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1. Not long ago, the Baptist convention issued@rdwl statement on behalf of their
denomination. They said simply that a wife shayraciously submit to her husband's servant
leadership. The reaction to this declaration sageeat deal about where our culture is in terms of
the Bible.

2. Columnist Steve Wilson decried the view on thsi®that other groups don't read the Bible that
way. TheArizona Republic denounced the view in an editorial and ran a gemsimn by Kathleen
Parker doing the same. | was told that Presidéntdd's comment was that Hillary would not put
up with it. A week or so later, syndicated colustridonald Kaul wrote about it under the title
"God save us from zealots." And I'm sure the anagawere filled with people rebuking those
backward Baptists.

3. Whatever you think of the Baptists, they areddaght on this. God clearly calls wives to submit
to their husbands. See Eph. 5:22-24, 33; Col Jit82:3-5; 1 Pet. 3:1-6.

4. Well what does this mean? What is the natutbetubmission to which wives have been
called?

a. Eph. 5:22-24 does not mean the wife is to sutorier husbands though he were
Christ. Submission to Christ is expressed in unquestgpobedience because he is God. He is the
holy, omnipotent, omniscient, infallible, CreatordaSavior. There can be no justification for
guestioning his will or attempting to enlighten him

b. Husbands, on the other hand, are limited, smitman beings. Unlike the Lord, they can
make very foolish and even sinful choices.

(1) Submission to husbands is expressed in stipgdheir nonsinful decisions, not
because of husbands' inherent qualities (who theybait because God has given the responsibility
of leadership in the family to the husband. Th&ws to submit to the husband "as to the Lord" in
that, when the husband has finally chosen a cafraetion, the wife willingly supports and
follows that choice. She does not resent it arebdwt seek to sabotage or undermine it.

(2) Of course, if a husband chooses a sinfulsmof action, the wife cannot support
it. The husband's authority is from the Lord, &edhas no authority to push one of Christ's
disciples into sin. To follow one's husband intois not a submission that is "fitting in the Lgrd
to use the words of Col. 3:18.

c. Unlike the situation in submitting to Chridtetwife must help her husband in the
discharge of his leadership responsibility. THtemrequires her to inform, question, advise, and
correct her husband. A wife's submission to hebhad does not mean she cowers silently and



occasionally utters "Oh yes great one." She isrdgading partner and is called to use her alslitie
and gifts to bless her husband and the family.

d. In a healthy marriage, husbands and wives ltaosh always come to a consensus on
what course of action should be taken, but occaflipthey cannot. In those situations where a
mutual decision cannot be reached, the wife iddlly God to yield to her husband's decision. |
think James Hurley captures very well the spirivimich such decisions should be mabfiarg and
Woman in Biblical Perspective, p. 151):

The manner in which such decisions are handleduisal. The husband may not be
high-handed and stubborn, knowing that she willlfijnhave to give way. That is
not the model of Christ's headship. Neither mantife be grudging and resentful.
That is not the manner of our response to Chtisthe last analysis, when the two
can devote no more time to individual and jointkéeg of the grace of God to
permit them to come to one mind or to be willings/teld to the other, an exchange
along the following lines is in order:

Husband: "Not because | am inherently wiser or migtgteous, nor because | am
right (although I do believe | am or | would naodustl firm), but because it is finally
my responsibility before God, we will take the ceaiwhich | believe is right. If |
am being sinfully stubborn, may God forgive me g me the grace to yield to
you."

Wife: "Not because | believe you are wiser in thigtter (I don't) or more righteous,
nor because | accept that you are right (becadse't or | would not oppose you),
but because | am a servant of God who has calletb inenour your headship, |
willingly yield to your decision. If | am wrong, ay God show me. If you are
wrong, may he give you grace to acknowledge ittanthange."

5. In placing the leadership responsibility on flmsband and in calling the wife to accept that
leadership, God is not saying that the wife isniofeto, less worthy, or less capable than her
husband. They just have different roles or fumgio

a. Men and women are created equally in the inod@od and together comprise mankind
(Gen. 1:26-27, 5:1-2). In 1 Cor. 11:11-12 Pauhpobut that men and women are dependent on
each other. In 1 Cor. 12:12-27, he makes clearathasho are in Christ are part of Christ's body
and are equally precious; there are no second-cigssns in the kingdom. Peter describes
husbands and wives are "co-heirs of the gracidusfgife" (1 Pet. 3: 7). In terms of one's
standing before God, Paul says in Gal. 3:28 thextts neither male nor female in Christ Jesus.

b. Of course, feminists have sold the idea thgtdifference in role or function between
men and women means that women are inferior tess \Worthy than men, but that is not true.
Consider the case of God the Father and God the Son

(1) Jesus is God; he is one in nature, beingeasdnce with God the Father. So the
Son is not inferior to or less worthy than the [atlyet he is functionally subordinate to the Fgthe



he willingly submits to the Father's authority. it made explicitin 1 Cor. 11:3, 15:27-28 (see
also, Jn. 14:28), but it also is demonstrated byraber of facts:

(a) He was sent by the Father (Mat. 10:40, 132243 7; Mk. 9: 37, 12:6;
Lk. 4: 43, 9:48, 10:16, 20:13; Jn. 3:34, 4:34, 5230, 5:36-38, 6:29, 6:38-39, 6:44, 6:57, 7:16,
7:28-29, 7:33, 8:16, 8:18, 8:26, 8:29, 8:42, 94136, 11:42, 12:44-45, 12:49, 13:20, 14:24,
15:21, 16:5, 17:3, 17:8, 17:18, 17:21, 17:23, 1722621, Gal. 4:4; Heb. 3:2; 1 Jn. 4:9-10, 4:14).

(b) He spoke the words of the Father (IJn. 81%5-28, 8:38-40, 12:49-50,

14:24, 15:15).
(c) He came to do the Father's will (Jn. 4:34956:38, 14:30; Heb. 10:5-9).
(d) He revealed the Father (Jn. 1:18, 12:45/-9417:6, 17: 26; Heb. 1:1-4).
(e) He seeks to please, glorify, and honor @i@ér (IJn. 5:30, 8:29, 14:13,
17:1-5).

() He judges only as he hears from the Father%:30) .

(2) If Jesus, being in very nature God, can submthe Father's authority, then
certainly a wife can submit to her husband's lestdprwithout denying her equal dignity or value.
She is acting like Christ! That parallel is speeifly drawn in 1 Cor. 11:3.

6. Why did God place the leadership responsibéiglusively on the husband (and the men in the
spiritual family) rather than letting the wife leadhere she is the more (or equally) capable p&?tner

a. One answer is that God made Adam before he Enagland that he made Eve from
Adam. Paul mentions both of these facts in disngghe submission of women in the church,
God's spiritual family (1 Cor. 11:7-10; 1 Tim. 2:18). We would like for God to have explained
how Adam's being created first translates into neddership, but unfortunately for us, the notion
of the "firstborn" being the leader required nolexgtion in the first century.

b. Another answer is that God established thedtepdole of the husband in relation to his
wife to reflect the ultimate or archetypal headsioile of Christ in relation to the church. That
seems to be the thrust of Eph. 5:31-32.

c. But these answers just raise the deeper gueastihy God made man first instead of
making woman first or making them at the same firom the dust of the ground or why Christ
incarnated as a male rather than a female (in wdask the woman would presumably have been
the head of the family to reflect Christ's relasbip to the church). Ultimately the answer is that
God is sovereign (Ps. 103:19; 1 Tim. 6:15) and tieathose to do it that way.

(1) One could just as well ask why God gave tioe tof Levi the exclusive
responsibility to care for the Tabernacle, or wieygave the family of Aaron the exclusive



responsibility of serving as priests. Why limiesie roles to people who happen to be born in a
certain lineage rather than allowing everyone equegss to the roles?

(2) And that is precisely what led to Korah'salibn in Numbers 16. Korah, a
Levite, and 250 community leaders opposed MosesAanoih on the basis that they should have
equal access to God. All Israel was holy, so nefamily line should be exalted to the priestly
function. It was a challenge to God's right toa$®select groups for specific roles. And, as you
know, Korah, Dathan, and Abiram were swallowedHh®sy/earth, and the 250 community leaders
were incinerated by God.

7. The spirit of Korah is alive and well in thosbawdeny the leadership role of men in the family
and the church. As is usually the case, they haasked their rebellion with claims of insight and
enlightenment, but it is still rebellion.

a. They say that male leadership was not partoaf<=original creation but was introduced
in Gen. 3:16 as part of the curse brought on by Biom that premise, they argue that redemption
in Christ reverses the curse and reinstates theandmco-leadership with man.

(1) The problem is that the premise is faultyjeriaadership was indeed part of
God's original creation. This is indicated by saVéacts.

(a) Adam was created first, which Paul cite$ iiim. 2:13 as a basis for
male leadership in the church. This is consistetit the Old Testament pattern of "primogeniture,”
the idea that the firstborn in any generation hueman family has leadership in the family.

(b) Eve was created from Adam and to be Adasmidjsen. Paul cites those
facts in 1 Cor. 11:7-9 in justifying differing raddor women.

(c) Adam named Eve "woman" before the fall (G&&3), just as he called
all the living creatures by their names (Gen. 220%.

(d) God named the human race "man," rather ‘thhaman" or some gender-
neutral term. Gen. 5:2 specifies that God namedthman race "man" at the time he created them.
This says something, just as the woman taking te'srlast name when she marries signifies his
headship in the family.

(e) God came first to Adam after the fall antlethhim to account, even
though Eve had sinned first. This was before amgecwas meted out. It seems God thought of
Adam as the leader, the one primarily responsinevhat happened in the family.

() According to Eph. 5:31-32, the one fleshatelnship of a man and
woman in marriage was from the beginning (Gen. Ra2¢eflection of Christ's relationship with the
church.

(g) Paul speaks of man being the head of womaimei same sentence in
which he speaks of Christ being the head of manGotibeing the head of Christ (1 Cor. 11:3) . If



male headship was an aberration, a distortiontiagutom sin, it is hard to believe Paul would
have mentioned it with the divine headships withdiatinguishing it.

(2) Gen. 3:16 most probably means that the woim&er fallen nature will desire to
dominate her husband (Gen. 4:7), contrary to Gdated order, and that this desire generally will
go unsatisfied.

(a) To the extent that sinful nature holds svtag woman will be unhappy
with the nonleading role God has assigned to Rerther, if "rule” implies leading with harshness
or a domineering spirit, then part of the corruptproduced by sin is that man is his fallen nature
will tend to abuse his leadership role.

(b) Those in Christ are called to redeem th&ukuhistortions of headship and
submission, to restore the creation order of wargsmitting to their husbands and husbands being
servant leaders (Eph. 5:22-33; Col. 3:18-19; Th; 2 Pet. 3:1-7).

b. They say that Eph. 5:21 means husbands aldo atbmit to their wives, and thus
neither has a distinctive leadership role. Thélse.

(1) Even if Paul meant that wives are to submhusbands and husbands are to
submit to wives, he clearly did not mean that haslsaand wives are to submit to each other in the
same way. Remember that the relationship betwéeist@nd the church is the pattern for the
relationship between the husband and wife. CHoss not submit to the church in the sense of
yielding to its authority or following its lead, wdh is how the church submits to him. Christ can
only be said to "submit" to the church in the sesfsgubmitting himself to suffer for the good of
the church.

(2) It is more likely, however, that Eph. 5:2ledmnot mean husbands are to submit
to wives. Rather, "submit to one another" probabgans that some in the group are to submit to
others in the group, the particulars being givethafollowing verses. The word "one another”
does not always mean "everyone to everyone"; samstit means "some to others." For example:

(a) Rev. 6:4 says "men slage another," meaning that some men kill others,
not that those being killed also kill those who kitkng them.

(b) Lk. 2:15 reports that "the shepherds saichwanother, 'Let's go to
Bethlehem and see this thing that has happen&tat means that some of the shepherds
suggested this to the others, not that each saidaime thing to the other.

(c) Lk. 12: 1 tells of a crowd that was so latigat "they were trampling on
one another." That means that some in the crowd trampledtbars in the crowd, not that each
person who was trampled on also trampled on thendreetrampled on him.

(d) If 1 Cor. 11:33 is correctly translated "whgou come together to eat,
wait for one another," it means that those who are ready early aredtit far those who are late, not
that those who are waited on also wait on thosewdited on them.



c. They say that the principle of male leaderghifcripture is merely a reflection of
ancient culture, but that is false. It clearlyrenscultural. It is tied to the creation eveatthe
relationship of the Father and the Son, and tadlaionship of Christ and the church.

d. They claim that the Bible endorses the ingtituand practice of slavery and that we now
know slavery in any form is morally unacceptalf@om this they conclude that the Bible's
endorsement of social institutions and relationsiegnnot be considered authoritative. In other
words, if the Bible was wrong about slavery, wednao reason to believe it was right about
marriage or other social relations. There areuplsoof things wrong with this.

(1) If the Bible actually endorsed some form of slaverg,correct conclusion
would be that that form of slavery is not immoradf that the Bible is wrong. The Bible is the
word of God; whence do we derive a standard by wtodudge it? Once one says the Bible is not
authoritative regarding social institutions andt@inships, what is left of its authority? It wdul
for example, no longer speak authoritatively alibatrelationship of parents and children.

(2) But, the Bible does not endorse or approve of thetigeof slavery; it simply
tolerates it.

(a) Unlike marriage and parent-child relatiopshiScripture nowhere
suggests that slavery was ordained or institute@dy; it was a product of sinful humanity. This
is evident from the fact Paul in 1 Cor. 7:21 urg®¥ere you a slave when you were called? Don't
let it trouble you — although if you can gain ydrgedom, do so.”" He would never give such
advice to spouses or to parents and childrenhisnrégard, it is probably more than coincidental
that, from all indications, neither Jesus nor thm#tles owned slaves.

(b) The Bible does not assume the goodnesseésst but takes slavery as a
fact of life and regulates people's involvement.inn fact, the seeds for slavery's dissoluticerev
sown in Phimn. 16 ("no longer as a slave, but bétn a slave, as a dear brother"), Eph. 6:9
("Masters do not threaten [your slaves] "), Col @'Masters, provide your slaves what is right and
fair"), and 1 Tim. 6:1-2 (masters are "brothersfhere these seeds of equality came to full flower,
the very institution of slavery would no longerdiavery. Also, Jesus' teaching about mercy and
forgiving debts (e.g., Mat. 6:12, 18:23-34) impltes inappropriateness of debt-slavery.

(c) The fact God allowed Christians in the feshtury to own slaves does
not necessarily mean there was nothing wrong wisk-éentury slavery.

(1) It could be like divorce. God, through Mgspermitted divorce,
despite the fact it was contrary to his ideal famnkind. He did it as a concession to the hardness
of men's hearts (Mat. 19:3-9). Perhaps first-agrgociety had gotten so deformed that God did
not insist on the abandonment of slavery at tnag ti

(2) That would not mean that such a concessiost exist under
different social conditions or for any kind of séay, such as the slavery that existed in early
America. Slavery in the first century was a veiffetlent institution.



[a] S. Scott Bartchy states in threchor Bible Dictionary
6:66-70 (paragraphs are not continuous in original)

Central features that distinguish 1st century skaftem that later practiced in the
New World are the following: racial factors playea role; education was greatly
encouraged (some slaves were better educatedibi@mmwners) and enhanced a
slave's value; many slaves carried out sensitigdehaghly responsible social
functions; slaves could own property (includingeastklaves!); their religious and
cultural traditions were the same as those ofriebiorn; no laws prohibited public
assembly of slaves; and (perhaps above all) therityapf urban and domestic
slaves could legitimately anticipate being emarteigdy the age of 30.

It must also be stressed that, despite the nealt $egaration between owners and
slaves, in none of the relevant cultures did pessorslavery constitute a social or
economic class. Slaves' individual honor, sodatus, and economic opportunities
were entirely dependent on the status of theireetdge owners, and they developed
no recognizable consciousness of being a group suftering a common plight.

For this reason, any such call as "slaves of thedamite!" would have fallen on
completely deaf ears. (From p. 69: "The greatestabellions, all of which were led
primarily by prisoners of war between 140-70 B.Crtever sought to abrogate
slavery. Rather, these rebels sought either eswajoeturn the tables by enslaving
the owners.")

Furthermore, by no means were those in slaveryadguo be found at the bottom
of the social-economic pyramid. Rather, in thaicglwere those free and
impoverished persons who had to look for work edahwithout any certainty of
finding it (day laborers), some of whom eventualbyd themselves into slavery to
gain some job security.

Large numbers of people sold themselves into sjaeervarious reasons, e.g., to
pay debts, to climb socially (Roman citizenship wasventionally bestowed on a
slave released by a Roman owner), to obtain sp@etia) and above all to enter a
life that was more secure and less strenuous tkiateece as a poor, freeborn
person.

Slaves were used for "an enormous variety of fomstin enormously different
circumstances," some of which when compared to M&nld slavery seem
astonishingly responsible: "doctors, teachersangjtaccountants, agents, bailiffs,
overseers, secretaries, and sea-captains.”

Since slaves represented a substantial investngeheb owners . . ., they could at
least expect to receive enough food to keep thera ahd working. Manumission
could mean the end of that security. Epictetudg$&century philosopher], himself
an ex-slave, took pleasure in pointing out thatslage who thinks only of gaining



his freedom may be reduced, when he is manumittéd)avery much more severe
than before."

For many, self-sale into slavery with anticipatafrmanumission was regarded as
the most direct means to be integrated into GreekRoman society. For many this
was the quickest way to climb socially and finaltgiaAs such, in stark contrast to
New World slavery, Greco-Roman slavery functions@grocess rather than a
permanent condition, as a temporary phase of yifmbans of which an outsider
obtained "a place within a society that has nonaatbligations of kinship or guest-
friendship towards him."

[b] Andrew Lincoln writes in his commentary B) on
Ephesians (p. 418):

Many slaves in the Greco-Roman world enjoyed maverfable living conditions
than many free laborers. Contrary to the suppositiat everyone was trying to
avoid slavery at all costs, it is clear that soraegle actually sold themselves into
slavery in order to climb socially, to obtain pautfiar employment open only to
slaves, and to enjoy a better standard of livirsgnttihey had experienced as free
persons. Being a slave had the benefit of progidircertain personal and social
security.

[c] James D. G. Dunn stat@$é Theology of Paul the
Apostle, 699):

[S]lavery was an established fact of life in theiant world. As many as one-third
of the inhabitants of most large urban centres wkxrees. The economies of the
ancient world could not have functioned withoutsly. Consequently, a
responsible challenge to the practice of slaveryldibave required a complete
reworking of the economic system and a completgmnking of social structures,
which was scarcely thinkable at the time, excepdéalistic or anarchic terms.



