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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.
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impression Payne gives, [ never suggest—I mention the restriction only with
respect to the Pastorals, where indeed such a delimitation does find support).
But Payne fails to show that feaching, in the narrow sense, was an activity open
to anyone. And as long as he fails to prove that, a restriction of the activity,
stuch as [ have argued for in 1 Timothy 2, remains a viable option. It does not
suffice to note that the gift of teaching is given by the sovereign will of God’s
Spirit, for that only moves the question back one stage: on whom is it the
Spirit’s will to bestow this gift? Nor do the verses cited by Payne prove a
general and unrestricted teaching activity in the church. Two (Col 3:16 and
1 Cor 14:26) I treat briefly in my article; Payne adduces no evidence to over-
throw the interpretations suggested there. 2 Tim 2:2, in fact, clearly implies
some kind of restriction of those who can teach, since only qualified indi-
viduals are to be trained for this ministry, While Titus 2:3 envisages a teaching
ministry for “older women,” this may involve nothing more than “the advice
and encouragement they can give privately, by word and example.”# In any
case, the teaching activity of these women is explicitly restricted to the
younger women (2:4-5).

This brings us naturally to the third point: that the NT does not depict
women as teachers of men. The only example Payne can adduce io the con-
trary is Priscilla; yet she is never said to “teach” anyone in the NT. When care-
fully examined, Payne’s case for viewing Priscilla as a “teacher” boils down to
this: Priscilla with her husband Aquila are presented as having taken Apollos
aside upon his arrival in Ephesus and “explained to him the way of God more
accurately” (Acts 18:26). Contrary to Payne’s statement on p. 174, Luke does
not say that Priscilla was “directly involved in teaching Apollos.” We do not
know the respective roles played in the instruction of Apollos by Priscilla and
Aquila; and it is perhaps instructive in this respect that Priscilla is never men-
tioned without her husband in the NT, Although Priscilla’s name comes first
four of the six times this couple is mentioned in Scripture, indicating perhaps
that Priscilla had the dominant personality, nothing is proved thereby about
their respective roles. That Priscilla was respected, engaged in active ministry
and was hospitable enough to invite the church at Ephesus to meet in their
home hardly constitutes evidence that she exercised a teaching ministry. In
general, the extensive reference made to Priscilla in the discussion over the role
of women in the church reminds one of Churchill’s famous statement, which I
paraphrase to suit the present case: Seldom have so many made so much out of
so little.

Finally, two minor points may be briefly mentioned. Payne’s suggestion
that my position prevents women from engaging in activities such as the
writing of hymns or theological books assumes a meaning of “teach” con-
siderably broader than I suggest anywhere in my article. The contemporary
Churistian activities which are encompassed by the biblical sense of “teach” are
not easy to specify, but it seems to me evident that the biblical meaning is nar-
rower than current usage. Secondly, the contention that taking aw§pds as the

4). N. D. Kelly, A Commentary on the Pastoral Epistles (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1981
[=1963]) 240; cf. also Donald Guthrie, The Pastoral Epistles (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1957) 193.
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object of §daokew as well as abfevreiv involves “more rationalization than
exegesis” is difficult to understand. For, first, the construction is a perfectly
natural one; in Greek, objects and qualifiers of words which oceur only with
the second in a series must often be taken with the first also (cf. Acts 8:21
where as in 1 Tim 2:12, ov6€ is used).5 Furthermore, as I argue in the article,
the context of male-female relationships, the use of vmorays and the parallel
text in 1 Cor 14:33h-34 all suggest that it is the teaching of rmen which Paul
prohibits to women. And the false teaching with which Titus is contending on
Crete seems so similar to that against which Paul warns Timothy that it is un-
likely Paul would give conflicting advice to these two “pasiors™ on the same
subject. Yet he explicitly commands Titus to allow the older women to teach
the younger women (Titus 2:3). This factor also strongly suggests that Paul’s
prohibition of teaching in 1 Timothy is not absolute, but confined to the
female/male context.

abfevreiv

Payne’s criticisms on this point can be quickly dealt with, since he adduces
no new evidence. The very fact that the word does occur so infrequently con-
stitutes reason for giving it a general rather than a particular connotation;
“have authority over” rather than “lord it over” or “domineer.” Nor does
Payne’s appeal to Ptolemy’s Tetrabiblos 157 (n. 34 of my article) support the
more restricted meaning: clearly the word is used there in the sense of natural
and proper authority. It is worth adding, in light of Payne’s critique, that a gap
in my own research has been filled by George W. Knight Il of Covenant
Seminary. He has studied all the oceurrences of abfevréw (including the two I
was unable to locate) and concurs in the definition [ have given the word. He
says: “(I) find that the meaning ‘have authority over’ is the clear meaning and
the alternative ‘domineer’ suggested by Arndt and Gingrich seems to have no
warrant in the literature.”’6

yap

Payne’s attempt to prove that the ydp introducing vv 13-14 is “explana-
tory” rather than “illative” founders on two points: grammar and context. To
be sure, grammar allows for the interpretation which Payne gives to yap. All
the major lexicons and grammars give “explanation”™ as a possible meaning for
a ydp clause. But what Payne fails to mention is that the usage is rare. BAG
cites only twelve examples of the explanatory force of yap in the NT, in agree-
ment with Dana and Mantey; Thayer likewise gives a small number of such
examples and Zerwick cites only 14 instances in Paul where the conjunction
does not have its usual causal force.7 Payne appeals to Robertson for the view

SCf. Herbert Weir Smyth (Greek Grammar [Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1920] §1634. He notes that the object, in such instances, will take the case demanded by
the nearer verb—as in 1 Tim 2:12,

6private communication from Dr. Knight, Nov. 26, 1980. His study of ab@eprréw is due
to appear in NTS.

TBAG 151; H. E. Dana and Julius R. Mantey, 4 Manual Grammar of the Greek New
Testament (New York: Macmillan, 1927) 243; Thayer 110; Maximilian Zerwick, Biblical
Greek Hlustrated by Examples (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Press, 1963) §473.
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that the “causal” meaning of vdp is not primary, but Robertson stands
virtually alone in this opinion. For example, Liddell-Scott characterize ydp
simply as “a causal conjunction”; BDF list it under the heading “Causal co-
ordinating conjunctions”; Dana and Mantey say it is “most frequently used mn
the illative sense, introducing a reason.””8 Thayer and BAG introduce the causal
meaning first and cite by far the most examples under that heading. Therefore
the first thing which must be said is that Payne is atlempling to establish a
meaning for yap which is relatively rare.

Another difficulty standing in the way of Payne’s interpretation of yap here
is the fact that the sequence exhibited in 1 Tim 2:12-13—an imperatival verb or
idea followed by a phrase or sentence beginning with ydp—is common in Paul
and usually involves a movement from command {or prohibition) to the reason
for the command (or prohibition). In the Pastorals alone, for instance, an
imperative or imperatival idea is followed 21 times by a ¢lause introduced with
yap—and in each case the causal idea appears to be required.?

But, finally, it must be questioned whether Payne’s interpretation does, in
fact, utilize an explanatory ydp. For he views vv 13-14 as illustrative of “how
serious the consequences can be when a woman deceived by false teaching
conveys it to others.” Now this interpretation appears to imply a causal func-
tion for yap: the disastrous consequences which stemmed from one woman’s
false teaching constitutes the reason why Paul prohibits women in Ephesus
from spreading false teaching. In any case, Payne’s interpretation departs from
the “explanatory” force of ydp which he seeks to ground in the lexicons and
grammars. A check of the examples these sources cite shows that they intend
by “explanation” an explication of a previous statement. This is #or what
Payne argues forin 1 Tim 2:13.

Finally, I find Payne’s general explanation of the purpose of vv 13-14
difficult to square with the text itself. Essentially, he claims that Paul adduces
Eve simply as an example of “what can happen when women are deceived and
warning lest deception of women in the Ephesian church lead to their fall.” 1
find three problems with this view. First, it requires us to read the notion of
“false teaching” into the text. If Paul were prohibiting women from teaching
because they were teaching falsely, nothing would have been easier than for
him to have said so. In that case, we would have expected Paul to cite the con-
sequences of Eve’s “teaching” of Adam in the garden. What he does mention,
her creation afrer Adam and the fact that she, not he, was deceived, are only
with much ingenuity translated into statements about false teaching. That
women were engaged in spreading the false teaching prevalent in the Ephesian
church may be true. But certainly men were also active in spreading the error
(1 Tim 1:19-20;2 Tim 1:15(?); 2:17-18). If Paul were here concerned with the
problem of false teaching per se, surely he would have prohibited all false
teachers from addressing the church, not just the women. Furthermore, the
instructions in 1 Timothy 2 clearly involve the worship service. The problem of

8137 338; BDF 235; A Manual Grammar 243.
91 Tim 3:13; 4:5, 8,16;5:4,11,15;2 Tim 1:7; 2:7, 16; 3:6; 4:3, 6, 10, 11, 15; Titus
E10:2:11:3:3,9, 12,
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the false teachers is foreign to the context.

Secondly, Payne fails to explain why, if Eve as an example of a false teacher
is adduced, Paul begins by asserting her secondary place in the order of
creation. His failure to integrate this statement into his interpretation at this
point casts grave doubt on his interpretation’s validity. Elsewhere he suggests
that the verse may function as an attempt to affirm the “essential equality of
men and women.” While ! certainly agree that men and women are “essen-
tially” equal, I would have to question whether a sentence possessing so strong
a temporal element as 1 Tim 2:13 has this as its purpose. The sequence mpuTos
... €tta is one of the strongest temporal indicators in the Greek language. Had
Paul wanted to affirm equality, in the face of teaching which stressed that only
Adam was “formed” (mAdoow), his strong assertion of priority would be
entirely out of place.

Thirdly, Payne fails to utilize the clearest parallel text. While he alludes to
2 Cor 11:3 as a case in which Paul appeals to Eve as exemplary, he ignores the
closer parallel in 1 Cor 11:7-9. That passage, like 1 Tim 2:12-15, focuses on the
created order of male-female and seems plainly to view this order as indicative
of the woman’s subordinate position. But if Paul argues from creation with
that purpose in 1 Corinthians 11, it is likely, all things being equal, that Paul
uses the argument with the same purpose in 1 Timothy 2.

Finally, I am constrained to point out two misrepresentations in Payne’s
depiction of my interpretation on this point. The first is a serious case of
partial guotation. At the beginning of Payne’s discussion (p. 175), he quotes
me as saying that Eve’s deception was “‘causative of the nature of women in
general . ..” In fact, as a glance at the relevant point in my article shows, I say:
“it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that Paul cites Eve’s failure as exemplary
and perhaps causative of the nature of women in general. . . .” However, the
difficulties with viewing v 14 as z statement about the nature of women are
real. 1 am now inclined to see the reference as a means of suggesting the
difference between Adam and Eve in the fall — he sinned openly; she was
deceived. With this in mind, Paul may be seeking to suggest the need to restore
the pre-fall situation in which the man bears responsibility for religious
teaching.10 A second misrepresentation is his characterization of my inter-
pretation of v 14 as an assumption. In fact, I seek to argue the position care-
fully, noting alternative viewpoints and specifically stating in my conclusion
that “ambiguities remain.”

awbinoerat 8¢ Swa TS TEKVOYOVIAS
Payne’s detailed and lengthy treatment of this clause is justified in light of

10Ct. for this view Hurley, Man and Woman 214-16. Some later gnostic texts interpret
Eve’s eating of the fruit in the garden as a posifive step—for by doing so, she gains access
to knowledge (yvdocw), the central feature of the gnostic system and the means of salva-
tion (cf. Hans Jonas, The Gnostic Religion: The Message of the Alien God and the Begin-
ning of Christianity [2nd ed.; Boston: Beacon, 1963] 93). Could it be that some of the
Ephesian false tezchers were arguing in a similar manner, stimulating Paul’s categorical
assertion: “Eve was deceived and became a sinner™? While admittedly hypothetical, prob-
lematic in terms of dating, and inadequate as an enrire explanation of the verse, since it
fails to account for the contrast between Adam and Eve, it may be that this tradition was
partially responsible for the statement.
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the difficulties it presents, but it must be placed in perspective with respect o
the issue in question. In disagreement with Payne’s statement on p. 178, 1 do
not think the meaning given to this difficult phrase decisively affects the basic
sense of the passage. Indeed, I could readily accept Payne’s position on this
phrase without aliering anything in my interpretation of vv 12-14. But in fact,
despite Payne’s fine defense of what appears to me the second best interpreta-
tion, I still favor the position argued in my article.

On the lexical question, Payne is correct in noting the lack of support for
the meaning “child-bearing” for rexvoyovia (although, contra the impression
he gives, Moulton-Milligan do mention the possibility—and two of the best
commentaries on the Pastorals suggest this nuancell). But it must be said,
first, that the term occurs rarely and hence is difficult to define precisely (BAG
[who include the references from LSI] give five occurrences of the noun and
five of the cognate verb); and, second, T only suggest the possibility of this
rendering—it is not “my interpretation.” With respect to the larger issue, the
scarcity of occurrences renders it impossible to make a decision on the grounds
of lexical evidence alone. Hence Payne asserts that the context decisively favors
his view: it is “Paul’s obvious concern to highlight the role of woman both in
the fall (2:14) and in salvation (2:15).” But is this “obvious”? Ostensibly, the
emphasis in v 15 falls on “she will be saved,” i.e, on the salvation of Christian
woman rather than on her contribution to the securing of salvation. Such an
emphasis acts as a natural contrast (§¢) to v 14, also: although woman fell into
“transgression,” her ultimate salvation is nevertheless possible. And the general
context focuses on activities appropriate for Christian women (modest dress,
good deeds, submissive learning and worship conduct, faith, love and holiness
with propriety) rather than on “affirmations” of women. The interpretation of
Sia RS Tekvoyoriag as asserfing another such appropriate activity makes ex-
cellent sense 12

It does not seem to me that the theological objection to my view is telling,
Payne himself characterizes the virtues of “faith, love and holiness with pro-
priety” as ““conditions which necessarily accompany and give evidence of salva-
tion” (p. 181). If these can be “necessary accompaniments” to salvation, why
is it objectionable to view faithfulness to a God-ordained role as another? That
this concept is net only possible theclogically, but actually intended by Paul, is
suggested by 1 Tim 4:14-15, a passage offering substantial similarities to
1 Tim 2:15: “Take heed to yourself and to teaching; remain in them. By doing
this you will save (owoews) yourself and those who hear you.” A theological
difficulty of his own which Payne must confront is the excessive stress upon
Mary which his interpretation suggests. rexvayovia, according to the lexicons
(and cf. 1 Tim 5:14) denotes the woman s role in giving birth, not the birth as
such. Is Mary’s role in the birth of Christ therefore the means (§id, according
to Payne’s view) of salvation?

Llc. Spicq, Les Epftres Pastorales, 4th ed. (Paris: Gabalda, 1969) 399-401; M. Dibelius
and H. Conzelmann, The Pastoral FEpistles (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress,
1972) 48,

12Hurley (Man and Woman 223) supports this view of rexseyovia, although he inter-
prets owlijoerar as “kept safe from seizing man’s roles.”



206 TRINITY JOURNAL

Payne’s questioning of the possibility that §ud can mean “efficient cause”
appears to arise from a problem of nomenclature. By “efficient cause,” I, fol-
lowing M. Harris, intended to denote “‘the medium through which an action
passes before its accomplishment.”13 Gal 5:6 is 2 good example of this usage
of wd: “The only thing that counts is faith working through (§wa) love.”
Understood in this sense, the preposition suggests the idea of mediation, a
usage consistently supported in the grammars.

The presence of the article with rexpoyovias does not lend support to either
view. Certainly the generic idea is a real possibility. Far from being “an unusual
way of expressing the generic idea™ (Payne), two of the most respected Greek
grammars give the generic force of the article as one of its two major pur-
poses.14 And Payne’s statement that the LXX and NT furnish no other
examples of rexpoyovia or related words such as rexvoyoveiv with the generic
article loses something of its force when it is noted that the noun in fact occurs
nowhere else in the NT and LXX.

On the whole, then, I find the view defended in my article to have lexical,
grammatical and theological support as great or greater than Payne’s alter-
native. What is decisive, in my opinion, are contextual considerations: not only
is Paul in 1 Tim 2:8-14 concerned preeminently with the appropriate sphere of
the Christian woman’s activities, this is a major theme in the letter as a whole--
cf. especially 5:2-16, where the verb rekvoyoveiv is used.

1I. THE MINISTRY OF WOMEN IN THE NT

Under the heading “Logical Weaknesses in Moo’s Article,” Payne includes
criticisms having to do with two basic issues; the role of women in NT ministry
and the background of 1 Timothy. I will organize my discussion of these criti-
cisms according to these two central issues.

Payne argues that the approved prophetic activity of women in the NT con-
stitutes evidence that women taught men and exercised authority over them
(p. 184). As the necessary premise for this argument, he claims that the NT
prophet taught and exercised an authority as great, if not greater than the
teacher. Now at this point I would like to clear up a misconception which the
brevity of my discussion in the article could easily create. It it not my inten-
tion to contest the authority which a word of prophecy possesses for the
church. Contrary to Payne’s suggestion on p. 184, I never deny that the
prophet is engaged in “the authoritative proclamation of God’s will.” Once
again, a partial quotation obscures the real point of contrast I seek to make
between the teacher and prophet. In full, my sentence reads: ** “Teaching,” as
we have seen, involves the careful transmission of the Christian tradition and
the authoritative proclamation of God’s will, based on that tradition and study
of the Scriptures” (emphasis added). It is with that statement a5 @ whole that I

13M. 1. Harris, “Appendix: Prepositions and Theology in the Greek New Testament,”
in The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology (3 vols.; Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1976-78).3.1182.

14Smyth, Greek Grammar 286-7; BDF §252. A. T. Robertson (4 Grammar of the
Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research [Nashville: Broadman, 1934]
756-7) lists the generic idea as one of three basic uses of the article.
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contrast the activity of the prophet.

The point which I want to make is that the authority of the prophet, far
more than that of the teacher, is a derived authority. The prophet is one who
utters “revelations” (1 Cor 14:30); he is subject to the scrutiny of the whole
congregation (1 Cor 14:32)15—in short, his activity is more distinctly “verti-
cal” than that of the teacher whose activity is more directly related to the
Scripture and tradition. In other words, prophesying, as more directly “pneu-
matic” than teaching, involves an authority relationship between the prophet
and his hearers less personal than is the case with teachers. This greater
personal authority of the teacher is the reason, I would contend, why Paul
allows women to prophesy with men present, but not to teach them. Thus,
Payne’s conclusion that the references to female prophets in the NT contradict
“the view that women should not be in positions of authority over men™ does
not follow.

Equally contestable is his claim that these references contradict the view
that women should not teach men. The problem here is that Payne fails to take
into account the semantic range of the term “teach.” In a general sense, of
course, this word can be applied to virtually anything from which a person can
learn—including experiences, a child’s behavior or a professor’s lecture. in this
sense, it cannot be doubted that the prophet “teaches.” But Paul does not
usually use the word “teach” with such a broad meaning, as is evidenced by the
fact that he consistently distinguishes teaching from other, related, activities
such as prophesying, preaching, and evangelizing (cf. 1 Cor 12:28; Eph 4:11).
This distinction makes it obvious that, in terms of pauline usage, “prophe-
sying” is simply not equivalent to *“‘teaching.” Therefors the approval Paul
gives to female prophets is in no way contradictory to his prohibition of their
teaching men.

Payne accuses me of “forced and narrow interpretations of passage after
passage” (p. 196) which describe the ministry of women in the NT. [ freely
admit that the interpretation of some of these texts is difficult {(and a glance at
my article [p.76] will demonstrate that 1 qualify a number of my decisions
with “probably™ or “perhaps”), but I would maintain that none of the inter-
pretations I advocate is “forced or narrow.”

Payne quite justifiably criticizes me for suggesting that the name 'lovwnié
(assuming it is not Tovwria) in Rom 16:7 is a shortened form of Judianus. At
some point in the line of transmission an error has crept in: the name should be
Junianus. But for Payne to characterize the derivation of the name "lovwa from
the male name 'Tourwags as “speculation based on the assumption that a woman
could not have held the position of an apostle™ is less than fair to the scholars
who argue just that.16 Not only is the lexical evidence unclear, it is also pos-

15Far the view which sees the entire congregation as involved in the judging of pro-
phetic speech, see especially Wayne Arden Grudem, “The Gift of Prophecy in 1 Corin-
thians 12-14,” (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Cambridge University, 1978) 72-7.

lﬁamong them: BAG; William Sanday and Arsthur C. Headlam, A Critical and Exegeti-
cal Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (5th ed.; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1902)
422-3; Otto Michel, Der Brief an die Romer (Goitingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966)
379; Heinrich Schlier, Der Romerbrief (2nd ed.; Freiburg/Basel/Vienna: Herder, 1979)
444.5,
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sible (though not, perhaps probable) that the crucial descriptive phrase should
be rendered “who are esteemed by the apostles.”17 Furthermore, amdorohog
here is probably not used in the technical sense of an eyewitness and authorita-
tive proclaimer of Christ, but is to be understood in the more general sense,
“messenger,” which the word sometimes has in the NT (cf. 2 Cor 8:23; Phil
2:25).18 These questions, taken together, surely demonstrate the inadmis-
sibility of citing Rom 16:7 as conclusive proof of the authoritative position
occupied by some women in the NT church. Such problematic and “indirect”
verses must, according to accepted hermeneutical procedure, be explained in
the light of clearer and more directly relevant texts.

Even less conclusive for the issue is the fact that Phoebe is characterized as a
dudrovos and mpoorarts (Rom 16:1-2). Payne’s assertion that “The burden of
proof lies on those who would translate tdxovog here ‘servant’ while trans-
lating it ‘minister’ or ‘deacon’ in every other NT passage in which il occurs” is
no doubt valid, but pointless. For, in fact, no scholar I know of suggests that
Suakovos should be rendered as “minister” or “deacon” in every NT text
except Rom 16:1, Of the 28 occurrences of §uakovos in the NT, only 7 are
translated “minister” or “deacon” in NIV, 10 in NASB and 12 in RSV, Even
the King James Version, which in antiquated English generally renders
Suakovos as “minister,” does not go so far as to characterize the servants at the
wedding feast in Cana as “ministers” (John 2:5,9). The fact is that in only
three of Paul’s 20 uses of §uikovos does he refer to a particular church officer
(Phil 1:1; 1 Tim 3:8,12).19 Paul normally uses the term in a general way to
designate one who serves the risen Christ — and leadership connotations are
notably absent. That Phoebe may have held the official position of “deacon”™
or “deaconess” in the church at Cenchrea is entirely possible; but it would
surely be a “forced and narrow” interpretation to insist too strongly on the
point.

The second term used by Paul with reference to Phoebe is mpoordris, the
rare feminine form of mpoordrns. According to Moulton-Milligan, this word is
“common in various connotations,”20 some of which are mentioned by Payne.
That the term could mean *‘leader” in Rom 16:2 is without question: in
addition to the references Payne cites, three of the eight occurrences of
npoorarns in the LXX clearly denote a leadership role (1 Esdr 2:12; Sir 45:24;
2 Macc 3:4). But I would argue that the translation “helper” or perhaps “pro-
tector” is more acceptable. Ryrie’s statement, which Payne approvingly quotes,
to the effect that the cognate verb mpotornue always includes the idea of
authority in the NT is not accurate. In Titus 3:8 and 3:14 the verb rather

L7Heinrich August Wilhelm Meyei, Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the Epistle to
the Romans (2 vols.; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1884).2.372-3; Charles Hodge, Commentary
on the Epistle to the Romans (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1950 [=1886]) 449; John
Murray, The Epistle to the Romans (2 vols.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1959, 1965).2.230.

18Susan T. Foh, Women and the Word of God: A Response to Biblical Feminism
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1980 [=1979]) 97; Hurley, Man and Woman 121-2.

191n agreement with this, see TDNT.2.89.

20p 551,
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clearly means “engage in” or “devote oneself to”;21 the idea of authority is
absent. The verb mpotornue in 1 Thess 5:12 may also lack any connotation of
authority.22 Even more to the point is Rom 12:8. While many understand the
substantival participle mpotorduevog to denote an activity of leadership, it is
probably better to see here a reference to the administrator of charitable
work.23 If this is so, strong support for a similar translation of mpoordric in
Rom 16:2 is given, since Rom 12:8 is the only occurrence of the cognate verb
in Romans.

Another reasen for translating mpoordric as “helper” or “protector” is the
construction in which the term occurs. The indefiniteness of the objects in the
statement “Phoebe became a mpoordric of many and of me myself” renders
the translation “helper” or “protector” more probable than that of “leader.”
That is, if Phoebe had been a “leader,” one would have expected Paul to state
the specific group over which she exercised authority (e.g., “leader in or of the
church at Cenchrea”).

Finally, while Payne is correct in pointing out that mpoorars is not directly
cognate to the verb mapaorfire (‘“help™) used earlier in the verse, it remains
probable that Paul intends a correspondence: “Help Phoebe . . . because she
has been a helper of many and of me.”24 For these reasons, it is best, fol-
lowing the great majority of translations, lexicons and commentaries,25 to
reject any connotation of leadership or authority in the term wpoordris in
Rom 16:2. It is without doubt that * ‘Phoebe was some sort of minister in the
church at Cenchrea’ " (Payne, quoting Barrett), but what her ministry was, as
Barrett goes on to say, is not clear. The evidence would suggest that Phoebe
was a wealthy church member who used her material goods for the welfare and
protection of other believers. Perhaps she supervised the charitable work at
Cenchrea (cf. Rom 12:8). Such a position would not involve the teaching of
men or an authoritative position over them.

The question of Phoebe’s role in the church at Cenchrea has raised the issue
of the NT diaconate to which Payne devotes some attention. That 1 Tim 3:11

21BAG.
227pNT.6.701-702.

23C. E. B. Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentery on Paul’s Epistle to the
Romans (2 vols; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1975, 1978).2.626-7; cf. also TDNT.6.701.

24ganday-Headlam, Romans 417; Murtay, Romans 227; Cranfield, Romans 2.782.

25Translations: NIV, RSV, ASV, NASB, and Amplified render “helper”; KJV “Suc-
courer”; Goodspeed, Charles B. Williams and Beck “protector”; NEB and TEV “good
friend”; TCNT *Staunch friend”; Moffat “*been a help”; Berkeley “‘assistant’”; Jerusalem
Bible “looked after'; Phillips ““been of great assistance.” Lexicons: BAG give “protectress,
patroness, help™, Abbot-Smith “patroness, protector'; Thayer “a female guurdian, pro-
tectress, patroness, caring for the affairs of others and aiding them with her resources.”
The following commentators avoid any suggestion of authority in the text, usually sug-
gesting the translation “protector,” “patroness™ or *‘helper™: Althaus, Barrett, Best, Black,
Bruce, Calvin, Cranfield, Denney, Dodd, Gifford, Godet, Hodge, Kiasemann, Leenhardt,
Liddon, Meyer, Michel, Murray, Sanday-Headlam, Schlier. In fact, I have found no transla-
tion, lexicon or commentary which defends a translation connoting authority for
npograric in Rom 16:2. And cf. also Jewett, The Ordination of Women 70 and Hurley,
Man and Woman 123-4.










































