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Egalitarianism recognizes patterns of authority in the family, church and sodteg/not
anarchistic but rejects the notion that any offé; ministry or opportunity should be denied anyone
on the grounds of gender alone. (p13)

While there is a spectrum of views on this topic, the most fundamental divide is over one basic
guestion: Are there any aspects of leadership denied to women andveddor men strictly on the
olaira 2F oKIG 2yS Olyy2i OKFIy3aSs 2ySQa 3ISYRSNK ¢

The two views:
1. Male leadership; traditional view; complementarian.
2. Egalitarian

Book in five sections:

Historical backdrop; place of women during church history.
Relevantiblical passages examined and interpreted.
Theological aspects of the debate.

Hermeneutical issues.

Practical aspects in the outworking of egalitarianism.
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SECTION 1: Historical backdrop

1. The Changing Roles of Women in Ministry
2. Evangelical Women in Mistry a Century Ago
3. Contemporary Evangelicals for Gender Equality
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In general, European society was patriarchal and this was reflected in the mediaeval church and its
attitude to women. The yielding of Eve to temptation was largely seen as excluding wimmen
theological debate. Convents gave women a 'professional’ locus for their ministry.

19th and early 20th centuries saw a huge increase in women's involvement at all levels, including
leadership, with many scholars and interpreters finding ample laibdigpport for this situation.
The decline set in between the two world wars, for the following reasons:

CANRGSE FdzyRIFYSydlFtAad aSLI NFGA&aG adzoOdz (GdzNBa Sy
issue.

Second, as fundamentalism institutionalized, womesre squeezed out of leadership roles.

Third, the conservative Protestant backlash against changing social values resulted in restrictions

on women in ministry.

Finally, a more literalist view of Scripture among fundamentalists meant less flexibility in

interpreting the subject of women in ministry. (p52)

Evangelical egalitarians are ideologically much more closely aligned with the evangelical activists
and women preachers of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries than with the various non
Christan and liberal forms of feminism that developed in the latter half of the past century. (p59)

tFOTSNIIfaz2z O2NNBOGte O01y2e¢f SRISR GKI G | FGSNI @
exclusion of women from the office of teaching and ruling iwititne congregation now lies on
iK2aS 6K2 YIFIAYGlIAy GKS SEOf dzAAZpS2) NI 6 KSNJ GKIy 2V

The last 30 years:

First, a theology of gender equality has been recovered from its ninetesattury roots. Though
undoubtedly influenced by the modern feminist movement, it was not the result of it; rather, the
secular served as a catalystawaken the sacred.

Second, the struggles within evangelicalism in the 1980s had thadomgeffect of strengthening

the resolve of biblical egalitarians, forcing them to move to a greater level of maturity as the result
of a vigorous selflefense.

Third, although the initial backlash of the late 1980s is past, the resultant polarity of the two sides
presents an ongoing challenge for evangelicals. The need to get beyond this impasse in order to
demonstrate unity with diversity in the body of Christ isajex than ever. Thus another matter of
unfinished business is resuming dialogue with a spirit of reconciliation.

Fourth, the rise of the biblical equality movement has effected a change of practice, if not of mind,
for many traditionalists. Not only haveaes changed to an egalitarian posititait many others

have modified their traditionalism into a position that ends up being virtually egalitarian itigegac
The result is that things seem to be generally better for evangelical women in marriage and
ministry at the beginning of the twendfjrst century, even in many stalled complementarian

circles.

Fifth, a high view of Scripture has been an explicit part of evangelical egalitarian theology from the
beginning. Despite some accusations to the contrary, these conservatives have not didimisse
0SFOKAY3 2F GKS . Ao0fS Fa aYSNBte OdzZf GdzNI £33 y2N
around it, nor have they simply refused to submit to its authority. (p74)

SECTION 2: Biblical passages examined

4. Equality With and Without InnocenceGenesis 13
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In short, the nature of revelation, Hebrew language and vocabulary, the semantic ra@gzof
YR GKS 02YY2y fAy3IdAaidAO RS@OSt2LIVSyld 2F g2NRa |
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There is nothing in this first chapter to suggest anything other than an equality of male and female
created together in the image of God. (p82)

This is the purpose of the wom@rhelpé: to overcome loneliness. If it were, as Schreiner suggests,

G2 KSELI!'RIFIY gA0GK GKS GFral 2F NUzZ Ay3d 20SNI ONBI
be created before the naming of the animals. The goal of overcoming loneliness is stressed in
Genesis22nX y2iG 0(GKS g2 Yl yQacreatianithoagh thig i© SearinyGerNdizf A y 3 2
1:26). (p84 fnl7)

In Genesis 2 the man is given responsibility over the Garden, a responsibility already given to both

man and woman in Genesis 1, but he is not given authority over the woman. Genesis 2 nowhere

suggests a hierarchical relationship between the man and the woman, and certainly not because of

GKS a2NRSNJ 2F ONBlIiAZYyéd az2NB20SNE OKILISNI m SEL
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be sustained by study of the text of Genesis 2, the context of Geng&ishe comparative literature
of the ancient Near East or the invocation of putativetooss of primogeniture in ancient Israel.

(p86)

Eve as 'helper' to Adam does not imply subordination; God himself is often described by the same
term.

a w Atseka) adtually refers to the side of the man, a part of the body that is neither above nor
below him.(p86)

Schreiner argues that when the man named the animals he exercised authority over them, and thus
when he named the woman he exercised authority dver. This is unconvincing for several

reasons.

First, the text nowhere states that the man exercised authority over the animals by naming them.
Rather, he classified them and thereby continued the work of the first three days of creation in
chapter 1, vihere God divided the elements of matter.

Second, there is no obvious way in which the man exercised any authority over either the animals or
the woman.

Third, Genesis 2:23, where the man designates the woman, begins with an affirmation of equality,
Go2¥8B Y& 02ySa yR FiSakK 2F Y& FiSakKeo

Fourth, the second part of Genesis 2:23 is a chiasm (concentric structure) in which the words for
Goa2Yryé YR aYlyé FINB LRAAGA2YSR i GKS OSyidSNE
to one another. (p87)

Why did the serpent approach Exather than Adam?

First, if name giving is intended to symbolize not domination but a kind of discernment and wisdom

AY RSGSN¥AYAY3I GKS yIGdNBE 2F | ONBF GdzN&ED GKSy {F
would have included the naming of theake.This would have implied the wisdom to see in the

snake the characteristic of shrewdness. How this information was obtained we are not told, but
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there is no indiation that the woman was party to it or that the man informed her. Therefore she

may have b8y Y2NB a4dzaOSLIiAo6fS G2 GKS ayl 1SQa LISNEdZ &)
Second, the reader never learns how the woman received the information that she cites to the

snake. Yet is is clear from her words to the serpent that she knew God had forbidden them to eat

from the tree. If the serpent and the man had dialogued and sin followed, there would never be

certainty as to the guilt of the woman. The text wishes to make clear that both the woman and the

YIYy da6K2 6+a 6AGK KSNE 6DSY oY cdthekdsuNdifarOdthLdr § SR Ay
knew that eating the fruit was forbidden.

Third, the text nowhere suggests that the snake approached the woman in order to subvert the

YIyQa FdziK2NAGE 2O0SNI KSNI» ¢KSNB Aa y2 YWygiAz2y o028
0SSy 3AAPSyd ¢KS OKFIftfSy3asS 2F GKS aylFr1S Aa yz2i RA
authority. (p88)

Genesis 3:1617 is best understood as a description of the new order of things, of howillfee

lived as the result of thedH, rather than how ishouldbe lived. It is not a command for one sex to
rule over the other any more than Genesis 3;19 is a command for all Israelite men to be farmers
or a prohibition of the use of weedkiller. (p92)

Conclusion

The relationship bieveen man and woman in Genesig3lhas been examined with regard to several

points.

CANARGYE (GKSe& $6SNB ONBFGSR Sldztte Ay D2RQ& AYl3AS>3
2yS FTFOUGSNI GKS 20KSNXY ¢Kdza 2y S nMhh&densédfiiSl | 2F | 6

hierarchy of the man over the woman.
Second, they were commanded to share dominion over the rest of creation. This is the only
authority given before the Fall.
¢CKANRSE GKS ¢62YlIy ¢l & F2NX¥SR 7T NERovparin&Svithib y | & KA &
implication of inferiority or subordination.
C2dzNIIKEZ GKS YIYy RSAONAOSR KSNJFa do2YlFyés NBTFE SC
gender. Later he names her Eve, describing the function she would have in bearing chilthen as
GY2UKSN) 2F |ff fAQGAYy3IE OG6KSYyOS 2yS O2dA R aLISI] 27
creation order; cf. 1 Cor 11:12). But the text does not mention anything about authority in the giving
of names.
CAYylLtftesx | F34SN (i Ki&ledGdrthd wbmad BaRIWark eBbdgBide Y8 usbankl ifi
addition to bearing children. She would also have a desire to rule him, though he would end up
ruling her.
In short, both unity and gender diversity are clear themes in the creation accounts r&xdd
the woman and the man to be one in unity and love. There is neither explicit nor implicit mention of
any authority or leadership role of the man over the woman, except as the sad result of their sin in
the Fall and their ensuing judgments. Even th&uch hierarchy is not presented as an ideal, but
rather as a reality of human history like that of the weeds that spring from the earth. The resolution
of this conflict in equality and harmony cannot be found in these chapters but looks forward to a
future redemption. (p94)

5. OT Law to NT Gospel

The law of Moses reflects a matentred social environment. (p96)

..aredemptive proces8 ¥ ¢gKAOK GKS [l g A& odzi 2yS &aidl 3ISd ¢ KA
creatiorE g KAOK A& OHU siwhNdiid Rirn & &) régdiared hyxhe Bake, a
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structure that is transcended in (4) tlygospel.. This process is confirmbg comments of Jesus (Mt
5:17¢48; 19:X20) and Paul (Gal 3:19, 23; 4:4). (p97)

Thus though Torah does not reverse the judgment of male dominance (Gen 3:16), it guards and
protects the woman within the situation(p98)

The law of Moses does not emie slavery (economic or personal) any more than it does patriarchy,

but works within these frameworks and regulates them, providing a degree of care and protection

for slaves and women... Thus such laws relating to Gentiles, slaves and women show @atixedem
Y2@0SYSyid G26FNR (KS ARSIt SELINBaaSR Ay tl dz Q& £ A
GECKSNBE Aa YSAGKSNI WSy y2NI DNBST1I ySAGKSNI atl @S vy
AY |/ KNA&ald WwWSadzaé o6DIFf oYHYyOLO® OLIMA MU

Perhaps theexclusion of women priests may be traced to the ceremonial uncleanness of
menstruation that would prevent them from officiating for a portion of each month. (p104)

Summargp LG KlFa 0SSy |NHdzSR GKIFG GKS AyoSydarzy 2F 0
LIS NLJS (0 dzI ( Sin edhtiadydt $omNgiriKel éven disciplined the man and guarded the woman.
Moreover, the family laws had a relatively progressive and protective attitude toward the legal

status of women, exhibiting concern for limitingate dominance. Critics may judgeK S € | 6 Q& & dzOC(
AY 2@SND2YAY3d GGKS LI GNREAYSEE FyR LI GNRFNOKFE L
Y2 YSIya Sy2dzZaKeéd . dzi F2NJ 62YSy  AWDhedrilithe & G KIF G
difference between an ordered socjeand a chaotic anarchy with unrestrained male dominance.

(p105)

¢ K2dzZaK ! NRI . Sal yee2y { LISy O0S NIpiovidekahalgiuhstagify Y2 OA Yy 3
point for the discussion of gender equality inthe Bib¥S & dzA Q (S| OK A yraustalsz3d 3Sa ( &
movebeyond the lawHis response to the question on divorce (Mt ¥4:2) and his treatment of

the same subiject in the legal rulings found in Matthew §48 (specifically Mt 5:2732) speak

directly to this point. (p106)

The fulfillment of thdaw in the redemptive era of the Messiah goes beyond the law by focusing on
the attitude of the heart. In this, however, the law is neither changed nor abolished (i.e., it was still a
good thing to be orderly about divorce when it occurred). Rather thptamsis shifted from a

negative restriction to a positive initiative, carrying forward the divine intention that was present
from the beginning. (p107)

Thus it can be argued that the law neither created nor perpetuated patriarchy but rather reflected a
progressive and protective attitude toward women. It was beneficial to women in its time, bringing
order to the society in which they lived. (p109)

6. Women Leaders in the Bible

T Miriam:
The congregation of Israel viewed her role as essential to itsanjggfusing to move ahead on
one occasion until she was restored to leadership after her criticism of Moses (Num 12:15).
(p110)

1 Deborah
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(Judg 4:6).(p111)

1 Huldah

Huldah provided leadership during the time that prophets of the stature of Jeremiah (Jer 1:2),
Zephaniah (Zeph 1:1), Nahum (Nah¢3®) and Habakkuk (Hab 1:6) were active. Huldah was

related by marriage to a court official, which plddeer at the center of public affairs (along with
Zephaniah). Her renown as a religious counselor was such that when King Josiah commanded his
FROAASNE (G2 G323 AYljdzZANBE 2F GKS [2NR X 02y OSNYy
[the book of thelawd ¢ T G KS@& &2dzaKG 2. (pl1® RF K oH YAY3I& HH

It is sometimes remarked that God permitted women to lead at times when Israel lacked
adequate male leadership. But the examples of Miriam, Deborah and Huldah, who ministered in
the context of other enowned male figures (Moses, Barak, Josiah, Jeremiah, etc.), demonstrate
the opposite. (p113)

1 Others:Unnamed women leaders in OT (Is 8:3; Ezek 1331 Neh 6:14; 2 Sam 143B; 2 Sam
20:1622). No suggestion in OT that such women leaders were inagptepr

1 Paul to the Romans:
The letter carrier was a woman (Rom 162}, and at least five of the nine women Paul greets
GSNBE YAYAaldNB 2O (SING ¢ T dZ8viR) YBEngli€2tranglations stemming from
the 1940s to the 1980s tend to obscutes fact. A hierarchical, noninclusive understanding of
f SFRSNEKALI RdAdZNAY3I (GKA& LISNA2R Aa LI NIt e
f SFRSNEKAL) Ydzald 0S StAYAYlIGSR® t K2S06S OS()
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1 Paul to Philippians:
Euodia and Syntyche likely leaders in the church, which originated from a group of women. Their
mention by name in the context suggests that they evkraders: their disagreement put the
unity of the church in jeopardy.

1 Phoebe:
I OKdzNDKQa ¢St O02YS g+Fa oFaSR 2y (KS LINBaSydal aa
provided credentials for his letter carriers (e.g., 2 Cor &46 Eph 6:2422; Fhil 2:25,30; Col
4:7¢9). Since Phoebe was a virtual unknown, strong credentials would have been critical in her
OFraSed a{SNBIyilé¢ g2dZ R KI NRf & deddodfGhe ahdeghtnh OSR A Yy
| SYOKNBI ¢ A& mlf«,hrwcfmltaebgfe@éﬁéﬁ o)
| SNB 6S R2 ¢Sttt G2 G1F1S 2dzNJ OdzS FNRBY (KS SI NIe
dzy RSNARG22R t K2S0SQa NRfS® hNARAIASY OAGSa w2Ylya
women are instituted deacony’i i KS (bKnd@N&Xsistom understandiskonosto be a
GSNY 2F GNIyléo
thdf AyadNdzOGa GKS w2Yly OKdNDK
YId YySSRé ow2Y McYHUOU®D® 9f ASHKSNB lidadna
Ol
a4 OSNIFAYTfe@
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edhd i
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(p121)
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Priscilla:

l'd Ay 2dzNJ aaS3pOt YRIZABRE ¢ ®KE2W2YIl Yy Kdzaol yRQa yI Y
2KSy bS¢ ¢SaidlYSyld oNARGSNBR NBTFTFSNI G2 GKSAN 200d:
2NRSNJ Aa a!ljdAfl YR tNREAOAfElI & o0! OG&d MyYHT ™
Gt NAaOAttlF yR !ljdzAflé¢ 6! OGa myYmMyT w2Y mMcYoT

instruction of Apollos (Acts 18:26), suggesting that Priscilla possessed the dominant ministry and
leadership skills of the duo. (p122)

Women deacons:

WomenweB I f &2 |Y2y3a G(GKS NlXyla 2F RSIFHO2ya Ay GKS
fA1S6AaST NP (2 0SS ¢2NIKeé 2F NBaAaLISOG:I yz2a aftl
(1 Tim 3:11, my trans.). That Paul is speaking of women in a recognized leadalesisp

apparent not only from the listing of credentials but also from the fact that these credentials are
duplicates of those listed for male deacons in 1 Timothy B8 (p122)

Nympha etc.:

Patronage of a house church was an authoritative role. Thisdlwolder in Grec®Roman times

was automatically in charge of any group that met in his or her domicile. Households in the first
century included not only the immediate family and relatives but also slaves, freedmen and
freedwomen, hired workers, and evéenants and partners in a trade or craft. This meant that
the female head of household had to have good administrative and management skills (see

oikodespoteinl a2 NHzZ S 2ySQ&8 K2dzaSK2fRéX Ay ™M ¢CAY pYi
LIS N& 2 vy @cord ashifa@ily leader, as it is a definite indicator of chdgalership potential
(1 Tim 3:45; 5:14). (p123)

Jesus' Treatment of Women in the Gospels

His conversations with women indicate his esteem for them.

His teachings are favourable to wome

They form an important part of his ministry, helping usher in the time of God's rule.
His teachings and comments often take into consideration a woman's perspective.

Jesus, in contrast, does not treat women primarily as homemakers. A woman called/outWS & dza Q
KSFNAY3AY a.fSaaSR Aa GKS g2Yly ¢gK2 3AL @S &2dz oA
2F g2YFY LINAYIFNREE a Y2UKSNI g2A0SR 0ST2NB WSa
GK2aS gK2 KSI N §KS ¢ 2 NRe2®.WhaDlashs statgsher@ exdlicgitly, A § HE 0
he models earlier in his actions. Thus when Mary sits as a pupil in rabbinic fashion before Jesus

(Lk 10:3842) while Martha follows the cultural mandate to serve as homemaker, Jesus declares

that Mary is the one who haselected the good shareli 2 &A G FG | NIXooAQa FSSi

Nowhere does Jesus ever sagr even imply in anything he sayshat only men can be leaders
in the church. Similarly, neither of the two ecumenical councils at Nicaea and Chalcedon (a.d
325 and 451) limits church leadership to mguil34)

Jesus certainly broke convention by choosing women as the first witnesses for the greatest

event of all times, the resurrection, even though women were not considered valid withesses in

court... Eva some of the male disciples reflected such views when they did not at first believe

the women who gave witness to the resurrection (Lk 24:11).

Ly O2y OGN} Aadzs F2N)J WSadzA FlIAGK A& GKSasi S RSGSNY
originallywasoft86 2t R 02 @Syl yi® ¢KdzaA 62YSy FdzyOlA2ySR |
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been with Jesus, were eyewitnesses of the resurrection and were sent by Jesus to proclaim the
good newsAs apostles sent by God, the twelve Jewish men looked back to the old covenant,
whereas the multinumbered women and men looked forward, beyond the resurrection to the
new covenant. (p139)

8. 1 Cor 11:216 Praying and prophesying in the assemblies

Thedebate about the meaning of 'head' in its metaphorical sense in the passage has been long and
impassioned.

CKA& A& 020K AdGa FTANBG 200dz2NNBYyOS Ay t | dZf Q& & NR
02Re¢ Aa y20 YSydAz2ytSIRdz2 NA & 1AW SR [ KNISNG sIKS ya KS
thechurch Eph4:d®c T / 2f HYM@POUZI AdG A& | YSGFLK2NI y24G F2N
giving role that in ancient Greek thought the (literal) head was understood to have in relationship to

the physical body. (p149)

'Head' in Jewish thought in the OT usually meant a leader or clan chieftain. But Greek usage was
much wider-- and it is to Greeks that Paul is writing here. The LXX suggests that the translators were
uncomfortable with (or unfarfiar with) the Jewish metaphor.

The earliest extant consistent interpretation of the metaphor in this passage is to be found in a

younger contemporary of Chrysostom, Cyril of Alexandria (d. 4447?), who explicitly interprets in

terms of the Greek metaphdr a ¢ Kdza ¢S Oly &aleé GKFd WGKS KSIFIR 27
madebyflia8 KAY X | a D2RT Wodzi GKS KSIFIR 2F GKS g2YLy
KAd FfSaKoX [A1SsAaS WiEKS KSeéexRut@]bBynatKBEdad A& D2R3>
ArcadiametMarinanp ®c 0 ® ¢KIF G A& a gA0GK / KNEA&2-Ehig,YQa dzy R!
Christman), Cyril is ready to go this way with all three pairs because of what is said in verse 8: that

the woman was created from the man. Not pnlas the idea that the head is the source of supply

FYR &adzZLJLI2 NI F2N) It GKS o02ReéQa aeadsSvya |yl (dzNI €
ddzLILR2 NI SR / @8NREQa OKNRAG2f23A0Ff O2yOSNMidoy2a G2
for Chrysostom. (p151)

CKSNBE A& y2 dzall 3S 2F G3It2NEBé | yegKSNBE Ay { ONX LI
subordinating relationship by means of this word. (p152)

When the imagery is used in relationship to the church, the keéfstimtended meaning is the

elaboration in Colossians 2:19, where the false teachers have lost connection with the head. This is
20Q0A2dzat e y20 I YSUOILK2N F2NJ adzo2NRAY Il GA2Yy 2NJ af
of the sentence makesaih. To lose connection with the head means to lose life itself, since the
OKdzNOK FdzyOlAzya |a /KNRAGQaAa o02Reé 2yfe a AdG YI A

just as the church is totally dependent on Christ for life and growth, so the wife inrsttedntury
K2da8K2f R 6+a Gz20lfte RSLWSYRSYd 2y KSNI KdzAol yR |
on him for her life in the world. (p154)

LT GKA&a A& | NBFLazylrotS SELXIYylLGA2y FT2N G6KS §2VYS8
is not so much an act of insubordination as a deliberate casting aside of an external marker that
distinguished women from meiThat is, the issue in Corinth is very likely a subtle movement toward
FYRNRIeyes gKSNBE RAAGAYOGA2Yya 0SG6SBYUKSY!l VHRE &8
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they have already experienced a form of angelic life where there is neither marmyirggving in
marriage (Lk 20:356). (p159)

tldzf o0S3AAya KA&A yasSNI gAGK I YSGILK2NROFT | LILISE
squarely on the head. In a culture where the vast majority of women are dependent on a man for

life in the world, a woran who brings shame on her own head by getting rid of one of the cultural

markers of distinction also brings shame on her metaphorical head, the one on whom the woman is
primarily dependent and to whom she is responsible in the GRoman household (whicilso

serves as the nucleus expression of the house church that meets in the household). (p159)

9. Learning in the Assemblies

Why would women have been tempted to ask questions during the service? And what problems
would these interruptions have posed? tdet is helpful to note that questions were standard fare in
all ancient lecture settingsexcept when asked by those insufficiently learned, who were expected
to keep quiet, at least so long as they remained novices. There is good reason to supposesthat m
of the women in the Corinthian churcheven those raised in the synagoguwere insufficiently
learned. Further, their gender itself would have rendered their outspokenness offensive to
conservative Roman and Greek men, probably even in the familiageit a Corinthian house
church. (p165)

1 Corinthians 14:385 NIV

..women should remain silent in the churches. They are not allowed to speak, but must be
in submission, as the Law says.35 If they want to enquire about something, they should ask
their own husbands at home; for it is disgraceful for a woman to speak in the church.

Conclusion

Scholars have read this passage from various angles. Most likely the passage addresses disruptive
guestions in an environment where silence was expected of learners which most women

were. It also addresses a broader social context in which women were expected not to speak much

with men to whom they were not related, as a matter of propriety. Paul thus upholds church order

and avoids appearances of sociapimpriety; he also supports learning before speaking. None of

GKSaS LINRYOALX Sa LINPKAOAG 62YSYy Ay @GSNE RAFFSNBYy

10. Male and Female in the New Creation

Why does Paul add the second and third pair at ahimrgument that otherwise has to do only with

Jew and Gentile? And especially, why the addition of the thirdp@iA G K A G& F2N¥dzZ | GA2Y
FSYLHESéS y24 aYlry YR 62YIl yé Oigikce 0 &milerandaies YSI Yy 6
elsewhere (1 Cat2:13 [cf. 7:1€24]; Col 3:10) this pairing is not included? (p173)

Galatians 3:229 NIV

You are all sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus,27 for all of you who were baptised into

Christ have clothed yourselves with Christ.28 There is neidvendr Greek, slave nor free,

male nor female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus.29 If you belong to Christ, then you are

' 9N} Kl YQa aSSRY YR KSANAR FOO2NRAyYy3a (2 (KS LINJ

Central issue in Galatians is ecclesiological: who are the people of Got?aRawler is: all those
who are sons througthe Son and have received the Spirit, Jew and Gentile alike.
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¢tKAA Aa LJNJSO)\ Ste gKe KSNB Fft2yS Ay DIt GALF
FNBES>S ySAGKSNI YIS )ﬁ(ﬁ)l\lg}’l?SNCﬂS)flSSKDy ¢IK)8aISNJﬂJﬂzW$ISﬁ
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by Christ and the Spirit. For these three pairs represent the primary ways people were
divided/separaté from each other in the structures of the present age that was now passing away
OM /2N TYomMT OFd M /2N HYcOY 2y GKS o6l ara 27F NI
asserts, these categories have lost their structural significandeelavancethat is, these very

things tha keep people distanced from or at odds with each other in a fallen world have been

relativized in the body of Christ, where not only Jew and Greek but also masters and slaves, men and
women, all form that one body togethe(pl76)

¢tKdza 6KF(G Aa Ay OASs KSNB Aa y20 GKS AYyRAGARMZ €
that those who have had such faith, and have expressed it in Christian baptism, have been joined to

one another as a new body that is tedithe life of the future in their present circumstances,

whether Jew or Greek, slave or free, male or female. (p178)

LG Aad RAFTFAOMAZ G F2N) dza (G2 AYIF3IAYS GKS SFFSOLG 27
and status preserved order thugh basically uncrossable boundaries, and where attempting to cross
those boundaries brought shame instead of honor (the one core value of the culture). (p180)

Precisely because the present age is in the process of passing away, and because cag afah

at the very heart of the Christian gospel, Paul was quite ready to yield on certain cultural matters so
as not to predicate the shame on lesser thinfsus one should hardly expect him to tinker with

roles and structures in a world that is on itsymaut. (p181)

Paul permits a variety of practices in private, but as soon as people attach religious value to their
practices he comes out fighting. Tbemmunity of faith, in its corporate activities, must exemplify
the new age and its values.

It is reasonable to assume that the patron of a household gave leadership to the church that

functioned in the context of that household; indeed, it is impossiblenagine that it could have

been otherwise in GreecRoman culture. So when the householder was a woman (e.g., Lydia,

Nympha), we may rightly assume that, as in all other matters in her own household, she gave some
measure of leadership to her house chir To think otherwise is to impose modern ideas on the
Grecow2 YI'y K2dzaSK2f RYX 2y (GKS olFaixa 2F | LINA2N 02YY
in the church. (p184)
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even though its structures remained in the surrounding culture. (p184)

What he disallows is givirgignificanceo structures and roles as such. Because when one does this,
the Jew will demand that the Gentile be circumcised, theldand will want his wife to be his

servant, and Philemon can take Onesimus back only as a slave, not as a brother.

It seems arguable, therefore, that even though our text does not explicitly mention roles and
structures, its new creation theological setii calls these into question in a most profound way.

There is no biblical culture (in the sociological sense) that belongs to all human societies. And to give
continuingsignificancdo a maleauthority viewpoint for men and women, whether at home or in

the church, is to reject the new creation in favor of the norms of a fallen w@plti85)
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11. Mutual Love and Submission in Marriage

There is a concealed hermeneutical trap for readers of this instruction. Since much of it can be seen
as still appropriaten the modern world, it is tempting to assume that whatever Paul says here

should be applied without significant modification to our situation. In fact, adjustment to changed
circumstances is required, as can be seen by a consideration of the materialkcalidten and

slaves. (p187)

We have, then, in the New Testament the beginnings of the development of a different
dzy RSNRGFYRAY3I 2F YIFNNARIFIS Ay 6KAOK | gAFS Aa y2i
responsible partners. (p191)

Social convendns of the time, both GreecRoman and Jewish, expected subordination from the

wife. The same huslrally attitudes would continue after conversion to Christian faith, and the same
structures of marriage would be assumedh insubordinate wife was a badtness for the gospel in

a situation where nofChristian husbands expected subordination.

It may also be the case that some Christian wives were carrying their new freedom in Christ too far.
(p192)

It is actually very difficult to see where a lovinghtemporary hierarchical husband would in practice
insist on his way over against the will of his wife. | suspect that in fact many husbands who are
hierarchicalists in theory are virtually egalitarians in practice. (p194)

The concept of marriage betweagual partners is just beginning to be perceived in the New
Testament, and Paul should not be expected to step outside his time and see the consequences of
his teaching any more than he is to be faulted for not commanding the abolition of slavery or the
development of universal suffrage. (p195)

Colossians 3:1:89 NIV
Wives, submit to your husbands, as is fitting in the Lord.
19 Husbands, love your wives and do not be harsh with them.

Ephesians 5:2B3 NIV
Submit to one another out of reverender Christ.

22 Wives, submit to your husbands as to the Lord.23 For the husband is the head of the wife
as Christ is the head of the church, his body, of which he is the Saviour.24 Now as the church
submits to Christ, so also wives should submit tortheisbands in everything.

25 Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ loved the church and gave himself up for her26

to make her holy, cleansing her by the washing with water through the word,27 and to

present her to himself as a radiant church, withsteiin or wrinkle or any other blemish, but

holy and blameless.28 In this same way, husbands ought to love their wives as their own

bodies. He who loves his wife loves himself.29 After alpm® ever hated his own body, but

he feeds and cares for it, juas Christ does the churci30 for we are members of his

0 2 R& ®o m reastreaNdarividliAeave his father and mother and be united to his wife,
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Christ and the chuit33 However, each one of you also must love his wife as he loves

himself, and the wife must respect her husband.

So the question arises whether the opening command is to be taken generally, of all Christians being
mutually submissive to all other Chiats,or whether it simply means that some Christiartbat is,
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allwives, children and slavesshould be actually submissive to those to whom they ought to be
submissive. (p196)

Elsewhere, however, reciprocal duties are laid down for believers. Thedssage in Paul is

Galatians 5:13, where believers aretodlavesi 2 2y S | Y2 KSNJ 6S@Sy adGNRy3S
adz0 YAAAADBSEHO Ay f 2 O theyfark t6 ohsiddibties bettef thanK A A LILIA | y 3
themselves and to look to the interests of othéc. Rom 12:10). If this is to be true of Christian

relationships in general, it must surely include the marriage relationship. (p197)

Attempts to weaken the sensebéadi 2 YSIy y20iKAy3 Y2NB GKIYy d&a&2dzNK
although notions of the hd® | & chJN.BY)\)/S)/uZ 2dziadl yRAY3 2NJ RSGSI
GLINBSYAYSyO0Sé 2NJ Fdzy Ol A 2 y Ay 3 Bltatterap halshay Rat thReF 6 S A Y =
GSNY Ydzad OANIdzZ ftte | fglea OF NNB dzZL) FEiyEplgs) (6 KS Yo
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Ly 9@Ffdzr GA2y 2F bSg JEUBYROYDPEEE. Seedhe carefulgtedy byf £ ST SRE
Anthony C. Thiseltor;he First Epistle to theointhians NIGTC (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,

2000), pp. 81222, who argues for multiple meanings. Grudem deals mainly with the external
SOARSYOSs o0dzi a CSSs . SttS@AtES YR 20KSNBE Ayaa
how he uses thevord in its various contexts. (p198 fn39)

That there is a general trajectory in Scripture toward a recognition of the equality of men and
women in salvation is incontestable. (p202)

The raw materials for this deeper understanding are there in Scaphut their full significance was
not yet realized, just as we recognize that the doctrines of the Trinity and Christology were
formulated only at a later point. (p203)

Conclusion

Paul wrote as he did about marriage because in his world he did not &ngwther form than the
patriarchal. As he did with other relationships, he worked within the structures of his time and gave
directions for Christian behavior within them. The danger is to think that this validates the setup for
all time. Christians hauwéghtly seen that slavery and unrepresentative government are inconsistent
with the implications of the gospel. They have also recognized that the relation of children to
parents can take different forms in different cultures and times. They have begcdemin about
marriage and the place of women in leadership and teaching in the church, because many have
thought that the New Testament sanctioned a patriarchal, subordinationist structure.

My contention is that in the passages we have examined, wiggntlyiunderstood, patriarchalism is

not given a theological grounding as the only possible structure, and that the gospel itself leads us
out of patriarchalism into a different kind of relationship that mirrors more adequately the mutual
loveandrespectK G’ A4 D2RQ&A& LJzN1J2&S FT2NJ KAa NBRSSYSR LJS;

12. Teaching and Usurping Authority

Paul's primary concern in this letter is to correct a situation: false teachers in the church. It is not
church order. And women seem to have been heavily involvidggbre are many references to them
of a negative nature, including some who had turned away to follow Satan, so it was serious (5:15).
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Authenteinis best rendered something like 'dominate’. Most older translations lean that way, but
more recent hierarctually-inclined translators have leaned towards 'exercise authority'. There were
many available Greek terms that would have been more suitable for the latter.

So there is no firstentury warrant for translatinguthenteint & a2 SESNDAoa S | dzil K2 N3
doy RENEGFYRAYI thdd Ay m ¢AY20K& HYmMH G2 68 &LISI |
wkiKSNJ G64KS aSyasS Aa (GKS Y2AyS a2 R2YAYyFGST G2 =

1 Timothy 2:1115 NIV

A woman should learn in quietness and full submissiohd@not permit a woman to teach
or to have authority over a man; she must be silent.13 For Adam was formed first, then
Eve.14 And Adam was not the one deceived; it was the woman who was deceived and
became a sinner.15 But women will be saved througtdbeéring if they continue in faith,
love and holiness with propriety.

On the analogy of Mt 6:20 'thieves break in and steal' {.steal), 'teach' and 'dominate’ is likely to
mean 'teach with a view to dominating a man'.

Why were the Ephesian womeloing this? One explanation is that they were influenced by the cult
of Artemis, in which the female was exalted and considered superior to the male. (p219)

Ly I NGSYAE AyTFtdzSyOS 62dZ R KSt L8 Whik somgmay | dzf Q& C
have believed that Artemis appeared first and then her male consort, the true story was just the

opposite. For Adam was formed first, then Eve (1 Tim 2:13). And Eve was deceived to boot (1 Tim

2:14x hardly a basis on which to claim superiority. ltwoul@alsi KSR t A3IK{G 2y t | dz Qa
/| KNARaGALY Gao2YSy gAtft 0SS 1SLIW al m$lot3amdnors JSRQ6
editions]), presumably by faith in Christ. Thus they need not look to Artemis as the protector of

women, as did oter Ephesian women who turned to her for safe travel through the childbearing
process.(p219)

What kind of teachingsiPaul prohibiting at this point? Some are quick to assume he means a
teaching office or other position of authority. But teaching in the New Testament period was an
activity and not an office (Mt 28:120), a gift and not a position of authority (Rom 1,2t Cor

12:28; 14:26; Eph 4:11). (p221)

Adam being formed first does not imply superiority or leadership.

G C AUNKESY € STAYySa | GSYLRNIt &aSljdsSyOSzs gAlGK2dzi AY

(p222)

The conjunctiorgaré & T 2 NHIintradacedra®stplanationfor what precedes, not a causié the

sense of 1 Timothy 2:12 is that women are not permitted to te@aem in a domineering fashion,

then 1 Timothy 2:13 would provide tfexplanatioy G K+ G 9 @S gl a ONEeni SR | &
2:24) and not his boss. By contrasffecto a 42 YSY | NB y2G LISNYAGGSR G2
Tl AKA2Y édauseoyoaR RERSY I & ONBI GSR (G2 0SS 90SQa 02a4a¢
(p222)

o

Summary
A reasonable reconstruction of Infothy 2:1%15 would be as follows: The women at Ephesus
(perhaps encouraged by the false teachers) were trying to gain an advantage over the men in the
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congregation by teaching in a dictatorial fashion. The men in response became angry and disputed

what the women were doing.

This interpretation fits the broader context of 1 Timothy &8, where Paul aims to correct

inappropriate behavior on the part of both men and women (1 Tim 2:8, 11). It also fits the

grammatical flow of 1 Timothy 2:&¢a 1 Y & [ S dearh in & qui¥tland submissive fashion. | do

not, however, permit her to teach with the intent to dominate a man. She must be gentle in her
RSYSIY2NESD tldA ¢62ddZ R GKSY 06S LINRPKAa®MGtiedchying (Sl OKA
per se. (p223)

13. A Silent Witness in Marriage

Therefore the focus of the passage (1 Pet;8)lis on women living with ne@hristian husbands in
the area of the Grec®Roman world to which the letter is addressép226)

One thing of which we can be most certain abthe GreceRoman world in general is that a woman

was expected to follow the religious choices of her father and, after marriage, her husband... When

' ¢g2YlLy 6SOFYS | /KNRAGAFIY AYRSLISYRSYyid 2F KSNJ Ko
as a rebel gainst the social order. (p226)

Peter's injunction, therefore, is to act in a Christian way within the social milieu of the day, without
necessarily approving the subordination described.

1 Peter 3:17 NIV

Wives, in the same way be submissive tarybusbands so that, if any of them do not

believe the word, they may be won over without words by the behaviour of their wives,2
when they see the purity and reverence of your lives.3 Your beauty should not come from
outward adornment, such as braided hand the wearing of gold jewellery and fine

clothes.4 Instead, it should be that of your inner self, the unfading beauty of a gentle and
jdzA SG ALIANRGE 6KAOK Aa 2F IAINBIG g2NIK Ay D2RQ:
past who put their hpe in God used to make themselves beautiful. They were submissive to
their own husbands,6 like Sarah, who obeyed Abraham and called him her master. You are
her daughters if you do what is right and do not give way to fear.

7 Husbands, in the same way bensmlerate as you live with your wives, and treat them with
respect as the weaker partner and as heirs with you of the gracious gift of life, so that
nothing will hinder your prayers.

CKdzda Al GYFNNAFISE A& AylNERIERERT KNS yB AMYKG Siyf (AR 2
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because she recognizét as justified (as Plato and Aristotle would have it) or as a universal divine

structure (as some pagan moralists and the Hellenized Jews Josephus and Philo taught). Rather she

is to do so in order to evangelize him and to keep Christian teaching ehrgpate (1 Pet 2:16).

(p229)

And pagan (especially Stoic) moralists frequently described outward adornment as an indication of
sexual seductivenesshis is understandable, since, as Epictetus notes, sexual attractiveness was the
one power women werable to exert within their society. Moreover, such dress was also a mark of
many cults, which were viewed as making women lascivibluss Christian women are being

exhorted to avoid appearing morally improper by the standards of their cul{p230)

Sarah calling Abraham master:
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This statement is disbelieving response to God and indicates no particular submission to Abraham.

(p231)

But we do find Sarah frequently usikgrioswhen referring to, or addressing, Abraham in

extracanonical Jewish works such as Tiestament of Abraharfroughly contenporary with 1
Peter).(p232)

The strategy was to advise wives not to talk about their religion but to model culturally appropriate
behavior. This dictated that they not be sexually provocative outside of the hibvaetheir words

be few, thattheyK 2 ¢ ISy Gf SySaa |yR GKIG GKS@& y2i F2YSyi
(p234)

Unless we assume that firsentury GreceRoman society is the only form of society upholding
virtues approved by God (an unlikely assumption), we may find that a diredfap OF G A2y 2 F t S
teaching in modern and postmodern societies would subvert his original intentions. (p235)

¢CKdza AT ¢S glyid G2 LINSaSNBS m tSGISNRa adaNrdasS3e
appropriately paraphrase its teachings this way:
Wives, embrace your marital relationship, so that even if your husband is not a believer he
may be won without a word by your behavior when he observes that your sexuality is for the
YENNRFIS FE2yS FyR 22dzNJ LIASG@& elnyouddegsdzA y S { 2
2dziaARS GKS K2YS® LyadSIR fSi @2dz2NJ aRNBaaé¢ oS
YENRGFE NBfFGA2YAKALIZ 6KAOK | NB LINSOAZ2dza Ay D
lived. They were committed to their marriages. Sanats committed to Abraham and
behaved accordingly within her culture. You are her daughters if you do what is good and do
not let threats from your husband turn you from your faith. (p236)

SECTION 3: Thinkirtghrough
(logical and theological perspectives)

14. The Priority of Spirit Gifting for Church Ministry

Important to define what we mean by 'biblical':
Normativity must finally lie with authorial intentionality. (p246)

The obvious difficulty with the liffiothy passage is that it stands in unrelieved tension with

passages that either narrate (Acts 18:26) or imply (1 Cor 14:2812%at women were involved in

some form of teaching. And it will simply do no good here to go through a series of circuitous
eESISGHAOIE K221 (2 I NBdZS G(KIFdG adSIOKAYy3Ié AYLIAS
different kinds and levels of teaching, some of which women can be excludedWhbat.is derived

only from a series of exegetical jumps can scarcely beN&& R | & SAGKSNI aGKS LJX I A
{ ONR LIGidzNB¢ 2NJ I y2N¥Y FT2N 6KS 02y (iSYLRZ2NI NE OKdzNDOF

In matters of Christian practice, a biblical precedent that comes to us by way of narration or
implication alone may often be regarded as a repeatable patirihe later church; but nothing
that is merely narrated or described, even if narrated more than once, should be understood to be
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normative for the church in all places at all times. And In@menativehere in the sense that we are
disobedient if we danot follow the norm. (p248)

And since the New Testament doast teach explicitly that only men may lead or serve in certain
ways, and in fact seems to leave the door open on this matter (in the case of women as
householders), the issue should more likbk giftedness, not gender. Indeed, | for one have as
much resistance to the notion that womenght to bein leadership along with men as to the notion
that onlymales are gifted to lead. (p248)

The appeal to the order of creation in 1 Timothy 2:1&dseological statement is surely in the eye

2T (GKS 06SK2f RSNE aAy OSclsisnozivitd the niea huONEHINBE wamen; M ¢ A Y 2
and he immediately follows 1 Timothy 2:13 with the analogy that he is really after: the man was

created first, btithe woman was first to be deceived and thus to fall into transgression. There is not

a hint in the Genesis narrative that the sequence of their creation has theological meaning, nor that

the woman fell because she did not follow the lead of her husbaadpf countless other

imaginative ways of trying to make a point that Paul is not making at all. (p252 fn22)

l2¢ Aa Al 2yS 62yRSNBZ GKIFIG GKS fF3GSN) OKdzZNOK Ol
regard to leadership, when the New Testaméself shows so little interest in this? (p254)

Thus my issue in the end is not a feminist agenda advocacy of women in ministry. Rather, it is a
Spirit agenda, a plea for the releasing of the Spirit from our strictures and structures so that the
church might minister to itself and to the world more effectively. (p254)

15. The Nature of Authority in the NT

1 Tim 2:12 taken by some to forbid 'teaching authority' to women. But that teaching and authority

have some formal connection is an assumptiathout substance.

In the instructions of the Lord Jesus to the Twelve, the only mentierafsiad & I dzi K2 NA G & ¢ 0 NXE
to authority over demons. (p257) i.e. Not to their teaching.

| SONBGaA MoYMTI dhoSeé &2 dosl).H&e tReSSNBK wbrg iBndetedzdo YA 0 G 2
G 2 0 94 £Q) Yaquite fluid in meaning...
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the early church, bringing into question any idea that there is nb@utly in the church. However, it

would also be improper to ignore its very moderate tone, with words that are clearly temperate in
comparison to stronger terms in the same semantic domain. (2858

1 Timothy 2:12 NIV
| do not permit a woman to teachrdo have authority over a man; she must be silent.

1 Thessalonians 5:12 NIV
Now we ask you, brothers, to respect those who work hard among you, who are over you in
the Lord and who admonish you.

In the instructions of the Lord Jesus to the Twelve, dhly mention obxousiad & I dzi K2 NRA G & ¢ 0 NE
to authority over demons. (p257) i.e. Not to their teaching.
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G ¢ K2 3 dzA RaBy casg, dzé verdb ladks/any connotation of authority in this passage. (p260)
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In 1 Timothy 1:3 Paul tells Timothydommand(not just urge) certain people to stop tdaiag false
doctrines. But it is equally clear that Timothynwa F dzy OG A2y Ay 3 & 'y aSf RSNE 2
tdzf Qa 26y FLRad2ft A0 NBLNBASYiGlIGAGSs OFNNEBAY3I ¢t}

...1 Corinthians 7¢5, which deals with the sgial relationship between husband and wife. This is a

significant passage for those advocating exclusively male leadership, given that they argue the male

female relationshipn marriageis basic to the proper role relationship of men and wonrethe

chuchd CANBG / 2NRAYOGKAFYa&a T1Yn 0S3ApoEazdkerdn 6AFS R2S
02R& o0dzi @ASftR& Al (2 KSNI KdzaolyRéd ¢KSy Al 02y
authority [same verb] over his own body but yieldsitto hi@ié¢ ® ¢ Kdza Ay (GKS Y2aid A
of marriage the authority of husband and wife is equal. (p262)

2 AGK GKS SEOSLIA2Y 2F GKS tlad2Nrt 9LA&GE SAaT | RF
addressed to the churches themselves. None tr@sked to a single leader, nor is one person ever

aLkR 1Sy 2 Fa o0SAy3a aAy OKINBHS: 2F (GKS OKdAZNODK® !
also addressed, but not first (Phil 1:1). (p264)

Most relevant to the issue of authority is the méor of teachers as recognized church leaders in
Romans 12:7, 1 Corinthians 12:28 and Ephesians 4:11; but in each list they appear no higher than
third. Furthermore, there is no verbal connection in the New Testament between the teactier
and the vocabwry ofauthority. Hence the very terrteaching authority as though authority were
vested in the teacher rather than in what is taught, is an anachronism when we are discussing
teaching/teachers in the New Testament.

What is often overlooked in thesestiussions is that women traditionally were not welcomed as
teachers in either Greek or Jewish socidty.restrict the ministry of teaching to men would not
have been surprising in the world of the New Testament. If missionaries, like Paul, were to be all
things to all peofe to win them to Christ (1 Cor 9:22), public proclamation of Christian teachings
would ideally be done by men. (p265)

¢CKS fAYAGFGAZ2YA 2y F g2YFyQa GSIFOKAY3 IyR LINBY2(
understood better when we notice that although the Gospels show that women were the first at the

empty tomb, Paul does naite them as witnesses to the resurrection. This reflects the historical

AAldzr GA2Yy AY G6KAOK | g2YFyQa GSadAayzye gla y2i0

The fact that the New Testament church did not practice ordination as commonly understood today
is sigiificant, because spiritual authority has long been connected with ordinafjit67)

16. Biblical Priesthood and Women in Ministry

NT priesthood is that of all believers, not of an ordained minority. Hence the tendency to see the
ordained ministry as atagous to the OT priesthood is fundamentally flawed. And the 'iconic' view
of the ministry is equally irrelevant.

G2 S ItTaAdAaflidy properly that Christ redeems ussa man, as a Jew, as a poor person, and
so on. The difficulty arises when it is imepl that Christ redeems usy virtue of the facthat he is a
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Because Jesus was a particular historical person, his maleness was integral to the completion of his
GFral® a2NB LI NIAOdz F NI &> 6SAy3a YIS FFHOAtAGIGSR
ideal and the social sictures of his day. Only a male could have offered an authoritative critique of

those power structuregp282)

GKS INBFG SGFyaSt Aokt 01y26tSRAYSYG dGdKFdG GKS {L
focus on the Spirit means that rathtétvan being the New Testament counterpart to the Old

Testament priesthood, the pastoral office (or role) is charismatic in character. It is to be filled by

persons gifted for the pastorate, whether male or female, serving among the gifted people of God,

who as a whole constitute the ecclesiastical counterpart to the Levitical priesthood. (p283)

G2 alft@rasS GKSANI AYGSNIINBGI A2y -iéadershigpdzpofeitts I LILINE |
impose what appears to be an artificial dichotomy between th@dA\SNA G Q& 3IAFIAY3I |y R 0
the ordained office. (p286)

17. God, Metaphor and Gender
Is God a male deity?

It does not follow from the use of masculine pronouns that God is male in his essential being... The
.A0f SQa NI T Shnbfgr @ Bisiperdorhodd 2nBt tolardinherent gender. (p288)

Sexuality is therefore represented in Scripture as being a created thing, not an eternal cosmic
GLINARYOALX S¢ 2F YIaoOdzZ AyaAde IyR FSYAYAYA(GEd O6LHYy
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Gen 3:16) from the Christian community. (p290)

The fact that God is not gendered does not justify altering the language of the Bible such that God is
OFff SR a2dzNJ a2 KSNE | & emdéindlusive HoddaBgizge iCthelieXtSsNE © L y 3
unjustifiable paraphrase. This is just to replace one error (i.e., attributing masculinity to God) with

another error and only serves to underscore the importance of letting Scripture speak for itself. The

Bible makes perfectly clear that God is not male, and changing the text is simply unnecessary. God is

not a genderedhefor the same reason God is not a gendehed (p295)

The predominance of male imagery is in part an accommodation to a patriarchakegutt which

men owned and inherited land and so held most of the social and political power, while women
were usually limited to caring for children and their homes. It is also in part a byproduct of the
limitations of languages that usually express paf®od only by male pronouns, unless a literal
woman is the subject. Masculine images of God signify anthropomorphic metaphors only. Our
heavenly Father does not have the eternal attribute of divine masculinity any more than he has the
eternal attribute ofdivine chickenhood. (p2973jref to Mat 3:37

The Bible in fact sets forth no doctrine of universally and transculturally prescribed male and female
roles that permit certain activities and behaviors for one gender and prohibit those behaviors for
another gender... The idea of 'roles’ is a modern sociological notion and the Bible never mentions it.
(p299)
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18. "Equal in Being, Unequal in Role"

Exploring the logic of women's subordination

Acc to Piper, Grudem & Co:

b2 YIFIGGSN K2g & itifandindettuald@afitayofsathisicadverdverrule the

unalterable fact of her female nature, which dictates that in church and home she must not have
FdziK2NARGe 2@0SNI | YIyYy odzi Ydzad &dzLJL2 NI | yR &dzo YA

Iwilk NBdzS GKFGd 3IAGSY Ada ylLadzaNB FyR NIGA2yFEST §2)
0SAYy3d ¢Kdza Al O2y(iNIRAOGA 62YIyQa SldztAde Ay ¢
untrue) the evangelical patriarchal interpretation of Scripture tbeés woman as equal but

subordinate. (p304)

Due to both cultural and biological factors, there amne generalizable differences in behavior
between women and men, and these differences not only determine different sexual and
reproduction functions but may also make certain social roles generally (although not universally)
more suitable for one gendéhan the other. However, these differences do not warrant the
traditional notion that women are deficient in rationality and so are suited to be subordinate to
men. (p307)

The doctrine of male rule presupposes that woman is uniquely designed bgdbtiperform
certain distinctively human activities. In order to be true to her divine design and hegi@ed
femininity, woman must not engage in these activities (which, per patriarchy, are no longer
distinctively human but reclassified as distinctivelgisculine). By contrast, there are no uniquely
human behaviors from which male humans must abstain in order to be true to their masculine
being. (p308)

Womencouldbear authority and responsibility for these things equally with men, but they do not

because they are not permitted to do so. Men, by contrast, do not bear or nurse children, simply
because they are natblel 2 R2 a2d® ¢KS 2yS A& 0KS aO0OlyQié¢ 27F L
GOy Q¢ 2F LISNEB2YIf AYyloAfAleod 6 LJon v

As Raymond Ortlundpufséi = a! Yl y> 2dzald o0& @GANILdzZS 2F KAa YLy
g2Ylys 2dzald o0& @GANIdzZS 27F KSNSompilk woh&ndssatdttobea OF f f S
equal in her essential being, sleedeemed subordinate precisely because of her essential being. Yet

the notion that woman is equah her being yet unequdly virtue ofher being is incoherent. (p309)

If, indeed, only anan and never a woman can be deemed fit to serve as a stafodt Christ, and if

every married woman actuallyeedsa man to serve in this capacity for her (which must be the case

AT GKS YIyQa GKSIFRaAKALE A& G2 sorfptonghdl OG 2F 23S
condescension) then it follows that men and women are not on the same spiritual level at all.

(p312)

LG aK2dzZ R 0S S@OARSYyUl FNRY (KSaS 20aSNBIGA2ya GKI
2F | aNRft S¢& o | landdr Sparkicilar Functidh otffice tKak isiassuried faf a

specific purpose or period of time. Anyone with the requisite abilities can play the part. By definition

a role is not synonymous with or inexorably tied to who a person is. (p318)
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At no poit do we read that God designedusand requiresus i 2 G LJX & | NRfSé¢d b23
is for each of us tbea righteous person and to use whatever gifts of the Spirit we have been given
for the good of the church and the glory of God. (p319)

lfablirRr LISNE2yQa I 01 2F aArA3akKid OFryy2i NARIKGEE 0SS RS
of being or personal ability, them fortioriv Yy SAGKSNJ Oy 62YIyQa ONBI GA
in key areas be accurately spoken of as a role thahbamntological entailment... Thus the
GKS2NBGAOIET RAAGAYOUGA2Y 0SG6SSY 62YFyQa o
AO0ONMzi Ay oo 2 KSy 2ySQa aNRfS¢é¢ Aa 3INRIzyRS
GAYSas: 2NSDAY SARPZVEQa LISNA2YK22RO OLIOHMD

SAy
R A

7

t S2L) SQa | OGdzZrt GNBIFGYSyld 2F 62YSy 2FGSy o0StAsSa
not the person. (p325)

| believe the trinitarian argument fails to hold up either analogically or theologiocgdB29)

In short, the oneness in being of the divine Persons, which results in oneness of will, precludes
AYy@21Ay3a GKS ¢NAyAGe Fad SAGKSNI Af€dzAGNI GAYy 3 2NJI ¢
man. (p331)

¢KS GAYS 27 / Katidnaviis@at buSinessFaskusual foAGo@theNsin and God the
Father; it was an epicalthough temporally limited change in their relationship... It was not until
KA& SINIGKE& Ay Obebdne2diSRA SiyMaméed?2 6 RE NS FPVSad ® ¢ KSNE A2
indication of areternal2 NRSNJ 2F (GKS {2yQad 20SRASYyOS (2 GKS Ct

In the incarnation, the Son became functionally subordinate to the Father only with respect to his

G2N] & 2dz2NJ wSRSSYSNXP ¢ Kdza [/ Kopk and dudtion sitte2theR A y | (1 A 2
work of redemption has a beginning and end point in time. But if, as patriarchalists typically argue,

/| KNAAGQ&a &adzo2NRAYFGA2Y Aa y20 ftAYAGSR GSYLRNI 2
all eternity, then itis not a functional subordination; it is a personal subordination. Subordinate is

what he always is, what he always has been, what he always will be; it necessarily defines and
characterizes the person and identity of the Son throughout all eternity.qp33

19. The Subordination of Christ and the Subordination of Women

What distinguishes the most popular expression of subordinationism among evangelicals today is
the claim that the Son is eternally subordinated to the Father in his work/role/functionis ywit in

any way subordinated in his being or person. This expression of subordinationism is entirely novel.
(p337)

t NA2NJ 62 GKS mopyna y2 GKS2f23AFy KIFIR SOSNI aLkl Sy
new doctrine of the Trinity, formated by evangelicals opposed to the full emancipation of women,
undermines the complete unity of person and work in the Godhead so clearly taught in Scripture.

(p338)

Long list of theologians, ancient and modern, denydternalsubordination of the San

In the historical sources on the Trinity, 1 Corinthians 11:3 is seldom quoted or discussed. The
following comment fromAgainst Eunomiuis perhaps the most interesting:
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LT GKS KSIFIR 2F GKS aYly A& / KN AdfonelsypRandeKS KSI R
with Christ, Who is God (for man is not God), but Christ is of one substance with God (for He is God)
therefore God is not the head of Christ in the same sense as Christ is the head of man. The natures

of the creature and the creative Godhg do not exactly coincide. God is head of Christ, as Father;

Christ is head of us, as Maker.

This interpretation makes the point that speaking of the Father as the beadA g of thg Son

means something very different from speaking of Christ as the headA g of mgn. We may

FaadzyYS KS g2dd R F2tt2¢ (KS A&l MK SNIKISS RA 2 Fi 02 Y K%
thing to be noted is that in neither pairing does the author think that the Greek wardAq ! = Y
adZA3Sada alrdzikK2NAGE 20SNE O 0Llopndo

Contemporary evangelicals who argue for the eternal subordination of the Son in beingctorfu
have broken with historic orthodoxy, both in what they believe and in how they interpret the
Scriptures. They have mistakenly concluded that relations within the Trinity are ordered
hierarchically, and on this premise they have sought to justifyhibearchical ordering of male

female relations. In doing so they have defined divine relations in terms of fallen human relations,
where some rule and others obey and where people are differentiated according to the authority
they exercise or are excludésm exercising. (p351)

SECTION 4: Addressing the Issues
(hermeneutical and cultural perspectives)

20. Biblical Hermeneutics

{AYyOS (GKS dzf GAYF(GS yIFI{ddz2NBE 2F D2R A diondafedite LINSKS Yy
represented by images drawn from human experience. This would include ascribing gender to God,

K2 Aad G{LANARGE oy20 KFE@GAy3d KdzYly FfSakK gAl0K as$s
incarnate, he takes on human male sexuality. (p356)

Similarly, though the patriarchal society in the Old Testament serves as a background of much of
LANI St Qa KAAG2NEX GKAA R2Sa y20 AYLi& || RAGDAYySH
all time. Indeed, it should be noted in this regarddaver against many patriarchalists, that

patriarchy is neveprescribedn either Testament. (p357)

D2RQa 2dzZRIAYSYyld 2y 90S YR KSNJI RFdZAKIOISNBE 64l yR K
3:16) is not a prescriptive mandate that men ough2t® &8 SNIWS Ay 2NRSNJ (2 R2 D2
phrase is a description of what was going to occur in human history, a prophecy fulfilled millions of

times in the oppression of women throughout the world. Likewise, it is certainly appropriate to seek

toeaS GKS LIAY 2F OKAfROANIK FyR (2 fA3IKGSY GKS o
2dzZRAYSYy il 2y | RFY ICPPR(PBHSQa aAiAy oDSYy oYwmT

One would think that Spirit gifting, which receives considerable attention in the New Testament with
regaid to the ministry of the body of Christ to itself and in the world (Rong®:3 Cor 1214, etc.),

g2dZ R 0SS Y2NB OSYi(OUNIf GKIFyYy & OKdzNID freseriptiReS NE @ ¢ KA &
passagehat dictates the structures or nature of church ordép359)
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