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INTRODUCT ION

The question of the role of women In the Christian church Is
almost as old as the church Itself. It Is clear from the statements
of Paul 1In his letters to the congregation In Corinth and to his
colleague Timothy, +that this Issue was significant in more than one
local congregation of the mid-first century. I+ Is alsc more than
probable  that this concern engendered disagreement and even
controversy among early bellevers.

The Christian writings of the second century and later, as well as
those of the middle ages, provide us with insights into a sporadic yet

continuing and often Ilvely discussion of the question. Nor did the

dlalogue cease wlth the coming of the Protestant Reformatlion. Both
Luther and Calvin spoke to the Issue. In succeeding years, this
varlance over the role of Christlan women in the church contlnued. In
the last two decades It has recelved unprecedented attentlon,
particularly In the United States.

In  Adventism, especlally In the last decade and a half, much
officlal and unofficlal dlalogue has gone on surrounding this Issue.
Seventh-day Adventists may take encouragement from the fact that we by
no means stand alone In our struggle to find unlfying answers tfo thlis
particular question.

Many approaches can be taken as the Issue of women In minlstry is

dlscussed. In approaching the question from a Bibllical-theological

viewpolnt we by no means wish to Ignore the wrltings of Ellen White or



the historical, cultural, soclological, and psychological aspects of
the subject. Nelther do we wish to neglect the International or local
ecclesfastical dynamics. We do feel, however, +that +the Biblical
approach is absolutely foundaffonal.

As one assesses the present climate of the church, It appears that
much of +the disagreement surroundling the Biblical passages dealling
with the standing of women has to do wlth the basic hermeneutical
approach of one person versus that of another. This hermeneutical
questlion Is not merely academic. I+ lles near the heart of our
struggle to understand one another as we dialogue over the questlion at
hand.

For this reason the paper will begln by briefly discussing some of
the hermeneutical aspects Involved. We will then proceed to discuss
the relevant parts of Genesis 1-3, moving from there Into the New
Testament and particularly to some of the most controversial of +the
pertinent Paullne passages. We will attempt to feel the full weight
of all of the passages involved from every side of the question.

Much excellent material has been written about the Issue of
women's role In the church by Adventlist scholars and others In the
church. | have trled to reflect their thinking to some extent In this
positlon paper, while moving ahead with a degree of originality.
Because brevity Is a constraint, | do not profess to deal exhaustively

with the sub ject.



CHAPTER |
THE HERMENEUTICAL QUESTION

For many Christians, using the Bible to settle a particular
question of personal ethics Is not as dlfffculf as using the same
Bible Tn settling an Issue of soclal ethics. The Christlan community
constantly grapples with the questlion of how 1t Is to make use of +the
Bible In contemporary socliety when In fact Christian existence in the
twentleth century Is consliderably different from that of the flrst
century. Most Seventh-day Adventists are keenly aware of a sense of
discomfort or uneasiness about the shifting culture of the last few
decades. Questions of Increasing soclal and ecclesiastical urgency
wait In line to be answered satlisfactorily with expressions of thought
resting responsibly upon clear Biblical data. Yet, Inevitably, as
attempts are made +to articulate the Word of God concerning these
questions, dlsagreements arise as to what the Word Is In fact saying.
Deeply sincere Christlans find themselves entrenched on opposling sides
of a problem that the church was not even consclous of 20 years ago.

This divergency of views Is due In part to the fact that much of
what 1Is faced In our century was not faced as such at any time In the
centurles that cover the Biblical tIme frame, or even in the centuries
since. For +this reason we must take Scripture and apply it perhaps
more adaptively than before. It Is almost inevitable that we willl

tend to disagree as to how this should be done.



The cruclal question thus becomes, how should the Bible be used in
relation to the varlous soclal and ethical concerns confronting the
church today? To word the question dlfferently: What Is the best
way of taking the Blblical défa and laying It upon the contemporary
scene so that It becomes clear to us what course should be ftaken In
dealing with a particular issue?

At least two distinct hermeneutical approaches (1) emerge as we
ask thls question. The first school of thought advocates what might
be described as an "atomistic™ way of applying Blblical data. The
proponents of this method of Interpretation tend to focus upon
speclfic Bibllcal statements and particular Scriptural cases that seem
to relate to the contemporary Issue under dliscussion. These Bibllical
cases or statements are then taken and applled In such a way as to
éasf ITght on the questlon faced by the church. Proponents of the
second hermeneutlc tend to process the Biblical data In such a way as
to expose the general! ethical principles they find Inherent In
Scripture. They do +this by looking at the Blble as a whole,
concentrating upon Its central events and Issues. They also search
out the historical and cultural dynamlics that might bhave Influenced
the approach of the inspired writer. Taklng thelr findings, they
attempt to apply +them to any contemporary ethical or soclal concern
under dlscussion.

I+ can readlly be seen how two dlvergent, even opposing positions
may be taken upon a gliven question If two different means of arrlving
at an acceptable interpretation are employed. Those who follow the

first hermeneutic tend to view the others as Ignoring clear Biblical



data and thus as rationalizing or compromising undeniable Scriptural
evidence. Those who follow the second hermeneutic tend to see thelr
counterparts as Ignoring the central thrust of the combined Biblical
and hlstorlical evidence whlle-fhey adhere dogmatically to a position
the Bible never intended to be of eternal import.

These dlvergent hermeneutical approaches are characterized by
other significant differences. Those whose hermeneutic emphasizes a
more statement or case-orliented approach tend +o accentuate the
demands of law In Scripture. Thelr view of ethical questions tends to
be dominated by thelr view of God's law. Conversely, those who adopt
the approach +to Scrlpture that settles ethical questions by
holistlically searching out Bibllical principles, tend to accentuate the
effects of grace in Scripture. Thelr view of ethlical questions tends
to be dominated by their view of God's grace.

Related to our dlffering use of law and grace in applying
Scripture Is what might be described as our divergent use of the
creatlon and Old Testament way of thinking versus the redemption and
New Testament way of thinking. In speaking of thls divergence and the
question of an acceptable hermeneutic when dealing with sexual roles
In the ministry of the church, Richard Longenecker says:

At the heart of the problem as It exists In the church Is

the questlion of how we correlate the theological categorles

of creation [that Is the creation-fall event] and

redemption. When the former Is stressed, subordination

and submlission are usually emphasized...where the latter

is stressed, freedom, mutuallty an¢ equallity are usually

emphasized. What Paul attempted to do In working out his

theology was to keep both categories unlted--though |
would Insist, with an emphasis on redemption. (2)



It Is cructal for our purposes to note the two main points of this
statement: 1) At the heart of the ethlcal problems that cenfront the
church 1s the matter of how we correlate theologically the creation
and fall of humanity in Adam to the redemption and justiflcatlon of
human belngs In Christ. In other words, how do we relate these two
foundational Biblical events, glving them each thelir due welght In
settling ethical questions? 2) There Is the suggestion that Paul
attempted In his theology to keep the two categories united, yet In
this unification he saw redemptlion and Its ethical Implications as
transcendent over what was true because of creatlon and the fall.
Both of these points are critical in our approach fo the Bible.

As we deal with ethica! questlons In the Iight of Scripture we
must try to be eclectlc, adopting what 1Is helpful In both
hermeneutical approaches. This suggestion Is made not only because we
need to come together hermeneutically and ethically, but also because
we are required to listen carefully and honestly to all that Is In the
Bible refating to our questlon, both by way of speclflc statements and
universal principles.

In summary, as we approach the questlion of women's roles in the
formal ministry of the Seventh-day Adventlst Church we must first
honestly  attempt +o actually correlate the speclific, [lteral,
didactlic, more law-oriented statements (such as | Tim, 2:11-15) with
the broad principles of Scripture (such as the one enunclated In
Gal. 3:1-4:7, speciflcally 3:28). Second, within *hls unified
hermeneutlic we must, consistent with the flow of sacred history,

recognize the transcendence of the redemptive act of God In Christ.



For although in such Scriptures as | Cor. 11:7-9 and | TIm. 2:13 & 14,
Paul appeals to the pivotal creation-fall event, In other places, such
as Galatlans 3, Paul Is consumed with the magnl!ficence of God's
surpassing redemptive act and Its down-to-earth applicatlaon +to the
soclal questions of his day such as Jew versus Gentlle, slave versus
free, and male versus female. We must match Paul in this concern.

Finally, we must glve due welght to the soclal, cultural,
geographic and ecclesiastical concerns that Paul had to consider as he
wrote. This Is cruclal to a full understanding of the text itself and
thus +to our ability to accurately and legitimately apply the text to
our situation.

In studying this subject, | have carefully reviewed a number of
the papers avallable from the General Conference Archives and the
Biblical Research Institute. |In writing this paper | have not ignored
the prevaillng hermeneutic present In the clear majority of these

papers or the essential conclusions evident in the material.



CHAPTER 11

THE IMPLICATIONS OF GENESIS 1-3

Three passages pertinent to our toplc appear 1In the opening
chapters of the Bible. Gen. 1:26-28, 2:18-24 and 3:1-20. We will
briefly discuss the relevant aspects of each of these passages as they
relate to the ﬁa+ure of the equivalence, or lack of [It, existing
between male and female. The Implicatlions of this to the role of
women in minlstry will! be apparent.

A. Genesls 1:26-28

This passage describes +the actlivity of God In planning and
" accomplishing the creation of "man." God's Intentlon Is to make "man"
(that is humanity) In His own Image and llkeness. In this description
of God's crowning creative act, "female" Is included with "male"
within the clearly generic term, Adam, "man." Verse 27 says, 'male
[zakar] and female [pegebah] created He them." So male and female
together make up that which is created and described as "man" (see
Gen. 5:1, 2). Only In the partnership of the sexes Is seen that which
fully encompasses and Identlfles humanity. As male and female, Adam
and Eve together make up the Image and |lkeness of God on thls planet.
Neither one nor the other of the sexes can Independently claim to be
In the Image of God.

Verse 28 polnts out that God sald to both of them--that 1Is not
only to Adam--that they were to fill the earth, subdue It and rule

over 1t. They were to share In all of the aspects of governing this



planet under God. This fact has obvlious Implications for the standing
of women in ministry.

B. Genesls 2:18=-24

This passage comes as a sdpplemenfary account to Gen. 1:26-28.
Here It becomes clear that the male was created before the female and
a description Is given of why and how Eve was created. In verse 18,
and again In verse 20, the word "help" (KJV) or "helper" (RSV, NIV) or
preferably "partner®™ (NEB) Is used In regard fo Eve. This helper was
+o0 be "meet™ (KJV), "fIt"™ (RSV) or "sultable™ (NIV) for Adam.

Some have pointed out that Eve was Adam's helper and not Adam
Eve's helper; and they have deduced from this that even before the
fall Eve was In some way, though equal, not on quite the same footing
as Adam was (3). But nelther the Hebrew word for "help" (4), nor the
context surrounding this word makes any such suggestion. Instead, the
reason for Eve's creation Is glven as that of providing the man with
someone |lke him and complementary to him. Only an equal could solve
the problem of Adam's loneliness. God recognizes that it Is not good
for man to be alone, and therefore provides a +tfrue partner, a
consonant companion (5).

The manner In which God creates Eve (verse 21-22) Is consistent
with what goes before. While Adam Is In a dlvinely Induced sleep, Eve
Is created from his slde. Ellen White sees a basic significance in
this event:

Eve was created from a rib taken from the side of Adam,

signifying that she was not *o control him as the head,

nor to be trampled under hls feet as an Inferior, but

to stand by hls slde as an equal to be loved and protected

by him. A part of man, bone of his bone, and flesh of hls
flesh, she was his second self. (6)



The exclamation of Adam (verse 23) as God brings Eve to him
confirms this interpretation. Adam sees Eve as of hls very substance
and In her, he recognizes companionship and oneness: "This Is now
bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh™ (NIV). This expression Is an
affirmation of unity and equality, with no allusion to superiority or
Inferlorlty In the standing of the sexes. There Is no hint of Adam
viewlng Eve In any other way than as an equal assoclate. Thelr union
Is In fact the prototype of later unlons in which a man and a woman
become "one flesh" (verse 24).

One observation remains to be made. Although Paul refers +to the
fact that Adam was created before Eve and that therefore hls practice
is not to allow women to teach or to "usurp authorlity over the man"
(Il Tim. 2:12-14), and although Paul sees an hlerarchical system which
places women below men (| Cor. 11:3), It must yet be stated along with
Paul's use of thls part of the Genesls narrative, that +the primary
thrust of the creatlon account Itself has to do wlth the husband-wife
relatlonship and not directly with the overall cultural or
ecclesiastical relationships of all males with all females (7). ]
recognlize Paul's signlficant use of the Genesis story; | wish only to
point to other factors evlident In the account.

C. Genesls 3:1-20

Genesls 3 records the way in which sin came to the planet. I+ is
not necessary to review the detalls of the Biblical account.

There are those who Infer from this passage a certain moral
Inferiority In +the female gender as a whole because Eve succumbed
first to the serpent's promptings. This, however, Is not In any way

suggested In the Genesls account Itself. Nor is it suggested by Paul.
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Paul does say that Eve was the one deceived and that, therefore, he
did not allow women to have authority In the churches (I Tim. 2:14).
But to assume from Paul's statement that he saw a generalized moral
Inferforitry on the part of all women Is to take a highly unwarranted
step. Nothing In the Bible suggests such a thing. Further, to infer
elther from the Genesls account of the fall or from Paul's comments,
that because Eve led her husband Into sin, It Is therefore dangerous
to have any woman In leadershlp, Is not at all jJustifiable. Nelther
Moses nor Paul advocate such a view of women,

I+ must be emphasized that Genesis 3 Itself gives an objJective,
blow-by-blow account of the fall without assigning Eve any more blame
than Adam (8). The narratlive clearly Includes Adam as a part of the
act, and as "falllng" to the same extent as Eve. Both male and female
sImultaneously discover thelr mutual nakedness (verse 7), both sew fig
leaves for coverings (verse 7) and both hide from God (verse 8). Both
also are held accountable by God (verses 9-13).

The fact that God confronts the man first (verse 9) could Infer at
least two opposing interpretations: 1) +that the man, being the head
of the woman, is first In the llne of command and thus ls the first to
be called to task; or 2) +that God In fact held the man ultimately
responsible for the act of disobedience, thus reileving the woman of
primary responsibllity. In terms of the foundatlonal Issues of our
discusslion, these two Interpretations, though both quite logical,
align themselves on opposite sldes of the question and thus thelr
usefulness Is cancelled.

Finally, God expresses a curse on both Adam and Eve. It is frue

that the curses are expressed in a certaln order. Agalin, however, any
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inference drawn from +the particulaer order of +the curses must
ultimately be viewed as merely speculative, especially slnce
Inferential arguments can be made to support elther side of the issue.
For +this reason any Theologlcal or ethical concluslons drawn by
inference from This passage, or simllar passages, must be viewed as
tentative at best. Exceptions to thls occur when a later Insplired
writer (such as Paul in | Cor. 11:7-9 or | Tim. 2:12-14) assigns a
meaning to the creation-fall account. Such an Interpretation must be
looked at serlously. We will do this In the next chapter.

The "Ycurse" of Eve (verse 16) Is viewed by some as conclusive
evidence for the subordinate or limlted role of women in the culture
In general and In the church particularly. Paul seems to adopt thls
view and apparently appeals to this text (verse 16) when he says in |
Cor. 14:34, "Let your women keep silence In the churches; but they
are commanded to be under obedience, as also salth the law." Paulfs
appeal to "the law" seems to refer to thls Genesis 3 section of the
Mosalc narrative (9).

The statement within Eve's curse over which there is particular
controversy 1Is, "your deslire will be for your husband, and he will
rule over you." (NIV) Along with Paul's probable use of this passage
to enjoin silence and submisslion on women In the church, it should be
noted that In Its own context thils statement does not itself ITmply the
general rule of all men over all women In all circumstances, but

Instead limits Itself to the marrlage situation.

12



In any case, the Inspired writer records that the divine
declaration that man shall "rule" over woman Is placed
within the context of the man/woman relationship In
marriage. This contextual setting of the ruling of man
over woman must never be lost sight of. Note that the
first part of the declaration, 1.e. the multiplyling of
travall In pregnancy, is an experience that takes place
In marrlage. The second part, T.e. paln In chlldbirth,
Is likewise an experlence which takes place within the
sphere of marrlage. The third part stresses the wife's
"desire for your husband." Then, after this threefold
reference to changes which are assoclated with the
marriage Institution comes the sentence, "He (your
husband) shall rule cver you"....the ruling of man

over woman Is restricted to the sphere of marriage.
Accordingly, this dlvine declaration does not apply

to all spheres of woman's !lfe and activity. This
sentence cannot be used to support male domination

and supremacy In all spheres of life. |t Is reading
Into this statement what the context does deny. I+

is eisegesis and not exegeslis. (10)

A summative statement may now be made. Neither in Genesls 1 nor
in Genesis 2 can any concluslve case be made for or agalnst a greater
role for women in the minlstry of the church. A case can be made,
however, for equal partnership and standing In the relationships of
the sexes. Further, 1In Genesls 3 there is no conclusive evidence in
the text for elther slide of the question. I+ is true, however, that
[f one stays within the Genesls 3 account, one can only legltimately
say that any male "rule" (a word which itself needs study) over the
female shculd be limlited to the marriage relationship alone. Other
concluslons that might be drawn from the Genesls narratlive tend to be
inferentlal and thus speculative.

The polnt of difference as | see It lles primarlly In Paul's use
of the Genesis 2 and 3 account. Disagreements also arise as has been
sald, when some see the Issue as settled by reference to certaln

speclflc passages or precedents in Scripture. Others agree that due
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welght should be glven to these, however, they also opt for a more
hollstic overview of Scripture and its setting, allowing the collected
evlidence to declde the question of whether or not the doors of formal
Adventist ministry should be open to Adventist women.

For these reasons we turn now to the New Testament and to Paul's
use of +the Genesls account as he deals wlth the question of women
having leadership in the church. Further, for the reasons glven above
it 1Is Important also to deal briefly with the essential principles of
Paul's overall +theology and how these might Influence our view of
women in ministry. Before this is done, however, a glance at the

attitudes of Jesus is In order.
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CHAPTER [11

THE NEW TESTAMENT AND THE STANDING OF WOMEN IN THE CHURCH

Six connectlng areas of Interest make up the body of this chapter.
To begin with, we will take a brief, Introductory look at Jesus and
His attitude toward women in the light of His times. The other five
areas wlll then develop the general thrust of the argument. We wlll
look first at the Implications of the Christian gospel~-God's
redemptive act in Christ--upon the status of women. We will then look
at the speciflc Implications of Gal. 3:28 to our toplc. We will move
from there +to examine some of the relevant Pauline statements that
concern the questlion of women's role In the church. As we do this, we
will attempt to relate them to Paul's overal!l view of God's redeeming
work in Christ. Further, we will comment briefly on the progress of
the Christian Church In applylng the soclal or ethical Implications of
the gospel to Its life and practice. Flinally, we will consider +the
soclal and cultural setting of the churches to which Paul wrote. The
Implications of the New Testament data to the question of women In the
ministry of the Seventh~day Adventist Church will become apparent as
this chapter progresses.

A. The lmpact of Jesus on the Standing of Women

One of the most signiflcant summative statements made In Scripture
about the actual effect of Jesus' person and work is made In Ephesians

2. Here the proclamation Is primarily to Gentile bellievers. Paul
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tells them that whereas once they were unclircumcised Gentlles and thus
"allens from the commonwealth of Israel,”™ now through "the exceedling
riches" of God's grace and kindness "in Christ Jesus" (verse 7), '"ye
who were sometimes far off are made nigh by the blood of Christ"
(verse 13). Paul goes on with the accomplishments of Christ: "For he
Is our peace, who hath made both one, and hath broken down the middle
wall of partition between us (verse 14),

Paul 1Is speaking here of Christ breaking down a "wall™ that stood
particularly between Jew and Gentile. This great accomplishment of
Jesus 1Is unquestionably one of Paul's themes. He states i+
passionately In Gal. 3:28 where he sees Christ as having decimated not
only the wall between "Jew and Greek" but also the walls between "bond
and free" and--surprisingly--between "male and female." "“For ye are
all one In Christ Jesus," Paul asserts.

Jesus Is viewed by Paul as the great demolisher of barriers--
barrlers between God and humankind, between peoples, and between male
and female. It Is not by accident that Paul comes to these views of
Jesus. One cannot but get the same view of Christ as one looks at the
record of His |IIfe. In Jesus' encounters with women there Is no
exception. Even here Jesus wrecks the dividing barriers (11).

One outstanding example of Jesus' view of women Is seen 1In His
encounter with the Samaritan woman in John 4, In Jesus' meetIng with
this woman there are a number of barrlers which threaten the free flow
of the gospel. It should be noted that the barrliers present In this
meeting are reflective of two of the three categories Paul speaks of
in Gal. 3:28: those of Jew and Gentlle and, particularly, male and

female.
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In John 4:9 the well-known animosity between the Jews and the
Samaritans Is dramatlized by the woman's question, "How is it that
thou, belng a Jew, askest drink of me, which am a woman of Samaria?"
(emphasls supplied). This natlonal or raclal barrier I's present, but
Jesus purposely overrides It.

In verse 27, the dlscliples return to the scene to find Jesus and
the woman in conversation. At this sight, John says the dlisciples
"marveled" (KJV) or, as It Is more accurately translated, they "were
astonished to fInd him talking with a woman" (NEB) (12), The fact
that Jesus was talkling to a Samaritan was no doubt surprising enough,
but clearly John Is polnting out here that I+ was Jesus' conversation
with "a woman" that was most astounding to the disciples.

It should be noted also that the wording of the woman's question
In verse 9 Is even more pertinent In another way: '"How Is It that
thou belng a Jew, askest drink of me, which am a woman of Samarla?"
(emphasls supplied). Apparently the woman herself was surprised that
Jesus would speak to a Samaritan, but she stood In wonder at the fact
that He would speak to a Samaritan woman.

All of this may seem rather irrelevant to our discussion until one
reads descriptions of the kinds of attltudes toward women that were
dominant in Jesus' day. Then one reallzes the amazing openness of
Jesus to the situation of women. One also percelves the risks He took
In TInstigating a new respect for women and moving progressively Into
areas of reform that were Involved In citizenship In His kIngdom.

There were at least two baslc reasons for the disciples! and the
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woman's amazement at Jesus' behavior. Both are relevant 1o our:
dlscussion.

1) The strict rabbl was forbidden to ftalk to a woman in public.
A rabbl was not to speak to hlé wife, daughter, or slster in public.
I+ Is sald that a rabbis' reputation could have been damaged 1f he had
been seen talklng to any woman In public (13). So, as a person who
was regarded as a rabbi, Jesus shocked even His own disciples In
cutting across the artificlal barriers of religlous custom.

2) Aslide from the Rabbi's prescribed behavior when 1t came to
women, there were the attitudes of Jewish men toward women. Among
other practices (which we will clte later) some Pharisees would close
thelr eyes when they saw a woman approaching (14). in Jesus' day
these behaviors and thelr accompanying attitudes were translated into
a customary way of |ife which was positively advocated.

These conventions, and particularly the attitudes behind them,
Jesus Ignored, or respectfully defled, In His conversation with the
woman at the well, thus shocking His disciples and the woman.

Two further examples of Jesus' progressive attitude foward women
can be mentioned here. 1) There is the Instance of Jesus' treatment
of Mary of Bethany at the feast at Simon's house (Luke 7:36-50).
Here, according to the prevailling convention, Mary should have been
preparing the food or serving at the feast. When she forgot her
assigned place In relatlon to the men and came in among them and
performed her act of worshlp and was judged by the men for doling so,
Jesus moved swlftly to her defense. Jesus used this woman as the

example of what true relligious devotion is all about (verses 44-47).
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This was & difficult thing for the men to accept, especially for
Simon, the Pharisee. It was shocklng to those present, and It seems
to have contributed to the Influences which led Judas to betray Jesus
(Mark 14:3-10; note verse 10 and its setting), and Jesus To be
cruclfled.

2) It cannot be merely colncidental that at His resurrectlion
Jesus revealed Himself first to a woman who was first fo proclalm the
foundational news of the Christian religlon, "He Is risen."

Thus in His |1fe and death, Jesus intentlonally opened the door tfo
the more complete participation of women In His church. Although for
cultural and social reasons (to be referred to later), Jeéus did not
press +this Issue to Its logical end, He definitely saw its necessary
geneslis. Through His gospel with its Inevitable ethical Implicatlions,
Christ expected His church to progress In this area, even thcugh that
progress would be slow.

B. The Implicatlons of the Christlan Gospel for the Role and

Standing of Women in the Church

In discussing the Implicatlons of the gospel to the question of

the role and standing of women in the church, we will begin with a
brief overview of Gal. 3:10-29. This will enable us to get a more
accurate and detalled view of Gal. 3:28 and Paul's vadTal statement

In it, that in Christ there is "nelther...male nor female."

This particular passage begins (verses 10 & 11) with a double
appeal to the O0Ild Testament Scriptures. By this appeal Paul |is
pursuing the theme of his maln argument In the letter. He declares

that +there Is a curse upon anyone whose rellgious confldence depends
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upon his or her success In doing what the law says should be done
(Deut. 27:26); for It 1Is not by the law, but by faith +that +the
righteous will live (Hab. 2:4). Paul asserts further that no one has
always continued In everything that the law sald should be done (see
verses 21 & 22) and that, therefore, everyone Is under a curse. But
when Christ came, He "redeemed us from the curse of the law™ by
Himself becoming a curse for us (verse 13). In dolng this Christ
opened for all pecple the free flow of God's promlises, specifically
the promise of the Spirit which comes by falth (verse 14).

Paul next shows that God's promise to bring redemption was not
interrupted by the law, which was formally given long after the
promlse, for "God in Hls grace gave It [redemption] to Abraham through
a promlise™ (verses 15-18, NiV). The law's role was not to sabotage
the promise, but Instead It was added because of sin to lead us to the
fulfillment of the promise, that Is to the coming of the Redeemer, the
"Seed," Jesus Christ (verses 19-21)., Here Pau! agaln appeals fo '"the
Scripture which declares that the whole world Is a priscner to sln, so
that what was promlsed, belng glven through faith In Jesus Christ,
might be given to those who belleve™ (verse 22, NiV), that 1Is, In
distinction to those who try to gain redemption by dolng all that +the
law demands.

Paul goes further. He asserts that not only was the world held
prisoner by "sin"™ (verse 22) but that "we were held prisoners by the
law" (verse 23, NIV). But thls was only to be until "falth came"
(verse 23). Paul agaln afflrms what he has so far been saying, "The

law was put In charge to lead us to Christ" so that Justification
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could be by falth; and so now that Christ (or faith) has come the law
no longer supervises us in the way it did before faith came (verse
24).

The implications of this are clear to Paul., All who have this
falth In Christ are baptized into Him and have "put Him on"
(verse 27). Thus they have become God's children (verses 26 & 27).
For thls reason--a great, grand, plvotal and redemptlive reason--Paul
declares in verse 28 that in Christ, that Is, in the community of the
new creation, there Is among other things "neither...male nor female."
Whereas once we deflined ourselves primarily as "Jew" or "Gentlle," as
saying, "! am a slave and you are my master," or "| am a man and you
are a woman," now since falth (Christ) has arrived and the promlse of
redemption Is fulfliled, there 1Is @ new basls of Interpersonal
definitlion. I+ Is that In Christ we are all "children of God" (verse
26). This definitlion transcends the old distinctions, +hat is, the
old ways of defining ourselves and others. God's re-creative work In
Christ redefines His fallen creaticn. There Is In fact a new creation
(Il Cor. 5:17, Gal. 6:15, RSV). From now on this is to be the basis
on which Christians define their relationships. This is to be +the
foundation wupon which Christians bulld their social, cultural and
sexual structures.

Before returning to a more detalled view of Gal. 3:28, we must
look agaln at verses 10-13. Here the questlion of a "curse" Is ralsed.
This word Inevitably directs our thinking back to Genesis 3 and the
curses spoken to the serpent, Eve and Adam. We are especlally
Interested In the second part of Eve's curse, "Your desire will be for

your husband and he will rule over you"™ (NIV),
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Two questions arise: 1) Can we legitimately connect the "curse
of the law" In Gal. 3:13 (from which Christ has redeemed us) to the
curse spoken against Eve In Gen. 3:167 2) If so, then to what extent
or In what way was Christ®s éomlng meant to affect the standing of
women In marrlage, In soclety at large, or In the church?

There 1Is a very close connectlon between the curse of Eve (Gen.
3:16) and the curse of the law (Gal. 3:13)., This is true flrst
beceuse Eve's curse came on the heels of her fall Into sin iIn Eden,
sin being a breach of God's direct command. This curse was
essentlally a divine sketch of what the results of Eve's sin would be.
God had already declared that death would ensue (Gen. 2:17), here He
spells out what would curse Eve's |Ife before she dled. The woman's
curse describes the Inauguratlion of a different relationship between
the woman and her husband as a result of sin. It was, however,
agalnst the results of sin and Its curse that Christ came as the
"second Adam" to reverse the effects of the fall. Upon Eve In Eden
fell +the curse of the broken covenant (Gen. 3:16). Upon Christ In
Gethsemane, as the Representative of al!l humankind, fell the curse of
the broken law (covenant) so that the curse might be removed from
humanlty (Gal. 3:13).

Secondly, Eve's curse In Gen. 3:16 comes in the Immedlate context
of +the "promise™ of the "seed"™ In verse 15 which Pau! menticns in
connection with Abraham In Gal. 3:15 & 16. In Gen. 3:15 Jesus is the
promised "seed™ who would come to deal successfully with the serpent,
and in Gal. 3:16-22 He Is the “promised seed" who came 1o redeem us
from the curse of the law (Gal. 3:13), +the results of the serpent's

delusion.
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These +two passages refer to the same event and the same Person.
Thus the coming of Christ must affect the curse of Eve as Paul in
Galatlans 3 proclaims It to have affected the whole of human

exlstence. The coming of the "Seed" must end the reign of the curse

In the Ilife of all bellevers, Including women, as Paul affirms in
Gal. 3:28.
No doubt some will object to this, sayling that women still have

pain in childbirth (the first part of Eve's curse). The coming of
Christ did not remove that. This might seem to prove +the above
Scriptural reasoning fallacicus. Here 1t must also be sald that men
st1ll sweat over less than ldea! sol! (Adam's curse); and Satan (the
serpent), still prowls despite the coming of the Messiah. Further,
death Is stlll a human condition desplte Jesus' words In John 6:47-49,

The good news of the gospel Is that the "Seed" has come, He has
broken the reign of sin and I+s curse. He has Inaugurated a new relgn
and will soon return to consummate that relgn. In the meantime, +the
cltizens of Hls kingdom are to llve by falth in the reallty of His
victory over the serpent and the curse. The Christlan faith declares
that believers must live In careful conslstency with the great work
Christ has accomplished. In terms of our dlscussion 1t becomes
imperative that we, by acting In tune with Christ's conquering act, do
all +thet Is possible for us to do as a belleving community to remove
the effects of the curse of Eve in our marrlages, in our communities

and particularly in our church,
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C. The Implicatlons of Galatlans 3:28 1o 1the Standing of
Women ip the Church

As we turn now to a more dlrect view of Gal. 3:28, we see that
Paul states a unlversal principle. This principle springs directly
from the bedrock of the Chrlistian gospel and the arrival of Christ.
Resldent In It are social, cultural and sexual Implications.. The
principle Is stated In the King James Version in seven words, "Ye are
all one in Christ Jesus."

The posltion of Galatians 3 Is this: Those who belleve the gospel
and who are the new creation In Christ, view cultural-national (Jew
versus Gentlle), soclal {slave versus free) and sexual (male versus
female) Issues in a different |ight from those who do not belleve the
gospe! and are not one In Christ.

This principle must not be seen In a merely "splritual™ [Ight; for

as In all +true religion, that which Is spiritual has dlrect and
profound slignificance in the actual life of the Individual and the
community. To deny this is to undermline the Scriptural call for

sanctification. That which 1Is +truly spirltual is always 1o be
transiated Into that which Is thoroughly practical. In the Jew-
Gentile reform which Paul called for, the effects were plainly seen
and felt In +the church. Just as the reform of slavery that came
between Fhilemon and Oneslimus and In the 18th and 19th centuries had
profound, down-to-earth Implicatlions for the way of 1Ilfe In the
Christlan community, so must the male-female relatlonship have
notlceable, tangible effects growing out of the spiritual principle.
Some, in arguing against ordaining women for pastoral ministry,

attempt to neutrallze the profound practical effects of the mandate of
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Gal. 3:28 by seylng that the context of this verse speaks only ebout
Christlan baptism. Certainty the Immediate context of Paul's
statement speaks very fittingly of baptism. But fo Ignore the broader
context denles The practical impllcafions of the outcome of Christ's
work In +the Christian community. Thus, thls curtalled view of Gal.
3:28 lronically encourages a limlited view of the consequences of
baptism Itself (Rom. 6:1-14), and 1t detracts from the heart and soul
of +the Christlan falth. Thls approach also seems +to Ignore the
general content of Galatlans 3 and the essentlal message of the book.

Further, I+ 1s sometlimes asserted that using Gal. 3:28 to destroy
the distinctions between male and female might  encourage
homosexuallty. This is a serlous distortion. First, nelther Paul nor
any other respcnsible Christian, uses this Scripture In such a way.
The distinctlion between male and female for the Christlen Is obviously
God-ordalned, even 1f one lcoks conly from a physical polnt of vlew.
Gal. 3:28 does not speak of the absence of sexual dlstinctlions, but of
the equality of the sexes In Christ. Besldes this, such
Interpretations fall dlIsappointingly short of actually dealing wlth
the Issues In passages like Galatlans 3.

We have salid that in the heart of the book of Galatlans, Paul
polnts to a radically new principle, a new world-vliew which has been
Introducec¢ with Christts arrlival, or the arrival of "falth."™ In Gal.
3:28, Paul calls for the light of this new world-view to penetrate all’
the dark corners of the human condition. He beams thls |ight Into
three speciflic areas: the relationships between Jew and Gentlle,
between slave and free, and between male and female. We will now look

mere dlirectly at all three of these.
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The question of the relatlonship between the Jew and the Gentlle
Is a prominent Paullne theme. This issue was In fact an extremely
controverslal one in the early church as a whole (see Acts 15). Peter
had difficulty with its Impllcéf!ons (Acts 10) and Pau! openly opposed
him on the stand he tock at one polnt (Gal. 2:11). I+ must be noted
that Paul opposed Feter because he sald the poslition taken by Peter
was not "In line with the truth of the gospel"™ (verse 14). I+ Is
significant that Peter took thls stand under the Influence of certaln
men "from James"™ (Gal. 2:12, NiV). Not only wlth Peter, but at every
turn Paul was uncompromlsing in his attempt to destroy the barrlers
between Jews and Gentlles. Thls controversy threatened to divide the
leaders of the early church.

At the heart of +the Jew-Gentlle question was an underlyling
concern, one which 1is qulte relevant to the basic Issues of our
dlscussion. This was the matter of circumcision. Many Jewlsh
Christlans felt that the rlte of clrcumclslion should be continued in
the Christian era and that Gentile Christlans shculd practice It along
with Jewish Christlans (Acts 15:1 & 5; Gal. 6:12-14, etc.). Paul was
totally opposed to this on the ground of the gospel (Gal. 2:14, 16~
20), as was Peter at the Jerusalem Council (Acts 15:5-11).

If the essentlal sign of religious identlty for the Jew was the
rite of clrcumclislen &and 11, as was the case, thls rlte was one that
was exclusively for the male, It Is entirely understandable that In
such a setting the male would be seen to be dominant. After all, If
this sign was Instituted by God and was obviously cnly for the male,
dld that not prove CGod's endorsement of male supremacy, especlally In

the rellgious arena?
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No doubt much of the sense of male superiority In the flrst
century religlous setting was somewhat unccnsclous when i1 came to the
matter of clrcumcisicn, but It can readily be seen how such a rlte
would affect the thinking of men toward women (and vice versa) In the
religious life of the community. More significantly, It can also be
readlly seen how the removal of such a practice from the ritual of the
community would inevitably come to affect the way each sex viewed the
other In the church, and the role elther sex might play In the IIfe of
the church. The male would no longer be seen to possess qulte the
same exclusive standing with God as had formerly been a fully accepted
axlom. This would especlally be so if the new slgns of +the new
covenant were unlversal and sexually Indlfferent by nature, such as
recelving of the Holy Spirit and Christian baptism obviously were.
Much was at stake when Paul said in the light of the controverslal
Jew-Gentlile question, "Circumclislon Is nothing; uncircumcislton Is
nothing;  the only thing that counts Is new creation." (Gal. 6:15,
NEB) .

There 1s no doubt that through Christ, God wished to change many
things among Hls people. It Is reasonable to say that in reforming
the sign of the covenant, God wished to acconplish more than just an
alteration 1In outward form. He must have known, and even intended,
that the male-female relatlonship would alter In the church as well.
Thus when Paul says in Gal. 3:28 that in Christ there is "neither male
nor female," hls proclamation Is completely conslstent with the whole

order of what came Into belng with the advent of Christ.
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D. Ihe Progress of the Christliap Church In Applying the
Erinclples of God's New Creation

We have already referred to the well-known "wall of partition®
between Jew and Gentlle. Much of the reason for the exIstence of this
wall was that Gentlles (and women) did not possess the sign of the
covenant, clrcumcislon. We have also stated that of the three major
ethical relatlonships mentloned in Gal. 3:28, Paul dealt primarlly
with the Jew-Centlle Issue. His next most urgent sense of mission was
In the area of slave versus free. The question of male versus female
as such occupled some of Paul's attention, but not as much as +the
other two relationshlips.

It Is therefore not at all strange, and Is ‘entirely conslstent
with the gulidance of God, that to & miraculous extent the early
Christian community was able to aveld schism over the Jew-Gentile
questlion. By +the time of the death of Paul the church had become
relatively clear in Its collective mind about the proper relationship
between Jew and Gentlle. Had thls not happened, It Is not difficult
to project what the destiny of Christianity would have been. It Is to
the glory of God that the gospel was able to penetrate and alter +the
pride and the prejJudice, along with the embedded traditlions, practices
and attitudes behind the Jew-Gentlle struggle. By the time cf the
death of Paul, however, much yet remalned to be done In the Christlan
communlty when it came to the slave-free and male-female Issues.

When one locks at the progress of early Christlanity on the slave-
free question, the record shows much slower growth. Though Paul felt

very deeply about this question, he dld not express himself on It as
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frequently or as vehemently as he did on the Jew-Gentile Issue. With
+hé exception of hls letter to Phllemon, +the relationship cf slave to
free Is not prominent In his eplstles. It 1s true that In this area
some slgniflcanT progress was made, but It was well Into the
nineteenth century before this question was resolved with any finality
in Christlan communitles and natlons.

The fact Is that Paul did not call for the abolition of slavey.
He dId appeal to masters to be humane to thelr slaves and for slaves
to serve thelr masters well (Col. 3:22-4:1; Eph. 6:5-9), But if we
are Yo judge the early and later Christian communitlies and even Paul
by the universally accepted standards of freedom prevalent 1In the
world today, we would have *o say that It took much longer for
Christlans to resolve the slavery Issue than It took them to resolve
the Jew-Gentlle Issue. Further, some would say that Paul himself was
not quite as forward looking as we might wish. Yet It was Paul who
sald, on +the basls of the gospel In his day, "There Is nelther....
stave nor free."

Paul and the early church were sble to clearly see, and largely
practice, both the spiritual and the soclal equallity of Jews and
Gentiles. The social equallty of slave and free, however, was not
achleved In Paul's day even though he felt sleve and free to be equal
In Christ. Paul appealed to the Chrisitan community to remove only
the worst of the condltions prevatent 1In the mester-slave
relatlonship.

The same kind of sltuation exlsted In Paul's day when 1t came +to
the male~-female question, and therefore Paul, fer hls cwn reasons and

for reasons within the community (which will be dlscussed In the next
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sectlon), was not able to insist on the sort of changes he did in the
case of +the Jew-Gentlle Issue. In fact, for +these reasons Faul
employed arguments from Genesis 1, 2 and 3 agalnst women teaching or
even speaklng in the churches. We will now Turn fto a brlef discusslion
of this.

E. Paul's Specific Position onp liorep Iin the Elrst

Century Churches

I+ 1s as we conslder passages of Scripture such as | Tim. 2:11-15,
| Cor. 11:3-16 and 14:34 & 35 that the strongest dlvergence of oplnion
arises. We wlll ncw look at these Scriptures as such and conslder
them, as our hemeneutic demands (15), In relatlon to other Scriptural
and hilstorlcal dynamics.

I Tim. 2:11-14 contalins part of the Instruction glven by Paul to
Timothy as to the behavior of bellevers In worship (16). I Tim. 2:9-
12 glves conclse Instruction for women's decorum in the church.  Then
verses 13 and 14 glve a Bibllcal ratlionale for the Instruction. We
will concentrate on verses 11-14, Including also the data from
| Corinthians 11 and 14.

In verse 11, Paul calls for women to Ylearn In quletness and
submission.”™ Thls Injunction Is conslistent with | Cor. 14:34, where
Paul says women should remain silent In the churches. In | Cor. 14:33
Pau!l says +that thls Is done "In all the congregatlons" (see also |
Cor. 11:16); 1In fact, women "are not allowed to speak, but must be In
submission" (verse 34). In verse 35 Paul uses a strong word, sayling,
"I+ Is disgraceful for a woman to speak In the church." There is no

question left as to what the apostle Is saylng about how women ought
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to behave and what their role, If any, Is to be in the meetings of the
churches.

On ThQ question of the silence of women In church, Faul has

nothing to say in | Cor. 11; he wlll cover that In chapter 14, as we
have Just seen., In I Cor. 11:3, 7-10, however, Paul does place the
woman In a subordinate position +fo +the men. Thus again the

"submisslon" of the woman Is called for. This concept Is unequlivocal
and consistent in all three of these passages and cthers (such as Eph.
5:22, where marrlage Is explicitly dlscussed). It Is clear therefcre,
that In Paul's mind there Is a direct connecticn between the male~
female role deflnitlon In marrlage and In the rest of soclety,
particularty In the church.

In I Tim. 2:12 Paul says, "I do not permlt & woman to teach or 1o
heve authority over a man." Thils same Idea, though not stated as
overtly, 1Is Inclplent In the | Corinthians 11 and 14 passages. Ty
things are spelled out In thls statement: No woman i< to teach and no
worran Is to have suthority over any man.

Paul glves a threefold rationale for the positlion he takes on
women In the church. 1) In | Tim. 2:13-14 he grounds his view In the
pivotal creation-fall event. He says that wemen shculd not teach or
have authority over men In the church because “Adam was formed flrst,
then Eve. And Adam was not decelvecd; it was the woman,.." 2) In
I Cor. 11:3 Paul Indicates an unequlvocal!l hlerarchical scheme In the
church based on a New Testament way of thinking. He says, "Now | want
you to reallze that the head of evey man Is Christ, and the head of

woman Is man, and the head of Christ is God." 3) In | Cor. 14:34
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Paul says women should keep silent and In submission "as the law
says." As dlscussed In chapter 2 of thls paper, thls almost certainly
refers to the curse of Eve in Gen. 3:16 (17),

Thus, reasons 1 and 3 have a creatlon-fall or legal base, whille
reason 2 has what could be described as a Christological rationale.

The questlion must now be faced squarely; if Paul's position on
the standing of women In the church Is that they be subservient to men
and If his reasons for tsking this pcsition are as fundamental as they
seem to be, how can any Christian person adopt a view which allows
women to stand equally with men In the formal ministry of the church?
We will now attempt to answer this question directly.

We will look flrst at some perhaps unnoticed but important

ES

elements within the | Tim. 2:11-14 passage. We wlll then turn +o

other more inclusive elements that become evident as we view Paul's

’

stand as a whole. Flnally, we will look at some of the soclal,
cultural and eccleslastlical backgrounds that are essential to a
proper, hollstic understanding of the Biblical view of the role of
women In the church. We must also keep In mind what has already been
sald about the underlyfng Influence of the gospel when It comes +to
both Paul's thinking and ours.

As we take another look at | Tim. 2:11-14, we should notice two
things:

1) The KJV rend!tion of verse 12 reads "But | suffer not a woman
Io usurp authority over the man" (emphasls supplied). The accuracy

of this franslation Is borne out by the primary meaning of the Greek

word, authenteln, or authenteo which is, "one who acts in hls own
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authority, an autocrat" (18). Moffat transiates this, "I allow no
woman to...dictate to men." Apparently there were women in some of
the churches, such as in Corlinth, who in their new-found Christian
freedom tended to grasp aggressively at the prestige of teaching and
leading 1In the congregations. This, understandably, could not be
allowed, especlally glven the prevalent attitudes toward women In the
church and the surrounding culture. Further Scriptural evidence of
thls aggresslve attitude may be seen In | Cor. 11:16:v "If anyone
wants to be copteptious about this [the man-woman relationship Paul Is
prescribing] we have no other practice" (emphasis added).

2) Paul says In | Tim. 2:12, "l do not permit a woman to
teach..." Thls suggests the possibillty that Paul is sharing with
Timothy hls practice as a leader In the congregatlons, leaving a
certaln latltude for others. There Is no question about Paul's strong
feelings on this Issue; nevertheless Paul's wording suggests that he
might have allowed some to do [t differently, although his own
preference and philosophy of leadership did not permit women *to teach
or have authority.

Apparently the question of women's role In the church was
especlally pronounced In the Corinthian congregation where It seems
some women exaggerated the legltimate Implications of their new
freedom. Although Timothy was probably pastor of the Epheslan church
at the time Paul wrote | Timothy (19), Timothy also worked In Corlinth
for some time (as | Cor. 4:17 shows), Paul having sent him there to
settle the numerous problems In that church, not the least of which

was the question of women's standing in the congregation. I Cor.

T 33



11:3-6 (see verse 16 especlally) and 14:34-35, glive evidence of a
speclal problem In Corinth. I+ Is also Interesting to note that when
Paul wrote 1o the Galatlan churches, he sald that in Christ there was
neither Jew nor Gentlile, slave nor free, male nor female (Gal. 3:28),
but when he wrote to the Corinthian Christians, hls parallel statement
spoke only of "Jews or Greeks" and "slave or free" (I Cor. 12:13).
The absence of any mention of male or female stands out. I+ 1s hard
to avold the conclusion that Paul left the male-female relationship
out of his statement in | Cor. 12:13 because he knew of the particular
problems in Corinth where some women were extremely assertive.

All of this points to the conclusion that it was the abuse of new
privileges among women In the Christian church +that particularly
concerned Paul. He was more concerned about the "contentiousness"
(1 Cor. 11:16) of some women and thelr "usurping" of “authority" (I
Tim. 2:12, KJV) over men than he was that women take a definitely
subservient role In the life of the church, Thls was especially so
because of certaln cultural, soclal and religious dynamics. We will
now look at these.

F. The Culfural, Soclal and Rellglous Factors Behind

Paul's Position and Qurs

We have already polnted to the fact that In Jewish religlous
culture +the strict rabbi was not to talk to a woman 1In public, not
even his wife, daughter, or sister, and that some Pharisees closed
thelr eyes If they saw a woman approaching. A deep-seated attitude
toward women is dramatized in these prohibitions and practices.

Aslde from these there were other practices In both the Jewish and
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Gentile cultures that throw light on our discussion and specifically

upon the three passages we have looked at (I Tim. 2:11-14, | Cor.
11:3-16 and 14:34 and 35). It s essential that we take into full
account the fact that when Paul wrote on the issue of women Iin the
church, he wrote against the backdrop of strong Jewish and GCreek
cultures.

A description by Willlam Barclay (20) is very helpful, especially
if we take the description step by step and note Its remarkable
correlation to the New Testament passages we have been dlscussing. We
will also note instances In which the early Christian church
progressed in Its day beyond the conventlions of Jewlsh and Greek
culture.

Barclay says: "Women had no part in the synagogue service; they
were shut apart In a section of the synagogue....where they could not
be seen, and were allowed no share in the service." if Paul's
instruction to Timothy was followed In all the New Testament churches,
then women would have had very lifttle to do In the public aspects of
worship. Paul's injunctions, "A woman should learn in quletness," and
"They are not allowed to speak, but must be In submission" (I Tim.
2:12, | Cor. 14:34) are unequivocal on this point. Although women
were apparently not separated from men in the Christian meetings, they
were definitely expected to behave in a fashion reminiscent of these
Jewish synagogue practices. They did apparently take part In the
service, but on a very modest level.

Barclay goes on: "A man came to the synagogue to learn; but, at
the most, a woman came to hear. In the synagogue the lesson from

Scripture was read by members of the congregation; but not by women."
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Although Paul says in | Tim. 2:11, "A woman should learn...," (showing
progress over the Jewish practice), nevertheless she was to learn In
silent "submission" (verse 11 and | Cor. 14:34, NIV), for it was
"disgraceful for a woman to speak In the church™ (I Cor. 14:35, NIV).
Here 1Iis an unmistakable correlation between Christian and Jewish
worship customs Involving women.

Barclay further says of the Jewish llfe-style: "It was absolutely
forbidden for a woman to teach In a school; she might not even teach
the youngest children.®™ There can be little question but that Paul's
statement, "I do not permit a woman to teach..." (I Tim. 2:12) Is a
direct carry-over from the Jewish practice.

A further description of the Jewish background .behind Paul's
position on women In the church is helpful in a more subjective way:
“Now in Jewish eyes, women officially had a very low position. It is
true that no nation ever gave a bigger place to women In home and in
family +things +than the Jews did [a reflection Paul's statement in |
Tim. 2:15, "But women will be kept safe through childbirth..."] but
officially the positlon of women was very low." We must affirm what
has already been said, that women were glven a new standing in the
Christian community, apparently above any that generally existed In
the first century. However, given the Influences of Judaism, it was
difficult for Paul as a man and as a leader of people who had grown up
in this sort of culture to advocate any greater shift in the standing
of women than he advocated. |f a shift in the position of Jew-Gentlile
relations, or In the question of circumcision almost divided the

church, It was obvious that agitation In another controversial
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direction would almost certainly have split it.

Thus we have Paul advocating a conservative stand on the issue of
women's role In +the church, indeed a stand which called on the
Biblical <creation-fall account, as well as the hierarchical order of
God to Christ to man to woman, 1o affirm it. Though Paul's teaching
on women in the church did allow for significant progress for women,
it did not attaln the degree of progress Implied in the inspired,
redemption-based mandate that In Christ there is "neither...male nor
female" (Gal. 3:28). As in the Issue of slavery, understandable
though significant concessions had fo be made due to prevailing
prejudices and practices.

When It came to Greek or Gentlile Influences on the attitudes and
practices of early Christians, Barclay says: "The place of women In
Greek religlion was very low. The Temple of Aphrodite In Corinth had
[its] priestesses who were sacred prostitutes and who every evening
plied their trade on the city streets." Two points must be made In
regard to this statement. 1) As In Judaism so in the Greek culture,
the overall place of women In religion was low. 2) If the
priestesses of the Temple of Aphrodite in Corinth were prostitutes,
Paul's concern for the way women conducted themselves, especially in
terms of leadership in the Christian church, would have been
understandably conservative. He would not have wanted to have women
take a position In the Corinthian Church that would cause fthem to be
seen as being in any sense the Christian counterpart of these heathen
priestesses. These conditlons were not localized in Corinth. The
Temple of Diana In Ephesus also had priestesses called the Mellissae,

who had the same functlon as the priestesses In Corinth.
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Furthermore:

The respectable Greek woman led a very confined |ife.

She llved In her own quarters into which no one but her

husband came. She did not even appear at meals...

She never went to any public assembly. The fact is

that If In a Greek town Christian women had taken an

active and a speaking and a teaching part In the work

of the Christian church, the church would inevitably

have galned the reputation of being the resort of loose

and Immoral women.

At this point we must say with emphasis that Paul's position on
women In the church 1is a position that has never as such been
advocated by the Seventh-day Adventist Church. For example, Adventist
women, though they have covered their heads by wearing hats to
worship, have not generally done so In the United States for vyears.
Even when Ellen White or contemporary women have stood to speak or
teach the Word of God, they have done so largely with their heads
uncovered. The speaking and the teaching, as well as the uncovered
head, 1s all a departure from Paul's prescription. As Adventists, we
have felt understandably free to Interpret some of Paul's teaching
according to the clrcumstances of our congregations. Can we then
allow ourselves to use the Pauline passages under discussion to bar
women from fuller participation In the ministry of the church?

Women have for years been given official, permanent teaching
positlions in our Seminary, colleges, academies and elementary schools.
Women regularly lead out as elders, superintendents and teachers in
our churches and Sabbath Schools. These offices, among other things,
glve women "authority over men." This authority Is not unlike that of

the ordained minister. We have not required these women to remain

"silent" or "submissive"™ In the way Paul enjoins.
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If, on the basis of statements such as Paul's in | Timothy 2 and
I Corinthians 14, we continue to Iimit the role of women in the
church, then we are taking a logically untenable stand. Who Is to say
what degree of latitude the church should allow itself in adapting
Paul's words once we embark on this rather [iteralistic view of
Scripture while we largely neglect some of the central principles of
the Bible? This use of Scripture Is susceptible to an inconslstency
which Inevitably leads to the adoption of rather arbitrary conclusions
that only appear to be Biblical.

If Indeed we are goling to bar women from full participation In
ministry, largely on the basis of these Paulline statements or on the
basis of similar Biblical statements, cases or precedents, then we
.musf in all reasonable consistency also Insist that women cover their
heads at church gatherings, that they remain silent, that they not
speak or teach, that if they want to know anything, they wait until
they get home to ask thelr husbands (if they all have husbands), and
that they hold nd position that involves any authority over any man in
the church. We should also hold that it is a "disgrace" (!l Cor.
14:35, NIV) If this is not done. This would not be unreasonable or
extreme, if Indeed we were to exclusively adopt the more I|iteralistic
view of Scripture with Ilttle appeal to the great principles of
the Bible or the background dynamics of Paul's day and ours.

A further point should be noted. The +radltional, functlional
criteria employed in the Seventh-day Adventist Church to distinguish
the unordained minister from the ordained, khave been twofold: The

privilege of performing baptisms and the right to solemnize marriages.
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Although the church must always be granted reasonable latitude in
setting such criterla, two things must be pointed out: 1) Our actual
practice of ordination is not Bilblical per se. 2) By allowing only
ordained ministers to baptize, we Imply that performing the rite of
baptism is an act that denotes ecclesliastical authority. This use of
baptism is not really Scriptural. Jesus baptized no one. His
disciples did the baptizing (John 4:1, 2). One might reason that If
baptism Is Indeed what we see it to be, surely Jesus would have
performed baptisms. If someone says that it was because of the
exceptlonal role of the Messiah that Jesus refrained from baptizing
(which may be true), then we must look at | Cor. 1:14-17, where Paul
says he baptized only a few of the Corinthian believers, and where he
says, "Christ sent me not to baptize, but to preach the gospel' (KJV).
We are left to wonder who baptized the other Corinthian bellevers and
if preaching the gospel--an activity we finance and train women to
do--is perhaps to Paul and to God a more Important sign of authority
than +the act of baptizing Is. If we are indeed committed to the more
literalistic use of the New Testament material in setting our church
policies, we should reconsider the Biblical data and reevaluate our
use of the act of baptizing to distinguish the ordained ministry in
the church.

We will now turn briefly fo one more background factor that
affects our understanding of the Pauline position on women in the
church. This factor has important implications for our understanding
of one of our basic Pauline passages, Gal. 3:28: "Women, slaves and

children were classed together. In the Jewish morning prayer a man
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thanked God that God had not made him 'a Gentile, a slave or a
woman ., '" It is impossible not to notice the parallel between the
things a Jewlsh man thanked God he was not--a Gentlle, a slave or a
woman~-and those things Paul in Gal. 3:28 declares since Christ has
come are no longer the Issues they had once been; the Jew-Gentile,
free-glave and male-female relationships. Paul, having been a
Pharisee, would almost certainly have daily prayed this prayer of the
Jewish man. In becoming Christian, and in realizing the Implications
of the arrival of Christ, not only does Paul repudiate this prayer,
but he authoritatively declares that in the Iight of Christ and His
new creation, all God's children have an equivalent standing (21). He
calls for the demollition of the distinctions which are no longer
appropriate to the new creation.

Paul's desire 1Is that the church move on to show the reality of
this great principle in the way it treats all people. Clearly, Paul
himself would have gone further had It not been for the cultural and
social constraints that existed In his background and environment.
These constraints no longer exist In our day. If anything, In many
parts of the world, and especially In much of the United States, the
constraints are now reversed; a circumstance which finally allows us
to obey the gospel mandate by fully opening the doors of formal

ministry to women.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

There are a number of rather critical Issues that could vyet be
discussed. The whole question of "the royal priesthood" (| Peter 2:9)
and its unlversal nature has a most suggestive Impact on the standing
of women In the church, as does the New Testament +teaching on
"spiritual glfts" (! Cor. 12:1). The actual role of women In the
earlyb church, such as Philip's daughters and Dorcas, would be
interesting to study, especlally in the light of the Pauline
statements we have considered. The question of the particular roles
of women in the Old Testament is also Important, as is the crucial
question of women's "call" to ministry. We must, however, summarize

and make an Important concluding statement.

A. Summary:

We began by laying a hermeneutical base. The more [literalistic
way of viewing particular Scriptural texts was not seen fo be adequate
by Itself. Studying the whole testimony of Scripture and the Bible's
foundational principles along with its historical backgrounds was seen
to be of value, while we also insisted on allowing the single texts of
the Bible to have their full Ilteral weight. The attempt was made fo
combine these two ways of looking at Scripture info a slingle
hermeneutic, allowing both to contribute to a proper interprefation.

In Genesis 1, we asserted the fact that male and female together

make up the "Image of God"™ In humanity. We saw that Adam was made
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before Eve, but that Eve was taken from the side of Adam to be his
equal. While we recognized the significance to Paul of Adam being
created before Eve, we cautlioned against assigning significance +to
such facts when an inspired writer had not noted them. We also noted
that Adam's exclamation of delight with Eve (Gen. 2:23) gave no hint
of anything but a recognition of Eve as hls equal partner.

In the Genesis account of the fall we affirmed not only the
different roles that Adam and Eve played in the fall, but the areas in
which they were mutually involved, and the way God held both culpable.
In the curse of Eve, we emphasized that the wording speaks of man and
woman as husband and wife and does not imply a generalized
relationship between all men and all women In every social, cultural
or ecclesiastical situation.

In the New Testament, we showed that the attitude and practice of
Jesus regarding women was distinctly progressive. Using the account
of the woman at Jacob's well we showed the astonishment of +the
disciples and of the woman herself that Jesus would speak to a woman,
a thing that simply was not done by rabbis or respectable Jewish men
of Jesus'! day. When observing the open stance that Jesus took toward
women we suggested that He Intentionally set the pace for the
Christlan church.

As we took wup the question of the influence of the gospel on
women's standing in the church, we observed that according to the
summary of the gospel In Galatians 3 the pivotal statement of verse 28
was Indeed founded on the bedrock of the good news itself. We noted

that being "in Christ" as "children of God" through the gospel implied
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a new and profoundly practical way of definlng ourselves and others.
We saw that the old way of emphasizing distinctions between Jew and
Gentile, slave and free and especially male and female gave way to a
new view of a humanity united In Christ and equal as sons and
- daughters of God. We further showed that the curse of Eve (and Adam)
was embodled In the "curse of the law" (Gal. 3:13) and that Christ
removed the sting of this curse. We asserted that fhe Christian
community must in every way Ilve in conslstency with this fact and
that this would logically Include glving full standing to women in the
church.

Further, we pointed to a connectlon between the Jew-Centile Issue
and the male-female Issue, this connection being the matter of
circumcision. We saw circumcision as the Jewish sign of the covenant.
We showed how this sort of sign by Its nature excluded women from full
standing in the religious community. We then discussed how the
removal of circumcision from the Christian community and the adopting
of a universal covenental symbol (such as baptism) helped to raise the
standing of women in the church and the community.

We moved on to note how the Christlan church was able to make
remarkable progress In applying the Implications of the gospel to the
relationship between Jew and Gentlle, while because of social and
cultural constraints, concessions had to be made In the case of the
slavery Issue. We showed how similar, though perhaps even more potent
kinds of factors definitely Impeded the progress of the standing of
women in the early church. We pointed out how Paul, to support his

position on the role of women In worship used arguments from the
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creation-fall event, and chose to make concessions, even using these
arguments, because of the potential divisiveness of taking a course
that would have pressed the Gal. 3:28 mandate any further than it had
already been pressed in the case of the Jew-Gentlle question.

In closling, we showed that though some would exclude women from
full participation in formal ministry on the basis of the statements
of Paul In | Corinthians 11 and 14, and ! Timothy 2, +the Seventh-day
Adventist Church has never applied these statements just as they
stand. A nonliteralistic application of these Pauline statements was
affirmed proper because these statements were unmistakably responsive
to the existing Jewish and Greek cultures In the midst of which they
were written. We observed that the cultural constraints in the United
States today press in an opposite direction from the Jewish and Greek
cultures, thus finally allowing us fo fulfill the mandate of the
gospel as we open the doors of the ministry of the church completely
to women.

B. Conclusion

As we view the Biblical account as a whole, along with the first
chapters of Genesis and the Paullne material, we are led to the
conviction that the position of women In the church must be raised to
a level fully corresponding with that of men.

We can see that definite social, cultural, and thus rellglous
constraints rested on the early Christian community. These
constraints prevented earlier Christian people from fulfilling the
mandate of the gospel which proclaimed an equivalent standing for all

God's children In Christ, women Included. We can also see, however,
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that just as In the case of the slave-free Issue, a time came to drop
the concessions and to respond fully to this mandate, so now on the
Issue of women in the Christian community and in the church, this time
has come. If anything, In widespread areas of the world, conditlons
are such that If we withhold from women the standing that the Bible
calls for, we will be In the wrong--not only In the eyes of our
society, but especially in the light of the mandate of the gospel.

I+ Is disconcerting for us to look Into history and to see how the
Bible has been used persuasively by Christians to try to Justify the
slave trade. [+ Is alarming to look at much more recent history and
to see how "the curse of Ham" (Genesis 9:25) was used by Christians to
try to Justify a wholly unjust stand against the idea of full equality
for Black people. The use today of the Biblical account of the curse
agalnst Eve to exclude women from full standing in the ministry Is
strikingly similar to thls kind of reasoning. The Seventh-day
Adventist Church must not be a party to it.

We bellieve, on the basis of the Biblical evidence as a whole, that
to understand Paul properly we must always proceed from the point he
ultimately does: the arrival of Christ and I+s Impact upon the llves
of human beings. We belleve that Paul based all of his thinking and
action primarlly upon his understanding of the work of Jesus Christ.
If apparent restrictions to this redemptive principle are found
elsewhere, even In Paul, then as soon as possible they are to be
sub Jected to +the redemption-based mandate of principle statements
expressed In Bibllcal passages such as Galatians 3, and not vice

versa. We belleve that God's redeeming act In Christ, and Its
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fmplications, must be the ultimate touchstone in defining the activity
of the church.

We reallize that there are many, even In much of the United States
of America, who are not yet ready fto affirm the full standing of women
In the ministry of the church. For this reason, it Is important that
the Adventist Church proceed carefully as it moves women Into complete
formal ministry. It would not be wise nor would It be just to press
women ministers onto congregations who cannot accept such action. It
would also be highly unwise to encourage young women +to go into
ministry without a full understanding of the frustrations they wil!
encounter because of the unreadiness of many to recelve them.

All of this Is true, but it must not in any sense be allowed +to
obscure the fact that on the basis of Scripture, the time has now come
to officlally affirm the full standing of women in the Adventist-
Christian communlty and to open the doors of ministry completely to

those women whom God has called to such service.
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