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THE INTERPRETATION OF 1 TIMOTHY 2:11-15:
A REJOINDER

DOUGLAS J. MOO
TRINITY EVANGELICAL DIVINITY SCHOOL

Debate over an issue such as the rele of women in Christian ministry is fre-
quently frustrating because of broad disagreements over what constitutes
evidence (all of Scripture, part of Scripture, church history?) and the proper
methodology to be employed. It is therefore refreshing to engage in debate
with someone like Philip Payne, who, like myself, accepts the authority of all
Scripture and argues on the basis of accepted exegetical methodology. Real
progress is possible when such agreement allows the conflicting interpretations
of the evidence to be presented clearly and in sharp relief. I hope that this
rejoinder to Payne’s reply will further stimulate sincere and reverent discussion
of one of the contemporary church’s most divisive issues.

I will say at the outset that I remain convinced that the general interpreta-
tion of the passage which I set out in my article is correct. Many of Payne’s
criticisms pertain to minor matters which hardly affect the over-all interpreta-
tion. Others would certainly critically weaken my general interpretation; but,
interestingly, I find these to be the least acceptable of his alternative sugges-
tions. Payne’s criticisms fall essentially into three areas: exegetical points; the
role of women in the NT church generally; and the situation in the Ephesian
church. These basic areas provide the cutline of my reply. As much as possible
[ will follow the order of Payne’s criticisms, so that the reader can more readily
evaluate the conflicting opinions. | also encourage the reader to become
familiar with the argument of the original article.

1. EXEGETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

novyia

Payne criticizes my translation of this word as “silence” because: 1) the
usual meaning of the term in the NT is “quiet™; 2) Paul uses fjovyta elsewhere
to mean “quiet” and employs ovydw when he denotes “silence”; and 3) the
context supports the meaning “quiet.” As to 1), each of the major NT lexicons
(BAG, Thayer, Abbot-Smith) gives ‘“‘silence™ as the definition for fjovxia in
three of its four NT occurrences (1 Tim 2:11-12 included). What Payne
apparently means when he says that the lexicons give “quiet” as the “primary
meaning” is that they list it first. But such a statement is at least misleading
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when one is trying to establish the most common usage of a term.1 2) is not
quite accurate either; while Paul clearly uses fjovxia to mean “quietness” in
2 Thess 3:12 (not “quiet” as Payne says), he does not use ovydw to mean
“silence” because ovydw is, of course, a verb. In fact, it is interesting to note
that Paul never uses the noun form of ovydw — fjovyia is the only word in his
known vocabulary which could clearly denote silence. Point 3) is of course a
subjective consideration, but I would still maintain that the context and
structure make the rendering “silence” more likely than that of “quietness.”2

émrpénw

Against my contention that the use of the verb émirpénw in the present
tense implies nothing as to the universal nature of Paul’s prohibition, Payne
contends that the formulation does suggest such a restriction. Before re-
examining some of the evidence, it is worth noting the rcal point as issue—what
the construction allows. 1 do not seek to establish the universal extension of
the prohibitions on the basis of this construction, nor does Payne claim that
the nature of the construction clearly limits the extent. We both specifically
state that other factors will have to be regarded as conclusive. In other words, |
can readily agree to Payne’s view of the force of émrpémw without in any way
jeopardizing my view that the prohibitions are universal. It is because the issue
is not crucial, as Payne admits, that I did not devote more attention to it in my
article.

As a matter of fact, however, I think Payne overstates the case for finding a
personal and temporal restriction in the use of the term &mrpénw in 1 Tim
2:12. He gives the impression that Paul consistently distinguished his personal
advice from “permanently valid instruction” when such is not the case. It is
only rarely that Paul makes such a differentiation—and when he does, it is
precarious to infer any less authority: the words are still the words of the
Apostle Paul, writing inspired Scripture. There appears io be a hidden dis-
junctive premise in Payne’s argumentation here: either Paul’s personal advice or
universally valid principles. But, of course, Paul is usually giving both.

It must be admitted that the verb émirpémeo is not often used in Scripture of
universally applicable commandments. Fourteen of the eighteen NT occur-
rences cledrly involve a temporally limited situation, But, on the other hand, in
each of these occurrences the scope of émrpénew is necessarily limited by the
context. For example, when Jesus “gives permission” to the Gadarene demons
to enter the swine (Mark 5:13), a universal application is plainly impossible.
The point to be made here is that émrpéme is never used of a permission or
prohibition which could be universal but is restricted. In other words, the sense

11 am mystified by Payne’s accusation that in n. 15, p.64, I give the impression that
fiovxte and Aodywr are not normally translated in English versions by “quiet.” I say
nothing about English translations nor about the general meaning of the terms in the NT
in that footnote.

2James B. Hurley says: “Hovxia does mean silence but carries with it connotations of
peacefulness and restfulness” (Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective [Leicester: Inter-
Varsity, 1981] 200). Hurley’s book, which appeared after my initial article, is an impor-
tant study bearing on many issues discussed in this rejoinder.
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of temporal limitation does not adhere to the word as such.

Paul’s use of the present indicative in exhortations and commands is also
relatively rare, But it is not true that he usually gives a specific indicator of
universality when he uses this construction. In fact, of the twelve examples I
have found in which Paul uses the first singular indicative to give what looks
like universal advice, only two (1 Tim 2:1 and 8) have a “universalizing quali-
fier” and these are not related to the temporal question at issue. The church in
every age has taken Paul’s first person singular exhortation in Rom 12:1 (*I am
beseeching you, brothers, to offer your bodies as living sacrifices . . .”"} as appli-
cable without a “universalizing indicator.” It seems to me that Payne has
framed the question wrongly in assuming that Paul uses the present tense to
restrict his advice, It is not so much the temporal limitation which the tense
can suggest which leads Paul to use the construction, but the note of personal
appeal which is implied. And, as I asserted in my article, the personal address
to Timothy, in which advice for a current situation was being given, virtually
demands the use of the present tense. Therefore, [ would reiterate the position
taken in the article: the first person present of émrpénw allows for a limited
application but does not constitute clear evidence for it.

Siddouw

I seek to make three crucial points with respect to the nature of teaching in
the NT: 1) that teaching involves authority; 2) that tezching is restricted to
particular individuals; and 3) that the NT nowhere depicts women as teachers
of men. Each of these points must be reexamined in the light of Payne’s
criticisms,

Payne tries to show that the teacher possesses no inherent authority by
adducing examples of various types of false zeachmg in the NT. Syllogistically,
Payne’s argument can be represented thus:

No false teaching possesses “‘inherent’” authority for the church
Some teaching is false teaching

Therefore no teaching possesses “inherent’ authority for the
church

It is obvious that the argument is invalid since the minor term (teaching) is
distributed in the conclusion, but not in the premises. In other words, to show
that some (e.g., false) teaching does not possess inherent authority is very far
from proving that all teaching is without such authority. One could equally
well conclude that apostles have no authority because of the existence of false
apostles. That no human teacher possesses authority over the church no matter
what he says is of course true; but [ would continue to maintain that the
teacher who is faithfully transmitting the will of God to the church possesses
authority in that activity. Ultimately, the issue here involves the semantic range
of &8aokw. Payne’s point has validity if a broad meaning is given §t8dokcw.
But when the word is used in its distinctive NT sense, as in 1 Tim 2:12, his
argument lacks cogency.

On the second point, Payne is certainly correct in arguing that teaching was
not restricted to the “elder-overseer” in the NT church (which, contra the

3Rom 12:1, 3; 1 Cor4:16; 2 Cor 5:20; Gal 5:2, 3; Eph 4:1; 1 Thess 4:1, 5: 14; 2 Thess
3:6; 1 Tim 2:1, 8.





































































