Male Leadership in the church (Part 5)
Challenges to 1 Timothy 2:8-15



[image: ]                         Introduction

Clearly, Paul’s instructions in 1 Timothy 2:12 pose obstacles to those who advocate female leadership in the assembly (Part 4), and, understandably, this verse has received considerable attention from liberationists in recent decades. Most of the debate has focused on the meaning of didaskein and authentein in this verse (see Part 4), and we will briefly consider some of the arguments raised by those who advocate for an expanded ecclesiastical role for women.
 
Some who reject the “traditional” interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:12 have proposed new and unusual definitions for the terms under discussion, and this has naturally provoked a response from language specialists in the “conservative” camp. The result is a vast amount of scholarly and less scholarly literature on the subject. Hopefully, this brief study will show that novel arguments against male leadership based on the language of 1 Timothy 2:12 are unconvincing.


Objections to 1 Timothy 2:12
Catherine Clark Kroeger (1925–2011), a New Testament scholar and leading figure in the biblical‑egalitarian movement, was among the first to suggest a strange new meaning for authentein in a 1979 article entitled “Ancient Heresies and a Strange Greek Verb.” In her article, Professor Kroeger stated that “virtually without exception, female teachers among the Greeks were courtesans.” She goes on to argue that in 1 Timothy 2:12 authentein may have had sexual overtones. Specifically, she suggests that Paul may have been saying: “I forbid a woman to teach or engage in fertility practices with a man…” She explains:

(This) would imply that the woman should not involve a man in the heretical kind of Christianity which taught licentious behaviour as one of its doctrines. Such a female heretic did indeed ‘teach to fornicate’ in the Thyatiran church mentioned in Revelation 2:20 (cf. 2:14ff.; Num. 25:3; 31:15f.).

Later in I Suffer Not a Woman, Kroeger and her husband Richard attempt to prove that authentein has a wide range of possible meanings in 1 Timothy 2:12 and express a preference for the following translation: “I do not allow a woman to teach nor to proclaim herself author of man.” Clearly this is a far cry from traditional translations of this verse. While most liberationists share this conviction that the traditional understanding of 1 Tim 2:12 is to be rejected, many recognize the technical shortcomings of the Kroegers' word studies, and their conclusions have not  been widely accepted in academic circles.
The Kroegers also argued that in 1 Timothy 2:12 Paul uses the word didaskein (“to teach”) to refer to teaching error, affirming that “the verb here forbids women to teach a wrong doctrine, just as 1 Timothy 1:3 and Titus 1:9–14 also forbid false teaching.” Thus, according to the Kroegers, women are not forbidden to teach per se, but simply to teach error. They claim that in 1 Timothy 4:7; 5:11–13; 2 Timothy 3:6–7; and Titus 1:11 Paul “has made it clear that women were somehow involved in the false teaching.” We address this argument below. 

Hendiadys?
Another approach that has enjoyed more scholarly support among liberationists involves treating the two infinitives (didaskein and authentein) as a form of hendiadys. Hendiadys is “a figure of speech in which two words connected by a conjunction are used to express a single notion that would normally be expressed by an adjective and a substantive” (The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language). By way of example, consider the following:
· In Matt 4:16 the NASB has “the land and shadow of death” (a non‑hendiadys rendering), whereas the NIV treats this as hendiadys and translates “the land of the shadow of death.”
· In Acts 23:6 the NASB has “the hope and resurrection of the dead” (a non‑hendiadys rendering), whereas the NIV treats this as hendiadys and translates “my hope in the resurrection of the dead.”
· In Col 2:8 the NASB has “philosophy and empty deception” (a non‑hendiadys rendering), whereas the NIV treats this as hendiadys and translates “hollow and deceptive philosophy.”
Thus in hendiadys two concepts (e.g., philosophy and empty deception) are treated as a single, modified concept (e.g., hollow and deceptive philosophy). In the case of 1 Timothy 2:12, some are arguing in the following manner:
· Didaskein and authentein are to be treated as a single concept, and authentein modifies didaskein.
· Thus together these terms (didaskein and authentein) describe a particular method or kind of teaching which is prohibited for women.
· The key to understanding what kind of teaching is forbidden lies in the meaning of authentein, and in 1 Timothy 2:12 authentein does not mean “to exercise authority,” but rather “to dominate” or “to get one’s own way.”
Putting this all together, some liberationists affirm that the kind of teaching prohibited in 1 Timothy 2:12 is teaching that involves domineering or gaining mastery over another. Thus, in this verse Paul is not forbidding a woman to teach a man in the public assembly, but only forbidding her to teach him in such a way as to gain mastery over him or to dominate him. Prolific writer and egalitarian New Testament scholar Professor Linda L. Belleville of North Park Theological Seminary argues:

“If Paul had wanted to speak of the ordinary exercise of authority (in 1 Timothy 2:12), he could have chosen any number of words, the most common one being exousia / [kat] exousiazo. But he did not. The term authentein must therefore carry an essential nuance that other more commonly used words do not” (Two Views on Women in Ministry, eds. James R. Beck and Craig L. Blomberg).

Bellview's argument is that authentein does not mean simply “exercise authority," but instead carries the negative connotation of "domineer.” She concludes that   Paul's meaning in this verse is either: "I do not permit a woman to teach in order to gain mastery over a man,” or 'I do not permit a woman to teach with a view to dominating a man.” Accordingly, "Paul would then be prohibiting teaching that tries to get the upper hand (not teaching per se)”. Thus a woman may teach a man in the setting under consideration provided she does not use this as a means of gaining mastery over him or dominating him. In this context Belleville tells us that "a reasonable reconstruction" of the situation at Ephesus is as follows:

The women at Ephesus (perhaps encouraged by the false teachers) were trying to gain the upper hand over the men in the congregation by teaching in a dictatorial fashion. In response, the men became angry and resisted what the women were doing...

Why might the Ephesian women have been teaching in a dictatorial manner? One explanation is that they were influenced by the cult of Artemis, where the female was exalted and considered superior to the male...”

Now, clearly Belleville’s “reasonable reconstruction” is completely speculative. Nothing in the text even hints that this was the situation in the church at Ephesus or that the error Paul was combating involved elements of the above. Speculations about the influence of the Artemis cult count for nothing because Paul himself explains that his prohibition is grounded in creation law: “For it was Adam who was first created, and then Eve” (1 Timothy 2:13).


Didaskein: to teach or to teach error?

What, then, are we to make of the Kroegers’ argument (above) that in 1 Timothy 2:12 Paul uses the word didaskein (“to teach”) to refer to teaching error? What are we to make of their claim that “the verb here forbids women to teach a wrong doctrine, just as 1 Timothy 1:3 and Titus 1:9–14 also forbid false teaching”? Is there merit to their contention that in 1 Timothy 4:7; 5:11–13; 2 Timothy 3:6–7; and Titus 1:11 Paul “has made it clear that women were somehow involved in the false teaching”?

Clearly the claim that Paul’s prohibition is not against teaching as such, but against teaching false doctrine, flies in the face of all the evidence. It is apparent that in the Pastoral Epistles the verb didaskō has positive connotations. When Paul tells Timothy to “Prescribe and teach these things” (1 Timothy 4:11) and to “Teach and preach these principles” (1 Timothy 6:2), he has sound doctrine in mind. Obviously this is also the case in 2 Timothy 2:2, where he speaks of “faithful men, who will be able to teach others also.” In short, in and of itself, the word didaskō describes an activity which is viewed positively in the New Testament and only carries negative connotations when the context so indicates. For example, Paul clearly has false teaching in mind in Titus 1:11, where he speaks of those who must be “silenced” because they are “upsetting whole families” by “teaching things they should not teach for the sake of sordid gain.” But it is context, rather than the meaning of didaskontes, that conveys the negative meaning here.

 Nothing in 1 Tim 2:12 suggests that Paul has false teaching in mind. What's more, word studies aside, it is abundantly clear that didaskein (v 12) stands in contrast to "quietly receive instruction," (v 11). Since "teach" rather than "teach error" is the antithesis of "quietly receive instruction," it is clear that Paul has in mind, not false teaching but teaching per se. 

The Kroegers’ assertion that Paul “forbids women to teach a wrong doctrine, just as 1 Timothy 1:3–4 … also forbids false teaching” also overlooks an important fact. Significantly, in 1 Timothy 1:3 Paul uses the term heterodidaskaleō. This is a compound word in which didaskō is joined with heteros, a term which is variously translated “another,” “different,” and the like. Paul also uses this compound in 1 Timothy 6:3, where he speaks of those who advocate “a different doctrine,” a doctrine which “does not agree with sound words” and which is contrary to “the doctrine conforming to godliness.” So in this letter Paul twice uses heterodidaskaleō to speak of erroneous teaching, but he does not use this word in 1 Timothy 2:12

Finally on this point, the Kroegers’ claim that in 1 Timothy 4:7; 5:11–13; 2 Timothy 3:6–7; and Titus 1:11 Paul “has made it clear that women were somehow involved in the false teaching” simply will not stand up under scrutiny. Paul speaks of “worldly fables fit only for old women” (1 Timothy 4:7) and of idle young widows going from house to house acting as “gossips and busybodies” (1 Timothy 5:13), but nothing in these verses suggests that he is combating the problem of false teaching by women at Ephesus. Moreover, it is clear that when Paul speaks of “weak women weighed down with sins, led on by various impulses, always learning and never able to come to the knowledge of the truth,” he is not describing influential female teachers of error, but rather sisters who are captives of the false teachers (2 Timothy 3:6–7). The women at Ephesus are victims of the false teachers, not leaders in teaching error.


Authentein
Because the word authentein occurs only here in the New Testament, language specialists look to extra‑biblical references for clarification of its meaning. Since it does not occur in the Septuagint and is rare before patristic times, some studies have included non‑verbal forms of the word, especially the noun, and because of this the validity of these studies has been called into question by scholars on both sides of the argument. Furthermore, authentein is a compound of two elements, and while there is general agreement that autos (“self”) makes up the first part of this compound, there is no general agreement about the identity of the second element. These and other uncertainties explain why authentein has received so much attention with the growth of liberation theology. In fact, even the translation of authentein in respectable Bible versions carries different nuances: the KJV’s “usurp authority” suggests a negative connotation not found in the NASB’s “exercise authority,” for example.

In 1995, a collection of essays on 1 Timothy 2:9–15 appeared in a book entitled Women in the Church: A Fresh Analysis of 1 Timothy 2:9–15 (editors A. J. Kostenberger, T. R. Schreiner, and H. S. Baldwin). Considered by many scholars to be the most comprehensive treatment of this passage to date, the collection includes an essay by Baldwin entitled “A Difficult Word:  authenteo in 1 Timothy 2:12,” in which he explains that the material presented in his essay “is an attempt to provide an exhaustive list of the ancient uses of the verbal form known to the scholars to date.” Baldwin examines 82 occurrences of the verb, listed in a 36‑page appendix, and concludes that the range of meaning for authentein in 1 Timothy 2 can be narrowed down to the following:

To control, to dominate
To compel, to influence someone/thing
To assume authority over
To flout the authority of. (Compare pages 73 and 80 Women in the Church ).

Baldwin points out at the conclusion of his essay, “Further syntactical/contextual studies of 1 Timothy are required to decide with certainty among (the above) meanings.” Baldwin is telling us that his study does not exclude the possibility that authentein carries the negative meaning of domineering suggested by Belleville and others, and that it does not exclude the possibility that didaskein and authentein form a hendiadys describing a particular kind of teaching, namely teaching that involves dominating another. To decide these matters, certain points of syntax need to be considered as well, and this brings us to another excellent essay in the same book.

A. J. Kostenberger’s essay entitled “A Complex Sentence: The Syntax of 1 Timothy 2:12” goes a long way toward solving the debate on the meaning of authentein in 1 Timothy 2:12. Briefly, Kostenberger sets out to consider syntactical parallels to 1 Timothy 2:12 in both the New Testament and in extra‑biblical literature. Specifically, he examines sentences in which two concepts are connected by oude, in the same way that didaskein and authentein are linked by this conjunction. Allowing for verbal forms other than infinitives to be joined by oude, Kostenberger identifies a total of 53 parallels to 1 Timothy 2:12 in the New Testament and 48 parallels in extra‑biblical Greek literature. Having carefully examined every example, Kostenberger points out that in every case “the conjunction oude coordinates activities of the same order—that is, activities that are either both viewed positively or both viewed negatively by the writer or speaker.” By way of illustrating the point, consider the following examples where two concepts are connected in the same way that didaskein and authentein are linked:

(a) The birds of the air do not "reap, nor gather into barns" (Matt 6:26).
(b) The lilies of the field do not "toil, nor do they spin" (Matt 6:28).
(c) In heaven, thieves do not "break in or steal" (Matt 6:20).
(d) Soldiers are not to "take money from anyone by force or accuse anyone falsely" (Lk 3:14).

Thus in (a) and (b), oude links  two activities which are viewed positively, (i.e. reaping and gathering, toiling and spinning) while in (c) and (d) oude links two activities which are viewed negatively (i.e. breaking in and stealing, taking money by force and accusing falsely). 

Now the implications of the above for 1 Timothy 2:12 are obvious: either didaskein and authentein are both viewed positively by Paul, or they are both viewed negatively by Paul. In other words, if the word “teach” in 1 Timothy 2:12 carries a negative connotation, authentein also carries this same negative connotation and must mean something like “domineer,” as Belleville and others suggest. If, on the other hand, the word “teach” in 1 Timothy 2:12 carries a positive connotation, authentein also carries this same positive connotation and must mean simply “exercise authority” or something similar. As we have seen, it is certain that in and of itself “teach” carries a positive connotation throughout the New Testament, and thus Kostenberger concludes his study as follows:

"Since then the first part of 1 Timothy 2:12 reads 'But I do not permit a woman to teach' and the coordinating conjunction oude requires the second activity to be viewed correspondingly by the writer, authentein should be regarded as viewed positively as well, and be rendered 'to have (or exercise) authority' and not 'to flout the authority of' or 'to domineer.'"
Another significant finding of the study is that “Neither the syntactical parallels in the New Testament nor the extra‑biblical parallels lend support to the contention that the second term linked by oude modifies the first term adverbially.” So the argument that in 1 Timothy 2:12 the second term, authentein, modifies the first term, didaskein, adverbially to give the meaning “teach domineeringly,” is “contradicted by the fact that oude does not function as a subordinating but as a coordinating conjunction.”

(A coordinating conjunction joins words, clauses, or phrases that are equal in rank, whereas a subordinating conjunction makes one element subordinate to another. Now, clearly, if one term modifies another, the modifying term is subordinate, and Kostenberger’s point is that since oude is not a subordinating conjunction, authentein is not subordinate to didaskein, and therefore does not modify didaskein.)

The bottom line in all this is that modern scholarship confirms the correctness of the traditional understanding of 1 Timothy 2:12. Recent debate on 1 Timothy 2:12 has not been stimulated by (for example) the fact that new principles of hermeneutics have shed more light upon this verse or by the fact that new computer‑assisted word studies have made older views untenable. Rather, opposition to the traditional view is the fruit of the spirit of our age, a spirit which leads many to regard individual freedom as the ultimate good and restraint as the ultimate evil. As one traditionalist explains:

“In secular settings, it is almost axiomatic to every popular debate that, as long as they inflict no direct harm on another, people should be free to do whatever they want. Populist philosophy, from public schools to public advertisements, agrees that people should be free to dream any dream, to aspire to any legal goal. In this atmosphere, secular and secularized thinkers find it half‑quaint, half‑revolting that some Christians actually debate whether women should be allowed (‘free’) to preach, teach, and lead the church” (Daniel Doriani, “A History of the Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2,” in Women in the Church).


Conclusion 

In 1Timothy 2:8-15 the apostle Paul sets forth rules for leadership roles in the public assemblies of the Lord’s church. Given the spirit of our age it is understandable that many find the gender specific instructions in this passage objectionable, but it is clear from the apostle’s appeal to creation order that male leadership is the divine pattern for every age. As we have seen, the reluctance of many to accept this pattern has complicated this study.  
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