus overturned Jewish thinking by showing that lustful thoughts were sinful
(Matthew 5:27-30).
2. Therefore, Jesus showed that all sexual desire is evil.

Again, the argument is wrong because it takes a specific statement Jesus made (lustful
thoughts are sinful) and broadens it into a general principle (sexual desire is evil). But Jesus
did not affirm this broad principle, for sexual desire within marriage, and sexual desire that
leads to marriage, is viewed positively in Scripture (1 Corinthians 7:1-5). Similarly, in over-
turning some wrongful Jewish restrictions on women, Jesus did not overturn every Jewish idea
or every Old Testament idea about male leadership.

6. Grenz, Women in the Church, 75.
7. Spencer, Beyond the Curse (1985), 60-61. Similarly, Sarah Sumner says, “Jesus was the first rabbi ever to
accept 2 woman student” (Men and Women in the Church [2003], 125).
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Answer 5.2b: This egalitarian argument imports ideas
into the text that are not there.

Here is the actual story about Mary and Martha:

Now as they went on their way, Jesus entered a village. And 2 woman named Martha
welcomed him into her house. And she had a sister called Mary, who sat at the Lord’s
feet and listened to his teaching. But Martha was distracted with much serving. And
she went up to him and said, “Lord, do you not care that my sister has left me to serve
alone? Tell her then to help me.” But the Lord answered her, “Martha, Martha, you
are anxious and troubled about many things, but one thing is necessary. Mary has
chosen the good portion, which will not be taken away from her.” (Luke 10:38—42)

Jesus commended Mary for listening to Him. He said nothing about going to any “School
of the Rabbis,” as Spencer claims. He did not send His disciples to any school (they were “un-
educated, common men,” Acts 4:13), nor did He send Mary to any school. Jesus commended
Mary for listening to Him, but Spencer, in her interpretation, has incorrectly made this into a
treatise for formal theological education.® There is nothing about “a woman’s role in education”
being more important that “a woman’s role as homemaker.” Spencer and Sumner have read
things into the text that are not there.

A related mistake in this kind of argument is to claim that sitting at Jesus’ feet implied some
kind of special status for Mary. Ruth Tucker and Walt Liefeld say,

It is generally agreed that Jesus went far beyond the rabbis of his day in permitting this
woman to assume the role of a disciple. This is certainly implied by Luke in portray-
ing her as sitting “at the Lord’s feet listening to what he said.” Such a posture is
described in the rabbinical literature. ..and Paul said that he was instructed “at the
feet of Gamaliel” (KJV).”

They quote the Mishnah, Aboth 1.4, an example where people who learned from the rab-
bis sat at their feet. But everybody in Jewish society learned from the rabbis, so it is not clear
how this citation proves anything special about Mary. !0

8. I am not saying there is anything wrong with formal theological training (I have taught in two different theo-
logical seminaries for the last twenty-three years). Nor is there anything wrong with women as well as men
receiving formal theological training. But I do not think much of an argument for it can be made from this inci-
dent of Jesus teaching Mary, and certainly Spencer has claimed more than the text justifies with her broad gen-
eralization that it is better for women to study theology than pursue homemaking. What is better for each per-
son depends on God’s specific calling.

9. Tucker and Liefeld, Daughters of the Church (1987), 26.

10. Their other supporting references on 474n22, refer to writings by Leonard Swidler, James Hurley, and Evelyn
and Frank Stagg, but Hurley and the Staggs give no additional evidence, nor does Swidler. So where is the
evidence?
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The error here is an elementary logical fallacy. To take a common example:

1. All Rockefellers are rich.
2. That man is rich.
3. Therefore he is a Rockefeller.

The conclusion is false because the man may be Bill Gates or some other rich person.
Similarly, these authors argue:

1. The rabbis’ students sat at the feet of the rabbis.
2. Mary sat at the feet of Jesus.
3. Therefore Mary is Jesus’ student in a “school of the rabbis.”

But if people commonly sat at the feet of those who were teaching, the egalitarians are claim-
ing more than the text supports. It just says that Mary sat at Jesus’ feet and learned from Him.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.3: FIRST WITNESSES TO RESURRECTION:
WOMEN WERE THE FIRST WITNESSES TO THE RESURRECTION
(MATTHEW 28:1—10), SHOWING THEIR RELIABILITY AND
SUITABILITY AS MESSENGERS OF THE LORD. THEREFORE THEY
CAN SURELY BE PASTORS.

Aida Spencer writes,

These very women. ..were chosen by Jesus to be the first witnesses to his resurrec-
tion.... Jesus...wanted women to learn and to testify before others about God’s
actions on earth. He wanted these women whom he had taught to go on to take
authoritative leadership positions themselves. That is why they were chosen to be
the first witnesses to the resurrection.!!

And Stanley Grenz writes,

The Gospel writers agree that the women were the first to receive the command to
proclaim the resurrection gospel and that they obeyed that command (Mt 28:7; Mk
16:7; Jn 20:17—18). For the Evangelists this meant that in God’s new economy, men
and women are credible witnesses and capable messengers of the risen Lord.

In the postresurrection community, women and men share in the proclamation
of the good news. This new role for women forms a fitting climax to what developed
throughout Jesus’ life. 12

11. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 62, italics added.
12. Grenz, Women in the Church, 77.
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J. Lee Grady also says,

Because of cultural biases, Christ’s male disciples did not believe the testimony of the
women when they gave the astounding report about the open tomb. Yet Jesus
appeared to the Twelve and confirmed the witness of the women, and by doing so He
intentionally refuted the idea that women could not offer faithful testimony. Indeed, He
affirmed the ministry of the women and challenged His narrow-minded male followers
to do the same.

After His resurrection, Jesus said to Mary Magdalene, “I ascend to My Father
and your Father, and My God and your God” (John 20:17). Was He not affirming her
as a witness of the gospel? Was she not commissioned by Christ Himself both to go
and to speak for Him? Why then do we deny women the opportunity to carry the same
message?!3

Answer 5.3a: Yes, women were the first witnesses to Christ’s resurrection,
and this is a wonderful affirmation of the trustworthiness of women and
their equal dignity as persons made in God’s image, in contrast to some
ideas in first-century culture.

We should be thankful to God for this wonderful affirmation of the trustworthiness of women as
witnesses. Whereas first-century Judaism did not place confidence in the trustworthiness of
women as witnesses in several kinds of legal cases, God decided that women would be the first
witnesses to the most important event in all of history!!4

Answer 5.3b: But to give testimony as an eyewitness of a historic event is not
the same as functioning as a teacher or elder in a church. Women did not do
this in the New Testament.

We should not make the text say more than it says. In this case, the women ran and told the
disciples, just as the angel had commanded them (Matthew 28:7-8) and as Jesus had com-
manded them (v. 10). But the text says nothing about teaching the assembled church or
governing a local church. These same disciples did not establish these women as elders in early
churches, and a few days after the resurrection Peter specified that “one of the men” should
replace Judas among the eleven disciples (Acts 1:21, with the male-specific term anér).

13. Grady, Ten Lies, 34-35.

14. After mentioning several categories of people who are not eligible to bear witness in court, the Mishnah then
says, “This is the general rule: Any evidence that a woman is not eligible to bring, these are not eligible to bring”
(Rosh Hashanah 1:8; quoted from Danby, Mishnah, 189); compare the comment in Blackman, Mishnayoth
(1973), 2:387: “Certain kinds of evidence were accepted from a woman as for instance evidence regarding her
husband’s death or evidence concerning an unfaithful wife.”
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.4: JESUS’ HUMANITY Is IMPORTANT,
NoT1 His MALENESS: JESUS' HUMANNESS, NOT HIS MALENESS,
ALLOWED HIM TO REPRESENT ALL HUMANITY, BOTH MEN AND WOMEN.

Stanley Grenz summarizes 2 common egalitarian position:

Although egalitarians acknowledge that the incarnation in the form of 2 male may have
been historically and culturally necessary, they deny its soteriological necessity. To
suggest otherwise would undercut Christ’s status as representing all humans—male
and female—in salvation.!®

Grenz himself then gives a perplexing explanation of his view, in which he says that Jesus’
maleness in fact was soteriologically necessary [that is, necessary for earning our salvation], but
only because the culture of that day would only listen to a male:

We cannot follow those who deny all soteriological significance to Jesus’ maleness.. ..
Because Jesus was a particular historical person, his maleness was integral to the
completion of his task.... In the context in which he lived, Jesus’ maleness was an
indispensable dimension of his vocation. Only 2 male could have offered the radical
critique of the power systems of his day.... A woman...would have been immediately
dismissed solely on the basis of her sex.... Thus to be the liberator of both male and
female, Jesus needed to be male. 10

But Grenz is just saying that Christ’s maleness was historically and culturally necessary. He
concludes that today “we can best reflect the liberating significance of Jesus’ incarnation as a
male by following the principle of egalitarian mutuality that he pioneered.” In other words, if
both men and women are able to be pastors (for example), we will serve to liberate humanity
from wrongful structures in our day.

Answer 5.4a: We are not free to pick and choose some attributes of Jesus’
person as important and some as unimportant.

How can Grenz and others know that Jesus’ manhood was not essential? It is Jesus as a whole
person, and in fact as a male human being, who is our Savior.

Answer 5.4b: The pattern of male headship from the beginning of Creation
argues for the importance of Jesus’ maleness to represent all believers.

Adam as a man represented the human race, and this could not have been because sinful power
structures in his culture would not accept female leadership! “For as by 2 man came death, by a

15. Grenz, Women in the Church, 207.
16. Ibid., 208-9. See also Grady, Ten Lies, 42.
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man has come also the resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all
be made alive” (1 Corinthians 15:21—22).17 Eve did not represent the whole human race, but
Adam did, and so did Christ. So Jesus’ maleness was important to His role as a representative
leader. And in that role, as a man, God ordained that He, like Adam before Him, would repre-
sent both men and women. To argue otherwise is to argue against a pattern established by God.

Answer 5.4c: Some complementarians argue that Christ’s maleness
shows that all pastors should be male as representatives of Christ. But
all complementarians see Christ’s maleness as indicating a pattern of
male leadership among God’s people.

Some complementarians, such as J. I. Packer, have argued that pastors (or priests or pres-
byters) should be male because they represent Christ, and Christ was male.!® Others do not
find this “pastors representing Christ” argument persuasive, or do not belong to a denomi-
national tradition where the pastor is thought so strongly to represent Christ. But even for
these people, the fact remains that Jesus, as head of the church, is 2 man, not merely a gender-
neutral person.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.5: SERVANT LEADERSHIP IS IMPORTANT,
NOT AUTHORITATIVE LEADERSHIP: JESUS TAUGHT SERVANT
LEADERSHIP, AND THIS IS INCONSISTENT WITH A MALE LEADERSHIP
PATTERN OF USE OF POWER OVER OTHERS.

Stanley Grenz writes,

The New Testament emphasis on facilitative leadership means that leaders of both gen-
ders best serve the church.... Many participants in the contemporary debate over
women in ministry understand leadership as the exercise of power over others.... The
chief flaw in this understanding of leadership, however, is that it sets aside our Lord’s
teaching. Jesus reveals in both word and deed that the divine way of life lies in
humble servanthood.. .. To be a leader means above all to be a servant to others....
“Whoever wishes to be great among you must be your servant” (Mark 10:42—45)....
Biblical, servant-oriented leadership. . .is best symbolized by men and women minister-
ing together in this crucial dimension of church life.!?

17. The Greek term for “man” here is anthropos (twice in v. 21), which can mean “person” or “man,” depend-
ing on the context (BDAG, 80—82), but in cases where it refers to an actual male human being, readers would
naturally understand the sense “man,” and here Adam and Christ, who were men, are specifically named.

18. See]. I Packer, “Let’s Stop Making Women Presbyters,” Christianity Today (February 11, 1991), 18-21. This
is not Packer’s only argument; he makes several others as well.

19. Grenz, Women in the Church, 216-18.
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Answer 5.5.a: Jesus was both a servant and a leader with great authority.

Grenz and other egalitarians wrongly pit servant leadership against authority. Jesus came to
serve, yes, and to give His life for us. But He was simultaneously Lord! He said, “You call me
Teacher and Lord, and you are right, for so I am” (John 13:13), and “If you love me, you will
keep my commandments” (John 14:15).

Answer 5.5b: Elders should likewise use authority with a servant heart.

Similarly, the New Testament tells elders to be “examples to the flock” (1 Peter 5:3), and all elders
would do well to heed Jesus’ words, “Whoever would be great among you must be your servant”
(Mark 10:43). But this does not negate the authority given to elders, for the New Testament also
says, “Obey your leaders and submit to them, for they are keeping watch over your souls, as
those who will have to give an account” (Hebrews 13:17), and “Let the elders who rule well be
considered worthy of double honor” (1 Timothy 5:17). If we are faithful to the whole New
Testament, we will not pit authority against servanthood, but affirm both.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.6: ANTICIPATE HEAVEN: SINCE JESUS
TAUGHT THAT GENDER ISSUES WILL NO LONGER MATTER IN THE
NEXT LIFE (MATTHEW 22:30), WE SHOULD DO WHAT WE CAN
EVEN NOW TO ERADICATE MANY MALE—FEMALE DISTINCTIONS.

This claim is different from the others I treat in this book because in writing the book I could
not locate any prominent egalitarian writer who advocated it. I could have left it out of the book,
but I decided to include it (with this initial disclaimer) because (a) I think it sometimes func-
tions as a subjective consideration that influences people’s thinking whether or not it is made
explicit; (b) it is a specific manifestation of an error called “over-realized eschatology” that theo-
logians encounter with regard to many other topics; (c) I think I have read it previously in some
egalitarian writing or heard it in some egalitarian speaking (but I cannot remember where!);
and (d) if I state it and answer it here, perhaps it will keep others from adopting this argument
in the future. Before any egalitarians accuse me of constructing a straw man argument at this
point, let me say clearly that it is possible that none of them hold this view, and if they do not,
then this will be a point on which we can agree.

Such a (possible) egalitarian argument might be constructed as follows: (1) Jesus taught,
“In the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are like angels in heaven”
(Matthew 22:30). (2) Therefore, we should work to eliminate gender-based role differences
now, and thus become more like heaven in our churches today.
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Answer 5.6a: We should obey the New Testament commands
for the church age.

This argument (if anyone does make it) would ask us, in effect, to ignore the New Testament
commands that were given for us in this age and to act on what we speculate might be true
in the age to come. This is a kind of error called “over-realized eschatology” (that is, wrongly
assuming that things that are not ours until heaven are ours already). If we were to try com-
pletely to act now as we will in heaven, we would have no hospitals or doctors, we would not
spread the gospel, and we would no longer use the spiritual gifts that God intends for use in
this age (1 Corinthians 13:8—13). Whatever we may find out in heaven, for this present life it
is clear that our task is to obey God’s Word.

Answer 5.6b: This reasoning would lead us to abolish marriage today as well.

If we follow this logic (which, as I said, I hope no egalitarian today holds), then when we read
that in the age to come “they neither marry nor are given in marriage” (Matthew 22:30), we
would have to adopt that policy too, no longer allowing marriage today. But that is not God’s will
for us in this age—in fact, to “forbid marriage” is called one of the “teachings of demons” in
1 Timothy 4:1-3.

Answer 5.6¢: The Bible says people will not marry in heaven, but it does not
say there will be no male or female in heaven.

We must be careful not to claim more than the Bible teaches. It says that in the resurrection
people “neither marry nor are given in marriage,” but nowhere does it say that we are not male
or female in heaven. In some way we will be “like angels in heaven” (Matthew 22:30), but Jesus
does not specify just how we will be like angels—except that we will not marry.

Several considerations argue that we will still be male and female in the age to come: Jesus
was a man after His resurrection, and it is our own bodies that will, like Jesus’ body, be raised
from the dead on the last day. Moreover, our identity as male or female is something good, not
part of sin or the curse, for “male and female” was part of the way God first created Adam and
Eve and said they were “very good” (Genesis 1:31). So it seems that to be fully human requires
that we be either man or woman. In the age to come, God will restore His Creation to what He
first intended, by removing the effects of the Fall and the subsequent curse (Romans 8:18-25).
But our identity as either male or female is so integral to our personhood that it seems unlikely
that our gender will be abolished in the age to come. 2

20. See further argument to this effect in John Frame, “Men and Women in the Image of God,” in Piper and Grudem,
Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood (1991), 232, and Daniel R. Heimbach, “The Unchangeable
Difference,” in Grudem, Biblical Foundations for Manhood and Womanhood (2002), 275-89.
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.7: CULTURAL REASONS FOR MALE
APOSTLES: THE FACT THAT JESUS APPOINTED ONLY MEN TO BE
APOSTLES WAS A MERE CONCESSION TO THE CULTURE OF HIS TIME;
IT IS NOT NORMATIVE FOR US TODAY.

Stanley Grenz writes,

However, the maleness of the twelve apostles does not provide sufficient grounds from
which to conclude that all ordained persons must be male. Such a conclusion fails to
understand the foundational, unique and temporary role played by the Twelve, one
that in the strict sense cannot be passed on to subsequent believers.. ..

In addition, the complementarian argument fails to understand the actual sig-
nificance of Christ’s choice of twelve men. The importance of this act does not lie in
a permanent distinction of roles among his followers based on gender. Our Lord’s
selection was a symbolic act, understandable only in the context of Israel’s history. His
selection of twelve male apostles, reminiscent of the original patriarchs, was an escha-
tological sign denoting that Jesus was reconstituting the ancient people of God.2!

Gilbert Bilezikian says,

Because of the cultural constraints present in the Jewish world, the ministry of women
apostles, or Samaritan apostles, or Gentile apostles would have been unacceptable.
Therefore, the exclusion of women, Samaritans, and Gentiles was inevitable during the
first phase of the fulfillment of the Great Commission. At a later date, when the gospel
spread beyond the boundaries of Judaism, both men and women, Samaritans and
Gentiles, became instrumental in carrying out the gospel mission.. . . Pragmatic considera-
tions of accommodation determined the composition of the first apostolic group.22

Similarly, Aida Spencer objects that if the maleness of the twelve apostles requires male
leadership in the church, the Jewishness of the twelve apostles requires Jewish leadership in
the church:

Jesus chose twelve among all his disciples to represent the original twelve tribes of
Israel.... If Jesus’ choice of twelve male disciples signifies that females should not be
leaders in the church, then, consistently his choice also signifies that Gentiles should
not be leaders in the church.?

21. Grenz, Women in the Church, 211-12.
22. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 274.
23. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 45.
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Answer 5.7a: Jesus never compromised with the culture of His time
in matters of moral right and wrong.

If Jesus had wanted to demonstrate that all church offices were open to women, He could
easily have appointed six women and six men as apostles. That would have settled the leader-
ship question for all time. But He did not.

Grenz is correct to point out that Jesus’ choice of twelve disciples is an evident sign that He
is replacing the twelve heads of the twelve tribes of Israel and setting up new leadership for the
people of God. But that did not require twelve men, for six men and six women would also have
constituted a new twelve-member leadership team. The fact is that Jesus intentionally and freely
chose twelve men for these leadership positions.

To say that Jesus gave in to cultural pressures on this and thus failed to model and teach
what He knew was God’s ideal, is to call into question Jesus’ integrity and courage. As James
Borland writes,

Jesus was not averse to breaking social customs when He felt it necessary. He criti-
cized 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 pres-
sure that caused Jesus to appoint an all-male group of apostles.?

Nor did Jesus yield to cultural expectations when appointing His disciples. Matthew was a
“tax collector” (Matthew 10:3), an unpopular figure (see Matthew 18:17; 21:31), and the
disciples generally were “uneducated, common men” (Acts 4:13). Even Bilezikian, elsewhere
in his book, says that Jesus

took a firmly countercultural stance on many issues, not because of a volatile,
reactionary character, but because His mission was to oppose that which violated the
will of God. Consequently, on this issue of female roles and feminine identity, Jesus felt
compelled by His convictions to affirm creation and to repudiate the fall.... Jesus
solidly based His definitions of persons and His directives for male/female relations
in the creation ideal. As a result, He fearlessly demonstrated in His actions, teachings,
and example His rejection of the male-rulership principle. There is much evidence in
the Gospels for Jesus’ special concern for the restoration of women to the position of
human dignity that Eve occupied in creation, before the fall.?>

24. James A. Borland, “Women in the Life and Teachings of Jesus,” in Piper and Grudem, Recovering Biblical
Manhood and Womanhood, 120.
25. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 81-82, italics added.
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Precisely. So the argument that Jesus gave in to cultural pressure and gave preferential
treatment to men as apostles, contrary to God’s Creation ideals, is not correct. To think that Jesus
“accommodated” His appointment of the apostles, a foundational and eternally significant
action, to what would be acceptable for the time is not consistent with the rest of Jesus’ ministry,
and actually impugns Jesus’ courage and character.

Answer 5.7b: The maleness of the apostles established a permanent pattern
for male leadership in the church.

The highest human leadership among God's people in the New Covenant is simply not egalitarian.
Even in the age to come, Jesus said, there will be a place of high authority for His twelve apostles:
“Truly, I say to you, in the new world, when the Son of Man will sit on his glorious throne, you
who have followed me will also sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel”
(Matthew 19:28). And in the heavenly city we will see a permanent reminder of male leadership
among God’s people, for “the wall of the city had twelve foundations, and on them were the
twelve names of the twelve apostles of the Lamb” (Revelation 21:14).

Grenz objects that the apostles are unique in their “foundational” and “temporary” role.20
Of course they were unique. That is just the point. The most unique, foundational, authoritative
leaders in the church were all men. At its very foundation, the church of Jesus Christ is not an
egalitarian institution. It has 100 percent male leadership.

Answer 5.7c: But the Jewishness of the twelve apostles was only a temporary
pattern because Jesus came first to the Jews.

Bilezikian, Grenz, and Spencer fail to recognize that the Jewishness of the twelve apostles was
because in God's sovereign plan, there were no Gentile men in the church when it started.
God’s plan was to begin with the Jews and then include Gentiles, so Jesus started His work and
ministry only among the Jews. He said, “I was sent only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel”
(Matthew 15:24), and He told His disciples during His earthly ministry, “Go nowhere among the
Gentiles and enter no town of the Samaritans, but go rather to the lost sheep of the house of
Israel” (Matthew 10:5-6). Even at Pentecost, the people who heard and believed were Jews
(Acts 2:5). There were no Gentiles among the earliest believers. By contrast, there were women
as well as men among Jesus’ followers from the beginning, and if Jesus had wanted to appoint
women, He could have done so.

Once the gospel began to spread to Gentiles, Gentiles were immediately included among
the church leaders, in accordance with Jesus’ command to make disciples of “all nations”
(Matthew 28:19).%7 Luke was a Gentile and he wrote two books of the New Testament, and

26. Grenz, Women in the Church, 211.
27. See also Acts 1:8, and note the appointment of elders in Gentile cities in Acts 14:23; note also that the require-
ments for elders in Titus 1 and 1 Timothy 3 do not include being Jewish.
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Paul’s companions Titus and Epaphroditus have Gentile names, not Jewish names. Gentiles had

leadership roles in the New Testament, but women were not included in the role of elder.

The following chart shows this natural historical progression:

Membership among
God’s people

Authoritative leadership
over God’s people

early in Acts

only Jews

Jewish men

later in Acts and epistles

Jews and Gentiles

Jewish and Gentile men

This pattern of male leadership continued throughout all periods of the New Testament.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.8: NO SPECIAL AUTHORITY FOR APOSTLES:
THERE WAS NO SPECIAL AUTHORITY FOR THE TWELVE APOSTLES,

NOR WAS THE ORIGINAL GROUP OF TWELVE VERY SIGNIFICANT.

In an apparent attempt to minimize the importance of the maleness of Jesus’ twelve apostles,

Gilbert Bilezikian writes,

Jesus pointedly does not replace Judas, the missing disciple. The numerical integrity
of the original group is unimportant to Jesus, since disciples will multiply by the
thousands. It was after Jesus’ ascension and prior to the coming of the Holy Spirit at
Pentecost that the Eleven awkwardly attempted to select a twelfth member by
resorting to the roll of the dice (Acts 1:26). But, for Jesus, the preservation of the
original unit was irrelevant, since the disciples would scatter and generate more
disciples like themselves. The Eleven would eventually disappear among the multi-
tudes of new disciples.... New disciples who transmitied the teaching of Christ
would become just as authoritative as the original disciples. The authority resided

in the message, not in the men and women who took it to the world.?8

Answer 5.8a: The New Testament sees the original apostles as very significant.

Bilezikian’s comments as quoted above are unfaithful to the text of Scripture in several respects.
Far from disappearing, the Twelve will “sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel”
(Matthew 19:28). And the twelve foundations of the heavenly city will have on them “the twelve

names of the twelve apostles of the Lamb” (Revelation 21:14).

28. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 11415 (italics added).
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Answer 5.8b: Jesus Himself chose a replacement for Judas.

The book of Acts is presented as a continuation of what “Jesus began to do and teach” as
recorded in Luke (Acts 1:1). Therefore if something in Acts is viewed as a positive development
in the growth of the church, we are to understand it as a result of Jesus’ active lordship over the
church. Jesus Himself had promised, “I will build my church” (Matthew 16:18), and the
apostles are the “foundation” of that church (Ephesians 2:20). The choice of the twelfth apostle
is an important first step in Christ's building of His church.

Moreover, the text presents the choice of Matthias to replace Judas as the fulfillment of the
Scripture that says, “Let another take his office” (Acts 1:20, quoting Psalm 109:8). Then the
disciples prayed to Jesus (as “Lord”), saying, “You, Lord, who know the hearts of all, show
which one of these two you have chosen to take the place in this ministry and apostleship from
which Judas turned aside” (Acts 1:24—25). Even the casting of lots repeats the frequent way the
Lord made His will known in the Old Testament. The text gives no hint of divine disapproval in
any of this. It is presented as something clearly under the direction of the risen Lord Jesus.

Therefore it is simply not true, and it is misrepresenting Scripture, to say as Bilezikian does,
“The numerical integrity of the original group is unimportant to Jesus,” and “the Eleven awk-
wardly attempted to select a twelfth member by resorting to the roll of the dice” (as if they did
this on their own, not by the Lord’s guidance), and to say, “for Jesus, the preservation of the
original unit was irrelevant,” and Jesus “does not replace Judas.”

Answer 5.8c: The apostles had much greater authority than the rest of the church.

When Ananias lies to Peter, Peter says, “You have not lied to men but to God,” and Ananias
falls down dead (Acts 5:4—5). This is hardly ordinary authority. Paul says that “the things I am
writing to you are @ command of the Lord” (1 Corinthians 14:37), something ordinary
Christians could certainly not say. And Peter speaks of “the commandment of the Lord and
Savior through your apostles” (2 Peter 3:2). Paul could speak of “our authority, which the
Lord gave for building you up and not for destroying you” (2 Corinthians 10:8). Bilezikian is
simply incorrect to say that “New disciples who transmitted the teaching of Christ would
become just as authoritative as the original disciples.” The apostles had a unique authority
that other Christians did not have, and with that authority they serve as an example of male
headship in Christ’s church.
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.9: GIFTs TO ALL: SINCE THE HoLy
SPIRIT IS NOW POURED OUT ON ALL BELIEVERS, BOTH MEN AND
WOMEN (AcTs 2:17—18), AND SINCE THE HOLY SPIRIT GIVES
GIFTS TO BOTH MEN AND WOMEN (1 CORINTHIANS 12:7,11;
1 PETER 4:10), THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRICTION ON THE
MINISTRIES AVAILABLE TO BOTH MEN AND WOMEN.

Stanley Grenz writes,

We have argued that the sovereignty of the Spirit in bestowing charismata on God’s
people clearly shows that God welcomes the ministry of both men and women in all
aspects of church life, including the ordained office.”

He further states that

The intimate relation between gifts and ministry has a crucial bearing on the issue of
women in ministry. The fundamental conclusion resulting from our study is that the
church must make room for all believers, whether male or female, to use their God-
given gifts to build up the body of Christ. We must allow men and women to serve
together with whatever gifts the Spirit bestows on them.3

J. Lee Grady writes that

If preaching were to have been limited to men only, Joel would not have mentioned
daughters in his prediction. He would have said instead, “In the last days, I will pour
out My Spirit upon you, and your sons will prophesy while your daughters serve
quietly in the background and pray for the men.” That is not what the Bible says. It
clearly states that women will preach. They will lead. They will be on the front lines
of ministry. Like Deborah, they will take the church into enemy territory and watch
as the Lord gives victory. Like Esther, they will not keep silent. Like Phoebe, they will
co-labor with apostles to establish churches in unevangelized regions. If this is the
clear mandate of Joel 2:28, why do churches that pride themselves on faithful
adherence to a literal translation of the Bible reject it?3!

Answer 5.9a: I agree that the Holy Spirit gives both men and women spiritual
gifts in this age.
I am thankful that Peter declared that Joel's prophecy was fulfilled on the day of Pentecost:

29. Grenz, Women in the Church, 192.
30. Ibid., 190-91. See also Brown, Women Ministers (1996), 154.
31. Grady, Ten Lies, 44—45.
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“And in the last days it shall be,” God declares,

“that I will pour out my Spirit on all flesh,

and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy,
and your young men shall see visions,

and your old men shall dream dreams;

even on my male servants and female servants

in those days I will pour out my Spirit, and they shall
prophesy.” (Acts 2:17-18)

This promise is fulfilled throughout the church today as both men and women alike are
given spiritual gifts for the building up of the church. Paul includes every believer when he says,
“To each is given the manifestation of the Spirit for the common good” (1 Corinthians 12:7), and
Peter similarly says, “As each has received a gift, use it to serve one another, as good stewards of
God's varied grace” (1 Peter 4:10). When the church is working properly, every woman as well
as every man will be using at least one spiritual gift in ministry to others in the body of Christ.

Answer 5.9b: However, the Holy Spirit works within the boundaries laid
down in His Word, the Bible.

We should never pit the work of the Holy Spirit against the Word of the Holy Spirit (2 Peter
1:21). He will never work in a way that contradicts His Word, the Bible. Within the Bible, the
Holy Spirit has specified that the role of governing and teaching over the whole church, the role
that is fulfilled by pastors and elders, is restricted to men. Therefore the gifts of the Holy Spirit
to women will never require that they be used in ways that disobey these restrictions.

Answer 5.9c: Women who have teaching and administrative gifts should be
able to use them in many ministries that do not include being an elder or
doing Bible teaching to assembled groups of men and women.

As we saw in chapter 2, when women have Bible teaching gifts, they can use them with great
effectiveness in ministries to other women, in writing ministries, in evangelistic ministries, and
in ministries to children. Some of the women associated with the Council on Biblical Manhood
and Womanhood in the U.S. have spoken to gatherings of several thousand women. Other
women have had remarkable evangelistic ministries (and nothing in Scripture restricts women
from doing evangelism or missionary work bringing the gospel to both men and women alike).
Bible study books written by women speak to male and female readers one at a time, in some-
thing like the way Priscilla and Aquila spoke individually to Apollos (Acts 18:26), and thus I
encourage women as well as men to write such books. Women with administrative gifts can
often use them effectively in overseeing departments or specific ministries in local churches or
in parachurch organizations. Women with wise insight into Scripture and its application to life
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can have effective counseling ministries. Women with gifts of intercession can use these gifts with
the result of great blessing from God on various ministries and people.

In churches that allow other gifts, women with gifts of prophecy and healing will use them
to minister to others with great benefit for the kingdom of God. And many other women with
gifts similar to these will use them in less prominent but equally valuable ways in their local
church fellowships. In these and other ways (see pp. 84—101), the gifts that the Holy Spirit gives
to women can be used in ministries that are consistent with Scripture, ministries that make full
use of their spiritual gifts and yet still protect and support the overall male leadership of the
church, under male pastors and elders, according to what is taught in Scripture.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.10: PRISCILLA TAUGHT APOLLOS:
SINCE PRISCILLA AND AQUILA BOTH “EXPLAINED” TO APOLLOS
“THE WAY OF GOD MORE ACCURATELY” (AcTS 18:26), WOMEN
CAN TEACH MEN IN THE CHURCH.

This argument is made by a number of egalitarian writers. Aida Spencer writes,

Priscilla. . .was herself an able teacher. In Acts 18:26 Luke records, “Having heard
[Apollos], Priscilla and Aquila took him aside and more accurately expounded to him
the way of God....” Ektithémai. ..connotes a public declaration and exposition.32

Linda Belleville claims that this was the same type of teaching as done by Paul, because the
same word is used:

[In Acts 18:26] Luke says that Priscilla and Aquila “expounded” (exethento) the way
of God to Apollos, but this is the same term Luke uses for Paul’s teaching. “From
morning until evening,” Luke reports, “Paul expounded [exetitheto] and testified
about the kingdom of God” (Acts 28:23 AT). So to draw a distinction between private
and public forms of instruction or between informal and formal types at this stage in
the church’s development is simply anachronistic.33

Stanley Grenz denies that a valid distinction can be drawn between public and private
instruction in this context:

Contrary to complementarian opinion, the text of Acts will not allow us to transform
this narrative into anything other than a clear indication of authoritative teaching by a
woman in the church. The text gives no warrant to importing a distinction between
private teaching in a home and authoritative teaching in the church. To pass by this

32. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 107. (The ordinary lexical form of the verb is ektithéni.)
33. Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church (2000), 59.
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incident as “unofficial guidance” as distinct from “official teaching leadership” is to
draw too fine a line between authoritative and so-called nonauthoritative teaching
among the people of God.34

Gilbert Bilezikian goes even further, for on the basis of one verse that reports one private
conversation, he endows Priscilla and Aquila with the status of “seminary faculty”:

For all practical purposes, Priscilla and Aquila acted as a seminary faculty for
a promising male pastoral student. They taught him those redemptive events of the
life of Christ about which he had been left uninformed along with their theological
significance.5

Answer 5.10a: Scripture encourages men and women to talk
with each other about the Bible and Christian doctrine.

As I indicated in chapter 2, Acts 18:26 provides an excellent encouragement for women and
men to talk with each other about the meanings of Bible passages in private discussions and in
small group Bible studies, as Christians everywhere have done for centuries.3® This has never
been at issue.

Answer 5.10b: To say that there is no distinction between private and
public teaching is to ignore the two fundamental factors of interpretation:
the words of the text and the context.

When Belleville and Grenz deny that there is any difference between Priscilla’s conversation with
Apollos and public teaching by Paul, they ignore the specific words of the text. The narrative in
Acts 18 is written in such a way that it guards us against understanding that they did this pub-
licly, for it says, “When Priscilla and Aquila heard him, #hey fook him and explained to him the
way of God more accurately” (Acts 18:26). The phrase “they took him” indicates that they
waited to speak to him until they could take him aside, out of public view.3” And the context indi-
cates that this is in contrast to the public speaking of Apollos in which “he began to speak boldly
in the synagogue” (Acts 18:26a). When Grenz claims that “the text gives no warrant” for mak-
ing such a distinction, he is not paying close attention to the words of the verse.

Belleville’s assertion that the same word (ektithemi) is used to refer to Paul’s public
preaching in Acts 28:23 confuses the meaning of a word with its use in different contexts. The

34. Grenz, Women in the Church, 82-38.

35. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 201-2. See also Jacobs, Women of Destiny (1998), 194; Brown, Women Ministers,
177, 179. Sarah Sumner says, “Am I the only person to be stunned by this? Priscilla taught Apollos in Ephesus!”
(Men and Women in the Church, 241).

36. See chapter 2, p. 75.

37. BDAG understand prosiambané in this verse to mean, “to take or lead off to oneself, fake aside” (883).
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word simply means “to convey information by careful elaboration, explain, expound’33 and
the context shows whether that is public or private explanation. Belleville’s argument is some-
what like arguing,

1.

In Acts 28:23 this word is used to refer to Paul’s arguing about Jesus with the Jews
in Rome from morning to evening;

Therefore, in Acts 18:26 the same word must mean that Priscilla argued about
Jesus with the Jews in Rome from morning to evening,

The mistake is to think that we can import the context of a word used in one case into that
word’s use in another case. That is a fundamental error in interpretation. Surely a person can
“explain” something either in private or in public. And the different contexts show that Acts
18:26 was private and Acts 28:23 was public.

Answer 5.10c: Priscilla’s example does not give warrant for women to teach
the Bible to the assembled church.

As we also saw in chapter 2, it is specifically in situations where the whole church is assembled
that Paul restricts governing and teaching activities to men (see 1 Corinthians 14:33-36,
1 Timothy 2:11-15; see also the qualifications for elders in 1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1). The
example of Priscilla and Aquila instructing Apollos privately in Acts 18:26 does not contradict this.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.11: PRISCILLA Is NAMED FIRST:
SINCE PRISCILLA’S NAME IS PUT BEFORE AQUILA’S NAME,
ESPECIALLY WHEN THEY ARE IN MINISTRY SITUATIONS, THIS
INDICATES THAT SHE WAS THE LEADER IN THEIR MINISTRY TEAM.

Linda Belleville argues:

What is unusual, however, is that when Luke refers to their occupation as tent makers,
the order is “Aquila and Priscilla” (Acts 18:2; cf. 1 Cor. 16:19), but when Luke and
Paul speak from a ministry point of view, the order is always “Priscilla and Aquila.”
[Belleville mentions Acts 18:18, 26; Romans 16:3; 2 Timothy 4:19.] This would sug-
gest that of the two, it was Priscilla who possessed the dominant ministry and
leadership skills.>?

38. Ibid., 310.

39. Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church, 68. See also Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 200-201; Grenz,
Women in the Church, 82; Jacobs, Women of Destiny, 194-95, quoting Witherington, Women and the
Genesis of Christianity, 220. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 175.

Bilezikian wrongly accuses the King James Version translators when he says they “followed a variant that inverted
the names of Priscilla and Aquila in Acts 18:26, thus preferring to commit violence on the text of Scripture rather
than face the fact that God calls qualified women to be teachers” (202). But he fails to mention that their
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Answer 5.11a: It is difficult to know what, if anything, was meant by the
order of names.

There is much speculation about what might be meant by the order of the names Priscilla and
Aquila, but very little hard evidence to go on. Was the variation merely stylistic? Were the authors
at times simply trying to give honor to the woman by naming her first? Leon Morris says, “Prisca
is mentioned before her husband on four occasions out of six. . .from which some have deduced
that she came from a higher social stratum, and others that she was more able than her hus-
band.”4° E. F Bruce says, “Paul generally put Prisca (Priscilla) before Aquila, her husband; this
may have been due to her having the more impressive personality of the two, although some
have inferred that her social rank was superior to his. She may have belonged. . .to...a noble
Roman family, while he was a Jew from Pontus in northern Asia Minor.”#! Cranfield says that the
more frequent placement of Priscilla’s name first is more likely “due either to her having been
converted before him (and perhaps having led her husband to faith in Christ) or to her having
played an even more prominent part in the life and work of the Church than Aquila had,” rather
than to “her having been socially superior to him.”42

Moreover, Belleville’s claim that “when Luke and Paul speak from a ministry point of view,

999

the order is always ‘Priscilla and Aquila,”” is not correct. In 1 Corinthians 16:19, Paul reverses
the order in connection with “the church in their house,” which is surely 2 ministry connec-
tion: “Aquila and Prisca, together with the church in their house, send you hearty greetings in
the Lord.”43

In conclusion, it is difficult to say anything with certainty about the significance of the order

of names. Belleville and others are simply claiming more than the text can prove.

policy throughout the New Testament was to follow the Textus Receptus, the Greek “received text” of that day,
and they did so at this verse (which has Aquila first) as well as through the whole New Testament. They had few
of the alternative texts available to them that we have today, and they did not count any other texts to be as reli-
able. This had nothing to do with their view of women teachers, and there was no “preferring” to “‘commit
violence on. . .Scripture.”

40. Morris, The Epistle to the Romans (1988), 531.

41. Bruce, Romans (1973), 271.

42. Cranfield, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (1979), 2:784.

43. Bilezikian again reads into the Bible things that are not there when he says that “the epistle to the Romans was
intended to have been read in the congregation(s) in Rome, obviously in the presence of Aquila and Priscilla
and of the home-church that met in their house and which they co-pastored” (Beyond Sex Roles, 201 [italics
added]).

Romans 16:3-5, to which Bilezikian refers, says, “Greet Prisca and Aquila, my fellow workers in Christ Jesus,
who risked their necks for my life, to whom not only I give thanks but all the churches of the Gentiles give thanks
as well. Greet also the church in their house.” Not one word is said about “co-pastoring” a church.
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 5.12: TABITHA AS LEADER: PETER RAISED
TABITHA FROM THE DEAD BECAUSE OF HER LEADERSHIP ROLE.

Gilbert Bilezikian claims that in Acts 9:36—43, the reason Peter raised Tabitha from the dead was
because of her crucial leadership role in the church in Joppa.

In.. .Joppa...when one of their numbers died. . .they refused to believe that she was
gone. As a leader in the community (she is called a “disciple” in Acts 9:36), she had
become indispensable to its life.... While listening to the mourners, Peter became
convinced that at that point of time in the life of that community, Tabitha had become
indispensable and irreplaceable. She was fulfilling such an important dimension of
leadership that even God would not want her to be gone.... Her leadership was
important enough to the church for it to send two men on a mission to fetch Peter,
for Peter to interrupt a successful evangelistic campaign (v. 35) and...for Peter to
decide that the only solution to the crisis created by her death was to bring her back
to life. 4

Answer 5.12a: Bilezikian is importing into the Bible things that are not there.

The text says nothing about any leadership role for Tabitha. It simply, beautifully says she was “full
of good works and acts of charity” (9:36). It says nothing about any leadership role. Bilezikian
is importing into his report of the Bible’s story things that are not there in the text. If the story
hints at any reason for the grief of the Christians in Joppa, it is their great love for Tabitha, and
their thankfulness that she had ministered so generously to so many of them, as shown by the fact
that when Peter came, “All the widows stood beside him weeping and showing tunics and other
garments that Dorcas [her Greek name] made while she was with them” (9:39).

That Tabitha is called a “disciple” is not unusual; that term is used of Christians generally
in Acts.®> For example, Acts 6:1—2 says: “Now in these days when the disciples were increas-
ing in number, a complaint by the Hellenists arose against the Hebrews because their widows
were being neglected in the daily distribution. And the twelve summoned the full number of the
disciples and said, ‘It is not right that we should give up preaching the word of God to serve
tables’” (see also Acts 6:7; 9:1; 11:26).

Bilezikian’s claim about the reason for raising Tabitha, therefore, is not persuasive. Once
again, he has imported into the Bible things that are not there.

44. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 203—4.

45. To be more precise, the feminine noun mathetria, “disciple,” used of Tabitha in Acts 9:36, is found
nowhere else in the Bible (so it cannot be shown to be a technical term with any special meaning). But the
cognate masculine term mathétes “disciple,” is used several times in Acts to refer to Christians generally.
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CONCLUSION

The Gospels and Acts show a wonderful, remarkable pattern of treating women as well as men
with full respect and honor, and involving women in many crucial ministry roles for the early
church. But the life of Christ and the story of the early church in Acts also show a pattern in
which only men, such as Jesus’ twelve apostles, were given teaching and governing roles over
God’s people.



CHAPTER SIX

Evangelical Feminist
Claims About Marriage from the
New Testament Epistles

s it really possible to determine what the New Testament epistles teach about marriage?

Of course there are passages that say the husband is the “head” of the wife (Ephesians

5:23), but isn't it possible that we have misunderstood head, and that it really means
something else and does not indicate any special authority for a husband?

In addition, Galatians 3:28 says that now in the New Covenant, “there is neither male nor
female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus,” and doesn’t that clear principle remove all gender-
based distinctions in roles and show that we no longer need to follow outmoded ideas of male
headship in marriage and the church? And doesn’t Ephesians 5:21 teach “mutual submission”
in which there is no unique authority for the husband in marriage?

Furthermore, we must recognize that ancient cultures were strongly patriarchal. Perhaps
Paul said wives should be subject to their husbands so as not to give offense, especially to the
Roman leaders he was hoping to evangelize. If that is true, wouldn’t that mean those commands
are no longer applicable today?

It is questions such as these that we now consider.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 6.1: No LONGER MALE OR FEMALE:
GALATIANS 3:28—“THERE IS NEITHER JEW NOR GREEK, THERE
IS NEITHER SLAVE NOR FREE, THERE IS NEITHER MALE NOR
FEMALE, FOR YOU ARE ALL ONE IN CHRIST JESUS”—TEACHES
THAT THERE IS FULL GENDER EQUALITY IN THE KINGDOM OF GOD.

This claim is probably the most common one made by egalitarian writers. Rebecca Groothuis is
representative of many when she writes,
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Of all the texts that support biblical equality, Galatians 3:26-28 is probably the
most important. Unlike the New Testament proof texts traditionalists use to support
hierarchical gender roles, this text is not a specific command directed toward a spe-
cific cultural situation. Rather, it is a broadly applicable statement of the inclusive
nature of the New Covenant, whereby all groups of people, regardless of their previous
religious status under the law, have now become one in Christ.!

Answer 6.1a: Galatians 3:28 teaches unity among diverse members in the
body of Christ, but it does not teach that we are all the same or have all the
same roles.?

Egalitarians frequently claim that if there is “‘neither male nor female,” then distinctions in role
based on our gender are abolished because we are now all “one in Christ Jesus.”

The problem is that this is not what the verse says. To say that we are “one” means that we
are united, that there should be no factions or divisions among us, and there should be no sense
of pride and superiority or jealousy and inferiority between these groups that viewed themselves
as so distinct in the ancient world. Jews should no longer think themselves superior to Greeks,
freed men should no longer think themselves superior to slaves, and men should no longer
think themselves superior to women. They are all parts of one body in Christ, and all share in
equal value and dignity as members of one body in Christ.

But, as Richard Hove has demonstrated in detail elsewhere,® when the Bible says that
several things are “one,” it never joins things that are exactly the same. Rather; it says that things
that are different, things that are diverse, share some kind of unity. So in Romans 12:4-5 we read,
“For as in one body we have many members, and the members do not all have the same func-
tion, so we, though many, are one body in Christ, and individually members one of another.”

Paul does not mean to say that all the members of the body are the same, for as anyone
can see, a body has hands and feet and eyes and ears, and all the “members” are different and
have different functions, though they are one body.

Similarly, Hove found that Paul, using the same construction,* can say, “Now he who plants
and he who waters are one; but each will receive his own reward according to his own labor”

4

1. Groothuis, Good News for Women (1997), 25-26. See also Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles (1985), 126-28;
Grenz, Women in the Church (1995), 99-107; Snodgrass, “Galatians 3:28: Conundrum or Solution?” in
Mickelsen Women, Authority and the Bible (1995), 16181, and the responses by Susie Stanley (181-88) and
W. Ward Gasque (188-92); and Brown, Women Ministers (1996), 234-35.

2. Answers 6.1a and 6.1b are taken from chapter 1, pp. 25-61.

3. See Richard W. Hove, “Does Galatians 3:28 Negate Gender-Specific Roles?” in Grudem, Biblical Foundations
for Manhood and Womanhood (1991), 10543, and also his book, Equality in Christ? (1999).

4. Hove ran forty-five computer searches on Greek literature near the time of the New Testament. He reports find-
ing sixteen examples of Greek expressions from the New Testament and other ancient literature that use the verb
“to be” (eimi) plus the number “one” (Greek heis/mia/hen) and finds that the expression is never used to indi-
cate unity among things that are identical, but always among things that are different and have different functions
but that also share something in common that gives them a kind of unity (Hove, Equality in Christ, 72-76).
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(1 Corinthians 3:8, Nas). Now planting and watering are two different activities done by different
persons in Paul’s example. They are not reduced to “sameness” nor are they required to act in
exactly the same way, but they are still “one” because they have a unity of purpose and goal.

And so Galatians 3:28 simply says that we have a special kind of #ni#y in the body of Christ.
Our differences as male and female are not obliterated by this unity, but the unity is beautiful in
God’s sight particularly because it is a unity of different kinds of people.

Answer 6.1b: Galatians 3:28 cannot teach that all role distinctions are abol-
ished, because the New Testament still gives different commands telling how
men and women should obey God.

Surely this verse cannot abolish all differences between men and women, not only because Paul
himself elsewhere commands husbands and wives to act differently according to their different
roles, but also because marriage in Scripture from beginning to end is intended by God to be
only between one man and one woman, not between one man and another man or one woman
and another woman. If Galatians 3:28 truly abolished all differences between men and women,
then how could anyone say that homosexual marriage was wrong? But homosexual conduct is
surely forbidden by Scripture (see Romans 1:26-27; 1 Corinthians 6:9; 1 Timothy 1:10), and
our egalitarian friends within the evangelical world agree that it is. Therefore Galatians 3:28 does
not abolish differences in roles between men and women.

The egalitarian objection from Galatians 3:28, therefore, is not persuasive. Egalitarians are
simply trying to make the verse say something it does not say and never has said and never will
say. Galatians 3:28 tells us that we are united in Christ and that we should never be boastful or
arrogant against others, and we should never feel inferior or without value in the body of Christ.
But the verse does not say that men and women are the same or that they have to act the same.

Answer 6.1c: There are social implications in Galatians 3:28, but other texts
in the New Testament explain what they are and are not.

Many egalitarians insist that “‘Social implications are necessarily involved” in Galatians 3:28,> and
I agree. This text, and others like it, taught a new oneness in the way Christians should relate to
one another, different from the wrongful stereotypes and discrimination that had characterized
their past. The text had a powerful impact in the struggle to abolish slavery, because of the clear
implication that it is wrong to divide the church into “slave” and “free,” and to think of one group
as superior to the other.

But we cannot follow the same path and say that marriage should be abolished as slavery
was or that we should never again think of ourselves as “male” or “female.” Just saying “There
are social implications of this text,” does not solve any questions about relationships between
men and women in marriage and the church, because there are fundamental differences

5. Snodgrass, “Galatians 3:28,” 177.
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between the human institution of slavery (which should have been abolished) and the God-
ordained institution of marriage (which should not be abolished).

Therefore, we need to realize that this is not the only text in the Bible on men and women.
It is a true text, and it is 2 wonderful text, but it is not the only text, and we should not make it
say more than it does. To determine the ways men and women should relate to each other in
marriage and the church, and the roles men and women should fill in marriage and the church,
we need the teaching of other texts. This is why Kline Snodgrass, writing on Galatians 3:28 in a
collection of egalitarian essays, rightly says, “Galatians 3:28 does not spell out what roles and
functions will look like where ‘there is no male and female.””©

Many other texts make clear that “there is neither male nor female” does not abolish all
differences in roles between men and women.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 6.2: SEED IDEA: GALATIANS 3:28 IS A

“SEED IDEA” THAT WOULD ULTIMATELY LEAD TO THE ABOLITION
OF MALE HEADSHIP ONCE CULTURAL CHANGES MADE IT POSSIBLE
TO ADOPT A SUPERIOR ETHIC TO THAT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

This is an argument of William Webb, and it is found in the second of his eighteen proposed cri-
teria for determining cultural relativity. Webb says, “A component of a text may be cultural if
‘seed ideas’ are present within the rest of Scripture to suggest and encourage further movement
on a particular subject.”’

Webb’s conception of a “seed idea” is based on his claim that some New Testament com-
mands are inconsistent with that seed idea, and those commands show only that “the biblical
author pushed society as far as it could go at that time without creating more damage than
good.” Webb claims that the “seed idea” is simply a pointer showing that there should be
“further movement” toward a “more fully realized ethic” that is “more just, more equitable
and more loving. ..a better ethic than the one expressed in the isolated words of the text.””

Webb thinks Galatians 3:28 is just such a “seed idea,” that carries “social implications for
the equality of women” today. 1

Answer 6.2a: We should not think we can “move beyond” the ethic of the

New Testament to a higher ethic.

We should not think it necessary to “move beyond” the ethic of the New Testament. It is not
necessary to do this to argue for the abolition of slavery, for the New Testament never condones

6. Ibid., 179.

7. Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals (2001), 83.
8. Ibid., 73.

9. Ibid., 36.

10. Ibid., 87.4



Evangelical Feminist Claims About Marriage from the New Testament Epistles 187

or approves of slavery as an institution, and never says it was created by God (as marriage
was). The New Testament itself provides statements that would eventually lead to the abolition
of slavery based on the New Testament ethic itself, not based on some “higher ethic” that
would later be discovered.!!

Similarly, Galatians 3:28 should not be seen as a “seed idea” pointing to some future,
“higher ethic,” but as a text fully consistent with other things the apostle Paul and other New
Testament authors wrote about the relationships between men and women. If we take the entire
New Testament as the very words of God for us in the New Covenant today, then any claim that
Galatians 3:28 should overrule other texts such as Ephesians 5 and 1 Timothy 2 is a claim that
Paul the apostle contradicts himself, and therefore that the Word of God contradicts itself.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 6.3: NEW CREATION PATTERN:
GALATIANS 3:28 IS A “NEW CREATION” PATTERN THAT OVER-
THROWS THE “OLD CREATION” PATTERNS OF MALE LEADERSHIP
IN THE HOME AND CHURCH.

William Webb says there are several “in Christ” statements like Galatians 3:28, which tells us that
“there is neither male nor female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus.” These “in Christ” state-
ments, he claims, “should be given prominence over the old-creation patterns” that include
what Webb sees as “patriarchy.” He says, “New-creation theology transforms the status of all its
participantsinto one of equality..... [It] heavily favors an egalitarian position.”12

Answer 6.3a: Male headship is part of the original good Creation, and it
is also part of the new creation in Christ.

Webb fails adequately to take into account that the male headship in marriage that was found in
the Garden was itself “very good” in God’s sight. We should not look for some kind of morally
superior ethic to replace it. Moreover, Webb overlooks other “new-creation” statements that
affirm male headship in marriage, such as Colossians 3:18, “Wives, submit to your husbands, as
is fitting #n the Lord.” This command is part of the new “in Christ” or “in the Lord” creation,
just as “children, obey your parents iz the Lord, for this is right” (Ephesians 6:1) is part of the
new creation in Christ. In fact, Paul’s commands as an apostle for the New Testament church are
part of the “new-creation” in Christ, and therefore “I do not permit a woman to teach or to exer-
cise authority over a man” is also part of that new creation, because it is part of the teaching
of the New Testament for the church after Pentecost.

11. For further analysis of Webb’s system, see claims 9.3 (on slavery), 9.5, and Appendix 5, pp. 600—-645.
12. Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals, 152. See also Perriman, Speaking of Women (1998), 20, 23, 35.
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 6.4: MuTUAL SUBMISSION: THE NEW
TESTAMENT WRITERS URGED THE MUTUAL SUBMISSION OF
HUSBANDS AND WIVES TO ONE ANOTHER (EPHESIANS 5:21).
THEREFORE THERE IS NO UNIQUE LEADERSHIP ROLE FOR
THE HUSBAND.

Ephesians 5:21 says, “submitting to one another out of reverence for Christ.”!3 Egalitarians say
this verse teaches “mutual submission,” and that means that just as wives have to submit to their
husbands so husbands have to submit to their wives. Doesn’t the text say that we have to sub-
mit “to one another”? And this means that there is no unique submission that a wife owes to her
husband, and no unique authority that a husband has over his wife. Gilbert Bilezikian says,

“Being subject to one another” is a very different relationship from “being subject to
the other.”... By definition, mutual submission rules out higher hierarchical differ-
ences. Being subject to one another is only possible among equals. It is a mutual
(two-way) process that excludes the unilateral (one-way) subordination implicit in
the concept of subjection without the reciprocal pronoun. Mutual subjection suggests
horizontal lines of interaction among equals.'4

Rebecca Groothuis, to take another example, says,

The call to mutual reciprocal submission in Eph. 5:21 establishes the framework for
the instructions to wives and husbands that follow.. . . Wives are to submit to their hus-
bands in the same way that all believers are to submit to one another. This text is not
advocating a unilateral female submission to male authority. Rather, it is presenting
the submission of wives as one application of the basic principle of basic submission
that is to be applied by all believers within the Body of Christ. 1>

Based on the idea of “mutual submission,” egalitarians will sometimes say: “Of course I
believe that a wife should be subject to her husband. And a husband should also be subject to
his wife.” Or an egalitarian woman might say, “T will be subject to my husband as soon as he
is subject to me.” And so, as egalitarians understand Ephesians 5:21, there is no difference in

13. I have quoted the Esv here, which rightly starts a new paragraph at verse 22 and keeps the string of Greek par-
ticiples together in verses 19-21. (Verse 22 begins a new sentence in Greek, but verse 21 is the end of a long
sentence running from verses 18 to 21). The question of whether to start a new paragraph with verse 21 or
verse 22 is not crucial to either side’s argument, however, since everyone agrees that verse 21 both modifies
Paul’s command to “be filled with the Spirit” in verse 18 and has implications for our understanding of the com-
mands in 5:22—6:5. Sumner, Men and Women in the Church (2003), fails to understand this and claims that
the dispute turns on where the paragraph breaks (155-9). The main difference is not where the paragraph
begins but what the words translated “be subject” and “one another” actually mean.

14. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 154.

15. Groothuis, Good News for Women, 164—65.
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roles between men and women. There is no unique leadership role, no unique authority for the
husband. There is simply “mutual submission.”!©

Answer 6.4a: If by “mutual submission” someone means that husband and
wife should love one another and be considerate of one another’s needs,
this is surely a biblical idea, but it is not taught in this verse.

People can mean different things by “mutual submission.” There is a sense of the phrase
“mutual submission” that does not nullify the husband’s authority within marriage. If “mutual
submission” means being considerate of one another, and caring for one another’s needs
and being thoughtful of one another then of course I agree that “mutual submission” is a good
thing (unless these ideas are used to nullify all unique authority for the husband). We can get
these ideas from the Bible’s commands to “love one another” (John 13:34) and from Paul’s
commands in Philippians 2:3—4, “Do nothing from rivalry or conceit, but in humility count oth-
ers more significant than yourselves. Let each of you look not only to his own interests, but also
to the interests of others.”

But as we will see in the following discussion, it is doubtful that these ideas are taught in
Ephesians 5:21. The Bible does not use the language of “being subject” to teach these things. In
addition, egalitarians mean something so different by the phrase “mutual submission,” and they
have used this phrase so often to nullify male authority within marriage, that the expression
“mutual submission” only leads to confusion.!”

Answer 6.4b: In the context that follows Ephesians 5:21, Paul explains what
he means by “submitting to one another”: he means wives should submit to
husbands, children to parents, and servants to masters.

The plain sense of “submitting to one another” in Ephesians 5:21 has been clear to Christians
for centuries, simply from looking at the context. Paul explains in the following context that
wives are to be subject to!8 their husbands (Ephesians 5:22—23), children are to be subject to

16. In fact, our egalitarian friends have a journal called Mutuality, published by Christians for Biblical Equality.

17. When the Southern Baptist Convention was debating its statement on marriage and the family, I am told that there
was a motion from the floor to add “mutual submission” to the statement. Dorothy Patterson, a member of the
drafting committee for the statement and one of the original members of CBMW, spoke against the motion and
explained how egalitarians have used it to deny any sense of male authority within marriage. The motion was
defeated, and appropriately so. If “mutual submission” had been added to the Southern Baptist statement, it would
have watered it down so much that people from almost any position could sign it, and it would have affirmed no
unique male authority within marriage. (These events were reported to me by friends who were present when the
statement was being debated on the floor of the Southern Baptist Convention in the summer of 1998.)

18. Sometimes people have objected that the verb “be subject to” (Greek hupotasso) is not actually found in verse
22. This is only partly true. A few significant Greek manuscripts lack hupotassoin this verse (p*, B, and some
church fathers), but many include it (Sinaiticus, A, D, 1739, many church fathers, and all the early versions in
other languages). Whether or not it was there explicitly makes little difference to the context, for even if it is
lacking, the idea “submit to, be subject to” from verse 21 would still be required for verse 22 to make sense,
and hupotasso does occur explicitly in verse 24, “Now as the church submits to Christ, so also wives should
submit in everything to their husbands.”
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their parents (Ephesians 6:1-3), and slaves (or bondservants) are to be subject to their mas-
ters (Ephesians 6:5-8). These relationships are never reversed. He does not tell husbands to be
subject to wives, or parents to be subject to their children (thus nullifying all parental
authority), or masters to be subject to their servants.

Paul does not tell husbands and wives generally to be subject to each other, nor does he
tell wives to be subject to other people’s busbands. He says, “Wives, submit to your own hus-
bands, as to the Lord” (Ephesians 5:22).19

What Paul has in mind is not a vague “mutual submission” where everybody is considerate
and thoughtful of everybody else, but a specific kind of submission to an authority: the wife is
subject to the authority of “her own husband.” Similarly, parents and children aren’t told to
practice “mutual submission,” but children are to be subject to (to “obey”) their parents
(Ephesians 6:1-3), and servants are told to be subject to (to “obey”) their masters (Ephesians
6:5-8). In each case, the person in authority is not told to be subject to the one under authority,
but Paul wisely gives guidelines to regulate the use of authority by husbands (who are to love
their wives, Ephesians 5:25-33), by parents (who are not to provoke their children to anger,
Ephesians 0:4), and by masters (who are to give up threatening their servants and remember
that they too serve Christ, Ephesians 6:9). In no case is there “mutual submission”; in each case
there is submission to authority and regulated use of that authority.

And then Paul says that the kind of submission wives are to exercise is like the submission
of the church to Christ: “Now as the church submits to Christ, so also wives should submit in
everything to their husbands” (Ephesians 5:24). This is surely not a “mutual submission,” for the
church is subject to Christ’s authority in a way that Christ is not, and never will be, subject to us.

Answer 6.4c: The egalitarian view of “mutual submission” is a novelty in the
history of the church.

Throughout the history of the church, I know of no author before 1968 who thought that “sub-
mitting to one another” makes the passage mean what egalitarians understand, namely, that
there is no unique male headship and authority in marriage. For centuries it was understood
that the passage teaches that we should all be subject to those God has put in authority over us,
such as husbands, parents, or employers. Ephesians 5:21 was understood to restrain the author-
ity of husbands, parents, and masters, but not to nullify it.

The clear meaning from the context is one reason why people didn’t see “mutual submis-
sion” in Ephesians 5:21 as something that nullified a husband’s authority. But feminist pressures
in our culture led people to look for a way to avoid the force of Ephesians 5:22, “Wives, submit
to your own husbands, as to the Lord.”

19. The Greek text has the adjective idios, meaning “your own.”
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In previous generations some people did speak about “mutual submission,” but never in the
sense in which egalitarians today understand it.20 In his study of the history of the interpretation of
Ephesians 5:21, Daniel Doriani demonstrates that a number of earlier writers thought that there was
a kind of “mutual submission” taught in the verse, but that such “submission” took very different
forms for those in authority and for those under authority. They took it to mean that those in
authority should govern wisely and with sacrificial concern for those under their authority. But
Doriani found no author prior to the advent of feminism in the last half of the twentieth century who
thought that “submitting to one another” nullified the authority of the husband within marriage.2!

Answer 6.4d: Husbands are never told to be subject to their wives.

There is another fact that egalitarians cannot explain well when they propose “mutual submis-
sion” as an understanding of this verse. They fail to account for the fact that, while wives are
several times in the New Testament told to be subject to their husbands (Ephesians 5:22—24;
Colossians 3:18; Titus 2:5; 1 Peter 3:1-6), hushands are never told to be subject to their
wives. Why is this, if Paul wanted to teach “mutual submission”?

The command that a husband should be subject to his wife would have been startling in an
ancient male-dominated culture. Therefore, if the New Testament writers thought that Christian
marriage required husbands to submit to their wives, they would have had to say that very
clearly—otherwise, no early Christians would have ever known that was what they should do!
But nowhere do we find such a command. It is surprising that evangelical feminists claim that
the New Testament teaches this when it is nowhere explicitly stated.

Answer 6.4e: The egalitarian position depends on giving a Greek term a
meaning it has never been shown to have.

When we look at the word Paul used when he said “submitting to one another” in Ephesians
5:21, we find that this word (Greek hupotasso) is always used of submission to an author-
ity. No one has yet produced any examples in ancient Greek literature (either inside or outside
the New Testament) where hupotassois applied to a relationship between persons, and where
it does not carry this sense of being subject to an authority.?*

T have been asking a particular question for a number of years now (since I first asked it in the

@

20. Gilbert Bilezikian explains mutual submission with phrases like “help each other,” “making themselves available
to each other,” “through love be servants [literally ‘slaves’] of one another,” “serving each other,” and “a shared
desire to serve others, to give of oneself, and to make a primary concern the interests and welfare of fellow believ-
ers” (Beyond Sex Roles, 154, 156).

21. See Doriani, “Historical Novelty of Egalitarian Interpretations of Scripture,” in Grudem, Biblical Foundations
for Manhood and Womanhood, 203-19.

22. With respect to persons, the BDAG gives the meanings, [active]: “to cause to be in a submissive relationship, to sub-
ject, to subordinate”; [passive]: “become subject...subject oneself, be subjected or subordinated, obey”
(1042). Some, such as Gilbert Bilezikian, claim that the meaning of hupotasso is changed when the pronoun
“to one another” (Greek a/lélon) is added to it. So Bilezikian says, “The addition. . .of the reciprocal pronoun
‘to each other’ changes its meaning entirely” (Beyond Sex Roles, 154).
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plenary sessions of the 1986 meetings of the Evangelical Theological Society in Atlanta, Georgia),
and T have not received an answer yet. The question is addressed to our egalitarian friends:

Why should we assign to hupotassoin the New Testament a meaning (such as “defer
to” or “be considerate of, be thoughtful of”) that it is nowhere attested to have, and
that no Greek lexicon has ever assigned to it, and that empties it of a meaning (one-
directional submission to an authority) which it always has when speaking of
relationships between persons?

I do not believe the question has ever received a satisfactory answer. Linda Belleville
attempted to answer it by saying that Ephesians 5:21 is unique:

Christianity is by nature countercultural. Just because mutual submission was not the
Greco-Roman way (and so not found in extrabiblical first-century texts) does not
mean it was not the Christian way (and consequently found in biblical texts).... Every
Greek lexicon I've consulted states that Ephesians 5:21 has no secular parallel.?3

But this just confuses the issue. The question is not whether the feaching of the Bible is
found in secular literature. Of course the Bible teaches hundreds of things that differ with secu-
lar culture. The question is whether the meaning of a specific word used to convey that
teaching is found in any literature anywhere, whether secular or Jewish or Christian.

We complementarians understand Paul to be using hupotasso in an ordinary, well-
attested sense, “be subject to an authority.” In using this word, Paul tells Christians to subject
themselves to rightful authorities, which is itself a powerful teaching. But egalitarians have to
claim a meaning for hupotasso that is found nowhere else, a meaning that empties the word
of any idea of submission to an authority. So I wrote in 1998,

How can he claim that the meaning is changed? He says, “There are several words in the New Testament
whose meaning is changed by the addition of the reciprocal pronoun allélon. Thus, the verb for “steal”
becomes “deprive” with the addition of the reciprocal pronoun, without any idea of fraud (1 Corinthians 7:5).
Likewise, the verb for ‘worry’ becomes ‘care for each other’ with the reciprocal pronoun (12:25)” (288n30).

However, his argument is incorrect for two reasons. First, the other examples he cites are not “changes of
meaning” but are recognized, established alternative meanings of those words, supported in the standard Greek
lexicons in the entries under words for “steal” and “worry.” No meanings have changed, but words have a range
or variety of meanings. By contrast, Bilezikian's “change of meaning” for hupotasso has no support in the lexi-
cons. Second, his other examples are not parallel to the case of a/lelon with hupotasso. What he calls a
change of sense in 1 Corinthians 7:5 is not due to the presence of the pronoun “to one another” but rather to
the fact that it is a figurative usage of the word rather than a literal usage. It is the sense we would expect to
attach to a figurative usage of the word applied to marital rights rather than to literal stealing of goods (see
BDAG, 121). With regard to 1 Corinthians 12:25, Bilezikian’s statement is simply incorrect: The meaning is not
changed by the presence of a reciprocal pronoun, but 1 Corinthians 12:25 is just one of several examples in
the New Testament where the sense of merimnadis “to attend to, care for, be concerned about” (see BDAG,
632). The other verses where it has this sense do not even have the reciprocal pronoun.

23. Belleville, “Women in Ministry” (2001), 131.
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In every example we can find, when person A is said to “be subject to” person B,
person B has a unique authority which person A does not have. In other words,
hupotasso always implies a one-directional submission to someone in authority24

T3

Hupotassé does not mean “to be considerate and thoughtful of someone else,” “to care
for someone else,” or “to put someone else’s interests first” (meanings that are consistent with
the egalitarian interpretation of “mutual submission”). It always means to be subject to some-
one else’s authority, in all Greek literature, Christian and non-Christian.

Though there are abundant examples of this sense in secular Greek literature, we don’t
have to seek examples from non-Christian literature to demonstrate this sense.

1. Jesus was “submissive to” the authority of His parents (Luke 2:51).

2. Demons were “subject to” the disciples (Luke 10:17). It is clear that the meaning
“be considerate of, be thoughtful toward” cannot fit here, for the demons were
certainly not considerate of or thoughtful toward the disciples!

3. Citizens are to be “subject to” or “in subjection” to the governing authorities

(Romans 13:1, 5; Titus 3:1; 1 Peter 2:13).

The universe is “in subjection” to Christ (1 Corinthians 15:27; Ephesians 1:22).

Angels and other spiritual beings have been “subjected to” Christ (1 Peter 3:22).

Christ is “subjected to” God the Father (1 Corinthians 15:28).

Church members are to be “subject to” the elders in the church (1 Peter 5:525).

Wives are told to be “subject to” their husbands (Ephesians 5:22, 24; Colossians

3:18; Titus 2:5; 1 Peter 3:5).

9. The church is to “submit to” Christ (Ephesians 5:24).
10. Servants are to be “submissive to” their masters (Titus 2:9; 1 Peter 2:18).
11. Christians are to be “subject to” God (Hebrews 12:9; James 4:7).

® N e

The meaning “be subject to an authority” is common, it is well attested, and it can be sup-
ported by dozens of other examples. This is the ordinary sense of the word, and Paul’s readers
would have understood the word in that sense.

The New Testament writers can use this ordinary Greek word to teach ideas that are not
found in secular Greek literature, such as the idea that all things in the universe are subject to
Jesus Christ, and that demons are subject to Jesus’ disciples, and that Christ is subject to God
the Father. The New Testament authors generally use ordinary Greek words and depend on the
ordinary meanings of those Greek words to teach the unusual, world-changing content of the

24. Grudem, “An Open Letter to Egalitarians,” CBMW News 3:1 (March 1998), 3.

25. First Corinthians 16:15—16 should also be placed in this category, because we know from 1 Clement 42:4, a let-
ter written from Clement of Rome to the church of Corinth in Ap 95, that the elders in the church at Corinth
came from the household of Stephanas. Therefore, when Paul tells the Corinthians to be “subject to” the house-
hold of Stephanas, he is telling them to be subject to those who were elders in Corinth.
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New Testament. This is not surprising, for they were communicating to ordinary Greek-
speaking people in language they could understand.

But if the New Testament writers, including Paul, use hupotasso regularly to mean “be
subject to an authority,” then on what basis can Belleville claim that the word takes a different
sense in Ephesians 5:21? On what basis can she claim that the word here means something it
bas never meant anywhere else? And how would Paul’s readers ever have known that he
wanted them to understand hupotasso in Ephesians 5:21 in a new sense, a sense it had never
taken before? How could Paul’s readers have known that this was the only time in all of ancient
Greek that hupotasso was used to speak of one person being “subject” to another and it did
not mean to be subject to the authority of that other person?

Now if there were other cases where hupotasso means “be considerate, be kind, be
thoughtful toward someone,” and there was no idea of being subject to that person’s authority,
then Belleville would be free to argue that hupotassé has two known senses, (1) be subject to
someone’s authority, and (2) be considerate, kind, thoughtful to someone else. She could then
argue for sense (2) from the context of Ephesians 5:21. But has she given any examples to estab-
lish this other sense?

She cites two verses, saying that “Even a cursory look at Paul’s writings shows that
mutual submission is basic to his understanding of how believers are to relate to one

another.”20

Philippians 2:4: “Let each of you look not only to his own interests, but also to the
interests of others.”

Ephesians 5:21: “submitting to one another out of reverence for Christ.”

But Philippians 2:4 does not contain hupotasso, so it cannot provide the needed evidence
for the meaning of this word. This means that Belleville's sole proof for this unprecedented,
unique meaning of hupotasso is Ephesians 5:21. Her argument takes the following form:

Question: What example can you give from any other passage to show that
hupotasso could take the unprecedented meaning you propose in Ephesians 5:21?
Answer: My example is Ephesians 5:21.

This is tantamount to an admission that the meaning she claims for hupotasso in
Ephesians 5:21 is not found anywhere else in Greek literature.

Then why should we accept her interpretation?

The reason to ask for other examples is that they give us a range of meanings that a word
could take in the ancient world. Then from that known range of meanings, we look at the con-

26. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 132.
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text to decide what sense fits best. But if there are no examples of a new sense for a word, we
are not free to make up a new meaning on the spot, one that supports the point we are anx-
ious to establish. A basic principle of lexicography provides us with a helpful warning, one
emphasized by John Chadwick in reflecting on his many years of work on the editorial team for
the Liddell-Scott Lexicon:

A constant problem to guard against is the proliferation of meanings.... It is often
tempting to create a new sense to accommodate a difficult example, but we must
always ask first, if there is any other way of taking the word which would allow us to
assign the example to an already established sense.. .. As I have remarked in several
of my notes, there may be no reason why a proposed sense should not exist, but is
there any reason why it must exist?2”

Belleville’s claim that the meaning of hupotassé in Ephesians 5:21 is unique is similar to
some responses I've received to my challenge to find an occurrence of hupotasscwhere it does
not mean submission to an authority. The response is that the example of hupotasso that T am
asking for is found in Ephesians 5:21, where hupotassé “obviously” means mutual submission
and therefore it can’t mean to be subject to an authority. Those who respond this way have not
understood the question.

We are not free, in interpreting the Bible, to give 2 word any meaning we might think “fits.”
Words have established ranges of meanings that were familiar to native speakers of Greek in the
ancient world and that allowed them to understand one another (that is how all language
functions—speakers and hearers have in their minds “shared meanings” of thousands of
words). Those established meanings are what are listed in dictionaries (or “lexicons”) of
ancient Greek. I am simply asking for some evidence that “be considerate of” with no idea of
submission to an authority was an established, shared meaning of hupotass in the ancient
world. No one has produced any evidence.

To claim that hupotassé means something in Ephesians 5:21 that it nowhere meant at any
other time or place in history would require (1) that Paul wrote a word with a new, secret mean-
ing that Greek-speaking people had never known before, and (2) that Paul expected that all the
Christians in all the churches to which the epistle to the Ephesians went would know this new,
secret meaning and understand what he meant, and (3) that they would know that he did not
mean by hupotasso what all Greek speakers everywhere had previously meant when they used
it in conversation and even what Paul himself meant by it in all his other writings, and (4) that
the meaning is now suddenly so “obvious” from the context that everyone should see it.

People may believe such a position if they wish, but it will be for reasons other than evi-
dence or facts.

27. Chadwick, Lexicographica Graeca (1996), 23-24.
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Answer 6.4f: The term translated “one another” often means “some to others”
and not “everyone to everyone.” That is the sense it has to have here.

The Greek term translated “one another” (the word a/lelon) can have two different meanings.
Sometimes in the New Testament it means something like “everyone to everyone” as we see in
verses like John 13:34, “A new commandment I give to you, that you love one another.”
Everyone agrees that this means that all Christians are to love all other Christians. It has the sense
“everyone to everyone.”

But egalitarians make a crucial mistake when they assume that because a//éion means
“everyone to everyone” in some verses, it must mean that in a// verses. In many other contexts,
the word doesn’t mean “everyone to everyone,” but “some to others.”

For example, in Revelation 6:4, the rider on the red horse “was permitted to take peace
from the earth, so that men should slay one another.” This does not mean that every person
first got killed and then killed the one who had murdered him! It simply means that some killed
others. Here the word aileion does not mean “everyone to everyone” but “some to others.”

We see a similar example in Galatians 6:2, “Bear one another’s burdens, and so fulfill the
law of Christ.” Here Paul does not mean that everybody should switch burdens with everybody
else, but only that some who are more able should bear the burdens of others who are less able
to bear their burdens.28 And in 1 Corinthians 11:33, Paul says, “When you come together to eat,
wait for one another.” This does not mean that those who come early should wait for those who
are late and those who are late should wait for those who are there early. It means that those

28. Sarah Sumner says she is not persuaded by this argument regarding Revelation 6:4 and Galatians 6:2, because
“since everyone has burdens, it's unrealistic to say that only ‘some’ of us should bear the burdens of ‘others,””
and further, because “it’s easier to imagine men killing each other than having ‘some’ kill ‘others’ without being
killed themselves. In any battle, many of the slayers ultimately become part of the slain” (Men and Women in
the Church, 156n3).

But Sumner misunderstands the point. I am not saying that people who kill in battle are never later killed them-
selves by someone else. I am saying that if person A kills person B in battle, then this is not “mutual killing,”
because person B does not rise from the dead and kill person A in turn! Even if someone else (say, person C)
later kills person A, there is still no “mutual killing,” because person A does not then rise from the dead and kill
person C. In every single instance, some kill others, but people do not (generally) simultaneously kill each other.

For the parallel with the egalitarian claim of “mutual submission” to apply to “mutual killing,” in a battle
involving three hundred people every single person in the battle would have to kill all three hundred other
people, and that person would also have to be killed three hundred times, once by every other “mutual killer”
in the battle (which is nonsense). I agree that this is the sense that a/lélon sometimes takes, as in “love one
another,” which does in fact mean that in a church of three hundred every Christian is to love all three hundred
others, and to be loved by three hundred others. My point is that this meaning “everyone to everyone” does not
make sense in all cases, such as the case of killing in war.

The same is true with bearing burdens, or waiting for those who are late. Some bear the burdens of others,
even though who are the burdened and who are the burden-bearers may vary from time to time. In a church of
three hundred people, Paul did not intend that each person make a meal (for example) for every other person
in the church (which would be 300 x 300 = 90,000 meals per day!), but that some in the church make a meal
for others in the church in time of need. It would be nonsense to expect that the needy person would be waiting
at the door with a meal to give in return whenever someone arrived to help. “Bear one another’s burdens” means
that in each case some should bear the burdens of others. It is the same with waiting: Some (who are on time)
should wait for others (who are late). Similarly, some who are under authority should be subject to others who
have authority over them. The word a//éion does not require that everybody be subject to everybody.
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who are early should wait for the others who are late. Here again, a//lélon means “‘some to
others” (some are to wait for others). The New Testament has many other examples of this type
(see, for example, Matthew 24:10; Luke 2:15; 12:1; 24:32). In these verses a/lélon means,
“some to others.” (The kv often translated these passages, “one to another” or “one for
another,” as in 1 Cor. 11:33, “When ye come together to eat, tarry one for another.” Following
this pattern, the v translated Ephesians 5:21, “submitting yourselves one to another.”)

Therefore, “submitting to one another” in Ephesians 5:21 can take the sense “some be
subject to others” if the context fits or requires this meaning. And, as we have seen above, the
word translated “submitting to” (Greek hupotasso) requires this sense, because it is never
used to speak of a reciprocal relationship between persons but always signifies one-directional
submission to an authority.

Therefore we can paraphrase Ephesians 5:21 as follows: “Be subject to others in the
church who are in positions of authority over you.”

Linda Belleville objects to this analysis. She says that the term translated “one another”
(Greek allélois; lexical form allélon)30 “simply cannot bear any other lexical meaning but a
reciprocal one,” and therefore the verse must teach some kind of “mutual submission.”3!

In making this argument, Belleville fails to understand the actual issue under dispute.
Everyone agrees that a/lélon has a “reciprocal” meaning. The question is what specific kind of
reciprocal meaning the term implies. When a writer says that a group of people “love one
another” or “care for one another,” or that a group of people “were killing one another” or
“were trampling on one another,” the meaning is always in some sense reciprocal, because in
every case some in the group do something to others in the group. In that sense the meaning
of “one another” is reciprocal—the group acts upon itself, in contrast to saying that the group
“loves other people,” or that the group “was killing other people (outside the group).”

What Belleville fails to distinguish, however, is that sometimes everybody in the group
does something to everybody else (loving one another, for example), and sometimes some
peaple in the group do the action to others in the group (killing one another, when some are
killing and others are being killed). In English we use “one another” for both senses, and we
say they were “loving one another” or they were “killing one another.” In Greek likewise, the
term a/lelon can be used in both senses. The kind of activity involved determines the recip-
rocal sense of a/lélon that is intended.

29. Tt is interesting that the King James Version showed an understanding of the sense of a/lélon in this passage.
It translated the verse, “Submitting yourselves one fo another in the fear of God.” When a/léion takes the sense
“some to others,” the King James Version often signaled that by phrases such as “one to another.”

30. The pronoun takes no singular (since it is always plural) and no nominative form (since it can never function
as the subject of a sentence). In my earlier article I used the accusative plural allelous as the lexical form, from
a habit learned from teaching Greek from J. W. Wenham’s The Elements of New Testament Greek (1965), 205.
However, the genitive plural a//élon is used in the standard lexicons, and I have changed to it throughout the
article as reproduced here.

31. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 132.
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My argument for Ephesians 5:21 is that “submitting to” someone in the sense intended by
hupotasso is a one-directional activity. It is like the action of “killing one another”—in the
nature of the action of killing, one person kills and the other is killed. The dead person does
not rise from the dead after a few minutes and kill the other person, nor could every single per-
son kill every single other person. Killing one another rather has the sense “some to others,” in
that some were killing others. Trampling on one another is a similar example: some trample on
others, so the group can be said to be “trampling on one another.” Waiting for one another
when some people are late is the same idea: some wait, and some are waited for.

Belleville says she is unable to understand this distinction in meaning, and therefore she
rejects it as a possibility:

Wayne Grudem’s claim that allelous. . .in Ephesians 5:21 takes the “common” mean-
ing “some to others”...boggles the lexical imagination.. .. And how exactly Galatians
6:2 (“Carry each other’s burdens™), 1 Corinthians 11:33 (“When you come together
to eat, wait for each other”), and Revelation 6:4 (“To make the people [on earth] slay
each other”) support such a “common meaning” is likewise incomprehensible.32

But is it really that difficult to understand that Paul in Galatians 6:2 did not want every single
person in the churches of Galatia to carry every other person’s burden (each person would be
carrying hundreds of burdens!), but that he wanted some to help others as they had need? Is it
really “incomprehensible” that in 1 Corinthians 11:33, Paul wanted some (who were on time)
to wait for others (who were late)? And is Belleville really unable to understand that in
Revelation 6:4 some were killing and some were being killed (rather than the impossible idea
that every single person was killing every single other person)? These are straightforward under-
standings of these passages.

Now with respect to Ephesians 5:21, our conclusion is (1) that a/lelon often takes the
sense of “some to others” within a group, when the activity described is by nature a one-
directional activity, and (2) that hupotasso always indicates a one-directional submission to an
authority. Therefore we do not need to invent a new, unprecedented meaning for hupotassé in
Ephesians 5:21. It takes a common, ordinary meaning, “be subject to an authority,” and a/lélon
takes a common, ordinary meaning, “some (in the group) to others (in the group).”

No idea of “mutual submission” is taught, then, in Ephesians 5:21. The idea itself is self-
contradictory if hupotassc means here (as it does everywhere else) “be subject to an authority.”

Answer 6.4g: Colossians 3:18, Titus 2:5, and 1 Peter 3:1 do not allow the
egalitarian sense of “mutual submission.”

One other fact warns us that the egalitarian claim of “mutual submission” should not be used
s a magic wand to wave away any claims of male leadership in marriage: There is no statement

32. Ihid., 132n102.
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about “submitting to one another” in the context of Colossians 3:18, Titus 2:5, or 1 Peter 3:1.
Yet, as we saw earlier in this chapter, those verses also explicitly teach wives to be submissive to
their husbands. They say nothing about husbands being submissive to their wives.

This leaves egalitarians in a dilemma. Nothing in these letters would have even hinted to
Paul’s original readers in Colossae, or to Titus and the church in Crete, or to Peter’s readers in
hundreds of churches in Asia Minor, anything like the “mutual submission” that egalitarians
advocate. But that means (from an egalitarian standpoint) that these three letters taught a
wrong idea, the idea that wives should submit to the authority of their husbands in mar-
riage. Did the letters of the apostles Paul and Peter then lead the church astray? Would it have
been sin for the original readers to obey the letters of Paul and Peter and teach that wives should
be subject to their husbands? This would contradict our doctrine of Scripture as the inerrant,
absolutely authoritative Word of God.3

Answer 6.4h: Conclusion: The egalitarian idea of “mutual submission”
is not taught in this verse.

The egalitarian view has no sound basis in Scripture. The actual words of the text do not
allow it. The text teaches that Christians should be subject to those in authority over them,
whether husbands, parents, or masters. For all of these reasons, the egalitarian idea of
“mutual submission” in Ephesians 5:21 should be discarded.

We can paraphrase Ephesians 5:21 as follows: “Be subject to others in the church who are
in positions of authority over you.” I do not believe any idea of “mutual submission” is taught
in this verse. The idea itself is self-contradictory if huporasso means here (as it does every-
where else) “be subject to an authority.”

Answer 6.4i: Should “mutual submission” be put in churches’
policy statements?

A word of advice to church leaders: If you want to add a statement on men and women in mar-
riage to your church’s governing document or publish it as a policy statement (as did the
Southern Baptist Convention and Campus Crusade for Christ), and if in the process someone
proposes to add the phrase “mutual submission” to the document, I urge you strongly not to

33. I agree that teachings in one part of the Bible can modify or refine our understanding of teachings in another
part of the Bible. In this way the teachings of the different sections are complementary. But in the egalitarian
claim that “mutual submission” nullifies a husband’s authority and gives an entirely different sense to “sub-
mission,” we are talking not just about a complementary teaching in another part of the Bible but something
that fundamentally denies and even contradicts the meaning of these verses in Colossians, Titus, and 1 Peter.
Even if we were to grant Bilezikian's claim that the addition of “to one another” to hupotassé “changes its
meaning entirely,” that would not help him in Colossians, Titus, and 1 Peter, where there is no statement about
“one another,” but just “wives, be subject to your own husbands.” So would he say that readers in that day, and
in this day, should obey those verses with the “unchanged” (according to his view) meaning of hupotasso?
Or should people today disobey those verses? If the first, then the complementarian position is correct. If the sec-
ond, then he is saying that people should disobey God’s Word. Which will it be?
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agree to it. In the sense that egalitarians understand “mutual submission,” the idea is found
nowhere in Scripture, and it actually nullifies the teaching of significant passages of Scripture.

How then should we respond when people say they favor “mutual submission”? We need
to find out what they mean by it, and if they do not wish to advocate an egalitarian view, we need
to suggest an alternative wording that speaks to their concerns more precisely. Some people who
hold a fully complementarian view of marriage do use the phrase “mutual submission” and
intend it in a way that does not nullify male leadership in marriage. Some people who want to
use this language may have genuine concerns about men acting like dictators or tyrants in their
marriages. If this is what they are seeking to guard against, then I suggest this alternative word-
ing from the Campus Crusade for Christ statement:

In a marriage lived according to these truths, the love between husband and wife will
show itself in listening to each other’s viewpoints, valuing each others’ gifts, wisdom,
and desires, honoring one another in public and in private, and always seeking to
bring benefit, not harm, to one another.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 6.5: PRELIMINARY MOVEMENT: THE NEW
TESTAMENT COMMANDS REGARDING MALE HEADSHIP ARE ONLY
A “PRELIMINARY MOVEMENT” TO PARTIALLY CORRECT THE
CULTURE AT THAT TIME, AND THE NEW TESTAMENT ETHIC
REGARDING MALE HEADSHIP NEEDS FURTHER IMPROVEMENT.

This is the claim of William Webb, who argues that the commands about wives submitting to their
husbands in Ephesians 5:22—33 are not part of the “final ethic” that we should follow today, but
are simply an indication of “where Scripture is moving on the issue of patriarchal power.”3*

Answer 6.5a: This denies the Bible’s moral authority, for it assumes that the
New Testament’s ethical standards should not be ours today.

Webb’s argument at this point is not persuasive because it depends on his assumption that
the ethical standards of the New Testament are not God’s ultimate ethical standards for us,
but are simply one step along the way toward a kind of “ultimate ethic” that we should
adopt today (pp. 36—39). Webb does not consider the moral commands of the New
Testament to represent a perfect or final moral system for Christians. They are rather a
pointer that “provides the direction toward the divine destination, but its literal, isolated
words are not always the destination itself. Sometimes God’s instructions are simply designed
to get his flock moving” (p. 60).

34. Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals, 80-1.
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We should not find this position acceptable, because it essentially nullifies the moral
authority of the New Testament for Christians today, not only with respect to Ephesians 5, but (in
principle) with respect to all the moral commands of the New Testament. As I explain in more
detail in another section of this book, Webb may in fact view some New Testament commands
as representing an ultimate ethic, but even then he thinks we should obey them #ot because
they are taught in the New Testament, but because Webb’s system has filtered them through
his eighteen criteria and then has found that what the New Testament teaches is also the moral
standard that is found in his “ultimate ethic.”3>

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 6.6: HEAD MEANS “SOURCE” OR
“PREEMINENT ONE”: IN EPHESIANS 5:23, THE WORD
KEPHALE (“HEAD”) DOES NOT MEAN “PERSON IN AUTHORITY”
BUT RATHER “SOURCE,” AS IN “SOURCE OF A RIVER” (OR
PERHAPS “PREEMINENT ONE”).

In Ephesians 5:23, Paul makes this statement:

For the husband is the head of the wife even as Christ is the head of the Church, his
body, and is himself its Savior.

And in 1 Corinthians 11:3, he says:

But I want you to understand that the head of every man is Christ, the head of a wife
is her husband, and the head of Christ is God.

The most common egalitarian interpretation of these verses is that the word translated
“head” (Greek, kephale) does not mean “person in authority over” but has some other mean-
ing, especially the meaning “source.” Thus, the husband is the source of the wife (an allusion
to the creation of Eve from Adam’s side in Genesis 2), as Christ is the source of the Church.3

It is important to realize the decisive significance of these verses, and particularly of
Ephesians 5:23, for the current controversy about male—female roles in marriage. If head
means “person in authority over,” then there is a unique authority that belongs to the husband
in marriage, and it is parallel to Christ’s authority over the church. If this is the true meaning of

35. See a fuller analysis of Webb’s system in Appendix 5, pp. 600-645.

36. Egalitarian writings holding that kephalé means “source” are numerous. Some of the most influential are:
Berkeley and Alvera Mickelsen, “What Does Kephalé Mean in the New Testament?” in Women, Authority, and
the Bible, 97-110; Payne, “Response,” in Women, Authority, and the Bible, 118-32; Bilezikian, “A Critical
Examination of Wayne Grudem’s Treatment of Kepahlé in Ancient Greek Texts,” appendix to Beyond Sex Roles,
215-52; Kroeger, “The Classical Concept of Head as ‘Source,” Appendix 3 in Equal to Serve, 267-83; Fee, First
Epistle to the Corinthians (1987), 501-5; Kroeger, “Head,” in Dictionary of Paul and His Letters, 375-77;
and Brown, Women Ministers, 213—15, 246. Many other egalitarian writers who have no advanced training in
New Testament studies or in Greek simply quote one or more of these authors as proof of the meaning “source.”
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head in these verses, then the egalitarian view of marriage is wrong.3” But if head means
“source” here, then two Scripture texts significant to complementarians have been shown to
have no impact on the controversy. Which view is right?

I will focus most attention on the meaning “source,” and at the end add a comment about
the alternative meaning “preeminent one.”

Answer 6.6a: A word’s meaning is found by examining its use in various
contexts. Kephalé is found in over fifty contexts where it refers to people
who have authority over others of whom they are the “head.” But it never
once takes a meaning “source without authority,” as egalitarians would
like to make it mean.

In 1985, I looked up 2,336 examples of kephale in ancient Greek literature, using texts from
Homer in the eighth century Bc up to some church fathers in the fourth century ap I found that
in those texts kephale was applied to many people in authority (when it was used in a
metaphorical sense to say that person A was the head of person or persons B), but it was never
applied to a person without governing authority. Several studies took issue with part or all of my
conclusions, and I have considered those in two subsequent studies, with my fundamental
claims about the meaning of kephale further established, it seems to me, by additional new evi-
dence. Interested readers can find further details in those articles.3® One of these articles (from
2001) is reprinted in the appendices to this book.3?

To my knowledge, no one has yet produced one text in ancient Greek literature where a
person is called the kephale of another person or group and that person is not the one in
authority over that other person or group. Nearly two decades after the publication of my
1985 study, the alleged meaning “source without authority” has still not been supported with
any citation of any text in ancient Greek literature. Over fifty examples of kephalé meaning
“ruler, authority over” have been found (they are listed in Appendix 3, pp. 544-51), but no
examples of the meaning of “source without authority.”

37. I realize that a few egalitarians claim that Paul’s teaching only applied to his time in history, and is not applica-
ble to us today. This position is not affected by disputes over the meaning of head, but it is very difficult to sus-
tain in light of the parallel with Christ and the church, and in light of Paul’s tying it to the statements about mar-
riage before there was sin in the world (Ephesians 5:31-32, quoting Genesis 2:24).

38. For details, see Grudem, “The Meaning of ‘Head’ (Kephale) in 1 Corinthians 11:3 and Ephesians 5:23,” in
Biblical Foundations for Manhood and Womanhood, ed. Wayne Grudem (2002), 145-202. That chapter is
a reprint with only slight modifications, and the addition of interaction with Thiselton's commentary, to my
article, “The Meaning of kephalé (‘Head’): An Analysis of New Evidence, Real and Alleged,” Journal of the
Evangelical Theological Society 44/1 (March 2001): 25-65.

My two earlier studies on the meaning of kephalé were “The Meaning of kephalé (‘Head’): A Response to
Recent Studies,” 7rin/ 11 NS (Spring 1990): 3-72 (reprinted in Recovering Biblical Manhood and
Womanhood, 425-68) and “Does kephalé (‘Head’) Mean ‘Source’ or ‘Authority Over’ in Greek Literature? A
Survey of 2,336 Examples” in G. Knight, The Role Relationship of Men and Women, 49-80 (also printed in
TrinJ 6 NS [Spring 1985] 38-59).

39. See Appendix 4, on pages 552—99, below.
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Answer 6.6b. Verses that refer to Christ as “head” cannot rightly
be used to deny the idea of authority.

It is surprising to see Linda Belleville using four New Testament verses that refer to Christ as
responses to a request for examples of kephalé meaning “non-authoritative source.” (She
cites Ephesians 4:16 and 5:22—23; Colossians 1:18 and 2:19.)%° Does she believe that Christ
has no authority over His church? This is unlikely. But then why does she cite these in
response to the question I posed in 1998: “Will you please show us one example in all of
ancient Greek where this word for ‘head’ (kephale) is used to say that person A is the ‘head’
of person or persons B, and means what you claim, namely, ‘non-authoritative source’?"4!

Far from answering the question, verses about Christ’s role as head of the church support
my earlier argument that wherever person A is called “head” of person (or persons) B, person
A is in a position of authority over B. Belleville’s first four verses here prove my point.42

Then Belleville gives one additional reference, a text from a Jewish work, The Life of Adam
and Eve 19.%3 She writes, “In a Jewish work that is contemporary with Paul's writings, the author
has Eve speaking of ‘desire’ as ‘the source [ kephaie] of every kind of sin."#4

But this quotation does not prove Belleville’s point either, because it does not give an
example where kephalé is used to say that person A is the “head” of person or persons B, and
means “non-authoritative source.” This text does not even use kephalé to refer to a person,
but rather says that “lust” is the “beginning (kephale) of every sin.”*>

Belleville does not inform readers that the translation “source” here is her own, and that nei-
ther of the two standard English translations renders kephalé as “source” in this text. %0 In any case,

it is not parallel to Ephesians 5:23, because it does not refer to a relationship between persons.

40. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 138.

41. Grudem, “Open Letter to Egalitarians,” CBUW News 3:1 (March 1998): 3.

42. Belleville notes that Christ “feeds and cares for” the church (Ephesians 5:29), which is surely true. In every
relationship of authority between persons, the person in authority gives or provides some benefit to the person
or group under authority (such as leadership, care, protection, example, teaching, love, or nourishment,
depending on the nature of the relationship). But that does not mean that person A is the source of person B.
Nor does it mean that head means “source” when applied to that relationship.

To take a similar example from English, it makes sense to say that a school principal is the “head” of the
school, since he or she has authority over the school. The principal also provides students with many things,
such as leadership, discipline, and protection, so we could say that the principal is the “source” of leadership,
discipline, and protection for the students. But we cannot say that the principal is the “source” of the students.
They do not spring out of the principal. The principal is the “head” of the school only in the sense of being the
“person in authority over” the school.

43. The Life of Adam and Eve 19 is a pseudepigraphal Jewish work that can be dated to approximately 20 Bc—AD
70. The Greek text is found in C. Von Tischendorf, Apocalypses Apocryphae 11 (1866), lines 1-2; English
translations are found in R. H. Charles, The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament (1913),
2:146; and James H. Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (1985), 2:279.

44. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 137—38.

45. This is the translation of R. H. Charles, 146.

46. Charles renders it “beginning” and Charlesworth translates it “for coveteousness is the origin of every sin”
(279), which he apparently also intends in the sense “beginning, first in a series of other sins,” because in a
footnote he explains, “Greek kephalé corresponds to the Heb. 767sh, ‘head’ or ‘first.”” This text is a bit unusual,
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This example from The Life of Adam and Eve 19 is not a special case, but is one of about
seventy examples in ancient literature where kephalé takes the well-established sense of
“beginning, first in a series.” But to be the first or beginning is not the same as being the source
of something. My oldest son is the first in a series of three sons, but he is not the source of my
other sons. To take another example, in the English alphabet the letter @ is the beginning of the
alphabet, but & is not the “source” of the other letters in the alphabet. It is just the first in a
series. So with The Life of Adam and Eve 19, the text affirms that coveting or desiring to sin is
the beginning of every sin (for example, Eve first coveted, then she took the fruit, then she gave
some to Adam, then she hid from God, then she denied responsibility), but it does not mean that
coveting is the source of other sins. (In Old Testament thought, if anything can be said to be the
source of sins, it is the human heart; see Genesis 6:5; 8:21; Exodus 4:21; Psalm 51:10; 139:23;
140:2; 141:4; Proverbs 4:23; 6:18; 26:24-25; Jeremiah 17:9; contrast Deuteronomy 6:5-6; 8:2;
Psalm 19:14; 24:4; and in the New Testament, compare Mark 7:21-23).

My question therefore remains unanswered: Where is an example of kephale where per-
son A is the kephalé of person B and is not in authority over person B? There is none.

Answer 6.6c: A listing of several ancient texts where one person is the “head”
of another makes clear the meaning “person in authority over another.”

Here are several examples where kephalé is used to say that one person is the “head” of
another, and the person who is called head is the one in authority:*7

1. David as King of Israel is called the “head” of the people he conquered (2 Samuel
[IXX 2 Kings] 22:44), “You kept me as the head of the nations; people whom I
had not known served me”; similarly, Psalm 18 (LXX 17):43

2. The leaders of the tribes of Israel are called “heads” of the tribes (1 Kings [LXX
3 Kings] 8:1, Alexandrinus text), “Then Solomon assembled the elders of Israel
and all the heads of the tribes” (similar statements in the second-century Ap
Greek translation of Aquila, Deuteronomy 5:23; 29:9 (English verse 10); 3 Kings
[LXX 1 Kings] 8:1)

3. Jephthah becomes the “head” of the people of Gilead (Judges 11:11, “the people
made him head and leader over them”; also stated in 10:18; 11:8, 9)

4. Pekah the son of Remaliah is the head of Samaria (Isaiah 7:9, “the head of Samaria
is the son of Remaliah”)

5. The father is the “head” of the family (Hermas, Similitudes 7.3; the man is called
“the head of the house”)

because both Charles and Charlesworth point out that the text is probably based on a pun in Hebrew where the
words for “head” and “poison” have the same spelling, and the text is referring to poison that the serpent put
on the forbidden fruit.

47. See Appendix 3, pp. 54451, for additional references like the ones cited here. These texts are discussed in my
1985 and 1990 articles on kephale (mentioned above, footnote 38).
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6. The husband is the “head” of the wife (Ephesians 5:23, “the husband is head of
the wife even as Christ is head of the church”)

7. Christ is the “head” of the church (Colossians 1:18, “He is the head of the body,
the church”; also in Ephesians 5:23)

8. Christ is the “head” of all things (Ephesians 1:22, “He put all things under his feet
and gave him as head over all things to the church”)

9. God the Father is the “head” of Christ (1 Corinthians 11:3, “the head of Christ is God””)

In related statements using not metaphors but closely related similes, (1) the general of an
army is said to be “like the head” in Plutarch, Pelopidas 2.1.3: In an army, “the light-armed
troops are like the hands, the cavalry like the feet, the line of men-at-arms itself like chest and
breastplate, and the general is like the head.” Similarly, (2) the Roman Emperor is called the
“head” of the people in Plutarch, Galba 4.3: “Vindix...wrote to Galba inviting him to assume
the imperial power, and thus to serve what was a vigorous body in need of a head” (compare a
related statement in Plutarch, Cicero 14.4). And (3) the King of Egypt is called “head” of the
nation in Philo, Moses 2.30: “As the head is the ruling place in the living body, so Ptolemy
became among kings.”

Then there are the additional (somewhat later) citations from Chrysostom (c. 344/354—407
AD) quoted in my 2001 article,*8 where (1) God is the “head” of Christ; (2) Christ is the
“head” of the church; (3) the husband is the “head” of the wife; (4) Christ is the “head” of all
things; (5) church leaders are the “head” of the church; and (6) a woman is the “head” of
her maidservant. In all six of these cases, he uses language of rulership and authority to explain
the role of the “head,” and uses language of submission and obedience to describe the role of
the “body.”

In addition, there are several statements from various authors indicating a common under-
standing that the physical head functioned as the “ruling” part of the body: (1) Plato says that
the head “reigns over all the parts within us” (Zimaeus 44.D). (2) Philo says, “the head is the
ruling place in the living body” (Moses 2:30), “the mind is head and ruler of the sense-faculty
in us” (Moses 2.82), “head we interpret allegorically to mean the ruling part of the soul” (On
Dreams 2.207), and “Nature conferred the sovereignty of the body on the head” (The Special
Laws 184). (3) Plutarch says, “We affectionately call a person ‘soul’ or ‘head”’ from his ruling
parts” (Table Talk 7.7 [692.e.1]).

Clinton Arnold and Gregory Dawes, in extensive studies,”® adduce other examples in
ancient literature of the physical head seen as ruling or controlling the body. Though they find
examples where the head or the brain is the source of something as well, they do not claim that

48. Grudem, “Meaning of kephalée” (2001)25-65.

49. Arnold, “Jesus Christ: ‘Head’ of the Church (Colossians and Ephesians),” in Jesus of Nazareth, ed. Joel Green
and Max Turner (1994), 346—66; and Gregory Dawes, The Body in Question: Meaning and Metaphor in the
Interpretation of Ephesians 5:21-33 (1998), especially pp. 122—49 on “The ‘Head’ (kepoAn) Metaphor.”
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these examples deny a simultaneous ruling or governing function to the physical head. If the
physical head was a source of something like nourishment, it also was seen to have control and
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governance over the physical body.

Answer 6.6d: The meaning “source” makes no sense in key passages like
Ephesians 5:23, “the husband is the head of the wife.”

I am not the source of my wife in any meaningful sense of the word “source.” And so it is with
all husbands and wives. It is just not true to say, “the husband is the source of the wife as Christ

is the source of the church.” It makes the verse into nonsense.

Answer 6.6e: All the recognized lexicons (dictionaries) for ancient Greek, or
their editors, now give kephalé the meaning “person in authority over” or
something similar, but none give the meaning “source.”

1.

The standard lexicon for New Testament Greek, the Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich
Greek-English Lexicon (BDAG) gives the meaning “in the case of living beings, to
denote superior rank” (542). There is no meaning “source.” Another New
Testament lexicon, the Greek English Lexicon of the New Testament Based on
Semantic Domains edited by Johannes P. Louw and Eugene E. Nida>? lists for
kephale the meaning, “one who is of supreme or preeminent status, in view of
authority to order or command—‘one who is the head of, one who is superior to,
one who is supreme over’” (vol. 1, p. 739), but they give no meaning such as
“source, origin.”

The standard lexicon for the Greek of the early Christian writers after the time of the
New Testament, Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon, includes the following meanings:

B. of persons; 1. head of the house, Herm. sim. 7.3; 2. chief,
bead-man. .. 3. religious superior... 4. of bishops, kephalai
ekkiesion [other examples include “of the bishop of the city of
Rome, being head of all the churches”]... 5. kephbaleé einai c.
genit. [to be head, with genitive] fake precedence of (p. 749).

All five of these categories include leadership and authority attaching to the term kephalé.

3.

The standard lexicon for all of ancient Greek, the Liddell-Scott Greek—English
Lexicon,>! does have an entry in which it mentioned the sense “source” of a river
for kephale (in plural, but “mouth” of a river for kephale singular). But this
sense is listed under the general heading “of things, extremity,” and simply meant

50. Two vols. (New York: United Bible Societies, 1988).
51. LS, Greek-English Lexicon (1996), 945.
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that the “source” and the “mouth” of a river were at the two “end points” of the
river, and kephaléewas taking an established meaning, “end point, extremity.”

This was clarified in a letter from P. G. W. Glare, the current editor of the Liddell-Scott
Lexicon Supplement, dated April 14, 1997:

Dear Professor Grudem,

Thank you for sending me the copy of your article on kepoAn. The entry under
this word in LSJ is not very satisfactory. Perhaps I could draw your attention to a sec-
tion of Lexicographica Graeca by Dr John Chadwick (OUP 1996), though he does
not deal in detail with the Septuagint and NT material. I was unable to revise the longer
articles in LSJ when I was preparing the latest Supplement, since I did not have the
financial resources to carry out a full-scale revision.

I have no time at the moment to discuss all your examples individually and in any
case I am in broad agreement with your conclusions. 1 might just make one or two
generalizations. ke@aAn is the word normally used to translate the Hebrew ro’sh, and
this does seem firequently to denote leader or chief without much reference to its
original anatomical sense, and here it seems perverse to deny authority. The sup-
posed sense “source” of course does not exist and it was at least unwise of Liddell
and Scott to mention the word. At the most they should have said “applied to the source
of a river in respect of its position in its (the river’s) course.”

By NT times the Septuagint had been well established and one would only expect
that a usage found frequently in it would come easily to such a writer as St. Paul.
Where I would agree with Cervin is that in many of the examples, and I think all the
Plutarch ones, we are dealing with similes or comparisons and the word itself is used
in a literal sense. Here we are faced with the inadequacies of LSJ. If they had clearly
distinguished between, for example, “the head as the seat of the intellect and emo-
tions (and therefore the director of the body'’s actions)” and “the head as the
extremity of the human or animal body” and so on, these figurative examples would
naturally be attached to the end of the section they belong to and the author’s inten-
tion would be clear. I hasten to add that in most cases the sense of the head as being
the controlling agent is the one required and that the idea of preeminence seems to
me to be quite unsuitable, and that there are still cases where xepoh can be
understood, as in the Septuagint, in its transferred sense of head or leader.

Once again, thank you for sending me the article. I shall file it in the hope that
one day we will be able to embark on a more thorough revision of the lexicon.

Yours sincerely,
Peter Glare>2

52. Personal letter from P. G. W. Glare to Wayne Grudem, April 14, 1997. Italics for emphasis have been added.
Quoted by permission.
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This statement comes from someone who, because of his position and scholarly reputa-
tion, could rightly be called the preeminent Greek lexicographer in the world.

In conclusion, the question for egalitarians is this: Why should we give kephale in the New
Testament a sense which it is nowhere attested to have, and which, when applied to persons, no
Greek lexicon gives it?

Answer 6.6f: The meaning “one who does not take advantage of his body”
is mentioned in no lexicon and proven by no ancient citation.

Sarah Sumner has a long discussion of the meaning of “head” in which she concludes
(apparently) that “head” means “someone who does not compete with his body and does
not take advantage of his body.” She writes:

We can now discern the meaning of the metaphor of Christ’s headship of every man.
It means that “every man”—relative to Christ—is a body, not a head.... The whole
point of what Paul was saying about men and women being interdependent in the Lord
is to inspire us to cooperate, not compete. Christ does not compete with every man.
Indeed, he is not the man’s competitor but his head. This is extremely significant
because the same holds true for men and women. The man is the head of a woman,
not the opponent of the woman. In other words, men and women are not designed to
compete with one another.. .. Men need headship lessons.. .. Christ—as the head “of
every man”—offers special lessons one-on-one to every man, so that he can learn not
to take advantage of women.. .. Men are commanded to use their relative strength not
to put women down but rather to lift women up. They lift women up not as an act of
leadership but rather as an act of headship. For a head can’t help but want its body to
be honored because the head and body are one.>3

Sumner thus proposes 2 meaning that has never been mentioned in any lexicon, any scholarly
article, or any commentary at any time in history. She asks readers to believe that she has seen a
meaning for kephale that no one in history has seen before this. In her discussion she interacts
with few of the relevant passages that use this word. Her proposed meaning would make nonsense
of many examples of kephalé cited above.>* For example, does the statement that David is “head”
of the conquered nations (2 Samuel 22:44) mean that he takes no advantage of them? Does the
statement that Pekah the son of Remaliah is the “head” of Samaria (Isaiah 7:9) mean that he takes
no advantage of the people of Samaria? Does the statement that the Roman emperor is head of the
empire (Plutarch, Galba 4.3) mean that he takes no advantage of the people in the empire? Does
the statement that the king of Egypt is head of the nation (Philo, Moses 2.30) mean that he takes no

53. Sumner, Men and Women in the Church, 187-89.
54. See pp. 2045 above.



Evangelical Feminist Claims About Marriage from the New Testament Epistles 209

advantage of the people of Egypt? Surely these are not obvious meanings that ancient readers would
see in these passages, and therefore it comes as no surprise that Greek lexicographers throughout
history have never thought of Sumner’s proposed meaning.

On the other hand, the first part of Sumner’s statement quoted above may indicate that she
thinks kephalé just means “someone who is related to a body.”>> She in fact says in another
place that “Metaphorically. . .Christ is the body of God.”50 But this meaning also makes no sense
in many places where person A is said to be the kephale of person or persons B. To take some
examples from the previous paragraph, surely we are not to think that the conquered nations
are David’s body, or that Samaria is Pekah’s body, or that Egypt is the king’s body. To take another
example, Paul says that God has made Christ to be “head over all things” (Ephesians 1:22) and
that Christ is the “head of all rule and authority” (Colossians 2:10). Does this mean that the
whole universe is Christ’s body? Or that Christ’s body is “all rule and authority”? Sumner recog-
nizes the difficulty in Colossians 2:10 but in response proposes a novel, three-part picture of
“Christ as the Head, the church as His body, and all things, including all rule and authority, as
being ‘under his feet.””>” She apparently sees no difficulty with the picture of a person having
his own body under his feet.

Sumner, like Belleville and Bilezikian, tries to avoid the idea of authority, the one idea that
is present every time person A is said to be the kephale of person B, and invents her own new
meaning that is unprecedented in the scholarly literature and inconsistent with many examples
of the word itself. Will egalitarian attempts to invent new meanings for kephalé never end?

Answer 6.6g: The meaning “preeminent one” is likewise mentioned
in no lexicon and proven by no ancient citation.

Perhaps because the objections against “source” were so strong, some recent writers have pro-
posed another alternative meaning for kephalé, namely, “preeminent, prominent (person).”
This view is advocated by Richard Cervin,>® Andrew Perriman,>® and, most recently, Anthony
Thiselton, in his massive and erudite recent commentary The First Epistle to the Corinthians.%
Thiselton translates 1 Corinthians 11:3:

55. This idea also runs through some of her discussion in Men and Women in the Church, 182-9.

56. Ibid., 182.

57. Ibid., 152.

58. Richard S. Cervin, “Does kephale Mean ‘Source’ or ‘Authority’ in Greek Literature? A Rebuttal,” TrinJ 6 NS
(1989), 85-112. I responded to Cervin at length in “The Meaning of kephale (‘Head’),” Trinj 11 NS (Spring
1990), 3-72 (reprinted in Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, ed. Piper and Grudem 425—68).

59. Andrew Perriman, “The Head of a Woman: The Meaning of kepon in 1 Corinthians 11:3,” Journal of the
Evangelical Theological Society 45:2 (1994) 602—22.

60. Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians (2000), 800—822. I respond to Thiselton more fully in Grudem,
Biblical Foundations for Manhood and Womanhood, 194-99 (reprinted below, pp. 592-96).
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However, [ want you to understand that while Christ is preeminent (or head? source?)
in relation to man, man is foremost (or head? source?) [sic] in relation to woman,
and God is preeminent (or head? source?) in relation to Christ.!

What is surprising, even remarkable, about Thiselton’s treatment is that in the end he (like
Cervin and Perriman before him) advocates a meaning for kephaleé that is found in no Greek
lexicon at all! (Recall the statement from lexicographer Peter Glare, in the letter quoted above,
“the idea of preeminence seems to me to be quite unsuitable.”) Surely everyone agrees that a per-
son’s head is one prominent and visible part of the person (though one might argue that one’s
face is more prominent than the head), but that does not prove that kephalé would have been
used as a metaphor for “prominent part” in ancient Greek. Surely if such a meaning were evident
in any ancient texts, we could expect some major lexicons to list it as a recognized meaning. Or
else we should expect these authors to produce some ancient texts where the sense of “promi-
nence” absent any idea of authority is clearly demonstrated. But we find neither.

And we suspect that there is something strange about a translation that cannot translate a
simple noun meaning “head” with another noun (such as “authority over” or even “source”),
but must resort to the convoluted and rather vague adjectival phrases, ““prominent in relation
»62 guch phrases do not allow readers to notice that even
if we tried to translate the noun kephalé with a noun phrase representing his idea (for
example, “prominent part”), it would produce the nonsensical statements, “Christ is the promi-
nent part of man,” and “the man is the prominent part of the woman,” and “God is the
prominent part of Christ.” Once we render Thiselton’s idea in this bare-faced way, parallel to the
way we would say that “the head is the prominent part of the body,” the supposed connection
with the prominence of our physical heads on our bodies falls apart, for, while the head is a part
of our physical body, a man is surely not a “part of a woman,” nor is God a “part of Christ.”

Moreover, while Thiselton rightly notes that metaphors usually carry multiple layers of
meaning in any language, that is not true of his translation. The Greek text contains 2 metaphor
of the head in relation to the body. But Thiselton “translates” not the mere word but the
metaphor itself in a way that renders only one component of meaning (or what he claims is one
component of meaning). In his rendering, there is no metaphor left for English readers, and no
opportunity even to consider multiple meanings. But he says he cannot translate it simply as
“head” because “in English-speaking contexts ‘the head’ almost always implies leadership and
authority.”%3 Indeed. But how is that different from Greek when kephale is applied to persons?

to” and then “foremost in relation to.

61. Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 800.

62. 1realize there are times when a word used as a metaphor in another language cannot be translated directly into
English without significant loss of meaning and significant addition of incorrect meaning, such as Philippians
1:8, where the rsv's “I yearn for you all with the gffection of Christ Jesus” is necessary instead of the xjv’s lit-
eral “I long after you all in the bowels of Jesus Christ.” But even here, some roughly equivalent noun (“affec-
tion,” or, in Philemon 7, “hearts”) is able to provide the necessary substitute.

63. Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 817.
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In fact, Thiselton’s translation “preeminent” creates more problems than it solves, because
it imports a wrongful kind of male superiority into the text. To be “preeminent” means to be
“superior to or notable above all others; outstanding.”®* Does the Bible really teach that the
man is “superior to” the woman? Or “notable above the woman™? Or “outstanding in compari-
son to the woman”? All of these senses carry objectionable connotations of male superiority,
connotations that deny our equality in the image of God. And when applied to the Father and the
Son in the Trinity, they carry wrongful implications of the inferiority of the Son to the Father.

Perhaps most telling of all is the fact that the one idea that Thiselton labors so long to
avoid—the idea of one person having authority over another—is the one idea that is present in
every ancient example of the construction that takes the form “Person A is the head of person
or persons B.” No counter-examples have ever been produced, so far as I am aware (see brief
summary in Answer 6.6a).

Of course, I agree with Thiselton that in each of these occurrences the person who is
“head” is also “prominent” in some sense. That is because some sense of prominence accom-
panies leadership or authority. And that overtone or connotation is not lost in English if we
translate kephale as “head,” for also in English the “head coach” or the “head of the com-
pany” or the “head of the household” has some prominence as well. But why must we try to
avoid the one meaning that is represented in all the lexicons and is unmistakably present in
every instance of this kind of construction, the idea of authority? One cannot prove that this great
effort to avoid the idea of authority is because male authority in marriage is immensely unpopu-
lar in much of modern culture, but I cannot help but note that it is in this current historical
context that such efforts repeatedly occur.

In short, Thiselton has advocated a meaning that is unattested in any lexicon and unproven
by any new evidence. It fails fundamentally in explaining the metaphor because it avoids the idea
of authority, the one component of meaning present in every ancient example of kephalé that
takes the form, “person A is the head of person(s) B.”

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 6.7: 1 CORINTHIANS 7:3-5:
IN 1 CORINTHIANS 7:3—5, PAUL ESTABLISHES AN EGALITARIAN
MODEL WITHIN MARRIAGE.

This argument is made by William Webb. The text in question is 1 Corinthians 7:3—5, where
Paul says,

The husband should give to his wife her conjugal rights, and likewise the wife to her
husband. For the wife does not have authority over her own body, but the husband
does. Likewise the husband does not have authority over his own body, but the wife

04. American Heritage Dictionary, 1997 ed., 1427.
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does. Do not deprive one another, except perhaps by agreement for a limited time,
that you may devote yourselves to prayer; but then come together again, so that Satan
may not tempt you because of your lack of self-control.

Webb claims that the explanation John Piper and I gave for this text in Recovering Biblical
Manhood and Womanhood, % nullifies all male headship within marriage. Webb says that Piper
and Grudem’s approach “ultimately abandons their own position” because “once one has elimi-
nated any power differential and set up mutual deference and mutual consent as the basis for
all decision making in a marriage (such as Piper and Grudem have done) there is nothing that
makes the view substantially different from egalitarianism.” %

Answer 6.7a: This text modifies and restrains, but does not nullify,
a husband’s authority in marriage.

Webb has misread the argument that John Piper and I made. In the very section he refers to,
we say,

What are the implications of this text for the leadership of the husband? Do the call for
mutual yielding to sexual 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. ..makes clear that his leadership will not involve selfish, unilateral choices.®”

Thus, John Piper and I agree that 1 Corinthians 7:3—5 shows that there are areas of mutual
obligation between husband and wife, and that we can extrapolate from that and say that the hus-
band’s leadership in the marriage should not be a selfish leadership that fails to listen to the
concerns of his wife. But in that very context, and in dozens of places throughout the rest of the
book, we argue that the husband has an authoritative leadership role in the marriage that the
wife does not have. Piper and I qualify and modify the concept of authority, as Scripture does,
in many places, but we nevertheless affirm it throughout the rest of the book.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 6.8: No OFFENSE TO ROMAN LEADERS:
PAUL TAUGHT THAT WIVES SHOULD BE SUBJECT TO THEIR HUSBANDS
BECAUSE HE DID NOT WANT TO OFFEND THE PATRIARCHAL CULTURE,
AND ESPECIALLY THE ROMAN LEADERS, OF THAT TIME.

This is the argument of my friend Craig Keener in Paul, Women and Wives. In commenting on
Ephesians 5, Keener says,

65. Piper and Grudem, “An Overview of Central Concerns: Questions and Answers,” in Recovering Biblical
Manhood and Womanhood (1991), 87—88.

66. Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals, 101.

67. Piper and Grudem, “Overview of Central Concerns,” 88.
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Paul, awaiting trial in Rome, would have been contemplating strategies to appeal to
the powerbrokers in Rome whose decisions could set precedents for policies
toward Christians elsewhere in the empire. His household codes may represent a
long-range response to basic Roman cultural objections to the gospel. Stressing the
wife’s submission would be important for evangelizing resistant elements in the
Roman world and for resisting progressive cultural temptations for wives to affirm
too much independence.%8

Answer 6.8a: Paul does not appeal to expectations of “powerbrokers”

in the Roman culture, but to the relationship between Christ and the church,
and to the marriage of Adam and Eve before there was sin. Both of these are
permanent reasons that transcend all cultures.

Here is Paul’s statement in Ephesians 5:

Wives, submit to your own husbands, as to the Lord. For the husband is the head of
the wife even as Christ is the head of the church, his body, and is himself its Savior.
(w. 22-23)

This reason does not depend on the attitudes of powerful men in Rome at the time Paul
was writing. It is a permanent description of God’s purpose in marriage from the beginning.
Paul’s other statement is similar:

“Therefore a man shall leave his father and mother and hold fast to his wife, and the
two shall become one flesh.” This mystery is profound, and I am saying that it refers
to Christ and the church. (Ephesians 5:31-32)

Here Paul reaches all the way back to Genesis 2:24. It was originally written in the con-
text of the marriage of Adam and Eve, but Paul applies it to “Christ and the church.” Paul is
saying that God created Adam and Eve so their relationship would picture the relationship
between Christ and the church. Adam and Eve did not know it at the time, but that was the
wonderful purpose God had in mind. And that was the purpose God had in mind for mar-
riage in general (“Therefore 2 man shall leave his father and his mother and hold fast to his
wife”). Every marriage that ever exists should reflect the relationship between Christ and His
church. And that relationship is not egalitarian, for Christ has an authority over the church
that we do not have over Christ. Paul does not base his teaching on the expectations of power-
ful non-Christian Roman leaders, as Keener claims. Paul bases his teaching on God’s
purpose in Creation.

68. Keener, Paul, Women and Wives (1992), 147.



214 Evangelical Feminism and Biblical Truth

Answer 6.8b: This argument assumes that Paul taught something wrong in order
to advance the gospel, or else that he taught something and then contradicted it.

Some who claim that Paul was just appealing to the culture in effect say that it was not God’s
highest ideal for wives to be subject to their husbands, but Paul taught it anyway so the gospel
could gain a hearing in that culture. But this casts a shadow over Paul’s moral authority, and
throws into question the morality of the Bible’s teachings. If it was not God’s ideal for wives to
be subject to husbands, but Paul taught it with his apostolic authority writing to the church at
Ephesus (and also taught it in Colossians and in Titus), then Paul was repeatedly teaching some-
thing wrong. And thus the Bible is teaching something wrong.

This is a misunderstanding of Paul’s principle of becoming “all things to all people, that by
all means I might save some” (1 Corinthians 9:22), for in the immediately preceding verse Paul
affirms that this will not lead him to do wrong. He says he is not “outside the law of God but
under the law of Christ” (1 Corinthians 9:21). He would not teach wrongful male headship in
marriage just to advance the gospel.

Keener recognizes this, so he says that Paul also taught “mutual submission,” that the hus-
band also had to be subject to his wife.% But to demand that husbands be subject to their wives
denies the very male headship Keener thinks was needed to advance the gospel, and thus it nul-
lifies the strategy of not offending Roman leaders! This argument is caught in a
self-contradiction.

As I explained above, the idea of “mutual submission” is a misunderstanding of Ephesians
5:21. But if Keener thinks Ephesians 5:21 teaches mutual submission in a way that nullifies a
husband’s authority in the marriage, then he no longer can argue that Paul’s teaching is meant
to gain the approval of pagan Roman men who wanted to preserve authority over their wives.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 69 SuBMISSION ONLY FOR EVANGELISM:
THE PURPOSE FOR A WIFE'S SUBMISSION TO HER HUSBAND AT
THE TIME OF THE NEW TESTAMENT WAS EVANGELISM, AND SINCE
THIS PURPOSE IS NO LONGER VALID, WIVES NEED NO LONGER BE
SUBJECT TO THEIR HUSBANDS.

William Webb says that Peter “tells wives to obey their husbands so that unbelieving husbands
‘may be won over without words’” (1 Peter 3:1), but that today the kind of “unilateral, patriarchy-
type submission” that Peter advocates “may actually repulse [the unbelieving husband] and
prevent him from being won to Christ.” Webb concludes that “the stated evangelistic purpose of
the text is not likely to be fulfilled in our contemporary setting.””" He takes this as an indication

69. Ibid., 148, 169.
70. Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals, 107-8.
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that the command is “culturally bound,””! and says a wife can fulfill the evangelistic purpose
today in other ways:

A wife today can still achieve the evangelistic purpose statements within the biblical
text by showing her husband deference and respect within a mutual-submission,
rather than a unilateral-submission, framework.”2

Answer 6.9a: This position says wives should not obey 1 Peter 3:1-2 today.

We should be very clear what Webb is saying here. He is saying there should be no unique
authority for husbands in our modern culture. He is saying that wives with unbelieving husbands
today should not obey 1 Peter 3:1-2, which says,

Likewise, wives, be subject to your own husbands, so that even if some do not obey
the word, they may be won without a word by the conduct of their wives—when they
see your respectful and pure conduct.

Webb’s assertion trivializes the testimony of thousands of Christian women even today
whose unbelieving husbands have been won by the submissive behavior of their believing wives.

Answer 6.9b: This position makes Christian evangelism into
a bait-and-switch technique.

A second problem with Webb’s claim is that it makes first-century Christian evangelism into the
ultimate “bait and switch” sales technique. Webb claims that Peter’s command aimed to attract
non-Christian husbands by the submissive behavior of their wives, but once these men became
Christians and began to grow toward maturity they would discover the “seed ideas” for equality
and mutual submission in texts such as Galatians 3:28, and then (according to Webb) they
would learn that this command for submission of their wives is a morally deficient pattern
that has to be abandoned in favor of an egalitarian position. Therefore, according to the logic of
Webb’s position, first-century evangelism was a deceptive maneuver in which the Word of God
told people to use a morally deficient pattern of behavior simply to win unbelievers.

Answer 6.9c: This position will lead people to disobey
other New Testament commands.

The third problem with Webb’s explanation is that it opens the door for people to disobey many
other New Testament commands if they think the reason for the command will no longer be ful-
filled in our culture. For example, the command to be subject to human government is also
based on an expected good outcome:

71. Tbid., 105.
72. 1bid., 108.
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Be subject for the Lord’s sake to every human institution, whether it be to the emperor
as supreme, or to governors as sent by him to punish those who do evil and to praise
those who do good. For this is the will of God, #hat by doing good you should put to
silence the ignorance of foolish people. (1 Peter 2:13-15)

But people today could say that being subject to government might not “put to silence the
ignorance of foolish people,” because some governments in some societies today are so hard-
ened against the gospel that it will make no difference to them. Therefore (according to
reasoning similar to Webb’s) we would not have to obey that command either.”3

Answer 6.9d: This position minimizes other reasons for submission given in
the New Testament.

A fourth problem with Webb’s approach is that it minimizes the other reasons given in the New
Testament for a wife’s submission to her husband.”* Paul says,

Wives, submit to your own husbands, as to the Lord. For the husband is the head of
the wife even as Christ is the head of the church.... (Ephesians 5:22—23)

Similarly, when Paul talks about being subject to “the governing authorities” he does
not give evangelism as the reason, but rather says that the agent of the government “is the
servant of God, an avenger who carries out God’s wrath on the wrongdoer. Therefore one
must be in subjection, not only to avoid God’s wrath but also for the sake of conscience”
(Romans 13:4-5).

It is better to reject Webb’s redemptive-movement hermeneutic and see the New Testament
as the words of God for us today, words that contain God’s morally pure standards for us to obey,
and to obey a/l of the New Testament commands simply because they are the words of God
who holds us responsible for obeying them. We do not have the right to take it upon ourselves
to say, as Webb’s position implies, “If a wife today submits to her unbelieving husband accord-
ing to 1 Peter 3:1, I don’t think that will help evangelism in our modern culture, so women
should not follow that text today.” That is setting up our own moral judgment as a higher stan-
dard than God’s Word.

73. Webb says that we should be subject to the law today, not to political leaders (Skaves, Women and
Homosexuals, 107), but Peter’s admonition to be subject to “‘every human institution” surely includes both the
law and the government officials. We are subject not just to the law, but to the people who enforce the law and
who are representatives of the government and bear its authority today.

74. Webb admits, “There may be more than one purpose involved in giving a biblical command,” and he allows for
the “possibility” of other purposes for commands like this, but he names none, and he says if there were other
purposes “one would be left with fulfilling a certain purpose but failing to fulfill others,” and says there would
then be a “modified application” (Slaves, Women and Homosexuals, 108). His next paragraph, on applica-
tion, takes back even this hypothetical qualification, for it names no other purposes and it encourages wives to
act as if the submission commands were not obligatory for them today.
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 6.10: YOUNG AND UNEDUCATED WIVES:
WIVES WERE TO BE SUBJECT TO THEIR HUSBANDS AT THE TIME
OF THE NEW TESTAMENT BECAUSE THEY WERE YOUNGER AND LESS
EDUCATED THAN THEIR HUSBANDS, BUT THIS IS NOT TRUE TODAY,
SO THE COMMAND NO LONGER APPLIES.

William Webb says that it made sense for wives to submit to their husbands in an ancient cul-
ture because of several “pragmatic factors”: they had less education, less social exposure, less
physical strength, and they were significantly younger than their husbands.”> But most of these
reasons, says Webb, no longer apply today,”® and therefore the command for wives to be sub-
ject to their husbands should be seen as culturally relative. A wife today should just give some
kind of “honor” and “respect” to her husband.”’

Answer 6.10a: These are not the reasons Paul gives, and they would not
apply to all wives.

Webb’s argument here is not persuasive, however, because these are not the reasons the Bible
gives for wives to be subject to their husbands. Two reasons the Bible gives are the parallel with
Christ’s relationship to the church (Ephesians 5:22—24) and the parallel with the relationship
between the Father and Son in the Trinity (1 Corinthians 11:3). Another reason that Paul gives
is that this is what “is fitting in the Lord” (Colossians 3:18). Yet another reason is that it is part
of “what is good” (Titus 2:3—4), and another reason is that unbelieving husbands may be “won
without 2 word by the conduct of their wives” (1 Peter 3:1).

By contrast, Webb’s reasons here are merely speculative, and there is no indication that the
biblical authors are taking these factors into account when they give these commands. Moreover,
these New Testament commands apply to all wives, even those who were more intelligent than
their husbands, or the same age as their husbands, or physically as strong as their husbands, or
had as much social exposure and social rank as their husbands, or as much wealth as their hus-
bands. Webb’s reasons are simply not the reasons the Bible uses.

In short, Webb says that the Bible teaches a wife’s submission because of Webb’s own
invented reasons. Then he removes these invented reasons for today’s culture and concludes
that we can count the command as culturally relative. It would be far better to heed the reasons
that the Bible actually gives for wives to be subject to husbands.

75. Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals, 213—14.
76. He says the only remaining difference is physical strength, and that is not so important today.
77. Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals, 215.
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 6.11: No OTHER OpTIONS: THE BIBLE
ADOPTED MALE LEADERSHIP BECAUSE THERE WERE NO COMPETING
OPTIONS IN SOCIETY AT THAT TIME, BUT THERE ARE OTHER OPTIONS
TODAY, SO MALE HEADSHIP IN THE FAMILY IS NOT REQUIRED.

William Webb says, “It is reasonably safe to assume, therefore, that the social reality of the bib-
lical writers was the world of patriarchy.... This consideration increases the likelihood of
patriarchy being a cultural component within Scripture.”’8 Webb explains that an egalitarian
position regarding marriage or the church was simply not an option, given the strongly patriar-
chal nature of the surrounding culture.

Answer 6.11a: The New Testament taught many things that were unpopular in
the culture.

Webb’s argument is not persuasive. The New Testament teaches many things that were not found
in the surrounding culture. Before Jesus’ earthly ministry, there were no people in the sur-
rounding culture who believed that Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph and Mary, was the
Messiah. Even Webb admits that the idea that husbands should love their wives as Christ loved
the church was revolutionary for the surrounding culture. The idea that there could be a church
made up of Jews and Gentiles fellowshipping together on an equal basis was not an option in
the surrounding culture.

Scripture often challenges and transforms the societies and cultures into which it speaks.
Therefore, if a truly egalitarian model for marriage had been what God wanted for His people,
He surely could have proclaimed it clearly through the pages of the New Testament and through
the teachings of Jesus and the apostles. But (as Webb admits) the New Testament itself does not
teach such a fully egalitarian position. According to Webb, we therefore have to move beyond
the ethic of the New Testament to reach full egalitarianism.

It is interesting to see that Webb, whose system allows him to tell us that we do not have to
obey the moral commands of the New Testament, does not mind admitting that the New
Testament taught a complementarian view for its time. This is different from most egalitarians,
who have not used Webb's system of interpretation and who therefore are still trying to prove
the impossible—that the New Testament teaches an egalitarian view of men and women in mar-
riage even for its own time.

78. Ibid., 154-55.
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CONCLUSION

We have considered several major egalitarian objections to a complementarian view of marriage
in this chapter. The egalitarian claims—(a) that Galatians 3:28 abolishes role differences
between men and women, (b) that “mutual submission” in Ephesians 5:21 nullifies male head-
ship, (c) that “head” actually means “source,” (d) that Paul’s teachings were given merely to
advance the gospel for that time, and (e) that these commands were culturally relative—are all
found to be unpersuasive, and do not represent the meaning of Scripture accurately. A comple-
mentarian view of male—female equality together with male headship is still the most persuasive
understanding of the relevant New Testament texts.



CHAPTER SEVEN

Evangelical Feminist Claims
About the Church from the
New Testament Epistles

hen we turn to the teachings about church leadership in the New Testament
epistles, egalitarians propose many claims that would undermine the idea of
restricting some leadership roles to men. For instance, aren’t there women such
as Phoebe and Junia who hold leading positions in the church? In addition, in 1 Corinthians 11,
Paul clearly says that women could prophesy, and isn’t that a leading role that indicates much
influence in the church? Paul also had women as his coworkers in 2 number of cases, and per-
haps there are indications of other women in leadership roles, such as deacons. In short, there
are abundant evidences of women in leadership roles in the epistles.
Egalitarians propose several alternative ways of understanding passages such as
1 Corinthians 14:34 that seem to restrict the role of women. Perhaps these verses are a
Corinthian quotation that Paul rejects? Or perhaps they are just applicable to a special situation
in Corinth where women were shouting questions and disrupting the worship service?
In this chapter, we consider such egalitarian claims regarding the New Testament epistles’
teaching about women in the church. However, the material on 1 Timothy 2:11-15 is so
extensive that I have put it in a separate chapter, which follows this one.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.1: PHOEBE As LEADER: ROMANS 16:2
SAYS THAT PHOEBE WAS A “LEADER” OR “RULER” OF MANY
PEOPLE, AND EVEN OF PAUL HIMSELF.

Romans 16:2 says that Phoebe “has been a patron (Greek prostatis) of many and of myself as
well” (gsv). Other translations say that Phoebe was a “helper”: The NasB says, “She herself has
also been a helper of many, and of myself as well,” and the niv says, “For she has been a great
help to many people, including me.”

220
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But Aida Spencer and several other egalitarians dispute this translation. Spencer says the
verse means that Phoebe was a leader and ruler over Paul:

The verb form of prostatis, which is proistémi, literally signifies “to stand, place
before or over.”... Phoebe...is “a woman set over others” or “one who stands
before.” No other person is called a prostatisin the New Testament.. .. She has been
a leader over many and even over Paull... The verb form proistemi. . with the
genitive signifies “I am set over, I am the head of”...“T govern, direct,” and “I stand
before so as to guard”.... The noun prostatis takes the genitive case of “many” and
“me” to indicate these are the persons over whom Phoebe has been set. Phoebe is an
explicit, commendable example of a woman set in authority over a man, in this
case, the great apostle Paul.!

Answer 7.1a: We should be hesitant to accept an interpretation
that is found in no English translation.

A general word of caution that applies to many egalitarian claims discussed in this book is this:
When an author claims a meaning for a word that is found in no English translation, and in fact
is not even close to any meaning given in the text or margin of any English translation, we should
require extensive evidence for such a meaning. That is the case here, for Spencer’s translation
“leader” is significantly different from “helper,” “‘patron,” “benefactor,” and similar terms used
in the common English Bible translations.?

In addition, when the interpretation creates an apparent conflict with other things found in
the New Testament, it becomes even more doubtful. In this case, we recall that the apostle Paul
did not think that even the Jerusalem apostles ruled over him. His apostleship, as did his mes-
sage, came “not from men nor through man, but through Jesus Christ and God the Father, who
raised him from the dead” (Galatians 1:1, 11—12). The status of “those who seemed to be influ-
ential” in the Jerusalem church was not greater than Paul, for he says, “what they were makes
no difference to me; God shows no partiality” (Galatians 2:6), and he goes on to tell of how he
rebuked Peter publicly (Galatians 2:11-14).

Spencer’s argument therefore is inconsistent with the clear New Testament evidence that
the apostle Paul did not consider himself subject to any human leader but to Jesus Christ alone.

1. Spencer, Beyond the Curse (1985), 115-16 (italics added). Spencer is quoted with approval by Tucker,
Women in the Maze (1992), 100. See also Brown, Women Ministers (1996), 167; and Jacobs, Women of
Destiny (1998), 181-82, who quotes, in support of the idea that Phoebe was a leader, a book by Trombley, Who
Said Women Can’t Teach (1985), 194-95. However, something has gone wrong with Jacobs’s quote, because
she quotes Trombley as basing the argument on “the verb peritoneuns” in 1 Timothy 3:4-5, 12 (p. 182). There
is no such Greek verb as peritoneum, nor does any Greek verb end with -eum. The verb proistemi is found
in those verses, however, and Trombley had proistémi on p. 195.

2. The archaic KJV word succourer has a similar sense to these other translations. The other common English trans-
lations have “patron” (Esv), “helper” (NasB, Rsv, NKJV), “help” (N1v), “has helped” (nir), and “benefactor” (NRsv).
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Answer 7:1b: Recent Greek lexicons show the meaning “patron”
or “helper” to be most likely.

The two most recent Greek lexicons do not give the meaning “leader” for prostatis, which is
the actual word used in Romans 16:2. The BDAG lexicon defines it as “woman in a supportive
role, patron, benefactor” (885), and similarly defines the related masculine noun prostatés
as “one who looks out for the interest of others, defender, guardian, benefactor” (885). The
Louw-Nida lexicon defines prostatis as “a woman who is active in helping—helper,
patroness...”” (1.459). While the older lexicon by Thayer did give the entry, “properly a
woman set over others,” that is apparently just an explanation of the word’s connection to the
masculine form prostatés, and no actual examples are given. But the next meaning explains in
what sense this is intended, because with specific reference to Romans 16:2 it says, “a_female
guardian, protectress, patroness, caring for the affairs of others and aiding them with her
resources” (549).4

Answer 7.1c: Spencer has constructed a lexical “sleight of hand” argument,
because she is not defining the noun prostatis but the related verb
proistémi, and words don’t take all the meanings of all the other words
that are related to them.

It is not legitimate to say “Word A is related to word B, and word B has a certain meaning, there-
fore, word A has this meaning as well.”

Words just don’t take all the meanings of related words. This is a simple fact of human
language. For example, the word butterfly is related to butter and fly, but that does not mean
that butterfly means “a pound of butter that has learned to fly.” The word conscience is related
to science, and the prefix con often means “with.” But that does not mean that a ““conscience”
is only something that functions “with science.” One meaning of /ight is “not heavy,” but that
does not mean that the word enlighten means “to make not heavy” Relationships among
words are extremely complex, and we should put primary emphasis on uses of a word itself,
not on related words.

Of course, words are often related in meaning to other words formed from the same
root, but that is not always the case. Autograph, automatic, automobile, and autopsy do not
mean the same thing, nor is an autopsy something one does on oneself! We cannot just take
the meaning of one word and import it into another, related word (which is exactly what this
argument does).

To take a Greek example, this argument follows the same logic as if someone argued that

3. Thayer, Greek-English Lexicon of the 4ew Testament (1901), 549.

4. The LS Lexicon defines prostatis as “feminine of prostatés” (1527), but prostateés takes a range of mean-
ings, including not only “leader, ruler” but also “patron” (1527), and LS gives no discussion of which senses of
prostates are also taken by the feminine form.
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“crucifying once again” in Hebrews 6:6 really means “resurrect from the dead,” because the
word in Hebrews 6:6, anastauroo, is related to the word for “resurrection,” which is anasta-
sis. Both terms come from the prefix ana attached to a form of the verb histémi, “to stand.”
Such an argument is foolish, of course, but it is the same kind of argument being made by those
who say that Phoebe was a “leader” based on Romans 16:2.

But if the noun prostatis is related to the verb proistemi, then shouldn’t we expect that
their meanings will be at least somehow related? While it is not certain, we would expect that a
noun and related verb will often have similar meanings. But even if we grant this, what Spencer
(like others who use this argument) does not reveal to readers is that the related verb
proistemi can also mean, “to have an interest in, show concern for, care for, give aid”
(BDAG, 870). And this seems to be the sense in which the noun prostatis is used in Romans
16:2. So even if we expect a related meaning, Spencer incorrectly depends on a selective cita-
tion of meaning for the verb proistémi to explain the noun prostatis.

Romans 16:2 has another word built on the same histémi root as prostatis, and Paul is
probably making a play on words, for he says that the church should “help (paristémi) her in
whatever way she may require from you for she has been a helper (prostatis) of many and of
myself as well” (Romans 16:2, Rsv).

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.2: JUNIA: THERE WAS EVEN A WOMAN
APOSTLE, JUNIA (ROMANS 16:7). IF A WOMAN CAN BE AN APOSTLE,
SHE CAN HOLD ANY OTHER CHURCH OFFICE AS WELL.

In Romans 16:7, Paul writes, “Greet Andronicus and Junias [or funia], my kinsmen and my
fellow prisoners, who are outstanding among the apostles, who also were in Christ before
me” (NASB).

Egalitarians regularly claim that this refers to a woman named Junia, who was an apostle.
Aida Spencer writes,

Junia (and her male colleague Andronicus) would be Paul’s counterpart in Rome. As
an apostle, sent by God as an eyewitness to the resurrection of Jesus, Paul would lay
the foundation for a church. Certainly authoritative preaching would have to be part
of such a testimony. Junia, along with Andronicus, apparently laid the foundation for
the churches at Rome.®

5. See Greenlee, A New Testament Greek Morpheme Lexicon (1983), 11:194-95, for a list of New Testament
Greek words related to histemi. Greenlee derived his lists from the designation of component parts of words in
the abridged LS Lexicon, with help from more extensive works when necessary (see p. viii).

6. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 102.
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Similarly, Gilbert Bilezikian writes,

Paul sends greetings in Rome to Andronicus and Junias, probably a husband-and-
wife team of veteran missionaries, who are told to be “outstanding among the
apostles” (Rom. 16:7).... The term apostle connoted the highest level of leadership
and authority in the early church.... Even in its broader, more general use, it was an
appellation of the highest distinction. Apparently, the openness of the early church to
women in positions of leadership was such that their identification as “apostles” was
received without difficulty.”

Answer 7.2a: The name that is spelled iounian in the Greek text of Romans
16:7 could be either a man’s name or a woman’s name simply according to
the spelling.

Just as in English there are some names (such as Chris or Pat) that could be either a man’s
name or 2 woman’s name, so in Greek, this name could be either masculine or feminine, and
we cannot tell from the spelling alone.® Some translations have taken it as Junias (NIv, NASB,
RSV, ASV), and some have taken it as Junia (KJv, NKJV, NRSV, NIT, ESV), usually indicating the alter-
native in the margin.

Answer 7.2b: In light of the most recent research in Greek grammar, the
verse means, “Greet Andronicus and Junia(s)...well-known Zo the
apostles.”

The verse is best understood to say not that Andronicus and Junia(s) were “well-known among
the apostles” but “well known o the apostles” (so Esv, NeT Bible). Therefore it does not make
much difference if this is 2 man’s or a woman’s name, because it does not say that Junia(s) was
an apostle.

Prior to 2001, scholars had not done any significant computer-assisted research on the
Greek construction (episemos + dative) that is found in this verse, and therefore writings and
translations before 2001 usually assumed that the meaning “well known among” was correct.
But then in 2001, in an extensively researched technical article, the meaning “well known #0”
received strong support, with significant evidence from extrabiblical Greek.” A note to the NET

7. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles (1985), 198. See also Keener, Paul, Women and Wives (1992), 241-42;
Groothuis, Good News for Women (1997), 194-96; Brown, Women Ministers, 183; Jacobs, Women of
Destiny, 184-86; Grady, Ten Lies (2000), 41; and Perriman, Speaking of Women (1998), 68—70. However,
Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church (2000), 54-56, thinks that “apostle” here is not used in the same
sense as it was with Paul and the Twelve, but in the sense of “church planter.”

8. The ending -an is the accusative singular ending for a first declension masculine name ending in -as (Tounias)
or for a first declension feminine name (Jounia) ending in - a.

9. M. H. Burer and D. B. Wallace, “Was Junia Really an Apostle? A Reexamination of Romans 16:7,” New Testament
Studies 47 (2001): 76-91.
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Bible (in which Dan Wallace had significant influence after his research was underway, but prior
to the publication of his article) explains, “in collocation with words of perception, (e plus)
dative personal nouns are often used to show the recipients.”1?

The esv (published in the fall of 2001) therefore translates the verse,

Greet Andronicus and Junia [or Junias], my kinsmen and my fellow prisoners. They
are well known to the apostles [or messengers], and they were in Christ before me.

This means that the verse does not even name Junia (Junias) as an apostle. It just says that
the apostles know her (or him) well, and also Andronicus.!!

Answer 7.2c: There is very little comment on this name in the first four hun-
dred years after the New Testament, and the comments are mixed regarding
the gender of the name.

Here are the dates of the earliest citations:!2

WRITER DIED RoMANS 16:7

Origen 254 Junias!3

Ambrosiaster ~ after 384  Junia

Epiphanius 403 Junias (“became bishop of Apameia of Syria”)
Chrysostom 407 Junia

Rufinus 410 (once) Junia

Jerome 419/420  Junia

Theodoretca 466 Junia

of Cyrrhus

The quotation from the historian Epiphanius (315-403) is interesting: “Junias, of whom

10. NET Bible, note to Romans 16:7.

11. Keener writes, “Paul knows them well enough to recommend them without appealing to the other apostles,
whose judgment he never cites on such matters” (Keener, Paul, Women and Wives, 242). Of course Paul did
not have to appeal to the other apostles, but this does not mean he could not add the additional commendation
that the apostles knew Andronicus and Junia(s) well.

12. Details of these citations can be found in Fitzmyer, Romans (1993), 737-38.

13. Origen (ca. 185—ca. 254) on Romans 16:7 understood iounian as masculine (in Migne 14.1280-81 and
1289; cited by Lightfoot, The Epistle of St. Paul to the Galatians [1957], 96, who refers to Origen on Romans
16:21 T. iv,, p. 682D in Migne, and Origen on Rom. 16:39, ibid., p. 68GE in Migne). Some have claimed that
the text of Origen as recorded in the Migne edition is not reliable at this point (most refer to Brooten,
“Junia. ..outstanding among the Apostles,” in Women Priests, 141). However, 1 have not been able inde-
pendently to evaluate the evidence for Brooten’s claim. The transcriptional error in the text recorded in Migne,
if there was one, would have to have occurred in both places in Origen’s commentary on Romans.

14. Index discipulorum 125.19-20. Epiphanius is a recognized ancient historian, but in the previous lines he
refers to Prisca also as a man, which is puzzling and is not correct. In any case, in light of both the Origen
quotes and the statement by Epiphanius, who claims knowledge of what happened to Junias, an absolute state-
ment such as that of Linda Belleville is not true: Belleville says, “The fact of the matter is that no translator or
commentator prior to the Middle Ages understood Iounian as anything other than feminine” (Belleville,
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Paul makes mention, became bishop of Apameia of Syria.”!4 If these citations from Origen and
Epiphanius are accurate, two of the three earliest writers take Junia(s) as a man. However, both
citations have been challenged as based on corrupted texts.!>

From then on writers take it as a woman’s name (Junia), but the relevance of a collection
of these later patristic and medieval citations is minimal, for many writers could be simply imi-
tating an earlier tradition. It is highly doubtful that they would have had any independent
information about this person named only once in the New Testament, or any additional
knowledge of the gender of a name that is rare in Greek in any case. And the increasing promi-
nence of Latin over Greek, with the fact that Junia is a common woman’s name in Latin, would
have made it more likely that they would take it as 2 woman’s name.

Answer 7.2d: However, evidence from Latin seems to favor the view that this
was a woman’s name, Junia.

Though Paul was writing in Greek, he was writing to Rome, and therefore many commentators
favor the name Junia, which was a fairly common woman’s name in Latin. But Junias (mascu-
line) was unknown as a man’s name. This common use of Junia as a woman’s name in Latin has
persuaded many commentators, and most recent commentators, to think of this as probably a
woman’s name.'© Latin names would of course be common in Rome. However, this argument
is not decisive, for Junias is possible as a shortened form of 2 man’s name Junianus (like Silas
for Silvanus; such shortened forms are common in the New Testament).!” Overall, the evidence
from Latin names seems to favor a2 woman’s name here, 18 but even that only establishes a proba-
bility, not a firm conclusion.

Answer 7.2e: The word translated “apostles” could just mean “church mes-
sengers” here as it does elsewhere in Paul’s writings.

A further uncertainty about this verse is the word translated “apostles.” This same term

“Women in Ministry” [2001], 85). Many other writers make similar absolute claims, showing no knowledge of
or interaction with the evidence from Epiphanius or the Migne manuscripts of Origen.

15. See the previous two footnotes.

16. This consideration was important to the translators of the English Standard Version, who put “Junia” in the text
and “Or Junias” in the margin. See also Moo, Epistle to the Romans (1996), 921-24, with extensive discus-
sion and bibliography. Moo takes the name as feminine (“Junia”) and concludes that “apostle” here probably
means “traveling missionary” (924). Andreas Kostenberger also concludes that “the meaning ‘traveling mis-
sionary’ is...most likely” (“Women in the Pauline Mission,” in The Gospel to the Nations, 231).

17. For a long list of examples see A. T. Robertson, 4 Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of
Historical Research (1934), 172—73; also Blass and Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament
(1961), sec. 125, 1-2:67-8. Fitzmyer says that if this were a shortened form of a man’s name, “such a name
would indicate that he was at first a slave, then freed by a dominus named ‘Junius’™ (Romans, 738).

18. John Piper and I earlier argued that it should be taken as a man’s name, based on the early citations and the
fact that both names are rare in Greek. See Piper and Grudem, “Overview of Central Concerns,” in Recovering
Biblical Manhood and Womanhood (1991), 79—-81. However, we did not give much weight to the evidence
from Latin names in that earlier discussion.
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(Greek apostolos) is used elsewhere in the New Testament to mean “messenger, one who
is sent” when it refers to people who were not apostles in the sense of the Twelve or Paul:
We see this use in John 13:16, “nor is a messenger greater than the one who sent him”;
also 2 Corinthians 8:23, referring to the men who were accompanying Paul in bringing
money to Jerusalem, “they are messengers of the churches”; and Paul tells the Philippians
that Epaphroditus, who came to him, is “your messenger and minister to my need”
(Philippians 2:25). Since Andronicus and Junia(s) are otherwise unknown as apostles,
even if someone wanted to translate “well known among,” the sense “well known among
the messengers” would be more appropriate.!?

Answer 7.2f: In conclusion, the feminist claim that there was an apostle named
Junia is built upon one uncertainty (the gender of the name) on top of another
uncertainty (the meaning of “apostle” in this verse) on top of an improbable
meaning of a phrase (“well known among” rather than “well known to”).

This is a highly speculative and flimsy foundation upon which to base any argument. It carries
little weight against the clear teaching of exclusive male eldership and male apostleship in the
rest of the New Testament.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.3: WOMEN CouLD PROPHESY: WOMEN
COULD PROPHESY IN THE NEW TESTAMENT (1 CORINTHIANS 11:5),
AND THIS IMPLIES THAT THEY COULD ALSO TEACH GOD’S WORD
AND BE PASTORS OR ELDERS.

Many egalitarians make this argument. Gilbert Bilezikian writes,

In Paul’s graded scale of the “greater gifts” and of their corresponding ministries,
prophecy is given second place after apostles (1 Cor. 12:28). According to Paul’s
teaching, both men and women had access to this ministry in the early church (1 Cor.
11:4-5).20

Linda Belleville says,

Teaching was also a part of what a prophet did. “You can all prophesy in turn,” Paul
says to the Corinthians, “so that everyone may be instructed and encouraged” (1 Cor.
14:31; cf. 14:19 “to instruct,” katecheo). Since there were women prophets in

19. Another alternative meaning, with a broader sense of “apostle,” is “traveling missionaries,” which Moo favors
(see footnote 15 above).

20. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 199.

21. Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church, 59.
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Corinth (1 Cor. 11:5), instruction was most definitely part of their role.2!
Aida Spencer says,

The prophet functioned in the service as does a contemporary preacher.... The New
Testament provides clear examples of women who are called prophets and described
as prophesying. Prophets come second in Paul’s list of the priority of gifts and second
in his list of persons given to the church.?2

Answer 7.3a: Prophecy and teaching are not the same.
They are always viewed as separate gifts in the New Testament.

People who claim “prophesying was the same as preaching and teaching,” or “if women can
prophesy they can teach the Bible,” fail to understand how clearly the New Testament distin-
guishes prophecy and teaching. They are always viewed as separate gifts:

Romans 12:6—7: “Having gifts that differ according to the grace given to us, let us use
them: if prophecy, in proportion to our faith; if service, in our serving; the one who
teaches, in his teaching,”

1 Corinthians 12:28-29: “And God has appointed in the church first apostles, second

prophets, third teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healing, helping, administrating,
and various kinds of tongues. Are all apostles? Are all prophets? Are all teachers? Do
all work miracles?”

Ephesians 4:11: “And he gave the apostles, the prophets, the evangelists, the pastors
and feachers.”

Answer 7.3b: Prophecy in the New Testament is reporting something God
spontaneously brings to mind, while teaching is explaining and applying
Scripture or the teachings of the apostles.

The authority of a prophet is unlike the authority of a teacher. Prophecy is always “reporting some-
thing God spontaneously brings to mind,”3 as in 1 Corinthians 14:30-31, where Paul pictures one
prophet speaking and then says, “If a revelation is made to another sitting there, let the first be
silent. For you can all prophesy one by one.” God suddenly brought something to someone’s mind.

22. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 103, 106. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 247, Grady, Ten Lies, 44; Perriman,
Speaking of Women, 73, 83.

23. See my defense of this view of prophecy in Grudem, Giff of Prophecy (2000). A brief summary of my position
is found in Grudem, Systematic Theology, 1049-61. (The difference between prophecy and teaching is also
maintained by those who differ with my understanding of the gift of prophecy in the New Testament; see answer
7.3f below, pp. 231-32.)



Feminist Claims About the Church from the New Testament Epistles 229

Or in 1 Corinthians 14:25, if a stranger comes in and all prophesy, “the secrets of his heart are dis-
closed; and so, falling on his face, he will worship God and declare that God is really among you.”
God had suddenly brought to people’s minds things they would not otherwise know.

As far as I can tell from the relevant passages, all New Testament prophecy was based on
this kind of spontaneous prompting from the Holy Spirit. Agabus’s prophecy of a famine had to
be based on such a revelation (Acts 11:28), and so did his prediction of Paul’s imprisonment
in Jerusalem (Acts 21:10—11). The disciples at Tyre apparently had some kind of indication
from God about the dangers Paul would encounter in Jerusalem (Acts 21:4). And even in John
11:51, when Caiaphas spoke unknowingly of Jesus’ death for the people, he “prophesied.” By
contrast, no prophecy in New Testament churches is ever said to consist of the interpretation
and application of texts of Scripture.

But teaching is different. In contrast to the gift of prophecy, no human speech called “teach-
ing” (didaskalia, didache) or an act done by a “teacher” (didaskalos), or described by the
verb “teach” (didasko), is ever said to be based on a “revelation” in the New Testament. Rather,
teaching is usually an explanation and application of Scripture.

In Acts 15:35, Paul and Barnabas and “many others” are in Antioch “feaching and preach-
ing the word of the Lord.” At Corinth, Paul stayed one and a half years “feaching the word of
God among them” (Acts 18:11). And the author of Hebrews tells his readers, “you need some-
one to teach you again the basic principles of the oracles of God” (Hebrews 5:12). Paul tells
Timothy that “all Scripture” is “profitable for teaching” (2 Timothy 3:16). Since the apostles’
writings had equal authority to the written Old Testament Scripture (see 2 Peter 3:2, 15-16), it
is not surprising that Paul told Timothy to “command and teach” (1 Timothy 4:11) and to “teach
and urge” (1 Timothy 6:2) Paul’s instructions to the Ephesian church.

The difference with prophecy is quite clear here: Timothy wasn’t to prophesy Paul’s instruc-
tions; he was to feach them. Paul didn’t prophesy his ways in every church; he taught them. The
Thessalonians were not told to hold firm to the traditions that were “prophesied” to them but to
the traditions they were “taught.”

It was not prophecy but teaching that provided the doctrinal and ethical norms by which
the church was regulated. An elder was to be “able to feach” (1 Timothy 3:2; cf. Titus 1:9), not
“able to prophesy”! Timothy was to take heed to himself and to his “teaching” (1 Timothy 4:16),
but he is never told to take heed to his prophesying. James warned that those who Zeach, not
those who prophesy, will be judged with greater strictness (James 3:1).

So teaching in the New Testament epistles consisted of explaining and applying the words
of Scripture or the equally authoritative teachings of Jesus and of the apostles. In the New
Testament epistles, “teaching” was very much like what we call “Bible teaching” today.

Many charismatic and Pentecostal churches today understand this difference quite well:
Prophecy, like other miraculous gifts, is subject to the governing authority of the elders or pas-
tors of the church. Prophecy and teaching are different gifts.
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Answer 7.3c. Therefore it makes sense to say that women could prophesy but
not teach in the church.

Prophesying did not carry the same authority as teaching. Therefore it makes sense that Paul
would allow women to prophesy but not to teach. It was those who taught, particularly the elders,
who governed the church.

It also makes sense, therefore, for Paul to say that women could prophesy but could not
speak out and judge prophecies in the church, for the judging of prophecies was assuming
governing authority over the assembled congregation. (See claim 7.4 on 1 Corinthians 14:34-35,
pp. 232-35.)

In the early church, the church father Tertullian (c. 160/170—c. 215/220) taught that
women could prophesy but not teach in the church:

In precisely the same manner, when enjoining on women silence in the church, that
they speak not for the mere sake of learning (although that even they have the right
of prophesying, he has already shown when he covers the woman that prophesies with

aveil), he goes to the law for his sanction that woman should be under obedience.24

He also wrote,

It is not permitted to 2 woman to speak in the church; but neither [is it permitted her]
to teach, nor to baptize.2>

This means that from a very early period in the history of the church, at least some recog-
nized that women had a right to prophesy, but they were not allowed to teach in the church.

Answer 7.3d: The fact that people can learn from prophecies does not mean
that prophets were the same as teachers.

It is true that people learn from prophecies, as is seen in 1 Corinthians 14:31: “For you can all
prophesy one by one, so that all may learn and all be encouraged.” But that does not mean that
prophets are doing Bible teaching in the church. People can learn from many things—from a
song, from a personal testimony, from someone’s confession of sin, from someone’s joy in the
midst of trials, and so forth. But this does not mean that any of these activities, including
prophecy, is the same activity as Bible teaching. The numerous verses above that clearly dis-
tinguish prophecy from teaching should make that clear.

Along this same line, Linda Belleville argues that the word “instruct” (katecheo) in
1 Corinthians 14:19 shows that prophets carried out a teaching function in the church.26 But
this is a slight-of-hand argument, because in her repeated references to this verse as a proof

24. Tertullian, “Against Marcion,” 5.8.11, cited from ANF 3:446, col. 2.
25. Tertullian, “On the Veiling of Virgins” 9.1, cited from ANF 4:33, col. 1.
26. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 97, 99—100.
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that prophets could “instruct” or “teach, 27 Belleville fails to tell her readers that this verse does
not mention prophecy! She never actually quotes 1 Corinthians 14:19 so that readers would
see this for themselves: “Nevertheless, in church I would rather speak five words with my mind
in order to instruct (katecheo) others, than ten thousand words in a tongue.”

Paul says nothing about prophecy in this verse. He is contrasting intelligible speech in the
church with speaking in tongues. “Teaching” has already been mentioned in the context (v. 6),
and that is most likely what Paul has in mind when he talks about speaking to “instruct others.”

Answer 7.3e: Prophecy, like other spiritual gifts, was to be subject to the
teaching authority of the elders.

The New Testament says, ‘‘Obey your leaders and submit to them” (Hebrews 13:17), and “you
who are younger, be subject to the elders” (1 Peter 5:5), and “Let the elders who rule well be
considered worthy of double honor, especially those who labor in preaching and teaching”
(1 Timothy 5:17). Elders had governing authority in the early churches, and teaching authority
belonged to the elders.

But prophecies had to be subject to the governing authority of the churches. Paul says,
“Do not despise prophecies, but test everything; hold fast what is good” (1 Thessalonians
5:20-21). He says, “Let two or three prophets speak, and let the others weigh what is said”
(1 Corinthians 14:29).

So the gift of prophecy did not involve either teaching authority or governing authority over
the church. That is why women can prophesy but not teach in the assembled church.

Answer 7.3f: Those who believe that the New Testament gift of prophecy was
the same as fully inspired prophecy in the Old Testament still see a difference
between prophecy and Bible teaching.

Not all evangelicals agree with the understanding of the gift of prophecy that I presented
above. Some claim that the gift of prophecy in the New Testament always involved declaring
the very words of God, which had absolute authority and were never in error.28 Those who
hold this view still insist on a distinction between prophecy and teaching. The prophet would
be like an ambassador who can deliver a message from the president but cannot add to or
subtract from it. The teacher, on the other hand, brings much explanation and application
based on the message, but does not deliver the original message. Another analogy is the dif-
ference between someone reading a Scripture passage in the church service and someone
teaching on the basis of that passage. Most churches from time to time allow anyone—men
or women, sometimes even children—to read Scripture aloud to the congregation. But they

27. 1bid., 87, 97, 100.
28. For example, this is the view of Richard Gaffin in his essays in Are Miraculous Gifts for Today: Four Views
(1996), ed. Wayne Grudem, esp. 41-60.



232 Evangelical Feminism and Biblical Truth

do not allow all of those people to bring the sermon to the congregation. They recognize a
difference between simply repeating a message that God has given in his own words, and
teaching the church on the basis of that message.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.4: NoBODY OBEYS 1 CORINTHIANS 14:34:
COMPLEMENTARIANS CAN'T BE CONSISTENT; 1 CORINTHIANS 14:34
REQUIRES THAT WOMEN BE SILENT IN CHURCH, BUT EVERYBODY
DISOBEYS THAT COMMAND TODAY, BECAUSE WOMEN CAN SING,
PRAY, READ SCRIPTURE, AND SO FORTH. SIMILARLY, OTHER NEW
TESTAMENT RESTRICTIONS ON WOMEN WERE FOR A PARTICULAR
CIRCUMSTANCE, NOT FOR ALL TIME.

Paul wrote in 1 Corinthians,

As in all the churches of the saints, the women should keep silent in the churches.
For they are not permitted to speak, but should be in submission, as the Law also says.
If there is anything they desire to learn, let them ask their husbands at home. For it is
shameful for a woman to speak in church. (14:33b—35)

Although the argument that “nobody obeys 1 Corinthians 14:34 today” may not be explicitly
made by any egalitarian writer, it is implicit in the thinking of many readers of the Bible who
realize that no evangelical churches require complete silence of women today. So readers think,
“This passage must be talking about a different situation than what we find in our modern
church services. Maybe more of the Bible’s commands concerning women in church are
intended only for a specific situation as well.” That is probably why William Webb included the
statement, “Women should remain silent in the churches (1 Corinthians 14:34)” in his opening
list of instructions from Scripture,?? a list he asks readers to evaluate in order to decide which
ones are “still in force for us today exactly as they are articulated ‘on the page.””3? The expec-
tation of course is that people will decide this verse is not in force for us today.

Answer 7.4a: The passage does not require women to be completely silent.

The passage never did require complete silence of women, even when Paul wrote it. This is evi-
dent because Paul says in 1 Corinthians 11, just three chapters earlier, that women who pray and
prophesy should have their heads covered, which assumes that they could pray and prophesy
aloud in church services. That passage says,

29. Webb, Slaves, Women and Homosexuals (2001), 14.
30. Ibid., 13.
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Every man who prays or prophesies with his head covered dishonors his head, but
every wife who prays or prophesies with her head uncovered dishonors her head—
it is the same as if her head were shaven. (1 Corinthians 11:4-5)

Therefore the question is, what kind of “silence” does Paul mean in 1 Corinthians 14:34?
It cannot be silence of all speech, for it has to be speech that is not “in submission” to some
authority, since Paul says, “they are not permitted o speak, but should be in submission, as
the Law also says” (v. 34). As I suggest below, speech that involves judging prophecies fits this
description, for it involves assuming the possession of superior authority in matters of doctrinal
or ethical instruction.

A similar example of “silence” not meaning total silence but silence in one kind of speech,
is found in this same context, where Paul says about those who speak in tongues, “But if there
is no one to interpret, let each of them keep silent in church and speak to himself and to God”
(1 Corinthians 14:28, just six verses before 14:34). Does Paul mean that people who had the
gift of tongues could never say anything in church, never pray (in a known language) or read
Scripture or sing aloud? Of course not. What Paul means is, “Let each of them keep silent in
church with respect to the topic I am discussing, that is, do not speak in tongues.” Speaking
in tongues is what he is discussing in 1 Corinthians 14:27—28, but starting at verse 29, he turns
to prophecies and the judging of prophecies.

Answer 7.4b: This passage requires women to be silent with respect to the
activity under discussion, which is the judging of prophecies.3!

What is the topic under discussion in the context 1 Corinthians 14:34? The topic in verses 29—33
has been prophecies and judging prophecies, beginning with verse 29, “Let two or three
prophets speak, and let the others weigh what is said.” In fact, verse 29 is a general principle
about prophesying that divides itself into two halves, with (a) the first half talking about
prophesying (“Let two or three prophets speak”) and (b) the second half talking about judg-
ing those prophecies (“and let the others weigh what is said”).

31. The interpretation followed here, that Paul is prohibiting women from passing spoken judgment on the prophe-
cies given in church, was advocated by Hurley, Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective (1981), 188-94. It was
defended by Grudem, Gift of Prophecy, 185-92, and defended in considerable detail by D. A. Carson, “Silent
in the Churches’: On the Role of Women in 1 Corinthians 14:33b—36,” in Piper and Grudem, Recovering
Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, 140-53. The most recent, and most lengthy, defense of this view is
Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians (2000), 1146—61, with extensive interaction with other literature.

Another recent survey of views is J. Carl Laney, “Gender Based Boundaries for Gathered Congregations: An
Interpretative History of 1 Corinthians 14:34—35,” in JBMW 7/1 (Spring 2002), 4-13. Laney shows some sympathy
for a view that 11:5 allows women to pray and prophesy in small group settings, but 14:34-35 forbids them to speak
in the assembled congregation. However, it is doubtful that the early Christians, many of whom met in house churches,
would have ever made such a distinction between home fellowships and assembled church meetings. Nor can I be
persuaded that the Corinthians ever would have imagined that 1 Corinthians 11:2—16 referred to meetings in homes
but verses 17—34 spoke of observing the Lord’s Supper in a larger church gathering. Finally, this view would lead to
the repressive situation where women would have no warrant even to pray aloud in an assembled congregation.



234 Evangelical Feminism and Biblical Truth

After giving this general principle in verse 29, Paul goes on to explain it: In verses 30-33a,
he explains how to proceed with (a) “let two or three prophets speak,” telling the Corinthians
they should prophesy in turn, not all at once! Then in verses 33b—35, he explains how to pro-
ceed with (b) “let the others weigh what is said,” and tells the Corinthians that women cannot
speak aloud to pass judgment on the prophecies: “As in all the churches of the saints, let the
women keep silent in the churches.”

If someone gave a prophecy, for example, that Jesus was coming back “five days from
now,” there would need to be a correction given before the congregation because Jesus Himself
taught that people can know “neither the day nor the hour” of His return (Matthew 25:13). But
Paul says men should give such a correction, for in such a case, as is done “in all the churches
of the saints,”32 the women are to “keep silent in the churches” during that time. They are not
to pass judgment out loud on the prophecies.

The rest of the passage gives further explanation. When Paul says, “For they are not permit-
ted to speak, but should be in submission, as the Law also says,” (v. 34b), he views speaking aloud
to judge prophecies as a “governing” or “ruling” function in the congregation, the opposite of
being submissive to male leadership in the church. (Paul is not quoting any specific Old Testament
passage, but seems to be referring to the Old Testament generally as “the Law,” probably especially
the Creation order in Genesis 2, and understanding it as teaching a principle of male leadership
among God’s people.)

Then in verse 35, Paul adds, “If there is anything they desire to learn, let them ask their
husbands at home. For it is shameful for a woman to speak in church.” Here Paul anticipates
an evasion of his teaching. He expects that there might be some women in Corinth who would
say, “Okay, Paul, we won’t stand up and pass judgment on any prophecies. But we just want to
ask a few questions. What's wrong with that?”” And Paul realizes that for some women, the ques-
tions would become a springboard for judgments, such as, “Your prophecy just said that Jesus

32. Grammatically it is possible to make “as in all the churches of the saints” modify the preceding clause, and thus
the passage would read, “For God is not a God of confusion but of peace, as in all the churches of the saints.”
The xv and Ngv do this, following the sentence division indicated by the Greek text they follow, the Textus
Receptus; the NasB and Nix also break the sentences in this way, with the alternative in the margin.

However, this division of the sentences does not fit the sense of the passage. After saying something about the
character of God, which is always the same, it would be pointless for Paul to add “as in all the churches of the
saints,” as if the Corinthians would have imagined that God would be a God of peace in some churches but not
in others. But if “as in all the churches of the saints” modifies the following instructions about behavior in wor-
ship, it makes very good sense. The Corinthians should not deviate from the standards for worship that are fol-
lowed by all churches everywhere. This is the way the sentences are divided in the NIV, RSV, NRSV, ASV, NEB, EsV,
and the uBs and Nestle-Aland Greek texts. (It is possible for Paul to open a sentence with “As...” [Greek hds],
for he does this also in Ephesians 5:24 and Philippians 2:22.)

Does it matter that the verse division in our Bibles puts “as in all the churches of the saints” in verse 33, rather
than verse 34? This should not influence our thinking, because verse divisions were not part of what Paul wrote,
but were first inserted into an edition of the Greek New Testament in 1551 by the French editor and publisher
Robert Estienne (in Latin, his last name is Stephanus), in an edition of the Greek New Testament in which he
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would come back in five days. My question is, didn’t Jesus Himself say that we can know neither
the day nor the hour?”

In this way the question is really a judgment against the prophecy. So Paul rules out that
evasion by saying, “If there is anything they desire to learn, let them ask their husbands at
home.” (He gives the general case, since most women would be married, and he assumes that
the Corinthians can make appropriate applications for single women, who would no doubt
know some men they could talk to after the service.)

Answer 7.4c: This passage is consistent with other New Testament passages
that reserve the task of teaching and governing the whole congregation to men.

It is not surprising that Paul would say only men can give spoken corrections to prophecies.
Such correction is part of the task of “teaching and having authority” over the congregation, the
task that Paul reserves for men in 1 Timothy 2:12. For Paul to restrict this “doctrinal guardian-
ship” job to men is entirely consistent with what he does in 1 Timothy 2, and also consistent with
his expectation that elders are men (“husband of one wife” in 1 Timothy 3:2; Titus 1:6; com-
pare “men” in Acts 20:30).

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.5: 1 CORINTHIANS 14:34-35 Nort
PART OF BIBLE: 1 CORINTHIANS 14:34—35 1S A LATER
SCRIBAL INTERPOLATION THAT DOES NOT BELONG IN THE BIBLE.

Gordon Fee, in his commentary on 1 Corinthians, argues that Paul did not write 1 Corinthians
14:34-35, but these verses were the addition of a later scribe.33 He says,

The case against these verses is so strong, and finding a viable solution to their mean-
ing so difficult, that it seems best to view them as an interpolation.. .. One must assume
that the words were first written as a gloss in the margin by someone who, probably in
light of 1 Tim. 2:9—15, felt the need to qualify Paul’s instructions even further.34

Fee’s main reasons are that some later Greek manuscripts move these verses so that they
follow verse 40, and, he says, the verses cannot be reconciled with 1 Corinthians 11:5 where
Paul allows women to prophesy in the church.

inserted verse divisions while on a journey by horse from Paris to Lyons. (See Metzger, Text of the New
Testament [1968], 104.) His verse division after “as in all the churches of the saints” eventually seems to have
influenced the kv of 1611 and through it the Ngv.

33. See Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians (1987), 699—708. Groothuis, Good News for Women, 205, summa-
rizes Fee’s arguments as one possibility, but does not explicitly accept or reject them.

34. Ihid., 705.
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Answer 7.5a: No Greek manuscripts of the New Testament lack these verses,
and they do not necessarily contradict what Paul wrote elsewhere.

But Fee’s arguments have been strongly rejected.>> No Greek manuscript of any kind from
any date lacks these verses (the Western manuscripts that move the verses to follow verse 40
are unreliable elsewhere in any case). And virtually all other interpreters in the history of the
church have seen various ways to reconcile 14:34—35 and 11:5 (one fairly common way has
been explained above), so Fee wrongly sees them as impossible to reconcile, and that is his
primary argument against their authenticity. There are a number of well-known texts in the
New Testament that at first reading seem difficult to reconcile with other texts, but upon
more careful reading and study, they turn out to be consistent with each other. That is also
the case here.

It should trouble evangelicals that Fee says these verses that are missing from no ancient
manuscript are not part of the Bible and therefore “certainly not binding for Christians.”3¢ They
have been part of the Bible in every copy that we know has ever existed. We cannot simply cut
them out because they are difficult to interpret!

Answer 7.5b: This is a sophisticated academic procedure that results in
removing the authority of part of the Word of God.

While some who read Fee may see this as merely a text-critical decision based on Fee’s care-
ful analysis of many different ancient manuscripts, two factors lead me to think of it rather as
a different method of rejecting the authority of these verses for the church today. (I am not
speaking of Fee's intention, which I do not know, but of the actual process he followed and the
result he reached.)

First, out of the thousands of ancient New Testament manuscripts that exist today, not one
has ever omitted these verses (though the verses are moved to follow verse 40 in a few Western
manuscripts that are elsewhere unreliable in 1 Corinthians). This makes this passage signifi-
cantly different from the other two examples Fee mentions where something not original has
crept into the text tradition (John 5:3b—4 and 1 John 5:7).3 In those cases the oldest and best
manuscripts /ack the added material, but in 1 Corinthians 14:34-35 n#o manuscript lacks this
material. So Fee’s procedure is different from every other text-critical decision made by editors
of the Greek New Testament throughout history: he thinks we should exclude a passage from the

35. See the discussion in Thiselton, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 1148-50, with particular reference to an
article by C. Niccum, “The Voice of the Manuscripts on the Silence of Women: The External Evidence for
1 Corinthians 14:34-35,” New Testament Studies 43 (1997), 242-55. Thiselton says Niccum’s article “seems
overwhelmingly convincing” (1149n342). See also Carson, “Silent in the Churches,” in Piper and Grudem,
Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, 141-45.

36. Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 708.

37. Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 705.
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New Testament that is #n2cluded in every manuscript we have! In fact, this is not a highly doubt-
ful text, but one that is given a “B” rating in the United Bible Societies’ fourth edition of the Greek
New Testament,3® indicating that it is “almost certain.”>

Second, the most decisive factor for Fee’s conclusion is not the evidence from ancient manu-
scripts but rather that he thinks that these verses, which say that “the women should keep silent
in the churches” (1 Corinthians 14:34), are impossible to reconcile with 1 Corinthians 11. This
makes me think this is ultimately not a text-critical question, but an objection he has to the con-
tent of these verses. He says, “these verses stand in obvious contradiction to 11:2—16, where it
is assumed without reproof that women pray and prophesy in the assembly.”4" But at this point
Fee’s procedure is different from that of all evangelical interpreters of Scripture. There are many
passages in the Bible that on first reading seem difficult to reconcile with other passages in the
Bible (think, for example, of the teaching of Paul and James on justification by faith, or the
astounding claim that Jesus is God as well as the Father, when combined with the teaching that
there is only one God). Historically interpreters with a high respect for the authority and con-
sistency of Scripture have not decided that one set of verses stands “in obvious contradiction”
to the other set and then thrown the difficult verses out of the Bible. Think of what would hap-
pen if we followed Fee’s procedure in the Gospels, where we find some manuscript evidence of
scribal attempts to “fix” the difficulty in almost every parallel passage that has details that are
difficult to harmonize, just as Fee finds some manuscript evidence of scribal attempts to move
1 Corinthians 14:34-35 to another context. Rather, interpreters have returned to the difficult
texts with the assumption that they have misunderstood something, and they have sought for
interpretations that are fair to both texts and are not contradictory. !

Does Fee’s solution to 1 Corinthians 14:34-35 then constitute evidence of a liberal ten-
dency to reject the authority of the Bible? Readers will have to come to their own conclusions.
It seems to me that Fee’s recommendation that we should remove some hard verses from the
Bible rather than seeking to understand them in a way that does not contradict other verses
establishes a dangerous precedent. When the verses that he throws out of the Bible are missing
from no manuscript, and also happen to be the very verses that show Paul’s insistence on male
governance of the church meetings “in all the churches of the saints,” then it seems to me to
be another example of a pattern in many egalitarian writings, a pattern of using sophisticated
scholarly procedures in order to evade the requirement of submitting to the authority of the
Word of God.

38. The Greek New Testament, 4th rev. ed., 601.

39. UBSY, p. 3*.

40. Fee, First Epistle to the Corinthians, 702.

41. Fee himself lists—but then rejects—several ways people have interpreted 1 Corinthians 14:34—35 so as not to
contradict 1 Corinthians 11.
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.6: A QUOTATION THAT PAUL REJECTS:
1 CORINTHIANS 14:34—35 ARE NOT PAUL'S WORDS, BUT ARE
A QUOTATION FROM THE CORINTHIANS THAT PAUL REJECTS.

Gilbert Bilezikian and Walter Kaiser,* followed by Judy Brown,*3 have argued that verses
34-35 are not Paul’s teaching but a long quotation of the Corinthian position that Paul is sur-
prised by and that he rejects by saying in verse 36, “What! Did the word of God originate with
you?” (Rsv). Their argument depends in large part on taking the little Greek word ¢ (ren-
dered “What!” in the RSV, but most commonly translated “or”) as an indication that Paul
rejects what he has just said. Bilezikian writes, “It is worth noting that in 1 Corinthians more
than in any of his other Epistles, Paul uses the & particle to introduce rebuttals to statements
preceding it.” 44

Answer 7.6a: It is precarious to consider a statement in the Bible a quotation
that the author rejects unless we have strong evidence from the context.

The suggestion by Bilezikian and Kaiser is highly unlikely. Of course, it is always possible, when
we are uncomfortable with a passage, to claim that “the Bible doesn’t teach that but denies it”
by saying it is a question or a statement that the author disagrees with. But we need strong evi-
dence in the context before we do this, and in this case the evidence is not there. There is
nothing that would make the original readers (or make us) think Paul is giving a quotation that
he differs with. Paul can signal a quotation clearly when he wants to, as in “how can some of
you say that there is no resurrection of the dead?” (1 Corinthians 15:12).%5 But here we have
no such signal to the readers. We must use great caution in saying something is “a quotation that
Paul rejects,” for if we are wrong, we are negating something that is God’s Word to us.

Answer 7.6b: These verses do not fit the pattern of other quotations from the
Corinthians.

Most interpreters today think that Paul gives some short sayings from the Corinthians which he
then interacts with, as in

“All things are lawful for me,” but not all things are helpful. “All things are lawful for
me,” but I will not be enslaved by anything. (1 Corinthians 6:12)

42. See Walter Kaiser, Worldwide Challenge 3 (1976), 9—12, and Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 286—88. Kaiser
repeats his argument in Kaiser, Toward an Exegetical Theology (1981), 7677, 119.

43. Brown, Women Ministers, 27477, repeats Bilezikian’s arguments with approval, concluding that “The best
and perhaps the only correct understanding of the word in 1 Corinthians 14 is that verses 34—35 contain an
error that Paul sharply challenges with the two sarcastic questions of verse 36.”

44. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 286.

45. Ancient Greek did not have quotation marks as we do today, but it used other means to introduce quotations,
such as the words You say that... or similar expressions.
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The quotation marks put in by modern translators indicate that they think the short quota-
tion is something the Corinthians were saying, and Paul is responding to them. (Quotation marks
were not used in ancient Greek, so we have to determine this from the context just as the original
readers did.) But as D. A. Carson points out, the claim that 1 Corinthians 14:34—35 is also a quo-
tation from the Corinthians does not fit the pattern of these other acknowledged quotations:

It is very 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’ letter no one disputes. But the instances
that are almost universally recognized as quotations (e.g., 6:12; 7:1b; 8:1b) enjoy cer-
tain 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 everything is beneficial. ..but I will not be mastered by any-
thing”—and then, following one more brief quotation from their letter, he devotes
several verses to the principle he is expounding); (iii) Paul’s response is unam-
biguous, even sharp. The first two criteria utterly fail if we assume verses 34—35 are
a quotation from the letter sent by the Corinthians. %0

Therefore these verses are unlike the other quotations from the Corinthians in this epistle.
It may sound like a neat interpretative solution to claim that a passage one is uncomfortable with
is a quotation that the author rejects, but such a procedure should only be used with great cau-
tion and with very strong evidence, lest we actually reject something that God intends us to take
as His Word for us.

Answer 7.6c: Bilezikian’s (and Kaiser’s) argument for the word “or” (Greek ¢)
claims exactly the opposite of what the word means in contexts like this.

The first word in verse 36 is the common Greek word for “or.”47 Parallel examples (see below)
show that Paul wants the readers to deny verse 36 (the Word of God did #ot come forth from
them, and they know it), and in that way he shows that they should follow Paul’s teaching in
verses 34-35. He wants them to see that they should do what is done “in all the churches of the
saints”’; namely, they should not have women speak in judgment on prophecies. They aren’t the
source of the Word of God and they can’t make up their own rules contrary to all the other
churches, and contrary to Paul.

46. Carson, “Silent in the Churches,” in Piper and Grudem, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, 148.

47. The xyv, followed by the Rrsv, translated it “What,” but both the kv and the Nrsv have replaced “What” with the
more literal “Or.” The Esv and NasB (margin) also translate it “Or,” while the Niv, NasB (text), NET Bible, and
NIT leave it untranslated.
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But this means that Paul gffirms verses 33b—35, he does not deny them. We can compare

other examples where Paul uses the same construction. In all the other similar cases, Paul

affirms the statement that comes before “or.

948

1 Corinthians 6:15—16: “Do you not know that your bodies are members of Christ?
Shall T then take the members of Christ and make them members of a prostitute?
Never! Or do you not know that he who is joined to a prostitute becomes one body
with her? For, as it is written, ‘The two will become one flesh.’”

The form of the argument is this:

v. 15 Your bodies are members of Christ, so you should not make them members
of a prostitute.
v. 16 Or do you not know that you will become one body with the prostitute?

Bilezikian has gotten it exactly wrong, claiming that the “or” makes readers reject what

goes before. But Paul does not want them to reject the force of verse 15, he wants them to accept
it: They should never make “the members of Christ” become “members of a prostitute.”

Here is another example:

1 Corinthians 6:18-19: “Flee from sexual immorality. Every other sin a person com-
mits is outside the body, but the sexually immoral person sins against his own body.
Or do you not know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit within you, whom
you have from God?”

The argument is:

v. 18 The sexually immoral person sins against his own body.
v. 19 Or do you not know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit?

Again, Paul wants the Corinthians to accept what he says in verse 18, not to reject it. Yet

Bilezikian says that “in 1 Corinthians more than in any of his other Epistles, Paul uses the &

particle to introduce rebuttals to statements preceding it.”49 The fact of the matter is that Paul

uses ¢ to introduce affirmations of the statements preceding it.

48. In the following examples, the Greek word ¢, in the sense of “or,” occurs in each verse. However, translations

vary in how they render it from verse to verse. Some literally translate it as “or,” while others at times attempt to
bring out the force of it through use of some other syntax. Yet it should be clear from most or all English trans-
lations that in every case Paul is not denying what he has just affirmed, but he is reaffirming it. Bilezikian’s
summaries of these passages on pp. 286—87 do not quote the passages in whole, and therefore they do not rep-
resent the passages accurately. In most of the cases what Bilezikian claims the preceding verse is saying is some
erroneous view that Paul is contradicting. But Paul himself is not affirming these errors! And the verses that pre-
cede the “or” do not affirm those errors. Bilezikian has repeatedly misrepresented what the verses are saying.

49. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 280 (italics added).
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1 Corinthians 9:4—6: “Do we not have the right to eat and drink? Do we not have the
right to take along a believing wife, as do the other apostles and the brothers of the
Lord and Cephas? Or is it only Barnabas and I who have no right to refrain from work-
ing for a living?”

Again, Paul wants the Corinthians to accept what he affirms in verses 45, that he has the
right to food and drink and to be accompanied by a wife. The “or” shows that he wants them to
accept what goes before; it is not a “rebuttal,” as Bilezikian claims.

1 Corinthians 10:21-22: “You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of
demons; you cannot partake of the table of the Lord and the table of demons. Or do
we provoke the Lord to jealousy? We are not stronger than He, are we?” (NASB)

The point is the same: When Paul says “Or” in verse 22, it shows he wants them to accept
what he affirms in verse 21, that they cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons.

After a more extensive analysis of Bilezikian’s treatment of the Greek ¢ in 1 Corinthians
14:36 and other examples, D. A. Carson writes,

In every passage he treats on this matter, Bilezikian demonstrates, quite remarkably,
that he does not understand what be has cited. In one instance (1 Corinthians
11:13), he refers to the particle e even though no Greek edition known to me includes
that particle.

All scholars make mistakes, I 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
disjunctive particle in question is used in a construction analogous to the pas-
sage at hand, its effect is to reinforce the truth of the clause or verse that precedes
it. 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?” This is part and parcel of Paul’s frequent insistence in this let-
ter 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).50

50. Carson, “Silent in the Churches,” in Piper and Grudem, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood,
15051 (italics in first paragraph added).
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Therefore the attempt by Bilezikian, Kaiser, and Brown to turn 1 Corinthians 14:33-34
into a quotation that Paul rejects turns out not to be supported by the evidence, and must itself
be rejected.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.7: DISRUPTIVE CORINTHIAN WOMEN:
WOMEN IN THE CORINTHIAN CHURCH WERE BEING NOISY AND
DISRUPTIVE, AND THAT IS THE REASON 1 CORINTHIANS 14:34-35
TELLS WOMEN TO BE SILENT.

Probably the most common egalitarian position on 1 Corinthians 14:34—35 is that noisy or
disorderly women were disrupting the worship service at Corinth, perhaps rudely shouting
questions to their husbands (or to other men) seated across the room, or perhaps (according
to a variant of this position) even giving loud shouts characteristic of near-ecstatic worship.
Advocates of this interpretation say that Paul wanted to stop these disruptions and restore order
to the service. Craig Keener says,

We will turn to what seems to be the most likely interpretation of 1 Corinthians
14:34-35: Paul was addressing relatively uneducated women who were disrupting the
service with irrelevant questions. The immediate remedy for this situation was for
them to stop asking such questions; the long-term solution was to educate them.>!

Stanley Grenz writes,

The most widely held view among egalitarians claims that the problem in Corinth
focused on certain women who were asking many questions that disrupted the wor-
ship services.... The women may have been recent converts. ..or perhaps they were
uneducated women voicing irrelevant questions.. .. Or perhaps the women were inter-
rupting either the Scripture exposition in the services or the evaluation of the prophetic
messages.. .. Regardless of the actual details, the results were the same. The adamant
questioning resulted in chaos. In response, Paul rules the women out of order.>2

One detailed explanation of this view is from Linda Belleville, who says that married
Corinthian women were less educated than their husbands, and were asking questions because
they wanted to learn. She says, “It is likewise plain that the questions of these women were
directed at men other than their husbands, for Paul instructs them to ask their own men.”>3

51. Keener, Paul, Women and Wives, 70.

52. Grenz, Women in the Church (1995), 123-24. See also Grady, Ten Lies, 61-64.

53. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 116. See also Jacobs, Women of Destiny, 233; Brown, Women Ministers,
271-73.
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Answer 7.7a: There is no evidence inside or outside the Bible to prove this theory.

The first thing to be said about this view is there are no facts to support it. There is nothing in
1 Corinthians that says women were being disruptive. And there is no evidence outside the Bible
that women in the Corinthian church were disruptive. Some people have assumed this, but their
position is just that: an assumption without evidence.

Craig Keener says that in 1 Corinthians 14:34—35 Paul “inserts here a brief digression
related to order: the women must stop disrupting the service.”>* His footnote to this sentence
lists twenty-six extrabiblical references,”> and readers may assume this is overwhelming evi-
dence of disorderly women in Corinth. But on closer inspection all these references are to
Graeco-Roman and Jewish writings that talk about concerns for decency and order in public
assemblies. Not one of them mentions women in the Corinthian church, or in any first-century
church for that matter. Proving that Greeks and Romans and Jews had concerns for order in
public assemblies does not prove that women in the church at Corinth were being disruptive
or disorderly!

Yet Keener takes this unproven assumption as fact for much of the rest of his chapter. He
speaks of “the probability that women were disrupting the church services at Corinth,” and two
pages later says, “once we have decided that the women are causing disturbances by their lack
of appropriate silence, we must still ask what kind of disruptive speech Paul had in view.” Then
after considering various kinds of possible disruptions, he says, “What is almost certainly in view
is that the women are interrupting the Scripture exposition with questions.”>®

What is the hard evidence for this? There is none.

Keener bases much on Paul’s statement, “If there is anything they desire to learn, let them
ask their husbands at home” (1 Corinthians 14:35). But that does not prove they were already
asking disruptive questions, or any questions at all, during the worship service. It could just as
well be Paul’s way of heading off any possible attempts to evade his command that women not
speak out and judge prophecies in the church service.>’

Some interpreters have claimed that women were seated separately from men in early syna-
gogues and churches, and this made it likely that women were shouting questions across the
room to their husbands. But Keener rightly notes that there is no early historical evidence to sup-
port the idea that women sat separately from men, either in synagogues or in churches:

But the evidence for this practice [separate seating for men and women] is problem-
atic at best. Although the temple in Paul’s day did not allow women into the court of
Israel, there is no clear architectural segregation in the average local synagogue. The
custom of gender segregation in the synagogue seems to have first arisen in the Middle

54. Keener, Paul, Women and Wives, 71.
55. Ibid., 89n4.

56. Ibid., 71, 73, 81.

57. See discussion on pp. 79 and 234-35.



244 Evangelical Feminism and Biblical Truth

Ages, and earlier rabbinic literature presupposes that men and women met together
there. Most ancient sites provide no clear indication of galleries, and if they did it
would still not be clear that these were reserved for women. Still more problematic
is the absence of architectural evidence that would allow any gender segregation in
the homes; very unnatural dividers would have had to have been constructed.>8

As far as other kinds of disruptive speech, such as frenzied, ecstatic behavior by women,
one can find ancient literature that shows evidence of wild behavior by women in pagan reli-
gious rites at the time.> But there is also evidence of wild behavior by men! Therefore, it is
illegitimate to use such evidence one-sidedly to claim that noisy women were a special problem
at Corinth. This interpretation lacks solid historical support.

Belleville’s assertion that married women were publicly asking questions of men other
than their busbands is based on two basic errors in interpretation. First, Belleville says: “Here
the context explicitly states that these women were married (ei de + the indicative [“and since
they want” = the women of 14:34]) 60 Byt Belleville’s claim that ei de + the indicative assumes
that something is true involves a misunderstanding of Greek grammar.®! Dan Wallace explains
that a construction like this (the “first class condition”) assumes something to be true for the
sake of argument, but should not be taken to affirm that something is actually the case. This
is not really complicated: both in Greek and in English such a statement begins with “if,” and it
points out something that the author is assuming to be true simply for the sake of showing the
reasoning that would follow in the second half of the sentence if it were true. Therefore Belleville
is incorrect to claim that the Greek text says the women were in fact married.

Second, when Paul says, “Let them ask their husbands at home” (1 Corinthians 14:35),
it does not mean that they were asking other husbands. It simply means they are to ask their
own husbands. When Paul says that wives should “submit to your own husbands, as to the
Lord” (Ephesians 5:22), does that imply that the wives at Ephesus were all submitting to other
women’s husbands? Of course not. Belleville makes a fundamental mistake assuming that when
Paul commends something, the opposite situation must already be occurring. But the text says
nothing of the kind.

58. Keener, Paul, Women and Wives, 76.

59. See the helpful discussion, with several references, in Keener, Paul, Women and Wives, 77-78. Keener does
not think the text points to frenzied behavior by women or by men in the church at Corinth, since he favors the
“disruptive questions” view.

60. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 115.

61. Dan Wallace says this idea that a “first class condition” (ei + indicative, which Belleville is talking about)
assumes something to be true is incorrect. Wallace says, “This view is demonstrably false for conditional state-
ments. ..there are thirty-six instances of the first class condition in the New Testament that cannot possibly be
translated since. ..note the following illustrations. Matthew 12:27...if I cast out demons by Beelzebul, by whom
do your sons cast them out?... 1 Corinthians 15:13...but if there is no resurrection, then Christ has not been
raised.” Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics (1996), 690-91.
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Answer 7.7b: This theory says Corinth is a special situation, but Paul applies
his rule to “all the churches.”

According to this view, noisy women were a special problem at Corinth. But Paul says, “As in all
the churches of the saints, the women should keep silent in the churches” (1 Corinthians
14:33b—34), and there are strong reasons for thinking that even though the phrase “as in all the
churches of the saints” comes at the end of verse 33, it really modifies “the women should keep
silent in the churches.”02 And even if someone thinks that phrase goes with the preceding sen-
tence, Paul still says, “the women should keep silent i the churches.” Thus his rule cannot be
restricted to one local church where there supposedly were problems.

This is very significant. It means that any explanation of this passage that limits its applica-
tion to the situation at Corinth is unconvincing. But that is just what this “noisy Corinthian
women” interpretation would have us believe—that noisy women at Corinth prompted Paul’s
directives. Instead, Paul directs the Corinthians to conform to a practice that was universal in
the early church.

Keener says that the problem must have been specific to Corinth, because if Paul wanted to
give general instructions that applied to all churches, “we can be sure that Paul would have
already given these regulations during his extended stay with them (Acts 18:11, 18).”3 But this
argument is not convincing. For example, regarding the Lord’s Supper, Paul tells the Corinthians
he is just repeating what he had already taught them earlier: “For I received from the Lord what
I also delivered to you, that the Lord Jesus on the night when he was betrayed took bread”
(1 Corinthians 11:23). People can easily forget things, and they need to be reminded. People
can start one pattern of conduct and then stray into another one, especially with new people
continually coming into a church. If we follow the principle, “This instruction can't be for all
churches, or Paul would have taught it in person, not by writing,” then very little will be left in
the Pauline epistles that applies to all churches. This is hardly a satisfactory approach to the New
Testament Scriptures. Paul is telling the Corinthians to follow a practice “as in all the churches
of the saints” (1 Corinthians 14:33).

Answer 7.7c: This “noisy women” theory does not make sense of Paul’s solution.

If women were being disruptive, Paul would just tell them to act in an orderly way, not to be
completely silent. In other cases where there are problems of disorder, Paul simply prescribes
order (as with tongues or prophecy in verses 27, 29, 31, and as with the Lord’s Supper in
1 Corinthians 11:33-34). If noise had been the problem in Corinth, he would have explicitly
forbidden disorderly speech, not all speech.

62. See footnote 32 above for evidence that “As in all the churches of the saints” should go with what follows it.
63. Keener, Paul, Women and Wives, 73.
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Answer 7.7d: This theory makes Paul’s remedy unfair.

With this view, Paul would be punishing all women for the misdeeds of some. If there were noisy
women, in order to be fair, Paul should have said, “The disorderly women should keep silent.”
But this egalitarian position makes Paul unfair, for it makes him silence all women, not just the dis-
orderly ones. It is unlike Paul, or any other New Testament writer, to make unfair rules of this sort.

Also, Paul would be unfair to punish only the disorderly women and not any disorderly
men. And to say that only women and no men were disorderly is merely an assumption with no
facts to support it.

Answer 7.7e: Paul does not give noisy women as a reason, but gives the Old
Testament law.

He says, “For they are not permitted to speak, but should be in submission, as the Law also says”
(1 Corinthians 14:34). “Law” here most likely refers to teaching of the Old Testament in
general on men and women, because Paul does not quote any specific Old Testament passage. He
frequently uses “law” (Greek nomos) to refer to the Old Testament, and especially with this
formula, “as the Law says” (see the other two instances in Romans 3:19 and 1 Corinthians 9:8).%4
It is unlikely that “law” refers to Roman law or to Jewish oral traditions, for Paul does not else-
where use zzomos in those ways.%

Paul therefore gives “the Law” as the reason for his statement, not noisy women. It is pre-
carious to remove from our explanation the reason that Paul does give and replace it with a
reason he does not give.

This is another reason why Keener's claim that Paul’s concern was for order in the church
services is unpersuasive. Paul here is not saying,

“Let the women be silent because they should not be asking disruptive
questions,” or

“Let the women be silent because God wants orderly worship services,” but rather,

64. This was pointed out by Carson, “Silent in the Churches,” in Piper and Grudem, Recovering Biblical Manhood
and Womanhood, 148.

65. Linda Belleville says “law” here refers to Roman law (“Women in Ministry,” 119). As evidence, she says,
“Official religion of the Roman variety was closely supervised,” but the only proof she gives is a reference to her
book, Women Leaders and the Church, 36-38. On those pages, we look in vain for any reference to Roman
law regulating anyone’s conduct within any religious service. She mentions the Emperor Tiberias’s attempt to
abolish the Cult of Isis, but that proves nothing about attempts to regulate Christian conduct or any other reli-
gious activity within a worship service. Belleville asks us to believe, without proof, the rather remarkable posi-
tion that Roman laws prohibited women from asking disruptive questions within a worship service such as
found in a Christian church. And she gives not one shred of proof.

Paul never uses “law” (Greek nomos) to refer to Roman law, but often uses it, as here, to refer to the teach-
ings of the Old Testament taken as a whole.

Kaiser, Hard Sayings of the Old Testament (1988), 36, claims that “the law” here means Rabbinic teaching,
but he provides no supporting evidence, and, again, Paul does not use the word /aw in that way.
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“As in all the churches of the saints, the women should keep silent in the churches.
For they are not permitted to speak, but should be in submission, as the Law also
saps.” (1 Corinthians 14:33b—34)

Keener says Paul’s main concern is order, but Paul himself says that his concern is the
principle of submission—in this case, submission to male leadership among God’s people.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.8: WOMEN AS PAUL’S COWORKERS:

WOMEN sucH AS EUoDIA AND SYNTYCHE (PHILIPPIANS 4:2—3)
WERE PAUL’S “COWORKERS” AND THEREFORE HAD SIGNIFICANT
LEADERSHIP ROLES IN THE NEW TESTAMENT.

Linda Belleville writes,

Women were actively engaged in evangelism during the early years of the church. Paul
commends Priscilla and Aquila as “coworkers” (Rom. 16:3) and Tryphena, Tryphosa,
and Persis as “those who work hard in the Lord” (Rom. 16:12). This is the language
of missionary activity. In fact, Paul uses exactly the same language of bis own and
other male colleagues’ missionary labors.... Euodia and Syntyche are the only
women explicitly named as evangelists. They were Paul’s coworkers, “who have con-
tended ‘by’ his side in the cause of the gospel” (Phil. 4:2—3). Some would say these
women did nothing more than provide hospitality, but the language does not in the
least suggest this. For one, the term Paul uses of their role is a strong one.... Also,
Paul says that they labored side by side with him and names them as partners.. .. There
is more. The broader context shows that these women were not only co-evangelists
but key leaders of the Philippian church. Why else would Paul publicly appeal to a
third party (the enigmatic “yokefellow”) to help these women work out their differ-
ences?%

Aida Spencer says,

A “coworker” and possibly “worker” is someone whom Paul considers a colleague
placed in a position of authority similar to his own position. Women certainly were

called “coworkers.”¢7

Stanley Grenz outlines several activities of Paul’s coworkers, such as assisting in compos-
ing letters, carrying apostolic messages, encouraging believers on Paul’s behalf, reporting to
Paul on the status of congregations, and hosting house churches. Grenz then says,

66. Belleville, Women Leaders and the Church, 60.
67. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 118-19. See also Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 198.
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In view of this wide range of ministry, it would be ludicrous to deny that Paul’s
coworkers possessed authority in the churches. Some of those whom he described as
“hard workers” provided oversight to a local congregation, a role which included the
tasks of admonition (1 Thess. 5:12). Consequently, their leadership function obviously
involved some form of authoritative speech, such as preaching and teaching.

Paul readily spoke of women, as well as men, as his coworkers. He never cau-
tioned his recipients to view only the men as possessing authority or being
worthy of honor. Rather, his readers were to “submit to. . .everyone who joins in the
work, and labors at it” (1 Cor. 16:16 NIV).%8

Answer 7.8a: It is true that women were Paul’'s coworkers, but the title “coworker”
does not imply that they had equal authority to Paul, or that they had the office
of elder, or that they taught or governed in any New Testament churches.

The Greek term translated “coworker” is sunergos. It means someone who worked with Paul,
who helped him in his ministry. But to be a “fellow worker” or “coworker” does not mean that
this person had governing or teaching authority in the churches. Paul calls many people “fellow
workers,” such as Prisca and Aquila (Romans 16:3); Urbanus (Romans 16:9); Epaphroditus
(Philippians 2:25); Aristarchus, Mark, and Jesus who is called Justus (Colossians 4:10—11);
Philemon (Philemon 1); Mark, Artistarchus, Demas, and Luke (Philemon 24); and others who
are better known such as Titus (2 Corinthians 8:23); and Timothy (1 Thessalonians 3:2). John
even applies the term sunergos to anyone who supports traveling missionaries or evangelists,
for he writes, “Therefore we ought to support people like these, that we may be fellow workers
(plural of Greek sunergos) for the truth” (3 John 8). But this surely does not mean that every-
one who supported a traveling missionary had ruling authority over the churches!

Answer 7.8b: Some coworkers do things that other coworkers do not do.

It is true that some people who are called coworkers, such as Timothy and Titus, have consider-
able authority. But that does not mean that everyone who is called a coworker has similar
authority or does the same thing.

Those who claim this are making an elementary mistake in logic:

1. Some coworkers had governing authority over churches.
2. Therefore all coworkers had governing authority over churches.

But it may not be true, for other people may be coworkers by helping in other ways (such
as giving money in 3 John 8). The activity of onze does not have to be duplicated in the activity of
all unless it can be shown that such activities belonged to the essence of what it meant to be a

68. Grenz, Women in the Church, 84. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 176.
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coworker (and it cannot, for their activities are too diverse). It is doubtful that Paul even thought
of coworker as a technical term or a special category of person. He seemed generally willing to
apply it to all who helped and worked with him to spread the gospel and build up the churches.

The fallacy of this egalitarian argument can be seen when we try to apply it to other charac-
teristics of people who are called coworkers:

1. Some coworkers were women.
2. Therefore all coworkers were women.

Or we can try this one:

1. Some coworkers (such as Philemon) owned slaves.
2. Therefore all coworkers owned slaves.

Of course these conclusions do not follow.

The diverse use of coworker can also be seen in an example from English today. The presi-
dent of 2 company or the owner of a business might easily refer to others in the company as his
coworkers without in any way implying that they have similar authority.

Egalitarians are trying to make more out of a term than the term will bear. Paul’s coworkers
were simply those who worked with him in various ways, just as he called himself a coworker”
(sunergos) with all the Christians at Corinth (2 Corinthians 1:24) and also called himself a
coworker” (sunergos) with God (1 Corinthians 3:9). The term is not a technical term for any
specific kind of responsibility in the early church.

Answer 7.8c: 1 Corinthians 16:16 does not tell Christians to be
subject to every coworker.

Stanley Grenz and others make much of 1 Corinthians 16:15-16:

Now I urge you, brothers—you know that the household of Stephanas were the first
converts in Achaia, and that they have devoted themselves to the service of the
saints—be subject to such as these, and to every fellow worker and laborer.

Grenz writes about this verse,

Whatever their actual functions, Paul esteemed the labors of his female associates.
In 1 Corinthians 16:16 (NIV) Paul instructs his readers “to submit...to everyone
who joins in the work [sunergounti], and labors at it [ kopionti].” The apostle
employs these same words to describe the work of his male and female friends. All
believers—including men—were to honor these women as leaders and submit to
their authority.%?

09. Ibid., 86.
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But Grenz is mistaken when he says the apostle uses “these same words” to describe the
work of his male and female friends. Paul does not use the same words, for this verse does not
even use the noun “fellow worker” or “coworker” (Greek sunergos). Instead this verse has a
related verb, sunerged, which only occurs three other times in the New Testament and never
elsewhere refers to those who work for the gospel:

Romans 8:28: “And we know that for those who love God all things work
together for good, for those who are called according to his purpose.”

2 Corinthians 6:1: “Working together with him, then, we appeal to you not to
receive the grace of God in vain.”

James 2:22: “You see that faith was active along with his works, and faith was
completed by his works.”7

Grenz does not tell his readers that 1 Corinthians 16:16 does not even have the noun
sunergos, but a participle from the verb sunergeo. Though the words are related, it is no
more true to say that everyone who “works together with” someone else (sunergeo) is a
“coworker” (sunergos) than it is to say that everyone who is “sent” (apostello) is an “apostle”
(apostolos). This verse cannot rightly be used to draw any conclusions about what is meant by
“coworker” where it does occur in Paul’s writings.

What does this verse mean then? In 1 Corinthians 16:16, Paul must be referring to a
more limited group whom the Corinthians would recognize as elders or leaders in the
church, as indicated by the earlier phrases in these two verses. The passage specifically men-
tions “the household of Stephanas” and calls them the “first converts” (Greek aparche,
“firstfruits”) of Achaia. It is likely that Stephanas and some others in his household were
appointed elders in the church at Corinth, not only because Paul tells the church to be sub-
ject to them, but also because in 95 ap the epistle of 1 Clement (written fo Corinth to
encourage the church not to remove the elders whom the apostles had set in place) has a
probable allusion to this verse. It says that the apostles “appointed their first converts [Greek
aparché, the same word used in 1 Corinthians 16:15]...to be bishops and deacons of the
future believers” (1 Clement 42:4).7!

70. The term is also used in Mark 16:20, a verse not in the oldest and best manuscripts: “And they went out and
preached everywhere, while the Lord worked with them and confirmed the message by accompanying signs.”

71. Cited from The Apostolic Fathers, trans. Kirsopp Lake (Loeb Classical Library, Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1970), 2-vol. ed., 1:81. There are several quotations from 1 Corinthians in 1 Clement (see, for example,
1 Clement 13.1; 24.1; 34.8; 37.5; 49.5), and at one point the author even says, “Take up the epistle of the
blessed Paul the apostle. What did he first write to you at the beginning of his preaching? With true inspiration
he charged you concerning himself and Cephas and Apollos, because even then you had made yourselves par-
tisans” (1 Clement 47:1-3). Therefore, the readers in Corinth would likely have understood 1 Clement 42:4 as
a reference to 1 Corinthians 16:15.
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Another reason for taking this passage in a restrictive sense is that Paul also tells them to
be “subject to. . .every fellow worker and laborer [participle of Greek kopiac]” (1 Corinthians
16:16). But surely Paul cannot mean they were to be subject to everyone referred to with the
verb kopiadin his epistles. For example, he uses the same word to say, “Let the thief no longer
steal, but rather let him /abor, doing honest work with his own hands, so that he may have some-
thing to share with anyone in need” (Ephesians 4:28).

Surely Paul cannot be saying that the Corinthians should be subject to every thief who stops
stealing and starts earning a living! But on the same logic as Grenz uses for “fellow worker”
(sunergeo) in 1 Corinthians 16:16, we would also have to say Christians have to be subject to
everyone whom Paul says is “laboring.” It is far better to think that in 1 Corinthians 16:16 “every
fellow worker and laborer” means “everyone who works and labors with Stephanus and his
household in the leadership of the church.”

Such an understanding is confirmed by the fact that the prefix sz¢7- on the verb sunergeo
implies that there is someone in the context with whom the worker would be working.
Translating the participles very literally, we would render this verse, “be subject to such as these,
and to everyone working with and laboring.”

The expression “working with” (the participle sunergounti, from sunergeo) causes the
reader instinctively to ask, “Working with whom?” and to conclude, “Working with Stephanus
and those like him who have leadership in the church.” Readers would naturally read it as, “be
subject to such as these, and to everyone working with them and laboring.”

This means that Paul is referring in 1 Corinthians 16:15-16 to people whom the
Corinthians would know as elders (and perhaps other church leaders), and this is consistent
with his encouragement to be subject to “such as these.” The verse does not even contain the
term Paul uses elsewhere for coworker, and it is a mistake for Grenz to claim this verse as
evidence that women had leadership or governing roles in the church.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.9: WOMEN ELDERS: WOMEN ELDERS
ARE MENTIONED IN TITUS 2:3, WHICH SPEAKS OF “OLDER WOMEN.”

Some egalitarians have claimed that Paul is speaking of women elders in the following
passage:

Older men are to be sober-minded, dignified, self-controlled, sound in faith, in love,
and in steadfastness. Older women likewise are to be reverent in behavior, not slan-
derers or slaves to much wine. They are to teach what is good, and so train the young
women to love their husbands and children. (Titus 2:2—4)
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Aida Spencer writes,

Often little attention is given to the “old women” at Crete mentioned by Paul in Titus 2:3.
However, the word “old” is the word presbutis or “female elder.” The women could as
easily be understood as “women elders” rather than “old women,” especially in light of
the fact that they are called “teachers” (didaskalos), “teachers of the good.””?

Answer 7.9a: The parallels with other groups of older and younger persons
make this interpretation unlikely.

The context of Titus 2:3 does not indicate or even hint at church offices (which Paul finished
discussing in 1:5-9). Here Paul is simply talking about how Timothy should treat different
groups of people. He talks about “older men” (v. 2), “older women” (v. 3), “young women” (v. 4),
and “younger men” (v. 6).

In verse 2, the Greek word for “older men” is significant, because Paul does not use the
Greek word presbuteros (which can mean either “elder” or “older man”) but uses a differ-
ent but related word, presbutés, which only means an “old man” and is not used to refer to a
church office.”® Therefore verse 2 cannot be talking about men who are elders. Similarly, in
Titus 2:3, Paul does not use a feminine form of the word that could mean “elder” in a mascu-
line form (presbuteros), but uses a different word, presbutis, which means “old(er) woman”
or “elderly lady.”7 The contrast with the “young women” whom the older women are to teach
indicates that Paul is treating different categories of people according to age. He does not have
church officers in mind in this context.

Moreover, he has just finished specifying that an elder must be “the husband of one wife”
(Titus 1:6). This is hardly consistent with naming women elders in the next chapter.

Answer 7.9b: Spencer’s interpretation is supported by no English translation
and no lexicon.

Spencer defines the word presbutis as “female elder” but she does not tell the reader that this
definition is not found in any Greek lexicon’> or any English translation. The translation “older
women” is found in the Esv, NASB, NIV, RSV, NRsV, NIT, and NkJv, with “aged women” in the Kv.
On what basis then are we supposed to believe that such an idiosyncratic position is a
trustworthy translation? Unsuspecting readers may think that Spencer, as a New Testament pro-
fessor, has defined the word accurately, but her translation is highly unlikely and, to my

72. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 107.

73. BDAG, 863.

74. Tbid.

75. Ibid. The authors of this lexicon mention an article by Bernadette Brooten in which she claims that presbutis
can mean either “elder” or “aged woman” on a burial inscription, but the lexicon gives no approval to that
claim in the definition of the word.
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knowledge, supported by no one outside the egalitarian camp. It is best to conclude that Titus
2:3 just speaks of “older women.”70

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.10: HEBREWS 11:2: WOMEN ARE
INCLUDED IN THE “ELDERS” MENTIONED IN HEBREWS 11:2.
THEREFORE THERE WERE WOMEN ELDERS.

Cindy Jacobs claims that the term elders in Hebrews 11:2 shows that women could be called
elders:

From the book of Hebrews, we see that at least sometimes the term “elders” could
also include women. In Hebrews 11:2 we read, “This faith is what the ancients were
commended for” (NIV). The word “ancients” comes from the Greek word pres-
buteroi (plural of presbuteros) and has traditionally been translated into English by
the terms “elders” (KJV, NKJV, ASV) and “men of old” (RSV, NASB). Yet among these
“elders” mentioned, we find Sarah...Moses’ mother...the women among ‘“the
people” who crossed the Red Sea...Rahab.”’

Answer 7.10a: The meaning “elders” does not fit the context.

The problem with Cindy Jacobs’s argument is that it fails to understand that the word pres-
buteros was sometimes used to mean “an older person” or “a person who lived long ago,”
and sometimes was used to mean “elder” in the sense of a church officer. The only question is
what sense it takes in Hebrews 11:2. Clearly it takes the sense of “older person,” or a person
who lived a long time ago (defined as “the men of old, our ancestors” in BDAG, 862).

There is no hint of “elder” in the sense of a church office in this passage, nor would
readers ever have thought that people like Abel and Enoch and Noah (wv. 4—7) were ever
elders in the sense of officers in a local church. Therefore it is invalid to use the argument
from Sarah and other women later in the chapter to say that women were sometimes called
elders. The word presbuteros, like most words, has different meanings, and it is not legiti-
mate to import one meaning of a word into a context where a different meaning is the one the
author clearly meant.

76. The same arguments apply to 1 Timothy 5:1-2, where Paul says, “Do not rebuke an older man but encourage
him as you would a father. Treat younger men like brothers, older women like mothers, younger women like
sisters, in all purity.” Groups of older and younger people, not church officers, are in view here. (Spencer does
not argue from 1 Timothy 5:1-2, but some egalitarians may claim a similar argument here.)

77. Jacobs, Women of Destiny, 188.
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EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.11: AUTHOR OF HEBREWS:
IT 1S VERY POSSIBLE THAT A WOMAN WAS THE AUTHOR OF THE
BOOK OF HEBREWS.

This argument is made by Gilbert Bilezikian, who writes,

It is not inconceivable that Priscilla had been commissioned by some church leaders
to address the issue of the relation of the two covenants.... Because of the
anti-female bias of the Judeo-Christian congregations, she may have been
requested to write anonymously.’8

Answer 7.11a: The author’s identity as a man is revealed in Hebrews 11:32.

In Hebrews 11:32, the author says, “And what more shall T say? For time would fail me to tell
of Gideon, Barak, Samson, Jephthah, of David and Samuel and the prophets.”

In English not much can be told about the author from this verse. But in Greek, the expres-
sion “to tell” is a participle (iégoumenon) that modifies “me,” and the participle is masculine
(the feminine form would be diégoumenen). So the author identifies himself as male.

Someone could respond, “Well, that's just part of the disguise so that people won't know
she is a woman.” The problem with that argument is that it involves the author in dishonesty,
saying something that she intends all Greek readers to take as an indication that she is 2 man.
But in fact that is false. This is outright dishonesty, and it is unworthy of an author of Scripture.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.12: ELECT LADY IN 2 JOHN:
THE “ELECT LADY” IN 2 JOHN 1 IS A WOMAN IN AUTHORITY OVER
A CONGREGATION.

The first verse in the short book of 2 John says, “The elder to the elect lady and her children,
whom I love in truth, and not only I, but also all who know the truth.”

Is this “elect lady” a woman elder in charge of a congregation? This is an argument made
by Aida Spencer.

If “elect lady” stands for a church, then who are “her children”? John calls the
recipients of 1 John “my little children” (e.g. 2:1). A church would have to be called
either elect lady or children in John’s language scheme, not both. All the data is best
understood if John were writing the letter to a woman who was the person in
authority over a congregation.”

78. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 302. Bilezikian gives several reasons why this theory seems plausible, but con-
cludes that it is still a “very tentative theory” (305).
79. Spencer, Beyond the Curse, 110.
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Answer 7.12a: It is much more likely that 2 John is addressed to a whole church.

Thomas Schreiner has listed several factors that make it much more likely that 2 John is
addressed to a whole church, and the “elect lady” is John’s way of referring to the church
metaphorically:

Some have argued for women elders. . .from the “chosen lady” in 2 John.... The “cho-
sen 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 plu-
ral demonstrates that he is not writing to one person only; he is writing 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 as a “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 a woman (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” is the church
as a whole; the “children” are simply the individual members of the church.8

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.13: “THE WiDOwS” WERE WOMEN ELDERS:
THE “WIDOWS” THAT PAUL DISCUSSES IN 1 TIMOTHY 5:3—16
WERE ACTUALLY FEMALE ELDERS.

Linda Belleville says, “What about female elders? There are good reasons for thinking that Paul
is talking about just such a leadership role in 1 Timothy 5:9—10.”8!

Belleville gives four main reasons for seeing these widows as women elders: (1) “Paul
limits the role to women age sixty or older (v. 9), which fits the primary Greek meaning of
presbuteros as ‘elderly.””82 (2) Paul “lists requirements that parallel the qualifications for
elders found elsewhere in his writings. The widow must have been the wife of one husband,
have raised her children well, be well-known for her good deeds, and have a reputation for
offering hospitality.”83 (3) Widows were paid for their ministry: “Third, like an elder, she is

to be remunerated for her ministry (v. 3), timac = ‘to reward,’ ‘to pay’ (cf. 1 Tim. 5:17)."84

80. Schreiner, “Valuable Ministries of Women,” 220.
81. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 102.

82. Ibid.

83. Ibid., 102-3.

84. Ibid., 103.
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(4) Paul’'s comment about women *“‘saying things they ought not to” in 1 Timothy 5:13 “points
to a teaching role.”8

Answer 7.13a: Older people are not automatically “elders.”

In her first reason, Belleville simply confuses two distinct meanings of a word. Just as in English
we can speak of “elderly people” and we can also speak of church officers and call them “elders,”
so in Greek the term presbuieros can mean either (a) “pertaining to being relatively advanced
in age, older, old” or it can mean (b) “an official. . .e/der; presbyter. »80 Byt Belleville confuses
these two meanings, implying that older women should be thought of as church officers, as
“elders”! This argument is the same as if I said, “I visited some elderly people in a nursing
home last Sunday,” and then someone replied to me, “Oh, you were visiting people who were
‘elders’ in their churches.” Such a statement, of course, is nonsense because it confuses the
meanings of the terms.

In addition, the term presbuteros (in either sense) does not even occur in the passage on
widows (1 Timothy 5:3—16).

Answer 7.13b: The requirements for widows and elders are not the same.

Belleville claims the requirements for widows “parallel the qualifications for elders.” But this is
not true. Paul does not say an elder must be the “wife of one husband,” but the “husband of one
wife” (1 Timothy 3:2). The qualification for widows is similar, except for one important differ-
ence: it assumes that the widow is a woman, and it assumes that the elder is a man! In this sense
the qualification is not parallel, but exactly the opposite.

Nor is Belleville’s second qualification parallel, for Paul says that a widow has to be one
who has “brought up children”8” (1 Timothy 5:10), that is, cared for them physically and spiri-
tually, a task one would expect of mothers in the first-century world. But Paul says that an elder
“must manage his own household well, with all dignity keeping his children submissive, for if
someone does not know how to manage his own household, how will he care for God's
church?” (1 Timothy 3:4-5). Again, Paul assumes male leadership for the head of the house-
hold and for the one ultimately responsible for having submissive children, a qualification
appropriate to the governing role of an elder and appropriate to that of a good father in the
first-century church but different from the nurturing role expected of the widows at the time
they were mothers of children.

Another qualification for an elder that is not a qualification for a widow is “able to teach”
(1 Timothy 3:2). Belleville dismisses this qualification by saying that it “is only problematic for

85. Ibid., 92.

86. BDAG, 862.

87. The word translated “brought up” is teknotrophed, which means “bring up children, i.e., care for them
physically and spiritually” (BDAG, 995).
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those who would say that women in the early church were forbidden from teaching men” (p. 103),
but she does not seem to realize that it is also very “problematic” for her argument that the
qualifications for elders and widows are parallel, because the qualification “able to teach” is not
found in the list of qualifications for widows.

To summarize, Belleville claims that the qualifications for widows are parallel to those for
elders, but the actual facts are that though there are some similar qualifications pointing to godly
character, there are also significant differences. An elder had to be a husband, had to keep his
children submissive, had to manage his household well so he could care for God's church, and
had to be able to teach. None of these things is required of widows.38

Answer 7.13c: Widows were given financial support because of need,

not pay for ministry.

When Belleville claims that a widow “is to be remunerated for her ministry,”? she has taken
something that the Bible does say and added to it something that the Bible does not say. It is true
that Paul is talking about some kind of financial support in 1 Timothy 5:3—16. But Belleville has
added that this is pay “for her ministry,” which the Bible does not say. In fact, Paul cannot mean
that they are being paid for their ministry, for if these widows have children or grandchildren,
these children are supposed to support the widow: “but if a widow has children or grandchil-
dren, let them first learn to show godliness to their own household and to make some return to
their parents, for this is pleasing in the sight of God” (1 Timothy 5:4). Therefore widows were
not being paid for some kind of ministry work, as Belleville claims. Rather, widows who had no
believing relatives were being supported by the church because they had great need and no one
else to support them.

Answer 7.13d: Wrongful gossip is not the same as rightful teaching.

When Belleville says the expression “saying things they ought not to” in 1 Timothy 5:13 “points
to a teaching role,”%” this is another slight-of-hand argument. This verse is not talking about
those enrolled as older “widows” (who Belleville claims were actually elders), but is talking
about younger widows whom Paul says should not be placed on the list of widows (“but refuse
to enroll younger widows” [1 Timothy 5:11]). And the verse says nothing about carrying out

88. Paul does say that younger widows should “marry, bear children, manage their households” (1 Timothy 5:14),
but the word translated “manage their households” is oikodespoted, which means “manage one’s household,
keep house” (BDAG, 695). However, this is not a qualification for being enrolled as a widow, but something
Paul says should be done by those who were not old enough to be placed on the list of widows, but who were
younger and should remarry. Of course wives were to manage their households, but in the first-century world
as Paul portrays it, that would have been a role they carried out under the leadership of their husbands, who
would have overall management responsibilities for the household (1 Timothy 3:4-5 uses proistémi, which
means “to exercise a position of leadership, rule, direct, be at the bead [of]”) (BDAG, 870).

89. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 103.

90. Ibid., 92.
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Bible teaching before the assembled church, which is a responsibility of elders. Here is the
actual verse, which is flimsy support indeed for women elders:

Besides that, they [younger widows] learn to be idlers, going about from house to
house, and not only idlers, but also gossips and busybodies, saying what they
should not. So 1 would have younger widows marry, bear children, manage their
households, and give the adversary no occasion for slander. (1 Timothy 5:13—14)

In conclusion, Belleville’s argument that the “widows” in 1 Timothy 5 were actually elders
would have us believe that the church at Ephesus was governed by a council of elderly grand-
mothers, dozens of widows who formed a matriarchal government over this large metropolitan
church. But Scripture does not say what Belleville claims, for it does not say that these women
are elders, it does not say that they had the same qualifications as elders did, it does not say that
they were paid for their ministry, and it does not say that they carried out any teaching activity in
the church.

Answer 7.13e: Belleville’s claims that widows had pastoral responsibility and
taught the basics of the faith are incorrect.

Belleville claims that in early church history widows had pastoral roles:

Ministering widows flourished in the postapostolic period. The nature of their ministry
was decidedly pastoral. Their duties included praying for the church and teaching
the basics of the faith.. .. Clement of Alexandria ranked them after elders, bishops,
and deacons (Paidagogos 3.12.97; Homily 9.36.2) 91

Because the expression “decidedly pastoral” implies serving as a pastor in many readers’
minds, and the phrase “teaching the basics of the faith” suggests some recognized teaching role,
it is important to check Belleville’s references to see if the documents she quotes support her
claims. In footnote 36, page 92, she cites the following references:

1. Canons of Hippolytus, Canon #59,

2. Didascalia Apostolorum,

3. Apostolic Constitutions 2.35.2; 3.3.2,

4. B. Thurston, The Widows: A Women's Ministry in the Early Church
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989), 54.

But these references do not support her claims.

91. Ibid; italics added.
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1. The Canons of Hippolytus Canon #59 reads:

Concerning the ordination of Widows. If a widow is ordained, she shall not be sealed,
but be made by the name.. .. And the widow shall be ordained by word only, and she
shall (then) be joined to the rest of the widows; and they shall not lay hands upon her,
because she does not offer the sacrifice, nor bas she a (sacred) ministry. For the
sealing is for the priests because of their ministry, but (the duty) of widows is about
prayer, which is the duty of all. 9

This quotation explicitly distinguishes priestly ministerial functions from the functions of
the widows, and says their ministry is prayer. There is nothing here about widows having pas-
toral ministries and “teaching the basics of the faith.”

2. The Didascalia Apostolorum®3 says:

Every widow therefore ought to be meek and quiet and gentle.... A widow should
have no other care save to be praying for those who give, and for the whole Church.
And when she is asked a question by any one, let ber not straightway give an
answer, except only concerning righteousness and faith in God; but let her send
them that desire to be instructed to the rulers. And to those who question them let
them [the widows] make answer only in refutation of idols and concerning the unity
of God. But concerning punishment and reward, and the kingdom of the name of
Christ, and His dispensation, neither a widow nor a layman ought to speak; for
when they speak without the knowledge of doctrine, they will bring blasphemy upon
the word.. .. For when the Gentiles who are being instructed hear the word of God
not fittingly spoken. . .and all the more in that it is spoken to them by a woman—
how that our Lord clothed Himself in a body, and concerning the passion of Christ:
they will mock and scoff; instead of applauding the word of doctrine; and she shall
incur a heavy judgment for sin.

It is neither right nor necessary therefore that women should be teachers,
and especially concerning the name of Christ and the redemption of His passion. For
you have not been appointed to this, O women, and especially widows, that you
should teach, but that you should pray and entreat the Lord God. For He the Lord
God, Jesus Christ our Teacher, sent us the Twelve to instruct the People and the
Gentiles; and there were with us women disciples, Mary Magdalene and Mary the

92. English translation taken from the “The Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus,” appendix to Duchesne, Christian
Worship (1927), 531. Parentheses are part of the original text, but italics are added. I am grateful to Linda
Belleville for helping me to locate this text. The work is otherwise known as The Apostolic Tradition and prob-
ably dates from the 3rd century Ap (see Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, 2nd ed., 76-77, 653).

93. This is a document on church order from the early 3rd century ap; see Oxford Dictionary of the
Christian Church, 2nd ed., 401.
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daughter of James and the other Mary; but He did not send them to instruct the
people with us. For if it were required that women should teach, our Master
Himself would have commanded these to give instruction with us. But let a widow
know that she is the altar of God; and let her sit ever at home, and not stray or run
about among the houses of the faithful to receive. For the altar of God never strays or
runs about anywhere, but is fixed in one place.”%*

3. Inthe Apostolic Constitutions,®” the following statements are made about widows:

We do not permit our ‘women to teach in the Church,” but only to pray and hear
those that teach; for our Master and Lord, Jesus Himself, when He sent us the twelve
to make disciples of the people and of the nations, did nowbhere send out women to
preach, although He did not want [lack] such. For there were with us the mother of
our Lord and His sisters; also Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James, and
Martha and Mary the sisters of Lazarus; Salome, and certain others. For; had it been
necessary for women to teach, He Himself had first commanded these also to
instruct the people with us. For “if the head of the wife be the man,” it is not rea-
sonable that the rest of the body should govern the head. Let the widow therefore own
herself to be the “altar of God,” and let her sit in her house, and not enter into the
houses of the faithful, under any pretence, to receive anything; for the altar of God
never runs about, but s fixed in one place.%°

4. Bonnie B. Thurston, The Widows, says:

[At the beginning of the second century ap:] In return for support, the widows were
to lead a life of contemplation and intercession for the church. It is possible that
some of the widows made charitable and pastoral house calls and taught younger
women “what is good.” As with so much about the order at this time, however, the
duties, especially those of calling and teaching, are speculation on our part.”’

[Origen, died ca. 254 ap:] While admitting that the women teach, Origen
insists that their teaching should be addressed only to women.?

[In the Didascalia Apostolorum, early third century ap:] The widows are
strictly forbidden to teach or to baptize.... The writer is adamant...that
they must neither teach nor baptize.... Furthermore, “teaching” is very

94. Chapter 15; taken from www.womenpriests.org/traditio/didasc.htm, citing R. H. Connolly, Didascalia
Apostolorum. The Syriac Version translated and accompanied by the Verona Latin Fragments (Oxford, 1929).
Italics added.

95. This is a collection of ecclesiastical law from the 4th century ap; see Oxford Dictionary of the Christian
Church, 2nd ed., 75-76.

96. Constitutions of the Holy Apostles, in ANF 7, 42728 (italics added).

97. Thurston, The Widows (1989), 54.

98. Ibid., 95 (italics added).
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strictly understood. If a widow is questioned about the Christian faith, she is
only allowed to reply to the most rudimentary issues.... The writer clearly
believes both that widows are incompetent to teach and that unbelievers
would not take seriously teaching, or even opinions, of old women.?®

Why then does Belleville claim that the duties of widows included “teaching the basics of
the faith”? The sources mentioned in her footnote prove that women, and in particular widows,
were not allowed to teach. These sources prove the opposite of what Belleville claims.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.14: WOMEN HOMEOWNERS AS OVERSEERS:
WOMEN FUNCTIONED AS OVERSEERS OF THE CHURCHES THAT MET
IN THEIR HOMES.

Linda Belleville claims that “Mary (Acts 12:12), Lydia (16:15), Chloe (1 Corinthians 1:11), and
Nympha (Colossians 4:15)” were “overseers of house churches.”1% The reason Belleville gives
for this is that “the homeowner in Greco-Roman times was in charge of any and all groups that
met under their roof.”1%! The example she gives is Jason, who was responsible to “post bond”
in Acts 17:7-9.

Answer 7.14a: In this section, as frequently elsewhere, Belleville goes
beyond the text of Scripture and claims far more than it actually says.

Jason was required by the city authorities to post some “money as security” (Acts 17:9), probably
as a guarantee against any property damage or violence that the authorities suspected might hap-
pen. But that does not prove that Jason was ruling over the meetings of Christians in his house,
and even over Paul and Silas when they conducted those meetings! Belleville would here have us
believe that homeowners could bypass all the qualifications for elders in 1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1,
and, simply by virtue of having a church meet in their home, become overseers or elders.!%? She

99. Ibid., 99, 100~101 (italics added). Thurston adds a comment that the strength of the admonition not to teach
“suggests that some of the widows must have been doing both” (99), but that is speculation on her part. In
any case, if it was happening the document shows that it did not meet with general approval.

100. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 95. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 170, 175, and Jacobs, Women of
Destiny, 200. Jacobs says that the “presiding elder” of a house church “was also the head of the household
where the church met.” Therefore she concludes that “Lydia and Mary. ..and others very possibly functioned
as ‘presiding elders’ (or at least the deacons) of the churches in their houses. In fact, if this is so, most of the
house churches listed in Scripture were ‘pastored’ by women!”(200). A few pages earlier she quotes with
approval a comment of C. Peter Wagner that there were no church buildings as we know them in the early
church, and therefore meeting in private homes was the “norm” (197). Thus, reasoning from one unsub-
stantiated assumption about the role of a woman who owned a house, Jacobs suddenly has women pastors in
“most” of the house churches in the New Testament.

101. Ibid., 83; also p. 96.

102. Belleville also claims as support the argument of Meeks, The First Urban Christians (1983), 76. However, what
Meeks actually says in that passage is different from Belleville’s statement that “the homeowner in Greco-Roman
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would also have us believe that Lydia, who was a brand new convert and who had just been bap-
tized, became the overseer of the church at Philippi simply because she said to Paul, “come to
my house and stay” (Acts 16:15). This claim is going far beyond the evidence in Scripture.

Answer 7.14b: A proliferation of unsubstantiated claims begins to
look like grasping at straws.

The mention of Chloe as an overseer of a house church, together with a number of other argu-
ments with similar lack of supporting evidence, makes the egalitarian position itself highly
doubtful. Such arguments have so little factual support that they do seem to be grasping at
straws. In fact, it seems that Belleville is unable to find any woman in Scripture whom she does
not claim as a leader.

Only one verse in the whole Bible mentions Chloe: “For it has been reported to me by
Chloe’s people that there is quarreling among you, my brothers” (1 Corinthians 1:11).103

That is all it says. We do not know if “Chloe’s people” means Chloe’s friends or her rela-
tives or her employees or some messengers sent by her or what. But in Belleville’s essay, without
ashred of evidence beyond this verse, Chloe is suddenly listed among the women who were “the
overseers of house churches.”104

This is not responsible biblical scholarship. It is not even responsible biblical interpretation
at the lay level. It is simply wild speculation unsubstantiated by fact but presented in a sober essay
by a professor of New Testament at North Park Theological Seminary. Unsuspecting readers who
see Belleville’s credentials, and who read the assessment of editors James Beck and Craig
Blomberg that Belleville’s essay falls “within the boundaries of sound New Testament scholarship”
and does not include “the so-called hermeneutical oddities that some hierarchicalist authors have
identified in the evangelical egalitarian literature,”1%> probably assume that Belleville has other

times was in charge of any and all groups that met under their roof” (83). What Meeks actually says is: “The
household context also set the stage for some conflicts in the allocation of power and in the understanding of
roles in the community. The head of the household, by normal expectations of the society, would exercise some
authority over the group and would have some legal responsibility for it.. .. Yet, as we shall see, there were cer-
tain countervailing modes and centers of authority in the Christian movement that ran contrary to the power of
the paterfamilias” (76).

Meeks himself sees certain “egalitarian” trends in early Christianity that would compete with the authority
structure normally expected for a Roman household. But he also mentions “the kinds of power and leader-
ship that rival and prevail over the position of the householder, either in the persons of the itinerant apostle
and his fellow workers or in the charismatic figures in the local group” (77). Far from proving Belleville's
assertion that the homeowner would be “in charge of any and all groups that met under their roof,” Meeks
says only that there would be “some authority” expected and “some legal responsibility,” and he says it is
impossible to tell how much competing views of authority and leadership within the Christian community
would overcome these expectations.

103. The Niv says “some from Chloe’s household,” but the word housebold is not in the Greek text, which simply
has a plural definite article with the genitive form of the name Chloe, and could be literally translated “those
of Chloe.”

104. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 95.

105. Beck and Blomberg in Two Views on Women in Ministry (2001), 159.
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scholarly reasons to claim that Lydia and Chloe were overseers. They probably assume this is just
one more disputed point on which scholars cannot agree. And so the claim about Chloe is given
some weight, along with many similar arguments, in favor of the egalitarian position: “It might be
s0; at least some scholars think it is so0.”

At some point in this debate, someone has to say clearly that not all scholarship is created

equal, and not all scholarship is following the same principles of adherence to the facts of the
biblical text and honesty in pointing out when an assertion is a novel view never before claimed
by any responsible New Testament interpreter in the history of the Christian church.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.15: WOMEN DEACONS: WOMEN SUCH AS
PHoEBE (ROMANS 16:1) WERE DEACONS IN THE EARLY CHURCH,
AND THIS SHOWS THAT ALL LEADERSHIP ROLES SHOULD BE OPEN
TO WOMEN.

Linda Belleville says that in Romans 16:1, “Paul explicitly salutes Phoebe as a deacon of the
church at Cenchrea.”1% And she says, “The Ephesian church most certainly had female deacons”
(1 Timothy 3:11) since the qualifications for these women “are the exact duplicates of those
listed for male deacons in 1 Timothy 3:8-10.”107

Answer 7.15a: Many people think there were women deacons in the New
Testament, while many others think there were not. But in either case, the
office of deacon in the New Testament does not include the governing and

teaching authority that is reserved for elders.

The two passages in question are Romans 16:1-2 and 1 Timothy 3:11. Romans 16:1-2 says,

I commend to you our sister Phoebe, a servant of the church at Cenchreae, that you
may welcome her in the Lord in a way worthy of the saints, and help her in whatever
she may need from you, for she has been a patron of many and of myself as well.

106. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 100. Keener, Paul, Women and Wives, 237—40 has an extensive discussion

107.

of Phoebe as a deacon, claiming that Paul applies the term diakonos “generally to a minister of the word”
(238). But Keener has made a mistake in logic here, for the fact that some ministers of the word are called
“deacons” or “servants” (diakonoi) does not mean that all “servants” (diakonoi) are ministers of the word.
(To take another example showing the error of such logic, all the women in a certain church may be called
Christians, but that does not mean that all who are called Christians in that church are women.)

Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 102. See also Brown, Women Ministers, 167. Whether or not we see women as
deacons in 1 Timothy 3:11, Belleville’s claim that the qualifications are the same is not the whole story, because
verse 11 does not include some of the qualifications Paul mentions for men in verses 8-10, such as “not addicted
to much wine,” “not greedy for dishonest gain,” and “they must hold the mystery of the faith with a clear con-
science.” In addition, in verse 12 Paul adds a qualification that could not be true of women: “Let deacons each
be the husband of one wife, managing their children and their own households well,” for a woman could not be
a “husband,” and the NT never uses proistémi to speak of women “managing” or governing a household, but
only of men. (BDAG, 870: “to exercise a position of leadership, rule, direct, be at the head [of].”)
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Some translations of this verse refer to Phoebe as a “deacon” instead of a “‘servant” (NRsv,
NIV, NIT), while others use the term “deaconess” (Rrsv, NIv margin). Other translations use
“servant” (ESV, NIV, NASB, KJV, NKJV).

The Greek word diakonos can take both meanings. In Romans 13:4, it is translated “ser-
vant” (referring to the civil authority as the “servant of God”) and in Romans 15:8 Christ is
called a “servant to the circumcised to show God’s truthfulness.” The same word is used to refer
to Apollos and Paul as “servants through whom you believed” in 1 Corinthians 3:5. But the term
is also used to refer to the office of “deacon” in Philippians 1:1, 1 Timothy 3:8 and 12. And then
itis translated “servant” again when referring to Timothy in 1 Timothy 4:6. In addition, the same
term is translated “minister” in other verses (2 Corinthians 3:6; Ephesians 3:7; 6:21; Colossians
1.7, 23, 25; 4:7).108

With such a range of meaning, how are we to decide if Phoebe should be called “deacon”
or “servant” in Romans 16:1? The question is whether Paul has a church office in view (“deacon”)
or is simply honoring Phoebe for her service to the church, and particularly (as most inter-
preters believe) for her work in carrying Paul’s epistle to the church at Rome.

It does not matter very much to the argument of this book whether Phoebe is called a faith-
ful “servant” or a “deacon” in Romans 16:1. In neither case does this passage show that she
had any teaching or governing authority in the church. Teaching and governing the whole
church are functions given to “elders,” not deacons, in the New Testament (see 1 Timothy 3:2,
5; 5:17, Titus 1:9; also Acts 20:17, 28).

Sarah Sumner shows no knowledge of the differences in responsibilities between deacons
and apostles in the New Testament when she argues that Phoebe was a deacon (diakonos,
Romans 16:1), and Paul was also called a diakonos, and therefore Phoebe was a minister of
the Word of God like Paul was. The flaw in reasoning is twofold. First, she is making the same
mistake in logic as those who say that some coworkers had governing authority over the
churches, therefore all coworkers had governing authority over the churches (see answer
7.8b). Here Sumner’s reasoning is as follows:

1. Some people who are called diakornos were ministers of God’s Word.
2. Therefore all people who are called diakornos were ministers of God’s Word.

The error can be seen if we try a similar kind of reasoning with another characteristic:

1. Some people who are called dicikornos were women (such as Phoebe).
2. Therefore all people who are called dickonos were women.

108. In the foregoing examples I am using the English Standard Version as a basis for comparison and to show the
range of meanings of diakonos, but other translations would show similar variety in translating the word.
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Of course the reasoning does not follow, because the term diczkornos with the sense ser-
vant is applied very broadly in the New Testament, and not all who are called a diakonos have
the same responsibilities.

The second flaw in Sumner’s argument is more serious. Sumner presumably has enough
knowledge of Greek to know that the common word diakonos (which appears twenty-nine
times in the New Testament) can mean either “servant” or “deacon” (LS, 398) and is translated
both ways in most English translations, depending on whether a church office is indicated in the
context or not. However, she does not let her readers know this alternative sense of the word
but merely quotes a number of verses that call Paul, Apollos, and others a diakonos and says
“The word is exactly the same.”1% She does not quote Romans 13:4, for example, which says
the civil magistrate is “God’s servant for your good.” Nor does she quote John 2:5, “His mother
said to the servants, ‘Do whatever he tells you,”” or other verses where the meaning servant
and not deacon is required (such as Matthew 20:26; 22:13; Romans 15:8; 2 Corinthians 11:5;
Galatians 2:17). She gives her readers no clue that a meaning other than “deacon” is possible,
but just asserts,

Some might argue that Phoebe was a deaconness, not a deacon. But the Bible says in
Greek she was a deacon (diakonos). As a diakonos, Phoebe was a minister like Paul
(Col. 1:23).... A diakonos is a leader who acts as a minister of God’s Word....
Phoebe was a diakonos like Apollos (1 Cor. 3:5).... The word is exactly the same.!1?

The other passage at issue regarding whether women had the office of deacon is 1 Timothy
3:11. In the middle of a discussion about the qualifications and responsibilities of deacons,
Paul says,

Their wives [or “wives,” or “women”; Greek, gunaikas, plural of gune] likewise
must be dignified, not slanderers, but sober-minded, faithful in all things.

Is Paul here giving qualifications for women who serve as deacons? Or is he talking about
the qualifications for the wives of deacons? The question is complex, and both viewpoints are
represented in Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood. Tom Schreiner writes,

With respect to women deacons, we need not come to a firm decision, for even if
women were deacons this does not refute our thesis regarding male governance in

109. Sumner, Men and Women in the Church (2003), 242—43.

110. Ibid. At this point, rather than giving her readers any indication of responsible complementarian understand-
ings of Phoebe, she trivializes any opposing view, saying, “How are we conservatives going to choose to
respond to that? Are we going to tell ourselves, ‘Well, it appears we have another exception on our hands™...
I can’t do that anymore in good conscience” (243). If she is aware that complementarians point out different
responsibilities for deacons and argue that diakonos could mean servant in Romans 16:1, then she is not
being honest with her readers in failing to mention these alternatives. If she is not aware of these common
alternatives, how can her book be taken as a responsible treatment of the issue?
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the church. Even if women were appointed as deacons, they were not appointed as
elders (1 Tim. 3:1-7; Titus 1:5-9). Two qualities demanded of elders—Dbeing apt to
teach (1 Tim. 3:2) and governing of the church (1 Tim. 3:5)—are not part of the
responsibility of deacons (cf. also 1 Tim. 5:17; Titus 1:9; Acts 20:17, 28 ff.). The dea-
con’s tasks 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 con-
cern of the daily distribution to widows. Elders were given the responsibility to lead
and teach the congregation.!!!

Answer 7.15b: If the people who govern local churches
are called “deacons,” then women should not be deacons today.

In some churches today the deacons are the main governing board of the church. In that case,
the deacons are functioning like elders functioned in the New Testament, and it is not appro-
priate for women to fill that role. But in other churches, deacons are simply what the Greek term
first suggests, “servants” who carry out various activities in ministry to others, such as helping
the needy (compare Acts 6:1-6), caring for the sick, or overseeing church activities such as
youth work, finances, or prayer. In such cases, these activities do not involve teaching or gov-
erning activity over the whole church, and it seems appropriate for women as well as men to fill
those roles.

There is room for legitimate differences of opinion over whether women could or could
not be deacons in the early church, but in either case the office of deacon did not include the
teaching and governing responsibilities that Paul reserves for men in 1 Timothy 2:12.

Answer 7.15c¢: There were women deacons in some parts of the early church,
but they did not have teaching authority in the churches.

Belleville helpfully points out a number of writings from the early church fathers and other docu-
ments that give evidence of women serving as deacons in at least some parts of the early
church.!2 But it is interesting that in her summary of their duties, she does not mention any
teaching or governing authority over the church:

The duties of female deacons in the postapostolic period were quite varied. They
taught children and youth, evangelized unbelieving women, discipled new believers,
visited the sick, cared for the ailing, administered communion to the shut-ins, and
disbursed funds to the needy. In the worship service they served as doorkeepers,

111. Schreiner, “Valuable Ministries of Women,” 220. Schreiner gives the argument in favor of women deacons on
213-14, and summarizes the arguments against women as deacons in 505n13.
112. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 89-90.



Feminist Claims About the Church from the New Testament Epistles 267

assisted with the baptism of women, and administered communion as the occasion

arose. 113

The absence of teaching or governing responsibilities for women is confirmed when we
look up some of the literature Belleville mentions. She says, “the Didascalia Apostolorum spells
out their duties.” Here is what it says:

Wherefore, O bishop.... Those that please thee. . .thou shalt choose and appoint as
deacons: a man for the performance of the most things that are required, but &
woman for the ministry of women. For there are houses whither thou canst not
send a deacon to the women, on account of the heathen, but mayest send a deaconess.
Also, because in many other matters the office of 2 woman deacon is required.!!4

Belleville also says, “Canon #15 of the Council of Chalcedon (fifth century) details the
ordination process for women deacons and places them in the ranks of the clergy.”11>

It is true that this fifth-century ap document speaks of a “laying on of hands” to establish a
woman in the role or office of deaconess, but there is no indication that this is parallel to what
we today refer to as ordination for pastors or elders, and it is not true that this Canon places a
woman “in the ranks of the clergy.” Here is what it says:

A woman shall not receive the laying on of hands as a deaconess under forty years of
age, and then only after searching examination. And if, after she has had hands laid
on her and has continued for a time to minister, she shall despise the grace of God
and give herself in marriage, she shall be anathematized and the man united to her.!10

An explanatory note to this canon refers the reader to an excursus on deaconesses that says,

The principal work of the deaconess was to assist the female candidates for holy
baptism. At that time the sacrament of baptism was always administered by immer-
sion...and hence there was much that such an order of women could be useful in.
Moreover they sometimes gave to the female catechumens preliminary instruction,
but their work was wholly limited to women, and for a deaconess of the Early
Church to teach a man or to nurse him in sickness would have been an impos-
sibility. The duties of the deaconess are set forth in many ancient writings.. ..
[Then the author quotes Canon 12 of the Fourth Council of Carthage (398):]
“Widows and dedicated women. ..who are chosen to assist at the baptism of women,

113. Ibid., 90.

114. Chapter 16; quotations taken from www.womenpriests.org/traditio/didasc.htm, citing R. H. Connolly,
Didascalia Apostolorum. The Syriac Version translated and accompanied by the Verona Latin Fragments
(Oxford, 1929). Italics added.

115. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 90.

116. Quoted from NPNF, 2nd ser., 14:279.
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should be so well instructed in their office as to be able to teach aptly and properly
unskilled and rustic women how to answer at the time of their baptism to the ques-
tions put to them, and also how to live godly after they have been baptized.”117

In light of this evidence, it is misleading for Belleville to say they were placed “in the ranks

of the clergy”” Women who were deacons in the early church were honored, and they per-
formed valuable functions, but they did not teach or govern men, and they were not counted
among the clergy.

This

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.16: ELDERS LACKED AUTHORITY:
ELDERS AND OVERSEERS IN THE NEW TESTAMENT DID NOT HAVE
AUTHORITY BECAUSE AUTHORITY BELONGED TO THE CHURCH,
NOT TO PERSONS.

is the rather unusual position of Linda Belleville, who writes,

One is hard-pressed to find a biblical link between local church leadership and
“authority” (exousia). The New Testament writers simply do not make this connec-
tion. In fact, no leadership position or activity in the New Testament is linked with
authority..... It is the church that possesses authority and not particular individuals
(or positions, for that matter).. .. Churches can, to be sure, choose individuals to rep-
resent their interests and to work on their behalf. . .but in no way do these individuals
exercise authority over the congregation,!18

Belleville gives four main reasons for this argument:

1. The term exousia (“authority”) is not linked to people who have church leader-
ship positions in the New Testament.

2. Passages that use the verb proistémi to speak of the authority of church leaders have
“no lexical basis” for associating this word with “exercise of rule” or “authority.”

3. Hebrews 13:17 (“Obey your leaders and submit to them”) does not give authority to
church leaders, because the key terms have been misunderstood. The verse means
only that the readers “follow” their leaders and “yield to” them.

4. Finally, Belleville gives a new translation of 1 Peter 5:2—3: She says that Peter tells
the leadership of Asian churches to be “shepherds of God’s flock. . .%ot ruling over
| katakurieuontes) them but being examples to the flock.” 119

117.
118.

119.

“Excursus on the Deaconess of the Early Church,” unsigned article in NPNF, 2nd ser., 14:41 (italics added).
Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 104—6. Belleville says the only exception to her claim that “no leadership posi-
tion or activity in the New Testament is linked with authority” (105) is 1 Corinthians 11:10, where Paul says
a woman should have an “authority” (exousia) on her head. (See pp. 338—39 below for a discussion of
1 Corinthians 11:10.)

Ibid., 104-8.
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Answer 7.16a: It is a mistake to say that because one specific word is missing, an
entire idea is missing, because the New Testament authors are not limited to one
specific Greek word to express the idea of authority in the church.

When Belleville objects that the word exousia is not linked to people who have church leader-
ship, she is simply confusing a word with an idea. New Testament passages that talk about the
authority of elders, for example, do not use this particular word, but they do use several other
words to indicate governing authority over the congregation. Every language has synonyms, and
it is an elementary mistake in interpretation to say, “Because word X is not used in relationship
to this idea, this idea is not found in the New Testament.” Several verses, such as 1 Thessalonians
5:12; 1 Timothy 5:17; Hebrews 13:17; and 1 Peter 5:3, show that there were specific people in
positions of authority in the New Testament churches.

Answer 7:16b: It is not true that no leadership position in the
New Testament is linked with authority.

And even with respect to the word exousia, Belleville’s absolute claim that “no leadership posi-
tion or activity in the New Testament is linked with authority”120 is untrue. Paul says of his
leadership position:

For even if I boast a little too much of our authority (Greek exousia) which the
Lord gave for building you up and not for destroying you, I will not be ashamed.
(2 Corinthians 10:8)

For this reason I write these things while I am away from you, that when I come I may
not have to be severe in my use of the authority (Greek exousia) that the Lord has
given me for building up and not for tearing down. (2 Corinthians 13:10) 121

Answer 7.16c¢: It is not true that there is “no lexical basis” for associating
proistémi with exercise of rule or authority by elders.

Belleville claims that there is “no lexical basis” for associating the verb proistémi in verses like
1 Thessalonians 5:12, 1 Timothy 3:4—5, and 1 Timothy 5:17 with “exercise of rule” or “authority”
by church leaders.122

This is a remarkable assertion in light of what the lexicons actually say about proistémi.
Here are the passages that Belleville mentions regarding the authority of elders, with the
words that correspond to proistémi in italics:

120. 1hid., 105.

121. On the previous page, Belleville does restrict her claim to “local church leadership” (104), but the sentence
on p. 105 is a broader, more general claim about “no leadership position or activity in the New Testament.”
In light of 2 Corinthians 10:8 and 13:10, this statement is not true.

122. Thid., 104n53.
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We ask you, brothers, to respect those who labor among you and are over you in the
Lord and admonish you. (1 Thessalonians 5:12)

[An overseer or elder] must manage his own household well, with all dignity
keeping his children submissive, for if someone does not know how to manage his
own household, how will he care for God’s church? (1 Timothy 3:4-5)

Let the elders who 7z/e well be considered worthy of double honor, especially those
who labor in preaching and teaching. (1 Timothy 5:17)

Is Belleville correct in her claim that there is “no lexical basis” for understanding
proistémi to refer to rule or authority in these verses? The first meaning given in the BDAG lexi-
con is, “to exercise a position of leadership, rule, direct, be at the head (of).”'*3 The Liddell
and Scott lexicon gives, among other meanings of this common verb, the following: “to be set

over, be at the head of,” “especially to be chief or leader of a party,” “govern, direct.”124 It i
difficult to understand how Belleville can say “there is no lexical basis” for such meanings.

Answer 7.16d: Hebrews 13:17 says to obey leaders, not just to follow them.

We read in Hebrews 13:17, “Obey your leaders and submit to them, for they are keeping watch
over your souls, as those who will have to give an account.”

Once again, it is surprising to see Belleville claim that this verse means only that the readers
should “follow” their leaders and “yield to” them. And it is surprising to see her claim that
“obey” is “not an accurate translation.” 125

Belleville gives readers no indication that in denying authority to church leaders in
Hebrews 13:17 she is advocating a position that stands alone against all the main English trans-

lations of Hebrews 13:17:

“Obey your leaders and submit to them” (gsv).

“Obey your leaders and submit fo them” (NasB).

“Obey your leaders and submit to their authority” (N1v).

“Obey your leaders and submit to them” (Rsv).

“Obey your leaders and submit to them” (NRsv).

“Obey your leaders and submit to their authority” (REB).
“Obey your spiritual leaders and do what they say” (nIr).

123. BDAG, 870. The verb proistémi has a variety of meanings, including “show concern for, care for, give aid”
(BDAG, 870), but the BDAG Lexicon, together with nearly all translations, places the verses in question in the
first meaning, “to exercise a position of leadership, rule, direct,” yet with some uncertainty about 1 Thessalonians
5:12. In any case, Belleville’s statement that these meanings have “no lexical basis” is not true.

124. 1S, 1482-83.

125. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 108.
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“Obey your leaders and submit to them” (NET BIBLE).
“Obey those who rule over you and be submissive” (Ngv).
“Obey them that have the rule over you, and submit yourselves” (kv).

In addition, she is opposing the meanings of the key terms as given in the standard lexi-
cons. The word “obey” is peitho, which takes the meaning “obey, follow.”126 Belleville may
claim that “obey” is “not an accurate translation,” and readers who have no ability to check the
Greek word for themselves may believe her because she is a New Testament professor, but her
claim is not supported by the evidence, and it is not true.

In this same verse, the word “leaders” represents a participial form of hégeomai, which
means, “to be in a supervisory capacity, lead, guide”'2” and is used “of men in any leading posi-
tion. . .ruler; leader. . .of princely authority. . . of military commanders [with many examples from
historical literature outside the New Testament] . . .of heads of a Christian congregation.”128

The term translated “submit” is hupeiks, which Belleville says means “to give way,” “to
yield.”12% She does not quote the BDAG lexicon, which says that hupeikc means “to yield to
someone’s authority, yield, give way, submit.”13°

Answer 7.16e: 1 Peter 5:3 tells leaders not to be domineering. It does not
tell them not to rule over people.

When Belleville translates 1 Peter 5:2—3 to say that elders should be “shepherds of God’s
flock. ..not ruling over [katakurieuontes] them,” she fails to mention that she is again pro-
posing an interpretation that is supported by none of the standard English translations, all of
which give a pejorative sense to katakurieuo in this verse:

“not domineering over those in your charge” (Esv)

“nor yet as lording it over those allotted to your charge” (NasB)
“not lording it over those entrusted to you” (N1v)

“not as domineering over those in your charge” (Rsv)

“do not lord it over those in your charge” (NRsv)

“not lording it over your charges” (REB)

“don’t lord it over the people assigned to your care” (NIT)

“do not lord it over those entrusted to you” (NET BIBLE)

“nor as being lords over those entrusted to you” (NKjv)
“neither as being lords over God'’s heritage” (kv)

126. BDAG, 792, 3b.

127. 1bid., 434.

128. Ibid.

129. Belleville, “Women in Ministry,” 108n57.
130. BDAG, 1030.
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The contrast, “not domineering over those in your charge, but being examples to the flock”
makes this pejorative sense of domineering rule appropriate in the context.!3! Peter is not
telling elders that they should not exercise any authority at all over the church, or that they do
not have any authority, but that they should not use their authority in a distant and domineering
way. In addition, two verses later, Peter says, “likewise, you who are younger, be subject to the

elders” (1 Peter 5:5), thus reinforcing the idea of elder authority in the church.!32

Answer 7.16f: Something is seriously wrong with an argument that changes
the meanings of all the key terms in all the relevant passages to something
not supported by any standard English translation.

Belleville takes each of the passages that refer to the authority of elders and redefines some
of the key words, thus changing the meaning of these verses. But in each case she gives mean-
ings that are her own unique interpretations and not consistent with the conclusions found in
standard lexicons regarding these verses, and not consistent with the entire history of English
translations. In addition, she gives unsuspecting readers no idea how idiosyncratic her
interpretations are. Readers who ponder this may begin to wonder if there isn’t something
seriously wrong with such an argument, something profoundly flawed in such a procedure.
These verses on the authority of leaders should be enough to indicate that Belleville’s claim
that authority belonged to the church, but not to persons in the New Testament, is simply incorrect.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.17: TEACHERS TODAY LACK AUTHORITY:
TEACHERS TODAY DO NOT HAVE THE SAME AUTHORITY AS TEACHERS
IN THE NEW TESTAMENT, BECAUSE WE HAVE THE WHOLE BIBLE
NOW AND THE BIBLE IS REALLY OUR AUTHORITY.

This argument is stated by Gilbert Bilezikian, who says,

The role of a teacher (either male or female) in our day has a significance entirely
different from the ministry of teaching in apostolic times. Prior to the writing and the
canonization of the books of the New Testament, teachers were the dispensers of
Christian truth. Their authority was absolute and normative, provided that they were
duly trained and authorized. With the formation of the New Testament canon, the
locus of authority was displaced from the teacher to the teaching enscripturated in the
New Testament. As a result, a current day teacher has no personal authority other than
his or her competency. The authority rests in the text of the Bible and not in the per-
son teaching the Bible. A teacher today is only a person sharing knowledge and

131. The BDAG Lexicon gives as one definition, “to have mastery, be master, lord it (over), rule” (519), indicat-
ing that the word can take a pejorative sense, and it includes this verse in that sense.
132. For evidence that Peter is referring to elders here, not just to older persons, see Grudem, First Peter (1998), 192.
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insights from scripture. A sexless teaching machine may do as much without making
any authority claims.!33

Answer 7.17a: The authority of a teacher today is the same as at the time of
the New Testament because Bible teaching always had to be based on the
authority of the Bible, no matter how much of the Bible was available.

When Bilezikian says, “The role of a teacher (either male or female) in our day has a signifi-
cance entirely different from the ministry of teaching in apostolic times,” he is simply wrong.
The authority of teachers at the time of the New Testament was based on the written words of
God (or the authoritative words of the apostles, many of which would become part of the New
Testament Scriptures). We see this pattern first in the life of Paul and those with him, because
(as T mentioned in Answer 7.3b), in Acts 15:35, Paul and Barnabas and “many others” are in
Antioch “teaching and preaching the word of the Lord.” At Corinth, Paul stayed one and a half
years “teaching the word of God among them” (Acts 18:11).

With regard to other teachers, the author of Hebrews assumes that teachers ought to base
their teaching on the words of God, for he says, “you need someone to teach you again the basic
principles of the oracles of God” (Hebrews 5:12). And Paul tells Timothy that all “Scripture” is
“profitable for teaching” (2 Timothy 3:16). Since the apostles’ writings had equal authority to
the Old Testament Scripture (see 2 Peter 3:2, 15-16), it is not surprising that Paul told Timothy
to “command and teach” (1 Timothy 4:11) and to “teach and urge” (1 Timothy 6:2) Paul’s
instructions to the Ephesian church.

Similarly, Paul talks about an ordinary believer as “one who is taught the Word” (Galatians
6:6), showing that the Word of God forms the basis of the teaching,. False teachers are those who
desire “to be teachers of the Law” but who lack understanding (1 Timothy 1:7).

It is not true to say, as Bilezikian does, that “with the formation of the New Testament
canon, the locus of authority was displaced from the teacher to the teaching inscripturated in
the New Testament,” because all early teachers had the entire Old Testament to base their
teaching on. In addition, they had a growing collection of writings from the apostles themselves
(or people such as Mark and Luke who were writing under the authorization of the apostles).
So any Bible teacher even at the very beginning of the Christian church (apart from the apostles
themselves) could base his teaching only on the authority of the Old Testament, and on the
teaching of the apostles and the writings of the apostles as those became available. (Of course,
a teacher could not base his teaching on the book of Philippians, for example, if he had not yet
received the book of Philippians, but he would base his authority on as much Scripture as he
had.) Therefore, Bilezikian’s claim is incorrect.

133. Bilezikian, Beyond Sex Roles, 184.
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Answer 7.17b: The authority of apostles was greater than that of teachers,

and today the writings of the apostles (the New Testament) have taken the
place of the living apostles in the New Testament church.

Paul tells the Corinthians, “The things I am writing to you are a command of the Lord”
(1 Corinthians 14:37; see also Romans 2:16; 2 Corinthians 13:3; Galatians 1:8-9;
1 Thessalonians 2:13; 4:8, 15; 5:27; 2 Thessalonians 3:6, 14). And Peter tells readers to remem-
ber “the commandment of the Lord and Savior through your apostles” (2 Peter 3:2). Peter
places Paul’s writings in the same category as “the other Scriptures” (2 Peter 3:15-16), and
Paul quotes the words of Luke 10:7 as “Scripture” (see 1 Timothy 5:17—18).

The apostles had a special office which ended around the time the New Testament writings
were completed, and that office of apostle does not continue today,!34 But the office of apostle
is different from that of teacher in the New Testament churches, because Paul lists them sepa-
rately, as in 1 Corinthians 12:28 (“First apostles, second prophets, third teachers”) and
Ephesians 4:11 (“He gave the apostles, the prophets, the evangelists, the pastors and teachers”).
Although there were only a very few apostles in the early church,!3> there were many teachers.
In fact, James expected that there were teachers in every church he wrote to (see James 3:1).

Therefore when Bilezikian claims that the authority of teachers “was absolute and norma-
tive,” he is mistaken, for that status applied only to the apostles and such authority is not claimed
for anyone other than apostles.

Answer 7.17c: The primary authority for teachers today is the written
Word of God. But in a secondary sense they have authority (a) because of
congregational recognition of their trustworthiness as teachers, and

(b) because of their own personal character qualities.

Bilezikian is also incorrect to say that a teacher’s authority today is based only on competency,
and a sexless teaching machine may “do as much” as a live teacher in sharing knowledge and
insights from Scripture.

Are the character qualifications for elders (who did much of the Bible teaching) put in
Paul’s letters for nothing? The qualifications for elder included close attention to character
traits having to do with high integrity, an exemplary moral life, and spiritual maturity (see
1 Timothy 3:2-7; Titus 1:6-9). Elders were not just “teaching machines”; their lives as well as
their words taught the believers. Thus, Paul could tell Timothy and Titus that they should “sez
the believers an example in speech, in conduct, in love, in faith, in purity” (1 Timothy 4:12),
and he told Titus, “Show yourself in all respects to be a model of good works” (Titus 2:7;
compare 1 Corinthians 11:1; 2 Timothy 3:10-11).

134. For further discussion of this point, see Grudem, Systematic Theology (1994), 905—11.
135. See Grudem, Systematic Theology, 907—10.
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When James says, “Not many of you should become teachers, my brothers, for you know
that we who teach will be judged with greater strictness” (James 3:1), and when Paul talks about
people who were “teachers” in the churches (1 Corinthians 12:28; Ephesians 4:11), they sug-
gest that a certain group of people were established as teachers (this is especially true in
Ephesians 4:11). The office of elder is frequently connected to public teaching in the church
(see Ephesians 4:11; 1 Timothy 3:2; Titus 1:9; and especially 1 Timothy 5:17, “Let the elders who
rule well be considered worthy of double honor, especially those who labor in preaching and
teaching”). So there seems to have been an office of “teacher” in the early church, consisting
of those who had been publicly recognized and established in that teaching role because of the
church’s willingness to publicly endorse the trustworthiness of these men. They were men of
“recognized trustworthiness.”

So teachers are more than “teaching machines.” They are real people who, in the whole of
their character and personhood, teach and model for the church. In this we can probably
understand one of the reasons why the Bible restricts to men the roles of governing and teach-
ing the church: The men who are teachers model the male leadership and male headship that
God has established for our good in both the family and in the church. Such governing and
teaching roles are most appropriate for those who model godly manhood.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 7.18: PAuL TELLS WOMEN TO PREACH
THE WORD: IN 2 TIMOTHY 4:1—2, PAUL TELLS ALL CHRISTIANS,
INCLUDING WOMEN, TO “PREACH THE WORD.”

This is the claim of Sarah Sumner in a long narrative reporting on the way her question about
2 Timothy 4:1-2 baffled an audience of women and they sat in stunned silence:

Avyear or two ago, at a certain women’s conference, I asked approximately four hun-
dred Christian women to open their Bibles to 2 Timothy 3:16—17. Before I read it, I
explained that the chapter and verse markings in Scripture were not inserted until
the thirteenth century. 136 In other words, I told them that if Paul were alive today, he
wouldn’t know what was meant by “1 Timothy 2:12” because he never did see any
chapters and verses superimposed upon his letters. Paul wrote and sent the letters
as letters. In other words, his intention was for his letters to be read all at once. My
intention at the conference was for the women to see what happens when we read
2 Timothy 3:16—17 with that in mind. As we already know, this text says, “All
Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction,
for training in righteousness that the man [Greek anthropos, “person”] of God may
be adequate, equipped for every good work.”

136. Sumner is three centuries off here regarding verses: Verse markings were inserted in 1551; see footnote 32,
above.
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At the conference, I asked the women, “Is everyone convinced that these two
verses apply to all of us here today?” There were many nods of heads.

I posed the question again, “Everyone here is totally convinced that these two
verses apply to you? You're sure the Bible is profitable to equip you, a woman, for
every work?” The answer again was yes.

I repeated myself again, “None of you are doubtful that these two verses speak
directly to you as women?”

The answer was so obvious that people were beginning to wonder what I had up
my sleeve. I repeated again for a fourth time, and again for a fifth. I said, “Okay, this
is the last call. Is there anyone in this room who believes that 2 Timothy 3:16—17 was
not intended to apply to us?”

They all held their ground.

Then my eyes fell to the text where I begin to read the next two verses (2 Tim.
4:1-2), which explicitly say, “I solemnly charge you in the presence of God and of
Christ Jesus, who is to judge the living and the dead, and by His appearing and His
kingdom: preach the Word; be ready in season and out of season; reprove, rebuke,
exhort, with great patience and instruction.”

I looked up and paused for about one or two seconds. Then quietly I said, “Do
these two verses also apply to you?”

Silence.

After a few more seconds, the room began to stir. There were nudgings and whis-
pers and feelings of uncertainty and excitement. Everyone’s interest was piqued.

But some of the women were disturbed. After the session one woman talked
openly with me about some of her negative reactions.... She said, “By asking that
question you made it sound as though women are supposed to go out and preach.”

I didn’t know what to say, so I said nothing. But I had a thought in mind: Am I
the only one who makes it sound as though women are supposed to preach? Or does
the Bible do that?157

137. Sumner, Men and Women in the Church, 21720 (italics in original). This narrative is representative of much
of Sumner’s argument in the book, a method that could be called “argument by personal anecdote.” At other
key points she tells how as a professor she posed a particularly insightful question or gave a brilliant rejoin-
der to a question while speaking to a class or a lay audience, and the audience sat in stunned silence or even
burst into amazed laughter (see 187, 195-96, 197).



Feminist Claims About the Church from the New Testament Epistles 277

Answer 7.18a: The commands in 1 Timothy 4:1-2 are all singular
imperatives addressed specifically to Timothy.

What Sumner fails to tell her readers, and what she apparently failed to tell those four hundred
women, is that the imperative verbs in 2 Timothy 4:1-2 are all singular: Paul is writing to
Timothy, and he uses five second person singular aorist imperatives to tell Timothy:

I charge you in the presence of God and of Christ Jesus, who is to judge the living
and the dead, and by his appearing and his kingdom: preach the word; be ready in
season and out of season; reprove, rebuke, and exhort, with complete patience and
teaching. 138

The original readers would have known that those singulars were addressed specifically
to Timothy. Sarah Sumner, who earned a Ph.D. that required substantial competence in Greek,
must know that also. But if she knows that the command “preach the Word” is a singular
imperative addressed specifically to Timothy and not to all Christians, it is difficult to under-
stand why she did not disclose it in such an extended and dramatic encounter with an audience
of lay persons who have no access to the Greek text. She has withheld highly relevant infor-
mation from her hearers (and her readers).

The singular imperative shows that the command “preach the Word” was a command
specifically from Paul to Timothy. A correct modern application of it would say that it applies to
all those who have responsibilities similar to Timothy in preaching and in church leadership.
Among first-century hearers who understood Greek, no women who heard this singular com-
mand would have thought that Paul was telling them to ““preach the Word.” Why did Sumner not
let her readers know this?

CONCLUSION

We have considered a large number of egalitarian arguments regarding women’s roles in the
church according to the New Testament epistles. Egalitarian authors have claimed that women
prophets were the same as teachers, that Paul’s coworkers were elders, that older women were
elders, that women homeowners were elders, that women deacons governed the churches, and
that specific women such as Phoebe and Junia had governing authority over the churches. But
these claims have not turned out to be persuasive.

138. All of the italicized verbs in this quotation are aorist singular imperatives in Greek. The Greek text has no pro-
noun for “you” in the phrase translated “I charge you,” so no argument about singular or plural can be made
from that.
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The egalitarian claims that 1 Corinthians 14:34—35 should not be part of the Bible, or is a
quotation that Paul rejects, or was due to noisy, disruptive Corinthian women, also turned out
not to be convincing. Nor were the claims that elders lacked authority, that teachers today lack
authority, or that Paul’s goal was simply not to offend the culture, found acceptable. Even before
we look at 1 Timothy 2:11-15 in detail, the egalitarian claims from the rest of the New Testament
epistles are not consistent with what the New Testament actually says. The New Testament con-
sistently reserves certain teaching and governing roles in the church to men.

Yet whenever we say this we must remember that Jesus and the New Testament apostles
gave much more affirmation to women’s ministries and to women’s value in the church than
many churches have done historically. Several of these egalitarian objections have shown us that
very clearly. These teachings of Scripture show us that in the midst of this controversy, we must
continue to affirm and encourage multiple kinds of ministries by women throughout every
aspect of the church’s life. Both men and women are given spiritual gifts to be used for the com-
mon good, as the Holy Spirit intends.

Therefore we must be cautious of straying into liberalism or a denial of the authority of
Scripture, while at the same time being cautious that we do not quench the Holy Spirit or unnec-
essarily restrict the gifts that the Holy Spirit has given to women and the ministries that He wants
them to be involved in.



CHAPTER EIGHT

Evangelical Feminist Claims

About the Church from 1 Timothy 2

aul says in 1 Timothy 2:12, “I do not permit a woman to teach or to exercise authority

over aman,” but egalitarians propose several alternative explanations for this passage.

They suggest that perhaps there was a unique situation in Ephesus in which women
were teaching false doctrine, and Paul's command was relevant for that particular situation only.
Others suggest that women were not well educated in the ancient world, and that is why Paul
does not let them teach. Still others suggest that this command was restricted only to husbands
and wives, or that it was a temporary command Paul gave only until women could be trained
more fully.

Egalitarians also propose several alternative meanings to the word translated “exercise
authority.” Perhaps it means “domineer” or “misuse authority.” Or perhaps it means “not com-
mit violence” or “not proclaim oneself author of a man,” or some other negative idea. Finally,
some egalitarians propose that Paul was wrong in his teaching in 1 Timothy 2.

In this chapter, we consider these and other egalitarian objections to 1 Timothy 2:11-15.1
I quote the entire passage here, beginning with verse 8:

I desire then that in every place the men should pray, lifting holy hands without anger
or quarreling; likewise also that women should adorn themselves in respectable
apparel, with modesty and self-control, not with braided hair and gold or pearls or
costly attire, but with what is proper for women who profess godliness—with good
works. Let 2 woman learn quietly with all submissiveness. I do not permit 2 woman to
teach or to exercise authority over a man; rather, she is to remain quiet. For Adam was

1. For lengthy, detailed, and fair treatments of this entire passage from a complementarian perspective, see
Mounce, Pastoral Epistles (2000), 13543, and the book-length treatment in Kostenberger et al., Women in
the Church: A Fresh Analysis of 1 Timothy 2:9—15 (1995). In that second book, for an analysis of detailed
exegetical questions on this passage, see especially the essay by Schreiner, “Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:9-15,”
105-54. Many of the arguments I make in this chapter are made in more detail and with more extensive bibli-
ography by both Mounce and Schreiner. (To read detailed treatments of this passage from an egalitarian per-
spective, see the egalitarian works that I refer to throughout this chapter.)
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formed first, then Eve; and Adam was not deceived, but the woman was deceived and
became a transgressor. Yet she will be saved through childbearing—if they continue in
faith and love and holiness, with self-control.

EGALITARIAN CLAIM 8.1: WOMEN WERE TEACHING FALSE
DoCTRINE: WOMEN IN EPHESUS WERE TEACHING FALSE
DOCTRINE, AND THIS IS THE REASON PAUL PROHIBITS WOMEN
FROM TEACHING IN 1 TIMOTHY 2:11—15. BUT THAT WAS A
SPECIFIC COMMAND FOR THAT PARTICULAR SITUATION, AND
THERE-FORE IT IS NOT UNIVERSALLY BINDING ON US TODAY.

This view is commonly argued by egalitarians. Richard and Catherine Kroeger argue that women
were teaching false doctrine, perhaps connected either to Gnosticism or to proto-Gnosticism:

Our hypothesis will deal with the possibility that the false teachers were indeed
Gnostics, proto-Gnostics, or some group with a mythology remarkably like that of the
Gnostics.... We maintain that those involved with the false doctrines included both
men and women, and that the women were involved in telling stories which contra-
dicted the Scriptures.?

Craig Keener says, “Much of the false teaching in Ephesus was being spread through
women in the congregation.. . . Presumably, Paul wants them to learn so that they could teach.”

Gordon Fee writes (regarding 1 Timothy 2:12),

It is probably because some of them have been so terribly deceived by the false
teachers, who are specifically abusing the OT.... The word translated authority,
which occurs only here in the NT, has the connotation “to domineer.” In context it
probably reflects again on the role the women were playing in advancing the
errors—or speculations—of the false teachers and therefore is to be understood
very closely with the prohibition against teaching.*

2. R. and C. Kroeger, I Suffer Not a Woman (1992), 65-66. Jacobs, Women of Destiny (1998), 240—41, shows
sympathy for this “Gnostic heresy” view, depending only on the Kroegers for support. Grady, Twenty-Five Tough
Questions About Women and the Church (2003), also agrees with the Kroegers’ view, saying, “The Gnostics. ..
concocted the notion that Eve was created before Adam.. .. It is possible that one or more female false teachers
had invaded the church at Ephesus and were spreading this detestable doctrine” (144). Sumner, Men and
Women in the Church (2003), also supports this view in her statement, “Perhaps the most insidious thing is that
the false teachers, like Satan, were twisting the Scriptures, lying to the people by saying that Eve was created first
and that Eve was not deceived” (259). Gnosticism was an early Christian heresy (from the second century Ap)
that taught that salvation came through special hidden knowledge (Greek gnosis), and that created matter was
evil. Gnostics denied that Jesus had 2 human nature.

3. Keener, Paul, Women and Wives (1992), 111-12.

4. Fee, I and 2 Timothy, Titus (1998), 73.
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And J. Lee Grady states,

What is translated as “certain men” [in 1 Tim. 1:3] is the indefinite Greek pronoun #s:.
An indefinite pronoun does not indicate gender. Paul is saying, “Instruct certain people
not to teach strange doctrines.” Later in 1 Timothy, it becomes evident that women were
doing the teaching of these strange doctrines, at least in part. A major purpose of this
entire epistle was to correct unbiblical teachings being presented by women.>

Don Williams says, “Could some of those teaching falsely be women? Quite probably so.”®

Answer 8.1a: The only false teachers named at Ephesus are men, not women.

We have three passages that speak of false teachers in the church at Ephesus, and they all speak
of men, not women, as doing the false teaching;

1. 1 Timothy 1:19-20: “some have made shipwreck of their faith, among whom are
Hymenaeus and Alexander, whom 1 have handed over to Satan that they may
learn not to blaspheme.”

2. 2 Timothy 2:17-18: “Among them are Hymenaeus and Philetus, who have
swerved from the truth, saying that the resurrection has already happened.”

3. Acts 20:30: Paul warns the Ephesian elders that in the future, “from among your
own selves will arise 7men speaking twisted things, to draw away the disciples after
them.” Here Paul specifically uses the term anér (plural andres), which refers
to male human beings, not to people generally. And he is speaking to the elders of
the church at Ephesus, who were only men. He tells them that these false teachers
will arise “from among your own selves.”

So we have three passages that specify who the false teachers were (or would be in the future)
at Ephesus, and in all three cases, the false teachers who are named are men, not women.”

5. Grady, Ten Lies (2000), 57. See also Perriman, Speaking of Women (1998), 141-2. 1. Howard Marshall also

thinks that behind 1 Timothy 2:12 “lies some particular false teaching by some women” (Marshall, 4 Critical
and Exegetical Commentary on the Pastoral Epistles, ICC [Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 19991, 458).

. Williams, The Apostle Paul and Women in the Church (1979), 111.

. The Kroegers, after naming Hymenaeus, Alexander, and Philetus, do not dispute that these names refer to men.
However, they then add, “We shall suggest that at least one of the individuals who was teaching a different doc-
trine was a woman” (59—60), but it does not appear that they are attempting to claim that any of these three
names (which all have masculine gender forms in the Greek text) refers to a woman, and no later argument is
made in their book (as far as I can tell) that one of these names refers to a woman. The statement must mean,
rather, that their general argument suggests that there were one or more women iz addition to these three
men teaching false doctrine in Ephesus. But the fact remains that three men and no women are named. The
Kroegers give no evidence to support their statement about an individual woman.

Cindy Jacobs misunderstands the Kroegers statement, for in reference to this passage in their book she writes,
“The Kroegers suggest that at least one of these individuals was a woman and that 1 Timothy 2:12 forbids her to teach
a heresy which was creating serious problems in the Church” (Jacobs, Women of Destiny, 235). But the names are
all masculine in Greek and all refer to men.
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Answer 8.1b: No clear proof of women teaching false doctrine at Ephesus has
been found either inside the Bible or outside the Bible.

Sometimes egalitarians claim that various verses in 1 and 2 Timothy prove that women were
teaching false doctrine, but the verses simply do not demonstrate that.

First Timothy 5:13 warns that younger women who do not marry again will become “gos-
sips and busybodies, saying what they should not.” But this does not indicate that any women
were teaching false doctrine. To “gossip” means to spread “intimate or private rumors or
facts,”® but spreading such personal details about other people, whether rumors or facts, is not
the same as teaching false doctrine. Most of us can probably think of people in our local
churches or communities who gossip, but they are not teachers of false doctrine! The two
speech activities are quite distinct.

When Paul says in 1 Timothy 5:13 that such young women will become “gossips and busy-
bodies, saying what they should not,” the natural interpretation of “saying what they should
not,” is to take it as an expansion of what Paul means by “gossips.” These younger widows who
go from house to house will be saying things they should not say, spreading rumors and misin-
formation about other people. But this does not mean they are spreading false doctrine such as
denying the resurrection of Christ, or saying that the resurrection is past already, or uttering
blasphemies as Hymenaeus and Alexander did (1 Timothy 1:20), or speaking twisted things to
gain a following as Paul predicted false teachers would do in Acts 20:30. There is good evidence
that Paul was concerned about gossip becoming a problem among some women at Ephesus,
but the needed evidence for women teaching false doctrine at Ephesus simply cannot be found
in 1 Timothy 5:13.

However, my friend Rich Nathan depends on 1 Timothy 5:13 for his view that the most
convincing solution regarding 1 Timothy 2 is that “the women in the Ephesian church had
become the carriers of this false teaching,” and he says that Gordon Fee’s definition “to talk
foolishness” or “to communicate false teaching” is a better translation than “gossips” for the
word phluaros in 1 Timothy 5:13. The reference he gives to Fee does not mention phluaros,
50 it is unclear what evidence Nathan is using to propose this new definition for the word.!”
The standard lexicons do not mention the sense, “to communicate false teaching,” and such
a verbal idea would be surprising to find for a definition of an adjective in any case. The
BDAG definition is simply “gossipy,”'! and LS says, “silly talk, foolery, nonsense; tatler,

8. American Heritage Dictionary, 3rd ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1996), 783. The Greek term phluaros is
an adjective meaning “gossipy” (BDAG, 1060).
9. Nathan, Who Is My Enemy (2002), 151.
10. Page 151n16 refers to p. 278, where Nathan cites Fee and Stewart, How to Read the Bible for All Its Worth
(1993), 72—76. Though Nathan does not mention it, Fee’s commentary on 1 Timothy does claim that phluaros
is used of “speaking something foolish or absurd in comparison to truth” (Fee, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, 122),
but it is unclear on what basis Nathan or Fee can claim that the word means specifically to communicate false
teaching. (Fee gives no evidence for his claim either.)
11. BDAG, 1060.
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babbler.”12 No English translation known to me gives the sense “to communicate false teach-
ing,” and the sense “gossips” is the near-unanimous sense in modern translations (NASB, NIV,
ESV, RSV, NRSV, NIT, NKJV). Thus, no nuance of “communicating false teaching” in 1 Timothy
5:13 has been proven by Fee or Nathan, and Nathan’s claim that women were teaching false
doctrine in Ephesus remains an assertion with no evidence to support it.!3

Second Timothy 3:6—7 is another passage egalitarians sometimes use to claim there were
women teaching false doctrine at Ephesus:

For among them are those who creep into households and capture weak women, bur-
dened with sins and led astray by various passions, always learning and never able to
arrive at a knowledge of the truth.

This passage indicates that some women were led astray by false teachers. That is not sur-
prising, for when false teaching comes into a church, some men and some women will be led
astray—God does not give immunity from wrong belief to either men or women in general. But
the passage does not say that the women were doing the false teaching, it simply says they were
being led astray.

There is no proof that any woman or any group of women were engaged in teaching false
doctrine at Ephesus. But even if that could be established, the egalitarian claim is not persuasive
because it does not show that women were primarily responsible for spreading the false teach-
ing—of which the only named proponents are men. And unless women were primarily
responsible for spreading the false teaching, Paul’s silencing of the women (in the egalitarian
view) would not make sense.

Is there any other proof? Some have mentioned the passage about Jezebel in Revelation 2,
where Jesus says to the church in Thyatira,

But I have this against you, that you tolerate that woman Jezebel, who calls herself a
prophetess and is teaching and seducing my servants to practice sexual immorality
and to eat food sacrificed to idols. (v. 20)

Does this prove there were women teaching false doctrine at Ephesus? It does prove there
was one woman in the church at Thyatira, a different church, teaching false doctrine and claim-
ing to be a prophetess. And I do not deny that there have been women who taught false doctrine
at various points in the history of the church. But one woman teaching false doctrine at
Thyatira does not prove that there were any women teaching false doctrine at Ephesus! There

12. 18, 1946.

13. I am surprised to see Nathan, who is a careful thinker, advocate this position. It is kind of him to write, “My
friend Wayne Grudem, a theologian, suggests that no external evidence exists of a feminist cult operating in
Ephesus at the time of the writing of 1 Timothy, so how do we know that the apostle Paul was linking his pro-
hibition to that particular problem?” (Who Is My Enemy, 150). Nathan offers no answer to this question. His
interpretation is without basis in fact.
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may or may not have been women teaching false doctrine at Ephesus. My point is simply that
there is 720 evidence that women were teaching false doctrine at Ephesus. And so the claim turns
out to be speculation without any hard evidence to support it. Should we base our interpreta-
tion of a passage on a claim with no supporting evidence and with substantial contrary evidence?

Answer 8.1c: Richard and Catherine Kroeger’s claim of a Gnostic heresy that
Eve was created before Adam has no persuasive historical basis.

Richard and Catherine Kroeger argue at great length for the presence of a Gnostic or proto-
Gnostic heresy in Ephesus that taught that Eve was created before Adam and taught Adam
spiritual knowledge.!4 To construct their case they have no proof from any first-century
material outside the New Testament, but use /ater sources in such a way that has opened
their work to significant criticism. They dismiss these concerns by saying,

A substantive discussion of the sources, dating, and origins of Gnosticism is outside
the purview of this book.. .. Our hypothesis will deal with the possibility that the false
teachers were indeed Gnostics, proto-Gnostic, or some group with a mythology
remarkably like that of the Gnostics.'>

New Testament scholars with expertise in this area have not been positively impressed with
the Kroegers’ work. Thomas Schreiner summarizes much of the academic rejection of the
Kroegers’ speculative work in the following statement:

Unfortunately, the Kroegers’ reconstruction is riddled with methodological errors.
They nod in the direction of saying that the heresy is “profo-gnostic,” but consistently
appeal to later sources to establish the contours of the heresy. The lack of historical
rigor, if I can say this kindly, is nothing less than astonishing. They have clearly not
grasped how one should apply the historical method in discerning the nature of false
teaching in the Pauline letters. 10

Three other reviews of the Kroegers’ work by New Testament experts offer deeply troubling
evaluations. Stephen Baugh, New Testament professor at Westminster Seminary (California)
whose PhD thesis is on the history of ancient Ephesus, wrote an extended review called “The

14. See especially R. and C. Kroeger, I Suffer Not a Woman, especially 59-66 and 119-25, with other additional
historical material supposedly supporting this idea in the next several chapters.

15. Ibid., 65-66. (For an analysis of the Kroegers’ claim that authentéo in 1 Timothy 2:12 means “proclaim one-
self author of a man,” in accordance with this alleged Gnostic heresy, see egalitarian claim 8.10.)

16. Schreiner, “Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:9—15" (1995), 109—10. Schreiner adds, “For three devastating reviews
of the Kroegers’ work, see Robert W. Yarbrough, ‘I Suffer Not a Woman: A Review Essay, Preshyterion 18
(1992): 25-33; Albert Wolters, ‘Review: I Suffer Not a Woman,’ Calvin Theological Journal 28 (1993): 208-13;
S. M. Baugh, ‘The Apostle Among the Amazons,” Westminister Theological Journal 56 (1994): 153-71.” (See
Appendix 6 for these reviews, pp. 646—74.)

For an excellent brief summary of ancient Gnosticism and current scholarly viewpoints about it, with an exten-
sive bibliography, see E. M. Yamauchi, “Gnosticism,” DNTB, 414-18.
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Apostle Among the Amazons.”!7 As Baugh’s title indicates, the Kroegers rely heavily on nonfac-
tual myths (such as myths of Amazon “women warriors”) to paint a picture of ancient Ephesus
where women had usurped religious authority over men: a “feminist Ephesus” in the religious
realm. But their historical reconstruction is just not true. Baugh says, “the Kroegers...have
painted a picture of Ephesus which wanders widely from the facts” (p. 155). With his expertise
in the history of Ephesus, Baugh affirms, “No one has established historically that there was, in
fact, a feminist culture in first-century Ephesus. It has merely been assumed” (p. 154). He says
the Kroegers’ foundational claim that the religious sphere of life could be led by women, but not
the social—civic spheres, “betrays an astonishing innocence of how ancient societies worked”
(p. 160). After analyzing their data, he concludes, “It is difficult to imagine how such a momen-
tous conclusion could have been erected upon such fragile, tottering evidence” (p. 161). Other
evidence used by the Kroegers is “wildly anachronistic” (p. 163), and contains “outright errors
of fact” (p. 165). On the other hand, “they virtually ignore a vast body of evidence of a histori-
cally much more reliable and relevant quality: the approximately 4,000 Ephesian inscriptions
and the burgeoning secondary literature surrounding them” (p. 162).18

Another review of the book is by Albert Wolters, Professor of Religion and Theology/Classical
Studies at Redeemer College in Hamilton, Ontario.'” Wolters first summarizes the Kroegers’ argu-
ment that 1 Timothy 2:12 should be translated, “I do not permit a woman to teach nor to
represent herself as originator of man, but she is to be in conformity [with the Scriptures],” and
that Paul was opposing a specific feminist heresy at Ephesus. He then says,

their proposal, both philologically and historically, is a signal failure. In fact, it is not
too much to say that their book is precisely the sort of thing that has too often given
evangelical scholarship a bad name. There is little in the book’s main thesis that can
withstand serious scrutiny, and there is a host of subordinate detail that is misleading
or downright false.20

17. Baugh, “Apostle Among the Amazons” (1994), 153-71.

18. The response to Baugh’s analysis in the egalitarian journal Priscilla Papers by Alan Padgett is to say that Baugh
“nowhere even considers, much less refutes, the idea that a small group of philosophers (like the Gnostics)
might have been teaching the equality of women, contrary to the rest of society” Alan Padgett, “The
Scholarship of Patriarchy (on 1 Timothy 2:8-15),” Priscilla Papers (winter 1997), 25-26. The word might
in this statement reveals a desperate grasping at straws when there is no supporting evidence. I suppose some-
one could say there “might” have been people at Ephesus supporting all sorts of different doctrines, but a bare
“might have been” in the absence of facts is hardly a sufficient basis on which to justify rejecting present-day
obligations to obey the instructions of 1 Timothy 2:12. People can believe something that has no contemporaneous
facts supporting it and hundreds of facts against it if they wish, but it will be for factors other than evidence and
rational analysis.

19. Wolters, “Review: I Suffer Not a Woman,” 208-13.

20. Ibid., 209-10.
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Citing several specific examples, Wolters observes that the Kroegers

repeatedly misunderstand the sources they cite, and they fail to mention important
recent literature which counts against their own interpretation.. .. Their scholarly doc-
umentation is riddled with elementary linguistic blunders.. .. Unfortunately, things are
not much better with the Kroegers’ historical argumentation. There is in fact no direct
evidence that their postulated Gnostic sect ever existed in first-century Ephesus, or
indeed that a Gnostic group fitting their description ever existed at all.2!

He concludes that “the Kroegers have conspicuously failed to make their case.... It is very
doubtful whether any serious commentary on 1 Timothy will ever adopt its basic thesis.”2

Finally, the book was also reviewed by Robert W. Yarbrough, who was at that time
Associate Professor of New Testament at Covenant Theological Seminary in St. Louis.?
Yarbrough notes that the book’s general method. . .is to build on one-sided statements, ignor-
ing any research findings or even primary data that do not agree with its thesis. This makes for
a convincing presentation, but only so long as one remains ignorant of the full range of perti-
nent data and dissenting scholarly opinion.24

Then Yarbrough issues warnings about the trend to interpret as culturally relative key
teachings of Scripture:

One may ask what the long-term outcome of the hermeneutics of an apparently grow-
ing stratum within evangelicalism is apt to be, assuming that the Kroegers’ book is an
example and harbinger. Is it possible to nibble away at the putative edges of the apos-
tolic word about the sexes that was thought to be valid and authoritative for centuries
without creating an appetite in some for larger and larger bites? If 1 Timothy 2:12 is
simply cultural, why not (as many have already concluded) Eph 5:22 (“Wives, submit
to your husbands. ..”)? And if Eph 5:22, why not Eph 5:25ff., which teaches that hus-
bands ought to be willing to lay down their lives for their wives like Christ did for the
church?. .. What is noteworthy is to see ostensibly evangelical authors, apparently with
little restraint from their evangelical publishers, urging with such aplomb such revi-
sionist reading of apostolic teaching.2>

In short, the Kroegers have carelessly cited much varied material from dates after 1 Timothy
was written, often without giving readers a fair indication that they are quoting later material.
They even appeal to stories from Greek mythology as if they were historical fact (such as the

21. Ibid., 211.

22. Ibid., 213.

23. Yarbrough, “I Suffer Not a Woman: A Review Essay,” Presbyterion 18 (1992), 25-33.
24. Tbid., 27.

25. Ihid., 31-32.
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myths about the Amazons, a race of female super-warriors). Their historical reconstructions are
based on fanciful speculation and are not reliable.2°

Few responsible egalitarian scholars have followed the Kroegers in this proposal. I. Howard
Marshall says the Kroegers’ reconstruction of the Ephesian background is “highly conjectural.”2”

Answer 8.1d: If the fact that some people were teaching false doctrine
disqualified everyone of the same gender, then all men would have been
disqualified from teaching.

The egalitarian argument (whether depending on the Kroegers’ claim of a Gnostic myth, or on
other claims that women were teaching false doctrine) simply is not consistent. Even if some
women were teaching false doctrine at Ephesus, why would that lead Paul to prohibit a// women
from teaching? It would not be fair or consistent to do so. As we saw above, the only false
teachers we know about with certainty at Ephesus are men, not women. Therefore if the
egalitarian argument were consistent, it would have Paul prohibiting a// men from teaching, just
because some men were teaching false doctrine! But Paul does not do that, and this shows the
inconsistency of the egalitarian argument.

Answer 8.1e: Paul gives the reason for his command, and it is the Creation
order (1 Timothy 2:13-14), not any false teaching by women. It is precarious
to substitute a reason Paul does not give for what he does give.

Paul does not mention false teaching by women as a reason for his command. He does not say,
“I do not permit 2 woman to teach or to exercise authority over a man; rather, she is to remain
quiet for some women are teaching false doctrine there at Ephesus.” Rather, Paul’s reason is
the Creation order: “For Adam was formed first, then Eve.”

We should be reluctant to accept a position based on a reason Paul does not give, espe-
cially when it minimizes, ignores, or presents an eccentric interpretation of the reason Paul
actually does give (as several egalitarian positions do).

Answer 8.1f: The argument that no men were even present with the women
fails to consider the actual wording of this text.

Sarah Sumner proposes another explanation of why Paul said only women, not men, should be
silent: perhaps there were no men present. She writes,

26. In addition, it should be troubling for evangelicals to see that the Kroegers do not think 1 and 2 Timothy were
written by Paul, but we