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Preface 

This paper is the result of the instruction given by me to my Canon 
Theologian to gather a team to draft a response to Women in Holy Orders by 
Drs. Grant LeMarquand and William Witt,1 a paper received by me in 
August-September 2018. 

All Churches throughout the world and from the very beginning have agreed 
that in order for men and women to be converted and to attain to 
everlasting life the ministry of Word and Sacrament was instituted and, 
moreover, was instituted by God Himself. Thus, John Calvin insists that “…
the government of the church… is not a contrivance of men but an 
appointment made by the Son of God. As his own unalterable law, it 
demands our assent.”2 This is significant given the tendency for many in the 
Church today to regard ministry and order as secondary matters when the 
simple truth is that the Church could not long have existed without a 
ministry and that wherever the Church has existed there have been those 
who have been selected and set apart to occupy a ministerial office. All 
branches of the Christian Church are as one on this although they may differ 
greatly as to the nature of the ministry or how it should be constituted.  

Accepting the unalterable law of Christ’s Church concerning holy orders, we  
are very concerned with what seems to have become an examined bias in the 
ecclesiology of our culture and argued in Women in Holy Orders, that the 
nature of the Church is reduced to a mere functionalism of “roles” in one or 
more of the following: teaching, administration, leading worship and 

1 LeMarquand, Grant and Witt, William. “Women in Holy Orders: a biblical and theological defense of 
the case for allowing women to continue to be ordained as presbyters in the Anglican Church of North 
America”, 2018. 
2 “In short, the government of the church, by the ministry of the word, is not a contrivance of men, but 
an appointment made by the Son of God. As his own unalterable law, it demands our assent.” J. Calvin. 
Commentary on Ephesians, Ephesians 4.11-14. Christian Classics Ethereal Library: 
https://www.ccel.org/ccel/calvin/calcom41.iv.v.iii.html; accessed February 23, 2019.   
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governance.3 Such an approach then follows a simple logic: we rightly 
identify women’s academic, oratory, intellectual, administrative skills in 
many examples in scripture. It is our desire to see women do well and have 
genuine admiration of their skills, we therefore assign the ordained office as 
a fulfillment. We do not think to question this paradigm because we are 
working with a model of the Church and of the gender roles within the 
Church that reflects the kind of Church that society thinks it needs, the kind 
of skills required to make that Church, and the kind of people to fill its 
roles.4  

In our judgment there can also be little doubt that if we understand the 
nature of the Church biblically, that it is an institution of God’s gracious 
making with the Lord Jesus Christ as its Head, then the question of the 
special office of ordained presbyter shifts to an entirely different category. 

3 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 14. 
4 Space does not permit but we would suggest that a study of the doctrine of vocation to special office 
will show that “the special offices and its functions are not simply reflexes of subjective talents and 
abilities (“gifts”). The Levitical priesthood was drawn from a particular tribe. It does not follow, 
however, that this tribe had more natural ability than the others to serve in this capacity. Moses 
himself complained that he lacked the qualities to serve as God's redeemer and to lead the children of 
Israel out of Egypt, and Aaron was sent along as a spokesman. For Moses, governing the people was a 
great burden. Seeing his predicament, his father-in-law, Jethro, suggested that elders be appointed. 
Further, Moses gave way to impulsive and disobedient action, which resulted in his not being able to 
enter the land of promise. The apostles were men of authority; but they were by and large simple men, 
without the wealth of talent one might expect of leaders (Acts. 4:13). The apostle Paul was a man of 
ability and was well-educated; nevertheless, he himself details his own lack of qualifications to be an 
apostle, calling himself a miscarriage (1 Cor. 15:8). One is judged by faithfulness, not by the abundance 
of gifts. The tenor of Scripture teaching is that office is prior. It does not flow out of endowment with 
talent and ability. Indeed, the gifts are important and there should be a congruence between any 
particular office and the gifts that are required to perform the functions of that office. Nevertheless, 
Scripture does not teach that office flows out of these subjective talents and abilities. Nor does it teach 
that there must be a congruence of office and gifts in any particular case. Gifts are in order to fill the 
office; the office does not exist because of the gifts. And the relation between office and gifts is not 
always uniform. It might be expected that there would be a congruity between office and gifts; but 
Scripture often focuses on the unexpected grace of God. One may well have an office with its 
corresponding functions but also be strongly impressed by the fact that he has these not because of 
the adequacy of his own gifts but because of God's grace.” Report for the Committee on Women in 
Church Office. Presented to the Fifty-fifth General Assembly of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, 
1988. https://opc.org/GA/women_in_office.html; accessed March 2019. 
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The presbyter is not primarily or fundamentally an office which corresponds 
to a skill set but as one called by Christ Himself. In other words, it is 
constitutive of God’s gracious vocation that the local Church confirms. After 
that point is understood it is possible to discuss male/female relationships, 
love and submission, and the flourishing of all people, male and female, in 
submission to Christ according to His specific structure of authority. This, as 
the Scriptures shows, is how it sees equality, not as “sameness” or in a 
“genderless” way. 

When we come to the Church Fathers we find the same fidelity to the 
scripture concerning the special office of presbyter. It should humble us 
when we find that the meaning of a key text like 1 Timothy 2:8-15 has 
remained constant throughout the Church’s history, both East and West, 
Protestant and Catholic. We can find women playing important and 
historically significant roles, but we do not find one example of an ordained 
presbyter. We also understand that we must be cautious. The majority of the 
College of Bishops of the Anglican Church in North America will recall from 
their own experience and personal histories how the Episcopal Church 
(1976), The Anglican Church of Canada (1975), and the Church of England 
(1993) began their march to their present apostasy building upon a similar 
bias toward functionalism in holy orders and following what are at times 
alarmingly similar hermeneutical and exegetical paths that we read in 
Women in Holy Orders. 

Our first concern in this response is to appeal and to submit to the clarity 
and infallible authority of the Word of God written, particularly when a new 
doctrine is introduced into the life of the Church. We agree with Drs. 
LeMarquand and Witt that Article VI asserts that such a doctrine must first 
be proven by Scripture in order to be believed as an article of the Faith. We 
would add that Article XX, concerning the authority of the Church, has 
direct application here as well. The councils of the Church and the common 
authority of the Church (Article XXXIV) may err, and have erred, as the sad 
history of North American Anglicanism in the Twentieth and early Twenty-
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first centuries bear faithful witness. The common authority of the Church in 
our province has no power to ordain anything that is contrary to the 
infallible word of God written, Women in Holy Orders has simply not proved 
by Scripture that women are to be set apart for the order of presbyters.  

Drs. LeMarquand and Witt order their paper under eight headings, dividing 
the eighth into four sub-headings as follows, ending with a brief conclusion 
of the whole work: 

1. Women’s Ordination, Church Tradition, and Three Responses
2. Creation
3. Fall
4. Israel
5. The Ministry of Jesus
6. Early Church
7. Resembling Christ
8. The Catholic Argument

8.1 The Tradition of the Church
8.2 The Male Apostolate
8.3 Representatives of Christ
8.4 Male and Female Symbolism

9. Conclusion

Our analysis adds an introduction concerning the omitted essential issue of 
hermeneutics and a first appendix concerning the important although 
omitted texts of 1 Corinthians 14 and 1 Timothy 2. Our sections use the same 
headings to track as closely as possible the flow of their thought, answering 
point by point. LeMarquand and Witt’s paper is also included in a second 
appendix to help the reader. The paper’s original formatting is retained to 
guarantee the necessary citation within our response.  

A team of four clergy gathered from the Anglican Diocese of the Living Word 
to address specific sections of the paper and drafted a gracious and point-by-
point response while we attended to our regular ministerial duties from late 
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2018 through most of 2019. I want to thank them for their dedication to this 
work. My fellow gospel ministers are all godly men, versed in the original 
biblical languages and in historical theology. All have graduate degrees. They 
have all understood the importance of this response for the defense of 
scriptural infallibility, sound doctrine, and the future of the Church. I fully 
support their critique and conclusions.  

Soli Deo gloria. 

Rt. Rev. Julian Dobbs 
Diocesan Bishop, The Anglican Diocese of the Living Word 

Lent 2020 
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Introduction: Which Hermeneutic? 

In the paper, Women in Holy Orders, Drs. LeMarquand and Witt cited how 
the ACNA House of Bishops rightly identifies hermeneutic philosophy and 
methodology as the battleground in the debate over the ordination of 
women. 

In her three-volume work, The Concept of Woman, Sister Prudence Allen 
shows how the West has fostered a wrong view of women, and how the 
Western Church is, in large measure, the inheritor of that view.5 This view is 
that women are ontologically lower than men. That is to say that by her very 
nature, a woman is less human than man. She is less the image of God than 
man. In this view, woman is bodily and emotional whereas man is rational 
and spiritual. Insofar as Western culture has passed on the division between 
the material and spiritual, the bodily and the rational, its views of gender 
have tended to reflect this order. While this is by no means the only thing 
the Western philosophical and theological tradition has said regarding 
women, it is right to point to it as egregious error. And rightly has there been 
a revulsion against this philosophical construction and its ramifications 
inside the Church and outside. 

Cultural revolutions, including the various waves of feminism, have sought 
to upend this patriarchal and hierarchical construct. The effort has been so 
successful that it is a near self-evident truth that women are as intellectually 
capable, if not superior, to men. What remains is a thorough-going push to 
eradicate vestiges of the old order wherever they may be found. Since the 
Church is notoriously slow to change outmoded ways of thinking, 
progressive champions are ready to upend these outdated models. This 
includes the text of Scripture. Where outmoded Greco-Roman cultural 

5 Prudence Allen, The Concept of Woman: The Aristotelian Revolution 750 BC - AD 1250. Montréal: 
Eden Press, 1985. See the other two volumes as well: The Concept of Woman: The Early Humanist 
Reformation, 1250-1500. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2002, and The Concept of Woman: 1500-2015. 
Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2016. 



8 

norms are found that enforce patriarchal formulations, they are seen at best, 
as quaint expressions of a disdainful heritage which we need to shed.  
What if progressive theologians are actually reading a dualistic, 
detrimentally hierarchical and patriarchal structure into the text before 
deeming the text void for consideration? And what if, in removing what they 
perceive to be outmoded models, they are in reality removing Gospel-
matter? 

Hermeneutic philosophy and methodology become a first-order concern. 
Whereas the Church has always grappled with exactly how to read the Bible, 
the assumption, until recently, was that it could be understood with 
prayerful and thoughtful study, along with guidance from the Rule of Faith. 
However, along with the cultural shifts already mentioned, a hermeneutical 
shift has taken place. This linguistic turn ultimately results in the idea that 
an authoritative interpretation of a text is not possible.6 The contemporary 
mind despairs of the possibility that Scripture can be understood accurately. 
Rather than attempt the fool’s errand of finding the authoritative meaning, 
we are left to carry on “with a new consciousness of pluralism, ambiguity, 
tradition, and hope.”7  

Several hermeneutical factors of this type are at play when Drs. Witt and 
Marquand argue against what they perceive to be the conservative position 
on the ordination of women. A succinct version of their argument is found in 
Dr. Witt’s blog where he claims the following:  

“For the “Protestants,” the opposition is based on a hierarchical understanding of 
authority: women are subordinate to men, and should never exercise authority over 
men. For the “Catholics,” the opposition is twofold: (1) the tradition of the Church: 
traditionally, the Church has ordained only males; (2) a sacramental understanding 
of ordination: women cannot be ordained because the priesthood is in succession to 
the apostolate, and Jesus chose only male apostles; in presiding at the Eucharist, the 

6 Included in the term linguistic turn are also the trends springing from it, such as deconstructionism. 
7 Anne E. Patrick, “The Linguistic Turn and Moral Theology,” CTSA Proceedings, no. 42 (1987): 38-56. 
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presbyter represents Christ (in persona Christi), and a woman cannot represent 
Christ.”8  

One the one hand, these statements represent the bald truth of the 
Protestant and Catholic claims. On the other hand, they also reduce the 
Protestant and Catholic claims to absurdity. 

The wording of the Protestant claim signals to the reader that the Protestant 
claim is to be automatically rejected. It contains an implicit attack that the 
sensitive reader will want to avoid, namely that holding this ‘hierarchical’ 
position is naive and laughable - if not outright angering. He bolsters this by 
proceeding inaccurately to equate the Protestant view with evangelical 
complementarism. While the Catholic position is stated more carefully, Witt 
sees in it a contradiction, citing those in the Church who affirm that women 
are equally as capable as men to perform the mental and spiritual duties 
required in ordained ministry (more on this below). 

Within the position paper itself, the deconstruction of the Protestant and 
Catholic viewpoints is followed by appeals to opposing scriptural proof texts, 
patristic sources and ecclesial trends. These give the appearance of 
introducing a more biblically and historically accurate view of women in the 
Church. If this fails to persuade, however, those who stand in opposition are 
left with recourse only to a tit-for-tat argument that circles back to the 
confirmation that there can be no real resolution.  

A more nuanced attempt to account for contemporary concerns can be 
found in Dr. Sarah Coakley’s work.9 Dr. Coakley contends that theology must 
be done as an act of contemplative prayer. Submission to God, listening, 
being ‘destabilized’ by encountering God in the Spirit are the safeguards 

8 William G. Witt, “Concerning Women’s Ordination: Hierarchy and Hermeneutics,” Non Sermoni Res 
(blog), September 29, 2013, http://willgwitt.org/theology/concerning-womens-ordination-hierarchy-
and-hermeneutics/; accessed April 8, 2019. 
9 Sarah Coakley, God, Sexuality, and the Self: An Essay On the Trinity (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press, 2015). 
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against trying to control the outcome of theology. They are also the means 
by which the theologian accounts for the plurality of voices that have an 
interpretive claim on the text. Women find their place in the Church, not by 
flattening out the gender binary, but by setting that binary within the 
context of the work of the Spirit. The gender binary is mitigated by the 
mystical. The gender binary and its associated roles shift in this 
transformation, not because of cultural development but not apart from it.  

One can deduce several hermeneutical concerns from these viewpoints. 
There is the concern that womanhood be viewed truthfully when 
approaching Scripture. There is the complex of concern that when theology 
is undertaken it accounts for the believing community as a whole; that it 
considers the practice and interpretive efforts of the Church in the past; that 
it be done in conversation with the diverse groups with whom we share 
geographic and cultural space; that it acknowledge the cultural changes that 
have occurred over the past two thousand years; and that it affirm the 
Spirit’s ongoing work in the Church and approach doctrine as a spiritual 
endeavor, to be done prayerfully. These concerns are well taken. 

Let it not be said that the writers of this paper do not understand these 
concerns and the real pastoral situations from which they arise. Rather, let it 
be understood that this paper sets forth a position regarding the 
hermeneutical solutions to these concerns. We agree that these concerns 
need to be treated with hermeneutical methods that exegete Scripture and 
culture. But it is clear that the basic approaches outlined above, to one 
degree or another, 1) read Scripture in a way that proves their own foregone 
conclusions, 2) read Church history in a way that equates skill with vocation, 
and that these come from 3) a hermeneutical practice of allowing the 
concerns of contemporary culture not only drive theological questions, but 
to norm the reading of both Scripture and history. 

It is the position of this paper that the hermeneutical solution to these 
concerns begins with the affirmation of the inspiration of Scripture. 
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Theology is indeed spiritual work, not trivial or academic. This paper 
proceeds also on the ancient belief that Scripture interprets Scripture. 
Scripture norms our doctrine, our Church practices and our worship. And 
where doctrine errs, practice and worship err. This paper seeks to employ a 
hermeneutic that is faithful to the plain meaning of Scripture, that is 
internally coherent and historically accurate, one that is executed with an 
understanding of the current political and cultural climate, in love.  
 
It must also be stated that this paper does not see the Bible as the outcome 
of a natural evolution of religions and religious expression. Nor is it merely 
the starting point for further religious evolution. It is God’s infallible word. It 
is a record of God’s saving acts in history. This component gives continuity 
to the testaments. It also means that where the New Testament gives the 
impression of producing a new doctrine, it must be seen against the 
superstructure of the Old Testament. Careful attention must be given to the 
continuities between the testaments before coming to doctrinal application. 
So, the demanding work of setting the current debate in the clear commands 
of Scripture needs to be done, but the debate must also be set in the 
trajectory of Scriptural patterns. While there is not room in this paper to 
develop a full biblical worldview, a full doctrine of mankind, or even a full 
argument for why God intends the ordination to the priesthood for men, it 
seeks to honor these hermeneutical guidelines in what it offers. 
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1. Women’s Ordination, Church Tradition, Three Responses

The authors begin their argument in this section with the concession that 
the statement that women’s ordination is a “recent innovation to Apostolic 
Tradition and Catholic Order” is historically true.  They note that traditions 
are only as valid as the reasons for those traditions, and they note that the 
historical reasons for this tradition are easy to trace. On that point, they are 
correct, but they completely bypass the most obvious reason for the 
traditional practice of ordaining only men to the presbyterate: It reflects the 
teaching of Holy Scripture. Instead of acknowledging Scripture, the authors 
immediately jump to extra-biblical considerations. Any appraisal of the 
argument from tradition must, in fact, find its root in Scripture. Historical 
explanations may be interesting and helpful, but are not necessarily 
prescriptive. 

Traditions are only as valid the reasons behind them, so the most 
fundamental question must always be: What do the Scriptures teach? In fact, 
the common thread, when we look at the history of opposition to the 
ordination of women, is that the Church has historically believed that the 
ordination of women is forbidden by Holy Scripture.  

As the authors assert, there are some arguments against the ordination of 
women that have been held, to some extent, in common throughout the 
history of the Church. They identify the major reasons as having been 
expressed by John Chrysostom, and each reason they propose merits deeper 
consideration. Consequently, we will examine each reason that they 
attribute to Chrysostom, point by point.  

The first point is that, in their estimation, Chrysostom appeals to the 
division of labor that characterized pre-industrial societies, and his 
argument depends on the assumption that men are intellectually superior to 
women. Before going further, it needs to be said that the assumption that 
women are intellectually or morally inferior to men ought to be rejected 
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outright, as at odds with Scripture. On this point, we are in agreement with 
the authors.  

To be fair to Chrysostom, though, we must acknowledge that he does not 
argue against women exercising authority at all, but only in the public 
square. Chrysostom writes: “She cannot give an opinion in the council, but 
she can give her opinion in the household. Often, indeed, whatever her 
husband knows of household matters, she knows better.”10  While we would 
differ from Chrysostom’s designation of the role of men as “greater” and the 
role of women as “lesser,” and we would differ with some of his limitations 
(e.g. not allowing women to serve in public life), we agree with the basic 
principle that God has given men and women different and complementary 
roles. In fact, in the same section of the same work that the authors cite, 
Chrysostom writes the following about the distinct roles and responsibilities 
of men and women: “He did not give both spheres to one sex, lest the other 
seem inferior and superfluous.” In other words, Chrysostom is saying that 
God designed it so that men and women need and value one another as 
partners. This basic principle is central to complementarianism, and 
demonstrates that the position has historical, even patristic, warrant.  

The next reason the authors cite, and attribute to Chrysostom, for historical 
opposition to the ordination of women has to do with Chrysostom’s 
assertion that women are forbidden to teach because of the fall. Where 
might he have gotten such an idea? A look at the Chrysostom quote in wider 
context makes it clear:  

“Paul says, ‘Let the woman learn in silence, in all subjection’ [1 Timothy 2:11]. Do you 
see how he, too, submits the woman to the man? Hold on, and you will hear the 
reason. Why does Paul say, ‘in all subjection’? He asserts, ‘I do not permit a woman 
to teach a man’ [1 Timothy 2:12]. Why not? Because she taught Adam once and for 
all, and she taught him badly.”11  

10 John Chrysostom, How to Choose a Wife. 
11 John Chrysostom, Discourse 4 on Genesis. 
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Chrysostom later goes on to say: 

“So here it is evident that she is subjected to the man and that the subjection is 
because of sin. I want you to heed that verse, ‘Your inclination shall be for your 
husband and he shall rule over you.’”12 

Where did Chrysostom get the idea of male headship and the idea that 
women exercising teaching authority in the Church is forbidden? He clearly 
got those ideas from the Scriptures. We should group this argument with the 
other arguments from Scripture, as the fundamental historical reason for 
opposition to the ordination of women is that the Church has 
overwhelmingly, throughout history, believed that the Bible forbids the 
ordination of women.   

The third argument attributed to Chrysostom is a different matter. As the 
authors note, Chrysostom does suggest that women have a particular 
propensity to sin. Any suggestion that women are morally inferior to men 
ought to be vehemently rejected, not because we deem it unenlightened, and 
not because it is unsuitable for a post-industrial society, but because it is at 
odds with the Scriptures. Consequently, if this argument (including the 
argument that women are intellectually inferior to men) were the only 
argument against the ordination of women, then opposition to women’s 
ordination would be unwarranted. As we have already seen, from our brief 
survey of John Chrysostom, it is not the only historic argument against the 
ordination of women. In fact, the argument from tradition does not depend 
on the inferiority of women.  

When we consider these three claims, which the authors describe as 
providing the historical basis for prohibiting the ordination of women, we 
need to be careful not to conflate them, as the authors do. The first claim, 
that men and women have different roles, is a fundamental conviction of the 

12 Ibid. 
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complementarian position, and it demonstrates that the complementarian 
position is not fundamentally new. The second claim, that women should 
not be ordained due to the implications of the fall, is part of the larger 
argument that the Church has historically read the Bible as forbidding the 
ordination of women. It is striking that the authors imply that what is, 
essentially, an argument derived from Scripture is somehow a bad 
foundation for the Church’s tradition. The third claim, that women are 
inferior to men, is to be rejected, because it is without biblical warrant. 
Again, it is to be rejected because it is at odds with Scripture, but the 
traditional position does not fall apart if this objection is removed.  

That fact makes it particularly striking that, to support their position, the 
authors grant a disproportionate amount of time to the argument that 
women are inferior. It is even more notable that most of the sources that 
they cite as examples of their line of reasoning provide additional reasons for 
their opposition to the ordination of women.  

Epiphanius did say: “Women are unstable, prone to error, and mean-
spirited.”13 However, that is not all that he said that is pertinent to the 
ordination of women. Fundamentally, Epiphanius makes a sacramental 
argument, derived from his reading of Scripture. Starting with the Old 
Testament, where he draws a parallel between offering a sacrifice and 
presiding over the sacraments, he says: “Never at any time has a woman 
offered sacrifice to God—Eve herself, though she had fallen into 
transgression, still did not dare to undertake such a further impiety.”14 He 
goes on to list numerous Old Testament examples, and concludes this 
section with the following:  

“And why name the throngs of those who sacrificed to God in the Old Testament? 
We find Ahitub sacrificing, and the sons of Korah, and the Gershonites and the 
Merarites, to whom the levitical order was entrusted. And the house of Eli, and his 

13 Panarion, 79.1.6. 
14 Ibid., 79.2.3-4. 
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kinsmen after him in the household of Abimelech and Abiathar, Helkiah and Buzi, 
down to the high priest Joshua, and Ezra the priest, and the rest and nowhere did a 
woman offer sacrifice.”15 

Epiphanius then goes on to the New Testament: 

“If it were ordained by God that women should offer sacrifice or have any canonical 
function in the Church, Mary herself, if anyone, should have functioned as a priest 
in the New Testament… But it was not God’s pleasure [that she be a priest].”16   

He points out that: “She was not even entrusted with the administration of 
baptism—for Christ could have been baptized by her rather than by John.”17 
After citing the example of the apostles,  those who were called to administer 
the sacraments, and noting that they were all men, setting the pattern for 
their successors 18, Epiphanius draws this conclusion about the Church’s 
historic practice:  

“the ordinance of discipline and good order in the Church has been well protected 
with understanding, by the standard of our rule. For the same reason the word of 
God does not allow a woman ‘to speak’ in Church either, or ‘bear rule over a man.’ 
And there is a great deal that can be said about this.”19  

We should note three things about the arguments presented by Epiphanius. 
The first is that his position does not, ultimately, depend on the inferiority of 
women. The second is that his position does, ultimately, depend on his 
appeals to Holy Scripture. The third is that he is very concerned with the 
question of who may preside in the administration of the sacraments, and 
concludes that only men may preside, due to the examples he finds in 
Scripture. These points undermine the claims made by the authors about the 
historical reasons for opposition to the ordination of women.  

15 Ibid., 79.2.6. 
16 Ibid., 79.3.1. 
17 Ibid., 79.3.2. 
18 Ibid., 79.3.3-4. 
19 Ibid., 79.3.6. 
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Before moving on, we should note that these basic arguments also show up 
in the Apostolic Constitutions, dating from the fourth century. The biblical 
argument about headship and its relationship to teaching is particularly 
clear, here.  

“We do not permit our ‘women to teach in the Church,’ [1 Corinthians 14:34] but only 
to pray and hear those that teach; for our Master and Lord, Jesus Himself, when He 
sent us the twelve to make disciples of the people and of the nations, did nowhere 
send out women to preach, although He did not want such. For there were with us 
the mother of our Lord and His sisters; also Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother 
of James, and Martha and Mary the sisters of Lazarus; Salome, and certain others. 
For, had it been necessary for women to teach, He Himself had first commanded 
these also to instruct the people with us. For “if the head of the wife be the 
man,” [1 Corinthians 11:3] it is not reasonable that the rest of the body should govern 
the head.”20 

In the Apostolic Constitutions, we find the exact same kind of sacramental 
argument that we find in Epiphanius:  

“If baptism were to be administered by women, certainly our Lord would have 
been baptized by His own mother, and not by John; or when He sent us to baptize, 
He would have sent along with us women also for this purpose. But now He has 
nowhere, either by constitution or by writing, delivered to us any such thing.”21 

We see a number of themes, in the Apostolic Constitutions, which we should 
note: the belief that the biblical prohibition against women speaking in 
Church precludes women from preaching in the Church, the belief that the 
biblical example precludes women from sacramental presidency, and the 
principle of male headship (another early examples of one of the core tenets 
of the complementation approach to this question), all of which would 
preclude the ordination of women as presbyters. 

20 Apostolic Constitutions, III.1.VI. 
21 Ibid., III.1.IX. 
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Moving, on Albert the Great did say: 

“women are more mendacious and fragile, more diffident, more shameless, more 
deceptively eloquent, and, in brief, a woman is nothing but a devil fashioned into a 
human appearance.”22  

Thomas Aquinas did say: 

“For good order would have been wanting in the human family if some were not 
governed by others wiser than themselves. So by such a kind of subjection woman is 
naturally subject to man, because in man the discretion of reason predominates.”23 

When one checks the wider context of the quotes from Alfred and Aquinas, 
however, something quite interesting becomes apparent: These ideas are 
derived from extra-biblical philosophy.  

In wider context, Albert says: 

“A female is less suited for proper behavior than is a male. For a female's complexion 
is moister than a male's, but it belongs to a moist complexion to receive 
[impressions] easily but to retain them poorly. For moisture is easily mobile and this 
is why women are inconstant and always seeking after new things.”  

He goes on: “The sensible powers are weaker in a woman owing to the 
coldness of her complexion, since she has a poorer sense of touch and, as a 
result, a weaker intellect.”24 One sees, quickly, that this is an argument that 
is not derived from Scripture.  

Looking at the context of the Aquinas quote, we see, in the same Article: 

“As regards the individual nature, woman is defective and misbegotten, for the 
active force in the male seed tends to the production of a perfect likeness in the 

22 Albert the Great, Questions Concerning Aristotle’s on Animals XV, q. 11. 
23 Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, 1.92.1 
24 Albert the Great, Questions XV, q. 11. 
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masculine sex; while the production of woman comes from defect in the active force 
or from some material indisposition, or even from some external influence; such as 
that of a south wind, which is moist, as the Philosopher observes.”25  

Again, Aquinas did not get this idea from a biblical source. Although 
Aquinas did indicate that women cannot be ordained because the female sex 
cannot “signify eminence of degree,”26 that was not the only reason he gave 
for his opposition to the ordination of women. His argument literally hinges 
on the teaching of Holy Scripture on the topic. That is where he begins when 
he addresses potential arguments in favor of the ordination of women: “On 
the contrary, It is said (1 Tim. 2:12): ‘I suffer not a woman to teach (in the 
Church), nor to use authority over the man.’”27 His explanation of the 
reasons for that biblical prohibition may have been culturally influenced, 
and may have contained ideas that ought to be rejected, but that does not 
change the evident fact that Aquinas rejected the ordination of women, as 
others have throughout Church history, because he believed that it is 
prohibited by the Bible.   

Moving on to Hooker, it is worth noting that his explanation on the topic of 
the ordination of women is distinct from his general claims about the 
judgment and intellectual capabilities of women. Looking at his explanation 
for his opposition to the ordination of women, we must agree with the 
authors that Hooker does endorse the traditional reason for being opposed 
to the ordination of women: “To make women teachers in the house of God 
were a gross absurdity, seeing the Apostle hath said, ‘I permit not a woman 
to teach;’ and again ‘Let your women in Churches be silent.’”28 The trouble is, 
the  traditional reason Hooker cites is not the “traditional reason” the 
authors reference as fundamental throughout their paper. It is nothing short 
of striking that the authors, here, identify the plain teaching of the Bible as 
the traditional reason (undermining their arguments elsewhere), and treat 

25 Thomas Aquinas, ST, 1.92.1. 
26 Thomas Aquinas, Supplement to the Summa Theologiae, q. 39. 
27 Ibid. 
28 Richard Hooker, Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, Book 5, lxii.2. 
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that reason as something to be rejected. Whatever cultural influences may 
have influenced Hooker, he treats the Bible as his primary objection to the 
ordination of women.  

Now that we have a broader view of the traditional reasons for the Church’s 
historic opposition to the ordination of women, we can examine Drs. 
LeMarquand and Witt’s overarching claims, and see how those claims are 
unconvincing  

First, they claim that the historic reasons for opposition to the ordination of 
women depend on the presupposition of ontological inferiority. That is 
demonstrably untrue. The unifying reason, found in every source that we 
have examined, is the conviction that Holy Scripture forbids the ordination 
of women. This reason does not require the ontological inferiority of women, 
unless one concludes that Scripture teaches the inferiority of women (and it 
is our conviction that it does not).  

Next, Drs. LeMarquand and Witt claim that historically (presumably, before 
the Industrial Revolution), the restriction against the ordination of women 
applied to any activity in which women might have authority over men. 
Again, this claim is demonstrably untrue, as is clear from Aquinas. Aquinas, 
addressing the claim that the biblical example of Deborah is an argument in 
favor of the ordination of women, writes the following: “Debbora exercised 
authority in temporal, not in priestly matters, even as now woman may have 
temporal power.”29 Clearly, then, we find the principle in the authors’ own 
cited source that women may, in fact, hold temporal power, but that women 
are not to be ordained to the priesthood. Looking at another source the 
authors cite, Richard Hooker, it is plainly evident that Hooker lived during 
the reign of Queen Elizabeth I. In Hooker’s time, women were not absolutely 
prohibited from exercising even great authority over men.  

29 Thomas Aquinas, Supplement, q. 39. 
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As noted above, the distinction between the roles of men and women can be 
attributed to more than mere economic arrangements. As Chrysostom 
noted, that distinction is part of God’s design, that men and women might 
value and depend on one another.  

Let us now look at their third claim. Drs. LeMarquand and Witt claim that 
the historic opposition to the ordination of women was primarily rooted in 
issues of competence. Simply put, they have not demonstrated that to be the 
case. The sources they cite, taken in broader context, appear to be much 
more concerned with simple fidelity to the teaching of Scripture, and we see 
an additional concern that the apostles were all male, setting a precedent, in 
their view, for the prohibition against women preaching and presiding over 
the administration of the sacraments. Contrary to what the authors claim, 
we have seen a strong historic concern about sacramental presidency, as it 
pertains to the ordination of women. We see it, at length (as a central 
concern), in Epiphanius. Although the Apostolic Constitutions were not cited 
by the authors, we see the same concern there, along with the same 
arguments that we find in Epiphanius. We may not see an early concern 
about the priest’s ability to represent Christ, but the concern about 
sacramental presidency is early and strong. Simply put, Drs. LeMarquand 
and Witt are clearly wrong.  

We will not linger on the claims that the Industrial Revolution influenced 
contemporary acceptance of the equality of women in the Church. Such a 
claim would need to be demonstrated, in detail, and, while it might be 
interesting, it is simply not pertinent to our fundamental questions. 
Fundamentally, we are not concerned with whether or not the Industrial 
Revolution influenced the acceptance of the ontological equality of men and 
women. We are concerned with the question of whether or not the 
fundamental ontological equality of men and women is biblical, and whether 
or not the ordination of women is biblical. The authors appear to cite the 
influence of the Industrial Revolution, and the trajectory they trace from it, 
in order to justify their claim that historic positions on the ordination of 
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women are new, when they are, in fact, not new. They attempt to give the 
appearance that the novelty of their own position is relatively less striking 
than it actually is.  

We will now briefly examine the three positions that Drs. LeMarquand and 
Witt describe as new. The first position they describe is the position that, 
since the historic justification for prohibiting the ordination of women no 
longer holds (which they, mistakenly, identify as ontological inequality), it is 
allowable to ordain women. Inequality, as demonstrated above, was not the 
only reason for the prohibition against the ordination of women, so the only 
accurate portion of the description of this position, as given by the authors, 
is that ordaining women is a recent innovation. 

They then turn their attention to Protestant opposition to the ordination of 
women. The Protestant position does, indeed, focus on issues of authority 
and the exegesis of Scripture.  They note that Protestant complementarians 
affirm the intellectual and moral equality of men and women, which is 
accurate. They also note that Protestant complementarians believe that men 
and women have different “roles” to play in the Church. Although the 
authors do not mention it, complementarians also believe that the different 
“roles” extend to family life. Once home and family is factored in, their claim 
that complementarians believe that all “roles” are open to men, in contrast to 
all “roles” not being open to women falls apart. Men cannot be wives or 
mothers, just as women cannot be husbands or fathers.   

The authors assert that: 

“Protestant arguments appeal to biblical passages that seem to affirm (1) a 
hierarchical understanding of the relation between men and women; (2) forbid 
women to speak in Church; (3) forbid women to teach.”30  

30 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 8. 
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While their assertion is fairly accurate, it should be noted that these passages 
are the same passages as are cited in historical sources we have already 
examined. In other words, Protestant complementarians understand these 
passages in the way that they have traditionally and historically been 
understood.  

Drs. LeMarquand and Witt next turn their attention to the Catholic 
argument. They indicate that the key argument, for Catholic opposition to 
the ordination of women, is that the priest acts “in the person of Christ” 
when celebrating the Eucharist. It should be noted that it is misleading to 
characterize this argument as “the key argument” for Catholics. First, it is 
not the only argument that Catholics cite against the ordination of women 
(as the authors imply when they note the exegetical foundation for the 
Catholic position). In addition, it is questionable whether or not the “in 
persona Christi” argument is even treated as the most fundamental 
argument against the ordination of women in Catholic theology and 
practice. For example, it is interesting to note how the question is addressed 
in the Catechism of the Catholic Church:  

“Only a baptized man (vir) validly receives sacred ordination.’ The Lord Jesus chose 
men (viri) to form the college of the twelve apostles, and the apostles did the same 
when they chose collaborators to succeed them in their ministry. The college of 
bishops, with whom the priests are united in the priesthood, makes the college of the 
twelve an ever-present and ever-active reality until Christ's return. The Church 
recognizes herself to be bound by this choice made by the Lord himself. For this 
reason the ordination of women is not possible.”31  

If that idea sounds familiar, it is because we have already seen it in 
Epiphanius and in the Apostolic Constitutions. Note, also, this excerpt from 
Inter Insigniores, which the authors cite heavily in their treatment of the 
Catholic position:  

31 Catechism of the Catholic Church, 2nd ed., 1577. 
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“Jesus Christ did not call any women to become part of the Twelve. If he acted in 
this way, it was not in order to conform to the customs of his time, for his attitude 
towards women was quite different from that of his milieu, and he deliberately and 
courageously broke with it.”32  

Again, this basic argument is central to the Catholic position, and it is 
certainly not new.  

Contrary to the claims of the authors, not all three positions are new. The 
argument that women should be ordained is new. The Protestant argument, 
as the authors note, does depend on the traditional arguments about 
authority. Where Drs. LeMarquand and Witt get it wrong is in assuming that 
the Protestant position is “new” because it asserts the essential ontological 
equality of men and women. The claim that this conviction is a novel 
departure from the historic position on male headship is only true if we 
concede that the historic position in favor of male headship depends, 
fundamentally, on something other than the teaching of Scripture and that 
male headship depends on ontological inequality.  

The authors especially misrepresent the Catholic position in their attempt to 
characterize it as novel. First, they overstate the contrast with the Protestant 
position, insisting that Catholics are not concerned with the same matters of 
authority and teaching. We see an example to the contrary in Inter 
Insigniores. Concerning Paul’s “forbidding of women to speak in the 
assemblies (1 Cor 14:34-35; 1 Tim 2:12),” we read the following:  

“Paul in no way opposes the right, which he elsewhere recognises as possessed by 
women, to prophesy in the assembly (1 Cor 11:15); the prohibition solely concerns the 
official function of teaching in the Christian assembly. For Saint Paul this prescription 

32 Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, “Declaration Inter Insigniores: On the Question 
of Admission of Women to the Ministerial Priesthood”; 
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_19761015_int
er-insigniores_en.html; accessed March 27, 2019. 
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is bound up with the divine plan of creation (1 Cor 11:7; Gen 2:18-24): it would be 
difficult to see in it the expression of a cultural fact.”33 

The authors also overstate their case when they suggest that, while Catholics 
embrace the historic prohibition on the ordination of women, they discard 
the historic rationale. That only appears to be the case if we treat the “in 
persona Christi” argument as the only Catholic argument on the matter. It is 
clearly not the only argument, and is, arguably, not even the key Catholic 
argument. As noted in the paragraph above, Catholics share many of the 
same objections raised by Protestants on exegetical grounds. In addition, the 
Catholic position appears to prioritize the historical argument that Jesus 
only called men to exercise sacramental authority. This position has already 
been demonstrated to be an ancient one. It cannot be described as new.  

Finally, the claim that Protestants and Catholics oppose the ordination of 
women for contrary reasons is misleading. As we have already seen, some of 
the reasons Protestants and Catholics oppose the ordination of women 
overlap. It is true that Protestants prioritize issues of authority, but it is 
incorrect to claim that Protestants are unconcerned about sacramental 
theology and its implications. Confessional Protestants (to include Anglican 
evangelicals) believe the sacraments to be one of the marks of the Church (as 
indicated in the Articles of Religion), so questions of how the sacraments 
should be administered in a biblical manner are very important concerns for 
such Protestants. The authors also inaccurately characterize the Catholic 
position as being relatively unconcerned about authority and teaching. That 
is not the case, as already demonstrated in Inter Insigniores. In addition, if it 
were the case, a woman would be able to do everything that a man can do, 
short of celebrating the Eucharist, in Catholic practice.  Roman Catholic 
deacons are not able to celebrate the Eucharist, yet they, being ordained, 
must be men, as is clear from the Catechism of the Catholic Church, cited 
above.  

33 Ibid. 
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In addition, the Roman Catholic Code of Canon Law indicates that a “pastor” 
must be a priest.34 Furthermore, canon law is clear that, even in the absence 
of a priest in a parish, a priest must be appointed to direct the pastoral care 
of a parish without a pastor.35 When we consider that a priest must be a man, 
the conclusion we must draw is that only a man can supervise the pastoral 
care of a parish in Roman Catholic practice. The idea, presented by the 
authors, that the Roman Catholic position is concerned only with 
sacramental validity is incorrect. The same concerns about pastoral and 
teaching authority that we see in Protestant practice also shared in Roman 
Catholic practice.  
 
While there might be considerable difference between the points of 
emphasis in Protestant and Catholic arguments on the ordination of women, 
and some arguments that are not held in common, the most important 
argument of all is common to both: Women should not be ordained, because 
the Bible teaches that women should not be ordained. Both Protestants and 
Catholics hold to ideas that are far from new. In Anglican practice, the 
alliance between evangelicals and Anglo-Catholics, on this point, is hardly 
uneasy. The written Word of God is clear, and our common ground could 
not find a more solid foundation.  
 
2. Creation 
 
Drs. LeMarquand and Witt begin by correctly noting that God, in his 
essence, is neither male nor female and that “only a humanity which is both 
male and female can adequately image God in his world.”36 This is 
indisputably true, as is, at least in part, their understanding of Genesis 1:26-
27: 

                                                
34 Code of Canon Law, c. 521, §1; http://www.vatican.va/archive/cod-iuris-
canonici/eng/documents/cic_lib2-cann460-572_en.html - CHAPTER_VI; accessed March 27, 2019. 
35 Ibid., c. 517, §2. 
36 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 6.  
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“Then God said, ‘Let us make man in our image, after our likeness. And let them 
have dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the heavens and over 
the livestock and over all the earth and over every creeping thing that creeps on the 
earth.’ So God created man in his own image, in the image of God he created him; 
male and female he created them.”37 

From the fact that God created both male and female in his image and gave 
dominion to both, they rightly and necessarily conclude that there is no 
ontological inequality, no essentially lesser or greater human being. From 
the phrase in Genesis 1:26, “let them have dominion,” however, they go on to 
derive the necessity of egalitarian roles between men and women. Since God 
gives both man and woman dominion, they reason, the outworking of this 
dominion must be without hierarchical distinction. They write “...the text of 
Genesis is clear that authority to rule is not given to the man alone but to 
both the man and the woman, ‘let them have dominion.’ Women share with 
men the task of ruling creation.”38 

It is certainly true that the exercise of this dominion established by God in 
the garden is to be shared between the man and the woman. But the authors 
do not establish from the biblical text that the responsibilities within that 
shared task are or must be distributed in an egalitarian manner. The 
unstated assumption underlying their argument at this point is that 
ontological equality somehow precludes relational hierarchy. But this 
assumption has no biblical basis. When, in Romans 13 for example, the 
Apostle Paul commands Christians to obey those God appoints to rule and 
govern, does he imply that leaders are more human than those they lead; 
that rulers are ontologically superior to the ruled? Of course not. God 
establishes hierarchies within human communities, but there is nothing 
about these hierarchies that necessarily implies an inequality of being. But 
the assumption that ontological equality demands egalitarian relationships 

37 Genesis 1:26-27. All English biblical texts are taken from the English Standard Version. 
38 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 6. 
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between men and women becomes the interpretive lens through which the 
authors read not only Genesis 1-3, but scripture as a whole. 

At this point the traditionalist reader might respond to the authors with the 
following objection. Yes, Genesis 1 tells us that God made human beings in 
his image and gave them dominion. But Genesis 2 tells us how the “task of 
ruling creation” was divided between the man and the woman. The man was 
created first. He was given the command not to eat from the Tree of the 
Knowledge of Good and Evil. He named all of the animals. The woman was 
then created from the man as his helper. The order of creation, and the 
responsibilities conferred on Adam, both indicate a subordinate role for Eve. 

The authors, however, argue that Adam’s temporal priority and God 
subsequently creating the woman to be his “helper,” does not imply 
relational inequality. The Hebrew word “ezer”, often translated “helper,” 
does not necessarily imply an inferior social role. The word can be used for a 
subordinate but it is not always used that way. God, in fact, refers to himself 
as Israel’s helper. As always, context determines meaning.39 

For the authors, Genesis 1:26-27 provides a context that disallows 
hierarchical roles. “In this case the text does not imply unequal relationship - 
both are made in God’s image and together given authority to rule 
creation.”40 By assuming, incorrectly, from the beginning that ontological 
equality and joint authority must necessarily mean egalitarian roles they a 
priori rule out any other possible interpretation. 

It is, they go on, “misleading to speak of the woman being created second.”41 
They note that until the woman was created in Genesis 2:21-22, the Hebrew 
text uses the generic “ha’adama” (human) for the man. In 2:23, only after the 
man has been joined to his wife, does the word “is” (male human being) 

39 Ibid., p. 6. 
40 Ibid., p. 6. 
41 Ibid., p. 6. 
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appear. They conclude, “This does not mean that the first human being in 
Genesis was androgyne, but rather that sexuality does not exist except when 
men and women live in community with one another. Men exist as men and 
woman(sp) as women only as companions of one another. Neither can be 
complete without the other.”42 

This ignores the apostolic reading of Genesis 2. Paul writes in 1st Corinthians 
11:8-12 (bold added), “οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἀνὴρ ἐκγυναικὸς α ̓λλὰ γυνὴ ἐξ ἀνδρός· 
καὶ γὰρ οὐκ ἐκτίσθη ἀνὴρ διὰ τὴν γυναῖκα α ̓λλὰ γυνὴ διὰ τὸν ἀXνδρα· διὰ 
τοῦτο ὀφείλει η ̔ γυνὴ ἐξουσίανἐ�χειν ἐπὶ τη ͂ς κεφαλη ͂ς διὰ τοὺς α ̓γγέλους. πλὴν 
οὐ�τε γυνὴ χωρὶς α ̓νδρὸςοὐ�τε ἀνὴρ χωρὶς γυναικὸς ἐν κυρίω ͅ· ω ̔�σπερ γὰρ η ̔ 
γυνὴ ἐκ τοῦ α ̓νδρὸςοὑ�τως καὶ ὁ ἀνὴρ διὰ τῆς γυναικός, τὰ δὲ πάντα ἐκ τοῦ 
θεοῦ.”43 Throughout this text Paul, appealing to the fact that the man was 
made first and the woman was made from the man, describes Adam using 
terms exclusively reserved for the human male. Aνδρός and ἀνὴρ are not 
generic and cannot be used for human beings in general. Had Paul believed 
that “men exist as men and women as women only as companions to one 
another”44 then the argument of 1st Corinthians 11, based as it is on the male 
being created first and the woman from the man, falls apart. The woman was 
not made from the man since there was no man without the woman. 
Moreover, had Paul shared the authors’ convictions, he could have easily 
chosen to use “ἀ�νθρωπος” rather than ἀνὴρ or α ̓νδρός since α ̓�νθρωπος, 
though masculine, can, like the English word “man” (as opposed to “male”), 
be used generically for “human person”. 

The Septuagint’s (LXX) translation of Genesis 2 also indicates that Drs. 
LeMarquand and Witt have read too much into the use of “ha’adamah” as 

42 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 7. 
43 Nestle, Eberhard, et. al. “Novum Testamentum Graece”, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 28th 
edition, 2012. ESV: For man was not made from woman, but woman from man. Neither was man created 
for woman, but woman for man. That is why a wife ought to have a symbol of authority on her head, 
because of the angels. Nevertheless, in the Lord woman is not independent of man nor man of woman; for 
as woman was made from man, so man is now born of woman. And all things are from God. 
44 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 7. 
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opposed to “is” in the Hebrew text. The translators use ἀ�νθρωπος for Adam 
throughout Genesis 2, both before the creation of the woman and after. If 
the Jewish translators believed that Adam did not become a genuine male 
until after the woman was created, they could have used α ̓�νθρωπος from 
Genesis 2:7 to 2:22 and then switched to α ̓νὴρ or α ̓νδρός. That they use 
α ̓�νθρωπος throughout indicates that they do not use ἀ�νθρωπος in its generic 
sense and that they understood Adam to be male both before and after the 
woman appeared on the scene.45 
 
Finally, the authors turn to Adam’s song in Genesis 2:24, “The cry of 
recognition, ‘This at last is bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh also points 
to equality and companionship not to hierarchy or subordination.’”46 Here 
again the authors appeal to the false dichotomy between submission and 
equality, companionship and hierarchy. These, they suggest, cannot coexist 
in the same relationship. But scripture, not to mention common experience, 
knows nothing of this limitation. Take, for example, the deep platonic bond 
between David and Jonathan. Jonathan, though a prince, submitted himself 
to the future rule of David, whom he loved. David, though already anointed 
king, loved Jonathan and promised to do good to him and his family. There 
was in this relationship both hierarchy and equality, companionship and 
subordination. 
 
The false dichotomy between submission and equality is grounded in a 
category error, the failure to allow for a distinction between relational roles 
and ontology, that one can be both equal and submissive to, in loving 
relationship with and under the leadership of, the same person. If it is true 
that relational hierarchy is incompatible with ontological equality, then 
Jesus’ commands to submit to those who sit in Moses’ seat47 and to pay 

45 Compare LXX Genesis 2:7 to Genesis 2:24. 
46 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 7. 
47 Matthew 23:2. 
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taxes48, and the apostolic commands to submit to rulers49, masters50, 
husbands51, and parents52 in the New Testament all imply greater and lesser 
grades of humanity—that the child is somehow less human than her parents, 
that the slave is less human than the master53. This logic undermines all that 
scripture teaches about relationships with each other and with our Lord in 
light of his finished work of redemption. At the eschaton, we will be made 
like Jesus in his humanity, sinless and imperishable. There will be 
ontological equality with him in his humanity and yet we will humbly bow to 
him not only as our God, but also as our truly human King. The Church will 
eagerly and lovingly submit, as a bride to her husband, to the second Adam 
who redeemed us. 
 
The last sentence of their Creation discussion reads, ‘There is no hint [in 
Genesis 2] of hierarchy or subordination of any kind or any suggestion that 
the man is to command or be in charge of the woman or she to obey him.”54 
This is an interesting claim, especially as various scholarly expositors have 
found many such “hints.”55 God created Adam first. He gives Adam the 
command not to eat from the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of Good and 
Evil, a command he does not repeat for Eve.  Adam names the animals. Eve 
is created from Adam’s flesh. After the Fall, God calls to the man first for an 
explanation.56 All these are, at the very least, hints at some kind of role 
distinction, hints that Adam bore responsibilities that did not fall on Eve’s 

48 Mark 12:17. 
49 Romans 13:1, Titus 3:1, and 1 Peter 2:13. 
50 Ephesians 6:5 and 1 Peter 2:18 e.g.. 
51 Colossians 3:18 and 1 Peter 3:1. 
52 Ephesians 6:1 and Colossians 3:20. 
53 Of course the mode of submission in each of these relationships differs depending on the relational 
context. The child is not the slave. The wife is neither a child nor a slave (see further discussion below 
under the heading, “Resembling Christ”).  
54 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 7. 
55 See for example: Schreiner, Thomas R. “Women in Ministry: Another Complementarian 
Perspective,” published in “Two Views on Women in Ministry” ed. James R. Beck, revised, 
Counterpoints (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2005), pp. 289-97. See also Grudem, Wayne. “Evangelical 
Feminism and Biblical Truth: An Analysis of More Than 100 Disputed Questions”, Sisters, OR: 
Multnomah Press, 2004, pp. 30-42. 
56 Genesis 3:9. 
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shoulders. As we will see later in this response, the apostolic (and therefore 
authoritative) interpretation of Genesis 2 is that, while ontologically equal, 
God’s prior creation of Adam did give him a role of responsibility and 
authority. Paul makes this point explicitly in 1 Cor 11:3-12 (see below) and by 
implication in Romans 5:12-21 and 1 Corinthians 15:21-22 where he makes 
Adam and his sin the counterpart to Christ and his obedience. Why doesn’t 
Paul mention Eve as an equal participant in the fall? The woman was 
tempted and succumbed before Adam. Why does Paul make Adam 
responsible for sin and death rather than his wife?  Most likely because God 
gave Adam the command not to eat of the fruit before he made the woman 
from his side. It was his responsibility to teach her the command and help 
her to keep it. He failed to do this, with devastating results for himself and 
for her. When, therefore, God came for them after they had hid themselves, 
he calls Adam to account first.57 
 
In fact, the leadership of the male, from Genesis 2 onward, and his 
responsibility for the care and protection of those under his charge, wife and 
family58, drives much of the narrative of the Old Testament both negatively59 
and positively60. God, moreover, in several places, sets himself in the role of 
the husband and refers to Israel as his bride61, hardly an egalitarian 
arrangement and certainly not one that flows from the curse. 
 
The relational hierarchy between male and female, established in creation, is 
crucial for the theology of redemption in the New Testament. The Apostle 
Paul, turning back to Genesis 2:24 and bringing those texts in which God 
calls himself husband and his people his bride to the fore, reveals that the 
relationship between husband and wife refers to or is “about” Christ and his 

57 For more detail see Moo, Douglas. “What Does It Mean Not to Teach or Have Authority Over Men?”, 
published in “Recovering Biblical Manhood & Womanhood: A Response to Evangelical Feminism,” ed. 
John Piper and Wayne Grudem. Wheaton, IL: Crossway Publishers. 1991. 
58 Recognized in Numbers 30:3-15. 
59 Joshua 7:10-26. 
60 Joshua 24:15. 
61 For example: Isaiah 54:5, Ezekiel 16:8-14, and Hosea 2:7. 
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Church in Ephesians 5:31-32, “‘Therefore a man shall leave his father and 
mother and hold fast to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh.’ This 
mystery is profound, and I am saying that it refers to Christ and the 
Church.”62 
  
It is not merely that marriage is analogous to the relationship between Christ 
and his Church. Marriage is about Christ and his Church. God created 
marriage in the beginning to tell the story of Jesus’ self-sacrificial love for his 
Church and his Church’s trust in and submission to Jesus. Paul, in Ephesians 
5:22-33, sets the husband into the role of Christ, the second Adam, doing for 
his bride what the first Adam failed to do, and he sets the wife in the role of 
the restored and faithful Eve, the Church. Given the apostolic interpretation 
of Genesis 2, it is impossible to understand Genesis 2 in egalitarian terms. 
The Church and Christ necessarily relate in hierarchical, yet complementary, 
companionable, and mutually sacrificial ways. And yet, while Christ dies for 
his Church and gives himself over for her, he does not submit to her as she 
does to him. That marriage refers to Christ and his Church means, 
necessarily, that marriage and, indeed, the relationship between men and 
women in the context of the people of God, is not and has never been 
egalitarian.   
 
3. The Fall 
 
There is a very brief discussion of the Fall beginning on page 7, but it is an 
important one. Here Drs. LeMarquand and Witt argue that hierarchical 
relationships between men and women are the direct result of the curse. 
Referring to the fall and curse narrative in Genesis 3, they write: 

62 There are, of course, many other images God uses in the Old Testament to describe his relationship 
to his people in addition to Husband and Bride: Shepherd and Flock, Father and Son, Kinsman 
Redeemer and Debt Slave, and many others. But what makes the Husband and Bride imagery unique 
is that God made us male and female and instituted marriage expressly to reflect and depict his 
intimate covenant love for us as Husband and our trust in him as Bride. God made Adam’s bride out of 
his own flesh. She is both his Body and his Bride. This first marriage (indeed marriage itself) is then 
about Gospel. Marriage is the story of Christ and his Church proclaimed by God in every one flesh 
union.  
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“Among the many implications of this story is that relations between the genders are 
damaged. Part of the curse involves an unbalanced hierarchy. The woman is told, 
‘your desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule over you.”63 The hierarchy of 
genders which is so ingrained in most cultures of the world is not a part of the 
created order, but a part of the fallen state.”64 

 
It is true that the curse created an “unbalanced” hierarchy. But this does not 
mean there was no good and ordered hierarchy prior to the curse. The sort 
of rule that characterizes the fallen husband’s dominance over his wife is 
part of the curse. Any kind of brutal domineering leadership is a distortion of 
the edenic relationship between man and woman. But that male leadership 
came to be characterized by selfish domination as a result of the curse does 
not mean that there was no godly male leadership before the fall. Nor does it 
mean that there can be no such godly leadership within the context of the 
New Creation. Ephesian 5:24-33 describes a redeemed husband, who, like 
Christ, gives himself over to death every day for his wife rather than 
sacrificing her joy and freedom for his. The Christian husband is the good 
shepherd who lays down his life, not the hireling who rules for his own sake. 
 
Both Peter65 and Paul66, moreover, command Christian wives to submit to 
their husbands. Do the apostles bind the Christian conscience to the cursed 
order, commanding new creations to submit again to the fallen condition? 
Are the apostles of Christ simply unaware, unlike Drs. LeMarquand and 
Witt, that gender hierarchy has no part in the created order which Christ 
came to restore? Are the words of the apostles merely human words? Or do 
the apostles speak with Christ’s authority and thus bind the conscience? 
Which is more likely, that the apostles appointed by Christ, through whom 
Jesus promises to teach67 are blinded by their cultural prejudices so that the 

63 Genesis 3:16. 
64 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 7. 
65 1 Peter 3:1. 
66 Ephesians 5:22 and Colossians 3:18. 
67 John 16:12-15. 
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truth is obscured by their words, or that Drs. LeMarquand and Witt have 
been so influenced by late 20th and early 21st century notions of gender 
equality that they cannot help but read these notions into the text? To assert 
that gender hierarchy is “not a part of the created order, but a part of the 
fallen state” is to force just such a choice upon us. 
 
3. Israel 
 
The authors point out that Israel, though chosen and set apart, was a sinful 
nation that fell short of the glory of God. This sinfulness was manifest in the 
cruel and unjust ways that men treated their wives and concubines, widows, 
and women in general. This cruelty the law forbade and the prophets 
decried. The authors write: “In the midst of this situation, laws were given 
which protect women, especially widows, from the power of men. The laws 
of Israel are, in part, a revelation of God’s compassionate and merciful 
character.”68 This is manifestly true. 
 
The authors go on to note that,  
 

“not all leaders in Israel are men. Women fulfill a multiplicity of leadership roles in 
the Old Testament narratives. Worship leaders (like Miriam), prophets (like the 
woman of Tekoa), judges (like Deborah), faithful pray-ers (like Hannah), 
administrators (see Proverbs 31) are found throughout the Old Testament.”69  

 
This claim is true up to a certain point.  
 
Mariam certainly led the women in song and yes, worship, after God 
drowned the charioteers of Pharaoh in the Red Sea, but it’s not clear that 
Mariam was a “worship leader,” a contemporary title/role that has little (if 
any) overlap with Mariam’s role in the exodus community in particular nor 
ancient near eastern culture in general. Hannah was a faithful “pray-er,” but 

68 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 7. 
69 Ibid., p. 8. 
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does that make her a leader? Overall, however, they are right that women 
played prominent roles in the life of Israel. God raised up a woman judge, 
Deborah, and he sent a number of women prophets.70 He used the ingenuity 
and courage of women to save men from their own foolishness on several 
occasions.71 But the underlying purpose of this section seems to be to provide 
precedent for women priests in the New Covenant era. Women led and 
prophesied and served in all kinds of leadership roles under the Old 
Covenant, why then, Drs. LeMarquand and Witt implicitly ask, should they 
be restricted under the New?   
 
The fly in this ointment is the all-male Aaronic priesthood. God reserved for 
men the special sacramental and teaching office of the Old Covenant 
Church.72 How does one explain this inequality if gender hierarchy is part of 
the fallen state? The authors answer that question in this way: 
 

“There are, of course, no women priests in the Old Testament. We must keep in 
mind, however, that in the Old Testament period there were no priests who were 
gentiles, or disabled, or not from the tribe of Levi. Also significant are the Old 
Testament purity laws, which would have prohibited women from performing 
priestly functions for several days at least once a month, and for a significant period 
after child-birth. Many Old Testament temple functions were also periodically 
scheduled, and women could not be depended upon to be ritually pure on each 
occasion the function needed to be performed.”73 

 
Had Almighty God desired to have women serve as priests, he could easily 
have instituted a sacrificial system upon ceremonial grounds which allowed 
for it. That God explicitly called men to the priesthood and not women and 

70 Jewish tradition recognizes seven women prophets: Sarah, Miriam, Deborah, Hannah, Abigail, and 
Esther: “The Gemara asks with regard to the prophetesses recorded in the baraita: Who were the seven 
prophetesses? The Gemara answers: Sarah, Miriam, Deborah, Hannah, Abigail, Huldah, and Esther…” 
(Talmud, Megillah, 14a). 
71 1 Samuel 25:1-35, Genesis 38, and Exodus 4:24-26. 
72 Exodus 28 and Leviticus 10:10-11. 
73 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 8. 
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that the ceremonial requirements for the priesthood prevented women from 
participation is not merely incidental. 
 
Their reading of the restriction ignores the Christological point of the 
priesthood and the sacrificial system. The author of Hebrews writes: 
 

“These preparations having thus been made, the priests go regularly into the first 
section, performing their ritual duties, but into the second only the high priest goes, 
and he but once a year, and not without taking blood, which he offers for himself 
and for the unintentional sins of the people. By this the Holy Spirit indicates that the 
way into the holy places is not yet opened as long as the first section is still 
standing...But when Christ appeared as a high priest of the good things that have 
come, then through the greater and more perfect tent (not made with hands, that is, 
not of this creation) he entered once for all into the holy places, not by means of the 
blood of goats and calves but by means of his own blood, thus securing an eternal 
redemption.”74 

 
The Old Covenant priesthood was given as a type and shadow pointing 
forward to the Great High Priest to come. The Old Covenant priest related to 
Israel as Christ relates to his Church, interceding and offering blood on her 
behalf. God gave the Old Covenant priesthood to men because he would 
become incarnate as a man to become both Priest and Victim for his Bride. 
The Old Covenant all male priesthood was not merely a matter of pragmatic 
concerns over blood and impurity. Do away with the Old Covenant male 
priesthood and you do away with the portrait of the Divine husband and his 
Bride, the very portrait to which Paul appeals in Ephesians 5. 
 
When we turn to the New Testament we find that Jesus has fulfilled the type 
and shadow of both priest and victim. He has, as the Great High Priest, 
offered himself as Victim without blemish. His sacrifice, once offered, was a 
full, perfect, and sufficient sacrifice, oblation, and satisfaction for the sins of 
the whole world. The sacerdotal function of the Old Covenant priesthood is 
no more. There is, in the New Testament, no New Covenant sacerdotal 

74 Hebrews 9:6-9, 11-12. 
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office. There is, however, a New Covenant teaching office, the office of 
presbyter. And it is to that office that Drs. LeMarquand and Witt now turn.    
 
5. The Ministry of Jesus 
 
Drs. LeMarquand and Witt begin this section by correctly noting that 
women play a critical role in the incarnation, ministry, crucifixion, and 
resurrection narratives. The Virgin Mary and her cousin Elizabeth both 
further God’s redemptive plan. Mary becomes the mother of God in human 
flesh. Elizabeth gives birth to his forerunner John, whose preaching and 
baptism prepare the way for his coming. Together they bear theologically 
elegant testimony to the grace and power of God’s salvific plan. Elizabeth is 
the first human person to announce the coming of the Lord and the women 
at the tomb are the first to see and proclaim Jesus’ resurrection. Jesus does 
indeed elevate women and treat them as ontological equals, because they 
are. He invites them to be equally involved in learning and invites them to 
speak with him in ways that their own culture (not scripture) discourages 
and even forbids. The authors write: 
 

“The work of witness and proclamation by Mary and the other witnesses of Jesus’ 
ministry, death, burial and resurrection is apostolic work, apostolic work which 
continues past the first post-resurrection days into the post-Pentecost period.”75 

 
It is important here to distinguish between “apostolic” and the “Apostles”. 
The word “apostle” means roughly “one who is sent.” In this sense, every 
Christian is an apostle and engages in apostolic work. We are all sent by 
Jesus into the world to proclaim the Gospel. But the apostolic office to which 
Jesus called the 12 and then later Paul, is a unique and exclusive office.76 

75 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 8.  
76 As Richard Bauckham notes, “The significance of the group [the 12] is undoubtedly related to the 
ideal constitution of Israel as comprising twelve tribes and the Jewish hopes for the restoration of all 
twelve tribes in the messianic age. The Twelve appointed by Jesus, though they could not have been 
literally each a member of a different tribe (they contained two pairs of brothers), may nevertheless 
have corresponded symbolically to the twelve princes of the tribes of Israel in the wilderness (Num 1:4-
16). Israel in its beginnings in the wilderness was taken as prototypical for the restored Israel of the 
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Peter gives two qualifications for that office in Acts 1. One must have been 
with Jesus from the beginning of his ministry77 and 2. be a witness of his 
resurrection78. We might also add a third qualification, given Paul’s 
conversion on the road to Damascus, Jesus must appoint you to the office.79 
While Paul lacked the first criterion, he did not lack the last two. Lacking the 
first, he refers to himself as one “abnormally born” in 1 Corinthians 15:8. It is 
clear, given these criteria, that there are no more “Apostles” today since no 
one in our day could possibly meet these criteria. But then and now there 
remains “apostolic” work to do. On occasion in the New Testament (and 
today) those who do apostolic work but who do not hold the office of apostle 
are sometimes called “apostles” but it is important not to confuse those 
people with the Apostles of Christ. In this case, Drs. LeMarquand and Witt 
use the word correctly. Mary and the women were indeed engaged in 
apostolic work. But they did not hold the office of apostle. 
 
They go on to write,  
 

“The significance of these female disciples of Jesus is often missed or glossed over. 
They were with Jesus throughout his three years of ministry, they heard his teaching, 
witnessed his mighty acts and were full participants in the mission work which Jesus 

messianic age. Jesus’ appointment of the Twelve symbolized the claim that in his own ministry this 
messianic restoration of Israel had already begun in nucleus. The appointment of the Twelve 
constituted, as several scholars have argued, a prophetic sign of what God was doing in Jesus’ ministry. 
This status of the Twelve in relation to the renewed people of God explains their authoritative status in 
the early Church. But it is also for our purposes crucial to note that the Twelve were disciples of Jesus 
the teacher, appointed in the first place to be ‘with him’ (Mark 3:14) and to learn from both his 
teaching and his company, and thereby qualified for the mission of continuing his mission. They were 
not the only disciples to travel with Jesus — for example, there were also the women (Luke 8:1-3) — 
but they were evidently his constant close companions. It is not difficult to imagine that their role in 
the earliest Christian community would include that of authoritative transmitters of the sayings of 
Jesus and authoritative eyewitnesses of the events of Jesus’ history. If any group in the earliest 
community was responsible for some kind of formulation and authorization of a body of Jesus 
traditions, the Twelve are much the most obviously likely to have been that group.” Bauckham, 
Richard. “Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony,” Eerdmans Publishing Co 
- Kindle Edition. Chapter 5, Location 1460. 
77 Acts 1:21-22. 
78 Acts 1:22. 
79 See Acts 9 for Paul’s conversion. Arguably, this third qualification is implicit in Acts 1:24-25.  
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sent his disciples to do. All four of the gospel writers are careful to mention the 
presence of the women at these events.”80  

 
It is no longer as true, as it may have been several generations ago, that the 
significance of Jesus’ female disciples is “often missed or glossed over.” There 
is, thankfully, an abundance said and written about them.  
 
The authors, however, may exaggerate the role of women disciples when 
they claim that women were “full participants in the mission work which 
Jesus sent his disciples to do.” The two great examples of “mission work” 
during Jesus’ ministry were the sending of the 12 and the sending of the 72. 
The mission of the 12 was an all-male mission. The mission of the 72 may 
have involved women but there is no evidence that it did and sending 
women out two by two or one woman in the company of a man (unless, 
perhaps, the couple were married or related by blood), given dominant 
cultural norms, would not have been permissible. Women were not “full 
participants” in the mission work that Jesus sent his disciples to do. There 
was at least one mission that was exclusively male and most likely two. 
Nevertheless, Jesus did, in an informal sense, “send” the Samaritan woman at 
the well back to her village to invite her neighbors to “see a man who told 
me all I ever did...”81 And after he rose from the dead, he told his female 
disciples to bear witness to the 12 about his resurrection. That Jesus involved 
women as his messengers was, as the authors note, highly significant and it 
shows that Jesus expected and expects women to be actively involved as 
equals in building the Church from within and full participants in the great 
commission, proclaiming the Gospel to the nations of the world. 
 
They continue,  
 

“The significance of these women disciples is well-illustrated in the story of Jesus in 
the home of Mary and Martha of Bethany where Mary ‘sat at the Lord’s feet’ (Luke 

80 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, pp. 8-9. 
81 John 4:29. 
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10:39). The phrase ‘sitting at the feet’ is code language for the behavior of a disciple 
who is learning from a Rabbi. The same phrase is used of Paul who ‘sat at the feet of 
Gamaliel’ (Acts 22:5).” Far from being the archetype of a submissive woman, Mary of 
Bethany is training as a disciple of a Rabbi to become a Rabbi herself. (To be a 
disciple is to take on an apprenticeship to be a Rabbi; one does not become a 
disciple merely for one’s own personal spiritual benefit.)”82 

 
It was indeed remarkable in that day and time that Jesus praised Mary for 
sitting at his feet and refused to send her to the kitchen to help Martha. This 
does indicate that Jesus considered Mary to be a genuine disciple. It does 
not, however, mean that “Mary of Bethany is training as a disciple of a Rabbi 
to become a Rabbi herself.”  It is perhaps true that, typically, disciples of 
rabbis were training to become rabbis themselves. But one should never lose 
sight of the fact that Jesus was well aware that he was building something 
new. He was not a typical rabbi training typical future rabbis. He was 
instituting his Church, building up his own Body, not a rabbinical school to 
churn out teachers.  Not all of Jesus’ 120 disciples in Jerusalem on Pentecost, 
nor the 500 in Galilee, nor all those who afterwards received the Gospel from 
the apostles and became disciples of Jesus, went on to become teachers. Not 
all of them had the gifts associated with the office. The same Lord who 
commended Mary’s learning also inspired the Apostle Paul in 1st Corinthians 
12 to write: 
 

“And God has appointed in the Church first apostles, second prophets, third 
teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healing, helping, administrating, and various 
kinds of tongues. Are all apostles? Are all prophets? Are all teachers? Do all work 
miracles? Do all possess gifts of healing? Do all speak with tongues? Do all interpret? 
But earnestly desire the higher gifts.”83 

 
To become a disciple in the Church, to be taught by Christ, does not 
necessarily mean one will take on the role of teacher. There are a variety of 
gifts and not all are called to teach. It is also true that one does not train as a 

82 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 9. 
83 1 Corinthians 12:28-31. 
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disciple “merely for one’s own personal spiritual benefit”84. But to suggest 
that the only real or possible benefit to others of one’s discipleship is that 
one might become a rabbi or teacher, represents a truncated view of the 
wonderful variety, efficacy, and scope of spiritual gifts which Christ, through 
the Holy Spirit, distributes to his people according to his will. 
 
6. The Early Church 
 
Drs. LeMarquand and Witt begin this section by focusing on the prominent 
roles women played during the apostolic age. In particular they highlight 
Phoebe, Priscilla, and Junia, all three named and commended by Paul in 
Romans 16. 
 
There is no question that women played prominent roles in the early Church 
and they indisputably possessed influence and authority. But this fact does 
not add any relevant data to the contemporary debate regarding women in 
holy orders. Those who believe that women cannot occupy the office of 
presbyter do not argue that women have no authority, influence, power, role 
and/or voice in the Church. To establish that women played key roles and 
held power and influence in the apostolic era does not establish that they 
were presbyters during that time or that they ought to be presbyters now. 
 
The authors write:  
 

“Phoebe, is described as a deacon (v. 1) of the Church of Cenchreae. It is difficult to 
assess exactly what the function of deacons was at this stage in the Church’s history, 
but at least two of them, Stephen and Philip, have significant preaching ministries. 
As well as being a “deacon” Phoebe is also described as a ‘benefactor’ (v. 2: prostatis). 
The RSV has the very weak translation of ‘helper’ at this point. A benefactor, rather, 
is one who provides the material needs for a person or organization. Phoebe is the 
‘patron’ (or, rather, ‘matron’) of her Church in the suburbs of Corinth. As such it 
would have been expected for her to preside at the community meal, which for 

84 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 9. 
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Christians was the Eucharist. Certainly, other benefactors in the Greco Roman 
world, who hosted organizations in their homes, would have been expected to host 
the meal.”85 

 
Phoebe is certainly described as a deacon, but there is debate as to whether 
she is described as occupying an ecclesial office or whether Paul is 
commending her in more generic fashion as a minister/servant. The word, 
“διάκονος,” could refer, in the context of Romans 16, to her function or to her 
office. Either way, while the debate has much to do with the question of 
women in the diaconate, it has little bearing on the question of women in 
the presbyterate. That she is identified as a benefactor of the Church and 
thus wields influence and authority is an interesting and probably true point 
that, once again, underscores the fact that Jesus and his Apostles viewed 
women as fully human and equal partners in ministry with men. It doesn’t, 
however, necessarily follow that she “presided” over the eucharist. The 
eucharist was and is not a regular meal and we should not simply assume 
that the celebration of the eucharist was determined by first century 
household norms. Justin Martyr, in his First Apology, written around 150AD, 
describes a second century eucharistic celebration: 
 

“On Sunday we have a common assembly of all our members, whether they live in 
the city or the outlying districts. The recollections of the apostles or the writings of 
the prophets are read, as long as there is time. When the reader has finished, the 
president of the assembly speaks to us; he urges everyone to imitate the examples of 
virtue we have heard in the readings. Then we all stand up together and pray. On 
the conclusion of our prayer, bread and wine and water are brought forward. The 
president offers prayers and gives thanks to the best of his ability, and the people 
give assent by saying, ‘Amen.’ The eucharist is distributed, everyone present 
communicates, and the deacons take it to those who are absent.”86 

 
Notice that the “president of the assembly” is distinguished from the 
deacons. The title, “president of the assembly” seems to refer to an ecclesial 

85 Ibid. 
86 Martyr, Justin. “First Apology”, 150AD(?), chapter 67.  
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office, probably overseer/elder, rather than to the owner of the home where 
the Church meets or to the ‘benefactor’ of the congregation. He is not 
described as the president of the “household” or patron or benefactor, but as 
the “president of the assembly.” He holds an office in relationship to the 
congregation, as its leader not necessarily its financial supporter. The 
“president of the assembly” officiates at the Communion Table. The deacons 
- the office some argue that Phoebe occupied - do not officiate but distribute 
to the absent. Household norms were as strong in 150AD as they were in 
50AD. These norms, as Justin Martyr illustrates, did not dictate Christian 
practice in the second century. Should we assume they governed during the 
apostolic era? While Phoebe hosted a Corinthian congregation in her home, 
it does not necessarily follow that she officiated the Communion feast. 
 
That being said, the authors might have added more to bolster their point. 
The text (16:1) suggests that Paul sent Phoebe with his letter to the Roman 
Church. This is why he “commends” her to them. This is significant because 
customarily the one sent to deliver such letters would also read them aloud 
publicly to the Church and would be expected to answer any questions or 
explain any difficulties.87 One might suggest here that women reading 
scripture and even teaching publicly may be in view. But even that would not 
do much for the argument regarding women presbyters. God has given many 
women influence and authority in various fields and endeavors, including 
the field of biblical knowledge and exposition. There are wonderful women 
teachers in the Church who God has equipped to carefully exposit and 
explain the bible. But this does not mean that women were then or must 
now be ordained to the priesthood which is an office established by Christ 
through his Apostles and which must, therefore, be governed by the 

                                                
87 As J. David Miller, admittedly a hostile source, quoting M. Luther Stirewalt, writes, “Separated from 
the people, confronted by the necessary temporal delays, Paul depended on a third party to complete 
and update communications and to return messages from the correspondents—to expand and 
interpret his written word, and to translate his thought and intention when the messages were 
presented orally before an assembly.” Miller, David J. “What Can We Say About Pheobe?”, Priscilla 
Papers, Vol. 25, No. 2, Spring 2011. p. 18. 
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standards revealed in the New Testament. While a presbyter must indeed be 
able to teach, the standards, as we shall see, are not merely functional.  
 
Drs. LeMarquand and Witt move on next to Priscilla,  
 

“The next people named are Prisca (or Priscilla) and Aquila, also known to us from 
the book of Acts. Significantly Prisca is named first, as she is three out of the four 
times they are mentioned in Acts. This may be because she had the more significant 
ministry. The two are known to us as the teachers of the already eloquent Apollos 
(Acts 18:26).”88 

 
Priscilla, together with her husband, it is true, instructed Apollos in private. 
They “took him aside.”89 There are, again, many women who possess great 
theological and doctrinal knowledge and who can help instruct the Church, 
and men in the Church, in various ways. Priscilla’s ministry, moreover, may 
have been more effective and significant than her husband’s. Many women 
are gifted in ways and to degrees that many men are not. That is not in 
question. What is in question is whether the office of presbyter, as it is 
established and described in scripture, is open to women. That women, even 
women named in scripture, may skillfully accomplish the tasks scripture 
assigns to the presbyter, does not mean that women must occupy the office 
of presbyter. The Church, once more, is not organized according to function, 
“whatever works,” but by the will of Christ and Christ does not always 
choose the fastest horse, the strongest arm, or the most eloquent tongue.  
 
The authors turn, briefly to Junia, mentioned in Romans 16:7,  
 

“Without going into a thorough exegesis of this often poorly translated text, we 
argue that this verse mentions Junia (a woman) as an apostle, and not merely an 
apostle, but one ‘outstanding among the apostles.’”90 

 

                                                
88 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 9. 
89 Acts 18:26. 
90 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 9. 
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Junia has been the subject of a wide-ranging debate. The Greek of Romans 
16:7 is somewhat ambiguous: “Ἀσπάσασθε Ἀνδρόνικον καὶ Ι ̓ουνίαν τοὺς 
συγγενεῖς μου καὶσυναιχμαλώτους μου, οἱ�τινές εἰσιν ἐπίσημοι ἐν τοῖς 
ἀποστόλοις, οὶ̔ καὶπρὸ ἐμοῦ γέγοναν ἐν χριστω ͂ͅ.”91 The word “ἐπίσημοι” can 
be translated as outstanding, well known, famous, or infamous depending on 
the context. Matthew uses the same word for Barabas in 27:16 where it is 
rendered “notorious” by the ESV. Well known, to be sure, but not in a good 
way. One important question is whether ἐπίσημοι is being used 
comparatively, as in: “Among all the other reindeer Rudolf, by comparison, 
was outstanding.” Or whether it is being used in the elative sense sense: 
“Rudolf the reindeer was well known to the children.” Is Junia an apostle 
being compared to apostles or is she well known to the apostles but not 
herself an apostle? The debate boils down to the preposition “ἐν” which the 
authors (and many others) translate “among.” This would be consistent with 
the comparative use of ἐπίσημος (though, as we’ll see, it isn’t necessarily 
inconsistent with the elative use). But “ἐν” can also be translated “to/by” 
which fits with the elative view but is inconsistent with the comparative. 
Daniel B. Wallace, surveying both LXX and extra-biblical resources notes 
that when,  
 

“a comparative notion is seen, that to which ἐπίσημος is compared is frequently, if 
not usually, put in the genitive case. For example, in 3 Macc 6:1 we read Ελεαζαρος 
δέ τις ἀνὴρ ἐπίσημος τῶν ἀπὸ τής χώρας ἱερέων(‘Eleazar, a man prominent among 
the priests of the country’)” But “τοῖς ἀποστόλοις” in Romans 16:7 is plural, personal, 
and in the dative case. And, Wallace points out, when “an elative notion is found, ἐν 
plus a personal plural dative is not uncommon. In Ps Sol 2:6, where the Jewish 
captives are in view, the writer indicates that “they were a spectacle among the 
gentiles” (ἐπισήμῳ ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν). This construction comes as close to Rom 16:7 as 
any I have yet seen.”92  

 

                                                
91 Nestle, Eberhard, et. al. “Novum Testamentum Graece”, 28th edition, 2012. ESV: Greet Andronicus 
and Junia, my kinsmen and my fellow prisoners. They are well known to the apostles, and they were in 
Christ before me. 
92 Wallace, Daniel B. “Junia Among the Apostles: The Double Identification Problem in Romans 16:7”. 
Bible.org. June 24, 2004. 
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Wallace’s research would support the ESV’s translation which reads, “...well 
known to the apostles...” 
 
The argument continues, but supposing Drs. LeMarquand and Witt’s 
translation is granted, Douglas Moo in his Romans commentary points out 
that even if ἐν is translated “among” that does not necessarily identify Junia 
as occupying the office of Apostle.93 The sense still could be elative, as in: 
“Among the children, Rudolf the reindeer was well known.” Whichever 
translation proves correct, Romans 16:7 is a thin reed. Junia and Andronicus 
may have been counted among those engaged in apostolic mission work and 
they may have been notable among them. But the Apostles of Christ, as 
noted above, were a well known set of men appointed directly by Jesus, who 
were witnesses of his resurrection and who, with the exception of Paul, were 
with him from the beginning of his ministry. Neither Junia nor Andronicus 
fit that bill. At best, Junia is well known among those who are sent out by the 
Church for missionary work or delivering apostolic (proper) messages as an 
apostle of the Church, but not among the Apostles appointed by Jesus Christ.  
 
Drs. LeMarquand and Witt then move forward to suggest that the New 
Testament never names a single man as holding the office of presbyter:  
 

“It is sometimes argued against the notion that women held Church office in the 
early Church that no New Testament text specifically names a woman as holding the 
office of bishop or presbyter. While this is true, it is also the case that no New 
Testament text specifically names a man as holding these offices either. Apart from a 
single reference in 1 Peter 2:25 to Christ as the ‘bishop/overseer’ of your souls, the 
New Testament nowhere identifies any man by name with these titles. Rather the 
terms are generally applied to groups, and never to specifically named individuals: 
presbyters/elder (Acts 11:30; 14:23; 15:2, 4, 6, 22, 23; 21:18; 1 Tim. 4:14; 5:17, 19; Tit. 1:5; 
James 5:14; 1 Pet. 5:1, 5; 2 John 1:1; 3 John 1:2), bishops/overseers (Acts 20:28; Phil. 1:1; 1 
Tim. 3:1, 2; Tit. 1:7). The single exception is Phoebe, who is named as a ‘deacon.’”94 

                                                
93 Moo, Douglas J. “The Letter to the Romans”. New International Commentary on the New Testament. 
Eerdmans Publishers. Second edition. 2018. 
94 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, pp. 9-10. 
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This is a confusing argument since, in a footnote, they acknowledge that 
Peter refers to himself as a presbyter in 1 Peter 5 and that Second and Third 
John are written by the “elder” John. They explain in the footnote: “the 
apostolic authors Peter and John are identified as ‘presbyters,’ but not 
explicitly named as such.”95 It is difficult to see the relevant difference in the 
distinction. Peter clearly refers to himself as a presbyter and so does John 
and both are, of course, men.   
 
The point, moreover, ignores the explicit instructions for appointing 
elders/overseers which describe the officeholders in exclusively male terms: 
“μια ͂ς γυναικὸς ἀνήρ” One woman male/man96 and “μια ͂ς γυναικὸς ἀXνδρα”, 
one woman male, or, the husband of one wife97. There is no evidence in the 
New Testament that any woman at any time occupied the office of presbyter 
but there is abundant evidence that men did.  
 
They then suggest that requirements for presbyters/overseers found in 1 
Timothy and Titus 1 are exclusively moral:  
 

“It is also significant that the requirements for overseers (bishops), elders 
(presbyters), and deacons in the pastoral epistles (1 Timothy 3:1-12; Titus 1:5-9) are 
moral requirements, not job descriptions.”98  

 
The requirement to maintain an orderly and believing household found in 
both 1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1, however, is not merely moral. Regarding the 
overseer in 1 Timothy 3, Paul writes, “He must manage his own household 
well, with all dignity keeping his children submissive, for if someone does 
not know how to manage his own household, how will he care for God's 
Church?”99 

                                                
95 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 10. 
96 Titus 1:6. 
97 1 Timothy 3:2. 
98 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 10. 
99 1 Timothy 3:4-5. 
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The requirement has both a functional and moral component. The one who 
cannot manage at home, will not be capable of managing an entire 
congregation. It is interesting to note in passing, moreover, that in the 
patriarchal context of the first century Greco-Roman households, it would be 
impossible for a wife and mother to meet this requirement and unfair to 
place such an expectation on her since it would demand a level of household 
authority she would not possess.  
 
The argument also overlooks the requirement found in Titus 1:9-11: 
 

“He must hold firm to the trustworthy word as taught, so that he may be able to give 
instruction in sound doctrine and also to rebuke those who contradict it. For there 
are many who are insubordinate, empty talkers and deceivers, especially those of the 
circumcision party. They must be silenced, since they are upsetting whole families 
by teaching for shameful gain what they ought not to teach.” 

 
Teaching and rebuking false teachers are functional job requirements.  
 
The authors proceed to compare the language of 1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1 to 
language elsewhere in the New Testament:  
 

“It cannot be coincidental that identical language is used to describe women 
throughout the pastoral epistles. Even the requirement that the bishop be a ‘one 
woman man’ (1 Tim. 3:2) (‘faithful to his wife,’ NIV) is exactly parallel to the 
requirement that a widow be a ‘one man woman’ (1 Tim. 5:9) (‘faithful to her 
husband,’ NIV). The concern here is clearly morally exclusive (no adulterers), not 
that the bishop must necessarily be a married male.”100 

 
It is certainly possible that the primary concern is sexual immorality. And it 
is true that it is not a coincidence that similar language is employed when 
addressing the requirements for widows and for presbyters. Christians who 
occupy the office of presbyter/overseer and those who occupy the status of 
                                                
100 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 10. 
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supported “widow” are both expected to model chastity. But no man is a 
“widow” which is why Paul’s instruction to widows reads, “one man woman” 
and, likewise, no woman is a presbyter, which is why Paul’s instruction to 
presbyters reads “one woman man”. Paul is perfectly capable of 
distinguishing genders when speaking to a specific sex. That he specifically 
uses the words “α ̓�νδρα” in 1 Timothy 3:2 and “α ̓νήρ” in Titus 1:6 and 
articulates expectations that could only be met by men when discussing 
requirements for presbyters/overseers is, therefore, a strong argument for an 
exclusively male presbyterate.  
 
Regarding 1 Timothy 3, they argue:  
 

“Finally, we note that in describing the candidate for overseer in 1 Tim. 3, the generic 
‘whoever’ (Greek, tis) is used to describe the candidate: ‘Whoever (tis) aspires to be 
an overseer (bishop) desires a noble task.’ (1 Tim. 3:1) Despite misleading English 
translations, not a single male pronoun appears anywhere in the description in 1 
Tim. 3:1-7. Nothing in the qualifications (again, ‘moral qualifications’) for the role of 
overseer (bishop), elder (presbyter), or deacon in the pastoral epistles would exclude 
a woman fulfilling these roles.”101 

 
It is true that there are no exclusively male “pronouns” in 1 Timothy 3. But 
the reason most English translations supply male pronouns is that Paul 
refers to the presbyter using the specific word for “male”. In 1 Timothy 3:2, 
Paul writes: “δεῖ οὖν τὸν ἐπίσκοπονἀνεπίλημπτον εἶναι, μιᾶς γυναικὸς 
ἄνδρα(bold added), νηφάλιον σώφρονα κόσμιον φιλόξενονδιδακτικόν…”102 
Had Paul intended to include women, he might have used the generic, 
“α ̓�νθρωπος” instead of a word, “ἄνδρα,” that exclusively refers to the human 
male.  
 

                                                
101 Ibid. 
102 Nestle, Eberhard, et. al. “Novum Testamentum Graece”, 28th edition, 2012. ESV: Therefore an 
overseer must be above reproach, the husband of one wife, sober-minded, self-controlled, respectable, 
hospitable, able to teach… 
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Their argument here depends on discounting 1 Timothy 3:2 (a one woman 
man) by showing the similarity between the language Paul uses in his 
requirements for presbyters/overseers and the language he uses for widows. 
But the gender dissimilarity in these very similar texts undermines their 
argument, demonstrating that Paul is conscious and purposeful in his use of 
gendered terms.    
 
7. Resembling Christ 
 
The final section of the exegesis begins with the following observation:  
 

“A crucial issue in the discussion concerns the extent to which ordained clergy 
resemble or represent Jesus Christ. Catholic opponents of women’s ordination argue 
that women cannot be ordained insofar as only a man can represent the male Jesus 
Christ in presiding at the Eucharist by acting “in the person of Christ” (in persona 
Christi), and so women cannot be ordained because they do not resemble a male 
Jesus Christ. Conversely, Protestant “complementarian” opponents argue that 
women cannot be ordained insofar as they do resemble Jesus Christ. The claim is 
that just as the eternal Son of God is equal but subordinate to the Father, so women 
are equal to, but nonetheless subordinate to men.”103 

 
The observation is odd on at least two levels. First, while Protestants reject 
the sacerdotal notions of the priesthood and deny that the presbyter acts in 
persona Christi, Protestants do appeal to the typological model of Christ and 
his Bride. Presbyters are to be shepherds under the “Great Shepherd”104 and 
in that sense function not as little “Christs” but rather exercise headship in a 
way that typologically reflects Christ and his Bride. Secondly, there is an 
ongoing debate within complementarian circles regarding the notion of the 
eternal subordination of the Son (ESS). Opponents of eternal subordination 
argue that ESS necessarily implies ontological inequality between Father and 
Son. Proponents deny that implication. But that debate is somewhat beside 
the point. Both sides agree that social hierarchy does not imply ontological 

                                                
103 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 10. 
104 1 Peter 5:1-4. 
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inequality in human relationships105 and both sides agree that the New 
Testament establishes a hierarchical relationship between husbands and 
wives and between male pastors and the congregations they serve.106 
 
In preparing to address one of the more challenging texts for their argument, 
Ephesians 5:22-6:9, the authors propose a hermeneutical key to unlock the 
passage: 
 

“Crucial to the apostle Paul’s own understanding of how Christians are to resemble 
Jesus Christ are two key passages. Philippians 2:6-11 is the ‘master story’ of Paul’s 
cruciform spirituality, in which Paul identifies the love of Christ with a renouncing 
of status, a ‘self-emptying’ that prefers others over self, being humbled even to the 
point of death. In the incarnation, the pre-existent Christ submitted himself to a 
fallen creation by taking on the form of a servant. This ‘master story’ of Christ’s self-
emptying serves as a paradigm for Christian service: ‘Let the same mind be in you 

                                                
105 By way of illustration, Wayne Grudem, perhaps the most prominent proponent of the ESS position 
writes, “Every time we look at each other or talk to each other as men and women, we should 
remember that the person we are talking to is a creature of God who is more like God than anything 
else in the universe, and men and women share that status equally. Therefore we should treat men and 
women with equal dignity, and we should think of men and women as having equal value. We are 
both in the image of God, and we have been so since the very first day that God created us. ‘In the 
image of God he created him; male and female he created them’ (Genesis 1:27). Nowhere does the Bible 
say that men are more in God’s image than women. Men and women share equally in the tremendous 
privilege of being in the image of God. The Bible thus almost immediately corrects the errors of male 
dominance and male superiority that have come as the result of sin and that have been seen in nearly 
all cultures in the history of the world. Wherever men are thought to be better than women, wherever 
husbands act as selfish dictators, wherever wives are forbidden to have their own jobs outside the 
home or to vote or to own property or to be educated, wherever women are treated as inferior, 
wherever there is abuse or violence against women or rape or female infanticide or polygamy or 
harems, the biblical truth of equality in the image of God is being denied. To all societies and cultures 
where these things occur, we must proclaim that the very beginning of God’s Word bears a 
fundamental and irrefutable witness against these evils.” Grudem, Wayne. “The Key Issues in the 
Manhood-Womanhood Controversy and the Way Forward”. Published in “Biblical Foundations For 
Manhood and Womanhood” edited by Wayne Grudem. Crossway Books. 2002. p.20 
106 See in particular the writings of Dr. Carl S. Trueman, an outspoken reformed opponent of ESS. In a 
recent article, by way of example, he writes, “That my editor at Modern Reformation and that the 
associate dean of my school are both women and both therefore in positions of authority over me is 
not a problem.  And while I believe the Bible clearly precludes either of them from holding 
ordained office in the Church, I see no biblical basis why they cannot hold the positions they do.  
Only a lack of professional competence, not the absence of a Y chromosome, should disqualify them.” 
Trueman, Carl S. “Taking the Lead: Headship and Submission Outside of Marriage”. 
Whitehorseinn.org. November 26, 2018. 
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that was in Christ Jesus…’ (v. 5)’ Paul applies this same notion of cruciform 
spirituality to his discussion of apostolic ministry in 2 Corinthians 4:7-12. Ministers 
of Christ carry a treasure in jars of clay, carrying in their bodies the death of Jesus so 
that Jesus’ life is manifest in their bodies. This model of cruciform spirituality is the 
pattern for the manner in which all Christians (both lay and ordained) represent or 
resemble Jesus Christ. This notion of cruciform spirituality is crucial for interpreting 
two passages that have become key for the discussion of relationships between men 
and women, and thus women’s ordination.”107 

 
Philippians 2 does provide the model for “cruciform spirituality” and all 
Christians must seek, with God’s help, to consider others as more significant 
than ourselves and to pour ourselves out sacrificially for their good. The 
question, however, is whether this cruciform spirituality undoes every kind 
of hierarchical role differentiation between ontological equals? Does 
Philippians 2:6-11 require egalitarian relationships? Jesus said that he came 
not to be served but to serve and he told his disciples that the one who wants 
to be first should make himself last. Jesus made himself like us in every way 
apart from sin. And yet Jesus never relinquished his role as Lord and Master.  
Moreover, after we are glorified his human nature and ours will be the same 
(sinless, immortal, incorruptible etc.). Ontologically speaking, his humanity 
and ours will be equal. Will he then cease to be our Lord and Master in a 
human sense? While the Son may not be eternally subordinate to the Father, 
the Church will be eternally subordinate to Christ. He serves us and has 
condescended to give his life for us, but this does not reduce his authority. 
The wonder of it all is that he is our King and he has sacrificed himself for us. 
Jesus’ sacrifice does not take away his kingship. His sacrifice defines his 
kingship. Cruciform spirituality, whether we speak of the relationship 
between husband and wife, father and children, or master and servant, does 
not undo hierarchy and subordination, it defines, sanctifies, and heals it.  
 
Having laid down their definition of cruciform spirituality they turn to 
Ephesians 5:21-6:9: 

                                                
107 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, pp. 10-11. 
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“In Ephesians 5:1-6:9, Paul challenges traditional pagan and Jewish ‘household codes’ 
which typically addressed male householders in their duties to exercise authority 
over their subordinates (wives, children and slaves), in the light of cruciform 
spirituality.”108 

 
It should be noted once more that Paul’s requirements for 
presbyters/overseers in 1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1, assume the continuation of 
these social arrangements in the context of the Christian Church. The 
presbyter is to manage his household in such a way that his children are not 
rebellious. 
 
They continue:  
 

“In contrast to ‘household codes’ of antiquity, Ephesians 5 focuses on the mutual 
submission of all Christians to one another, and to the way in which both men and 
woman(sp) resemble Jesus Christ by “walking in love as Christ loved us” (Eph. 5:2; cf. 
5:25), by “submitting to one another out of reverence for Christ” (5:21; cf. 5:33). The 
duty of each one of the household members is modified in light of Christ’s 
servanthood. Children obey their parents “in the Lord” (6:1). Slaves obey as “servants 
of Christ” (6:5-7). Fathers do not provoke their children, but “bring them up in the 
discipline and instruction of the Lord” (6:4). Masters must recognize that they share 
a common Master with their slaves (6:9). The common Christological pattern of 5:2 
and the mutual submission of 5:21 are key to understanding what Paul says about 
the relationship between husbands and wives. The principle verbs addressed to 
husbands and wives are not specific duties, but are characteristic behaviors expected 
of all Christians. All Christians are to be filled with the Spirit (1) by singing psalms 
and hymns and spiritual songs (5:19), (2) by giving thanks to God the Father (5:20), 
(3) by being subject to one another (5:21). (4) Husbands love their wives as Christ 
loved the Church (5:25) in the same way that all Christians walk in love as Christ 
loved us and gave himself for us (5:2). (6) The submission asked of wives is simply 
the first example of the mutual submission that is expected of all Christians to one 
another in v. 21. In the same way that husbands are not to love their wives in a 
manner distinct from the way in which all Christians walk in Christ’s love, so wives 
are not uniquely to submit to husbands any more than only some Christians should 

                                                
108 Ibid. p. 11. 
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sing psalms and hymns or give thanks to God the Father. (There is no imperative 
“submit” in v. 22 as many English translations suggest; rather, the verb is supplied 
from the participle from the previous verse, “submitting to one another” 
(hypotassomenoi allēlois). Significantly, at no point are wives told to “obey” their 
husbands, or husbands to “exercise authority” over their wives.)”109 

 
 It is true that the word translated “submit” in Ephesians 5:22 is borrowed 
from the previous verse (5:21) but there is no verb in 5:22 which means that 
the word translated submit in 5:21 (Ὑποτασσόμενοι) should be carried over 
to 5:22. If Paul intended otherwise he would have needed to supply a 
different verb for 5:22. 
 
It is also true that Ephesians 5:21 establishes a general principle; that all 
Christians must humble themselves, submit to, and serve one another. But 
the question Paul begins to deal with in Ephesians 5:22 is: How does this 
principle play itself out in various relational contexts; husbands and wives, 
children and parents, slaves and masters? Paul does not answer that 
question by suggesting there are no more hierarchies. Obey your parents, he 
tells the children. Obey your masters, he tells slaves. But he tells parents and 
masters, be kind and just to your slaves and to your children. Paul does not 
do away with role distinctions or hierarchy in marriage, in families, or in 
labor. Rather, the Gospel transforms these hierarchies so that they are no 
longer exploitative.110 The leaders and those led are also brothers and sisters, 
equals before Christ. The one who takes the leadership role, therefore, must 
seek to give himself over for the good of those he leads, just as Christ came 
to serve rather than be served. And those who are in subordinate roles serve 
just as if they were serving Christ himself. 

                                                
109 Ibid. pp. 11-12. 
110 In the case of slavery, this principle ultimately overturned the institution, a long term process that 
began in Paul’s own ministry (see Philemon). Marriage and the family, as opposed to slavery, are 
divinely instituted relationships and therefore cannot be overturned. Instead, they are renewed and 
redeemed. The question is, does hierarchy remain within these divinely instituted renewed and 
redeemed relationships? Paul’s answer is yes. Children must still obey parents and wives must still 
submit to husbands. The reason this is so for children is obvious and self evident. The reason this so 
for husbands and wives, Paul explains typologically in Ephesians 5:22-33. 
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The hierarchy between husband and wife is, of course, unique. Paul does not 
say that the parent child relationship “refers to Christ and his Church”. Nor 
does he say so about the master slave relationship. Marriage is an intimate 
one-flesh bond. The other two are not. And the unique theological purpose 
of marriage, to reflect the relationship between Christ and his Church, 
means that all forms of exploitation, manipulation, and coercion are cut out.  
 
For Paul, marriage is a living typological witness to the Gospel. It “refers” to 
Christ and his Church. In the very beginning God intended the joining of a 
man and a woman in matrimony to reveal his Son’s sacrificial love for his 
Church and his Church’s trust in and obedience to his Son. This typology 
itself militates against Drs. LeMarquand and Witt’s egalitarian reading. Does 
Jesus submit to his Church? No. Does he serve her and give himself up for 
her? Yes. Does the Church submit to Jesus? Yes. Is Jesus’ rule tyrannical? No. 
Is the Church’s submission coerced? By no means. The relationship between 
Christ and his Church is one of mutual self-giving sacrifice and cruciform 
spirituality, but it is also one marked by Christ’s kingship and our willing 
submission.  
 
It must also be noted that the authors do not include a discussion of 
Colossians 3:18-19. Most believe that Paul wrote Colossians and Ephesians at 
the same time and sent them together by the same messenger, Tychicus, to 
the two cities in the Lycos valley. In his letter to the Colossians, Paul also 
addresses household codes in general and marriage in particular. He writes: 
“Wives, submit to your husbands, as is fitting in the Lord. Husbands, love 
your wives, and do not be harsh with them.”111 
 
Here, the word “submit” is not borrowed from a preceding sentence and Paul 
uses it in the imperative. And, once again, the husband is not told to submit 
to his wife but rather to love her and treat her kindly. This explicit command 

                                                
111 Colossians 3:18-19. 
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in Colossians 3, written at the same time as the Epistle to the Ephesians, 
makes it very difficult if not impossible to sustain the argument that Paul 
intended to do away with marital hierarchy and establish an egalitarian 
relationship in Ephesians 5:21-22. 
 
Moving beyond the Pauline corpus, Peter also issues a similar command in 1 
Peter 3:1-2 where he writes: 
 

“Likewise, wives, be subject to your own husbands, so that even if some do not obey 
the word, they may be won without a word by the conduct of their wives, when they 
see your respectful and pure conduct.”112 

 
The “likewise” refers to Peter’s discussion of the master/slave relationship in 
the previous chapter where urged slaves to submit to their masters, even 
when treated unjustly, just as Christ endured injustice for our sake.  
 
Here Peter lays down a similar general principle, “be subject to your 
husbands”.  The command is applicable to all wives but he adds incentive for 
those wives with unbelieving husbands. They might be won over by the 
respectful behavior of their wives. 
 
In sum, to interpret Ephesians 5:22-33 as an egalitarian text necessarily 
makes Ephesians 5 repugnant to Colossians 3:18-19 and 1 Peter 3:1-2.113 
 
What follows is an extensive discussion of 1 Corinthians 11:1-16: 
 

“1 Corinthians 11:1-16 focuses on disruptive worship practices in the Church. Scholars 
do not agree on the particular issue that Paul is addressing, whether women wearing 
a particular head covering within the context of worship or some kind of hair style 
(v. 5). There is general agreement on the following: (1) Men and women equally 

                                                
112 1 Peter 3:1-2. 
113 “...it is not lawful for the Church to ordain anything that is contrary to God's Word written, neither 
may it so expound one place of Scripture, that it be repugnant to another.” Article XX, The 39 Articles 
of Religion.  
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engaged in leading worship in the Corinthian Church. Paul is not restricting the 
public role of women in worship, but insisting that worship practices should not 
create public scandal.”114 

 
This is certainly an overstatement. The text has to do with prophesying and 
praying in the context of public worship. It says nothing about who is 
engaged in “leading worship”. The most we can say is that women and men 
both prophesied and prayed. If prophecy here carries the meaning of 
receiving and articulating revelatory words directly from God and prayer 
refers primarily to offering prayers publicly, then it is true that the one 
speaking or praying at these moments would command the attention of all 
those gathered. But this, again, does not mean that “men and women were 
equally engaged in leading worship.” In most contexts, both men and 
women, for example, read the scriptures during modern services and both 
men and women lead prayers but that does not mean those who do such 
things are leading or overseeing worship. 
 
Moreover, Paul is indeed restricting the public role of both men and women 
in worship. Women with heads uncovered cannot pray or prophesy. Men 
with heads covered cannot pray or prophesy. The purpose of these 
restrictions may indeed be to prevent public scandal but restrictions they 
are.  
 
The question that needs to be asked and answered is whether or not the 
woman’s head covering has to do with her role vis a vis her husband. Might 
the “scandal” stem from the message that a lack of headcovering 
communicates regarding the woman’s respect/submission to her husband? 
 
They continue:  
 

“(2) Men and women are not separate from one another, but rather interdependent. 
There is nothing in the context that indicates that the issue of contention concerned 

                                                
114 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 12. 
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an issue of authority of men over women. Rather, although difficult to interpret 
(what about the “angels”?), the only verse in the passage that mentions authority (v. 
10) actually refers to the woman’s own authority. The NIV correctly translates the 
passage: “It is for this reason that a woman ought to have authority over her own 
head, because of the angels.”115  

 
The word “own” as in “over her own head” does not appear in the greek. The 
phrase in Greek is: “διὰ τοῦτο ὀφείλει ἡ γυνὴ ἐξουσίαν ἔχειν ἐπὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς 
διὰ τοὺς ἀγγέλους.” Roughly translated, “for this [reason], the wife/woman 
ought to have authority upon/over her head, on account of the angels.” The 
text could mean that a woman ought to possess authority over her own head. 
But it could just as easily mean that a woman ought to wear a sign indicating 
that she is under authority or, more simply, that her head should be under 
another’s authority (her husband’s presumably). The latter two possibilities 
seem more probable given the context of the preceding verse, “Neither was 
man created for woman, but woman for man…”116 
 
To argue, moreover, that the question of authority is not the issue assumes 
that the head covering does not communicate submission, an assumption 
that needs substantiation. Likewise, that the word “authority” is only used 
once117 does not mean that a principle or concept of authority is otherwise 
absent from the text.  
 

“(3) If the first man (Adam) is the source of woman in the Genesis creation narrative, 
the woman is now the source of all men through childbirth, and God is the ultimate 
source of both man and woman, who equalizes their standing in Christ (v. 12).”118 

 
This is a somewhat accurate summary of v.12 but the word “source” does not 
appear in the verse. Later authors will argue that the term translated “head” 
in v.3 (“the head of her wife is her husband”) should be understood to mean 

                                                
115 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 12. 
116 1 Corinthians 11:9. 
117 1 Corinthians 11:10. 
118 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 12. 
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“source” rather than “authority figure”. It is tempting to read this as a 
rhetorical device to prepare the ground for that argument. The actual text of 
v.12 reads: “ ὥσπερ γὰρ ἡ γυνὴ ἐκ τοῦ ἀνδρός, οὕτως καὶ ὁ ἀνὴρ διὰ τῆς 
γυναικός· τὰ δὲ πάντα ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ”, “For just as the woman/wife [was] out of 
the man/husband, just so also the man/husband [is] through the wife, but all 
[are] out of God.” The word source is a fine way to summarize God’s 
relationship to men and women. He is the creator, the source, of all. But it is 
not a sufficient way to describe Eve’s relationship to Adam or subsequent 
men’s relationship to women. Eve was taken out of Adam, but Adam did not 
generate her. He was not her source. Likewise, men come from women, but 
women, do not generate men. 
 
They continue: 
 

“(4) That woman is man’s glory does not mean that she was created for his purposes 
or utilitarian ends, but that men and women both need and are mutually dependent 
on one another (v. 7).”119 

 
It is certainly true that women were not created for a man’s utilitarian ends 
or purposes. It is also true that men and women are interdependent. But it is 
equally true that the woman was created for the man as Genesis 2 indicates. 
Paul says this explicitly in 1 Corinthians 11:9 referring back to the creation 
narrative, “Neither was man created for woman, but woman for man”.  
 

“(5) Even in the new age of redemption in Christ, sexual and gender distinctions are 
maintained; however, that does not mean that one sex is subordinate to the other, 
but that both are interdependent on and need one another (vs. 11-12).”120 

 
1 Corinthians 11:11-12 reads, “Nevertheless, in the Lord woman is not 
independent of man nor man of woman; for as woman was made from man, 
so man is now born of woman. And all things are from God.” Paul’s point is 

                                                
119 Ibid. 
120 Ibid. p. 12. 
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that men and women are interdependent. From this point we might agree 
with the authors that gender distinctions remain in the new age. But the 
principle of gender interdependence does not conflict in any way with 
gender complementarity, nor is there any indication in 1 Corinthians 11:11-12 
that interdependence necessitates egalitarian relationships.  
 
They continue: 
 

“A key issue of contention for interpretation of both passages is Paul’s metaphorical 
use of the Greek word meaning ‘head’ (kephalē) to describe the relationship between 
men and women in both of these passages. This metaphor is so central to the 
Protestant argument against women’s ordination that ‘complementarian’ opponents 
of women’s ordination use the expression “male headship” to describe their position, 
even when discussing biblical passages where the word kephalē does not occur. In 
modern English usage, the metaphor ‘head’ is often used to describe someone who is 
in a position of authority, as in the ‘head’ of a company, and ‘complementarians’ 
assume that Paul’s use of ‘head’ in these two passages refers to the authority of men 
over women. However, numerous biblical scholars challenge this assumption for the 
following reasons. First, they point out that when the Greek LXX translators of the 
Old Testament translated the Hebrew word for “head” (rosh) where it is used 
literally, they regularly used the Greek word kephalē; however, when used as a 
metaphor for ‘leader,’ the translators use words like archē instead, implying that 
native Greek speakers did not normally understand the metaphor ‘head’ to mean 
‘leader’ or ‘authority.’ (Out of approximately 180 times when the Hebrew Bible uses 
the word rosh as a metaphor for ‘leader’ or ‘chieftain,’ the LXX translates it as 
kephalē only six times.)”121  

 
That last parenthetical sentence represents an important acknowledgment. 
Drs. LeMarquand and Witt recognize at least six times κεφαλὴ is used for an 
authority figure in the LXX. That is important because they cannot now 
argue that Paul, familiar with the LXX, would be utterly unfamiliar with that 
usage.  
 

                                                
121 Ibid. p. 12. 
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In this context it is interesting to note, as Joseph A. Fitzmyer points out,122 
that one of these six passages is found in Isaiah 7:8-9: 
 

ἀλλ᾽ ἡ κεφαλὴ Αραμ Δαμασκός, ἀλλ᾽ ἔτι ἑξήκοντα καὶ πέντε ἐτῶν ἐκλείψει ἡ βασιλεία 
Εφραιμ ἀπὸ λαοῦ, καὶ ἡ κεφαλὴ Εφραιμ Σομορων, καὶ ἡ κεφαλὴ Σομορων υἱὸς τοῦ 
Ρομελιου· καὶ ἐὰν μὴ πιστεύσητε, οὐδὲ μὴ συνῆτε. 
 
“For the head of Syria is Damascus, and the head of Damascus is Rezin. And within 
sixty-five years Ephraim will be shattered from being a people. And the head of 
Ephraim is Samaria, and the head of Samaria is the son of Remaliah. If you are not 
firm in faith,  you will not be firm at all.’”  

 
In this case, “head” refers to the capital cities of each region, the centers of 
authority. Compare this text to 1 Corinthians 11:3: “But I want you to 
understand that the head of every man is Christ, the head of a wife is her 
husband, and the head of Christ is God.” Fitzmyer writes:  
 

“Now this Old Testament passage [Isaiah 7:8-9] is not an exact parallel to Paul's 
words in 1 Cor 11. 3, but no one can fail to miss the similarity in the use of κεφαλὴ in 
both passages or the bearing that this LXX text has on the meaning of the Pauline 
verse…”123 

 
The remaining passages are Deuteronomy 28:13,44; 2 Samuel 22:44; 1 Kings 
21:12; Isaiah 9:13-14; and Jeremiah 31:7. Even a quick perusal of these lends 
weight to Fitzmyer’s conclusion: “I do not deny that ‘ros’ when used in the 
sense of ‘leader, ruler', is often rendered in the LXX by either archon or 
arche, but the evidence adduced above shows that a Hellenistic Jew could 
instinctively use κεφαλὴ as a proper expression for such authority.”124 
   
Drs. LeMarquand and Witt continue:  
 

                                                
122 Fitzmyer, Joseph A. “Another Look at Kephale in 1 Corinthians”, New Testament Studies. vol. 
35,1989, p.507.  
123 Ibid. 
124 Ibid. p. 509 
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“More important is that Paul’s use of the metaphor “head” to describe the 
relationship between men and women is unique. Paul is the first example we know 
of to make a comparison between husband and wife and Christ and the Church. 
Accordingly, the only way to understand what Paul means by “headship” in marriage 
is to examine the context in which he himself uses the metaphor.”125 

 
The immediate context of a given text is always the first and most important 
context, but the reasoning here seems a bit stretched. That Paul is the first to 
use the Christ/Church typology for marriage (carrying forward the fairly 
common Old Testament notion of YHWH as Israel’s husband and applying it 
to marriage) does not mean that the textual context of his usage must be 
isolated from the way the word might have been used in common parlance. 
If, in other words, κεφαλὴ included a notion of authority or “authority 
figure” within its range of meaning, that is relevant and applicable data when 
attempting to interpret Paul’s usage.  
 
Drs. LeMarquand and Witt note parenthetically: 
 

“(Complementarian Wayne Grudem appeals to fifty examples of ‘head’ meaning 
‘authority’ in ancient culture, but apart from the handful of LXX examples and the 
apostle Paul’s, which are the point at disagreement, all of his examples occur after 
Paul, and are military or political examples of ‘one to many’ leadership. Paul 
certainly did not understand the relationship between husband and 
wife to be like that between a single military commander and numerous soldiers or a 
single ruler and numerous followers.)”126 
 

Grudem includes ten passages from the LXX in his survey and, moreover, it 
is inaccurate to suggest that Grudem’s examples are exclusively from sources 
subsequent to Paul. Grudem identifies a great number of passages from 
writers who both precede and succeed Paul and he also includes four 

                                                
125 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 13. 
126 Ibid. 
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passages written by Philo of Alexandria and six by Plutarch, Paul’s 
contemporaries.127  
 
The dismissal of Grudem’s examples because they arise from military or 
political contexts is simply baffling. Paul, they write, surely did not conceive 
of the husband/wife relationship in military terms. That is irrelevant even if 
it were true. Grudem’s point was that the word was used commonly, before, 
during, and after Paul’s day, to refer to hierarchy and authority, not origin 
and source. The authors offer no argument to dispute this. That Paul did not 
think of marriage as a military camp doesn’t mean he isn’t using κεφαλὴ 
hierarchically. And, we should be clear, martial/political themes are not 
absent in the relationship between Christ and his Church. Christ is our 
mighty warrior King and we submit to him as our head in the military sense 
as he destroys our enemies and rescues us from hell. We submit to him as 
our King in the political sense as he establishes peace and justice on earth. 
Since he explicitly commands wives to submit to husbands as to the Lord128 it 
is unreasonable to assume from the outset that he would not use κεφαλὴ in a 
similar way for marriage. The “one to many” parallel, moreover, fits perfectly. 
The wife is one person, it is true, but typologically she represents the 
Church, the many who are One in Christ.  
 
They continue: 
 

“For Paul, ‘head’ (kephalē) and ‘origin’ (archē) seem largely equivalent. Christ is the 
beginning or source of the Church as his body, and also the one from whom it 
receives its nourishment. Christ is the ‘head (kephalē) of the body, the Church; he is 
the beginning (archē), the firstborn from the dead, that in everything he might be 
preeminent.’ Paul refers to those who do not hold fast to the ‘head’ (kephalē), ‘from 
whom the whole body, nourished and knit together through its joints and ligaments, 

                                                
127 Grudem, Wayne, “Does Kefalh (‘Head’) Mean ‘Source’ Or ‘Authority Over’ in Greek Literature? A 
Survey of 2,336 Examples”, Trinity Journal ns 6.1, Spring 1985. pp. 38-59. See specifically pages 17-18 (of 
the article, not the journal) for examples from Philo and Plutarch.  
128 See again, Ephesians 5:22-33 and Colossians 3:18. 
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grows together with a growth that is from God’ (Colossians 1:18, 2:19). In Ephesians 
4:15, Paul writes that ‘we are to grow up in every way into him who is the head 
(kephalē), into Christ, from whom the whole body, joined and held together by 
every joint with which it is equipped, when each part is working properly, makes the 
body grow so that it builds itself up in love.’”129 

  
In these texts, Christ and his Church are depicted as One, just as the human 
body is one. The “head” in this context is the source of life, nurture, union, 
and growth. What is odd, however, is that for Drs. LeMarquand and Witt, as 
opposed to Paul who commands wives to submit to husbands just as the 
Church submits to Christ, such notions are antithetical to hierarchy and 
subordination.  
 
Notice also that Paul in Colossians 1:18 identifies Christ as “head of the 
body...so that in everything he might be preeminent.” There are a growing 
number of scholars who seek to cut the Gordian knot between those who 
argue κεφαλὴ means “source” and those who argue that it has to do with 
authority by suggesting that it most often means something like 
“preeminent.” The emphasis is less on origin or authority, these argue, than 
it is on honor or prestige.130 
 
Addressing this position as articulated by Richard S Cervin, Wayne Grudem 
writes:  
 

“Cervin says that ‘head’ does not mean either ‘authority’ or ‘source’ in Paul's Epistles, 
but rather means ‘preeminent.’ Cervin writes, ‘What then does Paul mean by his use 
of head in his letters? He does not mean 'authority over,' as the traditionalists assert, 
nor does he mean 'source' as the egalitarians assert. I think he is merely employing a 
head-body metaphor, and that his point is preeminence’ (p. 112). Cervin goes on to 
explain how this would apply to the passages on husband and wife in the NT: ‘How 
can the husband be preeminent over his wife? In the context of the male dominant 
culture of which Paul was a part, such a usage would not be inappropriate’ (p. 112). 

129 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 13. 
130 See, for example, Cervin, Richard S. “On the Significance of Kephalē (‘Head’): A Study of the Abuse 
of One Greek Word” Priscilla Papers, Vol. 30, No. 2. Spring 2016.  
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So it seems to me that even if all of Cervin's criticisms of my article were valid, his 
article would still have to be seen as a rejection of the egalitarian claim that κεφαλή 
means ‘source’ in the NT, and an affirmation of an understanding of the NT teaching 
on male headship that is congenial with (though not identical to) the one that I 
previously argued for. If his final explanation of the meaning ‘preeminent’ with 
reference to ‘the male-dominant culture of which Paul was a part’ were correct, his 
article would have to be seen as a modification of my position, not a rejection of 
it.”131 

 
Drs. LeMarquand and Witt do acknowledge one passage in which Paul uses 
κεφαλὴ in the context of a hierarchical relationship: 

 
“In the one passage in which Paul does associate Christ’s ‘headship’ with authority, 
he contrasts Christ’s relationship with his body, the Church, with those over whom 
he exercises authority: ‘And [God the Father] put all things under his feet and gave 
him as head (kephalē) over all things to the Church, which is his body, the fullness 
of him who fills all in all.’ (Eph. 1:22). This notion of ‘headship’ as giving life to the 
body, and as a source of nourishment, seems to be the key to Paul’s understanding 
of Christ as ‘head’ in Ephesians 5:23: ‘Christ is the head of the Church, his body, and 
is himself its Savior.’ The context is that of mutual love and care, nourishment and 
protection. The head and body language focuses on the one-flesh union between 
Christ and the Church as his body and the one-flesh union between the husband 
and wife (5:31). Christ acts as head of the Church by nurturing the Church, uniting 
the Church, and bringing it together. Christ gives himself sacrificially to the Church. 
Similarly, the husband is asked to be the “head” over his wife in exactly the same 
way that Paul is describing Christ’s headship over the Church, in terms of sacrificial 
love: ‘In the same way, husbands should love their wives as they do their own 
bodies. He who loves his wife loves himself. For no one ever hates his own body, but 
he nourishes and tenderly cares for it, just as Christ does for the Church, because we 
are members of his Body’ (5:28-30). The passage is not then about authority of 
husbands over wives, but about self-sacrificing love of husbands for their wives. At 
no point are husbands told to command their wives, or wives told to obey their 
husbands. Paul does not use such words as ‘authority’ (exousia) or ‘lord’ (kurios), 
when describing the relationship between husband and wife, but ‘head,’ and the 
context makes clear that the model of the husband’s ‘headship’ is Christ’s self-

                                                
131 Grudem, Wayne. “The Meaning of Κεφαλή (‘Head’): A response to Recent Studies”, Trìnity Journal 
11NS. 1990 p. 5.  



 67 

abasement and self-sacrificial cruciform love by which he gave himself up for the 
Church.”132 
 

This view misses the entire point. Christ is here the head over all things. He 
is given to the Church as Head. There is no reason to think that somehow in 
his relationship to the Church the word head ceases to carry authority or 
that the Church is not a body over which he exercises authority. All of Paul’s 
writings and the entirety of the New Testament militate against that. To him 
is given dominion and authority and power over everything. Is he also the 
source of life and nourishment for his Bride? Yes. But, the two, life giver and 
king/authority figure, are not at odds with one another. They are perfectly 
harmonious.  
 
They write,  
 

“Similarly, NT scholars argue that ‘head’ in 1 Corinthians 11 means ‘source,’ or 
‘preeminent’ or ‘honored source.’”133 It is true that scholars argue this. But scholars 
also argue that head in 1 Corinthians 11 refers to one in authority.134 It is also true 
that a number of scholars who take the “preeminent” position recognize that in 
Paul’s social context, preeminence in marriage would necessarily carry with it 
notions of authority.135 Those who argue that “head” means source or origin 
exclusively and deny that it carries any notion of authority now seem to be in the 
distinct minority.136 

 

                                                
132 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, pp. 13-14. 
133 Ibid. p. 14. 
134 For a good summary of the differing positions see Johnson, Alan F. “A Review of the Scholarly 
Debate on the Meaning of ‘Head’ (Kephale) in Paul's Writings” Ashland Theological Journal. 2009. Pp. 
35-57.  
135 See Grudem’s point contra Cervin quoted above. 
136 Alan Johnson writes, “Most all parties now agree that in certain contexts kephale may mean either 
'authority over' or 'source.' Whether both senses are ever or always present is debatable.” Johnson “A 
Review of the Scholarly Debate on the Meaning of ‘Head’ (Kephale) in Paul's Writings” p.51. Johnson 
goes on to write, “An approach I favor would be to understand kephale as in 1 Corinthians 11:3 as 
'prominent' or 'honorable' of the husband vis-a-vis the wife in terms of the patriarchal social structure 
of Paul's day” p.54. Wayne Grudem has argued, persuasively I think, that the “preeminence” position is 
not a refutation but a modification of the “authority figure” position. Brian Rosner and Roy Ciampa 
make the same point in their commentary on 1 Corinthians (see below).  
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They continue: 
 

“1 Cor. 11:8 looks to the creation narrative, in which the woman was made from the 
man’s side, created as man’s partner or helper ‘fit for him’ (cf. Gen. 2:20-23). Verse 12 
focuses on man’s origin as now born of woman. Finally, ‘all things (or all persons) 
come from God.’ Paul’s use of the ‘head’ metaphor (v. 3) would then mean: (1) The 
origin of every man is Christ, that is, Christ is the origin of creation; cf. 8:6: There is 
‘one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom are all things and through whom we exist.’ (2) 
The origin of woman is man, not ‘her husband’ (as in the ESV translation), but ‘the 
first man,’ that is, woman (issa) is taken out of man (is) (Gen. 2:23). (3) The origin of 
Christ is God. That is, God the Father is the agent of the incarnation. The order 
reflects not a hierarchy of authority, but the chronology of salvation history: all 
things were created through Christ; the first man (Adam) is the ‘source’ of the 
woman’s being; God the Father is the source of Christ’s incarnation. Paul’s reference 
to the woman being the “glory of man” (v. 7) points to the interdependence of man 
and woman. The woman is created to ‘honor’ the one for whom she was created as a 
companion suitable for him and should not engage in worship in a manner that 
would bring ‘shame’ on her companion. That the point of the passage has to do with 
gender distinction and not gender subordination is evident in that in the original 
Greek, it is clear that the authority referred to in v. 10 is the woman’s own authority 
over her (physical) head, not male authority over her. Again, the passage is about 
interdependence and mutuality between man and woman, not a hierarchy of 
authority of men over women.”137 

 
Setting aside the important similarity between 1 Corinthians 11:3 and Isaiah 
7:8-9 noted above, the artificial narrowing of the definition of κεφαλὴ, the 
false dichotomy drawn between authority on the one hand and servanthood 
on the other, the explicit commands in the context of marriage for wives to 
submit to husbands, the specifically masculine language Paul uses when 
establishing requirements for presbyters/overseers, translating κεφαλὴ as 
“source” in 1 Corinthians 11:3 requires some exegetical acrobatics, forcing the 
reader to assume that when Paul writes that the head of Christ is God, he is 
speaking narrowly of Christ’s incarnation as distinct from his divine nature 
rather than his entire Person. Woman exists because of Man. Men exist 
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 69 

because they are born of Women. Christ exists, in his humanity, because of 
God. That is a forced narrowing. There is nothing in the text itself that might 
lead us to believe that Paul is focusing on Jesus’ humanity to the exclusion of 
his divinity. The a priori decision to understand “head” as “source”, forces the 
interpreter to that conclusion. If, by contrast, κεφαλὴ has to do with 
authority or even the overlapping concept of preeminence, the exegetical 
problem disappears.  
 
One does not need to look too far abroad to find grounds for such an 
interpretation. In the very same letter, 1 Corinthians 15:26-28, Paul writes: 

  
“The last enemy to be destroyed is death. For ‘God has put all things in subjection 
under his feet.’ But when it says, ‘all things are put in subjection,’ it is plain that he is 
excepted who put all things in subjection under him. When all things are subjected 
to him, then the Son himself will also be subjected to him who put all things in 
subjection under him, that God may be all in all.” 

 
The ultimate subjection of Son to the Father is forefront in Paul’s mind in 
this text and the principle here, that the Father will be over all, fits perfectly 
with the principle in 1 Corinthians 11:3 that the “head” of Christ is God. It is 
difficult to escape the conclusion that not only does Paul recognize a 
difference between men and women but that there is an assumed hierarchy 
in that difference. As Roy Ciampa and Brian Rosner point out: 
 

“Even if by ‘head’ Paul means ‘more prominent/preeminent partner’ or (less likely) 
‘one through whom the other exists’, his language and the flow of the argument 
seem to reflect an assumed hierarchy through which glory and shame flow upward 
from those with lower status to those above them. In this context the word almost 
certainly refers to one with authority over the other.”138 

 

                                                
138 Ciampa, Roy E and Brian S. Rosner. “The First Letter to the Corinthians”, Pillar New Testament 
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Having offered a response to the arguments put forward by the authors in 
the exegetical portion of their paper, we come now to perhaps the most 
disappointing aspect of their work. In their final paragraph they write:  
 

“There are, of course, two New Testament texts which have been used to argue 
against women in holy orders, based on a command for women’s “silence” in the 
Church or not exercising authority over or teaching men. It is our contention that 
these texts (1 Corinthians 14:34-35 and 1 Timothy 2:8-15) should be understood as 
implying that women who are not educated should learn before they become 
teachers.”139 

 
They offer no argument to substantiate this contention. 1 Corinthians 14:34-
35 and 1 Timothy 2:8-15 are perhaps the two most important texts that 
proponents of women in the presbyterate must address. It is disappointing 
that they offer only a bare and scant assertion. A simple exposition of the 
two texts, as will be provided in the postscript, should suffice to undermine 
their assertion. 
 
8. The Catholic Argument 
 
As has already been demonstrated, the authors seriously misrepresent the 
Catholic argument against the ordination of women. With that in mind, we 
will examine the claims the authors propose for Catholic opposition to the 
ordination of women.  
 
8.1. The Tradition of the Church 
 
The authors do, rightly, acknowledge that tradition has prohibited the 
ordination of women. Their analysis of this reality, though, is so flawed that 
it can be disproved by appeal to their own sources, as has been 
demonstrated already. As is clear, to dismiss the traditional argument as 
merely grounded in cultural assumptions about the ontological incapacity of 

                                                
139 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 14. 



 71 

women, one would need to read the historical sources quite selectively. That 
is obvious when we take a look at how the authors approach the Catholic 
argument.  
 
They argue that the Catholic position ignores the historic rationale, warrant, 
and scope of opposition to the ordination of women. That is simply untrue. 
The central historic reason for opposition to the ordination of women is that 
the Church has always read the Bible as prohibiting the ordination of 
women. Any expression of the ontological inferiority of women, which 
Catholics rightly reject, is secondary to the concern about fidelity to 
Scripture, both Scripture’s prohibition against women exercising teaching 
authority in the Church and its examples of male priests and Apostles. As 
already noted, these ancient arguments can be found occupying prominent 
places in contemporary Catholic sources. In addition, the authors are wrong 
about the scope of this opposition, arguing that women were forbidden from 
all positions of authority. Again, Aquinas is clear that women may exercise 
temporal authority, as Deborah did. A cursory glance at the history of female 
monarchs in Christian societies, prior to the Industrial Revolution, also 
disproves this basic argument. In addition, it is quite clear that the argument 
implied by the authors, that early sources did not oppose the ordination of 
women on sacramental and liturgical grounds, is simply untrue. We have 
seen evidence to the contrary in Epiphanius and in the Apostolic 
Constitutions. We must conclude that these claims put forward by the 
authors are simply false.  
 
The authors accuse the Catholic position, which does reject a secondary and 
culturally determined argument against women’s ordination (ontological 
inferiority), of being selective. That is not the case. The supposed ontological 
inferiority of women is not the only historic rationale for opposition to the 
ordination of women, and it is certainly not the central rationale, as has been 
demonstrated by a careful examination of the authors’ own sources. If 
anything, it must be said that the position of the authors is selective, at best.  
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8.2. A Male Apostolate 
 
The authors are correct in one of their claims:  
 

“Bishops and presbyters may be successors of the original twelve Apostles, but they 
are not themselves Apostles because they do not play the same exclusive role as 
eyewitnesses to the ministry and resurrection of Jesus (Matt. 12:28; Acts 1:8, 21-22; 1 
Cor. 9:1), and they do not play the same role of typological fulfillment of OT 
themes.”140  

 
Indeed, bishops and presbyters are not Apostles, but that does not exclude 
the significance of the apostles being male to the question of ordination. 
 
The authors claim, rightly, that there is a typological connection between the 
twelve Apostles and the twelve tribes and patriarchs of Israel. This 
connection, in some ways, would actually seem to undermine the claims the 
authors make. The apostles were all men. The patriarchs were all men. The 
Old Testament priests were all men. Adam, acting as our representative (not 
Eve, even though she sinned first), brought sin and death to all people 
(Romans 5), and he was a man. Jesus, who acted as our representative for our 
redemption (Romans 5, again) is a man, and is the head of the Church 
(Ephesians 5:23). The argument about a male apostolate, standing on its 
own, may not be conclusive, but if it is acting as a New Testament example 
of the principle of male headship, which runs throughout Scripture, it is 
quite significant, and should not be so swiftly dismissed. In addition, this 
historical argument against the ordination of women, that all of the Apostles 
were men, has been demonstrated to be an ancient argument. 
 
8.3. Representatives of Christ 
 
In this section, the authors embark on what appears to be a lengthy 
digression. As proving or disproving the in persona Christi argument is 
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outside of the scope of this paper, we will focus on a few apparent facts, 
rather than mere description and speculation. The authors have not 
demonstrated that the “in persona Christi” approach is essential to the 
Catholic position. Indeed, there are far more ancient arguments (as we have 
seen) against the ordination of women, which Catholics prioritize to this 
day, and these arguments are evident even in Inter Insigniores.  

The Catholic argument is not solely concerned with issues of sacramental 
representation. In addition, speculation about what the ordination of women 
means in the context of Eucharistic theology might be interesting, but it is 
not pertinent to what ought to treated as prescriptive. Our central question 
is this: What do the Scriptures teach? The secondary, but still important 
question, is this: What has the Church believed through the ages about the 
ordination of women? Speculation about the in persona Christi argument 
does little to answer these fundamental questions.  

8.4. Male and Female Symbolism 

As the authors note, the argument from the place of male transcendence and 
female immanence is not an argument made by the Vatican, and we would 
note, more importantly, that it is not an argument derived from Scripture. 
Consequently, there is nothing further that needs to be said about this 
argument, except to note that it is, in no way, essential to the Catholic 
argument against the ordination of women.  
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Appendix 1: 1 Corinthians 14:33b-35; 1 Timothy 2:8-15 

These two passages are the major New Testament texts on the relationship 
between men and women and their respective roles in the corporate or 
communal life of the Church. Consequently, they have become crucial in the 
debate over the role of women in ordained office, specifically the office of 
presbyter. They are perceived as addressing that issue more directly than any 
other texts in Scripture. Those who argue against the ordination of women 
to the priesthood find the most explicit support for their position in these 
passages; those who argue the contrary usually expend a great deal of effort 
in trying to show that they do not exclude women from the priesthood.141 Is 
the exclusion of women in view in these passages temporary or permanent? 
localized or universal? 

Particularly in the last twenty years or so, these passages have been 
intensively examined in relation to the issue of women's ordination to the 
presbyterate. The results are a bewildering, almost overwhelming, array of 
interpretive details and hypotheses, of exegetical claim and counterclaim 
that gives rise to the great danger of getting stuck in an undergrowth of 
conflicting interpretive opinion and so of losing sight of the “forest.” It is 
therefore all the more important to strive for balance and to lay hold of what 
these passages clearly teach in the midst of much that is admittedly subject 

141 This section is substantively drawn from the reports of other Protestant denominations that have 
previously addressed the exegesis of the key passages discussed here, particularly:  
Women Serving in the Ministry of the Church. Report of the Ad Interim Committee to the Forty-fifth 
General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church of America, 20i7. https://www.pcaac.org/ad-interim-
committee-women-in-ministry/; accessed March, 2019. 
Report for the Committee on Women in Church Office. Presented to the Fifty-fifth General Assembly of 
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, 1988. https://opc.org/GA/women_in_office.html; accessed March 
2019. 
See also: The Service of Women in Congregational and Synodical Offices. A Report of the Commission 
on Theology and Church Relations of the Lutheran Church – Missouri Synod, September 1994, January 
2005. https://www.cph.org/p-163-the-services-of-women-in-congregational-and-synodical-offices-
ctcr.aspx; accessed March 2019. 
The Ministry of Women. A Report received by the Synod of Diocese of Sydney, October 1988. 
https://www.sds.asn.au/sites/default/files/reports/W/Women.Ministry%20of%20%288.87%29%28199
8%29.pdf?doc_id=NDQ0OA; accessed March 2019. 
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to debate. Our examination is not an attempt at exhaustive exegesis, but 
seeks to grasp that clarity, primarily by identifying boundaries for properly 
understanding these passages according to the doctrine of the perspicuity of 
Scripture. 

All parties agree that the two passages are expressly didactic in character and 
include legislative elements for the Church. At the same time, they, like all 
Scripture, are historically conditioned; they are “occasional,” that is, 
addressed to specific problems in a particular time and place. All parties also 
agree that the “occasional” factor in no way prevents these passages from 
containing teaching of enduring validity, but it can be a source of some 
difficulty in trying to identify that validity. How are we to distinguish within 
these passages between abiding norms and what may be temporary, 
localized expressions of those norms? (An example is the “braided hair or 
gold or pearls or expensive clothes” in 1 Timothy 2:9). It needs to be stressed, 
then, that to pose this question is not a sure sign of weakened or abandoned 
confidence in the authority of Scripture, but is prompted by the text itself. 
Everyone has to wrestle with this question.  

In fact, neither passage explicitly addresses the question of women's 
ordination. In 1 Corinthians 14 and 1 Timothy 2 the issue is women speaking/ 
teaching “in Church” (“in God's household,” 1 Timothy 3:15). The conclusion 
that the latter two passages exclude women from ordained office is an a 
fortiori inference: because women are prohibited from speaking in public 
gatherings of the Church they are therefore necessarily excluded from the 
ordained office of teaching in the Church. 

Within 1 Corinthians 14:33b-36 along with 1 Timothy 2:11ff, a sweeping 
prohibition on women speaking (publicly) in Church would seem to be 
undeniable. However, 1 Corinthians 11 clearly implies that some women were 
praying and prophesying publicly with Paul's tacit approval. On that 
assumption, then, and on the further assumptions (1) that Paul is not 
contradicting himself and (2) that 14:33ff. is not a non-Pauline gloss, it 
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follows that 1 Corinthians 11 limits the apparently absolute sweep of the 
prohibitions in 14:34 in some way.  

How? Several explanations have been offered.142 While none is entirely 
convincing, most satisfying perhaps is the view that in the light of the 
immediately surrounding context, 14:33ff. prohibits women specifically from 
participating in the (authoritative) judging or evaluation of prophetic 
utterances.143 How exactly the prohibition is limited is not so easy to answer; 
that it is qualified, however, seems clear in the light of 11:5, 13. 

1 Corinthians 14 deals with the specific matter of prophecy and tongues and 
their exercise in the divine service. The chapter as a whole is structured by a 
comparison between these two gifts in the interest of showing the relatively 
greater value of prophecy. That contrast runs like a backbone down the body 
of almost the entire argument, beginning with verses 2 and 3 and 
culminating in the concluding declaration of verse 39. Therefore, verses 33b-
36 are related in some way to the exercise of prophecy. Women are 
prohibited from the exercise of authority in judging or evaluation of a 
prophetic pronouncement. While 1 Corinthians 14, including verses 33b-36 
with their prohibition on women speaking authoritatively, addresses a 
particular set of issues in a Church situation that by God's design may no 
longer exist, but what is said about the exercise of authority in the divine 
service, is directly applicable to the Church today. 

It is the situation in 1 Timothy 2 that confirms our analysis. Numerous efforts 
have been made to show that the commands of verses 11, 12 are no longer 
applicable today. Those efforts, by now sustained and repeated, have 
nonetheless been unsuccessful. They are unconvincing in handling some of 
the details of the passage (e.g., in trying to show that “quietness” [verses 11, 

142 See J. Hurley, Man and Woman In Biblical Perspective, Wipf & Stock Pub; Reissue edition (2002), 
 pp. 186-188. 
143 See, e.g., Anthony Thistleton, 1 Corinthians 14.33b-36. 1 Corinthians New International Greek 
Testament Commentary, Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co. 2000.  
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12] is somehow not intended to exclude women from the teaching or exercise
of authority in view, or in maintaining that authentein [verse 12] means the
rebellious abuse or some other misuse of authority).

Unconvincing as well are efforts to reconstruct the background at Ephesus 
that allegedly limits the applicability of Paul's commands to that time and 
place. No doubt his prohibition is occasioned by the particular 
circumstances of his original readers (what statement in Scripture isn’t?!), 
but an accurate profile of the opposition he is concerned about has not been 
demonstrated persuasively. Nor in all likelihood can it be, given the 
limitations of the biblical and existing nonbiblical data. It is an extremely 
questionable hermeneutical procedure to attempt to limit the current 
applicability of biblical teaching, especially a command, on the basis of an 
historical reconstruction that necessarily is largely speculative. It is risky 
indeed, as many today are doing, to view the prohibition in verse 12 “as based 
primarily on a situation for which we have no clear evidence”144 or that this is 
a question of education as argued by Drs. LeMarquand and Witt.145 

There are certainly a number of exegetical uncertainties in this passage (e.g., 
what exactly is the analogy between men and women in verses 8-10? are 
women’s prayers in view in verse 9? how are we to understand the use of 
Genesis 2-3 in verses 13, 14? the reference to childbearing in verse 15?). But it 
is thoroughly wrongheaded to hold that because of these difficulties in the 
surrounding context it is arbitrary in principle and therefore not permissible 
to draw firm conclusions about the commands of verses 11-13, especially to 
conclude that they are still binding today. The extension of such a 
hermeneutical approach to Scripture as a whole would mean that because it 
contains “some things that are hard to understand” (2 Pet. 3:16) therefore 
nothing it teaches is clear! 

144 Douglas Moo, “The Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:11-15: A Rejoinder”. Trinity Journal, 2 (1981):217. 
145 LeMarquand and Witt. “Women in Holy Orders”, 2018, p. 14. 
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In fact, with all that remains imponderable about Paul's argument, it is hard 
to deny that he is plainly basing the commands of verses 12, 13 on an order 
established in creation at the beginning and on the fact of the sinful 
malfunction of that order at the Fall, and that he therefore intends that as 
long as the present creation order exists the commands continue in force. 
  
Several broader contextual considerations reinforce this conclusion. We 
need always to remember that the Pastoral Epistles have a unique role in the 
New Testament canon. They embody apostolic provision for the post-
apostolic future of the Church, particularly as they order aspects of Church 
life for that coming time, “until the appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ” (1 
Tim. 6:14). 
 
The controlling concern in the section 1 Timothy 2:1-3:16 is “how people 
ought to conduct themselves in God's household, which is the Church of the 
living God” (3:15). This means that 2:8-15, despite some puzzling elements 
(e.g., the reference to childbearing in verse 15) addresses permanent 
relationships in the Church community as a whole, not just between 
husbands and wives.  
 
Within the section 2:1-3:16 Paul goes on immediately, connecting directly 
with 2:8-15, to deal with the permanent offices in the Church, beginning with 
the qualifications of the bishop/presbyter (3:1-7, cf. Titus 1:5-9). In other 
words, in 3:1ff., Paul orders and makes positive provision for the teaching and 
rule he has just prohibited to women.  
 
This last observation provides an important qualification of the commands 
in 2:11, 12. 1 Corinthians 11:3ff. limits the apparently absolute imposition of 
silence on women found in 14:34, 35 but qualifies its authoritative exercise in 
public worship. In keeping with that limitation, 1 Timothy 3:1-7 suggests that 
2:12, 13 prohibits women specifically from exercising the teaching and ruling 
authority reserved to the office of presbyter. In the case of 1 Timothy 2:11, 12 
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the point is the formal (official) and authoritative (authentein), public 
teaching, shepherding and guarding Christ’s Church. 

An important substructure of Paul's argument in this passage, explaining in 
part his use of Genesis 2 and 3, is the unique analogy that exists between the 
Church and the household. The basic form and role relationships established 
in the home (cf. Eph. 5:22ff.; Col. 3:18-21, see above) have a carryover into the 
Church: the priests are to the rest of the Church as the husband/father is to 
the wife/children in the family. This substructure, rooted primarily in the 
biblical doctrine of the covenant, reflects the parallel found throughout 
Scripture between the family and the Church (the covenant community as a 
whole), a parallel unlike that between any other human institutions. A 
fundamental reason why women are not to be ordained as priests is that the 
Church is not an aggregate body of individual believers but households 
(believers together with their children) that include widows and orphans 
(those without biological families) in covenant with God. As Paul says, the 
Church is “God's household.” In our judgment there can be little doubt that a 
bias toward an unbiblical individualism, present in many who are otherwise 
fully committed to the authority of Scripture in their soteriology, is a source 
of considerable confusion in current debates about women's ordination to 
the priesthood. 
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Appendix 2:                         Women in Holy Orders: 
a biblical and theological defense of the case for allowing women to 

continue to be ordained as presbyters in the Anglican Church of 

North America 

 

On September 7, 2017, the ACNA College of Bishops stated… 

“Having gratefully received and thoroughly considered the five-year study 

by the Theological Task Force on Holy Orders, we acknowledge that there 

are differing principles of ecclesiology and hermeneutics that are acceptable 

within Anglicanism that may lead to divergent conclusions regarding 

women’s ordination to the priesthood. However, we also acknowledge that 

this practice is a recent innovation to Apostolic Tradition and Catholic 

Order. We agree that there is insufficient scriptural warrant to accept 

women’s ordination to the priesthood as standard practice throughout the 

Province. However, we continue to acknowledge that individual dioceses 

have constitutional authority to ordain women to the priesthood.” 

 

Although it had been hoped that their statement would bring a certain 

amount of peace to the ACNA which has been divided on the issue of 

women’s orders, in fact the statement generated much heat in the blogs. 

This paper may also generate some heat simply by virtue of its topic. This, 

however, is not its purpose. In producing this statement, we have no desire 
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to be contentious. Our desire is simply to uphold what we believe to be a 

biblical and godly practice.  

The College of Bishops rightly stated that there are different hermeneutical 

principles being used by differing groups within the church. This paper, we 

hope, will make clear that we believe that there is a sufficient weight of 

evidence in scripture, no persuasive tradition against, and persuasive 

theological reasons to affirm, that women are called and gifted by God for 

ordained ministry in the church. The bishops also stated that the ordination 

of women is “a recent innovation.” We would argue that women were 

serving in ministry positions in the apostolic period. Ordaining women is 

“a recent innovation” only because the practice of ordaining women was 

lost to the church and has now been revived. At the same time, any appeal 

to the “tradition of the church” as an argument against ordaining women 

should honestly recognize the historic reasons why women were not 

ordained, and that recent arguments against the ordination of women do 

not reflect this historic position but are themselves recent innovations. 

Further the bishops stated that there is “insufficient scriptural warrant to 

accept women’s ordination to the priesthood as standard practice 

throughout the Province.” We take this statement to mean that it is not the 

opinion of the bishops that women’s ordination be imposed on all 

dioceses. We concur. If some bishops and dioceses are not convinced that 

women should be ordained, those bishops and dioceses should not be 

forced to do so.  
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The purpose of this paper, therefore, is not to attempt to coerce any 

diocese into the practice of ordaining women as presbyters. This statement 

acknowledges that the reasons given for not ordaining women are coherent 

(although we disagree with them) and that it has the weight of much (but 

certainly not all) of the history of the church on its side. What the signers 

of this paper contend is that the argument in favor of ordaining women is 

also coherent and that there are important arguments in its favor. Most of 

all, we contend that there is a substantial body of scriptural reasoning and 

theological argument in favor of ordaining women as priests. This 

statement will not present every argument which could be made: 

substantial arguments have been made elsewhere (see the short 

bibliography attached). Our statement is meant to be merely an outline of 

the major arguments, especially those from scripture. This scriptural 

witness leads us to believe that the ordination of godly women as leaders in 

Christ’s church should continue to be authorized in ACNA dioceses that 

have decided, or may in future decide, in favor of this policy. 

Because this study is simply an outline of the pro-women’s ordination 

argument there may be many questions raised which could be answered if 

there was room for more detail. We commend the bibliography attached as 

a collection of writings which may help those interested to gain further 

insight. We would remind any who may comment on this paper to 

remember that this subject is a sensitive one, both for those in favor of 

women priests and for those against. By all means, arguments can and 
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should be raised, but arguments should be made against ideas not people. 

There is no excuse for dismissing another person’s case without evidence. 

The use of arguments ad hominem (the logical fallacy which attacks the 

person rather than the position - a form of argumentation which, sadly, 

have become prevalent on the internet) should be resisted. 

Women’s Ordination, Church Tradition, and Three Responses 

As noted above, the ACNA bishops have stated that women’s ordination is 

a “recent innovation to Apostolic Tradition and Catholic Order.” While 

this claim is true as a historical statement, traditions are only as valid as the 

reasons on which they are based, and the reasons for the tradition against 

ordaining women are not difficult to trace. The church father John 

Chrysostom laid down the three basic reasons that continued to provide 

the historic warrants for opposition to the ordination of women in the 

church’s tradition: First, Chrysostom appealed to a basic division or labor 

that characterized all pre-industrial societies. The work of women is 

confined to the domestic sphere, while public life is reserved for men: “To 

woman is assigned the presidency of the household; to man all the business 

of state, the marketplace, the administration of government . . . She cannot 

handle state business well, but she can raise children correctly . . .” These 

differences are rooted in an intellectual superiority of men over women. It 

is the work of God’s wisdom that the man, who is “skilled at greater 

things” is useless at “less important ones,” and these less important tasks 

are assigned to women. Second, because of the fall, women are forbidden 
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to teach: “Why not? Because she taught Adam once and for all, and taught 

him badly. . . . she is subjected to the man and that . . . subjection is 

because of sin.” Third, women have a great tendency to sin, but also to 

incite to temptation: Bishops need to pay particular attention to the female 

sex “because of its propensity to sins,” and because “the eye, not only of 

the unchaste, but of the modest woman pierces and disturbs the mind.”146 

These three claims were repeatedly combined to provide the historical 

reason why women were excluded not only from church office, but from 

any positions of leadership over men whatsoever. Epiphanius of Salamis, 

who is considered to be the first church father to write against the 

ordination of women, wrote: “Women are unstable, prone to error, and 

mean-spirited.”147 Thomas Aquinas’s teacher Albert the Great wrote that 

“women are more mendacious and fragile, more diffident, more shameless, 

more deceptively eloquent, and, in brief, a woman is nothing but a devil 

fashioned into a human appearance . . .”148 Aquinas himself wrote of 

women: “For good order would have been wanting in the human family if 

some were not governed by others wiser than themselves. So by such a 

kind of subjection woman is naturally subject to man, because in man the 

discretion of reason predominates.” Aquinas argued that women could not 

                                                
146 John Chrysostom, The Kind of Women Who Ought to be Taken as Wives 4; Discourse 4 on Genesis; 
On Priesthood VI, ch. 8. 
147 Panarion 79.7, 1,6. 
148 Albert the Great, Questions Concerning Aristotle’s On Animals XV. q. 11. 
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be ordained because “it is not possible in the female sex to signify 

eminence of degree, for a woman is in the state of subjection . . .”149 

Anglican Divine Richard Hooker wrote of women that their “judgments 

are commonly weakest because of their sex.” In the marriage service, the 

practice of women being given to their husbands by their fathers “putteth 

women in mind of a duty whereunto the very imbecility of their nature and 

sex doth bind them, namely to be always directed, guided and ordered by 

others . . .” Hooker was opposed to women being “ministers in the Church 

of God,” for the traditional reason: “To make women teachers in the 

house of God were a gross absurdity, seeing the Apostle hath said, ‘I 

permit not a woman to teach.’”150 

In light of the above, three things should be noted about traditional 

opposition to the ordination of women: (1) The opposition is grounded in 

an ontological incapacity: women cannot be ordained because they are 

considered to be less intelligent than men, emotionally unstable, and 

subject to temptation; (2) This restriction was not only a restriction against 

women’s ordination, but against any activity in which women would have 

had authority over men. In accordance with traditional pre-industrial 

divisions of labor, the roles of women were confined to the domestic 

sphere, while men worked in the public sphere; (3) Opposition was rooted 

primarily in issues of competence, and of lack of authority following from 

149 Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1.92.1; Supplement to the Summa Theologiae, q. 39. 
150 Richard Hooker, The Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, Preface 3.13; Book 5, 43.5; 5, 62.2. 
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lack of competence, not sacramental theology. There are no traditional 

arguments against the ordination of women based on the inability of 

women to represent a male Christ when presiding at the Eucharist. 

With the rise of the Industrial Revolution in the modern West, a change 

took place in the traditional division of labor between the sexes. Because 

no longer tied for biological reasons to primarily domestic tasks, women 

came to work more and more outside the home, and there arose a 

corresponding concern for the rights and dignity of women, both inside 

and outside the church.151 

In line with this new recognition of the dignity and equality of women, 

around the middle of the twentieth century, a major shift took place in all 

mainline churches – Catholic, Orthodox, Protestant, and Anglican – as 

churches came to recognize essential equality between men and women, 

including intellectual and moral equality. Historic claims about women’s 

inferiority and intellectual and moral incapacity for leadership disappeared. 

Women came to participate in church life in ways that they had not done 

before. For example, in the modern Roman Catholic Church, women are 

now allowed to teach in seminaries, to baptize, and (at least in theory) to 

perform any church function with the exception of presiding at the 

Eucharist. Among Anglicans, women now typically serve on vestries and 

serve as acolytes or altar servers. 

                                                
151 See especially Carrie A. Miles, The Redemption of Love: Rescuing Marriage and Sexuality from the Economics 
of a Fallen World. Grand Rapids: Brazos Press, 2006. 
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Following this shift, three new theological positions appeared in 

recognition of the equality of women. First, there have been those who 

recognized that, since the historic reason for refusing to ordain women 

(inequality) no longer holds, it is permissible to admit women to 

ordination.  

However, there also have been those who, despite the shift from affirming 

the inequality to the equality of women and men, continued to insist that 

women still could not be ordained, and the reasons for opposition breaks 

down along confessional lines. 

Protestant opposition has focused on issues of authority, with preaching 

and teaching, and arguments focus on the exegesis of scripture. While 

affirming strongly the intellectual and moral equality of men and women, 

Protestant “complementarians” insist nonetheless that men and women 

have different “roles” to play in the church. All “roles” are available to 

men, but women are denied any “role” that would involve teaching or 

exercising authority over men. Protestant arguments appeal to biblical 

passages that seem to affirm (1) a hierarchical understanding of the relation 

between men and women; (2) forbid women to speak in church; (3) forbid 

women to teach.  

Catholic opposition focuses rather on the tradition of the church, and 

issues of sacramental theology. In terms of biblical exegesis, the key issues 

concern the function of the Old Testament priesthood; the relation 



 9 

between Jesus and his apostles; the kinds of roles women exercised in the 

church both in the Bible, and in the history of the church. Theologically, 

the concern is not with women teaching or exercising authority, but with 

the role of the ordained priest in presiding at the Eucharist. The key 

argument is that women cannot be ordained because, in presiding at the 

Eucharist, only a male priest can act “in the person of Christ” (in persona 

Christi). An ordained woman cannot represent a male Christ.  

It is important to recognize that all three positions represent “recent 

innovations” to the church’s historic tradition (not only the position that 

affirms the ordination of women), because all three positions affirm the 

church’s new position regarding the essential equality and dignity of women, 

but all three reject the church’s historic reasons for opposition to the 

ordination of women. 

The Protestant position affirms the traditional hierarchical understanding 

of the relationship between men and women and continues to base 

opposition on grounds of authority. Yet insofar as it affirms the essential 

moral and intellectual equality of men and women, the Protestant position 

conflicts with the historic rationale for sexual hierarchy. 

 

The Catholic position ironically is more in tension with the church’s 

previous tradition insofar as it bases opposition not in issues of hierarchy 

and authority, but sacramental theology. Although Catholics appeal to the 

church’s tradition, they do not endorse the historic rationale; one does not 
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find arguments in the church fathers against the ordination of women 

based on a sexual typology in which a male priest resembles a male Christ. 

These are very recent arguments, and do not appear before the mid-

twentieth century. 

It is also important to recognize that although both Protestants and 

Catholics oppose women’s ordination, they do so for contrary reasons. 

Protestants are concerned about issues of authority, not sacramental 

theology. Catholics allow women to teach and exercise authority, but merely 

want to restrict liturgical presidency. Anglican identity has made room for 

both (low church) Evangelicals and (high church) Anglo-Catholics. 

Because there are those within both groups who oppose women’s 

ordination, one hears echoes of both Protestant and Catholic arguments 

against women’s ordination in Anglican circles. At the same time, it is 

important to remember that this mutual opposition to women’s ordination 

forms an uneasy alliance because the arguments embraced reflect different 

ecclesiologies. 

Because there are two different kinds of arguments raised against women’s 

ordination, in what follows, we will make our case in a two-fold manner, 

first addressing those issues of biblical exegesis which are of key concern 

for Protestants, and then, the issues of sacramental theology that concern 

Catholics. 
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Creation  

“So God created humanity in his own image; in the image of God he 

created him; male and female he created them.” (Gen 1:27) 

These verses from the first Genesis creation story make it clear that God 

not only made human beings in his image, but that a major part of the 

concept of being in God’s image is that humans are male and female. 

Orthodox theology has always affirmed that God is not male but beyond 

gender. Only a humanity which is both male and female can adequately 

image God in his world.  

Closely related to the statement that humanity, both male and female, is 

created in God’s image is the mandate given to humanity – the mandate to 

have authority over God’s creation, to rule as stewards of God’s world. We 

should note that the text of Genesis is clear that authority to rule is not 

given to the man alone but to both the man and the woman: “let them 

have dominion.” Women share with men in the task of ruling creation. 

Some will argue (on the basis of the second creation story) that since the 

women was created second, and (according to Genesis 2:18-23) since she is 

called his “helper,” that some kind of leadership is given to the man, 

implying that an unequal relationship between the genders is built into 

creation itself. It is true that the Hebrew word (ezer) can sometimes imply a 

hierarchical relationship. This is certainly not always the case, however. At 

times the “helper” and the one helped are clearly perceived as equals, and 
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in other texts, the “helper” is the superior partner.152 In some texts it is 

even God himself who is described as our “helper.” The context of a given 

passage must provide the meaning of the word itself. To argue that the 

word itself implies hierarchy is to fall into the etymological fallacy. In this 

case the text does not imply an unequal relationship - both are made in 

God’s image and together given authority to rule creation.  

It is also misleading to speak of the woman being created “second.” 

English translations create an ambiguity that does not appear in the original 

Hebrew. Unlike modern English, Hebrew makes a distinction between the 

word ha’adam (properly translated “the human being” or “humanity”) and 

the word translated “male human being.” Gen. 1:28 describes the creation 

of humanity or humankind (ha’adam) in the image of God as male and 

female. Gen. 2:4 describes (with a deliberate pun) the creation of a single 

human being (ha’adam), whom God creates by taking him from the earth 

(ha’adamah), an earth which he will later cultivate. The name “Adam” does 

not appear until Genesis 4:25 (or possibly 4:1), and is simply the Hebrew 

generic name for “human being” (without the article).  

Many English translations translate all of these instances of ha’adam as 

“man,” but this is misleading if “man” is understood to mean “male human 

being.” The Hebrew word for “male human being” does not appear until 

Gen. 2:23, when sexuality first enters the picture as the Hebrew word for 

                                                
152 See William J. Webb, Slaves, Women & Homosexuals: Exploring the Hermeneutics of Cultural Analysis 
(Downers Grove, IVP, 2001) 128. 
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“man” (male human being) is introduced rather than the generic ha’adam as 

both man and woman are named for the first time: “This at last is bone of 

my bones and flesh of my flesh; she call be called Woman (‘issa) because 

she was taken out of Man (‘is).” The woman is called “Woman” (‘issa) 

because she is taken from the “Man” (‘is), just as he was taken from the 

earth. The terms ‘is and ‘issa emphasize the likeness of the man and the 

woman, the only difference being the corresponding feminine ending for 

the word ‘issa. This does not mean that the first human being in Genesis 

was an androgyne, but rather that sexuality does not exist except when men 

and women live in communion with one another. Men exist as men and 

woman as women only as companions of one another. Neither can be 

complete without the other.  

 

The cry of recognition, “This at last is bone of my bones and flesh of my 

flesh,” also points to equality and companionship, not to hierarchy or 

subordination. Some have argued for a hierarchy of authority in that the 

man “names” the woman, as he had the animals (v. 20), but the man does 

not “name” the woman but recognizes her as one like himself. The 

Hebrew word “call” by itself does not mean “naming.” The woman is not 

named until Gen. 3:20 (after the fall), when she is named “Eve,” the 

“mother of all living.” The focus of the creation narratives of Genesis 1 

and 2 is on harmony, cooperation, and mutual likeness. There is no hint of 
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hierarchy or subordination of any kind, or any suggestions that the man is 

to command or be in charge of the woman or she to obey him.153 

Fall 

The third chapter of Genesis describes the entry of sin into the world 

through the human rebellion. Among the many implications of this story is 

that relations between the genders are damaged.  Part of the curse involves 

an unbalanced hierarchy. The woman is told: “your desire shall be for your 

husband, and he shall rule over you.” (Genesis 3:16) The hierarchy of 

genders which is so ingrained in most cultures of the world is not a part of 

the created order, but a part of the fallen state. 

Israel 

Israel’s story is embedded within the larger story of the world’s fallenness 

and Israel shares in that sinful reality. Unequal gender relations characterize 

the life of Israel as well as its neighbors. In the midst of this situation, laws 

were given which protect women, especially widows, from the power of 

men. The laws of Israel are, in part, a revelation of God’s compassionate 

and merciful character.  

But even in the context of patriarchal Israelite society not all leaders in 

Israel are men. Women fulfill a multiplicity of leadership roles in the Old 

                                                
153 See especially Terence E. Freitheim, “The Book of Genesis,” A New Interpreter’s Bible Volume I 
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1994); Richard S. Hess, “Equality With and Without Innocence,” Discovering 
Biblical Equality: Complementarity Without Hierarchy, Ronald W. Pierce and Rebecca Merrill Groothius, 
eds. (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2004); Phyllis Trible, God and the Rhetoric of Sexuality 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1978). 
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Testament narratives. Worship leaders (like Miriam), prophets (like the 

woman of Tekoa), judges (like Deborah), faithful pray-ers (like Hannah), 

administrators (see Proverbs 31) are found throughout the Old Testament. 

There are of course no women priests in the Old Testament. We must 

keep in mind, however, that in the Old Testament period there were no 

priests who were gentiles, or disabled or not from the tribe of Levi. Also 

significant are the Old Testament purity laws, which would have prohibited 

women from performing priestly functions for several days at least once a 

month, and for a significant period after child birth. Many Old Testament 

temple functions were also periodically scheduled, and women could not 

be depended on to be ritually pure on each occasion the function needed 

to be performed. Such concerns about ritual purity would not be relevant 

for New Testament Christians in light of the fulfillment of Old Testament 

ritual law by the priesthood of Jesus Christ. We cannot argue that on the 

basis of the Old Testament priesthood being male, that ordination to 

ministry in the Church church ought to be restricted to males.   

Ministry of Jesus 

The story of the New Testament begins with willing participation of a 

woman, Mary, in the incarnation. Mary the willing servant is also a 

theologian. The Magnificat (Luke 1:46-55), Mary’s song, is re-working of 

the Song of the Sea in Exodus 15 and Hannah’s prayer in 1 Samuel.  



 16 

Another woman, Anna (Luke 2:36), is the first of a number of mentions of 

women prophets and preachers in the New Testament. Prominent among 

those who bear apostolic witness to Jesus are the women disciples named 

in Luke 8:1-3, women who share in the peripatetic ministry of Jesus (Luke 

8:1-3). Women are virtually the only followers of Jesus who witnessed his 

crucifixion and his burial. Each of the four gospels name women as the 

first witnesses of the risen Jesus. Mary Magdalene herself, according to 

John, used the phrase “I have seen the Lord.” (John 20:18) Richard 

Bauckham’s comment is pertinent: 

This is exactly what the other disciples later say to Thomas: “We have 

seen the Lord” ([John] 20:25). In Paul this is the defining content and 

terminology of the apostolic witness: “Am I not an apostle? Have I 

not seen the Lord?” (1 Cor 9:1).154  

The work of witness and proclamation by Mary and the other witnesses of 

Jesus ministry, death, burial and resurrection is apostolic work, apostolic 

work which continues past the first post-resurrection days into the post-

Pentecost period. 

The significance of these female disciples of Jesus is often missed or 

glossed over. They were with Jesus throughout his three years of ministry, 

they heard his teaching, witnessed his mighty acts and were full participants 

in the mission work which Jesus sent his disciples to do. All four of the 

154 Bauckham reference? 
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gospel writers are careful to mention the presence of the women at these 

events. 

The significance of these women disciples is well-illustrated in the story of 

Jesus in the home of Mary and Martha of Bethany where Mary “sat at the 

Lord’s feet.” (Luke 10:39) The phrase “sitting at the feet” is code language 

for the behavior of a disciple who is learning from a Rabbi. The same 

phrase is used of Paul who “sat at the feet of Gamaliel.” (Acts 22:5) Far 

from being the archetype of a submissive woman, Mary of Bethany is 

training as a disciple of a Rabbi to become a Rabbi herself. (To be a 

disciple is to take on an apprenticeship to be a Rabbi; one does not become 

a disciple merely for one’s own personal spiritual benefit.) 

 

 Early Church 

We learn from the letters of Paul (among other texts) that women had 

prominent positions in the early church. Several women, for example, are 

named in the greetings of Romans 16. This is significant since Paul’s 

practice is to greet the leaders of the congregation to whom he is writing. 

Phoebe, is described as a deacon (v. 1) of the church of Cenchreae. It is 

difficult to assess exactly what the function of deacons was at this stage in 

the church’s history, but at least two of them, Stephen and Philip, have 

significant preaching ministries. As well as being a “deacon” Phoebe is also 

described as a “benefactor” (v. 2: prostatis). The RSV has the very weak 
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translation of “helper” at this point. A benefactor, rather, is one who 

provides the material needs for a person or organization. Phoebe is the 

‘patron’ (or, rather, ‘matron’) of her church in the suburbs of Corinth. As 

such it would have been expected for her to preside at the community 

meal, which for Christians was the Eucharist. Certainly, other benefactors 

in the Greco-Roman world, who hosted organizations in their homes, 

would have been expected to host the meal.155 The next people named are 

Prisca (or Priscilla) and Aquila, also known to us from the book of Acts. 

Significantly Prisca is named first, as she is three out of the four times they 

are mentioned in Acts. This may be because she had the more significant 

ministry. The two are known to us as the teachers of the already eloquent 

Apollos (Acts 18:26). Of great importance is v.7. Without going into a 

thorough exegesis of this often poorly translated text, we argue that this 

verse mentions Junia (a woman) as an apostle, and not merely an apostle, 

but one “outstanding among the apostles.”156 

It is sometimes argued against the notion that women held church office in 

the early church that no New Testament text specifically names a woman 

as holding the office of bishop or presbyter. While this is true, it is also the 

case that no New Testament text specifically names a man as holding these 

offices either. Apart from a single reference in 1 Peter 2:25 to Christ as the 

155  For more on patronage and the role of Phoebe as a patron see, Bruce W. Winter, Roman Wives, Roman Widows. 
The Appearance of New Women and the Pauline Communities (Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, 2003) 193-99. 
156  See especially Jay Epp, Junia. The First Woman Apostle (Minneapolis, Fortress, 2005). 
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“bishop/overseer” of your souls, the New Testament nowhere identifies 

any man by name with these titles. Rather the terms are generally applied to 

groups, and never to specifically named individuals: presbyters/elders (Acts 

11:30; 14:23; 15:2, 4, 6, 22, 23; 21:18; 1 Tim. 4:14; 5:17, 19; Tit. 1:5; James 

5:14; 1 Pet. 5:1, 5; 2 John 1:1; 3 John 1:2), bishops/overseers (Acts 20:28; 

Phil. 1:1; 1 Tim. 3:1, 2; Tit. 1:7). The single exception is Phoebe, who is 

named as a “deacon.”157 

It is also significant that the requirements for overseers (bishops), elders 

(presbyters), and deacons in the pastoral epistles (1 Timothy 3:1-12; Titus 

1:5-9) are moral requirements, not job descriptions. It cannot be 

coincidental that identical language is used to describe women throughout 

the pastoral epistles. Even the requirement that the bishop be a “one 

woman man” (1 Tim. 3:2) (“faithful to his wife,” NIV) is exactly parallel to 

the requirement that a widow be a “one man woman” (1 Tim. 5:9) 

(“faithful to her husband,” NIV). The concern here is clearly morally 

exclusive (no adulterers), not that the bishop must necessarily be a married 

male. 

 

Finally, we note that in describing the candidate for overseer in 1 Tim. 3, 

the generic “whoever” (Greek, tis) is used to describe the candidate: 

“Whoever (tis) aspires to be an overseer (bishop) desires a noble task.” (1 

                                                
157  The two other exceptions would be 1 Peter 5:1 where the writer identifies himself as a “fellow elder” 
and 2 and 3 John where the writer identifies himself as “the elder.” Assuming (for argument’s sake), the 
traditional authorship of these letters, the apostolic authors Peter and John are identified as “presbyters,” 
but not explicitly named as such. 
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Tim. 3:1) Despite misleading English translations, not a single male 

pronoun appears anywhere in the description in 1 Tim. 3:1-7. Nothing in 

the qualifications (again, “moral qualifications”) for the role of overseer 

(bishop), elder (presbyter), or deacon in the pastoral epistles would exclude 

a woman fulfilling these roles.158 

Resembling Christ 

A crucial issue in the discussion concerns the extent to which ordained 

clergy resemble or represent Jesus Christ. Catholic opponents of women’s 

ordination argue that women cannot be ordained insofar as only a man can 

represent the male Jesus Christ in presiding at the Eucharist by acting “in 

the person of Christ” (in persona Christi), and so women cannot be ordained 

because they do not resemble a male Jesus Christ. Conversely, Protestant 

“complementarian” opponents argue that women cannot be ordained 

insofar as they do resemble Jesus Christ. The claim is that just as the eternal 

Son of God is equal but subordinate to the Father, so women are equal to, 

but nonetheless subordinate to men. (Whether such an eternal 

subordination of the Son to the Father is orthodox theology is 

questionable.) 

Crucial to the apostle Paul’s own understanding of how Christians are to 

resemble Jesus Christ are two key passages. Philippians 2:6-11 is the 

                                                
158 See especially Ben Witherington III, Letters and Homilies for Hellenized Christians Volume 1: A Socio-
Rhetorical Commentary on Titus, 1-2 Timothy and 1-3 John (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2006), 
109, 243 and Philip B. Payne, Man and Woman, One in Christ: An Exegetical and Theological Study of 
Paul’s Letters (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2009), 445-460. 



 21 

“master story” of Paul’s cruciform spirituality, in which Paul identifies the 

love of Christ with a renouncing of status, a “self-emptying” that prefers 

others over self, being humbled even to the point of death. In the 

incarnation, the pre-existent Christ submitted himself to a fallen creation 

by taking on the form of a servant. This “master story” of Christ’s self-

emptying serves as a paradigm for Christian service: “Let the same mind be 

in you that was in Christ Jesus . . .” (v. 5)159 

Paul applies this same notion of cruciform spirituality to his discussion of 

apostolic ministry in 2 Cor. 4:7-12. Ministers of Christ carry a treasure in 

jars of clay, carrying in their bodies the death of Jesus so that Jesus’ life is 

manifest in their bodies. This model of cruciform spirituality is the pattern 

for the manner in which all Christians (both lay and ordained) represent or 

resemble Jesus Christ. 

This notion of cruciform spirituality is crucial for interpreting two passages 

that have become key for the discussion of relationships between men and 

women, and thus women’s ordination.  

In Ephesians 5:1-6:9, Paul challenges traditional pagan and Jewish 

“household codes” which typically addressed male householders in their 

duties to exercise authority over their subordinates (wives, children and 

slaves), in the light of cruciform spirituality. In contrast to “household 

codes” of antiquity, Ephesians 5 focuses on the mutual submission of all 

                                                
159 See especially Michael J. Gorman, Cruciformity: Paul’s Narrative Spirituality of the Cross (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001). 
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Christians to one another, and to the way in which both men and woman 

resemble Jesus Christ by “walking in love as Christ loved us” (Eph. 5:2; cf. 

5:25), by “submitting to one another out of reverence for Christ” (5:21; cf. 

5:33). 

 

The duty of each one of the household members is modified in light of 

Christ’s servanthood. Children obey their parents “in the Lord” (6:1). 

Slaves obey as “servants of Christ” (6:5-7). Fathers do not provoke their 

children, but “bring them up in the discipline and instruction of the Lord” 

(6:4). Masters must recognize that they share a common Master with their 

slaves (6:9). 

The common Christological pattern of 5:2 and the mutual submission of 

5:21 are key to understanding what Paul says about the relationship 

between husbands and wives. The principle verbs addressed to husbands 

and wives are not specific duties, but are characteristic behaviors expected 

of all Christians. All Christians are to be filled with the Spirit (1) by singing 

psalms and hymns and spiritual songs (5:19), (2) by giving thanks to God 

the Father (5:20), (3) by being subject to one another (5:21). (4) Husbands 

love their wives as Christ loved the church (5:25) in the same way that all 

Christians walk in love as Christ loved us and gave himself for us (5:2). (6) 

The submission asked of wives is simply the first example of the mutual 

submission that is expected of all Christians to one another in v. 21. In the 

same way that husbands are not to love their wives in a manner distinct 



 23 

from the way in which all Christians walk in Christ’s love, so wives are not 

uniquely to submit to husbands any more than only some Christians should 

sing psalms and hymns or give thanks to God the Father. (There is no 

imperative “submit” in v. 22 as many English translations suggest; rather, 

the verb is supplied from the participle from the previous verse, 

“submitting to one another” (hypotassomenoi allēlois). Significantly, at no 

point are wives told to “obey” their husbands, or husbands to “exercise 

authority” over their wives.) 

While Ephesians 5 addresses issues of household management, 1 

Corinthians 11:1-16 focuses on disruptive worship practices in the church. 

Scholars do not agree on the particular issue that Paul is addressing, 

whether women wearing a particular head covering within the context of 

worship or some kind of hair style (v. 5). There is general agreement on the 

following: (1) Men and women equally engaged in leading worship in the 

Corinthian church. Paul is not restricting the public role of women in 

worship, but insisting that worship practices should not create public 

scandal. (2) Men and women are not separate from one another, but rather 

interdependent. There is nothing in the context that indicates that the issue 

of contention concerned an issue of authority of men over women. Rather, 

although difficult to interpret (what about the “angels”?), the only verse in 

the passage that mentions authority (v. 10) actually refers to the woman’s 

own authority. The NIV correctly translates the passage: “It is for this 

reason that a woman ought to have authority over her own head, because 
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of the angels.” (3) If the first man (Adam) is the source of woman in the 

Genesis creation narrative, the woman is now the source of all men 

through childbirth, and God is the ultimate source of both man and 

woman, who equalizes their standing in Christ (v. 12). (4) That woman is 

man’s glory does not mean that she was created for his purposes or 

utilitarian ends, but that men and women both need and are mutually 

dependent on one another (v. 7). (5) Even in the new age of redemption in 

Christ, sexual and gender distinctions are maintained; however, that does 

not mean that one sex is subordinate to the other, but that both are 

interdependent on and need one another (vs. 11-12). 

A key issue of contention for interpretation of both passages is Paul’s 

metaphorical use of the Greek word meaning “head” (kephalē) to describe 

the relationship between men and women in both of these passages. This 

metaphor is so central to the Protestant argument against women’s 

ordination that “complementarian” opponents of women’s ordination use 

the expression “male headship” to describe their position, even when 

discussing biblical passages where the word kephalē does not occur.  

In modern English usage, the metaphor “head” is often used to describe 

someone who is in a position of authority, as in the “head” of a company, 

and “complementarians” assume that Paul’s use of “head” in these two 

passages refers to the authority of men over women. However, numerous 

biblical scholars challenge this assumption for the following reasons. First, 

they point out that when the Greek LXX translators of the Old Testament 
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translated the Hebrew word for “head” (rosh) where it is used literally, they 

regularly used the Greek word kephalē; however, when used as a metaphor 

for “leader,” the translators use words like archē instead, implying that 

native Greek speakers did not normally understand the metaphor “head” 

to mean “leader” or “authority.” (Out of approximately 180 times when 

the Hebrew Bible uses the word  rosh as a metaphor for “leader or 

“chieftain,” the LXX translates it as kephalē only six times.)160  

More important is that Paul’s use of the metaphor “head” to describe the 

relationship between men and women is unique. Paul is the first example 

we know of to make a comparison between husband and wife and Christ 

and the church. Accordingly, the only way to understand what Paul means 

by “headship” in marriage is to examine the context in which he himself 

uses the metaphor. (Complementarian Wayne Grudem appeals to fifty 

examples of “head” meaning “authority” in ancient culture, but apart from 

the handful of LXX examples and the apostle Paul’s, which are the point at 

disagreement, all of his examples occur after Paul, and are military or 

political examples of “one to many” leadership.161 Paul certainly did not 

understand the relationship between husband and wife to be like that 

                                                
160 Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, Revised Edition (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987, 
2014), note; Philip B. Payne, Man and Woman: One in Christ: An Exegetical And Theological Study of 
Paul’s Letters (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2009), 119. 
161 Wayne Grudem, Evangelical Feminism and Biblical Truth: An Analysis of More Than One Hundred 
Disputed Questions (Sisters, OR: Multonomah Publishers, 2004), “Appendix 3: Over Fifty Examples of 
Kephalē (‘Head’) Meaning ‘Authority Over/Ruler’ in Ancient Literature”; “Appendix 4: The Meaning of  
κεφαλή (‘Head’): An Evaluation of New Evidence, Real and Alleged,” 544-599. 
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between a single military commander and numerous soldiers or a single 

ruler and numerous followers.) 

For Paul, “head” (kephalē) and “origin” (archē) seem largely equivalent. 

Christ is the beginning or source of the church as his body, and also the 

one from whom it receives its nourishment. Christ is the “head (kephalē) of 

the body, the church; he is the beginning (archē), the firstborn from the 

dead, that in everything he might be preeminent.” Paul refers to those who 

do not hold fast to the “head” (kephalē), “from whom the whole body, 

nourished and knit together through its joints and ligaments, grows 

together with a growth that is from God” (Colossians 1:18, 2:19). In 

Ephesians 4:15, Paul writes that “we are to grow up in every way into him 

who is the head (kephalē), into Christ, from whom the whole body, joined 

and held together by every joint with which it is equipped, when each part 

is working properly, makes the body grow so that it builds itself up in 

love.” In the one passage in which Paul does associate Christ’s “headship” 

with authority, he contrasts Christ’s relationship with his body, the church, 

with those over whom he exercises authority: “And [God the Father] put 

all things under his feet and gave him as head (kephalē) over all things to the 

church, which is his body, the fullness of him who fills all in all.” (Eph. 

1:22).  

This notion of “headship” as giving life to the body, and as a source of 

nourishment, seems to be the key to Paul’s understanding of Christ as 

“head” in Ephesians 5:23: “Christ is the head of the church, his body, and 
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is himself its Savior.” The context is that of mutual love and care, 

nourishment and protection. The head and body language focuses on the 

one-flesh union between Christ and the church as his body and the one-

flesh union between the husband and wife (5:31). Christ acts as head of the 

church by nurturing the church, uniting the church, and bringing it 

together. Christ gives himself sacrificially to the church. Similarly, the 

husband is asked to be the “head” over his wife in exactly the same way 

that Paul is describing Christ’s headship over the church, in terms of 

sacrificial love: “In the same way, husbands should love their wives as they 

do their own bodies. He who loves his wife loves himself. For no one ever 

hates his own body, but he nourishes and tenderly cares for it, just as 

Christ does for the church, because we are members of his body” (5:28-

30). The passage is not then about authority of husbands over wives, but 

about self-sacrificing love of husbands for their wives. At no point are 

husbands told to command their wives, or wives told to obey their 

husbands. Paul does not use such words as “authority” (exousia) or “lord” 

(kurios), when describing the relationship between husband and wife, but 

“head,” and the context makes clear that the model of the husband’s 

“headship” is Christ’s self-abasement and self-sacrificial cruciform love by 

which he gave himself up for the church. 

Similarly, NT scholars argue that “head” in 1 Corinthians 11 means 

“source,” or “preeminent” or “honored source.” 1 Cor. 11:8 looks to the 

creation narrative, in which the woman was made from the man’s side, 
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created as man’s partner or helper “fit for him” (cf. Gen. 2:20-23). Verse 12 

focuses on man’s origin as now born of woman. Finally, “all things (or all 

persons) come from God.” Paul’s use of the “head” metaphor (v. 3) would 

then mean: (1) The origin of every man is Christ, that is, Christ is the origin 

of creation; cf. 8:6: There is “one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom are all 

things and through whom we exist.” (2) The origin of woman is man, not 

“her husband” (as in the ESV translation), but “the first man,” that is, 

woman (issa) is taken out of man (is) (Gen. 2:23). (3) The origin of Christ is 

God. That is, God the Father is the agent of the incarnation. The order 

reflects not a hierarchy of authority, but the chronology of salvation 

history: all things were created through Christ; the first man (Adam) is the 

“source” of the woman’s being; God the Father is the source of Christ’s 

incarnation. Paul’s reference to the woman being the “glory of man” (v. 7) 

points to the interdependence of man and woman. The woman is created 

to “honor” the one for whom she was created as a companion suitable for 

him and should not engage in worship in a manner that would bring 

“shame” on her companion. That the point of the passage has to do with 

gender distinction and not gender subordination is evident in that in the 

original Greek, it is clear that the authority referred to in v. 10 is the 

woman’s own authority over her (physical) head, not male authority over 

her. Again, the passage is about interdependence and mutuality between 

man and woman, not a hierarchy of authority of men over women. 
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There are, of course, two New Testament texts which have been used to 

argue against women in holy orders, based on a command for women’s 

“silence” in the church or not exercising authority over or teaching men. It 

is our contention that these texts (1 Corinthians 14:34-35 and 1 Timothy 

2:8-15) should be understood as implying that women who are not 

educated should learn before they become teachers162 

The Catholic Argument 

As noted above, the Protestant argument against women’s ordination has 

focused on biblical exegesis concerning issues of authority, whether women 

should teach men, and whether they should preach from the pulpit. In 

contrast, the Catholic argument focuses rather on sacramental theology, 

specifically, whether a woman can preside at the celebration of the 

Eucharist.  

The Catholic argument relies on four claims:  

 

1) The Tradition of the Church: The ordination of women is an 

                                                
162 See Kenneth E. Bailey, “The Women Prophets of Corinth: A study of aspects of 1 Cor 11:2-16”, Theology 
Matters (Jan-Feb 2000) 11-14; “Women in the New Testament: A Middle Eastern Cultural View”, Theology 
Matters 6/1 (2000) 1-11. A similar argument can be found in Don Williams, The Apostle Paul and Women in the 
Church (Los Angeles, BIM, 1977), and in Craig S. Keener, Paul, Women & Wives. Marriage and Women’s Ministry 
in the Letters of Paul (Peabody, Hendrickson, 1992) chapter 2; N. T. Wright, “Women’s Service in the Church: The 
Biblical Basis”, a conference paper for the Symposium, ‘Men, Women and the Church’, St John’s College, Durham, 
September 4, 2004, which can be accessed online on the “N.T. Wright Page”: 
http://www.ntwrightpage.com/Wright_Women_Service_Church.htm. Accessed August 17, 2018. 
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innovation; throughout its history, the church has never ordained women. 

To ordain women is to depart from the tradition of the church. 

2) A Male Apostolate: Insofar as the Catholic position appeals to scripture

it appeals to the exclusively male priesthood of the Old Testament, and to

the male apostolate of the New Testament. Although Jesus had women

followers, Jesus called only men to belong to the circle of the Twelve

Apostles. Since bishops are successors of the apostles, bishops (and other

clergy) must be male. To ordain women is to abandon the biblical pattern

for ministerial leadership.

3) The Role of the Presiding Minister: In presiding at the Eucharist, the

ordained presbyter acts “in the person of” or “represents” the male Jesus

Christ (in persona Christi). As the church which is the bride of Christ is

symbolically female, so the presiding minister must be male in order

symbolically to represent Jesus Christ as the Groom and Head of the

church, which is his Body. To ordain women is to distort the nuptial

imagery of Christ as Groom and the church as Bride.

4) Although the Vatican’s own arguments were not based on an

anthropology concerning differences between the sexes, some have argued

against women’s ordination from a sexual typology based on the contrast

between male transcendence and female immanence. As God the Father is

the transcendent Creator, so only male priests can represent divine

transcendence, while women represent the receptive faith of the church.

The apostle Peter represents the active male role of clergy, while the virgin
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Mary represents the female receptive faith of the laity. To ordain women is 

to overthrow this male/female gender symbolism. 

 

 

The Tradition of the Church 

The issue of church tradition has already been addressed above. While it is 

true that there has been a tradition against ordaining women in the church, 

the historic rationale behind this practice was based on a perceived 

ontological incapacity: women were less intelligent than men, emotionally 

unstable, and more subject to temptation. Moreover, opposition was not to 

women’s ordination as such, but to women exercising any role of authority 

over men, whether in the church or elsewhere. The church fathers did not 

oppose the ordination of women based on liturgical concerns about 

sacramental representation, but rather concerns about female leadership. 

Insofar as modern Catholic opponents of women’s ordination appeal to 

church tradition while neither endorsing the historic reasons for opposition 

to women’s ordination (concerns about authority) nor their warrant (a 

perceived ontological inferiority of women), nor their scope of restriction 

(women were not excluded merely from ordination but from any position 

of leadership or authority), the position is selective at best. The modern 

Catholic appeal to tradition endorses a historic practice while disregarding 

its historic rationale. 
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A Male Apostolate 

Concerns about a male-only Old Testament priesthood have been 

addressed above. The Old Testament priesthood was restricted not only to 

males, but to Jewish descendants of the tribe of Levi. Moreover, Old 

Testament concerns about ritual “uncleanness” would necessarily have 

excluded women from the priesthood. The application of Old Testament 

restrictions to Christian clergy would exclude from ordination not only 

women, but also all non-Jewish clergy who are not linear descendants of 

Moses’ brother Aaron,. 

 

In a similar way, Jesus’ reasons for having chosen only male Apostles are 

evident from the New Testament texts. Jesus chose male Apostles for the 

same reason that he chose twelve Apostles and Jewish Apostles. Insofar as 

Jesus’ followers represent the new Israel, Jesus’ twelve Apostles 

typologically represent the twelve tribes of Israel, and, specifically, the 

twelve patriarchs (sons of Jacob/Israel) from whom the nation of Israel 

was descended. In the new age, the Apostles will have a special role in 

judging the twelve tribes of Israel (Matt. 19:28; Luke 22:30). The book of 

Revelation records that the New Jerusalem has twelve gates on which are 

written the names of the twelve tribes of Israel, and twelve foundations on 

which are written the names of the twelve Apostles of the Lamb (Rev. 

21:12-14). Gentile inclusion in the church rests on the foundation of the 
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(Jewish) twelve Apostles and on the (Hebrew) prophets (Eph. 2:11, 19-21). 

At his Last Supper, Jesus, present with his twelve Apostles, reconstituted 

the Passover as a meal of bread and wine in which he formed a new 

covenant. It is at this last meal where Jesus pronounced the role of the 

twelve in judging Israel (Luke 22:14-30; cf Jer. 31:31-34).The twelve had to 

be Jewish males, and not slaves, women, or Gentiles, in order to fulfill the 

symbolic function of their typological role.  

 

Bishops and presbyters may be successors of the original twelve Apostles, 

but they are not themselves Apostles because they do not play the same 

exclusive role as eyewitnesses to the ministry and resurrection of Jesus 

(Matt. 12:28; Acts 1:8, 21-22; 1 Cor. 9:1), and they do not play the same 

role of typological fulfillment of OT themes. There is no more theological 

warrant for contemporary clergy to be symbolically male than for them to 

be Jewish or to be twelve in number. 

Representatives of Christ 

The historic understanding of the essential role of the ordained Clergy 

consists in a ministry of proclamation of the Word and duly administering 

the sacraments.163 The background to a theology of worship and ordained 

ministry is found first in the New Testament. 

                                                
163 39 Articles, art. 19 (Of the Church). 
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The New Testament portrays Jesus’ theological identity using the Old 

Testament symbolism of priest, sacrifice, and temple, emphasizing three 

aspects of a Christian theology of priesthood and sacrifice: (1) the 

priesthood and sacrifice of Christ (Mark 10:45; Matt. 20:28; John 1:29; 1 

Cor. 5:7; Rom. 3:25; Heb. 2:17, 7:27, etc.); (2) Christians as a new temple (1 

Cor. 6:19-20); (3) the priesthood and sacrifice of all Christians (Rom. 12:1; 

1 Pet. 2:4-5, 2:9). The New Testament does not use the word “priest” to 

refer to church office and refers to Christian priesthood and sacrifice “not 

in acts of ritual and liturgical worship but in the practical, ethical sphere of 

the lived Christian life.”164  

The church fathers largely repeat the three key themes of the New 

Testament writings concerning priesthood and sacrifice although there is 

little discussion of them for the first millennium: (1) Jesus Christ is both 

high priest and sacrifice; (2) there is a sacrificial context to Jesus’ Last 

Supper, and there are the beginnings of a notion of “eucharistic sacrifice” –  

not that the Eucharist is a “repetition” of Christ’s once-and-for-all sacrifice, 

but that, in the celebration of the Eucharist, the efficacy of Christ’s 

sacrifice is “remembered” in such a way that it is “made present” or re-

enacted. In the words of Chrysostom, “it is not another sacrifice . . . but 

the same.” (3) The church fathers speak of the priesthood of all Christians, 

which they interpret in spiritual and moral terms; (4) Writers assume some 

kind of relationship between the priesthood of Christ, and the priesthood 

164 Robert J. Daly, S.J., The Origins of the Christian Doctrine of Sacrifice (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 
1978), 82. 
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of ordained clergy. When the celebrant presides at the Eucharist, he is 

presiding over a “sacrificial” action. At the same time, in the earliest 

examples, the sacrificial action is not understood to be the liturgical rite 

itself, but the prayer of the celebrant and the community. Missing from the 

writings of the church fathers is any detailed discussion of a relationship 

between Christ’s priesthood and the priesthood of the ordained clergy.165 

There is no warrant in the writings of the church fathers for the claim that 

the church should exclude women from ordination because the ordained 

priest represents Christ, and only a male can represent Christ. 

During the early Middle Ages, Latin theologians taught that only the 

universal Catholic church was able to celebrate the Eucharist. The priest 

who presided at the Eucharist was understood to represent the whole 

church when he acted as the liturgical leader of the local church. Later, 

Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) was the key figure in the development of the 

notion that, in celebrating the Eucharist, the priest acts “in the person of 

Christ” (in persona Christi), as representing Christ to the church.166 

In his earliest discussion of eucharistic theology (in his Commentary on Peter 

Lombard’s Sentences), Aquinas claimed that the priest proclaims the 

eucharistic prayer in the name of the church and represents the church. In 

the Summa Theologiae, Aquinas developed two key themes of sacramental 

theology. First is the notion of “sacramental character,” which is, primarily, 

                                                
165 See Daly as well as Gerald O’Collins, S.J. and Michael Keenan Jones, Jesus Our Priest (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2010). 
166 Edward J. Kilmartin, S.J., The Eucharist in the West (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1998, 
2004), 134-139. 
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the character of Jesus Christ as the incarnate “image” of God the Father 

(Heb. 1:3), and which enables all the baptized to partake in worship 

through participation in Christ’s priesthood, and through which they come 

to resemble Christ. Aquinas identifies sacramental character as the “character 

of Christ . . . to whose character the faithful are likened,” through their 

participation in Christ’s priesthood.167 

Second, Aquinas’s understanding of Eucharistic theology built on his 

theology of baptism to suggest that (in Aristotelian terms), just as the 

matter of baptism is water and the form is the trinitarian baptismal formula 

(“I baptize you in the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit”), 

so in the Eucharist, the matter is the elements of bread and wine and the 

form is Jesus Christ’s “words of institution” spoken at the Last Supper: 

(“This is my body”; “This is the cup of my blood”). Aquinas insisted that 

the words alone were sufficient because, in reciting the words, the priest is 

speaking the very words of Jesus Christ, and thus acting as a representative 

of, or “in the person” of Christ” (in persona Christi).168 

This understanding of the priest as consecrating the Eucharist when he 

recites the “words of institution” (and thus acts as a representative of 

Christ) came to dominate eucharistic theology in the Western  Church 

following Aquinas’s formulation, not only in the Roman Catholic Church, 

but also at least implicitly in Protestant churches, as shown in those 

                                                
167   IV Sent. d. 24, q. 2. a 2. ad 2, cited in Kilmartin, The Eucharist in the West, 249; ST 3.63.3. 
168 ST 3.60.6, ad 2; 3.78.1. 
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churches in which the Lord’s Supper consists of nothing more than the 

pastor reciting the narrative of the Last Supper. 

This Western understanding of Eucharistic theology led to conflict in the 

fourteenth century over the Orthodox inclusion of the epiclesis, a prayer for 

the invocation of the Holy Spirit that occurs in Eastern eucharistic prayers 

following the account of the Last Supper, but was missing from the 

Western Latin mass, and demonstrated a fundamental difference in 

Western and Eastern understandings of the role of the ordained priest in 

celebrating the Eucharist. Theologically, the disagreement boils down to 

the question of whether the presiding minister acts in the person of Christ 

(in persona Christi) and thus represents Jesus Christ or, rather, when in 

invoking the Holy Spirit in the epiclesis, the presiding minister, praying on 

behalf of the congregation to invoke the Holy Spirit, represents the church, 

and thus acts in the person of the church (in persona ecclesiae).169 

Aquinas himself says nothing about the need for the ordained priest to be 

male in the context of the ordained priest acting in persona Christi. To the 

contrary, if the priest must be male in order to participate in Christ’s 

priesthood or to resemble Christ, then it would seem to follow that only 

males can be baptized because Aquinas locates the sacramental character of 

both baptism and the Eucharist (which makes worship possible) in a 

169 Yves Congar, I Believe in the Holy Spirit, Volume 3: The River of the Water of Life (Rev 22:1) Flows in 
the East and West, trans. David Smith (New York: The Crossroad Publishing Company, 1997), 228-233. 
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participation in the priesthood of Christ in which he insists that all the 

baptized participate.  

Nevertheless, the Roman Catholic Church came to embrace a new 

argument against the ordination of women rooted in an in persona Christi 

sacramental theology that first appeared in Pope Paul VI’s Inter Insigniores 

(“Declaration on the Question of the Admission of Women to the 

Ministerial Priesthood”) in 1976. The pope stated that the priest represents 

Christ, who acts through him when he says the “words of institution”: 

“[T]he priest, who alone has the power to perform [the Eucharist], then 

acts not only through the effective power conferred on him by Christ, but 

in persona Christi, taking the role of Christ, to the point of being his very 

image, when he pronounces the words of consecration.” The pope drew 

the conclusion that only a male priest can represent Christ in this way 

because Jesus Christ is a male: “[W]hen Christ’s role in the Eucharist is to 

be expressed sacramentally, there would not be this “natural resemblance” 

which must exist between Christ and his minister if the role of Christ were 

not taken by a man: in such a case it would be difficult to see in the 

minister the image of Christ. For Christ himself was and remains a man.”170 

After Inter Insigniores, liturgical non-Roman Catholics (such as Orthodox 

and Anglo-Catholics) who opposed the ordination of women embraced 

this new position as well. This was especially surprising for the Orthodox, 

170 Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, “Declaration Inter Insigniores: On the Question of 
Admission of Women to the Ministerial Priesthood”; 
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_19761015_inter-
insigniores_en.html; accessed August 17, 2018. 
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since the Western theology of eucharistic consecration on which the 

argument is based is at odds with the Orthodox theology of the epiclesis and 

the representative role of the priest as acting primarily as a representative 

of the church (in persona ecclesiae).171 

In response, we agree that if ordination is oriented toward the preaching of 

the Word and the administration of the sacraments, then questions of 

sacramental theology must be addressed. However, concerns need to be 

raised about the unfortunate consequences following from a model of 

eucharistic theology that places its primary focus on the presiding minister 

acting “in the person of Christ” (in persona Christi) when he consecrates the 

eucharistic elements by speaking the “words of institution.” This leads to 

an understanding of ordained ministry in which the eucharistic celebrant’s 

role becomes that of enacting a drama by playing the part of Jesus Christ at 

the Last Supper, in which the presiding minister is isolated from the 

congregation, and in which the essential role of the congregation in the 

worship of the church is relegated to being observers of a drama. In 

addition, the resulting eucharistic theology is christomonist, separating the 

work of Christ not only from its ecclesial context, but from its salvation-

historical and trinitarian context. The role of the Holy Spirit and the church 

disappear. This theology also reflects a truncated notion of the eucharistic 

prayer, in which the structure of the prayer that surrounds the words of 

institution is reduced to something like liturgical window dressing. If all 

171 Noted by Orthodox theologian Elisabeth Behr-Siegel and Orthodox Bishop Kallistos Ware in The 
Ordination of Women in the Orthodox Church (Geneva: WCC Publications, 2000), 40, 49-50. 
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that is really important is the words of institution, then the rest of the 

liturgy is dispensable.172 

What implications might a more redemptive-historical, trinitarian 

understanding of eucharistic theology have for the ordination of women?  

First, the celebration of the Eucharist should not be understood as the 

isolated act of the ordained minister over against the worshiping 

community. The eucharistic prayer is not a drama in which the priest acts 

the role of Christ by reciting the words of institution. Rather, the 

eucharistic prayer is the prayer of the entire church, in which the gathered 

community addresses God the Father, reminding him of his saving deeds 

in creation, the calling of Israel, and the saving incarnation, life, death, and 

resurrection of Jesus Christ. The words of institution are at the center of 

this prayer and are a reminder of Christ’s promise to the church that he will 

be present whenever the “church breaks this bread” and “drinks this cup . . 

. in remembrance of me.” In the epiclesis, the Holy Spirit is invoked by the 

entire church to descend on bread and wine to enable Christ’s presence. 

The ordained minister has a special role, speaking the words of the 

eucharistic prayer on behalf of the church in a prayer that begins and ends 

with the words “we” and “us.” In praying the words of the eucharistic 

prayer, the presiding minister first represents the church and acts in persona 

ecclesiae.173 

                                                
172 Kilmartin, Eucharist in the West, 348-352. 
173 See especially, Edward Kilmartin, Christian Liturgy: Theology and Practice I. Systematic Theology of 
Liturgy (Kansas City: Sheed and Ward, 1988); The Eucharist in the West; “Apostolic Office: Sacrament of 
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Is there a sense in which we can also speak of the ordained minister acting 

in the person of, or as a representative of Christ?  Indeed. The church 

shares in Christ’s priesthood by pointing away from itself to the saving, life, 

deeds, and resurrection of Jesus Christ. The pattern for the church as a 

whole is the cruciform pattern of the suffering servant, and this is the 

pattern of ordained ministry as well. As the apostle Paul writes in 2 

Corinthians 4, “For what we preach is not ourselves, but Jesus Christ as 

Lord, and ourselves as your servants for Jesus’ sake. For God, who said, 

‘Let light shine out of darkness,’ made his light shine in our hearts to give 

us the light of the knowledge of God’s glory displayed in the face of Christ. 

But we have this treasure in jars of clay to show that this all-surpassing 

power is from God and not from us.” (vs. 5-7, NIV). The ordained 

minister represents Christ primarily in pointing away from him or herself, 

by pointing to the crucified and risen Christ. But the priest also represents 

Christ in that he or she shares in Christ’s suffering. Paul continues to write, 

“We are hard pressed on every side, but not crushed; perplexed, but not in 

despair; persecuted, but not abandoned; struck down, but not destroyed. 

We always carry around in our body the death of Jesus, so that the life of 

Jesus may also be revealed in our body.” (vs. 8-10).  

In Ephesians 5, Paul introduces his well-known analogy between marriage 

and Christ, identifying the church as the bride of Christ. As noted above, in 

Christ,” Theological Studies 36 (1975): 243-264; “The Active Role of Christ and the Holy Spirit in the 
Sanctification of the Eucharistic Elements,” Theological Studies 45 (1984): 225-253; “Sacraments as 
Liturgy of the Church,” Theological Studies 50 (1989): 527-547; “The Catholic Tradition of Eucharistic 
Theology: Towards the Third Millennium,” Theological Studies 55(1994): 405-455. 
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this passage, Paul makes clear that the submission expected of wives to 

husbands is the same submission that is expected of all Christians to one 

another, and the model of behavior expected of all Christians is modeled 

after Christ’s own self-sacrifical giving, as exemplified in the paradigm 

passage of Philippians 2:5-11, in which Paul identifies the love of Christ 

with the “self-emptying” (kenosis) that prefers others over self, taking on 

the form of a servant that leads to the cross. 

Could a woman lead the church in worship and act in persona Christi? One 

might better ask whether a man could lead the church in worship and act as 

the church’s representative in persona ecclesiae? As the presiding minister 

prays the eucharistic prayer, he or she places the words of the church in his 

or her own mouth. Modern eucharistic prayers all begin and end with the 

words “we” and “us,” as do the traditional words of the Eucharistic Prayer 

in the 1662 Book of Common Prayer. Insofar as the New Testament identifies 

the church as the bride of Christ (Eph. 5:23-32; Rev. 22:17), it might seem 

more appropriate to ordain only women. Since the church contains both 

men and women, it is certainly appropriate for a female minister to pray 

those words on behalf of the church. 

Insofar as Christ’s servant ministry is the pattern for all Christians, it is also 

the pattern for all ministry. Insofar as the role of the ordained minister is to 

point away from himself or herself and to point instead to Jesus Christ, it is 

not his or her sex that is significant because it is not his or her own person 

that counts, but the person of Jesus Christ. If a male priest can represent 
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the female bride of Christ, then certainly a female priest can represent 

Christ himself in that the priestly role of ordained clergy is one of self-

abnegation.174 

Male and Female Symbolism 

Finally, we would claim that objections based on the symbolism of an 

anthropology of male transcendence and female immanence are an 

example of a foreign “natural theology” imposed artificially into a Christian 

setting, reflecting more pagan and Hellenistic notions of male/female 

relationships than a biblical understanding of sexuality. The Bible knows 

nothing of notions of male transcendence and female immanence.175 

Characteristics of activity and receptivity are not specific characteristics of 

men and women, but rather of persons as such. Within the Triune God, 

the Father eternally generates the Son; the Son eternally receives his 

existence from the Father, while the Spirit eternally receives his existence 

from the Father and the Son (in the Western model) or from the Father 

through the Son (in the Eastern model). In the divine perichoresis, the 

three persons engage in a mutual indwelling of giving and receiving. Within 

the sphere of the Incarnation, Jesus Christ is completely transcendent (as 

fully God), and completely immanent (as fully human). If Peter represents 

174 See especially, Gorman, Cruciformity; George R. Sumner, Being Salt: A Theology of an Ordered 
Church (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2007); Thomas F. Torrance, Royal Priesthood: A Theology of 
Ordained Ministry, 2nd Edition (London: T. & T. Clark, 1993, 2003); “The One Baptism Common to Christ 
and His Church,” “The Paschal Mystery of the Eucharist,” “The Mind of Christ in Worship: The Problem of 
Apollinarianism in the Liturgy,” Theology in Reconciliation: Essays towards Evangelical and Catholic Unity 
in East and West (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975), 82-214. 
175 Tikva Frymer-Kensky, In the Wake of the Goddesses: Women, Culture and the Biblical Transformation 
of Pagan Myth (New York: Macmillan, Inc., 1992), 140-141.. 
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the active apostolic role, and Mary represents receptive faith, then both 

roles are true of the entire church, since activity and receptivity are personal 

characteristics, not gender characteristics. As an apostle, Peter represents 

Jesus Christ not by being active or by physically resembling the male Jesus 

Christ, but by feeding Christ’s sheep, and by following in Jesus’ way to the 

cross, by pointing away from himself to the crucified and risen Lord Jesus 

Christ. The virgin Mary represents the church not in her femininity, not by 

herself being the perfect response to grace, but by being the theotokos, the 

human bearer of the God-man who is himself the perfect response to grace 

insofar as throughout his earthly ministry, Jesus followed in the leading of 

the Holy Spirit through whom he was conceived, and who anointed Jesus 

and indwelt him at his baptism in the Jordan River.  

Conclusion 

Our primary concern is this statement is to assert that the ACNA should 

continue to allow the practice of ordaining women as presbyters, since the 

Bible itself portrays women in teaching, administrative, worship-leading 

and governing roles. The 39 Articles of Religion teach that whatsoever 

cannot be proved by scripture cannot be required (Article 6). We believe 

that it cannot be proved by scripture that women are to be excluded from 

the ordained ministry of the church.  

At the same time, we have attempted to address liturgical and sacramental 

concerns about the representative role of ordained presbyters in leading 

liturgical worship. Nothing in a proper understanding of either OT or NT 
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worship practices, of ordained clergy as successors of Jesus’ original twelve 

Apostles, of the tradition of the church, or a proper theology of eucharistic 

ministry, would exclude woman from leading the church’s worship. Insofar 

as they preside at the church’s ministry of Word and Sacrament, ordained 

clergy act first as representatives of the church as the Bride of Christ by 

praying on behalf of the church, but also represent Christ as the head of 

the body which is his church. Ordained clergy represent Christ not in their 

own persons (and certainly not in their sexuality), but by bearing witness to 

the cruciform pattern of Jesus Christ’s death and resurrection. This is, of 

course, the model for all Christian discipleship (not simply clergy), to which 

all baptized Christians are called, both men and women. As it is for the 

church, so it is for the ordained minister. The ordained priest represents 

Christ by pointing away from his or her own identity to that of the 

crucified and risen Jesus Christ. 
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